Rock Hill Board of Historic Review
Regular Public Hearing
May 2, 2019
6:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers, City Hall - 155 Johnston Street

AGENDA
1) Pledge of Allegiance
2) Call to Order
3) Approval of minutes, April 4, 2019, regular meeting
4) H-2019-02: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request from Rachel & David Chwaszczewski,
Treat Yourself LLC, to construct a single-family residential structure on the property located at 636 East
Main Street, which is part of the Reid Street/North Confederate Avenue Area Historic District.
5) H-2019-03: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request from Addie Mayfield Rutledge to replace
an existing front porch column on the property located at 353 Oakland Avenue, which is part of the
Oakland Avenue Area Historic District. The applicant has requested to defer this item until the
June 6th public hearing.
6) Other Business
a. Certificates of Appropriateness issued by Staff
b. Continuing Education Events
7) Adjourn
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ROCK HILL BOARD OF HISTORIC REVIEW
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina
April 4, 2019______
A regular public hearing of the Rock Hill Board of Historic Review was held Thursday, April 4, 2019, at 6:00
pm in City Council Chambers, City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, York County, South Carolina.

3.

MEMBERS PRESENT

Phil Jerauld, Addie Mayfield Rutledge, Ashley Barron, and William Drennan

MEMBERS ABSENT

Martin Goode, Michael James, and Jana Jeanette

STAFF PRESENT

Janice Miller, Shana Marshburn, Leah Youngblood

Approval of minutes from the December 6, 2018, regular meeting.
Chair Jerauld called for a motion to approve the minutes from the December 6, 2018 meeting. Ashley Barron
made a motion to approve the minutes. Phil Jerauld seconded and the motion carried unanimously 4-0
(Goode, James, and Jeanette absent).

4.

H-2019-01: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request by Rod Hicks, 1st Presbyterian Church,
for partial demolition of existing chimney on the building located at 234 East Main Street, tax parcel
627-18-06-001. This property is an individually-listed historic designated property.
Staff member Janice Miller presented the staff report and provided drone footage of the damage to the
chimney.
Rod Hicks, 1517 Clarendon Place, applicant, narrated through a portion of the drone footage pointing out the
specific areas in need of attention on the chimney.
Mrs. Barron asked whether the missing mortar was being repaired. Mr. Hicks stated that the mortar would
be repaired and noted that the metal cap would be replaced.
Mr. Jerauld asked if there were any other areas on the chimney that were in need of repair. Mr. Hicks replied
stating that there were other things but minor in nature such as the aging mortar. Mr. Jerauld questioned
whether things would be addressed during the proposed work. Mr. Hicks stated that they intend on
addressing everything from the new cap down.
Mr. Jerauld asked whether the slate roof would be examined for any problems.
Mrs. Miller stated that the cap would be taken off and the bricks dumped into the nonfunctioning chimney,
therefore, there wouldn’t be the possibility of brick falling and damaging the slate roof. She added that there
had been some loss of brick over the last couple of years. She also added that if the chimney were to be left
the way that it was, more serious damage could occur.
Mr. Hicks again approached the Board stating that he was the former Elder Chairman of Facilities at the
church. He began to explain that nine months ago the church did their annual inspection of the church
grounds and noticed that all of the brick needed some minor attention. He added that it wasn’t until they
began examining the gas pack unit that they noticed the deterioration of the chimney as they noticed
vegetation growing from out of the chimney and fallen bricks. After noticing the damage, he stated that the
church hired an engineering firm to examine the damage. He further explained that the church had received
two bids in which they ended up going with the lowest one. The contractor that they ultimately decided to
hire had been recommended by Winthrop University as they had performed repairs on their brick work and
had done a great job. Once the permit was submitted for the work they learned that they would have to
undergo asbestos testing as well as seeking approval from the Board to perform the work. He added that
he’d suspected that work had been done to the chimney in the past and that it would become obvious if they

were to repair the chimney versus lowering it due to the difficulty in matching the mortar. He stated that the
most prominent view of the chimney is on the side facing the bank rather than the others. He then explained
that he’d been told that in the past both the steeple and the chimney had fallen during a bad storm; and that
the chimney was also raised at one point. Mr. Hicks went on to explain the process when performing the
chimney work which included material removal and protection of the roof.
Mr. Jerauld questioned the amount of time that it would take to complete the work. Mr. Hicks replied
approximately two weeks.
Mr. Drennan asked if there were other areas of the church that had similar architectural design as the
chimney. Mr. Hicks replied that there wasn’t but that the archways were similar to what’s on the bell tower.
There being no further discussion Mr. Jerauld called for a motion. Mrs. Rutledge made a motion to accept
the hardship situation noting that the church had done a lot of planning. Mr. Jerauld seconded the motion
and the motion carried unanimously, 4-0 (Goode, James, and Jeanette absent).
6.

