MINUTES
GLYNN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 4, 1998 9:00 A.M.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Glenda Jones, Chairman
Lamar Cole
Hal Hart
Jeff Shell
Richard
Altman
Iris Touw
Jonathan Williams

STAFF PRESENT:

Charles Taylor, Community Dev. Director
Lee Gilmour, County Administrator
Keith Taylor, Assistant County Attorney
Dick Newbern, Planner
Deborah Taylor, Zoning Administrator
Jim Bruner, County Engineer
Ellis Carter, Building Official
Janet Loving, Administrative Secretary

Chairman Glenda Jones called the meeting to order and
the invocation was given, followed by the Pledge of
Allegiance. She then gave a brief recap of the rules,
voting procedure and audience participation in discussing
agenda items.

407 Butler Avenue
Amend approved plan for exterior improvements
for the location of an enclosed structure for
the placement of garbage can receptacles,
located off of Butler Mews Drive
M2.
Mark Podlin, trustee representing the property
owners, was present for discussion.

The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review.
Mr. Mark Podlin had a Village Preservation application
approved fifteen months ago at the May 6, 1997 Planning
Commission meeting. At that time, the Planning Commission
approved his request to expand the front porch, install
railings around the porch and construct a 6 ft. high stucco
fence along the front yard line.
Since that time, Mr. Podlin has gone beyond the scope
of his approved Village Preservation application by
installing a screening area for his 55-gallon mobile trash
receptacle. He built this wooden screening structure
without processing a Village Preservation application
through the Planning and Zoning staff and the Planning
Commission. He was cited with a warning by the Zoning
Enforcement Officer, and advised that he must have this
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structure evaluated for conformity with the Village
Preservation Ordinance and county regulations. His
screening structure is being treated as an addendum to his
original Village Preservation application approved on
May 6, 1998.
The structure violates the 10 ft. setback on Mews
Circle. If the Planning Commission approves Mr. Podlin's
request, the setback violation would have to be processed
and approved through the Glynn County Board of Zoning
Appeals. The screening structure also does not conform to
the intent of Section 709.3, paragraph 2, of the zoning
ordinance
There shall be no... outside storage area... which
involves outside storage on public right-of -way
or sidewalks in the district.

Though the
screening structure for the trash
receptacle is not in a public right-of-way, it abuts the
paved Mews Circle drive. Such structures abutting paved
roads for thru traffic are to be discouraged.
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Mr. Dick Newbern stated that staff recommends denial
of this request because the screening structure is not in
keeping with the intent of the Village Preservation
Ordinance.

Mr. Mark Podlin distributed written information
regarding this application. He stated that staff has said
that the structure is located in the public right-of -way;
however, Mr. Podlin pointed out on the survey that Mews
Circle is a private easement for ingress and egress. "It
is not a public right-of-way. Therefore, the rules and
regulations in the Zoning Ordinance applying to public
streets do not apply to this property."
Mr. Podlin stated that they have built a $25,000

stucco wall around the house. The enclosure for the `big
ugly green trash receptacle" required by the county, is to
prevent animals from getting into the trash, and also to
prevent the receptacle from being blown over into the path
of traffic. He felt that the structure would be a safety
precaution and a cosmetic improvement for the property.
Photographs of the structure and surrounding area were
provided for the Planning Commission's review.
Mr. Podlin explained that when the original complaint
was filed by a former Planning Commission member, the
structure was a natural wood color. Since that time, it
has been painted to match the stucco wall that was approved
by the Planning Commission. They also have plans to plant
shrubbery around the structure in an effort to screen it
from public view.
Mr. Podlin stated that staff's comment that the
structure is not compatible with the Village Preservation
District is not true. Before they built the structure, he
stated that they went around the Village Preservation
District to make sure that it would be compatible with the
Village. He then pointed out the numbered pictures included
in his presentation, which shows other trash screens and
permanent trash receptacles located throughout the Village.
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He also pointed out a trash receptacle, which he stated
belongs to a former Planning Commission member, with trash
spilled on the ground. Again, he stressed the reason for
building the enclosure around the trash receptacle was to
prevent this from happening to his property.
In describing the structure, Mr. Podlin stated that it
is a temporary, moveable trash screen. It has no foundation
andit is not a building. The Zoning Ordinance applies to
This trash receptacle is more like a mailbox.
buildings.
He stated that at the time of the preparation of the
original plans, they did not have any experience with the
new large green containers. For that reason, they did not
address the issue of what to do with the containers and
therefore did not include it in the original plans.
Mr. Podlin explained that because of the small size of
the lot and due to the location of an existing electrical
transformer, it was necessary to construct the trash screen
as a freestanding screen, rather than incorporate it within
the new wall. He stated that there are bushes against the
house that cover the transformer and they would be willing
to move the screening area as far back as possible so as
not to interfere with the transformer, but further away
from the street.
During the course of his presentation, Mr. Podlin read
the following:
"Section 709.3 of the Zoning Ordinance is absolutely
irrelevant and inapplicable to this situation. By the
planning staff's own admission, the trash screening is not
on a public right-of-way. Moreover, directly contrary to
the planning staff's representation to the Planning
Commission, Mews Circle is a circle in a residential area,
and it is certainly not a paved road for thru traffic.
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"Section 709.3 is clearly intended to be applicable to
retail businesses in the retail portion of the Village
Preservation District, not the residential portion of the
Village Preservation District. That regulation says you
can't have any outside storage or retail selling areas on
the public street This is a private trash receptacle
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"The planning staff has admitted to me privately that
the trash screen is not normally an item they would find
objectionable. It was brought to their attention by a
former Planning Commissioner, who has put pressure on them
to take action against us as a personal favor. This is an
abuse of this former planning official's former position
and is an unethical imposition upon the public trust The
planning staff has gone out of its way to misrepresent and
mischaracterize the law in order to deceive this Planning
Commission into disapproving our trash screen as a personal
favor to a former public official.
"We have the legal right to use our property as we see
fit as long as it does not violate any law. We have shown
that we are in compliance with the law and are entitled to
maintain our trash screen in its present location.
Disapproval of our application would violate the U. S.
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Constitution.
Inasmuch as the laws of the planning staff
are inapplicable and were cited as a personal favor to a
former Planning Commissioner, disapproval would be under
color of law and would violate our constitutional rights.
"We do not believe the Village Preservation District
regulations can be legally enforced against Butler Mews
Subdivision, which is a modern subdivision consisting
almost entirely of new houses built within the past 15
years. There is no reasonable relationship between the
burdens placed upon the homeowners in this subdivision and
the governmental objective of preserving historic
structures within the village area."
Mr. Podlin stressed that the trash receptacle does not
violate any regulations of the Zoning Ordinance. He
respectfully asked that the request be approved.
Letters from two adjoining neighbors (Mr. Jeffrey
Berry and Mrs. Joan Manis) supporting this request were
attached for the Planning Commission's review.
Mr. Bob Fell, resident of Butler Mews and former
Planning Commissioner, was present to oppose this request.
In response to Mr. Podlin's comment that he (Mr. Fell) put
undue pressure on the Planning Board and Planning Official,
Mr. Fell stated that one phone call informing staff of the
trash receptacle is not undue pressure. He stressed that
he did not ask any personal favors and he did not contact
any member of the Planning Commission individually about
this. Mr. Fell stated that he still has a right to appear
before the Planning Commission, even though he is a former
Planner Commissioner.
In addressing the two letters of approval that
Mr.Podlin referred to, Mr. Fell stated that Mr. Berry's
letter should be discounted because he has not cut his
grass in over a month. Photographs were presented for the
Planning Commission's review. Mr. Fell stated that it would
have been very nice if Mr. Podlin had come to him and some
of the other neighbors before this was constructed and
perhaps asked their opinion. He pointed out that he has
spoken to several neighbors who don't particular care for
this structure. He stated that this request is in violation
of the Village Preservation District and it violates the
LbLLJLL±U115
and (2OVI1dI1LS 01
Butler ivi e w s homeowner s
Association.
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As Mr. Fell proceeded to read sections of the
covenant, Assistant County Attorney Keith Taylor advised
that covenants are not governed by this body. Also, for
clarification regarding Mr. Podlin's comment that the
ordinance would not apply in this case because of the
street being a private access easement, Mr. Taylor
explained that according to the Zoning Ordinance, the
definition for street is "public or private thoroughfare
used to access abutting property." Therefore, in accordance
with the ordinance, this would apply to the property even
though it is a private access.
Mr. Fell continued by asking that a precedent not be
set to allow garbage receptacles out on the street
throughout Glynn County. He stated that his garbage can is
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put out on Monday nights for Tuesday's collection; however,
he now puts his garbage can out on Tuesday mornings because
of dogs running loose. Mr. Fell distributed photographs of
garbage receptacles in Butler Mews. He pointed out that
most of the residents keep their garbage cans in the
garage.
In conclusion, Mr. Fell asked the Planning Commission
tofollow staff's recommendation and deny this request.
Mr. Charles Taylor stated that in response to the
charges made against staff by Mr. Podlin, he feels that it
is incumbent upon him to clarify some of the issues. He
stated that in accordance with the definition of structure,
per the Zoning Ordinance, this structure is definitely
considered as such. Therefore the ordinance does in fact
apply to the situation. Staff has used this definition of
structure in several areas; one of which is to require that
larger trash receptacles, such as dumpsters, be located
behind the setback lines for structures.
Mr. Taylor stated that granting this approval would
set a precedent. He pointed out however that Mr. Podlin has
stated that he is willing to place the enclosure back
10 ft. from the private right-of-way, and if he does, the
point becomes moot because the ordinance requirements would
be met and no further action would be necessary. Mr. Hart
had questions about "no further action being required."
Mr. Taylor explained that if Mr. Podlin sets the enclosure
back 10 ft. he would no longer be in violation of the
setback portion of the ordinance; however, the Planning
Commission would still have to approve the design of the
structure.
Mr. Richard Altman asked Mr. Podlin if he is willing
to move the trash receptacle back 10 ft. Mr. Podlin replied
yes, if that is agreeable with everyone.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mrs. Iris
Touw to approve the structure and accept Mr. Podlin's offer
to move the structure back 10 ft. The motion was seconded
by Mr. Jonathan Williams and unanimously adopted.

