A meeting of the Beaufort-Port Royal Metropolitan Planning Commission (MPC) was
held on October 15, 2018 at 5:30 p.m. in the Beaufort Municipal Complex, 1911
Boundary Street. In attendance were Chairman Bill Harris, Commissioners Judy Alling,
Caroline Fermin, Mike Tomy, and Jim Crower, and Lauren Kelly, City of Beaufort
planning and Linda Bridges, Town of Port Royal planning. Commissioners Robert
Semmler and Tim Rentz were absent.
In accordance with the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, Section 30-4-80(d) as
amended, all local media were duly notified of the time, date, place, and agenda of this
meeting.
Chairman Harris called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.
MINUTES
Commissioner Crower made a motion, second by Commissioner Alling, to approve the
minutes of the May 21, 2018 and September 17, 2018 MPC meetings. The motion to
approve the minutes as submitted was approved unanimously.
REVIEW OF PROJECTS FOR THE CITY OF BEAUFORT
REZONING REQUEST for a parcel of property located at 712 Congress Street, identified
as R120 004 000 0216 0000 – The existing zoning of the lot is T4-Historic Neighborhood
(T4-HN). The proposed zoning is T4-Neighborhood (T4-N) with the Retail Frontage
Overlay.
Applicant: Beaufort Design Build Properties, LLC
Ms. Kelly said the applicant is proposing to rezone this property from T4-HN to T4-N
with a retail overlay. Currently, it is primarily a single-family residential zone, and
offices, retail, and restaurants are not permitted. The proposed zoning permits multifamily and single-, 2- and 3-unit buildings, offices, government facilities, schools, and
churches, Ms. Kelly said. Retail uses are not permitted without the retail frontage
overlay.
Ms. Kelly indicated where the zoning is T4-N around the applicant’s property and where
it is T4-UC across Congress Street from the subject lot; further east – facing Carteret
Street – is mixed-use, including residential with a retail use.
The building is a contributing historic structure and is unique to Beaufort because of the
detached kitchen, Ms. Kelly said. Any exterior changes have to go to the Historic District
Review Board, and some have been approved, though the work has not started yet, she
said.
Ms. Kelly discussed the streetscape on Congress Street around this parcel and
appropriate land uses, according to the Comprehensive Plan. It has been a mixed-use
zoning district, she said, and the zoning context lends itself to that. The structure on the
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applicant’s lot was built as a single-family dwelling, Ms. Kelly said, and it is “basically
surrounded by commercial uses,” except for one residential property.
Ms. Kelly discussed the potential for onsite parking and said additional off-site parking
might be required, depending on the use. The lot is already developed, so there should
be no negative impact on natural features or architectural/cultural resources. There is
no formalized on-street parking on Congress Street, she said.
Standard public notification was made, Ms. Kelly said, and no public comment has been
received about the application.
Staff recommends approval of the rezoning, Ms. Kelly said.
Commissioner Crower asked about a yellow L-shaped area. Ms. Kelly said that is an
existing sewer easement. This parcel was subdivided, and the choice was made to put
an easement on this property.
Commissioner Crower asked what is involved in the commission specifying the retail
frontage overlay. Ms. Kelly said its part of the rezoning. There is not a difficulty with
extending it from where it already is, she told him.
Chairman Harris said there is a plan for this street to be the type that has on-street
parking. Ms. Kelly said someone developing the property, or the city, if there is funding,
could redo the streetscape.
Commissioner Tomy asked if the right-of-way is wide enough for on-street parking. Ms.
Kelly said it is.
Thomas McMahon said he and his wife love this neighborhood. A petition has
signatures of 45 of the neighbors who don’t want to see the retail frontage overlay
applied. He feels that this isn’t about property values but about “a sense of community.”
He thinks residential properties “make better neighbors” than a business would. Mr.
McMahon feels that another family living on the applicant’s property would be the best
idea. He has had people tell him that they love the property and ask about buying it, but
“it has been priced too high,” he said. It “would definitely be a residence” if the price for
the property were lower.
Mr. McMahon named some of his neighbors who are opposed to the change. He
suggested again that the property would sell if the price were “more marketable.”
Commissioner Tomy asked how long this property has been vacant. Ms. Kelly said for “at
least 45 years.” The previous owners purchased the property 6 or 7 years ago and
planned to add a rear addition to the structure. They re-subdivided it, built a singlefamily residence, and sold the vacant and abandoned property, she said. The Scott
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Street property was sold in April, and the applicant purchased the property about a year
ago.
