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AGENDA
Planning Commission
5:30 PM, September 25, 2017
Town Council Chambers

A.

Call to Order

B.

Roll Call

C.

Approval of August 2017 Regular Meeting and September 2017
Special Meeting Minutes

D.

Old Business
1. Grand Tree Removal – 207 Carolina Avenue

E.

New Business
1. Request to Amend the Official Zoning Map of the Town of Moncks
Corner
a. Consider an Ordinance to annex real property into the
corporate limits of the Town of Moncks Corner, to zone said
property FBR2 and to amend the official zoning map of the
Town to so reflect. The property, located east of Michael Lane,
is classified as TMS # 196-00-00-046 and -047.

F.

Planner’s comments

G.

Move to Adjourn
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting
August 28, 2017 ◦ 5:30 p.m.
The Moncks Corner Planning Commission met in regular session on August 28, 2017 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:

Mattie Gethers

Douglas Polen, Community Dev. Director

Chris Griffin
Karyn Grooms, Alternate

Additional Public Officials

Roscoe Haynes

Charlotte Cruppenink

Robin McGhee-Frazier, Chair
Ryan Nelson
Connor Salisbury
C. Adoption of June 26, 2017 Minutes
Motion to adopt June 26, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes: motion made by Mr.
Salisbury, seconded by Mr. Haynes. Motion passed 7-0.
D. New Business
1. Grand Tree Removal – 207 Carolina Avenue
Staff presented the item and recommended approval of the request with
appropriate mitigation. The applicant was not present to answer any
questions.
The Commission had questions as to why the two trees in the rear of the
property were to be removed, as they appeared healthy to Staff.
Mr. Nelson made a motion to approve the removal of the damaged tree in the
front yard while tabling the decision on the trees to the rear until the applicant

brings in more information, seconded by Ms. Grooms. Motion passed 4-3, with
Commissioners Grooms, Nelson, Gethers, and McGhee-Frazier in favor and
Commissioners Salisbury, Haynes, and Griffin opposed.
2. Consider an Ordinance to reclassify real property within the corporate limits
of the Town of Moncks Corner from C-2, General Commercial to TD,
Transitional District, and to amend the official zoning map of the Town to so
reflect. The property, located south of 117 Carolina Avenue, is classified as
TMS # 142-07-05-017.
Staff presented the item. The applicants were in attendance to answer any
questions.
Mr. Salisbury made a motion to recommend the rezoning to Town Council,
seconded by Mr. Griffin. Motion passed 7-0.
3. Proposed changes to the Zoning Ordinance, Article Six: District Descriptions,
concerning chickens in residentially zoned areas.
Mr. Polen presented the Staff Report. A question was asked concerning how
Homeowners Association rules interact with the law, and Mr. Polen explained
that HOA rules always have precedence. As such, if an HOA outlaws chickens,
the Town has no power to allow them.
Mr. Nelson made a motion to recommend the changes to the Zoning Ordinance
to Town Council, seconded by Mr. Salisbury.
Councilwoman Cruppenink asked the Planning Commission if they researched
this issue, because she had and had some concerns. She explained that
chicken coops need to be cleaned often and that if they are not chicken
excrement can wash to neighbor’s property during rain storms. She is also
concerned about home values and the avian flu. She added that farm fresh
eggs are available at the Farmers Market and that she would personally not
want chickens next door to her.
Motion passed 5-2, with Commissioners Grooms, Nelson, Salisbury, Griffin, and
Gethers in favor and Commissioners Haynes and McGhee-Frazier against.
E. Planner Comments
Mr. Polen explained that there is some question as to the role of the alternate
member, currently Ms. Grooms. There have been times historically when the
position has sat with the regular membership and voted whenever a member was
absent, and there have been other times when the alternate only participated
when four members were absent and the alternate was required to make a
quorum. At the next meeting the Commission will need to make a
recommendation to the Council as to her the alternate’s role and duties.
F. Motion to Adjourn
Motion to adjourn: motion made by Mr. Haynes, seconded by Ms. Gethers. Motion
passed 7-0.
Meeting adjourned at 6:05 p.m.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting
September 18, 2017 ◦ 5:30 p.m.
The Moncks Corner Planning Commission met in special session on September 18,
2017 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:

Mattie Gethers

Douglas Polen, Community Dev. Director

Chris Griffin
Roscoe Haynes

Additional Public Officials

Robin McGhee-Frazier, Chair

Charlotte Cruppenink

Tobie Mixon
Connor Salisbury
C. Adoption of August 28, 2017 Minutes
Board failed to address this item. Minutes will be adopted at next Commission
meeting
D. New Business
1. Tree Removal Appeal – Shelly Lane, TMS # 142-06-02-024
Mr. Polen made his presentation, going over the general details of the case and
the Town’s position that this project is a development subject to development
tree-removal law, and further stating that the applicant contends that this is a
timber harvesting operation under the State Right to Forestry Act, and
therefore not subject to Town ordinance.
Mr. Griffin asked if the zone of the property matters. Mr. Polen stated that no,
the rule applies to all zones.

