Jasper County Planning Commission

403 Russell Street

Ridgeland, SC 29936

April 8, 2008
7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers

Members Present:  Chairman Kim Thomas, Alex Pinckney (late to meeting, his entrance is noted), Juanita White, Theo Drayton, Dr. Bostick, Bill Young, and Courtney Flexon were present.

Staff/Consultants Present:  Andrew Fulghum, Lisa Lamb, Christy Herman, Marvin Jones, and Tony Maglione (ATM).

Others Present:  Rich Vandermeer, TL Prey, Ed Pinckney, Christina Bryant, Greg Baiset, John Trask, Michael Cain, Richard Bailey, Linda Jones, and Barbara Bartoldus were present.

Call to Order:  Chairman Kim Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:34 p.m.  She re-introduced the two members who joined the Planning Commission at the last meeting.  She also introduced the two new members who joined the Planning Commission at the current meeting (Courtney Flexon and Bill Young). 

Invocation & Pledge of Allegiance

Approval of Agenda:  Chairman Thomas requested to add an Executive Session after New Business and prior to Other Business.  A motion to approve the revised agenda was made by Ms. White and seconded by Ms. Flexon.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.  Mr. Pinckney was not present.
Approval of Minutes:  A motion to approve the March 18, 2008 Minutes was made by Ms. White and seconded by Dr. Bostick.  Chairman Thomas requested that under (b) and (c) the language be changed to reflect that the Chairman asked Ms. Lamb and Mr. Fulghum to present versus turning the meeting over to them.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.  Mr. Pinckney was not present.
Old Business
A.  Proposed Center Point PDD  

