
BEAUFORT 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

AGENDA 
1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC  29902 
Phone:  843-525-7011 ~ Fax:  843-986-5606 

Monday, August 19, 2024, 5:00 P.M. 
City Hall, Council Chambers, 2nd Floor – 1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC 

Please click the link below to join the webinar: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89420821906?pwd=5bsOOXHs01aNQobSNmAj9ezCd00D9z.1 
Password:  566796        Meeting ID:  894 2082 1906        Call in Phone #:  1+929 205 6099 

STATEMENT OF MEDIA NOTIFICATION:  "In accordance with 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."  Note:  If you have special needs due to a physical challenge, please call (843) 525-7011.

I. Call to Order

II. Pledge of Allegiance

III. Review Commission Meeting Minutes:

A. July 15, 2024 Meeting Minutes

IV. Questions Relating to Military Operations

V. New Business:

A. Annexation (Tabled).  The applicant, Merritt Patterson, is requesting annexation of
approximately 3.19 acres located at 23 Horton Drive, north of the intersection of
Horton Drive and Horton Trail, into the junction of the City of Beaufort.  The
property is further identified as R100 029 000 0115 0000.

B. Rezoning (Tabled).  The applicant, Merritt Patterson is requesting rezoning of
approximately 3.19 acres, located at 23 Horton Drive, north of the intersection of
Horton Drive and Horton Trail, to Light Industrial-LI (City zoning) from Regional
Center Mixed-U5RCMU (County zoning).  The property is further identified as
R100 029 000 0115 0000.

C. Major Design Site Plan (Tabled).  1140 Ribaut Road.  The applicant, Doc & Andy
Burris, Gutterball, LLC, are requesting to convert the old bowling alley into a self-
storage facility that will include a site manager’s dwelling and two private upstairs
dwellings located at 1140 Ribaut Road.  The property is further identified as R120
007 000 0019 0000.

VI. Appointment of Subcommittee

VII. Old Business:

A. Beaufort Development Code Changes:  Amendments to the open space, land
development and subdivision requirements of Section 7 and Section 9 of the Beaufort
Development Code.

VIII. Adjournment

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89420821906?pwd=5bsOOXHs01aNQobSNmAj9ezCd00D9z.1
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Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes – July 15, 2024

CALL TO ORDER 1:42 
A meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order by Curt Freese, Community Development 
Department Director, and was held in-person on July 15, 2024 at 5:00 PM. 

ATTENDEES 
Members in attendance:  Benjie Morillo, Chairman, Bill Bardenwerper, Clinton Hallman, Kim McFann, Bill Suter, 
Paul Trask. 

Member absent:  Mike Tomy, Vice-Chairman 

Staff in attendance:  Curt Freese, Community Development Department Director, and Ryan Green, Community 
Development Planner II.  

Chairman Morillo asked if there were motions prior to proceeding and Mr. Trask responded with a motion. 

Motion:  Mr. Trask made a motion to move the New Business Items ahead of the Old Business on the Agenda.  
Mr. Hallman seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Ms. McFann requested regarding Public Comment to put up a Public Comment sign in sheet at the podium, so 
we have accurate spelling of names and addresses for our minutes, and all agreed.  

REVIEW OF MINUTES – JUNE 17, 2024 3:08 
Motion:  Mr. Hallman made a motion to approve the June 17, 2024 minutes as submitted.  Mr. Suter seconded 
the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

All Planning Commission meeting minutes are recorded and can be found on the City’s website at 
http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/AgendaCenter.    

QUESTIONS RELATING TO MILITARY OPERATIONS 3:30 
None. 

http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/AgendaCenter
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NEW BUSINESS 6:18 
A. Annexation:  The applicant, Merritt Patterson, is requesting that the City Annex property, specifically

3.19 acres located at 23 Horton Drive, north of the intersection of Horton Drive and Horton Trail. . The
property is further identified as R100 029 000 0115 0000. Also,

B. Rezoning.  The applicant, Merritt Patterson is requesting zoning/rezoning of the same property to Light
Industrial-LI (City zoning) from Regional Center Mixed-U5RCMU (County zoning). The property is
further identified as R100 029 000 0115 0000.

Ryan Greene presented the staff report for the project.  The applicant, Mr. Merritt Patterson, of 317
Laurel Street in Beaufort was present and explained his application, stating that the goal was to make
the property at issue a part of the existing industrial park to the North.

Mr. Hallman asked about the property address noting that there is some confusion regarding the
address and references thereto (Horton Drive v. Dorton Road) and the Applicant and Staff clarified that
the correct address for the property at issue was in fact Horton Drive.

