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MINUTES 

Lancaster County Planning Commission 
January 17, 2023 6:00 p.m. 

 
Chairman Deese called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
1. ROLL CALL:  Quorum is present (5 Commissioners) 
Commissioners Present:   
Tamecca Neely    James Barnett 
Sheila Hinson  Charles Keith Deese  Alan Patterson   
 
Absent: Ben Levine   
  
Staff Present: 
 Rox Burhans    Clerk: Jennifer Bryan 
 Ashley Davis   

Matthew Blaszyk 
 
Others present: 
Councilman Billy Mosteller 
 
 
The following press were notified of the meeting by email in accordance with the 
Freedom of Information Act:  The Lancaster News, Kershaw News Era, The Rock Hill 
Herald, The Fort Mill Times, Cable News 2, Channel 9, and the local Government 
Channel.  The agenda was also posted in the lobby of the County Administration 
Building for the required length of time, and was published on the County website. 
 
 
2. APPROVE AGENDA 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve the Agenda. 
Motion to amend the agenda, deferring item 5c:  CU-2022-2126 to February meeting, by 
James Barnett.  2nd by Sheila Hinson. 
Vote on Amendment:  : 5:0.  Motion is approved unanimously. 
 
Motion to Approve agenda as amended by James Barnett; 2nd by Sheila Hinson. 
Called vote: 5:0.   Motion approved unanimously. 

 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

3. CITIZEN’S COMMENTS [see Sign-In sheet attached] 
Chairman Deese opened the floor to comments from the public.   

1. Bernadette Zitelli ( Hollybrook Lane): [See attached written statement]  
Opposed to the proposed development “North of 9”  [per concept plan submitted 
for rezoning case RZ-2022-0175 Hardy] connecting through Hollybrook Lane, 
which is presently a dead-end street in the Eastway neighborhood.  Ms. Zitelli 
also presented a petition signed by other residents of the neighborhood.  [See 
petition attached.] 

 
2. Bill Meken (Hollybrook Lane) [See attached written statement] 

Opposed to connection through Hollybrook Lane. 
 

3. Gerry King (Hollybrook Lane) [See attached aerial photo] 
Opposed to connection through Hollybrook Lane. 

 
4. Ken Bailey (Hollybrook Lane): [See attached Citizens’ Comment submitted via 

email].  Opposed to connection through Hollybrook Lane. 
 
 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 
 
a. November 3, 2022 Workshop Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve November 3, 2022 Workshop 
Minutes as written. Tamecca Neely and Ben Levine were present on 11/3/2022, but 
arrived after 5:00 PM. 
  Motion to Approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by James Barnett. 
Called vote: 5:0.  Motion approved unanimously. 

 
 

b. November 15, 2022 Regular Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve November 15, 2022 Regular Minutes 
as written.  All Commissioners were present on 11/15/2022. 

Motion to Approve by James Barnett; 2nd by Tamecca Neely. 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion approved unanimously. 

 
 

c. December 1, 2022 Workshop Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve December 1, 2022 Workshop 
Minutes as written.  Sheila Hinson and Tamecca Neely were absent on 12/1/2022. 
      Motion to Approve by James Barnett; 2nd by Alan Patterson. Hinson and Neely 
abstained. 
Called vote: 3:0. Motion approved. 

 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
d. December 20, 2022 Regular Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve December 20, 2022 Regular Minutes 
as written.  Ben Levine, Sheila Hinson and Tamecca Neely were absent on 
12/20/2022.  No hearings were conducted and no votes were taken without a quorum. 
Meeting was held for Continuing Education only. 

Motion to Approve by James Barnett; 2nd by Alan Patterson. Hinson and Neely 
abstained. 
Called vote: 3:0. Motion approved. 
 
 
e. January 5, 2023 Workshop Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve January 5, 2023 Workshop Minutes 
as written. Tamecca Neely was absent on 1/5/2023. (Abstained) 

 Motion to Approve by Sheila Hinson; 2nd by James Barnett. 
Called vote: 4:0. Motion approved. 
 

 
5. PUBLIC ITEMS 

 
a. RZ-2022-2335 McGinn-Cooper 

Application by George Banks McGinn and Sallie Cooper to rezone approximately 2.9 
acres located at 168 Fort Mill Highway (TM # 0008-00-007.00) from Mixed Use (MX) to 
General Business (GB) district, to develop as a commercial property. 
 
Staff Presentation: Matthew Blaszyk, Planner, presented the applications consistent with 
the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  Approval. 
 
