I.    MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

GREENWOOD CITY/COUNTY JOINT PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
JANUARY 26, 2010
GREENWOOD COUNTY COURTHOUSE
528 MONUMENT STREET
GREENWOOD, SOUTH CAROLINA




The Greenwood City/County Joint Planning Commission met in Room 201 of the Greenwood County 
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Courthouse on Tuesday, January 26, 2010.  The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Chairman, Eddie Bartless. A quorum was present:

Members Present:
Eddie Bartless, Chairman	Cecil Hill
William Moore, Vice Chairman	Arlene Morgan
Rev. William Booker	Robert Redding
Kim Clark	Shelia Reynolds
Curtis Coffey	Myrtle Rush
Alton Gantt	Donna Wells
Cathy Heitzenrater	Nancy Wrenn 


Members Absent:
Jason Dunton

    
Greenwood City/County Planning Department staff present:
Phil Lindler, Director of Planning
Jacqueline Hackett, Zoning Technician
Lisa Hawthorne, Planner
Chris Hudson, Planner
       Melissa Duff, Secretary 

II.   APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 8, 2009 MINUTES

Chairman, Eddie Bartless called for a motion.  Curtis Coffey made a motion to approve the minutes, seconded by Myrtle Rush and the motion was carried unanimously.  
   
      APPROVAL OF THE REVISED PLANNING COMMISSION SCHEDULE FOR 2010

       There were three County holidays that were listed for subcommittee meetings.  Since the County will be  
       closed those days, it was suggested to move the Monday date to a Tuesday date.

Chairman, Eddie Bartless called for a motion.  Alton Gantt made a motion to approve the revised schedule, seconded by Myrtle Rush and the motion was carried unanimously.  

Chairman, Eddie Bartless read the Rules of Procedure.

III.  OLD BUSINESS  

      Chairman Bartless called for a motion for both requests to be taken off the table.  Myrtle Rush made a 
      motion to take off the table both requests, seconded by William Booker.

      A.  Request number R-09-12-02 by Greenwood County.  The request is to rezone the Ninety Six  
      Mill Village and related properties, various G-Pin numbers, from I-1 (Light Industrial), R4 (Medium-
      Density Residential) and HI (Heavy Industrial) to NRD (Neighborhood Revitalization District).
   
      Phil Lindler gave the staff overview as follows:
     This is a request to rezone various properties within the Town of Ninety Six Mill Village from R4 (Medium 
     Density Residential), HI (Heavy Industrial), AG-1 (Agriculture), and I-1 (Light Industrial) to NRD 
     (Neighborhood Revitalization District).  The property owners and residents would be responsible for 
     providing input on the standards that are included in the Ninety Six Mill Village NRD.

     A community meeting was held on November 30 to discuss the overall purpose of the district.  A draft of the 
     Ninety Six Mill Village NRD standards was developed in cooperation with the Ninety Six Mill Village 
     Association.  

      A public hearing was held on December 8.  
      
      Chairman Bartless asked, “Were these two ordinances?”  Phil Lindler responded by saying yes.  
      One for those properties in the County portion of Greenwood and the other part that is in the City of Ninety 
      Six.  Phil Lindler went over the conditional uses, development standards, and maintenance of property for 
      each of the ordinances.  Chairman Bartless asked the Mayor, “Did the Town of Ninety Six buy the old mill.  
      Mayor Turner responded yes.      
      
     Chairman Bartless opened the Public Hearing.

     The following spoke in favor of the request:
     1.  Arvest Turner, Mayor of Ninety Six, 305 Johnston Rd. – Stated that the Town of Ninety Six has been  
meeting on several occasions and has decided that we support the NRD zoning 100 percent.  This is a great benefit and need for the Ninety Six Mill Village.  Mayor Turner thanked the Planning and Zoning Board and the Commission for their hard work and assistance.
        
