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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
 
 This study focuses on the three City of 
Raleigh cemeteries known as City Cemetery (or 
Old City Cemetery), O’Rorke Cemetery (or 
Catholic Cemetery, Pauper Cemetery, Tarboro 
Road Cemetery), and Mount Hope Cemetery. 
Only Mount Hope is considered an active 
cemetery, although a few burials still take place 
in City Cemetery. Records for the cemeteries are 
fragmented, but it is certain that the three 
contain thousands of Raleigh’s inhabitants. All 
are under the care and control of the city’s Park 
and Recreation Department. 
 

Cemeteries, however, are very different 
from virtually all other types of properties that 
the city Parks and Recreation Department 
administers. 
 

 They are sacred sites – consecrated 
within are the remains of loved ones 
deserving of the utmost of care and 
respect. 

 
 They are artistic sites, such as sculpture 

gardens or outdoor museums, 
representing permanent collections of 
three-dimensional artifacts requiring the 
same level of care that museums 
provide. 

 
 They are archives – storehouses of 

genealogical information, representing 
our individual and collective pasts. 

 
 And they are scenic landscapes – like 

parks or open spaces, but requiring far 
more focused and specific care. 

 
 In sum, cemeteries are social, historic, 
architectural, and archaeological artifacts. When 

there is little else physically remaining of a 
community’s earliest history, the local cemetery 
provides a unique tie to the past that would 
otherwise be lost. 
 
 Therefore, cemeteries require very 
specific consideration and different care from 
the other types of open sites found in most 
communities. 
 
 Over the years these three cemeteries 
have received uneven care. Historic documents 
have been scattered and lost. Burial registers 
have been poorly maintained or perhaps even 
ignored. Burials have been moved from one 
location to another with few records. The 
landscape has been inexplicably altered. 
Markers have been damaged through 
inappropriate care and management. And the 
cemetery has gone through episodes of limited 
care and maintenance. As a result of these years 
of deferred or inappropriate maintenance, a 
number of issues – many of them critical and 
costly – require the City of Raleigh’s immediate 
attention. 
 
 This report evaluates these needs, 
classifying them into three broad categories: 
 

 Those issues that are so critical – 
typically reflecting broad administrative 
issues, health and safety issues, and 
issues that if delayed will result in 
significantly greater costs – that require 
immediate attention during the 
immediate fiscal or calendar year. 

 
 Those issues that, while significant and 

reflecting on-going deterioration and 
concerns, can be spread over the next 2 
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to 3 years. This allows some budgeting 
flexibility, but this flexibility should not 
be misconstrued as a reason to ignore 
the seriousness of the issues. 

 
 Finally, those issues that represent on-

going maintenance and preservation 
issues. These costs can be spread over 
the following three to five years. Like 
the Second Priority issues, this 
budgetary flexibility should not be 
interpreted as allowing these issues to 
slide since further delay will only 
increase the cost of necessary actions. 

 
Critical first year priorities include: 

 
 We recommend mapping, recordation, 

and creation of a web site that would 
provide public access. This action would 
provide significantly higher public 
visibility, ensure public access to data, 
and promote additional interest in the 
three cemeteries. While the cost may be 
reduced through the use of volunteers, 
it should still be anticipated to be a 
major undertaking. 

 
 Another significant – and critical – issue 

is the pruning of the historic trees in the 
three cemeteries by an ISA Certified 
Arborist. 

 
 Another major first year expense a stone 

by stone assessment. While the current 
document provides an overall 
preservation plan, this work would 
provide treatment proposals, costs, and 
prioritization for each stone in the three 
cemeteries that requires conservation 
treatment (repair). This would provide 
the final portion of the plan, allowing 
the city to allocate funds for the 
necessary repairs in a careful, 
considered fashion. This work should be 
conducted by a conservator subscribing 
to the AIC Code of Ethics and Standards 
of Practice. 

 Funding must be provided for 
regulatory and identification signage 
that is critically needed at all three 
cemeteries. None has appropriate 
signage and this should be an initial 
step toward controlling problems at the 
properties. 

 
 The iron boundary fence for City 

Cemetery is in particularly poor 
condition, exhibiting a variety of 
problems and inappropriate repairs. It 
requires a detailed conservation 
assessment by a conservator subscribing 
to the AIC Code of Ethics and Standards 
of Practice. This will develop 
specifications for repairs and 
maintenance that this fence will require 
over the next several years to prevent 
additional loss of the historic fabric. 
Given the importance of this fence to the 
community, this should receive a very 
high priority. 

 
 Some tasks require only modest sums of 

money, such as applying bumpers to the 
mowers used in the cemeteries to 
minimize damage to stones, making 
necessary repairs to the roads in City 
Cemetery, and securing plot gates. 

 
 It is imperative that the city officially 

accept its ownership responsibilities for 
City, O’Rorke, and Mount Hope 
Cemeteries. Not only are there 
compelling legal reasons to do so, but 
failure to undertake critical conservation 
work will result in the loss of 
irreplaceable historic fabric and, 
ultimately, the loss of these cemeteries 
as viable historic resources. 

 
 The crew responsible for the care of 

these three cemeteries is significantly 
under-staffed. A crew of at least 12, 
including supervisors, is necessary to 
provide the level of care required by 
these historic properties. While it may 
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be impossible to increase the staffing to 
the level required in the current budget 
year, the process should begin 
immediately with the addition of at least 
three full-time persons. 

 
 The use of 60-inch deck (or larger) 

mowers should be eliminated at City 
Cemetery (except perhaps for the 
African American section where there 
are relatively few stones). Elsewhere 
only 21-inch walk behind mowers 
should be used. 

 
 All historical and ownership data 

currently housed at the Mount Hope 
office should be transferred to an 
archival facility capable of providing 
controlled temperature and humidity, 
security, fire detection and suppression, 
and appropriate long-term care. 

 
 The city should establish – and enforce – 

flower regulations for Mount Hope 
Cemetery that would control the 
proliferation of random flower 
placement and limit the length of time 
that flowers are allowed to remain on 
graves. We have identified an 
inexpensive container that should be 
required, allowing more effective 
mowing and maintenance activities. 

 
 Recommendations are offered 

concerning organization and operation 
of a friends group. 

 
 There are a variety of additional tasks 

that require immediate attention, but 
which may be accomplished using in-
house staff at no additional cost to the 
city. Included in this category are such 
issues as formalizing the policy that all 
decisions affecting the cemetery will be 
made in the context of the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for 
Preservation; ensuring that police 
patrols routinely monitor the cemetery; 

establishing policies and procedures to 
report any damage or vandalism at the 
cemetery; and formalizing the policy 
that all treatments at the cemetery will 
be conducted under the direction of a 
conservator subscribing to the standards 
of practice and code of ethics of the 
American Institute for Conservation. 

 
The second priority actions may be 

spread over three years, but the costs will 
increase once a stone-by-stone and fence 
assessment have been conducted since there will 
be significant conservation costs requiring the 
city’s immediate attention. Much of this funding 
will be devoted to maintenance issues that have 
been deferred for years. Included are: 
 

 The fertilization of the historic trees in 
the cemeteries. This reflects part of the 
on-going costs of inspection, pruning, 
soil testing, and fertilization in order to 
maintain the historic landscapes. 

 
 The City should initiate a limited pre- 

and post-emergent weed control 
program at the cemeteries. The goal will 
be to establish a better turfgrass that, 
ultimately, will require less 
maintenance. 

  
 We recommend the installation of a 

water line along the edge of the road in 
Mount Hope that would allow 
resodding/reseeding and watering of 
stressed areas in the cemetery once 
current water restricts permit. 

 
 Since the City intends to stay in the 

cemetery business long-term, we 
recommend the purchase of a 
proprietary cemetery data management 
program. 

 
 We have identified specific historic 

research that is needed to better tell the 
cemeteries’ stories. Much, perhaps all, 
can be done by supervised volunteers. 
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The work, however, should not be 
allowed to take longer than a year. 

 
 Areas of erosion along the road sides in 

Mount Hope should be stabilized using 
granite rip rap. This has already been 
very effectively conducted by the staff 
in some areas. 

 
 The mausoleums at City Cemetery and 

Mount Hope should be structurally 
evaluated by an architectural 
conservator and structural engineer.  

 
 Loose iron and monuments should be 

mapped, identified, marked, and 
collected for secure storage.  

 
 The Mount Hope roads require crack 

repairs.  
 

 Bollards should be placed judiciously in 
City Cemetery in order to protect 
monuments at the sharp turns. 

 
 The city should establish a training fund 

or program to help the maintenance 
crew become certified in various 
landcare areas.  

 
 Other recommendations, such as 

specifications for tree and shrub 
selection, replacement trees, reduction 
in the diameter of nylon string trimmer 
line, and so forth have very limited costs 
to the city. 

 
 A variety of recommendations are 

offered concerning strategic 
partnerships, alliances, as well as the 
need to institutionalize the cemeteries 
into the broader heritage tourism 
opportunities of Raleigh. 

 
 The items listed as third priority are 
those that can be spread over five years – 
perhaps extending into FY 2012-2013. These 
issues, however, are no less significant : 

 The Mount Hope maintenance yard 
should be moved from its current 
location to a more remote setting to 
minimize its intrusive affect on the 
cemetery. Alternatively, it should be 
carefully screened using vegetation. 

 
 We also recommend that several areas 

at Mount Hope be screened to eliminate 
other intrusive elements and help 
preserve the historic landscape.  

 
 Catch basins at all cemeteries require 

cleaning.  
 

 Eventually the surplus buildings, 
especially the one at City Cemetery, 
should be removed.  

 
 The shrubbery at City Cemetery 

requires careful renewal pruning. If staff 
does not receive appropriate training 
(see the training budget), then this 
activity should be contracted out. 

 
Cemetery preservation is an on-going 

requirement. The approach used by the city over 
the past 100+ years of waiting until there is a 
crisis or public outcry and then making cosmetic 
changes will no longer suffice. Failing significant 
maintenance activities to make up for these 
years of deferred maintenance, the city can 
anticipate even more serious deterioration of the 
historic fabric. Within the foreseeable future, 
absent critical conservation and maintenance 
efforts, so much fabric will have been lost that 
these cemeteries may cease to be places of 
historic and cultural pride. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Project 
 
 In August 2006, the City of Raleigh 
requested a proposal for what was termed a 
“Strategic Plan for the Inventory and 
Restoration of Raleigh’s Historic Cemeteries” 
(Specification No. 50900-01-2006). The proposal 
request was made for the three cemeteries 
owned and operated by the City, including City 
Cemetery, O’Rorke (or Catholic) Cemetery, and 
Mount Hope Cemetery (Figure 1).   
 
 The work was initially contemplated to 
include five specific tasks: research of other 
cemetery projects to provide examples of 
cemetery stewardship, 
research on current 
state and municipal 
codes relating to 
cemeteries, conduct an 
assessment of each of 
the three cemeteries, 
provide information 
on inventorying prac-
tices, and conduct 
interviews with stake-
holders identified by 
the City.  

1 

 
 While not 
outlined as specific 
tasks, other actions 
included in the scope 
of services included 
historic research, 
recommendations for 
undertaking critical 
actions, examination of 
heritage tourism 
issues, and infor-
mation on fundraising 
strategies.  
 

 A proposal was submitted in mid-
September and approved by the City October 
16, 2006. The next stage was the submission of a 
technical and budget proposal. In negotiations 
to match tasks with available funding, the final 
project was determined to involve six major 
components: 
 

 Historical research. It was anticipated 
that the data would be fragmentary, 
widely distributed, and difficult to 
recover. We proposed to conduct a 
week of research to gather together 
what was readily available and to 
propose areas where additional research 

 
Figure 1. Raleigh, NC Central Planning District (in yellow) showing the 

location of the three city operated cemeteries. 
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might reasonably be expected to be 
productive. 

 
 Legal research. This work was 

dramatically curtailed since the City has 
its own legal staff. Our involvement was 
to be limited to incorporation of good 
practice information and a brief review 
of the current municipal code. We 
include the City’s interpretation of its 
responsibility to cemetery upkeep as an 
appendix. 

 
 Research of other projects. Chicora has 

conducted a number of cemetery 
assessments for cities and private 
groups primarily in Georgia, South 
Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia. 
We utilized our knowledge of these 
particular projects to provide an 
immediate core of information. In 
addition, some projects – such as the 
Boston Historic Burying Grounds 
Initiative mentioned in the Hurricane 
Fran Cemetery Damage Assessment and 
Recommendations – are well known 
and provide significant information on 
best prctices. There are, of course, others 
such as Congressional Cemetery in 
Washington, D.C. and the 
Massachusetts Historic Cemeteries 
Preservation Initiative (with its 
Preservation Guidelines for Municipally 
Owned Historic Burial Grounds and 
Cemeteries).   This information is 
synthesized as appropriate to provide 
the City with examples of good practice. 

 
 Research of genealogical inventory 

practices. The choice of options largely 
depends on the goals of the inventory. 
Chicora proposed to help clarify these 
goals and match good practices with 
those goals. 

 
 Site assessments. The primary 

component of this work, however, 
involved assessments of the current 

conditions of the three cemeteries. This 
work would involve interviews and 
discussions with the various parties 
involved, as well as on-the-ground 
examination of the properties. The bulk 
of this study, in fact, deals with the 
various assessment issues for these three 
sites. The assessments examine a broad 
range of preservation topics, including 
not only maintenance of the landscape, 
but also security, pedestrian and 
vehicular access, vandalism, signage, 
and other issues involving the long-term 
preservation of the cemeteries. The 
assessment provide broad 
recommendations regarding future 
conservation efforts. 

 
 Stakeholder meeting and funding 

issues. This focus was narrowed to a 
session on the potential for 
sustainability of the historic cemeteries 
as part of the broader downtown and 
heritage tourism efforts. The issue of 
funding was similarly scaled to include 
an overview of the types of specific 
projects that are more easily fundable  
and provide insights into the costs 
affiliated with constructing a 
competitive grant proposal. 

 
The revised proposal was approved by 

the City and an agreement was signed January 
25, 2007. Because of scheduling commitments 
and weather related issues, the field 
investigations for the project were conducted 
between March 19 and 23, 2007. During this 
assessment we met or spoke with a number of 
individuals associated with the City’s Parks and 
Recreation Department (which has 
responsibility for the cemeteries), as well as 
several individuals in the community, including 
Karen-Marie Allen, Branch Manager of the 
Olivia Raney Local History Library and Jane 
Thurman, Chair of the newly formed City of 
Raleigh Cemetery Committee.  
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The stakeholder meeting was conducted 
the evening of May 2, 2007. This meeting was 
attended by about 20 individuals representing a 
broad spectrum of parties interested in one or 
more of the three cemeteries.  

 

 
Preservation Fundamentals 
 
 Preservation is not an especially difficult 
concept to grasp, although the key principles are 
not always clearly articulated. The fundamental 
concepts are well presented in the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Preservation (see 
Table 1).  
 

This document reminds caregivers – at 
least at a general level – of what they need to be 

thinking about as we 
begin a cemetery 
preservation plan. Those 
responsible for the care 
of Raleigh’s three 
cemeteries should be 
intimately familiar with 
the eight critical issues it 
outlines. 
 
 For example, all 
other factors being 
equal, a cemetery should 
be used as a cemetery – 
not to walk dogs, not as 
a play ground, and not 
as a park. And until 
caregivers are able to do 
what needs to be done, it 
is their responsibility to 
make certain that the site 
is preserved – it must 
not be allowed to suffer 
damage under our 
watch.  
 

Caregivers must 
work diligently to 
understand – and retain 
– the historic character of 
the cemetery. In other 
words, they must look at 

the cemetery with a new vision and ask 
themselves, “what gives this cemetery its 
unique, historical character?” Perhaps it is the 
landscape, the old and stately trees, the large 
boxwoods, the magnificent arborvitae. Perhaps 
it is the very large proportion of complex 
monuments, or the exceptional slate markers. 
Whatever it is, they become the guardians 
responsible for making certain those elements 
are protected and enhanced (whether they are 
particularly appealing or not).  

Table 1. 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation 

 
1. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given a new use that 

maximizes the retention of distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships. Where a treatment and use have not been identified, a property 
will be protected and, if necessary, stabilized until additional work may be 
undertaken.  

 
2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The 

replacement of intact or repairable historic materials or alteration of features, 
spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.  

 
3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and 

use. Work needed to stabilize, consolidate, and conserve existing historic 
materials and features will be physically and visually compatible, identifiable 
upon close inspection, and properly documented for future research.  

 
4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own 

right will be retained and preserved. 
 
5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or 

examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.  
 
6. The existing condition of historic features will be evaluated to determine the 

appropriate level of intervention needed. Where the severity of deterioration 
requires repair or limited replacement of a distinctive feature, the new 
material will match the old in composition, design, color, and texture.  

 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the 

gentlest means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials 
will not be used.  

 
8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such 

resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.  
  

 
Whatever conservation efforts are 

necessary must be done to the highest 
professional standards; these conservation 
efforts must be physically and visually 
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compatible with the original materials; these 
conservation efforts must not seek to mislead 
the public into thinking that repairs are original 
work; and the conservation efforts must be 
documented for future generations. If an agency 
doesn’t have a conservator or if the caregivers 
aren’t conservators, it is their responsibility as 
the stewards of the property to retain a 
conservator appropriately trained and 
subscribing to the Code of Ethics and Standards 
of Practice of the American Institute for 
Conservation (AIC). 

 
The Secretary of the Interior reminds 

caregivers that every cemetery has evolved and 
represents different styles and forms. It is their 
responsibility to care for all of these 
modifications and not seek to create a “Disney-
land” version of the cemetery, tearing out 
features that don’t fit into our concept of what 
the cemetery “ought” to look like.  

 
Likewise, they are reminded that there 

will be designs, monuments, and other features 
that characterize the cemetery – and they are 
responsible for identifying these items and 
ensuring their preservation. Caregivers must be 
circumspect in any modifications, ensuring that 
they are not destroying what they seek to 
protect. 

 
Before acting, they are required as good 

and careful stewards to explore and evaluate the 
property, determining exactly what level of 
intervention – what level of conservation – what 
level of tree pruning – is actually necessary. And 
where it is necessary to introduce new materials 
– perhaps a pathway – into the cemetery, the 
responsible parties must do their best to make 
certain these new elements are not only 
absolutely necessary, but also match the old 
elements in composition, design, color, and 
texture. In other words, if the cemetery has brick 
pathways, they would be failing as good 
stewards if they allowed concrete pathways – 
especially if the only justification was because 
concrete was less expensive. 

 

Where conservation treatments are 
necessary, the Secretary of the Interior tells 
caregivers that they must be the gentlest 
possible. However explained – less is more – 
think smart, not strong – caregivers have an 
obligation to make certain that no harm comes 
to the resource while under their care. And 
again, one of the easiest ways to comply is to 
make certain that caregivers retain a conservator 
subscribing to the ethics and standards of the 
American Institute for Conservation.  

 
Finally, those responsible must also 

recognize that the cemetery is not just a 
collection of monuments and the associated 
landscape – the cemetery is also an 
archaeological resource. Caregivers must be 
constantly thinking about how their efforts – 
whether to repair a monument, put in a parking 
lot, or resurface a path – will affect the 
archaeological resources – archaeological 
resources that just happen to be the remains of 
people buried at the cemetery by their loved 
ones.  
 
 These are critical issues for all 
cemeteries, including those in Raleigh, since we 
often find these standards have been historically 
violated by those not familiar with historic 
preservation. For example, often modifications 
take place with little or no documentation, 
leaving caregivers guessing as to the nature of 
the work, the reason it was done, and even how 
it was conducted.  It is common to find that 
original fabric has been removed, replaced, and 
modified, with no clear understanding of how 
these actions would affect the integrity and 
context of the cemetery. Often the modifications 
have been poorly conceived and inappropriately 
executed.  
 
 Our first recommendation, therefore, is that 
the caregivers become thoroughly familiar with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation 
and reaffirm their responsibility as stewards of this 
historical resource to ensure that future preservation 
efforts are consistent with sound preservation 
principals and practices. 
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The Cemetery Locations, Settings, and 
Contexts 
 
 As mentioned earlier, this study 
incorporates only three of the cemeteries owned 
and operated by the City of Raleigh: City 
Cemetery which is the oldest, established in 
1798; O’Rorke Cemetery which was originally 
known as Catholic Cemetery and was created by 
John O’Rorke in 1858; and Mount Hope 
Cemetery, created in 
1872 to provide 
additional burial 
spaces for Raleigh’s 
African American 
community. 

 

 
City Cemetery 

 
 What is known 
as City Cemetery, or 
occasionally as Old 
City Cemetery, is 
bounded by New Bern 
Street to the north, East 
Street to the west, and 
Hargett Street to the 
south. The eastern 
boundary consists of 
various lots, some of 
which run off Monie 
Lane (Figures 1 and 2). 
Found within Census 
Tract 50700, this area is 
92% African American 
and has a median 
household income of 
$21,510 – the fourth lowest in the Raleigh area. 
Nearly 43% of the residents have less than a 
high school education and almost two-thirds of 
the housing units are rentals. Part of the New 
Bern/Edenton Small Area Plan, the vicinity of 
City Cemetery is recognized as “a blighted, 
primarily residential redevelopment area” 
(Anonymous 1998:11-11-1).  
 
 Social issues identified by the city 
include the need for better community/police 

relations and a lack of social cohesion or sense of 
community. The city’s comprehensive plan 
notes that area buildings are deteriorated and 
“the cohesion of the neighborhood is seriously 
undermined” (Anonymous 1998:11-11-5). In 
spite of these issues, the area is recognized as 
historic, being settled at the end of the 
nineteenth century. New Bern Street was 
originally one of the ceremonial entrances to the 
capitol and there are several historic houses on 

the route. Also present is a historic African 
American neighborhood that resulted from Jim 
Crow laws which created racially homogeneous 
enclaves.  

 
Figure 2. Aerial imagery of City Cemetery and the surrounding area. 

 
 City Cemetery is 7.68 acres; immediately 
bordering the site are rental properties and 
single family homes. Also nearby are several 
commercial buildings, paved parking lots, and 
the YMCA. 
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 The setting is 
urban, with the cemetery 
representing a significant 
green space in the city 
core. Traffic is heaviest on 
New Bern (identified by 
the city as a “Secondary 
Arterial”) allowing the 
bulk of the cemetery to be 
relatively peaceful with 
little visual or noise 
intrusion. Buffering, 
however, is poor. This is 
especially noticeable along 
the eastern edge where 
houses back up closely to 
the cemetery property. 
There are no plantings 
along any of the fences 
that might help buffer the 
property. 

 

 
 The cemetery 
itself is dominated by a 
variety of three-
dimensional monuments 
and fences, as well as the 
grid-like road system. This 
location and arrangement 
is typical of many city cemeteries. Within the 
city core, it combines characteristics of the 
churchyard cemetery, such as the geometric 
design and not altogether well organized plots. 
Typical of such cemeteries, through much of its 
history it was maintained by a Sexton. Also 
typical of such cemeteries, the sharing of space 
between the living and dead resulted in a lack of 
concern for the sacredness of the graveyard. 
Various beautification efforts were not of any 
particular concern until mid-nineteenth century. 
By the twentieth century, these cemeteries were 
often subjected to well-meaning, but poorly 
thought out, restoration efforts. 
 
 While the cemetery is recognized as 
having a “main” entrance off East Street, there 
are actually four different entrances to the 

cemetery, all connected by the grid-like 
arrangement of roads. 

 
Figure 3. Aerial imagery of O’Rorke Cemetery and the surrounding area. 
 

 
O’Rorke Cemetery 

 
 O’Rorke Cemetery, also at various times 
called the Catholic Cemetery, Paupers’ 
Cemetery, and the Tarboro Road Cemetery, is 
situated to the northeast of City Cemetery in the 
area of Raleigh known as College 
Park/Idlewild. The 0.99 acre cemetery is 
bounded to the north by Lane Street, to the 
south by Pender Street, and to the west by 
Tarboro Road. The eastern boundary consists of 
two residential lots (Figures 1 and 3).  
  
 The College Park/Idlewild 
Neighborhood consists of about 89 acres. The 
Idlewild area developed as early as 1891, with 
College Park being subdivided in 1912. Both 
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were dominated by African Americans, many of 
whom were property owners. Many of the 
College Park residents were employed at nearby 
St. Augustine’s College. During the 1960s the 
neighborhood began to shift from owner 
occupied to renters. In 1975 this area was a part 
of the first redevelopment area established by 
the City. 
 
 O’Rorke Cemetery is within Census 
Tract 50600 and is today 82% African American. 
The median household income is only $21,419 – 
the third lowest in the Raleigh area. Nearly 
three-quarters of the homes are rental 
properties, although fully three-quarters of the 
residents have a high school degree. 
 
 Several blocks to the south, along 
Edenton and New Bern, are a series of 
commercial establishments and fast food 
restaurants. Directly across Lane to the north, at 
the corner of Tarboro Road, is a day care facility. 
Surrounding homes are modest, but well cared 
for. Overall, however, the College 
Park/Idlewild neighborhood is reported to have 
a large number of deteriorated or boarded up 
houses; lot sizes are generally small. The Raleigh 
Comprehensive Plan notes that crime is an issue 
and that a city policy should be to encourage 
cooperation between the police and residents. 
Especially important is the expansion of the 
Crime Watch Program. At the time of the plan 
development there was apparently no 
community advisory group and this limited 
public involvement (Anonymous 1998:8-3.3).  
 
 This cemetery is rather non-descript, 
combining aspects of a church cemetery (albeit 
in ruinous condition) and paupers’ cemetery. 
The few monuments which are in place are in 
poor condition. The O’Rorke plot fence survives, 
although the gate and its monuments are all 
missing. At least one other fenced plot in the 
Catholic section is no longer present. The 
majority of the pauper graves are unmarked and 
in the past many of the funeral home markers 
were moved off graves to make mowing easier. 
 

 Vegetation is rather minimal and much 
of the bordering shrubbery has been planted for 
accent, not for screening or historic integrity. 
There is a pedestrian entrance off Lane Street, 
near Tarboro, and a double gate for vehicular 
traffic off Pender Street. Although it is reported 
that originally there was a north-south bisecting 
road, this is no longer clear on the ground. 
 

Mount Hope Cemetery 
 
 Mount Hope is the largest of the three 
city cemeteries, incorporating 34.3 acres on the 
southern edge of Raleigh (Figures 1 and 4). The 
cemetery is bounded by Prospect Street to the 
south and Fayetteville Street to the east. To the 
north is Walnut Creek/Rocky Branch Creek. In 
the floodplain the City has created a greenway 
trail. To the northwest and west are McDowell 
Street and mixed residences and businesses 
along Green Street. 
 
 The cemetery is situated in the 
Caraleigh/Fuller Heights neighborhood, which 
is found within Census Tract 52201. This area is 
about 43% white, 32% black, and 24% “other.” 
Nearly 56% of the housing units are rental, 
although a larger concern is the competing 
commercial and industrial land uses around the 
periphery of the cemetery which affect the 
overall image of the area and increase the 
difficulty in maintaining stable, single family 
housing. The median household income is 
$32,930 and nearly two-third of the residents 
have a high-school degree. Owner occupied 
housing accounts for about 44% of the houses in 
the area. 
 
 Immediately to the east of Mount Hope 
is the large Walnut Terrace Housing 
Development, while to the north, on the other 
side of Walnut Creek/Rocky Branch, is 
Washington Elementary School. To the 
southeast are a variety of city and county 
properties. The area to the west is dominated by 
the Saunders, Dawson, and McDowell street 
corridors. There are a variety of commercial 
establishments, the largest being Senter Sanders 



STRATEGIC PLAN FOR RALEIGH’S HISTORIC CEMETERIES
 

 

 8

Tractor Corporation. Small neighborhoods are 
found only to the east and south of the 
cemetery. While modest, most appear well 
maintained and cared for. At the time of this 
study several of these areas were undergoing 
repairs. 
 
 Thus, a variety of commercial, public 
housing, and highway corridors affect the 
ambience and setting of Mount Hope. Just as it 
is critical that these factors be controlled in order 
to stabilize the neighborhood, it is critical that 
they also be controlled to preserve and protect 
Mount Hope and prevent further visual and 
noise intrusion.  

 

 
 The cemetery itself is laid out with 
aspects of the lawn-park cemetery movement, 
prevailing at the time. The setting is pastoral or 
park-like and the cemetery is found in the 
suburbs of Raleigh. In keeping with the disdain 

for the ostentatiousness of rural cemeteries, 
Mount Hope has no examples of fences – 
instead cornerstones and plot copings are 
present. While there are some plots with the 
clearest expression of the lawn park formulae – 
a central, three-dimensional family monument 
with surrounding low, two-dimensional 
individual markers – there are also many 
examples that hearken back to the rural 
cemetery and its clear expression of individual 
intent. Thus, it seems that Adolph Strauch (the 
renowned nineteenth century landscape 
architect responsible for the lawn cemetery 
movement) would have been uncomfortable 
with the number of markers, even though the 

most ornate are 
absent. While the 
roads are winding, 
there are still 
visible clear 
remnants of a 
formal grid-like 
pattern of 
walkways and 
plots. The newer 
sections of Mount 
Hope stand in 
stark contrast with 
the historic core, 
being entirely 
taken over by a 
memorial park 
design and flush 
lawn markers. 
 
 The main 
entrance for the 
cemetery, flanked 
by stone columns, 
is off Fayetteville 
Street at the 
eastern edge of the 
property. A 

secondary en-trance, running through the 
maintenance shop and into the newest section of 
the cemetery (but connecting to other parts of 
the property) runs off Prospect Street. 

 
Figure 4. Aerial imagery of Mount Hope Cemetery and the surrounding area. 
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Factors Affecting the Landscape Character 
 
 Raleigh is not only the capital of North 
Carolina, it is also the Wake County seat.  
 
 The fall line or transition between the 
coastal plain and piedmont runs through Wake 
County, with Raleigh situated immediately 
above the fall line. As a result, the area is 
dominated by the irregular, gently rolling, 
dissected terrain. Elevations in the county range 
from 160 feet to 540 feet above mean sea level.  
 
 The soils in City and O’Rorke 
Cemeteries consist entirely of Cecil sandy 
loams, 2 to 6% slopes, moderately eroded soils. 
The Cecil series consists of very deep, well 
drained moderately permeable soils on ridges 
and side slopes. The soils are formed in 
residuum weathered from felsic, igneous and 
high-grade metamorphic rocks of the 
Piedmont uplands. The undisturbed and intact 
surface layer consists of a dark gray sandy 
loam. Below this is typically found red clay 
and clay loam. 
 
 Mount Hope Cemetery, because of its 
size, reveals more complexity. The most 
common soils, comprising 56% of the acreage, 
are Cecil sandy loams, 6 to 10% slopes, 
moderately eroded. These soils are found in 

the northwest and southwest portions of the 
cemetery. Cecil sandy loams, 2 to 6% slopes, 
moderately eroded soils comprise an 
additional 21%, running as a narrow band 
across the middle of the cemetery. A small 
area of Cecil soils with up to 15% slopes are 
found at the northeast edge of the tract. 
Erosion has removed most or all of the 
surface layers, exposing red clay over much 
of the parcel. 
 

The remaining soil is identified as 
Pacolet-Gullied land complex, 4 to 25% 
slopes. Comprising about 19% of the total, 
these are found in the southeast mid-
section, largely consisting of the original 
portion of the property. This is a moderately 
well drained, slowly permeable soil formed 

from weathered felsic igneous and metamorphic 
rocks.  

 
Figure 5. Statewide drought index. 

 
 Raleigh has a moderate climate during 
spring, fall, and winter. Summers are hot and 
can at times be semi-humid. Temperatures 
range from a normal winter low of about 30°F in 
January to a normal summer high of about 88°F 
in July. The annual average temperature is about 
60°F.  
 

The annual Raleigh precipitation is 
about 46 inches, ranging from a normal high of 

 
Figure 6. USDA plant hardiness zone for the Raleigh 

area. 
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4.5 inches in January and March to a low of 
around 3 inches in April and November. Light 
to moderate snow is occasional, usually 
occurring in January and February. There is, 
however, considerable variation in precipitation 
over the past 100 years, with periods of 
noticeable drought (Figure 5). Drought was 
common during the period from 2000 through 
2002, but was briefly replaced by a wet period 
prior to 2007.  

 
Much of central North Carolina is 

classified as in a drought, with Raleigh 
identified as in stage D-4 drought (exceptional; 
this is indicative of a 1 in 50 year drought and is 
based on more than 30 different indices). As of 
January 2008 Raleigh is under what the city 
terms modified Stage 1 mandatory water 
conservation restrictions that prohibit watering 
using automatic or non-automatic spray 
irrigation systems, sprinklers, or soaker hoses 
and ceases the issuance of lawn and landscape 
irrigation establishment permits. 

 
Information on drought tolerant 

plantings for North Carolina can be found at 
http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/programs/extension
/publicat/wqwm/ag508_3/ and 
http://www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/hort/consum
er/quickref/shrubs/shrubs-drought.html.  
 
 Figure 6 reveals that the three 
cemeteries are within USDA plant hardiness 
zone 7B, where the average annual minimum 
temperature is 5 to 10°F. 
 
Recommendations 
 
All individuals, volunteers, city staff, and 
affiliated organizations should become 
familiar with the Secretary of Interior’s 
Standards for Preservation.  
 
All decisions regarding modifications, 
alterations, additions, or other actions affecting 
the City of Raleigh cemeteries should be 
carefully evaluated against the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Preservation. 
 

All conservation (i.e., repair work) of 
monuments or fences should be conducted by 
conservators who subscribe to the American 
Institute for Conservation of Artistic and 
Historic Works (AIC) Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Conduct.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/programs/extension/publicat/wqwm/ag508_3/
http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/programs/extension/publicat/wqwm/ag508_3/
http://www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/hort/consumer/quickref/shrubs/shrubs-drought.html
http://www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/hort/consumer/quickref/shrubs/shrubs-drought.html
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HISTORIC SYNOPSIS OF THE THREE CEMETERIES 
 

The history of each of the three 
cemeteries incorporated into this study is briefly 
reviewed below. We have chosen to present the 
information in the order of the cemeteries’ 
founding, first reviewing City Cemetery, then 
O’Rorke or Catholic Cemetery, and finally, 
Mount Hope. While it is certainly true that each 
cemetery is intimately associated with the others 
(and for that matter Raleigh’s private Oakwood 
Cemetery as well), it will be easier for most 
users to have the three discretely discussed. We 
have attempted to point out areas where we 
believe additional research would be 
productive. 

 
City Cemetery 
 
 This was the first of Raleigh’s public 
burial sites. Jamison (1995) describes the slow 
evolution of “interant publick Assemblies” as 
they were described by Governor Tryon prior to 
the American Revolution, to the 1788 creation of 
a centralized place of government on Joel Lane’s 
plantation in Wake County. The decision to use 
Lane’s plantation, however, wasn’t ratified until 
1791. By the following year the town was laid 
out and lot purchases had begun. Jamison 
describes the influx of people and their various 
needs – accommodations for eating, sleeping, 
drinking, entertainment, and laundry.  
 
 One of the most pressing needs was that 
of a burial site. That issue, however, was not 
addressed until 1798, when the Assembly 
passed “An Act to empower the Commissioners 
of the City of Raleigh to lay off and appropriate 
part of the public land adjoining the said City, 
for a burying ground.” The law was simple,  
 

. . . the Commissioners of the 
city of Raleigh . . . are hereby 
authorized and empowered to 
lay off and appropriate a lot not 

exceeding four acres of the 
public Land adjoining said city, 
for the sole and exclusive use of 
purpose of a public burying 
ground; which lot of ground 
when to laid off and recorded in 
the books of the Board of 
Commissioners aforesaid, shall 
be for the sole use aforesaid, 
and no other. (1798 Laws of 
North Carolina, Chapter 75, pg. 
38) 

 
 The burial grounds were laid out 
beyond the city limits (east of East Street) and 
were not even shown on the 1814 “Plan of the 
City of Raleigh” although a lot just to the north 
of the graveyard was shown (Figure 7).  
 
 More recent authors, such as Riggs 
(1995:60), indicate that the 4 acres was divided 
into quarters with the two northern quarters 
reserved for white residents, the southwestern 
quarter for visitors, and the southeastern quarter 
for black residents. Earlier accounts are less 
specific, mentioning only the “colored” section 
(Olds 1902; Iden 1936). We have not identified 
any specific legislation or Commissioners’ order 
for this division. Olds (1902) also recounts that 
the cemetery was simply divided into two parts 
by the central drive entering the cemetery off 
East Street. 
 
 The earliest account of the cemetery 
being fenced off comes in 1806 when the city 
commissioners announced they would accept 
proposals for the construction of a fence around 
the 4 acre “Public Burial Ground,” to be made 
using “Posts and quartered plank” (Raleigh, NC 
Raleigh Register, March 31, 1806). This seems to 
contradict another account that not only was 
there no fence, but the central roadway was 
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public and traveled through the cemetery 
(Tucker 1867). 
  
 In 1819 the General Assembly decided 
to sell land belonging to the state on the east 
side of Raleigh in order to make repairs to the 
State House, by that time 27 years old. Lot 25, on 
New Bern Avenue, adjoining the Public Burial 
Ground, was bought by Raleigh’s 
Commissioners for a bid of $20.  This lot 
stretched from New Bern southward to Hargett 
(only a portion of this lot still exists as cemetery 
– the disposal of the southeastern portion has 
not been documented by this research). A later 
“L”-shaped addition was made, further 
expanding the cemetery to its present size of 
about 7.3 acres. This may be the 1856 deed from 
James C. Mullins to the City Commissioners for 
about 1/3 acre (Wake County Register of Deeds, 
DB 21, pg. 311).  
 
 By 1849 it appears that the condition of 
the cemetery had deteriorated, perhaps with the 
collapse of the wood fence erected 43 years 

earlier. This evoked 
considerable public outrage, 
exemplified by this 1849 
newspaper account, 
 
It has occurred to me 
that not one of our 
honorable Board of 
Commissioners has a 
friend or relative 
buried in our Grave 
Yard. Would any 
man of them be 
willing to see the 
body of one who has 
been a fast friend or 
dear relative, thrown 
out into the open 
street, or on a dung-
hill, to be trodden on 
by every passer-by? 
How much better is 
it to leave them 
buried in an enclosure 

which does not defend them 
from the depredation of all the 
swine that may choose to enter 
it?  

 
Figure 7. 1814 “Plan of the City of Raleigh” showing the 1798 “Public 

Burial Grounds” of 4 acres.  

 
Its borders have but recently 
been extended. Let it be 
properly enclosed (Raleigh, NC 
Raleigh Register (semi-weekly), 
March 31, 1849, pg. 3).  

 
While this may have resulted in 

improvements, we have not documented any 
immediate actions.  In fact, seven years later 
another commentator remarked,  

 
We have seen the advertisement 
in our newspaper for proposals 
to build a small house for a 
suitable person to live in, take 
charge of the public burial 
grounds. What has become of 
it? Have any steps been taken 
by our authorities to improve 
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the cemetery. We deem it a 
disgrace that our burial grounds 
should go to decay so fast for 
the want of prompt action by 
our City Fathers. Something 
should be done and that soon 
(Raleigh, NC Raleigh Register, 
February 20, 1856, pg. 1).  

 
By 1860 the Raleigh Register reported 103 

interments in the cemetery the previous year, or 
about two a week (Raleigh, NC Raleigh Register 
(weekly), January 11, 1860). Use continued 
unabated. In 1868 a total of 171 [sic] people were 
buried, including 53 whites and 109 African 
Americans (Raleigh, NC Raleigh Standard (daily), 
January 2, 1869, pg. 3). 

 
It wasn’t, however, until 1864 that the 

City Commissioners ordered the cemetery fence 
repaired with 1800 feet of plank and post. We 
also learn that 
apparently a sexton’s 
house had been built, 
but had recently 
burned. The report may 
also indicate the source 
for the additional 
property that we know 
was added to the 
graveyard, “The house 
was on property owned 
by the city and it was 
recommended that this 
adjoining property be 
added to the cemetery 
itself” (“Old Raleigh,” 
Raleigh, NC Raleigh 
Times, February 22, 
1964). Grave prices had 
also been set at $1.00 
per square foot for 
Raleigh Citizens and 
$1.50 for non-residents. 
 
 In 1865 a 
committee was 
appointed to “employ 

hands” to clean up the burial grounds (Raleigh, 
NC Raleigh Standard, December 30, 1865). Only a 
few months later we also learn that a new fence 
was being constructed (Raleigh, NC Raleigh 
Standard, February 14, 1866). By 1869 the City 
Cemetery sexton was Ausbon Holt, although it 
is unclear if he was again living at the cemetery 
or exactly what his duties were (Blackford 
2006:25). 
 
 There is evidence that the city was 
performing little maintenance in the cemetery. 
since in 1874 the Street Commissioner was 
pressed into service, using his hands to cut 
“down the weeds and otherwise cleaning up the 
old city cemetery.” The city at the same time 
instructed that, “persons having enclosed lots 
therein should put them in proper order” 
(Raleigh, NC Daily Sentinel, July 4, 1874, pg. 1). 
But in 1879 papers reported that the fence was 
still down and that livestock were routinely 

 
Figure 8. A portion of the 1881 Shaffer map showing the “Old City 

Cemetery” and adjacent property owners. 
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found in the cemetery (Raleigh, NC News and 
Observer, January 2, 1879; Raleigh. NC Raleigh 
Daily News, January 15, 1879). 
 
 Perhaps the loudest outcry, however, 
came in 1872 when the City Commissioners 
considered removing the cemetery entirely, 
relocating the remains to the new Oakwood 
Cemetery. One writer responded, 
 

Some of our too enterprising 
city officials consider it 
necessary to the growth of the 
city, that our honored ancestors, 
relatives and friends should be 
removed from the graves where 
they have so long and so 
peacefully slumbered, and 
placed in the new Oakwood 
Cemetery. Is land so valuable 
and so scarce around the City of 
Oaks that this has become 
necessary? That we cannot 
spare a small and barren spot in 
the outskirts of our city where 
our honored dead may be 
allowed to be in peace, in lots 
bought and paid for!  . . . Let 
them, rather, beautify and 
adorn our Cemetery, as has 
been done in our sister city, 
Newbern, and elsewhere 
(Busbee Scrapbook, vol. 1, pg. 
37, North Carolina Collection, 
University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill). 

 
What many thought was a poorly considered 
land grab by the city was so widely denounced 
that it must have been quietly dismissed since 
no additional news accounts have been found. 
 
 The Shaffer map of 1881 (Figure 8) 
shows the area of what, by that time, was being 
called the “Old City Cemetery.”   It has by this 
time assumed its modern shape and acreage. 
The reference to “old” is almost certainly the 
result of the 1869 founding of Oakwood, which 

became Raleigh’s new cemetery (although it was 
privately owned). Laid out as an example of a 
rural cemetery with a picturesque setting, it 
quickly became the favored place for burial. In 
fact at least some families relocated from the Old 
City Cemetery to Oakwood, although it is often 
not clear if remains were disinterred and moved, 
or only the memorial. For example, the McKee 
family paid Whitelaw and Crowder $29.87 for 
removing stones from City Cemetery to 
Oakwood – there is no mention of the remains 
being disinterred and moved (McKee Family 
Papers, 1875, NC Division of Archives and 
History). It wasn’t just that a “new” cemetery 
was available; newspaper accounts describe the 
City Cemetery as being “dilapidated.”  
 
 In 1887, then sexton S.W. Walker 
resigned and no new sexton was immediately 
appointed (Raleigh, NC News and Observer, 
August 6, 1887). By 1890, however, we know 
that Seth A. Jones had been appointed and he 
was apparently hard at his duties. In April he 
requested that lot owners visit the cemetery 
since he was “endeavoring to correctly locate 
every lot and make a record of them.” The 
article went on to reveal that “at present, there is 
no data from which to make a map or plot of the 
old burying ground, and if lot owners will 
comply the Sexton’s request, one can be made” 
(Raleigh, NC News and Observer, April 5, 1890). 
This suggests that whatever records that had 
been maintained by previous sextons or the City 
Commissioners had been lost or destroyed. One 
possible explanation is the 1864 burning of 
Sexton Holt’s house. Unfortunately, we have no 
information concerning the success of this 
endeavor. 
 
 Beginning in 1892 and continuing 
through 1897, the issue of the cemetery was 
again a topic of concern. The Board of Aldermen 
reported that 83 “parcels” of fence were needed 
for the Womble, Millin [Mullins], and Chrismas 
properties – all along the irregular northwest 
edge of the cemetery. The aldermen were also 
concerned about the appearance of the 
cemetery, suggesting that the sexton be allowed 
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one hand for a month to “assist him in putting 
the grounds in order” (Board of Aldermen 
Minutes, March 4, 1892, pg. 131). 
 
 Whether this was done is uncertain, but 
only a few years later the aldermen briefly 
reported that the cemetery’s “tool house” had 
been rebuilt. They also recommended the 
removal of the fences along East and Hargett 
streets, with the timber being used to build a 
fence between the cemetery and “Mrs. Taylor’s 
property” (Raleigh, NC News and Observer, 
September 4, 1897). By October this was done (at 
least on the Hargett side), and it was reported 
that “substantial line fences” had been built 
(Board of Aldermen Minutes, October 1, 1897, 
pg. 518; November 5, 1897, pg. 518). A line fence 
is simply a term for a fence (of any description) 
that marks the boundary between two tracts. 
Thus, the description fails to provide any real 
information on the type of fence constructed. 
 

Just a year later, however, public 
opinion pushed the state to remove the iron 
fence that had years earlier been erected around 
the capitol. The city entered into an agreement 
to take the fence in exchange for paving stone 
from the city quarry. By March the work was in 
progress, with the iron fence being placed on 
East and Hargett streets (there was no mention 

of New Bern) with 
both the granite 
block base and 
fence being moved 
(Raleigh., NC News 
and Observer, 
January 4, 1898, pg. 
5; March 9, 1898, 
pg. 6). A 1936 
photograph of the 
fence reveals that 
the East Street 
entrance was very 
different than it is 
today, with the 
changes apparently 
occurring in the 
late 1940s or early 

1950s (Figure 9). 

 
Figure 9. News photo of the entrance to the Old City Cemetery in 1932, showing 

the fence and original entrance (from Iden 1936). 

  
Additional work was done at the 

cemetery, including the installation of granite 
curbs on walks and drives, with the drives being 
“macadamized” (Raleigh. NC News and 
Observer, October 24, 1899, pg. 8). Macadam 
roads, dating back to the early nineteenth 
century, consisted of three layers of decreasingly 
sized rocks, carefully pulverized to lock together 
under compaction. There was typically a 
crowned subgrade and side ditches for 
drainage. 
 
 Reports of road work in the cemetery 
continued through much of 1900, with the roads 
being graded, and gutters and “open drains” 
being paved with granite blocks (Board of 
Aldermen Minutes, August 3, 1900, pg. 42-43). 
In 1902 the cemetery was reported to have 
“narrow walks, bordered with stone, smooth 
with macadam and with green turf rising in a 
terrace, are only wide enough for a vehicle” 
(Olds 1902).  
  
 Into the first half of the twentieth 
century we have identified few resources 
concerning the City Cemetery. We do know that 
in 1917 the position of sexton (then held by R.D.  
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Figure 10. Historic photographs of City Cemetery. At the top is the Peter Broune stone, today in 

fragments (Marshall D. Haywood, Sr. Collection, Olivia Raney Local History Library, Raleigh, 
North Carolina). At the bottom is a photograph of the Creach Slidge Plots (Olivia Raney Local 
History Library, Raleigh, North Carolina). 
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Wicker) was abolished 
with the Public Works 
Commission taking over 
responsibility for the 
cemetery (City 
Commissioners Minutes, 
June 14, 1917, pg. 29). This 
may be the result of 
declining use. As early as 
1902, Olds commented 
that “burials in it [City 
Cemetery] are now very 
infrequent” (Olds 1902) 
and by the 1930s there 
were “twenty-five or so 
burials a year” (Iden 1936). 

7

 
 The 1914 Sanborn 
Fire Insurance Map 
(Figure 11) reveals that 
there had been relatively 
few changes around the 
cemetery since the 1881 
Shaffer map. Unfor-
tunately, this map does 
not provide any 
information concerning 
drives within the cemetery. 
 
 Although published in 1936, Iden tells 
of old accounts of black burials. The coffin 
would be carried by hand with much singing, 
“mournful dirges” to the ears of whites. Some 
were described as “weird spirituals that could 
be heard blocks away” (Iden 1936). 
Unfortunately, more detailed information 
concerning African American burial practices 
were not provided. Olds (1902), however, 
mentions that the black’s graves were “marked 
in the rudest way, and not a few of the 
headstones are sunk so low that barely a line or 
two of the inscription remains.” 
 
 An event that is often mentioned as the 
cause for the absence of records for City 
Cemetery is the burning of the city auditorium 
on E. Davie Street on October 25, 1930 (Writers’ 

Program  1942:49). An early account of this 
event provides only sparse details, 

 
Figure 11. Block 17 of the 1914 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map for Raleigh 

showing the City Cemetery and surrounding neighborhoods. 

 
L.C. Mulligan, who for many 
years was engaged in the 
furniture business in Raleigh, is 
care taker of the cemetery. 
While there is still vacant space 
for burials no more lots are sold, 
Mr. Mulligan says, since the 
records stored in the munciple 
[sic] building were destroyed at 
the time of the city auditorium 
fire and there is no way to 
determine the boundaries of the 
lots (Iden 1936). 

 
A 1951 memo from the Director of Public Works 
to the City Manager provides more details – and 
explains one of the probably many controversies 
that began as a result, 
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When the old Municipal 
Auditorium burned at the 
location in the rear of the City 
Hall, many valuable records 
were destroyed. Among these 
records were those showing the 
lots that had been sold at the 
City Cemetery. Since that time 
no lots have been sold at the 
City Cemetery. Burials are made 
on certain lots by people 
supposedly owning these lots. 

 
The remainder of the memo recounts the 
problem arising as a result of two different 
parties claiming ownership of a particular lot. 
We did not attempt to identify further 
information concerning the resolution of the 
problem, but clearly the loss of the City 
Cemetery records (as well as those for Mount 
Hope) has caused considerable problems over 
the following years. 
 
 Not all records, however, were lost since 
in 1962 it was found that there was a city trust 
fund containing $394.84 intended to cover 
perpetual care on five lots: Emma Karren, James 
McKimmon, Thomas Meredith, Josephine E.E. 
Green, and Harris P. Marks (known as the 
Harris lot). An additional sum of $500 was 
intended to provide flowers for the grave of 
Maggie B. Spense on Christmas Day and Easter 
Sunday, for as long as the funds remained. We 
do not know what has become of these funds, 
which amounted (with interest) to $1,677.24 in 
1962 (Memo of City Auditor, dated July 26, 
1962).  
 
 It was around this time that City 
Manager W.H. Carper sought to remove the 
existing monuments and install lawn markers in 
order to further minimize what was already 
described as “minimum care.” It appears that 
the newly formed Historical Site Commission 
countered with their request that the cemetery 
be cleaned, beautified, lighted, and better 
protected against vandalism (“City Takes Care 

of Graves,” Raleigh, NC Raleigh Times, 
November 27, 1962).  
 
 By mid-century the Historic Sites 
Commission named a City Cemetery 
Committee. The committee conducted a survey 
of the cemetery, which we have not located. 
Newspaper reports, however, recount several 
observations,  
 

The general scheme of neatness 
is marred by the utter lack of 
care by some. Many of the 
monuments, once upright, have 
fallen. . . . Perhaps the western 
boundary of the cemetery is of 
more immediate concern, for 
there one finds a brownstone 
shaft, some eight feet high, that 
is crumbling and the entire 
inscription is gone. This is the 
grave of Jacob Johnson, father of 
the 17th President of the United 
States (Lowery 1966). 

 
 A photograph accompanying the article 
reveals that by this time the elaborate iron 
panels on either side of the entrance gates had 
been replaced with massive brickwork (still 
present today). Another brief article explains 
that $750 was spent on trees and shrubs, and 
stone walkways (“City Cemetery Project 
Dedicated,” Raleigh, NC News and Observer, 
March 4, 1966). 
 
 Although the 1962 article briefly 
mentioned the Historic Sites Commission’s 
concern with vandalism, the first article we have 
identified that addresses this issue was in March 
1969. The article explains that over the weekend 
25 stones were toppled or broken. The cemetery 
superintendent, E.E. Nipper, commented that 
“some of these are some of the same ones that 
have been vandalized before” – which certainly 
indicates that the problem, even then, was on-
going. The vandalism was also done in spite of 
the cemetery at that time being locked at night 
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(“City Cemetery Hit By Vandals,” Raleigh, NC 
Raleigh Times, March 10, 1969). 
 
 In 1971 the remains of Joel Lane, 
disturbed by construction at his property on 
Boylan Avenue, were buried in the City 
Cemetery at the request of the Colonial Dames 
(Raleigh City Council Minutes, April 4, 1971).  
 
 During a September tour of the 
cemetery, lead by Thornton Mitchell, Chief of 
the Records Section of the NC Department of 
Archives and History, the cemetery’s condition 
was again an issue. Mitchell pointed out to the 
crowd that had come for the tour the vandalism 
and lack of cemetery maintenance. He went on 
to state, “I think the City of Raleigh should be 
ashamed of the condition this cemetery is in.”  
 
 This, however, was not the last word 
from Mitchell. The day following the tour, he 
wrote Mayor Thomas Bradshaw, Acting City 
Manager W. H. Carper (who earlier wanted to 
give the cemetery even less care than it was 
already receiving), and the members of city 
council. It was a scathing indictment of the care 
being given, with Mitchell noting that the 
“cemetery is a disgrace to the City of Raleigh.” 
He told the various officials that the Parks and 
Recreation Department had been notified of the 
planned tour two months in advance, “in the 
hope that the department would take the hint 
and do some cleaning up, but the hint fell on 
deaf ears.” 
 
 Mitchell went on to outline his 
recommendations, including what amounted to 
very minimal maintenance activities, such as: 
 

1. Cut the grass and trim weeds 
around shrubbery, markers, and 
along the paved paths in the 
cemetery. 
 
2. Remove the ivy that is 
covering and endangering some 
of the stones. 

3. Rake up and dispose of the 
leaves. 
 
4. Remove trash such as the old 
Christmas wreathes [at that 
time nine months past their 
season], beer cans, wine and 
liquor bottles, broken 
umbrellas, and the like. Insist 
that the Parks and Recreation 
Department keep the trash 
picked up. 
 
5. Repair breaks in the fences 
along New Bern Avenue, East 
Street, and Hargett Street. 
Repair the Hargett Street gates 
so that they may be locked and 
secured at night [apparently the 
practice had been abandoned 
within the past 4 years]. 
 
6. Install an eight-foot wire 
mesh fence from New Bern 
Avenue to Hargett Street along 
the east side of the cemetery 
with barbed wire strands at an 
angle on both sides to 
discourage fence climbing and 
use of the cemetery as a short 
cut. 
 
7. Install additional area lights 
to discourage night time 
vandalism. 
 
8. Require the Parks and 
Recreation Department to 
develop a regular maintenance 
schedule for the cemetery and 
insist that they stick to it. 

 
He summarized by noting, “City Cemetery 
deserves better from the City of Raleigh than it 
is getting” (letter from Thornton W. Mitchell to 
Mayor Thomas Bradshaw, dated September 5, 
1973, Elizabeth Reid Murray Collection, Box 5, 
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Olivia Raney Local History Library, Raleigh, 
North Carolina). 
 
