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MINUTES 
Lancaster County Planning Commission 

October 15, 2024 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:   
Jason Cavalier, Dist. 1  Yokima Cureton, Dist. 2 Judianna Tinklenberg, Dist. 4  
Shelly Richards, Dist. 5  Sheila Hinson, Dist. 6 Alan Patterson, Dist. 7 
Charles Keith Deese, Dist. 3   
    
 
Absent: Yokima Cureton and Judianna Tinklenberg   
 
Staff Present: 
Allison Hardin, Development Services Director   
April Williams, Planning Director 
Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician  Administrative Assistant Aimee Sholar 

 
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. 
 
Prayer and Pledge of Allegiance: Alan Patterson 
 
THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS. IT IS NOT A VERBATIM 
TRANSCRIPT. 
 
2. APPROVE AGENDA 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve the Agenda. 
Motion to Approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelia 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.   

 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 

a. September 17, 2024 Regular Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve September 17, 2024 Regular Minutes 
as written.  Motion to Approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Jason Cavalier. 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion approved unanimously. 
 
 
b. October 3, 2024 Workshop Minutes 
Chairman Deese called for a motion to approve October 3, 2024 Workshop Minutes 
as written.  Motion to Approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelia Hinson. 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion approved unanimously. 
 

 
5. PUBLIC ITEMS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION 

 
a. SD-2022-2122 Riverchase 2 Preliminary Plat  
Application by LGI Homes, Riverchase Estates Partners LLC and R. Joe Harris & 
Associates for a Preliminary Plat for 578.83 acres on the west side of Riverside Road 
south of Cobblestone Way (p/o TM# 0030-00-002.00), to develop a 343-lot single 
family residential subdivision (Section 2 of Riverchase Estates.) 

 
Staff Presentation: Allison Hardin, Development Services Director, presented the 
application consistent with the staff report. 
Staff Recommendations:   
 
Questions to staff: Alan Patterson asked- The larger plan that I had access to, is it trail 
connectivity or road.  
 
Allison Hardin stated- There is a road that connects to it. We have asked them to connect 
to the different phases but the UDO in the past wasn’t listed. 
 
Comment from applicant(s): Daniel Gates- He is the engineer for Riverchase Estate and 
is looking forward to resubmitting plans. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 
1. David Basri 
2. Dawne Foster 
3. Jennifer Savatino 
4. Daniel Gates 
5. Jim Hughes 
 
David Basri stated: He was one of the early homeowners in Riverchase. He mainly wants 
to discuss the way section two plan and plats as proposed and the way it affects the 
existing trail system and park connectivity. He has had correspondence with 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

representatives from RJ Harris and from LGI since the April meeting. What is shocking 
is that there is no diagram from RJ Harris or from LGI that lays out the 3 sections in 
relation to each other and in relation to the existing nature preserve and trail. These 3 
papers in front of you are snips from the utility drawing from the plat diagram and I 
choose that because it has topographical features and roads of section one (Referring to 
the 3 handouts) The first sheet represents my lot or something close to it and I walked 
from the back of our lot line 400 feet and at the end of 400 feet ends up actually in a lot in 
the new section and in between is a wetlands so the existing trail is in that gray area. If 
you look at the second diagram it’s a lot at the corner of Chimney Bluff and Persimmon 
and again, I drew in the lot, and it shows that there is only 200 feet between the back of 
that lot and the lots in section 1. The trail would be somewhere inside these lots so the 
existing trail will be gone. Again, there is no way to confirm that because there is no 
diagram that lays these things out with each other. The third one shows down in a curve 
of Chimney Bluff and there is only 75 feet between what’s now section one and what 
would be section two and the trail is somewhere in the middle of these roads and until 
they address how this is going to work we were all sold a 500 acre nature preserve with 
trails and it looks to me that they are gone, but I can’t hardly tell because there is no 
diagram that lays these out together. So, I would hope that the planning commission 
would require that they address this and they it out. I am in full support of section 2 being 
built and I am in full support of the planning commission approving the construction 
permits for section 3, but we can’t tell what’s going on.  
 
