
1 

 
 

TOWN OF FORT MILL 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

May 26, 2015 

112 Confederate Street 

7:00 PM 

 

AGENDA 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

1. Regular Meeting: April 28, 2015  [Pages 3–8] 

 

OLD BUSINESS 

 

1. Sketch Plan: Kimbrell Property  [Pages 9–19] 

 

Request from Ryland Homes to approve a sketch plan for a 28.97-acre tract at the 

intersection of Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge Road 

 

2. Subdivision Plat: 202, 204 & 206 Main Street [Pages 20–24] 

 

Request from Pittman Professional Land Surveying, on behalf of Downtown Partners, 

to approve the subdivision of York County Tax Map Number 020-03-01-003, 

containing approximately 0.75 acre at the intersection of Main Street and Confederate 

Street, into six parcels ranging in size from 0.03 acre to 0.56 acre 

 

3. Rezoning Request: 1462 & 1466 N Dobys Bridge Road [Pages 25–33] 

 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill so as to change the 

zoning designation for York County Tax Map Numbers 020-11-01-110 and 020-11-

01-111, containing approximately 7.6 +/- acres located at 1462 and 1466 N Dobys 

Bridge Road, from R-15 Residential to HC Highway Commercial 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Rezoning Request: Fort Mill Housing Authority [Pages 34–38] 
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An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill so as to change the 

zoning designation for York County Tax Map Number 020-04-35-081, containing 

approximately 2.03 +/- acres located at the end of Bozeman Drive, from TC 

Transitional Commercial to GR-A General Residential 

 

2. Rezoning Request: River Crossing Senior Living Project [Pages 39–55] 

 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill, so as to change the 

zoning designation for York County Tax Map Number 020-20-01-016, containing 

approximately 14.4 acres located at the intersection of River Crossing Drive and Sutton 

Road, from HC Highway Commercial to MXU Mixed Use; adopting a conceptual plan 

for the River Crossing Senior Living project; and adopting development conditions for 

the River Crossing Senior Living Project 

 

3. Rezoning Request: 314 N White Street [Pages 56–60] 

 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill so as to change the 

zoning designation for York County Tax Map Number 020-04-04-004, containing 

approximately 0.7 +/- acre located at 314 N White Street, from R-15 Residential to GI 

General Industrial 

 

4. Subdivision Plat: Avery Plaza  [Pages 61–63] 

 

Request from Pittman Professional Land Surveying, on behalf of Springland 

Associates LLC, to approve the subdivision of York County Tax Map Number 020-08-

01-002, containing approximately 22.7 +/- acres at the intersection of SC 160 and 

Springfield Parkway, into five parcels ranging in size from 1.45 acres to 11.24 acres 

 

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION / DISCUSSION 

 

1. Preserve at River Chase, Phase 4: Final Plat [Pages 64–65] 

 

2. Pending Commercial Appearance Review: A Lock-It Self Storage 

 

3. Impact Fee Study Update 

 

4. Special Called Meeting: June 2, 2015 (6:30 PM) 

 

5. UDO Advisory Committee Meeting: June 10, 2015 (6:30 PM) 

 

ADJOURN  
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MINUTES 

TOWN OF FORT MILL 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

April 28, 2015 

112 Confederate Street 

7:00 PM 

 

 

Present: Chairman James Traynor, Ben Hudgins, Hynek Lettang, John Garver, Tom Petty, 

Jay McMullen, Assistant Planner Chris Pettit 

 

Absent: Chris Wolfe 

 

Guests: Aaron Gross (Gross Builders), Ken Starrett (Gross Builders), Bryan Tuttle (The 

Tuttle Co.), Matt Levesque (ESP Associates), Al Rogat (Resident), Connie Howard 

(Housing Authority of Fort Mill), David Walker (The Crossing), Carl Walker (The 

Crossing), Randy Lee (The Crossing), Amy Massey (Kimley-Horn), Jessica Rossi 

(Kimley-Horn),  Duane Christopher (Ryland Homes), Hamilton Stolpen (Ryland 

Homes), Brian Johnson (Ryland Homes), Bob Cash (Ryland Homes) 

 

Chairman Traynor called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and welcomed everyone in attendance.  

 

Mr. Hudgins stated that he had heard from Mr. Wolfe earlier in the day. Mr. Wolfe had a prior 

commitment and would be unable to attend the meeting. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Mr. Hudgins made a motion to approve the minutes from the March 24, 2015, meeting, as 

presented. Mr. McMullen seconded the motion. The motion was approved by a vote of 6-0. 

 

OLD BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Sketch Plan: Kimbrell Property: Assistant Planner Pettit provided a brief overview of 

the request, the purpose of which was to review and approve a sketch plan for a 29 acre 

tract near the intersection of Dobys Bridge Road and Kimbrell Road. Assistant Planner 

Pettit noted that this was a continuation of the discussion from the March 24, 2015 Planning 

Commission meeting and that the applicants had made several changes to the plan 

according to the comments and discussion from the previous meeting, which included 

adding a 5’ sidewalk and easement  to the Kimbrell Road and N. Dobys Bridge Road 

frontages, removing a second access point onto Kimbrell Road, adding a right-of-way stub 

out to the property to the northeast, and adding landscaped cul-de-sac designs to the plan.  

Assistant Planner Pettit also provided a brief overview of an arborist report obtained by the 

Town and completed by Billy Howle with Southeastern Tree.  The report contained 

information stating that the significant trees located adjacent to the existing residence and 

located at the corner of N. Dobys Bridge and Kimbrell Road are in very good health and 
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could, with the right care and special attention, be preserved through any demolition and/or 

site work. 

 

Hamilton Stolpen, Brian Johnson, and Bob Cash of Ryland Homes presented information 

to the Planning Commission related to the changes made to the sketch plan since the March 

Planning Commission meeting and related to the proposed removal of the two significant 

trees adjacent to the existing residence on the Kimbrell property.  The representatives of 

Ryland Homes noted that the geometry and location of the trees and intersection do not 

allow for the preservation of the trees and that the trees would be replaced with a proposed 

2-1 replacement ratio of 8-inch caliper, 15-18 ft. tall live oaks.   

 

Duane Christopher, an arborist representing Ryland Homes, provided an additional 

overview of the current health of the trees and provided subsequent information noting the 

challenges of preserving the trees.  Mr. Christopher noted that the trees would be vulnerable 

to damage via compaction, grading and/or additional fill dirt, removal of neighboring trees, 

and removal of neighboring septic infrastructure and that the subsequent damage to the 

trees could take as long as 4-6 years to visually appear and ultimately damage up to 40% 

of the tree’s structure.   

 

A discussion then took place.  Mr. Traynor and Mr. Hudgins noted two examples of trees 

that survived situations similar to that of the significant trees.  Mr. Christopher provided 

information noting that the examples provided were under different circumstances related 

to tree species and soil types and thus the situations were not directly comparable.  

