Jasper County Planning Commission

403 Russell Street

Ridgeland, SC 29936

November 18, 2008

6:30 p.m. in Council Chambers

Members Present:  Chairman Kim Thomas, Mr. Alex Pinckney, Mr. Bill Young, Ms. Courtney Flexon, Dr. Bostick, and Ms. Juanita White were present.  

Members Absent: Mr. Theodus Dryaton was absent.

Staff/Consultants Present:  David Jirousek, Lisa Lamb, and Marvin Jones were present.

Others Present:  Mr. Troy Lebaron, Mr. Rich Vandemeer, Ms. Judy Rigg, Dr. Hood and Mr. Roger Burns.
Call to Order:  Chairman Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  

Invocation & Pledge of Allegiance: Mr. Alex Pinckney gave the Invocation and the Pledge of Allegiance was done in unison.
Approval of Agenda:  Ms. Flexon made a motion to approve the agenda, seconded by Mr. Young. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
Approval of Minutes:  Mr. Young motioned to accept the minutes as written, seconded by Mr. Pinckney. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
New Business

A.  Laural Oaks Estates, Informational Only
Mr. David Jirousek explained that this was a proposed project that is based on affordable housing. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the applicant was looking for feedback only at this time and he introduced the applicant, Mr. Rich Vandemeer. Mr. Vandemeer stated that he is looking for direction and feedback from the Planning Commission in order to decide if he will proceed with this proposed project. Mr. Vandemeer explained that he was the developer for Okatie Park which was supposed to be developed for affordable housing but with the economy it has not turned out to be very affordable. Mr. Vandemeer showed a drawing of the housing units that he is proposing. Mr. Vandemeer explained that these houses are manufactured houses and are labeled as a HUD home. Mr. Vandemeer stated that he expected the houses to run $80,0000.00 dollars without the lot. Mr. Vandemeer also stated the first half of the project would have about 40 units and the second half would have about 40 units for a total of 80 units. Mr. Vandemeer pointed out that this site is stunning with lots of oak trees. Mr. Pinckney asked how many square feet was in each unit. Mr Vandemeer stated 1000-1400 square feet and that his target is 3 bedrooms with 2 baths. Ms. Flexon asked if it the units were mobile homes. Mr. Vandemeer explained that these houses would have a steel frame and would be mounted on a permanent foundation. Ms. White asked if the units were made of the same materials as mobile homes. Mr. Vandemeer stated they were not with the exception of the steel frame these houses were manufactured more like a modular home. Mr. Pinckney asked about lot sizes. Mr. Vandemeer stated the lot sizes would be about 4000 square feet to 4600 square feet. Mr. Picnkney asked what the lots would sell for. Mr. Vandemeer stated approximately $50,000 dollars. Ms. Flexon asked about leasing the lot. Mr. Vandemeer stated that by leasing the lot the buyer would only need to qualify for $80,000 dollars worth of financing. Ms. White asked what a mortgage would be on $130,000 dollars. Mr. Vandemeer replied probably $900.00 dollars a month. Chairman Thomas asked if they have looked at the two (2) local companies in Ridgeland that build modular homes. Mr. Vandemeer stated that he did talk to Haven Homes who was not interested in Okatie Park and he has also spoken to Forest Homes but they could not accomplish this product. Ms. Flexon asked what the difference was between this project and a mobile home park and she pointed out that mobile homes depreciate in value. Mr. Vandemeer explained that he does not want to create a mobile home park and there is one already located across the street with wheels and skirting and there is a distinct difference in the appearance. Mr. Pinckney asked why would a lot that small cost $50,000.00 dollars. Mr. Vandemeer pointed out that land cost has not dropped then you have to add the infrastructure, driveways and foundations to that cost. Chariman Thomas asked if a wetland study has been conducted. Mr. Vandemeer replied yes. Ms. Flexon asked if he has acquired both pieces of property that he showed as being phase I and phase II. Mr. Vandemeer explained that both pieces of property were under contract and is dependant upon him getting permits. Ms. Flexon and Dr. Bostick inquired about this product being located anywhere nearby in order to see the product that is being proposed. Mr. Vandemeer stated that he would try to find out where this product may be located so that they could go and see it. Mr. Pinckney stated that he was troubled with the lot costing $50,000 dollars and the house only costing $80,000 dollars. Ms. Flexon stated that this project sounds like it has been well planned and looks nice but does the County want this product in that area. Ms. White stated that she thought this is a great product because it looks like a house and not everybody can afford a house. It looks well and looks like it would be in a nice neighborhood. Ms. White pointed out that the developer has to spend a lot of money to make it a decent community and pay to have the infrastructure installed. Mr. Jirousek stated that he thinks a $130,000 dollar house is close to the 80% median of average household income. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that if this product could appreciate in value then it should be considered but staff needs to get a handle on what type of product this is since it is not exactly a mobile home and not a stick built house. Ms. White asked if the units would have storage houses. Mr. Vandemeer stated yes, most of the houses do not have much storage and a storage unit would be necessary. Dr. Bostick asked if parking would be on the street. Mr. Vandemeer replied no, it would be in the driveway and that the buyer could add a garage or carport if they wanted to. Mr. Vandemeer thanked the Planning Commissioners for their time and input.  

