AGENDA
Rock Hill Zoning Board of Appeals
September 17, 2019
1. Call to Order
2. Approval of Minutes from the August 20, 2019, meeting.
3. Approval of Orders from the August 20, 2019, meeting.
4. Appeal Z-2019-18: Request by Andy Golden on behalf of Express Oil Change, LLC,
for a special exception for an automobile repair use at 4824 Old York Road, which is
zoned Limited Commercial (LC). Tax map number 542-07-01-018.
5. Appeal Z-2019-19: Request by Thomas M. Kuhn for variances from the setback
requirements for a carport from the side yard and from the primary structure at 750
Wofford Street, which is zoned Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4). Tax map number
632-08-01-009.
6. Appeal Z-2019-20: Request by Brandon Cooper on behalf of Hertz Car Sales for a
special exception for an automobile sales use at 706 Mt. Gallant Road, which is
zoned General Commercial (GC). Tax map numbers 632-12-01-007 & -014.
7. Appeal Z-2019-21: Request by JT’s Kia of Rock Hill for a special exception for an
automobile sales use for the storage of vehicles only at 2150 Cherry Road, and a
related request by Carmike Cinemas, LLC, for a variance from the required number
of parking spaces for a theater use at the same location. The property is zoned
General Commercial (GC). Tax map number 634-07-01-015.
8. Appeal Z-2019-22: Request by Montrio Belton for variances Variance from the
number of parking spaces that can be deferred from initial paving and variance from
the required buffer yards for an office use, for an office use at 511 Saluda Street,
which is zoned Mixed Use Corridor (MUC). Tax map number 625-11-02-005.
9. Other Business
a. Continuing Education Opportunities
10. Adjourn.

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

Ph. (803) 329-5590 Fax (803) 329-7228
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Zoning Board of Appeals
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

August 20, 2019

A public hearing of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, August 20, 2019, at 6
p.m. in Council Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Matt Crawford, Michael Smith, John Antrim, Rodney Cullum

MEMBERS ABSENT:

Keith Sutton, Stacy Reeves, Randy Sturgis,

STAFF PRESENT:

Melody Kearse, Janice Miller, Leah Youngblood

Legal notice of the public hearing was published in The Herald, Saturday, August 3, 2019.
Notice was posted on all property considered. Adjacent property owners and tenants 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 July 16, 2019, meeting.

Mr. Antrim presented the motion to approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Cullum seconded,
and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 4-0 (Sutton, Reeves, and Sturgis absent).
3.

Approval of Orders from July 16, 2019, meeting.

Mr. Antrim made a motion to approve the orders as distributed. Mr. Cullum seconded the
motion, and the minutes were approved unanimously by a vote of 4-0 (Sutton, Reeves, and
Sturgis absent).
4. Appeal Z-2019-16: Request by Bowman Consulting Group on behalf of InChem Rock
Hill, LLC for a variance from the side yard setback at 800 Cel-River Road, Suite 119, which
is zoned Industry Heavy (IH). Tax map number 662-07-01-315.
Staff member Melody Kearse presented the staff report. Mrs. Kearse noted that staff had
received a phone call from a neighbor asking how they could address the Board. She reiterated
that the request for the variance was for the existing InChem property, not the proposed Circle K
gas station. She presented the City Council video regarding the rezoning request where
discussion centered mainly on increasing landscaping and request for deceleration lane to enter
the site off Cel-River Road.
Mr. Cullum asked if both InChem and Circle K were both responsible for the landscaping. Ms.
Kearse stated the landscaping would be installed on the InChem property as the Circle K would
have an easement to access the site.
Mr. Crawford asked if the City Council had already approved the rezoning request with the
landscaping stipulations at first reading, was the Board still required to make this a condition of
approval. Ms. Youngblood stated the Board did need to include this condition in the event it was
not addressed in second reading.
Mr. Crawford asked if the list of landscaping plants had been submitted. Ms. Kearse stated
many had but not all and provided the Board with a list of proposed evergreen trees and shrubs.
Mr. Crawford asked if the gate was a future access onto the site. Ms. Kearse stated this was a
current access point.
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Mr. Paul Lawler, 950 North Point Parkway Suite 200, Alpharetta GA, applicant, provided
additional information regarding the request, including that the landscaping plan the Board
reviewed in their staff reports was a preliminary one and a more thorough final plan would be
submitted in the future.
Mr. Crawford asked if the plantings in the easement area could be staggered. Mr. Lawler stated
they could.
Mr. Crawford asked if he was willing to work with the City’s landscape architect. Mr. Lawler
stated he would be.
Mr. Cullum asked about the possibility of the deceleration lane as requested by City Council. Mr.
Lawler stated his company was working on a traffic study and would provide a turn lane as
required. He noted the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) noted there may
not be enough traffic currently to warrant a dedicated turn lane.
Mr. Cullum noted several issues regarding traffic, including the increasing size of the residential
area behind this development which would create additional traffic and the City’s plans to create
a more aesthetically pleasing image for Cherry Road.
Mr. Crawford asked how far in the future the traffic study would consider. Mr. Lawler stated he
did not know for sure, only that it would look at the potential for future growth.
Mr. Antrim noted that in his experience as a traffic engineer, an entry further back from the
corner is much better to avoid vehicular conflicts. Mr. Lawler stated they had moved the access
back further at the request of SCDOT.
General discussion centered over the traffic study and SCDOT requirements.
With there being no questions for the applicant and no one signed-up to speak, the Board
closed the floor for discussion.
Mr. Smith presented the motion to approve the variance from the side yard setback with the
conditions that additional landscaping and screening be installed along the easement as noted
by staff. Mr. Antrim seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 4-0 (Sutton,
Reeves, and Sturgis absent).
Mr. Smith presented the findings, specifically noting that land had unique conditions regarding
future development, the strict application of the Ordinance would deprive the owner of use, the
desire for improvements along Cherry Road, and there would be no detrimental impact to the
surrounding area.
5. Appeal Z-2019-17: Request by Aaron Conley of Third Act Solutions on behalf of 132
Rock Hill MRP, LLC for a special exception to establish an elder care use at 102, 104, 110,
120, 126, 132, & 146 West Main Street, 107 & 109 West White Street, and one unaddressed
parcel, which are zoned Downtown (DTWN). Tax map numbers 627-20-02-001 to -004, 62720-02-021 to -023, & 627-20-02-028.
Mr. Crawford recused, citing a conflict of interest as his company is working with the applicant on
this project. In the absence of Vice Chair Keith Sutton, Mr. Smith assumed the role of Chair for
this item.
Planning & Zoning Manager Leah Youngblood presented the staff report.
Mr. Smith asked if the buildings indicated with the pink X on the plans shown were available for
purchase. Ms. Youngblood stated some were available for purchase but that the City would
retain ownership of those properties for the time being.
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Mr. Smith asked about the ownership of the other properties on the same block such as the auto
sales. Ms. Youngblood stated the auto sales was currently looking into other properties but that
