TO:

Rock Hill Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Melody Kearse, Zoning Coordinator

RE:

Meeting Agenda

DATE:

January 10, 2019

The Rock Hill Zoning Board of Appeals will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, January
15, 2019, at 6:00 p.m. in Council’s Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, to
consider the following appeals. Please feel free to contact me regarding any item on the
agenda. Thank you.
AGENDA
Rock Hill Zoning Board of Appeals
January 15, 2019
1. Call to Order
2. Approval of minutes from the December 18, 2018, meeting.
3. Approval of Orders from the December 18, 2018, meeting.
4. Appeal Z-2019-01: Request by Pastor Carlos Suarez of Iglesia Cristiana El Siloe for
a special exception for a large religious institutional use to be located at 986 Myrtle
Dr., which is currently zoned Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4) and is under
consideration for rezoning to Single-Family Residential-5 (SF-5). The intent is to use
an existing single-family residential dwelling for a visiting pastor’s quarters and to
establish a playground. Tax map number 629-18-01-003.
5. Appeal Z-2019-02: Request by Carl Dicks of VFW Post No. 3746 for a variance from
the required parking standards and the required side buffer yard for a fraternal lodge
use to be located at 1404 Crawford Rd., zoned Neighborhood Office (NO). Tax map
number 599-02-01-002.
6. Appeal Z-2019-03: Request by Jerry Anderson and Bennett James of Rock Hill Elks
Lodge No. 1318 for special exceptions for a fraternal lodge use and an event center
use, and a reduction in the required separation for the event center use from
residential uses, at 535 Hollis Lakes Rd., which is currently zoned Neighborhood
Office (NO) and is under consideration for rezoning to Office Institutional (OI). Tax
map number 589-01-01-055.
7. Appeal Z-2019-04: Request by Joshua Calderon of Enterprise Holdings for special
exceptions for an automobile rental use, an automobile sales use and a commercial
truck rental and sales use to be located at 1020 N. Anderson Rd., zoned General
Commercial (GC). Tax map number 634-07-01-029.

Planning & Development Department, P.O. Box 11706, 155 Johnston St., Rock Hill, SC 29731

Ph. (803) 329-5590 Fax (803) 329-7228

8. Appeal Z-2019-05: Request by Timario Gayton for a variance from the front yard
setback for a single-family residential dwelling at 1519 Stroupe St., zoned SingleFamily Residential-4 (SF-4). Tax map number 599-03-07-023.
9. Other Business
a. Adopt revised 2019 Calendar
10. Adjourn.
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Zoning Board of Appeals
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

December 18, 2018

A public hearing of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, December 18, 2018,
at 6 p.m. in Council Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Matt Crawford, Keith Sutton, Rodney Cullum, Michael Smith,
Stacy Reeves, Randy Sturgis

MEMBERS ABSENT:

John Antrim

STAFF PRESENT:

Melody Kearse, Shana Marshburn, Leah Youngblood

Legal notice of the public hearing was published in The Herald, Saturday, December 2, 2018.
Notice was posted on all property considered. Adjacent property owners and residents were
notified in writing.
1.

Call to Order

Chair Matt Crawford called the meeting to order at 6 p.m.
2.

Approval of minutes of the November 20, 2018, meeting.

Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the minutes as distributed. Ms. Reeves seconded the
motion, and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 6-0 (Antrim absent).
3.

Approval of Orders from November 20, 2018, meeting.

Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the orders as distributed. Mr. Sturgis seconded the motion.
The minutes were approved unanimously by a vote of 6-0 (Antrim absent).
4. Appeal Z-2018-37: Request by James Brown for a variance from the location
requirements for a carport at 806 Morningside Drive which is zoned Multi-Family
Residential-15 (MF-15). Part of this request includes a reduction in the required front yard
setback and a reduction in the building setback from the primary structure. Tax map
number 669-04-01-043.
Mr. Cullum stated he needed to recuse himself.
Staff member Shana Marshburn presented the staff report.
Mr. Crawford confirmed that a new letter was received by staff from a Mr. Ramsey and asked for
a moment for the Board to review it.
Mr. Sutton asked whether the applicant would need a variance for the driveway if he wanted to
put the carport to the rear of the structure. Ms. Marshburn stated that he would not.
Mr. Crawford confirmed that there were indeed three variances being requested. Ms.
Marshburn confirmed, emphasizing that the main variance is for putting the carport in the front
yard, and that if that one variance was granted, the others needed to be considered as well.
Mr. James Brown, 806 Morningside Drive, applicant, stated that the staff report did not present
what he wanted, which was to place the carport over his driveway. He stated that his back yard
is sloped and full of clay, and he does not want for his wife to have to walk in the clay or drive
back there in the dark. He stated that he understands that the neighbors do not like it, but that
his understanding is that the carport over the driveway would not devalue his property or anyone
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else’s property.
Mr. Crawford explained the variance process and that there were required findings that had to
be made by State law. He explained that both staff and the applicant had the opportunity to
show that the findings are either met or not met.
Mr. Brown again stated that he was just trying to install this carport for his wife. He stated that he
does not understand all the technical details about the placement of the carport, but that if you
ride around, you will see carports all over the City. He again stated his belief that the carport
would not decrease property values.
Mr. Crawford emphasized again that the case is now before the Board and that the Board will
make the decision, and that the applicant needs to be able to convince the Board how his
application can meet the required findings. Ms. Reeves stated that it would help if the applicant
could walk the Board through his viewpoint on each of the findings.
Mr. Crawford asked whether Mr. Brown had received a copy of the staff report. Mr. Brown
stated that he had received a copy via email.
Mr. Crawford proceeded with going through the required findings, starting with whether the
applicant’s property met the finding of having extraordinary and exceptional conditions. Mr.
Brown stated that he cannot say whether he could fit a carport to the rear of the house, but he
would not able to put a driveway in without a variance in order to place the carport in the rear.
Mr. Sutton clarified with staff that no variance would be needed for a driveway to extend to the
rear yard.
Ms. Reeves stated that floodlights could be installed to light the area in the back and stated that
the rear yard looked pretty flat. Mr. Brown stated that the rear yard was not flat.
Mr. Smith asked the applicant about the soils on the property, and the applicant explained that
they wash out some when it rains.
Mr. Crawford stated that the second finding was whether the property’s condition was unique,
i.e., how is the lot different from those of the applicant’s neighbors. He stated that in the aerial
photo, the nearby lots all looked to be around the same size and generally have the same
topography. Mr. Brown stated that the property to the left of him was slanted similarly to his own,
and the property to the right was relatively flat. He stated that all of the properties are mostly the
same. Mr. Crawford emphasized that the applicant’s property conditions needed to be unique in
order to meet the finding. Mr. Brown stated that on one property you could easily put a carport
whereas on the other you could not. He further stated he didn’t understand that with the
driveway right there in front why he can’t put the carport right there and that no one would want
to drive through their backyard and tear up their yard.
Mr. Crawford continued with the third finding, asking how the strict application of the ordinance’s
requirements would deprive the applicant’s use of the property. He stated that staff shows that
you would still be able to live there and put the carport in the back. Mr. Brown stated that adding
the pavement, in order to place the carport in the rear yard, would cause runoff issues on his
neighbor’s property.
Mr. Crawford finished by confirming that the applicant already stated that he feels like he meets
the fourth finding that the addition of the carport would not be detrimental or injure property
values. Mr. Brown agreed.
Ashley McKay, who also goes by Ashley Miller, of 800 Morningside Drive, spoke in support of
Mr. Brown’s request. She stated that in her yard she would not be able to put a carport due to
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the topography, which is extremely eroded, and that there was flooding during storm events like
the recent hurricane. She also stated that she because she has recently purchased her home,
she had spoken to several appraisers about the addition of a carport and its effect on property
values. She reported that one told her that it would not have an effect since it could easily be
removed, while other stated that it would actually raise her property value.
With no further questions or comments, Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board discussion.
Mr. Sutton stated that staff’s report was well put together and that none of the findings appeared
to be met. Mr. Sturgis, Mr. Crawford, Ms. Reeves and Mr. Smith all voiced agreement with Mr.
Sutton’s statement.
Mr. Crawford quickly went through the findings and the other options that were available to the
applicant, and he stated that he thought it would be out of character with the neighboring
properties and would ultimately be detrimental to the neighborhood. Mr. Sturgis and Ms. Reeves
agreed.
Mr. Smith motioned to not approve the variance for the location of the carport. Mr. Sturgis
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 5-0.
Mr. Crawford motioned to not approve the two requests for the setback variances. Mr. Smith
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 5-0.
Mr. Crawford stated that none of the findings could be met for the requests.
6.

Other Business

No other business was discussed.
7.

Adjourn.

There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at 6:29 p.m.
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Order on Application for a Variance from the
Zoning Board of Appeals
Date Application Filed: November 8, 2018

Appeal No. Z-2018-37

The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing on Tuesday, December 18, 2018, to consider a
request by James Brown for a variance from the location requirements for a carport at 806
Morningside Drive, which is zoned Multi-Family Residential-15 (MF-15). Part of this request
included a reduction in the required front yard setback and a reduction in the building
setback from the primary structure. Tax map number 669-04-01-043.
Board members in attendance included Matt Crawford, Keith Sutton, Rodney Cullum, Michael
Smith, Stacy Reeves, Randy Sturgis (Antrim absent).
After consideration of the evidence and arguments presented, the Board voted to grant the request
based on the following findings of fact:
1. The site may be identified as 806 Morningside Drive.
2. The property owners are James E. and Terri Brown.
3. This property is zoned Multi Family-15 (MF-15).
4. The request was for a variance from the location requirements for a carport at 806
Morningside Drive which is zoned Multi-Family Residential-15 (MF-15). Part of the request
included a reduction in the required front yard setback and a reduction in the building
setback from the primary structure.
5. The request was advertised to the public according to state law and the City of Rock Hill
Zoning Ordinance. The following public notification actions were taken:
•

November 30: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners within 300
feet of the subject property.

•

November 30: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.

•

December 1: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in The
Herald.

•

Information about the application was posted on the City’s website.

