
 

 

 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
The City of Beaufort 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC  29902 

Phone:  843-525-7011 ~ Fax:  843-986-5606 

Monday, December 15, 2025, 5:00 P.M. 
City Hall, Council Chambers, 2nd Floor – 1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC 

 
Please click the link below to join the webinar: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81483285519?pwd=PozbejicwspV8kkZGGTjBdD8guVAlt.1 
Password:  581624       Meeting ID:  814 8328 5519       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." 
 

Please note, this meeting will be broadcast via zoom and live-streamed on YouTube. You can view 

the meeting at the City's page; City Beaufort SC 

 
I. Call to Order 
 
II. Pledge of Allegiance 

 
III. Review of Commission Meeting Minutes: 

 
A. November 3, 2025 Worksession Minutes 

 
B. November 17, 2025 Regular Meeting Minutes 

 
IV. Questions Relating to Military Operations 
 
V. New Business: 

 
A. Sketch Plan Beaufort FSED & PCC – 396 Robert Smalls Parkway.  The Applicant, Conor 

Blaney with Ward Edwards is proposing a commercial development to include a free-standing 
Emergency Department and a Primary Care Clinic. 
 

VI. Election of Historic District Task Force Representative 

VII. Board Meeting Schedule for 2026 

VIII. Planning Worksession January 20206  Date  

IX. Election of Officers for 2026 

X. Adjournment 
 

Note:   If you have special needs due to a physical challenge, please call Julie Bachety at (843) 525-7011. 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81483285519?pwd=PozbejicwspV8kkZGGTjBdD8guVAlt.1


 

Meeting Minutes 

PC Worksession – Nov. 3, 2025 
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Planning Commission 
Work Session Minutes – November 3, 2025 

CALL TO ORDER  0:27 

A work session of the Planning Commission was called to order by Chairman Mike Tomy and was held in-

person in the Planning Conference Room on November 3, 2025 at 1:00 PM.  The meeting was recorded and 

streamed on Facebook in accordance with City Policy. 

ATTENDEES          

Members who were in attendance:  Mike Tomy, Chairman, Bill Bardenwerper, Vice-Chairman, Libby Anderson, 
Clinton Hallman, Benjie Morillo, and Bill Suter. 
 
Members Absent:  Kim McFann 
 
Staff in attendance:  Curt Freese, Community Development Department Director, Christopher Klement, Planner 
III and Nicolas Navia, Planner I.  

DISCUSSION         1:02 

Before the discussion items occurred, Mr. Tomy went over a few things first. 

1. Mr. Tomy asked Mr. Suter about the latest status of the Waterfront Park/Promenade rehabilitation 

project.   Mr. Suter stated City Council will be reviewing this at their next work session on Tuesday, 

November 18. Meanwhile, a Questionnaire for better involvement and interaction with the citizens of 

the City of Beaufort was drafted to be disseminated.  City Manager, Scott Marshall, will have it put on 

the City’s website and in the newspaper.  There are 3 designs proposed and they will be presented 

after the first of the new year (2026).  Citizen, Paul Trask, referred to the discussion of the marina 

lease in the Executive Session and said this is what got the City in trouble the first time, not revealing 

the details of a lease in public as it was being negotiated. 

2. The new Historic District Task Force Committee that is being formed mentioned that Mr. 
Bardenwerper will be added to the task force as an ad-hoc position.  Mr. Bardenwerper’s experience 
as a land attorney will be extremely helpful.  There was a publication put out requesting people from 
the Northwest Quadrant community to get involved .There are five positions open and City Council 
will be appointing these.  The deadline to apply is December 31, 2025.   
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Jeremy Tate consultant with Meadors Architecture went over some proposed changes.   
 
The Planning Commission (PC) started to review Chapter 4 Building Design and Infill Standards and agreed to 
discuss some of the major issues first.  Mr. Tomy went over the Six General Design Principles:  (1) Order, (2) 
Arrangement, (3) Symmetry, (4) Proportionalism, (5) Propriety and (6) Economy.  After that the Commission 
members and staff delved into discussing potential revisions, starting with Chapter 4. The discussed changes 
are as follows: 

 Sec. 4.1.1.C – add “and bult environment” after the word natural and delete the wording neighboring 
development. 

 
Ms. Anderson spoke about the definition of Forecourt.  It was agreed that the 12’ x 12’ might need to be 
edited.  A good picture is also needed.  Mr. Tate referred to Green Oaks Apartments as an example.  PC agreed 
to keep the Forecourt but to change the language a bit. 
 
Mr. Tomy had an issue with slab on grade and also where the siding comes down to grade; its seen over and 
over and he referred to page 16 of the proposed code edits that were provided by Mr. Freese.  It is also seen 
throughout other areas of the Code.  Mr. Freese recommended adding following  sentence: “Elevation - New 
construction shall be elevated” under Sec. 4.5.4.b.1.  And adding the Elevation information from page 16 to 
page 17 as #9. 
 
PC agreed under Sec. 4.5.4 Single Family Detached House item B.2. to delete the sentence: “This height 
requirement does not apply outside of the Historic District.” 
 
Mr. Bardenwerper referred to section 4.5.7.B.1 that says, “Porches are not preferred, but may be used in 
buildings containing 12-units or less if they provide direct access to the unit from the street or sidewalk.”  Also, 
add the word “porch” in front of the word “Stoop”.  Ms. Anderson referred to Ashley Point.   
 
Mr. Bardenwerper referred to section 4.5.7.B.2 Parking on-site and the issues with parking on the street with 
apartment complex designs.  Mr. Freese suggested removing the first sentence, “On-site parking must be 
located behind the building and accessed off a rear alley.” 
 
