Spartanburg City Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Thursday, June 16, 2016

City Hall Council Chambers
Spartanburg, South Carolina

The City Planning Commission met in City Hall Council Chambers on Thursday, June 16, 2016, at 5:30
P.M. The following City Planning Commissioners attended this meeting: Jared Wilson, Howard Kinard,
Bob Pitts, and Mike Epps. Board Members Nancy Hogan, James Jenkins, and Wendell Cantrell were
absent, Representing the Planning Department were City Attorney Cathy McCabe; Natalia Rosario,
Planner 11I; and Julie Roland, Planning Department Administrative Assistant.

Roll Call

Mr. Wilson, the Chair, stated that notice of this meeting was posted and provided to the media 24 hours in
advance as required by the Freedom of Information Act.

Mr. Wilson noted that four Planning Commissioners were currently present, constituting a quorum, Mr.
Wilson went over the rules and procedures for conducting a public hearing.

Mr. Wilson moved approval of the Agenda for the June 16, 2016 meeting, with second by Mr. Kinard.
The motion was unanimously approved by a vote of 4 to 0.

Disposition of the Minutes from the May 19, 2016 meeting of the Spartanburg City Planning
Commission.

Mr, Kinard moved approval of the May 19, 2016 meeting minutes as submitted, with second by Mr.
Wilson, The motion was unanimously approved by a vote of 4 to 0.

Old Business — None.
New Business

Rezoning Request: TMS#6-21-13-156.06 located at the Intersection of Camelot Court and Camelot
Drive, zoned LOD (Limited Office District) to zone LOD/PDD (Limited Office District/Planned
Development District) in order for the Agent/Developer to purchase the property and to build Camelot
Townes, which proposes 72 townhomes. Jay Beeson, Mark III Properties, Agent/Developer, on behalf
of Joseph F' & David Sullivan, Owners. Purchase of the property is contingent upon the approval of
the requested zone.

Mr. Kinard stated for the record, that the law firm he worked for, Johnson, Smith, Hibbard and Wildman
represented Mark ITT Properties and Mr. Beeson on an ongoing basis; and that he needed to recuse himself
from voting on this item of business and he also submitted a written statement to that effect. Mr. Kinard
stepped down from the podium and sat in the audience. ‘

Ms. Rosario, Planner I11, of the Planning Department came forward and was sworn; and she submitted the
report the Planning Commissioners had previously received in their meeting packets, as well as the slides
and presentation, and an updated landscape plan the petitioner had emailed to the office today, into
evidence as Exhibit A. Ms. Rosario introduced the request to the Board Members, and said this was
basically a rezoning as an overlay and the property was currently zoned LOD, and the request was to be
rezoned to LOD/PDD that would allow for a higher residential density than would be allowed under an
LOD Conditional Use.

Mr. Jay Beeson of 607 Highway 56, on behalf of Mark III Properties came forward and was sworn; and
he informed the Planning Commissioners that Mark III Properties was under contract with the owners of
the proposed property to purchase the property with the intent to develop it into a town home project into
a total of 72 market rate single family townhomes that would be sold. The plan was not to have rental
units or any type of government assisted housing. He explained to the Planning Commissioners that his
company did not actually build the units, but they developed the property and put in all of the
landscaping, infrastructure, entrance features, perimeter buffering that was required, etc., and then they
would sell the lots off to builders. Mr. Beeson explained to the Planning Commissioners they had a very
reputable builder who had signed a contract with Mark III Properties to purchase the lots on a take-down

1




basis, which meant they would start an original building and then they would continue to build those units
a3 they sold them and got contracts. Mr. Beeson explained Mark Il had done projects like this all over
the place with a lot of success. They had a lot of confidence in this builder and thought it would be a
great addition to the City of Spartanburg and also to the proposed area of town. While they do not sell the
end units, he felt the asking price would be $150,000.00 to $200,000.00. He concluded his presentation
by saying Mark III Properties was seeking the rezoning request on the advice of City Staff, based on the
current zoning in order to help streamline the process.

