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DESIGN/DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION 

DESIGN REVIEW DISTRICT 
HISTORIC AGENDA 

EVALUATION SHEET 
Case # 3 

 
 
ADDRESS:   335 S. Edisto 
 
APPLICANT:   Roger E. Davis, agent 
 
TAX MAP REFERENCE:  TMS#11309-05-05 

 
USE OF PROPERTY:  Residential 
 
REVIEW  DISTRICT:  Hollywood-Rose Hill Community Character Area 
 
NATURE OF REQUEST:   Request Certificate of Design Approval for demolition 
 
FINDINGS/COMMENTS:   
This is a 1935 single-family wood-frame residence located at the edge of the Hollywood-Rose Hill 
Community Character Area (CC-1).  Unlike historic districts, the CC-1 areas are under D/DRC 
purview for demolition and relocation requests only, and the owners in these areas do not have 
access to the Bailey Bill, a tax incentive for rehabilitation projects.  This is the second request for a 
demolition in Hollywood-Rose Hill since the neighborhood requested this designation in 2011 in 
order to protect the historic character of their neighborhood.  The character of this area is the sum 
of the parts made up by the historic buildings, which have created patterns in their setbacks from 
the street, their size, proportions or massing, and details such as exterior siding, windows and 
doors.  
 
The house is vacant.  It is owned by Ms. Cora Hildebrand who is 89 years old. Her parents 
purchased the house when she was a child and she lived there until this past summer when she 
moved to Christopher Towers 
 
The applicant and his wife have Power of Attorney for Ms. Hildebrand and are requesting approval 
for demolition.  They have provided several documents that are attached at the end of this 
evaluation. Their goal is to sell the property with an approval for demolition so that the new owner 
can tear the house down and develop the land as they choose.  
 
Several items from the applicant are attached at the conclusion of this evaluation.  As many of the 
applicant’s photos did not have labels staff has attempted to label them; any corrections to these 
labels can be made by the applicant at the public meeting. 
 
PERTINENT SECTIONS FROM CITY ORDINANCE  
17-674(e) 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 
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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;  

 
This was built as a single-family home in 1935, but within six years it entered a short period 
of time where the family rented out a front room to a gentleman in order to bring in some 
extra income during the World War II era.  Thereafter it seems to have returned to a single-
family home for the Hildebrands. This is probably a typical history for many homes in the 
city, but the building does not require individual historic significance.  It maintains its 
integrity of architecture, and in fact has some architectural significance as the only example 
of its type in the area.  It has influences of the Minimal Traditional style, with its lateral 
gable roof and small front gables, but is unusual in its symmetry.  Buildings in CC-1 areas 
also do not require individual architectural significance as their contribution is the 
neighborhood as a whole, and this building fits in with the era that Rose Hill was developed, 
during the 1920s and 1930s. 
 

(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;  

 
This structure is very capable of earning a reasonable economic return with the house 
remaining due to the fact that the property is owned free and clear with no mortgage, is 
located in a desirable neighborhood, and has a generally sound structure. Therefore, any 
sales price would be considered a return for the current owner.  
 
Staff encouraged the applicant to seek out bids for repairs or to place the house on the open 
market in order to provide some information regarding costs and possible sales prices. 
However, to date, no bids have been provided and the house is still not available to the 
open market. 
 
In the documentation provided, the applicant shows that one realtor had one potential 
buyer and another potential buyer who owns adjacent property expressed interest if the 
house could be demolished, making an offer of $118,000.  That potential buyer owns the 
adjacent property to the north and the property to the south, a large commercial lot.  The 
applicant’s information states that he believes the owner would accept an offer of $100,000.  
The Richland County Tax Assessor values the property at $156,600, however these values 
do not take always take into account the condition of the property.  

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

As the last residential building on the west side of South Edisto Avenue in the Hollywood-
Rose Hill Community Character Area, this building has some importance to the ambience 
of the district.  It holds the line along the commercial corridor, and maintains key features 
of the district, such as typical setbacks, heights, materials, scale, and detailing.  It originally 
featured exposed rafter tails, now covered by fascia boards, and has oversized wood 
clapboards, along with rounded corner boards and a projecting foyer, a feature popular 
during the 1930s but rare in this area, making this an important contributor to the eclectic 
collection of styles prevalent in the neighborhood. 
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(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;  

This appears to be the only example of its kind in the neighborhood.  It is difficult to 
determine if it is the only one in the city or region without conducting a large survey.  There 
are many kit homes and architect-designed homes in Hollywood-Rose Hill, with a strong 
Craftsman, Minimal Traditional and Four Square influence as well as a number of Revival 
styles, such as Tudor, Colonial and Spanish. This home, however, has a unique character 
that contributes to the area but serves as a single example of its type. 

