
Minutes 

Planning Commission 

March 2, 2020 

The City of Mount Holly Planning Commission met on March 2, 2020 at 6:30pm at the 

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

were Chairman Myles Biggerstaff, Vice Chairman Will Crist, Rodney Williams, Joni Burton, 

Jerry Bishop, Teraseta Ellerbe, Perry Toomey, and LeRoy Thorns. City Manager Danny Jackson, 

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. 

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the third item on the agenda: Approval of the minutes. Mr. 

Toomey made the motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Crist seconded and all members were in 

favor.  

Planning Commission  

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the fourth item on the agenda: Continued public hearing, 

regarding a request by Eastwood Homes, for a rezoning of Tax Parcel ID #'s 202122, 181227, 

202690, 181214, 225889, 199264 and 180092 from R-1 and RS-12 Gaston County to 

Conditional District Residential. At the January 6th, 2020 hearing the Planning Commission 

provided several comments to the applicant. As a result of these comments, the applicant 

requested to table a decision until the March meeting. Since this time the applicant, Mike 

Conley, has requested that the hearing be continued for another two months until the May 

Planning Commission meeting. This is to allow the applicant to further address and consider 

revisions to the proposed plans and product. Mr. Crist made a motion to table the decision until 

the May meeting and Ms. Ellerbe seconded. The motion was approved with all in favor.  

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

recommendation of the EB-5749 Feasibility Study for Bicycle/Pedestrian Crossing of the 

Catawba River.  

Mr. DuPont started by saying the City had partnered with NCDOT to fund the study to 

comprehensively evaluate the feasibility of multiple alternatives for providing a bicycle and 

pedestrian crossing of the Catawba River, identify community priorities and 

recommend alternatives based on these priorities. Mr. DuPont added that the documents for the 

plan were on the City’s website. In 2014, the City submitted a bicycle and pedestrian project to 

the GCL MPO for evaluation for funding through the State's STIP process. The project included 

a proposed road diet/lane reduction (4 lanes to 3 lanes) on NC 27 to provide accommodations for 



bicyclists and pedestrians on the existing bridge and on-street parking in Mount Holly's 

downtown. In 2015, NCDOT in conjunction with the Charlotte Department of Transportation 

and the Charlotte Regional Transportation Planning Organization expressed concern that the 

project could create a traffic "bottleneck” at peak travel times. The project remained in the STIP 

and was re-scoped as the EB-5749 Feasibility Study for a bicycle and pedestrian crossing of the 

Catawba River, looking at all potential options to achieve the desired connectivity across the 

river. The six-step process included reviewing existing planning efforts and existing study area 

conditions and developing alternatives. After these alternatives were analyzed for fatal flaws and 

vetted through the Steering Committee, they were presented to the public for review and input 

prior to comprehensive evaluation and development of study recommendations. The study area 

was defined as the reach of the Catawba River between Mountain Island Dam and the I-85 

bridge crossing. The process involved community and stakeholder outreach held on September 

25, 2018, a public open house on February 12, 2019. Mr. DuPont continued by saying that a 

wide array of crossing alternatives were identified and studied. These included existing NC 27 

Bridge Road Diet, existing NC 27 Bridge Widening, utilizing existing Railroad Bridge, new 

Location Bridge Adjacent/Parallel to existing NC 27 Bridge, new Location bridge North of 

Existing NC 27 Bridge (Single-Span and Multiple-Span Options), and a new Location Bridge 

South of Existing NC 27 Bridge (Single-Span and Multiple-Span Options). Based on the results 

of the study and high ranking community priorities of desired connectivity and placemaking, the 

recommended alternative is a new location bridge south of the existing NC 27 bridge connecting 

Tuckaseege Park to the US National Whitewater Center. Also, staff would like to make it known 

that adoption of the study does not equate to a financial commitment to fund this project at this 

time. That decision would have to be made by City Council at a later time and would likely 

involve a regional partnership from both sides of the River. Mr. DuPont concluded by saying that 

a lot of groups were involved in this project including representation and review by council, the 

public and planning commission. Mr. DuPont added that no financial commitment was needed at 

this time and that it would be discussed at a later time with council. Ms. Burton asked if a 

suspension bridge would be used based on the examples used on page 9 of the planning manual. 

Mr. DuPont said that this was used as a visual to show what other cities have done and was a 

possible but not necessarily in the plan. Ms. Ellerbe made a motion to approve and accept the 

study of the plan and Mr. Thorns seconded. All were in favor and the motion passed.  

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the sixth item on the agenda: Public hearing for a text 

amendment to Article 7, Note 5 Multifamily, Mixed-use, Apartments and 

townhome/condominium dwellings. 