Commissioner Crower asked Ms. Kelly to describe the changes to the building that she
had said have been approved. Ms. Kelly said much of it was stabilization; the main
change was replacing metal porch columns on the patio that were added in the 1960s.
Commissioner Tomy asked, based on the contributing historical nature of the property,
if there is anything that could be done to the building. Ms. Kelly said given the size of the
lot, one thing would be disconnecting the kitchen from the main house, as it was
historically. The only other modification that has been discussed is raising the low
ceilings in the rear portion off Scott Street by a foot or two, she said.
Maxine Lutz, representing Historic Beaufort Foundation (HBF), said that about 15 years
ago, the long-time owner had to dissolve the property, and HBF took over marketing the
place for her. The organization cleaned the property up and sold it for the owner, so she
could go into a nursing facility, she said.
Ms. Lutz discussed those owners that she knows of. When cleaning the property up, HBF
found “a treasure trove of photos” of the family that had been left behind. HBF kept
them and passed them on to the Smiths, the property’s most recent owners, she said.
HBF’s Preservation Committee feels that because the Old Commons is “a fragile
neighborhood,” to rezone it to commercial would be “an incremental step into the
neighborhood that makes it less of a neighborhood,” Ms. Lutz said. She described the
neighborhood and its residents’ closeness to one another. To make this property
commercial would be “an incremental destruction” of “a very neighborly
neighborhood.” Ms. Lutz said HBF hopes the MPC will deny the rezoning request.
Mark Heles said he “bought the café property 20 years ago.” It was a 4-apartment
dwelling that became a commercial business when he purchased it; he made it a café
and a cigar shop with two apartments above.
When he applied to put the café in, Mr. Heles did a parking plan, and the 11 spaces
between the café and the street were given to him for café parking. He put in additional
parking behind the attorney’s office building on Carteret and Congress, which he said,
“really is a house,” with the attorney living upstairs.
All of the structures on the block are houses, Mr. Heles said, and there are no “official
businesses on the block.” He’d also like to see the applicant’s property remain
residential, and he has “concerns about spot-zoning.”
Mr. Heles feels that the problem is that there’s no designated parking on Congress
Street. The streets are too narrow for parallel parking, he said, and in his lot, the cars
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“usually are hanging out.” The attorney’s clients often park in that lot, so he has to
police that. There is parking on Carteret Street, Mr. Heles said, but not much. He said he
is “kind of critical about the parking issue.”
Adam Biery, the applicant, said Beaufort Design does not intend to change the property;
they want the future owner to have the “flexibility to live there or not,” but not to
“disrupt the day-to-day life of adjacent residents.” Beaufort Design has no future owner
in mind, Mr. Biery said.
Commissioner Fermin asked if a potential buyer could petition to rezone the property.
Mr. Biery said the flexibility to rezone the property is more important than its
marketability.
Commissioner Alling said she feels the most important thing to consider is the
neighborhood and those living in it.
Mary Harvey, 912 Duke Street, said Pruitt’s store has been restored but not as Mr.
Pruitt had it, and “if that’s a guideline for restoration,” she is “very distressed.” She said
she wants to keep the neighborhood “historic.”
Commissioner Tomy said he has restored a historic home that was “basically unlivable,”
and one of his concerns is that this one has been vacant for 45 years at least. It’s been
marketed at a reasonable price at some point, he said. The historic significance that Ms.
Lutz had noted is important, he feels.
Rezoning the property “looks like an encroachment into the residential community,”
Commissioner Tomy said. If the MPC approves this, he’d want to ensure that there’s not
“another step forward,” because he values the community.
Commissioner Tomy asked how the mixed-use office on the opposite side of Scott Street
is zoned. Ms. Kelly said it’s her understanding that “it was built as an office, and it has a
residential unit above.” Before about 2003, most, if not all, of Congress “was an Office
Commercial zoning district,” she said. When the UDO was adopted in 2003, the Old
Commons neighborhood group advocated for “a downzoning,” so the building was
approved as an office when it was constructed, but it was non-conforming once the Old
Commons was downzoned to residential, Ms. Kelly said. She feels there hasn’t been
much development activity on this section of Congress since that time.
Commissioner Crower asked Ms. Kelly to explain the implications for the property with
and without the retail frontage overlay. Ms. Kelly said if the zoning went to T4, offices
would be permitted, as would “more than 3 dwelling units per building,” which is not
appropriate for this building. When the retail frontage overlay is added, retail and
restaurant uses are permitted, she said. Ms. Kelly described the transition that takes
place as the zoning changes.
