Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting
Tuesday, November 29, 2016
6:30 p.m.

City of Goose Creek
Marguerite H. Brown Municipal Center
Council Chambers
519 North Goose Creek Blvd.
Goose Creek SC

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Sarah Hanson
Planning Director

DATE:

November 22, 2016

SUBJECT:

Notification of Meeting

This is to inform everyone that the next meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals has been scheduled
for Tuesday, November 29th at 6:30.
You will be asked to review the following application pursuant to your duties and powers as defined in
Zoning Ordinance Section 151.171 below for property located at Liberty Hall Road and Henry
E. Brown Blvd., zoning classification General Commercial (GC), TMS# 244-00-00-065: Application
for Conditional Use Permit.

§ 151.171 DUTIES AND POWERS.
(C)
To permit conditional uses subject to the terms and conditions for the uses as set forth below.
(See CONDI TI ONAL USE .) Conditional uses may be allowed after determination by the ZBA of
additional controls required, and after the holding of a public hearing. A listed conditional use ( TSO III,
Annexation B) is eligible for location within the subject zoning district, if all of the following conditions can
be clearly demonstrated to exist:
(1)
Setbacks, buffers, fences or planting strips protect adjacent properties from adverse
influence of the proposed use, such as noise, vibration, dust, glare, odor, traffic congestion and similar
factors;
(2)
Vehicular traffic flow would not increase and pedestrian movement would not be diminished
or endangered;
(3)
Off-street parking and loading, and ingress/egress points of proposed uses will be adequate
as to location, capacity and design;
(4)
Property values, general character and welfare of nearby areas will not be deteriorated;
(5)
The proposed use shall be in accordance with the purpose and intent of the city's
Comprehensive Plan, this chapter and other rules and regulations;

(6)
The proposed use shall be compatible with the existing neighborhood character and be
consistent with the character and purpose of the applicable zoning district;
(7)
The proposed use shall not adversely affect surrounding land use, as measured in terms of
its physical size, intensity of use, visual impact and proximity to other structures;
(8)
The proposed use complies with all applicable development standards of the city;
(9)
The proposed use is not detrimental to the public health, safety or general welfare of the
city and its citizens;
(10)
The proposed use shall not constitute a nuisance or hazard because of the number of
persons who will attend or use the facility, of the vehicular movement, of noise or fumes or of the type of
physical activity;
(11)
The proposed use shall not create or aggravate hazards to vehicular or pedestrian traffic
on the roads and sidewalks, both off-site and on-site;
(12)
The proposed use shall not create glare from vehicular and stationary lights and the extent
to which the lights will be visible from the adjacent zoning districts;
(13)
The proposed use shall not destroy, create a loss or cause damage to natural, scenic or
historic features of significant importance;
(14)
In the consideration of a conditional use, the ZBA shall not grant permission based on the
circumstances of the applicant, or on unnecessary hardship;
(15)
The ZBA reserves the right to revoke any conditional use permit that it has issued if it
determines that the applicant or operator has failed to maintain and conduct the use in accordance with
the conditions imposed on the conditional use. The ZBA shall give the applicant written notice of its intent
to revoke the conditional use permit, and, if within ten calendar days of receipt of the notice the applicant
submits a request for a hearing to the Secretary, the ZBA shall schedule a public hearing and provide the
applicant with the opportunity to be heard prior to deciding whether to revoke the permit;
(16)
The provisions for revocation of conditional use permits shall not be deemed to preclude
any other legal remedy with respect to violation of the provision of this chapter or other rules and
regulations of the city; and
(17)
In approving a conditional use, the Commission may impose the conditions and restrictions
as in its opinion will accomplish the intent of this chapter.

AGENDA
CITY OF GOOSE CREEK
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 29, 2016 6:30 P.M.
MARGUERITE H. BROWN MUNICIPAL CENTER
519 N. GOOSE CREEK BOULEVARD

I. Call to Order –Chairman Butch Clift
II. Roll Call – Chairman Butch Clift
III. Review of Minutes from August 30, 2016,
and October 18, 2016
IV. Public Hearing – Request for a Conditional Use
Permit for a proposed multi‐family development
for property located at Liberty Hall Road and
Henry E. Brown Blvd., designated as TMS#244‐
00‐00‐065
V. Reorganization of Board – Election of
Chairperson and Vice Chairperson for calendar
year 2016
VI. Comments from Board
VII. Comments from Staff
VIII. Adjournment

Please note this Agenda was posted at City Hall and on the City Website prior to meeting.

