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WASHINGTON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

AGENDA 
 

Regular Scheduled Meeting 
Tuesday, March 1, 2022 – 6:00 PM 

I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 

III. Roll call  

IV. Approval of Minutes – Tuesday, February 1, 2022 

V. Old Business  

1. None 

VI. Certificate of Appropriateness  

A. Major Works 
1. None 

B. Minor Works 
1. A request has been made by Clark & Yvonne Curtis, owners of 423 E 2nd Street, for a 

Certificate of Appropriateness for the installation of a 6’ wooden privacy fence around the 
perimeter of the backyard. 

VII. Other Business 

1. Public Hearing-Prevention of Demolition by Neglect hearing for 238 E 2nd Street 

VIII. Adjourn 
 



 
 
 

MINUTES 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
Regular Scheduled Meeting 

Tuesday, February 2, 2022 – 6:00 PM 

 
 

I. Opening of the meeting 

 

II. Invocation 

o A moment of silence was taken. 

III. New Member Swearing Oath of Office 
o Staff, holding the Bible, had the new commission member stand, raise her right hand, and 

repeat the following.  
o I, Betty Mooring, do solemnly swear that I will support and maintain the Constitution and laws 

of the United States, and the Constitution and laws of North Carolina not inconsistent therewith, 
and that I will faithfully discharge the duties of my office as a member of the Historic 
Preservation Commission of the City of Washington, North Carolina, So Help Me God.” (North 
Carolina Constitution, Article VI, Section 7) 

o She signed the Oath of Office and it was notarized by Staff.  

IV. Roll Call 

o Staff took a silent roll call.  All members were present except for Chairman Scot Craigie. 

V. Approval of Minutes – Tuesday, January 4, 2022 

o Vice-Chairwoman Scarlett Boutchyard asked if anyone had any changes or corrections to the 
minutes. There were none.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Scarlett Boutchyard asked for a motion to approve the minutes.  

 Elizabeth Stallings made the motion to approve the January 4, 2022 minutes. Marian Booth 
seconded the motion. All present members voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The minutes 
were approved. Record of the vote below. 

 
 Record of the vote: 

Members Present 
Scarlett Boutchyard – Vice-Chairwoman 
Kathy Burdi 
Elizabeth Stallings 
Beth Casey 
Marian Booth 
 

Members Not Present 
Scot Craigie – Chairman 

 
Others Present 

Mike Dail, Director of Community and Cultural Services 
Domini Cunningham, Historic Preservation Planner 

Holli Y. Tetterton, Administrative Support Specialist 
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YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- Scot Craigie  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard    
X  Kathy Burdi  
X  Elizabeth Stallings Made the Motion 
X  Marian Booth  2nd the Motion 
X  Beth Casey  
X  Betty Mooring  

 

VI. Old Business 

1. A request has been made by Vickie Desourdy, owner of Lane Blue located at 129 E Main Street, 
for a Certificate of Appropriateness to alter the façade. 

o The applicant did not show to represent her request.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Scarlett Boutchyard asked if the Commission would like to move forward with 
disqualifying this item and have it removed from future agendas. 

 Elizabeth Stallings made a motion to discontinue this matter until the applicant comes 
forward again to address a new Certificate of Appropriateness.  Kathy Burdi seconded the 
motion. All present members voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion was approved. 
Record of the vote below.  

 Record of the vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- Scot Craigie  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard    
X  Kathy Burdi 2nd the Motion 
X  Elizabeth Stallings Made the Motion 
X  Marian Booth   
X  Beth Casey  
X  Betty Mooring  

 
VII. Certificate of Appropriateness 

A. Major Works 

o Staff swore in Karen Fitzpatrick, Ronny Cottle, Ronald Ferguson, Jeff McDowell, and Barbara 
Buckalew. 

1. A request has been made by Karen & Todd Fitzpatrick, owners of 507 E 2nd Street, for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the installation of an EZ access vertical lift located at the front 
of the house. 

o Ms. Fitzpatrick, my husband, and I are the owners of 507 E 2nd St. My elderly parents are 80 and 
87. They are moving into the house. My mother is oxygen dependent and uses a rollator. My 
father has macular degeneration and is legally blind. We are requesting to put in a vertical 
platform lift at the front of our occupancy. I can provide further information if needed.  
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o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, once it is complete will it be covered or hidden in any way from 
street view? Ms. Fitzpatrick, we would be happy to do that. If you request that we put 
shrubbery or something in front we would be happy to do that to minimize the visual impact of 
it. Ms. Stallings, it will be hard to hide it completely in the front. Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, 
you could just put some shrubbery to help disguise it a little. Ms. Fitzpatrick, I will add that this 
will just be for while my parents are living there. Once they are no longer living there we would 
remove it.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if the Commission had any more questions. There were 
none.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to 
speak for or against this request. There were no comments. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard closed the public hearing. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard brought it back to the table for the Commission to discuss.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, she mentioned that once they are no longer living there she 
would remove it, but I don’t think that would be a requirement. A future owner may see that as 
a convenience.  

o Ms. Stallings, I think in order for the people to live in the house we need to give them some way 
to access it. I read the description and it says it meets all ADA compliance. Ms. Fitzgerald, it 
does. We actually had Adaptive Mobility Services come out to provide a consult about the best 
way to have them access the house. This is what they recommended.  

o Ms. Casey, that makes sense because the front door is right there and there is no way to get to 
the back. Ms. Fitzgerald, you can’t get to the back, and where the porch is the right side is the 
water spigot and the right side is the gas meter. This will be the shortest way for them to get it, 
but also, logistically, there is no other place to put it.  

o Ms. Booth, will it affect the foundation of the home? Mr. Fitzgerald, not at all. It is actually in 
front of where the foundation is. It is not actually attached to the foundation.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, some type of shrubbery or appropriate fencing is one of the 
Guideline requirements, but you said you were willing to do that. Ms. Fitzgerald, absolutely.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked for a motion. 

 Kathy Burdi made a motion that the Historic Preservation Commission grant a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to Karen & Todd Fitzpatrick to make the above changes on the property 
located at 507 East 2nd Street. The motion is based on the following Findings of Facts: the 
application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design Standards 
specifically, 3.13 – Safety and Accessibility, 3.14 – Mechanical and Communication Systems. 
Beth Casey seconded the motion.  All present members voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The 
motion passed. Record of the vote below. 

 

 Record of the vote: 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- Scot Craigie  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard   
X  Kathy Burdi Made the Motion 
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X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Marian Booth   
X  Beth Casey 2nd the Motion 
X  Betty Mooring  

 

 
2. A request has been made by Ronny & Joan Cottle, owners of 209 East Main Street, for a 

Certificate of Appropriateness for the construction of a 12’x12’ accessory structure in the rear 
yard.  

o Mr. Cottle, owner of 209 e Main St, we are looking to build a 12’x12’ storage building to put in 
the back of the yard. Since we moved in, we have been cleaning up. We removed the metal 
fence that someone had installed years ago. It was an eyesore and also non-compliant. We 
would like to install a building. We will put a metal roof on it that will be consistent with the 
historic view of the house. Also, our intention is to put solid pine siding to be consistent with the 
history of the house as well.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, are you putting a fence back up or just leaving it? Mr. Cottle, 
eventually we will put another fence. We will make another request when that is done.  

o Ms. Burdi, you are just asking for the building tonight. Mr. Cottle, that is correct. We did come 
before the Commission about a year ago for a deck on the back of the house. That was granted 
and has been completed.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if the Commission had any more questions. There were 
none.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to 
speak for or against this request. There were no comments. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard closed the public hearing. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard brought it back to the table for the Commission to discuss.  

o Ms. Casey, it looks to be consistent with what others are doing and is a great design. Vice-
Chairwoman Boutchyard, they are using appropriate materials.   

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked for a motion. 

