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April 7, 2009 & 6:30 P.M.

PLANNING & ZONING PUBLIC HEARING
AND
MEETING MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Hanson called the Planning & Zoning meeting to order at 6:30 PM. In
attendance were: Chairman Hanson and Planning & Zoning commission members
Seibold, Saunders, Culbertson and Smith. Building, Planning and Zoning Director, Vice
Chairwoman Cook and commission member Barnard were absent. Also in attendance
were Clerk Pinnell and consultant Mr. Tom Britton from the Waccamaw Council of
Governments.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.
Chairman Hanson led the pledge of allegiance.

Mr. Hanson stated that there was a sign-up sheet located in the back of the room and if
anyone wanted to make public comments at the end of the meeting they would need to
sign in.

. AGENDA APPROVAL

Mr. Smith made a motion approve the agenda as submitted. Mr. Seibold seconded the
motion. All voted in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

MINUTES APPROVAL
Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the minutes for March 3, 2009. Mr. Saunders
seconded the motion. All voted in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

BUSINESS

Article 111 Residential District review.

Mr. Britton stated that Article 111 would be reviewed this evening adding that it is
probably one of the most important articles within the zoning ordinance. Residential
would be discussed at this meeting and commercial would be discussed at the next
meeting. Article 111 is the most important because it sets both use requirements, sets up
the districts as well as setbacks and height requirements as they apply throughout the
town. The past couple months definitions and administration sections which are
technical articles were reviewed. Article 111 has some technical issues but there are also
many policy issues within it. Mr. Britton added that a discussion would follow.

Mr. Britton stated that going back to Article |1 the Commission would need to make sure
that all of the definitions are defined. Mr. Britton stated that this particular article sets
up the use requirements and in reading ahead there is also a use listing in Article 1V
which does not match up with the one in Article 11l and this would be classified as a
major technical flaw within the ordinance and it needs to be addressed. Mr. Britton
stated that there are also potential formatting issues. Anything district specific would
need to be in Article 111; when there is a meeting with the developer or property owner
they would need as much information in as few pages as possible. Pervious coverage as
it relates to R-3 districts in Article 1V should be moved to Article 11I.
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Mr. Britton stated that there needed to be clarification in R-3 as it relates to multi-family,
townhouse, condominium types or zero lot line types of development since the way it is
currently written is not very clear in making the distinction between the different types
of multiple family type of use. Mr. Britton asked if any of the commission members saw
any other technical issues they wanted to address.

Mr. Hanson stated that the chart in section 17-73 needs to be addressed, apparently there
are three different charts out there which contain slightly different information; it needs
to be one chart, it needs to be easier to read and it needs to contain terminology and
footnotes which are not currently fully explained adding that this chart is the heart of the
zoning area and it is not very clear. Item four 17-133 was added by Mr. Culbertson to
address for clarification regarding the 35 foot setback. Mr. Britton stated that the
building width requirement is measured at the setback which is set off the front property
line so there could be a pie shape lot; there could be 35 feet of frontage but as it tapers
back to the building line there is a minimum lot width and a building setback of 30 feet
and agreed with Mr. Culbertson that for clarity purposes it would probably have to be
the same thing; if one is 30 then the other should be 30. There was some additional
discussion.

Mr. Britton stated that the commission will be creating a list of items to review; they will
be researched and brought back to the commission so that the commission can make a
decision on these. Mr. Britton stated that if there is anything in addition to any items
listed then the commission would need to bring it up for discussion.