Questions to staff: 
Alan Patterson asked about the location; parcel is across from Lowe’s on Fort Mill 
Highway.  Patterson asked about traffic congestion and potential problems with 
ingress/egress; staff responded that these issues could be resolved through the site plan 
process once a use is established.   
 
Comment from applicant(s):  not present. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets)  None signed in. 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2022-2335. 
 Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by James Barnett. 
 
Discussion:  no questions. 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

b. RZ-2022-2317 Kershaw Depot 
Application by Town of Kershaw to assign zoning designation for a parcel of 
approximately 0.31 acres, formerly part of the Norfolk Railroad right-of-way at 106 N. 
Cleveland Street, Kershaw, from unzoned to B1 Central Business district, to allow use of 
old Depot as commercial office space. Parcel is part of decommissioned Norfolk ROW; 
adjacent to parcel 0156I-0R-008.00, fronting on Cleveland Street between W. Richland 
and E. Marion Streets. 
 
Staff Presentation: Matthew Blaszyk, Planner, presented the applications consistent with 
the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  Approval 
 
Questions to staff: no questions. 
 
Comment from applicant(s): Kershaw town administrator Ryan McLemore was unable to 
attend. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets). None signed in. 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2022-2317 
Motion to approve by Sheila Hinson; 2nd by Alan Patterson. 
 
Discussion: 
Alan Patterson commented that he was pleased that the ton had found a constructive use 
to preserve the historic building. 
 
Called vote: 5:0.  Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to Kershaw Town Council for consideration, and applicant will be 
notified of time and date. 
 

c. CU-2022-2126 Corey Baker 
Conditional Use Permit application by Corey Baker to allow Vehicle Services: Minor 
Maintenance and Repair at 8857 Charlotte Highway (TM 0010-00-037.00), for a 
proposed Convenience Store with Gas Station.   
APPLICANT HAS REQUESTED DEFERRAL.  Commissioners voted to defer as an 
agenda amendment see AGEND APRROVAL above at #2.  
 
 

d. UDO-TA-2022-2605 Chapters 2 and 4 et al/ MDR and CSOD regulations 
Application by Lancaster County to amend Unified Development Ordinance Chapters 2 
and 4, and related provisions, regarding standards for Medium Density Residential 
(MDR) District and Cluster Subdivision Overlay (CSO) District. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Rox Burhans, Development Services Director, presented the 
applications consistent with the staff report. [See attached presentation slides] 
 Staff Recommendations: (Requested by Council) 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

UDO-TA-2022-2605 Continued: 
 
Questions to staff: 
James Barnett asked for clarification of ‘Version 2” CSOD lot size; Burhans explained 
that rather than have a rigid system defining lot sizes, Version 2 would allow flexibility in 
lot size, and would also encourage developers to intermingle a variety of lots, helping to 
avoid the cookie-cutter aesthetic imposed by the current system.   
Alan Patterson asked for clarification of the need for the change in density calculation. 
Burhans responded that the existing CSOD did not encourage the preservation of open 
space in the manner intended. 
Alan Patterson asked if either would be easier to administer; Burhans responded that 
either would be simpler than the existing ordinance from both staff and developer 
perspective. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) None signed in. 
 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item  
UDO-TA-2022-2605 
Motion to approve amendment with Version 2 lot size option by Alan Patterson; 2nd by 
James Barnett.. 
 
Discussion: 
Tamecca Neely asked if the lot size changes would pose a problem for developers close 
to the city of Lancaster; staff responded that the flexibility would likely be even more 
beneficial to them.  
 
Neely asked if there would be a corresponding change to LDR district regulations; staff 
responded that there was little or no development pressure for LDR and that district’s 
criteria required no change. 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration.  
 
 

e. UDO-TA-2022-2602 Chapter 6/20-lot limit 
Application by Lancaster County to amend Unified Development Ordinance Section 6.4, 
Connectivity, to modify standards pertaining to the maximum number of lots which take 
access from a road where one end is permanently closed. 
UDO-TA-2022-2602 Continued: 
Staff Presentation: Ashley Davis, Senior Planner, presented the applications consistent 
with the staff report. [See attached presentation slides] 
 Staff Recommendations:  Request by Council. 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

Questions to staff: 
Charles Deese stated he had significant concerns about emergency services access on 
substandard roads like Green Pond.  Davis responded that staff and County 
administration shared that concern, but had to balance that with the rights of landowners.  
Minor plat approval process offers the ability to require private drive standards and 
turnarounds on newly platted properties, and reinstatement of criteria when roads are 
extended for major development will address some concerns.  Also, access management 
and encroachment permit processes offer some means for the County to require upgrades. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets) None signed in. 
Chairman Deese closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item  
UDO-TA-2022-2602. 
 Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Tamecca Neely. 
 