Dawne Foster stated: Thanks for allowing me to speak on the proposed development 
plans of section 2. I am a concerned citizen from Riverchase and I am among others- I am 
deeply troubled by the lack of transparency and lack of communication from LJH. The 
trail is not just a path; it brings our community together. Many of us bought in Riverchase 
because of the trail system. Our community petitioned and presented it to you back in 
April which garnished a whole lot of support explicitly requesting that the trail system be 
incorporated in the plat however it appears that LJH or the county has chosen to disregard 
this request completely. Without this trail system being formerly included in the plat 
there is a real risk that LJH can remove or alter these trails without notifying the 
community. Leaving us with nothing but empty promises. This will fundamentally 
change the landscape of our neighborhood and undermine the enjoyment and 
accessibility that we currently cherish. Additionally, I must address the pressing issue of 
communication, I hope LJH is out there listening. Many of us have experienced firsthand 
how challenging it is when we reach out to LJH and their new homeowners association 
called CAMS. Since the change all communication has become even more challenging 
with all correspondence only allowed through an online portal system. For those of us 
who have submitted questions or concerns we wait weeks for a response which is 
disheartening. In some cases, our messages go entirely unanswered. This lack of 
responsiveness indicates a disturbing disconnect between LJH and our community. I urge 
each of you to consider the implication of allowing this plat to move forward without the 
trail system and under the current communication circumstances. We must not let the 
wishes of LJH overshadow the principal of community engagement and transparency the 
voice of Riverchase matters and while we do not have a seat at the table yet. We do at the 
very least deserve the amenities we were promised when we purchased our lots. We 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

demand answers and accountability from LJH, the sad reality is that speaking publicly at 
these meetings is our only chance. 
 
Jennifer Sabatino stated that Elaine Bolman and I submitted a petition at the last planning 
meeting with about 180 resident signatures on it urging that planning would plat out the 
existing trails 1-3. Most importantly section two where the topography was in question. 
We stressed that our trails needed to be accessible, safe, and connected. In addition, we 
asked for county governess and quality assurance. At this point we have not received any 
assurance in writing let alone quality from LJH. As per section 3.03 of our contract and 
summation, the county may apply laws adapted after the execution of the agreement 
through a public hearing and can determine if the laws are essential to public health, 
safety, and the general welfare of the community. Based on the last statement, there are a 
few questions I am hoping can be addressed. Looking at the proposed site of section 2 it 
looks like our petition was not considered why the trails were not plated. Would that not 
fall under the safety and welfare of the community? Not to the grandfathered 2008 
UDO’s. After the last tropical storm hurricane in the majority or our trails in section 1 off 
Chimney Bluff Road 100 feet in were under water until the landing near the river. It was 
surprising to see how much water pushed inland even at higher topography, out of 
concern this is nothing compared to the devastation that Hurricane Helane has caused in 
Western Carolina. Our continued prayers for those who it affected. The deviation 
hopefully taught us all that we continue to hope and pray for the best, but we must 
prepare for the worst but with proactive thinking it all starts with planning. To my 
knowledge the current UDO’s as of 2016 includes sidewalks in private developments. 
Our roads are barely safe to walk on with all through traffic and construction vehicles as 
a reminder there is no term limit to build in Riverchase Estates. Can sidewalks be 
enforced and added to sections 2 and 3 not officially approved at this time including 
official permits. In addition, there is now more oversite and inspections of county of 
private roads with the current UDO’s. Unfortunately, we didn’t have this with section 1 
of Riverchase Estates and are paying the price now. Through countless emails from many 
residents over the many years to our management companies we are still with potholes 
right at our front gate and sinking roads. There has been no action or much 
communication or concern with our roads at all. Can our roads in section 2 and 3 follow 
the new 2016 UDO soon to be the new 2025 UDO’s follow the better-quality assurance 
and accountability under section 3.03 of our contract and summation mentioned above 
for the overall welfare of the community? Lastly, through previous meetings, I and other 
residents made it clear that LJH hasn’t made any effort to get in contact with our 
community. This is so important to establish trust and show that they care for the benefit 
and betterment of our community in the short and long term. Our new management 
company, CAMS, in short has been silent. There is not only no more onsite presence we 
are struggling with getting our questions answered by email. Most importantly the Van 
Wyck Fire Chief has still not received any board contacts or local contacts in case of a 
fire or fire alarm. This is important to close out any emergency response and safety for 
any community. I, on behalf of any residence of Riverchase Estates urge you County 
Planning and County to mandate quarterly meetings with both our Riverchase Estates 
board members and Riverchase Estates current management authority as stated in section 
3.03. 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

