
 
CITY OF SOUTHPORT 

Historic Preservation Commission  
Indian Trail Meeting Hall, 113 W. Moore Street  

December 3, 2025 
4:00 P.M. 

 
AGENDA 

Please turn off all cell phones 
 

 

The Historic Preservation Commission's regular monthly meeting will be held at 4:00 p.m. on the 
first Wednesday of each month. All members are asked to attend. 

 
 
 

 
A. Call to Order 
B. Invocation 
C. Pledge of Allegiance 
D. Approval of Agenda 
E. Approval of Minutes 
  1. July 28, 2025, Historic Preservation Commission Meeting Minutes 
  2. September 3, 2025, Historic Preservation Commission Meeting Minutes 
  3. August 22, 2025, Historic Preservation Commission Minutes 
F. Public Comment 
G. Old Business 
  1. Annual Meeting 

• Annual Report 
• 2026 Regular Schedule Meeting Calendar 

  2. Discussion of Board of Aldermen Inquiries on Proposed Local Historic District Standards 
H. New Business 
I. Other Business 
J. Announcements 
K. Adjourn 
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CITY OF SOUTHPORT 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 

July 28, 2025 
2:00 PM 
Minutes 

 
 
Members Present: 
Chair Charles Drew 
Vice Chair Bonnie Bray 
Joanne Wesson 
Katherine Hufham 
Bonner Herring 
Tal West 
Alexis Gore-Graves 
Jim McKee 
Josh Cline McGee 
Staff Present: 
Maureen Meehan, Planning Services Director 
Penny Tysinger, Historic Preservation Commission Planner 
Tori Deviney, Deputy Clerk 
 
 
A. Chair Drew called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM. 

 
B. Ms. Graves gave the Invocation. 

 
C. Chair Drew led everyone in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 
D. Approval of Agenda 

 
A motion to approve the agenda was made by Mr. McKee and seconded by Ms. 
Wesson. Motion passed unanimously. 
 

E. Public Comment 
 
Robert Palmeter, 308 N. Dry Street 
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Asked for clarification about properties marked as “study areas” on the historic district map and 
questioned whether there are fees for a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA), and expressed 
the view that Historic Preservation members should reside within the historic district. 

 
Tom Gregory, 230 N. Caswell Avenue 
Voiced concern that the yacht basin is excluded from the historic district, stressing its historic 
importance and role in the city’s character. 

 
Andrew Laing, 6217 Pebble Shore Lane 
Stated that while he believed the guidelines could ultimately be a good thing for the City, he 
urged members to also consider the perspective of property owners and developers. He noted 
that his project might be the first to come before the Commission and explained that demolition 
of the existing building was very likely due to cost factors. He stressed that while many 
developers and owners would be willing to work with the Commission; approval timelines 
should be shortened. He shared that it had already taken two and a half years to secure a 
zoning permit for his project with Bull Frog Corner and urged the Commission to consider the 
impact of lengthy processes on those trying to invest in the community. 
 

F. Old Business 
 

1. Review of Public Hearing Comments from 7/1/2025 Board of Aldermen Meeting 
Debbie Barnes’ questions were reviewed. She asked for clarification on grandfathering of 
existing conditions and whether changes would be required going forward. She also 
referenced issues such as purchasing windows, hurricane shutters, and temporary air 
conditioning solutions. The Commission acknowledged her comments but did not have 
any additional comments to add. 

 
Chair Drew reminded members that the commission cannot alter the guidelines directly at 
this stage but may recommend changes to the Board of Aldermen (BOA). Several 
members, including Vice Chair Bray and Mr. McGee, suggested strengthening the 
document’s introductory section to emphasize the goals of preservation and the intent to 
protect Southport’s character. Members agreed that without this context, provisions may 
be misinterpreted as overly restrictive. 

 
Director Meehan explained that while installing a permanent fixture, such as a window 
unit, on the front of a building would not be appropriate, staff understood that emergency 
situations may arise. In such cases, staff would be willing to work with property owners to 
find temporary solutions. 

 
Mr. McKee specified that while this was acceptable for the present, the Commission must 
remain careful about setting precedents. He stressed that the Commission’s role was not 
to act as an HOA and noted the group had been working on these matters for three years. 
He emphasized the need to “make sure it’s right” even if that required additional time. 

 
Vice Chair Bray shared her concern that statements made during previous meetings were 
not fully reflected in the written draft. She pointed out that the language in the document 
used phrasing such as “if possible,” which could weaken intent. She recommended 
inserting language early in the document to state clearly that the overall goal is to maintain 
Southport’s historic character. In her view, adding one or two paragraphs of intent at the 
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beginning would help guide future interpretation while still allowing flexibility as 
circumstances evolve. 

 
Mr. McGee agreed with Vice Chair, Bray, stating that such framing should be upfront. He 
also raised concerns with language under the July 10th section titled Site and Setting, 
noting that it included provisions on tree removal and air conditioning placement that might 
be inappropriate. He argued that those elements should be reconsidered or removed. 

 
Mr. McKee countered that many of those issues were already covered under existing city 
ordinances. Mr. McGee replied that in some cases the draft risked overstepping the 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). 

 
Chair Drew responded by recalling that the Commission had previously steered away from 
regulating landscaping directly, instead relying on the UDO to enforce those items. He 
stated that he wanted to strike provisions related to tree removal, plantings, and minor 
COA alterations, noting that they could create complications if left in. As an example, he 
described a historic home on East Moore Street where the removal of a single bush would 
effectively eliminate the property’s entire yard. He emphasized that the guidelines were 
intended as recommendations for the Board of Aldermen’s consideration and cautioned 
that if the Commission began dissecting these landscaping provisions further, it could 
require restarting the entire process. 

 
Mr. McGee asked how the Commission should summarize. Chair Drew recommended 
providing a summary to Director Meehan, who could then deliver the recommendations to 
the Board of Aldermen. 

 
Mr. McKee raised the question of fences and walls, particularly in front yards, and asked 
how much of that topic is already addressed in the UDO. He suggested that a careful 
review be done to identify areas of overlap. 

 
Chair Drew cautioned the group against becoming too deeply involved in every detail, 
stating that it was important to include provisions that reflected the public’s concerns. He 
emphasized the need for public buy-in. He reflected on how he had recently walked past 
the Brunswick Inn and would hate to see a situation where someone purchased the 
property only to demolish it. 

 
Mr. Herring agreed but observed that he did not believe the current owners would take 
such an action. He stressed the importance of protecting properties for the future. He 
compared his comments to those made by Mr. Jesse Pierce at a recent Board of 
Aldermen meeting, explaining that he believed current owners should be exempt. He 
reflected on Southport’s heritage as a fishing town and remarked that while that identity 
has changed, the Commission should remain mindful of balancing protection by reducing 
burdens on present property owners. Mr. Herring shared that some residents felt the 
document-imposed restrictions such as living in a homeowners’ association (HOA). 
He reiterated that he would favor exemptions for current owners. 

 
Vice Chair, Bray, then, asked how such an exemption could be structured. Mr. Herring 
responded that he would support exemptions for current owners and their direct 
descendants, but not for future third-party purchasers. 
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Mr. West reminded the group that the Board of Adjustment exists to handle exceptions on 
a case-by-case basis, particularly for unique hardships or unusual circumstances. He 
emphasized that the goal was not to burden existing property owners but to guard against 
developers that would undermine Southport’s historic character. He emphasized that the 
community must focus on preservation because outside developers are not invested in the 
town’s future; “they are not your friends; they are coming in to take our money and leave 
after they are done.” 

 
Mr. Herring responded that, while he understood Mr. West’s concern, it was also important 
to balance regulation with allowing property owners to make a fair profit, referencing “the 
Bull Frog corner guy” as an example. 

 
Chair Drew reminded the group that the guidelines themselves do not prevent demolitions. 
He stressed that not every property owner would act with the same commitment as 
individuals “like a Bonner Herring or a Joey Pierce.” To illustrate, he recalled his 
experience as Code Enforcement Officer with the Alberta McCloud house. In that case, 
despite efforts to save the property, one heir refused to sign off, ultimately forcing 
demolition. 

