TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT, SOUTH CAROLINA
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
AUGUST 6, 2018
MINUTES
Municipal Complex, Council Chambers

Present:
Absent:
Staff:

Joe Bustos, Chair, Bob Brimmer, Tom O'Rourke.
G.M. Whitley.
Eric DeMoura, Jeff Ulma, David Pagliarini, Michele Canon, Liz
Boyles

Mr. Bustos called the meeting to order at 2:15 pm.
1. Approval of Minutes from the July 2, 2018 meeting and the July 16, 2018
special meeting
Mr. O’Rourke moved for approval of the minutes. Mr. Brimmer seconded the
motion. All in favor.
2. Public Comments
Mr. Paul Mount, 1481 Center St. extension, referred to item 5G on the agenda
concerning the Urban Corridor Overlay District (UC-OD). He suggested that
this section of the UC-OD was to be different from the other parts of the UCOD, a gateway to the Town, less dense and more open. He suggested that
the Ben Sawyer Blvd area overlay zoning does not match the intent of the
area. He stated that this is a main thoroughfare to the beach. He thanked
the Committee for discussing this issue and for consideration.
Ms. Lucy Gordon, 1551 Ben Sawyer, thanked the Committee for discussion of
the issue of the section of Ben Sawyer Blvd being part of the UC-OD. She
stated that there was concern on whether Sullivan’s Point could be rebuilt in
the event of storm event and suggested that it would be able to meet all
requirements except for the density. She suggested that the density for this
area should be reduced. She suggested that there are some other elements
that could be used to determine density for areas other than using units per
acre.
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Ms. Laurie Bixler, 144, 3rd Ave, stated that she is one of the few that has an
approved short-term rental and asked that those already in existence should
be able to remain in business.
There being no further comments, Mr. Bustos continued with the agenda.
3. Pepper Tract PD amendment: Proposal to amend the Pepper Tract PD,
Planned Development District Ordinance (Ordinance No. 11048, as
amended), by removing and/or changing the square footage limitations
on buildings associated with specific uses as identified in “Attachment E:
Permitted uses for RC and I Zoning Classifications”
Mr. Ulma reviewed the request with the Committee. He stated that the
Planning Commission originally recommended approval. He stated that
revised information was provided by the applicant to further specify square
footage maximums for certain uses within the PD.
Mr. Tim Cook, applicant, reviewed the request with the Committee. He stated
that the building size limitations included in the PD are not required in other
zoning classifications and have been burdensome in trying to market the
property for development. He suggested that the new square footage
limitations are an effort to address the Committee’s previous concerns and
reviewed the new restrictions with the Committee. He asked that the new
limitations be approved.
Mr. Brimmer stated that AB zoning does not have the square footage
requirements because the size of the parcel restricts the size of the building
and is self-controlling in many ways. He thanked Mr. Cook for working on this
and asked about grocery and storage uses and why they have higher square
footage limits. Mr. Cook answered that this was based on what is typically
seen for this type of use in the market. He stated that the square footage
limit would mean that no further variances would be needed.
Mr. Brimmer moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the request.
Mr. O’Rourke seconded the motion. All in favor.
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4. Annexations
a. A-22-18: 1330 Venning Road. Request to annex an approximately 0.66
acre tract of land located at 1330 Venning Road, identified by TMS No.
562-14-00-011 and depicted on a plat as Lot 13 recorded by Charleston
County ROD Office in Plat Book H, Page 26.
Mr. Ulma reviewed the request with the Committee.
Mr. Brimmer asked if CC zoning is compatible with Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Ulma answered in the affirmative.
Mr. Brimmer moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
annexation. Mr. O’Rourke seconded the motion. All in favor.
b. A-23-18: 1783 Omni Blvd. Request to annex an approximately 0.82
acre tract of land located at 1783 Omni Blvd, identified by TMS No.
561-01-00-063 and depicted on a plat as Lot 23, Block D recorded by
Charleston County ROD Office in Plat Book BP, Page 163.
Mr. Ulma reviewed the request with the Committee.
Mr. Brimmer moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
annexation. Mr. O’Rourke seconded the motion. All in favor.
c. A-24-18: 997 Theodore Road. Request to annex an approximately 0.60
acre tract of land located at 997 Theodore Road, identified by TMS No.
614-00-00-303 and depicted on a plat as Lot P recorded by Charleston
County ROD Office in Plat Book EC, Page 71.
Mr. Ulma reviewed request with the Committee.
Mr. Brimmer moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
annexation. Mr. O’Rourke seconded the motion. All in favor.
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d. A-25-18: 1625 Aztec Lane. Request to annex an approximately 1.41
acre tract of land located at 1625 Aztec Lane, identified by TMS No.
561-01-00-054 and depicted on a plat as Lot 14, Block D recorded by
Charleston County ROD Office in Plat Book BN, Page 191.
Mr. Ulma reviewed the request with the Committee.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
annexation. Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion. All in favor.
5. Review of Planning Commission recommendations from the July 18, 2018
meeting
a. Zoning Code text amendment: Proposal to amend Chapter 156, Zoning
Code, Telecommunications Towers, by adding a new section 156.121
to allow and regulate new technology known as “Small Wireless
Facilities” within street rights-of-way
Mr. Jack Mitchell, AT&T, commended the Town for trying to have a viable
solution for small wireless facilities. He asked that staff continue to work
with AT&T on this issue to have an ordinance that works for the wireless
community and the Town. He stated that there are some concerns with
the ordinance as currently proposed and would like to have an opportunity
to further discuss this with legal counsel.
Mr. Brimmer asked if Mr. Mitchell is a lobbyist. Mr. Mitchell answered in
the negative and stated that he is a lobbyist principal. Mr. Brimmer
suggested that Mr. Mitchell might have to register with the Town. Mr.
Mitchell answered that he did check into this and does not need to be
registered.
Mr. Ulma stated that staff has been working to quickly address the
concerns of the communication community. He stated that if the desire is
to defer, the issue could be deferred, and staff could continue to work with
AT&T.
The Committee agreed to defer this issue to next month.
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b. Greystone PD amendment: Request to amend the Greystone PD,
Planned Development District Ordinance (Ordinance No. 93067, as
amended), with regards to the allowable uses, access, buffer
requirements and drainage, specific to Tract B
Mr. Gary Santos, 1690 Greystone Blvd, stated that this property has been
utilized for drainage and was approved for this use with the PD in 1993.
He suggested that many of the neighbors are very concerned with the
requested changes. He stated that this is green space that is home to many
different types of wildlife. He asked that the Committee uphold the
Planning Commission recommendation and deny the request. He
suggested that the requested change is not appropriate for the
neighborhood.
Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She stated that the
Planning Commission unanimously recommended denial of the request.
Mr. Brimmer asked the depth of the parcel. Ms. Canon answered that she
is not sure but estimated that it was approximately 275 feet. Mr. Brimmer
asked about the buffer and if it would need to be expanded from what is
shown on the site plan. Ms. Canon answered that as part of the PD
amendment, staff requested that they include a 50 foot buffer along US17.
She stated that this site plan would not be considered the conceptual plan
for the PD ordinance as it does not accurately show the 50 foot buffer. Mr.
Brimmer stated that this would mean that the building and pond would
need to be located closer to the existing homes.
Mr. Bustos agreed with the Planning Commission recommendation.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council denial of the request.
Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion. All in favor.
c. First Baptist (LifePark) PD amendment: Request to rezone from First
Baptist Church North PD-MU-SR, Planned Development – Mixed Use
Suburban-Rural, to AB, Areawide Business District
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Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She stated that the
Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval.
Mr. Brimmer asked if the owner understands that All-American Blvd is
scheduled to cross the property. Ms. Canon answered in the affirmative.
Mr. Brimmer moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
request. Mr. O’Rourke seconded the motion. All in favor.
d. First Baptist (LifePark) PD amendment: Request to rezone from First
Baptist Church North PD-MU-SR, Planned Development – Mixed Use
Suburban-Rural, to PI-1, Public Institutional-1 District
Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She stated that the
Planning Commission recommended approval.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
request. Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion. All in favor.
e. I’On PD amendment: Request to amend the I’On PD, Planned
Development District Ordinance (Ord. No. 97010, as amended) by
