Rock Hill Board of Historic Review
Regular Public Hearing
September 5, 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, August 1, 2019, regular meeting
4) H-2019-04: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request from Lanford & Associates and
Walk2Campus for a second floor addition on the building located at 113 Hampton Street, which is part
of the Downtown Old Town Area Historic District. This item was deferred at the August 1 public
hearing.
5) H-2019-05: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request from Southern Builders to replace the
front door and sidelights, and front porch columns on the building located at 417 East White Street,
which is part of the Reid Street/North Confederate Avenue Area Historic District.
6) H-2019-06: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request from Rodney Redmon to install windows
and construct a patio on the East Black Street façade of the building located at 125 Elk Avenue, which
is part of the Downtown Old Town Area Historic District.
7) Other Business
a. Election of Officers. This item was deferred at the August 1 public hearing.
b. Certificates of Appropriateness issued by Staff
c. Continuing Education Events
8) Adjourn
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ROCK HILL BOARD OF HISTORIC REVIEW
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina
August 1, 2019
A regular public hearing of the Rock Hill Board of Historic Review was held Thursday, August 1, 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, William Drennan, and Martin Goode

MEMBERS ABSENT

Ashley Barron, Michael James, and Jana Jeanette

STAFF PRESENT

Janice Miller, Shana Marshburn, and Dennis Fields

Approval of minutes from the June 6, 2019, regular meeting.
Chair Jerauld called for a motion to approve the minutes from the June 6, 2019, meeting. Martin Goode made
a motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Jerauld seconded and the motion carried unanimously 4-0 (Barron,
James, and Jeanette absent).

4.

H-2019-04: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request from Lanford & Associates for a second
floor addition on the property located at 113 Hampton Street, which is part of the Downtown Old Town
Area Historic District.
Staff member Janice Miller presented the staff report.
Terry Windell, 212 E. Main Street, approached the Board. Mr. Windell stated that he believed that
Walk2Campus would be a good neighbor but questioned the amount of residents that would be present on
daily basis, and if there were a plan for parking. He also asked about the amount of customers that would
visit each day.
Laura Minerd, 145 Whitmire Street, Brevard, NC, approached the Board. Ms. Minerd began by stating that
she was one of the three owners of 109 Hampton Street. Ms. Minerd went on to explain that her mother had
passed in 2016 and that she and her three sisters had since retained ownership of the property. She then
began to read from a letter that she had written to the Board. Some of the main points of letter included that
the addition would block their windows; the building had been in her family for years; the building used to
house White Furniture Company; that she and her sisters were opposing the covering of the windows; that
one-third of the ambient lighting would be blocked; and that replacing the natural light would become a
financial burden.
Anthony Brown, 704 Loretto Lane, Fort Mill, approached the Board. Mr. Brown explained that he was acting
as the broker for 109 Hampton Street, and expressed his thoughts on 113 Hampton Street being a great
opportunity the City. He added that there are 12 windows on the west side of the 109 Hampton Street
building, which as a result of the applicant’s proposal, 31% of that lighting would be reduced. He
acknowledged the staff report and the applicant’s claim that the reduction is overcome due to their being
other windows, but that the loss of the lighting from the windows would still a reduction overall. He concluded
stating by that he would hate to see the City of Rock Hill increase one owner’s property value while harming
the value of another owner’s property.
Kelly Varnadore, 1321 Alexander Rd., approached the Board. Ms. Varnadore began by stating that she had
not spoken to Mr. Joe Lanford, property owner of 113 Hampton Street, as he did not attempt to contact her;
but that he may have attempted to contact her now deceased mother. She added that she and her sisters
did offer to sell a portion of the property to Mr. Lanford. She concluded by stating that if the City allowed the
applicant’s proposal it would be an architectural mistake similar to the City’s decision to cover the Downtown
Rock Hill mall, in which she also believed to be Mr. Lanford’s idea.

Joe Lanford, 131 E. Main Street, approached the Board. Mr. Lanford began by stating that while he did
understand the neighbors’ concerns, he had contacted their mother; and therefore, assumed that she had
made her daughters aware of his plans. He added that he had similar concerns regarding their building in
that it had been vacant for some time and pointing out that the cost to remodel would be substantial. He then
explained that the impeding of the windows would not pose great harm as remodeling their building would
require that some of the walls be blank. He also pointed out that the walls were party walls and so he
technically owned half of the walls and windows. He concluded by expressing that neither party had the right
to tell the other what to do with their side of the wall, that he believed Walk2Campus to be a great addition to
Downtown, and that there is a parking deck proposed on the other side of the street that would ease any
parking concerns.
Mr. Jerauld asked Mr. Lanford why he had not tried to initiate any contact with the owners of the neighboring
property after their mother had passed away in an attempt to make a compromise regarding the windows.
Mr. Lanford replied by stating that the building code would dictate a lot of things, and that in the past, he had
brought forth a potential buyer for the property but that nothing ever materialized. He added that he did not
have a plan for his property until being approached by Walk2Campus, and so the proposal was put together
in a short amount of time. He again stated that he would only be closing his half of the windows and that due
to building and fire code, keeping the windows would be impossible.
Mrs. Rutledge asked whether he had reached out to the owners of the neighboring property. Mr. Lanford
responded stated that though he had spoken to them regarding their building, he had not talked to them
regarding the subject proposal but that he did have conversation with their mother. Brad Hastings, a
representative from Walk2Campus interjected stating that he had attempted to reach out to the neighboring
property owners via email but never received a response. One of the neighboring property owners made a
comment from the audience stating that none of them had received any correspondence from Mr. Hastings.
There was brief discussion amongst the owners of the neighboring property and Mr. Hastings regarding the
exchange of email contacts and how the mix up occurred.
Mrs. Miller stated that the contact information that she gave to the applicants was given to her by the
Economic and Urban Development Department, and that adequate notice was made to the contacts that
were on file according to tax records. She added that she asked Mr. Hastings and Mr. Lanford whether they
had spoken to the neighboring owners and at that time they informed her that they had reached out to them
but was unable to get a response. Mrs. Miller concluded that she did finally get a response from one the
neighboring property owners at which one of them asked for a copy of the staff report, which was then
provided. She added that staffs’ recommendation was based on whether the proposal met the historic
guidelines.
Brad Hastings, 926 Oakland Ave., approached the Board and offered to provide answers to some of the
questions that had arisen. He stated that the intent was for the building to become a corporate office with 12
to 18 employees as the company was beginning to outgrow its current location and that he believed the
business would be a great addition to the Downtown. He noted that the only people that would be present at
the location would be employees. He added that he was not sure why his emails to the neighboring property
owners had not gone through, and that Walk2Campus would not have a viable project if they could not
achieve having two stories.
Mrs. Rutledge stated that it would be beneficial if both parties got together before a decision is made by the
Board in order to avoid the potential of a future contentious relationship.
Mr. Lanford approached the Board and stated the he believed the issue to be more building code related
than being a matter for the Board decide because of the inability to leave the windows open and have a two-

