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City of Clemson 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Monday, July 8, 2024 

6:00 p.m. 

 

MINUTES 

 

The City of Clemson Planning Commission met in open session in the Council Chambers in City 

Hall, 1250 Tiger Boulevard, Clemson, SC. 

 
Members present: Herb Tyler (Chair), Greg Rice (Vice-Chair), John Crolley, Matthew 

Corontzes, Frederick Burton, and Jennifer Thackston.  

 

Members Absent: Tanya Hyatt 

 

Staff present: Nathan Woods, Director of Planning and Development; Art Holbrooks, City 

Planner; Jacob Peabody, Zoning Administrator; Aaron O’Kelley, IT Department; Kelly Roach, 

Recording Secretary. 

 

The meeting was livestreamed and recorded on YouTube.  

 

1. Call to Order: 

 

Mr. Tyler called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. He introduced the Commission members 

and City staff, and then spoke about the planning process and encouraged citizens to 

participate in the comprehensive plan survey. 

 

2. Public Session (0:7:36) 

 

Mr. Tyler called for Mr. Rice to conduct the Public Session. 

 

Mr. Eric Newton, 107 Sloan Street, Suite 3E, Clemson, thanked the City for bringing back 

the fireworks for the Fourth of July celebration.  

 

Ms. Elaine Richardson, 301 Edgewood Avenue, Clemson, expressed her concerns with the 

Comprehensive Plan workshops and survey, stating that they offered the public too little 

opportunity for input. She also asked for an update on how citizens might get involved;  

Mr. Woods replied that the link to the survey was on the banner of the City’s website, and 

noted that blast emails and trash can hangers had also been used. He also said that he and 

Mr. Tyler were planning to conduct neighborhood meetings.  

 

Mr. Robert Lee, 113 Pressley Drive, Clemson, expressed concerns about the City Council 

and City boards complying with state requirements.   

 

Ms. Gay Ferree-Eitenmiller, 210 Strawberry Lane, Clemson, stated that she and her parents 

felt the City did not need more student housing, and that any additional should be located 

on campus. 
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Mr. Rice called for any comments submitted through the My Civic app or by email; there 

were none. The public session was closed.  

 

3. Adoption of Minutes (0:19:30) 

 

a. June 10, 2024 - Regular Meeting  

 

Mr. Tyler called for proposed edits to the draft minutes; there were none.  

 

Mr. Tyler called for a motion. Mr. Burton made a motion to approve the minutes of the 

May 13, 2024 meeting as presented; Mr. Corontzes seconded the motion. Mr. Tyler called 

for a vote by a show of hands; there was no opposition. The motion was unanimously 

approved by a 6-0 vote.   

 

4.  Action Items (0:04:11) 

 

a. RZNE-000272-2024 Proposed Map Amendment (Cambridge Parcels)  

 

Mr. Eric Newton, agent for the property owners, presented the requested amendment.  

As proposed, three parcels of land (TMP# 4064-09-07-3032, 4064-09-07-1065, 4064-09-

07-0278) fronting on Cambridge Drive would be rezoned from R-20 Single Family 

Residential District to RM-3 Multi-family Residential District. Mr. Newton noted that if 

the rezoning was approved, the subject properties could be available to develop for a 

higher and better use. (See Attachment #1) 

 

Mr. Tyler called for comments from members of the public. 

 

Mr. Mike Nebesky, 201 Wescott Drive, Clemson, expressed concerns with existing 

infrastructure and the increase in traffic development of the parcels would add.  

 

Mr. Robert Kendrick, 211 Monaco Circle, Clemson, addressed expected impacts that the 

increased density would have on quality of life. (See Attachment #2) 

 

Mr. Jeremy Vinson, 205 Prince Reiner Drive, Clemson, said he disagreed with comments 

made by Mr. Newton regarding multi-family housing being the best option for the 

property, noting concerns with increased stromwater runoff and increased traffic. 

 

Ms. Elaine Richardson, 301 Edgewood Avenue, Clemson, said the proposal threatened 

adjacent single-family neighborhoods, and requested the Planning Commission deny it.   

 

Mr. Fran McGuire, 103 Rippleview Drive, Clemson, said the proposal failed to comply 

with the comprehensive plan, and said he believed it would be detrimental to 

neighborhood character, safety, and integrity.  
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Mr. Keith Rockow, 213 Wescott Drive, Clemson, said the proposal threatened the 

adjacent neighborhood.  

 

Mr. Marty Gawlas, 300 Pershing Avenue, Clemson, stated worries about traffic and noise 

resulting from the future development of the properties if rezoned. 

 

Mr. Brad Spink, 504 Southington Court, Greer, stated that he was the property owners’ 

realtor, and said that if the property was not rezoned, it would be listed for sale. 

 

Mr. Russ Rourk, 203 Prince Rainier Drive, Clemson, said he disagreed with Mr. 

Newton’s statement that Cambridge Drive is a transition area from commercial to multi-

family. He also asked for clarification regarding a non-owner of property being able to 

request a zoning change; Mr. Woods responded that it requires consent from the owner. 

 

Mr. Frank Beacham, 302 Wescott Drive, Clemson, stated that he had sent a letter to the 

Commissioners requesting the proposal be denied.  

 

Ms. Mary Morrison, 200 Wescott Drive, Clemson, expressed concerns with increased 

traffic and disruption of the community.    

 

Mr. David Haile, 202 Prince Rainer Drive, Clemson, expressed concerns with runoff, 

increased traffic, setbacks, and the impact on the welfare of the community.  