 The City’s response was quick. The day 
after the original news account, Frank Evans, 
Director of Parks and Recreation, met with staff 
and explained to the media, “We are not 
satisfied with our performance.” Plans were 
advanced to plant more trees and turf. In spite 
of this, he explained the lack of maintenance by 
pointing out that plots are owned by individuals 
and not the city, and that he might “have to 
obtain a ruling from the city attorney to clarify 
the maintenance issue” (“City Official Focuses 
On Cemetery Problem,” Raleigh, News and 
Observer, September 6, 1973, pg. 47). The 
response from the City Manager was brief, 
noting only that “we are pursuing corrective 
measures concerning the maintenance of the 
cemetery” (letter from W.H. Carper to Thornton 
W. Mitchell, dated September 11, 1973, Elizabeth 
Reid Murray Collection, Box 5, Olivia Raney 
Local History Library, Raleigh, North Carolina). 
 
 A memo from Frank Evans to the City 
Manager revealed that, 
 

Since Labor Day considerable 
work has been done at all 
cemeteries. Wild shrubs and 
trash which were very evident 
have been removed. Plantings 
that we felt had been planted in 
memory of others were not 
touched other than trimming 
and shaping. Spraying for 
weeds around all tomb stones, 
walkways, and fences have been 
completed. . . . [the Cemetery 
Supervisor] inspect[s] all three 
cemeteries on a daily basis. . . . 
In addition we are locking the 
gates on all cemeteries every 
night. Long range plans calls 
[sic] for walkway 
improvements, better 
circulation on pathways, and 
additional planting of 

ornamental shade trees (Memo 
from Frank E. Evans to W.H. 
Carper, dated October 5, 1973).  

 
 A good bit of this work, however, was 
not actually done by the city, but rather by a 
community group known as HANDS (Home 
and Neighborhood Development Sponsors), 
which had collected $1,350 for the work (Wood 
1973; City Council Minutes, January 7, 1974). 
 
 By November a Cemetery Committee 
had been formed, apparently under the 
umbrella of the Historic Sites Commission, to 
work with Parks and Recreation on the care of 
the three city owned cemeteries. The committee, 
however, was regrettably focused on the 
wealthy white citizens buried at City Cemetery, 
as evidenced by its creation of “a map of graves 
of prominent people” (Jones 1974). 
 
 Several articles in 1975 recounted the 
“transformation” of City Cemetery, brought on 
by the planting of 100 dogwood trees, 45 crepe 
myrtle, and five magnolias, as well as a few 
ginkgos. The city had continued to intensively 
spray weeds. The city believed that it would 
“take three or four years before it [City 
Cemetery] gets really good,” largely because 
there were only four individuals assigned the 
responsibility of the three city cemeteries (Wood 
1975; “Burial Grounds Preserved,” Raleigh, NC 
News and Observer, July 1, 1975, pg. 16). 
 
 The rehabilitation efforts continued, at 
least to some degree, in 1976 when the Raleigh 
Junior Women’s Club cleaned the stones, 
trimmed ivy, and removed scrub vegetation 
from along the fence lines (“Cleaning Up.” 
Raleigh, NC News and Observer, April 28, 1976, 
pg. 19). In June 1978, however, came reports of 
additional vandalism, with 37 monuments being 
toppled or damaged. Although reported to the 
police, the police department failed to 
investigate, saying that there “were more 
pressing cases” (“Headstones Felled by 
Vandals.” Raleigh, NC Raleigh Times, June 17, 
1978, pg. 3A). This failure to take the problem 
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seriously likely encouraged the additional 
vandalism reported by the newspaper in July, 
when a cross was destroyed and 19 other stones 
were toppled (“Destroyed.” Raleigh, NC News 
and Observer, July 8, 1978, pg. 7).  
 
 The issue of vandalism continued into 
the 1980s, with one news article commenting 
that, “these days the cemetery is frequented 
most by vandals and vagrants” (“Etched in 
Stone.” Raleigh, NC Raleigh Times, September 2, 
1980, pg. 1C).  
 
 We have discovered that in 1983 the 
City Cemetery Committee embarked on a 
greenway planning program lead by North 
Carolina State University Landscape 
Architecture student Diane Pacello. A meeting 
was held by the nearby YWCA to bring 
interested parties and neighbors together for a 
study session. Although a landscape plan was to 
come from the activities, we have been unable to 
identify any products, except for two 
recommendations – that the fence around the 
cemetery be repaired and that benches and a 
stone map be put in place by Parks and 
Recreation (Memo from Frank E. Evans to Ron 
Tietgen, dated October 11, 1983).  
 
 Confronted by urban realities, after two 
years the Cemetery Committee was requesting 
that the benches, 
 

Pleased [sic] be removed at the 
earliest convenient date as they 
are not serving their original 
purpose for interested cemetery 
visitors and researchers. They 
are occupied primarily by winos 
and vagrants whose presence 
discourages persons from 
visiting the old cemetery (letter 
from Vallie L. Henderson and 
Elizabeth E. Norris to Ron 
Tietgen, dated January 21, 1986, 
Elizabeth E. Norris Collection, 
Olivia Raney Local History 

Library, Raleigh, North 
Carolina). 

 
The letter illustrates the truism that well 
meaning individuals can often have very bad 
ideas. As an example of this, the Committee 
suggested that all of the broken stones be laid 
flat on the ground in concrete – a preservation 
disaster that fortunately was never acted on. 
 
 It is difficult to fully understand the 
changes that may have been made during this 
period. For example, we have identified a 1986 
letter requesting that, 
 

a large yucca plant removed 
from the Creech-Sledge plot in 
City Cemetery. . . . Several years 
ago, Riley Caudill had the plant 
cut down but it has grown back 
and I would like it completely 
removed. My mother had it 
planted many years ago to mark 
a grave site that was unmarked 
at the time. The yucca has long 
served its purpose and is on the 
footstone of my great-aunt, 
Flora E. Creech (letter from 
Elizabeth E. Norris to Gregory 
Lawrence, dated January 21, 
1986, Elizabeth E. Norris 
Collection, Olivia Raney Local 
History Library, Raleigh, North 
Carolina). 

 
While this may seem innocuous, it 

reveals that historic plant material was being 
removed with no thought of how it might affect 
the historic context of the cemetery. The work on 
private lots – with owners still alive and in 
Raleigh – also creates a precedent for the 
conduct of other work on lots where owners can 
no longer be found.  
 

The files also contain some brief 
correspondence concerning three juveniles who 
were apprehended vandalizing the cemetery in 
late 1985. The extent of the damage was 
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appalling – seven stones toppled and 32 stones 
broken. The Parks and Recreation Department 
asked for a severe and meaningful penalty; the 
court, however, sentenced them only to 
community service. 
 
 The extent of damage sparked several 
letters and a newspaper article. The city 
response to the public outcry was muted. Again 
the city claimed the damaged stones were 
“private property,” preventing them from 

spending public money for 
their repair (Graziano 1986; 
letter from Jack C. Duncan to 
Mrs. Horace A. Smith, dated 
February 11, 1986). 
 
 During his tenure as 
the Cemetery Superintendent, 
Gregory Lawrence created a 
sketch map of the cemetery 
and divided it into various 
sections to help keep track of 
the entries in what has become 
known as the “Black Book,” 
virtually the only record of 
burials that still exists. 
Although having no historical 
basis, it is reproduced here as 
Figure 12. 
 
 The current massive 
granite map and list of 
prestigious dead was installed 
and unveiled in April 1988 
(“Unveiling New Marker.” 
Raleigh. NC News and Observer, 
April 10, 1988, pg. 39A). This 
stone still exists, although it 
appears largely forgotten. A 
walking brochure that 
appeared around the same 
time is also no longer widely 
available. 
 
 We have identified 
relatively few news articles for 
the last decade. In 1991 the 
City of Raleigh Community 

Development Department dedicated a marker 
placed in the cemetery to commemorate the 
African Americans buried at City Cemetery.  

 
Figure 12. Map of City Cemetery developed by Cemetery 

Superintendent Gregory Lawrence to track various plots. 

 
 Perhaps the biggest event was the 
September 1996 damage of Hurricane Fran. As a 
result, the city contracted for an assessment that 
focused largely on City Cemetery (Jones 1996b; 
Eichenberger 1997). Twelve specific areas of 
damage were identified, including toppled trees 
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and broken 
monuments. An 
archaeological study 
was recommended 
to ensure that no 
human remains, 
potentially exposed 
by root balls, would 
be lost in the 
cleanup efforts. This 
study, however, was 
not contracted for 
until July 1997 and 
many of the remains 
had likely been 
eroded or destroyed 
by that time. In fact, Hargrove comments that 
from one disturbed grave, “two flashlight 
batteries (probably left by treasure-hunters 
working at night) were found in the crater” 
(Hargrove 1997:2). As at Mount Hope, the rate at 
which city cleaned up the damage sparked a 
complaint from an adjacent homeowner. 
 
 In the past several years vandalism has 
again become a significant issue at the cemetery. 
Table 2 shows various episodes and the stones 
involved. An August 24, 2004 memo by Danny 
Morgan, the Cemetery Supervisor, notes, 
 

Normal city policy has been that 
the upkeep and maintenance of 
lot fixtures and headstones have 
been the responsibility of the 
deceased’s family; however, the 
concerns mentioned above may 
cause some liability issue for the 
city because of unsafe 
conditions. The lots mentioned 
above are so old that any living 
family members would be so 
distant that they would most 
likely not be interested in the 
time and resources it would 
take to make these lots safe. 

 
This illustrates the increasing level of concern 
over the loss of historic fabric – as well as the 

limitations of “normal city policy” to respond to 
a historic preservation crisis. 

Table 2. 
Recent Cases of Vandalism at City Cemetery 

 
Date Event 

May 24, 2004 Fence damage, graffiti on monument 
June 21, 2004 Toppled monuments, tree damage 
June 22, 2004 Toppled monuments 
August 18, 2004 Peace wall toppled 
August 31, 2004 Box tomb damage, monument toppled 
September 15, 2004 Toppled monument (Overby) 
March 1, 2005 Table tomb damaged, monument toppled 
March 17, 2005 Monument toppled and stones broken 
March 28, 2005 Hit and run of fence , 05-036657 
March 28, 2005 Toppled and broken stones, fence damage, 05-035363 
April 3, 2005 Toppled stones 

 
O’Rorke or Catholic Cemetery 
 
 The history of this cemetery begins with 
the December 7, 1858 sale of about 1⅛ acre by 
John O’Rorke to Patrick N. Lynch, the Bishop of 
Charleston, South Carolina for $5. The property 
was described as, 
 

Beginning at the northwest 
corner ajoining [sic] the lands of 
William Boylan running South 
along a road called the Tarboro 
Road 180 feet, thence East 250 
feet thence north to William 
Boylands line 180 feet thence 
west 250 feet to the beginning  
(Wake County Register of 
Deeds, DB 22, pg. 384). 

 
The deed specifically states that Lynch was to 
use the property as a cemetery for the “Catholic 
Church of the City of Raleigh and its vicinity.” 
Moreover, the deed required Lynch, if for some 
reason the property was not used as a cemetery, 
to sell the land and use the funds to purchase 
another tract for this same purpose.  
 
 O’Connell explains that prior to this 
donation, Raleigh’s “faithful” had been buried 
in unconsecrated ground (O’Connell 1879:412). 
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He goes on to note that O’Rorke was a 
benefactor to the young Raleigh church in other 
ways, including the donation of the iron fence 
that surrounded the city’s first Catholic church, 
St. John the Baptist. Although there is little 
research on O’Rorke, it has been reported that 
he immigrated from Dublin to Newark, New 
Jersey in 1818, arriving in Raleigh about 1820 
(Elizabeth Norris Papers, Olivia Raney Local 
History Library, Raleigh, North Carolina). He is 
reported to have operated a successful carriage 
shop, although he also owned several tracts of 
land and, like many merchants seeking status, 
sought to become a planter. 
 
 In 1876 Kemp P. Battle, his wife Martha 
Battle, and Richard H. Battle, Jr. deeded 
additional land, 
 

adjoining the piece of land 
conveyed by John O’Rorke to 
Patrick V. Lynch, called the 
Catholic Cemetery, lying along 
the South side of said land, now 
under the fence of said 
Cemetery, fronting on Tarboro 
Street twenty feet and running 
back (251) two hundred and 
fifty-one feet (Wake County 
Register of Deeds, DB 43, pg. 
331). 

 
This land, too, was to be used 
exclusively for burials and, should that 
not be possible, was to be sold for the 
purpose of acquiring other suitable land. 
The Grantee was James Gibbons, the 
Vicar Apostolic of North Carolina, 
which even this late did not yet have a 
Catholic diocese within its borders. 
 
 The fate of this additional 0.3 
acre has not been researched, but with 
Raleigh’s Oakwood Cemetery having 
opened in 1869, it may be that this 
addition was simply not attractive and the 
Catholic Church sold the property. 
 

 Regardless, the deed does reveal that by 
1876 the cemetery was fenced – so it is likely 
that some degree of care and maintenance was 
being provided on a regular basis. While 
through time the western half of the property 
became established as the “Catholic” or 
“O’Rorke” section, we have found no evidence 
that Catholic burials were limited to this 
portion. In fact, it seems rather unlikely that the 
cemetery would have grown in such an 
organized fashion.  
 
 Shaffer’s Outline Map of the City of 
Raleigh from 1888 shows the Catholic Cemetery, 
seemingly having the same approximate 
boundaries it possesses today (Figure 13).  
 
 Few stones remain in the cemetery and 
those that are extant are mostly damaged. 
Nevertheless, the names present (see Table 3) 
indicate burials continued as late as 1900, 
although most date from the 1870s – after the 
opening of Oakwood and around the time that 

the church received additional property. 
Additional research is necessary using 
obituaries and the archives of the Catholic 

 
Figure 13. Portion of the 1888 Shaffer’s Outline Map of the 

City of Raleigh showing Catholic Cemetery. 
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Church to determine if additional individuals 
buried can be identified. 
 
 On November 23, 1938, Eugene J. 
McGuinness, Bishop of Raleigh, wrote the 
Raleigh mayor, George A. Iseley, a letter that 
would by the 1970s begin a major disagreement 
between the City and the Catholic Church. The 
letter is quoted in its entirety, 
 

Father Federal spoke to me of 
the researches of your attorney, 
and his favorable findings about 
the property on Tarboro Road, 
known as the Catholic 
Cemetery and owned by the 
Catholic Bishop of Raleigh, 
North Carolina. 
 
It is with pleasure that we have 
turned over this site to the City 
of Raleigh to be used for the 
burial of such itinerants and 
others as may be worthy in the 
judgment of you or your 
successors in office. Likewise, is 
the proviso that we, as Bishop 

of the Catholic Church in 
Raleigh, have a similar right to 
the use of it; however only on 
rare and extraordinary 
occasions. 

Table 3. 
Partial List of Burials at the O’Rorke or Catholic 

Cemetery (information from Elizabeth Reed, 
1975; in Elizabeth Norris Papers, Olivia Raney 

Local History Library, Raleigh, North Carolina) 
 

Ellen Casey (1839-1900) 
Casey Infants (d. 1875, 1878) 
James Casey (1831-1891) 
William Edward Casey (1864-1864) 
Dillon, Joseph (d. 1900) 
Edward Doyle (1867-1877) 
Margaret Ferrall (d. 1880) (possibly moved to 

Oakwood) 
Patrick Ferrall (d. 1868) (possibly moved to 

Oakwood) 
Mary Gertrude Plumadore (187[] – 187[]) 
Mary Louisa Plumadore (1871-1871) 
M.A. Prendergost (d. 1875) 
John Tighe (d. 1871) 
Roselle Worthingham 

 
As the Catholic Bishop of 
Raleigh I herewith turn over to 
you, as Mayor of Raleigh, this 
property for the above 
mentioned purpose. 
 
With the city as owner, we feel 
that it will be put in condition 
and be retained as a fitting 
burial place for others less 
fortunate than ourselves 
(Minutes of the Board of 
Commissioners, November 25, 
1938).  

 
 The meaning of “turn over” and “city as 
owner” would later be cause for considerable 
disagreement (certainly no deed was ever 
prepared or filed with the Register of Deeds), 
but in 1938 it appears that the Catholic Church 
no longer wished to care for the property (or 
had actually stopped caring for it, since the 
letter states the property “will be put in 
condition”) and was happy to find a new 
caregiver. It is also clear that for reasons that are 
uncertain, the City was actively seeking 
property for the burial of indigents and that the 
City attorney was actively researching the tract. 
 
 The event is recorded in a partially 
dated Raleigh Times clipping. The article 
observed that there had not been a burial on the 
property “in more than 25 years,” roughly 
correlating with the evidence of burials 
terminating about 1900. Of considerable interest 
is a photograph of the property, showing not 
only an elaborate iron fence surrounding a plot 
and a cross-shaped stone, but also in the 
background a picket fence which apparently 
surrounded the cemetery (Figure 14). 
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 The earliest article concerning the 
cemetery we have identified is from 1968. It 
explains that the Catholic Church, “owner of the 
cemetery, plans to restore the cemetery and has 
asked the city and county to discontinue 
burying the bodies of paupers and unidentified 
persons there.” That was apparently acceptable 
to the city, since Tyree Edwards, foreman with 
the city’s sanitation division, said that paupers 
would now be buried in Mount Hope Cemetery 
(Craven 1968). 
 
 It is clear from the article that no one 
was making any effort to keep track of burials – 
the article suggests that might be “20 paupers 
and unidentified people” buried in the 
cemetery. It is uncertain why the city’s 
sanitation division was responsible for burials.  
 
 On February 21, 1969, W. L. Baird, 

Director of Public Works for the city, wrote to 
the church stating that the city had discontinued 
burying anyone in the cemetery, as well as 
maintenance for the property. It appears that the 
church did take over maintenance, erecting a 
chain link fence around the property. In fact in 
April 1970, they filed an insurance claim for 

damage to this fence caused by an automobile 
accident (Diocese of Raleigh Archives).  
 
 By June 1970 the issue of ownership 
arose again, with both the city and the Catholic 
church claiming ownership. At least one 
newspaper account begins to explain the root of 
the problem. In a Law and Finance Committee 
meeting the church’s attorney, Charles Powers, 
III, noted the city had not “properly kept up” 
the property, citing overturned gravestones, 
accumulations of trash, and conversion of the 
cemetery into a playground for neighborhood 
children. The Bishop was also angry that the 
city, in 1968, had taken land along the 
cemetery’s north side for the widening of East 
Lane Street (“Who Owns Cemetery?,” Raleigh 
Times, June 9, 1970). We have found no evidence 
that any burials were relocated during this 
widening.  

 
It appears 

the city was 
resisting the efforts 
of the Diocese to 
reclaim the 
cemetery since they 
had discovered that 
Mount Hope was 
filled and could not 
be used for indigent 
burials, after all. 

 
A few 

weeks later the city 
countered by stating 
that it would 
relinquish title to 
the property, but 
only if the church 
“provides as many 
gravesites as the city 

needs for paupers and itinerants.” The article 
also reveals that the property was maintained by 
the city for about 20 years after its 1938 receipt – 
indicating that by the late 1950s the city began 
neglecting the property (“Cemetery Swap 
Offered,” Raleigh Times, April 23, 1970, pg. 19). 

 
Figure 14. Photograph of the Catholic Cemetery from a 1938 edition of the 

Raleigh Times showing a now missing iron fence and, in the 
background, a picket fence that surrounded the cemetery. 
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Photographs of the cemetery from this time 
period indicate that little maintenance was being 
performed, at least by the city on the portion 
being used for indigent burial (Figure 15).  

 
Even as late as a March 16, 1971 a letter 

between church attorneys in which they note 
that Bishop Waters stated “he is unwilling to 
recognize any claim of the City of Raleigh to use 
the cemetery property” (Diocese of Raleigh 
Archives). 
 
 The conclusion to the disagreement is 
not clearly documented. The city did draft a 
quitclaim deed and, after Bishop Waters’ 
December 1974 death revised it to reflect the 
new Bishop of Raleigh Diocese, F. Joseph 
Grossman. The document, however, was never 
signed. The Diocese Archive is equally silent on 
the conclusion to the disagreement.  
 
 By the late 1970s attention turned once 
again to the use of the property for indigent 
burials. A 1977 article tells of Jimmy Lee 
Sullivan’s burial, “a dignified troubadour and 
joyous Bible toter,” in “Space 50 of the city 
annex cemetery” (Zucchino 1977). 
 
 On February 13, 1978 Elizabeth Norris, 
with the Raleigh Cemetery Commission, wrote 
to the City Parks and Recreation Department 
seeking to have the cemetery’s name changed to 
the “O’Rorke Cemetery.” Her letter does not 
make clear why the original name of “Catholic 
Cemetery” was ignored. Instead, she focuses on 
how the cemetery is “presently called the City 
Cemetery Annex which is incorrect as it does 
not adjoin the City Cemetery.”  
 

A scan of the Raleigh city directories 
shows that the graveyard was called the 
“Catholic Cemetery” in 1909, 1919, 1930, 1940, 
and 1950. By 1960 the property was called 
“Paupers Cemetery.” Regardless, the name 
“O’Rorke Cemetery” was officially adopted by 
the City on April 17, 1979. While this name does 
reflect the original owner, it portrays the burial 

place as a family cemetery – it would have been 
far better to call it either Catholic or Pauper 
cemetery since either term more realistically 
reflects the long-term use of the tract. 
 
 By March 1979, it was reported that 
about 10 burials a year were occurring at 
O’Rorke Cemetery. The cemetery 
superintendent, Gregory Lawrence, explained 
that, “anyone can be buried there so long as he’s 
broke. If there is insurance, we tell them to go 
somewhere else. This is for people who are flat 
broke” (Parkins 1979). It was reported that local 
funeral homes conducted low-cost embalming 
and provided inexpensive cloth covered coffins. 
While lawn park memorials were allowed, few 
graves were marked.  
 
 Eight years later the paper reported that 
223 individuals had been buried in the cemetery. 
In February of 1986 the cemetery was 
determined to be full and “the Wake 
Department of Social Services, the agency that 
handles those without family or money, now 
sends pauper’s bodies to be cremated” (Day 
1986). Adult coffins had been costing the county 
$142.70, while coffins for children were only 
$46.50. Only a year earlier the News and Observer 
had obituaries for two individuals buried at 
“O’Rourke Cemetery,” Marian A. Coleman and 
Monica A. Cobb (Raleigh, NC News and 
Observer, April 6, 1985, pg. 7B).  
 
 In spite of being full and stopping 
burials, either Raleigh or Wake County allowed 
the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation to use the pauper’s burial 
grounds for the relocation of the Howle family 
cemetery. 
 
 While little information can be 
identified concerning this issue, during the 
acquisition of right of way for widening of Rock 
Quarry Road (State Project 8.1375602, FA Project 
I-40-4 (47) 302) a cemetery was identified 
between stations 17+98 and 18+50. Shown on a 
drawing   prepared   by   Horace   Jernigan,  F.D. 
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Figure 15. O’Rorke Cemetery pauper sections. The top photograph shows barren soil and mounded 

graves (News and Observer, September 24, 1968). The bottom photograph shows sunken graves 
where the coffin has collapsed and the grave had not been filled in (Raleigh Times, June 9, 
1970). 
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Rohrbaugh, and J.G. Creech on February 23, 
1983, the cemetery consisted of a 4-foot high 
“wrought iron fence” and at least three marked 
graves (from east to west, Eugene Bond Howle, 
Molinda Howle, and T.K. Howle) (Figure 16). 
 
 The Department of Transportation 
brought civil action (82-CVS-5880; Wake County 
Register of Deeds, DB 3454, pg. 349) in 1985 to 
allow them to remove the graves and take the 
cemetery, for which a trustee, Howard Satisky, 
was paid $225. The court action reveals that the 
cemetery had been reserved in a previous deed 
dating from 1943 (Wake County Register of 
Deeds, DB 900, pg. 476). It seems likely that 
nothing more than the legally mandated public 
advertisement was made in an effort to locate 

next of kin. 
 
 It is likely that a commercial firm 
“disinterred” the remains. Apparently eight 
individuals were recovered from the Howle 
family graveyard and reinterred in O’Rorke. The 

graves were placed in the central east-west drive 
or walk section at the extreme eastern edge of 
the cemetery. A small sketch map prepared at 
the time is reproduced here as Figure 17. 
 
 We have not identified what happened 
to the awarded $225 or the iron fence that 
surrounded the plot. Nor have we been able to 
determine why those in a reserved family 
cemetery were interred in a pauper’s cemetery, 
rather than in a commercial cemetery at the 
expense of the Department of Transportation. 
 
 A list and map dated 1988 have been 
identified revealing the 223 indigents known to 
be buried in the cemetery (Appendix 2 and 
Figure 18). To this we have added other 

information that is readily available. As the map 
readily illustrates, a number of graves, 
presumably filled, have no identifying 
information. It appears that record keeping was, 
at best, minimal. Today neither the city nor 
Wake County can provide any additional 

 
Figure 16. DOT plan of the Howle Family Cemetery, dated February 23, 1983 (Project 8.1475602). 
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information concerning interments in the 
cemetery (Eva Adams, Wake County Vital 
Records Administrative Supervisor, personal 
communication 2007; Frances Rekerd, Wake 
County Department of Social Services, personal 
communication 2007).  
 
 As late as 1993, an article featured a 
local individual, John Stokes, who was single 
handedly maintaining and beautifying the 
cemetery (Jones 1993). He is credited with the 
planting of shrubbery at the cemetery, as well as 
tending the grounds. This leaves unclear the 
city’s involvement in maintenance efforts. 
 
 Riggs (1996) provided a brief synopsis 
of the cemetery’s history and provided 
transcriptions dating from a 1940 WPA 

document. They updated the document, finding 
that many stones from the Catholic section were 

no longer present, while of course there were a 
number in the pauper’s section that had not 
been present in 1940. The information in 
Appendix 2 and Figure 18 is more complete; 
whether it is more accurate is difficult to 
determine. 
 
Mount Hope Cemetery 
 
 As City Cemetery continued to fill, the 
situation, especially for Raleigh’s African 
American population, became ever more a 
concern. An 1871 news article explained, “the 
ground allotted to the graves of persons of color 
in the City Cemetery is all taken up. The Sexton . 
. . in digging graves in that part of the grounds 
unavoidably enters graves of persons who have 
been buried long ago” (“Cemetery for Colored 

People,” Raleigh, NC Daily 
Telegram, April 4, 1871, pg. 3). As 
a result, the city’s Board of 
Commissioners initially 
purchased a tract from the N.C. 
Land Company. This parcel 
bordered the Federal Cemetery 
and was formerly known as 
“Kingsland.” We have not 
determined the history of this 
purchase, but it was apparently 
found unsatisfactory and was 
never used for a cemetery. 
 
 Instead, just a month 
later three prominent African 
American citizens, “Messrs. 
Lougee,  [Norfleet]  Dunston  
and  Prairie”  were appointed as 
a committee  to  identify  and  
acquire land for the cemetery 
(Raleigh, NC Daily Telegram, 
May 17, 1871, pg. 2). The City of 
Raleigh purchased 11½ acres 
that became the historic core of 
Mount Hope on January 16, 1872 
(Wake County Register of 
Deeds, DB 34, pg. 122). The 
property, acquired for $1,920.83, 

was  described  as,  “south of the City of Raleigh,  

 
Figure 17. Sketch plan of the reinterment of the Howle family in 

the O’Rorke Cemetery – what was by that time reserved 
for paupers. 
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near Tucker’s Mill, on the Fayetteville road.” 
The sellers were Joseph H. Barham and Nicholas 
B. Barham. Since Nicholas was not yet of legal 
age, the title was perfected by a second deed 
dated May 1, 1872 (Wake County Register of 
Deeds, DB 34, pg. 249). 
 
 It wasn’t, however, until the summer of 
1874 that the cemetery began construction. The 
Sentinel reported that the “colored Masons and 
Odd Fellows . . . will lay the cornerstone of the 
memorial monument, in the colored cemetery, at 
the extremity of Fayetteville street, on the fourth 
of July” (“Laying the Corner Stone,” Raleigh, 
NC Sentinel (daily), July 2, 1874, pg. 1). We have 
found no other reference to this memorial and 
do not know what might have become of it. 
 
 For the next several decades relatively 
little is known about activities at the cemetery. 
We have, for example, been unable to determine 
how the cemetery was planned or who did the 
actual construction. Nor have we identified any 
records concerning burials that took place 
during these early years. Newspaper accounts, 
however, reveal that by 1883 a new wire fence 
was placed around the cemetery (Raleigh, NC 
News and Observer, August 17, 1883, pg. 4 and 
October 21, 1883).  
 
 We also have identified the deed for 
Norfleet Dunston for “a parcel of land in Mount 
Hope Cemetery . . . a part of Division IB, Lot 40” 
encompassing 300 square feet. It was sold by the 
city for $1 (Wake County Register of Deeds, DB 
91, pg. 211). 
 
 In 1895 the City of Raleigh expanded 
southward, taking in both Mount Hope and the 
Federal Cemetery (Raleigh Board of Aldermen 
Minutes, December 2, 1892, pg. 179). Of 
particular interest in the September 3, 1897 
account in these minutes that lumber was being 
hauled and repairs were being made to the 
dwelling house at Mount Hope. This indicates 
that at some point the city apparently retained a 
sexton to care for Mount Hope, providing the 
individual with a house on the property. This is 

an area deserving of additional research. The 
aldermen also reported that walks were being 
laid off and graded in Mount Hope. Whether 
this was part of new development or simply 
refurbishing existing property is not known.  
 
 An interesting early twentieth century 
account is provided of the one vault or 
mausoleum present at Mount Hope:  
 

W.H. Matthews, the well-to-do 
and much respected colored 
contractor died last June, he was 
placed in a glass casket, in 
accordance with his special 
request, and kept out until a 
vault could be built for his 
reception, also at his expressed 
wish. 
 
The vault is now about 
completed at Mt. Hope 
Cemetery. It has been built by 
W.J. Matthews, of Chicago, a 
son of the dead man. 
 
As this is the only private vault 
built by a colored man in the 
State, and is, therefore of 
considerable interest, a News 
and Observer man went to the 
cemetery yesterday morning to 
see it. 
 
The vault is a massive and 
solid-looking structure, made of 
stone and Portland cement. Its 
dimensions are 12 by 16 feet 
and 10½ feet high between 
joints. The material used was 
collected by Matthews during 
the last twenty-five years. There 
is stone from nearly every 
quarry in North Carolina. The 
vault is arranged for two stories, 
and will hold about thirty-six 
bodies. 
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On the front over the iron door, 
is this inscription: “To the 
Memory of W.H. Matthews. 
Born April 17, 1828. Died June 
18, 1902.” 
 
The body will be placed in the 
vault tomorrow afternoon at 5 
o’clock. It has been at Mr. John 
Brown’s Undertaking 
Establishment ever since the 
funeral. The embalming was 
very successfully done, and the 
old man looked perfectly 
natural yesterday, as he lay in 
the glass casket. 
 
The casket was quite a curiosity 
at the time of the funeral. The 
frame work is of cedar, but the 
entire top and sides are of glass 
(“Matthews’ Vault – The Only 
Private Tomb Built By A 
Colored Man in the State,” 
Raleigh, NC News and Observer, 
August 5, 1902, pg. 5).  

 
 By 1912 the situation for Raleigh’s black 
citizens had again become troubling. The 
December 6, 1912 Aldermen’s Minutes reported,  
 

We find that all of the space in 
Mount Hope Cemetery has been 
so fully taken up that no further 
sales of lots can be made. In fact, 
we find in a good many 
instances, that graves have been 
dug upon space already 
occupied, bringing to the 
surface remains of former 
burials. 

 
The Aldermen recommended that the need was 
so great that the City should donate a part of the 
“City Farm beyond Walnut Creek, including a 
knoll” to expand the cemetery. They also 
recommended that the cemetery be placed in the 
hands of a board of trustees “composed of five 

representative colored men of the City who shall 
serve without pay.” These trustees, while 
supposedly having control of the cemetery, 
would still report to the all white Board of 
Aldermen, who would have “general 
oversight.” 
 
 Although this plan for expansion and 
the greater involvement of the city’s black 
citizens was reported in the following day’s 
newspaper (“New Colored Cemetery,” Raleigh, 
NC Raleigh Times, December 7, 1912, pg. 7), the 
cemetery was never created and, instead, 
additional land was acquired to expand the 
boundaries of the existing Mount Hope. We 
have not, however, identified the deed for this 
expansion. 
 
 In 1914 there is a curious transaction in 
which Cary K. Durfey, Exector to Capital 
Insurance and Realty Company acquired 2.9 
acres “adjoining Mount Hope cemetery, and 
part of the tract of land known as the Tucker 
Rocky Branch tract” (Wake County Register of 
Deeds, DB 283, pg. 386). This land was platted 
and Durfey began selling cemetery plots under 
the name of Capital Insurance and Realty 
Company, with lots costing around $4. The last 
entry we have been able to identify was sold in 
April 1923 (Wake County Register of Deeds, DB 
795, pg. 379). Although relatively few deeds 
were actually recorded, we suspect this parcel 
was entirely sold; it would eventually become 
known as the Durfey Section of Mount Hope, 
situated along the north edge of the property 
(Figure 19).  
 
 There is another long gap in the records 
for  Mount  Hope  until,  in December 1926, W.S. 
and Alma Murchison, Leon S. and Callie H. 
Brassfield,  Daniel  Allen,  and R.W.  Winston, Jr. 
sold their interest in 15 acres to the city for $100 
(Wake County Register of Deeds, DB 507, pg. 
286). Although no survey has been identified 
using the meets and bounds provided by the 
deed, we learn that the parcel encompassed the 
southern and western sides of the original 
Mount Hope (and is today called the “Backside” 



STRATEGIC PLAN FOR RALEIGH’S HISTORIC CEMETERIES
 

 

 34
 

      

 
      Fi

gu
re

 1
9.

 A
dd

iti
on

 to
 M

ou
nt

 H
op

e 
by

 C
ar

y 
K

. D
ur

fe
y,

 E
xe

ct
or

 to
 C

ap
ita

l I
ns

ur
an

ce
 a

nd
 R

ea
lty

 C
om

pa
ny

(W
ak

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
Re

gi
st

er
 o

f 
D

ee
ds

, D
B 

28
3,

 p
g.

 3
86

). 



HISTORIC SYNOPSIS OF THE THREE CEMETERIES 
 

 

 35

lots). This is significant since it reveals that the 
portion of the property along Prospect Road, 
including the cemetery gates, post-date the 
acquisition of the property in 1926. 
 
 We have been unable to document 
activities during the 1930s through 1960s with 
the exception of an expansion to the cemetery 
that occurred in 1945 (known as the “Pipeline 
Section”) and again in 1947 (known as the 
Upper Flats Section”) (Danny Morgan, personal 
communication 2007). In 1956 another section, 
today known as the “Flats,” was opened. In 
1976, probably associated with the rehabilitation 
efforts at City Cemetery, work was conducted at 
Mount Hope to remove dead trees, remove 
weeds that had overgrown many of the graves, 
and fill sunken graves. The city also built a new 
maintenance building and office, which is still in 
use (Wood 1976). By 1977 Raleigh’s mayor, Jyles 
J. Coggins, urged the city to remove the 
discriminatory (and illegal) clause in Mount 
Hope deeds specifying that burials were 
restricted to “colored persons.”  
 
 The Durfey property at Mount Hope 
became an issue in 1982. At the City Council 
meeting of September 7, 1982, the minutes 
reveal that the mayor announced “an extensive 
record search” revealed that the city actually 
owned the property to the north of the part of 
Mount Hope that it had been maintaining. He 
explained that, “until recently it was thought 
that the additional property was a privately 
owned cemetery.” As a result the city 
appropriated funds to be used for the clearing of 
brush and cleanup of this area. 
 
 We have been unable to identify the 
records alluded to by the city where the city 
acquired this property from either Capital 
Insurance and Realty Company or Cary K. 
Durfey. It seems likely that Durfey was selling 
the property with no promise of perpetual care 
and, when sales were no longer profitable the 
land was simply abandoned. 
 

 In 1983 the NC Department of 
Transportation undertook some type of road 
project (Project 8.2433101) in the area of Mount 
Hope that resulted in the disinterment of at least 
14 individuals (Raleigh, NC News and Observer, 
May 25, 1983, pg. 4C). Although the individuals 
were reinterred elsewhere in Mount Hope, we 
have not been able to identify additional 
information concerning this undertaking. 
 
 By June of 1989, Mount Hope had once 
again run out of space. This time the city chose 
to use a 2.33 acre parcel at the intersection of 
Fayetteville and Prospect streets that had been 
used as a parking lot for city vehicles (“Council 
Expands Cemetery,” Raleigh, NC Raleigh Times, 
June 7, 1988, pg. 1D). The newspaper account 
also explained that since 1963, the council had 
maintained that it would abandon the cemetery 
business once the existing cemetery was filled. 
Not only did council reverse its long-standing 
intention, but at the request of Councilman 
Ralph Campbell, Jr. to make the plots even less 
expensive, council agreed to charge $300 per 
plot, $80 less than the least expensive private 
plot in the Raleigh area. Curiously, Campbell 
argued that the city would make a profit selling 
the plots for $277,000. Council member Mary 
Waton Nooe, however, was more grounded in 
reality when she observed, “We’re not going to 
see any net profit on this because we’re going to 
have to maintain it.”  
 
 A later article suggests that the 
motivating force behind this decision was 
pressure being brought by “several undertakers 
serving predominantly black southeast Raleigh” 
(Bailey 1988). The expansion, however, required 
nearly three years to be completed (at a cost of 
about $67,000) (Gordinier 1990).  
 

In the 1990s there were several problem 
burials – individuals buried in the wrong plots. 
It is likely these are documented because the 
paper trail dramatically improved during this 
period – there were probably earlier instances 
that are simply not recorded. 
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 One involved the Ellis/Burch plot 
where Elizabeth Williams had been incorrectly 
buried years before. This required the 
disinterment of Williams and her reburial 
elsewhere in the cemetery. Another instance 
occurred when the York family was concerned 
that Kathleen York Jeffries was buried in the 
incorrect location and requested her removal. 
The resolution of that case is not clear from the 
available records.  
 

Complicating the situation was the 
occasional need to relocate lots because of the 
heavy concentration of rock in some areas of 
Mount Hope (Memo from Danny F. Morgan 
dated September 4, 2002 to file). Coupled with 
the less than detailed records and maps, it is 
likely that other problems exist. 
 
 In June 1996 the Rev. G.L. Edmond of 
the St. Paul A.M.E. Church wrote to the city 
council to complain about the conditions at 
Mount Hope. He noted that “Mt. Hope 
Cemetery appears to be the least cared for of the 
three city operated cemeteries” and made four 
specific requests: that the entrance be repaved 
and widened, that the other roads in the 
cemetery be widened and re-paved, that all 
ditches and holes be filled in, and that all 
sections of the cemetery be reseeded. 
 
 The city explained that no roads could 
be widened because graves were immediately 
adjacent to the narrow carriageways. Likewise, 
any modification of the entrance would require 
the removal of the historic entrance and gates. 
The ditches in the cemetery were necessary to 
drain storm water. Although the staff had 
attempted to reseed graves, the absence of water 
lines in the cemetery made the effort difficult 
and usually unsuccessful (Memo from Gene 
Tomlinson to Jack Duncan, dated July 24, 1996). 
The roads were another issue, with the city 
concurring that work was necessary and 
possible (Eisley 1996, Jones 1996a). 
 
 This work was, however, delayed by the 
September 1996 damage of Hurricane Fran. As a 

result, the city contracted for an assessment. 
While focusing largely on City Cemetery, some 
damage at Mount Hope was noted, largely 
involving downed trees and toppled stones 
(Jones 1996b; Eichenberger 1997). The 
archaeological study recommended by 
Eichenberger’s February report was not, 
however, conducted until August, by which 
time much erosion had occurred and relatively 
few remains were still identifiable. In Mount 
Hope only one treefall produced remains 
(Hargrove 1997). The hurricane did result in the 
State Historic Preservation Office determining 
that Mount Hope Cemetery was eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places (letter from David Brock, SHPO to Glen 
Woodard, FEMA, dated July 17, 1997). 
 

The following year this same road issue, 
along with others, was raised by Sioux Taylor in 
a letter to then Mayor Thomas Fetzer. Other 
concerns included fallen trees (still present from 
Fran, nearly a year earlier), a lack of a 
computerized data base, inadequate signage, 
and a lack of landscaping. 
 
 The trees, by this time, were in the 
process of being removed. The cemetery 
maintenance staff, however, resisted efforts at 
landscaping since any additional vegetation 
would tax an already near the breaking point 
maintenance situation.  
 
 In 2004 there was an additional 
investigation of Mount Hope as a result of 
efforts by the NC Department of Transportation 
to widen Fayetteville Road (Seibel and Turco 
2004). Although no burials were identified 
immediately adjacent to Fayetteville Road, the 
cemetery was recommended eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register under 
criterion A (historic events) and C (distinctive 
characteristics).  
 
Recommendations 
 
While the histories provided here are the first 
detailed information available concerning the 



STRATEGIC PLAN FOR RALEIGH’S HISTORIC CEMETERIES
 

 

 38

three city cemeteries, there is much still to be 
learned. 
 
For City Cemetery: 

• Identify the legislation or 
Commissioners’ order for the three 
divisions of City Cemetery; 

• Identify the property transactions that 
result in City Cemetery achieving its 
current acreage;  

• Document the pre-1864 sexton’s house 
at City Cemetery;  

• Document the ca. 1890 fire that might 
have destroyed the records for the 
cemetery;  

• Explore funerary customs of the 
African Americans using City 
Cemetery; and 

• Use obituaries to obtain a fuller 
account of burials at the cemetery. 

For O’Rorke Cemetery: 
• Research the disposal of the Battle 

property added to O’Rorke Cemetery 
in 1876;  

• Examine obituaries and the archives of 
the Catholic Church to identify 
individuals buried in O’Rorke;  

• Use death certificates to identify others 
who might have been buried in 
O’Rorke Cemetery (probably 
identified as the pauper’s cemetery, 
Tarboro Road Cemetery, or Catholic 
Cemetery); 

For Mount Hope Cemetery: 
• Determine why the original purchase 

of lands from the NC Land Company 
in April 1871 were not used for the new 
African American cemetery;  

• Obtain a complete title search of the 
various additions to Mount Hope;  

• Attempt to determine more about the 
“memorial monument” erected at 
Mount Hope;  

• Document the location of the sexton’s 
house at Mount Hope and when it was 
used;  

• Expand on the research concerning 
Durfey and the Capital Insurance and 
Realty Company for Mount Hope;  

• Determine when the various pathways 
and roads were abandoned;  

• Use obituaries and death certificates to 
identify others buried at this cemetery; 
and 

• Document activities at Mount Hope 
between 1930 and 1960.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

ROAD AND PEDESTRIAN ISSUES 
 

Circulation 
 
 Vehicular circulation is an issue at only 
City and Mount Hope cemeteries. There are no 
roadways in O’Rorke, nor are any needed given 
that the cemetery is inactive and no longer 
receiving burials. 
 

City Cemetery 
 
 As previously mentioned, City 
Cemetery has four gates: two on East Street, and 
one each on Hargett and 
New Bern. All are 
typically open. Of these 
the New Bern entrance is 
the most recent, certainly 
post-dating 1869 (Raleigh, 
NC Daily Sentinel, May 25, 
1869, pg. 3). The other 
entrances likely date from 
the original layout of the 
cemetery and there is 
some indication that the 
more northern East Street 
entrance may have 
extended Morson through 
the cemetery (or along its 
edge). It is, however, the 
more southern entrance 
off East Street that has 
been considered the 
“main” entrance. It would 
have represented the central entrance when the 
grave yard was originally laid out as 4 acres. 
Regardless, all of the roadways, at this time, are 
considered historic. 
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 Given the number of entrances, the focal 
point of a “main” entrance is diluted. In 
addition, this entrance off East Street is not 
particularly dramatic or otherwise distinguished 
from the others (Figure 21). On-street parking 

can detract from the entrance, as well as make 
entry more difficult. The entrance is further 
compromised by the topping of the street trees 
by the utility company. This has resulted in 
disfigurement of the trees and the loss of the 
trees’ natural shape. 
 
 East Street, however, is the least busy, 
allowing the safest entrance into the very 
narrow roadways of the cemetery. New Bern is 
a one-way (east bound) street and traffic flow 
makes entrances or exits difficult.  

 

 
Figure 21. East Street entrance to City Cemetery. 

Once in the cemetery vehicular 
circulation is constrained by the narrow (ca. 10 
foot) drives and sharp, 90° turns. This makes 
negotiation of the drives difficult. There are no 
bollards to protect monuments or fences at the 
corners, nor is there signage regarding 
appropriate speed limits. The condition of the 
roads, however, does naturally limit speed and 
this may be effective.  
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In addition, during my assessment the 
only vehicles in the cemetery I observed were 
the Parks and Recreation maintenance trucks. It 
was clearly difficult for these vehicles (as it was 
for my Ford Explorer) to make the sharp turns 
and special care was necessary to prevent 
damage to adjacent monuments. 
 

Mount Hope 
 
 Mount Hope has one formal entrance at 
the middle of the Fayetteville Street side. 
Although it seems unlikely that this gate and its 
stone columns are original to the cemetery, they 
are clearly historic and should be carefully 

preserved (Figure 22). 
 
 This entrance is easily identified and the 
roadway is designed to provide for reasonably 
easy access, even for hearses or other large 
vehicles. Fayetteville Road is relative quiet and 
does not appear, during most times, to have 
traffic that would hinder entrance or exit. 
 
 There are two other entrances/exits. 
One is at the north end of the cemetery onto 
Fayetteville Road. This entrance is non-descript 

and could easily be overlooked. It is dominated 
by two maintenance buildings, now used for 
storage. The other is through the Parks and 
Recreation maintenance yard and office area on 
Prospect Street into the new part of the 
cemetery. This entrance is not likely to be used 
by the public since it does require passing 
through the heavy equipment in the 
maintenance yard. Both, however, are entirely 
serviceable and provide alternate routes into 
and out of the cemetery. 
 
The Roadways 
 
 O’Rorke evidences no prepared 

roadway other than at 
the double-gate 
entrance off Pender 
Street. Thus, roadway 
issues will be discussed 
only for City Cemetery 
and Mount Hope. 
 

City Cemetery 
 
 All of the 
roadways in City 
Cemetery appear to be 
identical. They are 
about 10-feet in width, 
slightly crowned, and 
paved with a central 
zone of gravel in 
concrete. There are 
granite curbs and, along 
the curbs and forming 
gutters, are granite 

paving blocks. 

 
Figure 22. Main entrance into Mount Hope Cemetery off Fayetteville Street 

looking west. 

 
 The date of this roadway design is 
uncertain, although we do know that by 1899-
1900 the drives were being “curbed and 
macadamized.” While the macadam has been 
replaced, the granite block drains and granite 
curbs are largely preserved. Thus, while the 
roadway is clearly deficient for modern vehicles, 
it represents historic fabric and should be 
carefully preserved. 
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 Repairs of this roadway have, 
unfortunately, been careless and represent poor 
workmanship. Figure 23 illustrates 
an inappropriate repair of this 
historic fabric. 
 
 It appears that the road 
foundation began to collapse. This 
might be related to a grave that is 
partially under the road or to a 
weak area in the base material. The 
dip in the gutter area resulted in 
loss of granite blocks. The 
appropriate repair would have 
involved the removal of the granite 
blocks for the entire dipped area, 
repair of the foundation, and then 
replacement of the blocks, 
identifying new blocks for those 
lost or damaged. Instead, the hole 
was filled using concrete. This 
failed to resolve the original problem, damaged 
the historic fabric (concrete is very difficult to 
remove from stone), and damaged the aesthetics 
of the roadway. 
 
 Figure 24 illustrates another problem 
with the existing roadway. For some reason a 

section of granite curbing is 
missing. This requires 
replacement, using 
rusticated granite curbing to 
match the original. 
Following a review of the 
draft report, the city has 
contracted for the curb to be 
replaced. This is good since 
it helps restore the original 
appearance of the roadway. 
 
 Failure to maintain 
this historic roadway will 
result in significant damage 
and much greater repair 
costs than necessary. Given 
the low use of the roadways, 
with minimal maintenance 
these roads will survive an 

additional 50 years or longer. 

 
Figure 23. Inappropriate repair of damaged granite blocks using 

concrete. 

 

 

Figure 24. Loss of granite curbing. This requires replacement in 
order to prevent additional damage and cost. 

Mount Hope 
 
 The Mount Hope roads – all asphalt or 
asphalt concrete – were repaved in 1997. We do 
not know the depth or condition of the base 
material, although we believe that an overlay 
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treatment may have been used. The typical life 
expectancy for this repair technique is up to 15 
years (it has been 10 years since the work was 
done).  
 

The wear coat on many roads appears to 
be in good condition. There are, however, 
several areas where the wear coat is cracked and 
deteriorating (Figure 25). Cracks such as these 
allow water to get into the roadway base and 
subgrade, resulting in pavement breakup and 
potholes. The cracks we observed in Mount 
Hope Cemetery roads appear to be good 
candidates for filling or sealing. This is a job that 

likely can be performed at little cost by the 
City’s own roads department.  
 
 Two of the most critical issues affecting 
the treatment of cracks are the cleaning and 
drying of the cracks, as well as the preparation 
and application of the chosen material. Cold 
temperatures, soil, and moisture can prevent 
proper adhesion between the sides of the crack 
and the sealing material. Therefore, the use of 
hot compressed air followed by a heat lance is 
often recommended – and would be appropriate 
for the Mount Hope paving.  
 

 A 1999 study by the Federal Highway 
Administration, though based on much heavier 
traffic than Mount Hope’s roads see, found that 
several techniques provide good, long-term 
performance. The city should consider an 
asphalt rubber or rubberized asphalt used as 
either a flush-fill or overband configuration 
(Federal Highway Administration 1999). 
 
 We understand that the Parks and 
Recreation Department has requested funding 
for asphalt replacement in the 2012-2013 budget. 
 
 Roadways in the cemetery are about 10 
to 12 feet in width (those in the newer sections 
are the widest). With the average car or pickup 
ranging from 5.5 to 6.5 feet wide and heavy 
vehicles about 7 feet wide, these roads must be 
considered essentially one-way. Vehicles may 
pass one another, but it requires both to pull 
onto the road shoulder, which is often non-
existent because of nearby graves. 

 
Figure 25. Deterioration of the Mount Hope 

roads through cracking. 

 
 Nevertheless, any effort to widen the 
roads would dramatically alter the character of 
the cemetery. The work would require the 
removal of large number of graves, significant 
grading, and create ribbons of asphalt that are 
out of place in this lawn park cemetery. We 
recommend that the existing roads be 
maintained, but otherwise not altered. 
 
Drainage 
 

City Cemetery 
 
 The roadways in this cemetery, as 
previously mentioned, have granite block 
gutters, although the grade may be insufficient 
to remove the water from the gutters into the 
main streets. I was not present during a period 
of heavy rainfall, so I am not certain how the 
roads drain the accumulated water.  
 

I did, however, observe at least one 
catch   basin  drain  on  the northern edge of the 
cemetery at New Bern. The drain, however, was 
entirely clogged with leaves and soil. There may 
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be additional drains in the cemetery, although 
this was the only one I observed.  

 
I understand that subsequent to our 

study, the City has cleaned these drains and an 
effort is being made to examine the drain lines. 
The drains and drain lines should be placed on a 
preventative maintenance schedule. 
 

Mount Hope 
 
 Mount Hope roads are very 
slightly crowned. In some areas there is a 
ditch along one or both sides of the 
roads. In the best circumstances these 
ditches are grassed and well maintained. 
There are, however, some areas where 
maximizing the number of graves 
resulted in steep slopes and erosion. 
Various efforts to control this erosion can 
be seen in the cemetery, including mulch 
and timbers. The best approach, 
however, is the use of rip rap (Figure 28). 
This not only effectively controls the low 
velocity run-off, but it beautifully blends 
into the topography and adds to the 
attractiveness of the cemetery. I am told 
that this work was done by Park and 
Recreation crews at little cost to the city 
using readily available materials. 
 

We recommend that where additional 
road side erosion control is necessary that rip 

rap be exclusively used. Areas where 
mulch or landscape timbers have been 
used should be converted to rip rap. We 
understand the concern with cleaning up 
vegetation, especially sweetgum, in these 
areas. However, the use of blowers 
combined with a gradual replacement of 
sweetgum with more appropriate trees 
will resolve these concerns. 

 
Figure 26. Clogged drain at the north edge of city 

cemetery. 

 
Mount Hope also has areas of 

open and closed drains at the western 
edge of the cemetery. These detract from 
the ambience of the cemetery. The 
concrete culvert drains may be 
camouflaged through the use of rip rap 
or they may be made subterranean.  
 

Pedestrian Access and Sidewalks 
 
 There are no sidewalks in any of the 
cemeteries. There were walkways installed in 
Mount Hope, but they have long ago 
disappeared. There were also apparently 
walkways in City Cemetery, but they too are no 

longer present. 

 
Figure 27. Typical grass ditch along a Mount Hope road. 

This is well maintained and blends with the 
landscape. 
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Figure 28. Erosion in Mount Hope. Top photograph shows an area of erosion. Areas have landscape 

timbers or mulch being used for control. Bottom photograph shows excellent use of granite 
rip rap to control erosion. This approach should be expanded throughout the cemetery.  
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 While the establishment of walkways 
could be justified as historically appropriate, 
they do not seem necessary given the limited 
pedestrian activity in these cemeteries. In 
addition, the creation of pathways would likely 
be disruptive to the graves and landscaping that 
is now in place. 
 
 Pathways are an issue that must be 
considered in conjunction with any effort to 
increase tourism at either property, but 
especially at Mount Hope where, because of the 
steep slopes, there is a possibility for lawn 
damage, erosion, and creation of compacted 
pathways. Efforts should be made to avoid these 
concerns by funneling pedestrian traffic along 
roadways and areas of more gradual slopes. 

Should pathways be considered, it will be 
necessary to combine their engineering with 
archaeological studies and careful consideration 
of the materials to be used. 

 
Figure 29. Unattractive open drain in Mount 

Hope. This could be improved through 
the addition of rip rap. 

 
Universal Access 
 

The ADA or the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 is generally not interpreted to apply to 
cemeteries by the Department of Justice. Efforts 
to make Mount Hope accessible would be 
extremely difficult given the steep slopes and 
nature of the topography. While City Cemetery 
presents fewer challenges, extensive changes to 
historic fabric, such as numerous curb cuts, 
would be necessary and these would 
significantly change the appearance of the 
cemetery (and would necessitate – and limit the 
nature of – pathways).  

 
We believe that reasonable 

accommodation for tourists can be provided by 
having photographs and other information on-
line. However, Parks and Recreation should be 
able to provide assistance to handicapped 
relatives wishing to visit a grave of their family. 
Staff providing assistance should be trained in 
working with those having disabilities.  

 
Other cities have approached the issue 

by providing staff escorts and erecting signs 
indicating that assistance would be provided 
with appropriate notice (Woodland Hills and 
Pacific Grove, CA; Missoula, MT). This is also an 
issue with prvate cemeteries, as evidenced by a 
recent ADA workshop discussing access issues 
related to existing cemetery grounds at the 
Cemetery and Mortuary Association of 
California. 