Other Business
a. Update on brick accessory structure located at 114 North Confederate Avenue. Mrs. Miller stated that the
Board granted a Certificate of Appropriateness in October of 2018. She reminded the Board that they’d
requested to be updated by the April 2019 meeting regarding whether anything had happened. The Board
was briefed that:





there had been no repair permits pulled;
no visible work had been done to the garage;
there’d been no word on the neighborhood volunteering to help with repair efforts; and
after April 30, 2019, the Department of Housing and Neighborhood Services would pull a demolition
permit.

b. Certificates of Appropriateness approved by staff. No comments received.
c. The Board was briefed on upcoming continuing education opportunities.
7.

Adjourn
There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at 6:30 PM.

Case No. H-2019-02

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: May 2, 2019
Request:

Certificate of Appropriateness for New Residential Construction

Address:

636 East Main Street

Tax Map:

627-06-01-007

Owner/Applicant: Treat Yourself, LLC – Rachel & David Chwaszczewski
Request
The applicant, Treat Yourself, LLC, is requesting to construct a new single-family
residence on an undeveloped lot located at 636 East Main Street, and is presenting the
Board with two options to consider for approval.

Option 1

Option 2
City of Rock Hill designation

Historic Overlay District name

Main Street/Reid Street/North Confederate
Avenue

Date of designation

12/23/1991

Tier under Historic Design
Guidelines

National Register-listed or -eligible
 Contributing
 Non-contributing
National Register designation

National Register listing

Reid Street/North Confederate Avenue

Date of designation

6/10/1992

National Register status

Contributing
 Eligible
Non-contributing
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Standards of Review
The Board must use the following standards of review when considering requests for
Certificates of Appropriateness. The applicable standards are shown in italics, with
staff’s assessment of each standard shown in non-italicized text.


Will the changes affect the exterior appearance of the property?
The proposal is to construct a single-family residence on an undeveloped lot, so
the proposed changes would affect the exterior appearance of the property.



Will the change be consistent with historical, architectural, or other relevant
qualities of the property or surrounding historic district?
The proposed residence would be designed to be consistent with the
architectural character of the surrounding neighborhood.



Will the request create a negative or positive impact on the surrounding historic
district?
This would be a positive change as a new residence would be built on a vacant
lot on Main Street, and the architectural style of the proposed residence would
complement the character of the area.



Does the request comply with the specific standards of the Historic Design
Guidelines?
The Guidelines detail specific requirements for new residential construction
within historic districts in Part 3: F. New Residential Construction. Staff’s analysis
of these standards below is based on the renderings provided by the applicant.
Please note that a few of the standards cannot be evaluated at this time based
on the information provided to date. If the Board approves this application, staff
proposes to confirm these standards during future phases of the permitting
process. However, if the Board would like to review any of the items called out
below as being something that staff would review during the plan review process,
the Board certainly may make that condition of approval if desired.
o F1) Architectural Style:
a. New construction in the residential area should be of its period.
Historic reproductions should be avoided.
Both plans are modern designs that utilize Craftsman architectural
details.
o F2) Materials:
a. Materials for new construction should be visibly compatible with the
historic materials of the surrounding historic buildings.
Materials for construction have not been submitted, but the Board
may stipulate particular materials for construction as a condition of
approval.
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b. Exterior siding and trim elements (door and window surrounds,
columns, etc.) for frame buildings should be of weatherboard,
clapboard or shiplap siding design in widths of four to six inches.
Materials may include wood, cementitious siding, or exterior
engineered wood.
Option 1: The proposed siding orientation is a standard horizontal lap
placement.
Option 2: Shake shingles are depicted on the front façade, with
standard horizontal lap on the remaining facades.
o F3) Entrances:
a. New residences should have the main entrances located on the
primary or street facades.
Both options show the main entrance on the front façade.
o F4) Porches
a. New construction in residential areas should have porches on primary
or street facades. The design, placement, height, and size and
proportion of these porches should be in accordance with adjacent
buildings along the block.
Both options have front porches.
b. Porches should have simple square or round columns and balusters.
Option 1: Straight, square columns with square balusters are
proposed.
Option 2: Tapered square columns on stone half-columns with square
balusters are proposed.
c. Simple balusters for porch railings are appropriate.
Both options have simple square balusters.
o F5) Door and Window Openings
a.

On the primary façade, new construction should maintain the rhythm
and spacing of window and door openings of adjacent historic
residences.
Window and door placement on the proposed options are
asymmetrical, which is a prevailing feature among other residential
structures along this block face.

b.

