AGENDA
The City of Beaufort
HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW BOARD
Wednesday, September 25, 2019, 2:00 P.M.
City Hall, Planning Conference Room – 1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC
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.”
I.

Call to Order:

II.

Minutes:
A.

III.

Minutes of the July 10, 2019 Meeting

Review of Full Board Projects:
A.

1120 Duke Street, PIN R120 004 000 1033 0000, New Construction.
Applicant: Labi Kryeziu (19-16 HRB.1)
The applicant is requesting approval for new construction for a single-family dwelling.

B.

1307 Bay Street, PIN R120 004 000 0766 0000
Applicant: Allen Patterson Residential (HRB 19-17.1)
The applicant is requesting approval for construction of a one car garage with studio space
above.

IV.

Old Business

V.

New Business

VI.

Discussion

VII.

Adjournment

Note:

A project will not be reviewed if the applicant or representative is not present at the meeting.

A meeting of the Historic District Review Board was held on July 10, 2019 at 2:00 p.m. in
the City Hall Planning Conference Room, 1911 Boundary Street. In attendance were
Chairman Chuck Symes, board members Bill Allison and Katherine Pringle, and David
Prichard and Heather Spade, city staff. John Dickerson was absent.
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 Symes called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.
MINUTES
Chairman Symes made a motion, second by Mr. Allison, to approve the minutes of the
June 12, 2019 HDRB meeting. The motion to approve the minutes as submitted passed
unanimously.
REVIEW OF FULL BOARD PROJECTS
708 NEW STREET, PIN R120 004 000 499A 0000
Alterations
Applicant: Beekman Webb (19-11 HRB.1)
The applicant is requesting approval for exterior alterations to this structure.
The HDRB gave conceptual approval for a new one-car garage, tree removal, and a lot
recombination, Ms. Spade said. She described the approvals the applicant is seeking.
One of the property owners has a permanent disability, Ms. Spade said. They also own
the Robert Smalls house across the street and plan to use this house as guest quarters, a
home office, and a place to store exercise equipment.
Ms. Spade reviewed staff comments:
• Removing the side steps on the front porch leaves it inaccessible.
• Staff recommends that the proposed side porch balusters stay consistent with
the existing balusters on the front porch.
• Staff also wants to know if the applicant is still planning to construct the 1-car
garage, which was granted conceptual approval in January 2019.
• The proposal doesn’t show a deck around the pool. Ms. Spade asked if there
would be one, and Mr. Webb said no.
• Staff recommends that the applicant use Chapter 14 of the Historic Preservation
Manual as a guideline for proposed landscape improvements.
• Laurel oaks can be removed without a permit.
• Ms. Spade asked how the applicant is planning to improve the pervious
driveway. Mr. Webb said sand-laid brick.
Historic District Review Board
July 10, 2019
Page 1

