Jasper County Planning Commission 

358 Third Avenue

Ridgeland, SC 29936

843-717-3650 phone

843-726-7707 fax

Minutes of the September 15, 2009

Regular Scheduled Meeting

Members Present: Chairman Kim Thomas, Dr. Bostick, Ms. Juanita White, Mr. Alex Pinckney, Mr. Bill Young and Mr. Theo Drayton.
Members Absent: Ms. Courtney Flexon.
Staff Present: Mr. David Jirousek and Lisa Lamb.

Others Present: Councilman Henry Etheridge.
Call to Order: Chairman Thomas brought the meeting to order at approximately 6:45 pm.

Invocation & Pledge of Allegiance: Invocation was given by Mr. Pinckney. The Pledge of Allegiance was done in unison.

Approval of Agenda:  Dr. Bostick motioned to accept the agenda as published, seconded by Ms. White. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.

Approval of August 11, 2009 Minutes: Mr. Pinckney motioned to approve the minutes as written, seconded by Mr. Young. There was some discussion about which Planning Commissioner seconded the motion to approve the minutes of July 14, 2009. It was decided that Mr. Drayton was the member that seconded that motion. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. 

New Business
A. Zoning Map Amendment: Honey Hill Subdivision: Mr. Jirousek explained that the Property Owners Association (POA) of Honey Hill approached him approximately a month ago about re-zoning the entire subdivision to Rural Preservation. He showed the Commission a map of the subdivision. He pointed out that the lots are between two (2) and twenty-five (25) acres and this subdivision is very rural in nature. It is more of the intent of rural preservation instead of the true suburban residential subdivision. The Honey Hill POA discussed this at their meeting August 3, 2009 and the minutes of that meeting have been included in the Planning Commission packages. The POA sent an email to all of the land owners in their subdivision and there have been no emails, phone calls or correspondence in opposition. The POA feels that changing the zoning would be a benefit to them especially with the new accessory structure ordinance, which should receive final reading at Monday’s Council meeting. Staff concurs with the POA. This is a joint request by the POA and staff since we don’t have every land owner’s signature.

