
 

  
   

 
      

      
       

 
    

    
    

      
   

 
  

 
    

 
   

 
       

 
   

 
    

 
     

 
      

 
      

 
      

 
    

 
      

 
     

 
      

 
   

 
   

 
       

        
 

           
        

         

GUILFORD COUNTY 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION AGENDA 
Carolyn Q. Coleman Conference Room 

First Floor, Old Guilford County Courthouse 
301 W. Market St., Greensboro, N.C. 27401 

July 15, 2025 

Regular Meeting 6:00 PM 

I. Roll Call 

II. Agenda Amendments 

III. Approval of Minutes: May 20, 2025 

IV. Rules and Procedures 

V. Old Business 

A. Landmark Property Letters – Update 

B. GIS Map Corrections – Update 

C. Accessing Landmark Files – Update 

D. Scanning Landmark Books – Update 

E. Identifying Digitized Photos 

F. Proposed Changes to the F. M. Smith House in Gibsonville 

G. Landmark Interior Designations (Info in Packet) 

H. Potential America 250 NC Activities 

I. HPC Expansion 

VI. New Business 

A. LANDMARK DESIGNATION CASE #25-06-HPC-00006: 437 ARLINGTON ST., 
GREENSBORO, N.C. 27406 (GEORGE AND NANCY KESTLER HOUSE) 

The subject property is located at 437 Arlington St. (Guilford County Tax Parcel #1074 
in Morehead/Gilmer Township), approximately 300 feet north of the intersection of 
Arlington St. and East Gate City Blvd., and comprises approximately 0.44 acres. 

400 W. Market St., Greensboro, N.C. 27401 
P.O. Box 3427, Greensboro, N.C. 27402 

Telephone: 336-641-3334 | Fax: 336-641-6988 



 
      

      
     

 
       

 
        

          

 
 

   
 

       
 

  

This is a request to designate the subject property as a local historic landmark. 

Information for LANDMARK DESIGNATION CASE #25-06-HPC-00006 can be 
viewed by scrolling to the July 15, 2025, regular meeting agenda and packet at 
https://www.guilfordcountync.gov/government/departments-and-agencies/planning-
and-development/boards-and-commissions/historic-preservation-commission. 

VII. Other Business 

Review of Landmark Properties / HPC Website 

VIII. Adjournment 

400 W. Market St., Greensboro, N.C. 27401 
P.O. Box 3427, Greensboro, N.C. 27402 

Telephone: 336-641-3334 | Fax: 336-641-6988 
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GUILFORD COUNTY 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Meeting Minutes 
Regular Meeting – May 20, 2025 at 6:00 p.m. 

Carolyn Q. Coleman Conference Room 
First Floor, Old Guilford County Courthouse 
301 W. Market St., Greensboro, N.C. 27401 

A. Roll Call 

Chair Sean Dowell called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 

Troy Moss called the roll: 

Present: Sean Dowell, Chair; Terry Hammond, Vice-Chair; David Horth; 
David Millsaps; Cory Rayborn; Abigaile Pittman; Jerry Nix; Keisha 
Hadden; Louis Gallien; Christie Lee; Haley Moloney 

Absent: None 

The following staff were also present: Leslie Bell, Planning and Development 
Director; Avery Tew, Senior Planner; Troy Moss, Planning Technician; Matthew 
Mason, Chief Deputy County Attorney. 

Chair Dowell introduced Ms. Lee and Ms. Moloney as the newest members of 
the Commission. He added that the purpose of today’s meeting was to address 
members’ questions and concerns. 

B. Agenda Amendments 

None 

C. Approval of Minutes: March 18, 2025 

Mr. Rayborn pointed out that on page 5, section “G” under Other Business, the 
second paragraph should be added to the end of the first paragraph to improve 
the logical flow. 

Vice-Chair Hammond moved to approve the minutes from the March 18th, 2025 
meeting, as amended. The motion was seconded by Mr. Millsaps. The 
Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Dowell, Hammond, 
Horth, Millsaps, Rayborn, Pittman, Nix, Hadden, Gallien, Lee and Moloney. Nays: 
None.) 

D. Rules and Procedures 
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Since there were no legislative hearings for this meeting and no one from the 
public was present, Chair Dowell noted that it was not necessary to go over the 
Commission’s Rules of Procedure. 

E. Old Business 

Mr. Bell stated that an email was sent out by Mr. Tew on May 13th that provided 
an update on the Certificate of Appropriateness case for the Bumpass-Troy 
House at 114 S. Mendenhall Street. There was a long-standing practice with the 
City of Greensboro that major Certificates of Appropriateness for landmark 
properties within a local historic district would only need approval from the 
Guilford County Historic Preservation Commission. After consultation and 
communication between the County Attorney’s office and the City Attorney’s 
office, it was deemed most appropriate for the City of Greensboro’s HPC to 
handle those cases. The case for the Bumpass-Troy House is scheduled to be 
heard by the City HPC on May 28th . 

Chair Dowell asked for clarification on whether this meant that the Guilford 
County HPC effectively lost jurisdiction over landmark properties within local 
historic districts. Mr. Bell said the County would continue to work with the City of 
Greensboro and the City of High Point to find the best way to implement these 
processes. 

Mr. Nix confirmed that there was an agreement between the City of Greensboro’s 
HPC and the Guilford County HPC that the County HPC would take precedence 
over the City HPC for landmark properties within local historic districts. He said 
that this makes sense because local historic districts only cover the exterior of 
the property and the land, whereas landmark designation covers the land, the 
exterior and interior, if it has been designated. Landmark designation also gives 
up to a 50% tax deferral. The applicants want a fast turnaround for decisions 
because they have carpenters lined up and other things they want to do. If they 
have to jump from one Commission to the other, that takes up a lot of their time, 
maybe three or four months. During that time period, there could be a lot of 
damage to the building. He said the County HPC has the right to be over the City 
HPC because the County HPC was formed by Guilford County and included all 
the different municipalities that wanted to participate at that time. He said that if 
the process was too burdensome, some property owners would request to 
withdraw landmark designation for their properties. 

Chair Dowell added that landmarks are a handful of especially historic properties, 
and that this should take precedence over local historic districts, which often 
cover hundreds of properties. 
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Ms. Moloney pointed out that the Commission had to be able to review proposed 
changes to designated interior features of landmark properties, which would not 
be covered by historic districts. 

Chair Dowell mentioned that the landmark properties in the County are significant 
for various reasons, such as being associated with an important individual. He 
said some landmarks are located within National Register districts, while others 
are not. 

are largely nominal. 

ordinance that created the County HPC lays out that Certificates of 
Appropriateness for properties within historic districts should go to the historic 
district HPC – in this case, the City HPC – regardless of whether the property is a 
landmark. 

Mr. Tew clarified that the matter at hand would only come into play when 
landmarks were located within local historic districts, not National Register 
districts. There are three local historic districts in the City of Greensboro and four 
in the City of High Point. Any landmark properties located within these cities but 
outside of their historic districts would still fall under the jurisdiction of the County 
HPC. 

Chair Dowell asked about the distinction between local historic districts and 
National Register districts? Mr. Tew said local historic districts are designated by 
the local government, whereas National Register districts are reviewed and 
designated by the State Historic Preservation Office and the National Park 
Service. Local historic districts also offer regulatory protections such as requiring 
Certificates of Appropriateness for development, while National Register districts 

Ms. Pittman pointed out that the design standards for local historic districts within 
the City of High Point vary, and some, for example, do not cover anything in the 
back yard. She said they also do not affect property taxes. 

Mr. Tew said applications for Certificates of Appropriateness in local historic 
districts are reviewed for congruity with the special character of the district, 
whereas Certificates of Appropriateness for landmarks are reviewed for congruity 
with the special character of the landmark itself. 

Ms. Moloney asked if a historic district property that was designated as a 
landmark would then be under the jurisdiction of the City HPC or County HPC? 
Mr. Tew replied that the landmark designation would be reviewed by the County 
HPC, but for the purpose of Certificate of Appropriateness review, the property 
would remain under the jurisdiction of the City HPC. Counsel Mason said the 

Chair Dowell pointed out that many past cases came before the County HPC 
without approval from the City HPC. 
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Mr. Bell added that, when cases come before the County HPC without first being 
reviewed by the City HPC, it requires the County HPC to be familiar with the 
City’s historic district design standards. He said there had been conversations 
with City of Greensboro and City of High Point staff to figure out how to move 
forward. 

