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Minutes of the  1 
New Bern Historic Preservation Commission  2 

November 16, 2016  3 
  4 

The New Bern Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) held a regular meeting on Wednesday, 5 
November 16, 2016, in the second floor courtroom of City Hall, 300 Pollock Street.  6 
  7 
Members Present:     Tripp Eure, Vice Chair   Ruth Cox  8 
 David Griffith                         Joseph Anderson   9 
 Jim Morrison               Richard Frye            10 

                 11 
                    12 
Members Excused (E)/Absent (A):  Chair Tim Thompson (E) 13 
        Nancy Gray (E) 14 
        James Herring (A)  15 
                    16 

    17 
Staff Present:  Morgan Jethro, AICP, City Planner  18 
                19 
The meeting was opened and roll call was taken.  A quorum was present.    20 
  21 
Approval of Minutes: Reading of the minutes from previous meetings was deferred until the 22 
next meeting.    23 
  24 
Vice Chair Eure explained the HPC and the quasi-judicial hearing process. Staff swore in 25 
witnesses.   26 
  27 
Consideration of Applications:  28 
  29 

A. 420 Broad St. —to include the addition of restrooms to the secondary AVC. 30 
  31 
Staff Comments:  Staff Morgan Jethro presented the application and gave a brief explanation of 32 
the request along with some background information. She presented sample mortar and brick 33 
materials provided by Alexis Cardelli.  34 
  35 
Applicant Comment: Mr. Alexis Cardelli, Local Builders, gave a brief presentation on the 36 
proposed project.   37 
  38 
Public Comment:  Vice Chair Eure opened the floor for public comments. There were none. 39 
The public comment period was closed.   40 
Vice Chair Eure requested Staff Jethro present the Staff Recommendations.  41 
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 42 
Staff Recommendations:   43 
  44 
Staff submits the following Historic District Guidelines as appropriate to this application:  45 
 46 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  47 
Additions to Historic Buildings, p. 74, Guidelines 1-10, 14.  48 
Roofs, p. 19, Guidelines 3, 4, 10, 11.  49 
Statements of Reason, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s 50 
judgment are:  51 
1. The proposed project is within the secondary Area of Visual Concern;  52 
2. The proposed design is not incongruous with the Design Guidelines;  53 
3. The proposed design must match the existing grout and bricks;  54 
4. The downspouts must match in appearance the existing gutters.  55 
 56 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the application as presented, citing the 57 
aforementioned guidelines. 58 
  59 
Board Comments: Vice Chair Eure inquired on the date of construction of the original building; 60 
Jethro stated approximately the 1920’s. Commissioner Morrison stated it was 1928. Vice Chair 61 
Eure asked for specifications on the proposed standing seam metal roof. Cardelli stated it would 62 
have flashing and the standing seam would match the roof currently on the museum. The seams 63 
would be 1” high. Vice Chair Eure asked if they would be rolled; Cardelli stated yes. 64 
Commissioner Frye asked if there would be access to the addition from the inside of the existing 65 
Museum; Cardelli stated yes. Commissioner Morrison asked if there would be exterior lighting; 66 
Cardelli stated no. Commissioner Cox asked if the metal door that is proposed is matching with 67 
the other doors on the building; Cardelli stated that a wooden door does not meet the fire rating 68 
necessary for the building and that it would match the other doors which are metal and glass. 69 
Commissioner Cox inquired on the purpose of the exterior door and Cardelli stated that it was 70 
required as a fire escape. Cardelli stated that he has matched the existing bricks. Commissioner 71 
Morrison inquired on the routing of the downspouts; Cardelli stated they would go around the 72 
top of the addition and along the side.  73 
  74 
Motion:  Commissioner Morrison moved to find the application for a Certificate of 75 
Appropriateness for 420 Broad Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of Ordinance 76 
sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the following 77 
specific guidelines and findings of fact. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Griffith. 78 
The motion passed unanimously.   79 
  80 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  81 
Additions to Historic Buildings, p. 74, Guidelines 1-10, 14.  82 
Roofs, p. 19, Guidelines 3, 4, 10, 11.  83 
Findings of Fact: based on the information contained in the application are:  84 
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1. The proposed project is within the secondary Area of Visual Concern;  85 
2. The proposed design is not incongruous with the Design Guidelines;  86 
 87 
Conditions:  88 
The proposed grout, brick and downspouts shall match the existing in appearance and material.  89 
The roof seams shall be rolled.  90 

