Rock Hill Board of Historic Review
Regular Public Hearing
December 12, 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, September 5, 2019, regular meeting
4) H-2019-07: Consider a Certificate of Appropriateness request by Frank Reed, Amelie’s French Bakery,
to construct an awning-covered deck along the Caldwell Street façade on the building located at 157
East Main Street, which is part of the Downtown Old Town Area Historic District.
5) H-2019-02A: Consider amending Certificate of Appropriateness 1072 by Rachel Chwaszczweski,
Treat Yourself LLC, with reference to the siding configuration on the building located at 636 East Main
Street, which is part of the Reid Street/North Confederate Avenue Area Historic District.
6) Other Business
a. Public hearing calendar for 2020
b. Certificates of Appropriateness issued by Staff
7) Adjourn

Planning & Development Department, P.O. Box 11706, 155 Johnston St., Rock Hill, SC 29731

Ph. (803) 329-5590 Fax (803) 329-7228

ROCK HILL BOARD OF HISTORIC REVIEW
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina
September 5, 2019
A regular public hearing of the Rock Hill Board of Historic Review was held Thursday, September 5, 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, Jana Jeanette, Ashley
Barron and Martin Goode

MEMBERS ABSENT

Michael James

STAFF PRESENT

Janice Miller, Shana Marshburn

Approval of minutes from the August 1, 2019, regular meeting.
Chair Jerauld called for a motion to approve the minutes from the August 1, 2019, meeting. Martin Goode made a
motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Jerauld seconded and the motion carried unanimously 6-0 (James absent).

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.
Staff member Janice Miller reported that as requested by the Board during the August meeting, staff was able to
arrange a meeting between the applicant, Planning and Development staff, and the Minerd sisters, owners of 109
Hampton Street, in an effort to reach a compromise. She added that there was an email chain that went back and forth
after the meeting, and that the Minerd sisters agreed that they would no longer oppose the request.
Mrs. Miller gave a brief recap of the request while showing images of the property to the Board and offered to show
the Board the original presentation, if needed.
The Board did not have any questions for Mrs. Miller.
Mr. Jerauld called for any members from the audience that wished to speak.
Anthony Brown, 704 Loretto Lane, Fort Mill, representing the owners of 109 Hampton Street, stated the owners were
agreeable to the changes that had been made. He also read from a letter that the Minerd sisters had prepared for the
Board.
With no additional members of the audience wishing to speak, Mr. Jerauld called for a motion. Martin Goode made a
motion to approve and Mr. Jerauld seconded the motion.
Mrs. Miller asked whether the Board would like to add any conditions to the motion. Mrs. Barron added that suggestions
regarding the secondary façade finish and light fixtures be added to the motion,
Mrs. Rutledge added that she thought that all parties involved did a great job of coming together to reach a compromise.
Mr. Jerauld called for a vote for the amended motion. The motion carried unanimously 6-0 (James absent).

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.
Mrs. Miller presented the staff report.
Mrs. Barron asked whether Southern Builders would be using the house as their business office. Mrs. Miller replied
stating that they would.
There being no further discussion, Mr. Jerauld called for a motion. Mr. Drennan made a motion to approve subject to
staffs’ recommendations that the columns be painted; that the door measure 42-inches to match the original; the
window light size the horizontal paneling of the doors; and that the door be solid wood. Mrs. Barron seconded the

motion. The motion carried unanimously 6-0 (James absent).
After the vote, Mr. Jerauld asked Mrs. Miller if the door would be a bit wider than 42 inches and whether the Board
would need to made this stipulation. Mrs. Miller replied stating that the motion would need to amended if the Board
wanted to specify a range of allowed measurements for the door. Mrs. Barron asked if the original door was 42-inches.
Mrs. Miller answered by stating that the 42-inch measurement was obtained from the Certificate of Appropriateness
application, that the door that was pictured in 1988 was a fill-in, but that the original surround had been kept. She
added that this was a common practice and went on to explain how this would have been done.
Mr. Drennan asked whether he could make an amendment to allow for the size of the door to range from 42 to 48
inches. Mrs. Miller stated that this was fine. Mr. Jerauld called for a vote for the amended motion. The motion carried
unanimously 6-0 (James absent).
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.
Staff member Janice Miller presented the staff report.
Mr. Jerauld asked whether the patio would include an awning. Mrs. Miller stated that staff had not received a request
for an awning but that this could be placed on the Certificate of Appropriateness in the form of a suggestion.
Rachel Pierce of Vinyet Architecture, 127 Caldwell Street, approached the Board and stated that she was available to
answer any questions regarding the request, if needed.
There being no further members of the audience wishing to speak, Mr. Jerauld called for a motion. Ms. Jeanette made
a motion to approve. Mrs. Rutledge seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously 6-0 (James absent).