7. During the public hearing, the following comments were heard by the Board:
Mr. Cullum stated he needed to recuse himself.
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Staff member Shana Marshburn presented the staff report.
Mr. Crawford confirmed that a new letter was received by staff from a Mr. Ramsey and
asked for a moment for the Board to review it.
Mr. Sutton asked whether the applicant would need a variance for the driveway if he wanted
to put the carport to the rear of the structure. Ms. Marshburn stated that he would not.
Mr. Crawford confirmed that there were indeed three variances being requested. Ms.
Marshburn confirmed, emphasizing that the main variance is for putting the carport in the
front yard, and that if that one variance was granted, the others needed to be considered as
well.
Mr. James Brown, 806 Morningside Drive, applicant, stated that the staff report did not
present what he wanted, which was to place the carport over his driveway. He stated that
his back yard is sloped and full of clay, and he does not want for his wife to have to walk in
the clay or drive back there in the dark. He stated that he understands that the neighbors do
not like it, but that his understanding is that the carport over the driveway would not devalue
his property or anyone else’s property.
Mr. Crawford explained the variance process and that there were required findings that had
to be made by State law. He explained that both staff and the applicant had the opportunity
to show that the findings are either met or not met.
Mr. Brown again stated that he was just trying to install this carport for his wife. He stated
that he does not understand all the technical details about the placement of the carport, but
that if you ride around, you will see carports all over the City. He again stated his belief that
the carport would not decrease property values.
Mr. Crawford emphasized again that the case is now before the Board and that the Board
will make the decision, and that the applicant needs to be able to convince the Board how
his application can meet the required findings. Ms. Reeves stated that it would help if the
applicant could walk the Board through his viewpoint on each of the findings.
Mr. Crawford asked whether Mr. Brown had received a copy of the staff report. Mr. Brown
stated that he had received a copy via email.
Mr. Crawford proceeded with going through the required findings, starting with whether the
applicant’s property met the finding of having extraordinary and exceptional conditions. Mr.
Brown stated that he cannot say whether he could fit a carport to the rear of the house, but
he would not able to put a driveway in without a variance in order to place the carport in the
rear.
Mr. Sutton clarified with staff that no variance would be needed for a driveway to extend to
the rear yard.
Ms. Reeves stated that floodlights could be installed to light the area in the back and stated
that the rear yard looked pretty flat. Mr. Brown stated that the rear yard was not flat.
Mr. Smith asked the applicant about the soils on the property, and the applicant explained
that they wash out some when it rains.
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Mr. Crawford stated that the second finding was whether the property’s condition was
unique, i.e., how is the lot different from those of the applicant’s neighbors. He stated that in
the aerial photo, the nearby lots all looked to be around the same size and generally have
the same topography. Mr. Brown stated that the property to the left of him was slanted
similarly to his own, and the property to the right was relatively flat. He stated that all of the
properties are mostly the same. Mr. Crawford emphasized that the applicant’s property
conditions needed to be unique in order to meet the finding. Mr. Brown stated that on one
property you could easily put a carport whereas on the other you could not. He further stated
he didn’t understand that with the driveway right there in front why he can’t put the carport
right there and that no one would want to drive through their backyard and tear up their yard.
Mr. Crawford continued with the third finding, asking how the strict application of the
ordinance’s requirements would deprive the applicant’s use of the property. He stated that
staff shows that you would still be able to live there and put the carport in the back. Mr.
Brown stated that adding the pavement, in order to place the carport in the rear yard, would
cause runoff issues on his neighbor’s property.
Mr. Crawford finished by confirming that the applicant already stated that he feels like he
meets the fourth finding that the addition of the carport would not be detrimental or injure
property values. Mr. Brown agreed.
Ashley McKay, who also goes by Ashley Miller, of 800 Morningside Drive, spoke in support
of Mr. Brown’s request. She stated that in her yard she would not be able to put a carport
due to the topography, which is extremely eroded, and that there was flooding during storm
events like the recent hurricane. She also stated that she because she has recently
purchased her home, she had spoken to several appraisers about the addition of a carport
and its effect on property values. She reported that one told her that it would not have an
effect since it could easily be removed, while other stated that it would actually raise her
property value.
With no further questions or comments, Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board discussion.
Mr. Sutton stated that staff’s report was well put together and that none of the findings
appeared to be met. Mr. Sturgis, Mr. Crawford, Ms. Reeves and Mr. Smith all voiced
agreement with Mr. Sutton’s statement.
Mr. Crawford quickly went through the findings and the other options that were available to
the applicant, and he stated that he thought it would be out of character with the neighboring
properties and would ultimately be detrimental to the neighborhood. Mr. Sturgis and Ms.
Reeves agreed.
Mr. Smith motioned to not approve the variance for the location of the carport. Mr. Sturgis
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 5-0.
Mr. Crawford motioned to not approve the two requests for the setback variances. Mr. Smith
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 5-0.
Mr. Crawford stated that none of the findings could be met for the requests.
Appeal No. Z-2018-37
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THE BOARD, THEREFORE, ORDERS:
That the requests by James Brown for a variance from the location requirements for a
carport, a reduction in the required front yard setback, and a reduction in the building
setback from the primary structure for a carport at 806 Morningside Drive is NOT
APPROVED.
Section 2.12.1 (C) of the Zoning Ordinance states:
Any person having a substantial interest affected by a decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals
may appeal the decision to the Circuit Court in and for York County by filing with the Clerk of the
Court a petition setting for plainly, fully, and distinctly why the decision is contrary to law. The
appeal must be filed within 30 days after the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals is mailed.
For the purposes of this subsection, “person” includes persons jointly or severally aggrieved by
the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
__________________
Date Issued
__________________
Date Mailed
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_____________________________
Matt Crawford, Chairman

Z-2019-01
Requests:

Special exception to establish a large religious institutional use for
the purposes of using an existing single-family residential dwelling
for a visiting pastor’s quarters and the establishment of a playground.

Address:

896 Myrtle Drive

Zoning District:

Currently zoned Single-Family Residential-4; under consideration for
rezoning to Single-Family Residential-5

Applicant:

Iglesia Cristiana El Siloe

Case No. Z-2019-01
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: January 15, 2019

Request:

Special exception to establish a large religious institutional use for
the purposes of using an existing single-family residential dwelling
for a visiting pastor’s quarters and the establishment of a playground.

Address:

986 Myrtle Drive

Tax Map No.:

629-18-01-003

Zoning District:

Currently zoned Single-Family Residential-4 and under
consideration for rezoning to Single-Family Residential-5 (SF-5)

Owner/Applicant: Iglesia Cristiana El Siloe
914 Cherry Road
Rock Hill, SC 29732
Background
Iglesia Christiana El Siloe, which is classified as a large religious institution, owns the
adjacent parcel, 914 Cherry Road, from which the church operates. The church has
purchased the residence behind this property at 986 Myrtle Drive, and would like to use
it to house visiting pastors and for a playground.
Those activities are considered part of the large religious institution use, which is allowed
only through special exception approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals in the SF-5
zoning district.
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• Blank cell = prohibited
• S = Special exception
• C = Conditional use
• P = Permitted use

RESIDENTIAL
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Primary use table
excerpt

Religious Institution: Churches, temples, mosques, and other places
of worship.
•

Religious institution (large) — Any religious institution with an
occupancy of 300 or more in the main gathering area.

The property at 986 Myrtle Drive is currently under consideration for rezoning to SingleFamily Residential-5 (SF-5), with final reading of the ordinance that would make that
change scheduled for the January 14th City Council meeting. Staff will be able to report
whether this change was made during the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting the following
day. Staff has included the minutes from the public hearing for the rezoning request so

Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
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that the Board has the benefit of knowing what that discussion included as it deliberates
about this request.
Site Description
The property is located adjacent to the existing church’s main campus at 914 Cherry
Road. The proposed use is surrounded by single-family development, a salon and a City
fire station in the Office Institutional (OI), Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4),
Neighborhood Office (NO), and Master Planned College/University (MP-CU) zoning
districts.
Description of Intent for Single-Family Detached Zoning Districts
These residential districts are established to primarily provide for single-family detached
residential development. A few complementary uses customarily found in residential
zoning districts, such as religious institutions, may also be allowed.
The primary difference between these districts is the minimum lot size for development
and other dimensional standards that are listed in full in Chapter 6: Community Design
Standards. The following chart summarizes the differences in lot sizes for single-family
residential development.
Zoning District

Minimum Lot Size for Single-Family Residential Development

SF-2

20,000 square feet

SF-3

14,000 square feet

SF-4

9,000 square feet

SF-5

7,500 square feet

Analysis of Request for Special Exception
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below standards, and the Zoning
Board of Appeals may approve a special exception use only upon a finding that the
applicant has demonstrated that the applicable standards listed below are met. The Board
may find that not all of these standards are applicable to every request for a special
exception use.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all usespecific standards. In this case, the applicable use-specific standards are shown
below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each standard in non-italicized
font.

Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
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A. Road Capacity: All medium and large religious institutions must be located on
streets that have adequate capacity for the ultimate size of the facility. This
means that the use will have direct access to an arterial or collector road without
passing residential properties. Additionally, religious institutions (medium and
large) must be designed to ensure safe ingress onto and egress from the site,
safe road conditions around the site, and adequate access onto the site for fire,
police, and emergency medical services.
The property is located directly behind the church’s main campus, and it is the
last single-family dwelling unit leaving the neighborhood. The church has
agreed that the only parking that would take place on this parcel would be by
the visiting pastors, which is similar to the single-family residential use for which
the property was designed.
2. Compatibility: The proposed use is appropriate for its location and compatible
with the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zoning
district(s) of surrounding lands.
The use of the structure as a visiting pastor’s quarters and as a playground should
not create any negative impacts on the surrounding properties. The use of the
residence by the visiting pastors would be very similar to a single-family residential
use, and playground activities are considered compatible with a residential setting.
3. Design Minimizes Adverse Impact: The design of the proposed use minimizes
adverse effects, including visual impacts on adjacent lands; furthermore, the
proposed use avoids significant adverse impact on surrounding lands regarding
service delivery, parking and loading, odors, noise, glare, and vibration, and does
not create a nuisance.
The use would require a 10-foot buffer with a minimum 6-foot in height privacy
fence to be added along the right edge of the property adjacent to the single-family
residential use. (A variance may be required if the applicant choses to keep the
existing driveway.) The landscape buffer must include 3 canopy trees, 4
understory trees and 20 shrubs per 100 feet.
The church is proposing to install a privacy fence and additional landscaping in this
buffer area in order to meet this requirement, which should help mitigate any
potential impacts from noise from the playground in particular. The church has
committed to not using the property for any parking except by the visiting pastors,
which should consist of only one or two vehicles in the property’s existing driveway.
4. Design Minimizes Environmental Impact: The proposed use minimizes
environmental impacts and does not cause significant deterioration of water and
air resources, significant wildlife habitat, scenic resources, and other natural
resources.
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The site is developed and no major design changes are being proposed, so no
impacts are expected at this time. Buffering will be installed as required prior to
occupancy.
5. Roads: There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed use, and
the proposed use is designed to ensure safe ingress and egress onto the site and
safe road conditions around the site.
This standard is addressed in question No. 1 already.
6. Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values: The proposed use will not
substantially and permanently injure the use of neighboring land for those uses
that are permitted in the zoning district, or reduce property values in a
demonstrative manner.
The site would continue to look and function similarly to the way it functions
currently, and the addition of a landscape buffer would enhance the property. No
harm is expected to neighboring property values.
7. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed use
complies with the other standards of this subsection.
A site plan has not been prepared at the time of this report. Staff has requested
this information to be provided. It is hoped that the applicant will have this available
at the meeting.
8. Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances: The proposed use
complies with all other relevant City laws and ordinances, state and federal laws,
and regulations.
The applicant must comply with all other relevant laws and ordinances.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

December 28: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within
300 feet of the subject property.

