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a{_—_ TOWN OF SURFSIDE BEACH ¢ TOWN COUNCIL CHAMBERS

December 1, 2009

s 6:30 PM

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Hanson called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 6:30 PM. In
attendance were: Chairman Hanson and Planning Commission members Cook,
Saunders, Smith and Livesay were present. Commission member Seibold was absent
and Commission member Culbertson had resigned. There was a quorum. Staff present:
Building, Planning and Zoning Director Donevant and Waccamaw Council of
Government Planner Britton.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.
Chairman Hanson led the pledge of allegiance.

. AGENDA APPROVAL

A motion to approve the agenda as submitted was made by Ms. Cook and seconded by
Mr. Smith All voted in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

MINUTES APPROVAL

Chairman Hanson asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the November 3,
2009 meeting. Ms. Cook said she did not get the minutes. Chairman Hanson asked that
the minutes be amended at line 76. It should read higher not hire to Chairman then asked
for a motion to approve the amended minutes. Ms. Cook made a motion to table the
approval of the minutes until the next meeting it was seconded. All voted in favor.
MOTION CARRIED.

. BUSINESS

A. Plat Review

Mr. Britton stated that he was asked to review the subdivision plat. He stated that in
talking to Jackie there has not been a subdivision review in some time, so what he
thought he would do is briefly go over the requirements for subdivisions and the review
process. As planning commission members you wear a lot of different hats and you have
different types of approvals, for instance text amendments your review is legislative and
when you consider an appeals case it is qua si judicial . For a subdivision plat review its
administrative, meaning in your approval is it meets requirements or it does’nt meet
requirements or it meets requirements with conditions. So the descrestionary review of
subdivision plats are not the same as text amendments or other items that come to you.
In looking at the subdivision plat we have a total of six lots, because there is no new
infrastructure, ie no new roadway construction, this is handled as a one step process,
where as if you have roadway construction for subdivision under your development
regulations it’s a three step process. This is a somewhat condensed review because it is a
one step process. In looking at a plat of the lot it appears to meet all the requirements of
your zoning ordinance, lot size, lot width, and the layout conforms to the land
development regulations. There were seven items that we had listed, those are primarily
minor types of items; | think three of the seven deal with just the layout of the plat. Item
number seven which deals with the homesite that’s on the property, I think that has since
been removed, so item seven is not applicable. In looking at the items that we had listed
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in the review we didn’t see anything in here that should preclude approval, what | would
recommend is that any approval you give be contingent upon the six items, items one
through six that are listed in the memorandum. Mr. Britton stated that a couple of the
items deal with certification blocks that go on plats and every community is different, so
from going from one jurisdiction to another a surveyor will have to change certification
blocks. There were a couple of minor wording differences in the certification blocks,
which are just a minor correction and inserting a vicinity map is a minor correction. As
part of any review you would require a signature or sign-off from a water and sewer
provider; that’s one of the punch list items as well as, if any, additional infrastructure is
required such as a fire hydrant placement that would posting with the town to guarantee
installation. Ms. Donevant had spoken with the fire department; there is one additional
fire hydrant placement that they asked for. Mr. Hanson asked if R-1 was going to stay
R-1. Mr. Britton confirmed that there is no zoning change involved; this just deals with
the platting or division of the property. Mr. Saunders asked for confirmation that this
was presented to the town on October 16™. Ms. Donevant stated that it was brought in
for a preliminary review and then the plats were brought back for the meeting at a later
date. Mr. Saunders asked why it was not presented at the Planning meeting November
3. Ms. Donevant stated that the plats were not ready at that time. Mr. Saunders stated
that this never came up. Ms. Donevant stated that it would not have been discussed until
it is presented and that it is now being presented. Ms. Donevant explained that the
developer did not bring the other plats until later; they were brought in time for the
December meeting. Mr. Britton explained that the process has been that the developer
brings in a sketch drawing of the plat which is what was submitted. There is a 10 day
provision; the administrative officer takes a 10 day review period, reports anything back
to the developer, the developer and the surveyor then comes in and submits the formal
formal plat and this isthe process of the development regulation. Ms. Cook asked if
there a notification process to the public with this. Mr. Britton explained that under the
development regulations and under State law there is not a mandatory notification
requirement of adjoining property owners; there is a requirement that discussion,
deliberation be in a public meeting and there is a requirement for notification of the
owners whose property’s being subdivided. It was confirmed that there is no change in
zoning. Mr. Smith asked which lot was smallest and which was the largest. Mr. Britton
state that the smallest lot appears to be 10,544 square feet and the largest lot appears to
be 14,266 square feet and this is R-1 so your minimum threshold requirement is 9,000
square feet; they are all above the minimum requirement. Ms. Livesay referred to
sections 15-4 and 15-13 and asked if the lot size included the setbacks. Mr. Britton and
Ms. Donevant confirmed. Ms. Livesay stated that “when you start taking setbacks and
subtracting them from the dimension of what’s left after setbacks, that one little tiny lot
there has 16 feet in the back and it’s kind of triangle and then the one on the corner has
got 28 feet in the back and then this one right here on the corner has got 28 feet left in
the back.”