  91 
A motion to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness was made by Commissioner Cox and 92 
seconded by Commissioner Griffith. The motion was approved unanimously.  93 
  94 

B. 411 E. Front St.—to include the construction of an accessory structure in the tertiary 95 
AVC. 96 

  97 
Staff Comments:  Staff Morgan Jethro presented the application and gave a brief explanation of 98 
the request along with some background information.   99 
  100 
Applicant Comment: Mr. Ron Greiger gave a brief presentation on his intentions and the 101 
application. He stated that the roof pitch is 5/12 and is using cedar lap siding. There will be no 102 
shutters and a fiberglass door. He stated that the foundation will use concrete blocks and 103 
landscaping timbers.  104 
  105 
Public Comment:  Vice Chair Eure opened the floor for public comments. There were none. 106 
The public comment period was closed.   107 
  108 
Vice Chair Eure requested Staff Jethro present the Staff Recommendations.  109 
  110 
Staff Recommendations:   111 
Staff submits the following Historic District Guidelines as appropriate to this application:  112 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  113 
Outbuildings & Accessory Structures, p. 84, guidelines, 4, 5, 6, 8,  114 
Findings of Fact: based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s judgment are:  115 
1. The proposed addition is in keeping with the historical record of the building;  116 
 117 
2. The proposed project is within the tertiary Areas of Visual Concern;  118 
 119 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  120 
 121 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the application as presented, citing the 122 
aforementioned guidelines. 123 
  124 
Conditions:  125 
None  126 
  127 
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Board Comments: Commissioner Griffith requested a sketch of the final product; Greiger 128 
commented it was not ready from the manufacturer. Commissioner Griffith asked if the shed 129 
would have any windows or shutters. Greiger said there will be one window and no shutters. 130 
Greiger said he will be using architectural shingles. Griffith stated that horizontal sliding 131 
windows are incompatible with the Guidelines. A single or double hung window would be more 132 
appropriate. Vice Chair stated that the muntins need to be stimulated or true divided light; or the 133 
applicant could opt not to have the muntins at all. Greiger agreed to not having muntins. Vice 134 
Chair Eure mentioned that landscape timbers are inappropriate but the concrete blocks are 135 
acceptable but wooden edging would be acceptable.  136 
  137 
Motion:  Commissioner Anderson moved to find the application for a Certificate of 138 
Appropriateness for 411 E. Front Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of 139 
Ordinance sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the 140 
following specific guidelines and findings of fact:  141 
  142 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  143 
Outbuildings & Accessory Structures, p. 84, guidelines, 4, 5, 6, 8,  144 
Statements of Reason, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s 145 
judgment are:  146 
1. The proposed addition is in keeping with the historical record of the building;  147 
 148 
2. The proposed project is within the tertiary Areas of Visual Concern;  149 
 150 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  151 
 152 
Conditions:  153 
Commissioner Morrison recommended that the following conditions be added to the motion: 154 
Architectural singles that match the adjoining structure must be used; a double hung window 155 
without applied divided lights that match the adjoining structure must be used, and no 156 
landscaping timbers shall be used. Commissioner Anderson accepted that amendment to the 157 
motion.  158 
  159 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Cox. The motion passed unanimously. A motion to 160 
issue a Certificate of Appropriateness was made by Commissioner Cox and seconded by 161 
Commissioner Morrison. The motion to grant a COA passed unanimously. 162 
 163 

