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City of Easley
Work Session
October 12, 2026

1.  CALL TO ORDER: 

Mayor Lisa Talbert called the meeting to order at 5:00pm.  All members were present.

2. [bookmark: _Hlk213338340][bookmark: _Hlk215748935]UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

A. Ordinance 2026-26: Mobile Food Vendors.  Amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance
Council reviewed Ordinance 2026-26 on second reading. It was clarified that the accessory dwelling unit provisions had been removed from the ordinance. City Planner Greg Gordos explained that the remaining amendments would revise standards relating to attached single-family dwellings/townhomes, short-term rentals, and signs.  Townhome Standards and Zoning: Attached single-family dwellings that were permitted by right in certain districts would become conditional uses. The change would apply in districts identified in the land-use chart, including GR-1, GR-2, and planned development districts; townhomes would remain prohibited in single-family districts such as R-10 and R-7.5.  Proposed conditions include minimum lot and building dimensions and a maximum impervious-surface allowance of 80% per individual lot. Staff explained that the remaining open area would generally provide front and rear yards, while development-wide open space and stormwater facilities would address broader drainage needs.  Council questioned whether the standards were sufficiently clear regarding rear parking, alley access, guest parking, setbacks, building configuration, and middle units within multi-unit townhome buildings.  Staff noted that revised setback requirements help prevent vehicles from extending into streets but agreed that mandatory language would be clearer than terms such as “encouraged.”
UDO Review and Possible Moratorium: Several council members expressed concern about recurring corrections and substantive amendments following adoption of the UDO. Concerns included unclear or inconsistent provisions, insufficient review time before adoption, omitted sign standards, and language described as difficult to administer or enforce.  Members discussed whether a temporary moratorium should be considered while the ordinance is comprehensively reviewed. Legal considerations were raised regarding the need for a reasonable basis and duration for any moratorium.  Mr. Gordos offered to conduct a section-by-section audit of the UDO and prepare a comprehensive draft identifying deficiencies, ambiguities, and recommended revisions. He estimated that a thorough review would require approximately three months.  Council requested that future review materials be delivered with sufficient lead time, preferably approximately 30 days before council action.  A member asked whether the second-reading vote on Ordinance 2026-26 could be postponed pending further review. It was confirmed that a motion would be required during the regular meeting.  Immediate Amendments and Staff Recommendation: Staff advised that certain corrections should not be delayed. Sign requirements omitted from the adopted UDO needed to be restored so that enforceable size standards would be available. Staff also stated that the proposed town-home dimensional standards would strengthen the current ordinance by requiring larger lots and building widths. The recommendation was to adopt the immediate tightening measures and then proceed with the comprehensive audit, recognizing that later revisions may still be necessary.  Sign Standards: Council questioned differences in allowable sign area among office-institutional, medical, and other commercial categories and asked whether a consistent percentage should be used.  Staff explained that the proposed ordinance restores standards from the prior city ordinance that were inadvertently omitted from the UDO. The maximum sign height would remain 15 feet.  Staff acknowledged that a future review could consider regulating signs by use rather than zoning district and could address hospitals, churches, home-based businesses, group signs, and shopping centers.  Because repeated variance requests may indicate that a standard needs revision, Council discussed recent requests for larger signs, including greater area and height.  Short-Term Rental Provision: Staff explained that the term “redacted” in the proximity provision indicates removal of the former requirement prohibiting short-term rentals within 300 feet of one another. The line remains as a reserved section to preserve the ordinance’s numbering, and no proximity requirement would remain.  Architectural Review and Neighborhood Character: Council discussed the status of a proposed architectural review board and the difficulty of recruiting and retaining members for a board responsible for subjective design decisions.  Members expressed differing views on balancing neighborhood character and architectural continuity with property owners’ ability to replace older homes with new construction.  Staff explained that zoning typically establishes baseline health, safety, and welfare requirements, while private covenants may impose additional aesthetic standards.  Staff stated that neighborhood-specific design regulation would require identifying and inventorying the area, evaluating historic characteristics, and potentially adopting a zoning or architectural overlay. Mill-village overlays used elsewhere in the Upstate were cited as a possible model.  The presiding officer indicated that staff could discuss steps toward establishing an architectural review board.

Ordinance 2026-27: Conveyance of Property Near 180 Glenwood Road
Council reviewed Ordinance 2026-27 authorizing the conveyance of approximately 0.034 acres of property near 180 Glenwood Road for infrastructure improvements. The property was identified on the displayed map as a small triangular parcel needed for a peanut-shaped roundabout. It was reported that the Fire Department had determined that loss of the small portion of the parcel would not create a burden on its operations. No further discussion.

3.    NEW BUSINESS: None.

With no other business, Councilwoman Chris Clark made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Councilman Bob Fedder.  The meeting concluded at 5:28pm.
								
_________________________________
								Mayor Lisa Talbert
ATTEST:
_________________________________
Jennifer Bradley, City Clerk
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