Ms. Hadden asked why the existing processes could not remain in place? Mr. 
Bell said this created difficulties with the County HPC needing to review projects 
for conformance with the City’s and the County’s standards. 

Chair Dowell asked if the County could require documentation of City approval 
prior to submission of an application? Mr. Bell said the County would work with 
other jurisdictions to find a process that works, while respecting the requirements 
of the ordinance. He said he was not prepared to give a final answer on how 
things would move forward. 

Mr. Nix said it sounded like landmark properties within historic districts would 
need to first go to the City HPC for approval, then come to the County HPC for 
final approval. Mr. Bell said that would be one option for how to move forward. 

Counsel Mason added that the requirements of the ordinance were clear that 
Certificates of Appropriateness for properties located within local historic districts 
should be reviewed by the historic district HPC. He said he wanted to clarify that 
the HPC’s authority in reviewing Certificate of Appropriateness requests was to 
apply the standards they had adopted. If an applicant demonstrates that they 
have met the standards, the Commission’s role is to issue the Certificate of 
Appropriateness, and if they did not, then the Commission’s role is to deny. It is 
not the Commission’s authority to try to assess whether another jurisdiction’s 
standards or ordinances have been met. 

Ms. Moloney asked if it would be helpful to have a task force so the different 
HPCs could communicate. Mr. Bell said that would be considered, but he could 
not commit to a particular course of action at this point, because there may be 
other ideas. 

Ms. Maloney asked if it would be helpful to have a sub-committee or task force to 
have the HPCs communicating so they are better able to understand how things 
are going to be covered. Leslie Bell stated that all of the above would be 
considered. 

Mr. Gallien mentioned that, at some point, he would like to have a discussion 
about the City and County HPCs merging. 

F. New Business 

None 
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G. Other Business 

Chair Dowell stated that there had been discussion about setting clear 
expectations for the process and for the owners of landmark properties. He 
hopes to acknowledge and educate landmark property owners. Annual 
compliance letters, “selling your home” letters, and “you could have a historic 
home” letters are ways to better educate owners on what they have. He pointed 
out that compliance letters had not been sent out in some time. These letters are 
very informative and provide pertinent information to owners and realtors selling 
these homes. 

Ms. Moloney said she thought these were very important informational tools to 
help people that own historic properties. There is a new grouping of housing 
types that have become eligible for tax credits. A lot of people don’t realize that 
they are considered historic and homes built before 1975 are now considered 
historic. She would like to see a Guilford County historic property owner’s guide 
so that people have resources to refer to, like how to become a landmark. Mr. 
Bell stated that some of that information is currently available on the County 
website. 

Mr. Nix pointed out that some of these houses have gone through several owners 
since their designation and the new owners may not be aware of the standards, 
and ordinances that may relate to their property. He stated that all of the 
landmark properties need to have a letter sent to them as soon as possible, so 
that irreparable mistakes are not made. Mr. Bell stated that there is a new system 
where an applicant is notified when they come in to pull a permit that the property 
is a landmark. Mr. Nix said the problem was when someone performs work 
without a permit. 

Chair Dowell suggested that these letters be put on the website as a PDF, so 
owners can download them for review. 

Vice-Chair Hammond stated that there used to be staff that would ride around 
and view historic houses to determine whether they are in compliance. Mr. Bell 
stated that, unlike some other jurisdictions, the County does not have dedicated 
historic preservation staff. Planning and Development Department staff provide 
support to the HPC as one of many duties. The department is also subject to 
budgetary limitations as far as hiring new staff. 

Ms. Moloney suggested that the HPC members could drive around their own 
areas and make notes on properties that are not in compliance. Counsel Mason 
cautioned that, if members should endeavor to do that, they should be cautious 
and not trespass on someone’s property. Property owners must be notified in 
writing that someone would be visiting their property. Vice-Chair Hammond 
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stated that she has recently looked at the GIS map, looking at properties and 
there are oblique photos of the properties that may be helpful. 

Chair Dowell stated that one of the many resources is the GIS map, which 
includes a layer for historic properties. He suggested that members should look 
at it and make sure the information is correct. If it is not, they should let staff 
know so the information can be updated on the website. He asked staff to talk a 
little more about the GIS map. 

Mr. Moss demonstrated how to use the GIS map to view inventoried historic 
properties and landmarks. 

Mr. Nix pointed out that there are several properties on the GIS map that have 
incorrect photographs, and possibly also wrong addresses because the house 
was moved to another location. Chair Dowell asked that, when these errors are 
noticed, the member should get in touch with staff to make the necessary 
corrections. 

Chair Dowell mentioned that there are opportunities for classes or training where 
the County may pay for HPC members to attend. He said it was important to 
continue to educate yourself whenever there is an opportunity. 

Vice-Chair Hammond raised the possibility of creating specific design standards 
rather than utilizing the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
Chair Dowell said that the landmark properties in the County were so different, 
he did not know how someone could develop design standards that would apply 
to all of these disparate properties. Ms. Moloney pointed out that historic districts 
generally have design standards that regulate conformance with the district, 
whereas landmarks usually are subject to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
standards to allow flexibility. 

Chair Dowell stated that he has been talking with staff about HPC expansion to 
towns not currently represented. Mr. Bell said that the Board of County 
Commissioners would have to authorize. Chair Dowell stated that he would 
attend one of their meetings and make that request. 

Mr. Gallien raised the idea of the HPC being included in the County budget. He 
asked if there was a budget for the Commission? Mr. Bell responded that there is 
a budget for certain components for this Commission, just like for any of the other 
Boards. For example, professional development and training. If they know that 
there is something coming up for the next fiscal year, that budget can go up or 
down. If there is money for professional development and it is not all spent, then 
when it comes to review of that budget, then it is at the discretion of what is 
needed to make that budget balance. There are monies for professional services, 
such as the court reporter that summarizes the minutes each month, and monies 
for printing. If there is a particular project that would take County funds to do, 
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they can include that as a request in the budget and it may or may not be 
approved. The County Manager does hold budget workshops prior to developing 
the budget to try to glean what the Commissioners’ priorities may be, to be 
funded in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Gallien stated that he feels that the HPC needs to be more proactive in their 
presence at those budget sessions. Mr. Bell said he would forward information on 
when those meetings would be held for this year. Counsel Mason pointed out 
that these meetings do not typically include a public comment period, and while 
there may be interesting information, it may not be an opportunity to make their 
concerns known. He suggested that they speak with their County Commissioner. 
Another good resource is the Clerk to the Board of County Commissioners, as 
she has the ear of the County Commissioners and knows about some of the 
opportunities that may exist by way of scheduled meetings that are coming up. It 
would probably be helpful for the Commission members to pull together their 
ideas and translate those ideas into cost estimates, so that they can be more 
concrete. That way, Planning staff can also be informed of what the Commission 
wants to do and what sort of funding may be needed, so that they can see if that 
can be included in the department’s budget request. 

H. Adjournment 

There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned 
at 8:12 p.m. 

Next Scheduled Meeting – June 17, 2025 
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§ 160D-947. Certificate of appropriateness required. 
(a) Certificate Required. - After the designation of a landmark or a historic district, no 

exterior portion of any building or other structure, including masonry walls, fences, light 
fixtures, steps and pavement, or other appurtenant features, nor above-ground utility structure 
nor any type of outdoor advertising sign shall be erected, altered, restored, moved, or 
demolished on the landmark or within the district until after an application for a certificate of 
appropriateness as to exterior features has been submitted to and approved by the preservation 
commission. The local government shall require such a certificate to be issued by the 
commission prior to the issuance of a building permit granted for the purposes of constructing, 
altering, moving, or demolishing structures, which certificate may be issued subject to 
reasonable conditions necessary to carry out the purposes of this Part. A certificate of 
appropriateness is required whether or not a building or other permit is required. 

For purposes of this Part, "exterior features" include the architectural style, general design, 
and general arrangement of the exterior of a building or other structure, including the kind and 
texture of the building material, the size and scale of the building, and the type and style of all 
windows, doors, light fixtures, signs, and other appurtenant fixtures. In the case of outdoor 
advertising signs, "exterior features" mean the style, material, size, and location of all such 
signs. Such "exterior features" may, in the discretion of the local governing board, include 
historic signs, color, and significant landscape, archaeological, and natural features of the area. 

Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, the commission has no jurisdiction 
over interior arrangement. The commission shall take no action under this section except to 
prevent the construction, reconstruction, alteration, restoration, moving, or demolition of 
buildings, structures, appurtenant fixtures, outdoor advertising signs, or other significant 
features in the district that would be incongruous with the special character of the landmark or 
district. In making decisions on certificates of appropriateness, the commission shall apply the 
rules and standards adopted pursuant to subsection (c) of this section. 

(b) Interior Spaces. - Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this section, jurisdiction of the 
commission over interior spaces is limited to specific interior features of architectural, artistic, 
or historical significance in publicly owned landmarks and of privately owned historic 
landmarks for which consent for interior review has been given by the owner. The consent of 
an owner for interior review binds future owners and/or successors in if the consent has been 
filed in the office of the register of deeds of the county in which the property is located and 
indexed according to the name of the owner of the property in the grantee and grantor indexes. 
The landmark designation shall specify the interior features to be reviewed and the specific 
nature of the commission's jurisdiction over the interior. 

(c) Rules and Standards. - Prior to any action to enforce a landmark or historic district 
regulation, the commission shall (i) prepare and adopt rules of procedure and (ii) prepare and 
adopt principles and standards not inconsistent with this Part to guide the commission in 
determining congruity with the special character of the landmark or district for new 
construction, alterations, additions, moving, and demolition. The landmark or historic district 
regulation may provide, subject to prior adoption by the preservation commission of detailed 
standards, for staff review and approval as an administrative decision of applications for a 
certificate of appropriateness for minor work or activity as defined by the regulation; provided, 
however, that no application for a certificate of appropriateness may be denied without formal 
action by the preservation commission. Other than these administrative decisions on minor 
works, decisions on certificates of appropriateness are quasi-judicial and shall follow the 
procedures of G.S. 160D-406. 
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(d) Time for Review. - All applications for certificates of appropriateness shall be reviewed 
and acted upon within a reasonable time, not to exceed 180 days from the date the application 
for a certificate of appropriateness is filed, as defined by the regulation or the commission's 
rules of procedure. As part of its review procedure, the commission may view the premises 
and seek the advice of the Division of Archives and History or such other expert advice as it 
may deem necessary under the circumstances. 

(e) Appeals. -
(1) Appeals of administrative decisions allowed by regulation may be made to the 

commission. 
(2) All decisions of the commission in granting or denying a certificate of 

appropriateness may, if so provided in the regulation, be appealed to the 
board of adjustment in the nature of certiorari within times prescribed for 
appeals of administrative decisions in G.S. 160D-405(d). To the extent 
applicable, the provisions of G.S. 160D-1402 apply to appeals in the nature 
of certiorari to the board of adjustment. 

(3) Appeals from the board of adjustment may be made pursuant to G.S. 160D-
1402. 

(4) If the regulation does not provide for an appeal to the board of adjustment, 
appeals of decisions on certificates of appropriateness may be made to the 
superior court as provided in G.S. 160D-1402. 

(5) Petitions for judicial review shall be taken within times prescribed for appeal of 
quasi-judicial decisions in G.S. 160D-1405. Appeals in any such case shall 
be heard by the superior court of the county in which the local government 
is located. 

(f) Public Buildings. - All of the provisions of this Part are hereby made applicable to 
construction, alteration, moving, and demolition by the State of North Carolina, its political 
subdivisions, agencies, and instrumentalities, provided, however, they do not apply to interiors 
of buildings or structures owned by the State of North Carolina. The State and its agencies 
may appeal to the North Carolina Historical Commission or any successor agency assuming 
its responsibilities under G.S. 121-12(a) from any decision of a local preservation commission. 
The North Carolina Historical Commission shall render its decision within 30 days from the 
date that the notice of appeal by the State is received by it. The current edition of the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings shall be the sole principles and guidelines used in reviewing applications of the 
State for certificates of appropriateness. The decision of the North Carolina Historical 
Commission is final and binding upon both the State and the preservation commission. (2019-
111, s. 2.4; 2020-3, s. 4.33(a); 2020-25, ss. 24, 51(a), (b), (d).) 



     

     

 

      

Coates’ Canons NC Local Government Law 

Certifcates of Appropriateness and Quasi-Judicial Procedures 

Published: 05/28/25 

Author: Adam Lovelady 

A core responsibility of the local historic preservation commission is to review and decide on 

certificates of appropriateness (COAs) to prevent development and changes “that would be 

incongruous with the special character of the landmark or district” (G.S. 160D-947). A COA 

decision requires the commission to take historic design standards and apply them to a specific 

property or development. Such decision-making is quasi-judicial, and as such, COA decisions must 

follow the statutory procedural requirements and ensure the due process rights of all parties with 

legal standing in the case. 

This blog explores the scope of COA decisions and the procedural requirements for these quasi-

judicial decisions. 

What projects need a Certifcate of Appropriateness? 

In general, a major change to a locally designated historic landmark or to a property within a 

locally designated historic district requires the owner to obtain a certificate of appropriateness. 

COAs are required for most changes to the exterior of the building or site; there are limited 

situations when COAs are necessary for interior work. If a building permit is required, the COA 

must be issued prior to issuance of building permit. Even if no building permit is required for a 

project, a COA might be required (G.S. 160D-947). 

Public buildings are subject to COA review, though the process and standards may be different 

depending on whether the public building is owned by the state or another public body. For minor 

works, state law allows for administrative review by staff rather than review by the full 

preservation commission. Ordinary maintenance and action to address safety concerns are exempt 

from COA review. 

Now, consider each of those topics in a bit more detail. 

https://canons.sog.unc.edu/author/lovelady/
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“Exterior Features” 

State law requires COAs for changes to exterior features and provides a broad scope for “changes” 

and broad definition of “exterior features.” 

“[N]o exterior portion of any building or other structure, including masonry walls, fences, 

light fixtures, steps and pavement, or other appurtenant features, nor above‑ground utility 

structure nor any type of outdoor advertising sign shall be erected, altered, restored, 

moved, or demolished on the landmark or within the district until after an application for 

a certificate of appropriateness as to exterior features has been submitted to and approved 

by the preservation commission.” 

(G.S. 160D-947). 

“Exterior features” are defined to include: 

“the architectural style, general design, and general arrangement of the exterior of a 

building or other structure, including the kind and texture of the building material, the 

size and scale of the building, and the type and style of all windows, doors, light fixtures, 

signs, and other appurtenant fixtures. In the case of outdoor advertising signs, “exterior 

features” mean the style, material, size, and location of all such signs. Such “exterior 

features” may, in the discretion of the local governing board, include historic signs, color, 

and significant landscape, archaeological, and natural features of the area.” 

(G.S. 160D-947). 

Limited Applicability to Interior Features 

Generally, COAs do not cover interior spaces. There are limited exceptions for landmarks for 

which “[t]he landmark designation shall specify the interior features to be reviewed and the 
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specific nature of the commission’s jurisdiction over the interior.” This regulatory reach to interior 

spaces only applies to “specific interior features of architectural, artistic, or historical significance 

in publicly owned landmarks and of privately owned historic landmarks for which consent for 

interior review has been given by the owner” (G.S. 160D-947). 

Administrative Review for Minor Works 

Not every change to a historic property must go to the full preservation commission for review. 

Run-of-the-mill changes may be defined as “minor works” and reviewed by administrative staff. 

Such minor works must be clearly identified in the applicable preservation regulation. Examples 

include minor exterior work that does not change the design, material, or appearance, such as 

redecking a porch with similar materials; storm windows and storm doors; rear yard decks; and 

similar changes. 

Decisions about minor works must be based on detailed design standards adopted by the 

preservation commission. Staff may approve a COA for a minor work, but any denial must go to 

the preservation commission for formal action (G.S. 160D-947). 

Exemption for Ordinary Maintenance, Unsafe Situations, and Emergency 
Utility Work 

A local government may not require a COA for ordinary maintenance or necessary actions to 

resolve a dangerous situation. A local government may not “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.” Additionally, the local government 

may not “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” (G.S. 160D-947). 

Above-ground utility structures—such as power poles—get special treatment. Maintenance of 

above-ground utilities is exempt from COA approval, and in the case of an emergency above-

ground utilities may be immediately restored without COA approval (G.S. 160D-947). 

Public Buildings 

Local historic regulations apply to the “construction, alteration, moving, and demolition by the 

ctew
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specific nature of the commission’s jurisdiction over the interior.” This regulatory reach to interior
spaces only applies to “specific interior features of architectural, artistic, or historical significance
in publicly owned landmarks and of privately owned historic landmarks for which consent for
interior review has been given by the owner” (G.S. 160D-947).