Representatives of Ryland Homes again noted that the replacement of the trees would be 

at a ratio of 3-1 and at a height and caliper far exceeding the minimum requirements per 

code. 

 

Mr. Hudgins commended the applicants as they did address all other issues noted at the 

March Planning Commission meeting.  Mr. Stolpen noted that Ryland Homes had tried to 

reconfigure the project to save the significant trees, but that the reconfiguration would 

require losing 10-15% of the lots.  Assistant Planner Pettit noted that the Planning 

Commission has the authority to grant a variance from the requirements of design, which 

would be of assistance in recovering some of the lots lost through saving the trees.  

Representatives with Ryland Homes noted that the lot variance would not be of assistance 

as the intended product is 40 feet in width, thus already maximizing the current lot size. 

 

Mr. Johnson with Ryland Homes questioned whether the significant trees were part of the 

discussion during the development agreement process.  Bryan Tuttle with The Tuttle Co., 

who was present for a separate business item, noted that he was involved in the 

development agreement process prior to Ryland Homes acquiring the project.  Mr. Tuttle 

noted that the tree along Kimbrell Road and N. Dobys Bridge Road was highlighted in the 

development agreement process but that the two trees adjacent to the existing residence 

were not.  Mr. Hudgins explained that recent circumstances have initiated the discussion 

of the two trees adjacent to the existing residence. 
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Mr. Stolpen with Ryland Homes questioned whether a private citizen could have removed 

significant trees from their own property absent any hearings or meetings.  Assistant 

Planner Pettit noted that there are no restrictions for private property owners to remove 

trees from their properties.  Mr. Stolpen noted that Ryland Homes could have removed the 

trees prior to any discussions, but chose to do the right thing and have the discussions with 

the Town  

 

Mr. Traynor stated a desire for the applicants to work with Town staff to discuss utilizing 

a potential variance to save at least one of the significant trees adjacent to the existing 

home and noted that a special called meeting could be used to bring the applicants back 

prior to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting.  Mr. Hudgins made 

a motion to defer the request pending a discussion between Town staff and the applicants.  

Mr. McMullen seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by a vote of 6-0. 

 

Mr. Lettang asked if any members of the audience wished to speak regarding the request.  

Al Rogat noted that he had attended many Planning Commission and Town Council 

meetings regarding the Kimbrell Property and stated that the grand trees cannot be 

disregarded.  Mr. Rogat additionally spoke in disagreement with landscaped planters in 

cul-de-sacs, noting that they tend to leak, crack the roads around them, and that they are 

rarely nice enough to appreciate. 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Subdivision Plat:  202, 204, & 206 Main Street: Assistant Planner Pettit provided a brief 

overview of the request, the purpose of which was to approve the subdivision of York 

County Tax Map Number 020-03-01-003, located in downtown Fort Mill, into six parcels 

of various sizes.  Assistant Planner Pettit noted that should the Planning Commission wish 

to approve the subdivision as presented, a motion would need to include the granting of a 

lot dimensional variance since one parcel would be less than the 1,500 square foot 

minimum lot size for Local Commercial zoned property.  Members of the Planning 

Commission asked if the applicant was present to provide further information regarding 

the purpose of the subdivision.  With the applicant not present, Mr. Garver made a motion 

to defer the application to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting.  Mr. 

Petty seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by a vote of 6-0. 

 

2. Rezoning Request:  Fort Mill Housing Authority:  Assistant Planner Pettit provided a 

brief overview of the request, the purpose of which was to rezone York County Tax Map 

Number 020-04-35-081 from TC Transitional Commercial to RT-12 Residential.  The 

property is located at the end of the Fort Mill Housing Authority’s current property along 

Bozeman Drive.  Staff recommended in favor of denial due to the inconsistency with the 

Town’s Comprehensive Plan and the fact that the buffer requirements of RT-12 would 

make it impossible to connect to Bozeman Drive without obtaining a variance from the 

Board of Zoning Appeals.  Connie Howard, with the Fort Mill Housing Authority, stated 

that she understood she was likely overshooting with the requested RT-12 designation, but 

noted the underlying purpose of the request was to provide affordable housing in Fort Mill.  

Mr. Petty commended the applicant for the underlying purpose and requested that the 
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applicant meet with Town staff to further discuss the potential rezoning of the property.  

Mr. Petty made a motion to defer the application pending a discussion between Town staff 

and the applicant.  Mr. Garver seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by a vote 

of 6-0.   

 

3. Rezoning Request:  1462 & 1466 N Dobys Bridge Road:  Assistant Planner Pettit 

provided an overview of the request, the purpose of which was to rezone York County Tax 

Map Numbers 020-11-01-110 and 020-11-01-111, located on N Dobys Bridge Road, from 

R-15 Residential to HC Highway Commercial.  Staff recommended in favor of denial due 

to inconsistency with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.  Randy Lee, owner of the 

properties, provided information on the history/purpose of the request, stating that the 

purpose was to allow a potential buyer to build a multi-unit storage facility.  Mr. Lee also 

noted that the smaller piece was originally commercial and was rezoned since 2005 without 

the owner’s consent.  Assistant Planner Pettit stated that he would look into the history of 

the property but noted that it is likely that the property was likely a legally non-conforming 

commercial property or potentially a residential property with a home occupation.  Mr. 

Petty noted that the difference in R-15 and HC was very significant and that the Town 

wouldn’t be following their own road map if they went with HC.  Mr. Petty additionally 

noted that while the specific potential use may be okay in that area, any use allowed in HC 

would be allowed following a rezoning.  Mr. McMullen noted that the area in question 

seems to be more residential in nature.  Mr. Traynor stated that the applicant should meet 

with Town staff to look into other potential zoning designations for the property.  Mr. 

Hudgins made a motion to defer the application pending a discussion between Town staff 

and the applicant.  Mr. Petty seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by a vote of 

6-0. 

 

4. Rezoning Request:  River Crossing Senior Apartments:  Assistant Planner Pettit 

provided an overview of the request, the purpose of which was to rezone York County Tax 

Map Number 020-20-01-016, located at the intersection of River Crossing Drive and 

Sutton Road, from HC Highway Commercial to UD Urban Development to allow the 

development of 255 age-restricted apartments.  Staff recommended in favor of denial due 

to inconsistency with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.  Assistant Planner Pettit noted that 

the Staff Report was incorrect in stating that a development agreement could be utilized 

for the property, as a 25 acre minimum is required in order to be eligible for a development 

agreement per State statutes.  Assistant Planner Pettit explained that since a development 

agreement could not be utilized, a rezoning to UD would allow up to 403 dwelling units 

and there would be no mechanism to require the units to be age restricted. 

 

Bryan Tuttle of The Tuttle Co. provided a presentation on the current development plan, 

the intent of the request and the history of the property as vacant commercial.  Mr. Tuttle 

noted that he was unaware that a development agreement could not be used, but he noted 

that Gross Builders (applicant) would do what they say they are going to do. 