Mr. Freese stated there was a change under Sec. 4.5.9.B.3 under Height that the minimum height for Liner 
Building is now 16 feet and 2 stories instead of 1 story. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Paul Trask referred to the Take 5 Oil Change building on Robert Smalls Parkway, and a Liner Building addition 
that was placed on it so it would meet the Code requirement and it is still vacant today.  He felt it would 
remain vacant for a long time.  Mr. Tate referred to the Mavis Tire building on Lady’s Island.  Mr. Trask also 
referred to the Chipotle and South Atlantic Bank building regarding drive-thrus.   
 
Public Comment Closed. 
 

The PC took a break at this time.        1:59:08  

 

The PC reconvened at this time.  The PC agreed to go over Chapter 4, page by page,  2:13:30 

and proposed changes to following Sections:   
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4.1.1.B – remove the word “high” and change the word “street to streetscape”. 
 
4.1.1.C – add the words “and built environment” and delete the words “surroundings and neighboring 
development.” 
 
4.1.1.D – remove. 
 
4.3.1.B  – Under Intent, the word “climate”, needed to be added to the overall definition section. 
 
4.3.1.C – change the wording to read “architecture vernacular.” 
 
4.3.1.C – after shaped by local, add “design.”  Add a period after craftsmanship and delete the rest of the 
sentence. 
 
4.3.1.C  – delete the second paragraph. 
 
4.3.2.B – delete the sentence starting with “Relationship to the Street.” 
 
4.3.2. D.1 – change “rectangular” to “complimentary”. 
 
4.3.2.D.2 – add the words “when possible” after the word resemble and add “local businesses” after the word 
barns. 
 
4.3.2.F.a – add the words “using historical proportions” after the word “wide”. 
 
Page 5 item b under Raised foundations – add the word “proportional” after the words “incorporate a” and 
change “foundation” to “foundation(s)” and change “waterlines” to “water table”. 
 
Page 5 item d under Low-pitched roofs delete the words “to reduce the amount of heat trapped in the 
building.”  Need to add a definition for “pitch” to the overall definition page. 
 
Page 6 item iii – add “but must be properly actuated.” 
 
Page 6 item iv.1 – remove. 
 
Page 6 item v.1 – remove the sentence “Material options: Typically made from painted steel or galvalume” 
and add “With a long term or permanent color finish.” 
 
Page 6 item v.2 – remove the words “and are typically required to be dark gray or black.” 
 
Page 6 item vii.2 – add at the end of the sentence (Consider UV rating). 
 
Page 6 item vii.1 – remove sentence. 
 
Page 7 item viii – change “should” to “shall”. 
 
Page 8 item P.a – remove the word “gasoline”. 
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Page 8 item Q – remove the sentence “however, the Planning Commission or staff may work with applicants 
to incorporate limited signature design elements.” 
 
4.5.1.C General –  this is a repeat.  Refer to the previous section that this also speaks about. 
 
Page 17  item h – remove the word “one” and replace it with “two”. 
 
Page 17 item 8.c – change rocks to “stone”. 
 
Page 18 item B.3 – add T3-S to the Location, Specific title and remove T3-N. 
 
The Planning Commission was unable to finish revising Chapter 4. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
Paul Trask asked if the rest of the changes will be brought up at a regular meeting or another worksession. 
 
Public Comment closed. 
 
The Planning Commission will discuss the rest of the Code amendments at their next Work Session on 
Monday, Dec. 1st, 2025 at 1:00PM. 

            3:14:06 

The Worksession ended at 4:41 pm. 



 

Meeting Minutes 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING  

Nov. 17, 2025 

 



 

New Business 

- 

396 ROBERT SMALLS PARKWAY 

Sketch Plan approval for development 

of a Free-Standing Emergency 

Department (FSED) & Patient-Care 

Center (PCC)  

by Novant Health 



























































































































 

STAFF REPORT: PLANNING COMMISSION (PC) – SKETCH PLAN 

396 ROBERT SMALLS PARKWAY 

DATE: December 15, 2025 

 

1 

 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Applicant: Conor Blaney with Ward Edwards (Engineer) for Novant Health 

Site Address / Tax PIN: 396 Robert Smalls Pkwy.; PIN: R120 028 000 1248 0000 

Applicant's Request: Applicant is requesting Sketch Plan approval for new construction of a 
new medical complex, consisting of a 11,620 sq. ft. Free-Standing 
Emergency Department (FSED) and a 5,750 sq. ft. Primary Care Clinic 
(PCC). The proposed development will encompass approx. a third of the 
overall 14.4-ac. tract.  

Current Zoning:                                INSTITUTIONAL & CAMPUS DISTRICT (IC) 

Current Land Use: Undeveloped  

Flood Zone/Base Flood: Flood Zone: X, Elevation: > 13 ft. (Base-Flood Elevation) 

Existing Landmark/Specimen 
Trees: 

Following number of Specimen/Landmark trees are affected by this request: 

a. Laurel Oaks: 2x 
b. Live Oaks: 9x 
c. Loblolly pines: 19x 
d. Red Maples: 3x 
e. Southern Magnolias: 12x 
f. Sweetgum: 1x 

ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION 

       INSTITUTIONAL & CAMPUS DISTRICT (IC) 

Minimum Lot Width: 50 ft. min 

Minimum Lot Size: 5,000 sq. ft. min 

Max Impervious Lot Coverage: 65%  

Front Setback 10 ft. min. / Max. setback shall not exceed average max setback on same 
side of block; 

Side Setback Corner/Alley: 5 ft min 
Interior: 10 ft min (25 ft. when abutting T3-districts) 

Rear Setback 25 ft min. 
Building Height: 4 stories max  

SURROUNDING ZONING, LAND USE AND REQUIRED BUFFERS 
Adjacent Zoning  Adjacent Land Uses  Required Buffer type(s) - see Sec. 

