
1 

 
 

TOWN OF FORT MILL 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

September 22, 2015 

112 Confederate Street 

7:00 PM 

 

AGENDA 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

1. Regular Meeting: August 25, 2015  [Pages 3–6] 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Master Road Name List: Masons Bend  [Pages 7–11] 

 

Request from Crescent Masons Bend LLC to approve a master road name list for the 

Masons Bend subdivision 

 

2. Rezoning Request: Harris Teeter Properties LLC  [Pages 12–16] 

 

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 020-12-01-120 and 020-12-

01-202, containing approximately 32.1 +/- acres located at the intersection of Fort Mill 

Parkway and S Dobys Bridge Road, from PND Planned Neighborhood Development 

to HC Highway Commercial 

 

3. Annexation Request: Culp Property     [Pages 17–26] 

 

An ordinance annexing York County Tax Map Number 728-00-00-011 

 

4. MXU Concept Plan & Dev. Cond.: Carolina Orchards Culp MXU [Pages 27–41] 

 

An ordinance adopting a Mixed Use Concept Plan & Development Conditions for the 

Carolina Orchards “Culp” MXU 
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5. Preliminary Plat: Kimbrell Oaks     [Pages 42–45] 

 

Request from EMH&T, submitted on behalf of Ryland Homes, to review and approve 

a preliminary plat for the Kimbrell Oaks subdivision 

 

6. Appearance Review: Traditions at Fort Mill    [Pages 46–64] 

 

Request from Gross Builders to grant commercial appearance review approval for the 

Traditions at Fort Mill (formally River Crossing Senior Living) located at the corner of 

Rivercrossing Drive and Sutton Road 

 

7. Appearance Review: Holiday Inn Express    [Pages 65–72] 

 

Request from Navkaar Investment Corporation to grant commercial appearance review 

approval for a proposed Holiday Inn Express located at 1655 Carolina Place Drive 
  

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION / DISCUSSION 

 

1. Comprehensive Plan Update: Future Land Use Map Amendments 

  

2. Subdivision Plat Updates 

 

3. UDO Update 

 

ADJOURN   
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MINUTES 

TOWN OF FORT MILL 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

August 25, 2015 

112 Confederate Street 

7:00 PM 

 

Present:  Ben Hudgins, Hynek Lettang, John Garver, Chris Wolfe, Tom Petty, Jay 

McMullen, Planning Director Joe Cronin, Assistant Planner Chris Pettit 

 

Absent:  James Traynor 

 

Guests:  Mack Cross (WSB Retail Partners), Daniel Senden (WSB Retail Partners), Joe 

Clark (A Lock-It Self Storage), Mitch Clark (A Lock-It Self Storage), Dee 

Talkington (Property Owner), John Talkington (Property Owner), Constantine 

Vrettos (One on One Design), Scott Wells (Diversified Enterprises), Kevin Granelli 

(Taylor Morrison), Brandon Pridemore (R. Joe Harris & Associates), Al Rogat 

 

Vice Chairman Hudgins called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and welcomed everyone in 

attendance. 

 

Planning Director Cronin stated that Chairman Traynor was recovering from a medical procedure 

and would be unable to attend the meeting. Vice Chairman Hudgins would serve as acting chair 

for the meeting. 

 

Mr. McMullen made a motion to approve the minutes from the July 28, 2015, meeting, with a 

second by Mr. Garver. The minutes were approved by a vote of 6-0. 

 

OLD BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Commercial Appearance Review: A Lock-It Self Storage: Assistant Planner Pettit 

provided a brief overview of the revised drawings submitted by the applicant. Several 

different renderings were reviewed and discussed by the Planning Commission. The 

applicants, Joe and Mitch Clark, provided additional information in support of the request. 

The consensus of the commission settled on the elevation identified as “Revision A,” with 

some minor modifications. Mr. Petty made a motion to approve the design included in 

Revision A, to include decorative lights, awnings and stacked stone. Mr. Lettang seconded 

the motion. The motion was approved by a vote of 5-0. 

 

2. Commercial Appearance Review: Multi-Tenant Commercial Building: Assistant 

Planner Pettit noted that this multi-tenant building had previously received appearance 

review approval; however, the applicant was now proposing to rehabilitate the existing 

structure in front of the new Walmart Neighborhood Market, rather than tear down and 

replace it. The square footage would remain the same, but the building footprint and some 

design elements would be changed from the original design. Daniel Senden and Mack 

Cross provided additional information in support of the request. Mr. McMullen provided 
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comments in regards to the landscaped island at the front of the building. Mr. Petty inquired 

as to the structural integrity of the existing building. Mr. Hudgins stated that he would like 

to see some brick pattern work included to restore some of the original character of the 

building. Mr. Wolfe discussed the possibility of varying the types of awnings along each 

frontage of the building. Mr. Wolfe made a motion to approve the modified design, with 

the following notes and conditions: the building design and materials shall allow for 

maximum deviation and relief along the building façade; the awnings shall be varied from 

the original design to include metal awnings on the front and rear brick sections; and brick 

detailing shall be included for the purpose of enhancing the character and relief of brick 

wall sections. Mr. Garver seconded the motion. The motion was approved by a vote of 6- 

0. 

 

3. Commercial Appearance Review: Sleep Inn: Assistant Planner Pettit provided an 

overview of the changes from the original design, which was previously reviewed and 

deferred by the Planning Commission. These included changes to the building elevation, 

design, materials and site plan. Constantine Vrettos provided additional information on 

behalf of the applicant. Mr. Hudgins questioned why an internal point of connectivity was 

not provided to the neighboring parcel. Mr. Vrettos stated that the applicant had attempted 

to work with the neighboring property owner to coordinate an internal connection point, 

but the neighboring property owner was not interested at this time. The parking area was 

designed to include a location where a logical connection could be made in the future, if 

the neighboring property was developed at a later date. Mr. McMullen suggested that the 

pedestrian pathway should be located closer to the future restaurant side of the property, 

rather that the hotel side, which is close to I-77. Mr. Pettit noted that a couple elements 

would need additional review, including retaining wall designs, stamped asphalt areas, and 

pedestrian lighting. He added that the sidewalks adjacent to the hotel were 6’ rather than 

the 8’ required by the COD-N, but this was a minor change that staff felt still met the intent 

of the overlay district. Mr. Wolfe made a motion to approve the modified design, with the 

following notes and conditions: a pervious fire turnaround area shall be included, as 

requested by the Fire Department; the retaining wall design, stamped asphalt and lighting 

designs shall require subsequent review and approval; sidewalk easements shall be granted 

in areas where the sidewalk must cross onto the property to accommodate grade changes; 

the sidewalk connection shall be shifted east on the property toward the restaurant side, 

and the existing connection point shall be converted to a landscaped island; and the 6’ 

sidewalk adjacent to the hotel was determined to meet the intent of the overlay district of 

providing safe pedestrian access to the future hotel. Mr. Garver seconded the motion. The 

motion was approved by a vote of 6-0. 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Annexation Request: Talkington Property: Planning Director Cronin provided an 

overview of the request, the purpose of which was to review and provide a zoning 

recommendation for an annexation request for 161 acres on S Dobys Bridge Road. 