 
Inappropriate Pathways 
 
 During this assessment we noted only 
one inappropriate cut-through with landscape 
damage (Figure 30). This one example was 
found running off Prospect Street northeast into 
the cemetery.  
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 The City should identify inappropriate 
pathways and take immediate action to prevent 
landscape damage. A typical approach is the 
installation of signage asking citizens not to 
damage the plantings and immediately 
replanting the worn grass. This direct 
confrontation – through signage and replanting 
– is usually adequate to control the process. If it 
does not work, we recommend selecting 
plantings, such as yucca, osage orange (although 
a tree, they can be planted close together and 
pruned to promote an almost invincible hedge), 
or hollies that will deter pedestrian access. 

 
Figure 30. Beginning of an inappropriate 

pedestrian pathway through Mount 
Hope. 

No change in the circulation patterns of either 
City Cemetery or Mount Hope is 
recommended. The historic patterns should be 
maintained and are adequate for safety and 
convenience of the low usage. 
 
The roads in City Cemetery exhibit damage 
and inappropriate repairs. It is important that 
granite curbing be replaced where missing and 
that the granite block gutters be repaired using 
compatible materials. Modern road repair 
techniques based on concrete and asphalt 
should be avoided. 
 
The Mount Hope roads are generally in 
satisfactory condition, although several areas 
of premature cracking and erosion were 
identified. These should be repaired by the 
City. Asphalt rubber or rubberized asphalt 
used as either a flush-fill or overband 
configuration should be considered. 
 
Any effort to widen  roads in either cemetery 
will result in significant damage to the context 
and integrity of the cemetery. The existing 
roads should therefore not be modified. 
 
All catch basins and drains in both City 
Cemetery and Mount Hope should be cleaned 
and repaired as needed. Open drains in Mount 
Hope Cemetery should be camouflaged using 
rip rap. 
 
Areas of erosion along the Mount Hope 
roadsides should be stabilized using rip rap.  
 
In general we recommend that pathways at all 
cemeteries be avoided. Efforts to locate them 
would be difficult and their addition to the 
landscape would be costly.  
  
While cemeteries are exempt from ADA 
requirements, the city should seek ways to 
ensure that families with disabilities have 
access to the graves of their loved ones. 

Recommendations 
 
Bollards should be judiciously placed in City 
Cemetery to protect monuments and fences at 
the sharp turns. These bollards should blend 
with the fabric of the cemetery; possible 
examples include granite or 6x6 wood posts.  
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LIGHTING AND SECURITY ISSUES 
 

Vandalism 
 
 It is reported that both City Cemetery 
and Mount Hope have had episodes of 
vandalism. Examination of O’Rorke or Catholic 
Cemetery suggests that stones there have also 
been vandalized in the past. Activities at City 
Cemetery, however, appear to be the most 
serious and on-going.  
 
 Using 2005 FBI crime data supplied by 
local law enforcement, Raleigh’s overall crime 
index is lower than the national average (4,390.2 
per 100,000 compared to the national average of 
4,627.9). Violent crimes, however, are higher 
than the national average (617.6 per 100,000 
compared to 554.4). On the other hand, property 
crimes are lower (3,772.5 per 100,000 compared 
to 4,073.5).  
 
 Looking specifically at a 0.5 mile 
surrounding each cemetery, the crime data 
reveal relative high rates of such property 
crimes as vandalism (with 289 cases reported in 
2006). Drugs are another significant problem in 
all three areas (812 cases in 2006). Simple assault 
rates are high (418 cases in 2006), as are larceny 
reports (459 in 2006). Half of the offence 
categories are either stable or have increased 
between 2005 and 2006. 
 

City Cemetery 
 

Vandalism at this cemetery was noted in 
the news at least as early as the 1960s – thus the 
problem is certainly not a new phenomenon. 
Table 2 provides a list of recent problems. These 
range from toppled stones to broken stones to 
fence damage. The cost of repairs by a 
conservator who subscribes to the AIC Code of 
Ethics and Standards of Practice would range 
from about $100 for resetting to $800 for an 
average repair to $4,000 for fence repairs. Thus it 

is likely that some damage amounts to simple 
misdemeanors, while some damages could 
easily rise to the level of a felony.  

 
Several issues stand out among the 

numerous reports originating from City 
Cemetery. A critical issue is the manner in 
which the damages are reported and then 
handled.  

 
There is no form designed for the 

reporting of cemetery-specific vandalism. There 
is a generic form intended for the type of 
vandalism and damage routinely encountered in 
a park setting. The vandalism in cemeteries is 
very different. In a park vandalism amounts to 
dollar damage and a loss of public enjoyment of 
facilities. In a historic cemetery vandalism 
amounts to loss of historic fabric. In addition, 
routine park vandalism can often be repaired by 
in-house crews or the items can be replaced. In a 
historic cemetery, neither approach is typically 
feasible (although in-house crews should be 
trained to perform simple resets). Thus, it is 
critical that Parks and Recreation develop a form 
specific to the tracking of damage in the city 
cemeteries. This form should add several items 
to the existing form: 
 

 What was damaged, with specific 
information concerning each stone, 
including the name and lot/plot? 

 
 How was the stone damaged (toppled, 

broken into ? fragments, scratched, 
etc.)? 

 
 Where is the stone now (was the broken 

stone gathered up for storage, if so, 
where is it stored)? 
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 An estimate of when the damage 
occurred. This should routinely include 
the last time the stone was known to be 
undamaged. 

 
 An estimate – from a conservator – of 

the extent of the damage and cost for 
repair.  

 
 A photograph of the damaged stone. 

 
 When police were notified. 

 
 When police responded and took a 

report. 
 

 The outcome of the police investigation. 
 

It is critical that Parks and Recreation 
report each and every case of vandalism, 
regardless of extent, to the police. Parks and 
Recreation should also work with the police to 
educate them concerning the historical value of 
these stones and the financial cost of the damage 
to ensure that the police take the reports 
seriously. If the damage is recent, the police 
should be expected to assign crime scene 
investigators to collect evidence. This evidence 
may include shoe prints in soil or on stones, 
discarded beverage containers with finger 
prints, collection of evidence such as cigarettes, 
and collection of any eye witness accounts. The 
police should be expected to assign an 
investigator and this investigator should be 
expected to treat this as a real crime deserving of 
real investigatory efforts. Failure to do so will 
result in continued vandalism and the eventual 
loss of so much historic fabric that the cemetery 
will no longer be worthy of historical 
recognition. 
 
 Another issue which stands out is the 
infrequency that Parks and Recreation staff are 
able to visit City Cemetery and the short 
duration they are on-site. This is, of course, the 
result of inadequate staffing. The city must 
recognize that additional visible staff will result 
in a reduction of vandalism. 

 Perhaps the most critical issue, however, 
is that the cemetery receives, as near as we can 
determine, virtually no routine police patrols. 
Without periodic patrols – either police in 
cruisers, on bicycles, or on foot  moving through 
the cemetery – there is relatively little hope of 
stemming the vandalism being seen in the 
cemetery. 
 
 Parks and Recreation – along with 
friends groups – should have meetings with the 
police and city council to ensure that City 
Cemetery is placed on routine patrols. This does 
not mean that once a week an officer rides by, 
but rather than every night at a different hour, 
the police make their presence known by 
driving through the cemetery, examining the 
area using their spotlight. The police should 
even periodically sit in the cemetery, perhaps 
doing their paper work. It is only through this 
consistent presence that vandalism will be 
reduced.  

 
O’Rorke Cemetery 

 
 Although vandalism appears to have 
occurred in the past, we found little evidence 
during this visit. That, however, may be the 
result of there being little left in the cemetery to 
damage.  
 
 Comments concerning reporting 
procedures are equally appropriate for this 
cemetery. 
 
 Because this property is small and 
largely open, the police should be able to easily 
determine if there are individuals present. This, 
however, requires that the police take the effort 
to specifically look at the lot. 

 
Mount Hope 

 
 We are told that vandalism has occurred 
here and there are certainly stones damaged in a 
manner that would support this contention. We 
did not, however, identify any recent damage. 
The reduced level here is almost certainly the 
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result of the city staff spending much time on 
the property and providing a visible presence. 
 
 Nevertheless, comments concerning 
reporting procedures are equally appropriate for 
this cemetery. Likewise, the police should be 
asked to periodically patrol through this 
cemetery (the frequency probably need not be as 
great as at City Cemetery).  
 
Neighborhood Involvement 
 
 In the case of City Cemetery and 
O’Rorke Cemetery there are neighbors in 
very close proximity to the properties. For 
example, those living on the west side of 
Monie Lane back up to City Cemetery. Fire 
Station 3 is situated at the northwest corner 
of City Cemetery on East Street. This station 
is staffed full time. These individuals should 
be contacted by Parks and Recreation staff 
and asked to help pay particular attention to 
the cemetery. They should be encouraged to 
dial 9-1-1 should they hear or see any 
unusual or suspicious activities in the 
cemeteries. This neighborhood involvement 
is a critical supplement to routine police 
patrols.  

 
Friends groups can perform a 

similar function. On weekends members can 
volunteer for specific days and drive 
through the cemeteries looking for any 
problems. They can also supplement police 
activity by making the effort to drive by – or 
even better, walk through – the cemeteries 
at night, perhaps on their way home from 
work or an evening out. 

 
Members of Friends groups can also 

become familiar with stones that are broken or 
damaged, helping to identify any evidence of 
new damage. This would assist Parks and 
Recreation in better identifying when problems 
occur. 

 
The key is to have public involvement 

keeping an eye on the various cemeteries. The 

unexpected public presence will, over time, 
assist in deterring inappropriate behaviors in the 
cemeteries. 

 
Cemetery Lighting 
 
 Lighting is sometimes seen as reducing 
vandalism. There are two problems with this 
approach. The first is that the Raleigh cemeteries 
would not have been lighted historically. Thus, 
the introduction of lighting detracts from the 
historical integrity of the properties, changing 
the historic fabric. The second problem is that 

lighting is only useful if there is someone 
guarding the property, using the lighting to 
identify problems. This is not the case in any of 
the Raleigh cemeteries.  

 
Figure 31. Location of city lighting around and within 

City Cemetery. 

 
 In addition, the cemetery hardest hit by 
vandalism – City Cemetery – has considerable 
lighting already. In fact, it has more lighting 
than I have observed at any other urban core 
historic cemetery. Figure 31 shows the location 
of city pressure sodium lamps surrounding and 
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within City Cemetery. Figure 32 reveals how 
unattractive and intrusive these lights and poles 
actually are. 
 
 Given the extent of vandalism at City 
Cemetery, it is clear that the security lighting 
already present is providing little protection. We 
do not recommend any additional lighting.  
 

In fact, as other procedures are put in 
place and the problem is dealt with through 
police patrols and citizen involvement, we urge 
the removal of the lights within City Cemetery. 
Those outside the cemetery may remain for the 
purpose lighting street areas. 

 
 

 

An Alternative to Lighting 

 
Figure 32. Example of inappropriate lighting 

in City Cemetery. Given the extent of 
vandalism, this lighting is serving 
little purpose. 

 
An alternative to generally ineffective 

lighting is the Flashcam by Q-Star Technology 
(http://www.qstartech.com). This self-
contained digital system is motion activated; a 
photograph is taken (a flash unit allows night 
photographs at 100 feet), and a customized 
recorded announcement is played. Units are 
solar powered, eliminating the need for 
electrical connections. Photographs are high 
resolution and time/dated stamped. Units can 
be downloaded wirelessly. Although not 
inexpensive (they are about $6,000), they are 
among the most affordable solutions for 
cemeteries facing on-going vandalism and theft 
problems. They are also be used by an 
increasing number of cities, including park 
departments, to deter vandalism. 
 
Hardening Targets 
 
 Thefts in cemeteries nationwide have 
dramatically increased. The reasons for this are 
two-fold. First, there is an increasing market for 
gates, urns, ironwork, and statuary – created by 
an increase in upscale garden design and 
individuals willing to pay large sums for 
original artwork. Second, there is less attention 
being paid to cemetery fixtures, largely the 
result of decreased maintenance budgets and 
fewer police patrols.  
 
 Each of the cemeteries bears evidence of 
previous loss of historic fabric. For example, the 
O’Rorke plot lacks its iron gate. Similar losses 
can be seen at City Cemetery. In spite of this, 
City Cemetery has a number of items that would 
be especially attractive to thieves, including 
fencing sections and remnant iron gates. 
Unfortunately, there has yet to be a complete 
photographic inventory of the cemetery – and 
this should be a critical first step since it 
provides documentation of what is in the 
cemetery. There is, however, more that can be 
done. 
  

http://www.qstartech.com/


LIGHTING AND SECURITY ISSUES 
 

 

 51
 

 
 

 
Figure 33. Fencing that invites theft and vandalism. The top photo shows an unsecured gate that 

could be stolen in minutes. The bottom photograph shows stacked fencing and a gate that are 
unsecured and could be easily stolen.  
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During this assessment we discovered 
that virtually all of the fence gates on individual 
plots were susceptible to theft since none were 
secured. It is a simple maintenance step to use 
woven stainless steel wire to secure gates to 
their hinge posts. This allows the gate to open 
and close, but makes it considerably more 
difficult to lift the gate off its hinges and steal it. 
The per gate cost is less than $20 and the time 
involved is about 15 minutes per gate. This is 

something that either the City or the Friends 
could easily accomplish in a single day. See the 
NPS article, http://crm.cr.nps.gov/archive/25-
02/25-2-15.pdf for additional information. 

 
Figure 34. Inappropriate use of the City 

Cemetery. 

 
 There are also fence sections stacked in 
some plots – these, too, make attractive targets 
of theft. They can be secured on-site or removed 
to a secure off-site storage facility prior to repair 
and reinstallation. 
 
Homelessness and Other Inappropriate Uses 
 
 Another problem, especially at City 
Cemetery, is the inappropriate use of the 
property     by     the     homeless.    The homeless 
population in Wake County is reported to have 
grown by at least 50% since 1993. While the City 
has joined with Wake County, Triangle United 
Way,   and   the   Wake  Continuum  of  Care,  to 
develop a 10-year plan, there nevertheless is still 
inappropriate use of the cemetery. During my 
brief visit I observed at least one instance 
(Figure 34). 
 
 This is another situation where a police 
presence and citizen patrols could make a 
difference. The Friends group would not be 
responsible for enforcement, only for observing 
problems and promptly reporting the problems 
to either Parks or Recreation (in the case of 
maintenance issues) or 9-1-1 (in the case of 
immediate problems). The Parks and Recreation 
staff should develop a standard means of 
dealing with vagrancy in the cemeteries and this 
should be implemented routinely and 
consistently. The Raleigh Municipal Code 
Section 2.14 prohibits vagrancy.  

 
Figure 35. The use of cemetery property for 

off-leash dog walking or runs 
should be prohibited by Parks and 
Recreation. 

 
 Another problem use of City Cemetery, 
reported by staff and observed during my visit 
(Figure 35) is the use of the facility as an off-
leash dog run. This is a problem for several 
reasons. First, it poses a hazard to the public 
who may visit the property for serene 
contemplation or who may be afraid of animals. 
Second, Raleigh has a leash law, which is being 
violated by this behavior (Raleigh Municipal 

http://crm.cr.nps.gov/archive/25-02/25-2-15.pdf
http://crm.cr.nps.gov/archive/25-02/25-2-15.pdf


LIGHTING AND SECURITY ISSUES 
 

 

 53

Code Section 12-3007). In addition, Raleigh 
Municipal Code Section 12-3011 makes it illegal 
for any person to allow an animal to run at large 
on City property – such as City Cemetery (City 
Council has designated “dog parks” where off-
leash activities are permitted). This same section 
makes it mandatory to remove feces deposited 
on public property, such as streets, sidewalks, or 
City property. Third, the fouling of vegetation 
and monuments that results is not only 
disrespectful, but it causes damage, the repair of 
which will cost additional funds.  
 
 In a following section we recommend 
signage that includes a prohibition of this off 
leash dog walking. The staff and Friends groups 
should work to enforce this provision.  
 
Recommendations 
 
The City should develop a policy and its form 
for identifying, reporting, and responding to 
damage, vandalism, and theft within the 
cemetery.  
 
The City and others should both work to 
ensure that there are routine police patrols 
through the cemetery. These should occur at 
least once per night, with special attention 
paid to weekends and holidays. A friends 
group could supplement this patrol, especially 
on weekends. 
 
The City should seek to involve adjacent 
neighbors of all three cemeteries, but 
especially City Cemetery and O’Rorke 
Cemetery. At City Cemetery this should 
include the residents of Monie Lane and the 
staff of Fire Department Station 5 on East 
Street. 
 
All plot gates in the cemetery should be 
secured using woven stainless steel wire, 
attaching the gate to its hinge post. 
 
Maintenance should be improved to prevent 
items from being easily picked up and 
removed from the cemetery. 
 

Parks and Recreation should adopt a zero 
tolerance policy for inappropriate use of the 
cemeteries. This should minimally include its 
use by the homeless or vagrants, as well as its 
use for off-leash dog running. Signage 
(discussed in a following section) should be 
installed at all entrances clearly outlining 
appropriate behavior in the cemetery. 
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 CEMETERY FIXTURES AND FURNISHINGS 
 

Cemetery Buildings 
 
 Two of the cemeteries, City and Mount 
Hope, have structures on the property. Each is 
briefly considered here. 
 

City Cemetery 
 
 There is historical evidence that City 
Cemetery had a sexton’s house associated with 
it, although we have not identified the location. 
Given the pressure for additional burial space it 
may be that the site was converted to plots. The 
last mention of a structure on the property was 
in 1897 when the tool house was rebuilt and 
enlarged. None of the various maps examined 
show its location. 
 
 Today there is a ca. 1950 concrete block 
structure located at the southeast corner of the 
cemetery (Figure 36). At one time used as a 
small office, it is today largely vacant, used only 
for its bathroom facilities. Items stored in the 

building may be surplus and the structure no 
longer serves any function except to provide 
bathroom facilities for Parks and Recreation 

crews. It should, however, be retained at least 
for the near future since it would provide 
excellent storage for supplies and equipment 
necessary during any major conservation effort 
at the cemetery. The structure could also be used 
for safe, secure storage of monument fragments 
and fence sections. Eventually, however, we 
believe that this building should be demolished 
and alternate use found for this space, perhaps 
as a small open-air museum. 
 

Mount Hope Cemetery 
 
 Historically we know that a sexton’s 
house was also located at this cemetery. Its 
ultimate fate is unknown. The structures that 
remain, however, are utilitarian and do nothing 
to contribute to the historic context or integrity 
of the cemetery.  
 

Two storage buildings (one previously 
used for fuel storage) are situated at the 
northeast corner of the property on Fayetteville 

Street. Both are concrete block and 
in good condition. Another 
complex, consisting of the modern 
office and equipment storage yard, 
is found at the mid-southern edge of 
the cemetery, on Prospect Street. 

55 

 
These structures are 

disharmonious with the quiet 
dignity of a cemetery and make 
landscape improvements difficult. 
In addition, it is unfortunate that 
graves have been laid literally 
adjacent to the building (Figure 37).  

 
It may help if there is 

adequate space to allow plantings to 
screen the structure. Even   with   little   space,   
much   of     the   rear   is   covered    with    chain    

 
Figure 36. Concrete block building at City Cemetery.  
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Figure 37. Structures at Mount Hope. The top photo shows one of the two structures at the northeast 

edge of the cemetery. The middle photo shows the current office. At the bottom is the rear of 
the office showing how close graves have been laid in next to the building. 
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link, on which Confederate Jessamine 
(Trachelospermum jasminoides) could be planted 
to quickly hide the wall and soften its impact.  
 
 It was similarly a poor idea to have the 
cemetery equipment placed in an area of such 
high public visibility. Such areas should be 
screened and remotely located. It is good 
practice to screen utilitarian work areas from 
public view in order to maintain the appearance 
the cemetery and relations with clients (Klupar 
1962:175). Klupar also notes that the cemetery 
buildings “set the tone for the entire cemetery 
[are] the focal point for visitors” (Klupar 
1962:207). Weed, a landscape architect, also 
explained, “all service buildings should be 
readily accessible, but hidden from the general 
grounds by proper landscape planting” (Weed 
1912:112). 
 
 These same views are echoed by the 
Department of Veteran Affairs’ design 
standards for service yards today. They state 
that, “The Service Yard and adjacent buildings 
should be screened from public view” 
(http://www.cem.va.gov/cem/scg/sgm_servic
e_yard.asp).  
 

The utilitarian nature of the cemetery’s 
buildings could be easily misconstrued by 
families. Operation or maintenance of 
equipment can disrupt family grief and 
moments of solitude. 
 
Plot Fences 
 

City Cemetery 
 
 There are a number of plots at City 
Cemetery that retain some or all of their historic 
ironwork. These are significant resources, 
characteristic of the Rural Cemetery Movement 
(although found in a town/city cemetery) and 
are critical components of the cemetery 
landscape. Consequently, they deserve special 
care and attention. 
 

 These fences, however, are in various 
states of deterioration and several require 
immediate attention. Problems include collapse 
of coping and fence supports, corrosion and 
failure of various anchoring materials, failure of 
section connectors on line and corner posts, 
incorrect previous repairs, and failure of 
coatings leading to extensive corrosion. In spite 
of these problems, most fences in City Cemetery 
can be rehabilitated, ensuring that they continue 
to contribute to the cemetery landscape. 
 
 There were several fences (see, for 
example, Figure 33) where fence parts have been 
allowed to lay in or around the plot. This invites 
theft or souvenir collecting, resulting in the loss 
of historic fabric. The City should collect, label, 
and store all such individual parts until such 
time as repairs can be made – the individual 
parts should never be allowed to remain loose in 
or around the plots. The perfect storage facility 
is the structure on the City Cemetery property. 
Alternatively, it would be acceptable to use 
woven stainless steel wire to attach the parts 
discreetly to their respective fences – securing 
the parts on-site. 
 
 While repairs are needed, the primary 
recommendation is that the fences be painted – 
this will improve their appearance and will 
reduce future conservation problems. 
 

O’Rorke Cemetery 
 
 There is one remaining fence in this 
cemetery – surrounding the O’Rorke plot. The 
gate has been long ago stolen, but the fence 
remains in relatively good, but endangered, 
condition. 
 
 The two primary issues with this fence 
are that the lower rail and pickets have been 
allowed to be covered by soil which exacerbates 
corrosion and that the fence has not received 
routine painting to prevent premature 
component failure. 
 
 

http://www.cem.va.gov/cem/scg/sgm_service_yard.asp
http://www.cem.va.gov/cem/scg/sgm_service_yard.asp
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Figure 38. Typical fence problems. Upper left shows a fence being held together with ferrous wire. 

Upper right illustrates the failure of the fence coping, resulting in leaning and eventual 
collapse. Center left shows extensive iron jacking and dislocation of the lead used to set the 
fence. Center right photo reveals a plot chain being used to retain an adjacent plot fence. 
Lower left shows a gate that no longer fits its opening and that is unsecured. Lower right 
shows the O’Rorke fence partially buried in soil – which exacerbates corrosion. 
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Painting of Plot Fences 
 

Absent historic documentation that 
suggests otherwise, flat or semi-gloss black is an 
appropriate  fence  color. Other fence colors that 
have been documented in cemeteries include a 
forest (or dark) green and white. 
 

Sandblasting the ironwork should be 
prohibited – it is unnecessarily aggressive, has 
the potential to damage surrounding stone, and 
can result in unnecessary lead contamination. 
An alternative to such an approach is minimal 
wire brushing to release obvious scale and 
corrosion, then the use of a rust converter as a 
primer. Of the three that were successfully 
tested by the Canadian Conservation Institute, 
Rust-Oleum’s Rust Reformer is the least 
expensive and most readily available.  
 

We recommend two coats of the Rust 
Reformer. These can be applied over stable 
corrosion and the product does an excellent job 
of converting the corrosion into a stable base for 
a top coat of alkyd paint. A single top coat is 
adequate and it should not be applied thickly, as 
thick paint hides detail, cures poorly, and will 
often prematurely fail. It is critical that all parts 
be painted – meaning that special attention must 
be paid to undersides and crevices. It is not 
adequate to simply swipe the brush under the 
fence rails, hoping that they receive paint – it is 
necessary to visually ensure adequate coverage. 
 
 All painting should be by brush. Tarps 
should be used to protect vegetation and 
adjacent stones from splatter. If sprayers are 
used, stones must be protected from overspray 
and drift. 
 
 This maintenance program will 
significantly improve the appearance of the 
ironwork in the cemetery and will help prevent 
additional corrosion and deterioration of the 
various fence components.  
 
 
 

City Cemetery Fence 
 
 The only cemetery with a boundary 
fence of historic fabric is City Cemetery, where 
the fence was removed from the State Capitol 
and erected at the cemetery in 1898. The 
O’Rorke fence is modern chain link and Mount 
Hope is largely unenclosed, although there are 
areas with chain link. There are, however, areas 
at City Cemetery where no historic fence is 
present – in these areas there is either a wire 
fence (such as along the northwest edge) or a 
chain link fence (such as along a portion of New 
Bern Avenue).  
 
 Although there is great pride in the 
historic fence at City Cemetery, it is in very poor 
condition and exhibits a variety of problems.  
 

 Paint on all sections of the fence is 
failing or has failed some time ago, 
resulting in some areas of extensive 
corrosion. The fence should be 
repainted immediately, following 
instructions provided above for plot 
fences. There are a number of areas 
where caulking with an elastomeric 
product is required (silicone caulks 
should not be used).  

 
 There are several areas, both on Hargett 

and East streets, where the fence has 
become buried in the soil. This is 
exacerbating the corrosion problem and 
requires immediate attention. The 
ground should be sculpted back to 
expose the fence and the graded area 
should be resodded to prevent erosion. 

 
 There are numerous areas where broken 

fabric has been repaired by welding. 
Welding, if performed using continuous 
(not spot) welds that are ground 
smooth, is acceptable where little or no 
expansion or contraction of the iron is 
anticipated. Where there were   
originally       slip        joints,      however, 
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Figure 39. Boundary fence problems at City Cemetery. Top left shows paint failure and resulting 

heavy corrosion. Top right and middle left both illustrate sections of fence partially buried in 
soil. Middle right and lower left show inappropriate welds that no longer allow movement of 
the fence sections. The weld in the first photograph has failed because of this. This weld also 
illustrates extensive corrosion resulting from poor workmanship. The lower right photograph 
shows a slip joint with the top rail connected to the line post using a rivet. This allows 
appropriate expansion and contraction of the fence section. 
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Figure 40. Boundary fence problems at City Cemetery. Upper photos show extremely poor efforts to 
replicate finials. Middle left shows missing cap with exposed central rod. This is allowing 
corrosion within the post. Middle right illustration shows a line post with corrosion that has 
penetrated the sides. Lower left photo shows a line post reset in concrete. Note also the 
extensive corrosion. The lower right photo shows damage to the fence and granite coping 
caused by an adjacent tree. 
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welding is inappropriate since it will 
create stresses that can cause additional 
damage. For these areas it is necessary 
to infill the fabric and recreate slip joints 
that allow movement.  

 
 Where finials are missing it is usually 

better not to attempt replacement. The 
fence along Hargett Street exhibits 
several areas where extremely poorly 
executed two-dimensional finials were 
welded onto the top rail. Some even 
evidence jagged sides, the result of 
being cut from metal sheets using a 
plasma cutter. These replacements 
exhibit very poor workmanship and 
should be removed.  

 
 Several line post caps are missing. This 

allows water within the cast iron posts 
causing corrosion in areas where 
treatment is very difficult. Temporary 
caps should be fabricated for these posts 
and caulked in place to repel water. 

 
 Where pickets have been replaced it 

appears that mild steel has been used. 
Wrought iron is far more corrosion 
resistant, but it is not available in the 
United States. An alternative would be 
corrosion resistant steel, if available in 
the Raleigh market. Carbon content in 
this steel is restricted to 0.18%, 
Manganese is absent, silicon is 0.45% 
and the percentage of corrosion resistant 
elements such as chromium is as high as 
1.5%.  

 
 There are several areas where there is 

loss of fabric in the line posts. These 
areas also allow the entry of water. 
Repair can be accomplished with the 
careful use of metal filled epoxies by 
conservators. 

 
 At least one old repair was observed 

where a line post has been reset in the 
granite coping using a Portland cement. 

This is a very poor repair technique 
since it limits future treatment and will 
result in greater corrosion as the 
concrete holds moisture against the 
post. A better approach would be 
drilling and use of stainless steel 
threaded rod set in epoxy. 

 
 One tree is seriously impacting the fence 

and its granite base along New Bern 
Avenue. The tree is likely a historic 
specimen. Its health should be evaluated 
by a certified arborist and a decision 
made on whether the tree will be 
removed and the fence reset or to 
remove the fence section until such time 
as the tree requires replacement.  

 
Given the significance of the fence, the City 
should place its repair and maintenance as a 
very high priority. We understand that it may be 
necessary to spread the work over several years. 
 
Mausoleums 
 

These “other” structures may be 
discussed here, even though they are technically 
monuments, since there are so few – two in City 
Cemetery and one in Mount Hope. 
 
 Because of their massive architectural 
scale it is appropriate that they be distinguished 
from more modest monuments. Mausoleums 
suffer many of the same problems found in 
masonry buildings – poor foundations, settling, 
splaying walls, roof leaks, iron jacking, and so 
forth. They require constant maintenance just as 
any structure. They also pose a liability to the 
City far in excess of typical monuments.  
 
 The mausoleum in Mount Hope has 
been repaired, albeit poorly. It appears that the 
gable walls were splaying, or butterflying, 
outward. An effort was made to draw them 
inward using tie rods. This was coupled with 
the extensive use of Portland cement in an effort 
to “glue” the structure together. These repair 
efforts are in the process of failing. There is 
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extensive cracking, including evidence of 
foundation subsidence or settling. There are 
numerous cracks that are allowing water entry; 
some have vegetation growing in them. The iron 
rods are corroding and this is affecting their 
stability. The stucco, which appears to 
be a sprayed concrete, has been applied 
over much of the stone and is badly 
spalling (Figure 41). This monument, 
which is a unique historical asset, 
requires immediate attention. 
 
 The mausoleums in City 
Cemetery were not inspected as 
carefully, but they too exhibit structural 
defects that require attention. One 
example of a serious liability issue is the 
name plaque leaning up against the 
wall overhead (Figure 42). If this falls it 
could cause serious injury or death. It is 
also an attractive target for vandals. 
 
 These mausoleums should be 
carefully examined by a conservator 
and a structural engineer at the earliest 
opportunity. 
 
 
 
 

Other Lot Amenities 
 
 There are relatively few 
other lot amenities. Entirely 
lacking are iron benches, trellises, 
and grave surrounds. We have 
previously illustrated at least one 
bench that was placed in a plot at 
City Cemetery but is no longer 
present. It is unknown how many 
other amenities may have once 
existed, but have been removed 
or lost. 
 
 The historical research 
has revealed that public benches 
were installed at City Cemetery 
in late 1983 and were removed 
only two years later because they 

were attracting the homeless and discouraging 
legitimate use of the cemetery. This is a very 
common problem in urban settings and we 
typically discourage the installation of amenities 
such as benches, water fountains, and 

restrooms.  

 
Figure 41. Spalling of a concrete stucco on the Mount Hope 

mausoleum. 

Figure 42. Marble plaque over the entrance is unsecured 
and a hazard to the public. 

 
Recommendations 
 
None of the structures on City Cemetery or 
Mount Hope have architectural merit. The City 
Cemetery structure should be removed when it 
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is no longer needed for conservation activities 
or storage of damaged monuments. The Mount 
Hope office should be more effectively 
screened from the current cemetery addition. 
 
The City should consider the removal of the 
maintenance yard to a more discrete location 
where it is not in the public’s eye and does not 
detract from the dignity of the cemetery. 
 
Loose ironwork at City Cemetery should either 
be collected, labeled by plot, and stored 
securely or should – at a minimum – be 
secured to other ironwork on the plot using 
woven stainless steel wire.  
 
The City should immediately implement – or 
fund – a maintenance program for the iron 
fencing on the cemetery that consists – 
minimally – of painting the fences.   
 
The mausoleums at City Cemetery and Mount 
Hope should be carefully inspected by a 
conservator and structural engineer. Specific 
issues for each include the foundation and roof 
stability, requirements for repointing, repair of 
associated ironwork, and suitability of recent 
repairs. 
 
The City should be very careful about 
introducing amenities, such as benches, into 
any of the cemeteries. They are often misused 
and frequently the target of vandals. 
 
The iron boundary fence at City Cemetery 
exhibits a variety of significant problems, 
including many previous inappropriate repairs 
as well as on-going deterioration. This fence 
should receive a careful conservation 
assessment and the City should act 
immediately on the recommendations.  
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 LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE 
 

Staffing 
 
 The three cemeteries (City, O’Rorke, and 
Mount Hope), as well as 12 small family plots 
scattered on various parks, are cared for by the 
City’s Parks and Recreation Department. The 
crew responsible for these cemeteries consists of 
four individuals and a supervisor, Mr. Danny 
Morgan. The level of staffing is the same as it 
was in 1970 (Wood 1975; “Burial Grounds 
Preserved,” Raleigh, NC News and Observer, July 
1, 1975, pg. 16), in spite of the additional 
cemetery acreage. Mr. Morgan is also 
responsible for supervising another crew at 
Pullen Park (a 68.5 acre facility about 2 miles 
northwest of Mount Hope). Part-time seasonal 
workers are occasionally used at the cemeteries, 
as funding allows. Training is provided on 
equipment use, burial procedures (since the city 
staff is responsible for opening and closing 
graves), and customer service.  
 

Level of Staffing 
 
 We typically recommend two workers 
and one supervisor per 10 acres. This is based on 
the Boston Historic Burying Grounds Initiative 
(Atwood et al. 1989) and is particularly suitable 
for Raleigh’s situation since it is estimated that 
mowing old cemeteries with 3-dimensional 
monuments requires six-times the labor than 
modern lawn park cemeteries (Klupar 1962:239; 
Llewellyn 1998:100).  
 

Thus, for the approximately 40 acres of 
city cemeteries, we would recommend a full-
time staff of 12 people – yet there are only 4 
(although certainly that number may increase 
seasonally).  
 
 This staffing level is impossibly low and 
affects the ability of the city to have an adequate 
presence in the three cemeteries, perform the 

necessary maintenance, and help ensure the 
long-term viability of the cemeteries. The higher 
level of staffing would also help minimize 
vandalism and inappropriate activities in the 
cemeteries.  
 
 Appropriate maintenance established by 
good practice includes weed control, tree 
trimming, pruning, seasonal cleanup, 
maintaining the roads, conducting section 
inspections, survey of monuments for 
maintenance needs, maintenance of shrub beds, 
maintaining section signs, maintaining water 
lines, rehabilitation of barren areas, raking, 
resetting stones as needed, inspecting and 
repairing fences, watering newly planted areas, 
sodding as necessary, identification of trees for 
removal, removal of flowers and grave 
decorations, removal of wild growth, and 
inspection and cleaning of catch basins (see, for 
example, Klupar 1962:226-228). The importance 
of maintenance was clearly stated by West, “one 
thing is certain, the cemetery must be 
maintained in a proper manner or public 
confidence will suffer” (West 1917:26). 
 

This larger crew would also allow the 
city to train certain employees in the appropriate 
way to reset monuments, as well as make simple 
repairs. It would be possible to undertake, for 
example, an appropriate level of fence 
maintenance at City Cemetery. It is important 
that these employees be assigned exclusively to 
the cemeteries, allowing them to develop a sense 
of ownership and continuity.  

 
In addition to these maintenance efforts, 

efficient cemetery operation also depends on 
management activities that Llewellyn describes 
as ranging from “land use (master planning), 
road maintenance, utility operation (backbone 
utilities like water), budget balancing (sales to 
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cover expenses), long-term financial concerns, 
community relations, enforcement of rules and 
regulations, and so on” (Llewellyn 1998:206). In 
fact, he spends an entire chapter on 
administrative responsibilities of the cemetery 
manager. 

 
Consequently, the city must provide a 

staffing level that will maintain the beauty, 
dignity, and historical significance of these 
cemeteries. 
 

Staff Training 
 
 Sadly, professional training in the 
landscape industry, at least among the public, is 
undervalued. This contributes to rapid turn-over 
and inappropriate maintenance activities.  
 
 Given the large number of trees on the 
three cemeteries, the importance of these trees to 
the vistas and historic landscapes, and the 
potential damage that improper tree care can 
create, at least one of the supervisory level staff 
should be an International Society of 
Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist. The City 
uses a multi-division approach to management 
and there are seven ISA Certified Arborists in 
the Parks and Recreation Department. None are 
specifically assigned to work with the 
cemeteries. They are responsible for all parks 
and recreation property, including athletic 
facilities, community centers, nature parks, 
historic properties, greenway trails, three lakes, 
a canoe trail, and playgrounds.  
 
 Certified arborists have a minimum of 
three years experience in some aspect of tree 
care and have passed an exam developed by an 
international panel of experts. The exam 
extensively covers every aspect of tree care and 
the individuals must have an acceptable level of 
knowledge in all areas of arboriculture. 
 
 In 2005 the Associated Landscape 
Contractors of America (ALCA) and the 
Professional Lawn Care Association of America 
(PLCAA) merged to form the Professional 

Landcare Network (PLANET). This organization 
offers three certification programs.  
 
 The first is the Certified Landscape 
Technician – Exterior. The exam for this 
certification is a hands-on field test and 
candidates can be tested in Installation, 
Maintenance, or Irrigation.  
 
 The second is Certified Turfgrass 
Professional – a comprehensive study of both 
warm and cool-season turfgrasses developed by 
the University of Georgia Center for Continuing 
Education. Certification in this area 
demonstrates a mastery of weed, insect and 
disease identification/control, as well as 
diagnosis of common turfgrass problems. The 
material supports Integrated Pest Management 
concepts and pesticide safety – significantly 
reducing the City’s liability for operations. 
 
 The third is Certified Ornamental 
Landscape Professional. This certification 
emphasizes tree and shrub maintenance 
procedures with candidates concentrating on 
landscape trees and ornamental woody plant 
physiology, health care management, and 
establishment. 
 
 There are also local programs. For 
example, the North Carolina Association of 
Nurserymen offers a Certified Plant Professional 
program. The North Carolina Nursery and 
Landscape Association offers similar programs 
for Certified Landscape Technicians. The 
Turfgrass Council of North Carolina also offers 
a certification program for its members. 
 
 Three Parks and Recreation staff 
members are Certified Turfgrass Professionals. 
However, as with the staff ISA Certified 
Arborists, Raleigh operates a very large park 
system and these three individuals are spread 
very thin. None is specifically associated with 
cemetery maintenance. 
 
 We understand that much of the focus 
has traditionally been on the turfgrass at athletic 
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facilities. Parks and Recreation should not 
assume that the problems of grass growing are 
the same, regardless of where the turf is 
situated. 
 
 An excellent publication on cemetery 
lawns notes that, “there are peculiar problems 
which confront only the person responsible for 
the development and care of cemetery lawns.” 
These include the age of cemetery grounds and 
the fact that rarely were cemetery choices made 
on the basis of appropriate soils (Anonymous 
1932:4).  
 
 The city should provide opportunities 
for its staff to become certified in different areas. 
Such efforts would improve the level of care and 
maintenance and develop a greater sense of 
stewardship. Eventually this core of trained 
individuals could also provide in-house training 
to other staff.  
 

The Quality of Supervision 
 
 Regardless of the credentials or 
certification, the complexities of the Raleigh 
cemeteries require that the technicians are well 
supervised and are held accountable for their 
performance. It is especially important, 
therefore, that the two supervisory positions be 
carefully defined. The selected individuals must 
not only be well trained and knowledgeable, but 
also possess demonstrated supervisory 
experience. The supervisors must be expected to 
work alongside the crews on a daily basis – this 
means that the city must not burden these 
individuals with administrative duties.  
 

Consequently, the city may discover 
that a third individual is required in order to 
perform solely administrative and planning 
activities, in addition to the clerical assistance 
provided by the Marsh Creek office.  
 

Continuity of the Staff 
 
 Maintaining the continuity of a 
maintenance staff with a commitment to the 

preservation of a historic cemetery is critical. It 
not only serves to help ensure the highest 
possible quality of care, but also allows the 
specialized knowledge that accrues to be 
transferred to new staff members over time.  
 
 Obtaining this continuity, of course, 
demands that the city provide a reasonable pay 
scale for new workers and ensure that staff do 
not feel trapped in a dead-end job. 
 
Cemetery Trees 
 

Selection Issues 
 
 Cemeteries, in general, have historically 
been dominated by large deciduous trees, 
although evergreens such as cedar are also very 
common. They provide a distinctly inviting 
image for visitors and passersby. These trees 
also provide some visual separation from 
adjacent buildings – especially in cluttered 
urban environments.  
 
 Ideally the trees selected should be 
historically appropriate. In the case of a planned 
cemetery, such as Mount Hope, the ideal would 
be to use those trees selected by the original 
designers – respecting their original intent and 
interpretation. However, we have not identified 
any information concerning the original plan 
and given some the trees still present (such as 
sweet gum), it may be that many of the 
plantings were native and already present on 
the site.  
 
 All other issues being equal – plantings 
should focus on those tree species that are 
known to have been used. While diversification 
may be acceptable, it should not dilute the 
original design or intent. Therefore, we urge 
care in selecting additional plantings, focusing 
on a small number of historically appropriate 
trees (see Table 4) to maintain the historical 
integrity of the cemetery. 
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 Some trees, whether historically 
appropriate or not, should probably be avoided 
since they pose significant maintenance issues. 
These include trees that produce dense shade 
(causing problems with the turfgrass); trees that 
exhibit suckers or surface roots (also causing 
turfgrass problems, e.g., beech, honeylocust, 
linden, poplar, and willow); trees that drop large 
quantities of leaves, seeds, or sap (such as ash, 
black cherry, catalpa, ginko, horsechestnut, 
mulberry, and sweetgum – see Figure 43) ; and 
trees that are especially weak or vulnerable to 
wind or ice damage (such as ash, black cherry, 
pine, poplar, red maple, silver maple, tuliptree, 
willow, and white ash).  
 
 When Table 4 is examined, it becomes 
clear that there is no such thing as a perfect tree. 
Many of the historically appropriate species 
have significant problems. At least some of these 
problems, however, can be overcome through 
judicious placement and appropriate planning.  
 
 The city, using a certified arborist, 

should assess the health and condition 

of the existing trees and 
develop a long-term tree 
plan. There are several 
available to the Parks and 
Recreation Department, 
but if their schedule 
prohibits this level of 
attention to the cemeteries, 
then an outside contractor 
should be retained. 
 

Trees should be 
replanted as older ones are 
removed and a general 
effort should be made to 
plan for future tree 
replacement, perhaps 
using a mix of fast-
growing but short-lived 
trees intermixed with 
slow-growing but long-
lived trees to create a 
planned appearance. It is 
also appropriate to plant 

replacement trees in anticipation of their need, 
allowing them an opportunity to become 
established before the diseased or damaged tree 
is removed.  

 
Figure 43. Example of the extensive sweet gum litter present at Mount 

Hope Cemetery. This tree is typically not a good choice for the 
cemetery landscape where maintenance is an issue. The City has 
wisely chosen to mulch this area, thereby reducing maintenance. 

 
Planting Issues 

 
 Locations chosen for planting should 
not interfere with gravestones, curbing, or 
fences. Issues of security should also be 
considered and the use of small trees that 
obscure eye level views should generally be 
limited or avoided. 
 

Research is suggesting that trees, 
especially older mature trees, improve in health 
when turfgrass is removed under the branch 
spread and mulch is applied at a depth not 
exceeding 3 to 4-inches (see, for example, Figure 
43 as a good example of this practice). Staff 
should be closely supervised to prevent over 
mulching of vegetation.  
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All replacement trees should be of at 
least 1-inch caliper and meet the minimum 
requirements of the American Nursery and 
Landscape Association’s American Standard for 
Nursery Stock (ANSI Z60.1-2004).  

 
This does not appear to be done on a 

consistent basis. For example, there are a 
number of relatively young trees in the new 
section of Mount Hope that exhibit wounds. 
Trees such as these should be rejected from 
nursery shipments (Figure 44).  
 

Maintenance Issues 
 
 Maintenance involves at least four basic 
issues: watering, fertilization, pruning, and pest 
control. 
 

 The city does not, on a routine basis, 
water trees in the cemeteries, relying instead on 
rainfall. While this is typically acceptable and 
we understand the Parks and Recreation 
Department does not typically water mature 
trees, the landscape plan should include 
provisions for deep-root water during periods of 
severe drought (assuming this is permissible). 
This is a critical step necessary to protect the 
historic landscape fabric of the cemeteries. Using 
a root feeder without fertilizer, it is possible to 
apply water 12-inches below the surface. This 
approach can not only be used during severe 
drought, but also during extended periods of 
dry weather during the winter (as long as the 
temperatures are above freezing).  

 
Figure 44. Example of a damaged tree at 

Mount Hope. Not only were wounds 
present, but some also exhibit girdling 
roots. 

 
 The staff reports that no tree fertilization 
(or soil testing) is conducted because of the 
funds required. The trees in each of the city 
cemeteries are vital components of the 
landscape. They represent part of the historic 
fabric and steps must be taken to protect that 
aspect of the landscape and vista. In addition, 
the NC Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services provides free soil testing 
(http://www.agr.state.nc.us/agronomi/uyrst.h
tm).  
 
 While shoot growth (growth occurring 
in the present year) and foliage color are often 
used as indicators of nutrient deficiency, the best 
indicator of whether fertilization is necessary is 
a soil test. Samples should be taken every 3 to 5 
years to determine whether any macro or 
micronutrients are lacking.  
 
 Based on the recommendations of a 
certified arborist, the city should then anticipate 
periodic fertilization (possibly including 
adjustment of pH through liming and the 
addition of soil amendments). Fertilization 
should be conducted on the basis of need and 
excess fertilization can damage trees; 
nevertheless, the ISA position is that, “tree 
fertilization should be done in accordance with 
ANSI A300 standards” (Lilly 2001:47). These 
ANSI A300 (Part 2)-1998 standards represent the 

http://www.agr.state.nc.us/agronomi/uyrst.htm
http://www.agr.state.nc.us/agronomi/uyrst.htm


LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE 
 

 

 71

standard of care of the industry. This is why 
more proactive involvement by certified 
arborists in cemetery maintenance will be 
useful. 
 

Fertilization is typically accomplished 
through deep root fertilization – an approach 
where the liquid fertilizer is injected into the soil 
with a probe, usually 6 to 12-inches below the 
surface at a spacing of about 2 to 3 feet. This 
process not only provides fertilization, but also 
some aeration of the soil. An alternative 
approach used a drill to excavate holes in a 
similar pattern which are then filled with a 
granular fertilizer. Either is acceptable. The 
ANSI 300 standards allow foliar applications, 
injections, or implants only when soil 
application is impractical or ineffective. 
 
 It is best to fertilize trees when they are 
actively growing and have available water to 
help absorb nutrients. In Raleigh this is typically 
from the spring, after new leaves emerge, 
through mid-season. Fertilizer should not be 
applied late in the season or during periods of 
drought. 
 
 In a cemetery setting organic fertilizers 
should be the primary choice. These materials, 
such as cottonseed meal and bone meal, have 
much lower salt indices than inorganic 
fertilizers – resulting in reduced salt uptake by 
monuments. This is important since salts cause 
staining, spalling, and deterioration of marbles, 
sandstones, brick, and even granites. In 
addition, organic fertilizers have a slower 
release rate and are easy on the root systems. 
 
 During our visit we noticed damage to 
some trees, including questionable pruning 
practices such as topping (see Figure 21) and 
failure to remove deadwood (Figure 46).  
 
 Taken together these problems suggest 
either a lack of expertise on the part of those 
conducting the pruning or a lack of staff to do 
and appropriately supervise the necessary work. 
Another possibility is that those performing the 

work simply do not realize the importance of 
these trees in the cemetery landscape. 
 
 Regardless, there is much work to be 
done at the three cemeteries and we do not 
believe there is adequate staff to perform the 
work at the level of expertise necessary. This is a 
situation that the city should rectify immediately 
since the issues we observed have long-term 
ramifications on the beauty and health of the 
cemetery vegetation. 
 
 There are a number of trees which 
require pruning for either thinning or cleaning. 
Thinning is a technique of pruning that removes 
selected branches to increase light and air 
movement through the crown. This also 
decreases weight on heavy branches. The 
natural shape of the tree is retained and its 
overall health is improved. In cleaning, the 
pruning removes branches that are dead, dying, 
diseased, crowded, broken, or otherwise 
defective. This includes narrow crotches.  
 
 Trees should be pruned in such a 
manner as to preserve the natural character of 
the plant and in accordance with ANSI A300 
(Part 1) - 2001 standards. 
 
 In pruning, branches should always be 
cut just beyond the branch collar (an extension 
of the main stem) and not flush with the trunk. 
Large branches should be removed with three 
cuts to prevent tearing of the bark which can 
weaken the branch and lead to disease. All 
pruning within the cemeteries should be 
performed by an ISA Certified Arborist, 
preferably one who is also an ISA Certified Tree 
Worker/Climber Specialist. Although at least 12 
individuals in the Parks and Recreation 
Department have Qualified Line Clearance Tree 
Trimmer certification, this is an OSHA 
requirement for trimming trees in proximity to 
high voltage lines; it is not a certification 
category of ISA (there is, however, an ISA Utility 
Specialist Certification). In contrast, the ISA 
Certified Tree Worker/Climber Specialist has 
knowledge in the major aspects involved in tree  
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Figure 46. Examples of tree problems at O’Rorke Cemetery, including incorrect pruning, dead wood, 

and topping. The bottom photograph also illustrates some shrubbery problems. 
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care including, pruning, removal, cabling and 
safety. These are critical skills when working 
among historic monuments. 
 
 Trees should be inspected for potential 
threats to monuments, as well as general health 
(see Figure 45). Ideally these inspections should 

be made yearly and after any storm where the 
winds exceed 55 mph. They should be pruned to 
remove potentially hazardous dead wood on a 
yearly basis, but safe pruning every 5 years by a 
certified arborist is acceptable. Plywood shelters 
or timber cribbing should be used as necessary 
to protect stones and monuments during the 
pruning process. Rigging and/or a crane must 
be used to minimize the potential for damage to 
stones or the landscape. Under no circumstances 
are tree climbers (hooks, spikes, gaffs) to be 

worn while ascending, descending, or working 
in trees to be pruned. 
 
 There are some situations in the 
cemetery where plantings – intentional or 
voluntary – have grown to interfere with stones 
or fences (see, for example, Figure 40). In these 
cases a decision needs to be made concerning 
the value of the planting vs. the value of the 
monument or fence. Where the tree has greater 
value, it may be appropriate to slightly relocate 
the monument – moving it to a location where 
additional damage will be avoided. Otherwise, 
it will be necessary to remove the tree. This 
decision may be aided by carefully evaluating 
the health of the tree involved.  

 
Figure 47. Volunteer magnolia that has been 

allowed to grow up in front of a 
monument among bedding plants. 

 
 If removal is deemed necessary the 
trunk should be cut as close to the ground as 
possible, leaving the stump in place to decay 
naturally. No chemical additives should be used 
to hasten decay, although it is acceptable to 
paint an herbicide on the stump if it is a tree that 
will promote suckers.  
 
 Figure 47 illustrates a volunteer tree 
that, if not removed, will eventually cause 
significant problems. The presence of such 
volunteers reveals that adequate maintenance is 
not being provided. 
 

Pest Control 
 
 During this visit we observed no 
obvious evidence of pests (other than termites in 
one tree) or disease. We understand that two 
individuals in the Cemetery Division holds a 
landscape pesticide applicator license. Where 
possible, Integrated Pest Management practices 
should be implemented. Where chemical 
pesticides are necessary, they should be applied 
as a coarse spray to prevent drift. Special care 
must be exercised to prevent application of 
chemicals to the stones. 
 
 The city has done an excellent job at 
controlling fire ants. During this visit no 
mounds were observed. This is excellent since 
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this pest not only degrades the cemetery 
landscape, but it can be very hazardous to 
sensitive individuals. 
 
Shrubbery 
 

Selection and Planting 
 
 None of the cemeteries evidence an 
abundance of shrubbery. At O’Rorke plantings 
are limited to accents and screening along the 
fence line. This is entirely consistent with both a 
pauper cemetery and a very old church 
cemetery.  
 

At Mount Hope the plantings appear to 
be largely associated with individual lots and 
typically appear to be individual specimens, 
probably anticipated to serve as accents. This, 
too, appears consistent with other similar 
African American cemeteries, such as those we 
have examined in Petersburg, Virginia.  
 
 Plantings are most common at City 
Cemetery. This appears related to the multiple 
episodes of “improvements,” as well as owner 
plantings. The number and placement of 
plantings is not particularly effective overall 
since they lack a unifying or cohesive theme. 
They appear disjointed – representing the 
multiple episodes of “beautification” with no 
clear planting plan. In fact, city/town cemeteries 
typically had few plantings historically since 
space was at a premium. Thus, it seems likely 
that the historical appearance of the cemetery 
has been radically altered, especially during the 
past 30-40 years. 
 
 The Parks and Recreation Department 
reports that shrubbery is “kept sheered and 
fertilization is on an as needed basis.” This 
represents minimal intervention and much of 
what we observed represents inappropriate 
treatment. 
 For both City Cemetery and Mount 
Hope the idea would be to identify historical 
planting lists, photographs, and other 

documentation to help the cemeteries be 
gradually returned to a more historic condition. 
In the absence of such lists, it may be 
appropriate to focus on those plants that are 
known to be period appropriate. Many of these, 
such as boxwood and crepe myrtle are already 
present. Others that may be appropriate to 
consider include forsythia, camellia, hydrangea, 
azalea, lilac, or memorial rose. Consequently, 
these and similar historic planting should be 
chosen to replace existing shrubs when 
necessary. In general, shrubs should be replaced 
with like materials. 
 

Fertilization 
 
 As with trees, the best indication of the 
need for fertilization is a soil test, which should 
be performed at least every two to three years. 
While some shrubs, such as boxwood, provide 
an indication of deficiency through the 
yellowing of lower leaves, such evidence can be 
missed and does not indicate the extent of the 
problem. 
 
 Where fertilization is necessary most 
shrubs, because of their shallow root systems, 
respond adequately to broadcasting the 
appropriate organic fertilizer around the base of 
the plant, typically at the drip line.  
 
 Most shrubs should be fertilized when 
they are actively growing and have available 
water to help absorb nutrients. Broad-leaved 
evergreens, such as boxwood, are best fertilized 
in the winter or spring. Summer or fall 
fertilization of these plants may induce late 
season growth that is highly susceptible to 
winter injury. Some plants which exhibit 
episodic growth, such as forsythia, may benefit 
from   a   more   continual fertilization  program 
based on soil analysis and plant growth 
response. 
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Figure. 48. Typical shrubbery pruning problems. The top photo illustrates a boxwood sheared on one 

side. The middle photo illustrates deadwood that requires remedial pruning over several 
years. The bottom photo illustrates boxwoods planted too close to the monument. 
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Pruning 

7

 
 It is again in the category of pruning 
maintenance that we see problems at the Raleigh 
cemeteries. A good example of this problem can 
be seen at O’Rorke Cemetery, where the 
shrubbery has not only been over pruned, 
creating unnatural and fanciful shaped 
creations,  but  often  the  pruning  (or absence of 
correct pruning) has allowed the accumulation 
of significant amounts of deadwood (see Figures 
48 and 49). The United States National 
Arboretum provides an excellent webpage 
(http://www.usna.usda.gov/Gardens/faqs/Bo
xwoodThinning.html) illustrating an identical 
problem and providing step-by-step instructions 
to remediate the issue of this internal 
deadwood. 
 