5.4.1; 5.4.2; 5.4.3) 
North: County Robert Smalls Leadership 

Academy (Beaufort County School) 
N/A 

South: IC Undeveloped remainder tract 
adjacent to “Beaufort Station” 

Front Buffer Requirement along 
Robert Smalls Pkwy.: “Type E”  

East: County Unincorporated section assoc. with 
Robert Smalls Academy / W.K. 
Alston Drive 

N/A 

West: IC 4000 Margaret - Multi-family 
residential 

Buffer Type “D” 
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Background: The applicant is requesting Sketch Plan approval pursuant to Code Section 7.5.3 for construction of a 

new medical & healthcare complex by Novant Health, consisting of a 11,620 sq. ft. Free-Standing Emergency 

Department (FSED) and a 5,750 sq. ft. Primary Care Clinic (PCC). The proposed development encompasses approx. 

6 acres of the overall 14.4-acre tract (~40%). This entails 3.61 ac. in developed area and 1.11 ac. in civic/open space. 

The applicant has been to two (2) TRC Meetings before, i.e. July 1, 2025 & August 26, 2025. 

Tree Removal / Mitigation / Canopy Coverage Proposed:  

A total of 55 potential Landmark and Specimen trees have been identified to be affected by a Level 2 Assessment 

according to International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) standards. Eight (8) of these have structural, or health 

issues and thus should not be considered to their full value. The remaining 47 trees identified can be regarded to 

their full value in regards to structural and health integrity, with one of the trees (Mulberry) not being covered by 

Code Section 5.3.1 as a preservable Landmark/Specimen tree species. This leaves 46 identified 

Specimen/Landmark trees to be protected. However, the proposed Tree Canopy Coverage Assessment Table 

shows that a total of 55.72% of the disturbed area will be preserved with mature tree coverage and/or be 

provided in proposed complementary tree planting (street trees, buffers, open space). The minimum tree 

canopy coverage requirement in accordance with Code Sec. 5.3.2 for Commercial Developments is: 30%.  

Required elements of a Sketch Plan to be reviewed and discussed at a public meeting in accordance with 

Code Sec. 7.5.3.B:  

1. Street Plan – The applicant shall provide a preliminary traffic plan that addresses the following elements: 

a. The proposed street network and connectivity to the existing Street network, including all 

proposed access points.  

Staff analysis: 

➢ Street access / network connectivity: The proposed FSED & PCC will be accessible by a direct 

ingress/egress from S.C. Hwy. 170 (Right-in, right-out only - RIRO) and also will be accessible from a newly 

created spine road on the north-side of the property that will connect between W.K. Alston Drive and the 

“4000 Margaret” multi-family neighborhood. By proposing a connection to W. K. Alston Dr. by the new 

spine road, applicant needs to show that an encroachment permit from the Beaufort County School 

District, who owns the land in between, exists first!* 

➢ Pedestrian / bicycle accessibility & connectivity: The newly built spine road on the north-side of the 

property will also incorporate a sidewalk on the north side to create a pedestrian connection between 

“4000 Margaret”, the Novant Health complex and W.K. Alston Dr. / Robert Smalls Leadership Academy. 

b. The location and layout of all arterial and collector roads within the development. 

Staff analysis: 
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➢ The FSED & PCC will be directly accessible from S.C. Hwy. 170 (Robert Smalls Pkwy.) as well as from “4000 

Margaret” and W.K. Alston Dr. through a new spine road connection. * 

➢ In accordance with Sec. 7.2.3 – Lot Access Standards, the minimum prescribed separation between curb-

cuts is 500 ft.; this is separation is just met between W.K. Alston Drive and the proposed RIRO-

ingress/egress.  

c. The scope of a traffic impact study prepared by a S.C. licensed traffic engineer which evaluates 

proposed access points, the existing street system, and any need for any road improvements 

(including off-site improvements) created by the proposed development. 

Staff analysis: 

➢ The Executive Summary of the TIA comes to the following conclusion: “Based on the results of the traffic 

analysis, the proposed Beaufort FSED Development is anticipated to have minimal impact on the 

surrounding road network. No mitigation due to the impacts is recommended as part of this TIA.” 

2. Community Open Space Plan - The Applicant shall provide a preliminary open space plan that depicts 

compliance with Section 7.4 of this Code, with the following elements: 

a. Proposed Community open space distribution and location, including percentage of open space. 

Staff analysis: 

➢ In accordance with Sec. 5.3.2 – Tree Coverage Requirements, the minimum tree canopy percentage of 

30% for commercial projects is by far exceeded as the proposed development will be providing a canopy 

coverage percentage of 55.72%. 

➢ In accordance with Sec. 7.4.2 – Community Green Space and Community Open Space Requirement, the 

provided Open Space with this development proposal (disturbed area: ~ 6 ac. of overall 14 ac. site) is 1.11 

ac., which comes out to 18.5% of the disturbed area. Hence, the required 15% for property sizes of 3 – 10 

ac. in the “IC district” is exceeded.  