ACTION TAKEN: NONE REQUIRED

B.  LDR Amendment-Performance and Maintenance Guarantees

Mr. Jirousek explained that this proposed ordinance is new and has come about through site plan review with applicants. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the ordinance in place now requires performance and maintenance guarantees, for all single lot non-residential developments as well as all subdivisions. Mr. Jirousek explained that the performance guarantee, which is required to make sure that all of the infrastructure, is installed according to plans and that the maintenance guarantee is required after everything has been installed. Mr. Jirousek also explained that the required performance bond is 125% of the Engineer’s Cost Estimate for the improvements whereas the maintenance bond is 15% of the Engineer’s Cost Estimate for the improvements. Mr. Jirousek explained that the intent of this ordinance would require a 10% site restoration bond for single lot development and eliminate the Performance Guarantee for single lot development. Mr. Jirousek also explained that it is not in the County’s best interest to finalize site work on private property but would be appropriate to stabilize the site. Ms. Flexon inquired as to what extent the County could perform work on private property. Mr. Jirousek stated that text could be added to the development permit to state, if the work was not finished that the County would be allowed to go on the property to stabilize the site. Attorney Jones concurred with Mr. Jirousek. Ms. Flexon asked if it was possible to make a construction company clean up their site if it is a mess. Mr. Jirousek stated that he did not know if we can make them clean it up the way it should be but we can make sure it is safe and stable to the environment. Ms. White motioned to accept the recommendation from staff to approve this ordinance, seconded by Ms. Flexon. Mr. Jirousek pointed out a change that was made to the proposed ordinance to ensure that each section of the ordinance was the same rather than having each section referring to something different. Mr. Pinckney asked how this ordinance would affect people that want to subdivide their property. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that this ordinance will not have an affect on minor subdivisions or exempt subdivisions. Mr. Pinckney pointed out that an applicant came before the Commission who was not developing but yet he needed a 50’ right of way. Mr. Jirousek explained that the major subdivisions come to the Planning Commission and that the major subdivisions are the ones that would be required to guarantee their improvements such as if a road was needed then it would need to be bonded. Mr. Pinckney stated that when a family subdivides and they are not developing he thinks the County should not provide requirements that would be burdensome to the family. Mr. Jirousek suggested that we possibly should look at how each subdivision is defined. Mr. Pinckney pointed out that a major subdivision is defined by whether or not a road is needed and a lot of times a road is needed but the County roads are 25 – 30 feet and we are asking for 50 feet. Dr. Bostick asked about what the difference is between the requirements we have in place now and the requirements which are being proposed. Mr. Jirousek explained that current regulations require a 125% Performance Guarantee and a 15% Maintenance Guarantee for all site plans as well as all subdivisions and  that what is being is proposed would replace the 125% Performance Guarantee with a 10% Site Restoration Guarantee for single lot development and the Maintenance Guarantee would still be required. Ms. Flexon asked how long was the bond kept after the development, Mr. Jirousek answered two (2) years. Dr. Bostick asked if this was similar practices to other Counties. Mr. Jirousek stated that in speaking to Bluffton that Jasper County does go above and beyond but he thinks it is good for the County. The motion was approved unanimously.
ACTION TAKEN: A MOTION WAS MADE TO FORWARD THE PERFORMANCE AND MAINTENANCE GUARANTEE ORDINANCE TO COUNCIL WITH A FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION.
C.  Zoning Ordinance Amendment-Article 15: Sign Standards