Planning Director Cronin reminded commission members that this request had initially 

been reviewed in 2014, but was later withdrawn after concerns were raised about potential 

traffic impact on Dobys Bridge Road. Planning Director Cronin stated that staff still had 
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concerns relating to traffic impact, and recommended deferral of the annexation request 

until a traffic study could be performed by the applicant. He added that the property was 

located in an area designated on the future land use map as “low density residential,” with 

a recommendation of two or fewer homes per acre. Though a proposed development 

agreement would limit overall density at 2.01 units per acre, the requested zoning 

designation of R-5, with a minimum of 5,000 square foot lots, was not necessarily designed 

as a low density district, and perhaps R-10 or R-15 would be better suited for this area. 

Kevin Granelli of Taylor Morrison spoke on behalf of the applicant. Mr. Granelli stated 

that the applicant was proposing to donate a 23 acre site to the town, and that the flexibility 

offered by the R-5 designation would allow the developer to offset the lost density from 

those 23 acres elsewhere on the property. Mr. Granelli requested that the planning 

commission vote on the request, and for any concerns or conditions to be addressed prior 

to consideration by town council. Mr. Garver made a motion to defer consideration of the 

request until a traffic impact analysis was completed and submitted for review. Mr. Lettang 

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

 

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION / DISCUSSION 

 

1. Impact Fee Ordinance Update: Planning Director Cronin stated that council had given 

final reading approval to the impact fee ordinance and CIP on August 24th. The final 

discount rates approved by council were 10% for Parks & Recreation, 50% for Fire 

Protection and Municipal Facilities and Equipment, and 100% for Transportation. The 

effective date for the impact fee ordinance was set as October 1, 2015. 

 

2. Rezoning Request: 113 Railroad Avenue: Assistant Planner Pettit stated that the 

rezoning request for 113 Railroad Avenue has been withdrawn. The applicant submitted 

an appeal to the Board of Zoning Appeals regarding the classification of a “print shop,” as 

recommended by the Planning Commission. The BOZA voted to overturn staff’s 

interpretation, which would allow Rustic Label to expand in its existing location without 

rezoning the property from Local Commercial to General Industrial. 

 

3. Pending Appearance Review Request: Assistant Planner Pettit informed members of the 

commission that staff had received a set of drawings for a proposed Holiday Inn Express 

on Carolina Place Drive. A rendering of the proposed building was shown and discussed. 

Planning Director Cronin and Assistant Planner Pettit expressed concern that the proposed 

building, as submitted, appeared to be out of character with the surrounding area. While 

this was not a formal review of the building design, staff did want to receive some initial 

feedback from the commission. The general consensus of the commission was the building 

design was inconsistent with surrounding properties. Assistant Planner Pettit stated that he 

would share these concerns with the applicant, and would request modifications in advance 

of the formal appearance review next month. 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:01 pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Joe Cronin 

Planning Director  
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Planning Commission Meeting 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Request to Approve Road Names: Kingsley 

Request from Crescent Masons Bend LLC to approve a master road name list for the Masons Bend 

subdivision 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Planning Commission is asked to review and approve a master road name list for the Masons 

Bend subdivision, which includes two phases: the “Kanawha Tract,” annexed in 2008, and the 

“Suttonview Tract,” annexed in 2014. While the two tracts have separate development 

agreements/conditions, the subdivision is now under the common ownership of Crescent Masons 

Bend LLC.  

 

Though the MXU ordinance does not require full Planning Commission approval of the 

preliminary or final plats (as long as the proposed plan is consistent with the MXU and zoning 

ordinances, as well as the project’s development conditions), Section 6-29-1200(A) of the SC Code 

of Laws requires the following:  

 

A local planning commission created under the provisions of this chapter shall, by proper 

certificate, approve and authorize the name of a street or road laid out within the territory 

over which the commission has jurisdiction. It is unlawful for a person in laying out a new 

street or road to name the street or road on a plat, by a marking or in a deed or instrument 

without first getting the approval of the planning commission. Any person violating this 

provision is guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction, must be punished in the 

discretion of the court.  

 

As a result, Planning Commission approval is required to authorize new road names within the 

subdivision. Given the size and scope of the project, staff is requesting that the Planning 

Commission approve a master road name list. As long as the developer uses the names from the 

approved master list, this will prevent the need to bring each phase to the Planning Commission 

for the simple task of approving street names. Any addition or modification to this list, however, 

would require subsequent approval from the Planning Commission prior to recording. 

 

Preliminary plats for Masons Bend (Kanawha Tract) and Masons Bend (Suttonview Tract) have 

been previously approved by staff, and final plats for Masons Bend Phase 1, Map 1, are currently 

pending review.  

 

The proposed street names for Masons Bend are listed below: 

 

Artisan Ln Inspired Way Saunter Ct 

Bee Balm Trl Issa Ct Sensibility Cir 

Big Bluff Trace June Bug Ln Six String Ct 
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Bluestem Dr Kayak Ct Small Batch Path 

Bucks Quarry Ct Lazy Day Ct Splendid Ct 

Cast Iron Ct Masons Bend Dr Stone Ct 

Crawfish Dr Oarman Ct Suttonview Rd 

Fish Story Ct Oxbow Ct Sweet Cicely Ln 

Flatwater St Patchwork Ct Therns Ferry Dr 

Freshwater Dr Porch Wisdom Ct Upcountry Ct 

Gray Hook Dr Rock Skip Way Wateran Way 

Half Pint Loop Rocking Chair Ln Weir Ct 

 

Recommendation 

 

Staff has submitted these names to the York County Addressing Office for review and approval. 

The county has approved and all reserved all requested names. 

