MEMORANDUM
TO:

Rock Hill Planning Commission

FROM:

Eric S. Hawkins, AICP, Planner III

RE:

Meeting Agenda

DATE:

November 27, 2019

The Rock Hill Planning Commission will hold its regularly scheduled monthly meeting
Tuesday, December 3, 2019, 6:00 PM, City Hall Council Chambers, 155 Johnston Street.
There are no public hearing items this month, so the meeting will not be televised or
available for viewing online. Please feel free to call me at 803-329-8763 regarding any item
on the following agenda. Thank you.
AGENDA
Rock Hill Planning Commission
December 3, 2019
Pledge of Allegiance
1.

Approval of minutes of November 5, 2019, meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
2.

Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on petition M2019-27 by Clarence Cipkala, Rock Hill 77 Hotel Associates LLC, to rezone
approximately 4.23 acres at 2568 Mangum Road from Industrial Development
District (ID) to Community Commercial (CC). The subject property is proposed to be
annexed into the City of Rock Hill. Tax parcel 702-00-00-012.
Note: This application has been withdrawn.

NEW BUSINESS
3.

Consideration of a request by Oak Engineering for Major Site Plan approval for
Randolph Yarns site. (Plan #20190997)

4.

Sponsorship of Mint Street administrative rezoning request.

5.

Consider revision of meeting calendar for 2020 regular Planning Commission
meetings.

6.

Other Business.

7.

Adjourn.
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
155 JOHNSTON STREET, P.O. BOX 11706
ROCK HILL, SC 29731-1706, 803-329-7080
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November 5, 2019

City of Rock Hill
A regular meeting of the Planning Commission was held Tuesday, November 5, 2019, at
6:00 PM in City Council Chambers, City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South
Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT

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

MEMBERS ABSENT

None

STAFF PRESENT

Eric Hawkins, Leah Youngblood, Bill Meyer, Dennis Fields,
Janice Miller

1. Approval of minutes of the October 8, 2019, meeting.
Commissioner Christopher made a motion to approve the minutes from the October 8,
2019, meeting. Commissioner Mallard seconded, and the motion passed unanimously
by a vote of 7-0.
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
2. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on petition
M-2019-24 by The Hutchison Family Ltd Partnership to rezone approximately 285
acres including a portion of 2394 Eden Terrace (tax parcel number 664-00-00-022),
two unaddressed parcels (tax map numbers 664-01-02-003 and 665-00-00-095),
and portions of three unaddressed parcels (tax map numbers 664-00-00-011, -020,
and -021) from Residential Conservation District I (RC-I), Residential Development
District I (RD-I), and Urban Development District (UD) in York County to Master
Planned Commercial (MP-C). The subject properties are proposed to be annexed
into the City of Rock Hill.
3. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on petition
M-2019-25 by The Hutchison Family Ltd Partnership to establish a Land
Development Agreement upon the same properties listed in M-2019-24. The
project is intended to be a mixed-use community anchored by sports’
practice/training fields and headquarters’ offices, and a sports/entertainment
venue, and is proposed to include residential, public and commercial, and
industrial uses.
Chairman Graham noted that both items would be considered concurrently.
Planning & Zoning Manager Leah Youngblood presented the staff report. Planning &
Development Director Bill Meyer presented the Traffic Impact Analysis portion of the
staff report.
Commissioner Christopher referred to the current plan for Mt. Gallant to be widened to
three lanes with the TIA recommending it to be widened to five in relation to this project,
asking if there had been discussion with the state and York County to modify the current
plan. Mr. Meyer stated there had been discussion with the county of the potential to
merge both projects and have the five lanes completed earlier than originally planned.
He added there was a commitment on both sides to get these road projects done
sooner rather than later.