 
Mr. Herring acknowledged Chair Drew’s point but reiterated his belief that exemptions for 
current owners represented a fair solution and a reasonable compromise. He stated that 
this approach would allow the Commission to protect the community while not overly 
burdening present property holders. 

 
Vice Chair Bray raised the question of what would happen in situations with multiple 
owners. Chair Drew replied that such cases often lead to dilapidated houses, with heirs 
unable to agree on the property’s future, eventually resulting in the house being 
demolished. He expressed doubt that the Commission could fully resolve such 
inheritance-based complications. 

 
Ms. Wesson shared that during the Christmas Historic Homes Tour, she often receives 
requests for brochures, even from people outside Southport who appreciate the town’s 
character. Ms. Wesson also noted the AMUZU Theatre, observing that while it would be 
cheaper to tear it down, the owner remains committed to preserving it, reflecting the 
community’s values. 

 
Discussion returned to the draft document, particularly the section on Site and Setting. 
Chair Drew and several members agreed that landscaping provisions, including tree 
removal and plantings in rear or side yards, should be struck, as those areas are already 
regulated under the UDO. 

 
Mr. McGee proposed that everything listed under Site and Setting (pages 15–16) currently 
classified as a minor COA, be removed, except for alterations to docks, piers, and 
bulkheads, which should remain as a minor COA. He also recommended leaving in the 
installation of window units and fans as a minor COA. Mr. Mckee noted that docks, piers, 
and bulkheads fall under CAMA regulations. 

 
Chair Drew stated he had no issue with removing provisions related to fences in rear and 
side yards or plantings in rear and side yards but expressed hesitation about deleting 
language on alteration of docks, piers, and bulkheads. 
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Motions 

• Motion by Mr. McGee, seconded by Mr. Mckee, to amend the earlier proposal: 
o Remove all Site and Setting items currently shown as minor COAs, except: 

▪ Alterations or removal of docks, piers, and bulkheads (to remain as a 
minor COA). 
▪ Installation of window air conditioning units and fans (to remain as a 

minor COA). 

 
The motion, as restated, recommended that under the “Site and Setting” category, all 
items currently shown as minor COAs related to landscaping — including fences in rear 
yards and non-visible side yards — be removed. However, the provisions for existing 
bulkheads, sidewalks, and installation of window air conditioning units would remain as 
minor COAs. 
Mr. McKee further suggested adding language to clarify that the provision also applies to 
the “invisible/fronts of structures.” 

 Motion carried unanimously. 

 
Chair Drew referenced the question of why the Yacht Basin had been excluded from the 
district, referencing earlier comments by Rich Bandera. Director Meehan explained that 
the recommendation to exclude the Yacht Basin had come from the consultant. She 
added that the comprehensive plan identifies the area as a “historic waterfront,” and once 
the plan is adopted, state-level protections would apply. 

 
Vice Chair Bray asked when those protections would take effect, and Mo clarified that they 
would begin as soon as the plan is adopted. Chair Drew confirmed that some protection 
would be in place, to which Director Meehan responded that it would become a state rule. 

 
Chair Drew then asked whether a public hearing would be required if the Commission 
wished to add the Yacht Basin to the district. Director Meehan stated that this was 
ultimately a legal question for the City Attorney. She added that any existing uses in the 
yacht basin would be allowed to continue. 

 
Chair Bray asked about repairs or changes if properties in the yacht basin were included in 
the historic district. Director Meehan clarified that uses and conforming status are separate 
issues. Any non-conforming use would remain, but property owners would need to obtain 
a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for repairs or changes. 

 
Vice Chair Bray followed with a hypothetical: if the Yacht Basin Eatery closed and 
Edgewater took its place, would the new business be allowed to look the same as it does 
now? Chair Drew answered that such decisions would ultimately fall to the Commission. 
He suggested gathering input from the City Attorney for clarity before proceeding further. 

 
Mr. McGee posed another hypothetical, asking if a property owner decided to construct a 
three-level parking deck in the yacht basin, could the Commission prevent it? Mo 
responded that a three-level structure would likely exceed height limits and face 
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environmental constraints. However, she acknowledged that UDO does not explicitly 
prohibit such a use. 

 
Chair Drew reviewed the statutory 180-day limit on COA approvals, explaining that while 
municipalities may adopt shorter deadlines, they cannot extend beyond 180 days. Ms. 
Tysinger explained that the 180-day provision accounts for projects with multiple phases 
requiring several boards, though most COAs are resolved on the day of the meeting. 

 
Mr. McGee asked whether, by disregarding preliminary steps, the timeline could be 
shortened once an application is formally made. Ms. Tysinger responded that the 
timeframes are written to provide applicants and staff with flexibility to address every 
potential issue. Mr. McGee remarked that any developer’s first step should be to consult 
with the Planning Department. Chair Drew suggested setting a 90-day timeline for minor 
COAs and retaining 180 days for major COAs. Director Meehan recommended consulting 
the attorney to confirm legality. 
 
Mr. McKee asked what happens if the 180 days expire without resolution. Chair Drew 
responded that applicants could sue for failure to act. 
 
Chair Drew suggested that COAs should be free, while Director Meehan recommended 
charging a fee for major COAs, noting that the cost should not necessarily be as high as 
for a variance but should reflect the City’s workload. 

 
Vice Chair Bray asked what other towns charge. Director Meehan provided comparisons: 
Wake Forest, Washington, and Edenton all charge fees, with Edenton differentiating 
between residential and commercial cases. She clarified that those fees do not fully cover 
staff or attorney time. 

 
Vice Chair Bray suggested that the City might consider absorbing the cost rather than 
charging applicants. Chair Drew noted the Board of Aldermen would ultimately decide the 
fee policy. 
 
Ms. Graves and Ms. Hufham both commented that ownership inside or outside the district 
did not necessarily matter, as older homes outside the district still carried historic 
significance. Ms. Graves noted that although her home lies outside the district, it is 127 
years old and was still historically significant. Ms. Hufham added that she also lives 
outside the district but co-owns a home within it. 

 
Mr. West shared that he had recently read an Our State magazine article highlighting 
Southport as one of North Carolina’s most charming small towns, noting that each town 
featured had a historic district. He described such protections as “cheap insurance.” 

 
Mr. McKee stated that the Commission had made progress and that Mr. Herring’s idea on 
easing burdens for current owners was worth exploring. He emphasized that the group 
was “on the right track” in preserving what Southport already has. 

 
Vice Chair Bray agreed but cautioned against applying exemptions in perpetuity. She 
added that in addition to the “three P’s” of preservation, the discussion had also 
underscored three “C’s”: consistency, compatibility, and contributing, principles she said 
were critical to guiding Southport’s future, as guiding principles, much like traffic laws, to 
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ensure fairness and preservation. 
 

Mr. McGee reiterated his hope that the attorneys could find a way to shorten the 180-day 
window to 90 days. Ms. Wesson expressed that the document was “a living, breathing 
document” that could be adjusted over time. 

 
Chair Drew thanked everyone, stating his appreciation and hopes the community can see 
the willingness that the Commission has to work and compromise on this. He reminded 
the group that, like the work of the founding fathers, the document would need to be 
revised and refined over time. 

 
Someone from the audience raised concern about the decision to split West Brown Street, 
with one side of the street included in the historic district and the other side excluded. She 
questioned the wisdom of the move, remarking that “it’s already getting pretty sticky as it 
is,” and suggested it was neither wise nor considerate. She jokingly referred to the 
southern side as “SOB — South of Brown.” She then asked how inclusion in the historic 
district would affect a dilapidated house. The Chair clarified that such matters would be 
handled through code enforcement, noting that property condition issues should be 
reported directly to that department. 

 
G. Adjourn 

 
A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Mr. West and seconded by Mr. McKee. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 3:18 PM. 
 