Mr. Saunders asked for a better copy. A larger copy was provided to Mr. Saunders. Ms.
Livesay stated that it just suggests that the lots in this diagram that the corner lots are too
narrow and that the corner lots should be a greater width than the interior. Ms. Livesay
stated that she had reviewed the comprehensive plan and would like to see the density
reduced. Ms. Livesay asked if the Commission has the ability to deny the six lots. Mr.
Britton explained that the standard of review is; does it meet the requirement of the
development regulations; the lot size requirement is specified by the zoning ordinance.
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Ms. Livesay stated that it meets the requirement but that she feels that the building area
left on each of the are not desirable for R-1. Mr. Britton stated that “the purpose of the
statement in there about designing corner lots larger than interior lots as a general rule is
to insure that you have enough buildable area on your corner because you have increased
setbacks as a result of basically having 2 front yards. If you look at the plat, the surveyor
has illustrated what the setbacks would be so that gives you an indication of what your
buildable area would be for each lot and the question becomes with the lot layout is
based on the lot design, is the lot, in fact, buildable. If you had a situation where you’re
creating a lot that because of this configuration, because of the setbacks you’re creating
something that is unbuildable that would be a basis of denying or declining to approve.”

Mr. Hanson stated that the town currently has R-1 lots that are much smaller than these
lots; they are 7,200 square feet. Ms. Livesay stated that those lots were predetermined
and that she realizes that dividing it would allow the ability to sell different lots but she
not agree that it was in the spirit of the comprehensive plan. Mr. Britton explained that
this goes back to the basis of the type of review. There are “legislative reviews, quasi
judicial reviews and administrative reviews which subdivision plats are primarily, except
in appeals cases, are when they’re asking for a modification from the requirement are
primarily administrative so the question is do they meet requirements or they don’t meet
requirements. If they meet requirements you’re more inclined to approve. If you say
they can meet requirements but there are some conditions we need to attach to this
because to make sure they comply, if you deny subdivision platting it needs to be based
on a specific criteria from the land developer regulations that they didn’t meet.”

Ms. Livesay stated that she is not sure what could be built on those lots. Ms. Cook asked
if there are going to be matching cookie cutter houses on these lots or could individual
build whatever they wanted. Mr. Britton stated that “typically for a subdivision plat you
would not because your land development regulations don’t regulate the use of property.
That’s regulated by the zoning.”

Ms. Livesay asked “why even bother with the spirit of the comprehensive plan in
controlling density if we have no say so.”

Mr. Britton explained that the town sets requirements and land development regulations
“which are the rules of the game which are based on your comprehensive plan. In other
words, your land development regulations, the way they’re written, the way you put
them together, the way they’re adopted needs to comply with the comp plan so the
assumption is once you have adopted the plan development regulations, those
regulations conform to your comprehensive plan. From there you set the rules for the
game and when somebody wants to come in and subdivide property, if they meet the
rules that are set, they get approved. If they don’t meet the rules that are set you deny.”

Mr. Saunders questioned why this was brought before the commission since Ms.
Donevant and Mr. Britton already “got this all worked out.”

Mr. Britton explained that “because your land development regulations provide that the
subdivision plats are brought to the planning commission and a lot of jurisdictions at
staff level functions in Surfside Beach as well as a lot of small towns they’re a planning
commission function. The reason is, the thought process is that a planning commission
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can look at this and say ‘meets requirements here, here and here or does it meet
requirements?”