 When shrubs are headed back or 
sheared routinely (as we see at all of the 
cemeteries), a lot of dense, thick new growth is 
produced near the outer portions of the canopy. 
As a result, less light reaches the interior 
portions of the plant, leaves within the canopy 
become sparse, and the plant appears stemmy 
and top-heavy. To avoid this problem, head 
back the shrub’s shoots to several different 
heights.  
 

Thinning (cutting selected 
branches back to a side branch or 
main trunk) is usually preferred over 
heading back. Thinning encourages 
new growth within the interior 
portions of a shrub, reduces the size, 
and provides a fuller, more attractive 
plant. 
 
 There are examples of 
shrubbery at City Cemetery and 
Mount Hope that have been planted 
too close to stones and monuments. 
As the plants have matured, they 
have overgrown their location, over-
taking the monuments. In some cases 
the shrubs have been very 
unnaturally pruned around the 
monument. In such cases the correct 

approach is to prune severely, a process called 
renewal pruning, to bring the plants back into 
scale with their surroundings. 

 
Figure 49. Example of deadwood within a boxwood, created 

by improper shearing. Trash has been thrown in the 
hollow interior of the boxwood. 

 

 
Renewal pruning means cutting the 

plants back to within 6 to 12 inches of ground 
level. In this instance, timing is more important 
than technique. The best time to prune severely 
is before spring growth begins. Pruning in late 
fall or midwinter may encourage new growth 
which can be injured by cold. Renewal pruning 
results in abundant new growth by midsummer. 
Once the new shoots are 6 to 12 inches long, the 
tips should be pruned to encourage lateral 
branching and a more compact shrub. 
 
 Renewal pruning works well with most 
broadleaf shrubs, while narrow-leaf evergreens 
(such as boxwood) do not respond well when 
severely pruned and may actually decline. A 
better approach for these narrow-leaf evergreens 
is cutting them back slightly and transplanting – 
moving them away from the stones they are 
obscuring.  
 

An alternative to the drastic removal of 
top-growth on multiple stem shrubs is to cut 
back all stems at ground level over a period of 
three years. At the first pruning, remove one-

http://www.usna.usda.gov/Gardens/faqs/BoxwoodThinning.html
http://www.usna.usda.gov/Gardens/faqs/BoxwoodThinning.html


STRATEGIC PLAN FOR RALEIGH’S HISTORIC CEMETERIES 
 

 

 78

third of the old, mature stems. The following 
year, take out one-half of the remaining old 
stems and head back long shoots growing from 
the previous pruning cuts. At the third pruning 
in yet another year, remove the remaining old 
wood and head back the long new shoots. 

 
Common landscape shrubs, like crape 

myrtle, are often pruned as tree forms. The best 
time to begin a tree form is in late winter before 
spring growth begins. It is easiest to start a tree 
form from a 1-year-old plant, but you can also 
use older, mature plants. Select one to three of 
the most vigorous growing trunks or upright 
branches (depending on the number of main 
trunks desired) and prune all other upright 
(vertical) branches to ground level. Remove 
lateral branches that are less than 4 feet off the 
ground along the main trunk and thin the 

canopy by getting rid of inward growing 
branches or branches that cross one another. 
Avoid shearing since this will result in a high-
maintenance topiary that is out of place in the 
cemetery setting. 
 

In general, summer-flowering plants 
should be pruned before spring growth begins 
since these produce flowers on the current 
season’s growth. Spring-flowering plants, such 
as forsythia, should be pruned after flowering 

since they produce flowers on the previous 
season’s growth. 

 
 A problem often seen with the 
boxwoods at City Cemetery is that continuous 
shearing has caused a thick outer shell of foliage 
which created dense shade on the interior 
branches. This continuous shade has resulted in 
significant foliage drop, decreasing the health, 
value, and aesthetics of the plants.  
 

Boxwoods are best pruned, rather than 
sheared, to maintain a natural shape and to keep 
plants at a desired size so that they do not 
outgrow their landscape too quickly. With much 
deadwood on their interiors significant 
rehabilitation is necessary. An excellent 
instruction on boxwood pruning is provided by 
the U.S. National Arboretum at 

http://www.usna.usda.g
ov/Gardens/faqs/Boxw

oodThinning.html. 

 
Figure 50. Correct and incorrect profiles of shrubbery. Much of the 

shrubbery at the three cemeteries is over sheared into unnatural 
and fanciful shapes inappropriate to the historic landscape. 

 
The shrubbery at 

the three city cemeteries 
has been ignored for a 
very long period of time 
and, as a result, many of 
the plants are in very 
poor condition. Those 
which can be saved by 
careful pruning should 
be. Those which are dead 
or which cannot be 
rehabilitated should be 
removed and similar 
species replanted.  
 

The condition of the shrubbery at these 
cemeteries provides an excellent example of 
why the use of untrained staff should be 
abandoned and why only certified, trained 
technicians should be allowed to work within 
the cemetery. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.usna.usda.gov/Gardens/faqs/BoxwoodThinning.html
http://www.usna.usda.gov/Gardens/faqs/BoxwoodThinning.html
http://www.usna.usda.gov/Gardens/faqs/BoxwoodThinning.html
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Turfgrass Issues 
 
 Turfgrass should be an important 
concern of cemeteries, although rarely is it given 
adequate attention. With an appropriate 
turfgrass, mowing frequency is reduced. This 
reduces labor costs, pollution, equipment 
expenditures, and perhaps most importantly to 
historic properties, damage to the stones. 
 
 Each cemetery has areas where 
centipedegrass is valiantly attempting to 
maintain itself, in spite of poor soil, probable 
compaction, and heavy weeds. Centipede is a 
grass that is well adapted to infertile soils. It 
spreads by stolons, producing a medium-
textured turf. Maintenance requirements are low 
when compared to other turfgrasses, and it has 
fair to good shade tolerance and good drought 
tolerance. It is within its preferred habitat and 
with some effort could provide an excellent turf 
for the three cemeteries. 
 
 There are also, it appears, some areas of 
Bermudagrass. This, too, is a common warm 
season turfgrass and it does have some positive 
qualities, including excellent wear and drought 
tolerance. Nevertheless, its disadvantages are 
numerous and include its difficulty to control, 
rapid growth rate, tendency to produce thatch, 
and abundant and unsightly seed heads. While 
these characteristics could be controlled through 
careful selection of varieties, such an approach 
would require extensive effort. We recommend 
that steps be taken to minimize or eliminate the 
Bermudagrass, while the centipede is further 
encouraged. 
 
 Most of each cemetery, however, is 
dominated by broad leaf “weeds” – undesirable 
species that cause the grounds to look unkempt 
and require frequent mowing to keep them in 
check. 
 

Mowing 
 
 Mowing at the three cemeteries (as well 
as at the other 12 cemeteries for which Parks and 

Recreation has assumed control) is conducted by 
four mowers – two 60-inch deck zero-turn 
radius mowers and two 72-inch deck Toro 
mowers. Most of the equipment is equipped 
with mulching blades – this is an excellent 
practice and we support its continued use. Not 
only could a collection bag cause damage to 
stones and make maneuvering the equipment 
more difficult, but the clippings when left on the 
ground will provide nutrients. 
 
 The use of riding mowers, however, can 
be problematical, especially in a setting such as 
City Cemetery where monuments, coping, and 
fences present significant obstacles. It would be 
far better to abandon riding mowers and convert 
mowing at City Cemetery to the use of walk 
behind mowers with decks no larger than 21-
inches.  
 
 Mowing during the growing season is 
conducted every 10 days. While mowing less 
frequently may have some appeal, the removal 
of grass adjacent to monuments would become 
more difficult with longer and thicker grass 
blades – and this in turn could lead to more 
damage to the stones. The current frequency of 
mowing should be maintained.  
 
 In addition to mowing, nylon trimmers 
are used around monuments, coping, fencing, 
and plantings. This is an acceptable practice, but 
it is critical that a very light weight line be used 
– along with worker attention – to minimize 
damage to soft stone such as marble. It is 
reported than 0.095-inch line is being used. This 
is acceptable, but we would like to see the 
cemetery staff switch to a 0.065-inch line which 
is even safer for use around stones. 
 
 Figure 51 reveals damage done to a 
marker by the impact of a mower as well as by 
the use of nylon trimmers with line that is too 
heavy. All mowers used in the cemetery should 
have a closed cell foam pad attached to the sides 
and front edges. This bumper will help to 
minimize accidental damage.  
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Fertilization and Weed Control 
 

The cemetery staff does not routinely 
conduct soil tests and no  fertilization is applied. 
Although centipede requires relatively little 

fertilization we collected soil samples from each 
of the three cemeteries and had the samples 
analyzed by Clemson University. The results of 
these tests are provided in Table 5. 
 
 Both zinc and manganese are adequate 
for all three cemeteries. The soil pH for most 
plants should be between 5.5 or 6 and 6.5 or 7. 
Thus, no modification of the Mount Hope soils 
is recommended. The City Cemetery requires 57 
pounds of calcium per 1,000 ft². At O’Rorke 53 
pounds of calcium per 1,000 ft² is recommended 
for satisfactory plant growth. This can be 
applied as granular and pelletized lime. For 
additional information see 
http://www.agr.state.nc.us/agronomi/pdffiles
/sfn7.pdf. 
 
 Anticipating a centipede turf, City 
Cemetery requires 3 pounds of 16-4-8 in the 
spring when the grass has fully greened, with a 
repeat application in July. 

 O’Rorke Cemetery will require 1 pound 
of 0-20-0 and 2 pounds per 1,000 ft² of 16-0-0 in 
the spring, with a repeat application of 2 pounds 
of 16-0-0 per 1,000 ft² after 6 weeks.  
 

 The Mount Hope Cemetery 
requires 6 pounds of a 16-0-0 fertilizer and 
4 pounds of 0-46-0 per 1,000 ft² after total 
green-up in the spring. An additional 6 
pounds of 16-0-0 per 1,000 ft² should be 
applied again in July. 
 
 In all cases centipede should not 
be over fertilized or fertilized after August 
15. 
 
 Since these are surface soil tests, 
they are not directly applicable to the trees 
on the various cemeteries. However, it is 
likely that a certified arborist will 
recommend a target application of about 
1.8 pounds of nitrogen per 1,000 ft². 
Phosphorus is likely to be low, so it too 
will probably be utilized in the general 
fertilization. We recommend that the 
cemetery staff consult directly with a ISA 
certified arborist, either on-staff or 

contracted (see Appendix 8) to provide 
assistance. 

Table 5. 
Soil Analysis of Samples from the Raleigh Cemeteries 

 
Analysis Cemetery lbs/acre Evaluation

Phosphorus (P) City 8 Very Low
O'Rorke 6 Very Low
Mt. Hope 12 Low

Potassium (K) City 72 Medium
O'Rorke 172 High
Mt. Hope 223 High

Calcium (Ca) City 540 Medium
O'Rorke 658 Medium
Mt. Hope 2,458 Very High

Magnesium (Mg) City 139 High
O'Rorke 107 High
Mt. Hope 247 High

pH City 5.2 Low
O'Rorke 5.3 Low
Mt. Hope 6.4 Acceptable

 
As previously discussed, in order to 

minimize salt uptake by the stones, slow release 
organic fertilizers should be used and inorganic 
fertilizers should be avoided. 

 
Parks and Recreation reports using the 

product Roundup® Pro for post emergent weed 
control. It appears spot applications with a 
backpack or can sprayer are used. Roundup® 
Pro is not a restricted use pesticide, but it does 
contain 41% glyphosate, the active ingredient, 
prior to dilution (recommended dilution rates 
may vary from ½% to 10% based on the product 
label). In comparison, consumer products such 
as Roundup® Weed & Grass Killer Ready-To-
Use Plus contains 2% glyphosate. While 
marketed as a very safe herbicide, glyphosate is 
a very potent broad spectrum herbicide with a 

http://www.agr.state.nc.us/agronomi/pdffiles/sfn7.pdf
http://www.agr.state.nc.us/agronomi/pdffiles/sfn7.pdf
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soil half life of approximately 45 days. Thus, it 
does have the potential to affect beneficial 
plants, including trees, if misapplied. 

 
In addition, glyphosate is one of the 

herbicides extensively tested for its effect on 
stones such as marble. Results are clear – the 
salts of this herbicide yellow, spall, and cause 
deterioration to stones after relatively short 
periods of direct application. 

 
Klupar (1962:223) states that weed 

eradication “is an operation considered essential 
in a well-kept cemetery.” Thus, while all three 
cemeteries clearly reveal the need for extensive 
pre- and post-emergent herbicide use in order to 
rehabilitate the turfgrass, it is critical that the 
pesticides be carefully applied and that overuse 
should be carefully avoided. Use should also 
ensure that drift does not occur. We understand 
that the Parks and Recreation Department has a 
departmental policy concerning pesticide use; it 
should reflect the issues of use in close 
proximity to stone. 

 
Pest Control Practices 

 
 The cemetery staff rarely undertakes 
pest control practices, except for the treatment of 
fire ants. In the spring the staff should inspect 
the turf for white grubs by cutting three sides of 
a one foot square piece of sod and laying it back 
to reveal the root zone.  
 
 Although fire ants can be a significant 
problem in cemeteries, we observed no mounds 
and it appears that the staff has good control. 
This is good and we encourage the continued 
vigilance. One survey done in 1998 concluded 
that 33,000 people in the state of South Carolina 
sought medical attention as a result of fire ant 
stings. Of those 15% had severe localized 
allergic reactions and 2% had severe systemic 
reactions resulting in anaphylactic shock. 
 
 The cemetery is using the Dupont 
Advion® Fire Ant Bait. The product label 
(http://www.hurricanerelief.dupont.com/Profe

ssional_Products/en_US/assets/downloads/pd
fs/H65229.pdf) for this product is “For Sale To, 
Use and Storage by Commercial Applicators.”  
 

Renovation 
 

There are many areas in all three 
cemeteries where the centipedegrass has almost 
completely failed or where it has been heavily 
invaded by weeds. We recommend that the city 
implement a renovation program in these areas 
in order to establish a good stand of 
centipedegrass. 

 
We understand that such an effort will 

need to be phased. It may also make sense to 
begin the effort at O’Rorke Cemetery. There are 
few areas of shade and a good stand of turf 
grass at this small property would allow a 
considerably reduced mowing schedule.  

 
The publication Carolina Lawns  

(http://www.turffiles.ncsu.edu/pubs/extensio
n / CarolinaLawnsAccessible.pdf) provides 
information on renovation of existing turfgrass 
areas. 
 

Any renovation effort would, however, 
require at least temporary water until the sod 
becomes established. This could be achieved 
through the use of temporary above ground 
piping (we do not recommend efforts to 
established irrigation systems in cemeteries). We 
understand that the current Stage 1 Modified 
restrictions do not allow exemptions for new 
landscaping and that the recommended 
renovation efforts will be to be postponed until 
water restrictions are relaxed. 

 
 At City Cemetery there are many heavy 
shade areas where centipede will fail to perform 
effectively. In such areas, it is possible to try 
some of the new cultivars of St. Augustinegrass, 
such as Palmetto. This cultivar has exceptional 
shade tolerance, good drought tolerance, 
superior disease tolerance, and fair tolerance to 
pedestrian traffic. However, our best advice, 
especially for areas under trees, is to remove the 

http://www.hurricanerelief.dupont.com/Professional_Products/en_US/assets/downloads/pdfs/H65229.pdf
http://www.hurricanerelief.dupont.com/Professional_Products/en_US/assets/downloads/pdfs/H65229.pdf
http://www.hurricanerelief.dupont.com/Professional_Products/en_US/assets/downloads/pdfs/H65229.pdf
http://www.turffiles.ncsu.edu/pubs/extension%20/%20CarolinaLawnsAccessible.pdf
http://www.turffiles.ncsu.edu/pubs/extension%20/%20CarolinaLawnsAccessible.pdf
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sod (which rarely does well in such 
circumstances) and replace it with 2-3 inches of 
mulch. This will also promote better tree health.  
 

Irrigation 
 
 None of the city cemeteries have an 
irrigation system and, in general, we do not 
recommend them – they use very large 
quantities of water, their placement can interfere 
with markers and graves, and their operation 
can cause erosion to stones.  
 
 It may be prudent, however, to have 
water lines with hose bibs placed along the edge 
of roads. This is an entirely satisfactory 
arrangement, since it allows specific lawn areas 
that might be stressed by drought to be watered 
(when permissible). In addition, areas where the 
lawn is being renovated can be watered to 
encourage the sod to root.  
 
 This is an especially important issue at 
Mount Hope Cemetery where the staff often fills 
sunken graves in the older sections (where no 
vaults were used). This creates a patchwork of 

bare ground that promotes 
the development of weeds 
rather than a good turf 
(Figure 51). Klupar 
(1962:215) notes that the 
filling of these depressions, 
followed by seeding or 
sodding, is an essential 
cemetery practice. Placing 
lines along the edge of the 
roadways would provide 
an option for watering 
these areas and promoting 
a better turf. Although not 
allowed by the current 
Modified Stage 1 water 
restrictions, it may be 
allowed in the future. 
 
Other Landscape Issues 
 
 All three 
cemeteries have avoided 

the unfortunate issue of lot owners using gravel 
in plots in an effort to control weeds. Graveled 
lots almost always present a variety of long-term 
maintenance problems. In addition, the practice 
is not historically appropriate for the O’Rorke or 
City cemeteries. The city should discourage the 
practice whenever possible. 

 
Figure 52. The Mount Hope landscape is “dotted” with areas of bare soil 

resulting from the filling in of sunken graves. This detracts from 
the landscape and will further degrade the turf with the 
introduction of additional weedy species.  

 
 We also observed several areas where 
vehicles were used off roads in the O’Rorke  and 
Mount Hope cemeteries (Figure 53). In both 
cases graves were driven over, leaving clear ruts 
or tire tracks. This is extremely disrespectful and 
should never be allowed outside of an 
emergency situation. In addition, the practice 
contributes to the deterioration of the landscape, 
causing additional time and effort for repairs. It 
is critical that heavy-duty maintenance vehicles 
not be allowed off established roads.  
 
 This practice can be avoided by 
appropriate cemetery planning that ensures 
access to maintenance vehicles. The importance 
of   thorough   planning   is   well   addressed  by  
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Figure 53. Examples of damage to O’Rorke and Mount Hope cemeteries as a result of maintenance 

vehicles driving off the established roads. This practice should cease immediately. 
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Llewellyn (1998:165), who notes that “torn-up 
turf creates a poor appearance – it’s not good for 
the image of the cemetery in general, is 
potentially harmful to sales, and adds 
unnecessarily to maintenance expenses.” 
 
 If the existing design does not allow for 
maintenance vehicle access, then we recommend 
that smaller and lighter maintenance vehicles be 
used. Many cemeteries are beginning to use a 
variety of all terrain utility vehicles. These have 
a narrow width (typically less than 60 inches) 
and are light weight (typically around 1,200 
pounds). Many have tilting rear beds and are 
able to tow upwards of 1,000 pounds. They 
provide an excellent means of dealing with 
maintenance issues while minimizing damage to 
lawns and graves. Similarly small excavation 
equipment is also available to allow excavation 
of graves in tight locations. 
 
 Another option is the use of various 
mud boards or tracks – either plywood or 
readily available lighter-weight commercial 
versions. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Parks and Recreation cemetery division is 
significantly understaffed. At least 12 
individuals are required for the approximately 
40 acres (and 12 additional properties). In 
addition, the Cemetery Superintendent should 
be responsible for only the cemetery 
operations. This additional staffing should be 
a very high priority since without adequate 
staff the condition of the three cemeteries will 
continue to deteriorate. 
 
Technicians and supervisory staff should be 
encouraged to become certified by PLANET (or 
some similar local organization) in categories 
such as Landscape Technician – Exterior, 
Turfgrass Professional, or Ornamental 
Landscape Professional.  
 
The city should work to ensure of continuity of 
the staff by providing appropriate pay levels, 

fringe benefits, and educational opportunities 
(such as certification opportunities).  
 
Tree and shrub selection within the cemeteries 
should be focused on historically appropriate 
species,  based on identification of either 
original planting lists, replication of identified 
historic species in the specific cemetery, or 
using period lists. Species should, however, be 
evaluated to eliminate those with problems 
such as suckers, surface roots, inherent 
weakness, etc. The city should develop a tree 
plan to ensure that when any tree must be 
removed, an appropriate replacement is 
planted in its place. 
 
All replacement trees should be of at least 1-
inch caliper and meet the minimum 
requirements of the American Nursery and 
Landscape Association’s American Standard 
for Nursery Stock (ANSI Z60.1-2004). Nursery 
stock should be carefully inspected and 
specimens with wounds, crooked or double 
leaders, broken branches, or girdling roots 
should be rejected. 
 
Trees within the cemetery should be fertilized 
on a routine basis and should be 
professionally evaluated and pruned at least 
once every 5 years by an ISA Certified 
Arborist. All trees should be inspected yearly 
and after any storm with winds in excess of 55 
mph. 
 
The Cemetery evidences a number of tree 
maintenance issues, likely the result of 
inadequate staff and the use of individuals 
with inadequate training and expertise. Only 
ISA Certified Arborists should be responsible 
for tree pruning and maintenance. 
 
Trees in all three cemeteries, beginning with 
O’Rorke, should be pruned for thinning or 
cleaning as recommended by a certified 
arborist. There are several trees in each 
cemetery that are diseased. They should be 
evaluated for their hazard and need for 
immediate removal. 
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Shrubbery is most common at City Cemetery 
and there are examples of poor choices, largely 
the result of various “beautification” efforts 
that introduced inappropriate plantings. The 
shrubbery at all cemeteries is also heavily 
sheared into inappropriate shapes. There is 
much damage as a result. Much of the 
shrubbery requires renewal pruning. We 
recommend that if the city cannot devote 
trained staff to care for these issues that they 
let a contract specific for the renewal and 
rehabilitation of the shrubbery on the 
cemeteries.  
 
The nylon trimmer line being used by the city 
is acceptable. The evidence of damage, 
however, suggests there would be significant 
benefit by replacing the existing line with 
0.065-inch line.  
 
Mowers used in the cemetery should be fitted 
with closed cell foam bumpers to reduce the 
damage to the stones. These bumpers should 
be inspected on a weekly basis and replaced as 
needed. 
 
With the exception of the African American 
section, City Cemetery is too crowded to allow 
the safe and effective use of 60 and 72-inch 
deck mowers. Most of the cemetery should be 
mowed only with 21-inch push mowers.  
 
All staff must be periodically reminded of the 
level of care necessary in cemetery operations. 
 
Soil analysis should be conducted to 
determine if adjustments are necessary for the 
turfgrass. Where fertilization is needed, only 
organic, slow release fertilizers should be used 
in order to minimize salt damage to the stones. 
 
Limited pre-emergent and post-emergent weed 
control should be instituted at the cemeteries 
using liquid herbicides applied as a course 
spray, taking care to avoid stones. The 
herbicides will affect the stones and this work 
will need to be very carefully done to ensure 
that the stones are not damaged.   
 

The city should install water lines along the 
road edge at Mount Hope Cemetery. This 
would allow reseeding or resodding of graves, 
as well as watering stressed areas.  
The use of gravel in plots should continue to 
be discouraged. Grass is more historically 
appropriate and easier to maintain.  
 
Staff must be prohibited from driving on 
graves. This is disrespectful and damages the 
landscape. If necessary, small ATVs should be 
used for maintenance activities or “mud 
boards” should be temporarily placed over 
graves. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 OTHER MAINTENANCE ISSUES 
 

Signage 
 
 At the present time none of the 
cemeteries have particularly effective signage. In 
general, it is best to develop and maintain a 
consistent signage theme, not only between 
cemeteries, but also from one city operated 
historic property to another. This does not seem 
to be the case. 
 
 Signage at the cemeteries is typically 
hidden and poorly formulated. The only 

consistent theme between the three properties is 
a prominently posted sign at each, warning that 
concealed or displayed weapons is a violation of 
North Carolina and Raleigh law (Figure 54). 
This does not provide effective promotion of the 
properties. An effort should be made to reduce 
the impact of this negative signage on visitors, 
perhaps by incorporating its message with other 
regulations (discussed below). 
 

From a cemetery preservation 
perspective signage is of four basic types: 
identification, regulatory, informational, and 
interpretative. They are generally recommended 
in this same priority.  

 
Figure 54. The most prominently displayed 

signage at each city cemetery 
warns against concealed or 
displayed weapons. This detracts 
from the cemetery landscape and 
certainly degrades the experience 
of the visit. 

 
Identification signage might include the 

name of the cemetery and might also include the 
cemetery’s date of founding and historic 
significance (i.e., eligible for listing on the 
National Register).  
 

Regulatory signage specifies laws, 
regulations, or expected standards of behavior. 
We recommend that the city develop signage 
dealing with, minimally, these issues (perhaps 
with some modifications of language as might 
be needed): 
 

 Many of the stones in this cemetery are 
very old and may be easily damaged. 
Consequently, absolutely no gravestone 
rubbings will be allowed. 

 
 The stones and monuments in this 

cemetery are fragile. Please refrain from 
leaning, sitting, or climbing on any 
monument or mausoleum. All children 
must be escorted by an adult.  

 
 Absolutely no alcoholic beverages, 

fireworks, or fire arms are allowed in 

 87
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the cemetery. Proper conduct is 
expected at all times.  

 
 No pets are allowed in the cemetery. 

 
 Flowers will be removed by the staff 10 

days after holidays or when the 
arrangements become wilted and 
unsightly. 

 
 No plantings are allowed within the 

cemetery and the City will enforce its 
right to remove any plantings deemed 
inappropriate, diseased, or damaging 
the cemetery. 

 
 For additional information concerning 

maintenance issues, please contact the 
City of Raleigh Parks and Recreation 
Department, Cemeteries Division at 
__________. In case of emergency 
contact ______. 

 
The last two types of signage are 

informational (for example, directional signs) 
and interpretative (information on historic 
people buried in the cemetery). 

 
City Cemetery 

 
 The only identification signage is the 
one plaque at the East Street entrance (Figure 
55). This sign is scratched and has been stained 
by paint – these reflect the overall worn 
appearance of the cemetery itself. While the sign 
announces the presence of “many of Raleigh’s 
earliest citizens,” it is silent regarding the 
enslaved African Americans buried there. The 
other three entrances have no identification.  
 
 We recommend that the signage, which 
dates from 1978, be revitalized by at least briefly 
mentioning the presence of African American 
burials and that it be posted at each of the four 
entrances.  
 
 There is absolutely no regulatory 
signage (other than the no weapons sign) and 

this is a significant mistake. Regulatory signage 
should be clearly posted at each entrance, 
perhaps just within the cemetery.  
 
 The interpretative signage at the 
cemetery consists of a massive granite marker 
and map, present at only the main entrance. The 
map appears long ago forgotten, sharing space 
with an eroding bank and a poorly tended box 
wood. The map is barely legible because of 
soiling. It is also impossible, without a readily 
accessible pamphlet or walking tour brochure, 
to relate this list of 40 individuals (one of whom 
is not even listed on the map) to the actual 
property. 
 
 However, even if the map could be 
easily read it would likely attract little interest 
and would certainly tell no compelling story. It 
is filled with the names of dead individuals with 
no indication of why any modern visitor should 
care. Who was Silas Burns, or Thomas Meredith, 
or Josiah Ogden Watson? And why should a 
visitor from Asheville, or Seattle, care? Simply 
listing names is not appropriate interpretation 
and provides visitors with no reason to stop, 
look, or be impressed.  
 
 This signage should be replaced with 
either numbers at graves keyed to a readily 
available walking tour pamphlet or with 
graveside signage that tells a story, perhaps also 
illustrating the individual in life, his or her 
Raleigh house, or some artifact of their life to 
add interest and variety. There must be a 
compelling story.  
 
 Two common types of stand alone 
signage are fiberglass and porcelain. Fiberglass 
signage is relatively resistant to vandalism. Paint 
can be removed easily prior to cross linking, 
light scratches can be buffed out, although 
deeper gouges and carving require sign 
replacement. The resin must be chosen for UV 
resistance to prevent the sign from yellowing. 
Good  quality signs also print the graphics on an  
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Figure 55. Existing City Cemetery signage. None provide a compelling story or enhance the cemetery 

visit. All should be replaced or expanded upon.  
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opaque carrier that will become saturated with 
resin and integral to the signage. Porcelain signs 
are among the most durable sign material, 
resisting graffiti and scratching. Good quality 
signs are also highly impact resistant.   
 
 The marker erected at the African 
American section is so discrete that it can be 
easily overlooked. It fails to provide any 
information concerning the life or death of 
Raleigh’s free persons of color or African 
American slaves. In fact, it is ambiguous even in 
stating that the plot is the grave yard for black 
residents. This is another area that requires more 
complete interpretation, helping the public 
understand, for example, the nature of African 
American burials. 
 
 No directional signage is present at City 
Cemetery, nor is it needed. 
 

O’Rorke Cemetery 
 
 The only identification signage at this 

cemetery is laid vertically to one side of the 
double gate entrance off Pender Street (Figure 
56). It is inconspicuous and probably unseen by 

the majority of people who might happen on 
this cemetery. The pedestrian gate at Lane Street 
offers no identification. 
 
 There seems little reason to be 
concerned with the 1979 name change, but it is 
important to understand that the O’Rorke name 
is not only modern, but is also likely to lead 
some to think of the cemetery as a family 
graveyard. It would have been far more 
historically appropriate to accept a name that 
combines the two uses of the graveyard, such as 
“Catholic/Pauper Cemetery.”  
 

This cemetery represents consecrated 
ground. The dedication of such cemeteries by 
the Bishop or his delegate includes both prayers 
and blessings with holy water. Traditional 
church law also required that a fence or barrier 
be placed around the cemetery, segregating it 
from unconsecrated ground. It was extremely 
important to Catholics that they be buried in 
consecrated ground and it seems fitting that this 
importance continue to be recognized and not 

lost in a family name.  
 
 At the same time, 
there can be no denying that 
the cemetery has been 
extensively used by the poor 
of all faiths. Even this, 
however, fulfills the 
Catholic (and Christian, 
Jewish, and Muslim) belief 
that all must be comforted 
from their suffering and a 
“proper” burial is one 
means to achieve this goal.  
 
 Thus, the current 
signage that is strangely 
quiet on the issue of both 
consecrated ground and 
burial of paupers, must be 
changed to better reflect the 
reality of this cemetery. In 

addition, signage should be erected at both 
entrances to the cemetery. 

 
Figure 56. The only signage at the O’Rorke Cemetery fails to adequately 

identify the cemetery as both consecrated ground and 
extensively used by Wake County’s paupers. 
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 Regulatory signage identified 
previously should also be placed at both 
entrances. If the city intends to provide 
interpretative signage at other cemeteries – as it 
has at City Cemetery – 
that policy should be 
implemented at all 
cemeteries.  
 
 At O’Rorke it 
would be appropriate 
to erect signage that 
includes a map 
showing the location of 
all known pauper 
burials on the property. 
There should be at least 
a list of those known to 
be buried in the 
Catholic section. It is 
important that the city 
not allow either group 
to be forgotten.  
 

Mount Hope Cemetery 
 
 Signage at Mount Hope is even less 
satisfactory than for either of the other two city 
operated cemeteries. In fact, the only signage at 
Mount Hope (beyond the no weapons sign that 
is noticed upon entering the property) are the 
cast stones in the Fayetteville Street entrance 
and a small brass plaque. The other two 
entrances are not marked (although the office 
entrance does have an “office” sign posted on 
the building).  
 
 Identification and regulatory signage 
should be posted at each entrance. At the main 
entrance these additional signs should in no 
way obscure or detract from the beautiful 
entrance columns and gate. We suggest that the 
signage, at this entrance, be erected just within 
the property. 
 
 As we have commented for O’Rorke 
Cemetery, if the city intends to erect 
informational signage as it has at City Cemetery, 

then this practice should be extended to all 
cemeteries. Certainly Mount Hope has an 
extraordinary history that is equally worthy of 
being told. 

 

Figure 57. Sparse signage at Mount Hope Cemetery. 

 It would also be helpful to have maps 
that show the drives within the cemetery. These 
could be keyed to the graves of interesting 
people. One such story story is that of the W.H. 
Matthews vault or mausoleum, although there 
are certainly many others. 
 

Other Signage and Brochures 
 
 Both City Cemetery and Mount Hope 
are located on the Capital City Trail. At Mount 
Hope the small, discrete brown sign is almost 
hidden by an adjacent power pole (Figure 58). In 
addition, the sign is placed so high that it is 
doubtful that many visitors even know it is 
present.  
 
 We have been provided with two 
brochures for the Capital City Trail. One is 12 
page brochure with a small fold-out map 
providing brief descriptions and locations for 88 
sites. It was apparently developed ca. 1983. The 
second is a more recent and very large fold out 
listing 111 sites. An on-line search reveals no 
listings for “Capital City Trail” on the first 
several pages. When it is modified to reflect 
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Raleigh, a number of sites come up. The most 
prominent recount the trail as a historical project 
is given by the Women’s Club of Raleigh. Both 
brochures, however, are no longer in print. 
 
 The Capital City Trail also competes 
with the Raleigh Heritage Trail (which promotes 
only nine sites, none of them cemeteries). The 
Capital City Trail brochure is reportedly 
available from the Convention Bureau, but it 
was not available at any of the hotels or 
restaurants that we visited while doing work in 
Raleigh. 
 
 The 2007 Downtown Raleigh Wayfinding 
Analysis & Recommendations study by Corbin 

Design explains that the Capital City Trail signs 
“are out of date and not maintained” – a 
conclusion that we, too, realized. The Corbin 
Design study goes on to note that ,  

 
Figure 58. Example of the small brown Raleigh 

Capital City Trail almost hidden at Mount 
Hope Cemetery. 

 
Overall, the variety of different 
sizes, colors and applications of 
signage in the historic districts 
serves as a barrier to a cohesive 
visitor experience. It is difficult 
to understand how all the 
historical elements relate to one 
another to form a complete 
story. 

 
This, too, is clear in our discussion of the 
cemetery signage.   
 
 There is a brochure for City Cemetery 
(“A Walking Tour of City Cemetery,” dated 
2004) although it is difficult to find. While we 
were told that it was available on the Olivia 
Raney Local History Library website, we were 
unable to find the brochure. Nor could it be 
found using a Google search.  
 
 The brochure represents a considerable 
effort, but it is uneven. Some individuals are 
represented by lengthy biographical data, while 
others are noted only as, for example, a 
merchant. Few of the entries are woven into 
interesting stories that will hold the attention of 
an average person or encourage further 
exploration. Some entries provide tantalizing 
comments – such as the Peace plot with its 
“unique drainage system,” but we are not 
fulfilled by an explanation of the system or its 
uniqueness.  
 
 This brochure, however, provides the 
nucleus of what could be an interesting walking 
guide. It could include information on the types 
of stone, Raleigh stone carvers, the types of 
monuments, Raleigh funerary customs, more 
interesting stories concerning the individuals 
(with explanations that make it obvious why we  
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Figure 59. Floral problems at Mount Hope. At the top is a photo of artificial holiday flowers that have 

not been removed and are now deteriorated and unsightly. The middle photo shows dead 
plants left in the cemetery. At the bottom there is the new section showing the large numbers 
of flowers that must be moved to allow maintenance. 
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should care), and information on the landscape. 
It should provide a story, not a dry recitation of 
facts. 
 
Flowers and Other Grave Decorations 
 
 Flower regulations in the still active 
cemetery, Mount Hope, are limited to a 1996 
policy that “permanent flower vases shall be 
mounted to a headstone or buried at either end 
of a headstone. No permanent flower vases shall 
be buried in front of or behind a headstone.” 
This policy unfortunately did not prohibit 
temporary flower arrangements. As a result, 
most of the graves in the new section have a 
wide variety of primarily plastic floral 
arrangements simply bunched together and 
stuck into the ground (Figure 59).  
 

Each arrangement must be picked up, 
the area mowed or trimmed, and the 
arrangement replaced. This dramatically 
increases the level of maintenance necessary. 
This can be ill-afforded since Mount Hope is 
operating in the red because of the city policy 
that graves cannot be priced higher than 70% of 
the average commercial rate.  
 
 In addition to the 
issue of flowers in the 
new section, when we 
visited Mount Hope in 
mid-March, we found 
numerous Christmas 
decorations still being 
displayed (Figure 
59).This detracts from the 
dignity and beauty of the 
cemetery. Plastic flowers, 
if accidentally mowed, 
also create significant 
debris that will not 
decompose. 
 
 We recommend 
that the city adopt a 
flower policy that will 

minimize maintenance problems.  

 
Figure 60. Flower holder that 

inexpensively allows 
the display of flowers 
while keeping the 
arrangement out of 
the way of 
maintenance.  

 
First, as previously recommended, we 

believe that all flowers or arrangements should 
be removed by the cemetery staff 10 days after 
holidays or when the arrangements become 
unsightly. This will allow staff to remove faded 
flowers,     Christmas     decorations     after    the  

 
Figure 61. Stockpiled soil in this barren, compacted portion of the 

Backside Section at Mount Hope detracts from the cemetery. 
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Figure 62. Screening problems at Mount Hope in the Durfey Section. The top photo shows what 

appear to be discarded monuments. The bottom photo shows lawn debris and soil.  
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holidays, and so forth.  
 
Floral policies are common at 

cemeteries. National cemeteries have relatively 
constrained policies: 
 

 Natural cut flowers may be used 
throughout the year and “will be 
removed when they become unsightly.” 

 Artificial flowers may be used only from 
October 10 through March 15 (when cut 
flowers are often not widely available). 

 Potted plants are allowed only from 10 
days before and 10 days following 
Easter Sunday. 

 Memorial decorations will be removed 7 
days after the holiday. 

 Christmas decorations are permitted 
only during the season and will be 
removed no later than January 10. 
 
Looking at the policies of three North 

Carolina communities similar to Raleigh 
(Greensboro, Durham, and Winston Salem), all 
have detailed policies. 

 
For example, Greensboro allows flowers 

to be placed only in vases that are integral to the 
monument(artificial flowers designed to be 
placed on top of the memorial are permitted), 
with only one vase allowed per monument. The 
city reserves the right to remove anything not in 
compliance or deemed “unsightly.” Wreaths on 
standards and seasonal arrangements are 
allowed on listed special days, but must be 
removed within 30 days of the holiday. All 
flowers must be removed when they become 
wilted or unsightly. All funeral arrangements 
must be removed within seven days (Rules and 
Regulations, XXXIII). 

 
In Durham’s cemeteries, the cemetery 

manager has the authority to remove flowers 
and other items on graves (Section 7-24). 
Between March 1 and November 1, no more 
than one floral arrangement is allowed per 
grave, except for seven days following interment 
(Section 7-25). Between March 1 and November 

1 all floral arrangements must be in a vase 
attached to the marker (Section 7-26). Outside of 
those dates the container must be of some 
durable material, with non-durable materials, 
such as glass and plastic prohibited (Section 7-
33).  

 
Winston Salem’s cemeteries allow only 

cut flowers in approved containers. Artificial 
arrangements are allowed at Christmas, but 
must be removed by February 1. Potted plants 
are allowed only for Easter and Christmas. 
During grass cutting season, flowers are 
removed after two weeks (Section 14-24).  

 
Such regulations, however, are not 

confined to these larger cities. For example, the 
City of Hickory limits seasonal decorations from 
the middle of November to the first of January. 
They also prohibit other grave decorations. The 
Burlington Code allows flowers to remain on a 
grave for only 5 days after the burial and also 
allows the Superintendent to remove artificial 
flowers when “deteriorated as to color and 
appearance.” Lumberton allows fresh flowers to 
remain for only 5 days, while artificial flowers 
“that are faded shall be removed” and disposed 
of the Superintendent.  

 
 Second, we recommend that the 
cemetery establish a regulation that all floral 
displays in the new section must be placed in 
vases integral to the stone or that a vase 
mounted vase holder be used (Figure 60). These 
choices provide a wide range of cost options for 
families while still ensuring that the 
maintenance staff can perform their duties. 
These are available from a variety of monument 
companies for about $20 retail or could be 
ordered by the city and sold directly (see  
www.thompsonmonuments.com/flower_holder
s.html). 
 
Screening Issues 
 
 There are several locations at Mount 
Hope that detract from the dignity and beauty 
of the cemetery. One is in what is known as the 

http://www.thompsonmonuments.com/flower_holders.html
http://www.thompsonmonuments.com/flower_holders.html
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Backside Section where apparently no graves 
are located. The city is storing soil in this area, 
which is compacted, barren, and eroding into 
the street (Figure 61). There is another area 
being used for stockpiling mulch in the Durfey 
Section and we recommend that the materials be 
removed from the Backside section. This area 
should then be sodded and made presentable to 
the public. It could be a pleasant green area with 
a little care. 
 
 If there are factors that preclude moving 
the stockpiled soil, then this area should be 
screened from public view using appropriate 
vegetation or fencing. 
 
 A second area of concern is the dirt road 
leading into the Durfey Section. Along this road 
are several damaged monuments (Figure 62). 
This gives the appearance that the graves have 
been destroyed or are in the roadway. Either is 
inappropriate and the situation should be 
rectified. 
 
 This road leads to a disposal area used 
for the dumping of leaves and other debris, 
including soil. This area is open to the public 
and presents a very poor view of the cemetery 
and its practices. The area should be screened 
and the road closed to public traffic. 
 
 The final issue involves the location of 
the office at Mount Hope adjacent to what is 
called the New Part. The very industrial nature 
of the building, coupled with the storage and 
maintenance of heavy equipment in the yard, 
detracts from the dignity of the cemetery – an 
issue which has been previously discussed. 
 
 It would have been far better for this 
office to have been moved off the cemetery 
property or at least to a more discrete location. 
Since this was not done, the alternative is to 
more effectively screen the building. This may 
be accomplished by plantings. An ideal planting 
for the full sun present would be either a 
climbing rose or Confederate Jessamine 

(Trachelospermum jasminoides)  – an aggressive 
vine with a very sweet smelling white flower.  
 
Trash 
 
 All three cemeteries were examined for 
evidence of trash. The problems were worst at 
City Cemetery and O’Rorke – the two properties 
which appear to receive the least attention by 
the Parks and Recreation staff.  
 
 At City Cemetery we saw a variety of 
trash problems, including trash disposed of in 
the center of boxwoods, trash tossed in urns, 
and trash left in the open. We believe that at 
least some of the problems are likely caused by 
vagrants. At O’Rorke Cemetery we observed 
several alcohol containers in the cemetery 
(Figure 63).  
 
 These problems are the result of several 
factors, the most significant being that the 
cemeteries are inadequately staffed and the 
available staff is stretched too thin to provide 
the level of care necessary. Additional staff 
means more on-the-ground time at each 
cemetery and this has a variety of positive 
benefits to the preservation of the resources. 
Regardless, it is critical that all trash be quickly 
identified and removed. 
 
 We found no trash containers at Mount 
Hope  or  O’Rorke  Cemetery.   The latter likely 
needs no containers since public use is very 
limited. Mount Hope, however, should be 
provided with containers to encourage families 
to properly dispose of flower arrangements.  
 
 At City Cemetery we found containers – 
brown 55 gallon drums with “trash” on their 
sides in white paint. These are an eyesore and 
should be immediately replaced. 
 
 For both Mount Hope and City 
Cemetery there are a variety of vandal resistant 
trash containers that would more effectively 
blend in with the surroundings. It is not 
necessary  to purchase  “historic replicas” since  
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Figure 63. Trash problems at the city’s cemeteries. The top photo shows trash hidden in City 

Cemetery. The middle photo shows one of several alcohol containers at O’Rorke Cemetery. 
The bottom photo shows the unsightly trash containers being used in the City Cemetery. 
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they would likely appear as out of place as the 
current drums at City Cemetery. For example, 
there are a variety of cast concrete receptacles 
that would perform well in these settings.  
 
Widening of Fayetteville Road 
 
 Toward the end of this assessment we 
were informed of the details surrounding the 
widening of Fayetteville Road in the vicinity of 
Mount Hope Cemetery. 
 
 While the road will remain two-lanes (a 
plan for a third turning lane was dropped), the 
city will be increasing right of way to allow the 
construction of curbs and gutters, with the 
addition of a 6-foot sidewalk adjacent to the 
curb on the west side of the road, adjacent to 
Mount Hope. 
 
 This increase in right of way will 
necessitate the taking of cemetery property and 
the construction of a 7-foot high retaining wall 
that the city intends to “tie into” the existing 
historic fabric of the entrance (Figure 22). In 
addition, utility lines will be relocated; although 
at present where they will be placed is not 
known. 
 
 While a previous study (Seibel and 
Turco 2004) determined that this taking will not 
affect burials and that the cemetery is eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places, it does not comment on the affect the 
undertaking     will     have     on    the   cemetery  
landscape. We understand that the NC State 
Historic Preservation Office has approved this 
plan. 
 
 In spite of the compliance approval, 
required because of the involvement of federal 
funds, this undertaking is poorly conceived and 
of questionable appropriateness. It will have an 
adverse effect on the landscape of the cemetery, 
presenting a visual intrusion and significant 
modification of the original open design. It will 
also have long-term ramifications concerning 
security since it will no longer be possible to see 

into the cemetery once the 7-foot retaining wall 
is erected. We doubt that the material the 
retaining wall is made from will mitigate the 
adverse effect. 
 
 It is worth noting that had this been an 
undertaking by the Federal Highway 
Administration, Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 
1966 stipulates that agencies within the DOT 
cannot approve the use of land from a 
significant publicly owned public park, 
recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or 
any significant historic site unless there is no 
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
land. We doubt that “no feasible and prudent 
alternative” was available in the case of this 
product. 
 
 It is through the gradual chipping away 
of integrity, such as this, that sites can lose those 
elements and characteristics that make them 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register. 
We note that this is not the first time that the 
cemetery has been affected by road widenings. 
Cemeteries, lacking constituencies, are often 
chosen as the source of acreage for projects over 
other alternatives that may pose a more 
significant political obstacle.  
 
Recommendations 
 
The Parks and Recreation Department should 
develop regulatory signage for use at all of its 
cemeteries. This signage should minimally 
deal with proper care of the monuments, 
prohibiting rubbings and warning visitors of 
their fragile condition; it should prohibit 
certain behaviors and actions, such as use of 
alcoholic beverages; it should established 
simple guidelines for plantings, as well as the 
placement and removal of floral and grave 
decorations; and it should include contact and 
emergency information. 
 
City Cemetery requires identification signage 
at all four entrances. All four entrances should 
also have regulatory signage. The 
interpretative signage is antiquated and fails to 
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engage the visitor. Consequently, it requires 
extensive rehabilitation.  
 
O’Rorke Cemetery requires identification 
signage at both of its entrances. Regulatory 
signage, as well,  should be located at both 
entrances. There is currently no interpretative 
signage and this should be corrected by 
installation of signage that tells the story of 
both the Catholic Cemetery and the Pauper 
Cemetery.  
 
Mount Hope Cemetery also has inadequate 
identification signage. New signage should be 
erected at all three entrances. Signage at the 
main entrance, however, should not obscure or 
overwhelm the entrance gates, which are both 
beautiful and historic. Regulatory signage is 
also required. The cemetery has no 
interpretative signage and the compelling story 
of Raleigh’s African American cemetery 
should be told. 
 
The existing Capital City Trail signage is 
antiquated, obscured, and fails to reasonably 
engage visitors. It competes against other tours 
that are better publicized. It also provides little 
promotion for the two cemeteries (O’Rorke is 
not listed). The Wayfinding Study 
recommends all Capital City Trail Signage be 
removed – we concur in this recommendation. 
 
There is only one brochure and it is limited to 
City Cemetery. The brochure is difficult to 
find (it is out of print) and is not particularly 
engaging. It requires considerable revision and 
should include more information on the 
cemetery landscape, stone carvers, funerary 
customs, and reasons that a visitor should be 
interested in the individuals buried in the 
cemetery. It is also critical that Parks and 
Recreation develop brochures for the O’Rorke 
and Mount Hope Cemeteries. 
 
The city should establish flower regulations 
for its cemeteries that maintain the dignity of 
the cemetery and allow reasonable 
maintenance. We recommend that all floral 
displays be either in a vase integrated into the 
flush marker or use a flower holder. Either will 

allow more appropriate maintenance. Seasonal 
displays should not be allowed to remain three 
months after the holiday; plants should not 
remain on graves once they have died. The city 
should limit flowers on graves to a maximum 
of 10 days. 
 
Mount Hope Cemetery exhibits several areas 
that require screening from the general public. 
These include the spoil pile at the edge of the 
Backside Section. This particular area is also 
compacted with little vegetation. The spoil 
should be removed and this area sodded to 
enhance the appearance of the cemetery. There 
is another spoil and debris area at the edge of 
the Durfey Section. This should be closed to 
public access. There are stones seemingly 
dumped at the edge of the road – this presents 
a poor impression to the public and is 
disrespectful. The stones should be replaced or 
put into storage until their locations can be 
determined. The current office and 
maintenance building presents a harsh view to 
families using the New Section. These 
facilities should never have been allowed to be 
in such close proximity to the graves. Today it 
is critical that the area be screened to soften the 
view. 
 
There is evidence of maintenance vehicles 
operating off-road in both Mount Hope and 
O’Rorke. This is hazardous to the historic 
fabric and disrespectful to the graves and 
families. It should cease immediately. Where 
necessary, the city should either employ small 
vehicles less likely to do damage or use mud 
boards to protect graves. 
 
There are no trash containers at either O’Rorke 
or Mount Hope. Minimally we recommend the 
addition of trash containers at several roadside 
locations in Mount Hope. It may be 
unnecessary to put containers at O’Rorke.  
 
At City Cemetery the trash containers, 55 
gallon drums, detract from the dignity and 
beauty of this historic property. They should 
be replaced with more fitting containers that 
better blend in with the property. 
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We encourage the city, even at this very late 
stage of planning, to re-evaluate the taking of 
property from Mount Hope Cemetery for the 
widening of Fayetteville Road. While 
approved by the NC State Historic 
Preservation Office it is our opinion that the 
taking will diminish the property's integrity. 
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 CONSERVATION ISSUES 
 

What is Conservation? 
 
 Conservation is not restoration. 
Restoration means, very simply, making 
something “like new.” Restoration implies 
dramatic changes of the historic fabric, including 
the elimination of fabric that does not “fit” the 
current “restoration plan.” Restoration is 
inherently destructive of patina and what makes 
a property historic in the first place. The 
“restorer” of a property will know nothing of 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Preservation and care even less. 
 
 One of the most important early 
writings was that of nineteenth century art critic 
and observer John Ruskin. In The Seven Lamps of 
Architecture published in 1849 and in particular, 
“The Lamp of Memory,” Ruskin introduces us 
to the issue of trusteeship where he explains, 
 

it is again no question of 
expediency or feeling whether 
we shall preserve the buildings 
of past times or not. We have no 
right whatever to touch them. 
They are not ours. They belong 
partly to those who built them, 
and partly to all the generations 
of mankind who are to follow 
us. 

 
Ruskin also crisply stated the difference between 
restoration and repair, noting that “restoration” 
means,  
 

the most total destruction which 
a building can suffer: a 
destruction out of which no 
remnants can be gathered: a 
destruction accompanied with 
false description of the thing 
destroyed. 

In contrast conservation can be defined as 
preservation from loss, depletion, waste, or 
harm. Conservation seeks to limit natural 
deterioration. 
 
 Conservation will respect the historic 
fabric, examine the variety of options available, 
and select those that pose the least potential 
threat to the property. Conservation will ensure 
complete documentation, whether it is of 
cleaning, painting, or repair. Conservation will 
ensure that the work done today does not affect 
our ability to treat the object tomorrow. 
 
Standard for Conservation Work 
 
 As Ruskin stated, The City of Raleigh is 
the steward of these cemeteries, holding what 
belonged to past generations in trust for future 
generations. As such the city bears a great 
responsibility for ensuring that no harm comes 
to the properties during their watch. 
 
 One way to ensure the long-term 
preservation of these properties is to ensure that 
all work meets or exceeds the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Preservation, discussed 
on pages 3-4 of this study.  
 
 Another critical requirement is that the 
city ensure that any work performed in the 
cemetery – whether it involves the repair of iron 
work, the cleaning of a stone, or the 
reconstruction of a heavily damage monument, 
is conducted by a trained conservator who 
subscribes to the Standards of Practice and Code 
of Ethics of the American Institute for 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works 
(AIC).  
 
 These Standards cover such issues as: 
 

 Do no harm. 
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 Respect the original fabric and retain as 
much as possible – don’t replace it 
needlessly. 

 Choose the gentlest and least invasive 
methods possible. 

 Is the treatment reversible? Is 
retreatment possible? 

 Don’t use a chemical without 
understanding its affect on the object 
and future treatments. 

 Don’t falsify the object by using designs 
or materials that imply the artifact is 
older than it is. 

 Replication and repairs should be 
identified as modern so that future 
researchers are not misled. 

 Use methods and materials that do not 
impede future investigation. 

 Document all conservation activities – 
and ensure that documentation is 
available. 

 Use preventative methods whenever 
possible – be proactive, not reactive. 

 
The AIC Code of Conduct also requires 

a professional conservator provide clients with a 
written, detailed treatment proposal prior to 
undertaking any repairs; once repairs or 
treatments are completed, the conservator must 
provide the client with a written, detailed 
treatment report that specifies precisely what 
was done and the materials used. The 
conservator must ensure the suitability of 
materials and materials – judging and 
evaluating the multitude of possible treatment 
options to arrive at the best recommendation for 
a particular object. 
 
General Types of Stone Damage 
 
 Although a stone-by-stone assessment 
was not included in this assessment, it is 
possible to provide some general observations 
concerning the types of problems faced by the 
city’s three cemeteries. 
 
 There are many examples (likely 
hundreds) of broken stones. Many of these 

stones should receive a high priority for 
conservation treatments since the stones are 
either a hazard to the public (endangering 
visitors) or a hazard to themselves (if they fall 
there will be additional, significant damage that 
will dramatically increase the cost of repair). The 
identification of these stones and development 
of treatment proposals by a professional 
conservator should be a very high priority. It is 
only with the development of detailed treatment 
proposals and cost estimates that a reasonable 
budget for this conservation work can be 
determined. Given the deterioration of the 
historic fabric, we recommend this work be 
conducted over the next 2 to 3 years. 
 

In most cases gravestones are fragile 
and their repair is delicate work. There are many 
commercial products on the market, used by 
many commercial stone companies, which are 
totally inappropriate for historic stone.  
 

Appropriate conservation treatment will 
usually involve drilling and pinning, carefully 
aligning the two fragments. Threaded 316 
stainless steel rod (or occasionally nylon) and 
epoxy adhesives formulated for the specific 
stone are used in this type of repair. Diameters 
and lengths of pins vary with the individual 
application, depending on the nature of the 
break, the thickness of the stone, its condition, 
and its expected post-repair treatment.  
 