C. 313 Pollock St.—to include an addition to the structure and removal of a tree in the    164 
tertiary AVC.  165 
 166 

Staff Comments:  Staff Morgan Jethro gave a brief explanation of the request along with some 167 
background information of the project.  168 
  169 
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Applicant Comment: Mr. Lucien Vaughn, of Tarheel Associates, gave a presentation and 170 
submitted drawings and elevations of the proposed addition to the structure. Vaughn stated that a 171 
tree will have to be removed as a result of the proposed addition. He addressed the concerns 172 
regarding gutters, and stated that the project would utilize the same gutters on the existing 173 
building, and merely extend them along the addition. He remarked that there was a second floor 174 
component to the design which would include an exterior wooden staircase with metal railings 175 
and balustrades and a composite decking material, per the Health Dept. requirements. He 176 
commented that the existing walls would be extended out by 4 feet and would remove the coping 177 
on the roof. The exhaust fans on the roof would be reconfigured to blow straight up, instead of 178 
out. He stated they would convert the former window openings, which are now sealed, into door 179 
ways. He stated he was not sure if this was a contributing structure.  180 
 181 
Public Comment: Dr. Jim Congleton, 315-A Pollock Street, spoke in favor of the application as 182 
a neighbor and stated that any improvements are a welcome improvement to the current 183 
structure. The exhaust is a problem and that the can washing materials (broom and mop) that are 184 
hanging in the rear of the structure are deplorable to see. The exhaust blows smoke on his porch.  185 
 186 
Staff Recommendations:  Staff submits the following Historic District Guidelines as 187 
appropriate to this application:  188 
 189 
Design Guidelines for New Construction and Additions  190 
Additions to Historic Buildings, p. 74, Guidelines 1-10, 12, 14, 15, 16.  191 
 192 
Statements of Reason, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s 193 
judgment are:  194 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  195 
2. The proposed project is within the tertiary Areas of Visual Concern;  196 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  197 
4. The proposed gutters must be similar in appearance to the existing gutters.  198 
 199 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the application as presented, citing the 200 
aforementioned guidelines. 201 
 202 
Board Discussion: Commissioner Frye stated that the rooflines on additions should be 203 
consistent, and asked for additional explanation about the angled roof on the addition. 204 
Commissioner Griffith asked if it was a continuation of the existing gable; Vaughn replied that 205 
was correct. It was a gable on an A Frame roof that will have tongue and groove beaded board 206 
and wooden planks. He stated that the work is similar to the work performed at Morgan’s 207 
Tavern. Vice Chair asked the board if they agreed that this was a contributing structure. The 208 
board responded yes. Vice Chair Eure asked for the applicant to list his materials list. Vaughn 209 
read the materials list from the application submitted. He asked the board for guidance on the 210 
decking material. Commissioner Morrison commented that wood was appropriate for the time 211 
frame that the building was constructed. Commissioner Frye asked if there was a provision in the 212 
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guidelines for health issues, and Commissioner Morrison stated that it could be construed as Life 213 
Safety Issues. Commissioner Cox asked what material the doors are on Pollock Street, and if 214 
they match. Vaughn stated that they were mahogany doors. Commissioner Cox asked why the 215 
new doors would not be of the same material, and Vaughn stated for the longevity of the material 216 
due to heavy foot traffic and that steel doors were available at the time of construction, and that a 217 
glass door does not offer as much security as a solid door. Vice Chair Eure began discussing the 218 
standing seam metal roof with a ridge cap, and asked if that was a vent or a flashing construction 219 
on the existing roof. Vaughn stated it was a pre-painted metal roof and stated it appeared to be 220 
only a ridge. Vice Chair Eure stated that he would like to see the roof flattened without the ridge 221 
cap, because that is a modern looking application of a metal roof due to shadow lines and counter 222 
flashing, and due to the age of the building the ridge cap is not appropriate. He stated the 223 
standing seam should be rolled. Commissioner Griffith asked if he was requesting the existing 224 
roof be modified, and Vice Chair stated no, because it was not being removed as a part of the 225 
application, but the board needed to be concerned about matching what was existing. Vaughn 226 
stated he would modify the application to not include the ridge cap. Commissioner Griffith asked 227 
how old the addition to the structure was; no members were aware. Staff Jethro stated that the 228 
Craven County GIS lists the restaurant as 1920 and an apartment built in 1920, but that was all 229 
the information available.  230 
 231 
Vice Chair Eure stated that in the 1890’s many buildings were stucco. Staff Jethro stated that the 232 
structure was formerly the Bank of New Bern, and the Sandbeck book noted 2 additional floors. 233 
Vaughn stated he presumes this building was originally made of brick and mortar and it was 234 
covered over with plaster due to deterioration. He is requesting to construct the addition of 235 
concrete block and stucco. Commissioner Griffith stated in the past that stucco has been allowed 236 
on brick in the past.  237 
 238 
Vice Chair inquired about a planting plan, and asked if it would be brought back to the board. 239 
Vaughn stated he had been in contact with Greg McCoy to determine landscaping requirements. 240 
Vice Chair Eure stated that it could be handled by staff as a minor work. Vice Chair Eure 241 
requested that the application address the parapet extension. Commissioner Griffith commented 242 
it was already on the plans.  243 
 244 
Motion:  Commissioner Morrison moved to find the application for a Certificate of 245 
Appropriateness for 313 Pollock Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of 246 
Ordinance sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the 247 
following specific guidelines and findings of fact:  248 
 249 
Design Guidelines for New Construction and Additions  250 
Additions to Historic Buildings, p. 74, Guidelines 1-10, 12, 14, 15, 16.  251 
 252 
Findings of Fact 253 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  254 
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2. The proposed project is within the tertiary Areas of Visual Concern;  255 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  256 
4. The proposed gutters must be similar in appearance to the existing gutters if any are added; 257 
5. Landscaping must be approved by staff; and 258 
6. To flatten the seam at the ridge flashing on the roof.  259 
 260 
Commissioner Cox seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. A motion to issue a 261 
COA was made by Commissioner Cox and seconded by Commissioner Anderson. The motion 262 
passed unanimously.  263 
 264 
Vaughn asked that since the roof was a prepainted metal, he will have to defer to Mr. Bengel on 265 
how to finish that ridge. Vice Chair Eure requested that Mr. Vaughn do his due diligence and 266 
return for further review if needed.  Commissioner Morrison asked for the applicant to do the 267 
same for the decking material, if needed for health reasons.  268 
 269 

