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TOWN OF FORT MILL 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

October 27, 2015 

112 Confederate Street 

7:00 PM 

 

AGENDA 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

1. Regular Meeting: September 22, 2015  [Pages 3–8] 

 

OLD BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Appearance Review: Traditions at Fort Mill    [Pages 9–23] 

 

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 

 

2. Appearance Review: Holiday Inn Express    [Pages 24–33] 

 

Request from Navkaar Investment Corporation to grant commercial appearance 

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

Drive 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Annexation Request: Patterson Property    [Pages 34–42] 

 

An ordinance annexing York County Tax Map Numbers 736-00-00-079, 736-00-00-

129, 736-00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311, containing approximately 7.85 +/- acres at 

1122 Hensley Road 

 

2. Appearance Review: Academy Street Shell Building   [Pages 43–52] 
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Request from Decker National to grant commercial appearance review approval for a 

proposed commercial office building located at 120 Academy Street 
 

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION / DISCUSSION 

 

1. COD / COD-N Lighting, Crosswalk & Retaining Wall Standards 

 

2. Subdivision Plat Updates 

 

3. UDO Advisory Committee Meeting Dates 

 

4. Joint Training Session for Planning & Zoning Officials (Oct. 29, 2015) 

 

ADJOURN  
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MINUTES 

TOWN OF FORT MILL 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

September 22, 2015 

112 Confederate Street 

7:00 PM 

 

Present:  James Traynor, Ben Hudgins, Hynek Lettang, John Garver, Chris Wolfe, Tom 

Petty, Jay McMullen, Planning Director Joe Cronin, Assistant Planner Chris Pettit 

 

Absent:  None 

 

Guests:  Larry Huntley (Town Council), Matt Mandle (ESP Associates), Andrew Martin 

(ESP Associates), Matt Levesque (ESP Associates), John Culp (Property Owner), 

Ted Barnes (Barnes Development Co.), Walter Fields (Walter Fields Group), 

Frank Cantrell (EMH&T), Andrew McDonald (EMH&T), Sarah Sichau (Gross 

Builders), Rick Porter (Gross Builders), Brian Carter (Pulte Homes), Cisco Garcia 

(Pulte Homes), Bryan Tuttle (Tuttle Co.), Craig Otto (Holiday In Express), KC 

Udani (Holiday Inn Express) 

 

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

 

Mr. Hudgins made a motion to approve the minutes from the August 25, 2015, meeting, with a 

second by Mr. Garver. The minutes were approved by a vote of 7-0. 

 

NEW BUSINESS ITEMS 

 

1. Master Road Name List: Masons Bend: Planning Director Cronin provided an 

overview of the request, the purpose of which was to review and approve a master road 

name list for the Masons Bend subdivision (Kanawha Tract & Suttonview Tract). The 

applicant, Crescent Communities, requested approval of the following road names: 

Artisan Lane, Bee Balm Trail, Big Bluff Trace, Bluestem Drive, Bucks Quarry Court, 

Cast Iron Court, Crawfish Drive, Fish Story Court, Flatwater Street, Freshwater Drive, 

Gray Hook Drive, Half Pint Loop, Hidden Shoals Road, Inspired Way, Issa Court, June 

Bug Lane, Kayak Court, Lazy Day Court, Masons Bend Drive, Oarman Court, Oxbow 

Court, Patchwork Court, Porch Wisdom Court, Rock Skip Way, Rocking Chair Lane, 

Saunter Court, Sensibility Circle, Six String Court, Small Batch Path, Splendid Court, 

Stone Court, Suttonview Road (Existing), Sweet Cicely Lane, Thorns Ferry Drive, 

Upcountry Court, Wateran Way, and Weir Court. Planning Director Cronin added that all 

names have been approved and reserved through the county’s addressing office.  

 

Mr. Lettang made a motion to approve the master road name list as requested, with a 

second by Mr. Garver. The motion was approved by a vote of 7-0. 

