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The meeting will be broadcasted live on the County’s YouTube channel, which can be found on the 

County’s website at www.oconeesc.com. 
Rev. 07/2025 

BOARD MEMBERS 

John Eagar, Chairman, At-Large Jim Henderson, District 1 

Gwen Fowler, District 2 Bill Gilster, District 3 

Jason Cox, District 4 Chad Overholt, District 5 
Wayne McCall, At-Large 

 
AGENDA 

Monday, September 28th – 6:00 PM 
Oconee County Council Chambers 

 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Approval of Minutes: July 27th, 2026 meeting 
 

3. Brief statement about rules and procedures 
 
 

4. Appeal APA26-000004 – Appeal by Paul Bitterman of the Planning Director's 
zoning verification letter for TMS #219-00-01-019 and #219-00-01-071, with an 
address of 140 Speedway Dr, determining that a motocross, racetrack, 
speedway, or similar motorized racing facility is not a permitted use in the TRD 
(Traditional Rural District) zoning district. 
 

5. Variance VA26-000008 - TMS #302-00-01-130, with an address of 175 Kids 
Ln, Seneca, SC 29678; Dawson S Hendricks seeks relief from Sec. 38-10.2 
regarding the required front and side setback for a shop. 
 

6. Variance VA26-000009 – TMS #121-00-02-092, with an address of 2253 
Pickens Hwy, West Union, SC 29696, Cliff Powell of Powell Real Estate on 
behalf of Robert Litzenberger seeks relief from Sec. 38-10.2 regarding the 
required front setback to build a shop. 
 

 
7. Adjourn  

 
 

http://www.oconeesc.com/
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BOARD MEMBERS 

John Eagar, Chairman, At-Large Jim Henderson, District 1 
Gwen Fowler, District 2 Bill Gilster, District 3 
Jason Cox, District 4 Chad Overholt, District 5 
Wayne McCall, At-Large 

STAFF 

DeAnn Hester 

MEMBERS ABSENT 

Wayne McCall 

MINUTES 

Monday, July 27, 2026 - 6:00 PM 

Oconee County Council Chambers 

 

1. Call to Order - Mr. Eagar called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM. 
 

2. Election of Secretary – A motion was made to appoint DeAnn Hester as Secretary; 
seconded. The motion was approved unanimously. 

 

3. Motion to approve the minutes from February 23, 2026 - Motion made to approve; 
seconded. The motion was approved. 

 

4. Brief statement about rules and procedures - Mr. Eagar outlined the proceedings of the 
meeting going forward: 

 

• The applicant will provide a presentation regarding the need for the variance for 5 
minutes, with the Board having the ability to grant more time if needed. 

• The Board will ask questions after each presenter. 
• Staff will address any additional issues. 

• Citizen comments will be allowed for a period of 3 minutes each, with the Board 
requesting that speakers not repeat what others have said but instead concur or 
state other facts not previously presented. 

• There will be an applicant rebuttal period if necessary. 
• The Board will ask any further questions before deliberations. 
• Once the Board begins deliberations, there will be no further input from the floor. 

The Board will vote on four findings, and a negative vote on any one finding requires 
denial of the variance or special exception. 

 
5. Variance Application VA26-000003 –  

Multi Lake Real Property Holding LLC / EB Investments requests relief from the setback 
requirement to split an existing duplex along the firewall pursuant to Section 38-10.2. TMS 
316-00-01-164; Address: 111 and 113 Shenandoah Drive, Westminster, SC. 

Applicant Comments: 

• Sherry Howard appeared on behalf of the owner and explained that the existing 
duplex was constructed with a separation wall and is proposed to be divided into 
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two separately owned or separately conveyable dwelling units. She stated the units 
were intended to remain rental properties. 

• Ms. Howard stated that an inspection identified the need to separate the water 
service and that arrangements had been made to complete that work. 

Staff comments: 

• Ms. Hester explained that the structure was permitted as a duplex, but the submitted 
building plans and subsequent inspection indicated that it had been constructed with 
a two-hour separation wall consistent with the proposed division. 

• Staff noted that electric and sewer service were separate, but the water service was 
not yet separately metered. Staff recommended that any approval be conditioned on 
completion and verification of separate water service before the division is finalized. 

Public comment: None 

Applicant rebuttal: None 

Board Questions/ Discussion: 

• The Board discussed the difference between duplex and townhouse construction, the 
purpose of the two-hour fire separation, the timing of the variance request, and the 
setback relief necessary to divide the existing structure along the common wall. 

Consideration of VA26-000003: 

I. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece 
of property: 

1. Motion – Motion made a in the affirmative, seconded. No discussion  

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

II. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity: 

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded.  No Discussion  

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

III. Because of these conditions, the application of this chapter to the particular piece of 
property would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the 
property. 

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded.  No discussion.   

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

      

IV. The authorization of a variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent uses 
or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be harmed by the 
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granting of the variance.   

