Jasper County Planning Commission

403 Russell Street

Ridgeland, SC 29936

June 17, 2008
6:00 p.m. in Council Chambers

Members Present:  Chairman Kim Thomas, Alex Pinckney, Juanita White, Theo Drayton, Bill Young, and Courtney Flexon were present.  Dr. Bostick was not able to attend.
Staff/Consultants Present:  Andrew Fulghum, Lisa Lamb, Christy Herman, Marvin Jones, Denise Grabowski (Lott & Barber Architects), and Kirk Croasmun (ATM).

Others Present:  Leland McCormick (DHEC), Russell Patterson, Andrea Malloy, Russ Hightower, Marshall Lawson, Dean Pease, Craig Kennedy (DHEC), and Mark Snyder were present.

Call to Order:  Chairman Thomas called the meeting to order at 6:09 p.m.  
Invocation & Pledge of Allegiance

Approval of Agenda:  A motion to approve the agenda was made by Mr. Pinckney and seconded by Ms. Flexon.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously. 
Approval of Minutes:  A motion to approve the May 13 and May 29, 2008 Minutes was made by Ms. Flexon and seconded by Mr. Pinckney.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Old Business
A.  Conditions regarding duplexes, presented by Denise Grabowski
This item was discussed after Item B & C.

Denise stated that she went back through the Zoning Ordinance in detail and looked at how other communities were doing conditions for duplexes.  She mentioned a memo had been given to the Members in their packet.  She stated that lot sizes and setbacks need to be addressed.  She stated that pg. 2 to the top of pg. 3 was just informational, and the rest of the document was her recommendations.  She stated that pg. 4 showed a sample table for setbacks.  She continued to read through her recommendations.  
Chairman Thomas asked if on pg. 3, #7 should Planning Commission (PC) be DSR.  Ms. Lamb stated that if it is a major subdivision the PC is going to see it, and if it is a minor subdivision then it would be DSR.  Mr. Jones stated that he felt that based on what was described the wording should be PC.  
Denise continued through the memo.  She stated that on pg. 5 the Members needed to look at the Use Table as to where duplexes are permitted and the table on pg. 5 showed her recommendations.  Chairman Thomas stated that she basically agreed with Denise’s changes but wanted to look at multi-family apartments because she thought that maybe they should be allowed in the Community Commercial (CC) areas since the CC areas were established throughout the county and are little hubs.  Denise stated that she agreed.  Ms. Lamb stated that in the more rural areas, sewer would not be allowed.  Chairman Thomas stated that at least they would be allowed if sewer ever got there.  Denise stated that if the goal for CC zoning was to create community centers then having multi-family apartments there would be a good idea.  Mr. Drayton asked what the reason was for not allowing multi-family when the Ordinance was written.  Chairman Thomas stated that she didn’t remember why and that was why she was questioning it herself.  Mr. Pinckney stated that CC was all in rural areas where sewer was not available.  Mr. Drayton said then let sewer systems be the reason for denial instead of the PC being the reason.  Denise went through the top chart on pg. 5 because there were some basic questions of what the changes were, and then she continued through the document.  Chairman Thomas stated that she circled the central water and wastewater systems language because she was not sure about the wording.  Mr. Croasmun stated that he had provided a recommendation.  Ms. Lamb stated that she makes sure that she tells people to talk to DHEC about septic requirements.  Ms. Flexon asked if Denise saw anything that Beaufort was doing particularly well.  Denise told them to look at pg. 7 section 106-2408.  She stated that Beaufort was looking at the number of units within the development to make sure there was some diversity in the development to meet all residents’ needs.  She stated that it may be something that the Members might want to look at.  Mr. Croasmun stated that low to moderate income housing might be an option with duplexes.  Mr. Pinckney stated that if someone is going to do duplexes and put in bigger wells, it won’t be economical, but if water and sewer was there, it would be different.  Denise stated that as the county starts to get more growth, utilities will be expanded or private facilities will be built.  She stated that this will most likely happen with a large development, and the County needs to have rules set up before these developments come in.  She stated that she didn’t think the County was going to have much multi-family or duplexes without public water.  Mr. Pinckney stated that when the County decided to stay rural and have low density, the price of land went up.  