Public Comment:
Celeste Walls, resides at 46 Horton Road, and said she has a problem with the annexation request and
is concerned for her children to be able to play outside.  She stated the area  is already congested with
the plant building and she is worried it will get so the children can’t go outside because of the traffic
and  cannot go down the road and walk because of the traffic and the big trucks. She stated we need to
think about the safety of the kids and the older people in our neighborhood.  It’s a residential area with
nothing but houses and now we have to worry about commercial properties.  She is very upset and feel
it’s not fair to her and the community.

Sharea Walls, resides at 39 Horton Road, said she just purchased her home and has returned to  the
land her mom and dad raised her on.  She’s been here only a year and sees high traffic due to the new
properties, people coming to view the properties and there is new construction of a Nursey at the head
of the road and there’s a lot of ins and outs and high speed traffic.  The children are in danger from
being hit.  Opening up the road or making an intersection thru it is going to make it even worse for
residents. She said Celeste Walls has particular concerns as she has  two children with sickle cell disease
and being outside and active is best for her kids since they are in the hospital a lot.

Public comment closed, and the Board had questions for the Applicant and Staff.

Chairman Morillo re-opened the public comment.

Sandra Meloneson, resides at 11 Horton Lane, said she’s speaking for herself and for her neighbors
which are her family.  She has been in the neighborhood since 1965.  She knew the Hortons and the
Boldens.  Horton Road has been a one-way in and a one-way out for years because the majority of  the
area is privately owned.  It’s a residential area where we’ve lived, grew up, our children are here, and
never had any business in the area because it’s always been residences.

Public comment closed.



 

3 
 

Motion:  Mr. Trask made a motion to defer judgement on the requested annexation and 
zoning/rezoning  requests until the Commission can have an opportunity to go out and study the area 
closely.  Mr. Bardenwerper seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. McFann asked Mr. Trask to amend his motion to include the County Review/Approval process 
information and alternative zoning designation information. 
  
Mr. Trask amended his motion to request that staff provide the information.  Mr. Bardenwerper 
seconded the amended motion. It passed unanimously. 

 

C.  1140 Ribaut Road.  The applicant, Gutterball, LLC Doc & Andy Burris, are requesting 1:09:06 
to convert the old bowling alley on the 1140 Ribaut Road site into a self-storage facility that will include 
a site manager’s dwelling and two private upstairs dwellings located at 1140 Ribaut Road. The property 
is further identified as R120 007 000 0019 0000.  
 
Ryan Greene presented the staff report for the project.  The applicant, Doc Burris, was present and 
explained the application. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
None. 
  
Public comment closed. 
 
Discussion was had regarding the current permitted demolition work taking place on the premises and 
that City Staff and the applicants’ architect were engaged in continued discussions regarding code 
compliance and design issues.  
            
Motion:  Mr. Bardenwerper made a motion to continue the project until next month to allow for 
additional information and discussions to be obtained, completed and presented. Mr. Morillo seconded 
the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

Commission took a brief break.        1:39:07 

OLD BUSINESS    1:46:05 
A. Beaufort Development Code Changes:  Amendments to the open space, land development and 

subdivision requirements of Section 7 and Section 9 of the Beaufort Development Code.  
 
Curt Freese gave an overview of the of what is being reviewed tonight.  Mr. Freese stated at the May 
Development Code Edit Session with the City Council, Council recommending putting this section first 
and this was never part of your packet.  Mr. Freese feels this would resolve or handle some of the  
major issues the Commission has been having in the last two months about development projects.  
 
The commission proceeded pursuant to this recommendation. 
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Public Comment: 
 
Diane Farrelly resides at 2415 Oak Haven Street and commented on the changes referring to Section 
7.1.3 Table and said the area that is not checked and should be checked is T5-UC, Open Green Space. 
Ms. Farrelly will email the rest of her comments regarding changes to staff. 
 
She referred to Section 7.1.6. about the public utility easement that says it’s a minimum 10-feet wide.  
She has concerns that when zones are smacked up to each other and they don’t align and suggest the 
Commission think about this. 
 
Ms. Farrelly said the packet there was no appendix C and there was a lot of reference to appendix C.  
Section 7.4.5e where it talked about if the developer rights were then forwarded to the owners of the 
property, and that they needed to be maintained, and if they didn’t do it, then the City could come and 
do it.  But it doesn’t say at “whose” expense. 
 
Jessie White, 1212 King Street, offers support on behalf of the Coastal Conservation League for the 
proposed code changes.  We would like to see clear requirements about each stage in the development 
approval process and clear indication of when public participation is going to be allowed and 
encouraged.  These updates are important for the development to continue the process in the city.  
She noticed in the Table of Community Green Space and Open Space types in Section 7.4.3 where it 
talks about the different types of open spaces and then it gives examples of different zoning categories 
where they might be appropriate for sports complex it listed T-1 Natural Preserve, and this might be 
inconsistent with the intent of a T-1 Natural Preserve appropriate for sports complex.  She asked for 
consideration of this particular one.  She appreciates the increase of open space requirements. 
 
