
 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
The City of Beaufort 

HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW BOARD 
Wednesday, December 11, 2024, 2:00 P.M. 

City Hall, Council Chambers, 2nd Floor – 1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC 
 
Please click the link below to access the webinar: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81396889790?pwd=xH6a84zUIbWvSg2SCs86QA3ytSFWZr.1 
Password:  301999         Meeting ID:  813 9688 9790          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:  A project will not be reviewed if the applicant or representative is not present at the meeting. 
 

 
I. Call to Order: 
 
II. Review of Minutes: 

 
A. November 13, 2024 Meeting Minutes 
 

III. Public Hearing: 
 

A.  1013 Charles Street, PIN R120 004 000 0193 0000, demolition 
Applicant:  Lisa Hunnicutt, LTR Enterprises, LLC. 
 
The applicant is requesting demolition of a non-contributing structure. 

 
IV. Applications:   
 

A. 1013 Charles Street, PIN R120 004 000 0193 0000, new construction 
Applicant:  Lisa Hunnicutt, LTR Enterprises, LLC. 
 
The applicant is requesting final approval for a new mixed use building. 
 

V. Discussion 
 

A. Recommended Changes to Conceptual and Preliminary Approvals. 
 
VI. Adjournment 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81396889790?pwd=xH6a84zUIbWvSg2SCs86QA3ytSFWZr.1
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 Historic District Review Board 
 Meeting Minutes – November 13, 2024 

CALL TO ORDER        1:30 
A meeting of the Historic District Review Board was held in-person on Wednesday, November 13, 2024, 
at 2:00 pm. 

ATTENDEES          
Members in attendance:  Mike Sutton (Chair), Michelle Prentice, Rita Wilson, and Eric Berman. 

Members absent:  Grady Woods, (Vice-Chair) 

Staff in attendance:  Curt Freese (Community Development Director), Maria Short (Meadors Architecture). 

REVIEW OF MINUTES – OCTOBER 9, 2024  1:56 
Motion:  Ms. Petrella made a motion to approve the October 9, 2024, minutes as submitted; seconded 
by Ms. Wilson.  Mr. Berman abstained since he was not at the October 9, 2024, minutes.  The motion 
passed unanimously.  

All Historic District Review Board Meeting minutes are recorded and can be found on the City’s website at 
http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/AgendaCenter.   

APPLICATIONS 3:12 
A. 1110 Greene Street, PIN R120 004 000 0277 0000, new construction 

Applicant:  Edward Simpson, homeowner 

Curt Freese presented the staff report. 
  
 Public Comment: 

 
Lise Sundrla, Historic Beaufort Foundation (HBF), introduced HBF’s new employee, Libby 
Cohen, who will be HBF’s Preservation, Education, and Program Coordinator.  Ms. Sundrla said 
HBF was really pleased with the direction the project is going except for the chimney.  The HBF 
Preservation Committee is happy with the stovepipe versus putting up a chimney that looks like 
it is floating and out of place with the fake veneer.   

http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/AgendaCenter
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Public comment closed. 
 
Discussion over the stovepipe versus the floating roof.  Chairman Sutton stated a chimney 
coming directly out of the roof was common in the historic district in the past.  Ms. Wilson 
stated that the stovepipe idea had already been discussed at the last two meetings, and the 
Board had directed the applicant to redesign. Discussion continued.  
 
Motion:  Ms. Wilson made a motion to grant final approval with staff’s recommendations.  Mr. 
Berman seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

Staff and board members talked about the new HRB Application Forms.  Staff  29:56 
said we are using these forms already and seems to be working out.  The Board liked the 
guidelines sheets for porch decking, metal roofing, and windows that were attached to the 
minutes from the October 9, 2024, meeting. 
 
Staff and board members also spoke about whether or not the members want hardcopies 
anymore.  Staff stated they would desire clear direction from the HRB.  Mr. Berman made a 
motion to require just one paper copy, which was not seconded.  Motion failed. Staff mentioned 
the city will be going to EnerGov in the next few months.   

ADJOURNMENT                                                                             40:46 
Mr. Berman made a motion seconded by Ms. Wilson to adjourn.  The meeting ended at 2:40 pm.  

