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MINUTES OF THE LANCASTER COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
REGULAR MEETING 

November 1, 2022 at 6:00 PM 
 

1. Call to Order  
Chair Frances Liu called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

2. Roll Call 
Board Members present:  
Beverly Williams  Mike Couch   Frances Liu     
Keye Jones    Kemesha Lowery  Sheresa Ingram 
 
Staff: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner 

Matthew Blaszyk, Planner   Jennifer Bryan, Clerk 
  

 
Staff members Ashley Davis and Matthew Blaszyk were placed under oath. 
 
Others Present:  
County Attorney: Daniel Plyler, Smith Robinson Law   

Billy Mosteller, County Council; Charles Deese, Planning Commission; Dennis Marstall, County 
Administrator. 

Members of the press were not present. All adjacent property owners were notified by first class 
mail. A notice was published in the local newspaper to include meeting place, date, time and the 
public hearing items; a copy was posted in the lobby of the Administration Building; and a copy 
is on file. 

3. Approval of Agenda 
Kemesha Lowery moved to Approve the Agenda; 2nd by Mike Couch.  The motion was 
approved by unanimous consent. 
 

4. Approval of Minutes from October 4,  2022 
Chair Frances Liu asked if there were any comments, changes or corrections to the Minutes of 
the October 4, 2022 meeting.   Keye Jones moved to approve minutes as written, seconded by 
Mike Couch.   Frances Liu and Sheresa Ingram abstained as absent from the meeting of 
10/04/2022. The remaining Board members voted unanimously to approve and adopt the 
October 4, 2022 minutes. 
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5. Public Hearing Items 
 
Chair Frances Liu yields the chair to Vice Chair Beverly Williams to moderate the continuation 
of the Scharpenberg Exception.   
 
HEARING WAS HELD OCTOBER 4, 2022. Board deferred the vote and decision at that time. Chair 
Francis Liu and Board Member Sheresa Ingram absent themselves from continuation of hearing, as they 
were not present for the October 4 hearing and may not vote on the item. 
 

a. SE-20221556 Scharpenberg: Campground Exception 
Application by Jeremy Scharpenberg, requesting a Special Exception pursuant to Unified 
Development Ordinance Section 2.5.3 and 5.5.3, to allow a Campground on a parcel of land located 
on Cedar Creek Road, approximately 2 miles south of intersection with Great Falls Hwy (TM# 
0147-00-001.00) in the Agricultural Residential (AR) District. 

 
Vice Chair Williams asked if any members wished to question Mr. Scharpenberg, or continue discussion 
of the facts of the case.  
 
• Keye Jones stated that Mr. Scharpenberg had answered all of his questions.  He would like to hear the 

other Board members’ thoughts about the information provided by Mr. Yarborough at the October 4th 
hearing [see attachments:  Letter from Benjamin Yarborough and excerpts from NC regulations]. 
   

• Beverly Williams: states that in her opinion, the campground usage is compatible with the surrounding 
area, contrary to Mr. Yarborough’s contention; Mr. Yarborough made claims about people drinking 
and bringing guns to the campsite which do not make sense given that Mr. Yarborough is using the 
adjacent land for hunting with firearms. She is more concerned about the safety of campers near the 
hunters. 

   
• Beverly Williams asked about buffering in proximity to the hunting club leased land.  Scharpenberg 

responded that the designed buffer is fifty feet per code, but the actual distance from property line to 
campers is 100 feet. 

 
• Ms. Williams wants to make sure that Mr. Scharpenberg is aware of the hunting and trapping, and may 

want to include more safety measures to protect campground visitors in future design revisions. 
 
Mr. Yarborough interjected from the audience. Counsel Plyler  noted that if Board wished to hear additional 
comments from the public, they would have to re-open the public hearing.  Mr. Jones stated that he did not 
wish to re-open the public hearing; Ms. Williams concurred.     
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• Ms. Williams stated that the campground use seems appropriate given the nearby 
development of the Whitewater Center at Great Falls, it would be a positive impact.   

