

A meeting of the Historic District Review Board was held on July 10, 2013 at 2:00 p.m. in the City Hall Planning Conference Room, 1911 Boundary Street. In attendance were Chairman Joel Newman and board members Mike Rainey, Inez Neal, Bill Chambers, and Erica Dickerson, and city staff Lauren Kelly. 
In accordance with the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, Section 30-4-80(d) as amended, all local media were duly notified of the time, date, place, and agenda of this meeting.

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Newman called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.

MINUTES FOR THE MEETING OF APRIL 10, 2013
Ms. Dickerson made a motion, second by Ms. Neal, to approve the minutes of May 8, 2013 as submitted. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Chambers abstained from voting because he was not present at the meeting. 
PUBLIC HEARING
814 Newcastle Street – Major Demolition of Structure
Ms. Kelly said this structure is in the Historic District and was not listed in the 1997 above ground historic site survey; it appears to have been built in 1900. She listed the modifications. The city is applying of the owner. After a fire, the house was not secured, so mold, mildew, and pests are an issue. The insurance company wants the building torn down because of the damage. Staff, as the applicant, advocates the demolition. Maxine Lutz said that Historic Beaufort Foundation had no objections due to the alterations and fire damage.

815 Ribaut Road – Major Demolition of Structure
Ms. Kelly said this structure is circa 1949. It’s not in the Historic District. The Board has purview over the structure. There have been many additions and remodels to the structure, and “the integrity of the original structure no longer exists.” Staff has put the owner in touch with someone about moving the original historic part of the building, but she doesn’t know if he has done so. There have been some modifications, but on June 19, 50-74% of the structure was destroyed. Little of the original vernacular cottage remains, so staff approved the demolition. Ms. Lutz said Historic Beaufort Foundation does not object.

505 Prince Street – Major Demolition of Structure

Ms. Kelly said this project is in The Point and is listed as contributing. It was estimated to have been built in 1928. It’s one of the Craftsman-style houses on the block. There is no roof and severe fire and water damage. Staff recommends approval of the request due to the extensive damage. Staff encouraged the owners to try to salvage some parts of the outside shell for the new structure that will be put there, and the new structure would be under the Board’s purview. The owner of the property said Beek Webb had looked at the structure. The porch is not original, and Mr. Webb suggested that there would need to be a new foundation. 

REVIEW OF FULL BOARD PROJECTS
814 Newcastle Street – Major Demolition of Structure, Final Review
Applicant:  City of Beaufort (HR13-29)

Mr. Rainey made a motion to approve the application as submitted; Mr. Chambers seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
815 Ribaut Road – Major Demolition of Structure, Final Review
Applicant:  Stephen P. Hughes, Owner (HR13-30)

Mr. Rainey made a motion to approve the application as submitted; Mr. Chambers seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
505 Prince Street – Major Demolition of Structure, Final Review
Applicant:  Allison Ramsey Architects for Mary Suzanne Parker & Joseph Devoe, Owners
(HR13-31)

Mr. Rainey made a motion to approve the application as submitted; Mr. Chambers seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
807 North Street – New Construction, Final Review
Applicant:  Ansley Hester Manuel, Architect for Jim McCuistion, Owner (HR13-28)