Discussion: 
Alan Patterson thanked the staff for their work on researching and crafting the 
amendments. 
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Overview of Next Month’s Agenda 
Agenda items scheduled:  two Conditional Use applications (one deferred from this 
meeting) and a text amendment for the Shooting Range regulations, generated by request 
of County Council.  No rezoning requests have been submitted. 
 

b. Other: 
• Comprehensive Plan Update (Ashley Davis): Davis s working with Benchmark and 

Kimley-Horn to generate a new schedule and draft text.  Hoes to present the revised 
schedule at the February Planning Commission meeting. 

 
• County Attorney:  Rox Burhans reported that Ginny Merck-DuPont had accepted 

the position as the new County in-house counsel; John DuBose would advise as 
needed but would no longer be attending Commission or BZA meetings. 

 
• Mr. Burhans also noted that he had accepted a new position in North Carolina and his 

last day with Lancaster County would be February 3, 2023. 
 
 
7. ADJOURN 

Motion to adjourn by Sheila Hinson; 2nd by Alan Patterson.  Motion approved by 
unanimous consent. Meeting adjourned at 7:34 p.m. 
 
 













RZ2022-0175 aka Gabriel Jon Hardy “North of Nine” Subdivision 
 
Hello, my name is Bernadette Zitelli. I live at 1972 Hollybrook Lane in 
the Eastway subdivision in Lancaster. I purchased a 2 plus acre lot, and 
built my home. I moved in after the Public Hearing Rezoning Meetings 
in May for RZ2022-0175 aka Gabriel Jon Hardy “North of Nine” 
subdivision.   
 
I found out about the rezoning of 38.92 acres from low to medium 
density this past October, and I was not happy. That is why I am here 
today to express my, and my neighbors, disappointment and 
dissatisfaction with this decision, and to oppose the Traffic Impact 
Analysis.  
 
I have spoken with numerous homeowners who live in Eastway, 
regarding the rezoning and not one person knew about the Public 
Hearings in April and May last year.  
 
Eastway is a small community, and we are not an HOA. All of the 
homowners own 1 plus acre lots, and the majority of them did not want 
the 38.92 acres rezoned to medium density.  
 
I have read the 23 page Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for Gabriel 
Jon Hardy dated June 13, 2022, and by going door-to-door and word of 
mouth, I and a few other homeowners notified our neighbors in 
Eastway of the rezoning and TIA.   
 
We are opposed to a road connecting Hollybrook Lane and Catoe Road 
to the “North of Nine,” 79 single family home subdivision, which is what 
is being proposed in the Traffic Impact Analysis.  
 
I have in hand a Petition signed by 106 people who are opposed to 
connectng the “North of Nine” subdivision to Hollybrook Lane, with an 
exit onto Eastway Drive to Highway 9. 
 
Contrary to pages 1 and 3 of the TIA, there ARE sight distance issues 
on Hollybrook Lane.  
 
 
 



Bernadette A. Zitelli       Page 2  
 
Contrary to page 6 of the TIA, there is a posted speed limit sign from 
Burnette Street going to Hollybrook Lane with a posted speed limit of 
10 miles per hour.  
 
Contrary to the TIA, entering or exiting Eastway Drive in either 
direction onto Highway 9 is extremely dangerous as there ARE sight 
distance issues and there have been accidents in that area by Jack’s on 
Highway 9.   
  
My neighbors, many who are senior citizens, have lived in Eastway for 
years and feel connecting “North of Nine” subdivision to Hollybrook 
Lane and Catoe Road will affect their quality of life, erode the roads, 
and lower their property values. The streets effected will be: Hollybrook 
Lane, Eastway Drive, Wilderness Lane, Burnette Street, Tombeck 
Lane, Garnette Road, and Catoe Road.  
 
I encourage all of you to read the Traffic Impact Analysis and then go to 
Eastway Drive, and up and down Hollybrook Lane, Catoe Road and 
through the Eastway subdivision. You will find that we are a growing 
community with sight distance issues, hilly, narrow, and winding roads.  
 
Per the TIA on pages 1, 3 and 11, “North of Nine” subdivision is 
anticipated to generate 837 daily trips, 61 am peak hours and 81 pm 
peak hour trips. These cars will be driving through our quiet 
community where people walk, ride bikes, drive golf carts, and ladies 
even ride horses in the streets.  
 
We propose that “North of Nine” subdivision NOT connect a road at 
the bottom of Hollybrook Lane and that the two subdivisions remain 
totally separate. 
 
We propose that “North of Nine” subdivision have two separate exits 
and entrances directly onto Highway 9, where there are NO sight 
distance issues, and contrary to page 6 of the TIA, the speed limit is 45 
mph.  
 
