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AGENDA
Planning Commission
5:30 PM, April 23, 2019
Town Council Chambers
A.

Call to Order

B.

Roll Call

C.

Approval of April 2, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes

D.

New Business
1. Grand Tree Removal
a. Consider a motion to remove a grand tree at 105 Broughton St.
b. Consider a motion to remove grand trees at 121 Jolly Lane
c. Consider a motion to remove a grand tree at 250 High Hill
d. Consider an appeal to replace 253” of trees removed without a
permit at 107 Pine Street
2. Planned Development Minor Amendment
a. Consider a minor amendment to the plans for the Fairmont
Pines development
3. Presentation
a. Presentation by the developers of Carolina Groves

E.

Planner’s comments

F.

Move to Adjourn
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MINUTES
Planning Commission
5:30 PM, April 2, 2019
Town Council Chambers
The Moncks Corner Planning Commission met in regular session on April 2, 2019 at
5:30 p.m. The meeting was open to the public and took place in the Town Council
Chambers, Municipal Building, 118 Carolina Avenue, Moncks Corner, South Carolina.
A. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m.
B. Roll Call
Commission Members:

Staff:

Johna Bilton

Doug Polen, Community Development Director

Chris Griffin
Karyn Grooms
Roscoe Haynes
Robin McGhee-Frazier, Chair
Connor Salisbury
C. Adoption of Minutes
Motion to adopt January, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes and February, 2019
Workshop Minutes: motion made by Mr. Salisbury, seconded by Ms. Bilton. Motion
passed 5-0. Commissioner Griffin arrived following the vote.
D. New Business

1. Consider an application to annex or rezone 798 acres of land located
along Old Hwy 52, TMS 162-00-02-020, 143-00-00-001, 142-00-01-057,
and 142-00-01-032
Mr. Polen presented the item.

T.J. Jarvis, Engineer with Thomas & Hutton, spoke. He discussed the
changes that have been made since the workshop, including a reduction
to 1,000 units, access issues, drainage, the removal of all multi-family
units, and going making 20% of all units sheathed in hardiplank. He
further stated that according to the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, this
development has considerably less density than that contemplated by
the Plan. He concluded by discussing the amount of open space to be
provided.
Michael Condon with D.R. Horton then discussed the types of homes to
be built on the property. Active adult units would be approximately
1,600 s.f. while traditional homes would be 1,800 – 2,800 s.f. Hardiplank
would be an option on all homes, but 20% will be required to be
hardiplank.
Stefan Hoyer, the applicant, explained why they would like to use vinyl,
explaining that it is much more easily maintained than hardiplank and
has a 50 year warranty.
Questions included the following:














Chairwoman McGhee-Frazier: Who decided the placement of the
homes?
o The customers can choose their homes as long as they aren’t
too close to the same design.
Mr. Haynes: Do they have to choose between the homes pictured?
o No. There will be closer to 40 different house plans.
Ms. Bilton: Where will the hardiplank homes go?
o That is undetermined. Possibly in a hardiplank neighborhood.
Mr. Salisbury: What is the lot size?
o 6,000 – 8,000 s.f.
o Mr. Salisbury: I have a concern about the density and lot sizes.
I’d like to see lots greater than 6,000 s.f.
o Mr. Jarvis: The Comp Plan says 4-8 units per acre.
o Mr. Hoyer: We are using the Comp Plan to help design a better
plan for the development.
Mr. Salisbury: I appreciate the willingness of the developer to meet
with the public and make changes. Also, the Cumbies (the property
owners) are friends of mine. However, I will listen to the voices of the
community and we want to get this right. We won’t get a second
chance with Gippy. I don’t know if this is the right plan right now.
Ms. Bilton: Will this be phased?
o We develop approximately two years out, and will sell
approximately 100 homes per year. Sales start in 2021, and will
still be selling in 2030.
Chairwoman McGhee-Frazier: Where will the first phase be located?
o The far west along Old 52. The first home for sale will be about
500’ from Old 52, with perhaps some models located closer to
the road.
Ms. Grooms: When will the traffic study be done?
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o It will be ready by the time of the 1st reading at Council.
Ms. Grooms: What is happening with the boat landing?
o There is a question with permitting. Assuming a permit is
received, the landing will be available for a fee.
Mr. Haynes: I thought we were going to see some grand homes in this
neighborhood.
o The slides show the types of homes we envision. They will be a
low-country Southern type of feel. We really can’t be specific
with home plans at this time.