Lise Sundrla, Historic Beaufort Foundation (HBF), commended Curt Freese for pulling all of the 
materials  together.  She said her primary interest is the Historic District.  At first she admits she found 
it hard to find where the districts fit in, but when you look at 7.1.3 & 7.4.2 you see T-4-HN which is 
within the Historic District.  She understands that this does not encompass the zoning of the whole 304 
acre Beaufort Historic District.  She asked for clarification from Mr. Freese by asking him if this was 
going to be the only zoning portion that is included.  Mr. Freese commented that the open space was 
exempt previously and it was not recommended to be revised.  HBF will be brining back some 
recommendations for the Commission to review.  She referred to Section 9.8.2  under Development 
Design Review Major, it notes that lots in the Beaufort Historic District are not subject to development 
design review and shall instead be evaluated by the Historic Review Board (HRB) for compliance within 
the Historic District.  We  need to add that second level of protection that it also goes before the 
Historic Technical Review Committee (HTRC) before it goes to the HRB.  Lastly, Ms. Sundrla referred to 
Section 7.1.2 Applicability at the beginning it says, all developments with the exception of projects that 
qualifies minor development design reviews Section 9.8.1 or minor subdivision Section 9.9.2 are located 
in the Historic District and affect less than one block face are required to install or construct the 
improvements are specified in the Table of Required Improvements in section 7.1.3.  There needs to be 
a separate section that refers to the Historic District with specific requirements. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
Commissioners suggested sending their comments to Mr. Freese and agreed to schedule a worksession 
to discuss on August 12 at 2:00 pm at City Hall in the Planning Conference Room. 
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Motion:  Ms. McFann made a motion to table the Code Sections 7 and 9 until our next meeting on the 
19th  and pending a worksession to be held on Monday, August 12, at City Hall at 2:00 pm.  Mr. Trask 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Trask brought up the distressing news about the Waterfront Park.  Mr. Trask asked staff if this 
Committee has any purview over those affairs.  He noted the City Manager is contacting the Army 
Corps of Engineers and  is preparing to engage a consultant to advise on the situation.  Mr. Freese 
doesn’t think this Committee will be involved but will consult with the City attorney.  Ms. McFann 
asked if there is some sort of redesign to the park, would that be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission.  Mr. Freese said it would go before the Historic Review Board (HRB).  Mr. Freese said he 
will consult the city attorney on this as well. 
  

ADJOURNMENT 2:40.04  
Motion:  Mr. Hallman made a motion for adjournment at 7:40 pm seconded by Mr. Suter.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 



 
 

 
 
 

SCOTT MARSHALL 
City Manager 

 
 
 

 
CITY OF BEAUFORT 

Community Development Department 
1911 BOUNDARY STREET 

BEAUFORT, SC 29902 
(843) 525-7011 

FAX (843) 986-5606 

 
CURT FREESE 

Community Development 
Director 

 
To: Planning Commission 
From: Curt Freese, Community Development Director 
Date: 8/13/24 
Issue:  Code Edits, Beaufort Development Code  

Hello,  

I recommend that the Planning Commission consider the creation of a 2-3 person subcommittee to work 
on the code changes.  My recommendation is for the Planning Commission to consider one member who 
is an attorney, and one member who is an architect. The attorney provides a strong legal and code 
background, while the architect provides the design background.  The subcommittee should meet twice a 
month at a minimum with Staff, and review and revise the proposed drafts.  The subcommittee should 
then make a recommendation on a monthly or bi-monthly basis to the full Planning Commission on a 
proposed draft to be considered at the regular meeting.   

I am recommending this subcommittee for the following reasons:  

 A small working group is a much more efficient model than a larger group which also has to hear 
development cases.  

 There are some 200 pages of revisions thus far.  
 Progress has been slow with the entire group.  
 The entire group may still be fully part of the process, and also contribute ideas and suggestions 

on the monthly basis.  
 The small group can meet on a regular convenient date and time during the workday.  

 

If acceptable, two or three members should either be nominated or volunteer, and a formal vote for the 
creation of the subcommittee should be made.  