 

 

  

 

 

State of North Carolina, its political subdivisions, agencies, and instrumentalities.” But there are 

subtle changes in the process and standards. 

Buildings owned by the State of North Carolina and its agencies are not subject to local design 

standards; rather, they are reviewed based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Appeals of 

COA decisions for State and agency buildings go to the North Carolina Historical Commission, 

and that decision is final and binding (G.S. 160D-947(f)). 

With regard to regulating the interiors of buildings, G.S. 160D-947(b) indicates that the local 

preservation commission may have regulatory authority over “specific interior features of 

architectural, artistic, or historical significance in publicly owned landmarks.” G.S. 160D-947(f), 

however, states local COA review “do[es] not apply to interiors of buildings or structures owned by 

the State of North Carolina.” With that, interiors of state buildings are not subject to local review, 

but interiors of other publicly owned buildings potentially may be. 

Demolition Delay 

In general, a request for a certificate of appropriateness for demolition may not be denied but may 

be delayed. 

For properties within a district, the commission may delay the effective date of the COA for up to 

365 days (G.S. 160D-949). For locally designated landmarks, the commission shall delay the 

effective date for a COA for demolition for 365 days (G.S. 160D-945). Such delay period must be 

reduced when “the owner would suffer extreme hardship or be permanently deprived of all 

beneficial use of or return from such property by virtue of the delay.” For proposed landmarks or 

districts, demolition may be delayed up to 180 days (G.S. 160D-949). 

During a delay the preservation commission may negotiate for the preservation of the property. 

There are limited circumstances in which a demolition COA may be denied. That is for “a building, 

site, or structure determined by the State Historic Preservation Officer as having statewide 

significance as defined in the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places” (G.S. 160D-949). 

Beyond the authority to slow down active demolitions, local governments have authority to adopt 

regulations to prevent demolition by neglect (G.S. 160D-949). 

Quasi-Judicial Decision-Making 
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Determinations about certificates of appropriateness are not simple, objective determinations—they 

require evidence from interested parties, analysis of design standards and specific projects, and 

judgment from the decision-makers. As such, COA decisions must follow the statutory procedural 

requirements for quasi-judicial decisions and ensure the due process rights of all parties with legal 

standing. 

“[D]ecisions on certificates of appropriateness are quasi‑judicial and shall follow the procedures of 

G.S. 160D‑406.” Those requirements include: 

Clear Guiding Standards 
Notice 
Impartial Decision-Makers 
Evidentiary Hearing 
Decision Based on Evidence and Standards 
Right to Appeal 

Clear Guiding Standards 

After a city or county establishes a historic district or historic landmark, the local historic 

preservation commission is authorized to prevent certain changes that “would be incongruous with 

the special character of the landmark or district.” But what is that special character? And what is 

incongruous with it? 

The North Carolina Supreme Court explains the incongruity standard to be “a contextual standard.” 

A contextual standard is one which derives its meaning from the objectively 

determinable, interrelated conditions and characteristics of the subject to which the 

standard is to be applied. In this instance the standard of “incongruity” must derive its 

meaning, if any, from the total physical environment of the Historic District. That is to 

say, the conditions and characteristics of the Historic District’s physical environment 

must be sufficiently distinctive and identifiable to provide reasonable guidance to the 

Historic District Commission in applying the “incongruity” standard. 

A-S-P Associates v. City of Raleigh, 298 N.C. 207, 222, 258 S.E.2d 444, 454 (1979)(citation 



 

  

  

omitted). 

The special character of the landmark or district is not left to speculation or guessing. It is not 

conjured up at the time of COA review. A determination of congruity is guided by the details of the 

ordinance designating the historic landmark or district and by the required design standards. 

“Prior to any action to enforce a landmark or historic district regulation, the commission shall . . . 

prepare and adopt principles and standards . . . to guide the commission in determining congruity 

with the special character of the landmark or district for new construction, alterations, additions, 

moving, and demolition” (160D‑947(c)). Moreover, “[i]n making decisions on certificates of 

appropriateness, the commission shall apply the rules and standards adopted pursuant to subsection 

(c) of this section” (G.S. 160D-947)(a). 

Design standards commonly include elements such as architectural styles of the landmark or 

district; building details such as siding, roofing, windows and doors, and porches; site details such 

fences and walls; expectations for building additions; and expectations for new construction. 

Notice 

Notice for quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings is specified at G.S. 160D-406. Notice must be mailed 

to the applicant, the owner of the property (if different from the applicant), the owners of property 

abutting the subject property, and any other individuals entitled to notice pursuant to the local rules. 

Mailed notice must be deposited in the mail at least 10 days, but not more than 25 days, prior to the 

evidentiary hearing. 

In addition to mailed notice, the local government must post notice on the site (or adjacent right-of-

way) 10-25 days prior to the evidentiary hearing. 

State law sets the minimum notice requirements. Local rules may call for additional notice such as 

newspaper notice or mailed notice to owners of property within a certain distance. The local 

government must adhere to any additional notice requirements it has set for itself. 

Impartial Decision Maker 

In quasi-judicial decisions, decision-makers must be neutral, third-party arbiters. Indeed, 

individuals with legal standing in the matter have constitutional rights to an impartial decision 

maker. To that end, G.S. 160D-109 sets forth some conflicts of interest that are impermissible 



 

 

      

     

 

  

violations of due process rights. These include: 

a member having a fixed opinion prior to hearing the matter that is not susceptible to change, 
undisclosed ex parte communications, 
a close familial, business, or other associational relationship with an affected person, 
or a financial interest in the outcome of the matter. 

If a commissioner has a conflict of interest, they must recuse themself and not participate in the 

hearing or decision. If there is an objection to a commissioner’s participation, the remainder of the 

board votes on their participation. 

Evidentiary Hearing 

As with any quasi-judicial decision, a decision on a certificate of appropriateness “shall be based 

upon competent, material, and substantial evidence in the record.” Some of the record is compiled 

upfront, including the application materials, technical analysis, staff reports. But the full record is 

established through an evidentiary hearing. 

An evidentiary hearing is different from a general, public hearing. The formal process and the legal 

requirements are heightened. Witnesses are sworn in; evidence is admitted (and may be objected 

to); witnesses must provide factual testimony (not personal opinion); and for technical matters, 

qualified experts are required. 

The applicant, local government, and other parties with formal legal standing have the right to 

participate (an opportunity to be heard). Other individuals from the public may participate as 

witnesses, but not to make legal claims such as objecting to evidence, cross-examining witnesses, 

or challenging a commissioner for conflicts of interest. 

Decision Based on Standards and Evidence 

The incongruity standard does not grant the preservation commission “untrammeled authority to 

compel individual property owners in the Historic District to comply with whatever arbitrary or 

subjective views the members of the Commission might have as to how property in the district 

should be maintained or developed.” A-S-P Associates v. City of Raleigh, 298 N.C. 207, 221, 258 

S.E.2d 444, 453 (1979). A decision to grant or deny a COA must be framed within the design 

standards and based on evidence in the record. 

North Carolina courts have ruled that when a preservation commission decision departs from the 



 

  

  

framework of historic standards and guidelines, that decision is arbitrary and will not stand.  In 

Sanchez v. Town of Beaufort, for example, the court disapprovingly noted that the “height 

requirement was not reached on the basis of any particular determining principle. Rather, each 

[commission] member reached what he or she considered an appropriate height based on their own 

personal preferences.” 211 N.C. App. 574, 581, 710 S.E.2d 350, 355 (2011). 

The Court of Appeals quoted commissioners discussing the height requirement in loose terms, 

unmoored from the applicable standards. One commissioner argued that the project could be 

redesigned to reduce five feet in height. When the chair asked for the basis for the five feet, the 

commissioner offered: 

Well five feet (5′) would be if you had a . . . This is his determination, with a ten foot 

(10′) ceiling downstairs, and a nine foot (9′) ceiling upstairs, if you had eight foot (8′) 

ceilings, that’s three feet (3′). . . . And then, if the duct work was to be relocated, that’s 

two more feet. So that would be five feet (5′) without a lot of material changes. Now it 

could be a different number, but I’m just throwing that out. 