413 Oak Street
Construction of Storage/Utility
Building in Backyard.
Property owned by Lucille Holloway
Ms. Holloway was present for discussion
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
The applicant proposes to construct a 160 sq. ft.
(10 X 16')storage/utility building on the southwest corner
of her lot at 413 Oak Street. The building will be located
at the rear of the single-family residence on the lot and
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will be used for storage, washing and drying clothes. It
will have appropriate water/sewer connections, to service
the washer.
The storage/utility building will be in the same
location as an old storage building, which was torn down
three months ago. Because the applicant did not receive
Planning Commission approval prior to removing the
building, the applicant was cited by the Zoning Enforcement
Division, pursuant to Section 709 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The applicant now proposes to construct a replacement
building with a white vinyl siding finish. The white vinyl
siding will have the same white shade as the vinyl siding
that is used on a portion of the existing house.
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The metal door for the storage/utility building will
resemble the existing doors on the single-family residence.
The structure will have a gray shingled roof to match the
shingle color on the existing single-family structure.

I

The storage building will meet the R-6 district
setback requirements of 7 ft. rear and side setbacks in
accordance with Section 701.5 of Zoning Ordinance.
Mr. Newbern stated that staff recommends approval of
this request.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Richard
Altman to approve this request. The motion was seconded by
Mr. Lamar Cole and unanimously adopted.

I
Site Plan
Barns Plantation, Revision
Change to the Development/Identification
Sign,located on the east side of Frederica
Road, Zoned Planned Development-General
Dial Properties, Applicant
Mr. Jeff Nolan was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
The existing signage dimensions were approved along
with the Barnes Plantation Site Plan in 1995. The applicant
originally had a 40 sq. ft. sign with a 6 sq. ft. face.
They are now proposing a 60 sq. ft. sign with a 10 sq. ft.
face. (Drawings were included in the packages for review.)
The sign will be placed in the same location that was
originally approved by the Planning Commission and the
Board of Commissioners. According to the Traffic Safety
Engineer, the signage location is outside of the 25 ft.
site clearance quadrant abutting the public Frederica Road
right-cf-way, and therefore is not subject to the clearance
requirements of Section 616 of the Glynn County Zoning
Ordinance.
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Mr. Newbern stated that the Board of Commissioners
must also review and approve the signage change. He stated
that staff recommends approval of this request.
Mrs. Iris Touw stated that she checked back to
September 1995, which is as far as her records go, and the
site plan did not show the location. Apparently, the
40 sq. ft. sign was approved in the PD Text. Mrs. Touw
pointed out that the height limit of signage on St. Simons
is 24 sq. ft. The applicant has approval for 40 sq ft.
They are now asking for an additional variance. She stated
that 60 sq. ft. is not in-keeping with the ordinance.
Mrs. Touw stated that she has a problem with signage going
that much over the ordinance.
Mr. Jeff Nolan, managing partner of the development,
stated that the original sign in 1995 was 12 x 4, which is
48 sq. ft. However, Mrs. Touw pointed out that the staff's
report has the sign listed at 40 sq. ft.
Mr. Nolan explained that the previous sign was done by
predecessors who were involved in the project at that time.
He stated that they are simply trying to create a betterlooking sign than before, with no change in variation. He
stated that there will be some up lighting on the sign, and
he is asking for the Planning Commission's approval.
Mrs. Touw stated that it is a good-looking sign, but she is
concerned about the ordinance, and if the planning
Commission were to approve this increase, the next person
would have the right to get the same size sign.
Mr. Altman asked Mr. Newbern for an explanation as to
this request being in accordance with the ordinance.
Mr. Newbern explained that it was his understanding that
the sign location had been previously approved and
therefore would meet the ordinance requirements as far as
the PD site plan for Barnes Plantation.
Mr. Nolan stated that the sign has a net increase of
12 sq. ft. in the face of the sign. He stated that the
sign is better looking, but it is slightly larger.
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Ms. Mildred Wilcox, St. Simons resident, wanted to
know if this is considered a variance, and if approved, how
would it affect other signage. Mr. Charles Taylor stated
that this is not a variance request. It is an amendment to
the PD Text. He stated that exceptions can be made when a
PD is involved, but an exception has already been made by
increasing the sign to 48 sq. ft. This would further
increase the amount of the signage.
Following discussion, Mrs. Iris Touw made a motion to
not increase the signage any larger than the approved
48 sq. ft. The motion was seconded by Mr. Richard Altman.
Discussion continued. Mr. Hal Hart asked Mr. Nolan if he
could scale the sign back. Mr. Nolan stated that he could
not honestly answer that question because he is not a sign
expert. After discussion, the motion was unanimously
adopted.
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Site Plan
Oceanfront Condos
5 Unit Townhouse Development,located
on the corner of Beachview Drive and
3rd
Street, Zoned Resort Residential
Blue Water Holdings, Applicant
do Lindsey Properties
Mr. Joe Combs was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
Blue Water Holdings, Inc. proposes to construct a
five-unit condominium complex on Lots 39 & 40 in the St.
Simons Beach Subdivision on Beachview Drive. Presently, a
sinole-familv wood-frame structure is located on both lots.
The five-unit condo complex will be constructed on
pilings. The building will be constructed of reinforced
and poured-in-place
concrete masonry bearing walls,
A pressure-treated wood deck with steps
concrete slabs.
will be constructed for beach access across the existing
rock revetment on the south side of the property. DNR's
Shore Protection Committee has approved a permit
authorizing this construction.
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Along the north side of the property, a decorative
arden
wall will be built that will connect to the condo
g
ii
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complex. mis project QOeS not require
t rees.
The proposed development meets the Resort Residential
(RR) Zoning District requirement for density. Specifically,
the density requirement for a multi-family dwelling in an
RR District must have a minimum of 2,722 sq. ft. per
dwelling unit [Section 705.4 (b) of the Zoning Ordinance].
Oceanfront Condos proposes a density of 2,992 sq. ft.
per dwelling unit (14,964 total sq. ft. /5 units) . The
development also meets the minimum building setbacks of
30 ft. front, 15 ft. for side and rear yard [Section 705.4
(d, e, and f) of the Zoning Ordinance]
The RR Site Coverage requirement provides a maximum of
50% of the development area. The building, sidewalks and
driveway provide a total Site Coverage of 45.8%, or
6,144 sq. ft. of the 13,407 sq. ft. defined as development
area.
The parking requirement of two spaces per multi-family
unit is met. Ten parking spaces are provided as a garage
area under the condos.
The building height requirement of 45 ft. maximum
height is provided on the Site Plan, and the building will
be built not to exceed a 45 ft. height.
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The applicant has successfully secured a Soil Erosion
and Sedimentation Control Permit. This is a requirement
due to the development occurring within 200 ft. of the
Atlantic Ocean, which is defined as state waters.
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The Engineering Department, Water & Sewer Department,
Fire Department and Building Inspections have recommended
approval.
Mr. Newbern stated that staff recommends approval of
this request subject to the following conditions:
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1.