Mr. Pinckney enters meeting.
Chairman Thomas requested that Ms. Lamb present.  Ms. Lamb stated that this project involves 318 acres off of Hwy. 170 across from Old Field.  The applicant is requesting a PDD overlay district.  She stated that Mr. Maglione had reviewed the application and was present.  The applicant was also present.
Chairman Thomas requested for Mr. Maglione to discuss his comments to the applicant.  Mr. Maglione read through his comments, which were located in the Planning Commission packet.  Mr. Maglione had a meeting with the applicant prior to the Planning Commission meeting to review some final details.  He briefly stated what was discussed in the meeting and that the applicant will include further details for certain items within a future Master Plan.  Mr. Maglione showed the current plan to the Planning Commission members and stated that buffers were hard to determine until a Master Plan was created, but requirements will be met.
Mr. Drayton asked to clarify buffer requirements between commercial and residential uses.  Mr. Maglione gave a brief explanation of what can and cannot be placed in the buffer and stated where more detailed information could be found in the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Maglione also wanted to note for the record that the 50 feet buffer requirement is to be cumulative and not 50 feet on both sides of the property.  Mr. Maglione noted that the back of the property abuts the Beaufort Jasper canal.  He stated that as each Master Plan phase is brought forward, a transportation study will also be brought forward.  The applicant has also been asked to address affordable housing at some point in the project.  He also made a few brief comments regarding the Development Agreement (DA) and stated that he felt the DA was far enough along to be presented with the PDD to Council.  He noted that all traffic issues will be addressed during the master planning phases.
Mr. Young asked what kind of road block will be created with 4 lights.  Mr. Cain stated that on January 23, he met with the South Beaufort County Highway Improvement Team and the proposed plan is the plan that was created at that meeting.  The plan called for less signals originally, but there is 9,000 feet of frontage.  The Fire Department requested one of the signals and Old Field already had one of them approved for their development.
Mr. Young stated that he had not seen any of this before since he was a new member and wanted to know how the canal would be protected.  Mr. Cain stated that the canal is higher than the proposed property.
Chairman Thomas wanted to verify that Mr. Maglione was comfortable with the traffic study that had been done.  Mr. Maglione stated that he was ok with it now because until the Master Plan is complete, he really didn’t know what the impact was going to be.
Chairman Thomas stated that under permitting procedures on page 20 of the DA #7 seems like it should be “developer agrees” versus “county agrees”.  Mr. Jones agrees the language change should be made.  Chairman Thomas stated that the Planning Commission members need to sit down with the DA template and make revisions.  Mr. Maglione agreed that changes were needed.
Chairman Thomas stated that if the applicant has an Architectural Review Board, they can contact the Building Department so that someone is restricted from getting a permit until the ARB has approved the project.
Mr. Pinckney made note that Mr. Maglione had stated that he discussed several things with the applicant prior to the meeting.  He stated that an application should be in writing for a PDD and complete before it is brought to the Planning Commission.  Mr. Maglione stated that ATM had received a response from the applicant on April 3 agreeing to everything except with needing a clarification regarding the buffer information.  Mr. Pinckney stated that it was his understanding that everything is supposed to be worked out and items put in writing before it is brought to the Planning Commission.  He stated that the Members were voting on what was on the paper in front of them and not by what is being said.  He also noted that on page 16 of the DA, it shows school fees being $500 plus an adjustment factor.  Mr. Maglione stated that the fee is a standard school fee used in other DAs.  Mr. Pinckney stated that he had been told that the County has been asking for an amount much lower than other localities based on a survey that had been done.  Mr. Maglione stated that school fees would be an issue to be brought up with the Council and that the fees have not been adjusted since the County started doing DAs.  Dr. Bostick asked Mr. Pinckney for further information about the comparison of fees.  Mr. Pinckney stated that he had spoke with someone from the state who had looked at fees, and she stated that the County’s fees were very low.  Mr. Maglione stated ATM had done a recent study for another county where the cost was approximately $22,000 per household.  It is a serious issue to find ways to cover that amount.  Mr. Pinckney stated that Beaufort did not realize how many new schools were going to be needed to cover the growth, and he doesn’t want Jasper County to make the same mistake.  Mr. Maglione stated that the Planning Commission members should voice their concerns with Council because they are the ones to set the fees.
Mr. Drayton referenced page 22 of the DA and asked who maintains the pathways.  Mr. Maglione stated that the property associations generally maintain the paths.  Mr. Drayton asked why a developer would be allowed to not have sidewalks.  Mr. Maglione stated that some areas aren’t conducive to sidewalks and some don’t want them.  Planning Commission wanted sidewalks if there was going to be a school close by and that is something that the Members might want to change, but that is the current standard.  Mr. Drayton noted that he viewed pathways as being messy as opposed to sidewalks.  Mr. Maglione stated that if the Members wanted specific standards followed for the pathways, the Members could bring that up during the Master Plan stages.  Chairman Thomas stated that in general, we can’t really force a developer to put in sidewalks.  The Planning Commission Members (at the time when the Zoning Ordinance was written) felt that if a developer was near a school then sidewalks were required for safety.
Chairman Thomas stated that staff has recommended the PDD as it stands.  She noted that the project will come to the Members many more times for input.  She asked for a motion.  A motion to approve the PDD as submitted with the recommended changes provided in the letter from ATM was made by Mr. Young and seconded by Ms. Flexon.  Mr. Pinckney asked the Members if they were going to ignore the fact that the PDD was given to the Members Friday, and the Members had agreed that they were going to have a complete package and be given time to review.  He stated that if we approve this today and then have time to review and find there is something wrong or missing then what.  He asked if anyone got their packet before Friday.  Everyone stated no.  Ms. Lamb stated that staff has seen the applicant several times and has been taking the item off the agenda until everything was put together.  Mr. Pinckney asked if Ms. Lamb could have provided the package to the Members sooner.  Ms. Lamb stated that some of the issues could not be addressed properly until the Master Plan.  Mr. Drayton stated that there was a lot of information to review in just a couple of days, and asked if there was a submittal deadline.  Ms. Lamb stated yes, and the applicant met that deadline.  Mr. Cain stated that April 11 will be 2 years that they have been working on the project, and as soon as we get comments from ATM we immediately address the comments.  