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INTRODUCTION  

Project Background 

Lancaster County recently issued a Request for Proposals for consulting services to assess and update its 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), and hired White & Smith Planning and Law Group in May 2021.  

The County began a previous effort to update the UDO in 2020, and conducted stakeholder interviews. 
White & Smith began the project by reviewing the UDO and materials from the 2020 effort. We met with 
staff and conducted a windshield tour in June 2021. Staff confirmed input from stakeholders interviewed 
during previous effort, and provided input from the new Greater Indian Land Chamber of Commerce (see 
Appendix 2 and Appendix 3).  

Staff also provided a detailed list of its recommendations for the UDO update (see Appendix 1). Their 
experience administering the UDO over the past several years allows them to identify detailed revisions 
needed to clarify, streamline, and otherwise improve the code. We concur with staff’s suggestions for 
improvement.  
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How This Assessment is Written 

This document assesses the existing Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) and provides a 
blueprint for revising the document. The 
assessment begins with a general discussion of 
the UDO’s organization and formatting, followed 
by a chapter-by-chapter review of the UDO. The 
discussion in each section of the assessment 
generally does not repeat staff’s comments, but 
recognizes strengths in the UDO and identifies 
additional potential concerns.  

This assessment is designed to allow the County 
and consultant team to focus their efforts on the 
specific issues identified during the assessment 
phase of the project, based on feedback from the 
County and key stakeholders, residents, and 
developers. It is not the last word on the UDO 
update, but provides an opportunity for the 
County to verify the approach the consultant 
team is taking. We therefore encourage County 
stakeholders to carefully review this assessment, 
provide comments and suggestions, and stay 
involved in this important process. 

 

  

The 2016 Unified Development Ordinance seems to 
have brought in a number of “best practices” from 
other jurisdictions within South Carolina and, it 
appears, from other states. This is an entirely 
common and legitimate practice. But it only goes so 
far, of course.   

The current UDO includes a number of workable 
approaches. In our assessment, however, they are 
not entirely workable for Lancaster County. And, 
likely for that reason, the community has found the 
UDO to lack “durability” over its first few years of 
use.  

In our experience, the quickest and most 
cost-efficient way to a “durable” UDO is a full 
rewrite of the code—drawing on the things that 
have worked under the 2016 UDO—that allows the 
current Council to craft a “Lancaster County-
specific” regulatory framework and approach.  

The rewritten code would then be expected to 
require minor revisions in the coming years to 
reflect changes in the community, but not a full 
rewrite for 10-20 years, at least.  
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The Unified Development Ordinance revision process has the following goals:

Provide a Comprehensive Framework for 
Development. Lancaster County covers a range of 
suburban and rural settings. It is a diverse 
community with quickly urbanizing areas near 
municipal population centers, suburban 
residential neighborhoods and retail centers, 
industrial developments, rural homesteads, 
agricultural lands, open spaces, and undeveloped 
lands. The UDO must cover all development 
contexts in a way that is appropriate for their 
neighborhood, market, and environmental 
settings. A one-size-fits all approach will not work.  

Ensure the UDO Is User-Friendly. The UDO should 
be easy to use for the general public, applicants, 
and administrators. Information should be 
logically arranged, easy to find, and with language 
and graphics that are attractive and clear.  

The UDO Should Have Community Support. A UDO 
is not just a document–it is a process. It should 
reflect the input of a broad range of stakeholders–
from neighborhoods to the development and 
business community. This will ensure its processes 
and metrics are understood and will give it 
sustainable, long-term support.  

The UDO Should Make the Right Things Easy. 
Development that reflects the County’s long-term 
planning policies, community and area plans, and 
other adopted plans should have a streamlined 
approval process.  

The UDO Should be Up to Date. The current UDO 
blends conventional zoning requirements with 
more modern, character-focused site design 
standards (such as the mixed use districts). The 
revised UDO will continue to utilize a hybrid 
approach to zoning and land development–but 
with a language, metrics, and processes that are 
easier to use. The UDO will reflect current best 
practices, but will avoid making unnecessary 
changes simply to be trendy.  

Right-Size the Standards and Procedures. The UDO 
should not over- or under-deliver. Lancaster 
County expects a given level of design, and the 
zoning and land development standards should 

ensure development reflects those expectations. 
However, the standards should reflect the needs 
and context of Lancaster County rather than 
national trends or fads.  

The UDO Should Promote Community Cohesion. 
While parts of the community have experienced 
significant growth, other areas, particularly in 
southern Lancaster County, are rural in character 
and are anticipated to remain so for the 
foreseeable future. The current UDO does not 
reflect the differences in desired development 
patterns and standards in different areas of the 
county. While the neighborhoods and corridors 
are different, they should all receive equal and 
equitable attention in the UDO’s use, dimensional, 
and design metrics.  

Provide a Clear, Fluid Administrative Process. 
Entitlement processes should be efficient, expand 
opportunities for administrative review, and 
coordinate with substantive changes to the UDO.  

Avoid Nonconformities. Any substantive change to 
the zoning districts or development standards will 
likely create nonconformities. Our approach will 
consider regulations that minimize 
nonconformities by exploring standards that 
reflect the best aspects of current development 
patterns and eliminating unnecessary and 
outdated standards. We will also include 
standards to process existing nonconformities or 
recognize the legality of minor or beneficial 
deviations from the new UDO. This will minimize 
variance requests, potentially avoid litigation, and 
improve public support for the UDO.  

Provide Enforcement Tools. At its core, zoning and 
land development regulations are legal 
documents. They provide Lancaster County the 
authority to regulate and condition development. 
However, the UDO must be enforceable to serve 
its intended purpose. The revised UDO can include 
additional tools to improve enforceability, 
including reporting requirements, compliance 
plans, and improved notification procedures, that 
align with South Carolina land use law.  
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UDO ORGANIZATION, FORMATTING, & ONLINE 

ACCESSIBILITY 

A well-organized and consistently formatted development code benefits the general public, County staff, 
and applicants. It makes information easier to find and understand, avoids confusion, and facilitates the 
long-term process of maintaining and amending the code over time.  

Organization 

Overall, the UDO is logically organized, with the 
most frequently used chapters of the code (e.g., 
zoning districts and uses) located towards the 
front of the document and the less frequently 
used sections (e.g., administration and definitions) 
towards the end. However, there is significant 
room for improvement in the organization of 
individual chapters. While similar standards are 
generally grouped together, the UDO includes 
many standards in multiple locations. This leaves 
room for errors and inconsistencies, which staff 
input indicates is the case.  

The UDO would benefit from the separation of 
certain standards into individual chapters. For 
example, Chapter 7 General Development 
Standards should be separated into four 
chapters—Landscaping and Screening, Parking 
and Driveways, Lighting, and Signs. This improves 
readability and makes information easier to find 
and cite. In addition, the revised UDO should place 
these Chapter 7 provisions before Chapter 6 
Subdivision and Infrastructure Standards.  

The UDO also would benefit from the addition of 
another level of organization, such as subchapters. 
This would allow, for example, consolidation of all 
of the zoning districts into a single chapter, with 
subchapters for base districts, mixed use districts, 
and overlay districts.  

Format  

In this context, “format” refers to:  

» Style (e.g., font type, font color, headings);  
» Paragraph hierarchy (i.e., how paragraphs 

are numbered/lettered, as well as how 
other sections refer to them, such as 
“subsection,” “paragraph,” or “division”);  

» Capitalization and other text attributes 
(e.g., bold or italic font);  

» Punctuation (e.g., the use of Oxford 
commas, the type of punctuation at the end 
of list items); The format of numbers and 
percentages within the text;  

» The format of internal cross-references to 
other sections of the County Code;  

» The format of external cross-references 
(e.g., cross-references to a State statute);  

» The use of acronyms;  
» The use, format, numbering, and titling of 

tables and graphics;  
» Page layout (e.g., margins, spacing, running 

headers and footers); and  

» Readability (i.e., the use of short sentences, 
written in the active voice, with ample white 
space on the page).  

Improving the organization, format, and online 
accessibility of the UDO will:  

» Increase readability;  
» Improve administration by making 

information easier to find and 
understand;  

» Enhance public input by making 
complex, technical information 
accessible to casual users; and  

» Further the County’s business-friendly 
objectives by making development 
standards and procedures clearer to 
applicants. 
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Many of the regulations are difficult to read, with 
legalistic language and long sentences. Sentences 
should be short, clear, and written in the active 
voice. The UDO should separate long paragraphs 
that include multiple standards (e.g., 1.4.6A.) into 
multiple numbered paragraphs for clarity and ease 
of reference. Decreasing the left indents and 
increasing the spacing between paragraphs will 
help balance the text on the page and increase the 
amount of white space on a page, which improves 
readability.  

The UDO includes page numbers and running 
headers that indicate which chapter and section of 
the code are on a page. However, the exclusion of 
subsection numbers and titles from the running 
header make it difficult for readers to know where 
they are within the section.  

Most tables and graphics are not titled or 
individually numbered, making their location 
difficult to cite. All tables and graphics should be 
numbered based on the section or subsection in 
which they are located. The revised UDO should 
increase the use of tables to present quantitative 
or simple standards, which will improve 
readability and clarity.  

The UDO uses larger fonts and all-capital letters to 
distinguish section and subsection headings, 
which is helpful to readers. The revised UDO 
should consider the use of color to further 
distinguish headings and improve the aesthetics of 
the document.  

Paragraph hierarchy and text formatting is 
generally consistent throughout the UDO. 
However, the UDO includes a number of 
paragraphs without letters or numbers (and 
sometimes with bullets), which makes these 
provisions difficult to cite.  

Internal and external cross-references are 
sometimes necessary and can be helpful to 
readers. The UDO frequently uses cross-
references, but typically only includes the 
applicable section number. The format of cross-
references should include both the section 
number and title. Further, many cross-references 
are incorrect or the referenced section does not 
exist. The revised UDO will reduce the need for 
cross-references by better consolidating similar 
standards.  

Online Accessibility

It is critical for development codes to be easily 
accessible online. Codes—including tables and 
graphics—should be viewable on various devices 
and screen sizes, with no loss of quality or format. 
Since Lancaster County adopted the UDO as an 
appendix to the County Code, it is not codified on 
the Municode website. The UDO is only available 
as a PDF download from the Development 
Services Department’s website. PDF is a common 
file type that preserves document formatting so 
that a document looks the same on different 
devices.  

The website provides both a consolidated PDF, 
with all chapters and appendices, and PDFs of 
individual chapters. The individual chapters are 
maintained in separate Microsoft (MS) Word 
documents, which are combined using MS Word 
and/or Adobe Acrobat to produce the 

consolidated PDF file. While the revised UDO will 
be drafted in a series of MS Word documents, the 
final version could be consolidated into a single 
document.  

The PDFs are bookmarked, but navigation beyond 
the chapter level is difficult. The bookmarks 
include chapter, section, subsection, and 
paragraph headings, as well as regulatory text in 
some places. As noted above, the running header 
includes only the section number and title. This 
makes the 452-page document extremely difficult 
to navigate, particularly when so many standards 
cross-reference other standards in the UDO, which 
is frustrating to the reader. The PDF bookmarks 
are based on the headings in the MS Word 
document, so a few adjustments to the document 
styles will correct this issue.  
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The PDFs also should include internal hyperlinks 
that link related UDO provisions. For example, 
each use listed in the use table could be 
hyperlinked to its definition in Chapter 10, and 
cross-references to specific UDO sections could be 
hyperlinked to the referenced section. This 
improves usability by allowing readers to quickly 
navigate between relevant sections in the UDO.  

In general, online codification via sites like 
Municode makes the code easy to navigate, 
search, and download. A drawback to online 
codification is that there is some delay between 
final reading of an ordinance and updates to the 
online code. This delay can be significant—two 
months or longer in some cases. Many casual code 
users today might assume the online code is 
always up to date, which could result in submittal 
of applications and plans in accordance with 
standards that are no longer applicable. However, 
some online codification sites, like enCodePlus, 
have features that allow staff to easily maintain 
and update the code, allowing code amendments 
to be published on the day of adoption.  

Maintaining the UDO in MS Word, rather than 
codifying the UDO on Municode, allows County 
staff to update the online code soon after an 
amendment is adopted. This ensures applicants 
do not submit applications inconsistent with 
revised or newly adopted UDO provisions. 
However, this requires additional staff time and 
necessitates maintenance of a backup system for 
the digital files.  

Some online codification systems are specifically 
designed to publish modern, graphically-rich 
development codes. These systems often can 
hyperlink to external resources, link the online 
code to interactive GIS maps, and calculate 
development metrics. The major drawback to such 

systems often is cost. However, these modern 
systems improve code usability and allow readers 
to easily find needed information on their own, 
which reduces staff time spent responding to 
inquiries and advising applicants.   

Any portion of the Lancaster County Code can be 
downloaded from the Municode site in Microsoft 
Word format. However, the website produces 
documents without page numbers, running 
headers, or bookmarks. This makes the 
downloaded code onerous and time consuming to 
navigate. Other online codification sites, like Code 
Publishing Company, export very usable PDF and 
MS Word documents, with the navigation features 
mentioned above.   

 

 

 

Online Accessibility  

Municode and other online code publishers 
can accommodate modern zoning and land 
development codes with integrated graphics 
and tables.  

Communities in the region and around the 
country use a variety of online code publishers, 
including:  

American Legal:  

York County, SC 

Town of Cary, NC  

Municode:  

City of Charleston, SC  

enCodePlus.com:  

Charleston County, SC  

Overland Park, KS  

Code Publishing Company: 

Olathe, KS 

https://www.amlegal.com/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yorkcounty/latest/yorkco_sc/0-0-0-8647
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/cary/latest/cary_nc/0-0-0-47655
https://www.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/sc/charleston/codes/zoning
https://www.encodeplus.com/
http://www.online.encodeplus.com/regs/charlestoncounty-sc/index.aspx
http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/overlandpark-ks/
https://www.codebook.com/
https://olathe.municipal.codes/UDO
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CHAPTER-BY-CHAPTER REVIEW OF THE UDO  

GENERALLY  

The Lancaster County Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) consolidates the County’s zoning 
and land development regulations into a unified 
framework. This technique is common in 
communities throughout the country and is 
becoming increasingly common in South Carolina 
communities.  

“By combining all of these regulations in a single 
document, a UDO is intended to streamline and 
coordinate the development process of permits 
and approvals for development projects by 
removing inconsistencies and eliminating 
outdated policies. The required permits, 
processes, and regulations for the development 
process are outlined in one place, making it easier 
for developers, the public, and public entities to 
understand the requirements.”1  

However, staff and stakeholders do not find this to 
be the case with the County’s UDO. They find the 
UDO well-intentioned but difficult to understand 
and follow, which makes it easy to make mistakes, 
and too complex, with too many cross-references 
that necessitate flipping back and forth in the 
document. This overcomplicates the development 
review and approval process and makes it difficult 
to train new staff. They also find the UDO 
incomplete in many respects, with certain 
standards, such as landscaping and parking, 
lacking comprehensive treatment.  

We agree with staff and stakeholders—the UDO 
follows best practices in certain areas but, overall, 
the document needs more clarity. The UDO would 
benefit from an introductory section that explains 
how to use and navigate the UDO and how to 
determine which requirements apply to a 
particular lot or use. The UDO overuses the word 
“should,” which makes it difficult for readers to 
determine exactly what the code requires. 

 
1 Property Topics and Concepts, American Planning 
Association, Planning and Law Division  

Standards that applicants “should” or “are 
encouraged” to follow generally do not belong in 
a regulatory document.  

Many requirements may be modified by staff, but 
the UDO includes very little guidance for staff and 
applicants regarding applicability and decision and 
approval criteria. The UDO does not clearly 
address the process and requirements for 
redevelopment and reuse of existing buildings and 
sites.  

Further, the UDO uniformly applies standards 
throughout the County despite the distinct 
development patterns evident in the northern and 
southern portions of the County. The northern 
“panhandle” is urbanized and accommodates 
most of the new development in the County. The 
southern portion of Lancaster County is rural in 
nature, and is intended to remain so for the 
foreseeable future. In fact, over 81% of the 
County’s unincorporated land area is zoned for 
rural and very low density uses. The UDO 
development standards are rather urban in 
nature, and often do not produce the 
development character desired in more rural 
areas.  

Staff and stakeholders suggested “parallel 
codes”—one that applies in the County’s 
urbanized areas and one that applies in rural 
areas. This type of approach would address many 
of the community’s concerns and help to 
streamline the UDO. This does not mean two 
separate UDOs; rather, the single reorganized 
UDO would include chapters applicable just in the 
urbanized areas and others applicable just in the 
rural areas. Other chapters, such as zoning 
districts, use regulations, administration, and 
definitions, would continue to apply throughout 
the County—though the use regulations could 

https://www.planning.org/divisions/planningandlaw/propertytopics.htm#Unified
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incorporate provisions that regulate particular 
uses in rural zoning districts differently from how 
the UDO regulates the uses in other zoning 
districts. Further, certain districts, such as AR, 
could provide a broad list of permitted uses to 
better reflect residents’ desires and citizen 
expectations for a limited government presence. 

The UDO could also limit the geographic 
applicability of certain zoning districts to only the 
urbanized areas or only the rural areas. The 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
provides a rational basis for distinguishing 
between zoning districts applicable in the 
different geographic areas of the County.  

Key dimensional and development standards for which the UDO could provide separate urban/suburban 
and rural standards include:  

» Setbacks;  
» Height;  
» Impervious surface ratios;  
» Buffers, landscaping, and screening;  
» Parking, including paving requirements;  

» Street, sidewalk, and connectivity requirements;  
» Subdivision design and construction standards; and  
» Nonconformities.  

The following sections of this Assessment discuss each chapter of the UDO, recognizing strengths in the 
ordinance and identifying areas in need of improvement. We believe implementing the recommendations 
in this document, including the extensive input provided by staff based on its experience administering 
the UDO over the past four years, will significantly improve development processes and outcomes in 
Lancaster County.  
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UDO CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTORY PROVISIONS

Overall, this chapter can be streamlined quite a 
bit. There is some repetition that can be resolved 
through consolidation of standards, and many 
provisions can be relocated to other chapters 
towards the end of the UDO. All provisions related 
to interpretation of the UDO, how to calculate and 
measure development standards, and how to 
resolve conflicts between applicable regulations 
should be consolidated and placed after the 
standards they explain. While legal provisions, 
such as severability and effective date, are critical 
to have in the UDO, most code users rarely read 
them. For this reason, they should be located in a 
separate chapter towards the end of the UDO.  

Section 1.1 should more specifically title the UDO 
as the Lancaster County Unified Development 
Ordinance.  

The language in Section 1.1.3 concerning the 
zoning map should be removed, as it is not 
explicitly related to establishment of the County’s 
zoning jurisdiction. Sections 1.2.1 and 2.2.1 
include essentially the same provisions, and it is 
best to consolidate all of the zoning map 
provisions in one place.  

Section 1.1.5 Consistency with All Adopted Plans 
and Policies should be reviewed and revised for 
clarity. The language in this section implies that 
the comprehensive plan and other adopted plans 
and policies are regulatory in nature. In South 
Carolina, comprehensive plans are advisory and 

are implemented, in part, through zoning and land 
development regulations.  

As staff noted, there is a need to reconcile the 
vested rights provisions in Sections 1.1.6 and 
1.1.7, which are, at best, repetitive and at worst, 
inconsistent. The revised UDO should relocate 
vested rights provisions to an administrative 
chapter towards the end of the code.  

Much of the text in Section 1.2 is redundant to the 
text in Section 2.2 and should be removed or 
consolidated with the provisions in Chapter 2. 
Staff noted a district is missing from the list in this 
section. The UDO should provide a list of zoning 
districts in one location so there are fewer places 
in the text that need revision when districts are 
added or removed. Although not explicit, Section 
1.2.2.C. implies that “split zoning,” or multiple 
zoning districts applied to a single parcel, is an 
acceptable practice. However, split zoning 
unnecessarily complicates the land development 
process and should rarely, if ever, be used.  

The list of districts in Section 1.3 should be 
relocated to Chapter 2. “General use” zoning 
districts is an uncommon term; the UDO should 
classify these as “base” districts. The base districts 
should continue to be categorized using the 
current groupings (e.g., rural districts, transitional 
districts). This helps to convey the intent and 
intended character of the base districts.  

Legacy District  

The UDO identifies one legacy district, the Planned 
Development District (PDD), and prohibits 
establishment of new PDDs and expansion of 
existing PDDs. This is a standard practice for legacy 
districts and is recommended to continue, unless 
the PDD is reinstated as a base district and no 
other legacy districts are added. Legacy districts 
are a common way to transition from old to new 
zoning districts when wholesale rezoning (and 
thus elimination of the district) is undesirable. 
Classifying a district as “legacy” may result in 

fewer nonconformities than complete elimination 
of the district.  

Stakeholders raised a concern regarding the PDD’s 
status as a legacy district that can no longer be 
used. They suggested the County reconsider this 
zoning option, either as a zoning district or 
through another similar technique (see page 40 
for further discussion).  

There are currently 8,508 parcels, containing a 
total of 12,586 acres of land, zoned PDD. While 
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this represents a small portion (3.68%) of the 
County’s total land area, it is the sixth most used 
zoning district. The County should confirm its 
approach to handling development in legacy 
districts, and provide more direction for PDD 
property owners in the UDO. It is unclear how the 
district’s legacy status affects existing and future 
development in PDDs. The list of legacy PDDs in 
UDO Appendix A simply lists the associated 
ordinance numbers, but should also specify how a 
property owner may obtain these ordinances. 

Provisions for legacy districts should be 
consolidated with other zoning district regulations 
in Chapter 2. If the UDO update adds other legacy 
districts, the UDO should include their applicable 

standards since development can still occur within 
the districts.  

General Provisions 

All of the provisions in Section 1.4 should be 
relocated. The UDO should include a single 
chapter dedicated to explaining how to interpret 
and measure the various UDO standards, rather 
than scattering them in different sections of the 
code. Provisions related to dimensional standards 
should be consolidated with similar standards in 
Section 2.4 District Dimensional Standards.  

Section 1.4.3 A.1. appears to require a minimum 
lot depth of 100 feet for all lots. This provision 
should be located with other dimensional 
standards. In addition, the County should consider 
whether this minimum depth is appropriate as a 
County-wide standard. Section 1.4.3 A.2. includes 
subjective requirements and should be revised. If 
different standards for corner lots are desired 
(e.g., greater lot width, larger setbacks), the UDO 
should specify quantitative standards. The 
provisions in 1.4.3 B. should be relocated to 
Chapter 6 with other subdivision and 
infrastructure design standards.  

Section 1.4.3 C.1. specifies that yards (setbacks) 
are measured from the lot line, making the 
provisions related to “assumed right-of-way” in 
paragraph C.1.c. irrelevant. Section 1.4.3 C.2.a. 
authorizes the Administrator to determine 
setbacks on irregularly shaped lots, but provides 
little guidance in making that determination. The 

UDO includes an illustration of lots located on a 
curved street section, but these generally would 
not be considered “irregularly shaped.” The code 
should provide an objective setback standard for 
lots located on a curved or cul-de sac street. The 
Administrator’s interpretation should be 
necessary only for truly irregular lots.  

Section 1.4.3 C.2.b. requires greater setbacks 
along thoroughfares (a term the UDO does not 
define) if there are future widening plans. It is 
unclear to the reader how to determine whether 
this requirement applies to their property. It is a 
relatively common practice in South Carolina to 
regulate the preservation of right-of-way to 
accommodate future road widening. These 
standards must be tied to a specific plan, such as 
the Rock Hill-Fort Mill Area Transportation Study 
(RFATS) Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 
Neighboring York County has an overlay zoning 
district that applies to all land that abuts or is 
located within corridors planned and funded for 
improvements identified within the RFATS LRTP 
and/or the County’s Capital Projects Sales and Use 
Tax Programs (“Pennies for Progress”).  

Section 1.4.4 A.1. provides flexibility for 
development on infill lots to conform to front 
setbacks established along the block, if the 
established setback is less than the minimum 

The UDO does not provide sufficient guidance to determine 
which of these lot lines are side lot lines and which are rear 
lot lines.  

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yorkcounty/latest/yorkco_sc/0-0-0-11529
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yorkcounty/latest/yorkco_sc/0-0-0-11529
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required. This is a relatively common standard 
that helps maintain neighborhood character. If 
there is concern with “out-of-scale” development 
on infill lots, the County could consider additional 
bulk or height restrictions in certain zoning 
districts.  

Section 1.4.4 A.2. requires consistency in lot width 
and setbacks for adjacent lots. It is somewhat 
confusing to combine these two provisions into 
one sentence. The illustration is unclear—it shows 
“infill side setback” on one lot adjacent to the infill 
lot, but not on the infill lot. This section actually 
raises more questions than it answers: How does 
the lot width provision relate to the minimum lot 
width required in a zoning district? Does this 
provision allow it to be reduced if the infill lot is 
adjacent to nonconforming lots?  

Nonetheless, it appears the intent of the 
regulations is to promote infill development that 
is compatible with existing nearby development. 
Promoting development of lots with access to 
existing infrastructure is important, but so too is 
preserving neighborhood character. While the 
current provisions need clarification, the County 
should continue to encourage appropriate 
development on infill lots. For example, the 
County could consider establishing an infill lot type 
for lots in areas with mill homes that could, for 
example, relax setback requirements for these 
typically small lots. The UDO could limit the 
applicability of this lot type to lots contiguous to 
the City of Lancaster to encourage development 
and redevelopment in proximity to this urbanized 
area. As noted above, the revised UDO will provide 
more clarity as to applicable requirements for 
redevelopment of existing buildings and sites.  

The County could also consider adopting a lot 
compatibility requirement that applies to lots that 
share a rear lot line. For example, in residential 
districts, the UDO could require new lots that back 

 
2 The 2018 International Building Code (IBC) defines 
grade plane as “[a] reference plane representing the 
average of finished ground level adjoining the building at 
exterior walls. Where the finished ground level slopes 
away from the exterior walls, the reference plane shall be 

up to existing lots to be the same width as the 
existing lots, regardless of the zoning district 
requirements. This provides for less abrupt 
transitions between neighborhoods of varying 
densities. Section 1.4.4 B. should be consolidated 
with the setback encroachment provisions in 
Section 1.4.5 and relocated to a separate chapter 
with other UDO interpretation-related provisions. 
The provisions for setback/yard encroachments 
also should be revised into a table format.  

Section 1.4.6 should be consolidated with other 
calculation and measurement standards and 
relocated as noted above. The 14-foot story height 
limitation in 1.4.6 A. may be problematic for some 
non-residential uses, such as movie theaters, 
hotels, and religious facilities. The provisions in 
this paragraph related to floodplains should be 
reviewed to ensure consistency with the Building 
Code and floodplain ordinance. Section 1.4.6 B. is 
generally consistent with the Building Code, which 
measures height from “grade plane2” to the 
highest point on a structure. The UDO simplifies 
this, and measures from the “highest ground level 
at the structure foundation”—which provides 
more flexibility for property owners. However, it is 
unclear how this measurement works on a sloped 
lot. Additional explanation of how to measure 
height, and possibly an illustration, would be 
helpful here.  

The standards for accessory uses and structures in 
Section 1.4.7 should be relocated to Chapter 5 Use 
Regulations and revised as needed for clarity. For 
example, 1.4.7 C.1. should be revised to clarify 
whether the nine-foot maximum width applies 
only to breezeways or to both breezeways and 
carports.  

established by the lowest points within the area between 
the building and the lot line or, where the lot line is more 
than 6 feet (1829 mm) from the building, between the 
building and a point 6 feet (1829 mm) from the building” 
(2018 IBC, Section 202).  

https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IBC2018P5/chapter-2-definitions#IBC2018P5_Ch02_Sec202
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UDO CHAPTER 2: DISTRICT STANDARDS  

This chapter establishes the zoning districts and 
zoning map, specifies dimensional standards for 
the base zoning districts, and specifies the land 
uses allowed in each district.  

Section 2.1 Intent should be consolidated with 
Section 2.3 Districts and separated into several 
paragraphs to improve readability. The first 
section in Chapter 2 should instead introduce the 
reader to the chapter and briefly explain where to 
find information about allowed uses, dimensional 
standards, and other zoning district requirements.  

Section 2.2 Official Zoning Map repeats, verbatim, 
the zoning map provisions in Section 1.2. These 
provisions are appropriate to include in Chapter 2 
(perhaps following the list of districts in Section 
2.3), and the same provisions that appear in 

Chapter 1 should be removed. The UDO should 
recognize that Lancaster County maintains the 
official zoning map in a digital format, which is 
common today in many communities. The UDO 
should specify how and when the official zoning 
map is updated, who is responsible for doing so, 
and provide a hyperlink to the online zoning map.  

Despite its more general title, Section 2.3 Districts 
only includes purpose statements for each of the 
base zoning districts (which are referred to as 
“general use” districts in Section 1.3), and does 
not include any information related to the overlay 
or legacy districts. The lists of zoning districts in 
Section 1.3 should be relocated here, and the base 
district groups in Section 1.3.1 (e.g., rural districts, 
transitional districts) should be incorporated into 
the table in Section 2.3.  

Base Zoning Districts 

Lancaster County has 21 base zoning districts, plus 
the PDD legacy district. While there is no “rule of 
thumb” regarding the most appropriate number 
of zoning districts in a community, there are 
several criteria the County can consider in 
determining the right number for this community, 
including the:  

» Relationship of the zoning districts to the 
Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use 
Map;  

» Number of distinct character areas in the 
community that may warrant unique zoning 
districts;  

» Degree of differences between certain 
districts (e.g., do some districts allow the same 
uses, but have slightly different lot size or 
setback requirements?);  

» Development outcomes in each zoning district 
(i.e., are the district regulations producing the 
intended development character?); and  

» Frequency of use of each zoning district (see 
discussion below).  

The base district names are descriptive and reflect 
the general purpose and intent of the district, 
which is a best practice. The specified purpose of 
each district should be supplemented with a 
statement that describes where the district is 
intended to be located (e.g., in areas designated 
as Employment Center on the Comprehensive 
Plan Future Land Use Map).  

Table 1 and Figure 1 show the County’s zoning 
districts by percentage of unincorporated land 
area (acres). The distribution of zoning districts is 
not unusual in comparison to similarly situated 
counties. Since much of Lancaster County is rural 
in nature, it is expected for the bulk of land to be 
zoned in agricultural and rural residential districts. 
In fact, the four most used districts (AR, RR, RN, 
and LDR) comprise over 81% of unincorporated 
land area. The next most frequently used districts 
(MDR, PDD, OSP, LI, and M) comprise 
approximately 15% of unincorporated land area. 
The remaining 13 districts together comprise only 
3.6% of land area. The limited use of these 13 
districts may present opportunities to consolidate 
or eliminate districts. For example, the mixed use 
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districts are infrequently used which indicates 
problems with the applicable standards. This is 
consistent with stakeholder feedback, which 
expressed significant concerns with the mixed use 
districts and indicated a need for overhaul and 
potential consolidation (see page 26 for further 
discussion).  

Table 1. Zoning Districts by Percent of Unincorporated Land 
Area 

Districts* 

Percent of Total 
Unincorporated Land 

Area 

AR, RR, RN, LDR 81.30% 

MDR, PDD, OSP, LI, M 15.07% 

INS, HI, GB, RB, MH, MX, 
NB, UR, RUB, HDR, PB, 
IMX, RMX 

3.63% 

*The districts are listed in descending order, from largest land 
area to smallest.  
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Figure 1. Zoning Districts by Land Area (Acreage) 
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Open Space Preservation District

The Open Space Preservation District (OSP) 
comprises approximately 3% (10,355 acres) of 
unincorporated land area. While this is a small 
percentage, it is the seventh most-used district by 
acreage.  

Many communities in South Carolina have or are 
considering establishing similar districts which, 
like in Lancaster County, are intended for active 
and passive public recreation sites and 
environmentally sensitive areas. This allows 
communities to establish more context sensitive 

regulations in these districts, such as limiting or 
prohibiting impervious surfaces.  