MINUTES
CITY OF GOOSE CREEK
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING
AUGUST 30, 2016 6:30 P.M.
GOOSE CREEK MUNICIPAL COURTROOM
519 N. GOOSE CREEK BOULEVARD

I. Call To Order – Vice Chairman Volkmar called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
Present: Jason Dillard, James Fisk, Ralph Hayes, Larry Monheit, Gerald Stinson, Thomas
Volkmar
Absent: Butch Clift
Staff Present: Sarah Hanson

II. Review of Minutes from February 18, 2016 Meeting
Motion:
Discussion:
Vote:

Mr. Monheit made a motion to approve the minutes as written. Mr. Fisk
seconded.
There was none.
All voted in favor. (6-0)

III. Public Hearing – Request for Variance to Section 151.082(F) of the City’s zoning
ordinance, requiring that all buildings be placed on a lot located on an existing publicly
maintained paved street, in regard to TMS#244-01-01-059, Auto Supply Drive
Vice Chairman Volkmar opened the public hearing, and administered the testimony oath to all
who were present to speak on behalf of or against the application for the public hearing.
Motion:
Vote:

Mr. Monheit made a motion to open the public hearing. Mr. Fisk seconded.
All voted in favor. (6-0)

Vice Chairman Volkmar opened the discussion to Staff. Ms. Hanson explained the applicant, Mr.
Bob Glover, is requesting the Board review the requirements for section 151.082(F). She stated
the language and requirements of this section, and also for Appendix B and D. She added that
curbing and curb cuts shall comply with the standards of the South Carolina Department of
highway and public transportation. She described the location of the property to be on Auto Supply
Drive, and presented a satellite view, highlighting the vacant parcels and a significant area of
wetlands. Ms. Hanson noted the property Mr. Glover wishes to use is the vacant wooded lot next
to the wetlands, with a dirt drive extending from the paved drive is currently the only access to this
property. There was some discussion about the property being located at the end of the road.
Ms. Hanson stated it is Staff’s opinion that the potential for additional development of property
beyond the two existing buildings is very slim, with the only potential being for the eventual
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redevelopment of the existing properties. She added that Staff believes at the time of
redevelopment it will be essential to improve the means of access to these properties; however,
until that time, the need for the drive to be improved beyond providing paving for safe and
reasonable access is negligible. Ms. Hanson suggested in the event of an approval of the variance
request a condition be considered which would require that Auto Supply Drive be improved to
meet the City zoning ordinance, and if redevelopment of the existing properties is initiated with
Auto Supply Drive as an access. She added that if the other parcels were redeveloped as a whole,
then it would be Staff’s recommendation that Auto Supply Drive be required to be improved if it
would be used as the access for the new development. Ms. Hanson noted that if the redevelopment
access was located off of Hollywood Drive it would be a mute point. She also mentioned that if
this variance is granted it would run with the land. She added that if the properties are developed
as a whole, instead of piece meal, Staff suggested a requirement be added for the entire road to be
paved and improved. Ms. Hanson mentioned if the variance presently requested is approved it
would not supersede that requirement. Staff had no objection to the variance request.
There was some discussion in regards to the property and the history of the property being
subdivided and recorded. Ms. Hanson pointed out that the variance requested is only for the
wooded parcel to the south end of Auto Supply Drive. There was a brief discussion about the
owners maintaining the Auto Supply Drive access road, and the CSX recorded easement
agreement granting the owners access as Auto Supply Drive.
Mr. Glover, the property owner, introduced himself to the Commission and described the property
identified as TMS#244-01-01-059, along with the portion of wetlands located to the south of the
property. There was discussion about the property, and if it contains wetlands on the property.
Mr. Glover detailed the property, including the area to the ditch. Mr. Monheit inquired about the
length of the timeline of the CSX agreement. There was some discussion about the agreement,
with no specifics of the timeline given.
Vice Chairman Volkmar inquired if Mr. Glover wished to state the reasons he felt the variance
met the four criteria. Mr. Glover stated the following as his response to the four criteria: 1) The
extraordinary and exceptional conditions of the property are that it narrows this piece of property
at the dead end because of the wetlands making it extraordinary, with the exceptional condition
being the fact that nothing will be built beyond that parcel unless the wetlands law is changed. 2)
These conditions do not apply to the other properties because they are already developed, and have
been grandfathered in with curb cuts and driveways. 3) If no one can build on the property, it is
almost rendered as useless. 4) The granting of the variance will not detrimentally affect the
neighboring properties, because it will clean up the property with a modern day office facility.
Vice Chairman Volkmar stated for the record there was no other public in attendance. He opened
the floor to the Board for questions to the applicant and Staff. Mr. Monheit inquired with Staff if
the road is currently paved. Ms. Hanson stated it is paved until it reaches this parcel. There was
discussion about the type of traffic that the proposed business would create. Mr. Glover stated it
would be an office located for a landscape company, and would not have heavy customer traffic.
Mr. Stinson inquired to Staff if the City would be liable if there is damage to a vehicle. Staff stated
not if the City does not own the road. Ms. Hanson added that the City would require the owner to
do some improvements in order to access that property. There was inquiry if Staff had seen any
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conceptual plans of the elevations. Staff stated not at this time, and the owner would be required
to submit a preliminary set of plans to Staff, and go before the ARB (Architectural Review Board)
for approval.
Vice Chairman Volkmar inquired if Staff had additional information to summarize. Ms. Hanson
stated Staff feels the request does meet the four criteria. Vice Chairman Volkmar inquired if Mr.
Glover had any comments to add. Mr. Glover stated that he hoped the other property owners
would help fix the pot holes and improve the access road.
Motion:
Vote:
Discussion:

Motion:

Discussion:
Motion:

Vote:
IV.

Mr. Monheit made a motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Hayes
seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. (6-0)
Vice Chairman Volkmar opened the floor for discussion amongst the Board
members. There was discussion in regards to the specifics as to the four
requirements being met, and concerns in regards to the existing road being
in disrepair.
Mr. Fisk moved to approve the application for the variance to Section
151.082(F) of the City’s zoning ordinance, designated as TMS#244-01-01059, located on Auto Supply Drive, having found that the application meets
the conditions set forth for variance guidelines as per the zoning ordinance:
the conditions surrounding the property are extraordinary; the conditions
surrounding the property are unique and do not adversely affect properties
within the area, the use of the property may be uncommonly restricted, and
the development of the property will not adversely affect the adjacent
properties and or the public good. Mr. Stinson seconded the motion.
Acting Chair Volkmar suggested adding specifics to the four criteria.
Mr. Fisk amended his motion to include the conditions around the property
in question are extraordinary, noting that other properties surrounding this
property do not have the same situation as far as the availability of access
or lack thereof, these conditions do not apply to other properties
surrounding it, and with approval of this variance request the property and
surrounding properties will benefit with the improvement. Mr. Stinson
seconded.
All voted in favor. (6-0)

Comments from the Board

There was none.
V. Comments from Staff
Ms. Hanson mentioned training for the year was in the planning stages, and would be in touch with
members to see what dates would work best. She updated the Board with the new development
within the City.
Page 3 of 4

VI. Adjournment
Mr. Hayes made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Monheit seconded. All voted in favor.
The meeting ended at or about 7:23 p.m.

