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Views of the Beaufort National Historic Landmark District, clockwis
from top left: (1) View of marsh south of intersection of Bay and
Church streets, (2) Cuthbert House (1203 Bay Street) in the Bluff, (3)
809 Port Republic Street in Downtown, (4) Lauretta Chaplin
Cunningham House in the Point, (5) 1104 Greene Street in the
Northwest Quadrant, (6) Intersection of Carteret and Bay Streets
Downtown, and (7) Baptist Church of Beaufort in the Bluff.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The Beaufort National Historic Landmatbistrict (BNHLD or the District) was originally listed as a
National Register District in 1969. Four years later, the National Park Service (NPS) designated the District
as a National Historic Landmark (NHL). The same nomination form (Appendix A) wadarseoth the

original National Register District nomination and the NHL nomination.

The BNHLD is approximately 296 acres in area and consists of residences, churches, commercial buildings,
government buildings, and greenspace with dates of significangi@ganom the early 1'8century to the

1910s. According to its original nomination, the BNHLD is significant both for its role in southern history
and its architecture, which in the words of t he
American architecture of the first half ofthel® e nt ur yo ( Fant 1969) .

The National Park Service (NPS) funded this project to document major changes to the BNHLD since its
1973 designation and assess these c¢chaawgdedthe i mpac
contract to LG2 Environmental Solutions, Inc., and its teaming partner, Ethos Preservation. Collectively,

the firms are referred to as the LG2 Team in this document. As part of this effort, the LG2 Team:

assisted the NPS in public outreactogs;

coordinated and consulted with the local City government, the Historic Beaufort Foundation
(HBF), developers, business owners, concerned citizens, and other stakeholders;

researched BNHLD historic files from the NPS Interior Region 2 (Legacy SauitRegion) and

the Washington D.C. Area Support Office;

conducted research at the South Carolina Department of Archives and History in Columbia, South
Carolina; the City of Beaufort; the HBF; and the Beaufort District Collection at the Beaufort
Library;

conducted fieldwork, which included taking notes and photographs at representative points around
the District to assess integrity;

reviewed fieldwork data and compared historic conditions to the fieldwork data;

analyzed condition of integrity; and

authoredhis report.

This study utilized the seven aspects of integrity as outlinddtional Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply

the National Register Criteria for Evaluatida determine the condition of integrity for the District. For a
baseline to determinategrity, the study used the existing built environment as it existed in119B&®(the

time period in which the District was first listed on the National Register and then designated as a National
Historic Landmark District). This baseline was determigdreferencing the last Sanborn Map of
Beaufort, a 1924 map revised in 1958 (a decade prior to the original NRHP nomination); the first historic
building survey of Beaufort, used as the basis for the original 1969 NRHP nomination (Feiss and Wright
1970); wrrent Beaufort County tax records; and historic aerials.

The BNHLD, as originally listed, consisted of 160 residential and commercial buildings and two historic
landscapesbounded on the north by Boundary Street, on the east and south by the Besafah®its
marsh, and on the west by Hamar Street (Figure 1). The initial nomination indicated the era of significance

! The original 1969 National Register nomination does not state the exact number of contributing resources, nor
does it explicitly identify these resources. The 1969 nomination used the data from Feiss and Wright (1970), so it is
assumed that the buildingtentified as contributing by Feiss and Wright were original contributing resources to the
BNHLD. There is inconsistency in the exact number of identified significant resources in this report, however. Feiss
and Wright (1970, page 21) states that therel@fecontributing resources to the District, but an exact count of the
listed eligible resource in the report on pagegl2@omes to only 162 contributing components (160 buildings and

two landscapes), which we have used for our baseline as compongr@odfiinal BNHLD.
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astheearly™century to 1920 and emphasized the areads |
class. Although the primariy Af ri can Ameri can fAnorthwest quadrant
in the original BNHLD boundaries, neither African American history nor African American historic
resources were mentioned in the original nomination, and only 13 buildings frovotievest Quadrant

were identified by Feiss and Wright (1970) as contributing components of the NHL District.

Beaufortodés National R e g i sepamte buDdveslapping ddsigndtier®mithg nat i on
BNHLD. Although there has been no reiain to the BNHLD, there have been two updates to the National
Register District, one in 1986 and the other in 2001. These revisions extended the dates of significance for
the Beaufort National Register District through 1950, added areas of significanckitie social history

and African American heritage, and identified a total of 467 contributing buildings, in addition to the 5
sites, 1 structure, and 1 object also contributing to the National Register District. The contributing resources
include manyrelated to African American historfhese two revisions, however, did NOT update the

original NHL District, so while the resources in the NHL District are also contributing to the National

Register District, only the buildings and landscapesriginally listed as part of the Landmark District

in 1973 are considered part of the BNHLD. This report only assesses the integrity of the NHL District

as currently understood, addes notinclude an assessment of the overlapping Beaufort National Register
District. However, both the National Register and NHL Districts share boundaries, and so preservation
issues affecting one District also impact the other.

This report is divided into six chapters and four appendices. This includes

Chapter 1, this introduction;

Chapter 2, a history of Beaufort and historic preservation in Beaufort;

Chapter 3, a discussion of project methods from research design to refogt wr
Chapter 4, fieldwork assessment results;

Chapter 5, challenges to the BNHLD identified during research and fieldwork;
Chapter 6, conclusions and recommendations;

Appendix A: Original 1969 Beaufort Historic District National Register NominatiomFor
Appendix B: Table of Contributing Resources to the BNHLD

Appendix C: Survey Point Data
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CHAPTER 2. HISTORY

The town of Beaufort rose to prominence in the Antebellum era (L8881) as a hub of South Carolina

plantation culture. Captureghrly in the Civil War (1861L.865) by United States Army forces, it became

an important US Army base in the deep South. Both during and after the Civil War, Beaufort also played

an important role in African American history. The new social, political, osmhomic order that came

with the redistribution of land from plantation owners to African Americans and newcomers during the
Reconstruction era (1861900) in Beaufort was unique in the South (for an excellent study of this subject

see Willie Lee Ros&ehearsal for ReconstructipBobbsMerrill, 1964). The contrast of the periods before

and after the Civil War in Beaufort provide an ev
2001). The Districtos or i gnineddhe BNHRD6a3 sigmificant pniraatily o n h
for its highstyle antebellum architecture and did not address other areas of significance, including social

hi story, vernacul ar architectur e, and African An
nomindion, the National Historic Preservation Act was less than three years old, no guidance on evaluation

or listing of resources (such as National Register Bulletins) had been issued, and historic preservation as it
related to National Register designatiorswtill in its infancy. This, and contemporary societal and cultural

norms, limited incorporation of vernacular architecture and African American history in preservation
practice. A deeper understanding of Bdeadurecent t 6 s h
updates to the National Register listing, although not the NHL listing, have addressed these early
omissions).

Early History

The land around Beaufort is the ancestral homelands of the native Cusabo family of tribes (Swanton
1946:24). Reaals indicate that by the time the English and Spanish arrived in the 1500s Cusabo territory
was already disrupted by intrusions from nearby tribes such as the Westo, also known as Yuchi, and in 1670
the Cusabo established ties with the English coloniZersather tribes, the Coosa and the Stono, fought

with colonizers, the Cusabo notably ceded land to the English in an attempt to keep peace. However, the
disruptions of land loss and Indian slave trade continued and by 1760 their numbers dwindled (Harvey et
al. 1998:1+3). Disputes for land in the area among English, French, Spanish, and Native Americans were a
common dynamic in the 150A§00s (Fritz, 2014: 45).

The English created the town of Beaufort through an agreement by the Lords Proprietor,at gighip

members of English nobility on December 20, 1710, and the town was formally founded in 1711. The town

was named for Henry Somerset, the second Duke of Beaufort, a proprietor of Carolina from 1700 to 1714.
The town chart er nmbitants ef that pait of the Rraviack of Gafroling haee reipresented

great conveniences and advantages by constructing a port upon the River called Port Royal in Granville
County being the most proper place in that part of the Province for ships of Gtaat 8 take in masts,

pitch, tar, turpentine, and other naval storeso6do |
Barbados and other colonies soon moved into the area, transporting enslaved Africans with them (Middle
Passage Project).