Sometimes pins are not used in a 
misguided or misinformed effort to save time 
and money. Instead the pieces are simply joined 
using a continuous bead of epoxy or some other 
adhesive. Experience indicates that for a long-
lasting repair, particularly in structural 
applications, use of pins is usually necessary. 
Moreover, most adhesives are far stronger than 
the stone itself, meaning that failure of the repair 
is likely to cause additional damage to the stone. 
 

At times mechanical repairs also involve 
dismantling  intact elements  and ensuring that a 
sound foundation is present. Foundation work 
may involve filling in depressions, establishing a  



CONSERVATION ISSUES 
 

 

 105
 

  

  

 

 
Figure 64. Examples of broken stones. Top row is from City Cemetery, middle row from Mount Hope, 

and bottom row from O’Rorke Cemetery. 
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Figure 65. Examples of other stone problems. Top row illustrates loose fragments susceptible to 
additional damage or theft; middle row illustrates stones with ferrous pins requiring 
replacement; the bottom row illustrates examples of spalling – on the left is sandstone with 
extensive loss, on the right is marble with vegetation growing in the crack causing additional 
damage. 
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Figure 66. Examples of other stone problems. The top row illustrates two box tombs with significant 
damage. The middle row and lower left examples show leaning stones that, if not corrected, 
will result in additional damage. The lower right photo illustrates inappropriate resetting 
using rocks to level a die on a sunken base. 
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Figure 67. Examples of other conservation issues. Top left shows a tab in socket stone requiring 

resetting. Top right shows a concrete monument with extensive damage from the corrosion of 
internal ferrous reinforcement. Middle left illustrates concrete coping that is broken and 
deteriorating. Middle right shows stone steps at City Cemetery that are unstable and 
hazardous to the public – these require immediate resetting. Lower left shows an urn broken 
from a pedestal tomb, but left precariously positioned on the top. At the lower right is a 
monument that has been acid cleaned, which is very damaging to the historic fabric. 
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concrete footing, or taking other measures to 
ensure that subsidence is minimized. Then the 
entire structure is repaired as it is reassembled. 
 
 There are also a number of loose stones 
or stone fragments. These, too, may pose a 
significant risk to the public, depending on the 
size and degree of instability of each stone. 
Some stones will require equipment to allow 
disassembly and correctly repair. Others are 
smaller and the treatment may involve drilling 
for the installation of stainless steel pins to help 
hold the stone in place. A few of the problems 
may be resolved using commercial setting 
compound. 
 

Fragment storage protects fallen or 
broken stones from loss and damage. At present 
there appears to be no procedure to ensure that 
damaged stones are identified and cared for. We 
found bits and pieces of stones in different 
locations throughout the cemeteries. In many 
cases broken stones have been left lying where 
they fell. This may result in the loss of the 
monument or additional damage. It may cause 
loss of the grave, loss of the individual’s 
memory, as well as loss of historic fabric. 
 
 Many of the stones were noted with 
ferrous pins. The results of their deterioration is 
also clearly evident. These should be given a 
high treatment priority since, left untreated, the 
corrosion will cause significant spalling, 
cracking, and breakage of the stones. In these 
cases it will be necessary to use diamond core 
drills to remove the ferrous pins. They will then 
need to be replaced with stainless steel pins. 
 

After many such repairs it will be 
necessary to fill the voids with a natural 
cementitious composite stone material 
resembling the original as closely as possible in 
texture, color, porosity, and strength. This type 
of repair may be used to fill gaps or losses in 
marble and is often used to help slow scaling of 
bedded sandstone exposed to the elements. 

 

Under no circumstances should latex or 
acrylic modified materials be used in composite 
stone repair. These additives may help the 
workability of the product, but they have the 
potential to cause long-term problems. Such 
products are not appropriately matched in terms 
of strength or vapor permeability. 

 
More suitable materials are materials 

such as Jahn (distributed by Cathedral Stone) or 
the lime-based mortars of U.S. Heritage. These 
closely resemble the natural strength of the 
original stone, contain no synthetic polymers, 
exhibit good adhesion, and can be color 
matched if necessary.  
 

All infill work should be conducted by a 
trained conservator. The Jahn products, in fact, 
require certification in their use through 
Cathedral Stone. 
 
 Sandstone monuments are relatively 
uncommon – only one being noted during this 
assessment. Unfortunately, it has been ignored 
for years and is spalling, likely the result of salt 
intake. As the liquid evaporates the salts 
crystallize and cause spalling or delamination. 
Treatment  for  this  problem  is  complex  –  and 
costly. However, left untreated the stone will 
continue to deteriorate and be lost. 
 
 There are a number of failing box  and 
table tombs. Some have failed and are simply 
piles. Others pose an imminent hazard to the 
public. Support of ledgers is often undermined, 
creating a significant potential that the ledger 
will be damaged – and this dramatically 
increases the cost of repair. Consequently, these 
ledgers should receive a relatively high priority 
for repair. 
 
 Many of the stones are seriously 
leaning. When this occurs to headstones, the tilt 
may be sufficient to precipitate a ground break, 
dramatically increasing the cost of repair. For 
other monuments the tilt may be sufficient to 
cause the monument to fail and, in the process, 
there may be additional damage. We also 
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observed monuments in the cemetery that had 
been improperly reset. In at least one case the 
monument was reset in a manner that poses an 
additional hazard to the public – and a liability 
to the city. 
 

Monuments should never be reset using 
concrete, but rather should be set in pea gravel. 
This approach allows the stone some movement 
should it be accidentally impacted by lawn 
maintenance activities. The pea gravel will also 
promote drainage away from the stone, helping 
the stone resist the uptake of soluble salts.  
 
 A few stones require resetting in their 
still extant sockets. This, too, is a fairly simple 
procedure that can be accomplished with little 
time or funds, but which will minimize the 
potential for additional damage to the stone. 
 

In such cases resetting involves the use 
of a high lime mortar mix. In this and all other 
areas of treatment, the city should avoid the  use  
of  Portland  cement. It  is  entirely  too hard for 
the stones and may contain impurities that will 
damage the stone through long-term exposure. 
More appropriate is a 1:3 (or 1:2) mix of NHL 3.5 
and sand. Epoxy and other adhesives should 
never be used since once set it is virtually 
impossible to remove the material. Even the use 
of commercial setting compounds used by the 
monument industry should be limited to use on 
granite markers produced within the last 50 
years. 
 
 As this suggests, there are a number of 
critical stone-related problems at all three 
cemeteries. Each has old sections and each has 
regrettably seen much improper maintenance or 
deferred maintenance. Thus, the condition of the 
stones today is the result of 100 or more years of 
natural wear and/or neglect. 
 
 While repairs are critical, they should 
not be conducted without adequate assessment, 
preparation of appropriate treatment proposals, 
and efforts to implement the preventative 
recommendations contained throughout this 

study. There is, for example, no benefit in 
expending treatment funds if issues such as 
vandalism and regulatory signage have not been 
addressed.  
 
Cleaning of Monuments 
 
 A significant amount of damage may 
result from inappropriate cleaning techniques. 
The most common cleaning technique is the use 
of a bleach product – probably because bleach 
(either sodium hypochlorite or calcium 
hypochlorite) is widely available and 
inexpensive. It is, nevertheless, unacceptable for 
historic monuments.  
 
 Table 6 discusses problems with a 
variety of “common” stone cleaning processes 
widely used by commercial firms and the 
public. Providing this sort of information to 
families who have loved ones buried at the city 
cemeteries may help deter abusive cleaning.  
 
 Cleaning is largely an aesthetic issue at 
all three cemeteries – we saw few examples 
where soil or biologicals were actually causing 
damage to the monuments. Consequently, the 
city should embark on an educational program 
to discourage inappropriate cleaning – 
explaining not only the dangers of bleach and 
other commercial methods, but also pointing out 
that such activities diminish the historical value 
and ambience of the cemeteries. These cleaning 
methods remove not only soil, but also the 
patina of age – leaving monuments that no 
longer appear historic. 
 
 This educational program should point 
out that cleaning – even when done correctly – 
will gradually erode monuments, making them 
susceptible to more soiling and damage. 
Consequently, cleaning should be conducted no 
more frequently than perhaps once every 5 
years.  
 
 The safest product for cleaning is simply 
low pressure (less than 90 psi) water and a soft 
bristle brush. When some other assistance is 
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needed a product that has been found safe for 
most stones is D/2 Architectural Antimicrobial 
distributed by Cathedral Stone.  
 
Brickwork and Repointing 
 

Repairs should always begin with 
photographing the structure as it exists in order 
to completely document the original fabric and 
construction details. Only the unsound 
brickwork should be removed, stopping as soon 
as sound material is encountered. Repair should, 
as far as possible, use similar brick, mortar, 
joints, and tooling. Brick should match in size, 
hardness, texture, and color. Mortar should 

match the original in 
color, texture, and most 
importantly, strength.1  

 
Historic bricks 

are often far softer than 
modern examples. The 
use of a modern hard 
cement mortar will cause 
extensive damage to this 
soft brick as one expands 
more rapidly than the 
other. Mortar should 
always be designed to 
deteriorate more quickly 
(it should be sacrificial, 
meaning the use of high 
lime mortars) than the 
brick since it can be 
readily replaced through 
pointing. 

 
 All repointing 
should minimally meet 
or exceed the 
specifications estab-
lished by Preservation 
Briefs 2: Repointing 
Mortar Joints in Historic 
Masonry Buildings.  
 
 New mortar 

must conform to the following criteria: (1) it 
must match the historic mortar in color, texture, 
and tooling, (2) it must have greater vapor 
permeability and be softer than the masonry 

Table 6. 
Comparison of Different Cleaning Techniques 

 
Cleaning Technique Potential Harm to Stone Health/Safety Issues 

Sand Blasting Erodes stone; highly abrasive; 
will destroy detail and lettering 
over time. 
 

Exposure to marble dust is a 
source of the fatal lung 
disease silicosis. 

Pressure Washers High pressure abrades stone. 
This can be exacerbated by 
inexperienced users. Pressures 
should not exceed 90 psi.  
 

None, unless chemicals are 
added or high temperature 
water is used. 

Acid Cleaning Creates an unnatural surface on 
the stone; deposits iron 
compounds that will stain the 
stone; deposits soluble salts that 
damage the stone.  
 

Acids are highly corrosive, 
requiring personal 
protective equipment under 
mandatory OSHA laws; 
may kill grass and 
surrounding vegetation. 
 

Sodium Hypochlorite 
& Calcium 
Hypochlorite 
(household and 
swimming pool bleach) 
 

Will form soluble salts, which 
will reappear as whitish 
efflorescence; can cause 
yellowing; some salts are acidic. 
 

Respiratory irritant; can 
cause eye injury; strong 
oxidizer; can decompose to 
hazardous gasses. 

Hydrogen Peroxide Often causes distinctive reddish 
discolorations; will etch 
polished marble and limestone. 
 

Severe skin and eye irritant. 

Ammonium 
Hydroxide 

Repeated use may lead to 
discoloration through 
precipitation of hydroxides. 
 

Respiratory, skin, and eye 
irritant. 

D/2 Architectural 
Antimicrobial 

No known adverse effects, has 
been in use for nearly 10 years. 

No special precautions 
required for use, handling, 
or storage. 

 

                                                           
1 While historically appropriate mortars 

can be mixed, typically as a 1:3 ratio of either 
lime putty or NHL 2 or 3.5 with sand, recently 
prepackaged mixes have been marketed. These 
products may be superior when large jobs are 
undertaken, since they assure that the materials 
and mix are consistent. They are available from 
Virginia Lime Works (Mix-n-Go) and Cathedral 
Stone (Restomix).  
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units, and (3) it must be as vapor permeable and 
as soft as the original mortar.  
 
 To achieve these criteria it may be 
necessary to have a conservator conduct a 
mortar analysis. It is also inappropriate to 
specify a single mortar that is appropriate for all 
preservation work, especially at cemeteries such 
as City and Mount Hope where a variety of time 
periods and original mortars are present. 
However, in general, the mortar should be high 
in lime and low in compressive strength. A 
natural hydraulic lime (NHL) or air lime would 
generally be specified for such work. For 
example, an air lime or NHL 3.5 might be mixed 
at the ratio of 0:1:3 (or 0:1:2) for much repointing 
work at these properties. The sand selection 
would be especially critical since that additive 
would primarily determine the final color (and 
texture) of the mortar. 
 
 Existing joints would need to be raked 
out to a depth 2.5 times their width. Thus, a 3/8-
inch joint would need to be raked out to a 
minimum depth of 15/16-inch (typically 
expressed as 1-inch). The repointing mortar, 
generally mixed somewhat dry to minimize 
shrinkage and reduce cleaning efforts, would be 
firmly packed in the thoroughly cleaned and 
moistened joint using lifts no deeper than 1¼-
inches.   
 

The specifications are more detailed 
than this brief overview, but this should serve to 
indicate the care required for a cemetery having 
the historical significance of the city cemeteries. 
 
Concrete Repair 
 

Concrete has been extensively used both 
as monuments and as coping in the twentieth 
century sections of Mount Hope. Much of this 
concrete is in failure, or has already failed. 
 

One of the most common — and clearly 
obvious — problems is spalling, crumbling, and 
complete failure. Careful examination reveals 
that the concrete exhibits no structural strength 

and crumbles. The mix also exhibits the use of 
very large quantities of substandard aggregate. 
The deterioration may be related to the sulfates 
present in the mix. These sulfates react with the 
concrete to form gypsum which expands in the 
concrete and causes bowing, buckling, 
crumbling, or scaling of the concrete surface. 
Alternatively, the aggregate may have been 
sufficiently porous to encourage frost spalling. 
Other concrete exhibits spalling that is probably 
related to its absorption of moisture and freeze-
thaw action. Some damage may also relate to the 
failure to adequately compact the concrete and 
eliminate entrapped air (each 1% of entrapped 
air can reduce the strength of the concrete by 
6%). This concrete is even more susceptible to 
frost action. 

 
In such cases the only remedy is to 

remove the concrete and replace it with an 
appropriate mixture.  
 

There are basic procedures to be 
followed in concrete use, yet shortcuts are often 
taken that ultimately result in significantly 
compromised concrete. The durability of any 
concrete depends on the quality of the mix and 
workmanship involved in mixing, placing, 
compacting, and curing. For example, low 
permeability of finished concrete depends on 
the hydration of the cement to fill interstice 
voids that are initially filled with water. Keeping 
the newly cast concrete moist prevents the fresh 
concrete from drying too quickly and allows 
hydration to continue; this, in turn, promotes 
greater durability. 
 
 Concrete repair must be certain to 
match the historic material in finish, profile, and 
color. Aggregate should also match, assuming 
that the aggregate itself is not the cause of the 
deterioration. Concrete repair is typically well 
understood by most reputable contractors. It 
will consist of the removal of damaged sections 
to a minimum depth of 2-inches and that 
distance beyond the damage in all directions. 
The new surface will need to be roughened. It is 
often appropriate to install threaded fiberglass 
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dowels to tie the new section of concrete to the 
old. In addition, the concrete will be coated with 
a bonding agent, such as Nitobond Epoxy Gel 
400C. Often air-entrained concrete is used and 
this is acceptable, especially in areas with 
significant freeze-thaw action.  
 
 In general concrete monuments do not 
contain ferrous reinforcements, although as seen 
in Figure 67 this is not always the case. Repair of 
non-reinforced monuments is typically no 
different than repair of soft stone. When 
reinforcements are present they are typically the 
source of the failure through iron jacking or the 
expansion of corrosion by-products. If there is 
reinforcement, it must be cleaned to bright metal 
and primed with zinc rich primer or it must be 
removed and replaced with fiberglass rod. This 
makes the repair of such monuments very 
difficult and costly.  
 
Ironwork Conservation 
 
 Although ironwork has been mentioned 
previously in the section on Fixtures and 
Furnishings, we are briefly reviewing critical 
issues here. 
 

Every effort should be made to retain all 
existing ironwork, regardless of condition. 
Replacement with new materials is not only 
aesthetically inappropriate, but often causes 
galvanic reactions between dissimilar metals. 
When some of the existing ironwork is 
incomplete, a reasonable preservation solution is 
to repair and maintain the remaining work 
rather than add historically inappropriate and 
incorrect substitutes. If replacement is desired, 
salvage of matching elements is preferred over 
recasting. Replication is typically not an 
appropriate choice since it is by far the most 
expensive course of action, and is often done so 
poorly. 
 

The single best protection of ironwork is 
maintenance — and this revolves around 
painting. We have previously outlined specific 
steps and materials to use, focusing on minimal 

cleaning, followed by two coats of a rust 
converter and a final top coat of a flat or semi-
gloss alkyd paint.  

 
Repair may include reattachment of 

elements. Ideally, repairs should be made in a 
manner consistent with original construction. 
For example, most newel posts were originally 
attached to a stone or masonry base using a 
threaded rod packed in lead. When this 
assembly is loose, the ideal approach is to 
replace the threaded rod with 316 stainless steel, 
and repack it using an epoxy filler (lead is rarely 
recommended both because of its health 
consequences and also because lead-iron contact 
promotes corrosion).  
 

It may also be appropriate to use small 
stainless steel braces with stainless steel nuts 
and bolts to re-attach coping rails to posts. While 
welding is often expedient, this approach causes 
a radical change to the fence. Once welded, 
pieces are no longer able to move with 
expansion/contraction cycles, and this causes 
internal stresses that may lead to yet additional 
structural problems. Careful inspection of fences 
in good condition reveals that virtually all 
connections were “slip joints” – allowing the 
parts to expand and contract. 
 

In addition, while wrought iron is easy 
to weld because of its low carbon content, cast 
iron contains up to 4% carbon and is difficult to 
weld. Welding on cast iron should be done only 
by firms specializing in this work and capable of 
preheating the elements.  
 

When used, welds should be continuous 
and ground smooth, in order to eliminate any 
gaps or crevices. When finished, it should be 
difficult to distinguish the weld — the original 
metal should blend or flow directly into the 
reattached part.  
 

Another problem observed at City and 
O’Rorke cemeteries is the burial of the bottom 
fence rail in soil. In such cases moisture is held 
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against the ironwork, promoting extensive 
corrosion. 
 

When the fence is buried in the soil all 
that need be done is to resculpt the ground, 
lowering it below the bottom rail. This can not 
only resolve the corrosion problem, but can also 
promote better drainage away from the 
ironwork.  

 
Much of the ironwork would also 

benefit from careful caulking of joints to prevent 
capillary uptake of moisture – which promotes 
corrosion in joints and other small crevices. An 
appropriate caulk is a premium-grade, high-
performance, moisture-cured, single-
component, polyurethane-based, non-sag 
elastomeric sealant (such as Sikaflex 1a). Silicone 
caulks should be avoided. 
 

Another significant threat to the 
ironwork, however, is theft. City Cemetery is 
exceedingly fortunate to have a small but 
diverse collection of ironwork — and several of 
the fences have original gates. All are attractive 
to thieves and the city should take immediate 
action to harden these targets and discourage 
their theft.  
 
Understanding Priorities 
 

With limited funds it is often critical that 
organizations establish priorities for cemetery 
conservation/preservation projects, ensuring 
that the most critical issues are dealt with first.  
 

First priorities are those we recommend 
undertaking during the current fiscal or 
calendar year. These are largely issues that have 
the potential to affect the public health and 
safety and consequently require immediate 
attention.  

 
Planning issues may fall into this high 

priority category as well. Through appropriate 
planning costly mistakes can be avoided. 
Planning also presents the opportunity – as we 
hope is evident in this study – of developing a 

preventative maintenance program that will 
help to ensure that appropriate actions are 
carried out on an on-going basis, limiting the 
need for future emergency treatments.  

 
Second priorities are those which should 

be budgeted for over the next 2 to 3 years. They 
represent urgent issues that, if ignored, will 
result in both significant and noticeable 
deterioration of the Raleigh cemeteries. Deferred 
maintenance is not only poor stewardship, but it is 
fiscally irresponsible. Simple repairs, delayed, turn 
into very expensive treatments. 

 
Third priorities are those that may be 

postponed for 3 to 5 years. They are issues that 
can wait for appropriations to build up to allow 
action. Because they are given this lower 
priority, however, they should not be dismissed 
as trivial or unimportant. 
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend that a stone-by-stone 
assessment be conducted of the three city 
cemeteries. This will identify all monuments 
and fences in need of treatment, determine 
their priority for treatment, and provide costs 
for that work to be accomplished. This is a 
critical planning function. 
 
All work in the cemetery should be conducted 
by trained conservators who subscribe to the 
Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice of the 
American Institute for Conservation of 
Historic and Artistic Works (AIC). This should 
be the minimum level of competency required 
by the city on all projects.  
 
There are some treatments, such as resetting, 
creation of new sockets, cleaning, and some 
aspects of fence repair, that can be undertaken 
by volunteers with training and oversight. 
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 A BRIEF REVIEW OF LEGAL ISSUES SURROUNDING THE 
RALEIGH CITY CEMETERIES 

 
Existing State Laws 

 
Chapter 14, Desecration and Damage 

 
 Chapter 14, Criminal Law, Article 22, 
Damages and Other Offenses to Land and 
Fixtures, covers issues relating to cemetery 
vandalism. 
 
 Section 14-148, Defacing or Desecrating 
Grave Sites, makes it unlawful to willfully litter 
in a cemetery, disturb, or vandalize fences, 
stones, grave artifacts, shrubbery, or plants 
when the damage is less than $1,000. In such 
cases, the act is a Class 1 misdemeanor. If the 
damage is greater than $1,000 it becomes a Class 
1 felony. 
 
 Section 14-149, Desecrating, Plowing 
Over or Covering Up Graves, Desecrating 
Human Remains makes it a Class 1 felony to 
knowingly and willfully disturb or desecrate a 
casket, or damage other grave markers, 
ornamentation, or monuments. Desecration of 
human remains is considered a Class H felony. 
 

Also in this Chapter is a curious 1949 
law concerning inscriptions. Section 14-401.3 
makes it illegal “for any person to erect or cause 
to be erected any gravestone or monument 
bearing any inscription charging any person 
with the commission of a crime, and it shall be 
illegal for any person owning, controlling or 
operating any cemetery to permit such 
gravestone to be erected and maintained 
therein.” The section goes on to require the 
cemetery owner, if such inscriptions exist, to 
“remove and obliterate” them.  
 

 
 

Chapter 65, Cemeteries Generally 
 
 The primary governing laws concerning 
the operation of cemeteries are outlined in 
North Carolina General Statutes, Chapter 65, 
Cemeteries. Within this chapter there are 12 
articles: 
 
Article 1 - Care of Rural Cemeteries (Repealed, 
see Article 12, Part 5). 
 
Article 2 - Care of Confederate Cemetery 

§ 65-4. State Department of Correction 
to furnish labor 

 
Article 3 - Cemeteries for Inmates of County 
Homes  

§ 65-5. County commissioners may 
establish new cemeteries 
§ 65-6. Removal and reinterment of 
bodies 

 
Article 4 - Trust Funds for the Care of 
Cemeteries. (Repealed, see Article 12, Part 2). 
 
Article 5 - Removal of Graves (Repealed, see 
Article 12, Part  4). 
 
Article 6 - Cemetery Associations  

§ 65-16. Land holdings  
§ 65-17. Change of name of association 
or corporation  
§ 65-17.1. Quorum at stockholders' 
meeting of certain nonprofit cemetery 
corporations; calling meeting; 
amendment of charter  

 
Article 7 - Cemeteries Operated for Private Gain 

§§ 65-18 through 65-36: Recodified as §§ 
65-46 through 65-72  
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Article 7A - Funeral and Burial Trust Funds 
§§ 65-36.1 through 65-36.8: Recodified as 
§§ 90-210.30 through 90-210.37 

 
Article 8 - Municipal Cemeteries (Repealed) 
 
Article 8A - Veterans Cemeteries  

§ 65-41. Land acquisition  
§ 65-42. Location of cemeteries 
§ 65-43. Definitions 
§ 65-43.1. Eligibility for interment in a 
State veterans [sic] cemetery 
§ 65-43.2. Proof of eligibility 
§ 65-43.3. Bars to eligibility 
§ 65-43.4. Disinterment 
§ 65-43.5. Reinterment 
§ 65-43.6. State veterans cemeteries cost 
§ 65-44. Days for burial 

 
Article 9 - North Carolina Cemetery Act 

§ 65-46. Short title 
§ 65-47. Scope 
§ 65-48. Definitions 
§ 65-49. The North Carolina Cemetery 
Commission 
§ 65-50. Cemetery Commission; 
members, selection, quorum 
§ 65-51. Principal office 
§ 65-52. Regular and special meetings 
§ 65-53. Powers 
§ 65-54. Annual budget of Commission; 
collection of funds 
§ 65-55. License; cemetery company 
§ 65-56. Existing companies; effect of 
Article 
§ 65-57. Licenses for sales organizations, 
management organizations and brokers 
§ 65-58. Licenses for persons selling 
preneed grave space 
§ 65-59. Application for a change of 
control; filing fee 
§ 65-60. Records 
§ 65-60.1. Trustees; qualifications; 
examination of records; enforcement 
§ 65-61. Required trust fund for care and 
maintenance; remedy of Commission 
for noncompliance 

§ 65-62. Individual contracts for care 
and maintenance 
§ 65-63. Requirements for perpetual care 
fund 
§ 65-64. Deposits to perpetual care fund 
§ 65-65. Trust fund; financial reports 
§ 65-66. Receipts from sale of personal 
property or services; trust account; 
penalties 
§ 65-67. Applications for license 
§ 65-68. License not assignable or 
transferable 
§ 65-69. Minimum acreage; sale or 
disposition of cemetery lands 
§ 65-70. Construction of mausoleums 
and belowground crypts; trust fund for 
receipts from sale of preconstruction 
crypts; compliance requirements 
§ 65-71. Penalties 
§ 65-72. Burial without regard to race or 
color 
§ 65-73. Validation of certain deeds for 
cemetery lots executed by suspended 
corporations 

 
Article 10 - Access to and Maintenance of 
Private Graves and Abandoned Public 
Cemeteries (Repealed, see Article 12, Part 3). 
 
Article 11 - Minimum Burial Depth 

§ 65-77. Minimum burial depth 
 
Article 12 – Abandoned and Neglected 
Cemeteries 
 Part 1, General 

§ 65-85. Definitions 
 
Part 2, Trust Funds for Care of 
Cemeteries 
§ 65-91. Money deposited with the clerk 
of superior court. 
§ 65-92. Separate record of accounts to 
be kept. 
§65-93. Funds to be kept perpetually. 
§ 65-94. Investment of funds. 
§ 65-95. Clerk's bond; substitution of 
bank or trust company as trustee. 
§ 65-96. Funds exempt from taxation. 
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Part 3. Access to and Maintenance of 
Abandoned or Neglected Cemeteries 
§ 65-101. Entering public or private 
property to maintain or visit with 
consent. 
§ 65-102.  Entering public or private 
property to maintain or visit without 
consent. 

  
Part 4. Removal of Graves 
§ 65-106.  Removal of graves; who may 
disinter, move, and reinter; notice; 
certificate filed; reinterment expenses; 
due care required. 

  
Part 5. County Care of Rural Cemeteries 
§ 65-111.  County commissioners to 
provide list of public and abandoned 
cemeteries. 
§ 65-112.  Appropriations by county 
commissioners. 
§ 65-113.  County commissioners to 
have control of abandoned public 
cemeteries; trustees. 

 
 Article 1, which deals with rural 
cemeteries, apparently meaning those outside 
incorporated city boundaries, was enacted in 
1917. It requires the various county 
commissioners to identify all cemeteries within 
their county limits and identify the owner of the 
properties. It allows counties to expend funds 
no greater than $50 to assist in the marking of 
these cemeteries, and it places all abandoned 
cemeteries under the control of the 
commissioners. 
 
 New Article 12, Part 4 details how 
graves may be moved in North Carolina and 
does cover municipal entities such as the City of 
Raleigh. Portions of the law date to 1919, 
although it has been modified through 2001 and 
most recently in 2007.  
 
 Article 9 – the North Carolina Cemetery 
Act – excludes from its purview “cemeteries 
owned and operated by governmental 
agencies.” Thus the article does not regulate the 

actions of the City of Raleigh cemeteries; 
otherwise it largely directs the licensing and 
operation of cemetery companies (including 
requirements for perpetual care) in North 
Carolina. 

 
Chapter 143B, Advisory Committee on 

Abandoned Cemeteries 
 

 Chapter 143B, The Executive 
Organization Act of 1973, Article 2, § 143B-128 
establishes an Advisory Committee on 
Abandoned Cemeteries. The North Carolina 
Legislature has recently expressed additional 
interest in this issue, but it should not affect the 
City of Raleigh. 
 

Chapter 70, Unmarked Graves 
 
 Indirectly related to the issue of 
cemeteries is Chapter 70, Indian Antiquities, 
Archaeological Resources and Unmarked 
Human Skeletal Remains Protection. Included is 
Article 3, Unmarked Human Burial and Human 
Skeletal Remains Protection Act. This regulates 
how the discovery of unmarked burials will be 
handled. An “unmarked human burial” is 
defined by this law as “any interment of human 
skeletal remains for which there exists no grave 
marker or any other historical documentation 
providing information as to the identity of the 
deceased.” Its application to the identification of 
human remains in an unmarked grave within a 
known cemetery, however, is unclear. 
 

Chapter 160A, City and Town Cemeteries 
 
 Chapter 160A, Cities and Towns, Article 
17, deals with cemeteries. The sections of this 
article include: 
 

§ 160A-341. Authority to establish and 
operate cemeteries  
§ 160A-342. Authority to transfer 
cemeteries 
§ 160A-343. Authority to abandon 
cemeteries 
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§ 160A-344. Authority to assume control 
of abandoned cemeteries 
§ 160A-345. Authority to condemn 
cemeteries 
§ 160A-346. Authority to condemn 
easements for perpetual care 
§ 160A-347. Perpetual care trust funds 
§ 160A-348. Regulation of city 
cemeteries 

 
 Section 160A-341 outlines what a city 
may do and, significantly, provides the City of 
Raleigh with the ability to “regulate the manner 
of burial in city cemeteries.” This presumably 
provides the authority to control such as issues 
as flower arrangements. 
 

Section 160A-348, Regulation of City 
Cemeteries specifies that a city may, “adopt 
rules and regulations concerning the opening of 
graves, the erection of tombstones and 
monuments, the building of walls and fences, 
the hours of opening and closing and all other 
matters concerning the use, operation, and 
maintenance of city cemeteries.” This section 
provides the City with the opportunity to set 
forth maintenance policies with regard to its 
cemeteries. 
 
Existing City Ordinances 
 
Part 9, Parks, Recreation and Cultural Affairs, 

Chapter 4, Cemeteries 
 
 This includes the primary regulations 
currently enacted by the City of Raleigh to 
govern activities at city owned cemeteries. 
Because of the significance of these rules they 
are provided below in full although the histories 
of the various sections have been removed. 
 
Sec. 9-4001. SUPERINTENDENT; 
APPOINTMENT. 
There shall  be appointed a superintendent to 
have charge of  City  cemeteries.  
 
Sec. 9-4002. PURCHASE OF LOTS; PRICES. 

(a)   Persons  desiring to purchase lots in the  
City's  cemeteries must apply to the Director of 
Finance or his appointed representative whose 
duty it  shall  be to execute the sale of lots and 
receive cash or to assess charges. All fees for lot 
purchases are to be paid or assessed as provided 
in §9-4010(d) prior to execution of deed.   
(b)   The prices for purchases of grave space in 
the City  cemeteries  shall  be seventy (70) per 
cent of the local prevailing market price, as 
determined by the superintendent and 
according to a schedule of charges approved 
annually by the City Manager. "Local prevailing 
market price"  shall  be the average fee charged 
by non-church-related, commercial cemeteries in 
the City as of July first of each year.   
(c)   A schedule of all cemetery charges (lot 
prices, inter and disinter fees, etc.) shall  be 
available for inspection in the offices of the 
Cemeteries Supervisor and the Finance 
Department. A schedule of all cemetery charges  
shall  be made available to all funeral directors 
within the  City.   
(d)   A person  has the option of purchasing one, 
two (2), three (3), or four (4) lots. No more than 
four (4) lots will be sold to an individual. No lot 
or lots may  be resold except back to the  City  at 
the original sale price to the  owner.   
(e)   The superintendent may limit the sale of 
lots to one section at a time.   
 
Sec. 9-4003. SALE OF CEMETERY LOTS TO 
FUNERAL HOME BUSINESSES. 
Sales of cemetery lots will be made to funeral 
homes only for purposes of interment of a 
specific individual. Such sales are intended as a 
convenience to those persons and families 
suffering the death of a loved one and to allow 
funeral homes to make arrangements on their 
behalf. Though funeral home businesses will be 
responsible for making payment to the  City  for 
the purchase of lots under this section, all 
cemetery lot deeds will be issued in the name of 
the individual, and not in the name of the 
funeral home.   
 
Sec. 9-4004. CERTIFICATES AND DEEDS. 
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(a)   On payment of the sum required, the 
Finance Director or his appointed representative 
shall  validate a receipt (certificate of purchase) 
and give to the purchaser of any lot, specifying 
the lot or lots and the price thereof. A copy of 
the receipt  shall  be  used for  the issuance of a 
deed which  shall  be properly recorded and 
indexed (both numerically as to receipt and 
alphabetically as to purchaser). The 
superintendent  shall  be notified of the sale of 
lots.   
(b)   A deed signed by the City Clerk and sealed 
with the legal seal of the City  shall be executed 
and mailed or delivered to the address set forth 
on the receipt.   
(c)   In case of the loss or destruction of a deed as 
provided in paragraph (b) of this section, the 
City Clerk, on proof satisfactory of such loss or 
destruction, shall  have issued a new deed 
executed as hereinbefore set out to the original 
holder upon payment of the required fee as set 
forth in the schedule of all cemetery charges.   
 
Sec. 9-4005. SUPERVISION OF INTERMENTS 
AND DISINTERMENTS. 
(a)   The superintendent shall  supervise the 
digging of all graves in the cemeteries and the 
exhuming of all bodies therein interred. The 
interment  property  is for burial of human 
remains only.   
(b)   No interments or disinterments shall  be 
permitted on New Year's Day, Good Friday, 
Independence Day, Thanksgiving, or Christmas 
Day and all Sundays, hereafter referred to as 
excluded holidays.   
(c)   The cemetery supervisor shall  be notified at 
least twenty-four (24) hours prior to an 
interment. In the event of a Monday interment 
such notice must be given on the   preceding  
regular  City  workday.   
(d)   The normal operating hours of the 
cemeteries are 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday of each week, except for the 
holidays noted above. 
(e)   Interment will be made on Saturday or 
nonexcluded holidays as observed by the City  
only upon assessment of an additional charge. 
All funeral processions entering the cemetery 

grounds after 4:00 p.m. on any normal work day 
will also be required to pay an additional 
charge. All additional charges are outlined in 
the schedule of cemetery charges.   
 
Sec. 9-4006. DISINTERMENTS; APPLICATION 
AND APPROVAL REQUIRED. 
A person  who desires to have removed from his 
or her lot or vault the remains of a  person  
interred therein  shall  apply  in writing  
addressed to the cemetery supervisor, setting 
forth in such application the name of the 
deceased, the date and cause of death, 
relationship of deceased to applicant, number of 
lot, vault, or space in which then interred, and 
the number of lot, vault, or space (or name of 
cemetery, if elsewhere) in which the remains are 
to be reinterred, and reason for removal. But no 
such permission for such disinterral  shall  be 
granted, nor  shall  such disinterment be made 
until the application has been approved by the 
Health Department.   
 
Sec. 9-4007. REINTERMENT; REQUIREMENTS. 
Any person  desiring to have reinterred the 
remains of a  person  brought from another 
cemetery or burial place  shall  furnish the 
cemetery supervisor with a certificate from the 
Health Department, setting forth, if possible, the 
name, age, sex, marital status, cause and date of 
death, and last  residence  of deceased, and 
name and location of former burial place. The 
cemetery supervisor, upon evidence of payment 
of charges as set forth in the schedule of all 
cemetery charges,  shall  have the remains 
properly reinterred in such place as  may  be 
selected by the   person  having charge of such 
remains.   
 
Sec. 9-4008. ENFORCEMENT OF APPLICABLE 
LAW. 
It shall  be the duty of the superintendent to see 
that all laws concerning the cemeteries are duly 
observed and enforced.   
 
Sec. 9-4009. MAINTENANCE AND 
CLEANLINESS SPECIFICATIONS FOR 
GRAVES AND MARKERS. 
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(a)   The superintendent shall keep the 
cemeteries in a neat and clean condition.   
(b)   All graves shall be at least five (5) feet deep. 
Two (2) infants or two (2) cremains may use one 
lot.   
(c)   All gravemarkers and monuments shall be 
set on foundations. All markers must be set even 
with the lawn, so that maintenance machines 
may pass over them safely without damage to 
the marker or machine. All markers installed 
after January 1, 1991, shall be size two (2) feet by 
one and one-half (1-1/2) feet by four (4) inches. 
All grave markers placed on lots are to read over 
the ground toward front of lot. Only one marker 
will be permitted on each lot.   
(d)   Monuments will not be authorized in the 
southeast section of Mt. Hope Cemetery as 
bordered by Prospect Street and Fayetteville 
Street. 
 
Sec. 9-4010. WHO MAY INTER AND 
DISINTER; FEE. 
No person other than the regularly appointed 
superintendent's representative shall dig any 
grave or disinter any body in the cemeteries 
belonging to the City. Complete and accurate 
records are to be maintained on all interments.   
(a)   Charges for interments and disinterments of 
adults shall be based on actual costs as 
determined annually by the City Manager. For 
the purpose of this subsection, "actual costs" 
shall consist of charges for labor and the use of 
equipment. Records substantiating such actual 
costs shall be kept by the cemetery supervisor. 
All fees are to be paid at the office of the Finance 
Department or assessed, as provided in (d) 
below, prior to interment or disinterment. The 
cemetery supervisor shall be notified of 
payment of fees.   
(b)   Any charge based on actual cost shall be 
established by the City Manager within sixty 
(60) days following July first of each year.   
(c)   Interment or disinterment of infant or child 
cremains shall be fifty (50) per cent of the fee 
charged for adult interments as determined in 
paragraph (a) of this section.   
(d)   Payment shall be deemed satisfied either by 
the payment of cash by the purchaser or an 

extension of credit to a funeral director. Funeral 
establishments handling interments may be 
extended credit by the Finance Department. The 
use of such credit shall be deemed as assessment 
of charges. All credit transactions, billings, and 
collections shall be accomplished by the Finance 
Department.   
(e)   All burials on or after January 1, 1991, will 
be in a commercially procured graveliner or 
vault that has been approved by the 
superintendent. The minimum requirements for 
concrete liners shall be one and one-half-inch 
sidewall thickness, two-inch top thickness, two-
inch bottom thickness, and three thousand 
(3,000) PSI. The minimum requirements for a 
steel vault shall be a twelve-gauge thickness top, 
sides, and bottom. Wooden or other short-term 
liners are not allowed. No liners are required for 
cremations.   
(f)   Funerals starting after 4:00 p.m. on 
weekdays, or all day Saturday and nonexcluded 
holidays as observed by the City shall be 
charged an additional fifty (50) per cent for 
interments.   
 
Sec. 9-4011. WORK ON PRIVATE LOTS; 
CONSENT THERETO. 
No person  shall dig any grave, put any 
gravestone or board, or make any erections, or 
dig up any sod on any private burial lot, except 
under the direction or by consent of the owner  
thereof.   
 
Sec. 9-4012. REMOVING OR DEFACING 
MARKERS, ETC. 
No person  shall willfully and unlawfully 
remove the stakes from a burial lot, or any 
board, gravestone, or other monument which  
may  have been erected at any grave, or deface, 
injure, or destroy any such board, gravestone, or 
other monument in any manner.   
 
Sec. 9-4013. INJURING TREES OR 
SHRUBBERY. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to cut, break, 
remove, or in any other manner injure or 
destroy any flower, either wild or cultivated, in 
the cemeteries.   
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Sec. 9-4014. DEPOSITING FILTH OR RUBBISH. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to deposit, or 
cause to be deposited, any filth or unclean or 
offensive substance in a City cemetery.   
 
Sec. 9-4015. EXCAVATING OR REMOVING 
EARTH. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to excavate 
any earth in a City cemetery, or remove the 
same there from, except by the consent or under 
the direction of the superintendent, or of some 
other officer legally authorized.   
 
Sec. 9-4016. USE AS PLAYGROUND. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to use the 
City cemeteries as a playground.   
 
Sec. 9-4017. FENCES AROUND LOTS. 
There shall be no fence erected around any lot 
within the limits of City cemeteries.   
 
Sec. 9-4018. TRESPASSING ON LOTS. 
All persons are forbidden to trespass upon 
private lots or to go across lots, either private or 
belonging to the City, in the City cemeteries, 
except in case of a burial, visit to lot by owner, 
relative, or friend in the course of maintaining 
the grounds. All noncity employees driving 
automobiles in the cemeteries shall keep within 
drives.   
 
Sec. 9-4019. ABANDONED CEMETERY LOTS; 
PUBLICATION OF NOTICE AND REVERSION 
TO THE CITY. 
(a)   A cemetery lot may be determined to be 
abandoned by the superintendent according to 
the following standards and procedures:   
(1)  Upon investigation, the superintendent shall 
determine that there has been no interment in 
the lot for a period of fifty (50) years from the 
date of purchase;   
(2)  The superintendent shall  conduct a 
reasonable effort to locate the listed  owner, 
including the sending of certified mail inquiries 
to the owners [sic] last known address, and 
attempting to contact the  owners immediate 
family by mail or telephone; and   

(3)   Upon making the investigations outlined 
above, and if no valid response(s) are recovered, 
the superintendent shall  certify and report these 
efforts to the City Council and request the  
Council to publish notice of its intent to 
determine that the lot has been abandoned once 
a week for four (4) successive weeks in a 
newspaper published in the  City, such notice 
requesting the purchaser, his or her heirs, or 
immediate family members to report to the  City  
that the lot is intended to be used and has not in 
fact been abandoned. Upon receiving no valid 
responses to the published notice as described 
herein, the lot and all rights of burial thereon, 
shall revert to the City, which   may then resell 
the lot in due course. In the event the original 
owner reappears after the resale of the lot or 
lots, a full refund of the original purchase price 
shall be made by the City.   
(b)   These provisions, or an accurate summary 
thereof, shall be included in the provisions of 
any deed to a cemetery lot sold by the City.   
 
 These are fairly standard rules 
concerning cemetery use and many of them are 
paralleled among municipal cemeteries across 
the county. Some provisions echo the state law – 
making it illegal to damage markers or 
shrubbery and making it illegal to deposit trash 
in the cemetery.  
 
 Many of the rules regulate the city’s 
operation of the cemetery, establishing the 
position of superintendent and making that 
individual responsible for actions in the 
cemetery. These regulations specify the 
maximum price of lots and how that price will 
be determined. It specifies how deeds will be 
issued, and other business affairs. 
 
 There are several more unusual sections. 
For example, Section 9-4018 makes it illegal to 
walk across lots in the cemetery. Enforcement of 
this provision would prohibit genealogists from 
transcribing stones that are not readable from a 
walkway; it would prevent anyone who wasn’t 
an owner, relative, or friend from raking leaves 
or contributing any volunteer effort to the 
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betterment of the cemetery. And it would 
prevent a conservator, even it appears under 
city contract, from working on a lot. Clearly this 
section is one that requires repealing in its 
entirety. It would be far more reasonable to 
prohibit people from being in the cemetery 
between dusk and dawn.  
 
 Cities such as Greensboro, Durham, and 
Winston Salem have simple regulations 
concerning hours of operations, but nothing 
similar to Raleigh’s Section 9-4018. 
 
 Section 9-4011 prohibits certain activities 
by non-lot owners on cemetery lots. The specific 
actions prohibited are digging a grave, erecting 
a monument, or digging up sod. This section 
does not in any manner prohibit repair or 
maintenance activities. 
 
 Finally, the ordinance also anticipates, 
in Section 9-4019, that at least some lots would 
be abandoned by their owners and specifies 
how the city may reclaim these lots. This issue of 
abandonment will be returned to in our 
discussions below. 
 

Other City Powers and Ordinances Affecting 
the Cemetery 

 
Article 2, Section 2.14 of the City Charter 

specifies that the city has certain broad powers, 
several of which are of special importance in the 
protection of the cemeteries. Specifically, this 
section specifies that the city has the power to 
“prohibit vagrancy and begging” which can be 
used to control inappropriate behaviors in the 
city cemeteries, as well as the power to “prevent 
nuisances,” which also provides justification for 
establishing rules of conduct in cemeteries. 
 
 Part 12, Licensing and Regulation, 
Chapter 3, Animals, Article B, Dogs and Cats, 
Division 1, Section 12-3011, makes it illegal for a 
dog to be off leash within the city or on city 
property – such as the cemeteries. This section 
also makes it illegal for an owner “to fail to 
remove feces deposited by the dog on any street, 

sidewalk, park or other publicly owned area [or] 
private property” which would cover all of the 
three cemeteries. 
 
 Durham and Greensboro specifically 
prohibits dogs in its cemeteries. Winston Salem 
prohibits dogs in their cemeteries, “whether 
under leash or in an automobile.” 
 
 Part 12, Licensing and Regulation, 
Chapter 4, Alcoholic Beverage Regulation, 
Section 12-4001, Consumption and Possession of 
Alcoholic Beverages on City Property provides 
the city with the authority to prevent alcoholic 
beverages from the various cemeteries. 
  
 Finally, Part 13, Offenses, Chapter 1, 
Offenses Against Property, Section 13-1001 
makes it illegal to damage city property. This 
can be broadly interpreted to cover at least 
portions of City Cemetery and Mount Hope, as 
well as virtually all of O’Rorke Cemetery. 
Section 13-1002 also allows city council to offer 
rewards for information leading to the 
apprehension and conviction of individuals 
responsible for damage to city property.  
 
The Need and Authority to Undertake 
Conservation and Repair on Cemetery Lots 
 
 The need for conservation treatments at 
all three cemeteries is clearly documented in the 
preceding section of this report. While the cost 
of that work has not yet been fully documented 
(since no stone-by-stone assessment has been 
conducted), it will be substantial. Moreover, the 
cost will continue to escalate as long as the city 
resists taking definitive action to suspend the 
deterioration. Deferral of action is the equivalent 
of accepting escalating damage and costs. 
 
 It is also clearly documented that for 
many – perhaps most – of the lots evidencing 
the most significant damage, the City has no 
records to indicate ownership. In fact, it is 
documented that the records for both City 
Cemetery and Mount Hope were at least twice 
lost by the City of Raleigh, both times due to 
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fire. After the second loss, in 1930, the City 
suspended the sale of lots in both cemeteries 
and placed the burden of proof of ownership on 
individual families. 
 
 Without proactive conservation actions, 
the city’s cemeteries will continue to deteriorate. 
They will lose their historic value, lose the 
potential to contribute to Raleigh’s heritage 
tourism efforts, and degrade their 
neighborhoods. 
 
 While private groups may be able to 
raise money to assist the city in the repair of the 
cemeteries, when those cemeteries are historic 
and contain monuments for families that no 
longer exist, there is no question that the 
responsibility is that of the city – and not some 
anonymous “family” to care for the resource. 
 
 Failure on the part of the city to 
adequately care for the cemetery has resulted in 
the deteriorated and dilapidated conditions we 
see today. The cost of the treatments are directly 
the result of deferred maintenance and efforts to 
deflect maintenance onto other, unknown and 
unidentifiable individuals.  
 
Model Programs 
 
 One of the earliest programs was that of 
Boston. With the approach of the American 
Bicentennial in 1976, Boston began to recognize 
not only the decay present in its own city 
cemeteries, but also that expedient solutions 
often compounded the problems. Thus, in the 
mid-1970s the city declared a moratorium on 
repairs and “restoration.” The Boston Parks and 
Recreation Department, owner of the properties, 
joined forces with a variety of other groups to 
begin an ad hoc collaborative effort to address 
the issues comprehensively – to actually engage 
in planning rather than “just doing things.” A 
comprehensive master plan was developed by 
1985 and in 1986 the city published The Boston 
Experience: A Manual for Historic Burying Grounds 
Preservation (Atwood et al. 1989).  
 

 Boston’s success was ensured by careful 
planning and the infusion of significant amounts 
of city money – from both the Parks and 
Recreation Department and the City of Boston 
Office of Capital Planning. That money was 
matched by smaller sums from “individuals, 
historical societies, abutters, [and] 
corporations.” The success continued today with 
the Parks and Recreation Department 
employing conservators to continue the process 
of repairs and monitoring. 
 
 The effort has also been continued by 
the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Management through their 
Historic Cemeteries Preservation Initiative. The 
state, seeing the success in Boston, and 
recognizing the extraordinary pressures on 
municipally owned cemeteries, developed and 
published preservation guidelines to help 
expand the Boston success throughout the state 
(Chase et al. 2002). In an effort to ensure success, 
Massachusetts has also developed a grant 
program to assist in planning and 
implementation. 
 
 At the state level somewhat similar 
programs are well known from Michigan (King 
et al. 2004) and Texas. 
 
 There are, however, many 
municipalities that routinely undertake the 
conservation of historic markers. For example, 
Chicora Foundation has recently worked with 
the City of Rock Hill, SC to repair several 
markers in their municipal cemetery, using city 
funds. We have also worked with the City of 
Charlotte, NC to conduct extensive work on the 
city’s Settler’s Cemetery – the location of the 
earliest burials in Charlotte. 
 
 The Town of Chapel Hill has also 
assumed full and complete responsibility for the 
maintenance of its town cemetery. In 1985 the 
town appointed a task force that recommended 
the development of a master plan and phased 
improvements. That plan was completed in 
1987. After ownership was fully clarified with 
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the state and University of North Carolina 
turning over all ownership in 1989, the town 
began repairs on monuments using city funds. A 
new task force was put together in 2004 and 
repairs of ironwork were begun.  
 
Recommendations 
 
The city currently has ample state laws and 
city ordinances to prevent issues such as 
vagrancy, the consumption of alcoholic 
beverages, and off-leash dog walking in the 
cemeteries. These laws should be enforced to 
reduce nuisances and control problems. 
 
There are adequate laws for the protection of 
cemetery monuments, fences, and property 
from vandalism. As previously recommended, 
the city should adopt a policy that all 
vandalism will be reported to the police and 
expect that investigations will be conducted. 
The city should aggressively seek prosecution. 
 
The city should rewrite Section 9-4018 since as 
written it prohibits virtually all public 
interaction in the cemeteries. No similar code I 
present for cities such as Greensboro, Durham, 
or Winston Salem.  
 
We note that other North Carolina cities, such 
as Charlotte and Chapel Hill have assumed 
responsibility for their cemeteries, recognizing 
that owners are long dead and that 
descendants are virtually impossible to locate. 
A similar situation is also documented from at 
least one South Carolina city. 
 
Failure to react to the existing crisis of care will 
result in the loss of such significant amounts 
of historic fabric that it may be impossible to 
bring these cemeteries – especially City 
Cemetery – back from the brink of disaster. 
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 MANAGING CEMETERY DATA 
 

Existing City Records 
 

 For City Cemetery the bulk of the data 
available to the city comes from what is known 
as the “City Cemetery Black Book.” This 
document appears to date from at least the 
tenure of Gregory Lawrence and is still in the 
Cemetery Office at Mount Hope. A note in the 
book suggests that it was copied from some 
previous document and is dated 1/22/88, 
apparently a reference to 1988. Contained in a 
small black notebook, the document consists of a 
few typescript pages with names, death dates, 
and section information. The bulk of the book is 
in long hand, with at least two different 
handwritings evident. Typically death dates are 
not provided. Occasionally, there is also lot 
information, typically provided as a name. The 
sections appear to be correlated to those 
developed by Lawrence and shown in Figure 12. 
Also included in the book are occasional notes 
and historical references – as though the book 
was an accumulation of anything that Lawrence 
could find or was told concerning burials in City 
Cemetery. 
 
 For Mount Hope Cemetery, the city has 
a variety of maps stored at the Cemetery Office. 
All are paper copies, many with hand-written 
notations concerning the owner of various plots. 
Depending on the map, this information may be 
annotated in the margins or actually added on 
top of the individual plots. There are many plots 
for which no data is available – these 
presumably pre-date the 1930 fire when records 
were lost. It is possible for these lots that some 
information could be obtained from the actual 
grave. There are also paper records of deeds. 
These are actually receipts that indicate a deed 
number, the date of issue, to whom issued, the 
number of the lot, the division, the number of 
square feet, and the amount paid. These 
represent the primary records for the cemetery. 

 There are no known records, either held 
by the city or by the Raleigh Diocese of the 
Catholic burials in O’Rorke Cemetery. The city 
does possess a map of the pauper burials in the 
cemetery, reproduced in this study as Figure 18, 
and a list, reproduced in this study as Appendix 
2. We have identified a very short list of Catholic 
burials, produced as Table 3. We have been told 
that there is much more available (presumably 
beyond Riggs 1996), although we have not seen 
these data. 
 
 These sparse city maintained records 
have been brought together in a Microsoft 
Access database maintained by the current 
Cemetery Superintendent, Mr. Danny Morgan. 
A screen shot of this database is provided as 
Figure 68.  
 
 This database includes four primary 
forms – one for owners, representing the 
purchaser of a lot; one for burials, with a larger 
number of entries, one for each burial on a lot; 
one for lots, which allows specific lots to be 
searched and then link to owner or burial; and 
one that is a sales invoice form, allowing the 
cemetery to track invoices for lots and other 
sales. The database also allows for the 
generation of a list of owners and a list of 
burials. 
 
 The current database includes about 
2,400 owner entries and almost 8,000 burial 
entries. 
 
 The data contained in this database has 
been gathered from the various paper and map 
records available to the city. It thus is no better – 
or worse – than the records previously 
discussed. Its primary benefit is the ability to 
quickly search for critical information. When 
there are problems, however, the Cemetery 
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Superintendent must return to the original 
paper records, be they maps, deed records, or 
the “black book.”  
 

Consequently, these original records are 
of considerable management and legal 
importance. While there are copies of some 
records, such as the maps and “black book,” the 
records are being stored in a building with 
minimal environmental controls, no fire 
detection or suppression, and no protection 
against theft or vandalism.  

 
The Microsoft Access database is 

housed on a server and we understand that it is 
periodically backed up with the backups stored 
off-site. This is, nevertheless, digital data meant 
to provide access, not long-term preservation. 

 

We recommend that all original records 
be removed to a facility with archival standards 
for fire detection/suppression, theft, and 
environmental controls. Failure to do so will 
eventually result in the loss of these records, just 
as the city has lost cemetery records twice 
before. 

 
Figure 68. Screen shot of the existing City of Raleigh Cemetery Records Access database.  

 
Other Data Sources 
 
 There are several published sources, for 
example, the now outdated article concerning 
O’Rorke Cemetery by Riggs (1996), a similar 
article on City Cemetery also by Riggs (1995), or 
the article by Carter (1966). Shaw and Shaw 
(1979) also listed the identifiable African 
American burials in the City Cemetery. 
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 Similar sources are available online. For 
example, the Shaws’ article may be found at 
www.prairiebluff.com/aacemetery/citycemeter
y.html. A few individuals are listed in The 
Political Graveyard site for City Cemetery at 
http://politicalgraveyard.com/geo/NC/WK.ht
ml#RAM0I8RZ3. Sites such as Find A Grave 
(www.findagrave.com) will provide a few 
additional notable individuals. 
 