 

Staff recommends in favor of the request to approve a master list of street names for the 

commercial portion of the Kingsley development. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

September 18, 2015 
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From: Moore, Jeanne [mailto:jeanne.moore@yorkcountygov.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 8:52 AM 

To: Joe Cronin <jcronin@fortmillsc.gov>; Grooms, Cynthia 

<cynthia.grooms@yorkcountygov.com> 

Subject: RE: Street Names - Masons Bend 

 

They are on the reserved list for Masons Bend 

  

Jeanne 

  

 

From: Joe Cronin [mailto:jcronin@fortmillsc.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2015 3:14 PM 

To: Grooms, Cynthia; Moore, Jeanne 

Subject: Street Names - Masons Bend 

  

Cynthia & Jeanne, 

  

Can you confirm that the following street names are available for use within the Masons Bend 

subdivision? 

  

Artisan Ln Oarman Ct 

Bee Balm Trl Oxbow Ct 

Big Bluff Trace Patchwork Ct 

Bluestem Dr Porch Wisdom Ct 

Bucks Quarry Ct Rock Skip Way 

Cast Iron Ct Rocking Chair Ln 

Crawfish Dr Saunter Ct 

Fish Story Ct Sensibility Cir 

Flatwater St Six String Ct 

Freshwater Dr Small Batch Path 

Gray Hook Dr Splendid Ct 

Half Pint Loop Stone Ct 

Hidden Shoals Rd Suttonview Rd 

Inspired Way Sweet Cicely Ln 

Issa Ct Therns Ferry Dr 

June Bug Ln Upcountry Ct 

Kayak Ct Wateran Way 

Lazy Day Ct Weir Ct 

Masons Bend Dr  

   

Joseph M. Cronin 
Planning Director 

Town of Fort Mill, SC 

112 Confederate Street 

mailto:jcronin@fortmillsc.gov
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Fort Mill, SC 29715 

(803) 547-2116 (O) 

(803) 371-2281 (C) 

jcronin@fortmillsc.gov 

  

PLEASE NOTE: All email correspondence to and from this address may be subject to public 

disclosure under the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act pursuant to S.C. Code of Laws, 

§§ 30-4-10, et seq. 

 

 

 

mailto:jcronin@fortmillsc.gov
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Planning Commission Meeting 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Rezoning Request: Harris Teeter Properties LLC 

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 020-12-01-120 and 020-12-01-202, containing 

approximately 32.1 +/- acres located at the intersection of Fort Mill Parkway and S Dobys Bridge 

Road, from PND Planned Neighborhood Development to HC Highway Commercial 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The town has received a rezoning application from Mary Hinson Limited Partnership, and 

Marshall Hinson, the owners of York County Tax Map Numbers 020-12-01-120 and 020-12-01-

202, respectively. (Note: York County Tax Map Number 020-12-01-120 was subdivided earlier 

this year. A new tax map number has been assigned to the remaining portion that was removed 

from 020-12-01-120, so the annexation request will cover the entirety of both tax map numbers 

referenced above.) These two parcels, combined, contain a total of 32.1 +/- acres located at the 

intersection of Fort Mill Parkway and S Dobys Bridge Road. The property is currently under 

contract for sale to Harris Teeter Properties LLC, who is serving as applicant. 

 

The applicant has requested a rezoning of the property from PND Planned Neighborhood 

Development to HC Highway Commercial. The majority of the property is currently vacant; 

however, a small portion has been leased to the Crossings Ministries for use as a church. If 

approved, the applicants intends to develop the property as a grocery-anchored neighborhood 

shopping center.  

 

According to the zoning ordinance, the intent of the PND District is to allow for flexible 

combinations of residential and neighborhood-oriented commercial and professional uses within 

a single development. The PND district is geared primarily toward residential development, 

allowing no more than 10% of the project area to be developed for commercial use. PND projects 

must contain a minimum of 20 acres, and a specific development plan is generally adopted prior 

to development.  

 

The HC Highway Commercial district, as recommended, allows a variety of commercial and office 

uses. Unlike the PND district, the HC district does not currently allow any residential uses, other 

than nursing and personal care facilities. The HC district requires a minimum lot area of 10,000 

square feet, a 75’ minimum lot width, and setbacks of 35’ in the front and rear, and 10’ on the 

sides. Because the property is located along the Fort Mill Southern Bypass, the majority of the site 

will also be subject to the requirements of the Corridor Overlay District (COD-N). The COD-N 

district will generally require larger buffers along residential property lines, enhanced architectural 

materials and design, pedestrian connectivity, and additional restrictions on permitted uses which 

would otherwise be allowed in the HC district (such as dealerships, check cashing establishments, 

etc.) 
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A draft rezoning ordinance is attached for review. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The parcels are located at the center of Node 8 on the town’s future land use map, last updated in 

January 2013. While the parcels are designated as “high density residential” on the future land use 

map, the vision for the node was defined in the comprehensive plan as follows:  

 

Development in Node 8 will primarily be higher density residential near the center of the 

node and along the Fort Mill Southern Bypass, with neighborhood commercial near the 

intersection of Doby’s Bridge Road and the Bypass, and medium density residential near 

the periphery including townhomes and apartments, transitions to single family detached 

homes to the east and south near the river. 

 

 
 

In our opinion, the HC zoning designation would be consistent with the comprehensive plan, as 

neighborhood commercial centers are expressly envisioned as a future use within this node. Given 

the fact that there are over 5,000 new residential units planned to be built over the next ten years, 

we have no concerns with eliminating the ability to locate residential development on these parcels. 

Therefore, staff recommends in favor of the rezoning to HC. 

 

We do have two additional items to note: 1) The existing church, which leases land from the 

Hinson family, would become a non-conforming use; and 2) A traffic impact analysis would be 

required to determine any off-site impacts and improvements prior to any development activities 

taking place. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

September 18, 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 

020-12-01-120 AND 020-12-01-202, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 32.1 +/- ACRES 

LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF FORT MILL PARKWAY AND S DOBYS BRIDGE 

ROAD, FROM PND PLANNED NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT 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 020-12-01-120 and 020-12-01-202, 

containing approximately 32.1 acres located at the intersection of Fort Mill Parkway and S Dobys 

Bridge Road from PND Planned Neighborhood Development 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:  September 28, 2015   TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: October 12, 2015 

Second Reading: October 12, 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 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Annexation Request: Culp Property 

An ordinance annexing York County Tax Map Number 728-00-00-011 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The town has received an annexation application from John Franklin, for York County Tax Map 

Number 728-00-00-011. This parcel contains approximately 30.94 acres located at 101 Hunter 

Oaks Lane. A property map and description are attached for reference.  