Planning Commission

November 5, 2019

Commissioner Christopher asked if Eden Terrace Extension would connect to I-77. Mr.
Meyer stated it would not, that it would remain as an overpass.
Ms. Youngblood completed the staff presentation, adding that several items of concern
addressed in the staff report had been resolved with the applicant, including the parking
measure for the multi-family development outside of the core area, construction of
alleys for the single-family attached units inside the core area, off-site noise impacts,
and further clarification as to the wind power turbines being located within an enclosed
tunnel rather than the tall structures usually associated. She noted there were still areas
of concern, including parking measures for the sports/entertainment venue, estimated
frequency of special events, signage, temporary uses, mutually agreeable flexibility of
the overall site, and which types of uses require a building permit. She added staff also
had concerns over the allowance of several issues not currently permitted.
Commissioner Christopher stated the overall plan was good and commented on its
close proximity to an existing railroad line, asking if there had been talk of future light rail
connections to the site. Mr. Meyer stated the applicant could best address this.
Commissioner Martens asked how the wind power issue had been resolved. Ms.
Youngblood stated staff’s original understanding of the turbines had been of tall
structures as seen in other areas of the country to generate electricity but that staff had
been informed the turbines proposed would be enclosed within tunnels such as those in
use at other sports facilities.
Commissioner Martens asked if the turbines were to capture energy or generate power.
Ms. Youngblood stated it was both, but the applicant could probably best explain this
concept.
Chairman Graham asked if this concern had been alleviated as the building design
incorporated the turbines. Ms. Youngblood stated this was correct.
Commissioner Christopher asked if the recommendation was to exclude the request for
bars to stay open past 2 a.m., gaming establishments, tattoo and piercing uses, and
cigar bars. Ms. Youngblood stated the Commission could exclude those, that staff just
wanted to bring those items to their attention as concerns directly related to existing
regulations.
Chairman Graham observed that staff could not make a recommendation on those
items that were in opposition to current regulations. Commissioner Christopher asked if
those items were being requested by the applicant. Chairman Graham stated that was
his understanding.
Mr. Mark Hart, 525 S Church Street, Charlotte, applicant, commended staff, property
owners, and neighbors on their willingness to work with them on this project. He noted
Carolina Panthers owner, David Tepper, wanted this project to be a positive impact on
the community and that they all had a commitment to do this project well.
Mr. Jeff Brown, 1348 Biltmore Drive, Charlotte, applicant’s representative, provided a
brief overview of the project, particularly the use of the site as an entertainment
destination and mixed use development that would benefit the community as a whole.
He stressed the site was unique in that it was located near industrial uses and added
the overall desire to protect nearby residential properties with significant buffer areas
that included open spaces and other environmental features. He added the Land
Development Agreement would add much needed infrastructure work to the area. He
addressed staff comments regarding the four regulatory concerns, stating the desire to
2|P a g e
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have those uses already included in the Master Plan/Terms & Conditions document in
the event state law and local regulations change that would allow those particular uses
so they would not have to go through the rezoning process to include those uses. He
noted they were aware that gaming and gambling establishments and alcohol service
after 2 a.m. were state law requirements, and that cigar bars were subject to the City’s
no-smoking ordinances. He stated the desire was to have tattoos/body piercings be an
accessory use to a salon. He added the owners simply wanted to have a variety of uses
on the site with the ability to adapt.
Commissioner Smith asked how the hours of operation for a casino and restaurant/bar
compared to North Carolina. Mr. Brown stated both North and South Carolina prohibited
casino, but North Carolina did have extended hours past 2 a.m.
Commissioner Christopher asked if any of the buildings would be LEED construction.
Mr. Brown stated they were not in the position to construct LEED buildings at this time
but all the projects were planned with sustainability in mind.
Commissioner Christopher asked about the potential of a light rail system. Mr. Brown
stated he would defer to others to answer but did note that this had been in discussion
as well as how this would be implemented. He added the Land Development
Agreement did have this as a consideration.
Commissioner Martens asked how the Commission could make a recommendation to
City Council if four of the items were considered illegal. Mr. Brown replied that it could
be stated in the Terms & Conditions documents that these uses can only exist when the
laws allowing these uses go into effect. He added the desire to not have to go through
the rezoning process to include those uses.
Mr. Hart addressed the Commission regarding the light rail, noting Mr. Tepper and
others believed the viability of this connection should be further explored, and that while
it may not happen immediately, it was constantly under consideration. In reference to
Commissioner Christopher’s question regarding LEED construction, he stated he
deferred to the architects on this decision but believed the vision to build a “Smart City”
with use of current technologies for construction and community value.
Commissioner Christopher asked if the developer would be paying for Duke Power to
move the existing power lines. Mr. Brown stated he would defer to others to answer.
Commissioner Christopher referred to the residential property nearby and asked if they
were looking at that area for open space. Mr. Brown stated there would be an easement
once the electric lines were moved, creating a buffer.
Chairman Graham expressed concerns over the building heights proposed, specifically
noting that while there was a proposed separation of 150’ it may affect the sight line for
the residents of the area. He asked that they be conscientious of this fact when
submitting the site plans for review.
Mr. Keith Rains, 1139 Hermitage Road, spoke in support of the request, stating he saw
this as a positive impact on the area.
Commissioner Smith asked Ms. Youngblood, if the Commission approved the request
as submitted including the four regulatory issues, how this may impact decisions on
future plans brought forward. Ms. Youngblood stated requests for cigar bars had been
requested recently that had to be turned down because of the City regulations, that an
individual requesting to open a tattoo parlor had been denied but was currently
circulating a petition to present to City Council, and that any requests of either of these
3|P a g e
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natures needed to apply across the board while the City still enforced these regulations.
Commissioner Smith asked if Charlotte allowed these, when did the issue have enough
value to change in Rock Hill. Ms. Youngblood stated it depended, but noted that the
police did have concerns if the state law changed to allow alcohol sales after 2 a.m.
Chairman Graham expressed concerns about the precedent set if the Commission
recommended approval as submitted, stating it may show preferential treatment. He
added he believe a small start-up had the same rights as a large corporation and the
Commission shouldn’t be expected to make an exception in this instance.
There was general discussion regarding how the four regulatory issues would be
resolved, especially as the allowance of tattoo/body piercing uses as an accessory use
would be permitted if approved.
Mr. Brown stated the Commission was correct in that they could not do anything about
the bars or gaming establishments due to state laws, and local ordinances regarding the
cigar bars, but reiterated the tattoo/body piercing use would only be an accessory use
as part of a salon or grooming facility.
Chairman Graham stated his concern about approving something that may be allowed
by law but could be an issue.
Commissioner Christopher expressed concern on morality issues of gaming
establishments.
Commissioner Mallard asked if the Commission recommended approval to City Council
as written, might it send a message that it was time to reconsider those two items
currently under the City’s regulations. Chairman Graham stated this was a possibility
but that his concern centered over the setting of a precedence recommending approval
of something currently against regulations.
Commissioner Robinson asked if the four regulatory concerns could be removed from
the documents. Mr. Brown asked that these items remain and that they continue
discussions with staff to come up with possible resolutions in how they would be dealt
with in the documentation.
There was general discussion regarding the separate motions for the rezoning aspect
and Land Development Agreement. Chairman Graham reiterated the Commission
would see the major site plan in the future.
Commissioner Martens asked for clarification on which regulations affected the four
issues, that he knew the gaming and bar requests were state law. Ms. Youngblood
stated the cigar bar request fell under the City’s smoking ordinance and the tattoo/body
piercing were under Zoning Ordinance regulations.
Commissioner Martens stated that because they could not approve those issues under
state law, he did not feel comfortable approving those items the state had jurisdiction
over, but that he was okay with those regulated on the local level.
On petition M-2019-24, Commissioner Christopher presented the motion to recommend
to City Council approval of Master Planned Commercial (MP-C) zoning on the
properties as presented subject to staff comments and including staff’s recommendation
on the four regulatory items, and for the developers to look at public transportation
specifically the light rail system in the future. Commissioner Martens seconded.
Commissioner Smith commented he did not agree, questioning why the Commission
4|P a g e
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was considering the four regulatory items they had no control over.
Commissioner Graham expressed concern that the request created enforcement issues
for future residents and was seen as being preferential.
Commissioner Mallard noted the possibility that gaming establishments may be
considered in the state’s next session as other states were beginning to allow these
uses. He also stated it was up to Council to decide on how this project should be
handled.
Commissioner Goodner stated she believed this should be allowed to move forward.
Chairman Graham called for a vote and the motion failed by a vote of 3-4, with
Chairman Graham and Commissioners Christopher and Robinson voting in favor, and
Commissioners Martens, Goodner, Smith, and Mallard voting against.
On petition M-2019-24, Commissioner Smith presented the motion to recommend to
City Council approval of the Master Planned Commercial (MP-C) zoning on the
properties as presented subject to staff comments but excluding the four regulatory
items provided these were in compliance with all local and state regulations.
Commissioner Martens seconded, and the motion carried by a vote of 5-2, with
Commissioners Robinson, Martens, Goodner, Smith, and Mallard voting in favor, and
Chairman Graham and Commissioner Christopher voting against.
On petition M-2019-25, Commissioner Christopher presented the motion to recommend
to City Council approval of the Land Development Agreement as presented.
Commissioner Martens seconded, and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
Chairman Graham requested a five-minute recess at 7:30 p.m.
Chairman Graham called the hearing back to order at 7:35 p.m.
4. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on petition
M-2019-26 by InChem Rock Hill LLC to rezone approximately 7.5 acres of property
located at 787 Dunkins Ferry Road and 2750, 2754, 2758, & 2762 Eden Terrace
Extension from Industry General (IG) in the City of Rock Hill and Industry
Development District (ID) in York County to Commercial Industrial (CI). The
subject properties are proposed to be annexed into the City of Rock Hill. Tax
parcels 662-07-01-315 (portion) & 663-00-00-042.
Staff member Dennis Fields, Planner II, presented the staff report.
No one from the public spoke on this request.
Commissioner Martens asked for clarification on the location of the request and access
points.
Commissioner Martens presented the motion to recommend to City Council approval of
Commercial Industrial (CI) zoning as presented. Commissioner Christopher seconded,
and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
5. Hold public hearing and consider a recommendation to City Council on petition T2019-02 by the Rock Hill City Manager to amend the Zoning Ordinance affecting
Chapter 4: Land Use: Primary Uses and Chapter 10: Nonconformities, in relation
to alternative financial uses.
Ms. Youngblood presented the staff report.
Commissioner Goodner asked if a business wanted to relocate and found a location
5|P a g e
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that was restricted, would they go through the Zoning Board of Appeals process for
approval. Chairman Graham stated the current Zoning Ordinance restrictions made it
impossible for a business to relocate.
Chairman Graham asked for clarification on the types of alternative financial services
affected by the amendments. Ms. Youngblood noted only debt relief companies and
small loan companies would be changed, that all the other uses under the alternative
financial services would remain as written in the Zoning Ordinance.
Chairman Graham asked if the amendments proposed created a loophole. Ms.
Youngblood stated staff and the City’s attorneys had written the amendments so that
the wording would not create a loophole.
No one from the public spoke on this request.
Commissioner Mallard presented the motion to recommend to City Council approval of
the Zoning Ordinance amendments to classify small loan and debt relief companies as
an office use as presented by staff. Commissioner Christopher seconded the motion,
and the motion carried by a vote of 6-1, with Commissioner Martens voting in
opposition.
Chairman Graham asked Commissioner Martens his concerns over the proposed
amendments. Commissioner Martens stated he saw this as manipulating the Zoning
Ordinance for one individual and possibly setting a precedence for future amendments.
NEW BUSINESS
6. Consideration of a request for approval of a regular food truck location at The
Warehouses on White, 130 W. White Street. (Plan #20180388).
Ms. Youngblood presented the staff report.
Chairman Graham asked about the concern over the use of the alley (site #4). Ms.
Youngblood stated the current owners may be moving to a new location and that new
owners may want to have access via that alley.
Chairman Graham asked if the issue was the width of the truck. Ms. Youngblood stated
this was correct.
Commissioner Martens asked why the location of food trucks in the photos presented
were not included as a proposed parking option. Ms. Youngblood stated it was included
as an option.
Commissioner Goodner asked if this one had always been used or was an alternate.
Ms. Youngblood stated it was an alternate.
Commissioner Smith asked if the applicants understood this was a temporary allowance
if conditions were imposed. Ms. Youngblood stated they did.
Commissioner Mallard asked if a restaurant was built within 300’ then there would be no
more food trucks allowed at this location. Ms. Youngblood stated this was correct, that
City Council had put regulations in place so that food trucks would not impede on the
brick and mortar restaurants.
Commissioner Martens asked about the lot across the street being development as a
retirement community, asking if a cafeteria built for the residents was built, if this would
impact the food trucks. Ms. Youngblood stated if would but that current plans submitted
proposed restaurants open to the public.
6|P a g e
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Commissioner Robinson asked about restroom facilities. Ms. Youngblood stated The
Mercantile provided these facilities for the food truck employees.
Commissioner Smith asked for confirmation on all food trucks coming to the Planning
Commission except for private special events. Ms. Youngblood stated this was correct,
that the only other time the Commission considered these were for York Tech. She
stated the issue was one of safety, adding the property owner feels that area proposed
by staff was too steep.
Chairman Graham asked about the preference for a single location. Ms. Youngblood
stated the applicant’s preferences were listed as 1 through 4, with staff’s
recommendation being indicated by a star.
Commissioner Smith asked who would be responsible for removing the median. Ms.
Youngblood stated it would be the City but that this was no longer a viable option as the
Fire Department was concerned it would not be able to access its connection.
There was general discussion regarding the width of the street (10’ as compared to 12’),
parking of the trucks and traffic movement, and pedestrian safety.
Commissioner Smith asked how the food trucks were operating now. Ms. Youngblood
stated they were operating illegally.
There was further discussion over the locations proposed and any additional suitable
locations.
Ms. Brittany Kelly, 521 Forest Lane, applicant, provided an overview of how the food
trucks were currently situated on the site, adding that they had provided this location for
the Old Town Association events and other Economic & Urban Development Food
Truck events. She noted the City buses were the only vehicles that could have an issue
but had not noted any issues with the buses moving around the food trucks. She added
trucks were on location twice a day, during lunch and dinner, and that while she would
prefer to park the trucks in their current location along the street, options #2 (further
back along W White Street) and #3 (parking lot across the street), were the next best.
Chairman Graham noted the current food truck location was not one of the options
proposed. Ms. Kelly stated she would like for it to be located there, that trucks had been
parking in that location for over a year with no issue.
Commissioner Robinson asked the maximum number of food trucks on the site. Ms.
Kelly stated they had had as many as five at one time but four was the optimum
number.
Commissioner Robinson asked how many Ms. Kelly would like to have. Ms. Kelly stated
four, that they would continue to have only one and lunch and dinner, and would
continue with the organized food truck events.
Commissioner Smith asked if there were any other corrective measures, adding he liked
the idea of closing the area in but people parked across the street would be subject to
life and safety issues. He asked if a better marked pedestrian walkway would be
installed. Ms. Youngblood stated the City would not support a mid-street pedestrian
walkway.
Ms. Kelly stated she understood that Gary Williams, the owner of Williams & Fudge,
was removing the current chainlink fencing and moving it to another location in order to
block off another area of parking.
7|P a g e
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Commissioner Martens stated he believed a truck parked in front of the building was
safer than in a parking lot. There was general discussion regarding pedestrian safety in
the area.
Ms. Youngblood noted that option #3 would need to be removed from consideration if
the area was fenced off. There was general discussion regarding the viability of the
remaining parking options.
Chairman Graham stated there were not many options and that while it may not be
ideal, W White Street was not a busy street. Ms. Youngblood reiterated the smaller
width of the street and travel lanes.
Ms. Kelly stated she was willing to set a limit on the truck length in order to decrease
the amount of space trucks could fill.
Commissioner Smith asked if the food trucks impacted her business. Ms. Kelly stated
she noticed a significant increase in business when the food trucks were present.
There was general discussion on how the number of trucks that could be placed along
the street. Mr. Meyer requested the Commission place the condition that trucks must be
located within the white lines.
Commissioner Robinson asked if the possibility of future parking meters might
adversely affect food truck parking. Ms. Youngblood stated Parking Management did
have some concern regarding this.
Commissioner Smith asked how this would be enforced. Ms. Youngblood stated this
would be under zoning code enforcement.
Commissioner Smith asked if this could come back and be amended. Ms. Youngblood
stated it could potentially.
Commissioner Robinson asked if this was approved and parking meters were installed,
how binding would the Commission’s approval be. Ms. Youngblood stated it was
binding and that food trucks may have to pay the meter fees.
Chairman Graham expressed his concern was more in favor of supporting local
businesses.
Commissioner Mallard presented the motion to approve food truck parking in option #2
and behind that, from 11 a.m. to 3 p.m. and 4 to 9 p.m., and that trucks must be parked
within the lines. There was general discussion regarding a limit on the days of the week
food trucks could be located on the site.
Commissioner Martens seconded the motion, and the motion carried by a vote of 6-1
with Commissioner Robinson voting in opposition, stating she believed the Commission
should follow staff recommendation.
7. Consideration of meeting calendar for 2020 regular Planning Commission
meetings.
Mr. Hawkins presented the calendar.
There was general discussion regarding the April dates due to the school district’s
spring break.
Commissioner Smith stated he preferred the 4:30 p.m. workshop time as it established
a hard time for completion with the Commission meeting beginning at 6 p.m.
Commissioner Christopher presented the motion to approve the calendar as discussed
8|P a g e
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with the April hearing being held on April 14 and the workshop times being set for 4:30
p.m. on Commission hearing dates. Commissioner Goodner seconded, and the motion
carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
8. Other Business.
There was no further business to discuss.
9. Adjourn.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
December 3, 2019 ~ Agenda Item #3
PROJECT NAME:

