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MEETING AGENDA 

CITY OF BEAUFORT - HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW BOARD 

Wednesday, June 10, 2026, 2:00 P.M. 

City Hall, Council Chambers, 2nd Floor – 1911 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC 
 
Please click the link below to access the webinar on Zoom: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82853325090?pwd=rjgbW1I6b8A44L8uQa0iBPUY9wxity.1 

Password: 724303      Webinar ID: 828 5332 5090 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 also be live streamed via Zoom. Anybody interested can watch this meeting on 

the City's YouTube page: “City Beaufort SC”. 

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: 

 

• May 13, 2026 - Meeting 
 

III. Consent agenda items: 

A. 910 Harrington Street (aka 1302 Greene Street), PIN: R120 004 000 0256 0000: Approval of Bailey 

Bill Tax Incentive application for rehabilitation of historically contributing dwelling 

 Applicant: Carlton Linnen, Sr., Owner 

The applicant is requesting property tax relief through the local Bailey Bill Act by locking property taxes 

at the pre-improvement value for the duration of 10 years.  

 

B. 101 Scott Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0948 0000: Extension of Preliminary Decision Letter 

Applicant: Green’s Drugstore LLC (Graham Trask), Owner 

The applicant is requesting a 12-month extension (first extension) of a Historic District Review Board 

Decision Letter, granting preliminary approval for a new three- and two-story building located at 101 

Scott Street. 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fus02web.zoom.us%2fj%2f82853325090%3fpwd%3drjgbW1I6b8A44L8uQa0iBPUY9wxity.1&c=E,1,5hMjONC6Zp5GNLmGwlpO5Urn1BfklVaP1MXKCx5xZvvW-2U2bEPzBsk1TttUvEQhKwUG_611hvgvY72n3ahf7X7qK8_stZyMZX24ONuDf4myT6lSi89i&typo=1&ancr_add=1
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IV. Applications: 
 

A. 1511 King Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0595 0000, addition of a new carriage house 

 Applicant: Richard Drake, Owner 

The applicant is requesting approval to construct a detached carriage house to be located to the rear of 

the existing residence (revised). 

B. 1201 King Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0606 0000, replacement of mineral board siding, wall 

insulation, trim/fascia repairs, repainting, and replacement of rear entrance brick steps 

Applicant: Martha Spears, Owner 

The applicant is requesting approval for several exterior modifications to the existing, contributing 

dwelling, including siding replacement with prior wall insulation, trim/fascia board repairs, repainting, 

and rear entrance brick steps replacement. 

C. 805 Church Street, PIN: R120 004 000 1006 0000: New construction of a duplex with detached 
carriage house (infill development) 

Applicant: Jeremiah Smith, Architect 

The applicant is requesting final approval for a new duplex with detached guest/carriage house to be 

constructed on a currently vacant lot. 

D. 1010 Boundary Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0071-/0072-/0073 0000: New construction of 2 – 4 unit 

townhome buildings, and 2 – duplex buildings (infill development) 

Applicant: MediaLink LLC (Ben and Christine Wiley), Owner 

The applicant is requesting conceptual approval for new construction/development of two 4-unit 

townhome buildings (attached) fronting Boundary Street, and two duplex (2-unit) buildings in the rear. 

 

V. Adjournment 



MEETING MINUTES: 

 

May 13, 2026  

Review & Approval 
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 Historic District Review Board 
 Meeting Minutes – May 13, 2026 

CALL TO ORDER  2:18 

A meeting of the Historic District Review Board was called to order by Mike Sutton, Chairman.  The meeting 

was held in-person in Council Chambers on Wednesday, May 13, 2026 at 2:18 PM.  The meeting was 

recorded and streamed on Facebook in accordance with City Policy. 

ATTENDEES           

Members in attendance:  Mike Sutton (Chair), Eric Berman, (Vice-Chair), Kim Petrella, Grady Woods, and 

Rita Wilson. 

Staff in attendance:  Curt Freese, Community Development Director, Christopher Klement, Community 

Development Planner III and Nick Navia, Community Development Planner I, and Meadors Architects. 

REVIEW OF THE APRIL 8, 2026 MINUTES   2:56 

Mr. Berman stated he emailed some clerical changes to Julie Bachety.  He also noted on page 4, Mr. Woods 

made the motion and it was to grant conceptual approval.  Mr. Woods made a motion to approve the April 

8, 2026 meeting minutes with the noted changes.  Ms. Petrella seconded the motion.  Mr. Sutton abstained 

from voting since he was not at the meeting.  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. 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM  4:15 

A. 1313 Congress Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0047 0000: Approval of Bailey Bill Tax Incentive 

application for previous rehabilitation of historically contributing dwelling (Stokes Cottage) 

Applicant: Shirley E. Stokes, Owner 

The applicant is requesting property tax relief through the local Bailey Bill Act by locking property 

taxes at the pre-improvement value for the duration of 10 years.  

 

Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to approve the consent agenda item.  Mr. Woods seconded 

the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

http://www.cityofbeaufort.org/AgendaCenter
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APPLICATIONS                                                               5:53 

A. 811 Congress Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0104 0000: New construction of a duplex with detached 
garage/carriage house (infill development) 

Applicant: Larry Holman, Owner 

The applicant is requesting final approval for new construction of a duplex and detached carriage 
house. 

Christopher Klement presented his staff report. 

 

Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, agrees with staff.  She feels the modifications that were made to the 

building have assisted in minimizing the size.  The West Street elevation is very successful.  She 

suggested the proposed colors be approved at a later date once the applicant has had the chance 

to paint a section of the building.  Ms. Sundrla requested that the Board and staff go onsite to 

review/approve the proposed colors.  

 

Jeremiah Smith, resides at 1107 West Street is the neighbor to the north.  He is in favor of the 

project. 
 

Public comment closed. 

Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to grant final approval under the condition that the applicant 
meets the following staff’s recommendations.  Mr. Woods seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed unanimously: 
 
• Staff Recommendation #1: Applicant to provide typical building sections, including one through 
the deck and porches, garage deck, and garage awning area. 
• Staff Recommendation #2: Applicant to provide typical details including window head/sill/jamb 
details, column, decking/trim connections, foundation to siding connections, typical eave 
conditions, etc. 
• Staff Recommendation #3: Applicant to confirm that the steel garage doors do not have a faux 
wood-grain finish.  
• Staff Recommendation #4: Applicant to note that the cementitious lap siding and any other 
cementitious elements must have a smooth finish per Section 4.6.3.A.1.b of the Beaufort Code. 
This applies to both the Hardi-Plank lap-siding as well as the faux Cedar-shake shingles underneath 
the roof gables.  
• Staff Recommendation #5: Staff is not supportive of the Timber Tech Vinyl railing as it is not 
appropriate for the historic district. Hence, the applicant shall either use wood or other examples 
of composite materials, such as those from the manufacturer “Azek”.  The selected and proposed 
railing is a vinyl railing with bulky top rail support brackets which are not typical of the historic 
district.  
• Staff Recommendation #6: Staff does not support the proposed “Gulfrib” profile for the metal 
roof. This is a manufactured preformed metal roofing panel with striations pressed into flat panel 
to reduce oil-canning. This type of roof is not appropriate for the Historic District. Hence, applicant 
to either choose a 5-V crimp roof (without striations in flat panel), standing seam metal roof 
(without striations in flat panel) or architectural asphalt-shingled roof.  
• Staff Recommendation #7: The exterior paint color selections, as presented by the applicant, 
which are either “Restful” (HGSW 6458), “Lounge Green” (HGSW 6444) or “Relish” (HGSW 6443) 



 

3 
 

for the siding, and “Onyx” for the roof as well as “Tricorn Black” (SW 6258) for the stucco 
foundation wall, are not approved by the HDRB. Hence, the applicant shall paint sections of the to 
be built dwelling and/or provide painted sections (roof, siding) with aforementioned and/or 
alternative color selections, which will ultimately be approved by the HDRB within a special 
meeting. 