While open space and recreation districts typically 
allow only a limited set of land uses and 
development potential, landowners are not 
precluded from requesting rezoning, which 
requires an open public process. This allows the 
County to consider, on a case-by-case basis, 
whether it is in the community’s interest to 
establish or change an OSP district.  

Neighborhood Business and Professional Business Districts 

The Neighborhood Business (NB) and Professional 
Business (PB) Districts are two of the lesser used 
districts, containing just 501 acres (168 parcels 
comprising 0.147% of land area) and 132.91 acres 
(43 parcels comprising 0.039% of land area), 
respectively. The UDO describes the districts in the 
following manner:  

» The Neighborhood Business District is 
generally located on thoroughfares and 
provides opportunities for the provision of 
neighborhood services that serve as an 
acceptable transition to generally auto-
dependent neighborhoods.  

» The Professional Business District is generally 
located adjacent to neighborhoods and 
provides opportunities for the provision of 
office and professional services that do not 
adversely impact the surrounding 
communities.  

Allowing small-scale offices and retail and service 
uses on collector and local streets in close 
proximity to residential areas reduces vehicle trips 
on arterial roads. Safe, accessible sidewalks and 
multi-use paths connecting neighborhood offices 
and businesses with nearby homes encourages 
travel by foot or bicycle, further reducing traffic 
congestion. However, commercial uses near 
residential areas have the potential to create 

 
3 The UDO defines the general commercial use type as 
“[a] place of business providing the sale and display of 
goods or sale of services directly to the consumer, with 

negative impacts, such as noise and traffic 
congestion. These impacts can be mitigated by 
narrowly tailoring allowed uses, limiting the size 
and height of commercial buildings, and requiring 
pedestrian interconnectivity.  

Certain land uses allowed in the County’s NB 
District are limited in size or scale (e.g., live-work 
units, drive-thru/drive-in facilities, and car washes 
that are accessory to minor vehicle maintenance 
or repair service uses), while others are not (e.g., 
restaurant, personal services, and general 
commercial). The definition3 of “general 
commercial” is extremely broad. While this 
contributes to the flexibility of buildings to 
accommodate changing land uses over time, it 
provides little predictability to nearby residents. A 
lot zoned NB could have an ice cream shop or a big 
box retail store. Of course, lot size limits the type 

goods available for immediate purchase and removal 
from the premises by the purchaser.”  

Allowing traditional “corner stores” in 
appropriate residential districts also can help 
to encourage the development of small, 
neighborhood-serving uses, without the need 
to rezone to a commercial district—which 
increases predictability for residents since 
corner stores can be very narrowly defined and 
quite limited in size (typically 1,200 square feet 
or less). 
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of general commercial use that could be 
accommodated, but the example illustrates why 
nearby residents might oppose NB District zoning 
even though the district is intended to provide 
neighborhood-serving uses.  

The PB District allows several types of dwellings 
and a limited set of non-residential uses, which 
allows buildings to transition over time from 
residential to commercial use. Like the NB District, 
certain land uses are limited in size or scale.  

The County could consider consolidating the PB 
District into the NB Business District and revising 
the development standards to better encourage 
the use of the consolidated district. The UDO 
would limit the gross floor area of buildings in the 
district, allow professional offices, and limit 
general commercial uses to a specific list of truly 
neighborhood-serving uses, such as coffee shops, 
delis, beauty salons and barber shops, bookstores, 
and food and convenience markets.  

Planned Development District (PDD)  

As noted above, stakeholders raised a concern 
regarding the PDD’s status as a legacy district that 
can no longer be used. They suggested the County 
reconsider this zoning option, either as a zoning 
district or through another similar technique.  

Planned development districts (PDDs) or planned 
unit developments (PUDs) grew in popularity in 
the mid-20th century as a way to give developers 
more flexibility to design innovative projects or 
master-planned communities. PDDs typically are 
stand-alone zoning districts where an applicant 
can deviate from the normal base district 
standards, in exchange for providing a higher level 
of design, amenities, or other community benefits. 
The underlying concept is that if the private sector 
is given greater leeway and flexibility to design a 
project and mix uses, communities will benefit 
from more creative development and from a 
higher level of amenities, such as open space, than 
would otherwise be required.  

The theory is sound, yet officials and citizens in 
communities throughout the country often 
encounter significant practical shortcomings once 
they are operating outside of standard zoning 
district requirements and development 
regulations. Individual PDDs amount to mini-
zoning codes, which can be complex to administer 
on top of the existing zoning and development 
codes. Developers may find negotiations inherent 
in creating a PDD cause a loss of predictability, 
which can add to longer approval times and higher 

 
4 S.C. Code § 6-29-720(C)(4) 

carrying costs. Nearby property owners may find 
there is too much flexibility when it comes to 
certain aspects of the PDD, such as allowed land 
uses.  

These shortcomings can be mitigated, at least to 
some degree, by the manner in which a local 
government regulates PDDs. The South Carolina 
Local Government Comprehensive Planning 
Enabling Act (the “Planning Act”), defines 
“planned development district” as “a 
development project comprised of housing of 
different types and densities and of compatible 
commercial uses, or shopping centers, office 
parks, and mixed-use developments. A planned 
development district is established by rezoning 
prior to development and is characterized by a 
unified site design for a mixed use development.”4 
The statute authorizes, but does not require, PDDs 
to provide for “variations from other ordinances 
and the regulations of other established zoning 
districts concerning use, setbacks, lot size, density, 
bulk, and other requirements to accommodate 
flexibility in the arrangement of uses.”5 This 
appears to provide flexibility for local 
governments to limit the amount of “variation” 
from generally applicable development standards 
that can be allowed in a PDD.  

The County could consider reestablishing PDD as a 
base zoning district. This would provide an 
entitlement process for developments that are 
unusual in nature or that offer exceptional 

5 S.C. Code § 6-29-740  

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-720
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-740
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community benefits or design, in a way that the 
other base districts cannot accommodate. As 
discussed below (see page 28), the County could 
incorporate certain aspects of the current mixed 
use districts into the standards required for 
PDDs—which may address some of the concerns 
that led to the designation of PDD as a legacy 
district. Incorporating the best aspects of the 
Mixed Use Districts’ regulations with the PDD 
would simplify the UDO and provide applicants 
with a flexible zoning option, and appears to align 

with recent judicial opinions (see discussion on 
page 40).  

PDDs have the flexibility, under the Planning Act, 
to accommodate developments of any size. 
However, if the County reestablishes the PDD, 
requiring a minimum development size (like the 
UDO’s current 25 acre minimum for Mixed Use 
Districts) may be more effective in producing the 
type of mixed use developments envisioned by the 
Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan than 
allowing PDDs of any size.  

District Development Standards  

The beginning of this section cross-references 
Chapter 1 for development on infill lots and 
additions to existing development. It should also 
cross-reference the Mixed Use Districts in Chapter 
3, since those also are base districts. 

Section 2.4 consolidates the primary development 
standards for each base zoning district (excluding 
the mixed use districts) into a series of tables, 
which is a best practice for quantitative standards. 
However, the tables could be streamlined quite a 
bit by removing the rows with standards that 
apply to developments or subdivisions, rather 
than individual lots (e.g., Development/District 
Exterior Setback/Buffer, Open Space, Park Space). 
The rows for parking standards should be removed 
as well. Row 5.A. is simply a cross-reference to the 
parking regulations (which are based on both 
district and land use), and Row 5.B. does not apply 
in any of the districts. Where they apply to all 
districts, cross-references to other UDO sections 
should appear within the text in order to keep the 
tables as succinct as possible.  

In most cases, the development standards appear 
reasonable in consideration of the purposes of the 
zoning districts and in comparison to other South 
Carolina communities. However, the Medium 
Density Residential District standards should be 
reviewed to ensure the metrics are congruent with 
each other. For example, the maximum density is 
2.5 dwelling units per acre but the minimum lot 
size is 10,000 square feet (which translates to four 
dwelling units per acre). It is unclear how (or 

whether) the density standard applies to minor 
subdivisions. If density does not apply to minor 
subdivisions, this could account for the 
discrepancy between minimum lot size and 
maximum density. In addition, the minimum 30-
foot front setback is a bit large for a 10,000 square 
foot lot and a slight reduction (e.g., to 25 feet) may 
be appropriate.  

In addition, the County should examine whether a 
maximum height of 50 feet is appropriate for the 
Light and Heavy Industrial Districts. While this 
generally is sufficient for some types of industrial 
buildings, like warehouses, other types of 
industrial facilities, like heavy manufacturing, 
often require taller heights. The table allows 
increased height in these districts if the setbacks 
are increased by two feet for every one foot in 
height above 50 feet. To build a 75-foot tall 
industrial building, setbacks must be increased by 
at least 50 feet—which could be prohibitive on 
some sites that otherwise are well suited for 
industrial development.  

A series of numbered footnotes follows each 
table. The numbering restarts with each table and, 
since the tables do not have titles, it is difficult to 
cross-reference the footnotes. Footnote 5 that 
follows the final table in this section appears to be 
generally applicable to all zoning districts, but this 
is unclear. This footnote exempts certain 
structures and building elements, such as water 
towers and chimneys, from height limits. These 
exemptions are common in zoning ordinances, but 
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are typically located in a more prominent location. 
Table footnotes are common as well, but generally 
should not repeat standards specified in other 
UDO sections. Some of the footnotes currently in 
the UDO are appropriate in their current location 
(e.g., “accessory structures over 600 sf must 
comply with principal setback requirement”), 
while others should be relocated (e.g., “no 
accessory structures may be located on corner lots 
between the street and wall line of the principal 
structure”).  

The UDO does not include a consolidated set of 
explanations of how to measure applicable 
development standards, such as height and 
setbacks. A chapter should be added to establish 
rules of interpretation and measurement.  

This section requires a minimum percentage of 
pervious surface on a lot. The more typical 

approach is to regulate a maximum percentage of 
impervious surface. The end result is the same in 
either case, though, making this largely a matter 
of preference. However, the County’s current 
standard better characterizes the purpose of the 
regulation—which is to increase on-site 
stormwater filtration and decrease runoff.  

In the LDR and MDR Districts, maximum height is 
specified in feet for principal structures and in 
stories for accessory structures. The only other 
districts in which height is measured in stories are 
the Neighborhood Business and General Business 
Districts. In those districts, maximum height for 
principal structures is the greater of 35 feet or 
three stories. In both cases, the regulation of 
height by stories could result in buildings that are 
incompatible with their surroundings. As staff 
notes, these unique instances of height 
measurement by stories should be eliminated.  

Uses Permitted  

Section 2.5 specifies allowed uses in each of the 
base zoning districts, including permitted, 
permitted with review, conditional, and special 
exception uses. This section should be retitled as 
“Uses Allowed” or “Use Table.” A permitted use is 
different from a conditional or special exception 
use, and the section title should be expansive 
enough to include all uses allowed.  

The beginning of this section briefly describes the 
land use groups, which aids in interpretation of 
the use table. The County should review and 
supplement the land use group descriptions. For 
example, the description of 
commercial/entertainment uses does not address 
the entertainment aspect of the use group. 
Specific uses are defined in Chapter 10. While this 
increases the length of the UDO, it reduces the 
need to refer to external sources and provides 
clarity to landowners and applicants.  

Section 2.5.2 Interpretation of Use Matrices 
primarily addresses the manner in which unlisted 
uses are allowed. The descriptions of the 
designations for each use (P, PR, CU, and SE) are 
located in Chapter 5, but instead should appear 

immediately before the use table. Chapter 5 Use 
Regulations establishes standards for certain uses 
that have unique impacts.  

Section 2.5.2 authorizes the Administrator to 
approve unlisted uses, but does not provide 
sufficient guidance for making such a 
determination. The Administrator may determine 
that an unlisted use is “materially similar” to a 
listed use if the unlisted use is similarly classified 
by one or more of three listed use classification 
systems, including the American Planning 
Association’s Land-Based Classification Standards 
(LBCS), North American Industrial Classification 
System (NAICS), and Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. While 
these are excellent sources to consult in making 
unlisted use determinations, the UDO should 
provide additional criteria beyond a “similar 
classification” in one of these systems.  

The LBCS includes five classification systems: 
activity, function, structure, site, and ownership. 
Land uses that are similarly classified in one of 
these systems may not be similarly classified in 
another. The NAICS was established to categorize 
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industries rather than to address land use impacts. 
Uses within the same NAICS category can have 
widely different impacts. For example, the NAICS 
categorizes gas stations as retail trade, the same 
as other retail uses such as pharmacies, 
bookstores, and supercenters (i.e., big box retail). 
The ITE Trip Generation Manual is a 
comprehensive empirical guide to vehicle trip 
generation for common land uses, which is a key 

indicator of land use impact. However, the ITE 
manual does not classify uses per se.  

The UDO should provide additional criteria for the 
Administrator to use in determining whether and 
how an unlisted use is allowed, including whether 
the use has visual, traffic, environmental, or other 
impacts similar to an expressly listed use; and is 
consistent with the purpose statement of the 
zoning district in which it would be allowed.  

Use Table, Generally  

Section 2.5.3 specifies allowed uses in each of the 
base zoning districts in a table format, which 
allows the reader to easily determine where the 
County allows each type of use. This is a best 
practice, as the traditional enumerated list of uses 
allowed in each district does not permit the same 
side-by-side comparison. The County’s use table 
categorizes uses into broad land use groups, which 
also is a best practice. The land use groups 
rationally divide uses into ten categories, though 
the table may benefit from reorganization or the 
addition of other groups. For example, the 
commercial/entertainment category could be 
separated into a retail/food service category and 
an entertainment/recreation category.  

In addition, the uses within the land use groups 
should be evaluated to ensure they are 
appropriately categorized. For example, medical 
clinics are categorized as office/service but other 
healthcare facilities are categorized as 
educational/institutional. Funeral homes are 
considered an office/service use, but cemeteries 
are a civic use. Also, “personal services” may be 
more appropriately categorized with commercial 
and retail uses, rather than office uses;  “private 
recreation facilities” should be considered a 
commercial, rather than civic, use; and “wineries” 
should appear in the same land use category as 
breweries and distilleries. 

While it is preferable to consolidate similar uses in 
the use table where possible, the 
overgeneralization of land uses can result in land 
uses being “left out” of the table. For example, the 
use table allows “places of assembly,” which the 

UDO defines as “structures and land designed for 
50 or more people to congregate for civic, social, 
and religious functions.” Clearly, this use is 
intended to allow for religious facilities such as 
churches. However, it is unclear how the use table 
accommodates a small religious facility designed 
for fewer than 50 people. It is not a “place of 
assembly” according to the definition, but there 
are no other listed uses that clearly allow for this 
use.  

The use table should balance the need for 
specificity with the need for simplicity. While it is 
unnecessary (and likely nearly impossible) to list 
every conceivable land use, the use table should 
include a place for all uses typically found in the 
community. The use list should be audited against 
modern industry classifications [such as the North 
American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) 
and the American Planning Association’s Land-
Based Classification Standards (LBCS)] to ensure 
that—between the listing and use definitions—all 
known uses are accounted for.  

Stakeholders indicated that the use table excludes 
some common land uses. Specific examples 
provided include “general office” and “corporate 
headquarters.” The use table appears to classify 
these under the broad category of “professional 
services.” This category would benefit from 
expansion into several uses, which not only would 
provide clarity to readers but would also allow for 
more granular districting of various types of 
professional services uses.  
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For example, business offices are a common land 
use and should have their own row in the use 
table, as should medical offices (which are 
expressly included in the definition of professional 
services). This would allow for the uses to be 
permitted in different districts. Medical offices 
would be allowed in the Institutional (INS) District 
since they meet the purpose of the district, but 
general business offices (e.g., travel agencies, 
insurance offices, real estate offices) would not. 
Note “medical clinics” already have a line in the 
use table, but are not allowed in the INS District. 
The UDO revision will consider whether there is a 
need to define medical offices and medical clinics 
as distinct uses, or whether they should be 
combined and scaled by size. In addition, 
“research and development facilities” have their 
own line in the table, but also are included in the 
definition of “professional services.”  

Other “missing” land uses include bus/transit 
stations; communications and information uses, 
such as radio and television broadcasting, film and 
television production, and music recording; data 
centers; dog day cares, which often have a 
combination of indoor and outdoor space, but lack 
outdoor kennels; group dwellings, other than 
halfway homes, residential care homes and 

facilities, boarding or rooming houses, 
dormitories, and fraternity/sorority houses; non-
depository financial services uses, which studies 
demonstrate impact communities in negative 
ways; fairgrounds; and government offices.  

Some existing uses could be consolidated in the 
table. For example, dormitories are listed 
separately from fraternity and sorority houses but 
both uses are permitted in the same district. The 
same is true for agritourism and ecotourism. 
“Commercial stables,” an agricultural use, are 
separately categorized from “riding stables,” a 
commercial/entertainment use. Riding stables are 
not defined and appear to fall within the definition 
of commercial stables. The uses are allowed in 
different districts. These uses should be 
combined, or a definition added for “riding 
stables” to clarify how this use is distinct from 
“commercial stables.” The use table should be 
relocated to Chapter 5 so that all use-related 
regulations appear in a single chapter following 
the zoning districts chapters. If an additional level 
of organization is added as recommended on page 
6, the zoning district chapters should be 
consolidated into Chapter 2 with the use-
regulations immediately following in Chapter 3.  

Residential Uses  

Dwellings are classified as single-family, two-
family, three-family, multi-family, townhouse, or 
accessory. However, townhouses are a type of 
single-family dwelling. For consistency, single-
family dwellings should be classified as either 
detached or attached. Alternatively, the other 
dwelling types should be renamed according to 
their common terminology (e.g., “triplex” rather 
than three-family dwelling).  

Stakeholders noted the County needs more 
options for multi-family uses. Our review indicates 
multi-family uses appear to be appropriately 
districted, particularly since triplex and 
quadraplex dwellings are separately listed and 
allowed in additional districts. However, the 
regulations in all four of the districts that allow 
multi-family uses significantly limit the available 

options for development of a traditional 
apartment complex.  

It is unclear whether the UDO allows for cottage 
courts, a hybrid housing type becoming more 
common in South Carolina communities—
particularly where land costs are high or 
traditional multi-family apartment complexes face 
community opposition. In a cottage court, several 
small houses are arranged around a central, 
shared courtyard or green space. This housing 
type efficiently uses land; is typically compatible 
with the character and scale of moderate density 
residential and mixed use neighborhoods; and is 
increasingly popular among young professionals 
and families, single-person households, and 
seniors.  
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Cottage courts may use different ownership 
structures, but often they operate like traditional 
apartment complexes where one entity owns all 
units and rents them individually which can help 
to increase affordable housing opportunities.  

While some cottage courts may include multiple 
dwelling units within each building (and thus are 
easy to classify as “multi-family”), others include 
just one dwelling unit per building. Many zoning 
and development codes fail to adequately provide 
for this unique combination of detached single-
family buildings with multi-family land use. The 
UDO should allow cottage courts, with standards 
to control building scale and bulk and ensure 
appropriate site layout and design.   

Other than the mixed use districts, the only district 
that allows multi-family uses is the Regional 
Business (RB) District. The mixed use districts 

require at least 25 acres and a development 
agreement, and RB limits multi-family buildings to 
one per block face. The highest density allowed for 
multi-family uses is in the MX District (15 dwelling 
units per acre of land [du/ac]).  

As discussed in the next section, the mixed use 
districts should be revised and potentially 
consolidated, which will further limit the districts 
in which this use is allowed. The County could 
consider creating a more conventional multi-
family zoning district that does not require a mix 
of uses or a minimum of 25 acres. A 25-acre 
minimum more or less ensures multi-family uses 
will be provided in sprawling apartment 
complexes. However, small apartment buildings 
can provide an effective transition between 
moderate density residential neighborhoods and 
low intensity commercial areas.  

Cottage courts, also referred to as bungalow courts, were popular multi-family housing options in the early twentieth century. 
In a cottage court, several small houses are arranged around a central, shared courtyard or green space. This development 
type efficiently uses land and is typically compatible with the character and scale of moderate density residential and mixed 
use neighborhoods.   
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Other districts allow from 4-12 du/ac which may 
be too low to accommodate typical multi-family 
uses, thus forcing multi-family developers to 
choose the complex MX District or find an 
alternate site outside Lancaster County. There are 
provisions to allow increased density in the RMX 
and MX Districts. A 15% density bonus is allowed 
in both districts for the provision of affordable 
housing. In the MX District, the UDO notes 
“additional density may be considered during the 
Mixed-Use District / Master Development Plan 
process by the Planning Commission and County 
Council.” While this provides flexibility for 
developers, it contributes to unpredictability in 
the entitlement process. Density is a critical 
element of a development pro forma,6 and an 
applicant must contribute significant time and 
money preparing an MX District rezoning 
application without knowing the maximum 
density that County Council will ultimately 
approve.  

During the UDO update, the County should 
reevaluate the districts in which multi-family uses 
are allowed, as well as the maximum permitted 
density for this land use. It may be helpful to 
conduct an analysis of existing multi-family uses to 
determine typical densities of built developments 
and also to demonstrate what different densities 
look like on the ground. This helps frame the 
conversation around the local context and market 
rather than the somewhat abstract concept of 
density. “Appropriate” multi-family density levels 
differ from community to community due to 
differences in land costs, market factors, and 
community character. A critical, yet often 
overlooked, component in the regulation of multi-
family uses is mandating good design. Higher 
density developments can be designed to 
complement the character and scale of the 
surrounding area. The County could consider 
adding building or site design standards that 
produce the type of multi-family developments 
acceptable to the community.  

Light Industrial Uses  

Stakeholders pointed out that certain light 
industrial land uses may be appropriate in the 
business and mixed use districts and should be 
allowed, potentially with use conditions. This is 
another area where the expansion of a single land 
use into multiple uses may be beneficial. The UDO 
defines “light industrial” as “facilities [that] are 
typically designed for a range of primarily indoor 
industrial uses such as fabrication, manufacturing, 
assembly, processing, and bulk storage which 
have low impacts on surrounding properties.” 
Some light industrial uses may generate significant 
truck traffic that may not be appropriate in the 
business and mixed use districts. Other light 
industrial uses may function more like a 

 
6 “A proforma analysis is a set of calculations that 
projects the financial return that a proposed real estate 
development is likely to create. It begins by describing 
the proposed project in quantifiable terms. It then 
estimates revenues that are likely to be obtained, the 
costs that will have to be incurred, and the net financial 
return that the developer expects to achieve. The 

professional office building, which the business 
and mixed use districts allow.  

“Business and technology” zoning districts are 
increasingly common in South Carolina 
communities. These districts typically provide for 
employment-generating land uses; “clean” 
manufacturing and production uses that have 
impacts on nearby properties similar to those 
from office uses; and technology-driven land uses, 
such as data centers and research and 
development facilities. A primary reason for 
having a separate district is to designate and 
preserve land for uses that generate economic 
development in a community.  

proforma is the basic “go / no-go” analysis that 
developers use to decide on whether to move forward 
with a project.” (Pro-Forma 101: Part 1 – Getting Familiar 
With a Basic Tool of Real Estate Analysis, Wayne 
Lemmon, 2007; via PlannersWeb: 
https://plannersweb.com/2013/12/proforma-101-
getting-familiar-with-a-basic-tool-of-real-estate-analysis/)  

https://plannersweb.com/2013/12/proforma-101-getting-familiar-with-a-basic-tool-of-real-estate-analysis/
https://plannersweb.com/2013/12/proforma-101-getting-familiar-with-a-basic-tool-of-real-estate-analysis/
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Utility Uses  

The UDO regulates utilities using a logical 
framework (class 1, class 2, and class 3), which 
should be retained. Stakeholders noted a need to 
maintain current utility classes and utility 

provisions in the institutional districts, which 
permit classes 1 and 2 and allow class 3 with a type 
C bufferyard.  

Accessory Uses  

Section 1.4.7 (which establishes standards for 
accessory uses and structures and should be 
consolidated with the use table and use 
regulations) states that any principal use allowed 
in a district may also be allowed as an accessory 
use. This implies that uses listed in the use table 
are principal uses. However, the use table includes 
some uses that are accessory by definition (e.g., 
accessory dwelling units, backyard pens/coops, 
and home occupations). It also implies that uses 

not listed in the use table are not permitted as 
accessory uses. This raises the question of where 
and how other (primarily residential) accessory 
uses, such as private garages and carports, storage 
sheds and workshops, and swimming pools are 
allowed. The County should consider including an 
accessory use group in the use table or, 
alternatively, creating a separate use table in the 
accessory uses section.  
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UDO CHAPTER 3: MIXED-USE DISTRICTS 

Chapter 3 establishes building, parking, and street 
design standards for the five mixed use districts, 
which are intended to create walkable, mixed use 
developments. The chapter is heavily and well-
illustrated. Many standards are presented in a 
table format, a best practice for quantitative 
standards.  

The standards are intended to produce more 
urban development patterns, which may be 
appropriate in certain areas of northern Lancaster 
County and in proximity to municipalities like the 
City of Lancaster. However, the vast majority of 
the County is rural or semi-rural—approximately 
81% of the County is zoned for agricultural, rural, 
and low density residential uses.  

The mixed use districts are a rather complex way 
to address development likely to make up very 
little of the County’s overall land area. In fact, the 
mixed use districts currently comprise just 0.41% 
(1,393 acres) of Lancaster County’s 
unincorporated land area. Figure 2 illustrates the 
breakdown of mixed use districts comprising that 

 
7 Form-Based Codes Defined, Form-Based Codes Institute, 
available: https://formbasedcodes.org/definition/  

0.41%. Nearly 48% of the land in a mixed use 
district is zoned MX and 24% is zoned UR. Mixed 
use districts are commonly used in South Carolina 
communities, but it is unusual for a community—
particularly a predominantly rural county—to 
have more than one or two mixed use districts. 
Form-Based Zoning  

Section 3.2 describes the districts as “form-based 
districts.” Form-based zoning is an alternative to 
traditional Euclidian zoning where the regulations 
emphasize form and design over land use. 
According to the Form-Based Codes Institute, “a 
form-based code is a land development regulation 
that fosters predictable built results and a high-
quality public realm by using physical form (rather 
than separation of uses) as the organizing 
principle for the code.”7 However, the UDO 
regulates land use in the mixed use districts in the 
same manner as other zoning districts—the 
districts are listed in the use table along with the 
other base zoning districts. Thus, the mixed use 
district standards function more as robust design 
standards. The standards are very prescriptive, 

Figure 2. Mixed Use Districts by Land Area (Acreage) 

https://formbasedcodes.org/definition/
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which limits creative building and site design that 
might otherwise meet the intent of the districts.  

Many communities use form-based zoning, often 
through a hybrid approach like that used in 
Lancaster County’s UDO. It is more typical, 
however, to see form-based elements (such as 

build-to lines) in a development code, rather than 
form-based districts. Communities often apply 
form-based elements and design controls in 
denser or high visibility areas, such as in 
downtown districts and along major street 
corridors.  

Mixture of Uses 

Interestingly, there is no requirement for a 
proposed development in a mixed use district to 
actually contain a mixture of residential and non-
residential uses. Some of the allowed building 
types require a mix of residential and non-
residential uses by definition. Nonetheless, it is 
possible to build a development consisting only of 
townhouses, for example, in any of the mixed use 
districts.  

Real estate financing, among other factors, can 
present challenges for the development of 
vertically mixed use buildings in suburban 
communities like Lancaster County. In Lancaster 
County and in similar South Carolina communities, 
“mixed use” tends to be horizontal (multiple 
separate uses on a site) rather than vertical 
(multiple uses in a single building).  

Short of requiring that buildings contain a mixture 
of residential and non-residential uses, it is 
difficult to mandate vertical mixed use. The UDO 
update could explore implementing incentives, 
such as density bonuses or reduced parking and 
landscaping requirements, but they must be 
significant enough to outweigh local market 
factors that inhibit vertical mixed use. Further, 
mandating a minimum percentage of non-
residential floor area does not ensure occupancy 
of the space. An alternative is to allow, but not 
mandate, vertical mixed use, but require buildings 
to allow for continued evolution over time. For 
example, the ground floor could initially 
accommodate residential units, but be designed 
with taller ceiling heights to accommodate retail 
or other non-residential uses in the future.  

Building Types  

All of the uses allowed in the mixed use districts 
must be located in one of the ten specified 
building types. Like land uses, building types are 
limited by zoning district. For example, civic 
buildings and townhouses are allowed in all mixed 
use districts, while mixed use and general 
buildings are only allowed in MX and IMX. Section 
3.3.F. establishes a “garden apartment” building 
type that accommodates three to twelve dwelling 
units. Garden apartment buildings are allowed in 
all mixed use districts except UR. However, small 
multi-family buildings like triplexes and 
quadplexes, particularly when they look more like 
detached single-family houses, are appropriate in 
the UR District.  

Although one of the districts is Industrial Mixed 
Use (IMX), there are no industrial building types. 
The use table allows limited industrial uses in this 
district, most of which could be located in a 
“general” building type. However, wholesaling 
and distribution uses are permitted in IMX. 
Section 3.3 does not establish a building type to 
accommodate this use.  

In addition, it is not possible to build standalone 
retail buildings in the mixed use districts—the 
“general” building type explicitly excludes retail 
and there are no building types, other than “mixed 
use” and possibly “stacked flat,” that allow retail 
uses.  
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Density  

Staff indicated many mixed use district rezonings are proposed because the residential density allowed in 
other base districts is too low to accommodate the proposed development. The maximum densities 
allowed in the LDR and MDR districts are quite low, at 1.5 and 2.5 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), 
respectively. Although the specific definitions of low, medium, and high density vary from community to 
community, medium density districts typically contemplate development at densities higher than 3 du/ac.  

Section 3.5 establishes a range of moderate to high densities for the mixed use districts, from 4 to 15 
du/ac and higher. (Note this section should be titled “Mixed Use District Development Standards” rather 
than “Urban District Development Standards.” Section 1.3 Zoning Districts does not establish any “urban 
districts.”) There are provisions to allow increased density in the RMX and MX districts, but the UDO 
provides little guidance to applicants as to the conditions under which County Council would allow for 
increased density.  

Street Types  

Section 3.11 establishes street types that “may be required” in the mixed use districts. While the intent 
may be to allow an applicant to choose the street types to include in a mixed use district, the statement 
is unclear. Staff indicates that these street types typically are not used and, further, are incongruent with 
the street design standards in Appendix C: Manual of Specification and Standard Details.  

Each street type is well-illustrated and clearly depicts the width of each element in the street cross-
section. The cross-sections include landscaping, and would benefit from a cross-reference to the street 
tree planting requirements in Chapter 7. If carried forward in the revised UDO, the County should verify 
these street types are consistent with other County requirements for streets.  

Administration  

Section 3.12 addresses administration of the mixed use districts. It authorizes the Technical Review 
Committee to allow limited deviations to certain standards, and establishes provisions for 
nonconformities—some of which differ from the general provisions in Chapter 9. During the UDO revision, 
the County should review the provisions for deviations and ensure the procedure is consistent with 
statutory requirements. The nonconformity provisions should be relocated to Chapter 9. This way, the 
generally applicable nonconformity provisions would be consolidated, and any special provisions for 
mixed use districts would have their own subsection.  

Conclusion  

Staff and stakeholders expressed numerous concerns with the mixed use districts. The County originally 
contemplated the districts as an alternative to the now-legacy PD District. However, the requirement for 
each mixed use district to have a development agreement—and thus a minimum site area of 25 acres8—
limits the implementation of these districts. PDDs, on the other hand, have the flexibility (under the 
Planning Act) to accommodate developments of any size. As discussed below (see page 40), recent judicial 
opinions seem to limit PDDs in South Carolina to mixed use developments.  

Reestablishing the PDD may be an approach to addressing concerns with the mixed use districts (see 
discussion of alternative approaches on page 40). The revised UDO could establish a framework for one 
or more planned development districts that incorporate the best aspects of the mixed use districts while 

 
8 S.C. Code § 6-31-10, et seq.  
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simplifying the applicable standards. Since this would not address concerns related to multi-family 
development, the current HDR district could be reestablished as a standard base district (i.e., not a mixed 
use district). Use or site design regulations could apply to multi-family (and other) uses in this district to 
ensure new development complements the community character. The County could consider the same 
treatment for the UR district, which would result in four “non-rural” residential districts—LDR, MDR, UR, 
and HDR.  