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded. No Discussion. Opposed 

2. Vote  

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

V. Mr. Eagar asked - Based on the evidence presented to the Board, do I hear a motion that 
the proposed variance be approved subject to separation of the water service and 
confirmation that separate water service has been completed. 

1. Motion –Motion made in the affirmative; seconded.  
2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 
5 0 

 

Mr. Eagar noted that the variance request was approved subject to the stated condition. 

 

6. Variance Application VA26-000005 –  
Kathy D. Martin requests relief from the side setback requirement for an existing building 
pursuant to Section 38-10.2. TMS 324-00-01-019; Address: 354 Mill Creek Road, 
Westminster, SC. 

Applicant Comments: 

• Kathy Martin explained that a recent survey revealed that an existing structure 
extends onto adjoining property. She and the adjoining property owner propose an 
exchange of land to correct the property-line condition, but the structure will remain 
within the required setback after the boundary adjustment. 

• Ms. Martin stated that the condition dates back many decades and was discovered 
after the property was surveyed following probate. 

Staff comments: 

• Staff stated that the request was intended to correct a longstanding existing 
condition and that there was no practical boundary adjustment that would both 
straighten the property line and fully provide the current setback without creating 
irregular property lines. 

Public comment: 

• Mr. Griffith, representing the adjoining property interest, confirmed the proposed land 
swap and stated that he had no objection provided the land exchange proceeds as 
described. 

Applicant rebuttal: NA 

Board Questions/ Discussion: 

• The Board discussed the age of the existing improvements, the survey that revealed 
the encroachment, the proposed equal land exchange, and the fact that the variance 
would remain necessary after the property line is adjusted. 
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Consideration of VA26-000005: 

V. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece 
of property: 

1. Motion – Motion made a in the affirmative, seconded. No discussion  

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

VI. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity: 

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded.  No Discussion  

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

VII. Because of these conditions, the application of this chapter to the particular piece of 
property would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the 
property. 

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded.  No discussion.   

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

      

VIII. The authorization of a variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent uses 
or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be harmed by the 
granting of the variance.   

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded. No Discussion. Opposed 

2. Vote  

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

V.  Mr. Eagar asked - Based on the evidence presented to the Board, do I hear a motion 
that the proposed variance be approved. 

3. Motion –Motion made in the affirmative; seconded.  

4. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

Mr. Eagar noted that the variance request was approved. 

 

7. Variance Application VA26-000006 –  
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LB Commercial Property Services, on behalf of EM Hartwell LLC, requests relief from the 
side and rear setback requirements for an addition to an existing home pursuant to 
Section 38-10.2. TMS 334-03-01-085; Address: 105 Sherry Lane, Fair Play, SC 29643. 

Applicant Comments: 

• Jeff Burnett, applicant and general contractor, explained that the owner proposes to 
replace or improve an existing deck area with a covered porch/addition. The existing 
house and deck predate the current setback requirements. 

• Mr. Burnett stated that the owner also owns the adjoining lot and that the proposed 
work would not affect neighboring lake views. He stated the project would remain 
outside the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers property line. 

Staff comments: 

• Ms. Hester noted that the side setback issue could potentially be addressed by 
combining the commonly owned lots, but recommended that any variance approval 
require an as-built survey when the foundation is set so the approved location is 
documented before construction proceeds further. 

• Staff also noted that the house predates the current zoning setbacks and is therefore 
an existing nonconforming structure; the variance is required because of the 
proposed addition. 

Public comment: NA 

Applicant rebuttal: NA 

Board Questions/ Discussion: 

• The Board discussed the extent of the encroachment into current side and rear 
setbacks, the location of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers line, common ownership 
of the adjoining lot, possible future separation of the lots, and the timing of the as-
built survey. 

 

Consideration of VA26-000006: 

IX. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece 
of property: 

1. Motion – Motion made a in the affirmative, seconded. No discussion  

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

X. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity: 

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded.  No Discussion  

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

XI. Because of these conditions, the application of this chapter to the particular piece of 
property would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the 



OCONEE COUNTY 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
415 S. Pine St. Walhalla, SC 29691 

864.638.4218 
OconeeSC.com 

planninginfo@oconeesc.com 

 

 
 

property. 

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded.  No discussion.   

2. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

      

XII. The authorization of a variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent uses 
or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be harmed by the 
granting of the variance.   

1. Motion – Motion made in the affirmative, seconded. No Discussion. Opposed 

2. Vote  

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

V.  Mr. Eagar asked - Based on the evidence presented to the Board, do I hear a motion 
that the proposed variance be approved. 

5. Motion –Motion made in the affirmative; seconded.  

6. Vote 

In-favor Opposed 

5 0 

 

Mr. Eagar noted that the variance request was approved subject to the stated condition. 

 
8. Adjourn - Motion made; seconded. Approved by all members voting. 
























































































































































