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1 MR. ILDERTON: This is the March 21st,

2 2007 meeting of the Sullivan's Island Design

3 Review Board. It is now 6:00.

4 The members in attendance are Cyndy

5 Ewing, Betty Harmon, Fred Reinhard, Steve Herlong,

6 Pat Ilderton and Duke Wright, and we think Billy

7 Craver is coming. The Freedom of Information

8 requirements have been met for this meeting.

9 First of all I want to say that one of

10 our members is down a little bit with some

11 difficulty, and she won't be speaking too much

12 tonight, but she will be voting. So we want to

13 make sure everybody knows she will be voting. So
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14 Betty is not going to probably be saying too much
15 tonight. And I would like everybody to follow her
16 course and not say anything so we can get out of
17 here in about half an hour, but that is not going
18 to happen.

19 But I would like to say that we have a

20 ot on the agenda tonight, and if people, even if
21 vyour allotted time is ten minutes or whatever, if
22 you have a way to shorten it or to be considerate
23 and -- and that includes the board and everybody
24 because we have a lot to get through tonight. And
25 so if everybody could be as short and to the point
0005

1 as possible, I know everyone would appreciate it.
2 So, thank you.

3 Fred, did you have something?

4 MR. REINHARD: Yes, sir. I have gone

5 through these applications tonight and found a

6 couple of things that I wanted to bring to the

7 Board's attention that we should, I think, keep in
8 mind as we deliberate on these applicants.

9 The first one is, within the 15

10 applications there are four of them that are

11 requesting increases in the principal building

12 coverage with the expectation that the board

13 could, by virtue of the zoning ordinance, allow a
14 25 percent increase in the principal building

15 square footage.

16 I am a little concerned that there are

17 so many, and I would like the board to just be

18 aware that there may be a trend here that people
19 are applying with the expectation that they are
20 going to get more than what the zoning ordinance
21 allows because we can listen to their appeal and
22 make that decision.
23 However, the zoning code says that it
24 must -- there must be some neighborhood
25 compatibility issues in order for us to grant that
0006

1 extra square footage. So I think that we should

2 request the applicants who are asking for that

3 additional square footage to somehow explain how
4 it makes their house more compatible in the

5 neighborhood. That's the first one.

6 The second one is, we are getting more

7 and more drawings, CAD-oriented drawings that

8 don't have dimensions on them. Now, I know how to
9 use an architect's scale and an engineer's scale,
10 and it's not hard for me to figure out what the
11 size of these buildings are.
12 But I think, at the very least, if it's
13 a final application, which means it's a drawing
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14 that is going to be certified for this board and
15 go on file and to be used by the building
16 inspector to go out and look at a building, that
17 the building inspector shouldn't have to carry an
18 architect's scale to find out if the front of the
19 house is 12 feet wide or 14 feet wide.
20 So I would be willing to overlook it on
21 preliminary applications. But certainly, when you
22 come in for final, these are architectural
23 drawings and they are deserving of dimensions and
24 we would like to see those dimensions. That's
25 all.
0007
1 MR. ILDERTON: Thank you.
2 The approval of the February minutes. I
3 have read them. We got them. Has everybody read
4 them, or is there any comments or any difficulties
5 with them?
6 MS. EWING: I have some comments, and I
7 actually have some additions, and they are kind of
8 apropos of what Fred was just talking about.
9 And it's kind of -- I also -- and with
10 the minutes being the record of the meeting, I
11 think that we need to include as much information
12 so that if somebody wants to find out what is
13 going on in the meeting they can just go to the
14 minutes and read it.
15 So here are the changes. I will read
16 them and give you a copy. This is in the Cox
17 residence, 1807 Atlantic Avenue, and after the
18 second paragraph -- or at the end of the second
19 paragraph I would like to add, they are seeking
20 relief in three areas.
21 Number one, 13 percent relief, 533
22 square feet on the standard principal building
23 square footage allowed of 4,100 square feet for a
24 total of principal building square footage of
25 4,620 square feet.
0008
1 Number two, 23 percent relief with a
2 3.5 foot on side yard setback for the porch.
3 Number three, 100 percent relief on
4 side-to-side setbacks with two elevations.
5 And then it says Pat Ilderton asked for
6 public comments, there were none, and I would like
7 to add in two paragraphs here, because I believe
8 there was some discussion that is important to
9 note.
10 Neighborhood compatibility height, mass
11 and scale concerns were expressed by Cyndy Ewing
12 and Betty Harmon citing the average size of homes
13 in the neighborhood at 2,047 square feet, and that
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14 the surrounding historic district neighborhood
15 homes were lower to the ground and typically lower
16 one-and-a-half story structures.
17 Cyndy Ewing requested -- a new
18 paragraph. Cyndy Ewing requested that in the
19 future all applications should have measurements
20 on plans for them to be considered complete. A
21 discussion by the group followed, agreeing that
22 applications would not be considered complete
23 unless they included to-scale measurements of
24 floor plans and elevations submitted with a
25 licensed survey of property.
0009
1 On further discussion it was agreed that
2 Kat Kenyon had the DRB's authorization to reject
3 any and all applications that were not complete.
4 I think this is important to note
5 because, again, as Fred was saying, we have
6 received any number of applications that do not
7 have any measurements on them.
8 And it's not something that we are
9 asking for in addition. It is something that is
10 already on -- that the client sees, and we can't
11 be making decisions without the proper numbers.
12 That's it.

13 MR. ILDERTON: So we are clear on the
14 change to the minutes?
15 MR. CRAVER: I'm not sure I am clear on

16 the change. I listened to what she said, but
17 without being able to listen to the tapes and
18 confirm that those were -- that that is what was
19 said in the meeting -- I mean, I assumed that when
20 Duke and Kat made the minutes that they were doing
21 them based on Kat's notes and to the extent they
22 needed to listen to the tapes, they did.
23 I am not really in favor of adding
24 voluminous stuff to minutes without having it
25 verified that, you know, that is exactly what was
0010
said at the time.

MS. KENYON: We have not been doing the
minutes verbatim.

MR. CRAVER: Right. No, I understand
that. But, I mean, I am concerned with having
somebody come in and add paragraphs to minutes to
try to show intent on stuff without it -- if we
are going to do that, then it needs to be verified
that that is exactly what was said in the meeting
10 and that it's not something composed after the
11 fact. Because, I mean, you did compose it after
12 the fact. So --
13 MR. ILDERTON: Well, I guess the biggest
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14 difficulty is if we are trying to make policy in

15 these minutes, which I don't know that we even can
16 make policy by having opinions in the minutes. I
17 don't know that that establishes policy of this

18 board.

19 That is our biggest concern, that it may

20 be the opinion of a couple of people on the board,
21 or whatever, where it should be done. But if we
22 are establishing policy, whether the minutes are
23 the place to establish policy or whether another
24 time of this meeting we should establish policy of
25 how we receive these applications.

0011

1 And I guess that is the difficulty, are

2 we -- you know, I don't know that we can establish
3 policy on a particular -- as general policy, a

4 blanket policy, on a particular application.

5 MS. EWING: Well, how about we defer

6 this and we will just listen to the tapes and then

7 decide.

8 MR. ILDERTON: Great. Okay. That's

9 great.

10 MR. REINHARD: I don't want to drag

11 this --

12 MR. WRIGHT: This is Duke Wright, who
13 wrote the minutes. Based on what Kat gets from
14 the jibber-jabber that goes on here, and it's very
15 difficult to capture the essence of a

16 conversation, and I think Billy is right on, that

17 we need to go back and look and review the

18 transcript.

19 I have purposely tried to keep the

20 minutes as short as possible to capture the

21 essence of what occurred in the meeting rather
22 than the language of each person's conversation,
23 and I think that is apropos to Pat's comments of
24 trying to determine whether or not the minutes are
25 making policy or transcribing what occurred at the
0012

1 meeting.

2 MR. CRAVER: It seems to me that the

3 minutes ought to be laying out actions taken, and
4 that it is not an attempt to get the discourse

5 going back and forth.

