TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT, SOUTH CAROLINA
PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 21, 2018
MINUTES

Present:
Absent:
Staff:

Joseph Wren, Chair, Roy Neal, John McNeill, Rodly Millet, Kathy Smith,
Alys Campaigne, Joseph Wren, Peter Lehman, DeAudre Gregg.
Tripp Cuttino
Jeff Ulma, David Pagliarini, Jody Peele, Lee Cave, Michele Canon,
Liz Boyles, Austin Rutherford, Lynnette Lynes

Mr. Wren called the meeting to order at 5:00 pm and reviewed the
procedure with the public.
1. Approval of Minutes from February 21, 2018 Meeting
Mr. Neal moved for approval of the minutes. Mr. Millet seconded the motion.
All in favor.
2. Update on Planning Commission Recommendations
Ms. Canon reviewed Town Council decisions with the Commission.
Mr. Wren asked the status of the changes to the tree and buffer ordinances. Ms.
Canon answered that the Planning Committee asked for some additional changes
and those changes would be presented to the Planning Committee in April.
3. Correspondence and Public Comments
Ms. Tamarae Tabaka asked for clarification on item A. Mr. Wren answered that
those questions would be answered when the item is discussed.
There being no further comments, Mr. Wren continued with the agenda.
4. Staff Update on the 2018 Comprehensive Plan Process
Ms. Boyles updated the Commission on the progress of the Comprehensive Plan
update. She stated that the next forum meeting would be May 1st.
Mr. Wren stated that anyone wanting to be involved in the Comprehensive Plan
process can attend the forum meetings.
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Requests
A. R-05-18 Annex and zone one parcel PI-2, Public Institutional-2 District,
located at 3745 North Highway 17 (Town Property at Lieben Road). TMS
No.: 614-00-00-033
Mr. Rutherford reviewed staff comments with the Commission
(attachments 1 & 2).
Mr. Jody Peele stated that the Town is in the process of securing a consultant to
complete a Public Services master plan.
Ms. Smith suggested that it would be beneficial for the Town to reach out to the
community to provide more information on what is proposed in the future,
transportation issues, etc. Mr. Peele answered that a better idea of how the
property would be utilized would be known once the master plan was
completed. He stated that there are no plans to use this property as a transfer
yard.
Mr. Neal asked if it is beneficial to defer annexation and zoning until the master
plan is completed. Mr. Peele answered that they would like to complete the
master plan based on the ordinances in place for the property and that it would
be better to have it annexed and zoned within the Town.
Ms. Gregg asked what current activities are being conducted on Six Mile site.
Mr. Peele answered that there are five divisions working out of the Six Mile
Facility: stormwater, waste management, facilities, grounds, and infrastructure.
Ms. Gregg asked what a transfer yard entails. Mr. Peele answered that all
garbage goes to a landfill or commercial drop-off site. He stated that any
vegetative material is transported to the Six Mile Facility, reloaded and then
transported to the Bees Ferry landfill. He stated that by doing this, it keeps as
many vehicles in Mount Pleasant working throughout the Town.
Mr. Darien Mackey, 3605 Purple Martin, asked if the requested property would
be used as a transfer station. Mr. Wren answered that it was indicated that it
would not be used as a transfer yard.
Ms. Tamarae Tabaka, 3774 Copahee Sound Dr, expressed concern with the
property being used for a dump site and that it would be detrimental to the
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quality of life for the surrounding neighborhood. She stated that Lieben Road is
a narrow two-lane road with no signal onto Hwy 17. She asked that the property
be buffered and screened. She asked that the main entrance of the property be
located off Hwy 17 and not on Lieben Road and that a signal be added to the
intersection of Lieben Road and Hwy 17 as well.
Ms. Charlotte Pollard, 1558 Periwinkle Dr, expressed concern with there being
increased truck traffic, particularly with the proximity of Wando High School.
She suggested that Lieben Road is the “jumping off point” of a cultural corridor
and suggested that this would not be an ideal location for this type of use.