Thank you.    
 



From: bernadette z
To: Jennifer Bryan
Subject: RZ2022-0175 aka Gabriel John Hardy "North of Nine" Subdivision
Date: Tuesday, January 17, 2023 12:00:38 PM

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL E-MAIL –– Use caution when clicking on links as they could open malicious websites.
––IT Helpdesk, support.lancastercountysc.net

Good Morning Jenifer,

Please scroll down and see 4 pictures of 5 ladies on 5 horses coming up Hollybook Lane in
Lancaster, SC on November 5, 2022. 

Bill and I are in pictures 2 and 3. We are asking the ladies to sign our Petition, which they did. 

Please let the Planning Commission see only pictures 1 and 4, which show the ladies on horses
from a distance. Not the close up pictures of their faces, as I did not ask their permission to show
the pictures. But from a distance, there should not be an issue if their faces are not shown. 

Also, Ms. Gerry King, who lives on Hollybrook Lane, will be emailing you a picture this afternoon
for tonights meeting. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Bernadette A. Zitelli
1972 Hollybrook Lane
Lancaster, SC 29720
Cell: 973-634-3023

Sent: Saturday, November 5, 2022 12:59 PM
To: bernadette z <bernadettezitelli@hotmail.com>
Subject: Horses
 









Sent from my iPhone



















 
RZ2022-0175 aka Gabriel Jon Hardy “North of Nine” Subdivision 
 
Bill Meken 1972 Hollybrook Lane, Lancaster, SC 29720 
 
I am here with concerns about the North of Nine subdivision.  
 
The Traffic Impact Analysis that was done is flawed. It states no line of sight 
issues, and 35 mph on Hollybrook Lane.  
 
Hollybrook Lane has a tight S curve with a posted 10 mph speed limit, 
another section has a tight 90 degree turn with no line of sight, and another 
section with a curve and side road intersection. The road also has a blind 
crest hill.  
 
Eastway Drive turning onto Pageland Hwy 9 is a dangerous intersection now 
with the amount of traffic that the area currently has, and adding more traffic 
from this development is a disaster waiting to happen. 
 
These roads, Eastway, Hollybrook, and Burnette were never designed for the 
amount of traffic that this development will generate.  
 
To use Hollybrook Lane as a road into and out of this development is a 
mistake that will have disasterous consequences. EMS, police, and fire will 
be delayed in their response times to emergencies.  
 
I believe that the Builder should have direct access to Pageland Hwy 9. 
Their plan shows land right up to 9 that could be used for an entrance and 
exit. 
 
This development will add hundreds of auto trips 2 times a day and Post 
Office, UPS, FedX, Amazon and others daily to roads that were never 
designed to accommodate that much traffic.  
 
I am asking that you actually go and drive all of these roads to actually see 
the situation.  
 
The only benefit from this development is to the Builders bank account. 
 
 



 
Bill Meken    Page 2 
 
It does not fit the aesthetics of the surrounding area. It will have a negative 
effect on the property values of the current homeowners, it will lower the 
quality of life by going from a peaceful, quiet, safe street to a dangerous, 
noisy place.  
 
Just because there is land, doesn’t mean that we need to put in large 
developments like this if the infastructure can’t properly handle it. 
 
Please do not let the Builder use Hollybrook Lane. You were appointed to 
serve for the good of the people and the community. This project does not 
help or provide any benefits to the community. It does just the opposite. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Submitted	On:
Jan	17,	2023,	03:21PM	EST

Citizen	Comment

Lancaster	County

Agenda	Item	for	Discussion: Traffic	Impact	Analys is 	and	Connection	of	"North	of	Nine"	Subdivis ion
to	Eastway

Meeting	Date: January	17,	2023	03:14	PM

Full	Name First	Name:	Ken
Last	Name:	Bailey

Phone	Number 8032890222

Email ken_bailey@comporium.net

Address: 1812	Burnette	Street,	Lancaster,	SC	29720

Citizen	Comment	-	Regarding
Agenda	Item:

I	speak	against	opening	access	to	Hollybrook	Lane	from	the
proposed	North	of	Nine	subdivis ion.	One	of	the	reasons	my	wife	and
I	chose	to	buy	our	house	in	Eastover	Estates	back	in	1989	was
because	Burnette	St.	was	not	a	through	street.	The	intersection	of
Hollybrook	Lane	and	Burnette	St.	is 	the	corner	of	our	property.	Not
living	on	a	through	street	assured	us	of	minimal	traffic	past	our
house	and	a	quieter	neighborhood.	We	do	not	want	more	traffic
passing	through	our	neighborhood.



d.) UDO-TA-2022-2606 Chapters 2 and 4
Proposed amendments to UDO Chapters 2 and 4 related to residential 
density, lots sizes, open space, and other dimensional requirements within 
the MDR District and Cluster Subdivision Overlay Districts.