Chairwoman McGhee-Frazier opened the session up to public comment.




Chris Volf, 1206 McCrae: Will the homes be slab on grade?
o Most will be slab on grade, but some will be elevated as
required.
Ryan Asbury, 234 Dove Hill: When does the second entrance open?
o At the time of the 500th Certificate of Occupancy.
Barbara McElfresh, 147 Gippy Dike Road: Why is Gippy Dike Road
not given over to the HOA at the time of platting? I do not want it to
be a construction entrance.
o The Development Agreement states that the roads will not be
used as a construction entrance. We are taking great pains to
ensure these roads aren’t abused.

Comment from the Planning Commission:


Ms. Bilton: Why D.R. Horton?
o Hoyer builds the infrastructure, and we partner with D.R.
Horton because they have really nice product lines that will fit
into this neighborhood.

Public Comment, Continued:





Norman Brunswig, 1002 McCrae: I look at this development, and it
does not fit the environment. Why not build in concert with what we
already have?
o We believe this neighborhood is in harmony with the existing
neighborhoods. We have 1.8 units per gross acre, much less
than 3.8-4.6 units per acre in nearby developments.
Butch Volf, 1206 McCrae: 8,000 sq. ft. is 5 units per acre. Explain.
o The 2.1 net density includes parks and open space.
Ryan Asbury, 234 Dove Hill: Where is the accountability?
o Accountability is provided by the zoning and the development
agreement.

Comment from Planning Commission:


Mr. Haynes: Have you been to Stoney Landing? Can Gippy look
better than Stoney Landing?
Planning Commission Minutes
April 2, 2019



Mr. Salisbury: At Fort Fair Lawn we approved 8,500 and 12,000 sq.
ft. lots.

Motion:
Mr. Salisbury stated that he was not in favor of the development agreement as
it is presented. He stated that he would like to see 15,000 sq. ft. lots on the
property. He started a motion that effect, and then retracted it. He then made
a motion to deny the recommendation for the annexation, seconded by Mr.
Haynes. The motion passed 4-2, with Ms. Bilton and Chairwoman McGheeFrazier against.
Mr. Hoyer spoke, explaining that with 15,000 – 30,000 sq. ft. lots the project is
either economically infeasible or you lose many of the trees that he is trying to
protect. “I cannot compete with the emotional attachment people have with
this property,” stated Mr. Hoyer.
E. Planner Comments
Mr. Polen explained to those in attendance what the next steps would be. The
applicant could do the following:




Proceed to the Town Council with a recommendation of denial from the
Planning Commission
Come back to the Planning Commission with a revised plan to seek a
recommendation of approval
Withdraw the application for annexation, cancelling the process

F. Motion to Adjourn
Motion to adjourn: motion made by Mr. Salisbury, seconded by Ms. Bilton. Motion
passed 6-0. Meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m.
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Staff Report
105 Broughton Tree Removal
DATE:

April 23, 2019

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Grand Tree Removal

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

105 Broughton, TMS 142-02-02-046

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Consider a motion to remove a grand tree

Background:
The applicant, Derrill Clark, is seeking to remove a grand oak tree.
The tree’s base is located on the neighboring property – 103 Broughton. The
tree is quite large, and in fact has not been measured by staff. The tree in
question is probably best described as a number of separate trees emanating
from the same root ball. One tree trunk slopes upwards directly onto the
property of the applicant, where it currently rests on the applicant’s house.
The tree is visibly damaging the roof of the property and will only continue to
do so as it grows larger and heavier.
The applicant has engaged the services of a tree removal expert and the
expert has stated that he needs to remove the entire trunk up the point of the
house. There is concern on the part of the neighboring property owner that
such a removal may weaken the tree and cause it to fall over towards his
property.
The Town tree ordinance states that killing a tree directly or indirectly may
result in being required to mitigate the tree that has been killed. The applicant
is concerned that removing the trunk over his property may kill the remaining
tree and that he will be held liable by the Town. Town policy has long held
that any part of a tree on a property or in that property’s airspace belongs to
that property owner, not the owner of where the trunk originates from the
ground.

