HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
April 22, 2021; 6:00 PM
Historic District Commission meetings will be held remotely due to COVID-19.
In order to help slow the spread of the COVID-19 virus and to comply with the State of
Emergency, the City of Gastonia will conduct Historic District Commission meetings
remotely until further notice.

AGENDA
ITEM 1a.

Rollcall / Soundcheck

ITEM 1b.

Approval of March 25, 2021 Meeting Minutes

ITEM 2.

Continued Public Hearing – Certificate of Appropriateness
(File # PLCA202100101)
 Enrique Lagos
 501 S. Chester Street
 Renovation of exterior house including installation of new siding, new
driveway, replacement of upstairs windows, replacement of window shutters,
new rear yard fence, new rear yard pool, new rear deck and stairs, new front
porch floor, new exterior front door and removal of two (2) trees.
 New request of driveway gate, fence gate and fence enclosures.

ITEM 3.

Public Hearing – Certificate of Appropriateness (File # PLCA202100141)
 John Pruitt
 710 S. York Street
 To paint exterior house and trim white

ITEM 4.

Other Business
 Subcommittee meeting, if needed

ITEM 5.

Adjournment

*****************************************************************
Instructions for persons interested in speaking during the Public Hearings:
1. If you wish to speak during the meeting you must contact the Planning Department at 704-854-6652 or
planning@cityofgastonia.com and register before noon on the day of the meeting.
2. View the meeting agenda on the city’s website at https://www.cityofgastonia.com/upcomingrecentmeetings.html.
3. On the day of the meeting, beginning at 6:00 p.m., watch the livestream of the meeting on the City’s
website at https://www.cityofgastonia.com/upcoming-recent-meetings.html.
4. Follow the instructions given when you registered in order to call into the meeting at the time that the
item you are interested in is being heard by the Board.
If you wish to submit written comments for the Public Hearing you may at any time from the date of this notice
until 24 hours after the Public Hearing is held. To submit, email the Planning Department at
planning@cityofgastonia.com and include your name, address, phone number and file number in the email.

*****************************************************************
UPCOMING IMPORTANT DATES
May 27 – Historic District Commission Meeting – 6:00 p.m.
th

Historic District Commission
March 25, 2021
Meeting Minutes

Chairwoman Eddlemon called the meeting of the Historic District Commission to order at 6:02
p.m. on Thursday, March 25, 2021 via Zoom.
Present:

Commissioners Jerry Tucker, James Henson, Carol Hauer, Camille Fox, Ed Starr,
and Andi Eddlemon

Absent:

None

Staff present: Charles Graham, Assistant City Attorney; Kim Wallis, Planner; Chrystal Howard,
Secretary; and Robert Stroud, Municipal Arborist
ITEM 1a.
Roll Call / Sound Check
Chairwoman Eddlemon opened the meeting, conducted roll call and declared a quorum.
ITEM 1b.
Approval of Minutes
Commissioner Tucker made the motion to approve the January 28, 2021 meeting minutes.
Commissioner Starr seconded the motion and the motion passed (5-0).
Chairwoman Eddlemon provided an explanation for public hearings on Certificate of
Appropriateness (COA) applications and order of business.
Chairwoman Eddlemon stated because of the quasi-judicial format of the hearings, persons
wishing to speak and offer evidence are required by North Carolina law to be sworn in or
affirmed. Ms. Howard administered the affirmations.
ITEM 2. Continued Public Hearing – Certificate of Appropriateness (File # PLCA202100101)
 Joshua Brooks
 918 S. York Street
 To remove tree in left side yard
Chairwoman Eddlemon opened the public hearing recognizing Ms. Kim Wallis, Planner for the
purpose of staff presentation. Ms. Wallis stated the applicant’s name, subject location, and the
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) request. She read the property description and findings provided
in the staff report. A subcommittee of the Historic District Commission reviewed the application on
February 24th and denied removing the tree as it was determined healthy by the Municipal Arborist.
Key points were the tree measured over 8 inches in diameter at the base, was in the side yard, and
close to a retaining wall, existing fence and gate. Ms. Wallis shared the applicant’s statement that the
tree broke through the retaining wall and caused four distinct breaks. Mildew was growing on the side
of the house as a result to shade. The tree damaged the neighbor’s roof, some limbs were cut back to
clear his roofline, and the majority of the tree leans over his house. The applicant believes the root
system is damaging the foundation. Ms. Wallis stated the Municipal Arborist’s assessment of the tree
was that the tree was healthy with no real concerning structural issues, but roots can grow under
poured concrete in certain conditions and can over time lift concrete if in a small enough section. Ms.
Wallis continued with Mr. Stroud’s assessment that the tree was not causing the leaking in the
basement, and the tree was not mature and not quite close enough to the house to damage/cause
leaking in basement. Also noted was the potential for the tree to become an issue in the future with the
restricted space. With proper care, the tree would be fine and cause minimal maintenance issues, and
if neglected it could decline rapidly and become a real threat to all nearby properties. Ms. Wallis
displayed photos of the retaining wall and fence, basement with water damage, tree location, and gate
location. Ms. Wallis finished her presentation with excerpts from the Design Guidelines.
Referring to photos of the retaining wall, Commissioner Starr commented on the retaining wall
appearing bowed around the tree and asked if it was an issue.
Applicant, Joshua Brooks, 918 S. York Street of Gastonia, NC was recognized. Mr. Brooks replied
that the retaining wall shifted approximately 8 to 10 inches off-center. Mr. Brooks briefly commented
on a retaining wall that collapsed by a tree in the neighbor’s yard. Chairwoman Eddlemon asked what
had changed to intensify the interest to have the tree removed since the recent subcommittee meeting.
Mr. Brooks replied that he had two separate requests, one was the removal of the tree with the same
intensity and the other was the gate and fence installation not being dependent on removal. Mr.
Brooks shared two trees took out three garages and he does not want a third tree to cause additional
damage to a neighbor’s house.
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Commissioner Hauer inquired about the discussion between the applicant and the arborist. Mr. Brooks
explained that discussion had not occurred, and staff explained that the miscommunication was on
their part. Commissioner Hauer read the statement, “With proper care this one could sit happily for
decades and cause very minimal maintenance issues.” She inquired about what proper care would
involve and if the homeowner felt capable of providing proper care. Mr. Brooks commented that part
of the tree was on the property line and he would need permission to maintain his tree on another
person’s property. He explained that his neighbor trimmed the tree on their side as it had caused roof
damage. He explained the maintenance challenges, coordinating with his neighbor, and noted that he
would have to employ service, as he would not be able to maintain it himself.
Commissioner Tucker asked about the damage mentioned to the neighbor’s house. Mr. Brooks replied
that he was unaware if a branch broke through or was brushing across, but the neighbor had roof
damage with water intrusion and had to make repairs and have limbs cut back in 2020. Commissioner
Tucker asked Mr. Brooks if the pavers were existing or if he installed them. Mr. Brooks replied that to
his knowledge the cinder block terracing pavers were original to the house back in 1920, as well as, his
neighbors. He reiterated damage to structures from his trees. Referring to the top photo on agenda
page 2-4, brief discussion ensued on the neighbor’s tree causing damage to the retaining wall and his
proposed request being a similar situation.
In determining the impact of removing the tree, Commissioner Starr asked the tree species and if the
tree had a dense canopy. Mr. Brooks stated the leaves were approximately 8-10 inches long and 3-4
inches wide, but not a canopy tree and not in scope of historic trees. The tree was not mature and
approximately 50 ft. tall.
Ms. Howard administered the affirmation to Robert Stroud, Municipal Arborist. Mr. Stroud replied
that the tree was a Pecan tree and nonproducing, more than likely not planted intentionally, and maybe
20 years old. A Pecan trees’ taproot goes straight down and is very resistant to blowing over. The
applicant’s tree splits into two predominate leaders and over time these leaders grow and become
susceptible to tear, and can fail in extreme high winds. Cabling was a method for maintenance. The
tree was very healthy and not an imminent hazard, approximately 6 years away from it being a
nuisance tree, and it was possible to become an issue in the future with the retaining wall.
Mr. Brooks explained the property was a rental prior to him owning the home.
Commissioner Tucker asked if the neighbor was in support with removing the tree and Mr. Brooks
replied that he had not discussed with the neighbor. Mr. Brooks reminded the Commission that his
neighbor received a notice and could participate in the meeting. Commissioner Tucker asked if he
planned to replace the tree with something else, in the same or different location. Mr. Brooks replied
that at this time he did not plan to replace it with something else. Regarding the front yard, Mr.
Brooks shared that he has trees with existing issues, Crape Myrtles were removed due to mold and
mildew, and anything new would be fighting for sunlight.
Commissioner Fox made a motion to approve the request as presented and Commissioner Starr
seconded the motion. Commissioner Starr commented that removal of trees should be avoided in the
Historic District; however, he needed to be realistic and consider the future ramification of trees. In
this case, the tree was not intended to be there, viewing the photos and foliage, Commissioner Starr did
not see that this tree would be missed, and considered the future ramification of the tree. The motion
was approved (6-0).
ITEM 3.