➢ In accordance with Sec. 7.4.3 – Community Green Space and Community Open Space Types, the overall 

medial complex development, and particularly in conjunction with future development of the remainder of 

the parcel, would largely benefit from more community-oriented and active types, such as a “Community 

Park”, “Greenway”, “Square/Green”, and/or “Plaza(s)”. 

b. Compliance with Section 7.4.2, Community Green Space and Community Open Space Requirement. 

Yes, complies. 

c. Required buffer areas in accordance with Section 5.5.1. 

Staff analysis: 

➢ In accordance with Sec. 5.4.2 – Front Buffer Requirements along Major Corridors, the applicable 

location along Robert Smalls Pkwy. (S.C. 170) from Parris Island Gateway to the Broad River Bridge, 
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mandates Buffer Type E. The applicant has stated that Option 1 of Buffer Type E will be applied (see chart 

below). 

 

d. Wetland areas and setbacks as determined by SCDES-BCM, if applicable. 

Staff analysis: 

➢ A small existing isolated wetland area (~0.049 ac.) on the north of the overall property will be protected by 

a 10 ft. wetland buffer and also will not be impacted as the proposed new spine road has been designed to 

go around it. 

e. Proposed park locations, acreage, and types of parks in accordance with Section 7.4. 

Staff analysis: 

➢ Together with the aforementioned isolated wetland area, there is a ~16,053 sq. ft. (0.36 ac.) open space 

area to be preserved at the northwest corner of the overall property adjacent to “4000 Margaret”. 

Moreover, the provided open space area provided includes the immediate areas around the FSED & PCC 

buildings. Lastly, street trees and landscaping will be planted along the proposed spine road, the parking 

lot and internal streets as well as along the front buffer towards Robert Smalls Pkwy. 

3. Pedestrian Network  

Staff analysis: 

➢ As per developer, there will be a sidewalk provided along the north side of the new spine road to create a 

pedestrian network connection between “4000 Margaret”, W.K. Alston Dr. and the FSED & PCC facilities.  

➢ There is no mention if the proposed sidewalk will be laid out to also provide for joint bicycle usage, or if 

there will any other bicycle network connections.   

➢ No sidewalk / bike trail will be built along S.C. Hwy. 170 (Robert Smalls Pkwy.); this needs to be re-

examined, as the Civic Master Plan clearly recommends “the installation of an off-street multi-use 

path with a wide landscaped separation from vehicular travel lanes in order to provide a comfortable, 

safe and beautiful option for pedestrian and cyclists.” (see page 6 below) 

4. Zoning/Design  

Staff analysis: 
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➢ In accordance with Sec. 2.3.3, the “IC district” is designed to support institutional uses, such as for 

hospitals, universities, research facilities, and offices in a campus-like setting. The proposal clearly 

aligns with this zoning-specific designation.  

 

 

5. Overall Utility Plan  

Staff analysis: 

➢ A street lighting plan which details street and site illumination of the new spine road and the parking lots, 

and other areas around the immediate FSED & PCC locations, has been included in the submittal package. 

➢  An electricity supply plan which shows how the electricity network connections will be provided for 

underground, is forthcoming 

➢ The applicant has submitted a confirmation email from “Beaufort Jasper Water & Sewer Authority – 

BJWSA” confirming that capacity for both water supply and sewer discharge, through a newly built gravity 

sewer pump station (SP-75) by the new 4000 Margaret complex, exist for this FSED & PCC proposal.  

 

Sketch Plan Review Criteria in accordance with Code Sec. 7.5.3.F:  

1. The land use mix within the project conforms to Beaufort’s Zoning District Map and Comprehensive 

Plan Preferred / Future Land Use Map and furthers the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan: 

Staff analysis: 

➢ As per below Future Land Use Map, the current Beaufort Comprehensive Plan identifies the location of the 

proposed Novant Health complex, consisting of a FSED & PCC, as both “Institutional” and part of an “Urban 

Center”. The current zoning district designation as “IC” are compliant with the goals for future land use 

development in this particular location along the Robert Smalls Parkway corridor.  
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2. The Sketch Plan is consistent with the rationale and criteria set forth in this Chapter, the City's 

Comprehensive Plan, and the Civic Master Plan as amended: 

Staff analysis: 

➢ In Chapter 8.3 of the Civic Master Plan, Robert Smalls Parkway is identified as a “mixed-use corridor of 

vibrant activity”. In regards to streetscape improvements, the Civic Plan recommends “the installation of 

an off-street multi-use path with a wide landscaped separation from vehicular travel lanes in order to 
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provide a comfortable, safe and beautiful option for pedestrian and cyclists.” (page 172 et. seq.) – see 

chart below. 

 

3. The preliminary traffic, open space, park, utility, and pedestrian design is adequate and functional 

given the existing and planned capacities of each system, and meets the standards found in this Code: 

Staff analysis: 

➢ The vehicular access to the proposed FSED & PCC seem to be adequate. The proposed spine road 

connection between “4000 Margaret”, the Novant Health site and W.K. Alston Drive (Robert Smalls 

Leadership Academy) provides an adequate and absolutely necessary street network connection 

and access alternative away from the busy Robert Smalls Parkway corridor. 

➢ However, better pedestrian & cyclist network connections between the residential (“4000 Margaret”), 

school (Robert Smalls Leadership Academy) and the new medical facilities could be provided. Also, further 

connections to the neighboring Walmart, Cross Creek Shopping Complex and other commercial, and 

residential neighborhoods could be provided for. Access and infrastructure connectivity for 

pedestrians & cyclists do not meet expectations.  