•

December 28: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

December 29: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.
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Staff has received comments from the adjacent property owner, who would like to ensure
that conditions are placed on the proposed use that limits the kind of activity that would
be permitted on the property.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends conditional approval of the special exception request based on the
above analysis, noting particularly the following:
•

The request is limited to the use of the property for a visiting pastor’s quarters and
a playground.

•

The visiting pastor’s activities would be similar to a residential use, which is
considered compatible with the neighborhood surroundings. The playground also
is considered compatible to a residential setting.

•

A buffer would be required, which would minimize any negative impacts to the
closest adjacent residential property.

Staff’s recommended conditions include the following:
•

The property be used only for visiting pastor’s quarters, and as a playground area
for the church’s children during normal church operating hours.

•

Parking on the site be limited to no more than two vehicles for visiting pastors.

(Note: The landscaping buffer is a requirement from the Zoning Ordinance and does not
need to be included as a condition, unless the Zoning Board of Appeals would like to
specify certain components of it beyond the code requirements, such as the type of
landscaping or fencing. Staff has attached the buffer requirements of the code so that the
Board of Zoning Appeals can have that information when deliberating on this request.)
Attachments
•

Minutes from Planning Commission public hearings (November and December
2018) related to the rezoning of this property

•

Application and supporting materials

•

Zoning map

Staff Contact:
Melody Kearse, Zoning Coordinator
803.329.7088
melody.kearse@cityofrockhill.com

Planning Commission
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

November 13, 2018

A regular meeting of the Planning Commission was held Tuesday, November 13, 2018,
at 6:00 PM in City Council Chambers, City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South
Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT

Duane Christopher, Gladys Robinson, Justin Smith, Nathan
Mallard

MEMBERS ABSENT

Randy Graham, Shelly Goodner, Keith Martens

STAFF PRESENT

Eric Hawkins, Dennis Fields, Leah Youngblood, Janice Miller

In the absence of Chair Randy Graham, Mr. Duane Christopher assumed the role of
chair.
1. Approval of minutes of the October 9, 2018, meeting.
Mr. Mallard made a motion to approve the minutes from the October 9, 2018,
meeting. Mr. Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 4-0
(Graham, Goodner, and Martens absent).
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
2. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on
petition M-2018-23 by Iglesia Cristiana el Siloe to rezone approximately 0.4
acres at 986 Myrtle Drive from Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4) to Office &
Institutional. Tax parcel 629-18-01-003.
Mr. Hawkins presented the staff report.
Mr. Mallard asked if this would create a single tax parcel or would they remain
separate. Mr. Hawkins stated they could combine the parcels but did not know their
intention in doing so.
Mr. Smith asked about the required buffer from the adjacent residence. Mr. Hawkins
stated it would depend upon the use. In the Old Town area, a 20’ buffer with 6’ solid
fence is required for more intense uses and a 10’ buffer with 6’ solid fence is
required for less intense uses. He added a variance would be required in order to
reduce the buffer in the area along the driveway.
Mr. Christopher asked the use of the building currently, if it was still a residence. Mr.
Hawkins stated it was most recently residential and it may have originally been a
parsonage, years ago.
Pastor Carlos Suarez, 1314 Land Grant Road, Charlotte, (applicant) was available to
answer questions. He first apologized for the lack of a translator, stating he would try
to answer questions as best he could. He stated the church wished to use the
property for a green space for the children of the church as the church property itself
did not have any green area. He added the house would be used for visiting pastors
but no one else. He stated they did not want to create any issues with the neighbors
and would build a fence.
Mr. Smith asked if the building would be used as an office. Pastor Suarez stated it
would not.
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Mr. Mallard asked if he would be opposed to leaving the property as is with the
current zoning. Pastor Suarez stated their intention was to only use the backyard as
a play area and no changes would be made to the house itself.
Dr. Robinson asked if the playground use required a change in zoning. Mr.
Christopher stated it did.
Dr. Robinson asked if the church had any long range plans for the church. Pastor
Suarez stated they would add shrubs and paint in order to improve the look of the
house and did not want to change anything.
Mr. Hawkins further clarified that because the church planned to use the residential
structure in conjunction with the church, it was required to have the same zoning.
Mr. Smith asked how the rezoning was initiated. Mr. Hawkins stated a neighbor had
contacted the City when church members began clearing some vegetation on the
property. Staff asked the church about their plans for the property and let them
know that it could not be used for church purposes under the current zoning.
Mr. Christopher asked Pastor Suarez if they had talked to the neighbors. Pastor
Suarez stated they had spoken with two or three neighbors but had started to clean
the property before speaking with anyone as children had started going over to the
property to play.
Mr. Les Dickert, 848 Eden Terrace, spoke in opposition of the rezoning as
representative of the Historic Winthrop Farms Neighborhood Association. He noted
that there are over 150 homes in the neighborhood, one of the oldest neighborhoods
in Rock Hill, and all are zoned residential with no office or institutional uses. He
stated they are opposed to a rezoning of anything other than residential. He
provided a petition with over 120 signatures against the rezoning and indicated the
number of neighbors in attendance who are opposed to the rezoning. He added the
concern over “creeping commercialization” with the rezoning and stated a line needs
to be drawn to keep this from occurring in residential neighborhoods. He mentioned
the mix of commercial and residential uses along Ebenezer Road, which was
originally residential in nature. He concluded that the concern is not over the church
itself but of future uses allowed by Office & Institutional zoning if the church should
sell.
Mr. Christopher asked if the pastor had come to speak with him. Mr. Dickert stated
he had not as he lived a number of houses away from the property.
Mr. Christopher asked for confirmation that he was not opposed to the church use.
Mr. Dickert stated he was not opposed to the church use, just what it could become
if the church is sold.
Mr. Christopher asked if he represented everyone at the meeting. Mr. Dickert stated
he only represented the neighborhood association.
Ms. Virginia Williams, 984 Myrtle Drive, spoke in opposition to the rezoning request,
stating she had not issue with the church use or the playground adjacent to her, just
the rezoning that might allow for the construction of a parking lot next to her property
that already had flooding issues. She noted a parking lot would also negatively affect
her property value. She added there were 136 signatures on the petition.
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Mr. Smith asked if it would still be an issue having a parking lot next door, knowing
the applicant would have to deal with the flooding issues and adding a buffer. Ms.
Williams stated she would still be opposed; adding that she had tried to purchase the
property from an investor who had sold it to the church instead after a deal had not
materialized.
Mr. Don Belk, 34 Twin Oaks Lane, Isle of Palms, SC, adjacent commercial property
owner, stated that he allows the church to use the parking on his property as needed
for services. He noted the difficulties in rezoning particular properties to suit
particular uses.
Mr. Ed Ballard, 808 Eden Terrace, president of the Historic Winthrop Farms
Neighborhood Association, spoke in opposition of the rezoning, noting specifically
the request for the funeral home by a previous owner.
Mr. Don Sinclair, 948 Myrtle Drive, spoke in opposition to the request, specifically
noting the loss of control on how the property would be used.
Dr. Robinson asked if the Commission could place conditions on the property
without rezoning. Mr. Hawkins replied that any uses in support of the church were
required to have the same zoning classification.
Mr. Christopher noted the properties could be combined and a Master Planned
zoning district could be put into place that would restrict the uses. Mr. Hawkins
stated this would be a separate process.
Ms. Youngblood stated the possibility of rezoning the property to Single-Family
Residential-5 (SF-5) which would allow a large church use as a special exception
approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals.
Mr. Smith asked other uses in the SF-5 zoning district that required special
exceptions. Ms. Youngblood stated uses allowed as a special exception were
generally the same as those allowed by special exception in all the residential
zoning districts.
Mr. Christopher stated SF-5 would not allow for office or commercial uses. Ms.
Youngblood stated this was correct, but staff needs to take a look at how appropriate
this zoning would be for the area.
Mr. Smith observed the necessity to table the item due the lack of a translator,
expressing concern that Pastor Suarez may not understand the direction the
Commission was taking with a new zoning classification.
Mr. Mallard asked if the size of the parcel prohibited redevelopment. Mr. Hawkins
stated it did as it would not meet the required dimensions but if the two properties
were combined, there would be over an acre available for commercial development.
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Dickert if SF-5 zoning would be acceptable. Mr. Dickert stated
they would have to discuss this option.
Dr. Robinson presented the motion to defer the item until the December hearing. Mr.
Smith seconded.
Discussion by the Commission centered on the possible effects of a new proposed
zoning classification. Mr. Christopher asked if the application were denied, would the
applicant be required to wait a year before presenting a rezoning. Mr. Hawkins
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stated SF-5 would be a completely different application and would not require a oneyear waiting period.
Dr. Robinson requested a translator be in attendance for Pastor Suarez at the next
public hearing.
Mr. Christopher called for a vote to defer until the December 4 public hearing, and
the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 4-0 (Graham, Goodner, and Martens
absent).
NEW BUSINESS
3. Consideration of a request by EMH&T, Inc. for preliminary plat approval for
Riverwalk Townhomes, Phase 1. (Plan #20181060)
Mr. Fields presented the staff report.
Mr. Christopher asked if the building would be three stories. Mr. Fields stated he did
not know at this time, that the request was only for preliminary plat approval in order
to subdivide the land.
Mr. Smith presented a motion to approve the preliminary plat as proposed, subject to
staff comments. Dr. Robinson seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a
vote of 4-0 (Graham, Goodner, and Martens absent).
4. Consideration of meeting calendar for 2019 regular Planning Commission
meetings.
Mr. Hawkins presented the calendar for the Commission’s consideration, noting
specifically the October meeting date was tentative pending final decision regarding
the date for National Night Out. He also noted the Commission may consider moving
the July 2nd meeting to the next week due to its proximity to the July 4th holiday.
Dr. Robinson presented the motion to approve the meeting calendar as presented.
Mr. Smith seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 4-0 (Graham,
Goodner, and Martens absent).
5. Other Business.
Mr. Christopher asked for an update on the Legion Collegiate Academy rezoning
application. Mr. Hawkins stated that second reading of the rezoning to OI was not
approved and this prevents the school proposal from moving forward on this site.
Mr. Christopher asked if they were looking at other properties in the City. Mr.
Hawkins stated he did not know of any sites within the City limits but did know they
have been looking at sites in the county.
7. Adjourn
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 7:02 pm.

