MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
GOLDSBORO HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
AUGUST 5, 2025

The Goldsboro Historic District Commission of the City of Goldsboro, North Carolina, met in

Regular Session in the Large Conference Room, City Hall Addition, 200 North Center Street, at 5:30 p.m.
on August 5, 2025.

Present: Mr. Fritz Knack, Chair, Presiding
Mr. John Peacock, Vice Chair
Mr. Richard Best
Mr. Terry Cottle
Ms. Judith McMillen
Ms. Nancy Delia
Mr. David Archibald

Manning Musgrave (ALT)
Derek Roche (ALT)

Also Present: April Johnson Choice, Development Services Director
Paul Saylors, Planner I/Preservation Planner
Ron Lawrence, City Attorney
Holly Jones, Planning Executive Assistant

Mr. Knack began the meeting at 5:30 p.m.

Approval of Minutes
Ms. Delia asked that the typo be corrected on page 3, to remove the extra ‘the state’ in the first

paragraph. Mr. Archibald made a motion to approve the minutes of the Regular Meeting of June 3, 2025,
as amended. The motion was seconded by Mr. Cottle and unanimously carried.

Old Business

CA-09-25 — 204 E. Chestnut Street/200 S. John St.: The applicant is requesting a Certificate of
Appropriateness for a permit required for the deconstruction of the existing towers of St. Paul Methodist
Church and new construction in accordance with the design guidelines of downtown Goldsboro. The
church is currently zoned in the Central Business District (CBD). The property is located within the City of
Goldsboro’s Local Historic Preservation Overlay District. The property considered for approval is located
on the southeast corer of S. John and E. Chestnut St. and is further identified as NCPIN# 2599-95-3044.

The item was presented by Paul Saylors, Planner I/Preservation Planner, after being properly sworn in.

Mr. Saylors reviewed the information from the previous meeting regarding what the church had
presented and that the Commission had tabled further discussion until a recommendation has been
received from the State Historic Preservation Office. The letter was received July 3, 2025, and shared
with the Commission and applicant. (See Exhibit A).

Mr. Knack reopened the public hearing so that the Board could ask questions of Michael Richter,
representative for St. Paul Methodist Church. Mr. Richter was sworn in to speak.

Mr. Peacock asked if the Church had the chance to review the letter from the State Historic
Preservation Office. Mr. Richter stated they had not, but he and the engineer had. He stated that they are
looking into getting a second opinion to try and save the towers. Mr. Richter further stated that the church
did not want to change the look of the church for the sake of making a change.

Ms. Musgrave asked if this is something the whole congregation is aware of and must weigh in on,
or just the Committee. Mr. Richter stated it is more of a council awareness; they do not want to bring
anything forth to the whole congregation until they have more solid answers.

Ms. Delia stated that no structural analysis was done. Mr. Richter stated that one was done, after the

Engineers Report was released. Ms. Delia states, a lot of what we need to know is structural analysis. Mr.
Richter stated they had done an analysis on the towers, and that is where their recommendation is coming
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from. He also stated they have looked at other options. Ms. Delia stated she would like to have answers to
at least the questions in the Letter.

Ron Lawrence, City Attorney, stated that it had been asked if questions could be emailed to the
Church, but advised it would not be procedurally proper; questions could be posed tonight and answers
could be brought back to the next meeting,

Mr. Knack wondered to what point the Commission was worried about the cost to the applicant.
Mr. Peacock asked if repairing or replacing the towers was impossible, or if it was too expensive. He
asked what number they are trying to stay under. Mr. Richter answered, the engineer has not said it is
impossible to repair the towers, but has not found a viable solution. He stated that some recommendations
are worth looking into, and some are not.

Mr. Knack stated that we cannot go forward to say go ahead and knock them down, until we have
exhausted other options. He expressed that he was not sure what the full impact would be of losing the
Church as a historic building. Mr. Richter stated he would like to know that as well. Mr. Best acknowledged
that it had been alluded to that businesses would not be able to get the tax breaks if we are not on the list for
Raliegh.

Mr. Best inquired what the cost difference is between repair and tear down. Mr. Richter stated it is
about a half million dollars. Mr. Saylors interjected that he did not think feasibility needed to factor into
the Commission’s decision. Mr. Lawrence confirmed that the Commission needs to refer to the guidelines
to determine if the request is congruous or not. He continued, stating that if it is a safety problem then
feasibility needs to be considered.