story building. He made a reference to the same issue being present at the apartments located on Main
Street in Downtown Rock Hill.
Mr. Jerauld restated Mrs. Rutledge’s previous question of whether the applicant had attempted to reach out
to the neighboring property owners in an effort to work together and meet a compromise. Mr. Lanford briefly
acknowledged the small-time window that he and the applicant were trying to work against in order to be
heard before the Board.
Mrs. Rutledge stated that she did not believe that the Board could make a fair decision without the two parties
getting together to come up with a solution.
Mr. Jerauld stated that in the Board’s opinion, not enough effort had been made.
Mr. Hastings spoke and pointed out to the Board that although his emails did not reach the neighboring
property owners that there was also failure on their part to contact him.
Mrs. Rutledge specified that she was not placing blame on either party regarding any miscommunication but
that from now on a compromise should try to be reached.
Mr. Lanford again spoke to his part ownership of the windows and that he had the right to close the windows
and that this was the only way to build a second story.
Mrs. Rutledge stated that that particular reasoning would need to be explored.
Mr. Hastings asked whether it would be appropriate to open up the dialogue to what would be appropriate.
Mr. Jerauld stated that he’d like for people to feel as if they’ve had the chance to express their point of view.
Leslie Minerd, 2716 Blossom Street, approached the Board. Ms. Minerd presented the Board with a floorplan
of the building done by her father, speaking to the building’s condition and its history, expressing that the
building has potential.
Mr. Jerauld asked Ms. Minerd if she could identify a possible compromise for both parties. Ms. Minerd
recommended a practice that she’d found on Wikipedia called light wells and went on to explain what they
were.
Andrew Bryant, 505Design, 508 W. 5th Street, Charlotte, approached the Board and stated that he was the
architect working on the proposed project. Mr. Bryant mentioned that he’d met previously with Mike Nugent,
Building Code Official. He went on to explain the difficulty of changing the occupancy of the building from
commercial to residential and that unlike in a residential occupancy, there was not a life safety aspect.
Mrs. Rutledge asked whether Mr. Bryant would be willing to put all of the information that he had provided in
letter format and make it available to the Board and neighboring property owners because of the
thoroughness involved in the concepts he’d explained.
Dennis Fields, Planner II, stated that it would be better that information regarding what could and could not
be done come directly from Mike Nugent, the Building Code Official, as opposed to any third party providing
a letter.
Mrs. Rutledge stated that she was fine with Mr. Fields’ recommendation as long as it the Board could be
provided something that they could look over and discuss.
Mr. Jerauld again asked for the applicant’s help in reaching a compromise and that both parties would need
to provide each other with info.
Mrs. Miller stated that she would provide the neighboring property owners’ addresses to Mr. Hastings. MS.
Varnadore stated that her contact information was listed on the building.

