AGENDA
Rock Hill Zoning Board of Appeals
December 10, 2019
1. Call to Order
2. Approval of Minutes from the November 19, 2019, meeting.
3. Approval of Orders from the November 19, 2019, meeting.
4. Appeal Z-2019-28: Request by Mike and Yolonda Licea, Milk & Sugar Spa and
Salon, for a variance from the side-yard setback standards for an addition to an
existing building at 1156 Ebenezer Road. The property is zoned Office and
Institutional (OI). Tax map number 596-05-01-041.
5. Appeal Z-2019-29: Request by Jim Gordon, BrandPro, for a special exception to
establish a retail use at 922 West Main Street and 170 Chester Street. The
properties are zoned Office and Institutional (OI). Tax map numbers 598-05-03-001
& -002.
6. Appeal Z-2019-30: Request by Magloire Lubika for a special exception to reestablish a non-conforming convenience store use at 455 Green Street. The
property is zoned Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4). Tax map number 600-02-03037.
7. Appeal Z-2019-31: Request by Mac Alavi, NFF Outlet LLC, for a special exception to
establish a commercial truck rental use at 1460 East Main Street. The property is
zoned General Commercial (GC). Tax map number 628-09-05-007.
8. Other Business
9. Adjourn.
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Zoning Board of Appeals
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

November19, 2019

A public hearing of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, November 19, 2019,
at 6 p.m. in Council Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

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

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None

STAFF PRESENT:

Melody Kearse, Shana Marshburn, Dennis Fields, Leah
Youngblood

Legal notice of the public hearing was published in The Herald, Saturday, November 2, 2019.
Notice was posted on all property considered. Adjacent property owners and tenants were
notified in writing.
1.

Call to Order

Chair Matt Crawford called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.
2.

Approval of minutes of the September 27, 2019, meeting.

Mr. Sutton presented the motion to approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Smith seconded, and
the motion carried unanimously by a vote of 6-0.
3.

Approval of Orders from September 27, 2019, meeting.

Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the orders as distributed. Mr. Sturgis seconded the
motion, and the minutes were approved unanimously by a vote of 6-0.
4. Appeal Z-2019-25: Request by Robert Whitaker for special exceptions for automobile
sales use and automobile repair use, and a variance from the rear bufferyard standards at
1207 Saluda Street. The property is zoned Mixed Use Corridor (MUC). Tax map number
625-13-02-001.
Staff member Dennis Fields presented the staff report.
Mr. Sutton asked if the liens on the property had been paid. Mr. Fields stated that they have not
been paid yet.
Mr. Sutton asked for clarity on the rear buffer/setbacks. Mr. Fields explained that even though
the property to rear is used residentially, which requires a 50-foot buffer or a 40-foot buffer with
a screen fence, the likely hood of it remaining a residential use over the long run is unlikely, and
that it could be easily converted back to a commercial use. Only a 10-foot buffer would be
required against a commercial use, which is why staff supports the variance for a 10-buffer with
no screen fence. Mr. Sutton asked whether this 10-foot buffer would require landscaping. Mr.
Fields confirmed that landscaping would be required as part of the buffer.
Mr. Smith asked whether paving of the parking lot was required. Mr. Fields confirmed that paving
in asphalt or concrete would be required.
Mr. Crawford stated that there appears to be more than 10 feet available on the plan for
buffering, maybe 20 to 25 feet. Mr. Fields agreed that there is more than 10 feet shown, but that
staff wanted to allow for flexibility in case the site plan needed to be modified.
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Mr. Sutton asked about the condition of the building, and whether it would be required to be
brought up to code prior to the business opening. Mr. Fields confirmed that was correct. He
also stated that the building official had put together a summary of what was needed in terms of
building repairs in the feasibility. Mr. Fields described the condition of the building and explained
that significant repairs would need to be made.
Mr. Crawford asked for some explanation about code enforcement procedures if there were an
issue in the future. Ms. Kearse explained the entire process.
The applicant was not available for questions at this time.
Mr. Dale Johnson, 724 Enzo Court, explained that he worked for the Community Medical
Foundation that owned and operated several properties and organizations on Saluda Street,
and that he was also representing the Saluda Corridor Business Association. He stated that the
Association has worked hard over the past year and half to see improvements made to the
corridor. Mr. Johnson explained that aesthetics were important to the Association and that they
wanted to encourage entrepreneurship that would enhance the image of the corridor. He
expressed concerns about the owner’s apparent lack of concern about property maintenance.
He stated that members of the Association had visited the applicant’s other site and were not
impressed, and that with the lack of routine yard maintenance of this site already, the
Association was worried that the site would not be maintained appropriately. Mr. Johnson
agreed with staff’s assessment that the site was too small to conduct two businesses on the
property.
Mr. Cullum stated that he wished to compliment the Association for the work that has done
along the corridor.
Mr. Lawrence Sanders, 604 ½ Saluda Street, stated that he was opposed to the proposed use
because he had concerns about it becoming a junkyard. He expressed concern that sight
distance could be impacted at the stop sign at the intersection of Saluda and Rockdale if the site
were overloaded with cars. Mr. Sanders explained that a lot has improved along Saluda Street,
and that the corridor needed to continue to see better-looking businesses instead of car sales
and service uses. He also stated that he was representing Mr. Melvin Poole’s opposition to the
request, too, since he had been unable to attend the meeting.
The applicant had arrived while Mr. Sanders was speaking. He was asked to speak to the
Board. Mr. Robert Whitaker explained that he planned to do only minor repairs like brake
changes and tune-ups, and that cars would not be kept overnight. Mr. Whitaker explained that
for vehicle sales he planned to have around a maximum of 10 vehicles.
Mr. Crawford stated that the site plan only showed six spaces for cars for sale. Mr. Whitaker
stated that if it said that if the site plan showed six, he would abide by that.
Mr. Crawford clarified with Mr. Whitaker that he wanted to go through with the request for both
special exception applications. Mr. Whitaker confirmed this. Mr. Crawford explained that staff
had concerns about future code enforcement issues on the site if both uses were granted
because site is too small for both uses, and he asked the applicant how he would ensure that
there is not an issue going forward if both uses were approved. Mr. Whitaker stated that he
would not do any major repairs and that it would not be a high-volume business. He stated that
he would do about three to five repairs a day.
Ms. Reeves asked the applicant whether he want to move forward if he had to choose just one
use, and if so which use he would choose. Mr. Whitaker stated that he would probably prefer
automobile sales.
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Mr. Sutton asked the applicant about the liens on the property for cutting the grass. Mr. Whitaker
stated that he planned to pave the whole site. Mr. Sutton explained that the property already
liens on the site, and asked if he planned to pay them and the timeframe for doing so. Mr.
Whitaker said that he would pay them, but did not know how much they were. Ms. Reeves
asked whether staff knew. Ms. Kearse stated that she did not have the exact amount, but that
they were for two to three cuts a summer for the past three summers.
Mr. Sutton asked whether the work to the site would be done all at once. Mr. Whitaker
responded that he plans to improve the building if his requests are approved.
Mr. Sturgis asked how the applicant planned to ensure that the business would not become an
eyesore for the community. Mr. Whitaker responded that he had to bring the building up to code
in order to use it. Mr. Sturgis stated that it is not just about getting it to code but keeping it that
way. Ms. Reeves followed by stating that the community did not want the site to look like a junk
yard.
Mr. Crawford stated that one issue is that the applicant has not cut the grass in the last few
years, and so the Board questioned his ability to properly maintain the property going forward.
Mr. Whitaker then re-stated that he did not want any grass and his intention was to pave the
entire site so that grass would not be an issue. Mr. Fields explained the requirement for
landscaping and the need for continued maintenance.
Mr. Smith asked how many vehicles the applicant thought he could fit inside the garage. Mr.
Whitaker stated about 10 vehicles. Mr. Fields stated that based on his recollection, the building
had room for about three to four vehicles. Mr. Smith explained that his reason for asking the
question had to do with the wait time for parts to arrive for vehicles being serviced, and whether
the applicant would have room to store the vehicles inside the building. Mr. Whitaker stated that
he planned to do only simple services such as brakes and tune-ups, and that brake pads and
spark plugs are always available at any number of local stores.
Mr. Smith asked whether the applicant was allowed to get a bid on the cost of the repairs. Mr.
Fields affirmed that would be allowed, and reminded the Board that a licensed contractor would
need to do the work. Mr. Smith asked the applicant whether he had received a bid yet. Mr.
Whitaker stated that he had talked to contractors about the work.
Ms. Reeves asked the applicant about his vision for the site. Mr. Whitaker stated that he wanted
to make it look nice. He explained that he wanted to repaint, pave the parking area, landscape
the front, change the flooring, cover the cinderblock inside with drywall, paint inside, and add a
new HVAC system. Ms. Reeves asked how long it would take to complete this work. Mr.
Whitaker stated probably between three to six months.
Mr. Sutton asked whether this was the first commercial property that the applicant had
purchased. The applicant said that it was. Mr. Sutton asked whether this was the applicant’s first
automobile repair business. The applicant said that it was.
The applicant then showed the Board pictures on his phone of a property in Statesville that he
just finished restoring. Mr. Crawford stated to the applicant that he needed to send staff the
photos for the record.
Mr. Crawford asked the applicant to walk the Board through the findings that the Board must
make to grant the request, explaining that staff is concerned that both of the uses are too
intense for such a small space. Mr. Crawford read-through some of staff’s findings. Mr. Whitaker
responded that tire and brake changes do not require cars to stay overnight.
With no other speakers, Mr. Crawford closed the floor and took the matter before the Board for
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discussion.
Mr. Smith restated his concern of having too many vehicles on such a small site. Ms. Reeves
asked if they could all agree on approving at least one use. The Board discussed the state of
the site, and what the applicant would do to make it look better, as well as staff’s
recommendation and the concerns of the neighborhood.
Mr. Smith made a motion to deny all of the requests—both uses and the variance—and Mr.
Cullum seconded. Ms. Youngblood requested that the motion be phrased in a positive manner
in case there is a tie vote, since failure to achieve a majority on a positively-phrased motion
means that it does not pass, but failure to achieve a majority on a negatively-phased motion is
confusing as to what it means. Mr. Smith make a motion to withdraw his motion. Mr. Cullum
seconded, and the motion to withdraw the original motion passed unanimously with a vote of 60.
Mr. Crawford then made a motion to grant the request for the automobile sales use only. Mr.
Sutton seconded the motion. The motion failed to pass because of a tie vote of 3-3. Mr. Sutton,
Ms. Reeves and Mr. Sturgis voted in the affirmative.
After some additional general discussion, Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the request for
an automobile repair use, and Mr. Smith seconded the motion. The motion failed to pass with a
vote of 0-6.
Mr. Sutton presented the findings, specifically noting the concern that the use would have
negative impacts on surrounding lands.
Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the variance request for a reduction the rear landscape
buffer yard requirement; Ms. Reeves seconded. There was some discussion over whether it
was appropriate to approve the buffer variance without knowing a specific use. The Board then
voted; the motion failed to pass with a vote of 1-5, with Ms. Reeves in the affirmative. Mr.
Crawford stated that without knowing the use, the Board cannot meet the findings.
5. Appeal Z-2019-26: Request by David Sligh for a variance to the maximum height for a
fence, in the rear yard, at 2500 & 2503 Barrington Court. The property is zoned Planned
Unit Development – Residential (PUD-R) in the Royal Oaks subdivision. Tax map number
537-02-01-020 and -021.
Staff member Shana Marshburn presented the staff report.
The applicant, David Sligh, 2500 Barrington Court, stated that he agreed with staff’s
assessment.
With no other speakers, Mr. Crawford closed the floor and took the matter before the Board for
discussion.
Mr. Sutton stated that the request seemed very straightforward. Ms. Reeves agreed.
Mr. Sturgis made a motion to approve the request for a variance from the maximum fence height
requirement; Ms. Reeves seconded. The motion carried unanimously with a vote of 6-0. Mr.
Sturgis presented the findings, specifically noting the unique condition of the woodpile, that it
was not detrimental to surrounding properties since the HOA had approved the fence, and that
the neighborhood has another property with an eight-foot fence.
6. Appeal Z-2019-27: Request by Mike Pizzelle of Staylock Storage for a special
exception to expand a self-storage use onto a portion of 1381 Albright Road. The property
is zoned Limited Commercial (LC). Tax map number 623-04-04-001.
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Staff member Dennis Fields presented the staff report.
The applicant’s engineer, Mr. Zachary Howze, 715 Creekbridge Drive, reiterated that all of the
design requirements would be met, and that the new building would be located behind the
existing buildings.
With no other speakers, Mr. Crawford closed the floor and took the matter before the Board for
discussion.
Mr. Crawford stated that it appeared that the findings were well-presented by staff, and that the
use appeared to be compatible with the surrounding land uses.
Ms. Reeves asked about the status of a moratorium on self-storage. Ms. Youngblood stated that
the moratorium had ended.
Mr. Sutton stated that the request seemed very straightforward. Ms. Reeves agreed.
Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the request for a special exception to expand a selfstorage use; Mr. Cullum seconded. The motion carried unanimously with a vote of 6-0. Mr.
Sutton presented the findings specifically noting that the use complies with the use-specific
standards, it is an expansion of an existing use, the design will comply with all regulations and
architectural standards, it is compatible with surrounding uses, the use would create no adverse
impacts or environmental impacts, and the roads are sufficient for the use.
6. Other Business
a. Continuing Education Opportunities:
Staff stated that a calendar of continuing education opportunities in 2020 will be
forthcoming.
b. Calendar for 2020
Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the 2020 calendar and Mr. Sturgis seconded.
The motion carried unanimously with a vote of 6-0.
c. Schedule a Rosenburg’s Rules/Findings session for 2020
The Board discussed scheduling this continuing education session. No action was
taken.
7. Adjourn
There being no other business, Mr. Sutton made a motion to adjourn. Ms. Reeves seconded,
and the meeting adjourned at 7:28 p.m.
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Zoning Board of Appeals Order
Z-2019-25
The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing on Tuesday, November 19, 2019, to
consider a request by Robert Whitaker for special exceptions for automobile sales use
and automobile repair use, and a variance from the rear bufferyard standards at 1207
Saluda Street.
Board members in attendance included Matt Crawford, Keith Sutton, Stacy Reeves, Michael
Smith, Randy Sturgis, and Rodney Cullum.
After consideration of the evidence and arguments presented, the Board voted to deny the request
based on the following findings of fact:
1. The site may be identified as 1207 Saluda Street. (Tax map number 625-13-02-001.)
2. The property owner is Robert Whitaker, Big Dipper Imports, LLC.
3. This property is zoned Mixed Use Corridor (MUC).
4. The request was for special exception for special exceptions for automobile sales use
and automobile repair use, and a variance from the rear bufferyard standards.
5. The request was advertised to the public according to state law and the City of Rock Hill
Zoning Ordinance. The following public notification actions were taken:

6.

•

November 1: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and tenants
within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

November 4: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

November 2: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The Herald.

•

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

During the public hearing, the following comments were heard by the Board:
Staff member Dennis Fields presented the staff report.
Mr. Sutton asked if the liens on the property had been paid. Mr. Fields stated that they
have not been paid yet.
Mr. Sutton asked for clarity on the rear buffer/setbacks. Mr. Fields explained that even
though the property to rear is used residentially, which requires a 50-foot buffer or a 40foot buffer with a screen fence, the likely hood of it remaining a residential use over the
long run is unlikely, and that it could be easily converted back to a commercial use. Only a
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10-foot buffer would be required against a commercial use, which is why staff supports the
variance for a 10-buffer with no screen fence. Mr. Sutton asked whether this 10-foot buffer
would require landscaping. Mr. Fields confirmed that landscaping would be required as
part of the buffer.
Mr. Smith asked whether paving of the parking lot was required. Mr. Fields confirmed that
paving in asphalt or concrete would be required.
Mr. Crawford stated that there appears to be more than 10 feet available on the plan for
buffering, maybe 20 to 25 feet. Mr. Fields agreed that there is more than 10 feet shown,
but that staff wanted to allow for flexibility in case the site plan needed to be modified.
Mr. Sutton asked about the condition of the building, and whether it would be required to
be brought up to code prior to the business opening. Mr. Fields confirmed that was
correct. He also stated that the building official had put together a summary of what was
needed in terms of building repairs in the feasibility. Mr. Fields described the condition of
the building and explained that significant repairs would need to be made.
Mr. Crawford asked for some explanation about code enforcement procedures if there
were an issue in the future. Ms. Kearse explained the entire process.
The applicant was not available for questions at this time.
Mr. Dale Johnson, 724 Enzo Court, explained that he worked for the Community Medical
Foundation that owned and operated several properties and organizations on Saluda
Street, and that he was also representing the Saluda Corridor Business Association. He
stated that the Association has worked hard over the past year and half to see
improvements made to the corridor. Mr. Johnson explained that aesthetics were important
to the Association and that they wanted to encourage entrepreneurship that would
enhance the image of the corridor. He expressed concerns about the owner’s apparent
lack of concern about property maintenance. He stated that members of the Association
had visited the applicant’s other site and were not impressed, and that with the lack of
routine yard maintenance of this site already, the Association was worried that the site
would not be maintained appropriately. Mr. Johnson agreed with staff’s assessment that
the site was too small to conduct two businesses on the property.
Mr. Cullum stated that he wished to compliment the Association for the work that has done
along the corridor.
Mr. Lawrence Sanders, 604 ½ Saluda Street, stated that he was opposed to the proposed
use because he had concerns about it becoming a junkyard. He expressed concern that
sight distance could be impacted at the stop sign at the intersection of Saluda and
Rockdale if the site were overloaded with cars. Mr. Sanders explained that a lot has
improved along Saluda Street, and that the corridor needed to continue to see betterlooking businesses instead of car sales and service uses. He also stated that he was
representing Mr. Melvin Poole’s opposition to the request, too, since he had been unable
to attend the meeting.
The applicant had arrived while Mr. Sanders was speaking. He was asked to speak to the
Board. Mr. Robert Whitaker explained that he planned to do only minor repairs like brake
changes and tune-ups, and that cars would not be kept overnight. Mr. Whitaker explained
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that for vehicle sales he planned to have around a maximum of 10 vehicles.
Mr. Crawford stated that the site plan only showed six spaces for cars for sale. Mr.
Whitaker stated that if it said that if the site plan showed six, he would abide by that.
Mr. Crawford clarified with Mr. Whitaker that he wanted to go through with the request for
both special exception applications. Mr. Whitaker confirmed this. Mr. Crawford explained
that staff had concerns about future code enforcement issues on the site if both uses were
granted because site is too small for both uses, and he asked the applicant how he would
ensure that there is not an issue going forward if both uses were approved. Mr. Whitaker
stated that he would not do any major repairs and that it would not be a high-volume
business. He stated that he would do about three to five repairs a day.
Ms. Reeves asked the applicant whether he want to move forward if he had to choose just
one use, and if so which use he would choose. Mr. Whitaker stated that he would
probably prefer automobile sales.
Mr. Sutton asked the applicant about the liens on the property for cutting the grass. Mr.
Whitaker stated that he planned to pave the whole site. Mr. Sutton explained that the
property already liens on the site, and asked if he planned to pay them and the timeframe
for doing so. Mr. Whitaker said that he would pay them, but did not know how much they
were. Ms. Reeves asked whether staff knew. Ms. Kearse stated that she did not have the
exact amount, but that they were for two to three cuts a summer for the past three
summers.
Mr. Sutton asked whether the work to the site would be done all at once. Mr. Whitaker
responded that he plans to improve the building if his requests are approved.
Mr. Sturgis asked how the applicant planned to ensure that the business would not
become an eyesore for the community. Mr. Whitaker responded that he had to bring the
building up to code in order to use it. Mr. Sturgis stated that it is not just about getting it to
code but keeping it that way. Ms. Reeves followed by stating that the community did not
want the site to look like a junk yard.
Mr. Crawford stated that one issue is that the applicant has not cut the grass in the last
few years, and so the Board questioned his ability to properly maintain the property going
forward. Mr. Whitaker then re-stated that he did not want any grass and his intention was
to pave the entire site so that grass would not be an issue. Mr. Fields explained the
requirement for landscaping and the need for continued maintenance.
Mr. Smith asked how many vehicles the applicant thought he could fit inside the garage.
Mr. Whitaker stated about 10 vehicles. Mr. Fields stated that based on his recollection,
the building had room for about three to four vehicles. Mr. Smith explained that his reason
for asking the question had to do with the wait time for parts to arrive for vehicles being
serviced, and whether the applicant would have room to store the vehicles inside the
building. Mr. Whitaker stated that he planned to do only simple services such as brakes
and tune-ups, and that brake pads and spark plugs are always available at any number of
local stores.
Mr. Smith asked whether the applicant was allowed to get a bid on the cost of the repairs.
Mr. Fields affirmed that would be allowed, and reminded the Board that a licensed
Appeal No. Z-2019-25
Robert Whitaker
1207 Saluda Street
Page 3

contractor would need to do the work. Mr. Smith asked the applicant whether he had
received a bid yet. Mr. Whitaker stated that he had talked to contractors about the work.
Ms. Reeves asked the applicant about his vision for the site. Mr. Whitaker stated that he
wanted to make it look nice. He explained that he wanted to repaint, pave the parking
area, landscape the front, change the flooring, cover the cinderblock inside with drywall,
paint inside, and add a new HVAC system. Ms. Reeves asked how long it would take to
complete this work. Mr. Whitaker stated probably between three to six months.
Mr. Sutton asked whether this was the first commercial property that the applicant had
purchased. The applicant said that it was. Mr. Sutton asked whether this was the
applicant’s first automobile repair business. The applicant said that it was.
The applicant then showed the Board pictures on his phone of a property in Statesville
that he just finished restoring. Mr. Crawford stated to the applicant that he needed to send
staff the photos for the record.
Mr. Crawford asked the applicant to walk the Board through the findings that the Board
must make to grant the request, explaining that staff is concerned that both of the uses are
too intense for such a small space. Mr. Crawford read-through some of staff’s findings. Mr.
Whitaker responded that tire and brake changes do not require cars to stay overnight.
With no other speakers, Mr. Crawford closed the floor and took the matter before the
Board for discussion.
Mr. Smith restated his concern of having too many vehicles on such a small site. Ms.
Reeves asked if they could all agree on approving at least one use. The Board discussed
the state of the site, and what the applicant would do to make it look better, as well as
staff’s recommendation and the concerns of the neighborhood.
Mr. Smith made a motion to deny all of the requests—both uses and the variance—and
Mr. Cullum seconded. Ms. Youngblood requested that the motion be phrased in a positive
manner in case there is a tie vote, since failure to achieve a majority on a positivelyphrased motion means that it does not pass, but failure to achieve a majority on a
negatively-phased motion is confusing as to what it means. Mr. Smith make a motion to
withdraw his motion. Mr. Cullum seconded, and the motion to withdraw the original motion
passed unanimously with a vote of 6-0.
Mr. Crawford then made a motion to grant the request for the automobile sales use only.
Mr. Sutton seconded the motion. The motion failed to pass because of a tie vote of 3-3.
Mr. Sutton, Ms. Reeves and Mr. Sturgis voted in the affirmative.
After some additional general discussion, Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the
request for an automobile repair use, and Mr. Smith seconded the motion. The motion
failed to pass with a vote of 0-6.
Mr. Sutton presented the findings, specifically noting the concern that the use would have
negative impacts on surrounding lands.
Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the variance request for a reduction the rear
landscape buffer yard requirement; Ms. Reeves seconded. There was some discussion
over whether it was appropriate to approve the buffer variance without knowing a specific
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use. The Board then voted; the motion failed to pass with a vote of 1-5, with Ms. Reeves in
the affirmative. Mr. Crawford stated that without knowing the use, the Board cannot meet
the findings.
THE BOARD, THEREFORE, ORDERS:
That the requests by Robert Whitaker for special exceptions for automobile sales use and
automobile repair use, and a variance from the rear bufferyard standards at 1207 Saluda
Street, which is zoned Mixed Use Corridor (MUC), is NOT APPROVED.
Section 2.12.1 (C) of the Zoning Ordinance states:
Any person having a substantial interest affected by a decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals
may appeal the decision to the Circuit Court in and for York County by filing with the Clerk of the
Court a petition setting for plainly, fully, and distinctly why the decision is contrary to law. The
appeal must be filed within 30 days after the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals is mailed.
For the purposes of this subsection, “person” includes persons jointly or severally aggrieved by
the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
Matt Crawford, Chairman
Date the Order Was Approved by the Board:
Date the Decision of the Board Was Mailed to the Applicant:
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Zoning Board of Appeals Order
Z-2019-26
The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing on Tuesday, November 19, 2019, to
consider a request by David Sligh for a variance to the maximum height for a fence, in the
rear yard, at 2500 & 2503 Barrington Court. The property is zoned Planned Unit
Development – Residential (PUD-R) in the Royal Oaks subdivision. Tax map number 53702-01-020 and -021.
Board members in attendance included Matt Crawford, Keith Sutton, Stacy Reeves, Michael
Smith, Randy Sturgis, and Rodney Cullum.
After consideration of the evidence and arguments presented, the Board voted to approve the
request based on the following findings of fact:
1. The site may be identified as 2500 & 2503 Barrington Court.
2. The property owner is David Sligh.
3. This property is zoned Planned Unit Development-Residential (PUD-R).
4. The request was for a variance to the maximum height for a fence, in the rear yard of a
residential use.
5. The request was advertised to the public according to state law and the City of Rock Hill
Zoning Ordinance. The following public notification actions were taken:

6.