B. 902 Boundary Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0086 0000: Renovation/Commercial 1:00:55 

reuse of a former gas station  

Applicant: Mark Sutton, Architect  

The applicant is requesting final approval for interior and exterior changes to an existing 
contributing building (former gas service station) for commercial reuse as a small restaurant/bar. 
 

Mr. Sutton recused himself from the project.  Mr. Berman, Vice-Chairman, took over chairing the 

meeting.  

 

Curt Freese presented his staff report. 

 

Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee is in support of this project. 

Public comment closed. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Woods made a motion to grant final approval to the project based on the applicant 
agreeing to have meet the seven stipulations by the staff.  Ms. Wilson seconded the motion.  The 
motion passed unanimously. 

C. 710 Newcastle Street, PIN: R120 004 000 499A 0000: Addition to existing 1:13:14 

single-family dwelling (non-contributing) 

Applicant: Jeremiah Smith, Architect 

The applicant is requesting final approval for adding more habitable space on the inside of the 
existing dwelling, including a screened porch at the rear and a covered porch & sunroom across the 

front of the non-contributing structure. 

Mr. Sutton returned to this meeting at this time. Mr. Berman relinquished being Chairman. 

Nick Navia presented his staff report. 

 

Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee is very excited about this project 

and is in support. 
 

Public comment closed. 

 

Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to grant final approval as submitted.  Mr. Woods seconded 
the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

D. 1108 Washington Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0372 0000: Renovation/rehab of 1:19:07 

front and partial demolition of rear of existing single-family dwelling (contributing) & Approval of 
application for tax abatement under the local Bailey Bill law 
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Applicant: Jeremiah Smith, Architect 

The applicant is requesting final approval to renovate/rehab the front section of the contributing 

structure and to demolish the back section which is in disrepair. 
 

Nick Navia presented his staff report. 

 

Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee did have some similar concerns as 

staff did about the cementitious siding.   
 

Public comment closed. 

 
Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to grant final approval as recommended and that condition 
#1 be stricken.  Ms. Petrella seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Sutton stated the applicant is requesting to apply for the Bailey Bill Tax Credit application for 
the historic rehabilitation of this structure.  The Board needs to make a decision regarding the 
Bailey Bill portion of this project.   
 
Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to approve this project for the Bailey Bill.  Ms. Petrella 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

E. 805 Church Street, PIN: R120 004 000 1006 0000: New construction of a 1:33:10 

duplex with detached carriage house (infill development) 

Applicant: Jeremiah Smith, Architect 
 

The applicant is requesting approval for a new duplex with detached guest/carriage house to be 
constructed on a currently vacant lot. 

 

Christopher Klement presented his staff report. 

 
Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee had concerns about the height and 
the scale of the structure along the street.  Maintaining a rhythm along the street is an important 
part of how HBF judges infill development that happens within the Historic District. 

 

Public comment closed. 

 

Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to grant conceptual approval as per staff recommendations 
with striking staff recommendation number one.  Ms. Petrella seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed unanimously. 
 

F. 602 Bladen Street, PIN: R120 003 000 0215 0000: New construction of    

a single-family dwelling with attached garage/carriage house (infill development) 2:03:31 

Applicant: Cooter Ramsey, Architect 
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The applicant is requesting approval for a proposed single-family home at the intersection of 
Bladen and King St. The proposed design is a 2-bedroom house with on-site parking provided in a 

garage for 2 cars. 
 

Curt Freese presented his staff report. 

 

Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee is overall in support of the project 

and in support of the changes that were made over time.  Ms. Sundrla feels the fence is too 

ornamental for Beaufort and suggest keeping it a that lower height.   

 

Public comment closed. 

 

Motion:  Ms. Wilson made a motion to grant conceptual approval with staff comments.  Mr. 

Woods seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

G. 1201 North Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0682/-0683/-0684 0000, Exterior 2:34:08 

and interior alterations and upfits to Education & Outreach Building of First 
Presbyterian Church of Beaufort (non-contributing) 

 
Applicant: Arnie McClure, Architect 

Grady Woods recused himself from this project. 

The applicant is requesting approval for various modifications & upfits to the non-contributing 
structure, including a new 2-story porch entrance with modification/extension of the existing front 

porch, replacement of windows on north, elimination of exterior stairs and new windows on east 

façade amongst other modifications. 

 

Christopher Klement presented his staff report. 

 
Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee feels this is a very impressive 

project.  The project has come together and the work that is being done brings the building 
together and gives what really was a very utilitarian building, a lot more expression.  HBF is 

supportive of the project. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to grant final approval with staff recommendations.  Ms. 
Wilson seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

H. 1006 Church Street, PIN: R120 004 000 0159 0000, Renovation/rehab of front as 2:43:11 

well as partial demolition & new addition to existing single-family dwelling (contributing) 
 
Applicant: Marcie Banks, Architect/Owner 

 The applicant is requesting approval to renovate/rehab the front section of the contributing 
structure and to demolish decrepit lean-to for new addition to the back section. 
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Grady Woods returned to the meeting at this time. 
 

Nick Navia presented his staff report. 
 

Public Comment: 

Lise Sundrla, HBF Director, stated the Preservation Committee is in support of staff’s comments 
and in support of the project. 
 

Public comment closed. 

 

Motion:  Mr. Berman made a motion to grant Final approval as stated.  Ms. Petrella seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

MISCELLANEOUS                                                            3:07:04 

The Board discussed Mr. Wood’s reappointment.  Mr. Wood stated he will not be requesting a 
reappointment but will serve until they have found a new member.  Members also mentioned how 
informative and educational the training was that they just attended in Columbia, SC. 

ADJOURNMENT                                                               3:10:25 

Mr. Sutton made a motion to adjourn seconded by Mr. Berman.  The meeting ended at 5:10 pm.  



CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

1) 910 HARRINGTON STREET (aka 

1302 GREENE STREET) 

Northwest Quadrant 

(PIN: R120 004 000 0256 0000) 

Request for approval of local  

Bailey Bill Tax Abatement Application 
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CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

2) 101 SCOTT STREET  

The Bluff/Downtown Core  

(PIN: R120 004 000 0948 0000) 

Request for 12-month extension of HDRB 

Decision Letter granting Preliminary 

Approval (June 12, 2024) 
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APPLICATIONS:

1) 1511 KING STREET

Northwest Quadrant  

(PIN: R120 004 000 0595 0000) 

Request for final approval for 

construction of a detached carriage 

house 



 

STAFF REPORT: Historic District Review Board (HDRB) 

1511 KING STREET 

DATE: June 10, 2026 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: Richard Drake (Homeowner) 
Site Address / Tax PIN: 1511 King Street / PIN: R120 004 000 0595 0000 
Applicant's Request: Final approval for construction of a detached carriage house located at the 

rear of the existing residence, a contributing structure within the Beaufort 
National Historic Landmark District.  

Current Zoning:                                T4-NEIGHBORHOOD (T4-N) 
Contributing/Neighborhood Contributing (c. 1900) / The Northwest Quadrant 

Flood Zone/Base Flood Flood Zone: X, Elevation: 23 ft – 24 ft (BFE: 13 ft) 
Existing Trees 27-inch caliber (DBH) Laurel Oak in NW corner of back yard – to remain; 

numerous Laurel Oak trees along east property line (8-in. – 24-in.) 
ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION 

T4-NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT (T4-N) 
Lot Width at Setback: n/a 
Minimum Lot Size: n/a 
Max Lot Coverage: 70% of lot area (This percentage indicates maximum lot coverage by roofs; total 

impervious coverage may be an additional 10%. Parcels may also be subject to 
Section 8.3 - Stormwater) 

Frontage Build Out 60% min.; 85% max 
Front Setback – 
Primary/Accessory 

Primary: 0 ft. min.; 15 ft. max. / Accessory structures shall be located behind 
the front façade of the primary structure; also see Sec. 4.5.3 

Side Setback – Primary/Accessory Primary - Corner/Alley: 0 ft. min.; 10 ft. max; Interior: 5 ft. min. 
Accessory – Corner/Alley: 3 ft. min.; Interior: 5 ft. min. 