Mr. Webb said the garage was to happen when a neighbor sold some property, but they
couldn't, so the garage can’t be done.
Mr. Webb said he has “25 pictures of historic houses with masonry steps”; there are
more historic houses with those kind of steps than with wooden steps. He doesn’t
“know how Milner decided wood was more appropriate than masonry” for steps. There
are three sets of steps on the house now, he said, and two of them are masonry. The
homeowners would like the new stairs to be masonry, too, which is why Mr. Webb said
he applied for them.
Mr. Webb said the homeowners want to remove the front porch steps because they
“half-block the driveway,” and if he turned them to face the street, there’s so little
space that “you would step into the street.” The front porch is not a good place to have
a set of steps on this house, he said, so they want “to put a garden path along there,”
leading “to the side of the house,” which would become the main entrance to the
house. If there are steps on the front porch, Mr. Webb said, it would seem like the front
entrance, when the homeowners want to encourage people to come to the side
entrance.
The lace brick is something the owners would like because there is a lace brick wall all
the way around the Robert Smalls house, which they also own, Mr. Webb said. It needs
to be replaced, anyway, he said, and the brick piers are still good; they would like lace
brick infill with stucco piers. He showed a picture of a house on Craven Street that also
has this.
Mr. Webb said to put in a handicapped ramp, he needs to enlarge the porch a little, and
the ramp would go in the rear where it would not be seen.
Heather Seifert, Historic Beaufort Foundation, read the Preservation Committee’s
comments. They prefer that the front steps are not removed completely, but are moved
in line with the entry door. Per the Milner guidelines, the committee suggested the brick
steps be replaced with wood, and that there be appropriate infill at the foundation
piers, she said.
Maxine Lutz said she understands the problem of the stairs at the front porch, but to
remove them altogether “presents a false narrative of the historic building.” She would
like to see there still be access to the front porch.
Mr. Allison said he thinks there are other solutions for the front step. The porch could
be extended to the south and have a landing where the steps are currently, for example.
He agrees that it is confusing if there are no steps to the front porch. Mr. Webb said part
of the reason for this is that the steps “now are pretty much into the driveway.” The
steps extend about 6’.
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Mr. Allison said it looks like there is about 20’ to the property line. Mr. Webb said it’s
really about 5’. The stairs don’t appear to be intruding into the driveway, Mr. Allison
said. He thinks it would be easier to divert the driveway than to eliminate the stairs. Mr.
Webb said the homeowners would like to make the side entrance the main entrance to
the house.
Ms. Pringle said the steps there now look like, if they were rebuilt, they wouldn't be as
lengthy. They look like the treads are bigger than they would have to be, she said, and
that would “reduce the intrusion.”
Mr. Webb said most treads are 11”, which is “close to a foot.”
Mr. Allison asked how close the current accessory building is to the property line. Mr.
Webb said 10’, and the homeowner would like to “move it to 5’, which is the setback
there,” so it “centers better on the driveway, as you look up the driveway.” Mr. Allison
said centering the driveway seems to be “is what’s driving the space that you have
between the driveway and the [inaudible].” He doesn’t see a hardship here, and he
thinks having the stairs to the front porch is important. Chairman Symes agreed and said
he’s okay with the stairs on the front or the side of the porch. He said switching the
“real entrance” to the house from the front to the side doesn't seem appropriate, since
it’s changing what has historically been the main entrance to the house. The
homeowners’ guests would soon learn to come in the side door, not the front door,
Chairman Symes said.
Mr. Webb asked if they would support putting the steps straight out to the street. There
was general agreement with this.
Ms. Pringle asked Mr. Webb if he would expand the porch if he had to rebuild it, and
Mr. Webb said he would.
Chairman Symes said his preference is wooden stairs, but the board agreed brick is
okay.
Ms. Pringle made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the
exception of needing steps to come to the side or the front of the front porch. Mr.
Allison seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
1402 KING STREET, PIN R120 004 000 0665 0000
Addition & remodel
Applicant: Johan Niemand, JHN-Residential Building Design (19-13 HRB.1)
The applicant is requesting approval for new construction of a garage/carport.
Ms. Spade said this is a noncontributing structure. She read from the staff report about
the changes that the applicant is proposing to make.
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The structure has been used as an office space, Ms. Spade said; on February 14, 2018,
the HDRB gave final approval for a similar project at this location, contingent on the
applicant installing 3 equal bays on a proposed porch. Since then, the plans have been
updated because the building is under new ownership, she said.
Ms. Spade said the applicant has not met the front setback requirement for a detached
garage, which must be a minimum of 20’ from the front façade.
Mr. Niemand said the project came to the HDRB a year ago. The biggest difference in
this application is that he is trying to “keep the exterior changes as small as possible,” he
said. The covered entry and the stoop at the back are the other changes, he said, as well
as an interior remodel.
The carport is a conundrum, Mr. Niemand said, and there’s no “wiggle room to put it
anywhere.” He thinks he might be off by a foot or so. They can’t achieve the appropriate
distance off of the front façade because of space, but there’s not another place to put a
carport, he said.
Chairman Symes asked why a garage/carport is proposed. The applicant wants the
ability to have storage in the garage and to have a carport for everyday use, Mr.
Niemand said. Ms. Pringle asked which the applicant wants more. Mr. Niemand said the
homeowner wants “a combination.” Rob Johnston, the homeowner, said he is
“completely flexible.”
Ms. Pringle said the windows on the garage are divided lites, and the windows on the
house don’t have mullions that she can see. Mr. Niemand said he could make the
windows match.
Ms. Seifert said HBF’s Preservation Committee didn’t receive this application, so they
feel it would be inappropriate to comment on it.
There was no public comment. Chairman Symes said he’d like to see all the windows on
the garage be the same, rather than having the two high windows on the west side.
Chairman Symes said he thinks it “would look better if it were all a garage or all a
carport.” Mr. Allison said when his firm designs these, they separate the garage and
carport roofs. He has seen many of these garage/carport combinations, and they don’t
bother him. Mr. Niemand said what Mr. Allison suggested “would break up the
bulkiness.” Ms. Pringle said she’s okay with that.
Mr. Allison said there is not a lot that could be done about the setback issues because of
the “funky lot.” David Prichard said the board could issue a design exception if the
circumstances merit it, but they would need to meet again about it because there needs
to be public notice that the HDRB is doing a design exception. The board is able to issue
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an exception up to 35%, he said. Mr. Allison and Chairman Symes said they don't think
this project meets that amount.
Mr. Johnston said he likes the high windows on the garage because of security. If there
has to be another meeting for a design exception, he would suggest that instead he
“forgo the carport” for now and come back for it later. The demolition on the interior
has started, and he’d like to move forward on this project. Chairman Symes said the
applicant would need to have a meeting with either the HDRB or the ZBOA, but
everything but the garage could be approved today.
Chairman Symes made a motion to approve the application as submitted, minus the
carport/garage. Mr. Allison seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
RESIDENCES OF THE BEAUFORT INN, 214 SCOTT STREET / 812 PORT REPUBLIC STREET,
PIN R120 004 000 0984 & 0926 0000
New Construction
Applicant: Beaufort Inn, LLC (19-12 HRB.1).
The applicant is requesting approval for new construction of a residential building.
Chairman Symes described what the board’s purview is with this application and
described the process for public comment after the presentations.
Ms. Spade described the proposed project: The new building would be three stories
high at the property line, increasing to 4 stories in the lot’s interior. The applicant’s
original project was a hotel, and it received preliminary approval at the July 2017 HDRB
meeting, she said, but the applicant is now requesting approval for a residential
building.
Context adjacent to the property is varied, Ms. Spade said, and she described what is
around it.
Dick Stewart said he’d discuss the building’s mass and scale. At HBF’s Preservation
Committee meeting, the building had been compared to the Home Suites 2 building that
was recently built on Boundary Street, he said, so he provided a handout comparing his
planned building’s façade that one and others that are in the Historic District. He
showed the building that the Best Western hotel had replaced and said the new building
wouldn’t be as large as that one had been.
Kirsten Reed, project architect, said each bay is about 14’6”. They considered the urban
context and “were very sympathetic to maintaining that urban fabric, as opposed to, by
[the] letter of the law, keeping the building at exactly a [certain] number of feet,” she
said.
Chairman Symes said staff commented that building sizes shouldn't exceed 160’ on any
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frontage, but the Port Republic frontage seems to be over that. Mr. Stewart said, “When
we were doing this work and planning this, we are looking at a revision, not a
replacement application for a building that had mass and scale previously approved,”
which is “valid for two years [and] has not expired.” He said, “Our position is that there
[are] lots of buildings longer than that in the district. That rule came into place right
about the same time [as] the process of that approval, but that approval is still valid for
another couple weeks.” They feel this question “has already been adjudicated,” Mr.
Stewart said, and “we only heard about this when we got this report.”
Mr. Allison said another “zoning or code issue” is that “the fourth-story height has to be
15’ from the front line of the building,” and he “couldn't tell where the fourth story was,
as far as dimensions,” and the applicant didn’t provide “dimension drawings.” Ms. Reed
said she could give him a printed copy of “the fourth-level plan,” where “I believe we
have that noted.” She said the setback requirements were met.
Ms. Pringle said the setbacks of “the porches and the arcade, especially along Port
Republic, are dependent on Scott Streets being taken over by the city,” and she asked if
that has happened. She was told it has. Chairman Symes asked if SCDOT has “okayed the
city taking over those streets, and the city is okay with having the colonnades over the
sidewalks.” Mr. Stewart described “the context,” saying that the sidewalks (e.g., Port
Republic and Scott Streets) are narrow and “can be crowded,” so “we agreed to . . .
widen that sidewalk by putting a portion of the sidewalk on our property, and in
exchange for that, we’re coming out across the colonnade to provide shelter to people
walking down the sidewalks.” He said the intent was to “provide a wider pedestrian
experience in that part of town.”
Chairman Symes asked about the old tabby wall behind the proposed building. Mr.
Stewart said they propose to shield the wall during construction, but they haven’t talked
to the owner about stabilizing it, so they don’t know how he feels. Ms. Pringle said some
of the property owners on Bay Street are worried about the structural impact of driving
pilings to construct this building. Mr. Stewart said they haven’t talked to him about that.
He would bring in an engineering firm, photograph any damage, and correct it if
necessary, but they don’t anticipate driving any pilings, he said.
Chairman Symes said that in the original application, a nearby owner had expressed
concern about flooding. Mr. Stewart said they would take the water coming off the
building and into the existing storm drains. He has a concern that along Scott Street,
there was an inlet to the stormwater system that had eroded 8 to 10 years ago and that
has been paved over, but it needs to be reopened.
Ms. Pringle asked if the architect was privy to the documents telling what could be done
and not done, and Ms. Reed said yes.
Chairman Symes said a 3-story building was approved in the previous application. Mr.
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Stewart said yes, and this building’s fourth story is set back 15’. There are different
requirements for residential apartments than a hotel, he said; they needed the partial
floor to “make it economically feasible.”
Chairman Symes asked about the plan for parking. Mr. Stewart said there about 1.7
spaces per apartment; four spaces are committed for condos above Blackstone’s.
Ms. Pringle said on the 2017 submittal, there was a streetscape, and she asked if the
architect has done that for this submittal to show the building’s proposed height in
context. Mr. Stewart said they had been asked about that. Of the three lots across Port
Republic from this building, the corner lot is a vacant property. Under current zoning, a
building on it would be a minimum of 2 stories and a maximum of 3 stories with a
setback. The space where the bagel shop is was meant to be a temporary building 20+
years ago, he said; they’d have to build at least two stories to be compliant.
Mr. Stewart said he had asked the architect to reflect the buildings that would be in the
surrounding spaces if they were redeveloped. He pointed out the buildings and
discussed their histories. “Designing a building around things that are non-conforming
seemed to be a bit iffy,” he said, but we could certainly look at those elevations if
they’re available.”
Ms. Pringle said if the board looked at the proposal “without the worst-case scenario
masses,” they could see better how the proposed building would actually look. Mr.
Stewart said he was trying to reflect how his building would “look in the context of
what’s coming.” It’s surrounded by non-conforming buildings, he said.
Ms. Reed showed a drawing of the front elevations of existing buildings.
Ms. Seifert indicted the proposed structure and pointed out buildings to put it in context
now. Based on Milner guidelines, the Secretary of the Interior standards, the Civic
Master Plan, and the Beaufort Code, the Preservation Committee concluded the
proposed structure doesn’t meet the criteria for infill construction. The mass and scale
must be reduced to make the building more compatible with its surroundings, Ms.
Seifert said. The Historic District “has a distinct rhythm of mass and scale,” she said, and
buildings like this one shouldn't deviate from that but should “complement . . . the
district.” Further, the building should “strengthen” the district’s characteristics and “not
mimic historic details,” Ms. Seifert said.
Materials should be compatible with the surrounding architecture, Ms. Seifert said, and
the application should adhere to the requirements of the HDRB application form,
including showing the building “in the context of the entire streetscape.” The height,
mass, scale, and “absolute size” of the building would “destroy downtown Beaufort,”
she said, and “most likely throw into question our integrity as a National Historic
Landmark District. She concluded that HBF “cannot support this application.”
Historic District Review Board
July 10, 2019
Page 7