•

November 1: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

November 4: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.

•

November 2: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in The
Herald.

•

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

During the public hearing, the following comments were heard by the Board:
Staff member Shana Marshburn presented the staff report.
The applicant, David Sligh, 2500 Barrington Court, stated that he agreed with staff’s
assessment.
With no other speakers, Mr. Crawford closed the floor and took the matter before the
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Board for discussion. Mr. Sutton stated that the request seemed very straightforward.
Ms. Reeves agreed. Mr. Sturgis made a motion to approve the request for a variance
from the maximum fence height requirement; Ms. Reeves seconded. The motion carried
unanimously with a vote of 6-0. Mr. Sturgis presented the findings, specifically noting the
unique condition of the woodpile, that it was not detrimental to surrounding properties
since the HOA had approved the fence, and that the neighborhood has another property
with an eight-foot fence.
THE BOARD, THEREFORE, ORDERS:
That the request by David Sligh for a variance to the maximum height for a fence, in the
rear yard, at 2500 & 2503 Barrington Court, which is zoned Planned Unit Development –
Residential (PUD-R) in the Royal Oaks subdivision is APPROVED.
Section 2.12.1 (C) of the Zoning Ordinance states:
Any person having a substantial interest affected by a decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals
may appeal the decision to the Circuit Court in and for York County by filing with the Clerk of the
Court a petition setting for plainly, fully, and distinctly why the decision is contrary to law. The
appeal must be filed within 30 days after the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals is mailed.
For the purposes of this subsection, “person” includes persons jointly or severally aggrieved by
the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
Matt Crawford, Chairman
Date the Order Was Approved by the Board:
Date the Decision of the Board Was Mailed to the Applicant:
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Zoning Board of Appeals Order
Z-2019-27
The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing on Tuesday, November 19, 2019, to
consider a request by Mike Pizzelle of Staylock Storage for a special exception to expand
a self-storage use onto a portion of 1381 Albright Road. The property is zoned Limited
Commercial (LC). Tax map number 623-04-04-001.
Board members in attendance included Matt Crawford, Keith Sutton, Stacy Reeves, Michael Smith,
Randy Sturgis, and Rodney Cullum.

After consideration of the evidence and arguments presented, the Board voted to approve the
request based on the following findings of fact:
1. The site may be identified as 1381 Albright Road.
2. The property owner is Mike Pizzelle.
3. This property is zoned Limited Commercial (LC).
4. The request was for a special exeption to expand a self-storage use.
5. The request was advertised to the public according to state law and the City of Rock Hill
Zoning Ordinance. The following public notification actions were taken:

6.

•

November 1: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

November 4: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.

•

November 2: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in The
Herald.

•

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

During the public hearing, the following comments were heard by the Board:
Staff member Dennis Fields presented the staff report.
The applicant’s engineer, Mr. Zachary Howze, 715 Creekbridge Drive, reiterated that all of
the design requirements would be met, and that the new building would be located behind
the existing buildings.
With no other speakers, Mr. Crawford closed the floor and took the matter before the
Board for discussion.
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Mr. Crawford stated that it appeared that the findings were well-presented by staff, and
that the use appeared to be compatible with the surrounding land uses.
Ms. Reeves asked about the status of a moratorium on self-storage. Ms. Youngblood
stated that the moratorium had ended.
Mr. Sutton stated that the request seemed very straightforward. Ms. Reeves agreed.
Mr. Sutton made a motion to approve the request for a special exception to expand a selfstorage use; Mr. Cullum seconded. The motion carried unanimously with a vote of 6-0. Mr.
Sutton presented the findings specifically noting that the use complies with the usespecific standards, it is an expansion of an existing use, the design will comply with all
regulations and architectural standards, it is compatible with surrounding uses, the use
would create no adverse impacts or environmental impacts, and the roads are sufficient
for the use.
THE BOARD, THEREFORE, ORDERS:
That the request by Mike Pizzelle of Staylock Storage for a special exception to expand a
self-storage use onto a portion of 1381 Albright Road, which is zoned Limited
Commercial (LC), is APPROVED.
Section 2.12.1 (C) of the Zoning Ordinance states:
Any person having a substantial interest affected by a decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals
may appeal the decision to the Circuit Court in and for York County by filing with the Clerk of the
Court a petition setting for plainly, fully, and distinctly why the decision is contrary to law. The
appeal must be filed within 30 days after the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals is mailed.
For the purposes of this subsection, “person” includes persons jointly or severally aggrieved by
the decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
Matt Crawford, Chairman
Date the Order Was Approved by the Board:
Date the Decision of the Board Was Mailed to the Applicant:
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Z-2019-28
Request:

Variance from the side yard setback requirement for an
addition to the existing structure

Address:

1156 Ebenezer Rd.

Zoning District:

Office and Institutional (OI)

Applicant/Owner:

Mike and Yolanda Licea
1439 Lands End Rd.
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Fewell Park Subdivision

Law
Office

Real
Estate
Office

Law
Office

Oakland Baptist Church

Singlefamily
residence

Case No. Z-2019-28
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: December 12, 2019
Request:

Variance to the minimum required side yard setback

Address:

1156 Ebenezer Rd.

Tax Map No.:

596-05-01-041

Zoning District:

Office and Institutional (OI)

Owner/ Applicant:

Mike and Yolanda Licea
1439 Lands End Road
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Background
The applicants, Mike and Yolanda Licea, purchased the property at 1156 Ebenezer Rd.
in September 2018 for Mrs. Licea’s business, Milk and Sugar Spa and Salon. They would
like to remove an existing screened-in deck and create additional heated and cooled
space in the same location for the business.
The addition would be no closer than the existing deck; however, a variance is required
because this would be new heated and cooled space, and it would not meet the side yard
setbacks. The proposed addition would sit approximately 6 feet from the east side
property line, and the required side yard setback in the OI zoning district is 10 feet.
Therefore, the applicant is seeking a side yard setback variance of approximately 4 feet.
The table below shows the dimensional standards for the OI zoning district:
TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS FOR BUSINESS DISTRICTS
MAX.
PRIMARY STRUCTURE
DENSITY
MIN LOT
MIN. LOT
MAX. LOT
(GROSS
REQUIRED SETBACKS (FT)
AREA (SQ FT) WIDTH (FT)
COVERAGE
MAX HT (FT)
UNITS PER
ACRE)
Office and Institutional (OI)
20
(*30)

None

None

75%

N/A

45

10
(*30)

10
(*30)

Front

10
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Site Description
The property is located on Ebenezer Road. It is adjacent to a real estate services office
to the west, which is zoned OI, and to two undeveloped parcels owned by Oakland Baptist
Church to the east, which are also zoned OI. The main church campus is located to the
east of its undeveloped parcels, and is zoned Single-Family 3 (SF-3), as are single-family
residences in the Fewell Estates neighborhood to the north of the subject property. Across
Ebenezer Road are a law office and a single-family residence, both of which are zoned
OI.
Office and Institutional (OI) Zoning District Description of Intent
The OI district is established to provide a wide variety of professional and business offices
and institutions proximate to residential and the more intense business districts so as to
satisfy the City’s demand for services. These regulations are designed to encourage the
formation and continuance of a quiet, compatible, and uncongested environment for
offices intermingled with residential and institutional uses.
Analysis of Requests for Variance
Required Findings of Fact
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below findings. The Zoning Board
of Appeals may approve a variance only upon finding that the applicant has demonstrated
that all four of the below findings are met.
The required findings are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
finding in non-italicized font.
1. Extraordinary and Exceptional Conditions
There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of land.
The addition is proposed to be placed in a similar footprint as the existing
screened-in deck, and is proposed to come no closer to the side property line than
the existing deck. The existing deck already sits closer to the property line than
would be allowed under current ordinances, which constitutes an exceptional
condition.
Additionally, placing the addition on another portion of the lot would be difficult,
and would likely require the removal of a possible heritage understory tree.
2. Unique Conditions
These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity.
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The majority of the nearby commercial properties appear to meet current setback
standards.
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.
Strict application of the ordinance would hinder the applicant from being able to
expand the business in its current location.
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.
Because the proposed addition would be placed in a similar footprint as the
existing deck, it should not negatively impact anyone. Oakland Baptist Church
owns the property that is closest to the subject location on the property. The church
has its own plans to develop its two undeveloped lots into an expanded parking
area, and has not expressed any concerns about transforming the existing deck
into a heated and cooled space for the business.
Not Grounds for Variance
Variance requests cannot be based on the ability of the land to be used more profitably if
the requests are granted. In this case, the business would continue to exist even if the
variance is not granted.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

November 22: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

November 22: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

November 23: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

•

Staff has not Herald.

Staff has not received any feedback from the public about the variance request at this
time.
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the variance based on the above findings of fact,
specifically noting the following:
•

The proposed addition would be placed in a similar footprint as the existing deck,
and would not further encroach on the property line than the existing deck.

•

The property owner with property physically closest to the subject portion of the
property has raised no concerns about the addition.