Rear Setback – Primary/Accessory Primary: 10 ft. min.; from alley: 0 ft.  
Accessory: 5 ft. min.; from alley: 3 ft. min. 

Building Height – 
Primary/Accessory: 

Primary: 3.5 stories max. in Historic District  
Accessory: 2 stories or 30 ft. max. 

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

required if rezoned 

North: T4-N 1506 Prince St. (c. 1985; Non-
Contributing) – Offices N/A 

South: T4-N Sheriff’s Office - Parking Lot N/A 

East: T4-N 1509 King St. (c. 1980; Non-
Contributing) – Offices N/A 

West: T4-N 601 Bladen St. (c. 1996; Non-
Contributing) – Pat Conroy Center N/A 
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Background:  

The applicant is proposing a detached carriage house behind the primary dwelling, which is a contributing resource 
and listed on the National Register of Historic Places and currently used as a short-term rental unit. Together with a 
courtyard, pervious gravel driveways, and brick walls, the lot coverage would not exceed 40% of the lot area. The 
applicant has been to two (2) HTRC Meetings before. The applicant has been to one (1) HDRB Meeting before, 
where they received a denial, along with recommendations for approval. The applicant comes back to the 
HDRB with revisions to their design. 

Project Timeline: 

Jan. 
2026 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May  Jun.  Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

 

1/28: 
1st  
HTRC 
Meeting 

 

2/11: 
2nd 
HTRC 
Meeting 

 

 

 

 4/08:  

1st 
HDRB 
Meeting 

6/10: 

2nd 
HDRB 
Meeting 

 

 

 
 

      
 
 
 
 
 

 

Summary of the 01/28/ & 2/11/2026 HTRC Meeting Comments: 

1. Planning and Zoning:  
o Short-term rental regulations are subject to change in the near future. 
o Does not affect buildability of the structure 
o Long term rental wouldn’t be an issue 

2. Architecture:  
o Contributing, ca. 1900 
o Changes from previous meeting:  

 Roof lowered from ~25’-4” to ~23’-5 (almost 2’).  
 Dormer windows added on front and rear elevations  

o Footprint, program, and location on site is the same  
o Staff is still not supportive of the proposed design and believes the 2’ reduction in height is not 

enough to make this structure subordinate in massing and scale to the main house. The addition of 
the dormers does not successfully reduce the scale and massing of this house.  

o Staff is not supportive of the double doors on the front façade and recommends using only a single 
door to match the main house.  

o Per Section 4.6.3.C.2.c, “Facades should have several window sizes with smaller ones above.” The 
current first floor windows on the main façade are smaller than the ones above.  

o Previous comments from 1/28: 
 Staff is not supportive of the proposed ADU and believes that it is out of scale compared to 

the existing historic, contributing structure. Chapter 5 of the Beaufort Preservation states, 
“(Secondary structures) should be subordinate to the primary structure on the lot and 
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visually complimentary to the existing building. New secondary structures should in no way 
compromise the historic character of the existing structure on the lot.” Staff believes that the 
two-story structure is not sensitive to the one-story original building, and its placement on 
the lot does makes it easily visible from King Street. This reads as its own single-family home, 
rather than a subordinate accessory unit to the main house. 

 Staff recommends reducing this to either a one-story carriage house, or a one-story carriage 
house with dormers for a small second story living space. NOTE: The ridge height of the ADU 
would need to be lowered by 5’ to at least equal the height of the main house. The use of 
dormers and lowering of the ridge would not allow for all of the program that the applicant is 
trying to fit on the second floor.  

 Staff is not supportive of the overall form of the building and does not believe it complements 
the main house. The main house’s massing is broken up into a front porch with a shed roof, 
main body divided into a cross gable roof form, and screen porch with a shed roof at the rear. 
The ADU’s footprint is largely encompassed under one gable roof.  

 Staff recommends pushing the ADU to the west so that it less visible from King Street/hidden 
behind the main house. The parking spot could then be located to the east of the 
ADU.  (NOTE: Staff could be supportive of its current placement if it protects a large existing 
live oak tree).  

 Applicant to label all materials on elevations.  
 Applicant to use cardinal directions to label elevations.  

3. HBF:  
o Suggestions: 

 Consider simplifying the garage door and choosing a non-oil light fixture. 

Landmark/Specimen Tree Preservation:  

 27-inch Laurel Oak (= Specimen tree as per Code Sec. 5.3.1) in NW corner of lot to remain. 

Surrounding Area:  

 Located on the border between “The Bluff” and “The Northwest Quadrant” neighborhoods, and thus, part of the 

Beaufort Conservation Neighborhood within the National Historic Landmark District, this subject property 

resembles a well-maintained and preserved example of a “Hall and Parlor” home type, built c. 1900. As such it 

is an important contributing resource at this locale. Currently, it is being utilized as a Short-Term-Rental 

property.  

Determination of adequate historic integrity for New Construction, Infill, Additions and Demolition:  

 As per the Beaufort Preservation Manual (Chapter 5) and the Beaufort Development Code (Section 4.7), the 

compatibility of new infill construction as well as major renovations within the Beaufort Historic District is 

determined in consideration with the following principles: 1. Location, 2. Design, 3. Setting, 4. Materials, 5. 

Workmanship, 6. Feeling and 7. Association. See detailed staff analysis and recommendations below. 
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4.7.2 Integrity Guidelines (as per Beaufort 
Development Code) 

Rationale 

Present 

Staff Analysis of Rationale  

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

YES  In accordance with Beaufort Historic 
Preservation guidelines, secondary 
structures in no way should compromise 
the historic character of the existing 
(contributing) structure on the lot. Ideally, 
the secondary structure should be located 
so as not to be visible from the street. 

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  In accordance with both the Beaufort 
Development Code (Sec. 4.5.3 – Carriage 
House) and 2022 Preservation Manual, 
secondary structure should complement 
the primary dwelling in building design, 
massing, scaling etc. 

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 setting of the proposed carriage house 
is generally favorable, since it will be placed 
in the rear of the property and be accessed 
from an existing alleyway. Moreover, there 
exists plenty of vegetation (several mature 
Laurel Oak trees) to help screen any new 
construction. 

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

YES  The materials are appropriate for the 
District. 

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.  

YES  Workmanship as presented respects that of 
historically contributing main dwelling.  

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  The proposed carriage house in massing, 
scaling and form is compliant to the historic 
dwelling. 
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7. Association: This is the direct link between an 
important historic event or person and a 
property.  

N/A  There is no known direct link between the 
property and a historical event or person. 

 

 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends APPROVAL in that the proposal satisfies the intent of the Beaufort 
Preservation Manual and requirements of the Beaufort Code, with the following recommendations: 
1. The two doors and awning on the left elevation appear off-centered from the primary gable. Staff 

recommends aligning the awning and doors so that they are centered within this gable form.  

2. A floor plan has not been provided for this HRB meeting. Applicant to provide a new floor plan that shows 
the updated windows and doors, and any other modifications, if applicable. 

3. Applicant has noted on the building section that the siding will “match existing house color and style.” 
Applicant to confirm that this will be traditional wood lap siding. Applicant to also confirm that all 
trim/cornerboard/fascia/soffit elements will also be wood. 

4. Applicant to provide a section through the front elevation awning as the second floor window sills seem to 
meet the top of the awning roof. Staff recommends the applicant reduce the slope of the awning or lower 
it. 

5. Applicant had previously provided cutsheets at the last HRB meeting. Applicant to provide any new 
cutsheets to staff, if applicable, or confirm that all products are the same.  

6. The window proportions on the carriage house appear more horizontal in nature than those on the primary 
building. Staff recommends the applicant replicate the height/width ratios of the primary house windows.  