6 MR. WRIGHT: That's right. Let me

7 continue for a minute, Billy, and I will pick you

8 up. I have one other point I want to finish

9 here.
10 And, as we know, tonight we now have a
11 verbatim transcript being taken of the minutes,
12 which leads me to assume that the minutes are
13 going to end up verbatim and will be extremely
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lengthy and detailed in the future.

MS. KENYON: Correct.

MR. CRAVER: Golly, that's a mistake,
but anyway.

MR. ILDERTON: Shall we vote on the
minutes? Anybody?

MR. CRAVER: This is as amended or --

MR. ILDERTON: This is as written.
Well, we haven't really amended them, right? We
are going to wait and review the transcript and
then amend them.

MS. EWING: Right.

0013

22
23
24
25

MR. WRIGHT: Do we need a motion?

MR. ILDERTON: I hear a motion -- I move
that the approval of the minutes be deferred until
Kat and Duke Wright can review the transcript to
determine precisely what was said.

MR. REINHARD: Second.

MR. ILDERTON: Discussion? Further
discussion? Everybody in favor?

(All hands were raised.)

MR. ILDERTON: Okay. Do we have to
approve the special February minutes?

MS. KENYON: Yes.

MR. ILDERTON: Okay. We have to approve
the special February minutes. Do we hear a motion
to approve?

MR. HELONG: I make a motion that we
approve the 12 -- the 21st of February -- no, the
12th of February minutes.

MR. ILDERTON: Do I hear a second?

MR. WRIGHT: Second.

MR. ILDERTON: Discussion? Everybody in
favor, aye.

(All hands raised except Ms. Ewing.)

MS. KENYON: It wasn't unanimous.

MR. ILDERTON: It wasn't unanimous?

0014

1

SovoNaubhwN

11
12
13

Anyone opposed?

(Ms. Ewing raised her hand.)

MR. ILDERTON: Duly recorded.

1723 Middle Street, the Stith residence,
demolition of a house. Kent?

MR. PRAUSE: It's a request to demolish
the home. They filled out a DRB application form,
and we have also some information from the
Charleston County Tax Assessor's office which
indicated that the house was built in 1966, it's
41 years old, so it's not 50 years old. It's here
because it's in a historic district. There are
also two pages of photographs of the existing
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14 residence.

15 MR. ILDERTON: Great. Thank you. Yes,
16 sir?
17 MR. STITH: Anthony Stith. I represent

18 the family, 1723, LLC. Basically we are trying to

19 sell the house. The house hasn't moved for three
20 vyears. Dad and mom both have been dead for three
21 years.

22 The only inquiries we have gotten was

23 whether the house could be removed, so we are
24 asking for a demolition permit so we can sell the
25 house and move on with our lives.

0015

1 MR. ILDERTON: Thank you, sir. Public

2 comment? No public comment. That section is

3 closed. And, Kent, anything to add?

4 MR. PRAUSE: No.

5 MR. ILDERTON: Randy?

6 MR. ROBINSON: No.

7 MR. ILDERTON: Duke?

8 MR. WRIGHT: I recommend we approve the
9 application as submitted.

10 MR. ILDERTON: Steve?

11 MR. HELONG: I also recommend we approve
12 it. I see no -- clearly no historic character to

13 the home, so I would have no trouble with the

14 application to demolish.

15 MR. ILDERTON: Fred?

16 MR. REINHARD: I agree with demolition.
17 MR. ILDERTON: Cindy?

18 MS. EWING: Approve.

19 MR. ILDERTON: I won't call on Betty.

20 She shook her head. Billy?

21 MR. CRAVER: I agree.

22 MR. ILDERTON: I agree, also. Good.

23 MS. EWING: I make a motion that --

24 Cyndy Ewing makes a motion that we approve
25 demolition.
0016
1 MR. ILDERTON: And I don't really
2 think -- I think the board has established the
3 names.
4 MR. WRIGHT: I second it.
5 MR. HELONG: Second.
6 MR. ILDERTON: Everybody in favor, aye.
7 (All hands raised.)
8 MR. ILDERTON: 415 Station 22, Marshall
9 Stith, reduce historic structure on nonhistoric
10 addition. Kent?
11 MR. PRAUSE: It's an application to
12 demolish a 10x12 foot addition to the original
13 historic structure and, according to the
Page 8



DRB MIN 3-21-07.txt
14 application, to install a gravel driveway.
15 You have the Design Review Board request
16 and a copy of the original permit that was
17 submitted 10-26-86 for the drawing of the existing
18 house and the addition. Also, a letter from the
19 applicant requesting the demolition, and four
20 pages of photographs from said property and a site
21 plan drawing.
22 And basically it goes, as the original
23 cottage was built in the 1930s. The addition was
24 built in 1986. The original cottage dimensions
25 are 34 feet wide by 23 feet deep and the addition,
0017
1 as mentioned, is 12x10, and a 7x27 foot front
2 porch, and the request, as stated, is to remove
3 that 10x12 addition.
4 MR. ILDERTON: Thank you. Yes, sir?
5 MR. STITH: I am Marshall Stith and I am
6 making this request. Mr. Chairman and ladies and
7 gentlemen of the board, I would just like to put
8 the cottage back to the original cottage size and
9 also install a driveway, a gravel driveway.
10 The cottage was built in 1938. And, as
11 Kent mentioned, the addition was put on in '86,
12 and it really doesn't -- it's not very appealing
13 looking, no offense to whoever built it.

14 MR. ILDERTON: I would hope not. Is
15 thatit?

16 MR. STITH: Yes, sir.

17 MR. ILDERTON: Thank you, sir. Public

18 comment? Does anybody have any comment on Mr.
19 Stith's application? Public comment section is

20 closed.

21 Kent, anything?

22 MR. PRAUSE: No.

23 MR. ILDERTON: Randy?

24 MR. ROBINSON: No.

25 MR. ILDERTON: Duke?

0018

1 MR. WRIGHT: Does that include that

2 little deck behind there?

3 MR. STITH: Yes, sir, it does.

4 MR. WRIGHT: Okay. I recommend that the
5 application be approved as submitted.

6 MR. ILDERTON: Steve?

7 MR. HERLONG: I also recommend approval.
8 As you look at the photographs and view the

9 addition, it is clearly not part of the original

10 structure, and it would be much more compatible
11 without that addition.
12 MR. ILDERTON: Fred?
13 MR. REINHARD: I agree.
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MR. ILDERTON: Cyndy?

MS. EWING: Is this -- we are not
approving the driveway? That is not part of the
process?

MR. REINHARD: The demolition issue,
just demolition.

MR. ILDERTON: Yes, demolition.

MS. EWING: Okay. I agree to demolish.

MR. ILDERTON: Billy?

MR. CRAVER: Demolish.

MR. ILDERTON: I think that is a good
idea. It really hurts me. Do I hear a motion?

0019

25

MR. HERLONG: I make a motion to approve
the submittal as submitted.

MR. REINHARD: I second that motion.

MR. ILDERTON: Discussion? Everybody in
favor?

(All hands raised.)

MR. ILDERTON: Thank you, sir.

MR. STITH: Thank you very much.

MR. ILDERTON: 425 Station 22, the
Scheer residence, moving a historic structure.

MR. HERLONG: I am going to excuse
myself because I was involved early on in that
project.

MR. ILDERTON: Kent, what do you think?

MR. PRAUSE: This is an application to
move the existing historic structure on the lot.
And, as you all probably recall, it was approved
previously.

There were two houses on the lot. One
was approved for demolition. This one, however,
was slated for retention and it was allowed to be
reduced in size and converted into a garage
building and the new house was approved to be
built on the lot.

The proposal now is to move it within

0020

SovoNOUTDWN =

11
12
13

five feet of the front setback to the front street
property line and, as it's stated on the site
plan, 15 feet towards the street, 5-foot setback
and a 10-foot side yard setback. That is the
application.