Mr. Stewart said he had discussed this building with HBF’s Preservation Committee
twice. After the first meeting, they made changes to reduce the roof elevation, change
the center element, reduce the mass of the columns to make a lighter imprint on the
sidewalk, and delete some porches, he said. After the second meeting, he got a letter
from HBF that he said didn’t include a lot of the comments Ms. Seifert had just made.
Mr. Stewart said he had “worked on the Civic Master Plan,” and he knows the city has
frequently said that it wants to see more people living downtown. He described his
renovation of the Saltus building and said he “strongly” disagrees that there are
problems with this proposed building meeting the city code.
Mr. Stewart said what he is “willing to do.” He doesn’t agree that the proposed building
is “at odds with the rhythm of the Historic District.” He said they are willing to “work
with someone,” but in HBF’s letter, he feels they are “firebombing everything,” which is
“unfortunate.” Mr. Stewart said he didn’t get the information he needed from HBF in
order to be able to respond appropriately today.
Chairman Symes reiterated what public comments would be helpful to the board.
Peggy Simmer, 914 Port Republic, said her houses is about the only residence in this
area. She asked if this building is on the same footprint as the hotel that was previously
approved. Mr. Stewart described where this building would be. Ms. Simmer asked if it
was taller than the building that was approved, and Mr. Stewart said it is “slightly taller”
and described his preference for the sloped roof. Ms. Simmer asked how this building
compares to the parking garage that was approved. Mr. Stewart pointed out where the
parking garage was approved to go and said the garage was three stories.
Dennis Harvey, Duke Street, asked Mr. Stewart if the building would have columns over
the sidewalk. Mr. Stewart said yes. Mr. Harvey said he thinks that’s a “terrible idea.” Ms.
Pringle asked if, when the public is commenting, if a rebuttal should occur after each
comment. Chairman Symes said the public could make comments, and Mr. Stewart
could choose to rebut them at the end of that comment period.
Mr. Harvey said he doesn’t like the idea of the columns over the sidewalk, even if the
sidewalks are wider and more comfortable, because this building is “sitting on the
street.” He added that he feels it doesn't fit in the Historic District.
Tom McMahon, 1009 Scott Street, said the idea of that type of sidewalk is “like a plaza.”
He likes the way the sidewalks are in the Historic District now, so he also prefers that
this not occur.
Ms. Lutz said someone who couldn't be at the meeting asked her to have the board
discuss the interaction of a parking “garage on the first floor with the public realm,” and
if “we want a parking garage right at our street level.” Also, she wanted to “reHistoric District Review Board
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emphasize” that it is “so false” to show the surrounding “buildings as redeveloped,”
when no one knows what buildings might go on those sites, and if developers would
“push [them] to the limits.” The HDRB shouldn't make a decision based on this building
being “so much smaller than what could go there,” she said. Ms. Lutz asked if DOT has
“given the city the sidewalks” and whether the city has taken over the streets, which she
has heard city council say repeatedly they do not want to do.
Mary Ellen McManus, King Street, asked what the construction material would be used
on the apartments and what the color of the façade is. Ms. Reed said the parking level
would primarily be concrete to support the building above it. The enclosed parking
makes it a “more public plaza,” which makes the site more attractive than what is
currently there, she said; “you won’t be able to see the cars” as you can now. Above the
parking, there are three stories, and Ms. Reed anticipates using metal stud or wood
framing; there are several options. They are looking at brick on the first floor, she said,
and the second and third floors would likely be lap siding.
Mr. McMahon asked, with the addition of “37 new households,” if sections of Scott and
West Streets might change from being one-way. Chairman Symes said this is beyond the
board’s purview, and he doesn't know of any requests for traffic studies.
Mr. Stewart indicated the streets in the area and said the site is two blocks from Charles
Street.
Ms. McManus asked how much the apartments would rent for. Chairman Symes said
that’s an interesting question, but the board doesn’t have purview over that.
Ms. Seifert said she understands that at some point, every surface parking lot will be
built on. She asked Ms. Spade to show a projection of a rendering for Port Republic
Street from the Civic Master Plan, then pointed out what would fit in there that is
“within the rhythm of the district,” as was provided by the City of Beaufort.
Mr. Stewart shared a story about Jean Ribaut Square/Beaufort Town Center, which his
company owns, and the parks that were created there. He said they were told that they
weren’t able to build a park where they wanted to in the parking lot of Jean Ribaut
Square because of what “the picture” showed. The picture Ms. Seifert had shown from
the Civic Master Plan is an “idealized” version of “New Urbanist planning,” Mr. Stewart
said, when what the City of Beaufort wants is more people living downtown. That
picture is inconsistent with economic reality, he said.
Ms. Pringle asked the height of the building that was approved in 2017. Mr. Stewart said
he doesn’t know, but the planned building is taller.
Mr. Allison said he’s concerned with the legal issue of building the arcade over the
public street; the Beaufort Code says there’s a limit of 100’ in width. He said he is “not
adamant about lengths,” but in comparing this building to the original design, the
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original was broken up better, which is “causing some of the angst.” That design
addressed the corner of Port Republic and Scott Streets very well, which this design
doesn’t, Mr. Allison said. He thinks this design is “going backwards” from the original,
and he would “like to see dimensioning.”
Also, Mr. Allison said, he saw “a whole lot of different materials” in the proposal. The
original design was simpler, and he thinks simplifying this design would “help a lot.” He
suggested improving specific details, making it “less busy,” and “differentiating the
façade.”
Ms. Pringle agreed about the details but said her “biggest concern” is “the fact that this
building compromises the district.” It is “too large and too much.” She read the Beaufort
Code, the Civic Master Plan, and other materials, and she doesn't feel she can support
any of it. Ms. Pringle said she “totally agree(s)” with what Ms. Seifert said.
Mr. Allison said it’s not necessarily the board’s responsibility to determine the building’s
size. If it’s broken up more, he thinks it could be done “more sensitively.” Ms. Pringle
said she isn’t saying that Mr. Stewart should not do it, but HBF requested a re-design,
and she agrees with that. Mr. Allison said some of the elements that were in the original
design “could be helpful.”
Chairman Symes said he feels Mr. Stewart is in a bind. While he is not arguing against
constructing a building here, this proposed building is “way too big,” in his opinion. He’d
prefer two stories with a third story set back. He is concerned with “160’ versus 178’ on
one side.” Chairman Symes thinks this is “a zoning issue that needs to be resolved,” so
he doesn’t think the HDRB has the authority to “approve anything like that”; it would be
the ZBOA’s responsibility to say, “the building can be [178’].”
Chairman Symes said he agrees that simple construction is good, and he feels Mr.
Allison’s suggestions for breaking the building up are good. “Fronting on Port Republic
starts to help that breaking up,” he said, and “maybe even just breaking the roof line up
will help it, too.”
Chairman Symes said he supported the colonnades in 2017 “and having it come over
onto the sidewalk,” though that seems like “New Orleans, to some extent” to him. He
walked around the site today, he said, and standing at the corner of Scott and Port
Republic Streets, he realized “these colonnades are going to come right up to the edge,
and Port Republic right there is about 15’ wide,” so in his opinion, the proposed
building’s height would be “too big of a mass” to be “right up on a street that’s only 15’
wide.”
Mr. Stewart said he would withdraw the application and proceed with the project that
had previously received preliminary approval.
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OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Symes said he would no longer be serving on the board beginning with next
month’s HDRB meeting. The bylaws say that the board chair can stay on if the city
council approves it, but that has not occurred, he said. There have been lawsuits
because of people staying on boards too long, Chairman Symes said.
There being no further business to come before the board, Chairman Symes made a
motion, second by Mr. Allison, to adjourn the meeting. The motion passed
unanimously, and the meeting was adjourned at 3:43 p.m.
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CITY OF BEAUFORT
Historic District Review
Board Full Board
Staff Report
Meeting of September 25, 2019

Case Number:
Property Address:
Applicant:
Type of Request:
Zoning:
Historical:

HR19-16
1120 Duke Street
Labi Kryeziu
New Construction
T4-HN (Historic Neighborhood)
1120 Duke street is a vacant lot that was once part of 707 Church Street.