Mr. David Tabaka, 3774 Copahee Sound Dr, suggested that it is premature to
approve this request since it is not known how the property would be used.
Mr. John Frahalla, 1530 Macoma Dr, expressed concern with their only being
one access from Hwy 17 to the entire neighborhood. He suggested that the
zoning should not be determined until the master plan is completed. He stated
that it is a pedestrian-friendly neighborhood. He stated that there is only one
access into the neighborhood and expressed concern with having a commercial
use at the front of the neighborhood.
Mr. Edward Tabor, 3767 Tipp Lane, agreed with previous comments and
expressed concern with increased truck traffic in the neighborhood, particularly
with the potential for increased truck traffic in proximity of the schools.
There being no further comments, Mr. Wren closed the public hearing.
Mr. Neal asked if the transportation concerns can be addressed through the
completion of the master plan including buffers, screening, increased truck
traffic, etc. He also asked if the property is annexed but the zoning denied, what
would the default zoning. Mr. Peele answered that the property has already
been purchased. Mr. Rutherford answered that the property would be zoned
R-1 which does not allow outdoor storage. Mr. Neal asked if there are plans to
use the property within the next 60-90 days. Mr. Peele answered that the Public
Services Department does not have any plans for the property at this time, but
the property is currently being utilized by the Fire and Police Departments.
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Ms. Campaigne expressed confidence in the Town being able to address all
concerns. She stated that there is a difference in the county requirements from
the Town requirements and suggested that there is a risk that the master plan
would have to be redesigned if completed under the county requirements.
Mr. McNeill asked if there are any other options than PI-2. Ms. Canon answered
in the negative and stated that this is the most compatible zoning for future use
of the property. Mr. McNeill asked if it would be used as a transfer yard. Mr.
Peele answered that the proposed property is not large enough to support a
transfer yard and the Six Mile facility is more centrally located and serves the
Town well.
Mr. Millet asked if any other location has been considered. Mr. Peele answered
that this property was purchased with the thought that it would be the best
location to serve the community. Mr. Millet suggested that the requested
zoning does not fit the community. Mr. Peele stated that the master plan would
determine what uses are located at that location. Mr. Millet suggested that the
master plan should be determined before moving forward. Mr. Peele noted
that the Six Mile facility is located within a residential area and works well within
a mainly residential area. He stated that it will take some time to determine the
master plan and what would be located on the property. He stated that at this
time, he does not have any concrete plans. He stated that the property was
purchased to provide a location to better serve the Town in that area.
Mr. Wren asked how many dwellings could be located on the property if it were
zoned R-1 residential. Mr. Rutherford answered that it could allow
approximately 15 homes. Ms. Canon noted that the future land use
recommends Public Institutional (PI), so a Comprehensive Plan amendment
would be needed to establish density if zoned differently. Mr. Wren asked if the
requested zoning was denied, would the zoning then be non-conforming based
on the Future Land Use Map and Comprehensive Plan. Ms. Canon answered in
the affirmative.
Ms. Smith suggested that this move forward, with the Town working with the
community as the master plan is completed.
Mr. Neal stated that this would be a recommendation to Town Council and
asked what the next step would be on the design so that the public can provide
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input. Mr. Rutherford answered that property zoned PI does not require Design
Review Board approval; it would be reviewed and approved by staff.
Mr. Neal moved for approval including all staff comments. Mr. McNeill
seconded the motion.
Mr. Neal strongly encouraged the Town to involve the community in the
development of the master plan going forward. Mr. Peele answered that this
could be done.
Mr. Wren called for a vote on the motion. All in favor.
Ms. Smith moved to amend the agenda to discuss item 6D next. Mr. Neal
seconded the motion. As a point of order, Mr. Pagliarini stated that the agenda
could not be amended; therefore, the motion could not be made.
B. R-06-18 Annex and zone R-4, Medium Density Residential District, a SFR
development known as Linnen Place Subdivision, located off Hamlin Road.
TMS No.: 578-00-00-049 through -050, 578-00-00-052, 578-00-00-477
through -501, 578-00-00-503, 578-00-00-506 through 578-00-00531, 57800-00-569 through -571
Mr. Rutherford reviewed staff comments with the Commission (attachment
1).