 



 

     STAFF REPORT: 1013 Congress Street – Demolition and Final  

                         Approval 

DATE: December 11, 2024 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: Lisa Hunnicutt, LRT Enterprises LLC 
Site Location/Address: 1013 Congress Street; R 120-004-000-0193-0000 
Applicant's Request: The applicant has two requests: 1) demolition of non-contributing 

structure; 2) final approval for a new mixed-use building.  

Current Zoning:                                   T4-N 

Contributing/Neighborhood Non-Contributing 

Flood Zone/Base Flood Flood Zone X, Elevation: ~17’-18’ 

Existing Trees No tree survey submitted  

ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION  
T4-N 

Lot Width at Setback: N/A 
Max Lot Coverage: 70% of lot area 
Min. Frontage Build Out 60% min, 85% max.  
Front Setback 0’ min/15’ max.  
Side Setback 0’ min, 10’ max. alley 
Rear Setback 10’ min. 
Building Height: 2 stories max 

SURROUNDING ZONING, LAND USE AND REQUIRED BUFFERS 
Adjacent Zoning  Adjacent Land Uses  Setbacks for Adjacent Zoning 

/Buffer required if rezoned 
North:  T4-N 1-story commercial building N/A  
South: T4-N Historic Homes/Vacant Lot N/A 
East: T4-HN Historic Homes/Vacant Lot N/A 
West: T4-N Historic Homes/Vacant Lot N/A  
 

Background:  The applicant has made two applications: 1) obtain a COA to demolish a non-contributing 

commercial structure; 2) obtain approval to build a new two-story mixed-use building.  The Applicant 

received Final approval to alter the existing structure and add a second story to the existing warehouse at 

the October 2024 HRB meeting.  Since October, the Applicant hired a structural engineer to accomplish 
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the second story addition.  After the report came back, the Applicant consulted with Staff and came to a 

new HTRC to discuss options.  The structural report, which is included in the packet, was clear that no 

addition, or ultimately any other structural changes including potentially adding windows in the existing 

first walls, could be safely accomplished without compromising the structural integrity of the existing 

building.   

Current Site 

The lot is on a ~5,500 SF lot. The applicant also owns the ~9,100 SF lot to the south. The applicant is 

proposing to structurally reinforce the ~8,275 SF building, with the first floor, intended as a 

café/retail/art studio, and a second floor of 4000 SF including three residential apartments with a 

lightwell above the central hallway.  

Exterior Materials 

   Material Color 

Exterior Cladding Stucco first floor; Brick veneer 

new addition 

To be provided  

Doors:  Glass Storefront To be provided  

Windows:  3 over 4, 2 over 4, on first and 

second floor – storefront  

To be provided 

Awning/Parapet Will retain existing parapet 

roof form, add metal awning 

on front shopfront and second 

story porch 

To be provided 

Roof Standing seam metal 

roof/barrel roof design  

Match house 

Existing Trees on Site:  Tree survey is required. An existing 30” pecan tree and 9” 

Carolina laurel tree are shown on the landscape plan.  

Flood Ordinance:  All structures are well above the 13’ flood requirement.  
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Tree Removal Proposed:  

No trees are proposed to be removed. Two existing trees (30” pecan tree – (broadleaf overstory) & 9” 

Carolina laurel tree) are to remain.  

Surrounding Area:  

This property is located in the Northwest Quadrant.  The buildings on the block and surrounding area are 

made up of historic structures, several of which have been converted into commercial spaces. Most of the 

buildings are one story in height, with a few two-story buildings throughout.  The lot to the immediate 

north is vacant.  

Structural Safety 

A structural engineering report has been provided.  It has been reviewed by the Building Official who 

concurs with the findings.  The summary of the report is found below:  

 Reinforcing scanning found no reinforcing steel within the walls of the building, except above door 

and window openings; 

 Most test holes drilled found that the units are hollow rather than filled (36/47) 

 Footings are 8”-10” thick; 

 Reinforcing scanning was inconclusive on the presence of reinforcement in the footings; and, 

 Soils can support a design allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 pounds per square foot 

 The building’s walls are constructed with unreinforced masonry, which does not meet the current 

International Building Code (IBC) requirements for seismic and wind resistance. This presents a 

significant risk in terms of structural stability under such forces. 

 The current plan calls for additional openings to be made in the unreinforced masonry walls. 

These changes would further weaken the structural integrity of the building, exacerbating the 

risks posed by the unreinforced masonry. 