 
• Keye Jones referred to the documents submitted by Mr. Yarborough on October 4;  Jones 

feels the campground use is compatible with the surrounding area; both campground and 
hunting are outdoor recreational activities.    The traffic issues were thoroughly discussed and 
it is apparent that SCDOT is looking closely at the design.  SCDHEC is addressing 
environmental concerns.  To make a claim of “offensive or noxious uses,”  borders on insult 
to camping enthusiasts. It will not impede development of surrounding properties; and the 
statement of “risk of safety and lawlessness” in the area is without merit.  The applicant has 
addressed reasonable safety measures; the primary responsibility for gun safety is with the 
hunt club, not the campground.  

 
Vice-Chair Williams called for a motion.   
 
Motion to Approve by Keye Jones; Motion to approve with condition of stated 60 day stay limit 
followed by 30 days interim by Mike Couch. 
Staff and Counsel advised on procedural issues for motions. 
Keye Jones’ motion to approve seconded by Kemesha Lowery; Mike Couch moved to amend 
to include conditions on length of stay and interim; seconded by Keye Jones. 
Vote on Amendment with condition for length of stay: 4:0. Amendment approved 
unanimously. 
Vote on Approval as Amended: 4:0.  Motion with conditions approved unanimously. 
 
----- 
Chair Frances Liu and Board Member Sheresa Ingram were recalled for remaining items. 
---- 

 
b. VAR-2022-2006 Wilson Family 

Application by the Wilson Family for a variance from UDO Section 6.4.1.D.1:  Number 
of lots accessing off cul-de-sac.  Location of subject property: 7843 Green Pond Road, 
Indian Land SC 29707 (TM# 0014-00-007.00). 

Staff Presentation:  Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the application consistent with the 
report attached to agenda.  [See also Agenda slideshow presentation attached]. 
 
Sworn In:   

• Larry Honeycutt (Lancaster SC) in support of the Wilson Family 
• Maryann Wilson (Applicant, Green Pond Road, Lancaster) 

 

• Larry Honeycutt: Mrs. Wilson wants to donate land to her granddaughter to build a 
house. She is a widow; the family has not been able to fully use the property.  There are 
sufficient turn-offs for fire engines on the road.  Mrs. Wilson needs family close by to 
help care for her.  
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• Maryann Wilson:  She and her husband established their home in 1973.  They raised 
their family on the 10-acre tract. The property has been in her husband’s family for 5 
generations.  When her husband passed in 2000, she kept the land to pass on to her 
children and grandchildren. Her granddaughter is graduating from nursing school and 
wants to live on the property.  Mrs. Wilson would like her granddaughter to be nearby. 
They found out about the ordinance when they inquired about subdividing the land. No 
one else on the road knew it either. She has been paying ever-increasing taxes on the 
land, but the land is devalued, there is nothing she can do with itif she wants to sell. In the 
future, if her children inherit it, it will be a tax burden and unusable.  She is hoping the 
Board will approve the request for a variance so her granddaughter can build a home. 

• Larry Honeycutt:  It is beautiful land, and the homes there are beautiful. 

 

Keye Jones: Mrs. Wilson, looking at number two on your application, where does the reference 
to “waiting two more years for a new UDO”  come from? 

Wilson:  It is her understanding from speaking to staff that the County is revising the 
UDO, and there is no way to know if a change will be made to this ordinance.  
Granddaughter needs to make a decision soon.   

Fran Liu:  Referring to the same section of the application, you say that without this variance, 
your land is rendered useless? 

Wilson:  If I were to try and sell, which I don’t want to do, no one would want to buy 
property that they can’t subdivide. A nearby property of 7 acres has had the same 
problem marketing their land, no one wants to buy it if they can’t divide it. 

Mike Couch:  Agrees that the property is beautiful, it’s nice of you to consider your 
grandchildren.  Where on the property would you make the new lot?   

Wilson:  just before my driveway, on the left, is another driveway that goes to existing 
homes behind ours.  She would locate her lot accessing this driveway.  No additional 
driveway would be needed. 

In reference to the road being narrow, I’ve lived there close to 50 years, the road 
is in better condition now than it’s ever been.  If you live there, you learn how to drive on 
it.  I’ve never had an accident. 

Fran Liu:  I think the concern is for emergency responders who are not familiar with the road, 
having to speed to someone’s aid and navigate a road that’s barely bigger than their vehicle. 

Wilson:  I think that’s a good point, but Indian Land has an amazing fire department, and 
those volunteers are familiar with the area. 
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Keye Jones:  I have a question for Ashley. 