Planning Commission
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

December 4, 2018

A regular meeting of the Planning Commission was held Tuesday, December 4, 2018,
at 6:00 PM in City Council Chambers, City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South
Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT

Duane Christopher, Gladys Robinson, Justin Smith, Shelly
Goodner, Keith Martens, Nathan Mallard

MEMBERS ABSENT

Randy Graham

STAFF PRESENT

Eric Hawkins, Bill Meyer, Leah Youngblood, Janice Miller

In the absence of Chair Randy Graham, Mr. Duane Christopher assumed the role of
chair.
1. Approval of minutes of the November 13, 2018, meeting.
Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the minutes from the November 13, 2018,
meeting. Mr. Mallard seconded, and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 6-0
(Graham absent).
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
2. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on
petition M-2018-23 by Iglesia Cristiana el Siloe to rezone approximately 0.4
acres at 986 Myrtle Drive from Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4) to Office &
Institutional. Tax parcel 629-18-01-003.
Mr. Hawkins presented the staff report.
Pastor Carlos Suarez, 1314 Land Grant Road, Charlotte, (applicant) was available to
answer questions. He apologized for the lack of a translator. Ms. Marcella Dease,
1029 Quail Meadow Road, audience member, offered to provide translation
services.
Mr. Smith asked if anything had changed between the previous meeting and this
one. Pastor Suarez stated nothing had changed.
Mr. Christopher asked if Single-Family Residential-5 zoning and seeking a special
exception for the proposed use would be suitable. Pastor Suarez stated this would
be fine.
Mr. Smith asked if they understood what a special exception meant. Pastor Suarez
stated he did. Ms. Youngblood added staff had met with the pastor and his
interpreter to discuss the change and that they understood the process.
Mr. Les Dickert, 848 Eden Terrace, representing the Historic Winthrop Farms
Neighborhood Association, stated he had emailed and spoken with neighbors who
did not object to the SF-5 zoning designation.
Mr. Christopher asked the number of homes in the neighborhood. Mr. Dickert stated
approximately 150.
Mr. Christopher asked if the majority was in favor. Mr. Dickert stated they did not
take an official vote but was basing the neighborhood’s decision on responses he
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received from the email notification he sent out and the discussions he had had with
several neighbors.
Ms. Virginia Williams, 984 Myrtle Drive, stated she was satisfied with the
compromise of SF-5 zoning but did want to make sure the allowed uses were
clarified and the property was not used as a parking lot.
Mr. Smith encouraged the neighbors to attend the Zoning Board of Appeals public
hearing to voice any concerns on the use of the property.
There were no further questions or discussion.
Mr. Smith presented the motion to recommend to City Council approval of SingleFamily Residential-5 (SF-5) zoning. Dr. Robinson seconded, and the motion carried
unanimously by a vote of 6-0 (Graham absent).
3. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on
petition M-2018-24 by Rock Hill Elks Lodge 1318 to rezone approximately 8.6
acres at 535 Hollis Lakes Road from Neighborhood Office (NO) to Office and
Institutional (OI). Tax parcel 589-01-01-055.
Mr. Smith recused himself from the item, citing a possible conflict of interest due to a
business relationship with the applicant.
Mr. Hawkins presented the staff report.
Mr. Christopher asked if staff had received any comments from the adjoining
properties. Mr. Hawkins stated he had received a phone call from a neighbor stating
they would not like to see outside lighting or tall buildings constructed, adding that
the applicant had no plans for doing any of those things on the site.
Mr. Christopher asked how long the building had been vacant. Mr. Hawkins stated
he was not certain but that it had been empty at least a year.
Mr. William Malone, 3173 Pinetuck Lane, President of Rock Hill Elks Lodge 1318,
applicant, provided a brief history of the organization along with charities served. He
noted specifically that they would be using the building as a clubroom, that there
would not be any major events or parties, only the occasional wedding reception.
Mr. Christopher asked if they had spoken with the neighbors. Mr. Malone stated they
had not yet spoken with them but was open to inviting the neighbors over.
Mr. Christopher asked if there would be interior renovations. Mr. Malone stated there
would be.
Mr. Joe Miller, 2358 Wintercrest, spoke in favor of the request, noting that he would
hope the buffer and retention pond would remain in place, the building would remain
one story, and the lights stay as they were currently, no stadium lights allowed. Mr.
Christopher noted lighting may be required by the City.
Mr. Christopher asked if Mr. Miller was representing a neighborhood association. Mr.
Miller stated there was not an association in his neighborhood and would never have
one.
Ms. Gwen Mugabe, 339 Twin Lakes Road, spoke in opposition to the request,
particularly noting the building was constructed to be a church and should remain as
such, that using as a club or clubhouse was against the tenets of religion.
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Z-2019-02
Request:

Variance from the required number of parking spaces for a fraternal
lodge

Address:

1404 Crawford Rd.

Zoning District:

Neighborhood Office (NO)

Applicant:

Trustees of the VFW, Post #3746

Mt. Sinai
Church of
Christ

Case No. Z-2019-02
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: January 15, 2019

Request:

Variance from the required number of parking spaces for a fraternal
lodge 1

Address:

1404 Crawford Road

Tax Map No.:

599-02-01-002

Zoning District:

Neighborhood Office (NO)

Owner/Applicant: Trustees of the VFW, Post #3746
1404 Crawford Rd.
Rock Hill, SC 29730
Background
The Trustees of the VFW, Post #3746, established a fraternal lodge at 1404 Crawford
Road in the 1930s. Over the past couple of years, the lodge has taken steps to demolish
the old building in order to make way for a new, larger one.
In August 2016, the subject site was rezoned from Single Family-4 (SF-4) to
Neighborhood Office (NO) in order to facilitate the expansion of the lodge. This rezoning
was necessary because the existing lodge was considered a nonconforming use in the
SF-4 zoning district, and the expansion of a nonconforming use was not allowed. 2 The
applicant has been working on plans for the new lodge since that time, and recently
demolished the old building.
The total square footage of the proposed new building is 5,310. Based on the area that
is measured to determine the number of required parking spaces— 2,700 square feet,
which excludes restrooms, hallways, etc.— the lodge is required to provide 54 parking
spaces, and has planned to provide only 35 spaces. Therefore, the lodge is requesting a
variance of 19 parking spaces.

Note: This agenda item was advertised to also include a request for a variance on the side yard buffer,
but after further modification of the site plan, the proposed use will be able to meet that requirement
without a variance.
1

As a side note, the NO zoning district no longer allows fraternal lodges. The use of a lodge on this
property is grandfathered until April 2019, which is six months from when the demolition permit was
obtained for the old building. If the lodge is not able to break ground by then, the property would need
to be rezoned again in order to allow the use.

2
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Chapter 8, Section 8.8.6: Minimum Required Number of Parking Spaces
REQUIRED MINIMUM NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES
USE
CATEGORY

USE TYPE

PARKING STANDARD

PUBLIC AND COMMERCIAL
Event and
entertainment

Fraternal organization or lodge

1 per every 50 square feet including
outside seating and activity areas, but
excluding restrooms, access hallways,
and dedicated storage or mechanical
rooms

The applicant has a letter from the adjacent religious institution, the Church of Mt. Sinai,
that will allow the lodge to use the church property for parking if needed. The church
appears to have approximately 20 parking spaces on site that are marked with wheelstops, and additional room towards the rear of the property that could be used for parking
if needed.
Site Description
The property is located on Crawford Road, in a neighborhood that is largely residential.
However, a religious institution directly abuts the subject property, as does a railroad.
The surrounding properties are zoned Single Family-3 (SF-3), Single Family-4 (SF-4),
and Neighborhood Office (NO).
Neighborhood Office (NO) Zoning District Description of Intent
The NO district is established to provide for a mix of small-scale professional office uses
together with limited service uses and single-family detached dwellings in close proximity to
one another, subject to design and compatibility standards. Non-residential uses must be
located in buildings that are consistent with surrounding residential uses in physical design,
scale, and character, and they must not exceed 10,000 square feet in area.
All non-residential development in the NO district must limit its public operating hours to
between 6 a.m. and 10 p.m.
Analysis of Requests for Variance
Required Findings of Fact
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below findings. The Zoning Board
of Appeals may approve a variance only upon finding that the applicant has demonstrated
that all four of the below findings are met.
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The required findings are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
finding in non-italicized font.
1. Extraordinary and Exceptional Conditions
There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of land.
The original VFW building was built in the 1930s; therefore, the site very old. In
fact, before a neighbor donated additional land to the organization when the site
was even smaller than it currently is in order to enlarge it as much as possible.
The site simply does not have an additional area where parking could be added.
2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
With the exception of the adjacent religious institution, the majority of the lots in
the neighborhood are used residentially and require only three parking spaces.
If the religious intuition were to expand or be required to meet the current
minimum required number of spaces, it has additional land to recombine and
develop, whereas the applicant does not.
3. Strict Application Deprives Use
Because of the conditions, the application of this Ordinance to the land would
effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the land.
If the variance is not granted, the applicant would not be able to construct the new
building at the size desired but rather would be able to build a structure that is no
larger than 1,750 square feet on the property. That size is substantially smaller
than desired, and is not practical given the proposed use and its different activities
on the property. The former building was 1,950 square feet, and part of the reason
for demolishing it and building a larger structure was to have more space, not less.
4. Not Detrimental
The authorization of the Variance Permit will not result in substantial detriment to
adjacent land, or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be
harmed by the granting of the variance.
The post has been able to hold its activities on the site in the past without any
reported negative parking impacts to the community. Staff estimates that the lodge
had room for approximately 30 parking spaces, counting not only the land
immediately around the building but also the grassed area that extends to the rear
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of the property. Because the building that was demolished previously contained
the same use, it is not expected that the parking demand would be greatly
increased now over what the use historically has needed. Additionally, the adjacent
church is allowing the lodge to use its parking area as overflow as needed, which
should help minimize any impacts to the neighborhood as well.
Not Grounds for Variance
Variance requests cannot be based on the ability of the land to be used more profitably if
the requests are granted. In this case, the variance request is not based on the ability of
the land to be used more profitably if the requests are granted because the land would
continue to be used as a site for a fraternal lodge.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

December 27: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within
300 feet of the subject property.