 
 

 
 

 

X
Charles Drew
Chair

X
Tori Deviney
Deputy Clerk

Page 8 of 108



 
CITY OF SOUTHPORT 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

113 W MOORE ST SOUTHPORT, NC 28461 
September 3, 2025  

4:00 PM 
Minutes 

 
Present Members: Chair Charles Drew, Vice Chair Bonnie Bray, Jim McKee, Joanne 
Wesson, Katherine Hufham, Tal West, Josh Cline McGee 
 
Staff Present: Penny Tysinger, Planning, Tori Deviney, City Clerk  
 
Absent: Bonner Herring, Alexis Gore Graves 
 

A. Call to Order 
Chair Drew called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 
 

B. Invocation 
Chair Drew provided the invocation  
 

C. Pledge of Allegiance 
Chair Drew led members in the Pledge.  
 

D. Swearing-In of Member 
HPC Member Alexis Gore Graves was absent. 
 

E. Approval of Agenda 
A motion to adopt the agenda as written was moved Mr. McKee, second Ms. Bray  
 
The Motion carried by unanimous consent  
 

F. Approval of Minutes 
A motion to approve the minutes was provided by Ms. Bray, seconded by Mr. McKee  
 
The motion carried unanimously 
 

G. Public Comment 
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Prior to opening the floor for public comment, Chair Drew delivered a statement 
opposing restarting the design guidelines process. He emphasized the extensive 
time and effort already invested by the consultants and staff, noting that the 
process included multiple meetings and careful compromise. He described the 
work as “democracy at the local level,” stressing that the Historic Preservation 
Commission (HPC) had not rushed its deliberations. 
Chair Drew reflected on his experience with building and safety codes, explaining 
that while codes may be unpopular, they exist for protection. He recounted a recent 
construction project where stricter hurricane code compliance was required 
because of proximity to Highway 17, noting the cost implications but defending the 
necessity of such codes. He reviewed several technical updates in the document, 
including: 
 

• Addition of a grandfather clause (page 7). 
• Adjustment of application time from 180 to 90 days (page 13). 
• Clarifications regarding paint colors and COA categories. 
• Revisions and deletions on pages 49, 50, 58, 60, and 74, such as removing gutter 

references and certain materials requirements. 
He concluded by recommending that 50% of HPC members reside in or own 
property within the district, that the remainder of the Yacht Basin and cemeteries be 
further studied, and that the City continue to preserve and protect Southport’s 
historic character. 
 
Pat Kirkman – 119 Park Ave – Stated she has resided in Southport for 29 years. She 
questioned where opponents had been throughout the lengthy process, as meeting 
minutes had been publicly available. She urged the Board of Aldermen to adopt the 
proposed conditions and bring the debate to a close.  
 
Eric Lappala – 215 W. Moore St. – spoke in opposition of the Yacht Basin being 
included and listed his reasons; expressed concern that both residential and 
commercial interests and the potential for future building of structures would not be 
prohibited from building any structures within City regulations; emphasized the good 
work by the HPC. 
 
Cheryl Daniel – 120 W. Bay St. – spoke to her 72 year residence in Southport and the 
changes she had witnessed; emphasized the need for public comment and asked 
why it was not placed at the end of the meeting to have a better understanding of the 
standards to make an informed decision; noted the detail included in the standard 
and regulations therein; she spoke to the historic character of Southport; protecting 
historic areas, and areas that have become eyesores; and enquired about how the 
Commission will address and resolve these issues.  
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Susan Holth – 307 E. Moore St – spoke to the length of time she had been in Southport; 
expressed the importance of preserving and respecting private property rights; 
awareness of any additional impediments to established homeowners; she shared 
her credentials as a contractor, and being aware of the rights of homeowners; and to 
unintended consequences homeowners can be faced with regarding the overlay.  
 
Carl Ward – 231 N. Caswell Ave – spoke to a conversation with a City of Southport 
employee who shared the work conducted by the HPC had been completed; and 
expressed his dismay with the plan.  
 
Larry Cabral – 308 W. West – spoke to the need for public acknowledgement that 
discerns between an HOA and the HPC; he shared that only Southport residents 
should have any say regarding what happens in Southport and wanted to have ensure 
a democratic process before citizens cast their votes.  
 
Debbie Barnes – 425 W. West – thanked the HPC for addressing the items they have 
resolved; emphasized the need to address new construction, demolition, and of the 
like need to be considered at length; she spoke to the delineations between minor 
and major items to be addressed in the plan; she addressed several pages of the 
standard and spoke to each item she believed needed to be either added or deleted. 
such as gutters, sidewalks, siding removal, storm doors, and patios, arguing these 
create unnecessary hardship and enforcement challenges.  
 
Kathy Cabral – 308 W. West St. – thanked the HPC for their efforts, and emphasized 
the need to limit the scope; spoke to item 17 regarding building codes relevant to 
already established property owners;  the need for a historian to be on-sight to 
validate that each commercial or residential structure is truly historic; addressed 
those families on fixed incomes; hoops that one would need to jump through to 
purchase these homes; and expressed concern for the homeowners who already 
maintain and preserve the historic accuracy of the home; believes that those 
impacted should hold 66 2/3 majority input.  
 
Sherol Lappala – 316 W. Brunswick St. – shared her credentials and her background 
as a broker for fifteen years and experience with historic preservation of properties; 
spoke to implementing a voluntary process for owners to maintain historic homes; 
her efforts to raise funding to preserve historic homes; and shared her experiences 
should the process be implemented and the difficulties that arise from such process 
such as porch renovations, the Southport Market redesign, and the Thai Peppers 
project.; spoke to the difficulties of meeting the accruing costs of properties; and 
stressed that some of the sections would prohibit the homeowner of enjoying their 
homes as is, as they would need to adhere to the codes outlined in the standards; 
and expressed the need for the HPC, but encouraged the HPC to scrutinize the 
details for what works best for Southport.  
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Chair Drew addressed Section 2.7.5 exception clause that would allow Thai Peppers 
to have a second story added under the rules therein outlined; he shared the last 
clause may be made on a case-by-case basis if there is a clear historic precedent; 
and spoke to Moore street for examples of two-story buildings where the owners had 
precedent to request a second story; he emphasized that the language be included 
to address these types of situations on a case-by-case basis, and the HPC had tried 
to include the language to assist residents.  
 
“Southportians for Preservation of Personal Property Rights” – spoke to the 217 
signatures obtained to support the HPC’s work; and emphasized that the standard 
outlined in the historic district overlay be voluntary guidelines only.   
 
Seigfried DeSmedt – 319 and 310 Brunswick St. – expressed gratitude to the HPC for 
developing a recommendation that preserves the character and integrity of 
Southport; he spoke to the commitment, care, and pride the HPC had taken to 
consider the residents in an open and constructive dialogue; and emphasized a 
willingness to adopt the guidelines and not the regulations; the need to preserve 
property rights; and the time it had taken to reach a consensus of opinion; and asked 
the HPC to consider the costs to residents; he offered three recommendations for 
the HPC to consider: 
 
(1) change the HPC into an advisory board 
(2) recommend five voting members be included on said advisory board 
(3) recommend the Board of Aldermen replace the acceptable standards outlined in 
the overlay to be clear guidelines.  
 
Mimi Vargo – 230 N. Caswell Ave – stated that she had been a participant from the 
beginning; she spoke to attending previous HPC meetings, and has submitted 
emails; stressed her opposition to the historic district overlay; shared that she and 
her husband are the owners of the Sacred Heart Church that was converted into a 
private residence, and enumerated the changes made to meet residential guidelines; 
she expressed concerns with the preservation efforts; and enumerated the issues 
concerning the bell tower that was later donated to the church for restoration; she 
asked the HPC to do the right thing in regard to the proposed historic district overlay.  
 
City Clerk Deviney, read an email from Bonner Herring – 112 W. Bay St. – who 
emphasized the need to thank the HPC for the time and value placed into the historic 
district standards overlay; and spoke to the citizens who have spoken in opposition 
of the historic district initiative, and issues it created; and expressed concerns about 
the changes it will place on the commercial and residential structures.  
 