 

Ken Starrett with Gross Builders provided an overview of the history of the company, 

noting that they build and manage properties, with some properties being in the company’s 

portfolio since the 1960’s.  Mr. Starrett stated that the company would not sell off the 
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property, and that Gross Builders would be the only company that the Town would deal 

with on this property.  Mr. Starrett additionally provided details on the proposed product, 

noting that it would be age restricted (55+ required, however average for the company’s 

similar product is typically 70-75+), that it would provide a benefit to the school (impact 

fees with no added children), that it would have significantly less traffic than a HC use, 

and that the economic impact to the Town would be greater than a 120,000 SF office use.  

Mr. Starrett noted that he met with Planning Director Cronin to discuss the potential zoning 

classification on the property, stating that they settled on UD Urban Development but noted 

that he was unsure as to how to provide assurance to the Town without a development 

agreement. 

 

Matt Levesque with ESP Associates provided a PowerPoint explaining the connections 

between the applicant’s request, the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, and the proposed UD 

zoning classification with the COD-N (Corridor Overlay District – Node) overlay district 

classification, noting that there are several areas which are in compliance with the proposed 

request.  Mr. Tuttle stated that the only inconsistency is created by the words “urban core” 

in the purpose statement for the UD district. 

 

Mr. Tuttle, assisted by Amy Massey and Jessica Rossi with Kimley-Horn, presented a 

community benefit comparison, which compared the proposed project to a potential 

120,000 SF office use that could potentially be built with the existing HC zoning 

classification.  The presentation showed traffic projections to be significantly less and the 

economic benefit from taxes to be higher.  Mr. Tuttle finished the presentation with a 

comparison showing the economic difference of completing the proposed project now as 

opposed to waiting 5 to 10 years for a potential commercial project. 

 

Mr. McMullen inquired as to what other zoning classifications would fit the project.  

Assistant Planner Pettit noted that MXU Mixed Use would work for the project assuming 

a mixture of uses could be established on the property, for example commercial.  Mr. 

Starrett noted that Gross Builders were not commercial builders.  Mr. McMullen asked 

about the plans for a future bus rapid transit (BRT) system along HWY. 21 since the 

proposed use could potentially benefit from the transit system, to which Mr. Petty noted 

that there are still plans for the BRT along that corridor. 

 

Mr. Petty and Mr. Hudgins both spoke to the benefit of the project, the need for the diversity 

in housing options, however Mr. Petty questioned whether the River Crossing site was the 

right site for the project.  Mr. Traynor noted that the site was not desirable for senior 

housing as it has no amenities, no desirable uses in close proximity.  Mr. Starrett noted that 

the desirable uses were in proximity due to easy access to I-77. 

 

Mr. Starrett noted that Gross Builders was willing to restrict the use to what has been 

proposed but was unsure as to how to legally do so.  Mr. Hudgins noted his support for the 

project conceptually.  Mr. Petty noted that he had some reservations due to the site location, 

but generally support the concept if there was a mechanism to hold Gross Builders to the 

proposed project.  Mr. Traynor stated that the developers needed to meet with Town staff 

to look at potential ways of using a MXU mixed use classification or other mechanism to 
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provide assurance as to what could be built with an approved project.  Mr. McMullen made 

a motion to defer the application pending a discussion between the applicants and Town 

staff.  Mr. Garver seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by a vote of 6-0. 

 

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION / DISCUSSION 

 

1. Impact Fee Update: Assistant Planner Pettit stated that Town Council voted at their April 

27th meeting to move forward with the impact fee for all four categories (Parks & Rec., 

Fire, Municipal Facilities, Transportation) and that the next step would be for the Planning 

Commission to make a recommendation for the final ordinance, recommended discount 

rates, and draft Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  Assistant Planner Pettit noted that a 

workshop may be scheduled prior to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission 

meeting to begin working through a recommendation. 

 

2. Unified Development Ordinance Update: Assistant Planner Pettit stated that the UDO 

consultant had completed their technical review of the existing ordinances and that staff 

would be sending out that information to the UDO Advisory Committee shortly.  Assistant 

Planner Pettit noted that the consultant had suggested a few dates for the next Advisory 

Committee meeting and that staff would be sending out those dates so the committee could 

look at their availability and lock in a date and time for the next meeting. 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:45 pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Chris Pettit 

Assistant Planner 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

Old Business Item 

 

Sketch Plan: Kimbrell Road Property 

Request from Ryland Homes to approve a sketch plan for a 28.97-acre tract at the intersection of 

Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge Road 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The town has received a request for sketch plan approval from Ryland Homes for a new 

subdivision to be located at the intersection of Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge Road. This 

property was annexed into the town on December 8, 2014 (Ord. No. 2014-32). The annexation 

ordinance, and a corresponding ordinance adopting a development agreement for the property 

(Ord. No. 2014-33), became effective on the date the property was transferred from the former 

owners to Development Solutions Group (DSG). This transaction took place on March 4, 2015. 

On the same date, the parcels were sold by DSG to Ryland Homes, who is the current owner and 

applicant. The parcels are now listed with the following York County Tax Map Numbers: 020-11-

01-195, 020-11-01-196, and 020-11-01-197. Upon annexation, these parcels were assigned a 

zoning designation of R-5 Residential. 

 

The attached sketch plan submitted by Ryland Homes contains a total of 100 single-family lots on 

a total of 28.97 acres, for a total of 3.45 DUA. (This is the maximum density allowed by the above 

referenced development agreement). The subdivision will contain a total of 9.12 +/- acres of 

dedicated open space, or approximately 31% of the total gross acreage of the development (R-5 

requires a minimum of 20%, or 5.79 acres). All proposed lots will meet or exceed the minimum 

lot area (5,000 square feet) and lot width (50’ at the building line) requirements of the R-5 district. 

The required setbacks for all structures will be 10’ in the front, 5’ on the sides, and 15’ for rear 

yards. The project will also include a perimeter buffer of at least 35’ in width along all property 

lines where such buffer is required. Sidewalks are included on both sides of all roads internal to 

the subdivision, and will also be required on Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge Road. 

 

As an update to the plans reviewed in March and April, the sketch plan has been amended to 

protect one of the two prominent live oaks at the front of the property. A 50’ right of way has also 

been reserved for future internal connectivity to neighboring property. 

 

A copy of the draft sketch plan is included. Large copies of the plan will be available for review 

during the meeting on May 26th.   

 

Recommendation 

 

The general alignment of the proposed subdivision appears to meet or exceed the minimum layout 

requirements of the zoning ordinance, however, we do note the following items: 
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 Road stub outs. The original sketch plan has been amended to include a reservation of 

right-of-way for future internal connectivity to the neighboring property.  