Mr. Knack reiterated some of the questions the Commission is requesting answers to:
e  What is the applicant’s response to the recommendations in the Letter?
* How unsafe is the building? We need to know how much danger we are in.
¢ Can the Commission get something official stating if the towers have 3 months or 5 years
before they may fall down?
e What are the other options being looked at? At least an overview.

Mr. Archibald asked if they had contacted Andrew Consulting Engineers in Wilmington. Mr.
Richter stated they had not.

Mr. Cottle asserted that they need to come up with a plan to keep it historic. Mr. Knack agreed that
tearing down the towers is a significant change, that he did not feel would be congruous with the standards;
the applicant would be required to come up with justification for violating the standards. Mr. Richter replied
that there is at least one other option they are pursuing.

Ms. Delia asked Mr. Richter if he had the structural analysis that SKA had done. Mr. Richter stated
he did not have it, and would have to ask SKA for it. He explained that it was mostly calculations, but
they might be able to do a summary. Ms. Delia stated they would like to have it because it addresses the
safety factor they are looking at.

Ms. Musgrave asked about the 40-page report mentioned in the analysis provided at the last
meeting. Mr. Richter referred to the other report that had been previously provided, stating he believed
that was the report being referred to.

Mr. Knack suggested the Commission wait for the response to the Letter and other questions the
Commission had posed. He also asked how the Commission could request a safety analysis.

Mr. Lawrence read from NCGS 160D-948:

“Certain changes not prohibited.

Nothing in this Part shall be construed to prevent the ordinary maintenance or repair of
any exterior architectural feature in a historic district or of a landmark that does not involve
a change in design, material, or appearance thereof, nor to prevent the construction,
reconstruction, alteration, restoration, moving, or demolition of any such feature which the
building inspector or similar official shall certify is required by the public safety because of
an unsafe or dangerous condition. Nothing in this Part shall be construed to prevent a
property owner from making any use of his or her property that is not prohibited by other
law. Nothing in this Part shall be construed to prevent the maintenance or, in the event of

20f4



an emergency, the immediate restoration of any existing above-ground utility structure
without approval by the preservation commission.”

Mr. Knack clarified if the applicant or the Commission could request the inspection. Mr. Lawrence
confirmed that if the Commission feels it is needed, they can make a motion for staff to request it.

Mr. Cottle asked if the congregation had been presented the report, so they could decide as a whole
what they wanted to do. Mr. Richter stated that the congregation has not gotten all of this, but the Church
Council has been given a summary, and they do not currently have another viable solution.

Mr. Best noted that the Letter indicated the State is willing to come down. Mr. Richter stated they

would like that. Mr. Lawrence informed them that the Church would have to request for the State to come
down.

Mr. Peacock asked if the Commission could request for the Building Inspector to have a look from
a safety perspective, and assess the situation. Ms. Delia asked if the building inspector has the knowledge
to access the safety of the towers, or if it would only muddy the water.

After brief discussion, the Commission decided not to request the opinion if the building inspector,
at this time.

Mr. Peacock asserted that all of the things in the Letter, an engineer should have a look at, and get

the Commission an answer on each point. Mr. Knack stated that the applicant has indicated it is unsafe;
we need a way to know how unsafe.

Mrt. Cottle asked Mr. Richter if he knew what the Church wanted to do based on the report. Mr.
Richter expressed that the Church does not want to change the aesthetics of the church for the sake of
change, but there are certain considerations to take into account.

Mr. Archibald stated that he has looked at the SKA report and they believe the towers need to be
demolished; he does not feel the Commission will get a different answer. Mr. Richter reiterated that they
are looking into another option.

Mr. Roche inquired if the State could recommend an engineer, stating they should have a list from
around the state. He continued, stating that Mr. Richter’s personal resources does not seem to have gotten
us to a good place. Mr. Best agreed that we would be in a better place if the State came down, at the
Church’s request, to have a look. Mr. Richter confirmed that they were not shy for another opinion or
suggestions.

Mr. Knack asked for a motion to have the applicant answer the questions in the SHPO Letter and
those posed by the Commission. Mr. Best made the motion, and it was seconded by Mr. Peacock.