6.

Other Business
a. Election of Officers.
-Mr. Goode nominated Mr. Jerauld for reelection as Chair. Mrs. Rutledge seconded, and the motion carried
unanimously by a vote of 6-0 (James absent).
-Mrs. Barron nominated Mr. Goode for reelection as Vice Chair. Mr. Jerauld seconded, and the motion carried
unanimously by a vote of 6-0 (James absent).
b. Certificates of Appropriateness approved by staff. No comments received.
c. Mrs. Miller provided an update on members’ continuing education status.
d. RSVP for October 8th Boards and Commissions dinner and RSVP for BHR meetings when packets are received.

7.

Adjourn
There being no further business Mr. Drennan made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Jerauld seconded the motion and the
motion carried unanimously 6-0 (James absent) and the meeting adjourned at 6:31 PM.

Case No. H-2019-07

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: December 12, 2019
Request:

Certificate of Appropriateness for Awning-Covered Deck

Address:

157 East Main Street

Tax Map:

627-19-01-015

Owner/Applicant: Frank Reed, Amelie’s French Bakery
Request
The applicant, Frank Reed, Amelie’s French Bakery, is requesting approval to construct
an awning-covered deck along the Caldwell Street façade for outdoor dining.

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

Rock Hill Downtown Historic District

National Register status

Contributing
 Eligible
 Non-contributing
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Background
This structure was originally constructed in 1925 as the Citizens Bank Building. The
building has had few changes to its historic elements since construction other than the
replacement of the entry doors on the East Main Street and Caldwell Street facades.
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 add an accessory structure (awning and deck) to the Caldwell
Street façade, which would affect the exterior appearance on this side of the building
only. There would be no additional impact to the building as the deck would not be
attached, although the awning would require anchoring that can be done with
attachments located in the mortar joints or holes that may exist from previous
installations of elements removed prior to restoration in the 1990s. The new structure
could be removed easily in the future with little to no lasting impact on the main
building.
 Will the change be consistent with historical, architectural, or other relevant qualities
of the property or surrounding historic district?
The first floor of
construction as a
restaurant space.
District and those
dining areas.

the property has been used commercially since its original
bank, with subsequent uses being a retail clothing store, and
Other restaurant uses within the Rock Hill Downtown Historic
immediately adjacent have converted outside areas to covered

 Will the request create a negative or positive impact on the surrounding historic
district?
This is seen as a positive impact on the surrounding historic district in that the
addition of a covered deck would create additional seating space for an existing
restaurant, enliven the Caldwell Street area, and encourage outdoor dining.
 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 addition of the deck and awning would not be added to the building per se; the
proposed deck would be considered a freestanding structure associated with the use
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that could be removed in the future without any lasting consequences to the original
building. Currently, there are tables located along the side façade and the addition of
the awning and deck would formalize this area for the restaurant use.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


November 22:

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



November 22:

Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



November 23:

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

Staff had not received any public input at the time this report was submitted to the
Board.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the request with the condition the awning be anchored to
the building utilizing mortar joints and/or other holes currently existing from previous
installations and subject to staff comments regarding building code requirements. If
approved, all building code standards would be met prior to the issuance of a building
permit for the project
Attachments




Site photographs
Drawings of proposed construction
Application and other supporting materials

Staff Contact:

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

e

East Main Street view
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Front Façade Facing Caldwell St

View from Caldwell Street

View from East Main Street
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Caldwell Street

East Main Street
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Case No. H-2019-02A

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: December 12, 2019
Request:

Amend 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, Rachel Chwaszczewski, Treat Yourself, LLC, is requesting to amend one
of the conditions of approval for Certificate of Appropriateness 1072, with respect to the
installation of shingle siding in confined areas of the structure as recommended by staff.
During construction horizontal lap siding was installed instead, so the applicant is
requesting that the horizontal lap siding remain in place.

