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Minutes 

Planning Commission 

May 3, 2021 

The City of Mount Holly Planning Commission met on May 3, 2021 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, Leroy Thorns, 

Melanie Nichols, and Perry Toomey. Planning Director Greg Beal, GIS Technician Michael 

Godwin, Planner Brian DuPont, Planning Technician Brandon Livingston, City Attorney Marie 

Anders, and City Manager Miles Braswell 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 known conflict 

of interest. 

Consent Items 

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

 March Minutes - Ms. Ellerbe made a motion to approve the March minutes with no 

corrections needed and Mr. Williams seconded. The motion was approved with all in 

favor.  

 April Minutes - Ms. Ellerbe made a motion to approve the April minutes with no 

corrections needed and Mr. Williams seconded. The motion was approved with all in 

favor.  

Chairman Bishop moved to the fourth item on the agenda: Call for public hearing for a text 

amendment to Section 3.10 Fences and Walls of the Zoning Ordinance to include fence 

maintenance standards. Ms. Ellerbe made a motion and Mr. Williams seconded. The motion was 

approved with all in favor.  

Chairman Bishop moved to the fifth item on the agenda: Call for public hearing for a text 

amendment Section 5.20 South Gateway Overlay District of the Zoning Ordinance to prohibit 

service stations (gasoline). Ms. Ellerbe made a motion and Mr. Williams seconded. The motion 

was approved with all in favor. 

Planning Commission 

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

recommendation of a text amendment to for NC GS 160D updates to Land Use Regulations in 

the Zoning Ordinance, City Code of Laws, and Subdivision & Land Development Ordinance.  

Mr. DuPont began by saying that staff has been working on the amendments recommended by 

the North Carolina General Assembly since early 2020. Every jurisdiction is required to adopt 

these new policies based on a State mandate. The new Chapter 160D of the North Carolina 
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General Statutes consolidates current city- and county enabling statutes for development 

regulations (now in Chapters 153A and 160A) into a single, unified chapter. Chapter 160D 

places these statutes into a more logical, coherent organization. While the new law does not 

make major policy changes or shifts in the scope of authority granted to local governments, it 

does provide many clarifying amendments and consensus reforms that will need to be 

incorporated into local development regulations.  

Mr. DuPont stated that chapter 160D is effective now, but local governments have until July 1, 

2021 for the development, consideration, and adoption of necessary amendments to conform 

local ordinances to this new law. All city and county zoning, subdivision, and other development 

regulations, including unified development ordinances, will need to be updated by that date to 

conform to the new law. Cities and counties that have zoning ordinances must have an up-to-date 

comprehensive plan or land use plan by July 1, 2022. The Consolidated Amendments List has a 

complete outline of the amendments in each section of the Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision & 

Land Development Ordinance, and City Code of Laws. All of the amended sections are on the 

Planning Department's main page of the City's website.  

With no one in attendance coming to speak, Chairman Bishop closed the Public Hearing and 

opened up the floor for questions from the commission. Due to there being no questions from the 

Commission, Ms. Ellerbe made a motion and Mrs. Nichols seconded the motion with all in 

favor.  

Board of Adjustment 

Chairman Bishop moved to the seventh item on the agenda: Continued Evidentiary hearing for 

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

for a carport to encroach the 5-foot setback requirement at 303 Gaston Avenue, Tax Parcel ID 

#123294.  

Mrs. Nichols and Mr. Williams excused themselves for the Board of Adjustment item. Due to 

Mr. Patel’s attorney not being present, a continuation of the evidentiary hearing was granted by 

the Board to be heard in June with no discussion being held at this meeting.  

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

to appeal the decision of the Zoning Administrator to deny the permit application for renovations 

to the exterior façade at 108 North Main Street, Tax Parcel ID #123609.  

Mr. Livingston began his presentation by saying that an application was received by staff 

requesting to appeal the Zoning Official's decision that the building material used on the front 

facade should not be allowed to be used. This property is within the City's B-1 Central Business 

district as well as the downtown overlay. The materials used are of an unapproved material based 

on Section 5.2.1, Exterior Walls and Foundations in the Manual for Development in Downtown 

Mount Holly. Brick is an approved material however, stone was used and is not an approved 

material.  