Alternatively, the County could consider consolidating the UR, HDR, and RMX districts into a single 
moderate to high density residential base district that accommodates a variety of dwelling types, including 
standalone multi-family developments.  
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UDO CHAPTER 4: OVERLAY DISTRICTS 

Chapter 4 establishes three types of overlay districts: environmental overlays, corridor overlays, and 
character protection overlays. Each of the six overlay districts is discussed below.  

McWhirter Field Aviation Overlay 

This district limits land uses and activities 
occurring in proximity to the airport to prevent 
airport hazards. The South Carolina Airports Act9 
requires local governments to zone land near 
airports that are funded partially or wholly by the 
State in conformance with “pertinent regulations 
of the Division of Aeronautics and the United 
States Department of Transportation, Federal 
Aviation Administration.” Section 55-9-300 
authorizes local governments to adopt “airport 
hazard area” regulations, and § 55-9-260 
authorizes local governments to regulate land use 

 
9 S.C. Code § 55-9-240, et seq. 

and height in zones established within the airport 
hazard area.  

The overlay district establishes height restriction 
zones that align with the airport’s imaginary 
surfaces as defined in the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Title 14, Part 77—Safe, Efficient 
Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. 
Imaginary surfaces are three dimensional planes 
that represent aircraft approach paths to a 
runway. The primary concern from a land use 
perspective are tall structures that might 

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t55c009.php
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?rgn=div5&node=14:2.0.1.2.9
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?rgn=div5&node=14:2.0.1.2.9
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penetrate the imaginary surfaces, which the 
overlay district’s height restriction zones prohibit.  

The overlay district also establishes land use 
restriction zones that are comprised of one or 
more imaginary surfaces. It includes a lengthy 
table of permitted, conditional, and prohibited 
uses. Conditional uses are limited in density and 
intensity. Three more use-related tables appear at 
the end of the overlay district that provide more 
context related to compatible and incompatible 
land uses. However, it is unclear to the reader how 
the tables relate to the regulations. The tables 
appear to conflict with the use table earlier in the 
section. For example, the use table appears to 
allow medium density single-family residential 
uses in Airport Land Use Zone B2, but the 
compatible land use table specifies that only low 
density is appropriate.  

Stakeholders noted the density and intensity limits 
are confusing and the overlay district presents 
challenges to the development of the public-
private Lancaster County Air-Rail Business Park. 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
recently published a public review and comment 
draft of Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5190-4B: 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Planning. Once 
finalized, this AC will replace AC 150/5190-4A: 
Model Zoning Ordinance to Limit Height of Objects 
Around Airports (1987), on which many airport 
zoning ordinances are based.  

AC 150/5190-4A regulates height and prohibits 
land uses that may create conditions that interfere 
with safe aircraft operations (such as uses that 
produce smoke or create electrical interference). 
It does not specify numerical density standards 
like the McWhirter Field Aviation Overlay, nor 
does it regulate specific types of land uses. The 
draft AC 150/5190-4B provides a sample airport 
land use compatibility overlay district ordinance, 
which provides more guidance on compatible land 
uses than the 1987 model ordinance. However, it 
also does not apply specific numerical density 
standards.  

Like the County’s airport overlay, the draft AC 
recommends compatible land uses by airport 

“zones,” which are based on the location of an 
airport’s imaginary surfaces. However, the draft 
AC includes five zones aligned with an airport’s 
imaginary surfaces, while the County’s overlay 
establishes eight zones. The only land uses 
prohibited in all zones are solid/hazardous waste 
facilities and landfills (excluding transfer stations. 
FAA AC 150/5200-33C recommends a five-mile 
wildlife hazard zone around the airport that limits 
land uses that could attract birds and other 
wildlife that may present hazards to air navigation. 
The overlay district’s prohibition on landfills 
implements this recommendation, though 
transfer stations and other land uses (including 
production of certain agricultural crops) could also 
attract wildlife.  

Revisions to Lancaster County’s airport overlay 
should align with current FAA guidance. The 
airport manager and the Airport Advisory 
Committee should review proposed changes to 
the overlay. As noted above, the primary concern 
with respect to imaginary surfaces is height rather 
than land use. Land use limitations are typically 
implemented in areas closer to runways where a 
higher probability of aircraft accidents exists. The 
FAA recommends airports own their “runway 
protection zones,” which eliminates the need for 
local governments to regulate land use in these 
areas. The Airport Layout Plan available online 
through the South Carolina Aeronautics 
Commission shows the current runway protection 
zones (RPZs) are located entirely on airport 
property. However, a small portion of the 
“ultimate” RPZ (which reflects potential future 
development/expansion of the runway) on the 
southwestern runway is located outside airport 
boundaries.  

The UDO requires disclosure statements in 
purchase contracts or rental agreements for new 
residential uses established in the airport overlay. 
The statement notifies future occupants of the 
proximity of the lots to the airport. This 
requirement is difficult to enforce. The County 
could consider instead requiring the disclosure 
statement to be placed on a recorded plat of the 
subdivision or residential lot.  

https://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentID/1039905
https://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentID/1039905
https://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentID/1037215
https://scaeronautics.sc.gov/airportdatasearch.asp?a=LKR&c=&txtDateFrom=&txtDateTo=
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The overlay district provisions related to 
nonconformities should be consolidated with 
other nonconformity provisions in Chapter 9.  

All new development and replacement or 
significant alteration of existing structures in the 
airport overlay requires a permit approved by the 
Administrator, though it is unclear whether this is 
a zoning permit or another type of permit. The 
UDO requires Airport Commission (now the 

Airport Advisory Committee) approval of all 
permits for new construction. The outermost 
extent of the imaginary surfaces extends a 
significant distance beyond the airfield. The UDO 
should provide exemptions for minor activities, 
such as construction of a deck, that are unlikely to 
create hazards to air navigation.  
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Carolina Heelsplitter Overlay  

The Carolina Heelsplitter Overlay protects the Six Mile Creek Watershed Basin and the endangered 
Carolina heelsplitter. The County worked with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop the overlay 
following discovery of a new population of heelsplitters in the County in 2006. The overlay requires 
mitigation for developments in the watershed that create impervious surface or impact existing buffers.10  

The overlay requires forested riparian buffers along streams. When a proposed development exceeds 
certain impervious surface thresholds, the purchase of credits from the Carolina Heelsplitter Conservation 
Bank is required. The Conservation Bank is intended to balance environmental protection and economic 
development needs.  

The overlay district would benefit from reorganization and clarification of the approval process, including 
the formula to calculate the number of credits required and the procedure to purchase credits from the 
Conservation Bank.  

The UDO update should examine whether the Carolina Heelsplitter Overlay District could be converted to 
generally applicable development standards and relocated to Chapter 7 or 8. It is not unusual for a 
community to establish an overlay district to protect environmentally sensitive areas or species, and this 
may be the appropriate route for Lancaster County due to the requirement to purchase Conservation 
Bank credits.  

 
10 The Carolina Heelsplitter Conservation Bank, available: 
https://www.fws.gov/charleston/pdf/Heelsplitter/Carolina%20Heelsplitter_ConservationBank_FactSheet.pdf  

https://www.fws.gov/charleston/pdf/Heelsplitter/Carolina%20Heelsplitter_ConservationBank_FactSheet.pdf


CHAPTER-BY-CHAPTER REVIEW OF THE UDO 
UDO CHAPTER 4: OVERLAY DISTRICTS  - 34 - 

UDO ASSESSMENT | LANCASTER COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA  WORKING DRAFT | LAST SAVED: 2021-08-26 

Carolina Thread Trail Overlay District  

The Carolina Thread Trail Overlay “is established to 
preserve and enhance trail corridors identified in the 
Lancaster County Carolina Thread Trail Master Plan.”11 The 
overlay applies to all lots that fall within trail corridors, and 
requires developers of major subdivisions to construct and 
dedicate pedestrian trails.  

UDO Section 4.3.1 C.3. authorizes the County Council to 
award up to a 10% density bonus when the dedicated land 
is designated for use “by the community at large.”12 
However, paragraph A in the same section already requires 
the land to be dedicated for public use. The reader must 
refer to Chapter 6 Subdivision and Infrastructure Standards 
to understand that “public use” as contemplated in 
paragraph A means the land could be dedicated to a 
homeowners association. Chapter 6 specifies other 
standards related to the required improvements in the 
Carolina Thread Trail Overlay (e.g., § 6.7 Bicycle Facilities).  

The overlay district should cross-reference these 
standards, and incorporate any that only apply within the 
district. Staff input indicates that the County Engineer 
should evaluate final trail locations, design, and materials, 
and has prepared a draft ordinance that should be 
considered for inclusion in the revised UDO.  

Staff also expressed interest in creating a “fee-in-lieu” 
program that would allow developers to provide a financial 
contribution in lieu of land dedication. This could operate 
similar to the fee-in-lieu of sidewalk program already in use 
by Lancaster County (see UDO Section 6.6.1). The required 
fee would be based on a site-specific cost estimation 
provided by applicant and verified by the County Engineer. 

As suggested for the Carolina Heelsplitter Overlay, the UDO 
update should examine whether the Carolina Thread Trail 
Overlay could be converted to generally applicable 
development standards and relocated to Chapter 6 or 7. 

  

 
11 UDO § 4.3.1 A.  
12 UDO § 4.3.1 C.3. 
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Highway Corridor Overlay District 

The Highway Corridor Overlay District “is 
established to preserve and enhance corridors 
that serve as major gateways leading to, from, and 
within Lancaster County.”13 The overlay applies to 
properties that front on or are located within 
1,000 feet of certain portions of U.S. Highway 521 
and S.C. Highway 160, and regulates building and 
site design. While many communities establish 
higher building and site design standards along 
major roads for aesthetic, safety, and other 
purposes, they typically apply only to lots with 
frontage on or that are visible from the major 
road. The large boundary of the HCO captures lots 
that may not be visible from the highway, and 
their inclusion may be inconsistent with the 
purpose of the district. Many of the HCO 
regulations only apply to lots with frontage on the 
highways. The County should reduce the boundary 
of the district to include only these lots and lots 
that can be seen from intersections on the 
highways.  

The overlay district comprises nearly 20 pages of 
the UDO and is difficult to read. Quantitative 
standards are presented in lists rather than tables. 
Many paragraphs repeat requirements from other 
sections of the UDO or simply cross-reference 
other generally applicable sections of the code. 
Some paragraphs include circular references that 
need correction (e.g., Section 4.3.2.G.5.c. cross-
references “the provisions set forth in Section 
4.3.2.G.”).  

The bulk of the HCO regulations relate to 
development standards and site design elements, 
such as parking, landscaping, tree preservation, 
and lighting. The building design regulations are 
minimal, with a focus on materials. The HCO 
requires architectural variation, but does not 
mandate how to achieve this. Since the County 
does not have an architectural review board, this 
limited regulation of building design is 
appropriate.  

 
13 UDO § 4.3.2 A. 

It may be appropriate to consolidate certain 
development standards with similar regulations in 
other UDO chapters. For example, the general sign 
standards in Chapter 7 apply within the HCO, but 
there are additional standards specific to the 
overlay. Chapter 7 applies sign standards by 
zoning district and it would be clearer to include 
the HCO standards in this chapter as well.  

As an alternative to reducing the boundary of the 
HCO and incorporating certain standards in other 

In considering whether to maintain an 
existing corridor overlay district or instead 
apply its standards through base district 
zoning, a community should consider the 
following:  

» What regulations will apply 
throughout the overlay areas that 
won’t be applied everywhere? 

» Do applicants or staff experience 
confusion with the overlay concept? Is 
there less actual confusion if the 
overlay is eliminated? 

» How does the overlay relate to the 
others the community has/will have? 

» How distinct are the development 
patterns & characteristics to be 
governed along each of Boulevards? 

» Does simplifying, consolidating, or 
eliminating other overlays add to the 
usefulness of keeping the subject 
overlay? Does it remove actual or 
perceived conflicts? 

» Would adding the concept of Floating 
Zones be helpful? 

» What’s the impact of overlay on the 
approval process? Are additional 
steps or approvals required? 

» How important is the length of the 
code? 

» How does an overlay fit the governing 
body’s decision-making process? 
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chapters, the UDO update could eliminate the 
overlay district entirely. The district standards 
would be incorporated into other chapters of the 
UDO. 

Stakeholders expressed concern that setback 
requirements do not accommodate the planned 
future widening of Highway 521. The County could 
consider revising the overlay district to require 
front setbacks that accommodate the future right-
of-way. York County has a Transportation Corridor 
Preservation Overlay that requires additional 
setbacks for development adjacent to streets 
identified for improvement in the County’s capital 
projects or transportation plans or the Rock Hill-
Fort Mill Area Transportation Study (RFATS) Long 
Range Transportation Plan. The RFATS plan 
addresses the urbanized areas of both York and 
Lancaster Counties.  

Staff indicated a need to provide additional 
flexibility to allow improvements to 
nonconforming structures in the overlay. Full 
compliance with the overlay district provisions 
could prove onerous on small properties. The UDO 
update should explore options for bringing 
nonconforming properties into compliance over 
time.  

The UDO update also could explore the 
appropriateness of “tiered” applicability of certain 
overlay district standards. For example, the UDO 
requires additional pedestrian amenities on sites 
with retail buildings greater than 40,000 square 
feet in size. The revised UDO could relax certain 
requirements for buildings less than a certain size 
(e.g., 2,500 square feet). Alternatively, when 
developed sites are improved, the UDO could 
require compliance with certain aspects of the 
HCO based on the level of improvement. Minor 
improvements could trigger compliance with 
important safety aspects, such as access and 
connectivity, while major improvements could 
trigger compliance with aesthetic regulations, 
such as landscaping, bufferyards, and screening. 
This could help balance the County’s desire to 
bring properties into compliance with the HCO 
with the potential burden on property owners.  

In Appendix A, staff provides a detailed list of 
improvements for this overlay developed as a 
result of their experience administering the 
ordinance. The revised UDO should implement the 
staff recommendations and reorganize and 
reformat the overlay to improve readability.  

  

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yorkcounty/latest/yorkco_sc/0-0-0-11529
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yorkcounty/latest/yorkco_sc/0-0-0-11529
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Cluster Subdivision Overlay District 

The Cluster Subdivision Overlay District offers an 
alternative to conventional subdivision design 
intended to preserve large contiguous tracts of 
open space and preserve environmental and 
historical resources. In exchange, developers can 
reduce the otherwise applicable minimum lot size 
and other dimensional standards and “cluster” 
lots in certain areas of the site. In addition to 
preserving open space, this reduces infrastructure 
construction and maintenance costs. The UDO 
limits cluster subdivisions to the MDR District and 
to tracts at least 30 acres in size. Development 
agreements are required.   

Cluster subdivisions are an evolution of 
“conservation subdivisions,” a subdivision type 
defined by Randall Arendt in the mid-1990s. 
Conservation subdivisions are very effective in 
preserving open space and environmental quality, 
since they typically require 60% to 70% open 
space. True conservation subdivisions are located 
in rural areas, have large lots, and are very low 
density (two dwelling units per acre or less).  

Many communities in South Carolina have 
regulations for conservation subdivisions, but few 
have seen their actual development. The 
application requirements are typically more 
complex than for other types of subdivisions, and 
developers have to invest significant time and 
money prior to application submittal. Combined 

 
14 See Chapter 154, § 154.074 et seq.  

with high open space percentages and low 
densities, this makes conservation subdivisions 
less attractive to developers.  

Communities are increasingly using cluster 
subdivision ordinances (sometimes called “open 
space subdivisions”) to increase open space in 
new neighborhoods. The CSO is popular in 
Lancaster County since it allows 50-foot wide, 
5,000 square foot lots—the smallest single-family 
residential lots outside the Mixed Use Districts.  

Section 4.4.1 D. requires a variety of lot sizes, 
which runs somewhat counter to the intent of the 
district but can contribute to visual variety within 
the district. The UDO revision process could 
explore alternate techniques for improving 
aesthetics in cluster subdivisions, such as requiring 
houses to be grouped in small clusters defined by 
open space (similar to the cottage court 
development type allowed in the Mixed Use 
Districts).  

The overlay requires reservation of at least 25% of 
the site acreage, excluding “Primary 
Conservation” areas like wetlands, surface waters, 
and intermittent streams, as open space. This is 
generally consistent with other South Carolina 
communities. For example, York County requires 
40% to 50% open space in cluster subdivisions 
(depending on zoning district), but allows 
undevelopable areas to count as up to 50% of the 
required open space.14 The appropriate 
percentage of open space is a policy decision, but 
we recommend a minimum of 25% to 30%. We 
also recommend that a minimum percentage of 
open space is “usable” by neighborhood residents. 
This does not necessarily preclude areas like 
stormwater ponds from being counted as open 
space, but would require installation of amenities 
such as perimeter walking trails or a small dock.  

Required open space should continue to exclude 
Primary Conservation areas, since these areas are 
undevelopable under state and federal law. The 
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CSO expressly allows streams, ponds, wetlands 
(presumably non-jurisdictional), and floodplains 
to “count” as required open space. If the County 
wants to increase useable open space in cluster 
subdivisions, it should reconsider the inclusion of 
these items as open space except where they are 
“amenitized” in some manner.  

The overlay requires a 50-foot buffer along all 
existing public streets. It is unclear how much 
vegetation the UDO requires in this buffer. The 
UDO revision should link this requirement to one 
of the buffer types specified in Chapter 7.  

The provisions for tree preservation in Section 
4.4.1 F.9. should be clarified and augmented, and 
perhaps relocated to their own paragraph. 
Preservation of existing vegetation is important to 
the purpose of the district. The overlay regulates 
tree removal in buffers and open space, but not in 
areas designated as residential lots except that it 
requires preservation of trees 24 inches DBH and 
greater (“where practicable”). The County could 
consider also requiring replacement of removed 
trees over a certain size. Many South Carolina 
communities distinguish between “significant” 
trees and “heritage” or “grand” trees (which often 

are 24 inches DBH or greater), and require 
replacement based on the classification of the 
tree, the species, health, and/or the number of 
inches removed.  

To streamline the approval process, the UDO 
update could convert the CSO to a subdivision 
type that is only allowed in the MDR District. This 
would change the procedure for cluster 
subdivisions from a legislative (zoning) process to 
a subdivision process (preliminary plat, final plat, 
etc.). Development agreements should be 
optional.  
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Equestrian Oriented Subdivision Overlay District  

The Equestrian Oriented Subdivision Overlay District provides for the development of residential 
subdivisions that provide common facilities associated with the care and keeping of horses, such as 
stables, pastures, and riding trails. The overlay is available for sites located in all agricultural and 
residential zoning districts. The UDO should clarify applicability by explicitly listing the base zoning districts 
that may be located in the overlay.  

The regulations are simple and straightforward, and primarily pertain to setbacks, public health and 
safety, and health and safety of the animals. However, the UDO update should consider whether it is 
necessary to have a separate overlay zoning district, or if this subdivision type could be accommodated 
through existing subdivision requirements and perhaps the addition of use regulations for the keeping of 
horses.  
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UDO CHAPTER 5: USE REGULATIONS  

Chapter 5 establishes use-specific standards for uses with unique impacts or that are only appropriate in 
certain districts if impacts are mitigated. These conditions apply to uses that are permitted with review 
(PR), conditional (CU), and special exception (SE). 

Use Designations  

The chapter begins by describing three of the four 
use designations in the use table: PR, CU, and SE. 
Neither this chapter nor Chapter 2 describe the 
term “permitted uses,” and it is not defined in 
Chapter 10. While permitted uses may be 
generally understood by readers, the UDO should 
define this term since it is a basic element of the 
code. As discussed above, the provisions in Section 
2.5, including the use table, should be relocated to 
Chapter 5.  

The provisions for uses permitted by review and 
conditional uses should be revised. PR uses 
require compliance with the use-specific 
regulations in Chapter 5 and are approved 
administratively (by staff). Conditional uses also 
require compliance with the use-specific 
regulations, but require approval by County 
Council. Section 5.1.2 states that “[i]ndividual 
consideration of the use may also call for the 

imposition of individualized conditions in order to 
ensure that the use is appropriate at a particular 
location and to ensure protection of the public 
health, safety, and welfare.”  

The S.C. Planning Act15 defines conditional uses as 
“zoning ordinance provisions that impose 
conditions, restrictions, or limitations on a 
permitted use that are in addition to the 
restrictions applicable to all land in the zoning 
district. The conditions, restrictions, or limitations 
must be set forth in the text of the zoning 
ordinance [emphasis added].” For this reason, we 
recommend designating all PR uses as CU to 
ensure consistency with the Act, and allowing staff 
approval of all conditional uses. Any conditional 
uses for which a higher level of review is desired 
should be recategorized as a special exception use, 
which requires review and approval by the Board 
of Zoning Appeals.  

Rezonings  

Staff and stakeholders recommended the County 
explore a new approach to rezonings that would 
permit the Council to better understand the scope 
of uses and nature of the intended development 
of the property for which a rezoning is requested. 
In many situations, the applicant will request a 
rezoning to accommodate a new use to which 
there may be no objection. However, the new 
zoning district may also allow other uses that may 
be objectionable if pursued in the future. In 
addition, it can be difficult to determine the 
appropriateness of a requested rezoning without 
some understanding of the intended 
development. 

 
15 S.C. Code § 6-29-720(C)(6) 

Traditionally, of course, the rezoning step is a 
legislative one and the approval of a particular 
development is administrative or “quasi-judicial.” 
However, stakeholders and staff suggested 
exploring a process in which rezonings could be 
tailored to the proposed use or made subject to 
limiting conditions on a case-by-case basis. There 
are several planning tools commonly used to 
accomplish this approach, though none is perfect 
in application and, for some, the statutory 
mechanism authorized in South Carolina may not 
be clear.  

First are Planned Development Districts (PDDs), 
which are expressly authorized in South Carolina. 

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-720
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PDDs typically involve a rezoning, coupled with 
negotiated conditions tailored to the specific 
project. In jurisdictions across the state, PDD 
processes may include the rezoning, a plat, a 
development plan, or a development agreement, 
depending on the jurisdiction and the proposed 
development. However, as discussed above, PDDs 
present their own challenges – in part due to 
recent judicial opinions that seem to limit PDDs to 
mixed use developments. In fact, Lancaster 
County has designated PDD as a legacy zoning 
district and no longer allows new PDDs. 
Stakeholders noted that PDDs typically have not 
resulted in the type of development desired in 
Lancaster County, and feel more appropriate tools 
should be explored.  

Second, the S.C. Planning Act expressly authorizes 
local governments to grant “use variances:”  

A local governing body by ordinance may 
permit or preclude the granting of a variance 
for a use of land, a building, or a structure that 
is prohibited in a given district, and if it does 
permit a variance, the governing body may 
require the affirmative vote of two-thirds of the 
local adjustment board members present and 
voting. Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, the local governing body may 
overrule the decision of the local board of 
adjustment concerning a use variance.  
§ 6-29-800(A)(2)(d)(i) 

Though not commonly used in South Carolina, the 
County could consider authorizing this approach in 
the revised UDO.  

The Planning Act authorizes the Board of Zoning 
Appeals to attach variance approval conditions 
“regarding the location, character, or other 

 
16 S.C. Code § 6-29-800(A)(2)(d)(ii) 
17 S.C. Code § 6-29-800(A)(2) establishes four criteria that 
must be met in order for a Board of Zoning Appeals to 
grant a variance: (1) there are extraordinary and 
exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece 
of property; (2) these conditions do not generally apply 
to other property in the vicinity; (3) because of these 
conditions, the application of the ordinance to the 

features of the proposed building, structure, or 
use as the board may consider advisable to protect 
established property values in the surrounding 
area or to promote the public health, safety, or 
general welfare.”16 Note, however, the statute 
appears to require four variance criteria17 to use 
variances, which would limit their use to particular 
“hardship” situations and, therefore, may not 
address the stakeholders’ concerns in all 
instances.  

Third, state statutes expressly authorize the use of 
development agreements, which provides means 
of working with individual developers to tailor 
development approvals to County expectations 
and neighborhood needs.18 However, 
development agreements have their own 
statutory restrictions, the most limiting being they 
are generally authorized for parcels of 25 acres or 
more only. 

In addition to these tools expressly addressed by 
statute, the Planning Act appears to authorize 
other techniques, despite their not being 
expressly listed in the Act.19  

In North Carolina, for example, local governments 
establish parallel “conditional zoning” districts in 
order to accommodate judicially imposed 
mandates, but also the ability to limit the breadth 
or scope of an approved rezoning. Conditional 
rezoning has not been tested judicially in South 
Carolina, though it may well fall within the 
County's delegated authority under the Planning 
Act. 

There are several options for addressing the 
shortcomings of the prior experiences of the 
County. First, the UDO revisions could include 
revisions to the Planned Development District 
concept that may offer more flexibility and 

particular piece of property would effectively prohibit or 
unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property; and 
(4) the authorization of a variance will not be of 
substantial detriment to adjacent property or to the 
public good, and the character of the district will not be 
harmed by the granting of the variance.  
18 S.C. Code § 6-31-10, et seq. 
19 See S.C. Code § 6-29-720(C). 

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-800
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-800
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-800
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c031.php
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-720
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development details to the Council prior to its 
approvals, while remaining clearly within a listed 
statutory framework. Variations on the PDD 
concept—like “flexible review/design districts” 
and “master planned districts”—are in common 
use in the state. For example, several communities 
in the Upstate use review districts, Georgetown 
County has a flexible design district, and the City 
of Rock Hill uses master planned districts.  

These types of districts require approval of a site 
plan as part of the rezoning process. Like PDDs, 
these districts may be used to modify generally 
applicable zoning standards, such as uses, 
dimensional standards, or parking, though the 
code may limit the extent of modification allowed. 
For example, Georgetown County’s Flexible 
Design District prohibits modification of the height 
limits specified in the Zoning Ordinance. This 
technique provides appointed and elected officials 
an opportunity to review the site plan for larger 
developments but, when allowable modifications 
of code standards are limited, reduces the need to 
negotiate every aspect of a proposed 
development.  

The City of Rock Hill has four Master Planned 
Districts: Residential, Commercial, 
Business/Industrial Park, and College/University. 
Greenville County uses a similar approach, and has 
multiple review districts including the Flexible 
Review District and the Planned Office District. 
These approaches are similar to Lancaster 
County’s Mixed Use Districts, but provide 
significantly less prescriptive standards. This 
encourages creativity and innovation in the land 
development process. The UDO update could 
incorporate the best aspects of the planned 
districts used in other South Carolina 
communities, and tailor the standards to the type 
of development desired in Lancaster County.   

Second, the UDO could include a “use variance” 
process which, as noted, is not in common use in 
South Carolina, but does appear to be authorized 
expressly. 

Additionally, if the County is in favor of doing so, 
the UDO might include a rezoning concept similar 

to conditional or special use districts, like those 
used in other states. For example, a potential 
approach would be to establish a parallel “special 
use” base district for each current zoning district 
(e.g., a “General Business” District and a “General 
Business-Special” District).  

Within such a special use zoning district, all 
allowed uses are designated as special uses, which 
require both a special use district rezoning 
approval and a concurrent special use permit 
approval for the proposed use(s), both of which 
would require review by the Planning Commission 
and review and approval by County Council.  

Implementation of a concept similar to this one 
would consider the S.C. Planning Act’s definition of 
“conditional uses” (see above), which requires the 
associated conditions to be specifically 
enumerated in the text of the zoning ordinance.  

Such an approach might include the following 
steps:  

1. A property owner submits a rezoning 
application and a special use permit 
application, with a site plan that proposes a 
zoning district and use(s), conditions of 
approval, and any mitigation requirements. 
The application may include a draft 
development agreement, in accordance 
with the South Carolina Local Government 
Development Agreement Act, if the 
property is 25 acres or more in size. 
Applications for developments that are 
smaller than this size threshold could 
indicate the applicant consents to the listed 
conditions.  

2. The Planning Commission and County 
Council review the application and approve 
or deny the rezoning.  

3. If the rezoning is approved, the Planning 
Commission and County Council review and 
approve or deny the special use permit 
application and, if approved, attach 
conditions to the site plan.  

4. The applicant revises the site plan and 
development agreement, if applicable, to 
conform to the conditions of approval.  

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c031.php
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c031.php
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5. The Zoning Department maintains the 
conditions on file, which become binding 
and enforceable against the development.  

6. The applicant submits a zoning permit 
application(s) prior to development of the 
special use zoning district.  

Special uses in a special use zoning district would 
remain subject to all minimum requirements of 
the UDO and County Code, which might be 
increased or supplemented but would not be 
reduced, through the special use district rezoning 
and application process. Major changes to an 
approved special use district would be subject to 
the same process as a new special use district, 
while staff might be authorized to review and 
approve minor changes. The UDO would clearly 
specify what constitutes major and minor 
changes.  

This potential approach balances the community’s 
desire for more control over certain rezonings 
with applicants’ desires for predictability and 
efficiency in the entitlement process. However, a 
disadvantage is the potential administrative 
burden and lack of statutory guidance. In addition, 
this approach may not vary much from an 
improved and revised PDD framework, which 
benefits from statutory clarity. For example, like 
PDDs, special use zoning districts could still result 
in numerous “mini-codes” with standards 
different from the generally applicable UDO 
standards property to property.  

If Lancaster County decides to further explore this 
approach, the County Attorney should be involved 
in the development of the concept. 

Use Regulations  

The remainder of Chapter 5 establishes conditions 
for certain land uses, some of which only apply in 
certain zoning districts. Overall, the conditions 
appear reasonable. Some conditions could be 
consolidated in other UDO chapters, such as the 
use conditions for general commercial uses. The 
UDO should verify the consistency of the use 
conditions with State and federal statutes for uses 
such as wireless communications facilities. The 
UDO update should consider whether additional 
use regulations for certain land uses should be 
added. For example, agritourism and ecotourism 
are permitted uses in the agricultural and rural 
districts. These are unique land uses that can have 
a range of impacts depending on the specific 
activities conducted, and may warrant conditions 
related to vehicular access, parking, and hours of 
operation.  

Staff’s input in Appendix A includes more than five 
dozen suggestions for improvement to this 
chapter, many of which address practical concerns 
with application of the conditions or shortcomings 
of the regulations. The UDO revision should 
incorporate these recommendations and consider 
where conditions for other uses could help 
implement the County’s planning policies and/or 
address community concerns.  
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UDO CHAPTER 6: SUBDIVISION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

STANDARDS  

 

Chapter 6 establishes standards for subdivisions and site development, including required improvements 
for all developments; street, lot, and block layout and connectivity standards; and street, sidewalk, and 
bicycle facilities design. This chapter includes cross-references to Appendix C: Manual of Specifications 
and Standard Details, which helps keep the chapter succinct. The County should consider consolidating 
the street naming and renaming procedures in Section 6.11 with other procedures in Chapter 9.  

Chapter 6 should more clearly distinguish between requirements applicable to subdivision plats and those 
that apply to non-residential or multi-family residential site plans. This could be achieved by dividing 
Chapter 6 into distinct sections for infrastructure related to subdivisions and infrastructure related to site 
development that does not involve a major subdivision. This would benefit applicants by reducing the 
need to read the entire chapter to determine which provisions apply to their proposed development. If 
the revised UDO implements the “parallel codes” concept discussed on page 9, Chapter 6 could be further 
divided into infrastructure requirements for rural and non-rural areas or could be divided into two 
separate chapters to address the requirements for different geographic areas.   

Required Improvements for All Development  

Section 6.3 includes a summary table that specifies required improvements, such as curb and gutter, 
paving, and sidewalks, by zoning district. The revised UDO should maintain this table, as it helps applicants 
quickly determine the types of improvements required. This section should provide cross-references to 
the applicable standards for each of these improvements, since some provisions are found in other 
chapters of the UDO.  

The UDO update process should seek specific input from engineering staff and local engineers and 
designers on the improvements required for new developments. They can help ensure the UDO reflects 
current best practices and industry standards, as well as provide valuable feedback on the relationship of 
the standards to local conditions.  