Fran Liu:  Mrs. Wilson, thank you for your comments, we may recall you if we have more 
questions.  The public [hearing] portion of the meeting is now closed.  Do Board Members have 
any questions for staff. 

Senior Planner Ashley Davis recalled to podium. 

Ashley Davis:  A point of clarification:  existing lots on the road can still pull building permits. 
We’re not stopping building permits on Green Pond, we are not allowing a new lots to be 
created.  This parcel already has a home on it, so the issue is building a second home.  They 
could build an accessory dwelling, but there are restrictions on square footage for the accessory 
structure, which would not allow the home they want to build. 

Keye Jones:  Is this a County-maintained road?   

Davis: Yes, it is, until you get to the last three houses – the gravel portion is a private drive, there 
is an “end of County maintenance” sign there.  

Keye Jones:  In the report it mentions 50 or more homes already access off of Green Pond or it’s 
tributaries? 

Davis: No, there are over 50 parcels that access; that does not mean there are 50 homes. We 
count parcels because we cannot stop an owner from pulling a building permit for an existing lot.   

Beverly Williams:  I understand the applicant’s frustration, I would be upset too if I could not 
subdivide; I also understand the purpose of the ordinance, because if everyone subdivided their 
lot we’d go from 50 to 100 lots overnight.  Is there not someway to grandfather these 
homeowners who were established before the UDO went into effect, something that Council can 
do? Or will we have to decide this on a case by case basis? 

Davis:  There is a process for Text Amendment of the UDO, changing the actual ordinance, it is 
about a four-month process. If you wanted to recommend that to Council, we would be happy to 
pass that on to them.  It would be difficult to track individual parcels, but we could take the 
approach that County roads existing prior to the 2016 ordinance could be exempted. Otherwise, 
yes, we would be seeing this on a case-by-case basis. 

Fran Liu:  My concern is with all of the existing parcels, if we start doing case-by-case, how do 
we determine criteria?  The code is silent on familial relations vs. someone who wants to sell and 
profit. 

Davis:  That is a fair concern. Also, this is not the only road with this issue. We have a list of 
roads that are tapped out, for example River Road.   

Sheresa Ingram:  How long has this ordinance been in effect? 

Davis:  The UDO was adopted in 2016, this ordinance was part of it. 

Sheresa Ingram:  I don’t understand why this can’t be grandfathered in.  
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Davis:  If it had been subdivided prior to … 

Ingram:  That’s not the answer I’m looking for. 

Davis: That’s how the Ordinance is written. 

Ingram: They already owned the land, now you’re telling me there’s no point in having private 
property because you can’t do what you want to do. That’s not fair. 

Beverly Williams: That’s what we’re up against. I think we need to carefully consider this, and 
also take this to Council, because people are not able to make use of their property. As a 
landowner, I understand, but there has to be some sort of grandfathering. 

Keye Jones:  There is a parcel out there that’s 34 acres. So that landowner can only build one 
home? 

Davis:  Per our current ordinance, that is correct. 

Jones: On the Wilson’s plat, there is one acre cut out, is that lot owned by the Wilsons? 

Davis:  That is not owned by Mrs. Wilson.  

[unclear conversation from audience.] 

Davis:  That lot was cut out for Mrs. Wilson’s daughter in 2001. 

Jones: It is surrounded on all sides by Wilson’s property? How is it accessed? 

Mike Couch:  That’s the driveway we were talking about, that goes behind Mrs. Wilson’s house.   

Counsel Plyler:  Madame Chair, regarding the term “grandfathered,” I want to make sure we’re 
all on the same page. An example would be if someone operated a business on a property, and a 
new zoning overlay were instituted, we could not stop them from continuing to operate that 
business.  That’s an example of grandfathering. 

On this property, not requiring owners to break up the length of the road to comply with the 
length ordinance is essentially grandfathering.  Allowing existing lots over the ordinance limit of 
20 is grandfathering.   

Fran Liu: So the property was already subdivided once, when the one acre lot was created. 
We will have to vote on the variance criteria, without reference to family relationships, 
considering only the facts. Before we vote on that, could staff explain how we would go forward 
with a text amendment? 
 
Davis:  We won’t need a vote, we’ll just need an acknowledgement from the majority of the 
Board that they would like to see an amendment, and what specifically they are recommending 
for example no limits on number of lots. 