 Elizabeth Stallings made a motion that the Historic Preservation Commission grant a 
Certificate of Appropriateness to Ronny & Joan Cottle to make the above changes on the 
property located at 209 East Main Street. The motion is based on the following Findings of 
Facts: the application is congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design 
Standards specifically, 3.12 – Outbuildings and Accessory Structures, 5.2 – Residential 
Construction. Marian Booth seconded the motion.  All present members voted, 6 in favor and 
0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of the vote below. 

 
 Record of the vote:  

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- Scot Craigie  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard   
X  Kathy Burdi  
X  Elizabeth Stallings Made the Motion 
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X  Marian Booth  2nd the Motion 
X  Beth Casey  
X  Betty Mooring  

 

B. Minor Works 
o No Commission action is required.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if there were any questions or comments. There were none.  

VIII. Other Business 

1. Public Hearing for 238 East 2nd Street - Prevention of Demolition by Neglect 

o Kathy Burdi asked to be recused from this case.  

 Beth Casey made a motion to recuse Kathy Burdi from this item due to her proximity to and 
knowledge of the case. Marian Booth seconded the motion.  All present members voted, 5 in 
favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of the vote below. 

 
 Record of the vote:  

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- Scot Craigie  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard   
--- --- Kathy Burdi  
X  Elizabeth Stallings  
X  Marian Booth  2nd the Motion 
X  Beth Casey Made the Motion 
X  Betty Mooring  

o Staff, since the last meeting we’ve gotten some additional photos (presented photos). There are 
a couple windows that need to be repaired. The whole front porch needs to be repaired. There is 
some siding that needs to be repaired and painted. There is damage to the gutters. There is still 
a tarp on the roof in the back of the home. Openings in the foundation need to be repaired. I met 
onsite with John Wood the State Restoration Specialist. His initial opinions are that the home is 
need of some TLC. He mentioned that he had spoken with Mr. Ferguson and that an engineer has 
been hired for a survey of the property. I had spoken with the engineer and confirmed that he 
had intended to go out there on Friday, January 14, but had COVID. Then he was going to go the 
next Friday, January 21, but there was a snowstorm. John stated that he was waiting on the 
structural engineer report before giving his official assessment on everything that he observed 
combined with the structural engineer report. Tonight we have updated photos, but the other 
reports are not ready. The property owner is here tonight. He told me that he had spoken with a 
contractor about the roof. I have not spoken with that contractor. I will let him speak on that 
conversation.  

o Mr. Ferguson, I am the owner of the property. The structural engineer did come out on the 28th. 
We met and I gave him a tour of the inside of the house. He looked at the structure. He went up 
and looked at the underside of the roofing. He said that the roof was not really the part he was 
looking at, but also looking at the walls that were supporting the roof. He did go underneath the 
home and inspect several features. Because something had been said about the sill, he paid 
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particular attention to that. He notified me that it would be sometime later this week before he 
would be able to have the report generated. I spoke with the state historian. I am going to 
forward that report to him as soon as I get it. I also had a company called Best Roofing out of 
Greenville to come and look at the house. They looked at the roofing on January 13. They went 
inside the house and then they went outside the house to see what they could see. They said 
they were going to generate a report, but not only have they not responded back to me, I can’t 
get a hold of them. I call them and they won’t return calls. I don’t know. All I know is that when 
the structural engineer looked at it he said that he didn’t see a whole lot of damage that was 
done to the roof. It’s hard for me to be able to pass on any information when I’m limited on the 
information I have. I didn’t really have enough time to go in there and call somebody else to 
come out. I kind of think it might be the same thing that there is just not enough work for them 
to warrant wanting to do the work. I don’t know. If so, then I guess I need to find a roofer that 
would deal with a small project.  

o Ms. Stallings, the way we left it last time, our concern, with all of the repairs you were planning 
to do and that needed to be done, was this house essentially stable enough or structurally 
sound enough to continue to be rehabilitated. That’s why we were waiting for that report. I’m 
not sure where that leaves us since we don’t have that information. Vice-Chairwoman 
Boutchyard, I think we need to wait for that report. If you go back to the inspection checklist 
from last June, the major items were deterioration of exterior walls, foundations vertical 
supports, sagging, splitting, buckling, flooring, flooring supports, these are all things that the 
engineer report would be able to tell us. We would also allow us to get guidance from John 
Wood on whether this is a rehab able project. Ms. Stallings, before you move forward and start 
spending money on these various projects in the house, you should see if it’s salvageable, and 
find out how much it is going to cost you.  

o Mr. Ferguson, the structural engineer has a contractor that is doing some work on W 2nd St. He 
said that contractor would probably be able to give a price. If not, then he knows other 
contractors that would be able to come in and give a good price. He was very positive about 
what he saw. His opinion was that it was not as bad as he thought it would be. When I spoke 
with the state historian, he said that it looked like a nice home, but he’s waiting for the 
structural report.  

o Ms. Stallings, once that comes in if it seems that it is rehabitable, and it’s your goal to still go 
forward and make all these repairs, and there is evidence of that being done, then that is 
something else. I’m still just concerned if this house is going to be able to stand up before you 
start putting all the repairs into it.   

o Mr. Ferguson, there was a comment about a loose tarp somewhere. I did have a tarp placed 
over where it was leaking in the back. It’s a part that adjoined the house. Possibly, the kitchen 
used to be 2 separate areas when they first built the house. This is an area that looks like it was 
added on later. It also had plumbing and a bathroom. I’m assuming that was joined later on. 
They just did not do the same quality of work on the roof. It is not the same type of material 
either. The roof is a little bit flatter. I had a person go up on the roof and secure that tarp. At our 
last meeting when I heard something was blowing loose, I went up there and looked at it and I 
didn’t see it. Now, there is a tarp that is out there that was the previous owner’s attempt to do 
something. I don’t know what. It’s not the tarp that is on the roof to keep the water damage to 
a minimum.  
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o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, is it your intention, after you get the engineering report back, to 
reach out to a contractor and get an estimate on those repairs based on the report? Mr. 
Ferguson, yes. Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, if we continue this waiting for those reports to 
come back would you also be able to give what the repair estimates are at the next meeting? 
Mr. Ferguson, yes, I don’t see why I couldn’t be able to do that.  

o Mr. Ferguson, to give you some specifics on it, include the mortar that was used when they 
went to add some additional support up under the house. The mortar was a poor quality. There 
is going to have to be some reconstruction that is done. On the porch, there is a place where 
there has been some water collapse. I need to have that part rebuilt. That is part of the permit 
to have the porch repaired. It depends on the specializations that the person does whether I can 
get one contractor to come in and do everything that is structural, or if I am going to have to do 
it in parts.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if the Commission had any more questions. There were 
none.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to 
speak for or against this request.  