MR. ILDERTON: Great. Thank you.
Applicant or representative?

MR. MORIARTY: John Moriarty
representing Jerry Scheer. He's out of town.

We actually put the house -- just to go
a little quicker, and I will try to make it as
quick as I can.

We put the house exactly where the plans
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were approved, where they stated. Randy grabbed
me and said, I think the house is supposed to be a
little bit further to the front. We went back and
listened to the minutes, read the transcript or
the minutes that Kat did, and it sounded as if the
board wanted the house moved closer to the street,
so we kind of stopped where we were, left the
house where it was until we could get a
clarification.

The owner is fine with moving the house
closer to the street, which kind of keeps it in
better rhythm with the historic smaller houses,

0021

and also where the house was originally was a
little bit closer to the street than it is now.

So we would be willing to move it
forward to the 5-foot line, which Mr. Stith's
house next to us has that adjacent cottage about
five or six feet from the property line. Thank
you.

MR. ILDERTON: Great. Public comment on
this item? No comment. Section is closed.

Kent, anything to add?

MR. PRAUSE: No.

MR. ILDERTON: Randy?

MR. ROBINSON: I have a little bit to
add. You know, I probably did instigate this
moving forward because I felt when I went and saw
it sitting back on the property like that it was
really so far back that it was lost, and I felt
like moving it forward would be the thing to do.

One thing I would suggest, that it move
no closer to the street than the Stith residence
next door. And I just got on the -- it's kind of
ironic the Stith residence came up right before
this one.

The Stith residence from scaling on the
plan is six feet from the property line, and I

0022

think these two houses ought to be even right
there. So instead of being five feet from the
property line I feel like it ought to be six.

MR. ILDERTON: Great. I will start at
the opposite end this time. Billy?

MR. CRAVER: It sounds very reasonable
to me. I would approve it the way -- what they
are asking to do.

MR. ILDERTON: Cyndy?

MS. EWING: I agree.

MR. ILDERTON: Fred?

MR. REINHARD: Although I don't agree
with the concept of taking a historic house and
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14 turning it into a garage, which was done before I
15 got on this board, I do agree that Randy has a
16 good idea to bring it forward to the street and
17 line it up with the adjacent houses, which

18 improves the neighborhood compatibility. I

19 approve.

20 MR. ILDERTON: Duke?

21 MR. WRIGHT: I agree.

22 MR. ILDERTON: I also agree. Do I hear
23 a motion?

24 MR. CRAVER: So moved.

25 (Ms. Harmon raised her hand.)

0023

1 MR. ILDERTON: Do we have a motion?
2 MR. CRAVER: I move that we approve it.
3 MR. ILDERTON: Do I hear a second?

4 MR. REINHARD: Second.

5 MS. EWING: Well, wait. We have to

6 change it to the six feet.

7 MR. ILDERTON: We can do that in the

8 discussion phase.

9 MR. CRAVER: Well, no. The motion is to

25

do it at six, to make it six feet to line up with
the house on the adjacent lot.

MR. REINHARD: I second that motion.

MR. ILDERTON: Discussion? Everybody in
favor?

(All hands raised.)

MR. ILDERTON: Anyone opposed?

(No hands raised.)

MR. ILDERTON: 412 Station 14, the Cook
residence, new construction.

MR. HERLONG: I excuse myself from this
one, too.

MR. PRAUSE: This is an application for
final approval for new construction of the
residence located at 412 Station 14 Street.

The reason why it's here before you is

0024

OoONOTUDA,WNE

10
11
12
13

that they are requesting some modifications to the
design standards as outlined in the Design Review
Board request for new construction and additions.

They basically relate to principal
building coverage, principal building square
footage, and for a small portion of side setback
relief at the corner of the garage as stated on
the application.

You have that application form and a set
of drawings consisting of a site plan, elevation
drawings and a floor plan.

In looking the plan over with Randy --
and I will just go ahead and he can fill in as he
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sees fit, as well. We had some concerns with
respect to these drawings, and some of it is
mirrored, is reflected on what has been said
already.

You can't really discern the scale to
it. The drawings have been reduced. And there
are no dimensions on the floor plans, so we can't
really verify the square footages that are set
forth in the application.

But there are two -- actually three
things that came to our attention. It appears
that on the north elevation and also the south

0025

elevation there are dormers on the south elevation
drawing and on the north which appears to be a
porch that strongly suggests a third floor

element, and there is no third floor floor plan,

so we don't know whether there is a third floor or
not.

I mean, these are pretty extensive
treatments for cosmetics, so we can only assume
that there is a third floor, but it's not shown,
and we don't know whether these calculations
include that or not.

In a similar context this, I guess, what
is termed -- well, it's termed the garage on the
plans with the three cars in it. On the second
floor plan it shows attic storage space, but we
don't know if it's -- what that is exactly.

There appears to be steps that go up
from the laundry room, and if that is to be
converted into heated or living space, we don't
know. And there is a concern with respect to that
as well, because the garage is attached to the
building. It appears to be part and parcel of the
main structure, so then it's not a detached
accessory building, which then allows it to exceed
the size and the height limitations that are

0026

placed upon that.

But if it's part of the main building,
then it's an elevated building, and the area below
the base flood elevation can only have open
lattice or mesh screening around it.

If it's a detached accessory use
building, and it appears to be just sort of tacked
on to the main building, to get around that then,
if it's considered that, it's going to have to be
an accessory building that is limited with respect
to the size and the height of that building.

Those are the concerns that we pretty
much came up with. Anything, Randy, to add?
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14 MR. ROBINSON: No. I have one thing to
15 add after.

16 MR. PRAUSE: Thank you.

17 MR. REINHARD: Question.

18 MR. ILDERTON: Yes, sir.

19 MR. REINHARD: Is this the first time

20 vyou have seen this application?

21 MR. PRAUSE: Yesterday was when we
22 reviewed it, yes.

23 MR. REINHARD: Yet it's marked final,

24 correct? Not preliminary and not conceptual, but
25 final?

0027

1 MR. PRAUSE: Our understanding is they
2 want final approval on this.

3 MR. REINHARD: I wanted to be sure that
4 was not a mistake.

5 MR. PRAUSE: That is our understanding.
6 That is what is marked on the form.

7 MR. ILDERTON: Applicant or applicant's

8 representative? Yes, sir?

9 MR. HINSHAW: Jim Hinshaw with Stephen

Herlong & Associates. And, Pat, I think you have
some letters from some neighbors.

MR. ILDERTON: Did we all get those or
just me? Do we all have copies of the letters?
Everybody on the board got copies? Okay. That
will be part of public comment phase. I can read
those out in the public comment phase.

MR. HINSHAW: Like I said, I'm Jim
Hinshaw with Stephen Herlong & Associates, and
also here tonight are Tim and Kim Cook. I didn't
know Kim was coming.

Tim and Kim and their four young sons
who are ages, I think, three months to six years,
will be making this home their permanent home on
Station 14, and came to us to design a home that
would be their permanent residence and meet the

0028

needs of their growing family. As they said, for
the rest of their lives they want to live in this
house.

As Kent mentioned, the home is not in a
historic district. The only reason we are here
tonight is because the program of the home
requires that we request DRB allow increases to
the principal building coverage, principal
building square footage and approval to allow a
small corner of this attached garage building here
to extend into what is termed the side setback.