7. Applicant to provide cutsheets for the brick patio material.  

8. Applicant to provide additional details for the raised water feature and fire pit.  

9. Applicant to demonstrate compliance regarding lot coverage per Section 2.4.1.A of the Beaufort Code.  

10. Applicant to note that all windows and doors with glass must have exterior-applied grilles and interior 
spacer bars.   

11. Applicant to label all elevations with cardinal directions.  
12. Applicant to note any HVAC service yards, label these areas, and provide information on any screening 

elements.  
13. Applicant to provide typical window jamb/head/sill details, door details, and any other typical details. 

 



BEAUFORT

SOUTH CAROLINA

C I T Y  O F  B E A U F O R T
H I S T O R I C  R E V I E W  B O A R D
1 9 1 1  B O U N D A R Y  S T R E E T

BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 29902
(843) 525-7011 FAX: (843) 986-5606

DECISION LETTER

April 9, 2026

Richard  Dranke

Via email :  rdrakeco@aol.com

RE: (APP#HDRB-000086-2026) 1511 King Street - Addition of new carriage house

Dear  Mr .  Drake:

On April 8, 2026, the City of Beaufort Historic District Review Board (HDRB) met to review your
application requesting approval to construct a detached carriage house to be located to the rear of the existing
residence located at 1511 King Street. The HDRB voted to deny your request based on the staff
recommendations listed below:

Between the first and second HTR meetings, applicant reduced the height of the proposed

building from 25'-0" to approx. 23'-0". However, this is still several feet taller than the existing
contributing historic building, and staff is not supportive of the carriage house being taller than the
primary dwelling, both in overall height and number of storics. Per Chapter 5 of the Beaufort
Prescrvation Manual, "(Secondary structures) should be subordinate to the primary structure on the
lot and visually complimentary to the existing building. New secondary structures should in no way
compromise the historic character of the existing structure on the lot." Staff believes that the two-
story structure is not sensitive to the one-story original building, and its placement on the lot makes
it easily visible from King Street. This reads as its own single-family home, rather than a subordinate
accessory unit to the main house.

2. At the first HTRC meeting, staff recommended the applicant consider adding dormers to add a
small "half-story" space, while still lowering the overall ridge height to be complementary to the
main house. The ridge height of the ADU would need to be lowered by approx. 5' to at least equal
the height of the main house. The use of dormers and lowering of the ridge would not allow for all
of the program that the applicant is trying to fit on the second floor.

3. Staff is not supportive of the overall form and massing of the building and does not believe it
complements the main house. The main house's massing is broken up into a front porch with a
shed roof, main body divided into a cross-gable roof form, and screen porch with a shed roof at the
rear. The ADU's footprint is largely encompassed under one gable roof.
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Richard Drake
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4. Staff recommends pushing the carriage house to the west so that it is less visible from King
Street/hidden behind the main house. The parking spot could then be located to the east of the
ADU. (NOTE: Staff could be supportive of its current placement if it protects a large existing live
oak tree. However, this tree may need to be removed to accommodate the parking space. Applicant
to confirm).

5. Per Section 4.6.3.C.2.c, "Facades should have several window sizes with smaller ones above." The
current first floor windows on the main façade are smaller than the ones above.

6. Applicant to use cardinal directions to label elevations.

7. Applicant to label all materials on elevations, as well as provide cutsheets for all exterior materials.
Applicant has noted some materials in the project narrative, but all materials must be noted.

8. Staff is not supportive of the double doors on the front façade of the carriage house and
recommends using only a single door to match the main house.

9. The window proportions on the carriage house appear more horizontal in nature than those on the
primary building. Staff recommends the applicant replicate the height/width ratios of the primary
house windows.

10. Applicant to indicate on site plan which of the existing trees, if any, are proposed to be removed.

If you have any questions, feel free to call the Community Development Department at (843) 525-7011.

Sincerely,

Eric Berman, Vice-Chairman
Historic District Review Board

cc: file copy
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Christopher Klement
Highlight

Christopher Klement
Highlight

Christopher Klement
Highlight

Christopher Klement
Highlight







SANBORN FIRE INSURANCE MAPS FOR BEAUFORT, SC – 1924 

Sheet 9 (excerpt) for 1507 King Street (now 1511): 
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Revised Documents for 6/10/2026 HRB  











APPLICATIONS: 

 

2) 1201 KING STREET 

The Bluff 

(PIN: R120 004 000 0606 0000) 

Request for final approval for various 

repairs/upfits to existing dwelling, incl.: 

siding replacement, fascia/trim board 

repairs, repainting, back door entrance 

steps replacement) 

  



 

STAFF REPORT: Historic District Review Board (HDRB) 

1201 KING STREET 

DATE: June 10, 2026 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: Martha Spears (Homeowner) 
Site Address / Tax PIN: 1201 King Street; PIN: R120 004 000 0606 0000 
Applicant's Request: Replacement of the existing mineral board siding with smooth finished 

cementitious (“Hardie Plank”) lap-siding. Also, repair of deteriorated 
trims/fascia boards together with repainting of exterior (siding, trims, 
shutters and doors). Moreover, replacement of rear entrance brick steps as 
to match existing back porch landing steps/steps/railing. 

Current Zoning:                                T4-NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT (T4-N) 
Contributing/Neighborhood Contributing – 1-story frame dwelling; c. 1930 – The Bluff neighborhood  

Flood Zone/Base Flood Flood Zone: X, Elevation: around 21 ft. 

Existing Trees No Specimen/Landmark trees will be impacted. 

ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION 

T4-HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT (T4-N) 

Lot Width at Setback: n/a 
Max Lot Coverage: 70% of lot area (This percentage indicates maximum lot coverage by roofs; total 

impervious coverage may be an additional 10%. Parcels may also be subject to 
Section 8.3 - Stormwater) 

Frontage Build Out 75% max. 
Front Setback (primary) 0 ft. min. / 15 ft. max. 
Side Setback (primary) 5 ft. min. (interior), 0 ft min./ 15 ft. max. (at corner) 
Rear Setback (primary) 10 ft min. 
Building Height: 2 stories min.; 4 stories max. (primary) 

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

required if rezoned 

North: T4-N 604 Church St. – 1-story brick veneer 
dwelling, c. 1965 (Non-Contributing) N/A 

South: T4-N St. Anglican Church (Parking Lot) N/A 
East: T1 Cemetery N/A 
West: T4-N 1203 King St. – 2-story frame 

condos, c. 1980 (Non-Contributing) N/A 
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Background:  

1) The applicant/homeowner would like to remove the current mineral board siding as to add appropriate wall 
insulation and to replace the mineral siding with smooth finish “Hardie Plank” cementitious lap-siding (smooth 
finish).  

2) Moreover, the request includes repairing all trim/fascia boards, as needed, and to paint the new siding in “Gray 
Stone” (PPG 1009-4); trim boards with “Commercial White” (PPG 1025-1), and doors and shutters in “Onyx” (PPG 
1011-7) paint colors.  

3) Lastly, the applicant would also like to replace the current rear entrance brick steps with a saver option that would 
match the back porch landing/steps/railing.  
The applicant has attended one HTRC Meeting on April 29, 2026. 
 
Project timeline 

Jan. 
2026 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May  Jun.  Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

 
 
  

 

 

 

 4/29:  

1st   
HTRC 
Meeting  

5/22: 
HDRB 
Meeting 
submittal 
deadline 

6/10: 
1st  HDRB 
Meeting 

       

Summary of the 4/29/2026 HTRC Meeting – Synopsis of Staff Comments: 

1. Planning and Zoning:  
o T4-N 

o Contributing Structure, ca. 1930 

o Consider an abatement contractor for potential asbestos siding. 

o Staff is in support of the changes, with the siding being smooth finish hardie. Will require going to the HRB 
for approval. 