•

December 28: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

December 28: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff has not heard of any concerns from neighbors.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the variance request based on the above analysis, and
particularly notes the following:
•

The original VFW building was built in the 1930s; therefore, the site is very old and
simply does not have an additional area where parking could be added. In fact,
before a neighbor donated additional land to the organization, the site was even
smaller that it currently is.

•

If the parking variance is not approved, the lodge would be required to build a
substantially smaller building than desired, and the greatly decreased size may not
facilitate all of the lodge’s activities on the site.

•

Because the building that was demolished previously contained the same use, it
is not expected that the parking demand would be greatly increased over what the
demand has been in the past, and the lodge property had space in the past for
approximately the same number of vehicles as is proposed in the future. The lodge
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also has been given permission to use the adjacent church’s parking lot for
overflow if needed.
Attachments
•

Application and supporting materials

•

Zoning map

Staff Contact:
Shana Marshburn, Planner I
803.326.2456
shana.marshburn@cityofrockhill.com
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Z-2019-03
Requests:

Special exceptions to establish a fraternal lodge use and an
event center use, and a reduction in the required separation
for the event center use from residential uses

Address:

535 Hollis Lakes Drive

Zoning District:

Currently zoned Neighborhood Office (NO); under
consideration for rezoning to Office Institutional (OI)

Applicant:

Elks Lodge #1318

Case No. Z-2019-03
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: January 15, 2019

Requests:

Special exceptions to establish a fraternal lodge use and an event
center use, and to reduce the required separation for the event
center use.

Address:

535 Hollis Lakes Road

Tax Map No.:

589-01-01-055

Zoning District:

Currently zoned Neighborhood Office (NO) and under consideration
for rezoning to Office and Institutional (OI)

Property Owner:

Lawsons Holdings, LLC
PO Box 37627
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Applicant:

Rock Hill Elks Lodge #1318
PO Box 1000
Rock Hill, SC 29731

Background
Special exception requests for the two proposed uses
The Rock Hill Elks Lodge #1318 is requesting to establish a fraternal lodge use and an
event center use at 535 Hollis Lakes Road.
The property is currently under consideration for rezoning to Office and Institutional (OI),
with final reading of the ordinance that would make that change scheduled for the January
14th City Council meeting. Staff will be able to report whether this change was made
during the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting the following day. Staff has included the
minutes from the public hearing for the rezoning request so that the Board has the benefit
of knowing what that discussion included as it deliberates about this request.
The use of the property for a fraternal lodge use and an event space use is allowed only
through special exception approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals in the OI zoning
district.
BUSINESS DISTRICTS
MUC

C
C

C
C

S

IH
IG

DTWN

C
C

IB

CI

S C C C
S C C C

GC

Fraternal Lodge
Event Center

LC
OI

NC
NO

• Blank cell = prohibited
• S = Special exception
• C = Conditional use
• P = Permitted use

USE

CC

Primary use table
excerpt
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Definition of
proposed use

Fraternal organization or lodge: A membership-based organization
whose members meet regularly to advance a common interest of a
cultural, religious, professional, or charitable nature. If a fraternal
organization or lodge holds promoted parties, offers its facilities for lease
for others to hold promoted parties, or otherwise operates as a
bar/nightclub even on an occasional basis, it must also be approved as
a bar/nightclub. If a fraternal organization or lodge wants to operate as
an event center, it must also be approved as an event center.
Event venue: A facility for lease by private parties for events that are not
open to the general public, such as parties, banquets, or receptions.
Food may be prepared on-site or brought in from off-site.

Request to reduce required separation distance from residential uses
The event center part of the proposed use would consist of the rental of the facility for
private events such as wedding receptions and the like. The event center use is required
to have a 150-foot separation from residential uses. Since the subject property is large,
and has large areas of undeveloped land, this distance would be measured from the
activity area attributed to the event center (including the building and parking areas) to
the activity area of the closest residence. In this case, while the property directly abuts
residential uses, the activity area of the proposed lodge building 100 feet away from the
closest residential activity area, while the parking lot is approximately 35 feet away. The
lodge is therefore requesting a reduction in separation from residential uses of 50 feet on
the southwest side of the property and of 115 feet on the northeast side of the property.
Another component of the request for the reduction in required separation involves the
outdoor area for the event center. All outdoor areas that are closer than 200 feet away
from a residence are required to cease being used after 10 p.m. unless the Zoning Board
of Appeals grants a reduction in that separation standard as well. In this case, the lodge
is requesting that this standard be reduced such that all outdoor areas of the site may
continue to be used past 10 p.m. for events if desired by the renter of the facility.
Site Description
The property is located adjacent to two single-family residential developments in the
Planned Unit Development-Residential (PUD-R) zoning district and County jurisdiction.
The site is also located across Hollis Lakes Road from Unity at Calvary Church of God
and the Rock Hill Coca Cola Bottling Company facility which are zoned Single-Family
Residential-3 (SF-3) and Planned Unit Development-Manufacturing (PUD-M).
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Office and Institutional (OI) Zoning District Description of Intent
The OI district is established to provide a wide variety of professional and business offices
and institutions proximate to residential and the more intense business districts so as to
satisfy the City’s demand for services. These regulations are designed to encourage the
formation and continuance of a quiet, compatible, and uncongested environment for
offices intermingled with residential and institutional uses.
Analysis of Requests for Special Exception
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below standards, and the Zoning
Board of Appeals may approve a special exception use only upon a finding that the
applicant has demonstrated that the applicable standards listed below are met. The Board
may find that not all of these standards are applicable to every request for a special
exception use.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all usespecific standards. In this case, the applicable use-specific standards are shown
below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each standard in non-italicized
font.
Fraternal Organization or Lodge
A. Not a Bar/Nightclub: Fraternal organizations/lodges are prohibited from
offering their facilities for lease for others to hold promoted parties or
otherwise operating as a bar/nightclub even on an occasional basis unless
they are also approved as a bar/nightclub.
The Elks Lodge is a 501c 3/8 non-profit fraternal organization that focuses
on community outreach, volunteer work and membership camaraderie.
The fraternal lodge portion of this application would not include activities
that are open to the public—only those that are open to members of the
lodge and invited guests.
B. Not an Event Center: Fraternal organizations/lodges are not considered
an event center use unless they are also approved as an event center use:
The Elks Lodge is seeking special exception approval as an event center.
Event Center
A. Separation:
1. The building must be located at least 150 feet from all existing
residential uses, all undeveloped residential zoning districts, and all
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undeveloped portions of a Master Planned (MP) zoning district
designated for residential use.
The applicant is seeking a reduction in the separation requirements.
2. Outdoor areas located within 200 feet of any of the following must not
operate the outdoor portions of the use after 10 p.m.: any existing
residential uses, any undeveloped residential zoning districts, and any
undeveloped portions of a Master Planned (MP) zoning district
designated for residential use.
The applicant is seeking a reduction in the separation requirements.
3. Management of Impacts Plan: Event venue uses must provide a
written plan to manage potential impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods and businesses, including:
a. Acknowledgement of the City noise ordinance standards and
monitoring noise created by the establishment and its patrons.
b. Provision of lighting to secure parking lots and other outside areas
while complying with the lighting standards of Chapter 8:
Development Standards.
c. Provision of appropriate security to control crowds based on size and
type of activity, including the discouragement of parking lot loitering.
d. Advising patrons to park only in appropriate locations on the
establishment’s property or neighboring properties where written
permission has been granted.
Staff has not received a Management of Impacts Plan at this time.
4. Not a Bar/Nightclub: Event venues are prohibited from offering their
facilities for lease for others to hold promoted parties or otherwise
operating as a bar/nightclub even on an occasional basis unless they
are also approved as a bar/nightclub.
In terms of the event center part of the application, the group would not
lease any portion of the building other than the lodge room, nor would
it lease the lodge room to any for-profit organizations or individuals that
would require a cover charge for events or parties. The rentals would
be only for private parties such as weddings and for other non-profit
organizations gatherings.
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2. Compatibility: The proposed use is appropriate for its location and compatible
with the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zoning
district(s) of surrounding lands.
Staff views the requested fraternal lodge use as being compatible with the nearby
residential uses for a few reasons:
•

While the residential uses are potentially sensitive to the proposed uses,
the site is also near industrial uses, such as the Coca-Cola bottling plant,
and institutional ones, such as a small religious institution, so the area has
some mix of land uses already.

•

This location has significant open space around the building and an existing
vegetative buffer against the surrounding residential uses. This buffer
ranges from 40 feet, at its most narrow point, to 65 feet in width.

•

The Elks Lodge #1318 was established in 1915, and has been located in
the Downtown area of Rock Hill since its inception. The use has proven to
have a good record in terms of calls for service to the Police Department
and has no record of zoning or property maintenance code enforcement
issues on the property.

•

The operating hours for the members would be 5 to 9 p.m., and the lodge
would be open only to members during that time. The lodge has about 470
members, about 45 of whom are active and about 25 of whom are regular
attendees at meetings.