adding an “event venue” as an additional permitted use on one parcel
located at 264 North Shelmore Boulevard
Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She stated that the
Planning Commission recommended denial on a 7 to 1 vote.
Mr. Casey Brogden, 209 N. Shelmore, stated that he and many of his
neighbors are opposed to the request. He stated that they have a petition
with over 320 signatures of those that live in I’On that are in opposition of
the request as well. He stated that public safety is a major concern as there
is only one-way traffic because of the on-street parking. He stated that
having events at the proposed location with over 100 participants
occurring at the same time as church events would cause major traffic and
parking issues and suggested that emergency vehicles would not be able
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to traverse the street. He stated that quality of life is another concern. He
stated that the covenants and restrictions were put in place to help
preserve the quality of life for the residents of the neighborhood. He
stated that is a lot of family activities, children playing, etc. and suggested
that the proposed use is not appropriate for the neighborhood. He
expressed concern with parking and that there is no designated parking
area. He expressed concern with noise and that this is not an appropriate
use. He stated that he is opposed to the request.
Ms. Carol Williams, 17 Crescent St, stated that she has been a resident in
I’On for almost 20 years. She stated that as a small business owner, she
understands the trials to keep a small business viable when it is not located
on a major thoroughfare. She suggested that the applicant is a good
steward and has tried to keep disruption to the neighborhood at a
minimum. She stated that she supports the request.
Ms. Esther Beckman, 19 McDaniel, stated that she is not opposed to the
owner or small business, but expressed concern with neighborhood safety,
noise, quality of life, catering trucks, permitting alcohol at events, etc. She
stated that she and many of the neighbors are opposed to the request.
She expressed concern with parking and that there is no parking lot for this
use. She expressed concern with the proposal to have carts transporting
those coming to the event and questioned whether this would legally be
allowed. She expressed concern that shuttling event goers to the venue
would be a disruption to the neighborhood.
Ms. Monica Von Miller, 37 Jane Jacobs, showed a map indicating the
location of all the neighbors opposed to the request. She showed a photo
of the parking along the street during church events. She stated that the
church has many different events throughout the week that further
exacerbates on-street parking in the area. She expressed concern with
emergency vehicles not having access because of parking congestion and
that events would occur during at the same time as church events. She
suggested that other event venues are located on the outskirts of the
neighborhood and not in the middle of the neighborhood.
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Mr. W. L. Davis, 3 Edenton, expressed concern with parking. He suggested
that a small business would be more appropriate then the requested event
venue. He suggested that the intended use as a small business should
remain. He stated that if approved, the use would be allowed in
perpetuity. He stated that he is opposed to the request and stated that
many in attendance are opposed as well and asked them to stand so the
Committee had an understanding of the number of people opposed to the
request.
Ms. Melinda Armstrong, applicant, reviewed the request with the
Committee. She stated that the requested use would be to supplement
the small business and would not be the main use of the property. She
stated that she has been working with the I’On HOA on an agreement to
restrict the uses and number of events that are held at the venue and
reviewed these with the Committee. She stated that restrictive covenants
would be placed on the property to ensure the restrictions are kept in
place in perpetuity.
Ms. Vicky Maguire, 23 Unwin Way, stated that the covenants have
significantly changed over the years and suggested that some of the
parking issues are a result of those changes. She expressed concern with
emergency vehicle access and safety. She stated that she has contacted
the Fire Department on this issue and spoken with Chief Johnston. She
expressed concern with parking at that there is currently not enough
parking.
Mr. David Mixon, 22 Fernandina, stated that the I’On HOA sent a letter to
the residents indicating that they would not be supporting the request.
Mr. Brimmer asked if this is considered a rezoning and if conditions could
be placed on the property. Mr. Ulma answered that any conditions would
have to be agreed to and offered by the applicant, much as was done with
the request for Pepper Plantation.
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Mr. O’Rourke stated that even if there is an agreement with the HOA at
this time, it could change in the future. He suggested that the
neighborhood could withstand this use as requested.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council denial of the request.
Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion. All in favor.
f. Zoning Code text amendment: Proposal to amend Zoning Code
Section 156.325(C), Use Table, to allow a “hospice care facility” as a
permitted use in the ED, Economic Development, District
Ms. Canon stated that Town Council approved this at a special Town
Council meeting.
g. Zoning Code text amendments: Proposal to amend Zoning Code
Section 156.318, Urban Corridor Overlay District, and related
provisions within Chapter 156, by modifying the boundaries and the
provisions of the district to do the following: i.) remove from the
overlay the portion of Ben Sawyer Boulevard from Rifle Range Road
to the bridge; ii.) rename the Urban Corridor Overlay District to the
“Boulevard Overlay District,” to include Johnnie Dodds Boulevard
Overlay District, Coleman Boulevard Overlay District and Chuck
Dawley Boulevard Overlay District; and iii.) remove single family
residential uses as a permitted use on properties within the Corridor
Overlay District whose underlying zoning is commercial.
Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She clarified that
once Ben Sawyer is removed, Sullivan’s Point is a single family use, but the
underlying zoning is AB, Areawide Business, which does not allow single
family uses as a permitted use.
Mr. Bustos noted that more amendments would be needed in the future,
particularly with regard to density. Ms. Canon agreed and stated that
these would be reviewed through the Comprehensive Plan update
process.
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Mr. O’Rourke expressed appreciation to staff for the work on this issue and
in making sure that the recommended changes were clearly outlined.
Mr. Brimmer asked if the Ben Sawyer section would be removed from the
UC-OD, with additional amendments later in conjunction with the
Comprehensive Plan update. Ms. Canon answered in the affirmative.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
amendments as outlined by staff. Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion. All
in favor.
h. Zoning Code text amendments: Proposal to amend the Vegetation and
Tree Protection divisions of Chapter 156 of the Mount Pleasant Code
of Ordinances, pertaining to various sections regarding bufferyard
requirements; special bufferyards, including the Critical Line Buffer
and prior amendments related to the effective date; and tree
protection, removal and replacement requirements (Zoning
Administrator Letter; Adkins Letter)
Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She stated that the
Planning Commission recommended approval.
Mr. Ulma reviewed the proposed changes to the effective date of the
critical line buffer provision. He noted that this would be a universal
change to the ordinance, and in reviewing what properties would be
affected if the date were changed, staff identified over 300 properties that
would be subject to a critical line buffer. He stated that some of those 300
properties might not meet the critical line buffer requirements and would
then be required to meet those requirements. He stated that if changed,
the I’On subdivision would be subject to the critical line buffer
requirements as well. He stated that the Planning Commission did not
make a recommendation on this issue.
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Mr. Bustos asked the net effect for the over 300 lots. Mr. Ulma answered
that if the date was pushed back to January 2000, those lots would not be
exempt from having a critical line buffer. Mr. Bustos asked if these lots
would have to put a critical line buffer back. Mr. Ulma answered in the
affirmative and stated that the I’On Assembly would like to continue to
clean up the areas around the neighborhood trails and paths and desire
not to be subject to the critical line buffer.
Mr. Brimmer asked if staff’s research shows that this was a legal action
accomplished by Town Council. Mr. Ulma answered in the affirmative. Mr.
Brimmer asked the reason for the change. Mr. Ulma answered that the
request is to consider changing the effective date so that the critical line
buffer requirements applicable to I’On.
Mr. Bustos asked if this has been reviewed by legal counsel. Mr. Ulma
answered in the affirmative. He stated that this was also reviewed by
BOZA on two occasions and there is pending litigation as well. Mr. Bustos
asked if this should be discussed since there is pending litigation. Mr. Ulma
answered that in general terms it could be considered.
Mr. Brimmer suggested that this is a case of a request being made to
amend an ordinance.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council that the request to
