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Edgefield County  

Land Management Ordinance  

Steering Committee Meeting Agenda 
County Council Chambers 

February 25, 2020 

5:00 PM 
 

 

James Burt Franklin Gabriel James Oliver John Hare 

George Thornton Buddy Smith Arthur Biggs Kevin O’Gorman 

Brett McNeill James Johnson Tracy Freeman Charles Blackston 

 
This agenda may be modified at any time prior to or during the meeting described herein. A vote may be held on all 

agenda items. The meeting may begin after the advertised start time if a reasonable adjustment to the advertised start 

time is needed for any reason.  

 

I. Call to Order 

II. Invocation 

III. Approval of Agenda 

a. Approval of February 25, 2020 Steering Committee Meeting Agenda 

IV. Approval of Minutes 

a. Approval of January 28, 2020 Steering Committee Meeting Minutes 

V. Old Business 

a. Draft Chapter 2 Zoning Districts 

i. The consultant team has prepared a draft of new zoning districts, amended 

following Committee direction and community discussion. The consultant 

seeks Committee discussion, review, and approval on the proposed 

Chapter 2 Zoning Districts. 

VI. New Business 

a. Draft Zoning Map 

i. Staff has prepared a draft zoning map in coordination with the consultant 

team using the draft ordinance zoning categories. Staff and the consultant 

team seek Committee discussion, review, and feedback. 

VII. Adjournment 
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Edgefield County  

Land Management Ordinance  

Steering Committee Meeting Minutes 
County Council Chambers 

January 28, 2020 

5:00 PM 
 

 

 
The Edgefield County LMO Steering Committee Meeting was held on Tuesday January 28, 2020 at the Edgefield  

County Council Chambers at 225 Jeter Street in Edgefield at 5:00pm. Notice of the time date and agenda of this 

meeting was provided to The Edgefield Advertiser and others when requested. Any questions regarding the Steering 

Committee should be directed to the County’s Planner Kevin Singletary ksingletary@edgefieldcounty.sc.gov 

 

Members present: Burt, McNeill, Gabriel, Johnson, Oliver, Biggs, Freeman, O’Gorman, and 

Blackston 

 

Members Absent: Thornton, Smith, and Hare 

 

Staff present: Paradise, Clark, Singletary, and Wall 

 

I. Call to Order 

Burt called the meeting to order at 5:02 pm. 

II. Invocation 

Burt gave an invocation. 

III. Approval of Agenda 

a. Approval of January 28, 2020 Steering Committee Meeting Agenda 

Oliver made a motion to approve the January 28, 2020 agenda and 

Freemen seconded it. Vote carried 9-0. 

IV. Approval of Minutes 

a. Approval of November 19, 2019 Steering Committee Meeting Minutes 

McNeill made the motion to approve the November 19, 2019 Steering 

Committee Minutes and Oliver seconded it. Vote carried 9-0. 

 

b. Approval of December 17, 2019 Steering Committee Meeting Minutes 

Oliver made the motion to approve the December 17, 2019 Steering 

Committee Minutes and Freeman seconded it. Vote carried 9-0. 

V. Reports 

a. Public Information Q&A Meetings 

i. There will be two Public Information Q&A Meetings on the drafts of the 

LMO. The first meeting will be on February 10, 2020 at 7pm in the 

Sweetwater Community Center. The second meeting will be on February 

11, 2020 at 7pm in the County Council Chambers. 

 

mailto:ksingletary@edgefieldcounty.sc.gov
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Burt asked who takes care of the advertisement of the meetings and 

Singletary stated they have a press release prepared and will be getting it 

out shortly. 

 

VI. New Business 

a. Chapter Drafts 

i. The consultant team has prepared drafts of multiple chapters of the LMO. 

Paige Hatley will review these chapters for the Committee. The consultant 

team seeks discussion and comment on these drafts. 

 

Hatley briefly covered many of the background items that were being 

reviewed, edited, and drafted that were not major discussion points and 

not items likely to see significant change. Oliver asked if the items that 

were detailed in their packets would be discussed this evening, those items 

being chapter 2, Zoning Districts. Hatley confirmed that yes they would 

be, Ford would be reviewing that during the meeting. Paradise inquired 

that any changes were being reviewed so as to be compliant with State 

law/requirements. Hatley stated that was correct, and that was the top item 

in the drafting process. There was discussion how the consultant team and 

staff would coordinate on these elements, particularly as drafts are 

completed and in need of review. Following that discussion Hatley turned 

it back over to Burt, who then turned it over to Ford to discuss the next 

item zoning. 

 

b. Zoning 

i. The consultant team has prepared a draft of new zoning districts. John 

Ford will review these districts for the Committee. The consultant team 

seeks discussion and comment on these zoning districts. 

 