As soon as we and ATM got a point where we were both comfortable, we submitted a complete packet to be on the agenda for this meeting.  We got a letter of comments (from ATM) that were basically the same as everything before; we are at a point that without a Master Plan, we just keep going back and forth with the same items.  Chairman Thomas stated that the Planning Commission has had this issue with timing many times and maybe the Members need to change the submittal requirements.  Mr. Pinckney stated that the Members did not want this (not having enough time to review information) to happen anymore.  We want to stay consistent and until the applicant has what they are going to do in writing, I disagree with this.  Chairman Thomas asked for all in favor with the motion as it stands.  The vote was taken and all voted no.  Chairman Thomas stated that the project will still go forward to Council with an unfavorable recommendation.  Mr. Jones stated that you can send with your motion an explanation of why you sent the unfavorable recommendation.  Mr. Pinckney stated applications should be documented for when it came in.  Ms. Lamb stated their application was submitted on time.  Dr. Bostick asked why the Members didn’t get the information sooner.  Ms. Lamb stated that the Members got the information as soon as she could get it to them.  Chairman Thomas stated that the Members needed to decide when they want the packets.  She also stated that ATM should be able to review applications within the 3 week submittal time period.  Dr. Bostick stated that he just wanted his packet in a reasonable time.  The Members cannot be expected to get the packet on Friday and review and understand it by Tuesday.  Mr. Pinckney stated that in the past the Members have asked for at least 7 days before the meeting.  Chairman Thomas stated that this needs to go to Council that if Ms. Lamb needs help then we need to do something.  Mr. Trask stated that he did not want the project to go to Council with an unfavorable motion just because the Members didn’t get the packet from staff.  He stated he would rather defer the decision to the next meeting because they had met all the requirements.  Chairman Thomas stated that the Members got their comments from ATM, and they don’t have written documentation of the applicant’s response(s) to those comments.  Mr. Trask stated he would rather wait for a positive recommendation to Council.  Mr. Jones stated that it is appropriate for the Planning Commission to grant a deferral for 30 days to address the item at the next meeting which would give time to review the information.  Ms. White stated that she really didn’t vote on that motion because she was confused.  She stated that the Members should just send the item back to the applicant and staff to fix.  Someone on the prevailing side of the motion could motion to undo the previous motion.  Mr. Young made a motion seconded by Ms. Flexon to resend the previous motion.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.  Chairman Thomas noted the applicant would like to withdraw the application and resubmit next month.  Dr. Bostick asked the Members if there was anything they would like applicant to address before the next meeting.  Mr. Pinckney stated he would like to see, in writing, what ATM just discussed regarding what the applicant will be doing.  Mr. Trask stated he would revise the PDD to include all comments made tonight and bring back to the Planning Commission for the next meeting.  Ms. White questioned whether the traffic and roads situation could be worked out by then.  Mr. Magolione stated he would work with the applicant regarding the language that is needed to satisfy the idea of needing future traffic studies with each new part of the Master Plan.  Mr. Trask asked when the submittal deadline was for next month.  Ms. Lamb provided him with the information.
B.  Affordable Housing, Proposed Market Analysis
Chairman Thomas asked Mr. Fulghum to present the item.  Mr. Fulghum provided the proposal to the Members in their packet for the housing analysis.  He stated the study is the first step to be able to obtain Affordable Housing.  The study will show what type of housing is needed, what may be missing, what the Affordable Housing level is, and will provide some methods to obtaining Affordable Housing.  Mr. Fulghum stated he chose the consultant due to them doing a study locally in 2004.  Mr. Fulghum is still soliciting donors to help support the study.  The County is required to have an Affordable Housing element in the Comprehensive Plan when the rewrite is done.  Mr. Fulghum stated he plans to take the proposal to Council at next meeting to obtain funding.
Mr. Pinckney asked if the consultant company was going to do their own numbers.  He noted that Mr. Fulghum has mentioned using the Low Country Council of Governments’ numbers for Affordable Housing at the last meeting and Clemson had population numbers.  Mr. Fulghum stated we should use the Clemson numbers for population and all other statistical numbers that come from the census.  Dr. Bostick asked if the consultant would come up with the amount of house our people can afford by using Clemson numbers.  Mr. Fulghum stated that the consultant would use census numbers for population and similar information but an actual figure regarding Affordable Housing will be determined from the study.
Ms. Flexon asked if the County had any regional planning with neighboring counties.  Mr. Fulghum stated that yes we do, and we have only recently started to discuss Affordable Housing.  He stated that Council has asked him to work on the next phase of joint planning which will be intergovernmental agreements.
Ms. White asked what numbers can be gotten from this consultant that we cannot get from Clemson or from the Low Country Council of Governments.  Mr. Fulghum stated that we can get all the numbers, but the consultant will go through all the Development Agreements and look at the dollar amount for each house and analyze what the current housing stock is and what it should be.
Chairman Thomas reconfirmed that the consultant will provide the County with feedback on how to promote Affordable Housing.  Mr. Fulghum stated that yes they will and have done so in their previous studies as well.  Chairman Thomas asked if they would provide ways to implement Affordable Housing in the County’s Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Fulghum stated that they would and that he has provided them with the Zoning Ordinance.  Chairman Thomas stated that the study will provide us with more than just numbers.  She asked if the County had staff to do the study in-house.  Mr. Fulghum stated that the County does not have any staff qualified to do the study.
Mr. Pinckney stated that if the County is going to do Affordable Housing then we need to get the banks on board and educate the citizens on all aspects of Affordable Housing.  Mr. Fulghum stated that part of Beaufort’s study was on financing and what kind of money is out there.  He stated that there are banks that will be supporters of this project.  He stated that the Hilton Head Realtors Association provided the County with $3,000 today, and we will continue to receive small checks like this as well as obtaining larger partners.
Dr. Bostick asked if the study would give ideas of how to deal with developers and gain their participation.  Mr. Fulghum stated that yes it will.
Dr. Bostick asked how the individuals would be selected to discuss housing issues (part of the study).  Mr. Fulghum stated he would be talking to Council about who they would like to see, and we will get knowledgeable people to discuss the issue.  Dr. Bostick asked if there was a negative to not have Affordable Housing.  Mr. Fulghum stated that if you build homes for a workforce, then you will attract businesses which are needed for a strong tax base.
