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Minutes 

Planning Commission 

February 7, 2022 

The City of Mount Holly Planning Commission met on February 7, 2022 at 6:30pm at the 

Municipal Complex located at 400 East Central Avenue, Mount Holly. Those members present 

were Chairman Jerry Bishop, Rodney Williams, Myles Biggerstaff, Teraseta Ellerbe, Will Crist, 

Alberto Gonzales, Jeff High, and Perry Toomey. Planning Director Greg Beal, GIS Technician 

Michael Godwin, and Planner Brandon Livingston were also present at the meeting. 

Chairman Bishop called the meeting to order and moved to the second item on the agenda; 

Reading of Ethics Statement: In accordance with the Rules of Procedures, it is the duty of every 

Planning Commission and Board of Adjustment member to avoid conflicts of interest. Does any 

member have any known conflicts of interest in respect to any matters coming before the 

Planning Commission and Board of Adjustment today? If so, please identify the conflict and 

refrain from any participation in the particular matter involved. No member had a conflict of 

interest. 

Chairman Bishop moved to the third item on the agenda: Approval of the minutes. Mr. Toomey 

found a typo in which “mixed-use” was spelled wrong on page 3. Mr. Biggerstaff made a motion 

to approve the minutes with the correction and Mr. Williams seconded the motion with all in 

favor. 

Planning Commission 

Chairman Bishop moved to the fourth item on the agenda: Public hearing for review and 

recommendation to City Council, to consider an application, submitted by True Homes, for a 

proposed rezoning for a 33.69-acre tract, Parcel ID # 178067, located at 933 Old Hwy 27, from 

Conditional District Single Family, approved on May 13, 2019, to Conditional District Single 

Family.  

Mr. Livingston began by stating that an application had been submitted by True Homes, for a 

proposed rezoning for a 33.69-acre tract, Parcel ID # 178067, to Conditional District Single 

Family back in 2019. This property, along with the already zoned and annexed Parcel ID # 

178060, was rezoned and annexed into the City on May 13, 2019 and August 31, 2019, 

respectively, for a proposed 134 single family homes with zoning conditions.  

Mr. Livingston added that the proposed development and conditions shall remain the same as the 

2019 rezoning plan. However, the applicant is seeking an amendment to open space/offsite 

improvements found under the approved conditions. The applicant seeks to change this condition 

to allow for money-in-lieu of said improvements. The developer simply could not obtain the 

needed easements to install the sidewalks along Old Hwy 27 after many talks with property 

owners. Therefore, City Council stated that an amendment to have the developer pay money-in-

lieu for open space and offsite improvements is an appropriate avenue. No other changes to the 

already-approved development plan are proposed. Staff supports this conditional rezoning and 

proposed amendment change.  

Mr. Livingston stated that a Public Involvement Meeting (P.I.M.) was held on Friday, February 4 

from 4:00 pm until 6:00 pm at the Mount Holly Municipal Complex in which 2 people attended. 
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Mr. Livingston concluded by saying that a representative of True Homes, Shaun Gasparini, is 

here to answer questions if needed. 

• Shaun Gasparini (2649 Breckonridge Centre Dr., Monroe, NC 28110) – Mr. Gasparini 

stated that True Homes has been trying to work with property owners in the front of the 

proposed develop about putting in a sidewalk. This correspondence has been occurring 

for quite some time with no resolution. A majority of these owners are opposed to the 

sidewalk which is the reason for the change in the plan. Mr. Gasparini added that the 

money-in-lieu would come in the amount of about $54,000. 

 

Chairman Bishop opened the floor to the public. No one came forward, Chairman Bishop closed 

the public hearing.  

Chairman Bishop opened up the floor to the Commission for questions.  

Mr. Gonzales asked what improvements the $54,000 would go towards since there will not be a 

sidewalk. Mr. Beal stated that the money would probably be going to Parks and Recreation to be 

used throughout the City for park improvements based on the Park and Rec Master Plan. 

Mr. High made a motion to recommend the rezoning to City Council and seconded by Mr. 

Williams. All were in favor and the motion passed.  