others were privately owned.
Mr. Smith asked if the auto sales decided to remain in that location would this stop the
development from occurring. Ms. Youngblood stated it would not.
Mr. Smith asked if the parking was adequate and would fit on the site. Ms. Youngblood stated
yes, there was, and that a parking structure of approximately 350 spaces was planned. She
added the City would construct the garage and retain adequate parking for other uses in the
area.
Mr. Smith asked the completion date. Ms. Youngblood stated she was not aware of when the
project would be completed.
Mr. Antrim asked for confirmation there would be only assisted and independent living, not
skilled nursing care. Ms. Youngblood stated this was correct, that the proposal was for mainly
independent living. She added the assisted living component was considered elder care use and
the facility could have been approved on the staff level as a multi-family residential project if
there had not been an assisted living component proposed.
Mr. Cullum asked if the walkway over the railroad line was a City project. Ms. Youngblood stated
the project was currently under discussion and would more than likely be a public/private
partnership.
Mr. Cullum noted concern that there would be many people using the walkway that would not
have a connection with the development. Ms. Youngblood stated the developer understood this
and was planning on adding areas that would be open for public use.
Mr. Cullum asked if this was the final design. Ms. Youngblood stated it was not.
Mr. Cullum asked why the end point did not go all the way over to White Street. Ms. Youngblood
stated the project and final design were still in discussion and the walkway access location could
shift.
Mr. Cullum noted the pink X’s indicated a brewery, asking if there were any concerns over noise
on Friday and Saturday evenings. Ms. Youngblood replied this was one reason why the elder
care use required the special exception process. She noted people who chose to live in this
location were looking for this type of living situation. She added the walkway was designed
mainly for use when the train was stopped, blocking pedestrian access.
Mr. Cullum observed Winthrop students would be using the walkway as well. He asked if the
City had looked at other areas where this project may exist, such as the Five Points area in
Columbia, SC. Ms. Youngblood stated the Planning & Development Department did not look into
this although other departments may have. She added she was not aware if this type of project
had been done in South Carolina but it may be done in other urban areas of the country.
Mr. Antrim asked if the railroad had specific clearance requirements for the height of the
walkway. Ms. Youngblood stated it did as well as other specifications that would need to be met.
Mr. Antrim noted the walkway might be at a significant height. Ms. Youngblood agreed, stating
either a long slow walk or elevators would be used on each side. There was general discussion
over the design of the proposed walkway.
Mr. Bogue Wallin, 24 Ruskin Square, Greenville SC, applicant, provided general information
about the project, including the desire for the project to be in an active area in order for residents
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to be able to participate in events. He noted the location was desirable and would include
ground floor amenities for residents, including a brewpub, office space, multipurpose room, pool,
workout facility, gardening areas, playroom, and shared workspace. He stated the upper floors
would be residential with some assisted living, noting the desire to attract active adults in their
70s & 80s who may contract with services as needed. He added that this generation was more
mobile than previous, as they tended to migrate where their grandchildren were located. He
indicated the outdoor activity areas were designed to be part of the overall community, adding
the walkway bridge was an improvement for their development.
Mr. Smith asked the time for completion. Mr. Wallin stated that if all their plans went smoothly,
they expected to break ground in the late first quarter of 2020 with a goal to be open within 2430 months.
Mr. Smith asked the price range. Mr. Wallin stated active adults with no services would be
approximately $1100 – 1300 for a one-bedroom unit, and $2000+ with services included.
Mr. Antrim asked if the assisted living units were open only to those individuals already living
within the independent living units. Mr. Wallin stated this would be the case.
Mr. Cullum asked if this project would allow younger relatives to move in, referring specifically to
the Sun City development in Indian Land, SC. Mr. Wallin stated, as most residents would be in
their 70s, they would probably not come in with younger children. He added that Sun City did not
have medical services for the residents.
Mr. Cullum asked if a couple where one spouse was significantly younger could move in. Mr.
Wallin stated they could.
Mr. Cullum asked if this was seen as a complement to the downtown area. Mr. Wallin stated
they believed it was as there was a need for all age groups and amenities in the downtown area.
Mr. Antrim asked if this plan had come from scratch or if there were other models of this concept
elsewhere. Mr. Wallin stated this had come from elsewhere, that they were trying to fill a middle
area for active adult communities.
Mr. Antrim expressed concern over the assisted living issue, noting there was no arrangement
for a next level of care for residents. Mr. Wallin stated the transition to provide full care was a
different type of licensure. Mr. Antrim suggested the facility have agreements with other facilities
that provide this level of care. Mr. Wallin was in agreement with this suggestion.
Mr. Essmaeil Maghsoud, owner of 174 West Main Street, expressed concerns over increased
traffic generated from the living facility, the number of college students coming downtown, and
asked if this was an appropriate use of the site. He noted the need for revitalization of the
downtown area but that other things needed to be taken into consideration. He stated
specifically his concern that the units would be turned into apartments if there were not enough
older residents to live there.
Mr. Cullum asked Mr. Wallin if there were other facilities like this in the US. Mr. Wallin stated this
would be the first in the US as these were mainly in Canada.
Mr. Antrim asked the parking ratio. Mr. Wallin stated the facility would be assigned 200 spaces
in the deck, which would cover 80% of the units. He added his partners experienced in other
facilities that only 60% of the units required parking spaces.
Mr. Antrim asked if the parking would be on site. Mr. Wallin stated these would, mainly in the
parking garage.
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Mr. Antrim asked about others using the parking garage. Mr. Wallin stated the garage was
planned to have 350 spaces total with the facility using 200. He noted the City would assess the
parking to see if more would be required.
Mr. Antrim asked if the facility residents would have gated parking. Mr. Wallin stated restrictions
on parking would be put in place.
With there being no questions for the applicant and no one signed-up to speak, the Board
closed the floor for discussion.
Mr. Cullum presented the motion to approve the special exception for elder care use as
presented by staff. Mr. Antrim seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 3-0
(Crawford recused; Sutton, Reeves, and Sturgis absent).
Mr. Cullum presented the findings, specifically noting there would be no adverse impact to the
surrounding area, the development would improve the area, the development was compatible
with the 2020 comprehensive plan, the road capacity would serve the site, and the City would
investigate additional parking as needed.
Mr. Crawford returned to the dais and resumed as Chair.
6.