The applicant must follow the conditions of the Board
of Coinmissioners for right-of-way usage. On July 16,
1998, the Board of Commissioners issued a "Use of
PublicRight-of-Way Permit" that allowed the applicant
to use 3rd Street for access only, and prohibited any
inhibition of public beach access. Furthermore, the
Board allowed the applicant to place shell in the 3rd
Street right-of-way that is exactly the same species
and color of the shell that presently occupies a
portion of the right-of-way.

2.

Applicant must conform to the requirements of the
Georgia Shore Protection Committee Permit issued by
the Georgia Department of Natural Resources on
March 17, 1998. The permit allows for construction of
the building on pilings and sets forth construction
and maintenance requirements for the development.

3.

Applicant must conform to the addressing requirements
of the GIS and 911 Departments.

Referring to condition #1, Mr. Jonathan Williams
wanted to know if it is possible to find shell exactly the
same species and color. Mr. Combs stated that he believes
the County Commission requested that they match the shell.
If they could not find the exact color, etc., then they
were to replace the existing shell and put in a single
shell drive in the right-of-way to serve their property and
the adjacent property.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Hal
Hart to approve this request with the conditions stated by
staff. The motion was seconded by Mr. Jonathan Williams and
unanimously adopted.

11,

Site Plan
St. Simons Condos, Revision/24 Unit
Townhouse Development (32 unit
development revised) 3.4 acres located
off of Riverview Drive behind the new
St. Simons Post Office in Dunbar Center
Zoned Planned Development-General
John Jones, Applicant
Mr. Charles Taylor explained that due to recent
concerns from the Engineering Department, this item is not
ready for action. Therefore, staff is requesting that it
be removed from the agenda at this time. The applicant is
aware of these concerns. Staff will resolve the Engineering
issues and re-submit this item for the September 1st
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Planning Commission meeting. It was noted that Mr. . Taylor's
request was granted.

Site Plan
Hampton River Villas
15 Unit townhouse Development
Located on the north end of St.
Simons near Hampton Plantation
Zoned Planned Development-General

I

Melvin Buck, Bill Kirby and
Jim Watson, Applicants
Mr. Bill Kirby was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review.

I

The applicants propose to construct a three-story,
wood frame structure with 15 two-bedroom townhouse units.
The building will be located on a 1.62 acre tract in the
northern section of the Hampton Plantation development
area, off of Rice Mill Road.
The 15 units will be clustered in a five connecting
three-story building, with one condo unit per floor. The
units will comprise a maximum total height of 45 ft. There
will be 36 off-street parking spaces provided near the
north, west and east sides of the building.
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The Hampton River Villas will be accessed from an
existing entrance off of Rice Mill Road, approximately
150 ft. west of the entrance to the Hampton River Club
Marina Drive. The 1.62 acre site where the 15 condos will
be located will abut the Hampton Club Marina Drive on the
west, and the existing entrance on the east. The building
will be located immediately north of a 7,000 sq. ft. tennis
court, which is located on the 1.62 acre tract. The site
will provide two paved 18 ft. wide entrances on the east
and west sides of the building.
The building will be constructed in conformance with
existing surrounding residential properties, with the
exterior finishes having a combination of vinyl siding and
tabby.
Page 7 of the PD document lists the total allowed
acreage for new Marina Townhouse apartments as 5.16 acres.
This 1.62 acre development is the initial development
within this maximum acreage requirement. Section B. Page 9
of the PD document for Hampton Plantation, sets forth the
particular requirements for this development. The density,
setbacks, site coverage, building height, and parking
requirements for the new 15 unit development meet the
Planned Development zoning requirements. The density
requirement of no more than 10 units per acre is met. The
1.62 acre site proposes 15 townhouse units, or 9.26 units
per acre.

I
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The building setbacks, as shown on the site plan, meet
the minimum requirements of 20 ft. front setback, 15 ft.
side setbacks and 15 ft. rear setbacks. The building height
must not exceed 45 ft. The height of the building is
labeled as 45 ft. on the site plan.
According to the Planned Development, site coverage is
res t r i c t e d to 60% of the lot area. Hampton River Villas is
proposinga site coverage of 43.7% (29,109 sq. ft. total
coverage/66,625 sq. ft. development area).
There are 36 parking spaces provided on-site,, 15 of
which are covered. The 36 spaces exceed the requirement of
30 spaces, or two spaces per unit. The parking spaces meet
the requirements of the Planned Development document and
Sections 611.1 and 611.6 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The applicant has secured approval of a Soil Erosion
and Sedimentation Permit as required by Georgia law.
The Engineering Department, Water and Sewer Division,
Fire Department, Building Inspections, Planning & Zoning,
and GIS have recommended approval of this project.
The 15 additional condo units are expected to generate
additional 88 vehicle trips per average weekday, according
to the Trip Generation publication (5.86 average vehicle
trips X 15 units) . This includes both ingress and egress.
Mr. Newbern stated that staff recommends approval of
this request with no conditions.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Richard
Altman to approve this request. The motion was seconded by
Mr. Lamar Cole and unanimously adopted.

Preliminary Plat
Battle Subdivision
Revision to Lot 12
Zoned Forest Agricultural
Gary E. Jones, Property Owner
Mr. Charles Taylor stated that due to a final
interpretation from the County Attorney's office, staff was
advised that this item could be approved administratively.
Therefore, staff is requesting that it be removed from the
agenda at this time. Mr. Taylor's request was granted.
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Murray Field, Re-approval
Plat approved by the Planning
Commission on Sept. 10, 1996
Located between Culligan and
Hornet Drives, 15.32 acres,
71 lots,zoned R-6 One-Family
Residential
This item was deferred for later in the meeting,
pending arrival of a representative.
Mr. Charles Taylor
requested that staff be allowed to comment and clarify
certain issues involving this request at the appropriate
time.

I

GC-16-98
Request to amend 21-82 Planned Development Zoning Text and
Master Plan, involving signage for the "Home Depot" site,
10.22 acre tract, located within the proposed Golden Isles
Plaza, south of F-009 Spur, east of Scranton Road and north
of Old Cypress Mill Road.
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The Home Depot, Property Owners
Holly Reid, Collins Signs, Agent
Ms. Pam Hebert, National Sign Consultant for Home
Depot, was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
:

This request is for an amendment to an existing
Planned Development for the regional shopping mall and
related commercial development area. The Planned
Development Zoning Text was originally adopted in 1982 with
amendments approved to the document in 1982, 1986, 1993,
1995 and 1997.
According to the Planned Development
signage for the regional shopping mall
commercial development, which includes the
Plaza, shall meet the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance.

Zoning Text,
and related
Golden Isles
Glynn County

The proposed development, to be known as Golden Isles
Plaza, has been approved to allow the location of "The Home
Depot" on a lot consisting of 10.22 acres. The signage
submitted for the site does not meet the requirements as
outlined in the Planned Development Zoning Text, nor the
Glynn County Zoning Ordinance.
The application states that the sign package submitted
is "The Home Depot" recognized national standard and is
appropriate for the building size and it creates
an aesthetic appeal. The ordinance allows a total of
500 sq. ft. of signage. The applicant is requesting four
signs with a total of 618 sq. ft. The request would be
115 sq. ft. over what is currently allowed.
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Signs Permitted in Commercial and
Section 806.
Industrial Districts states: On any occupied zoning lot in
a commercial or industrial district not more than four (4)
signs of any type having a total area of not more than
500 sq. ft. shall be permitted, provided that no single
sign shall be more than 378 sq. ft. in size other than
those allowed in Section 804.8.2.A (1-95).
Theordinance permits canopy signs at a maximum of
8 sq. ft. The applicant is requesting a canopy sign having
20 sq. ft. The proposed is for 12 sq. ft. greater than
what is permitted.
Section 804.9 Fabric Awning and Canvas Canopy Signs
states: One sign may be painted, stenciled, or otherwise
applied directly to any awning. The display area of such
sign shall not exceed 8 sq. ft. The letters or symbols used
shall not exceed 10 inches in height and indicating
business name, use or address only. Awnings shall not be
less than 8 ft. above pedestrian way. Awning signage is
allowed in addition to the permitted signage of the
district.
In accordance with Section 723 of the Glynn County
Zoning Ordinance, exceptions or variations from the
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance can be requested and
included within a Planned Development Zoning Text.
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As outlined in the approved Planned Development Zoning
Text, Section IV B.6, the following is stated regarding
signage:
Exterior signage for the building exterior and
principle identification signs will be at the
discretion of the applicant, but will not exceed in
size and number the requirements as provided for signs
within the GC zone.
The applicant desires to amend this section of the
Planned Development Zoning Text to state the following:
Exterior signage for the building exterior and
principle identification signs will be at the discretion of
the applicant, but will not exceed in size and number the
requirements as provided for signs within the GC zoned;
with the exception of "The Home Depot" site. "The Home
Depot" will be granted four signs with a total of
615 sq. ft., as follows:
1) One 5 ft. x 58 ft. Identification Sign, 290 sq. ft.
stating "The Home Depot"