We are requesting final approval because
we do feel the design has developed to the point
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14 and standards of neighborhood compatibility, and
15 we feel that this particular design on this lot
16 justifies the request that DRB approved increases
17 to principal building coverage, which we are
18 requesting 18.9 percent while the DRB can grant up
19 to 20, to principal square footage where we are
20 requesting 21 percent while the DRB can grant up
21 to 25, and the small amount of side setback relief
22 as illustrated on the site plan.
23 Again, we will get into the design, but
24 mainly because we pulled the house back from these
25 large oaks here, and the lot is somewhat irregular
0029
1 in that that corner is cut off, so it's just the
2 corner of the garage building that we are asking
3 for.
4 And, honestly, we feel that this type of
5 lot, which is a marshfront lot and is not in a
6 historic district, is a prime example of why the
7 DRB is allowed to grant such increases to the
8 things that we described.
9 Tim took the design or took the
10 submittal around to the neighbors and showed them
11 what we are proposing here. And I think in the
12 letters that you have, I'm assuming that Pat will
13 read after I explain the design a little bit more,
14 you will see the support that he has from his
15 neighbors.
16 I would like to briefly go through the
17 standards of the neighborhood compatibility,
18 Section 21-111 of the zoning code, and show you
19 how this design meets those standards and
20 justifies the increases that we are requesting.
21 We are fortunate enough that the lot is
22 high, and this enables us to bring the first floor
23 of the house very close to the ground so there is
24 no handrails on the decks. It helps anchor the
25 house to the ground and creates a much more
0030
1 inviting pedestrian scale.

As far as the height goes, I know there
was a concern about the height and not having
dimensions. The dimensions of the main roof ridge
are shown as 38 feet. But that is the only item
on the house, that main ridge at the primary roof
here that approaches that 38-foot level.
Everything else is complementary to that main roof
ridge and is much lower. All the other roofs are
10 much lower than that.
11 The massing and the orientation of the
12 home was very important in the design. The home
13 is a combination of smaller pieces to create a

OooONOTUP~,WN
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14 sort of added-on effect, and it doesn't look,
15 necessarily, like we just put a new house on this
16 lot.
17 Certainly a lot of care was taken to
18 address the views and capture the light and the
19 views and the breezes towards Cove Creek, but we
20 also addressed each side of this house, Station
21 14, and this side and this side to make it more
22 compatible with the neighbors, and I think you see
23 that in the elevations with a lot of low elements,
24 a lot of low group elements.
25 The window patterns on the house are
0031
1 generally -- the grid pattern was generally four
2 over one, double-hung windows with colonial
3 shutters, which is a very traditional look.
4 The doors, you have a lot of doors on
5 this first floor, double wood and glass doors,
6 again, very reminiscent of older Sullivan's Island
7 architecture.
8 Most of the porches that you see on the
9 elevations are very close to the ground, as we
10 mentioned earlier, and are visible from all sides
11 of the house. The porch roofs themselves are
12 carefully articulated.
13 The driveway, as you can see on the site
14 plan, enters off Station 14, at the end of Station
15 14, and it comes past an existing building that we
16 talked to Kent a little bit about and we are going
17 to rotate that building 90 degrees so the opening
18 s facing to the interior of the lot. It looks to
19 be a '70s, '80s addition to this site. It has
20 vinyl siding, older windows.
21 We are proposing to remove all of the
22 old materials and reclad it in a way that is
23 complementary to the overall design. But you come
24 past this older structure here into a court and
25 across to a three-car garage that is an attached
0032
1 structure. Itis, I believe, above the base flood
2 elevation. Like I said, the lot is very high.
3 And this structure is going to be a brick material
4 here. So while it is attached, it's detailed, and
5 the use of materials allow it to be very
6 complementary to the overall design.
7 The front facade of the house is
8 actually on Station 14, and that is defined by the
9 zoning code. This is defined as the front for
10 setback reasons. This is the rear and these are
11 the sides. Technically, we view this side as the
12 front, but it's Station 14. But we did take care
13 to look at all sides of the house, not only the
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Station 14 side, but the front, the rear and the
sides.

The roof design was very important,
including the configuration of the pitches. The
gable and shed dormers break up the primary gable
roof, and many low roof elements help to bring
down the scale of the house and reflect the lower
porches as we mentioned a little while ago,
reminiscent of older porches.

The last standard of neighborhood
compatibility is dealing with the architectural
style of the home. The design, again, is very

0033

reminiscent of older Sullivan's Island
architecture. Traditional materials like lap
siding, metal roof, brick piers, lattice infill

all make the home fit into the neighborhood and
make it a timely design.

Overall, the design response to the site
is compatible with the neighborhood, and we,
again, request final approval with the requested
increases to principal building coverage,
principal building square footage and approval of
the minor encroachment in the side setback. And I
think the letters that Pat will read are further
testimony that those with neighboring homes
support this design.

I don't know how I'm doing on time, but
I have some things to say on --

MS. EWING: Three minutes.

MR. HINSHAW: I have three minutes left?

MS. EWING: Yes.

MR. HINSHAW: Okay. Kent mentioned the
garage structure, the three-car garage structure.
We wanted this house to be low to the ground. We
could have lifted the house up and parked
underneath the house, but we thought that the site
would be better suited to have a house that is low

0034

13

to the ground and kind of flow out to the marsh.

By doing that, we don't have any storage
under the house like is typical in most of the
houses that are being constructed today, so we
have the parking in the rear of the site in this
three-car garage.

We also have no room for mechanical
units underneath the house. All of the mechanical
units, and we might use geothermal units, are
going to take some square footage inside the
house, in the attics, wherever we could find it in
that area over the garage over here.

Not only mechanical space would go in
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that area, but also storage, because there were
tons of things that they don't have storage for on
this lot that are typically shoved under the
house. So that addresses some of what you were
talking about with the attic space.

What were your other things, Kent?

MR. PRAUSE: Is there a third floor
element?

MR. HINSHAW: The third floor element.
We did break up this roofline. You can see it
really on all four elevations, here and here, with
some dormers, and there is a possibility of

0035

1

including some third floor space.

I went ahead and -- of course that third
floor space cannot exceed 400 square feet by the
zoning code. But that third floor space happened
by articulating the roof more than anything, and
it seemed like a good opportunity to put a small
office or a small room up there. But, again, it
will not exceed 400 square feet, and I have that
third floor plan to show you where it is. It's
very, very brief.

MR. PRAUSE: I guess that is a yes,
there is a third floor element?

MR. HINSHAW: Yes.

MR. PRAUSE: Is it included in these --

MR. HINSHAW: Yes, it is. The third
floor number is included in those calculations,
and I think it's 396 square feet.

MR. ILDERTON: All right. I think we
are done. Thank you. Randy -- I mean, Kent, do
we have -- well, public comment? Do we have
anybody speaking for or against or --

MR. CAGLE: John Cagle, a neighbor, five
docks down. I reviewed the plans. I think it
would be a great addition to our street and in
keeping with the neighborhood.

0036
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MR. ILDERTON: Thank you. Would anyone
else like to say anything? I have some letters
that I could read.

From Roy and Carol Morris. We are the
property owners of 1402 Thompson, adjacent to the
Cook property, 412. Due to out-of-town travel we
are not able to attend the meeting. We have
reviewed both the site plan and the elevation
drawings of the lot, new house and existing
structure.

We fully support the Cooks' plans for
the property and deem it to be a vast improvement
both of the property and the neighborhood. Tim
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Cook has been in excellent communication with us
on the plans at 412 Station 14.

And we have another letter from Andrea
Zoot Cooper. This letter is to support the
architectural renderings of the proposed Cook
residence at 412 Station 14. The exterior
elevations are aesthetically pleasing and will
benefit the streetscape neighborhood. As
neighbors across the street from the proposed
residence we are supportive of the Cooks' plans.

From Bobby Cummings at 1610 Middle
Street. To whom it may concern: Please accept

0037

this letter of support from my wife and me
regarding the board granting the Cooks relief
they are requesting from the square footage as
well as the lot coverage restrictions. Please
feel free to contact me with any questions.

And from Richard Browder, doctor, M.D.,
I am writing in support of Mr. Tim Cook's
application for a residential construction
variance. I have reviewed the construction plans
and feel that the home, as well as the Cook
family, would be a valuable asset to our
neighborhood.

And from Loren and Mindelle Ziff. The
Cooks have met with us to discuss their plans to
construct a new house at 412 Station 14 on
Sullivan's Island.