change the effective date for the critical line buffer be denied as it would
potentially be difficult to enforce and retroactively require properties to
have a critical line buffer. Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion. All in favor.
Mr. Brimmer moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the
amendments to §156 pertaining to trees and buffers. Mr. O’Rourke
seconded the motion. All in favor.
i. Land Development regulations (LDRs) text amendments: Proposal to
amend the Town of Mount Pleasant Code of Ordinances, Chapter 155,
Land Development Regulations in conjunction with related
amendments to the Zoning Code. Proposed is to delete Section
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155.073, Park and Recreational Areas, and to create a new Section
155.054, Greenspace Preservation Plan. New Section 155.054 will
incorporate certain provisions from deleted Section 155.073, as well
as establish intent, purpose, and standards for new subdivision review
requirements, which will include clustered areas of preservation and
internal areas of preservation and greenspace.
Ms. Canon reviewed the request with the Committee. She stated that the
Planning Commission recommended approval.
Mr. Bustos asked if the Planning Commission recommended not including
wetlands, retention ponds, and rights-of-way as part of the 30% open
space requirement. Ms. Canon answered in the negative and stated that
the recommended exclusion of wetlands, retention ponds, and rights-ofway were included in the 160-inch tree requirement in the zoning code
text amendments.
Mr. Brimmer asked about the minimum 30% open space requirement and
if this could be higher. Ms. Canon answered that there the existing PD-CD
ordinance requires 25% open space and it was felt that this was not
sufficient. She stated that it is hard to compare as the current open space
requirement is based on the number of lots and not a percentage of the
overall acreage. Mr. Brimmer asked the impact of excluding the wetlands,
retention ponds, and right-of-ways in calculating the open space for
properties up to three acres in size and including those for properties
greater than three acres. Ms. Canon answered that this was considered
and based on the remaining tracts, staff recommended that the threshold
be three acres. Mr. Brimmer suggested that if wetlands, retention ponds,
and rights-of-way were included for the purposes of the open space
calculation, it could render a parcel difficult to development. Mr. Ulma
answered that there could be two sets of standards, if desired.
Mr. Bustos stated that he sees where a smaller parcel could exclude the
wetlands, retention ponds, and rights-of-way so it can be better
developed.
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The Committee agreed to defer this issue for staff to continue working on
the amendments as discussed and bring it back to the Committee.
Mr. Brimmer stated that there is no way to completely satisfy everyone
and suggested that these amendments should not be deferred for a long
period of time.
Mr. Bustos asked about big box development and if this should be included
in this section as well. Mr. Ulma answered that big box development dealt
more with the issue of use and suggested that this should be addressed as
a separate issue from the amendments to the trees and buffers. He stated
that this could be further discussed with the issue of building setbacks later
the agenda.
The Committee convened for a short break at 3:55 pm and reconvened at
4:03 pm.
6. Building Permit Allocation System (BPAS): Review and discussion of key
components of a potential residential building permit allocation program
Mr. Ulma reviewed the issue with the Committee and stated that staff needed
further direction on how to proceed.
Mr. Bustos suggested that a concrete number of permits issued annually
should be determined as opposed to using a certain percentage.
Mr. O’Rourke stated that in reviewing the data, he suggested that there might
not be an issue and a building permit allocation system might not be
warranted.
Mr. Brimmer agreed that there might not be a need at this time for a building
permit allocation system. He suggested that if moving forward with
implementation, then the number of permits should include those approved
for the development agreements.
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Mr. DeMoura asked the maximum number of permits. The Committee agreed
that 820 permits per year should be considered.
Mr. Bustos stated that townhomes were previously separated from single
family residential but suggested that this might not be as much an issue as
there are not as many townhomes that are approved. He stated that
currently there is a moratorium on apartments. The Committee agreed to
have two categories: a single family residential category and a multi-unit
residential category that would include townhomes.
Mr. O’Rourke suggested that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) should be
included the maximum number of permits issued. Mr. Bustos agreed as
having the ADUs would provide impact on infrastructure and services as
would a single family home. The Committee agreed.
Mr. Ulma asked about affordable housing. Mr. O’Rourke suggested that the
Town should be open to working with those affordable housing projects and
they should be an exception to the allocation system. The Committee agreed.
Mr. Ulma asked about redevelopment sites and how these would be handled.
The Committee agreed that redevelopment should be exempt.
Mr. Ulma asked about the duration of the allocation system. The Committee
agreed not to limit the duration and if it was deemed that the allocation
system was no longer needed, then it would be addressed at that time.
Mr. O’Rourke asked if a homeowner can pull a permit. Mr. Ulma answered in
the affirmative.
Mr. Bustos suggested that a semi-annual allocation should be considered.
The Committee agreed.
Mr. Ulma asked whether permits would roll over if not used. The Committee
agreed that any unused permits would roll over to the next year. Mr. Ulma
asked if geographic areas should be considered. Mr. Bustos suggested that it
should be town-wide. The Committee agreed.
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Mr. Bustos suggested that school capacity cannot be used as a justification
for the allocation system as they are regulated through Charleston County.
Mr. Ulma stated that the Committee recommendations would be used to
formulate how the allocation system would be fashioned and would be
presented to Town Council in that same manner. The Committee agreed.
7. Liberty Hill Development Agreement (DA): Proposal to amend and
restate the existing development agreement by and between PC
Palmetto Investments, LLC, and the Town of Mount Pleasant, for the
development known as Liberty Hill Farms. The purpose is to “completely
amend and replace the original development agreement,” adopted on
December 13, 2016, and terminating five (5) years thereafter, in order to
extend the development schedule. If adopted, the agreement will
commence on the agreement date and terminate five (5) years
thereafter.
Mr. Ulma reviewed the request with the Committee.
Mr. Bustos asked the reason for this request. Mr. Stuart Whiteside, Seamon,
Whiteside, and Associates, answered that there was a delay in securing all the
necessary permits from other entities, which delayed the start of
construction. He stated that the same scheduled would be continued with
the annual allocation in the original agreement. Mr. Bustos asked if the
developer would be willing to be subject to the building permit allocation
system. Mr. Whiteside answered that the schedule is a self-imposed
allocation program.
Mr. O’Rourke moved to recommend to Town Council approval of the request.
Mr. Brimmer seconded the motion.
Mr. Brimmer asked if the first year would mainly be development of
infrastructure. Mr. Whiteside answered in the affirmative.
Mr. Bustos called for a vote on the motion. All in favor.
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8. Commercial building setbacks: Discussion regarding setbacks for
commercial buildings adjacent to roadways and potential amendments
Mr. Ulma reviewed the request with the Committee. He suggested that some
additional requirements such as increased buffers could be considered if
desired. He also suggested that requiring 3D models might be a beneficial to
have a better sense of what the final site would look like.
Mr. Bustos suggested that increased acreage should be considered for big box
structures so that there is sufficient area to allow for buffers, setbacks,
moving building on the site, parking, etc.
Mr. O’Rourke suggested that the square footage for big box development
should be specified for clarification. He suggested that the buffers should be
increased. He stated that 3D models are nice to look at but should not
necessarily be required.
Mr. Bustos suggested that staff should work on this issue and bring back some
recommendations for the Committee’s consideration.
Mr. Brimmer suggested that there should not be a reactionary response to a
few isolated instances. He stated that building construction has drastically
changed with walls being constructed as one unit as opposed to being built in
sections or blocks. He stated that there are currently regulations and
requirements in place and suggested that any changes should be carefully
considered.
The Committee agreed that staff should continue to work on this issue,
primarily with regards to acreage requirements for big box development and
bring back some recommendations for the Committee’s consideration.
9. Comprehensive Plan update
Ms. Boyles reviewed the update with the Committee.
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There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:51 pm.