Ms. Kelly said this is for a new guest cottage behind the McGrath-Sheper house. The plan for a garage was approved, but the property owner has decided to go to a different direction and has submitted for this guest cottage instead. Staff feels in general that the design is good, Ms. Kelly said. There are drainage issues, so the applicant may want to discuss those. 
Ansley Hester Manuel said the lot is low. The last quarter of the lot to the last half drops, and the entire neighborhood drains into the back portion of the lot. They have been careful not to place buildings too far into the shallow area, so the guest cottage must be nearer to the house. The narrowness of the lot makes the parking of three vehicles difficult. She has spoken to the owner about pushing the cottage back, and he’s against the idea. Ms. Manuel said that since the submittal, there have been changes to colors and roof materials. 
Chairman Newman said they did have the site discussion before, and he feels there must be a solution to this. The house is “fabulous” inside, he said, and it seems “criminal” to not be able to use 50% of the site. Mr. Webb said he’s met with the city and the county to figure out how to solve the drainage issues, “but the invert in the drains in the street leaves nowhere for it to drain, so there’s not any place for it to go.” It can spread out into the neighbors’ yards. All the other neighbors have filled their yards but this one, Mr. Webb said. It’s going to have to be filled some, he said, but no one knows where the water will go when that happens. It was knee-deep in the spring. 
Mr. Rainey asked if they could fill it to grade and let the water be distributed throughout the neighborhood. Chairman Newman agreed that it should be made to disburse around the 
neighborhood. Mr. Rainey said if it were evenly distributed, if there’s a problem, the city has to come in and fix it. 
Mr. Webb said they needed to discuss where to site the guest cottage: how much further back from where the applicant wants to place it. The owner needs guidelines for that because there’s only one bedroom in the house. Ms. Manuel said the owner doesn’t want to connect the guest cottage and the house. Mr. Rainey said it should be on the back third of the lot. Mr. Webb said its 18’ from the building as planned now. Ms. Manuel said she “would like to steer away from it going all the way to the rear of the property.” The garage siting was the owner’s determinant to buy the property, and the Board approved its location, she said. Chairman Newman said the garage was further back than this cottage, and on a concrete pad. 
Ms. Manuel said she would like the cottage to be mid-lot. Mr. Rainey and Chairman Newman said they agreed that it should go back from where it is. Mr. Rainey said “the owner has to address the problem of the back.” The secondary buildings are to blend into the Historic District and such a cottage would be more than 18’ from the main house. 
Chairman Newman asked how the orientation was chosen, facing west instead of south. Ms. Manuel said the porch faces the side yard rather than the back of the house. Ms. Manuel said this is the way the owner wants it. 
Mr. Webb said he doesn’t object to moving it back a little, but he has a guest house that near to his own house, and they don’t have to walk far to get to the house. Mr. Chambers referred to a letter from the state, and Ms. Lutz said the state has the covenant. She asked if Milner spoke to the placement of accessory buildings, and various people said yes. She said Milner says it should face the rear of the house. The owner wants the guest house close, but not because he’s concerned about the wet property. 
Ms. Lutz said Historic Beaufort Foundation would like to see it pushed as far back as the garage is, and they wouldn’t object to it being faced south. The drainage is a whole block problem, and it begins at the post office, and when it’s leveled, things will improve there. The CIP budget of 2014-15 prioritizes that intersection to be repaired, Ms. Lutz said. It’s not just one person’s fault, and they have had the city and engineering firms over there to try to determine what to do about it, but the answer is not fill dirt. Ms. Lutz reiterated that they would like the building pushed back further and to have the board consider flipping the guest house to face south. Ms. Lutz said Jim McCuistion “won’t be there forever,” and they need to think of the historic appropriateness of the buildings in the Historic District. 

Mr. Rainey said he’s in favor of the guest house except for its positioning. He would not be inclined to vote for it as submitted. He’d like to see it moved back to the siting of the original application which was the garage. He’s neutral on the directional orientation of the building, he said. Ms. Lutz said the HDRB had expressed a concern about other buildings in the yard and that would preclude another building if it’s reoriented. 
Ms. Manuel asked how many buildings can be on the lot. Mr. Rainey said it depends on set-backs. Ms. Kelly said it depends on what kind of building it is. One can only have one accessory dwelling unit, so, for example, they couldn’t also have a garage with an accessory dwelling unit in it. 
Mr. Webb said part of the reason for the guest house is because no one would want to approve an addition to the back of the house. That’s the reason for it, because there’s not another bedroom in the house. He suggested the HDRB decide where they want it. Mr. Chambers said the guidelines are clear. 
Chairman Newman said he would be comfortable with the cottage “a bit further back,” and he’d like to see the site filled which would solve 80% of the problem. It will continue to move and distribute to other areas, so Mr. McCuistion doesn’t have to carry the burden of it all. In regard to the guest house orientation, he would want the guest house at the back if it were his property and to have the lawn and garden in between. Mr. Chambers said they could reverse the stair and have fewer step if the concern is that it’s too far from the main house. 