Randolph Yarns

PLAN TYPE:

Major Site Plan

PLAN NUMBER:

20190997

TAX MAP NUMBER:

665-00-00-014 to –024 & 665-00-00-094

LOCATION:

175 Cel-River Rd.; 2701, 2710, 2713, 2725, 2734, 2752,
2754, 2757, 2767, 2777, 2781, & 2785 Lynderboro St.

APPLICANT

SCP Acquisitions, LLC (Zach Wagner)
Indianapolis, IN
317-819-1887

OWNERS:

Randolph Yarns, Inc; David R. Lafar, LLC; & David R. Lafar,
III, Family, LLC (Adrienne Lafar)
Lake Wylie, SC
Karyn Burson
Rock Hill, SC

Land Use Information

Type:
Zoning:
Land Area:

Industrial
Industry General (IG)
Approximately 84 Acres

Background

The subject property is the former location of a textile mill
and associated housing. It is located on the northeast side
of the City and fronts on Cel-River Road. Lynderboro Street
is located within the property.

Dev. Information

Total Lots:
Buildings:
Floor Area:

Parking

Parking will largely depend on the mix of office and
warehouse space. Currently, the applicants are estimating
about 10% office space; however, they are providing 130
more parking spaces then are required to give them flexibility
to have more of that use if desired in the future. Final parking
counts will be calculated during civil plan review.

4 Parcels
4 Buildings
Range from 100,000 – 460,000 square feet

Required Parking – 405
Proposed Parking – 535
The proposed site plan shows how the applicant will meet
the layout and design standards for the parking area and
circulation.

Randolph Yarns
Page 2

12/3/19

Streets

The project will construct one public street, which is intended
to connect to Paragon Way with a future expansion. The
new road will be constructed within a variable width right-ofway on the northern edge of the property.

Pedestrian Access

Sidewalks will be constructed on one side of the public
street, and connections to each of the buildings will be made
internally.

Env. Sensitivity

The site has environmentally sensitive areas including
streams, wetlands, and floodplain areas. These areas are
taken into consideration on the site plan with larger buffer
areas.
A small area of encroachment into the local
floodplain is shown. A retaining wall will likely be required to
minimize this encroachment, and any loss of flood storage
must be compensated. The details of this encroachment
and compensation will be worked out at Civil Plan stage.

Tree Retention

Large areas around the streams and wetlands will be set
aside for tree retention.

Landscaping

Site & Vehicular Use Area
Perimeter Buffers, Streetscape & Screening

Open Space

Required – 15%
Proposed – 16.4%

Design Standards

The proposed buildings must meet all nonresidential design
standards.

SPECIAL NOTES:

Staff has some outstanding comments; however, they are
editorial in nature and should not significantly alter the layout
of the site.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the Major Site Plan, subject to
the future resolution of staff comments.

ATTACHMENTS:

Major Site Plan
Plan Review Comments

Staff Contact:

Dennis Fields, Planner II
803.329.5687
Dennis.Fields@cityofrockhill.com

Randolph Yarns Industrial Park MSP - Plan Review Comments

Review of:
Status:
Project:

P. 1 of 1

Major Site Plan
Not Approved
Randolph Yarns Industrial Park
Plan #20190997

Review Comments
Inspections: Conditional
1) Details consisting of but not limited to Fire apparatus access, Fire hydrant and Fire Department
Connection type and location, accessibility, Knox Box location, first floor elevation relative to the rim
elevation of the next upstream manhole in the public sewer, wastewater system pretreatment
requirements, retaining wall locations/structures, basic building code compliance items that surface
prior to building plan submission etc. will be reviewed at the Civil Plan review phase.
2) It appears that additional fire hydrants re required for Building "A".
Zoning: Not approved
1) This item requires major site plan approval by the Planning Commission. It has been scheduled for
the December 3rd Planning Commission meeting at 6 p.m. at City Hall in the Council Chambers.
2) The only road that needs to be named is the public street that is being constructed through the site.
Both back buildings can be addressed off of this street. This is consistent with other industrial
developments in the City.
Infrastructure-Roadway, Water & Sewer, and Stormwater: Pending Review
1) Staff comments are pending. Staff will provide updated staff comments at the meeting.
Infrastructure-landscaping: Not Approved
1) The road to the northwest of Bldg. A is to be a public road which requires street trees at about 40' OC,
and lights. Shift the water line into the road. Show the proposed street trees from Celriver Road thru
the project limits on both sides and assure the lighting plan does not conflict with tree locations.
Street trees are also required in the 7-foot planting strip along the south side of the road. [You might
take a look at the turn radii from Celriver onto the new road. A similar intersection was destroyed by
trailer wheel dragging over curb and back-of-curb planting areas due to the narrow movement space
leading into the new two-lane road.]
2) Freeman maple is hybridized from RED maple that struggle with gloomy scale in and around hot,
paved surfaces like a parking lot and a new road all constructed in disturbed, compacted soils.
Consider specifying Overcup Oak for the Freemans and perhaps Kousa Dogwood for the Flowering
Dogwoods that don't tolerate full sun and reflected heat adjacent to pavement.
3) The trailer storage area should be screened from the public road. Show a dense perimeter of evergreen
trees using a variety of selections grouped in a well-designed visual buffer along the road exposure
and down each end of the storage area for approximately 50 feet.
4) On sheet C7.0 where Future Development is shown, the landscape plan for Bldgs. A and B are not
dependent upon future structures. Paste Soil Notes over the future development site as first priority
for the landscape contractor.
Utilities (Electrical): Approved
1) Utility easements behind the road r/w are not viable. make changes to the grading plan, or provide a
viable 20' path with less than 10% slope across the easement for electric utility infrastructure.
2) Coordinate the electric design with Chad Whitesides at chad.whitesides@cityofrockhill.com
3) Civil plans must show transformer locations and conduit crossings as required by the assigned Eng.
Tech.'s design.
4) The waterline seems to be installed behind the curb in some sections where the electric and
communications would typically be installed. Consider shifting the water line into the paved areas.