 

 Off-site improvements. The sketch plan references two off-site improvements, which were 

required per Paragraph IX(D) of the development agreement. These improvements include 

the addition of a right-turn lane at both ends of Kimbrell Road (one at N Dobys Bridge 

Road, and another at Tom Hall Street). These off-site improvements will be coordinated 

with, and approved by, SCDOT.  

 

 Sidewalks. 5’ sidewalks are now provided within the subdivision (on both sides of the 

street), as well as along both the Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge Road frontages. 

Sidewalks are to be stubbed out to neighboring property lines for future connectivity.   

 

Development Agreement, Paragraph IX(P).  

Sidewalks. Developer will construct, or cause to be constructed, sidewalks along 

both sides of each residential street within the Project (as required by the R-5 

Residential district, and along the Project’s frontage on Kimbrell Road and N 

Dobys Bridge Road. Sidewalks shall be stubbed out to neighboring property lines 

so as to facilitate future pedestrian connectivity. All sidewalks shall be a minimum 

of five (5) feet in width and constructed to Town of Fort Mill and South Carolina 

Department of Transportation (SCDOT) specifications. 

 

 Cul-de-sacs. The revised layout now includes two traditional cul-de-sacs and one “loop” 

or “close.” These areas are shown with a concrete apron and landscaped islands in the 

center. Most recently approved subdivisions, including Springfield, River Chase, Sutton 

Mill and Springview Meadows, have installed landscaped medians within cul-de-sacs. 

These landscaped medians reduce the impervious area within each cul-de-sac, and provide 

an added level of beautification. 

 

 Landscaped corridor. The applicant has proposed a buffer plan, a copy of which is attached. 

Below is a summary of the buffer requirements, as outlined in the development agreement: 

 

Development Agreement, Paragraph IX(Q) 

Buffer Areas. Developer shall install, or cause to be installed, a buffer along the 

Project’s frontage on Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge Road, so as to shield the 

back yards of residential units from adjacent rights-of-way. At the Developer’s 

option, the required buffer may be provided in the following forms: 

 

1. A natural wooded buffer (minimum ten (10) feet in width measured 

perpendicular to the street right-of-way). If a natural buffer is provided, 

additional low-lying shrubs a minimum of two (2) feet in height shall be 

provided for additional screening; 

 

2. A planted buffer (minimum ten (10) feet in width measured perpendicular 

to the street right-of-way), to include hardwood trees no less than six (6) 

feet in height planted every ten (10) linear feet, evergreens (such as Leyland 
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Cypress) no less than six (6) feet in height planted every eight (8) linear 

feet, and shrubs a minimum of two (2) feet in height; 

 

3. An opaque brick or stone wall with a minimum height of six (6) feet; or 

 

4. Any combination of the three options listed above. 

 

The buffer area may be located on a separately platted parcel owned and maintained 

by the Owners Association, or within a deed-restricted Buffer Easement on 

privately-owned residential lots. A buffer plan shall be submitted for review and 

approval by the Fort Mill Planning Commission as part of the subdivision platting 

process.  

 

Note: This buffer will be set behind a 5’ sidewalk easement along the Kimbrell Road and 

N Dobys Bridge Road rights-of-way, unless the sidewalks were permitted to be located 

within the ROW by SCDOT. 

 

 Significant trees. The development agreement includes a preservation requirement for the 

grand tree located at the intersection of N Dobys Bridge Road and Kimbrell Road. The 

draft sketch plan does include a preservation area around this tree. Upon further review of 

the site, staff has identified at least two additional trees which would meet the “significant 

tree” preservation requirements of Article IV of the zoning ordinance. These two trees, 

both of which are very large live oaks, flank the two sides of the existing residence near 

the center of the property along the Kimbrell Road frontage. Based on the original layout, 

both trees were proposed to be removed to accommodate the new residential subdivision. 

At the request of the Planning Commission, the subdivision layout was amended to allow 

for the preservation of one of these two trees. Based on an arborist’s report, it is the 

applicant’s belief that the removal of the existing home and septic tank will damage the 

health of the second tree. While Article IV of the zoning ordinance does include provisions 

governing the removal of significant trees, the Planning Commission does have some 

authority regarding the proposed layout and location of streets. (See attached for photos.) 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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Sketch Plan (REVISED) 
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Sketch Plan (PREVIOUS SUBMITTAL) 
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Conceptual Landscape Plan (REVISED) 
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Significantly sized live oaks flank the old Kimbrell Home on the property. 
 

 
 

Live oak on the left size of the old home. (TO BE PRESERVED) 
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Live oak on the right size of the old home. (TO BE REMOVED) 
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Significant tree at the corner of Kimbrell Road and N Doby’s Bridge Road 

(To be preserved per Development Agreement) 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

Old Business Item 

 

Subdivision Plat: 202, 204 & 206 Main Street 

Request from Pittman Professional Land Surveying, on behalf of Downtown Partners, to approve 

the subdivision of York County Tax Map Number 020-03-01-003, containing approximately 0.75 

acre at the intersection of Main Street and Confederate Street, into six parcels ranging in size from 

0.03 acre to 0.56 acre 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a request from Pittman Professional Land 

Surveying, submitted on behalf of the property owners, Downtown Partners, to approve a 

subdivision plat for York County Tax Map Number 020-03-01-003. The property contains a total 

of 0.75 acre located at the intersection of Main Street and Confederate Street. The property 

contains an existing parking lot, as well as structures with the following addresses: 202, 204 and 

206 Main Street. The property is proposed to be subdivided as follows: 

 

Parcel  Square Footage Acreage 

A  1,568.86  0.04 

B  1,371.89  0.03 

C  1,825.81  0.04 

D  1,904.66  0.04 

E  1,278.33  0.03 

F  24,379.09  0.56 

 

The subject property is currently zoned LC Local Commercial. The LC district contains the 

following requirements for lots: 

 

  Minimum lot area: 1,500 square feet 

  Minimum lot width (at building line): 20 feet 

  Minimum front yard: None Required 

Minimum side yard: None required 

  Minimum rear yard: None required 

 

When the Planning Commission last reviewed the request in April, the plat included a small non-

conforming parcel at the northwest corner of the property that was proposed to be subdivided out 

for parking. That parcel has been removed from the revised plat; however, the new version also 

includes further subdividing the existing building at 202 Main Street into two parcels, which were 

formerly shown as a single Parcel A. Therefore, the revised plat will still contain a total of 6 

parcels. 

 

Large copies of the subdivision plat will be available during the meeting on May 26th. 
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Recommendation 

 

Based on the LC district regulations, the proposed parcels A, C, D and F will conform with the 

minimum requirements of the zoning ordinance. At 1,371.89 and 1,278.33 square feet respectively, 

Parcel B and E will be smaller than the minimum lot size requirement of 1,500 square feet. Parcel 

B will also have a slightly smaller lot width along Main Street (17’) than the 20’ minimum required 

by the zoning ordinance. 