II
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2) One 3 ft. x 58 ft. Tagline Sign, 174 sq. ft. stating
"Georgia's home Improvement Warehouse"
3) One 24 in. x 25.6 in. sign,
"Contractor Pick-up"

51 sq. ft. stating

4) One Canopy Sign, 20 sq. ft. stating "Nursery"
Ms. Pam Hebert gave a brief recap of her presentation
at the July 7th meeting. She stated that the building is
110,000 sq. ft. and is extraordinarily large. The signs
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that they are requesting only constitute 3% of the building
Some of the smaller buildings located in the same
front.
strip center are using the full signs allowed by code, but
She stated that they are
they equal 10% of the building.
asking for a little acknowledgement of the lar g e size of
the building. She explained that they are trying to keep
some proportion and aesthetics of the building. Ms. Hebert
pointed out that if they were to use extremely small signs
on the building, the building would then appear too large,
out of balance, and it would not be architecturally
pleasing.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Jeff
Shell to recommend approval of this request. Mr. Jonathan
Williams wanted to know if this approval would set a
precedent. Also, does this mean "with larger buildings come
larger signs." Mr. Williams then seconded Mr. Shell's
motion. Discussion continued.
In response to Mr. Williams' question, Mr. Charles
Taylor replied that this approval would set a precedent and
would acknowledge The Home Depot's request that a larger
building should receive a higher percentage of signage than
what would normally be allowed for a smaller building He
stated that every decision made by the Planning Commission
has its consequences.
Mr. Shell stated that in relating the square footage
of signage to the total building square footage, it is
actually a smaller percentage of the total. Mr. Charles
Taylor stated that the overall sign area for larger
buildings would be larger.
The larger the building, the
larger the allowable signage.
For large retailers, i.e.,
The Home Depot, etc. it would send the message out that yes
you have a larger building and you deserve more signage.
Mr: Taylor stated that this would be a consequence of the
Planntng Commission's decision. Mr. Shell stated that
perhaps a better way to monitor this in the future is as a
percentage of the total square footage of a building.
Mrs. Touw stated that in the past when dealing with
larger buildings, the applicant usually gives up some of
their identification signs on the property so that they
remained within the overall limit. She explained that an
applicant can use the 500 ft. by eliminating one sign.
Also, in this motion for approval, Mrs. Touw wanted to know
if this means that the Planning Commission is approving the
canopy sign from 12 to 20 ft. Mr. Charles Taylor replied,
yes. The canopy sign that the applicant is proposing is an
identification sign for the "Nursery."
Mr. Altman stressed that the Planning Commission needs
to be consistent in making recommendations.
After discussion, the following vote was taken on the
motion for approval: Voting Aye: Mr. Jeff Shell. Voting
Nay: Mr. Richard Altman, Mr. Lamar Cole, Mrs. Glenda Jones
and Mrs. Iris Touw. Abstained From Voting: Mr. Hal Hart and
Mr. Jonathan Williams.
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GC-18-98
Request to rezone from Forest Agricultural and R-12 OneFamily Resjdential to Planned Development-General, 3,643
acres located north of Frederica Road and Lawrence Road
intersectLon, to be known as Frederica Village Tract
(3, 005 . 1 acres) and Canon' s Point Tract (638 . 2 acre),
having 19,800 ft . of frontage on Lawrence Road and 1,200 ft.
of frontage on Frederica Road. (For further descripti9n,
thesurvey plat for Sea Island Company dated April 15, 1998
to be referenced.)
Sea Island Company, Property Owners
Attorney Jim Gilbert was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
This request is to rezone 3,643 acres located on the
Simons Island, beginning at the
north end of St.
-
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classification.
Development-General
zoning
Planned
detailed Planned Development Zoning Text and Master Plan
has been submitted outlining the proposed land uses and
density, existing and proposed road system, infrastructure,
site conditions, development standards and other
information.

I
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The PD Zoning Text outlines the Development Plan into
various tracts as follows:
Tract 1

Cannon's Point (638 acres)
Proposed Land Use: Residential, Golf Course,
Community Recreation and Community/Golf
Maintenance

Tract II

Island Forest (861 acres)
Proposed Land Use: Residential, Golf Course,
Community Recreation and Community/Golf
Maintenance

Tract III

Pikes Bluff (1,801 acres)
Proposed Land Use: Residential, Golf Course,
Community Recreation and Community/Golf
Maintenance

Tract IV

Frederica Village (343 acres)
Proposed Land Use: Village Commercial/
Services, Residential, Senior Community,
Community Recreation and Regional Park

I

Frederica Conservancy:
Between 800 & 900 acres of valuable natural
resources to conserve and protect

I
I

Throughout the Planned Development Zoning Text there
is a breakdown of the above uses by acreage, location,
proposed time schedule for development, permitted uses, and
other development standards such as parking, signage and
building height.

I
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Staff concurs with the applicant that the rezoning
will result in a decreased residential density for the
In essence, however, the
north end of St. Simons Island.
In return for reducing
rezoning request is a trade-off.
the number of residential units, and developing a master
plan for development, the Sea Island Company seeks to
include a sizable (150,000sq.ft.) mixed use area within
their proposed PD. In addition, some of the dwelling units
proposed are multi-family units and assisted care or
nursing home units, which are not allowed under current
zoning.

I

Mr. Charles Taylor stated that staff recommends
approval of this request subject to the following
modifications to the Planned Development Zoning Text:
1.

19, 2. Phasing - Add: If such marked conditions
dictate a more rapid development pattern than outlined
below and as a result, the increased development rate
results in a need for infrastructure improvements prior to
Island Company will participate
the
Sea
schedule,
financially (up to 100%) in making such improvements.

2.

Page 50,

3.

Page 59,

4.

Page 59,

5.

Page 61,
602
paragraph.

6.

Page

7.

Page 62,

I

Page

Top Paragraph Bikeways to Supplement Roadways Add:
Sea Island Company will plan and implement a bike path
system within each of the proposed sections which shall, at
a minimum, be located along all proposed collector and subcollector streets as defined by Glynn County.

Add the following to
the first paragraph: Nothing in this text shall prohibit
Glynn County from adopting new development regulations in
Such regulations shall apply to this
the future.
development, unless it is specifically excluded in the text
In case of conflict, the prevailing
of such regulations.
text shall be determined by action of the Glynn County
Planning Commission.
IV Site Design Modification -

503.3 Site Coverage - Delete proposed language and
insert the following: The North End PD shall meet or
exceed.
Classification of Streets

- Delete second

62, 604 Corner Lots - Add to second paragraph the
following: but not less than 5 ft.
608 Home Occupations

- Delete and replace with the
following: The North End PD shall meet or exceed except as
III.C.9, herein.

8.

63, 611.2 Combinations of Uses on One Lot - Add the
following: Such reduction shall only be allowed if the uses
clearly, as determined by the county, have off peak parking
' demand.

9.

Add a new section as follows: Architectural Control - Non
residential, multi-family residential and institutional
uses shall be architecturally designed to emulate the
historic, indigenous architectural examples (Georgian to
Post Civil War) on the island.

Page

Mr. Taylor stated that in conformance with Section
1103. of the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance, the following
facts were considered in developing staff's recommendation:
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. Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is
suitable in view of the use and development of adjacent
and nearby property;
Yes, the plans submitted were well thought out and
consistent of the desired development pattern for the
north end of St. Simons Island.

I

. Whether the zoning proposal will adversely

affect the
existing use or usability of adjacent or nearby property;

The development of this property will undoubtedly have an
impact on adjacent properties. However, staff concurs
with the development that the impact under the proposed
zoning will be less than the current zoning.
. Whether the property to be affected by the zoning
proposa l has a reasonable economic use as currently
zoned;
Yes, as a matter of fact, the property, if rezoned will
have less residential units than currently allowed.
. Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which
will or could cause an excessive or burdensome use of
existing streets,transportation facilities,utilities, or
schools;
The development as planned will require a number of
infrastructure improvements. These improvements include
a new fire station, a replacement of a water line along
LawrenceRoad, new potable water wells, a new waste plant
and intersection improvements to Frederica Road/Lawrence
Road and Sea Island Road/Frederica Road. It will also
require the development of a walking/bicycle tri1 along
Lawrence Road.
S

Whether the zoning proposal is in conformance with the
policy and intent of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan;
The proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Land
Use Plan for the residential development. The plan calls
for a commercial node on the north end of the Island to
limit the number of vehicle trips by people shopping at
Frederica/Sea Island Road. The Land Use Map however, does
not show such a node. Several of the needed
infrastructure improvements, road and new treatment plan
are not identified on the plan. If the property is
rezoned, the Comprehensive Plan must be up-dated to
include these.