Mr. Britton stated that one of the things that the district requirements does is, it sets out
the uses, and asked if the commission came across any uses that perhaps were
inappropriate for the residential districts in town. Mr. Britton stated that from the
standpoint of what is allowed presently in Article 111, there is residential uses as primary
uses and there is home occupations which are listed for all districts, there is parks,
horticulture, non-commercial and accessory uses; under conditional uses is listed
churches, public/private schools, hospitals and similar uses or structures; a distancing
requirement was set for that and also is allowed by conditional use is public utilities
including water towers and that there is a landscaping strip required. Mr. Britton asked
if there was anything in this listing which applies to R-1 and R-2 districts that the
commission thought inappropriate or did not fit; referring to sections 17-87 and 17-88.
Mr. Britton stated that one of the discrepancies between Article 111 and Article 1V is that
in the listing it also includes libraries permitted by right; museum and cultural activities
by right; public buildings permitted by right and trade vocation schools, conditional use;
barber and beauty shops as a conditional use and public utilities as a conditional use as
well. Mr. Britton stated that there appears to be an expansion of some of the uses in
Article IV that include public buildings, public libraries, museums, etc. and if the
commission were to revise Article Ill the question would be, should the uses from
Article IV be incorporated to include libraries, museums, barber and beauty shops, etc.
Mr. Hanson stated that he feels that it should be one list. Mr. Britton stated that the
question would be if Article 1ll should be expanded to match Article IV or contract
Article IV to meet 1ll. Mr. Hanson stated that it currently “seems to work ok”. Mr.
Britton asked if there was anything on the list for uses. Mr. Hanson stated that under
section 17-72 zoning districts he would propose creating an R-4 district which would be
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multi-use adding that there is no land to place in it at this time but would like to consider
creating one with a definition; this has been discussed previously and he would like to
see one created and it would contain certain kinds of businesses. There was some
additional discussion regarding this proposal. It would be a village or market type
concept and Mr. Hanson stated that it could be created and defined for future use. There
was some discussion regarding needing a definition prior to agreeing to adding this zone.
Mr. Britton stated that there are various shades of what a mixed use zone could be and it
could be added to the list of items to research and discuss in the future. Mr. Britton
stated that Article 1V has public buildings and public uses and added that this is a very
broad category and the commission may want to narrow down the list of what public
buildings are; Mr. Hanson stated that prisons would be excluded. Non residential uses in
residential districts approval process was discussed; under the current ordinance it is
conditional use which means that it is permitted exclusively by staff and some places
have a special exception which requires a non-residential use such as a church, school or
public building go before the BZA to get a special exception; it requires a public hearing
and public input. The commission agreed that this would be good to add to the list of
items to address.

Mr. Britton stated that he had handed out a land use map for the town which was done
back in 2003 or 2004. Mr. Britton stated that the map included not a lot of non-
conformity from the standpoint of commercial residential and the only issue he saw that
potentially pertained to non-conformity dealt with the number of units per lot where
there is higher density than what would be permitted within the district. Mr. Britton
brought up discussion on setback and height and asked what the issues were other than
corner lots which would be addressed in Article IVV. Mr. Hanson stated that he has two
issues, one is in R-2 stating that under the current ordinance one is allowed to build a ten
bedroom, ten bathroom duplex and he feels that this is too large of a structure in an area
where there are single family homes and that it could be addressed by considering square
footage. Mr. Hanson stated another issue was that the town has an ordinance that calls
for a 6/12 roof and this is being circumvented by putting several 6/12 roofs so that they
can gain an extra story and four additional bedrooms. Mr. Hanson stated that another
issue is the mobile home park; the terminology has changed and these homes are now
referred to as manufactured homes and would like to change the ordinance to reflect this
change and also added that some of the buildings have been in the park so long that they
were placed there before HUD got involved and started inspecting these buildings and
setting standards. Mr. Hanson stated that the problem is that he does not believe that the
people who live there can replace them; they are grandfathered in and they cannot be
upgraded or replaced and he would like to submit the possibility of addressing this
adding that the homes built before the HUD standards may be a hazard and feels that it is
the commissions duty to protect people who live in town from safety hazards. Mr.
Hanson stated that the replacement of these structures should be addressed in the
ordinance so that there are standards placed and it would allow people to upgrade their
home. There was some additional conversation on the mobile/manufactured homes and
HUD regulations and lot size. The commission was in agreement to Mr. Hanson’s
concerns and to have staff come up with a recommendation. Mr. Britton stated that
some communities put an age restriction on mobile/manufactured homes.