o Mr. McDowell, I understood him to say there were a couple of windows. I’m looking at the 
picture and it’s not a matter of a couple of windows. Let’s get a clear picture here of this. Mr. 
Ferguson had said he had gotten a man, a this, a that, or a guy. Let’s get something in writing. 
Let’s get some people’s names or some estimates. If Mr. Ferguson got something, could we get 
some substance to that?  Can he provide that for us? He said they came there the 18th. 
Seriously? You guys met here with this long before that. I’m not being aggressive or anything, 
but this who did this and who did that and I have a guy or so and so did so and so, we don’t care 
about all that. We care about this disgusting looking piece of property. I’d like to know how 
much money Mr. Ron Ferguson has spent on fixing this property up. If you want to look at some 
more pictures I would be glad to analyze some because I have a construction background, but 
I’m not an authority.  I’ve looked at this house since Whiting Toler was there. I’ve looked at this 
house since Robert. The lady that let Robert live there prior to Whiting going there prior to this 
gentleman taking that property. That property is a joke. It’s a disgrace. That pole that is standing 
up there to prop up that porch, that’s a joke. That crap all the way down that siding, and this 
gentleman I know he’s doing his best to be politically correct here, this gutter is hanging down. I 
live right next to it. If I did anything like that at my house, I’d have a lot of trouble. We’re not 
looking at some minor repairs here. We’re not looking at, and of course, again, I’m not a 
contractor, we’re not looking at $100,000 to fix this up or $175,000. We’re looking at major 
dollars. Let’s see a ledger of how much money has been spent on this house and improving this 
home. Not a $25 tarp that was put up there. Let’s get some stuff done on this house. If we’re 
going to get it done, let’s get it done. Let’s don’t keep this waiting 25 days or a month or 
whenever he can get here. It’s a joke. It’s unnecessary. I thank you for your time. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, we appreciate that and it’s noted. I understand your concerns. I 
would like to hit on a couple of points that you made. With the issue of taking on describing a 
few windows, when Staff went out to observe the property he could only do so visually. He is 
not an engineer. So, he just put those visual observations. We do have the demolition by neglect 
inspection report from June that addresses the more serious things of deterioration of the 
foundation, exterior walls, and a number of things. As you said, it was more than just a couple of 
windows. The engineer came out on the 28th of January, so we are waiting for that report. I 
think maybe the roofer was the 18th, but the main report that we need is the engineering report. 
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He came out on the 28th. That was just a couple of days ago. We would like to see that report 
and get the recommendation from the State Preservation Commission. I know that it has been 
going on for a long time. I can’t do anything about what was going on in the past, but this 
Commission has really moved forward. Our City asked us to start addressing these properties 
that are in terrible distress and that need to be brought up to the Standards. That has really just 
been done in the last two years. We have worked hard with Staff on getting updates on these 
distressed properties. This is a big focal point for us. We don’t want to make a rash decision 
without an engineering survey. That is forthcoming.  

o Mr. McDowell, is it asking too much to ask Mr. Ferguson to give us an itemized list of the good 
things that he has done moving forward with this house? Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, I would 
have to defer to Staff. I’m not sure asking for a list of what he has done is appropriate. I do know 
we have asked him to provide estimates along with that engineering report at the next meeting.  

o Mr. McDowell, was he asked to provide any estimates for this meeting, besides the engineering 
report? Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, we, and the state preservation specialist, are waiting on 
the engineering survey report before making a recommendation on whether the repairs are 
feasible and could be made, and this is something that could be saved, or if this is something 
that the City really should pursue for demolition.  

o Mr. McDowell, I put a front porch on my house. My house was built in 1917. The City said I had 
to have hurricane clips on my porch, on the floor. How I can be required to have that kind of 
stuff, and this is a joke. That’s a joke of this whole system. I respect all you guys. I know you’ve 
got a bad job dealing with people like this, and I’m sorry you’ve got to deal with it. I’m sorry this 
man has got to deal with it. We should all be trying to do things to keep up our property. 
Keeping up our property is more important than a 2x4 standing up there with a T across it, and 
pulling your trashcan up to the front and letting it sit there on the sidewalk, and the gutter 
hanging down. It’s a joke. Not to be disrespectful, please don’t take it like that, but he has 
manipulated these people with this engineering criteria that he has nothing to support that I’ve 
seen. If you folks have seen it, great if you’re satisfied with it. He doesn’t have to present it to 
me, but he should be putting something out here. You gave him a month and he ain’t done it 
here. I don’t know how many months you are going to give him, but I think you guys need to set 
a line somewhere, a deadline, with this man.   

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if the Commission had any questions or comments. 

o Ms. Mooring, being new to this, it seems reasonable to have some level of a timeframe. Hearing 
him speak and hearing others speak, he seems to think that these repairs are minor and having 
trouble finding someone willing to do a small amount of work, but looking at the photos, it 
doesn’t look like a small amount of work. There seems to be such a disconnect in what you think 
is necessary and maybe what you are willing to do, even if you didn’t have a structural engineer 
waiting. I mean you have to have some idea of what you are willing to do to this house. What 
you said earlier seems like you are thinking that it is small things, like small enough to have 
trouble finding someone willing to do the work. Just looking at it, it doesn’t seem small. Ms. 
Booth, it’s major. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked Staff to share the timeline of what we’ve done so far.  

o Staff, starting in June of last year, I reached out to Mr. Ferguson. Mr. Ferguson responded with 
submitting a building permit to repair his porch. Things went along smoothly until around 
November or December of last year. This escalated coming before the Commission to better get 
an assessment of what is going on with the property. The process with the Commission started 
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in January. I’ve been in conversations with Mr. Ferguson since June. Now it is up to Mr. Ferguson 
to bring the information that the Commission is requesting, such as the engineering report and 
any other supporting documentation such as estimates that can be included in order to assess 
what will need to be done.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, at this point, we are waiting on the engineering report we would 
intend on voting whether to move forward with demolition by neglect or to allow additional 
time for rehabilitation. You’re looking at having that decision next month.  That is our intention.  
If the engineering report, and the estimates, and John Woods’s recommendation come before 
the Commission and we all talk about it and vote on it, then we would either say yes this 
property needs to be demolished it can’t be rehabbed, or no it can be rehabbed but we are 
going to set this expectation with the homeowner. We should have that next month at the 
March 1 meeting.   

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, asked if anyone else would like to speak 

o Ms. Buckalew of 235 E 2nd Street, I live across the street from the property. Part of the 
frustration is we’ve been going after this for a long time. At last month’s meeting, Mr. Ferguson 
was told to have that report in hand by February 1. He was also told you better go out tonight 
and get somebody because he said what if I can’t get anybody here that quick. He was told you 
need to find somebody that will come out and get us a report. It is due in here February 1.  
That’s where I think the frustration is. Now here we are and it’s oh well he didn’t get back to me 
so give me another month. That’s what we have been going through. Every month there is a 
different story. I just wanted to let you know that’s why the frustration is here. I just had a 
couple of things I wanted to say. Mr. Ferguson told us last month that he was prepared to 
devote all of his time to rehabbing this property. He was in it 100%. I have seen him at the house 
maybe six times since that meeting. Most of the times were maybe fifteen minutes or less. 
Nothing was done in any of those visits. I did see him meet with someone that was pointing at 
the roof. He mentioned that he was building the new column for the porch. That he had the 
wood in his apartment in Greenville and he was working on that. Yesterday he had a tape 
measure out there measuring that column, which makes me think maybe he hasn’t started it 
yet. He said he had a home in Raleigh that he was going to sell. He owned it outright. It was 
going to finance all this work. I don’t think it’s on the market. You keep telling us you’re an 
engineer and you can do a lot of this work yourself. I’d like to know what kind of an engineer 
you are, civil engineer, structural engineer, mechanical engineer, what kind of engineer are you? 
What’s the timeline to begin work? He told us he was going to start. He said he couldn’t be 
there the next day, but after that, you would be there all the time. He still hasn’t begun and I 
would like to see a timeline of when he is actually going to do something to make improvement 
to that house, other than the 2x4 that is placed up there. I think it all comes down to why should 
we believe him when he says he’s going to do all these things we he doesn’t follow through. 
That’s where the frustration is. He keeps making promises, but he doesn’t keep any of them. In 
the meantime, we’re sitting here looking at that while people are coming before here and 
paying money to say can I replace my air conditioner. It seems so crazy that we’re letting this go 
month after month after month and people that are doing things to take care of their homes 
and fix them up are in here paying the money, doing the work, getting permission, doing 
everything by the book. It doesn’t sit well with the rest of the community, the rest of the historic 
district when they’re playing by the rules and doing it the right way, and yet this keeps going on 
and on and on. That’s all I have to say. I appreciate all you all do. There was one other thing I 
wanted to say. He mentioned that he had a fella put a tarp up and that there was only one 
small, bad place in the roof. I know the gentleman that got up there. He asked me and a few 
others that if we didn’t see him back to please call 911 because he was afraid to walk on the 
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roof it was so bad. So, it’s not just a small spot on the roof that’s a problem. He put tarps all 
across the back, more than one. I just want the facts to be out there. It’s not a tiny problem on 
the roof. It’s not a tiny problem anywhere. Thank you for your time.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if anyone else would like to speak. There were none.                                                                                                    

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if the Commission would like to make a motion to continue 
this until we have the additional information or not if someone wants to make that motion. Ms. 
Stallings, I think because that was the basis of the last motion was to make sure that before any 
more money or any more effort was put into this house that it was structurally sound enough to 
handle being repaired. I still think we need a statement to that. Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, I 
would also agree that yes he was supposed to have it this month. If the Staff had not conversed 
with the engineer in question who said that they were delayed because of the snow, and they 
were able to inspect on the 28th, and then would have the report ready if that didn’t occur I 
wouldn’t be willing to continue to extend this. Ms. Stallings, I think at the next meeting that 
needs to be in hand with no excuses, and based on that I think we go forward. Vice-Chairwoman 
Boutchyard, with that we should also have John Woods’s recommendation. Ms. Stallings, right, I 
don’t think we are going to extend this past the next meeting. Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, we 
should have everything we need.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked for a motion. 