 The proposal also includes the addition of an extra floor, which would introduce additional weight 

to the unreinforced masonry walls. Given the current structural limitations, this added load poses 

further safety concerns 
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 There are potential issues with the foundation that may compromise the overall stability of the 

building, particularly under the added stress of these proposed modifications 

 Due to these issues, it would be substantially impractical and could pose significant safety 

concerns to attempt to retrofit the building to meet current code requirements. For these reasons, 

I recommend that the building be considered for demolition and replacement with a new 

structure that can safely accommodate the intended modifications. 

Economic Conditions:  

As per the Beaufort Preservation Manual and the Development Code, there is currently no provision for 

economic hardship with regards to demolitions. 

Demolitions 9.10:  

Section 9.10.2 D, Demolitions, covers the powers of the HRB with regards to demolitions. In this case, the 

property is non-contributing, so the Codes Administrator can make the decision to grant the demolition.  

As per Section 9.10.2 A.1, the Codes Administrator is sending this to the HRB for approval: “The 

Administrator may submit any applications that are subject to staff approval to the Historic District 

Review Board (HRB) for approval.” This decision was made owning to the previous approval in which the 

applicant made an effort with Staff and the HRB to incorporate and preserve the existing building into the 

new design.  

All demolitions as per Section 9.10.2 D 1, require a public hearing, as well as posting of the property 

which has been done for this request.  Section 9.10.2 D 2, allows the HRB to call upon the Codes 

Administrator to “provide them with a report on the state of repair and structural stability of the 

structure under consideration.” As per the HTRC meeting, this was requested of the applicant and 

reviewed and accepted by the HTRC.  Please see structural report found in the packet. 

Beaufort Preservation Manual on Demolition:  

The section on demolitions in the Preservation Manual in Chapter 5, is about a half page, and staff is 

providing the entire text below for reference with highlights of important passages.  Again, this is a 

guiding document to be gleaned from regarding HRB decision-making.  

The pressure to demolish buildings within any historic district is a regrettable fact of life. Either through 

catastrophic damage or through years of neglect, there are and will continue to develop situations when a 
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building is deemed beyond repair and “not worth” preserving. In addition, as the Beaufort Historic 

District continues to attract new residents and businesses, there may be pressure to “make way” for the 

“progress” that new construction is believed by some to represent. Whereas issues of design guidelines 

for preservation and new construction are driven by architectural and aesthetic considerations, 

demolition, especially of repairable structures, is more frequently an economic issue. Indeed, the only 

other legitimate reason for consideration of demolition is if the building poses a threat to public safety. In 

considering applications for demolition, especially those based on economic or development 

considerations, the HRB must weigh issues beyond matters of architectural appropriateness, for 

demolition of an historic building in an Historic District is rarely if ever appropriate. Rather, the HRB 

must be convinced that all possible means of saving the building have been exhausted. Valiant efforts to 

preserve buildings threatened by demolition have been successful in the past. These include the Historic 

Beaufort Foundation’s revolving fund that has purchased, renovated, and then sold property, private 

efforts to do the same, and, as an absolute last resort, moving threatened buildings to other locations. The 

Beaufort Code currently includes several provisions regarding the demolition of contributing primary 

and accessory structures within the Historic District. These include public notification of the demolition 

application and holding a public hearing about the application. The HRB may also request from the 

Administrator a report on the state of repair and structural stability of the structure before deciding on 

approval, denial, or postponement.  

nistrator a report on the state of repair and structural stability of the structure before deciding on 

approval, denial, or postponement.  

HTRC Oct 30th Meeting on Demolition 

 Synopsis of staff comments:  
• Planning and zoning: 
Change-after certification.  
Demolition will be reviewed by the HRB. Staff supports demolition.  
 
• Building Codes:  
Good with demo.  
5 ft setback has drawbacks – if you put stairs in that setback, might have issues with code compliance.  
If the property line goes away – the setback problem goes away.  
 