The applicant has reached out to the owner of the neighboring lot to see if he
will trim the tree or otherwise help with the situation. It is the understanding of
Staff that the neighbor has offered to purchase the house, but that offer was
rejected.
Analysis:
Per the Town Tree Ordinance, 16.106.b, trees may be removed without
mitigation in the following circumstances:
1. Tree(s) is/are dead.
2. Tree(s) which pose(s) an imminent safety hazard to nearby buildings,
persons, utility lines or vehicular traffic.
3. Trees which are located in the footprint of a proposed building or drive
which cannot be reasonably relocated.
4. Trees which are being cut as a commercial timber operation; provided
a 50-foot wide perimeter buffer of all existing trees is maintained in an
undisturbed manner. Trees grown specifically for sale by commercial
nurseries are exempt from the provisions of this article with respect to
their removal from the commercial site upon which they are grown.
5. Protected trees required to be removed to carry out a permitted
wetland alteration and/or mitigation plan approved by the Army Corps
of Engineers or South Carolina Office of Coastal Resource Management
are exempt from the provisions of this article.
6. Removal because of density or interference with the development of
other trees.
7. Removal of pine trees, unless permit is for multiple trees in which
removal would constitute clear-cutting.
8. Trees identified by the South Carolina Exotic Pest Plant Council NonNative Plant Species List.
Staff Findings and Recommendation:
Staff finds that the tree is directly damaging the applicant’s home and the
situation needs to be eliminated. The trunk is on the applicant’s property, so
Staff feels that he has the right to remove the trunk without regard for the
neighbor. If the neighbor would like to help salvage the tree some other way,
he is welcome to do so.
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the permit to remove the tree with no
mitigation. Further, Staff recommends that should the remaining tree die from
such a removal the applicant should not be held responsible by the Town.

105 Broughton - Tree Removal

105 Broughton - Tree Removal

105 Broughton - Tree Removal

105 Broughton - Tree Removal

The Lowcountry’s Hometown
PO Box 700 | Moncks Corner, SC 29461 | 843.719.7900 | monckscornersc.gov

Staff Report
121 Jolly Lane Tree Removal
DATE:

April 23, 2019

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Grand Tree Removal

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

121 Jolly, TMS 142-06-05-021

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Consider a motion to remove numerous trees

Background:
The applicant, Scott Roberts, is seeking to remove a 38” oak and gum trees
measuring 29”, 26”, 25”, 21”, and three measuring 18”.
The trees in question appear to be healthy, but the roots of the oak tree have
reached the garage and house and are cracking the pavement.
Analysis:
Per the Town Tree Ordinance, 16.106.b, trees may be removed without
mitigation in the following circumstances:
1. Tree(s) is/are dead.
2. Tree(s) which pose(s) an imminent safety hazard to nearby buildings,
persons, utility lines or vehicular traffic.
3. Trees which are located in the footprint of a proposed building or drive
which cannot be reasonably relocated.
4. Trees which are being cut as a commercial timber operation; provided
a 50-foot wide perimeter buffer of all existing trees is maintained in an
undisturbed manner. Trees grown specifically for sale by commercial
nurseries are exempt from the provisions of this article with respect to
their removal from the commercial site upon which they are grown.

5. Protected trees required to be removed to carry out a permitted
wetland alteration and/or mitigation plan approved by the Army Corps
of Engineers or South Carolina Office of Coastal Resource Management
are exempt from the provisions of this article.
6. Removal because of density or interference with the development of
other trees.
7. Removal of pine trees, unless permit is for multiple trees in which
removal would constitute clear-cutting.
8. Trees identified by the South Carolina Exotic Pest Plant Council NonNative Plant Species List.
Staff Findings and Recommendation:
Staff finds the trees to be healthy, but the oak is a cause of concern for the
nearby garage. Staff offers no recommendation on the oak tree.
The gum trees appear to be healthy and offer no danger to the property. Staff
recommends DENIAL of the application in regards to the grand gum trees.
If permission to remove is granted, the grand trees should be mitigated at
50%. The grand trees total 118”, requiring 59” of mitigation.
The protected trees should be mitigated at 25%. They total 75”, requiring an
additional 19” of mitigation.
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Staff Report
250 High Hill Tree Removal
DATE:

April 23, 2019

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Grand Tree Removal

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

250 High Hill, TMS 142-06-03-018

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Consider a motion to remove a 32” oak tree

Background:
The applicant, Donna Graff, is seeking to remove a 32” oak tree
The tree in question appears to be healthy, but is located adjacent to her
driveway and is damaging it.
The applicant has requested the removal of another oak, measuring 27”. This
tree is located under the powerlines in front of the house and has been
“trimmed” to allow for the powerline. Staff has permitted the removal of that
tree.
Analysis:
Per the Town Tree Ordinance, 16.106.b, trees may be removed without
mitigation in the following circumstances:
1. Tree(s) is/are dead.
2. Tree(s) which pose(s) an imminent safety hazard to nearby buildings,
persons, utility lines or vehicular traffic.
3. Trees which are located in the footprint of a proposed building or drive
which cannot be reasonably relocated.