Best regards, 

 

Curt Freese, AICP 

Community Development Director 



 

 

BEAUFORT CODE CHANGES 



 
 

 
 
 

SCOTT MARSHALL 
City Manager 

 
 
 

 
CITY OF BEAUFORT 

Community Development Department 
1911 BOUNDARY STREET 

BEAUFORT, SC 29902 
(843) 525-7011 

FAX (843) 986-5606 

 
CURT FREESE 

Community Development 
Director 

 
Date: July 15, 2024 

From: Curt Freese, Community Development Director 

To: Planning Commission 

ISSUE:  Beaufort Development Code Changes 

CURRENT STATUS: 

The changes proposed this month focus on land development/subdivision requirements.  This chapter includes 

streets, open space, public utilities, major and minor subdivisions. The major changes proposed are due to the 

lack of clear standards for major processes found in the code.  Staff believes these revisions will assist the 

Planning Commission in making good decisions on future development project.    

The Code changes from October-March were sent a few months ago to the PC but have not been discussed due 

to the thoroughness of the historic review board/COA requirements. Moreover, as these are not as pressing, 

Staff will instead send the Tree Canopy standards and other landscaping improvements, with the subtraction of 

changes to the 5% existing building requirement, to the August PC.   

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

SEE SECTION 7.1.6 

ADDING PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT/SUBDIVISIONS 

Analysis:  Staff recommends the dedication of public utility easements  with all new development to aid in 

efficiently providing public services to the community.  Utilities and government entities would no longer be 

forced to privately obtain easements independently of the development process.  Such a requirement is 

common around the country and would require the dedication of a public utility easement on the property 

agreed upon by all utility providers before the creation of any new lot or development.  

INCREASING OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS:  

SEE SECTION 7.4.2 



 
 

 
 
 

SCOTT MARSHALL 
City Manager 

 
 
 

 
CITY OF BEAUFORT 

Community Development Department 
1911 BOUNDARY STREET 

BEAUFORT, SC 29902 
(843) 525-7011 

FAX (843) 986-5606 

 
CURT FREESE 

Community Development 
Director 

 
Analysis:  Staff recommends the increase of open space requirements to reflect the growing concern over the 

loss of greenspace and tree coverage with previously approved development. The Form based code allows 

urban forms, which can include coverage by buildings over the entire site.  To that end, many districts in the 

code, T-5 UC, RMX, etc. were exempted from any open space requirements.  This has resulted in the clear 

cutting and loss of green space on the majority of some development sites.  Staff proposes adding appropriate 

open space requirements in all districts to reflect the vision of the community, which will also have the added 

benefit of improved drainage and runoff. 

ADDING SUBDIVISON REGULATIONS TO THE LAND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

See Section 7.5, Section 9.1.4, Section 9.8.1, Section 9.9.2 

General: Subdivision standards, that is the in depth technical and procedural requirements from everything 

from minor subdivisions to major subdivisions, which include sketch plan and site plans, are generally a major 

portion of any development code.  The current changes would include detailed requirements, and procedure for 

each process.  

Major Subdivisions:  Adding more in depth requirements to Sketch Plans such as open space/tree canopy, 

pedestrian layout, will assist the PC in properly considering and making decisions on major new development 

projects.  Staff would also recommend adding a public notice and hearing requirement for Sketch Plans and Site 

Plans.  The approvals already require a public meeting, and a common citizen complaint is they are deprived of 

the knowledge of such meetings and thus the agency to make their opinions on such projects heard.   

Minor Subdivisions:  Staff proposes to limit the ability to subdivide a property to just 6 lots cumulatively on any 

platted parcel of land.  Any subdivision over 5 new lots (with the 1 remainder lot for 6) would trigger a major 

subdivision and review by the Planning Commission.  Staff recommends this change from the current 10 for a 

few reasons:  

a) Minor subdivisions do not require drainage or infrastructure requirements, which potentially create 

future infrastructure issues when new development is built.  



 
 

 
 
 

SCOTT MARSHALL 
City Manager 
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Community Development 
Director 

 
b) Neighboring property owners will not be impacted by major development on properties next to 

them without adequate infrastructure.  

c) The 6 lot standard is widely found and utilized around the country.  

 

 

  















































































































 

 

ANNEXATION REQUEST 
23 HORTON DRIVE 



STAFF REPORT: Annexation & Zoning-23 Horton Dr
DATE: August 19th, 2024 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: Merrit Patterson/Owner 
Address/Parcel Number: 23 Horton Dr/R100 029 000 0115 0000 
Applicant's Request: To annex the site into the City’s Jurisdiction and have the property zoned 

Light Industrial-LI. 

ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION 
Current County Zone-C5RCMU      Requested City Zone-Light 

Industrial-LI 
Lot Width at Setback: 150 ft 50 ft  

Max Lot Coverage: N/A N/A 
Min. Frontage Build Out N/A N/A 
Front Setback 25 ft 15 ft 
Side Setback 15 ft 0 ft, 25 ft abutting different zone 
Rear Setback 10 ft 10 ft, 25 ft abutting different zone 
Building Height: 3 stories max 4 stories max 

SURROUNDING ZONING, LAND USE AND REQUIRED BUFFERS 
Adjacent Zoning Adjacent Land Uses Setback & Buffer required if rezoned 

North: Light Industrial-(LI) Industrial Uses 0 ft 
South: Regional Mix-use (RMX) Parking lot and Forested 25 ft, 2 broadleaf overstory trees 

per 100 linear feet 
East: Dual Zone (T5-UC/RMX) Car Dealership 25 ft, 2 broadleaf overstory trees 

per 100 linear feet 
West: C5RCMU (County)  Mobile Home Park 25 ft, 2 broadleaf overstory trees 

per 100 linear feet 

Background: The applicant is seeking to have the parcel in question annexed into the city and re-zoned 

to Light Industrial-LI.  The property is currently zoned C5RCMU in the County, which would allow 

industrial uses as a conditional use.  The applicant has identified a need for more industrial space.  If 

approved this parcel will function as an expansion of the Beaufort Industrial Park.    

July PC meeting: The application was tabled at the July PC meeting. The Planning Commission requested 

consideration of the following issues, after hearing the case and public testimony.  Staff has provided 

research or answers to each in red.  
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 Consideration of Horton Drive, and its suitability for industrial traffic.  

Horton Drive narrows considerably as it reaches this property and becomes a  

one lane road.  Its current function is primarily as a dead end residential street.    

 Consideration of the County process for approval—i.e. what powers or meetings   

 would be required should the project be developed in the County.  

It is a conditional use in the county would not require any additional hearings 

before a DRB or PC.  It would be approved by the Staff Review Team.   

Staff reached out to the County Planning Director, who stated the Staff Review 

Team would likely require a traffic impact analysis and potentially major 

upgrades to Horton Drive based on said analysis, based on the condition and 

width of the road and the additional requirements/needs for industrial traffic. 

Any such improvements would be the developer’s responsibility.   

 Discussion of having members tour the street, before making a recommendation.   

Compatibility with Adjacent Zoning: As aforementioned, the property is currently zoned in a high 

density mixed use district which allows light industrial development as a conditional use. To the west of 

the site is a mobile home park that is within the County’s jurisdiction. While it is not ideal to have 

dwellings adjacent to an Industrial use, The Beaufort Code requires an increased setback of 25 feet when 

a Light Industrial-LI zoned property abuts a parcel not zoned Light Industrial-LI to better separate uses 

(5.5.1). To the south and east of the site are parking areas for the adjacent car dealership, so no 

significant migration measurements are needed. To the north of the site is the existing Beaufort 

Industrial Park. Since the park is zoned Light Industrial-LI, The Beaufort Code does not have additional 

buffer or setback requirements.   

In staff’s view the use would be compatible only if Horton Drive is not utilized except for emergency 

traffic.   

Comprehensive Plan Compliance: Since the site is currently not within the City’s Jurisdiction, it does 

not have a city comprehensive plan designation. The adjacent northern properties are designated as 

Industrial and the adjacent properties to the east are designated as Urban Center. Light Industrial-LI is 

listed as a comparable zoning category in the comprehensive plan in these two destinations, so staff 
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views this request as compatible. In the Northen Beaufort County Plan, the site is designated as Regional 

Commercial along with the properties adjacent to the west, south and east of the site. The Northern 

Beaufort County Plan has the adjacent north property designated as Light Industrial.          

Staff Analysis:  

a) The property could be developed as light industrial in the County but would be required to 

make major upgrades to Horton Drive that may preclude development.  

b) Horton Drive is not suitable in width or condition for anything other than low density 

residential development.  

c) The applicant can provide their primary access to the lot from the industrial park, which 

would eliminate the demand or need for access to Horton Drive.  

d) As per City standards, a Traffic Impact Analysis is only triggered at 50 peak hour trips.  It is 

unlikely a proposed industrial use at this property would trigger a TIA.  There is no other 

requirement in Chapter 7, allowing the Director such discretion to require a TIA if the trips 

amount is not met.   

e) Annexations are voluntary and can be rejected for any reason. Any agreement made with 

the annexation that the developer only use Horton Drive for emergency access, would need 

to be agreed upon by both parties.  

  

RECOMMENDATIONS    

Staff Recommendations:   

Staff recommends forwarding a recommendation of approval for the annexation to City Council.   

Staff recommends forwarding a recommendation of approval for the re-zoning to Light Industrial-LI to 

City Council, with the recommendation that access is limited from Horton Drive to emergency vehicles 

only.  

 

 





















REZONING REQUEST 
23 HORTON DRIVE





















 

         STAFF REPORT: Development Design Review-1140 Ribaut 

DATE: August 19th, 2024 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: Gutterball LLC/Doc & Andy Burris 
Address/Parcel Number: 1140 Ribaut Rd/R120 007 000 0019 0000 
Applicant's Request: To convert the old bowling alley into a self-storage facility that will include 

a site manager’s dwelling and two private upstairs dwellings.  

ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION  
T5-UC 

Lot Width at Setback: N/A 
Max Lot Coverage: 100% 
Min. Frontage Build Out Not applicable (3.8.2.A.2.c) 
Front Setback Not applicable (3.8.2.A.2.c) 
Side Setback 0 ft; 0-15 ft corner/alley  
Rear Setback 5 ft 
Building Height: 2 stories min; 5 stories max 

SURROUNDING ZONING, LAND USE AND REQUIRED BUFFERS 
Adjacent Zoning  Adjacent Land Uses   Adjacent Buffer Required 

North: T5-UC  Fire Station N/A 
South: T5-UC Medical Equipment Supplier N/A 
East: T1 Forested Parcels N/A 
West: T4-N Forested Parcels N/A 
 

Background: The applicants are seeking approval from the Planning Commission to redevelop the site 

into a self-storage facility that will include a dwelling for the site manager, office space for the self-storage 

facility and two dwellings on the second floor. The site manager’s quarters will have 4 bedrooms, a 

recreational room and private storage. The upstairs dwellings will have one bedroom each and will not 

have a shared access point to the self-storage facility.   

Compatibility with Adjacent Zoning: A self-storage facility is considered an industrial use and allowed 

in the T5-UC zone with the conditions outlined in 3.8.2.A, with the addition of conditions in the large 

footprint building (the building is over 20,000 sq. ft) Section 4.5.10, and Section 4.5.9 regarding liner 

buildings. The properties to the north and south are also zoned T-5-UC and will be compatible based on 

the zoning. The parcels to the west and east are forested, so a plethora of uses could be seen as 
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compatible. The Beaufort Code does not call for any additional side or rear buffers with the adjacent uses 

or zones.   

Access: The plans show an entrance point on Ribaut Rd and on Bowling Ln with the exits being on 

Firehouse Ln and Bowling Ln. From what the maps show and what the applicants claim, Bowling Rd stops 

at the property line but continues onto the site. From what the applicants claim, the portion of Bowling 

Ln that is on the site belongs to them. Staff will check with Public Works to confirm this.       

Parking:  

The site was developed as a bowling alley with traditional parking to the front of its façade.  As per 

Section 4.5.10, 7, “A minimum of 75% of all parking shall be located behind the primary building or a 

Liner Building. The section of the code is problematic as overflow parking is kept along the Ribaut Road 

and Firehouse Lane corner.  The applicant has provided a deed restriction in which only parking is 

allowed on this corner.  Staff has recommended separating out the lot with overflow parking, so it is not 

part of this request, as no variances are authorized for parking per the Development Code.  

Changes Since July 15th PC meeting (tabled) 

The project was tabled at the July 15th meeting.  Staff had not properly sent the plans to the City Architect 

for review, and a number of design requirements of the code were not satisfied.   Staff and the City 

Architect met with the Applicant after the meeting to go over the non-satisfied requirements, specifically 

Sections 3.8.2.A.2.c, Sections 4.5.9, and Section 4.5.10.  Please find the full requirements of each section 

below to assist in your understanding of the matter at hand.  

The crux of the issue is self-storage is allowed in the T-5 UC district if it is in a multi-story building 300’ 

behind the road, or if a liner building is built between it and the street.  As per Section 4.5.9, the liner 

building may be detached or attached, and must be 25-30 feet deep in either scenario.  The earlier 

submittal had proposed a multi-story building but had not provided liner buildings from either public 

street (Firehouse Lane and Ribaut Rd).   

The new plans create an attached liner building to be used as commercial offices, wrapping the Ribaut 

Road and Firehouse Lane frontages. Each frontage is also now provided with 40% fenestration as 

required under Section 4.6.3 C.  These changes now make these sections of the building compliant with 

the code.  
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List of Changes:  

1. The applicant has added office uses along Ribaut Road Frontage and Firehouse Lane Frontage to 

create a liner element to screen the storage use for the building expansion section A2 (approx. 

6,000 SF). The depth of the liner elements is approx. 25 feet. 

2. The applicant has increased the depth of the office use along Ribaut Road Frontage at building 

expansion A1 (approx. 2,989 SF). The depth of the liner elements is approx. 25 feet. 

3. The applicant has planned the liners so that they comply with the 75% minimum frontage build-

out in section 4.5.9.B.2. The applicant shall clearly note these requirements on a plan as part of 

their final set. 

4. The northeast corner of the property is part of a no-build easement. This area has been designated 

for parking, which will be screened by landscaping. 