 

2. Rezoning Request: Harris Teeter Properties LLC: Planning Director Cronin provided 

a brief overview of the request, the purpose of which is to consider a rezoning application 
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for York County Tax Map Numbers 020-12-01-120 and 020-12-01-202, containing 32.1 

+/- acres at the intersection of S Dobys Bridge Road and Fort Mill Parkway. The property 

is currently zoned PND Planned Neighborhood Development, and the applicant has 

requested a rezoning to HC Highway Commercial. Staff noted that the property is also 

subject to the requirements of the COD-N Corridor Overlay District. The property is 

currently under contract for sale from the Hinson family to Harris Teeter Properties LLC, 

who intends to develop a grocery anchored retail center at this location. Planning Director 

Cronin noted that the property is located within Node 8 on the future land use map, which 

specifically envisions a neighborhood retail center for this location. Therefore, staff 

recommended in favor of approval. Walter Fields provided additional information on 

behalf of the applicant. 

 

Mr. Wolfe and Chairman Traynor expressed concerns about the types and intensity of 

commercial uses in the HC district. Planning Director Cronin noted that the COD-N 

overlay would provide some additional protections from certain types of undesirable uses 

which would otherwise be allowed in the HC district. He noted that property across Fort 

Mill Parkway and N Dobys Bridge Road from the site were both zoned HC. He also 

stated that the Planning Commission and council could amend the permitted uses in the 

HC district as part of the UDO process, if they wish to remove specific uses from the 

district. Mr. Hudgins asked about the church which currently leases a portion of the 

property. Planning Director Cronin stated that churches are not currently permitted in the 

HC district. The existing church on the property would become non-conforming, but 

would be grandfathered under the new zoning district.  

 

Mr. Hudgins made a motion to recommend in favor of rezoning the property from PND 

to HC. Mr. Garver seconded the motion. Mr. Petty stated that he was under a contractual 

relationship with an affiliate of the applicant and would recuse himself from voting on the 

request. The motion was approved by a vote of 6-0, with Mr. Petty not voting. 

 

3. Annexation Request: Culp Property: Planning Director Cronin stated that Pulte Home 

Corporation has submitted an annexation application for a 30.94 acre parcel located at 

111 Hunter Oaks Lane. The parcel, which is owned by John Franklin Culp and is 

currently under contract for sale to Pulte, is immediately adjacent to Pulte’s Carolina 

Orchards by Del Webb subdivision. Pulte was requesting a zoning designation of MXU 

Mixed Use upon annexation (consistent with the Orchards project), and a concept plan 

and development conditions were proposed for consideration with the next agenda item. 

These conditions would allow for up to 90 additional single-family lots (2.91 units per 

acre). Planning Director Cronin added that while R-5 could be a viable alternative given 

the single use proposed by the applicant, it was staff’s opinion that the MXU zoning 

designation could be used because the additional 30.94 acres would be an extension of an 

existing mixed use development. Therefore, staff recommended in favor of approval with 

MXU zoning. Planning Director Cronin added that the property is currently zoned UD 

Urban Development in the county, which could allow for higher density development, 

including apartments. Planning Director Cronin also noted that the homes would be age- 

restricted, and would have no impact to the school district. The current driving distance 

from the downtown fire station was measured at 5.1 miles; however, once internal access 
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to the site is completed via Carolina Orchards Boulevard, the distance would probably be 

right at, or slightly below, 5 miles. Staff also noted that a cul-de-sac would likely need to 

be added to the existing Hunter Oaks Lane once the property is developed and internal 

access is provided through Carolina Orchards. Matt Levesque of ESP Associates 

provided additional information on behalf of the applicant. 

 

Mr. Wolfe and Mr. Hudgins discussed whether R-5 would be preferable to MXU zoning. 

Planning Director Cronin responded that the R-5 district would allow more homes, by 

right, than what was proposed in the MXU development conditions. Chairman Traynor 

also added that the MXU district allows for the use of development conditions, whereas 

the R-5 district does not, unless a development agreement is signed between the town and 

the applicant.  

 

Mr. Hudgins made a motion to recommend in favor of the annexation request with a 

zoning designation of MXU Mixed Use. Mr. McMullen seconded the motion. Chairman 

Traynor noted for the record that although his employer was under contract to sell the 

neighboring property to Pulte, neither he nor his employer had any interest in the 

property subject to the annexation request. The motion was approved by a vote of 7-0. 