Mr. Hanson stated that could have come in as a PDD. Ms. Livesay asked of it was big
enough to be a PDD and Ms. Donevant stated that it was over an acre so it was. It was
confirmed again that the requirements for a lot are 9,000 square feet. Mr. Hanson stated
that R-1 is 9,000 square feet but the ordinance says that 80 percent of that can be
approved or the building. Ms. Donevant stated that there are exceptions and
modifications in the zoning ordinance. Ms. Livesay stated that after the setbacks are
subtracted the lots are not as large. Ms. Livesay added that she does not feel that this
was what the town and the council had in mind. Mr. Britton stated that the commission
can initiate an amendment to change the rules. Ms. Livesay commented that it would be
too late to change the rules for this subdivision. Ms. Livesay asked if the commission
could approve 4 lots instead of 6. Mr. Saunders commented that he just received this
information and cannot just approve something he has not had time to review.

Mr. Servant presented the request for the subdivision. Mr. Servant stated that he is with
Surfside Realty Company and explained that it is not his subdivision; he was there to
represent Winnie King. Ms. Kings’ father purchased the property years ago. He ran the
Exxon station at 5™ Avenue North; the station is still presently there. Mr. King acquired
the properties in the 60’s. Mr. Servant stated that the lots were lined up with 3 lots
facing one street and 3 lots facing another street. When Mr. Brown built his original
house he consolidated 2 lots into 1 lot then he purchased 2 more lots. There are actually
4 lots being subdivided into 6 lots. Mr. Servant stated that it is also important to know
that it was looked at from a viewpoint of planning and development and in their opinion
it does not match well with the community. Surfside is a mix of different types of
housing and as long as they meet the zoning regulations one can build. This relate to
density. As far as aesthetic appearance or curb appeal; people built what they wanted to
build. Mr. Servant stated that they felt to go in the middle of an R-1 zone that has many
different types of curb appeal to many different facades would be bad for the
community; it would not be in keeping with what was already there. Deed restrictions
were also considered but this is not what the conforming use is for that part of Surfside
Beach. Mr. Servant stated that it is also important to realize that the building pads are
larger than some of the current R-1 lots. It is also in the flood zone and because a flood
zone has more stringent regulations on building heights as a practical matter the majority
of the houses will need to be built up. The majority of the existing houses built in the
last 20 years are built up. In order to afford flood insurance and meet town requirements
enforced by FEMA most individuals will construct homes with the built up beach house
style. Mr. Servant stated that at this point in time there is no intention on Mrs. Kings’
part to build with one developer; they will be open to individuals to buy much like the
neighborhood has previously been done. As long as they meet the requirements and
building regulations people can usually build whatever they want on these lots which
would be keeping in with the community.