Attachments
•
•

Application and supporting materials
Zoning map

Staff Contact:
Melody Kearse, Zoning Coordinator
803-329-7088
melody.kearse@cityofrockhill.com
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Z-2019-29
Request:

Special exception to establish retail use for a small
embroidery and screen printing shop

Address:

922 West Main St. and 170 Chester St.

Zoning District:

Office and Institutional (OI)

Owner:

Harris Business Properties, LLC
205 Brookwood Ln.
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Applicant:

BrandPro (Jim Gordon)
PO Box 2951
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Adam’s
Chapel

Tucker
Ornamental
Ironworks

Wilson’s
Nursery

Fresh Blades
Barbershop

Case No. Z-2019-29
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: December 10, 2019
Request:

Special exception to establish a retail use for a small
embroidery and screen printing shop

Address:

922 West Main St. and 170 Chester St.

Tax Map No.:

598-05-03-001 & 002

Zoning District:

Office and Institutional (OI)

Owner:

Harris Business Properties, LLC
205 Brookwood Ln.
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Applicant:

BrandPro (Jim Gordon)
PO Box 2951
Rock Hill, SC 29732

Background
The applicant would like to establish a small embroidery and screen printing business at
922 West Main St. This location is zoned Office and Institutional (OI), which allows
retail uses such as that only through special exception approval by the Zoning Board of
Appeals.
BUSINESS

C

C

C

C

IH
IG
IB

C C

MUC

C S

DTWN

S

CI

C

CC
GC
LC
OI
NC
NO

MX

Definition of
proposed use

MF-15
MFR

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

SF-A

•
•
•
•

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

Primary use table
excerpt

S

C

S

Retail Sales or Services, Indoor: An establishment that provides
goods and/or services directly to the consumer from an enclosed
building. Some examples include grocery stores; book stores; gift
shops; home improvement stores; furniture stores; pharmacies;
jewelry stores; pet stores that sell only products, or only products
and small animals that do not make noise or have odors that would
be noticeable outside the walls of the building or tenant space (with
examples of such animals including birds 12 inches and smaller,
fish, amphibians, reptiles, small mammals such as hamsters or
gerbils); small consumer repair shops such as but not limited to
small appliance and equipment repair, locksmiths, and upholsters;
business services such as photocopying and mailing; and
convenience stores that do not sell gasoline.
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Site Description
The property is located at the corner of West Main Street and Chester Street. The
property is surrounded by a mix of commercial use types (offices, a barber shop, a plant
nursery and a ceramics studio), as well as some light industrial uses such as a small
decorative iron works business. The surrounding properties are located in the Industry
General (IG) and Office and Institutional (OI) zoning districts.
Description of Intent for Zoning District
Office and Institutional (OI): The OI district is established to provide a wide variety of
professional and business offices and institutions proximate to residential and the more
intense business districts so as to satisfy the City’s demand for services. These
regulations are designed to encourage the formation and continuance of a quiet,
compatible, and uncongested environment for offices intermingled with residential and
institutional uses.
Analysis of Request for Special Exception
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below standards, and the
Zoning Board of Appeals may approve a special exception use only upon a finding that
the applicant has demonstrated that the applicable standards listed below are met. The
Board may find that not all of these standards are applicable to every request for a
special exception use.
The applicable are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
standard in non-italicized font.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all
use-specific standards.
The use has two use-specific standards, neither of which apply to this situation.
One relates to drive-through facilities, and the other applies only to properties
that are zoned Industry Business (IB) or Industry General (IG).
2. Compatibility: The proposed use is appropriate for its location and compatible
with the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zoning
district(s) of surrounding lands.
The proposed location is compatible with surrounding land uses, which include a
mix of commercial and light industrial uses.
3. Design Minimizes Adverse Impact: The design of the proposed use minimizes
adverse effects, including visual impacts on adjacent lands; furthermore, the
proposed use avoids significant adverse impact on surrounding lands regarding
service delivery, parking and loading, odors, noise, glare, and vibration, and does
not create a nuisance.
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The site is developed, and no changes are proposed. The property has a gravel
parking lot, which is nonconforming to current standards but would be allowed to
remain under current zoning provisions. However, the site is also nonconforming
with respect to current landscaping standards, so staff recommends that the
Zoning Board of Appeals add as a condition of approval that the applicant plant
some landscaping along the Main Street property line in order to enhance the
aesthetics of the site.
4. Design Minimizes Environmental Impact: The proposed use minimizes
environmental impacts and does not cause significant deterioration of water and
air resources, significant wildlife habitat, scenic resources, and other natural
resources.
No changes are being proposed to the site that would pose any environmental
impacts.
5. Roads: There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed use,
and the proposed use is designed to ensure safe ingress and egress onto the
site and safe road conditions around the site.
West Main Street would be able to support traffic from this type of use without
any additional upgrades.
6. Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values: The proposed use will not
substantially and permanently injure the use of neighboring land for those uses
that are permitted in the zoning district, or reduce property values in a
demonstrative manner.
The proposed use is not anticipated to reduce property values. A wide variety of
commercial and industrial uses exist in the area.
7. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed
use complies with the other standards of this subsection.
A photo of the existing site has been provided.
8. Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances: The proposed use
complies with all other relevant City laws and ordinances, state and federal laws,
and regulations.
The applicant agrees to conform to all other relevant laws and ordinances.
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Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

November 22: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

November 22: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.

•

November 23: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff has not received any feedback from the public about the proposed use at this time.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception request with the condition that
landscaping be added along the Main Street property line to help enhance the
aesthetics of the property.
Staff views the request as meeting the standards for granting a special exception,
specifically noting the following:
•

The proposed use would be located in an area where a wide variety of
commercial and light industrial uses already exist.

•

The proposed use is small and should not negatively impact nearby properties in
any respect.

•

Staff has not heard any concerns from any neighboring property owners nor
tenants.

Attachments
•

Application and supporting materials

•

Zoning Map

Staff Contact:
Melody Kearse, Zoning Coordinator
803-329-7088
melody.kearse@cityofrockhill.com
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Z-2019-30
Request:

Special exception to re-establish a non-conforming
convenience store use in a residential zoning district.

Address:

455 Green St.

Zoning District:

Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4)

Owner:

Mayimona Makumzungani
Jean Claude Lutuangu Lubika
6304 Trevor Simpson Dr.
Indian Trail, SC 28079

Applicant:

Magloire Lubika
6304 Trevor Simpson Dr.
Indian Trail, SC 28079

East Moore
Street Park

Whitgreen
Apartments

South Central
Neighborhood

Case No. Z-2019-30
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: December 10, 2019
Request:

Special Exception to re-establish a nonconforming
convenience store use in a residential zoning district.

Address:

455 Green St.

Tax Map No.:

600-02-03-037

Zoning District:

Single Family-4 (SF-4)

Applicant:

Magloire Lubika
6304 Trevor Simpson Dr.
Indian Trail, SC 28079

Property Owner:

Mayimona Makumzungani
Jean Claude Lutuangu Lubika
6304 Trevor Simpson Dr.
Indian Trail, SC 28079

Background
Magloire Lubika would like to re-open a small neighborhood convenience store at 455
Green St. A neighborhood convenience store was first established in that location in
1951. George Franklin purchased the business in 1971, and it remained operational until
2012.
The property is zoned Single Family-4, which does not allow indoor retail sales, such as
convenience stores. However, the Zoning Ordinance has a provision that allows
businesses to re-establish in residential districts through a special exception process if
certain criteria can be met. Mr. Lubika is requesting a special exception to re-establish
the store under this provision. His family owns a similar neighborhood convenience store,
Mama Yala Mini Mart, located at 702 Ogden Rd., about one mile away.
Zoning Ordinance Chapter 10, Section 10.4.6 (B)(3)
A nonconforming use in an established residential district may be permitted to be
reestablished by a special exception under the following criteria. The ordinary standards
for special exception uses in Chapter 2: Administration do not apply.


The proposed use is permitted by right, conditional use, or special exception in the
Neighborhood Office (NO) or Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning district and the
proposed use is no more intense than the historical use of the property.
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The existing structure is specialized to nonconforming use such that conversion to the
conforming use would not be economically feasible. Historical nonconforming uses in
converted residential structures would generally not be seen as meeting this standard.



No functional expansion of the use is permitted. Modifications for code compliance
and aesthetic enhancement are permitted.



There is a demonstrated history of compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
including, but not limited to, a lack of documented complaints, calls for police service,
or other operational concerns such as traffic, parking, or other similar impacts.



Reestablishment of use may be permitted for a trial period to determine if impacts are
mitigated to the extent anticipated.

In 2013, another person tried to re-establish the store on Green Street under the same
provision; however, the Zoning Board of Appeals did not approve the request. The staff
report and minutes from two separate meetings where the request was considered are
attached. Some neighbors expressed concerns involving trash, a decrease in property
values, increases in vehicular traffic, and alcohol sales. Others spoke in favor of the reestablishment of the store, noting that it could be accessed by foot, and that the
neighborhood needed a store on this side of Saluda Street.
Site Description
The property is located on Green Street near the intersection of State Street and Moore
Street in the southwest area of the City. It is mainly surrounded by single-family homes
that are also zoned SF-4. Some multi-family residences also exist in the vicinity. The
property is across from Moore Street Park and other property owned by the City of Rock
Hill.
Description of Intent for Single-Family Detached Zoning Districts
These residential districts are established to primarily provide for single-family detached
residential development. A few complementary uses customarily found in residential
zoning districts, such as religious institutions, may also be allowed.
The primary difference between these districts is the minimum lot size for development
and other dimensional standards that are listed in full in Chapter 6: Community Design
Standards. The following chart summarizes the differences in lot sizes for single-family
residential development.
Zoning District

Minimum Lot Size for Single-Family Residential Development

SF-2

20,000 square feet

SF-3

14,000 square feet
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SF-4

9,000 square feet

SF-5

7,500 square feet

Analysis of Request for Special Exception
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below standards, and the Zoning
Board of Appeals may approve a special exception use only upon a finding that the
applicant has demonstrated that the following standards are met.
The applicable are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
standard in non-italicized font.
(a) The proposed use is permitted by right, conditional use, or special exception in the
Neighborhood Office (NO) or Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning district, and the
proposed use is no more intense than the historical use of the property.
Convenience stores without gasoline sales are considered an indoor retail use. That
use type is currently permitted by special exception in the Neighborhood Office zoning
district and by conditional use in the Neighborhood Commercial zoning district.
RESIDENTIAL

BUSINESS

C

C

IH

C

IG

C

IB

MUC

C

DTWN

C

CI

OI
S

CC

NC
NO
S C

GC
LC

MX

MF-15
MFR

SF-A

SF-8

SF-5

SF-4
SF-3

C

S

The proposed use is the same as has been on the property historically. The building
was used as a convenience store for many years, up until a few years ago.
(b) The existing structure is specialized to nonconforming use such that conversion to
the conforming use would not be economically feasible. Historical nonconforming
uses in converted residential structures would generally not be seen as meeting this
standard.
The building was designed for commercial use. Converting it to a residential use
would be costly.
(c) No functional expansion of the use is permitted. Modifications for code compliance
and aesthetic enhance are permitted.
The applicant is not proposing to expand the use. Some specific modifications to the
building and site would be required to meet current building and fire codes. These
are detailed in the attached feasibility study.
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(d) There is demonstrated history of compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
including, but not limited to, a lack of demonstrated complaints, calls for police
service, or other operational concerns such as traffic, parking, or other similar
impacts.
Complaints/code enforcement cases:
The applicant’s family purchased the subject property in November 2018. Since then,
it has not had any code enforcement violations.
Moreover, the convenience store owned by the applicant’s family on Ogden Road
has been the subject of only one code enforcement case since he purchased the
property in April 2015. It involved a nonconforming sign structure that was no longer
being used; the applicant’s family removed the sign structure immediately upon
learning that he needed to do so. The City does not have any records of other
complaints on that property.
For historical context on the subject property, the City’s complaint tracking system
shows four code enforcement cases in recent years prior to the applicant’s ownership
of it—two for overgrown grass and two for minor property maintenance code
violations involving the structure itself. All were either abated by the property owner
at the time or were dismissed in court.
Calls for police service:
Since the applicant’s family purchased the subject property, it has had one call for
police service. The nature of the call was for suspicious activity. A locksmith had
been on the scene and noticed damaged to a door. It was later determined that the
damage to the door was actually caused by the owner.
Similarly, calls for service related to the convenience store owned by the applicant’s
family at 702 Ogden Rd. have been low. Seventeen calls have been generated from
the property since the family purchased it in April 2015. Most if not all of these calls
appear to have been made by the business owners themselves, and were mostly
related to motor vehicle collisions (6), larceny/shoplifting (3), and disorderly
conduct/suspicious persons (3).
Based on concerns heard during the previous request to re-establish a convenience
store at this location, staff is also providing the following historical context for the
subject property, prior to the applicant’s ownership of it. In the four years preceding
the former store’s closing and an additional year afterward (March 2008 through
March 2013), the records show 60 calls for service. These calls were primarily related
to drug/alcohol/disorderly conduct/public display of intoxication (11), suspicious
persons (7), larceny (5), and assaults or persons with guns (5).
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Traffic:
Since it is designed as a neighborhood store, the proposed use is unlikely to generate
substantial traffic counts. Some patrons would be expected to walk from their homes
nearby.
Parking:
The property has sufficient room for one handicapped parking space (which would
need to be improved from its current condition) but no other parking. If this use were
being established new, five parking spaces would be required (one space per 250
square feet of building area, with a 20% discount for being located in the Old Town
area; the building is approximately 1,500 square feet). Because the request is not for
a new building but rather to reestablish a nonconforming use, the Zoning Board needs
to evaluate whether the amount of existing on-site parking is sufficient to serve the
business. (Note: The feasibility study states that a variance would be required, but
this special exception process to re-establish a nonconforming use is designed to
consider that aspect of the proposal instead.)
Because the property can only accommodate one parking space on site, which must
be reserved as a handicapped space, one part of the parking analysis must be
whether Green Street can accommodate on-street parking for the use. Green Street
is classified as a major collector but functions more as a residential collector. Its travel
lanes vary between 28 to 30 feet wide in this area, which is considered sufficient to
accommodate on-street parking on one side of the street. (Two 10-foot travel lanes
and one 8.5-foot parking lane are considered adequate.) The City’s Transportation
Manager does not recommend the formalization of these on-street parking spaces
through striping because doing so would change the location of the centerline and
would effectively prohibit parking on the opposite side of the street. Instead, he
recommends that patrons be allowed to park on the street in an informal way, which
is how the street functions today. Because the nature of a convenience store involves
brief stops, it is not expected that patrons would be parked on the street for extended
periods of time.
Sanitation
One of the concerns raised during the last request to re-open a convenience store in
this area related to potential litter on the site. In order to address this concern, the
applicant will need to develop a plan to handle waste, as the property does not appear
have enough room to accommodate a dumpster of any size.
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(e) Reestablishment of the use may be permitted for a trial period to determine if impacts
are mitigated to the extent anticipated.
The Board is allowed to require a trial period for the re-establishment of the use if it
sees a need for one. The applicant has concerns about a trial period due to the cost
of the work that would be required to bring the building up to code, but may be willing
to discuss this concept with the Board more.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:


