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DESIGN/DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION 

DESIGN REVIEW DISTRICT 
HISTORIC AGENDA 

EVALUATION SHEET 
Case # 6 

 
 
ADDRESS:   3848 Wilmot Avenue 
 
APPLICANT:   Robin H. Jacobs, agent 
 
TAX MAP REFERENCE:  TMS#13807-05-14  

 
USE OF PROPERTY:  Residential 
 
REVIEW  DISTRICT:  Sherwood Forest Community Character Area 
 
NATURE OF REQUEST:   Request Certificate of Design Approval for demolition 
 
FINDINGS/COMMENTS:   
This is a small, c. 1949 L-shaped, brick-veneered single family residence that contributes to the 
Sherwood Forest Community Character Area (CC-1), and which has been used as a rental property 
for many years.   In CC-1 areas, the D/DRC only reviews requests for demolition and relocation; 
exterior changes and additions are not under their purview.  Demolition requests are reviewed using 
ordinance language.  The Sherwood Forest neighborhood requested this CC-1 Area in 2010.  This 
is the first demolition request from this area that has come before the D/DRC. 
 
The Sherwood Forest neighborhood was created out of a large wooded area southeast of town.  
William Gordon Belser and his brother-in-law purchased 130 acres in the 1910s and Belser 
constructed his own house on Kilbourne Road in 1920 from plans drawn by George Lafaye, a 
prominent local architect.  Their family developed most of the tract starting in the late 1930s, and 
opened a final 30 acre tract along Bloomwood Road in the 1950s.  The area proved popular and 
experienced a rather short period of construction, approximately two decades, before being 
relatively well populated.  The Belser Arboretum, owned and maintained by USC, is at the heart of 
the neighborhood.  The house at 3848 Wilmot Avenue is located directly across from the entrance 
to the Arboretum. 
 
The agent and her husband Henry O. Jacobs have offered the owner $62,500 for the property, 
subject to the demolition.  Their plans are to build a new house on the lot similar to homes they 
have built at 613 and 615 Howard Street in Shandon. 
 
PERTINENT SECTIONS FROM GUIDELINES  
*Please note that item 8 under this ordinance was recently changed after a second reading 
by City Council.  The new language is included here. 
 
Section 17-674(e) of the City Ordinance: 
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Criteria for review of requests for demolition permits. The following criteria shall be used as a guideline by the 
DDRC or its staff for review of all requests for demolition permits. The commission may require the applicant to 
provide certain information dealing with the criteria. The type of information which may be required is detailed in the 
commission's rules and regulations; however, only that information which is reasonably available to owners may be 
required.  
 
(1) The historic or architectural significance of a building, structure or object;  

In areas designated with Community Character protection, it is the sum of the parts that 
make the whole; each building need not display individual significance in history or 
architecture but rather must simply retain its historic integrity and therefore contribute to 
the neighborhood.  In this instance, 3848 Wilmot Avenue retains its integrity and was in 
fact built around 1949, during the midst of the neighborhood’s major period of 
development, which occurred between around 1938 and the late 1950s.  It also follows the 
trends of the major architectural styles found in the area, which include Minimal 
Traditional, Colonial Revival and Ranch styles. 
 

(2) A determination of whether the subject property is capable of earning a reasonable economic return on its value 
without the demolition, with consideration being given to economic impact to the property owner of the subject property;  

 
Staff was able to make a visit to this building and noted the condition at that time.  The 
overall impression was that the house was sound, and staff noted no weak areas while 
walking in the kitchen, living room or bedrooms, but did not walk in the bathroom, where it 
was noted that there is some water damage to the ceilings and walls.  There are a few minor 
areas of peeling paint on a few walls, a hole in a bedroom wall that appears to have been 
made to access plumbing, and a number of the wood windows showed signs of 
deterioration and some mold, including some of their sills.  The hardwood floors appear 
generally intact and a majority of the building shows some signs of normal wear and tear.  
The outside has had vines grow up on the walls as high as the roofline. 
 