Denise stated that at in the bottom table on pg. 4, the front setback from a multi-lane street was intended to say that access to the units would not be from the main street; the units have to be 60 feet from the main street and the setback would be from the minor street (which can be within the 60 feet setback).  

Ms. White pointed out pg. 4 #1 and asked why Denise picked 2.5 as the minimum lot size.  Denise stated that the Members had picked 2.5 and that she just carried it over.  Ms. White asked how many duplexes could be on 2.5 acres.  Denise stated that it depended on the lots and what the zoning was but the maximum number of units per acre for townhouses, patio homes, and duplexes was 6.  Ms. White wanted Denise to confirm that if a person had 2 acres and wanted to put 2 duplexes and had enough space that they wouldn’t be allowed.  Denise stated that as written they could not.  She stated that the reason the 2.5 was there was that the PC wanted duplexes to have a minimum lot size.  Ms. White asked why the PC would prohibit someone from putting up a duplex on less than 2.5 acres.  Denise stated that it was a request from PC to have a minimum lot size.  Ms. White stated that the PC has been talking about affordable housing, but they were only planning for the big developer and not letting the little people live on what they have.  Chairman Thomas stated that the Members had to go back to what they were trying to accomplish and the idea of keeping the county rural.  

Chairman Thomas asked Mr. Jones if he had any comments on Denise’s proposal.  Mr. Jones stated that Denise’s comments seemed to make sense, but the PC needs to make the decision.  He stated that he would draft the ordinance.  Mr. Pinckney stated suppose we said the minimum lot size was 1 acre, how many duplexes could a person get on 1 acre.  Denise stated that if you have water and sewer with Residential zoning, the minimum lot size is 6,000 sq. ft. so you could have 3 units.  Ms. Lamb stated that it was discussed at the last meeting that a person buys a townhouse but duplexes were generally rental properties.  Denise stated that maybe the Members look at allowing a duplex on less than 2.5 if it were owner occupied.  Ms. White stated that was discriminating; if one can do it than everyone should be able to do it.  Ms. Lamb stated that the way the ordinance was written, duplexes are only allowed in the CC or GC zone.  Ms. Flexon stated that if the goal was to keep Jasper County rural and to have affordable housing, and when you get into duplexes you get into density and rental situations; then to keep these structures in the places where we allow CC and GC makes sense.  Ms. Lamb stated that is why the PC set minimum lot sizes.  Denise stated that in the chart on pg. 2 in GC or CC the density is limited.  CC and GC have limits to units per acre.  She stated that what she was proposing was higher density than what you already have.  Mr. Pinckney stated that the Zoning Ordinance was supposed to mirror the Comprehensive Plan (Comp. Plan).  Ms. Lamb stated that duplexes got brought up because townhomes and patio homes were allowed in the Residential zones but duplexes were not.  Ms. White stated that pg. 4 #4 requires a duplex to look like a single-family home.  Mr. Drayton asked if 2.5 acres should be 1.  Ms. White stated that if you are putting a family looking structure on 2 acres you should be allowed because if you had two lots then you would be able to have 2 houses.  Denise stated that she thought the primary concern was the shift from owner-occupied to the rental nature of duplexes; whether the Members saw that as a concern was up to them. Ms. White stated that the Members could find themselves being bogged down and not being realistic.  She stated the Members needed to draw up regulations that everyone could live with.  Chairman Thomas asked how does the PC go back and follow the Comp. Plan; we can’t have a blanket requirement and follow the Comp. Plan; if we allow more density then we aren’t following the Comp. Plan.  Denise stated that if the desire is to maintain a rural character, then in some areas you want to keep single-family which is the Rural Conservation zoning.  Residential zoning is geared toward newer developments and accommodates smaller lot sizes.  The Rural Preservation district is a transition to smaller single-family homes and more rural housing.  She stated there are other strategies that may be more helpful in maintaining the rural character; this is the tool that you are working with, but it is not the only tool.  Mr. Pinckney stated that Jasper County is 22 square miles but developable land is set in most of the county with large developers owning most of it.  He stated that he didn’t want 4 duplexes right next to him.  He stated the Members set the higher density for a reason.  