Mr. Wren asked if this is similar to the Royal Palms annexation. Mr. Rutherford
answered in the affirmative.
Ms. Smith asked if the disconnect between the county and Town zoning
continues. Mr. Rutherford answered that this development was approved prior
to the Sweetgrass Basket Overlay District (SB-OD) being established. Ms. Smith
asked if this property could be included in the SB-OD. Mr. Rutherford answered
that the request is to not be included in the SB-OD because it would mean the
lots would be non-conforming.
Mr. Millet suggested that the coordination between the county and the Town
should be a consideration during the Comprehensive Plan update.
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Mr. Neal asked if the wetlands and open space would be owned by the
homeowner’s association (HOA). Mr. Rutherford answered in the affirmative.
Mr. Neal suggested that this is a good example of what occurs when zoning is
denied and the property is developed in the county. Mr. Rutherford answered
that the property could not previously be annexed as it was not contiguous to
the Town.
Mr. Michael Churn, 2656 Lorne Drive, stated that they would like to annex into
the Town and was the reason for requesting the annexation. He stated that the
neighborhood would like to support the Town through being good citizens,
voting, and paying taxes to the Town.
Mr. Shawn Smetana, 2631 Lorne Dr, stated that annexation was requested as
they would like to vote in future Town elections. He asked if a crosswalk could
be installed from their neighborhood to Hamlin Road for better pedestrian
access to the school.
Ms. Leslie Wilke, 1288 Shingleback Dr, expressed concern with Billy Swails Blvd
continuing next to their subdivision and asked if this could not occur.
There being no further comments, Mr. Wren closed the public hearing.
Ms. Campaigne asked for staff to respond to the previous comments. Mr.
Rutherford stated that the Hamlin Road is a state road so the Town would need
to coordinate with SCDOT. He stated that staff could work with the
Transportation Department on these issues. He stated that the annexation is
not needed to extend Billy Swails Blvd. Ms. Campaigne asked about the
sidewalk. Mr. Rutherford answered that this would likely be in the existing
SCDOT right-of-way and the Town would need their approval to install the
sidewalk.
Ms. Gregg noted that this property is included in the Town planning area and
would be included in the Comprehensive Plan update process.
Ms. Campaigne moved for approval including staff comments. Mr. McNeill
seconded the motion. All in favor.
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C. R-07-18 Rezone one parcel from R-1, Low Density Residential District, to
R3, Medium Density Residential District, located at the corner of Penny
Circle/Myrick Road (Avian Park). TMS No.: 532-08-00-028
Mr. Wren recused himself due to a conflict of interest.
Ms. Canon reviewed staff comments with the Commission (attachments 1
& 2).
Mr. McNeill asked if Avian Park is zoned R-1. Ms. Canon answered in the
affirmative.
Mr. Neal asked if the property is near the former mobile home park. Ms. Canon
answered in the affirmative.
Mr. Brett Champion, reviewed the request with the Commission.
Mr. Lehman asked how it is proposed to be subdivided. Mr. Champion
answered that it would be perpendicular with both lots having access from
Myrick Road.
Ms. Campaigne asked if a variance was considered. Ms. Canon answered that
there is no hardship to grant a variance.
Mr. Lehman asked if the surrounding lots are zoned R-1. Mr. Neal answered in
the affirmative.
Mr. Thomas Dais, 1229 Myrick, suggested that the request is not in the best
interest of the neighborhood. He suggested that this would set a precedent for
the neighborhood and encourage more subdivisions in the area.
Mr. Brian Wurst, 1263 Myrick, expressed concern with the zoning request as the
requested zoning could allow duplexes that would not be consistent with the
character of the neighborhood. He suggested that this would be considered
spot zoning. He suggested that this is a gateway property for the neighborhood.
He suggested that there is no justification for the rezoning.