 
Jim Hughes stated: I don’t think this specifically a planning commission issue, In the plan 
that has been submitted I know there is land separated for a fire station. And that seemed 
all understood but it is very vague beyond the planning commission how that is going to 
proceed further. There seems to be funds available but as each day goes by those funds 
become diminished just by inflation so if there is any opportunity to maybe the planning 
commission to urge counsel or any other parties to release the funds and begin this 
process. That would be a wonderful thing to do since the agreement expires within a 
couple of years and we are not at the 250 occupancy certificates to release the funds so 
whatever the delay is as more people move into this development, we are exposed to 
more risk and to the wellbeing of the people. 
 
Allison Hardin stated: I wanted to comment on some of the things that were mentioned. 
The trail system on the map there is a ten-foot easement to be added. While the 
development agreement doesn’t give us the right to require it before it goes forward. The 
planning commission, however, can require that it get put on the plat in the next 60 days. 
Regarding the comment on the fire station, I do know that our county administrator has 
been trying to get ahold of the applicant regarding that and is waiting for a call back. The 
fire station funds, contrary to what one of the residents said, the fire station funds have 
been going up each year because they haven’t been paid. In the development agreement 
there is a unique fee generation. The fee is generated per household and goes up every 
year either by the annual percentage change in the consumer price index or 3% or 
whichever is greater. That also applies to the funds for the fire station. Those funds for 
the fire station funds have not been paid yet so the fee is increasing every year that it is 
not paid, that is not typical in our development agreements but that’s one of the unique 
things about the development agreement. I know Mrs. Sabatino has asked us to apply the 
2016 regulations. We won’t be able to do that because of the agreement that the 
developer has with the county counsel. 
 
Discussion: Chairman Deese stated: Riverchase 2 we have heard from staff, citizens, a 
number of people over several weeks so it has reached a point that we need to make a 
decision, and it is solely a decision of this planning commission. 
 
Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on item SD-2022-2122 
 Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Jason Cavalier. 
 With Conditions that the applicant meet the staffs suggested conditions that are 
listed in our packet within the next 60 days in addition to adding the trails to the plat 
within the next 60 days. 
 
Discussion: Shelly Richards asked: What are the roadway requirements for the 2008 
agreement? 
 
Allison Hardin stated: Exhibit B says that the developer is allowed flexibility in road 
design because interior roads shall be owned and maintained by the HOA. Roads shall 
not be a requirement set forth in the UDO but must comply with the following minimum 
standards for the road right away or collector roads 66 feet. For local roads and 60 feet 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

for pavement width with 24 feet with 12-foot lanes for local roads its 22 feet with 11-foot 
lanes there is also a specific on the center line curve Radis 250 feet for collector roads. 
150 feet for local roads and both of those are minimums. The tangent between the reverse 
codes and the tangent in the intersection, none are required for either of those. In 
addition, there are five subcategories under that says the ditch sections shall be 
permissible for all roadways and ditches shall be lined, rip rap paved and geotextile 
fabrics etc as necessary to stabilize. When curb and gutter are used it should be 24-inch 
valley gutter or standard curb, medium curb type shall be approved by DOT. As security 
for roads the developer may provide a bond or letter of credit equal to or not less than 
100% of the construction cost. Side walks are not required and as used in this agreement 
collector roads shall mean and refer to those roads to have the ability to move traffic from 
one section of the property to the other. So, the roads that reach the property or 
boundaries between the two sections or the three sections would be considered the 
collector roads. 
 