The Members knew density would be higher in the 5 mile radius around the town and city limits.  Mr. Croasmun stated that the PC has to write rules for both current residents and future developments.  Ms. Flexon stated that she would like to have a workshop and hear some of the alternatives to achieve our goals.  Mr. Jones stated that he thought the current discussion was useful because it helped the Members to see how they are approaching things and what was important to them.  He stated that is was not unusual for people to not want government to tell people what they can do with their land but they also want things to stay the same which then requires government.  He stated that if the Members thought Denise’s idea was generally what they wanted, then have a workshop.  He stated that before the workshop, he wanted to take the notes from the meeting regarding their issues in order to put the ideas in an ordinance for the Members to go through for a final draft.  He stated that this type of discussion was good, but it rarely leads to something that becomes final.  Ms. Lamb stated that Denise was recommending allowing a lesser use with duplexes than townhomes and patio homes which are allowed.  Chairman Thomas stated that the PC has the current zoning and the recommendations were in line with what they have and where they wanted to go.  She also noted that where some of the issues were occurring were with the new Members wanting to know why the old Members made the decisions they made.  She stated that the old Members can’t remember all of the reasoning but they have what they have.  Ms. White stated that she was talking about exceptions when a request doesn’t involve a developer.  She stated the Members could discuss the issue more at a workshop.  Denise asked the Members to let her know if they needed more information for the workshop.  Mr. Jones stated he would like to put something together so that the Members could go over it at the next workshop.  Chairman Thomas stated that would be okay.  Ms. White mentioned that a citizen had questioned the rules regarding building height.  Ms. Lamb stated that was included in Article 7 regarding setbacks and densities.  Chairman Thomas asked Mr. Jones to prepare an ordinance for the PC. 
B.  Appointment of Planning Commission Member to the Cypress Ridge Industrial Park Review Board
Chairman Thomas stated that information had been provided in the packets for a previous meeting.  She asked the Members if anyone wanted to volunteer.  Mr. Young volunteered.  A motion to accept Mr. Young as the member for the Cypress Ridge Industrial Park Review Board was made by Ms. White and seconded by Mr. Drayton.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
C. Review Final Draft of the Excavation Ordinance as presented by the Ad-Hoc Committee
Chairman Thomas asked for comments from the Members or from Mr. Jones.  She stated that no action would be taken at the meeting, and the item would be addressed at the upcoming workshop.

Ms. Lamb stated that Mr. Jones was still reviewing the draft and would get comments to the PC as soon as he could.  She stated that she thought she could get the Members comments to him if they had any.  A letter from Cemex’s attorney was given to the Members.

Ms. Flexon stated that it seemed like there was some debate of whether the County had jurisdiction over the state regarding some of the items in the draft.  She asked if Mr. Jones had an opinion on what the Members should focus on.  Mr. Jones stated that he looked over the draft but had not finished his comments.  He stated that it would be helpful if he could get an idea of what direction the Members want to go.  He gave the Members a quick history of the ordinance.  He stated that he needed to know where they wanted to take the ordinance and how active they wanted to be.  He stated the PC’s authority is zoning, and the draft will become part of the Zoning Ordinance.  He stated the State has acted in the area (mining) and has a comprehensive set of regulations.  He stated that it would be a judgment call of what the PC has the authority over.  He stated that there was a representative from DHEC and that maybe the Members should talk to him and see what DHEC’s enforcement was for this area.  He stated that the County cannot do something that contradicts what the State is asking for, but there are certain things that the State is not regulating.
Ms. White stated that she had gone through the information, and there was a lot of information.  She stated that the Members needed to put the item on the agenda for the workshop.  She stated that the PC needed to enhance what the State was already doing and not repeat it.  She stated that the PC should take the draft to the workshop and address the issues with Mr. Jones line item by line item.