Mr. Britton stated that four questions were proposed to the commission and asked the
commission if they had anything they wanted to address. Mr. Britton stated that another
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item Mr. Hanson had mentioned addressing was compatibility of some of the new
construction and potentially having a FAR (floor area ratio) requirement; this is where a
footprint is limited and what the floor area potentially is. The thought process behind
this is compatibility; a large structure that is out of place on a street height-wise is
limited. Mr. Hanson stated that the problem in town is that it has 7,500 square foot lots
with 5,000 square foot buildings on them which are too big for the area. Mr. Britton
stated that the drawback with the FAR is that there is the potential to create non-
conformities. There was some additional discussion regarding height requirements and
that many homes have two stories that sit on pilings. Mr. Hanson stated that this issue
had a moratorium on it for 6 to 9 months in 2004/2005 and what they came up with was
to increase the setbacks and they put a 6/12 roof requirement on it and it did not change
anything; it did not work and added that he likes the one and a half times the footprint
idea. Mr. Hanson stated that this problem needs to be fixed in R-2 and Mr. Saunders
added that it needs to be done correctly to prevent homes from becoming non-
conforming. Mr. Britton stated that the amount of research in doing a floor area ratio
correctly is pretty extensive; a survey would need to be done to come up with a threshold
where as few non-conformities are created as possible. Another way this could be
addressed is through setbacks which are tied to height; setbacks are increased as the
building goes up to where it becomes a disadvantage to go too high with a structure
because of the increased setbacks. Mr. Britton confirmed the list: creating an R-4
district, add special exception provisions, increase manufactured home park standards
and to look at a floor area ratio.

Mr. Britton stated that setbacks and height would be included in the list for the following
months discussion. The topic would be ‘what should be exempt from setbacks or height
requirements’ which ties into Article Il. Mr. Britton asked if there were any
compatibility issues with density; number of units allowed on a lot in a district adding
that it would probably be more pressing in the R-3 district where the multi-family
potential exists. Mr. Culbertson stated that he feels it should be left alone. Mr. Hanson
suggested that the items such as the charts in Article IV should all be in one article
instead of flipping back and forth adding that if something is discussed in Article I11 then
it should be there. Mr. Britton agreed that the more information and requirements you
can get on a single page the better it is for everyone involved. Mr. Hanson stated that it
currently would be very difficult for a new Zoning Administrator to come in and figure
out where everything is. Mr. Britton stated that the commercial district would be
addressed at the next meeting. Mr. Saunders asked if information could be e-mailed
prior to the meeting with enough time to review it. Mr. Britton stated that he usually
meets with Mr. Hanson and Ms. Donevant a week before the meeting and information is
usually available by the Thursday prior to the meeting. Mr. Saunders stated that he
would like to get information the Wednesday prior to the meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Ron Ott, 7™ Avenue North: “Everyone on this commission is well respected. What
you’re doing here is you’re changing a lot of our ordinances and refining them to protect
the people and the residents and the businesses. | went and looked through on the
Internet and what did concern me is, and maybe | can get a better answer to this right
here, is what is under use, what should the approval process be for non-residential uses
in residential areas; should this be done by the administration or should there be required
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board approval. Anytime we take the power from the people that live here and give
them to somebody else, it can seriously hurt us. We went through a period of time when
we had temporary administrators here and if you give somebody like that the opportunity
to put a gas station at the corner of my street, well, that could actually happen and I think
that everybody should . . . we have commissions and boards, we should use them no
matter how long it should take and I don’t think anybody would mind spending time on
any of these questions or anything if it goes to protect the people that live here and I also
looked at that and | said there never has been a buffer in this town between the
commercial zone and the residential zone; between C-1 and R-1 there is no buffer at all
and there was an area at the corner of my street that actually fell into that. 1f you look at
C-1 the side setback is zero, now with that line if you look at the PDD at the corner of
my street you can see that the one house is looking in the fellows’ bedroom because of
this situation. The current administration is doing an excellent job here, I mean, you
look all over the town and we can see that, but when you look at the plans for our future
they may not be, they won’t be here in 20 years, we don’t know who’s going to be here,
we don’t know who is going to be in power; it may be people that want to turn this
whole town into a purely business district and that’s some of the things that I think
everybody should look at. | also think the R-4 district, even putting that in the books is
an excellent idea; | kind of love the Market Commons concept and it also separates the
one commercial zone from another commercial zone. Thank you very much for this
opportunity.”