 

4. Mixed Use Concept Plan and Development Conditions: Carolina Orchards Culp 

Property: Planning Director Cronin stated that Pulte’s proposed development conditions 

for the Culp MXU project would allow for up to 90 additional single-family lots (2.91 

units per acre). It was staff’s opinion that this density was consistent with the medium 

density designation contained within the comprehensive plan, as well as the development 

plan for the surrounding Carolina Orchards project. Staff recommended in favor of 

approval. Mr. Hudgins made a motion to recommend in favor of the proposed concept 

plan and development conditions, to include a note in the development conditions that the 

project will be limited to up to 90 age-restricted, single-family units. Mr. McMullen 

seconded the motion. Chairman Traynor noted for the record that although his employer 

was under contract to sell the neighboring property to Pulte, neither he nor his employer 

had any interest in the property subject to the request. The motion was approved by a 

vote of 7-0.  

 

5. Preliminary Plat: Kimbrell Oaks: Assistant Planner Pettit provided a brief overview of 

the request, the purpose of which was to review and approve a preliminary plat for the 

Kimbrell Oaks subdivision at the intersection of Kimbrell Road and N Dobys Bridge 

Road. Assistant Planner Pettit noted that a sketch plan had been approved in May 2015, 

after several revisions. The preliminary plat, which contains a total of 100 single-family 

residential lots, was determined to be consistent with the approved sketch plan, zoning 

ordinance, and development agreement for the property; however, a couple minor 

revisions were requested to the construction documents. Assistant Planner Pettit added 

that off-site road improvements at both ends of Kimbrell Road would be reviewed and 

approved by SCDOT. 

 

Mr. Hudgins asked whether the heritage trees which were proposed for removal would be 

replanted elsewhere on the site. Assistant Planner Pettit provided a landscape plan which 
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showed the replanting. Mr. Petty asked where the retaining walls would be located, and 

what their height would be. Frank Cantrell of EMH&T pointed to the location on a map, 

and stated that the wall would be between five and six feet in height.  

 

Mr. Petty made a motion to approve the preliminary plat, and to authorize staff to 

approve minor modifications to the construction drawings as requested by the fire 

marshal, engineering director and planning department. Mr. Lettang seconded the motion. 

The motion was approved by a vote of 7-0. 

 

6. Appearance Review: Traditions at Fort Mill: Assistant Planner Pettit provided an 

overview of the request, the purpose of which was to review an appearance review 

request from Gross Builders for a proposed 252-unit age-restricted apartment complex, as 

well as a 5,000 square foot commercial building. Assistant Planner Pettit stated that, 

following revisions, the proposed buildings and site plan were substantially compliant 

with the town’s zoning requirements. Rick Porter of Gross Builders and Matt Levesque 

of ESP Associates provided additional information on behalf of the applicant.  

 

Chairman Traynor asked for additional information regarding the proposed materials. Mr. 

Porter presented a display board which showed samples of the materials and colors. The 

buildings will be constructed of architectural stone, brick, and cement board. Mr. Petty 

inquired as to where the AC units would be located. Mr. Porter stated that they would be 

on the ground, away from windows, and with appropriate landscaped screening. Mr. 

Wolfe questioned where the detached garage units would be located, and Mr. Levesque 

pointed them out on the site plan. Mr. Porter also presented revisions to the pool house 

and commercial building, which were revised to meet zoning requirements. 

 

Mr. Petty made a motion to approve the building design and site plan, while deferring the 

review and approval for the crosswalk and site lighting plans. Mr. Garver seconded the 

motion. The motion was approved by a vote of 7-0. 

 

7. Appearance Review: Holiday Inn Express: Assistant Planner Pettit provided an 

overview of the request, the purpose of which was to review an appearance review 

request from Navkaar Investment Corporation for a proposed Holiday Inn Express to be 

located at 1655 Carolina Place Drive. Assistant Planner Pettit stated that the proposed 

building and site plan were substantially compliant with the town’s zoning requirements. 