 
(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;  

 
There are no proposed plans for this property, which means there will be a vacant lot if this 
house were to be demolished.  The effect of the demolition and the proposed vacant lot 
would be negative.  The character of the community is residential, and this is the last 
building on this side of the street as it abuts a commercial corridor along Rosewood.  In fact 
there had been one more house next door many years ago but now there is a paved parking 
lot for a commercial business immediately adjacent to this property.  The demolition would 
further erode the residential character of the street and would also stop short the historic 
rhythm of buildings along the streetscape.  Since there is no design review over a new 
building on this lot, there is no guarantee that any future construction would conform to 
the typical setbacks, size, materials or styles that are prevalent in the area.  
 

(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  
 

Staff has visited the property twice and would suggest that the structural concerns raised by 
the applicant are largely relegated to a small portion on the back side of the house.  It 
appears that there has been some maintenance over the years that has kept the paint, 
windows and doors intact, but deferred maintenance on a leaking roof and a collapsed rear 
addition has created some problems.  A majority of the interior of the house appears well 
kept and sound, with minor areas of past roof leaks.  The City Housing Official and an 
additional Housing Inspector visited the property and noted the damage but determined the 
house could be repaired.  The City is not requiring its demolition and the building is not 
endangering public safety. 

 
Constructed in 1935, the U-shaped house received an addition approximately 50 years ago 
in the back that filled in the U-shape with a poorly constructed, almost flat-roofed section 
that had problems from the day it was built, according to Ms. Hildebrand.  This area is 
completely deteriorated and failing, with a caved in roof and floor system.  This is 
accompanied by a problem in the roof in the adjacent hallway of the house, which has let in 
water for years and has subsequently damaged the wall and floor beneath the leak.  These 
two areas have led to the inevitable problem of termites, however, the termites appear 
largely relegated to the water-damaged areas, a typical scenario considering they are 
interested in damp wood. 

  
The applicant has provided several letters from a realtor, a termite company, and a 
contractor with their opinions regarding the condition of the property.   
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The letter from realtor Mike DiMaria states the house “should be demolished and 
condemned.”  Staff contacted Mr. DiMaria to ask more about his professional opinion on 
the house and during that conversation he stated that while the house was probably more 
work than the average buyer would expect, that it could be repaired and would probably sell 
for the right price.   

 
The letter from the termite company indicates that they believe the damage is “too 
extensive” and the cost to repair “too great,” but concludes with the fact that due to the 
areas of visible damage “we could not thoroughly inspect” the property. They make no 
indication as to the location of the damage or offer any estimate for repairs.  As there are no 
photographs provided from their visit, it is difficult to determine whether the damage 
extends beyond anywhere that Staff has witnessed.   

 
The letter from the contractor G. Pat Worrell indicates that he opened up a number of 
holes in the walls and looked in the attic. He suggests that these holes showed studs were 
“damaged from the bottom plate to the top plate.”  He also noted the damage mentioned 
above.  Staff also looked into the openings made by Mr. Worrell and a majority of them 
showed clean, sound studs from top to bottom, in contradiction to Mr. Worrell’s findings.  
The areas of damage were located in the walls with the water leak and around the failing 
addition, with another single stud showing potential water damage in the kitchen, although 
the two studs on either side of it were very clean and sound. Please see the attached Staff 
photos for more information. 

 
Mr. Davis has provided additional information from his own perspective as to which 
“problems would make the renovation of the house an unreasonable option.” These items 
include electrical, plumbing, insulation, heating, air conditioning, windows, the failing 
addition, the siding and the roof.  To his points Staff would suggest that electrical and 
plumbing issues are typical for older homes, and are exacerbated due to the delayed 
maintenance on the house, but are frequently updated in homes when purchased by a new 
owner.  The lack of insulation is also typical of old homes, as is the lack of adequate heating 
and air conditioning systems, yet the house has been lived in continuously for the past 79 
years.  Mr. Davis’s conclusion that the windows “require replacement” is likely based on 
their age, but Staff’s opinion is that the windows appear to be in good condition.   
 