Connectivity  

Section 6.4 establishes standards for vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle connectivity. Increased street 
connectivity helps reduce traffic volumes and delays on major roads by providing multiple routes between 
two destinations. Well-connected street systems encourage walking and bicycling since block lengths are 
shorter and dead-ends are minimized. While all of these standards may not be appropriate in rural 
subdivisions (such as block widths), the revised UDO should maintain connectivity requirements for the 
more urbanized areas of the County.  
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While sidewalks are required in many districts, 
only the CSO and HCO expressly require frontage 
sidewalks along perimeter roads. This creates a 
disjointed sidewalk system. The County needs a 
consistent policy on whether or not perimeter 
sidewalks are desired and, if so, who is responsible 
for maintenance.  

Subdivisions  

The definition of subdivision and the statutory 
exemptions noted in Section 6.2.2 should be 
reviewed for consistency with South Carolina 
statutes. The County should confirm its approach 
to family subdivisions and determine whether 
additional standards are needed. Staff and 
stakeholders expressed significant concerns with 
the provisions for private drives in Section 6.18 H 
(which often serve family subdivisions). These 
provisions should be relocated to their own 
subsection towards the front of the chapter with 
other provisions related to minor and family 
subdivisions. The County should review and revise 
applicable standards to ensure they comport with 
fire and emergency access requirements and 
address practical concerns regarding long-term 
use and maintenance of private drives.  

This chapter primarily includes infrastructure 
design and construction standards and provides 
limited guidance on the County’s expectations for 
subdivision layout. For example, the UDO does not 

effectively address townhouse subdivisions. The 
UDO should provide standards for both front-
loaded and rear-loaded townhouse subdivisions 
to ensure the final development is consistent with 
the desired character of these types of 
subdivisions. In addition, the UDO revision should 
implement more context-sensitive design 
standards for rural subdivisions.  

Earthwork and Grading  

This chapter does not address earthwork and 
grading requirements. Mass grading of 
development sites is often an aesthetic concern, 
but it can also contribute to increased erosion and 
potential negative impacts on water quality. Staff 
expressed concerns with fill areas that could be 
addressed through standards related to 
earthwork and grading. Like many of the 
infrastructure standards in this chapter (e.g., the 
technical road construction standards in Section 
6.14), these requirements are highly technical and 
may be more appropriately located in Appendix C: 
Manual of Specifications and Standard Details.  

It is common for communities to regulate grading, 
excavation, and earthwork construction, including 
fills and embankments. Many communities 
require grading permits as a precursor to any site 
development, as well as related financial sureties. 
Grading permits may require submittal of 
geotechnical studies, which analyze surface and 
subsurface conditions on a site. Financial sureties 
often are based on the volume of either 
excavation or fill material.  

S.C. Code § 6-29-1180 authorizes local 
governments to require financial sureties for site 
improvements at an amount at least equal to 
125% of the cost of the improvements. This 

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t06c029.php#6-29-1180
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approach is recommended, particularly since 
Lancaster County has experienced issues with 
substandard grading and filling activities. Section 
6.9 already allows developers to post financial 

sureties for other required improvements, so 
expanding this to grading activities is consistent 
with current practice. 

Improvement Guarantees  

Section 6.9 requires a two-year warranty period 
for new streets, stormwater control structures, 
and other required utilities. These provisions 
require a developer to maintain new 
infrastructure and repair any defects that arise 
within the warranty period. This is consistent with 
the practice in other South Carolina communities.  

As noted above, Section 6.9 allows developers to 
post financial sureties for other required 
improvements if the improvements are not 
complete at the time of final plat. This is common 

among South Carolina communities as well, 
though many jurisdictions place limits upon the 
type of improvements that may be completed 
following final plat. Section 6.9.1.B. allows any 
improvement, other than water and sewer, to be 
completed following final plat. However, the 
County should consider requiring completion of 
street construction prior to final plat. Following 
final plat approval, developers typically begin the 
building construction process and completed 
streets are important for fire protection and 
provision of emergency services.  

Road Construction Standards  

Section 6.5.2. indicates the road standards apply 
to all public and private roads in the County. 
Section 6.13.1. specifies that all “roads within a 
planned development district/mixed-use district, 
a residential subdivision, or other developments 
that are identified and created through the 
submission of a preliminary plat after January 1, 
2015,” shall be privately owned and maintained. 
However, the detailed road construction 
standards in Section 6.14 apply to “local and 
collector residential roads that will be maintained 
by the County.” This needs to be reconciled with 
the provision in Section 6.5.2., and with the 
County’s current policy to not accept new roads 
for maintenance.  

Section 6.14 requires all roads to comply with 
SCDOT and American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards. 
The additional standards apply only to the 
residential roads mentioned above. This practice 
and the standards themselves appear to be 
generally consistent with other South Carolina 
communities. Traffic Impact Analyses  

 
20 UDO § 6.8 

Chapter 6 also establishes the County’s provisions 
for traffic impact analyses (TIAs). The UDO revision 
should consider whether this is the appropriate 
location in the UDO for these requirements, or 
whether they should be relocated to Chapter 9 or 
another chapter related to procedures and 
application submittal requirements.  

The applicability of the TIA requirements should 
be reviewed. The UDO requires a TIA for any land 
use plan amendment, amendment to the zoning 
map, subdivision, special exception permit, 
rezoning or site plan.”20 In particular, the County 
should consider eliminating the requirement for 
an applicant to provide a TIA with any rezoning 
application. A rezoning applicant may not have 
imminent development plans for the property 
which, since TIAs are based on land use, makes it 
difficult to conduct a traffic study. Further, base 
zoning districts allow a variety of uses. The UDO 
does not specify whether applicants must revise 
approved TIAs when the use of a property 
changes.  

Stakeholders expressed a concern that the TIA 
thresholds are too low. The UDO requires a TIA 
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when the proposed development is anticipated to 
generate more than 50 peak hour vehicle trips. 
The UDO update should consider implementation 
of a tiered TIA process. A tiered process could 
require a less detailed trip generation summary 
for smaller developments and a full traffic impact 
analysis for larger ones. Mitigation is an important 
component of the TIA process. The UDO should 
clearly define the types or thresholds of 

deficiencies that warrant mitigation and the 
County’s applicable level of service standards.  

The access management provisions in Subsection 
6.8.4 should not be located in the TIA section since 
they appear to be generally applicable to all new 
development. These provisions should be 
relocated to their own section in Chapter 6.  

Variances  

Section 6.13.4 authorizes County Council to waive 
provisions of Chapter 6 on a case-by-case basis. 
The S.C. Planning Act does not address the 
procedure for variances from land development 
regulations. However, the Act authorizes both 
staff and the Planning Commission to review plans 
and plats, requires the Planning Commission to 
hear appeals of staff decisions, and requires 
Planning Commission approval of street names 
and street name changes. Since the Planning 
Commission is responsible for administration of 
these aspects of land development regulation, it 
may be appropriate for the Commission to 
consider variances, or “waivers,” from the 
standards in Chapter 6.  
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UDO CHAPTER 7: GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

7.1 Landscaping and Screening  

Generally  

Landscaping ordinances provide standards for the 
preservation and addition of trees and other 
plants as a part of the development process. 
Trees, shrubs, and groundcover soften the 
appearance of development sites to drivers and 
pedestrians and provide buffers between 
incompatible uses. In addition, living materials 
provide important ecosystem services, such as 
reductions in stormwater runoff, cooling from the 
shade of trees, and habitat for wildlife. The 
benefits of landscaping ordinances come at the 
expense of increased costs in the development 
process. Onerous landscaping requirements may 
reduce development of greenfield sites due to the 
increased expense or loss of land area for 
development. Therefore, a landscaping ordinance 
must strike a careful balance between quality of 
life with the community’s interest in the economic 
impact of land development. 

Staff has generally recommended that 
landscaping requirements should be increased 
and that requirements for different components 
should be standardized. For example, Chapter 7 
currently includes several different spacing 
requirements for trees in parking lots, on streets, 
and in other locations. Staff suggests that all tree 
spacing should be standardized at one tree per 30 
linear feet.  

Staff also recommended incorporating more 
flexibility into the landscaping and screening 
requirements. Section 7.1.1.E. allows alternative 
options to provide more flexibility for unique site 
conditions. This concept could be expanded to 
allow replacement material in different locations 
on the site, but these strategies could diminish the 
effectiveness of landscaping as a buffer or 
screening technique. One increasingly common 
approach to add more flexibility would be to 
incorporate a “point system” where applicants can 
choose from a menu of options, each with an 

associated number of points. Any combination of 
options can be used to reach the minimum 
number of points required. While this approach 
adds flexibility, it can be more complicated for 
staff to determine whether a landscape plan 
meets the requirements. Another approach that 
adds flexibility is allowing substitution options for 
plant material (e.g., one understory tree equals 
three shrubs; two understory trees equals one 
canopy tree). Several subsections of the 
landscaping chapter adopt this approach.  

The landscaping and screening chapter should also 
be reorganized. It currently includes sections on 
tree protection and applicability, tree protection 
on private property, street trees and building 
perimeter plantings, parking lot landscaping, 
buffers and screening, and general standards. 
Chapter 7 should include a clear applicability 
section with general standards used throughout 
the chapter followed by re-organized 
development standards for buffers and screening, 
building landscaping, parking lot landscaping, 
street trees and streetscaping, tree preservation, 
maintenance, and procedures. The 
re-organization will improve the flow of the 
document and present distinct concepts in 
separate sections that are currently combined. For 
example, some general matters and procedures 
are located in Section 7.1.1 Tree Protection and 
Applicability Matrix and some are located in 
Section 7.1.7 General Installation and 
Maintenance Standards.  

In addition, the landscaping ordinance should be 
clarified. Staff has identified numerous vague and 
contradictory regulations. For example, Section 
7.1.1.D.5. requires that vegetation planted on a 
site with a fence “shall be placed on the side of the 
fence” but does not state whether the plants 
should be placed inside or outside the fence. 
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Tree Protection and Applicability Matrix  

Section 7.1.1 includes an applicability matrix and 
several general procedural provisions, such as 
landscape plan requirements, inspections, and 
alternative compliance. The current matrix should 
be replaced by a matrix showing whether each 
requirement applies in each type of district. The 
current matrix appears to apply “all standards” to 
new construction, but several of the standards do 
not apply to new residential construction based on 
a closer review of each section. Section 7.1.1 also 

currently conveys some of this information in a 
graphic that is difficult to decipher. Staff 
recommends updating the applicability for 
building expansion that currently requires 
compliance on specific portions of the lot based on 
the location of the expansion. Instead, they 
suggest using a proportional requirement based 
on the percentage increase in size. All procedures 
and maintenance standards should be relocated 
to a separate procedures section.  

Tree Protection on Private Property 

Section 7.1.2 addresses tree protection, but some 
tree protection standards are also included in 
Section 7.1.7 General Installation and Maintenance 
Standards. These should be combined or cross-
referenced. Section 7.1.2 provides an incentive-
based tree protection framework. The section does 
not include specific criteria for the types of trees and 
locations of trees that should be preserved. Many 
communities in South Carolina have a tree 
protection ordinance of some type, but the 
requirements vary greatly. Staff recommends 
protecting heritage trees and possibly preserving a 
percentage of the tree canopy on a site. Mandatory 
tree preservation standards are the only way to 
ensure that established trees are preserved and to 
maintain the overall tree canopy in the County. In 
order to preserve trees, the County could require a 
tree survey of all trees above a certain minimum size, 
such as a six-inch diameter. This will help to identify 
heritage trees and preferred locations for 
preservation of multiple trees. Concepts for tree 
preservation can also be integrated with the use of 
existing vegetative areas for mandatory buffers. 

  

Trees and Landscaping Must Coexist with Utility Lines in the 
Right-of-Way. 
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Street Tree and Building Perimeter Plantings  

Section 7.1.3 addresses both street trees and 
building perimeter plantings. These unrelated 
requirements should be relocated into separate 
sections. The building perimeter planting 
standards appear sufficient, and staff 
recommends reducing the width from six feet to 
five feet. However, the street tree requirements 
should be adjusted to match the overall 
streetscape framework that Lancaster County 
applies. Staff recommends consolidating and 
increasing the density of street trees, which 
currently must be planted at the rate of one 
canopy tree per for every 40 or 50 feet depending 
on the district, to a more uniform standard of one 
tree for every 30 feet of frontage. In addition, the 
tree species should be clarified and updated to 
ensure that the County meets its goal to plant 
native or locally adapted trees. While the current 

standards are clear, there is a significant risk of 
conflict between required trees and utilities and 
other infrastructure. The current standards 
require trees to be planted in the right-of-way 
between the road and sidewalk. This is the 
preferable location for best practices in urban 
design, but staff expressed concerns for conflicts 
with utilities and adequate space for trees to 
grow. Staff recognizes a need to coordinate any 
change with the Lancaster Water and Sewer 
District. Currently, sewer pipes are installed under 
the roadbed, but water lines are frequently 
installed in the adjacent right-of-way. The tree 
standards should also be compared with preferred 
street layouts and with the current conditions for 
overhead utility lines to identify the best location 
for trees and utilities to coexist.  

Parking Lot Landscaping  

Section 7.1.4 provides standards for parking lot 
landscaping. In general, these parking lot 
standards require perimeter and interior 
landscaping with trees and shrubs and require 
interior plantings to be located in landscaped 
islands installed throughout the site. Staff 
suggests revising the spacing standard to one tree 
for every 30 linear feet to match the street tree 
standard. There is some concern with providing 
adequate space for trees and ensuring that trees 

are dispersed throughout the site. In addition, 
staff would like to consider requiring the end of 
each parking row to have an island. The exemption 
for automotive uses is appropriate but could be 
too restrictive; it appears to require either exterior 
and interior plantings or a 50-foot landscaped strip 
with a semi-opaque screen on all road frontages. 
This type of road frontage screen does not seem 
appropriate for outdoor vehicle display at car 
dealers and some other retail uses.  

Buffers and Screening  

Buffers are a very important component of a 
landscaping ordinance because they must strike a 
balance between protecting privacy and allowing 
connectivity. Section 7.1.5 controls buffer 
requirements and provides three different buffer 
standards depending on the difference in the 
intensity of adjacent uses. Staff recommends 
more robust buffers. The standards generally 
require a buffer when a lot within one district 
adjoins a lot in a lower-intensity district. This 
framework is widely used and provides clear 
standards to require buffers. However, this 
framework does not adequately address 

differences in land use within mixed-use districts. 
Staff suggests that the buffers should be revised to 
reflect general land use classifications instead of 
zoning districts to help resolve this problem. It is 
possible that buffers based on uses could 
introduce uncertainty in long-range planned 
developments and require additional staff time to 
confirm current or future land use for adjacent 
lots. Section 7.1.6 controls specific buffer 
requirement for loading areas and utilities. 
Generally, staff recommends that these standards 
should also be increased.  
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General Installation and Maintenance Standards  

Section 7.1.7 includes plant and construction 
standards and some procedural matters, such as 
inspections. The section suggests plants with a 
cross-reference to a plant list in Section 
4.3.2.J.6.vii. However, numerous sections of this 
chapter refer to concepts such as “native” or 
“drought tolerant.” Many of the plant selections 
listed in the approved plant list are not native to 
South Carolina. For the purposes of screening, 
identifying evergreen species of trees and shrubs 
is helpful, and the plant list does not classify 
shrubs as deciduous or evergreen. Therefore, the 
plant list should be reviewed for consistency, and 

the landscaping ordinance would be most clear if 
it included its own plant selection list and a list of 
prohibited plants, primarily invasive species. 
Interest in invasive species is growing, as 
exemplified by the State’s ban on the commercial 
sale of Bradford Pear trees after October 1, 2024.  
Staff expressed an interest in improving the long-
term maintenance of landscaping. The County 
could also consider adding an irrigation 
requirement for certain locations or uses to 
improve long-term maintenance. Finally, all 
procedures should be consolidated into one new 
section. 
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7.2 Parking and Driveways  

In General  

Section 7.2 regulates parking and driveways. These features of development have important implications 
for the community because impervious surfaces increase the urban heat island effect and increase 
stormwater runoff, and large expanses of parking can detract from the aesthetics of a community. These 
features are also expensive for developers to construct and are long-term capital improvements that will 
last for many years. Therefore, it is important to set the correct parking requirements (i.e., not significantly 
over- or under-parked) and to promote strategies to minimize the negative effects of this necessary use. 
The parking and driveways sections do not require significant reorganization, but the specific 
requirements for each use should be evaluated.

Parking Standards 

Section 7.2.4 requires parking based on a 
use table that lists many common land 
uses. This framework is typical and 
functions well for many communities but 
can result in an overabundance of parking 
because the tables require minimum 
parking amounts. However, Section 
7.2.4.B. also provides for a parking 
maximum, which is set at twice the 
minimum parking requirement. In 
addition, the parking standards provide 
exceptions for some uses and districts and 
also control shared and satellite parking 
and bicycle parking. However, it appears 
shared parking is only allowed in the 
context of satellite (off-site) parking. The 
provisions for satellite parking need 
review and the provisions for shared 
parking should be expanded. The UDO 
should provide additional standards 
related to parking reductions for shared 
parking, or provide more guidance for the 
Administrator to determine when reductions are 
appropriate. Shared parking areas provide 
flexibility for applicants, reduce impervious 
surface coverage, and improve the appearance of 
development.  

Staff suggests that the table should be fully 
evaluated to ensure that all uses are captured and 
that the parking requirements are sufficient. Staff 
suggests that other strategies to offset parking 
requirements could be explored in addition to the 

parking maximum. In addition, the uses should be 
evaluated and updated parking maximums should 
be adopted that are tailored specifically to each 
use in the table based on best practices. Some of 
the parking ratios should be adjusted, including 
office and service at 1 per 500 sf and restaurants 
at 1 per 250 sf, which both are significantly lower 
than in other similar South Carolina communities. 
The table would more accurately provide the 
appropriate level of parking if there were more 
detail in the use classifications.  
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Parking and Drive Design 

Parking and drive design and materials are 
controlled by several different subsections of 
Section 7.2. Appendix C of the Manual of 
Specifications and Standard Details (MSSD) also 
provides detailed engineering drawings and 
dimensions for parking and driveway design. 
These design specifications are frequently 
provided in an appendix or a separate manual 
because it is needed by a limited class of users, so 
the practice of treating design specifications 
separately should be continued.  

The MSSD provides recommended, minimum, and 
compact stall and aisle dimensions. However, the 
Code does not explain in what situations 
departures from the recommended parking 
dimensions are appropriate. The parking design 
standards should clearly cross-reference the 
preferred parking design standards, and these 
standards should be compatible with the parking 
lot landscaping standards. 

The location for parking on a lot is defined by a 
complicated table and graphic in Section 7.2.3 and 
varies depending on the land use and the 
character of the surrounding neighborhood. This 
table cross-references the form-based building 
types in Chapter 3. Therefore, it would be 
appropriate to review the parking lot location 
standards and completely revise this Section, 

which staff recommends. The surface 
requirements and features are controlled by the 
table in Section 7.2.5.B. In general, the standards 
differentiate between industrial and non-
industrial districts and certain types of parking 
situations (like overflow parking). Industrial use 
and overflow parking are allowed to have gravel 
lots. Many jurisdictions allow gravel lots in rural 
locations regardless of use, so Lancaster County 
could consider reviewing the paving 
requirements. In addition, the standards provide 
for connectivity and pedestrian corridors in 
parking lots. Staff reports significant practical 
difficulties in coordinating connectivity due to 
grade differences between adjacent lots that were 
not developed at the same time. This issue could 
be addressed with additional design requirements 
and analysis of topography and adjacent lots 
during the site plan review. 

Section 7.2.7 provides specific standards for 
driveway location, width, and design. These 
appear to function relatively well, but it appears 
some developers attempt to avoid these 
requirements by not using curb cuts. Staff 
suggests that this situation should be reviewed 
and that the driveway standards should be revised 
to accommodate vehicle stacking in drive thru 
establishments.  
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7.3 Lighting  

In General 

Lighting ordinances are intended to prevent 
nighttime glare that can be caused by the close 
proximity of incompatible uses and reduce overall 
light pollution in a community. The lighting 
ordinance generally applies to new development 
within commercial districts and exempts 
residential properties from compliance. The 
ordinance provides design standards and 
regulates specific uses and light types through 
additional regulations and exemptions. The 
ordinance primarily focuses on lighting installed 
during the initial development of a site. Staff 
suggested a general need to improve the lighting 
ordinance as a whole. Staff questioned the narrow 
applicability to commercial uses and suggested 
that it could be appropriate to regulate residential 
development. This expansion of scope would 
definitely decrease the impacts of lighting on 
residences but might be objectionable to some 
residential users. In addition, staff pointed to a 
need to expand the regulations from initial 
conditions to maintenance and ongoing 
operations. 

Design Requirements 

Section 7.3.2 provides the specific design 
standards for lighting and limits the application of 
the lighting requirements to commercial districts 
and specifically exempts residential uses. 
However, staff points out that several commercial 
districts are not included. Many communities 
regulate all external illumination, so it is 
reasonable to consider expanding the application 
of the lighting regulations. Staff suggests that this 
expansion to residential uses would be 
appropriate, and this change would be most likely 
to prevent off-site glare because most new 

residential developments are not adjacent to 
commercial developments. Several sections apply 
to shielding, and the shielding standards could be 
clarified and expanded to regulate specific types 
of light sources. Staff suggested additional 
shielding would be appropriate. Staff also 
suggested the need to reevaluate and clarify the 
measurement standards. 

Specific Uses  

Sections 7.3.3 and 7.3.4 provide additional 
requirements for certain situations and exempt or 
provide additional standards for certain 
applications, such as security lighting. These 
sections appear to be working well for Lancaster 
County. Staff suggested that a code revision 
should consider regulating LED string lights on 
buildings that are used to attract attention to a 
business. This type of regulation can be addressed 
in the sign code. 

Administration and Nonconforming Lighting  

Section 7.3.5 addresses procedures and 
administration. The ordinance currently does not 
require that an applicant submit lighting 
information on the site plan unless requested by 
Staff. Staff suggested that the submittal 
requirements should be clarified and that a site 
plan requirement should be included. The 
ordinance also allows nonconforming lights to be 
replaced with the same lighting. Nonconforming 
lights could be eliminated over time by requiring 
that lights must be replaced with conforming 
lights. In addition, incompatibilities could be 
addressed in the interim by limiting the hours of 
operation of some nonconforming lights. 
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7.4 Signs 

In General  

A sign code provides important standards for 
visual communication in the public realm. Sign 
regulations require a balance between limiting 
visual clutter and minimizing driver distraction on 
the one hand and providing useful information 
about the locations of businesses and preserving 
citizens’ constitutionally protected free speech 
rights on the other hand. This balance is 
complicated by recent case law that requires local 
sign regulations to be “content neutral.” Lancaster 
County’s Sign Code generally regulates of sign 
types based on zoning districts. However, the 
Code includes many distinctions based on content 
and the identity of the sign user. The Sign Code 
should be completely updated to provide content-
neutral regulation of signs. In general, a content-
neutral sign code would replace references to a 
sign’s content and uses with regulations based on 
factors such as size, design, configuration, and 
location.  

Other sign regulations located in the zoning 
ordinance should also be combined into the 

framework of the Sign Code for all applicable sign 
standards. For example, the Highway Corridor 
Overlay (HCO) District provides some deviations 
from the standard sign regulations in Section 
4.3.2.H. Matters like sign height would be 
appropriate to locate with the general sign 
standards as a special overlay district. It would be 
appropriate to provide for exceptions to general 
rules, such as the prohibition of certain types of 
signs, in the HCO regulations.  In addition, use 
regulations currently provide standards for signs 
for uses such as bed and breakfast inns and home 
occupations. Staff believes that sign allowances 
for several sign types and uses, including wall signs 
and freestanding signs and the application of the 
sign regulations to multi-tenant buildings are not 
adequate. Staff also suggests that it would be 
appropriate to evaluate differing standards for the 
Panhandle/Highway Corridor Overlay. These 
issues are common and can be addressed in a 
content-neutral way as discussed in this section. 

 

Content Neutrality  

Recent case law requires that regulations should 
be “content neutral.” This section will briefly 
address the concept of content neutrality and how 
that principle would be applied to revisions of a 
sign code like Lancaster County’s. In 2015, the 
United States Supreme Court issued an important 
opinion about evaluating content neutrality in the 
case of Reed v. Town of Gilbert, 576 U.S. 155 
(2015). Prior to Reed, some courts found 
regulations content-neutral if their underlying 
purpose was to address the secondary effects of 
signs (such as traffic safety and aesthetics) rather 
than the sign’s message. Under Reed, the Court 
focused the inquiry on the language of the 
regulations as opposed to their intent. Generally, 
regulations are now considered content-based if a 
regulation is triggered by what the sign says. In 
other words, do you “need to read” the sign to 

know what regulations apply? If so, the 
regulations are subject to strict scrutiny. This new 
guidance requires local governments throughout 
the nation to reexamine their sign codes for 
content neutrality, so Lancaster County is not 
unique in needing to review and update the Sign 
Code.  

While regulations must be “content neutral,” a 
local government can still impose reasonable 
time, place, and manner restrictions on signs. 
Content-neutral regulations restrictions are valid if 
they (1) are narrowly tailored to serve a 
substantial government interest and (2) leave 
open ample alternative channels for 
communication of the information. In content 
neutrality, the distinction between commercial 
and non-commercial speech is a critical element. 
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Non-commercial speech receives the highest 
degree of protection and typically involves speech 
that expresses an opinion but that does not 
advertise for commercial purposes. Non-
commercial speech includes, among other things, 
election signs and signs that express opinions 
about social issues. Distinctions between these 
types of messages is particularly suspect. 

Many permanent sign types can be adequately 
addressed through location, area, and height 
limitations applied by zoning district. Lancaster 
County currently imposes permitting 
requirements using this framework for most 
permanent commercial on-premises signs, such as 
wall signs and monument signs.  

The difficult aspects of conversion to content-
neutral sign regulations involve how to address 
temporary and incidental signs. Currently, the 
Code identifies several specific content-based 
temporary sign categories for differential 
treatment, including real estate signs, 
construction signs, political signs, and signs for 
charitable events. The Code does not require 
permits for most temporary signs. A content-
neutral sign code would accommodate all 
temporary signs through an allocation system that 
controls issues such as the location, number, area, 
spacing, and duration limits. This type of content 
neutrality approach greatly expands a property-
owner’s right to display signs.  

Incidental signs present similar difficulties in 
conversion to content-neutral principles. For 
example, the Code currently identifies some on-
premises incidental signs by content, such as 
directional signs, directory signs, and menu 
boards. Most incidental on-site signs do not 
require zoning approval. These signs are necessary 
for direction of drivers and pedestrians and 
provide important information. A content-neutral 
sign code would accommodate all incidental signs 
through an allocation system that controls issues 
such as the location, number, area, spacing, copy 
height, and setbacks. In order to ensure that signs 
are appropriately scaled for on-site use, especially 
by pedestrians, a detailed analysis of current 
incidental sign characteristics must be evaluated 
to ensure that the new regulations do not 
significantly expand or reduce sign users’ ability to 
display necessary messages. 

County staff has identified content neutrality as an 
important issue to the revision of the UDO. In 
addition, staff suggests that a severability clause 
would help with the enforceability of the 
ordinance. This is an important point and would 
probably preserve most of the regulatory 
framework if a court invalidated a particular 
aspect of the ordinance. In other words, the 
permanent sign regulations probably would not be 
affected by the invalidation of an unrelated topic 
like temporary sign regulations.  

Applicability, Exemptions, and Prohibitions  

The Sign Code defines applicability in §7.4.2 
Applicability and prohibits certain signs and sign 
features in §7.4.8 Prohibited Signs. Applicability 
and prohibition of signs are increasingly important 
in a content-neutral sign code because they can 
exempt certain classes of signs and prohibit 
features in an acceptable way. Important 
exceptions are allowed for government speech, 
including signs on government property and 
official traffic control devices located in the right-
of-way. Lancaster County has more leeway for 
regulating signs in the public right-of-way than 

those on private property. Many communities 
limit signs in the right-of-way to governmental or 
traffic directional signs. Currently, Lancaster 
County allows some signs in the right-of-way, 
particularly political signs. Staff also identified the 
need to clarify exemptions and suggests that sign 
maintenance should be clearly distinguished from 
expansion of signs. In addition, staff identified the 
need to better regulate mobile signs, particularly 
those displayed on vehicles in parking lots that 
function as a sign. 
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Sign Standards  

Generally, sign standards can apply to different 
sign types by district and can regulate many sign 
characteristics. Lancaster County currently uses 
this framework for most on-premises permanent 
signs. The sign standards should be revised to 
eliminate content and user preferences in 
permanent signs and add similar standards for 
incidental and temporary signs.  

Permanent signs should be regulated primarily by 
zoning district, and districts can be grouped into 
sign districts based on similarity of use. Lancaster 
County divides permanent signs into attached and 
freestanding categories and allows wall signs, 
window signs, awning signs, theatre marquee 
signs, projecting/suspended signs, and 
address/tenant identification signs, 
monument/ground signs, and bracket signs. The 
theatre marquee and address/tenant 
identification sign rely on a content-based 
distinction and should be redefined in terms of 
their physical characteristics. The Sign Code also 
allows billboards in Section 7.4.6.F. These 
represent all of the primary permanent sign 
categories that most communities allow except 
for pylon or pole signs. Many communities 
prohibit pylon signs. 

The permanent sign standards generally vary by 
zoning district and distinguish between residential 
and non-residential users. The standards allow 
larger signs for more intensive land use districts. In 
general, the sign allowances for permanent signs 
are the same for the HCO District except that it 
allows taller ground signs for developments larger 
than 40,000 square feet. The general sign types 

appear to be well-considered and clear. However, 
staff suggests that many of the sign allowances are 
not adequate. For example, the 75 square foot 
limitation of wall signs is relatively small and is 
particularly difficult for anchor tenants and larger 
multi-tenant buildings with many sign users. Many 
communities limit the size of wall signs as a 
percentage of wall area with an overall maximum 
limit and allow each tenant with a public entrance 
to have a separate wall sign allowance. The limit 
sometimes approaches 200 square feet or more 
for larger multitenant developments.  

In addition, staff points out that the 10-foot 
limitation on freestanding sign height is not 
adequate for most commercial uses and suggests 
an increase to 20 feet. The current height 
limitation reduces the legibility of freestanding 
signs. Larger developments in the HCO District can 
display ground signs up to 20 feet in height. Larger 
developments in commercial districts can have 
one additional ground sign per street frontage and 
one smaller sign for individually platted lots. In 
addition, the standard monument sign area may 
not be enough for larger multitenant 
developments. Monument signs can be scaled 
based on the size of the development, usually in 
square feet of floor area. This type of regulation 
allows larger signs or more signs depending on the 
size of the use. This could allow more flexibility 
than the current allowance, which is based on 
road frontage and land area. In addition, sign 
standards can be tested against best practices 
based on driver and pedestrian perception of signs 
depending on factors like sign size, distance, and 
speed of travel. 
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Wall Signs in a Multitenant Development. 

Temporary and incidental signs are difficult to 
address because they include many users and sign 
types. Examples of temporary signs include a 
grand opening sign for a national credit tenant 
retailer in a commercial corridor and a 5-year-old’s 
lemonade stand on a quiet residential street. 
Regulation of these diverse types of uses neutrally 
requires a detailed analysis of the current metrics 
for size and number of signs for specific locations. 
Based on those general standards, the County can 
select new content-neutral allowances for 
temporary and incidental signs by zoning district. 
This approach provides content neutrality without 
any abrupt changes in the number or size of signs 
in particular locations. However, this content-
neutral approach presents some difficulties, 
including the administrative burden of tracking 
and enforcing temporary sign regulations and 
identifying an appropriate content-neutral period 
for the length of the “temporary” time period in a 
way that allows political signs, which may only be 
in place during campaign years and seasons, and 
real estate “for sale” signs, which can be in place 
for a much longer duration. 