Anthony Brown approached the Board again and stated that he believed it to be more appropriate for the
City to decide the appropriate codes to apply. He went on to explain his role in the process as the broker
and that it was his job to seek out the best use for the property and identify a wider range of uses including
residential. Mr. Brown asked Mrs. Miller to show the presentation slide that she had previously shown to the
Board and audience, which contained a view of property looking from the window. He noted that what had
been provided was not an accurate representation of the view and went on to brief discuss his observation.
Mr. Lanford approached the Board again and stated that he believed that it was coming across as if he had
not made an attempt to contact the neighboring property owners. He explained that he did contact their
mother and at one point referred a buyer to the property but that they ended up not purchasing the property.
He added that he did not want to be next to a blighted, vacant building.
Leslie Minerd approached the Board again and stated that the building had only been vacant for three years.
She commented on the vacancy of the building and suggested that she and her sisters have been trying to
figure out what to do with the building. She acknowledged Mr. Lanford’s statement regarding a potential
buyer by stating she was sorry that the deal did not work out, and began to compare the subject proposal to
that of an Old Mill that was restored in Columbia, South Carolina.
Mr. Jerauld called for anyone else wishing to speak on the matter.
Mr. Hastings approached the Board again and asked the Board what would happen if a compromise were
not reached.
Mrs. Miller advised the Board that if they were to decide to vote and the motion for a vote failed or failed to
get approval, it would then die and not be able to be brought back before the Board for a period of one year.
She added that if the Board decided to table the decision that it would not be subjected to the one-year wait
period.
Mr. Jerauld called for a motion. Mrs. Rutledge made a motion to table the decision in order to give each party
time to exchange information and reach a compromise. She added that the refusal of any party to make
itself available to the other would have an effect on their decision.
Martin Goode asked whether the delay in tabling the decision would affect Walk2Campus’ interest in the
property. Mr. Hastings stated that waiting another 30 days would not be a problem but that Mr. Lanford would
need to extend their contract by 30 days.
Mrs. Miller asked Mr. Jerauld if there was a special way that he would like for both parties to get together.
Mr. Jerauld stated that he would like for a representative such as a building official to be present. Mrs. Miller
advised Mr. Jerauld that he would need to ask both parties whether the proposal was acceptable. Both
parties indicated from the audience that they were willing to accept the proposal. Leslie Minerd asked
whether the next meeting would be in exactly 30 days. Mrs. Miller replied stating that the meetings take place
on the first Thursday of each month. Mrs. Minerd stated the she and her sisters were going out of town to a
wedding in the month of September.
Mrs. Miller went on to explain to the Board that they could postpone the meeting to a certain date, and
explained that the placing of a legal ad for the meeting would be required because it would be considered a
public hearing.
Mrs. Rutledge reminded the two parties that facts were more important than opinions. Mrs. Miller suggested
that the Board vote on the issue and the logistics discussed after the meeting.
Mr. Jerauld stated that a vote had been made and that he had seconded. The motion carried unanimously
4-0 (Barron, James, and Jeanette absent).

6.

Other Business
a. The Board decided to table the voting of officers until all the members of the Board were present.
b. Certificates of Appropriateness approved by staff. No comments received.
c. Mrs. Miller briefly went over continuing education opportunities.

7.

Adjourn
There being no further business Mr. Drennan made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Jerauld seconded the motion
and the motion carried unanimously 4-0 (Barron, James, and Jeanette absent) and the meeting adjourned at
7:09 PM.

Case No. H-2019-04

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: September 5, 2019
Request:

Certificate of Appropriateness for Exterior Renovations & Second-Floor
Addition

Address:

113 Hampton Street

Tax Map:

627-18-05-009

Owner/Applicant: Joe Lanford, Lanford & Associates / Brad Hastings, Walk2Campus
Update since August 1 public hearing
The applicants, Joe Lanford of Lanford & Associates and Brad Hastings of
Walk2Campus, are requesting approval for exterior renovations and construction of a
second-floor addition on the building located at 113 Hampton Street.
The Board deferred this request at its August 1 public hearing so that the applicants
could meet with the property owners of the adjacent structure located at 109 Hampton
Street. These owners had expressed concerns during the public hearing about the
impact of the proposed addition to their property.
City staff helped facilitate a meeting between the applicants and the owners of the
adjacent structure, Leslie Minerd, Laura Minerd, and Kelly Varnadore, on August 13.
The parties met for several hours and discussed several possible compromises, which
they then explored more after the meeting. Mr. Hastings has submitted for the Board’s
information a summary of the ideas that the parties explored together.
Mr. Hastings and the Minerds came to a resolution and the sisters agreed to not take
any further action regarding the request for the addition. The Board’s responsibility is to
make a decision about whether to grant the request based on the standards of review
set forth in the August agenda packet.
Staff Recommendation
Exterior renovations – Staff recommends approval of the exterior renovations with the
following conditions:


the current finish on the secondary façade be further explored before removal;
and



lighting fixtures on the front façade be simple and low-profile.

Second-floor addition – Staff views the addition as having two main competing
interests at stake:


The addition would allow the subject property owner to use the second story for
offices. Renovation and reuse of this property would help contribute to the
revitalization of the Downtown area overall and preserve the long-term
functionality of the structure.



On the other hand, the addition would block the view and access to light on the
secondary façade of the adjacent building. While this is currently a storage area,
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the property owners have expressed interest in the past in converting that space
for residential use. It is staff’s understanding that the property owners of the
adjacent building are planning to list the building for sale soon, and so are
concerned that the blockage of the side second-story windows by the proposed
addition would diminish its market value to some extent.
In weighing these competing interests, staff recommends approval of the request for the
following reasons:


The application meets the intent of the Guidelines with respect to location of the
addition being located towards the rear of the second floor and not readily visible
from the front façade;



The design is contemporary in nature and would differentiate it from the historic
architecture;



A viable use in the building would contribute to the revitalization of Downtown
and would help preserve the building for the long-term; and



The adjacent building is currently used for storage, and if the current or future
owners of the adjacent structure would like to convert it for a residential use in
the future, the building’s front and rear windows would still allow that to be viable.

Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


August 16:

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



August 16:

Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



August 17:

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

As of the writing of this report, staff has not received any public input.
Attachments


Correspondence between parties prior to resolution (for information purposes only)

Staff Contact:

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

August 16, 2019
To:

Leslie Minerd
Laura Minerd
Kelly Varnadore

From:

Walk2Campus Properties
926 Oakland Ave.
Rock Hill, SC 29730

CC:

Anthony Brown, Joe Lanford, Leah Youngblood, Janice Brown, Andrew
Bryant

Re:

Agreement between Minerd Enterprises, LTD and Walk2Campus
Properties, LLC regarding pending 113 Hampton St. office space
project.