It is reasonable to assume that if an owner allows a building to deteriorate they may not 
enjoy the benefit of receiving a return on their investment in a building. It would appear 
that this building is suffering from many years of deferred maintenance.  The current owner 
has had this property since around 1976, according to the Richland County tax records.  
That is an ownership term of 38 years. The County indicates a taxable value of $105,400 for 
this property, suggesting that it has the potential to earn an economic return were it to be 
returned to a habitable state or had it been regularly maintained all along.  Comparable sales 
data provided by Henry O. Jacobs suggests a sales price of around $88,000 would be more 
accurate for the house if it were in good condition.  The property immediately to the west 
has a Richland County tax value of $109,500 for 725 square feet and has the same number 
of beds and bath (2/1) as the subject property. It sold for $70,000 in 2001. The house two 
lots to the west has a tax value of $164,600 for 1,247 square feet with 3 beds and two baths.  
The house three lots to the west, which is the twin L-shaped building, has a tax value of 
$122,100 with two beds and two baths and 864 square feet. It sold for $79,000 in 2001. 
These values of nearby homes suggest that this building could earn a reasonable economic 
return despite its size, if it were repaired. 
  
This is a property that was used as a rental for many years.  The owner put the property up 
for sale for eight weeks in May and June 2014 for an asking price of $79,900.  At just 696 
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square feet, the modest building features two bedrooms, a single bath, a living room and 
kitchen.  The agent indicates that the owner tried to sell the property “as is” but received no 
“acceptable offers.”  The home was listed for approximately two months before being 
removed for sale.  Staff has no indication as to what the offers were and what made them 
unacceptable, but the fact that offers were made on the property is another indication that it 
has the potential for a reasonable return.   

 
The applicant has indicated that the “extensive nature of the repairs make it cost prohibitive 
for the owner,” however no information has been provided to ascertain what the owner 
paid for the property, what he has earned on the property, and if he received other bids that 
are comparable to what the agent is proposing.  The agent’s husband is Henry O. Jacobs, a 
contractor, residential builder and real estate broker.  His attached letter states that he finds 
that the “condition of the dwelling renders it useless to me.” He cites concerns about mold 
and lead paint.  As an investor and a contractor, Mr. Jacobs operates under a separate set of 
guidelines regarding lead paint removal.  There are no laws or requirements by DHEC or 
the EPA regarding mold abatement.  Mold is discussed later in this evaluation.   
 
Homeowners, however, can remediate lead in their own homes in a variety of ways, 
including removing the paint, removing the substrate the paint is on, or encapsulating the 
paint.  Any of these options are available to a homeowner and potentially could be 
accomplished at a much lower cost than what a contractor would be forced to spend due to 
existing EPA rules regarding lead abatement. Therefore Mr. Jacobs’ suggestion that the 
presence of these items and the cost to remediate them outweigh the purpose of retaining 
the historic building is not relevant, as a homeowner would not necessarily incur the same 
costs.  In fact, lead paint is going to be found in almost every historic building that exists.   

 
Staff would also mention that this property is located in a Community Character Area, 
which means that there is no design review for additions and alterations to the home.  
Therefore, it is plausible that the building could receive an addition and other upgrades to 
help it gain a reasonable economic return.  According to City inspection records, it appears 
that the last tenants in the building were here as recently as 2012.  Given that the home was 
used as a rental, it is plausible to assume that the building, were it repaired, could again gain 
an economic return by being used as a rental. 
 

(3) The importance of the building, structure or object to the ambience of a district;  
 

The applicant has provided some images of buildings (included at the end of the packet) 
depicting a variety of architectural types in the area.  Unfortunately some of those buildings 
are not actually included in the Sherwood Forest CC-1 area and therefore cannot be 
considered when discussing the ambience of the district.  Overwhelmingly the homes in this 
area are brick veneered, generally one story, with a few examples of split-levels and two-
story Colonial Revivals mixed among the Ranches and Minimal Traditional homes.  This 
house has an unusual L-shape, but its shape is repeated in reverse in a house three lots to 
the west, creating a “bookend” effect of modest single-story homes facing the Belser 
Arboretum.  Adjacent to a sharp curve in the road, the lot at 3848 Wilmot Avenue does 
serve as a visual terminus for the streetscape along Wilmot Avenue, which contains a 
number of small homes.  The house immediately to the west has only 725 square feet and 
repeats the barrel dormer found on this home, as well as the same dentil molding along the 
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front cornice board.  Therefore, the house has some importance to the ambience of the 
area. 

 
(4) Whether the building, structure or object is one of the last remaining examples of its kind in the neighborhood, the 
city or the region;  
  

The building is not the last of its kind due to a mirror image building three doors down. 
 
(5) Whether there are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out, and what the 
effect of those plans on the character of the surrounding area would be;  

The applicant has indicated that she does not have a desire to introduce a “McMansion” 
into the area, but staff would suggest that even a smaller home can affect the character of 
the area.  The proposed project is a Craftsman-influenced single-story, front gabled home 
with cement-fiberboard siding and half porch on the façade.  The strong front gables of this 
design are in contrast to the many hip, side gable and wide cross gable roofs found on this 
section of the street.  The horizontal siding on the walls and the shingle in the front gable is 
unlike anything found in the immediate vicinity.  The proposed project does not fit into the 
existing character of the area and would therefore have a negative effect, as it would disrupt 
the typical patterns and details created by the historic buildings nearby.   
 