Bill Goddard, 15™ Avenue South, R-2 District: “ | want to address first the problem
that was brought up here about building homes that really aren’t residential homes and |
have a lot across the street from me and down one which is probably 60 by 100 foot and
a couple years ago they built the kind of house that Bob described; it’s a raised beach
house with two more floors on top of it and it has five bedrooms and five baths on each
side and | know that people are renting it by the week in the summertime which they’re
not supposed to do. (It was confirmed that they were referring to the same house). We
see the people coming in and out of there and | know they’re not there renting long term
and the only reason why they’re there is because we’re allowing them to build five
bedroom, five bath homes in an R-2 district and somehow we’ve got to stop it or limit it.
That’s the one issue | have, the second issue | have is | don’t believe that a person in an
R-2 district that has a single family home should be allowed to tear that down and build
a multiple family; a town house or a duplex or anything else. The lot was originally
built for a single family, there’s a single family house on it and it ought to stay single
family house, is my thinking. We’re just getting too much density by allowing people to
come in, tear down a single family house and put up a duplex or buy two or three lots
and put up townhouses, and that’s what’s happening and somehow we’ve got to limit
that and my idea of limiting would be for a single family house there, a single house has
to go back in. Thank you.”

Janet Gainey, 8" Avenue South: “First of all | want to commend everybody up here, |
know that it’s a lot of work when you start going through and reviewing all of these
documents and how they are currently in the books and how we need to change them, |
appreciate your input on that as well and | think developing a list of things to review is a
lengthy process, dreaded, I’m sure by some, but I think the R-4 is a good option to put in
the plan. We keep coming up year after year, myself for probably about 8 years now and
it’s been in the books about an R-4, some type of multi-use, Surfside Drive which is
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where | also own a home, that | have asked for some type of multi-use plan to be put into
place and every time the discussion comes up, of course you have pros and cons on both
sides and we realize that a lot of review and discussion needs to take place before any
changes are made; we don’t want to go in and do anything quickly but the first thing that
always comes up is there’s nothing out there that we can define it as so | think defining
an R-4 district would be helpful and it could at least start some process and see where we
go from there. 1 think just by saying there’s an R-4 and its multi-use isn’t telling the
community that, ok, now we’re going to change it and we’re going to have gas stations
down Surfside Drive all the way. 1 think that’s the fear, but if we define it correctly and
work towards that at least it gives us some options for our future. Thank you so much,
appreciate all your work you do.”

Randall Stevens, 412 1* Avenue North: “One thing is I’m looking at this, | got a good
friend Joe Zoltak, he keeps me up to date on everything and this use part where should
an approval process be done administratively, that would be the biggest mistake you
ever make. Anytime you give an administrator too much power then you’re taking the
power away from the people; a good example is our government right now where we got
a federal reserve person who can decide whether he wants to fire people or get rid of
people. As far as the R-4 district, I’m not too sure about that; that’s something that
should be tread very lightly because we’re only a two square mile city where as the
airbase, they got, hundreds and hundreds of acres of land, maybe a couple thousand
acres so it’s a big difference out there and the last thing | want to do. | got a house in,
supposedly it’s in an R-2 district because I’m right behind the library and the last thing |
want to do is see the lots next to me, which the city owns now but who knows what
they’ll do with them, be turned to an R-4 district, then restaurants be put in next door to
my home and | don’t think anybody in the whole town, the city would want that so we
want, what | want to ask you as a board is to tread lightly; make sure that you know what
you’re doing; make sure you got all your ducks in a row. There’s probably area is where
R-4 maybe some sections of Surfside Drive but then again you’ve got people who have
single family homes on there and if you think about it you go walk down Surfside Drive
and you can point out each family that’s got a single family home. See that’s one of the
things that you need to make sure that you don’t mess with too much. If you do decide
to do an R-4 make sure that you done right because you don’t want to open a can of
worms that you can’t get the worms back in the can, but the main thing is let’s not give
the administrator too much power, let it be the power to the people, that’s who
determines, that’s who elects the people and in this thing here, I’ve got all the ordinances
right here; it says the administrator shall serve at the pleasure of the town council who is
elected, the town council is elected by the people, so keep that in mind, very important.
Thank you for your time.”