_______________________________
Thomas Volkmar, Vice Chairman

Date: ______________, 2016
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MINUTES
CITY OF GOOSE CREEK
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING
OCTOBER 18, 2016 6:30 P.M.
GOOSE CREEK MUNICIPAL COURTROOM
519 N. GOOSE CREEK BOULEVARD

I. Call To Order – Chairman Clift called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
Present: Butch Clift, James Fisk, Ralph Hayes, Larry Monheit, Thomas Volkmar
Absent: Jason Dillard, Gerald Stinson
Staff Present: Sarah Hanson

II. Review of Minutes from August 30, 2016 Meeting
Review was tabled until minutes could be prepared for at a future meeting, all voted in favor.
III. Public Hearing – Request for Variance to Appendix A – Table of Parking and Loading
Requirements of the City’s zoning ordinance for a portion of TMS#235-00-00-065
Chairman Clift opened the floor to Staff. Ms. Hanson introduced Max Bosso, representative for
Charter Schools USA. She added the proposed project is located within the Brickhope Plantation
community, off Montague Plantation Road with an additional access off Liberty Hall Road. Staff
detailed the location and the current builder developing in this neighborhood, noting their
completion of this connection of the road to go all the way through from Highway 52 to Liberty
Hall Road. Ms. Hanson noted that the section was not yet open, with some minor repairs still
needing to be completed before Berkeley County can make the determination of when it will be
open for through traffic. Ms. Hanson pointed out the proposed Charter School location on the
overhead. She added the location is within the land use map for commercial and institutional use
within Brickhope. Staff stated the reason they are requesting a variance from the City’s parking
ordinance requiring about 332 spaces. Ms. Hanson stated that other municipalities require much
less than what Goose Creek requires. She added they are proposing 153 spaces as opposed to the
332 spaces, noting the pick-up loop area as shown on the site plan offers 177 spaces. Staff stated
that the current City parking requirements are not in conformance with some other municipalities,
and hopes it can be granted to give less concrete to the project within the site. Staff stated no
reservation in the variance being approved if the Board feels it meets the four criteria.
Chairman Clift opened the public hearing, and administered the testimony oath to all who were
present to speak on behalf of or against the applications for the public hearings.
Mr. Max Bosso, representative for Charter Schools USA of Ryan Companies, introduced himself
to the Board. Mr. Bosso stated that Charter Schools USA currently have 81 schools throughout
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the US, similar to the one as proposed with the “racetrack” design loop around the school. He
stated they currently work very well with no traffic issues, and serve as a model for other Charter
and Government schools. Mr. Bosso noted that Ryan Companies have built and developed 25
schools in the past 7 years, and that this proposal would be number 26 along with 3 others
throughout the U.S. Mr. Bosso presented the four criteria to assist the board in making their
determination as follows:
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of property
a. The site has a unique shape and is not your standard “rectangle”
b. There are wetlands along the south side of the property as identified by the
ACOE thus limiting the developable area of the property, and creating a
hardship to provide all the required parking.
c. The requested variance is the minimum variance necessary to alleviate
the hardship and make possible the reasonable use of the property
under the strict application of the ordinance.
2. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity
a. Other properties in the vicinity do not have to work around existing wetlands
b. The variance might not be required if the property were a customary shape.
3. Because of these conditions, the application of the ordinance to the particular piece
of property would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of
the property.
a. By granting the requested variance the design can maximize the
efficiency of the total site area of the property.
b. Furthermore, the effect of the variance would be contained entirely on-site
insofar as congestion would be contained to the site and limited to unusual
events.
c. The unique nature of an elementary school creates an unusually and
consistently low demand on parking.
4. The authorization of a variance shall not be of substantial detriment to adjacent
property or to the public good, and the character of the district shall not be
harmed by the granting of the variance.
a. The result of granting the variance will be a more functional site design
which will not affect the use and value of the area adjacent to the
property in a substantial manner.
b. The character of the district will not be harmed by the granting the variance.
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c. In the spirit of the ordinance and the zoning in which the property is
located, the project will provide residents access to an alternative
schooling system.
Mr. Bosso presented slides of similar projects to the Board, and explained the purpose of the pickup lanes and the amount of students it would accommodate. He mentioned other requirements for
parking spaces, noting that some municipalities break down the required amount of spaces by
grade level of education. Mr. Monheit inquired about buses. Mr. Bosso stated there would be no
buses on a daily bases, only for special occasions such as a field trip. Chairman Clift inquired if
Mr. Bosso had any additional comments. Mr. Bosso stated that the 3 pick-up lanes plus the parking
lot out front totaled 300 spaces, and with all four pick-up lanes and the front parking lot, it would
total 345 spaces. There was an inquiry about how many employees would need parking. Mr.
Bosso stated there would be around 79 employees. He detailed the student pickup and drop off
process. There was a detailed discussion about this procedure, and the width of the lanes. There
was an inquiry if there was a traffic study. Mr. Bosso stated they had hired a firm to conduct the
traffic study, and it was somewhat difficult because the road has not been opened all the way
through at this time. There was discussion in regards to the traffic impact analysis submitted to
SCDOT and Berkeley County. There were concerns in regards to the volume of traffic, and the
impact the school would have. Mr. Bosso assured the Board that it would not back up onto Henry
Brown Boulevard, and mentioned the lanes fill up approximately three quarters of the way at the
most. There was discussion about the different pick-up intervals for different grade levels K-8.
Mr. Hayes inquired if the schools were typically enrolled at capacity. Mr. Bosso stated that out of
all the current Charter USA schools, less than ten are not at capacity. Chairman Clift inquired
about the anticipated completion date. Mr. Bosso stated opening start of school year 2017. There
was a discussion about the sidewalks as part of the development.
Chairman Clift inquired if Staff had additional comments. Ms. Hanson suggested it be noted for
the record no additional public was present. Chairman Clift stated there was no public present to
approve or deny, or comment in regards to the request.
Motion:
Vote:
Motion:

Mr. Monheit made a motion to close the public hearing.
seconded.
All voted in favor. (5-0)

Mr. Volkmar

Mr. Volkmar moved to approve the application for the variance from the
parking requirements stated in Appendix A of the zoning ordinance of the
City of Goose Creek having found that the application meets the conditions
set forth for a variance as outlined in the zoning ordinance that the
conditions are extraordinary relative to the property in question based on its
unique shape, the wetlands, the variance making reasonable use of the
property under the strict application of the ordinance, and the conditions
surrounding the property in question are unique and do not apply to other
properties in the area as they do not have those aforementioned wetlands,
and the limitations of the unique shape. That the subject property may be
uncommonly and unreasonably restricted by the strict enforcement of the
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Discussion:
Vote:

ordinance based on the design maximizing the efficiency of the site area,
and the effect of the variance would entirely congest the area and create a
sea of asphalt. That the granting of the variance would not adversely impact
the adjacent properties or cause detriment to the public good, as the
character of the district will not be harmed, in my opinion, and that the result
will provide a much needed education facility for the community. Mr.
Monheit seconded the motion.
There was none.
All voted in favor. (5-0)

Chairman Clift opened the public hearing.
Motion:
Vote:

Mr. Monheit motioned to open the public hearing. Mr. Fisk seconded.
All voted in favor. (5-0)