 Elizabeth Stallings made a motion that the Historic Preservation Commission continue this 
Prevention of Demolition by Neglect case until the next meeting on the condition that there 
will be a structural engineering report in hand and that decisions will be made at that time.   
Beth Casey seconded the motion.   

o Mr. Ferguson, can I speak? 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, let’s not make the motion yet. (This motion was not voted on.) 

o Mr. Ferguson, I just wanted to bring up the fact that I have no control over the engineer catching 
COVID and not being able to come on the 14th like he had scheduled. I was sitting there in the 
driveway when I got his call saying he wasn’t going to be able to make it because he had COVID. I 
called him the first week and I talked to Staff about that. I called him the first week and we spoke 
after I had made the appointment. I called the roofers I think maybe the next day or something. I 
have made effort in there I don’t have control over COVID. I don’t have control over the weather. 
Yes, these people have legitimate complaints. 

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, we’ve just talked about the concern, and because City Staff was 
able to confirm that an engineer was contacted, and that a report would be forthcoming, and that 
yes you made those efforts is why we are willing to look at moving this forward. I acknowledge 
that. Mr. Ferguson, thank you.  

o Ms. Stallings, a decision will be made at our next meeting one way or another.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked for a motion. 

 Elizabeth Stallings made a motion that the Historic Preservation Commission continue this 
Prevention of Demolition by Neglect case until the next meeting at which time we will expect 
to have a report by a structural engineer and we will use that information to make a decision 
at that time. Beth Casey seconded the motion.  All present members voted, 5 in favor and 0 
opposed. The motion passed. Record of the vote below. 
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 Record of the vote:  

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- Scot Craigie  
X  Scarlett Boutchyard   
--- --- Kathy Burdi  
X  Elizabeth Stallings Made the Motion 
X  Marian Booth   
X  Beth Casey 2nd the Motion 
X  Betty Mooring  

o Elizabeth Stallings made a motion that Kathy Burdi return to the dais. Ms. Booth seconded the motion. All 
5 members present unanimously voted for and the motion passed.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if anyone else had any business that was not on the agenda.  

o Ms. Buckalew, when the report comes out can you make that available to the neighbors who all got 
letters? Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, the engineering report will be part of the packet, which is available 
online a week prior to the meeting.  

o Mr. Ferguson, you’re asking for the report, but they want to go ahead and have the information, shouldn’t 
I go ahead and try to get a bid on that too? Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, yes we have also asked for you 
to bring an estimate. If you can’t get one we will rely on the engineering report and the state preservation 
recommendation. Any estimates you can get prior to February 1 will absolutely be helpful in any decision 
going forward. Mr. Ferguson, I don’t the structural engineer will be making any estimates. If there is a 
concern about the cost issue, then it sounds like I need to go ahead and have that too. I’m not trying to 
cover anything up here. We spoke last month about the fact that my wife was dying and had immobility 
issues and I had to take care of her. Everybody here that spoke knew about that. It’s rather insensitive. 
Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, I apologize regarding that. But any estimates will be helpful.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard asked if anyone had anything else.  

o Mr. Cottle, I’m not familiar with the demolition by neglect. I just want to understand that. What is the 
process? What happens if you guys declare something as demolition by neglect? 

o Staff, it’s actually the prevention of demolition by neglect, which is an ordinance we have within the City 
of Washington. Once the property is noted as being deteriorated, the City investigates the condition of 
the property. There is a process to that. That involves reaching out to the property owner and see what 
their situation is. Once we reach out to the property owner we try to get them to improve the property 
themselves within a certain time frame. If the property owner is unable to make the necessary repairs 
within a certain timeframe then it gets escalated to the Commission where they would need to then 
explain why they would be unable to make repairs to the property. The Commission looks at the evidence 
presented and the facts of the case and makes a ruling.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard, as he explained the ordinance is a prevention of demolition by neglect. If 
you go back to where this comes from, you have the property owner of an older home or a historical, 
contributing or noncontributing, in the historic district, that finds the upkeep is too much or too expensive 
for them and they don’t want to put the money into it, that they could just let it get dilapidated until it is 
ordered to be demolished. This removes another property out of our historic district. The idea is to 
prevent the demolition and to get ahead of it before the properties get so neglected that they can’t be 
repaired. Unfortunately, there are some properties where that is questionable right now. That’s why this 
Commission moved forward and pushed for more monitoring of these properties over the past couple of 
years. This way we can address the ones that are in disrepair and also keep an eye on other properties so 
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that we don’t let them get that far.  Ideally, we wouldn’t want to lose any properties in the historic district. 
We do know that may not always be something we can avoid.  

o Ms. Mooring, is it appropriate to ask what his budget is? Staff, he can choose to share his personal finances 
with the Commission, but they would not be made public.  

o Vice-Chairwoman Boutchyard closed the public hearing.  

IX. Adjourn 

1. There being no other business, Vice-Chairwoman Scarlett Boutchyard asked for a motion to adjourn the 
meeting.   

 Betty Mooring made a motion to adjourn. Marian Booth seconded the motion.  All present 
members voted, 6 in favor and 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned.  Record of the vote 
below. 

 Record of the vote: 
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February 14, 2022 
 
Mr. Ron Ferguson 
4430 Bostic Dr. 
Greenville, NC  27834 
 
Re:   Structural Evaluation – 238 E 2nd St, Washington, NC 

 RPA Engineering Project No. 2022004 
 

Dear Mr. Ferguson: 
 

I visited the house at the location referenced above to examine some structural concerns.  The following 
report describes my observations and includes recommendations for addressing any deficiencies that 
were identified.   
 
My site evaluation involved only a visual examination of reasonably accessible areas except as may be 
specifically discussed within the body of the report.  This is not a building inspection or building code 
compliance inspection.  While we may comment on any building code or other untoward conditions that 
we observed, they are not the focus of this investigation.  Unless otherwise specifically described below, 
we have not performed any destructive or invasive testing or procedures during the investigation.   
 
Background Information 
 
The house is a 2-story wood framed structure with crawlspace foundation system.  The exterior is 
covered with wood siding.  I understand that the house is about 120 years old (built around 1900).  It 
appears that the original section of the house is the main 2-story front section.  A small 2-story addition 
was built at the rear and a 1-story addition built against the back of the 2-story addition. The house is not 
currently occupied but items are being stored in some areas. The purpose of my visit was to examine the 
structural condition of the house. 
 
Observations/Recommendations 
 
I visited the site on January 27, 2022, at approximately 9:30 AM.  You were present at the time of my 
visit. Following is a summary of my observations, along with general recommendations for addressing 
problems that were identified.  For reference, left and right directional references assume one is facing 
the front of the house.  The house faces 2nd St.   
 