Mr. Servant stated that they did submit a really rough drawing which met what needed to
be met as far as the zoning regulations were concerned as set forth by the town. It was a
rough draft and they hoped to have it available for the November meeting but there were
some problems with the plat; the way it was done; the setbacks they were not satisfied
with. Mr. Servant stated that he did not get it until almost the middle of November to
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get it into the town for this meeting. It was confirmed that these were all flood zone lots.
Mr. Servant stated individuals would be required to meet the elevation requirements
which he believes would 14 to 16 feet. Ms. Donevant stated that it is in the
memorandum. Ms. Livesay stated that she would like to see bigger more desirable lots
with more green space and have people ask the price they need to ask to get the land
rather than make 6 smaller lots. Ms. Livesay stated that she understands that people
want to get their property value out of this but argued that she feels 4 lots would leave
more side space and more room for decks. Ms. Livesay stated that she wishes the
aesthetics of the entire neighborhood would be taken into consideration. Mr. Servant
stated that he grew up in that neighborhood and this is just what that particular
neighborhood dictates. Ms. Livesay stated that she did not know that 6 lots were being
considered she was hoping it was going to be 4. Mr. Servant stated that it is technically
4 at the present time. Mr. Servants stated that Mrs. King does care about Surfside and
some of her motivation is dictated on what people can afford in this economy. Mr.
Hanson stated that the sketch was available in October; it was reviewed by himself, Ms.
Donevant and Mr. Britton. Mr. Hanson explained that they meet once a month to plan
the agenda and invited other members to attend. Mr. Hanson stated that he apologized
that this was the first time the members were seeing the sketch. Mr. Smith made a
motion to approve the plat with the stipulations in Mr. Britton’s memorandum.  Ms.
Livesay asked what happens from here if there is no second. Mr. Britton stated that
there is a statutory requirement that a plat has to be disposed of by the Planning
Commission within 60 days; if it is moved to be approved the commission can set
conditions. If it is moved to deny it there needs to be a reason stated for denial. Mr.
Hanson stated that if there is no second and the motion dies it will be approved after 60
days. It was confirmed that there would be no stipulations allowed at that time. Ms.
Cook seconded the motion with the stipulation Mr. Britton had stated to approve the
plat. Ms. Cook asked if Mr. King decides to sell this to a developer could it be made
into a PDD. Mr. Hanson stated that it would need to be resubmitted and come back to
the Planning Commission and then it would need final approval by council. Mr. Britton
stated that with a PDD the density could be altered. A PDD would be subject to
additional review. Ms. Donevant stated that the Harbor Lights lots are in R-1 and the
lots are smaller than the lots being presented. Mr. Saunders asked of this could be tabled
until the next meeting adding that this would allow them to have more time to get better
informed or would this cause undue hardship. Ms. Livesay asked Mr. Saunders what he
had in mind specifically that the commission did not currently have. Mr. Saunders
stated that he has the same question that she has concerning this. Mr. Britton stated that
there is a 60 day provision beginning the day the plat was submitted for consideration;
the 60 days can be extended by mutual agreement in most ordinances if the developer,
owner or sub-divider is agreeable to extending this. Mr. Britton stated that he is not sure
if this specific language is in the town ordinance. Mr. Smith stated that he feels that the
6 lots would fit in the area. Ms. Livesay stated that this was the point she was trying to
make in that she is not sure what additional information the commission could get that
would make a difference in allowing this. Mr. Smith, Ms. Cook and Mr. Hanson voted
for and Mr. Saunders and Ms. Livesay voted against. MOTION PASSED.
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B. Discussion

Mr. Hanson stated that he attended the council meeting where Planning Commission
recommendations for zoning ordinance discussion items were presented. The technical
list of 40 items was approved by consensus of council to move ahead. The changes can
be made; the changes would then go through the commission for approval and then they
would go before council for final approval. The policy items will be addressed by
council at a workshop; council asked to have the workshop with Tom Britton to go over
the policy items before they approve any for a rewrite. Mr. Hanson stated that the
workshop would be held in January. Ms. Donevant stated that she was in contact with
the town clerk Ms. Pinnell to go over possible dates. Ms. Livesay asked when the
Commission would be addressing the sign and setbacks on 17 ordinances. Mr. Hanson
stated that it would be discussed at the January meeting. Ms. Donevant is currently
reviewing some issues on banners and yard signs.

. PUBLIC COMMENTS

There were no public comments.

7. COMMITTEE COMMENTS

Ms. Cook: “I was giving a lot of thought after our last meeting and | was one of the
people who was not in favor of adding the mixed use portion to our changes that were
submitted to town council and I’ve given a lot of thought and after recent, | guess the
best word would be shenanigans of the town advertising things in the Horry Independent
which is not local newspaper, it’s a county paper but not one that is well read in Surfside
and the past comments by a town official who said that we would get away with
whatever we could get away with | would ask the public for due diligence and very good
people actually attend our meetings and follow what’s going on here and with the town
council. It’s public in the past (SIC) the town meetings voted down the mixed use on
Surfside Drive, they were pretty adamant about it and I just, | don’t want to feel like this
is a way to slide it in the back door.”

Mr. Hanson: “Well that’s a policy issue and we have a, we don’t know what the
council, whether they’re going to say go forth or strike it out and | have a feeling that
some things on that list of 20 are going to get scratched and that may be one of them. |
don’t know.”

Mr. Saunders: “At our last P&Z meeting | asked for you to put on the agenda Ms. Janet
Gainey’s situation with her property right here at Surfside Drive and North Poplar. | see
that it’s not on the agenda and | promised Ms. Gainey that we would take this up tonight.
I see she’s here to see what we’re going to do about it. 1’d like to know why it’s not on
that agenda and then | want to make a motion but first I want to know why it’s not on the
agenda.”