Fran Liu:  Should we advise the family to withdraw pending a text amendment?  Or just vote on 
the variance? 



Lancaster County Board Of Zoning Appeals  7 
November 1, 2022 

Davis:  The family can withdraw at any time; if you vote to approve there’s no need for a text 
amendment; if you vote to deny, there’s nothing preventing them from coming back again with a 
request.  There’s no benefit either way to withdrawing. 

Fran Liu: Would they have to wait to apply again? 

Davis: I know there’s a waiting period for rezoning, but I’d have to check the ordinance to see if 
there’s a waiting period for variance application. 

Keye Jones:  If we vote no, would that prohibit taking a text amendment to Council? 

Davis:  No.  No matter what decision is made on the variance, it would not prevent a text 
amendment from going forward. 

Keye Jones: So there is a procedure the family could go to if they are denied here. 

Davis:  Yes. Any landowner can apply for a text amendment. 

Liu: If we recommended the text amendment to Council, the family would not have to apply for 
it themselves? 

Counsel Plyler:  If Council approves a text amendment, the family would not need to take any 
other action, there would be nothing to appeal. 

To clarify an earlier point about reapplying for a variance:  if there was no change in the 
circumstances, the eight criteria that are considered for a variance, they might not be able to 
reapply.  Otherwise people would just keep submitting the same application.   They can appeal it 
elsewhere. 

Beverly Williams:  I agree, my understanding is if we vote no, that’s pretty much it.  

Counsel: Unless there’s a change in circumstance, or the UDO changes. 

Beverly Williams: It’s very difficult to get a change to the UDO, the wheels grind slow. This 
might light a fire. 

Fran Liu:  I think Council has great respect for the Board, and if we find that this ordinance is 
hampering what is best for the County and its citizens, they will listen. I think we’re ready for a 
vote on the questions. 

[List of Variance Criteria are distributed.]  

[Procedural advice by Counsel on the options for form of motion] 
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Chair F. Liu calls for a motion on case VAR 2022-2006 Wilson Family 

Motion to Approve by Mike Couch; Second by Sheresa Ingram. 

i. THAT THERE ARE PRACTICAL DIFFICULTIES OR UNNECESSARY HARDSHIPS IN 
THE WAY OF CARRYING OUT THE STRICT LETTER OF THIS ORDINANCE; 
FL: No.  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: Yes SI: Yes  KJ: Yes 

 VOTE:  5:1 
   
ii. THAT IF THE APPLICANT COMPLIES WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE ORDINANCE, 

THE PROPERTY OWNER SEEKING THE VARIANCE CAN SECURE NO REASONABLE 
RETURN FROM, OR MAKE NO REASONABLE USE OF HIS PROPERTY; 
FL: No  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL:Yes  SI: Yes  KJ: No. 
VOTE: 4:2. 
 

iii. THAT SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST WHICH ARE PECULIAR 
TO THE LAND, STRUCTURE OR BUILDING INVOLVED AND WHICH ARE NOT 
APPLICABLE TO OTHER LANDS, STRUCTURES OR BUILDINGS LOCATED IN THE 
SAME LAND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT; 
FL: No  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: Yes SI: Yes  KJ: No. 

 VOTE: 4:2. 
 

iv. THAT THE VARIANCE WILL NOT MATERIALLY DIMINISH OR IMPAIR 
ESTABLISHED PROPERTY VALUES WITHIN THE SURROUNDING AREA; 
FL: Yes  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: No  SI: No  KJ: No 

 VOTE: 3:3.  
 
v. THAT THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES REFERENCED IN III, 

ABOVE, RESULT FROM THE APPLICATION OF THIS ORDINANCE AND NOT FROM 
THE ACTIONS OF THE APPLICANT; 
FL: No  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: Yes SI: Yes  KJ: YEs 
VOTE: 5:1. 
 

vi. THAT THE VARIANCE IS IN HARMONY WITH THE GENERAL PURPOSE AND INTENT 
OF THIS ORDINANCE AND PRESERVES ITS SPIRIT; 
FL: No  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: Yes SI: No  KJ: No 

 VOTE: 3:3. 
 
vii. THAT THE VARIANCE IS THE MINIMUM NECESSARY TO AFFORD RELIEF; AND 

FL: No  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: No  SI: No  KJ: No 
VOTE: 2:4. 
 

viii. THAT THE PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY AND GENERAL WELFARE HAVE BEEN 
ASSURED AND SUBSTANTIAL JUSTICE HAS BEEN DONE 
FL: Yes  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: Yes SI: Yes  KJ: No 

 VOTE: 5:1. 
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The motion fails on 3 counts. The variance is denied. 
 