 

Mr. Robert Lee, 113 Pressley Drive, Clemson, stated he was not either in support or 

against the proposed rezoning, but encouraged long-range thinking.  

 

Following the conclusion of the public comment session, Mr. Tyler recognized 

individuals that had submitted comments prior to the meeting.  He then called again for 

additional comments. 

 

Mr. David Haile was recognized again. He asked for clarification on whether the R-20 

District zoning setbacks were the same throughout the City; Mr. Woods responded that 

the setbacks would be the same in every R-20 neighborhood. 

 

Mr. Newton then addressed some of the concerns about engineering and stormwater 

issues, and noted the buffering and screening requirements in the RM-3 District. He also 

said that he favored the possibility of the installation of sidewalks along the length of 

Cambridge Drive. 

 

Ms. Nanda Edgerton, 213 Charleston Street, Clemson, was recognized. She expressed 

concerns with Mr. Spink’s statement about the property being sold to someone else; Mr. 

Tyler replied that he felt that the intent was to be sure the Commissioners were aware of 

the property owners’ intention to sell.  

 

Mr. Tyler closed the public session.  He then called for comments from the Commission.  
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Mr. Burton stated that he had conducted a site visit and had a number observations and 

comments. He requested they be attached to the minutes for the record.  (See Attachment 

#3) 

 

Mr. Crolley asked Mr. Newton if he could justify the proposed rezoning for any reason 

other than supply and demand; Mr. Newton stated that failure to allow smaller projects 

by local developers creates a situation where national builders will be attracted to develop 

larger projects. 

 

Mr. Rice stated that he felt he needed more information, and didn’t feel comfortable 

voting. After brief discussion it was decided to schedule a work session on the matter.  

 

Mr. Tyler called for a motion. Mr. Rice made a motion to table the matter until a 

workshop was held; Mr. Burton seconded the motion. Mr. Tyler called for a vote by show 

of hands; there was no opposition. The motion was unanimously approved by a 6-0 show 

of hands.   

 

5. Advisory Items (2:04:53) None 

 

6. Discussion Items (2:05:01)  

 

a. Additional Discussion of Bonding for Commercial Space in Mixed-Use Buildings 

 

Mr. Peabody briefed the Commission on the matter.  He stated that in an effort to 

facilitate the occupancy of new commercial space in mixed-use project, staff 

recommended adding a conditional use standard requiring developers post a bond in an 

amount equal to 150% of the estimated cost of building out the unfinished commercial 

space remaining at the time of the issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the 

residential component of the project. (See Attachment #4). 

 

      Discussion followed. Among the topics addressed were: 

 

 Clarifying the term ‘certificate of occupancy’  

 Verifying legal and technical issues of bond expiration  

 

Following discussion, Mr. Peabody stated that staff would make the identified changes 

and bring it back as an action item at the next meeting.  

 

b. Maximum Front Setbacks and Parking Location Requirements in CP-2 District  

 

Mr. Peabody provided the Commission an overview of the matter (See Attachment #4). 

He said that staff had found that the front setback requirements of the CP-2 District left 

so little space available that drive-through lanes, required trees, and other items were 

often difficult to fit in.  As a result, staff recommended removing the maximum setback 

for the district.  Additionally, Mr. Peabody stated that district parking location 
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requirements made it impossible for those businesses situated adjacent to Lake Hartwell 

to be oriented to the lake. 

 

Discussion followed. Among the topics addressed was the method of determining the 

front of a business. Following discussion, staff was instructed to bring the matter back at 

the next meeting as an action item.  

 

c.  Bufferyard and Screening Requirements 

 

Mr. Peabody briefed the Commission on the matter, stating the he believed proper buffers 

are a major key to making commercial uses and townhomes work with single-family 

residences. He then provided an overview of edits he was proposing to make to the 

bufferyard requirements in City zoning requirements (See attachment #5) 

 

Discussion followed. Among the topics addressed were: 

 

 Impact of elevation changes on buffer size 

 Buffer types 

 Non-conforming commercial or residential uses 

 

Following discussion, Mr. Peabody stated that he would next present the matter to the 

Board of Architectural Review to get their input, and then bring it back to the Commission 

for additional discussion and possible consideration.  

  

7. Staff Reports (2:45:33) 

 

Mr. Holbrooks informed the Commission of the administrative approval of a 3-lot Simple 

Lot Subdivision situated on Ridgeview Drive and Rock Creek Road.   

 

Mr. Woods asked the Commissioners if they would be interested in receiving a briefing 

from the Stormwater Manager on the stormwater review and approval process. 

Commission members indicated their approval of a briefing.  

 

Mr. Woods also stated that he would conduct a series of neighborhood meetings related to 

the ongoing re-write of the comprehensive plan, and asked commissioners to continue to 

get the word out about participating in the process. 

 

8. Other Items (2:56:52) 

 

a. Planning Commission Representation at Council Meetings – none;  

 

b. Future Workshops and Other Events – none. 

 

9. Adjourn (1:06:26) 
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Mr. Tyler called for a motion to adjourn. Mr. Rice made a motion to adjourn; Mr. Burton 

seconded the motion. Mr. Tyler called for a vote by a show of hands; the motion passed 

unanimously by a 6-0 vote.   

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.   

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Kelly Roach, Recording Secretary 
 

These minutes are in draft format and subject to change until approval by the City of Clemson 

Planning Commission.  
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Attachment #1 
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Attachment #2 
Robert Kendrick Comments 
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Attachment #3 
Frederick Burton Observations/Comments 
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Attachment #4 
Discussion Item Notes 
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