Mr. Hanson: *“I can’t answer that. | asked Jackie to put it on the agenda. Can you
address that Jackie?”

Ms. Donevant: “No sir, | wasn’t here at the last meeting sir. | didn’t know that was . . .

Mr. Hanson: “I called you.”
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Ms. Donevant: “No you said that | should be prepared for it, not to put it on the agenda.
We discussed it last week at our meeting. | think I was supposed to call Mrs. Gainey
was the thing. | misunderstood you Bob, I’m sorry if you said put it on the agenda. I’ll
go back and look at my notes.”

Mr. Hanson: “OK.”

Ms. Donevant: “But I did e-mail Mrs. Gainey and I’ll be glad to answer your question.”
Mr. Hanson: “Would you please?”

Ms. Donevant: “The Planning Commission in 2003 held a public hearing for a rezoning
for Mr. McQuiddy and for Mrs. Gainey. The Planning Commission voted in favor to
recommend that rezoning to council. There it stopped. I’ve been through the records all
day today looking to see. Council never approved it. Didn’t bring it up. It just never
and that’s their discretion; they don’t have to do that but the Planning Commission did
their due diligence. They had a public hearing and they approved the rezoning but
council ... The recommendation to council.”

Mr. Hanson: “McQuiddy’s lots?”

Ms. Donevant: “For McQuiddy and Mrs. Gainey and I’ve got a copy of it right here
where that happened so it’s not a Planning Commission item.”

Mr. Hanson: “It was a town council item and they just ignored it, or . . .?”

Ms. Donevant: “I don’t know Bob | wasn’t even here. | don’t know but it was never
brought back up to council.”

Mr. Hanson: “And it was never approved?”

Mr. Saunders: “This lady has come to more meetings than | can remember in an
attempt to get something. We owe her an answer and now you’re telling me that this not
even anything we can put on our agenda?”

Mr. Donevant: “I gave her an answer today. | e-mailed her and I am telling you it’s not
a Planning Commission decision. It’s already been brought to the Planning
Commission. It’s been recommended to council.”

Mr. Saunders: “So, she brings it up again we can’t ever talk it?”

Mr. Donevant: “She may resubmit her application.”

Ms. Gainey spoke stating she applied in 2003. Ms. Gainey spoke from the audience
some of her comments were not legible.

Mr. Saunders: “What is this citizens recourse?”
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Ms. Livesay: “Go to council.”
Mr. Hanson: “Resubmit.”
Ms. Gainey: “Why should | resubmit when I’ve never been answered on it . . .”

Ms. Donevant: “That’s a council question. It’s not a Planning Commission question
and you certainly can ask council. | promise you.”

Mr. Saunders: “I know a couple of councilmen and I will ask them.”
Ms. Donevant: “That’s exactly what needs to be done. | have no idea. | wasn’t...”

Mr. Hanson: “Ok, let’s settle down here. This is the McQuiddy lots which are now the
town lots that have been voted on twice by this commission and both times they were
turned down as far as being rezoned and some of you here voted, we voted on it last
summer. That was the second time so because her lot is not contiguous it’s my
contention that she has received an answer and the answer is ‘no, that it’s not contiguous
and unless the park and parking lot is rezoned as commercial and becomes contiguous
that she has no recourse at this time. If she wants to resubmit, | believe the fee could be
waived, | don’t see why not, but I think what we’re trying to do is put this thing to bed.”

Mr. Saunders: “That’s what I’m trying to do. It needs to be. At a minimum, owe her
an answer, some answer but if we were entitled to meet here, vote here, on the town’s
lot, which I believe you just, she just said was already voted on and no answer was given
but it was ok for us to meet on it again, the lot adjoining it, we can’t vote on it, we can’t
do anything with it but we could for the . . .”

Mr. Hanson: “We can’t vote on it because it is not contiguous, it would be spot zoning.

Mr. Saunders: “How could we have . . . we did it, we voted on what the town could do .

”

Mr. Hanson: “That is contiguous. That lot is contiguous with the commercial.”

Mr. Saunders: “Do you follow what | am saying? We were entitled to authorize to,
meet, discuss and vote on what the town could do with that lot that is now going to be a
park and parking lot. We did that, we voted on that.”

Mr. Hanson: “Yes, it’s contiguous, yes.”