The Board requests that County Council consider an amendment to the UDO to address this situation. 
Counsel and staff advise that the language of the ordinance concerns the type of road, and the definition 
of dead-end and cul-de-sac.   Staff can draft the amendment with help from John DuBose.   
 
Rox Burhans:   We will bring your concern to County Council; only certain entities can bring an 
amendment to Council.  There may also be a concern by Council not to make changes while a re-write of 
the UDO is being undertaken. 
 
Fran Liu:  We just want Council to be aware of our concern. 
 
Keye Jones:  The road has been in existence for decades, and emergency services has managed so far. I 
understand the concern, but something needs to be done for these families.  I understand the constraints 
the County is under, but they could have addressed widening this road before this.   
 
------ 

 
 

c. VAR-2022-2164 Continental Tire 
Application by Continental Tire the Americas, LLC for a variance from UDO Section 
7.4.5: maximum size of wall signs.  Location:  1749 MacMillan Park Drive, Fort Mill SC 
29707 (TM# 0007-00-008.07). 

Staff Presentation: Matthew Blaszyk, Planner, presented the application consistent with the 
staff report attached to agenda. [See also attached slide show presentation]. 
 
Sworn In: 

• Scott Barnette (Continental Tire: 1830 MacMillan Park Drive, Fort Mill, SC 29707 ) 
• Steve Knighten (Continental Tire: same address) 
 
Scott Barnette:  Thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.  It is a privilege for us to 
operate our headquarters in South Carolina. We are building a home campus, historically 
we have leased; our board has asked us to build a campus for the next 50 years.  

We have images here of the proposed sign, it is not solid, and not illuminated.  It is not 
a burden to the community, because we have surrounded it with forest. These pictures were 
taken recently.   

The location is designed to feel like it is in the middle of the woods.   The sign would 
not be visible from the road.  There are wetlands and trees around us, much of it will not 
be developed.  The County has worked with us to make this project happen; we are 
investing here for the long term.  Most importantly, we just want to say thank you. 

 
Fran Liu: Are there any questions for the applicant? 
 
Sheresa Ingram:  Thank you for being in Lancaster County.  If the sign is not visible from the 
road, why is it needed?   
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Steve Knighten:  We bring our customers here from all over the world. We’re proud of 
our logo; we don’t want to have a headquarters with [an inadequate] sign on it.  We see 
other businesses with larger signs like Lowe’s, that are not headquarters just sales locations.  
We don’t have the things that larger communities like Asheville have.  What we do have 
is the outdoors.  The sign is not a massive solid object; it’s mostly glass; it is proportional 
to the building and suits the location.  We will be adding to the building later, and the 
smaller sign would be even more out of proportion. We think what we’re asking for is 
reasonable.  Our goal was a unique, quality facility with green engineering, sensitive to the 
location. Even if what we are asking for doesn’t fit the ordinance exactly, we think it is 
reasonable. 

 
Fran Liu: “Doesn’t fit exactly” is an understatement; [the request] is 333% larger. We are 
thrilled you came to Lancaster, having you here is a plus. Would you lose any revenue if you 
did not have an 18 x 18 sign? 
 

Steve Knighten:  I’ll be honest: if you go down the list of criteria, and ask if we meet every 
one, the answer is no. That’s why we’re here asking.  We can’t afford to wait for a change 
in the UDO, we’re building now. The design is ready, we have people asking if we can 
make it.  It will cost $80,000.  The brackets are already in the wall. 

 
Fran Liu:  Were you aware of the restrictions of the UDO when you put the brackets up? 
 

Knighten: Of course not. We wouldn’t have come to that battle later. 
 
Fran Liu:  I just want to confirm that the purpose is cosmetic, it is not to direct customers to 
the property; if you’re bringing visitors they know what it is. 
 
Sheresa Ingram: [to staff] How big is the Lowe’s sign? 
 