Mr. Haynes asked for the size of the property. The property is 17 acres.
Rev. McGhee-Frazier asked if the original intent was to build housing, and how
many houses. The applicant, Hugh Murchison, stated yes, 30 houses. The
reverend then asked if he has changed his mind and it is now a timbering, to
which the applicant said yes.
The question was asked whether a permit is required if this is a timbering
activity. Mr. Polen stated that no, under State law, no permit is required for a
timbering operation.
Mr. Murchison presented his side of the appeal. He stated that the plan that he
has is from 2008 and that he has no up-to-date engineering plan. He found out
that getting water and sewer to the property would cost over $200,000, so he
cannot afford development at this time. As such, he would like to timber the
property and pursue development in a “couple of years.” He stated repeatedly
that he is not “clear-cutting” the property and is only cutting pines and scrub
trees.
Ms. Mixon pointed out that the applicant served on the Planning Commission
for a decade and yet still cut the trees after repeatedly being told to stop
cutting. Mr. Murchison stated that he was being a good steward of the land
and that he isn’t clear cutting.
Rev. McGhee-Frazier asked what happens to the property after it is timbered.
Mr. Murchison stated that he would clear the property and bring in dirt to use
the property for personal use, such as dirt bikes for his family. He further
stated that he has lost $10-15,000 because he was open and honest about his
intentions. The reverend then asked if this is a timber operation, will he wait 5
years to develop. The applicant said “I hope not.” He further stated that he has
suffered a loss and that State law says he can do the timbering.
Mr. Griffin stated that he is opposed to the 5 year moratorium on development.
Mr. Haynes if there will be homes on the property in year 3. The applicant said
“That’s my hope.”
Ms. Mixon asked “why timber if you can’t build for two years?” The applicant
said that he needed the timber proceeds to help pay off the land. He went on
to state that Town staff does not know how to properly measure the diameter
of a tree.
Councilwoman Cruppenink stated that her interpretation of the State law may
be different from the applicant’s. She then read the definition of
“development” from State law: “Development means any activity, including
timber harvesting, that is associated with the conversion of forestland to
nonforest or nonagricultural use,” and asked Mr. Polen for his interpretation of
that definition. Mr. Polen stated that as Mr. Murchison’s intention is to develop
the neighborhood in a couple of years, it is the Town’s position that this is
development. Before Mr. Polen could continue, Mr. Murchison interrupted to
repeat things that he had said previously. The Councilwoman than asked the
Commission to consider – is this development or a timbering operation?
Mr. Salisbury asked how long Mr. Murchison has been looking at this project
and when did he decide to turn this into a timbering operation. Mr. Murchison
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gave a long answer repeating previous statements before concluding that he
had decided in July to log the property.
Ms. Cruppenink said that since his position is now to wait for years to develop…
and Mr. Murchison said that he would bring in dirt.
Ms. Mixon said that if he intends to not develop that he is flip-flopping. The
applicant stated that it will cost $600-700,000 to develop, so it will be a while.
Ms. Cruppenink asked for clarification from Mr. Polen – “what are the
ramifications of the two choices before the Commission?” Mr. Polen stated
that if this is development, as the Town contends, then he cannot cut any more
trees until he has submitted and had approved a mitigation plan for the trees
that have been cut, which now stands at 839” of protected trees, not counting
the innumerable pine trees that were cut without permit. If these trees were cut
as part of a harvesting operation, then we follow State law, which states that if
there “was a willful violation of the [Town] regulations,” then the Town may
defer consideration of building permits, site disturbance permits, and
subdivision plans for a period “not to exceed five years.” The Town contends
that the trees were cut in willful violation of Ordinance, so it requests the five