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Commissioner Crower asked the differences in T4-N and T4-HN. Ms. Kelly said right now,
only residential uses are permitted: single-family, 2- and 3-unit buildings, and day care
facilities. Offices wouldn't be permitted; only a home occupation would be a permitted
business, she said.
Commissioner Tomy said he “would like to see this maintained . . . in its current zoning.”
He’s not sure what use it could have because it’s small. The college might have some use
for the property, he suggested.
Commissioner Crower made a motion to recommend denial of the request.
Commissioner Tomy seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
A copy of a petition signed by Old Commons residents is attached to these minutes by
way of adding it into the record. – Steno.
UPDATE OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
Ms. Kelly said the Salem Road rezoning was approved by city council.
REVIEW OF PROJECTS FOR THE TOWN OF PORT ROYAL
TEXT AMENDMENT for the Broad River View Planned Unit Development adopted by
Ordinance 2006-61 – The text amendment deletes the 50-foot buffer requirement and
adds a new sign allowance.
Ms. Bridges said this PUD was adopted in 2006, and she showed the site plan that was
adopted then. The PUD portion is on the corner, which she indicated. Much of the
property has been developed with the Parc at Board River apartments, she said, and this
is the remaining acreage.
Ms. Bridges said the text for the PUD, which the commissioners had been given,
mentions two issues: the underlying zoning, which is General Commercial (GC) and that
when the property is developed, the GC guidelines would be used; also, the 50-foot
buffer on Robert Smalls Parkway is part of the language of the PUD.
The applicant would like to remove the 50’ buffer requirement, Ms. Bridges said. If it
were removed, a 25’ setback would be required for any building on the property. Also,
the applicant wants the allowance of signs on the property, she said. A sign is allowed to
be up to 60 square feet in area and up to 12’ high; it must be set back a minimum of 5’.
The applicant’s proposed sign would be an LED sign with messages on it “at all times,”
Ms. Bridges said.
Commissioner Alling clarified that because the PUD was under the old zoning, the new
zoning doesn't apply at all, and the prohibition against billboards also doesn’t apply. Ms.
Bridges said that’s correct. There was a provision for an electronic sign in the old code; it
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wasn’t a freestanding sign, she said, and the dimension of the wall sign was “10% of the
wall.” Ms. Bridges said the applicants could better explain what the desired sign is.
Commissioner Crower asked Ms. Bridges to show the commissioners “where the 50’
buffer is,” and she did. She explained the buffer and said all three jurisdictions adopted
it (e.g., in front of Belk) and decided to extend it “all the way to the bridge” along Robert
Smalls Parkway. With the new Port Royal code, Ms. Bridges said, there was no
requirement for a 50’ buffer. She believes Beaufort County also abandoned the 50’
buffer, and she’s not sure what happened to it in the City of Beaufort.
Liz Mitchum, general manager of Adams Outdoor Advertising, said that up to 3 years
ago, there was a billboard on this property. Adams Outdoor is interested in purchasing
the property, and their long-term vision is to build an office, she said. They want it to fit
in with “the look and feel of the Lowcountry.”
Beau Hodges, Adams Outdoor Advertising’s real estate manager, said they would like to
“resurrect a sign” that was taken out for the purposes of a development that didn’t
happen. Adams Outdoor would like to build “an iconic building,” he said; they want it to
be “more aesthetically pleasing” and to be a benefit to the community.
Commissioner Tomy said he agrees that it’s a perfect place to put an “identifiable
structure,” but it is also “a gateway to our community.” He asked about the applicant’s
desire to “have a sign as high as 25’ and as big as 550 square feet.” Mr. Hodges said,
“Those are DOT standards.” The sign would not be a freestanding billboard, he said, and
it would not be “like anything that exists here.”
Commissioner Alling complimented the applicants on the planned building but said she
has “great concerns” about the sign. “Most people were very glad to see” the billboard
that was there “go,” she said. Port Royal has worked hard to improve its image, and
since billboards are banned there, it’s “something that the town doesn’t want.”
Commissioner Alling said people coming into town have been going 60 mph over the
bridge, and when they get to this area, they are supposed to reduce their speed, but an
electric sign “could take their attention away from the road” and could be “very
dangerous.”
Mr. Hodges said they want to replace the sign that was there, which was 300 square
feet (12’ by 20’). Commissioner Tomy said people are slowing down at that intersection,
or they should be. He asked why they want a 25’ setback instead of 50’. Mr. Hodges said
the sign is “no good” unless “it’s closer to the road,” and they realized that this property
was a PUD, he said.