Mr. Pinckney stated that based on the fee per hour, the consultant must do an exceptional job.  Mr. Fulghum stated that the per hour rate is in case they need to do extra work beyond the study.  Dr. Bostick asked what the timeline was.  Mr. Fulghum stated the study should take 6 to 8 weeks.  Ms. White wanted confirmation that the fee per hour was for things over and beyond the study.  Mr. Fulghum stated that is correct, and he felt that the proposal was very thorough.  Dr. Bostick asked if the consultant based the fee on population.  Mr. Fulghum stated that the real cost is based on the number of visits they have to make.  Mr. Pinckney made a motion and seconded by Mr. Drayton to recommend to council to approve the proposal for a consultant to do a study on Affordable Housing.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
NEW BUSINESS
A.  Proposed PDD Conceptual Plan for Okatie Park Phase II (Informational Only)
Chairman Thomas stated that there will be no vote tonight and that this discussion is for information only.  We will provide feedback to the applicant.  Chairman Thomas asked Ms. Lamb to present the item.
Ms. Lamb stated that Phase II of Okatie Park is located at Hwy. 170 and Old Bailey Circle.  There will be 160 lots for residential use only.  The applicant wanted to show the Planning Commission the plans prior to bringing it forward.  Ms. Lamb noted that there is a letter in the Members’ packages from ATM with comments from their review.  The applicant is only asking for comments tonight.
Chairman Thomas asked if the applicant had received the letter from ATM.  Ms. Lamb stated that they had not.
Ms. Lamb went through ATM’s comments that were in the letter (Kirk was unavailable for tonight’s meeting).  Ms. Lamb stated that ATM has not been able to get into a detailed review.
Chairman Thomas stated that she only saw one street that needed a cul-de-sac per ATM’s request.  She stated that she didn’t see anything that showed the standard lot sizes of the townhome lots and single family lots.  Mr. Young asked if there was a Phase I.  Ms. Lamb stated that Phase I was already constructed.
Chairman Thomas asked if the applicant had anything to say.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that there is a sliver of land that separates Phase I and II, but is not part of this proposal because the owner has not given permission to obtain any permits.  He stated he hopes to have Phase I and II blend together.  Mr. Baisch showed the Planning Commission a better map of Phase I and II.
Mr. Pinckney stated that the widths of the properties were very narrow.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that the narrow lots were for the townhomes.
Mr. Young stated that there were lots of live oak trees and asked how the applicant would position the houses with those trees.  Mr. Vandermeer stated they had done a tree study and all oak trees over 16” will be saved.  He stated they have sacrificed lots to save trees.  Chairman Thomas pointed a few of the lots out to the Members.
Mr. Young stated that there are over 150 homes, and there is not much recreation.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that Phase I has 2 playgrounds, basketball courts, soccer and softball fields, volleyball courts, etc.  Phase II will have a pool and a fitness facility and will share amenities with Phase I.  Dr. Bostick asked if the applicant had 10% open space.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that yes when counting the pool, fitness center, vacant lots, and land around the wetlands.
Ms. Flexon asked the applicant if he had acquired the lot between Phase I and II.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that his acquition was pending permitting, and the seller has not given permission to obtain permits.
Mr. Vandermeer pointed out to the Members that the site plan show alleys behind the homes where the garages, parking, and utilities will be so that the street curb appeal is nice.  Garbage will be collected in the alley.
Mr. Young asked if the streets were big enough for on-street parking.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that yes there was; the street is 30 foot across.
Mr. Ed Pinckney stated that the alleys were nice so that the streets could easily be kept clean.
Mr. Vandermeer stated that the final product for this development has not been finalized and will depend on the market at the time of approval.  In order to provide housing with a starting price in the 140s, we need to have tight homes and two stories.  He stated he would like to consider himself part of the solution to Affordable Housing.
Dr. Bostick stated that the applicant could not use the wetlands for the open space requirement.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that without using the wetlands, we will meet the 10%.  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated that if you add all the buffers, vacant lots, and pool area, we will exceed the 10%.  Mr. Pinckney stated that part of the open space has to be usable open space.  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated that they should have colored the open space green because they really have a lot.  The Members agreed with coloring the open space green for their application.
Chairman Thomas asked if ATM mentioned storm water drainage and runoff.  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated that would use bio filtration and swails and drains to swails.  He stated there will be minimal need for detention ponds.
Ms. White asked what the single-family attached houses were going to be.  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated they would be two story attached townhouses.  Ms. White asked if that is why the lots were narrow.  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated yes.  Ms. White asked if the townhomes were going to be for sale.  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated yes.  Ms. White asked if the applicant had taken into account the 10 foot setback from the property line on each side of the building.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that the setback had been taken into account.
Mr. Vandermeer stated the townhouses would be of various sizes.  Chairman Thomas stated that they could not exceed 8 townhomes.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that the requirement had been met.
Mr. Vandermeer stated he would like the Members to see Phase I even though Phase II will be much different with the oak trees and alleys.  He would be glad to give a tour.
Mr. Young asked if the applicant had considered the fact that they had so many traffic lights in such a short space.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that they are still addressing the traffic study and what was stated by ATM.  Chairman Thomas stated that the alley that ends on Old Bailey Circle would need to be a cul-de-sac.  Mr. Vandermeer stated he would address that.
Ms. Lamb read the open space section to the Members.  Mr. Vandermeer stated that they would take special care to make sure they really defined the open space and met the requirement of 10%.  Mr. Baisch stated that if you can allow trails within a buffer then buffers should be included in the open space.  Chairman Thomas stated that buffers and open space items needed to be added to the list of discussion items.  Mr. Drayton asked if a trail could be within a buffer.  Chairman Thomas stated yes and that is where the issue is.  She stated that the Members needed to discuss the difference in the types of buffers (roadway versus wetland).  Mr. Ed Pinckney stated that this has been brought to their attention, and they will address it.
B.  Road Name Request