Mr. Livingston stated the zoning administrator's interpretation was that the finished wall material 

that faces a public street or way should be predominately brick based on the language found in 

Section 5.2.1. but the unapproved material of stone was used instead. Cast stone or reconstructed 

stone is a highly refined architectural precast concrete masonry unit intended to simulate natural-
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cut stone. It is used for architectural features: trim, or ornament; facing buildings or other 

structures; statuary; and for garden ornaments. 

 John Russell, attorney – Mr. Russell provided pictures of commercial, residential, and 

governmental buildings in Mount Holly which contain stone elements in their facades 

however, not all were located within the Downtown Overlay District and not all example 

materials were natural stone.  

 Pastor Shannon Williams, owner of Finish Line Christian Center - Pastor Williams stated 

that approximately 85% of the entire building is finished with brick and 15% of the 

building is finished with natural stone, which stone is located on the front façade. The 

façade renovation removed the previous material which was painted particle board. This 

particle board was removed due to the wood underneath being rotten and water leaking 

into the front of the building during storms. Pastor Williams added that he did not know 

he needed a permit and that he has received many compliments about the new front 

façade. Pastor Williams presented a petition with over 2,000 names. 

 Mark Brockman, appraiser - Mr. Brockman was asked to determine the impact of 

marketability with the facade changes.  Not on how it was applied from a construction 

perspective. He stated that the use of stone as architecture for the decorative element did 

not affect marketability or value of the building. 

Section 5.2.1 of the Manual for Development in Downtown Mount Holly lists materials which 

are considered "visually incompatible" in the Downtown Overlay District, which list does not 

include natural stone. Due to this, the Board saw that the natural stone used in the façade is not 

“visually incompatible" with the Downtown Overlay District.  

Based on the testimony of the witnesses, the documentation and facts presented by the Zoning 

Official, the application for appeal and related materials, and the exhibits and other evidence 

presented at the hearing. Mrs. Nichols made a motion to grant the applicant’s appeal with Ms. 

Ellerbe seconding the motion. The motion passes with a 3 to 2 vote. A written finding will be 

sent with this decision. Mrs. Nichols made a motion in regards to the Findings of Fact with Ms. 

Ellerbe seconded the motion with all in favor.  

Chairman Bishop moved to the ninth item on the agenda: Evidentiary hearing to review an 

application to appeal the Zoning Official's decision to deny the ability for a metal storage 

building to be placed at 922 West Charlotte Avenue, Tax Parcel #123160. 

Mr. Livingston began by stating that an application was received by staff requesting to appeal the 

Zoning Official's decision that a metal storage building should not be allowed to be kept on the 

property. This building is made primarily of metal which is not an approved primary material for 

the B-3 zoning district. Furthermore, the location of this building is on the adjacent lot which is 

vacant. Accessory structures require a primary building to be on the lot which this does not 

have. A permit was also not applied for in regards to the building. 

Mr. Livingston concluded with the following: 1. The materials used are not permitted within the 

B-3 general business district and 2. the location of this building is on the adjacent lot which is 

vacant. Accessory structures require a primary building to be on the lot which this does not 

have.  

Chairman Bishop opened the evidentiary hearing: 



Page 4 of 4 
 

 Greg Buchanan – 7916 Old Plank Road in Charlotte and owner of Encore Motors located 

at 922 West Charlotte Avenue. Mr. Buchanan said that the metal building was a 

temporary structure that was storing motorcycles that are for sale. Mr. Buchanan did not 

know this material was aesthetically incorrect and did not check the Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Buchanan added that he was leasing the vacant lot from the owner to use for the 

business but did not know a storage building could not be on a vacant lot without a 

principal structure.  

With no one else to speak, Chairman Bishop closed the evidentiary hearing and opened to 

questions from the Board. Ms. Ellerbe asked how long the building had been on the lot and what 

was considered temporary. Mr. Buchanan said the building had been up for over 30-days and 

that he had leased the lot for a year, so for at least a year.  

Ms. Ellerbe made a motion to deny the appeal and Mr. Thorns seconded the motion with all in 

favor.  

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

Ellerbe seconded the motion and all members were in favor. Meeting was adjourned at 8:50pm 