Chairman Clift stated the Board had granted the variance.
IV. Public Hearing – Request for Variance to Appendix D – Zoning Districts of the City’s
zoning ordinance for property at 435 Old Mt. Holly Rd., TMS#234-07-05-042
Chairman Clift opened the floor to Staff. Ms. Hanson introduced Mr. David Tracy, representative
for the variance request on behalf of JW Aluminum. Staff stated they are requesting a variance
from the front setback requirements of Appendix D of the zoning ordinance. Ms. Hanson
presented the Board with an overview aerial of the property. She explained they are proposing to
expand their facilities, and added that in order to expand they must expand backward from where
they are now. Staff added they are in a very unique situation in that half of their property is within
Berkeley County and half of the property is in the City. Ms. Hanson pointed out on the aerial view
that the original plant is in the County for the most part, with the current storage yards in the City,
noting that they are properly zoned for their use. She stated they are getting ready to abandon
property lines in order for all the property within the City to become one parcel. Ms. Hanson
explained that because the proposed expansion will be connected to their existing facility, as it
needs to be for production, they cannot meet the front 50’ setback. There was discussion about
the location of all property lines in the County and City. Staff noted typically the frontage would
be a 50’ setback requirements, and with this being attached to the existing building it is somewhat
considered the back of the building. Ms. Hanson stated that because of this unique situation Staff
recommends the variance be approved if the Board feels it meets the four criteria.
Chairman Clift invited the applicant to speak on behalf of the variance as requested. Mr. David
Tracy, of JW Aluminum, introduced himself stating he had been at the plant for 36 years. He also
introduced Rick Vance, of JW Aluminum, that would also be available to answer any questions
the Boards may have. Mr. Tracy noted that 16.6 acres are within the City boundaries at the rear
of the plant. Mr. Tracy stated that Davis and Floyd are the engineers for the design of the expansion
project. He explained that the request to reduce the front setback from 50’ to 0’ in order to allow
the expansion of the existing aluminum manufacturing facility. Mr. Tracy presented the Board
with the following comments in meeting the four criteria:
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1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the
particular piece of property as follows:
a. The front interior property line is a municipal boundary line between
Berkeley County and the City of Goose Creek.
2. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity as
shown by: There are no other large facilities in the area that contain a municipal
boundary running through the center of the project site.
3. Because of these conditions, the application of the ordinance effectively
prohibits or unreasonably restricts the utilization of the property as
follows: Due to this condition, the property cannot be legally combined.
4. Authorization of a variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent
property or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be
harmed by the granting of the variance for the following reasons:
a. JW Aluminum owns the property and currently operates plant activities
within the City of Goose Creek municipal zoning district. Plant
activities will continue to run as before but will be enclosed within the
new building expansion.
There was discussion in regards to the improvement of the facility to keep it viable. Mr. Monheit
inquired as to why the entire facility was not in the City limits. Mr. Tracy stated that would be
determined by upper management. There was inquiry about the time frame for start of
construction. Mr. Tracy stated that they were not fully funded, and are currently in the permitting
process. He added that the storm water and drainage are currently with Berkeley County. Mr.
Tracy added that they had gone before Berkeley County for a variance on the rear setback from
40’ to 0’, and they had granted it. Chairman Clift inquired if the parking across the street would
need to be increased. Mr. Vance stated that the project would be completed in two phases, with
this being the first phase. He added that if it was successful and viable, then phase two would
assess the need for additional employees and parking. There was some discussion in regards to
current productivity and the future processing to be the best aluminum processing facility in the
world, not just within the United States. Mr. Vance stated they are currently in the preliminary
part of the process. Mr. Tracy added that time and traffic studies have been done on the project as
a whole. He added that they are looking at feasibility studies on the road. Chairman Clift inquired
if there were additional comments from the applicants, and also inquired if the Board or Staff had
additional comments. Ms. Hanson mentioned that JW Aluminum will meet all other requirements
as far as setbacks, land use buffers, etc. She added this would be the only requirement that they
cannot meet, and that the City created a zoning classification for this use in order to provide
sufficient setbacks, and buffers.

Motion:

Mr. Volkmar made a motion to close the public hearing.
seconded.
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Mr. Fisk

Vote:
Discussion:
Motion:

Discussion:
Vote:

All voted in favor. (5-0)
Mr. Volkmar stated he felt this was a very unique circumstance.
Mr. Volkmar moved to approve the application for the variance from the
setback requirements stated in Appendix D of the zoning ordinance of the
City of Goose Creek having found that the application meets the conditions
set forth for a variance as outlined in the zoning ordinance that the
conditions surrounding the property in question are extraordinary based on
the rear interior property line being a municipal boundary line between
Berkeley County and the City of Goose Creek in the center of their
manufacturing facility. Having found that the conditions surrounding the
property in question are unique and do not generally apply to other
properties in the area as there are no other large facilities in the area that
contain a municipal boundary running through the center of the projects site.
The use of the subject property may be uncommonly and unreasonably
restricted by the strict enforcement of the ordinance, due to this condition
the property cannot be legally combined, and that granting of the variance
would not adversely impact the adjacent properties or cause detriment to the
public good as JW Aluminum owns the properties on each side, and the
plant will continue to run as before within the new enclosed building
expansion. He added that JW Aluminum is an important portion of the
community. Mr. Fisk seconded the motion.
There was none.
All voted in favor. (5-0)

Chairman Clift opened the public hearing.
Motion:
Vote:

Mr. Monheit motioned to open the public hearing. Mr. Fisk seconded.
All voted in favor. (5-0)

Chairman Clift stated the Board had granted the variance. There was a brief discussion about the
timeline.
V.