 

While the proposed subdivision would result in the creation of two non-conforming lots, it is worth 

pointing out that the town’s subdivision ordinance does allow the following: 

 

Sec. 32-11. Variance. Whenever the tract to be subdivided is of such unusual size or shape 

or is surrounded by such development or unusual conditions that the strict application of 

the requirements contained in the chapter would result in substantial hardship or inequity, 

the planning commission may vary or modify, except as otherwise indicated, requirements 

of design, but not of procedure or improvements, so that the subdivider may develop his 

property in a reasonable manner, but so, at the same time, the public welfare is protected 

and the general intent and spirit of this chapter is preserved. Such modification may be 

granted upon written request of the subdivider stating the reasons for each modification 

and may be waived by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the membership of the planning 

commission.  

 

Sec. 32-12. Conditions of Modification. In granting variations and modifications, the 

planning commission may require such conditions as will, in its judgment, secure 

substantially the objectives of the standards or requirements so varied or modified. 

 

Based on these two sections, it is the opinion of staff that the Planning Commission may, at its 

discretion, allow a lot variance for the subdivision of the proposed Parcels B and E, provided the 

commission determines that the subject property meets the minimum criteria for such a variance. 

 

Because the proposed property lines will follow shared common walls between several historic 

buildings, it is staff’s opinion that an unusual condition exists in this situation, and that strict 

application of the minimum lot area and width requirements would create a hardship for current 

and future property owners. For example, strict application of the minimum lot width requirement 

would necessitate a property line being drawn down the middle of an existing building, rather than 

the common wall. Staff, therefore, recommends in favor of approval. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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Subdivision Plat (REVISED) 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

Old Business Item 

 

Rezoning Request: 1462 & 1466 N Dobys Bridge Road 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill so as to change the zoning 

designation for York County Tax Map Numbers 020-11-01-110 and 020-11-01-111, containing 

approximately 7.6 +/- acres located at 1462 and 1466 N Dobys Bridge Road, from R-15 Residential 

to HC Highway Commercial 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The town has received a rezoning application from Pastor Randy Lee, on behalf of the Crossing 

Ministries, the owner of York County Tax Map Numbers 020-11-01-110 and 020-11-01-111. The 

rezoning request is for two parcels, with a combined area of 7.6 +/- acres. The parcels are located 

at 1462 and 1466 N Dobys Bridge Road, near the intersection with Fairway Drive. 

 

The applicant has requested a rezoning of the properties from R-15 Residential to HC Highway 

Commercial. If approved, the applicant intends to sell the property for development as a multi-unit 

storage facility; however, any use allowed within the HC district would be permitted subsequent 

to the rezoning. As a commercial use, the storage facility (or any other commercial development) 

would be subject to the town’s commercial appearance review process. 

 

During the April meeting, there was some discussion as to whether the property was accurately 

listed with an R-15 zoning designation. Staff has gone back and verified that the zoning designation 

was indeed accurate. When the property was annexed on January 9, 2006, the property was 

assigned a zoning designation of R-15. In the official meeting minutes, it was mentioned that the 

Crossings had plans to build a church on the property in the future, and churches were not permitted 

within commercial zoning districts. A copy of the annexation ordinance is attached (Ordinance 

No. 2005-14). 

 

The parcels subject to the rezoning request are directly adjacent to residentially zoned areas, 

including nearby apartments on Walnut Lane (GR-A), and single family residences on Fairway 

Drive (R-25) and the Friendfield subdivision (R-15). A neighboring commercial use, Fairway Fuel, 

is located in an unincorporated “doughnut hole” that falls under the county’s zoning jurisdiction.  

 

A draft rezoning ordinance is attached for review. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The subject property is located within an area designated on the town’s future land use map as 

medium-density residential. The town’s comprehensive plan, last updated in January 2013, defines 

medium density residential as 3-5 dwelling units per acre. 
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In our opinion, rezoning this property from an existing residential zoning district to a commercial 

district would be inconsistent with the recommendations of the town’s future land use map and 

comprehensive plan. Therefore, staff recommends in favor of denial.  

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TOWN COUNCIL FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-__ 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF THE TOWN OF FORT MILL SO AS 

TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR YORK COUNTY TAX MAP NUMBERS 

020-11-01-110 AND 020-11-01-111, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 7.6 +/- ACRES 

LOCATED AT 1462 AND 1466 N DOBYS BRIDGE ROAD, FROM R-15 RESIDENTIAL TO 

HC HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL 

 

Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the 

General Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL 

FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL: 

 

Section I. The Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill is hereby amended to change the 

zoning classification for York County Tax Map Numbers 020-11-01-110 and 020-11-01-111, 

containing approximately 7.6 acres located at 1462 and 1466 N Dobys Bridge Road, from R-15 

Residential to HC Highway Commercial. A property map of the parcels subject to this rezoning 

ordinance is hereby attached as Exhibit A. 

 

Section II. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 

unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 

clauses shall not be affected thereby. 

 

Section III. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this 

ordinance are hereby repealed. 

 

 Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after the date of 

adoption. 

 

SIGNED AND SEALED this _____ day of ___________________, 2015, having been 

duly adopted by the Town Council for the Town of Fort Mill on the _____ day of 

___________________, 2015. 

 

First Reading:  June 8, 2015    TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: July 13, 2015 

Second Reading: July 13, 2015    ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

Barron B. Mack, Jr, Town Attorney    Dana Powell, Town Clerk 
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Exhibit A 

Property Map 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Rezoning Request: Fort Mill Housing Authority 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill so as to change the zoning 

designation for York County Tax Map Number 020-04-35-081, containing approximately 2.03 +/- 

acres located at the end of Bozeman Drive, from TC Transitional Commercial to GR-A General 

Residential 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Fort Mill Housing Authority, the owner of York County Tax Map Number 020-04-35-081, 

has submitted a rezoning request for a 2.03 +/- acre parcel located at the end of Bozeman Drive, 

between an existing multi-family residential development owned by the Authority, and the Anne 

Springs Close Greenway.  

 

The applicant has requested a rezoning of the property from TC Transitional Commercial to GR-

A General Residential. (An earlier request to rezone this property to RT-12 Residential has been 

withdrawn.) The subject parcel is currently vacant. If approved, the Housing Authority intends to 

construct affordable housing units as an extension of its existing development along Bozeman 

Drive (currently zoned GR-A Residential).  

 

According to the zoning ordinance, the intent of the TC zoning district is to be developed and 

reserved primarily for areas which will provide for transitional zones between residential and 

commercial areas. They will often be placed along major traffic arteries which are in transition 

from residential to commercial uses. The district will accommodate single-family residential uses, 

light commercial uses, and office and professional uses. The TC district allows a variety of 

localized commercial uses, as well as single-family and group dwellings, with a minimum lot area 

of 10,000 square feet per dwelling unit. 