We supported the demolition of the
existing house and support the construction of a
new house. The design by Herlong & Associates is
very appropriate and compatible to the
neighborhood. The house design is classic
Sullivan's Island style and fits beautifully into
the existing homes in the neighborhood.

We are aware the Cooks are requesting
additional square footage above maximum permitted

0038

by the ordinance and we support their request. We
look forward to them moving into the neighborhood.
Please let us know if we can be of additional
assistance in this matter.

Those are all the letters written
concerning this property. That is the end of
public discussion.

Kent, anything to add?

MR. PRAUSE: Well, just to get something
into the record. I don't know exactly what this
board can do about it. It's an issue Randy and I
have struggled with from time to time when we see
that much attic and mechanical and unfinished
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space that is just in a building that is already
pretty much at the top limit of what it can be.

There is always cause, and I'm not
saying these guys are going to do it, but of
people going in and finishing it off later on and
it becomes way more than what -- but, as I said, I
don't know. We just have to keep an eye on it.
MR. ILDERTON: Correct. Randy?
MR. ROBINSON: T just -- you know, I
don't have dimensions on the plans, so I can't
tell a whole lot. The other thing is, I mean, it
is a very large home. I don't know -- in order to

0039

give increases we are supposed to look at
neighborhood compatibility, and I don't know if
the other ones in the neighborhood are this large
or not.

The one thing that I noticed that we
hadn't talked about was this garage that is going
to be relocated. It's right up on the street, and
I would like to see it in relation to the garage
next door.

I mean, the way -- it's not shown on any
elevations, I don't believe, so it will probably
just be a big flat wall sitting right on the
street, which is something to deal with.

MR. HINSHAW: This is the garage here.
This is a small picture of it. It's not a very
big structure, but it is a nonconforming use, and
we have talked to Kent about it.

We are actually bringing it back into
conformity a little bit by rotating it and pushing
it into the site slightly and squaring it up with
the new house here.

MR. ILDERTON: Thank you. Duke, what do
you think?

MR. WRIGHT: Well, I, too -- I want to
say that I, too, have concerns with creeping sizes

0040

of homes on Sullivan's Island beyond what the
ordinance allows and what we can allow.

However, in this case, I think the
architect has done a good job of maintaining a low
profile. And in the instance of creeping size,
most of it deals with neighborhood compatibility
in my judgment. And I think given -- and I walked
around this area myself at some length -- that the
size of this house, given the profile, is not
objectionable in terms of neighborhood
compatibility, so I support it.

MR. ILDERTON: Fred?

MR. REINHARD: Well, certainly the
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letters from the neighborhood attest to the fact
that there is some compatibility with regard to
this design, and it's a very attractive house. I
really like the way it has developed. All the
efforts that you made to anchor it worked very
well.

I am a little concerned that it appears
as though the front of the house faces the marsh
and doesn't really address Station 14, which is
the address. Standing at Station 14 you will see
the back of the existing garage renovated and the
west elevation of the house, which is essentially

0041

a few windows and the back of a fireplace.

There is no sense of arrival, other than
the driveway, which is after the existing garage.
It's one of those issues which, obviously, if you
are on the beach, a lot of times the fronts of the
houses are on the beach or facing the street,
probably more times the street than the beach.

This is one of those questions. How do
we respect Station 14 with the prettiest side of
the house facing the marsh, which you really can't
see unless you go out to the edge of the marsh and
turn around. Do you want to comment on that?

MR. HINSHAW: Sure. That is probably
best seen in this elevation here, which the plan
is to have landscaping on that side to direct you.

MR. REINHARD: Don't say that. Don't
say landscaping.

MR. HINSHAW: Let me go to another
point.

MR. REINHARD: Let's talk about the
architectural.

MR. HINSHAW: Let me go to another
point. The main body of the house is back here,
is back here, this structure here. By using the
low elements on the street it is inviting. It

0042
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13

brings you in as opposed to putting a large mass
on the street. The entry to the house, when
people come over, there probably will be a way
around this way, but I would imagine that they
will be coming in through here and into the front
door, but they are walking by a one-story element,
a nice element with exposed rafter tails with a
metal roof and nice materials. They are walking
by a nice element that could be back on I'on
somewhere, but not overwhelmed as they are walking
into the house.

I think sometimes when you walk into a
larger house, even on this phase, it's a little
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overwhelming and the scale is not right. I think
this is going -- this isn't formal, but it's
pedestrian friendly to approach the house.

MR. REINHARD: I would, under the
circumstances, I would be willing to go along with
conceptual approval because I like the design of
the house. I have already expressed my concern
about some of the other things. I agree with
Duke. I don't have a problem with this particular
house on this half-acre plus lot in this location
being a little bit bigger, but I would like to see
it come back.

0043

25

MR. ILDERTON: Cyndy?

MS. EWING: I think the design is
beautiful and it's creating -- it's like a
compound, and so it is a little bit different.

And, actually, I think it says in the ordinances
that a house that is on the marsh can have its
front facade facing the marsh.

But, anyway, I have big concerns over --
I don't feel comfortable approving this certainly
in the final stages without any of the numbers,
and I have the same concerns with the size that
Fred has. So, while I like the design, I would
not be able to approve it today.

MR. HINSHAW: The square footage numbers
or the heights and the widths of individual
items?

MS. EWING: All the square footage, the
third floor. The third floor just could easily be
built out. I would be interested -- I would like
to see a full set of plans. So I don't feel
comfortable making a decision when I have no
numbers to base that decision on.

MR. HINSHAW: I have square footage
numbers. I just don't have dimension plans.

MS. EWING: I am saying on here.

0044
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MR. HINSHAW: Do we need to submit
plans?

MS. EWING: Yes.

MR. HINSHAW: But is that in the
requirements for the DRB?

MS. EWING: Yes. We have discussed this
numerous times.

MR. ILDERTON: How detailed are we
supposed to get these?

MR. PRAUSE: It can be as detailed as
you want. It basically says that they submit
requirements pursuant to the requirements on your
application. And I was going to address that
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14 earlier. I don't think it -- Trenholm can
15 probably help me.
16 I don't know if it needs to be so formal
17 as to be in the rules, but I would suggest that,
18 at the very least, you need to come up with a
19 motion and a vote that goes on the record of what
20 it is that you want in the way of submittals.
21 The way it was handed to me is that
22 that's 11 sets of elevations, 11 sets of site
23 plans, photographs of existing structure and a
24 complete scope of work. But, I mean, it's silent
25 to--
0045
1 MR. WALKER: There is no requirement
2 that there be construction drawings. But given
3 that the board is going to consider an adjustment
4 to certain standards, it would be appropriate, and
5 I think comply, that the drawings have the square
6 footages and the necessary dimensions to
7 calculate.
8 MR. ILDERTON: At least to a certain
9 point?
10 MR. WALKER: Exactly, because you cannot
11 verify the dimensions and what is being asked for
12 without those. Certainly it wouldn't be expected
13 to go beyond that, except to call out the
14 materials in those instances where you think that
15 is important and other elements where you find it
16 to be material to your decision.
17 MR. REINHARD: There is really no
18 hardship on the part of the architect here because
19 the architect knows exactly what the dimensions
20 are, otherwise they couldn't make the drawing.
21 The computer used to make the drawing
22 knows exactly what the dimensions are, otherwise
23 they would not be able to create the drawing.
24 Why don't we know what they are?
25 MR. HINSHAW: Oh, I am agreeing.
0046

MR. REINHARD: I am not asking you.
It's rhetorical. Why don't we know what they
are? Because you didn't put them on there. Why
didn't you put them on there?

It is somehow you feel as though we
don't need to know that or you didn't have time?
I am not picking on you, because we have lots of
drawings like that. That is why I started my
comment with it's really something that we need to
know.
11 MR. ILDERTON: And this might be more
12 appropriate if it was in the preliminary approval
13 as opposed to final approval.

SovoNOUTDWN =
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Billy, what do you have?