year development moratorium. Mr. Polen also stated that the removal of
stumps by definition is a development activity, so the applicant cannot remove
any stumps from the property during the period of the five year moratorium.
Ms. Cruppenink asked if there is leeway on the amount of mitigation required.
Mr. Polen stated that yes, the applicant can appeal the amount of mitigation
calculated. However, as that is not the advertised point of the tonight’s
meeting, it could not be decided at this time.
Mr. Murchison expressed his frustration at the proceedings, stating again that
he had cut no grand trees and that everything he had done was legal. Mr.
Polen pulled up the tree survey on the screen and showed the 36” gum tree on
the survey that was cut. Mr. Murchison stated that the arborist had measured
that tree across the cut for the survey (the same measurement method that Mr.
Murchison stated was incorrect when applied by Mr. Polen and Town Building
Official Chad Kelly) and that it was actually 23” at 4.5’ high. Mr. Griffin stated
that he has performed surveys, and if the surveyor wasn’t accurate on that tree
he should not be trusted.
Mr. Salisbury asked if the applicant was interested in some type of mitigation
that could be negotiated. The applicant stated that his actual cash loss has
been high and that he won’t pay for mitigation numbers that were “pulled out
of the air.” He further stated that Town Code sys he can cut any pine tree
under 24” DBH. (Note: Town Code states that any tree over 10” DBH requires a
permit for removal; pine trees under 24” DBH need not be mitigated if cut with
a permit). Mr. Salisbury went on to say that he is trying to make a compromise
– would the applicant entertain a mitigation of $10,000 instead of what the
Town has calculated? Mr. Murchison flatly stated “no.” Mr. Salisbury then said
that the applicant wants to be a logger with a two year moratorium. Mr.
Murchison stated that he would like to go back to timbering immediately and
the Board could decide the length of his moratorium, preferably 2 years, at a
later meeting.
Mr. Polen restated the Town’s position. He discussed the Riverstone
development that began annexation procedures in early 2015 and completed
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them in spring of 2016. They just cut trees four months ago and are putting in
roads currently. It takes years for a development that follows all rules to get to
a point where trees can come down. If a developer cuts down the trees
without regard to Town Code, it would not be in keeping with the law to allow
that developer to follow a two-year moratorium. In effect, he would be
permitted to break the law without any punishment. Mr. Polen stressed that it
was not the Commission’s job to “punish,” but it is to uphold the law. If the law
has been broken, there must be consequences. A two-year moratorium offers
no consequences, as he does not have the money to develop currently and it
may be year two years before he can restart the project anyway.
Chairman McGhee-Frazier called for a motion. Commissioner Haynes made a
motion to have the applicant pay $10,000 in mitigation and then allow him to
continue the timbering operation. With no second, Commissioner Haynes
withdrew the motion.
Councilwoman Cruppenink asked about the applicant’s appeals process. Mr.
Polen read the section of the Town tree ordinance, stating that he can appeal
to the Town Council.
Commissioner Mixon made a motion that the applicant intended for the project
to be a development and that this property does not fall under the State Right
to Forestry Act, seconded by Commissioner Salisbury. Commissioners
Salisbury, McGhee-Frazier, Mixon, and Gethers voted in favor, with
Commissioners Haynes and Griffin against. Motion passed 4-2.
E. Planner Comments
Mr. Polen thanked the commissioners for their thoughtful deliberation of the item
before them. He further explained that there will be a regularly scheduled
Planning Commission meeting the following Monday, September 25th to address
an annexation at Foxbank. Also, since the Board failed to address the minutes of
the August meeting, the August minutes would be on the next agenda.
F. Motion to Adjourn
Motion to adjourn: motion made by Mr. Haynes, seconded by Mr. Griffin. Motion
passed 6-0.
Meeting adjourned at 6:40 p.m.
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Staff Report
207 Carolina Avenue Grand Tree Removal
DATE:

August 28, 2017

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Grand Tree Removal

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

207 Carolina Avenue, TMS 142-07-05-039

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Consider a motion to remove trees at 207 Carolina Ave.

Background:
The applicant, Mason West, is seeking approval to remove three grand trees
on the subject property. The grand tree, a 35” oak, is damaged. The other two
trees, measuring 28” each, appear healthy but lean and are not specimen trees.
Analysis:
Per the Town Tree Ordinance (Sec. 16.106), 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
fifty (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.
It is staff’s opinion that the subject trees do not meet any of the above
definitions, although the 35” tree is heavily damaged and probably should be
removed.
Staff Findings and Recommendation:
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the tree cutting permit, with the following
mitigation required:
1. 35” tree: Tree is damaged; no mitigation required
2. 28” tree #1: Mitigation at 50% - 14” of new plantings required
3. 28” tree #2: Mitigation at 50% - 14” of new plantings required
All new plantings required to be 3” DBH at time of planting.
Trees may be planted at alternative sites with permission of the Planning
Commission. Sites include Town properties or other public areas.
Alternatively, the applicant may pay into a Town tree fund to mitigate the
removal of these trees at a rate of $75 per inch. The Town will use these funds
in the future to plant trees on Town property.
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Staff Report
Amendment to the Official Zoning Map
DATE:

September 25, 2017

TO:

Moncks Corner Planning Commission

FROM:

Douglas Polen, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

Annexation Request

SUBJECT
PROPERTY:

TMS 196-00-00-046 and -047

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Consider an Ordinance to annex real property into the
corporate limits of the Town of Moncks Corner, to zone
said property FBR2 and to amend the official zoning map
of the Town to so reflect.

Background:
The applicant, Jeff Randolph, agent for High Point Ventures, is seeking to
annex the subject property into the Town of Moncks Corner and into the
Foxbank subdivision, where the property will be zoned FBR2 for single-family
detached residential use. High Point Ventures has the land under contract and
would like to use the property for additional residential development as well as
to provide a second entrance to the High Point section of Fox Bank. High
Point, or Tract J, currently has only one entrance for the proposed 300+
homes on the site and requires a second entrance per the fire code. The
annexation allows the development to have the necessary second entrance as
well as allow for additional residential development.
In 2010 the Town approved a total of 2,625 units in Foxbank. With the
addition of these 18 acres, the developer proposes a total increase of units to
2,690, keeping with the approved density of Tract J.
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Current Zoning – Definition and Uses:

R1-MM, Multi-section Manufactured Residential District
A. The R1-MM multi-section manufactured residential district is intended to
implement the land use goals of the residential growth areas within
urbanizing areas in the unincorporated portions of Berkeley County.
B. This district is intended to:
1. Permit the placement of multi-sectional manufactured homes within the
district.
2. Permit development of moderate density residential communities.
3. Encourage urban communities to develop in a manner that minimizes
sprawl patterns.
4. Encourage efficient development patterns and use of in-fill development.
5. Protect development in residential growth areas from infiltration of
incompatible land uses.
6. Provide for the development of recreational, religious, and educational
facilities as basic elements of a balanced residential area.
7. Permit the location of needed community facilities in support of
residential development.
Proposed Zoning – Definition and Uses:

FBR2, Single-Family Residential, Detached
Typical Lot Size: 50’ x 120’
Max Units: 63
Summary of Adjacent Zoning & Uses
North
East
South
West

Zone
R1-MM
FBR2
Flex 1
R1-MM

Present Use
Single Family Residential
Vacant (Foxbank Tract J)
Single Family Residential
Single Family Residential

To the north, west, and south are single family residences. To the east lies
Foxbank Tract J, which is currently vacant.
Moncks Corner Comprehensive Plan
The Moncks Corner Comprehensive Plan lays out goals and policies which help
in decision making for subjects such as land use.

Land Use Goal: The Town will plan for inevitable growth by promoting orderly
and efficient land use patterns and development that will enhance the quality of
life for future generations.
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Policy 1: The Town will guide land use patterns, encourage new growth, in
areas that maximize efficient use of existing infrastructure and investments
in expanded infrastructure.
o Strategy 1: Plan and provide infrastructure in accord with land use areas
depicted on the Future Land Use map to ensure adequate and efficient
support of anticipated growth
 Policy 2: The Town will continue efforts to guide the growth of land adjacent
to existing boundaries
o Strategy 1: Develop and implement an annexation strategy that is
supported by the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map to
achieve a cohesive approach towards infrastructure concurrency
o Strategy 2: Encourage future development and expansion of the town in
areas contiguous to developed areas in concert with a utility extension
policy/plan that is sequential and phased
o Strategy 3: Collaborate with Berkeley County planning to ensure new
development in areas surrounding the town are consistent with abutting
land uses within the Town
Land Use Goal: The Town will continue to develop with well-planned, inclusive
communities and neighborhoods that provide residents with a sense of identity
and promote the small-town character for which Moncks Corner desires to be
known.