     The following spoke in opposition to the request:
1.  Stacey Longmire, 213 Port Royal Dr., Ninety Six – Stated that she had looked into the legal aspect of it and found out that this was an infringement on property owner’s rights.  Ms. Longmire read a statement that it was unconstitutional and this was taking away the rights of the property owner.  Ms. Longmire pointed out a house in the Ninety Six Mill Village with the setback lines drawn.  The house currently is 1169 square feet, but should a disaster destroy the home and the owners were to rebuild, they would be required to follow the new ordinance.  The space area for the rebuilding of the home would not allow a 900 square feet home.  Therefore, this would cause losses.  Mr. Lindler stated that if a house is less than 50 percent destroyed; then you can use the same setbacks, but if it is more than 50 percent destroyed then you would have to conform to the current setbacks as proposed.  If you can not meet the current setbacks then the property owner can apply for a variance.       
     
     Chairman Bartless closed the Public Hearing.
     
     Staff Recommendation:  Recommends approval of the request to NRD.

     Zoning Committee:  The zoning subcommittee recommends approval of the request as presented.
     
     Chairman Bartless asked were there any questions or concerns.  There were some questions in the 
     audience pertaining to the tile clay roofs.  Kim Clark asked Mayor Turner was he aware of the discussions 
     about the clay tile roof.  Mayor Turner stated no.  That is something perhaps is going through the 
     Ninety Six Mill Village Association.  Chairman Bartless stated that these recommendations came from the   
     County Council and Town Council of Ninety Six.

     Cathy Heitzenrater asked, “If they should make changes, what is the process they should take?”  
     Mr. Lindler stated that the process is the same.  More than two individuals can come forth to request it.  It 
     would go through the Planning Commission at a Public Hearing as a recommendation and then forwarded  
     to County Council and Town Council in Ninety Six.  Handouts were available for the proposed ordinances  
     at the Public Hearing.   

     Chairman Bartless called for a motion.  William Booker made a motion to approve the request, seconded 
      by Cecil Hill and the motion carried unanimously.
      
B.  Request number R-09-10-08 by Greenwood County to adopt provisions for maintenance of   
      property.

     Phil Lindler gave the staff overview as follows:
     This is a request to amend the Greenwood County Zoning Ordinance to identify minimum standards for 
     maintenance of properties.  The proposal is broken into two sections: maintenance of property and  
     maintenance of structures.  

     Maintenance of properties includes standards for grass and weeds, shrubs, junk and debris, derelict   
     vehicles, and poultry and livestock.  

     Maintenance of structures includes standards for accessory structures, doors and windows, gutters, roofs,  
     structural members, and walls and foundations.  

     The purpose of this ordinance is to provide a minimal level for property owners to maintain their investment   
     based on complaints.  Currently, the County has no standards in place for derelict structures or   
     substandard housing conditions.  The county does enforce provisions for derelict vehicles, junk and debris,  
     and overgrowth.

     The Planning Commission held a public hearing at the October 27 and November 24 meetings and tabled 
     the request for further study.  

     The Zoning Committee met on January 9 and has made a recommendation that all current provisions for 
     junk, debris, overgrowth, derelict cars, etc. be removed from the ordinance; these items would continue to   
     be enforced as is.  The Committee is also recommending that the new standards be placed on all  
     properties except those zoned AG-1, AG-2, AG-3, RDD and FA as shown on page 2.  Another option   
     discussed included enforcing these standards in areas within a 3 or 5 mile radius of the County Courthouse 
     excluding properties within the city limits as shown on page 3.
          
     Phil Lindler stated that this would include all properties in the County of Greenwood except properties that 
     are zoned AG-1, AG-2, AG-3, RDD, and FA.  Mr. Lindler went over junk and debris, the maintenance of 
     property such as grass and weeds, and the maintenance of structures.  Also, derelict vehicles would be  
     maintained under the current County standards for derelict vehicles and poultry and livestock would be 
     maintained under the current County standards for poultry and livestock.

      Mr. Lindler also went over the enforcement and continuation of work under the property maintenance 
      ordinance.  If there were any difference of opinions, Mr. Lindler went over the appeal process and general 
      definitions.  Handouts were also available for the proposed property maintenance ordinance.
     
     Chairman Bartless opened the Public Hearing.