Ms. Rosario came forward again and showed a slide of the location map; and she explained the reason
Staff recommended the proposed PDD zoning was because this parcel was already zoned LOD, and with
the recommended PDD overlay it would allow for a certain lot size to have the amount of units in order to
make their project possible. She also explained since the parcel was already zoned LOD, it would be
possible for another developer to purchase and build an office complex for example, and they would be
within their rights to do so. Staff felt it would be better to go with the LOD/PDD overlay in order to
allow for more flexibility and creativity in the design of the development, as well as for higher density.
Ms. Rosario said it was a heavily wooded, vacant lot that was about 8.64 acres in size, that was not being
used for anything at the moment. She showed a slide of the preliminary layout for the project, and said
the developer planned for 18 buildings, with 4 single family townhomes in each building, totaling 72
single-family dwelling units. Each unit would be located on its own lot. She explained Staff had
reviewed the preliminary development plan and confirmed that it met the minimum lot, open space, and
setback requirements for new development within the LOD/PDD zoning district. Ms. Rosario said the
street buffer more than met the requirements along Camelot Drive and Camelot Court. Along the back
the parcel buffered several R-15 Single Family homes, and the PDD zoning ordinance required that the
rear setback to any PDD lot must have the same rear setback to the lot(s) as that adjoined it; and she
explained that the homes were at least 40 feet away from the back lot line of the proposed parcel, and was
consistent in terms of the design and zoning which met the requirements of the zoning ordinance. She
said from what they could see at the moment the buffer may be stronger than what was shown currently
depending upon how many canopy trees could be saved in that area. She said what was planned right
now for that area was a six foot tall shadow box fence which would be a 100% screen, and no-one would
be able to see into anyone’s yards. All would be canopy trees, which were either existing, or if any had to
be removed, more would be replaced. City Staff had requested and the developer would comply with
putting in sidewalks on the southern edge of the street, as well as exiting the development and tying into
existing sidewalks on Camelot Drive to ensure pedestrian safety entering and exiting the neighborhood.
Pedestrian lighting (acorns lampstands) would be provided to the site as well. A slide of the proposed
landscape plan was shown; and Ms. Rosario said the developer planned to set aside approximately .61
acres (26,561 sq. ft.) of whole open space (communal) and 2,98 acres (130,000 sq. ft.) of open space in
part (by parcel), for a grand total of 3.6 acres (157,000 sq. ft.). The required amount of open space for the
LOD PDD zone is 500 square feet per unit, or 36,000 square feet (.82) acres). This exceeds the minimum
of 500 sq. ft. (.011 acre) of open space required for the LOD PDD zone by 121,000 square feet, or 2.78
acres.

Ms. Rosario went over the analysis of required findings and report the Planning Commissioners had
already received in their meeting packets that included the following list of criteria for the Commission to
congider when reviewing a rezoning request and Staff’s analysis of those criteria as follows:

1. Consistency (or lack thereof) with the Comprehensive Plan — The general intent of the PDD
Overlay, as described in the City of Spartanburg Zoning Ordinance, is to “comprehensively
correlate the provisions of this and other ordinances of the City, to permit developments which
will provide a desirable and stable environment in harmony with that of the surrounding area; to
permit flexibility that will encourage a more creative approach in the development of land, will
result in a more efficient, agsthetic, and desirable use of open space; to permit facilities, and off-street
parking area; and to utilize best potentials of sites characterized by special features of
geography, topography, size, or shape.” As previously mentioned, under section 507.6,
multifamily residential is permitted by right under the LOD PDD Overlay District.

The 2004 Comprehensive Plan has specified a limited office or limited commercial use for this
property, with the intent of this zone serving as a buffer, or step-down from the heavier
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commercial uses found on John B, White Sr. Boulevard, and the single-family residential use of

* the Camelot Subdivision. The use of this parcel as single-family residential along with the
potential use of the property for some limited office use (as currently planned, there will be none,
but the LOD PDD does allow for LOD uses once 75% of the approved dwelling units are built
(Section 507.62.A, pp 196, City of Spartanburg Zoning Ordinance). The heavy street buffer
provided is intended to insulate the potential future residents from the commercial uses across
Camelot Court — the rear of these units will face the rear of the shopping center currently
anchored by Christian Supply.

2. Compatibility with the present zoning and conforming uses of hearby property and with the
character of the neighborhood — The property is currently zoned entirely LOD, and is a vacant lot
-with dense canopy and foliage. The change of zone from LOD to LOD PDD will both allow for
the development to achieve the lot size necessary, and for additional single-family use along
Camelot Drive, which is predominately single family on both sides of the street, with the
exception of one multi-family apartment complex. Staff is of the opinion that additional single-family
use on this parcel will not negatively impact the character of the neighborhood.