I

. Whether there are other existing or changing conditions
affecting the use and development of the property which
give supporting grounds for approval or disapproval;
As previously stated, staff concurs that the impact of
the development and current zoning is more than the
mpact under proposed zoning.
I

In order to allow the applicants time to set-up
equipment for their presentation, the Planning Commission
took a 10 minute recess at this time. The meeting resumed
at 10:30 a.m.

17

I
I

I

Attorney Jim Gilbert, representing Sea Island Company,
gave a brief overview of the plan. He stated that Sea
Island Company is very pleased and proud of this plan, and
part of that pride is that it represents its best effort to
develop a substantial part of the northern end of St.
Simons Island.
Mr. Gilbert briefly covered some material contained in
the plan, i.e., phasing process, bike paths and ordinance
process, specifically
zoning changes and their affect
on the land use. He added that Sea Island Company is
willing to agree to the zoning changes. Mr. Gilbert then
introduced the key personnel involved in this plan:
Mr. Bill Jones, III; Mr. Truitt Rabun, Mr. Bill Christian,
Mr. Bill Foster, Sr.; and Mr. Jim Evans.

1.

Mr.
Bill
Jones,
III,
Chief Executive
Officer,
explained Sea Island's policy and beliefs. He elaborated
on the motivation in developing this project and his
family's involvement. Mr. Jones stated that when they
looked at this particular piece of property, they did not
ask, "what can we do?" Instead they asked, "what should we
do?"

I

.

I
I

Mr. Truitt Raburn, Principal Planner, gave a computer
slide presentation. During his presentation, he pointed
out the three primary residential areas, the access points
and buffers. Mr. Raburn referred to staff's comment that
the rezoning is a trade-off. He stated that the land use
decision was based on the idea of protecting the uniqueness
of St. Simons. He further stated that Sea Island Company
will have a detailed survey prepared to show the
archeological and historical areas that will be protected.
Mr. Bill Christian of William Christian & Associates
explained the development impacts. The Sea Island Company
commissioned a Development of Regional Impact (DRI) Report
for this project. The DRI Report follows the format
provided by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs and
it covers the development program for this project.
Mr. Christian presented a computer slide presentation and
explained the economic impacts that this project would have
on Glynn County and the number of jobs that would be
created, which would be very significant and very
substantial over a period of time. The projected real
estate worth at the end of the project is estimated at $1.5
billion dollars, generating $4.3 million dollars annually
in tax dollars to Glynn County. 14,138 full time jobs would
be created during construction and 910 permanent jobs would
be created. The projected development period is 20 to 30
years.
Mr. Bill Foster, Sr., gave a presentation on the water
facilities, the pipe distribution system and their
significance in separation in level of service due to
distribution at the end of the island.
Mr.
Jim Evans,
Traffic Engineer,
explained the
correlation between bike paths and minimizing traffic to
shopping areas. He stated that two types of traffic counts
were conducted. He then showed a slide presentation of
existing traffic on Sea Island Road and projected traffic.
Mr. Evans stated that a traffic study was done to provide
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an analysis of existing conditions on the island as well as
to assess the impact of the proposed development. Future
traffic analysis indicates that Frederica Road may need
improvements in order to increase its capacity at the
intersection of Sea Island Road. However, according to the
plan, the Torras Causeway and the intersection of Sea
Island Road at Demere Road will not require improvements.

HI

Mr. Gilbert pointed out that Dr. Jim Newman, who is a
bird expert, has been working with Sea Island Company and
is very involved in dealing with the Wood Stork Rookery.
Also, Environmental Services have done extensive studies of
the wetlands, even to the point of telling them where
certain plants are located. Mr. Gilbert stated that
Dr. Newman could not attend the meeting today, but he and
the others present from Sea Island Company are willing to
answer any questions on these subjects.
Several property owners were present to oppose this
request. Everyone was given an opportunity to state his/her
concerns.
Mrs. Lori Perkins of 306 Dunbarton Drive expressed
concerns relative to evacuating the island in case of a
hurricane. She stated that there is only one road in/out
with no alternative route to "escape" the island in case of
an emergency. She asked that serious consideration be
given to adding another causeway at the north end of the
island.
Mrs. Perkins read the following statement from
Mr. Frank Quinby (who was unable to attend the meeting) on
behalf of RUPA:
"While RUPA does recognize and applaud the efforts of
Sea Island Company in developing this concept plan as
presented, it appears to be both premature and
i na pp rop r i a t e for the Planning Commission to recommend
rezoning action from FA to PD-G at this time. More
specifically, RUPA recommends that this request be tabled
or deferred until such time that Sea Island Company
presents a more detailed plan specifying in use by tract,
such as conservation, residential, planned development,
etc. zoning request. This action will better equip the
county
to
develop
short,
medium
and
long-range
infrastructure requirements to support a planned
development of this magnitude as well as those other large
undeveloped tracts on the north end of St. Simons."

II

Mrs. Meredith Trawick of 305 John ShawRoad expressed
concerns about the commercial entrance in relation to
Wesley Memorial Gardens. She gave a brief background
history of this area involving John and Charles Wesley and
"our nation's religious freedom. Mrs. Trawick stated that
traffic at the entrance and exit onto Frederica will have a
negative impact on this sacred area. She stated that for
this reason and for the sake of the Fort, she would like
this area Left in its natural state with no traffic.
Mr. Charles Taylor stated that there are a few
entrances into the development from Frederica Road, mostly
into the Village area. He then pointed these out on the
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Mr. Taylor also pointed out the other entrances,
plat.
which would be off of Lawrence Road.
Mr. Gilbert explained that part of the beauty of this
plan is that it is not overly specific at this time. He
stated that instead of having 6,000 units on the property,
Sea Island is proposing 1,900. Being overly specific with
a very specific plan is not what Sea Island believes is in
the best interest of everyone. Mr. Gilbert stated that the
Jones family is as interested in this area and Fort
Frederica as anybody in the community, to the degree of
donating large parcels of property to churches. He stated
that the area that Mrs. Trawick is referring to is where
the senior citizens will be located and will not be part of
Mr. Gilbert stated that they are
the commercial stores.
He pointed
working with the director of Fort Frederica.
out that some sites may even be donated to the Fort. This
is a long-term, long-range project and all interested
citizens will have an opportunity to have in-put when a
definite plan is proposed. Mr. Gilbert stressed that Sea
Island Company is not going to do anything to harm this
sacred area.
Mrs. Trawick expressed more concerns about the
commercial area located on the map. Mr. Gilbert explained
that the area would be a mix-use of commercial development.
He then pointed these areas out and explained that the
reason for the commercial node in that particular location
is to show that they can reduce traffic for the remainder
of the island.
Mr. Bill Jones stated that he and his family share the
same concerns of Mrs. Trawick. He explained that the pink
area that Mrs. Trawick is referring to as commercial is the
institutional area, which includes commercial, the nursing
home and skilled nursing facility. It is not for offices
and retail complexes. He stated that if possible, they will
draw the map to show that the property in question has no
commercial and no retail on it. Mr. Jones stated that they
have no intentions of putting commercial or retail in that
particular area
Mrs. Nancy Hancock, resident of Oglethorpe Landing,
stated that nursing homes and skilled nursing facilities
are privately owned businesses and they generate a lot of
traffic, i.e., ambulances, family visits and shift changes.
She stated that she is concerned about this being located
near the church, the other residences and the Fort.
Mr. Gilbert explained that the proposal is not a nursing
home. It is a retirement home. Actually, for 10 years Sea
Island Company has been talking with members of the
historic churches in the area about their establishing the
retirement home, and it is those very churches that have
maintained our historical identity who want this done. He
stated this would be a quiet residential place for older
people. It is not a nursing home.
Mrs. Beth Kostka of Savannah Coastal Georgia Land
Trust stated that she supports the efforts of Sea Island in
some aspects. Sea Island is proposing to reduce the number
of development units by 34%; however, she stated that
conservation is not necessarily dependent on the lower
density number of units. What is important is how they are
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developed. In that respect, cluster development or placing
more hoMes in the same vicinity and leaving other areas of
open space available is very important. Mrs. Kostka asked
if Sea Island had considered a Conservation Preservation
District in any of the areas or a buffer overlay as a zone.
Mr. Gilbert stated that the wetland area is a
federally protected area. Sea Island is trying to define
how to manage the wetland area, but has not come up with
the best mechanism at this time. Therefore, that particular
area will remain as such He stated that a CF designation
would not make a difference.
Mrs, Iris Touw pointed out that the Zoning Text does
not identify where the retirement home (350-bed unit) would
be located. In fact, the Zoning Text states that it might
not exist at all. She stated that we are dealing with a lot
of unknowns. The Planning Commission needs to go over the
details of the Zoning Text prior to approving the zoning,
and time just will not permit that today.
Mrs. Touw further stated that she has great concerns
over some of the items in the Text. She stated that the
building heights and how they are measured needs to be
discussed. Also, Sea Island Company is proposing to have
signage within 100 ft. of historical monuments; however,
the ordinance requires 500 ft. Mrs. Touw stated that a lot
of the modifications in the Text are reasonable, but the
details need to be discussed and worked out.