Mr. Cottle was concerned that they could not get the answers in a month. The Commission discussed.

Mr. Best amended his motion to add that the applicant reach out to the SHPO to request a visit. The
amended motion was seconded by Mr. Cottle and unanimously carried.

Mr. Peacock asked if a motion was needed for how much time to give them to answer the
questions. Mr. Lawrence confirmed a motion would be needed to state what meeting to continue the
public hearing to.

Mr. Peacock made a motion to continue the public hearing to the October 7, 2025 Commission
meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Best and unanimously carried.

New Business

Mr. Knack announced that the 100" Anniversary of Derailabration in Goldsboro was coming up in
April of next year, and he would like the Commission to be part of the party. He asked for any suggestions
or ideas. Ms. Delia stated that there used to be a huge celebration, and hopefully there are still some people
around that know what has been done in the past. Ms. McMillen asked if it was known which group had
done it in the past, because that would be a good place to start.
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Ms. Delia asked if the museum had ever changed their door, and where they were on that. Mr.
Saylors confirmed that the museum has not changed the door. He has reached out to the President of the
Board, but has had no response, and will soon begin issuing a violation.

Reports/Discussion
Mr. Saylors discussed updating the guidelines, and becoming a Certified Local Government (CLG).

Design Standards: Update City of Goldsboro’s Historic District Commission Design Standards.
The item was presented by Paul Saylors, Planner I/Preservation Planner.

Mr. Saylors reviewed the timeline of the Historic District Commission, the Design Guidelines for
Goldsboro, and the reasons for updating those standards. (See Exhibit B)

Mr. Saylors reiterated that the provisions of the Commission must be framed as ‘standards’ rather
than ‘guidelines’; this update should have been completed a few years ago, so Goldsboro is a little behind.
He introduced the new Director of Development Services, April Choice. He stated that they had decided
to revise the guidelines in house. The guidelines will cover all of the historic district, and will include the
Quasi-Judicial and Certificate of Appropriateness processes.

Certified Local Government (CLG): Goldsboro’s status and goals.
i.  Architectural Inventory: Update Inventory
ii.  Preservation Plan: Elevate Goldsboro 2050
iii.  Historic Districts and Cultural Activities: Economic Development

The item was presented by Paul Saylors, Planner I/Preservation Planner.

Mr. Saylors reviewed what a CLG is and what the benefits are for the City to achieve this status.
(See Exhibit C) He also reviewed where the City is in this process, and what the next steps are.

Mr. Peacock commended Mr. Saylors for taking these projects on. He asked for clarification on the
inventory requirement for becoming a CLG. Mr. Saylors stated that SHPO was always there to provide
guidance. Mr. Peacock also asked if the provisions being framed as ‘standards’ rather that ‘guidelines’
gave it more teeth. Mr. Saylors stated that was the intent of the statute. He continued, stating that others
have revised their provisions to more closely resemble the Secretary of Interior Standards. Mr. Peacock
agreed that Mr. Best had previously made a good point, that without following the standards, we are not
able to get grants and other funding.

Other Business
Mr. Saylors asked the Commission to hand out the cards provided regarding Elevate Goldsboro,
and scan the QR Code to visit the site and contribute to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan update.

Ms. Musgrave asked the Commission to think of something they could do for the late Charles
Gaylor III.

There being no further business, Mr. Knack asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ms.
Musgrave made the motion, and it was seconded by Mr. Cottle. The motion was unanimously carried, and

the meeting was adjourned at 6:46 p.m,

Fritz Knack
Chair

Holly Jones /
Planning Executive Assistant
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North Carolina Department of Nawral and Cultural Resources
Stare Historie Prescrvation Office
Ramara: aries, Admuraresetec
Sorsmor Tosh Sews

Otfice of Arcluves ud Hislory
Secretusy Pamel Brewagion Crairwall

Depty Secsetiag Dusa ], Water PH D
July 3, 2025

Paul Saylors, Preservation Planner

Department of Plamming

200 N. Center Street

Goldsboro, NC 27530

Email:

RE: Proposed work on Saint Paul’s Methodist Church, 204 East Chestnut SL., Goldshoro, Wayne County

Dear Mr, Saylors:

Thank vou for vour recent submittal of the Gol Historic P C: s request for our
advice under NC GS 160D-547(d) regarding the towers and other work on Saint Paul's Mcthedist
Church, 264 East Chestut St. Goldsboro. Advice provided by the HPO is non-binding and should not be
considered iin official ruling by our office or a determmnation regarding how the commission should
decidde a Certificale of Appropriatencss (COA) case.