Public Hearing – Certificate of Appropriateness (File # PLCA202100101
 Enrique Lagos
 501 S. Chester Street
 Renovation of exterior house including installation of new siding, new driveway,
replacement of upstairs windows, replacement of window shutters, new rear yard
fence, new rear yard pool, new rear deck and stairs, new front porch floor, new
exterior front door and removal of two (2) trees.

Chairwoman Eddlemon opened the public hearing recognizing Ms. Kim Wallis, Planner for the
purpose of staff presentation. Ms. Wallis stated the applicant’s name, subject location, and the
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) request. She read the property description and findings provided
in the staff report on agenda page 3-1. Ms. Wallis noted the subcommittee held a pre-application
review with the applicant via zoom on February 17th and subsequent site visit on February 25th. She
displayed the zoning map. Provided in agenda pages 3-1 through 3-11, Ms. Wallis read the key
elements of design and displayed photos of the new house siding and roof covering, siding
deterioration examples, front porch renovation, new driveway and path, window shutters, new rear
yard deck, swimming pool in rear yard, rear yard fence, window replacement on second floor, front
door, front house window. Ms. Wallis read and displayed the proposed front, sides and rear house
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renovation also provided in the agenda on pages 3-1 through 3-11. She displayed a sketch of plants in
the back yard that will be removed. Plants considered dead or diseased by the Municipal Arborist
were identified in red, and healthy plants were identified in green. Ms. Wallis summarized the
excerpts from the Design Guidelines.
Chairwoman Eddlemon started discussion with the siding. Commissioner Hauer commented on the
siding needing replaced and she liked that the siding will be consistent overall, and asked about the
difference between the siding proposed and the siding recommended by the North Carolina State
Historic Preservation Office. Ms. Wallis shared that the siding recommended was Dutch siding and
similar to the German siding. The applicant preferred the 5 in. width lap siding. Commissioner Hauer
asked which siding was closest to the original size and Ms. Wallis replied that the Dutch siding was
close to the original profile. Commissioner Hauer preferred and suggested keeping the siding close to
how it looks. Commissioner Starr agreed and commented on the current siding giving a unique look to
the house. Chairwoman Eddlemon noted that the front of the house had a unique pattern and a smaller
siding would be more appropriate for this house. Brief discussion ensued on considering cost of siding
and it was determined that this was outside the prevue of the Commission. Commissioner Starr asked
if the house was undergoing renovation for owner occupancy or for resale and Ms. Wallis replied that
Mr. Lagos and his family will live there.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the roof. No questions or issues addressed.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the front porch. Commissioner Tucker asked if
flush mounted lights or pendant lights will be installed and Mr. Lagos replied that he was unsure.
Commissioner Tucker suggested flush mounted lights.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the new driveway and path. Clarification was made
that the existing driveway was not a communal driveway. Mr. Lagos stated the existing driveway was
very small and tight. For his house, Mr. Lagos shared that a larger driveway to allow more parking
was necessary. Commissioner Tucker agreed that the driveway on the right was very tight with single
file parking, and understood the reason for wanting to move the driveway. Discussion ensued that the
driveway width was for two cars side-by-side.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to window shutters. Based on existing shutters,
Commissioner Starr asked if the intent was to replace with functional or appear to be functional
shutters. Mr. Lagos replied that there were several types of shutters on the house and he wants to have
fixed (nailed) shutters. Commissioner Starr preferred that the window above the front door not have
shutters. Commissioner Hauer preferred shutters on single windows to be the width as if closed.
Commissioner Starr was concerned about where to put shutters on the house. He suggested having
fewer shutters and only place where appropriate to show the architecture of the house. Chairwoman
Eddlemon, Commissioner Hauer and Commissioner Fox agreed. Commissioner Fox suggested
offering a diagram to give the applicant some advice at a later time. Several commissioners responded
that it was a good idea.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the new rear yard deck. Chairwoman Eddlemon
commented that the existing deck was very small for the house, and commented that she was not sure
if two rocking chairs could fit on it. Commissioner Hauer understood wanting to have a back outdoor
space, but requested the deck be as traditional as possible to be cohesive with the house.
Commissioner Starr stated the proposed deck was a stained wooden deck and stairs with steel black
railings and painted black top rail. Commissioner Starr asked if the intent was to have a metal railing
with a wood cap. Mr. Lagos replied that the railings would be metal and referred the Commission to
the bottom left photo on agenda page 3-10. Both Commissioner Starr and Commission Hauer like
this photo more than the photo beside it. Commissioner Hauer requested a diagram and Mr. Lagos
was willing. Commissioner Starr stated the left photo design would work for the applicant while being
appropriate to the house. Chairwoman Eddlemon agreed.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the swimming pool and fence in rear yard. No
questions or issues addressed.
Chairwoman Eddlemon transitioned discussion to window replacements on second floor.
Chairwoman Eddlemon was glad the windows would be Simulated Divided Lite windows.
Commissioner Hauer was not in favor of changing the size, adding or closing any windows on the
front or sides of house. The right side of the house was displayed first to discuss. Mr. Lagos
confirmed the French doors would remain. The little window to be closed was acceptable to
Commissioner Hauer. The front side of the house was displayed next for discussion. Commissioner
Hauer was not in favor of replacing two windows on the second floor with one single window.
Commissioner Fox asked if the proposed single window was stationary and Mr. Lagos replied that it
would not open. Chairwoman Eddlemon asked if the window was the same size as the current
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opening and Mr. Lagos replied that it was the same size. Commissioner Hauer asked the reason for
replacing two windows for one window. Mr. Lagos replied that the upper floor would be an open
setting, so no windows need to be open. Commissioner Hauer commented that the front of the house
would look different. Commissioner Fox asked if there was a way to have the window manufactured
to simulate wood in the middle. Mr. Lagos stated having one board in the middle would not look
right. Commissioner Hauer was not in favor of the change to one window. Commissioner Fox