4. Trees which are being cut as a commercial timber operation; provided
a 50-foot wide perimeter buffer of all existing trees is maintained in an
undisturbed manner. Trees grown specifically for sale by commercial
nurseries are exempt from the provisions of this article with respect to
their removal from the commercial site upon which they are grown.
5. Protected trees required to be removed to carry out a permitted
wetland alteration and/or mitigation plan approved by the Army Corps
of Engineers or South Carolina Office of Coastal Resource Management
are exempt from the provisions of this article.
6. Removal because of density or interference with the development of
other trees.
7. Removal of pine trees, unless permit is for multiple trees in which
removal would constitute clear-cutting.
8. Trees identified by the South Carolina Exotic Pest Plant Council NonNative Plant Species List.
Staff Findings and Recommendation:
Staff finds the tree in question to be healthy but is damaging the owner’s
property. As close as the tree is to the driveway, staff does not feel that the
root can be cut without seriously harming the tree. Staff offers no
recommendation on the granting of the application.
The mitigation for a tree of this size is 16”.

250 High Hill - Tree Removal

250 High Hill - Tree Removal

The Lowcountry’s Hometown
PO Box 700 | Moncks Corner, SC 29461 | 843.719.7900 | monckscornersc.gov

Staff Report
107 Pine Street Tree Removal
DATE:

January 22, 2019

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Grand Tree Removal

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

520 E. Main Street, TMS 142-02-01-002

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Appeal order to replace 253” of trees removed without a
permit

Background:
The applicant, Wilfred Hamilton, is seeking to appeal an order by the
Community Development Director to replace 253” of trees removed without a
permit.
On January 4th staff noticed that Mr. Hamilton had cut down seven protected
trees totaling 93” in diameter. Staff reached out to him and he came to Town
Hall to discuss the matter with Mr. Polen and Chad Kelly, Chief Building Official.
At this time we informed him that the trees had been cut illegally and that
mitigation would be required. Mr. Hamilton stated that he would like to cut
down additional trees, so staff gave Mr. Hamilton an application form and tree
removal brochure. Mr. Hamilton turned in his application on January 7.
On January 9 Staff measured the remaining trees on his property as part of his
tree removal application. By that weekend Staff noticed that all remaining
trees on the property – an additional 160” – had been removed. Two of these
trees were grand, measuring 34” and 24”. In Staff’s opinion, all trees appeared
to very healthy and green with no visible damage or decay.
Analysis:
Per the Town Tree Ordinance, 16.106.b, trees may be removed without
mitigation in the following circumstances:

1. Tree(s) is/are dead.
2. Tree(s) which pose(s) an imminent safety hazard to nearby buildings,
persons, utility lines or vehicular traffic.
3. Trees which are located in the footprint of a proposed building or drive
which cannot be reasonably relocated.
4. Trees which are being cut as a commercial timber operation; provided
a 50-foot wide perimeter buffer of all existing trees is maintained in an
undisturbed manner. Trees grown specifically for sale by commercial
nurseries are exempt from the provisions of this article with respect to
their removal from the commercial site upon which they are grown.
5. Protected trees required to be removed to carry out a permitted
wetland alteration and/or mitigation plan approved by the Army Corps
of Engineers or South Carolina Office of Coastal Resource Management
are exempt from the provisions of this article.
6. Removal because of density or interference with the development of
other trees.
7. Removal of pine trees, unless permit is for multiple trees in which
removal would constitute clear-cutting.
8. Trees identified by the South Carolina Exotic Pest Plant Council NonNative Plant Species List.
Staff Findings and Recommendation:
As the trees were removed without a permit and the majority being removed
after speaking with Mr. Polen, it is Staff’s opinion that 100% mitigation be
required.
Additionally, it should be noted that as a commercial location adjacent to
other commercial uses, a Type “A” vegetative buffer yards is required to be
maintained. A Type “A” features 2 canopy trees, 3 understory trees, and 10
shrubs per 100 linear feet. Due to the size of Mr. Hamilton’s lot, approximately
168” of buffer are required and beyond the appeal process being requested in
this application.
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Staff Report
Minor PUD Amendment
DATE:

April 23, 2019

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Minor Amendment to the Fairmont Pines Development

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

TMS 211-00-02-009

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Consider a minor amendment to the Fairmont Pines PD
allowing for a reduction in access points from five to three.