• Architecture: Zoned T4-N  
Brand new structure since existing structure cannot support new additions  
Recommend removing “parapet” on front, or breaking up the parapet massing with horizontal banding  
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Staff requests clarity on south elevation railing/wall by the front (does parapet wall/railing transition to 
just railing?). Recommend continuing “knee wall” across to the solid exterior wall.  
Staff supports new material layout (brick veneer on bottom and plaster on top).  
Provide completed drawings for the next HRB meeting.  
When you get close to HRB submission date, make sure you are adhering to section 2.4.1 of the Beaufort 
code (setbacks & lot configurations)  
 
• HBF:  Recommendation: Reconsider the design to keep the building. The fenestration is a design 
guideline. Keep warehouse structure and add something new that’s  
 
Staff Analysis of Demolition:  

Staff believes the demolition is well-founded for the following reasons:  
 
 Due to the state of the foundation, the only future use possible from a structural standpoint, is 

warehousing.   
 There are public health and safety issues present, and a strong storm, or other event may 

compromise the building.  
 The building itself is non-contributing and does not possess strong architectural character to 

preserve. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

7 

 

New Structure Request:  

Findings for New Historic Infill 

Section 4.7 of the Development sets the standards the HRB must use in considering an infill project in the 

historic district.  Section 4.7 states, “The District is the Resource, Not Only Its Individual Parts: Beaufort is 

comprised of a number of individually significant buildings. Additionally, Beaufort's historic areas are 

significant as a collective whole, and shall be considered as such and protected in their entirety. This is 

the primary, overarching principle.”  To this end, seven integrity standards found in Section 4.7.2 — why, 

where and when a property is important — were created to be upheld in all new construction and 

rehabilitation projects. Guidelines for determining integrity, and staff analysis of each are found below: 

4.7.2 Integrity Guidelines Rationale 

Present 

(yes/no) 

Staff Analysis of Rationale  

1. Location: This is the relationship 
between the property and its historical 
context. 

Yes  The proposed structure incorporates 

the previously  existing non-

contributing structure on the lot.  

2. Design: This is the combination of 
elements that create the feeling of a district 
or structure. These elements include 
building patterns, streetscapes, site 
elements, building size, mass and scale, 
spatial relationships, and specific 
architectural elements and details 

Yes   While the proposed barrel roof is not 

typical of the Beaufort style, it was 

sensitive to the non-contributing 

building’s original features such as 

the parapet wall on the front façade. 

It also softens the height, scale, and 

mass of the overall structure. 

3. Setting: This is the physical environment 
of a property and should be evaluated on 
its context as well as on the historical role 
the property has played and continues to 
play. Important features include 
topography, vegetation, man-made 
features, and relationships between 
existing structures and their surroundings. 

Yes  The surrounding properties are a 

mix of residential and commercial 

spaces.  The combination of 

retail/commercial space and 

residential space above fits with the 

surrounding program in the area.  
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4. Materials: These are the physical 
elements that make up a property or 
district. 

Yes 

 

 The building has typical Beaufort 

architectural details and materials 

that are seen in other commercial 

buildings in the historic district 

constructed around the same time.  

 5. Workmanship: This is the physical 
evidence of the crafts of a particular culture 
or time period. This particularly applies to 
rehabilitation projects, but for new infill 
projects, workmanship of surrounding 
structures should be considered and 
respected. Retaining the details of the 
original craft and craftsman (i.e., wood, 
masonry, tabby etc.) of the original building 
ensures the historic fabric is retained and 
serves as an important component of the 
integrity and the patina of age of individual 
structures and the district as a whole. 

Yes  The building shares common 

architectural details and materials 

found in several other commercial 

buildings in Beaufort, such as the 

front parapet wall, painted masonry 

walls, and horizontal fenestration .   

 

6. Feeling: This is the property's 
expression of the aesthetic or historic sense 
of a particular period of time. This 
particularly applies to rehabilitation 
projects, but for new infill projects, the 
feeling of surrounding structures should be 
considered and respected. 

Yes 

 

 This is a wide interior lot on the 

block, next to two story homes.   

 

7. Association: This is the direct link 
between an important historic event or 
person and a property. This particularly 
applies to rehabilitation projects, but for 
new infill projects, association of particular 
sites and neighborhoods considered. 

N/A  Staff has not found any relevant 

history or persons directly linked to 

this specific property.  
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Staff Recommendation (Two Separate Motions and Findings Required):  

Demolition:  

Staff recommends demolition as per the findings of pages 3-6.   