reiterated her thought to continue the same pattern. Commissioner Tucker commented that the front
would look different if the windows no longer have shutters, but also understood maintaining a post in
the middle between the two windows. He continued that he could see one window the same size.
Brief discussion occurred on the existing window sizes on the second floor and recognized the
differences in windows. Commissioner Starr commented that one window would allow light in and be
a simpler statement on the upper wall of a two-story foyer, but the exterior would look better with a
double window.
Commissioner Tucker suggested resolving issues and defer. Chairwoman Eddlemon inquired about
approving some of the request with conditions and referred to Attorney Graham for guidance.
Attorney Graham commented on the option of continuing a hearing to allow more time to think and
decide on what each person wants, not as a group, writing thoughts in a way to be read in a form of a
motion. The Commission can compare notes at the next meeting in a public hearing. Other options
presented were approving the request as presented, or continue the hearing and ask staff to get with
owner to discuss the Commission’s concerns and suggestions during this meeting, and allow the
applicant time to come back with a different proposal. Brief discussion ensued amongst the
Commission on how they would proceed.
After discussion, the Commission was in favor of the roof as requested. Regarding siding, the options
for the Commission were 1) approve as presented or 2) approve with the condition to use Dutch siding.
Regarding the front porch, the flooring was accepted. The Commission requested more information
on the porch lights. Regarding the driveway and removal of tree, Commissioner Tucker shared his
concern of the existing driveway being narrow and the large tree obstructing the view for backing out.
Commissioner Starr agreed. Mr. Stroud shared a concern that a 24 ft. width may interfere with large
the oak trees in front yard, so he will meet with Mr. Lagos on the property to discuss. Commissioner
Tucker suggested making the new driveway width narrow by the street and transition wider to the
back. Mr. Lagos was willing to make the driveway narrow near the street as long as two cars could fit.
Briefly discussed was shutters and it was deferred to next month’s meeting. The Commission
accepted the metal with wood for the deck, but requested a better diagram of the size and shape of the
railing choices, as well as, a stain color. Regarding pool and fence, Ms. Wallis noted that an enclosure
fence was not required by the Building Department if there was a rear fence. Discussion ensued that a
fence would need to encapsulate the pool. Mr. Lagos stated he would use a similar black metal gate
that his neighbor has. Ms. Wallis stated that she would take a photo of the gate and redraw the areas.
Regarding the rear yard fence, a color choice was requested. Mr. Lagos stated he was fine with
whatever color the Commission chooses as long as it matches the house. Regarding windows and
elevations, Chairwoman Eddlemon started the discussion with replacement windows chosen.
Commissioner Fox stated she liked the double hung 4/4 sash and Commissioner Tucker agreed.
Commissioner Hauer stated she disliked the old glass lost, but understood and accepted the request.
Chairperson Eddlemon commented on concerns about the large front window over front door.
Commissioner Hauer was not in favor of replacing with one window, but noted others may. With one
single window simulating two double windows with a wood grid in the middle, Commissioner Hauer
would be inclined to be in favor of the idea. For the exterior appearance, Commissioner Hauer
commented that it should remain as it is. She understood the request for the interior purpose, but not
enough to approve the change. Commissioner Fox commented that she understood the function of the
window, but was in line with Commissioner Hauer. She noted that the large window would be striking
against all the other windows without dividing. Commissioner Hauer added that if the door approved,
it would match better. The Commission was in favor of the double door. Chairperson Eddlemon
commented on preserved details of the house would shine.
Chairperson Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the rear of the house. Commissioner Starr asked if
removal of windows and doors were for the function of the interior. Connection with the applicant
was temporarily lost. Commissioner Tucker did not have an issue with the changes since it was on the
rear of the house. Brief discussion ensued on accepting the changes and the Commissioners stated
they agreed.
Chairperson Eddlemon transitioned discussion to the left of the house. Commissioner Tucker, Starr
and Hauer commented that they were not in favor of the additional small window, as it did not look
appropriate. Commissioner Hauer preferred the window sizes not change. Discussion ensued on the
request to replace louvered vents with glass. Commissioner Hauer liked the detail of the louver and
was not in favor of changing to glass. Commissioner agreed and was okay with adding glass behind
the louver. Mr. Lagos replied that the attic would be finished, usable space, and the reason for wanting
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a single pane glass. Understanding the request, Commissioner Tucker commented that the area would
be too narrow for a window. Commissioner Starr liked the louvers, but from a functional standpoint
and overall aesthetics, he did not have an issue with changing to glass. Commissioner Hauer stated
she did not mind it on the side and requested a visual. Chairperson Eddlemon agreed with
Commissioner Hauer. The Commission requested a sketch of the glass windows. Ms. Wallis stated
she would try to provide a visual for all elevations.
Discussion ensued on the landscaping. Trees being removed were due to the installation of deck and
pool. One cedar tree was healthy but competing for sun with a Magnolia tree and the arborist
approved the removal of this tree.
Chairwoman Eddlemon recapped that the roof, front porch, complete rear elevation, and right side
elevation did not need further discussion and was acceptable.
The front door was discussed. The front door was not an issue for the Commission; however, a
request was made that the door be included in the unified presentation. Commissioner Hauer liked the
design presented and requested a visual with the upper windows. Commissioner Starr commented that
he could visualize the door and large window together and being appropriate.
Discussion at the April meeting will include siding choice, porch lights, driveway width, mockup
illustrating location of shutters, diagram of size and shape of railing choices, deck stain color, fence
stain color, front window, and glass replacing louvers.
Commissioner Hauer made a motion to continue and Commissioner Tucker seconded the motion. The
motion passed (6-0)
ITEM 4.
Other Business
Subcommittee Meeting Tonight, if Needed: No subcommittee meeting needed.
ITEM 5.
Adjournment
There being no other business, Chairwoman Eddlemon adjourned the meeting at 8:02 p.m.
Respectfully submitted:
____________________________
Chrystal Howard, Secretary