Other Business

a. Continuing Education Opportunities
The Board received information about continuing education opportunities in its packets.
7.

Adjourn.

There being no other business, Mr. Smith made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Cullum seconded and
the meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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Zoning Board of Appeals Order
Z-2019-16
The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing on Tuesday, August 20, 2019, to consider a
request by Bowman Consulting Group on behalf of InChem Rock Hill, LLC for a variance
from the side yard setback at 800 Cel-River Road, Suite 119, which is zoned Industry Heavy
(IH). Tax map number 537-02-01-006.
Board members in attendance included Matt Crawford, Michael Smith, Rodney Cullum, and John
Antrim. (Sutton, Reeves, and Sturgis 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 800 Cel-River Road, Suite 119.
2. The property owner is InChem Rock Hill, LLC.
3. This property is zoned Industry Heavy (IH).
4. The request was for a variance from the side yard setback.
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:
•

August 2: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners and tenants
within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

August 2: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.

•

August 3: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in The
Herald.

•

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

6.

Staff did not receive any feedback regarding the request.

7.

During the public hearing, the following comments were heard by the Board:
Staff member Melody Kearse presented the staff report. Mrs. Kearse noted that staff had
received a phone call from a neighbor asking how they could address the Board. She
reiterated that the request for the variance was for the existing InChem property, not the
proposed Circle K gas station. She presented the City Council video regarding the rezoning
request where discussion centered mainly on increasing landscaping and request for
deceleration lane to enter the site off Cel-River Road.
Mr. Cullum asked if both InChem and Circle K were both responsible for the landscaping.
Ms. Kearse stated the landscaping would be installed on the InChem property as the Circle
K would have an easement to access the site.
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Mr. Crawford asked if the City Council had already approved the rezoning request with the
landscaping stipulations at first reading, was the Board still required to make this a condition
of approval. Ms. Youngblood stated the Board did need to include this condition in the event
it was not addressed in second reading.
Mr. Crawford asked if the list of landscaping plants had been submitted. Ms. Kearse stated
many had but not all and provided the Board with a list of proposed evergreen trees and
shrubs.
Mr. Crawford asked if the gate was a future access onto the site. Ms. Kearse stated this was
a current access point.
Mr. Paul Lawler, 950 North Point Parkway Suite 200, Alpharetta GA, applicant, provided
additional information regarding the request, including that the landscaping plan the Board
reviewed in their staff reports was a preliminary one and a more thorough final plan would be
submitted in the future.
Mr. Crawford asked if the plantings in the easement area could be staggered. Mr. Lawler
stated they could.
Mr. Crawford asked if he was willing to work with the City’s landscape architect. Mr. Lawler
stated he would be.
Mr. Cullum asked about the possibility of the deceleration lane as requested by City Council.
Mr. Lawler stated his company was working on a traffic study and would provide a turn lane
as required. He noted the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) noted
there may not be enough traffic currently to warrant a dedicated turn lane.
Mr. Cullum noted several issues regarding traffic, including the increasing size of the
residential area behind this development which would create additional traffic and the City’s
plans to create a more aesthetically pleasing image for Cherry Road.
Mr. Crawford asked how far in the future the traffic study would consider. Mr. Lawler stated
he did not know for sure, only that it would look at the potential for future growth.
Mr. Antrim noted that in his experience as a traffic engineer, an entry further back from the
corner is much better to avoid vehicular conflicts. Mr. Lawler stated they had moved the
access back further at the request of SCDOT.
General discussion centered over the traffic study and SCDOT requirements.
With there being no questions for the applicant and no one signed-up to speak, the Board
closed the floor for discussion.
Mr. Smith presented the motion to approve the variance from the side yard setback with the
conditions that additional landscaping and screening be installed along the easement as
noted by staff. Mr. Antrim seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 4-0
(Sutton, Reeves, and Sturgis absent).
Mr. Smith presented the findings, specifically noting that land had unique conditions
regarding future development, the strict application of the Ordinance would deprive the
owner of use, the desire for improvements along Cherry Road, and there would be no
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detrimental impact to the surrounding area.
THE BOARD, THEREFORE, ORDERS:
That the request by Bowman Consulting Group on behalf of InChem Rock Hill, LLC for a
variance from the side yard setback at 800 Cel-River Road, Suite 119, which is zoned
Industry Heavy (IH). is CONDITIONALLY APPROVED. The condition being that additional
landscaping and screening be installed along the easement as noted by staff.
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.
_____________________________
Matt Crawford, Chairman
Date the Order Was Approved by the Board: ______________
Date the Decision of the Board Was Mailed to the Applicant: ___________
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Zoning Board of Appeals Order
Z-2019-17
The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing on Tuesday, August 20, 2019, to consider a
request by Aaron Conley of Third Act Solutions on behalf of 132 Rock Hill MRP, LLC for a
special exception to establish an elder care use at 102, 104, 110, 120, 126, 132, & 146 West
Main Street, 107 & 109 West White Street, and one unaddressed parcel, which are zoned
Downtown (DTWN). Tax map numbers 627-20-02-001 to -004, 627-20-02-021 to -023, & 627-2002-028.
Board members in attendance included Matt Crawford, John Antrim, Michael Smith, and Rodney
Cullum. Absent members were Randy Sturgis, Stacy Reeves and Keith Sutton.
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 102, 104, 110, 120, 126, 132, & 146 West Main Street, 107 &
109 West White Street.

2.

The property owner is 132 Rock Hill MRP, LLC.

3.

This property is zoned Downtown (DTWN).

4.

The request was for an elder care use.

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:


August 2: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners within 300
feet of the subject property.



August 2: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.



August 3: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in The
Herald.



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

6.

Staff did not receive any feedback regarding the request.

7.

During the public hearing, the following comments were heard by the Board:
Mr. Crawford recused, citing a conflict of interest as his company is working with the
applicant on this project. In the absence of Vice Chair Keith Sutton, Mr. Smith assumed the
role of Chair for this item.
Planning & Zoning Manager Leah Youngblood presented the staff report.
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Mr. Smith asked if the buildings indicated with the pink X on the plans shown were available
for purchase. Ms. Youngblood stated some were available for purchase but that the City
would retain ownership of those properties for the time being.
Mr. Smith asked about the ownership of the other properties on the same block such as the
auto sales. Ms. Youngblood stated the auto sales was currently looking into other properties
but that others were privately owned.
Mr. Smith asked if the auto sales decided to remain in that location would this stop the
development from occurring. Ms. Youngblood stated it would not.
Mr. Smith asked if the parking was adequate and would fit on the site. Ms. Youngblood
stated yes, there was, and that a parking structure of approximately 350 spaces was
planned. She added the City would construct the garage and retain adequate parking for
other uses in the area.
Mr. Smith asked the completion date. Ms. Youngblood stated she was not aware of when
the project would be completed.
Mr. Antrim asked for confirmation there would be only assisted and independent living, not
skilled nursing care. Ms. Youngblood stated this was correct, that the proposal was for
mainly independent living. She added the assisted living component was considered elder
care use and the facility could have been approved on the staff level as a multi-family
residential project if there had not been an assisted living component proposed.
Mr. Cullum asked if the walkway over the railroad line was a City project. Ms. Youngblood
stated the project was currently under discussion and would more than likely be a
public/private partnership.
Mr. Cullum noted concern that there would be many people using the walkway that would
not have a connection with the development. Ms. Youngblood stated the developer
understood this and was planning on adding areas that would be open for public use.
Mr. Cullum asked if this was the final design. Ms. Youngblood stated it was not.
Mr. Cullum asked why the end point did not go all the way over to White Street. Ms.
Youngblood stated the project and final design were still in discussion and the walkway
access location could shift.
Mr. Cullum noted the pink X’s indicated a brewery, asking if there were any concerns over
noise on Friday and Saturday evenings. Ms. Youngblood replied this was one reason why
the elder care use required the special exception process. She noted people who chose to
live in this location were looking for this type of living situation. She added the walkway was
designed mainly for use when the train was stopped, blocking pedestrian access.
Mr. Cullum observed Winthrop students would be using the walkway as well. He asked if the
City had looked at other areas where this project may exist, such as the Five Points area in
Columbia, SC. Ms. Youngblood stated the Planning & Development Department did not look
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into this although other departments may have. She added she was not aware if this type of
project had been done in South Carolina but it may be done in other urban areas of the
country.
Mr. Antrim asked if the railroad had specific clearance requirements for the height of the
walkway. Ms. Youngblood stated it did as well as other specifications that would need to be
met.
Mr. Antrim noted the walkway might be at a significant height. Ms. Youngblood agreed,
stating either a long slow walk or elevators would be used on each side. There was general
discussion over the design of the proposed walkway.
Mr. Bogue Wallin, 24 Ruskin Square, Greenville SC, applicant, provided general information
about the project, including the desire for the project to be in an active area in order for
residents to be able to participate in events. He noted the location was desirable and would
include ground floor amenities for residents, including a brewpub, office space, multipurpose
room, pool, workout facility, gardening areas, playroom, and shared workspace. He stated
the upper floors would be residential with some assisted living, noting the desire to attract
active adults in their 70s & 80s who may contract with services as needed. He added that
this generation was more mobile than previous, as they tended to migrate where their
grandchildren were located. He indicated the outdoor activity areas were designed to be part
of the overall community, adding the walkway bridge was an improvement for their
development.
Mr. Smith asked the time for completion. Mr. Wallin stated that if all their plans went
smoothly, they expected to break ground in the late first quarter of 2020 with a goal to be
open within 24-30 months.
Mr. Smith asked the price range. Mr. Wallin stated active adults with no services would be
approximately $1100 – 1300 for a one-bedroom unit, and $2000+ with services included.
Mr. Antrim asked if the assisted living units were open only to those individuals already living
within the independent living units. Mr. Wallin stated this would be the case.
Mr. Cullum asked if this project would allow younger relatives to move in, referring
specifically to the Sun City development in Indian Land, SC. Mr. Wallin stated, as most
residents would be in their 70s, they would probably not come in with younger children. He
added that Sun City did not have medical services for the residents.
Mr. Cullum asked if a couple where one spouse was significantly younger could move in. Mr.
Wallin stated they could.
Mr. Cullum asked if this was seen as a complement to the downtown area. Mr. Wallin stated
they believed it was as there was a need for all age groups and amenities in the downtown
area.
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Mr. Antrim asked if this plan had come from scratch or if there were other models of this
concept elsewhere. Mr. Wallin stated this had come from elsewhere, that they were trying to
fill a middle area for active adult communities.
Mr. Antrim expressed concern over the assisted living issue, noting there was no
arrangement for a next level of care for residents. Mr. Wallin stated the transition to provide
full care was a different type of licensure. Mr. Antrim suggested the facility have agreements
with other facilities that provide this level of care. Mr. Wallin was in agreement with this
suggestion.
Mr. Essmaeil Maghsoud, owner of 174 West Main Street, expressed concerns over
increased traffic generated from the living facility, the number of college students coming
downtown, and asked if this was an appropriate use of the site. He noted the need for
revitalization of the downtown area but that other things needed to be taken into
consideration. He stated specifically his concern that the units would be turned into
apartments if there were not enough older residents to live there.
Mr. Cullum asked Mr. Wallin if there were other facilities like this in the US. Mr. Wallin stated
this would be the first in the US as these were mainly in Canada.
Mr. Antrim asked the parking ratio. Mr. Wallin stated the facility would be assigned 200
spaces in the deck, which would cover 80% of the units. He added his partners experienced
in other facilities that only 60% of the units required parking spaces.
Mr. Antrim asked if the parking would be on site. Mr. Wallin stated these would, mainly in the
parking garage.
Mr. Antrim asked about others using the parking garage. Mr. Wallin stated the garage was
planned to have 350 spaces total with the facility using 200. He noted the City would assess
the parking to see if more would be required.
Mr. Antrim asked if the facility residents would have gated parking. Mr. Wallin stated
restrictions on parking would be put in place.
With there being no questions for the applicant and no one signed-up to speak, the Board
closed the floor for discussion.
Mr. Cullum presented the motion to approve the special exception for elder care use as
presented by staff. Mr. Antrim seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 30 (Crawford recused; Sutton, Reeves, and Sturgis absent).
Mr. Cullum presented the findings, specifically noting there would be no adverse impact to
the surrounding area, the development would improve the area, the development was
compatible with the 2020 comprehensive plan, the road capacity would serve the site, and
the City would investigate additional parking as needed.
Mr. Crawford returned to the dais and resumed as Chair.
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THE BOARD, THEREFORE, ORDERS
That the request by Aaron Conley of Third Act Solutions on behalf of 132 Rock Hill MRP, LLC
for a special exception to establish an elder care use at 102, 104, 110, 120, 126, 132, & 146
West Main Street, 107 & 109 West White Street, and one unaddressed parcel, which are
zoned Downtown (DTWN) is 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.
_____________________________
Matt Crawford, Chairman
Date the Order Was Approved by the Board: ______________
Date the Decision of the Board Was Mailed to the Applicant: ___________
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Z-2019-18
Request:

Special Exception to establish an automobile repair use

Address:

4824 Old York Road

Zoning District:

Limited Commercial (LC)

Owner:

Rainy Days, Inc.
Pamela Corn
837 Myrtle Dr.
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Applicant:

Express Oil Change, LLC
Andy Golden
1880 Southpark Dr.
Hoover, AL 35244

Brands
Utility
Buildings

Walmart

Rock Hill
Glass

Founders
Federal Credit
Union

Case No. Z-2019-18
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: September 17, 2019
Request:

Special exception to establish an automobile repair use

Address:

4824 Old York Road

Tax Map No.:

542-07-01-018

Zoning District:

Limited Commercial (LC)

Owner:

Rainy Days, Inc.
Pamela Corn
837 Myrtle Dr.
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Applicant:

Express Oil Change, LLC
Andy Golden
1880 Southpark Dr.
Hoover, AL 35244

Background
The applicant, Express Oil Change, is requesting a special exception to establish an
automobile repair use at 4824 Old York Road, just west of Pennington Road. The
property is zoned Limited Commercial (LC), which allows automobile repair uses only
through special exception approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals.
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Definition of
proposed use

MF-15
MFR

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

SF-A

•
•
•
•

RESIDENTIAL
SF-8
SF-5
SF-4
SF-3
SF-2

Primary use table
excerpt

S

C S

Automobile Repair: General repair, rebuilding, or reconditioning of
engines, motor vehicles, or trailers; also, the sale and installation of
parts such as but not limited to tires, batteries, audio systems,
mufflers, brakes, lubricants such as engine oil, and upholstery. This
use does not include bodywork, framework, welding, and major
painting service.

Site Description
The site, along with the adjacent property to the east, was previously used as a dirt and
mulch yard. The applicant would like to develop the property for an auto repair use with
primary activities being oil and tire changes.
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Access to the property would be through a right-in, right-out access point on Old York
Road and through a shared common access drive to the rear, through the adjacent
property to Pennington Road. The City has approved plans for the adjacent property,
which will construct the portion of the access drive from Pennington Road up to the
subject property line (see attached access road plan).

Description of Intent for Zoning District
Limited Commercial (LC): The LC district is established as a mid-level intensity
commercial district that allows a wider range of non-residential uses at increasing
intensities than the NC district. The uses allowed in this district include a wide range of
general retail, business, and service uses, as well as professional and business offices
as allowed in the NC district. Uses in this district are intended to serve groups of
neighborhoods instead of individual neighborhoods.
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.
The applicable are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
standard in non-italicized font.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all
use-specific standards.
A. Enclosed Building: Automobile repair uses must repair all vehicles within an
enclosed building.
All work will be completed in the proposed building.
B. Outdoor Storage Area: Automobile repair uses must provide a temporary
vehicle storage area where any vehicle kept overnight must be stored. This
area can be any size, provided that it is not located within required setback or
land-use buffer areas. A screen fence at least 6 feet tall along with perimeter
landscaping is required around all sides visible from public view according to
the fencing standards of Chapter 5: Land Use: Accessory and Temporary
Uses and the landscape screening standards of Chapter 8: Development
Standards. The height of stored materials and equipment must not exceed
the height of the screening fence or wall such that they would be visible from
public areas of the subject property or adjacent sites, or the public road.
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The business will not keep vehicles overnight, nor have any outdoor storage.
In the event that outdoor storage is desired in the future, that would require
the Zoning Board of Appeals to consider a new special exception for the
storage area and screening materials.
C. Time Limitation: Automobile repair uses cannot store or park any vehicle for
more than 30 consecutive days. However, in cases where a vehicle has been
abandoned by its lawful owner prior to or during the repair process, the
vehicle may remain on site for more than 30 days, provided the owner or
operator of the establishment can demonstrate that steps have been taken to
obtain legal title to the vehicle, and that the vehicle is removed from the site
no later than three days after the legal process is complete.
Vehicles will not be kept overnight, therefore the applicant agrees with the
time limitations.
D. On-Site Circulation: Automobile repair uses must be designed to ensure
proper functioning of the site as related to vehicle stacking, circulation, and
turning movements.
The site plan shows how the use will have adequate parking, stacking and
circulation.
E. No Junk Vehicles: Automobile repair uses cannot park or store any vehicle
as a source of parts, or that is inoperable, even within an enclosed storage
area.
The applicant agrees to not store vehicles for parts.
F. No Vehicles for Sale or Lease: Automobile repair uses cannot park or store
any vehicle for the purpose of sale or lease/rent.
The applicant will not have any vehicles for sale or rent.
G. Test Drives: Automobile repair uses cannot test drive vehicles on residential
streets.
The applicant agrees not to test drive vehicles on residential streets.
H. Public Address Systems: Automobile repair uses cannot have an outdoor
speaker or public address system that is audible off-site.
No public address system is proposed.
I. Trash Storage: Automobile repair uses must provide adequate trash storage
on site. For example, tires or oil drums must be kept in a four-sided enclosure
(not necessarily with a roof).
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A trash enclosure is shown on the site plan. All other materials will be stored
inside the building.
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.
Old York Road is automobile dominated part of the City. Staff has not heard
concerns from any adjacent neighbors about the proposed use.
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 proposed use is not anticipated to have adverse impacts on surrounding
properties. Surrounding businesses include a commercial glass business, a
bank, and a business that sells sheds (outdoor retail sales). A future restaurant
use is also planned for this area. The site is also bordered by an abandoned
railroad line and Old York Road.
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.
Since this is a vacant site, all improvements would need to meet current
environmental standards.
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 property is located along Old York Road, which would support traffic from
this type of use with minimal upgrades, such as a concrete median. The South
Carolina Department of Transportation will require permits for access and work
within the roadway.
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. A wide variety of
commercial uses exists in the area and more are proposed to be developed.
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6. 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 been submitted and is attached to this report.
7. 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:
•

August 29: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within
300 feet of the subject property.