Fran Liu:  Which was approved before this UDO. 
 
Matthew Blaszyk:  The examples provided such as Lowe’s and Red Ventures were all 
approved before the current UDO. I’d have to dig into past records to see what the dimensions 
are. 

 
Steve Knighten: The current building that we lease at the end of the cul-de-sac, that sign 
and has way more square footage.  Here we’re building a glass palace on the hill in the 
woods, and we’re being told we have to have an itty bitty sign. 

 
Fran Liu:  You’re being told that we have a Unified Development Ordinance that everyone 
has to follow, that was put in for a reason in 2016 as our County developed.  We can only deal 
with what we have now, we must consider the criteria, if it does not pass, then we cannot grant 
a variance. 
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Steve Knighten:  I listened to the previous case and I thought this pitiful old woman, if her 
case is not heard, they can’t find a rule or find a way, then we don’t have a chance.   

 
Fran Liu:  Our job is not to find a rule or find a way, our job is to consider the criteria and 
make sometimes painful decisions.  We cannot vote on “pitiful old women,” we can vote on 
cases.  The hardest thing to do is to only vote on facts. 

Are there any other questions for staff or the applicant?  Hearing none, I will accept a 
motion to bring the matter to the floor. 
 
Motion to Approve by Beverly Williams; second by Mike Couch. 
 

[List of Variance Criteria are distributed.]  

i. THAT THERE ARE PRACTICAL DIFFICULTIES OR UNNECESSARY HARDSHIPS IN THE 
WAY OF CARRYING OUT THE STRICT LETTER OF THIS ORDINANCE; 
FL: No  MC: No BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ:No 

 VOTE: 0:6 
   
ii. THAT IF THE APPLICANT COMPLIES WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE ORDINANCE, 

THE PROPERTY OWNER SEEKING THE VARIANCE CAN SECURE NO REASONABLE 
RETURN FROM, OR MAKE NO REASONABLE USE OF HIS PROPERTY; 
FL: No  MC: Yes BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ: No 
VOTE: 1:5. 
 

iii. THAT SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST WHICH ARE PECULIAR 
TO THE LAND, STRUCTURE OR BUILDING INVOLVED AND WHICH ARE NOT 
APPLICABLE TO OTHER LANDS, STRUCTURES OR BUILDINGS LOCATED IN THE 
SAME LAND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT; 
FL: No  MC: No BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ:No 

 VOTE: 0:6 
 
iv. THAT THE VARIANCE WILL NOT MATERIALLY DIMINISH OR IMPAIR 

ESTABLISHED PROPERTY VALUES WITHIN THE SURROUNDING AREA; 
FL: Yes  MC: Yes BW: Yes KL: Yes SI: Yes  KJ: Yes 

 VOTE: 6:0 
 
v. THAT THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES REFERENCED IN III, 

ABOVE, RESULT FROM THE APPLICATION OF THIS ORDINANCE AND NOT FROM 
THE ACTIONS OF THE APPLICANT; 
FL: No  MC: No BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ:No 
VOTE: 0:6  
 

vi. THAT THE VARIANCE IS IN HARMONY WITH THE GENERAL PURPOSE AND INTENT 
OF THIS ORDINANCE AND PRESERVES ITS SPIRIT; 
FL: No  MC: No BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ:No 
VOTE: 0:6  
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vii. THAT THE VARIANCE IS THE MINIMUM NECESSARY TO AFFORD RELIEF; AND 
FL: No  MC: No BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ:No 
VOTE: 0:6  
 

viii. THAT THE PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY AND GENERAL WELFARE HAVE BEEN 
ASSURED AND SUBSTANTIAL JUSTICE HAS BEEN DONE 
FL: No  MC: No BW: No KL: No  SI: No  KJ:No 
VOTE: 0:6  

 
 The motion fails on seven of the eight criteria.  The variance request is denied. 

 
 
6. New Business 

 
• Next Month’s agenda: 
• No cases have been submitted for next month’s agenda. 

 
• Other:  Clerk will contact Board members with possible dates for a group CE 

session. 
 

7. Adjournment: 
With there being no further business, Kemesha Lowery moved to adjourn; motion seconded by 
Mike Couch.  The motion was approved by unanimous consent.  Adjourned at 7:40 PM. 
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