Shelly Richards asks: Did it have a pavement section? 
 
Allison Hardin stated: No it did not. It says roads are not subject to the requirements of 
the UDO. 
 
Jason Cavalier asked: Was there an amenities plan in the original submittal? Or anything 
that would pertain to an amenities type? 
 
Allison Hardin stated: there was discussion of a trials system. As the residents have 
discussed, there was also public benefit in the fire station land to be given to the county 
and a rooftop fee per house that was built. The infrastructure and services section 
included the roads, the maintenance and cost for the private roads and the maintenance of 
any landscaping in the right of way within the medians of the property that maybe then 
transferred to the homeowner’s association resisted access community was allowed in the 
development agreement the landscaping at the entrance for that. And that is all. 
 
Jason Cavalier asked: You said that the planning commission can require that the trails 
can be put into the plat within 60 days? 
 
Allison Hardin answered: Yes the statement on the top of the plat is that they can be 
provided but you can require that it be put on the plat before they are allowed to go 
forward. 
 
Jason Cavalier asked: So as far as the road improvements because I have driven by there 
several times because it is in my district, and I take concern that someone stated that there 
were no turn lanes or anything for egress or ingress of the neighborhood. Is that part of 
the bond package that is possibly coming up in November? 
 
Allison Hardin answered: There was a Traffic Impact Analysis done for this project that 
had several offsite improvements that will need to be made at certain times through the 
development, as you probably guess is not very far along compared to the number of lots 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

that are potential. There has been a lot of discussion going on about some of the offsite 
improvements. Including a round a bout proposed so I don’t have my notes with me on 
exactly on that but I can get that back to you as part of the discussion it you like. 
 
Jason Cavalier stated: Thank you. 
 
Chairman Deese stated: We have a motion and a second with conditions to meet the 
staffed suggested conditions that include adjusting the 12 lots that do not meet the 
minimum width at the setback line pacifically lots 12, 17, 24, 80, 81, 114, 204, 274, 275, 
276, 292&293. The 2nd item is to provide a copy of a DA report for the septic tank 
suitability and the 3rd item was to amend the storm exhibit to match the site plan and the 
last item was to add the trails to the plan itself that all within the next 60 days. Is 
everyone satisfied with this point?  
 
Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
Planning Commission makes final decisions on Preliminary Plats. 
 
There was a 5 minute recess. 
 
6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS FOR RECOMMENDATION TO COUNCIL 

 
a. TA-2024-2122 Shooting Ranges (County Council) 
Application by Lancaster County Parks and Recreation to Amend UDO Sec 2.5 Use 
Table, Sec 5.5.11 Shooting Range (Indoor) and Sec 5.5.12 Shooting Range (Outdoor) 
to allow archery and airsoft ranges in INS zoning district 
 

Staff Presentation: Allison Hardin, Development Services Director, presented the 
applications consistent with the staff report.  
 
Staff Recommendations:  Staff Recommends Approval 
 
Questions to staff:  
 
Shelia Hinson stated: “I like this! 
 
Jason Cavalier stated: “I also like this! But I do have a concern in the last part here in the 
archery, airsoft, bb guns there is a significant difference between a crossbow and a curve, 
recurve bow and compound bow significant difference in the power. 
 
Allison Hardin answered: Yes there is. 
 
Jason Cavalier asked: Is it going to be blanketed as archery? 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

Allison Hardin answered: The basic understanding that I gathered from Easton and other 
agencies is that there are different field sizes for different bow types, so that if you have a 
compound bow you are not going to be shooting the same way as a person with an entry 
level. The boy scout bow is different from the ones that we have. 
 
Jason Cavalier asked: So refer to the document? 
 
Allison Hardin answered: Yes and they have different competitions based on the different 
bow strengths as well as the different types on bows. There are some that have different 
projectile range, and they will be on a separate competition from those that have a shorter 
range or longer range and the back stop between the target and where the clearance area 
is expanded for those that have a higher velocity.  
 
Jason Cavalier stated: Sounds good to me. 
 
Allison Hardin stated: I was not aware of all the rules of archery that deep and now I am 
more aware now. 
 