November 22: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.



November 22: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.



November 23: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff received feedback from Lonnie Sims, who owns and lives in 467 Green Street near
this parcel. He initially indicated concerns about the use, but later stated that he may be
able to support the reopening of the store if it were to offer items not readily available in
the area, such as fresh foods, and did not sell items such as alcohol and cigarettes.
Staff Recommendation
Because the building was built for commercial use and converting it to a residential
structure would be costly, staff can support the proposed use, provided that any concerns
voiced during the public hearing by nearby property owners, residents, or the business
community are addressed. The applicant’s family has been able to manage a similar store
in a way that has not had a negative impact on the community in terms of crime or property
management.

Attachments


Application and supporting materials



Police call records



Feasibility study



Staff reports, minutes and order from April and May 2013 hearings



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

30

Police calls at 455 Green Street, April 2013 to present
PROC : Property Check
SUSP : Suspicious Person
DRUG : Drug Investigation
SUSA : Suspicious Activity
INVEST : Miscellaneous
Investigation
ASTO : Assist Other Agency
TRES : Trespassing
DOM : Domestic
ABDV : Abandoned Vehicle
NOIS : Noise Complaint
JUV : Juvenile Complaint
MANG : Man With A Gun

5
4
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Police calls at 702 Ogden Road, April 2015 to present
Description
DOC : Disorderly Conduct
SHOP : Shoplifting
DOC : Disorderly Conduct
SHOP : Shoplifting
MVC : Motor Vehicle Collision
LARC : Larceny
MVC : Motor Vehicle Collision
TRES : Trespassing
MVC : Motor Vehicle Collision
MVC : Motor Vehicle Collision
ASTO : Assist Other Agency
MVC : Motor Vehicle Collision
FOLL : Follow-Up
WARR : Warrant Service Attempt
FOLL : Follow-Up
VAND : Vandalism
SUSP : Suspicious Person

Date
08/10/19
01/17/19
12/26/18
12/13/18
11/27/18
07/02/18
01/29/18
01/05/18
10/25/17
08/15/17
07/29/17
07/16/17
04/17/17
01/17/17
01/14/17
01/14/17
07/15/16

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

Letter of Notification for Plan Review

Convenience store with food - 455 Green St. - Feasibility

Plan Reviewed:
Feasibility Survey Report

Status:
Not Approved

20191498
Convenience store with food - 455 Green St. - Feasibility
455 Green St.
Feasibility Survey Report -

Project Contact:
Magloire Lubika

Rock Hill, SC 29730
Phone:
Email:

704-618-6521
magloirelubika@gmail.com

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

10/30/2019
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The following comments are grouped as "Review Comments" or "Advisory Comments". "Review Comments"
are items related to your plan review that require action on your part. "Advisory Comments" are informational
notes that may be important in the future and are for your information.

10/30/2019
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Plan Review Comments
Fire - Karen Kane - karen.kane@cityofrockhill.com -

Not Approved

Review Comments:

1. Buildings in occupancy Group A having occupant load of 300 or less, Group B, F, M and S, and places of
religious worship, the main door or doors are permitted to be equipped with key-operated locking devices from
the egress side provided:
2.1 The locking device is readily distinguishable as locked.
2.2 A readily visible durable sign is posted on the egress side on or adjacent to the door stating: THIS
DOOR TO REMAIN UNLOCKED WHEN THIS SPACE IS OCCUPIED. The sign shall be in letters 1 inch
(25mm) high on a contrasting background. in letters 1 inch (25mm) high on a contrasting background. This
sign needs to be posted on front door.
2. 906.1 Where required. Portable fire extinguishers shall be installed in Group A, B, E, F, H, I, M, R-1, R-2,
R-4, and S occupancies. Install 5-LB ABC fire extinguishers. At least two extinguishers needed by exit doors.
3. 1010.1.9.4 Bolt Locks. Manually operated flush bolts or surface bolts are not permitted. Remove bar that
is on the door.
4. 1008.3 Emergency Power for Illumination. The power supply for means of egress illumination shall
normally be provided by the premises' electrical supply. Install emergency lights.
5. 1013.3 Illumination. Exit signs shall be internally or externally illuminated at all times. Install exit lights.
6. 605.6 Unapproved conditions. Open junction boxes and open-wiring splices shall be prohibited. Approved
covers shall be provided for all switch and electrical outlet boxes. Exposed wiring and open
junction boxes need to be covered.
7. 609.2 Where Required. A Type I hood shall be installed at or above all commercial cooking appliances
and domestic cooking appliances used for commercial purposes that produce grease vapors. (If cooking.)
8. 1013.4 Braille Exit Signs. A sign stating EXIT in visual characters, raised characters and braille and
complying with ICC A117.1 shall be provided adjacent to each door to an area of refuge, and exterior area for
assisted rescue, and exit stairway or ramp, and exit passageway and the exit discharge. (Recommended)
9. Ceiling/walls need to be repaired.
Inspections - William Ashley - william.ashley@cityofrockhill.com - 803-329-5581

Not Approved

Review Comments:

1. The proposal is to re-open a former roughly 1,440 sq.ft. Neighborhood Store which is a Mercantile (Use
category).
2. Plumbing, Mechanical, Electrical, HVAC and all building components must be in good, working order and
10/30/2019
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functional for the intended use. Any repairs, installations or modifications to these systems must be performed
by properly licensed tradespersons with State and City of Rock Hill licenses. Repairs, installations and
alterations require permits.
3. With the building being in disrepair, please provide a list of things that you would like to do in order to get
the store up and running. Dependent upon this list, it can be determined if it would reflect a alteration or a
repair. It its an alteration, it would trigger certain requirements with respect to accessibility for the structure. If
they are just repairs, accessibility may not be required under the existing building code.
4. The ceiling is in dis-repair, several large holes are located in the ceiling exposing the attic area and rafters.
The ceiling would be required to be repaired and be in good condition.
5. There are several areas where there are exposed wires from missing appliances and old lighting fixtures.
These shall be capped and covered by a licensed electrician.
6. If cooking is to be done. A type I hood would be required to capture any grease latent vapors. Currently
there is a hood located in the kitchen area, it would need to be determined what type hood it is and if it is in
need of repair or replacement.
7. Any cooking would trigger certain requirements with disposal of grease. You would need to contact our
F.O.G. (fats, oils, grease) dept. in order to understand the requirements that would need to be met.
Zoning - Melody Kearse - melody.kearse@cityofrockhill.com - 803-329-7088

Not Approved

Review Comments:

The proposed use is to re-open a Convenience Store (C-Store) use in the Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4)
zoning district. There is a desire to offer food service at this location in the future. The uses are both
considered non-conforming, but may be re-established with a special exception. A special exception can only
be granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) through a public hearing process. The application has been
attached to this report. The application deadline for the December 10th meeting is November 15th. A special
exception was applied for and previously denied in 2013. I have attached the minutes and the signed order
from those ZBA meetings for the applicant's use in understanding some of the challenges this request is likely
to face from neighboring properties.
There are hours of operation restrictions that would apply to this use; these are the same that apply with this
use in the NO or NC zoning district. However, the ZBA could require a condition of approval for stricter
standards than those that apply (limited operating hours of 6:00am -10:00pm).
The site does not offer adequate parking for the use. The building is 1,508 SF, and the c-store use requires 1
space per 250 SF of gross floor area. After the Old Town status discount is applied 5 parking spaces are
required. Only 1 non-conforming parking space is available on site, and it is in need of repair work. A
variance will be need for the other 4 parking spaces. This is also a public hearing process through the ZBA.
The variance application has been provided as part of this report. The variance and special exception
application can be turned in together, and only one application fee will apply.
The following signage options are available: Wall sign: size is allotted based on the tenant space width, 1 SF
of sign per 1 Linear Foot of tenant wall width. Window sign: size is allotted at the same amount as the
permissible wall signage or 50% of the window area (whichever is less). Projecting sign: a projecting sign is
based on a Type D corridor maximum size, which is a maximum of 20 SF and 15 feet in height or building
height (whichever is less).
There are improvements that should be considered by the applicant, such as: Removing the old kerosene
pump, kerosene tank, landscaping and accessibility into the space. These and other improvements may be
required by the Board as conditions of approval.
10/30/2019
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Industrial Pre-Treatment - Eric Gensemer - eric.gensemer@cityofrockhill.com 803-329-8703

Not Approved

Review Comments:

A code compliant GRD must be installed before any food service operation may commence. Please visit
www.cityofrockhill.com/fog for more information, including the FOG Ordinance and Policy.

10/30/2019
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Case No. Z-2013-11
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: April 16, 2013
Location:

455 Green Street

Request:

Special exception to re-establish a convenience store in
a single-family residential zoning district

Tax Map Number:

600-02-03-037

Zoning District:

Single-Family 4 (SF-4)

Applicant:

Chauncey Adams
820 S. Confederate Ave

Owner:

George Franklin
513 Friedheim Road

Background
Chauncey Adams would like to re-open a small neighborhood convenience store at
455 Green Street. A neighborhood convenience store was first established in that
location in 1951. George Franklin purchased the business in 1971, and it remained
operational until 2012 when he became ill. Mr. Adams would like to lease the
building from Mr. Franklin and re-open the store.
The property is zoned Single-Family 4, which does not allow convenience stores.
However, the Zoning Ordinance has a new provision (adopted in August 2012) that
allows businesses to re-establish in residential zoning districts by means of a
Special Exception under certain conditions (see “Analysis of Criteria for Special
Exception” section below for a list). Mr. Adams is therefore requesting a special
exception to re-establish the store under this provision.

Site Description
The property is located on Green Street near the intersections of State Street and
Moore Street in the southwest area of the City. It is mainly surrounded by singlefamily homes that are also zoned SF-4. Some multi-family residences also exist in
the vicinity.
The property is across from Moore Street Park and some other property owned by
the City of Rock Hill.
Enclosed (via Web site link) is a list of uses permitted in the SF-4 zoning district.
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Relation to Zoning Ordinance
Table 4-100 (B)
Table 4-100 (B), the Table of Allowed Uses, shows that convenience stores are not
allowed in the SF-4 zoning district.