 
2. Architecture:  
o Based on the photos provided by the applicant, staff is supportive of the request to replace the mineral board 

siding as siding appears compromised. Was the mineral board the original siding? Or did it replace wood? 
(asbestos siding was used in the early 1900s but became popular in the 1940s).  

o Prior to removal, applicant should also make note of the possible presence of asbestos and notify 
contractors. Testing may be required.  

o One option would be to use GAF fiber-cement siding shingles to match the current appearance. If the 
applicant wishes to use Hardie siding, staff would recommend the applicant use the Hardie Artisan siding 
instead of the traditional Hardie Plank. Hardie Artisan boards are thicker (5/8”) and therefore allow for a 
better shadow line and depth than the traditional Plank (less than 3/8” thick).  

o Applicant to request if replacement fascia & trim boards will also be wood. 
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o Staff is supportive of proposed paint colors  

o The back door appears original – applicant to clarify why they are wanting to replace the door: 

▪ If the door is in sound condition and only warrants minor repairs, staff is not supportive of its removal 
and replacement.  

▪ If photo documentation can be provided to show the deterioration and staff is supportive of its 
removal, applicant must provide a cutsheet for the new door. 

▪ UPDATE DURING MEETING: Door may not be original and could be from the 90s. Staff is supportive 
of replacement to match existing. Note that if the door glass is not true divided lite (TDL) with 
individual glass panes, it should be simulated divided lite (SDL) in the case of insulated glass with 
exterior-applied muntins and interior spacer bars.  

o Applicant to clarify why they want to replace the existing brick stairs. The stairs appear original (there are 
also brick stairs on the front of the house). If the applicant is concerned about not having a proper landing in 
front of the door, staff’s first recommendation would be to reconstruct the stairs and a landing in brick, and 
adding a simple handrail if needed. However, since the stairs do not appear to be visible from the street, 
staff would be supportive of the proposed wood-framed stairs and landing. Confirm materials and 
dimensions.  

Tree Removal Proposed:  

No Specimen/Landmark trees are affected. 

Surrounding Area:  

The existing “gable front & wing” dwelling, built c. 1930, is located in the center of downtown Beaufort within “The 

Bluff” neighborhood. It is situated adjacent to Beaufort’s most prominent and historic churches, such as the 

adjacent Church of St. Helena Parishes (Anglican & Episcopal), First Presbyterian to the south as well as the Baptist 

Church of Beaufort two blocks east, together with their cemeteries and other ancillary buildings. The environs can 

be characterized as historic core/downtown residential with many historically contributing houses, but also in-fill 

development and former dwellings that have been converted into offices for commercial establishments. 

Determination of adequate historic integrity for New Construction, Infill, Additions and Demolition:  

As per the Beaufort Preservation Manual (Chapter 5) and the Beaufort Development Code (Section 4.7), the 

compatibility of new infill construction as well as major renovations within the Beaufort Historic District is 

determined in consideration with the following principles: 1. Location, 2. Design, 3. Setting, 4. Materials, 5. 

Workmanship, 6. Feeling and 7. Association. Refer to a detailed staff analysis and recommendations in the 

sections / table below. 
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1201 King Street – Overview of requested exterior modifications: 

Item No. 1: Replacement of mineral siding with “Hardie Plank” cementitious smooth siding 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Existing siding is deteriorating 
in parts  

New siding = Hardie Plank 
(cementitious, smooth)  
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Item No. 2: Repair of deteriorated fascia/trim boards 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Weathered trim boards at the corner  Deteriorated fascia around window casing  
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Item No. 3: Repainting of new siding, trim/fascia boards, doors/shutters 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

New paint colors to match present  
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Item No. 4: Removal of brick steps at rear door entrance to replace with wood landing, steps, and railing (like existing at back porch) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Existing brick steps at rear door 
entrance (North façade)  

Proposed new landing with railing and decking to match 
existing back porch 
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4.7.2 Integrity Guidelines (as per Beaufort 

Development Code) 

Rationale 

Present 

Staff Analysis of Rationale 

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

YES ✓ The proposed exterior repairs & 
modifications will respect and enhance its 
locational relationship and integrity by 
matching and engaging upon prominent 
design elements, patterns, textures and 
materials that reflect the aesthetics and 
themes of the Historic District (HD).  

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 ✓ The choice of specific materials, paint 
colors and textures reflect those of similar 
contributing structures within the 
surroundings and the HD overall. 

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 setting and locale of this historically 
contributing dwelling within “The Bluff” 
neighborhood and the HD overall are well 
respected and nicely enhance by the 
proposed work. 

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

YES ✓ The selection of materials aligns with the 
specific architectural era of both the 
dwelling and the Beaufort Historic District 
overall. 

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.  

YES ✓ The exterior appearance and workmanship 
of this dwelling will be enhanced.  

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  ✓ Staff believes the aesthetic contribution by 
the various proposed 
modification/additions will positively add to 
existing sense and feeling of the Historic 
District. 
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7. Association: This is the direct link between an 
important historic event or person and a 
property.  

N/A ✓ No direct historic association to an 
important event or person exists. 

 

  

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends FINAL APPROVAL in that all proposed modifications/repairs 

satisfy the intent of the Beaufort Preservation Manual and requirements of the Beaufort Code.  

1. Applicant to provide material specifications and paint colors to staff for the proposed rear stairs and 
landing, including railings, posts, balusters and decking for issuance of “Certificate of 
Appropriateness” (CoA) letter.  

2. Staff is supportive of the Hardie Artisan smooth-faced siding. Staff also supports the use of 
cementitious wavy board siding, such as GAF fiber-cement siding shingles, which would mimic the 
existing mineral board siding. The existing structure is contributing even with the mineral board siding. 
Without evidence provided to the contrary, it is possible that the existing mineral board siding is original 
to the house.   













APPLICATIONS: 

 

3) 805 CHURCH STREET 

Northwest Quadrant 

(PIN: R120 004 000 1006 0000) 

Request for final approval for 

construction of a duplex & detached 

ADU on vacant lot 

  



 

STAFF REPORT: Historic District Review Board (HDRB) 

805 CHURCH STREET 

DATE: June 10, 2026 
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Background:  

The applicant is proposing to construct a new residential  2-story duplex (968 sf. heated in total per unit) and an 
ADU (1-story; 384 sq. ft. heated). The applicant has been to one HTRC Meeting (Nov. 12, 2025) and one HDRB 
Meeting (May 13, 2026). 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: Allison Ramsey c/o Jeremiah Smith (Architect) 
Site Address / Tax PIN: 805 Church Street; PIN: R120 004 000 1006 0000 
Applicant's Request: Final approval for construction of a new residential 2-unit dwelling (duplex) 

with one detached accessory dwelling unit on vacant lot (in-fill 
development). 

Current Zoning:                                T4-HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT (T4-HN) 
Contributing/Neighborhood Vacant lot – The NW Quadrant neighborhood (In-fill development) 

Flood Zone/Base Flood Flood Zone: X, Elevation: 11 ft – 13 ft 

Existing Trees No Specimen/Landmark trees are affected by this request. 

ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION 

T4-HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT (T4-HN) 

Lot Width at Setback: 40 ft min 
Minimum Lot Size: 4,000 sq. ft. min 
Max Lot Coverage: 55% of lot area (This percentage indicates maximum lot coverage by roofs; total 

impervious coverage may be an additional 10%. Parcels may also be subject to 
Section 8.3 - Stormwater) 

Frontage Build Out 75% max 
Front Setback Average Prevailing Setback on Block 
Side Setback Corner/Alley: 5 ft min 

Interior: 6 ft min 
Rear Setback 15 ft min; from alley: 0 ft. 
Building Height: Primary Structures: 3 stories max  

Accessory Structures: 2 stories or 30 ft max 
SURROUNDING ZONING, LAND USE AND REQUIRED BUFFERS 

Adjacent Zoning  Adjacent Land Uses  Setbacks for Adjacent Zoning /Buffer 
required if rezoned 

North: T4-HN 807 Church Street (Non-
contributing, ca. 1975), Residential N/A 

South: T4-HN 801 Church Street (Non-
contributing, ca. 1990), Residential N/A 

East: T4-HN 808 Newcastle Street (Non-
contributing, ca. 2017), Residential N/A 

West: T4-HN 806 Newcastle Street (Non-
contributing, ca. 1980) – Elks Lodge N/A 
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Project Timeline: 
Jan. 
2025 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May  Jun.  Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

 
 
  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 
 

     11/12:  
1st HTRC 
Meeting 

 

 
Jan. 
2026 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May  Jun.  Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

 
 
  

 

 

 

 4/24:  

1st   
HDRB 
Meeting 
Submittal 

5/13: 
1st  HDRB 
Meeting 

5/22: 
2nd HDRB 
Meeting 
Submittal 

 

6/10: 
2nd  HDRB 
Meeting 

 
 

      

Summary of the 11/12/2025 HTRC Meeting – Synopsis of Staff Comments: 

1. Planning and Zoning:  
o 4 Parking spaces required 
o Ensure setback compliance – chimneys are permitted to encroach 2 ft into any setback. 
o Consider brick chimney instead of stucco 

2. Building Codes:  
o X flood zone, make sure FFE is at least 13’. 

3. Architecture:  
o Staff supports the simplistic form and the use of 1101 Greene Street as inspiration. 
o There aren't any two-story structures in the immediate vicinity of the subject property. However, 

given that this property appears to sit in a low lying area between Washington and Duke Street, a two-
story structure may not appear out of place within this block. A street section showing terrain 
elevation changes and the height of adjacent roofs would be beneficial for the HRB. 

o To mitigate the overall height of the structure, could the roof pitch be lowered to 7 and 12 from 9 and 
12? 

o Could the second-floor master bedroom be rearranged to allow for windows down the side 
elevations? 



 

3 

 

o Could the applicant consider adding a window above the toilet on the second floor (does this line up 
with the sink window on the first floor?) and/or a window on the side elevation of bedroom #3?  

o Demonstrate compliance with all Section 2.4.1 requirements.  
o Provide materials, cutsheets (with selections circled), details, and sections if applicant wishes to 

attend an HRB meeting for final approval. 
 

4. HBF:  
o Brick instead of stucco chimney is preferred. 
o Recommend simplifying the chimney cap. 

 

HDRB Meeting 06/10/2026 – Decision Letter: 

On May 13, 2026, the City of Beaufort Historic District Review Board (HDRB) met to review your application for final 
approval for a new duplex with detached guest/carriage house to be constructed on a currently vacant lot at 805 
Church Street.  The HDRB granted conceptual approval. For final approval, the applicant shall return to a future 
HDRB meeting with revisions that meet following staff recommendations: 

• Staff Recommendation #1: Applicant to study ways to reduce the overall height of the duplex dwelling, such as 
lowering the first-floor height above grade or reducing the roof pitch. 

• Staff Recommendation #2: Applicant to submit cutsheets for exterior materials to staff including, but not 
limited to roofing, lap siding, doors, windows, paint colors, etc.  

• Staff Recommendation #3: Applicant to submit a ramp design for staff approval if the owner proceeds with 
building the ramp. 

• Staff Recommendation #4: Applicant to note that the cementitious lap siding and any other cementitious 
elements must have a smooth finish per Section 4.6.3.A.1.b of the Beaufort Code.  

• Staff Recommendation #5: Applicant to show for column base details on front porch in drawings. 

Tree Removal Proposed:  

No Specimen/Landmark trees are affected by this in-fill development request. 

Surrounding Area:  

The property at 805 Church Street, located on the middle and western portion of the 800 block between Washington 
St. to the north, Duke St. to the south as well as Newcastle St. to the east and Church St. to the west, is part of the 
North-West Quadrant neighborhood and thus, part of the Beaufort Historic District. The surrounding properties can 
be characterized as mostly simple, one-story single-family and/or two-family residential dwellings, with some 2-
story houses along Duke and Washington Streets. As for their historical value, they represent a mix of contributing 
and non-contributing dwellings (e.g. Hall & Parlor, Freedmen’s Cottages, Shotgun houses).  

Determination of adequate historic integrity for New Construction, Infill, Additions and Demolition:  

As per the Beaufort Preservation Manual (Chapter 5) and the Beaufort Development Code (Section 4.7), the 
compatibility of new infill construction as well as major renovations within the Beaufort Historic District is 
determined in consideration with the following principles: 1. Location, 2. Design, 3. Setting, 4. Materials, 5. 
Workmanship, 6. Feeling and 7. Association. Refer to a detailed staff analysis and recommendations in the 
sections / table below. 
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811 Congress Street – Overview of revisions from last HDRB Meeting (5-13-2026) 

1) Lowering of overall height by 2 ft. from 34’ 5” to 32’ 4”(Primary Dwelling – Duplex): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Main 2-unit dwelling, 3 BR, 2 BA per unit:  
Roofed building footprint: 1,401 sq. ft.; Heated 
living space per unit: 968 sq. ft. (or 1,936 sq. ft. 
total heated space combined); Size of front 
porch: 170 sq. ft. roofed; Size of front steps: 70 
sq. ft. uncovered) 

Previous HDRB submission (5-13-26) 
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Latest HDRB submission (6-10-26) as revised 
(highlighted) 
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2) Pictures of existing duplexes with higher finish floor heights (2-stories) in relation to neighboring properties, similar to proposed: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1101 Duke Street 

(Apr. 2026) 

1108 Duke Street 

(Apr. 2026) 
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3) Guest House (ADU) – with optional access ramp shown (as revised): 
 

 

 

Accessory Dwelling Unit, 1 BR, 1 BA: 
Roofed building footprint: 394 sq. ft.; Heated living space: 384 
sq. ft.; Size of front porch: 10 sq. ft. roofed; Area of front steps: 
13 sq. ft. uncovered; Other: 42 sq. ft. semi-covered side 
stairs/ADA-accessible ramp) 

Previous HDRB submission (5-13-2026) 

Latest HDRB submission (6-10-2026), as revised 
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4) Material specifications (“cutsheets”) for roofing, lap siding, doors, windows, paint colors, etc. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Windows: 
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Other material specifications – to be provided by applicant to 
staff prior to CoA letter issuance (see email below): 

Roofing (asphalt shingles): 

Christopher Klement
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C. 1103 Greene Street:  
Picture of historic duplex (Google Maps, Apr. 2026) 
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Staff analysis (as already discussed at previous HDRB Meeting on 5-13-2026): 

1. Beaufort Development Code Section 2.4.1 – Transect-Based District Standards, A.3 Maximum Lot Coverage: Size of lot: 4,659 sq. ft. 
(0.107 ac.); Combined roofed area coverage – proposed: ~50% (permissible in T4-HN: 55%); Combined impervious lot coverage – 
proposed: ~60% (permissible in T4-HN: 65%);  

2.  Beaufort Development Code Section 5.6.4 – Parking Space Requirements, 2- and 3-Family, 3+ Bedrooms: 2 per unit;  

• “B. Credits for On-Street Parking, 2. For multi-family dwellings over 3 units, and for commercial buildings over 4,000 square 
feet, adjacent existing on-street parking within 400 feet from the property line may be used to count toward the on-site 
parking requirement if needed.”  

3. Beaufort Development Code Section 4.5.3 – Building Types - Carriage House, B. Special Requirements, 9. Parking: 1 space per 
Carriage House 

4. Beaufort Development Code Section 4.5.5 – Building Types - 2-3-Unit House, B. Special Requirements, 2. Parking: “Parking must be 
well defined, located behind the building, and accessed off a side street or rear alley. On-site parking for all vehicles, including 
boats, must not be in front of the building. No variances to this provision are permitted.” 

5. Beaufort Development Code Section 4.6.1 – Building Design Standards – General to all districts, A. Size, Mass and Scale: “(…) shall 
be appropriate to the scale of structures in the neighboring context.” 