➢ The proposed open space is landscaped very well, with a decent number of existing specimen and 

landmark trees preserved and integrated, however, the intent of Community Green Space and Community 

Open Space, as stated in Sec. 7.4.1 which “are intended for the use and enjoyment of a development’s 

residents, employees, or users”, do not seem to provide for enough active usage options. Provided 

Community Green / Open Space does not provide for active / integrative usage. 

4. The conceptual design and massing proposed is consistent with the requirements of the Development 

Code: 

Staff analysis: 

➢ The height of the proposed FSED & PCC buildings will be no more than 1 story. That underutilizes the 

permissible building height of 4 stories max.  

➢ Design and massing of the buildings, particularly the building design, frontage and fenestration leaves 

room for improvement. Overall, the buildings architecturally are not reflective of the preferred Lowcountry 

vernacular! This includes such elements as “Bahama shutters”, “reeds”-textured Parklex rainscreen panels, 

brown and gray colors on the exterior.  as well as too large window frames, faux windows, and the 

application of pre-fabricated cementitious building wall segments. Building elevations that face the street 

shall have at least 40% of the first-floor wall area consist of windows and/or doors, and 15% of upper 

floors. 

➢ Sec. 4.6.4 – Specific to Conventional Districts – F. Additional Guidelines Specific to IC District: All 

buildings constructed as part of a campus may be subject to the guidelines for civic building outlined in 

Section 4.5.10, or shall be held to standards similar to the requirements in the surrounding context. 

➢ Sec. 5.6.7 – Parking Lot Design – B. Pedestrian Corridors in Parking Lots:  

Parking lots with 40 spaces or greater shall be designed to separate pedestrian travel from vehicles. They 

shall include designated pedestrian walkways to provide safe access to building entries for pedestrians: 
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1. Perimeter sidewalks — typically located on public rights-of-way— and/or interior parking lot pedestrian 
corridors may be utilized to provide the required pedestrian access. 

2. Pedestrian pathways (if provided) shall be a minimum 5 feet in width. 

3. Where parking is located between a public entrance and the fronting sidewalk, a pedestrian pathway 
shall be provided, following the shortest practical route across the parking lot between at least 1 such 
entrance on each side of the building facing a public street. 

4. Pedestrian pathways shall be clearly delineated with striping. This may also be accomplished with the 
use of paving materials that differ from that of vehicular areas, striping or other similar methods. 

➢ Outline/plan for future development on remainder of property, including specifications on street 

network, future land uses, community green/open space locations and interconnectivity with 

surrounding neighborhood(s).  

➢ Scaling, massing and building designs do not meet Comprehensive Plan, Civic Master Plan or 

Beaufort Development Code expectations for this location.  

 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Findings: see Staff Analyses above 

Staff Recommendation: Table Sketch Plan approval at regular Planning Commission on 12-15-2025, until 

following staff comments and eventual PC comments have been addressed: 

❖ Demonstrate how the remainder of the parcel will be developed and made accessible, including street 
connectivity; pedestrian / bike trail connections; type and placement of specific uses, and/or the 
concept of how the overall property development will fit into the surrounding development pattern 
and community along the Robert Smalls Parkway corridor; refer to all Sketch Plan elements in accordance 
with Code Sec. 7.5.3.B, which are:  1. Street Plan / Proposed street network, inter-connectivity (see staff 
analysis, page 2); 2. Open Space Plan to show which type of (active) community green / open spaces are 
provided for and where (see staff analysis, page 3); 3. Pedestrian Network, including better provision of 
inter-connectivity of sidewalks and trails for both pedestrians and cyclists (see staff analysis, page 4); and  
Sketch Plan Review Criteria pursuant to Code Sec. 7.5.3.F:  The conceptual design and massing proposed (see 
staff analysis, page 7). 

❖ The proposed new “spine road” on the north side of the entire property is absolutely necessary and a 

prerequisite for providing interconnectivity and a secondary ingress/egress point. However, a 

necessary encroachment permit for the traversing of Beaufort County Schools property along W. K. 

Alston Drive is missing. (refer to Sketch Plan element: 1 . Street Plan / Proposed street network, inter-

connectivity in accordance with Code Sec. 7.5.3.B, see staff analysis, page 2); 

❖ Inadequate pedestrian, and especially bicycle connections provided within and onto proposed 

development site (refer to Sketch Plan element: 1 . Street Plan / Proposed street network, inter-connectivity in 

accordance with Code Sec. 7.5.3.B, see staff analysis, page 2); and refer to Sketch Plan review criteria: 3. The 

preliminary traffic, open space, park, utility, and pedestrian design is adequate and functional given the existing 

and planned capacities of each system, and meets the standards found in this Code pursuant to Code Sec. 7.5.3.F; 

see page 7); 

❖ More community-oriented and active community green and open spaces should be provided in 

overall development scheme, especially in connection with development of remainder of property 
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(refer to Sketch Plan element: 3. Community Open Space Plan in accordance with Code Sec. 7.5.3.B, see staff 

analysis, page 3); 

 

General remark: 

Development concept fails to adequately demonstrate the creation of an interconnected-connected, well 

accessible and integrative urban development that is both easily accessible from within and neighboring 

communities, and attractive to live and work in for residents and visitors alike.   
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Appendix: Staff Review Comments from Oct. 27, 2025 – [with applicant responses in blue; Nov. 14, 2025] 

A. Erosion and Sediment Control (provided by Jason Hetrick, PE, CFM) 

1. Provide erosion and sediment control bmps to protect the swale within this area adjacent to Robert Smalls 

Park Way. Comment addressed. Additional silt fence, sediment tubes, temporary and permanent 

seeding, and riprap have been added to provide erosion and sediment control. See sheet C202 / C802 

2. Depict a temporary culvert under the construction entrance in Phase 1 so that it can span the existing ditch. 

Comment addressed, see on Sheet C202. 