4-300(C)(7)(d) lists certain use-specific requirements for convenience stores.
However, those requirements are not applicable to this case. (Some regard
convenience stores in other zoning districts and some regard convenience stores
that sell gasoline.)

Existing Zoning District Summary
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Analysis of Criteria for Special Exception
8-200(D)(4) Certain Nonconforming Uses in Residential Districts
A nonconforming use in an established residential district may be permitted to
be re-established by a Special Exception under the following criteria:
(a) The proposed use is permitted by right in the Neighborhood Commercial
(NC) zoning district, and the proposed use is no more intense than the
historical use of the property.
The proposed use, a neighborhood convenience store, is permitted by right in the
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning district. (See chart in the “Relation to
Zoning Ordinance” section above.) The proposed use is the same as the
historical use of the property.
(b) The existing structure is specialized to nonconforming use such that
conversion to the conforming use would not be economically feasible.
Historical nonconforming uses in converted residential structures would
generally not be seen as meeting this standard.
From all indications, this structure has always been used commercially. The City
has no records regarding whether this structure was a residence at some time in
the distant past, but if it ever was, it was converted long ago to a commercial
structure and would no longer meet the Residential Building Code.
(c) No functional expansion of the use is permitted. Modifications for code
compliance and aesthetic enhancement are permitted.
No functional expansion of the use would take place.
(d) There is a demonstrated history of compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhood including, but not limited to, a lack of documented
complaints, calls for police service, or other operational concerns such as
traffic, parking, or other similar impacts.
Staff has attached the calls for service log to this location from the Rock Hill
Police Department for the last 5 years (March of 2008 through March of 2013).
The records show 60 calls from the location during this time period. These
included:
 11 drug/alcohol/disorderly conduct/public display of intoxication
 7 suspicious persons
 5 larceny
 3 assaults
 2 persons with guns
 2 harassment
 1 trespassing
Since the business has closed, the only calls for service were from the owner
asking for property checks and reporting suspicious persons.
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The City’s complaint tracking system shows no recent complaints on this
property. This use is unlikely to generate substantial traffic counts. It also is
unlikely to generate parking needs that cannot be accommodated with the onstreet parking available in the immediate vicinity. Since the time that this request
was advertised for a public hearing, Planning and Development Services staff
has not received any calls from neighbors about the use regarding concerns
about re-establishing it.
(e) Re-establishment of use may be permitted for a trial period to determine if
impacts are mitigated to the extent anticipated.
The Board is allowed to require a trial period for the re-establishment of the use if
it sees a need for one.

Public Involvement
The following public notification actions have been taken:


March 29: Public Hearing notification postcards sent to property owners
within 300 feet of the subject property.



March 29: Public Hearing notification signs posted on subject property.



March 30: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in
The Herald.

Public Feedback
Planning and Development staff has not received any calls regarding the reestablishment of the business.

Attachments



Application and supporting documents from applicant
Zoning Map

For copies of the following attachments, see the digital version of the report on
the City’s Web site:
(http://www.cityofrockhill.com/BoardCommissionView.aspx?ID=24&deptID=2)


SF-4 use list

Staff Contact:
Josh Reinhardt
jreinhardt@cityofrockhill.com
803-326-2456

Zoning Board of Appeals
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

Date: April 16, 2013

A public hearing of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, April 16, 2013, at
6:30 PM in Council Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Matt Crawford, Justin Smith, Michael Murnane, Milt DeLair,
Leslie Moma

MEMBERS ABSENT:

Donovan Steltzner, Wes O’Quinn

STAFF PRESENT:

Josh Reinhardt, Justin Westbrook, Janice Miller

Legal notice of the public hearing was published in The Herald, Saturday, March 30, 2013.
Notice was posted on all property considered. Adjacent property owners and residents
were notified in writing.
1.

Call to Order:
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 PM.

2.

Approval of minutes of March 19, 2013 meeting.
Mrs. Moma made a motion to approve the minutes and Mr. Smith seconded the
motion, which was approved unanimously by a vote of 5-0.

3.

Appeal No. Z-2013-10: Request by Tony Pannell for a Special Exception from
the 250’ separation requirements from an adjoining residential zoning district
for a Wrecker Service use at 606 Albright Road. The property is zoned
General Commercial (GC) and adjoins Single-Family Residential-5 (SF-5),
Single-Family Residential-3 (SF-3), and Neighborhood Office (NO) zoning
districts. Tax map number: 626-09-01-155.
Mr. Westbrook presented the staff report.
There was general discussion regarding landscaping and fence requirements.
There was general discussion as to the location of the nearest occupied residential
property.
Mr. Tony Pannell, 1920 Crystal Ridge Drive, applicant, was available to answer
questions.
Mr. DeLair asked the hours of operation. Mr. Pannell stated the garage business
would be open from 8 am to 5 pm each day, Monday through Friday, and the
wrecker service would be open 24 hours per day, but that no one would be at the

location during that time, only when delivering a vehicle through the wrecker
operation.
Mrs. Moma asked if the fence would be constructed of brick or wood, as stated on
the application. Mr. Pannell stated he would decide at a later time, depending on
finances.
Mr. DeLair asked if an air compressor would be used. Mr. Pannell stated that he
would, but that it would be a rotary screw machine which was very quiet.
Mr. Lee Thomas, 2222 Crescent Avenue, Charlotte, spoke in opposition to the
request, noting that he owned the property on Blackmon Street across from the site.
He stated that allowing this use would extend the General Commercial zoning the
City was trying to phase out. He added that this use would lower property values.
Mrs. Moma asked Mr. Thomas about the intended use of the property. Mr. Thomas
stated that he had been approached by a funeral home and landscaping company.
Mr. Will Jordan, 2207 Olde Creek Road, spoke in favor of the application, noting that
an existing large hedge provided a buffer.
Mr. Headen Thomas, 116 Creek Side Dr., Fort Mill, spoke in opposition to the
request, noting the improvements the City had put into Albright Road, the number of
wrecker services and garages already located on Albright Road, and the lowering of
property values.
Mr. John Pannell, Jr, 5965 Mt. Gallant Road, spoke in favor of the application, noting
that the property had previously been used as a garage, and that the Thomas’ could
sell the property for a garage use.
Mr. Randy Turner, 1411 Dove Landing Road, York, spoke in favor of the application,
noting that Blackmon Road is known to be an impoverished area without electrical
service.
There being no further comment from the audience, Mr. Crawford closed the floor
for Board discussion.
Mrs. Moma presented the motion to approve the Special Exception as requested.
Mr. DeLair seconded, and the motion carried by a unanimous vote of 5-0.
Mrs. Moma presented the findings as noted in the staff report.
4.

Appeal No. Z-2013-11: Request by Chauncy Adams for a Special Exception to
re-establish a convenience store (without gasoline or fast food sales) at 455

Green Street. The property is zoned Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4). A
convenience store of this nature is a non-conforming use in the SF-4 district;
however, it may be allowed to re-establish by a Special Exception. Tax map
number: 600-02-03-037.
Mr. Reinhardt presented the staff report.
Mrs. Moma asked for clarification as to whether the applicant could come back for a
Special Exception if this application was not approved. Mr. Reinhardt stated that he
would get an answer to that question.
There was general discussion regarding police reports generated in the area and
whether the reports dealt specifically with this property or the area in general. Mr.
Reinhardt clarified that the police report provided in the staff report dealt specifically
with this property.
There was general discussion about modifications to the building and the removal of
the existing gasoline pump.
Mr. Crawford asked if City staff had developed any guidelines for the Board
regarding the trial period that the Board could place as a condition. Mr. Reinhardt
stated that six months had been discussed as an adequate trial period. He noted
that at the end of the trial period, the process would follow the same public hearing
procedures as at the initial application, including advertising the hearing and
notifying the residents and property owners of the request.
Mrs. Moma asked whether the applicant would be able to dispense fuel if DHEC
approved gasoline services at the location. Mr. Reinhardt stated that they could not.
Mr. Crawford asked if included kerosene. Mr. Reinhardt stated that it did include
kerosene.
Mr. DeLair asked about the other people who had expressed concerns. Mr.
Reinhardt stated that two residents had met with staff and voiced concerns. He
added that these notes had been forwarded to the Board and are attached to the
minutes.
Mr. Chauncy Adams, 820 S Confederate Avenue, applicant, stated that he was
planning on improving the property, removing the pay phone and kerosene pump
and tank. He added that there was no underground tank. He stated that a number
of neighbors with whom he had spoken wanted the store re-opened. He noted that
he had operated a store on Wilson Street and that he did not tolerate bad behaviors.
Mrs. Moma asked about the products being sold. Mr. Adams stated that regular
products would be sold, as well as beer since competitors in the area sold beer as
well.
Mr. Smith asked about the hours of operation. Mr. Adams stated that the store

would be open from 8 am to 10 pm.
Mrs. Moma asked about the days of operation. Mr. Adams stated it would be open
seven days a week, and probably would be open Sundays 9 am to 9 pm.
Mrs. Moma asked about behavioral issues from customers. Mr. Adams stated he
did not tolerate bad behaviors and had spoken with two security guards to come and
patrol in the evenings.
Mr. Crawford asked if he was opposed to a trial period. Mr. Adams stated that he
wasn’t but that he was spending money to get the store going and that it would be
disappointing to have to close after being open for only six months.
Mrs. Mary Brown, 462 Green Street, spoke in opposition to the application, noting
the store’s propensity to increase traffic in the area and it’s alcohol sales to have an
influence on the young residents in the area, especially with the change in state law
regarding Sunday alcohol sales. She added that two other convenience stores and
a Family Dollar store that are located nearby, easily accessible to everyone in the
area.
Mr. Smith asked Mrs. Brown how long she had lived in the area and about traffic.
Mrs. Brown stated she had lived there since 1990 and that the store had not been
open all of the time since then.
Mr. Lonnie Sims, 467 Green Street, spoke in opposition to the application, noting
potential increased criminal activity, garbage, and vehicular traffic, and decreased
property values.
Mrs. Jeanette Chisholm, 840 Jefferson Avenue, spoke in opposition to the
application, noting that additional trash would likely be generated and that property
values would likely be decreased.
Mrs. Geneva Chisholm, 842 Jefferson Avenue, pastor of Higher Heights Ministries,
spoke in opposition to the application, noting that a number of children who live in
the area would be endangered due to increased vehicular traffic.
Mrs. Brenda Franklin, 513 Freidheim Road, spoke in favor of the application, noting
that her father had owned the business previously and that she had spoken with
neighbors who wanted the store re-opened. She added that children were in danger
crossing Saluda Street to go to the other convenience stores in the area.
Mr. Adams was given the opportunity to address the neighbors’ comments. He
stated that traffic would be going 15 miles per hour in that area, that people have to
cross Saluda Street in order to reach other stores, and that his business would
generate no more trash than the other stores.
Mrs. Moma asked if he had received a permit to sell alcohol. Mr. Adams stated that
he had not applied for it yet.

Mr. Murnane asked about the store environment. Mr. Adams stated that he would
have two people on staff: one running the register and the other keeping the area
clean and maintained.
Mr. Smith asked if he was willing to close earlier. Mr. Adams stated that he would
consider being open from 8 am to 9 pm.
Mr. Smith asked Mr. Sims about traffic. Mr. Sims stated that the area had no traffic
now, since the business had closed, but that when the store was open, traffic was a
constant issue. He added that originally the products sold were healthy foods, not
junk, and that if healthy foods were sold, he did not have any issues.
Mr. Crawford asked if Mr. Sims would prefer a vacant building to this use. Mr. Sims
stated that he would rather have a vacant building.
There being no further comments or questions, Mr. Crawford closed the floor for
Board discussion.
There was general discussion as to the use of the property if the store was not reestablished. Mr. Reinhardt referred to the list of uses provided as part of the staff
report.
There was general discussion regarding the definition of a grocery store and
convenience store.
There was general discussion with regards to alcohol sales and uncertainty as to
products being sold.
Mrs. Moma asked about the status of her earlier question regarding whether or not
the applicant could resubmit an application if the Special Exception request was
denied. Mr. Reinhardt stated that in the event the application was denied, the
applicant would not be able to resubmit an application for a year, unless the
applicant produced information that was significant to the Board hearing the case
again before that time.
Mrs. Moma asked how many more convenience store locations were in the same
situation in terms of having been closed but now having the ability for the same use
to re-open by Special Exception. Mr. Reinhardt stated that he did not have the
exact number but that several more were in the same situation.
Mr. Crawford asked if the Board could put restrictions on the hours of operation. Mr.
Reinhardt stated that the Board could.
There was general discussion over the procedure for deferring the application. Mr.
Murnane presented the motion to re-open the floor, Mrs. Moma seconded, and the
motion carried by a vote of 4-1 with Mr. Smith casting the dissenting vote. Mr.
Crawford suggested that Mr. Adams consider speaking with the neighborhood about
re-opening the convenience store prior to the next meeting.

