
Minutes 

Planning Commission 

June 1, 2020 

The City of Mount Holly Planning Commission met on June 1, 2020 at 6:30pm at the Municipal 

Complex located at 400 East Central Avenue, Mount Holly. Those members present were 

Chairman Myles Biggerstaff, Rodney Williams, Joni Burton, Jerry Bishop, Melanie Nichols. 

Teraseta Ellerbe, and Perry Toomey. Planning Director Greg Beal, Planner Brian DuPont, 

Planner Jonathan Wilson, and Code Enforcement Officer Brandon Livingston were also present 

at the meeting. 

Chairman Biggerstaff called the meeting to order and moved to the second item on the agenda; 

Reading of Ethics Statement: In accordance with the Rules of Procedures, it is the duty of every 

Planning Commission and Board of Adjustment member to avoid conflicts of interest. Does any 

member have any known conflicts of interest in respect to any matters coming before the 

Planning Commission and Board of Adjustment today? If so, please identify the conflict and 

refrain from any participation in the particular matter involved. No member had a known conflict 

of interest. 

Planning Commission  

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the third item on the agenda: Call for public hearing for review 

and recommendation to City Council regarding a request for a rezoning of Tax Parcel ID 

#179662 from R-1 Gaston County and R-20 Single Family to Conditional District Single Family 

for 30 homes. This was only a call with no discussion being needed during this meeting. Ms. 

Ellerbe made a motion and Mr. Bishop seconded. All were in favor and the motion passed. 

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the fourth item on the agenda: Call for a public hearing, 

regarding a request by Hopper Communities, for a rezoning of Tax Parcel ID # 220906 from R-1 

Gaston County to Conditional District Single Family. This was only a call with no discussion 

being needed during this meeting. Mr. Bishop made a motion and Mrs. Nichols seconded. All 

were in favor and the motion passed. 

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the fifth item on the agenda: Public hearing for review and 

recommendation to City Council for the approval of the Future Land Use Plan. 

Mr. Wilson began by saying that staff has been working with Kimley Horn since June 2019 on 

the Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The Land Use Plan will provide general guidance as land use 

decisions are considered in the future. It will reflect the vision from the Strategic Vision Plan 

Update and land use principles that provide broader direction for the future of Mount Holly.  

Mr. Wilson turns it over to the consulting group, Kimley Horn who was there to provide a 

presentation of the overview of the planning process as well as the findings and 

recommendations outlined in the Future Land Use Plan. The Kimley Horn representative, Matt 

Heyward, began by saying that the plan for Mount Holly was made by Mount Holly specifically 

through community questions and feedback. The plan is a future vision for the City’s growth and 

how it should grow. Every opportunity for citizens input through online surveys, in person 

committee meetings, and public workshops which were very successful in creating a preferred 

growth strategy. This plan was the next step off of previous plans for the City and we are not 



working from scratch but is building off of earlier work. Preferred methods of growth wanted by 

citizens were discussed with public engagement via events, public workshops, and online 

surveys. This is a review of existing plans and policies and is building off to make a foundation 

of what the community has already said they want for the City. Citizens what the feel of a place 

and not just the use of a place. Given key take a-ways from results is that the community desires 

opportunities for development, particularly to the north near 273 and highway 16 as well as in 

the Catawba Heights neighborhood. This Future Land Use Plan shows what will get down 

around the City, how it will get done, and its priority.    

Chairman Biggerstaff opened the public hearing and with no one wanting to speak Chairman 

Biggerstaff closed the public hearing. Chairman Biggerstaff opened to questions from the board.  

 

Ms. Burton provided the questions below prior to the start of the meeting with answers to her 

questions by City staff: 

 

 Page 13: Do we know why the population dropped so much in the red areas? Was there a 

specific trigger? If so, what? Did the cause differ between red areas? The Population 

Change Map looks at the change as a percentage and the areas in red are mainly open 

space/conservation. Therefore, any change in the population will by default register a 

higher percentage.  

 Page 20: Commercial properties seem to be scattered across the study area -- no 

centralized shopping district. How will this be addressed in the future? The land use 

principles, based on community input, seek to create multiple centers through the 

implementation of the Land Use Plan. These centers--gateway centers and 

neighborhoods--are where future commercial activities should be targeted in the future. 

The plan outlines how to accomplish this in numerous places, notably by suggesting the 

mix of uses for each center (Pages 76 and 78), highlighting the economic development 

potential of the centers potential of the centers (pages 104 and 105), and recommending 

policies (especially LU 1 and LU 2 on page 98; ED 1 on page 106). Likewise, 

commercial opportunity areas are featured in both the focus areas.  