Mr. Saunders: “In the same document that was in front of town council, that piece of
property was in the same document.”

Ms. Donevant: “No sir, that was submitted by Mr. Kirk McQuiddy back in 03 and Mrs.
Janet Gainey.”

Mr. Saunders: “On the same pieces of land.”
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Ms. Donevant: “The one piece of land that the town purchased and then the town
brought it to the Planning Commission. It was resubmitted, again, by the town. Not by
Mr. McQuiddy and not by Mrs. Gainey.”

Mr. Saunders: “Well, and in commission meetings on know on four or five occasions
she has stood up and asked us to make a ruling on it.”

Ms. Donevant: “It’s not a Planning Commission decision at this point.”

Ms. Cook: *“But if it came before us we would say no because it would be non
contiguous.”

Mr. Hanson: “It would be spot zoning, yes.”

Mr. Britton: “That would be a problem. The only thing | would caution about is
forming an opinion on a case that you don’t have.”

Ms. Livesay: “Then we’d be making a subdivision.”

Mr. Britton: “Right now you don’t have an application before you. The application you
had was disposed of apparently by the Planning Commission and forwarded to council
so the ball was in the council’s court, whatever they did with it obviously we don’t
know. There are three options potentially available. You can initiate a rezoning
application one of three ways. The property owner can submit and application which
would come to you for public hearing with the recommendation for or against the
council be submitted to council. Number two Ms. Gainey can go talk with council and
the council could initiate a zoning amendment,s ending it back to the Planning
Commission for a recommendation on the matter or the Planning Commission could
initiate a zoning amendment for consideration. The only drawback with a Plannign
commission initiated, if you vote it down that doesn’t necessarily forward it to council
because it was your application. In other words, if you vote down and decide not to
pursue your own application that’s where it dies. So right now you apparently had a
hearing that took place six years ago, six and a half years ago, the problem for the
council when considering that application is they’ve got a hearing from six years ago
with adjoinging property owner notifications from six years ago and it would become a
due process issue probably for the council to act because the adjoining neighbors would
probably have a substantial grievance by being notified six and a half years ago. The
cleanest way to do it would be one of those three ways. If she resubmits an application
she goes and talks with the town council, the town council intiates (SIC), you hold a
public hearing, you make a recommendation to the council for or against and the council
finally makes the decision. That’s the cleanest way to do it at this point because the
application is six years old.”

Ms. Livesay: “Let me ask you when Mr. McQuiddy sold this to the town that made this
application null. They didn’t act on it or they didn’t decline it. He just sold it to the city,
is that right?

Mr. Hanson: “They declined it, didn’t they? Town Council?”
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Ms. Donevant: “Nothing ever became of it as far as | can find.”

Mr. Britton: “The State statute, to throw this out, the State statute requires a disposition
from the Planning Commission ie. you have so many days to make a recommendation or
it’s deemed to be a favorable recommendation. There is no such provision that I’m
aware of in the State statute that says once it goes to council they have to do anything
with it. In other words that could be pigeonholed and never see the light of day, now if
that’s what happened six and a half years ago | don’t know whether there was ball
dropped, don’t know but . . .”

Ms. Donevant: “I don’t know. I really don’t. There’s been a lot of turnover. | can tell
you I didn’t find any record where it was brought.”

Mr. Britton: “But right now I think that issue potentially is mute from the standpoint,
you can’t make a recommendation; you’ve already made a recommendation. Council’s
probably not going to be inclined to act because they haven’t held a public hearing; they
did six and half years ago but they haven’t held once recently. The cleanest way to do
this is Planning Commission initiate a text amendment or, excuse me, a rezoning to cituy
council, town council do it or the applicant resubmit. Now whether ther’s fees to be
waived or whatever would be a town call.”

It was confirmed the parking lot is zoned R-2.

Mr. Smith: “So if we did it we’d have to zone that commercial also so it would be
contiguous.”

Ms. Donevant: “Uh huh.”

Mr. Hanson: “But we voted that down last summer.”

Mr. Smith: “I understand that, but I’m just trying to understand the process.”

Mr. Saunders: “And I understand 1I’m not saying do it or don’t do it. 1I’m saying we owe
her an answer. That’s terrible to do that to a resident of this town. Whether it was six
years ago or six minutes ago, we owe her an answer.”