Mr. Davis also concludes that the wood siding is “not salvageable” due to splits and cracks.  
These areas can often be repaired, and in fact they are limited to a very small percentage of 
the exterior.  As indicated by both Mr. Davis and Staff, the roof has failed in at least one 
major area and should be repaired or replaced.  Due to deferred maintenance, the roof 
repair is probably larger than a typical roof project. In short, staff would suggest that none 
of these items make renovation “unreasonable,” but rather are typical issues facing an older 
house that has suffered from deferred maintenance in a relatively isolated section of the 
building.   

   
It appears that the house is in fair structural condition, and an estimated 75% or more of 
the house is relatively sound and intact, in respect to wall and floor systems that were 
visible.  Staff looked under the house in the room adjacent to the failed addition and the 
floor system appeared perfectly intact, with no obvious termite or other damage; the soil in 
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the crawl space was dry and the joists appeared sturdy.  Staff looked up into the hole to the 
attic and in that particular spot the roof sheathing and joists appeared perfectly intact and 
showed no evidence of water or termite damage; although staff did not go up into the attic 
to investigate further.  The City Housing Official visited the house before the walls were 
opened up but similarly concluded that the damage was isolated to a minor portion of the 
house, and that the failed addition could be removed. 

 
(7) Whether the building or structure is able to be relocated, and whether a site for relocation is available; and  
 No information has been provided. 
 
(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. 

The City is not ordering the house to be demolished, but is ordering the house to be 
repaired. The list of violations from the City is largely due to the crumbling addition, the 
leak in the roof, the rotted fascia (not original and can be easily removed) and the associated 
failing paint, walls or floors and electricity generated by the addition and the water leak.   

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Staff finds that according to Section 17-674(e) of the City Ordinance that the house has 
architectural significance, is capable of earning a reasonable economic return, is important to the 
ambience of the district, is potentially the only one of its kind in the area, that the proposed vacant 
lot would have a negative effect on the character of the area, that the house has repairable structural 
issues located in a minor portion of the home, and that the house is not under orders from the City 
to be demolished.  Therefore, staff recommends that the request for Certificate of Design Approval 
for demolition be denied. 
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Central portion is failing addition Worst area of siding disrepair, on left side 
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Staff photos of living room, rear bedroom, 

and foyer 

Below: Image of sill plate behind 

baseboard, the plate and studs were intact 

with no visible termite or water damage 
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Hallway: The ongoing leak from the roof has left the ceiling (top image) 

damaged.  A basin sitting on top of the oil furnace (top left) catches rain water.  

The water has damaged the floor in the hallway (bottom). Staff photos 
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Bathroom 

Bathroom ceiling, old repair 

Phone nook in hallway 

Bedroom ceiling, old repair 

Bedroom 

Looking into wall hole made by contractor, debris but 

no termite or water damage visible 

Staff photos 
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Dining Room and Kitchen, Staff photos 

Above: One water damaged stud between 

two intact studs in kitchen, at water 

heater, in newly created hole. Staff photo 
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Left: Image of collapsed roof in 

addition 

Above: Adjacent wall to addition 

showing termite damage in stud 

 

 

 

Collapsed floor in addition 

Sound stud and wall adjacent to 

collapsed addition 

Staff photos 
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Failed addition 

Leak in hallway 

Damaged stud and 

good studs (green) 

Good joists Minor damage 

Staff’s observations regarding the condition of the home, as visible through the 

crawl space and recently opened holes in the walls. 

 

Teal in the above map shows the Hollywood-Rose Hill CC-1 Area. 

The red circle shows the location of 335 S. Edisto Ave. 

The white circle shows a previous demolition request that the D/DRC denied. 
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At left: view of roof sheathing and 

joist in the kitchen 

Above: view under house 

Below: rear elevation 

Below left: intact window 

 

 

 

Below: view under the floor 

showing intact joists, bracing and 

subfloor 

Staff photos 
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Across the street Across the street 

Across the street Two houses north 

Adjacent house Commercial lot next door 

Staff photos 
















