Chairman Thomas asked Ms. Lamb to present.  Ms. Lamb stated the road in question is not a new road, but it is an unnamed road.  It is a county maintained road with 3 houses on it and all have signed the petition.  Ms. Lamb showed the Members the petition.  The requirement is to have 75% of the people living on the road to agree.  Dr. Bostick asked if the road had to be a certain length.  Ms. Lamb stated that she thinks the road is about as long as a football field.  Chairman Thomas asked if the road in question was a road that should have been named by the county.  Ms. Lamb stated that she thought it should have.  Mr. Pinckney stated that was one thing that EMS was supposed to have done according to Council at the last meeting.  He asked if we should request EMS to name the road.  Ms. Lamb stated that she cannot speak to why the road was not named.  Dr. Bostick asked if the road was not very long then would the address be to the main road.  Ms. Lamb stated that the mailboxes were on the main road.  Dr. Bostick stated that this is why he complained about unnamed roads and that the Planning Commission needed to make sure about the length requirement.  Chairman Thomas stated that this is a county maintained road, and it should have a name.  Ms. Lamb stated that EMS was having a hard time getting their hands on the ordinance, but this was a request from EMS.  Mr. Pinckney stated that this property is within the Joint Planning Area and needs to go to Ridgeland.  Ms. Lamb stated that he was correct and she had made an oversight.  Ms. White stated that even if this is under the Town of Ridgeland, they have to follow the county guidelines.  Ms. Lamb stated that was correct and that they would follow them.  Ms. White stated that we need to make sure that every road that is going to have houses has a name.  Ms. Lamb stated that if a road is a private road then it is part of a subdivision and would have to have the name approved by EMS when the subdivision was approved.  Ms. Lamb stated that she would have the item addressed by the Town of Ridgeland.
C.  Graham Hall, Re-zoning