     The following spoke in favor of the request:
1. Chris Willis, 117 Franklin Dr., Greenwood, SC – Stated that he appeared at the public hearing on 
October 27 concerning Fairforest but was not able to meet for the November date.  Mr. Willis sincerely hopes that this ordinance would be accepted and put in force.  In looking at some of the pictures that were shown, the neighborhood looked disturbing.  Mr. Willis would like to see a structured sound neighborhood.       
     
     The following spoke in opposition to the request:
     1.  Russell Lawrence, 202 Harbor Cove Rd., Ninety Six, SC – Stated that the ordinance is not specific.  Mr. 
Lawrence stated that he does not live in one of those areas.  His property is zoned RDD.  Mr. Lawrence stated that he has a garden and grow corn, but he does not want anything to hinder him from doing what he wants to do.  Mr. Lawrence expressed his view by saying that the County does not understand that this may affect other people.  Mr. Lawrence believes that the ordinance is too vague and not specific.  Mr. Lawrence wanted to know about what would happen if you wanted to build a house barn or hunt with a bird dog.  Mr. Lawrence stated that he was worried about the language in the ordinance.  If this ordinance was passed, could the planning Commission assure us that County Council would not change unless there were three Public Hearings.  Mr. Lawrence believes that County Council needs more study on it.
     2.  John Lumley, 3804 Hwy 72/221 E., Greenwood, SC – Stated that the ordinance was too vague also.  
     This ordinance would affect so many people.  The County needs to enforce what they already have.  The 
     County needs to look at the hangers at the airport.  Mr. Lumley believes that it is only going to get worse.  
     He asked a question about whether or not the County would cut the grass on the side of the road.  Mr. 
     Lumley stated that the County is treading on thin ice.  County Council is taking property owners rights 
     away.
     3.John Lamb, 428 Mt. Vernon Road, Troy, SC – Stated that this ordinance did not apply to him, but he 
     believes that the ordinance has been watered down.  Mr. Lamb stated that he was afraid of zoning because 
     it took away property owner rights.  Mr. Lamb asked, “What was the basic function of government?  It does 
     not have anything to do with security or the welfare of people.  Mr. Lamb asked,” Why would anyone want 
     to salvage the whole County?”  Why is it not enforceable with what is already on the books.  Mr. Lamb 
     believes that it is not the County’s business as to what people do on their property.  Mr. Lamb stated that 
     the law does not still make it right.  Greenwood County does not need to impose this ordinance.  Mr. Lamb 
     asked the Commission to be a voice of reason and use common sense.  This ordinance is useless.
     4.  Janice Davenport, 406 E Northside Dr., Greenwood, SC – Stated that she owned a rental house in Hyde 
     Park.  Ms. Davenport was nominated by the people in the neighborhood to represent them.  Ms. Davenport 
     was concerned about the derelict cars in the neighborhood.  She questioned why people have a license   
     to sell cars when the neighborhood have covenants and restrictions.  A person can have a Home 
     Occupation.  Ms. Davenport does not think this is fair. 
     5.  Shirley Whatley, 215 Granny’s Lane, Greenwood, SC – Stated that she opposed the ordinance.  Ms. 
     Whatley stated that her son was in the military and he could not come home.  Ms. Whatley asked, “What 
     can she do or how can he fight it?”  Ms. Whatley’s son owned land for many years.  She feels that his 
     rights have been taken away.
     6.  Eric Williams, 115 Curl Dr., Greenwood, SC – Stated that he represented the Emerald City Antique Car 
     Club.  Mr. Williams stated that we restore cars, perform car shows, and ride in parades.  This takes a lot of 
     time, money, and searching.  Mr. Williams stated that he has a concern with the definition of junk.  He 
     believes that the County will continue to add on to the ordinance.  He believes that it is vague.  Mr. Williams 
     stated that he will defend the car restoration business.  Mr. Williams believes that the history is very 
     important. 
     7.  Stacey Longmire, 213 Port Royal Dr., Ninety Six, SC – Stated that it would be very difficult to maintain 
     100 feet.  Ms. Longmire stated that we need our space.  Ms. Longmire believes the County is going too far 
     into people’s property rights.   
     8.  Jimmy Brown, 5207 Ninety Six Hwy, Ninety Six, SC – Thanked the Board and Planning and Zoning for  
     their hard work and effort that has already been done, but Mr. Brown still believes that it is to vague.  Mr. 
     Brown stated that there needs to be more discussion and consideration with people’s rights.  Mr. Brown 
     believes more County taxes will be imposed.  People are losing their jobs, homes, and are having a really 
     hard time.  Mr. Brown believes that this is not a necessity at this time.  Mr. Brown stated that we should be 
     about taking care of all mankind.  The County should not punish everyone especially imposing hardships  
     on those who are trying.
     9. Mike Kernells, 6201 Hwy 25 N., Hodges, SC  - Stated that he opposed the request but appreciates that 
     his property which is RDD is exempt.  Mr. Kernells wanted to know if the Commission could assure him 
     that the County would not change their mind.    Mr. Kernells wanted to know about the radius of what was 
     discussed.  The radius from the courthouse was three to five miles.  Mr. Kernells stated that the County 
     should not assume that everyone reads the newspaper because there are some people that may not have 
     been contacted about this ordinance, which may be imposed upon them.  If everyone knew, there would 
     be more people here, probably overflowing.  Mr. Kernells stated that all things are not perfect and 
     beautiful, but some things are an eye-soar.  Mr. Kernells believes that a lot of things have not been 
     considered and need to be tabled for further study.  He believes the County is fighting an up hill battle.  