Dr. Bostick asked if there are any negative draw backs to changing the zoning. Mr. Jirousek stated no, except for the rear setbacks in the rural preservation zone, which is one hundred feet (100’). Staff feels that this particular setback requirement is too excessive and discussion of that is the next item on the agenda. Mr. Jirousek stated that he has spoken to the Honey Hill POA about the rear setback requirement. He also explained that staff looked at some common planning practices and usually the front and rear setbacks are similar to each other. He also stated that if we aren’t able to reduce the rear setback to twenty five feet (25’), which is what is being proposed, the Honey Hill POA may not be so inclined to have the zoning changed. Dr. Bostick asked since all of the landowners have not signed off on this request, does it include the majority of the property owners. Mr. Jirousek explained that the POA sent out notices to all of the property owners and they did not receive any opposition. He also explained that Honey Hill’s covenants and restrictions prevent it from being any more dense of a subdivision and their covenants are more in-line with the Rural Preservation (RP) district instead of the Residential (R) district. 
Mr. Young asked if most of the lots have been sold or is there still a good many belonging to the original land owner. Mr. Jirousek stated that he believes most of the lots have been sold. Ms. Lamb explained that at least fifty-one percent (51%) of the lots have been sold since the POA has been established. Chairman Thomas pointed out that the Honey Hill minutes read “emails were sent to all property owners but they did not receive any responses, emails or phone calls back”. Mr. Pinckney stated that he is skeptical because he wonders how many of the people who received emails know the difference between the R zone and the RP zone. He pointed out that uses are allowed in the RP zone that isn’t allowed in the R zone. He thinks the applicants should be here tonight to see this application through and that they should of brought their constituents with them. Ms. White asked if this application is being submitted by the Association. Mr. Jirousek stated yes. He stated that he met with William Barnier, who is the President of the Association and about eight (8) other residents of that community approximately a month and a half ago. Ms. White stated that this application was probably done in an official meeting and the property owners that were absent were notified so she thinks this is a resolution coming from the property owners and she believes this application has been handled correctly. Mr. Pinckney asked about the properties adjacent to the subdivision and how are they zoned. Mr. Jirousek stated that the properties to the west are zoned Residential, the property to the east is the Town of Ridgeland’s Planned Development  and the properties to the north and south are zoned Residential and Rural Preservation. He pointed out that the main difference in the zoning is the lot size requirement, a half-acre vs. one acre. He also pointed out that the covenants do not allow them to further subdivide so they will not benefit from the lot size requirement. Once the Accessory Structure Ordinance is passed it will give them more flexibility with horse barns and sheds depending on their lot size. Ms. White stated that that she feels by changing the zoning the property owners will have more flexibility to utilize their property and they are all located within a subdivision. She does not feel that this would have a negative impact on properties adjacent to the subdivision.
Ms. White motioned to forward this application to Council with a favorable recommendation, seconded by Mr. Young. Dr. Bostick asked if there were uses allowed in the RP zone that would not be allowed in the R zone, which a neighbor may find offensive. Mr. Pinckney pointed out that some animals are allowed in the RP zone that is not allowed in the R zone. Chairman Thomas pointed out that this subdivision is known for allowing horses and several property owners have horses. Mr. Pinckney asked when did this subdivision become zoned as Residential and if this was a result of the 2007 re-zoning, also what was their previous zoning. Lisa explained that these properties were zoned R when Jasper County adopted the 2007 Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map and prior to that they were zoned Restricted Development. Mr. Jirousek asked to remove one of the lots from the proposed ordinance since it is already zoned RP because the lot is over 25 acres. Ms. White amended her motion to exclude the said parcel, Mr. Young seconded the motion. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
B. Zoning Text Amendment; Rear Setback for Rural Preservation: Mr. Jirousek explained that this is a proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance to have the rear setback reduced in the Rural Preservation (RP) Zone. He pointed out that staff has identified the rear setback in the RP zone as being too restrictive. The current rear setback is one hundred feet (100’) for residential and one hundred-twenty-five feet (125’) for non-residential. General zoning practices show that a less restrictive setback is appropriate and can still protect health, safety and welfare. Staff recommends reducing this setback to twenty five feet (25’) for residential and fifty feet (50’) setback for non-residential. Mr. Pinckney motioned to forward this proposed ordinance to Council with a favorable recommendation, seconded by Ms. White. Dr. Bostick asked what does non-residential mean. Mr. Jirousek explained that non-residential could be a barn or any type of accessory structure. The commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
C. New Road Name; Polly Hill: Mr. Jirousek explained that this is a new road name request. The applicant is requesting that an unnamed road be named Polly Hill. The applicant resides on this road, which is located off of Old Bailey Loop. The proposed Polly Hill is a privately maintained road and according to the applicant it serves ten (10) homes. It is in accordance with the Jasper County Land Development Regulations (LDR) and Emergency Services has approved the road name. Mr. Young stated that this road looks like it goes through several properties and doesn’t follow property lines; he asked Mr. Jirousek if that is correct. Mr. Jirousek stated that is correct and that he believes this is more of a shared drive rather than a true road but Emergency Services felt that this would be a better way to serve the residents in case of an emergency making it easier to find the residents that live further back. 
Mr. Young pointed out that the Commission had discussed in the past having private roads or drives designated by their name but being called “Drive”. Chairman Thomas reminded staff when the board discussed designating private roads as drives; they also discussed possibly using blue street signs rather than green signs in an effort to distinguish between a county or state road and a private road. Mr. Jirousek suggested inviting EMS to come to the next meeting to answer questions regarding the naming of roads. Chairman Thomas thought that would be very helpful since they have also had questions in the past. Ms. White stated that she thought it would be very helpful to have private maintained roads referred to as “Drive” and using different colored signs to distinguish the difference. She pointed out that the board is only making suggestions to pass on to Emergency Services and thinks this would be helpful to everyone in the County. Mr. Pinckney pointed out that this is a new road name and according to the ordinance a right of way should be deeded to the County and a certificate on file. He asked if this is just a verbal thing. Ms. White pointed out that this is not a county road and the County will not maintain the road. It is just being named for purposes of Emergency Services and this is one reason she thinks it ought to be referred to as a “Drive” and have a different colored sign. Mr. Pinckney stated that what he is referring to is that the property owners in the back, once they purchased the land they should have been given an easement to cross over other people’s land and that easement should be recorded. Chairman Thomas asked if the addresses of the residents which access the proposed Polly Hill road will change. Mr. Jirousek stated that he would think so. Dr. Bostick made a motion to forward this application to Council with a favorable recommendation since it has met all of the requirements, seconded by Mr. Drayton. The Commission voted five (5) in favor of the motion (Bostick, Drayton, Young, White, and Thomas) and one (1) opposed to the motion (Pinckney).   
D. New Road Name; Addison Drive: Mr. Jirousek explained that this petition is a new road name request. This is an unnamed road, which is privately maintained. The applicant requests that the road be named Addison Drive. The applicant resides on this road, which is located off of Dasher Road. This road serves as access to two (2) homes. The applicant is paralyzed and Emergency Services feels that in case of emergency it would be easier for them to find the home if the road is named. This request is in accordance with the LDR and has been approved by Emergency Services. Staff recommends approval of this road name request. Dr. Bostick asked Mr. Jirousek to point out the road, which he did. Dr. Bostick motioned to forward this application to Council with a favorable recommendation, seconded by Ms. White. The Commission voted unanimously to approve the motion.  
Old Business