As proposed for original COA #1072

Actual construction – November 2019

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 use of horizontal lap siding instead of shingles, as had been conditioned by
the Board, does affect the exterior appearance of the property. Other conditions
of approval for COA #1072 were followed.



Will the change be consistent with historical, architectural, or other relevant
qualities of the property or surrounding historic district?
The use of horizontal siding on the gable area would be consistent with the
surrounding properties within this historic district.



Will the request create a negative or positive impact on the surrounding historic
district?
Staff does not see that there would be either a negative or positive impact on the
surrounding historic district. The color chosen for the residence (“Charleston
Green”) is dark enough so that this detail is not visually prominent. However, if
the residence were painted a lighter color in the future, this detail would become
more obvious.



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. The
requirement addressing siding is:
o F2) Materials:
a. 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.
For COA#1072, staff presented analysis based on the applicant’s rendering
which showed full shingle siding on the front façade and lap siding on the side
and rear facades. Staff did not view this configuration as being compatible with
the existing residences along this block face, and therefore recommended the
use of shingle siding only in confined areas, such as the gable. However, the use
of lap siding would also meet the intent of this specific standard.
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Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


November 22:

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



November 22:

Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



November 23:

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

Staff had not received any public input at the time this report was submitted to the
Board.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Board approve the request to amend Certificate of
Appropriateness 1072 to allow lap siding on the front façade. Staff does not view the
use of lap siding instead of shingles as detrimental to the surrounding historic district, as
other residential structures in the area that have the same configuration.
Attachments





Application and other supporting materials
Certificate of Appropriateness 1072
Staff report and minutes from May 2, 2019, public hearing
Plan review comments

Staff Contact:

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

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


ROCK HILL BOARD OF HISTORIC REVIEW
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina
May 2, 2019
A regular public hearing of the Rock Hill Board of Historic Review was held Thursday, May 2, 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, William Drennan,
Martin Goode, Michael James, and Jana Jeanette.

MEMBERS ABSENT

None.

STAFF PRESENT

Janice Miller, Shana Marshburn, and Leah Youngblood.

Approval of minutes from the April 4, 2019, regular meeting.
Chair Jerauld called for a motion to approve the minutes from the April 4, 2019, meeting. Ashley Barron made
a motion to approve the minutes. Phil Jerauld seconded and the motion carried unanimously 7-0.

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.
Staff member Janice Miller presented the staff report noting that five minutes prior to the beginning of the
meeting, she was notified by the applicant that they were willing for Option #1 to not be considered. Mrs.
Miller asked the Board whether it would be fine if she amended her presentation to only consider Option #2.
The Board agreed and Mrs. Miller continued with the presentation.
Michael James asked whether there were any other houses along Main Street with stonework such as on
the base of the columns. Mrs. Miller replied stating that the only other house was 630 E. Main Street but that
brick was also used. She added that 637 E. Main Street was all shingles.
The applicant, Rachel Chwaszczewski of 2764 Mount Pleasant Rd., came before the Board. Mrs.
Chwaszczewski stated that she had no problems with the suggested conditions that staff had set forth.
Mr. James asked if she’d be fine with painting the brick at the bottom of the columns instead of using stone.
Mrs. Chwaszczewski stated that she was fine with painting the brick or leaving the brick exposed.
Mrs. Barron asked whether the house would have a chimney.
Mrs. Chwaszczewski stated that she didn’t recall a fireplace in the home and if there was, it would be an
electric one.
Mr. Jerauld asked the applicant’s thoughts on having a garage. She replied stating that they were thinking
of adding a carport to the rear of the home.
Mr. Jerauld asked the Board if there was any further discussion.
Jana Jeanette added that the home was beautiful and would fit in with the neighborhood. Mr. Jerauld agreed.
There being no further discussion Mr. Jerauld called for a motion. Mrs. Barron made a motion to approve
the Certificate of Appropriateness request with the conditions suggested by staff as well as granting staff the
ability to review the paint colors and landscaping. Mr. Jerauld seconded the motion and the motion carried
unanimously, 7-0.