1. The original house foundation consisted of interior and exterior brick piers supporting the 
perimeter timber sills and interior timber beams.  At some later time, concrete block was used to 
infill between the perimeter piers to enclose the crawlspace.  Some of the exterior brick piers 
have eroded mortar joists or missing bricks (see photographs 6 and 7).  The concrete block infill 
areas have some cracks and missing blocks, which is not structurally significant because the 
block is not needed for support, but the block should be repaired to keep the crawlspace area 
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sealed. There are several interior brick piers, mainly at the rear of the house, which are in very 
poor condition.  Some have missing or loose bricks, badly eroded mortar joints, and cracks (see 
photographs, 8, 9, and 10).  There are some piers at the right rear area of the 1-story addition that 
are badly damaged and on the verge of collapse (see photograph 10). These piers need to be 
removed and replaced with new brick or concrete block piers.   The other piers with just a few 
missing bricks or minor mortar joint erosion or cracks can be repaired by removing all loose, 
cracked, or powdery mortar and re-pointing with new mortar and installing missing bricks as 
needed. 

2. The front porch has significant damage to the floor framing and roof framing at the right side 
(see photographs 11 and 12).  Part of the right end brick foundation wall is missing, the floor 
joists ends are rotten and not supported, the right end roof beam is partially missing, and the 
corner porch posts is rotten and on the verge of collapse.  The entire right end of the porch needs 
to be re-built (new roof beam, new post, new floor joists, replace missing section of foundation 
wall).  Also, there appears to be damage to the main house front wall at this area, but the 
condition of the studs could not be fully assessed because the studs are mostly covered with the 
original lap siding or plywood. 

3. The perimeter timber sills and interior beams appeared to be in good condition except for a few 
locations, including at the right rear corner of the 2-story addition (see photograph 13) and a 
short interior pier section near the left rear of the original 2-story area (see photograph 14).  
These damaged sections should be replaced.  The siding near the base of the perimeter walls is 
rotten in many areas and if not repaired, it will eventually result in damage to the sills because 
the siding is what protects the sills from moisture.  

4. There is a missing beam section near the right rear of the 1-story addition (see photograph 15).  
The beam was supporting the mid-span of the 2x6 floor joists in this area, but it appears that the 
beam fell when the exterior pier described in item 1 above collapsed (see photograph 7).  The 
pier and beam need to be replaced. 

5. The first-floor joists and roof framing of the original main section of the house appeared to be in 
good condition.  However, the roof framing, 2nd floor framing, and 1st floor framing at the rear 2-
story addition is badly damaged (see photographs 16, 17, and 18).  The studs that were visible 
where also badly damaged.  The damaged sills, 1st floor framing, 2nd floor framing, studs, and 
roof framing in this area should be replaced.  It may be best to replace the entire rear 2-story 
addition rather than attempt to repair it because the damage is so extensive. 

Conclusions 
 
The original 2-story section of the hosue is in relatively good condition except for the front porch.  The 
There are several badly damaged piers at the rear of the house at the 1 and 2-story addtions that need to 
be repaired.  The rear 2-story addition is badly damaged and major repairs are needed in this area.  The 
hosue should not be occupied until these repairs are completed. 
 
Please contact me if you have questions or need further assistance. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Mark S. Roy, PE               2/14/22 
President/Structural Engineer 
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Photograph 1 – Front View 
 
 
 

  
 

Photograph 2 –Partial Right-Side View 
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Photograph 3 – Rear View 
 
 
 

  
 

Photograph 4 – Partial Left Side View at Rear 
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Photograph 5 – Left Side View 
 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 6 – Eroded Brick Pier Mortar Joints at Right Side Wall 
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Photograph 7 – Damaged Piers at Right Side of Rear 1-Story Addition 
 
  
 
 

 
 

Photograph 8 – Interior Pier Near Rear of House with Missing Bricks 
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Photograph 9 – Cracked Pier at Base of Right Chimney 
 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 10 – Badly Damaged Piers at Rear 1-Story Addition  
 

Crack 
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Photograph 11 – Floor/Wall Damage at Right End of Front Porch 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Photograph 12 – Roof at Wall Damage at Right End of Front Porch 
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Photograph 13 – Damaged Sill at Right Rear of 2-Story Addition 
 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 14 – Rotten Interior Beam Section Near Left Rear Near Duct 
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Photograph 15 – Missing Beam Near Right of Rear 1-Story Addition 
 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 16 – 2nd Floor Damage at Rear 2-Story Addition  
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Photograph 17 – Damaged 1st Floor at Rear 2-Story Addition 
 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 18 – Damaged Roof Framing at Rear 2-story Addition  
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PREVENTION OF 
DEMOLITION BY NEGLECT 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

June 9, 2021 

Ronald & Donald Ferguson 
6017 Trinity Road 
Raleigh, NC 27607 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ferguson, 

RE: Prevention of Demolition by Neglect Ordinances:  238 E 2nd Street 

The City of Washington Historic District is vital part of the character of Washington.  In order to preserve the 
integrity and character of the Historic District, the City of Washington enacted a Prevention of Demolition by 
Neglect Ordinance to prevent the loss of historic structures through avoidable deterioration.  Demolition by 
neglect, among other things, means and includes the failure by an owner of any structure in the Historic District 
to keep the same free of decay, deterioration and structural defect. 

The Historic Preservation Commission has determined that your structure located at 238 E 2nd Street is falling 
or has fallen into a state of disrepair that may constitute demolition by neglect.  Please contact my office to 
schedule an appointment within thirty (30) days to discuss the conditions of your structure and the process 
required in order to obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness to perform the necessary work. You may also want 
to check if you qualify for tax credits to make the necessary improvements 

Failure to respond within the next thirty (30) days and/or if the steps necessary to remedy the offending 
conditions are not addressed within a reasonable period of time, a formal compliant and notice of hearing 
before the Historic Preservation Commission will be issued to you. 

As a property owner in the Historic District I am confident that you wish to participate in preserving the integrity 
and character of the District. I look forward to hearing from you shortly and working with you to remedy the 
situation. 

Sincerely, 

Domini Cunningham, PLA, CZO 
Historic Preservation Planner 
City of Washington 
dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov 
252-946-0897

Cc: Mike Dail, Planning Community Development Director 
Mike Weldin, Chief Building Inspections 
Jonathan Russell, City Manager 

mailto:dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov
mailto:dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov
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NOTICE OF HEARING 
 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

December 3, 2021 
Case No.: DBN-21-0008 

COMPLAINT AND NOTICE OF HEARING 
 
Ronald Ferguson 
238 E 2nd Street 
Washington, NC 27889 

RE: Demolition by Neglect Ordinances:  238 E 2nd Street, 

To: Mr. Ferguson /Owner/Parties in Interest in the above referenced Property. 

On June 9th, 2021, you were sent a notice pertaining to the City of Washington Prevention of Demolition 
by Neglect Ordinance that identified your structure, located at 238 E 2nd Street, as falling or had fallen 
into a state of disrepair that may constitute demolition by neglect.  Demolition by neglect, among other 
things, means and includes the failure of an owner of any structure in the Historic District to keep the 
structure free of decay, deterioration, and structural defect.  This is the same property that was 
referenced in a letter dated June 9, 2021. 

YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that a hearing will be held before the Historic Preservation 
Commission at the City Council Chambers, on the 2nd floor, in the City of Washington Municipal 
Building at 6:00 PM on Tuesday, January 4, 2022.  The hearing will determine whether the said 
property is in violation of the Prevention of Demolition by Neglect Ordinances. 

You have the right to answer this complaint, to appear and/or be represented at the hearing, and to 
give testimony and present evidence concerning said compliant and property.  The purpose of the 
hearing is for the Commission to receive evidence, determine if the property is undergoing or 
constitutes demolition by neglect, and, if so, issue an order to remedy the same.  At this hearing, the 
owner or party in interest will also be allowed the opportunity to present a claim of undue economic 
hardship as provided herein.  If you intend to claim undue economic hardship you must be prepared to 
present information on the claim, as provided in Section 40-387 (d) of the Ordinance, at the January 4, 
2022 hearing. 

If, after such notice and hearing, the Commission determines that the property is undergoing demolition 
by neglect according to the applicable standards and does not find undue economic hardship, it shall 
cause the Planning Department to prepare and serve upon the owner and parties in interest a written 
order, including findings of fact in support of its determinations, to repair, within the time specified by 
the Commission, those elements deteriorating, contributing to deterioration, deteriorated, or otherwise 
undergoing or constituting demolition by neglect.  Said order shall serve as a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for such repair consistent with its terms. 