David Neil – 229 N. Caswell – resides at the “Crimes of the Heart” home and laments 
the changes made to it as contrary to those guidelines; he shared that they had 
owned the home for four and half years; he shared his experiences with such 
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standards implemented elsewhere; and spoke to the historic house in Indiana where 
the conditions were subpar; he addressed the exorbitant costs to replace the 
windows and fixtures; and expressed concerns regarding the costs to private 
homeowners to maintain the historic standards. 
 
Roberta Dosher – 210 W. Moore St. – spoke to the costs associated with maintaining 
the historic façade, windows, and other costs associated therein; she shared that 
residents have always preserved the district and have taken pride in its appearance; 
she implored the HPC to do the right thing.      
 
Sandy Spencer – 410 Brunswick St. – spoke to a home that her parents had purchased 
in Southport years ago and is where she now resides; she expressed concerns 
regarding the increased property taxes; the addition of City Staff will only increase 
those taxes.  
 
Linda Pukenas – 119 N. Lord St. – spoke to the democratic process implemented to 
ensure all residents have a say in the historic district overlay discussion; stated she 
was in favor of adopting the overlay as guidelines rather than its current form; 
emphasized that buyers will still be interested in Southport with the historic district, 
or guidelines in place; She shared that the proposal as written is manageable; that it 
was important the residents take a firm interest in the community; spoke to the 
notifications presented to the residents through the City website and media; noted 
that everyone has an opportunity to be present in these meetings to have their needs 
addressed.  
 
Carl Ward – 231 N. Caswell St. – shared that he and three other people who reside in 
the historical district had applied to be on the HPC but were not selected.  
 
Discussion followed concerning the application process to sit on City of Southport 
Boards and Committees.  
 
Daphney Delaney – 312 Brunswick St. – spoke to the amount of work it takes to reside 
in the historic district;  she shared that her husband had been approached to serve 
on the HPC, but claims that her husband had been approached about serving on the 
committee but was advised to participate only in an advisory capacity after 
expressing his views on protecting property rights; she expressed the difficulties for 
upkeep on historic homes.  
  

H. Old Business 
1. Review of Updated Local Historic District Design Standards 

 
The following items were discussed and agreed upon for inclusion in the 
Commission’s recommendation to the Board of Aldermen: 
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1. Removal of exterior lighting from the list of minor Certificates of 
Appropriateness (COA). 

2. Driveways and sidewalks to be removed from the list of minor COAs. 
3. Addition or installation of gutters to be included as a minor COA. 
4. Storm windows and storm doors to be removed from the list of minor COAs. 
5. Public safety issues to be reviewed by the Public Safety Department as a 

minor COA. 
 
Motion made by Vice Chair Bray, seconded by Mr. West, to accept the changes 
recommended by Chair Drew.  
 
Mr. McKee proposed an additional amendment to remove “demolition of non-
historic additions or accessory structures” from the list of minor COAs.  
 
The motion was amended to include Mr. McKee’s recommendation. The 
amended motion carried unanimously. 

 
 

I. Announcements  
Vice Chair Bray shared information concerning the upcoming workshop; spoke to 
her experience on renovating a 200-year old home, outside Southport, and the 
Aldermen’s ordinance regarding it; and to the opportunity to obtain the home; and 
encouraged  residents to speak at the Board of Aldermen if in opposition to the 
proposed historic district; she shared that the HPC seeks to include the Yacht Basin 
into the Historic District; and emphasized the need for all residents to be aware of 
upcoming discussion concerning the approval of the standards. 
 
Chair Drew referenced Section 2.2.11 on page 60, recommending that the final 
clause, “not visible from public streets or waterways,” be struck from the document. 
He recommended that the language be amended to read, “the use of fibers cement 
siding may be approved for new structures and non-historic structures. Fiber cement 
siding may be appropriate for additions to historic structures.” 
 
A motion was made by Mr. McGee and seconded by Mr. McKee.  
 
The motion passed unanimously.   
 
Mr. West expressed disappointment that residents came to say their peace, and left 
before the HPC could speak to the issues presented; he shared that one of his 
favorite pastimes is to visit the historic district; and emphasized that he did not hear 
a public comment that was interested in forward planning—thinking about the future 
of Southport; he spoke to the history of Southport throughout the 1980s to reach a 
consensus on the historic district; and encouraged residents to explore the 
structures throughout Southport and notice the structures that emphasize 
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Southport’s  character showcasing what is to be preserved; addressed the standards 
set by other municipalities in regard to historic preservation; and the need to prevent 
financial hardships for resident concerning upkeep; and vocalized support for the 
inclusion of the Yacht Basin; he spoke to lifelong residents who were in favor of the 
standards; and emphasized the need for preservation.  
 
Mr. McGee spoke in favor for residents to be involved in the guidelines put before the 
Board of Aldermen; he shared the concerns raised by residents concerning future 
homeowners; and expressed an architectural passion to preserve the historic district 
and its history. 
 
Mr. McKee shared that he had been involved in the discussion for three years, and 
the conversations he has had with residents concerning the historic district; and the 
potentiality that the HPC can move from benign to stringent enforcement of the 
guidelines, but ensured resident that he does not support stringent measures to 
enforce the rules outline in the historic district standard; He enquired about the 
ability to enforce the guidelines, other than the HPC’s purview to hold the demolition 
of properties up to 365 days. 
 
Vice Chair Bray shared that she had discussed this with Planning Services Director 
Maureen Meehan, regarding the applicable powers that can be enforced for not 
following the rules of a building permit correctly and mirrors the powers of zoning.  
 
Mr. McKee asked if that language should be added to the standard; emphasized that 
the HPC wants to delay any demolition for 365 days, and stressed that it be benign; 
he shared that he believed that most things ought to be guidelines; and emphasized 
again that the guidelines should be benign rather than stringent to allow resident to 
work within the standard to ensure that the historic district is preserved.   
 
Vice Chair Bray shared that the language concerning applicable powers are included; 
however, zoning powers would be excluded.  
 
Ms. Wesson reiterated the comment made by Mr. McKee and others, that everyone 
loves the town; and emphasized the need to preserve open dialogue. 
 
Ms. Hufham thanked the residents for the work they had done to preserve the 
integrity and character of Southport; she shared the history of her family in Southport 
the lengths they had gone to preserve the family’s house; and she welcomed and 
thanked all the new residents who continue to strive to keep Southport looking 
vitalized; She further stressed the need for future generations to continue to preserve 
the history and integrity of Southport. 
 
In closing, the Chair expressed heartfelt appreciation for the community’s 
engagement and reflected on the significance of the work accomplished. He stated 
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that he hopes to still be in Southport in 25 years and to see many of the same historic 
structures preserved. He noted that mailings regarding the proposed standards were 
sent twice, included in residents’ water and sewer bills, to ensure the public was 
informed. 
 
The Chair shared his personal connection to Southport, explaining that he was born 
and raised in the city, graduated from local schools, began working for the city at age 
19, and comes from a family whose roots run deep in the community. Speaking about 
resident Cheryl Daniel’s comments, he acknowledged her desire to preserve the 
charm of Franklin Square Park and said he shares that same wish. 
 
Reflecting on the town’s evolution, he recalled when Carr Insurance moved 
downtown and how that moment seemed to spark a wave of change. He also 
mentioned the pending demolition of Thai Peppers, noting that the building once 
served as Southport’s post office during his childhood. He said he prays that the 
redevelopment of Bull Frog Corner and Thai Peppers, as well as the recently sold 
Lantana’s building, will be done with respect for Southport’s heritage. 
 
The Chair cautioned that there would come a time when “someone isn’t going to do 
the right thing,” and emphasized that the purpose of the design standards is to 
prevent irreversible loss, to “freeze the facades” and protect the community’s 
historic character. He clarified that his intent was never to silence anyone, but simply 
to conduct steady and orderly meetings. With humor, he referenced former Mayor’s, 
Robert Howard and Norman Holden, remarking, “If I’m wrong about that, blame 
Norman and Robert,” recalling Norman’s advice: “Don’t mess with the Yacht Basin, 
the trees, the cemeteries, or anybody’s cat.” 
 