Setwor Restoration Specialist Jeff Adolphsen reviewed the COA and offers the following technical advice:

Per the Secretary of the Interior s Si  for Rehabilitation, we that the
congregalion consider rehabilitating both towers rather than demolishing them. The structural
agsessment appears very thorough, however, we believe that the specific recommendations to
repair the main church building are also applicable to each tower. This approach would preserve
the historic elevations of the church. A3 a last resort, we reeommend that the towers be
reconstructed in kind, if repair is not undertaken. As a note, the church, featuring the northwest
tower that was reconstructed in 1955 after Hurricane Hazel damaged the previeus soaring lower
and steeple, i3 listed as contributing to the character of the federally certified (hy the National Park
Service) local historic district.

If the towers arc demolished, we believe that the building's status s a contributing property 1o the
district would be undermuned. I the tower demolition proceeds. the loss of the two most
distinguishing features on the main elevation would negatively affect the historic integnity of the
building. Character defining features of the church include the following: siting of the towers on
the front elevation, asymmetrical height; lancet window openings; corbelling, crenellation;
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Exhibit A

monumental stawrs and door eperungs: and angled tlared buttresses al the front comers of each
tower.

Alteration of (he front elevation as proposed will create an appearance that never cxisted and result
in the loss of the church's two most ideniifintile and iconic fealures. OF (he seven aspects of
National Register inlegnty. five will negatively be impacted if the towers are removed, after
demolilion of the towers, only the aspects of locatron and setting will remain unchanged, Design,
materials, end workmanship would irreparably be lost with the demolition of the towers Likewise,
feeling and essociation are also negatively altered to a point where (he original congregants and
those familiar with the 1955 |1azel repair work may not be able to recognize thewr own church if
the towers are removed

‘With the loss of the two lowers and the creation of a new front elevation, we are concerned that if
an survey is and a Nattonal Register nomination written, the
church would no longer be classified a5 coninbuting to the character of the historic district

From our analysis, it appears that much of the problem i9 trom deferred mamtenance or incorrectly
executed work in |1 pasl. We agree with many of the recommendstions for repairs to the main
block of the church. but question why those same suggestions are not applicable to the two fowers.
The report stetes that the partially reconstructed portion of the (northwest) tower rests on the
underlying mulli-wy the historic masonry structure, which could (nor will) lead to & structural
failure. 1t appears that Ihe concem only applies 1o the northivest tower. Why then 1s demolition of
the southwest tower also recommended? The report fusther states that “It shouid be noted that a
structural analysis of the existing towers... was neither authorized nor performed.” Given that
statement. we recommend the Commussion inquire as to why the recommendation is being made
to demolish both towers. Likewise, we wonder why sre the recommendations for the remainder of
the church not applicable to the two lowers? Are there options to repair or partially reconstruct the
northwest tower that will secure the tower’s structural integnty?

We offer the following dations and proffer add I questions that we helieve can lead
1o the preservation of the 1contc towers of St. Paut Church. The typical maintenance items are
tried-and-true and should reduce water penetration throughout the exterior of the church

Note re: Multi-Wythe Masonry Construction — The report states that outer wythe has a pap et
all the areas that were opened in the masonry wall to perform a visual inspeetion The
incorporation of an air gap in multi-wythe masonry walls easily postdates the construction of St
Paul Church. Thus, it is most likely not an intentional construction feature. Which, if any, of the
following recommendations can be employed to restore the structural integrity of the towers?

1. Grout the three wythes with a permeable grout. Jahn has products that appear applicable
for this purpese. Apply stone strengthener to the historic brick. Or, can a lime morter be
injected into the voids? Is there a better alternative to bind the three wythes together?

2. Mechanically tie the outer wythe to the two inner wythes and fill the void between the
vuter wythe and inner wythes and the vorls within the inner wythes with grout as
described above. Mechanically reinforce inner wythes as necessary. Apply stone
stronghener ta the histori brick.