Chairman Bishop moved to the fifth item on the agenda: Public hearing for review and 

recommendation to City Council, to consider an application, submitted by Eric Jones, to rezone a 

0.41-acre tract of land at Tax Parcel #227246 (behind Mount Holly Farm Supply Co.) from R-12 

Single Family to B-2 Neighborhood Business.  

Mr. Livingston began by stating that an application was submitted by Eric Jones with the Mount 

Holly Farm Supply Co. to rezone a 0.41-acre tract of land at Tax Parcel #227246 from R-12 

Single Family to B-2 Neighborhood Business.  

Mr. Livingston added that this is a landlocked parcel that is adjacent to the business and will be 

used as extra space for Mount Holly Farm Supply. The Vision Plan promotes the expansion of 

business opportunities such as parking and storage. Which is What Mr. Jones is seeking to add 

with this rezoning. 

Mr. Jones, seeks to install parking and storage on this property, which he states is vastly needed 

for his business. Council had approved a rezoning from R-12 SF to B-2 Neighborhood Business 

for Mt. Holly Farm Supply in October 2011. The owner claims that he mistakenly thought that 

the parcel before you, was rezoned for business purposes. It was not; it was only another 

property. Due to neighbor complaints when grading started, the City informed Mr. Jones that a 

rezoning would be needed for the parking/storage use related to his business, as the current 

zoning was residential. Work continued under his contractor, and the City issued a stop work 

order, which resulted in a meeting with Mr. Jones.  

The corrective action in this case calls for the applicant to stop work and apply for said rezoning. 

If the rezoning is not approved by City Council, the owner would have to remove the parking 

area and wall that was constructed for commercial purposes. The Land Use Plan, adopted in  
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June 2020, calls for this area on South Main Street/Belmont Mount Holly Road to be a 

Community Corridor with retail/office as a primary use. The intent under the plan is to: 

Incorporate neighborhood-serving commercial uses (e.g., grocery stores, restaurants, shops, and 

services). Under the Future Land Use Map, the Community Corridor does not extend to Rose St. 

However, it does appear to include this property for business purposes, as noted below. As you 

know, your decisions, as well as Council's must be supported by the Land Use Plan. Staff 

supports this rezoning as there will be no impact to Rose Street, primarily made up of residences. 

If approved, the owner must obtain proper permits to complete the work and install a screening 

device, such as a solid fence, before any use of the property can be undertaken.  

Mr. Livingston stated that Mr. Jones was in attendance to answer any questions that the 

Commission may have.  

Chairman Bishop opened the floor to the public.  

• Lison Parrish (216 Rose Street Mount Holly, NC 28120) – Ms. Parrish is concerned with 

the noise, intrusion onto residential properties, and the potential traffic onto Rose Street 

the would be caused by the expansion of the business with this rezoning. Ms. Parrish 

added that with the clearing of the trees on the lot that it has left the residential buildings 

on Rose Street exposed to Belmont-Mount Holly Road.  

 

With no one else coming forward to speak, Chairman Bishop closed the public hearing.  

Chairman Bishop opened up the floor to the Commission for questions.  

Ms. Ellerbe asked what type of storage buildings would be placed on the lot. Mr. Jones stated 

that there would be no storage buildings and that there would be crates with lawn mowers put on 

the lots to store them before being placed on the sales floor.  

Mr. High asked what kind of screening would be put in to screen the business from the 

residential properties. Mr. Jones stated they would be putting a privacy barrier up through the use 

of an 8-foot vinyl fence.  

Mr. Williams made a motion to recommend the rezoning to City Council and seconded by Mr. 

Toomey. All were in favor and the motion passed. 

Board of Adjustment 

Chairman Bishop moved to the sixth item on the agenda: Evidentiary hearing for an application 

regarding a request for a variance to the Mount Holly Zoning Ordinance to allow for gas 

canopies and parking to be in the front of a commercial building in the South Gateway per a site 

plan received for 200 Beatty Drive, Gaston County Parcel ID# 184774.  

An application was received by staff requesting a variance to allow front parking for the Times 

Oil Amoco gas station at 200 Beatty Drive. The owners intend to redevelop the property by 

building a new store to update and modernize the area with the new hospital coming to the area. 