The current Sign Code does not adequately 
address allowances for temporary sign types. 
Instead, it categorizes temporary signs based on 
the content, including real estate signs, political 
signs, yard sale signs, special event signs, and 
construction signs. Each of these categories is 
given an allowance in area, height, and duration of 
display. However, the type of sign is not defined. 
Temporary sign types that many communities 
allow include banners, feather signs, inflatable 
devices, post signs, stake signs, and A-frame signs. 
The sign types can be regulated implicitly by size 
limitations or explicitly by type. For example, the 
HCO District explicitly prohibits inflatable signs 
and banners. 

Incidental signs can be included in a separate sign 
allowance for each district. Currently, the content 
defines these signs, including drive-thru menu 
boards, entrance signs, directional signs, directory 
signs, and hazard identification signs. This 
approach provides certainty about the content of 
the signs that users will display. A content-neutral 
approach that provides sign users with a flexible 
allowance per lot or per acre provides clarity and 
flexibility for the user and requires less 
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administration from staff, but it risks the 
uncertainty out-of-scale “incidental” signs 

creating visual clutter if large signs are allowed 
close to the right-of way.  

Sign Features  

The Code regulates features, such as illumination 
and electronic message components. Section 7.4.9 
Sign Illumination regulates some aspects of sign 
lighting and provides a side setback from property 
lines with adjacent residential uses. While 
separation distances are common, the 
illumination requirements function more like a 
lighting standards ordinance than a sign standards 
ordinance. The illumination section should be 

updated to clarify what types of lighting and sign 
features are allowed in each district. The Code 
should also include clear standards about use of 
electronic message boards in all districts. The 
Code includes controls for electronic messages for 
billboards and in the Highway Overlay District, but 
these signs are increasingly popular for uses from 
gas station price signs to church and school 
announcements.  
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UDO CHAPTER 8: NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION  

Chapter 8 includes the County’s floodplain, 
stormwater management and sediment control, 
and illicit discharge ordinances. This is another 
chapter that would be benefit from separation 
into multiple chapters. Alternatively, these 
regulations could be removed from the UDO and 
adopted as standalone ordinances. Both 
approaches are common, and several advantages 
and disadvantages are discussed below. In either 
case, the regulations in Chapter 8 are highly 
specialized and should be updated by staff 
members most familiar with the ordinance and 
State and federal regulatory requirements.  

According to the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), “[m]any, if not most, communities 
in the NFIP have enacted a separate ordinance 
that includes all the NFIP regulatory requirements, 
usually based on a FEMA or state model. The 
advantage of doing this is that one ordinance 
contains all floodplain development standards. 
Developers can easily see what is required of 
them, and FEMA and the state can easily see if 
your community has adopted the latest 
requirements.”21 The disadvantage is the risk of 
inconsistency between the floodplain ordinance 
and other building, zoning, and land development 
regulations.  

The same advantages and disadvantages apply to 
the illicit discharge ordinance. The Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the South Carolina 
Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(SCDHEC) require a local illicit discharge ordinance 

for compliance with the County’s National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit.  

Other considerations include the procedures 
required to update the regulations and for 
applicants to request variances from the 
standards. If the UDO includes these regulations, 
any text amendment requires a public hearing by 
the Planning Commission prior to review by 
County Council, which adds time to the 
amendment process. The Board of Zoning Appeals 
hears requests for variances from the strict 
application of the UDO, but may not have the 
technical expertise needed to consider variances 
from the floodplain, stormwater management and 
sediment control, and illicit discharge ordinances.  

Removing these ordinances from the UDO is 
recommended since it would streamline the UDO 
and enable the County to clearly demonstrate the 
ordinances comply with state and federal law.  

Other UDO regulations pertaining to natural 
resources protection should be relocated to this 
chapter, potentially including the Carolina 
Heelsplitter Overlay.  

Section 8.6 Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
includes provisions for riparian buffers buried 
within the stormwater regulations. UDO Sections 
1.3.2 and 4.1.2 cross-reference the riparian buffer 
regulations, but the regulations should be more 
prominent in this chapter.  

 
 

 
21 National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), Floodplain 
Management Requirements: A Study Guide and Desk 
Reference for Local Officials, pp. 7-9, available: 

https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/manage-
risk/document-library  

https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/manage-risk/document-library
https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/manage-risk/document-library
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UDO CHAPTER 9: ADMINISTRATION 

Chapter 9 establishes review agencies and review 
procedures, regulates nonconformities, and 
provides enforcement procedures. This is one of 
the longest chapters in the UDO and is sometimes 
difficult to follow, due in part to the level of detail 
provided for each process and procedure. While in 
general, we recommend a high level of detail in 
the administration sections of the zoning and land 
development regulations, those provided in the 
current UDO should be culled through to 
streamline in accordance specifically with South 
Carolina’s Planning Act and other statutory 
requirements, particularly with regard to 
enforcement in the Lancaster County context. To 
that end, we recommend each subsection should 
have its own subchapter, which would significantly 
improve organization and readability. We would 
also maintain the flowchart tool as a good 
overview of the final revised text. At this time, 
staff is finding the flowchart approach useful.  

Review Agencies  

Section 9.1 of this chapter sets out the framework 
of the County’s decision-making bodies regarding 
zoning and land development regulations in the 
UDO. The following bodies are currently in 
existence under this section: 

• County Council 

• Technical Review Committee 

• Planning Commission 

• Board of Zoning Appeals  

• Stormwater Advisory Committee 

The roles, membership, and powers or each are 
set out here. These are the five primary decision-
making bodies active in the UDO today and it is not 
expected now that any additional bodies are 
needed.  

Note too, the County Council convenes as a 
“committee of the whole” to workshop but not to 
take action on projects and policy concepts. We 
would consider whether and to what degree to 
incorporate a formal role for the committee of the 
whole either in Chapter 9 or in other parts of the 
UDO. 

Review Procedures 

Section 9.2 begins with a summary table of the 
various approval processes that should be 
reviewed and revised, if necessary, to ensure 
compliance with current South Carolina statutes, 
specifically. While a very detailed approach to 
setting out these processes remains the 
preference, it appears some terminology and 
standards in the current UDO may have been 
drawn from other nearby jurisdictions.  

This section also specifies requirements generally 
applicable to all procedures, such as public notice. 
Unfortunately, the Planning Act includes public 
notice and procedural requirements that vary, in 
some cases, as between zoning and land 
development regulations. In addition, there are 
some “gaps” in state requirements for certain 
rezoning processes—regarding posted notice, for 
example—that are handled differently by counties 
around the state. It’s important that these be 
resolved based on Lancaster County’s approach 
and legal posture.  

The UDO currently has a good, efficient means of 
laying out current notice requirements and the 
instances in which they are triggered, by use of a 
series of “levels” of notice. However, our initial 
review indicates that a close review of these 
provisions is recommended to ensure ongoing 
compliance with current South Carolina statutes 
and case law, where applicable. For example, 
some statutory distinctions between zoning and 
land development adoption procedures appear to 
be lacking.  
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Subsection 9.2.5 generally specifies application 
submittal requirements and cross-references a 
more detailed “Application Submittal 
Requirements” list on file with the County. 
Maintaining this list outside the UDO is a best 
practice, as it allows staff to update the list as 
needed. This subsection defines the various 
components of an application, such as a site 
analysis, sketch plan, and sedimentation and 
erosion control plan. These definitions should be 
relocated to Chapter 10.  

The general requirements for quasi-judicial 
hearings and decisions in Subsection 9.2.6., 
including variances, special exceptions, and 
appeals of administrative decisions, should be 
consolidated with other provisions related to the 
Board of Zoning Appeals in Section 9.1. In 
addition, we recommend converting the 
terminology currently used in the UDO to that 
typically used under the South Carolina statutory 
framework and in common practice in this state. 

The provisions for specific procedures beginning in 
Subsection 9.2.7 include a common workflow:  

• Process Type 

• Pre-Application Procedure 

• Required Application Information 

• Determination of Conformity 

• Public Notification 

• Appeals 

• Permit Validity 

• Permit Extension 

Standardizing the procedures to include a 
common workflow is a best practice. This provides 
clarity to applicants and the community and 
increases efficiency in the development review 
and approval process. Where not provided for a 
particular procedure, the revised UDO should 
supplement this workflow with an applicability 
provision so it is clear when a procedure applies. 
As staff comments indicate, provisions for 
modifications of an approval should be added as 
well.  

Procedural streamlining is important for 
applicants, staff, and citizens. Wasteful permitting 

processes cost 
applicants and 
taxpayers 
money, and 
often lead to 
unexpected 
development 
outcomes. It is 
also important 
to consider 
procedural 
requirements 
in light of 
current and 
anticipated 
future staffing 
levels. While 
streamlining is 
important, it is 
essential to 
give citizens a 
way to weigh 
in on projects that affect them. 

The modern best practice is to assign as many 
processes as possible to administrative staff when 
public hearings are not necessary. Public hearings 
are not necessary when a use is subject to very 
clear regulations defined in the ordinance (leaving 
no room for interpretation or discretion), or where 
the application is the final step in multi-step 
approval processes where discretionary decisions 
have already been made.  

Preliminary plats are a good example of a 
procedure that should require administrative 
approval. There is little, if any, discretion in the 
preliminary plat process. The legislative action of 
zoning or rezoning the property has already 
occurred, in some cases in conjunction with a site 
plan for the entire development. Preliminary plats 
either meet the UDO requirements, and thus 
should be approved; or they don’t fully meet the 
requirements and should be conditionally 
approved or disapproved. There is little benefit in 
requiring Planning Commission review when all of 
the standards are objective. It can require 
significant staff to time to prepare reports and for 

The UDO revision presents an 
opportunity to update the 

procedural workflow to more 
clearly convey the steps in 
development review and 

approval processes. The list 
below presents an example of 

an updated workflow. 

» Purpose 
» Applicability 

» Initiation 

» Completeness 

» Notice 

» Decision 

» Approval Criteria 

» Scope of Approval 

» Reapplications 

» Modifications 

» Appeals 

» Recordkeeping 
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the Commission to review these reports. It can be 
confusing to the public, who may think community 
input can influence the decision. And it can put 
Commissioners in a difficult position when the 
community opposes a proposed development that 
meets all of the applicable preliminary plat 
requirements.  

Where development has unique impacts, or 
impacts that are incapable of resolving completely 
through development standards, public hearings 
may be required to ensure that neighborhoods 
have an opportunity to weigh in on applications 
that affect them. Even without public hearings, 
the code could require neighborhood meetings to 
sort through issues that could otherwise become 
the topic of a variance request or third-party 
lawsuit challenging the application. 

The Planning Act empowers local governments 
with three distinct planning authorities: 
Comprehensive Planning (Article 3), Zoning 
(Article 5), and Land Development Regulation 
(Article 7). Each article has its own definitions, 
procedures, administrative responsibilities, and 
appeal processes. The revised UDO should ensure 

the provisions in the procedures subchapter 
comport with the latest version of the Planning 
Act.  

Finally, the Act, Chapter 4 of the South Carolina 
Ann. Code, as well as the South Carolina court 
rules of procedure all set out the judicial 
processes, fines, and penalties for enforcing 
provisions of the zoning and land development 
regulations for a county. It appears that certain 
sections of the current UDO may not use the same 
terminology as these state sources of authority 
and, in any case, need to be reviewed carefully and 
updated during the rewrite of the code.  

Staff comments include an extensive list of 
revisions and clarifications needed in this chapter. 
The UDO revision should include a complete 
overhaul of this chapter to improve readability, 
streamline procedures where possible, add new 
procedures where needed (e.g., a formal 
administrative interpretation process), eliminate 
inconsistencies, and align the procedures with 
current administrative policies and practices and 
State law.  

Nonconformities  

Section 9.3 would benefit from some clarifications 
and reorganization but, overall, the provisions appear 
reasonable and are generally in line with other 
communities. Section 9.3 addresses the full range of 
nonconformities—nonconforming lots, structures, 
uses, and site improvements. However, the UDO 
considers nonconforming site improvements, like 
parking and buffers, to be structures. These types of 
improvements warrant their own treatment.  

We typically recommend consolidation of provisions 
for nonconformities, though some communities prefer to consolidate the provisions for nonconforming 
site improvements with their related standards (e.g., nonconforming sign provisions consolidated with 
the other sign regulations). This is a rational approach, since site improvements may not become 
nonconforming until a site is redeveloped.  

Section 9.3 does not clearly address nonconformities in the HCO. For example, does a change in use trigger 
compliance with compliance with all of the HCO standards? As noted in the discussion of the HCO, due to 
the level of regulation in this district, the UDO update should explore options for bringing nonconforming 
properties into compliance over time. The UDO should include “triggers” that mandate a certain degree 

The Town of Mount Pleasant, SC, recently 
adopted a unique approach to regulating 
nonconformities. The Zoning Code defines 
three levels of nonconformity, and provides 
more flexibility to continue nonconforming 
situations that have a lesser impact on 
surrounding properties. See Zoning Code 
Section 156.140. 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/mtpleasantsc/latest/mpleasant_sc/0-0-0-344
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/mtpleasantsc/latest/mpleasant_sc/0-0-0-344
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of compliance with the HCO. For example, the UDO could require applicants to bring nonconforming 
buildings into compliance when gross floor area is increased by 60% or more.  

Nonconformities are another area where the UDO could distinguish between rural and non-rural areas. 
Applying zoning in rural areas, particularly in older commercial areas, can create conflicts. A more relaxed 
approach to nonconformities may be appropriate in rural areas where nonconformities may have a lesser 
impact on the community than they do in more urbanized areas.  
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UDO CHAPTER 10: DEFINITIONS  

Chapter 10 includes definitions of use types, as 
well as definitions of general terms used in the 
UDO. Section 10.3 defines use types, while other 
definitions appear in Section 10.4. The revised 
UDO should combine all definitions into a single 
section. The individual definitions specify whether 
the term is a “use type” so there is no need to 
further clarify this by placing use type definitions 
in a separate section.  

Section 10.4 includes definitions related to the 
airport overlay and floodplain and stormwater 
regulations. Some communities maintain such 
definitions in the code sections to which they 
apply, as the terms are highly specialized and not 
generally used in the code. This is largely a matter 
of preference. Where the UDO applies a definition 
in one section or chapter that is different from the 
general definition of the term (e.g., “uncovered”), 
the section or chapter should define the term and 
explain the meaning only applies with respect to 
the regulations in that section or chapter. 
Otherwise, consolidating all definitions into a 
glossary at the end of the code, as the County has 
done, is a best practice. 

While the list of definitions is extensive (also a best 
practice to improve clarity in the UDO), staff 
identified a number of missing terms that are 
foundational to the UDO, including principal 
structure, property lines, setbacks, yards, and 
different types of lots. The revised UDO should 
incorporate definitions for all of these terms.  

Staff noted the various definitions of height, 
building height, story height should be assimilated 
into a singular cohesive definition. We concur, and 
note that the revised UDO should consolidate all 
rules of interpretation and measurement into a 
single chapter, including the provisions in Section 
10.2 Rules of Construction.  

Definitions should not include use conditions, and 
most of the UDO definitions do not. Where a 
definition does include use conditions (e.g., 
independent living facilities), those should be 
consolidated with other use conditions in 
Chapter 5.  

During the UDO revision, existing definitions 
should be comprehensively reviewed and revised, 
if needed, to ensure clarity and consistency with 
the rest of the UDO.  

While many communities use the same or 
similar definitions for zoning and land 
development terms, it is important to tailor 
most definitions to the community context. 
Communities should consult a variety of 
resources in developing or revising definitions, 
including: 

• State and federal laws;  

• Other sections of the community’s 
code of ordinances;  

• The community’s building code;   

• Accepted industry definitions, such as 
those found in ANSI  or ITE standards;  

• The American Planning Association’s 
A Planners Dictionary;  

• NAICS use descriptions; and  

• LBCS use classifications.  
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UDO APPENDICES  

UDO Appendix A: Legacy Planned Development Districts 

Appendix A lists legacy planned development districts along with their related ordinance numbers. This is 
helpful for readers, but requires a text amendment to modify when legacy PDDs are rezoned to another 
district. The County could consider maintaining this document outside the UDO and cross-referencing this 
document in Section 1.3.3 Legacy District. If maintained within the UDO, the list should be updated as 
staff indicated some legacy PDDs were inadvertently omitted from the list.  

UDO Appendix B: Highway Corridor Overlay District Supplementary Diagrams  

Appendix B supplements the standards in Section 4.3.2 and is primarily comprised of photographs that 
depict allowed and prohibited building and site elements in the overlay district. The County could consider 
removing this appendix from the UDO, which would allow staff to supplement it as needed to provide 
clarity to applicants.  

UDO Appendix C: Manual of Specifications and Standard Details (MSSD)  

Appendix C provides a variety of technical standards for streets, driveways, cluster mailbox units, parking, 
trails, and stormwater drainage system elements. These standards are highly technical and not frequently 
referenced by most code users. Further, the appendix adds significant length (nearly 50 pages) to the 
UDO.  

Staff recommends expansion of the technical standards to include minimum design and construction 
standards for development projects (e.g., earthwork). These standards should be added and any existing 
standards should be updated for consistency with the revised UDO.  

Including these standards in the UDO raises the question of whether applicants can request variances or 
waivers from the standards. The County should consider removal of these specifications from the UDO 
and relocation to a separate administrative manual. As with the other appendices, this would allow staff 
to update and supplement the standards as needed. The administrative manual also could be separately 
adopted by County Council.  
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CONCLUSION  

The Lancaster County Unified Development Ordinance incorporates a number of best practices and 
includes some progressive planning concepts (such as connectivity ratios) not typical in predominantly 
rural counties. However, applicants, staff, elected and appointed officials, the public, and the consultant 
team find the UDO cumbersome, difficult to read, and, at times, difficult to interpret. This creates 
confusion and inefficiency in the land development process, and makes it difficult for new staff members 
and new elected and appointed officials to understand and administer the ordinance.  

Reorganizing and reformatting the UDO, consolidating related provisions, correcting inconsistencies, and 
resolving internal conflicts—even without making major changes to the standards themselves—would go 
a long way in addressing many of the identified concerns with the ordinance. Clarifying procedural 
requirements and responsibilities and consolidating processes where possible would significantly improve 
the zoning and land development process.  

As noted in the Introduction, the current UDO includes a number of workable approaches. In our 
assessment, however, they are not entirely workable for Lancaster County. The UDO should draw on best 
practices from other communities, but should be calibrated for the local context. Any policies in the 
current UDO that have worked, or that can work for Lancaster County with some restructuring, should be 
carried forward.  

In order to craft a “Lancaster County-specific” regulatory framework and approach, we recommend the 
UDO update process include a steering committee that can provide feedback on the consistency of the 
revised regulations with the community’s vision as well as the practical implications of the proposed 
revisions. We also recommend work sessions with the Planning Commission and County Council at key 
milestones during the project. The revisions recommended in this assessment are extensive, and it will be 
critical to receive feedback as the revised UDO takes shape to help ensure the regulations will result in 
the development outcomes desired by the community.  
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POTENTIAL INTERIM ACTIONS PRIOR TO 

ADOPTION OF THE REVISED UDO  

Since the UDO update will be comprehensive and take time to prepare and adopt, the County should 
consider implementing one or more of the following “interim actions” between the completion of this 
assessment and final adoption of the revised UDO.  

The reasons for implementing one or more of these actions include not just avoidance of going down a 
path counter to the direction of the UDO, but also to keep the UDO revision process efficient.  

Items the County should consider avoiding prior to completion of the revised UDO include:  

• Rezonings to districts that may be revised or replaced;  
• Significant text amendments, particularly those that could run counter to the revised UDO;  
• Major "plan-level” projects (e.g., a corridor study) that may inform or be informed by the UDO 

revision process; and  
• Major developments and subdivisions that likely would not reflect the final UDO.  

County Council may accomplish these as a matter of policy, interim development standards, moratorium, 
or, eventually, invocation of the pending ordinance doctrine. We can assist the Council and the County 
Attorney in exploring options for implementation of one or more of these interim actions.  
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APPENDIX 1:  

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR UDO UPDATE  

Appendix 1 provides staff comments and recommendations. Their experience administering the UDO over 
the past several years allows them to identify detailed revisions needed to clarify, streamline, and 
otherwise improve the code. We concur with staff’s suggestions for improvement.  
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The following list identifies potential issues with the Lancaster County UDO, and will be used to 

guide future updates. As you come across issues or flaws within the ordinance, please identify 

them in this list by 1) Section # and name, 2) describe the issue, and 3) describe what you believe 

the solution is (summary form). 

COVER 
1. Suggest new cover graphic with updated UDO 
2. Replace Planning Department with Development Services Division 

GENERAL COMMENTS (MULTIPLE CHAPTERS) 
1. Aesthetics: Improve use of colors, font styles (bold, etc.) table presentations, and overall visual 

representation of UDO to make it easier on the eyes and to review. We recognize this is not a 
UDO re-write, so just asking for improvements that can be implemented without major 
investment of time. 

2. Text to Tables: Need to comprehensive review the document in order to create more 
opportunities to convert paragraphs and text and convert information into tables where possible 
to be more user. Too much reliance on numbered subsections, etc. for detailed standards. 

3. Conciseness: Need to comprehensively review the entire text and make text more concise by 
removing sections that are duplicated elsewhere or use multiple section to create standards for 
one topic area, and other considerations.  

4. Conflicting or Non-Existent Cross References: Need to check existing cross references and 
confirm they exist and/or are attributed to correct ordinance section. In many cases these 
references are non-existent. Please also provide cross references where it would be helpful to 
connect related code sections. 

5. Consistency: Need to confirm consistency throughout the document in regards to process 
standards and actual development standards. Many inconsistencies exist. 

6. Best Management Practices/Standards: Need to comprehensively review the document to 
identify process and standards improvements to ensure Lancaster County is using 
contemporary standards for a fast growing community. 

7. Rural-Urban Divide: Need to identify recommendations/standards that should be scaled back 
in the more rural areas. Only the Panhandle area (general north of City of Lancaster) is urban. 
What standards could be scaled back in the rural areas to be more appropriate (use of paving, 
etc.)? Chapter 6 infrastructure standards seem to touch on this (see table) where it applies 
different standards based on zoning district (for subdivisions).  

8. No revision dates are indicated in the UDO, no indication of what the revisions were or dates 
revisions made. Therefore, the rules of engagement may have changed but there is no way to 
know, there are no footnotes, dates or any indication of the changes. If developments are 
responsible for compliance with the UDO when the project is submitted, how can that be 
verified if an element was in compliance but the UDO changed concerning it later.  There have 
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been many text revisions since adoption date of 11/28/2016. The reader does not know what 
version they are referencing. 

9. Administrative Discretion: There are too many opportunities for exceptions embedded 
throughout the document.  There are phrases such as these throughout: “when the administrator 
deems,” “unless the administrator determines,” “where deemed essential by administrator,” 
”the suggestions made as to how to address,” “the applicant can make any other proposals 
which they believe,” etc. It is not a good practice to portray to the developer that special cases 
are regularly granted. Need to identify areas where we do not need this type of language and 
remove. In areas that remain, need to create approval criteria in which to evaluate individual 
cases. 

10. Council has asked for ways that the UDO can be updated to address junk in the community, 
particularly in the rural areas. One thought from staff was to create an amortization clause 
eliminating grandfathered, non-conforming junk yards.  

11. Gender Neutral Titles: Several sections contain terms like “chairman”, etc. and need to be 
updated to reflect gender-neutral titles. 

12. Stormwater Ordinance: The County Engineer has been re-writing the stormwater ordinance 
(Ch-8) and will likely have a new/replacement chapter to insert. Alternatively, it could simply 
be a standalone ordinance. 

13. High Growth Community: Lancaster County is the 2nd fastest growing county in the state and 
the fastest growing community in the Charlotte region. The organization and content of our 
development standards and approval process are not sophisticated enough or suitably 
organized to manage this. Many of our projects are very large with multi-year (decade 
sometimes) vested approvals, substantial bonding, and incorporate the creation of public and 
private infrastructure. We need a Major Site Plan and Civil Construction Plan process that can 
suitably address and keep pace with our growth and complexity of projects. 

14. The UDO needs to have improved standards for townhomes and larger quadraplex 
developments, which are returning. 

15. The UDO needs to have improved standards for live-work development. 
16. Comprehensively amend the UDO to prohibit connex containers outside of the AR, LI and HI 

Districts, and with the exception of seasonal sales storage for retail business in the GB and RB 
Districts, but only when not visible from a right-of-way. 

17. Look into the creation of tiny home parks (similar to a mobile home park). 
18. Approval/Findings criteria for Special Exceptions and Variances need to be deleted and 

replaced with those found in the State statutes.  
19. In 2016, PDDs were replaced with the various MX Districts, which have not been received 

well by all internal and external parties. The County would like to develop a conditional zoning 
tool similar to North Carolina. Examples in South Carolina include Rock Hill’s master plan 
district and Charleston County’s conditional zoning district. This is must have item. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTORY PROVISIONS 
1. Section 1.1.3: Need a reference that we have some smaller townships that use the County UDO. 

May also need a reference that the towns within the County may use their own UDO/code. 
2. Section 1.1.6.C: Grandfathered lot designs should be referenced in Nonconformance Chapter. 

Subsection D should reference Vested Rights section of ordinance versus developing a new 
system. This would also appear to conflict with Section 1.17 - need to reconcile all of this and 
with vested rights section. 

3. Section 1.1.11: Does not appear to be functionally necessary – delete. 
4. Section 1.2.l.B: Does not include Floodplain Overlay District. 
5. Section 1.3: This section would seem to make more sense as a part of Chapter 2. 
6. Section 1.3.3: As there is only one district there does not need to be a bullet point list.  
7. Section 1.3.3: Replace “eventually” with “may be.” 
8. Section 1.4: Incorporate lot design standards into subdivision provisions of Chapter 6. 
9. Section 1.4: Whether here or in Chapter 6, we need to create provisions for flag lots. 
10. Section 1.4.2: Should provide for interpretation of dimensional standards, per title; however 

no such provisions are included. 
11. Section 1.4.3: This section has several errors and inconsistencies (including text and graphics 

being inconsistent), and should likely not exist within this chapter at all – should be deleted.  
12. Section 1.4.3: Title includes “use standards;” however the section provides no “use standards.”  
13. Section 1.4.3.A: Need to incorporate provisions for “Through Lots.” 
14. Section 1.4.3.A.2: Useless provision – additional widths would need to be included in the 

development standards of Chapter 2. 
15. Section 1.4.4 and Section 1.4.7: Includes many references to “yards” such as “front yard,” 

“street yard,” “required yard,” side yard,” and “rear yard.” Yard should be replaced with 
setback. 

16. Section 1.4.4.A: Proof for consistency. Create a definition for “Infill Lot” or some criteria 
where they should be found (unincorporated areas near municipalities such as Brooklyn 
neighborhood near Lancaster City?). 

17. Section 1.4.4.B: Consider deleting as a separate setback standard for garage additions unless it 
is being specifically tailored to the unique infill lot setback standard. 

18. Section 1.4.5: 
a) Include standards for additional common residential encroachments such as chimneys, 

HVAC units, etc. Need to address retaining walls above 4-ft subject to accessory 
structure setback.;  

b) Expand the awnings encroachment to address residential uses (side/rear yards and new 
standard); and 
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c) Create some basic fencing standards as a separate chapter from encroachments. One in 
particular would be the use of customary fence materials or prohibition in the use of 
junk material.  

19. Section 1.4.6.A: Search how often “story” is used for building height. I think it’s just in the 
mixed-use districts. If we can replace “story” limits with a height limit without compromising 
a design intent, then we should do so and eliminate this subsection. 

20. Section 1.4.6.B: If this section is to exist at all, and I see no immediate reason that it should, 
then it must be made to be consistent with the definition for height. 

21. Section 1.4.6.C: Please review this and the footnotes within Chapter 2 Use table to create a 
single section for height exclusions or special allowances. In the Chapter 2 footnote, need to 
create a limit when using the increased setback allowance and create Fire Marshall review 
provision. 

22. Section 1.4.7.A: Eliminate building permit reference.  
23. Section 1.4.7.B: Consider incorporating a separate setback standards for accessory uses and 

create threshold for when the principle setback would apply. This may eliminate the “small 
structure” exemption later on. 

24. Section 1.4.7.C: Eliminate building permit reference. Increase carport/breezeway width to 18-
ft.  Delete lighting reference. Confirm lighting ordinance applies to accessory structures 
(correct if not). 

25. Section 1.4.7.D: Gatehouses are listed twice with different standards. Relocate sign setbacks 
to sign ordinance.  
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CHAPTER 2 DISTRICT STANDARDS 
1. Entire Chapter: Consider creation of new “Master Planned District” (other something of 

similar ability). How would this be best implemented and what scope could development be 
approved? Conflicts or requirements through SC Statutes? 

2. Section 2.2.1.B: Section does not mention the floodplain district. 
3. Section 2.2.2.C: Provide an administrative flexibility statement for split zoned parcels. 
4. Section 2.2.2.D: Unclear what the Chapter 9 reference is pointing to unless it is requiring an 

official interpretation process, which this ordinance lacks (and needs). 
5. Section 2.3: Where zoning districts are described with such similar language (LDR vs. MDR), 

the corresponding uses in Section 2.4 must share such similarity. Also, if the districts are so 
similar, should they not be merged? 

6. Section 2.4: Remove Development District/Exterior Setbacks/Buffer row from all tables, and 
remove Parking Configuration Standards row from all tables. 

7. Section 2.4: Need to comprehensively evaluate non-SF residential district building heights. 
Remove reference to stories in commercial districts height. Many seem too low for both 
commercial and industrial. Need to provide limitation on increased height allowance with 
increased setback. Reduce accessory structure building height for MDR district. 25-ft?  

8. Section 2.4: If the PB District remains, then the front setback should be increased to 25 feet. 
9. Section 2.4: There is no density established for the PB, NB, GB, RB and INS Districts; however 

these districts permit residential uses which refer back to this table for allowed density. 
10. Section 2.4: Need to eliminate unnecessary italicized notes and/or integrate them into more 

appropriate areas. 
11. Section 2.4: Consider increasing the density for the RB District to 15-units per acre, or consider 

eliminating with updated MX districts and new multi-family district. 
12. Section 2.4: Add and asterisk or footnote clarifying that a minimum of 25-acres of “highland” 

is required in mixed use districts, and provide a reference to DA section of UDO. 
13. Section 2.4: Remove the asterisk from District/Development Area for the LI Districts – doesn’t 

reference anything. 
14. Section 2.4, standard 2.B: Strike “at Front Setback.” 
15. Section 2.4, standard 3.A: Strike “Principal.” 
16. Section 2.4, standard 3.B: Strike “Street Side Secondary Front.” 
17. Section 2.4, standard 3.C: Should read: “Interior Side Setback (min).” 
18. Section 2.4, standard 4.A: Should read: “Interior Side Setback.” 
19. Section 2.4: Clean-up building height for accessory structures and ability to use the 2 for 1 rule 

in combination with the 90ft height limit for non-habitable structures. 
20. Section 2.4 / Section 4.4.1.G: Address the conflict between density allowances in MDR and 

Cluster Overlay (2 du versus 2.5). Indicates different standard in multiple places. 
21. Section 2.5.1: Use categories need to be revised, reorganized and generally improved. 
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22. Section 2.5.2: Need to simplify/generalize the use interpretation process. Administratively 
burdensome.  

23. Section 2.5.3: Need to comprehensively update this table to: 
a) Incorporate missing uses; 
b) Evaluate the logic of what districts allow specific uses in order to ensure it’s reasonable 

and consistent; and 
c) Incorporate other helpful information in the tables, such as relationship to parking 

standards and potentially buffer requirements, which typically relate to uses. 
24. Section 2.5.3: Consider expanding upon the districts where manufactured housing may be 

permitted. 
25. Section 2.5.3: Revise Agritourism to be Permitted with Review (PR) in all currently permitted 

districts. 
26. Section 2.5.3: Consider allowing light industrial uses in business and mixed use districts (GB, 

RB, MX and IMX ) as “Permitted with Review” or as a “Conditional Use.” 
27. Section 2.5.3: Consider the creation of limited opportunities for retail sales and display of 

manufactured products for businesses in the LI and HI Districts (this is referenced in the 
description of these districts, but not implemented).  