D.  513 Middle St. (Alan & Arlissa Vaughn—GO Architectural Design) – to include the 270 
addition of a garden gate, fence, removal of existing concrete driving pads and 271 
replacement with brick pavers in a herringbone pattern with a rowlock edge in the 272 
secondary AVC. Re-establishment of the spandrels in the primary AVC. 273 

 274 
Staff Jethro briefed the board on the application. She stated Sarah Afflerbach could not be 275 
present that evening and that Kaila Johnson of GO Architectural Design will be representing the 276 
application tonight. She gave the board an overview of the COA application. She presented 277 
evidence of historical photos to the board from the previous owners depicting the former 278 
spandrels.  279 
 280 
Public Comment: None.  281 
 282 
Staff submits the following Historic District Guidelines as appropriate to this application:  283 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  284 
Exterior Entrances & Porches, p. 36, Guidelines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 13.  285 
Statements of Reason, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s 286 
judgment are:  287 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  288 
2. The proposed project is within the primary and secondary Areas of Visual Concern;  289 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  290 
4. The proposed spandrels are in keeping with historical photographs of the structure.  291 
 292 
Staff requests the Commission approve the application as presented, citing the 293 
aforementioned guidelines. 294 
 295 
Board Discussion: Commissioner Morrison commented that the application was appropriate. 296 
Vice Chair inquired on the height of the fence where it transitions from the secondary to primary 297 
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AVC. He asked if the 6 foot portion of the fence follows along the side to the rear of the 298 
property, and Johnson stated yes.  299 
 300 
Motion:  Commissioner Morrison moved to find the application for a Certificate of 301 
Appropriateness for 513 Middle Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of 302 
Ordinance sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the 303 
following specific guidelines and findings of fact:  304 
 305 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  306 
Exterior Entrances & Porches, p. 36, Guidelines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 13.  307 
 308 
Findings of Fact, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s judgment are:  309 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  310 
2. The proposed project is within the primary and secondary Areas of Visual Concern;  311 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  312 
4. The proposed spandrels are in keeping with historical photographs of the structure and 313 
evidence of shadow lines.  314 
 315 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Cox. The vote was unanimous. A motion to issue a 316 
COA was made by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Cox. The motion 317 
passed unanimously.  318 
 319 

E.  248 Craven St. (Robyn Johnson) – to include the addition of exterior lighting and 320 
changing of door materials in the primary AVC. 321 