Memorandum
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Shana Marshburn, Planner I

Subject:

Request to Sponsor the Rezoning of 27 Lots along Mint Street

Date:

December 3, 2019

Mint Street, a narrow road just south of Albright Road, contains 27 approximately quarter‐acre lots that
are zoned General Commercial (GC). After seeing development interest on Mint Street be for single‐
family detached residences instead of commercial uses, staff is recommending that City Council rezone
them to the Single‐Family 5 (SF‐5) zoning district.
Currently, in order to build a single‐family residence in the GC zoning district, an applicant must request
a special exception from the Zoning Board of Appeals. In October 2018, staff brought forth two special
exception requests to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) for single‐family residences on Mint Street. The
ZBA granted the requests, but expressed concerns about doing so—not because the members had
concerns about the residential use there, but because they did not view the street as appropriate for
commercial use at all. The members posited that it may be more appropriate to rezone the street to a
single‐family zoning district instead of continuing to bring special exception requests to them for
residential uses.
In September 2019, staff received an inquiry from another home builder who would like to build a
single‐family residence on Mint Street. Instead of taking that request to the ZBA, this time staff tried to
talk with all of the property owners about rezoning the property to a single‐family zoning district
instead. Staff sent letters to all of the property owners a couple of months ago, and heard back from a
few but not all of them. The letter explained that if staff did not hear back from all of the property
owners, we may request an administrative rezoning of the lots to a single‐family zoning district.
Staff is now requesting that the Planning Commission sponsor this administrative rezoning. The
rezoning process would be the same as usual—public notice would be issued, the Planning Commission
would hold a public hearing on the proposal and would make a recommendation to City Council about
it, and City Council would consider the rezoning requests during two separate meetings. If the Planning
Commission sponsors the administrative rezoning, staff would notify all of the property owners about
the public hearing, and would schedule the public hearing in January.
Enc.:





List of affected property owners and parcels, and a summary of feedback that staff has heard
from them about the proposed rezoning
Zoning map of Mint Street area
Sample letter to property owners
Staff reports and minutes from the October, 2018 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting

Property Owner
2014 ODA, LLC

Lot Address
401 & 405 Mint St.

Tax Map #
6260901131 &
6260901132
6260901139
6260901163

Aracely Barerra
Steve A. Barnette,
Trustee
Ruskin Belk
Alfred & Tammala
Boyd

431 Mint St.
460 Mint St.
442 Mint St.
435, 439, & 443 Mint
St.

6260901168
6260901140,

Henry & Juanita Fulton

450 & 446 Mint St.

Habitat for Humanity

454 & 423 Mint St.

6260901166 &
6260901167
6260901165 &
6260901137

Esther Meeks Herbin

415 & 419 Mint St.

George McMoore

455, 459, 463, 467,
472, 468, 464 Mint St.

Joe McMoore

447 & 451 Mint.

Mary Wherry Moffatt
John Frank Simpson

409 Mint St.
458 Mint St.

6260901133
6260901164

TRB Enterprises

427 Mint St.

6260901138

Samuel Wherry

411 Mint.

6260901134

6260901135 &
6260901136
6260901145,
6260901146,
6260901147,
6260901148,
6260901160,
6260901161,
6260901162
6260901143 &
6260901144

Response
No feedback received.
No feedback received.
No feedback received.
No feedback received.
No feedback received
from property owners.
Staff received feedback
from a homebuilder
looking to purchase
these lots from the
owner.
No feedback received.
Staff had brief contact
with Habitat at which
they seemed to not
have a problem with
rezoning.
No feedback received.
No feedback received.

Mr. McMoore was
agreeable to the
rezoning and
completed an
application.
No feedback received.
Mr. Simpson was
agreeable to the
rezoning being that
there wouldn’t be a
rezoning fee.
Staff spoke with the
owner whom did not
seem to be agreeable
to the rezoning.
No feedback received.
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September 30, 2019
Joe McMooore
324 Berry Street
Rock Hill, SC 29732

RE:

Zoning of property along Mint Street

Dear Mr. McMoore:
We are sending this letter to you and others who own property along Mint Street in the City of Rock Hill,
asking if you would consider requesting a rezoning of your land from General Commercial (GC) to Single‐
Family 5 (SF‐5).
This is for two related reasons:


The road is very narrow and dead ends after a short distance, which does not make it suitable
for commercial development.



We have seen an increased interest in people wanting to develop some of the lots along Mint
Street with single‐family residences, which is more difficult to do given the current commercial
zoning of the property than it would be if the property were zoned residentially. If the property
were rezoned to a residential zoning district, new residences would be allowed without having
to request the use from the Zoning Board of Appeals through a public hearing process. This
would make the process of building a home more streamlined.

For these reasons, I am asking you to please give me a call discuss the rezoning of your property at your
earliest convenience. You may reach me at 803‐326‐2456. If we are unable to hear back from all of the
property owners of the lots along Mint Street about this, which has been the case in the past, we may
request that City Council initiate the rezoning request to a single‐family zoning district on the property
owners’ behalves.

Sincerely,

Shana Marshburn
Planner I
Shana.marshburn@cityofrockhill.com

Case No. Z-2018-31
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: October 16, 2018

Location:

423 & 454 Mint St.

Requests:

Special exception to establish a single-family residential
detached use within the GC (General Commercial)
zoning district
Variance to the minimum required lot width to establish a
single-family residence in a commercial zoning district

Tax Map Numbers:

626-09-01-137 & 626-09-01-165

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Owner:

Habitat for Humanity of York County
P.O. Box 4255
Rock Hill SC, 29732

Background
Special exception request
The applicant, Habitat for Humanity of York County, owns two lots on Mint Street
and would like to build a single-family detached dwelling on each of them. The
property is zoned General Commercial (GC), which requires a special exception for
a single-family residential use. The reason for this is because residential uses are
not compatible with many of the uses that are permitted by right in the General
Commercial zoning district.
Note: Because the only use on most of Mint Street is residential, staff typically would
have suggested that the property owners there request a rezoning to a residential
zoning district as a group instead of using this special exception process one at a
time. However, because one individual owns most of the parcels, and that person’s
whereabouts are unknown, that is not a practical option at this time.
Variance request
The minimum required lot width is 60 feet for a single-family dwelling in a
commercial zoning district. 423 and 454 Mint Street each have only 50 feet in
width. Therefore, Habitat for Humanity is requesting a 10-foot variance on the lot
width for both of the parcels.

Site Description
The site is located on Mint Street south of Albright Road, within the Castle Heights
subdivision. Many of the lots within the subdivision are vacant; however, some have
single-family dwellings. Additionally, a flea market exists at the intersection of Mint
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Street and Albright Road. Rock Hill School District’s Flexible Learning Center
directly abuts the subdivision to the east and is zoned Office and Institutional. The
other surrounding properties are zoned General Commercial.

Relation to Zoning Ordinance
Table 4.3.2: Table of Primary Uses

Appendix 4-A – Descriptions of Primary Uses
Single-family detached: A dwelling unit that is not attached to any other dwelling unit,
that is occupied by only one family, and that is located on an individual lot that is
owned in fee. May be built entirely on site or may be modular. (Modular dwellings
are those that are composed of components manufactured and substantially
assembled in a separate location and transported to the building site for final
assembly on a permanent foundation; they meet all state and local building code
requirements).
4.3.3.2 USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS: RESIDENTIAL USES
4.3.3.2.1 Household Living
A. Single-Family Detached
1. Single-family detached dwellings and lots have numerous conditions related to
site design and architecture, which are found in Chapter 9: Site and Building
Design Standards and Chapter 6: Community Design Standards.
2. Additionally, in the business zoning districts, the dimensional standards for
single-family detached dwellings are as follows:
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Existing Zoning District Summary
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 that the GC district be phased out over time by not
allowing new rezonings to the district.

Analysis of Request for Special Exception Use
A Special Exception Permit shall be approved only upon a finding the applicant
demonstrates that the applicable standards are met. The Board may find that not all
of these standards will be applicable in every case.
(a) Complies with Use-Specific Regulations
The proposed special exception complies with all standards in Section 4.3.3, UseSpecific Standards.
The use-specific standards for single-family detached residential uses reference the
design standards of chapters 9 and 6 of the recently updated Zoning Ordinance. If
the use of this property for a single-family residence is approved by the Zoning
Board of Appeals, staff will review the plans for compliance with the City’s design
standards.
The lot does not meet the dimensional standards for a residential use, which is why
the applicant has requested a variance from the lot width standard.
(b) Compatibility
The proposed special exception is appropriate for its location and compatible with
the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zone district(s) of
surrounding lands.
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Single-family residential uses are generally not compatible with the uses permitted
within the GC zoning district. However, commercial uses in this area are more likely
to develop along Albright Road, with its high visibility, rather than within what
appears to be a single-family subdivision along a narrow, local road that dead ends.
Allowing single-family residential dwellings along this section of Mint Street should
not deter the development of commercial uses along Albright Road.
(c) Design Minimizes Adverse Impact
The design of the proposed special exception minimizes adverse effects, including
visual impacts of the proposed use on adjacent lands; furthermore, the proposed
special exception 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 design of the single-family detached dwellings would be reviewed by staff for
compliance with all applicable zoning and building regulations to minimize any
impacts to neighboring properties.
(d) Design Minimizes Environmental Impact
The proposed special exception minimizes environmental impacts and does not
cause significant deterioration of water and air resources, wildlife habitat, scenic
resources, and other natural resources.
The design would also be reviewed and inspections performed by staff for
compliance with all environmental regulations to minimize any impacts to
neighboring properties, stream, creeks and stormwater systems.
(e) Roads
There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed special exception,
and the proposed special exception use is designed to ensure safe ingress and
egress onto the site and safe road conditions around the site.
Because many of the lots within the subdivision are vacant, adding an additional
residential unit to Mint Street would have very little impact on roads. In addition,
Albright Road is able to accommodate the traffic that would be generated from
residential uses along Mint Street.
(f) Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values
The proposed special exception will not substantially and permanently injure the use
of neighboring land for those uses that are permitted in the zone district, or reduce
property values.

Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Z-2018-31
Page 5

The proposed use is similar to what would likely to be developed on surrounding
properties, and therefore, it should not injure neighboring property values.
(g) Site Plan
A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed special
exception use complies with the other standards of this subsection.
Although a site plan has not yet been developed, the applicant has provided staff
with the proposed layouts for the residences. These plans show that the dwellings
should be able to meet all applicable setbacks. If they do not, additional variance
requests would be necessary.
(h) Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances
The proposed special exception use complies with all other relevant City laws and
ordinances, state and federal laws, and regulations.
The applicant agrees to comply.

Analysis of Request for Variance
2-300 (E) (4) Variance Standards
(a) Findings
A Variance Permit shall be approved only upon a finding, made in writing, that the
applicant demonstrates that all of the following standards are met:
1. Extraordinary and Exceptional Conditions
There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of land.
At the time that this subdivision was first platted, the lot dimension standards
were different than those of today. It was common for lots to be subdivided
into long, narrow lots such as the ones located along this section of Mint
Street, which may be considered an extraordinary and exceptional condition.
2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
It is difficult to say that the exceptional and extraordinary conditions are
unique to this property because they are shared by all of the lots along this
section of Mint Street within the Castle Heights subdivision. All of the lots are
50 feet in lot width; therefore, they would all require a variance to the
minimum lot width standard or would need to be combined with adjacent lots
in common ownership in order to develop them residentially today.
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However, given that these lots have limited utility for commercial use and
given that most of the lots in this neighborhood were subdivided at 50 feet, it
seems appropriate that each lot that is under separate ownership from the
adjacent lots should be allowed to develop with a single-family residence if
the Board is able to make this finding.
It should be noted that the Zoning Ordinance has a provision to allow
residential uses to develop on non-conforming lots of record, but this
provision does not apply to commercially-zoned lots. This is because the
commercially-zoned lots already have a special exception process that is
required for the residential use, so it makes sense for them also to have a
related variance process if the lots in question are smaller than would be
allowed today.
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 Zoning Board of Appeals does not grant this variance, these parcels
could not be used for a single-family residential use, and as explained
previously, the small size of these parcels and their location on a small
neighborhood street mean that they are unlikely to support a viable
commercial use.
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.
If the variance were granted, Habitat for Humanity would be able to build a
single-family residence on each of these properties. This proposed use would
be compatible with the existing single-family residential uses located on this
street.
Additionally, the lots are not well suited for commercial use, given their
location along a narrow, dead-end local street with low visibility. Therefore,
the placement of residences here should not pose a concern for commercial
uses in the future.
Finally, if the Zoning Board of Appeals determines that granting the special
exception request for the residential use is appropriate, it follows that the
granting of this additional variance would not be detrimental to adjacent land,
or the public good, and that the character of the district would not be harmed
if it were granted.
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(b) Not Grounds for Variance
The following does not constitute grounds for a Variance Permit:
1. Property Could Be Utilized More Profitably
The fact that land may be utilized more profitably should a Variance permit be
granted.
If the variance is not granted, a single-family residence could not be located
on these parcels, and the property owner would need to consider selling the
land for commercial use, which is theoretically more valuable than a
residential use, although as aforementioned, is not a very realistic use for this
land.
(c) Prohibitions
No Variance Permit shall be granted to:
1. Allow a use not permitted by right, Conditional Use Permit, or by Special
Exception Permit in the district in which the land subject to the Variance
Permit is located.
The proposed use as a single-family detached residence is allowed by special
exception.
2. Extend physically a nonconforming use of land.
If the special exception for the single-family detached residential use is
granted, the use of the property would be considered conforming. The
granting of the associated variance would therefore not physically extend a
nonconforming use of land.
3. Change the zone district boundaries on the Official Zone District Map.
If granted, the variance would not change the zoning district boundaries. The
property would retain its current zoning district.

Public Involvement
The following public notification actions have been taken:
•

September 28: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners
within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

September 28: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.

•

September 29: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement
published in The Herald.

•

Information about the application was posted on the City’s website.
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Public Feedback
Staff has not received any public feedback about this request.

Staff Recommendation
Special Exception
Staff recommends approval of the special exception request. The proposed singlefamily residential use is compatible with the other single-family uses located along
this section of Mint Street. Additionally, Mint Street is more suited to single-family
residential uses than commercial uses, and therefore, staff is not concerned about
the presence of these residences, if constructed, impeding any future commercial
development of this area.
Variance
Staff had trouble making the finding regarding these parcels having unique
conditions that are not shared by other parcels nearby since most of the lots along
Mint Street are the same width. However, given that this lot does not qualify as a
non-conforming lot of record because it is zoned General Commercial, but that the
appropriate use of these lots is residential, if the Zoning Board of Appeals can make
this finding, staff does not have concerns with the granting of this variance.

Attachments
•
•
•

Application and supporting documents
General Commercial (GC) use list
Zoning Map

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

Case No. Z-2018-32
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: October 16, 2018

Location:

435, 439, & 443 Mint Street

Requests:

Special exception to establish a single-family residential
detached use within the GC (General Commercial)
zoning district

Tax Map Numbers:

626-09-01-140, 626-09-01-141, & 626-09-01-142

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Owner:

Alfred & Tammala Boyd
1831 Paces River Ave., Apt. 203
Rock Hill SC, 29732

Background
The applicants, Alfred and Tammala Boyd, purchased three contiguous lots in
August of this year and would like to recombine them in order build one singlefamily detached dwelling on the property. The property is zoned General
Commercial (GC), which requires a special exception for a single-family residential
use. The reason for this is because residential uses are not compatible with many of
the uses that are permitted by right in the General Commercial zoning district.
Note: Because the only use on most of Mint Street is residential, staff typically would
have suggested that the property owners there request a rezoning to a residential
zoning district as a group instead of using this special exception process one at a
time. However, because one individual owns most of the parcels, and that person’s
whereabouts are unknown, that is not a practical option at this time.
Also note: While these lots do not meet the minimum required lot width for a singlefamily dwelling within a commercial zoning district, the applicants are planning to
combine the lots, and after combination, they would exceed this requirement.
Therefore, this application does not have an associated variance request on
minimum lot size.

Site Description
The site is located on Mint Street south of Albright Road, within the Castle Heights
subdivision. Many of the lots within the subdivision are vacant; however, some have
single-family dwellings. Additionally, a flea market exists at the intersection of Mint
Street and Albright Road. Rock Hill School District’s Flexible Learning Center
directly abuts the subdivision to the east and is zoned Office and Institutional. The
other surrounding properties are zoned General Commercial.
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Relation to Zoning Ordinance
Table 4.3.2: Table of Primary Uses

Appendix 4-A – Descriptions of Primary Uses
Single-family detached: A dwelling unit that is not attached to any other dwelling unit,
that is occupied by only one family, and that is located on an individual lot that is
owned in fee. May be built entirely on site or may be modular. (Modular dwellings
are those that are composed of components manufactured and substantially
assembled in a separate location and transported to the building site for final
assembly on a permanent foundation; they meet all state and local building code
requirements).
4.3.3.2 USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS: RESIDENTIAL USES
4.3.3.2.1 Household Living
A. Single-Family Detached
1. Single-family detached dwellings and lots have numerous conditions related to
site design and architecture, which are found in Chapter 9: Site and Building
Design Standards and Chapter 6: Community Design Standards.
2. Additionally, in the business zoning districts, the dimensional standards for
single-family detached dwellings are as follows:
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Existing Zoning District Summary
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 that the GC district be phased out over time by not
allowing new rezonings to the district.