Joe Zoltak, 414 Pine Drive: “l would like to reiterate similar support of the people who
spoke before me regarding giving the administrator the authority to make decisions
requiring conditional uses, | mean, what is wrong with the process we have in place right
now, | mean, conditional uses are pretty well defined in the ordinance as is and if
somebody wants to do something that’s not a conditional use it goes to the Zoning Board
of Appeals. That system, | think, was set up by our founding fathers, whoever, and
that’s controlling it, (SIC) questioned the legality of doing something like that, ok?
Because, again, any one of you can have a bar or gas station next to your home if that’s
allowed, so I think you need to look at that very carefully and look what’s already in
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place and what’s broken with it. It doesn’t seem like there’s anything broke. With
respect to the R-4, the mixed use, that is already in the master plan and | guess maybe
when you start thinking about definitions and stuff take a look at that first because it’s
already there. One other thing too when you give the administrator authority, I mean,
that gets a little risky, ok? and recently this council gave the administrator the authority
to execute a quit claim deed on property right down here on Surfside Drive and it turns
out if he had executed that, it would have been illegal because that property is protected
federally because it was used by, federal funds were used to buy the property, comes
through the National Parks Services and the State Parks and Recreation and
Development fund and the administrator was going to give away a quarter acre of Fuller
Park, did any of you know that? | kind of, when | left that meeting because during that
meeting, the word Fuller Park wasn’t even said, it was defined as property southeast,
that’s towards the ocean for me, this is to the northwest and that is what he was actually
given the authority to do, to execute a quit claim deed and had they executed that quit
claim deed they would never have found the stipulations that there was a deed restriction
on it and everybody could have gotten in a whole bunch of trouble for that and then
finally 1 guess you were looking for ideas on things that needed to be clarified, in
Section 17-88 paragraphs 1 and 2, back to the same issue, this board or maybe your
predecessors | guess were here then, on December the 4™ 2007, I guess they didn’t
interpret paragraph 1 as churches, public and private schools, hospitals and similar uses;
I guess they didn’t consider a library a similar use and then required a 7,500 foot setback
for it, they voted, that board did, that that include the public library as a public utility
which, I mean, it’s not Santee Cooper, it’s not Grand Strand Water and Sewer but that
board voted to make the library a public utility at that time which would have reduced
the setbacks to 25 feet. It was supposed to go to public hearing; I got involved and
exposed that to a few people that similar uses does fit libraries so you may want to
clarify and add library there just so that never comes back again, ok? And because |
exposed that fact to similar uses, it never, the public hearing scheduled for January 2008
was cancelled. Thanks for your time.”

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

Ron Saunders: “l have a comment and it has to do with our agenda that comes out
shortly before our meeting and | would like to make a proposal that we have an area in
our agenda at every meeting for public comments and we used to have that and it’s been
taken away and | would like to bring it to a vote by this committee that we want to have
public comments at every meeting.”

It was confirmed that this was a motion. Mr. Culbertson seconded the motion.
MOTION CARRIED.

Mr. Hanson confirmed that there would be a sign up sheet at every meeting and anyone
who wants to speak can sign up.



April 7, 2009- Special Meeting
Page 8

8. ADJOURNMANT
Mr. Saunders made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 PM.

Approved: May 5, 2009

Sharon Pinnell, Town Clerk

Bob Hanson, CommlsEA nt
n m//)//) W/

Connie Barnard, Comm|35|ﬂ em \j nSaunders Commission Member
John Culbertson, Commission Member Carol Cook, Commission Member
Charles Seibold, Commission Member Rod Smith, Commission Member

Clerk’s Note: This document constitutes minutes of the meeting, which was audio taped. In accordance with FOIA, meeting notice and the
agenda were faxed and/or emailed to local media and interested parties. A complete list is on file in the clerk’s office. The agenda was posted
on bulletin boards outside Council chambers and in the town hall reception area. Meeting notice was also posted on the town marquee.