28. Section 2.5.3: Need to create a conventional multifamily district or allow use in more districts. 
29. Section 2.5.3: Consider allowing solar farms in the Mining district. 
30. Section 2.5.3: Consider allowing “Child/Adult Day Care Home (6 or more persons)” in PB 

District as a Permitted with Review tier use. 
31. Section 2.5.3 / Chapter 10: Correct discrepancy between “Vehicle Services – Minor 

Maintenance/Repair” use with its definition. 
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CHAPTER 3 MIXED-USE DISTRICTS 
1. General: This chapter has significant issues and is in need of a robust rewrite or reimaging 

process. Minimal specific comments are provided due to this. We would like some professional 
guidance from consultant. 

2. General: The building design standards do not tie into the Building Type images in the building 
typologies and do not appear to create the envisioned buildings. 

3. General: We need to add language to require multiple uses on properties. Requirement for two 
types of residential uses is buried in Chapter 9 application submittal. Should be moved to this 
chapter (if want to retain).  

4. Section 3.6.8.C: Building height for the HDR District is not provided. 
5. Section 3.6.8.C: Text regarding reduced height should reference 3.8.J, not 3.7.J. 
6. Section 3.8.E.1: Should read: “Where required, outdoor amenity space must be provided on 

the lot site and must be available for use by the occupants of the development.” 
7. Section 3.8.K.5: The County does not have a "Midtown Development Review Committee." 
8. Section 3.10.1.C.1.a: Provision is specific to public rights-of-way. Why not private rights-of-

way? In the instance that we really do only want on-street parking on public streets - since the 
County is no longer accepting public rights-of-way should this not be amended to include 
private streets? 

9. Section 3.10.1.C.1.b: References “50% or more.” Should be “51% or more.” 
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CHAPTER 4 OVERLAY DISTRICTS 
1. Section 4.2.1: Update the McWhirter Field Aviation Overlay (MFAO) District to: 

a) Replace “Commission” with “Committee” and modify any decision-making processes 
resulting since Committee by design is advisory only (get County Attorney feedback); 

b) Need to correct the process for Zone 5 project reviews. Currently any development 
activity in Zone 5 requires a Commission approval, which is punitive given its broad 
geography; 

c) Need to address solar farms in Use Table and update MFAO to require a conflict 
analysis for proposed solar facilities (per airport manager); and, 

d) Landfills are the only prohibited use in all zones. This needs to be more 
identifiable/explicit.  

2. Section 4.2.1: Need to clarify if the density restrictions were intended to also apply to non-
residential uses such as a factory, etc. 

3. Section 4.2.1: Commercial Industrial, Manufacturing and Warehousing density and use 
requirements for the various zones (Section E, Pages 4-5 to 4-6) may be more restrictive than 
what is needed. As the county seeks to develop a 478 acre industrial park around the airport 
we need to make sure we are complying with state and federal requirements but are not being 
more restrictive. Also, the language regarding permitted uses is contradictory and needs to be 
corrected. For example the first category list Manufacturing Facilities, Industrial Plants and 
Warehousing as not allowed in Zones A and Zones B1 & C2; however, in the same table it 
lists Warehousing and Light Industrial/Manufacturing as conditional uses. Section G (Pages 4-
7 to 4-8) of the airport overlay district has a permit process for existing and future uses that 
seems to create a number of extra steps and it is unclear who is issuing the permit.  Table 2 
(pages 4-9 to 4-11) has information for compatible and incompatible may be more restrictive 
than what is allowed by state and federal requirements. Review the density and use 
requirements for the various airport zones and make adjustments that allow for maximum use 
of industrial property within the zones while meeting state and federal requirements. Also, 
review Table 2 that lists compatible and non-compatible uses to make sure these are 
maximizing what is allowed and still meets state and federal requirements. (NOTE: this may 
be beyond the scope of this update without specific guidance from the County) 

4. Sections 4.2.2.B.2.f and g: Clarify that the role of the Planning Commission was in establishing 
the Carolina Heelsplitter Overlay (CHO) District credit criteria and continuous review of 
individual projects is not needed. Point of uncertainty in current administration of CHO. 

5. Section 4.3.1: Update the Carolina Thread Trail Overlay (CTTO) District to: 
a) Consolidate all of the design standards and various other thread trail elements in UDO 

into this section; 
b) Create a Fee-In-Lieu Section; and, 
c) Create a County Engineer process to evaluate final CTT location, design, and materials. 

Staff has a draft ordinance we can share that achieves this that consultant can modify, 
as needed.  

6. Section 4.3.2: Need some more specific guidance on gradual improvements to existing non-
conforming properties in the Highway Corridor Overlay (HCO) District in order to achieve 
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ultimate compliance and to be reasonable to non-conforming properties with significant useful 
life remaining. 

7. Section 4.3.2: The UDO in various sections places requirements on retail center design that 
does not allow for projects like The Promenade in which the shops are visible from the road 
with parking in the front. This does not lend itself to developments that appear welcoming and 
full of activity, which in turn limits their ability to be successful. Additionally, the UDO 
requires commercial buildings to be constructed close to the road which creates a safety and 
the ability to widen roads in the future as the structures are too close to the roadway. The older 
UDOs did not have such restrictions. Economic Development recommends eliminating design 
requirements that hide the front of the stores from the road and requires buildings to be 
constructed close to the road. 

8. Section 4.3.2: Need to incorporate HCO layout and other standards for non-traditional 
buildings like apartments, churches, etc. as much of the ordinance targets commercial 
development. Consider exempting institutional buildings like churches, govt. facilities, etc. 

9. Section 4.3.2: Increase building setback in Highway Corridor Overlay to better accommodate 
future US 521 road widening. Consider establishing a supplementary street yard requirements 
to provide an additional buffer area or lower cost future ROW cost. 

10. Section 4.3.2: Help make overlay more concise by deleting text that simply refers back to 
conventional ordinance such as “design review”, “building height” “permitted uses”, etc. 

11. Section 4.3.2.F.1: Define “front onto” and “parallel to ROW” or be more explicit. Graphic may 
help. Delete 1.b regarding front and rear access. Delete 1.C as it’s a policy statement. 

12. Section 4.3.2.F.4: Replace “concrete” siding with “cementitious” Modify applicability 
statement to require on all four sides of a building with exception of a fully screened service 
area. Remove TRC approval of fence color and simply permit earth-tone colors or similar 
general standard. Delete last sentence about aesthetics and building codes. 

13. Section 4.3.2.F.5.b: Clarify this is cumulative sq. (40k). Remove “retail.” Require minimum 
number of open space areas and clarify 500-sq. ft. is for a single area Replace tree height to 8-
ft to match caliper size.  

14. Section 4.3.2.G: Consider allowing some limited parking between the road and building for 
larger centers. Replace “fronting on the corridor” with fronting on US 521 and SC 160. Where 
should vehicle park for sites fronting secondary roads within the overlay? In subsection 2, 
delete reference to on-street parking prohibited on corridor or other street. Delete redundant 
subsection 3 related to quantity. Delete 5C as there are no such standards in this section related 
to spacing or correct citation. Create criteria for conflicting uses in subsection 5e. 

15. Section 4.3.2.G: Revisit parking location standard. 
16. Section 4.3.2.G.5.b: Private and public roads are not defined in either Chapter 6 or Chapter 10. 
17. Section 4.3.2.G.5.c: Indicates that the minimum spacing between driveway accesses shall 

comply with the provisions of Section 4.3.2.G; however this is in 4.3.2.G …and there are no 
provisions. 

18. Section 4.3.2.H: Need to reformulate this section more comprehensively address the following 
performance items (possibly into a table). 
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a) All parcels get a free standing sign in addition to any shopping ctr shared signs; 
b) All corner parcels can have a secondary frontage sign (single use or shared); 
c) Greater height allowances for freestanding signs (10-ft single use, 25-ft shared sign); 
d) For shopping center signs, allow one at a min. for each road frontage and signalized 

entryway. For measurement of height, there is generally a significant grade difference 
between the corridor pavement and development parcels. Point of measurement should 
be modified to address this; and 

e) Allowance for directional signage and tenant mapping signs with size thresholds.  
19. Section 4.3.2.H.1: 

a) Retitle this to General standards or similar;  
b) Clarify if ground mounted signs are required to be of a monument design. If yes, for 

shared signs, need to enable use of a pylon sign with a solid base up to X% of its height; 
and 

c) Create ability for use of signs in roadway center landscape islands located within 
private ROW.  

20. Section 4.3.2.H.4 and 5: Remove prohibition on banners. Need to comprehensively improve 
temporary sign regulations. In HCO and in Chapter 7 to better utilize current marketing tools 
and better balance advertising needs with aesthetic goals. Can provide some separate language 
from neighboring community staff worked on recently that may help, if desired. 

21. Section 4.3.2.H.4: Relocate most of these to Chapter 7 sign ordinance. These would apply 
anywhere. A few may be unique to the corridor. 

22. Section 4.3.2.I: 
a) Clarify if the light levels are based on “initial” or “maintained” light levels. Make 

consistent with Ch-7 standard if there is one; 
b) Delete Signalized Intersection section; 
c) Eliminate any redundant standards with Chapter 7; and 
d) Develop section/subsection titles for better organization. 

23. Section 4.3.2.J.1: 
a) Review Subsection 1 General against Ch-7 standards and remove redundant text; and 
b) Relocate native species and drought tolerance language to Ch-7. Create a minimum 

percentage of material standard featuring these characteristics. 
24. Section 4.3.2.J.2: 

a) Increase the corridor buffer width to 40-ft along US 521 to account for widening; and 
b) Reformulate planting rate to require canopy and understory trees and shrubs.  

25. Section 4.3.2.J.3: Consolidate some of the utility screening areas, Seems redundant. In 
subsection g, there are no fence or wall standards in Ch-7. 

26. Section 4.3.2.J.3.f: Reference provide in provision is incorrect. Change to Section 4.3.2.J.6.a.ii. 
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27. Section 4.3.2.J.4: Need to flag as a policy question whether we want to have SCDOT medians 
planted. Has not been consistently administered in plan review as well leading to some 
disjointedness.  

28. Section 4.3.2.J.6: 
1. Revise tree height to 8-ft; and 
2. Create landscape divider island standards for larger shopping centers. 

29. Section 4.3.2.J.6: Remove list. Develop new tree list to be applied countywide.  
30. Section 4.3.2.K: Consider deletion - redundant. 
31. Section 4.3.2.K: The amount of on-site impervious surface areas shall be limited to the 

prescribed ratios set forth in Chapters 2, 3, and 8 of the UDO. There are no ratios in Chapter 3 
and it is unclear if ratios exist in Chapter 8. 

32. Section 4.3.2.L: Delete tree preservation section. Highway corridors not best place to 
implement. Please create new countywide tree preservation ordinance (will require some 
feedback from Planning Commission and/or County Council). 

33. Section 4.3.2.M: Delete 25-ft setback section for industrial buildings.  
34. Section 4.4.1: Need consultant guidance regarding the quality of this ordinance and any 

necessary improvements. For background, a developer paid to have this ordinance written. 
35. Section 4.4.1: Have staff approval on all sections versus Planning Commission (referenced in 

multiple locations). 
36. Section 4.4.1.A-C, E and G: Convert text to a table. 
37. Section 4.4.1.B: Increase to 6,500 SF. 
38. Section 4.4.1.D.2: Clean up last sentence to indicate modified lots will count in the category 

of the predominate lot type on the block (or similar). 
39. Section 4.4.1.E: Revise front setback to 25 feet. 
40. Section 4.4.1.F: Consider increasing the open space percentage (by not including floodplain, 

wetlands, etc. in min. acreage) and creating design and amenity requirements, require tree 
retention, and other enhancements to this district. Add Floodplain and stream buffers to list of 
Primary Conservations areas if this system continues. Tree protection should be required in a 
cluster subdivision overlay, not suggested. If we create a general tree protection ordinance, 
perhaps the cluster ordinance has a higher standard.  

41. Section 4.4.1.G: The density example is incorrect. Should be 2.5 du/acre in MDR.  
42. Section 4.4.1.H: Delete this subsection. 
43. Section 4.4.1.I: Speak with County Engineer regarding increasing pavement width to 24-ft due 

to on-street parking and commensurate increase in ROW width. 
44. Section 4.4.1.I.6: Need to clarify sidewalk required around cul-de-sac bulb here and in Ch-6. 

In areas with single sided sidewalk, increase to 6-ft in width for CSO and in Ch-6 general 
sidewalk requirements.  
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45. Section 4.4.2: Consultant should provide any general recommendations for improvements as 
staff has little experience with these project types.  

46. Section 4.4.2: Create a minimum grazing space to compliment the min. lot size for horses. This 
is more typical with equine standards. 

47. Section 4.4.2.B: Line 2 should be changed to “…20 feet from any side interior property line…” 
48. Section 4.4.2.B: Line 3 should be changed to “…any corner yard side street property line…” 
49. Section 4.4.2.B: Line 3, strike “in the front yard it shall.” 
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CHAPTER 5 USE REGULATIONS 
1. Consider integrating Chapter 5 with Chapter 2 to improve overall document flow. 
2. Section 5.1.1.C: Not sure approval process in is Ch-9. 
3. Sections 5.1.1 – 5.1.3: Consider evaluating these a little further regarding creation of a concise 

approval process. Perhaps PR is eliminated and CU replaces it. CUs could be approved at a 
staff level. Any existing CU that may be of a sensitive or controversial nature could be made 
a SE.  

4. Section 5.1.4: Clarify separation requirements will be measured from property line to property 
line unless specifically indicated otherwise in an individual use regulation. 

5. Section 5.1.4.B: What is in accordance with 5.1.4.A? No real content in that section. Need to 
reconcile these waiver processes if the approval types commented above change. Any waivers 
to separation requirements that would ordinarily be subject under a staff-level process should 
be elevated to the BZA. 

6. Section 5.2: Eliminate or revise the block face limitations for all residential uses. 
7. Section 5.2: Create additional multifamily design standards (open space, architecture, min. # 

of access drives/points, etc). In subsection C, shouldn’t HDR also be subject to Ch-3 standards? 
Perhaps any mixed use district standards get relocated to Ch-3 and this only applies to non-
mixed use districts. 

8. Section 5.2.4: Professionalize language “straight line on map.”  
9. Section 5.2.5: Delete IBC reference. Should the entire ground floor be restricted to work area 

only versus opportunity for a split between work and live? 
10. Section 5.2.6: Remove acreage sq. ft. in subsection 7. Indicate density is calculated on “total 

net acreage…..” In subsection 17, unclear what the civic and open space reference is. In 
subsection 18, remove IBC reference and clean up remaining text. Little fuzzy on intent. 

11. Section 5.2.7: These standards seem light for such big facilities that in many cases resemble 
senior apts. Please review and update with best industry practices.  

12. Section 5.3.1.B: Loosen up the ability to make alterations/maintenance. 
13. Section 5.3.1.E: Indicate one space for each guest room versus guest. 
14. Section 5.4.1: What is benefit of the 500-ft separation requirement in an AR District? Consider 

for possible inclusion in additional districts given the relatively low-key nature. 
15. Section 5.4.2: County staff has a comprehensive amendment under Council review. Will 

provide adopted version for inclusion. 
16. Sections 5.4.3 and 5.4.4: Delete disposal of waste in toilet. 
17. Section 5.4.5: Are these standards necessary? 
18. Section 5.4.6: Need to eliminate or modify access standards for single use sites. How will it 

access an interior street along US 521 where most of RB is located? 
19. Section 5.5: Would like to create new standard (Outside Sales/Display, Industrial) that would 

provide an allowance for manufacturers to have limited outdoor display of products made on 
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site and offered for sale or general marketing. Could permit a very limited amount of retail 
sales as well.  

20. Section 5.5.2: Create standards for outdoor seating near residential (noise, lighting, etc.). 
21. Section 5.5.4: Can this be eliminated and have the information relocated to topic-specific 

chapters? 
22. Section 5.5.5: How do we apply these standards if there are no permanent buildings onsite such 

as a pick up mulch yard, storage building sales lot, etc.? 
23. Section 5.5.5: Concerned the 25% limitation would prohibit a Home Depot from locating in 

our community or similar desirable user. Perhaps adjust the standard and develop more 
specificity/screening, etc. for parking lot display areas. Also need to exempt uses like 
landscape nurseries and similar. 

24. Section 5.5.5: Not sure what the Section 3.12.4 reference is for as this is the MX section. 
25. Section 5.5.5: Do not include the RUB district within 25% threshold since it’s more rural in 

nature. 
26. Section 5.5.6: Remove “public” prior to sidewalk. Revise B.3 regarding what 12-ft is intended 

to regulate (i.e. depth, distance, height). 
27. Section 5.5.9: Can this be relocated to more topic-specific chapters? Delete kitchen exhaust 

std. Not sure that is commonly regulated. 
28. Section 5.5.9: Do we need to regulate restaurants? How would the buffer regulation be applied 

in the context of a shopping center that has already been developed/constructed and the 
restaurant is being added in to an existing tenant space? Similar buffer language for other uses 
should also be considered for deletion. 

29. Section 5.5.10.B.1: From an industry practices standpoint, should this be expanded to also 
include separation from residential or institutional districts as well to contemplate vacant land? 

30. Sections 5.5.11 and 5.5.12: Do these standards typically apply to archery ranges since nearly 
all of the standards are noise and ventilation, etc. related? 

31. Section 5.2.7.C.17: Reference to open space requirements in Chapter 7 – there are no open 
space requirements in Chapter 7.  

32. Section 5.6.1: Need to distinguish or exempt rural family burial sites on larger properties as 
this still occurs in Lancaster County. 

33. Sections 5.6.1, 5.9.8 and 5.11.3: Replace references to “yard” with “setback.” 
34. Section 5.6.2: Rephrase the second sentence in A.1. 
35. Section 5.6.3.A: Rework this provision as it seems inappropriate. 
36. Sections 5.6.4.C.1, 5.6.5.C.1, and 5.6.6.C.1: Delete lighting code references since they would 

apply in Chapter 7. 
37. Section 5.7.2.B: Appears to be duplicated by 5.7.2.C.3.b - should be combined. 
38. Section 5.7.7.B: Firm up the language. Very undefined. 
39. Section 5.8.1: 
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a) Will need to update with elimination or modification of parking layers; 
b) Could probably eliminate LI and HI from restrictions; and 
c) If no restriction in parking ordinance, need to restrict blockage of min. required stalls 

with drive thru queuing. 
40. Section 5.8.2: Need to allow private charging station in any residential district permitting 

multifamily (current or future district/proposed). 
41. Section 5.8.3: Need to clarify that display areas are not intended for inventory storage. These 

need to be located in screened in accordance with outdoor storage standards. 
42. Section 5.8.5: 

a) Eliminate CU permit for non-franchise lots; 
b) Need some more robust standards for vehicle display and parking; 
c) Clarify fence is comprised of wood, vinyl or finished masonry; and 
d) Eliminate MX district restriction on non-franchise dealership. In subsection C, 

references “…that directly adjoin a Single Family residential district…” What 
constitutes a single family residential district? This should reference the specific 
Districts. 

43. Section 5.8.6.A: Errant “or” in sentence.  
44. Section 5.9.1: 

a) In subsection B: Eliminate fire code compliance since this is a given. In subsection 5, 
this may need to be modified as it could prohibit a viable economic development 
opportunity due to height limitation. 

b) In subsection C.6, 300-ft separation from another industrial use would be impossible 
within an industrial district. 

45. Section 5.9.2.F.2: Replace chain link with solid vinyl, wood, or masonry fence. 
46. Section 5.9.3.F.2: Replace chain link with solid vinyl, wood, or masonry fence. 
47. Section 5.9.9.C: Can 15-ft light pole std. be eliminated and replaced with a more 

comprehensive standards for all uses next to residential? Reduce the 100-ft buffer to 50-ft.  
48. Section 5.9.10: Concerned that 300-ft separation from residential may be punitive. Could 

envision residentially zoned property backing up to an industrial business with a yard. What 
separation is more typical? This use should require an opaque screen.  

49. Section 5.9.11: As compared to other ordinances, should be require solid screening (i.e. fence) 
around these uses? Do comparable ordinances have dimensional requirements for the drive 
aisles? 

50. Section 5.9.8.B: Strike entire paragraph. 
51. Section 5.9.8.D: Add “, or the setback requirement for the district in which it is located, 

whichever is greater” to the end of the paragraph. 
52. Section 5.10: Create Agritourism standards. 
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53. Section 5.10.4: Need to expand table for lots less than 1-acre. Need to replace “or other small 
creatures” with specific animals allowed. Expand to include bee keeping as well with relevant 
standards. 

54. Section 5.10.5: Subsections D and I are the same. 
55. Section 5.10.5.E: Review temporary/movable requirement for structures. Does it make sense 

to retain this provision? 
56. Section 5.10.6: Need to list permitted districts. Should this be included with brewery standards 

given similarity? Distilleries? 
57. Section 5.11.3.A: Eliminate building and electric code requirements. Please segregate 

standards by district. Some of the aesthetic standards are not needed in the rural residential 
districts (AR, RN, RR, MH). 

58. Section 5.11.3.C.1: Line 2, should read: “located in a required front or side street setback.” 
59. Section 5.11.4: Expand subsection “A” that solar farms are only allowed in the AR District 

existing as of the date of this ordinance to prohibit rezonings to AR to support this. In 
subsection H, provide a cross reference for a compatibility report to be provided for solar farms 
in the Airport Overlay. 

60. Section 5.11.5: The design standards for the type of tower required are very arbitrary and ripe 
for appeal if a Planning Director was very strict. We need to clean this ordinance up to be more 
definitive. Need to re-evaluate the district locations for where towers are permitted as much of 
the county is zoned non-industrial and may need tall towers to serve outlying areas. 

61. Section 5.11: Create small cell wireless design standards when north of SC 5 intersection of 
US 521 to create a more uniform look for newly installed poles in urbanizing area. 

62. Section 5.12.1: In subsection B, security/safety plans should be broadened for uses intended to 
attract large groups of people (over 50?). In Section E, include State parks as well in 
exemptions (Andrew Jackson SP, 40-Acre Rock Heritage Preserve).  
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CHAPTER 6 SUBDIVISION AND INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS 
1. General Comment: Need to have a clean break between what is required for subdivisions and 

what is required for non-residential civil construction plans. While there is a general reference 
in applicability section, it’s not distinguished anywhere else. 

2. General Comment: Need to evaluate some of the subdivision standards such as block lengths, 
connectivity index, external connections, etc. regarding whether or not these make sense to 
apply in our rural areas of the County. Perhaps this is addressed by expanding the improvement 
table to include standards as well. 

3. General: Need to create Subdivision Variance process approved by staff or PC or create 
distinction with existing deviation language regarding who approves this when plat goes to PC. 

4. General Comment: Need to create a general road design section with language to help prevent 
long straightaway streets and incorporate natural traffic calming.  

5. General Comment: The UDO is silent in several critical areas; one obvious example is 
concerning earthwork/grading requirements. Many large fill areas are failing and sink holes, 
embankment failures and foundation problems are becoming more and more frequent 
complaints. These types of failures will only increase as construction without inspection 
increases. Traffic control when working in Right-of-Way. Either stand-alone ordinances or 
strengthening of UDO Chapter 6, Infrastructure Standards need to occur.  We have to 
implement minimal earthwork standards and enforce them. The project drawing notes have 
minimal compaction notes, but the contractor can move a lot more dirt faster without 
compaction.  Need some recommendations from consultant regarding how to address. 

6. Section 6.2.1: Rephrase: Applicable to all land in unincorporated county or those 
municipalities that have adopted this UDO. 

7. Section 6.2.2.B: These exemptions are based on North Carolina statutes (largely). Our attorney 
has confirmed we may apply a higher std. than SC Code, however, we likely need to revisit 
this as it generates significant conflict. The State exemption is 5-acre lot. Need help and/or 
advice on this. Perhaps we adopt the State Exemption (5-acre lots exempt, like most of SC 
Counties) and loosen the familial exemption section (2nd half). 

8. Sections 6.2.2.C and D: Provide statement indicated to effect “and all other items that may be 
required on application checklists.”  

9. Section 6.2.2.F: This should be Building Official, not inspector. 
10. Section 6.2.4: Pull this out and adopt separately to make future updates easier. This section can 

remain with modified verbiage to reflect new location. 
11. Section 6.2.5: This seems to be a given and ripe for removal. 
12. Section 6.3: 

a) Street lights, curb/gutter, and underground drainage need to be required in the MDR 
District. 

b) Delete underground wiring since it’s not required in any district. 
c) Sidewalks should be addressed here. 
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d) Should require interior and perimeter road frontage sidewalks in the Panhandle area for 
residential and commercial development. 

e) The final line within the table references Section 6.7.1; however this should reference 
Section 6.6.1. 

f) The footnote uses “wave” instead of “waive.” 
g) The footnote references LID standards – this should direct users to Section 7.1.4.F – 

may need to be restated as bioretention areas / rain gardens.  
13. Section 6.4.1.B: Delete this standard. 
14. Section 6.4.1.C: Delete “…in excess of 800 feet where deemed essential by the Administrator 

to provide…” 
15. Section 6.4.1.D: Chapter 6 references 800-ft and 1000-ft in different sections. Need to use one 

std. that reflects best practices. 
16. Section 6.4.1.D.1: Should be “and or no more than 20 lots.” 
17. Section 6.4.2: When stubs are created, require installation of sign indicating: “Future Street 

Extension” or similar.  
18. Section 6.4.3: A CI of 1.3 seems low for a conventional subdivision. 
19. Section 6.4.4: Delete this section. 
20. Section 6.4.6: Need to evaluate this more as it appears to read that developer will bring existing 

perimeter streets up to current standard, which may not be appropriate in many cases (sidewalk, 
C/G, etc). 

21. Section 6.5.1: The content of this section does not match the title. This should be x-number of 
ADT shall require Y-street type, etc. and any other necessary details. This would be the section 
we would use to require a collector road, etc. 

22. Section 6.6.1.A.2: Need criteria. Perhaps combine with subsections C and D that follow, or 
consider deleting. 

23. Section 6.6.1.B.4: Delete/add “…other materials (such as pavers) and built in accordance with 
current Americans with Disabilities Act, ADA guidelines and Appendix C…”   

24. Section 6.6.2: Not sure where these are required. Regardless, 6-ft is not wide enough for shared 
use. If there is no existing UDO regulation connection, perhaps this is rebranded into a multiuse 
path standard (9-ft min. width) that may be used in-lieu of sidewalks on both sides for collector 
roads, etc. Remove crushed stone option. 

25. Section 6.6.2.C: Add “…concrete, and crushed stone.  All surfaces shall be built in accordance 
with current Americans with Disabilities Act, ADA guidelines.” 

26. Section 6.6.2: Add “D. Foundation: Shall be Mirifi 500X geogrid, four-inch compacted ABC 
stone, or native material at 95% standard proctor compaction, and built in accordance with 
current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines and Carolina Thread Trail design 
standards,  as applicable.” 
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27. Section 6.6.3: Relocate to CTTO District (Chapter 4) and create fee in-lieu option (can share 
text). Repurpose this by creating a subdivision trail standard (5-ft wide comprised of asphalt, 
concrete, or compacted gravel).  

28. Section 6.6.3.D: Add: “…other material approved by the administrator. and built in accordance 
with current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines and Carolina Thread Trail 
design standards, as applicable.” 

29. Section 6.6.4.B: Delete/ add: “When required such Such crosswalks shall…” 
30. Section 6.7: Combine with CTTO District (Chapter 4). Not sure of any other adopted plan 

requiring this. 
31. Section 6.8: Requires a TIA for a text amendments, land use plan amendments, zoning map 

amendments, and rezonings (unsure how we will know nature of use in rezoning) which meet 
the 50 peak hour trips/day threshold – requires a lot of details for items that don’t otherwise 
require it. Need to reduce the applicability section and increase the peak hour trip to 100. Need 
to also update or eliminate the use square footages. 

32. Section 6.8.1.A: Remove the 2nd part of TIA requirement to identify additional improvements 
needed to raise the standards to adopted LOS std. It suggests this is an improvement 
expectation by developer.  

33. Section 6.8.1.C: Delete/ add “… average daily trips by or more than 25%.” 
34. Section 6.8.1.E: Delete/add “… deceleration of site traffic lanes in accordance with SCDOT 

design guidelines.” 
35. Section 6.8.2: Add preliminary sight distance evaluation for all proposed streets and drives.  
36. Section 6.8.3: The first 3-paragraphs do not reflect our process which is: 

a) TIA is submitted; 
b) Staff and/or County Traffic Consultant reviews with SCDOT; 
c) TIA is approved (typically); and 
d) Developer constructs improvements. 
Not sure if all of the detail in A thru M is needed. Is this typical in UDO’s? 

37. Section 6.8.4: Need to distinguish driveway spacing for full access versus restricted access. 
Subsection 3 regarding 5-acre parcels seems trivial. Existing median crossovers north of 
Highway 5 should be encouraged for removal. Need to distinguish what is applicable in the 
HCO and all other areas. In subsection B, need to indicate shared access drives are required 
within the same development.  

38. Section 6.8.4.A.5: Eliminate Access Management provision limiting closure of median cross 
overs. Create intersection/driveway separation standard for R-I/R-O similar to SCDOT. 
Current std. makes no distinction between full and limited access. 

39. Section 6.9: Need to clearly indicate these provisions apply to public and private roads platted 
with ROW. 

40. Section 6.9.1.C.1: The estimate should be provided by a PE for infrastructure improvements 
and a landscape professional (arborist / landscape architect) for landscaping improvements. 
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41. Section 6.9.2.A.2, tries to provide a fax number, but only includes a string of x’s as, 
conceivably, the writer of the 2017 amendment did not know the correct fax number and could 
not be bothered to determine the correct number and nobody actually reviewed the ordinance 
or questions the string of x’s. 

42. Section 6.9.3: Need to specify the warranty surety formula. For streets, could use 50% of final 
lift of asphalt. 

43. Section 6.10.1: Easement width shall be determined based on need of improvement (not 
admin.). Require a 5-ft general utility easement along the front of all residential lots in a major 
subdivision. Easements shall also identify who the holder of the easements is and specific terms 
associated.  

44. Section 6.11.3.G and H: The naming of roads can be restricted by duplications or similar names 
in surrounding counties. This requirement can be excessive at times as was the case with the 
renaming of HSBC Court to Sharonview Way. Sharonview owns the only building on the court 
and was told they could not have their requested name due to a Sharonview Street in 
incorporated Fort Mill approximately 8 miles from the Indian Land location. Also, Sharon 
Road in Charlotte which was 14 miles away was cited. Greater flexibility is needed in the 
naming of roads when similar names may exist in neighboring counties. Perhaps a distance 
should be agreed upon. For example: Similar names that are less than five miles from the 
location being named will be considered when approving a road name. 

45. Section 6.13: Need to clearly indicate the inspection and warranty provisions apply to public 
and private roads platted with ROW. 

46. Section 6.13.3: This section assumes all improvements are in place, which is not typically the 
case at final plat (final lift of asphalt, trees, and sidewalks usually not installed). Need to revise. 

47. Section 6.13.4: It’s not clear to me what a variance would be granted for. The warranty bond 
details should be relocated to Section 6.9 Improvement Guarantees. 

48. Section 6.13.5: This isn’t appropriate for a UDO. 
49. Section 6.13.8: This section duplicates Section 6.10. 
50. Section 6.14: Need to clearly indicate these standards apply to public and private roads platted 

with ROW. 
51. Section 6.14.1.B: Replicates roadway standards already noted elsewhere. It establishes a 500-

ft cul-de-sac standard, which is inconsistent elsewhere. All standards need to be in one section. 
Also need to have a section that specifies when you built a certain road type.  