Mr. Jirousek explained that our current sign ordinance has four different sign requirements and staff has drafted this proposed sign ordinance, which would bring all of the sign requirements into one (1) article. Mr. Jirousek told the Commission that staff was looking for their input in hopes of bringing this proposed ordinance back to them next month completed. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that this proposed ordinance makes it clear what signs are exempt, prohibited, and temporary. Mr. Jirousek also pointed out that this proposed ordinance provides three (3) approval bodies for signs and that page five (5) would allow the Planning Commission to approve or disapprove any sign which is being proposed within the Highway Corridor Overlay District (HCOD). Mr. Jirousek gave a quick overview pointing out that this ordinance has requirements for free standing signs, wall signs, automotive service station, convenient market signs, and etc. but billboards will be handled through the State and will only be permitted on I-95. Dr. Bostick asked about a truck having a sign painted on the side of it. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that would be considered a vehicle sign which is addressed on page seven (7) of the proposed sign ordinance. Ms White asked if the billboards have to be permitted each year. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that this ordinance would not allow new billboard signs but the old ones can stay. Attorney Jones stated that the legislature has adopted some new sign regulations within the last year and that he would check those regulations and make sure the County is incompliance with them. Chairman Thomas questioned #e on page eleven (11) stating that she thought if a sign was destroyed by a natural disaster she thought you would be able to replace it. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the proposed ordinance says if it is damaged more than 50% and is a non-conforming sign it would not be allowed to be re-established. Mr. Pinckney inquired if the County’s goal was not to allow signs on Highway 170. Mr. Jirousek explained that the proposed ordinance is in sync with the neighboring counties such as Beaufort and Bluffton as well as the Southern Regional Plan which is to make our corridors aesthetically pleasing but that decision would be up to the Planning Commission. Chairman Thomas asked about an applicant’s course of action if the DSR denies a sign permit. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the applicant could appeal the DSR’s decision to the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA). There was some discussion about who the DSR is. Attorney Jones pointed out that the DSR was created with the Zoning Ordinance to allow the appropriate staff member of Development Services to act as the DSR. It is not one individual person. Mr. Jirousek asked the Commissioners how they felt about reviewing signs within the HCOD. The Commissioners liked the idea. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that some criteria would need to be established for the Planning Commission’s review. Chairman Thomas asked about item #e on page seven (7) and if it is a digital sign like what is located on Highway 170. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that is an item that should be discussed and a decision either to allow that type of sign or not or just allow it in certain areas. There was some discussion about sign illumination and Mr. Jirousek pointed out that at the bottom of page nine (9) there is a distinction made to provide for public information such as gas prices, times and temperatures. Mr. Jirousek also suggested moving the last paragraph on page nine (9) to page seven (7).  Chairman Thomas asked about vehicle signs and Mr. Jirousek stated that we could come back with a definition that clearly defines vehicle signs. Chairman Thomas questioned item #N on page seven (7), abandoned or dilapidated signs, she pointed out that when you make an application for a sign permit that you would not be applying for an abandoned or dilapidated sign. Mr. Jirousek suggested moving that to the non-conforming section on page ten (10). There was some discussion about making item #L on page seven (7) more clear. Dr. Bostick asked about item #P on page seven (7), attention getting devices, if they would be prohibited. Mr. Jirousek stated that was the intent of this proposed ordinance with the exception of a special event which would be temporary and provisions are made for those types of signs on page twelve (12). Chairman Thomas questioned item # R on page seven (7) and if that would be illegal not to be able to advertise non-conforming uses. Mr. Jirousek stated that he did not have a problem with taking item #R out of the ordinance because it would actually be a legal non-conforming use. Mr. Jirousek suggested that the Planning Commissioners should think about what they want to see in Jasper over the next few weeks and be ready for more discussion in December. 
ACTION TAKEN: NONE REQUIRED
Old Business