Request:

The applicant is requesting final approval to construct a new two-story house
on the corner of Duke and Church street with approximately 1300 SF
footprint.

Background:

The lot was subdivided in 2016 and went before both the ZBOA and the HRB
for the approval. The Historic Review Board granted this project final
approval on September 14, 2016. The approval has since expired, and the
deadline for extension was not met. The previously approved project was
reviewed under the City of Beaufort Unified Development Ordinance. Due to
the expiration of the previous approval, the current submittal will be reviewed
under The Beaufort Code. The applicant is looking to pursue a building
permit in the near future.

Use:

Residential

The Beaufort Code:
• Zoning: T4-HN (Historic Neighborhood)
• Setbacks:
o Front Setback: prevailing
o Rear: 15’
o Side: 6’
o Side & Rear for Accessory Uses: 5’ – n/a
o Impervious Surface Coverage: 55% max.
o Parking: The lot would not require parking on-site since formalized onstreet parking exists.
• Building Placement and orientation: Frontage and orientation on street: All
buildings shall front a street right-of-way, and have a usable entrance on the
Primary Frontage” section 2.5.1 p.18
• Historic District Infill Design Guidelines:
o New Construction shall respond to and protect the integrity of the overall
1

Historic District in much the same way as an addition does to a historic
building.
o Infill shall be compatible yet distinct: New buildings should be
identifiable as being of their period of construction; however they should
not be so different that they detract from – or visually compete with their
historic neighbors. Within the historic districts, compatibility is more
important than differentiation.
Applicable Guidelines:
• The Northwest Quadrant Design Principles discuss appropriate new construction.
• The Beaufort Preservation Manual
Staff assessment:
•

•
•

The setback requirements in the Beaufort code will need to be met. There is some uncertainty
regarding the setbacks based on the drawings submitted. The rear setback is 15'. The side
setback on a corner/alley for the T4-HN zoning district is 6’ – the submitted plans depict the
side setback of 6’ but this does not look proportional to the other measurements on the site
plan. The staff has requested that the applicant provide more accurate plans to determine
compliance.
The plan does not exceed the 55% maximum requirement for impervious coverage.
The overall design and materials are consistent with the Infill requirements.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HRB grant final approval with conditions that the
setback requirements will be met.

2

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS
HISTORIC REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION
Community & Economic Development Department

Application Fee:

1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, South Carolina, 29902
p. (843) 525-7011 / f. (843) 986-5606
www.cityofbeaufort.org
OFFICE USE ONLY:
BCAGHS Survey:

Date Filed: _________
Yes
No

Application #: ____________

see attached schedule

Zoning District: ___________
_____________

Schedule: The Historic Review Board (HRB) typically meets the 2nd Wednesday of each month at 2pm. The

complete schedule, along with the list of deadlines, may be found here - http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/historicreview-board.aspx

Submittal Requirements: All forms and information shall be submitted digitally. In addition to a complete application
form, applicants shall submit the required items according to the checklists on the subsequent page.

Review Request:

 Conceptual  Preliminary  Final  Bailey Bill Approval*  Change After Certification
*Requires a Bailey Bill – Part A Preliminary Review Application Form
Pursuant to Section 6-29-1145 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, is this tract or parcel restricted by any recorded covenant that
is contrary to, conflicts with, or prohibits the activity described in this application?  Yes  No

Applicant, Property, and Project Information
Labi Kryeziu

Applicant Name:

Applicant Address:

30 Royal Pines Blvd Beaufort SC 29907

lkadvantageps@gmail.com

Applicant E-mail:
Applicant Title:

 Homeowner

 Tenant

Applicant Phone Number:
 Architect

 Engineer

951-349-7823

 Developer

Owner (if other than the Applicant):
Owner Address:
Project Name:

New Build Church St

Property Address:

Church St

Property Identification Number (Tax Map & Parcel Number):
Date Submitted:

R120 004 000 1033 0000

8/5/2019

Certification of Correctness: I/we certify that the information in this application is correct.
Applicant’s Signature:

Date: 8/5/2019

Owner’s Signature:

Date:

See Section 9.10 of the Beaufort Code for complete information about Certificates of Appropriateness and Section10.7 for complete
information about the Historic Review Board | This form is also available online at www.cityofbeaufort.org | updated February 5, 2019

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS
HISTORIC REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION
Community & Economic Development Department
1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, South Carolina, 29902
p. (843) 525-7011 / f. (843) 986-5606
www.cityofbeaufort.org
(The owner’s signature is required if the applicant is not the owner.)

Required Project Information
New Build Church St

Project Name: __________________________________________
Property Size in Acres: .06

Proposed Building Use: SFR

Nature of Work (check all that apply):
 New Construction, Primary Structure

 New Construction, Primary Structure

 Demolition*

*Demolition and Relocation requires a public hearing

 Relocation*

 Alterations / Additions

Building Square Footage (if multiple buildings, please list each one and their square footage by floor):

1293sf
Is this project a redevelopment project:

Y ✔N

Are there existing buildings on the site?

Y ✔ N if yes, will they remain?

Y

N

Provide a brief Project Narrative (if requesting Bailey Bill Approval, this section may be left blank):

SFR to be built facing Duke St. This project and the architectural drawings were
approved by the HRB and ZBOA in Sept 2016 after a rigorous review process
that resulted in multiple design changes to comply with the boards' standards
of suitability for the neighborhood. Architect/Engineer Thomas Michaels was
present for each meeting. The 2 year approval has expired so I'm requesting
an updated/renewed approval so that I can pursue a building permit in the near

future.
All drawings, previous approvals, etc are attached.

CONTACT INFORMATION –
Attention: Julie A. Bachety, Administrative Assistant II
City of Beaufort Department of Planning & Development Services
1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, South Carolina 29902
E-Mail: jbachety@cityofbeaufort.org: | Phone: (843) 525-7011 | Fax: (843) 986-5606
See Section 9.10 of the Beaufort Code for complete information about Certificates of Appropriateness and Section10.7 for complete
information about the Historic Review Board | This form is also available online at www.cityofbeaufort.org | updated February

Beaufort County, South Carolina

generated on 7/11/2019 8:02:37 AM EDT

Property ID (PIN)

Alternate ID (AIN)

Parcel Address

Data refreshed as
of

Assess Year

Pay Year

R120 004 000 1033 0000

242009223

CHURCH ST, City of Beaufort

7/5/2019

2018

2019

Owner

LK ADVANTAGE PROPERTY SOLUTIONS LLC

Property Class Code

ResVac Platted&Unplatted

Owner Address

11 ROBERT SMALLS PKY
BEAUFORT SC 29903

Acreage

.0600

Legal Description

PORT N W COR BLK 87 PB150 PG47

Current Parcel Information

Historic Information
Tax Year

Land

Building

Market

Taxes

Payment

Sales Disclosure
Grantor

Book & Page

Date

Deed

Vacant

Sale Price

Improvements
Building

Type

Use Code
Description

Constructed Year

Stories

Rooms

Square Footage

Improvement Size

CITY OF BEAUFORT
Historic District Review
Board Full Board
Staff Report
Meeting of May 11, 2016

Case Number:
Property Address:
Applicant:
Type of Request:
Zoning:

HR16-15
707 Church Street
Corey Post
New Construction / Subdivision Recommendation
GR – General Residential (NWQ)

Historical:

707 Church Street is not listed on the 1997 Beaufort County Above Ground
Historic Sites Survey. A building in its approximate location is listed on the
1924 and 1958 Sanborn Maps. The tax records list the structure c. 1920
which is consistent with those maps. The structure, particularly the porch, has
been altered since its original 1920s form.