Leslie, Laura, and Kelly:
I wanted to thank you for the opportunity to meet this past week and further the
discussion surrounding our project at 113 Hampton St. We are excited about the
opportunity to be a part of the revitalization of downtown and believe our project
will be accretive to the momentum that is already well underway. Additionally, we
trust that the end product will be one that not only raises the value of neighboring
properties but the profile of downtown Rock Hill as a whole. Ultimately, while we
may not share the belief that a second story at 113 Hampton has considerable
negative impact on your ability to develop or sell your property, we want to be
considerate of your opinion and be good neighbors. As such, I’ve outlined a couple
of possible solutions to help alleviate your concerns:
Option I: Second Story Setback / Lightwell
As designed, the second story wall of 113 Hampton would lie approximately 6” off
the 109/113 Hampton party wall (which we each own half). Walk2Campus
Properties, LLC is willing to extend the setback of the second story wall an
additional 6” off the party wall, allowing for additional light to flow through the
lightwell and into the 113 Hampton St. windows. Our intentions would be to gain
the loss of space on the alley side of our building, but would otherwise be willing to
absorb the loss of square footage into our current design. A rendering of the
proposed solution is attached to this correspondence (Exhibit A).

Option II: Skylight Allowance
Since it is difficult to estimate how a future developer would want to use the second
floor space of 109 Hamtpon St. and if they would want to bring in additional light,
Walk2Campus Properties, LLC is willing to escrow $15,000 for the installation of sky
lighting (or alternatives) to be used at the discretion of the future developer. The
funds will remain in escrow until 109 Hampton is sold to new ownership or for a
period of 18 months, whichever occurs first.

Option III: Monetary Compensation
Walk2Campus Properties, LLC is willing to offer monetary compensation in the
amount of $10,000 to Minerd Enterprises, LTD for the inconvenience created by the
additional story at 113 Hamtpon St.
Option IV: Monetary Compensation + Purchase of Land Parcel
In addition to the monetary compensation outlined in Option III, Walk2Campus
Properties, LLC would be willing to purchase the small parcel of land located
directly behind 113 Hampton St. (outlined in blue in Exhibit B – Additional Parcel
Acquisition) for the sum of $15,000 from Minerd Enterprises, LTD. This
compensation would be in addition to the $10,000 offered as part of Option III.
Total value of the option is $25,000.
We believe the above options constitute a meaningful restitution to any impact our
project may have and look forward to receiving a response. Assuming an agreement
can be made between Walk2Campus Properties, LLC and Minerd Enterprises, LTD,
we would ask that Minerd Enterprises, LTC agree to forego, in writing, any further
action in this manner and support the 113 Hampton St application for
appropriateness either in written or verbal form at the upcoming Historical Review
Board meeting on Thursday, September 5th, 2019. Any agreement would need to be
made prior to the Historical Review Board meeting in September.
Sincerely,

Brad Hastings
COO
Walk2Campus Properties, LLC
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Exhibit B: Additional Parcel Acquisition

Miller, Janice
To:
Cc:
Subject:

'Brad Hastings'; Andrew Bryant
Youngblood, Leah
RE: Minerd Enterprises, LTD / Walk2Campus Properties, LLC Proposal

From: Brad Hastings [mailto:bhastings@walk2campus.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 2:26 PM
To: Leslie Minerd
Cc: Kelly Varnadore; Andrew Bryant; Joe Lanford; Miller, Janice; Youngblood, Leah; laura minerd; Anthony Brown
Subject: Re: Minerd Enterprises, LTD / Walk2Campus Properties, LLC Proposal

Hi Leslie:
I really appreciate your response. It's taken a couple of days to work through your suggestion as we wanted to
make sure that we looked at it from all possible angles. It was a really thoughtful suggestion, but unfortunately,
won't architecturally work. I asked Andrew to respond and have included it below. Please let me know if any
of the previously provided options may still be viable or if you recommend any alternative solutions. We are
looking forward to continuing to work with you on a resolution.
-Brad
To Janice Miller- Historic Preservation Specialist / FOIA Information Officer regarding our evaluation of the
Design Option presented by Leslie Minerd in her 08.20.2019 email:
Per Leslie Minerd in her 08.20.2019 email: “We offer an alternative to Option I the Second Story Setback /
Lightwell. It is our understanding that an additional 6” between party walls would be too narrow to admit a
reasonable amount of light into either of our buildings. We propose another option, which is to lower the
ceiling heights of both your first and second floors to allow for at least enough space along the top of our wall
for the potential placement of one to two foot clerestory windows. Your current plan has 14 foot ceilings for the
first floor and 12 for the second. Perhaps an overall reduction of 6 feet in ceiling height would provide enough
space along the top of our wall for these small windows. This calculation is just an estimation of the height
measurements and would have to be verified. “
This option was brought up and discussed during the 08.13.2019 meeting at City Hall. As it was discussed
during that meeting, the 113 Hampton Ownership and Design team do not feel that this option is feasible for the
following reasons:


As a point of clarification to the email, the current design does not include 14ft and 12ft ceiling respectively. Per
the exhibits provided the 14ft and 12ft dimensions are structure to structure. Assuming 24” of structure the
ceiling heights would be 12’‐0” and 10’‐0” respectively. Reducing each by 3ft would result in 9’‐0” and 7’‐0”
respectively. It has been assumed in the design that HVAC and other elements would run below the structure.
This would result in effective ceiling heights below what is desired or practical, and would also possibly
negatively impact how the new interior meets the preserved front façade as the line of the adjusted height floor
structure would fall within the height of the exiting storefront windows (head of window at 11’‐6”). Floor to
floor reductions of 1ft or less could be considered but it is not clear that they would achieve what is intended for
the 109 Hampton property.
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The current proposed design, per the exhibits, also includes a parapet extension of the 2nd floor fire rated wall
per IBC 705.11. To eliminate this as part of an effort to reduce overall height at the shared property line would
trigger requirements for the whole roof system to be fire‐rated and as such incur costs beyond what is assumed
or acceptable.
If a reduction of overall building height of the proposed design at 113 Hampton was to be pursued, it would
require substantial changes to the proposed design. As there are not currently clerestory windows in the 109
Hampton St. building along the shared property line, this approach assumes the current owner or a future
owner of 109 Hampton would undertake the renovations required to install such clerestory windows. It is not
known what the actual extent or the likelihood of this would be, and as such the design and use of the 113
Hampton property would suffer an Actual impact for a Hypothetical approach at 109 Hampton.
If an renovation, which included new clerestory windows along the shared property line, were undertaken by
the current or future owners of 109 Hampton, it is assumed that the AHJ/Building Dept. would require Code
compliance with SC IBC section 705 (and subsections). Table 705.8 does not allow for openings (protected or
unprotected) in situations where Separation distance is <3ft. As 109 Hampton is an existing building, the
Owners, Designers and Code Officials would have to determine the applicability of sections of the Existing
Building Code and the SC IBC.

‐ Andrew Bryant

On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 12:26 PM Leslie Minerd <leslieminerd@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Brad,
We look forward to working on a joint solution for our neighboring buildings on Hampton Street in Rock Hill,
SC. Our goal is to keep the historical integrity of the former White Office Furniture buildings while also
maintaining their desirability for future tenants and owners. We appreciate that you recognize our view that a
second story addition to 113 Hampton would negatively impact the welfare of 109 Hampton St. We maintain
our position that the proposed second story would dramatically alter the appearance of our buildings plus
block 30% of our second story ambient light.
We offer an alternative to Option I the Second Story Setback / Lightwell. It is our understanding that an
additional 6” between party walls would be too narrow to admit a reasonable amount of light into either of our
buildings. We propose another option, which is to lower the ceiling heights of both your first and second floors
to allow for at least enough space along the top of our wall for the potential placement of one to two foot
clerestory windows. Your current plan has 14 foot ceilings for the first floor and 12 for the second. Perhaps an
overall reduction of 6 feet in ceiling height would provide enough space along the top of our wall for these
small windows. This calculation is just an estimation of the height measurements and would have to be
verified.
Please know that we are still deliberating the Monetary Compensation and Purchase of Land Parcel options
while we await your input on the lowering of the ceiling/roof height.
Thank you,
Leslie Minerd
2716 Blossom St.
Columbia, SC 29205
803-873-0622
Kelly Varnadore
1321 Alexander Rd.
Rock Hill, SC 29732
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803-554-9944
Laura Minerd
145 Whitmire St.
Brevard, NC 28712
828-553-8887

On Fri, Aug 16, 2019 at 11:32 AM Kelly Varnadore <kellymihaly@gmail.com> wrote:
No problem, thank you!
On Fri, Aug 16, 2019 at 11:02 AM Brad Hastings <bhastings@walk2campus.com> wrote:
Kelly,
Of course, I just realized I misspelled your last name when I saved the pdf -- I apologize for that. I was in a
rush to get this to you and should have taken a minute to look it over. Have a great weekend and look
forward to speaking to you all very soon.
Brad
On Fri, Aug 16, 2019 at 10:48 AM Kelly Varnadore <kellymihaly@gmail.com> wrote:
Good Morning Brad ,
Thank you for reaching out to us . We will get together and go over these options and get back to
you as soon as possible.
Kelly
On Fri, Aug 16, 2019 at 10:21 AM Brad Hastings <bhastings@walk2campus.com> wrote:
Leslie, Laura, Kelly,
Per your request, I've written a proposal with a number of options to address the impact of the second story
at 113 Hampton. I've tried to remain as flexible as possible in an effort to find a solution your family finds
acceptable. I believe we agreed in our last meeting that you would try and appoint a spokesperson from
your side to handle the negotiations. I think this is a really good idea and look forward to working with
whomever that is moving forward. I am at your disposal and will try and accommodate any time / place
you suggest for our next conversation. Please let me know when you would like that to be.
Sincerely,
-Brad Hastings
COO
Walk2Campus Properties
434.607.9562
www.walk2campus.com
-Kelly from Gmail Mobile
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-Brad Hastings
COO
Walk2Campus Properties
434.607.9562
www.walk2campus.com
-Kelly from Gmail Mobile

-Brad Hastings
COO
Walk2Campus Properties
434.607.9562
www.walk2campus.com
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Case No. H-2019-05

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: September 5, 2019
Request:

Certificate of Appropriateness to replace front door and columns

Address:

417 East White Street

Tax Map:

627-04-01-003

Owner/Applicant: Patrick Williamson and Jeff Williamson, Southern Builders of York
County
Request
The applicant is requesting to replace the existing front door and sidelights with a
smaller door, and replace the current porch columns with new fiberglass columns. This
request is part of a larger application where staff was able to approve the following:
replacement of porch balusters and decking (replaced due to fire in 1992), metal
handrails at steps, repair and replace rotted wood siding, replace gutter system, repair
and repaint brick foundation, and replace window sashes only with duplicates having
true-divided lights and no changes in dimensions based on photographic evidence.

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

Report to Board of Historic Review
H-2019-05
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National Register designation
National Register listing

Reid Street/North Confederate Avenue

Date of designation

6/10/1992

National Register status

 Contributing
 Eligible
 Non-contributing

Background
The building was damaged by fire in 1992 which required the replacement of the front
door and porch elements. At that time, no information was provided as to the exact work
performed, only that, “Work is approved for the repair of the burned front porch back to
its original condition with the use of the same type of materials as were the original.”
Staff did locate photocopied photographs from 1994 (attached) that show the condition
of the front porch and it does appear the columns may have been replaced with those
having a similar profile. The COA application submitted for the replacement of the door
in 1996 requested the replacement with a door of different dimensions but of the same
time period, although evidence indicates differently.
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?
These changes relate specifically to the front façade of the property. The
proposal is to replace the current front door and sidelights with a smaller door
and to replace the existing wood columns with new fiberglass columns.