______________________________
Andi Eddlemon, Chairwoman
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STAFF REPORT FOR
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA)
HD# PLCA202100101
April 22, 2021
APPLICANT: Enrique Lagos
PROPERTY LOCATION: 501 S Chester Street
PROPERTY OWNERSHIP: Enrique Lagos
REQUEST: The applicant wishes to obtain a COA for exterior renovation including new exterior house siding, new roof,
renovated front porch, new rear deck, new rear yard fence, new back yard pool, new driveway and front path, closure of
existing driveway, replacement of upper floor windows, replacement shutters, new front door, some reconfiguration of
first & second floor elevation windows and doors.
Property Description
The York-Chester property inventory describes this house as a two-story, frame, L-plan, 4/4 sash, single leaf entry with
sidelights and transom, wrap around porch supported with Tuscan columns, brick foundation, German siding, gable vents,
two story rear ell.
Findings
This application is continued from the March 25, 2021 Historic District Commission (HDC) meeting. The HDC
requested that the applicant submit the following information and address the following questions:














Deck and backyard fence stain: Dark stain- walnut.
Siding choice: The original siding is German/Dutch siding which has 2.5” wide boards. SHPO recommended
similar German/Dutch profile with board width of 5.5” made by Tru/Exterior. The applicant has looked at
reviews of this product and does not want to use this option. The applicant is proposing either 1) HardiPlank
Fiber Cement Colonial Lap Siding smooth with 8” wide boards, or 2) HardiPlank Fiber Cement Lap Siding
smooth with 5.25” boards (diagrams of options included in agenda packet) to be chosen by the commission.
Driveway dimensions and design around front yard left tree: Entry way at street is 15’ widening out to 20’
at widest in left side yard. Design curves around the 12’ radius around tree, as recommended by Robert
Stroud, Municipal Arborist. (design included in agenda packet)
Shutters: Existing shutters will be removed and replaced with black louvered shutters, 18wx7’h dimension,
nailed to siding. Originals are nailed to window frame and not operable. No shutters on upper middle
window.
Site pool around healthy backyard Magnolia tree? This is not a desirable option for the applicant.
Brick walls on each side of the house: on the left side of house there is a brick wall perpendicular to house.
This wall has no foundation and is wiggly and unsteady and will be removed. The brick wall in right rear yard
belongs to the adjacent neighbors at 413 S Chester St. There is a small portion of brick wall and 2 columns on
the right side, perpendicular to house, that does belong to the applicant and will remain.
2 Porch lights: (photo of lights in agenda packet)
Windows in general: Applicant did not look into repairing existing upper floor windows. Some windows were
broken apart, in some cases rotted wood. Glass has been lost on a few of the windows
FRONT ELEVATION
o Front door color and windows: Black with clear windows per provided specifications
o Front house upper middle window: Remove double window in front top floor (@30” w x 69” tall)
and replace with one double hung, SDL wooden window (@62” w x @69” h). No option of putting a
middle wooden piece in the middle on the exterior windows. (mockup of front elevation in agenda
packet)
o Attic louver vent on front of house: the applicant will be putting glass in this opening and discarding
louver vents in all the attic vents- including the right side house and the rear house. The attic space
will be renovated and utilized and will need these to be windows to light up the area. (mockup of
front elevation included in agenda packet)
LEFT SIDE ELEVATION
o Left side house bottom right French door: This is actually a French door, not a window, with no
steps off of it onto the ground. The applicant plans to maintain the wide trim at the top of the door
after replacing this door with the door from the back of the house of same size.
o Left side bottom middle French door: the applicant is proposing shortening this door by eliminating
the bottom row of window panes and framing it in and closing in the bottom opening with siding.
The applicant would like to have it look like a bedroom window- with a shorter dimension like the
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upper floor window above it. Another option other than cutting existing window is to replace with 2
windows, same size and replacement window as windows on upper floor.
o New bathroom window & opening: Add small window and window opening on bottom floor in
between the two sets of windows.
New requests:
o install left side yard fence section perpendicular to house to close in rear yard fence. fence to be
the same as proposed backyard wooden plank fence with post caps stained dark walnut/black as
backyard fence.
o Install new driveway gate: Gate to be a 9’ black aluminum driveway gate similar to neighbors.
(illustration of location and photo of similar gate in agenda packet)
o Additional right side rear yard section fence and gate parallel to house: Fence to be the same as
proposed backyard 6’ wooden privacy fence with posts taller than fence sections and post caps,
stained dark walnut. @ 4’ wide Wooden gate, stained dark walnut. (Location and design in agenda
packet.)
o Remove 3 small ornamental trees in right side yard for paver driveway

Key Elements of Design:
 Exterior siding: existing house siding (including German Siding, lap board siding, asbestos siding) has significant
rot and repair would be spotty and uneven. Two options are included in agenda packet with diagrams including
size.
 Brick foundation: to be repaired and repainted white
 House Roof: Remove existing black asphalt roof and install new roof covering with black architectural shingles
 Front Porch: Deteriorated front porch includes wooden columns, roof framing, gutters, soffit, ceiling, steps to be
repaired/replaced with like materials and colors
o Replace black asphalt porch roof covering with new black asphalt architectural shingles
o Replace wooden porch floor with multicolor outdoor/ Slate look porcelain tile floor
o Install 2 new porch lights (photo in agenda packet)
 Driveway: install grey patterned paver driveway and new driveway apron on left side of house. Close existing
driveway and grass over. (design in agenda packet)
o Tree removal in left side yard: Remove large healthy magnolia tree in left side yard to make way for new
driveway