•

August 30: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

August 31: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The Herald.

Staff has not received any feedback from the public about the proposed use at this time.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception request because staff believes that
it meets the standards for granting the special exception, specifically noting the
following:
•
•

The use does not have outdoor storage needs, and will meet all current
requirements for site improvements.
The use is not expected to have negative impacts on surrounding lands, and staff
has not heard from anyone with concerns about it.

Attachments
•
•
•
•

Application and supporting materials
Site plan
Access Road Plan
Zoning Map

Staff Contact:
Dennis Fields, Planner II
803-329-5687
Dennis.Fields@cityofrockhill.com
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Z-2019-19
Request:

Variance to the minimum required front yard setback, and the
minimum required setback for an accessory structure to a
primary structure

Address:

750 Wofford Street

Zoning District:

Single Family-4 (SF-4)

Applicant/Owner:

Thomas M. & Susan L. Kuhn
750 Wofford Drive
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Case No. Z-2019-19
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: September 17, 2019

Requests:

Variance to the minimum required front yard setback, and the
minimum required setback for an accessory structure to a primary
structure

Address:

750 Wofford Dr.

Tax Map No.:

632-08-01-009

Zoning District:

Single Family-4 (SF-4)

Property Owner/
Applicant:

Thomas M. & Susan L. Kuhn
750 Wofford Dr.
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Background
The applicants, Thomas and Susan Kuhn, purchased the residence at 750 Wofford Dr. in
June 2017. They would like to add a carport and position it against the side of the home
over an existing driveway that is shared with the adjacent property.
The carport would require a variance from the side yard setback in the Single Family-4
(SF-4) zoning district. Because the carport would not be architecturally integrated into the
residence, it is considered an accessory structure. The minimum required side yard
setback for an accessory structure is 5 feet. Currently, 17 feet exist between the
residence and the side property line. The carport is 13 feet wide, so a variance of one
foot is needed.
The Zoning Ordinance also requires accessory structures to be placed at least 5 feet
away from the primary structure. Because the applicant is proposing to position the
carport against the side wall of the home, the carport would require a variance of 5 feet
from the primary structure.
The relevant Zoning Ordinance provisions pertaining to accessory structure setbacks is:
Chapter 5: Section 5.3.5.1(C)(1): Accessory uses and structures that are less than onestory tall must be located behind the front plane of the primary structure and at least 5
feet away from all property lines. They also must be located at least five feet from a
principal structure or any other structure.
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Site Description
The property is located on Wofford Drive, in the Harrell Estates Subdivision, which is
located off Eden Terrace and behind Sullivan Middle School. It is surrounded by other
single-family residential uses, which are also zoned Single-Family 4 (SF-4).
Single-Family 4 (SF-4) Zoning District Description of Intent
A. Single-Family Residential-2 (SF-2), Single-Family Residential-3 (SF-3),
Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4), and Single-Family Residential-5 (SF-5):
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.
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This land does not appear to have any extraordinary and exceptional conditions
that enable the requests to meet this finding. This is due to the fact that the carport
could be placed in the rear yard where it would have ample room to meet both of
the setback requirements.
However, because an existing fence acts as a barrier to entering the rear yard with
a vehicle, this option would require the removal of the fence. Additionally, since
purchasing the property, the applicants have used the side entry as the main entry
into their home; parking a vehicle under a rear yard carport and traveling to the
side or rear entry of the home may take away the ease of access and enjoyment
of the use of their home.
2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
This property does not appear to have any unique conditions that are different from
other properties in the vicinity that relate to the requests. Other residential lots in
the area also have large back yards where a carport could be placed in order to
meet the City’s setback requirements for carports. Although some properties in
the immediate neighborhood appear to have enough side yard area to
accommodate a carport without a setback variance, other properties do 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 variances are not granted, the applicant would still be able to use the
residence, and would even still be able to have a carport in the rear yard if desired.
Therefore, the application of the Ordinance to the land does not effectively prohibit
or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the land.
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 applicants currently park their vehicle on the side of the home where they
share a driveway with the neighbors located at 758 Wofford St. The neighbors
should not be affected by the presence of the carport, as they would still be able
to use the driveway as they do now. Staff has not heard from them (nor anyone
else) regarding this request. Other carports exist in the side yard in the area.
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 requests are 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 residentially.
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Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

August 29: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within 300
feet of the subject property.

•

August 30: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

August 31: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The Herald.

Staff has not heard from anyone from the public regarding the request.
Staff Recommendation
Staff has trouble making findings #1-3:
•

There appears to be another area of the property where the carport can be installed
and meet the setback requirements. Therefore, the land does not have
extraordinary or exceptional conditions that necessitate the variances.

•

Other properties in the area also would not have enough room for a carport in the
side yard without a variance.

•

The applicants would still be able to use their home, and even to have a carport in
the rear yard if desired, if the variance requests are not granted. Therefore, the
strict application of the Ordinance would not effectively prohibit nor unreasonably
restrict the utilization of the land.

However, staff has not heard concerns from the adjacent neighbors nor anyone else
regarding the requests, and understands that other side yard carports already exist in
the area, so staff reviews finding #4 as being met.
Because state law requires all four findings to be met in order to grant a variance, staff
is unable to recommend approval of the requests. If the Zoning Board of Appeals is
able to make all of the required findings, however, staff does not have concerns about
the granting of the requests.
Attachments
•
•

Application and supporting materials
Zoning map

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

Z-2019-20
Request:

Special Exception to establish an automobile sales use

Address:

4824 Old York Road

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Owner:

Bagwell Family LTD Partnership
Michael D. Bagwell
590 N Anderson Road
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Applicant:

Hertz Car Sales
Brandon Cooper
699 N. Anderson Road
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Napa

Complete
Auto Care

Hertz Auto
Sales

Case No. Z-2019-20
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: September 17, 2019
Request:

Special exception to expand an existing automobile sales use

Address:

706 Mt. Gallant Road

Tax Map No.:

632-08-01-009 & -014

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Owner:

Bagwell Family LTD Partnership
Michael D. Bagwell
590 N Anderson Road
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Applicant:

Hertz Car Sales
Brandon Cooper
699 N. Anderson Road
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Background
The applicant, Hertz Car Sales, is seeking to expand its existing automobile sales use
at the corner of Anderson Road and Mt Gallant Road to an adjacent parcel located at
706 Mt. Gallant Rd. The property is zoned General Commercial (GC), which allows
automobile sales uses only through special exception approval by the Zoning Board of
Appeals.
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Definition of
proposed use

MF-15
MFR

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

SF-A

•
•
•
•

RESIDENTIAL
SF-8
SF-5
SF-4
SF-3
SF-2

Primary use table
excerpt

S

C

Automobile Sales: Uses that offer vehicles on-site for sale or longterm lease to the general public, whether at retail or through an
auction. The vehicles must include only those customarily used 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 Chapters 4 and 6
of the Zoning Ordinance.

Site Description
The applicant plans to utilize the parking spaces on site for storage of used vehicle
inventory. The site contains a former restaurant building that would not be used by
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Hertz. Nor could the building be used by anyone else as long as Hertz occupies the site
due to parking constraints. The property owner would be responsible for maintenance of
the existing building.
The property also has a non-conforming freestanding sign in the parking lot. This sign
would be required to be removed since the restaurant use has been discontinued. A
future user of the property could install a code-compliant sign.