     Chairman Bartless closed the Public Hearing.
     
     Staff Recommendation:  Recommends approval of the request.

     Zoning Committee:  Recommends approval of the request with changes as noted.
     
     Chairman Bartless asked were there any questions or concerns.  Chairman Bartless asked, “Could County 
     Council make any changes without a public hearing?”  Phil Lindler stated that County Council can not 
     modify an ordinance after initial passage unless it goes through four meetings with two being public 
     hearings.  Other questions from the audience were “How can we get in touch with County Council to let 
     them know how we feel?”  It was stated that you can contact your councilman.  Someone stated that they 
     had already heard that Edith Childs and Rhett Dominick will oppose it.  Cathy Heitzenrater asked, “Could 
     Fairforest request for an NRD?”   It was stated that if they come up with the contents and guidelines and 
     there are two or more people requesting it.  It was stated would the County be able to afford it, because the    
     County is already on a freeze.  If the ordinance passes, the County would need to hire additional people to 
     carry out the ordinance.  Someone in the audience stated that the same thing has been going on for the 
     past 45 years.  His father went through this same ordinance.  Nothing has changed.  Mr. Kernells asked, 
     “Did anyone know what is going to be on the County Council’s agenda?”  Mr. Lindler stated that he can 
     provide Mr. Kernells a copy of their agenda.  Some people asked.  “Why did the Index Journal not write an 
     article on this subject?”       

      Chairman Bartless called for a motion.  Alton Gantt made a motion to table the request until all parties   
      were in agreement, seconded by Cecil Hill and the motion carried with 7 in favor and 6 in opposition 
      (Booker, Heitzenrater, Moore, Morgan, Rush, Wrenn).  

IV.  NEW BUSINESS - NONE 

V.   LAND DEVELOPMENTS REVIEW - NONE 

VI.  COUNCIL ACTIONS   
        
A. Greenwood County Council 
-Approved a request on Cokesbury Highway to rezone a property from Residential to office  
 Professional.
-Denied a request on property on Highway 702 in front of Magnolia Place for a PDD.

       B.   Greenwood City Council - None
        	
       C.   Town of Ninety Six – None

       D.   Town of Ware Shoals – None

VII.  COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT - NONE
	  
VIII.  COMMITTEE REPORTS

 A.  Executive Committee – None 

  B.  Zoning Committee – None

  C.  Government and Industry Committee – None

  D.  Roads & Utilities Committee  –  None

  IX.  ADJOURNMENT

        The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.  The next Planning Commission meeting will be on February   
        23, 2010.  
             

