Policy 1: The Town will promote development that is appropriate and
compatible with neighboring uses
o Strategy 1: Review plans for new development to ensure its consistency
in character and scale with the future land use map and neighboring
developments. Review zoning and land development regulations to
ensure procedures are in place to ensure this consideration is given to
applications

Staff Findings and Recommendation:
Because of the findings summarized below, staff recommends APPROVAL of
the requested zoning map amendment.
1. Staff finds the request aligned with the guiding principles and objectives
of the Town of Moncks Corner Comprehensive Plan.
2. Due to adjacent nature of Foxbank, staff finds the request compatible
within the context of the area concerned.
3. Staff does not perceive the request to adversely affect the public health,
safety, and wellbeing of residents/property owners within the vicinity of
the request.
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Subject
Properties

Foxbank Tract J
(Highpoint)
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Subject
Properties

Foxbank Tract J
(Highpoint)
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Foxbank - Current
Boundaries

Subject
Property

LAND USE CHART
(as of September 18, 2017)

Tract
A
B-1
B-2
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J/J-1
J-2
K
M
N
O
P-1
P-2
Q
R
S-1
S-2
T
Unallocated
Total

Area
(AC)
51.30
76.14
In B-1
35.10
36.20
58.30
21.36
17.85
35.50
58.60
92.64
18.1
141.21
9.68
25.95
23.20
3.63
43.50
33.90
4.01
1.86
1.95
35.49
825.47

Zoning District
Moncks Corner
(1)
FBR2 (13)
FBR3

FBR2
FBR3
FBR2
FBR2
FBR2
FBR2
FBR2
FBR2
FBR2
FBR3
FBR3
FBC2
FBC2
FBC2
FBC2
FBC2
FBR3

Typical Lot Size

Open
Space

50’X120’
60’X120’
18’X100’
50’X120’
60’X120’
70’X120’
Multi-family
50’x120’
70’x120’
60’X120’
60’X120’
50’X120’
Pond, Wetlands (5)
Amenities (2)
Multi-family
School (3)
Commercial (4)
Commercial
Multi-family
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Multi-family

14.72
28.44
In B-1
9.97
8.51
8.22
0
0.5
5.17
7.98
25.05
2
141.21
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
251.77

Max.
No. of
Units
(6)
145
47
178
140
110
245
275
65
56
224
303
63
0
0
112
0
0
50
220
0
0
0
331
126
2690

Gross
Density
Units/
AC
2.82
2.95
3.99
3.04
2.83
12.87
3.64
1.57
3.82
3.47
3.47
0.00
0.00
4.31
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.49
0.00
0.00
0.00
9.32
3.25

Specific Notes:
1)
The requirements for the proposed zoning districts shall be the same as those describes in the
Moncks Corner Zoning Ordinance with the exception of lot criteria and other noted exceptions
2)
Amenities tract may include pool/cabana, parking, play structures, play courts, boathouse on lake,
open space, and lawn area.
3)
Tract “O” to be deeded to Berkeley County School District for a proposed elementary school and
the Town of Moncks Corner for a Fire Station. The property shall be zoned FBR3 should the
school district not accept the property.
4)
A maximum of 50 multi-family units may be developed in Tract “P”
5)
Open spaces consist of freshwater wetlands, buffers, natural areas, parks, greenways, and ponds.
Chart does not include open space that will be provided in FBR3 zones.
6)
Density, including unallocated or unassigned, may be assigned or reallocated to any Tract
designated for residential use (FBR2/FBR3) per letter dated January 19, 2010, as attached. For
example, if Tract F has 275 units assigned but is developed utilizing only 260 units, the unused 15
units may be assigned to Tract T, which density would change to 346 units.
General Notes:
7)
A church is also an allowable use within FBGC zone.
8)
The overall maximum number of units allowed within Foxbank Plantation development will be
2690.
9)
Townhouses and multi-family developments are allowed in Tracts zoned FBR3 and Tract J, J-1,
and J-2.
10)
No buffers will be required between townhome lots and detached single-family lots where they are
served by a common alley.
11)
In order to enhance streetscape designs, no buffers will be required along proposed roadways for
commercial uses in Tract “P-2”.
12)
Timbering operations will be allowed to continue on undeveloped tracts as historically been done
on site.
13)
In addition to the two main entrances on U.S. Hwy. 52 and the entrance on Cypress Garden Road,
there may be an additional right-in/right-out entrance from U.S. Hwy. 52 to Tract ‘Q” (included
in original PD-MU) and one right-in/right-out entrance to Tract ‘P-1” (as approved by SCDOT).