 

Mr. DuPont started by saying that the Planning and Development Department has been in 

discussion with proposed developers offering a multi-family building type. While these groups 

are from very qualified and professional firms, the City cannot guarantee that all future 

applicants will propose high quality developments. For this reason, staff is bringing forward the 

proposed text amendment. In March 2018, staff initiated a text amendment for the current Note 5 

for Multifamily Uses. The City was in the midst of the Strategic Vision Planning process and 

with development potential, staff recommend an amendment because the previous standards 

were limited and were not in alignment with the City's vision. In January 2019, the Strategic 

Vision Plan was adopted, which identified this as a Policy Recommendation. In Section 7.3, 

Policy Recommendations, the short term recommendation (7.3.1) is to Establish Design 



Guidelines Documents for Multi-Family and Mixed-Use Development. The lead for this 

recommendation is the City of Mount Holly. During the research period, staff looked at 7 other 

municipalities in the region (Belmont, Huntersville, Waxhaw, Davidson, Cornelius, Mooresville, 

Mint Hill) that have quality ordinances that have produced quality developments in their 

jurisdiction. The Planning Department also met to review these and drafted the proposed 

amendment. Please refer to the attached matrix for examples of how these neighboring towns 

govern multifamily developments. It is important to note that while Planning staff feel that the 

ordinance is needed, after all it is found in the Strategic Vision Plan goals, there are a couple of 

objectives that we sought to achieve during the drafting process. First off, the new multifamily 

ordinance needed to be easy to read and follow. We have found examples from other 

communities that are commonly referred to as "if, and or but” provisions, meaning that if X is 

achieve, and Y is also incorporated the project meets the standards, BUT if Z is added, it changes 

the scenario. These types of ordinances cause confusion among developers, and can impact 

projects negatively. Ordinance language should be clearly written and interpreted, and that is 

what staff sought to accomplish with the new language. Secondly, staff sought not to include 

requirements that would be difficult to meet from a development standpoint. For example, it 

would be difficult to require all parking to be below the building or underground. While this was 

accomplished at Tailrace Marina, largely due to topography and the need to raise the building in 

the floodplain, underground parking could not be expected throughout the City. The ordinance 

seeks to allow parking to the side and rear or buildings when facing a public street, thus 

eliminating front parking, and Planning staff feels this is a reasonable expectation. This 

eliminates the “sea of asphalt" in front of buildings, while bringing the attractive building closer 

to the street. Mr. Williams asked if this was discriminatory based on commercial use. Mr. Beal 

said that this would be used to prevent bad development and used to protect the downtown. Mr. 

Beal added that the City needs architectural design standards for multifamily uses. Ms. Burton 

asked if predominantly building face instead of parking in road frontage would be put into the 

ordinance so that parking would not be a focal point. Mr. Bishop made a motion with changes 

made by Ms. Burton in regards to parking.  Mr. Crist seconded the motion with all in favor and 

the motion passed.  

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the seventh item on the agenda: Review and recommendation for 

Final Plat for Imagery on Mountain Island, Phase 2, Map 1-3. 

 

Mr. Wilson started by saying that Lennar has requested the City’s approval of Phase 2, Maps 1-3 

of the Imagery on Mountain Island Subdivision Final Plat. This is the second phase and will 

consist of a total of 117 single family lots, zoned Conditional District Single Family. The Letter 

of Credit has been approved by the City Engineer and City Attorney and the Subdivision 

Agreement is in the process of being finalized. Staff had the following comments regarding the 

plats for phase 2, maps 1-3. All Maps: Confirm lot widths meet the minimum requirements of the 

conditional zoning. Map 1; some of the easements did not match the approved construction 

drawings and have since been revised. Map 2; some of the easements did not match the approved 

construction drawings and have since been revised. Map 3; lots 340-359 did not meet the 

minimum lot width of 75 feet and have since been removed from the map and will be brought 

back with a later plat. Mr. Crist asked if they would be building in the floodplain and Mr. Beal 

said that there was a 100-foot buffer. Mr. Bishop made a motion to recommend for approval by 

City Council and Mr. Toomey seconded with all in favor and the motion passed.  



Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the eighth item on the agenda: Review and recommendation for 

Final Plat for River Park, Phase 6. 

 

Mr. Wilson started by saying Smith Douglas Homes has requested that the City of Mount Holly 

approve Phase 6 of the River Park Subdivision Final Plat. This phase will consist of a total of 88 

single family lots, zoned Conditional District Single Family. The Letter of Credit has been 

approved by the City Engineer and City Attorney and the Subdivision Agreement is in the 

process of being finalized. Staff had the following comments regarding the plats for phase 6. 

Show SDE on Lot 27 in accordance with Construction Documents. Lots did not meet the 

minimum lot width and has since been revised. Some lots are wider than the conditional zoning 

called for however, due to a note on the conditional zoning plan the builder/developer is allowed 

to increase the lot width which will decrease the number of lots in the subdivision as a 

whole. Ms. Ellerbe made a motion and Mr. Crist seconded the motion with all in favor and the 

motion passed.  

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

Ellerbe seconded the motion and all members were in favor. Meeting was adjourned at 7:27pm 