A. Zoning Ordinance Amendment; Signs: Mr. Jirousek explained that this is a proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance to regulate signs. Ms. White stated that in previous discussions of this ordinance she noticed that there has been no one from the sign industries present at the meetings and she asked if they have been notified. Mr. Jirousek stated that he has been in contact with Adams Outdoor Advertising but they have not been following up on any of these proposals. Mr. Jirousek explained that there have been changes made to this draft pertaining to sandwich board signs and portable signs. There have also been some staff initiated changes, mainly to the definitions that he would like to review with the Commissioners. He explained that he wanted to make sure that each sign which was discussed in the ordinance had a definition. He also explained that the definitions were taken directly from a development definition handbook. He went through the list of signs that were added to the definitions. 
Mr. Jirousek pointed out that sandwich board signs were moved to signs not requiring a permit in Section 15:3. He went over that requirement and asked the Commissioners if that addressed their concerns. The Commissioners were happy with the requirements for the sandwich board signs. Mr. Drayton asked about produce signs on the side of the highway and where they fit into this ordinance. Mr. Pinckney explained that all of those signs are illegal because by state guidelines they are not supposed to be in the road right-of-way. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that searchlight display signs, bench signs and inflatable signs have been added to the list of prohibited signs. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the portable signs have been added to the temporary sign section. Mr. Pinckney asked how this proposed ordinance corresponds with the City of Hardeeville’s sign regulations. Mr. Jirousek stated that it is in line with the City’s, with the exception of this ordinance being a little more restrictive in regards to digital billboards. He also stated that this is a very standard sign ordinance. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that hanging signs have been added to freestanding signs and that additional requirements from the table regarding free standing signs have been revised to make clearer. Mr. Pinckney asked if the signs are checked to make sure that they are structurally sound. Mr. Jirousek pointed out page ten (10) of this ordinance, under submission of requirements reads; any sign that exceeds thirty-six (36) square feet requires written certification from a registered S.C. Engineer or Architect that the sign is structurally sound and safe. Mr. Pinckney motioned to forward this sign ordinance to Council with a favorable recommendation for approval, seconded by Mr. Drayton. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
B. Zoning Ordinance Amendment; Riparian Buffers: Mr. Jirousek explained that this proposed ordinance is staff initiated and after speaking to one of our Engineering Consultants, Tony Maglione with ATM, staff decided to hold this back from taking to the County Council since the Planning Commission’s approval last month because there were some changes that needed to be made to the proposed ordinance regarding the Riparian Buffers. Mr. Jirousek reminded the Commissioners that staff presented this proposed ordinance last month because the requirement for the riparian buffer was excessively restrictive. The current ordinance places a blanket fifty foot (50’) buffer from all water bodies and wetlands for all development. He explained that the original thought was to lessen restriction on isolated wetlands; this ordinance has been revised to be consistent with the minimum State and Federal regulations for tidelands and all types of wetlands. Instead of having a fifty foot (50’) blanket buffer requirement staff has added the following statement: The Buffer requirement may be waived if an applicant provides an OCRM land disturbance permit and/or an approved wetland mitigation plan as part of a PDD, Subdivision or Development Plan submittal. This was added to provide flexibility for an applicant who works with the state to reduce the buffer requirement or have the buffer requirement waived. Staff has also added an average buffer width to provide the same flexibility that the state allows. He pointed out one definition that has been added to the ordinance and he also pointed out that the other definitions had been revised a little. He went over the Riparian Buffer Table and explained the average buffer width requirement. He pointed out that the buffer width requirements were consistent with State and Federal regulations. 