Submitted by,
L. Lynes
PlanComm08062018

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL

August 6, 2018

3. PEPPER TRACT PD AMENDMENT
Case #:

Request:
Location:

R-12-18

Request to amend the Pepper Tract PD, Planned Development District Ordinance (Ordinance No. 11048, as
amended), by removing the square footage limitations on buildings associated with specific uses as
identified in “Attachment E: Permitted uses for RC and I Zoning Classifications”
Located along Darrell Creek Trail/US Highway 17 N. and Chandler Road / known as the Pepper Tract
Development

Parcel ID (TMS No.):

615-00-00-044 and 615-00-00-173

Type of Request:

PD Amendment

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Total Acreage:

Approximately 99.62 acres (only approximately 29 acres developable – remaining designated for open
space)

Plat Recording Info:

L16-0368 and L16-0440

Application Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26403/R-12-18_Pepper-Tract-PD-Amendment

Staff Report Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26558/R-12-18_Pepper-Plantation-PD-Amendment-StaffReport

Action taken:

Planning Commission recommended approval (5-2).

Updated
Proposed
SF
Limitations

4.A. ANNEXATION: 1330 VENNING ROAD
▪ An approximately 0.66 acre tract of land

▪ Located at 1330 Venning Road
▪ TMS No. 562-14-00-011
▪ Plat Book H, Page 026
▪ Comprehensive Plan recommends Community Conservation Land Uses
▪ Will be assigned zoning designation CC, Community Conservation District

▪ The lot is currently improved with a single family residence

4.B. ANNEXATION: 1783 OMNI BOULEVARD
▪ An approximately 0.82 acre tract of land

▪ Located at 1783 Omni Boulevard / Raven’s Run Subdivision
▪ TMS No. 561-01-00-063

▪ Plat Book BP, Page 163
▪ Comprehensive Plan recommends Low Density Neighborhood Land Uses
▪ Will be assigned zoning designation R-1, Low Density Residential District
▪ The lot is currently improved with a single family residence

4.C. ANNEXATION: 997 THEODORE ROAD
▪ An approximately 0.60 acre tract of land

▪ Located at 997 Theodore Road
▪ TMS No. 614-00-00-303
▪ Plat Book EC, Page 071
▪ Comprehensive Plan recommends Community Conservation Land Uses
▪ Will be assigned zoning designation CC, Community Conservation District

▪ The lot is currently vacant

4.D. ANNEXATION: 1625 AZTEC LANE
▪ An approximately 1.41 acre tract of land

▪ Located at 1625 Aztec Lane / Raven’s Run Subdivision
▪ TMS No. 561-01-00-054
▪ Plat Book BN, Page 191
▪ Comprehensive Plan recommends Low Density Neighborhood Land Uses
▪ Will be assigned zoning designation R-1, Low Density Residential District

▪ The lot is currently improved with a single family residence

5.A. SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES ORDINANCE
Request:
Type of Request:
Public Hearing:

Proposal to amend Chapter 156, Zoning Code, pertaining to Telecommunications
Towers by adding a new section 156.121 regulating Small Wireless Facilities
Zoning Code Text Amendment
Required; To be held by Planning Commission

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26603
Draft Text Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26672/Modifications

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26879
Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended approval (9-0)

BACKGROUND – SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
• “Small Wireless Facilities” (SWF) are intended to
meet the demand for ever-increasing capacity,
speed and reliability and are characterized as:
•
•
•
•

Aesthetically smaller designs
Improved user experience
Preference to attach to existing infrastructure
Platform for evolving technology

• Small-Cell Wireless Facilities are geared to be
located in in government right-of-ways (ROWs).
• Requests to locate such facilities in Mount
Pleasant have arisen, but our existing
telecommunications ordinance does not directly
address them.
28

BACKGROUND – SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
• In response to these changes, the
industry worked with the Municipal
Association of South Carolina (MASC)
to create a model ordinance.
• Staff prepared a reformatted
version of this model ordinance to fit
into Town ordinances, and then
modified it to meet our community’s
circumstances & needs.
• After the required Public Hearing,
Planning Commission recommended
approval, 9-0.
29

BACKGROUND – SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
The proposed ordinance:
• Was prepared by Planning and
Legal staff & Supplements current
Telecommunications Towers
Ordinance
• Establishes definitions, an
application and review process, as
well as design and development
standards for SWF
• Responds to some input & feedback
received from one industry
representative
30

OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
• PURPOSE AND INTENT

• APPLICABILITY
• DEFINITIONS

• APPLICATION PROCESS
• FEES AND COSTS
• APPLICATION REVIEW TIMEFRAMES AND TOLLING
• CONSOLIDATED APPLICATION FOR MULTIPLE SWF
31

OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
MAXIMUM HEIGHT
• In residentially zoned areas, maximum height
can be same as existing street light pole or, if
there is no street light pole, 40 feet tall.

• In non-residentially zoned areas, maximum
height can be 50 feet tall.

Existing light pole on Johnnie Dodds Blvd
32

OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
APPEARANCE OF SWF IN COVERED AREAS
• When there is no existing street light pole, the SWF must be the same or
substantially similar in looks/materials to an approved light pole in a
commercial corridor.
• A proposed Wireless Facility cannot be any more visible than an existing
utility structure, pole, or equipment located within 500 linear feet on the
same Covered Area.

• Where SWFs are determined to be appropriate, mitigation to avoid
negative impacts may be required i.e. concealment treatment, control box,
screening.
33

OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Examples from City and County of
Denver’s Small Cell Infrastructure Design
Guidelines.