Chairman Thomas stated that the item has been moved to the workshop.  She stated that the Members would be able to make changes to the document presented to them by the Ad-Hoc Committee.  She stated that the community had some issues with mining such as the dust that is created.  She stated she was not sure how or if the PC could do anything to enforce some of the rules.  She asked Mr. Jones about the letter from Mr. Thompkins that stated the PC didn’t have the right to impose certain rules on the roads.  Mr. Jones stated that he had not had the opportunity to go through and analyze each comment from the different attorneys.  Chairman Thomas stated that there was road impact fees set up in the Development Agreements.  Mr. Jones stated that they were not technically impact fees.  Chairman Thomas stated she understood that but there were fees set to pay for certain items.  She stated that the PC was just trying to get a fee to pay for the roads being destroyed by the mining industry.  She stated the industry wasn’t being singled out, but the PC was just trying to pinpoint some of the activities that created the road damage.  Ms. White stated that the County has no jurisdiction over the State paved roads.  She stated that she thought in some of the areas of the document, the PC was over stepping their bounds.  Mr. Pinckney asked Chairman Thomas if the Members could have the DHEC representative speak about mining in S.C. and neighboring areas. 
Craig Kennedy (DHEC) stated that DHEC was responsible for mining reclamation programs, protecting lands and waters surrounding mines and ensuring that mining lands were put back to useful purposes after mining.  He stated there were standards that had to be met, and if a proposed mine could not meet them, then a permit would be denied.  He stated that in S.C., DHEC works off of a definition of mining.  He provided the definition and gave a couple of examples.  He stated there were two types of permits.  He stated that to conduct mining, a person has to have a permit and a reclamation plan.  He stated that these items were posted and given to adjacent landowners and published in the paper.  He stated that all of this was done to solicit public comment.  He stated that there was a general permit which is for 5 acres or less and under certain circumstances.  He stated that this type of permit does not require public notice which creates an incentive for the smaller excavation sites to get a permit and ensures the sites are being done correctly.  He stated that DHEC can take enforcement action against those who don’t follow the rules.  He stated that DHEC looks at the impact a mine will have on the land and the surrounding land and requires studies to be done when needed.  DHEC also enforces reclamation plans.  He stated that each site is different, and there are different concerns at each site.  He stated that DHEC does not get into zoning issues, and the Mining Act states they don’t supersede zoning ordinances.  Mr. Pinckney stated that logging was being done on main roads and mining was being done on secondary roads.  He stated the PC wanted to make sure the mining industry was repairing the roads.  Mr. Kennedy stated the reclamation bonds only make sure the site is brought back to certain standards.  He stated that the PC needed to speak to the County attorney to determine how to address county maintained roads.  He stated that as soon as truck drivers get onto public roads, DHEC does not regulate what they do.  Mr. Drayton asked if DHEC in Jasper County had manpower to enforce all of the regulations.  Mr. Kennedy said that he could not speak for Jasper County, but DHEC does have the manpower.  He stated that DHEC inspects the facilities; it may not be every day and judgment has to be made by our inspectors of how often they need to inspect the property.  Mr. Drayton asked if every county has a mining ordinance.  Mr. Kennedy stated no.  Mr. Drayton asked if an ordinance may not be needed.  Mr. Kennedy stated that he would not tell Jasper County what they should or should not do.  Mr. Drayton stated that he was on the Ad-Hoc Committee, and they went round and round.  He stated that it seemed to him that everything they put in the ordinance, the attorneys said they could not put it in.  He stated that he agreed with Ms. White that the PC needed to go line by line and decide what they could put in the ordinance.  Ms. White asked how many mining projects were in Jasper County.  Mr. Kennedy stated there were about 10 or 12.  