Craig Otto and KC Udani provided additional information on behalf of the applicant.  

 

Chairman Traynor asked what materials would be used on the exterior of the building. 

Mr. Otto stated that the exterior would contain EIFS and stone. Mr. Petty questioned the 

structural method used to construct the building. Mr. Otto stated that that building would 

be wood construction. Mr. Hudgins expressed concern that the building still appeared to 

be somewhat inconsistent with neighboring buildings. Mr. Udani responded that Holiday 

Inn’s new prototype was designed to be more modern in appearance in an effort to appeal 

to millennial travelers. Mr. Wolfe agreed with Mr. Hudgins’ concern, and noted that 

several nearly buildings contained brick on the exterior. Chairman Traynor asked whether 

the EIFS on the ground floor could be changed to masonry, to be consistent with 
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neighboring buildings at street level. Mr. Otto stated that this change could be 

accommodated.  

 

Mr. Petty made a motion to defer consideration of the request, and asked for the updated 

drawings to be presented at the next meeting. Mr. Wolfe seconded the motion. The 

motion to defer was approved by a vote of 7-0. 

 

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION / DISCUSSION 

 

1. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Update: Planning Director Cronin stated that 

staff was recommending updating the future land use map in the town’s comprehensive 

plan, last updated in 2012-13. Now that we have a better idea of the anticipated zoning 

districts from the draft UDO, staff recommended reviewing and updating the future land 

use map in advance of a town-wide update of the zoning map, which would take place in 

conjunction with adoption of the new UDO. A request will be presented to council on 

September 28, and an update will be provided at the next Planning Commission meeting. 

 

2. Subdivision Plat Updates: Planning Director Cronin informed the Planning Commission 

that staff had reviewed and approved a total of nine plats in the previous month. Final 

plats were approved for the following: Kingsley Town Center, Phase 1; Avery Plaza; and 

Carolina Orchards, Villages A/B/F/G and Carolina Orchards Boulevard. Preliminary 

plats were approved for Masons Bend (Kanawha Tract) and Masons Bend (Suttonview 

Tract).  

 

3. UDO Update: Planning Director Cronin stated that the UDO Advisory Committee has 

fallen behind schedule due to the length of time needed to review the first nine articles of 

the draft UDO. The existing scope called for a total of four committee meetings; 

however, following a conversation with the consultant, it was estimated that between two 

and four additional meetings would be required to complete the review of draft materials. 

Staff presented three options: hold up to four separate evening meetings, similar to what 

was done for the first four meetings; hold back-to-back meetings on consecutive evenings 

in an effort to minimize the consultant’s travel expenses; or hold two half-day workshops 

in an attempt to complete the review process in only two meetings. Mr. Wolfe questioned 

whether the consultant could use Skype to teleconference into the meetings from his 

home base in Michigan. Planning Director Cronin stated that there may be some 

logistical issues on the town’s end, but he would consult with the town’s IT staff and 

present that option to the consultant. The consensus was to continue with evening 

meetings. Planning Director Cronin stated that staff would contact the consultant to 

discuss available dates, and would send out a Doodle poll to determine which dates work 

best for the greatest number of committee members. 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:22 pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joe Cronin, Planning Director 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

October 27, 2015 

Old 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 

 

10/27/15 Update:  At the September 22nd, 2015 Planning Commission meeting, the site plan and 

building designs were approved for the Traditions at Fort Mill project.  As discussed at the 

meeting, the applicant was to come back before the Planning Commission for approval of their 

lighting and crosswalk designs.   

 

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 crosswalks and lighting were deferred in order to allow for a future discussion of standards 

of design for those elements along the corridor as a whole.  A discussion of those items has been 

prepared as a new business item for the October 27th meeting.  Staff would recommend moving 

the review of this agenda item until after the discussion of corridor standards. 

 

Crosswalks 

Per the COD-N overlay district requirements, crosswalks in parking areas shall be distinguished 

from asphalt surfaces “through the use of durable, low maintenance, surface materials such as 
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pavers, bricks, or scored, stamped or colored concrete.”  As submitted, the applicants are 

showing a colored concrete crosswalk along the frontage of the Rivercrossing Drive driveway.  