COA for New Building 

Staff recommends final approval of the new building, in that it satisfies the intent of the Beaufort 

Preservation Manual and requirements of the Beaufort Code, with the following conditions:  

1) Staff has concerns that the west elevation is too reminiscent of the previous scheme, in that the 
parapet wall was an existing condition and the new design for the west elevation was created with 
the existing parapet in mind. Staff recommends the applicant consider removing the stepped 
parapet wall condition and simplify this elevation. A possible consideration is to extend the five 
lower floor columns up to the second-floor level to engage with an extended barrel roof.  

2) Applicant is to provide further detail on the perforated metal surround at the columns and screen 
at second floor. Current drawings only hint at the idea. Staff recommends these metal panels be 
simple in their design. 

3) Applicant illustrates decorative louvered shutters on the east elevation. These shutters must be 
fully functional with all necessary hardware per Beaufort Code section 4.6.3.D.1.a. 

4) Applicant shall provide detail on the mechanical screening at the east end of the building (lower 
roof area). 

5) Applicant to coordinate all details with the elevations. Sheet A10 shows thin brick veneer at the 
second-floor level, while elevations show stucco. 

6) Applicant to provide exterior railing details. 
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October 28, 2024 

 

RE:  Structural Evaluation 
1013 Charles St 
Beaufort, SC 29902 

This letter has been written at your request upon performing a site visit and observation 
of the referenced building.  The assigned purpose of our involvement is to observe the 
current conditions of the building as defined herein, and provide recommendations 
related to those specific concerns. Our opinions are based on the information gathered 
in the field, a building assessment report by GHD (dated April 19, 2024) and the 
knowledge gained over 25 years of experience in engineering, construction, and 
consulting. We reserve the right to revise our opinions as new information becomes 
available. 

A site visit was conducted on October 02, 2024. This observation was conducted by 
Andy Richardson.  

Background 

The building was constructed in 1955. The building is composed of concrete masonry 
unit (CMU) walls built on a concrete slab with shallow foundations. The current planned 
renovations include removing the existing roof and adding a second story and new roof 
above the existing single-story building. It also includes adding openings within the 
walls of the existing first floor walls. 

Observations 

This section includes observations while on site. There is intended to be no discussion 
in this section. 

 Walls are composed of CMU’s 

Document Review 

GHD provided a Limited Building Assessment report dated April 19, 2024 (attached). 
The report states the following, 
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 Reinforcing scanning found no reinforcing steel within the walls of the building, 
except above door and window openings; 

 Most test holes drilled found that the units are hollow rather than filled (36/47) 
 Footings are 8”-10” thick; 
 Reinforcing scanning was inconclusive on the presence of reinforcement in the 

footings; and, 
 Soils can support a design allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 pounds per square 

foot 

Discussion 

 The building’s walls are constructed with unreinforced masonry, which does not 
meet the current International Building Code (IBC) requirements for seismic and 
wind resistance. This presents a significant risk in terms of structural stability 
under such forces. 

 The current plan calls for additional openings to be made in the unreinforced 
masonry walls. These changes would further weaken the structural integrity of 
the building, exacerbating the risks posed by the unreinforced masonry. 

 The proposal also includes the addition of an extra floor, which would introduce 
additional weight to the unreinforced masonry walls. Given the current structural 
limitations, this added load poses further safety concerns 

 There are potential issues with the foundation that may compromise the overall 
stability of the building, particularly under the added stress of these proposed 
modifications 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Due to these issues, it would be substantially impractical and could pose significant 
safety concerns to attempt to retrofit the building to meet current code requirements. 
For these reasons, I recommend that the building be considered for demolition and 
replacement with a new structure that can safely accommodate the intended 
modifications. 

 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Andy Richardson  
Professional Engineer 
SCPE 22824 

2024.10.28
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November 27, 2024 

 

Lisa Hunnicutt 

 

Subject: 1013 Charles Street MEP Assessment 

 

 

 

Mechanical 

1. Codes and Standards: 
A. International Mechanical Code, 2021 Edition 
B. International Energy Conservation Code, 2009 Edition 
C. International Fire Code, 2021 Edition 
D. International Building Code, 2021 Edition 

 
2. Existing HVAC System: 

A. The building is conditioned by (3) split system air conditioners with gas furnaces. The 
condensing units are located outside on grade in two different locations around the 
building. The equipment was manufactured by Goodman.  

B. Two air handlers are installed in the attic space and are not easily accessible for 
maintenance. The third air handler is installed within the storage room.  

