
                                                                           
 

 

 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Monday, October 7, 2013 

6:00 p.m. 

Council Chambers, Administration Building  

100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort, South Carolina  

 

 

 
 

1. COMMISSIONER’S WORKSHOP – 5:30 P.M. 

Planning Office, Room 115, County Administration Building 

 

2. REGULAR MEETING  - 6:00 P.M. 

Council Chambers 

 

3. CALL TO ORDER – 6:00 P.M. 

 

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

 

5. REVIEW OF MINUTES – September 5, 2013 (backup) 

 

6. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 

 

7. PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

 

8. ZONING MAP AMENDMENT / REZONING REQUEST:  R600-31-48 / 2 GOETHE ROAD, 

BLUFFTON, SC; FROM SUBURBAN TO COMMERCIAL SUBURBAN; OWNER-

APPLICANT:  GILBERTO MATEUS (backup) 

 

9. TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 

STANDARDS ORDINANCE/ZDSO, ARTICLE V. USE REGULATIONS, TABLE 106-1098. 

LIGHT INDUSTRY USES (ADDS LIGHT INDUSTRIAL AND WAREHOUSING / 

DISTRIBUTION AS ALLOWED USE IN COMMERCIAL REGIONAL DISTRICTS); 

APPLICANT:  MICHAEL G. DAVIS / AGENT:  MICHAEL KRONIMUS (backup) 

 

10. TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 

STANDARDS ORDINANCE/ZDSO, ARTICLE V. USE REGULATIONS, SEC. 106-1287. 

COMMERCIAL RETAIL, REGIONAL (ADDS STANDARDS TO ALLOW ADAPTIVE RE-

USE OF SITES, ETC.); APPLICANT:  DAVID TEDDER (backup) 

 

11. OTHER BUSINESS   

A. Next Meeting – Monday, November 4, 2013, at 6:00 p.m.   

 

12. ADJOURNMENT  

 

In accordance with South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, Section 30-4-80(d), as amended, all local media was duly 

notified of the time, date, place and agenda of this meeting. 

 

 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
BEAUFORT COUNTY PLANNING DIVISION 

Multi-Government Center  100 Ribaut Road, Room 115 
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Phone:  (843) 255-2140    FAX:  (843) 255-9432 

 



 

 

 

 

 

The regular meeting of the Beaufort County Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) 

was held on Monday, September 5, 2013, in County Council Chambers, the Beaufort County 

Administration Building at 100 Ribaut Road, Beaufort, South Carolina. 

 

Members Present: 

Mr. Robert Semmler, Chairman Ms. Jennifer Bihl Ms. Diane Chmelik 

Ms. Mary LeGree  Mr. Ronald Petit Mr. Edward Riley III 

Mr. Randolph Stewart 

 

Members Absent:   Mr. Charles Brown and Mr. John Thomas, Vice Chairman 

 

Staff Present: 

Mr. Anthony J. Criscitiello, Planning Director 

Ms. Barbara Childs, Admin. Asst. to Planning Director 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER:  Chairman Robert Semmler called the meeting to order at approximately 

6:02 p.m.  

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  Mr. Semmler led those assembled in the Council Chambers 

with the pledge of allegiance to the U.S.A. flag. 

 

REVIEW OF MINUTES:  The Commission reviewed their June 3, 2013, meeting minutes.  No 

changes were noted.  Motion:  Ms. Diane Chmelik made a motion, and Ms. Mary LeGree 

seconded the motion, to accept the June 3, 2013, minutes as written.  No discussion occurred.  

The motion was carried unanimously (FOR: Bihl, Chmelik, LeGree, Petit, Riley, Semmler, and 

Stewart).   

 

CHAIRMAN’S REPORT:  Mr. Semmler thanked those in the audience, especially those from 

Bluffton, for attending the meeting.  As an aside, he noted that the Braves were ahead. 

   

PUBLIC COMMENT for items other than agenda items:  None were received. 

 

SOUTHERN BEAUFORT COUNTY MAP AMENDMENTS FOR R600-040-000-001C-

0000 (310.72 ACRES AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF BLUFFTON PARKWAY 

AND MALPHRUS ROAD); OWNER: SCRATCH GOLF LLC, APPLICANT/AGENT:  

MICHAEL KRONIMUS  

 

 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY 
BEAUFORT COUNTY PLANNING DIVISION 

Multi-Government Center  100 Ribaut Road, Room 115 
Post Office Drawer 1228, Beaufort SC  29901-1228 
Phone:  (843) 255-2140    FAX:  (843) 255-9432 

 

A. Future Land Use Map / Request from Regional Commercial and Rural to Regional 

Commercial; and 

B. Zoning Map Amendment / Rezoning Request from Commercial Regional and Rural 

with a Transitional Overlay to Planned Unit Development (PUD). 
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Note:  Ms. Jennifer Bihl excused herself from the dais.  Mr. Semmler noted that Ms. Bihl was the 

Transportation Engineer for the project. 