Planning & Development Department will create Design
Guidelines to maintain the quality of the surrounding
area, with application approval dependent upon:
 Location (any ground-mounted or wireless supported
SWF)
• Appearance and concealment (i.e. materials,
screening, landscaping)
• Design and appearance
• Existing neighborhood covenants and restrictions
34

Acceptable

Unacceptable

OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Examples from City and County of
Denver’s Small Cell Infrastructure Design
Guidelines.

The Design Guidelines will give examples of SWF
preferences including visual depictions.
Town has the authority to update the Design Guidelines
with changes in law, technology, or administrative process.
If there is a conflict between the Design Guidelines and
requirements in the Code of Ordinances, the Ordinance
will take precedence over the Design Guidelines.
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Acceptable

Unacceptable

OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
HISTORIC AND DESIGN DISTRICTS
• Must comply with all standards of that district to
minimize negative impacts to the aesthetics and
character of the district. The application will be
denied if mitigation efforts (concealment,
landscaping, material) are insufficient to the Town
or the Board.
• This section will not limit Town authority to enforce
historic preservation zoning regulations.
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OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
GENERAL CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS OF PERMIT APPROVAL

• SWF in ROWs will be a Permitted Use if it is in compliance with the standards in the
Ordinance, Town Code, and all FCC, federal, state, and local laws.
• If any standards or regulations change, the Town is not required to give notice;
however, the owners of the SWF must bring it up to compliance (within 90 days). If
they do not, the SWF may be removed at the owner’s expense.
• The Town grants permits for a term of 6 months and reserves the right to conduct
inspections with which the SWF owner must cooperate.
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OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
GENERAL CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS OF PERMIT APPROVAL
(CONTINUED)
• If a problem is identified with the SWF, the Town can take action to correct it at the
owner’s expense (removal, relocation, adjustment).
• SWF permittee must keep accurate contact information for all associated parties
(phone numbers, street mailing addresses, email addresses) and provide all
information to the Planning Department.
• Good condition of SWF is required so general property maintenance is
mandatory. Examples of poor condition include: peeling, flaking, or blistered
paint; graffiti; rust or other visible deterioration; or failure to maintain any
required landscape screening.
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OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
COVERED AREAS IN ANY ZONING DISTRICT IN WHICH OVERHEAD LINES HAVE
BEEN PLACED UNDERGROUND
• The Town is currently placing certain overhead utility lines underground for
aesthetic and enhanced service reasons so, in accordance with this effort, any
wireless service provider must remove, relocate, or change the position of any
SWF within the ROWs whenever the Town deems it necessary.
• If this is necessary, the Town will give the wireless service provider written notice.
The provider has 90 days following the notice to comply.
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OVERVIEW OF SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
LEGAL ENTITY
REMOVAL OF SWF IF USE DISCONTINUED OR ABANDONED
If a SWF owner does not notify the Town of discontinued use or abandonment after
90 days, it will be considered abandoned and can be removed at the owners
expense.
SAFETY REQUIREMENTS
APPEALS

SEVERABILITY
PENALTIES
40

SUMMARY – SMALL WIRELESS FACILITIES (SWF)
ORDINANCE
FEEDBACK RECEIVED:
AT&T CONCERNS:
 CHANGING THE MODEL
ORDINANCE AT ALL
 LENGTH OF REVIEW
AND APPROVAL TIMES
 ABILITY OF THE TOWN
TO POSSIBLY DENY
LOCATIONS
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5.B. GREYSTONE PD AMENDMENT
Case #:

R-15-18

Location:

Request to amend the Greystone PD, Planned Development District Ordinance (Ordinance No. 93067, as
amended), with regards to the allowable uses, access, buffer requirements and drainage, specific to Tract B.
Greystone Boulevard / North Highway 17

Parcel ID (TMS No.):

557-00-00-090

Type of Request:

PD Amendment

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Total Acreage:

1.32 acres

Plat Recording Info:

Book EA, Page 011

Application Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26783

Staff Report Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26880

Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended denial (9-0)

Request:

5.B. GREYSTONE PD AMENDMENT – CONT’D
-Current allowed single use is a stormwater detention facility;

-Proposed uses would include a coffee shop and a self-service storage facility, with
stormwater still needing to be accounted for post-development
-Buffers are proposed to be required per the current Town Ordinances, including a
50-foot buffer adjacent to Hwy 17 per the Joint Town/County Hwy Corridor
Overlay District
-Proposed is to have access off of Hwy 17 and Greystone Blvd. – Requiring
encroachment permits from SCDOT and the Town’s Transportation Dept.,
respectively

5.C. CHURCH AT LIFEPARK – PD AMENDMENT/REZONING
Case #:

R-16-18

Location:

Request to rezone from First Baptist Church North PD-MU-SR, Planned Development – Mixed Use SuburbanRural, to AB, Areawide Business District.
George Browder Boulevard/ North Highway 17

Parcel ID (TMS No.):

598-00-00-404

Type of Request:

Rezoning

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Total Acreage:

4.48 acres

Plat Recording Info:

Book L08, Page 0174

Application Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26784

Staff Report Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26881

Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended approval (9-0)

Request:

5.D. CHURCH AT LIFEPARK – PD AMENDMENT/REZONING
Case #:

R-17-18

Location:

Request to rezone from First Baptist Church North PD-MU-SR, Planned Development – Mixed Use SuburbanRural, to PI-1, Public Institutional-1 District.
1151 George Browder Boulevard

Parcel ID (TMS No.):

598-00-00-007

Type of Request:

Rezoning

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Total Acreage:

Approximately 15.4-acre portion of 19.71-acre tract

Plat Recording Info:

Book L15, Page 0096

Application Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26785

Staff Report Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26882

Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended approval (9-0)

Request:

5.E. I’ON PD AMENDMENT – 264 N. SHELMORE BLVD.
Case #:

R-18-18

Location:

Request to amend the I’On PD, Planned Development District Ordinance (Ord. No. 97010, as amended) by
adding an event venue as an additional Permitted Use on one parcel.
264 North Shelmore Boulevard

Parcel ID (TMS No.):

535-06-00-391

Type of Request:

PD Amendment

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Total Acreage:

0.16 acres

Plat Recording Info:

Book EG, Page 372

Application Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26786

Staff Report Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26883

Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended denial (7-1, one member abstained)

Request:

5.F. TEXT AMENDMENT – PRINCIPAL USE TABLE
Request:

Proposal to amend Zoning Code Section 156.325(C), Use Table, to allow a Hospice Care Facility as a
Permitted Use in the ED, Economic Development District.

Type of Request:

Zoning Code Text Amendment

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Draft Text Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26878

Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended approval (9-0)

5.G. TEXT AMENDMENT – UC-OD

Request:

Proposal to amend Zoning Code Section 156.318, Urban Corridor Overlay District, and elsewhere within
Chapter 156, by modifying the boundaries of the district to do the following: i.) remove the portion of
Ben Sawyer Boulevard from Rifle Range Road to the bridge from the Overlay; ii.) to rename the Urban
Corridor Overlay District to the Boulevard Overlay District, to include Johnnie Dodds Boulevard Overlay
District, Coleman Boulevard Overlay District and Chuck Dawley Boulevard Overlay District; and iii.) to
remove Single Family Residential Uses as a Permitted Use on properties within the Urban Corridor
Overlay District whose underlying zoning is Commercial.