1I 1

Mr. Gilbert stated that they would be glad. to address
building heights, signage, etc. and these can all be easily
changed.
Mrs. Touw stated that most of the members received the
packet of information on Friday (July 3 1 st ) . She stated
that this is the largest piece of property that she has
ever seen proposed to go under one zoning category. Also,
it is divided into four sections and it is unknown what is
going where. Personally, she feels that this is too massive
for the Planning Commission to consider as one zoning
project without additional study. She stated that questions
need to formulated and the concerns expressed by the
audience today need to considered. Therefore, Mrs. Touw
made a motion to defer this item to allow time for
questions to be formulated and forwarded to staff. This
request would then be presented back to the Planning
Commission in a form that can be voted on. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Hal Hart. Discussion continued.

I

Mr. Lamar Cole stated that perhaps a public hearing
should be held in order to get more in-put from citizens.
Chairman Jones suggested an evening meeting.
Mr. Altman agreed with Mrs. Touw. He stated that they
need more time to study the Zoning Text. He asked Mrs. Touw
to include in the motion that a public hearing be held to
get questions answered.
Mr. Jeff Shell stated that the Planning Commission's
vote is not final. This has to go to the County Commission
who may in turn undo everything the Planning Commission has
done. He stated that Sea Island is not going to do
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anything to jeopardizewhat they already have and he has
J:aJ_Ln in tnem. Mr. Sheii stated that he has read all of the
information and feels comfortable with voting on the
project today.
Mr. Williams agreed with Mr. Shell.
He stated that
Sea Island has done a lot to enhance the area and he
believes that they would not do anything to harm Glynn
County. He also has faith in Sea Island and is willing to
vo t e today.
Mr. Hal Hart agreed with Mr. Shell and Mr. Williams,
but he stated he would like more time to study this item
further.
Chairman Jones stated that anything Sea Island does is
above board. She stated that they have presented an
excellent document, but she feels that more time is needed
to study the document further.

I

After discussion, the following vote was taken on the
motion for deferral. Voting Aye: Mr. Richard Altman,
Mr. Lamar Cole, Mr. Hal Hart, Mrs. Glenda Jones and
Mrs. Iris Touw. Voting Nay: Mr. Jeff Shell and Mr. Jonathan
Williams. The motion carried for deferral.
It was the consensus of the Planning Commission to
have a public hearing on Wednesday, August 19, 1998 at
7:00 p.m. to further discuss this item (All interested
persons are invited to attend and participate in the
discussion

GC-19-98
Request to rezone from M-20 One-Family Residential to R-12
One-Family Residential, a 1.049 acre tract fronting 202.62
feet on the north side of Third Street, lying 345.51 ft.
west of the Edo Miller & Sons Tract (which is located on
the north west corner of U.S. Highway 17 and Third Street.
Seascape Co., Inc., Property Owners
Ronnie Perry, Agent
Mr. Ronnie Perry was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
In 1985, the subject property was rezoned from R-9
One-Family Residential to M-20 One-Family Residential to
allow a manufactured home.
At the July 7, 1998 Planning Commission meeting, this
request was submitted to be rezoned from M-20 to General
Residential; however, at that time the applicant deferred
the request in order to amend the application.
This request is to rezone a 1 acre tract from N-20
One-Family Residential, which allows manufactured homes on
20,000 sq. ft. lots, to R-12 One-Family Residential. Under
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the current zoning, only two dwelling units would be
allowed (manufactured home and/or site-built residential
home) . The requested zoning allows a density of three
units per acre for site-built residential homes only.

I

the subject property was
As previously noted,
originally zoned R-9 One-Family Residential, which allows
four units per acre. The surrounding residentially zoned
property remains R-9, with the exception of the M-20
property. The requested zoning of R-12 One-Family
Residential only allows three units per acre.
20,000 sq. ft. 12,000 sq. ft.
Minimum Lot Area
3
2
Dwelling Units Per acre
90 ft.
100 ft.
Minimum Lot Width

9,000 sq. ft
4
70 ft.

The concept plan shows the proposed development to
consist of three single-family residential lots, with a
minimum lot size of 12,000 sq. ft. and minimum lot width of
90 ft. The development is proposed to be served by public
water (City of Brunswick) and private septic tanks.

I

I

The subject area is a mixture of commercial 4nd
residential uses. Immediately to the east of the subject
property is a strip of land 1,100 sq. ft. (46 ft. of
frontage) which is zoned M-20. Located within the strip of
land is a ( riveway that serves a single-family residential
home. This lot is zoned Highway commercial. Further east
at the intersection of Third Street and U.S. Highway 17 is
the Edo Mil .er & Sons Funeral Home property, zoned Highway
commercial. Approximately 500 ft. to the northwest is a
parcel of land that is zoned General Residential,
consisting of four lots with single-family structures.
Property to the west and south is zoned single-family
residential
Mr. Charles Taylor stated that in conformance with
Section 110 3. of the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance, the
following acts were considered in developing staff's
recommendat on:

I

. Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is
suitable in view of the use and development of adjacent
and nearby property;

I

Yes, the R-12 One-Family Residential District is more
restrictive than the adjacent residential zoning, R-9
One-Family residential.

I

. Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the
existing use or usability of adjacent or nearby property;

I

No, because the R-12 One-Family Residential District is
more restrictive as to density and lot frontage
requirements.
Whether the property to be affected by the zoning
proposal has a reasonable economic use as currently
zoned;
Yes, but the R-12 One-Family Residential District is more
compatible with the adjacent properties.
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. Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which
will or could cause an excessive or burdensome use of
existing streets. transportation facilities, utilities, or
schools;
No, the requirements for the requested R-12 One-Family
Residential District are similar to the surrounding R-9
One-Family Residential District, therefore the demand on
these community facilities will not be excessive.
. Whether the zoning proposal is in conformance with the
policy and intent of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan;
Yes the Comprehensive Land Use Plan indicates this
neighborhood as low density residential.
. . Whether there are other existing or changing conditions
affecting the use and development of the property which
give supporting grounds for approval or disapproval;
No.

I

Mr. Taylor stated that staff recommends approval of
this request.
Mr. Don Brunegraff, 3132 Third Street, expressed
concerns about the ditch being covered up. He stated that
if this happens the area will flood. Mr. Jim Bruner
explained that drainage would be reviewed when plans are
submitted for site plan review. Mr. Ronnie Perry. assured
Mr. Brunegraff that the ditch would be maintained and it
would not be covered.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Hal
Hart to recommend approval of this request. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Richard Altman and unanimously adopted.

__#1 _t%O
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Request to rezone from Forest Agricultural: Parcel 1)
3.6704 acres to Highway Commercial, property fronting
864.53 ft. on the south side of Old Jesup Road, beginning
466 ft. east of Highway 341 and Old Jesup Road
intersection. Parcel 2) 14.5233 acres to General
Residential, property fronting 170 ft. on the. south side of
Old Jesup Road and lying immediately south and east of
Parcel 1 and wet of Zion Primitive Baptist Church,
Fellowship Methodist Church and marsh along Burnett Creek.
A. H. Tostensen, III, Property Owner
Roger McCants, Applicant
Mr. Tostensen was present for discussion.
The following report from staff was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review:
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This property is a portion of a large tract that was
formerly known as the "McClurd Tract." Portions of the
tract have recently been sold off into separatr4 parcels.
An eight acre portion of the tract, fronting along Highway
341, located west of the subject parcels, was rezoned from
Forest Agricultural to Highway Commercial in 1997.