211 N.C. App. 574, 581, 710 S.E.2d 350, 355 (2011)(emphasis added by court). 

Another commissioner made his own calculations for how the project could be redesigned. A third 

commissioner stated simply that “twenty five feet (25’) is a reasonable height.” When the 

commission voted on the height limit one commissioner “explicitly admitted that none of the 

[commission] guidelines were used to determine that height.” 

The court was clear: “Since the twenty-four foot height requirement was established by each 

member of the [commission] without the use of any determining principle from the [design] 

guidelines, it was clearly arbitrary.” Sanchez v. Town of Beaufort, 211 N.C. App. 574, 582, 710 

S.E.2d 350, 355 (2011). 

In order to avoid arbitrary decision-making that could be overturned by the courts, the preservation 

commission must ground its review and decision-making in the applicable design standards. 

Procedurally, the historic preservation commission must make a decision based on the standards 



  

 

                   
    

                  

and evidence “within a reasonable time, not to exceed 180 days from the date the application for a 

certificate of appropriateness is filed” (G.S. 160D-947)(d). The written decision must “reflect the 

board’s determination of contested facts and their application to the applicable standards, and be 

approved by the board and signed by the chair or other duly authorized member of the board” (G.S. 

160D-406). 

Right to Appeal 

Parties with standing have a right to appeal a preservation decision. Appeals must be filed within 

30 days, but the particulars depend on the local rules and the decision being appealed, as noted at 

G.S. 160D-947: 

Administrative decisions on minor work are appealed to the preservation commission. 
COA decisions are appealed to superior court in the nature of certiorari, the same as other 
quasi-judicial decisions. 
The local ordinance may provide for COA decisions to be appealed to the board of 
adjustment before it goes to superior court. In that case the board of adjustment follows 
procedures for an appeal in the nature of certiorari. 
For buildings of the State and its agencies, appeals are taken to the North Carolina Historical 
Commission. 

Conclusion 

Making decisions on certificates of appropriateness is a core responsibility for the local historic 

preservation commission. This work requires the commission to apply broader design standards to 

a specific property or project. Such decision-making requires evidence and judgment—and it 

requires the commission to follow quasi-judicial procedures to protect the due process rights of the 

parties with legal standing. 

For more information on local preservation, check out these related blogs on Preservation 

Commission Basics and Designating Local Historic Landmarks and Districts. 

This blog post is published and posted online by the School of Government for educational purposes. For more information, visit 
the School’s website at www.sog.unc.edu. 

Coates Canons © 2009 to present. School of Government at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. All rights reserved. 

https://canons.sog.unc.edu/2025/05/preservation-commission-basics/
https://canons.sog.unc.edu/2025/05/preservation-commission-basics/
https://canons.sog.unc.edu/2025/05/designating-local-historic-landmarks-and-districts/
www.sog.unc.edu
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I. STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The George and Nancy Kestler House, built in 1876, is locally significant to Guilford County as 
an exceptional example of Italianate architecture. As one of few extant buildings in Greensboro 
built before 1880, the Kestler House retains a high level of architectural integrity. The house was 
possibly designed and built by architect Lyndon Swaim (1812-1893), who also constructed the 
old Guilford County Courthouse (1872) and, likely, the neighboring Gothic Revival William 
Fields House (1875-1879; NR: 1985). The architect was clearly influenced by Alexander 
Jackson Downing and may have designed the home based on his drawings in Downings’ popular 
work, Architecture of Country Houses. The Kestler House, like its neighbor the William Fields 
House, is representative of the early phase of mid-19th century residential development in 
downtown Greensboro, specifically in the Shieldstown neighborhood. The period of significance 
is the house’s 1876 construction date 

Integrity Statement 

• Location: The Kestler House remains in its original location. 
• Design: The Kestler House is a fine example of the Italianate style and retains many 

character-defining features of the Italianate style. 
• Setting: The setting of the house has remained mostly unchanged as it has always been in 

a mixed-use commercial and residential urban area. Next door, the William Fields House 
(1875-1879) is still standing, however other residences of the period along Arlington 
Street have been demolished. 

• Workmanship: Many of the existing building materials are historic, which demonstrates 
the skill of the first builders who installed the materials in a way that prolonged the 
historic fabric. The craftsmen who made these ornate architectural features, specifically 
the windows, decorative porch moldings, and brackets, were highly skilled. 

• Materials: Many of the original materials and finishings of the residence have been 
preserved or restored. From the arched wood windows to the decorative porch moldings, 
deep overhanging eaves, and decorative brackets, the materials continue to contribute to 
the character-defining features of the residence. 

• Feeling: The feeling of the home has been maintained by the careful restoration work 
done over the years by the owners. Although the building is in need of restoration, which 
is the goal of the current owners, the building retains and exceptionally high level of 
integrity and design. 

• Association: Over the decades, the building maintained its use as a residence; therefore, 
it did not undergo any substantial architectural changes. The building is not currently in 
use, but is about to undergo restoration and become an extension of the nearby 
community center. 

Proposed Boundary Justification 

The proposed boundary for Local Landmark Designation is the property’s current .44 acre parcel 
(PIN: 7864638697). The owners wish to designate the lot and the exterior of the building, 
including the low stone retaining wall with grapevine joints and mature landscape specimens 
contemporary to the home. 
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II. MAPS 

Maps and Floor Plans 

Guilford County Tax Map (parcel in red) 

HPOWeb Map (parcel in green) 
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Floor Plan 
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III. ARCHITECTURAL DECRIPTION 

Architectural Context 

The Italianate style, made popular in Greensboro by Governor John Motley Morehead’s 1844 
Blandwood expansion, was used frequently in the 1870s-1880s. It typically appeared in stylistic 
details applied to simple house forms.1 Although the style was once ubiquitous, today the George 
and Nancy Kestler House is one of the city’s few surviving Italianate residences and is one of the 
few extant houses in Greensboro built before 1880. A comparable property is the Walker-
Scarborough House (1845) in nearby College Hill, constructed of clapboarded frame 
construction in a simplified Italianate style.2 Oral tradition states that the Walker-Scarborough 
House was commissioned by Governor John Motley Morehead for his daughter Letitia and her 
husband Stephen Walker as a wedding gift. It features simple Italianate features of a low hipped 
roof, long windows, and brackets, but is much more reserved in its stylistic detailing than the 
George and Nancy Kestler House. It also is a much earlier example and does not represent the 
development of the Shieldstown neighborhood. The Kestler House shares interior detailing with 
two other comparable properties, though they are in the Gothic Revival style, the neighboring 
William Fields House (1875-1879; NR: 1985) and the nearby Dixon-Leftwich-Murphy House 
(1870-1875; NR: 1982). According to a survey completed in the 1980s, the interiors were also 
similar to the Julius A. Gray House (1875, demolished in 2015).3 

Architectural Description 

Located on a quiet street just southeast of downtown Greensboro, the George and Nancy Kestler 
House, constructed of clapboarded frame, rests on a low brick foundation and consists of a two-
story, single-pile main block and a two-story rear ell that appears to have been built at the same 
time as the house’s main section and at least as early as 1891, as evidenced by Bird's eye view of 
the city of Greensboro, North Carolina (1891).4 Both portions of the house have gable roofs. The 
central bay of the façade projects slightly from the two flanking bays and is topped with a gable, 
creating a center cross gable roof line. Additions have been added to the rear ell over time. The 
additions include, from south to north, a narrow, two-story shed-roof overhang supported by a 
metal pier on concrete block; an adjoining two-story shed wing, which furnishes space for a 
bathroom; and a two-story shed-roof porch, which provides an open stair at the rear of the ell. 
The shed porch along the south side or the ell facing the main block has been enclosed. 

The exterior of the Kestler House displays traditional Italianate trim. The boxed and molded 
cornice of the main block is adorned by sawn brackets with turned pendant drops. Diamond 
shaped ventilators are seen in all three gables of the main block. The two-over-two sash windows 

1 Brown, Marvin A., Greensboro, an Architectural Record, Preservation Greensboro, Inc. 1995, 25. 
2 Brown, Marvin A. and Kaye Graybeal, “College Hill Historic District,” National Register of Historic Places 
Registration Form, United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service. North Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office, https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF1248.pdf, May 1993, Accessed April 17, 2025. 
3 Holleman, Ann L., "William Fields House," National Register of Historic Places Nomination and Inventory. 
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, 
https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF0174.pdf, August 1985, Accessed April 17, 2025. 
4 “Improvements about town”… Ruger & Stoner, and Burleigh Litho. Bird's eye view of the city of Greensboro, 
North Carolina. [Madison, Wis, 1891] Map. https://www.loc.gov/item/75694899/. 

https://www.loc.gov/item/75694899
https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF0174.pdf
https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF1248.pdf
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of the main block and the ell are set in simple, molded, segmental-arched surrounds. The 
principal entrance, also set in a simple molded surround, is comprised of a pair of paneled 
entrance doors with segmental-arched single lights and a matching wood storm door, which 
appears to be from the same period. 