MR. CRAVER: Several comments. If they
have complied with our requirements by filling in
the required blanks, and we have not stated
previously that in order to make an application
like this that they have to provide full plans
with all the dimensions on it, then I think,
especially where you have a good reputable
architectural firm that is putting on an official
application what the numbers are, if the numbers
end up being different than what they put on here
then it wasn't approved. If we approve what they

0047

applied for, and the numbers are different, then
they didn't get the approval.

So I don't have -- I understand what
you-all are saying, that you-all would like to
have dimensions on the plans. But if we haven't
specifically required that before, I have a
problem with saying, okay, as of right now what
you have provided us, which gives us the numbers
that we have asked for, is inadequate. I just
have a problem with that.

I think that the design is good. 1
think the fact that the neighborhood has come in
and has supported it makes me say -- I mean, who
the hell am I to say no when the neighborhood says
okay?

Fred, I understand your issue with
Station 14, I mean with the front of the house,
but I don't think it's an issue that has any
impact here because it's -- if the front of the
house were facing Station 14, who is it facing?
It's at the end of the street.

It's not the same issue if you have
street-to-street lots and you have one house that
is oddball and it's throwing everything off. So I
don't really have that same issue.

0048

I am concerned that where there is
additional attic space that people can use for
storage that we are somehow now raising the issue
of maybe they would go in and improve it.

I have a ton of attic space. We are not
going to improve it, but we sure as heck need the
storage. I think good architects recognize that
people accumulate junk and they need space to put
it in.

So I don't -- just since we are all
talking about all of these issues, I don't have a
problem with that, and I'm not going to assume
that they are going to do something illegal. I am
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14 assuming that they are going to abide by the law.
15 I would approve it and give final
16 approval to the submission. I think they have
17 done a good job.
18 MR. ILDERTON: Thank you. I like the
19 plan. Ilove the fact that it's just a few feet
20 off the ground. It's a good-looking house.
21 I also don't think we can consider the
22 possibilities of what a homeowner may or may not
23 do with space that is not habitable on the plans.
24 That is not a consideration.
25 Our consideration is good architecture
0049
1 and does it fits on Sullivan's Island. That is
2 our main consideration here and not what could
3 happen or whatever else. I think it's a good set
4 of plans.
5 I would like to have more detail if
6 there is any question about that. I think the
7 board needs that. It's just a matter of
8 dimensions. I think Fred is right. It's just a
9 matter of -- I mean, the dimensions are somewhere.
10 They are accessible somewhere. If they are not on
11 the page, we don't have them, then it would be
12 easy to put on.
13 After the fact, though, for us to ask
14 for this, and if it wasn't stated before, maybe we
15 just need to go on the record saying any future
16 applications that come in need to have all the
17 dimensions and all.
18 I know we have all the square footage
19 dimensions and the calculations because that is
20 what they are asking for. All of that has been
21 done. But there is more dimensions as far as just
22 regular what are the size of the rooms and
23 everything else, and I don't think that would be
24 too much to ask an architect or an applicant to
25 put on the plans. But I think it's a good-looking
0050
1 house.
2 MR. HINSHAW: Can I answer a question in
3 regard to that, to putting dimensions on the
4 plans?
5 If I can see where this is going, it's
6 looking like more of a conceptual approval with
7 the contingency -- the only thing you really want
8 to see is dimensions on the plans. So are we to
9 study any design elements? As you have talked
10 about, it sounds like everybody likes the design.
11 MR. ILDERTON: We haven't gotten to that
12 point yet. Does anyone want to make a motion to
13 what we do with the application?
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14 MR. CRAVER: I would move to approve it
15 as submitted. That is my motion.

16 MR. ILDERTON: Do I hear a second?

17 MR. WRIGHT: When do we talk about the
18 motion?

19 MR. ILDERTON: After we get a second.

20 MR. WRIGHT: I will second it.

21 MR. ILDERTON: Now we have discussion on

22 the motion, which is to approve it as submitted.
23 Fred?

24 MR. REINHARD: I would like to hear a
25 little bit more about the issue of the attached
0051

1 garage and how it impacts the concerns that you
2 guys have. Could you address that?

3 MR. PRAUSE: Sure. Ifit's part of the

4 house then it's an elevated building. It will

5 have a finished floor. Our flood code does not
6 allow solid walls below the finished floor. It's

7 only lattice or mesh screening.

8 MR. REINHARD: Does that mean it can't
9 be attached as a garage?

10 MR. PRAUSE: No. It doesn't mean it
11 can't be attached, but it would be as if it were
12 an elevated building like people park under it.

13 MR. REINHARD: Like a breakaway
14 construction?
15 MR. PRAUSE: Lattice or mesh screen, no

16 solid walls, if it's part of the building. If

17 it's not part of the building, to have solid walls

18 then it has to be treated as a detached accessory

19 building, and it's just sort of on the building.

20 Then there is -- it has size and height and square

21 footage limitations that it exceeds.

22 So if it's a detached accessory building

23 it can't be built that size, that height. Ifit's

24 part of the building it has to have lattice or

25 mesh screen under it.

0052

1 MR. REINHARD: These are FEMA

2 regulations.

3 MR. PRAUSE: The flood regulations

4 dictate the treatment below the finished floor.

5 But it's shown now as just attic space, unfinished

6 space. So that would lead me to classify it from

7 a zoning perspective as a detached accessory

8 building, which exceeds the height and size.

9 MR. REINHARD: It's my opinion that it's

10 not ready for final; that the presenter, I think,

11 has gotten enough information from us regarding

12 the garage.

13 And I'm going to say I'm okay with the
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14 house facing the marsh. You straightened me out
15 on that, and the dimensions. So I think if they
16 come back with a resolution to the garage and some
17 dimensions that we can use to properly evaluate
18 this, like I said, it's a lovely design, but it's
19 just not ready for final, in my opinion.

20 MR. WRIGHT: Am I the only one that

21 doesn't understand the garage problem completely?
22 MR. CRAVER: I don't understand it

23 either.

24 MR. WRIGHT: Are we saying that the

25 garage, as designed, does not meet code?

0053

1 MR. HINSHAW: 1t is classified as an

2 attached garage. The one that is going to be out
3 here is the detached accessory structure.

4 MR. WRIGHT: I understand that.

5 MR. HINSHAW: The other one is not.

6 MR. WRIGHT: But we are talking about

7 the one that is attached to the house --

8 MR. HINSHAW: That's correct.

9 MR. WRIGHT: -- that has space up above,
10 Kent? Is that your concern?

11 MR. PRAUSE: Yes.

12 MR. WRIGHT: If that space is enclosed,

13 heated and cooled, then you are saying that

14 underneath that has to be breakaway or lattice?
15 MR. PRAUSE: Well, not breakaway, but
16 lattice or mesh screening. It can't be solid

17 walls as currently shown.

18 MR. WRIGHT: So what we are doing is
19 questioning what is going to occur on the second
20 level above the garage?

21 MR. PRAUSE: Right. And to their -- if

22 it's finished, then I assume that it would go over
23 the allowed square footage.

24 MR. WRIGHT: It's not in the computation
25 of the square footage, as I understood it.

0054

1 MR. HINSHAW: That's correct. The area
above that garage is not heated or cooled and not
in the computation.

MR. WRIGHT: Well, I still don't see the
problem, but I stated my thoughts. Do we have a
motion on the table? Then I second it.

MR. ILDERTON: I guess, again, I don't
know that we can legislate on what we think
someone might do in the future.

10 MR. PRAUSE: It's just something I will
11 have to struggle with. It's kind of a gray area.
12 It's not that clear.
13 MR. ILDERTON: I think there is a garage
Page 27
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being built now back on -- that we approved --
that had dormers in it and that is being built now
or is built that we approved that has space above
there that has windows and stuff. I mean, I
think --

MR. PRAUSE: I believe it's finished
space.

MR. ILDERTON: Oh, that was okay?

MR. PRAUSE: Yes. But Town Council,
actually last night, amended our -- or passed a
resolution to amend our ordinance yet again with a
pending ordinance that profoundly changes that.