52. Section 6.14.1.D: “sight” not “site.” 
53. Sections 6.14.E and H: These subsections conflict and need to be consolidated. 
54. Section 6.15: Incorporate into Section 6.6. 
55. Section 6.16: Typo in last line (shale).  
56. Section 6.17.1: Errant word in sentence (must be meet…) 
57. Section 6.18: Need to retitle this section.  
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58. Section 6.18.1.C: Need to create provision for 2nd access when interior section of subdivision 
has more than 100-lots served by one access. Need to also create standard for multifamily 
communities. Need to clean up items in C.1.a thru c….written poorly. 

59. Section 6.18.1.D: Need provision for minimum stacking distance and required turnaround. 
60. Section 6.18.1.F: Coordinate with Fire Marshall on eliminating or revising this. Many areas of 

the county lack public water and are served by wells. I don’t think homes in other rural 
communities are built with these types of features. 

61. Section 6.18.1.G: Coordinate with Fire Marshall to incorporate appropriate standards they have 
created, but not incorporated. Include provision that County can mandate developer installation 
of traffic calming measures when road design warrants. 

62. Section 6.18.1.H: This section conflicts with our requirement that all lots front a road. The five 
lot standard also gives the County a lot of angst regarding long term maintenance. Need to 
reconciles the lot access conflict and discuss best way to address this section as not all lots in 
rural area can front road. Any shared drives should have a shared access and maintenance 
agreement recorded with the plat. Subsection H.4 could be delete as it’s a given. 
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CHAPTER 7 GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
1. General Comment: There are numerous sections with individual deviation provisions. Should 

we eliminate these and/or incorporate them into the general Alternative Landscape section 
which gives the Planning Director ability to approve a modified plan? Or, should we establish 
a new section (eliminating the alternative section) at the end of the landscape provisions 
granting certain abilities to staff to work with applicants on flexibility to the landscape plans 
given that certain criteria or thresholds are met? 

2. Section 7.1: The RUB District is excluded from the landscape provisions. 
3. Section 7.1: Need to require a perimeter planting strip when no buffer exists. Minimum 10-ft 

wide planted with trees and ground cover. 
4. Section 7.1: Need to require 20-ft street yard landscape requirements (beyond street trees) 

requiring trees, shrubs, and ground cover along roads. 
5. Section 7.1.1: Relocate nonconforming provisions to nonconformance sections of Chapter 9. 

May want to consider eliminating these standards and similar parking standards and replace 
with a more comprehensive system of percent of improvements equates to a commensurate 
increase in nonconformance upgrades. 

6. Section 7.1.1.C: Delete this section. Can revise plans if in conformance to ordinance. 
7. Section 7.1.1.D.1: Where is the referenced section B related to Bonding? Section 2? 
8. Section 7.1.1.D.3: Eliminate the 180-days limitation on replacement of dead planting. Should 

be in perpetuity.  
9. Section 7.1.1.D.5, states “all required vegetation shall be placed on the side of the fence or wall 

of the development site under consideration.” Which side of the fence; the interior or the 
exterior? 

10. Section 7.1.1.E.3: Delete provision – covered elsewhere. 
11. Section 7.1.2: Create a tree protection requirement that contemplates at a min. protection of 

Heritage Trees and potentially existing tree canopy percentage. 
12. Section 7.1.7.B.3: Understory trees need to be required to be native or locally-adapted 

consistent with canopy and evergreen trees. 
13. Section 7.1.7.C.1: Requires mulching with 3-inch layer of appropriate material. Needs to 

identify what materials are appropriate. 
14. Section 7.1.7.C.2: Prior provisions require native or locally-adapted trees – this provision only 

encourages native and drought-tolerant vegetation. Delete final sentence for consistency. 
15. Section 7.1.3: Create a single planting rate of 1 tree per 30 linear feet. Create a street tree 

planting for the rural districts where not currently required of 1 tree per 50-ft. Keep the tree 
well planting rate. Need to create a proviso that trees are in planting strip unless conflicting 
with water or sewer utilities. 

16. Section 7.1.3: Need to create standards that provide for adequate space for street trees to be 
planted and grow.  

17. Section 7.1.3.B.3: Delete this section. 
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18. Section 7.1.3.C: Reduce this width to 5-ft. 
19. Section 7.1.4: Consider adding requirement prohibiting parking lot light poles within 

landscaped islands. 
20. Section 7.1.4.B: Not sure this exemption will ever be utilized. Consider deleting. 
21. Section 7.1.4.C: Use 1 tree per 30-linear feet. Require the shrub and tree screening around all 

parking lot sides. Not just facing street. 
22. Section 7.1.4.C.2: What constitutes “semi-opaque?” 
23. Section 7.1.4.D: Require trees/islands at the ends of each row of parking in addition to every 

10-spaces. Consolidate the parking space within 50-ft standard in this section as well. 
24. Section 7.1.4.D.2.b: Minimum island length should also be established. 
25. Section 7.1.4.D.2.d: Does the requirement for parking spaces within 50 feet from base of a tree 

make sense? Would seem to require more cars within the critical root zones of trees which 
would be detrimental to the trees. Consider increasing or eliminating requirement. 

26. Section 7.1.4.E: Require curbing (versus wheel stops) for non-single family parking lots with 
more than 25-stalls with exception of the RUB District. 

27. Section 7.1.4.G: Use 1 tree per 30LF. 
28. Section 7.1.4.G: Need narrative requiring the perimeter screen shown in the Section G exhibit 

that frames the perimeter or the parking long the interior drives (see left side of image) similar 
to when parking lots front a public or private road. 

29. Section 7.1.4.G: Graphic does not reflect requirements of code. 
30. Section 7.1.5.A: Need to establish buffers between use categories or groups of uses verses 

zoning districts. 
31. Section 7.1.5.A.1: Erroneously notes RM instead of RN as an adjacent zoning district. 
32. Section 7.1.5.A.5: Replace “yard” with “setback.” 
33. Section 7.1.5.A.6: Replace “yard” with property line.” 
34. Section 7.1.5.B: Need to re-evaluate these types and make more robust. There should not be a 

10-ft option when residential abuts commercial. Need to create instances where a fence or berm 
is required in these instances as well.  

35. Sections 7.1.6.3.b and c: Eliminate chain link fence with slats option and allow solid vinyl 
fence. 

36. Section 7.1.6.4: Increase distance to 400-ft. 
37. Section 7.1.7: Relocate General section of landscape ordinance at beginning of chapter here. 
38. Section 7.2.4: Consider the creation of a set aside area for parking where a user that may not 

need all of the parking which they are otherwise required to provide can set aside an area of 
the property that could be developed as parking in the future should a subsequent user of the 
property have a greater requirement. 
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39. Section 7.2.4.A: Create more robust required parking table. Missing many uses and some uses 
are not accurate and/or are otherwise unnecessarily exempt from parking requirements. 

40. Section 7.2.4.A: Need a parking rate for senior housing. 
41. Section 7.2.3: Eliminate this table and graphic exhibit. Revisit the parking location and 

building orientation section in the HCO to improve it and create options. 
42. Section 7.2.4.A: Gross leasable area (GLA) is not defined in the code. As this is not defined, 

it is unclear how parking may be calculated. Replace with gross floor area (GFA).  
43. Section 7.2.4.A: Provide parking requirements for Banquet Hall and Agritourism uses. 
44. Section 7.2.4.B: Create more conventional parking rates. Require an offset for the maximum 

parking such as enlarged street yards, etc. or other techniques. 
45. Section 7.2.4.C: The exemptions we have are fine; however should there be a further “catch-

all” option available for other unforeseen circumstances? 
46. Section 7.2.4.C.1: This seems excessive – more so for the IMX District. 
47. Section 7.2.4.D: Retitle to “Alternative Parking” and incorporate more traditional options: 

Shared parking, Satellite, etc. 
48. Section 7.2.5: Need to create driveway throat standards between public road and drive aisle. 
49. Section 7.2.5: Need to create stacking requirements for drive thrus. 
50. Section 7.2.5.A.10: Delete subsection 10 for residential. 
51. Section 7.2.5.B: Allow “post and rope/chain” for gravel, grass, etc. lots marking. 
52. Section 7.2.5.B.2: This table needs to be revised and any allowance for non-paved surface need 

to be more simplified. 
53. Section 7.2.5.E: Need to clarify pedestrian walkways will be connected to public sidewalk. 

Clarify striping is only for driveway crossings, not the actual walkway. 
54. Section 7.2.5.F.1: Need to exclude vehicle sales from the provision: “Open storage of 

automobiles, trucks or trailers of any type without current license plates shall be prohibited on 
any parcel.” 

55. Section 7.2.6: Simplify this section to only require one type of bike parking. Facility does not 
need to be covered. Conventional U-rack is fine mounted into concrete pad. 

56. Section 7.2.7.A: Need to generalize this more to avoid someone trying to maneuver out of 
compliance by not using cut-away curb, etc. 

57. Section 7.2.7.A.2: Define “driveway approach.” 
58. Section 7.2.7.A.3: Need to modify the applicability language to not whenever the 

Administrator deems feasible. Perhaps this gets rightsized by requiring it when adjacent 
properties are part of the same development or in common ownership.  

59. Section 7.2.7.A.4: Need to create language requiring that grading and finished elevations on 
subject parcel shall enable future connection from abutting parcels. Having too many 
properties develop with side lot line retaining walls challenging connectivity. 
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60. Section 7.2.7.A.5: “At all driveway approaches, a sight area shall be maintained according to 
the provisions of Appendix C, MSSD.” No such provision exists in Appendix C. 

61. Section 7.3: Improve the lighting ordinance as a whole. 
62. Section 7.3.2: Need to note if this is Initial or Maintained light levels. 
63. Section 7.3.2.A: Having the standards designed by zoning district makes little sense, and given 

how footnote #1 discusses the applicability of light trespass between residential and non-
residential properties (regardless of conformity of use), it only serves to make the very premise 
of this district-based standard more pointless. 

64. Section 7.3.2.A: The RUB, OSP and MX Districts are not included. 
65. Section 7.3.2.A: Based upon footnote #1, there is no concern of light trespass between 

residential properties, or between non-residential properties. This omission renders these 
regulations fairly pointless. 

66. Section 7.3.2.A: Footnote #2 is utterly pointless. It only repeats the language to which it is a 
footnote. 

67. Section 7.3.2.A: Footnote #3 is comprise of two halves. The first half states that the footcandles 
for outside sales areas shall be “measured as the average point of horizontal illuminance.” If 
this measurement is to be the average, and is to either be 10 f.c. or 20 f.c., and the otherwise 
maximum f.c. onsite per this same Section can be no more than 10 f.c., then this “average” 
cannot ever mathematically happen. The second half of this footnote is now moot as the 
balance of this footnote and the language to which it pertains is now irrelevant. 

68. Section 7.3.2.B: Provide non-cut off designation allowance for decorative building lighting 
(not including wall packs, etc.). Max. height should be 32-ft (for pedestal) and 22-ft within 
100-ft of residential zoning district or use. Require use of house-side shield when within 100-
ft of residential. 

69. Section 7.3.3.B: Eliminate vague Administrator reference in #3 
70. Section 7.3.4.A.7: Replace municipal with County. 
71. Section 7.3.4.B: Prohibit the use of neon or LED lighting around doors or buildings that are 

used as an attention grabbing device. Need to combine this section with 7.4.8 Prohibited Signs.  
72. Section 7.3.5: Revise/restructure this to include two sections: 

a) Submittal requirements of a site plan; and 
b) Ongoing Compliance 

Make clear that light values are based on Maintained values (it’s buried in existing language). 
Relocate Nonconforming Lighting to Nonconformance ordinance. 

73. Section 7.4: Re-examine temporary sign provisions in Panhandle/Hwy Corridor Overlay area.  
74. Section 7.4: Need to re-examine wall signage allowance. 75 sq. ft. per building is insufficient. 

Based on percentage of façade area with max. size per sign. 
75. Section 7.4: Need to re-examine freestanding heights/message areas to ensure they are 

consistent with industry standards.  
76. Section 7.4: Need to have Reed case law consistency review. 
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77. Section 7.4: Need a Severability clause that states if any section of ordinance is found in 
violation of law that it will not impact enforceability of remaining valid sections of ordinance. 

78. Section 7.4.2.A: Delete unnecessary language.....”no zoning permit will not be issued without 
application and fee…” at end of paragraph. 

79. Section 7.4.2.A: Create a new “Exempt” signs section that notes all signs exempt from the 
ordinance. Include sign refacing where there are no modifications to sign structure or panel or 
enlargement of message area. 

80. Section 7.4.4.A.3: Increase Dated Sign threshold to 120-days. 
81. Section 7.4.5.A Attached Signs: Wall signage is insufficient for non-residential districts. 

Maximum allolocation of 50 or 75 sq. ft. does not work for larger single use sites or multitenant 
shopping centers. The districts clustered together are also not consistent. MX and IMX are 
fairly intense, but do not enjoy the highest allowance. In subsection F, relocate Address signs 
to “Signs not Requiring a Permit” section. 

82. Section 7.4.5.B: In subsection A, eliminate landscaping around base. Allow pole signs so long 
as the sign so long as the sign box is only x-feet from the grade.  

83. Section 7.4.5.B: Please evaluate message area allotments. Hwy 521 signs inside or outside the 
HCO should be relatively large given 45 to 55mph speed limit in width of ROW. 

84. Section 7.4.5.B: 
a) Reorganize the district groupings by intensity. As previously noted, some of these are 

not grouped consistently. 
b) Why would Institutional have a different max. # allowance? In monuments section, the 

Chapter 5 reference may need to be a Chapter 4 HCO reference. 
85. Section 7.4.5.B: Relocate A-frame signs to temporary sign section. Allow A-frames in all 

business districts and home occupations. 
86. Sections 7.4.5.C and D: Confirm this verbiage matches definitions of these in Ch-9.  
87. Section 7.4.5: Section limits the amount of wall signage (Regional Business) to a maximum of 

75’ per building, regardless of building size.  Under the previous UDO, the maximum surface 
area for any wall sign permitted on any commercial building was limited to one square foot of 
sign space for each linear foot of frontage for each designated leased area.  The change in 
standard - from 1 SF per each linear foot of leased frontage to a maximum of 75 SF per building 
- effectively means anchor tenants (such as a grocer or big box user) are limited to the same 
amount of signage as a tiny boutique store.  It also means, in the case of multi-tenant buildings, 
the likely maximum number of signs per building will be three (assumes 25’ per sign, 
measuring 3’ x 8.33’).  Given that each multi-tenant building will likely have 4-6 tenants, this 
is a deal killer.  The same can be said for the 75’ limitation on big-box anchor tenants. Restore 
the former wall sign requirements or develop a new formula that is based on percentage of wall 
space for each tenant. 

88. Section 7.4.5: Free standing signs are now limited to 10’ in height.  The previous standard was 
20’. Along major thoroughfares the location of projects in need of larger ground signs a 10’ 
sign is too small to provide the necessary panels and exposure required. Restore the previous 
standard of 20'. 
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89. Section 7.4.6.A: Include “walk-up window and/or drive-through window” 
90. Section 7.4.6.D.3.b: This section needs to be substantially broadened to take into account 

contemporary temporary advertisements tools that balance need for advertising and aesthetics. 
Not clear what types of tools are allowed without checking off the prohibition list. Any 
temporary wall type signage or banners should be 32 sq. ft. message areas to match plywood 
dimensions. This should also be relocated towards the end of the chapter.  

91. Section 7.4.6.E: Eliminate the individually platted parcels section and just fall back on 
freestanding sign allowance. In subsection 2, drop the acreage threshold to 25-acres. 

92. Section 7.4.6.F: There is very limited land (if any) in LI and HI that would be desirable for a 
billboard. It seems like we just want to prohibit them. If we are allowed to prohibit them by 
law, perhaps we do so. 

93. Section 7.4.6.G: Eliminate subsection G.2.c regarding drawings. It’s a given. 
94. Section 7.4.7: Relocate this to a more administrative section such as where prohibited signs 

are.  
95. Section 7.4.7.C: Make sure this is legal. Seems like there may be conflicting case law. 
96. Section 7.4.7.G: Include provision that signs cannot be oriented to adjacent roadways in a 

manner that provide offsite visibility.  
97. Section 7.4.7: In real estate signs, increase commercial signs to 32 sq. ft. Clarify the 4 sq. for 

residential is for subdivision lots. Allow 32 sq. ft. for non-subdivision lots. In subsection 2, 
increase subdivisions to 32 sq. ft. In subsection J Yard Sales, remove “subject to penalties.” 
No other similar section has this. In subsection L, increase sign allotment to 32 sq. ft. In 
subsection Q, why would this be in place when there is a Directional sign section already?  

98. Section 7.4.8: In subsection G Portable Signs, need to be more specific. In subsection I, Motor 
Vehicles, this needs some more specificity.  

99. Section 7.4.9.A: In subsection 2, are these setbacks typical? If retained, relocate this to sign 
setback section. It’s lost here. 

100. Section 7.4.11: Can this be relocated to Violations chapter in Ch-9?   
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CHAPTER 8 NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION 

1. The structure of the UDO is very hard to follow for development community and staff. There 
are stormwater and floodplain sections in multiple chapters (Chapter 8, Natural Resources 
Protection, Chapter 9.2.8 and 9.2.12.C.2.b., 9.4.2., 9.4.7.). Chapter 8 oscillates between 
stormwater and floodplain issues every other paragraph. Chapter 8 needs to be broken apart in 
to Stormwater, Floodplain, and Illicit Discharge Prohibitions. EPA and DHEC require a local 
Illicit Discharge ordinance for compliance with our National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System, NPDES permit. FEMA requires a Floodplain Development ordinance to be eligible to 
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program, NFIP. These are typically individual 
ordinances. Our current UDO is insufficient in stormwater, floodplain, and illicit discharge. 
Carolina Heelsplitter needs to be moved from Chapter 4 to Chapter 8. Stream buffers should 
be in Chapter 8. 

2. Pg. 8-2 - Section 8.1.4. #2-C (Delete – “To insure that potential homebuyers are notified”) 
3. Pg. 8-6 – Section 8.2.1.K (Delete “A building” and replace with “All construction”) 
4. Page 8-9 - Recreational Vehicle standard in middle of flood ordinance? Standard for RVs in 

the floodplain? (Not clear) 
5. Pg. 8-10 – K. Fill #2 (delete tidal or non tidal) 
6. Pg. 8-13 – Section 8.3.2 (Delete MS-4) 
7. Pg. 8-15 – L-3 (Add – “at ground level”) 
8. Pg. 8-16 – 8.4 – (Omit dash in MS4) 
9. Pg. 8-16 – 8.4.1, A-1 (All licenses must be of the State of SC) 
10. Pg. 8-18 – d. (Delete “either” – add “both” and between i. and ii. add “and”) 
11. Pg. 8-23 – Item #6 (Add “storm water conveyance of the detention system”) 
12. Pg. 8-25 – i. 3rd bullet – (Add - Permanent access easements) 
13. Pg. 8-26 – Section 8.6 B-1 – (Reword entire sentence – “The applicant shall indicate all wetland 

area boundaries delineate in accordance with the current federal wetland determination 
methodology”. (Replaced delineate with indicate and after boundaries inserted “delineate”) 

14. Pg. 8-27 – B. Stream Channel Conveyance #1 (Delete “channel” and add “infrastructure 
elements”) 

15. Pg. 8-28 – Section 8.6.3 A. 1-b – (as measured from the ordinary high water mark) 
16. Pg. 8-29- Chapter 8.6.3A.1a and b: Need a simpler criteria for determining buffer widths. 

Drainage basin size is not easily located. 
17. Pg. 8-31 – Section 8.7.2 A-1 – (add “or capacity”) 
18. Pg. 8-31 – Section 8.7.2 A-2 – (FEMA) 
19. Pg. 8-31 – Section 8.7.2 B-2 – (Add “or capacity”) 
20. Early Grading/Erosion Control permit active project that is tracking towards full civil approval. 

Some criteria should be: 
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 Needs a to be a separate submittal/plan set;  
 Project has undergone a min. of one round of full civil plan review; 
 Major issues with grading, etc. (if any) have been resolved 
 Preconstruction meeting required 
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CHAPTER 9 ADMINISTRATION 
1. General Comment: Need to create a general applicability, modification and appeal provision 

for each permit type. 
2. Section 9.1.1.A: Need to update to take into account organizational changes. Rephrase to a 

combined “Planning and Zoning Department.” Delete “Zoning Official.” PD has that role. 
Incorporate Stormwater Management Department and “County Engineer.” This Dept. and 
position oversees Floodplain and review of public streets and storrmwater. Public works is 
responsible for road inspections and maintenance.  

3. Section 9.1.3: Need to modify this language to reflect TRC’s actual function of being a 
coordination body for the review of plans, projects, and ordinances and technical standards. 
TRC does not have decision-making authority as a body. In membership section, remove ED 
Department and replace with SCDOT. 

4. Section 9.1.4: Need some introductory language stating these powers and duties (subsections 
1 and 2) are subject to concurrence by CC. They cannot initiate these items w/o funding, etc. 

5. Section 9.14.A: Remove vested rights as that is a legal function unless SC Codes state 
otherwise. Make sure this is not elsewhere in UDO. 

6. Section 9.14.A.5.a: Remove approval of preliminary plats from the PC decision making and 
transfer to staff. This is permitted by SC Codes and is universally advocated for by staff, legal 
counsel, administration dept, development community, etc. 

7. Section 9.1.5.A.3: Add Special Exception (SE) decisions. 
8. Section 9.1.6.B: Update to reflect changing dept. names and position changes per earlier 

feedback. 
9. Section 9.2.2: 

a) This would be a good section to reference the construction standards manual in the 
appendix and reference as being adopted by reference so that we could detach it as its 
own document and update more easily. 

b) This would also be a good section to reference and give credence to plan, study, 
document, application submittal requirements found on various staff-developed 
applications and related articles.  

10. Section 9.2.3: 
a) Correct Conditional Use permit period  
b) Replace TRC with Admin 
c) Define Zoning Permit (somewhere) 
d) Temp Use Permits are called out specifically, yet we have numerous other minor 

zoning permits not listed. Combine within “zoning permits” or broaden it. 
e) Retitle site plan with “Civil Construction Plan” and give it 2-year permit period 
f) Remove Preliminary Plat noticing with it being a staff-level approval and update 

approving agency 
g) Not sure if Development Agreements should have an appeal procedure 
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h) Add Comprehensive Plan Development or Amendment 
i) Double check UDO Section reference in Colum 2 of table 
j) In table header, have the topic areas aligned in center of cell or bottom (not top aligned) 
k) Chapter 9.2.3 and 5: This section of Chapter 9 needs to be the “recipe card” for how 

development projects (amongst other approvals) are facilitated through Lancaster 
County and needs to be directly linked with Chapter 6 for standards and bonding and 
earlier sections of Ch-9 for approving entity.  This section would in essence specify 
how an idea or vision becomes a completed project. 

11. Section 9.2.3: This section may require a more robust update versus strategic modifications. 
The format of individual permit types in Ch-9 may be salvageable, if new or modified 
subsections are created, content is made more concise, and the relationship to brother or sister 
permit types is more fully specified. The following is an outline to guide you; however further 
improvements/suggestions would be welcomed. 

a) Immediately following the table in 9.2.3 Permit/Process Type, Organize development 
approvals into a logical and sequential order and possibly into families such as Major 
Subdivisions, Non-Single Family Residential Civil Site Plans, and Administrative 
Permits. A goal for the Major Subdivision and Civil Construction Plan “Family Photo” 
would be to hand a developer this section and they would have a concise outline of the 
process for full entitlement and construction. 

i. The Major Subdivision Family would be: Zoning Map Amendment, Sketch 
Plan, Prelim. Plat, Grading Permit, Civil Construction Site Plan, As-built 
drawings, Final plat, Zoning Permit for New Home, Cert of Occupancy, and 
ROW Dedication.  

ii. The Civil Construction Site Plan Family would be: Zoning Map Amendment, 
Sketch Plan, Grading Permit, Civil Construction Site Plan, As-built drawings, 
Zoning Permit for tenants, and Cert. of Occupancy.  

b) Need to describe (sentence or 2) what each the above permit types are functionally, 
what has to be accomplished (if anything) before reaching that stage, the approval 
period, the extension of the approval period to take into account approval of subsequent 
permits, and the appeal process of each. 

12. Section 9.2.3: Indicates that the Permit Period for a Subdivision (Major) – Preliminary Plat is 
“2 years to Final Plat.” This seems overly long. 

13. Section 9.2.3: Indicates that the Permit Period for a Conditional Use “may be rescinded.” It 
needs to be changed to “2 years.” 

14. Section 9.2.3: Civil plans need to be addressed. 
15. Section 9.2.4: This should be relocated to the rear of chapter as it gets in the way of an orderly 

transition from the table in 9.2.3 and the development approval permits/types. 
16. Section 9.2.5: This table may need to be significantly revised or removed based on comment 

11 above. Some specific comments include.  
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a) Site Analysis: This seems like a fancy descriptor for base level of information found 
on a Civil Construction plan or other plans. Perhaps this gets restructured using more 
conventional approaches. 

b) Sketch Plan: Remove “binding” language in this paragraph 
17. Section 9.2.6.C: Delete ability to request a transcript. We do not prepare transcripts. 
18. Section 9.2.7: Need a provision authorizing the County to require site and/or foundation as-

built drawings in association with the Civil Construction Plan process and Zoning Permit 
process The underlying intent is to verify conformance with building setbacks and other 
development requirements that may not be confirmed through the site inspection process or be 
otherwise readily apparent. Would prefer the language to be mandatory unless deemed 
unnecessary by the Administrator.  

19. Section 9.2.7.A.1: Need proviso that a zoning permit is only needed if an underlying 
development approval is not needed (civil construction permit, etc.).  

20. Section 9.2.7.B: Consistent with previous comment, we have numerous other admin. permits 
not addressed in Ch-9; however temporary use is (sign permits, home occupation, etc.). 
Consider creating a broader category as a standalone or broaden Zoning Permits. 

21. Section 9.2.7.C: Need to create a more robust process for temporary or interim COs with 
criteria versus what is currently noted. Need to also create within this or a separate section the 
ability to issue temporary or interim Cos or phased commercial sites like a shopping center 
where one tenant or building is ready to open while other sections or shopping center are under 
construction. Similar analogy for apartment complexes that wish to CO individual buildings 
while site construction is still underway. 

22. Section 9.2.7.D: Need to create a more robust Admin. Modification process (similar to Rock 
Hill or others) for reductions to setbacks, buffer areas, height, parking, etc. Create thresholds 
and approval criteria. 

23. Section 9.2.8.A: Incorporate a proviso that grading permit approvals are at the discretion of 
the County Engineer and may only be issued once a full civil construction submittal has been 
made and has undergone a full, first submittal review. Need to also provide the County 
Engineer with the ability to require a stabilization bond in the event the project initiates grading 
and goes bankrupt with construction activity ceasing. This section also needs to reference 
DHEC’s role in issuing the final approval.  

24. Section 9.2.8.B: Need to reference SCDHEC role in issuing the final approval. 
25. Section 9.2.9: Flow chart is not accurate. Seems like this could be simplified and relocated to 

the “Family of Permits” previously referenced. 
26. Section 9.2.9.A: Would like to have this process merged with the Civil Construction Plan 

process. 
27. Section 9.2.9.A:   

a) Need to retitle Civil Construction Plan. Need to contemplate phased site plans and how 
that impacts permit validity, etc. Plans should be good for 2-years unless common law 
vesting established. 
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b) There needs to be a cohesive link between Grading Plans-Civil Construction Plans 
(including phasing)-Cos that clearly details their interrelationships. 

28. Section 9.2.9.A.1: It is unclear as to when this is actually applicable. 
29. Section 9.2.9.B.1: It is unclear as to when this is actually applicable. 
30. Section 9.2.10.A: Consistent with prior comments, need to update the minor subdivision 

criteria. Remove TRC from 3rd bullet. In Item 4, a plat drawing is needed, not a Final Plat. 
Remove stormwater permit. 

31. Section 9.2.10.A: In concert with Ch-6 comments on major subdivision requirements, if a 
proposed subdivision is located in the rural district and exceeds the minor plat thresholds, there 
should be an ability to do a Major subdivision with lower standards perhaps (no OSP, gravel 
roads w/ROW, etc.). How do other Counties manage this issue? We struggle with it weekly. 

32. Section 9.2.10.B: 
a) In B2, need to clarify “associated with a major subdivision” since commercial projects 

don’t need this. 
b) In B5, need to revise to take into account staff approval. Any use of days (if needed) 

should be calendar days. 
c) In B6, remove all noticing requirements. 
d) In B7, eliminate TRC mention.  
e) In B9, shouldn’t issuance of Civil Construction permits have a relationship to 

Preliminary Plat validity and not just Final Plats? There needs to be a cohesive link 
between Prelim Plat-Grading Plans-Civil Construction Plans (including phasing)-Final 
Plats that clearly details their inter-relationships.  

33. Section 9.2.10.C: Remove TRC references, phasing should be provided in Prelim. Plat or with 
Civil Construction Plans (typically).  

34. Section 9.2.11: Section can be reserved without “Street Names.” 
35. Section 9.2.12: Require variances to be recorded with the Register of Deeds. 
36. Section 9.2.12.C.1.a: Section makes reference to the required quasi-judicial hearing on 

variance requests. However, Section 9.2.12.C.1.b states that the BZA may conduct another 
“public hearing” on the variance application but the preceding sections do not make clear a 
“public hearing” is required in the first instance and just that a quasi-judicial hearing occurs. 
SC Code 6-29-800 (D) provides that: 

“The board must fix a reasonable time for the hearing of the appeal or other matter referred 
to the board, and give at least fifteen days' public notice of the hearing in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the community, as well as due notice to the parties in interest, and 
decide the appeal or matter within a reasonable time. At the hearing, any party may appear 
in person or by agent or by attorney.” 

37. Section 9.2.14: Create a formal Interpretation process that is appealable to the BZA.  
38. Section 9.2.14: Make sure this appeals process is consistent with others. Noticing different 

types of courts are referenced for appeals, which seems odd. 
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39. Section 9.2.15: Separate text amendments and rezonings into their own review procedures. 
40. Section 9.2.15: Eliminate ability of BZA to submit text amendments. 
41. Section 9.2.16: Per earlier discussions, this could be converted to use specific standards with 

controversial uses reviewed as Special Exceptions. 
42. Section 9.2.17:  

a) I am guessing this relates back to the vested rights section of the State statutes. Will 
need to clean some of this up for removal of PC issuing plat approvals, etc.  

b) Need to clarify in new introductory section that this a “Statutory Vesting”  
c) Need to create a separate section for establishing “Common Law Vesting” that 

typically runs much longer than statutory vesting. This doesn’t have to be super 
detailed. I have seen summarized versions of Common Law vesting establishment. 

d) May need to simply rewrite this section in total or adopt another SC jurisdiction’s VR 
ordinance that reads more clearly (City or RH?). Need to define “Site Specific 
Development Plan.” 

43. Section 9.3: Need to reorganize into clean and distinct subsections addressing Nonconforming 
lots, Nonconforming Structures, Nonconforming Uses, and Nonconforming Site Aspects (or 
similar descriptor) and create criteria within each. I am okay with separate Mobile Home and 
Sign subsections. 

44. Section 9.3: Can we create a sunset clause for legal nonconforming junkyards/open storage? 
Council has requested this ordinance update address junk or junkyards more thoroughly so 
other suggestions beyond nonconformance are welcomed. 

45. Section 9.3: Need to create some Exemption criteria for nonconforming structures, lots, and 
uses (Ch-5 stds) when the nonconformance was created by virtue of ROW acquisition. 

46. Section 9.3: Need to incorporate change of use provisions within this chapter. 
47. Section 9.3: Need to add new subsection concerning Nonconforming Site Aspects, which 

should incorporate the nonconformance language addressed in individual sections of Chapter 
7 (parking, landscaping, lighting, etc.).  

48. Section 9.3.2: This sections needs to be cleaned up. Remove subsection A1 - it has already 
noted elsewhere. Subsection A2 appears to be a use substitution provision which should fall 
under Nonconforming Uses and Nonconforming Structures. Please clean up criteria. 