Description of Intent for Zoning District
General Commercial (GC): 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 the GC district be phased out over time by not allowing new
rezonings to the GC 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.
The applicable are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
standard in non-italicized font.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all
use-specific 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.
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.
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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 site is existing, and shows all driving surfaces paved with concrete or
asphalt.
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.
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.
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The proposed use is compatible with the Comprehensive Plan, which
envisions stand-alone commercial uses along this portion of Mt. Gallant
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 pedestrian-oriented
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 existing business is located at the corner of Mt. Gallant and Anderson
Road, which is an automobile-dominated part of the City. Various other
automobile uses exist in the area, including automobile sales 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.
No site improvements are proposed, other than removing a
nonconforming sign. The site currently meets the City’s design
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.
Several other automobile uses exist in the area, and this particular portion of Mt.
Gallant Road is automobile-dominated. Staff has not heard concerns from any
adjacent neighbors about the proposed use.
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 site is fully developed, and no adverse impacts are expected.
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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No changes are being proposed to the site that would pose any environmental
impacts.
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 property is located along Mt
Gallant and Anderson roads, which would support traffic from this type of use
without any additional upgrades.
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. A wide variety of
automobile uses exist in the area.
6. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed
use complies with the other standards of this subsection.
No site changes are being proposed.
7. 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:
•

August 29: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within
300 feet of the subject property.

•

August 30: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

August 31: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The Herald.

Staff has not received any feedback from the public about the proposed use at this time.
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception request because staff believes that
it meets the standards for granting the special exception, specifically noting the
following:
•

The use is an expansion of an existing auto sales use in an area that is
surrounded by other automobile-related uses.

•

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

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-2019-21
Request:

Special Exception for an Automobile sales use for storage of
vehicles only and a related request for a variance from the
required number of parking spaces for a theater use, to allow
up to 100 vehicles to be stored on site.

Address:

2150 Cherry Road

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Applicant:

JT’s Kia of Rock Hill
840 N. Anderson Road
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Owner/
Co-applicant:

City of Rock
Hill Water
Treatment
Plant

Stewart & Everett Theatres, dba Carmike Cinemas, LLC,
dba AMC Rock Hill 7
11500 Ash Street, Ste. 200
Leawood, KS 66211

Gold’s Gym

Case No. Z-2019-21
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: September 17, 2019

Requests:

Special exception for an automobile sales use for the storage of
vehicles, and a related request for a variance from the required
number of parking spaces for a theater use

Address:

2150 Cherry Road

Tax Map No.:

634-07-01-015

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Applicant:

JT’s Kia of Rock Hill
840 N. Anderson Rd.
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Owner/
Co-applicant:

Stewart & Everett Theatres, dba Carmike Cinemas, LLC,
dba AMC Rock Hill 7
11500 Ash Street, Ste. 200
Leawood, KS 66211

Background
JT’s Kia of Rock Hill, located at 840 N. Anderson Rd, is requesting to use a portion of the
AMC movie theater’s parking lot located at 2150 Cherry Rd. for the storage of overflow
vehicles. These vehicles would be sold at the company’s sales lot on Anderson Road,
and no customers would be brought to this parking lot. The City’s Zoning Ordinance
considers an overflow vehicle sales lot as part of an automobile sales use, which is
allowed in the General Commercial (GC) zoning district only through special exception
approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals.
The related request is by AMC Rock Hill 7, which currently operates the theater at this
location. It is for a variance from the required number of parking spaces for a theater use.
JT’s Kia of Rock Hill is seeking to lease 75 to 100 spaces from the movie theater. The
theater is required to provide 394 parking spaces for its own use, and currently provides
about 336 parking spaces, so it is already deficient by 58 parking spaces. If JT’s Kia were
to lease 75 parking spaces from the theater, the theater would need a variance of about
133 spaces to correct the current deficiency and to allow the dealership to use some of
the spaces. If JT’s Kia were to lease 100 parking spaces from the theater, the theater
would need a variance of about 158 spaces.
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Although the theater does not have its required number of parking spaces, the applicant
has provided a parking analysis based on current market conditions that show the true
need as being significantly less than this.
Some additional facts related to the parking of the theater use include the following:
•

The movie theater was built as a four-plex in 1982. The Zoning Ordinance required
315 parking spaces for the use at that time (one space per five fixed seats, with
approximately 900 seats).

•

The theater was expanded to a seven-plex in 1987. The Zoning Ordinance
required 394 parking spaces for the larger building at that time (one space per four
fixed seats, with 1,571 seats). At the time of the expansion, the Zoning Ordinance
had been amended to require more parking spaces then previously required.
There is no record of a prior variance being granted for the parking deficit.

•

As a side note, under today’s standards, the Zoning Ordinance would require 525
parking spaces (one space per three fixed seats), but the number that should be
evaluated as part of this variance hearing is that which was required at the time of
expansion, or 394 spaces.

•

The applicant’s analysis shows a maximum parking demand of 103 spaces today.

Site Description
The property is zoned General Commercial (GC), and it located behind the City of Rock
Hill’s water treatment plant on Cherry Road, in an area that is largely commercial, with
the exception of the water treatment plant. The surrounding properties are also zoned
General Commercial (GC), Office and Institutional (OI), and Multi-Family Residential (MFR).
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.
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The applicable are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
standard in non-italicized font.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all usespecific 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 will be used; this is a storage use only.
B. Public Address Systems: Automobile sales uses cannot have an outdoor
speaker or public address system that is audible off-site.
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 at this location on the site.
D. Test Drives: Automobile sales uses cannot test drive vehicles on residential
streets.
No customers would be brought to this site, and no test drives would initiate
from here.
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.
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•

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 site is existing, and shows all driving surfaces paved with asphalt; staff
would work with the applicant on a parking plan that allows for adequate
circulation through the site.
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 would sign these vehicles as “not for sale” since this is a storage
use only.
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 this portion of
Cherry 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 pedestrian-oriented
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.
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The existing business is located on near the corner of Anderson Road and
Nations Ford Road, which is an automobile-dominated part of the City. This
site would only being used for the storage of vehicles.
•

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.
No site improvements are proposed. Staff would work with the applicant on
a parking plan that maintains appropriate circulation through the site.

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.
This use would occupy a mostly unused portion of a large commercial parking lot.
The use would be located towards the rear of the site, and with exception of a
small area along Eden Terrace would not be visible by the public. Staff feels that
the storage of approximately 75 to 100 vehicles would be compatible with the
existing use.
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 site is fully developed, and no adverse impacts are expected.
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.
No changes are being proposed to the site that would pose any environmental
impacts.
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 would not generate much traffic. The only people to visit the
site would be employees of JT’s Kia when they pick up vehicles to add to their
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fleet.
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. A wide variety of
uses exist in the area.
6. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed use
complies with the other standards of this subsection.
No site changes are being proposed, and a rough sketch has been provided by
JT’s Kia show the area it would like to occupy.
7. 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.
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.
The site was originally designed with the idea of it being part of the old Rock Hill
Mall in Rock Hill, which has since redeveloped as a shopping center with a grocery
store anchor tenant. The site was designed as four-plex theater and was later
renovated to be a seven-plex theater. With the opening of the Galleria Mall in the
early 1990s and the opening of Manchester Cinemas in 2000, this site has seen a
significant drop in parking demand for the use. The site is currently used by AMC
as one of its small “hometown theaters,” and the company has shown that through
its own analysis that this theater has more parking spaces than it currently needs.
It currently uses only a third of its existing parking lot.
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2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
The only other theater in the City’s jurisdiction has twice the number of screens
as this theater, so the parking demand is quite different.
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 still be able to operate as a
theater. However, the theater would not be able to lease out its excess parking
spaces to other businesses that could make use of extra space.
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.
No concerns have been voiced to staff about the use of the parking lot for the
storage of vehicles. The parking lot is being proposed for a use that would have
very few impacts, if any, on the surrounding land uses or future land uses.
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, if the requests are granted, the primary use of the
land would continue to be a movie theater. The ancillary vehicle storage use would
generate some profit for the movie theater company, but that is not its primary business.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

August 29: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners within 300
feet of the subject property.

•

August 30: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

August 31: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The Herald.

Staff has not heard of any concerns from neighboring property owners.
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception request based on the above analysis
and specifically the following:
•
•
•

The proposed use is only for the storage of vehicles to be sold elsewhere.
The proposed use, which essentially amounts to the parking of vehicles, is not
much different than if the theater were using those parking spaces itself.
The proposed use is not expected to have any impacts on the surrounding
properties.