Request:

The applicant is requesting a variance to subdivide the lot into two
parcels – 1 containing the existing structure, and another at the corner of
Church and Duke Streets. The applicant is requesting the HRB provide
guidance and recommendation to the ZBOA regarding that request.

Background:

This property has historically had one cottage set back on the lot. This
creates a streetscape along Duke Street that is not consistent with the rest of
the pattern or rhythm of the street.

Zoning:

Size:

•

GR – General Residential – NWQ
Setbacks:
o Front Setback: prevailing
o Rear: 15’
o Side: 6’
o Side & Rear for Accessory Uses: 5’ – n/a
o Impervious Surface Coverage: 50% max.
o Lot Size: 40’ wide, 4,000 square feet – the 4,000 square feet is what would
require the variance.
o Parking – on-site parking would be required for the existing cottage. The
lot on Duke Street would not require parking on-site since formalized onstreet parking exists.
A potential new two-story cottage could be constructed. It would have a
footprint of approximately 800-850 SF, for a total of about 1,600 SF.

1

Synopsis of Applicable Guidelines:
• The Northwest Quadrant Design Principles discuss appropriate new construction.
Staff Questions, Comments & Suggestions:
• This particular corner, the intersection of Church and Duke Streets, is uncharacteristic. None of
the buildings come close to the street. This may be due to the former pond that was located in
the block now comprised of Duke, Church, Harrington and Washington Streets. The two
northern corners are Beaufort Housing Authority properties. The southwestern corner contains
a contributing structure, with a non-contributing one building later, closer to Duke Street but
facing Church Street.
• Staff is supportive of this subdivision if an appropriately sized cottage can be placed on the
front-most parcel. It will set a good example for other buildings if/when the late 20th century
ones closest to the corners redevelop. The cottage should be scaled to fit the small lot and
should meet the setback and % pervious requirements for the area.
• What are the plans for the existing structure? It is not contributing but is fairly old. Staff would
like a plan to restore/renovate this structure to accompany any HRB approval for new
construction on the northern-most lot.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HRB give a favorable recommendation to the
ZBOA on the condition that the rest of the zoning requirements should be met without any further
adjustments. In addition, a plan and timeframe to restore/renovate the existing structure should be
provided.
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CITY OF BEAUFORT
Historic District Review
Board Full Board
Staff Report
Meeting of July 13, 2016

Case Number:
Property Address:
Applicant:
Type of Request:
Zoning:
Historical:

HR16-23
707 Church Street
Labi Kryeziv
New Construction / Subdivision Recommendation
GR – General Residential (NWQ)
707 Church Street is not listed on the 1997 Beaufort County Above Ground
Historic Sites Survey. A building in its approximate location is listed on the
1924 and 1958 Sanborn Maps. The tax records list the structure c. 1920
which is consistent with those maps. The structure, particularly the porch, has
been altered since its original 1920s form.

Request:

The applicant is requesting:
• recommendation from the HRB for a variance from the ZBOA to
subdivide the lot into two parcels – 1 containing the existing structure,
and another at the corner of Church and Duke Streets.
• Conceptual approval for the proposed structure, contingent on that
variance approval.

Background:

This request came to the HRB in May, but the applicant was not in
attendance. The board had concerns about the small lot size, as well as the
type of home that was envisioned to be built. No motion was made on this
project.
This property has historically had one cottage set back on the lot. This
creates a streetscape along this portion of Duke Street that is not consistent
with the rest of the pattern or rhythm of the street. The parcel is adjacent to
two vacant lots on the east, and two lots with unusually large front setbacks
on the west. Directly across the street, on either corner, are Beaufort Housing
Authority structures that don’t match the historic prevailing setback for this
area.

Zoning:

•

GR – General Residential – NWQ
Setbacks:
o Front Setback: prevailing
o Rear: 15’
o Side: 6’; a variance would be required for the stoop encroachment into the
interior side setback.
1

o Side & Rear for Accessory Uses: 5’ – n/a
o Impervious Surface Coverage: 50% max.
o Lot Size: 40’ wide, 4,000 square feet – the 4,000 square feet is what would
require the variance. The proposed lot is 40’ wide by 62’ deep.
o Parking – on-site parking would be required for the existing cottage. The
lot on Duke Street would not require parking on-site since formalized onstreet parking exists.
Size:

The applicant is proposing to construct a new 1.5 story cottage. It would
have a footprint of approximately 980 SF (including 132 SF of engaged
porch), and a total of about 1,361 heated SF.

Synopsis of Applicable Guidelines:
• The Northwest Quadrant Design Principles discuss appropriate new construction.
Staff Questions, Comments & Suggestions:
Subdivision Request:
• This particular corner, the intersection of Church and Duke Streets, is uncharacteristic. None of
the buildings come close to the street. This may be due to the former pond that was located in
the block now comprised of Duke, Church, Harrington and Washington Streets. The two
northern corners are Beaufort Housing Authority properties. The southwestern corner contains
a contributing structure, with a non-contributing one built later, closer to Duke Street but facing
Church Street.
• Staff is supportive of this subdivision if an appropriately sized cottage can be placed on the
front-most parcel. It will set a good example for other buildings if/when the late 20th century
ones closest to the corners redevelop. The cottage should be scaled to fit the small lot and
should meet the setback and % pervious requirements for the area. The 1 – 1.5 story size seems
most appropriate for this area.
• As a comparison, the proposed lot at 40’x62’ has the following similarly-sized lots within 2
blocks:
o 810 Newcastle – 58’x50’
o 814 Newcastle – 53’x50’
o 1208 Duke – 48’x61’
o 905 Church – 55’x46’
So while this request results in a lot that is non-conforming with the General Residential
zoning, hence the need for the variance, it would not result in a lot that was out of character
with the neighborhood.
• What are the plans for the existing structure? It is not contributing but is fairly old. Staff would
like a plan to restore/renovate this structure to accompany any final HRB approval for new
construction on the northern-most lot.
•
•

New Construction Request:
If the variance for the subdivision is approved, staff supports the proposed building, or one of a
similar size, mass and scale, for this property.
The proposed structure is appropriate for this district. Staff recommends divisions of the
windows such as 2/2 or 4/4
2

•
•

Drawing 3/A201 should be labeled “South Elevation”
The bedrooms show single windows in plan but double in elevation. The plan should be
updated to coordinate with the elevation.

Staff Recommendations:
1. Staff recommends the HRB give a favorable recommendation to the ZBOA with the
following conditions:
• The house proposed, or one similar in size, mass and scale and no greater than 1.5 stories,
be approved by the HRB.
• The rest of the zoning requirements, except for the encroachment of the stoop into the
interior side setback, should be met without any further adjustments.
• In addition, a plan and timeframe to restore/renovate the existing structure should be
provided prior to final approval of a structure for this parcel.
2. Staff recommends the HRB give conceptual approval to the house submitted, with final
approval contingent on variance approval from the ZBOA, and modifications of the window
divisions.
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CITY OF BEAUFORT
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
1911 BOUNDARY STREET
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 29902
(843) 525-7011
FAX: (843) 986-5606
APPROVAL LETTER
September 30, 2016
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL
Tom Michaels, Architect
P.O. Box 58
Port Royal, SC 29935
RE:

Application No. ZB16-13 – 707 Church Street
District 120, Tax Map 4, Parcel 495

Dear Mr. Michaels:
On September 26, 2016, the City of Beaufort Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed your application for lot
area variances for property located at 707 Church Street, identified as District 120, Tax Map 4, Parcel
495, in order to subdivide the property into two lots.
After consideration of the evidence and arguments presented, the Board made the following findings of
facts and conclusions:
(1)