B. Stormwater Management (provided by Jason Hetrick, PE, CFM) 

1. Main bioretention basin has a bottom of bank elevation of 16.5’ but the inflow pipe has an invert elevation of 

16.0 feet.  Please clarify. Comment addressed, the inflow pipe has since been revised to an invert 

elevation of 16.5 ft. 

2. Confirm that the main bioretention basin has adequate separation from ground water, as the wet pond is 

shown with a water level of 14.0 feet.  It appears that the wet pond will also stage at an elevation above the 

bioretention facility thus impacting/saturating the bioretention facility as well since they are connected. The 

seasonal high groundwater is found to be 4 ft. below ground surface. The surface elevation is around 19 

ft., putting the groundwater to be at an elevation of 15 ft. The bottom of the Bioretention is at an 

elevation of 16.5 ft., giving 1.5 ft. of separation between the groundwater and bottom of the basin. The 

bioretention overflows to the adjacent wet pond via an emergency weir at an elevation of 18.75 ft. The 

wet pond stages to a maximum elevation of 18.58 ft., which is below the emergency weir elevation; 

therefore, it will not backflow into or saturate the bioretention media. Flow is directed from the 

bioretention basin to the pond, and then from the pond to the outlet control structure. 

3. If trees are being planted or preserved within the limit of disturbance, additional stormwater credit can be 

claimed on the SoLoCo spreadsheet. Comment noted. 

4. Provide a profile of the stormwater pond and depict the permanent pool elevations, storm elevations and top 

of bank as well as the control structure. Comment addressed, refer to sheet C604 for the Stormwater Pond 

and Outlet Control Structure details. 

5. Please update the stormwater computations to use the peaking factor required by SoLoCo for post conditions, 

of 400, not 323, Section 3.7.2. Comment addressed, the stormwater computations and SWPPP have been 

updated. 

C. Planning & Zoning 

Design Standards: 

1. Size, mass and scale: the proposed FSED & PCC are no more than one story in height; this is below 

surrounding developments, such as “4000 Margaret”, which contains 3-story high multi-family buildings 
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and two-story townhomes as well as the “Beaufort Walmart Supercenter”, which is one-story and the 

commercial lots at “Beaufort Station”, which are mostly 1 - 1.5 stories in height. Thus, the proposed 

massing underperforms surrounding uses, nonetheless, it resultingly creates a favorable transition 

between developed and undeveloped parcels along that corridor. Comment noted. 

2. Building materials and details: in accordance with Sec. 4.6.4 – C. Windows and Doors, “building 

elevations that face the street shall have at least 40% of the first-floor wall area consist of windows 

and/or doors,(…)”. Comment noted, the architect is working directly with staff accordingly.  

3. Additional Guidelines Specific to IC District: “All buildings constructed as part of a campus may be 

subject to the guidelines for civic building outlined in Section 4.5.10. or shall be held to standards 

similar to the requirements in the surrounding context.” Comment noted, the architect is working 

directly with staff accordingly. 

o Large Footprint Building (>20,000 sq. ft.) – N/A 

Final landscape and open space plan: 

1. Community Green Space and Open Space (Sec. 7.4): Disturbed land area = 322,764 sq. ft. (~7.41 ac.); in 

accordance with the table in Sec. 7.4.2 – 15% of the area shall be provided for community green/open space 

(equals approx. 1.11 ac.); civic/open space types that may be provided are listed in table under Sec. 7.4.3, e.g. 

greenway, square/green, plaza, park. Comment noted, please see the landscape plan included in the 

submittal package.  

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA): 

1. In accordance with Sec. 7.3.2 – “shall be required for any development that is shown to generate more 

than 50 trips during peak hour on adjacent streets as per the most recent Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual.” 

o Sec. 7.3.2.C. – Traffic Impact Analysis Plan Preparation: “To review the TIA, the Planning 

Commission and TRC will require current trip generation information, available information 

on land use, travel patterns, and traffic conditions, and shall consult with the SCDOT.” 

o See Sec. 7.3.2.D. – Table on required plan contents for TIA  

See excerpt of draft Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA; prepared by Kimley-Horn). 

Curt Freese, Community Development Director:  

1. It appears this would be the first development of a new commercial subdivision, with corresponding 
infrastructure, street, stormwater, etc.  The proper path would be sketch plan, preliminary and final plat, as 
infrastructure would be shared.  A Site Plan is not appropriate at this time, and a Sketch Plan under 7.5.3 is 
the next step. This would only require a preliminary TIA which does not require a full review, so it could be 
scheduled for December.  Please refile the application.  Comment noted. 

2. As per #1, does a regional wet pond to serve the commercial subdivision make more sense than an 
individual pond on-site?  Due to the site’s existing topography, one portion naturally drains to the 
southwest while the other drains to the northeast. Given the location of the proposed development, 
it is most appropriate for our project to utilize a stormwater pond that discharges to the northeast. 
The remaining portion of the property will require a separate pond designed to accommodate the 
drainage flowing to the southwest. 

3. Again, the street being built seems appropriate for an entire subdivision and must go through the major 
subdivision process. Comment noted.  

4. A TIA will be required and should likely be required for potential uses of the entire site, zoned IC. Please 
see the TIA Report included in the submittal package. 
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5. Should the entrance into the site, be centered in the middle of the site, to serve all of the potential lots to 
reduce access points? The future use and development timing for the remainder of the property are 
not yet determined. The access point must also be aligned to provide direct and efficient entry for 
emergency vehicles, and the proposed location has been coordinated with SCDOT to ensure it meets 
their requirements. For these reasons, the access is positioned to best serve the needs of the FSED 
and PCC. 