The earliest graphic representation of the new settlement is a manuscript plan defining a grid pattern of
streets from 1710711. The town was originally bounded to the west by Hamar Street, to the north by
Duke Street, to the east by East Street, ancetsdhth by the Beaufort River. The original plan included a
public square at the intersection of Carteret and Craven Streets, later referred to as Central or Castle Square
(Figure 2). Beyond the town grid, the land between present day Duke and Boundaty B#s set aside

as common land for the communal benefit of the Parish (Schneider 2001).
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Condition and Integrity Study for the
Beaufort National Historic Landmark District

Most of the rectangular blocks east of Carteret Street were divided into six or more lots, while those to the
west were divided into four or six lots. There were 24 lots of lesser size, which were sited on the north side
of the street adjacent to the riv@resumably for commercial use. This pattern was generally followed

throughout the town. Land to the east was knownh as:s
with St. Helenabds Parish (Schneider 2001).

The townds gr i drdinadrections, setoverthe Wwwlandslofehe Part Royal Sound. The
citybés original pl an covered approximately 304 ac|

1706 to guard against Spanish invasion from the south. For nearly 30 yearferB&as a military outpost
of the Carolina colony and the southern frontier of British America until the establishment of the Georgia
colony in 1733 (Rowland 2022a).

The further intrusion of the English and Spanish settlements into the area causadiihshe Yamasee

Indians, the dominant Native American tribe of the area. The Yamasee had settled on the South Carolina
coast in 1683 after leaving the Spanish coastal Georgia Guale missions. The Yamasee had a fraught
relationship with the Europeansaticulminated in the Yamassee War (1-478.7), which began on April

15, 1715, with the murder of English trade officials in the Yamasee town of Pocotaligo. The Yamasee then
attacked Beaufort and Port Royal plantations, killing over 100 colonists. Despitg English losses and
temporary abandonment of the Beaufort area, within a few months of fighting the Yamasee had lost a
guarter of their fighting strength and fled south to the protection of the Spanish (DePratter and Marcoux
2015).

Beaufort recoveredjuickly from the Yamasee War. The settlement of Georgia in 1733 brought more
stability to the area, providing a buffer colony between the Carolinas and the Spanish in Florida (Harvey et

al. 1998:116 ) . I n 1740, the col oni aodurage thegBetet Settlingrthe Topra s s e d
of Beaufort, o which enlarged the town to the west
of land in Beaufort to erect fAa tenantable house ¢

three years. Failure to comply incurred a fine, which was used to fund a free school for poor children. The
names of grantees are shown on an early annotated plan for the town in addition to two areas designated as
AChurch Squareo and GCGhiah SquaramigtheSite ofSt. Helera Efiscogpa Ghurch

and Meeting Square in block #78 is the property of the Baptist Church. In 1748, two new streets were laid
out to the west, marking the limits of Beaufort in the colonial era (Schneider 2001, $e6}ion

By 1769, Beaufort was the economic and political center of the Sea Islands and the seat of the Beaufort
District. Leading up to the Revolutionary War (17/% 8 3 ) , the areabs economy
plantations on the mainland and indigo plantaion the Sea Islands, made possible by the forced labor of
enslaved persons. The profitability of the plantation economy fueled the demand for more enslaved labor,
and by the 1730s importation of enslaved Africans transformed the area population toiqaatipm

enslaved black laborers (Harvey et al., 1998)ll Beaufort specifically became a hub of shipbuilding,

through the utilization of live oak trees for ship timbers. The majority of lots fronting Bay Street were
granted in 1717 to merchants, plantersand traders with the devel opmert
undocumented until May 1763 when Colonel Thomas Middleton obtained two adjoining lots. In 1765,

Mi ddl et on and his business partners 0 atdBeaufotti sed t
from Africa since the 1730s.0 Unfortunately, | itt
dwellings that housed them, although they undoubtedly had a role in physically building the town
(Schneider 2001, Section 8:6).

Propertim adj acent to Beaufortds waterfront changed he
landing stages, and other maritime infrastructure followed, infilling areas on the south side of Bay Street
(Schneider 2001). The earliest dwellings that rethamo m t hi s era on Beaufortods
the twestory tabby (a mixture of broken oyster shells, lime, sand, and water) Chisholm Hous®@v 905

Bay Street from the late 1760s or early 1770s, and thestovg frame structure over a tabby basem
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known as the William Johnson House at 414 New Street, which was likely built a few years before 1776
(Schneider 2001, Section 8:9).

Political disputes leading up to the Revolutionary War (1¥733) led the royal governor Lord Montagu

to call the Commuos House of Assembly to meet in Beaufort, as opposed to Charleston, in October 1772.

As a result, Beaufort was the colonial seat of government. This angered legislators, who forced Montagu

to move the assembly back t o Ig@dimaspirethesfaudhrclauselohtee i B e a |
Declaration of Independence, which denounced the King of Great Britain for calling together legislative
bodies at unusual places. Notably, Beaufort resident Thomas Heyward, Jr. was one of the signers of the
Declarato n o f I ndependence at just 30 years ol d, mu c
2007). From June 1779 to December 1781, the British occupied Beaufort with much of the colonial
economy destroyed by warfare during the Revolutionary War (Rovid@da). Embargoes on rice and

indigo forced traders out of business or into illicit smuggling operations (Schneider 2001). The
Revolutionary War (1774 783) sharply divided Beaufortdos popul
Loyalists. B tayalidtsdledtBéasifortl fax Blatidarand-captured the Bahama Islands in

1783 for the British. These Loyalists began successfully planting cotton in the Bahamas. Sending cotton
seeds back from the Bahamas to relatives in the Carolinas, this Loyabslitexp would jumpstart the

South Carolina cotton boom and bring great prosperity to Beaufort (Rowland 2022a).

On March 24, 1785, the South Carolina Gener al As s
whol e or in | ot s ctohnemolna naddsjéoki nnoiwing ttohebet own of Bea
Commons area was subdivided into blocks, with the existing street grid extended north from Duke Street.
Washington, Greene, and Congress Streets were established, facilitating further snbdivisfo Be auf or t
AiShel | Roado highway, which became Boundary Stree
were added. Addi tionall vy, Bl ackdés Point and the
Beaufortds 1809 ekceptian oflaieasiusedfor cemetdrids arid meereation, became the
boundary of the Beaufort National Register Historic District when it was designated in 1969 (Schneider

2001, Section 8:11).

The early 1800s witnessed significant building and rebuildinggalonrBay Street 6s north
continued until the Civil War (1861865). Following community dispute, a ban on building south of Bay

Street which began in 1800 was honored until the 1830s or 40s. The portion of Bay Street between Carteret
and Charles &ets was owned primarily by the merchant community. To the east and west, wealthy
planters built impressive town houses in the 1780s on large lots, which they frequented seasonally (Figure

3). Positioned on a high bluff with an unobstructed view, thegedsowere designed to be visible from the

water, such as The Anchorage, built by William Elliott 11l in 1770 (Figure 4) (Schneider 2001, Section

8:13).

In the years leading up to the Civil War (186365), Beaufort amassed one of the largest concentrations

of wealth in South Carolina. The Beaufort Arsenal (1798) (Figure 5), the Baptist Church of Beaufort (1804),

and the Beaufort Library Society (1807) became the leading military, religious, and intellectual institutions
(Rowland 2022a). Prior to the Civil &vr , Beaufortds architecture was ¢
owners erected monumental houses, such as the Federal style Robert Means House (1207 Bay Street, built
ca. 1800). By the 1840s, however, the Greek Revival style had found favor in Beauifonuwiérous

remodels of existing houses to include the Milton Maxcy House, also known as the Secession House (1113

Bay Street, built ca. 1813, remodeled ca. 1850). While little documentation exists, the monumental homes
were undoubtedly built by enslavedrpse o n s . Dwel lings for the ensl aved
as many residential lots had outbuildings and were enclosed by fences (Schneider 2001, Section 8:16).
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Figure 3. Bay Street, view east of Carteret from a 1909 postcard (City of Beaufort)

Figure 4. The Anchorage, 1103 Bay Street, from a 1915 postcard (City of Beaufort)
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Figure 5. Beaufort Arsenal, 1906 postcard (City of Beaufort)

. = e 2 e~ e

Figure 6. Map of Beaufort in 1860 (Library of Congress [LQC])