 

The GR-A district allows a variety of residential dwelling units, including single family, duplex, 

and multi-family dwellings. For multi-family units, the maximum allowable density is 8 dwelling 

units per acre. The minimum setback and dimensional requirement for GR-A are the same as the 

R-10 district: minimum lot area of 10,000 square feet, minimum lot width of 75’, and minimum 

setbacks of 35’ in the front and rear, and 10’ on the sides.  

 

A draft rezoning ordinance is attached for review. 

 

Recommendation 

 

While the parcel is located on the outer edge of Node 6 on the town’s future land use map, the 

subject property is located within an area designated as medium-density residential. The town’s 

comprehensive plan, last updated in January 2013, defines medium density residential as 3-5 

dwelling units per acre. 
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When reviewing the original request to rezone the property from TC to RT-12, staff expressed 

concerns about allowing up to 12 dwelling units per acre – or 24 units in all – in an area designated 

by the comprehensive plan as “medium density.” 

 

While the current rezoning request to GR-A would still permit up to 8 units per acre – or 16 units 

in all – staff supports the rezoning request for the following reasons: 

 

1. The requested zoning of GR-A is an extension of the existing zoning designation for the 

remainder of Bozeman Drive, which is also owned and developed by the Housing 

Authority.  

 

2. If the subject parcel was only 0.04 acre smaller, GR-A would essentially be the only 

allowable zoning designation based on the minimum lot size requirements for new zoning 

districts. 

 

3. When factoring in topography and other site constraints, it is possible that the final density 

may be less than 8 dwelling units per acre.  

 

4. Given the small size of the property, the net change in the maximum allowable density 

between the comprehensive plan’s recommendation (10 units) and the zoning district 

requested (16 units), is fairly negligible.  

 

5. The comprehensive plan recommends pursuing options to increase the availability of 

affordable housing in Fort Mill. The Housing Authority intends to develop the property as 

up to 16 additional affordable housing units, in an area that is adjacent to and consistent 

with existing affordable housing units.  

 

Therefore, staff recommends in favor of approval of the rezoning request.  

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TOWN COUNCIL FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-__ 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF THE TOWN OF FORT MILL SO AS 

TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR YORK COUNTY TAX MAP NUMBER 

020-04-35-081, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 2.03 +/- ACRES LOCATED AT THE END 

OF BOZEMAN DRIVE, FROM TC TRANSITIONAL COMMERCIAL TO GR-A GENERAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

 

Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the General 

Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL FOR 

THE TOWN OF FORT MILL: 

 

Section I. The Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill is hereby amended to change the 

zoning classification for York County Tax Map Number 020-04-35-081, containing approximately 

2.03 acres located at the end of Bozeman Drive, from TC Transitional Commercial to GR-A 

General Residential. A property map of the parcel subject to this rezoning ordinance is hereby 

attached as Exhibit A. 

 

Section II. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 

unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 

clauses shall not be affected thereby. 

 

Section III. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this 

ordinance are hereby repealed. 

 

 Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after the date of 

adoption. 

 

SIGNED AND SEALED this _____ day of ___________________, 2015, having been 

duly adopted by the Town Council for the Town of Fort Mill on the _____ day of 

___________________, 2015. 

 

First Reading:  June 8, 2015    TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: July 13, 2015 

Second Reading: July 13, 2015    ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

Barron B. Mack, Jr, Town Attorney    Dana Powell, Town Clerk 
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Exhibit A 

Property Map 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Rezoning Request: River Crossing Senior Apartments 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill, so as to change the zoning 

designation for York County Tax Map Number 020-20-01-016, containing approximately 14.4 

acres located at the intersection of River Crossing Drive and Sutton Road, from HC Highway 

Commercial to MXU Mixed Use; adopting a conceptual plan for the River Crossing Senior Living 

project; and adopting development conditions for the River Crossing Senior Living Project 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The town has received a rezoning application from Ken Chapman, Manager of TCP Southeast #45 

Inc (Owner of York County Tax Map Number 020-20-01-016), and Ken Starrett, President of 

Gross Builders (Applicant). The rezoning request is for a 14.4 +/- acre parcel located at the 

intersection of River Crossing Drive and Sutton Road. 

 

The applicants have requested a rezoning of the properties from HC Highway Commercial to 

MXU Mixed Use. (An earlier request to rezone this property to UD Urban Development has been 

withdrawn.) If approved, the current owner intends to sell the property to Ohio-based Gross 

Builders for development as a senior apartment community. Based on the proposed concept plan 

and development conditions, the project will contain up to 255 age-restricted apartment units, and 

up to 10,000 square feet of commercial (office) use.  

 

The parcel subject to the rezoning request is surrounded on three sides by HC zoned parcels, which 

include several medical and office uses within the River Crossing office park. The remaining 

parcels located to the south of the subject property are located outside the town limits. These 

parcels, which fall under York County’s zoning jurisdiction, contain single-family residential uses.  

 

A traffic study for the proposed project has been completed and has been forwarded to members 

of the Planning Commission separately via email.  

 

A draft rezoning ordinance, concept plan and development conditions are attached for review. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The subject property is located within an area designated on the town’s future land use map as 

mixed use. The property is also located within a development node specified as Node 7b. The 

town’s comprehensive plan, last updated in January 2013, outlines the following recommendations 

for Node 7b: 

 

“Node 7b is envisioned to have commercial along Sutton Road and US 21. In addition, 

light industrial and other employment uses will be drawn to the I-77 intersection. Future 

residential development will be limited to the northern portions of the node. A future 
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greenway along to the river’s edge would preserve both the floodplain and comply with 

Catawba River buffer rules.  

 

Node 7b could also include a transit stop on its eastern flank along US 21. To the east of 

US 21 the land use will change to a mix of office and light industrial accommodating 

municipal services such as the wastewater treatment facility. In addition, there are 

opportunities for a community park and a pedestrian river crossing at Node 7b.” 

 

 
 

On its face, this rezoning request appears to check many of the boxes that are important to the 

town, including the following: 

 

 Taxes & Fee Revenues: Like commercial development, rental housing units are assessed 

for property tax purposes using the 6% assessment ratio. Unlike owner-occupied residential 

development, the property will also be subject to school operating taxes. Each residential 

unit will be subject to the school district’s $2,500 impact fee, which will generate more 

than $600,000 for the school district. Additionally, any vehicles registered at this property 

in the future will generate revenue for all taxing entities. The apartment community will 

also be classified as a business, and will be subject to the licensing and fee requirements of 

the town’s business license ordinance.  

 

 School Impact: Age-restricted apartments are expected to have no impact on enrollment 

at the Fort Mill School District, despite generating significant one-time and recurring 

revenues for the district.   

 

 Traffic Impact: A traffic analysis completed by Kimley-Horn found that an age-restricted 

apartment community at this location will generate 77% less AM peak-hour traffic, 71% 

less PM peak-hour traffic, and 48% less daily traffic than a typical office use. 

 

 Diversification of Housing Options: The town’s comprehensive plan addresses the need 

for greater diversification of housing options, including those targeted to senior citizens. 