3. Suitability of the property affected by the amendment for uses permitted by the district that would
be made applicable by the proposed amendment — The property is suitable for the uses allowed in
the LOD PDD zone. Please note that if the final plan has not been filed within 6 months of
approval from Planning Commission and City Council (or 12 months, in the case that Planning
Commnission grants a 6 months extension), City Council may reverse the PDD zoning, returning
the parcel to LOD use. Likewise, if construction on the property has not begun at least two years
after final approval of the plan, the City Council, after a public hearing, may rezone the property
to its prior classification.

4. Marketability of the property affected by the amendment for uses permitted by the district
applicable to the property at the time of the proposed amendment — The marketability of the
property will increase in the case of the rezoning approval. The parcel has lain vacant for a
decade with the zone of LOD — rezoning to LOD PDD will allow the developer to proceed in
purchasing the property.
5. Availability of sewer, water and storm water facilities generally suitable and adequate for the proposed

use — Both water and sanitary sewer services are available to this site. Additional utility lines and
meters will be added to serve each home.

Staff’s Analysis & Recommendation

Staff is of the opinion that the proposed zone change from LOD to LOD PDD will be a beneficial and
appropriate use for the arca. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the proposed zone change from, -
LOD to LOD PDD, as presented. Ms. Rosario pointed out that this was not anything the City had
initiated; but was a privately-funded market-rate development that the City had not seen in quite some
time.

Planning Commission Questions:

o M. Pitts asked about the required parking for the project. Ms. Rosario said the requirements for a
single-family or multi-family residential area you are required to have two parking spaces per unit, and
each of the townhomes would have its own privaté drive. Ms. Rosario also informed the Planning
Commissioners if there was something the Commission would like to see regarding the project that
was not listed in the plans, they could add anything regarding a condition if they so wished.

e Mr. Pitts also asked about the building height. Mr. Beeson said the two-story townhome units would
be anywhere from 20 feet, and would not exceed thirty-five (35°) feet in height.

e Mr. Wilson asked about any questions and/or comments that the City Building and Engineering
Departments had during the preliminary review of the proposed project.

» Ms, Rosario said the Building Department’s comments were where the lot lines ran through the
building walls, they would need to have a two-hour rated fire wall; and she said that meant was it had
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to be able to withstand a fire for at least two hours without falling apart. Also each home needed to
have its own water meter. The turning radius for fire trucks on cul-de-sacs would need to be at least
50 feet wide for safety in case of an emergency. Ms. Rosario the Stormwater Department had one
comment that was the connection for stormwater may require an easement with one of the adjoining
property owners, or if not there would need to be something worked out regarding where stormwater
would exit. The Traffic Engineering Department requested for the development to tie in their
sidewalks with the sidewalk on Camelot Drive; and the developer had agreed to comply with that
request. The Planning Department’s comments were regarding sidewalks; and the developer said they
would comply on one side of the development. The Public Safety Department requested the
pedestrian lighting be pedestrian geared for safety purposes, with which the developer would comply.

-

PIanning Commission Questions/Comments for City Staff:

e Mr, Epps asked would sidewalks be put out onto Camelot Court as well, or just to Camelot Drive. Ms,
Rosario said at this point in time it would just be to Camelot Drive. From Staff’s perspective it would
be good to have more sidewalks; but if that was something the Commission felt they should address,
they could ask that of the petitioner.

e Mr, Epps asked about another entrance. Ms. Rosario said she believed at this point in time there
would only be the one entrance on Camelot Drive.

e Mr. Wilson asked if there were any elevation drawings or visuals at this point in time. Ms. Rosario
said there was not.

Planning Commission Questions for the Applicant:

e Mr. Wilson asked Mr. Beeson if the Planning Commission recommend the request favorably to go
before the Mayor and City Council for their ultimate approval, did they have a proposed target
timeline for getting the project ready for the builder to take over. Mr. Beeson said they hoped to have
all of their engineering and design work finished with the City for a spring of next year delivery
regarding finished lots.

e Mr. Epps asked would there be a Homeowners Association. Mr, Beeson said yes; and he explained
that their company established the Homeowner’s Association that all of the lots would need to be a
part of it, and everyone would need to pay an annual fee. The Homeowner’s Association would also
take care of the lawn maintenance, and everything regarding the outside maintenance except for the
glass.