J. New Business 
Vice Chair Bray made a motion to accept the seven recommended changes and 
provide them to the Board of Aldermen to review and schedule a workshop, 
seconded by Mr. McGee.  
 
The motion passed unanimously.  
   
Kurt Sheetz spoke to an ice cream shop, and one other business, moving out of 
Carolina Beach to Southport into the buildings Chair Drew referenced.  
 
Mr. McGee apologized to residents for not catching everything that came through in 
the standard; he emphasized that they were not concerned with all the nuances 
included throughout; and for not reviewing it as thoroughly as it should have been.  
 
 

K. Announcements 
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Ms. Tysinger shared that the first Wednesday in October would begin the building 
renovation; and they may have to move to a different location, but it would be 
published to social media and the city website.  
 

L. Adjourn 
Mr. McKee motioned to adjourn, seconded by Vice Chair Bray. Motion was carried 
unanimously. 
 
Adjourned at 6:38 p.m.  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

X
Charles Drew
Chair

X
Tori Deviney
City Clerk
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CITY OF SOUTHPORT 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING 
113 W MOORE ST SOUTHPORT, NC 28461 

August 22, 2025  
4:00 PM 
Minutes 

 

Present Members: Chair Charles Drew, Vice Chair Bonnie Bray, Jim McKee, Joanne Wesson, 
Katherine Hufham, Tal West, Josh Cline McGee, Bonner Herring 

Staff Present: Penny Tysinger, Historic Preservation Planner, ChyAnn Ketchum, Public 
Information Officer, Tori Deviney, City Clerk  
 
Absent: Alexis Gore Graves 
 

A. Call to Order 
Chair Drew calls the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 
 

B. Invocation 
Chair Drew provided the invocation  
 
Chair Drew brought Alternate members, Tal West and Katherine Hufham in as acting 
members. 
 

C. Pledge of Allegiance 
Chair Drew led members in the Pledge.  
 

E. Public Comment 
Sid Fortney - 413 E Bay St 
Mr. Fortney shared concerns about the potential number of permits required under 
the proposed Historic Overlay, stating that after reviewing the requirements, he 
would personally need approximately forty permits. He emphasized that this volume 
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would place a significant burden on homeowners and requested clarification on 
which activities would require Certificates of Appropriateness (COAs) 
 
 
Susan Holth – 307 E Moore St 
Ms. Holth stated that she purchased her home approximately twenty years ago when 
it was considered a tear-down property. She explained that she invested significant 
funds to rebuild the house because she wanted to preserve the traditional 
“Southport look.”  Ms. Holth expressed concern that longtime residents should not 
be required to conform to newly established standards, noting that under current 
regulations, even simple improvements such as enhancing or repainting a fence, or 
removing it, would require a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA). She emphasized 
that what is appropriate for one homeowner may not be appropriate for another and 
suggested that the standards should serve as general guidelines rather than 
enforced requirements. 
 
Woody Wilson – 502 W Brunswick St 
Mr. Wilson stated that he is a full-time resident and expressed his agreement with the 
previous comments. He emphasized his desire to protect the entire historic district 
in some capacity but voiced concern about the level of regulation on individual 
homeowners. Mr. Wilson explained that he and his family have invested in quality 
improvements to their home and always comply with city codes and permit 
requirements. However, he opposed being required to justify personal decisions 
about how they maintain or improve their property. Mr. Wilson encouraged finding a 
way to prevent developers from purchasing and demolishing older properties within 
the city. 
 
Cheryl Daniel – 120 W Bay St 
Ms. Daniel stated that she had not realized the extent of the restrictions included in 
the proposed document and was particularly surprised to learn that it would prohibit 
certain plantings, such as banana trees. She described this overreach and 
questioned who made such determinations. Ms. Daniel expressed appreciation for 
the committee’s efforts and reiterated her strong love for Southport, noting her 
ongoing commitment to preserving Franklin Square Park. While she stated that she 
supported historic preservation efforts twenty years when it was first brought up, she 
believes the current proposal goes too far beyond reasonable limits.   
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Debbie Barnes – 425 W West St 
Ms. Barnes referenced the draft document, noting that on page 47, the section she 
reviewed “does not include low voltage” work. She stressed that clarity in language 
is essential to protect both homeowners and the City from potential liability, 
remarking, “The clearer the better.” She suggested that the term alteration may 
need to be formally defined, as it was not currently included in the document, and 
questioned whether minor items such as gutters should truly require COA review. 
Ms. Barnes encouraged the Commission to focus COA requirements primarily on 
new construction rather than existing homes, stating that this adjustment would 
satisfy many residents. 
 
Kurt Sheetz – 314 E Bay St 
Mr. Sheetz thanked the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) for its time and 
efforts allocated to the project; he shared he had tried to hold a seat on the HPC three 
years ago but was unable to do so; he shared a conversation she had recently with 
residents who resided within the historic district that were rejected from holding 
seats; and spoke to a petition started that many residents had signed who were in 
opposition of the historic district; he spoke to the need for the City to explore a zoning 
ordinance that speaks to new construction; and concerns that the section of 
Southport selected for the historic district was the most favored  of locations, and 
that he felt those homeowners were singled out; he suggested that permitting the 
City implement enforcement of structural changes rather than the HPS; he shared 
that he would like to see the overlay go away. 
 
Jesse Pierce – 320 College St 
Mr. Pierce shared that extent to which his house had been in his family; that it had 
been passed down for a long time, and expressed concern that the new historic 
district overlay presents issues for him; and that it would take from his family; he 
shared that he did not see the incentive for him or his family in proceeding with the 
historic district; he expressed concern for having the historic district being adopted.  
 
Pat Kirkman – Park Ave  
Ms. Kirkman expressed her confusion and frustration regarding the recent public 
reaction, questioning where the community had been during the past several years 
of work on the project. She stated that she has long been a champion of the City and 
appreciates the committee’s efforts and dedication. Ms. Kirkman noted that this 
process has been ongoing for three years, with every one of the fifty-seven meetings 
open to the public, properly noticed online and in the newspaper, and with minutes 
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always available for review. She emphasized that at no point had any member of the 
committee “shut their doors” to the public, and that the entire process had remained 
transparent and accessible. She questioned why objections were only now being 
raised and urged the community not to “slam the door shut” after years of open work 
and progress. Concluding her remarks, she referenced the saying, “If you build it, 
they will come,” and remarked that it remains to be seen who will come forward next. 
 

F. Old Business 
Chair Drew asked if anyone had an inventory of properties within the district. 
 
Mr. McKee presented Chair Drew with a copy of the 1985 inventory. that spoke to the 
item concerning the inventory from 1985. 
 
Chair Drew noted that the HPC has a record for every property that has been 
demolished. 
 
Chair Drew spoke to the record of properties and discussed the registry from 1980 
onward and shared that it had no protections; he spoke to those properties that had 
already been lost from 1980 to 2005; and the need for historians to speak concisely 
about what had been lost and can never be replaced;  
 
Chair Drew addressed and enumerated the additions to the standards: 
 

Addition of language under Page 13, Section D, to state that the Commission “Shall 
review and act upon all applications within reasonable time not to exceed 90 days” 

Addition under Routine Maintenance to clarify that the Commission does not 
regulate exterior paint colors. 

Updates under Page 14 listing items under Certificates of Appropriateness (COA), 
including Like Materials and Landscaping (rear yards and trees). 

On Page 16, recommendation to remove thirteen minor COAs and adjust four major 
COAs, with specific deletions including: 

• Under Site and Settings: removal of “mature trees,” terraces, and walkways. 

• Complete removal of the minor COA category, where applicable. 
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• Clarification that installation of window units requires a minor COA only if 
permanently installed, and that emergency or disaster-related replacements 
should not require HPC review. 

• Removal under Proposed Work of “existing decks, piers, bulkheads, and 
boardwalks,” as those fall under CAMA regulations. 

• Deletion of “installation of foundation vents or rear elevations” and “removal of a 
swimming pool” as minor COAs. 

• Removal of the phrase “if required by code.” 

On Page 20, amendment to change the review period from 180 to 90 days. 