C. Mechanical ventilation appears to be missing for the existing HVAC system.  It is 
recommended to provide mechanical ventilation for positive pressurization in the 
building to help with humidity control and prevent moisture intrusion.  

D. Ductwork in the attic does not appear to have sufficient insulation to prevent 
condensation. Ducts and equipment are located in the uninsulated attic space. The 
current energy code requires minimum R-8 duct insulation where it is routed through 
uninsulated attics.  

E. Confirm that exposed supply ducts are installed with duct liner for insulation to 
prevent condensation.  

F. Supply airflow is delivered from the air handlers directly to the interior spaces using 
ductwork located in the attic space.  

 

3. HVAC Recommendations: 
A. The HVAC equipment has exceeded its expected useful life and should be planned 

for replacement. For the anticipated use, heat pumps would be a better replacement 
for the existing gas furnaces. 

B. Supply ductwork should be properly insulated to avoid condensation issues and save 
energy.  

C. Provide mechanical ventilation for the building to comply with current codes and to 
protect against moisture intrusion with positive pressurization.  
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Existing outdoor air conditioning equipment.  

 
Existing Air Conditioning Equipment.  
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Existing Air Conditioner. 

 
Air Handler with Gas Furnace. 
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ELECTRICAL 

1. Codes and Standards: 
A. NFPA 70 (National Electrical Code), 2020 Edition 
B. U.L. Fire Resistance Directory 
C. U.L. Electrical Construction Materials Directory 
D. U.L. Electrical Appliance and Utilization Equipment Directory 
E. IES Lighting Handbook (10th Edition) 
F. International Energy Conservation Code, 2009 Edition 
G. International Building Code, 2021 Edition 

 

2. Electrical 
A. The building is served from 240/120V 1 phase pole mounted transformer on 

Congress Street. There are two meters shown on the back wall of the building. There 
are three panels and a disconnect switch located in the rear electrical room. Two of 
the panels are federal pacific panels. These panels have had multiple issues and also 
stopped being manufactured in 1980. The federal pacific panels have been noted to 
have issues with the breakers possibly not tripping due to an overcurrent condition 
and could cause a fire. These panels need to be replaced. The safety switch is a 200A 
Westinghouse that is also past it’s useful life. This safety switch feeds a newer load 
center. The load center is a Siemens Indoor Load Center and appears to have been 
installed in 1996. This load center is also coming up on the end of it’s useful life.  

B. The lighting throughout the building is incandescent and fluorescent. Everything is 
controlled via manual switching. The current setup does not meet energy codes.  

C. The wiring that could be seen is routed through EMT and ENT. Based on the age of 
the panels, the wiring should be tested and inspected to ensure insulation and wire 
are still in operational and good condition.   

3. Recommendations:  
A. The entire electrical distribution system needs to be replaced.  
B. Test and inspect all wiring and replace wiring that is old and damaged throughout the 

entire building. 
A. Replace all existing lighting with LED and update the lighting controls throughout to 

meet current energy codes. 
 

  

                                Exterior Meters                                                                Federal Pacific Panels                   
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                                                        Safety Switch                                                    Load Center                                       
 

 
 

                        
                 Fluorescent Light and ENT Wiring   

 

PLUMBING 

1. Codes and Standards: 
A. International Plumbing Code, 2021 Edition 
B. International Energy Conservation Code, 2009 Edition 
C. International Fire Code 
D. International Building Code, 2021 Edition 
E. ADA Standards for Accessible Design (2010) 

 
2. Plumbing Fixtures: 

A. Types of existing plumbing fixtures include water closets, lavatories, urinal, showers, 
and a mop sink. The fixtures are showing signs of wear and replacement should be 
considered as part of any future work in the building. 

 
3. Waste and Vent System: 

A. Existing waste piping in the building appears to be schedule 40 PVC.  
 

4. Domestic Cold-Water System: 



Page 6 of 6 

 

A. The presence of a backflow preventer could not be confirmed. If one is not installed, 
the city will require one to comply with their cross-contamination policy.  

B. Existing water piping materials appear to be PEX.  
 

5. Water Heating: 
A. A single 80-gallon storage tank water heater is installed in the storage room. The 

heating element has 4500 watts heating capacity and was manufactured by Whirlpool 
in 2008. It has some useful life but appears to be in poor condition. The water heater 
should be flushed.  