Mr. Adams requested deferral of the Special Exception application until the Board’s
May public hearing.
Mrs. Moma presented the motion to defer the application until the Board’s May
meeting, Mr. DeLair seconded, and the motion carried by a vote of 4-1, with Mr.
Smith casting the dissenting vote.
5.

Other Business
Mr. Reinhardt stated that this was Mr. DeLair’s last meeting and that City Council
was considering an application to fill this vacancy.

6.

Adjourn
Mr. Murnane presented the motion to adjourn, Mr. DeLair seconded and the motion
carried by a vote of 5-0. The meeting adjourned at 8:19 pm.

Case No. Z-2013-11
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: May 21, 2013
Location:

455 Green Street

Request:

Special exception to re-establish a convenience store in
a single-family residential zoning district

Tax Map Number:

600-02-03-037

Zoning District:

Single-Family 4 (SF-4)

Applicant:

Chauncey Adams
820 S. Confederate Ave

Owner:

George Franklin
513 Friedheim Road

Background
Chauncey Adams would like to re-open a small neighborhood convenience store at
455 Green Street. A neighborhood convenience store was first established in that
location in 1951. George Franklin purchased the business in 1971, and it remained
operational until 2012 when he became ill. Mr. Adams would like to lease the
building from Mr. Franklin and re-open the store.
The property is zoned Single-Family 4, which does not allow convenience stores.
However, the Zoning Ordinance has a new provision (adopted in August 2012) that
allows businesses to re-establish in residential zoning districts by means of a
Special Exception under certain conditions (see “Analysis of Criteria for Special
Exception” section below for a list). Mr. Adams is therefore requesting a special
exception to re-establish the store under this provision.

Site Description
The property is located on Green Street near the intersections of State Street and
Moore Street in the southwest area of the City. It is mainly surrounded by singlefamily homes that are also zoned SF-4. Some multi-family residences also exist in
the vicinity.
The property is across from Moore Street Park and some other property owned by
the City of Rock Hill.
Enclosed (via Web site link) is a list of uses permitted in the SF-4 zoning district.
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Relation to Zoning Ordinance
Table 4-100 (B)
Table 4-100 (B), the Table of Allowed Uses, shows that convenience stores are not
allowed in the SF-4 zoning district.

4-300(C)(7)(d) lists certain use-specific requirements for convenience stores.
However, those requirements are not applicable to this case. (Some regard
convenience stores in other zoning districts and some regard convenience stores
that sell gasoline.)

Existing Zoning District Summary
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Analysis of Criteria for Special Exception
8-200(D)(4) Certain Nonconforming Uses in Residential Districts
A nonconforming use in an established residential district may be permitted to
be re-established by a Special Exception under the following criteria:
(a) The proposed use is permitted by right in the Neighborhood Commercial
(NC) zoning district, and the proposed use is no more intense than the
historical use of the property.
The proposed use, a neighborhood convenience store, is permitted by right in the
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning district. (See chart in the “Relation to
Zoning Ordinance” section above.) The proposed use is the same as the
historical use of the property.
(b) The existing structure is specialized to nonconforming use such that
conversion to the conforming use would not be economically feasible.
Historical nonconforming uses in converted residential structures would
generally not be seen as meeting this standard.
From all indications, this structure has always been used commercially. The City
has no records regarding whether this structure was a residence at some time in
the distant past, but if it ever was, it was converted long ago to a commercial
structure and would no longer meet the Residential Building Code.
(c) No functional expansion of the use is permitted. Modifications for code
compliance and aesthetic enhancement are permitted.
No functional expansion of the use would take place.
(d) There is a demonstrated history of compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhood including, but not limited to, a lack of documented
complaints, calls for police service, or other operational concerns such as
traffic, parking, or other similar impacts.
Staff has attached the calls for service log to this location from the Rock Hill
Police Department for the last 5 years (March of 2008 through March of 2013).
The records show 60 calls from the location during this time period. These
included:
 11 drug/alcohol/disorderly conduct/public display of intoxication
 7 suspicious persons
 5 larceny
 3 assaults
 2 persons with guns
 2 harassment
 1 trespassing
Since the business has closed, the only calls for service were from the owner
asking for property checks and reporting suspicious persons.
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The City’s complaint tracking system shows no recent complaints on this
property. This use is unlikely to generate substantial traffic counts. It also is
unlikely to generate parking needs that cannot be accommodated with the onstreet parking available in the immediate vicinity. Since the time that this request
was advertised for a public hearing, Planning and Development Services staff
has not received any calls from neighbors about the use regarding concerns
about re-establishing it.
(e) Re-establishment of use may be permitted for a trial period to determine if
impacts are mitigated to the extent anticipated.
The Board is allowed to require a trial period for the re-establishment of the use if
it sees a need for one.

Public Involvement
The following public notification actions have been taken:


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



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



May 4: Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing advertisement published in
The Herald.

Public Feedback
Planning and Development staff met with the applicant a few days after the April 16
ZBA meeting and provided him with the contact information for all property owners
located within 300 feet of the Green Street Superette. Staff also provided the
address list for all residences within 300 feet as well as the information of the
individuals that spoke during the April 16 meeting.
Since the April meeting, staff has also spoken with Mr. Simms, who reiterated his
concerns about the store reopening at the previous meeting. Mr. Simms first spoke
in opposition to the request at the April ZBA meeting.

Attachments



Application and supporting documents from applicant
Zoning Map

For copies of the following attachments, see the digital version of the report on
the City’s Web site:
(http://www.cityofrockhill.com/BoardCommissionView.aspx?ID=24&deptID=2)


SF-4 use list
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Staff Contact:
Josh Reinhardt
jreinhardt@cityofrockhill.com
803-326-2456

Zoning Board of Appeals
City of Rock Hill, South Carolina

Date: May 21, 2013

A public hearing of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held on Tuesday, May 21, 2013, at
6:30 PM in Council Chambers at City Hall, 155 Johnston Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Matt Crawford, Donovan Steltzner, Wes O’Quinn, Leslie Moma

MEMBERS ABSENT:

Justin Smith, Michael Murnane

STAFF PRESENT:

Josh Reinhardt, Justin Westbrook, Leah Youngblood, Janice
Miller

Legal notice of the public hearing was published in The Herald, Saturday, May 4, 2013.
Notice was posted on all property considered. Adjacent property owners and residents
were notified in writing.
1.

Call to Order:
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 PM.

2.

Approval of minutes of the April 16, 2013 meeting.
Mrs. Moma made a motion to approve the minutes and Mr. Crawford seconded the
motion, which was approved unanimously by a vote of 4-0.

3.

Appeal No. Z-2013-11: Request by Chauncy Adams for a Special Exception to
re-establish a convenience store (without gasoline or fast food sales) at 455
Green Street. The property is zoned Single-Family Residential-4 (SF-4). A
convenience store of this nature is a non-conforming use in the SF-4 district;
however, it may be allowed to re-establish by a Special Exception. Tax map
number: 600-02-03-037.
Mr. Reinhardt presented the staff report and provided the Board with a copy of the
petition Mr. Adams had submitted in support of the convenience store.
Mr. Chauncy Adams, 820 S. Confederate Avenue, applicant, addressed Board
regarding the application. He noted that he planned to be open daily from 8 am until
9 pm, and that he would be open on Sundays.
Mrs. Moma asked about the planned improvements for the property. Mr. Adams
stated that he would be removing the pay telephone and kerosene pump. He added
that he would not be cooking on the premises and would not need to have a grease
trap, that the City told him he could sell hot dogs.
Mrs. Moma asked when the store would be open. Mr. Adams stated within 30 days

of the Board’s approval.
Mrs. Moma asked about the types of products that would be sold. Mr. Adams stated
they would sell grocery items, such as canned goods, beer and wine, small selection
of meats, cigarettes, chips, drinks but not fruits or vegetables.
Mr. Steltzner asked if he would have lottery sales. Mr. Adams stated that he may in
the future.
Mr. Crawford asked if Mr. Adams had met with the neighbors. Mr. Adams stated
that he had not, that he had met only with those listed on the petition.
Mrs. Moma asked about the concerns brought up by the neighbors at the April
public hearing regarding the trash. Mr. Adams stated that he would hire a
handyman that would take care of the property and keep it cleaned up, that he had
no intention of hurting the neighborhood.
Mr. Crawford asked if he was opposed to a trial period. Mr. Adams stated that he
would be making an investment in this business and that it would be difficult without
knowing what the limitations or determining factors were that the Board would be
considering when the trial period was over.
Mr. Lonnie Sims, 467 Green Street, spoke in opposition to the application. He noted
that the times were different than when the store originally opened and reiterated his
concerns over having to pick up trash, decrease in property values, increase in
traffic, and the recent report of a murder that occurred while someone was on their
way to Adams grocery at another location. He noted the number of people who had
signed the petition in support of the application and how many had not attended the
meeting and stated that Green Street had been cleaned up and that the store
served no purpose with two other stores a quarter mile away.
Mr. O’Quinn asked Mr. Sims if there was an acceptable compromise. Mr. Sims
stated there was not.
Ms. Mary Anderson, 267 E Moore Street, spoke in favor of the application. She
stated that she lived behind the park across from the store. She noted that she had
not had any issues with the store when it was open, although she did not use it
often, and that she would like to see it reopen.
Mr. Charlie Benjamin, 229 Whitgreen Street, spoke in favor of the application,
adding that it was most convenient for him as he did not have a car or bike.
Mr. “Brother” David Boone, 902 Crawford Road, spoke in favor of the application.
He noted that it was an injustice not to have a neighborhood store in the area as
most of the traffic would be by foot, and that Mr. Adams had excellent character and
was well-known throughout the area.
Ms. Mary Brown, 462 Green Street, spoke in opposition to the application. She

noted the increase in traffic and the limitations of the area with reference to vehicle
movement. She added that there were several stores nearby and that there were
no plans to have a handicap ramp for senior citizens to be able to access the store.
She added that officers had been patrolling the area frequently and the decrease in
drug trafficking.
Ms. Brenda Franklin, 513 Friedheim Road, spoke in favor of the application. She
stated that her father, George Franklin, had chosen Mr. Adams to reopen the store.
She noted that people had to cross Saluda Street to go to the other convenience
stores. She also noted that if the neighbors had an issue with Mr. Adams, they
could always call the owners to deal with the issue.
Mr. Crawford asked Ms. Franklin if she had met with the neighbors. Ms. Franklin
stated that she tried to meet with Ms. Brown. She noted that Ms. Brown was not at
home and left her number with the neighbor in order to speak with her but was not
contacted.
Mrs. Tanya Adams, 820 S Confederate Avenue, applicant, spoke in favor of the
application. She stated that she had researched property values and noted that
these had not changed in the past five years. She added that people decreased
property values, not stores. She noted that they were trying to get approved to
accept WIC and EBT and therefore were required to sell appropriate items, such as
dairy products, cereal and eggs. She stated that they were working to improve the
appearance of the store, that the majority of the traffic would be on foot, and that
they wanted to help the community.
Mrs. Moma asked about the EBT process. Mrs. Adams stated that they were
required to sell foods that were ready to eat at that time, such as dairy, eggs, cereal,
bread, as well as some drinks and chips of a certain size. She noted that they could
not sell everything like BiLo, but that they would be more convenient.
Ms. Geneva Chisholm, 1434 Greenwood Lane, spoke in opposition to the
application, noting that she owned the property located at 842 Jefferson Avenue.
She stated that children ran across the street without thinking, that she in fact had
had a child run into her car while she was driving down Green Street. She also
noted concern over alcohol sales.
Mr. Tony Janetta, 823 Standard Street, spoke in support of allowing the store to be
open on a six-month trial basis. He added that the public would be notified and
allowed to provide input when the store applied for a liquor license from the state.
Mr. Crawford allowed Mr. Adams an opportunity to address concerns. Mr. Adams
stated that he was hoping that the Board would consider that the store would be
good for the neighborhood.
Mr. Crawford closed the floor for Board discussion.
There was discussion regarding the six month trial and the measurement criteria the