However, there are some topography issues in the rear of the property near 1-85 and two 

easements owned by Colonial Pipeline. This restricts the ability for trucks and vehicles to 

maneuver through the site. The parking and gas canopies would not be able to sit behind the 
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building due to these restrictions. The applicant is requesting this variance to allow the building 

to be built as shown on the site plan.  

This is the best route forward in order to develop a new convenience store with gas in the South 

Gateway. Existing stores are allowed to expand, but no new convenience stores with gas are 

allowed in the South Gateway through a 2021 text amendment approved by Council.  

Article 12.7, Variances, requires an evidence based quasi-judicial process and that the BOA may 

attach certain conditions regarding the location, character, and other features for the purpose of 

the Ordinance.  

Chairman Bishop opened up the evidentiary hearing and the applicant, Tim Foley, came up to 

speak.  

• Tim Foley (121 Gilead Road Huntersville, NC 28078) – Mr. Foley stated that he and his 

company have been in correspondence with Colonial Pipeline in regards to their two 

easements on the property. These two easements go through the property at an angle and 

it is difficult to build anything without encroaching the easements. There has been a lot of 

back and forth communication with Colonial for four years with no resolution. Getting 

this variance and allowing parking to be in the front of the store is the best option and is 

the best way to stay away from the easements.  

 

With no one else available to speak, Chairman Bishop closed the evidentiary hearing. 

Mr. Livingston stated that when unnecessary hardships would result from carrying out the strict 

letter of the Zoning Ordinance, the Board shall vary any of the provisions of the Ordinance, upon 

a showing of all of the following.  

Mr. Livingston began listing out the provisions of the Ordinance under Section 12.7, Variances 

for the Board to vote in order to grant a variance. Please keep in mind that based on our training 

that was held in June of last year when pertaining to a variance, if an answer of "yes" is given for 

the first scenario, then an answer of "yes" should be given for the remaining three scenarios as 

well.  

1. Unnecessary hardship would result from the strict application of the Ordinance. It shall not be 

necessary to demonstrate that, in the absence of the variance, no reasonable use can be made of 

the property. Mr. Livingston stated that the topography in the rear of the property and the 

easements in the front of the property restrict proper mobility through the site.  Mr. Biggerstaff 

made a motion and Mr. Toomey seconded the motion with all in favor. 

2. The hardship results from conditions that are peculiar to the property, such as location, size or 

topography. Hardships resulting from personal circumstances, as well as hardships resulting 

from conditions that are common to the neighborhood or general public, may not be the basis for 

granting a variance. Mr. Livingston stated that the topography in the rear of the property and the 

easements in the front of the property restrict proper mobility through the site.  Mr. Toomey 

made a motion and Ms. Ellerbe seconded the motion with all in favor. 

3. The hardship did not result from actions taken by the applicant or property owner. The act of 

purchasing property with knowledge that circumstances exist that may justify the granting of a 

variance shall not be regarded as a self-created hardship. Mr. Livingston stated that this tax 



Page 5 of 5 
 

parcel has topography issues and multiple easements that are not the fault of the applicant. These 

issues make it difficult to develop the site. The applicant is wanting to allow for the placement of 

canopies and parking in the front of the property even though it will not meet Zoning Ordinance 

requirement of side and rear parking in the South Gateway. This is due to safety and mobility 

concerns through the facility.  Mr. Toomey made a motion and Mr. Biggerstaff seconded the 

motion with all in favor. 

4. The requested variance is consistent with the spirit, purpose and intent of the Ordinance, such 

that public safety is secured and substantial justice is achieved. Mr. Livingston stated that the 

request for a variance was based on issues that affect safe maneuvering through the site for 

trucks and vehicles. The site plan that was created for the new store was made with safety in 

mind.  Mr. Biggerstaff made a motion and Mr. Toomey seconded the motion with all in favor.  

A motion was made by Mr. Biggerstaff to approve the variance to allow for gas canopies and 

parking to be in the front of a commercial building in the South Gateway per a site plan received 

for 200 Beatty Drive, Gaston County Parcel ID# 184774 and seconded by Mr. Toomey with all 

in favor.  

With there being no other comments, Mr. Biggerstaff made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ms. 

Ellerbe seconded the motion and all members were in favor. Meeting was adjourned at 7:46pm. 

 