Background:
When the Fairmont Pines Planned Development was accepted by the Town
Council in 2018, five access points into the neighborhood were contemplated –
three along Old 52 and two along Cypress Gardens Road.
In the months since acceptance, the developer has been working with SCDOT
on the Traffic Analysis Plan, and the costs of five intersections are too great in
comparison to the relative benefit. As such, the developer is seeking to reduce
the number of access points to three – two on Old 52 and one on Cypress
Gardens Road.
Staff has spoken with the regional traffic engineer, and he sees no harm in
reducing the number of access points for Fairmont Pines.
Zoning Ordinance:
Sec. 6-11 – Planned Unit Development:
D.4. Changes of Plans for PUD’s. Changes which do not require changes of the
boundaries of an established PUD district or establishment of a new PUD
district are not considered amendments of the zoning ordinance. Any
change in boundary of such PUD district shall be accomplished only by
following procedures as set forth for zoning amendments. Changes in the
approved characteristics or agreements relating to a PUD district, but not

Fairmont Pines Amendment
April 23, 2019
Moncks Corner Planning Commission

involving change in the boundary thereof shall be classified as either major
changes or minor changes and shall be approved or disapproved as follows:
a. Minor Changes. Revision of minor characteristics of the planned
development, such as relocation of driveways or revision of floor plans
of specific structures, may be authorized by the planning commission,
provided that such authority is granted to the Planning Commission by
the approved and recorded descriptive statement concerning
development of the planned district. If the planning commission fails to
approve a request for a minor change, the developer or other party at
interest may then seek a change by the regular amendment process as
outlined below for major changes.
Staff Findings and Recommendation:
Staff was concerned that reducing the number of access points would
negatively affect traffic in the area, but after speaking with the district traffic
engineer Staff is satisfied that effects will be minimal. Staff recommends
APPROVAL of the amendment.
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Staff Report
Presentation
DATE:

April 23, 2019

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Presentation by Carolina Groves

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

TMS 162-00-01-039, 162-00-01-019, 162-00-01-024, &
162-00-01-067

ACTION
REQUESTED:

None

Background:
Staff has been working with the developers of the Carolina Groves Property
for two years. The developers are considering requesting annexation as a
planned development at the May meeting, and would like to present their
concept to the Planning Commission to get an idea of what kind of
development is expected by the Town.

CAROLINA GROVES
Vision of a Unique Project
Re-development
Retail
Recreation
Residential
All for the residents…

Sense of Place
Sense of Community
Environment

S E N S E O F P L AC E
“As Moncks Corner continues to evolve
from a small rural town to part of the
region’s urbanized area, its cultural
resources provide a link to its heritage.”
Moncks Corner Comprehensive Plan

SENSE OF COMMUNIT Y
“…the Town of Moncks Corner will strive
to remain a place where people live and
work by choice, not by chance.”
Moncks Corner Comprehensive Plan

ENVIRONMENT
By respecting nature and making it part
of our plan we create a place where
both nature and people thrive.
100+ acres of lakes and wetlands
Dedicated conservation areas
Connected open space

People Paths: The Groves

P E O P L E PAT H S

P E O P L E PAT H S

C O N C E P T UA L L A N D U S E P L A N

PROPERTY SUMMARY
TOTAL CAROLINA NURSERIES SITE:
688.6 ACRES
WEST BRANCH COMMERCE PARK:
366.6 ACRES
CAROLINA GROVES:
300.0 ACRES
RESIDUAL LAND ON BEN BARRON:
23.0 ACRES

C O N C E P T UA L L A N D U S E P L A N

PROPERTY SUMMARY
CAROLINA GROVES:
300 ACRES (TOTAL)
DIVERSE RESIDENTIAL:
121 ACRES (40%)
COMMERCIAL:
6 ACRES (2%)
OPEN SPACE:
173 ACRES (58%)
POSSIBLE INCLUSION FROM WBCP:
83.80 ACRES
ALL ACREAGES ARE APPROXIMATE