Mr. Rainey said they need to be objective, and the Milner guidelines say the secondary structure is too close to the main building. The plans for the structure are fine, but that building needs to be oriented further back towards the rear of the lot. Mr. Chambers said he agrees and said that’s also based on the height of the floor, which require it to be oriented back. 
Mr. Rainey said if they came up with a site plan, he would make a motion, or they can approve the building as submitted with the siting to be decided at a future time even by staff and the chair of the HDRB. Mr. Rainey clarified that it could be in the middle of the property, but at this point, it’s too close, per Milner. Mr. Chambers said it’s unusually deep lot, so there’s a reason not to stick it back in the corner. 
Mr. Webb said he feels they can accept that on the owner’s behalf and discuss where it should be. He believes that it has to be moved back some – to where the other building was approved. Chairman Newman said they should agree on an acceptable distance, vote on it, and then create a site plan, and the owner can come back if he doesn’t like it. Ms. Kelly went to get the drawings of where the garage was going to be. 

Mr. Rainey said the garage siting was already approved, so he thinks that’s what should dictate the placement for the guest house. There was a discussion of a tree on the property. Mr. Chambers asked why the piers under the columns are narrower than the columns themselves, and Ms. Manuel replied, “To match the main house. “
Negotiations proceeded on the amount of feet that the guest house should be pushed back from its planned position. Ms. Manuel asked for 10’. Mr. Chambers suggested “a no-closer-to dimension.”  Chairman Newman said the garage was 45’ from the face of the garage to the 
house. Mr. Chambers determined that the cottage should be no closer than 35’ and showed the plans to Mr. Webb, Ms. Manuel, and Ms. Lutz. 
Mr. Rainey made a motion for approval as submitted, including the change of roof materials for both buildings, with the exception that there must be a minimum of 35’ between the 2 structures. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Rainey moved that the applicant has the option of changing the orientation of the building to a southern one. Ms. Dickerson seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
DISCUSSION:  SANDWICH BOARD SIGNS IN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT
Ms. Kelly said there are a lot of sandwich board signs. The current ordinance doesn’t address them. A lot of them have been showing up downtown. The only thing that can be done is to tell everyone that they cannot have any sandwich signs because they’re not permitted in the ordinance. So as not to say ALL have to go, Ms. Kelly said, they can say the signs are permitted but only permit a limited number of them. Main Street Beaufort will give input as well before it goes to the Metropolitan Planning Commission, Ms. Kelly said. 
Mr. Chambers asked the average size of the signs now. Ms. Kelly said 3.5 square feet per side to 6 or 7 square feet per side. Mr. Rainey suggested the signs should be required to be informative, as opposed to guiding people into the establishment. Size needs to be addressed as well. Chairman Newman said the provision not to have other advertising would be a good provision: “The more personal the signs are the better.” 
Ms. Lutz asked if they would consider making them consistent in size and materials. Chairman Newman said the signs shouldn’t advertise a third party product. Ms. Dickerson said they’re not in front of the business because of the issue with way-finding. Mr. Webb said you wouldn't know some businesses were there without their signs. Ms. Kelly said that’s a way-finding issue, and the rent is cheaper because when a business is not on Bay Street like Kooky Mooky’s, “so that’s a price they pay.” Ms. Lutz asked if it’s an imposition to a business to have someone else’s sign in front of their business. Ms. Dickerson said “The last thing we need is another business going out of business because no one knows they’re there.”
Mr. Rainey said they could address each on an individual basis; the business could come to the city and apply for a permit if they have special circumstances. Mr. Webb asked about temporary signs like “Building for sale.”Mr. Rainey said they could determine what “temporary” is. Ms. Kelly said neon is allowed downtown if it’s under 2.5’. 