A.  Zoning Ordinance Amendment-Excavation Ordinance

Mr. Jirousek reminded the Commissioners that there were only two (2) final items that needed to be addressed from last month’s meeting and those items were the sell of excavated materials and buffers. Mr. Jirousek stated that he met with Leland McCormack who works for DHEC in the mining division and that if Jasper County exempts the sell of materials up to two (2) acres that the State regulations require that a general mining permit is obtained from their agency and that text has been added to this proposed ordinance to clearly state that the appropriate DHEC permit is still required. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that the process with DHEC is approximately a two (2) year process and the fee is $450.00 dollars a year bringing the total cost to $900.00 dollars. Ms. White stated that she did not think the County should be dealing with ponds in this ordinance only excavation. Mr. Jirousek went over the proposed buffer yard requirements and he pointed out that a fence would be required if you were mining next to a residential land use which is the same requirement that DHEC has. Attorney Jones pointed out that the letter he passed out earlier, to each Commissioner was from Tommy Lavender who is an Attorney that represents Waste Management. Attorney Jones explained that the purpose of the letter is to inform the Commissioners that Waste Management takes exception to the proposed excavation ordinance because landfills are already addressed in the zoning ordinance and they think the proposed excavation ordinance could superimpose the excavation regulations on the landfill businesses. Ms. Flexon made a motion to accept the staff’s recommendation, including the changes to the proposed excavation ordinance and forward it to Council with a favorable recommendation, seconded by Mr. Young. Dr. Bostick asked Attorney Jones for his opinion about the ordinance; Attorney Jones responded that he thinks it is ready to go to Council. The motion passed with a majority voting in favor of the motion, Ms. White abstained.
ACTION TAKEN: A MOTION WAS MADE TO FORWARD THE EXCAVATION ORDINANCE TO COUNCIL WITH A FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION.
B.  Zoning Ordinance Amendment-Duplex, Townhomes and Patio Homes

Mr. Jirousek gave a quick overview of this proposed ordinance. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that this proposed ordinance would prohibit duplexes, town homes and patio homes in the Resource Conservation (RC) District as well as the Rural Preservation (RP) District. Mr. Jirousek explained that these types of development are found more in your urbanized areas and would also be dependant upon having water and sewer available so therefore duplexes, town homes and patio homes would be allowed as a conditional use in the General Commercial (GC) District, the Community Commercial (CC) District and the Residential (R) District. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that design standards have been incorporated to include requirements for project area, open space, sidewalks and building orientation as well as setbacks and minimum lot sizes. Mr. Pinckney stated that the last time this proposed ordinance was discussed by the Planning Commission there was some concern about the two and a half (2.5) acre minimum lot size requirement for duplexes where as the by-right zoning in residential would allow one unit per half (½) acre and it seems reasonable to have the minimum lot size requirement as one (1) acre. Mr. Jirousek stated that the minimum lot requirements could be adjusted. Ms. White pointed out that if you could not get two (2) septic permits approved on a one (1) acre lot by DHEC then you would not be allowed to build a duplex. Mr. Jirousek stated that staff would check with DHEC and do some research for the December Meeting.

ACTION TAKEN: NONE REQUIRED 
Other Business

A.  Discussion 
Mr. Jirousek asked the Commission Members if there was anyone who did not complete the training session and Dr. Bostick said he had missed it.  
Mr. Pinckney asked if Council denies a zoning application could the applicant appeal to the BZA or the Circuit Court. Mr. Jirousek pointed out that an applicant could wait a year and re-apply.
Ms. White asked staff to look at the zoning map for errors to bring back to the Planning Commission. Ms. White suggested that the County begin to look at planning for infrastructure.
Adjourn:
Dr. Bostick made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Young. The motion passed unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 9:40 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Lisa Lamb