 322 
Staff Jethro briefly introduced the application, and stated that Scott Johnson, the applicant’s 323 
husband, is representing the application that evening. The applicant was in the audience.  324 
 325 
Staff Recommendation: 326 
Staff submits the following Historic District Guidelines as appropriate to this application:  327 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  328 
Windows and Doors, p. 28, Guidelines 2, 4, and 16.  329 
Site & Setting  330 
Exterior Lighting, p. 89, Guidelines 1, 2, 4, and 5  331 
Statements of Reason, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s 332 
judgment are:  333 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  334 
2. The proposed project is within the primary Areas of Visual Concern;  335 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  336 
 337 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the application as presented, citing the 338 
aforementioned guidelines. 339 
 340 
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Commissioner Cox asked how many usable doors were on the Pollock Street side, and he stated 341 
3 but they blocked two so they cannot be used. Commissioner Morrison asked how many light 342 
fixtures would be installed, and Johnson stated only 2, and he also asked if the door facing the 343 
parking lot would be changed, and the applicant stated no. Vice Chair Eure clarified that only the 344 
glass door on the Pollock Street side would be replaced with wood with wooden casings. 345 
Commissioner Cox asked if the Dunn Building signage would remain. S. Johnson stated it would 346 
carefully be removed and framed with wood. Commissioner Griffith thanks the applicants for 347 
supply the additional details that were requested. Vice Chair Eure reminded the applicant to 348 
consult staff and the HPC prior to beginning any exterior work.  349 
 350 
Motion:  Commissioner Anderson moved to find the application for a Certificate of 351 
Appropriateness for 248 Craven Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of 352 
Ordinance sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the 353 
following specific guidelines and findings of fact:  354 
 355 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  356 
Windows and Doors, p. 28, Guidelines 2, 4, and 16.  357 
Site & Setting  358 
Exterior Lighting, p. 89, Guidelines 1, 2, 4, and 5  359 
 360 
Findings of Fact, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s judgment are:  361 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  362 
2. The proposed project is within the primary Area of Visual Concern;  363 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  364 
 365 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Morrison. The vote was unanimous. A motion to 366 
issue a COA was made by Commissioner Cox and seconded by Commissioner Griffith. The 367 
motion passed unanimously.  368 
 369 

F. 520 Johnson St. (Mark & Norma Neito—GO Architectural Design) – to include the 370 
addition of an accessory structure and removal of a tree in the tertiary AVC. 371 

 372 
Staff Jethro reminded the board that Sarah Afflerbach could not attend this evening and Kaila 373 
Johnson was representing the application. Kaila gave the board an overview of their proposal. 374 
She stated that the accessory structure would have Hardiboard, and the standing seam metal roof 375 
will match the existing on the main structure, and that the slope of the roof would match as well. 376 
Commissioner Frye asked what the door material would be, and K. Johnson stated it would be 377 
fiberglass. She stated they are proposing gutters and downspouts  378 
 379 
Staff submits the following Historic District Guidelines as appropriate to this application:  380 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  381 
Outbuildings & Accessory Structures, p. 84, guidelines, 4, 5, 6, 8,  382 
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Statements of Reason, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s 383 
judgment are:  384 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  385 
2. The proposed project is within the tertiary Areas of Visual Concern;  386 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  387 
 388 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the application as presented, citing the 389 
aforementioned guidelines. 390 
 391 
Board Discussion: Commissioner Morrison inquired on the use of the circular paved area of the 392 
site plan. K. Johnson stated it would be a future fountain location that they will present in the 393 
future with plantings. Commissioner Griffith stated that Hardiboard is allowed if it is smooth 394 
face and not false grain. Commissioner Morrison stated that all changes made were very 395 
insignificant to the overall application. Commissioner Frye asked the dimensions of the 396 
accessory structure, and she stated it was 12 x 22 with a 4 foot wide porch area. Commissioner 397 
Anderson asked for the height of the building, which K. Johnson stated was 15’3”. 398 
Commissioner Griffith asked about the type of standing seam metal roof, and clarified it would 399 
need to be a rolled seam.  400 
 401 
Motion:  Commissioner Morrison moved to find the application for a Certificate of 402 
Appropriateness for 520 Johnson Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of 403 
Ordinance sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the 404 
following specific guidelines and findings of fact: 405 
 406 
Exterior Changes to Historic Buildings  407 
Outbuildings & Accessory Structures, p. 84, guidelines, 4, 5, 6, 8,  408 
Roofs, p. 19-20, Guidelines 6 & 10 409 
Landscaping, p. 77, Guideline 7 410 
 411 
Findings of Fact, based on the information contained in the application, in Staff’s judgment are:  412 
1. The proposed exterior alterations are in keeping with the historical record of the building;  413 
2. The proposed project is within the tertiary Areas of Visual Concern;  414 
3. The proposed design is not incongruous with guidelines;  415 
 416 
Commissioner Cox seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. A motion to issue a 417 
COA was made by Commissioner Cox and seconded by Commissioner Anderson.  418 
 419 

G. 817 N. Craven St. (Iris Williams Heirs—City of New Bern) – to include the demolition of 420 
a condemned structure. 421 