 

The subject property is adjacent to parcels owned by the Pulte Home Corporation, Clear Springs 

Land Co., and Springland Inc. The neighboring parcels are included within “Tract 4 – Springfield 

Tract,” of the 2008 Development Agreement between the town and Clear Springs et al. A sketch 

plan and preliminary plat for the 632-unit Carolina Orchards project (to be developed by Pulte 

Homes as an age-restricted Del Webb community) have been approved for the neighboring 

parcels. The property is currently under contract for sale to Pulte Homes. 

 

The subject property is currently zoned UD Urban Development per York County GIS. The 

county’s UD district allows for a variety of uses, including residential, commercial, manufacturing 

recreational and agricultural uses. Residential dwellings, including single family, multi-family, 

and modular homes, are permitted. Single family residential lots require a minimum of 10,000 

square feet where public water and sewer are present, while townhomes require a minimum of 

2,000 square feet per unit, and apartments require a minimum lot size of two acres.  

 

The applicant has requested a zoning designation of MXU Mixed Use. The MXU district allows 

any mixture of permitted uses proposed by the applicant and approved by the town council. Such 

uses and densities must be defined and approved in project-specific development 

standards/conditions, or in a development agreement between the applicant and the town. Note: 

The proposed concept plan and development standards/conditions are included as a separate 

agenda item. 

 

The minimum lot size for residential uses in the MXU district varies from 2,400 SF for residential 

“cottages,” to 1,100 SF per unit for townhouses, rowhouses and multi-family uses. Commercial, 

office, and civic uses have no minimum lot area, while industrial uses must be located on lots 

20,000 SF or greater. The MXU district contains a minimum open space requirement of 20%, as 

well as a project edge buffer of 35’ along property lines adjacent to existing residential 

development. 

 

In the concept plan and development conditions to be considered as part of the corresponding 

agenda item, the buyer (Pulte Homes) is proposing to incorporate the subject parcel into the larger 

master plan for the Carolina Orchards subdivision. The development conditions for the Culp tract 

would allow up to 90 additional single-family residential dwelling units (2.91 units per acre).  
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Recommendation 

 

The property is contiguous to the town limits and is, therefore, eligible for annexation.  

 

The subject property is located within an area that has been designated as “Medium-Density 

Residential” on the Town of Fort Mill’s Future Land Use Map, last updated in January 2013. The 

comprehensive plan identifies “Medium Density” as 3-5 dwelling units per acre. 

 

 
 

The Planning Department believes that the following should warrant additional discussion or 

consideration: 

 

Density / Zoning Designation 

 

Though the proposed concept plan and development conditions contain only a single use 

(single-family detached residential units), the property is directly adjacent to MXU zoned 

parcels which are part of the larger Del Webb Carolina Orchards project (Pulte) and 

Springfield Town Center (Clear Springs). Though the surrounding parcels are covered by 

a separate development agreement, it would be logical for the Culp tract to carry the same 

zoning designation, and to be folded in to the larger master plan for the Carolina Orchards 

project.  

 

The property could also be zoned R-5 Residential, which would similarly allow up to 3 

dwelling units per acre (92 total) by right. The R-5 district is intended as a medium density 

zoning district, without a requirement to mix residential and non-residential uses. 

 

Traffic Impact 

 

Staff would recommend in favor of an update to the Carolina Orchards traffic impact 

analysis to determine any off-site impact above and beyond that projected for the Carolina 

Orchards project.  

 

Utility Impact 
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The subject property is located in the county’s service area, and would be served by the 

county’s water and sewer system. Therefore, there would be no direct impact to the town’s 

utility capacity.  

 

As with all other projects, any upgrades necessary to serve the project would be borne by 

the applicant. 

 

Fire Service  

 

The subject property is located approximately 5.1 miles (ordinary driving distance) from 

the town’s fire station on Tom Hall Street. This would be outside the ISO recommended 

distance of 5 miles. The town’s recently adopted CIP identifies a need for a new fire station 

in the Springfield Parkway corridor; however, there is no immediate timeline to begin 

construction. The property is located approximately 1.3 miles from the Flint Hill Fire 

Department; however, the town would have primary fire service responsibility.  

 

School Impact 

 

The property is planned to contain age-restricted single-family housing, consistent with the 

remainder of the Carolina Orchards subdivision. While future homes will be subject to the 

School District’s $2,500 impact fee ($225,000 total), as well as the school district’s bond 

millage, these additional units are expected to have no enrollment impact for the district.  

 

Based on the future land use map and recommendations from the 2013 Comprehensive Plan 

update, staff believes that the zoning designation requested (and accompanying concept plan) are 

consistent with previously adopted plans. Therefore, staff recommends in favor of annexation with 

a zoning designation of either MXU or R-5. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

September 18, 2015 
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Property Map 
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Carolina Orchards Preliminary Plat 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )                     ORDINANCE NO. 2015-___ 

) AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING YORK COUNTY 

COUNTY OF YORK   )              TAX MAP NUMBER 728-00-00-011 

 

 WHEREAS, a proper petition was submitted to the Fort Mill Town Council on September 

9, 2015, by John Franklin Culp, (the “Property Owner”), requesting that York County Tax Map 

Number 728-00-00-011, such parcel being owned fully by the Property Owner, be annexed to and 

included within the corporate limits of the Town of Fort Mill under the provisions of S.C. Code 

Section 5-3-150(3); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the Town of Fort Mill, in a duly called meeting 

on September 33, 2015, made its recommendation in favor of annexation, and that upon 

annexation, the aforesaid area shall be zoned under the Town’s Zoning Code, as follows: MXU 

Mixed Use; and 

 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was advertised and held at 7:00 pm on October 12, 2015, 

during a duly called regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Fort Mill; and 

 

WHEREAS, Section 5-3-150(3) of the Code of Laws of the State of South Carolina, as 

amended, provides that any area or property which is contiguous to a municipality may be annexed 

to the municipality by filing with the municipal governing body a petition signed by all persons 

owning real estate in the area requesting annexation. Upon the agreement of the governing body 

to accept the petition and annex the area, and the enactment of an ordinance declaring the area 

annexed to the municipality, the annexation is complete; and 

 

WHEREAS, using the definition of “contiguous” as outlined in S.C. Code Section 5-3-

305, the Town Council has determined that the above referenced property is contiguous to property 

that was previously annexed into the corporate limits of the Town of Fort Mill; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Town Council has determined that annexation would be in the best interest 

of both the property owners and the Town of Fort Mill; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Town Council of the Town of Fort Mill 

in Council assembled: 

 

SECTION I.  Annexation. It is hereby declared by the Town Council of the Town of Fort 

Mill, in Council assembled, that the incorporated limits of the Town of Fort Mill shall be extended 

so as to include, annex and make a part of said Town, the described area of territory above referred 

to, being more or less 30.94 acres, the same being fully described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto, 

and contiguous to land already within the Town of Fort Mill. Pursuant to S.C. Code Section 5-3-

110, this annexation shall include the whole or any part of any street, roadway, or highway abutting 

the above referenced property, not exceeding the width thereof, provided such street, roadway or 

highway has been accepted for and is under permanent public maintenance by the Town of Fort 

Mill, York County, or the South Carolina Department of Transportation. 
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SECTION II.  Zoning Classification of Annexed Property. The above-described property, 

upon annexation into the corporate limits of the Town of Fort Mill, shall be zoned, as follows: 

MXU Mixed Use. 