 New front path: install 3’w grey patterned paver walkway from driveway to front porch
 Window Shutters: Remove @10 pairs of 18wx7’h green window shutters which are comprised of 4 different
styles and materials (vinyl being one). Replace @9 with black vinyl louvered shutters, same size as original.
Shutters will be nailed to siding and will not be operable. Window shutters in front house upper floor middle
window will not be replaced.
 Back Deck: Remove painted brick and concrete back porch, including black metal decorative posts and roof.
Install a 40’ w x 16’ l (width of house) new treated wood deck with black metal railings, black rail top, and
wooden stairs. Stain will be same as fence stain- dark walnut/black.
o Remove some existing landscaping near rear house including 2 trees, mature shrubbery- sketch showing
location and number of trees & shrubs to be removed will be provided at meeting.
 Pool: Install a new in ground concrete pool, 15’w x 35’l
o Landscaping & tree removal in backyard: Remove some existing shrubs, small trees and one healthy
Magnolia tree in back yard to make room for pool -sketch showing location and number of trees &
shrubs to be removed will be provided at meeting.
 Fence: Install new 6’ wooden dog-eared privacy fence in rear yard to match existing rear yard fence with posts
taller than fence section and post caps. Stain to be dark walnut/black.
o Remove some existing vines, shrubs, small trees that have grown in this area – (sketch showing location
and number of trees & shrubs to be removed as well as location and photo of similar fence in agenda
packet)
 Windows/door openings:
o Second Floor Windows: Replace 7 broken/deteriorated windows on the second floor with 29 3/8” wide
x 69 ¼” tall wooden Simulated Divided Lite W-2500 Double Hung windows (existing window frame to
remain). Remove double window in front top floor (@30” w x 69” tall) and replace with one wooden
window (@62” w x @69” h)
o Other windows/doors/openings:
 Rear elevation: remove left small window & awning and close in opening with siding, create
new small window opening further right, remove left porch door and close in opening with
siding, remove 2 separate remaining doors and install new double French doors in the openings.
Remove 3 windows on right and close opening with siding. Attic vent louvers to be removed and
replaced with glass.
 Right side house elevation: replace deteriorated upper metal gable vent with window glass,
keep unique frame. Remove right small window and close in opening with siding.
 Front elevation: replace deteriorated upper metal gable vent with window glass, keep unique
frame. Remove existing front door and sidelights and replace with a 74” w x 81.5” h black
fiberglass double door, with lites and grids to match detail of windows in the house. The
transom above the door will remain.
 Left side house elevation: Repair to existing bottom windows to shorten the height. Add small
window and window opening on bottom floor in between the two sets of windows. Remove the
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bottom right side deteriorated windows and replace with windows that were removed on back
elevation.
EXCERPTS FROM THE DESIGN GUIDELINES (NOW STANDARDS):
Building Site:
o Original landscaping designs and planting arrangements should be continued whenever possible. Important site
features should be identified and retained. Examples are stone or brick retaining walls, walks, steps, fences,
outbuildings, trees and mature shrubbery.
o Avoid new accessory buildings, swimming pools, or other improvements to a site which are not compatible with
the character of the original structure, unless they are not visible from the street or generally screened from
view. (pg2)
Landscape Features:
o It is critical that mature and historic trees contributing to the character of the district be preserved and
maintained. (pg1)
Fences:
o Privacy fencing shall be confined to the rear yard. Privacy fencing is typically 6’ in height. Solid, stockade fencing
should be avoided in favor of decorative privacy fencing. In all cases posts shall be taller than the fence section
and should have decorative finials (post caps). (pg5)
Siding and Trim:
o If a structure currently has wood siding, no artificial siding may be used to cover or replace the existing wood.
Existing wood should be repaired or replaced with similar wood siding or fiber cement siding.
o When applying siding, retain original features such as cornices, brackets, window and doorway trim, where
possible. These are, in most cases, an essential part of a building’s character and appearance, illustrating the
craftsmanship and care of earlier building periods.
o Paint colors should be neutral, original to the home or white. (pg6)
Roof:
o Slate, clay tile, metal and asphalt shingles are scattered throughout the historic district. Replace deteriorated
roof coverings with new material that is appropriate in terms of composition, size, shape, color and texture.
(pg8)
Porches, Decks & Patios:
o Retain porches, porte cocheres, porch features and steps which are appropriate to the building and its
development. Repair or replace deteriorated porch details to match the original where possible. (pg10)
o Avoid replacing original wood porch floors with concrete, or stripping porches and steps of original material and
architectural features.
o Decks may be permitted when they are placed in inconspicuous locations (usually at the rear of houses),
screened from view from the street and are designed to blend with the house. Painted or stained, pressure
treated wood is allowed (no unpainted or unstained wood). (pg10)
Fenestration (Windows, Doors)
o Window and door openings are an important architectural feature of a historic building that is both aesthetic
and functional. Improper or insensitive treatment of the windows and the doors of a historic building can
seriously detract from its architectural character.
o When replacement of deteriorated windows is required, or new ones must be added, the replacement should
imitate the original in size, scale, detail, pane and /or panel configuration. Materials are somewhat flexible;
however, style, design and proportion are very important and should be based on the style and period of the
structure.
o Avoid introducing new window and door openings into the principal elevations, or enlarging or reducing window
or door openings to fit new stock window sash; avoiding altering the size of window panes or sash.
o Retain original doors or replace with a similar style. Solid paneled doors or paneled doors with glass are
encouraged. (pg8,9)