0055

1

You can't do it anymore.

MR. ILDERTON: That wall type of thing?

MR. PRAUSE: Correct. I will just have
to look at it. And part of this is mainly to get
this stuff in the record. As I mentioned, I don't
know that there is a solution that you-all have
with it.

It's a determination that I have to make
as the zoning guy, but it could possibly have an
effect on that design.

MR. REINHARD: Which we have to
approve.

MR. PRAUSE: Correct. So then if you
approve a final approval and it comes out that I
don't agree with whatever aspect, that is
approached and it has to be changed, then they
will have to bring it back to you.

MR. ILDERTON: The dormers give
articulation. They are a pleasing aspect of
that. I mean, they look nice.

MR. PRAUSE: I don't dispute any of
that.

MR. ILDERTON: And we are primarily
concerned with -- I mean, that is why this board
really was originally -- was the aesthetics of how

0056

houses sit on Sullivan's Island, and that is one
of our primary concerns.

What happens to it is a matter of
enforcement, and we are not an enforcement
authority and really enjoined with that kind of
idea.

MR. PRAUSE: I agree.

MR. ILDERTON: We are enjoined with the
idea of what is good architecture for Sullivan's
Island. And so, you know, I don't see a problem
with it myself.

MR. HINSHAW: We are still talking about
two issues, am I correct?
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14 MR. WRIGHT: We got back to the main
15 structure, I think.
16 MR. HINSHAW: Okay, yeah. The second

17 floor is storage. We articulated it to bring some
18 light into that storage, actually. But there is

19 no good storage place on the lot. I think the

20 detail of the garage and the requirements that are
21 required by this island and by FEMA would be

22 addressed with Kent.

23 MR. ILDERTON: Right. And the idea that
24 it is three feet off the ground, so you don't have
25 that added storage that everyone else has with the
0057

1 raised houses. So they need storage, I mean,

2 because it is -- and that has been the dilemma for
3 all of these houses that have been raised as far

4 as storage and all.

5 Anybody else have any discussion on the

6 motion?

7 MS. EWING: Well, I just want to discuss

8 the storage issue. First of all, it's a three-car
9 garage, and then there is another two-car garage
10 on top of that, and so I think that kind of
11 negates whether there is an issue of not having
12 the proper storage. But, anyway, I think --

13 MR. WRIGHT: That is not our business,
14 isit?
15 MS. EWING: Well, if we are using it to

16 justify, I think that -- if it's a justification,

17 1 think there is storage there. That is what I'm
18 saying. There is very clearly. It's, you know,
19 within -- that is all.

20 MR. WRIGHT: I think we are getting off
21 track.
22 MR. ILDERTON: So we have a motion to

23 approve as submitted. With this discussion do we

24 want to consider that, or do we want to consider

25 an amendment to the motion? It was seconded, and

0058

1 we had discussion. I guess we just have to vote

2 yes or no on that motion.

3 And just to reiterate, Fred, you are

4 thinking that it would be good to have preliminary

5 approval here but not as final approval?

6 MR. REINHARD: Correct.

7 MR. ILDERTON: And Betty looks like she

8 s sort of thinking that way.

9 MS. HARMON: (Nods head affirmatively.)

10 MR. ILDERTON: Cyndy?

11 MS. EWING: I am ready to vote on this

12 motion. I think that is what we need to do, is

13 get this motion cleared and make that decision and
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then we can go further down this road.

MR. ILDERTON: Everybody in favor of the
motion, raise your hands.

(In favor were Mr. Wright, Mr. Ilderton,
Mr. Craver.)

MR. ILDERTON: Everybody against the
motion?

(Against were Mr. Reinhard, Ms. Harmon,
Ms. Ewing.)

MR. ILDERTON: Okay. So it does not
pass. We are still discussing it. Do I hear
another motion?

0059

MR. REINHARD: I move for preliminary
approval.

MR. ILDERTON: Great. Do I hear a
second?

MS. HARMON: Second (by raising of the
hand.)

MR. ILDERTON: Do I hear discussion of
preliminary approval?

MR. REINHARD: I just want to explain
why. I just think there has to be a compelling
reason why we would get a drawing, a set of
drawings that are really not complete, at least in
terms of a review by city staff, or town staff,
and ask for final on the first go-around.

I don't understand the reason to just
rush through this and put us in a position where
we have to approve it right away.

MR. ILDERTON: You have a good point.

MR. REINHARD: That's it. I like the
design.

MR. CRAVER: My response to that, Fred,
is I'm not sure that we have to have that in order
to give the approval as asked for, and the reason
to ask for a final and not to have to come back is
it costs a pile of money to crank these architects

0060

through and bring them to these meetings.

And I do think we have to -- I know that
there are people who think that money is not our
issue, but my neighbor's money is my issue. And I
have just spent a ton of money on architectural
fees, and every time we make someone come back and
go through a new gyration they have to spend a
bunch more money, and that is my reason. I have
enough information to make a decision here.

MR. REINHARD: Can I counter that?
There is a reason, Billy, that there is three
levels of conceptual, preliminary and final. And
the reason is, if you come in with a concept,
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which means you spent a minimum amount of time and
a minimum amount of money to find out if it's
something that will work on Sullivan's Island,
that is the process.

I agree that once you have gone this
far, you have spent all this money to get to
final, you are rolling the dice, buddy. Thatis
what we are doing here. Fortunately, they have a
good design.

But what if someone came in here with
something that was horrendous? You don't know.
So you give the people the opportunity to test the

0061
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water first to find out how we think about it.
That is why we have three levels.

MR. ILDERTON: Everybody in favor of the
motion say aye.

MS. EWING: Can we state the motion
again?

MR. REINHARD: Preliminary approval, not
conceptual.

MR. CRAVER: Are you saying they come
back once more or twice more?

MR. REINHARD: Once more, preliminary,
not conceptual.

MR. HINSHAW: Can you state what we come
back with other than --

MR. REINHARD: Address the issues of
city staff, whatever they might be.

MR. ILDERTON: Everybody in favor?

(Aye by Mr. Wright, Mr. Ilderton, Mr.
Reinhard, Ms. Harmon, Mr. Craver.)

MR. ILDERTON: Everybody opposed?

(Hand raised by Ms. Ewing.)

MR. ILDERTON: Thank you, sir.

2502 Middle Street, Spelman residence,
renovations and additions.

MR. HERLONG: I will excuse myself for

0062
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this one, also.

MR. ILDERTON: Kent?

MR. PRAUSE: Well, this one is a bit
unusual as well. They came before you in
September of 2006 and they received a certificate
of appropriateness for certain items.

They have come back now for a final
approval. And one of the main issues that they
are looking for here is additional DRB relief in
the way of a modification for principal building
coverage as indicated in the zoning standards
worksheet that they have provided.

This property is -- it was formerly a
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historic property called the VanDolan house and
Mertin's (phonetic) house, but it has been
demolished and a new house was built in its stead.
You have received the Schneider workup of the
preservation standards, and I think that was
in '87.

One aspect of it, though, is that it
mentions on here the rear building is said to have
been the old post office, but that building is not
listed. If it were a request to put an additional
building on this lot because of the small historic
structure, then you wouldn't be allowed to give

0063

this type of relief.

However, that building is existing.

It's similar to one that came before you before
with two houses on one lot. It's a nonconforming
use. There is no prohibition against you giving
relief to this principal building coverage under
that scenario. I just wanted to explain it.

There might be some difficulty, and some
folks thinking, well, how do they get to have
extra with two buildings on one lot, and that is
why. And you can look at the drawings that have
been submitted and listen to their explanation of
what they are asking for to justify the addition
and modification.

MR. ILDERTON: Thank you. Applicant?

MS. COCHRAN: I'm Sabrina Cochran with
Stephen Herlong & Associates, and I'm representing
Richard and Tammy Spelman and their house at 2502
Middle Street.