I

I

II

The property being requested to be rezoned, fronting
along Old Jesup Road, which is a 50 ft. ri ght-of-wy,
begins 466 ft. east of Highway 341 and runs along Old Jesup
Road to the south property line of Zion Primitive Baptist
Church and the salt marsh along Burnett Creek.
Directly across Old Jesup Road are residential homes
in the Forest Agricultural Zoning District fronting along
said road. Immediately behind these lots, which have an
average depth of 270 ft. is a Basic Industrial Zoning
District. Property to the west is zoned Highway Commercial,
with Forest Agricultural to the east.
The concept plan shows Parcel 1 as being proposed to
be subdivided into five commercial lots. Each of these
commercial lots is shown to have direct access onto Old
Jesup Road. Parcel 2, proposed to be rezoned to General
Residential, shows one access drive off Old Jesup Road.
The 14 acres is proposed to be developed with 40 duplexes
(80 units) . The requested zoning classification allows for
the develQpment of single-family residential, two-family
residential, and/or multi-family residential at a maximum
density of 10 units per acre. If the subject property is
rezoned as requested, a site plan and/or subdivision plat
will be required prior to construction. At such time,
access roads, drives and any required road improvements
will need approval by the Glynn County Engineer and Traffic
Safety Engineer prior to any development.
The property is proposed to be served by individual
wells and individual septic tanks. Approval for these
facilities will require approval by the Glynn County
Environmental Health Department.
Mr. Taylor stated that in conformance with Section
1103. of the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance, the following
facts were considered in developing staff's recommendation:
. Whether the zoning proposal will permit a use that is
suitable in view of the use and development of adjacent
and nearby property;
Parcel 1: Yes, Highway Commercial. District on the west
side along Highway 341.
Parcel 2: Yes, General Residential zoning would be
suitable if adequately buffered from the commercial area.
. Whether the zoning proposal will adversely affect the
existing use or usability of adjacent or nearby property;
Parcel 1: No, because of the commercial uses along
Highway 341 this would be an extension of the existing
commercial area.
Parcel 2: No.
25
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• Whether the property to be affected by the zoning
proposal has a reasonable economic use as currently
zoned;
Yes, both parcels.
• Whether the zoning proposal will result in a use which
will or could cause an excessive or burdensome use of
or
existing streets, transportation facilities,
1
schools;
Parcel 1: Yes, the increase in commercial activity will
increase community facility demands on the roads and
utilities.
Parcel 2: The increase in residential density will
require increase transportation facilities, utilities and
schools.
• Whether the zoning proposal is in conformance with the
policy and intent of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan;
Parcell: Would be in conformance with the Comprehensive
Land Use Plan Map.
Parcel 2: Would not be in conformance with the
Comprehensive Land Use Map. (Shown as commercial.)
• Whether there are other existing or changing conditions
affecting the use and development of the property which
give supporting grounds for approval or disapproval;
None that staff is aware of, except for the 1997 rezoning
of property to commercial.
Mr. Taylor stated that staff recommends approval of
this request.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Richard
Altman to recommend approval of this request. The motion
was seconded by Mr. Lamar Cole and unanimously adopted.

At this time (12:45 p.m.), the Planning Commission
recessed for lunch. The meeting resumed at 2:15 p.m.

.1
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Consider Establishing a St. Simons Island Planning Commission
Consider Amending the Glynn County Code of Ordinances
Chapter 2-19, Sections 2-19-2; 2-19-3; 2-19-4;
,
2-19-FO;2-19-l4 and 2-19-5
Consider Amending the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance
Sections 301; 708.3; 709.4; 714.3 and 717.4
Consider Amending the Glynn County Subdivision Regulations
Sections 501 and 701

Mr. Charles Taylor explained that a series of
ordinance changes were included in the packages for the
Planning Commission's review relating to the creation of a
St. Simons Island Planning Commission. These ordinance
changes were drafted at the request of the lynn County
Board of Commissioners.
At this time, Chairman Jones opened the floor for
public comments. However, due to the number of citizens
present, and in order to give everyone a chance to speak,
Chairman Jones asked that the comments be as briefly as
possible.
Ms. Eileen Hutcheson, President of
following:
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I

RUPA, read the

"At the July 16th meeting of the Glynn County
Commission, RUPA presented a statement to the Commissioners
requesting that a planning and zoning board be created
expressly for the St. Simons Island and composed entirely
of island residents.
"The particular issues which are evident on the
island; the density of population, the growth in domestic
and commercial building, the traffic gridlock, the water
crisis, the extensive strain on the infrastructure, are
increasingly prominent.
"We believe that a dedicated planning and zoning board
of islanders would best serve the interests of the island
community and the general well being of Glynn County by an
intimate knowledge of its own district. This would, in the
long and short run, make for precision and economy in
enforcing county ordinances. Without compromising other
districts in the county, an island planning and zoning
board could attend to the substantial development of St.
Simons where now live about one-quarter of the county's
residents whose taxes and fees return to the county coffers
must now approach ten million. dollars a year. We do not
believe that the mechanics of creating a new planning and
zoning board need to be discussed at this time. We also
believe that a new planning and zoning board for the island
and improved ordinances should go hand in hand.
"Chairman Tullos made a motion to support our request.
The Commission approved by a vote of five in support and
two in opposition.
"We believe you have been appointed to 'represent all
.
of the people of Glynn County.
We trust that you will
follow the example of the Commissioners and determine to do
the right thing by voting to support a planning and zoning
board for St. Simons Island."
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Mr. Fred Davis, St. Simons Island resident, stated
that he is not a member of RUPA, but he supports their
point of view. In the interest of fairness to all, he asked
the Glynn County Planning Commission to support this
request.
Mr. Taylor Adams, St. Simons Island resident, stated
that he is present on behalf of Mel Baxter, who is the
Chairperson for the St. Simons/Sea Island Council Division
of the Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Adams referred to the
letter submitted by Mr. Baxter, which was included in the
packages for the Planning Commission's review. He stated
that the present Board has done a fine job but over time
situations have developed on St. Simons where the citizens
did not feel like they had the in-put necessary in their
own destiny. He stated that support of a St. Simons Island
Planning & Zoning Board would be well received.

I .I
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Mr. Adams stated that an architectural review has been
discussed and proposed for St. Simons as a step that could
be implemented prior to action by the present Planning
Commission. Also, members of the St. Simons Planning
Commission should have certain credentials for at least a
majority of the board (architects, engineers, planners,
landscape architects, developers, real estate brokers,
etc.) to review site plans and make recommendations.
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stated that he has mixed emotions about a separate planning
board. His major reason is that though the St. Simons
Island Planning Commission could make a recommendation on
issues, the Glynn County Board of Commissioner would still
make the final determination. He pointed out that unless
there are some changes in the final determination process,
there would be no change, other than the faces. Mr. Fell
stated that although he is in favor of a separate Planning
Commission, in order for this to be affective, he feels
that the County Commission needs to make changes within
their organization as to how they approach planning and
zoning.
Mrs. Meredith Trawick, St. Simons Island resident,
stated that she appreciates what the present Planning
Commission has done for Glynn County, but she feels that
the way St. Simons is growing and being developed, a
separate board is needed to better represent the island.
She would like to see a board that has only residents of
St. Simons, not necessarily professional people, but the
citizens who reside on the island and are concerned about
thp 1nr

Mr. Woody Woodside stated that there are a number of
concerns that may need to be addressed, i.e., condo
renters, island business owners who live on the mainland,
etc. Also, he suggested that if a separate board is
established, consideration should be given to the people
who currently serve on the Planning Commission to be
grandfathered in for the mainland as well as the island.
Mr. Woodside stated that he would like to know what impact
a separate Planning Commission would have on staff.
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Mr. Charles Taylor stated that due to this issue being
a decision made by appointed and elected officials, staff
has tried to limit its in-put. However, he stated that it
is clear that staff would have to report to more people,
prepare and distribute more packets. Overall, Mr. Taylor
stated that he's concerned about the submittal review and
approval process. He stated that submittals should be on
the same day, reviewed during the same period and the
meetings should be held as closely as possible, maybe even
on the same day. He feels that this would perhaps reduce
the amount of workload on staff.
For the record, Mr. Richard Altman read the following:
"I am adamantly opposed to the forming of a second
Planning Commission for Glynn County. 1) We are one county,
we do not have two County Commissions, why the need for two
Planning Commissions. 2) The time and effort expended by
the Planning and Zoning staff to prepare for two meetings,
preparation of two sets of informational material, will be
exorbitant and extremely wasteful. 3) Any Planning
Commission is, by order of government, required to do their
job according to County Zoning Ordinances. We have one set
of ordinances. No matter where we live or which district
we represent, any Planning Commissioner will be required to
follow the same laws. 4) If constituents are uriappy with
the zoning laws, it is not the Planning Commission who
changes law but the elected officials, the County
Commission.