Type of Request:

Zoning Code Text Amendment

Public Hearing:

Required; To be held by Planning Commission

Draft Text Link:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26894

Action to be taken:

Planning Commission recommended approval (9-0)

UC-OD – EXISTING BOUNDARIES

Aerial view of
Ben Sawyer Blvd

Aerial view of
Ben Sawyer Blvd

UC-OD – PROPOSED BOUNDARIES

UC-OD – REMOVAL OF SFR FROM PROPERTIES WITH
UNDERLYING COMMERCIAL ZONING

UC-OD – REMOVAL OF “URBAN CORRIDOR” NOMENCLATURE

5.G. UC-OD – CONT’D
The following three proposed amendments are for consideration:
1. Remove the portion of Ben Sawyer Boulevard from Rifle Range Road to the bridge
from the Overlay;
2. Rename the Urban Corridor Overlay District to the Boulevard Overlay District, to
include Johnnie Dodds Boulevard Overlay District, Coleman Boulevard Overlay
District and Chuck Dawley Boulevard Overlay District; and
3. Remove Single Family Residential Uses as a Permitted Use on properties within the
Urban Corridor Overlay District whose underlying zoning is Commercial.

5.H&I. TEXT AMENDMENT – TREE AND VEGETATION
Proposal to amend the Vegetation and Tree Protection divisions of Chapter 156 of the Mount Pleasant
Code of Ordinances, pertaining to various sections regarding bufferyard requirements, special bufferyards
including the Critical Line Buffer, and tree protection, removal and replacement requirements.

Request:

Type of Request:
Public Hearing:

Also, proposal to amend the Town of Mount Pleasant Code of Ordinances, Chapter 155, Land
Development Regulations. Proposed is to delete Section 155.073, Park and Recreational Areas, and to
create a new Section 155.054, Greenspace Preservation Plan. New Section 155.054 will incorporate
certain provisions from deleted Section 155.073, as well as establish intent, purpose, and standards for
new subdivision review requirements, which will include clustered areas of preservation and internal
areas of preservation and greenspace.
Zoning Code Text Amendment and Land Development Regulations Text Amendment

Required:
Zoning Code Text Amendment to be held by Planning Commission;
Land Development Regulations Text Amendment to be held by Town Council
https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26895

Draft Text Link:

Action to be taken:

https://www.tompsc.com/DocumentCenter/View/26897
Planning Commission recommended approval of Chapter 156 as presented (8-0), with no
recommendation regarding amending the original effective date of the CLB; and
Planning Commission recommended approval of Chapter 155 as presented (8-0)

ZONING CODE TEXT AMENDMENT

Previously Discussed Recommendations
From Planning Commission (1 Of 2):
✓ Apply an average 50-foot Critical Line Buffer (with
a minimum of 30 feet) moving forward, with a
grandfathering clause for recorded plats to stay at
15/35 feet;
✓ Require 2 more understory trees for Bufferyard B
(the standard streetside buffer);
✓ Require at least 50 percent of the total quantity of
canopy and understory trees to be native species;

Previously Discussed Recommendations From
Planning Commission (2 Of 2):
✓ Where a required special bufferyard does not exist,
establish standards for replanting;
✓ Require new residential subdivisions to retain 160 inches
per developable acre of protected trees and where it
doesn’t exist developer must plant up to that amount;
✓ Require new residential subdivisions to have similar tree
replacement requirements as Commercial/Other

FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION – CRITICAL LINE
BUFFER DATE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Ordinance created Section 156.201 and established a Critical Line Buffer
(CLB) provision. Ordinance “grandfathered” subsequent development
January 11,
plan approvals which had occurred prior to that date (Jan. 11, 2000).
2000

Preliminary plat for I’On, Phase 5, including Sub-phases C, D, E and F, was
approved. Critical Line Buffer provisions applied.
August 23,
2000

May 15,
2003

Final plat approved by Planning Commission; shows Critical Line Buffer and
a reference in Note 18 as to the applicability of the Critical Line Buffer
Code provisions then in effect.

Ordinance No. 11007 repealed & replaced all existing language of Section 156.201,
including provisions pertaining to the Critical Line Buffer. Replacement language provided
additional exceptions and also established September 12, 2000 as the new grandfather
date for such exceptions. This is current language. (Specifically, Sec.156.201 (J)(2)(h)2.
Feb. 8, 2011 provides an exception from the provisions of the Critical Line Buffer Ordinance for
preliminary plats approved prior to September 12, 2000.)

Oct. 2017

Dec. 2017

Complaint about “improper removal of vegetation” from the CLB in I’On received and
ordinance requirements investigated. I’On HOA desired to remove vegetation from their
portion of the buffer area.

Zoning Administrator Determination: Since preliminary plat for I’On Phase 5, sub-phases C, D,
E, and F was approved on August 23, 2000 – before exception date of September 12,
2000 – the exception of 156.201 (J)(2)(h)2 controls, and the CLB is not enforceable on the
property in question (even though shown on the plat). Vegetation removal allowed.

Citizen Request:
• Amend the regulations now during consideration of these
text amendments & roll back “exception” date from
September 12, 2000 to January 11, 2000
• I’On Phase 5, sub-phases C, D, E, and F would then be
subject to the CLB requirements

Staff Observations:
• Not clear whether date change was in error or not; language
exists
• 9-month window where CLB was no longer applicable to certain
properties is not exclusive to I’On
• Up to 330 lots in approximately 30 subdivisions were platted
between January & September, 2000; if exception date is
changed, those lots also become subject to CLB again

LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS
TEXT AMENDMENT

GOALS
➢ Preserve more open space/tree cover/green area within
developments
➢ “Soften” views of development from the street
➢ Ensure that new developments are planned around greenspace
rather than the other way around

➢ Take advantage of the ability to integrate drainage & open
space
➢ Provide connectivity within and among surrounding developments
both with greenspace and trails

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

Establish Additional Street/Road Buffers

2.

Introduce Natural Open Space Preservation Requirements

3.

Adjust The Development Review Process To Focus On
Open Space

Plat for Greymarsh Road in Park West:
20-foot HOA Buffer

Greymarsh Road in Park West:
20-foot HOA Buffer

Carolina Park
Boulevard in
Carolina Park:
25-foot HOA
Buffer & Open
Space Area

Carolina Park Boulevard in Carolina Park:
25-foot HOA Buffer & Open Space Area

Carolina Park Boulevard in Carolina Park:
25-foot HOA Buffer & Open Space Area

Needlerush Parkway
in Longpoint Plantation:
25-foot “Natural Scenic
Buffer”

Needlerush Parkway
in Longpoint Plantation:
25-foot “Natural Scenic Buffer”

Mathis Ferry Road:
25-foot “Natural Buffer”

Mathis Ferry Road:
25-foot “Natural Buffer”

OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS: CURRENT
5
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑙𝑜𝑡𝑠 ×
× 2.47 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 =
1000
amount of park land and recreational space currently required for
subdivisions, which is expressed as the ratio of 0.01235 times the number
of lots proposed for subdivision
100-lot subdivision → 100 x 0.01235 = 1.235 Acres

Masonborough
Subdivision- Park West

Masonborough SubdivisionPark West

Dark Green: HOA properties
Light Green: Undeveloped lots

PUBLIC INPUT
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Proposed LDR Amendment is an overreaction
There are examples of “model neighborhoods” that exist
without these requirements
There does not appear to be a need for both Zoning Code
Text Amendment and LDR Amendment (duplication)
The 30% requirement for Greenspace would severely impact
small infill developments
The 30% requirement should include freshwater wetlands
and allow trails, picnic areas and other passive improvements

FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION…
1.
2.