The character of the neighborhood is defined by what exists as much as what does not 
exist.  It was built starting in the late 1930s through the 1950s, later than the height of the 
Craftsman era, and there is a distinct lack of the type in the entire Sherwood Forest CC-1 
designated boundary; therefore it would go against the character for the area to introduce a 
Craftsman-influenced building on this site. The dominant architectural styles in this mid-
century neighborhood are integral to its definition as a Post-War development.  A new 
Craftsman-influenced home has recently been built on Yale Avenue.  This is an example 
showing how roof shape and height, materials, and style of a new building can stand out as 
being different in an area that has a fairly consistent theme of brick-sided Minimal 
Traditional, Ranch and Colonial Revival homes.  
 

(6) The existing structural condition, history of maintenance and use of the property, whether it endangers public 
safety, and whether the city is requiring its demolition. 
 

The applicant has provided three items pertaining to the existing condition of the house: an 
inspection and bid by Clark’s to repair termite and water damage, an inspection and bid by 
Clark’s Mold and Moisture Solutions, and a letter and bid from Henry O. Jacobs, 
Incorporated.  The only item to address the structural condition of the property is the bid 
by Clark’s (termite company) wherein they show pictures of the water and termite damage 
under the house, limited to the area just below the bathroom and including approximately 
20 feet of sill to be replaced.  Including a complete tear out and rebuild of the bathroom in 
addition to correcting the structural issues, the bid is $15,180, with another $2,200 for 
plumbing and painting for a single bathroom.  Regardless, this suggests that $17,380 would 
correct the structural deficiency in the house and supply an almost completely new 
bathroom, including new tub and toilet. 

 
The $13,740 bid for mold remediation bid by Clark’s Mold and Moisture Solutions states 
that fungal growth is located on windows, walls, trim and behind wallpaper and suggests 
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that they can clean the plaster walls but not the wood windows and trim.  In truth, the mold 
apparent on the windows and trim can likely be cleaned off.  Mold cannot penetrate sound 
wood and cannot grow on plaster, which means it is likely growing on the surface of the 
paint and the wallpaper; these are things that can be cleaned or removed by a homeowner 
following basic safety principles for dealing with mold.  The mold present in this building is 
likely due to several factors: the water damage in the bathroom, the lack of residents in the 
building and the lack of an operating air conditioning/heating system, which aids in 
reducing moisture in a building. 

 
Mold remediation has been studied extensively by Staff due to a request for a demolition 
last year largely related to concerns about mold.  The State does not regulate mold 
remediation and there are no EPA guidelines regarding safe levels of mold in a building. 
Mold is present everywhere, and while some people have reactions to it many people do 
not.  The information put out by disinterested parties, including government entities, states 
that many mold remediation projects can be handled quite easily by a homeowner with 
simple cleaning supplies and protective gear such as gloves and a mask.  They also suggest 
that a party that does a mold inspection should not also bid on the remediation, in order to 
install some safeguards in an otherwise unregulated practice.  Certifications and classes are 
available for mold remediators, but again, they are not licensed by that state like other 
contractors. 

 
The bid by Henry O. Jacobs Builder, Inc. suggests a total repair price for the building of 
$39,375, however this bid has a number of items that are meant to enhance the livability of 
the house rather than make necessary repairs.  Some of these items include: removing trees, 
upgrading plumbing and fixtures, upgrading wiring and new light fixtures, paint and lead 
remediation (lead remediation is not required for a homeowner), insulation, replacing 
kitchen cabinets, countertops and appliances, refinishing the hardwood floors, and adding 
sod and shrubs.  A separate bid for a new HVAC system and ducts is an additional $3,990, 
although as with the other mechanical systems mentioned in the Jacobs bid, there is no 
indication as to whether the existing systems are failing.  Therefore it is difficult for staff to 
determine the necessity of such items.  The building was lived in as recently as 2012, so it is 
presumable that the building was functional a few years ago. 
 
Finally, the applicant has estimated a demolition cost of around $10,000 for the house. 
 
No information has been provided as to the history of maintenance on the property, but it 
is evident that a majority of the issues associated with the building are due to deferred 
maintenance.  The building does not endanger public safety and the city is not requiring its 
demolition. 