Will the change be consistent with historical, architectural, or other relevant
qualities of the property or surrounding historic district?
These changes would be consistent with the architectural character of the
surrounding neighborhood in that the new door would be the same size as the
original door, which was replaced with Board approval in 1996. The proposed
columns would match in profile with the current columns, which may have been
replaced in approximately 1995.



Will the request create a negative or positive impact on the surrounding historic
district?
If approved, these additional repairs to the existing, vacant building would have a
positive impact on the surrounding historic district.



Does the request comply with the specific standards of the Historic Design
Guidelines?
Staff provides the following in relation to specific standards:
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Part 1: General Guidelines
A5) Substitute Materials
Substitute materials should be chemically compatible as well as visually
compatible with existing historic materials in appearance, including color,
surface texture, surface reflectivity, and finish.
The current columns are constructed of wood with a hollow center; the replacement
columns are proposed to be constructed of fiberglass, using the same profile as the
original based on the ones seen in the 1988 Historic Resources Inventory. The door
is proposed to be constructed of either solid wood or steel, based upon the Board’s
recommendation.
As stated, the building was damaged by fire in 1992. Certificates of Appropriateness
were issued for repairs but no details were provided as to the exact work performed.
However, photocopies of photographs from 1994 show the condition of the front
porch at that time, and it appears that the columns may have been replaced with a
similar profile as those shown on the 1988 Historic Resources Inventory. Staff has
not been able to locate any additional permits or photographs of the building prior to
or between 1988 and 1994 which could provide additional information regarding any
replacements.
Part 3: Outside the Downtown Zoning District
E. Restoration & Rehabilitation of Structures of a Residential Character
E4) Entrances and Doors
a. The original entrance locations should be maintained.
The original entrance location would remain.
b. The original entrance elements, such as original doors (and hardware, such
as locks), transoms, sidelights, and surrounds, should be preserved and
retained.
The door shown on the 1988 Historic Resources Inventory for this property appears
to have been constructed of a solid material (wood or steel) with 15-light clear glass
panes and no sidelights. The inventory card notes under “Alterations” that this was a
modern entry door; it is not known what the original door looked like although the
doors of the adjacent properties can provide a good idea as to original design and
dimensions. Photos from 1994 (attached) show that a simple plywood security door
was used at that time in order to protect the structure from further damage. In March
1996, the Board of Historic Review approved a Certificate of Appropriateness for the
current door, which is wood with full-light glass panes and muntin bars, and
matching sidelights (COA#298.). The replacement door and sidelights were taken
from the Rawlinson-Carothers House at 1127 Ebenezer Road, which was built
ca1857 and demolished in March 1996 (building permit for demolition issued
February 1996).
The Historic Resources Inventory for the Rawlinson-Carothers House notes that the
door and sidelights were a 1930s replacement. It appears that in order to preserve
the door system from 1127 Ebenezer Road, the owner of 417 East White salvaged
the door and sidelights, and requested approval for it to be used on this structure.
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Because the door at 417 East White has already been replaced a couple of times in
the property’s history, the original door and its associated hardware are no longer in
existence.
The applicant is proposing for the replacement to be a solid wood or steel door
having two vertical panels and and a six-light divided light glass panel located at the
top third of the door. He is also proposing to remove the sidelights and decreasing
the size of the door opening.

1988 Historic Resources Inventory image

Current door and sidelights (66” wide)

Proposed door (sidelights to be removed &
reduced to 44”)

The sidelights were added in 1996, so are not an original feature of the entrance,
and the applicant is proposing to remove them so that the entrance is more similar to
the original one. The minutes from the 1996 meeting state that the original opening
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was approximately 42 inches, and the replacement door and sidelights expanded
the door opening to 66 inches. The applicant is requesting the Board’s guidance on
the width, whether the 42 inches (the original size of the opening) is appropriate or if
it would prefer to see a door measuring between 42 and the current 66 inches.
Residential structures adjacent to this one were constructed during the same era of
significance as this house, and they all have door openings approximately 42 inches
wide, with no sidelight elements, although 403 East White does have a transom.

403 East White – ca1900

411 East White – ca1912
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423 East White – ca1910

c. New entrance openings should not be added on primary facades or readily
visible secondary facades.
This section would refer to an opening installed in addition to the original entrance,
and so is not applicable to the current request.
d. New doors on primary and readily visible secondary facades should be of
appropriate designs. For residences built between 1880 and 1915, this may
include single-light glass and wood designs, and doors with four or five
recessed panels.
Because the structure is proposed to be used as an office and for security reasons,
the applicant is proposing to install a Craftsman-style solid wood or steel door with
two vertical panels and a six-light window panel at the top.
Residential structures within this block face were constructed during the same era of
significance as this one, ca1900 to 1912. Therefore, the most appropriate design for
the front door would include a wood door having a single-light glass section and two
to three horizontal panels.
E5) PORCHES AND DECKS
The original porch columns should be preserved and maintained. Deteriorated
porch columns should be repaired rather than replaced. If the base of a column is
the only major site of damage, the replacement of the base rather than the entire
column should occur.
When replacement is necessary, replacement columns on the primary façade
should be designed to match the original wood columns. Metal or aluminum
columns should not be used on the primary façade but may be used to replace
wooden porch columns on rear or side facades not visible from the street. Original
wood or brick columns on front or readily visible secondary facades should not be
replaced with modern wrought iron columns.
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As previously stated, the building was damaged by fire in 1992. Certificates of
Appropriateness and building permits were issued for repairs but no details provided
as to the exact work performed. Photocopies of photographs from 1994 show the
condition of the front porch at that time, and it appears that the columns may have
been replaced with those having a similar profile as those shown on the 1988
Historic Resources Inventory. One indicator that the columns are not original can be
seen at the base of the half-columns attached to the wall where the base overhangs
the porch floor. Staff has not been able to locate the original 1994 photographs, or
any additional permits or photographs of the building prior to or between 1988 and
1994 which could provide additional information.
Upon close examination of the columns in place, they are not solid wood (hollow
core) and there is evidence of some rot at the base of the columns to either side of
the steps and on the left side facing the porch. The half-columns attached to the wall
and the full columns on the right side of the porch are in good condition.