I

two
has
Commission
Planning
present
"The
We have one
representatives who live on St. Simons.
The
additional member whose business is on St. Simons.
present Planning Commission looks at all areas of the
county with the same laws and the same scrutiny. The
county is supposed to be one cohesive unit. To add another
Planning Commission is totally against all who favor less
government. It is my personal opinion a second Planning
Commission is not warranted or needed in Glynn County."
Regarding the letter from the St. SimonS Council,
Mrs. Touw asked if it was the intent that if there were a
St. Simons Island Planning Commission, the idea of the
architectural review board would be dropped in order to
incorporate it into one. Mr. Adams replied yes. Mrs. Touw
further commented that it would probably take an engineer,
real estate broker, etc. just as long to learn the details
of the ordinance as it would anyone else. She stated that
it is very important for a Planning Commission to be made
up of people who have no direct interest in any development
that may occur.

I
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Mr. Jonathan Williams stated that some years ago, St.
Simons had its own Chamber of Commerce. However, someone
decided that the area could be better served if we were one
organization. Also some time ago a lot of time and effort
went into the idea of consolidation, but the citizens
thoroughly voted that idea down. Therefore, if the voters
had an opportunity to answer this question, would they then
say, "we would not like to be separated."
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Mr. Williams stated that he has never seen an issue as
being St. Simons, Brunswick, Sterling or Blythe Island. He
has always seen the issue as being Glynn County. He stated
that "when we seek to be separate, it brings on a lot of
other things that we don't want." Mr. Williams stated that
he is a landowner on St. Simons, he pays taxes on St.
Simons, but he lives in the City of Brunswick. Therefore,
he feels that he should have an equal say in the
development of St. Simons Island.
Mr. Hal Hart stated that he also owns property on St.
Simons but he lives in the City of Brunswick. He commented
that several allegations were made that are not true. One
for instance is that "the Planning Commission can approve
or disapprove any project." Mr. Hart stated that is simply
not true. He stated the Planning Commission has to follow
the laws and guidelines of the ordinances. Rezoning matters
go to the County Commission and they have the final say.
He stated that it upsets him to read things like this in
the newspaper because it is simply not true. Mr. Hart
stressed that he is glad to see the new faces in the
audience and he encouraged them to continue to come to the
meetings to see and hear first hand about what goes on.

I
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Mrs. Touw pointed out that a remark was also made that
if "we voted for St. Simons Planning Commission we'd be out
of a job." However, according to the ordinance, each one
of us, if we so choose, would still be on the current Glynn
County Planning Commission until our terms expire.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Richard
Altman to recommend that we not have a second Planning
Commission. The motion was seconded by Mr. Jeff Shell.
Discussion continued.
Mr. Hart commented that he would like to see a public
hearing held on this issue after elections. Chairman Jones
stated that she spoke with County Commissioner Jack Hardman
who also felt that we should have a public hearing
preferably at night. She stated that she and Mr. Taylor
discussed possibly scheduling the public hearing for
August 27th which would allow time to advertise the item for
the September meeting. Mr. Altman stated that if it is the
consensus of the Planning Commission to have a public
hearing he would retract his motion.
Mrs. Touw stated that in the process of creating two
commissions, when this information was written up, it also
changes the ordinance under which we operate now. It
changes some items under "Powers of the Commission." She
stated that some of the items should be examined very
closely.
Mrs. Touw then referenced staff's budget.
She stated
that in the past, the Planning Commission had some in-put
regarding the budget so that when it was forwarded on to
the County Commission, staff had the support of the
Planning Commission. However, this year the Planning
Commission did not participate in the budget review for
various reasons Mrs Touw feels that this is an important
process and it SflOU±Q not be eiiminateu. She aiso naa
questions regarding the 30 day time limit.
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Chairman Jones stated that in referring to setting up
the St Simons Planning Commission, she noticed that Little
St Simons and Sea Island were not included She stated
that perhaps District 2 should be mentioned in an effort to
clarify this.
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Assistant County Attorney Keith Taylor stated that
presently under the Glynn County Code of Ordinances, the
Planning Commission would be required to act within 30 days
unless approval is received from the Board of Commissioners
for an extension.
Following a brief discussion and clarification
regarding the amendments and the 30 day time period,
Mr. Altman retracted his motion. The second was also
retracted. Mr. Altman made a new motion recommending that
a Public Hearing be held on August 27,1998 at 7:00 p.m. in
the Historic Courthouse to further discuss this item. The
motion included a request to the County Commission asking
for an extension on the time limit.
The motion was
seconded by Mr. Lamar Cole.
Voting Aye: Mr. Richard
Altman, Mr. Lamar Cole, Mrs. Glenda Jones, Mrs. Iris Touw
and Mr. Jonathan Williams. Abstained From Voting: Mr. Jeff
Shell. (It was noted that Mr. Hal Hart had to leave the
meeting before the vote was taken.)

GC-2-98 I
Consider Amending the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance
Section 805. Signs Permitted in Residential Districts
Add the letter e) to outline signage for subdivisions
The amendment was included in the packages for the
Planning Commission's review. Following discussion, a
motion was made by Mr. Richard Altman to recommend approval
of this amendment. However, the motion died for lack of a
second. Chairman Glenda Jones stated that the amendment
would be forwarded to the County Commission with no
recommendation from the Planning Commission.

I
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GC-2-98 J
Consider Amending the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance
Section 619 Site Plan Approval regarding the process,
documentation and number of plans to be submitted

I

The amendment was included in the packages for the
Planning Commission's review. Following discussion,a motion
was made by Mr. Lamar Cole to recommend approval.The motion
was seconded by Mrs. Iris Touw and unanimously adopted.
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GC-2-98 K
Consider Amending the Glynn County Zoning Ordinance,
Proposed
amendment to require all multi-family
and
commercial developments to receive Site Plan Approval by
the Glynn County Planning Commission, the following
sections to be amended and included as other requirements:
Section 619. Site Plan, Section 710. Office Commercial,
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Section 713. Highway Commercial, Section 714. Freeway
Commercial
The amendment was included in the packages for the
Planning Commission's review. Following discussion, a
motion was made by Mr. Richard Altman to recommend
approval.
The motion was seconded by Mr. Lamar Cole and
unanimously adopted.

SR-5-98
Consider Amending the Glynn County Subdivision
Regulations, Section 703. Preliminary Plat,
regarding the number of plats and information
to be submitted for review.
The amendment was included in the packages for the
Planning Commission's review. Following discussion, a
motion was made by Mr. Lamar Cole to recommend approval.
The motion was seconded by Mrs. Iris Touw and unanimously
adopted.

SR-6--98
Consider Amending the Glynn County Subdivision
Regulations, Section 704. Final Plat, regarding
information required to be submitted
The amendment was included in the packages for the
Planning Commission's review. Following discussion, a
motion was made by Mr. Lamar Cole to recommend approval.
The motion was seconded by Mr. Richard Altman and
unanimously adopted.

MINUTES

Upon a motion made by Mr. Richard Altman and seconded
by Mrs. Iris Touw, the Minutes of the July 7, 1998 Planning
Commission meeting were approved and unanimously adopted.
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STAFF ITEMS

Mr. Charles Taylor stated that staff needs the
Planning Commission's opinion regarding changing the policy
of advertising items for Public Hearing prior to the text
being written.
Following a brief discussion, it was the consensus of
the Planning Commission to have a draft of the text on hand
for review prior to advertising for the Public Hearing.

At this time, Chairman Jones referred back to Item 8
on the agenda: Murray Field, Re-Approval. It was noted that
no one was present to represent this item. However,
Mr. Charles Taylor stated that staff needs to explain why
this item is back on the agenda. He stated that there were
two different subdivision plats filed for this item.
According to Mr. Flanagan, one was approved that did not
show the street going all the way through, and another plat
was drafted after the approval by the Planning Commission
that did show the street going all the way through.
Mr. Taylor stated that it was made clear to the County
Commission by Mr. Flanagan that the actual plan that was
approved is the plan presented today. He stated that staff
is requesting that the Planning Commission confirm that
this is the approved preliminary plat for the subdivision.
He explained that the applicant has now come to staff with
a final plat for a portion of that subdivision, but staff
has to put this issue to rest before reviewing the final
plat.
Following discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Jeff
Shell to approve the plans as presented today. The motion
was seconded by Mr. Jonathan Williams. However, during the
course of discussion, some discrepancies were discovered on
the plat.
Therefore, the motion and second for approval
were withdrawn.
It was the consensus of the Planning
Commission to defer this item to allow more time for staff
to examine this issue further.

I
I

There being no further business to discuss, the
meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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