Staff recommends approval of the variance request based on the above analysis,
particularly noting the following:
•
•
•

The site is an older property that was part of a complex with an active mall
component. However, the mall has closed, and the site was redeveloped into a
shopping complex with a grocery store as the anchor tenant.
The site is not as busy nor as large as its counterpart, Manchester Cinemas, so
unique circumstances exist.
The current occupant has supplied an analysis that shows that it regularly uses
only a third of its existing parking.

Attachments
•
•

Applications and supporting materials
Zoning map

Staff Contact:
Melody Kearse, Zoning Coordinator
803-329-7088
melody.kearse@cityofrockhill.com

20191237

See variance application.

9/23/19

2019-21

Z-2019-22
Request:

Variance the number of parking spaces that can be deferred
from initial paving, and the required buffer yards, for an office
use

Address:

511 Saluda Street

Zoning District:

Mixed Use Corridor (MUC)

Applicant:

Law Offices of Montrio Belton

Owner:

Belton Realty, LLC
511 Saluda Street
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Family Dollar

Arch Mart

Case No. Z-2019-122
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: September 17, 2019

Requests:

Variance from the number of parking spaces that can be deferred
from initial paving and variance from the required buffer yards for an
office use

Address:

511 Saluda Street

Tax Map No.:

625-11-02-005

Zoning District:

Mixed Use Corridor (MUC)

Property Owner:

Belton Realty, LLC
511 Saluda Street
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Applicant:

Law Office of Montrio Belton
Montiro Belton
P.O. Box 566
Rock Hill, SC 29731

Background
The applicant, Montrio Belton, purchased the property in August of 2018. The previous
owner used the property as a residence but Mr. Belton would like to use the property as
a law office with offices on the first floor and storage on the second floor. This implicates
two different variance requests.
Variances from the number of parking spaces that can be deferred from initial
paving
The Zoning Ordinance classifies a law office as a business/professional use and requires
parking to be provided at a rate of 1 space per every 250 square feet of building area,
with a 20% discount given for properties that are located on the Old Town map. A few
reasons exist for the Old Town discount—the properties are usually older and were
developed under subdivision patterns that may not allow for all of the required parking on
site, the properties are generally located such that some people may walk or ride the bus
to them, and the properties frequently benefit from on-street or shared parking
arrangements.
The subject building is 2,543 square feet, so a total of 8 parking spaces are required after
the Old Town discount is applied.
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However, another discount is available as well; when an applicant has reason to believe
that he does not need the minimum required number of spaces for his use, he may choose
to defer up 35% of the required parking with the assurance that if the spaces are needed
in the future, he will install them at that time. In this case, deferring 35% of the parking
spaces results in five parking spaces being required to be paved now, with three being
deferred for installation in the future if needed.
The applicant has expressed to staff that he is financially unable to pave five parking
spaces on the site at this time. He is therefore requesting to pave only the one
handicapped space now, along with the driveway area, and to be allowed to provide the
additional four spaces in gravel for now while he generates sufficient revenue to pave the
remaining four parking spaces.
The standards from the Zoning Ordinance relative to deferred parking are as follows:
Chapter 5: Section 8.8.13 (D) Deferred Parking:
Deferred Parking: An applicant may submit a request to defer the construction of up to
35% of the required parking spaces specified in the Minimum Off-Street Parking
Standards section if the request complies with the following standards:
1. Fewer Spaces Needed: It is demonstrated that because of the location, nature, or
mix of uses, there is a reasonable probability the number of parking spaces
actually needed to serve the development is less than the minimum required by
the Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards section.
2. Reserve Parking Plan: The request is accompanied by a reserve parking plan
identifying the amount of off-street parking being deferred and the location of the
area to be reserved for future parking, if future parking is needed. The reserve
parking plan must show the layout and conceptual grading and drainage for the
deferred parking area.
3. Future Development of Deferred Parking: If at any time after the initial Certificate
of Occupancy is issued, the Planning & Development Director determines that the
existing parking is not satisfying the needs of the site, the current owner may be
required to develop all or part of the deferred parking area pursuant to the originally
approved layout. In addition, the owner may initiate development of the deferred
parking at any time, upon securing the appropriate permits.
4. Limitations on Reserve Areas: Areas reserved for future parking must be brought
to the approximate finished grade in order to minimize disturbance necessary to
complete the construction. Limited non-required tree preservation or maintenance
of natural grade may be permitted where there is only a minor impact on future
constructability. Reserve parking areas must not be used for buildings, storage,
loading, or other business purposes.
5. Landscaping Required: Whether or not the area is ultimately developed for offstreet parking purposes, areas reserved for future parking must be landscaped
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with an appropriate ground cover, and must comply with all relevant landscaping
standards of this ordinance.
Variance from the required buffer yards for an office use
In order to mitigate the impacts of higher-intensity uses abutting lower-intensity uses, the
Zoning Ordinance requires that buffer yards be put in place between uses of different
types. A buffer yard is a measurable distance from a shared property line to the abutting
use’s activity area. This area must remain undisturbed, planted with vegetation, and may
not contain any activity from the use.
Because the use of the subject property would be a commercial law office and the
surrounding uses are residential, the law office must provide a buffer yard of 10 feet with
a 6-foot solid fence along the property lines that adjoin residential uses.
Because the site is small and narrow, and because the building spans a sizeable portion
of the lot width, providing the 10-foot buffer along with the required parking spaces is
difficult in places. Therefore, the applicant is requesting that the required buffer be
reduced to zero and that no fence be required.
Site Description
The property is located on Saluda Street just south of Downtown and is surrounded by
residential uses. However, the Saluda Street corridor as a whole consists of a mix of both
residential and commercial uses.
Mixed Use Corridor (MUC) Zoning District Description of Intent
A. Mixed Use Corridor (MUC): The MUC district is intended to foster a compatible
mix of land uses along the Saluda Street corridor, where commercial land uses
closely abut residential areas. The standards for the MUC district are set forth in
an appendix to this chapter.
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.
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1. Extraordinary and Exceptional Conditions
There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of land.
Staff has trouble making this finding relative to allowing more spaces to be deferred
from the paving requirement at the business’ inception. While staff is sympathetic
to the needs of the small businessperson, the ordinance simply does not provide
a path for this level of parking deferral under ordinary circumstances.
There is some question as to whether the paving of this area would affect
downstream drainage, but that is the type of issue that would be reviewed and
resolved during a site plan review for the parking lot. Drainage of a parking lot this
small usually does not create major off-site impacts, and if that were expected,
options such as using pervious pavers or detaining more water on site would be
explored at the time of plan submittal.
With respect to the buffer variance request, the site is already developed with a
building, which makes it difficult to provide side yard buffers in all areas of the site
because the building sits very close to the property line on one side and has an
existing driveway that abuts the property line on the opposite side. However, it
would be feasible to provide a 10-foot buffer along with a fence in other areas of
the site.
2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
Lots along the Saluda Street corridor are relatively small and have an established
subdivision pattern, which means that if other residences were being converted to
businesses, those properties also may have difficulty providing all of the required
parking and buffers.
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 variances are not granted, the applicant would not be able to use the property
for its intended use at the time of purchase. However, the applicant received a
feasibility study in June of 2018 through the City’s Open For Business program
that explained that parking would be required. This was prior to the purchase of
the property by the applicant in August of 2018. It appears that the applicant did
not have a full understanding of the costs involved to convert the residence to an
office at the time of purchase.
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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.
Though the property is surrounded by residential uses, a law office is a relatively
low-intensity use. In addition, the Saluda Street corridor has many examples of
residential and commercial uses being compatible. Staff has not heard from
anyone with concerns about parking or buffer variance requests.
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 granting of the variance requests would allow
the property to be used as a law office instead of as a residence. Commercial uses are
generally seen as being more profitable than residential uses.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

August 29: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

August 30: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

August 31: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The Herald.

Staff has not heard of any feedback from the public about the requests.
Staff Recommendation
Staff has trouble making findings #1 and 2:
•

While a reduction in some of the required parking area may be appropriate for such
a low-intensity office use, the 20% Old Town discount coupled with the 35%
parking deferral ordinarily would result in a number of parking spaces that is
realistic for the use. Allowing the further postponement of the paving of the
resulting small number of parking spaces is simply not contemplated under the
current ordinance. All new business locations are required to pave their parking
lots under standards that have been in place for many years now.