On Page 49, Section 1.4.7, regarding standards for driveways and off-street parking, 
deletion of the final sentences referencing “brick, stone, or metal” and noting that 
“concrete or plastic edging is not appropriate.” 

On Page 58, Section 2.1.5, deletion of the section addressing replacement of gutters. 

On Page 60, Section 2.2.10, clarification that siding type does not matter so long as 
it appears consistent with what is being replaced. 

On Page 61, Section 2.2.11, note that fiber cement siding may be appropriate when 
not visible from public streets or waterways. 

On Page 74, Section 3.1.8, removal of the word “smooth” from the reference to fiber 
cement materials. 

Chair Drew opened floor for questions 
 
Ms. Wesson thanked residents for their comments; she spoke to the regulations 
other cities have adopted and how the language emulates and mirrors those.  
 
Chair Drew shared that it was never the intent to include landscaping guidelines, 
such as beautification, garden club, forestry. 
 
Ms. Wesson spoke of the palm trees that had been added throughout the city and 
suggested the language had begun concerning their addition.  
 
Mr. McKee spoke to the need to state the matter clearly or else start over; he 
emphasized the volume that was under review, and the amount of language that had 
been added by consultants and not the HPC.  
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Mr. Herring expressed concerns that the document would not be accepted as written 
and stated the need to return to fundamentals for clarity of language and content; he 
emphasized that need to protect Porches, Siding, and other personal considerations 
must be included. 
 
Mr. McKee asked that the term “Victorian” be defined.  
 
Discussion commenced among the Committee to define the term “Victorian” 
settling that it was a structure built between 1860-1902. 
 
Mr. Herring shared that everyone in the room had the same goals; the need to ensure 
that foreign developers would not alter the face of Southport. 
 
Mr. Mckee shared that he did not know it was in the purview of the committee of what 
the city can do to prevent alterations; he suggested the law be reviewed and 
understood.  
 
Mr. West spoke to the policy in Beaufort SC and shared his opportunity to learn more 
about their historic district; He shared that Beaufort was founded in 1711, and was 
the seconded oldest town in SC; he drove through the historic district and 
emphasized the beauty he saw there; he emphasized that he wanted everyone in the 
audience to be extremely comfortable with what they have provided; he shared his 
gratitude for living in an historic district; he shared that he did not want residents to 
feel impeded for living the district; and emphasized that people often overlook what 
they have until it is lost;  he expressed that everywhere should have a historic district 
and the neighbors should be proud. 
 
Ms. Hufham expressed the need to have benign rules to ensure that current residents 
are not impeded by the rules.  
 
Chair Drew spoke to the items regarding preserving heritage, policy and procedures, 
lead efforts for education, support participation in historic process; what it was they 
are trying to protect, tree-lined streets, water views at street ends, Franklin Square, 
Yacht Basin, Brunswick St, Battery Island, Indian Trail Tree; he expressed the need 
for action citing that the longer it is put off the more of Southport will be lost; he 
shared the fate of this proposal would be in the hands of the Board of Aldermen; he 
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emphasized that HPC had done its due diligence to present a clean proposal that 
took into care the consideration of all residents. 
 

G. Adjourn 
A motion to adjourn by Mr. West, second by Mr. Herring. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Adjourned at 5:10pm 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X
Charles Drew
Chair

X
Tori Deviney
City Clerk
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Annual Report 
of the 

Southport Historic 
Preservation Commission 

 
 

October 2024-October 2025 
 
 
 
 

November 5, 2025 
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Annual Report of the Southport Historic Preservation 
Commission for the Year 2024-2025 

(October 2024-October 2025) 
 

 

The Commission is composed of 7 members and 2 alternates.  Members of the 
Commission include: 

Charles Drew     Bonner Herring 
Rick Pukenas     Jim Mckee 
Bonnie Bray, Alternate                                          Joanne Wesson 
Josh Cline McGee    Lewis “Tal” West, Alternate 
Alexis Gore Graves                                                 Katherine Hufham, Alternate 
 

Member, Rick Pukenas chose not to seek reappointment to another term.  Alternate 
Bonnie Bray was appointed by the Board of Aldermen as a Regular member with her term 
expiring June, 2028 and Katherine Hufham was appointed as an alternate by the Board of 
Aldermen with her term expiring June, 2026. 

 

Officers of the Commission: 

Charles Drew, Chairman 
Rick Pukenas, Vice Chairman (until June 30, 2025) 
Bonnie Bray, Vice Chairman (from June 30, 2025) 
Maureen Meehan, Secretary 
 

Staff Members assigned to the Commission: 

Tori Deviney, Deputy City Clerk 
Penny Tysinger, Historic Preservation Planner 
Maureen Meehan, Planning Services Director 
 
Board of Alderman Liaison: 
 
Robert Carroll 
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The Southport Historic Preservation Commission continued with their work developing and 
preparing documents for the City to adopt a local designation report along with the local 
district boundary map and design standards.  To date, the Commission has held over 60 
public meetings taking into account the public comments received during those meetings.  
The Commission worked at reviewing these comments and editing the documents for the 
approval by the Board of Aldermen for the majority of the reporting period. The City initially 
contracted with Stewart Consulting to develop the inventory report, local district boundary 
map, and design standards.  The Commission met throughout the year and assisted with 
the inventory, agreed to the revised local district boundary and approved the design 
standards.   After receiving the State Historic Preservation Office’s comments, the 
Commission took the Local district boundary map before the Planning Board at their June 
19,2025 meeting and the Planning Board recommended adoption of the overlay map 
designating the local historic district and forwarded their recommendation to the Board of 
Aldermen.  The Board of Aldermen held a public hearing on the adoption of the local 
designation report including the overlay local district boundary map and the Design 
Standards at their July 10, 2025, meeting.    No action was taken by the Board of Aldermen 
and the Commission continued to meet to discuss the comments received during the 
public hearing and subsequent meetings held by both the Board of Aldermen and the HPC 
and making suggestions to the Board of Aldermen.  After numerous meetings, the 
Commission presented revised documents showing the edits that reflected with public 
comments that had been received.  On October 15, 2025, a joint meeting was held by the 
Commission with the Board of Aldermen to answer questions the Aldermen had 
concerning the documents.   

The Commission has received the final round of questions from the Board of Aldermen and 
will be reviewing the questions/edits received and formulate a response to the Board of 
Aldermen.   

 

Also, during the reporting period, the Commission continued its training and received 
updates on proposed and adopted new state statutes as well as local ordinances.  The 
Commission heard a presentation from the Friends of Franklin who donated a memorial 
plaque to the City for Franklin Square Park.  The Commission thanked the group for their 
hard work and efforts to restore the Park and endorsed the plaque as a gift to the City.  The 
Commission also received updates on the Old Weather Tower project and looks forward to 
the replica tower’s installation.  Members recognized Rick Pukenas, Vice Chair and 
thanked him for his service to the City and the HPC as one of the initial members of the 
Commission.   
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City of Southport Historic Preservation 
Commission Scheduled Meetings for 2026 

 

January 7, 2026 * 

February 4, 2026 * 

March 4, 2026 * 

April 1, 2026 * 

May 6, 2026  

June 3, 2026 

July 8, 2026  

August 5, 2026  

September 2, 2026 

October 7, 2026 

November 4, 2026  

December 2, 2026  

 

Meetings are scheduled for the 1st Wednesday of the month with the exception of July. 
Meetings are held at the Indian Trail Meeting Hall, 113 West Moore Street, Southport, NC at 
4:00 PM. Please note dates with *, these meetings (January -April) will be held at the Fire 
Department Headquarters/EOC Room due to construction at the Indian Trail Meeting Hall. 