If, after such notice and hearing, the Commission determines that the property is undergoing or 
constitutes demolition by neglect according to the applicable standards and finds undue economic 
hardship, the Commission shall report such finding along with a recommended plan to relieve the 
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economic hardship to the Planning Department.  The Planning Department shall prepare and serve 
upon the owner and parties in interest a written order, including findings of fact in support of the 
Commission’s determinations, to repair, within the time specified by said recommended plan, those 
elements deteriorating, contributing to deterioration, deteriorated, or otherwise undergoing or 
constituting demolition by neglect.  Said order shall serve as a Certificate of Appropriateness for such 
repair consistent with its terms. 

If you have any questions or if I may assist you in any way, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

Sincerely, 

 
Domini Cunningham, PLA, CZO 
Historic Preservation Planner 
City of Washington 
dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov 
252-946-0897 
 
Enclosures 
 
Cc:  Jonathan Russell, City Manager 
 Franz Holscher, City Attorney 
 Mike Dail, Community and Cultural Services Director 
 Mike Weldin, Chief Building Inspector 
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Sec. 40-387. Prevention of demolition by neglect of buildings and structures in the historic 
district. 

 (d) Safeguards from undue economic hardship. 

(1) When a claim of undue economic hardship is made owing to the effects of this section, the 
owner and parties in interest shall present the information provided under subsection (d)(2) of 
this section to the Commission. The Commission may require that an owner and parties in 
interest furnish such additional information as is relevant to its determination of undue economic 
hardship. The Commission may direct staff to furnish additional information that the Commission 
believes is relevant. The Commission shall also state which form of financial proof it deems 
relevant and necessary to a particular case. In the event that any of the required information is 
not reasonably available to the owner and parties in interest or cannot be obtained by the 
owner, the owner shall describe the reasons why such information cannot be obtained.  

(2) When a claim of undue economic hardship is made owing to the effects of this section, the 
owner and parties in interest must provide evidence during the hearing upon the claim, 
describing the circumstances or hardship.  

a. The minimum evidence shall include for all properties:  

1. Nature of ownership (individual, business, or nonprofit) or legal possession, 
custody and control.  

2. Financial resources of the owner and parties in interest.  

3. Estimated costs of repairs.  

4. Assessed value of land and improvements (existing).  

5. Real estate taxes for the previous two years.  

6. Amount paid for the property, date of purchase, and party from whom 
purchased, including a description of the relationship between the owner and 
the person from whom the property was purchased, or other means of 
acquisition of title, such as by gift or by inheritance.  

7. Annual debt service, if any, for the previous two years.  

8. Any listing of the property for sale or for rent, the price asked, and offers 
received, if any.  

9. Any financial or practical circumstance deemed relevant by the owner or 
parties in interest.  

b. In addition, for all income producing properties, the owner and parties in interest must also 
provide the following:  

1. Annual gross income from the property for the previous two years.  

2. Itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous two years, 
including proof that adequate and competent management procedures were 
followed.  

3. Annual cash flow, if any, for the previous two years.  
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(3) No later than the close of the second meeting of the Commission following the Commission's 
hearing on the claim, the Commission shall cause to be made a finding of undue or no undue 
economic hardship and shall enter the reasons for such finding into the official record.  

(4) In the event of a finding of undue economic hardship, the finding shall be accompanied by a 
recommended plan to relieve the economic hardship. This plan may include, but is not limited to, 
the following: property tax relief as may be allowed under state law; loans or grants from the 
city, county, or other public, private, or nonprofit sources; acquisition by purchase or eminent 
domain; building code modifications; changes in applicable zoning regulations; or obtaining a 
variance proving sufficient to mitigate the undue economic hardship. The Commission shall 
report such finding and the recommended plan to the Planning Director. The Planning Director 
shall cause to be issued an order for such property to be repaired within the time specified 
according to the provisions of the recommended plan which shall serve as a certificate of 
appropriateness for such repair consistent with its terms.  



PREVENTION OF 
DEMOLITION BY NEGLECT

Historic Preservation Commission
Tuesday, February 1, 2022 - 6:00 PM

DBN-21-0008: 238 E 2nd Street

Repair/replace gutters and rotted wood siding; Paint exterior after siding has been repaired; Repair/restore front 
porch
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Historic Preservation Commission
Tuesday, February 1, 2022 - 6:00 PM

DBN-21-0008: 238 E 2nd Street

Repair broken windows (close off until they can be repaired/replaced); Replace missing porch posts
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Historic Preservation Commission
Tuesday, February 1, 2022 - 6:00 PM

DBN-21-0008: 238 E 2nd Street

Repair/replace roof; Remove vines on the siding



Sec. 6-132. - Procedure for enforcement.

(a)

Investigation, complaint, hearing. Whenever a petition is filed with the Code Official by a public authority or by
at least five (5) residents of the city jurisdiction charging that any dwelling or dwelling unit is unfit for human
habitation, or when it appears to the Code Official that any dwelling or dwelling unit is unfit for human
habitation, the Code Official shall, if a preliminary investigation discloses a basis for such charges, issue and
cause to be served upon the owner of and parties in interest in such dwelling or dwelling unit a complaint stating
the charges in that respect and containing a notice that an administrative hearing will be held before the Code
Official (or the Code Official's designated agent) at a place within the city, therein fixed, not less than ten (10)
days nor more than thirty (30) days after the serving of such complaint. The owner or any party in interest shall
have the right to file an answer to the complaint and to appear in person, or otherwise, and give testimony at the
place and time fixed in the complaint. Notice of such hearing shall also be given to at least one (1) of the persons
signing a petition relating to such dwelling. Any person desiring to do so may attend such hearing and give
evidence relevant to the matter being heard. The rules of evidence prevailing in courts of law or shall not be
controlling in administrative hearings before the Code Official.

(1)

During said hearing, the Code Official shall, among other things, determine and establish the estimated cost to
repair, alter, or improve the dwelling in order to render it fit for human habitation and the estimated value of the
dwelling using available information, including but not limited to tax valuations and any relevant evidence
presented.

(b)

Orders. If, after such notice and hearing, the Code Official determines that the dwelling or dwelling unit in
question is unfit for human habitation, the Code Official shall state in writing findings of fact in support of that
determination and shall issue and cause to be served upon the owner, one (1) of the two (2) following orders,
whichever is appropriate.

(1)

If the repair, alteration or improvement of the dwelling can be made at a reasonable cost in relation to the value
of the dwelling, requiring the owner, within the time specified, to repair, alter or improve the dwelling in order to
render it fit for human habitation. The ordinance may fix a certain percentage of this value as being reasonable.
The order may require that the property be vacated and closed only if continued occupancy during the time
allowed for repair will present a significant threat of bodily harm, taking into account the nature of the necessary
repairs, alterations, or improvements; the current state of the property; and any additional risks due to the
presence and capacity of minors under the age of eighteen (18) or occupants with physical or mental disabilities.
The order shall state that the failure to make timely repairs as directed in the order shall make the dwelling
subject to the issuance of an unfit order under subsection (d)(1) of this section; or

(2)

If the repair, alteration or improvement of the dwelling cannot be made at a reasonable cost in relation to the
value of the dwelling, requiring the owner, within the time specified in the order, to remove or demolish such
dwelling. The ordinance may fix a certain percentage of this value as being reasonable. However,
notwithstanding any other provision of law, if the dwelling is located in a historic district and the Historic
District Commission determines, after a public hearing as provided by ordinance, that the dwelling is of
particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of the district, and the dwelling has not been
condemned as unsafe, the order may require that the dwelling be vacated and closed consistent with G.S. 160D-
949.

dcunningham
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(c)

Whenever the Code Official issues an order under this section that a dwelling must be vacated and closed or
removed or demolished, notice of the order shall be given by first class mail to any organization involved in
providing or restoring dwellings for affordable housing that has filed a written request for such notices. A
minimum period of forty-five (45) days from the mailing of such notice shall be given before removal or
demolition by action of the Code Official, to allow the opportunity for any organization to negotiate with the
owner to make repairs, lease, or purchase the property for the purpose of providing affordable housing. The
Code Official or clerk shall certify the mailing of the notices and the certification shall be conclusive in the
absence of fraud. Only an organization that has filed a written request for such notices may raise the issue of
failure to mail such notices, and the sole remedy shall be an order requiring the Code Official to wait forty-five
(45) days before causing removal or demolition.