•

All new business locations also are required to provide buffers between
themselves and lower-intensity uses. In this case, while a reduction of the buffer
in some areas is practical given the location of the existing building and driveway
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on the lot, the parcel has sufficient room in others areas to provide the standard
buffer and fence.
However, staff views findings #3 and 4 as being met:
•

The applicant would be unable to use the property for its intended use at the time
of purchase if these variances are not granted.

•

Staff has not heard from any neighbors with concerns about the requests.

Because state law requires all four findings to be met in order to grant a variance, staff
is unable to recommend approval of the requests. If the Zoning Board of Appeals is
able to make all of the required findings, however, staff does not have concerns about
the granting of these requests.
Attachments
•
•
•

Application and supporting materials
Feasibility study
Zoning map

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

Permit Application Center
Planning and Development Department
155 Johnston Street or P.O. Box 11706
Rock Hill, SC 29731-1706
Phone (803) 329-5590 Fax (803) 329-7228
www.cityofrockhill.com

Letter of Notification for Plan Review

Conversion to Commercial Office - Feasibility

Plan Reviewed:
Feasibility Survey Report

Status:
Conditional Approval

20180663
Conversion to Commercial Office - Feasibility
511 Saluda St.
Feasibility Survey Report -

Project Contact:
Meagan Blake

Rock Hill, SC 2973
Phone:
Email:

meagan.blake@kw.com

The feasibility survey is designed to help you anticipate changes that might be required for code compliance which
will help you to anticipate associated costs with starting your business. It is based (in part) on information
provided by the client, which has not been verified by the City of Rock Hill. The report usually contains 3 sections:
Zoning, Building, and Fire. Each section will state the changes that need to be made before we can allow you to
occupy the space.
WARNING: THIS INFORMATION IS NOT ALL-INCLUSIVE.
DO NOT RELY ON THIS REPORT TO MAKE THE DECISION TO BUY A PROPERTY OR SIGN A LEASE. IF
THIS REPORT IS BASED OFF OF A PRE-INSPECTION INTERVIEW RATHER THAN AN ON-SITE SURVEY,
THE REPORT SHOULD NOT BE USED AS FACTUAL INFORMATION AS IT IS BASED ON APPLICANT’S
KNOWLEDGE OF THE SITE, AND IT HAS NOT BEEN VERIFIED.
Please consult an architect, engineer, licensed inspector, and/or contractor. Your business/organization is not
permitted to open or operate until you have an approved Zoning Compliance Form and Business License specific
to this location.
Most alterations to commercial buildings require a licensed contractor to obtain a permit from our department
before the work is completed. If you are making alterations, please give a copy of this report to your contractor so
that they can understand what will be required.
Please feel free to respond to this email if you have any questions about what is included in this report or if you
don’t understand it.
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20180663
Conversion to Commercial Office - Feasibility
511 Saluda St.
Feasibility Survey Report -

The following comments are grouped as "Review Comments" or "Advisory Comments". "Review Comments"
are items related to your plan review that require action on your part. "Advisory Comments" are informational
notes that may be important in the future and are for your information.
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20180663
Conversion to Commercial Office - Feasibility
511 Saluda St.
Feasibility Survey Report -

Plan Review Comments
Admin - Open for Business Program - Matthew Thomas matthewc.thomas@cityofrockhill.com - 803-329-7093

Conditional

Review Comments:

If you decide that you want to operate your business from this location, please complete and return the
following to me if you haven't already:
• Zoning and Building Code Compliance Application
• Business License Application
• Commercial Service Agreement
• A color copy of the government-issued photo ID (driver’s license will suffice) of whomever signs the forms.
You may have the documents notarized in lieu of returning a copy of a photo ID.
Fire - Travis McDaniel - travis.mcdaniel@cityofrockhill.com -

Conditional

Review Comments:

1. 505.1 Address Identification. New and existing buildings shall be provided with approved address
identification. The address identification shall be legible and place in a position that is visible from the street or
road fronting the property. Address identification characters shall contrast with their background. Address
numbers shall be Arabic numbers or alphabetical letters. Numbers shall not be spelled out. Each character
shall not be less than 4 inches (102 mm) high with a minimum stroke width of 1/2 inch (12.7 mm). Where
required by the fire code official, address identification shall be provided in additional approved location to
facilitate emergency response. Where access is by means of a private road and the building cannot be
viewed from the public way, a monument, pole or other sign or means shall be used to identify the structure.
Address identification shall be maintained.
2. 906.1 Where required. Portable fire extinguishers shall be installed in Group A, B, E, F, H, I, M, R-1, R-2,
R-4, and S occupancies. *New or serviced 5 pound ABC extinguisher up-stairs and down. Mounted 36-48" in
height.
3. 1010.1.9.1 Hardware. Door handles, pulls, latches, locks and other operating devices on doors shall not
require tight grasping, tight pinching or twisting of the wrist to operate. *Front door shall have lever style
hardware.
4. 1008.2 Illumination required. The means of egress, including the exit discharge, shall be illuminated at all
times the building space served by the means of egress is occupied. *Emergency lighting shall be provided
along the path of egress for the building occupants.
Inspections - Mike Nugent - mike.nugent@cityofrockhill.com - 803-329-5598

Conditional

Review Comments:

The last known use appears to have been a residence. The proposal is for a Law office ("B"-Business Use
Category).
Then building was presented as being app.2,500 sq.ft. This would set the occupant load at 25 clients and
staff.
6/7/2018
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20180663
Conversion to Commercial Office - Feasibility
511 Saluda St.
Feasibility Survey Report -

With less than 30 occupants and if the building travel distances are 100 ft on the first floor and 75 ft or less
from the second floor, single egress is allowed negating the need for illuminated exit signs and emergency
lighting.
Because this is a complete change in occupancy the following is required by the 2015 International Existing
Building Code as well as any alteration must comply with IEBC Sections 705, 806 and 906, as applicable:
1012.8.2 Complete change of occupancy. Where an entire building undergoes a change of occupancy, it shall
have all of the following accessible features:
1. At least one accessible building entrance.
2. At least one accessible route from an accessible building entrance to primary function areas including the
restrooms on the first level.
3. Signage complying with Section 1111 of the International Building Code as well as door hardware.
4. Accessible parking, where parking is provided.
5. At least one accessible route connecting accessible parking to an accessible entrance.
Where it is technically infeasible to comply with the new construction standards for any of these requirements
for a change of group or occupancy, the above items shall conform to the requirements to the maximum
extent technically feasible.
The existing ramp on the front is too steep to be considered part of a accessible route. The new ramp must
comply with all applicable sections of the building code and A117.1-17 (Accessibility)
The exit stairs for the Business would will need to be even, in good repair and have graspable handrails that
are 34” to 38” in height above the leading edge of the stair treads on both side of each stair.
Based on the occupant load, the building will need a Hi-Lo drinking fountain and a utility sink.
The floor live load must support 50 lbs. per sq.ft. for Business use. The exisiting system must be evaluated by
a properly qualified person to insure that it is capable of carrying the additional loads.( Residential
non-sleeping room = 40 lbs. per sq.ft. ; sleeping rooms are 30 lbs. per sq.ft.)
HVAC must be reviewed to identify the capability of the system and if it is capable of supporting the required
performance for the new use.
Please provide a floor plan that shows how the space will be used.
All electrical, plumbing, HVAC and building elements must be in proper working order. Required repairs or
desired alterations to any of the afore mentioned building components must be performed by properly licensed
trades persons with required permits.
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Conditional

Review Comments:

The use of a business office is permitted in the Mixed Use Corridor (MUC) zoning district. 1 parking space per
every 250 SF of office space is needed for the use. A site plan will be required showing how you can meet the
parking requirements and any changes that are necessary to create parking.
All free-standing and wall signs, including refacings, require a permit.
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