The Civil War in Beaufort

Beaufort (Figure 6) became the first southern city captured by the U.S. Army forces after the naval victory
at Port Royal on November 7, 1861 (Rowland 2022a). As a result, the U.S. Army occupied the city for the
remainder of the war, sparing the town frdestruction. Many plantation owners fled the city, with their
property seized and subsequently occupied by newly freed enslaved persons, military men, government
officials, and Northern missionaries (Fant 1969). Beaufort became the headquarters of thamy.S.
Department of the South and many buildings were converted to hospitals, including the Elizabeth Barnwell
Gough House (705 Washington Street) (Schneider 2001, Section 8:29). As a result, a National Cemetery
was established in 1863 at the north enBadndary Street (Rowland 2022a).
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Area plantation owners had fled Beaufort with the arrival of the U.S. Army, abandoning plantations,
unharvested cotton crop, and enslaved African laborers. At the time of the initial occupation of Beaufort,
President Abraha Lincoln had yet to issue the Emancipation Proclamation. The legal status of the enslaved
remained as the ambiguous legal property of persons in rebellion against the U.S. In August 1861 the U.S.
Congress passed the Confiscation Act, which made all gyope€onfederates, including their enslaved
persons, subject to confiscation as fAcoadupiedband o
territory were considered by the U.S. government
of the U.S. Treasury. Known as t he A Peemancifatedy a l E x
persons to harvest and produce cotton, along with a program of education and literacy (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Five generations of an enslaved familyrait!s Plantation, Beaufort in 1862 (LOC)
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Philanthropic organizations and religious missionaries stepped in to provide educational opportunities
including the Penn School on St. Helena Island. An ambitious paibttprivate effort, the Port Royal
Experimerntin reality proved to be disjointed as those in charge had differing views of what freedom meant

for the newly freedpeople. However, the program showed that the newly freedpeople were seeking more
independence and more effort was needed. Following epaditri in June 1863, abandoned plantation

lands were redistributed through purchase, reftingn, or tax sale in small parcels to freedpeople. Of

the 101,930 acres seized, approximately-thiirel were purchased by freedpeople (Rowland 2022b).
Notably freedman Robert Smalls purchased the ca. 1834 home of his former owner, Henry McKee, for
$605. Smalls went on to run for office and had a tiieeade political career in the state legislature and

U.S. Congress. Military personnel also purchased propediydimg Prince Rivers, an African American
Sergeant with thes1SC Volunteers. Rivers became a delegate to the Republican National Convention in
1864 and served in the South Carolina House of Representatives as a Trial Justice. Beaufort had become a
cente of Black economic and political strength. The white population fell by almost half to 465 in the 1870
Census, while the Black population grew to 1,274. The land purchases by African Americans drastically
changed Beaufortds f oeafewpredivikarovenars recovpradtptopenyntlse.  Wh i
Tax Sale of 1864 set in motion new phases of development residentially and commercially in a way
altogether detached from Beaufortédés antebell um pu

Reconstruction Ea

The Reconstruction period in the South is commonly dated from 1861 to 1900. Shortly after the Civil War
southern whites had reasserted political and economic dominance of the South, defying federal authority,
restricting fr eednmt&pimgloyslists. in gesponse, in 1867 Congress passed the
First Reconstruction Act which reasserted federal control over the southern states after the Civil War
through authorization of martial law in the former Confederacy. Done to protect freeatiéhe shaky
Republican state governments, Reconstruction in most of the South was over by 1876. The federal
government did not have the political will to continue to maintain garrisons in the South and white
Democrats, under the banner of white politiemd racial supremacy, took back control from the
Reconstruction Republican state governments (Millett and Maslowski 19926358

Because of local circumstance however, Beaufort proved an exception to this trend. In effect,
Reconstruction in Beaufoidsted until the early 1910s. An article published in 1958hie Negro Bulletin

recall ed, AféHenry Ward Beecher found Charl eston,
and enjoyed by the Negroes. Beaufort County was largely owned byghegderun by them, and enjoyed

by them because of advantages they dSchonkider200dt have
Section 8:36)

Beaufortdéds military governor, Maj or Gener al Ruf u
Refugees Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands in South Carolina, and Beaufort was home to the first
Freedmends Bank in the state. Robert Smalls becam

Party in Beaufort in 1866. Smalls served in the state legislataté).S. Congress between 1868 and 1887,
authoring the public school provisions of the constitution of 1868 and serving as a founder of Beaufort
School Di strict One, established as the cityés fi

Unlike other part® f the Sout h, Beaufortodds built environment
despite some damage to individual buildings from vandals or conversion for military use. As a result, many

of B e auifwvarmandiens rpmamed and the naturalrsegti of t he area dominated
character (Schneider 2001).

Foll owing the war, African Americans comprised t
economy remained white controlled. The 1870 Census showed the population of Beaufdyt & 85
percent Black freedman and 15 percent white (Harvey et al. 19299:1The numerical advantage of
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African Americans in Beaufort provided African American control of local politics into the early 1900s. In
1895, there six Republicans electedtitewide office, all were African American and five of them, Robert
Smalls, Thomas E. Miller, William J. Whipper, James Wigg, and Isaiah R. Reed, were from the Beaufort
area (Schneider 2001, Section 8:43). As a result, within Beaufort, African Amebiglimsimerous houses
around the turn of the century. An 1870 account documents 54 percent of property owners in Beaufort as

African American. As stated in the 2001 update to
ofthe restofthe SoutB,e auf ort 6s African American community wa
the years i mmediately after the war, they were abl

numerous cottages, dwellings, and storefronts, most of whiah medest frame buildings, were built by
freedpeople in Beaufort, largely in the area known today as the Northwest Quadrant (Figure 8). Following
the presidential election of 1876, shifts of Republican and Demaocratic power at the federal level whittled
away at the scope of Reconstruction Era laws. The election of white supremacist Benjamin Tillman as
South Carolina Governor in 1890 was a turning point for the state. The end of Reconstruction would not be
fully realized in Beaufort until the early 1900s, amdly after passage of an 1894 state constitution explicitly

for the purpose of disenfranchising African American voters (Schneider 2001, Section 8:36).

Beaufortdés postwar economy was dominated by phospl
Phosihate was harvested from nearby rivers emptying into the Port Royal and St. Helena Sounds for use

as fertilizer. Additionally, several cotton related businesses, sawmills, a cigar factory, and several grist mills
flourished, stimulated by the constructidintibe Port Royal and Augusta Railway in the 1870s. By 1883,

there were 43 stores in Beaufort. This prosperity was paired with an increase in visitors from the North,
who were drawn to the coast al ar eabds ortantieseAsved he
a resul t, new hotels and boarding houses were buil
in 1879 to 3,587 by 1890 (Lee 1986:2).

Minimal construction occurred in Beaufort in the 1860s with the exception of churchds hoilise newly

formed African American congregations, such as the First African Baptist Church (1865), and the erection
of new cottages north of Prince Street. In 1863, the town was resurveyed by the federal government,
dividing Beaufort into smaller lot#s a result, residential construction increased in the 1870s, likewise
spurred by the prosperity provided by the phosphate industry, which employed many Black workers. At
this time, more modest houses were built on vacant lots in the older sectionsityfainel also to the north

and south of the area included in the original pl s
the Plantation Plain style house using balloon construction and sawn lumber, was common as seen at 1001
Greene Seet. Also, the threbay front gable house was common, as seen at 510 Craven Street and 807
Scott Street, and smaller eatory cottages were built between 1870 and 1910, to include 304 King Street
and 900 North Street. Additionally, several older prapsnivere acquired by white walff newcomers

who rehabilitated their properties with commercially milled porch details, bay windows, and larger window
glass that had not been available prior (Lee 1986:3). The William Elliott House at 1103 Bay Street, for
example, was greatly altered in the early 1900s by retired naval officer Admiral Beardsley, who remodeled

it in the Greek Revival style (Schneider 2001, Section 8:58).

Commercial construction | ikewise r efiween€Chadedant he ci
Carteret Streets had become home to one, two, andstamrgestorefronts, the majority of which were frame

buildings with Italianate elements (Lee 1986). Sanborn Maps from 1889, 1894, 1899, 1905, and 1912 show

t hat the ci disgiétgFiguweodnmraainediaetive with continual renewal as buildings were
remodeled or replaced during each era (Schneider 2001, Section 8:47).
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Figure 8. fiColard foakeso (colored folks) church |

In the Northwest Quadrant, mu@roperty was amassed by wealthy landholders through tax sales and
remained in their ownership for some time. In the latter part of the 1800s, lots in the Northwest Quadrant
began to be sold, largely to African Americans who had amassed capital workingsiphate and other
industries. African American houses built in the Northwest Quadrant were often rectangular in plan and
one room deep such as 1313 Congress Street or were of the hall and parlor form such as 1408 or 1212
Greene Street. Others were lartyeo-story dwellings such as 1105 Washington Street or 1203 Prince Street
(Schneider 2001, Section 8:57). Many houses built at this time, however, have since been demolished.