 

Mr. Criscitiello briefed the Commissioners on the map amendments.  The proposal is to change 

the Comprehensive Plan from Rural (290.72 acres) and Regional Commercial (20 acres) to 

Regional Commercial.  The rezoning request is for a concept plan from Rural (290.72 acres) and 

Commercial Regional (20 acres) to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  This change would 

permit two million square feet of commercial use, 500 dwelling units, and 700 hotel rooms.  This 

is for a concept plan.  If the concept plan is approved, a master plan must be approved by the 

Planning Commission and County Council.  The development plan will be reviewed by the DRT.  

Mr. Criscitiello noted the capital investments on traffic improvements in Bluffton have occurred 

and development is expected.  The traffic model must be applied to this project.  1,300 acres 

currently exist in Bluffton.  Rezoning these 310 acres is not recommended, unless the PUD 

attracts new tourism and growth.  Staff recommends a Traffic Impact Analysis and a 

Market/Economic Study be made prior to forwarding the request to County Council.    

 

Applicant:  Mr. Mike Kronimus of KRA Architecture noted that he has been working with the 

Planning staff on the project.  The parcel is split zoned.  There is no contract to buy the parcel.  

This is the owner’s decision to market the property.  The PUD would control the property for the 

owner, harboring it from the upcoming Development Code.  Specific uses were chosen for the 

PUD to be congruent with the neighborhood.  Specific numbers are required to run a trip 

generation of the traffic model.  An economic study is impossible; though he is in agreement that 

it should be done.     

 

Public Comment: 

1. Mr. Reed Armstrong of the Coastal Conservation League can understand the applicant’s 

desire is to have an open-ended approval for what he wants to do.  The blank slate for the 

310-acre property is not recommended.  A project of this magnitude should have much 

more information to properly evaluate its potential impacts—traffic and compatibility 

with the surround community.  He questioned the effects of this development on water 

quality because of the large amount of possible impervious surfaces.  This probably 

would be the single largest commercial development in the County, if approved.  He 

recommended Suburban zoning for the property. 

2. Mr. Tabor Vaux, a citizen of Bluffton (and Beaufort County Councilman), thanked Mr. 

Semmler for allowing him to speak.  In the meeting packet it states the applicant is asking 

for two million square feet of commercial space, 500 homes, and 700 hotel rooms.  

However, there is no Traffic Impact Analysis or a Market/Economic Study.  How will it 

affect the natural resources—this property is nearer the river than most people know.  

The majority of this property borders Malphrus Road which currently has traffic 

problems.  Allowing this development defeats the purpose of the Bluffton Parkway.  He 

reminded them of a neighboring property that the County purchased to preserve the area.  

Mr. Vaux strongly urged denial of this development or anything like this south of the 

Bluffton Parkway.  He then asked the audience who opposed to development to stand up 

(note:  the majority of the audience stood up).  
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3. Mr. Mark Murray, a resident at 70 Foreman Hill Road, noted that Foreman Hill has 

traffic problems in the area.  His quiet little community has turned into a highway.  Our 

homes and lifestyle will be destroyed by this development.  He has talked to many people 

in Heritage Lakes and the majority opposed this development.   

 

Discussion by the Commission included: 

 the surrounding area of residences, shopping areas, etc.; 

 concern that the applicant is asking for a blank check, but not provided enough 

information since a theme park would be a complete disruption to the neighborhood; 

 non-support of the list of 40 potential uses requested by the applicant; 

 concern that the lack of information is insufficient to make a rezoning decision before 

marketing the property; 

 supporting an individual’s right to develop their own property and protecting neighboring 

property owners’ assurance that the County will protect their land rights as well; 

 concerns for needed stormwater drainage protection and traffic and economic studies; 

and 

 concern that community uses such as public parks and spaces were not provided.  