Chairman Thomas asked that OCRM be spelled out the first time in the ordinance. Mr. Pinckney asked if staff has received any complaints about the fifty foot (50’) buffer. Mr. Jirousek explained that there have not been any complaints, staff just noticed that it was excessively restrictive and that we did have some folks who wanted to seek a variance. Mr. Pinckney stated that he has spoken to a professional at Clemson University about Riparian Buffer setbacks and that it is an advantage to the citizens of Jasper County because the closer you build to the water body the more contaminated the water ways become. Chairman Thomas explained what brought this subject up was that if you have a water front house you have to stay fifty feet (50’) away from that water body but if you have just a spot of wet area you also have to stay fifty feet (50’) away from that as well. Mr. Pinckney stated that he thought instead of just placing a certain number on the buffer requirement maybe it should be a case by a case basis. Chairman Thomas explained that OCRM requires a fifty foot (50’) buffer from water bodies and you wouldn’t be able to get any closer than what they require. She also explained that there are a lot of hoops to jump through before you even start a development such as, applying for a land disturbance permit, having a wetland delineation done. If wetlands are determined to be on your property you then submit to another agency who then tells you how far away you have to stay from the wetland. Ms. White made a motion to forward this ordinance to Council with a favorable recommendation, seconded by Mr. Young. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. 
C. Zoning Ordinance Amendment; Light Industrial: Mr. Jirousek explained that after assessment of the Industrial Development (ID) Zoning District, staff and the Planning Commission believe that the district allows for uses and structures that are overly intense for certain locations; therefore, we wanted to find some middle ground and that is why staff has developed this proposed ordinance for a Light Industrial (LI) District. The intent of this classification is to protect, preserve, encourage, sustain and protect light industrial activities within Jasper County. This district provides for a mix of light manufacturing, warehousing, limited retail, and service uses that aid industrial uses. This district will be designed for smaller, non-polluting, non-intrusive, light industries to diversify the County’s economic base and provide quality employment opportunities for residents at a community scale. He said that in general most ordinances just limit their heavy industrial uses, staff has done that as well as add setbacks, proposed building size cap, a floor ratio, and an impervious surface cap. He pointed out that the LI District was added to Section 5:1, the intent of the district was added to Section 5:3, the building size is limited to twenty-five thousand (25,000) square feet, floor ratio is limited to .25 and maximum impervious surface is limited to seventy percent (70%). He stated that he thought we should discuss the building sizes and limitations as well as work through the use list. 

Chairman Thomas asked if any of the Commissioners had questions. There were none at that time. Chairman Thomas asked if there was a building size limit in the General Commercial (GC) District. Mr. Jirousek explained that the ordinance does not have building sizes or floor area ratios. Chairman Thomas commented that she thought the building size of twenty-five thousand (25,000) square feet is plenty big enough to accommodate any type of business. Mr. Pinckney asked how far a light industrial type of business would be located away from a Rural Preservation (RP) or Residential (R) zoned lot. There was some discussion about setbacks and buffer yards. Mr. Jirousek explained that the setbacks were consistent with what is already required. Mr. Pinckney asked what areas in the County staff would recommend locating the LI District. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that southern Jasper County may be an ideal area since this district could support some of the heavier industrial uses associated with the Port. Mr. Jirousek stated that he believes a land use plan is essential in designating these areas. Mr. Pinckney stated that he is against creating a new district that would allow businesses an avenue to locate in residential neighborhoods. Mr. Jirousek explained that the Commission could pass this ordinance and have it on the books even if the Commission decides not to re-zone until we have a future land use plan, which is his suggestion. He reminded the Commission that Mr. Banks’s application is what triggered the discussion of creating another district. Mr. Pinckney stated that the purpose of the Joint Planning Area was to encourage growth with in the five (5) mile radius and keeping Jasper rural; therefore, he does not believe we should encourage any type of light industrial in the outer parts of the County. There was some discussion about some uses being located one-thousand feet (1000’) from residential areas. Mr. Jirousek explained that the thousand foot (1000’) setback is for uses such as landfills or mining because they are conditional uses and that is one of the conditions that has been place on those type of uses. 