 Page 28: All sidewalks in Westland Farms should be red. Additionally, throughout the 

document all of the roads in Westland Farms do not appear to be shown on the maps. It 

seems that the road centerline and sidewalk shapefiles haven't been updated. We will see 

if there's more recent data that can be shown on these maps.  

 Page 30: Manufacturing employers likely don't attract a higher income population. Is 

there any plan to attract other types of employers or become more diversified? The plan 

frames the conversation around job creation rather than industrial/manufacturing 

development. Notably, the plan does not recommend the expansion of the existing 

industrial lands. Instead, it directs job creation activities to the centers, which would be 

more diversified and likely of higher value compared to the existing manufacturing base,  

 Page 35: There seems to be an absence of park facilities in the areas with increasing 

populations (shown on p. 13). This observation was recognized in the creation of the 

Park Plan. The proposed parks and extensions shown on the map on page 109 captures 

the key recommendations from the Park Plan. Policy POS 3 on page 110 also emphasizes 

sable open space within new development.  

 Page 37: Sufficient utilities are vital for growth opportunities. Map areas with known and 

planned system improvements. The Infrastructure Framework Plan (pages 112-115) 



addresses this request by showing infrastructure tiers for the entirety of the study area. 

The policies on page 114, in particular, make the case for fiscally-responsible 

development based in part on the availability of utilities.  

 Page 41: The extent of the boundary for Stanley Rescue is unclear. This map will be 

updated in the final report.  

 Page 42: Consider a different color scheme for the Housing Age graph. It's proximity to 

the Product Type graphic creates some confusion. Agreed. This page will be updated in 

the final report.  

 Page 45: Is this valuation based on tax value or current market value? This valuation is 

based on tax value. A note will be added to this page in the final report.  

 Page 47: Could you provide more information regarding the proposed street cross-section 

for the recommended road diet? This information can be found in the Comprehensive 

Pedestrian Plan.  

 Page 48: Is there a plan for property acquisition for parks in areas of anticipated 

development prior to the development of the surrounding area (to minimize land purchase 

costs)? A timeline for implementation can be found on pages 102 and 103 of the Park 

Plan. In general, the acquisition of land would be the first step, however the timing 

largely will be up to the City based on available resources and priorities. The Park Plan 

recommends monitoring land prices well ahead of anticipated design.  

 Page 61: "The goal is to ... promote higher densities ..." What potential residents are we 

wanting to attract? The intent is to attract a variety of ages and incomes to Mount Holly 

in support of broader community and economic development initiatives.  

 Page 65: Consider making the color of the pulses for activity more prominent. This map 

will be updated in the final report.  

 Page 98: Consider that many owners don't want to live near renters. Noted.  

 Page 105: What will be done to promote the development of gateway areas? Given the 

plan's emphasis on multiple centers and gateways, several of the policies in the 

framework plans relate to promoting preferred development (use, form, design) in the 

gateway areas. These policies include (but are not limited to) LU I, LU 2, LU 3, MO 3, 

ED 1, ED 2, and ED 4.  

Ms. Burton added how she wanted to stop the continuation of scattered commercial areas for the 

future. Mr. Beal explained the history of scattered commercial properties due to zoning not being 

introduced until 1996. Mr. Beal added that there needs to be a balance in regards to density and 

options for commercial/residential use. Mr. Williams asked if we can tell Gaston County about 

what we want to annex up north before it is taken for neighborhood and trucking uses. He added 

by asking how much zoning can we control? Mr. Beal said we had almost no control over zoning 

and that a lot of the areas going past the National Gypsum plant were land conservation areas. 

Mr. Beal added that future development has to follow the plan but that the City is working with 

developers not in that area. Mr. Toomey asked about elderly care homes in Mount Holly for 

people of retirement age that also provides for total care homes. Mr. Toomey wants houses for 

seniors with high class homes. It is in the plan for when these possibilities arise.  

Mr. Toomey made a motion to recommend the Future Land Use Plan to City Council for 

approval but to highlight concerns in regards to what potential residents the City is wanting to 

attract to promote higher density as well as the issues with renters vs. owners within the City 



limits. Ms. Ellerbe seconded the motion with the highlighted concerns. All were in favor and the 

motion passed.  

With there being no other comments Mr. Toomey made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ms. 

Ellerbe seconded the motion and all members were in favor. Meeting was adjourned at 7:37pm 

 