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Ms. JoAnn Wurst, 1263 Myrick, suggested that this property has been vacant for
many years, but has not seen a for sale sign on the property. She suggested that
the neighborhood is zoned R-1 with ranch homes constructed on the lots. She
suggested that the rezoning request would not be consistent with the
neighborhood.
Mr. Neal closed the public hearing.
Mr. Champion suggested that the property would not allow duplexes. He stated
that 21 of the 27 surrounding properties were in favor of the rezoning request.
He suggested that this would be a good transition property for the lot.
Mr. Millet moved for denial of the request. Ms. Campaigne seconded the
motion.
Ms. Smith suggested that the Commission should be vigilant with preserving the
historic neighborhoods.
Mr. Neal agreed that the neighborhood character should be preserved.
Mr. McNeill agreed and suggested that it would set a bad precedent.
Ms. Gregg suggested that the public should participate in the rezoning process
and voice their opinions. She suggested that the public should not “live in fear”
of speaking out during meetings.
Mr. Neal called for a vote on the motion. All in favor with Mr. Wren
abstaining.
D. R-08-18 Rezone one parcel from R-1, Low Density Residential District, to
OP, Office Professional District, located at 1180 Freelock Drive. TMS No.:
532-04-00-034
Ms. Canon reviewed staff comments with the Commission (attachments 1
& 2).
Mr. Sal Parco and Ms. Andrea Parco, owner, reviewed the request with the
Commission. Mr. Matthew Randall, civil engineer, reviewed the intended use
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of the requested property for office space, employee parking, and
approximately 14 additional spaces.
Mr. Millet asked if the existing home would be used for office space. Mr. Randall
answered that if not rezoned to OP, then it would be used as a residence. Mr.
Millet asked if the parking lot would be paved. Mr. Randall answered that low
impact pervious material would be used.
Mr. Neal asked if the property would have access from Freelock Drive. Mr.
Randall answered in the negative and stated that they would prefer to have
access from Old Georgetown Rd.
Ms. Theresa Brailsford, 1181 Freelock Dr, stated that she lives across from the
requested property. She expressed concern with a parking lot being located on
the property and suggested that it would be out of character for the
neighborhood. She stated that this is a well-established neighborhood with
mature vegetation and plantings. She stated that Freelock Drive is a dead-end
street and expressed concern with increased traffic. She asked that the
neighborhood character be preserved. She stated that the increased traffic over
the past couple of months has caused delay in garbage pickup and deliveries
because of cars being parked along the street. She stated that she is opposed
to the request.
Mr. Fred Auld, Freelock Dr, suggested that the requested property is the
gateway to the neighborhood. He expressed concern with child and pedestrian
safety. He stated that there are a lot of children in the area and expressed
concern with the increased traffic in the area. He asked that the character of
the neighborhood be preserved.
Mr. Robert Edens, 1167 Freelock Dr, suggested that the request would set a bad
precedent for the neighborhood. He stated that he is opposed to the request.
Ms. Beth Lee, 1143 Freelock Dr, expressed concern with loss of property value
and that this would set a bad precedent. She suggested that the request is a
blatant disrespect for the existing neighborhood. She suggested that the
request would be a detriment to the neighborhood. She stated that she is
opposed to the request.
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Mr. Mike Denson, 1020 Kip Lane, stated that parking is major issue in this area.
He stated that the increased parking along the street is blocking traffic and
deliveries. He expressed concern with a proposed parking lot on the property.
He expressed concern with the request causing a decrease in property values.
He stated that he is opposed to the request.
Mr. Tony Tronco, 1163 Freelock Dr, expressed concern with having a parking lot
on the property as it would be in a residential neighborhood. He stated that he
is opposed to the request.
Mr. Grayson King, 1151 Freelock Dr, expressed concern with the property being
used for a parking lot. He stated that this request would set a precedent. He
stated that he is opposed to the request.
Ms. Katy Quinn, 1155 Freelock Dr, expressed concern with safety. She
expressed concern with child safety due to the increased traffic and parking on
the right-of-way.