 

SECTION III. Voting District. For the purpose of municipal elections, the above-described 

property, upon annexation into the incorporated limits of the Town of Fort Mill, shall be assigned 

to and made a part of Ward Two (2). 

 

SECTION IV.  Notification. Notice of the annexation of the above-described area and the 

inclusion thereof within the incorporated limits of the Town of Fort Mill shall forthwith be filed 

with the Secretary of State of South Carolina (SCSOS), the South Carolina Department of Public 

Safety (SCDPS), and the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), pursuant to S.C. 

Code § 5-3-90(E).  

 

SECTION V. Severability. 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 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:  September 28, 2015   TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: October 12, 2015 

Second Reading: October 12, 2015   ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

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

 

Property Description 

 

All those certain pieces, parcels or tracts of land lying, being and situate in Fort Mill Township, 

County of York, State of South Carolina, containing 30.94 acres, more or less, containing all the 

property shown in the map attached as Exhibit B, and being more particularly described as York 

County Tax Map Number 728-00-00-011. 

 

Pursuant to S.C. Code Section 5-3-110, this annexation shall include the whole or any part of any 

street, roadway, or highway abutting the above referenced property, not exceeding the width 

thereof, provided such street, roadway or highway has been accepted for and is under permanent 

public maintenance by the Town of Fort Mill, York County, or the South Carolina Department of 

Transportation. 
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EXHIBIT B 

 

Property Map 

York County Tax Map # 728-00-00-011 

 

 
  

York County Tax Map # 

728-00-00-011 
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Planning Commission 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

MXU Concept Plan & Development Conditions: Carolina Orchards “Culp” MXU 

An ordinance adopting a Mixed Use Concept Plan & Development Conditions for the Carolina 

Orchards “Culp” MXU Project 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a mixed use concept plan and development 

conditions for York County Tax Map Number 728-00-00-011. These parcels contain a total of 

30.94 acres located at 101 Hunter Oaks Lane. The property owner, John Franklin Culp, has 

requested annexation of this parcel into the town limits with a zoning designation of MXU Mixed 

Use. The annexation request is listed as a separate action item on the agenda. The property is 

currently under contract for sale to the Pulte Group, who has been authorized by the property 

owner to serve on behalf of the applicant. 

 

As shown in the attached concept plan and development conditions, the applicant is requesting 

approval to develop a maximum of 90 single-family residential dwelling units on the property 

(2.91 units per acre).  

 

As required by the MXU ordinance, the concept plan includes a minimum of 20% open space.  

Additional development standards, including lot dimensions and setbacks, are shown in the 

proposed development conditions. Because the parcel is adjacent to property which will be 

developed as the Del Webb Carolina Orchards project, the applicant has requested the elimination 

of the MXU district’s 35’ perimeter buffer along this project edge. All other project edge’s will 

observe the minimum 35’ buffer requirement. The surrounding parcels are currently owned by 

Clear Springs Land Co. and Springland Inc., and are included as part of the 347 +/- acre “Tract 4 

– Springfield Tract” covered by the 2008 development agreement between the town and Clear 

Springs et al.  

 

New residential development on the property will be accessed internally from the Carolina 

Orchards development. Therefore, no additional access points have been shown. 

 

The draft concept plan and development conditions requested by the applicant are attached for 

consideration. Large copies of the concept plan and development conditions will be available for 

review during the meeting. 

 

Recommendation 

 

As noted in the previous agenda item, the subject property is located within an area that has been 

designated as “Medium-Density Residential” on the Town of Fort Mill’s Future Land Use Map, 

last updated in January 2013. The comprehensive plan identifies “Medium Density” as 3-5 
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dwelling units per acre. The proposed density of 3.0 DUA is consistent with the recommendations 

of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan update.  

 

The applicant recently completed a realignment of Hammond Road, and the old road section is 

currently in the process of abandonment. The applicant has also completed a traffic circle on York 

Southern Road, and will install a traffic signal at the intersection of York Southern Road and Old 

Nation Road, per the recommendations of a previously completed traffic study. Staff would 

recommend in favor of updating the existing traffic study for the Orchards project to determine 

whether any additional off-site improvements will be required, including possible construction of 

a cul-de-sac on Hunter Oaks Lane. 

 

As mentioned in the annexation request, another possible concern is the distance between the 

property to the town’s existing fire station. Another item which may be considered in the 

development conditions would be a phasing plan that delays construction to allow for construction 

of a fire station in the Springfield corridor. 

 

Though the property does not include a non-residential use, we note that the subject parcel is 

directly adjacent to the Springs’ “Springfield Tract,” which allows up to 680 residential units and 

up to 290,000 SF of commercial development, per the 2008 development agreement. A portion of 

the Springfield Tract has been or will be sold to Pulte for development of the Carolina Orchards 

project. Therefore, staff recommends in favor of approval, noting the items referenced above. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

September 18, 2015 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TOWN COUNCIL FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-__ 

 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A MIXED USE CONCEPT PLAN & DEVELOPMENT 

CONDITIONS FOR THE CAROLINA ORCHARDS “CULP” MXU PROJECT 

 

WHEREAS, the parcel currently or formerly known York County Tax Map Number 728-

00-00-011, containing approximately 30.94 acres at 101 Hunter Oaks Lane, was annexed to and 

made a part of the Town of Fort Mill by ordinance adopted on October 12, 2015; and 

 

WHEREAS, by ordinance of the Fort Mill Town Council, the above referenced parcel was 

zoned as follows: MXU Mixed Use; and 

 

WHEREAS, Article II, Section 19(5)(D)(1)(a), of the Zoning Ordinance for the Town of 

Fort Mill, requires as part of the approval process that a Mixed Use Development Project shall 

contain a concept plan and, if applicable, development conditions; and 

 

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted Development Conditions as shown within the 

attached “Exhibit A,” and a Concept Plan as shown within the attached “Exhibit B,” both of which 

have been reviewed by the Fort Mill Planning Commission and the Fort Mill Town Council and 

found to be consistent with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan;  

 

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

of Fort Mill, the Development Conditions for the Carolina Orchards “Culp” MXU 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. A copy of these 

development conditions shall be maintained on file in the office of the Town Clerk and the Zoning 

Administrator. 