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions attached to this property, in that this lot
has a 2,500 square foot “side yard” located on the corner of Church and Duke Streets. Most
corner lots in the neighborhood have the primary building on the lot located on/anchoring
the corner. This is the appropriate pattern of building siting in an urban neighborhood.
Having the dwelling set far back on the lot (over 60’), creates a void at the corner that is
uncharacteristic of the neighborhood and not an appropriate urban design;

(2)

These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity, in that most
developed corner lots in the Northwest Quadrant have their primary structure located on the
corner;

(3)

These conditions are not the result of the applicants own actions, in that the applicant did not
build the existing dwelling on the lot;

(4)

Granting of the variances would not substantially conflict with the Comprehensive Plan, and
the purposes of the Unified Development Ordinance;

Mr. Michaels
September 30, 2016
Page 2
(5)

Application of the ordinance to this property is an unreasonable restriction on use of the
property, in that the current siting of the building on the lot is not typical or appropriate for
the neighborhood and constructing a dwelling on the corner of Church and Duke Streets
would improve the urban design character of the neighborhood; and

(6)

Granting of the variances will not be a determent to adjacent property of the public good, in
that an appropriately-sized and sited single-family dwelling could be built on the new lot. In
addition, the HRB has given final approval to the design of the building to be located on the
lot and renovations to the existing building on the site. The July HRB staff report notes
there are at least four other lots in the neighborhood that have lot areas less than 3,000
square feet.

The Board voted to grant the variances as submitted with the following condition:
•

that before final approval of the subdivision plat is granted, that the existing structure be
renovated as approved by the HRB on September 14. This renovation shall include removing or
relocating the satellite dish and constructing an enclosure for the roll-carts.

Be advised that the variances will expire within 24 months of the date of this letter as per Section 3.1.M.1
of the UDO unless a complete subdivision application has been submitted to the City of Beaufort
Building Codes Office.
Please note that notice of appeal to Circuit Court must be filed within 30 days after the date this Order
was mailed.
Please remove the Notice of Application sign that was placed on your property.
If you have any questions, please call me at (843) 525-7011.
Sincerely,
Libby Anderson
Planning Director

CITY OF BEAUFORT
Historic District Review
Board Full Board
Staff Report
Meeting of September 25, 2019
Case Number:
Property Address:
Applicant:
Type of Request:
Zoning:

HR19-17
1307 Bay street
Robert Schlau & Janet Clouse
Garage/Studio
T4-HN

Historical:

Property located within the Historical Preservation Neighborhood. This house
was listed in the 1979 Milner Historic District Inventory as a contributing
structure.

Request:

The applicant is requesting approval of the following:
•

Use:

Construct a two-story garage with studio apartment (carriage house) above
located at the rear of the property
o Install white siding and trim to match existing house – 5” reveal
smooth cypress/cedar siding)
o Install white garage door to match trim
o Install clear coat sapele exterior doors
o Install standing seam metal roof to match existing house
o The proposed windows match the windows on the existing
primary structure

Residential accessory structure

The Beaufort Code:
• Setback requirements – Accessory Structure:
 Front: 20’ min. detached garage door/carport setback (from the
front façade)
 Rear: 5’
 Side: 5’
• Impervious Surface Coverage: 55% maximum
• Carriage House:
o Placement: shall be located to the rear of the primary structure.
o Maximum number of bedrooms: 2
o Minimum Size: 240 square feet in total area
o Maximum: The footprint shall not exceed 50% of the footprint
of the primary building, or 1,500 square feet, whichever is
1

smaller
o Compatibility with primary structure: Architectural details,
including color, siding, roof pitch, window detailing, roofing
materials, height, and foundation, shall be compatible with the
primary dwelling.
o Parking: 1 parking space per carriage house and shall be clearly
defined.
The Beaufort Preservation Manual Supplement:
• Orientation: any new additions or alterations to existing buildings under the HRB
(Historic Review Board) jurisdiction receive a certificate of appropriateness.
The Beaufort Preservation Manual:
• In the case of orientation, p.17 of the manual states: “Orientation: the addition should
be located, planned and detailed so as not to confuse the dominant historic orientation
of the original building. The addition may or may not have its hierarchy of facades, but
it must have the effect of creating a primary façade out of a secondary façade. The
addition should not assert itself visually but should be screened from the street as much
as possible”.
Staff Comments:
• Submitted plans are consistent with The Beaufort Code.
• The primary building is approximately 3,000 square feet. The total square footage of
the carriage house is 796 square feet the footprint of the new structure is
approximately 450 square feet. This does not exceed the maximum impervious lot
coverage of 55%.
• Staff believes that the design complements the existing structures design.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the HRB give final approval to this project addressing any
board comments.
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS
HISTORIC REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION
Community & Economic Development Department

Application Fee:

1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, South Carolina, 29902
p. (843) 525-7011 / f. (843) 986-5606
www.cityofbeaufort.org
OFFICE USE ONLY:
BCAGHS Survey:

Date Filed: _________
Yes
No

Application #: ____________

see attached schedule

Zoning District: ___________
_____________

Schedule: The Historic Review Board (HRB) typically meets the 2nd Wednesday of each month at 2pm. The

complete schedule, along with the list of deadlines, may be found here - http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/historicreview-board.aspx

Submittal Requirements: All forms and information shall be submitted digitally. In addition to a complete application
form, applicants shall submit the required items according to the checklists on the subsequent page.

Review Request:

 Conceptual  Preliminary  Final  Bailey Bill Approval*  Change After Certification
*Requires a Bailey Bill – Part A Preliminary Review Application Form

X

Pursuant to Section 6-29-1145 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, is this tract or parcel restricted by any recorded covenant that
is contrary to, conflicts with, or prohibits the activity described in this application?  Yes  No

Applicant, Property, and Project Information

ROBERT SCHLAU & JANET CLOUSE

Applicant Name:

1307 BAY STREET
nate@allenpattersonresidential.com

Applicant Address:
Applicant E-mail:

Applicant Phone Number:

Applicant Title:

 Homeowner

 Tenant

 Architect

 Engineer

(843) 470-0400

 Developer

Owner (if other than the Applicant):
Owner Address:

SCHLAU - CLOUSE GARAGE STUDIO

Project Name:
Property Address:

1307 BAY STREET

Property Identification Number (Tax Map & Parcel Number):
Date Submitted:

R120 004 000 0766 0000

8/28/19

Certification of Correctness: I/we certify that the information in this application is correct.
Applicant’s Signature:

Date:

Owner’s Signature:

Date:

See Section 9.10 of the Beaufort Code for complete information about Certificates of Appropriateness and Section10.7 for complete
information about the Historic Review Board | This form is also available online at www.cityofbeaufort.org | updated February 5, 2019

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS
HISTORIC REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION
Community & Economic Development Department
1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, South Carolina, 29902
p. (843) 525-7011 / f. (843) 986-5606
www.cityofbeaufort.org
(The owner’s signature is required if the applicant is not the owner.)