Comments from the Board

There was none.
VI. Comments from Staff
Ms. Hanson mentioned the Planning and Zoning office was the point of contact if any City
residents had experienced damage from Hurricane Matthew. She explained the procedures for
those that had experienced damage, and at what point they contact FEMA. There was some
discussion in regards to debris and pickup.
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Ms. Hanson mentioned that she had been approved as a facilitator for Boards and Commission
continuing education training. She stated she would be contacting members to notify them of
times that would be made available to attend the training sessions.
Staff mentioned there would need to be an organizational meeting to elect officers before the end
of the year. There was discussion on who would need to be renewed to their position. It was
determined that Jason Dillard, Larry Monheit and Gerald Stinson would be up for renewal.

VII. Adjournment
Mr. Volkmar made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Hayes seconded. All voted in favor.
The meeting ended at or about 7:23 p.m.

_______________________________
Butch Clift, Chairman

Date: ______________, 2016
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STAFF REPORT
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATION FOR
PROPERTY LOCATED AT LIBERTY HALL ROAD AND HENRY BROWN BLVD.
TMS# 244‐00‐00‐065

Date of Meeting:

November 29, 2016

Subject:

Request for Conditional Use Permit for
Multi‐Family Use – Liberty Hall Road

Proposal:
The developer proposes to develop an apartment community totaling up to 180 apartment units.
Background:
The property consists of approximately 41 acres located along Liberty Hall Road as well as along Henry
Brown Blvd. The property is located adjacent to the Birch Hollow mobile home community. Of the 40
acres, only approximately 20 acres are considered developable due to the presence of wetlands. The
property was recently rezoned from Planned Development Mobile Homes (PDMH) to General
Commercial (GC). Once planned to be developed for a large mobile home community, the owner of the
property wishes to have approximately 14 acres of the location approved for multi‐family use with the
balance of the highland reserved for general commercial use. Per the City’s zoning ordinance, multi‐
family use must be approved through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).
Until the developer has CUP approval, engineered plans are not required. Upon approval, engineered
civil plans, architectural plans, and construction plans must be submitted to Staff for review and
permitting.
Discussion:
The proposed site plan submitted to Staff to date is preliminary but has been revised to meet the City’s
buffer and open space requirements. The project will be required to go through typical staff review and
must meet or exceed all applicable zoning requirements, particularly regarding landscaping, land use
buffering, storm water, density, and consistency with the area’s aesthetics. Any approvals or conditions
granted by the ZBA will be subject to the project conforming to ordinance requirements.
The site is especially restricted as a whole because of wetland, flood hazard zones, and a tributary that
runs through the property. The site plan is created along these natural challenges. The 180‐unit count
would allow for the natural development along the northern boundary of the current mobile home
community and stay within the density, buffering, and parking requirements needed to meet the zoning
ordinance while also working within the natural components of the property. The site plan submitted is
by no means a final site plan but rather illustrates the possible density within the given space.
A tree survey has also been submitted, as required per the zoning ordinance, and there are a number of
significant (defined in the zoning ordinance as 24” or greater in diameter) oaks located on the property.

Also on the property are several flowering dogwoods. As indicated on the site plan, many of these are
noted to be removed. Staff has voiced concern about the removal of these, particularly the larger oaks,
and has requested that the final site plan be designed as creatively as possible to allow for as many of
these trees as possible to remain. Mitigation for the removal would be significant, but Staff always
prefer the mature canopy vs. a large amount of new, smaller trees being planted per mitigation.
Because this property was initially zoned and intended for the development of a very large mobile home
community, the recent rezoning offers the possibility of a less dense development than the original plan.
Please be aware that per the development agreement currently in place for the Brickhope Plantation
community on the opposite side of Liberty Hall Road and Henry Brown Blvd. a total of 525 multifamily
units have been approved for possible development 1.5 miles from this site.