 422 
Staff Recommendation: Staff did not present any recommendations due to the City of New Bern 423 
being the applicant for the COA. HPC Administrator Jethro briefed the board on the history of this 424 
structure. She noted it had been a minimum housing issue beginning in September 2006, and the 425 
structure had a massive fire that destroyed the majority of the structure in October 2015. She stated 426 
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that the home was a critical public safety hazard, and noted that the City of New Bern is requesting 427 
the COA to demolish the structure. She explained the complicated ownership history of the structure, 428 
and stated that the former owner, Iris Williams, had died and the remaining heirs of the property were 429 
uncooperative with Development Services in efforts to remedy the situation. The City has received 430 
numerous complaints over the years regarding the structure, and that since the fire the situation has 431 
become dire.  432 
 433 
Vice Chair Eure stated that the home was not placed on the Demolition by Neglect list 3 years ago is 434 
because the home was occupied by its owners, and it was not in the best interest of the HPC to evict 435 
its owners and have the City take ownership of the structure from a public relations standpoint. He 436 
stated that the issue is conflicting ordinances—Section 15-422 and 38-29, which is the authority the 437 
Chief Building Inspector has to condemn a property, who is acting out of a public health, safety and 438 
welfare capacity. He stated the HPC should not allow the CBI the authority to order demolition in the 439 
district without approval from the board prior to. He stated that all Commissioners are required to 440 
visit the site prior to the hearing. It was noted the guidance provided by the State Historic 441 
Preservation Office, but commented that the uncooperative nature of the owners are preventing any 442 
such options to be achievable. He asked the board to remember that the questions is whether or not 443 
they agree with the findings of the CBI, and that the reasoning behind it would be the public health, 444 
safety and welfare, which is not specifically addressed in the Guidelines.  445 
 446 
He remarked on the success of 402 Queen Street’s preservation efforts by the Board, but reminded 447 
the board that the owners were willing to cooperate and sell the property to a willing buyer. 448 
 449 
Commissioner Morrison stated he had visited the property and it is in terrible condition and that 450 
saving the structure does not appear to be a viable option. He reminded the board that this could 451 
become a repeat issue in the future. He stated that the CBI can take action without HPC approval 452 
after an emergency incident, such as a hurricane. He stated that the board had the structure on their 453 
radar via the Demolition by Neglect process, but due to the uncooperative nature of the owners, the 454 
board would still find themselves in the same situation. He reminded the board that the CBI has 455 
become involved via Minimum Housing issues, and that in his opinion the CBI is correct. He 456 
reminded the board that these issues go back 10 years with no cooperation, and suggested that the 457 
board make a motion that the board does not object to the order by the CBI.  458 
 459 
Commissioner Griffith asked for clarification of the motion proposal. Commissioner Griffith stated 460 
that it is demolition of a contributing structure forced by other circumstances, and that not following 461 
the DBN process due to uncooperative owners is defeating the purpose of the ordinance, and gives 462 
people the incentive to be uncooperative for other structures in town and cited 402 Queen Street as a 463 
success story after the board was told it couldn’t be salvaged. He cited John Wood’s email that the 464 
addition was the most heavily damaged portion of the damage, and that additions are designed to be 465 
removed. He stated that without HPC interior inspection he did not feel comfortable allowing the 466 
demolition, but acknowledged the safety concerns of entering the structure, and that the City cannot 467 
authorize HPC members to enter the structure.  468 
 469 
Commissioner Morrison cited 15-429(g), “Other city powers. Nothing contained within this article 470 
shall diminish the city's power to declare a building as unsafe or a violation of the minimum housing 471 
code”. 472 
 473 
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Commissioner Griffith reminded the board that the structure was able to withstand Hurricane 474 
Matthew, therefore it must be somewhat stable and not an imminent threat. He asked why the City 475 
could not board the windows up to prevent falling glass? Staff Jethro stated that was considered but 476 
there was concern by the CBI if an attempt was made to install plywood over the window openings 477 
that the entire structure could collapse. 478 
 479 
Commissioner Cox asked who made the determination that the house without the addition cannot 480 
sustain itself. Jethro stated she was not sure if that determination has been made. Vice Chair Eure 481 
stated that was for the board to determine this evening. Commissioner Cox asked if the City took 482 