Chairman Deese stated: It is a known fact that a bow is just as dangerous as a rifle. I’ve 
got a 12-year-old friend of mine who killed his first deer with a bow this week. There are 
3 types of bows and of course the competition is based on the strength of the bow itself. 
A curve is not like a recurve and a recurve is not like a compound. All of them are 
dangerous, they must be controlled they have to be used in the right environment, if not 
somebody is hurt. So we want to make sure that the environment is as safe as possible 
before we say yay hey. 
 
Shelia Hinson stated: “We need this because it is teaching our kids and our teenagers. It 
teaches them and it gives them more things to do and we need to go into another 
direction. 
 
Alan Patterson asked: So when someone wants to create an indoor outdoor range. Just 
walk us through the process to the inspection point and who’s responsible no more detail 
than that please.  
 
Allison Hardin stated: So an indoor archery range it would be allowed in any of the RUB, 
GB, RB, HI, LI, or INS at that point the design would need to submitted to us before the 
permit would be provided to retrofitting indoors and we would either look at the design 
and compare it to the boy scout design or we would seek out the approval of the USA 
archery staff that says this fits this either USA archery would certify it for us or we would 
look to our staff to get it certified from USA archery instructors to verify that it meets 
their criteria. That way we as code enforcement officials don’t also have to become 
experts in bow length and things like that. With the outdoor range we would do the same, 
except for the outdoor range we would have be requiring a site plan that shows that 
because with an indoor range the building is the barrier but there is still issues with the 
back stop and the areas behind the targets that need to be ensured that those are met. On 
both I believe it says that we have to have supervision on those as well. It’s like the way 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

we would have a firing range for the NRA for gun training for instance we don’t go 
through and say this is how far you go. We go with the NRA’s guidance and say you 
know for this type of gun, because they have different standards for different types of 
guns as well this kind of gun you need to go this distance this much buffer this much 
security around it etc and we would issue a permit. Now if it’s indoor what happens to 
trigger that is it goes through a change of use and it goes to our zoning department. But if 
it is an outdoor range and it is being constructed that would come to us as well. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets)  None signed in. 
 
Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on item TA-2024-2122 
 
 Motion to Approve by Jason Cavalier; 2nd by Shelia Hinson. 
 
Called vote: 5:0.  Motion is approved unanimously. 
Chairman Deese stated the item will go to County Council for consideration, and 
applicant will be notified of time and date. 
 

b. Kershaw Annexations (10)  Kershaw Town Council 
Applications by Town of Kershaw to remediate annexation procedure for 2 private 
properties, TM 0156-00-024.01 Melissa Kirk and TM 0156H-0L-022.00 William 
Faulkenberry, and 8 properties owned by Town of Kershaw, in conformity with UDO 
and Intergovernmental Agreement:  TM 0156B-0C-001.01, TM 0160-00-039.01, TM 
0160-00-029.00, TM 0156-00-023.00, TM 0156G-0B-008.00, TM 0156H-0E-001.00, 
TM 0155-00-024.01, TM 0156I-0M-016.00. 
 

Staff Presentations: Allison Hardin, Development Services Director, presented the 
applications consistent with the staff report.  Staff Recommendations: Approval. 
 

1) TM 0156-00-024.01 - 404 Kershaw Country Club Road (Melissa Kirk) 
 

• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation 404 Kershaw Country Club Road. TM 0156-00-024.01 
• Motion to approve by Shelia Hinson; 2nd by Jason Cavalier. 
• Called vote:5:0.  Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

2) TM 0156H-0L-022.00 - 124 E. 1st Street (William Faulkenberry) 
 
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation 124 E. 1st Street- TM 0156H-0L-022.00 
• Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelia Hinson. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

3) TM0156B-0C-001.01 (Town of Kershaw) 
 
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM0156B-0C-001.01. 
• Motion to approve by Shelia Hinson; 2nd by Shelly Richards. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

4) TM 0160-00-039.01 Three Cs Rd  (Town of Kershaw) No one signed in. 
 