The Housing element of the town’s comprehensive plan includes the following goals and 

recommendations:  

 

Housing Goals, Recommendations & Strategies 
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 Goal #1: Create greater diversity in housing options. 

 

o Recommendation #1: Provide for high-density, attached housing where 

infrastructure is adequate (areas served by water/sewer, along major 

highways, within mixed-use nodes, near major employment). 

 

o Recommendation #5: Prepare to meet the housing needs of older adults. 

 

Despite these benefits, there are also several drawbacks and concerns regarding the proposed 

rezoning, including as the following: 

 

 Loss of a Commercial Site Near I-77: The town’s comprehensive plan stresses the 

importance of preserving commercial sites near the I-77 corridor for future employment 

uses. Specifically, the Economic Development element of the town’s comprehensive plan 

includes the following goals and recommendations: 

 

Economic Development Goals, Recommendations & Strategies 

 

 Goal #2: Create a sustainable economy with less reliance on surrounding 

communities for employment and shopping opportunities. 

 

o Recommendation #1: Create a more balanced tax base by designating 

areas near I-77 for future employment. 

 

While the revised MXU proposal includes a small amount of commercial space (up to 

10,000 square feet) and limits the total number of apartments to 255, the primary use of the 

property will still be residential in nature. While 10,000 square feet of office space is better 

than none, we still believe that this is not the highest and best use for the I-77 corridor. 

 

In addition, the presence of more residential units along this corridor will generate new 

considerations which must be taken into account as future commercial or industrial projects 

seek to develop along the Sutton Road corridor near I-77. 

 

 Conformity with the Recommendations of Node 7b: While Node 7b is designated as a 

mixed use node in the town’s future land use map, we believe that the comprehensive plan 

is clear that land near I-77 and Sutton Road should be reserved for future commercial and 

office development: 

 

“Node 7b is envisioned to have commercial along Sutton Road and US 21. In 

addition, light industrial and other employment uses will be drawn to the I-77 

intersection.” (Emphasis Added) 

 

 Consistency of Uses: From a planning standpoint, it is generally preferable to locate 

higher-density residential development within close proximity to neighborhood-style 

commercial uses, such as grocery stores and general retail, as well as public gathering 
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places, such as parks and community facilities. This promotes greater interaction between 

the uses, and encourages pedestrian or other forms of non-vehicular connectivity. In 

reviewing the proposed rezoning, we question the appropriateness of locating a high-

density residential development within an existing office park, especially one with limited 

pedestrian connectivity or community amenities. However, we do acknowledge that certain 

neighboring medical uses may be attractive to the project’s age-targeted audience. 

 

In this instance, it appears that the pending rezoning request will require a policy decision between 

two competing goals of the town’s comprehensive plan: promoting a greater diversity of housing 

options, and preserving land for future economic development and employment-related projects.  

 

While there are many locations throughout the town that would be better suited for an age-

restricted multi-family project, there is only one I-77, and we believe that this corridor should be 

protected for future commercial uses.  

 

In our opinion, rezoning this property from an existing commercial zoning district to a mixed use 

district featuring high-density residential (17 units per acre) and a minimal amount of commercial 

square footage would be inconsistent with the recommendations of the town’s future land use map 

and comprehensive plan.  

 

While we agree that there is a need for this type of project in the Fort Mill area, we do not believe 

that the proposed location would be appropriate based on the reasons outlined above. Therefore, 

staff recommends in favor of denial.  

 

Should the Planning Commission choose to recommend in favor of the rezoning, staff would 

recommend in favor of the following amendments to the Development Conditions. 

 

Paragraph 2a 

For commercial square footage, replace the “up to” with “a minimum of.” 

 

Paragraph 4 

Add a requirement to install sidewalks throughout the project. 

Add a requirement for off-site improvements, as recommended in the TIA. 

 

Paragraph 6 

Open space areas should be defined and adequately protected. 

 

Paragraph 13b 

Maximum impervious area for the whole project should be 80%, since a minimum open 

space requirement of 20% shall apply. 

 

Paragraph 9 

Maximum height is 60’. 

A minimum height shall also apply per the COD-N. 

 

New Paragraph – Corridor Overlay District 
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New development shall be subject to the COD-N overlay district. 

In the event the requirements of the COD-N are more strict than those in the underlying 

zoning district or the development conditions, then those provisions shall apply. 

 

New Paragraph – Development Impact Fees 

The Property shall be subject to all current and future development impact fees imposed 

by the Town, provided such fees are applied consistently and in the same manner to all 

similarly situated property within the Town limits. For the purpose of this Agreement, the 

term “development impact fees” shall include, but not be limited to, the meaning ascribed 

to such term in the South Carolina Development Impact Fee Act, Sections 6-1-910, et seq, 

of the SC Code of Laws. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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Property Map 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TOWN COUNCIL FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-__ 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF THE TOWN OF FORT MILL, SO AS 

TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR YORK COUNTY TAX MAP NUMBER 

020-20-01-016, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 14.4 ACRES LOCATED AT THE 

INTERSECTION OF RIVER CROSSING DRIVE AND SUTTON ROAD, FROM HC 

HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL TO MXU MIXED USE; ADOPTING A CONCEPTUAL PLAN 

FOR THE RIVER CROSSING SENIOR LIVING PROJECT; AND ADOPTING 

DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS FOR THE RIVER CROSSING SENIOR LIVING PROJECT 

 

Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the 

General Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL 

FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL: 

 

Section I. The Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill is hereby amended to change the 

zoning classification for York County Tax Map Number 020-20-01-016, containing approximately 

14.4 acres located at the intersection of River Crossing Drive and Sutton Road, from HC Highway 

Commercial to MXU Mixed Use. 

 

Section II. Pursuant to Article II, Section 19(5)(D)(3), of the Zoning Ordinance for the 

Town of Fort Mill, the development conditions for the River Crossing Senior Living Project 

project are hereby adopted as shown within the attached “Exhibit A.” Where any conflicts exist 

between the development conditions and the Subdivision Ordinance or Zoning Ordinance for the 

Town of Fort Mill, the provisions specified within the development conditions shall apply.  

 

Section III. Pursuant to Article II, Section 19(5)(D)(4), of the Zoning Ordinance for the 

Town of Fort Mill, the conceptual plan for the River Crossing Senior Living Project is hereby 

adopted as shown within the attached “Exhibit B.” 

 

Section IV. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 

unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 

clauses shall not be affected thereby. 

 

Section V. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this 

ordinance are hereby repealed. 

 

 Section VI.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after the date of 

adoption. 

 

SIGNED AND SEALED this _____ day of ___________________, 2015, having been 

duly adopted by the Town Council for the Town of Fort Mill on the _____ day of 

___________________, 2015. 

 

First Reading:  June 8, 2015    TOWN OF FORT MILL 
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Public Hearing: July 13, 2015 

Second Reading: July 13, 2015    ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

Barron B. Mack, Jr, Town Attorney    Dana Powell, Town Clerk 
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Exhibit A. 