1988 Historic Resources Inventory image

Current columns
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Immediate left of front steps

Immediate right of front steps

Left front corner

Left rear corner
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Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


August 16: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.



August 16:

Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



August 17:

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

Staff received one letter from Mr. Howard Snipes, who owns property located within the
notification area, supporting the request.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the request to replace the existing columns with
fiberglass ones in the same profile and size as close to the 1988 profile as possible, and
replace the existing door and remove the existing sidelights with the following
conditions:
 the new columns be painted after installation;
 the new door opening measures 42 inches;
 the window in the door be a single light and, to alleviate security concerns, be
approximately 30% of the upper part of the door rather than 50% as seen on
adjacent properties;
 the panel details of the door be horizontal rather than vertical; and
 the door be constructed of solid wood.
This recommendation is based on the above analysis, especially these points:


The columns may have been replaced in 1995 under a COA issued by staff to
repair the front porch with like materials, which could have included wood
columns.



The applicant is proposing to replace the current hollow wood columns with
fiberglass, matching as can be best determined from the 1988 Historic
Resources Inventory photograph in both profile and size.



The current door was replaced in 1996 and sidelights were added increasing the
size of the opening. The door prior is noted in the 1988 Historic Resources
Inventory to have been a modern entry door.



The residential structures along this block face have door entrances of
approximately 42 inches and no sidelights, so this change would be
architecturally in keeping with the surrounding area.
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Attachments







Application and other supporting materials
1988 Historic Resources Inventory
1994 photographs
1995 COA application
1996 COA application and minutes
Letter of support from Howard Snipes

Staff Contact:

Janice E Miller, Historic Preservation Specialist
janice.miller@cityofrockhill.com
803.817.5129
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2019 Staff photo

Case No. H-2019-06

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: September 5, 2019
Request:

Certificate of Appropriateness to install windows and patio on East
Black Street facade

Address:

125 Elk Avenue

Tax Map:

627-18-03-013

Owner:

Doulaveris Properties

Applicant:

Rodney Redmon

Request
As part of an overall renovation of the property, the applicant is requesting to install
windows and a patio on the secondary side façade of the structure at 125 Elk Avenue
facing East Black Street. This request is part of a larger application where staff was able
to approve the following: replacement of certain non-historic elements of the structure,
specifically the siding on the storefront, the awnings, and the door on the East Black
Street façade covered by the sliding warehouse door which will be removed.

Current façade

Proposed façade (door already approved)

Report to Board of Historic Review
H-2019-06
Page 2

City of Rock Hill designation
Historic Overlay District name

Downtown Old Town

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

Area is not included in Rock Hill Downtown
Historic District and may be considered a
contributing property if district expanded

Date of designation

6/24/1991

National Register status

 Contributing
 Eligible
 Non-contributing

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 request relates to a secondary brick façade visible from East Black Street.
Photographic evidence from the 1940s shows another building had been located
adjacent to this one in the past, but demolished by the 1960s when East Black
Street was widened to five lanes. A new load-bearing brick wall was constructed
at that time to provide support for the subject building.
1940s Aerial photos – subject building outlined in yellow
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Since that time, a standard door was installed along this façade to serve a deck
area in 1988, but it was covered by a decorative warehouse door in 2016.

1995

2016

2016

At some point between 1995 and 2000, a door and steps were installed on this
facade to serve the private residence, and the door and stairway opening from
the front façade to that residence were enclosed. This entry will remain in place
to serve that residence and will be separate from the patio. It should be noted
that the second-floor residential unit and first-floor restaurant space are two
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separate properties with different owners, and that the second-floor residential
unit is not requesting to install windows along this façade at this time.

Entrance to separate
residence

Door serving
patio
Proposed
patio area

The current proposal is to install a dark bronze storefront window unit measuring
10 feet by 7 feet, as well as a brick patio with wood-slat railing, on the lower
portion of the East Black Street façade of this structure over a landscape area.
The patio would be constructed of brick matching the existing wall.



Will the change be consistent with historical, architectural, or other relevant
qualities of the property or surrounding historic district?
The addition of the windows and patio would create usable space from an
otherwise unusable area. As the Downtown area becomes more frequented by
citizens and visitors, these changes would create additional seating space for a
restaurant proposed to occupy the building. Many businesses in the Downtown
area have converted formerly underutilized rear and alley spaces for customer
seating; however, because the rear of this building consists of a drive and
parking lot, that area is not available for additional seating.
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Will the request create a negative or positive impact on the surrounding historic
district?
The addition of windows and a patio area on this facade would have a positive
impact on the surrounding historic district by breaking up the large expanse of
brick wall as well as creating a storefront appearance along this façade. The reestablishment of a restaurant use along Elk Avenue would also attract more
people to the area.
Because the patio is proposed to face the southwest, staff strongly encourages
the applicant to consider options for shade to make it comfortable for guests
during the hotter months of the year.