+ Mr. Epps asked about any rental units, Mr. Beeson said they did not specifically put anything in the
Homeowner’s Association Agreement that there were no rentals allowed, however; his company was
not in the rental business; the builder is a builder that built to sell. He said if an investor buys oné of
the units for one of his children who may be living there while going to college for example, and then
the child moved on; and then it was rented out; that he could not stop that. Mr. Beeson said they had
not seen very much of that at all in any of their other developments they had done to any large scale,
but everyone was held to a very high standard and had to follow the Homeowner’s Association rules;
and he said if you were driving down the street in one of their developments you would never know
which one would be homeowners and which one or few may be a rental.

s Mr. Wilson said for the record the applicant had submitted as a part of their package their proposed
Homeowner Covenants and Restrictions (in a draft format) which did address rentals etc.; and that
leases of the lots were allowed, but they would still be under the jurisdictions of the association and if
they were not complied with would be under fault.

e Mr, Pitts asked as this project was developed would it go through the Design Review Board. Ms,
Rosario said not the Design Review Board, but as this was a preliminary plan, a Final Development
plan would need to come back through the Planning Commission.

» Mr. Epps asked where the entrance would be again. Mr. Beeson said it would be on Camelot Court.
They would supply sidewalk connection from the interior of their subdivision from their project to
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Camelot Drive. They were not prepared to provide sidewalsk going back to John B. White Sr.

- Boulevard.

Mr. Epps asked was Camelot Court a SCDOT road. Ms. Rosario said it was a City maintained street.

Mt. Wilson opened the public hearing and asked anyone who wished to speak in favor or against the
request to come forward. :

Ms. Beverly Reid of 208 Singing Woods Lane came forward and said she as well as some of her
neighbors wondered if the proposed area would open up to Smgmg Woods Lane. Mr, Beeson said
they did not plan to tie into Singing Woods Lane at all.

Ms. Reid asked if school buses would be able to get in and out of the development safely. Mr. Beeson
explained about the turning radii of school buses was such that a firetruck or bus could turn around
safely.

Mr. Ronald McKinney, Jr. of 105 Windy Rush Road came forward and asked about traffic and safety
of the community they already had in the area, with the addition of all the new homes and/or rentals,
Mr, Beeson said as far as traffic was concerned, he did not think their traffic would be impacted at all
on Windy Rush because there would only be one way in and one way out off of Camelot Court; and
they would not connect to Windy Rush at all. He said as far as the rental goes, these would be market
rate homes and they saw very little rentals in this price point. He also mentioned the tax rate would
also be pretty high and was not what people would typically want to rent.

Mr. Scott Camp of 121 Windy Rush Road came forward and said he had a couple of concerns
regarding population. He said this was an 8 acre spot and if you added approximately 150 plus or
more people into this spot, he felt it would over crowd the area. He also agreed with traffic concerns
heard earlier on Camelot Drive. He said regarding barriers, a six foot fence proposed would not be
anything regarding privacy. He said if the request did go through he would definitely request
something more than a 6” fence be put in. He said he was also concerned regarding the price range of
the area and then put in high priced town homes that he did not feel had that type of target for
homeowners. He did not see them being able to sell that many townhomes at that type of price. He
felt some of them might get built and they may end up with a half-developed area with unmaintained
areas.

Mr. Leonard J. Cipolla, Jr., of 115 Windy Rush came forward and said privacy and traffic were
concerns for him and his wife; and they had moved to the area because of the privacy it offered. He
did not think a 6’ fence would be enough for privacy. He also wondered if this new development
would increase their taxes in the area.

Ms. Tuloria Johnson of 111 Windy Rush came forward and said with the petitioner removing a 16t of
the natural barrier, what they planned to do with problems of water runoff. Mr. Beeson explained per
the City Engineering Standards, they could not legally dump anymore water on them that what they
might already have in the area. He explained they would be putting in stormwater collection systems
throughout the development; and it would not go onto anyone else properties. He explained where the
retention ponds would be. -

Ms. Rosario, Planner IIl responded to Ms. Johnson and said the SCDOT did not ailow for any more
water to go on their roadways; and as Mr. Beeson had stated, the drainage cannot impact her property
or any other propetty any more than it did now.

Ms. Johnson then asked Ms. Rosario about her carlier comments regarding saving the natural barrier.
Ms. Rosario said as the plan was right now they did not have a tree survey included; but the plan was
to save as much of the perimeter barrier as possible. Ms. Rosario said that could be something the
Planning Commission could state they would like to see regarding a tree survey and what trees would
be saved if they wished to do so.