 

Applicant Response to the Commissioners discussion:  Mr. Kronimus understands the 

Commissioners’ concern; however, his request is a concept plan, per the existing ordinances.  He 

is not asking for a blank check, but for control on the property.  The applicant has taken two 

zonings (rural and commercial regional) and asked for a PUD instead, for the future development 

of the property.  The applicant has combined all the uses for both zonings and watered the list 

down to 40 uses.  Mr. Kronimus explained the three-part process for the property—concept, 

master plan, and development plan.  There will be many more meetings after this.  He is not 

asking for a thousand houses or 2 million square feet of commercial density.  If approved, the 

next step would be to bring it to a developer and return with a master plan, based on the rules of 

the PUD.  The existing use is a golf course that the County wants upzoned.  The owner wants 

more control on his property.  He is trying to open the door to allow growth to happen.  Mr. 

Kronimus mentioned that he has rezoned several other developments in other states.   

 

Further discussion by Commissioners included: 

 keeping the existing Commercial Regional zoning rather than having 40 allowed uses in 

the PUD; and  

 questioning the applicant’s optimum uses/zoning if this rezoning were denied.  

 

Mr. Semmler asked Mr. Criscitiello to explain to the Commissioners the decisions they may take 

regarding this rezoning request.  Mr. Criscitiello noted that regardless of the Commission 

recommendation, the request must follow the process of moving on to the Natural Resources 

Committee of County Council, and then on to full Council.  The Commission may: 

 recommend denial of the request;  

 recommend approval as submitted by the applicant, without staff work report that will 

create amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use and Zoning maps; or 
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 recommend approval of the concept plan with a proviso of having a regional 

transportation model run to determine the traffic impact and a market feasibility study to 

determine the likelihood of the level of development the applicant is contemplating. 

 

Mr. Criscitiello noted that if the golf course reverts to Rural zoning, then the uses are slim for 

this large parcel.  He clarified that if the Commission recommended approval with a caveat that a 

market feasibility and traffic impact studies were needed, then once the two studies are in hand, 

then County Council can move forward.  The Owner now may subdivide the property under rural 

zoning at a density of 1 unit per 3 acres.  Mr. Criscitiello explained that the rezoning process 

gave County Council the final authority to approve or deny the request.  When asked how the 

two studies were to be performed since there are no concrete uses with this concept plan, Mr. 

Criscitiello stated what will be used was provided by the applicant, i.e. two million square feet of 

commercial use, 500 homes and 700 hotel rooms.  

 

Ms. Jennifer Bihl, as the applicant’s representative, noted that the traffic model had been 

released in the past few days by Lowcountry Council of Governments (LCOG).  She plans to run 

scenarios to obtain trip counts to gauge how traffic will affect the area.   

 

Further discussion by Commission included what were the specific reasons for opposing the 

rezoning. 

 

Public Comment:  Mr. Richard Sweet, a Heritage Lakes resident, noted that after reading the 

proposal the applicant would have free rein.  Even in the applicant’s report, it was noted that the 

development would have a negative impact on the community.  Mr. Sweet was concerned with 

the development reducing the property value of the surrounding residences.  He noted increased 

traffic trips, especially in the evenings.  He was concerned that casino activity would occur 

because of the proposed 700 hotel rooms.  If approved, he felt that a casino would be developed 

there and it would destroy the surrounding communities.  Why approve this rezoning if this 

development will harm the community?   

 

Additional Commission discussion included the possibility of an economic impact study.  Mr. 

Kronimus gave the numbers for the Planning staff to run economic and traffic studies.  He can do 

the study but the actuality of the development may not occur as proposed.  A concept plan 

requires a traffic impact analysis, but not an economic / market feasibility plan. 

 

Mr. Semmler actually drove around the area.  He has heard some good ideas.  He noted the 

comments by the Towns of Hilton Head Island and Bluffton.  He thinks the vision is great for 

economic development.  Without knowing what the applicant wants to do, it is difficult to make 

a decision.   

 

Motion:  Ms. Chmelik made a motion, and Mr. Stewart seconded the motion, to deny the 

Future Land Use Map Amendment for Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment for 

R600-040-000-001C-0000 (310.72 acres at the southeast corner of Bluffton Parkway and 

Malphrus Road) from Regional Commercial and Rural to Regional Commercial.  No 
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further discussion occurred.  The motion was carried unanimously (FOR:  Chmelik, LeGree, 

Petit, Riley, Semmler, and Stewart; ABSTAINED:  Bihl).  