Ms. Flexon asked what type of permits.  Mr. Kennedy stated there were 4 individual mining operations which are larger and the rest were general permits.  Ms. White asked if any had been sited.  Mr. Kennedy stated that he could only think of 3 or 4 enforcement actions that had been taken in 2 to 3 years.  He stated that 1 was because there was no permit and the others were for violations of a permit.  Mr. McCormick stated that DHEC was trying to get around to sites a couple times of years, and they have to respond within 48 hours of a complaint.  He stated that he generally does it quicker.  Mr. Kennedy stated that it was still a standing offer that if there are any complaints to just let him know.  He stated that some of the complaints he had received were actually coming from construction sites and not mining operations.  He stated that it helps DHEC do their jobs better if they know what is going on or what the perceptions are.
Mr. Young stated he thought that working out the cost for damage to a road would have to be worked out on a case by case basis.  Chairman Thomas stated she thought the Members needed to know how often the county roads were being maintained.  Ms. White asked if staff was currently getting complaints.  Ms. Lamb stated that we had not gotten any complaints in a long time since Bellinger Hill was torn up.  Mr. McCormick stated that the only mines that are out there that are on a county maintained road is Bellinger Hill.  He stated that he has gotten complaints about the road, and it is torn up, but DHEC doesn’t regulate roads and they don’t really know what has torn up the road whether it is mining, logging, or general use.  Mr. Pinckney asked if the PC could get a list of the legal mines because there may be some that are operating that may not be legal.  Mr. McCormick said yes.  Ms. Flexon asked what happens if they aren’t legal.  Mr. McCormick stated that DHEC would issue a cease and desist order and try to get them to get a permit.  Mr. Drayton asked if there had been a complaint about a mine on Bees Creek Road.  Mr. McCormick stated that there had been and the operation has until September to put the land back the way it was or they will be fined $4,700.  Chairman Thomas asked if the county is made aware of when mines are applied for.  Ms. Lamb stated that there are not a lot of applications.  She stated she receives a letter from DHEC stating that a permit has been issued.  Chairman Thomas asked if DHEC checked zoning first.  Mr. McCormick said no but he does tell the applicant to talk to Ms. Lamb.  Mr. Kennedy stated that DHEC does notify the County Administrator that a public notification has been sent out.  Ms. White asked what information DHEC requires for a permit.  Mr. Kennedy stated DHEC gets basic information regarding the operation, setbacks, reclamation plan, property owner or lease agreement, and location.  Ms. White asked if DHEC considered the local zoning ordinance in the application.  Mr. Kennedy stated that DHEC cannot deny a permit based on inconsistencies with a zoning ordinance.  He stated the municipality has to go after the applicant once they have the permit.  Chairman Thomas stated that the applicant had gone through a lot with DHEC if the county says no after they have a permit.  Mr. McCormick stated that was why we tells the applicant to talk to the zoning department.  Chairman Thomas asked about the land disturbance permit from OCRM.  Mr. Kennedy stated that if you get a mining permit, you are not required to have a land disturbance permit.  Mr. McCormick stated that if someone wants to dig a fish pond they have to get a land disturbance permit.  He also stated that if someone wants to do a fish pond, they should want a mining permit because the cost is much less.  Chairman Thomas asked the Members if they could give Mr. Jones anything to go on.  Ms. White stated that she would like to discuss the draft in detail.  Mr. Drayton reaffirmed with Ms. White that she wanted to take the present draft and work with it with Mr. Jones.  Ms. White stated yes.  Ms. Lamb asked if the Members would like to discuss a time that would be good since Mr. Jones was present.  Chairman Thomas stated that the next workshop was in July and Mr. Jones wouldn’t be there and the agenda was quiet full.  Ms. White stated that the PC had been looking at this for a long time, and they needed to get something done soon.  Chairman Thomas stated that the Members needed to think of some times that they could meet and decide by the end of the meeting.
BREAK