Ms. Rosario explained this was considered a Special Residential Use, and that certain buffer yards
must be met; and she mentioned the 6° tall shadowbox fence and at least 5 canopy trees per 100 feet
per the City of Spartanburg Zoning Ordinance Buffer yards and Landscape Requirements. The more
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trees they could save the better; and the ones they could not save they would have to go back and
- replace them with canopy trees that would grow the size of the ones that were removed.

Ms. Johnson also asked the City to consider the traffic coming down Hidden Hill Road behind
McDonald’s Restaurant, if you were trying to enter on Camelot Drive or Camelot Court, there was a
blind entrance and there was not an adequate view of the on-coming traffic; and she felt adding more
traftic would be more dangerous. Ms, Rosario said that during Site Plan Review there was a certain
standard that all sites must meet so there is not any type of barrier between a driver at an intersection
depending upon the speed limit; and she did not know what that speed limit was at the moment.

Ms. Johnson said the speed limit was 35 miles per hour. Ms. Rosario said for a speed limit of 35 miles
per hour, she would guess the driver must be able to see from 15 feet back from the comner, and there
had to be a clear line of sight 300 out from the site in order to be able to see oncoming traffic. The
other issues she had mentioned would probably best be addressed by the City Traffic Engineering
Department and SCDOT.

Ms. Johnson asked had they considered that, Ms. Rosario said that street buffer was pushed back far
enough to where that could be seen.

Mrs. Carol Cipolla of 115 Windy Rush came forward and said she agreed with the previous concerns
that had been addressed; and she also said the peaceful environment regarding the natural barrier was
one of the reasons that had attracted them to the area. She felt the traffic concern was already huge in
that area without adding more residents in the area. Also she felt there would be more noise and
activity. She was also concerned about the 6’ fence regarding privacy and the increased water runoff,
Could it be possible they might have to change the one way in and one way out regarding future
congestion. She also wondered where they would be connecting into Duke Energy regarding pink and
orange tags that had been put up in the area.

Mr. Wilson said the pink and orange tags were there because a surveyor had put them there and they
were not demarcations from utility companies.

Ms. Rosario said regarding the comment about the one way in and out of the development that Ms.
Johnson had made; she explained from what City Staff and Traffic Engineering had looked at that it
would not require a second entrance,

M:s. Brandy McKinney of 105 Windy Rush came forward and said she was not opposed to growth and
development in the City, but she was opposed to it happening in her back yard. She would like for the
petitioner to answer some of the earlier concerns regarding their neighborhood may begin to look like
the Sheffield Neighborhood does now because of heavy traffic, pricing, where homeowners had
moved out to seek less congested areas.

Mr. Wilson said he understood all the concerns, but as the proposed development related to density,
privacy, buffers, and traffic; that the applicant and developer would be restricted and governed by all
the current regulations as they proceeded through the approval process if it should be approved. He
also said at this point they cither met or exceeded all of the requirements regarding zoning and traffic.
Mr. Jared asked the applicant if he could address some of the concerns,

Mr, Beeson came forward again and said it was a vacant piece of property, and while they were
planning something that was a little more intense than the adjacent neighborhood, it would be less
intense than a higher use that could go on the property. A single-family town home property would
mesh well with the neighborhood. The 6’ fence barrier was not the only barrier that would be put in.
They would like for as much of the barrier to be saved as possible. He explained when they first came
in they would need to grade the site and clear for roads in order to get their site right, and also to make
sure that water would not impact the neighbors; and they would replant any trees that needed to be
planted to buffer. Regarding pricing, their builders do market studies and the current information said
they were not seeing this type of market rate housing in the area to sell for the main reason due to the
fact that there was not this type of housing in the area; but it was all part of their due diligence process
to look at the market. He had been at this for forty years, and he had never seen a product that was a
higher home price hurt something next door that was less expensive housing, Long term in his
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opinion, it would be a better outcome for their neighborhood because they would know what would be

" next door and it would be a nice quality market rate housing next door. They had not confirmed yet

how Duke Power would serve the development yet; but he said if Duke Power did not currently have a
right-of-way through any of the neighbor’s properties, they could not come over those properties to
serve them. He did say that Duke Power would not establish any new right-of-ways through any of
their yards. Regarding traffic, that putting in the new development would cause a little more traffic,
but not nearly as much as what could be put in the area regarding the current zoning, Regarding water,
they should help the situation, and they could not put any more water on to their lots than what they
already currently had. :

Ms. Rosario said right now it was a vacant parcel with a lot of nice trees, but with its current zoning it
was possible for a large office development to come very near to their properties. The proposed use
would be far less intrusive for the area than what could go there right now without needing to be
brought before the Planning Commission for approval, City Staff felt it would be good to have a high
market rate housing that would be well buffered, as opposed to what could go in there.