Kim Wallis
Planner
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FENCE AND DECK STAIN
Dark walnut stain for fence and deck

SIDING CHOICE

Existing German siding, or “drop siding,” is a thin-plank
German siding.

1”

SHPO recommended Boral Tru/Exterior
Siding- Cove/Dutch Lap
(applicant does not want to use this option
after reading reviews)

2.5”

5.5”

5”
.5”

1.5”

2.5” board, 1.5” reveal, 1” “lap”

5.5” board, 5” reveal, .5 “lap”

Proposed siding: Either 1 or 2- to be determined by Commissioners
1. HardiPlank Fiber
Cement Colonial Lap
Siding Smooth

2. HardiPlank Fiber
Cement Lap Siding
Smooth

1.25”

8”

6.75”

8” board, 6.75” reveal,
1.25“lap”

5.25”

4”

5.25” board, 4” reveal

ooden gate

2 columns to remain

d panel

DRIVEWAY DIMENSIONS & DESIGN:

Entry way at street is 15’ widening out to 20’ at widest in left side yard. Design curves around the 12’ radius
around tree, as recommended by Robert Stroud, Municipal Arborist.

@40'
sections of
6' stained black/walnut
wooden fence with post caps

16'

@10' decorative
black aluminum gate

12'

ick wallndation and
sound

20'

15'

@78 feet

2 PORCH LIGHTS
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SHUTTERS
Existing green louvered window shutters
nailed to window frame and siding, 18”x84”

Replacement shutters similar to existing in louver
style, black, vinyl and nailed to exterior siding
and inoperable, 18”x84”

BRICK WALLS
Left side house - low brick wall to be removed - no foundation, structurally unsound

Right side house -small portion of brick wall and 2 brick columns to remain.
Brick wall along property line belongs to adjacent property.
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Disclaimer: These mockups are a depiction of the proposed upper middle window
with no shutters, the louver vent with glass and the front door and how they relate to
one another. This mockup does not show all of the proposed improvements and does
not claim to be an accurate depiction of the proposed changes.
FRONT ELEVATION
Current

Proposed- upper middle window, glass in attic louvered vent, black door
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Disclaimer: These mockups are a depiction of the proposed first floor middle window, small
bathroom window, and the right door replacement for the existing deteriorated doors. and
how they relate to one another. This mockup does not show all of the proposed improvements
and does not claim to be an accurate depiction of the proposed changes.
LEFT SIDE ELEVATION
Current

Proposed: first floor middle door shortened to a window, doors at right replaced with
same, small bathroom window.
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New requests:

Left side yard fence and driveway gate: fence to be the same as proposed backyard 6’ wooden privacy fence
with posts taller than fence sections and post caps, stained dark walnut. Gate to be a @9’ black aluminum
driveway gate similar to neighbors.
Additional rear yard section fence and gate parallel to house:
Fence to be the same as proposed backyard 6’ wooden privacy fence with posts taller than fence sections and
post caps, stained dark walnut. @ 4’ wide wooden gate, stained dark walnut.

section of wooden
fence panel- neighbors brick wall- neighbors
wood fence panels
and wooden gate

small amount of
brick wall and
2 columns to remain

existing wood panel

35'

15'

@40'
sections of
6' stained black/walnut
wooden fence with post caps

16'