Mr. Rainey brought up large realtor signs and construction signs as well. If a crew is in a building working, he feels that they can have a sign about it, but not if they’re not there. Ms. Dickerson said on her property, they left signs up for 30 days after the construction was done. Ms. Kelly said realtors don’t have to get a permit. Ms. Kelly said some signs have 30-day limits, like an “Opening Soon” banner. Ms. Neal said if they were charged for having the signs out, they wouldn’t have them out so long. Mr. Chambers said that the public wants to know who was responsible for the work on construction, good or bad. Chairman Newman said he hates the idea that he “would have to be permitted to have a sandwich board.” Mr. Rainey said the rules need to be out there and then need to be enforced. 
DISCUSSION:  NATURAL DISASTER DEMOLITIONS
Ms. Kelly referred to the previous demolition case due to fire. She asked the Board to consider if there should be a provision that makes sense for natural disasters; the applicant was right at the line by one day to get on the agenda. Ms. Kelly asked if there could be a threshold for a demolition if there’s a certain amount of damage. Mr. Chambers said they can do a special hearing, but it was agreed that an owner needs to come before the Board for permission to demolish, no matter how extensive the damage. 
DISCUSSION:  COLUMNS
There’s a problem in a particular Historic District building, Mr. Webb said. The columns were replaced with wood 20 years ago, and they rotted, and the owner wants to replace them again. The owner is having trouble finding wood caps and bases under warranty, so Mr. Webb had suggested discussing alternative material columns. Solid wood columns aren't available anymore, Ms. Kelly said, so they need to have a discussion. 
Mr. Webb said wood shutters are available everywhere, but wood columns aren’t. The round ones are now fluted, “and they have to get them matched, no matter what.” They have to be made and each costs $2000 - $3000. Simple round tapered columns are only available at a reasonable price in a wooden white pine column or western cedar. “They don’t even look right,” Mr. Webb said, “and they’re not any good.” They may last 10-15 years, and then they rot. They are treated, but they still don’t last. 
The columns that are PermaCast, round, and not fluted look much more like the original wood columns that are turned out of trees, Mr. Webb said. When wood columns start to rot, they are patched and epoxied until that can’t be done anymore. The new tapered PermaCast columns look better than the inexpensive wood columns and match the old wood columns. They last as long as the early columns, Mr. Webb said. 
Mr. Rainey asked who makes telephone poles. Mr. Webb said a column has to be turned to a certain size. The new wood ones are 1/4'” grains (not 1/16” like they used to be) and they crack. Mr. Webb gave an example of a house on which he had used these PermaCast columns. Mr. Chambers said he hears Mr. Webb’s point, but they can get a solid redwood column if the owners are willing to pay for it. Mr. Webb said the hollow wood columns aren’t cheap. 
Chairman Newman said in regard to “not literally replacing in-kind,” they’re trying to preserve the architecture, but is it what it looks like or what it’s made out of that’s historical. Mr. Rainey said it’s above a local-level decision. He said Mr. Webb has integrity, but not everyone might. 
Ms. Lutz said the Department of Interior has presented papers on windows, and they may have about columns. Mr. Rainey said they “should receive direction, not put down direction.” 
Mr. Webb said if the Board “can’t approve these type of columns anyway, there’s no point.” There was a general discussion of houses that have a problem with their columns. Chairman Newman said replacing a column with a redwood column is not a better solution than a PermaCast column. Ms. Dickerson said this is why people can’t maintain their historic houses: because of the costs of things like this, so they let them rot. Mr. Webb said the porches are falling off in the short-term, and if they have to buy the same columns they already have, they will rot in ten years, or you could buy PermaCast – but you’re not allowed to use them. 
Mr. Chambers said a lot of Department of Interior materials are not installed properly, and therefore they will rot because of improper installation. There was a general discussion of replacing historic windows as opposed to replacing historic columns. Mr. Webb said heart pine columns are not available. 
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 3:35 p.m.
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