 There is, however, no comprehensive 
list. We understand from Ms. Karen-Marie Allen 
at the Olivia Raney Local History Library that 
both private genealogists and library volunteers 
are in the process of compiling lists, but there is 
no indication of when these will actually be 
available. Nor is it certain how detailed the 
efforts have been. 
 
 Certainly there are a variety of sources 
available for reconstructing at least significant 
portions of the missing data. North Carolina 
required death certificates beginning in March 
1913 and compliance is considered full by 1920. 
Thus, there is the potential for nearly 18 years of 
records prior to the 1930 fire. Scanning death 
certificates and looking for burials in City 
Cemetery and Mount Hope is a means of 
quickly filling in at least part of the gap. 
 
 There are also newspaper obituaries. 
Again, this requires intensive efforts to scan 
period papers and collate information, but it is 
another source of further compiling missing 
data for all three cemeteries. 
 
 Another source may be the historic 
grave stone photographs available at the Olivia 
Raney Local History Library. These may 
illustrate stones that are no longer present in 
City Cemetery or no longer legible.  
 
 Thus, there are a variety of sources that 
are readily available to supplement the 
otherwise meager official records. While most of 
these will provide no specific lot information, 
they will at least provide additional information 
on known burials. 

 It is crucial that whatever records may 
exist be identified and compiled into one central 
database. It is not acceptable to continue to claim 
that no records exist when, to at least some 
extent, these records can be recovered. Whether 
done by volunteers or the city, this is an effort 
that should not be further delayed. A reasonable 
time frame for completion of such a study is a 
year (assuming there is either a contract issued 
or enthusiastic volunteer support). 
 
Data Presentation Options 
 
 How the data are presented depends on 
the goal of the presentation – what the city 
wishes to accomplish. In an effort to clarify the 
goal, two rounds of inquiry have been 
conducted.  
 
 The staff feels the existing Access 
database is satisfactory, although it lacks both 
mapping and web interfaces. In particular, there 
is no public access to genealogical and other 
data that may relate to the cemeteries.  
 

There is an interest in a web site that 
would promote the cemeteries, discuss 
conservation issues, and more. Such as 
specifically he “Dead Space Project” 
(http://cml.upenn.edu/nola/14project/L3proje
cthome.html). Funded through grants from the 
Louisiana Division of Historic Preservation, 
Office of Cultural Development, and the Samuel 
H. Kress Foundation, this web site was 
developed by the University of Pennsylvania's 
Graduate School of Fine Arts Departments of 
Historic Preservation and Landscape 
Architecture with Tulane University's School of 
Architecture and Preservation Studies. Also 
participating was the nonprofit Save our 
Cemeteries, Inc. and the Roman Catholic Church 
of the Archdiocese of New Orleans. This web 
site has a vast quantity of information ranging 
from mapping and conditions assessments to 
histories and coloring pages. 

 
This is an excellent site to emulate, 

although we doubt that at present it would be 

http://www.prairiebluff.com/aacemetery/citycemetery.html
http://www.prairiebluff.com/aacemetery/citycemetery.html
http://politicalgraveyard.com/geo/NC/WK.html#RAM0I8RZ3
http://politicalgraveyard.com/geo/NC/WK.html#RAM0I8RZ3
http://www.findagrave.com/
http://cml.upenn.edu/nola/14project/L3projecthome.html
http://cml.upenn.edu/nola/14project/L3projecthome.html


STRATEGIC PLAN FOR RALEIGH’S HISTORIC CEMETERIES 
 

 

 128

feasible to embark on such an ambitious project. 
A more simple genealogical presentation might 
be more practical and provide the city’s 
cemeteries with a heightened public awareness 
at a more modest cost. 
 

Simple Genealogical Presentation 
 
 Presentation of “who’s buried” in a 
particular cemetery need be no more complex 
than a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet converted to 
a webpage. While entirely lacking in frills, it has 
the potential to very quickly get basic 
information in a format that almost anyone with 
a computer can use. This solution would also 
allow the city’s current Access database to be 
quickly converted into a more user-friendly 
format and posted on-line. 
 A simple example of this is available for 
the Chapel Hill Cemetery at 

http://townhall.townofchapelhill.org/facilities
/cemeteries/old_cemetery/search.asp.  

 
Figure 69. Screen shot of the OVS-Genealogy Cem-Editor program. 

 
 The downside of such a site is that it is 
limited in information. For example, one of the 
most troubling aspects is that it fails to provide a 
complete transcription of the stone. Without a 
complete transcription much important data is 
lost or at least not accessible. Such a system also 
typically lacks the ability to post a photograph 
of the monument – and these visual graphics 
may provide critical information (especially 
with no complete transcription). 
 
 An alternative is to either develop a 
more comprehensive Microsoft Access database 
or to use a proprietary one, such as Cem-Editor 
from OVS-Genealogy (Figure 69). The Cem-
Editor is based on Access, but the work of 
design is already done. The program allows 

http://townhall.townofchapelhill.org/facilities/cemeteries/old_cemetery/search.asp
http://townhall.townofchapelhill.org/facilities/cemeteries/old_cemetery/search.asp
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entry of complete transcriptions, photographs of 
the monument (perhaps combining a modern 
photograph with the historic photograph), brief 
condition information (once an assessment is 
complete), and custom fields for cemetery 
specific data. An add-on allows the data to be 
converted to web pages for publication. Another 
add-on allows the creation of very simple maps. 
This likely provides the quickest (and least 
expensive at less than $150) route for the city to 
provide basic information and photography. 
 

Cemetery Management Software 
 
 There are far more complex cemetery 
management software options, although the 
costs are considerably greater since the 
programs are designed for the commerical 
cemetery. Table 7 lists several of the more 
popular commercial products, the price (if 

readily available), and some of the various 
capabilities.  

Table 7. 
Some Commercial Cemetery Management Software Programs 

 
Name Web Site Price Capabilities 
Cemetery Management 
Max 

www.cemeterydatabase.com/ Ca. 
$1000.00 

full accounting, audit data entry with 
unparalleled sort & search of interred. 
Record companies your cemetery does 
business with, purchase and post 
transactions, protect data entry, view 
invoices, statements and account balances. 
Enter and view hundreds of types of data 
entry for Owner’s, Interred and Next of Kin. 
Include maps, automate Work Order entry, 
multiple family grave purchases, standard & 
amount protection deeds, all on-screen and 
by report. 

CIMS 
eCIMS (allows on-line 
posting) 

www.cimscemeterysoftware.com/ By proposal CIMS™ links all of your cemetery data to 
actual computerized maps of your cemetery. 
This cemetery mapping allows access to data 
through map interaction and allows queries 
not possible with standard database tools. 

Charon www.charon.com.au/index.html By proposal A fully integrated suite of functions 
including Accounting & Financials, Records 
& Resource Management, Property 
Mapping, Web Applications, PDA 
Applications, Point of Sale, and Touch 
Screen Kiosks 

HMIS www.hmisinc.com/index.php By proposal Fully integrated cemetery, mortuary and 
crematory software solution. 

 

 
 Since these products are intended for 
the commercial cemetery they typically have the 
ability to track trust or perpetual care funds. 
Most have the ability to produce checks, 
providing a complete accounting system (which 
is unnecessary for Raleigh since this function is 
not handled by Parks and Recreation). Many 
have the ability to integrate a variety of services, 
including funeral director activities. As a result 
virtually all have capabilities that are in excess 
of what the city needs. 
 
 On the other hand, several of the 
companies provide turn-key work, taking maps, 
digitizing them and, if desired, integrating them 
with GIS databases. Several companies provide 
on-site instruction in the use of the programs. 
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 There are certainly benefits to these 
programs and we are inclined to look at the 
eCIMS software as a potentially good choice. 
Designed for web-based access, the City could 
determine precisely the information it wishes to 
be on-line, as opposed to available on in-house 
computers (thus avoiding family privacy issues).  
 
 Although the CIMS Light provides may 
of the features appropriate to the management 
needs of the Raleigh cemeteries, including 
virtually all of the simple genealogical topics 
covered by Cem-Editor, it does not incorporate 
interactive digital maps. This feature requires 
the more elaborate CIMS program.  
 
 

 

 
Figure 70. Screen shot of the CIMS software showing the created map and space (i.e., plot) 

information. The map shows plots that are occupied, available, and contracted for. This screen 
is then broken down into deed information, permission, care fund, ownership, burial, and 
marker. The latter can be used for condition and other data. The burial screen can be used for 
complete transcription.   

In-House or Contracted Work 
 
 There is another option – the city can 
either in-house or through a contract develop its 
own proprietary database. There is no question 
that such a solution would allow the maximum 
flexibility. It would, however, take longer than a 
commercially available option. 
 
 We would envision combining mapping 
and stone-by-stone recordation. The recordation 
would use a form to collect a complete 
transcription and combine that information with 
other pertinent information (either in the field or 
during data entry). Each stone would have one 
or more digital photographs taken. The GPS 
location of marked graves, depressions, coping, 
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roads, paths, boundaries, and historic features in 
the cemetery would be collected using a Trimble 
mapping-grade GPS receivers capable of 
delivering sub-meter horizontal positional 
accuracies. 
 

Features that are obstructed by canopy 
or that could not be obtained within the GPS 
standards for satellite signal quality would need 
to be located using a combination of hand-held 
laser range finders and robotic survey 
instruments set up along a base line established 
using GPS control. 

 
All paper record information would be 

converted into a Microsoft Access database that 
mirrored the paper form. 

 
The attribute information contained in 

the Access database would then be merged with 
the GPS locations to produce an ESRI shapefile. 
This shapefile would contain all attribute as well 
as location information for all features collected 
for that particular cemetery. Integrating the 
geographic and attribute data into shapefile 
format will enable for increased capability for 
analysis and mapping of the information. Digital 
photographs could be hyperlinked to the 
shapefile. 

 
By integrating with an internet map 

server application, it would be possible to 
display the cemetery data via an internet web 
browser. It would be possible to have an 
interactive map of the cemetery that would 
enable the symbolization and mapping of each 
of the various data layers collected from the 
cemetery.  

 
Clearly such a proprietary program has 

tremendous opportunities for expansion and 
integration of new data. It could be designed to 
meet the critical needs of cemetery management, 
while also providing public access to burial 
information and plot locations, as well as 
condition statements, transcriptions, and 
photographs.  

 

 We recognize that the city has its own 
GIS and IT departments. It could certainly 
develop a proprietary program. Whether this 
would be less expensive than contracting the 
service, however, is difficult to assess. Much of 
this assessment would depend on the emphasis 
the city gives to timeliness since it is certain that 
a contracted product could be up and running 
long before city staff had the opportunity to 
develop, test, and implement such a system 
given their other responsibilities. 
 
Recommendations 
 
It is critical that the city’s data concerning its 
cemeteries currently housed in the 
Superintendent’s office be transferred to a 
facility meeting modern archival standards. 
Minimally that would include controlled 
temperature and relative humidity, security 
detection, and fire detection and suppression. 
This should be done as soon as possible. 
 
A simple, first step to provide public access 
through web access is a program such as Cem-
Editor from OVS-Genealogy. This would 
fulfill the bulk of the city’s immediate 
interests in a simple and cost-effective manner, 
allowing an immediate on-line presence. 
 
In the long run, it is appropriate to consider 
cemetery management software. A system such 
as CIMs offers both business tracking 
capability as well as genealogical data access.  
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 STAKEHOLDER VIEWS ON THREE RALEIGH CEMETERIES 
 

William Vartorella, Ph.D., C.B.C. 
Craig and Vartorella, Inc. 

 
Introduction 
 

Under the revised scope of work, Craig 
and Vartorella, Inc. believed the central issue to 
be addressed in the “Stakeholders’ Focus 
Group” was the potential for sustainability of 
the historic cemeteries as part of the broader 
downtown and heritage tourism efforts. To this 
end, a series of open-ended questions were 
developed to attempt to ferret out what the 
stakeholders expect of the city, preconceived 
notions of the challenges and opportunities for 
historic cemeteries as a strategic asset in heritage 
tourism, and the potential for local consortial 
funding to support this strategic asset. A core 
issue is how the resource is valued and how 
they wish it to be presented to tourists, 
genealogists, and the public (e.g., the physical 
beauty of the cemeteries, maintenance levels, 
etc.).  
 

Stakeholder groups would be probed to 
determine whether the creation of a new 
nonprofit can contribute to the broader heritage 
tourism/economic goals and objectives, how 
such a nonprofit might be conceived, 
stakeholder participation, etc.  
 

A thorny issue is measuring the impact 
of the nonprofit initiative within the overall 
downtown development effort. An underlying 
theme would be of leadership and service, e.g., 
that while nonprofit board members have a 
fiduciary responsibility, the broader goal is 
giving and getting money for the sustainable 
development of the historic cemeteries.  

 
Moreover, we planned to raise the issue 

of donor fatigue within the Raleigh community, 

here meaning the competition from existing 
nonprofits for donor dollars and whether the 
Mission Statement of a new nonprofit would be 
capable of attracting both start-up monies and 
long-term support.  

 
Simply stated, the goal is for the 

cemeteries to be part of the strategic arsenal of 
heritage tourism and economic development, 
rather than a static liability of maintenance. 
Getting the group to the point of understanding 
this dynamic and proffering solutions to the 
challenges and immediate projects has the 
potential of moving the stakeholders forward 
and gathering important intelligence for the 
funding analysis.  
 
Literature 
 

Formal tourism studies related to 
cemeteries are scattered, scant, and sketchy–
much like the fading memories and histories of 
the personas interred therein. Worse, there 
seems to be no systematic effort to quantify the 
value of a cemetery in terms of heritage tourism 
or for any kind of methodology to measure the 
number of visitors or to determine who is 
visiting a long-dead relative (genealogy, 
perhaps) vs. interest in art & architecture 
stylistic issues.  

 
A specific cemetery may be a tourist 

destination (the Gettysburg battlefield or the 
burial site of "Elvis" come to mind), but most, 
frankly, are of a more personal nature. Even the 
term "cemetery" is a misnomer, as "Ground 
Zero" in New York City has achieved symbolic 
and consensual status as such for many, if not 
most, Americans.  
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Added into the mix is the spate of "New 
Age" aficionados, mystics, the rise of the Gothic 
Movement, and efforts by niche tourism (and 
Hollywood film) to capitalize on death and the 
macabre. Specifically, there is an effort 
underway to define "cemetery tourism" as part 
of a greater phenomenon called "Grief Tourism" 
(see, for example, http://Grief-Tourism.com). 
Essentially, "Grief Tourism" is a rather nebulous 
concept comprised of 1. Battlefield Tourism, 2. 
Cemetery Tourism, 3. Disaster Tourism, 4. 
Holocaust Tourism, 5. Prison Tourism, and 6. 
Thanatourism (an extreme form of grief tourism 
that involves the dark contemplation of death at 
the time of its occurrence).  

 
The scholarship appears to originate 

with the researchers Malcolm Foley and J. John 
Lennon, who used the term “dark tourism” to 
describe “…the phenomenon which 
encompasses the presentation and consumption 
(by visitors) of real and commodified death and 
disaster sites” (Foley and Lennon 1996:198). 

 
Tony Seaton (1996) coined a somewhat 

similar term in his article, “From Thanatopsis to 
Thanatourism: Guided by the Dark.” He 
specifically includes travel to graves and 
monuments. Even earlier C. Rojek (1993) used 
the term, “black spots” to describe the attraction. 
Most recently Stephanie Yuill (2003) examined 
some of the dark tourism aspects in her thesis. 

 
In Europe, tourism associated with 

cemeteries is perhaps better recognized. In 2001 
the Association of Significant Cemeteries in 
Europe was organized to create a network 
“comprising . . . public and private 
organisations which care for cemeteries 
considered to be of historical or artistic 
importance.” The goals of the organization 
include promotion, protection, restoration, and 
maintenance. To these ends the organization 
holds numerous workshops on such topics as 
the “Management of Significant Cemeteries,” 
and “The Significance of Cemeteries in Society.”  

 

The Australian National Centre for 
History Education presents a somewhat similar 
view, explaining,  

 
Today dark tourism is 
organized, promoted by 
governments in some cases and 
by private companies. It is 
fashioned by curators, 
historians and designers and is 
a global phenomenon – dark 
tourism is everywhere. It is part 
of the worldwide travel 
experience    (http:  /  /  w  w w. 
hyperhistory.org/index.php?op
tion=displaypage&Itemid=767&
op=page). 

 
 While this group notes that cemetery 
visitation is part of “a fascination with the 
Gothic in popular culture,” they also recognize 
that 
 

Others go to read and learn 
from the inscriptions, or to see 
the work of local sculptors and 
architects – after all, in Europe 
architects designed and built 
homes for the living and the 
dead. And still others find that a 
cemetery can provide another 
view of the social history of a 
city or a region. Cemeteries 
might provide information 
about plagues or child 
mortality, about the experience 
of loss and grief in another age. 
(http://www.hyperhistory.org
/index.php?option=displaypag
e&Itemid=767&op=page). 

 
 In the United States this interest is 
sometimes called "cemetourism,” but is far less 
well developed than in Europe or Australia. The 
description offered in the Harrisburg, PA The 
Patriot (May 3, 2007) may be more typical. This 
article reports that the nonprofit Harrisburg 
Cemetery Association is offering package events 
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to hotels and restaurants to promote the history. 
They recently hosted a reception for local 
meeting planners in conjunction with the Bucks 
County Conference & Visitors Bureau. 
 

The narrow truth may be that 
cemeteries are often afterthoughts in terms of 
heritage trails, perhaps focused on the odd 
Governor or Abolitionist laid to rest with great 
fanfare and decorum, later to be scuttled into 
history’s footnotes.  
 
Methodology 
 

Essentially, we followed a traditional 
focus group scenario in which key 
constituencies are assembled, presented with a 
core group of general questions, and then asked 
for "free association" style comments.  

 
These comments are drafted onto a 

series of white sheets affixed informally to the 
wall in an "L" pattern to allow best viewing and 
proximity to focus group participants. We 
limited the time frame to two hours, with one 
brief break. 

 
Moreover, we incorporated a SWOT 

marketing approach in which focus group 
members were asked to "shout out" tip-of-
tongue thoughts on the Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) facing the 
cemeteries generally and the three cemeteries 
(City, O’Rorke, and Mt. Hope) in particular. 
 

The effort was aided by serendipity in 
the form of satellite imaging of each cemetery 
provided by the Parks and Recreation 
Department. These three visual aids were 
posted adjacent to the SWOT and Key 
Constituency Expectations sheets and the "flip 
chart" list of core questions.  

 
The typical standard operating 

procedure is for the client not to participate in 
the focus group or to be in the room. In an 
idealized setting (one-way mirror 
"surveillance"), the client is a "submariner" who 

views the proceedings through windows (the 
"periscope") and has opportunities to suggest 
additional questions privately to the focus group 
facilitator during a break. Here, however, we 
found ourselves in more of an open forum, 
town-meeting style "focus" situation. While this 
may lead to a chilling effect on participation or 
create an "us-vs.-them" scenario, we did not 
perceive either problem in the current study. 
 

Constituencies -- The Stakeholders 
 

Instead of a group of 12 or so 
individuals, there were 19 RSVPs and 26 
attendees – a group much larger than 
traditionally used in these programs. This meant 
an adjustment to a more rolling-style focus 
group in which SWOT analyses by cemetery 
became difficult, and discussions became more 
"global." 
 

Regardless, civility and task-orientation 
prevailed. A side observation might be that the 
players involved (the city, constituencies, etc.) 
do not perceive the issues as a zero-sum game 
(one loaf of bread, who gets it?) or as a pitched 
battle with entrenched ideologies or positions. 
This bodes well for future interaction and 
participation of all parties. 
 

One of the overall successes of the effort 
was the diversity of participation (see Appendix 
4). The groups may be characterized as: 

 
The Public Sector: Department of Cultural 
Resources (Office of Archives & History), 
Raleigh Historic District Commission, North 
Central Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), 
and the Central CAC. 
 
The Private Sector: Carolina Monuments, 
Haywood Funeral Home, and an independent 
restorer. 
 
The Nonprofit Sector: Preservation North 
Carolina, Raleigh City Cemeteries Preservation, 
Inc., Richard B. Harrison African American 
Library, Southern Wake Co. Genealogy Group, 
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Wake Co. Genealogical Society, United 
Daughters of the Confederacy, Wake County 
Historical Society, and the Olivia Raney Library. 
 
The Catholic diocese: Perhaps best 
characterized as providing background 
perspective and historical insights 
  

In short, a robust, representative group 
attended. 
 

Organization 
 

With these challenges during the 2-hour 
session, we were still able to follow a play-book 
of sorts. 
 
 Questions fell into two broad categories. 
The first were probes – questions used to 
explore, uncover, and gain consensus on needs, 
preferences, and utopian desires. 
 
 There were “open" probes that 
attempted to elicit as many 
responses/opinions/ideas as possible, using the 
freedom to jump among the SWOT items as an 
incentive to participation. There were "directive" 
probes that permitted more limited "yes/no" 
responses. "Reflective" probes asked for more 
information, such as the history of a particular 
cemetery.  
 
 The second category might better be 
described as “presenting. “ Here, "features" were 
used to describe a particular cemetery, with a 
common facilitator follow-up similar to "so 
what?" "Benefits" attempted to gain insights into 
the constituency’s conventional wisdom, 
preconceptions, and hidden agendas (if any) for 
outcomes. 
 

The Presentation Cycle 
 
 The first aspect was to establish a need. 
Here we set out some core questions on the easel 
to begin and end the session. This was followed 
by the SWOT analysis. Toward the end of the 
program there was what might be described as a 

“proof section,” during which time we sought to 
address and test underlying assumptions 
(neglected history, costs, etc.). Finally, there was 
a close to the program where we attempted to 
move toward concerted partnerships and joint 
efforts. The underlying goal of the close was to 
test reactions from constituencies throughout 
the discussion, test the waters for consensus, 
and next steps. 
 

In terms of "dealing with concerns," the 
underlying goals included: probing for clarity, 
emphasizing to show we care ("excellent point: 
can you elaborate?"), present and underscore: 
meet the concern, and close to confirm the 
effectiveness of potential joint-ventures. 
 

Questions 
 
 As previously mentioned, the questions 
presented to the group were global in nature 
since it was not possible to be too specific with 
the time available. These questions were: 
  
1. What do the groups expect of the city? 
2. What are they prepared to contribute? 
3. How do you want the cemeteries to look? 
4. How should the cemeteries be funded? 
5. Groups: how can we help? 
6. How do cemeteries fit into downtown 
development? 
7. How can cemeteries be preserved while 
increasing visitation; impact? 
 
The SWOT Analysis: Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, Threats 
 

Strengths 
  

1. Downtown location & people: the 
story of Raleigh, NC 
2. Adjacent to two historical districts 
3. Repositories of unusual art & 
sculpture (especially bronzes) 
4. Mt. Hope is the only African-
American cemetery still functioning in 
Raleigh 
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5. A cornerstone of the downtown 
renaissance 
6. Genealogical data and destination 

  
The stakeholders were focused on the 

use of cemeteries to assist in telling the story of 
the history of Raleigh, NC, with particular 
attention to their place within the various 
communities, the uniqueness of art, architecture, 
and landscape (including the rural beauty of Mt. 
Hope), the need to include cemeteries within the 
emerging downtown renaissance and historical 
districts, and the specific uniqueness of Mt. 
Hope in the narrative of the African-American 
experience.  

 
What emerged as an unstated strength 

was the apparent willingness to use diversity 
and uniqueness to tie together the broader 
historical essence of Raleigh, NC. 
  

Weaknesses 
  

1. Multiple groups, multiple agendas 
2. Failing foundations (monuments) and 
issues of past restorative efforts 
(workmanship) 
3. City Cemetery: issues of perpetual 
care 
4. Catholic cemetery/O’Rorke: rumors 
and misconceptions– 

a. who is buried (African-
Americans) at Catholic 
cemetery (223 people?) 
b. what is the ongoing 
relationship with Catholic 
church (if any) 
c. anyone living (public 
perception) who knew we had a 
Catholic cemetery 

  
In nonprofit discussions, the topic of 

"ownership" often arises – here meaning the 
interest and ability for a formal group to take on 
the mission and fiscal responsibility of a 
particular project. While the stakeholders agree 
on a macro level, on a micro level there are 
differences of opinions, particularly on issues of 

who is ultimately responsible for perpetual care 
and, frankly, to borrow from the vernacular, 
"Who is buried in Grant’s tomb?" 

 
The interface of myth, reality, and 

cultural sensitivity definitely comes to bear 
when discussing O’Rorke Cemetery and its 
Catholic and African-American burials. "Human 
dignity" requires a stringent effort to identify by 
name and location the diverse cultures and 
people buried here. Moreover, there is not a 
central vision of what constitutes restoration of 
the monuments–to which period, level, and 
aesthetic. 
  

Opportunities 
 

1. Heritage Tourism 
2. Fit within City’s Comprehensive Plan 
3. Funding through economic income 
and accommodation taxes 
4. Matching grant money; raise money 
and partner with the city on projects 
5. Focus on irreplaceable art and 
architecture 
6. "National Register" – recognition of 
sites and opportunities for donors 
7. Potential for website(s) with GIS 
mapping and data-sharing 
8. Mt. Hope – awareness raising of lost 
African-American history in Raleigh 
9. Educational/lifelong learning 
opportunities 
10. Incorporating cemeteries into 
historic trolley tours 

 
Whether the heritage tourism involved 

is termed "grief tourism" or "ceme-tourism," the 
reality is the number of visitors involved is 
difficult to gauge – both in actual number of 
visitors and in economic impact.  

 
A cemetery as destination in today’s 

Web-interactive world may increasingly be a 
website with a satellite view (similar to the three 
visuals kindly provided by the city for the focus 
group), the opportunity to "drill-down" visually 
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to the stone marker level, with additional links 
providing a transcription, personal history, etc.  

 
While U.S.-related studies are scarce, at 

best – and virtually all of those look very 
narrowly at specific cemeteries with little or no 
broader context – perhaps the best analogues 
come out of Australia. Simply put, the 
Australians note that one-third of all cemetery 
tourism is on weekends and the primary visitor 
is female.  
 

For the sake of trend-related discussion 
(and that’s what focus groups tend to examine –
"trends" in stakeholder viewpoints), this means 
any inclusion of ceme-tourism in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan is a chicken-and-egg 
proposition.  

 
Firstly, there are no baseline tourism 

visitation numbers for the local cemeteries. 
Secondly (and interrelated), this means there is 
no defined "Case for Support,” such as using 
numbers for making the strategic argument for 
accommodation taxes and other kinds of 
tourism-related economic support. Thirdly, 
inclusion in the National Register, while 
laudatory, does not ensure that grant monies or 
even non-cash, in-kind support necessarily will 
follow.  

 
"Irreplaceable art & architecture" will 

have to be surveyed, inventoried, and 
historically investigated. These may be 
resources for fundraising, but to get money, 
money will need to be spent for a significant 
survey led by trained personnel, plus 
volunteers. 
 

"Partnering," whether with the city or 
other strategic entities (nonprofits, corporate or 
individual foundations, etc.), will depend upon 
the ability of the lead organization or agency to 
both give and get money. Also, cemeteries are 
both assets and liabilities from a funding 
perspective: they are a platform for consortial 
fundraising, but upkeep is perpetual (e.g., donor 
dollars don’t "solve" a problem).  

 
Lifelong learning and the ever-growing 

interest in who we are and where we have been 
(genealogy, etc.) may occupy a new sense of 
space and that space may be in cyberspace, 
rather than a city or rural cemetery.  

 
In short, Opportunities may be 

narrower in fixed time and place than the 
groups are prepared to articulate – but they see 
Opportunities just the same.  
  

Threats 
 

1. Vandalism, neglect 
2. Heritage tourism focuses on 
acceptance (of mainstream viewpoints?) 
3. Historic issues of intolerance underlie 
broader tourism 
4. Legal framework & city issues 
5. Downtown renewal/two-edged 
sword: threat to neighborhood 
communities via displacement 
6. Mt. Hope is maximized, in terms of 
burial space 
7. Safety issues at cemeteries 
8. Money 

 
Clearly, the most recognized threat is 

the lack of funding. This is manifested in issues 
of vandalism, neglect, safety, the need for public 
relations and education, burial space, etc. One 
example we used in the focus group discussions 
was the rough-guess cost to repair a box tomb in 
City Cemetery: $2,000 to $3,000 given the 
extensive damage. If we use very, very rough 
parameters, the cost to stabilize the three 
cemeteries could fall in the $500,000+ range. 
Stakeholders recognized the cost, but were 
equally concerned about historical issues and 
how to present/interpret them for heritage 
tourists.  

 
Another difficult issue was the need for 

and cost to subsidize some burials at Mt. Hope. 
Currently the costs are set at no higher than 70% 
of the average commercial rates in the 
community.  
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As noted by the group, the level of 
restoration/preservation seems to be a moving 
target, based upon views of beauty in the built 
and natural landscapes.  

 
Aesthetics: How do we want our cemeteries to 

"look"? 
 

1. Each cemetery has its own 
personality; "look" 
2. Stabilize each cemetery and then 
“restore” 
However, 
1. To which historical period should 
restoration occur? 
2. What are the different materials and 
restoration challenges involved?  
3. How much will it all cost? 

 
Clearly, the groups have much to 

consider before they formally weigh in on the 
issue of aesthetics. 
 

A systematic stone-by-stone survey of 
each cemetery may be a first step, with specific 
participation of each stakeholder group 
coordinated by the experts conducting the 
survey. 
  

Points of View 
 
 As part of the “Close,” we together 
looked at the issue of “constituency.” 
Specifically, whose role is it to deal with the 
huge issue of preservation and promotion of the 
cemeteries. There were two broad answers: “the 
city” and “groups.”  
 
City 

1. Define role of Parks & Recreation, 
historic districts, commissions 
2. Act as unifying force for cemetery 
groups 
3. Incorporate groups into the 
revitalization plans 
4. Establish priorities for each cemetery 
(triage approach) 
5. Raise cultural awareness and sense of 
"urgency" for restoration/preservation 

6. Incorporate cemeteries into the 
overall cultural tourism plan 
7. Stabilize the grounds via more than a 
level of care typified by the use of a 
large rotary mower pulled behind a 
tractor; adequate personnel; security 
8. Act as a point of contact for 
information  
9. Promote cemetery restoration as a city 
project  

 
Groups:  

1. Emphasize that these are "our tax 
dollars" at work 
2. Adopt an advocacy role  
3. Develop role as nonprofit partner(s) 
with the city ("co-branding") 
4. Bring more than just labor ("sweat 
equity"); have vision and access to 
"preservation expertise"; also, historic 
research and "connections/networks" 
5. Work together to make the cemeteries 
a "destination" (heritage tourism) 
6. Tap matching monies 
7. Position projects as grassroots effort 

 
Downtown Development 

 
This is the "hidden persuader" – a 

difficult to identify coterie of opinion leaders 
(formal and informal), developers, contractors, 
soothsayers, and nay-sayers who have vested 
interests in economic outcomes adjacent to the 
cemeteries. Their agendas may be open or 
hidden; narrow or consortial, with long-term 
impacts.  

 
Clearly, City Cemetery is in a 

neighborhood in transition, as houses are on 
transporters/haulers as this is being written. 
Moreover, Mt. Hope is on one of the greenway 
trails, which is definitely used as witnessed by 
our visit there. 
 

The stakeholders identified a number of 
components, including 
 

1. Green space 
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2. Proximity of historic districts 
3. Importance of cemeteries to Raleigh’s 
continuing "story" 
4. Lifestyle changes = recreation changes 
= increased accountability 
5. Cemeteries are not playgrounds and 
must be protected during this 
"transition period" for the City 
Cemetery neighborhood 
6. Signage is an immediate issue, with 
implications for on-line website(s), etc. 
7. Access to cemeteries is an issue as 
visitation rules = control 

 
Simply put, while the turnout for the 

Stakeholders’ Focus Group demonstrated 
serious interest in cemetery-related preservation 
and restoration issues, the broader concepts of 
long-term sustainability (and how to attain it) 
and the role of economic development (here 
meaning bricks-and-mortar urban landscape) 
remain elusive issues. Developers and 
contractors working within the various historic 
districts and greenscapes need to be part of the 
process – and soon. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Stakeholders need to consider establishing a 
broad umbrella nonprofit group (501(c)(3) 
perhaps or equivalent) which can (1) serve as a 
voice of cemetery restoration and revitalization 
in Raleigh, (2) interface with the city and other 
governmental entities regarding joint ventures, 
heritage tourism, documentation of cemetery 
history, (3) serve as a contact point for 
interacting with developers and contractors, (4) 
advocate for the under-represented histories of 
the African-American experience, as well as 
early Catholic population in Raleigh, and (5) 
serve as a "fundraiser" for special projects and 
educational initiatives. 

 
Stakeholders need to "institutionalize" the 
cemeteries into the broader heritage 
experience/folkways and historical trails of 
Raleigh using art & architecture (as well as 
important ancestors) to emphasize the 

diversity and richness of the social fabric that 
has become the city and its neighborhoods. 
 
Stakeholders need to involve formally the 
various veteran organizations and interest 
groups (Daughters of the American 
Revolution, etc.) as part of the overall 
beautification effort on historic holidays. 
 
Stakeholders need to seek out strategic 
partnerships and alliances which lead to a 
network of donors, volunteers, and potential 
corporate joint venture partners. This will be 
crucial as the plethora of nonprofits in Raleigh 
means fundraising competition, "donor 
fatigue," and a hierarchy of which projects are 
deemed "important" in the public 
consciousness. 
 
Stakeholders need to establish a cohesive, 
fundable, and evocative "Mission Statement" 
that embodies diversity, cultural richness, and 
the place of the cemeteries in both the artistic 
and social/historical fabric of Raleigh. 
Moreover, they must consider a Board of 
Directors that can both give and get money for 
specific projects and initiatives. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 141

 
 
 
 

 THE FUNDING LANDSCAPE 
 

William Vartorella, Ph.D., C.B.C. 
Craig and Vartorella, Inc. 

 
Introduction 
 

In terms of funding, our assignment is 
to identify potential sources for 
 

 immediate preservation needs, for 
example, landscaping, repair of stones – 
visible, easy-to-measure "returns" on 
donor investment,  

 
 long-term needs that would help ensure 

a sustainable future, for example, 
maintenance and mowing – things that 
provide little return to donors and may 
be harder to fund except through taxes, 
and 

 
 public education and consortial projects 

which, in part, may also provide 
sustenance for the broader maintenance 
issues. 

 
As raised in the focus group, needs 

must be addressed through a sustainable 
hierarchy of values. Simply put, what is it about 
these particular cemeteries that make them part 
of the fabric of the history of Raleigh and how 
can they be translated into simple, affordable, 
easy-to-measure, fundable projects that focus on 
"access" issues (here meaning both physical 
access and access to information & data)? In 
addition, what are the potential sources of 
funding for such projects, complete with 
recommendations and initial donor "targets?”  
 

This section of the study will articulate 
the types of specific projects that are more easily 
fundable (including potential donors and 
average grant amounts) and provide insights 

into the costs affiliated with constructing a 
competitive grant proposal. It all comes down to 
a trade-off of time spent preparing proposals vs. 
potential returns, which includes providing the 
personnel to conduct, evaluate, and report 
project results to donors (foundations, 
corporations, etc.).  

 
The approach below reflects both the 

focus group acknowledgment of the need for 
consortial projects and the reality that the 
consortial partner may need to be more 
prominent and capable of attracting support 
through its "brand equity" (here meaning public 
perception, visibility, past grant performance, 
etc.). 
 
Strategic Funding for Historic Raleigh 
Cemeteries 
 

In terms of funding, nonprofit groups 
must accomplish two tasks. First, develop a 
"Mission Statement" (also known as a "Vision 
Statement") that details the specific goals & 
objectives of a recognized nonprofit (501(c)(3) or 
variation) and second, create a "Case for 
Support." This "Case Statement" provides 
urgent, compelling, and interesting reasons why 
an individual, corporate, or foundation donor 
would take ownership with the group in 
addressing a specific project or broader 
sustainable effort, such as cemetery conservation 
and preservation.  

 
Moreover, the nonprofit group would 

need to recruit and develop a Board capable of 
"giving" and "getting" money. The oft-repeated 
expression, "Won’t you join me in giving $x to 
this project" is the most powerful opening 
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sentence in fundraising. A Board that is simply 
"advisory" traditionally has a difficult time 
achieving stated goals and objectives. One can 
buy "advice;” getting donors is an entirely 
different matter. Stated differently, people give 
money to people, not to ideas. 
 

Federal and National Funds 
 
Simply put, current demands for "war 

chest" funds for Iraq and Afghanistan have put 
numerous "non-essential" programs at-risk, to 
say the least. The National Trust for Historic 
Preservation is an obvious potential source and 
does have a tradition of the unusual project (e.g., 
GIS satellite imaging for historical corridors). 
However, grants tend to be small ($5,000) and 
have the added disadvantage of potentially 
funding "planning" or "implementation" – but 
usually not both phases.  

 
"Education" is more of a priority, but 

Raleigh cemeteries would have to be put within 
a broader context, probably with a free public 
component (lectures, school groups, etc.). The 
"Catch-22" of such educational programs 
generally is on-site cemetery visits have an 
impact that may be translated into the need for 
more maintenance/preservation. Measurement 
also may be hard to track–both in terms of total 
public numbers (use of a history trail or the 
Historic Trolley Tours) and in increased 
maintenance attributable to tourism. Also, while 
such educational programs might allocate part 
of a grant award to preservation and 
maintenance, once the program ends (and, 
ideally, tourism continues) the City might 
potentially be faced with a greater sustainability 
challenge than the current status.  

 
The Johanna Favrot Fund for Historic 

Preservation is a related possibility with up to 
$10,000 per grant award. However, 
rehabilitation and repair of existing cemetery 
tombs and stones is beyond its purview.  

 
Challenge grants, such as those of the 

National Endowment for the Humanities are 

another possibility, with amounts ranging from 
$20,000 to $1,000,000.  

 
National Park Service Certified Local 

Government funding administered through the 
State Historic Preservation Office has frequently 
been tapped by the approved governmental 
entities for survey projects and National 
Register nominations and, therefore, does not 
need specific discussion here.  

 
The Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation’s Preserve America program 
and the Save America’s Treasures program, 
initiated by Executive Order as a public-private 
partnership, now largely between the NPS and 
the National Trust, are already on the City's 
"radar."  Again, these programs tend to be rather 
time-intensive in terms of paperwork 
preparation.   

 
Separately, if we broaden our discussion 

to purely Federal grants, the chance of success is 
roughly 7%. Equally discouraging are the 
bookkeeping, reporting, and surveillance 
functions involved in Federal grants. Moreover, 
there is the whole issue of projects that get 
"approved but not funded," which is 
governmental language for Federal programs 
that become victims to budget constraints, 
changes in administration policies, etc. 
 

It is fair to say that administering the 
grant may be as burdensome as the conservation 
efforts themselves. Plus, if there is follow-up 
surveillance at the end of the grant period, there 
are no guarantees that additional vandalism or 
"acts of God" might actually render the project 
only slightly better off than when an effort 
began. An additional aggravation is who 
handles and allocates the Federal money on a 
local basis. Here, the city might well be the 
consortial partner holding the purse strings – a 
scenario that neither the city nor the nonprofit 
might envision or enjoy. 
 

Something else to be considered, best 
practices and best use of funds could mandate 
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an approach or nuance that neither the city nor 
the nonprofit anticipated or are prepared to 
implement. Also, Federal programs are raft with 
requirements of "matching money" – often in 
cash rather than in kind (which both 
corporations and foundations are more apt to 
allow). A federal grant, in short, might actually 
cost the city money.  
 

Foundations and Corporate Donors 
 

Using both GrantScape software and 
Foundation Center resources, we created 
historical key word descriptors involving 
heritage tourism, cemetery(ies), preservation, 
conservation, heritage and historic trails, 
diversity (black, African-American, slavery, 
slaves, Reconstruction, North Carolina, Raleigh, 
etc.), and applied them to a selected subset of 
more than 14,000 private, corporate, and 
community foundations in the United States.  

 
We went beyond the usual Fortune 500 

companies to include some 2,000 of the top 
sources for corporate giving. We also paid 
attention to the 600+ foundations that provide 
grants of $10,000 or more with specific focus on 
arts, culture, and the humanities. 
 

We must note that the number of 
foundations is a constantly-changing number 
and the Mission and focus of these same 
foundations (including corporations) is also in 
flux. Foundations increasingly are taking 
advantage of "periods of reflection," which is 
foundation jargon for not providing grant 
support for any particular group of internal 
initiatives during a particular year. Also, the 
odd grant of extraordinary size is often a 
"trustee discretionary grant," which means that 
it was the turn of a particular trustee for a 
special allocation during a specific grant cycle. 
Plus, be advised that some industries or sectors 
(oil, for example) have had extraordinary profits 
and may be positioned for greater philanthropy 
than other sectors (witness the recent dot.com 
"bust").  

 

What this means is, first, there is no 
definitive source (including the Foundation 
Center) of every single grant award during a 
particular quarter or year, second, no definitive 
source of who is funding what and when, and 
third, that past performance by a foundation or 
corporate entity has little predictive value of 
present or future funding.  
 

With that said, we also surveyed the 
traditional North Carolina foundations and 
actually looked at every single one listed with 
GrantScape software.  

 
For all sources we explored 56 "hits" for 

out-of-state possibilities and about 351 "hits" for 
North Carolina potential. A “hit" is a descriptor 
"capture" and is, therefore, not the total number 
of foundations with potential funding. A single 
foundation might have several descriptor "hits." 
We chose not to do an Internet search as each 
search engine uses a different search protocol 
and omits more than GrantScape software or 
Foundation Center materials. 
 
 One immediate result of this is that 
cemeteries are not on the traditional foundation 
or corporation’s funding radar. 
 

While the reason is not apparent from 
the "exclusionary" section of foundation profiles 
(e.g., "no grants for film projects, deficit 
spending, complimentary advertising," etc.), 
there may be some validity in the assumption 
that cemeteries are either privately-funded 
entities or supported by some governmental 
body. Anyone’s hopes for financial support for 
mowing, pruning trees, repair of fences, so forth 
are quickly dashed. 
 

There are glimpses of potential. For 
example, the George B. Henderson Foundation, 
Boston, gave under $50,000 to support Boston’s 
historic cemeteries and the Patrick and Anna B. 
Cudahy Fund, Milwaukee, allocated $15,000 to 
"restore and preserve a mausoleum" recently. 
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On the North Carolina front, cemeteries 
were not part of the vision of foundation and 
corporate donors in terms of specifically-
enumerated grants. Yet, in fairness, some of the 
language of the NC foundations regarding 
heritage preservation is so broad as to perhaps 
proffer some opportunity. What follows are 
opportunities heralded as "statewide" by 
donors, although each of them needs to be 
examined specifically.  

 
The shorthand accompanying each may 

include a potential consortial partner (say, 
museums) and the high or average grant size 
("average" is where one usually aims a proposal 
in terms of financial ease-of-fit). The 
commentaries that follow the "averages" are 
those of the author. 
 
1. James E. And Mary Z. Bryan Foundation, 
Raleigh: special projects and matching grants; 
$50,000 (high or average not specified); special 
projects offer the potential for the cemeteries to 
design something that addresses mutual 
interests (donor & foundation); "matching" 
might be translated as in-kind rather than cash 
(e.g., volunteer time at $10/hr.). 
 
2. North Carolina Community Foundation, 
Raleigh: historic preservation/conservation; 
$40,000/high; range of grant support may lend 
itself to specific tomb reconstruction using an 
historical focus across cemeteries and specific 
historical period; in short, get conservation in 
place along with signage and interpretation 
 
3. Earl Johnson, Jr. And Margery Scott Johnson 
Endowment Trust, Greensboro: donor activity 
primarily in Raleigh: education, the arts; 
$35,000/high; potential opportunity might be to 
involve high school art students to catalogue 
and research specific stylistics of gravestones, 
tombs during a particular era. 
 
4. CP&L Foundation, Raleigh: special projects; 
$20,000/average; similar to #1 above, but with a 
different focus. 
 

5. Martin Marietta Philanthropic Trust, Raleigh: 
museums and special projects; $5,000/high; 
good chance for partnering with museum and 
exhibit schedule to include cemeteries in the 
overall mix of activities; possible affiliated 
lectures. 
 
6. A. E. Finley Foundation, Raleigh: community 
development, research; $5,000/average; City 
Cemetery is situated within and adjacent to 
historical districts which are undergoing 
"community development;" opportunity to 
partner with developers and Foundation to 
"research" and present a living history/tour 
document. 
 
7. Trent Ragland, Jr. Trust, Raleigh: historic 
preservation; $5,000/high; could tie into a 
founding fathers approach, perhaps with a 
diversity focus & affiliated preservation. 
 
8. Raleigh Kiwanis Foundation, Raleigh: 
"youth"; $5,000/high; probably scholarship aid, 
but always the potential for a community 
service component. 
 
9. A. J. Fletcher Foundation, Raleigh: visual arts, 
unspecified average; unknown support level–
begin with a meet-and-greet to see what’s 
viable. 
 
10. The Belk Foundation, Charlotte: cultural 
programs; $30,000/average (?); goal here would 
be to work closely with local stores or the 
Foundation more directly on some very family-
oriented project. 
 
11. Brown F. Finch Foundation, Winston-Salem: 
museums; $15,000/high; giving is statewide, but 
the museum-cemetery focus would have to 
mirror Foundation’s Mission which may be 
difficult. 
 
12. Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation, Winston-
Salem: "diversity;" $15,000/average (?); this is a 
strong, proactive Foundation of a group of 
Foundations with an historical interest; Rural 
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Cemetery Movement and Mt. Hope might be a 
strong case here. 
 
13. Wachovia Foundation, Winston-Salem: 
museums, historic preservation, renovation 
projects; $15,000/average (?); banks are 
traditionally the lead and strongest corporate 
donor locally; nonprofit may want to choose its 
bank carefully as such a bank could be a hefty 
partner. Traditionally, if you tap one bank for 
funding, others generally will not follow; same 
is true for other competitors within industries. 
 
14. The Marion Stedman Covington Foundation, 
Greensboro: historic preservation, 
$10,000/average (?); another statewide focus; 
you may want to develop a more omnibus 
proposal that would look at the historic context 
of cemeteries; Raleigh, Winston-Salem, 
Greensboro; the same applies for 15-17, below. 
While this approach is certainly good 
scholarship, it may not provide the immediate 
assistance that the Raleigh cemeteries so 
desperately require. 
 
15. Alexander Worth McAlister Foundation, 
Inc., Winston-Salem: historic preservation; 
$5,000 average. 
 
16. Dover Foundation, Shelby: 
museums/restoration; $5,000 average (?). 
 
17. Reese Foundation, Hickory: historic 
preservation and conservation; $4,000 average. 
 
18. Foundation for the Carolinas, Charlotte: seed 
& matching funds; (?) average; excellent 
potential for grassroots thinking and creative 
matching funding. 
 
In addition, the following companies (corporate 
headquarters listed) deserve review: 
 

 American Express Foundation, New 
York, particularly its Cultural Heritage 
Program. 

 

 Hampton Hotel’s Save-a-Landmark 
Program (contact other hotel franchises 
in Raleigh and compare any potential 
opportunities). 

 
 Bank of America Corporation, Charlotte: 

see Raleigh bank manager. 
 

 Lowe’s, Mooresville: see local for in-
kind, then cash. 

 
 Progress Energy, Raleigh: see 

contributions manager/committee. 
 

 BB&T Corporation, Winston-Salem. 
 

 Peace, Meredith College, and Rex 
Hospital are integral members of the 
Raleigh community. They do not, 
however, stand out as stand out as 
funders of heritage or cemetery projects. 
They may have an interest in specific 
plots, but that does not dramatically 
alter the funding landscape. 

 
A final potential source are Japanese 

foundations and corporations. These groups are 
legendary for their support of heritage-related 
projects. Japanese corporations have strong 
views that essentially preclude them from 
consideration at the moment. They do not 
support “deficit” spending, demanding that 
projects be on sound financial footing. They 
typically require a demonstrated respect for 
ancestors and the fine fabric of history. They 
also require long-term support of a project once 
the donor exits. In short, until the nonprofit and 
city can address the conservation and 
maintenance issues long term (and, in particular, 
the vandalism, which is likely unfathomable in 
their culture), it is perhaps best to put these 
foundations well back in the list of potential 
donors.  
 

Once the situation improves, 
particularly in O’Rorke and City cemeteries, 
Japanese funding may be possible. Mount Hope 
will likely present the earliest potential for 
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dialogue, as its beauty and potential for 
interpretation will likely resonate. However, a 
strong, diverse coalition of city and African-
American leaders would be necessary to drive 
the project – and the project would have to be 
exceptional, high visibility, and success-specific 
with clear outcomes. Japanese-based 
foundations prefer consensus, which means that 
any project could not be “politicized” or seized 
hostage by any group.  
 
 A question has been raised concerning 
organizations such as Peace, Meredith College, 
and Rex Hospital. It is suggested that they are 
“large stakeholders” and part of the “funding 
landscape.” Two of these organizations were 
invited to the stakeholder meeting, but did not 
participate. It is therefore difficult to judge their 
interest. In addition, when their missions 
statements are reviewed we see no clear match. 
In fact, the Peace College website has no section 
on funding projects. In the case of the Rex 
Hospital Foundation, the mission statement is 
explicit: “the mission of The Rex Hospital 
Foundation is to raise funds to support and 
enhance the programs and services of Rex 
Hospital.” Review of the Foundation Funds 
page shows no programs in which the Raleigh 
cemeteries are an appropriate fit. These 
organizations, like every other institution, are 
looking for money themselves. The institutional 
overhead rates of most colleges and universities 
generally tend to fall in the 40+% range. What 
this means is that they, as partners, expect 
relatively large amounts of the sums that might 
become available. 
 

To put foundation funding (and, in 
many cases corporate as well) in perspective, the 
average grant size (say, $5,000) would cover 
such items as a modest lecture series ("Art & 
Architecture of Historic Raleigh Cemeteries" or 
"The African-American Experience: Burial 
Practices and Iconography from Reconstruction 
through the Rural Cemetery Movement") or 
perhaps a field day for genealogists that could 
include some "demonstrations” concerning 
proper preservation techniques. In the second 

case, part of the funds might actually be 
dedicated to the repair of, say, an important box 
tomb. The very real challenge here is 
determining which tombs and monuments are 
most important, weighing issues of "dire need" 
vs. historicity.  

 
Also, one needs to keep in perspective 

that most manufacturers are interested in how a 
project meets their Mission/Vision Statements 
rather than that of a specific nonprofit. Plus, 
many manufacturers with a consumer focus are 
intent upon specific niche markets (males, 19 to 
25, for instance, or Black female professionals, 
etc.). These parameters must be taken into 
consideration in developing a project that meets 
corporate donor needs. The use of a mentoring 
strategy is often an important first step, e.g., 
getting a corporate "mentor" to assist a nonprofit 
in accomplishing specific tasks (accounting is a 
good example). Traditionally, mentoring leads 
to in-kind support (tools, supplies, materials) 
and, finally, cash. It may be, however, that 
critical needs at the city cemeteries cannot wait 
for this long-term relationship to develop. 
 

A final comment on grants: proposal 
writing can be arduous and costly in terms of 
time spent. The average, small Federal grant is 
usually estimated in the 100 to 150-hour range, 
simply for preparation time. A one-page grant 
proposal to a small family foundation (plus a 
simple budget) may take 10 hours, with the 
budget the main time-consumer. If one estimates 
the volunteer time at $10 per hour (a rule-of-
thumb standard), that equates to $1,500 spent 
for a Federal proposal and $100 devoted to a 
small one-page proposal. Experienced 
"grantwriters" usually charge in the $35 to 
$125/hour depending upon complexity and 
track record. Raising money quickly becomes 
expensive, especially as demonstrated in a 
Capital Campaign (see comments, below). 
 

Individual Donors 
 

As noted above, project funding from 
foundation and corporate sources may be small 
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and, frankly, ephemeral. One time-gifts are 
common and cemetery upkeep is clearly not on 
any major foundation or corporation’s radar 
unless there is a clear, urgent, compelling, and 
interesting Case for Support. The three Raleigh 
cemeteries need to look at context as a funding 
platform, with the city and some umbrella 
nonprofit working together to raise public 
awareness of the plight of the cemeteries and 
their importance in the broader historical and 
social fabric of Raleigh.  

 
One caveat is that foundations and 

corporate entities have growing concern that 
states and cities are competing with small, 
fledgling nonprofits for funding for what many 
perceive as taxpayer services. A simple example 
is what used to be known as “state universities.” 
These are now referred to as “state-assisted 
universities” as states seek greater involvement 
from individual donors, foundations, and 
corporations to underwrite education.  

 
Moreover, the new nonprofit must be 

vigilant to not appear to be a shell organization 
through which the city can raise money for 
“essential services.” Each and every grant 
proposal must be donor Mission specific, while 
providing public education, conservation, and 
repair within some legitimate context. 
 

Individual donors, despite the "donor 
fatigue" of the constant onslaught of requests for 
cash in a capitol city, could prove the short-term 
salvation of the three cemeteries. We say "short-
term" because a "long-term" sustainable effort 
would require an endowment. 
 

First, let’s look at individual donors. 
Conventional wisdom might be that the best 
targets are the families of those currently 
interred in the three cemeteries. However, best 
guess is that 65% or more (on average) of the 
three cemeteries do not have identifiable 
descendants ("donor constituencies") or, worse, 
have constituencies who may be shy about 
stepping forward for fear that they will be 
"assessed" some duty or tax related to renewed 

upkeep. With the reconstruction of one of the 
box tombs at City Cemetery estimated at $2,500 
to $3,500, this is a substantial amount for some 
previously long-lost descendant to pay. 
 

Perhaps a better approach is to examine 
the current state of philanthropy in Raleigh. This 
would involve creating what is known as a "flat 
list," namely a list of individuals with a 
penchant for supporting historical preservation 
and a checkbook to match. 
 

These individuals should be identified 
not only based upon interest and cash, but using 
three other key factors: commitment, clout, 
contacts. Simply, commitment is a long-term 
vision of the goals and objectives, needs and 
opportunities of the individual cemeteries. Clout 
is the recognition by others that Jane or John 
Doe has the ability to engender enthusiasm and 
commitment within the broader donor 
community. Contacts are others with the means, 
method, and mentality to give and get money. 
 

The City Fund 
 
 There is a cash account in the city 
denoted as “Cash – Cemetery Account.” 
According the David P. Erwin, CPA, Accounting 
Manager of the City of Raleigh, no funds have 
been deposited since at least 1997, although 
interest is posted each year. The current balance 
is $8,015.09. 
 
 The fund is very small and we 
recommend that the principal be invested. If it 
could generate about $400 a year, this sum could 
be used for special needs, such as hiring a 
consulting arborist or some other special project.  
 

The Endowment Issue 
 

Once the nonprofit consortium 
(umbrella group) has a Board in place (ideally 
comprising the above donor 
type/demographics) and has at least a modest 
track record in raising awareness and money for 
specific cemetery projects, then is the time to 
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begin to think about "sustainability" through 
endowment. This continues to be a partnership, 
with the city responsible for general 
maintenance, mowing, improved security, etc. 
What the endowment would provide is an 
overall Mission/Vision of long-range planning, 
regarding conservation, preservation, and 
historical interpretation. 
 