New Business 

A.  Request for Map Amendment (Re-Zoning Application), Keith & Shirley Loveday
Chairman Thomas asked Ms. Lamb to present.  Ms. Lamb stated that Mark Snyder was present and was representing the applicants.  The property is located off of Hwy. 170 Alternate and National Street.  She referred to the map that was in the packet.  She stated the applicant was requesting General Commercial zoning.  Mr. Young asked if there was a warehouse across the street.  Mr. Snyder said that was the building he was talking about.  He stated that historically it had been used for General Commercial uses, and it was located at 3 major thoroughfares.  He stated that the current zoning was Community Commercial.  He stated the best use for the property is what it has been used for in the past which falls under General Commercial uses.  He stated the owners have had the property on the market for 3 months and everyone that has been interested needs General Commercial zoning.  He stated that he has an offer on the table right now that requires General Commercial zoning.  He stated the company recycles antique wood.  He stated that being zoned CC takes away from the value of the property.  Chairman Thomas asked how long the building had been abandoned.  Mr. Snyder stated he thought it had been about a year.  Ms. White stated she was concerned because it would be more valuable but what would be the effect to the surrounding properties.  Mr. Snyder stated that everything around it fits into the General Commercial zone.  Ms. Flexon stated that the uses that are there are grandfathered, but we have to decide how much more we want.  She asked if there was a chart that showed what was allowed in the General Commercial zone.  Ms. Lamb stated it was in Article 6.  She also noted that manufacturing was not allowed in the GC zone.  Mr. Drayton wanted confirmation if the offer that was on the table could be done in GC.  Mr. Snyder stated that yes it would be according to the conversation he had with Ms. Lamb.  Ms. Flexon stated that the PC can’t make a decision based on the applicant’s need.  She stated the PC must base their decision on what they feel is best for the area.  Chairman Thomas stated that by approving the rezoning the PC would create spot zoning, and that area is where they felt a community center should be.  Mr. Young stated that he thought the building had been there for 20 years.  Mr. Snyder stated yes, it was originally built for a manufacturing company, it has been 2 insulation companies and a cabinet company, and the cost to turn the building into retail would be a lot and would take away from the value of the property.  Ms. Flexon stated that the applicant wasn’t just limited to retail.  Mr. Pinckney asked Mr. Snyder if he understood that the PC’s recommendation goes to Council and if Council denies the request, then the applicant has to wait a year before reapplying.  Mr. Snyder stated that is why he brought the issue to the Members to find out how he should proceed.  Chairman Thomas stated that the PC has an application that they have to act on or the applicant has to pull the application so the applicant needs to make that decision based on what has been said.  Ms. Flexon stated that spot zoning is a bad idea, and she would not be inclined to change the zoning as requested.  Mr. Drayton stated that the Comprehensive Plan does not support the request.  Ms. Flexon stated that she has sympathy for the applicant, but the PC has to look in the future of what they want.  Mr. Snyder asked what if the entire area wanted to be rezoned to GC.  Chairman Thomas said that would be a complex task.  Mr. Snyder stated that he understood so he would like to pull the application at this time. 