3.

Proposed LDR Amendments pertain only to new residential subdivisions
and would not apply to mixed use/commercial developments
If desired, Staff could consider similar requirements for both mixed
use and commercial developments – likely through Zoning Code text
amendments pertaining to DRB and Impact Assessment ordinance
provisions
Staff would like to look further into the current requirements for tree
removal on single-family residential lots and consider making these
regulations less burdensome on individual homeowners

6. BUILDING PERMIT ALLOCATION SYSTEM (BPAS): REVIEW
AND DISCUSSION OF KEY COMPONENTS OF A POTENTIAL
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMIT ALLOCATION PROGRAM

BUILDING PERMIT ALLOCATION SYSTEM:
FRAMEWORK & ADDITIONAL
DISCUSSION

RECAP: GENERAL
✓ General topic of development & growth management has been
discussed at several Committee meetings, most recently May 9 and
July 16, 2018

✓ At July 16 Special Meeting, some guidance was provided about main
aspects of a possible building permit allocation system/program
✓ Staff summary of that information and questions being presented
today for confirmation and/or clarification of the expected design of
any program/system
✓ Topic, with further guidance, can then be discussed by the entire Town
Council on August 14th
✓ If directed to proceed, staff team can begin preparing actual
ordinance language, with Planning staff handling system design and
staff attorneys evaluating legal aspects

RECAP: MAY 16 MEETING TOPICS

ONE EXAMPLE FROM LAST MEETING: 700 UNIT
ALLOCATION
With Prior Approvals
Year

Single Multi- Development
Family Family Agreements Atlantic

Annual
Units

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

Total Units

Annual
Growth Rate

40000
600
600
600
600
600
3000

100
100
100
100
100
500

219
219
219
219
219
1095

224

224

1143
919
919
919
919
4819

41143
42062
42981
43900
44819

Without Prior Approvals
Total Units

Annual
Growth Rate

40000
2.86%
2.23%
2.18%
2.14%
2.09%

40700
41400
42100
42800
43500

2.30%
Average

Some suggested components:
Use full-year allocation, not quarterly; MF units = 1st come, 1st served & can be accumulated

1.75%
1.72%
1.69%
1.66%
1.64%
1.69%
Average

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Targeted Rate of Growth/Number of Permits

Additional Questions/Clarifications

• Committee Proposal: Use a percentage growth rate. • Using a % annual growth rate versus a fixed
Consider a 1.5% (600 units) to 2.0% (800 units)
number of dwelling units means an increasing
rate of growth for new residential development
number of available permits per year as the
base number of units grows. Is that the
• Percent growth rate above does not include
intent? (May be difficult to calculate
residential units in Carolina Park or Liberty Hill
available number for following year since
Farms; exempt due to previously-approved
prior year’s results not available until 12/31)
development agreements (DA’s) (combined, these
include ~220 units/year; 0.55% on an estimated
• A simpler approach might be a fixed
base of 40,000 units)
number of permits per year.
(Note: Potential change to Liberty Hill Farms DA will
delay those units for 1year)
• Resulting cumulative annual growth rate - with these
two exempt developments - would equal ~2.2% to
2.6%

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Dwelling Unit Categories

Additional Questions/Clarifications

• Single-family detached residential

How should we ensure permit availability
for single, individual owners vs.
production builders?

• Townhomes and multifamily apartments
(“multi-unit”)

Should townhomes be treated as a
separate category of dwelling unit type?
What is the split in the number of permits
for each category?

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Applicability/Exemptions
• ADU’s?

Additional Questions/Clarifications
Does the system apply & include these
types of units?

• “Affordable housing” projects?

Definition needed: Age-restricted/Senior
housing? Low-income? Moderate-income?
• Definition needed: Like-for-like
replacement only?
• Should there be a time limit for
replacement of units which were
previously demolished? (e.g., 5 years?)

• “Redevelopment sites”?

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Expected duration of program
• Design the system to cover a span of 5
years (2019-2024)

Additional Questions/Clarifications

• Monitor and evaluate annually
Does the approach consider deactivating
the ordinance if rate of growth in prior
year does not reach targeted % rate?

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Mechanics/Procedures (1 of 2)
Additional Questions/Clarifications
• Permits made available at the beginning Limit on the number of permits any one
of each calendar year on an annual applicant may receive?
not quarterly or monthly - basis
• Permit allotment will be issued “firstcome, first-served” until yearly supply is
exhausted
• Building permit applications must be
thorough & complete before an
allocation is given

How should we handle an individual
owner of one lot versus production
developers of numerous new lots?

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Mechanics/Procedures (2 of 2)

Additional Questions/Clarifications

• Depending upon the amount of
available permits, requests for “multiunit” construction allocations will need
to be accumulated
• If the annual allotment is not reached,
how should “unused” permits from the
allocation be treated?

(Note: This will cause peaks and valleys in
the annual rate)

On the contrary, should valid applications
for permits which exceed the available
annual allocation “roll over” into the next
year and be placed on a “waiting list”?

SYSTEM DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
Other Aspects

Additional Questions/Clarifications

• Utilize team represented by Administration,
Legal, Finance, and Planning to cover all
aspects
• Ensure a strong basis/rationale for the
system;

Consider school capacity as one factor?

• Consider allocating permits to specific areas Evaluate or not? (Note: Will require
of town better-served by existing
extensive study.)
infrastructure/services
• Benchmark growth rates of other communities

• Consider a building permit moratorium
and/or use pending ordinance doctrine as
the ordinance is prepared/adopted

May or may not be necessary; existing
supply of platted lots available for permits
is limited

REFERENCE INFORMATION

REFRESHER:
LATEST INFORMATION ABOUT GROWTH,
DEVELOPMENT TRENDS, & RATES

HISTORICAL GROWTH DATA
Year

End of Year
Total Dwellings

Annual Increase In
Dwellings

Growth Rate

Average Growth Rate 2000 through 2017 = 3.85%

2000

21,674

2,618

13.74%

2001

23,198

1,524

7.03%

Average Growth Rate 2010 through 2017 = 2.75%

2002

24,456

1,258

5.42%

2003

25,384

928

3.79%

Average Growth Rate last 5 years = 3.47%

2004

26,173

789

3.11%

2005

27,186

1,013

3.87%

2006

28,365

1,179

4.34%

2007

29,108

743

2.62%

2008

29,618

510

1.75%

2009

30,100

482

1.63%

2010*

30,882

250

0.82%

2011

31,169

287

0.93%

2012

32,072

903

2.90%

2013

33,304

1,232

3.84%

2014

34,446
35,449

1,142

3.43%

1,003

2.91%

36,826

1,377

3.88%

2017

38,026

1,200

3.26%

2018 (Feb.)