3. Reconstruct the outer wythe to currenl standards to creale a gap to keep water from the
inner wythes Mecharucally reinforce inner wythes and grout solid. Reuse historic brick
and apply & slone strengthener. I3 there a good match to the historic brick?

4. Can the insertion of a needle beam or other solutions be incorporated to make needed
repairs to masonry af either tower?

Additiona) Recommendations
1. Repoint the walls of the lowers and church with an appropriate mortar. Include the
sloped top elevations of the b , where the b abut the wall, and around
window and door openings including protruding brick window hoods and the windowsills.
Lime mortar 1 autogenous and will move and self-heal with expansion and contraction due
to temperalure and moishure fluctuations The church history thal is available ontine
indicated thal the church was repointed in the 1980s. The engineering report states that the
mortar 1s Portland cement based. Portland cement is no longer recommended for repointing
mortar if it is not historic because it is too hard and impermeable. Portland cement mortar
can domage individual brick face {spalling); leave hairline cracks, when cunng, that allow
moisture penetration. and retard evaporation trom the intenor masonry wall
2. Treat damaged brick and underfired brick with a stone consolidant to halt further
deterioratlon. We have scen ProSoCo's OH-100 (Submitial dals - OH100 Copsolidation

petre gne & M tre = ASTM VX It
suceessfully used on underfired, spailed, and sandblasted brick in the past. Severely eroded
or deterivrated brick can be replaced in kind Note that we do not recommend the use of a
water repelient with this product, The stone strengthener that does not incorporate the
water repellent is recommended. See the following note.

3. Do notuse a water repellent. We do not recommend the spplication of a water repellent
According to the Brick Industry Association’s Techmical Note 64 — Colovless Coatings for
Brick Masonrv, the “application of a water repellent coating is not necessary to achieve
water resistance n liicksnirk subjected to normal exposures where proper matenal
selection, delailing. construction and mamtenance have been executed.™ Mote that a water
repellent will not keep water from enlering the structure where there are cracks between
brick and morter and it will not stop infiitration due to deficiencies at sitls and copings or
at insufliciently filted mortar joints — all defects that have been identified in the structural
report. The tech note further states “Penectrating water-repellent coatings seldom stop water
penctration through crecks more than 0.02 in. (0.5 mm) wide, and their effectiveness under
conditions of wind-driven ram ig limited. As a result. the use of water-repellent coatings to
climinate water penetration in a wall with existing defects can be futile.™ Thus, the
recommendation 1o make needed repairs being the best option. View mortar as the
sacrificial element in the wall. [nstead of repaining brick on a cyclical basis, il ynortar is
what should be repaired when necded. The tech note does state thet a repellent may be
warrantcd at a parapet that is particularly vulnerable to water absorption, but we advise the
tried-and-true methods of the past as listed in Lhese recommendations.

4. Remove the cracked parge cont atop the parapets. The cracking permits waler intrusion
(especially into weathered mortar jownts), buf retards evaporation. Cap the parapet to shed

waler from the top uf the masonry. Install flashing under new parapet materiol.

I Iy, igate the of a hydraulic mortar wash atop the parapet. This
will require routme and

We the 1o be of 1o the
should the commission have additional questions.

Please do not hesilate to contaet us

Sincerely,

Kook

Kristi Brantley
p C ions Coordi

Ce:  Ramona Bartos. Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Jeff Adolphsen, Senor Restoration Specialist

S. Investigate the installation of a hydraunlic mortar wash atop the window hoads,

corbelling, or other areas of flat masonry protrusion. This approach will require routine
i and i}

6. Properl 9] wall penetrations.

7. Adaptas necessary, the roof of each tower, This approach could include thru-wall
flashing end a new drein system to quickly remove weter from the roof, The tew photos
‘with the report did not clearly show the intersection of the masonry and roof on the interior
of the parapet, It appears that the vertical masonry walls were parged and possibly pamted
with an clastomeric coating that also covers the foof. We are working on a similar project
where copper thru-wall flashing will be run on the inside of the parapet and under
replacernent coping and tied into the copper gutter thal leads to replacement scuppers. Per
the pholos on page 23 of the repert, 1t appears that water has been onterng through the
upper section of the northwest Lower for a long lme. However, wasn't this section of the
tower rebuilt in 19557 If yes, the older lime-based mortar 1s not applicable. Does this
suggest (hat water is penetrating the wall around hatrline cracks in the Portland cement
mortar, ar from brick corbelling, or from alop the parapet or the roaf?