B. Rezoning Request from Staff, (Errors in the Map): Highway 170 at the corner of Old Bailey’s Loop
Ms. Lamb was asked to present.  Ms. Lamb stated the property was located off of Hwy. 170 and the corner of Old Bailey’s Loop.  She stated the property was currently zoned Rural Preservation.  She stated that before the County adopted the zoning map, ProSlab had applied for a multi-tenet building.  She stated that the building was about finished and under Rural Preservation hardly anything is permitted.  She stated that the PC had already recommended nearby areas to be Community Commercial (CC).  She stated she recommended the nearby CC zoning be continued down to the end of Old Bailey’s Loop.  Ms. Flexon asked if all of the narrow properties would be CC.  Ms. Lamb stated yes.  Ms. Flexon asked what was happening on the other side of the highway.  Ms. Lamb stated that would be the Center Point PDD.  Mr. Pinckney stated that there was a house on one of the lots in question.  Ms. Lamb stated there was a small office on one of the properties, there was a building on one of the lots that was not a house, and she didn’t think there was a house.  Chairman Thomas explained that what the PC did in most of the CC areas was to just say a ½ mile in each direction would be CC, and they kind of stopped the CC zone maybe too short and what staff is recommending makes sense.  Ms. Lamb stated she thought it was just 6 properties, and it would just be the front of the property.  She stated that the property right near the ProSlab property had already been zoned CC.  She stated the CC zone was supposed to support residential uses.  Mr. Pinckney stated that he doesn’t like that a gas station could be located right next to a house.  He stated that he would at least want to know before it happened.  Ms. Lamb stated that the County is required to notify the residents that their property is being requested to be rezoned.  Mr. Pinckney stated that if the PC changes the one lot to R that would only be 1 affected, but if we change the entire area to CC we are changing 6 lots.  Ms. Lamb stated that the proposed property was not grandfathered because there wasn’t a use existing.  Chairman Thomas asked if the PC had something that said that if they had a permit prior to the passage of the Zoning Ordinance then it would be grandfathered.  Mr. Jones stated that there was no current use.  Ms. Flexon asked what would have been allowed when he started to build the building.  Ms. Lamb stated he could have had any uses, and he built the building for CC uses.  Mr. Pinckney stated that he sees the logic in what Ms. Lamb was asking for, but the one lot with a house should be notified before the lots are rezoned.  Ms. Flexon stated that at a minimum, we could change the corner lot to Residential.  Mr. Pinckney stated he thought that the homeowner would have his/her property taxes affected with the rezoning.  Ms. Lamb stated the rezoning does not change what you are assessed; it is based on what is built on the property.  Mr. Pinckney stated that he disagreed.  Chairman Thomas stated that she thought the PC should make separate motions.  A motion to rezone the corner lot (Pro Slab) to Residential was made by Ms. Flexon and seconded by Mr. Pinckney.  A vote was taken, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Other Business

Mr. Croasmun asked the PC if they wanted him to go over the memo to Mr. Fulghum where he gave updates on projects.  There were no questions.  Chairman Thomas noted that Ridgeland Lakes was Phase 3.  

Mr. Pinckney asked Chairman Thomas if the administrator could bring the PC up to date on the joint planning efforts.  He stated that the County continued with Ridgeland for 6 months.  Chairman Thomas asked if Mr. Fulghum would update the PC.  Mr. Fulghum stated that the 6 months would be up in August and Council had asked him to prepare information at that time.  Mr. Pinckney asked if Mr. Fulghum could go over the objective of joint planning.  Mr. Fulghum stated that Jasper County had an irresponsible zoning ordinance that allowed whatever wherever.  He stated that the Joint Planning Areas (JPAs) encouraged development to occur where the infrastructure existed.  He stated that the idea was to create a growth boundary, which was very different than what Beaufort did.  Beaufort grew as if it were a municipality.  By Council giving planning authority to the municipalities, the municipalities could work directly with applicant which eliminated the back and forth of what the county could offer a developer versus a municipality.  He stated that Hardeeville had a majority of the 5 mile annexed, which was about the same time the county adopted the new zoning ordinance.  He stated that the building moratorium had slowed growth but at the same time it increased annexations.  Hardeeville did not have a reason to stay in the JPA because they had annexed almost all of the land.  Ridgeland has much smaller parcels to annex before they got to the larger tracts so they needed more time in the JPA.  He stated that now the County must decide what the next phase of joint planning will be which could involve other counties as well.  Chairman Thomas said thank you.
Chairman Thomas stated that in the Members’ packages there was a letter to the schools.  She asked if staff had received a response.  Ms. Lamb said that she hadn’t.  Mr. Fulghum stated that he had a verbal conversation and Mr. James Gardner will be the representative.  Chairman Thomas asked if at the next meeting someone could point him out so the PC could welcome him.  Ms. White stated that staff should request a letter from the schools verifying what Mr. Fulghum had stated.  Chairman Thomas requested for Mr. Fulghum to get the letter.
Chairman Thomas stated that she assumed Council received the PC’s letter to review the Development Agreement fee schedule.  Mr. Fulghum stated that Council requested that he work on a fee schedule.
Chairman Thomas stated that the PC needed to have some procedures in place.  Mr. Jones stated that two weeks ago Council gave 3rd reading to an ordinance establishing rules for them and in some cases rules for all committees.  He stated that he would take a look at it and get something put together for the PC.
Ms. Lamb asked the Members if they had given any thought to a separate workshop for the excavation information.  She stated that she did not have anything on the next agenda.  There was no response.  