(d)

Failure to comply with order. The following remedies are available upon the failure of an owner to comply with
any order issued under this section:

(1)

If the owner of any deteriorated dwelling or dwelling unit shall fail to comply with an order of the Code Official
to repair, alter or improve or vacate and close the dwelling, the Code Official may submit an ordinance to the
City Council, which ordinance, if adopted by City Council, may authorize the Code Official to cause the
dwelling to be repaired, altered, or improved or to be vacated and closed, and shall authorize the Code Official to
post on the main entrance of any dwelling so closed, a placard with the following words: "This building is unfit
for human habitation; the use or occupation of this building for human habitation is prohibited and unlawful."
Occupation of a building so posted shall constitute a Class 1 misdemeanor. This ordinance shall be recorded in
the office of the register of deeds in the county wherein the property or properties are located and shall be
indexed in the name of the property owner in the grantor index.

(2)

If the owner fails to comply with an order to remove or demolish the dwelling, the Code Official may cause such
dwelling to be removed or demolished. No such ordinance shall be adopted to require demolition of a dwelling
until the owner has first been given a reasonable opportunity to bring it into conformity with the housing code.
This ordinance shall be recorded in the office of the register of deeds in the county wherein the property or
properties are located and shall be indexed in the name of the property owner in the grantor index.

(3)

If any occupant fails to comply with an order to vacate a dwelling, the Code Official may file a civil action in the
name of the city to remove such occupant. The action to vacate the dwelling shall be in the nature of summary
ejectment and shall be commenced by filing a complaint naming as defendant any person occupying such
dwelling. The Clerk of Superior Court shall issue a summons requiring the defendant to appear before a
magistrate at a certain time, date and place not to exceed ten (10) days from the issuance of the summons to
answer the complaint. The summons and complaint shall be served as provided in G.S. 42-29. If the summons
appears to have been duly served, and if at the hearing the Code Official produces a certified copy of an
ordinance adopted by City Council pursuant to subsection (d)(2) authorizing the officer to proceed to vacate the
occupied dwelling, the magistrate shall enter judgment ordering that the premises be vacated and that all persons
be removed. The judgment ordering that the dwelling be vacated shall be enforced in the same manner as the
judgment for summary ejectment entered under G.S. 42-30. An appeal from any judgment entered hereunder by
the magistrate may be taken as provided in G.S. 7A-228, and the execution of such judgment may be stayed as
provided in G.S. 7A-227. An action to remove an occupant of a dwelling who is a tenant of the owner may not
be in the nature of a summary ejectment proceeding pursuant to this paragraph unless such occupant was served
with notice at least thirty (30) days before the filing of the summary ejectment proceeding that City Council has



ordered the Code Official to proceed to exercise his duties under subsections (d)(1) and (d)(2) to vacate and
close or remove and demolish the dwelling.

(e)

Appeals from orders of the Code Official. An appeal from any decision or order of the Code Official is a quasi-
judicial matter and may be taken by any person aggrieved thereby or by any public officer, board or commission
of the city. Any appeal from the Code Official shall be taken within ten (10) days from the rendering of the
decision or service of the order, and shall be taken by filing with the Code Official and with the Housing
Appeals Board a notice of appeal that shall specify the grounds upon which the appeal is based. Upon the filing
of any notice of appeal, the Code Official shall forthwith transmit to the Housing Appeals Board all the papers
constituting the record upon which the decision appealed from was made. When an appeal is from a decision of
the Code Official refusing to allow the person aggrieved thereby to do any act, his decision shall remain in force
until modified or reversed. When any appeal is from a decision of the Code Official requiring the person
aggrieved to do any act, the appeal shall have the effect of suspending the requirement until the hearing by the
Housing Appeals Board, unless the Code Official certifies to the Housing Appeals Board, after the notice of
appeal is filed with him, that by reason of the facts stated in the certificate (a copy of which shall be furnished
the appellant), a suspension of the requirement would cause imminent peril to life or property; in which case, the
requirement shall not be suspended except by a restraining order, which may be granted for due cause shown
upon not less than one (1) day written notice to the Code Official, by the Housing Appeals Board or by a court
of record upon petition made pursuant to G.S. 160D-1208 and subsection (f) of this section.

(1)

The Housing Appeals Board shall fix a reasonable time for the hearing of all appeals, shall give due notice to all
the parties, and shall render its decision within a reasonable time. Any party may appear in person, by agent or
by attorney before the Housing Appeals Board. The Housing Appeals Board may reverse or affirm, wholly or
partly, or may modify the decision or order appealed from, and may make any decision and order that in its
opinion ought to be made in the matter, and to that end it shall have all the powers of the Code Official, but the
concurring vote of four (4) members of the Housing Appeals Board shall be necessary to reverse or modify any
decision or order of the Code Official. The Housing Appeals Board also shall have the authority in passing upon
appeals, when unnecessary hardships would result from carrying out the strict letter of this article, to adapt the
application of this article to the necessities of the case to the end that the spirit of this article shall be observed,
public safety and welfare secured, and substantial justice done.

(2)

Every decision of the Housing Appeals Board shall be subject to review by proceedings in the nature of
certiorari instituted within fifteen (15) days of the decision of the Housing Appeals Board, but not otherwise.

(f)

Petition to Superior Court by owner. Any person aggrieved by an order issued by the Code Official or a decision
rendered by the Housing Appeals Board may, within thirty (30) days after issuance of the order or the rendering
of the decision, petition the Superior Court for an injunction restraining the Code Official from carrying out the
order or decision and the Court may, upon such petition, issue a temporary injunction restraining the Code
Official, pending a final disposition of the cause, as more specifically provided for by G.S. 160D-1208.

(g)

If any dwelling is erected, constructed, altered, repaired, converted, maintained, or used in violation of this
chapter or any valid order or decision of the Code Official or Housing Appeals Board made pursuant to any code
adopted under authority of this chapter, the Code Official or Housing Appeals Board may institute any
appropriate action or proceedings to prevent the unlawful erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration, or



use; to restrain, correct, or abate the violation; to prevent the occupancy of the dwelling; or to prevent any illegal
act, conduct, or use in or about the premises of the dwelling.

(Ord. No. 12-4, § 1, 8-13-2012; Ord. No. 21-3, § 1(Att.), 6-14-2021)
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ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS 
238 EAST 2ND STREET
HPC ‐ MARCH 1, 2022 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
WILLIAM T BUCKALEW, BARBARA E BUCKALEW 235 E 2ND ST WASHINGTON NC 27889
ANTHONY BURDI, KATHY BURDI 239 E 2ND STREET WASHINGTON NC 27889
RONALD D FERGUSON, DONNA J FERGUSON 6017 TRINITY ROAD RALEIGH NC 27607
FORD WORTHY FREEMAN  100 RIVERSIDE DRIVE APT 2 WASHINGTON NC 27889
IRAR TRUST ‐ ANDREW DEPRIMIO ACCOUNT #3600412 1000 BROADWAY OAKLAND CA 94607
LUIS HECTOR, TERESA DEL CARMEN LANDAVERDE 1049 WETTERHORN WAY WENDELL NC 27591
ALTON GEORGE LASSITER, SHEILA BROWN LASSITER 224 N HARVEY STREET WASHINGTON NC 27889
AMBROSE B LEWIS, DIANE M LEWIS 227 E 2ND STREET WASHINGTON NC 27889
GEOFFREY MCDOWELL, SHARON MCDOWELL 210 HARVEY ST WASHINGTON NC 27889
GILTON R MOORE  PO BOX 501 WASHINGTON NC 27889
RODMAN CLARK MOORE, MICHELE MADELEINE MOORE 242 E 2ND ST WASHINGTON NC 27889
NEVILL LLC 3008 BUCKINGHAM WAY APEX NC 27502
THERESA GILROY NIELSEN  4272 KALAHEO DR KALAHEO HI 96741
DIANNA NORMAN  214 N HARVEY STREET WASHINGTON NC 27889
ANDREAS A HELMERS OLSEN, JANE A HELMERS OLSEN 245 E 2ND STREET WASHINGTON NC 27889
JEREMIAH ALLEN PARKER, CHERISH JEWEL PARKER 239 EAST 3RD STREET WASHINGTON NC 27889
JOSHUA MICAH STILES, LEE ANNE STILES 232 E 2ND ST WASHINGTON NC 27889
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ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER 
 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