Deadline for Completed Applications/Submittals for Meetings is 8:30 am 30 days prior to 
scheduled meeting. Submittals are turned into the Historic Preservation Planner 

 

Page 28 of 108



MEMORANDUM

TO:          Charles Drew, Chairman and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission
FROM: Maureen Meehan, Planning Director
RE:           Aldermen Questions on the Proposed Design Standards
DATE: October, 31, 2025
 

At the conclusion of the workshop held with the Board of Aldermen on October 15, 2025, the Aldermen 
agreed to submit their remaining questions concerning the proposed design standards to the Historic 
Preservation Commission (HPC) for their response at the Commission’s next regularly scheduled 
meeting.  Attached are the comments that were received.  Please review these comments and come 
prepared to formulate a response to these questions.  If you have any questions prior to the meeting, 
please feel free to contact me. 
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From: Rebecca Kelley
To: Tori Deviney
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Summary of Citizen Feedback and Recommended Considerations – Historic Overlay & Design

Standards
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2025 1:56:03 PM

You don't often get email from rebeccanckelley@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Team,

I wanted to share a summary of questions and recommendations I
received from concerned citizens following our joint workshop. The
comments reflect a genuine desire to support preservation while also
ensuring clarity, fairness, and inclusivity in implementation. Several points
are worth the Commission’s consideration as we move forward:

1. Administrative Feasibility & Property Inventories

The current draft states that compliance “begins on the date of adoption.”
While conceptually sound, we don’t yet have verified data on existing
exterior materials, features, and mechanical systems.
Recommendation: Before adoption, provide property owners their
current inventory sheets with an explanation of why updates are needed.
Allow 30–60 days for owners to correct construction/renovation dates and
note existing materials or historic details. This step would strengthen the
city’s records and help prevent disputes over what predates the standards.

2. Boundary Inclusivity & Equity

The proposed overlay currently excludes some historically significant areas
north of St. George Street—many tied to Southport’s African-American
heritage—and the Yacht Basin district.
Recommendation: Re-evaluate the boundaries to ensure all historic and
culturally important sites, including African-American landmarks and the
Yacht Basin, are represented and protected.

3. Applicability to Churches & City Buildings

Clarify whether city-owned and church properties within the district are
required to obtain Certificates of Appropriateness (COAs). Consistency in
application will prevent confusion.

4. Landscaping Oversight

The draft still includes language about landscaping and natural features
being subject to HPC review.
Recommendation: Confirm whether all landscaping provisions were
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intended for removal, and update accordingly.

5. Quasi-Judicial Process & Transparency

Questions remain about subjectivity, appeals, and enforcement.
Recommendations:

Include the appeal process for property owners.

Outline penalties for non-conformance.

Clarify whether the 90-day COA review limit includes public hearings,
and consider an “automatic approval” clause if the HPC fails to act
within that window.

6. Minor COA Adjustments

Eliminate: Temporary medical-related exterior alterations already
regulated by building permits.

Relocate: The “six-month renewal” COA fits better under the main
COA process section.

7. Visibility from Public View

Many historic properties are fully visible due to Southport’s original layout.
Language referencing “visible from the road” or “not seen from public
view” unintentionally penalizes these owners.
Recommendation: Either remove these phrases or add a statement
clarifying that highly visible properties will work collaboratively with HPC to
find fair solutions.

8. Communication Improvements

Past reliance on utility bill inserts for notices proved ineffective.
Recommendation: Implement more direct and reliable outreach—such as
individual mailings—and maintain a record of communication dates,
distribution methods, and responsible departments for accountability.

Closing Thought
The intent of this feedback isn’t to slow progress but to ensure the Historic
Overlay is inclusive, equitable, and practically enforceable. Taking time to
address these administrative and communication details now will
ultimately strengthen public confidence and long-term compliance.
Alternatively, I would love to see some other option that would allow us to
enforce only for new construction or major renovations...perhaps in the
UDO?
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WARNING: This email originated from outside of the City of Southport. Please DO NOT
click on links or attachments unless you are familiar with the sender and know the content
to be safe.

Respectfully submitted,
Rebecca Kelley

-- 

Rebecca

Rebecca Kelley

Cell: 910.443.0371
rebeccanckelley@gmail.com
www.linkedin.com/in/rebeccanckelley/
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Updated language for consideration:

Change - Yellow            Remove - Green

Page 12

Certificate of Appropriateness

Probably the most frequently asked question of the HPC is “When do I need a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (COA)?” The COA is a permit that a property owner receives indicating 
that a proposed change or action has been reviewed and approved by the HPC for 
congruity with the special character of the historic district or landmark and for consistency 
with the historic district regulations. A COA is required for any exterior change planned for 
a local historic landmark or building within the local historic district (See Map on page 37). 
Exterior changes are defined as any alteration including but not limited to the architectural 
style, general design, general arrangements of buildings or structures on the site, size and 
scale of the buildings or structures, building materials, types and styles of windows, doors, 
lights, signs, and other fixtures. Landscaping and changes to natural features such as 
trees, creeks, creek banks and riverbanks are also subject to HPC review. As a part of the 
COA review process, the HPC shall consider the preservation of the character and integrity 
of the City and its historic districts and individual landmarks. To verify that the proposed 
action requires a COA, call the City’s Preservation Planner at 910-457-7900.
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Page 14

Routine Maintenance Actions (COA Not Required)

Property owners should be aware of certain actions that are considered “routine 
maintenance” or are otherwise not subject to HPC review and thus do not require a COA. 
These items include: 

a. Repair or change of color of painted surfaces; 

b. Seasonal decorations; 

c. Moveable playground equipment; 

d. Temporary real estate “open-house” or “yard sale” signs placed and removed on that 
day; 

e. Addition to, installation of, or replacing gutters or downspouts with like materials, 
construction, and matching trim colors as long as significant architectural features are not 
removed or obsured; 

f. Landscaping; 

g. Removal or planting of trees (City Tree Protection Permit process still applies)  in rear 
and non-visible yards; 

h. Removal of diseased or dead trees in any location;

i. Fence installation/removal in the rear and non-visible side yards;

j. Installation/removal of mechanical equipment in the rear and non-visible side yards; 

k. Alteration/installation of exterior lighting; 

l. Alteration/removal of sidewalks, parking lots, and/or driveways; 

m. Temporary emergency roof tarps, window air conditioning units, fans, or portable 
generators; 

n. Installation of foundation vents on non-visible on the rear or non-visible side yards; 

o. Alteration/installation/removal of storm windows or doors; 

p. Alteration/removal of existing shutters on rear or non-visible side yards; 

q. Alteration/addition/construction/removal of swimming pools; 

r. Demolition of a non-historic addition or accessory structure; 

s. Construction of a new accessory structure less than 144 square feet; 

t. Maintenance and emergency restoration of existing above ground utilities; 

u. Public safety issues. 
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Page 16

In the Routine Maintenance Comment box   add: See page 14

Change to a Minor COA  -  Alteration, construction/removal of stone or brick terraces, 
water features, berms, and ground moving activities

Delete  -  Removal of terraces and walkways

Page 21

10. In determining whether the work proposed in the application would be congruous with 
the special character of the district, or in certain cases, designated landmarks outside the 
district, the HPC commission will consider the items generally and specifically set forth in 
these standards including the following principles. : a. The special character of the district 
is primarily defined by the following elements: i. Architectural styles, sizes, scales, height 
and proportions of historical Southport buildings and other structures. ii. Vistas of the 
Historic District should be maintained. These include seascapes, landscapes, and 
streetscapes.

X UDO Stormwater Ordinance 
applies.
UDO Stormwater Ordinance 
applies.applies.

X
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Page 44

1.1.1. Identify and if possible, preserve and maintain historic public and private 
landscapes that contribute to the character of the historic district, including open spaces, 
streetscapes, and yards. 
1.1.2. Identify and if possible, preserve, and maintain the individual components and historic 
features that contribute to Southport’s historic character, including: 
mature trees, ornamental trees, and hedge rows. 
1.1.3. Preserve and maintain mature canopy trees if possible,. Planting of non-native …

Page 45

1.1.6 New walkways shall should not exceed a width of four (4) feet and shall not be built 
past public sidewalks where they exist. No hardened structures are allowed within the 
public right of way. (ROW permits are required for any allowable encroachments.) 

1.1.7. Contemporary edging or border materials, such as exposed landscape timbers, 
railroad ties, pre-cast concrete, plastic, or other substitute material borders are not 
appropriate in areas seen from the public view.