6. Applicant must provide an exhibit documenting compliance with existing Tree Canopy standards 5.3.2.1, of 
30% for non-residential. Please see the landscape plan included in the submittal package. 

7. Is there an access easement from the School District for access to W.K. Alston? Coordination with the 
school district is ongoing, and efforts to obtain it are currently underway. 

8. There are no sidewalks proposed for either 170 or the internal street. Section 7.1.3 requires sidewalks for 
all streets. Comment noted. However, an issue exists along Hwy. 170 due to the roadside ditch, which 
would require significant streetscape improvements and involvement with SCDOT. It should also be 
noted that the adjacent apartment complex does not include a sidewalk along Hwy. 170 either. 

9. Section 7.1.3 requires curb and gutter. Curb and gutter are provided along each side of the road. 

10. Street Trees for new streets are required as per Section 7.1.3 and 7.2.5. Please refer to the landscape 
plan included in the submittal package. 

11. Street Lights for new streets are required as per Section 7.1.3. The submittal package includes the site 
lighting plan, which incorporates the proposed street lighting. 

12. Section 7.4.2 A requires 15% park/open space , this has not been delineated or provided on the plan. 
Please see Open Space exhibit included in the submittal package. 

13. Staff cannot determine if the buffer area complies with Section 5.4.2. Our intent is to comply with Option 
1 for Buffer Type E. 

14. There is no landscaping plan as required per Section 5.4-5.5. Please see landscape plan included in the 
submittal package. 

15. There is no lighting plan as required per Section 5.7. Please find the site lighting plan included in the 
submittal package. 

16. It appears the electric is underground as per Section 7.1.3, however, it does not appear how the site will be 
served on the utility plans. Electric is underground and an electrical plan is forthcoming and will be 
provided upon receipt. 

 
D. Building Department comments (by Mr. Bruce Skipper):  
 

1. Accessible sidewalks from the public transportation stop to within the site have not been provided. See IBC 
1104.1 (from Robert Smalls Parkway to the buildings). An internal sidewalk connection has been added 
from W.K. Alston Drive through the site, providing direct pedestrian access to the adjacent 
multifamily development. Installing a sidewalk along Robert Smalls Pkwy. would require significant 
hardscape improvements due to the existing roadside ditch and would necessitate coordination 
and involvement with SCDOT.  It appears that the adjacent multifamily development was not 
required to construct a sidewalk along Hwy. 170. 

2. At least one accessible route shall connect accessible buildings, accessible facilities, accessible elements, 
and accessible spaces that are on the same site. See IBC 1104.2 (Between Buildings). Comment addressed, 
accessible sidewalks have been added between buildings. 

3. Where a building or portion of a building is required to be accessible, at least one accessible route shall be 
provided to each portion of the building, to accessible building entrances, connecting accessible pedestrian 
walkways and to the public way. IBC 1104.3 (sidewalks at each building). Ramps shall comply with section 
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IBC 1012. Slope 1012.2, Handrails 1012.8, edge protection 1012.10, and curb 1012.10.1 (sidewalk ramps). 
Comment addressed. 

E. Fire Marshal (by Mr. John Badgett): 

1. Fire sprinkler plans must be approved by the SC Fire Marshal’s Office prior to installation. IFC 901.2. The 
architect is working directly with staff accordingly. 

2. A Fire Sprinkler System Specification Sheet (FSSSS) must be provided prior to the building permit being 
issued.  IFC 901.2. The architect is working directly with staff accordingly. 

3. This office will witness all fire protection system acceptance testing to include emergency responder radio 
communications IFC 901.5. Comment noted. 

4. Ambulatory Care Facilities shall comply with section 422 of the IBC. IFC sec 202. Comment noted. 

5. Site access/apparatus road capable of supporting fire apparatus in all weather conditions shall be 
established prior to bringing combustible materials on site in accordance with IFC sec.3313. Comment 
addressed. 

6. Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet exclusive of shoulders 
and an unobstructed vertical clearance of 13 feet 6 inches. IFC 503.2.1. Comment addressed. 

7. Fire Department Connection (FDC) shall labeled, protected, and remain clear and accessible. IFC 912.4. 
Comment addressed. 

8. KNOX FDC caps shall be provided on fire department connection. IFC 912.4.1. Comment noted. 

9. All control valves including PIV and Backflow Preventer must be electrically supervised. Comment noted. 

10. This office will witness the underground pressure test of the fire protection main from PIV into building 
and FDC line. All joints will be exposed for testing. NFPA 10.10.2.2.1. Comment noted. 

11. This office will witness the underground flushing of the fire protection main from PIV into building and FDC 
line. NFPA 10.10.2.1.1. Comment noted. 

12. A Knox Box shall be provided for fire department access. IFC 506.1. Comment noted.   

13. Address identification characters shall be contrasting to background, and each character shall be no less 
than 4 inches high with a minimum width stroke of no less than ½ inch. IFC 505.1. Comment noted. 

14. Buildings equipped with automatic sprinkler systems shall have a fire hydrant located within 100 feet of 
the FDC SCIFC 507.5.1.1. Comment noted. 

F. Architecture/Building Design (provided by Meadors Architecture, LLC): 
1. PCC 

a. Staff noted that all of the windows on the north elevation have a wall constructed directly behind them and 

therefore are not transparent windows. Per Section 4.6.4.C.1, “Building elevations that face the street shall 

have at least 40% of the first-floor wall areas consist of windows and/or doors, and 15% of upper floors.” 