Required Project Information

SCHLAU - CLOUSE GARAGE STUDIO
Property Size in Acres:
Proposed Building Use: GARAGE STUDIO
Project Name: __________________________________________
Nature of Work (check all that apply):

X Alterations / Additions

 New Construction, Primary Structure

 New Construction, Primary Structure

 Demolition*

*Demolition and Relocation requires a public hearing

 Relocation*

Building Square Footage (if multiple buildings, please list each one and their square footage by floor):

GARAGE 412sqft - STUDIO 384sqft - DECK 80sqft
Is this project a redevelopment project:

Y

Are there existing buildings on the site? X Y

X

N
N if yes, will they remain? X Y

N

Provide a brief Project Narrative (if requesting Bailey Bill Approval, this section may be left blank):

ADD ONE CAR GARAGE w/ STUDIO SPACE ABOVE TO REAR OF PROPERTY

CONTACT INFORMATION –
Attention: Julie A. Bachety, Administrative Assistant II
City of Beaufort Department of Planning & Development Services
1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, South Carolina 29902
E-Mail: jbachety@cityofbeaufort.org: | Phone: (843) 525-7011 | Fax: (843) 986-5606
See Section 9.10 of the Beaufort Code for complete information about Certificates of Appropriateness and Section10.7 for complete
information about the Historic Review Board | This form is also available online at www.cityofbeaufort.org | updated February

2015IRC - R502.3.1(2) - SOUTHERN PINE #2
40psf LIVE LOAD - 20psf DEAD LOAD
L/360 DEFLECTION
SPAN

12" o/c

10' - 3"

16" o/c

9' - 4"

12" o/c

13' - 6"

16" o/c

11' - 10"

12" o/c

16' - 2"

16" o/c

14' - 0"

12" o/c

19' - 1"

16" o/c

16' - 6"

2x6

2 x 10

GROUND
SNOW
LOAD

WIND
SPEED

5

130mph

SEISMIC
DESIGN
CATEGORY

SUBJECT TO DAMAGE FROM
WEATHERING

FROST LINE

CLASS D

MODERATE

<6"

TERMITE

WINTER
DESIGN
TEMP

ICE BARRIER
UNDERLAYMENT
REQUIRED

FLOOD
HAZARDS

AIR
FREEZING
INDEX

MEAN
ANNUAL
TEMP

V. HEAVY

27°F

NO

see SURVEY

20°F

65.7°F

NEIGHBORING
RESIDENCE
~ 45' TO NORTH

2 x 12
*SPANS OVER 19' - 1" = ENGINEERED TRUSS or I-JOIST

26'

WINDOW, DOOR & GARAGE DOOR
HEADER SELECTION TABLE

24'
SILT FENCE

SOUTHERN PINE #2 SUPPORTING ROOF,
WALL AND FLOOR LIVE LOADS UP TO 20psf - 1.25 LOAD DURATION 16' SPAN OF SUPPORTED ROOF & FLOOR FRAMING
CLEAR OPENING

MIN. HEADER SIZE

4' - 0

(1) 2 x 10

6' - 0"

(2) 2 x 10

8' - 0"

(3) 2 x 10

10' - 0"

3-1/2" x 9-1/4"

12' - 0"

3-1/2" x 11-7/8"

16' - 0"

5-1/2" x 14"

OVER 16'

ENGINEERED

20'

EXISTING PLANTATION MIX GRAVEL

PROPOSED
GARAGE: SLAB
~8" ABV.
EXISTING GRADE

SVC
YARD
TREE PROTECTION
ALL EXISTING
TREES TO
REMAIN

NORTH STREET

MAX HEADER SPAN
3

WFCM TABLE 3.22F
SOUTHERN PINE #2

1
UNSUPPORTED
WALL HEIGHT

5

9

12

15

18

NUMBER OF JACK STUDS
1

2

2

2

2

NUMBER OF KING STUDS
(END OF HEADER)

STUD
SPACING
12" o/c

2

2

3

3

3

3

16" o/c

2

2

3

3

3

3

12" o/c

2

2

3

4

5

5

16" o/c

2

2

3

3

4

4

10' OR LESS
GREATER
THAN 10'

BAY
CEILING JOIST SPAN REFERENCE
R802.4.(2) - SOUTHERN PINE #2
20psf LIVE LOAD - 10psf DEAD LOAD
LIMITED STORAGE - L/240 DEFLECTION

SIZE

STR

N
ALL EXISTING
TREES TO
REMAIN

TOTAL NEW
IMPERVIOUS AREA =
492sqft

ALL EXISTING
TREES TO
REMAIN

BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA
nschoen@homesbybridgewater.com
(843) 422-7778

WALL & HEADER STUD
SELECTION TABLE

BRIDGEWATER CONSULTING LLC

BRICK PAVER WALK

EET

N

SPACING

SPAN

12" o/c

9' - 3"

150'

2x4
13' - 11"

16" o/c

12' - 0"

12" o/c

17' - 7"

LOCATION

2x6

EXISTING RESIDENCE
1307 BAY STREET
R120-004-000-0766-0000

2x8
16" o/c

15' - 3"

12" o/c

20' - 11"

16" o/c

18' - 1"

SITE PLAN

2 x 10

SCALE 1" = 10'

RESIDENTIAL LOFT for BOB SCHLAU & JAN CLOUSE
1307 BAY STREET
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA

8' - 0"

12" o/c

ROOF RAFTER SPAN REFERENCE
R802.5.1(2) - SOUTHERN PINE #2
20psf LIVE LOAD - L/240 DEFLECTION
CEILING ATTACHED TO RAFTERS

SIZE

SPACING

SPAN

12" o/c

13' - 6"

16" o/c

11' - 8"

12" o/c

17' - 1"

16" o/c

14' - 9"

12" o/c

20' - 3"

2x6

2x8

2 x 10
16" o/c

17' - 6"

12" o/c

23' - 10"

16" o/c

20' - 8"

2 x 12

70'