Architecture: 

1. The applicant has removed the shutters from the project. The shutters have been replaced with 

window fenestration to comply with the 40% fenestration requirement of section 4.6.3.C.1. The 

actual percentage shall be placed on the drawing set for each elevation facing Ribaut Road and 

Firehouse Lane. This may be included on sheet A-4.0 but due to lack of clarity of the drawings, this 

cannot be confirmed. 

2. The applicant has simplified the residential stair entrance to the 2nd floor units per staff’s 

recommendation. 

3. The applicant is proposing gas lanterns on the exterior walls of the residence and the office 

portion lining building expansion A1. Staff recommends those be electric lights. 

4. Staff recommends the stucco finish be labeled as the fine finish per the Senerflex cutsheet. 

5. Brick selection and stucco finish color are supported by staff. 

6. Kolbe window selections are supported by staff. 
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 3.8.2 A 2 c (Self Storage in T-5 UC). 

Specific to T5-UC and RMX: Such use shall be setback a minimum of 300 feet from the public right-of-

way, with the following exceptions: 

i. Multi-Story: Multi-story structures, with two or more habitable floors, may comply with the 

standard setbacks if the ground floor contains an office and/or retail component and meets all 

of the design standards in Section 4.6. 

ii. Liner Building: If a Liner Building exists between the storage units and the right-of-way, these 

uses may be located less than 300 [feet] from the public right-of-way. See Section 4.5.9 for 

more requirements and standards for Liner Buildings. 

4.5.9 - LINER BUILDING 

 

A. Description: This is a shallow structure, typically 25—30 feet deep, which is placed close to the street 

frontage. It is typically used in conjunction with other Liner Buildings to conceal surface or structured 

parking, or large-scale commercial buildings. These buildings may contain a variety of uses, including 

ground floor commercial, and upper-level offices or residential. 

B. Special Requirements: 

1. Frontage Types: Balcony, Shopfront/Awning, Gallery/Colonnade, Arcade. 

2. Frontage Build-Out: 75% minimum. 

3. Height: The minimum height for Liner Buildings is 1 story; however, when attached to another 

structure, it must be tall enough to conceal the building it is screening. Where Liner Buildings conceal a 

https://library.municode.com/sc/beaufort/codes/the_beaufort_development_code?nodeId=n4BUDEINST_4.5BUTY_4.5.9LIBU
https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/17078/410431/4.5.9_01.png
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parking structure, the Liner Building shall be a minimum of 1 story; however it is preferred that it be 

built to such a height that the structure cannot be seen from the right-of-way. 

4.Connection: Liner Buildings may either be detached from or attached to the building they are lining. 

 

4.5.10 - LARGE FOOTPRINT BUILDING 

 

A. Description: This is a building that has a footprint greater than 20,000 square feet. It is a type often 

used by big-box, national retailers. In the T4 and T5 transect zones, they shall be integrated into the 

streetscape or screened with Liner Buildings (see Section 4.5.9). 

B. Special Requirements: 

1. Frontage Types: Shopfront/Awning, Gallery/Colonnade, Arcade — Balconies may be used if there is 

true habitable space on the upper floor(s). 

https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/17078/410431/4.5.9_02.png
https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/17078/410431/4.5.10_01.png
https://library.municode.com/sc/beaufort/codes/the_beaufort_development_code?nodeId=n4BUDEINST_4.5BUTY_4.5.9LIBU
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2.Liner Buildings: Liner Buildings (Section 4.5.9) are required in the T4 and T5 districts between the 

Large Footprint Building and the Primary Street frontage. They may be used in other districts to fulfill the 

requirements of this Code, such as height, entrances on the street, and parking location. 

a. Exceptions: When a Large Footprint building provides an entry on the primary street frontage, and a 

minimum of 40% clear and unobstructed glazing along that street, liners are not required. 

3.Height: Buildings may be 1 story in height on the interior of the block, but should be at least 2 stories in 

height along all Primary Street frontages (see Street Hierarchy Diagram in Appendix C). This may be 

accomplished with multi-story buildings, higher ceiling heights, parapets, and/or separate Liner 

Buildings. See Section 2.6.3 for more details on two-story building requirements. 

4. Entrances: See Section 2.5.1 D. 

5.Location: In the Historic District, except along Boundary Street, these are permitted by special 

exception only. 

 

6.Size: Building footprints shall not be larger than a single block. Floor area of buildings shall not 

cantilever over public rights-of-way. 