Ford said that Hatley talked about the procedures and permits but that’s 

not going to change much, he went on to say that the building codes would 

stay the same also but be maybe re-define and update the references. He 

started by stating the number of zoning categories, layers, and overlays the 

County currently has, that number being 9. He then broke down what 

categories these elements fell into. He said the six primary zoning 

categories are Agriculture, Residential, Commercial, industrial, Special 

Purpose, and Design Overlays. Stating the number of zoning categories, 

layers, and overlays the County currently has, that number being 9. He 

then broke down what categories these elements fell into. 3, 

rural/agricultural zonings, 0 residential zonings, 1 commercial zoning, 1 

industrial zoning, 1 planned development zoning, 2 compatibility 

overlays, 1 corridor overlays. Ford then compared this to what was present 

in their draft. 20 total elements broken down into, 2 rural/agricultural 

zonings, 4 residential zonings, 3 commercial zonings, 3 industrial zonings, 

2 planned development zonings, 2 compatibility overlays, 4 corridor 

overlays. 
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Having covered the existing zonings and their categories, and the ones in 

the draft and their categories Ford reviewed each item in the draft with the 

Committee. There was discussion with each item. For Rural Agricultural 

(RA) and Rural Conservation (RC) there was discussion how both limited 

minimum lot size to 5 acres, but in RA there was the possibility of 

allowing 1 acre lots. Ford stated this being for family land, where an 

individual wants to cut out a lot for family. Singletary also noted that this 

was to primarily not impacted farmers, who often have their home on a 

separate parcel, for tax purposes as the rest of their property is taxed 

agricultural. Singletary continued that in areas zoned RC, this would likely 

not be the case. Ford mentioned that it may be possible to combine these 

two.  

 

Next was discussed Residential Estate (RE). After Ford described Paradise 

asked if there was correlation between the “Residential Estate” land use in 

the land use map and this zoning. Ford stated that there was a correlation 

but not directly, that you would likely see this zoning significantly within 

that land use are, but this zoning may be present in areas of other land 

uses, and other zonings may be in in the “Residential Estate” land use 

areas. Residential Large Lot (RL) was the next to be covered. This zoning 

was identified as a buffer zoning by Ford between the rural and suburban, 

and likely a possible “holding” zoning for some parts of the county. Ford 

covered Residential Suburban (RS) next. He noted that this zoning would 

have different minimum lot size for those that would be developed with 

sewer or septic. 9,000sf being the minimum lot size with sewer, 11,500sf 

on septic, or larger if more is needed to perc. Oliver stated that 9,000sf 

was small. There was discussion about the relativity of lot sizes, density, 

and how high density is different for Edgefield County. It was discussed 

that it may be possible to merge RL and RS.  

 

Residential Village (RV) was the final of the residential zonings 

discussed. This was noted to be the highest density, 5,500sf minimum lot 

size, which could allow for multifamily, particularly townhome, duplexes, 

and triplexes. Ford mentioned how in some jurisdictions, in other states 

there were seeing zoning laws change, that made multifamily development 

of those types undeniable, mainly due to the housing crisis in those areas, 

something he did not think the County and this State would see, but 

possibly something to keep in mind. Ford noted that this zoning district 

could see some mixed use, and would have to be where sewer was 

available. Paradise inquired as to where multifamily such as apartments 

could be allowed. Ford stated that of the type he would expect to see in 

Edgefield County it could possible by in RV, but the commercial zonings 

may allow for it, as well as the planned development districts.  
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Ford next covered the commercial zonings, Light Service Commercial 

(LSC) and General Service Commercial (GSC). The major difference 

between the two would be that LSC would not allow for outdoor storage 

(any use that produced that, car lots, big box stores, etc.) and commercial 

that had window sales and outdoor sales, such as drive throughs and gas 

stations. The next zoning Ford covered was Light Transitional Office 

(LTO) which was identified as another buffer zoning. Ford noted that this 

one would be present where the characteristic was changing, in transition, 

and could provide commercial services in residential areas, such as 

doctor’s offices, and law offices. 

 

Ford then covered the industrial zonings, Light Industrial Manufacturing 

(LIM), General Industrial Manufacturing (GIM), and Agricultural 

Industrial (AGI). The primary difference between LIM and GIM was that 

GIM might allow for uses that would be more high impact, and protect 

areas with industrial potential. Extraction industries being permitted, 

which AGI also allowed. Singletary stated that it may be possible rather 

than creating conditions with certain zoning districts, to have development 

practice/standards/requirements for certain uses County wide, and then 

they be permitted in appropriate zoning districts. AGI could be combined 

into RA in this way. 

 

Ford then discussed special zoning districts. The first two were Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) and Planned Residential Development (PRD). 

The difference for the two being that the PUD would allow for and have 

commercial use requirements, whereas the PRD would be residential 

entirely or mostly in nature. These zoning districts being tools for when 

developers have a very specific vision of what they would like to develop, 

and the current zoning district does not make such a development possible. 

Ford also covered two special districts, that he believes can be better 

suited as overlays, if at all. These being Flood Hazard Protection (FHP) 

and Airport Compatibility Protection (ACP). Ford noted that in discussion 

with Hatley he believed that the FHP was not needed and that the 

environmental section of the ordinance should cover those elements. 

Paradise and Singletary discussed reviewing that and looking into it to 

insure that state requirements would be met. Ford concluded that the ACP 

was best suited as an overlay in proximity to the airport, and may be one 

of the few overlays to have impact on use. 

 

Ford then covered the overlay districts that they had identified. The 

Highway Overlay District (OHD), the Sweetwater Overlay District 

(OSW), the Martintown Overlay District (OMT), and the Town Edge 

Overlay District (OTE). Ford noted that each one of these would likely 

have “subareas” where what is appropriate in one part of the corridor in 

terms of design and aesthetics may not be in another. There was 

discussion about the two different areas of Sweetwater that would be 
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subareas. The cut off was determined to be where the tankers ended, the 

line being the old rail line that Sweetwater crossed. The western side being 

“pastoral” and the eastern side being “transition”. 

 

The Committee discussed further on the items they had, and also covered 

what comments and discussion they anticipated from the public at the 

Q&A sessions. Once discussion was concluded the meeting adjourned. 

 

VII. Adjournment 

   Johnson made the motion to adjourn and Oliver seconded it. 

   Thornton adjourned the meeting at 6:28pm 