@10' decorative
black aluminum gate

12'
remove existing brick wallwall is without foundation and
is not structurally sound

Removal of 3 small ornamental trees at side yard to make
way for paver driveway

20'

15'

Example of proposed driveway gate

wooden gate at right side
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STAFF REPORT FOR
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA)
HD# PLCA202100141
April 22, 2021
APPLICANT: John Pruitt
PROPERTY LOCATION: 710 S York Street
PROPERTY OWNERSHIP: John Pruitt
REQUEST: The applicant wishes to obtain a COA for painting the exterior house, Sherwin Williams Shoji
White for the walls and gloss white for the trim.
Property Description
The York-Chester property inventory describes this house as a two-story, Colonial Revival, brick, hip roof,
6/1 sash, single-leaf entry with sidelights and transom, flat-roof entry portico with Tuscan columns and
modillion cornice, hip-roof dormer on front roof slope, side porches on the north and south elevations,
brick chimney on north elevation, exposed rafter ends.
Findings
o The subject property is located in the local York-Chester Historic District
o The subject property is zoned Residential Single Family (RS-8) and surrounded by other single
family zoning
o The subject property was built circa 1926 and is considered a contributing building to the Historic
District
o On April 13, 2021, a subcommittee reviewed this application and moved it to be heard at the next
HDC full commission meeting.
Key Elements:
 The current façade is iron-spot brick with the original limestone mortar
 The applicant will have necessary repair with tuck-pointing and repointing of the brick and mortar
 The applicant states that there will need to be substantial preventative measures to ensure the
preservation of the existing brick façade, including:
o Applicant proposes to apply LOXON masonry conditioner and primer to the entire exterior
of the house. The LOXON is a very similar product to what applicant is using on the
Trenton Mill project to condition historic brick and is an approved product by the NPS for
historic structures. This conditioner penetrates porous masonry walls having a
preservative affect and also acts as a primer.
o The applicant proposes to paint the house with Sherwin Williams Duration Exterior Latex
paint. This paint is ideal for historic structures as is penetrates and seals the masonry from
further deterioration by water and UV light and adds longevity to the repointing. The
applicant proposes to paint the house Sherwin Williams Shoji White. The walls will be flat
white and the trim will be a gloss white.
o The applicant states that the painting of the house will provide essential, necessary, and
required preservation to our home.
 Upon request of staff, Brett Sturm, Restoration Specialist with the State Historic Preservation
Office in Raleigh, provided preservation information with regards to masonry and the applicant’s
plan. This information and correspondence is included in this agenda packet.
EXCERPTS FROM THE DESIGN GUIDELINES
Masonry: Masonry must be property maintained in order to prevent deterioration. Typical masonry
maintenance issues include deteriorated mortar joints, broken or chipped bricks, and loose bricks.
Much of this deterioration is due to the effects of weather as well as improper maintenance and
cleaning.
a. Avoid silicone waterproof or water repellent coatings over original masonry, …unless required to
solve a specific technical problem that has been studied and identified. Coatings are frequently
unnecessary, expensive, and can accelerate deterioration of the masonry.
b. Repoint mortar joints only when there is evidence of moisture problems or when sufficient
mortar is missing to allow water to stand in the mortar joint. Duplicate old mortar in
composition, color and texture. Duplicate old mortar in join size, method of application and join
3-1

profile. Repointing with mortar of high Portland cement content can create a bond that is often
stronger than the building material. This can damage the brick.
c. Avoid painting masonry unless evidence suggests it was originally painted.
d. Clean masonry only when necessary to halt deterioration and always with the gentlest method
possible, such as low pressure water and soft natural bristle brushes.
(pg 6,7 Design Guidelines)

Kim Wallis
Planner
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Wallis, Kim
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sturm, Brett <brett.sturm@ncdcr.gov>
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 11:35 AM
Wallis, Kim
RE: [External] painting of brick

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Kim,
Thanks for getting in touch on this. I’ll jump right in:
A brick and mortar wall is a system that functions best, and is most resilient over time, when it is not encumbered by a
paint film on its exterior surface. Painting this house will accomplish three things:
1.) The paint will fundamentally, irrevocably alter the appearance of the house, which was intended to present as a
red brick house.
2.) The paint will introduce to the building exterior a new, reoccurring maintenance item. The paint system, which is
destined to fail, will require refreshening every ten years on average, whereas a simple brick and mortar
cladding is without exaggeration the lowest‐maintenance, lowest‐cost system one could hope to inherit on a
house in our climate. Indeed the photos show that some repointing is in order for the house at this time, but this
is probably the first time in a generation or two that this repair has been needed. If properly repointed now, the
brick will need no further attention for another 50+ years.
3.) The application of a film‐forming latex paint will greatly impede the water and water vapor permeability of the
wall system. Make no mistake: paint will not waterproof the exterior of this building. The walls will continue to
absorb moisture from the environment, particularly from the ground up via capillary rise through the brick. If
this moisture is unable exit the wall system via evaporation to the outdoors, it will dwell behind the paint layer,
where salts carried in solution will slowly crystallize, compromising the adhesion of the paint. Once the paint
begins to fail, more water will enter the system, starting a kind of feedback loop. This brick looks well‐fired and
will likely not disintegrate anytime soon if trapped behind an impervious paint layer, but I would expect mortar
joints to begin to fail within a 5‐year horizon, particularly around corners, at window sills, and low near the
foundation where moisture most commonly enters the building envelope. I would also expect any new
repointing work done prior to painting to fail relatively soon, as that work ideally would need some 20+ days to
shed mechanical and chemical water (that is, to cure) before being suffocated by paint.
I can absolutely guarantee that Loxon Concrete and Masonry Primer/Sealer—a bonding agent manufactured by Sherwin
Williams to promote paint adhesion to modern masonry substrates like concrete and cementitious stucco—is not a
product explicitly endorsed by the National Park Service for use in historic applications.
At the Trenton Cotton Mill project, which I personally reviewed for tax credits, there is no paint being applied to the
exterior of the mill. The mill will remain unpainted—as designed, and as it has been historically—and any proposals to
the contrary would have been flagged immediately for not meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. What the applicant must be referring to are interior wall surfaces—inside the mill, in a dry indoor
environment—which were always painted historically and are therefore being repainted as part of the current
rehabilitation campaign.
While I’m sure this applicant doesn’t mean to intentionally mislead or subvert your commission, I want to make it clear
that the points put forth in the application have no basis, whatsoever, in building or material science. I couldn’t be more
1
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fervent in my recommendation that this house remain unpainted. Indeed, I don’t see any possible way a proposal to
paint it could be interpreted as meeting the Secretary’s Standards or Gastonia’s design guidelines.
Thanks and let me know if I can assist further.
Best wishes from Raleigh,
Brett