Window and door openings should not exceed the height and width
ratios of adjacent buildings by more than 10%.
If this application is approved, the applicant will submit construction
plans that will show detailed measurements of window and door
openings. Staff will compare these measurements with adjacent
buildings to determine whether the ratios are consistent at that time.
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o F6) Roofs
a.

Roof forms and orientation should be consistent with adjacent
buildings.
The roof form and orientation depicted on both options are consistent
with adjacent buildings.

b.

Roof slope ratio should be a minimum of 6:12 and a maximum of
12:12.
Both options appear to have roof pitches that fall within this range;
staff will verify this when building plans are submitted for permitting.

c.

Roof eaves should be a minimum of 8 inches.
This will be confirmed at the plan review stage.

d.

Where a chimney is proposed, it should be of brick regardless of the
type of fireplace installed.
Option 1: A centrally-located chimney is depicted on the elevation.
The material for construction of this chimney has not been proposed;
however, brick would be the most accurate material.
Option 2: No chimney is depicted.

o F7) Foundations:
a.

Foundation height for new construction should be compatible with
adjacent structures.
Staff will review foundation heights when construction drawings are
submitted by the applicant.

o F8) Height:
a.

New construction should be compatible in height with adjacent
structures.
Option 1: This is a two-story design that depicts itself as a two-story
structure and is not compatible with adjacent structures, these having
the appearance of being one-story structures.
Option 2: This is a two-story design as well, but has the appearance
of being a single-story structure.

b.

New construction should be compatible with adjacent historic
structures in floor-to-ceiling heights. Appropriate heights for new
construction are eight to ten feet.
Staff will review construction drawings for compatible heights with
adjacent structures.
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b. F9) Setbacks
a.

New construction should be compatible with the front setbacks of
adjacent structures.
Adjacent properties along this block face are between 40 and 50 feet
from the sidewalk. New construction is required to be placed along a
similar setback. Staff will verify that this residence’s setback falls
within this range when site plan documents are submitted for
permitting.

b.

Side yard setbacks for new construction should maintain the rhythm
and spatial arrangements found along the same block face.
The side yard setbacks along this block are varied, with the typical
range being between 5 and 16 feet.
This site measures approximately 66 feet across. Based on the
dimensions of the initial elevations submitted, Option 1 is
approximately 30 feet wide, and Option 2 is approximately 24 feet
wide. Therefore, the side yard setbacks for Option 1 would be
approximately 18 feet to each side, and the side yard setbacks for
Option 2 would be approximately 21 feet to each side.
While both of these are larger than most side yard setbacks along this
block, having a residence that is in scale with the ones closest by is a
more important consideration, and so staff does not view the larger
side yard setbacks that would be on this property as a concern.

Review of Paint Colors and Landscaping Design and Materials
The Historic Design Guidelines state that the paint colors and landscaping design and
materials may be reviewed when they are components of a larger project that requires a
Certificate of Appropriateness, such as this proposed new construction.
Staff proposes to review the paint colors and landscaping design and materials during a
later phase of the plan review process to ensure that they complement the existing
properties along the street. However, if the Board would like to serve as the reviewing
authority for these items instead of staff, it may make that a condition of approval of this
application.
Zoning Ordinance Standards
The Zoning Ordinance has requirements for new construction that must be addressed in
addition to the requirements outlined in the Historic Design Guidelines. Staff has
evaluated these standards to the extent possible based on the information provided to
date, and views Option 2 as meeting them better than Option 1. While it is outside of the
Historic Review Board’s purview to review this content, staff has provided analysis into
these standards for informational purposes.
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Chapter 9: Site and Building Design Standards
9.2.1.C. All new single-family detached residential development in existing
neighborhoods that were approved prior to 2006 must show general compatibility with
homes in the surrounding area of the neighborhood by using the same or similar design
elements, features, and construction styles. Enough of the following elements must be
compatible with homes within the existing development such that the new residence
does not stand out as being out of place within the context of its surroundings.
In this case, staff determined that the following standards are the ones that are relevant
to the consideration of whether these residences would be comparable to the
surrounding ones. Again, Option 2 appears to meet more of these criteria than Option 1.
1.

Foundations (whether raised or not, and materials used)
Many of the surrounding homes have an exposed masonry foundation, so that
would be expected for this residence as well. This will be confirmed when
construction plans are submitted.

6.

Garage/carport (whether they exist or not, and location and design)
The homes in the surrounding area do not have garages or carports, and neither
do either of these proposed designs.

7.

Location and visibility of parking areas and access drives
All of the surrounding homes have parking to the side of the home, and most
have a sidewalk path that connects the front entrance to the public sidewalk
system.
Option 1: This option appears to have a concrete pad for parking in front of the
home as opposed to on the side, and it does not show a sidewalk to the street
from this home’s entrance.
Option 2: Because this option shows a sidewalk connection from the front
entrance to the sidewalk system, it is assumed that parking will be to the side of
the home. Staff would confirm that during the review of the site plan for this
residence.