Ms. Christina Carl, 1104 Sea Island Crossing Lane, stated that she supports
commercial along Chuck Dawley and Coleman Blvd and having restaurants near
residential. She stated that based on the information presented, the restaurant
has the required amount of parking. She stated that she is opposed to the
request. She stated that the integrity of the neighborhood should be preserved.
She suggested that the recent marking of the streets for allowed parking has
been beneficial. She stated that the neighborhood is quiet and suggested that
the parking lot would increase congestion and create “havoc”. She stated that
the restaurant has recently re-opened and suggested that the increased traffic
could be a temporary issue.
Ms. Kim Martin, 1139 Freelock Dr, stated that it is a quiet neighborhood and
expressed concern that this would change the character of the neighborhood.
Mr. Shane Sinclair, 1174 Freelock Dr, expressed with the increased traffic and
parking along Freelock. He suggested that the request could set a precedent for
future more intensive commercial uses.
There being no further comments, Mr. Wren closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Randall stated that they would like to be good neighbors and the reason for
the additional parking is to alleviate the on-street parking along Freelock Dr. He
suggested that a safer solution is needed to address the existing concern.
Mr. Neal suggested that this might not be the best solution. He asked if off-site
parking has been considered. Mr. Randall answered in the affirmative and
stated that it is difficult to control patrons parking along the street.
Mr. Millet moved for denial of the request. Mr. McNeill seconded the motion.
Ms. Smith suggested that it is not appropriate for the applicant to imply that if
this request is not approved, then the parking would continue. She stated that
this is an established residential neighborhood and suggested that the
Commission should strive to preserve the established neighborhoods.
Mr. Neal suggested that this is the wrong solution for the issue. He commended
the applicant for trying to determine a solution to the issue and suggested that
the applicant should continue to look for other solutions. He suggested that
rezoning the property to a commercial use is not the best option.
Ms. Campaigne commended the applicant for their businesses and their
support of pedestrian and bike access. She agreed with the comment that
business could only increase. She suggested that one solution would be to
continue to encourage walking and biking to the restaurant.
Mr. Wren called for a vote on the motion. All in favor.
Mr. McNeill asked what the zoning is for the county property and suggested that
a portion could be purchased and used as additional parking.
E. R-09-18 Rezone from R-1, Low Density Residential District, to AB, Areawide
Business District, an approximately 1.00 acre tract of land comprised of one
parcel in its entirety and portions of two parcels, located at 1236 Melvin
Bennett Road. TMS No.: 560-02-00-038, 560-02-00-039 and 560-02-00-019
(portions thereof)
Ms. Canon reviewed staff comments with the Commission (attachments 1
& 2).
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Mr. Wren asked what the Commission vote was for the previous request for this
property in January. Ms. Lynes stated that she would check the minutes. Mr.
Wren asked if there is a survey or sketch plan delineating where the division of
the property would occur. Ms. Canon answered that a rendering was included
with the application but a sketch plan has not been submitted at this time.
Mr. McNeill asked the difference between AB and AB-2 zonings. Ms. Canon
reviewed the differences between the zonings for the Commission.
Mr. Neal noted that the main difference between the zoning designations is the
ability to have outdoor storage as a special exception.
Ms. Lynes answered that the Planning Commission recommended approval at
the January meeting on a 7 to 2 vote.
Mr. Tim Askins reviewed the request with the Commission.
Mr. McNeill asked what the property would be utilized for. Mr. Askins answered
that it would be used for a commercial office. Mr. McNeill answered that due
to the size of the lot and the number of trees on the lot it would be difficult if
zoned Office Professional (OP).
Mr. Neal asked if the request can be conditioned. Mr. Pagliarini answered in the
negative. Mr. Neal asked if the property can be deed restricted. Mr. Pagliarini
answered in the affirmative.
Mr. Wren asked if the deed restriction would be a civil matter. Mr. Pagliarini
answered in the affirmative.
Mr. McNeill asked if the deed restriction could be removed. Mr. Pagliarini
answered in the affirmative based on how the restriction is worded.
Mr. Shaun Rudy, 1228 Melvin Bennett, suggested that the property should
remain residential. He expressed concern that there is no definite plan for the
property. He suggested that more residential would be preferred to a
commercial use.