 
(7) Whether the building or structure is able to be relocated, and whether a site for relocation is available; and  

 
The applicant suggests that the condition of the building would preclude a relocation. Staff 
has not received any information from a moving company; however a relocation of this 
property would likely have the same result as a demolition request, as it would involve the 
loss of the building and the construction of the proposed building. 
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(8) Whether the building or structure is under orders from the city to be demolished due to severe structural 
deficiencies, and this criterion shall have added significance in comparison to the criteria mentioned in subsections (1) 
through (7) of this subsection. 
  
 This building is not under orders from the city to be demolished. 
 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Staff finds that according to Section 17-674(e) of the City Ordinance that the building does 
contribute to the area, is important to the ambience, is capable of earning a reasonable economic 
return, is in need of some repairs but is not a public danger, is not under orders from the City to be 
demolished, that deferred maintenance has led the existing problems in the building, and that the 
proposed project would have a negative effect on the area.  Therefore, staff recommends that the 
request for Certificate of Design Approval be denied.
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Mirror image house three lots down 
Lack of maintenance on exterior of 

3848 Wilmot Avenue 

Staff Photos 
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Above: 3848 Wilmot and 

adjacent house 

Left: Adjacent house 

Below: House two doors down 

 

Bottom: View east along 

Wilmot, 3848 Wilmot is at far 

left 

(Google Streetview) 
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STAFF PHOTOS of 

interior of 3848 Wilmot 
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Above: Images of homes in Sherwood Forest CC-1 Area, Staff Photos 

Below: Images of new homes that are in the Sherwood Forest CC-1 Area and that are out of character with 

the neighborhood due to their style, scale and/or materials. (Staff Photos) 

STAFF PHOTOS 
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613 Howard Street 

 

This was built by the 

applicant and her 

husband and is similar 

to what is being 

proposed for 3848 

Wilmot Avenue. This is 

located in Shandon and 

fits in well with the 

Bungalows in the area, 

but it would be out of 

character for Sherwood 

Forest. 
(Google Streetview Images) 
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The following pages were supplied by the Applicant and include: 
 
Exhibit A – Clark’s Mold and Moisture Solutions inspection 
       Clark’s Termite inspection 
Exhibit B – Statement from Robin Jacobs 
       Letter and bid from Henry O. Jacobs 
       Bid from Shannon Heating and Air 
Exhibit C – Photos of 3848 Wilmot Ave. 
Exhibit D – Photos of Houses in and Around Sherwood Forest area  

*please note not all houses shown are within the boundaries of 
Sherwood Forest CC-1 

    
     Exhibit E – Elevation of proposed building 



 

 

 

MOLD & MOISTURE    SSSOOOLLLUUUTTTIIIOOONNNSSS 

                                 Ralph Shuler 
Manager / Mold & Moisture and Sales 
                      Certified Mold Specialist 
            Ralph@MoldandMoisture.com 
                              Office: 803-781-4991 
                                  Cell: 803-513-2513 

 

 
 
 
                                                                www.MoldandMoisture.com 
 
 
 
August 6, 2014 
 
 

 
Robin Jacobs 
Via email: HENRYOJACOBS@AOL.COM  
 

 RE:  3848 Wilmont Ave., Columbia, SC 
  
       
We have completed an inspection of the referenced home and the results of this inspection reveal 
fungal growth throughout the home on the walls, ceiling and trim.  The home is vacant and 
unconditioned.  It is our opinion the fungal growth on the plaster walls and ceilings can be 
properly remediated.  However, the trim and windows will need to be removed and replaced.  All 
the wallpaper in the home should be removed.  Fungal growth is typically behind this type 
wallpaper exposed to these conditions. 
 

       
                                    Fungal Growth on Windows and Trim 
  

mailto:HENRYOJACOBS@AOL.COM


 
 

       
            Fungal Growth on Window                             Fungal Growth on Walls 
 

       
Fungal Growth on Ceiling (Note Wallpaper)                Fungal Growth on Window  
             
   
To meet the objective of complete remediation and sanitization of the home, the following Scope 
of Work has been prepared for your review.    
 
Scope of Work: 
1. All work shall be accomplished in strict compliance with all current EPA, IAQA and OSHA 

Regulations/Recommendations governing these activities.  The standards defined by the 
Institute of Cleaning and Restoration  in their Standard and Reference Guide for Professional 
Remediation (IICRC S-520) shall also be followed to ensure the home is effectively 
decontaminated and safe for occupancy once work is complete. 