Staff interprets this code section to mean building fenestration that allows visible light to transfer to the 

interior during the day and light sources from inside to activate the otherwise dark facades at night. Staff 

recommends the interior wall be removed so that these windows can provide true transparency.  

b. The applicant could use interior window treatments such as blackout blinds on tracks to provide privacy.  

c. The renderings show a black brick base with joints that align with the panels above, but the 2D elevations 

do not show brick. Applicant to clarify – staff is supportive of the brick base. 

d. Generally, staff does not believe this building is indicative of traditional Lowcountry vernacular 

architecture and offers the following comments: 
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i. Staff is not supportive of the textured Parklex cementitious rainscreen panel, especially in the 

“reeds” texture. This is not a common cladding material in Beaufort. Note: Section 4.6.4.A.1.b states 

“fiber cement board siding, smooth finish.” The textured finish “reeds” is not compliant with this 

section of the code. 

ii. Bahama shutters are not common in Beaufort and appear more tropical/coastal. Staff recommends 

they are removed from the project. 

iii. The window head casings appear to extend past the jamb casings, which is atypical. The sills are not 

visible in 2D drawings or renderings. These windows should have traditional head and jamb 

casings with a projecting sill.  

iv. Staff recommends making the colors lighter, as both the brown and gray appear dark. Staff would 

be in support of a white or off-white color instead of the gray.  

v. There are large frame elements (brown) around some of the windows, but not all. Their placement 

appears arbitrary. Staff believes the intent of these is to break up the façades but believe these may 

be more successful if designed as actual bays rather than frames applied to the wall.   

vi. Some of the joints in the panels appear to sit on the outside edges of the windows, while other 

joints are set a few inches away from the windows.  

e. The mechanical screen on top of the roof appears tall in relationship to the rest of the building.  To remedy 

this and to provide better screening, staff recommends converting the flat roof to a sloped roof to conceal 

the mechanical areas. Staff believes a sloped roof would also create a more Lowcountry approach to this 

building, as hip/gable roofs are common throughout the area. 

2. FSER 

a. It is unclear if any of the windows with Bahama shutters have windows behind them, or if this is a faux 

window detail. The renderings do not appear to show any windows. Per Section 4.6.4.C.1, “Building 

elevations that face the street shall have at least 40% of the first-floor wall areas consist of windows and/or 

doors, and 15% of upper floors.” Staff interprets this code section to mean building fenestration that allows 

visible light to transfer to the interior during the day and light sources from inside to activate the otherwise 

dark facades at night. Applicant to add windows to meet code compliance. Any instances of faux windows 

should be removed.  

b. As it is designed, the building’s primary façade and entrance face into an internal parking area, while the 

rear façade and mechanical yard face Robert Smalls Parkway. This rear façade does not appear to meet the 

40% fenestration requirement to meet code compliance, and staff believes that placing the mechanical yard 

on this façade will make it difficult to meet this requirement. Staff believes the building orientation may 

need to change to better relate to the primary frontage rather than internal, head-in parking. Staff 

understands the need for quick access from the parking lot to the building entrance, and recommends the 

applicant study the addition of a second entrance. A potential solution may be to swap the FSER with the 

PCC on the site plan where the FSER would maintain its current orientation but front to the north access 

road and the PCC will mirror in plan to front to Robert Smalls Parkway. 

c. Applicant to refer to all applicable comments under item 1.d in the PCC section.  

d. The use of the protruding brown frames around some of the windows is different from the PCC, but staff 

still believes its placement is arbitrary. Some of these protrusions also appear to cut off the brick base. This 

base should continue around the building without interruption, except at the entrances.  
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e. The ambulance drive-through bay does not appear to relate or connect well to the rest of the building. If it 

is possible, staff recommends lowering the roof to align with the main building’s roof.  

f. The mechanical screen on top of the roof appears almost as tall as the exterior walls of the building (staff 

measured the screen wall digitally as approximately 10’-0” tall).  To remedy this and to provide better 

screening, staff recommends converting the flat roof to a sloped roof to conceal the mechanical areas. Staff 

believes a sloped roof would also create a more Lowcountry approach to this building, as hip/gable roofs 

are common throughout the area. 

 



 

BOARD MEETING SCHEDULE 

FOR 2026 



 

 

PC – Planning Commission: 

2026 Schedule (Draft) 

Meetings are held at City Hall in Council Chambers on the 2nd floor at 5:00 p.m. 

Only digital submittal of all documents is accepted now. You may also view the meeting 

schedule in document form. 

 

Note:  Deadline for applications for next month’s meeting  are due by noon of the 

current month’s meeting. 

Written comments for any project before the board must be submitted by noon (12:00 

pm) on the business day before the meeting. 

 

Meeting Schedule Deadline Date (Interoffice) 

Wednesday, January 21, 2026 December 15, 2025 

Wednesday, February 18, 2026 January 20, 2026 

Monday, March 16, 2026 February 17, 2026 

Monday, April 20, 2026 March 16, 2026 

Monday, May 18, 2026 April 20, 2026 

Monday, June 15, 2026 May 18, 2026 

Monday, July 20, 2026 June 15, 2026 

Monday, August 17, 2026 July 20, 2026 

Monday, September 21, 2026 August 17, 2026 

Monday, October 19, 2026 September 21, 2026  

Monday, November 16, 2026 October 19, 2026 

Monday, December 14, 2026 November 16, 2026  

 