ownership of the home, could the addition be removed and then place the home and property up for 483 
sale? Commissioner Frye stated that the probability of that was low.  484 
 485 
Commissioner Morrison stated that the CBI’s report stated that the property was an imminent danger.  486 
 487 
Public Comment: Katherine Beavers of 815 N. Craven Street, provided photographic evidence of 488 
the extent of the damage from her property to the HPC Administrator before the meeting, and 489 
implored the board to authorize demolition of the structure. She is concerned for the safety of her 490 
grandson. She cited the disgusting smells coming from the home’s refrigerator and rotting food, glass 491 
shards in the yard, and it is an unsafe structure.  492 
 493 
Board Comment: Commissioner Anderson stated he had visited the site and that he agreed with 494 
John Wood’s letter, but the higher concern is public safety, health and welfare and supports the 495 
recommendation from the CBI to remove the structure and to give relief to the neighborhood. 496 
 497 
Commissioner Cox stated she wanted to acquire more information regarding removal of the addition 498 
of the structure and retention of the original structure.  499 
 500 
Commissioner Frye stated he lived close to the structure and that 402 Queen Street was in 501 
substantially better condition than this structure, and that he does not think the property would ever 502 
sell in its condition. He stated there is not enough there left to save and stated the board is there to 503 
apply logic to the guidelines.  504 
 505 
Commissioner Griffith stated that he has been completely conflicted by this request because of the 506 
mission of the HPC board and he acknowledges the importance of the office of the CBI and their 507 
charge. He understands this is a unique situation and that he agrees that the board should not take 508 
action to allow the CBI to have a “blank check” to do this in the future. He stated that he was unable 509 
to make an interior inspection because of ownership issues but feels that he would be able to make an 510 
accurate assessment of its ability to be saved.  511 
 512 
Vice Chair Eure stated that the health, safety and welfare of the structure is the overriding issue.  513 
 514 
Commissioner Frye asked for clarification if a COA is required. Commissioner Griffith stated that he 515 
wasn’t sure the board had to do anything. Vice Chair Eure stated a COA had to be issued because 516 
that is the only means of HPC intervention.  517 
 518 
Commissioner Morrison reminded the board that a COA is required for demolition. Commissioner 519 
Griffith stated that this was a COA application for demolition and that there is a procedure in place 520 
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for that, which requires a worksheet and doing this would require a waiver of the redevelopment 521 
plan, and asked if the issue at hand was to not complete the worksheet?  522 
Vice Chair Eure stated it depends on the board’s decision.  523 
 524 
Motion: Commissioner Morrison moved to find the application for a Certificate of Appropriateness 525 
for the demolition of 817 N. Craven Street to be not incongruous with New Bern’s Code of 526 
Ordinance sections 15.411 – 15.429 and New Bern’s Historic District Guidelines based on the 527 
following specific guidelines and findings of fact: 528 
 529 
Findings of Fact: 530 
The CBI has determined the building to be in a dangerous state and has recommended demolition as 531 
soon as possible under Minimum Housing Standards and that the board finds the argument to be 532 
compelling enough to not score the application based upon score cards.  533 
 534 
Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. Commissioner Griffith suggested an amendment 535 
to the motion to not require the redevelopment plan. Commissioner Morrison stated that was his 536 
intent by not scoring the application. Staff Jethro read the motion back to the board. 537 
Commissioner Morrison agreed to amend his motion that a redevelopment plan is not required 538 
which was seconded by Commissioner Anderson. Commissioner Frye asked if an “aye” vote was 539 
in favor of demolition. Vice Chair Eure said yes.  540 
 541 
The final vote was (5-1, Cox not in favor). A motion to issue a COA was made by Commissioner 542 
Morrison and seconded by Commissioner Frye. The final vote was (5-1, Cox not in favor).  543 
 544 
Staff Jethro provided the board an update on the status of the Historic Preservation Guidelines 545 
and Minor COA’s that have been issued. She stated that a public hearing needed to be held to 546 
adopt the Guidelines by the HPC.  547 
 548 
Motion: Commissioner Morrison made a motion to schedule a public hearing for the 549 
consideration and adoption of the Historic Preservation Guidelines Update. The motion was 550 
seconded by Commissioner Griffith. The motion passed unanimously.  551 
 552 
With no other business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned.  553 
 554 
 555 
_                                                  _                              _                                                       _  556 
Tripp Eure, Vice Chair               Morgan Jethro Potts, AICP  557 
              HPC Administrator  558 
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