Ms. Lamb stated that she needed some guidance on what to tell the owner of ProSlab.  Chairman Thomas stated that he could have a neighborhood discussion to see if they agree with what he was doing and see if they all want to come in.  Ms. Lamb stated that he was going to be livid because he cannot use his building for anything.  She stated that she didn’t want him to apply for rezoning of just his own property because that would be spot zoning.  She stated there is a 30 day limit for a decision to be made once an applicant applies for a rezoning and staff cannot get notice to adjacent property owners and still have a decision unless the PC starts having special meetings.  Mr. Jones stated that PC is supposed to be the experts in zoning and their role was not a political role of whether people like the zoning.  He stated that the PC must look at what there was and what the rules should be.  He stated that once the request gets to Council, they have a process to notify the neighbors to speak, and then it becomes more of a political decision.  He stated that the PC has a different role than the Council.  He stated that the PC’s role is more technical.  Ms. Lamb stated that staff is going to have to post the property to change the parcel from RP to R, and she knows that the owner will want to come back with a different zoning.  Mr. Pinckney stated that the recommendation that the PC sends to Council weighs heavily because they generally follow what the PC says.  Chairman Thomas stated that she thought that CC could extend in that area.  She stated that when there are errors, the PC has been putting the property in the proper zone.  Ms. Lamb stated that if the Members looked at the area, they would see it was going to be commercial.  Ms. White asked if anyone had seen the site.  Mr. Young stated that he had seen the site.  Mr. Pinckney stated that he knew there was a house on one of the lots.  Ms. Herman stated that when the PC created the zoning they didn’t actually look at what was located on a property before they zoned it.  She stated that the PC just zoned certain areas and in this case the owner had full anticipation of having commercial uses in an approved commercial building.  Ms. White stated that staff is asking for this change for a reason and maybe we need to reconsider the motion.  She stated that she didn’t feel the Members should just leave Ms. Lamb hanging.  Ms. Flexon stated that Ms. Lamb’s role was to bring things to the PC’s attention and then the PC has to make a decision.  She stated that the Members had fixed an error but staff was asking for the PC to go one step more.  Chairman Thomas stated that this was a unique situation where someone was allowed to build a building but he isn’t allowed to use it.  Mr. Pinckney stated that staff was strongly trying to rezone the properties then why not have the owner talk to the adjacent owners.  Chairman Thomas stated that the PC knows there was an error, and they decided what it should have been.  She asked if it was their right to zone it even further to CC.  Mr. Jones stated that the mistakes that have been found and the changes that have been made were clear errors.  He stated that Ms. Lamb had made a point that it was zoned wrong, but he thought the PC made the right decision.  He stated that the PC can’t rezone the neighbors as a mistake because it wasn’t a mistake. 

Public Comments
There were none.
A motion was made by Mr. Young and seconded by Mr. Pinckney to adjourn the meeting at 9:51 p.m.