 

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

Town of Fort Mill, the Concept Plan for the Carolina Orchards “Culp” MXU Project is hereby 

adopted as shown within the attached “Exhibit B.” A copy of this Concept Plan shall be maintained 

on file in the office of the Town Clerk and the Zoning Administrator. 

 

Section III. The provisions of this ordinance shall apply to the parcel currently or formerly 

known as York County Tax Map Number 728-00-00-011, containing approximately 30.94 acres 

at 101 Hunter Oaks Lane. 
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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:  September 28, 2015   TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: October 12, 2015 

Second Reading: October 12, 2015   ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

Barron B. Mack, Jr, Town Attorney    Dana Powell, Interim Town Clerk 

 

  



33 

 

Exhibit A. 

 

Development Standards & Conditions 

Carolina Orchards “Culp” MXU Project 
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Exhibit B. 

 

Concept Plan 

Carolina Orchards “Culp” MXU Project 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Preliminary Plat: Kimbrell Oaks 

Request from EMH&T, submitted on behalf of Ryland Homes, to review and approve a 

preliminary plat for the Kimbrell Oaks subdivision 

 

 

The town has received a draft preliminary plat, submitted by EMH&T, on behalf of Ryland Homes, 

for a new subdivision called Kimbrell Oaks. The proposed subdivision will contain 100 single-

family lots on approximately 28.97 acres (3.45 units/acre).  

 

The property is located on Kimbrell Road, between North Dobys Bridge Road and Tom Hall 

Street. An annexation ordinance and development agreement for this property were previously 

approved in December 2014. Under the terms of the development agreement, the property is 

limited to a total residential density of 100 single-family units and carries an R-5 zoning 

designation. 

 

A sketch plan for the project was reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on May 26, 

2015.   

 

Below is a summary of lot dimensions and other requirements for the R-5 district, as well as the 

lot standards proposed by the applicant in the attached preliminary plat: 

 

  R-5/DA Req. Provided by Applicant 

Min Lot Size: 5,000 SF 5,000 SF 

Min Lot Width: 50 FT 50 FT 

Min Front Yard: 10 FT 10 FT 

Min. Side Yard: 5 FT 5 FT (10 FT @ Corner) 

Min. Rear Yard: 15 FT 15 FT 

Open Space: 20% 32% (+/- 9.17 Acres) 

Buffer:  35’ 35’ (Natural) 

Sidewalks:  Both Sides + Both Sides + 

  Kimbrell + Kimbrell + 

  Dobys Bridge Dobys Bridge 

 

Recommendation 

 

The preliminary plat is consistent with the requirements of the R-5 zoning district, as well as the 

previously approved sketch plan.  

 

As discussed during the sketch plan process, the proposed preliminary plat shows the protection 

of one of the two prominent live oaks at the front of the property as well as the oak at the corner 

of North Dobys Bridge and Kimbrell Road.  An internal right-of-way stub-out has been provided 
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to the adjacent property to the north, which was also included in the discussions during the sketch 

plan process. 

 

The applicant has provided a landscape plan showing a variety of street trees as well as a 

landscaped buffer between the project and Kimbrell/Dobys Bridge roads.  The landscaped buffer 

matches the applicants proposed buffer, which was included during the sketch plan process. 

 

Staff has completed an initial review of the preliminary plat and submitted comments to the 

applicant for revisions.  Comments included a request for changes to the cul-de-sac medians to 

include a mountable curb with stamped concrete apron to allow for fire and garbage apparatus 

maneuverability as well as a request for a lighting plan.  Per the development agreement, the 

applicant will provide streetscape lighting within the project. 

 

Pursuant to a traffic impact study that was completed by Kimley-Horn & Associates in March 

2014, and updated in August 2014, as well as the 2014 development agreement, the installation of 

turn lanes at both ends of Kimbrell Road shall be required. These improvements shall be reviewed 

and approved by SCDOT.  

 

Should the Planning Commission approve the request, staff would request the authority to 

administratively review and approve construction drawings, inclusive of street tree, landscaping, 

lighting and utility plans, contingent upon any modifications requested by the Planning 

Commission. 

 

Chris Pettit, AICP 

Assistant Planner 

September 18, 2015 
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Preliminary Plat (Proposed) 
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Approved Sketch Plan (May 26, 2015) 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Commercial Appearance Review:  Traditions at Fort Mill 

Request from Gross Builders to grant commercial appearance review approval for the Traditions 

at Fort Mill (formally River Crossing Senior Living) located at the corner of Rivercrossing Drive 

and Sutton Road. 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a request from Gross Builders to grant commercial 

development appearance review approval for the Traditions of Fort Mill senior apartment 

community at the corner of Rivercrossing Drive and Sutton Road.  A map and site plan are attached 

for reference. 

 

The property (Tax Map # 020-20-01-016) is zoned MXU Mixed Use, wherein senior apartments 

and commercial offices are permitted per their approved MXU development conditions.  The 

property is also be subject to the requirements of the COD-N Corridor Overlay (Node) district. 

 

The proposed building elevations, site plans and landscaping plans are attached for review.  A full 

set of building designs will be available during the Planning Commission meeting.  The exterior 

of the apartment buildings and commercial building features a mix of asphalt shingles, metal 

roofing, brick and Hardiplank.   

 

The landscape plan includes a mixture of shade trees within the parking lot and along the 

Rivercrossing Drive frontage.  A mixture of evergreens were included as screening for parking 

areas.   

 

Recommendation 

 

The property is zoned MXU with development conditions that list senior apartments and 

commercial office space as permitted uses. The COD-N overlay also allows senior apartments and 

commercial uses. 

 

The following paragraphs detail staff’s review of the site plan’s and elevation’s compliance with 

the approved MXU development conditions, the MXU ordinance, and the COD-N requirements.  