Development Conditions 
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Exhibit B. 

Conceptual Plan 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Rezoning Request: 314 N White Street 

An ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill so as to change the zoning 

designation for York County Tax Map Number 020-04-04-004, containing approximately 0.7 +/- 

acre located at 314 N White Street, from R-15 Residential to GI General Industrial 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

Wallace Coleman, the owner of York County Tax Map Number 020-04-04-004, has submitted a 

rezoning request for a 0.7 +/- acre parcel located at 314 N. White Street, the current location of 

Coleman’s Garage.  

 

The applicant has requested a rezoning of the property from R-15 Residential to GI General 

Industrial. The subject parcel is currently used as an auto-repair facility, which operates as an 

existing non-conforming (grandfathered) use in the R-15 district.  

 

The applicant is seeking to rezone the property into a new zoning designation where auto repair 

garages are allowed as a permitted use. Repair garages are currently permitted within the following 

districts: GI General Industrial (requested), LI Limited Industrial, and HC Highway Commercial. 

 

Because the property is less than two acres in size, the zoning ordinance would not permit a “spot 

zoning” to LI or HC. Therefore, the property must be zoned consistent with one or more of the 

surrounding parcels. The neighboring properties are currently zoned as follows: GI (currently used 

as Walter Y. Elisha Park, but formerly the site of Springs Mills), LC (Springs Insurance, which 

was rezoned from R-15 to LC earlier this year) and R-15 (Residential). Since neither the LC nor 

R-15 districts permit repair garages, the applicant has requested the GI zoning designation. 

 

In addition to repair garages, the GI district allows a variety of industrial, manufacturing, 

processing and storage uses, as well as new and used car sales lots, wrecker services, retail and 

wholesale businesses, and gas stations. The minimum setback and dimensional requirements for 

GI are as follows: minimum lot area of 10,000 square feet, minimum lot width of 75’, and 

minimum setbacks of 35’ in the front and rear, and 10’ on the sides. Should the facility ever expand 

in the future, then all new development would be subject to the requirements of the zoning 

ordinance, including landscaping and screening requirements between the new construction and 

neighboring residential lots. 

 

The property is also located within the town’s historic preservation overlay district. 

 

A draft rezoning ordinance is attached for review. 

 

Recommendation 
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The subject parcel is located within an area designated as “Node 5” on the Town of Fort Mill’s 

future land use map. The town’s comprehensive plan, last updated in January 2013, recommends 

a variety of higher density residential and commercial uses within the downtown area, though the 

future land use map identifies the area containing the subject parcel as “medium density 

residential.” The comprehensive plan defines medium density residential as 3-5 dwelling units per 

acre.  

 

 
 

It is clear that portions of N White Street are historically commercial in nature. In fact, the property 

is eligible for GI zoning based solely upon the legacy zoning designation which continues to apply 

to the old Springs Mills site, despite the fact that the mills have been gone for decades.  

 

The comprehensive plan’s vision for the downtown area is to transition this node over time to a 

vibrant, mixed use node containing higher density residential and a variety of neighborhood 

commercial uses, such as shops, restaurants and professional offices. 

 

If the pending request was to rezone the property from R-15 to LC, we would certainly 

recommended in favor of approval, as we did for the Springs Insurance Building and the Founders 

House earlier this year. However, auto repair garages are not permitted in the LC district. In our 

opinion, applying the industrial zoning designation in the downtown area would not be appropriate 

in this circumstance, and would be inconsistent with the long term goals and mixture of uses 

envisioned for the downtown area by the comprehensive plan. 

 

Therefore, staff recommends in favor of denying the rezoning request.  

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TOWN COUNCIL FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-__ 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP OF THE TOWN OF FORT MILL SO AS 

TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION FOR YORK COUNTY TAX MAP NUMBER 

020-04-04-004, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 0.7 +/- ACRE LOCATED AT 314 N 

WHITE STREET, FROM R-15 RESIDENTIAL TO GI GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 

 

Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution of the State of South Carolina and the General 

Assembly of the State of South Carolina, BE IT ENACTED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL FOR 

THE TOWN OF FORT MILL: 

 

Section I. The Zoning Map of the Town of Fort Mill is hereby amended to change the 

zoning classification for York County Tax Map Number 020-04-04-004, containing approximately 

0.7 acre located at 314 N White Street, from R-15 Residential to GI General Industrial. A property 

map of the parcel subject to this rezoning ordinance is hereby attached as Exhibit A. 

 

Section II. If any section, subsection, or clause of this Ordinance shall be deemed to be 

unconstitutional, or otherwise invalid, the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, and 

clauses shall not be affected thereby. 

 

Section III. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this 

ordinance are hereby repealed. 

 

 Section IV.  Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective from and after the date of 

adoption. 

 

SIGNED AND SEALED this _____ day of ___________________, 2015, having been 

duly adopted by the Town Council for the Town of Fort Mill on the _____ day of 

___________________, 2015. 

 

First Reading:  June 8, 2015    TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: July 13, 2015 

Second Reading: July 13, 2015    ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

Barron B. Mack, Jr, Town Attorney    Dana Powell, Town Clerk 
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Exhibit A 

Property Map 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

May 26, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Subdivision Request: Avery Plaza 

Request from Pittman Professional Land Surveying, on behalf of Springland Associates LLC, to 

approve the subdivision of York County Tax Map Number 020-08-01-002, containing 

approximately 22.7 +/- acres at the intersection of SC 160 and Springfield Parkway, into five 

parcels ranging in size from 1.45 acres to 11.24 acres 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a request from Pittman Professional Land 

Surveying, submitted on behalf of the property owners, Springfield Associates LLC, to approve a 

subdivision plat for York County Tax Map Number 020-08-01-002. The property contains a total 

of 22.7 +/- acres located at the intersection of SC 160 and Springfield Parkway. The property 

contains the existing Avery Plaza (anchored by the Food Lion grocery store), as well as several 

other commercial uses. The property is proposed to be subdivided as follows: 

 

Parcel  Acreage 

Lot 1  11.24 

Lot 2  3.55 

Lot 3  1.53 

Lot 4  1.45 

Lot 5  4.93 

 

The subject property is currently zoned HC Highway Commercial. The HC district contains the 

following requirements for lots: 

 

  Minimum lot area: 10,000 square feet 

  Minimum lot width (at building line): 75 feet 

  Minimum front yard: 35’ 

Minimum side yard: 10’ 

  Minimum rear yard: 35’ 

 

Large copies of the subdivision plat will be available during the meeting on May 26th. 

 

Recommendation 

 

Based on the HC district regulations, the proposed parcels will conform with the minimum 

requirements of the zoning ordinance. Therefore, staff recommends in favor of approval. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

May 22, 2015 
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