Perhaps the most notable exterior feature of the house is the shed-roofed porch, which carries 
across the full façade and the north (left) elevation of the main block. The central portion of the 
porch pavilion, sheltering the principal entrance, has a hip roof and projects forward from the 
rest or the porch. The porch is upheld by wooden posts, square-in-section, consisting of three 
parts: a short base topped with a molding; a long-chamfered section which also terminates in a 
molding; and a short upper portion which rises to a molded capital and is embellished with sawn 
brackets. The porch balustrade is missing, but historically ran between the porch supports, 
composed of a molded handrail, a simple baseboard, and elaborate cut-out balusters. Brick steps 
and pathway lead from the sidewalk through the front lawn to the projecting portion of the porch 
in front of the principal entrance. The lower section’s short retaining walls built along side these 
steps are topped with two square stones – the north (left) stone displays the inscription “G.W. 
Kestler” while the south (right) stone is inscribed “1876.” A handicap accessible ramp has been 
added at the midline of porch on the side (north) elevation. 

Interior 

The main block of the Kestler House follows a center-hall interior plan. The stair is certainly the 
house’s finest interior feature. It rises from the front entrance to a rear landing and then rises 
along to the second floor. From the rear landing, a curved, five-step stair provides access to a 
bathroom and to the second story of the rear ell. This stair is reached through a passage set in a 
molded surround and topped with a two-light transom. The open-string stair rises from an 
elaborate tapered, turned, and paneled newel post, and has a molded handrail as well as turned 
and tapered balusters. The open stringers are embellished with delicately sawn brackets, and the 
stair treads are adorned with two-part moldings, The balustrade rises continuously. 

IV. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

During the Reconstruction Era (1864-1900), Greensboro began to develop its first suburbs, 
namely the Black communities of Warnersville and East Greensboro and the segregated white 
communities of South Greensboro and Shieldstown, named after the original owner of the large 
tract, Joseph Shields.5 Each of these suburbs were located just south of the commerce and 
business district of Market and South Elm Streets and the nearby industrial area running along 
the former North Carolina Railroad.6 The establishment of these suburbs in the late nineteenth 
century had substantial impacts up until the Post War Era and beyond, “The racial and physical 
alignment of Warnersville, Shieldstown, and South Greensboro…set the pattern for development 

5 Guilford County Deed Book 48, Page 401, Recorded on July 24, 1874 between grantor, Joseph W. Shields, and 
grantee, George W. Kestler. 
6 Brown, Marvin A., “Historic and Architectural Resources of Greensboro, North Carolina, 1880-1941,” National 
Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, United States Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF7565.pdf, 
September 15, 1991, Accessed April 18, 2025. 

https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF7565.pdf
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of the southern part of Greensboro up through World War II.” The white neighborhood of South 
Greensboro did not expand further than the nearby boundaries of the Black communities of 
Warnersville and East Greensboro (south and east of Bennett College and North Carolina 
Agricultural and Technical State University, known then as the Agricultural and Mechanical 
College.) Black communities were barred from expanding into South Greensboro or 
Shieldstown, which were white-only communities and, as a result, “by the close of the nineteenth 
century the racial patterns of all of these neighborhoods were largely set.” 7 

As indicated on the entrance stone, the George and Nancy Kestler House was built in 1876 in the 
Shieldstown neighborhood. Located originally on “South Davie Street,” by 1891 the street was 
renamed “Arlington Street” and the house was assigned its current number, “437.”8 Although the 
Kestler residence was not listed among the city’s pre-1880 structures in Ruth Little Stoke’s An 
Inventory of Historic Architecture Greensboro, N. C (1976), stone blocks carrying Kestler’s 
name and the date “1876” sit atop the stone steps to the principal entrance. The construction date 
is also substantiated by a newspaper article in the Greensboro Patriot as well as the residence 
appearing on Gray’s New Map of Greensboro (1879) and Bird's eye view of the city of 
Greensboro, North Carolina (1891).9 

The house was built for the Kestler family, George W. (May 1826- January 1906), his wife 
Nancy “Nannie” C. Crass Kestler (July 13, 1836- May 1917), and their two sons James (1867-c. 
1885) and George Alexander (February 15, 1875-1921).10 On March 24, 1876, the Greensboro 
North State reported, “On east side, between Ashboro and Lee, Mr. G. W. Kestler has completed 
and is now occupying a well-located two story frame house…This portion of the city, generally 
known as Shieldstown, is building up rapidly.”11 George W. Kestler was born in Randolph 
County in 1826. He was described as someone who had “worked [his] way up from the humble 
walks of life…[and was] connected with the cotton factories in [Randolph].”12 At the time of the 
home’s construction, George W. Kestler was still a member of the Odell, Ragan & Co. firm, a 
dressmaking and textile company in downtown Greensboro.13 

7 Brown, Marvin A., “Historic and Architectural Resources of Greensboro, North Carolina, 1880-1941,” National 
Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, United States Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF7565.pdf, 
September 15, 1991, Accessed April 18, 2025.
8 Sanborn Map Company, Greensboro, Guilford, North Carolina, December 1891, Library of Congress, Geography 
and Map Division, Sanborn Maps Collection, https://www.loc.gov/item/sanborn06420_003/, Accessed April 17, 
2025 and Sanborn Map Company, Greensboro, Guilford, North Carolina, January 1902, Library of Congress, 
Geography and Map Division, Sanborn Maps Collection, https://www.loc.gov/item/sanborn06420_005/, Accessed 
April 17, 2025.
9 Ruger & Stoner, and Burleigh Litho. Bird's eye view of the city of Greensboro, North Carolina, Madison: 
Wisconsin, 1891, Map. https://www.loc.gov/item/75694899/. 
10 Birth and death dates compiled using research through Ancestry.com (census data, obituaries, etc.), 
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/20437286/person/28910606782/facts. 
11 “Improvements About Town,” Greensboro North State, March 24, 1876. www.newspapers.com, Accessed April 
17, 2025. 
12 “D. Curtis & Co.,” The Greensboro Patriot, Wednesday, November 9, 1881. www.newspapers.com, Accessed 
April 17, 2025.
13 Charles Emerson & Company; Edwards, Broughton & Co, “Chas. Emerson & Co.'s Winston, Salem & 
Greensboro, North Carolina directory,” 1879. www.archive.org, Accessed April 17, 2025. 

www.archive.org
www.newspapers.com
www.newspapers.com
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/20437286/person/28910606782/facts
https://Ancestry.com
https://www.loc.gov/item/75694899
https://www.loc.gov/item/sanborn06420_005
https://www.loc.gov/item/sanborn06420_003
https://files.nc.gov/ncdcr/nr/GF7565.pdf
https://Greensboro.13
https://1875-1921).10
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George and Nancy married in Cabarrus County on April 25, 1855. After moving to Greensboro, 
the couple quickly became Greensboro socialites. Nancy often traveled to Concord and Davie 
County to visit extended family. Remembered as “one of [Greensboro’s] most prominent 
business men,” George W. established several enterprises between 1880-1900, namely “G. W. 
Kestler & Son,” a drug store on Asheboro Street and Southern Sweetgum Chewing Gum 
Company, a manufacturing plant he purchased and managed with his son, George A. Kestler.14 

The Kestlers also owned a drug store in Burlington.15 George W. was a member of the 
Greensborough Freemason Lodge # 76. In 1882, he ran for Greensboro’s South Ward 
Commissioner and lost to W. E. Bevill. Well-connected and respected in the community, George 
also served as a court officer and juror for a murder in 1891.16 

George and Nancy’s eldest son, James, died when he was a teenager, sometime between the 
1880 and 1890 census. The Kestlers’ youngest son, George A., married Mary “Mollie” E. 
Kestler (possibly his cousin) on July 11, 1896, at the George and Nancy Kestler House, where 
they resided for the next several years before their children were born. George W., Nancy 
“Nannie”, George A., and Mary “Mollie” were all still living in the house during the 1900 
census. Both Georges are listed as “Druggists” under occupation. 