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0160-00-039.01 Three Cs Rd 
• Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelly Richards. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 
 

5) TM 0160-00-029.00 Reservoir  (Town of Kershaw) 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 1 signed in 

1. William Gregory asked: he is the owner of 38 acres South of the lake. Is there 
any plans to change the golf course to single family dwellings? It’s all under 
water. 

 
Allison Hardin stated: The property zoning is R-15. This is the most restricted zoning. 
The entirety of this area is underwater. The town of Kershaw is just doing a zoning 
change. 
 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0160-00-029.00 Reservoir 
• Motion to approve by Shelly Richard; 2nd by Jason Cavalier. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

6) TM 0156-00-023.00 Behind Cemetery (Town of Kershaw) 
 
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0156-00-023.00 Behind Cemetery 
• Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelia Hinson. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 
 
 
 
 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

7) TM 0156G-0B-008.00 Water Tower 248 Kirkland Ave  (Town of Kershaw) 
  
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one is signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0156G-0B-008.00 Water Tower 248 Kirkland Ave 
• Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelly Richards. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

8) TM 0156H-0E-001.00 E 2nd St & Blackwell Drive (Town of Kershaw) 
 
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one is signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0156H-0E-001.00 E 2nd St & Blackwell Drive 
• Motion to approve by Shelly Richards; 2nd by Jason Cavalier. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

9) TM 0155-00-024.01 Near Blackmon Circle (Town of Kershaw) 
 
• Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) No one is signed in. 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0155-00-024.01 Near Blackmon Circle 
• Motion to approve by Alan Patterson; 2nd by Shelly Richards. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

10) TM 0156I-0M-016.00 Horton Rollins & W Richland St  (Town of 
Kershaw) 

 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 1 signed in. 
 

1. Lauren Hilton asked: Does it change the neighboring properties? No Her 
biggest concern is being able to fish there, she states that she was left water rights 
from her grandfather. She has 9.2 acres and has timber growing on it and doesn’t 
want interference with her being able to harvest it. She just wanted to make sure 
that nothing had changed. 

 
Allison Hardin stated: Nothing will change only the zoning of the area. 
 
Chairman Deese stated: The water rights that you claimed were left to you by your 
grandfather should be in the deed. 
 
• Chairman Deese closed public hearing and called for a motion on Kershaw 

Annexation TM 0156I-0M-016.00 Horton Rollins & W Richland St 
• Motion to approve by; Jason Cavalier 2nd by Shelly Richards. 
• Called vote: 5:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
Annexations will be referred to Kershaw Town Council for final decision 



                                                                                           
                                                                                           
 
 
                                             

 

7. NON-HEARING ITEMS 
 
a. NRN-2024-1958 Grammys Way    
Application by Shannon Ogelsby and Ryan Cunningham to name shared private 
drive, pursuant to Sec. 6.11.4.G of the Unified Development Ordinance. 

 
Staff Presentation: Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician. 
Staff Recommendation: Approval. 
 
Questions/Comments from Commissioners: 
 
Motion to Approve by Shelia Hinson 2nd Jason Cavalier 
  
 
Called Vote: 5:0  Motion is approved unanimously. 
 

b. NRN-2024-2138 October Group Submittal 
New Road Names from E911 Addressing via Preliminary Plats and Civil Plans, 
pursuant to Sec. 6.4.11 of the Unified Development Ordinance. 

 
Staff Presentation: Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician. 
Staff Recommendation: Approval. 
 
Questions/Comments from Commissioners: 
 
Motion to Approve by Alan Patterson and 2nd by Shelly Richards 
  
Called Vote: 5:0  Motion is approved unanimously. 
 
8. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Continuing Education: Robert’s Rules of Order 
 

b. Overview of Next Month’s Agenda: 
• Eagles Landing (Edgewater) Preliminary Plat 
• Rezoning 2.6 acres at Buford crossroads 
• Text amendment – Building Height in GB 
• New Road Name -private drive Carter Hill Lane 

 
      
9. ADJOURN 

Motion to adjourn by Alan Patterson; and 2nd by Shelly Richards.  Motion approved 
by unanimous consent. Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 
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