Mr. Hodges said the sign would be something that the Town of Port Royal could use to
promote events and to give out storm information, for example. Adams Outdoor
Advertising would work with the town on this if they receive this approval, he said.
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Chairman Harris said the building “seems like” it would “happen in the future.” He asked
how big the sign could be if the building is built. Ms. Bridges said it could be up to 60
square feet and up to 12’ high. Adams Outdoor Advertising can’t have a sign unless
there’s an improvement of the property, so the building would have to be built in order
for the applicants to have the sign. She added that they could also have a monument
sign and also have a sign on the building.
Ms. Bridges said if the property is allowed a total of 300 square feet of signage, 60
square feet could be a monument sign, and they could also have signs on one or two
walls of the building, for example.
Ms. Bridges told Commissioner Alling that the LED sign doesn’t have to refer to activity
on the applicant’s property. Commissioner Alling said any sign that is placed there “can
advertise anything.” Ms. Bridges said that’s correct. Commissioner Alling asked Ms.
Bridges to discuss “the electronic part.” Ms. Bridges said it’s not allowed in the existing
code, but in the General Commercial code, there are a number of conditions placed on
LED signs, which she discussed. The restrictions in that code have moved into the DOT
standards and are an industry standard, she said.
Commissioner Alling said when someone wants to change their existing zoning, she
doesn’t think it’s wise to “go even further beyond the previous zoning.”
Commissioner Tomy said he’s concerned about this because the area is the gateway to
Beaufort and Port Royal. Setting a precedent on the buffer, he feels, is “unwise,” based
on his experience in Beaufort. He feels 50’ is “a bare minimum” in order “to maintain
the integrity of what we have here.”
Chairman Harris asked if the buffer is still in place down the road. Ms. Bridges said
there’s not been a need to enforce the buffer. The only new thing built on Robert Smalls
Parkway in the Town of Port Royal is the fire station.
Bridges School faces the street, Chairman Harris said. Ms. Bridges said the shape of the
property was more important to how the buildings were placed. She said the town
wouldn't have enforced the 50’ setback.
Commissioner Alling asked Ms. Bridges to point out a parcel that has a 50’ buffer. Ms.
Bridges said Cross Creek Shopping Center is an example; the parking lot begins 50’ from
the highway. The Shadow Moss setback would have been at least 50’ “before they
began their first set of residential lots,” she said.
Commissioner Alling asked if the “greater reason for the 50’” was because “this is a
tough spot.” Ms. Bridges said no, the 50’ setback “was dictated to the city on its east
end . . . by the selling property owner.” It was meant to emulate “the Hilton Head
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model,” she said, with a “parkway-like vegetative buffer along the highway.”
Commissioner Crower asked, if the 50’ buffer is eliminated, if that means the property
line goes up to the right-of-way line, and there’s a 25’ setback for any building from the
highway. Ms. Bridges said yes, the property and the right-of-way lines “are the same.”
When someone develops the property, “we reserve 50’ of that property (for) buffering
because that’s what’s on the books right now,” she said. If the amendment wasn’t put in
place, the town would eliminate the 50’ buffer, but the 25’ setback would be enforced,
Ms. Bridges said. This is a setback line, not a build-to line, so the property owner could
build further back than 25’.
Commissioner Crower clarified that there’s no vegetation requirement, and Ms. Bridges
said that’s correct. If someone put a parking lot on the street and set the building back,
there would be parking lot standards that might have to be taken into account, she said,
such as trees in islands in the lot.
Commissioner Alling made a motion to not recommend accepting the change to the
buffer and the electric sign. Commissioner Crower seconded the motion.
Commissioner Crower said there have been a lot of times when developers would get a
PUD because they would be locked into a known set of conditions at that time, and they
don’t have to follow code changes made months or years later. He would like to enforce
the PUD and the agreement that applied then. The motion passed unanimously.
UPDATE OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
Ms. Bridges said the question of the river buffer and setback hasn’t moved forward with
town council, but the other elements of the request did. There was “cleanup language in
T-1,” she said.
Council gave first reading to changing the number of stories allowed in a T4 zoning
designation, Ms. Bridges said, but it was limited to 3 stories only in T4-Neighborhood
Center Open (NCO). Also, the maximum number of units allowed in an apartment
building went from 12 to 24 in T4-NCO and T4-Urban Center, she said. Apartment
buildings there would “be allowed to have greater mass, with the caveat . . . that there
has to be a change in roof form and in floor plan before it would be allowed to have
those 24 units.” Ms. Bridges described some areas in Port Royal that are zoned T4-UC.