38,271

245

0.64%

2015
2016

January 1, 2000 = 19,056 dwellings
January 1, 2010 = 30,632 dwellings
December 31, 2017 = 38,026 dwellings

MOST RECENT TRENDS

Quarterly SF Building Permits:
1st Quarter, 2015 to 2nd Quarter, 2018

ADDITIONAL TREND INFORMATION: SF LOT APPROVALS

REMAINING “UNCOMMITTED” LAND WITHIN URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY
• There are approximately 1,620 acres of
land that do not have an approved plan of
development
• The existing future land use plan is applied
to each area to determine the capacity for
development
• Wetlands and other constrained land is
removed
• Densities are applied based on future
land use recommendations and zoning
regulations

~1,532 ACRES
FOR RESIDENTIAL USES

Source: Comprehensive Plan Update, Jan. 2018
130

“POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AREAS (PDA’S)” WITH FUTURE LAND USE

Source:
Comprehensive Plan
Update, Jan. 2018
131

ESTIMATED PERMITS FROM PROJECTS APPROVED
UNDER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS
Carolina Park
 700 SF units left to be permitted
 Average SF permits issued per year = 139

Liberty Hill Farms (see table)
→ 140 units + 80 units = 220 units

~80

GROWTH RATES/SCENARIOS
• Assume 40,000 dwellings units by the end of
2018
• 2018 Projected Growth Rate: 3.6 to 4.6% (with
number of units currently permitted)

Scenario: Applying a % Growth Rate To
Project Future Units, 2019 to 2024
Year

1.00%

1.50%

2.00%

2.50%

3.00%

3.50%

4.00%

4.50%

2019

40,400

40,600

40,800

41,000

41,200

41,400

41,600

41,800

2020

40,804

41,209

41,616

42,025

42,436

42,849

43,264

43,681

2021

41,212

41,827

42,448

43,076

43,709

44,349

44,995

45,647

2022

41,624

42,455

43,297

44,153

45,020

45,901

46,794

47,701

2023

42,040

43,091

44,163

45,256

46,371

47,507

48,666

49,847

2024

42,461

43,738

45,046

46,388

47,762

49,170

50,613

52,090

GROWTH RATES/SCENARIOS
• Assume 40,000 dwellings units by the end of
2018
• 2018 Projected Growth Rate: 3.6 to 4.6%
(with number of units currently permitted)

Scenario: Applying a Fixed Number
of Permits To Project Future Units,
2019 to 2024
Year

400

600

800

1000

1200

1400

1600

1800

2019

40,400

40,600

40,800

41,000

41,200

41,400

41,600

41,800

2020

40,800

41,200

41,600

42,000

42,400

42,800

43,200

43,600

2021

41,200

41,800

42,400

43,000

43,600

44,200

44,800

45,400

2022

41,600

42,400

43,200

44,000

44,800

45,600

46,400

47,200

2023

42,000

43,000

44,000

45,000

46,000

47,000

48,000

49,000

2024

42,400

43,600

44,800

46,000

47,200

48,400

49,600

50,800

ONE EXAMPLE: 700 UNIT ALLOCATION
With Prior Approvals
Year

Single Multi- Development
Family Family Agreements Atlantic

Annual
Units

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

Total Units

Annual
Growth Rate

40000
600
600
600
600
600
3000

100
100
100
100
100
500

219
219
219
219
219
1095

224

224

1143
919
919
919
919
4819

41143
42062
42981
43900
44819

Without Prior Approvals

Annual
Total Units Growth Rate
40000

2.86%
2.23%
2.18%
2.14%
2.09%
2.30%
Average

40700
41400
42100
42800
43500

1.75%
1.72%
1.69%
1.66%
1.64%
1.69%
Average

Some suggested components:
Use full-year allocation, not quarterly; MF units = 1st come, 1st served & can be accumulated

DISCUSSION/COUNCIL DIRECTION

7. LIBERTY HILL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (DA): PROPOSAL TO
AMEND AND RESTATE THE EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN PC PALMETTO INVESTMENTS, LLC, AND THE
TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT, FOR THE DEVELOPMENT KNOWN
AS LIBERTY HILL FARMS. THE PURPOSE IS TO “COMPLETELY
AMEND AND REPLACE THE ORIGINAL DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT,” ADOPTED ON DECEMBER 13, 2016, AND
TERMINATING FIVE (5) YEARS THEREAFTER, IN ORDER TO
EXTEND THE DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE. IF ADOPTED, THE
AGREEMENT WILL COMMENCE ON THE AGREEMENT DATE AND
TERMINATE FIVE (5) YEARS THEREAFTER

LIBERTY HILL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
In accordance with state law, an adopted development agreement for property containing less than 250
acres is vested for a period of five years
A development agreement cannot be “extended” for a period of time greater than the terms allowed by
state law. Because of this the developer is proposing amend and restate a new development agreement
for a new five year term.
 A similar process was followed by Carolina Park in 2011, whereby the DA was canceled and terminated
and a new DA adopted

• Current DA: Adopted December 2016; expires
December 2021
• Proposed DA amendment: Restart the DA
September 2018 (or the month of final reading)
for period of five years; to expire September
2023 (or later, depending upon date of final
reading)
• No other changes; the annual allocation of building
permits remains the same

Time Period

Number
Permits

of

Building

Aggregate
Number

Agreement Date to 1st
Anniversary

0

0

1st Anniversary to 2nd
Anniversary

70

70

2nd Anniversary to 3rd
Anniversary

90

160

3rd Anniversary to 4th
Anniversary

90

250

4th Anniversary to 5th
Anniversary

80

330

8. COMMERCIAL BUILDING SETBACKS: DISCUSSION
REGARDING SETBACKS FOR COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS
ADJACENT TO ROADWAYS AND POTENTIAL AMENDMENTS

SETBACKS AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT (1 OF 2)
ISSUE: PROXIMITY OF A COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE TO A STREET
Current Regulations:
Buffers:
Street side buffer on commercial property= 10 foot minimum
Natural roadside buffer= from 50 to 100 feet in width on Hwy 17 beginning at Long Point Road

Joint Town/ County Overlay on Hwy 17= 50 feet
Sweetgrass District Overlay= 20 to 50 feet
Setbacks:
• Commercial buildings are required to be placed at the front of a property with parking to the side or
rear
• Setbacks for commercial buildings having street frontage shall be determined during the Design Review
Process. Requirements vary:
• 20-30 feet from the property line
• 20- 30 “build-to” line from the back of curb
• Determined by the required width of a buffer (natural roadside buffer, Sweetgrass District)
• As determined through the design review process

SETBACKS AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT (2 OF 2)
ISSUE: PROXIMITY OF A COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE TO A STREET

Some Considerations For Changes to Requirements and/or Processes:

• Continue to require that buildings be located at the front of the
property with possible exceptions or changes as follows:
• Height, length, or mass of a building can be used to create a “sliding scale” for
setbacks: greater setbacks for taller, longer, or larger buildings
• Require larger structures to be located towards the rear of the site with smaller
structures framing the street (parking in between)
• Larger structures (“big box”) may have a minimum site acreage requirement
• Strengthen commercial design guidelines to yield greater use of architectural
treatments which “break up” building facades

• Increased buffers may be used
• Change submittal requirements to require inclusion of more graphics like
3D models/illustrations

9. STAFF UPDATE ON THE 2018 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
▪ Open House #3 Survey closed on July 9 – 596 responses, with respondents taking
approximately 23 minutes, on average (3 surveys combined, about 2500 responses)
▪ Staff and consultants are working to pull the various elements of the Plan together
into one concise document
▪ This first draft will be presented to the Plan Forum at noon on September 6, 2018
▪ Planning Commission is invited to attend this 9/6 meeting as a step towards
familiarizing them with the Plan and its recommendations
▪ Anticipated that the Plan Forum will take several meetings to ensure that document
meets their approval, before handing it on to Planning Commission for consideration

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL

August 6, 2018