As Kent said, we presented this house in
September and received preliminary approval for
the issues in the zoning worksheet you have, and
also the approval to move forwards with the
conceptual design intent.

Now that we have had a few months we

0064

have fully developed the plans, site plan
elevations, and we are here before you requesting
a final approval for the additions and renovations
as submitted.

Like we said at the last submittal, the
Spelmans recently purchased this home from a
relative, but the property has been in their
family for over 30 years. Richard and Tammy would
like to make this their permanent home. They have
two children. But in order to fit their family of
four they do need to make modifications and
additions and renovations to accommodate them.

Since this last submittal we have
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further studied the details, the plans, the
elevations, and in studying those in the last few
months we discovered one of the things we did need
was to ask for principal building coverage relief
as indicated in the forms that you have as well.

We do have an existing home that is
1-1/2 stories. Having this house that is 1-1/2
stories, we kind of found it difficult to add all
the space they needed on this lot. The Spelmans
wanted to create a comfortable master suite, and
they also wanted to create a little more privacy
between them and the church next door.

0065

As you can see, this is part of their
property, but this is the church next door, and
they were trying to create a little more privacy
between them and the church. We thought creating
that would probably be beneficial to both
properties.

We could have tried to make this home a
two-story space, really change that, raise the
roof and put the master upstairs, but we really
wanted to minimize the change in the roofline of
the existing home. Plus, if we did that, we
wouldn't be gaining that privacy and that buffer
zone that we wished to originally create anyway.

Making the addition a one-story space
and locating it as we have, as you can see in the
side elevations this is a one-story addition
located back here in the site plan. Locating it
there, we minimized having to change the existing
structure, we kept the roof lines low, and we are
able to create that little bit of noise buffer
between them and the church.

However, locating this addition where we
did locate it required us to ask for a small
amount of principal building coverage relief, 321
square feet to be exact, which is about 11

0066

percent. I believe the board is able to grant 20
percent.

This set, I would like to briefly review
these neighborhood standards of compatibility and
how we have made this house with these additions
and renovations more compatible.

The first standard is setback pattern,
foundation elevation and building height. Like I
said, the existing structure is 1-1/2 stories
tall. We are keeping it that way. The new
addition is a one-story addition.

The existing structure, as it exists, is
just about under 35 feet, and the new addition,
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the maximum height, this maximum peak, is about 27
feet 6 inches, so well below the 38 feet mark.

Also, we presented this in the
preliminary. But we are using architectural
treatments along the base of the house to lower
it. It's a real tall, spindly house as it exists,
and we were trying to visually lower that, anchor
the house a little better, so we used
architectural treatments all the way around to
kind of bring that foundation elevation lower.

Massing and orientation, like I said,
the addition is a one-story addition, and it is

0067
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set back about 23 feet from that front facade, so
pretty far back.

Fenestration and doorway spacing and
alignment, the fenestration is compatible with the
historic district. We are using two over two
vertical grids as you can see in the elevations.

And we also have the additional use of exterior
French doors, which will be across this front
elevation, the front porch.

Placement and use of porches, decks and
patios. We talked about this at length in the
first submittal. But the porches were deepened to
give the Spelmans more and create a more welcoming
street facade and a more pedestrian friendly entry
as you are going by that house.

Placement and alignment of driveways.

As you see in the site plan, the driveway access
is off of Station 25 as it is now. This is the
driveway pattern, and it will be 100 percent
pervious pavers.

Treatment of front and side facades.

The elevations show the front and side facades
retain the scale of island architecture in the
historic district.

And, also, like I said, the additional

0068

SovoNOUTDWN =

11
12
13

porches create a pedestrian friendly facade.

As far as the roof, we are upgrading the
roofs to metal roofs, but they are predominantly
gable roofs with shed dormers as you can see in
these elevations, also.

Architectural style is the next standard
of neighborhood compatibility. Like I have
mentioned, we have gable roofs, deep front
porches. These are all things that are
predominant in the surrounding neighborhood.

And other relevant factors, like we have
discussed, this property is challenged by having a
large church next door as its only immediate
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neighbor on all four sides. There is a lot of
activity, parking, and we are hoping to create
that buffer between them.

So with that said, coming here tonight,
we are requesting a final certificate of
appropriateness for these additions and
renovations with the principal building coverage
relief we have described.

MR. ILDERTON: Thank you. Is there
public comment on this application? The public
comment section is closed.

Kent, anything?

0069
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MR. PRAUSE: No.

MR. ILDERTON: Randy?

MR. ROBINSON: No.

MR. ILDERTON: The board. Billy, what
do you think?

MR. CRAVER: I think they have done a
great job. We approve that 321 foot increase,
approve it as requested.

MR. ILDERTON: Cyndy?

MS. EWING: I have a question. Have you
changed the square footage? Is this the same plan
that we saw originally?

MS. COCHRAN: Yes.

MS. EWING: With the same dimensions?

MS. COCHRAN: Yes, itis. We just
hadn't developed very far -- in the beginning we
knew we had to have some setback relief, so we
just came in conceptually with the conceptual
design, and since then we have gone and further
developed it, but the footprint has not changed
from that preliminary submittal.

MS. EWING: Well, again, I have concerns
without having the numbers on it giving a final
approval.

And then I have another -- as far as the

0070
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total square footage, do you include -- I guess
what it is, what is the square footage of the
house?

MS. COCHRAN: The essential building
coverage or the --

MS. EWING: Square footage.

MR. REINHARD: Principal building.

MS. COCHRAN: Is it on that sheet?
Allowed is 3,803 and we have 3,795.

MS. EWING: Okay. And then --

MR. ILDERTON: Are we good? Good. I'm
sorry. You are not finished?

MS. EWING: Go ahead.
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MR. REINHARD: Are you finished?

MS. EWING: Yes.

MR. REINHARD: Sorry about that. So you
were able to put all of these additions --

MS. COCHRAN: One addition.

MR. REINHARD: Yes, but it's a
significant addition, and still keep it under the
principal building square footage required by
code?

MS. COCHRAN: Yes. I mean, the original
structure isn't very big. It's 1,716. We just
put in some small bedrooms for their children

0071

1

upstairs.

MR. REINHARD: I think it's a wonderful
example of what you can do within the zoning code
the way it's written. I would approve it.

MR. ILDERTON: Great. Duke?

MR. WRIGHT: I have no problem.

MR. ILDERTON: I also don't have any
problem. I know the Mertins. We lived down the
street from them. We live up the street from them

10 now as they are no longer there. But we knew the
11 family there, and their son for a long time. I

12 think it's a great improvement on what is there.
13 It will make that corner even better. It's going

14 to make that house shine, so I don't have a

15 problem with it either.

16 MR. CRAVER: Vote for approval?

17 MR. REINHARD: Second.

18 MR. ILDERTON: Discussion? Everybody in
19 favor of the motion?

20 (All hands raised except Ms. Ewing.)

21 MR. ILDERTON: Everybody opposed?

22 MS. EWING: Opposed.

23 MR. ILDERTON: Thank you, ma'am.

24 1807 Atlantic Avenue, Cox residence.

25 MR. HERLONG: I excuse myself from this
0072

1 one.

2 MR. PRAUSE: This one is a request for

3 final approval, although it's not circled on the

4 Design Review Board request form. It's mentioned
5 in the written description of the project. They

6 have come back with a final set of plans and are

7 here for final approval.

8 MR. REINHARD: These plans were all

9 marked conceptual, though.

10 MR. PRAUSE: Excuse me?

11 MR. REINHARD: The plans are marked

12 conceptual.

13 MR. PRAUSE: They are. One thing before
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we go on that I had mentioned previously, and just
to get it on the record again, that the position
of this house has been granted a variance by the
Board of Zoning Appeals, but it's contingent upon
the next-door neighbors, the Osbornes, who are
also here tonight, to reach, I guess, a mutually
acceptable setback.

It's not in closer than 30 feet from the
front lot line. That has not been signed off on
by both parties, and the Osbornes are here for an