The Sea Islands Hurricane of 1893 hit Beaufort hard, damaging buildings arayidgsthe phosphate

industry. Around this time, truck farming, where foodstuffs were produced specifically for a nonlocal
market, gained prominence. In 1890, only 30 acres in Beaufort County were planted with truck crops
(vegetable crops grown for distamtarkets). By 1900 this had increased over thirtyfold to 934 acres. The
dominant crops were no longer rice or cotton, but food crops such as asparagus, beans, beets, cucumbers,
lettuce, peas, potatoes, radishes, and tomatoes. The industry was inviggratedhern investment,
reaching its height by World War | . The areads po
(Lee 1986:2).
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Figure 9. Postcard of Bay Street in 1909 (City of Beaufort)

End of the Reconstruction Era Beaufort

The 1894 South Carolina constitutional conventio
Reconstruction period, defined by African Americans having free access to the ballot and active
participation in the political process. Up to this gpthe economy of Beaufort remained whdteminated,

while much of the political power rested in the hands of the African American community, with a population
majority. In 1894 Governor Ben Tillman convened a state constitutional convention to congietielstte

African American political power in South Carolina. The passage of this new state constitution in 1895,
vociferously fought against by the African American Republican delegation from Beaufort, enacted
stringent new ballot laws that disenfranchliseost African Americans and many poor whites. By 1913,

African American political power in Beaufort had been broken with the election ofahisd city council

(Schneider 2001, Section 8:43).

Construction and house remodeling in the 1890s reflewedarchitectural styles and trends, to include
houses of the Colonial Revival style such as 611 Bay Street, which was built in 1907. By 1900, the Queen
Anne style came into fashion, with buildings and houses erected with new adornments, such as the Folk
Victorian style church at 602 Carteret Street (ca 1900) built for an African American Presbyterian
congregation. Around the time of World War 1, the Bungalow type house became popular, as seen in the
construction of numerous houses of this type within tisérick. Public buildings erected at this time
included City Hall in the Neoclassical Revival style, designed by architects Wilson and Sompayrac (702
Craven Street); a federal post office at 300 Carteret Street designed by federal architect J.A. Wetmore; a
the Carnegie Library designed by J.H. Sams, built 1917 (701 Craven Street) (Lee 1986:4).
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Bay Street experienced two major fires in 1907 and 1925. This initiated the construction of new buildings
to include 701 Bay Street and 509 Carteret Street. Irfkeby a desire for fire protection, buildings from
this era are largely masonry and have modest decorative detail (Schneider 2001, Section 8:61).

In 1913, R.R. Bristol was elected mayor and the Beaufort city limits were extended beyond the bounds of
todayp s hi storic district to encompass Pigeon Point |
2001). The following year, Beaufort adopted a town manager form of government to include the
establishment of municipal building inspection and park taee departments. Palmettos were planted

around the Arsenal and along West Bay Street, in keeping with national City Beautiful movement trends to
beautify urban areas and introduce grand boulevards. In 1917, the City initiated a $20,000 paving project

to provide smoother transportation routes within the town to encourage tourist traffic and provide greater

ease for the movement of truck crops (Schneider 2001, Section 8:68).

In 1919 the boll weevil, deetle that feeds on cotton buds and flowers, devastated Sea Island cotton
cultivation in the area. The infestation led to an agricultural depression in 1921, followed nearly a decade
later by the Great Depression. As a result, the economic situationfoany of t he areads \

changed drastically and many of Beaufortds | arge
winter homes. A report from the era cites the only
growings hr i mp industry, and a few sawmills s&ad2)tered
However, the efforts to promote tourism gained tr

Homes o appeared in the BegeforomGBeautert I nolbBbady
in 1929 the first airport was built. Together, these milestones enabled tourists and others to visit Beaufort
and facilitated the shipment of the coun86g)ds prod
The citydbs renewed tourist appeal did all ow some
houses for income, however relatively few new buildings were erected between 1925 and 1935 (Lee
1986:4). Notably, in 1936, the Beaufort Countyuthouse (ca. 1883) at 1503 Bay Street was renovated in

the Art Deco style by architect Willis Irvin (Figure 10) (Lee 1986:4).

Early to MidTwentieth Century Development and the Rise of the Preservation
Movement

From 1913 to 1950, Beaufort changed a gdeal. Economic shifts were felt, rooted in the decline of the

cotton industry, the collapse of the phosphate industry, and the removal of a dry dock from Parris Island to
Charleston in 1898. The era of Jim Crow segregation, African American disen§emeint, and the
subsequent loss of African American political power impacted the area and many African American
families moved el sewhere as part of the Great Mi
white and the total population had increshbg 30 percent (Schneider 2001, Section 8:63).

Segregation encouraged the establishment in early 1900s Beaufort of many businesses owned and operated
by African Americans for an exclusively African American clientele. A distinct African American
commerciadistrict developed which remained popular from the 1920s to the 1980s. Located along West
Street from Bay to Craven Streets, the businesses included the Howard Bampfield Dry Cleaners, Henry

Mi ddl et onos Cl ub, Sam Pol it eadmnsd rsehsaesuriame,, Mri.ngW
grocery, the Faulk family pharmacy and ice cream
2001, Section 8:66). This area fell into disuse in the 1980s. Like the other commercial areas within the
BNHLD, developmenof suburbs and strip malls drew people away from downtown. Also, with the demise

of segregation in the 1960s African Americans could take their business to anyone they chose and did not
have to shop at businesses that catered exclusively to membeiis dbe
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Figure 10. Beaufort County Courthouse, built 1883 and remodeled in 1936

The early 1900s in Beaufort was characterized by development and natural disaster. On Bay Street, several
businesses grew and evolved as noted in newspaper records ighlighted improvements to include the

Lipsitz Department store. Other important buildings erected at this time include the Beaufort Bank at 928
Bay Street, builtin 1916, and a new post office at 302 Carteret Street, designed by James Witmore and built
in 1917. Additionally, 915 Bay Street, a building owned by D. Schein burned in 1928 and was replaced by

a two-story brick building. Major storms hit the area in 1928 and 1935, with heavy winds causing building
damage. As reported myhousdssuffddes heavy damage fom water cawsed byi Ma
roofs being |ifted by the69%Wwindd (Schneider 2001,

Some of the earliest historic preservation activities in Beaufort began in the 1920s to include the restoration

of houses at The Point iresponse to challenges to other historic areas. In 1933, the City of Beaufort,
inspired by the City Beautiful movement, planted 500 oleander trees, crepe myrtles, and live oaks
(Schneider 2001, Section 8:68). tErKahkQaBdbRalstan B.i Fi el d
Latti more for t he Nati onal Park Service, det ail e
summary and 14 pages of photography (NPS).

In 1937, discussions of a zoning ordinance took place following a request toabgéd station in a
residential area. Preservation concerns increased in th&9#@$, as the house at 801 Bay Street, now
known as John Mark Verdier House, was threatened with demolition. This led journalist Chlotilde Martin
and others to suggest the dder a preservation organization. As a result, the Committee to Save the
Lafayette Building (as the building was once known) was formed, and the group purchased the house and
began its restoration (Schneider 2001, Section 8:69).
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Modern Beaufort 195@; 2000

Beaufort grew steadily in the second half of the 1900s, as the area became a destination for retirees moving
to the sunbelt of America, military personnel, and an increasing number of tourists (Figure 11). As quoted
from the July 17, 1965 edition of ti@harlestorNews and Courier

The flavor of the city of Beaufort has changed much in the past 25 years. No longer is it a
sleepy city of narrow, dusty oystershell streets and Victorian store fronts. Bay Street, the
heart of the old business section, speskivith modern glass design. Even the character of

the business section is changing, Bay Street no longer is the heart and soul of selling. That
emphasis has shifted to Boundary Street, where new businesses (and some relocated old
ones) stretch out beyonlde city limits along U.S. Highway 21 (Schneider 2001, Section
8:70).

Bet ween 1950 and 1960, Beaufort Countydés popul ati
continued inmigration of white newcomers to the southeast coast (Schneider 20ibn3B:70).

I n 19509, the bridge to Ladydés | sl and was replace
completed over the Broad River, increasing tourism and the transportation of goods. The push and pull of
growth and change had begun but was nitt Kesistance from some locals. As stated in a 1958 article in

The Beaufort Gazette AOl d families | ike the status quoéThey
di sruption that comes with change. o6 (Schneider 20

The midtwentieth centry saw increasing threats to historic Beaufort. In the 1950s, Belks department store
originally planned to demolish the former Francis Saltus House, built ca. 1796, on Bay Street. Instead, the
store retained the house, utilizing it as a front for a lasye luilding behind. In 1959, the historic Sea
Island Hotel was demolished (Figure 12) and replaced with a Best Western Hotel, and in 196fban 11
apartment building was proposed for development on The Point (Figure 13), which was never built. That
sameyear in September, Hurricane Gracie struck Beaufort and did considerable damage, destroying at least
eight houses and damaging roofs, porches, and windows (Schneider 2001, Section 8:72).