Recommendation:
As previously mentioned, the site plan provided is conceptual at best. The property owner is requesting
that the Board approve the multi‐family use to ensure that future owners of the property have the
multi‐family option available and so the property can be marketed as such. Per the zoning ordinance
the Board may attach any conditions on its decision such as maximum density, site restrictions, etc. that
it considers important or imperative.
Staff has concerns regarding the number of multi‐family communities being developed within the City at
this time. However, this location is very much removed from those currently being built and an
apartment community would provide less density and must less of an impact on the traffic and services
than a significant mobile home community. The multi‐family component within Brickhope could be a
mix of apartments and townhomes, but no information is available now as to future plans. Any approval
for the multi‐family would have to come before the ZBA for review as well.
Staff would ask that any approvals be conditional upon Staff approval of the architectural design of the
complex, sufficient buffering between communities, and any other specifics the Board may require. In
addition, Staff would ask that a maximum number of units be specified or that the density be governed
by the ability to save as many trees defined within the zoning ordinance as “significant” as absolutely
possible even if requiring the repositioning of buildings, the use of low impact development standards
for parking areas, the relocation of driveways, etc.

REZONING PROFILE
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING
STATUS REPORT

DATE: JULY 27, 2016

The applicant requests to rezone the parcel located at the corner of Liberty Hall Road and
Henry Brown Jr. Blvd. The property is currently
zoned (PD-MP) Planned Development-Mobile
Home. The applicant is requesting to rezone
the parcel to General Commercial (GC) zoning.
Approximately 50% of the parcel is wetlands.

TMS#:

244-00-00-065

OWNER/DEVELOPER:

Darby Tract

ACRES:

40.16 Acres

LOCATION:

Liberty Hall Rd./ Henry Brown Jr. Blvd.

CURRENT ZONING:

Planned Dev./Mbl. Hm. (PD-MH)

PROPOSED ZONING:

General Commercial (GC)

PROPOSED USE:

Multi-Family / General Commercial

DARBY
TRACT

Street View from Brickhope Entrance

Aerial

DARBY TRACT REZONING APPLICATION

Produced by the City of Goose Creek
Information Provided by Berkeley County GIS
Published July 27, 2016

SA
LLE
YC
T

CIR

O
TR

N NAME

DR

ON
T
E
NC
I
PR

RD

CT

RD
H
D
RT
O NR
LW O
NI MS
KE RU

E
ES
RE

RD

WILLOWBROOK
(Berkeley County)

Y

ESSEX AV
HENRY E
BROWN JR
BLVD

LN
QWI
N

POND RD
RD

RUTT LN

CRE
EK

SIDE

LN

K
DR
AN
DB
RE

R
ND
SO
ER
ND
HE
RY CIR
GUER
S DR
GILE
AV
EKS
WE
AV
EY
R
RV
AV
ED
HA
N
A
EN
AV
KE
ON
NN
CA

RIVE
R

EE

R
RIVE
K
C
A
LD B
O
BIRCH HOLLOW

41.16 AC
20.4 Wetlands
20.762 Highlands

DR

Darby Tract
40.1 AC

DR
A
C
VIN

TMS # 244-00-00-065

F IG
EF

IDG
ER
PL
MA

RA DR
IE
ST
HA

MA
TH
EN
YD
R

N

N
AL
LN
IND
ION
EL
MISS

O
PAND
RD
LYLE

TL
THIS M
AYPO
P
L
LL
U
G

DR

DR

N PANDORA DR
BELKNAP RD
LONGLEAF SUBDIVISION

www.cityofgoosecreek.com

FLY
WOO WAY R
D
DWA
R
D
RD
E RD

LN
KS

LIBERTY HALL RD

N

HOO

LIND
Y

BRICKHOPE PLANTATION

AL
RIT

LAY
PAS

C A R O L I N A

R
LE
AD

LIBERTY HALL PLANTATION

S O U T H

WILD
BERR
BU
Y LN
R
N
T BAY
TE
BOR
M
AN
IL
OC
L
IR
EC
S
R
K
RD D

C R E E K,

RD

G O O S E

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
MAR AV
AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, BEL
IGP, swisstopo,
and the GIS User Community