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 approved by staff. No comments received.
b. The Board was briefed on upcoming continuing education opportunities.
c. Mrs. Miller asked the Board members to let her know whether they’d be attending an upcoming meeting
once they receive their agenda packet
d. Mrs. Miller stated that there was another item on the agenda for 353 Oakland Ave. but that they requested
deferral between the time the legal ad was placed and the staff report was written.

7.

Adjourn
There being no other business the meeting adjourned at 6:20 PM.
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Rock Hill Board of Historic Review

From:

Janice Miller, Historic Preservation Specialist

RE:

Calendar of Regular Board Meetings, 2020

Date:

December 3, 2019

_____________________________________________________________________________________

The following is the proposed calendar for regularly scheduled public hearings of the Rock Hill Board of
Historic Review for 2020. All public hearings will be held at 6:00 pm the first Thursday of each month in
Council Chambers of City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, unless otherwise noted. The dates in bold are those
dates the Board has decided to meet whether or not public hearing items are to be considered for
continuing education opportunities or other business.
January 9, 2020

(rain date: January 16)

February 6, 2020

(rain date: February 13)

March 12, 2020

(rain date: March 19)

April 2, 2020

(rain date: April 9)

May 7, 2020

(rain date: May 14)

June 4, 2020

(rain date: June 11)

July 2, 2020

(rain date: July 9)

August 6, 2020

(rain date: August 13)

September 3, 2020

(rain date: September 10)

October 1, 2020

(rain date: October 8)

November 5, 2020

(rain date: November 12)

December 10, 2020

(rain date: December 17) – ChristmasVille (December 3-5)

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 817-5129 or janice.miller@
cityofrockhill.com.

Board of Historic Review
Meeting Date: December 12, 2019
Certificates of Appropriateness Issued by Staff 9/5/2019-12/2/2019
1097
Applicant: Scott & Barbara James
Address: 619 Aiken Avenue
Request: Repair/replace roofing on rear porch as needed; replace pavers as needed
Determination: Replacing like materials
1098
Applicant: Candace Thompson
Address: 124 Reid Street
Request: Replace rotted handrail on front porch with matching material and profile; replace
rotted corner trim piece on rear facade
Determination: Replacing like materials
1101
Applicant: Joe Lanford
Address: 113 East Main Street
Request: Replace roofing
Determination: Replacing like materials
1102
Applicant: Rickey Young
Address: 538 Dave Lyle Boulevard
Request: General exterior repairs
Determination: Replacing like materials
1103
Applicant: Oakland Avenue Presbyterian Church
Address: 421 Oakland Avenue
Request: Replacement of non-historic roofing materials
Determination: Replacing like materials
1104
Applicant: John Rinehart
Address: 371 East Main Street
Request: Replace roofing
Determination: Replacing like materials
1105
Applicant: Amy Applegate
Address: 207 Marion Street
Request: Replace asphalt shingles with new asphalt shingles
Determination: Replacing like materials
1106
Applicant: Terri Kern for Scott & Barbara James
Address: 619 Aiken Avenue
Request: Replace TPO membrane roofing shingles with new
Determination: Duplicate materials
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1107
Applicant: Melanie Sovie
Address: 227 Johnston Street
Request: Remove non-historic awning from front façade of contributing structure
Determination: Non-historic element
1108
Applicant: Joe Sprouse
Address: 111 North Confederate Avenue
Request: Sign
Determination: Meets all requirements for signage
1109
Applicant: The Oratory
Address: 434 Charlotte Avenue
Request: Placement of handrail along the side of front porch
Determination: Health and safety
1110
Applicant: Jim & Mary Ann Olson
Address: 363 East Main Street
Request: Replace damaged wood window sashes only on rear and secondary side facades,
same dimensions and divisions as original
Determination: Replace with like materials in same dimensions and divisions
1111
Applicant: Jane Hudson
Address: 110 Reid Street
Request: Install landing and steps to side entry
Determination: Health and safety
Staff Contact:

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