For the sake of discussion, let’s say that 
the identified "flat list" through interviews and 
in consultation with experts decides that the 
endowment goal is $3,000,000 and that the 
Board will raise 50% of the goal from the "flat 
list" before announcing the broader campaign. 
Here is where reality meets idealism. Different 
consultants will offer different scenarios. What 
follows is in very broad stroke and is for 
illustrative purposes only. 
 

 To raise $3,000,000 will require a lead 
gift of 10% or $300,000. Ideally, two lead 
gifts of $300,000 as the Board will likely 
decide to engage outside fundraising 
counsel to spearhead the campaign. 
Conservatively, the Capital Campaign 
will cost 10% of the goal–hence the 
$300,000. Often, and ideally, a member 
of the Board will front the Campaign 
cost. 

 
 Typically 90% of all the donations will 

come from 10% of the donors. If you 
had 100 donors, 10 of them would 
represent significant gifts. 

 
 Oddball gifts of insurance policies, 

boats, cars, "artwork" (beware of 
artwork especially; discuss with your 
CPA and tax attorney first) may seem 
like cash, but rarely come in at "top 
dollar." Moreover, there’s the very real 
question of "liquidity." You may have to 
wait a generation to see the money. 

 
 Corporate matching gifts of individual 

employee donations are excellent at 

filling in the top portion of any public 
commitment, but rarely equal lead gifts. 

 
 The public component is traditionally 

last and is usually frustrating and time 
consuming. Moreover, the public may 
"wonder aloud" why public cemeteries 
are raising money through private 
sources for an endowment. ("What 
about our tax dollars–where will they 
now go?") If the public comes through 
with 10% – $300,000, rejoice!  

 
Assuming the goal has been raised in, 

say, three years, what does the $3,000,000 really 
mean? 
 

First, most practitioners assume that an 
endowment will generate roughly 5% annually 
(adjusted for robust and recessionary stock 
markets). That means $150,000 annually 
available for repair and preservation. Remember 
that in our scenario the city still provides 
mowing, maintenance, security, etc. Allocated at 
$50,000 per cemetery (to make our analysis 
simple), this would be just enough to fertilize 
and prune the trees in Mount Hope or City 
Cemetery, or perhaps complete repairs for one 
or two sides of the City Cemetery fence. In the 
context of immediate needs, the three cemeteries 
would overwhelm the return of the first year. 
 

Plus, perhaps $5,000 annually for each 
cemetery might be earmarked for a "Lyceum" 
series or art and architecture tour, etc. Again, 
increased visibility and use equates to increased 
wear-and-tear, part of which legitimately the 
city may not want to assume. 
 

Second, there is the perplexing issue of 
donor-designated funds and wishes. Niche 
projects tend to become very donor-specific. 
Assuming that the most at-risk tombs and 
monuments are addressed initially, over time 
donor-dedicated monies may be perceived as a 
"slush fund" for other projects. "Donor beware."  
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Another potential threat is the public 
perception that the cemeteries are becoming 
self-sustaining and that city monies would best 
be used elsewhere ("Donor Flight"). This would 
lead to discussions of a second Capital 
Campaign. Donors may not be forthcoming. The 
cemetery nonprofit would likely look to 
foundations and corporations that provide 
endowment funding. Unfortunately, the few 
that might be interested (after seeing the 
successes of the cemetery nonprofit) will likely 
take a "Capstone" approach in which their 
monies are "last in" (hence, the term). Also, 
remember that the average U.S. foundation has 
assets of roughly $1,000,000 which means only 
$50,000 available annually for grants. Such 
grants tend to be in the $2,000 to $5,000 range. In 
short, a second Capital Campaign could be a 
nightmare. 
 

What if the original Capital Campaign 
falls short? First, the umbrella group might end 
up with only 1/3rd of the needed endowment 
(say, $1,000,000). This means that only $50,000 
would be available annually on a cemetery-
rotating basis. The allocation of money annually 
– especially if a tree falls on a major monument 
in the non-designated cemetery that year – 
could become problematical. Second, a severe 
shortfall might mean the actual cost of the 
campaign is either not covered or becomes 
excessive (e.g., campaign fees and expenses are 
set at $300,000 of a $3,000,000 campaign, donor 
pledges don’t materialize, campaign raises 
$500,000 and is still legitimately billed $300,000 
or some negotiated amount). 
 

Finally, there is the issue of nonprofit 
Board longevity. If we agree that cemeteries 
seem to percolate to the surface of public 
awareness once every 10 to 20 years, this may 
mean that Board cycles may be even less. Boards 
must be extremely careful in terms of attracting 
focused members, what are known as the 4-
W’s—the wealthy (money talks), the wise 
(bankers, CPAs, community leaders), the 
workers (usually women in nonprofit sector), 
and the worriers (a broad-based constituency, 

here meant in a positive light). For each Board, a 
long-range planning and development 
subcommittee needs to be created that looks at 
overall financial opportunities (more 
endowment, in-kind contributions) and grants. 

 
Clearly, in terms of an umbrella 

organization, Raleigh City Cemeteries 
Preservation, Inc. has taken formative steps 
consistent with our observations and the 
expressed needs of the Stakeholder Focus 
Group. However, it is extremely important that 
whatever emerges as the umbrella organization 
representative of all three cemeteries be diverse, 
multi-faceted in terms of expertise, and 
compatible with core city and historical 
constituencies. Building consensus early is 
crucial.  

 
This is particularly true as a realistic 

timeline for foundation, corporation, or 
individual donor support is likely three years. 
We proffer this as Board recruitment and 
development, Mission Statement fine tuning, 
public participation, and a project priority list 
will likely take Year One. Year Two will consist 
of initial fundraising, ideally for projects 
spanning three years. Year Three would build 
upon this as a Case for Support for the broader 
issue of an endowment. "Endowment" 
traditionally entails retaining fundraising 
counsel, who spends a year interviewing Board 
members, re: creation of a "flatlist," securing lead 
gifts, putting in place a development and long-
range planning committee, and preparing for 
the "silent phase." Year Four would be the "silent 
phase" during which 50% of the endowment 
goal would have to be raised to ensure success. 
Year Five would be the "public phase" of 
fundraising, with Year Six the collecting of 
pledges, and beginning in earnest the broader 
preservation and conservation.  

 
Obviously, some project funding 

beginning in Year Two would address the most 
urgent and compelling of the monuments 
(assuming that a preservation plan is in hand 
and it is actually understood what the most 
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urgent and compelling needs are), but not 
mowing and maintenance.  

 
In short, beginning in Year Two through 

Year Five, the first phase of projects would be 
underway, plus some overlap concerning the 
initiation of an endowment thrust once progress 
is apparent. The nonprofit must not forget, as 
discussed above, that the Board must raise 10% 
of the goal for the cost of the Capital Campaign 
itself. 
 
 
Summary Comments 
 

The city cannot expect federal, 
foundation, or corporate support for 
maintenance & mowing. 

 
The Chronicle of Philanthropy (May 17, 

2007, p. 16) published an interesting chart 
produced by Giving USA and Americans for the 
Arts that has some relevance for the Raleigh 
cemeteries (Figure 71). While the analysis must 
be used very carefully as it clearly isn't a perfect 
fit, it nevertheless suggests that organizations 
designed for cemetery preservation can expect 
around 50% of their funding to come from a 

category termed “earned income.” This is a bit 
generic, but likely means everything from 
special events to sponsorships. The Foundation 
and Corporate support numbers (5% and 2.5% 
respectively) are consistent with a wide range of 
project categories and consistent with the 
assumptions we made for the present Raleigh 
study. Moreover, experience tells us that Federal 
and State (each 2%) support are going to be 
minimal, at best. What comes through clearly 
from the Giving USA and Americans for the 
Arts study is that an established nonprofit 
cannot realistically depend upon local 
governmental support. 
 

An aggressive, focused umbrella 
nonprofit may, through programming and 
perseverance, attract foundation, corporate, and 

– especially – individual donor 
dollars that may, in part only, 
"rescue" some of the more 
historically important 
monuments under threat in the 
three cemeteries. It may provide 
important interpretive, 
educational, and awareness-
raising functions for the three 
cemeteries. 
 

A sustainable future for 
the three cemeteries can only be 
achieved through an 
endowment, perhaps as little as 
$3,000,000 adjusted for 
inflation. As an endowment 
increases, expect city resources 
at other unsupported 
cemeteries to be stretched to the 

point at which the three endowed cemeteries 
may be asked to provide fee-for-services 
reimbursement for mowing and maintenance, 
thereby returning these cemeteries once again to 
an at-risk status. 

Earned Income Individuals & Endowment
Foundations Local Governments
Corporations Federal Government
State Government

Figure 71. Analysis of funding sources (Giving USA and 
Americans for the Arts). 

 
Recommendations 
 
Create an umbrella, nonprofit Board 
comprising representatives from the three 
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Raleigh cemeteries, plus ex officio 
representation by the city. Choose a 
memorable, "active" group name. 
 
Board members should have commitment, 
clout, and contacts; the ability to give and get 
money. No advisors. Buy advice, if needed. 
Board terms should be staggered, with three 
years the ideal. An individual can be 
reappointed for one term, but would then have 
to rotate off the Board for at least a year. By 
"staggered," we mean that initial Board should 
consist of one, two, and-three-year appointees. 
No one should be considered to be on the 
board "for life."  
 
File for and achieve nonprofit status with the 
IRS. Make it easy for foundations, 
corporations, and individuals to give the group 
money and in-kind contributions. Engage an 
attorney specializing in nonprofit law. While 
tax-deductibility traditionally is not the 
primary reason a person or entity gives money 
to a nonprofit, it does enter into the broader 
donation equation. 
 
Craft a Mission/Vision Statement that is 
evocative and people-oriented. It should be 
short (one page) and present a valid, urgent, 
compelling, and interesting Case for Support 
for both projects and endowment. Your 
Mission/Vision Statement is central to 
fundraising efforts and is the most reviewed 
document by many potential funders. If 
General Dwight D. Eisenhower could invade 
Europe based upon a one-page summary, the 
cemetery nonprofit should be able to draft 
something short as well. 
 
Build consensus, develop constituencies of 
donors through public relations and outreach. 
The group and the cemeteries cannot remain 
"Raleigh’s best kept secret." 
 
Incorporate the three cemeteries into the 
historical trail/corridor efforts and seek 
inclusion for accommodations tax and other 
incentives, as deemed appropriate. 
 

Begin the grant process with small, easy-to-
measure projects. Initial donor targets are 
corporations and foundations in Raleigh or 
which have Raleigh as a specific part of the 
Mission/Vision statement. Projects will likely 
be on tight budgets, so combinations of 
mentoring, in-kind donations, and cash will be 
crucial. Donor recognition is imperative. Early 
focus may be on projects incorporating public 
lectures, genealogy, cemetery tours, art and 
architecture, diversity and folkways, and the 
challenges of preserving history. Later focus 
may be on the creation of a drill-down Internet 
site using GIS technologies, photographs of 
monuments and plots, interpretative 
discussions, links to other websites, etc. As 
pointed out in the Stakeholders Focus Group, 
the emphasis is ultimately global-local. To 
encourage and accomplish such, broadens the 
Case for Support and positions the nonprofit 
consortium for more active, successful 
fundraising. 
 
Tap the small, relatively easier-to-get grants, 
first. This builds a track record of success. The 
old saying in fundraising by donors is "Who 
else is going to the party and what are they 
wearing?" (in other words, "who are the other 
donors and how much are they giving?") 
 
Hold a donors’ luncheon. This is a meet-and-
greet for various foundation, corporate, and 
individual donors to see what the group is 
accomplishing and what its long-range goals 
and objectives are. This is not the time to ask 
for money. Be creative. Include developers and 
opinion-leaders. Have a consistent and unified 
message that goes back to Mission and Case 
for Support. This is also an opportunity to 
cultivate the "flat list" and to determine donor 
interests. 
 
Seek out the strongest consortial allies 
possible for projects. In the case of Federal 
monies, attract a consortial partner who has an 
established institutional overhead rate 
accepted by Federal agencies. If you get the 
grant, you may be able to claim this 
administrative overhead rate on your next 
successful Federal grant. Moreover, you should 
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negotiate with the lead partner (the strong ally) 
for part of that overhead based upon the total 
office square footage, etc. that each of you 
brings to the project. 
 
Establish an initial "war chest" from Board 
members. There is an immediate need for 
high-quality (but not "rich") brochures, 
letterhead, and so forth. You have to appear 
successful to be successful at fundraising.  
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 PRIORITIES AND FUNDING LEVELS 
 

Recommended Priorities 
 

Table 8 lists the recommendations 
offered throughout this assessment, classifying 
them not only by priority, but also by 
responsibility – either “city,” meaning the City 
of Raleigh and/or Parks and Recreation, or 
“friends,” meaning any support organization, 
existing or future, that is in a position to assist or 
take on the specified task under the city’s 
direction. There are also a few tasks where 
“contract” is specified, meaning that we 
recommend the project be contracted out by the 
city.  

 
Priorities are identified here as First, 

Second, or Third: 
 

First priorities are those we 
recommend undertaking during 
the current fiscal or calendar 
year. Some are issues that have 
the potential to affect the public 
health and safety and 
consequently require immediate 
attention. Most, however, are 
planning issues that require 
immediate attention to “set the 
stage” for future actions. We 
strongly believe that most 
cemetery projects fail through 
inadequate or inappropriate 
planning – thus, we recommend 
in the strongest possible terms 
that the city engage in the 
necessary planning to help 
ensure success. 

 
Second priorities are those 
which should be budgeted for 
over the next 2 to 3 years. They 
represent urgent issues that, if 
ignored, will result in both 

significant and noticeable 
deterioration of the city 
cemeteries as historic resources. 
 
Third priorities are those that 
may be postponed for 3 to 5 
years. They are issues that can 
wait for appropriations to build 
up to allow action. Some are 
also less significant 
undertakings or actions that 
require other stages to be in 
place in order to make them 
feasible or likely to be 
successful. Because they are 
given this lower priority, 
however, they should not be 
dismissed as trivial or 
unimportant. 

 
 Budget estimates are offered only for 
direct conservation issues and reflect 2008FY 
costs. Many actions can be completed with the 
city’s own in-house staff; if these resources are 
not available as needed, then outside 
consultants should be retained.  
 

Just as parks or water service or police 
protection have yearly costs, so too do historic 
resources. Preservation costs must be 
continuous. The city cannot continue, every few 
years, to suddenly remember the cemeteries and 
devote attention. The cemeteries must receive 
constant and on-going care and preservation 
efforts. The central problem is that the City of 
Raleigh has, for years, deferred these costs, 
creating cumulative problems that now must be 
addressed or else the resource will be so 
degraded that its continued significance to the 
community will be doubtful. 
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Table 8. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

First – this fiscal or 
calendar year 

1.1 All individuals, volunteers, city staff, and affiliated 
organizations should become familiar with the Secretary 
of Interior’s Standards for Preservation.  
 

City, Friends  

 1.2 All decisions regarding modifications, alterations, 
additions, or other actions affecting the City of Raleigh 
cemeteries should be carefully evaluated against the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation. 
 

City, Friends  

 1.3 All conservation (i.e., repair work) of monuments or 
fences should be conducted by conservators who 
subscribe to the American Institute for Conservation of 
Artistic and Historic Works (AIC) Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Conduct.  
 

City  

 1.4 The roads in City Cemetery exhibit damage and 
inappropriate repairs. It is important that granite curbing 
be replaced where missing and that the granite block 
gutters be repaired using compatible materials (this is 
being implemented). Modern road repair techniques 
based on concrete and asphalt should be avoided. 
 

City  

 1.5 Any effort to widen roads in either City or Mount 
Hope cemeteries will result in significant damage to their 
context and integrity. The existing roads should therefore 
not be modified. 
 

City  

 1.6 In general we recommend that pathways at all 
cemeteries be avoided. Efforts to locate them would be 
difficult and their addition to the landscape would be 
costly. 
 

City  

 1.7 The City should modify its existing vandalism form to 
make it more appropriate for the identification, reporting, 
and response to damage, vandalism, and theft within the 
cemetery.  
 

City, 
Consultant 

 

 1.8 The City and others should both work to ensure that 
there are routine police patrols through the cemetery. 
These should occur at least once per night, with special 
attention paid to weekends and holidays. A friends group 
could supplement this patrol, especially on weekends. 
 

City, Friends  

 1.9 Conduct a stone-by-stone assessment at each cemetery 
to determine conservation priorities and estimate total 
costs  
 

Consultant $20,800 

 1.10 Change all trimmer line used in the cemetery to a 
thickness of no greater than .065-inch. 
 

In-house  

 1.11 Have trees inspected by a certified arborist and 
treated as necessary. 
 

Contract  

 1.12 Conduct yearly soil tests to evaluate fertilization 
needs. 

In-house  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

First – this fiscal or 
calendar year, cont. 

1.13 The city should accept responsibility for the 
maintenance of all plots, monuments, and features in the 
three city cemeteries that are 50 years old or older. 
 

City  

 1.14 All plot gates in the cemetery should be secured using 
woven stainless steel wire, attaching the gate to its hinge 
post. 
 

Friends  

 1.15 Parks and Recreation should adopt a zero tolerance 
policy for inappropriate use of the cemeteries. This should 
minimally include its use by the homeless or vagrants, as 
well as its use for off-leash dog running. Signage 
(discussed in a following section) should be installed at all 
entrances clearly outlining appropriate behavior in the 
cemetery. 
 

City  

 1.16 The City should be very careful about introducing 
amenities, such as benches, into any of the cemeteries. 
They are often misused and frequently the target of 
vandals. 
 

City, Friends  

 1.17 The iron boundary fence at City Cemetery exhibits a 
variety of significant problems, including many previous 
inappropriate repairs as well as on-going deterioration. 
This fence should receive a careful conservation 
assessment and the City should act immediately on the 
recommendations.  
 

Consultant $6,900 

 1.18 The Parks and Recreation cemetery division is 
significantly understaffed. At least 12 individuals are 
required for the approximately 40 acres (and 12 additional 
properties). In addition, the Cemetery Superintendent 
should be responsible for only the cemetery operations. 
This additional staffing should be a very high priority 
since without adequate staff the condition of the three 
cemeteries will continue to deteriorate. 
 

City  

 1.19 The Cemetery evidences a number of tree 
maintenance issues, likely the result of inadequate staff 
and the use of individuals with inadequate training and 
expertise. Only ISA Certified Arborists should be 
responsible for tree pruning and maintenance. 
 

City  

 1.20 Trees in all three cemeteries, beginning with O’Rorke, 
should be pruned for thinning or cleaning as 
recommended by a certified arborist. There are several 
trees in each cemetery that are diseased. They should be 
evaluated for their hazard and need for immediate 
removal. 
 

Consultant  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

First – this fiscal or 
calendar year, cont. 

1.21 Mowers used in the cemetery should be fitted with 
closed cell foam bumpers to reduce the damage to the 
stones. These bumpers should be inspected on a weekly 
basis and replaced as needed. 
 

City  

 1.22 With the exception of the African American section, 
City Cemetery is too crowded to allow the safe and 
effective use of 60 and 72-inch deck mowers. Most of the 
cemetery should be mowed only with 21-inch walk behind 
mowers.  
 

City  

 1.23 All staff must be periodically reminded of the level of 
care necessary in cemetery operations. 
 

City  

 1.24 Staff must be prohibited from driving on graves. This 
is disrespectful and damages the landscape. Alternatives 
include smaller vehicles or the use of mud boards. 
 

City  

 1.25 The Parks and Recreation Department should develop 
regulatory signage for use at all of its cemeteries. This 
signage should minimally deal with proper care of the 
monuments, prohibiting rubbings and warning visitors of 
their fragile condition; it should prohibit certain behaviors 
and actions, such as use of alcoholic beverages; it should 
established simple guidelines for plantings, as well as the 
placement and removal of floral and grave decorations; 
and it should include contact and emergency information. 
 

City, 
Consultant 

 

 1.26 City Cemetery requires identification signage at all 
four entrances. All four entrances should also have 
regulatory signage. The interpretative signage is 
antiquated and fails to engage the visitor. Consequently, it 
requires extensive rehabilitation. 
 

City  

 1.27 O’Rorke Cemetery requires identification signage at 
both of its entrances. Regulatory signage, as well,  should 
be located at both entrances. There is currently no 
interpretative signage and this should be corrected by 
installation of signage that tells the story of both the 
Catholic Cemetery and the Pauper Cemetery.  
 

City  

 1.28 Mount Hope Cemetery also has inadequate 
identification signage. New signage should be erected at 
all three entrances. Signage at the main entrance, however, 
should not obscure or overwhelm the entrance gates, 
which are both beautiful and historic. Regulatory signage 
is also required. The cemetery has no interpretative 
signage and the compelling story of Raleigh’s African 
American cemetery should be told. 
 

City  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

First – this fiscal or 
calendar year, cont. 

1.29 The City should seek to involve adjacent neighbors of 
all three cemeteries, but especially City Cemetery and 
O’Rorke Cemetery. At City Cemetery this should include 
the residents of Monie Avenue and the staff of Fire 
Department Station 5 on East Street. 
 

City, Friends  

 1.30 A comprehensive solution for providing public access 
to cemetery data is mapping and recordation.  
 

City, Friends, 
Consultant 

 

 

 1.31 The city should establish flower regulations for 
Mount Hope that maintain the dignity of the cemetery and 
allow reasonable maintenance. We recommend that all 
floral displays be either in a vase integrated into the flush 
marker or use a flower holder. Either will allow more 
appropriate maintenance. The city should also establish 
guidelines on how long flowers will be allowed to stay on 
graves. Seasonal displays should not be allowed to remain 
three months after the holiday; plants should not remain 
on graves once they have died.  
 

City  

 1.32 It is critical that the city’s data concerning its 
cemeteries currently housed in the Superintendent’s office 
be transferred to a facility meeting modern archival 
standards. Minimally, that would include controlled 
temperature and relative humidity, security detection, and 
fire detection and suppression. This should be done as 
soon as possible. 
 

City  

 1.33 Stakeholders need to consider establishing a broad 
umbrella nonprofit group (501(c)(3)) (being accomplished). 
 

Friends  

 1.34 Stakeholders need to establish a cohesive, fundable, 
and evocative "Mission Statement" that embodies 
diversity, cultural richness, and the place of the cemeteries 
in both the artistic and social/historical fabric of Raleigh. 
Moreover, they must consider a Board of Directors that 
can both give and get money for specific projects and 
initiatives. 
 

Friends  

 1.35 The city should rewrite City Ordinance Section 9-4018  
 

City  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

Second – over next 2 to 
3 years 

2.1 Additional historical research should be conducted. 
Specific topics include the legislation or Commissioners’ 
order for the three divisions of City Cemetery; more fully 
identify the property transactions that result in City 
Cemetery achieving its current acreage; attempt to 
document the pre-1864 sexton’s house at City Cemetery; 
better document the ca. 1890 fire that might have 
destroyed the records for the cemetery; attempt to better 
document funerary customs of the African Americans 
using City Cemetery; research the disposal of the Battle 
property added to O’Rorke Cemetery in 1876; examine 
obituaries and the archives of the Catholic Church to 
identify individuals buried in O’Rorke; use death 
certificates to identify others who might have been buried 
in O’Rorke Cemetery (probably identified as the pauper’s 
cemetery, Tarboro Road Cemetery, or Catholic Cemetery); 
determine why the original purchase of lands from the NC 
Land Company in April 1871 were not used for the new 
African American cemetery; obtain a complete title search 
of the various additions to Mount Hope; attempt to 
determine more about the “memorial monument” erected 
at Mount Hope; document the location of the sexton’s 
house at Mount Hope and when it was used; expand on 
the research concerning Durfey and the Capital Insurance 
and Realty Company for Mount Hope; better document 
activities at Mount Hope between 1930 and 1960. 
 

Friends or 
Consultant 

 

 2.2 Bollards should be judiciously placed in City Cemetery 
to protect monuments and fences at the sharp turns. These 
bollards should blend with the fabric of the cemetery; 
possible examples include granite or 6x6 wood posts. 
 

City  

 2.3 The Mount Hope roads are generally in satisfactory 
condition, although several areas of premature cracking 
and erosion were identified. These should be repaired by 
the City. Asphalt rubber or rubberized asphalt used as 
either a flush-fill or overband configuration should be 
considered. 
 

City  

 2.4 Areas of erosion along the Mount Hope roadsides 
should be stabilized using rip rap. 
 

City  

 2.5 Maintenance should be improved to prevent items 
from being easily picked up and removed from the 
cemetery. 
 

City or 
Consultant 

 

 2.6 Loose ironwork at City Cemetery should either be 
collected, labeled by plot, and stored securely or should – 
at a minimum – be secured to other ironwork on the plot 
using woven stainless steel wire.  
 

City or 
Friends 
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

Second – over next 2 to 
3 years 

2.7 The mausoleums at City Cemetery and Mount Hope 
should be carefully inspected by a conservator and 
structural engineer. 
 

Consultant $5,800 

 2.8 Technicians and supervisory staff in the Cemetery 
Division should be encouraged to become certified by 
PLANET (or some similar local organization) in categories 
such as Landscape Technician – Exterior, Turfgrass 
Professional, or Ornamental Landscape Professional.  
 

City  

 2.9 The city should work to ensure of continuity of the 
staff by providing appropriate pay levels, fringe benefits, 
and educational opportunities (such as certification 
opportunities).  
 

City  

 2.10 Tree and shrub selection within the cemeteries should 
be focused on historically appropriate species, based on 
identification of either original planting lists, replication of 
identified historic species in the specific cemetery, or using 
period lists. Species should, however, be evaluated to 
eliminate those with problems such as suckers, surface 
roots, inherent weakness, etc. The city should develop a 
tree plan to ensure that when any tree must be removed, 
an appropriate replacement is planted in its place. 
 

City  

 2.11 All replacement trees should be of at least 1-inch 
caliper and meet the minimum requirements of the 
American Nursery and Landscape Association’s American 
Standard for Nursery Stock (ANSI Z60.1-2004). Nursery 
stock should be carefully inspected and specimens with 
wounds, crooked or double leaders, broken branches, or 
girdling roots should be rejected. 
 

City  

 2.12 Trees within the cemetery should be fertilized on a 
routine basis and should be professionally evaluated and 
pruned at least once every 5 years by an ISA Certified 
Arborist. All trees should be inspected yearly and after 
any storm with winds in excess of 55 mph. 
 

City  

 2.13 The nylon trimmer line being used by the city is 
acceptable. The evidence of damage, however, suggests 
there would be significant benefit by replacing the existing 
line with 0.065-inch line.  
 

City   

 2.14 Soil analysis should be conducted to determine if 
adjustments are necessary for the turfgrass. Where 
fertilization is needed, only organic, slow release fertilizers 
should be used in order to minimize salt damage to the 
stones. 
 

City  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

Second – over next 2 to 
3 years 

2.15 Limited pre-emergent and post-emergent weed 
control should be instituted at the cemeteries using liquid 
herbicides applied as a course spray, taking care to avoid 
stones. The herbicides will affect the stones and this work 
will need to be very carefully done to ensure that the 
stones are not damaged.   
 

City  

 2.16 The city should install water lines along the road edge 
at Mount Hope Cemetery. This would allow reseeding or 
resodding of graves, as well as watering stressed areas 
once water restrictions are lifted.  
 

City  

 2.17 There is only one brochure and it is limited to City 
Cemetery. The brochure is difficult to find and is not 
particularly engaging. It requires considerable revision 
and should include more information on the cemetery 
landscape, stone carvers, funerary customs, and reasons 
that a visitor should be interested in the individuals buried 
in the cemetery. It is also critical that Parks and Recreation 
develop brochures for the O’Rorke and Mount Hope 
Cemeteries. 
 

City, Friends  

 2.18 There are no trash containers at either O’Rorke or 
Mount Hope. Minimally we recommend the addition of 
trash containers at several roadside locations in Mount 
Hope. It may be unnecessary to put containers at O’Rorke. 
At City Cemetery the existing trash containers, 55 gallon 
drums, detract from the dignity and beauty of this historic 
property. They should be replaced with more fitting 
containers that better blend in with the property. 
 

City  

 2.19 Since the city staff has determined that Raleigh will 
continue selling cemetery lots for the foreseeable future, 
then cemetery management software should be 
considered. This software, however, should minimize 
business aspects which are inappropriate to the city’s 
operations (such as billing and invoicing which are 
handled by other departments). 
 

City   

 2.20 The cemeteries must be "institutionalized" into the 
broader heritage experience/folkways and historical trails 
of Raleigh using art & architecture to emphasize the 
diversity and richness of the social fabric that has become 
the city and its neighborhoods. 
 

Friends  

 2.21 The various veteran organizations and interest groups 
(Daughters of the American Revolution, etc.) should be 
formally involved as part of the overall beautification 
effort on historic holidays. 
 

Friends  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

Second – over next 2 to 
3 years 

2.22 Strategic partnerships and alliances must be sought 
that will lead to a network of donors, volunteers, and 
potential corporate joint venture partners. This will be 
crucial as the plethora of nonprofits in Raleigh means 
fundraising competition, "donor fatigue," and a hierarchy 
of which projects are deemed "important" in the public 
consciousness. 
 

Friends  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

Third – over next 3 to 5 
years 

3.1 All catch basins and drains in both City Cemetery and 
Mount Hope should be cleaned and repaired as needed 
(this is being accomplished). Open drains in Mount Hope 
Cemetery should be camouflaged using rip rap. 
 

City  

 3.2 None of the structures on City Cemetery or Mount 
Hope have architectural merit. The City should consider 
the removal of the City Cemetery structure when it is no 
longer needed for conservation activities or storage of 
damaged monuments. The Mount Hope office should be 
more effectively screened from the current cemetery 
addition. 
 

City   

 3.3 The City should consider the removal of the 
maintenance yard to a more discrete location where it is 
not in the public’s eye and does not detract from the 
dignity of the cemetery. Alternatively the facility should 
be screened (see recommendation 3.6 below). 
 

City  

 3.4 Shrubbery is most common at City Cemetery and there 
are examples of poor choices, largely the result of various 
“beautification” efforts that introduced inappropriate 
plantings. The shrubbery at all cemeteries is also heavily 
sheared into inappropriate shapes. There is much damage 
as a result. Much of the shrubbery requires renewal 
pruning. We recommend that if the city cannot devote 
trained staff to care for these issues that they let a contract 
specific for the renewal and rehabilitation of the shrubbery 
on the cemeteries.  
 

City  

 3.5 The existing Capital City Trail signage is antiquated, 
obscured, and fails to reasonably engage visitors. It 
competes against other tours that are better publicized. 
The City should consider the viability of this program. 
Regardless, it provides little promotion for the two 
cemeteries (O’Rorke is not listed). 
 

City  
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Table 8, cont. 
Prioritization of Recommendations 

 
Priority Recommendation Tasked Budget 

Third – over next 3 to 5 
years 

3.6 Mount Hope Cemetery exhibits several areas that 
require screening from the general public. These include 
the spoil pile at the edge of the Backside Section. This 
particular area is also compacted with little vegetation. 
The spoil should be removed and this area should be 
sodded to enhance the appearance of the cemetery. There 
is another spoil and debris area at the edge of the Durfey 
Section. This should be closed to the public. There are 
stones seemingly dumped at the edge of the road – this 
presents a poor impression to the public and is 
disrespectful. The stones should be replaced or put into 
storage until their locations can be determined. The 
current office and maintenance building presents a harsh 
view to families using the New Section. These facilities 
should never have been allowed to be in such close 
proximity to the graves. Today it is critical that the area be 
screened to soften the view. 
 

City  
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APPENDIX 1. RESUME FOR MICHAEL TRINKLEY 
 

 
 
 
 
 MICHAEL TRINKLEY 
 
 Chicora Foundation, Inc. 
 P.O. Box 8664 • 861 Arbutus Drive 
 Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
 803/787-6910 
 
 
Education/Training 
 
1974  B.A., Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia 
 
1976  M.A., Anthropology, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 
 
1980  Ph.D., Anthropology, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 
 
1997 Non-Destructive Investigative Techniques for Cultural Resource Management, NPS 

Workshop, Fort Scott National Historic Site, Fort Scott, Kansas (geophysical techniques) 
 
1999 Jahn Installer Workshop, Cathedral Stone Products, Inc., Jessup, Maryland (3 days) 

(certified installer 9906811-SC) 
 
2001 Preservation & Care of Brownstone Buildings, Technology & Conservation Conference, 

Boston, Massachusetts  
 
2003 Lime Mortar Workshop, U.S. Heritage, Chicago, Illinois 
 
2004 Preservation Masonry Workshop, School for the Building Arts, Charleston, SC (2 days) 
 
2005 International Lime Conference, Orlando, Florida 
 
2005 Edison Coatings Workshop, Richmond, Virginia (1 day) 
 
2005 Historic Masonry Preservation Workshop, John Lambert, Campbell Center for Historic 

Preservation Studies, Mt. Carroll, Illinois (1 week) 
 
2005 Preservation Masonry Workshop, College for the Building Arts, Charleston, SC (2 days) 
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2005 Masonry Analysis & Testing Workshop, Berkowitz and Jablonski, Campbell Center for 
Historic Preservation Studies, Mt. Carroll, Illinois (1 week) 

 
2005 Jahn 4-Hour Workshop, Cathedral Stone Products, Columbia, SC 
 
2006 Stone Carving and Restoration Workshop, Traditional Building Skills Institute, Snow 

College, Ephraim, Utah (3 days) 
 
2007 Integrally Colored Concrete Workshop, Ron Blank & Associates, AIA Continuing 

Education, Columbia, SC 
 
Memberships 
 
American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works 
US/ICOMOS – Brick, Masonry & Ceramics Committee 
Association of Preservation Technology 
Preservation Trades Network 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Association of Gravestone Studies 
 
Abstract of Cemetery Conservation/Preservation Experience (not inclusive of legal/archaeological 
experience): 
 
1992 Reviewer of National Trust for Historic Preservation publication on historic cemeteries 

publication by Lynette Strangstad.  
 
1998-99 Principal Investigator, Survey and Documentation of African-American cemeteries in 

Petersburg, Virginia. Including mapping, grave location, and development of historic 
context. (with Preservation Consultants, Charleston, SC). 

 
1998-99 Conservation activities, Maple Grove Cemetery, Maple Grove United Methodist Church, 

Waynesville, North Carolina.  
 
 1999 Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Virginia 

Association of Museums, Petersburg, Virginia. 
 
1999 Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Georgia Local 

History Conference, Augusta, Georgia. 
 
2000 Consultation regarding maintenance and clearing of Ricefield's Woodville Cemetery, 

Georgetown County, South Carolina.  
 
2000  Invited Speaker, Cemetery Conservation Techniques, Historic Cemetery Preservation 

Workshop, Maryland Historical Trust, Annapolis, Maryland. 
 
2000  Preservation assessment, Summerville Cemetery, Augusta, Georgia. 
 
2001  Assessment and preservation plan for Glenwood Cemetery, Thomaston, Georgia. 
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2001  Reconnaissance survey of cemeteries in Richland County, South Carolina. 
 
2001 Preservation guidelines for St. Paul’s Cemetery, Augusta, Georgia.  
 
2001  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Restoration 

International Trade Event, New Orleans, La. 
 
2001 Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Washington, D.C. 
 
2002-2003 Conservation program, Old Waxhaws Presbyterian Cemetery, Lancaster County, South 

Carolina.  
 
2003  Treatment of markers at the Vardeman Cemetery, Lincoln County, Kentucky.  
 
2003  Consultation concerning cemetery walls and pathways, Maple Grove Cemetery,  
  Waynesville, North Carolina.  
 
2003  Invited Speaker, Preservation of African American Cemeteries Conference, 2003, Helena, 

Arkansas. 
 
2003  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Washington 

County, Georgia Historical Society, Sandersville, Georgia. 
 
2003  Preservation assessment, Old City Cemetery, Sandersville, Georgia 
 
2003  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Washington, D.C.  
 
2003  Treatment of markers at Oakview and Riverside cemeteries; examination of burial vaults 

in white and African American sections, City of Albany, Georgia (FEMA funded).  
 
2003  Preservation assessment, Historic Cemeteries at Five Cemeteries, Bannack State Park, 

Bannack, Montana 
 
2003  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Bannack State Park, 

Bannack, Montana 
 
2003  Consultation concerning cemetery brick wall, Midway Church, Midway, Georgia.  
 
2004  Treatment of markers at Richardson Cemetery, Clarendon County, South Carolina.  
 
2004 Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Washington, D.C.  
 
2004  Treatment of markers at Maple Grove Cemetery, Waynesville, North Carolina.  
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2004 Consultation regarding State Historical Marker, Roseville Cemetery, Florence County, 
South Carolina. 

 
2004 Consultation regarding the Mary Musgrove Monument, Musgrove Mill State Park, 

Laurens County, South Carolina. 
 
2004 Invited Speaker, Cemetery Preservation Workshop, SC Genealogical Society Annual 

Meeting, Walterboro, South Carolina.  
 
2004  Treatment of markers at Wrightsboro Cemetery, Thomson, Georgia.  
 
2005 Treatment of markers at Pon Pon Cemetery, Colleton County, South Carolina.  
 
2005  Treatment of markers at Walnut Grove Plantation, Spartanburg County, South Carolina.  
 
2005  Consultant on cemetery fence theft, Save Austin’s Cemeteries, Austin, Texas.  
 
2005 Treatment of markers at Richardson Cemetery (Second Phase), Clarendon County, South 

Carolina.  
 
2005  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Washington, D.C.  
 
2005  Treatment of marker in Oakview Cemetery, Albany, Georgia.  
 
2005  Treatment of markers at Trinity Cathedral, Columbia, SC. 
 
2005  Preliminary preservation recommendations, Randolph Cemetery, Columbia, SC. 
 
2005  Treatment of markers in Presbyterian Cemetery, Union, SC. 
 
2005  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Save Oklahoma’s 

Cemeteries, Muskogee, Oklahoma. 
 
2005  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Las Vegas, New Mexico. 
 
2005  Treatment of marker, Reynolds Homestead, Critz, Virginia. 
 
2005  Assessment and preservation plan for Lewis Cemetery, King and Queen County, 

Virginia. King and Queen County Historical Society. 
 
2006  Treatment of markers in Presbyterian Cemetery, Union, SC (second phase). 
 
2006  Assessment and preservation plan for Pine Lawn Memorial Gardens, Aiken, South 

Carolina. SC Department of Archives and History, Columbia. 
 
2006  Assessment of Unadilla Cemetery, Unadilla, Georgia. 
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2006  Invited Speaker, Planning a Cemetery Preservation Project, People and Places: South 

Carolina’s Seventh Annual Statewide Historic Preservation Conference, SC Department 
of Archives and History, Columbia, South Carolina. 

 
2006  Assessment and Preservation Plan, Memory Hill Cemetery, Milledgeville, Georgia. 
 
2006 Assessment and Preservation Plan, Springwood Cemetery, City of Greenville & Friends 

of Springwood Cemetery, Greenville, South Carolina. 
 
2006  Invited Speaker, Cemetery Rehab, South Carolina Landmark Conference, SC Department 

of Archives and History, Aiken, South Carolina. 
 
2006  Assessment, Town of Dedham, MA cemetery, Vollmer Associates, Boston. 
 
2006  Assessment and Preservation Plan, Naval Medical Cemetery Portsmouth Cemetery, 

Portsmouth, Virginia. 
 
2006  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Washington, D.C.  
 
2006  Invited Speaker, Preservation Needs at Greenville’s Springwood Cemetery, Greenville 

Chapter of SC Genealogical Society, Greenville, South Carolina. 
 
2006  Preparation of landscape plan, Randolph Cemetery, Columbia, South Carolina. 
 
2006 Treatment of markers in the Cason Plot, Long Creek Baptist Church, Warrenton, Georgia. 
 
2006  Treatment of markers in the Watson Plot, Thomson City Cemetery, Thomson, Georgia. 
 
2006  Treatment of markers at Trinity Cathedral, Columbia, South Carolina (second phase). 
 
2006 Assessment and Preservation Plan, Old Athens Cemetery, University of Georgia, Athens, 

Georgia. 
 
2006  Preparation of Treatment Plan, Terrell Tomb, Sparta, Georgia. 
 
2006 Emergency conservation treatment, Settler’s Cemetery, City of Charlotte, North Carolina. 
 
2006-2007 Preservation Assessment and Recordation, St. Elizabeth’s Cemetery, Washington, DC 

(for General Services Administration). 
 
2006-2007 Preservation Assessment, three Raleigh Cemeteries, Raleigh, North Carolina. 
 
2007  Historic research, Randolph Cemetery, Columbia, South Carolina. 
 
2007  Treatment of Monuments at Laurelwood Cemetery, Rock Hill, South Carolina. 
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2007  Assessment of markers, Machpelah Cemetery, Lincoln County, North Carolina. 
2007  Assessment of Moss Family Cemetery, Stanly County, North Carolina. 
 
2007 Treatment of Monuments at the Old Athens Cemetery, University of Georgia, Athens, 

Georgia. 
 
2007  Treatment of markers at Trinity Cathedral, Columbia, South Carolina (third phase). 
 
2007 Invited Speaker, Annual Conference of the South Carolina African American Heritage 

Commission, Mars Bluff, South Carolina. 
 
2007  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, National 

Preservation Institute, Greensboro, North Carolina.  
 
2007  Treatment of markers at Machpelah Cemetery, Lincoln County, North Carolina. 
 
2007 Assessment of markers, St. Johns Cemetery, Richmond, Virginia. 
 
2007 Preservation Assessment, Village Cemetery, Newberry, South Carolina. 
 
2007  Instructor, Cemetery Preservation: Making Good Choices Workshop, Lincolnton 

Historical Society, Lincolnton, North Carolina. 
 
2007  Treatment of markers, Settler’s Cemetery, Charlotte, North Carolina. 
 
2007 Assessment of markers, Unitarian Church Cemetery, Charleston, South Carolina. 
 
2007 Preparation of Conservation Scope of Work, Chalmette National Cemetery, Louisiana 

(for Lord, Aeck & Sargent, Ann Arbor, Michigan). 
  
2007 Preservation Assessment and Assessment of markers, Mann Family Cemetery, North 

Attleboro, Massachusetts. 
 
2007 Treatment of the Pringle Vault, City Cemetery, Sandersville, Georgia. 
 
2007 Assessment of the Plunk Family Cemetery, Lincolnton, North Carolina. 
 
2007 Assessment of City Cemetery, South Bend, Indiana. 
 
2007 Assessment of Magnolia Cemetery, Mobile, Alabama. 
 
2007 Treatment of the Middleton family vault, Middleton Plantation, Dorchester County, 

South Carolina. 
 
2007 Treatment of ledgers in family cemetery, Augusta, Georgia. 
 
2007-2008 Treatment of markers at Richardson Cemetery, Clarendon County, South Carolina (third 

phase). 
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2008 Assessment of the Coleman-Leigh-Warren Family Cemetery, Augusta, Georgia. 
 
2008 Assessment of three city cemeteries, Thomasville, Georgia.   
 
2008  Assessment of Cottage Cemetery, Augusta, Georgia.  
 
2008 Assessment, South View Cemetery, Atlanta, Georgia.  
 
2008 Treatment of Mitchem Family Cemetery stones, Clarendon County, South Carolina. 
 
2008 Preparation of Conservation Scope of Work (brick, iron, stucco), Chalmette National 

Cemetery, Louisiana (for Lord, Aeck & Sargent, Ann Arbor, Michigan). 
  
2008 Treatment of stones at Unitarian Church Cemetery, Charleston, South Carolina (first 

phase). 
 
2008 Treatment of vandalized stone at Trinity Cathedral Church Cemetery, Columbia, South 

Carolina. 
 
2008 Consultant, National Trust for Historic Preservation, Southern Field Office, Tornado 

damage at Oak View Cemetery, Atlanta, Georgia. 
 
National Register Nominations of Cemeteries 
 
1999 Preliminary Multi-Property Nomination, African American Cemeteries of Petersburg, 

Virginia. Submitted to Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Richmond, Virginia 
(with Sarah Fick, Preservation Consultants). 

 
2000 National Register Nomination, King Cemetery, Charleston County, South Carolina. 

Submitted to South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, SC Department of 
Archives and History, Columbia. 

 
2002 National Register Nomination, Scanlonville or Remley Point Cemetery, Charleston 

County, South Carolina. Submitted to South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, 
SC Department of Archives and History, Columbia. 

 
2005 Preliminary Information Form – Hopkins Family Cemetery, Richland County, South 

Carolina. Submitted to South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, SC Department 
of Archives and History, Columbia.  

 
2007 Preliminary Information Form – Harts Bluff African American Cemetery, Wadmalaw 

Island, Charleston County, South Carolina. Submitted to South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office, SC Department of Archives and History, Columbia. 
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APPENDIX 2. INDIVIDUALS BURIED IN THE PAUPER SECTION 

OF O’RORKE CEMETERY 
 

 
Row Plot Name Birth & Death Dates Other Information

1 1 Flecher, Winston
1 2 Stikes, William
1 3 Bass, William 
1 4 Chavis, Chuck 
1 5 Jacobs, Gusill 
1 6 Fain, Josiphine 
1 7 Ackerman, Harry 1917-11/1972 white male
1 8 Grethen, Hartage E. 
1 9 Dunston, Leroy 1908-1/12/1973 black male, medical examiner case
1 10 McClendon, Henry 
1 11 Benton, E'Bough 
1 12 Rudisill, Matthew 8/7/1949 - 4/16/1973 stone in cemetery
1 13 Cavdness, Mera M. 
1 14 Ravenel, Allen 1905-8/25/1973 black male 
1 15 Price, Joe N. medical examiner case
1 16 Atkins, Billy D. 8/8/1937 - 11/9/1973 stone in cemetery; white male, died at mental hosp.

2 17 Gill, Hattie 
2 18 Lunsfore, Willie 
2 19 Stover, Watson H. 1908-3/7/1974 white male, died at mental hosp.
2 20 Foster, Addie 1889-3/1974 black female
2 21 Wilson, Johnie L. 
2 22 Roosevelt, Johnson 
2 23 Crosson, Lula S. 1885-8/2/1974 black female
2 24 Leamon, Charles W. 
2 25 Jollie, Franklin D. 1925-10/23/1974 white male, medical examiner case
2 26 Sawyer, Willy 1910-1/24/1975 black male, medical examiner case
2 27 McNeil, Bernice 
2 28 Faircloth, Wesley J. 1921-1975 stone in cemetery; son of Thomas & Fannie Faircloth
2 29 Buck, William H. 
2 30 Covington, Catherine 1928-5/3/1975 black female, medical examiner case
2 31 Harris, George 
2 32 Pruitt, Ashley 1913-7/22/1975 white male; medical examiner case
2 33 Lewis, Jospeh 

3 34 Telson, Arnold 
3 35 Bebeau, Richard C. 6/22/1940-3/27/1976 white male, died at penal hosp.
3 36 Bredwell, Willie R. 12/10/1911-6/3/1976 white male, medical examiner case
3 37 Watkins, Marchall 
3 38 Huff, Annie 
3 39 Capps, Lewis 
3 40 Bridges, Jessie 
3 41 Benton, Earl  
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3 42 Olive, Leslie Lee 
3 43 Anglin, Frank 
3 44 Kutsis, Mary 1901-1977 stone in cemetery
3 45 Patterson, Frank 
3 46 Howard, Annie 
3 47 Green, Joseph D. 
3 48 Luken, Harry R. 

4 49 Sullivan, Jimmie L. - 5/24/1977 N&O, 5/25/1977; reported to be in space 50
4 50 Hall, Luther 
4 51 Bowles, William C. 
4 52 Johnson, Hilda 
4 53 Sherman, Bertha 
4 54 Baker, David 
4 55 Lasater, Letha 
4 56 Marshel, Bennie 
4 57 Morgan, John 
4 58 Spence, Margret 
4 59 Garett, Nellie 
4 60 Wright, Annie 
4 61 Glenn, James 
4 62 Hunter, Edward 
4 63 Cardell, William 
4 64 Jackson, Charles 

5 65 Maske, Ted 
5 66 Merrett, Lumis 
5 67 Dunan, Prince 
5 68 Marley, James 
5 69 Sanders, Roger 
5 70 Hollaway, Fred 
5 71 Ashton, Phinnittie 
5 72 Taylor, Jessie 
5 73 Kastelhum, Mary 
5 74 Harris, Indiana 
5 75 Lewis, Eddie 
5 76 Coadie, Samual 
5 77 Alee, Willie 
5 78 Wilson. Al-John
5 79 Holladay, Henderson 
5 80 Willis, Louise 
5 81 Jennings, Alonzo 

6 82 Baldwin, Henrietta 
6 83 Hawkins, Willie 
6 84 Talmacoff, Boris 
6 85 Blalock, Viola 
6 86 Perry, Frank 
6 87 Stephen, Spuren 
6 88 Evans, Sam 
6 89 Hall, Jenet 
6 90 Brown, Gladyes 
6 91 Wood, Truly 
6 92 Williams, Arther 
6 93 Pierce, Donald  
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7 94 Murry, Paul 
7 95 Cooper, Ina 
7 96 Wilson, Annie 
7 97 Brice, Theador 
7 98 Stroud, Elisha 
7 99 Harris, Charles 
7 100 Morgan, Helen 
7 101 Griffin, Elizabeth 
7 102 Thomas, George 
7 103 Anderson, Benjaman 
7 104 Reed, Jessie 
7 105 Burell, Dave 
7 106 Clay, Edward 

8 107 Cook, Wilber 
8 108 Miller, Hoye 
8 109 Eve, Ben 
8 110 Alston, Catheren 
8 111 Ribeiro, Walter 
8 112 Rice, Addie 
8 113 Martin, Edna 
8 114 Pittman, Sacred 
8 115 Bass, Allie 
8 116 Leonard, Annie 
8 117 Igram, Mary 
8 118 Turner, Berlener 
8 119 Banks, Hermen 
8 120 Harris, Charles H. 
8 121 Davis, William P. 
8 122 Moor, Moses C. 