STRUCTURE SQUARE FOOTAGE:
LOFT FLOOR CONDITIONED
TOTAL CONDITIONED
GARAGE
TOTAL UNDER ROOF
DECK

384 SQFT

BAY

384 SQFT

STR

EET
DATE

412 SQFT
796 SQFT
80 SQFT

SHEET INDEX
LABEL
A1.1
A1.2
REND

TITLE
1ST FLOOR PLAN
ROOF PLAN
PROJECT RENDERINGS

DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS
DESCRIPTION

REVISION DATE

16" o/c

HOMEOWNER SIGNATURE &
DATE OF ACCEPTANCE

SITE ADDRESS SHALL BE PROVIDED IN A POSITION THAT IS PLAINLY VISIBLE AND LEGIBLE FROM STREET
FRONTING THE PROPERTY
CONSTRUCTION, PROJECTIONS, OPENINGS AND PENETRATION OF EXTERIOR WALLS SHALL COMPLY w/
TABLE R302.1(1) - REVIEW FIRE RESISTANT CONSTRUCTION IF LESS THAN 5' SEPARATION BETWEEN
STRUCTURES
ALL HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL HAVE EXTERIOR GLAZING NOT LESS THAN 8% OF THEIR FLOOR AREA TO
PROVIDE NATURAL LIGHT, OR THEY SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ARTIFICIAL LIGHT
ALL HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH NATURAL VENTILATION THROUGH OPENINGS TO THE
OUTDOOR AIR IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION R303, OR THEY SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH MECHANICAL
VENTILATION
LIGHT & VENTILATION FOR BATHROOMS, WCs AND SIMILAR ROOMS SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION R303.3
OUTDOOR AIR INTAKE OPENINGS SHALL BE LOCATED AT LEAST 10' FROM ANY HAZARDOUS OR NOXIOUS
CONTAMINANT
OUTSIDE EXHAUST OPENINGS SHALL BE LOCATED SO AS TO NOT CREATE A NUISANCE AND SHALL NOT BE
DIRECTED ONTO WALKWAYS NOR PORCHES
DWELLING SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH HEATING FACILITIES THAT WILL MAINTAIN A TEMPERATURE OF 68°F
AT 3' ABOVE THE FLOOR AND 2' FROM EXTERIOR WALLS IN ALL HABITABLE ROOMS
THE MIN. CEILING HEIGHT FOR HABITABLE ROOMS, HALLWAYS, CORRIDORS, BATHROOMS, WCs, LAUNDRY
ROOMS & BASEMENTS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 7'
SANITATION, TOILET, BATH & SHOWER SPACES PER SECTIONS R306 & R307 - 21" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF
FIXTURES
SAFETY GLAZING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION R308
PERMITTED OPENINGS BETWEEN THE GARAGE AND THE DWELLING SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH 1 3/4" THICK
SOLID WOOD DOORS, HONEYCOMB CORE STEEL DOORS, OR 20 MINUTE FIRE-RATED DOORS
ANY GARAGE SHALL BE SEPARATED FROM THE DWELLING & ATTIC AREA IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
R309
GARAGE FLOOR SURFACES SHALL BE SLOPED TO A DRAIN TOWARD THE VEHICLE ENTRY POINT
EVERY SLEEPING ROOM SHALL HAVE OPERABLE EMERGENCY ESCAPE AND RESCUE OPENINGS PER
SECTION R311
ALL EMERGENCY AND RESCUE OPENINGS SHALL HAVE A MIN. CLEAR OPENING OF 5.7sqft WITH A MIN. NET
CLEAR OPENING HEIGHT OF 24" AND WIDTH OF 20" - NO HIGHER THAN 44" AFF
STAIRWAYS SHALL HAVE A MIN. HEADROOM HEIGHT OF 80"
STAIRWAYS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF 31 1/2" AT AND BELOW THE HANDRAIL WHERE ONLY
ONE HANDRAIL IS PROVIDED OR 27" WHERE HANDRAILS ARE PROVIDED ON BOTH SIDES
A FLIGHT OF STAIRS SHALL HAVE NO MORE THAN 147" OF VERTICAL RISE BETWEEN FLOORS OR
LANDINGS
STAIRWELLS TREADS SHALL BE AT LEAST 10" DEEP AND SHALL NOT EXCEED MORE THAN 3/8" VARIATION
FROM LARGEST TO SMALLEST TREAD; RISERS SHALL BE NOT GREATER THAN 7-3/4" IN HEIGHT AND SHALL
NOT EXCEED 3/8" IN ANY FLIGHT OF STAIRS - SEE R311.7
A CONTINUOUS HANDRAIL SHALL BE PROVIDED ON AT LEAST ONE SIDE OF THE STAIRWAY - THE TOP OF
THE HANDRAILS SHALL BE PLACED NOT LESS THAN 34" AND NOT MORE THAN 38" ABOVE THE NOSING OF
THE TREADS
GUARDS AT LEAST 36" IN HEIGHT SHALL BE PROVIDED WHERE PORCHES, BALCONIES OR RAISED FLOOR
SURFACES ARE GREATER THAN 30" - GUARDS SHALL NOT HAVE OPENINGS THAT ALLOW PASSAGE OF A
SPHERE 4" IN DIAMETER
SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INSTALLED PER SECTION R314 IN THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS:
- IN EACH SLEEPING ROOM
- OUTSIDE EACH SEPARATE SLEEPING AREA IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THE BEDROOMS
- ON EACH ADDITIONAL STORY OF THE DWELLING, INCLUDING BASEMENTS AND HABITABLE ATTICS, BUT
BUT NOT INCLUDING CRAWL SPACES AND UNINHABITABLE ATTICS
- SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED AS INDICATED IN SECTION R314.4
- THE POWER SOURCE FOR SMOKE ALARMS SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION R314.6
PROTECTION OF WOOD FROM DECAY SHALL BE PROVIDED IN THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS BY THE USE OF
NATURALLY DURABLE WOOD OR WOOD THAT IS PRESERVATIVE-TREATED:
- WOOD JOISTS OR FLOORS LESS THAN 18" OR WOOD GIRDERS LESS THAN 12" FROM EXPOSED GROUND
IN CRAWL SPACES OR UNEXCAVATED AREAS WITHIN THE BUILDING FOUNDATION
- FLOOR FRAMING MEMBERS THAT REST ON CONCRETE OR MASONRY EXTERIOR WALLS AND ARE LESS
THAN 8" FROM EXPOSED GROUND
- SILLS AND SLEEPERS ON A CONCRETE OR MASONRY SLAB UNLESS SEPARATED BY SUCH A SLAB BY AN
IMPERVIOUS MOISTURE BARRIER
- WOOD SIDING, SHEATHING AND WALL FRAMING ON THE EXTERIOR OF A BUILDING LESS THAN 6" FROM
THE GROUND
AREAS SUBJECT TO TERMITE INFESTATION SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION R318
A ROUGH-FRAMED OPENING NOT LESS THAN 22"x30" w/30" MIN. HEADROOM SHALL BE PROVIDED TO ATTIC
AREAS THAT HAVE A VERTICAL HEIGHT OF 30" OR GREATER (MEASURED TO THE BOTTOM OF ROOF
FRAMING MEMBERS) OVER AN AREA GREATER THAN 30SQFT
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT IN ATTICS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ACCESS PER SECTION M1305.1.3
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BUILDING PLANNING NOTES

CLIMATIC & GEOGRAPHIC DESIGN CRITERIA - NOTE: STRUCTURAL ENGINEER TO VERIFY

3'-3 1/2"

SPACING

19'-8 1/2"

SIZE

35'

BUILDINGS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE 2015
INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE AND/OR LOCAL COUNTY BUILDING CODE (LOCAL CODE TO TAKE
PRECEDENCE OVER ANY NOTES IN THESE PLANS). THESE PLANS ARE TO BE VERIFIED BY A
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER. ENGINEER'S DRAWINGS SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ANY NOTES IN THESE
PLANS. MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER NOTES IN
THESE PLANS.

FLOOR JOIST SPAN REFERENCE

HARRINGTON STREET

CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENT NOTES

SHEET

COVER

FRAMING CONSTRUCTION NOTES
WP

1) EXTERIOR WALLS: 1/2" PLYWOOD SHEATHING o/2x4 and/or 2x6 @ 16"o/c w/ BLOCKING MIDSPAN (UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED)
2) INTERIOR WALLS: 2x4 and/or 2x6 @ 16"o/c w/ BLOCKING MIDSPAN (UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED)
3) FIRST FLOOR SYSTEM: 2x12 @ 16"o/c w/ 3/4" T&G PLYWOOD (OR EQUIVALENT), GLUED & NAILED
4) 2nd FLOOR SYSTEM: 14" OPEN WEB TRUSSES (per ENGINEERING) w/ 3/4" T&G PLYWOOD (OR
EQUIVALENT), GLUED & NAILED - ENGINEERED TRUSS SHOP DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE
5) CEILING JOISTS per ENGINEERING
6) ROOF RAFTERS: 1/2" EXT SHEATHING NAILED ON 2x10 @ 16"o/c (per ENGINEERING) w/ SIMPSON
HURRICANE CLIPS

110v SWITCHED

110v SWITCHED

GAS

GFCI

NOTE: STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING TO TAKE PRECEDENCE FOR ALL FRAMING MEMBER SIZES, LOCATION
AND PLACEMENT OF WORK DESCRIBED.
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DETAIL

FRAMING CONSTRUCTION NOTES
1) EXTERIOR WALLS: 1/2" PLYWOOD SHEATHING o/2x4 and/or 2x6 @ 16"o/c w/ BLOCKING MIDSPAN (UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED)
2) INTERIOR WALLS: 2x4 and/or 2x6 @ 16"o/c w/ BLOCKING MIDSPAN (UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED)
3) FIRST FLOOR SYSTEM: 2x12 @ 16"o/c w/ 3/4" T&G PLYWOOD (OR EQUIVALENT), GLUED & NAILED
4) 2nd FLOOR SYSTEM: 14" OPEN WEB TRUSSES (per ENGINEERING) w/ 3/4" T&G PLYWOOD (OR
EQUIVALENT), GLUED & NAILED - ENGINEERED TRUSS SHOP DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE
5) CEILING JOISTS per ENGINEERING
6) ROOF RAFTERS: 1/2" EXT SHEATHING NAILED ON 2x10 @ 16"o/c (per ENGINEERING) w/ SIMPSON
HURRICANE CLIPS
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NOTE: STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING TO TAKE PRECEDENCE FOR ALL FRAMING MEMBER SIZES, LOCATION
AND PLACEMENT OF WORK DESCRIBED.
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