However, staff has a few lingering questions that the Zoning Board of Appeals may
want to address with the applicant to ensure additional compatibility with the
nearby residential uses for the requested event center use. Staff requested this
additional information from the lodge a couple of weeks ago, but due to the
holidays, staff has not received it from the Elks Lodge at the time of the writing of
this staff report. Therefore, staff has not been able to fully assess whether the
proposed event center use would be considered compatible with the nearby
residential land uses.
The questions that the Board may want to ask the Lodge include:
•

What specific activities will take place at the facility? (Ex: Club meetings,
club social gatherings, private parties, etc.)
o How often will these take place?
o Which days of the week?

•

Approximately how often would you expect to rent the facility for private
parties?
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•

Will you provide any private security for private parties, other than the Elks
member who would be present, when alcohol is served?

•

Will any amplified music be played outside at any time?

•

Will any events take place outside? If so, what type of activities will be
involved, and how often would this occur?

•

Where will overflow parking take place if any is needed?

•

Will private parties be limited to a specific number of people, or whatever
number is allowed by the Fire Code?

•

Will you be willing to notify the police department prior to any rental of the
facility for a private party?

3. Design Minimizes Adverse Impact: The design of the proposed use minimizes
adverse effects, including visual impacts on adjacent lands; furthermore, the
proposed use avoids significant adverse impact on surrounding lands regarding
service delivery, parking and loading, odors, noise, glare, and vibration, and does
not create a nuisance.
In terms of the proposed fraternal lodge use, the site is developed, and the Elks
Lodge is not proposing any current expansion of the building or parking areas. With
61 parking spaces, the applicant has told staff that the site has adequate parking
for its own activities; however, the Board may want to ask how many people
generally attend lodge meetings to make sure of this. If additional parking is
needed in the future, the site does have substantial open space where it could be
located.
The site also contains a vegetative buffer around the perimeter of the site that
ranges a minimum of 35 feet along the parking areas to 55 feet along the backside
of the lodge building, with room for additional buffering should the Board want to
require more as a condition of approval in order to help mitigate any impacts to the
nearby residential properties for the lodge activities.
In terms of the proposed event center use, again, staff has not been able to fully
evaluate this yet, and would encourage the Zoning Board of Appeals to ask the
lodge the questions listed above in order to evaluate whether the event center use
would have any adverse impacts on the surrounding area, especially in terms of
noise.
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4. Design Minimizes Environmental Impact: The proposed use minimizes
environmental impacts and does not cause significant deterioration of water and
air resources, significant wildlife habitat, scenic resources, and other natural
resources.
The site is developed with no design changes proposed at this time, so no
environmental impacts are expected.
5. Roads: There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed use, and
the proposed use is designed to ensure safe ingress and egress onto the site and
safe road conditions around the site.
The roads are adequate for both of the proposed uses. The property is located
approximately 400 feet from Heckle Boulevard, a principal arterial road. The site
supplies 61 parking spaces currently, and has adequate room for additional
parking if either of the requested uses require it in the future. If overflow parking is
needed more than twice a year, the lodge would be required to pave additional
parking, which is true of all land uses in the City.
6. Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values: The proposed use will not
substantially and permanently injure the use of neighboring land for those uses
that are permitted in the zoning district, or reduce property values in a
demonstrative manner.
The fraternal lodge use is not anticipated to injure neighboring land or property
values for the reasons stated in the compatibility section above. Staff reviews
whether the event center use would injure neighboring land or property values as
an open question based on the lodge’s responses to the questions listed in the
compatibility section.
7. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed use
complies with the other standards of this subsection.
A site plan has not been prepared at the time since the property is developed and
no changes are being proposed.
8. Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances: The proposed use
complies with all other relevant City laws and ordinances, state and federal laws,
and regulations.
The applicant must comply with all other relevant laws and ordinances.
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Analysis of Request to Reduce Required Separation Distance
After the separation requirement has been determined, a use may receive a reduction in
the separation requirements down to any number, including zero, if the approving
authority for the particular use determines that the following two standards are met.
1. The uses that necessitate the separation would experience no greater adverse
impacts from the proposed use than those that are generally experienced in the
area from permitted uses in the district. For this standard, the impacts measured
may include but are not limited to noise, lighting, and traffic.
As stated above, it is difficult for staff to fully assess this standard at this time. The
building is located approximately 80 feet from the southwest property line, and the
property has an existing vegetative buffer, a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees,
in place that will remain if the use is approved. In conversations with staff, the Elks
members also were open to adding more vegetation if necessary to help mitigate
any noise or visual impacts experienced by the residential uses for the event center
use.
2. Any impacts of the proposed use can be mitigated through buffering, screening, or
other mechanisms that are made a part of the site plan for the property.
A landscaping buffer does currently exist with a minimum of 35 feet along the
parking areas and 55 feet along the backside of the lodge building, and this would
remain in place if the request is approved. There is an additional 40 feet between
the existing buffer and the building where further the existing landscaping buffer
could be supplemented if the Zoning Board of Appeals views that as helpful.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

December 28: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within
300 feet of the subject property.

•

December 28: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

December 29: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff has not heard any concerns from the public at the time of this report, but some
concerns were raised during the Planning Commission public hearing about the request.
The minutes of that meeting are included in this packet. The Zoning Board of Appeals
may wish to add conditions to any approvals that address the concerns mentioned in the
minutes.
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception use for the fraternal lodge based on
the analysis above, especially noting the following:
•

The site is developed with an assembly-type use in mind, with adequate parking
and buffering against residential in place for the lodge’s own activities.

•

The Elks Lodge has a good record in terms of code enforcement and calls for
service from the Police Department.

•

The Elks Lodge has well-established policy and procedures in place and a proven
record of managing impacts at its current location.

•

The Elks Lodge is willing to install more landscaping to its existing perimeter buffer
if the Board determines it is appropriate.

Staff is not able to recommend approval of the special exception request for the event
center, nor the request to reduce the required separation for the event center use, based
on the information provided to date.
Attachments
•

Minutes from Planning Commission public hearing (December 2018) related to the
rezoning of this property

•

Summary of police activities at current location

•

Application and supporting materials

•

Zoning map

Staff Contact:
Melody Kearse, Zoning Coordinator
803.329.7088
melody.kearse@cityofrockhill.com

Planning Commission
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

December 4, 2018

A regular meeting of the Planning Commission was held Tuesday, December 4, 2018,
at 6:00 PM in City Council Chambers, City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South
Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT

Duane Christopher, Gladys Robinson, Justin Smith, Shelly
Goodner, Keith Martens, Nathan Mallard