Figure 11. Beaufort Inn ca. 1945, photograph by Lucille Culp (City of Beaufort)
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Figure 12. Postcard of Sea Island Hotel, 1015 Bay Street, demolished 1959 (Lowcountry Digital Library, Beaufort County
Library).
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Historic Preservation Takes Root

These chalinges led Howard Danner and other leaders of the old Committee to Save the Lafayette Building

to establish a permanent Beaufort preservation organization. On June 18, 1965, the Historic Beaufort
Foundation (HBF) was i nc o rthesetucutegsd hisiotical angd architeetural e a n
i nterest in and about the City of Beaufort, Sout
membership campaign was started in 1967 when the group held its first large meeting (Schneider 2001,
Section8:71). In 1968, HBF hired Carl Feiss of the National Trust for Historic Preservation and Russell
Wright to complete a citywide inventory of historic resources. The inventory recorded 327 properties with
historic resource survey cards and evaluated 166ibgs and two landscapes as possessing architectural
significance (Feiss and Wright 1970). This data would serve as the basis for the creation of the Beaufort
Historic District National Register nomination, which was completed by Mrs. James W. Faet St

Carolina Department of Archives and History (SCDAH) and adopted by the NPS in 1969.

In 1971, the City of Beaufort published a Preservation Plan. In 1972 the City adopted a historic preservation
zoning ordinance and established the Board of ArdhitacReview. This same year the HBF established

its Revolving Fund, renovating the William Elliott Il House, known as The Anchorage, following the threat

of demolition. Additionally, this year saw the Beaufort Open Land Trust acquire its first conservati
easement along the west end of Bay Street. Since that time, the organization has acquired easements on
numerous parcels, where land was historically undeveloped, to preserve it in perpetuity (Figure 14). In
1973, the Lowcountry Regional Planning Couroinpleted the Lowcountry Preservation Plan and Survey

to include Beaufort and on November 7, 1973, the Beaufort Historic District was designated by the
Secretary of the Interior as a National Historic Landmark district, with the National Register district
nomi nati on document serving as the basis for the
National Register nomination, no other Nidpecific documents exist for the district.
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Figure 13. Waterfront higiise apartments proposed in 1962 bewvar built (HBF)
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Figure 14. Historic open land in The Point neighborhood protected through easement by the Beaufort Open Land Trust
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Within the BNHLD, there are a handful of individual NHLs that were honored with that designation during

this period, icluding the Marshlands House at 501 Pinckney Street (designated in 1973) and the Robert
Smalls House at 511 Prince Street (designated in 1974). In 1975, the HBF opened the Verdier House
museum, following its restoration by the organization (Schneider Z#tion 8:71). That same year, the
citybébs waterfront park was established which invo
which dotted the area, transforming the character of the area south of Bay Street from industrial to
recreational (Fjures 15 and 16). The park was dedicated to Mayor Henry C. Chambers in 1979, who
championed the replacement of old abandoned docks with public parks (Henry C. Chambers Waterfront
Park). This project also included elevating the Yacht Club, which was psiviauwaostory building

(Figure 17).

Figure 15. Beaufort waterfront prior to construction of the Henry C. Chambers Waterfront Park (City of Beaufort)

Figure 16. Beaufort Waterfront Park in 2019, the Saltus House is circled ifighie and Figure 15 for orientation (WTOC)
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In 1978, the City of Beaufort received a Historic Preservation Fund grant, which was utilized to develop

the Beaufort Facade Design Guidelines Study. This was followed by the creation of the Beaufort Historic
Preservation Manual as well as the Beaufort Historic District Inventory and Repair Guide to include survey
cards for individual buildings, all of whichas drafted by John Milner and Associates in 1979. Although
currently being updated by Milnerés firm, the 197
also saw the first use of the federal historic rehabilitation tax credit program withBNiHED. The

program would go on to see 56 additional projects initiate applications to the program within the BNHLD

(City of Beaufort 2010).

Despite this progress, some setbacks occurred in the late 1970s and early 1980s. A contributing commercial
buildingat 911915 Bay was demolished and replaced by a new bank building. In 1980 the U.S. Post Office
built an unsympathetic modern facility on an entire city block bounded by North, West, King, and Charles
Streets. At least two buildings identified as contiioy to the original BNHLD were either demolished

prior to, or as part of this project.

In 1985, Beaufort became a National Trust for Historic Preservation Main Street community. This decade

saw the rehabilitation of the Beaufort Bank building and theEolvards Department Store into the Old

Bay Marketplace. In 1986, the National Park Service amended the Beaufort National Register Historic
District nomination, which altered the districtos
1935, incuding the identification of architecturally significant buildings south of Bay Street. In 1989, a
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Preservation Plan for the city was prepared by Thomason & Associates and updates were made to
Beaufortds overl ay di st r i cner,Sumtédr,aralCaneon.as dr aft ed

In the 1990s, the electrical lines were buried downtown, greatly reducing the number of utility poles (McFee
2021). In 1992, the Bailey Bill was enacted in South Carolina, after which Beaufort County was able to
institute a propeyttax abatement to encourage the rehabilitation of historic properties, although the City
of Beaufort did not choose to adopt the Bailey Bill until September 2014 (City of Beaufort n.d.). In 1993,
the City of Beaufort was designated a Certified Local Gawent (CLG) by the NPS. In 1994, the NPS
approved a revision to the original BNHLD nomination map when it was discovered the original
nomi nationds map did not align with the verbal |
(Behrendt 1994). In 199Tpdated photography was performed within the district and adopted into the
National Park Service record. That same year, local design guidelines were established for the Northwest
Quadrant that included some concessions made for materials and chargesndary facades, rooted in

a desire to maintain home ownership and avoid gentrification.

In late 1997, the Chief of the National Register Programs Division (Southeast Region) visited Beaufort as
part of a larger program visiting and assessing NHL distAactoss the Southeast. In a September 1997

|l etter the NPS informed the city dAwhile much of t
number of new construction projects within the district which need to be evaluated for theirom gaet
di strictéd (McKithan 1997). The Beaufort City PI

demolition, inappropriate new construction, incompatible rehabilitations and additions, excessive open
space caused by demolition, demolition of @inigs in the district prior to completion of the 1998 Beaufort

County survey, and changes and reconstruction without adequate documentation (Cofresi 1998a). In
February 1998, after visiting the cit yconsttuttien, NPS i r
renovation and truck traffico the NHLD would be pl
NPS as a Akind of a heads up, |l etting people know
strongly supported thisdeci o n f a seallgmowaey tthoe communi ty and the Ci
perceived threats to the District, in the words of one communication from City of Beaufort Planner to the

NPS (Cofresi 1998b, emphasis in the original). Taken by surprise, tthénited the NPS to revisit

Beaufort to discuss ongoing preservation efforts. After the meeting the NPS expressed satisfaction with the
cityés efforts and removed #APriority 20 status f
ifear[ edloundff hihmgp pewo after the NPS backed down (

In the late 1990s a historic resources survey of Beaufort County was conducted byaatfuerconsultant

team. Although the City of Beaufort was included, the study focused on atemeami the NHL district.

The survey divided the district into five separat
significance was much broader than what was originally reflected in the National Register nomination. This
same year # City of Beaufort adopted a contributing and+oontributing list for the buildings within the

Beaufort National Register Historic District, incorporating properties over 50 years of age as contributing
(HBF).

During the 1980s and 1990s the Northwesta@ant was reviewed by the historic preservation review
board as a conservation district, and is still designated as such today. Conservation districts focus
development and design on the character of individual neighborhoods and provide greateryfigadhilit

a traditional historic district in both creating and working within design guidelines, which are particularly
important within economically depressed areas. In May of 1999, Design Guidelines were established for
the Northwest Quadrant of the BNHLButhored by Winter & Company.

Beaufort Today 200@ Present

In 2000, an ordinance for the APreservation of Ar
adopted, in addition to an Archaeology Impact Assessment ordinance, and in 20@%ter Piseparedness
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Manual was developed by Anderson Consulting to include a photographic inventory of significant historic
structures. This same year the HBF entered-we@9 lease with the City of Beaufort to operate the historic
Beaufort Arsenal as a rmeum.

