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Minutes 

Planning Commission 

January 4, 2021 

The City of Mount Holly Planning Commission met on January 4, 2021 at 6:30pm at the 

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

were Chairman Myles Biggerstaff, Rodney Williams, Jerry Bishop, Teraseta Ellerbe, Leroy 

Thorns, and Perry Toomey. Planning Director Greg Beal, GIS Technician Michael Godwin, 

Planner Brian DuPont, Planning Technician Brandon Livingston, and City Manager Miles 

Braswell were also present at the meeting. 

Chairman Biggerstaff 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. 

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

 July 13, 2020 Minutes - Mr. Bishop made the motion to approve the minutes. Mr. 

Toomey seconded and all members were in favor.  

 August 3, 2020 Minutes – Ms. Ellerbe made the motion to approve the minutes. Mr. 

Williams seconded and all members were in favor.  

 November 2, 2020 Minutes - Mr. Toomey made the motion to approve the minutes. Mr. 

Bishop seconded and all members were in favor.  

Board of Adjustment 

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the fourth item on the agenda: Evidentiary hearing for an 

application regarding a request for a variance to encroach the front setback by 8.2 feet at 1005 

Noles Drive, Tax Parcel ID#124708  

Mr. Livingston said an application was received by staff requesting a variance to allow for an 

encroachment of the front yard setback by 8.2 feet at 1005 Noles Drive. The Variance 

application states that the applicants Dave Robinson, would like to subdivide the lot into three 

separate parcels however, the house currently on the lot does not meet the setback requirements 

in a R-8SF Zoning District. This house was built 1940 which was before the current Zoning 

Ordinances were established. The current required setbacks for a single family home in this 

zoning district are: Front Yard: 25 feet; Side Yard: 8 feet or 12 feet when the side yard abuts a 

street; Rear Yard: 25 feet.  

Mr. Livingston stated that the applicant has provided a site plan detailing the proposed home 

with the setbacks labeled. According to the site plan there is an encroachment of the front 

setback by 8.2 feet. The Side and rear Setbacks meet the requirements stated in the Zoning 

ordinance.  
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Mr. Livingston added that staff is requesting the Board of Adjustment hear this Variance request 

to allow a residential building to encroach the required setbacks for a single-family home in an 

R-8SF Zoning District based on the home being built before Zoning Ordinances were 

established. Please make note of the specific requirements to grant a Variance which I have 

attached from Article 12 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

Mr. Biggerstaff opened the evidentiary hearing and with no one present to speak, the evidentiary 

hearing was closed. Mr. Biggerstaff opened to questions from the planning commission. 

Mr. Bishop asked how far the house was encroaching and which sides were encroaching. Mr. 

Livingston said the front side of the home was encroaching the front setback by 8.2 feet. Ms. 

Ellerbe asked how big the homes were going to be that were to be built on the newly subdivided 

lots. Mr. Livingston said there is no size limit to the homes as long as the homes fit inside of the 

setback envelope that is provided on the site plan and stated in the Zoning Ordinance for an R-

8SF zoning district. The newly formed lots need to meet the requirements based on the Zoning 

Ordinance and the variance is so that the applicant can keep the home on the property even 

though it is encroaching the setback. The reason why a variance is being requested is because the 

home was built in 1940 which is over 50 years before Zoning was established in the City and for 

this reason it is considered a hardship for the applicant.  

Mr. Livingston began to read Section 12.7, Variances from the Zoning Ordinance. Mr. 

Livingston said 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 said 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. Beal stated that since the house was built in the 1940s when no zoning was established the 

house was built over current setback requirements and this would be considered an unnecessary 

hardship. Mr. Toomey made a motion that this was valid for this circumstance and Mr. Bishop 

seconded the motion with all in favor. 

Mr. Livingston said 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. Bishop made a motion that this was valid for this 

circumstance and Mr. Toomey seconded the motion with all in favor. 

Mr. Livingston said 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. Williams made a 

motion that this was valid for this circumstance and Ms. Ellerbe seconded the motion with all in 

favor. 

Mr. Livingston said 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. Bishop 

made a motion that this was valid for this circumstance and Mr. Williams seconded the motion 

with all in favor. 
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Mr. Livingston added that no change in permitted uses may be authorized by a variance. 

Appropriate conditions may be imposed on any variance, provided that the conditions are 

reasonably related to the variance. Any other ordinance that regulates land use or development 

may provide for variances consistent with the provisions of this section. In granting the variance, 

the Board may attach thereto such conditions regarding the location character and other features 

of the proposed building, structure, or use as it may deem advisable in furtherance of the purpose 

of this Ordinance.  

Mr. Bishop made a motion to approve the variance request to allow a house to encroach the front 

setback due to the home being built before zoning was established in the City. Ms. Ellerbe 

seconded the motion and the motion passed with all in favor.  

Planning Commission 

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the fifth item on the agenda: Review and recommendation to 

City Council for approval of Beatty Woods, Phase 2 Final Plat.  

Mr. DuPont said Brookline Homes has requested that the City of Mount Holly approve a plat for 

phase 2 of the Beatty Woods Subdivision. These development plat consists of 30 townhome 

units as part of the Special Use Permit issued by the Zoning Board of Adjustment on August 6, 

2018.  

Mr. DuPont added that the plat approval is recommended contingent upon a Subdivision 

Agreement between the City and Brookline Homes. This requires no financial burden to the City.  

Ms. Ellerbe made a motion to approve the plans as presented and Mr. Bishop seconded the 

motion with all in favor and the motion passed. 

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the sixth item on the agenda: Presentation on review process for 

Architectural Guidelines  

Mr. Beal gave some background on how staff takes direction from City Council in a quid pro 

quo to all for a discussion with various builders and to allow for creativity between new 

subdivisions within the City. Mr. Beal added that entry level subdivisions did not fit with what 

Mount Holly was wanting in regards to snout houses with long garages and vinyl siding that 

warped at the bottom due to weathering. The City did not want to get rid of aesthetic looks and 

the idea of decorative garages to replace the snout garages. Mr. Beal that the City is looking 

towards having home values increase to $350,000 to $400,000 but that the intent was not to 

require builders to check all the required boxes but to allow flexibility. Quid pro quo means 

“something for something” in Latin so the process should be a give and take. Ms. Ellerbe was 

concerned that we needed standards and that builders could not just put up anything. Ms. Ellerbe 

said we need to make Mount Holly what we want it to be and go in the direction we want it to 

go. We can’t let builders take advantage of the City Ms. Ellerbe added. Mr. Beal added that we 

need to make sure the homes can pay for themselves. Mr. Williams asked if the County (Gaston 

County) and the City of Mount Holly had differing requirements on architectural standards for 

new subdivisions. Mr. Beal said that the City can control through an annexation.  

Chairman Biggerstaff moved to the seventh item on the agenda: Discussion on appointments of 

Planning Commission members. 
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Mr. DuPont began by stating that Mr. Toomey and Mr. Bishop both had terms that expired in 

December. Since last month’s meeting was cancelled due to COVID-10 these board members 

were given an extension on their terms of a month to this meeting. Both Mr. Toomey and Mr. 

Bishop agreed to extend their terms for another two years.  

Mr. DuPont added the possibility of rotating the chairman and vice chairman to reduce burnout 

and allow others to take the chairman position. Mr. Williams added that since Mrs. Nichols was 

not at this meeting that he wanted to table this item to be able to discuss it next month for Mrs. 

Nichols to be in the discussion.  

With there being no other comments Mr. Toomey made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. 

Bishop seconded the motion and all members were in favor. Meeting was adjourned at 7:26pm 

 