7.Parking Location: 

a. Specific to T4 and T5: A minimum of 75% of all parking shall be located behind the primary building or 

a Liner Building. 

b.All other districts: The majority of the parking spaces shall be located to the side or rear of the building, 

or behind a Liner Building. 

https://library.municode.com/sc/beaufort/codes/the_beaufort_development_code?nodeId=n4BUDEINST_4.5BUTY_4.5.9LIBU
https://library.municode.com/sc/beaufort/codes/the_beaufort_development_code?nodeId=n2MADI_2.6HE_2.6.3TORHERE
https://library.municode.com/sc/beaufort/codes/the_beaufort_development_code?nodeId=n2MADI_2.5GELOST_2.5.1BUPLOR
https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/17078/410431/4.5.10_02.png
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Findings of Fact: 

9.8.2.I Finding of Fact Rationale 

Present 

(yes/no) 

Staff Analysis of Rationale 

a. The plan is consistent with the 
adopted plans and policies of the City. 

No 
 The plans do not seem to meet the 

adopted plans and policies of the city. 

b. The plan complies with all applicable 

requirements of this Code. 

No 
 The plans seem to comply with The 

Beaufort Code. 3.8.2.A.2.c calls for self-

storage facilities to be a minimum of 

300 feet from public Right-of-Way 

unless the building has a liner building 

or a Muli-story structure with a 

habitable floor with an office 

component on the ground floor.  

 

c. There exists adequate infrastructure 
(transportation and utilities) to support 
the plan as proposed. 

Yes  There are utilities, road access points and 
parking existing on the site to support the 
plan. 

d. The proposed plan conforms to the 
character of the neighborhood, 
considering the location, type and height 
of buildings or structures and the type 
and extent of landscaping on the site. 

Yes, with 
additional 
design 
reqs. 
proposed. 

 Staff has concerns that the use does not fit 
the overall neighborhood, but the use is 
allowed. 

 However, the proposed architecture is 
similar to the Fire Station and has been 
well-thought out to not detract from the 
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existing neighborhood.  

 The landscaping proposed will screen the 
site.  

 The proposal has two stories max, and is 
set back from Ribaut, allowing a future 
location of other commercial or 
residential uses abutting the street as 
called out in the Civic Master Plan and 
Development Code.    

e. The proposed plan conforms to the 
Building Design Standards in Article 4. 

Yes, with 
additional 
design 
reqs. 
proposed 

  The plans do not appear to conform to the 
design standards outlined in Article 4. 

 The proposed architecture is similar to the 
Fire Station and has been well-thought 
out to not detract from the existing 
neighborhood.  

 The landscaping proposed will screen the 
site.  

 The proposal has two stories max, and is 
set back from the street, allowing the 
future location of other commercial or 
residential uses abutting the street as 
called out in the Civic Master Plan and 
Development Code.   

f. The application will not substantially 
lessen the value of adjoining or abutting 
property and will not be detrimental to 
the use or development of adjacent 
properties or other neighborhood uses. 

Yes, with 
additional 
design 
reqs. 
proposed 

 While storage may produce negative 
externalities to adjoining properties, the 
applicant has provided the necessary 
architectural and design improvements, 
with the review of the City Architect and 
Staff, to create a project which fits into 
the neighborhood and should not lessen 
the value of the adjoining or abutting 
property. 

 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval with the following conditions:  

1. The applicant has removed the shutters from the project. The shutters have been replaced 

with window fenestration to comply with the 40% fenestration requirement of section 4.6.3.C.1. 

The actual percentage shall be placed on the drawing set for each elevation facing Ribaut Road 
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and Firehouse Lane. This may be included on sheet A-4.0 but due to lack of clarity of the drawings, 

this cannot be confirmed. 

2. The applicant is proposing gas lanterns on the exterior walls of the residence and the office 

portion lining building expansion A1. Staff recommends those be electric lights. 

3. Staff recommends the stucco finish be labeled as the fine finish per the Senerflex cutsheet. 

  
  

 

 






































	PC Minutes 07-15-24_draft_jb_kim edits.pdf
	Call to order  1:42
	Attendees
	Review of Minutes – June 17, 2024  3:08
	Questions Relating to Military Operations  3:30
	New Business    6:18
	Old Business    1:46:05
	Adjournment 2:40.04

	PC Agenda Regular Meeting 08_19_24_curt.pdf
	I. Call to Order

	PC Agenda Regular Meeting 08_19_24_curt.pdf
	I. Call to Order

	PC Minutes 07-15-24_draft_jb_kim edits.pdf
	Call to order  1:42
	Attendees
	Review of Minutes – June 17, 2024  3:08
	Questions Relating to Military Operations  3:30
	New Business    6:18
	Old Business    1:46:05
	Adjournment 2:40.04

	Ribaut Station with edits.pdf
	1140 Ribaut Rd 8.5.2024
	4201 1140 Sht A40 N E Elevs w Leaf Logo Rev 8-12-24 (3)
	1140 Ribaut Rd 8.5.2024