6. Beaufort Development Code Section 4.7.2.C – New Construction Shall Complement and Support the District: “The Historic District 
has a distinct rhythm of massing, scale, and siting. Infill buildings should not deviate in a detracting manner from these elements, but 
appear as complementary members of the district.  
1.  Lot size, massing, siting, floor area ratio, and height must correspond to the adjacent buildings that contribute to or complement the 
rhythm of the district. 

7. 2022 Beaufort Preservation Manual – App. A: NW Quadrant Design Principles, Character Defining Features (pages 237 et seq.):  

• House orientation: Most houses face the street. This helps the property ‘connect’ with the neighborhood. 
• Roofs: roofs were simple sloping forms (gable or hip types) 
• Porches: Most houses had a deep porch which faced the street and helped identify the front (wooden) door(s). 
• Materials: Traditionally, wood clapboard (or lap) siding. 
• Windows: double-hung 

• Architectural details: Because most of the early buildings were simple in design, the key features are fairly basic. 
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4.7.2 Integrity Guidelines (as per Beaufort 

Development Code) 

Rationale 

Present 

Staff Analysis of Rationale  

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

YES ✓ The subject lot is located within the NW 
Quadrant. The proposed residential duplex 
with detached ADU follows the traditional 
building design of this neighborhood. 
Similar historic examples for the type of 
four-bay, 2-story duplex with front porch 
already exists, e.g. 1103 Greene Street.  

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 ✓ The proposed design elements are all 
representative of both the NW Quadrant 
neighborhood as well as the Beaufort 
Historic District overall. The massing and 
scaling in direct relation with neighboring 
properties may seem out of line, however, 
there are many good examples of 2-story 
residential dwellings in the immediate 
neighborhood. Also, the adjacent dwellings 
are historically non-contributing and do not 
complement the rhythm of the District. 

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 setting for the proposed residential 
duplex within the NW Quadrant 
neighborhood has been chosen well. It 
follows principal design guidelines that are 
represented here. Also, it creates more 
housing opportunities and potential for 
added property values in this rather 
neglected area. Only the parking situation 
with only one common driveway may need 
to be re-examined/re-studied.  

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

YES ✓ All proposed materials, as labeled, 
represent materials that are and historically 
have been common on residential dwellings 
in this neighborhood. 

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 

YES ✓ Staff believes that the workmanship for this 
new residential infill project will nicely 
complement that of the surrounding NW 
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of surrounding structures should be considered 
and respected.  

Quadrant neighborhood and the Beaufort 
Historic District overall.  

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  ✓ Staff believes the aesthetic contribution by 
this residential infill project will positively 
contribute to the existing sense and feeling 
and even increase the positive results on 
the Historic District for the future. 

7. Association: This is the direct link between an 
important historic event or person and a 
property.  

YES ✓ No direct historical association exists.  

 

  

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends FINAL APPROVAL in that it satisfies the intent of the Beaufort 

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

recommendations: 

1. Applicant to submit cutsheets for exterior materials to staff including lap siding, doors, paint colors, 

etc. prior to “Certificate of Appropriateness” letter issuance. Please note that window & roofing 

cutsheets have already been provided by applicant. 

2. The applicant notes that the Kolbe Forgent windows will have both performance divided lites (SDL) and 

grilles-in-the-airspace (spacer bars). Applicant to note which SDL they are proposing to use. Staff 

recommends the 7/8” High PDL Bar or the 7/8” PDL Bar. 

3. Applicant to show the location of any HVAC units for the ADU on floor plans and elevations.  
 



Christopher Klement
Highlight



  

PO Box 1863          BEAUFORT, SC 29901           843.986.0559           www.allisonramseyarchitect.com 

    
 
 
 
May 26, 2026 
 
Mike Sutton, Chairman  
City of Beaufort Historic District Review Board 
 
RE: 805 Church Street – New construction of a duplex with a detached carriage house 
 (APP#: HDRB-000093-2026) 
 
Mr. Sutton & Board Members,  
 
Thank you for the feedback and giving us conceptual approval on May 13.  I would like to respond to 
each of the staff recommendation items in your Decision Letter. 
 

1. Upon request, the overall height to the peak has been reduced 2’ from +/- 34’-5” to +/- 32’-4”.  
The finish floor was lowered from 5’ to 4’ above grade.  The width of the gable was reduced to 
lower the peak another 1’.   
We have also provided photos of the street and block showing similar 2-story structures with 
similar or higher finish floor heights.  We have also provided some topography of the surrounding 
blocks to show we are in a neighborhood low point. 

2. Cutsheets for exterior materials have been provided to staff including: roofing, doors, and 
windows. 

3. The ADU ramp has been shown in elevation more clearly. 
4. Like staff, we also want the cementitious lap siding and other elements to be smooth.  We have 

added this note to the elevations. 
5. A simple appropriate trim detail for the column capitals and bases has been shown in elevation 

and in wall section/ detail.   
 
Thank you again for partnering on this infill project to improve the Beaufort National Historic Landmark 
District. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeremiah W. A. Smith 
Allison Ramsey Architects, Inc. 
 

Christopher Klement
Highlight



























APPLICATIONS: 

 

4) 1010 BOUNDARY STREET 

Northwest Quadrant 

(PIN: R120 004 000 0071-/0072-/0073 

0000) 

Request for conceptual approval for 

construction of 12 dwelling units divided 

between 3 parcels (vacant lots), 

consisting of: 

• Two 4-unit townhomes, and 

• Two duplexes  

  



 

STAFF REPORT: Historic District Review Board (HDRB) 

1010  BOUNDARY STREET 

DATE: June 10, 2026 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant: MediaLink LLC (Ben and Christine Wiley) 
Site Address / Tax PIN: 1010 Boundary Street / 1112 Charles Street / PINs: R120 004 000 0071 

0000,  R120 004 000 0072 0000,  R120 004 000 0073 0000 
Applicant's Request: Applicant is requesting conceptual Approval for 12 dwelling units divided 

between 3 parcels, consisting of: 
• Two 4-unit townhouses (8 dwellings) 
• Two duplexes (4 dwellings) 

Current Zoning:                                T5-URBAN CORRIDOR (T5-UC) 
Contributing/Neighborhood Formerly noncontributing 1955 2-story frame dwelling – Now vacant lots / 

The Northwest Quadrant 
Flood Zone/Base Flood Flood Zone: X, Elevation: 18 ft – 19 ft (BFE: 13 ft) 
Lot Size 17,024 Sqft (0.391 acres) 

[5,566 sqft + 5,766 sqft + 5,692 sqft] 
ZONING DISTRICT INFORMATION 

T5-URBAN CORRIDOR (T5-UC) 
Lot Width at Setback: N/A 
Minimum Lot Size: N/A 
Max Lot Coverage: 100% 
Frontage Build Out 60% min 
Front Setback – Primary 0 ft min – 15 ft max 
Side Setback – Primary Corner/Alley: 0 ft – 15 ft 

Interior: 0 ft 
Rear Setback – Primary 5 ft min; from alley: 0 ft. 
Building Height: Primary Structures: 5 stories max; 3.5 stories max in & fronting Historic 

District  
Accessory Structures: 2 stories max 

SURROUNDING ZONING, LAND USE AND REQUIRED BUFFERS 

Adjacent Zoning Adjacent Land Uses Setbacks for Adjacent Zoning 
/Buffer required if rezoned 

North: T5-UC 1211 Newcastle St – Commercial  N/A 
South: T5-UC 1108 Charles St – Commercial N/A 

East: T5-UC 1107 Charles St – 
Vacant/Commercial N/A 

West: T5-UC 1012 Boundary St – Commercial N/A 
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Background:  

The applicant met with Staff at the May 6th HTRC Meeting to discuss the feasibility of a townhouse infill project that 
would front the intersection of Boundary Street and Charles Street. The original proposal was 3 sets of 4 
townhouses. At the end of the discussion, staff was supportive of the project with modifications, namely the layout 
of the townhomes on the site. The applicant is now applying for Conceptual Approval of two 4-unit townhouses, and 
two duplexes, for a combined 12 total dwelling units split between the 3 vacant lots. The applicant has been to one 
(1) HTRC Meeting on 5/6/2026. 