Chairman Thomas asked Ms. Lamb to present.  Ms. Lamb stated she was looking up the zoning in Graham Hall and noticed that it was zoned Rural Preservation but think this was an error in color coding.  Each lot is about ¾ acres and should not be Rural Preservation.  The land should be zoned Residential.  There are approximately 30 lots.
Ms. Flexon asked if the Planning Commission has to present the change to Council.  Chairman Thomas stated that the rezoning is presented to Council as an error.
Mr. Pinckney asked if the rezoning could be included in the information presented to Council at the last meeting.  Ms. Lamb stated no because the rezoning is done by parcel number.
Mr. Pinckney made a motion and seconded by Dr. Bostick to approve the rezoning.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
OTHER BUSINESS

Chairman Thomas asked if the public had any comments.  There were none.
A motion was made by Dr. Bostick and seconded by Mr. Drayton to enter into Executive Session.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Chairman Thomas stated the Executive Session was needed to receive legal advice and discuss legal claims regarding the proposed location of businesses in Jasper County.
The meeting went into Executive Session at approximately 9:00 p.m.
A motion was made by Dr. Bostick and seconded by Mr. Pinckney to reconvene the meeting at 9:27 p.m.
Chairman Thomas stated the Planning Commission received legal advice and no action was taken.
Ms. White stated that Ms. Bartoldus had comments and did not hear our previous request for comments.
Ms. Bartoldus stated her concerns were with the sign ordinance.  She stated there was a sign on Hwy. 170 that she felt violated the sign ordinance language about moving signs and there might be others.  Mr. Kitty had told her that the signs were digital and were not moving.  She would like to see a recommendation for a moratorium on signs until a new ordinance is created.  She felt there needed to be a better definition of moving sign.
Dr. Bostick stated that it seems very clear that it (the sign on Hwy. 170) was a moving sign.  Mr. Jones stated that movement could mean physical or it could mean flashing or appearance of things moving on a sign.  Dr. Bostick asked if the sign was in compliance or not.  Mr. Fulghum stated that this would go to the BZA if there was a question of interpretation.  Mr. Pinckney stated that the writing that moves distracts people from driving, and if we approve the signs, then people who wreck may hold us responsible.  He also stated there are state laws for billboard signs.  Chairman Thomas stated that according to this (the ordinance provided by Ms. Bartoldus) an animated sign is allowed; it is just not allowed to flash.  Chairman Thomas asked where staff was on the revisions to the sign ordinance.  Ms. Bartoldus stated that her point was that if we have two signs then there could be more.  Ms. Lamb read some provisions in the article of the Zoning Ordinance regarding signs.  Chairman Thomas stated that we need to have the Code Enforcer enforce this.  Ms. Lamb stated that Mr. Kitty has always worked on the signs.  She stated that now that it is part of the Zoning Ordinance she asked him if he still wanted to handle signs.  He told her that he did, so she provided him with the Zoning Ordinance section.  Mr. Drayton stated that signs should not be under Mr. Kitty since Ms. Lamb should be enforcing the Zoning Ordinance.  Ms. Lamb stated that Mr. Kitty had always worked with the signs.  Mr. Drayton stated that just because he has always worked with signs does not mean he is supposed to do the work.  Mr. Fulghum stated that this is where the DSR comes in and allows more than one person to be the DSR.  Mr. Pinckney asked if when the Zoning Ordinance was passed if those rules overrode the Code of Ordinances.  Mr. Jones stated that the Planning Commission needed to go through the old ordinance (from the Code of Ordinances) and the new Zoning Ordinance and determine what is in each.  There might be features in the old ordinance that are supplemental to the Zoning Ordinance and could still apply.  Mr. Fulghum stated that it is staff’s job to interpret the Zoning Ordinance, and he would talk to Mr. Kitty and have him refrain from issuing permits until this is discussed further.
Discussion of Ad-Hoc Committee