In staff’s review of compliance with the three sets of regulations, items approved with the MXU 

development conditions override regulations listed in the MXU ordinance.  Additionally, when the 

regulations of the MXU development conditions and MXU ordinance differ from those listed in 

the COD-N overlay, the strictest regulations shall apply.    In review of compliance with the COD-

N regulations, staff notes that many of the requirements do not apply as the subject project has no 

frontage along the Sutton Road corridor.  As opposed to attaching all three sets of regulations for 

the Planning Commission’s review, staff has included the applicable code sections within the body 

of the staff report as necessary.  Excerpts of code are highlighted in grey. 
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Setbacks and Heights 

The proposed buildings and associated improvements meet the setback requirements of the 

approved MXU development conditions.  The proposed heights of the multi-family structures meet 

the 20’ minimum, 60’ maximum requirements of the MXU development conditions, however the 

proposed commercial structure does not meet the minimum 20’ height requirement.  The 

commercial structure appears to be +/- 17’ in height.  The Planning Commission will either have 

to defer the approval of the commercial structure, approve a design to be determined during the 

meeting, or delegate approval authority to town staff. 

 

Building Placement / Orientation 

In regards to building placement/orientation, the COD-N overlay notes that: 

 

…development will be designed to bring buildings closer to the road edge to better define 

the public space of the streets enhanced by landscaping and pathways and create a scale 

that is more appropriate for a pedestrian traffic. 

 

Additional sections of the overlay also note that buildings are to be brought up to the street, 

oriented toward the street, to create a pedestrian scale atmosphere.  The section regarding off-street 

parking notes that: 

 

Off-street parking in the district shall be located to the side or rear of the structure(s) located 

nearest to the public road(s), to the extent practicable. Where parking is located between a 

structure and the corridor, it shall be limited to one bay of parking (i.e., two rows of parking 

spaces with one shared drive aisle between the rows of spaces). 

 

The applicants have, along their primary street right-of-way (Rivercrossing Drive), brought the 

buildings up close to the street and have proposed streetscape improvements to create a pedestrian 

scale.  The Planning Commission shall have the discretion to determine if the proposed building 

orientations meet the requirements, and intent, of the COD-N overlay district requirements. 

 

Architecture / Design 

The proposed structures use asphalt shingles and metal roofs with brick and Hardiplank siding.  

The COD-N overlay provides the following requirements for building materials and architectural 

design: 

 

 Architectural features/façade treatments: 

1) Materials: 

(a) Buildings shall be designed to use building materials such as rock, stone, brick, 

stucco, concrete, wood or Hardiplank.  

(b) No mirrored glass shall be permitted on any facades in COD-N, and mirrored 

glass with a reflectance no greater than 20 percent shall be permitted in COD.  

(c) Corrugated metal shall not be used on any facade. 

2) In COD-N, variations in the rooflines and facades of adjacent buildings shall be 

encouraged to avoid monotony.  
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3) In COD-N, any nonresidential façade facing the corridor or any other street shall be 

articulated with architectural features and treatments, such as windows, awnings, 

scoring, trim, and changes in materials (i.e., stone "water table" base with stucco 

above), to enhance the quality of pedestrian environment of the public street, 

particularly in the absence of a primary entrance.  

The Planning Commission shall have the discretion to determine whether the proposed design and 

materials best meets the requirements, and intent, of the COD-N overlay district.  Staff will note 

that the materials/colors used for the proposed retaining walls will need to be approved through 

the commercial appearance review process as well.  The applicant has submitted a material sheet 

for the proposed retaining walls.  In making a decision, staff will note that the retaining walls for 

the nearby Sleep Inn hotel project have yet to be approved as the Planning Commission desired to 

create a standard design for the node.  Should the Planning Commission approve the applicant’s 

proposed design, staff would recommend utilizing a similar product for future projects in the node.   

 

Landscaping 

Because the project does not front the Sutton Road corridor, the landscaping for the project must 

meet the requirements of the MXU Ordinance (Article II, Section 19 of the Zoning Ordinance).  

The COD-N Overlay does provide landscaping requirements, however they are intended for 

corridor frontage, which the project does not have.  

 

The applicant has provided a number of shade trees within the parking lot and street frontage areas 

to meet the requirements of the MXU Ordinance.  Screening of the parking and dumpster areas 

has been provided through the use of evergreens and brick enclosures.  However, the applicant has 

not provided enough information to determine compliance with the following: 

  

Whenever the impervious cover exceeds 10,000 square feet, a planting area equal to ten 

percent of the total impervious surface must be provided for landscape purposes and tree 

planting. Internal tree planting is required at the rate of one large maturing shade tree per 

10,000 square feet of impervious cover or fraction thereof. This planting area must be 

located on private property and shall be in addition to any other applicable planting 

requirements. 

 

Prior to staff approval of the project, the applicant must provide information to note compliance 

with the requirement.  Should the Planning Commission desire additional landscaping, it could 

require landscaping above and beyond what would be required utilizing this section of the MXU 

Ordinance requirements. 

 

Sidewalks 

Staff has noticed several deficiencies related to pedestrian pathways.  The MXU development 

conditions requires that the applicant connect internal pathways to those already existing along 

Rivercrossing Drive.  The COD-N overlay requires the sidewalk along Rivercrossing Drive to be 

a minimum 8’ in width.  As currently submitted, the plan does not show a connection between the 

internal sidewalks and the sidewalks existing along Rivercrossing Drive.  The width of existing 

sidewalks along Rivercrossing Drive is not noted.  The Planning Commission will have the ability 

to waive the 8’ width requirement along Rivercrossing Drive or to require that the entire frontage 

of the project be built/expanded to feature an 8’ width.   
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While internal pathways are provided, staff would note that crosswalks in parking areas shall be 

distinguished from asphalt surfaces “through the use of durable, low maintenance, surface 

materials such as pavers, bricks, or scored, stamped or colored concrete” as noted in the COD-N 

overlay.  The nearby Sleep Inn hotel project has deferred a discussion of this requirement to a later 

date so as to allow time to work toward creating a standard for the entire node.  Staff would 

recommend similarly deferring this discussion to a future meeting to allow staff to work with the 

applicants and the Planning Commission on creating a standard design. 

 

In regards to internal pathways, staff will note that the code requires at least an 8’ pathway adjacent 

to the building façade to promote internal pedestrian circulate.  The current plan appears to feature 

5’ pathways adjacent to the buildings.  The Planning Commission, at their discretion, would need 

to approve this deviation using the procedure noted in Subsection 17 “Alternative means of 

compliance” within the COD-N overlay code. 