1.1.8. Historic sidewalks and other paving materials should be preserved and maintained. 
When possible new sidewalks shall should be compatible in material, detailing, color and 
finish to existing historic sidewalks.

Page 49

Driveways and Off-Street Parking 
Many homes in the local historic district do not have driveways, most residents 
utilize on-street parking. However, where driveways and parking lots exist 
maintenance and repair can be achieved through monitoring to identify settling
and cracking of these surfaces. When necessary, selective, or full, in-kind 
replacement of paving materials should must follow the Masonry Standards if possible.

1.4.4. When possible, avoid removing trees and other landscape elements that contribute to the 
historic character of a site. 

Page 52

1.6.2. Built in features such as pavilions, gazebos, screened rooms, or other types of roofed 
structures such as boat sheds are not appropriate. 

1.6.4. When possible, repair docks, piers, and boardwalks and their details and features, using 
accepted preservation methods. 
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Page 58

2.1.2. Preserve, maintain, and repair historic roofing details and materials such as slate, standing 
seam metal, and tile when possible. Replace in-kind only if necessary due to deterioration or 
damage. Replace only the damaged or deteriorated portion using materials identical 
necessary, identical to the original if possible. 

2.1.3. New roofing materials should be compatible with either the existing or 
original roofing material. Match the historic material as closely as possible in color, shape, size, 
and texture. Asphalt, fiberglass-asphalt shingles, and metal roofs are acceptable. Any distinctive 
patterns of shingles or slates shall be retained and/ or replicated exactly when possible.

Page 59

2.1.10. Avoid constructing additional stories resulting in an altered appearance that is incongruous 
with the Historic District. 

Page 61

2.2.6. It is inappropriate to strip paint with the object of staining it or leaving it unfinished for a 
supposedly “natural” appearance when such an appearance cannot be historically documented.

Page 62

2.3.1. Retain and preserve historic brick and masonry elements, including walls, chimneys, 
foundations, and retaining walls. When possible, preserve masonry elements that are character-
defining features of the building or property.

Page 63

2.4.5. Tinted glass is not appropriate in the historic district in any area visible 
from public view. Energy-saving or “low-E” glass may be used only if it is not tinted.

Page 64

2.4.7 Preserve and repair original or historic shutters if possible. It is appropriate to add louvered 
shutters to a historic structure if there is evidence that it once had shutters blinds or the addition of 
shutters is congruous with the historic character of the structure. All shutters shall be installed so 
that they will fit the window frame opening if closed and shall be of correct proportions for each 
window. Blinds shall be provided with operable hardware, consisting of hinges, pintles, and 
holdbacks located in the appropriate positions. 
Shutters may be operable or fixed. Shutters made of synthetic or substitute materials, that 
duplicate the look, appearance and patina of wood may be allowed. They should not be nailed or 
screwed onto the building surface.
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Page 64 (cont.)

2.4.9. Avoid the placement of metal awnings over windows and doors. Fabric awnings may be 
used if the house originally or historically had them. Install awnings in such a manner that they do 
not conceal architectural features or damage historic building fabric. Choose colors and patterns 
that harmonize with the building and do not compete with it.

Page 65 & 66

2.5.9. It is not appropriate to add new porches, entrances, or balconies to primary elevations or 
other areas of a building that are seen from the public view if none existed historically. Exceptions 
may be considered. Applicants shall demonstrate to the HPC that an addition with different height, 
scale, size and massing from the existing structure is congruous with the Historic District.

2.5.10. Collapsible gates on porches to restrain pets or young children are reviewed by the HPC on 
a case-by-case basis and should be truly temporary and removable. Permanent gates are 
reviewed by the HPC. Gates of any kind at the foot of porch steps create an unnecessary visual 
barrier and are not appropriate.

Page 67

2.6.7. It is inappropriate to paint existing, unpainted historic foundations. A previously painted 
foundation should continue to be painted to avoid damaging the masonry. See Section 2.3. 
Standards for Masonry for maintenance recommendations for unpainted and painted masonry. 

Page 70

2.9.2. If possible, locate roof ventilators, antennas, solar panels, and satellite dishes in areas not 
visible from public view. Satellite dishes exceeding 24” in diameter shall not be installed in the 
historic district. 

2.9.3. If possible, paint meter boxes, vents, and other utility fixtures visible from the 
street in colors that will allow them to blend in with the historic/existing building.

Page 74

3.1.2. It is appropriate to consider height, scale, size and massing of the additions to ensure it is 
compatible with the existing structure and does not overpower it visually. A new addition should 
never be taller or wider than the original structure. Observe the principle of “additive massing” 
where the original structure remains dominant, and the additions are 
adjoining and smaller masses. Generally, observe the principle of “additive massing” where the 
original structure remains dominant, and the additions are adjoining and smaller masses however, 
exceptions may be considered. Applicants shall demonstrate to the HPC that an addition with 
different height, scale, size and massing from the existing structure is congruous with the Historic 
District. 
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Page 74 (cont.)

3.1.4. If possible, additions should be constructed so that they can be removed from the original 
building in the future without irreversible damage to significant features.

Page 75

3.1.13. It is not appropriate to site additions that require the removal of mature trees or plantings. 

Page 77

3.2.7. If a contributing building was demolished or moved from the site, design the replacement 
building to be of similar height, scale, massing, and location as the previously existing building. 
Applicants will have a heavy burden to shall demonstrate to the HPC that a replacement structure 
with different height, scale, and massing as the previously existing building is congruous with the 
Historic District.

Page 79

3.3.8. If alternatives exist, it is not appropriate to site additions that require the removal of mature 
trees or plantings. Mature trees and plantings should be protected during the construction phase.

Page 84

4.1.1. Choose relocation only as a last resort to demolition. Property owners that want to relocate 
a contributing building should design the replacement building to reflect the relocated building’s 
height, scale, massing, and location. Applicants will have a heavy burden to shall demonstrate to 
the HPC that a replacement building with different height, scale, massing, and location as the 
previously existing building is congruous with the historic district.

Page 86

4.2.1. Choose demolition only as a last resort. Property owners of contributing buildings should 
design the replacement building to reflect the demolished building’s height, scale, massing, and 
location. Applicants will have a heavy burden to shall demonstrate to the HPC that a replacement 
building with different height, scale, massing as the previously existing building is congruous with 
the Historic District.
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I am in favor of a plan to ensure that the historical nature and beauty of Southport is 

protect the city from taking positions that would be in violation of NC law or lead to 
other civil penalties. 

As such, I am submitting the following to you, the HPC members, to seek solutions 
to the following hurdles, which are substantial, and most must be addressed before 
the passage of a document with a low risk of civil action against the city.  

1) 
presentation that reads in part; “However, regardless of the determination of 

study of pote

the structure. Question; Does this not defeat the strategic goal of the proposed 
legislation? 

2) Question; Does Statute SB 282 that eliminates downzoning supersede the older 
historic preservation statute? 

3) The current language states that once passed, any residential unit within the 

structure. Question; Is there a work around? This has come to be part of the rallying 
 

4) Question; Should the BoA take into consideration during their deliberations, the 
fact that over 200 
be passed? That is over 80 % of the total. 

5) Question; Should the BoA take into consideration during their deliberations, the 
fact that several lot owners have expressed their willingness to take the city to civil 
court? 

6) Question; Should the Board of Aldermen take into consideration during their 
deliberations that a growing number of lot owners have stated they will seek de- 
annexation of a large section of the historic downtown? 

7) Could this whole concept be boiled down to something on the order of, any 
residence within the Historic District that demolishes, or 
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structure must comply with the standards. I know this would still not address 
adding a second or third story, even if those additions were in the same style as the 
original structure. Bottom line is, I am pondering if the proposal as submitted goes 
too far. I come back to that basic principle that if 80% of the impacted tax payers are 
saying “no”, regardless of how many meetings there were, or of all the hard work that 
has gone into this idea, here and now, there is little support for this  

 

Respectfully,  

Rich               
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