5. Public Items



Summer/Fall 2022
 Active discussion regarding growth management and an interim ordinance

November Committee of the Whole
 Council re-engagement and amendment framework

December Committee of the Whole
 Further Council discussion and official initiation of UDO amendment

Background



Council’s Goals for Amendment  
 Reduce density
 Right-size dimensional requirements for lots
 Reduce neighborhood parking issues

o Avoids having to develop on-street parking ordinance

 More useable open space and more attractive streetscapes

Recognizes Future Growth Within Cane Creek Sewer Basin 
and Timeline for Full UDO Rewrite

Overview



Amendment Overview

MDR District Changes
 Increases min. lot size to 12,000 sq. ft. (10,000 sq. ft. existing)

o Addresses front setback changes
o Suggested by WS during UDO Rewrite

 Increase front setbacks for garages to 40-ft (30-ft existing)
o Create 4 driveway parking spaces (most cases)
o Does not apply to principle house, but should it?

 Density Changed to 2.0 du/acre (2.5 du/acre existing)
o No impact to developers/owners
o Unable to achieve today and new requirements will further challenge

 Changes to Density and Open Space Calculations
o Makes it consistent with CSOD. Will discuss further



Cluster Subdivision Overlay District (CSOD)-Version 1
 Increases min. lot size to 7,000 sq. ft. (5k sq. ft. existing)

o Addresses front setback changes
o 5,000 sq. ft. not in keeping with character

 Creates two lot types with 20-ft gap (currently 3-types with 10-ft gap)
o 50ft and 70-ft

 Increase front setbacks for garages to 40-ft (20-ft existing)

 Density changed to 2.0 du/acre (2.5 du/acre existing)

Amendment Overview



Cluster Subdivision Overlay District (CSOD)-Version 2
 Establishes 70-ft min. lot width

o Establishes 9,500 sq. ft. min. lot area
 Allows up to 49% of the lots to be min. 50-ft wide

o Establishes 7,000 sq. ft. min. lot area
 More flexibility in varying lot types?

Amendment Overview



Open Space and Block Face (MDR and CSOD)
Open Space
 Limit floodplain acreage to 50% within required OSP Calculation
 Updated example OSP calculation

Block Face
 Require block face to be broken up with OSP or street intersection
 Did not create oversized lot provision discussed at PC workshop

o Long-term administration challenges

Amendment Overview



Potential Amendments 
Block Face Breaks



Density Calculation (MDR and CSOD)
 Creates net-density calculation versus gross

density calculation using total site acreage
 Limits Primary Conservation OSP and Floodplain

to 50% in density calculation
 Staff concerns regarding impact on projects

Amendment Overview



Staff recommends approval of amendments with further consideration on density calculation 
change

PC feedback needs to reflect which version of amendment they wish to forward with a 
recommendation

Recommendation



e.) UDO-TA-2022-2602 Chapter 6.4
Proposed amendment to UDO Chapter 6.4 related to Connectivity
requirements. Specifically, the number of lots which may access off of a
dead end road.

5. Public Items



Background

Current Regulations: 
• A dead end road may not be longer than 800 feet long;
• No more than 20 lots may take access off of a dead end 

road. 

Reasoning: 
• Emergency Management Access 
• Sound Land Use Planning Principles

Problem: 
• There are a number of dead end roads throughout the 

County that existed prior to the adoption of the Current 
UDO (11-28-2016), which exceed both the maximum 
length and maximum number of lots.



Objective: 

• Concerns from constituents and a failed request to 
a variance from these regulations (VAR-2022-2006) 
brought this issue to the attention of County 
Council in late 2022

• County Council directed Planning Staff to prepare a 
text amendment which could provide relief to 
property owners on roads which existed prior to 
the adoption of the current UDO



Examples



Proposal

• Exempt all roads constructed prior to the adoption 
of the current UDO (adoption date: 11-28-2016) 
from the following standards: 
o Block Length
o Block Width
o Through Block Connections
o Maximum Length of a dead-end road
o Number of Lots taking access via a dead-end 

road

• In the event that a road is extended to facilitate     
new development all standards shall apply



Disclaimer

• While this amendment may unlock the ability to 
subdivide parcels taking access via a dead-end road 
there may be other mitigating factors

• Other factors include:
o Previous subdivisions of the property
o Zoning compliance
o Access via an easement or private drive
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