Chairman Thomas stated the Committee was trying to get back with us this month, but they should have the final draft to us next month.  Mr. Pinckney stated that the Commission needs to send them a letter for them to provide us with whatever they have no matter what.  Mr. Drayton stated that the Committee should have it ready to provide to the Planning Commission.  Ms. Lamb stated the Committee did lose 2 members and have had a hard time putting together a quorum but should have one next week.  She stated that she thought they would have a final draft put together to send forward to the Planning Commission.  Dr. Bostick asked if the Planning Commission should act on Mr. Pinckney’s comment.  Mr. Drayton felt it was unnecessary and that a draft would be turned over.
Chairman Thomas stated that she had received an email regarding an event with the Senator.  She stated that she and Ms. Lamb were trying to do a zoning workshop for the new members, the Town of Ridgeland, realtors, and BZA members.  The original date was the same date of the Senator’s visit so the workshop was cancelled and will be rescheduled.
Chairman Thomas stated that she received an email about the I-95 Corridor Initiative designed to improve economic development.  She read out loud part of the article provided in the email.  Mr. Pinckney asked if the County had a committee doing something similar.  Mr. Fulghum stated there was a committee, but he didn’t know much about it.
Mr. Pinckney stated that at the last meeting there was a zoning request made and a recommendation was made to Council, but there was no notification to the owners and public.  Ms. Flexon stated that a notice was sent to the adjacent landowners for the past Planning Commissions she has worked.  Ms. Lamb stated that the posting of the property etc. is once it goes to the Council.  Mr. Jones stated that if you want to have a public hearing prior to you recommending a rezoning, we could do it.
Mr. Pinckney stated the Commission wanted a large enough sign so that it was visible.  Ms. Herman stated it cost a lot of time and money to put up the signs.  She stated that it could be done prior to the Planning Commission meeting, but if the Planning Commission turned it down then we would have wasted time and money.  Mr. Pinckney stated that the applicant is supposed to pay for the signs.  Ms. Lamb stated that the applicant does have to cover the cost.  Mr. Jones stated that it seems unlikely to be able to get all the timing worked out to post the property so far in advance.  Mr. Fulghum stated that maybe we could just send a letter to the adjacent owner regarding a scheduled Planning Commission meeting.  Mr. Pinckney stated that if Ms. Lamb needs help to get the job done then she should be getting the help.  Mr. Jones stated that the County has to treat every request the same whether the County requests the change or an applicant does.  Ms. White suggested the applicant be required to pay a fee to cover the cost.  Ms. Lamb stated that covering the costs is already being required.  Ms. Flexon asked how many rezoning requests the Planning Commission receives.  Ms. Lamb stated that right now we are getting quiet a few.  Mr. Fulghum stated that he would suggest the Commission to think about it and let staff review it and provide some options.
Ms. White stated that the agenda needed to be arranged in order to get out earlier.  Chairman Thomas stated that by law whatever makes it by the deadline, has to be reviewed.
A motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:18 p.m. was made by Mr. Pinckney and seconded by Mr. Drayton.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