Recognizing the age of the nomination materials associated with the Beaufort Historic District and the need
for a context study related to an expansion of t hi
was executive director ofthe B f r om 1995 to 1999, compl eted a co
National Register nomination in 2001. As a result, the period of significance associated with the National
Register district was extended to 1950, a wealth of new information was retoridetlide a complete

building inventory and an exhaustive history that incorporates the African American experience and the
development of the Northwest Quadrant, and identified 475 contributing resources to the National Register,
including 467 buildingsSchneider analyzed the original FeWsight survey forms (still extant and
accessible in 2000) for buildings evaluated in 1968 as both contributing arabmivibuting. Schneider
determined that a total of 335 resources recorded by -Paight would hae been evaluated as
contributing had the buildings been evaluated in 1998. Of this total, nearly 34 percent were found to be
either altered or demolished, revealing that a substantial loss of historic buildings occurred between 1968
and 1998 (City of Bedart 2010). This document updated the Beaufort National Register District but did

not update the Beaufort National Historic Landmark District, which requires separate paperwork. Based on

an examination of NPS correspondence, from 2004 to the early 2€fb@ts,te update the BNHLD started

and stopped multiple times but was never completed.

In 2003, the South Carolina Department of Archives and History established ananeunpied residential
tax credit for historic properties. Since that time, 18 projeat® initiated applications to use the program
within the BNHLD (City of Beaufort 2010).

In 2005, the City of Beaufort began a gréumded ""*"WM bR
documentation project to record the location of abando & =+
and vacant buildings. That same year, the city far ...

significant development pressures to approve an additic ~%&

dock that many citizens felt would represent a visual intrus .
to the historic district =&
The projects required federal monies or permitting.

di stri

As a result, ta National Park Service was alerted pert |
Section 106 review requirement outlined in the Natiol
Historic Preservation ActThe NPS Southeast Regio
recommended that the BNHLD be put in a Priority 2 Wal | <
category but NPS in Washington, D.C. disagremd] the
District remained on Priority 3, Satisfactory (Alley 200
Barnes 2005).

During this time, the HBF felt that the Beaufort preservati &
advisory board approved inappropriate new constructi
particularly in the Northwest Quadrant. The HBF expres:
concern to the NPS that this continuing developm §
increased integrity problems for the BNHLD (Barnes 200! &

A crane from All Carolina Cranes of Charleston lifts the top floor of Thom:

iy . . . building The old the
Specific areas within the BNHLD have experienced 1y sy Hoseon st Sueet the South Casina secesion pannant angs below the srctrs.

change than others to include Port Republic Street. In 2( HiS’[OI‘iC law Office

the historic law office of secessionist Edmund Rhett v l 2
moved to make way for infill construction on the stre 1Nnn
(Figure 18). Many other buildings along Port Republic he re Ocates near

been lost to the creati of parking lots. Figure 18. Rhett law office moved in 2006

(Beaufort Gazette, March, 2006)
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In 2008, TRC Environmental Inc. was retained by the GitBeaufort to update the Design Guidelines

used for the | ocal Beaufort Historic District and
Aeck Sargent, Inc. At the time, it was recommended that a downtown master plan to include new guidelines

for new construction and traffic management be adopted.

In 2009, the Merrill Lynch building was constructed at 700 Bay Street (Figure 19) on the former site of a
gas station constructed by 1924 and demolished prior to 1994. The newsttmyeleuilding poved out of
scale with the surrounding historic district.

In 2010, Beaufort City Hall moved out of their historic building downtown to a location outside of the
BNHLD. The building was subsequently used as office space. This same year the NPS visited, Bea
providing feedback following their reconnaissance visit, noting a concern for inappropriate repairs in the
Northwest Quadrant.

In 2011, the western half of Bladen Street was removed from the purview of the Historic District Review
Board (HRB) undeMayor Keyserling, as part of a Redevelopment Commission initiative. Around this
time, the seven aspects of Integrity, as defined by the NPS, were added to the Beaufort City Code.

On January 12, 2017, i n the f i nabtructdoa¥m Natidnal Pr e s i ¢
Monument was established by presidential proclamation after years of effort dating back to 2000. The early
measures to create a unit of the NPS dedicated to the Reconstruction Era were fought by the Sons of
Confederate Veterans. 1029, the park was redesignated by Congress as part of the John D. Dingell Jr.
Conservation, Management, and Recreation Act and signed into law on March 12, 2019, by President
Trump. This law changed the designation of the monument to the ReconstructMidfEr&he park spans

65 acres in three locations within Beaufort County. The Old Beaufort firehouse located within the BNHLD
serves as the park welcome center in downtown Beaufort (Figure 20). The park itself, and the federal
resources devoted towardsdt,e monstr ate the feder al government 06s
historical interpretation and recognition of the nationally significant African American story in Beaufort.

N

Figure 19. The Merrill Lynch building at 700 Bay Street, built 2009
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Figure 20 Reconstruction Era NHP Visitors Center on Craven Street

In2017,aformbased code was adopted as part of the cityod
based code, unlike traditional zoning, concentrates on the importance of physican@rbuilding

placement instead of the traditional zoning theory based on separation of uses. Theoreticaligiséarm

codes are compatible with the philosophy behind local historic district designation, as both emphasize
importance of character throughofection of buildings. However, forbased codes can also reduce
authority of |l ocal hi storic review boards, Awhi | e
necessarily be trained to deal wit h-BasehQodetmayw e hi s
not address these buildings or sites in enough of a sensitive nature, or create design standards for infill that
respect [surrounding resources] o (Mullins 2010: 20

In 2018, after the cityo6s Maiypear§ tDoswdwn Reritaligatiomm h a d
Plan was published to revive the program at the municipal level. This same year, the Beaufort City Code
was revised to permit deviations from the mini mum
compatiblewih t he surrounding context. o0 AdamrentasmaXx r evi
percent of all zoned parcels within the City of Beaufort (except for the Point neighborhood), a limit-of short

term rentals to six percent of all slips in therima, and language allowing for no expiration date on

demolition permits issued.

In recent years, there have been numerous-kegle developments proposed within the BNHLD that have

caused concern among residents and alarmed preservationists, leatliiclyidigland organizations to

legally challenge decisions made by the city. The public concerns over ordinance interpretation and
enforcement along with staffing changes within the city have led to public apprehension and confusion.
Beaufort has made gresttides in balancing growth despite these challenges, but it is clear there are many
unresolved issues that remain, to include conflicts between preservation goals and planning outcomes under
the newly adopted form ased code, ci t yveglack of familiegty with paretefvétion per c e
planning, and city approval of controversial projects that many believe contravene the historic preservation
ordinance and design guidelines.

Currently, the BNHLD overlaps with the local City of Beaufort histdigtrict, except for the Bladen Street
Redevelopment District. Also, the Northwest Quadrant neighborhood of the BNHLD is designated as a
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fiConservation Neighborhoodd under the | ocal pres
District are desigtraed as fAHi storic Preservationodo neighborho
land use overlay tool that offers communities the ability to tailor the management of community character

to the needs of specific areas and neighborhood residentgp@sed to the orgize fits-all approach of a
traditional hi storic preservation approach. o (Coo
and design on the character of an individual neighborhood and have greater flexibility than aafaditio

local historic district in both creating and working within design guidelines (Hylton and Stevenson
2020:40). Although the HRB still reviews projects within the Northwest Quadrant, the Board utilizes the

1999 Northwest Quadrant Design Principlesanua) which is more flexible than the Design guidelines

used for the AHIistoric Preservationo neiBegahftrttor hood :
Preservation Manuabnd the 199Beaufort Preservation Manual, SupplemeAtgust 1990 (Lewis
2018:200201).

page27
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS

Initial Meetings

On August 19, 2021, project stakeholders convened for a meetitigctesss the BNHLD Integrity and
Condition Study via web conference. The purpose was to introduce the consulting parties, the project
coordinators from the NPS, and local stakeholders to review expectations and understanding of the project.
Representing th&lPS were Ellen Rankin, Cynthia Walton, and Alesha Cerny. In attendance from LG2
were Megan Bebee, Alyssa Costas, and Joseph Paul Maggioni; and from Ethos Preservation, Rebecca
Fenwick and Ellen Harris. Attendees from the City of Beaufort included Davathefd (Director of
Community and Economic Development), Bill Prokop (City Manager), and Heather Spade (Planner).
Cynthia Jenkins, executive director of the HBF, and Elizabeth Johnson, the Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer, also attended. Atthi et i n g, a brief overview of Be
recent events that led to the study were discussed. A timeline for the project was shared. The LG2 Team
shared logistics, research, coordination requirements, to include requiremenysei@uinmeeting space,

press releases, and research and data requirements. Representatives of the city and the HBF also supplied
lists of individuals to invite to planned listening sessions.