Project Timeline:  

Jan. 
2026 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May  Jun.  Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

 

    5/6: 

HTRC 
Meeting 

6/10: 

HDRB 
Meeting 

       

Summary of the HTRC Meeting (5/6/2026):  

• Planning and Zoning: 
o Zoned T5-UC. 
o Vacant lots. 
o Will require 2 HRB review meetings – conceptual then final. 
o Buildings should/need to front Boundary Street. 
o Recommend hiring an architect to guide through the design process. All 3 units will need to be 

designed with their layout for HRB review. 
• Building Codes: 

o No comments at this point of review. 
• Architecture: 

o Proposal to build 12 total townhomes (3 buildings of 4 units each) 
o Per Section 2.4.1, the minimum frontage build-out for a T5-UC property is 60%. The front setback is 

15’ maximum. Buildings shall be placed fronting onto Boundary Street within the min. and max. front 
setback. 

o Per Section 2.5.1.A, “All buildings shall front a street right-of-way, and have a usable entrance on the 
Primary Frontage…” 

o Get with SCDOT on any encroachments into Boundary Street and Charles Street.  
o Ensure that fire trucks can navigate the site - coordinate with fire marshal. 
o NEW BEAUFORT CODE CHAPTER 4 EDITS: 

 Section 4.5.6.C.4 “Housing Model Diversity: For any new development containing at least 
three rows of rowhomes/townhouses (i.e. each row of multiple townhouses/rowhomes is 
considered a building) and not more than five buildings (excluding clubhouses/leasing 
offices), there shall be at least two distinctly different building designs. For any such 
development containing more than five separate rows or townhouse buildings (excluding 
clubhouses/leasing offices), there shall be at least three distinctly different building designs. 
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For all developments, there shall be no similar buildings placed next to each other along a 
street or street-like private drive. Building designs shall be considered similar unless they 
vary significantly in footprint size and shape. Building designs shall be further distinguished 
by including unique architectural elevations and unique entrance features, within a 
coordinated overall theme of roof forms, massing proportions and other characteristics. 
Such variation among buildings shall not consist solely of different combinations of the same 
building feature. 

 Section 4.5.6.C.9.a – “Garages shall be placed behind the rowhome/townhouse. Apart from 
occasional on-street parking, all parking, including garages and carports, if any in new 
rowhome/townhouse developments shall be located in the rear of the 
rowhomes/townhouses and shall be accessed off a rear alleyway.” 

 Section 4.5.6.C.9.b – “If a garage cannot be accessed from a rear alley, driveways along the 
side of a building are permitted, but the garage shall be placed so as to be hidden from the 
public right-of-way.” 

 Section 4.5.6.C.9.d – “Garage doors shall not be visible from a public right-of-way or internal 
“street” wherever possible. Landscaping or appropriate buffering may be required by the 
Administrator or Planning Commission to accomplish this requirement.” It appears that the 
garage doors in the units facing each other would be directly accessed from the internal drive 
and highly visible from Boundary Street. 

o Refer to section 4.7 for Historic District Infill Design Guidelines. 

Determination of adequate historic integrity for New Construction, Infill, Additions and Demolition:  

As per the Beaufort Preservation Manual (Chapter 5) and the Beaufort Development Code (Section 4.7), the 
compatibility of new infill construction as well as major renovations within the Beaufort Historic District is 
determined in consideration with the following principles: 1. Location, 2. Design, 3. Setting, 4. Materials, 5. 
Workmanship, 6. Feeling and 7. Association. See staff analysis and recommendations below. 

1010 Boundary Street – Analysis of Request 

1. Current Lots / Lot Consolidation 

  

Staff Analysis: 
• Staff supports the future lot consolidation on the basis that the applicant receives Conceptual Approval. 
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1010 Boundary Street – Analysis of Request 

2. Site Layout 

   

 

Staff Analysis: 
• Townhouses are proposed to have rear-entry garages (no car/drive access directly from Boundary 

Street). 
• The duplexes will be facing interior towards the lot and are proposed to have front-entry driveways. 
• Overall, staff is supportive of the proposed layout. 
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1010 Boundary Street – Analysis of Request 

3. Conceptual Elevations 

   

 

Staff Analysis: 
• Staff is generally supportive. 
• See Findings and Recommendations (pg. 7) 
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4.7.2 Integrity Guidelines (as per Beaufort 
Development Code) 

Rationale 
Present 

Staff Analysis of Rationale  

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

YES  The relationship between the property and 
its historical context is maintained. 

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/TBD  Conceptual Approval, the design choices 
will fulfil infill guidelines and 
recommendations for projects in the 
Historic District for Final Approval. 

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 proposal respects the historic integrity 
of its setting on Boundary Street. 

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

YES/TBD  Conceptual Approval, materials have not 
been provided yet. Appropriate historic 
materials will be required for Final Approval. 

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.  

YES/TBD  Conceptual Approval, workmanship of 
surrounding structures will be considered 
and respected for Final Approval. 

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/TBD  Conceptual Approval, the feeling of 
surrounding structures will be considered 
and respected for Final Approval. 

7. Association: This is the direct link between an 
important historic event or person and a 
property.  

N/A  N/A. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends CONCEPTUAL APPROVAL in that the proposal satisfies the intent 
of the Beaufort Preservation Manual and requirements of the Beaufort Code. Staff has the following 
recommendations: 

1. There are many discrepancies between the 2D drawings and the 3D rendering provided by the applicant. 
The rendering shows various changes from the drawings, including different locations for the separation 
walls between units, massing changes between the end and middle units, stoop entry instead of an 
entry at grade, no doors to the upper balconies, etc. Applicant to coordinate 3D rendering with 2D 
drawings for future submittals. For this review, staff has provided comments based on the 2D drawings.  

2. Staff is not supportive of the separation walls between each unit and recommends they be removed 
from the design. Staff recommends the applicant add a vertical trim band and/or jog in the brick veneer 
between the two middle units to delineate the two units. 

3. Staff recommends the applicant lower the end gables to align with the cross-gable cornice that spans 
over the middle units. 

4. While staff appreciates the efforts to introduce various architectural elements, staff has concerns that 
there are too many different elements on a single row of units and recommends the following: 

5. Applicant should pick one roof form for the middle units’ porches (i.e. use a hip roof for both porch roofs, 
or a shed roof for both porch roofs).  

6. Applicant should select either a closed gable or gable returns for the two end units.  
7. Applicant should select one dormer design. Staff is more supportive of the shed dormer as this has 

better proportions than the gabled dormers. Staff would also be supportive of removing the dormers 
since they are in attics, and not habitable space.  

8. For future submissions, staff is supportive of using different architectural elements on different rows of 
units (i.e. closed gables on one row of units, and open gables on another row of units). Staff also 
recommends the applicant consider small changes between units to help break up the uniformity, such 
as different front doors, shutter styles (louver or paneled), light fixtures, etc. Staff would also be 
supportive of adding a roof to the second-floor front upper balconies on one row, and omitting the roof 
on other rows.  

9. Staff is not supportive of the trash yard being placed at the front façade adjacent to the street entry, 
especially for the structures fronting to Boundary Street. While the applicant is screening this area, 
service areas are typically placed on side/rear facades. A window could be placed in this area to allow 
more fenestration fronting to Boundary Street. 

10. Staff is not supportive of the faux window or faux balconies on the Charles Street elevation (sheet A/1.2). 
Staff recommends the balconies either be removed, or a door added so that it is occupiable space. Staff 
recommends adding a window on the ground floor where the closed shutters are currently illustrated.  

11. Applicant to provide elevations, plans, sections, and details for each row of units at future submissions.  
12. Staff recommends the applicant provide street sections showing adjacent and across-the-street 

buildings for context.  
13. Applicant to demonstrate compliance with all requirements per Section 2.4.1.   
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