Brett C. Sturm, MSHP
Restoration Specialist, State Historic Preservation Office
Office: (919) 814-6589

**This message does not necessarily represent the policy of the Department of Natural and Cultural Resources.
**E-mail to and from me, in connection with the transaction of public business, is subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law "NCGS.Ch.132" and may be
disclosed to third parties by an authorized state official.

#StayStrongNC
Learn more @ nc.gov/covid19
And don’t forget your Ws! Wear. Wait. Wash.
WEAR a face covering.
WAIT 6 feet apart from other people.
WASH your hands often.

From: Wallis, Kim <kimw@cityofgastonia.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2021 10:02 AM
To: Sturm, Brett <brett.sturm@ncdcr.gov>
Subject: [External] painting of brick
CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you verify. Send all suspicious email as an attachment to
Report Spam.

Hi Brett,
We have an applicant who wants to paint his brick house white. I was wondering if you would offer some insight on
masonry and preservation, with regards to his plan and pictures attached. As always I’m so glad to have you as a
resource.
This application is in reference to painting the exterior of my home. The current façade is iron-spot brick with the
original limestone mortar. After having the necessary tuckpointing and repointing of the brick and mortar priced,
there will still need to be substantial preventative measures to ensure the preservation of the existing brick
façade. Once the deteriorated brick and mortar have been removed and replaced and the lime-based mortar
repointing of existing mortar has been completed, I plan to apply LOXON masonry conditioner and primer to the
entire exterior of the house. The LOXON is a very similar product I am using on the Trenton Mill project to
condition historic brick and is an approved product by the NPS for historic structures. This conditioner
penetrates porous masonry walls having a preservative affect and also acts as a primer. After the LOXON is
applied, I plan to paint the house with Sherwin Williams Duration Exterior Latex paint. This paint is ideal for
historic structures as is penetrates and seals the masonry from further deterioration by water and UV light and
adds longevity to the repointing. The color we plan paint the house is Sherwin Williams Shoji White. The walls
2
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will be flat white and the trim will be a gloss white. The painting of the house will provide essential, necessary,
and required preservation to our home.

3
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Kim Wallis | Planner/Historic District Commission Staff
City of Gastonia | Planning Department | 150 S. York Street, Gastonia, NC 28052
Office: (704) 854-6605

OUR MISSION: To provide fair, competent, responsive, cost-effective services at the highest level.
The City of Gastonia is committed to creating and maintaining a work environment that is inclusive, equitable and welcoming. We value
diversity and promise to honor your experiences, perspective and unique identity.

www.gastoniahistoricdistricts.com
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710 S. YORK ST.: Painting vs. Restoration & Sealing Only
CONTRASTING MATERIALS:
My home at 710 S. York St. was built in 1910. Over the years there has been little, if any, method of
repair and restoration of the brick façade. The previous owner, a small real estate investor that flipped
it, attempted to self-perform one small area of masonry repair that is needed. This “repair” was done as
poorly as it could have been done. See picture below. I show this picture for two reasons: 1. To show the
extent of repairs needed to only one portion of the façade. 2. To illustrate the contrast in color of the
two types of mortar he used.
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The next picture below is of the existing/original mortar that makes up over 85% of the façade. I show
this picture to illustrate the drastic color differences between what the new mortar alongside the
existing mortar will look like.
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The entire house has already been pressure washed and cleaned with Prosoco Sure Klean Custom
Masonry Cleaner once. The picture above of the existing mortar is still nearly black. This picture is taken
beside my front door, but mortar repairs need to be made on every elevation of the house with
conditions similar to the above color. The contrast of new mortar, as shown in the first picture, side by
side with this existing black mortar will be so drastic, the house will look like a checkerboard.
The contrast between existing and new materials does not just affect the mortar. Many of the actual
brick masonry units need to be replaced due to the fire-skin of the brick failing due to age or the unit is
broken due to foundation settlement. In continued efforts to preserve the façade, these masonry units
will need to be replaced further adding to the material color and textural contrasts on the exterior after
the prudent repairs are made.
COST:
The cost associated with a full repoint/tuckpoint, masonry unit replacement, and seal the exterior is
approximately $81,000. This includes manually removing all failed/failing mortar and replacing it, lift by
lift, and replacing brick masonry units as required. Even with the mortar being uniform, the new brick
masonry units will not match the existing. This is also incredibly labor intensive.
The CoA I have submitted proposes the following. Replace and repair only existing mortar that is failing.
Replace all brick masonry units that have failed. Pressure wash the full exterior and apply Loxon
masonry conditioner and primer. Lastly, apply three coats of Sherwin Williams Duration Exterior acrylic
latex paint. This will cost approximately $30,000. The paint will provide a better barrier than a sealer,
equivalent warranty, and will be much easier to maintain in the long-run.
My family and I bought this house a year and two months ago. Everything we have done so far to bring it
back to life and preserve its rich history is for the betterment of the home and the neighborhood. I’m
simply looking for reasonable discretion in this matter in order to preserve what’s here and continue to
add to its legacy.
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