While the colored concrete would meet the requirements of the overlay, internal crosswalks are 

shown with only painted striping.  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. 

 

Lighting 

The COD-N overlay provides enhanced requirements for lighting along the corridor, however 

this project does not have frontage along the corridor.  Internal lighting is to meet the lighting 

standards as found in Article IV of the Zoning Ordinance, which would limit the height of the 

lighting to 16’.   

 
 

Chris Pettit, AICP 

Assistant Planner 

October 19, 2015 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

October 27, 2015 

Old 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 
 

10/27/15 Update:  The Planning Commission, at their September 22nd, 2015 meeting, requested 

a change to the design to show masonry as opposed to EIFS along the ground floor of the 

building.  The applicant has provided updated elevations for all sides of the proposed building 

showing the change to masonry (brick) along the ground floor as well as corrections to the 

elevations related to the stairwell access to the rooftop.   

 

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. 
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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 

October 19, 2015 
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Revised 

10/27/15 

Front 

Side (as looking from HWY 160 at Burger King) 
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Rear 

Revised 

10/27/15 

Side (as looking at from Carolina Place Drive) 
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Landscape 

Plan 
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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.  
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Planning Commission Meeting 

October 27, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Annexation Request: Patterson Property 

An ordinance annexing York County Tax Map Numbers 736-00-00-079, 736-00-00-129, 736-

00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311, containing approximately 7.85 +/- acres at 1122 Hensley Road 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The town has received an annexation application from Woodrow W. Patterson, Jr., Patricia C. 

Patterson, and Teresa P. Weyeneth, for York County Tax Map Numbers 736-00-00-079, 736-00-

00-129, 736-00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311. These parcel contain a total of approximately 7.85 +/- 

acres located at 1122 Hensley Road. A property map and description are attached for reference.  

 

The subject parcels are adjacent to the Savannah Place subdivision (zoned R-15), and across 

Hensley Road from the Friendfield subdivision (zoned R-15). The property is currently under 

contract for sale to Pulte Homes. 

 

The subject property is currently zoned RC-I per York County GIS. The county’s RC-I district 

allows single-family residences and modular homes (min. 10,000 sf per dwelling). Other 

permitted uses include agricultural (field crops and orchards/groves), equestrian uses, day care 

homes, religious institutions, parks, and schools. The RC-I District also requires 20% min. open 

space. 

 

The applicant has requested a zoning designation of R-5 Residential upon annexation. The R-5 

district allows single-family residential uses, with a permitted density of up to 3 units per acre by 

right, and up to 5 units per acre with an approved development agreement. Single-family 

residential lots must have a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet, a 50’ minimum lot width, and 

minimum setbacks of 10’ (front), 5’ (sides) and 15’ (rear). A limited number of non-residential 

uses, such as public facilities, religious institutions, and customary home occupations, are also 

permitted within the R-5 district. The R-5 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. 

 

The property is currently under contract for sale to a developer. The prospective owner’s 

intended use is to develop single-family residential homes on the property The R-5 district would 

allow for up to 3 dwelling units per acre, for a maximum of 23 single-family residential units. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The property is contiguous to the town limits and is, therefore, eligible for annexation.  
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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 supports the annexation request with a zoning designation of R-5 

Residential. Below is a summary of relevant information pertaining to our recommendation: 

 

Density / Zoning Designation 

 

The applicant has requested a zoning designation of R-5 Residential. The R-5 district 

allows residential densities of 3 to 5 dwelling units per acre, which would be consistent 

with the recommended densities contained within the town’s future land use map and 

comprehensive plan. Because the property is too small to be eligible for a development 

agreement, the maximum allowable density would be 3 DUA, or a maximum of 23 

single-family units. 

 

Traffic Impact 

 

Because the property would contain less than 100 residential units, the town’s zoning 

ordinance would not require a traffic study; however, a study may still be requested by 

SCDOT as part of the encroachment permit process. According to SCDOT traffic counts, 

Hensley Road currently operates at 19% capacity. The construction of 23 single-family 

housing units would add an estimated 219 daily trips to the existing count of 1,700 trips 

per day on Hensley Road (+12.9%), with a nominal impact to N Dobys Bridge Road and 

Fort Mill Parkway (Phase 2) also anticipated.  