MEMBERS ABSENT

Randy Graham

STAFF PRESENT

Eric Hawkins, Bill Meyer, Leah Youngblood, Janice Miller

In the absence of Chair Randy Graham, Mr. Duane Christopher assumed the role of
chair.
1. Approval of minutes of the November 13, 2018, meeting.
Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the minutes from the November 13, 2018,
meeting. Mr. Mallard seconded, and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 6-0
(Graham absent).
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
2. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on
petition M-2018-23 by Iglesia Cristiana el Siloe to rezone approximately 0.4
acres at 986 Myrtle Drive from Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4) to Office &
Institutional. Tax parcel 629-18-01-003.
Mr. Hawkins presented the staff report.
Pastor Carlos Suarez, 1314 Land Grant Road, Charlotte, (applicant) was available to
answer questions. He apologized for the lack of a translator. Ms. Marcella Dease,
1029 Quail Meadow Road, audience member, offered to provide translation
services.
Mr. Smith asked if anything had changed between the previous meeting and this
one. Pastor Suarez stated nothing had changed.
Mr. Christopher asked if Single-Family Residential-5 zoning and seeking a special
exception for the proposed use would be suitable. Pastor Suarez stated this would
be fine.
Mr. Smith asked if they understood what a special exception meant. Pastor Suarez
stated he did. Ms. Youngblood added staff had met with the pastor and his
interpreter to discuss the change and that they understood the process.
Mr. Les Dickert, 848 Eden Terrace, representing the Historic Winthrop Farms
Neighborhood Association, stated he had emailed and spoken with neighbors who
did not object to the SF-5 zoning designation.
Mr. Christopher asked the number of homes in the neighborhood. Mr. Dickert stated
approximately 150.
Mr. Christopher asked if the majority was in favor. Mr. Dickert stated they did not
take an official vote but was basing the neighborhood’s decision on responses he
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received from the email notification he sent out and the discussions he had had with
several neighbors.
Ms. Virginia Williams, 984 Myrtle Drive, stated she was satisfied with the
compromise of SF-5 zoning but did want to make sure the allowed uses were
clarified and the property was not used as a parking lot.
Mr. Smith encouraged the neighbors to attend the Zoning Board of Appeals public
hearing to voice any concerns on the use of the property.
There were no further questions or discussion.
Mr. Smith presented the motion to recommend to City Council approval of SingleFamily Residential-5 (SF-5) zoning. Dr. Robinson seconded, and the motion carried
unanimously by a vote of 6-0 (Graham absent).
3. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on
petition M-2018-24 by Rock Hill Elks Lodge 1318 to rezone approximately 8.6
acres at 535 Hollis Lakes Road from Neighborhood Office (NO) to Office and
Institutional (OI). Tax parcel 589-01-01-055.
Mr. Smith recused himself from the item, citing a possible conflict of interest due to a
business relationship.
Mr. Hawkins presented the staff report.
Mr. Christopher asked if staff had received any comments from the adjoining
properties. Mr. Hawkins stated he had received a phone call from a neighbor stating
they would not like to see outside lighting or tall buildings constructed, adding that
the applicant had no plans for doing any of those things on the site.
Mr. Christopher asked how long the building had been vacant. Mr. Hawkins stated
he was not certain but that it had been empty at least a year.
Mr. William Malone, 3173 Pinetuck Lane, President of Rock Hill Elks Lodge 1318,
applicant, provided a brief history of the organization along with charities served. He
noted specifically that they would be using the building as a clubroom, that there
would not be any major events or parties, only the occasional wedding reception.
Mr. Christopher asked if they had spoken with the neighbors. Mr. Malone stated they
had not yet spoken with them but was open to inviting the neighbors over.
Mr. Christopher asked if there would be interior renovations. Mr. Malone stated there
would be.
Mr. Joe Miller, 2358 Wintercrest, spoke in favor of the request, noting that he would
hope the buffer and retention pond would remain in place, the building would remain
one story, and the lights stay as they were currently, no stadium lights allowed. Mr.
Christopher noted lighting may be required by the City.
Mr. Christopher asked if Mr. Miller was representing a neighborhood association. Mr.
Miller stated there was not an association in his neighborhood and would never have
one.
Ms. Gwen Mugabe, 339 Twin Lakes Road, spoke in opposition to the request,
particularly noting the building was constructed to be a church and should remain as
such, that using as a club or clubhouse was against the tenets of religion.
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Ms. Patricia Godlewski, 2276 Nuthatch Drive, stated she was part of Barron Estates
but they did not have an active neighborhood association. She stated she was
mostly worried about traffic and lighting of the site. She added that she had originally
been opposed to the application but after speaking with the representatives before
the meeting, she was more comfortable with the organization although she would
like to see the building remain as a church.
Ms. Thandi Mhanda, 5081 Gatsby Circle, spoke in opposition to the request, stating
a church building needed to be used as a church because the property had been
blessed by God to be used in this manner. She asked several questions regarding
the new use of the property including the size and frequency of the parties held,
lighting, number of cars, and noise. She asked if the organization had looked at
other places and if this was the best place for this use.
Mr. Christopher asked the location of Ms. Mhanda’s home. She stated it was nearby.
Mr. Mallard noted the Elks Club had been on East Main Street for a number of years
and had been looking for a new location.
Ms. Mhanda asked why the club was moving and why it had chosen a more rural
area. Ms. Godlewski asked how large the social area would be.
Mr. Malone provided information based on the questions presented. He stated
parties and events such as wedding receptions typically had fewer than 100 guests.
He noted the 5-9 operating hours were for members only and would not be open to
the public, adding that of the approximately 470 members only about 45 were active
and of those, only 25 came to the location on a regular basis. He noted there was
not a lot of noise but with rentals would make certain noise was controlled. He added
the group had been in Rock Hill for over 100 years and hadn’t had law enforcement
to any events that he was aware of.
Mr. Christopher asked the reason for purchasing this particular property. Mr. Malone
stated they had been at their current location on East Main Street since 1951.
Mrs. Goodner asked why the club decided to move. Mr. Malone stated the facility
was dated and in need of extensive renovations, stating he understood they would
have to meet restrictions of being located in an historic district (note: this property is
not located within the City’s Historic Overlay District zoning). He added they still
wanted to remain in the City limits but did not need as large a facility.
Mr. Martens asked the amount of parking on the site. Mr. Malone stated the parking
developed was for the original use as a church, approximately 40-50 spaces with
green area available for overflow parking.
Mr. Martens asked if there was only one drive serving the lot. Mr. Malone stated
there was.
Mr. Martens asked if a signal served the property. Mr. Malone stated there was not a
signal.
Mr. Martens asked how the numbers of guests were controlled for rentals. Mr.
Malone stated the current lodge was limited to 300 with tables and chairs available
for 250. He noted this building was not that large and they would not allow any
overflow to the outside.
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Mr. Martens asked if the City controlled occupation of a building during an event. Mr.
Hawkins stated the fire department determined the maximum occupancy numbers.
Mr. Malone stated the entire facility would not be available for rental.
Mr. Martens asked if the 40’ buffer would remain. Mr. Malone stated it would.
Mr. Christopher asked for confirmation that a special exception would be required for
the proposed use. Mr. Hawkins stated this was correct.
Dr. Robinson asked if there were any future plans for expansion of the site. Mr.
Malone stated they did not have any at this time as they did not need the extra
space.
Mrs. Goodner noted the site was subject to the City’s noise ordinance. Mr. Hawkins
stated this was correct.
Mr. Christopher stated his belief that the structure was a church use but that a
church was a group of people, not a building.
Mr. Mallard presented the motion to recommend approval of Office & Institutional
(OI) zoning on the property as presented by staff. Dr. Robinson seconded.
There was brief discussion centering around the positive aspects of the Elks Club
and the fact the site had been sitting vacant. Mr. Christopher added the organization
could fit in well if they would reach out to the neighbors.
Mr. Christopher called for a vote, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 50 (Smith recused, Graham absent).
4. Hold public hearing related to petition T-2018-03 by Rock Hill City Council
regarding a proposed and pending amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
affecting Chapter 4: Land Use: Primary Uses, in relation to Self-storage uses.
Mr. Meyer presented the staff report.
Mr. Christopher asked for confirmation on allowing self-storage as a conditional use
in the Industry General (IG) and Industry Heavy (IH) zoning districts. Mr. Meyer
stated these two zoning districts would be most suitable for allowing self-storage
outright at the current time until staff was able to study how self-storage facilities
would fit in with the more commercial areas of the City.
Mr. Christopher asked how “conditional” worked. Mr. Meyer stated the use would be
allowed provided the project met the conditions outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.
Mr. Mallard asked if staff would make the final decisions on projects in those zoning
districts. Mr. Meyer stated they would.
Mr. Christopher asked if any other boards would review these projects. Mr. Meyer
stated with conditional status, they would be subject to any board review.
Mr. Christopher asked if a new report would come back to the Commission at the
end of the six-month moratorium. Mr. Meyer stated they would, that it would be
similar to the Multi-Family report done several years before.
Mr. Christopher asked if what was being presented was the Commission’s final
recommendation. Mr. Meyer stated this was correct.

Information provided by Rock Hill Police Department

Citizen or business initiated
calls since 2010*

Summary of Specific Items of Concern:
Assault from 2011- female reported
another female punched her several
times, alcohol possibly a factor- victim
intoxicated, officer observed no physical
injuries.
Overdose from 2014- female had taken
some prescription pills, was disorderly.
Break-in from 2016- front door glass
broken, unknown if entry made, possibly
homeless- complainant mentioned
issues with vagrants in recent weeks.
RHPD's assessment:
No issues with the current locations use.

*Dispatch assigns an address
based
on
where
call
originates or where the caller
says the issue is located.
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Z-2019-04
Requests:

Special exceptions to establish the uses of automobile rentals,
automobile sales, and commercial truck or equipment rental or sales.

Address:

1020 N. Anderson Rd.

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Applicant:

Josh Calderon, Enterprise Holdings

Kmart

Golden
Corral
Mallard Pointe
Apartments

Southern States

Case No. Z-2019-04
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: January 15, 2019
Request:

Special exceptions to establish the uses of automobile rentals,
automobile sales, and commercial truck or equipment rental or
sales.

Address:

1020 N. Anderson Rd.

Tax Map No.:

634-07-01-029

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Applicant:

Josh Calderon
Enterprise Holdings
5715 Westpark Drive
Charlotte, NC 28217

Owner:

Elizabeth Beaty Etal Carpenter
2710 Giverny Drive
Charlotte, NC 28226

Background
The applicant, Enterprise Holdings, would like to develop the undeveloped property at
1020 N. Anderson Rd. for automobile rentals, automobile sales, and commercial truck
or equipment rental or sales uses. This location is zoned General Commercial (GC),
which allows all three use types only through special exception approval by the Zoning
Board of Appeals.

Automobile Sales

S C

C

S

Automobile Rentals
Commercial Truck or
Equipment Rental or Sales

S C

C

S S

S S

C

IH
IG
IB

MUC

Definition of
proposed uses

CI

Blank cell = prohibited
S = Special exception
C = Conditional use
P = Permitted use

BUSINESS
CC
GC
LC
OI
NC
NO

•
•
•
•

USE

DTWN

Primary use table
excerpt

C
S
S C C

Automobile sales: Uses that offer vehicles on-site for sale or
long-term lease to the general public, whether at retail or through
an auction. The vehicles must include only those customarily use
for personal use, such as automobiles, pick-up trucks, and vans,
as well as recreational vehicles that are smaller than automobiles,
such as all-terrain vehicles, golf carts, motorcycles and similar.
These uses may have any number of vehicles being offered for
sale as the site can accommodate under the requirements listed in
Articles 4 and 6 of the Zoning Ordinance.
Automobile rentals: Uses involving the short-term rental of a
vehicle.
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Commercial truck or equipment rental or sales: Uses that offer
commercial trucks, such as tractor trailers or large utility, delivery,
or moving trucks; farm equipment such as tractors; construction
equipment; or utility or other trailers for sale, lease, or rental.

Site Description
The property is currently undeveloped and is located on the west side of Anderson
Road, north of Eden Terrace. The property to the north is a manufactured home sales
office, the property to the south is a glass and truck accessories use, multi-family
apartments are located to the east, and a restaurant use is located to the west.
General Commercial (GC) Zoning District Description of Intent
Although originally established to apply to lands being used commercially that did not fit
into one of the other commercial districts, it is now the intent of this ordinance that the
GC district be phased out over time by not allowing new rezonings to the district.
Analysis of Request for Special Exception
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below standards, and the
Zoning Board of Appeals may approve a special exception use only upon a finding that
the applicant has demonstrated that the applicable standards listed below are met. The
Board may find that not all of these standards are applicable to every request for a
special exception use.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all
use-specific standards. In this case, the applicable use-specific standards are
shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each standard in nonitalicized font.
Note: All of the following use-specific standards apply to automobile sales uses.
Numbers 1 through 4 and 7 apply to the uses of automobile rentals and
commercial truck rentals or sales. Those uses also must follow use-specific
standard number 5 for automobile sales, except that the parking spaces must be
sized according to the parking standards of Chapter 8: Development Standards.
A. Vehicle Display Pads: Automobile sales uses can have up to one vehicle
display pad for every 100 feet of street frontage. The vehicle display pad
may be elevated up to two feet above adjacent displays or grade level.
Any rack that tilts the vehicles in any way to show the underside must be
located inside a showroom.
No display pads or tilt racks have been shown on the site plan.
B. Public Address Systems: Automobile sales uses cannot have an
outdoor speaker or public address system that is audible off-site.
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None are proposed.
C. Other Materials for Sale: Automobile sales uses cannot display any other
materials including but not limited to tires, rims, and other parts and
accessories for sale between the principal structure and the street.
No other materials would be sold in this area of the site.
D. Test Drives: Automobile sales uses cannot test drive vehicles on
residential streets.
The business would not test drive vehicles on residential streets.
E. Off-Street Parking Standards: Automobile sales uses must pave vehicle
display, vehicle storage, and customer parking, including all access and
driving surfaces, with concrete or asphalt. These areas must comply with
all applicable off-street parking standards in Chapter 8: Development
Standards, except for the following.
•

Tandem/valet-style spaces may be allowed behind the building’s rear
plane, as long as fire access and traffic patterns within the site are
maintained according to an approved site plan.