Analysis of Request for Special Exception Use
A Special Exception Permit shall be approved only upon a finding the applicant
demonstrates that the applicable standards are met. The Board may find that not all
of these standards will be applicable in every case.
(a) Complies with Use-Specific Regulations
The proposed special exception complies with all standards in Section 4.3.3, UseSpecific Standards.
The use-specific standards for single-family detached residential uses reference the
design standards of chapters 9 and 6 of the recently updated Zoning Ordinance. If
the use of this property for a single-family residence is approved by the Zoning
Board of Appeals, staff will review the plans for compliance with the City’s design
standards.
(b) Compatibility
The proposed special exception is appropriate for its location and compatible with
the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zone district(s) of
surrounding lands.
Single-family residential uses are generally not compatible with the uses permitted
within the GC zoning district. However, commercial uses in this area are more likely
to develop along Albright Road, with its high visibility, rather than within what
appears to be a single-family subdivision along a narrow, local road that dead ends.
Allowing single-family residential dwellings along this section of Mint Street should
not deter the development of commercial uses along Albright Road.
(c) Design Minimizes Adverse Impact
The design of the proposed special exception minimizes adverse effects, including
visual impacts of the proposed use on adjacent lands; furthermore, the proposed
special exception avoids significant adverse impact on surrounding lands regarding
service delivery, parking and loading, odors, noise, glare, and vibration, and does
not create a nuisance.
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The design of the single-family detached dwelling would be reviewed by staff for
compliance with all applicable zoning and building regulations to minimize any
impacts to neighboring properties.
(d) Design Minimizes Environmental Impact
The proposed special exception minimizes environmental impacts and does not
cause significant deterioration of water and air resources, wildlife habitat, scenic
resources, and other natural resources.
The design would also be reviewed and inspections performed by staff for
compliance with all environmental regulations to minimize any impacts to
neighboring properties, stream, creeks and stormwater systems.
(e) Roads
There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed special exception,
and the proposed special exception use is designed to ensure safe ingress and
egress onto the site and safe road conditions around the site.
Because many of the lots within the subdivision are vacant, adding an additional
residential unit to Mint Street would have very little impact on roads. In addition,
Albright Road is able to accommodate the traffic that would be generated from
residential uses along Mint Street.
(f) Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values
The proposed special exception will not substantially and permanently injure the use
of neighboring land for those uses that are permitted in the zone district, or reduce
property values.
The proposed use is similar to what would likely to be developed on surrounding
properties, and therefore, it should not injure neighboring property values.
(g) Site Plan
A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed special
exception use complies with the other standards of this subsection.
Although a site plan has not yet been developed, because the applicants plan to
combine the lots, they should have sufficient land area in order to develop and meet
the City’s dimensional standards.
(h) Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances
The proposed special exception use complies with all other relevant City laws and
ordinances, state and federal laws, and regulations.
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The applicant agrees to comply.

Public Involvement
The following public notification actions have been taken:
•

September 28: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners
within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

September 28: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.

•

September 29: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement
published in The Herald.

•

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

Public Feedback
Staff has not received any public feedback about this request.

Staff Recommendation
Special Exception
Staff recommends approval of the special exception request. The proposed singlefamily residential use is compatible with the other single-family uses located along
this section of Mint Street. Additionally, Mint Street is more suited to single-family
residential uses than commercial uses, and therefore, staff is not concerned about
the presence of these residences, if constructed, impeding any future commercial
development of this area.

Attachments
•
•
•

Application and supporting documents
General Commercial (GC) use list
Zoning Map

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

Zoning Board of Appeals
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

October 16, 2018

A public hearing of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, October 16, 2018, at
6 p.m. in Council Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

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

STAFF PRESENT:

Melody Kearse, Dennis Fields, Shana Marshburn, and Leah
Youngblood

Legal notice of the public hearing was published in The Herald, Saturday, September 29, 2018.
Notice was posted on all property considered. Adjacent property owners and residents were
notified in writing.
1.

Call to Order

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

Approval of minutes of the September 19, 2018, meeting.

Mr. Antrim made a motion to approve the minutes as distributed. Mr. Sutton seconded the
motion. The minutes were approved by a vote of 7-0.
3.

Approval of Orders from September 19, 2018, meeting.