Ms. Bridges said the town is working with Coastal Conservation League on “the chart in
the river buffer and river setback situation.”
On Belleview Bluff, there was “technical difficulty”: the applicant provided the wrong
parcel numbers and addresses, so they are going “back to square one,” Ms. Bridges said.
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DISCUSSION: LADY’S ISLAND AREA PLAN PROGRESS UPDATE
Ms. Kelly said she would provide an overview of the plan. Last week, there was
supposed to be a public meeting about the plan and a Northern Regional Plan
Committee meeting, but both were cancelled because of the hurricane.
Ms. Kelly described the steering committee, which includes four members of the MPC.
The steering committee began in April and has helped to craft the plan, she said.
“The big question on Lady’s Island is growth management,” Ms. Kelly said.
Recommendations include “quality of place” and “connections,” stewardship and
nature. The steering committee has created a draft plan, she said.
Ms. Kelly described the plan process and reviewed members of the steering committee
and the groups they represent. There has been a good amount of citizen participation,
and that’s been folded into the plan, she said.
Ms. Kelly said there is an internal draft of the final plan; the first public draft was put out
in mid-September, and the steering committee has given comments. She hoped to
present the plan to the MPC with the anticipated changes and get the MPC’s comments,
but now, the steering committee wants to form a consensus, update the draft, have the
steering committee review it, and then publish it as a draft.
A public meeting is anticipated in late November/early December, Ms. Kelly said. She
described where the commissioners could download the public draft. The organization
won’t change too much, she said. She suggested reading the Executive Summary and
“the implementation” at the end of the document. “The middle is where we’ve come
from and how we got to the recommendations,” she said.
Ms. Kelly said they would present the plan to the MPC for the commissioners to make a
recommendation on its adoption to their respective councils (City of Beaufort, Town of
Port Royal, and the county). This will be the Lady’s Island part of the Comprehensive
Plan, which has to be updated next year, she said.
Commissioner Tomy said he’d read it and has no objections to what’s in it. “The devil’s
in the details, he said, and the details of the implementation aren’t in the plan yet. He’s
not sure if the next draft will get into that, or if that will come later. Ms. Kelly said that’s
been a challenge for the steering committee; “we all knew” that they wouldn't “have
fine details and specifics” because of the budget, so the plan has some limitations,
unfortunately, but there are actionable items that could find a budget, grants, etc. to
implement some of the plans. Ms. Kelly asked the commissioners to send her their
comments on implementation, so it could “be as detailed as possible.”
Commissioner Tomy said the plan relies on the current Port Royal and Beaufort codes,
and he doesn’t know if it is consistent with those or if there’s a divergence. Where there
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are inconsistencies, he said, work is being done to make them consistent. Ms. Kelly said
the area from the Woods Memorial Bridge to the main commercial center at Gay Drive
is “pretty much a one-to-one relationship.” There are PUDs that have locked in
standards, she said.
Chairman Harris said when he first read the draft plan, his feelings were similar to
Commissioner Tomy’s. He sees it as “a big, macro overview” now. The plan “gives some
guidance to leadership,” he said.
Commissioner Tomy said he thinks the information is great, but he’d hate to see it “get
out ahead of us,” so he feels the steering committee “should focus on pulling it all
together” because “having an actionable plan for Lady’s Island is critical.” He believes
the growth projections in the plan for Lady’s Island are “probably not as great as what
they may actually be.”
Commissioner Tomy said he doesn't know how Beaufort or Port Royal is addressing “the
greatest impact of all of that growth,” which “comes into two points” at the bridges.
“Beaufort right now is incapable of handling that growth aspect,” he said. He asked if
the Lady’s Island plan looks at “that impact on the two cities.” Ms. Kelly said that’s why
both jurisdictions are heavily involved. It comes down to Lady’s Island being an island,
she said, and she explained the challenges.
Commissioner Fermin said, given the number of interest groups and other factors, she
feels the steering committee has “done a magnificent job.” Ms. Kelly said since this is
coming ahead of the Comprehensive Plan updates, there are opportunities to get into
implementation strategies.
There being no further business to come before the commission, Commissioner Fermin
made a motion to adjourn, and the MPC meeting ended at 7:13 p.m.

MPC meeting
October 15, 2018
Page 10