In May of 1905, the Kestlers sold their home to their neighbor, W. A. Fields. George A. and 
Mary moved to Florence, South Carolina and George W. and Mary moved to a house on Gorell 
Street, where George died at the age of eighty years old after a long illness in January of 1906. 
After his death, Nancy traveled, visiting extended family for several weeks. Sometime between 
1906 and 1908, Nancy moved to Florence, South Carolina to live with George and Mary. By the 
1910 census, she is listed as living in Florence with her son and daughter-in-law and three 
grandsons, George M. (aged 7), Victor C. (aged 4), and Charles A. (aged 10 months). Nancy 
Kestler died in May of 1917 after complications from fracturing a hip after a fall at their home in 
Florence. She was buried beside her husband and eldest son, James, in Green Hill Cemetery in 
Greensboro.17 

14 “Death of George W. Kestler,” News and Record, Wednesday, January 24, 1906, www.newspapers.com, 
Accessed April 17, 2025 and “Mr. George W. Kestler,” The Greensboro Patriot, Wednesday, January 24, 1906, 
www.newspapers.com, Accessed April 17, 2025. 
15 “Mr. and Mrs. George W. Kestler left at noon today, for Burlington, where Mr. Kestler has bought a drug store,” 
Greensboro Telegram, Thursday, January 5, 1899. www.newspapers.com, Accessed April 17, 2025. 
16 “Foul Murder in Greensboro,” The Greensboro Patriot, Thursday, February 19, 1891, www.newspapers.com, 
Accessed April 17, 2025.
17 “Nannie C. Kestler,” Find a Grave, database and images, https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/104216128, 
Green Hill Cemetery, Greensboro, Guilford County, North Carolina. 

https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/104216128
www.newspapers.com
www.newspapers.com
www.newspapers.com
www.newspapers.com
https://Greensboro.17
https://Burlington.15
https://Kestler.14
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Grantor-Grantee Index 

Grantors Grantees Date 

Joseph W. Shields George W. Kestler July 24, 1874 

George W. Kestler and Nannie 
Kestler 

George A. Kestler and Mary 
Kestler 

July 27, 1901 

George W. Kestler, Nannie 
Kestler, George A. Kestler and 
Mary Kestler 

W. A. Fields May 9, 1905 

Estate of W. A. Fields Reynolds, I. M. January 24, 1927 
I.M Reynolds (foreclosure) Albright, James A. November 16, 1931 
Albright, J. A. Drake, Marvin L. and Ruby P. March 20, 1950 
Drake, Marvin L. (Widower) Schiltz, Carol S. November 3, 1980 
Schiltz, Carol S. Levitt, Andrew & Peggy Whalen-

Levitt 
October 25, 1982 

Levitt, Andrew & Peggy 
Whalen-Levitt 

Beloved Community Center of 
Greensboro, Inc. 

July 10, 1995 

Chain of Title 

1. Book 48, Page 401 
a. Recorded on July 24, 1874 
b. Grantor: Joseph W. Shields 
c. Grantee: George W. Kestler 

2. Book 132, Page 335 
a. Recorded on July 27, 1901 
b. Grantor: George W. Kestler and Nannie Kestler 
c. Grantee: George A. Kestler and Mary Kestler 

3. Book 172, Page 612 
a. Recorded on May 9, 1905 
b. Grantor: George W. Kestler, Nannie Kestler, George A. Kestler and Mary Kestler 
c. Grantee: W. A. Fields 

4. Book 554, Page 80 
a. Recorded on January 24, 1927 
b. Grantor: Estate of W. A. Fields 
c. Grantee: I.M. Reynolds 
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5. Book 679, Page 209-210 
a. Recorded November 16, 1931 
b. Grantor: I.M. Reynolds (Foreclosure) 
c. Grantee: James A. Albright 

6. Book 1318 Page 105 
a. Recorded on March 20, 1950 
b. Grantor: J. A. Albright 
c. Grantee: Marvin L. Drake 

7. Book 3118, Page 631 
a. Recorded on November 3, 1980 
b. Grantor: Marvin L. Drake (widower) 
c. Grantee: Carol S. Schiltz 

8. Book 3244, Page 9 
a. Recorded on October 25, 1982 
b. Grantor: Carol S. Schiltz 
c. Grantee: Andrew Levitt and Peggy Whalen-Levitt 

9. Book 4321, Page 118 
a. Recorded on July 10, 1995 
b. Grantor: Andrew Levitt and Peggy Whalen-Levitt 
c. Grantee: Beloved Community Center of Greensboro, Inc. 
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V. PHOTOGRAPHS 

Photo 1: Setting, facing east. 

Photo 2: Front (west) façade 
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Photo 3: Porch and entrance door detail, facing east. 

Photo 4: Front (west) façade detail, facing east. 
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Photo 3: Side (north) elevation, facing southeast 

Photo 4: Side (north) elevation, facing south 
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Photo 3: Rear (east) elevation, facing southwest 

Photo 4: Rear (east) elevation, facing west 
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Photo 3: Side (south) elevation, facing north 

Photo 4: Side (south) elevation, facing northeast 
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The following pages make up the Working File for the property, which includes: 

• Deeds 
• Census Records 
• Marriage Records 
• Draft Cards 
• Newspaper Articles 
• Other pertinent Information 

























Samantha Stewart
1880 Census- 235 South Davie Street (Different Address, Same House)



Samantha Stewart
1900 Census- 437 Arlington Street



Samantha Stewart
1910 Census- George A., Mary, and Nancy in Florence, South Carolina



Samantha Stewart
Greensboro N.C. City Directory from 1879



Samantha Stewart
George A. Kestler Draft Card, World War I



Samantha Stewart
Florence, South Carolina City Directory 1913-1914



Samantha Stewart
George W. and Nancy Kessler Marriage Record, Chatham County 1855



Samantha Stewart
George A. and Mary Kessler Marriage Record, July 10, 1896



Samantha Stewart
Sanborn Insurance Map, 1902



Samantha Stewart
Detail of George and Nancy Kestler House from 1891 View of Greensboro
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Historic Preservation Commission 
GUILFORD COUNTY 

Staff Report for 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

Local Historic Landmark Designation 

Hearing Date: 07/15/2025 

Property Info: 
Name: George and Nancy Kestler House 
Address: 437 Arlington St., Greensboro, NC 27406 
Tax Parcel: 1074 
Area: 0.44 acres 
Owner(s): Beloved Community Center of Greensboro Inc. 

Property Description (from Landmark Report): “The George and Nancy Kestler House, built in 
1876, is locally significant to Guilford County as an exceptional example of Italianate architecture. 
As one of few extant buildings in Greensboro built before 1880, the Kestler House retains a high 
level of architectural integrity. The house was possibly designed and built by architect Lyndon 
Swaim (1812-1893), who also constructed the old Guilford County Courthouse (1872) and, likely, 
the neighboring Gothic Revival William Fields House (1875-1879; NR: 1985). The architect was 
clearly influenced by Alexander Jackson Downing and may have designed the home based on his 
drawings in Downings’ popular work, Architecture of Country Houses. The Kestler House, like its 
neighbor the William Fields House, is representative of the early phase of mid-19th century 
residential development in downtown Greensboro, specifically in the Shieldstown neighborhood. 
The period of significance is the house’s 1876 construction date.” 

Required Findings: Per North Carolina General Statutes § 160D-945, “No property shall be 
recommended for designation as a historic landmark unless it is deemed and found by the 
preservation commission to be of special significance in terms of its historical, prehistorical, 
architectural, or cultural importance and to possess integrity of design, setting, workmanship, 
materials, feeling, and/or association.” 

Motion Template: “I move that the Guilford County Historic Preservation Commission 
recommend approval/denial of Landmark Designation Case #25-06-HPC-00006 for the subject 
property, identified as the George and Nancy Kestler House, located at 437 Arlington Street, 
being Guilford County Tax Parcel #1074, comprising approximately 0.44 acres and owned by 
Beloved Community Center of Greensboro Inc., based upon [(1) describe whether or not the 
property is of special significance in terms of its historical, prehistorical, architectural or 
cultural importance; (2) if the property does have special significance, describe the 
elements of the property that are integral to its historical, architectural or prehistorical 
value; (3) describe whether or not the property possesses integrity of design, setting, 
workmanship, materials, feeling and/or association; (4) if moving to recommend approval, 
specify what the designation will include, e.g., the entire lot and the entire exterior of the 
home].” 
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Kestler House GREENSBORO 437 Arlington St.
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LLC 

Affidavit of Notice 

I, Avery Tew, do hereby certify that notices have been mailed via United States Postal Service 
First-Class Mail to the following recipients for Landmark Designation Case #25-06-HPC-00006, 
a sign posted on the subject property and an electronic notice posted on Guilford County’s Legal 
Notices website in accordance with North Carolina General Statutes Chapter 160D-601 and 
Guilford County Unified Development Ordinance Section 3.2. 