Research
Following the meeting, project team members researchedstoeyhof the BNHLD with two objectives in
mind: (1) establishing a baseline of the District:¢

(the basis for both thE969 National Register nomination as well as the NHL District designatind2)
researching notable changes and impacts that occurred since its designation in 1973. The NPS provided
paper copies of -related comegppmdengedwith l0BdN Btatd) and federal organizations
from the 1960s to the present. A visit to tleu® Carolina Department of Archives and History (SCDAH),
provided access to forms and correspondence related to the Beaufort Historic District National Register
nomination, City of Beaufort Certified Local Government (CLG) reports since 1993, informeiated to

Historic Preservation Fund grant projects, historic tax credit project information and correspondence, and
Section 106 and other compliance reviews.

Most of the background research occurred in Beaufort. A visit and interview with therd@Bed insight
specifically related to recent city initiatives, proposed projects, and areas of conceam-@meeinterviews

with stakeholders provided additional insight related to successes and concerns within the district. Visits
were also made tde City of Beaufort Community and Economic Development office in Beaufort City
Hall for archival historic preservation documents and photographs from the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.
Research at the Beaufort District Collection located photographs taken 1970e within the district
around the time it was listed as an NHL resource.

Supplementing iperson research, information was also derived from internet sources. In particular, the
Beaufort Sanborn maps, ranging in date from 1884 to 1958, providedeexdéefbrmation of the historic

built environment up until a |ittle over a decad
nomination.

Baseline Properties for the BNHLD

As stated above, a primary purpose of this research was to estabéhebatatus of the BNHLD from
about 1969 to 1973, the timeframe when downtown Beaufort was first listed in the National Register and

page29



Condition and Integrity Study for the
Beaufort National Historic Landmark District

then designated an NHL. Establishing a baseline assessment condition proved difficult because of the age
of the nomination The BNHLD was listed in the National Register in 1969, eight years before the
Department of the Interior provided formal guidelines for completion of nominations (McClelland 1997).
The original nomination is missing a large amount of information thatdmog included in a modern
nomination form, including the applicable National Register Criteria, which had not yet been developed.
Other significant omissions or contradictions from a modern preservation practice standpoint included:

No list of contributij and norcontributing resources, even a precise count is absent, only a
mention that the area has fAabout 170 buildings
No specification of charactetefining features for the District as a whole.

No map showing a district boundary or ltoas of contributing resources (although there was a

textual boundary description).

Limited photography of only eight individual buildings, with no photographs of streetscapes.

Ambiguity regarding period of significance.

Regarding period of significance t he or i gi nal nomination form stat
architectural interesto wilfhimulH dhentBINFHLD ([(iante I I
specific period of significance is indicated, however, as tHe I, and20" centuries (Fant 1969). Based

on their reading of the original nomination form, the LG2 Team determined that the period of significance

for the original NHL nomination should be treated as 1712 to 1919, fifty years prior to its listing in the
NRHP.

The lack of a contributing building list posed the greatest challenge to establishing a baseline for the study.
Because the nomination was based on the Feiss and Wright (1970) survey, this document was used to
establish a contributing building list to use adaseline. Feiss and Wright inventoried a total of 327
properties. Out of these properties, 162 were identified as significant, including two landscapes. Ten
properties identified by Feiss and Wright (1970) could not be identified as there appeareuh tsubh

address as listed, comparing both modern street maps of Beaufort and addresses listed in the 1958 Sanborn
map. These were buildings with the following addresses:83@6Carteret Street; 715 East Street; 201
Hancock Street; 321 King Street; 309uk@ns Street; 300, 410, and 500 Scott Street; 411 Washington
Street; and 1109 West Street. These ten structures, because they could not be identified with certainty, have
been discounted as part of the baseline, so we have used a total of 152 resautified lule Feiss and

Wright (1970) as the baseline for the original resources contributing to the NHL (Figure 21). The final list

of resources contributing to the BNHLD is found in Appendix B. Although the original National Register
and NHL nomination stad that the boundary of the District included the Northwest Quadrant, Feiss and
Wright (1970) identified only 13 significant structures in this area. This area is made up of historically
African American and vernacular resources rather thandtigh arditecture.

Community Input

Living and working in the city and dealing with regulation and development issues within the BNHLD on

a daily basis, Beaufort officials and residents possess an intimate and detailed knowledge of the District.
The NPS, recogniag the fundamental importance of community input for their NHL integrity and
condition studies, planned a thypenged approach for public outreach:

1) holding community meetings for the general public,
2) facilitating more intimate listeningessions for selected stakeholders, and

3) hosting an online survey open to the general public.
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The NPS began its public outreach efforts on November 17, 2021, with the issuance of a press release
announcing the start of the BNHLD condition assessment project. The press release, which was carried in
the local newspapei he Hilton Head Island Packes t at ed t he projectds purpo
changes that had occurred in the BNHLD since its designation in 1973. The project was also featured in a
news article in that issue of the paper. The NPS coordinated its public comment efforts throaghiitg Pl
Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website for the project, featuring the initial press release, a
schedule of tasks, meeting notices, links, related documents, and links to the online PEPC survey.

For the online survey, the NPS and the repoitiers developed a brief list of questions designed to gauge
t he respondent &s opinions about t he hi storic i n
opportunities. The following questions were stated in the survey:

1. Which features define the claater of the Beaufort NHL District and give it a sense of place? And
which of the features are most in need of preservation?

2. What are the greatest challenges to the integrity of the Beaufort NHL District?

3. Isthere a physical area of more concern withirDisrict?

4. What have been the most successful preservation efforts within the Beaufort NHL District?

5 1s there anything you would Iike to add? Anyth

On January 10, 2022, NPS announced the availability of the online survey on its BB irom
January 18 to March 4, 2022. In all, the NPS received 25 online responses and three responses submitted
via regular mail or directly via email.

The NPS initially planned for #person community meetings and listening sessions. However, it was
decided to change the initial round of community meetings and listening sessions-frersan to virtual
meetings due to COVI29 concerns.

The NPS and the LG2 Team scheduled two community Zoom meetings for January 18, 2022, the first at

1pm and the snd at 5pm. These community meetings, open to the public, served to introduce the purpose

of the study along with NPS personnel and the st uc
to ask questions about the project. The NPS and the LG dehosted the public meetings.

The NPS scheduled three listening sessions, one on January 19, 2022, at 10am, another on January 20,
2022, at 1pm and a third at 5pm on January 20. The intended purposes of these sessions was to afford
community members dictly involved in the BNHLD, including local government officials, business and
residential property owners, developers, and local preservationists, the opportunity to speak directly with
the NPS and the report wr it sintegritamdaureentthieatgytothah e st ¢
integrity. The NPS and the LG2 Team worked closely with Beaufort officials and the HBF to develop an
invitation list for the listening sessions, targeted at key stakeholders for the BNHLD. In developing this
invitation list great care was taken to ensure a diversity of perspectives. In addition to historic preservation
advocates, members of the business community, certain residents, local government officials, developers,

and other stakeholders were also invited toigpate in this effort.

The goal of the listening sessions was to acquire a better understanding of both preservation opportunities
for and integrity threats to the BNHLD. The Team attempted to host about ten individuals for each listening
session, dweduled for one hour. NPS and the LG2 Team developed a list of questions to pose to the small
groups concerning the Districtbés integrity and th
of preservation of the District. The LG2 Team developeial aids, utilized the interactive Zoom
whiteboard function, and facilitated the meetings. These listening sessions provided invaluable information

on current challenges for the District.
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GIS Mapping

The LG2 Team deployed the ESRI Field Maps appditect data during the survey. Using this GIS
platform on tablets and cell phones, the survey team recorded the BNHLD through:

taking highquality digital photographs of viewsheds,

recording spatial data (GPS) coordinates for each viewshed vantage point, and

taking notes to include direction of view, conditions of building and landscape integrity within the
view, integrity of the historic street plan, any infill, and vacant or sarfamrking lots.

LG2 requested GIS data from the City of Beaufort including District boundaries, tax parcel data, historic
property data, and streets. LG2 also created a shapefile of original extarttddtiibuting resources, using
Sanborn maps, historierials, and the Feiss and Wright (1970) report, for surveyors to reference in the
field.

These shapefiles, along with the customized data collection form, were then loaded into the ESRI ArcGIS
Field Maps app, which was utilized by architectural histaridebecca Fenwick and Alyssa Costas during

a walking reconnaissance survey of the BNHLD over the course of three days from Decefihe? QL.
Architectural historian Joseph Paul Maggioni conducted additional fieldwork on April 8, 2022.