Mr. Antrim made a motion to approve the orders as distributed. Mr. Sutton seconded the motion.
The minutes were approved by a vote of 7-0.
4. Appeal Z-2018-30: Request by Tony Pannell of Tony’s Towing for a modification to
an existing special exception to expand an automobile wrecker service use and a
variance from the required side and rear yard buffers. at 1205 -1209 E Black Street, which
is zoned Industry General (IG). Tax map numbers 626-09-01-084 & -085.
Staff member Dennis Fields presented the staff report.
Mr. Tony Pannell, 1920 Crystal Ridge Dr., applicant, spoke about why had not originally
requested to use the whole site. He explained that at the time of the original request he did not
have the funds available to improve the entire site. He also explained that now that he has funds
he wants the site to look consistent, which is why he is using the vinyl fencing. He also
explained that with only having right-of-way access on Wood Street that maintaining the other
side of the property was going to be difficult and that by doing the expansion it will now be
easier. He stated that he was agreeable to adding landscaping, and that he is continuing to
make improvements, including to the parking area.
There were no questions from the Board.
Mr. John Pannell, 5965 Mt Gallant Rd., spoke in favor of the request. He stated that a lot of
work had been done to the site to clean it up, and he also stated that more work is planned, but
that the weather has held up progress.
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There were no further questions or comments. Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board
discussion which centered around how good the site looked so far and how it is a good fit for the
location.
Mr. Cullum presented the motion to approve the modification of the special exception for the use
as presented. Mr. Smith seconded and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
Mr. Cullum presented the findings, noting specifically that the use complies with all of the usespecific regulations, the use is compatible with surrounding uses, the use improves the existing
area, and that there are no problems with the roads.
Mr. Cullum presented the motion to approve the variance from the required side and rear yard
buffers as presented. Mr. Smith seconded and the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
Mr. Cullum presented the findings, noting specifically that the use already exists and that the
expansion is for additional storage and that there are no detrimental impacts.
5. Appeal Z-2018-31: Request by Habitat for Humanity for a special exception to
establish single-family detached residential uses at 423 and 454 Mint Street and a
variance from the lot dimensional standards, which are zoned General Commercial (GC).
Tax map number 626-09-01-137 & -165.
Staff member Shana Marshburn presented the staff report.
Mr. Sutton asked whether there were any plans to improve Mint Street, stating that he noticed
that there was no curb and gutter. Mr. Dennis Fields, staff, also spoke about his visit to the site
and stated it seem wide enough and that the sides had been cut back more than what was
shown in photo.
Mr. Sturgis asked whether, with multiple new single-family houses being proposed, the road wide
enough room for two-way traffic. Mr. Fields stated that it does not meet current standards, but
that he thought that the road may be 20 feet wide. Mr. Antrim voiced his disagreement with Mr.
Field’s assessment, stating that it was only wide enough for one-way traffic. Mr. Antrim stated
that whether more residential is being added, then that street needed to be upgraded.
Mr. Cullum asked about what the property had been zoned historically; specifically, whether the
street had been platted at the same time as the subdivision, and why the property was zoned
GC. Ms. Marshburn stated that it would have been platted at the same time, and she explained
she was not sure why the neighborhood had been zoned GC. She noted that normally staff
would have asked for the property to be rezoned to something more appropriate, but with one of
the major property owners unable to be reached, this special exception request was the most
logical path forward. There was further discussion between Mr. Cullum and staff about the
rezoning question.
Mr. Crawford asked whether the road was owned by the City and whether the City had concerns
about emergency vehicles being able to turn around at the end of the road. Ms. Marshburn
stated that there is a turnaround at the end of the road. Mr. Antrim stated that he did not think
that there was enough room for a turnaround, and asked whether the City had requirements for
the road. Mr. Fields stated that because this is an existing road, there is not a requirement to
improve it at this time.
Ms. Reeves asked whether the property was originally platted for residential or commercial. Ms.
Marshburn stated based on the lot size, which is more suited for residential use, probably the
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property was platted for that use. There was continued discussion with staff about the history of
the property and rezoning.
Ms. Youngblood stated that the property was zoned and platted prior to 2006, the time of
adoption of the “new” Zoning Ordinance. She explained that since the City did not have good
contact information for the primary property owner on the road, it was not practical at this time to
seek a rezoning for just a couple of the lots.
Mr. Sutton stated that the property was probably platted in the early 1950s, based on the size
and type of lots, and that at some point they were overlaid with the GC zoning. Ms. Youngblood
agreed.
Mr. Crawford again asked whether staff was concerned about road. Ms. Marshburn stated that
based on the site visit, staff did not see a huge concern with the addition of a couple of more
homes on it.
Mr. Cullum again stated his concerns about the houses being built in the commercial zoning
district when the whole neighborhood was zoned that way. Mr. Smith stated that the lots would
most likely become a residential use since they were impractical for commercial use. He
explained that he could not imagine anyone wanting to develop those lots for commercial use.
Mr. Antrim stated his concern about the narrowness of the lots, and wanted to know whether it
would be likely if someone else were to buy several adjacent lots to combine them and build one
house. Mr. Smith noted that the next case was just like that.
Mr. Crawford asked staff whether any zoning allowed for 50-foot lots. Ms. Marshburn stated no,
that there is no current zoning district that allows for 50-foot lots in this area of the City. There
was further discussion about the lot size.
Mr. Crawford asked whether, if the owner of the majority of the properties on the road were
available for rezoning, staff recommend SF-5, and whether the lots then still need a variance.
Ms. Marshburn stated that staff would recommend SF-5 since that zoning district was already in
the area, and that the lots would still need the variance. The board continued to discuss the lot
sizes and rezoning.
Mr. Tim Veeck, 825 N. Anderson Rd., applicant, stated that staff had done a good job with
explaining the situation with the lots along Mint Street. He stated that the lots have a viable
residential use, and that not too long ago, 50-foot lots were the norm within the City. He further
stated that Habitat has built several homes around the City on lots with those dimensions. He
explained that Habitat has owned the properties for 10 years or more but that until now, none of
the Habitat buyers had been interested in the lots because of their relative seclusion. He
explained that in this case there were two homeowners, who are good friends, looking to raise
their children together on this street, and he hopes that the Board finds favor with their request.
He ended by saying that Habitat has spoken to at least one of the neighbors on the street who is
in favor of the build.
Mr. Sutton asked about the design of the homes that Habitat was planning to build on the narrow
lots. Mr. Veeck stated that the homes would be narrow and would be able to meet the setback
requirements. He explained that Habitat had built several of these types of houses around the
older part of the City, and that homeowners really like those house plans.
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Mr. Cullum asked whether the lots had been zoned GC for the entire time that Habitat had
owned the lots. Mr. Veeck stated that he was not sure, but that they probably were zoned CG,
and that these were part of the Castle Heights Neighborhood.
Mr. Ruskin Belk, PO Box 962, spoke in opposition to the request. He first stated that he had not
been notified about the request. He then explained that he owned the automobile sales lot on
Albright Road. He expressed a concern that when those lots are developed, water would be
forced onto his property between the houses and Albright Road. He also expressed concerns
about security and the need for fencing the rear of his property if the homes were built, and the
cost of that to him.
Mr. Crawford asked more about the ownership of the lot and stated that staff will look at
stormwater issues during development of the lots.
Mr. Cullum asked specifically where Mr. Belk’s property is located. Mr. Belk explained where all
of his family’s property is located surrounding the proposed sites.
Mr. Belk again reiterated his concern of being able to run a viable business without knowing
whether his stormwater and security concerns were being addressed.
Mr. Crawford asked for further explanation about the fence issue. Mr. Belk explained the history
of security issues at the neighboring auto repair facility, and his concern about the cost of adding
a fence, and reiterated his concerns about flooding.
Ms. Tamara Belk Ordway, 403 E. Main St, spoke in opposition to the request. She stated that
she did not think that it was right to put these houses right in the middle of GC, and that the lots
close to Albright Road could be redeveloped later and may have problems meeting the required
separation against residential uses if the homes were built. She also stated that the lots held
water and were a marsh.
Mr. Veeck, in rebuttal, stated that Habitat had no intension of clear cutting the lots, and they try
to remove as few trees as possible during development. He explained that there should still be
plenty of space for water runoff. He then stated that as far as security was concerned the
families looking to build also want a safe and secure place to raise their family and are looking
for a safe, quiet neighborhood.
Mr. Crawford asked whether Habitat had any issue working with staff on stormwater concerns.
Mr. Veeck stated that just like on any other lot, they would meet those standards.
Mr. Crawford asked staff about separation requirements. Staff explained that some commercial
and industrial uses require separation from residential uses.
There were no further questions or comments. Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board
discussion, which centered around the fact that regardless of the zoning of the lots, building a
home on them would require a variance, the fact that they are not desirable commercial lots, and
issues concerning the capacity of the existing road.
Mr. Sutton presented the motion to approve the both the special exception and the variance as
presented. Mr. Sturgis seconded. The motion carried by a vote of 6-1 (Cullum in opposition).
Mr. Sutton presented the findings for the special exception first, specifically noting that the
homes will have to meet the design regulations, that the lot dimensions were platted long ago,
that the residential use is compatible with other uses in the area, and that staff is comfortable the
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with road as it is for the addition of a couple of homes. Mr. Sutton then presented the findings for
the variance, specifically stating that the lots were platted long ago and overlaid with GC zoning
when it should have been residentially zoned, and that the lots were not well-suited for other
uses.
6. Appeal Z-2018-32: Request by Alfred & Tammala Boyd for a special exception to
establish a single-family detached residential uses at 435, 439 and 443 Mint Street, which
is zoned General Commercial (GC). Tax map number 626-09-01-140, -141 & -142.
Staff member Shana Marshburn presented the staff report.
Mr. Alfred and Tammala Boyd, 1831 Paces River Avenue, Apt. 203, applicants, stated that they
wanted to combine the lots to build their home.
Mr. Belk, PO Box 962, stated he had the same concerns as before if their house would be
located on the same side of the road as his property. Mr. Boyd stated that their property was not
on same side of the road as his property.
There were no further questions or comments. Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board
discussion.
Mr. Cullum brought up his same concerns from before. Ms. Reeves agreed. Mr. Cullum stated
that granting these exceptions might anchor the area one way—for residential use going forward.
Mr. Crawford and Mr. Sutton both stated that the residential use was more appropriate than
commercial given the characteristics of the street. There was further discussion around the
rezoning of the property.
Mr. Sutton presented the motion to approve the special exception as presented by staff. Mr.
Sturgis seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 6-1 (Cullum in opposition). Mr. Sutton
presented the findings for the special exception, specifically noting that the homes will have to
meet the design regulations, that the lot dimensions were platted long ago, that the residential
use is compatible with other uses in the area, and that staff is comfortable the with road as it is
for the addition of a couple of homes.
7. Appeal Z-2018-33: Request by William Burgin for a variance from side yard setback
for an accessory dwelling use at 509 Forest Lane, which is zoned Single-Family
Residential-5 (SF-5). Tax map numbers 629-12-02-025.
Ms. Kearse presented the staff report.
Mr. Smith asked for clarification about his understanding of the request and asked what the main
home was being used for.
Ms. Kearse stated that Mr. Burgin had shown on his permitting documents where the structure
had already been configured as an accessory dwelling unit and so staff at the time considered it
as being grandfathered and that it was not until staff began to receive complaints that it was
determined otherwise. She added that the main home was being rented out by three other
tenants and briefly went on to explain the requirements for establishing an accessory dwelling
unit, noting that it requires that the property owner live in the main dwelling for a period of at
least 5 years before occupying the accessory dwelling unit.
Mr. Cullum inquired about the main home being a boardinghouse. He stated that it sounds like
there are probably not long-term rentals there. Ms. Kearse stated that that was one of the
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complaints heard from one of the adjacent property owners, and it would be better if the Board
were to address those types of questions to her. Stacey Reeves noted that was addressed in the
letter.
Mr. Antrim asked about the unnamed alley, parallel to Mary Knoll Court, and noted that an
adjacent property’s accessory garage also looked to have a residential use in it. Ms. Kearse
stated that the structure has a bonus room and is not a complete living unit. Ms. Reeves asked
whether the building had been built to proper codes. Ms. Kearse stated that it had been.
Matt Crawford asked whether accessory dwelling units are a permitted in the SF-5 zoning
district. Ms. Kearse stated that in the SF-5 zoning district, accessory dwelling units were allowed
as a conditional use.
Mr. Crawford asked about how accessory dwelling units are evaluated. Ms. Kearse stated that
whether the permitting and review process would’ve happened correctly, the owner would have
had to come before the Board to request a variance to the side yard setback since it has to meet
the same setback as the primary structure.
Mr. Sturgis clarified his understanding that the buildings had been in place since the 1950s. Ms.
Kearse briefly went over the evolution of the buildings on the property specifically noting that a
neighboring property owner had stated to staff that the garage was built in 1956 and that the
original owner added on to the structure in the subsequent years. She added that tax records
indicate that there was a garage present in 1974 but that there were no permit records and that it
likely preceded the City’s enactment of zoning regulations.
Mr. Sturgis asked Ms. Kearse whether the structure had changed since that time. Ms. Kearse
replied that the footprint had not changed from what the tax records showed. Mr. Sturgis stated
that the structure does not seem out of character with the surrounding area and asked whether
the issue was really about how the structure was being used. Ms. Kearse stated that because
the structure needed a setback variance, the Board was considering whether the request met
the required findings, one of which relates to impact on adjacent properties.
Ms. Reeves posed the question of whether accessory dwelling units were common in the
neighborhood. Ms. Kearse stated that staff is unaware of any of the accessory structures in the
neighborhood being used as accessory dwelling units but that staff does have knowledge of
some short-term rental uses being in the neighborhood.
Larry Burgin, 2224 Duck Cove Lane, approached the Board. Mr. Burgin began by stating that he
had been the reason for a lot of the confusion surrounding the request and asked whether the
Board had gotten a chance to read the rebuttal that he had provided to Ms. Taylor’s letter. He
went on to state that he did not intend to lie to staff about the configuration of the structure and
what it had been used for, and that he had shown a sink and a toilet on the site plan, and that
based on his assessment at the time, he had assumed that the structure had been used as an
accessory dwelling unit.
He added that he was offended to hear the main structure referred to as a boardinghouse. Mr.
Burgin went over the brief history of tenancy for the property and stated that it was not a
revolving door with people changing every month.
He showed the Board a site plan for the building and went over the measurements to the
property lines, noting that in one area a variance was almost not needed. After going over the
measurements with the Board, he then went over the chronology of the remodel and the events
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leading up to the remodel. He added that he thought that because he was not altering the
footprint, he could do the work without a permit, but after a conversation with code enforcement
supervisor Robin Joas in the City’s Housing and Neighborhood Services Department, he now
understood otherwise.
Mr. Burgin then addressed the issue of his son living in the accessory dwelling unit instead of the
main home. He stated that after conversations and meetings with Robin Joas and Melody
Kearse, he failed to effectively communicate to his son that he could not live in the accessory
dwelling unit. Mr. Burgin stated that he believed that neighbors do not want renters in the
neighborhood and that nothing with the unit had changed since it was built. He added that he
had gone above and beyond and also poured surfacing for two parking spaces onto the property
because of the lack of on-street parking. In order to address the findings that the Board must
make in order to grant a variance request, Mr. Burgin then went over each finding and how he
believed that he met them. In his closing arguments, he stated that whether the Board were to
grant the variance or not, he would ensure that his son would be living in the main home and not
the accessory dwelling unit.
Mr. Sutton asked Mr. Burgin whether his son purchased the property in April of 2015 and
whether he had been living in the accessory dwelling unit in April of 2017. Mr. Burgin stated that
his son moved into the accessory structure in winter of 2016, and that at the time, a couple had
been living in the main home.
Mr. Crawford mentioned the inability of staff to make the finding that the property was unique,
and noted that Mr. Burgin had copied staff’s reasoning. Mr. Burgin explained that he was
confused about that finding.
Helen Taylor, 819 Mary Knoll Court, addressed the Board. Ms. Taylor stated that she was very
familiar with the area as she had lived there all of her life, noting specifically that the structure in
question had always been a garage. She went on to state that she agrees with the City’s
evaluation and that her biggest issue was not with the rental aspect but that the facts had been
misrepresented by Mr. Burgin. She added that she believed that the situation was wrong in that
the structure would have never been allowed to be an accessory dwelling unit in the first place
without this process because it failed to meet the required setbacks.
Mr. Sturgis asked Ms. Taylor how the structure impacted her differently now than before. Ms.
Taylor stated that the difference was that now people were living closer to her den window.
Mr. Crawford asked Ms. Taylor to show where she lives in relation to the structure. She indicated
her house on a map. She briefly went over the history of the property and its original owner. She
went on to explain that what has changed is that it has gone from being an accessory structure
that housed the wheelbarrow and other tools to a dwelling unit. She said that she feels like she
now lives next to a multi-family use, whereas in the past, she had lived next to a single-family
use.
The Board had general discussion surrounding the topic of what Mr. Burgin would have been
asking the Board for two years prior.
Sarah and Rick Anotnini, 503 Forest Lane, addressed the Board. Mrs. Anotnini briefly went over
their quest for a house in the area as they were moving from Pennsylvania. Mr. Antonini went
on to state that they thought that they were buying a home next to a single-family use rather than
a multi-family use. He stated that he had actually measured the distance between the structure
in question to the property line and found that it was a lot closer than what the surveyor had
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indicated. Mr. Anotnini ended by asking whether Mr. Burgin would have to sign a letter with the
City based on him doing the work himself, as he was required to do when he did some work at
his home. Staff indicated that Mr. Burgin would have go through that process.
Jim Reno, 611 Oakwood Lane, addressed the Board. Mr. Reno went over the key aspects of
turning an accessory structure into an accessory dwelling unit, and the inability of the request to
make the required findings of fact for the variance based on his assessment of them. Mr. Reno
also brought up the legal doctrine of unclean hands, which means that when someone comes
seeking relief but that things they have done put themselves in that position, they are not entitled
to that relief.
Mr. Sturgis asked Mr. Reno to clarify whether he was in opposition to or in support of the
request. Mr. Reno stated that he was in opposition. Mr. Sturgis for further assessment from Mr.
Reno. Mr. Reno explained his thoughts about why the situation was not unique and how the
accessory dwelling unit use does not fit the character of the neighborhood. He added that he did
not want to start a precedent of turning accessory structures in the neighborhood into accessory
dwelling units.
Mr. Burgin provided a rebuttal, explaining again his confusion about the prior use of the structure
when we applied for the permit. Mr. Smith asked Mr. Burgin why he did not obtain a permit prior
to doing the work on the structure. Mr. Burgin stated that people had told him that based on the
nature of the working he was performing he would not need a permit.
The Board had general discussion surrounding the request. Mr. Crawford stated that the Board
could have been in the same position two years prior, and that to him, the unique conditions
finding was the hardest to make, and added that he did not believe that the Board would have
been able to make that finding two year ago.
Ms. Reeves asked whether the Board had granted any other variances in the area similar to this
request. Mr. Crawford stated that he did not recall any.
Mr. Sturgis stated that the issue was really about a process that did not go correctly.
Mr. Cullum added that the intent was to never have someone live in the garage.
Mr. Sturgis asked what the applicant could do to correct the situation. Mr. Crawford stated that
the structure could still be used as explained in the staff report, but not as an accessory dwelling
unit.
There were no further questions or discussion. Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board
discussion, which centered on what should have been done two years ago, and whether or not
the request meets the required findings of fact.
Mr. Smith presented the motion to not approve the variance request. Mr. Cullum seconded, and
the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 7-0.
Mr. Smith noted the difficulty in making findings to support the request, specifically noting that
the use itself is a detriment to the character of the neighborhood and that the owner failed to do
their due diligence and did work without obtaining a permit first.
8. Appeal Z-2018-34: Request by Piedmont Land Development, Inc. for a special
exception to establish a restaurant without alcohol sales use at 1055 S. Anderson Road,
which is zoned Industry General (IG). Tax map number 669-04-01-028.
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Mr. Fields presented the staff report
Mr. Antrim asked whether the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) has
criteria regarding the access to the property and its influence on the interchange.
Mr. Fields stated that the SCDOT had indicated in the past that the access to this site would
likely be restricted to right-in, right-out only, but that staff had not received any feedback from the
State on this particular plan.
Mr. Antrim stated that it looked as if there was enough room for access.
Mr. Cullum stated that he had frequented the area in the past and that entering and exiting was
somewhat difficult.
Mr. Fields stated that staff would review the internal circulation of the site and that the State
would handle the external circulation aspect of the development.
Jeff Watson, Piedmont Land Development, addressed the Board. Mr. Watson stated that his
company was working on behalf of an international chain and that they had been in contact with
SCDOT. He added that they were doing an analysis on the accessibility and that they had
contacted the Waffle House about having a common access easement through their property in
addition to maintaining the landscaping/aesthetics of the area. Mr. Watson then went over
environmental issues such as having the gas tanks removed from the property and staying clear
of the creek that is near the property.
Julian Hill, Coldwell Banker, addressed the Board. Ms. Hill stated that she represents the owner
of the property behind the proposed development and that she is the listing agent for Waffle
House. She explained her concerns about access on this site and how restricting it may
negatively affect her clients. She said that she had been told by SCDOT in the past that because
of the proximity of the interchange, they would not allow anything other than a right-in/right-out
access to this property, which was concerning to the Waffle House property owner because that
would force traffic to circulate through the Waffle House site, and concerning as to the access
easement for the property behind the subject property as well.
Tamara Belk, property owner for the Waffle House and truck stop property, addressed the
Board. Ms. Belk stated that she would not allow traffic generated by the new development to cut
through the Waffle House property. Ms. Belk began to question the easements and the access
issues. Matt Crawford and Ms. Reeves stated that those issues would be worked out by the
SCDOT and were not pertinent to this hearing.
There were no further questions or discussion from the audience. Mr. Crawford closed the floor
for Board discussion.
Mr. Antrim stated that he felt confident that SCDOT would make a good decision regarding the
access points. Mr. Cullum added that the intersection is very busy at the beginning and ending
of school.
Mr. Sturgis made a motion to approve the request. Mr. Cullum seconded, and the motion carried
unanimously, 7-0. Mr. Sturgis presented the following findings:


The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding uses, which are primarily
commercial and industrial in nature.
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9.



Because commercial uses exist in this area already, the addition of a restaurant
without alcohol sales here would not diminish the use of nearby land for industrial
uses.



The use-specific standards regarding the outdoor area and the drive-through would
be met.



Staff has not heard from anyone with concerns about the proposed use.

Other Business

Staff discussed the Board’s 2019 meeting calendar and continuing education opportunities that
were still available for this year.
10. Adjourn.
There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at 9 p.m.
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MEMORANDUM
Planning Commission

TO:
FROM:

Eric S. Hawkins, AICP
Planning Commission Staff

RE:

Proposed Revision to Meeting Schedule for 2020

DATE:

November 27, 2019

After the 2020 meeting schedule was adopted at the November meeting, staff learned that the
April meeting conflicts with City Council, who will be meeting on April 14 due to the Easter
Monday holiday on April 13. The PC meeting was scheduled to avoid RHSD3 spring break
week, so staff recommends moving it to Thursday, April 16. Please check your calendars for
availability on that date. The proposed revision is shown below.
January 7 (Jan. 14)
February 4 (Feb. 11)
March 3 (Mar. 10) Workshop- Population, Housing, & Public Health
April 14 16 (Apr. 21) Workshop- Transportation.
May 5 (May 12) Election of Officers. Workshop- Land Use & Natural Resources.
June 2 (June 9) Workshop- Community Facilities & Cultural Resources.
July 7 (July 14)
August 4 (Aug. 11)
Date TBD in August/Sept (Noon-1:30): Joint workshop with City Council.
September 1 (Sept. 8) Workshop- Economic Development & Priority Investment.
October 6 (Oct. 13) Potential workshop make-up date.
November 10 NOTE: Moved to second Tuesday due to Nov. 3 Election Day. (Nov. 17)
December 1 (Dec. 8)
Thank you!

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
155 JOHNSTON STREET, P.O. BOX 11706
ROCK HILL, SC 29731-1706, (803) 329-7080