•

Parking lot islands will not be required for vehicle display and vehicle
storage areas located to the rear of the principal structure as long as
the principal structure meets all applicable setbacks and the area is
not located along a public street.

The applicant has provided a site plan that shows all driving surfaces
paved with concrete or asphalt. Further site plan review will ensure
compliance with all applicable off-street parking standards.
F. Vehicle Signage: Automobile Sales uses are allowed to have signage
displayed on vehicles, provide that the maximum letter size is 6 inches
and the overall area is 10 square feet per vehicle.
The applicant agrees to the size requirements for vehicle signage.
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G. Special Exception: As part of the special exception process for
automobile sales uses in some zoning districts, the Zoning Board of
Appeals must evaluate the following.
•

Compatibility with Land-use Plans: The proposed location conforms
with land-use plans prepared for the City, including but not limited to
the Comprehensive Plan and the Cherry Road Revitalization Strategy.
The proposed use is compatible with the Comprehensive Plan, which
envisions stand-alone commercial uses along this portion of Anderson
Road.

•

Avoidance of key redevelopment areas and pedestrian-oriented
corridors: The proposed location is not in a key redevelopment area of
the City, such as Downtown or Knowledge Park. The proposed use is
located in automobile-dominated environments and not in pedestrianoriented environments, such as Oakland Avenue, Charlotte Avenue,
and Ebenezer Avenue, nor ones that are planned to become
pedestrian-oriented, such as portions of Cherry Road.
The property is located on Anderson Road, which is an automobiledominated part of the City and is not designated as a key
redevelopment area at this time. Various other automobile uses exist in
the area, including automobile sales and retail uses.

•

Site Plan: The applicant must show a site plan to scale that depicts the
proposed location of the vehicles that are offered for sale. If the
special exception is approved, the parking of cars must be limited to
the area shown on the site plan. Any applicant who wants to expand
vehicles offered for sale into other areas of the site must return to the
Zoning Board of Appeals with a request to modify the original special
exception approval.
The applicant has submitted a site plan showing how the business
would comply with applicable code requirements.

2. Compatibility: The proposed use is appropriate for its location and compatible
with the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zoning
district(s) of surrounding lands.
The proposed use is in an appropriate location. The property is not located in a
key redevelopment area, and is located along Anderson Road, which is an
automobile-dominated part of the City and is envisioned to have stand-alone
commercial uses. Various other automobile sales lots exist in the area.
3. Design Minimizes Adverse Impact: The design of the proposed use minimizes
adverse effects, including visual impacts on adjacent lands; furthermore, the
proposed use avoids significant adverse impact on surrounding lands regarding
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service delivery, parking and loading, odors, noise, glare, and vibration, and does
not create a nuisance.
The use is not expected to create any adverse impacts as listed above. The site
plan shows the parking area and site layout as meeting the City’s design
requirements for spacing and landscaping, which would minimize any adverse
effects or visual impacts of the proposed use.
4. Design Minimizes Environmental Impact: The proposed use minimizes
environmental impacts and does not cause significant deterioration of water and
air resources, significant wildlife habitat, scenic resources, and other natural
resources.
The site is not expected to have any environmental impacts, but if any are
identified during the site plan review process, they would be addressed according
to all local, state, and federal laws.
5. Roads: There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed use,
and the proposed use is designed to ensure safe ingress and egress onto the
site and safe road conditions around the site.
The proposed use is not a high-traffic generator. The project is located along
Anderson Road, which would support traffic from this type of use without any
additional upgrades.
6. Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values: The proposed use will not
substantially and permanently injure the use of neighboring land for those uses
that are permitted in the zoning district, or reduce property values in a
demonstrative manner.
The proposed use is not anticipated to reduce property values. Many other
automobile uses are located in the area, and the use is compatible with other
surrounding uses.
7. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed
use complies with the other standards of this subsection.
A site plan was submitted and is attached to this staff report.
8. Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances: The proposed use
complies with all other relevant City laws and ordinances, state and federal laws,
and regulations.
The applicant agrees to conform to all other relevant laws and ordinances.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
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•

December 28: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners
within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

December 28: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

December 29: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff has not received any public feedback about this agenda item to date.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception requests because we view them as
meeting the standards for granting approval. We particularly note the following:
•

The proposed location is appropriate for vehicle/truck rental and sales uses. It is
located along a major thoroughfare that is envisioned by the Comprehensive
Plan to have stand-alone commercial uses, and it is located near other
automobile uses along that corridor.

•

The use is not expected to have major negative impacts on surrounding lands,
and staff has not heard from anyone with concerns about it.

•

The site plan would be required to comply with the design standards for this use.

Attachments
•

Application and supporting materials

•

Site plan

•

Zoning Map

Staff Contact:
Dennis Fields, Planner II
803.329.5687
Dennis.Fields@cityofrockhill.com
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Z-2019-05
Request:

Variance to the required front yard setback in the Single Family-4
(SF-4) zoning district

Address:

1519 Stroupe St.

Zoning District:

Single Family-4 (SF-4)

Applicant:

Timario Gayton

Case No. Z-2019-05
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: January 15, 2019

Requests:

Variance to the required front yard setback in the Single Family-4
(SF-4) zoning district

Address:

1519 Stroupe Street

Tax Map No.:

599-03-07-023

Zoning District:

Single Family-4 (SF-4)

Owner/applicant: Timario Gayton
140 Sherwood Circle
Rock Hill, SC 29730
Background
The applicant, Timario Gayton, purchased the property in November of 2018. He would
like to build a 1,092-square-foot home on the lot. The Single Family-4 (SF-4) zoning
district requires a minimum front-yard building setback of 20 feet. Because of the lot’s
irregular shape, Mr. Gayton is proposing to set the house back only 15 feet from the front
property line in order to meet the side and rear yard setbacks; therefore, he is requesting
a variance of five feet.
Mr. Gayton has attempted to contact the owner of the adjacent vacant lot, 1513 Stroupe
Street, in an effort to obtain more land and reconfigure the lot but has not been successful
in reaching the owner yet.
Chapter 6: Table 6.6
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Site Description
The property is located on Stroupe Street in the Crawford Park subdivision. It is
surrounded by other single-family residential uses that are also zoned Single-Family 4
(SF-4).
Description of Intent for Single-Family Detached Zoning Districts
These residential districts are established to primarily provide for single-family detached
residential development. A few complementary uses customarily found in residential
zoning districts, such as religious institutions, may also be allowed.
The primary difference between these districts is the minimum lot size for development and
other dimensional standards that are listed in full in Chapter 6: Community Design
Standards. The following chart summarizes the differences in lot sizes for single-family
residential development.
Zoning District

Minimum Lot Size for Single-Family Residential Development

SF-2

20,000 square feet

SF-3

14,000 square feet

SF-4

9,000 square feet

SF-5

7,500 square feet

Analysis of Requests for Variance
Required Findings of Fact
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below findings. The Zoning Board
of Appeals may approve a variance only upon finding that the applicant has demonstrated
that all four of the below findings are met.
The required findings are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
finding in non-italicized font.
1. Extraordinary and Exceptional Conditions
There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of land.
This land is in the shape of a triangle, making it impractical for the proposed
residence to meet all of the required setbacks.
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2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
With the exception of a small number of lots, the majority of the lots in the
neighborhood are the shape of a rectangle or square, the common shapes for
residential lots. These other lots would be able to meet the required setbacks on
all sides more easily than the subject lot.
3. Strict Application Deprives Use
Because of the conditions, the application of this Ordinance to the land would
effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the land.
If the variance were not granted, the applicant would need to reduce the size of
the residence in order to meet the required setbacks. The residence is proposed
to be 1,092 square feet, which is a modest size already.
3. Not Detrimental
The authorization of the Variance Permit will not result in substantial detriment to
adjacent land, or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be
harmed by the granting of the variance.
If the variance were granted, the applicant would be able to build a single-family
residence on the property that is compatible with the existing single-family
residential uses located on this street. Staff has not received any negative
feedback regarding the request.
Not Grounds for Variance
Variance requests cannot be based on the ability of the land to be used more profitably if
the requests are granted. In this case, the variance request is not based on the ability of
the land to be used more profitably if the request is granted because the land is not
intended to be used to generate a profit but rather for a single-family residence.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

December 27: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within
300 feet of the subject property.

•

December 28: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.
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•

December 28: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff has not heard of any concerns from neighbors.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the variance request based on the above analysis,
particularly noting the following:
•

This land forms a triangle, which affects the ability of the structure to meet all
required setbacks.

•

If the variance is granted, the applicant would be able to build a single-family
residence on the property that would be compatible the existing single-family
residential uses located on this street.

Attachments
•

Application and supporting materials

•

Zoning map

Staff Contact:
Shana Marshburn, Planner I
803.326.2456
shana.marshburn@cityofrockhill.com
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Melody Kearse

RE:

Regular Meetings for 2019

DATE:

January 10, 2018

Following is an amended schedule of proposed meeting dates for the
2019 calendar year. In 2019 the ZBA will continue to meet on the 3rd
Tuesday of the month. An alternative meeting date (in parentheses
below) of the following Tuesday will be advertised if the originally
scheduled meeting date has to be postponed due to unforeseen
circumstances. We will ask you to adopt the calendar at your meeting
tonight. Thank you.
January 15, 2019 (Jan. 22)
February 19, 2019 (Feb. 26)
March 19, 2019 (March 26)
April 16, 2019 (April 23)
May 21, 2019 (May 28)
June 18, 2019 (June 25)
July 16, 2019 – Election of Officers (July 23)
August 20, 2019 (Aug. 27)
September 17, 2019 (Sept. 24)
October 15, 2019 (Oct. 22)
November 19, 2019 (Nov. 26)
December 10, 2019 (Dec. 17)

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
155 JOHNSTON STREET, P.O. BOX 11706
ROCK HILL, SC 29731-1706, 803/329.7080