49. Section 9.3.2.B: This can be relocated to Nonconforming Structures section. 
50. Section 9.3.3: This section seems out of place within a nonconformance chapter. Much of this 

content may be more appropriate within the Civil Construction Plan section of Ch-9. 
Completely delete subsection 4 regarding building out period.  

51. Section 9.3.2.C: This can be relocated to nonconforming uses. In subsection e.i, add something 
to the effect of failure to maintain or expiration of most recent tenant’s permits, licenses, or 
incorporation status. 

52. Section 9.3.4: 
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a) I want to make sure that subsections B.2.a do not preclude development of a single 
house or other dwelling unit if minimum density requirements are exceeded by virtue 
of not complying with min. lot area on a single lot. 

b) Clarify in subsection B.3 or in Ch-1 that new structures built in previously approved 
plats shall comply with the setbacks recorded on the plat. 

c) Are Subsections B4 and B5 needed given general language in subsection B1?  
53. Section 9.3.5: 

a) In section A1, clarify that non-compliance with a Ch-5 use-specific requirement also 
constitutes a nonconforming use. 

b) In subsection A2, Nonconforming Structures should just be for dimensional 
requirements associated with Ch-2 (i.e. setbacks, etc.). Other sections should be 
addressed in new Nonconforming Site Aspects or similar chapter. 

c) In subsection B3, do we need to clarify damage resulting from natural disaster or act 
of God versus deferred maintenance? Delete subsection C related to extensions 

d) In Subsection C2, this seems really wordy. Could we just simply state that enlargements 
or structural operations are permitted so long as the existing nonconformance is not 
increased and no new nonconformance or violations are created? Delete Historic 
District section (none existing).  

e) Shouldn’t we have a value threshold limiting investment in nonconforming structures 
until they are corrected? 

f) As noted above, incorporate natural disaster/act of god provisions in subsection C3. In 
subsection C3b, delete last sentence about discretion of Administrator 

g) Please clean up language in Subsection D (2nd half). 
54. Section 9.3.6.A: Needs to have language continuation consistent with that found in 9.3.6.B. 
55. Section 9.3.6.A.1: Needs to include, or at least contain reference to the 180 day discontinuance 

threshold set forth in Section 9.3.2.C.1.e as it relates to the replacement of a nonconforming 
manufactured home. 

56. Section 9.3.6.B: Need to raise as a policy issue whether or not we wish to not allow replacement 
mobile homes in nonconforming use parks (old unit is moved or destroyed and no replacement 
unit allowance). 

57. Section 9.3.7: 
a) Can subsection A1 be deleted since this is a given with all nonconformance or create a 

general section at beginning of chapter applicable to all nonconformances? 
b) In subsection A3, should this be tied to damage from natural disaster or act of God? 

58. Section 9.4: Organization system needs to be reworked. There are subsections given primary 
section numbering types, etc. This chapter needs to be reorganized to create a more streamlined 
and uniform organization of violations, noticing procedures, appeals and hearing options, 
remedies/tools available to the County to seek abatement, etc. Its presently very disorganized 
and duplicative in many areas. 

59. Section 9.4.1.C: 



37 
 

a) In subsection 2, For mailed NOVs, if State law does not require certified or registered 
mail, replace with “first class” 

b) Subsection C5 duplicates subsection C.1.C 
60. Section 9.4.1.D.2: This appears to relate to public noticing. Clarify. If it’s already in Ch-9, 

delete. 
61. Sections 9.4.1.E.1 and 2: In subsection 1, should this be enlarged to include all unsafe 

structures (not just signs)? In subsection 2, should the word “temporary” be removed to not 
confuse with only uses permitted as temporary uses? 

62. Section 9.4.1.G: Provision regarding liens seems incomplete. There is usually a descriptive 
sentence regarding lien process, etc. 

63. Section 9.4.3: 
a) Subsection C within paragraph is incomplete 
b) Include provision that enables staff to undertake other administrative actions to achieve 

compliance that may be less than a stop work order. For example, we often times will 
cease all inspection services on an active construction site until violations of approved 
plans are remedied (mostly erosion control violations). 
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CHAPTER 10 DEFINITIONS 
1. Need a comprehensive review of use definitions and general definitions to ensure necessary 

words or phrases are suitably defined. Use of industry standard guides such as APA Planners 
Dictionary and similar resources is fine, if appropriate. 

2. Combine the definitions in 10.3 with those in 10.4. 
3. Accessory Structure definition references "principal structure". Principal structure is not 

defined.  
4. Definition of encroachment doesn’t seem to take Section 1.4.5 into account. 
5. The various definitions of height, building height, story height need to be assimilated into a 

singular cohesive definition. 
6. Definition of new impervious surface forgot to insert the date. 
7. Definition of structure is limited to principal uses.  
8. Need to distinguish restaurants (i.e. bar/grills) that serve alcohol from bar/tavern uses. ABC 

has seating and cooking facility requirements for on-premises hard alcohol establishments. 
9. Define block. 
10. Define change of use 
11. Define enclosed. 
12. Define frontage. 
13. Define infill lots. 
14. Define corner lot. 
15. Define double frontage lot. 
16. Define through lot. 
17. Define front property line. 
18. Define rear property line. 
19. Define side interior property line. 
20. Define site street property line. 
21. Define property lines. 
22. Define setback. 
23. Define front yard setback. List this and others as “Setback, Front”, etc. so they are clustered 

together. 
24. Define rear yard setback. 
25. Define side interior yard setback. 
26. Define side street yard setback. 
27. Delete definition of site area – already have lot area. 
28. Delete definition of site depth – already have lot depth. 
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29. Define site plan. 
30. Delete definition of site width – already have lot width. 
31. Define unenclosed. 
32. Define front yard. List this and others as “Yard, Front, etc.” so they are clustered together. 
33. Define rear yard. 
34. Define side interior yard. 
35. Define side street yard. 
36. Reorganize sign related definitions by indicating “Sign, window, Sign, Bracket,” etc so that 

they are clustered together. Clarify Window signs can also be installed on the outside also. 

 

APPENDIX A: LEGACY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS 

1. Some PDDs were erroneously left off this list and need to be included 

 

APPENDIX B: HIGHWAY CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT 
SUPPLEMENTARY DIAGRAMS 
1. Remove Appendix B from UDO 
 

APPENDIX C: MANUAL OF SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARD 
DETAILS (MSSD) 
1. Need to get these consistent with UDO Chapter 6 requirements (this may need to be separate 

from UDO update) 
2. There are no specifications in Appendix C. We propose to add minimum design and 

construction standards for development projects to this Appendix (earthwork, etc.).  
3. Need to pull this out and adopt separately to enable easier updates, etc. 
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APPENDIX 2:  

STAKEHOLDER SUMMARY  

Appendix 2 summarizes stakeholder input from the County’s previous UDO update effort. Since the 
stakeholder interviews were conducted a year ago, staff followed up with the stakeholders and confirmed 
the input provided in 2020.  

 

 

 



 

 

To: Rox Burhans, Lancaster County 
From: Chad Meadows, CodeWright 
Date: 8.6.20 
CC: Robert Tefft, Lancaster County 
RE: Stakeholder Interview Summary Notes 
 
MESSAGE 
 
This memorandum provides a summary of the input and feedback collected from the 
stakeholder interviews conducted as part of the UDO Assessment Report project.  This memo is 
organized into the following three sections: 
 

1. Stakeholder Interview Details 
2. Issue Summary, Organized by Theme 
3. Insights and Aspects for Follow-Up 

 
Part 1. Stakeholder Interview Details 
 
The following list identifies the 18 stakeholders identified by County staff who were contacted as 
part of this task over the month of June, 2020: 
 

NAME AFFILIATION DATE 

Charles Deese Lancaster County Planning Commission 6.10.20 

Dean Faile Lancaster Chamber of Commerce 6.9.20 

Donna Hagins D.H. Haggins & Associates 6.9.20 

Evan Freeman Indian Land Action Council 6.9.20 

James Hawthorne / Wes - Lancaster County Water & Sewer District 6.10.20 

Jamie Gilbert Lancaster County Economic Development Dir. 6.11.20 

Jeff Catoe Lancaster County Public Works Director 6.9.20 

Jim Crumpler Iseley Surveying 6.9.20 

John DuBose Lancaster County Attorney 6.10.20 

Jon Hardy Lennar Homes Carolinas 6.24.20 

Larry Honeycutt Lancaster County Councilman 6.17.20 

Matt Mandle ESP Associates 6.10.20 

Mike Bilodeau MPV Properties 6.9.20 

Mike Magette Lancaster County Fire Marshal’s Office 6.10.20 

Shannon Catoe Lancaster County Planning/Zoning Department 6.9.20 
Steve Willis / Alison 
Alexander Lancaster County Administrator/ Deputy Administrator 6.10.20 

 
 



 

 
  S t a k e h o l d e r   I n t e r v i e w   S u m m a r y   N o t e s  
P a g e  | 2 

Part 2. Issue Summary, By Theme 
 
This section provides a summary of the stakeholder comments received during the interview process. To 
protect confidentiality, comments are not attributed to any individuals.  Rather, comments are 
summarized and grouped by category.  One exception to this is a set of written comments prepared by 
Jamie Gilbert, Economic Development Director for Lancaster County.  Jamie had prepared a prior list of 
comments regarding the current UDO and development review process which had already been 
submitted to County Planning staff.  Mr. Gilbert’s list is provided at the end of this memorandum, and the 
comments from his list have been incorporated here with the other feedback. 
 
Approximately 150 comments have been organized into 10 general themes, with an additional “other” 
theme category for topics that do not easily fit into code-related provisions.  It is important to note that 
there was a very wide range of stakeholder perspectives on the current UDO, and as such, some 
comments may conflict with others.  The ten themes form the basis of exploration in the upcoming UDO 
assessment.  Comments within each theme are not listed in any particular order and have been 
paraphrased to capture the essence of the comment.  Issues that were mentioned multiple times by 
different stakeholders are only listed once.  This issue summary is followed by a series of insights and 
topics for further follow-up.  
 
1. CURRENT UDO STRUCTURE & ORGANIZATION 

i. Current code was well-intentioned, but the standards are too onerous 
ii. Current code is a difficult code to understand, even for staff, and it needs to be tweaked to make 

it easier to understand and follow 
iii. Too many “shoulds” – it is difficult to interpret what’s mandatory versus what’s encouraged 
iv. The current UDO is hard to work with and it’s easy to make a mistake 
v. Given its complexity, it is really hard to teach new staff how to use the current code 
vi. Current code is too complex and requires users to review multiple different sections 
vii. The amount of “jumping around” necessary in the current ordinance (from section to section) is 

not productive 
viii. New code should have more charts 
ix. New code should simplify the rules, and should be very clear 
x. There is a lack of definitions, definitions need to be more clear and focused; for example, need a 

definition of land disturbance 
 
2. DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT 

i. The ‘panhandle’ portion of the County is urban, and thus very different from the balance of the 
County, but there are no distinctions in the standards  

ii. There is a mismatch between the standards in the UDO – the County is largely rural, but many of 
the standards are very urban 

iii. The new code has many form-based elements that are not congruent with established community 
character 

iv. Zoning [density (sic.)] in panhandle area is too low and should be reassessed 
v. People would like to avoid Highway 521 appearing as a major auto-oriented corridor (like 

Independence Boulevard in Charlotte) 
vi. People want quality development all along Highway 521 
vii. Highway 521 corridor needs more beautification 
viii. Growing concern about accelerated development and growth in the area between Highway 5 and 

City of Lancaster 
ix. Density rules that allow 3 or more single-family detached homes on 1 acre are too dense 
x. Residential densities need to be lower in order to retain infrastructure capacity  
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3. DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES (esp. SUBDIVISIONS) 
i. Current review process is fine and the planning team is a good group 
ii. The review process is overly complicated, and the rules remain unclear 
iii. The update project should find things that add time to the development review process and 

remove them 
iv. Length of review time is too long; takes longer than reviews in York County 
v. The water district is taking too long to provide comments on development applications 
vi. Process for new development is pretty straightforward, but there is a need to better clarify the 

process for redevelopment 
vii. Process for retrofitting sites that don’t comply with the current standards is unclear 
viii. Preliminary plat decided by the Planning Board; should be the TRC 
ix. There is no real way to appeal denial from the Planning Commission, and this needs to be 

addressed 
x. Concern over elected officials reviewing site plans - this is a technical or ministerial process and 

not one that is open to the application of a lot of judgement or discretion 
xi. The variance requirements are too restrictive and exceed state rules – should limit to state 

standards 
xii. It seems that “mom & pop” applicants regularly get their variance applications approved, but 

developers do not 
xiii. UDO needs a procedure for adjusting development standards on a case-by-case basis 
xiv. Need more “embedded” flexibility as work-arounds take too much time 
xv. Current infrastructure bonding process has problems and needs review 
xvi. It is too difficult to do development agreements; other stakeholders claim that County cannot do 

development agreements 
xvii. Submittal/drawing requirements for site plans and plats is unclear 
 

xviii. Current subdivision standards are a little “weak” and provide a lot of “outs” 
xix. Subdivision plats review is much easier in York and Chester Counties 
xx. After-the-fact subdivisions that do not comply with the current provisions are a problem and the 

County needs a process to help ensure the after-the-fact subdivision is retrofitted to minimum 
requirements 

xxi. Major/minor subdivision threshold does not account for very large lots and should allow very large 
lot subdivisions of 6 or more lots to be treated as minor subdivisions 

xxii. Requirements for owners to sign subdivision applications is problematic when owners are from 
out-of-state 

xxiii. The lot size variation provisions in the cluster subdivision is unnecessary 
xxiv. Need more flexibility in terms of lot sizes in cluster subdivisions 
xxv. People like the cluster subdivision flexibility, but it can only be accomplished in the MDR district, 

and would be helpful if allowed in other districts 
xxvi. Cluster/conservation subdivisions need to include non-combustible siding and soffits, and 3 feet 

of clearance between the soffit and the lot line 
 
4. ZONING DISTRICTS 

i. In many cases, the mixed-use district is the only way to accommodate multi-family- the 
requirement for inclusion of non-residential is problematic for residential developers 

ii. Mixed-use does not allow industrial uses 
iii. The MX district system is a mess and needs to be overhauled 
iv. Would like to see more environmentally-friendly/sustainable development in the MX districts 
v. Carolina Heelsplitter overlay district - do the current buffer width standards exceed the state 

standards? 
vi. McWhirter overlay has confusing density limits 
vii. Highway corridor overlay has building orientations standards that are not pedestrian friendly 
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viii. No way to do PDDs anymore, and this option should be re-instated in the UDO; but perhaps not 
as a district 

ix. County should consider a conditional rezoning approach 
 
5. LAND USES 

i. The use table is missing many modern use types 
ii. Need to add a major home occupation that allows for vehicles and equipment to be brought home 

for the evening 
iii. Need to maintain current utility classes and utility provisions in institutional districts 
iv. There is no provision for front-loaded townhomes - reconsider; rear-loaded townhome 

requirements add infrastructure costs 
v. Suggestion that overhangs over garages should be a sufficient way to address design 

considerations associated with front loaded townhomes 
vi. County needs more multi-family options in general 

 
6. BUILDING PLACEMENT AND DIMENSIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

i. Current code requirements call for placement of buildings close to streets which hinders the 
ability to protect right-of-way for future road widening 

ii. Building placement requirements are resulting in curb cuts that are placed too close to street 
intersections 

iii. Building placement close to the street is not working – backs of buildings face streets; requires 
two-sided buildings 

iv. Standards requiring buildings to be close to the street is not leaving sufficient room for off-street 
parking 

v. Need deeper setbacks along Highway 521 
vi. Setbacks are established based on the size of a building, so it’s difficult to answer basic setback 

questions 
vii. Need setback standards based on zoning districts 
viii. Lot widths should be reduced to a minimum of 50 feet in cluster subdivisions 
ix. The UDO provisions are relative, so aspects like setbacks and other provisions are hard to 

explain because everything depends upon the situation 
 
7. INFRASTRUCTURE, STREETS, AND ACCESS 

i. Fire department rules for rural areas are problematic 
ii. The County should upgrade its development standards to help mitigate environmental 

degradation and reduce infrastructure costs 
iii. Meandering or curved sidewalks are a problem with utilities 
iv. Stormwater regulations may be better as a stand-alone ordinance, mostly due to volume of these 

standards 
v. Call for increased stormwater retention and decreased impervious surfaces 
vi. Should not require functional water/sewer systems prior to building permit issuance in cases 

where one applicant is the owner, developer, and builder 
 
vii. All streets should incorporate a utility strip within the right-of-way 
viii. Traffic congestion is a concern in the panhandle along Highway 521, and it should be widened to 

help alleviate congestion 
ix. Trucks and construction vehicles are damaging area roadways, and there are few funds for repair 

(example: Possum Hollow Road) 
x. The County is not currently accepting dedication of streets 
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xi. The street configuration requirements in the mixed-use districts are too urban in nature for the 
County 

xii. The roadways are not classified, though many of the development regulations are applied based 
on the type of street the development fronts 

xiii. Arterial streets should be developed differently from other types of streets 
xiv. TIA requirement thresholds are too low 
xv. Road-naming system in UDO is strange 
xvi. Reconcile cul-de-sac diameter requirements 
xvii. 1,000-foot maximum block lengths are a problem 
xviii. Unit caps on cul-de-sac streets for the need for additional streets and promotes mass grading 
xix. Street connectivity standards are a problem 
xx. Does not support street stubs to adjacent development 
xxi. Block length standards lack flexibility, and there are a lot variance requests 
 
xxii. There are existing subdivisions in the County created without plats or deeds for access 

easements; allows access to lots to be subsequently removed 
xxiii. Should ensure private accessway easements are deeded and shown on plats  
xxiv. Current code allows individual lot access via a 25-foot-wide accessway for subdivisions of 5 or 

fewer lots; this is a problem 
xxv. Need better standards for private accessways, when they are allowed 
xxvi. Private access provisions are a problem, and need standards that will ensure access for 

emergency service vehicles 
xxvii. Private accessways need to be all-weather, 22 feet wide with no parking, and include a vehicular 

turn-around 
xxviii. Need better enforcement of conversion of private accessway easements into streets as 

subsequent development takes place 
 
8. SIGNAGE REQUIREMENTS 

i. The sign ordinance is too complicated 
ii. Sign regulations are spread throughout the ordinance, instead of in just one place 
iii. Sign rules don’t limit the number of signs, just adds unnecessary costs 
iv. The sign standards do not allow banners (e.g., “now open”) along corridors 
v. Sign standards need to be more flexible 
vi. Sign spacing rules have lost their common sense - makes it difficult for tenants and sub leasers to 

have signage 
vii. Many of the sign standards are small and thus require variances, and requirements to secure 

variances makes it difficult to secure commercial tenants. 
viii. There is no need to regulate window signs 
ix. Monument sign standards are also too small 
x. Max wall sign size provisions are too small 
xi. Wall sign limitations of 75 sf max for commercial buildings is a problem, and would suggest tying 

sign size back to façade length – some prefer the old wall sign standards: 1 sf of sign area for 
each 1 linear foot of building façade. 

xii. Highway corridor overlay requirements result in buildings backing up to the roadway, and the 
need for signage on two sides of the building – the max wall sign size limitations result in very 
small signage that could create a safety problem. 
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9. LANDSCAPING AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 
i. The new UDO has much less landscaping than the prior code 
ii. Bufferyard standards are hard to implement and don’t work well 
iii. Main corridor streets are not getting enough landscaping – the buffers along Highway 521 can be 

reduced to 15 feet – this is too narrow to be a meaningful buffer 
iv. Landscaping standards require so much landscaping that it can hide signage and that is 

unreasonable 
v. Landscaping requirements to place plants adjacent to exterior building walls is not desirable as it 

promotes rot 
vi. There are utility conflicts with planting requirements along streets 
vii. 5” caliper requirements for trees is problematic 
viii. Buffer yards should be determined by use, not district – commercial uses next to residential uses 

yields lots of problems 
ix. Landscaping buffer rules should allow fences/walls to reduce buffer widths; should also allow 

walkways or trails 
x. Buffer requirements should be increased to help protect the environment and keep infrastructure 

costs manageable 
xi. Need limitations on clear cutting of existing trees in advance of submitting a development 

application 
xii. People feel like there is a lack of public gathering space and public park resources (at least in 

urban areas) 
xiii. People like trails for transportation and recreation 
xiv. County does not have the kinds of sport facilities needed for its residents 
xv. Concern over dedication of trail segments to County- need to be maintained by others; not the 

County 
xvi. Need more subdivision amenity requirements, particularly for open space and recreation 
 
10. OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

i. Parking standards are vague 
ii. Maximum parking standards are a problem  
iii. The commercial off-street parking maximum standard (2x/minimum) makes it difficult to 

accommodate parking spaces for employees (the current parking standards would make a 
development like Redstone impossible) 

iv. 10-foot minimum spacing between parking and buildings is too extreme 
v. Some use types are missing from the parking standards 
vi. Need parking standards for light industrial uses  
vii. Why are bicycle parking standards required in rural portions of the County? 

 
11. OTHER COMMENTS 

i. Elected officials want development to happen quickly, but also want quality 
ii. The County Council wants the UDO and development review process to be simple, easy, clear, 

and fast 
iii. Happy with the new Planning staff 
iv. Permit fees are too high; need to avoid high permit fees because it can result in developers 

cutting corners 
v. The code allows owners of existing buildings to use the prior ordinance 
vi. High quality metal siding should be a permitted exterior material 
vii. Want to be sure that new development address the negative impacts it creates 
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Part 3. Insights and Aspects for Follow-Up 
 
REFORMATTING 
The current UDO is organized into a series of different Word files, and lacks a unified table of contents, 
index, and cross references.  The current UDO has subtly different numbering styles and lacks any 
navigation features.  Establishing a new single Word file with a new style set would improve many of 
these problems, and would make using the document easier. 
 
RECOGNIZE CONTEXT 
Many of the comments identify the problems resulting from the application of urban standards in 
suburban or rural areas.  The new UDO needs development standards that are better calibrated to their 
urban, suburban, or rural contexts.  Mandates for establishment of mixed use as the sole means of 
accommodating higher density residential housing are not working, and should be reconsidered.  
Successful vertically-integrated mixed-use development requires an urban or small town context and 
also relies on demand from numerous households in close proximity – an aspect that has not yet 
developed in many parts of the County.  Standards need better tailoring and the mixed-use system 
should be re-thought. 
 
ADD FLEXIBILITY 
The current UDO includes few incentives and an insufficient amount of flexibility.  It would benefit from 
adding procedural flexibility, alternative methods of compliance for some development standards, menu-
based options for reaching compliance with design standards where an applicant may choose from 
among a variety of acceptable measures, and provisions that provide guidance for retrofitting and 
redevelopment.  While not initially envisioned as part of this project, inclusion of these features would 
likely assist the County in reaching its goals for UDO improvement. 
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Comments from Jamie Gilbert, Economic Development Director 
 

 

Sect. Item 
1.14 A Promote a strong, diverse 

economy that supports a 
wide variety of businesses 

and enterorises. 

2.5.3 Use Table 

3.5 Mixed Use District 

4.2.1 E McWhirter Field Overlay 

District - Land Use 

Compatibility and Guidance 

6.8 Traffic Impact Analysis 

7.2 4 B Parking Maximum 

7.4.5 Wall Signs 

7 .4.5 Monument Signs 

6.11.3 Road Name Standards 

G and H 

Issue Recommendation 
Economic development is noted as the first priority (Page 1-1). Need to make sure this objective UDO needs to be more business friendly to achieve this. 

is addressed throughout the UDO. 

The use table ignores a number of common uses such as general office, corporate headquarters, 
etc. Additional uses should be added to the table. Also, business and mixed zones do not allow 
for light industrial uses. Some of these zones a re compatible for such uses. 

Allow light industrial uses to be Permitted with Review or a 

Conditional Use in the GB, RB, MX and IMX zones. 

There are a number of typical uses not listed. Minimum lot size is 25 acres. This is arbitrary and Consider removing or significantly reducing the size 

prevents smaller lots from being zoned MX that may be conducive to the zoning. 

Commercial Industrial, Manufacturing and Warehousing density and use requirements fort he 

various zones {Section E, Pages 4-5 to 4-6) may be more restrictive than what is needed. As the 

county seeks to develop a 478 acre industrial park around the airport we need to make sure we 

requirement 

Review the density and use requirements for the various 

airport zones and make adjustments that allow for maximum 

use of industrial property within the zones while meeting 
are complying with state and federal requirements but are not being more restrictive. Also, the state and federal requirements. Also, review Table 2 that lists 

language regarding permitted uses is contradictory and needs to be corrected. For example the compatible and non compatible uses to make sure these are 

first category list Manufacturing Facilities, Industrial Plants and Warehousing as not allowed in maximizing what is allowed and still meets state and federal 

Zones A and Zones Bl & C2; however, in the same table it lists Warehousing and Light requirements. 

Industrial/Manufacturing as conditional uses. Section G (Pages 4-7 to 4-8) of the airport overlay 

district has a permit process for existing and future uses that seems to create a number of extra 

steps and it is unclear who is issuing the permit. Table 2 (pages 4-9 to 4-11) has information for 

compatible and incompatible may be more restrictive than what is allowed by state and federal 

requirements. 

The UDO (Page 6-10) requires any project that generate SO peak hour trips to undertake a Traffic Amend the TIA requirement in the UDO to increase the 

Impact Analysis. The chart list uses and their square footage of each that would generate these number of peak hour trips required for a TIA to be 

trips based on the ITE Trip Generation Model. The numbers are higher than what is listed in the undertaken for industrial and commercial projects. The 10th 

10th edition of the ITE and are not competitive with what is required by other counties in the edition of the ITE Trip Generation numbers and the section 

area. In fact, York County's UDO requires the more in depth Tier 2 traffic impact analysis (similar of the York County UDO that pertains to TIA requirements 

to what we require for all TIAs) for industrial and commercial projects when they are expected to are attached. 

generate more than 400 average daily trips or 100 or more peak hour trips. This seems to be far 

more reasonable than what Lancaster County requires. Also, the requirement for a TIA seems 

excessive when required in locations that have very little traffic such as some parts of Lancaster, 

Heath Sorines and Kershaw. 

Maximum parking standard is twice the minimum number of spaces required for a use as 

outlined in Section 7 .2.4A above. According to one developer who spoke with the previous 

planning director, they were told the maximum parking provision was added to "encourage 
customer biking to area retail projects." By way of example, restaurants are required to have 1 

parking space for every 250 SF. Thus, the maximum parking spaces allowed for any restaurant is 

2 spaces for every 250 SF. At Chick-Fil-A (Indian Land), the building contains 4,737 SF and 57 

parking spaces. Under the UDO, the maximum number of spaces allowed would have been 38 

spaces. Had this ordinance been in effect at the time the Chick-Fil-A deal was done the project 

would not have happened. Restaurants need to have the ability to allow them to accommodate 

large volumes at peak times. Without it, they will not be successful. 

Remove the maximum number of spaces. 

Section 7.4.5 of the new UDO limits the amount of wall signage (Regional Business) to a Restore the former wall sign requirements or develop a new 

maximum of 75' per building, regardless of building size. Under the previous UDO, the maximum formula that is based on percentage of wall space for each 

surface area for any wall sign permitted on any commercial building was limited to one square tenant. 

foot of sign space for each linear foot of frontage for each designated leased area. The change in 

standard - from 1 SF per each linear foot of leased frontage to a maximum of 75 SF per building -

effectively means anchor tenants (such as a grocer or big box user) are limited to the same 

amount of signage as a tiny boutique store. It also means, in the case of multi-tenant buildings, 

the likely maximum number of signs per building will be three (assumes 25' per sign, measuring 

3' x 8.33'). Given that each multi-tenant building will likely have 4-6 tenants, this is a deal killer. 

The same can be said for the 75' limitation on big-box anchor tenants. 

Free standing signs are now limited to 10' in height. The previous standard was 20'. Along major Restore the previous standard of 20' 

thoroughfares the location of projects in need of larger ground signs a 10' sign is too small to 

provide the necessary panels and exposure required. 

The naming of roads can be restricted by duplications or similar names in surrounding counties. Greater flexibility is needed in the naming of roads when 

This requirement can be excessive at times as was the case with the renaming of HSBC Court to similar names may exist in neighboring counties. Perhaps a 

Sharonview Way. Sharonview owns the only building on the court and was told they could not distance should be agreed upon. For example: Similar names 

have their requested name due to a Sharonview Street in incorporated Fort Mill approximately 8 that are less than five miles from the location being named 

miles from the Indian Land location. Also, Sharon Road in Charlotte which was 14 miles away 

was cited. 

will be considered when a pp roving a road name. 

Various Commercial/Retail Design The UDO in various sections places requirements on retail center design that does not allow for The older UDOs did not have such restrictions. Economic 

Section (Highway overlay District and projects like The Promenade in which the shops are visible from the road with parking in the Development recommends eliminating design requirements 

other sections) front. This does not lend itself to developments that appear welcoming and full of activity, which that hide the front of the stores from the road and requires 

in turn limits their ability to be successful. Additionally, the UDO requires commercial buildings buildings to be constructed close to the road. 

to be constructed close to the road which creates a safety and the ability to widen roads in the 

future as the structures are too close to the roadway. 



   

UDO ASSESSMENT | LANCASTER COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA  PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT | AUGUST 26, 2021 

APPENDIX 3:  

INPUT FROM GREATER INDIAN LAND CHAMBER 

OF COMMERCE  

Appendix 3 includes input from the Greater Indian Land Chamber of Commerce. In June 2021, the 
Lancaster County Development Services Director met with representatives from the Greater Indian Land 
Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber formed approximately four months ago. The purpose of the 
meeting was to identify any issues with the current UDO the Chamber’s member have presented.  

 

 



 

 

DATE: June 4, 2021 
 

FROM: Rox Burhans, Development Services Director 
 

TO: Robert Tefft, Senior Planner 
 

RE: UDO Update; Greater Indian Land Chamber of Commerce Meeting 
 

 
This memo summarizes my June 10, 2021 meeting with Mr. Mike Neese, Chief Executive Officer and Ms. Clare 
McConaughy, Chamber Captain of the Greater Indian Land Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber formed approximately 
four months ago and the purpose of the meeting was to identify any issues with the current Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) that have been presented by members.  
 
The feedback was of a generalized nature and may be more appropriate for the upcoming Comprehensive Plan. 
Consideration should be given to including a chamber member on any future Comprehensive Plan stakeholder committee. 
The generalized nature of the feedback is likely attributed to the recent nature of their formation.  The following will 
summarize the feedback. 
 
GILCC Chamber Feedback 

1. There should be two development ordinances and regulatory approaches: One for Indian Land and one for outside 
Indian Land/rural areas 

2. County needs to have a proactive plan for Indian Land 
a. New development such as apartments being constructed without sidewalks. Existing sidewalks are 

disjointed and lack connections. 
b. County and school district not properly planning for pace of growth for facilities and service needs (staff 

referenced upcoming comprehensive plan). School district needs a new high school site. 
c. Need better roadway connectivity/collector roads 

3. Need to have a plan for beautification. Intersections and corridors need to be more attractive as a gateway to 
Lancaster County from the Ballantyne Area of Charlotte.  

i. Need identity elements such as signage and landscaping, etc. 
ii. Specifically referenced having county maintain the US-521 center landscape median similar to 

some North Carolina communities maintaining US-74.  
iii. Have more roadside litter removal efforts 
iv. Require restaurants, particularly fast food establishments, to have parking lot garbage receptacles 

for customer use. 
4. Would generally like to have the county manage Indian Land in a “city-like” manner with possibly separate or 

enhanced services provided due to the unique nature of the community and the level of investment Indian Land 
produces.  

a. Did not believe incorporating Indian Land into a municipality will be possible in foreseeable future due to 
the issues with prior (failed) incorporation movement three years ago. 

5. Views Indian Land boundary to be at the new US 521 Indian Land High School. I commented that I viewed it at 
intersection of US 521 and Waxhaw Highway, which would be a smaller boundary. 

 
Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the above feedback. 
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