9 123 Davis, Albert 
9 124 Harris, Frank 
9 125 Borrow, Emma Jean 
9 126 Griffin, Hermon 
9 127 Hinton, Will 
9 128 Covington, Martha 
9 129 Tyson, John 
9 130 White, Charley 
9 131 Rushing, Juliea 
9 132 Smith, John Pinkey 
9 133 White, Manard 
9 134 Lucas, Harace 
9 135 Hughes, Robert 
9 136 Taylor, Edward 
9 137 Parker, George 
9 138 Dunn, Lena 

10 139 Page, Wille 
10 140 Taylor, Alvin 
10 141 Taylor, Mary 
10 142 Rolen, William 
10 143 Miller, Clawson 
10 144 Tankersley, James 
10 145 Ford, Ernestine 
10 146 Adams, Flossie 1927 - 198[ ] metal funeral home marker in fence  
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10 147 Burch, Marland 
10 148 Clark, Floyd 1911-1982 metal funeral home marker in fence
10 149 Jacobs, John 

11 150 Moor, Albert 
11 151 Walker, Donald 
11 152 Award, Lewis H. 
11 153 Emory, Marven 
11 154 Washington, Mary 
11 155 Cambell, Raymond 
11 156 Alston, Doris 
11 157 McBride, James 
11 158 Davis, Willbert 
11 159 Stallings, Elizebeth 

12 160 Lassiter, Robert 
12 161 Evans, Ceila 
12 162 Patterson, Kenlow 
12 163 Wall, Daved Michael 1/9/1961 - 7/20/1983 stone in cemetery
12 164 Ferrell, Garland 10/1918 - 7/1983 stone in cemetery
12 165 Edwards, Bernice 
12 166 Pool, Josephine 
12 167 Debose, James 
12 168 Barefield, Alva 
12 169 Quiller, Freddy 
12 170 Lucas, Linwood 

13 171 Pullion, George 
13 172 Bunch, Joseph C. 1938 - 1984 metal funeral home marker in fence
13 173 Truesdail, Izell 
13 174 Faircloth, Fanny 
13 175 Williams, Mary Jane 
13 176 Martin, Jennie 

14 177 Harris, James 
14 178 Mills, Edeth 
14 179 Collins, Jerry 
14 180 Winston, Bernard 
14 181 Weller, Bay 
14 182 Rogers, Arthur 
14 183 Lowe, Christophor 

15 184 Boylan, Frank 
15 185 Brow, Annie 
15 186 Iman, Shadi Mohamad 
15 187 Williams, Alice 
15 188 Clagg, Sarah 
15 189 Kerney, Jessie 
15 190 Bell, June 
15 191 White, John 
15 192 Thomas, James 

16 193 Keene, Phillis 
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16 194 Gregory, Agnes 
16 195 Canada, Ashly C. 
16 196 Perry, Q.C. 
16 197 Thomas, Lena 
16 198 Hollawa, Mathew 
16 199 Manahue, Elies 
16 200 Barrett, Demetries 
16 201 Gray, Joe H. 
16 202 Taylor, Manie 

17 203 Jeffers, John 
17 204 Smith, Clarence 
17 205 Cobb, Monica A. - 4/3/1985 N&O, 4/6/1985, pg. 7B
17 206 Coleman, Marian A. - 4/3/1985 N&O, 4/6/1985, pg. 7B
17 207 Royster, Reddic 
17 208 Jones, Baby Boy 
17 209 Mclaughtin, Baby Boy 
17 210 Sims, Will 
17 211 Rutland, James 
17 212 Horton, Baby 
17 213 Cook, Ester 

18 214 Johnson, Mary Lee 2/26/1928 - 9/16/1985 stone in cemetery
18 215 Love, Christine 
18 216 Williams, Tony 
18 217 Baker, Robert 
18 218 Allen, Juanita 1923-1985 stone in cemetery
18 219 Williams, J.B. 
18 220 Anderson, William 
18 221 Franklin, Anthony 
18 222 White, Jessie Jewel 1939-1986 stone in cemetery
18 223 Hickman, Charles 9/6/1923 - 3/27/1986 stone in cemetery

Ross, William L. 8/24/1872-11/11/1962 stone in cemetery
Myatt, Minnie 1860-1951 stone in cemetery
Frazier, Robert F. 4/28/1921 - 1/18/1971 stone in cemetery
Emmerson, Ruth West 5/10/1884 - 3/31/1971 stone in cemetery
Howle, Eugene Bond 9/3/1883 - 6/23/1942 stone in cemetery; moved from Howle graveyard
Howle, T.K moved from Howle graveyard
Howle, Molinda 8/[ ] - 12/[ ]/187[ ] stone in cemetery; moved from Howle graveyard
Howle, Fannie J. moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Gaviness, Vera N. 1904-1973 stone in cemetery
Moore, Sharon 1983 - 1983 metal funeral home marker in fence
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Row Plot Name Birth & Death Dates Other Information
1 7 Ackerman, Harry 1917-11/1972 white male
10 146 Adams, Flossie 1927 - 198[ ] metal funeral home marker in fence
5 77 Alee, Willie 
18 218 Allen, Juanita 1923-1985 stone in cemetery
8 110 Alston, Catheren 
11 156 Alston, Doris 
7 103 Anderson, Benjaman 
18 220 Anderson, William 
3 43 Anglin, Frank 
5 71 Ashton, Phinnittie 
1 16 Atkins, Billy D. 8/8/1937 - 11/9/1973 stone in cemetery; white male, died at mental hosp.
11 152 Award, Lewis H. 
4 54 Baker, David 
18 217 Baker, Robert 
6 82 Baldwin, Henrietta 
8 119 Banks, Hermen 
12 168 Barefield, Alva 
16 200 Barrett, Demetries 
8 115 Bass, Allie 
1 3 Bass, William 
3 35 Bebeau, Richard C. 6/22/1940-3/27/1976 white male, died at penal hosp.
15 190 Bell, June 
3 41 Benton, Earl 
1 11 Benton, E'Bough 
6 85 Blalock, Viola 
9 125 Borrow, Emma Jean 
4 51 Bowles, William C. 
15 184 Boylan, Frank 
3 36 Bredwell, Willie R. 12/10/1911-6/3/1976 white male, medical examiner case
7 97 Brice, Theador 
3 40 Bridges, Jessie 
15 185 Brow, Annie 
6 90 Brown, Gladyes 
2 29 Buck, William H. 
13 172 Bunch, Joseph C. 1938 - 1984 metal funeral home marker in fence
10 147 Burch, Marland 
7 105 Burell, Dave 
11 155 Cambell, Raymond 
16 195 Canada, Ashly C. 
3 39 Capps, Lewis 
4 63 Cardell, William 
1 13 Cavdness, Mera M. 
1 4 Chavis, Chuck 
15 188 Clagg, Sarah 
10 148 Clark, Floyd 1911-1982 metal funeral home marker in fence
7 106 Clay, Edward 
5 76 Coadie, Samual 
17 205 Cobb, Monica A. - 4/3/1985 N&O, 4/6/1985, pg. 7B
17 206 Coleman, Marian A. - 4/3/1985 N&O, 4/6/1985, pg. 7B
14 179 Collins, Jerry 
17 213 Cook, Ester 
8 107 Cook, Wilber 
7 95 Cooper, Ina 
2 30 Covington, Catherine 1928-5/3/1975 black female, medical examiner case  
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9 128 Covington, Martha 
2 23 Crosson, Lula S. 1885-8/2/1974 black female
9 123 Davis, Albert 
11 158 Davis, Willbert 
8 121 Davis, William P. 
12 167 Debose, James 
5 67 Dunan, Prince 
9 138 Dunn, Lena 
1 9 Dunston, Leroy 1908-1/12/1973 black male, medical examiner case
12 165 Edwards, Bernice 

Emmerson, Ruth West 5/10/1884 - 3/31/1971 stone in cemetery
11 153 Emory, Marven 
12 161 Evans, Ceila 
6 88 Evans, Sam 
8 109 Eve, Ben 
1 6 Fain, Josiphine 
13 174 Faircloth, Fanny 
2 28 Faircloth, Wesley J. 1921-1975 stone in cemetery; son of Thomas & Fannie Faircloth
12 164 Ferrell, Garland 10/1918 - 7/1983 stone in cemetery
1 1 Flecher, Winston
10 145 Ford, Ernestine 
2 20 Foster, Addie 1889-3/1974 black female
18 221 Franklin, Anthony 

Frazier, Robert F. 4/28/1921 - 1/18/1971 stone in cemetery
4 59 Garett, Nellie 

Gaviness, Vera N. 1904-1973 stone in cemetery
2 17 Gill, Hattie 
4 61 Glenn, James 
16 201 Gray, Joe H. 
3 47 Green, Joseph D. 
16 194 Gregory, Agnes 
1 8 Grethen, Hartage E. 
7 101 Griffin, Elizabeth 
9 126 Griffin, Hermon 
6 89 Hall, Jenet 
4 50 Hall, Luther 
7 99 Harris, Charles 
8 120 Harris, Charles H. 
9 124 Harris, Frank 
2 31 Harris, George 
5 74 Harris, Indiana 
14 177 Harris, James 
6 83 Hawkins, Willie 
18 223 Hickman, Charles 9/6/1923 - 3/27/1986 stone in cemetery
9 127 Hinton, Will 
5 79 Holladay, Henderson 
16 198 Hollawa, Mathew 
5 70 Hollaway, Fred 
17 212 Horton, Baby 
3 46 Howard, Annie 

Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle [?], unknown moved from Howle graveyard
Howle, Eugene Bond 9/3/1883 - 6/23/1942 stone in cemetery; moved from Howle graveyard  
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Howle, Fannie J. moved from Howle graveyard
Howle, Molinda 8/[ ] - 12/[ ]/187[ ] stone in cemetery; moved from Howle graveyard
Howle, T.K moved from Howle graveyard

3 38 Huff, Annie 
9 135 Hughes, Robert 
4 62 Hunter, Edward 
8 117 Igram, Mary 
15 186 Iman, Shadi Mohamad 
4 64 Jackson, Charles 
1 5 Jacobs, Gusill 
10 149 Jacobs, John 
17 203 Jeffers, John 
5 81 Jennings, Alonzo 
4 52 Johnson, Hilda 
18 214 Johnson, Mary Lee 2/26/1928 - 9/16/1985 stone in cemetery
2 25 Jollie, Franklin D. 1925-10/23/1974 white male, medical examiner case
17 208 Jones, Baby Boy 
5 73 Kastelhum, Mary 
16 193 Keene, Phillis 
15 189 Kerney, Jessie 
3 44 Kutsis, Mary 1901-1977 stone in cemetery
4 55 Lasater, Letha 
12 160 Lassiter, Robert 
2 24 Leamon, Charles W. 
8 116 Leonard, Annie 
5 75 Lewis, Eddie 
2 33 Lewis, Jospeh 
18 215 Love, Christine 
14 183 Lowe, Christophor 
9 134 Lucas, Harace 
12 170 Lucas, Linwood 
3 48 Luken, Harry R. 
2 18 Lunsfore, Willie 
16 199 Manahue, Elies 
5 68 Marley, James 
4 56 Marshel, Bennie 
8 113 Martin, Edna 
13 176 Martin, Jennie 
5 65 Maske, Ted 
11 157 McBride, James 
1 10 McClendon, Henry 
17 209 Mclaughtin, Baby Boy 
2 27 McNeil, Bernice 
5 66 Merrett, Lumis 
10 143 Miller, Clawson 
8 108 Miller, Hoye 
14 178 Mills, Edeth 
11 150 Moor, Albert 
8 122 Moor, Moses C. 

Moore, Sharon 1983 - 1983 metal funeral home marker in fence
7 100 Morgan, Helen 
4 57 Morgan, John 
7 94 Murry, Paul 

Myatt, Minnie 1860-1951 stone in cemetery
3 42 Olive, Leslie Lee 
10 139 Page, Wille  
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9 137 Parker, George 
3 45 Patterson, Frank 
12 162 Patterson, Kenlow 
6 86 Perry, Frank 
16 196 Perry, Q.C. 
6 93 Pierce, Donald 
8 114 Pittman, Sacred 
12 166 Pool, Josephine 
1 15 Price, Joe N. medical examiner case
2 32 Pruitt, Ashley 1913-7/22/1975 white male, medical examiner case
13 171 Pullion, George 
12 169 Quiller, Freddy 
1 14 Ravenel, Allen 1905-8/25/1973 black male
7 104 Reed, Jessie 
8 111 Ribeiro, Walter 
8 112 Rice, Addie 
14 182 Rogers, Arthur 
10 142 Rolen, William 
2 22 Roosevelt, Johnson 

Ross, William L. 8/24/1872-11/11/1962 stone in cemetery
17 207 Royster, Reddic 
1 12 Rudisill, Matthew 8/7/1949 - 4/16/1973 stone in cemetery
9 131 Rushing, Juliea 
17 211 Rutland, James 
5 69 Sanders, Roger 
2 26 Sawyer, Willy 1910-1/24/1975 black male, medical examiner case
4 53 Sherman, Bertha 
17 210 Sims, Will 
17 204 Smith, Clarence 
9 132 Smith, John Pinkey 
4 58 Spence, Margret 
11 159 Stallings, Elizebeth 
6 87 Stephen, Spuren 
1 2 Stikes, William
2 19 Stover, Watson H. 1908-3/7/1974 white male, died at mental hosp.
7 98 Stroud, Elisha 
4 49 Sullivan, Jimmie L. - 5/24/1977 N&O, 5/25/1977; reported to be in space 50
6 84 Talmacoff, Boris 
10 144 Tankersley, James 
10 140 Taylor, Alvin 
9 136 Taylor, Edward 
5 72 Taylor, Jessie 
16 202 Taylor, Manie 
10 141 Taylor, Mary 
3 34 Telson, Arnold 
7 102 Thomas, George 
15 192 Thomas, James 
16 197 Thomas, Lena 
13 173 Truesdail, Izell 
8 118 Turner, Berlener 
9 129 Tyson, John 
11 151 Walker, Donald 
12 163 Wall, Daved Michael 1/9/1961 - 7/20/1983 stone in cemetery
11 154 Washington, Mary 
3 37 Watkins, Marchall 



STRATEGIC PLAN FOR RALEIGH’S HISTORIC CEMETERIES 
 

 

 186

14 181 Weller, Bay 
9 130 White, Charley 
18 222 White, Jessie Jewel 1939-1986 stone in cemetery
15 191 White, John 
9 133 White, Manard 
15 187 Williams, Alice 
6 92 Williams, Arther 
18 219 Williams, J.B. 
13 175 Williams, Mary Jane 
18 216 Williams, Tony 
5 80 Willis, Louise 
7 96 Wilson, Annie 
2 21 Wilson, Johnie L. 
5 78 Wilson. Al-John
14 180 Winston, Bernard 
6 91 Wood, Truly 
4 60 Wright, Annie  
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APPENDIX 3. SELECTED HISTORIC PLANTINGS IDENTIFIED 
IN THE CEMETERIES 

 
Plant Cemetery Notes 

White Oak, Quercus alba City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1724; long-lived, slow-growing tree, 
reaching 60 to 100 feet in height with a spread of 50 to 90 feet; 
significant litter; resistant to breakage; moderately drought 
tolerant; few surface roots 
 

Red Oak, Quercus rubra City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1783; rapid growth rate, will reach a height 
of 60 to 70 feet and a spread of 40 to 60 feet; significant litter; 
weak, breaks easily; high drought tolerance; significant surface 
roots 
 

Water Oak,  
Quercus nigra 

Mount 
Hope 

Native, not generally a garden plant; fast growing tree with a 
height of up to 80 feet and a spread of up to 70 feet; significant 
litter; weak wood susceptible to breakage; significant drought 
tolerance; no significant surface root problems 
 

Sycamore,  
Platanus occidentalis 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1640; rapid growth rate, this massive tree 
will reach 75 to 90 feet in height with a spread of 50 to 70 feet; 
significant litter; resistant to breakage; significant drought 
tolerance; significant surface roots 
 

Red Maple, Acer rubrum City Native, introduced 1656; fast grower, reaching a height of 75 
feet and a spread of 35 feet; best used north of Zone 9 unless 
irrigated or in a wet location; no significant litter problem; 
weak, susceptible to breakage; moderate drought tolerance; 
significant surface roots 
 

Tulip Poplar, 
Liriodendron tulipifera 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1668; moderate to rapid growth rate at first 
but slows down with age; 80 to 100 feet in height and 30 to 50 
feet spread under good conditions; significant litter; resistant to 
breakage; moderate drought tolerance; surface roots not a 
problem 
 

American Elm, Ulmus 
americana 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1670; quick growing tree that reaches 80 to 
100 feet in height and 60 to 120 feet in width; significant litter; 
requires pruning; susceptible to breakage; significant drought 
tolerance; significant surface roots 
 

Sweet Gum,  
Liquidambar styraciflua 

Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1681; medium growing tree with a height 
of 75 feet and spread up to 50 feet; significant litter; resistant to 
breakage; moderate drought tolerance; significant surface root 
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problems 
 

Osage Orange,  
Maclura pomifera 

Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced ca. 1805; tree rapidly grows 30 to 40 feet tall 
with a spread of 20 to 40 feet, mainly valued as a hedge plant; 
significant litter problem; thorns; resistant to breakage; 
significant drought tolerance; significant surface root problem 
  

Princess Tree,  
Paulownia tomentosa 

Mount 
Hope 

Exotic, introduced ca. 1825; aggressive ornamental tree that 
grows rapidly in disturbed natural areas, considered invasive 
in many areas, very difficult to control; rapid growth rate to 50 
feet tall and an equal spread in open areas; significant litter; 
significant breakage; moderate drought tolerance; significant 
surface root problem 
 

Chinaberry,  
Melia azedarach 

Mount 
Hope 

Exotic, at least by 1778; fast growing shade tree reaching 30 to 
40 feet at maturity and a 15 foot spread; significant litter; 
susceptible to breakage; high drought tolerance; no surface 
roots 
 

Red Cedar,  
Juniperus virginiana 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced before 1664; fast growing,  40-50 feet high 
with a spread of 10 to 20 feet; no significant litter problem; 
weak, tends to break; high drought tolerance; no significant 
surface root problem 
 

Southern Magnolia, 
Magnolia grandiflora 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1734; moderate growth rate to a height of 80 
feet or more with a 30 to 40-foot spread; characteristics vary 
dramatically; significant litter problem; resistant to breakage; 
moderately drought tolerant; surface roots usually not a 
problem 
 

Loblolly Pine,  
Pinus taeda 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, though not typically a garden plant; 50 to 80 feet tall 
with a 30-foot spread; significant litter; very weak wood; 
moderately drought tolerant; significant surface root problems 
 

Cedar of Lebanon, 
Cedrus libani 

City Not native, introduced 1638; slow growing tree with a height 
up to 50 feet with a spread up to 30 feet; does not do well in 
polluted environments; no significant litter; resistant to 
breakage; significant drought tolerance; surface roots typically 
not a problem 
 

White Pine,  
Pinus strobus 

City Native, introduced 1705; fast initial growth slowing with age, 
tree is typically 50 to 80 feet tall with a spread to 35 feet in 
landscape settings; significant litter; weak wood susceptible to 
breakage; moderate drought tolerance; no surface roots 
 

Dogwood, Cornus florida City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1731; medium growth rate, 20 to 35 feet tall 
and spreads 25 to 30 feet; no significant litter problem; resistant 
to breakage; moderate drought tolerance; surface roots usually 
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not a problem; understory tree 
 

Crape Myrtle,  
Lagerstroemia indica 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Exotic, introduced 1747; grows 10 to 30 feet tall with a spread of 
up to 25 feet; medium growth rate; no significant litter; resistant 
to breakage; requires little pruning (and should not be over 
pruned); high drought tolerance; surface roots not a problem 
 

Black Cherry,  
Prunus serotina 

City Native; fast growing tree with a height of up to 90 feet and a 
spread up to 50 feet; significant litter; resistant to breakage; 
high drought tolerance; surface roots usually not a problem 
 

American Holly,  
Ilex opaca 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduce 1744; slow growing tree up to 50 feet in 
height with a spread up to 25 feet; no significant litter; resistant 
to breakage; high drought tolerance; surface roots usually not a 
problem 
 

Arborvitae,  
Thuja occidentalis 

Mount 
Hope 

Native, introduced 1536; slow-growing tree that reaches 25 to 
40 feet in height and spreads to about 10 to 12 feet wide; prefers 
rich, moist soil; no significant litter; resists breakage; moderate 
drought tolerance; surface roots typically not a problem 
 

Sasanqua,  
Camellia sasanqua 

City, Mount 
Hope 

More hardy than C. japonica. The first C. sasanqua was 
introduced into Britain around 1879; slow growing, upright 8 to 
10 feet tall and wide; drought tolerant 
 

Osmanthus, False Holly 
Osmanthus heterophyllus 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Upright, 8-15 feet tall and 8 feet wide; shade tolerant; fragrant, 
white flowers 
 

Boxwood,  
Buxus sempervirens 

City, Mount 
Hope 

Exotic, introduced 1652; many varieties, in the South a 
distinction is often made between the English and American 
box; both are B. sempervirens, but the American boxwood is the 
cultivar “Arborescens” with larger leaves 
 

Chinese Privet,  
Ligustrum sinense 

City Introduced from China, today considered an invasive in some 
areas; growth to 12 feet with a similar spread; semi-deciduous, 
white flower with a smell that many find unpleasant 
 

Japanese Privet,  
Ligustrum japonicum 

City Introduced from Asia; compact growth up to 10 feet tall with a 
5 foot spread; very rapid growth; white flowers have a scent 
many find unpleasant 
 

Hydrangea,  
Hydrangea spp. 

City 70-75 species of flowering plants native to southern and eastern 
Asia; two most common in historic gardens are H. macrophylla, 
an exotic introduced in 1790 known as the changeable or bigleaf 
hydrangea, and H. paniculata or large double hydrangea 
introduced in 1862; both deciduous shrubs 
 

Spirea, Spirea spp. City, Mount 80-100 species of shrubs; the three most common are both 
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Hope exotics; S. japonica was introduced about 1895 and has pink 
flowers, S. prunifolia was introduced in 1843 and has long 
pendulous branches filled with white flowers, and S. 
xvanhouttei was introduced about 1866 
 

“Old” Roses, Rosa spp. City, Mount 
Hope 

Roses were present in American gardens by at least 1670 and 
there are today over 100 heirloom roses 
 

Vinca, Vinca minor City, Mount 
Hope 

Exotic, introduced at least by 1807; hardy trailing plant with 
several heirloom varieties 
 

Violets, Viola spp. City, Mount 
Hope 

Many species, hybrids, and cultivars; historically often in the 
context of “wild gardens,” today often considered a weed 
 

Iris, Iris spp. City Exotics, with two primary heirloom plants, including I. ensata 
or the Japanese iris, introduced 1857 and typically used by 
collectors and I. germanica or the bearded iris, used in America 
by 1672.  
 

 
 
Primary Sources: 
Adams (2004) 
Eichenberger (1997) 
http://hort.ufl.edu/trees/ 
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APPENDIX 4. PARTICIPANTS IN THE STAKEHOLDER 
MEETING 

 
Name Organization Representing 

Pam Eaton Carolina Monuments 
Monsignor Gerald Lewis Catholic Diocese 
F. Lonnette Williams Central CAC 
Debra A. Blake Department of Cultural Resources 
Orrin Ray Haywood Haywood Funeral Home 
Effie Haywood Haywood Funeral Home 
Octavia Rainey North Central CAC 
Dean Ruedrich Preservation North Carolina 
Betsy H. Foard Raleigh City Cemeteries Preservation, Inc. 
Terry Harper Raleigh City Cemeteries Preservation, Inc. 
Jane Thurman Raleigh City Cemeteries Preservation, Inc.` 
Sandra Walker Raleigh City Cemeteries Preservation, Inc. 
Dan Becker Raleigh Historic District Commission 
John W. Hinshaw Raleigh Historic District Commission 
Curtis Kasefang Raleigh Historic District Commission 
Megan McDonald Raleigh Historic District Commission 
Wanda Cox-Bailey Richard B. Harrison African American Library 
Shirley Olson Southern Wake County Genealogy Group 
Gordon Olson Southern Wake County Genealogy Group 
Mickey Harris Sons of Confederate Veterans 
Suzanne M. Bartels Wake Co. Genealogical Society 
Beth Gephart Wake Co. Genealogical Society 
Ann Gordon Wake Co. Historical Society 
Karen-Marie Allen Olivia Raney Library 
Ann Brosnahan Public 
Ed Brosnahan Public 
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APPENDIX 5. ISSUES PERTAINING  TO THE NATIONAL 
REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 

 
Why List? 
 
 The National Register was developed to 
recognize the accomplishments of all peoples 
who have made a significant contribution to our 
country's history and heritage. This does not, 
however, clearly explain the benefit – or cost – of 
pursuing listing. 
 
 The benefits may be broken into seven 
broad categories – not all of which equally apply 
to all properties. For example: 
 
Recognition. Owners may receive an official 
certificate of designation and purchase an 
official plaque that can be placed at the site. 
These are, at best, intangible benefits. 
  
Rehabilitation Tax Credits. States typically 
administer tax credit programs than can save 
building owners a certain percentage of the cost 
of rehabilitating their listed properties. This of 
course does not generally apply to cemeteries, 
which are typically not taxed; and it would not 
apply to properties owned by governmental 
institutions. The Tax Treatment Extension Act of 
1980 provides federal tax deductions for 
preservation easements that result in a decline of 
fair market value, when conservation 
restrictions are placed on the property by the 
owner. Again, this is not directly applicable to 
cemeteries, especially under government 
ownership. 
 
Grants. There are actually very few grants that 
require listing on the National Register. Most 
also permit a site or property to found “eligible 
for listing.” Keep in mind, however, that in most 
instances, grants are not readily available, or if 
they are the grant amounts are quite small 
(usually less than $5,000). 

 
Loans. Some states operate, typically through a 
statewide non-profit, loan programs for historic 
buildings. We are not familiar with any loan 
programs for cemeteries and it is unlikely that 
governmental agencies would be eligible. 
 
Building Code Leniency. Officially designated 
historic buildings may not have to comply with 
all building code requirements. Chapter 34 of 
both the Uniform Building Code and the 
International Building Code and Chapters 4-6 of 
the Uniform Code for Building Conservation 
provide direction for local building officials in 
accommodating some of the non-code-
complying features of older buildings. This 
would have no impact on most cemeteries. 
 
Local Zoning Variance. Some communities 
have provisions that allow designated historic 
buildings to be used for purposes other than 
what the zone otherwise requires (e.g. a bed-
and-breakfast in a historic home in a residential 
neighborhood). The choice of alternative uses is 
usually limited in order to protect the neighbors 
from radically incompatible uses, but several 
reasonable options are allowed. This is not 
applicable to cemetery properties as far as we 
are aware. 
 
Legal Protection. While neither eligibility nor 
listing typically protects a structure – or 
cemetery – from the actions of private owners, 
both do affect how governments can affect 
properties where federal funding, licensing, or 
permitting is involved. Even under these 
circumstances listing does not prevent impact, it 
requires only that the entity evaluate the impact 
of the listing. Specific legal protection applies to 
listed properties through what has become 
known as Section 4(f) in the DOT Act of 1966. 
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Additional information concerning this 
provision is available at 
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projde
v/pd5sec4f.asp.  
 
 The costs are perhaps as elusive and 
certainly less well formulated: 
 
Financial Impact. Depending on the complexity 
and the amount of research available, a 
consultant may charge anywhere from $1,000 to 
$5,000 for the preparation of a National Register 
nomination. Owners are allowed to submit their 
own nominations and may receive some 
assistance from the state historic preservation 
office. 
 
Owner Constraints. While listing on the 
National Register does not directly affect what 
an owner may do with a property, there may be 
cumulative effects. This is particularly true for 
governmental entities who may obtain federal 
funding or grants to undertake different actions. 
Listing of a property on the National Register 
may require the governmental entity to evaluate 
how its actions will affect the integrity of the 
property.  
 
Eligibility Criteria 
 
 Basic guidance for the nomination of 
cemeteries to the National Register is provided 
by National Register Bulletin 41, Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Registering Cemeteries and Burial 
Places. This text should be consulted for 
additional information. 
 
 At least one of four criteria must be 
satisfied: 
 
A. the cemetery is associated with events that 
have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or  
 
B. the cemetery is associated with the lives of 
persons significant in our past; or  
 

C. the cemetery embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or it represents the work of a 
master, or that it possesses high artistic values, 
or that it represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may 
lack individual distinction; or 
 
D. the cemetery has yielded or may be likely to 
yield, information important in history. 
 

Ordinarily cemeteries (and other certain 
types of resources) will not be considered 
eligible for the National Register. However, such 
properties will qualify if they are integral parts 
of districts that do meet the criteria (which is not 
the case in Raleigh) or if they fall within the 
following categories (several which are not 
directly applicable to cemeteries are not 
included; see however National Register 
Bulletin 41 which provides examples even of 
these less common categories): 
 
a. A religious property deriving primary 
significance from architectural or artistic 
distinction or historical importance; or 
 
b. A building or structure removed from its 
original location but which is primarily 
significant for architectural value, or which is 
the surviving structure most importantly 
associated with a historic person or event; or 
 
c. A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of 
outstanding importance if there is no appropriate 
site or building directly associated with his or her 
productive life; or 
 
d. A cemetery which derives its primary 
importance from graves of persons of 
transcendent importance, from age, from 
distinctive design features, or from association 
with historic events. 
 

Generally, properties eligible for listing 
in the National Register are at least 50 years old. 
Properties less than 50 years of age must be 

http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/pd5sec4f.asp
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/pd5sec4f.asp
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exceptionally important to be considered eligible 
for listing.  
 
 It is also critical that the cemetery 
exhibit what is called integrity, defined through 
seven factors: location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
Researchers are directed to ask themselves 
several important questions:  (1) to what degree 
does the cemetery and its overall setting convey 
the most important period(s) of use? (2) to what 
degree have the original design and materials of 
construction, decoration, and landscaping been 
retained? (3) has the cemetery’s potential to 
yield significant information in American 
culture been compromised by ground-
disturbance? 
 
 Although damage to a cemetery, 
modification, or loss of distinctive features does 
not necessarily preclude eligibility, the cemetery 
must retain enough of its significant features to 
make clear its distinction as an important 
representative of its physical type, or of its 
historical associations. 
 
Summary 
 
 Mount Hope Cemetery has been 
previously identified by the NC State Historic 
Preservation Office as being eligible for listing 
on the National Register under Criteria A 
(historical events) and C (distinctive features). 
These two criteria fulfill criteria consideration d.  
 
 We do not believe that the State Historic 
Preservation Office has ever issued an opinion 
regarding the eligibility of either City Cemetery 
or O’Rorke Cemetery. 
 
 An argument might be made that 
O’Rorke typifies the distinctive characteristics of 
a pauper’s cemetery with minimal landscaping, 
few markers, and sunken graves. Unfortunately, 
eligibility for the Catholic section may be 
severely compromised through years of neglect. 
 

City Cemetery presents another difficult 
challenge. The setting has changed dramatically 
over the years. There remains evidence of 
materials and workmanship, but they are 
diluted by nonsustainable repairs and 
vandalism. The feeling of the property is 
ambiguous. Although historical figures are 
buried there, it is not currently clear whether 
their burial plots are the last vestige of their 
productive lives.  

 At a more fundamental level, it is not 
clear that nomination will achieve any 
significant funding opportunities for the 
properties. Nomination, however, is not likely to 
affect the city’s ownership of the properties and 
may serve to reinforce the importance of the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards discussed in 
the Introduction of this study. 
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APPENDIX 6. ADDITIONAL CEMETERY STAFF 
 

We have previously suggested that the 
Raleigh cemeteries are understaffed, requiring a 
staff of approximately 12 to adequately and 
appropriate manage the care of the properties. 
This section will briefly outline these staff 
positions.  
 
 A first useful step is to better define 
cemetery operations, including maintenance 
operations and supervisory functions. 
 
Cemetery Maintenance 
 
 Cemetery maintenance may be broken 
into several inter-related tasks: 
 
Maintenance of the cemetery itself. This would 
include section maintenance; road maintenance 
to include not only repair of roads, but also their 
periodic cleaning; special attention to the 
maintenance of entrance areas and fences, areas 
that immediately attract public attention; 
cemetery protection, by which we mean 
providing a visible presence. 
 
Building Maintenance. This involves the care 
and repair of all buildings on the cemetery 
property. If community mausoleums are one-
day added, these, too, would be included as 
common property. 
 
Landscape Maintenance. This includes clearly 
seasonal tasks, as well as on-going activities. 
Most critical aspects include the establishment 
and maintenance of turf (seeding, sodding, 
maintenance of established turf – such as filling 
depressions, lawn clean-up, lawn rolling if 
necessary, lawn aeration, fertilization, spot 
watering, and weed control), grass cutting, and 
dealing with seasonal decorations and flowers. 
 
General Cemetery Maintenance. Into this 
category fall all of the other chores not 

specifically categorized above. Examples include 
periodic survey of monuments for damage, tree 
trimming and removal, conducting section 
inspections for special problems, trash 
collection, pruning (not shearing) shrubs, 
checking section signs, repair of sections after 
storm damage, inspecting fences and gates on a 
regular basis, raising sunken markers 
(preventing damage to both the markers and 
lawn care equipment), draining water lines 
during winter months, maintenance of culverts 
and drains, and re-sodding road edges where 
damaged by funeral traffic. Also included in this 
category would be the maintenance of the 
equipment itself. Many commercial land care 
companies have seen the wisdom in having a 
full-time small engine mechanic on-staff for the 
constant cleaning, repair, tuning, and 
maintenance of mowers, nylon trimmers, 
interment equipment, lowering devices, and so 
forth. A final general maintenance issue is the 
process of setting-up and breaking-down 
interments at whatever level of service the city 
routinely provides.  
 
Supervisory Functions 
 
 Supervisory functions are complex – as 
evidenced from just the maintenance issues 
above. These functions may generally be broken 
into several categories also: 
 
Interments. This would include grave layout, 
sod removal, grave excavation and handling of 
soil, vault placement, interment decoration and 
placement of lowering device, tent erection, 
flower placement and removal (if handled by 
the city as opposed to the funeral director), vault 
cover placement, backfilling, tamping, and 
seeding or sodding. 
 
Grass Cutting. This would include scheduling 
and quality control checks of cutting in open 
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and monument areas, as well as subsequent 
trimming. 
 
Landscaping. In this category are issues such as 
the oversight required for trees and shrubs, any 
flower beds planted at entrances (and these 
dramatically improve appearances), weed 
control, and fertilization. 
 
Operation and Maintenance of Equipment. 
This task includes the selection and specification 
of new equipment, the retirement of old 
equipment, and the scheduled or preventative 
maintenance of existing equipment.  
 
Memorials. In this broad category are included 
monument layout, foundations, and marker 
setting. Even if these tasks are handled by 
outside monument firms, the superintendent 
must establish quality control checks and 
oversee general operations. Also in this task 
may be included assisting families who wish to 
have monuments cleaned. The superintendent 
should also be responsible for ensuring that the 
cemetery’s flower policy is enforced and retiring 
flowers when necessary. 
 
Cemetery Maintenance. This task parallels that 
previously discussed. It involves overseeing the 
adequacy of weeding and watering efforts, 
including the determination when (and how) to 
do both. It involves determining which 
plantings should be removed or renovated; the 
cleanup of roads and sections; scheduling the 
cleaning of catch basins, as well as the 
maintenance of sewers and water lines. The 
superintendent should schedule and oversee 
tree pruning and removal. The individual must 
conduct or oversee fence inspections. He or she 
must be responsible for the maintenance of the 
entrances, ensuring that trash is removed, and 
that the grounds are always in shape. 
 
Building Maintenance. The Superintendent is 
responsible for the care, maintenance, and 
appearance of all buildings on cemetery 
property. 
 

Health and Safety Issues. Cemetery staff must 
comply with all OSHA safety practices, ranging 
from the choice and use of appropriate personal 
protective equipment to safely dispensing fuel 
to ladder safety. It may be necessary for the 
superintendent to fulfill the position of a 
“competent person” at burial excavation sites 
(see OSHA Excavation Standard, 29CFR 
1926.0650).  
 
Training. The Superintendent must be 
responsible not only for safety training on a 
regular and continuing basis, but also in the 
performance of assigned work. This may 
include training in the recognition of weeds, 
training in appropriate plant pruning 
techniques, and even training in the appropriate 
use of nylon trimmers. 
 
Management Issues. The superintendent must 
also meet the various management expectations 
of Parks and Recreation. These likely include 
issues from handling time sheets, to rating and 
appraisal of employees, to various weekly 
reports. While clerical assistance can be 
provided at off-site locations, this does not 
relieve the superintendent from making 
appropriate contacts, providing information, 
reviewing that information, and following 
through.  
 
Disaster Planning. The superintendent should 
be responsible for the development of disaster 
plans for the cemetery. Covering typical weather 
emergencies ranging from hurricanes to ice 
storms, these plans should outline before, 
during, and after actions in order to minimize 
damage to the cemetery, its grounds, and 
markers and ensure speedy recovery.  
 
Customer Care. It appears that traditionally in 
the Raleigh Cemeteries the Superintendent has 
also been the primary representative of the city 
to potential customers and lot owners. The 
individual has been responsible for maintaining 
all associated paperwork (with little 
automation), coordinating with other agencies, 
and resolving problems as they arose. The 
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superintendent has also been the contact person 
for the funeral homes, monument companies, 
and flower shops.  

 
Allocation of Staff 
 
 There are no doubts that multiple 
allocations are possible. We present here only 
one possible version for the city’s consideration. 
 

Cemetery Superintendent 
 
Minimum Requirements: 3 years of experience 
in cemetery operation and maintenance; HS 
graduate. Valid NC Class "B" Commercial 
Driver’s License (CDL). 1 or more certification 
by organizations such as the North Carolina 
Association of Nurserymen (Certified Plant 
Professional), the North Carolina Nursery and 
Landscape Association (Certified Landscape 
Technicians),  the Turfgrass Council of North 
Carolina, or PLANET (Certified Landscape 
Technician – Exterior,  Certified Turfgrass 
Professional, or Certified Ornamental Landscape 
Professional).  
 
Position Duties: Duties include, but are not 
limited to, the following: Works with funeral 
directors and the public in carrying out funeral 
arrangements; ensures compliance with all 
relevant state codes concerning the burial of 

human remains; keeps detailed records and 
maps of burials, grave locations, cremations and 
utility lines; assists in preparation of cemetery 

budget (including Capitol 
Improvement Projects, 
outlay, and equipment 
replacement); supervises the 
planting, landscaping and 
maintenance of grounds, the 
operation and maintenance 
of power equipment, the 
opening and closing of 
graves, the setting of 
headstones and markers and 
masonry work; prepares 
accurate and thorough 
reports of all cemetery 
activities. Must be available 
for work on weekends and 
after normal working hours 
as required. Must have 

knowledge of: Methods and techniques of 
burials, interments and cremations; grounds 
maintenance methods, equipment and materials; 
planting, landscaping and care of lawns, trees 
and shrubs; light power equipment operation 
and maintenance; financial arrangements and 
practices in connection with purchases of graves 
and niches; safety methods. Must have the 
ability to: Operate maintenance equipment; plan 
and organize daily, weekly, and seasonal 
operations and activities; supervise work of 
others, including Lead Service Workers; inspect 
all work done by work crews; deal effectively 
and sympathetically with the more difficult 
patron contacts (i.e., irate, frustrated, etc.); 
establish and maintain effective relationships 
with others. 

Cemetery Division 

 
Staff Support Specialist 

 
Minimum Requirements: 1 year of related 
experience; HS graduate. Basic working 
knowledge of spreadsheet software and Word 
Processing software, and MS Windows 
software. A Valid NC Class "C" Driver's License.  
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Position Duties: Answers the telephone and 
responds to questions from fellow staff 
members, citizens, and other third-party 
callers. Routes calls to other staff members, as 
appropriate, and takes messages. Performs basic 
data entry into spreadsheets and/or using 
departmental specific software. Maintains 
payroll and expense records; composes and/or 
types routine correspondence for approval by 
other staff members. Types correspondence 
from written or verbal instructions, including 
letters, memos, reports, forms, purchase orders, 
and presentations. Prepares outgoing mail and 
correspondence, including e-mail and 
faxes. Orders and maintains supplies, and 
arranges for equipment maintenance. 
Transports mail and payroll information to 
applicable departments. Responsible for 
handling all funeral arrangements and dealing 
effectively and sympathetically with bereaved 
public on a daily basis. 
 

Lead Service Worker 
 
Minimum Requirements: 3 years of relevant 
experience in the landscape industry; at least 
one year of the required work experience must 
have included coordinating or providing 
technical supervision to others. Knowledge of 
standards, methods, materials, tools, and 
equipment utilized in the maintenance of 
cemeteries. Knowledge of associated work 
hazards and applicable safety 
precautions. Ability to plan, assign, supervise, 
inspect and track the work of a large number of 
personnel. Valid NC Class "B" Commercial 
Driver’s License (CDL) or the ability to acquire 
within 45 days of employment. May be required 
to perform special tasks during emergency and 
disaster events. Ability to work in extreme 
weather conditions. Certification by at least one 
organizations such as the North Carolina 
Association of Nurserymen, the North Carolina 
Nursery and Landscape Association,  the 
Turfgrass Council of North Carolina, or 
PLANET, or the ability to become certified 
within 1 year of hiring. 
 

Position Duties: Serves as a hands-on crew 
leader for all operations, including sod 
installation, seeding, fertilizing, watering, 
mowing, grave and foundation layout and 
services. Leads, coordinates, and participates in 
the activities of crews engaged in maintenance 
and improvement tasks including mowing, 
edging, trimming, litter removal, and general 
clean-up. Trains new employees. Prepares 
required reports and maintains work records. 
Assists Cemetery Supervisor in assuring that the 
grounds crew staff member’s uniforms, personal 
appearance, actions, and demeanor present an 
appropriate image to client families and general 
public. Maintains proper inventories of 
equipment, supplies and merchandise and 
safety equipment. Assures equipment is 
maintained and in proper working order. 
Assures the cleanliness and safety of work areas. 
Maintains the cemetery by operating a variety of 
equipment such as, dump trucks, tractors, skip 
loaders, riding mowers, push mowers, edgers, 
line trimmers, brush chippers, sweepers, 
forklifts, soil shredders, outboard equipment, 
jackhammer, compressors, tampers, weed-
eaters, and hand and power tools. Leads, 
coordinates and participates in the work of 
crews engaged in maintaining the grounds of 
the cemetery including but not limited to grass 
cutting, hedge trimming, marker edging and the 
maintenance and repair of the irrigation system.  
Leads, coordinates and assists in the 
landscaping of the cemetery including but not 
limited to the planting and trimming of trees, 
plants, flowers and vines, and the removal of 
tree roots. 
 

Service Worker 
 
Minimum Requirements: 1 year of relevant 
experience. HS diploma or equivalent. May 
work overtime during emergency situations. A 
Class “C” Driver’s License required. A Valid NC 
Valid NC Class "B" Commercial Driver’s License 
(CDL) preferred. Ability to work in extreme 
weather conditions.   
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Position Duties: Must have knowledge of 
common gardening methods, tools and supplies; 
practices in planting and cultivating; use of 
fertilizers; materials and tools used in 
maintenance; skill in the use of hand tools; 
physical fitness and endurance to perform 
required tasks. Duties include, but are not 
limited to, the following: Plants, cultivates, 
waters, mows, trims hedges, lawns, trees, and 
shrubs in cemetery areas; operates a light 
tractor, pickup, gang mower, power sweeper 
and turf equipment; eradicates garden pests and 
weeds mechanically and chemically; hauls 
materials by trucks or dump trailer; picks up 
paper and trash; makes minor repairs to 
irrigation systems; applies fertilizer and top 
dress to turf; rakes leaves; operates light 
mechanical equipment; assists with cemetery 
sales and services; assists with grave setups; 
performs masonry work on markers. Assists in 
the following: Works with funeral directors and 
the public; assists in keeping the records of 
maps of burials; gives directions to public for 
grave locations; participates in the planting, 
landscaping and maintenance of grounds. 
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APPENDIX 7: LEGAL ISSUES RAISED BY THE CHICORA FOUNDATION REPORT TO 
THE CITY OF RALEIGH© 

 
Daniel F. McLawhorn, Esq. 

Associate City Attorney 
 

Four significant sets of legal issues are 
raised in the report prepared by the Chicora 
Foundation, Inc. for the City of Raleigh 
regarding the operation and maintenance of its 
three city-operated cemeteries.  The issues 
generally involve the legal ownership of the 
O’Rorke Cemetery; the nature and scope of the 
City’s maintenance duties in the cemeteries 
including its City’s legal authority and duty, if 
any, to maintain, preserve or restore 
monuments, tombstones, and markers in the 
cemeteries; and other legal duties of the City in 
its cemeteries. 
 
(1) OWNERSHIP OF THE O’RORKE CEMETERY 
 
 As the report documents, the ownership 
of the O’Rorke Cemetery is unclear.  In 1938, the 
Bishop of Raleigh wrote to the Mayor and made 
the City the owner of the Catholic Cemetery.  
The City Council accepted the transfer of 
ownership.   In the early 1970’s, the church 
disputed the City’s ownership.  The City 
attempted to resolve the dispute with a quit-
claim deed, but the bishop never signed the 
document.  The City continued to use the 
cemetery for pauper burials until 1986 when it 
was determined to be full.  The City continues to 
maintain the cemetery and should establish its 
title, or relinquish title to the Roman Catholic 
Diocese of Raleigh.  Otherwise, the City may be 
confronted with liability claims at property it 
may not own. 
 
(2) CITY MAINTENANCE DUTIES 
 
 The City established two cemeteries on 
city owned lands.  The City is authorized both 

by its Charter1 and State law2 to “establish, 
operate, and maintain cemeteries.”  The City 
Code includes provisions that direct its 
superintendent of cemeteries “to keep the 
cemeteries in a neat and clean condition.”3  N.C. 
Gen. Stat. 160A-348 authorizes the City to adopt 
rules and regulations governing the operation of 
its cemeteries, including “hours of opening and 
closing and all other matters concerning the use, 
operation, and maintenance of city cemeteries.” 
 
 For reasons discussed later, the Parks 
and Recreation Department is advised to 
operate the cemeteries based on the assumption 
that the City is not entitled to any form of 
governmental immunity in the operation of its 
cemeteries.  Accordingly, it should operate and 
maintain its cemeteries, at a minimum, in a 
manner which will protect the using public from 
unreasonable exposure to conditions resulting in 
injury.  The standard of care for maintenance 
will be determined, in substantial measure, by 
the standard of care other cemetery operators in 
the public and private sector apply to their 
operations.  Accordingly, the Parks and 
Recreation Department should implement 
maintenance in a manner which is at least 
comparable to the level of maintenance 
performed by other cemeteries operated in the 

 
The City of Raleigh owns the copyright to this 
appendix to the Chicora Foundation, Inc. report.   
The appendix may not be reproduced or copied 
separate from the full report without the written 
consent of the City Attorney. 
 
1 Raleigh City Charter Sec. 2.14(28) and Sec. 6.41. 
2 N.C. Gen. Stat. §160A-341. 
3 Raleigh City Code Sec. 9-4009. 
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city and by cities of similar size in North 
Carolina. 
 
 The next issue of importance is which 
property within the cemetery is the City under a 
duty to maintain, and to what extent of 
maintenance.  This set of issues relates in 
substantial part to the nature and extent of 
private property rights in city cemeteries as held 
by the heirs of the deceased, or the owners of 
pre-sold but unused lots.   
 
(a) Public Areas 
 
 There is no dispute that the City 
continues to own the common areas in the 
cemeteries, for example, the drives and paths 
among the gravesites.  The City duty to 
maintain those areas is the same as in its parks 
and similar properties to which the public has 
an open invitation of use.  Because some of those 
areas are paved and others are unpaved paths, 
the Parks and Recreation Department should 
apply the same standard for maintenance, at a 
minimum, that it uses in the parks.  If the 
maintenance standard is higher in other 
comparable cemeteries, then the higher standard 
should be applied as the maintenance standard 
of care in the city cemeteries. 
 
 (b) Private Areas 
 
 The primary issue discussed in the 
report is the role or duty of the City for the 
maintenance and/or restoration of tombstones 
and other monuments or markers in the 
cemetery.  The City has a limited legal 
obligation that arises from its duty to protect 
visitors from unreasonable exposure to potential 
harm in the cemeteries.  Until this year, there 
was a statutory limitation which could have 
been contended to require the city obtain 
permission before undertaking necessary 
maintenance.  However, the General Assembly 
recently amended the statutes governing 
defacing or desecrating graves and tombstones.  
The new statute expressly recognizes an 

exception to the criminal code provisions for 
persons providing “[o]rdinary maintenance and 
care of a cemetery by the owner, caretaker, or 
other person acting to facilitate cemetery 
operations by keeping the cemetery free from 
accumulated debris or other signs of neglect.”  
Chapter 122, 2007 Session Laws amending N.C. 
Gen. Stat. §14-148(b), effective December 1, 2007.  
Accordingly, the City is authorized to provide 
maintenance and care to the graves or 
tombstones within the cemetery.  That 
authorization does not obligate the City to 
undertake full maintenance of the graves and 
tombstones.  Rather, the City can limit its 
maintenance to that necessary to protect visitors, 
or invitees, to the cemetery from potential harm 
because of deteriorated conditions of the graves 
and tombstones.   
 
 The new law also must be applied, 
under the pre-emption doctrine for a superior 
sovereign, as creating an exception to the limits 
on maintenance and care which may be read 
into City Code provisions concerned with 
maintenance and care of grave markers.  See 
Raleigh City Code §§ 9-4011, -4012, -4103, and -
4018. 
 
(3) CITY CEMETERY AS A NATIONAL REGISTER 
PROPERTY 
 
 Charlotte, Chapel Hill and Beaufort 
each has a city or town owned cemetery that has 
been designated a state historic site.  Each 
municipality relies on its historic site approval 
as authority to maintain the tombstones within 
those cemeteries.  Raleigh should consider 
whether it wishes to seek designation, especially 
for City Cemetery. 
 
(4) DUTY OF CARE FOR THE CEMETERIES 
 
(a) Governmental Immunity Protection? 
 
 The North Carolina appellate courts 
have no reported decision concerning the scope 
of governmental liability protection which 
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applies to city-operated cemeteries.  In the 
substantial majority of other states where the 
issue has been decided, city-operated cemeteries 
are considered an enterprise by the city and, as 
such, do not enjoy any liability protection as a 
sovereign or governmental function.  Based on 
the legal analysis in Evans v. Housing Authority of 
City of Raleigh, 359 N.C. 50, 53-56 (2004), the 
operation of a cemetery could be deemed a 
proprietary function.  Accordingly, the City 
Attorney advises the Parks and Recreation 
Department to manage city cemeteries as 
proprietary enterprises with no governmental 
liability protection.  The Parks and Recreation 
Department should also apply the information 
learned from its survey of the care and 
maintenance standards applied by other 
cemeteries in the city and in similar sized cities 
in the State.  See Section (2) above. 
 
(b) Standard of Care 
 
 While the law of other states 
distinguishes cemetery lawful visitors, in 
contrast to trespassers, based on their legal 
status as an invitee or a licensee, our Supreme 
Court abolished the distinction in a 1998 
opinion.  Nelson v. Freeland, 349 N.C. 615(1998).  
The Court declared that the legal standard to be 
one reasonable care, the standard previously 
reserved for invitees.  To establish liability for 
the City as the landowner, the plaintiff must 
show that the landowner negligently created the 
condition or negligently failed to correct it.  The 
landowner is required to make reasonable 
inspection of the premises for hidden defect and 
perils.  Landowners are not liable for the lawful 
visitor’s injuries caused by a condition the 
landowner could not have discovered through a 
reasonable inspection. Based on the experience 
of the City Attorney’s Office, the Parks and 
Recreation Department should, at a minimum, 
consider its duties regarding the following 
potential claims: 
 

1. Trip and fall liability to visitors on 
paved portions and on unpaved 
portions. 

2.  Liability to visitors arising from 
security issues.  

3. Liability to visitors arising from insecure 
or unstable grave markers and 
monuments.  

4. Liability to the purchasers or 
purchaser's heirs for damage sustained 
as a result of negligence or vandalism.  

5. Liability to the purchasers or 
purchaser's heirs arising from loss of 
remains. (i.e. "we lost the map 
showing where your grandmother is 
buried"). 

 
(c) Measures to Limit Liability 
 
 In addition to appropriate maintenance 
and repair, local governments can also use 
regulatory controls, barriers to access, and 
signage to limit exposure to claims for damages.  
Landowners do not necessarily have to correct 
each defect to avoid liability, instead a warning 
to the lawful visitor may be a sufficient 
execution of the duty of reasonable care.  If the 
condition is known or obvious to the visitor, the 
landowner does not need to warn or remedy 
unless the landowner reasonably should expect 
it to be a harm to the visitor despite knowledge 
or obviousness of the condition.  Risks that are 
inherently unreasonable can give rise to liability.  
Given the wide range in the visitors to 
cemeteries, the City should warn of or remedy 
any conditions that would be harmful to 
children, the aged or the disabled.  Landowners 
must also respond to warnings or knowledge of 
conditions as they change. In addition, the City 
must take reasonable measures to prevent or to 
warn of foreseeable harms.   
 
 The City should take the foregoing 
principles and develop posted rules on the 
activities of visitors to the city cemeteries.  The 
posted rules on conduct should also be reflected 
in the City Code on activities in cemeteries.   
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(d) Extent of Reserved Family Rights 
 
 The city also has some duty to the heirs 
of persons buried in the cemetery to protect the 
graves from desecration and the tombstones or 
markers from harm.  That duty should be the 
subject of rules of conduct for visitors to the 
cemeteries.  As background to that duty, it is 
important to understand the rights of the heirs 
in the graves and markers. 
 
 Consistent with the usual practice, the 
City issued “deeds” for lots and family plots.4  
While North Carolina has no case defining the 
scope of cemetery deeds, the law of Georgia 
does address the issue.  The Georgia Supreme 
Court held that the purchasers of cemetery lots 
do “not acquire the fee to soil, but only the 
easement of license of burial therein.”  Jacobus v 
Congregation of Children of Israel, 107 Ga. 518 
(1899).5  The holding in Georgia is reflective of 
the law in many other states, and would be 
expected to be the law as applied by the North 
Carolina Supreme Court.  Accordingly, the fee 
title to the cemeteries remains in the City.  See 
e.g. Hornblower v. Masonic Cemetery Ass’n of City 
and County of San Francisco, 191 Cal. 83, 88, 
(1923)6 .The rights inherent with the limited 

 

                                                                        

4 Raleigh City Code Sec. 9-4004.  A sample deed 
shows the earlier instruments include fee simple 
language.  The current Burial License Deed conveys a 
license to be buried in the city cemetery. 
5 More that 13 other states have made the same 
holding.  See, e.g., Alabama, Smith and Gaston Funeral 
Directors v .Dean, 262 Ala. 600 (1955); Kentucky, 
Johnson v. Kentucky-Virginia Stone Co., 286 Ky. 1 (1941); 
Oregon, Mansker v. City of Astoria, 100 Ore. 431 (1921); 
Virginia, Roanoke Cemetery Co. v. Goodwin, .  
6“The interest thus conveyed has been variously held 
to be ‘a fee with limited use,’ ‘a base fee,’ ‘a qualified 
fee,’ ‘an easement,’ ‘a license,’ ‘a qualified and 
usufructuary right,’ and ‘a privilege.’ The great 
majority of the cases, however, do agree in the 
conclusion that such a conveyance does not pass any 
title or estate, but merely an interest, and that the fee 
remains in the grantor, subject to the right of the 

ownership pass to the heirs of the original 
purchaser, not to the descendants.  Rodman v. 
Mish, 269 N.C. 613, 615 (1967). 
 
 The residual rights importantly include 
the ability of the heirs to protect the graves and 
tombstones from injury, whether by the owners 
of the underlying fee or strangers.  Rodman v. 
Mish, 269 N.C. at 615; Matthews v. Forrest, 235 
N.C. 281, 284 (1952).  State statutes establish the 
rights and protect them through provisions in 
the criminal code7 as well as through civil suits 
for damages.8  In addition, the owners of lots, 
and their heirs, obtain rights of ingress and 
egress to the graves using the safe and 
convenient avenues or ways for access provided 
by the cemetery.  Mount Greenwood Cemetery 
Ass’n v. Hildebrand, 126 Ill. App. 399 (1906).  
 
 The Parks and Recreation Department is 
advised to establish and post rules controlling 
the access to the graves and tombstones or 
markers.  The Parks and Recreation Department 
should examine standards of conduct, and 
enforcement means, used by comparable 
cemeteries in establishing its rules to protect the 
private areas in the cemeteries 
. 
(e) Suggested Subjects for Regulatory 
Measures and/or Signage 
 
 A rule that limited the areas used by 
visitors to the streets and pathways between 
cemetery plots would be reflective of the Code 
at §9-4018 which forbids trespass upon private 
lots or across lots.  Likewise, the Code forbids 
tampering with or defacing markers; digging in 
or erecting in the grave sites; fences around 
graves; use of the cemeteries as a playground; 
and depositing filth or litter in cemeteries.  All of 
these rules, especially if posted, should be useful 
in avoiding potential liability for injuries from 

 
grantee to the exclusive use thereof for burial 
purposes.” 
7 N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 14-148, 14-149. 
8 See e.g. Matthews v. Forrest, 235 N.C. 281 (1952) and 
Perry v. Cullipher, 69 N.C. App. 761 (1984). 
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markers of graves.  For large markers that 
become damaged, the City should take remedial 
action to prevent the markers from continuing to 
be a condition potentially harmful to visitors. 
 
 Other conduct rules should include the 
activities regulated by other parts of the City 
Code.  For example, the rules should include 
provisions which ban off-leash pets and require 
cleanup of feces deposited by pets [§ 12-3011]; 
ban the consumption of alcoholic beverages [§ 
12-4001]; and ban overnight stays in the 
cemeteries [ § 9-2025].  
 
 At the present time, the Code does not 
establish hours of operation.  Hours of operation 
would be helpful in reducing the risk to visitors 
during nighttime hours.  The Oakwood 
Cemetery, for example, has hours of operation 
posted and enforced with gates and fencing. 
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APPENDIX 8. ISA CERTIFIED ARBORISTS AND AIC 
CONSERVATORS 

 
 
International Society of Arboriculture Certified Arborists in the Raleigh Area 
 

Name Company Phone

Bryant, Douglas (919) 833-7336
Calloway, John Professional Tree Care, Raleigh 27606 (919) 851-6908

Gray, Daniel (919) 329-2517

Kimble, Robert (919) 571-9433
Kish, Jeffrey Bartlett Tree Experts, Raleigh 27617 (919) 929-8877
Kurtz, Steven (919) 601-7364

Leisz, Hanna (919) 883-6531

Coughenour, Brian (919) 358-7340

Brown, John (919) 786-0106

Avis, Malcolm (919) 676-9807

(919) 332-7485

Crump, Philip (919) 782-7596

Davis, Brad (919) 782-7803

Monroe Timberland Consultants, Inc, Raleigh 27624

Farmer Brown's Outdoor Services, Inc., Raleigh 27609

Valley Crest Landscape Maintenance, Raleigh 27614

Nagan, Cormac (919) 782-7803

Monroe, John (919) 676-9807

Lowrance, Bryan (919) 782-7803

Leeds, Tad (919) 373-9071

Lineberger, Brent (919) 834-0055

Hamilton, Jason (919) 832-1970

Dolan, Bob

Bartlett Tree Experts, Raleigh 27617

Monroe Timberland Consultants Inc, Raleigh 27613

Bartlett Tree Experts, Raleigh 27613

Hunter Tree & Landscape Co., Raleigh 27606

Bartlett Tree Experts, Raleigh 27617

Four Seasons Landscaping, Raleigh 27612

Hamilton Services, Raleigh 27606

Asplundh Tree Expert Co. Raleigh 27610

Lineberger's Tree Service Inc, Raleigh 27606
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American Institute for Conservation Listed Conservators (Architectural) in NC & SC 
 

Name City Phone
Leahy, Beth Franklin, NC (919) 528-7013
Oppennann, Jospeh K. Winston-Salem, NC (336) 721-1711
Phillips, Charles A. Winston-Salem, NC (336) 918-3668
Trinkley, Michael Columbia, SC (803) 787-6910  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Cemetery Preservation Plans 
 

Historical Research 
 

Identification of Grave Locations 
and Mapping 

 
Condition Assessments 

 
Treatment of Stone and Ironwork 

  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Chicora Foundation, Inc. 
PO Box 8664 ▪ 861 Arbutus Drive 
Columbia, SC  29202-8664 
Tel: 803-787-6910 
Fax: 803-787-6910 
www.chicora.org 
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