Board would use to determine if the store could remain open.
Discussion was held regarding contact and outreach to the neighbors that was
requested at the April hearing.
Discussion was held regarding compatibility requirements of a business within a
residential area.
There was discussion regarding the increase of a police presence in the area.
Mr. Steltzner presented the motion to approve the application as presented with the
Board to review the application after a six month trial. Mr. O’Quinn seconded.
There was further discussion regarding the criteria the Board would apply at the end
of the trial period.
Mr. Steltzner amended his motion to approve the application to re-establish the
convenience store for a trial period of six months that would be evaluated by the
Board using but not limited to the following criteria: The number of police incidents
reported and the amelioration of community concerns through conversations and
affirmative action. Mr. O’Quinn seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Crawford called for a vote. The application failed due to a tied vote of 2-2 with
Mr. Steltzner and Mr. O’Quinn voting in favor of the application, and Mrs. Moma and
Mr. Crawford voting against.
4.

Other Business
There was no other business to be considered.

5.

Consideration of a motion to go into executive session in order to receive
attorney client privileged information regarding membership on the Board.
Staff requested postponing this agenda item until the entire Board was able to
attend.

6.

Adjourn
Mrs. Moma presented the motion to adjourn, Mr. Steltzner seconded and the motion
carried by a vote of 4-0. The meeting adjourned at 7:34 pm.
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Request:

Special exception to establish a commercial truck or
equipment rental use.

Address:

1460 E. Main St.

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Owner:

Barry Blackwell
2551 Juniper Ln.
Rock Hill, SC

Applicant:

New Furniture Factory Outlet (Mac Alavi)
1464 E. Main St.
Rock Hill, SC

Rock Hill
Automotive

Commercial
center
Service
King
Commercial
Industrial Supply
Southend
Mini-Storage

Case No. Z-2019-31
Staff Report to Zoning Board of Appeals
Meeting Date: December 10, 2019
Request:

Special exception to establish a commercial truck or
equipment rental use.

Address:

1464 E. Main St.

Tax Map No.:

628-09-05-007

Zoning District:

General Commercial (GC)

Owner:

Barry Blackwell
2551 Juniper Ln.
Rock Hill, SC

Applicant:

New Furniture Factory Outlet (Mac Alavi)
1464 E. Main St.
Rock Hill, SC

Background:
The applicant, Mac Alavi, operates a furniture business at 1464 E. Main St. The
applicant had also had truck and trailer rentals approved as accessory use to the
furniture store. Because the use is considered accessory, it has a limit of 10 vehicles or
trailers.
Staff recently received a complaint from a neighboring business about the location of
trucks and trailers on the property. When investigating the complaint, staff observed
more than 10 trucks or trailers on site. Staff advised that the applicant would need to
remove some of the vehicles or obtain a special exception for a primary use of truck and
trailer rentals, which would allow him to maintain more than 10 at a time.
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Blank cell = prohibited
S = Special exception
C = Conditional use
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Primary use table
excerpt

S C C

Commercial Truck or Equipment Rental or Sales: Uses that

offer commercial trucks, such as tractor trailers or large utility,
delivery, or moving trucks; farm equipment such as tractors;
construction equipment; or utility or other trailers for sale,
lease, or rental.
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Site Description
The site is on the south side of East Main Street near Cowan Road. The property has
an existing furniture store, along with a building in the back that is not currently used.
The rental trucks and trailers would be parked in the existing parking area, and overflow
would be parked on the existing gravel area to the rear of the main building.
Description of Intent for Zoning District
General Commercial (GC): Although originally established to apply to lands being
used commercially that did not fit into one of the other commercial districts, it is now the
intent of this ordinance the GC district be phased out over time by not allowing new
rezonings to the GC district.
Analysis of Request for Special Exception
Staff will base its recommendation on an analysis of the below standards, and the
Zoning Board of Appeals may approve a special exception use only upon a finding that
the applicant has demonstrated that the applicable standards listed below are met. The
Board may find that not all of these standards are applicable to every request for a
special exception use.
The applicable are shown below in italics, followed by staff’s assessment of each
standard in non-italicized font.
1. Complies with Use-Specific Standards: The proposed use complies with all
use-specific standards.
4.3.3.3.17 (B) Automobile Rental; Commercial Truck or Equipment Rental or
Sales; Recreational Vehicle Rental or Sales (in relevant part)
These uses must follow use-specific standards Nos. 1-4 and 7 of the automobile
sales uses. They also must follow use-specific standard No. 5 for automobile
sales, except that the parking spaces must be sized according to the parking
standards of Chapter 8: Development Standards.
4.3.3.3.16 (A) Automobile Sales (1-5 & 7)
1. Vehicle Display Pads: Automobile sales uses can have up to one vehicle
display pad for every 100 feet of street frontage. The vehicle display pad
may be elevated up to two feet above adjacent displays or grade level. Any
rack that tilts the vehicles in any way to show the underside must be located
inside a showroom.
No display pads or tilt racks have been shown on the site plan.
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2. Public Address Systems: Automobile sales uses cannot have an outdoor
speaker or public address system that is audible off-site.
None are proposed.
3. Other Materials for Sale: Automobile sales uses cannot display any other
materials including but not limited to tires, rims, and other parts and
accessories for sale between the principal structure and the street.
No other materials would be sold on site.
4. Test Drives: Automobile sales uses cannot test drive vehicles on residential
streets.
The business would not test drive vehicles on residential streets.
5. Off-Street Parking Standards: Automobile sales uses must pave vehicle
display, vehicle storage, and customer parking, including all access and
driving surfaces, with concrete or asphalt. These areas must comply with all
applicable off-street parking standards in Chapter 8: Development
Standards, except for the following.
• Tandem/valet-style spaces may be allowed behind the building’s rear
plane, as long as fire access and traffic patterns within the site are
maintained according to an approved site plan.

• Parking lot islands will not be required for vehicle display and vehicle
storage areas located to the rear of the principal structure as long as the
principal structure meets all applicable setbacks and the area is not
located along a public street.
The proposed use would be located towards the rear of the existing
parking lot, within the striped spaces. An additional overflow area would
be located in existing gravel areas to the rear of principal building as
shown on the site plan. Given the gravel area is existing and is located in
the rear of the site, and that truck and trailer rentals are currently an
existing accessory use on the property, staff is comfortable with the area
continuing to be used for overflow.
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7. Special Exception: As part of the special exception process for automobile
sales uses in some zoning districts, the Zoning Board of Appeals must
evaluate the following.
• Compatibility with Land-use Plans: The proposed location conforms with
land-use plans prepared for the City, including but not limited to the
Comprehensive Plan and the Cherry Road Revitalization Strategy.
The proposed use is compatible with the Comprehensive Plan, as this part
of Main Street is heavily dominated by automobile traffic, and several
higher-intensity industrial uses exist nearby.
• Avoidance of key redevelopment areas and pedestrian-oriented corridors:
The proposed location is not in a key redevelopment area of the City, such
as Downtown or Knowledge Park. The proposed use is located in
automobile-dominated environments and not in pedestrian-oriented
environments, such as Oakland Avenue, Charlotte Avenue, and Ebenezer
Avenue, nor ones that are planned to become pedestrian-oriented, such
as portions of Cherry Road.
This site is in a mostly automobile-dominated part of Main Street with a
variety of commercial and industrial uses nearby.
• Site Plan: The applicant must show a site plan to scale that depicts the
proposed location of the vehicles that are offered for sale. If the special
exception is approved, the parking of cars must be limited to the area
shown on the site plan. Any applicant who wants to expand vehicles
offered for sale into other areas of the site must return to the Zoning Board
of Appeals with a request to modify the original special exception
approval.
The applicant has submitted a site plan that shows use of the existing
parking areas on the site, including small areas for overflow trucks and
trailers in the rear of the site.
2. Compatibility: The proposed use is appropriate for its location and compatible
with the character of surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zoning
district(s) of surrounding lands.
This area of Main Street is mostly automobile-dominated, and a variety of both
industrial and commercial uses exist in the area. The use currently exists as an
accessory use to the furniture store.
3. Design Minimizes Adverse Impact: The design of the proposed use minimizes
adverse effects, including visual impacts on adjacent lands; furthermore, the
proposed use avoids significant adverse impact on surrounding lands regarding
service delivery, parking and loading, odors, noise, glare, and vibration, and does
not create a nuisance.
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The site has a code-compliant parking area that would store a majority of the
trucks and trailers, along with an overflow area to the back of the site. No other
improvements are proposed.
4. Design Minimizes Environmental Impact: The proposed use minimizes
environmental impacts and does not cause significant deterioration of water and
air resources, significant wildlife habitat, scenic resources, and other natural
resources.
No environmental impacts are expected from the use.
5. Roads: There is adequate road capacity available to serve the proposed use,
and the proposed use is designed to ensure safe ingress and egress onto the
site and safe road conditions around the site.
The proposed use is not a high-traffic generator. The property is located along
Main Street, which would support traffic from this type of use without any
additional upgrades.
6. Not Injure Neighboring Land or Property Values: The proposed use will not
substantially and permanently injure the use of neighboring land for those uses
that are permitted in the zoning district, or reduce property values in a
demonstrative manner.
The proposed use is not anticipated to reduce property values. The use already
exists as an accessory use. This would allow the property owner to have more
than 10 trucks and trailers for rent.
7. Site Plan: A site plan has been prepared that demonstrates how the proposed
use complies with the other standards of this subsection.
A site plan has been submitted that shows the parking areas proposed for the
trucks and trailers.
8. Complies with All Other Relevant Laws and Ordinances: The proposed use
complies with all other relevant City laws and ordinances, state and federal laws,
and regulations.
The applicant agrees to conform to all other relevant laws and ordinances.
Public Input
Staff has taken the following actions to notify the public about this public hearing:
•

November 22: Sent public hearing notification postcards to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the subject property.

•

November 25: Posted public hearing signs on subject property.
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•

November 23: Advertised the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearing in The
Herald.

Staff has not received any feedback from the public about the proposed use at this time.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the special exception for the following reasons:
•

The use currently exists on the property as an accessory use to the furniture
store.

•

Staff has not heard any concerns from adjacent property owners.

•

The property is surrounded by other commercial and industrial uses.

Attachments
•

Application and supporting materials

•

Site plan

•

Zoning Map

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

From: nff outlet <nffoutlet@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 10:52 AM
To: Fields, Dennis <Dennis.Fields@cityofrockhill.com>
Subject: Re: application

Good morning Dennis,

1-We will display all truck rental will be park on parking area that show on the drawing, The
number of total trucks,trailer and auto dolly wont be more then 30 units,
2-Other then the small sign there will be no other sign,speaker or anything else.
3-This is just for use of Uhaul truck rental and no materials for sale.
4- There will be no test driving the uhaul trucks.
7-The proposed location is NOT in a key redevelopment area of the city such as downtown or
Knowledge park, The proposed use is in low traffic dominated environments and NOT
pedestrian oriented environments such as Oakland ave,Charlotte and Ebenezer ave, nor ones
that are planned to become pedestrian oriented
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