February 18, 2022 
 
Re: Certificate of Appropriateness – 238 E 2nd Street 

Dear Adjoining Property Owner, 

Whenever a public hearing pertaining to a property in the Washington Historic District all property owners 
within 100 feet of the subject property are required to be notified by the City of Washington.  Your property is 
located adjacent to the above subject property. 

A public hearing will be held for the following reasons pertaining to the property located at 238 E 2nd 
Street. 

1. Prevention of Demolition by Neglect 

If you would like to review the meeting agenda, please visit the City Planning Office prior to the meeting.  
Additionally, the full meeting package will be available on the city website on the Friday prior to the meeting.  
You are welcomed and encouraged to attend the regularly scheduled meeting of the Washington Historic 
Commission.  Please note the following date, time and place: 

DATE: TUESDAY, March 1, 2022 

PLACE: CITY HALL – MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 102 EAST SECOND STREET.  (ENTER FROM 
THE MARKET STREET SIDE OF THE BUILDING AND GO TO THE SECOND FLOOR.) 

TIME: 6:00 pm 

In the meantime, should you have any questions please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

 
Domini Cunningham, PLA, CZO 
Historic Preservation Planner 
City of Washington 
dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov 
252-946-0897 
 
Cc: Mike Dail, Community and Cultural Services Director 
 Mike Weldin, Chief Building Inspector 

mailto:dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov
mailto:dcunningham@washingtonnc.gov
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT & REQUEST FOR ACTION  

 
 

Tuesday, March 1, 2022 – 6:00 PM 

 

DBN-21-0008  : 238 E 2nd Street 
Willy Bell House 

Request: Prevention of demolition by neglect 

Owner: Ronald Ferguson 

Location: 238 E 2nd Street 

Parcel Number: 5675-97-7906 

Attachment: 1.  Site Photos  
2.  Supplemental Materials 
3.  Location Map of Property 

 
The Commission should consider this request based upon general conformance with the Design Standards. 

Structure: The Willy Bell House is a 2 ½ story frame house with Colonial Revival details, a bay 
window, 1920s type porch posts, and gabled dormer. The house was built for Bell, a local 
jeweler, in 1900 and remodeled around 1910. 

Finding of Facts: In January 2021, the Prevention of Demolition by Neglect Subcommittee identified this 
property located at 238 E 2nd Street as a candidate for rehabilitation. The building 
inspector received a complainant’s letter/petition in June 2021 and began investigating 
the issues listed in the complaint. The Building Inspector also completed the inspection 
checklist in June 2021 identifying the following issues:  

a. Deterioration of exterior walls, foundations, or other vertical supports that cause leaning, 
sagging, splitting, listing, or buckling. 

b. Deterioration of flooring or floor supports, roofs, or other horizontal members that cause 
leaning, sagging, splitting, listing, or buckling. 

e. Ineffective waterproofing of exterior walls, roofs, and foundations, including broken 
windows or doors. 

f. Defective protection or lack of weather protection for exterior walls and roof coverings, 
including lack of paint, or weathering due to lack of paint and/or other protective 
coverings. 

g. Rotting, holes, and other forms of decay. 

h. Deterioration of exterior stairs, porches, handrails, window and door frames, cornices, 
entablatures, wall facings, and architectural details that causes the delamination, instability, 
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loss of shape and form, or crumbling. 

A structural evaluation completed by RPA Engineering, P.A. on January 27, 2022 indicates 
that the original 2-story section of the house is in relatively good condition with the 
exception of the front porch. There are several badly damaged piers at the rear of the 
house. 

Items that need to be address are as follows: 

1. Repair broken windows 
2. Repair/replace gutters 
3. Repair/replace rotted wood siding 
4. Paint exterior 
5. Repair/restore front porch 

a) Replace roof beam 
b) Replace rotted posts 
c) Replace floor joists 
d) Replace missing sections of foundation wall 

6. Repair/replace damaged roof 
7. Repair the foundation 

a) Repair/replace brick piers 
b) Repair/replace beams 

8. Repair the blocks enclosing the crawlspace and install crawlspace vents 
 

Possible Actions: 
I move that the Historic Preservation Commission recognize that the property, including the structure, 
located 238 East Second Street, is undergoing or constitutes demolition by neglect according to Section 40-
387 of the City of Washington NC Zoning Ordinance. The motion is based on the following Findings of Facts:  
the property issue(s) is(are) congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design Standards 
specifically, 6.1 - Demolition. 

OR 

I move that the Historic Preservation Commission recognize that the property, including the structure, 
located 238 East Second Street, is not undergoing or constitutes demolition by neglect according to Section 
40-387 of the City of Washington NC Zoning Ordinance.  The motion is based on the following Findings of 
Facts:  the property issue(s) is(are)  is not congruous with the Historic Preservation Commission Design 
Standards specifically, 6.1 - Demolition. 

OR 

I move the commission continue this Prevention of Demolition by Neglect case and invoke NC GS 160D-947(d), 
which allows the commission to request technical advice from the Historic Preservation Office (HPO). I also 
move the commission seek guidance from the HPO regarding [detailed description of what information the 
commission is seeking from HPO that will aid them in making a defensible decision regarding the case]. We 
would like to remind the applicant pursuant to NC GS 160D-947(d), the HPO has 30 days from the date an official 
request is received from the commission to review and comment on the request. 
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Possible Commission Decision & Orders: 
At this time, it is the decision of the Historic Preservation Commission, based upon the foregoing findings of 
fact, that the property at 238 E 2nd Street is undergoing and/or constitutes demolition by neglect, but no 
undue economic hardship exists. The property owner shall repairs of the structure begin within ninety (90) 
days of receipt of this decision and order. The property owner shall complete repairs of the structure within 
six (6) months of said beginning date, the repair of those elements deteriorating, contributing to 
deterioration, deteriorated or otherwise undergoing or constituting demolition by neglect as the same are 
identified on the Demolition by Neglect Checklist and as partially illustrated by the pictures received by the 
Commission, which checklist and pictures are incorporated herein by reference. We would like to remind 
the applicant pursuant to NC GS 160D-947(d), the HPO has 30 days from the date an official request is 
received from the commission to review and comment on the request.  
 

OR 
At this time, it is the decision of the Historic Preservation Commission, based upon the foregoing findings of 
fact, that the property at 238 E 2nd Street is undergoing and/or constitutes demolition by neglect, and 
undue economic hardship does exist. The property owner should seek financial assistance by [detailed list 
of financing options such as applying for State Tax Credits, seek financial assistance through the US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, etc.]. The property owner shall begin repairs of the 
structure within ninety (90) days of receipt of this decision and order. The property owner shall complete 
within one (1) year of said beginning date, the repair of those elements deteriorating, contributing to 
deterioration, deteriorated or otherwise undergoing or constituting demolition by neglect as the same are 
identified on the Demolition by Neglect Checklist and as partially illustrated by the pictures received by the 
Commission, which checklist and pictures are incorporated herein by reference. We would like to remind 
the applicant pursuant to NC GS 160D-947(d), the HPO has 30 days from the date an official request is 
received from the commission to review and comment on the request. 
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