2. All personnel and supervisors are trained and certified in the handling of hazardous materials 
and will be equipped with respiratory protection in accordance with the OSHA respiratory 
protection standard (29 CFR 1910.134).  

3. Critical boundaries shall be placed to seal the home during all Remediation. All openings to 
and from the home will be sealed and maintained leak-tight until remediation is complete. 

4. Negative air units with HEPA filters will be installed in the work spaces to maintain negative 
pressure during remediation.  

5. Remove and dispose all baseboards and trim with visible fungal growth.   
6. Remove all wallpaper throughout the home. 



 
 

7. The windows will be coated with an encapsulant to allow safe removal by others at a later 
date.  

8. All other visible fungal growth throughout the entire home on the plaster ceilings and walls 
will be remediated by being wet with an anti-microbial solution; then cleaned using another 
application of anti-microbial solution. 

9. All areas inside the home shall be HEPA vacuumed and all hard surfaces (doors, walls, etc.) 
in the area shall be cleaned/sanitized with an anti-microbial registered by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for this purpose. 

10. Once remediation is complete, the home will be “air washed”  
 “Air washing” is accomplished by blowing all surfaces in the Area (walls, floors, 

ceilings, etc.) using an electric leaf/lawn blower (approx. 1HP).  The “air washing” shall be 
performed with the negative air machines/air filtration devices (AFD) operating.  Once all 
surfaces are “air washed,” we will vacate the home to allow the AFD to remove the 
aerosolized materials.  Large debris that has been dislodged should be HEPA vacuumed. 
 After about one hour the area should be “air washed” again.  The home should be vacated 
again for about 1 hour to allow the AFD to remove the aerosolized materials.  Then the room 
should be “air washed” a third time.   

 A portable laser particle counter will be used during the “air washing.”  We will monitor 
the initial increase and then measure the decrease in the level of particulates in the home 
during each “air washing” cycle.  Once the airborne particulate levels no longer rise during 
air washing and are essentially equivalent to the outside make-up air, the air washing process 
Preform final “wipe down” and clean-up. 

11. All waste from this scope of work shall be containerized, removed from work area and 
disposed of properly. 

 
Notes and Exclusions:  
Clark’s goal is to remove the visible fungal defacement and associated mold spores from the 
home. Though we warrant our remedial activities, all remediation is a topical treatment, thus, 
excessive moisture intrusion may result in new fungal growth. To prevent this from happening, 
we recommend the humidity in the home be maintained at 55% or below at all times once work 
is complete. 
1. Water and electrical power must be provided by the owner for this work to be done. 
2. This proposal does not include the replacement of any building materials removed during the 

above scope of work. 
3. This proposal does not include the removal or replacement of the windows. 
 
 
Pricing 
This project can be completed for a cost of $13,740.00 which includes all labor, materials, 
permits, insurance, and all other costs associated with the completion of the project. Price quoted 
is valid for a period of 60-days after the date on this proposal.  Payment terms are net due 
upon completion.  All unpaid balances over 30 days will be charged an interest rate of one and 
one-half percent per month. This is an annual rate of eighteen percent.  Unpaid balances after 65 
days are subject to a collection fee of up to 45%.  All payments made by Credit Card will be 
accessed an additional 3% processing fee. 
 



 
 

As an added benefit to our clients, Clark’s provides one million dollars of liability insurance, 
including professional liability and pollution coverage, designed and specifically written for the 
type of work outlined.  Furthermore, all work described will be accomplished by our in-house 
workforce trained in accordance with 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1910 Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 
 
The information contained within this document is representative of the services rendered by 
Clark’s and is considered to be proprietary.  As such, the information contained within this 
document is not to be reproduced or distributed in whole, or in part without written consent from 
Clark’s. 
 
Thank you in advance for allowing Clark’s the opportunity to be of service to you.  Should you 
have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to call us at (803) 781-4991. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Ralph Shuler 
Ralph Shuler, CMR 
Ralph@MoldandMoisture.com 
 
 
 
 
 
I (the undersigned) agree to the proposed Terms and Conditions of Clark’s to provide services as 
indicated in accordance within the Scope of Services described herein, and agree to compensate 
Clark’s per the terms of this agreement.  Payment terms are Net due upon completion. All unpaid 
balances over 30 days will be charged an interest rate of one and one-half percent per month.  This is 
an annual rate of eighteen percent.  Unpaid balances after 65 days are subject to a collection fee of up 
to 45%. 
 
ACCEPTED BY: 
 
_______________________        _________________________       ______________________ 
Name  (Printed)                    Signature        Date 
 

mailto:Ralph@MoldandMoisture.com
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