Each GPS collecton point was called a ASurvey Point.odo The
intervals within the District and major intersections, roughly evenly distributed throughout the District.

Other survey points were taken at the BNHLD boundaries. Sypoieys taken on the District boundaries

recorded data within the BNHLD as well as those portions of the built environment outside of but adjacent

to the District.

A total of 86 observation points were collected over the course of the reconnaissancéFRsgwey22).
The data was uploaded into an online spreadsheet and depicted as points (with accompanying photographs)
on a map. The geographic data was also exported in a point shapefile format for use in GIS.

District Neighborhoods

The BNHLD is divided mto four distinctive neighborhoods and one downtown commercial area, each
having its own distinctive character (Figure 23).
[a]rchitectural character changes from neighborhood to neighborhood amd oftd oc k t o bl oc k 0O
2001:874). For this reason, integrity analysis was broken down by these five distinctive areas, which are:

The Bluff neighborhood. A neighborhood along the bluff overlooking the Beaufort River on the
southwest part of the District, bounded to the south by the river bluff, west by Hamar Street, north

by King and Prince Streets, and e addracterigtc Char |l e
is the bluff the neighborhood is situated on, with multiple massive antebellum and postbellum
mansions overlooking the Beaufort River. The neighborhood also includes multiple institutional
buil dings, i ncluding Shthe Bapiss Clumrcra df 8eaufopt,iasdctleep a | C
Beaufort courthouse. There are also a number of smaller scale contributing residences in this
neighborhood. Surveyors recorded 21 survey points within or adjacent to the Bluff.

Downtown. The downtown commercial ared Beaufort, bounded on the south by the Henry C.
Chambers Waterfront Park, to the west by Charles Street, to the north by Craven Street, and to the
east by Carteret Street. The Downtown area is
environne n t represents buildings from al/l maj or p
historic commercial buildings, Downtown also features government and institutional buildings

such as the former Beaufort City Hall (701 and 706 Craven Street) and tpestldffice and

custom house (302 Carteret Street). Surveyors recorded seven survey points within or adjacent to
Downtown.
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Northwest Quadrant neighborhood. A primarily residential neighborhood consisting of the
northwest section of the BNHLD as suggedby its name. Unlike the other neighborhoods within

the BNHLD, the Northwest Quadrant is governed under a local conservation district as opposed to
a local historic district, meaning that the Beaufort HRB uses more flexible design guidelines when
reviewing projects occurring within this area. The Northwest Quadrant is bounded to the south by
King and Prince Streets, to the west by Hamar and Bladen Streets, to the north by Boundary Street,
and to the east by Charles Street. The Northwest Quadrant isotratijtian African American
neighborhood that is characterized by srsallle vernacular architecture. Originally more densely
developed, many buildings in the area have been lost. A 2001 study noted that half of the buildings
should be considered n@ontibuting, but because of its tangible connection to the GostWar

African American community, the area still contributes to BNHLD significance. Surveyors
recorded 35 survey points within or adjacent to the Northwest Quadrant.

Old Commons neighborhood Sandwiched between Downtown, Northwest Quadrant, and the
Point, Old Commons is bounded to the south by Craven Street, to the west by Charles Street, to the
north by Boundary Street, and to the east by Carteret Street. A 2001 analysis noted that the Old
Commons had an eclectic character and appeared to be a transitional neighborhood, between the
large mansions to the east at the Point to the vernacular neighborhood of the Northwest Quadrant.
Old Commons features large, higtyle residences interspersedtwimodest frame vernacular
homes and scattered commercial buildings. Surveyors recorded 22 survey points within or adjacent
to Old Commons.

The Point neighborhood.Consisting of the eastern portion of the BNHLD, the Point is bounded
to the south, east, dmorth by marsh and the Beaufort River, and to the west by Carteret Street.
The Point is defined primarily by largeeale residences on large and landscaped tracts, many facing
the water or open green space. The Point has been the traditional neightumdriiemdvealthy
families of Beaufort. The Paoint has the highest proportion efQivé War buildings of any other
neighborhood within the BNHLD. Surveyors recorded 29 survey points within or adjacent to the
Point (Schneider 2001:84-77).
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Integrity Evaluation

The NPS BulletirHow to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (198f)vides the process

used for the integrity evaluation of the BNHLD. The document defines integrity as the ability of a property
to convey its significance. A consideration of the seven aspects that define integrity, structured the study.
A property thatetains integrity usually has several or most aspects of integrity. Which aspects of integrity
are most important depends on that particular property and its character defining features, which must be
retained in order for a property to retain integritiieTseven aspects of integrity are:

0 Locationi This aspect refers to the critical relationship between a property and its actual location
when it was constructed and within which historic events took place during the period of
significance.

Designi The fam, plan, space, structure or style of a property is highlighted in this aspect. For
districts, such as the BNHLD, design concerns are elevated to a more holistic level of analysis clued
in by how buildings, sites and structures are spatially relatedyisobal rhythms within the
streetscape, circulation patterns, and the relationship of other features.

Settingi Either natural or manmade, this refers to the physical environment of a property. It is
important particularly for districts that an evaluatidmosld look not only within the district
boundary but also at its immediate surroundings.

Materialsi This aspect speaks to the physical elements that compose and configure the property
and help speak to its sense of time and place.

Workmanshig How a progrty is crafted is also an aspect of integrity, displaying cultural trends,
technological advances, and/or traditional practices in its construction and its finishes.

Feelingi Thi s aspect highlights the pr opleeathroughs abi |
its character.

Associatiori For integrity of association, a property needs to have a direct link between a historic
event or a person and needs to be sufficiently intact to demonstrate that link. Notably, because of
the subjectivity of feeling and association, theiengion alone is not considered sufficient in an
evaluation of integrity (McClelland 1997:44%)

(@]

[@]3

[@]3

[@]3

¢

(@]

page37






Condition and Integrity Study for the
Beaufort National Historic Landmark District

CHAPTER 4. ASSESSMENT RESULTS

GIS Analysis Results

GIS analysis occurred prior to the field survey. Results from the GIS analysis galdedhe fieldwork.

A map was created based on Beaufort County tax map data. The map was color coded from dark green to
red. Dark green symbolized all properties constructed prior to 1900. The rest of the colors symbolized
construction by decade, from X®® 2021 (Figure 24). Properties symbolized in light orange to red indicate
structures built from 1970 to the present, roughl

With some exceptions, the map s hows esobtletnpatbfe APoOI
the District has little modern infill. By contrast, the area roughly north of King Street and west of West
Street, consisting primarily of the Northwest Quadrant, has an increased amount of mostly residential infill
from the 1980s, 90sind 2000s. The area just outside of the NHL boundaries also shows extensive post

1970 construction, including a publgchool building west of Hamar Street and extensive commercial
development north of Boundary Street. In summary, the further north ahevitléa the NHL, the more

extensive the posit970 infill, with the built environment adjacent to the District characterized by mostly

recent construction. Major infill projects are specifically identified in Figure 25.

Field Survey Results

Architectural historians Rebecca Fenwick and Alyssa Costas performed a pedestrian reconnaissance survey
of the BNHLD on December 1247, 2021. Joseph Paul Maggioni completed the survey on April 8, 2022.

All photographs included in this section were takenFleypwick and Costas at the time of survey. The
survey and assessment concentrated solely on the NHL District, with a period of significance from 1712 to
19109.

The survey specifically observed changes to the district since its 1973 Landmark designasion. It
understood that based on the time of its |listing
1919. The analysis paired the contributing building list established by the Feiss and Wright inventory of
buildings from 1970, which served ashe basi s of the districtoés Natio
nominationandBeaufort County yeabuilt tax data, with resources extantthie-ground, as seen in aerial

maps. It should be noted that the Feiss and Wright survey did not identify dihggilvithin the bounds

of the BNHLD as contributing or necontributing.

As part of this assessment, it was determined that at least twelve buildings of the 152 confirmed significant
resources from the Feiss and Wright survey have been lost since tHdDBM$ listed (Figure 26). This

represents a loss of 8% of contributing NHL resources since 1973. Half of the losses occurred in the Old
Commons neighborhood, while Downtown, the Bluff, and the Northwest Quadrant sustained two losses
each. The Point did mndhave any evident loss of NHtontributing resources. Although the Feiss and

Wr i ght surveyos original boundari es included t he
neighborhood were identified as significant by Feiss and Wright. Most nineteahtbady twentieth

century vernacular buildings were not evaluated as significant during this original survey, therefore most
African Americanrelated resources were not included within the original BNHLD nomination.
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Figure 24. Map of infill within th&NHLD (2022)
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