BELOVED COMMUNITY CENTER OF DICK BROADCASTING COMPANY 
GREENSBORO INC INC OF TENNESSEE 
437 ARLINGTON ST 192 E LEWIS ST 
GREENSBORO, NC 27406 GREENSBORO, NC 27406 

GRAY, MICHAEL BRANDON DGNC LLC 
4224 STARMOUNT DR 238 E LEWIS ST 
GREENSBORO, NC 27410 GREENSBORO, NC 27406 

TEAGUE, MICHAEL F; GEORGE, C 
DGNC LLC 

SUSANNE 
337 E MARKLAND DR 

4849 LANIER RD 
MONTEREY PARK, CA 91755 

ASHEBORO, NC 27205 

PILGRIMAGE PROPERTY GROUP 
DGNC LLC 
2654 W HORIZON RIDGE PKWY 

217 E LEWIS ST 
HENDERSON, NV 89052 

GREENSBORO, NC 27406 

SANDERS, MAJOR S; SANDERS, 
GUNNERSON ENTERPRISES LLC 

OZA H 
201 SOUTHSIDE SQ 

200 MURRAY ST 
GREENSBORO, NC 27406 

GREENSBORO, NC 27406 

CITY OF GREENSBORO GATE CITY PRESERVATION LLC 
PO BOX 3136 211 TATE ST 
GREENSBORO, NC 27265 GREENSBORO, NC 27403 

This 2nd day of July, 2025. 

Avery Tew, AICP, CZO, Senior Planner 
Guilford County Planning and Development 
ctew@guilfordcountync.gov 
336-641-5678 

mailto:ctew@guilfordcountync.gov
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From: Brantley, Kristi <kristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov> 

Sent: Friday, June 6, 2025 4:18 PM 

To: Avery Tew 

Cc: Sullivan, Meghan W 

Subject: Kestler House - HPO Comments 

Attachments: GF0668_HPO Comments_Kestler House_2025.pdf 

Categories: Historic Preservation 

*WARNING* This email originated outside Guilford County's email 
system. *WARNING* 

Do not click unrecognized links or attachments. When in doubt, use the 
Phish Alert Report button. 

Good afternoon, Avery, 

Attached is a copy of a letter written in response to the proposed designation of George and Nancy 

Kestler House, 437 Arlington St., Greensboro, Guilford County. Please share a copy with your 

Commission Chair. 

If a decision is made to designate the property, please share a copy of the ordinance with me. 

I’ve copied Restoration Specialist Meghan Sullivan as Guilford County is in her territory. Should the 

owners have any technical questions about the property or are interested in the tax credit program, 

please feel free to share Meghan’s contact information with them. She can be reached at 919-814-

6574 or meghan.sullivan@dncr.nc.gov. 

National Register Coordinator Jeff Smith reviewed the report and offers the following comments: 

I recommend adding the following to the landmark application/LDR to strengthen the 

report: 

Section 1. 

o Design. Add “and retains many character-defining features of the Italianate style.” 

o Setting: While the surrounding setting may have always been developed, I would be 

curious to know more about the undeveloped and built environment that surrounds 

the Kestler House that dates to its period of construction compared to the current 

setting. Do early maps show the extent of the Shieldstown neighborhood? 

o Workmanship. The first sentence speaks more of the integrity of materials rather 

than workmanship. 

o Association. This statement doesn’t really support any particular level of integrity of 

association. Since the function of the Kestler House has changed, the integrity of 

association is not high. But can anything else be said about this aspect of integrity? 

Proposed Boundary Justification. Since this landscape element is not clearly visible in the 

application maps (Section II), I recommend the addition of a statement that explicitly states 

mailto:meghan.sullivan@dncr.nc.gov


            

           

 

      

                  

               

                  

            

               

        

 

     

                 

       

 

 

 

 

 

   
         

 

  

  
     
     

   
 

 
               

 

 

     

         

    

        

    

 

 

 
 

                       
      

the low stone retaining wall with grapevine joints and mature landscape specimens 

contemporary to the home are included within the designated property. 

Section III. Architectural Description. Page 6 

o Front entrance. In the description of the entrance doors at the end of the top of page 

7, I would mention the muntin pattern (e.g., a single lite or two-lite). 

o New heading. Prior to the last paragraph of this section, it would be helpful to add a 

heading to indicate the beginning of the interior description. Regarding the interior, 

the plan is typically called “center hall.” Does it really begin at the front entrance? 

As written, this seems to be the case. 

Section IV. Historical Background. 

o In the first paragraph, I would include the name of the railroad line that served as 

a boundary to the commercial district. 

Best, 

Kristi 

*Please note: 
As of 7/13/2023, my email address changed to kristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov 

Kristi Brantley 

CLG/Local Government Coordinator 
NC State Historic Preservation Office 
NC Dept. of Natural and Cultural Resources 
Phone: (919) 814-6576 
kristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov 

109 East Jones Street | 4617 Mail Service Center | Raleigh, NC 27699-4617 

#StayStrongNC 

Learn more @ nc.gov/covid19 

And don’t forget your Ws! Wear. Wait. Wash. 

WEAR a face covering. 

WAIT 6 feet apart from other people. 

WASH your hands often. 

Email correspondence to and from this address may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third 
parties by an authorized state official. 

https://nc.gov/covid19
mailto:kristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov
mailto:Asof7/13/2023,myemailaddresschangedtokristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov


 
 

 
 

    
    

    
 

               

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

    
 

 
   

 
    

    
     

 
   

    
 

 
        

    
   

  
 

  
    

    
 

 
  

  
  

North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office 

Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator 
Governor Josh Stein Office of Archives and History 
Secretary Pamela Brewington Cashwell Deputy Secretary Darin J. Waters, Ph.D. 

June 6, 2025 

Avery Tew 
Planner II 
Guilford County 
Guilford County Historic Preservation Commission 
400 West Market St. 
Greensboro, NC 27401 

ctew@guilfordcountync.gov 

RE: Proposed designation of the George and Nancy Kestler House, 437 Arlington St., Greensboro, 
Guilford County. 

Dear Mr. Tew: 

Thank you for the report you submitted on the proposed designation of George and Nancy Kestler House, 
437 Arlington St., Greensboro, Guilford County. We have reviewed the information in the report and 
offer the following comments in accordance with North Carolina General Statute 160D-946. 

According to the report, the George and Nancy Kestler House is of special local significance because it is 
an excellent example of Italianate architecture and one of the few extant Greensboro buildings built prior 
to 1880. 

We have made recommendations to staff to make some minor edits to the report. With these edits, we 
believe this report will provide the preservation commission and local governing board with sufficient 
information to determine whether the George and Nancy Kestler House possesses the requisite special 
local significance and integrity for local historic landmark designation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the report. Please note, our comments are advisory only and 
therefore, non-binding. Once the governing board has received a recommendation from the Guilford 
County Historic Preservation Commission, it should proceed in the same manner as would otherwise be 
required for an amendment to the zoning ordinance. Once the decision has been made, please return a 
completed copy of the enclosed form to our office. 

Landmark designation means the community recognizes the property is worthy of preservation because of 
its special significance to the local community. Any substantial changes in design, materials, and 
appearance to the property would be subject to the design review procedures of the preservation 

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601 Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617  Telephone/Fax: (919) 814-6570/814-6898 

mailto:ctew@guilfordcountync.gov


   
 

 
  

      
     

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

commission. The owner may receive an annual deferral of up to fifty percent of the property taxes for as 
long as the property is designated and retains significance and integrity. (N.C.G.S. 105-278 et seq.). 

This letter serves as our comments on the proposed designation of George and Nancy Kestler House, 437 
Arlington St., Greensboro, Guilford County. Please contact me at Kristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov 
(preferred) or 919-814-6576 should you have any questions about our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Kristi Brantley 
Local Preservation Commissions/CLG Coordinator 

CC: Commission Chair 

Enclosure 

mailto:Kristi.brantley@dncr.nc.gov