 

Utility Impact 

 

The subject parcels are located in the county’s service area, and would be served by the 

town’s water and sewer system. As with all other projects, any upgrades necessary to 

serve the project would be borne by the applicant. 

 

Fire Service  

 



 

 

36 

The subject property is located approximately 1.4 miles (ordinary driving distance) from 

the town’s fire station on Tom Hall Street, which is well within the ISO recommended 

distance of 5 miles.  

 

School Impact 

 

The property is planned to contain up to 23 single-family housing units. Based on the 

school district’s enrollment assumptions, an estimated 15 additional students would be 

expected. Future homes will be subject to the School District’s one time impact fee of 

$2,500 per residence (est. $57,500 total), as well as the school district’s bond millage of 

98.2 mills in 2015. (23 homes x $250,000/home + $25,000 vehicle value/home x 98.2 

mills = $25,974/year).  

 

For these reasons, staff recommends in favor of annexation with a zoning designation of R-5. 

 

Joe Cronin 

Planning Director 

October 22, 2015 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TOWN COUNCIL FOR THE TOWN OF FORT MILL 

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-___ 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING YORK COUNTY TAX MAP NUMBERS 736-00-00-079, 736-

00-00-129, 736-00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 7.85 +/- 

ACRES AT 1122 HENSLEY ROAD 

 

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

September 25, 2015, by Woodrow W. Patterson, Jr., Patricia C. Patterson, and Teresa P. 

Weyeneth, (the “Property Owners”), requesting that York County Tax Map Numbers 736-00-00-

079, 736-00-00-129, 736-00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311, such parcels being owned fully by the 

Property Owners, 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 October 27, 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: R-5 Residential; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was advertised and held at 7:00 pm on December 14, 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 7.85 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, 
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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. 

 

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: R-

5 Residential. 

 

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 Three (3). 

 

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:  November 9, 2015   TOWN OF FORT MILL 

Public Hearing: December 14, 2015 

Second Reading: December 14, 2015   ______________________________ 

        Danny P. Funderburk, Mayor 

 

 

LEGAL REVIEW      ATTEST 

 

______________________________   ______________________________ 

Barron B. Mack, Jr, Town Attorney    Virginia Burgess, 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 7.85 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 Numbers 736-00-00-079, 736-00-00-129, 736-00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311. 

 

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 Numbers 736-00-00-079, 736-00-00-129,  

736-00-00-132 & 736-00-00-311 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

October 27, 2015 

New Business Item 

 

Commercial Appearance Review:  120 Academy Street – General Office Building 

Request from Decker National to grant commercial appearance review approval for a proposed 

commercial office building located at 120 Academy Street. 

 

 

Background / Discussion 

 

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a request from Decker National to grant 

commercial development appearance review approval for a proposed commercial office building 

located at 120 Academy Street. 

 

The property is zoned Local Commercial (LC) and general office uses, as proposed, are 

permitted in that district.   

 

The applicant is proposing to build a +/- 2,778 square foot commercial building on a currently 

vacant lot.  An 8” to 24” retaining wall (red brick) exists along the southern property line 

separating the lot from the adjacent property (currently used as a residential property).   

 

The proposed building will feature brick on all elevations, with metal awnings and glass-garage 

doors along the front and rear of the building (see attached cut sheets).  A site plan and building 

elevation drawings are attached for review.  Landscaping was included as a part of the site plan, 

which shows evergreen screening for the adjacent residential property as well as canopy trees for 

parking lot landscaping. 

 

Photos of the existing building and other buildings in proximity are attached for reference.  Large 

copies of the development plans will be available during the Planning Commission meeting. 

 

Recommendation 

 

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

high quality building materials and architectural features that will be consistent with neighboring 

structures.  The engineering department and fire marshal have reviewed the site plan and have no 

issues with the plan as submitted.  Staff recommends in favor of approval.  

 

Chris Pettit, AICP 

Assistant Planner 

October 19, 2015 
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