8.

Size of structure (overall mass compared with other residences in the area as
well as the amount of land taken up by the residence on the lot)
Option 1: While there are homes in the vicinity that seem to be comparable in
size to this option, the homes more immediately adjacent to the subject lot are
not.
Option 2: The homes that are more immediately adjacent to this lot are
comparable in size to this option.

10.

Width and length of residence
Option 1: While there are homes in the vicinity that seem to be comparable to
the width and length of this option, the more immediately adjacent homes are
not.
Option 2: The homes that would be immediately adjacent to this one are
comparable in width and length to this design.
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Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


April 12:

Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners
within 300 feet of the subject property.



April 11:

Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



April 13:

Advertised the Board of Historic Review public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff received a phone call from a neighbor of the property, Cameron Bunce of 624 East
Main Street, expressing several concerns over the new construction, including the
desire for the builder to be considerate of the architecture of the surrounding
neighborhood and to use materials of the same quality as adjacent structures.
Staff Recommendation
The applicant is proposing to transform a vacant lot into a single-family residential use.
The block contains single-family residences, and this is one of the only vacant lots in the
area. The addition of a single-family residence here would help complete the
streetscape and would add to the character of the area, provided that the residence is
designed to complement the existing residences.
Both of the proposed designs for this residence utilize historic architectural details that
are already used along East Main Street, including front gable roofs and lap siding. Both
show the main entrance on the front façade, which is in keeping with the pattern of
development along the street, and they also both utilize front porches, which some but
not all of the nearby residential properties have.
However, a couple of key differences among the properties lend staff to recommend
Option 2 as being the most compatible with the surrounding historic district.
1.

While it is a two-story design, it has the appearance of being one story, whereas
Option 1 is a two-story design that appears as such. The East Main Street block
face has a mixture of single-story and two-story residential buildings, where two
to three structures of one type exist before changing over to the other type; i.e.,
two bungalow styles, three two-story designs, three bungalow types. Because of
this pattern, Option 2 is more architecturally consistent with the surrounding
single-story properties at 640, 630, and 624 East Main Street.

2.

Option 2 includes Craftsman/Bungalow details that are more in keeping with the
immediate adjacent properties, including the decorative gable detail, tapered
columns on bases, and exposed rafter tails. While the residences at 630 and 624
East Main Street are constructed of brick, there are similar architectural details in
those structures that would exist on the proposed new residence if Option 2 is
used.

3.

The architectural features of Option 2 give the appearance that it could have
been constructed during the same period of significance of 640 (c1940), 630
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(c1940), and 624 (c1945) East Main Street. Option 1’s lack of architectural
details gives it the appearance of having been built during an earlier time frame.
Therefore, staff recommends that the Board approve a Certificate of Appropriateness
for the applicant to construct Option 2, with the following conditions that would help the
structure be more consistent with the surrounding neighborhood:
1.

The use of wood or cementitious siding in a continuous shiplap or overlap
configuration over the entire structure with shingle details within defined areas of
the structure, rather than the shingle front façade and lap configuration on the
secondary facades as depicted on the elevation submitted for review. The use of
the siding configuration detailed on the elevation submitted is out of context
within the siding styles used within the East Main Street residential area.

2.

The use of brick for the column bases and foundation rather than stone. This is
because the use of stone is inconsistent with the brick foundations, front porch
details, and column details within the East Main Street residential area.

3.

Not using the stone detailing that is depicted on the wall to either side of the front
door. (While this detail appears on the adjacent property at 640 East Main Street,
that structure is constructed of brick and so the use of stone is more
architecturally consistent there.)

Attachments




Application and other supporting materials
Photos of adjacent properties
Previous submitted elevations

Staff Contact:

Janice E Miller, Historic Preservation Specialist
janice.miller@cityofrockhill.com
803.817.5129

Hansen Townhomes

New Residence

Murphy Residence

Sheet Index

Murphy Residence

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: May 2, 2019
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff 3/27/2019-4/25/2019
1065
Applicant: Cindy Hill
Address: 1657 Ebenezer Road
Request: Replace storage building
Determination: Replacing existing storage building
1066 – Board approval
1067
Applicant: Hannah Twinem
Address: 233 Marion Street
Request: Replace asphalt shingles with new shingles and repairs as needed
Determination: Replacing like materials
1068
Applicant: Johnny Lucas
Address: 232 Oakland Avenue
Request: Storage building
Determination: Placed at rear of property
Staff Contact:

Janice E Miller, Historic Preservation Specialist
janice.miller@cityofrockhill.com
803.817.5129