8. Adapt, n3 necessary, the intersection of the roof and each tower. Thus appivach could
include flashing and counter flashing and the installation of a cnicket

9. After sufficient time, replaster the interior walls with lime-based plaster. Rake out the
old mortar joint on the interior wythe lo 8¢t a3 a key for the new scratch coat. Note: a lime-
bascd plaster, a3 with lime-bascd mortar, has some plasticity characienstics amil will
expand and contract with temperature and moisture fluctualions, Lime based plaster wilt
elso tolerate intermiltent wetting in a multi-wythe wall, whereas. a gvpsum-based plaster
will deteriorate (pillowy effect) once exposed to moisture and waler. An alternative 15 to
furr out the masonry walls with wood shuds or metal furring channels and caver with
fiberglass wrapped sheetrock by DensAmmor Plus or similar.

10. A Te: If the above I &re not
pursued, the final recommendation is to reconstruct cach tower to duplicate their current
configwation and detailing.

Questions for Historic Preservation Commission to pose

1. What, if any. repair oplions were considered thal retained both teonic towers?

2. What methods can be employed to repair both towers?

3. What are the estimates to repair both towers including anv pertial reconstruction of the
northwes! tower”

4, What are the cosl estimates to: (1) demolish the two towers, {2} provide design services 1o
remove the two towers and rebuild the tagade as designed which includes struchmral
maodifications to the roof, exterior walls, and floor; and (3) construct the proposed design?

5. What is Ihe cost differential to repair the towers and/or partially reconstruct the northwest
tower versus demolition, design, and construction of the propesed design?

‘The Restoration Services Branch stands ready to provide technical essistance to the church and sta
stewardts and can make an in-person visit at the church’s invitation to discuss these recommendations,




V. Reports/Discussion

A. Design Standards: Update City of Goldsboro’s Historic District Commission
Design Standards. Refer to timeline below:

City of Goldsboro Design Guidelines/Standards Timeline:

7
0.0

\/
R4

9,
L4

9,
L4

1979 - An Architectural Inventory of the City of Goldsboro “Historic District” study area was begun
in May 1979 by Barbara Hammond.

1981 - First Historic Zoning District established along with the Goldsboro Historic District
Commission by City Council on May 18, 1981.

1983 - The first Guidelines for Property Improvements in the Goldsboro Historic District were
presented by the Department of Planning and Redevelopment in July 1984.

1984 - The Documentation for Review and Certification was prepared for the Goldsboro Historic
District Commission by the Department of Planning and Redevelopment in July 1984.

1985 - Certified by the U.S. Department of the Interior in March 1985, the Goldsboro Historic
District encompasses approximately 46 blocks.

1987 - An Architectural Inventory of Goldsboro North Carolina was prepared by Barbara
Hammond, a doctoral candidate, and sponsored by the City of Goldsboro.

2007 - The Downtown Goldsboro Development Corporation (DGDC) funds the Design Guidelines
for Downtown Goldsboro. It was revised in 2009.

2021 - NC General Statute Chapter 160D. In 2019, Chapter 160D consolidated city and county
enabling statutes for development regulations and formed GS 160D-947(c) which states: [Historic
Preservation Commissions] Must frame preservation district provisions as “standards” rather than
“guidelines.”

2025 - Update the Design Guidelines for Downtown Goldsboro to the City of Goldsboro Historic
District Commission Design Standards in-house to align more with the Secretary of Interior
Standards for Rehabilitation.

Moreover, updating the Standards would create an opportunity to:

1. Address the entirety of the Historic District (1 of only 3 Local Historic Districts in NC
recognized by the NPS) to directly support the Historic District Commission.

2. Include the quasi-judicial process.

Include the COA process.

4. Include the newly added (2024) Resilience Design Standards created and adopted by DNCR,
SHPO, UNC SOG, NCSU.

5. Include Sustainability Standards.
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