 
Motion:  Ms. Chmelik made a motion, and Mr. Petit seconded the motion, to deny the Map 

Amendment / Rezoning Request for Southern Beaufort County Map Amendment for 

R600-040-000-001C-0000 (310.72 acres at the southeast corner of Bluffton Parkway and 

Malphrus Road) from Commercial Regional and Rural with a Transitional Overlay to 

Planned Unit Development (PUD).  No discussion occurred.  The motion was carried 

unanimously (FOR:  Chmelik, LeGree, Petit, Riley, Semmler, and Stewart; ABSTAINED:  

Bihl).  

 

Note:  Mr. Semmler recessed the meeting at approximately 7:12 p.m., and called the meeting 

back to order at 7:14 p.m.  He also requested that Ms. Bihl return to the dias. 

 

TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE BEAUFORT COUNTY ZONING AND 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ORDINANCE/ZDSO:   ARTICLE XII. SUBDIVISION 

DESIGN, DIVISION 3—TYPE  OF SUBDIVISION; ARTICLE XIII. SUBDIVISION AND 

LAND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, DIVISION 2–STREET STANDARDS; AND 

ARTICLE XV. SIGNS, DIVISION 2–STANDARDS (ADDS ADDITIONAL 

REQUIREMENTS FOR SUBDIVISIONS, STREET DESIGNS AND SIGNS); 

APPLICANT:  STAFF 

 

Mr. Criscitiello briefed the Commissioners on the proposed amendments for the commercial 

subdivision standards.   

 

Commission discussion included the inclusion of these standards into the proposed Development 

Code, and clarification on the proposed buffers and signage standards. 

 

Public Comment:  Walter Nestor of McNair Law Firm stated that he had worked closely with the 

Planning staff to create horizontal property regime where individual end users wanted to have 

individual landscaping and signage.  The developer is allowed to sell off parcels, but requires a 

master development plan for traffic, landscape, and signage.    

 

Motion:  Mr. Petit made a motion, and seconded the motion, to recommend approval to 

County Council of the text amendment to the Beaufort County Zoning and Development 

Standards Ordinance/ZDSO:  Article XII. Subdivision Design, Division 3—Type of 

Subdivision; Article XIII. Subdivision and Land Development Standards, Division 2–Street 

Standards; and Article XV. Signs, Division 2–Standards that will include additional 

requirements for subdivisions, street designs, and signage).  Further discussion included 

agreement to these timely text amendments.  The motion was carried unanimously (FOR:  Bihl, 

Chmelik, LeGree, Petit, Riley, Semmler, and Stewart).  

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

 Discussion on eliminating Planning Commission subcommittee meetings: 
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Mr. Criscitiello noted that the additional work on the staff was difficult.  When responding to 

the needs of the citizens, then the Commission may move their meetings to meet their needs.  

Mr. Semmler stated that media and citizens were not provided an opportunity to comment on 

the earlier rezoning before this Commission meeting, but the Southern Beaufort County 

Subcommittee did meet but there were no comments received then.   

 

Discussion included recommending that the Commission meet in Southern Beaufort County 

on an as needed basis to accommodate the public, noting that the Commission subcommittees 

were proposed by the Commission and are not mandated by state law, recommending the 

reinstatement of subcommittee meetings on a case by case basis, and support to eliminate the 

Planning subcommittee meetings.   

 

Mr. Criscitiello noted that the Staff was willing to work with the Commission.  

 

Motion:  Mr Petit made a motion, and Mr. Riley seconded the motion, to eliminate the 

subcommittees effective immediately, with the proviso that the Commission is able to 

reinstitute the subcommittees as needed in the future.  No further discussion occurred.  The 

motion was carried unanimously (FOR:  Bihl, Chmelik, LeGree, Petit, Riley, Semmler, and 

Stewart).  

 

Mr. Riley asked the staff constraints regarding the Community Preservation Districts.  Mr. 

Criscitiello noted that certain CP district like Lady’s and St. Helena Islands desire interaction 

with the Planning staff.  The remainder CP committees are virtually defunct due to inactivity. 

 

 Next Meeting:   Mr. Semmler noted that the next meeting was November 4, 2013.  

 

ADJOURNMENT:  Ms. Bihl made a motion, and Mr. Riley seconded he motion, to adjourn the 

meeting.  The motion carried (FOR:  Chmelik, LeGree, Petit, Riley, Semmler, and Stewart).  Mr. 

Semmler adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:34 p.m. 

 

 

SUBMITTED BY: ___________________________________________ 

   Barbara Childs, Admin. Assistant to the Planning Director 

 

 

   ____________________________________________ 

   Robert Semmler, Beaufort County Planning Commission Chairman 

 

APPROVED:   October 7, 2013   

 


























