Mr. Smith: “But I think the Planning Commission gave her an answer six years ago.”

Ms. Donevant: “They did.”

Ms. Livesay: “It seems that it’s in the council’s court and she can suggest they throw it
back to us to get an answer, | guess, but . . .”

Mr. Hanson: “Did the Commission six years ago approve it or disapprove it?”
Ms. Donevant : “They approved recommending it to council.”

Mr. Saunders: “They either inadvertently never gotit...”
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Mr. Hanson: “Well McQuiddy never built so he never got permission.”

Other comments made commission members talking over each other.

Ms. Donevant: “I don’t know, | wouldn’t want to speculate because there was a lot of
turnover and a lot of people in and out of here and whether the ball got dropped or what
happened, | have no idea.”

Ms. Gainey made some comments could not be made out.

Ms. Gainey: “. . . so what | was told basically hold on it’s going to be put in the
comprehensive plan. | was continuously told by council ‘hold on, we’ll put it in the
comprehensive plan and then we’re going to do something with it, so it was never
answered.”

Mr. Saunders: “Well, we’ve got it in our policy.”

Mr. Hanson: ‘If they approve it, yeah.”

Mr. Saunders: “I had one other thing | wanted to say, | don’t know if I’ve got a five
minute time limit or not but . . . the other question I have and this (SIC) more comments
and calls about people who live in this town about this thing that came up at the last
town council meeting about advertising, and you just mentioned this, advertising in the
Horry Independent newspaper and | keep ...”

Ms. Livesay: “What are we advertising?”

Ms. Cook: “Closing of 1% Avenue, | think.”

Mr. Saunders: ‘Public notices are . . . when we closed it down at the Fire Station and
then we’re closing it down at the other end (SIC) I don’t get it but is that Jackie . . .”

Mr. Hanson: ‘Ron, | appreciate your comment but this is not our affair.”

Mr. Saunders: “It is our affair because we have public notices posted in newspapers too
and | think we need to make sure that ours are posted in a newspaper that gets to our
constituents here.”

Mr. Hanson: “I’ve got one here that was in the Sun News for our last public hearing
and | don’t think we had once since then. Sharon is going to, we have a vacancy and
Sharon said she was going to put that in the paper. | don’t know which paper.”

Ms. Donevant: “The Sun News.”

Ms. Livesay: “Did you have to run an ad to close that street?”

Ms. Donevant: “I don’t anything, that’s notmy . ..”

Ms. Livesay: “It’s not zoning? Oh.”
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Mr. Saunders: “l want and answer on that.”

Ms. Donevant: “Who are you asking sir? What are you asking me?”
Mr. Saunders: “Are you placing ads in that Horry Independent?”

Ms. Donevant: “I have not placed any ads in the Horry Independent.”
Mr. Saunders: “Do you have any intentions to do so?”

Ms. Donevant: “Is this a trial or something?”

Mr. Saunders: “I want to know if we’re going to be doing that. It’s an underhanded
way of doing business and | want to get ...”

Ms. Donevant: “Are you calling me underhanded? I don’t have anything to do with that
ad in the Horry Independent.”

Mr. Hanson: “The town clerk takes care of that and it’s up to the council and the town
clerk. This is not our . . . how they advertise. This is not a setback or a zoning issue.”

Mr. Saunders: “If we give notice of a public hearing it should be done in a paper that is
well circulated in this area not one in Aynor ...”

Mr. Hanson: “OKk, fine, thank you.”

8. ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Smith motioned to adjourn. Ms. Cook seconded the motion. Meeting adjourned at
7:25 PM.

Jackie Donevant, o )
Director of Plannln Bwldmg and Zoning
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Lynn Livesay, Commidsion Member Ron Saunders, Commission Member

John Culbertson, Commission Member Carol Cook, Commission Member
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AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST, TO BE HEARD IN THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. AN
AGENDA OF THIS MEETING HAS BEEN EITHER MAILED OR MADE AVAILABLE TO PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND
LOCAL NEWS MEDIA AS PER THEIR REQUEST. THE AGENDA GIVES THE DATE, TIME AND PLACE OF THE MEETING AS
WELL AS THE ORDER OF BUSINESS. THIS DISCLOSURE IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS
OF 1976, SECTION 30-4-80(E).