 

Driveways 

In relation to driveways, the COD-N overlay code notes that internal stub-outs and/or access 

easements are to be provided where feasible.  Staff will note that the current plan does not show 

any access easements or stub-outs.  The Planning Commission can waive this requirement at their 

discretion where “unusual topography or site conditions would render such an easement of no 

benefit to adjoining properties”. 
 

Parking 

A key to the COD-N overlay requirements is to create a pedestrian/bicycle friendly environment.  

As such, the overlay requires that bicycle parking be present in addition to vehicular parking.  A 

minimum of 9 “spaces” would be required in total for the entire project.  Staff would recommend 

splitting up the required spaces among the multi-family buildings.  As submitted, the plan does not 

show any bicycle parking. 
 

Fire Marshal’s Comments 

In the Fire Marshal’s review of the site plan, he noted that appropriate fire access to Building 1 is 

not provided.  In the event that no other issues arise that would require the Planning Commission 

to defer approval, staff would recommend delegating some degree of leeway to staff to approve a 

deviation in the site plan to meet the requirements of the Fire Marshal, such as utilizing a pervious 

concrete paver system similar to that used at the nearby Sleep Inn hotel.  In the event that a major 

change to the site plan would be required, staff would ultimately require the applicant to bring the 

item back for approval through the Planning Commission. 
 

As a final note, staff has included the purpose of the COD/COD-N overlay district: 
 

 Purpose. The corridor overlay district is established for the purpose of maintaining a safe, 

efficient, functional and attractive roadway corridor for the Fort Mill Southern Bypass (the 

"Bypass") and surrounding areas. It is recognized that, in areas of high visibility, the protection 

of features that contribute to the character of the area and enhancements to development 

quality promote economic development and stability in the entire community.  

 

Chris Pettit, AICP 

Assistant Planner 

September 18, 2015 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

September 22, 2015 

New Business Item 
 

Commercial Appearance Review:  Holiday Inn Express 

Request from Navkaar Investment Corporation to grant commercial appearance review approval 

for a proposed Holiday Inn Express located at 1655 Carolina Place Drive. 
 

 

Background / Discussion 
 

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a request from Navkaar Investment Corporation to 

grant commercial development appearance review approval for the proposed Holiday Inn Express 

located at 1655 Carolina Place Drive. 
 

The property (Tax Map # 020-23-01-008) is zoned Highway Commercial (HC), wherein hotels 

are a permitted use. 
 

The applicant intends to build a four-story, 87 room hotel, which will have primary access off of 

Carolina Place Drive and secondary access from the existing driveway located at the rear of the 

adjacent business properties fronting Highway 160.   
 

The proposed building elevations, site plan, and landscaping plan are attached for review.  A full 

set of building designs will be available during the Planning Commission meeting.  The Planning 

Commission, at their 8/25/15 meeting, saw an early design of the proposed hotel.  At that time, the 

Planning Commission noted that the modern design was not compatible with adjacent architecture 

and design and asked the applicants to revise the elevations so as to be more harmonious with the 

adjacent buildings.  The revised elevations show a mixture of EIFS and stone on the building, with 

matching stone accents and colors on the proposed porte-cochere.  Staff will note that the site plan 

has changed since the renderings were completed for the elevations, which may cause the actual 

construction to be mirrored from what is shown.  Staff is currently awaiting an answer regarding 

potentially mirroring of the elevations. 
 

The landscape plan shows the parking lot landscaping consisting of willow oaks with evergreens 

used to screen the proposed dumpster enclosure.  
 

Photos of nearby buildings are attached for reference.   
 

Recommendation 
 

Staff has reviewed the site plan and found no major deficiencies.  The plan appears to feature high 

quality building materials and enhanced architectural features.  Staff recommends approval. 
 

A copy of Article V, Section 5 of the Zoning Ordinance, which outlines the standards to be used 

in the commercial appearance review process, is attached. 

 

Chris Pettit, AICP 

Assistant Planner 

September 18, 2015
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Sec. 5. - Appearance standards.  

 

1) Relationship of building site:  

A) The proposed commercial development shall be designed and sited to accomplish a 

desirable view as observed from adjacent streets.  

B) Parking areas shall be enhanced with decorative elements, building wall extensions, 

plantings, berms, or other innovative means to screen parking areas from view from the 

streets.  

C) Utility services shall be underground. 

2) Relationship to adjoining areas:  

A) Adjacent buildings of different architectural styles shall be made compatible by use of 

screens, sight breaks, materials, and other methods.  

B) Landscaping shall provide a transition to adjoining property. 

C) Texture, building lines, and mass shall be harmonious with adjoining property. 

Monotonous texture, lines, and mass shall be avoided.  

3) Landscaping: Landscaping shall conform to article IV and other sections of this ordinance.  

4) Building design:  

A) Architectural style is not restricted. Quality of design and compatibility with surrounding 

uses shall provide the basis of the evaluation of the appearance of a proposed commercial 

development.  

B) Materials shall be of good architectural character and shall be harmonious with adjoining 

buildings.  

C) Materials shall be suitable for the type and design of the building. Materials which are 

architecturally harmonious shall be used for all exterior building walls and other exterior 

building components.  

D) Materials and finishes shall be of durable quality. 

E) Building components, such as windows, doors, eaves, and parapets, shall have 

appropriate proportion and relationships to one another.  

F) Colors shall be harmonious and shall use compatible accents. 

G) Mechanical equipment or other utility hardware on roof, ground, or buildings shall be 

screened from view with materials harmonious with the building.  

H) Monotony of design shall be avoided. Variation in vegetation, detail, form, and siting 

shall be used to provide visual interest.  

5) Signs:  

A) Signs shall conform to the provisions of article III and this article. 

B) Every sign shall be of appropriate scale and proportion in relation to the surrounding 

buildings.  

C) Every sign shall be designed as an integral architectural element of the building and site 

to which it relates.  

D) The colors, materials, and lighting of every sign shall be harmonious with the building 

and site to which it relates.  

E) The number of graphic elements on a sign shall be held to the minimum needed to convey 

the sign's principal message and shall be in proportion to the area of the sign.  

F) Each sign shall be compatible with signs on adjoining plots or buildings. 

G) Corporation logos shall conform to the criteria for all other signs. 



 

 

 

6) Miscellaneous structures: Miscellaneous structures and hardware shall be part of the 

architectural concept of the project. Materials, scale, and colors shall be compatible with the 

building and surrounding uses.  

 

 