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Mr. John Burn, 1411 Breckon Road, stated that he owns the property adjacent
to the requested property. He stated that Bowman Road is a well-traveled
roadway and suggested that a residential use would not be preferred next to
and adjacent to other commercial property. He suggested that the surrounding
residents would not want additional traffic on Melvin Bennett. He suggested
that this is a good opportunity and the request would be consistent with the
surrounding uses.
Mr. Larry Heigg, Moss Park, expressed concern with the property being zoned
commercial and that it would set a precedent and increase traffic along Melvin
Bennett Road. He expressed concern with not knowing what uses would be on
the property. He suggested that any proposed uses should be consistent with
the surrounding neighborhood. He stated that he is opposed to the request.
There being no further comments, Mr. Wren closed the public hearing.
Mr. Askins stated that he has correspondence from the surrounding residents
and distributed these to the Commission (attachment 3). He suggested that the
deed restrictions would be done as a good faith effort and after consulting legal
advice, would be done in perpetuity.
Mr. Wren asked if access would be from Melvin Bennett for the commercial
portion. Mr. Askins answered in the negative and stated that the property
would be separated by open space and buffers.
Mr. Neal asked if a buffer would be located between Mr. Rudy’s property. Mr.
Askins answered in the affirmative and stated that he has been speaking with
the owners about increasing the buffer in that area. Mr. Neal stated that the
neighbors have expressed concern and suggested that an agreement should be
secured if possible.
Mr. Lehman asked if Mr. Askins lives in the neighborhood. Mr. Askins answered
in the negative.
Mr. Millet asked if any of the correspondence from the residents in favor of the
request live on Melvin Bennett. Mr. Askins answered that some of the residents
live across the street with their property fronting on Bluebird, but backs up to
Melvin Bennett.
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Ms. Gregg asked the reason for not requesting Neighborhood Commercial (NC).
Mr. Askins answered that NC has a 6,000 square foot building maximum. Ms.
Gregg asked if one reason for the request is to maximize parking. Mr. Askins
answered that they prefer to construct one building at 7,500 square feet so that
the parking is more accessible. Ms. Canon reviewed the different commercial
zonings with the Commission. Ms. Gregg asked if there is a building maximum
for OP. Ms. Canon answered in the negative. Mr. Askins answered that the
difference would be the amount of parking required and the restriction of uses.
He stated that AB zoning would allow more flexibility in uses allowed on the
property.
Ms. Smith moved for denial of the request. Mr. Millet seconded the motion.
Ms. Smith suggested that this is considered spot zoning. She suggested that this
issue should be considered through the Comprehensive Plan process.
Mr. Neal stated that Bowman Road is a growing transitional area. He suggested
that residential was not appropriate for this parcel. He suggested that the
Commission should decide based on the current Comprehensive Plan
recommendation.
Mr. McNeill agreed that this is a difficult decision and suggested that residential
on Bowman Road is not consistent with the area. He agreed that this is a
transitional neighborhood. He agreed that there should not be spot zoning, but
the Commission should look to the future and take into consideration the
Comprehensive Plan recommendations.
Ms. Canon clarified that the request was not previously denied, but the request
was withdrawn by the applicant.
Mr. Wren asked for clarification on spot zoning. Mr. Pagliarini answered that
this would not be considered spot-zoning.
Ms. Gregg stated that this area was historically residential and became
transitional with the placement of I-526. She stated that there are mobile
homes located in the vicinity as well and suggested that these mobile homes
could be considered affordable housing.
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Mr. McNeill asked the zoning of the county property. Ms. Canon suggested that
it was residential but did not have a definitive answer.
Mr. Wren called for a vote on the motion. Motion passed on a 7 to 1 vote
with Ms. Campaigne, Ms. Gregg, Mr. McNeill, Ms. Smith, Mr. Lehman, Mr.
Millet, and Mr. Neal in favor; Mr. Wren opposed.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 7:26 pm.

Submitted by,
L. Lynes
PlanComsn03212018