 
 

 
Water Heater Installation 

 

6. Recommendations: 
A. It is recommended that plumbing fixtures are replaced as part of the future work.  
B. The quantity of handicap and total fixtures required by the international plumbing 

code based on occupancy should be verified. Additional fixtures should be provided 
if necessary for any building renovation or expanded use.  

C. The condition of the original waste piping could not be confirmed in concealed areas. 
D. If a commercial kitchen is planned for the renovation work, a grease interceptor, 

kitchen sinks, hand wash sinks, and an RPZ backflow preventer will be required. The 
water service might have to be increased. 
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SCOTT MARSHALL 
City Manager 

 
 
 

 
CITY OF BEAUFORT 

Community Development Department 
1911 BOUNDARY STREET 

BEAUFORT, SC 29902 
(843) 525-7011 

FAX (843) 986-5606 
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   December 4, 2024 

TO: HDRB 
From Curt Freese, Community Development Director 
Issue: Recommended Changes to Conceptual and Preliminary Approvals 
 

Background:  

The HDRB has long operated on the advice that only Final approvals are vested or binding, and that 

Conceptual and Preliminary approvals are not.  However, a recent Court of Appeals decision vis a vis the 

downtown parking garage, challenges this advice, and suggests that conceptual and preliminary approvals 

may give the applicant some form of legal approval to rely on, and in fact, can each be appealed.   

The Concept, Preliminary, Final process is not codified in the Beaufort Development Code, and it 

appears the process was borrowed from Charleston years ago.  The process mimics the development 

process (which has a Sketch Plan, Preliminary and Final) which is clearly codified in the Development Code 

and has long been the development process for communities across the country.  The current HDRB 

Conceptual, Preliminary and Final process affords the HDRB and the Applicant with the ability to shape 

major projects into approvable final projects. The HDRB makes specific recommendations and sends 

approval letters for each portion of the process (Concept, Preliminary) with said conditions and 

recommendations for the Applicant to rely on as the project moves forward to Final Approval.  Such 

approval Concept and Preliminary meetings and decision letters for an uncodified process, may give the 

applicant an approval interest to legally rely on.  
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Staff understands that for major projects, it is difficult to impractical to expect both an applicant and 

the HDRB to approve an item with just one public meeting.  Going to such a one meeting system, may 

unnecessarily increase the cost of the project to the applicant, or create long difficult meetings on projects 

the two sides may be far apart. To that end, Staff created the HTRC process, in which projects go through a 

comment and recommendation process to mold them before they go to an HRB meeting. While this has 

dramatically improved the efficiency of the process, it is still of benefit to all parties to allow or encourage 

some form of meeting before the full Board, before significant costs and time is expended on major 

projects.  

Proposed Change to Process 

Staff recommends the following to be effective in January (there is no conceptual or preliminary 

meeting scheduled for December): 

Worksession With No Approvals 

 Set aside the beginning of the meeting as a work session for any conceptual type of request.  

 The Board can discuss the item but shall make recommendations only, which are non-binding in 

nature.  

 No approval, or letter of approval, or conditions will be made with any item on the work session. 

 An applicant may come back to a worksession as many times as they desire.  

 No public comment is required and would be at the discretion of the Chairman.  
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New Final Approval Policy 

 If a project is at Final Approval, and the HDRB is not comfortable with any portion of the final 

design, materials or any other details, etc., but still otherwise supportive of the direction of the 

request, the project should be tabled until the next meeting, allowing the applicant time to correct 

the issues, but not creating a vested right or appealable event.    

 The HDRB should consider utilizing conditional approvals more, especially for minor items such as 

materials, etc. Such conditional approvals will require trust with Staff and Meadors to ensure the 

conditions are met.    

 Staff will continue to emphasize the HTRC process to form up projects before they apply for Final 

Approvals.  

 If a Final application goes before the HDRB (applicants have due process, and can request a final 

approval hearing at any time), which does not meet the overall design or historic district principles, 

the HDRB should be comfortable denying the request, instead of relying on the Concept, 

Preliminary and Final to guide a project into an approvable final condition.  An applicant should 

wait one year (with a 6 month Code Administrator allowance under certain conditions) to reapply 

with the exact same request as per Section 9.1.8. Otherwise, it is likely a slightly different request will 

be likely and can be applied for and heard by the HDRB.  

Recommendation:  

Discussion only.   
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