Mr. Scott Camp who spoke earlier came forward again and said he felt the applicant would take a
gamble to try and develop what was proposed in the area. Mr. Beeson said that Mr, Camp was correct,
but he was investing his own resources and money; and he felt it would be a good development for the

City.

Mrs. Cipolla came forward again and asked about saving some of the wooded area. Mr. Beeson
explained that they would not be taking all of the area.

Councilman Sterling Anderson of Council District 1 of the area, came forward and said he appreciated
what the Planning Commission did and what Mr. Beeson had done regarding the due diligence process
regarding the project. He said what he liked about the project was that it was a privately funded
development of individual townhomes; and that it was not in any way a government subsidized or
funded project. Mr. Anderson said he would definitely be opposed to the request if it was in any way
government funded or subsidized. He said there were traffic problem on Camelot Drive, and he felt
they needed to get with SCDOT to see what they could do about those concerns. Mr. Anderson said
from what he was hearing the Planning Commission would look at the request and then have it come
back before them before the final process.

Mr. Wilson, the Chair, explained to Councilman Anderson that the process was the Planning
Commission would either recommend approval or disapprove at tonight’s meeting and forward the
request to City Council. If City Council approved it at First and Second Reading, then it would be up
to the Developer to bring it back to the Planning Commission for approval of the Final Plans.

Councilman Anderson said he knew the developers and their reputations, and knew they did la great
job. He thought it would improve the area, but he did feet they needed to look at the traffic concerns
with the SCDOT.

Mr. Wilson asked if anyone else wished to speak in favor or against the request. No one else wished to
speak. Mr. Wilson closed the public hearing\ portion.

More Board Questions:

Mr. Epps had a question regarding the grading concerns expressed earlier by some of the residents in
the neighborhood regarding privacy so that the roof lines of the new project would not be towering
over their homes, Mr. Beeson explained it was a slab on grade with a drop down terrace to the next
pad. He said they had not done an actual grading plan yet. Mr. Neal Fogleman of Fant Reichert &
Fogleman, Inc., the Engineering and Surveying Group explained that process and compared to what
was existing now regarding they would only move the dirt to accomplish what they needed. It would
basically mirror what was out there now,

Mr. Wilson said again for members of the audience, that whatever happened at tonight’s meeting or at
City Council the developer would need to come back and provide more detailed plans and some of the
specifics that were raised at tonight’s meeting would be addressed if it was ultimately approved before
moving forward regarding meeting all necessary requirements.
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Planning Commission Deliberation:

Mr. Wilson made a motion to approve the rezoning request as presented from its current zoned LOD,
Limited Office District to the proposed LOD/PDD, Limited Office District, Planned Development
District, and he was seconded by Mr. Epps. The motion was approved by a vote of 3 to 0, with Mr.
Kinard abstaining.

Election of Chair and Vice-Chair for the 2016-2017 Fiscal Year of the Planning Commission

With not all members of the Planning Commission present; it was the consensus of the Board Members to
table the request to the next meeting. Mr. Wilson, the Chair, asked Mrs. Roland to send out an email
request to all the Board Members to submit their nominations for Chair and Vice-Chair for the 2016-2017
fiscal year; and she could then email those nominations to all the Board Members, in order for the Board
Members to be ready to vote at the next meeting.

Site and Landscape Plans Approved since the May 19, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting

None were approved.
City Council Updates Since Last Meeting. of Planning Commission on May 19, 2016

Mrs. Roland went over the City Council updates that pertained to the Planning Commission since the last
meeting on May 19, 2016 that were listed on the agenda.

Staff Announcements

¢ Mrs. Roland explained she gave all the Board Members a list of upcoming continued education
trainings.

¢ Mrs, Roland said Mr. Jenkins term would be up as of 6/30/16, and she asked if anyone knew of

someone that may want to serve on the Planning Commission to please let her know, and the Council
would hear the Board vacancies and reappointment requests soon.

Respectfully Submitted,
&/// %@// /

Jared Wilson, €hair

The meeting adjourned at 6:50 P.M.

Minutes by Julic Roland, Administrative Assistant
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