Mr. Jirousek began going through the chart of uses and comparing them to the ID zone. When Mr. Jirousek reached the Utilities Section, Mr. Pinckney stated that he felt utilities should be a conditional use since some utility systems are large. Mr. Jirousek explained that utilities do not have any conditions written in the ordinance so if we allow it as a conditional use, we will need to write conditions for that use. Ms. White stated that she felt the Commission is laboring to create a district that will not work until a future land use plan is in place. Chairman Thomas stated that she thought there was a need for this type of zoning district. Mr. Jirousek stated that he felt we needed this district but he does not feel this district should be designed to accommodate Mr. Banks nor should they feel the need to re-zone anybody until we have better guidance from our long range plan. Mr. Jirousek explained that if it was the Commission’s wishes we could hold off on creating this district and focus on the long range plan first. Chairman Thomas pointed out that they will not be able to review the entire proposed ordinance tonight because of a lack of time. She suggested reviewing this ordinance in a workshop. Ms. White agreed. Dr. Bostick pointed out that we gave Mr. Banks the idea that we would have this accomplished in a certain time frame and he feels that staff should relay to Mr. Banks this proposed ordinance is going to take more time. Mr. Jirousek stated that he would make Mr. Banks aware of how this meeting has gone. There was some discussion about updating the long range plan. Mr. Jirousek stated that the population numbers won’t be released until late 2011 or early 2012. He realizes that there are some sections that can’t wait that long and will need to be updated sooner. Mr. Pinckney pointed out that Mr. Banks has a non-conforming use which means he can still operate his business until the time comes that he is no longer operating that particular business. He stated that he felt the Planning Commission should not re-zone that property to GC, LI or ID because it is located in a residential neighborhood. 
Chairman Thomas asked the staff to pick a date for the workshop and poll each of the Commissioners tomorrow to see if that date works. Mr. Jirousek suggested that for Mr. Banks’s property we could take a look at the non-conforming use section and see how that applies to Mr. Banks. He stated that he came across an example in one of the planning books where you could allow a non-conforming use to be used and then when you change uses you change the use to something that would be a step down from the previous use. The Commissioners seemed to like that idea. Chairman Thomas asked Mr. Jirousek to write up something that they can discuss in the workshop. 
Planning Commission Discussion
A. State Continuing Education Requirement and Scheduling: Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the Commissioners as well as staff are due for state required continuing education of three (3) hours. He reviewed the topics and explained that staff could put together a summary of each topic. He explained that they could make the decision at a later date but he thinks we should plan to do this around November or December. Mr. Pinckney stated that he thought the Smart Growth topic would be interesting. Chairman Thomas agreed. Mr. Jirousek stated that he thought that would be beneficial especially since we are going to start to work on our land use plan. He stated that staff will contact each Commissioner about scheduling a date for this as well as setting a date for the workshop.  
B. Open Discussion: Mr. Jirousek stated that he wanted to let the Commission know that staff has put out a Request for Proposal (RFP) for Engineering Services. ATM has done all of this type of work in the past for Jasper County. He explained that staff wants to have an opportunity to consider other teams as well as ATM. There have been eight (8) firms to submit proposals.
Mr. Jirousek reviewed the Building Permit Tracking report with the Commissioners. He pointed out what a good month the Building Department had for the month of August 2009. He reviewed the Construction Value Chart with the Commission. He pointed out that there is nineteen million dollars ($19,000,000.00) worth of taxable structures that has been permitted in Jasper County. He reviewed the Active Project List from the Planning Department with the Commissioners. He gave a quick overview of the Snake Road Landfill PDD submittal. He explained that there are currently three (3) different consultants reviewing this proposed project. One (1) Consultant is reviewing for traffic, one (1) is reviewing for Engineering as well as Environmental Impact and the third one is reviewing for Planning. He told the Commissioners that the Snake Road Landfill PDD will probably come before them in November.

Mr. Pinckney asked about the Settings in Point South and if they have been able to move forward. Mr. Jirousek reviewed a letter with the Commission that he sent to the Developer October 7, 2009. They agreed to furnish Jasper County with two reports that were requested, which we have only received one of the reports and they were given until October 10, 2009 to furnish Jasper County with a full construction plan. Mr. Pinckney stated that he thought it would be good if the Commission could be educated on security bonds. Mr. Jirousek stated that he and the Attorney would be glad to get information on bonds in order to provide the Commissioners with.  
ADJOURN: Mr. Young made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Pinckney.  The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. The meeting adjourned at 9:03 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Lisa Lamb