Does the request comply with the specific standards of the Historic Design
Guidelines?
The Guidelines do not address these specific types of requests within the
Downtown zoning district. Therefore, the general guidelines below should be
used for the analysis of this criteria.
Part 1: General Guidelines
A4) Architectural Features
Architectural features not consistent with the history of the structure
should not be added.
The building was previously located within the interior of the group of buildings
that are located along Elk Avenue. When East Black Street was widened to five
lanes in the mid-1960s, the end building was demolished, exposing this façade to
East Black Street. As the demolished building had windows located on its
comparable secondary façade, staff views this request as in keeping with the
past architectural character of the area.
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Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


August 16:

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



August 16:

Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



August 17:

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

Staff has not received any public input regarding this application.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the request for the windows and patio on the side façade
based on the following:


The adjacent building that was demolished had windows on its side façade facing
East Black Street.



Other buildings in the Downtown area with a street-facing façade have windows.



The patio would replace an existing landscaped area and would not remove any
historic materials.

Attachments
 Application and other supporting materials
Staff Contact:

Janice E Miller, Historic Preservation Specialist
janice.miller@cityofrockhill.com
803.817.5129
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2019 Staff photo

1916

1926/1949

Original storefront (the doorway on the right exists under the siding)

This photo from the 1940s shows the building that was on the Black Street side.

1960s aerial showing front of both buildings

INFORMATION ABOUT REQUEST
General description of your request
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Replacement of existing siding on front elevation (Elk Ave)
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Removal and Replacement of existing awnings on front elevation
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Addition of door and storefront window on side elevation (Black St)

________________________________________________________________________________________________

Addition of patio on side elevation

________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________
On what area(s) of the structure is the being working proposed (e.g., foundation, back porch, front door, roof)?

Front Elevation & Side Elevation
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
842 sqft
What is the approximate size of the area being renovated (if applicable)?__________________________________
Standards of review
The questions below are the general standards of review that staff or the Board of Historic Review must consider when
determining whether your request may be granted. Please give your assessment of each question as it relates to your
request.
1. Will the proposed change affect the exterior appearance of the property? Explain your response.

Yes.
The new siding will be an update to the existing residential siding and the
_______________________________________________________________________________________
added
door, storefront window, and patio on the side elevation will add
_______________________________________________________________________________________
dimension to a otherwise flat facade.

_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Will the proposed change be consistent with historical, architectural, or other relevant qualities of the
property or surrounding historic district? Explain your response.

Yes. The current siding is not historical and the new siding will provide a
_______________________________________________________________________________________
much needed update. The new awning will stay within the historical

_______________________________________________________________________________________

vocabulary and the patio will be similiar to McHale's patio seating. It will also

_______________________________________________________________________________________

serve to engage the public realm.
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
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3. Will the request create a negative or positive impact on the surrounding historic district? Explain your
response.

Positive. The changes will put a fresh face on a prominent corner in the
_______________________________________________________________________________________
historic district .
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
4. Does the request comply with the specific standards of the Historic Design Guidelines of the type of work
that is proposed? Explain your response.

Yes. The original Transom is being retained and the current configuration is
_______________________________________________________________________________________
going to be maintained on the Front Elevation. The materials and colors used
_______________________________________________________________________________________
for all elements will be in keeping with the Historic Guidelines.

_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
Exhibits
Please list any documents that you are submitting in support of this application. The ones listed below are
suggested, but you may provide others that you believe would be helpful, and in some cases, staff or the Board of
Historic Review may request other exhibits as well.

x Drawing of proposed modifications, if available.

x Photos of the area proposed to be changed.

x Information about the proposed materials to be used.

x Information about the proposed colors to be used.

_________________________________________________
_________________________________________________
__________________________________________________
__________________________________________________
__________________________________________________
__________________________________________________
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Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: September 5, 2019
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff 7/25/2019-8/27/2019
1089
Applicant: Russell Phillips
Address: 250 Marion Street
Request: Replace standing seam roof on porch only with new material
Determination: Replacing like materials
1090
Applicant: James Moore
Address: 510 Oakland Avenue
Request: Replace asphalt shingles with asphalt shingles
Determination: Replacing like materials
1091
Applicant: Baxter Simpson
Address: 125 North Confederate Avenue
Request: Replace roofing/standing seam roof on porch only, if required by Building Code
Determination: Replacing like materials
1092
Applicant: Rock Hill City Plaza LLC
Address: 140-140 East Main Street
Request: Replace roofing
Determination: Replacing like materials
1093
Applicant: Allen & Allen Investments LLC
Address: 227 Johnston Street
Request: Foundation repairs
Determination: Repairs using like materials
1094
Applicant: Joe Sprouse
Address: 111 North Confederate Avenue
Request: Replace asphalt shingles with asphalt shingles
Determination: Replacing like materials
1095
Applicant: Southern Builders of York County
Address: 417 East White Street
Request: Repairs using like materials – balusters, decking, handrails, rotted wood siding,
foundation, gutter system, replace non-historic windows with new wood sashes of same
dimensions and having true divided lites based on 1988 Historic Resources Inventory card
Determination: Replacing like materials; photographic evidence

Report to Board of Historic Review
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff
Page 2

1096
Applicant: Rodney Redmon
Address: 125 Elk Avenue
Request: Replace non-historic siding on storefront and awnings, replace door on East Black
Street façade not serving the residence
Determination: Duplicate materials
Staff Contact:

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

