Potential Policy Solutions: Design & Site

Envision Glynn: Zoning Update
DRAFT FOR CONSIDERATION April 27, 2020

This document explores initial draft solutions to the policy questions identified in the Diagnostic Report.
These concepts and options were developed using best practices, professional judgment, and input from
Glynn County stakeholders, and will be discussed with the Planning Commissions, Glynn County
Commission, and the public before any changes to regulations are drafted. For each item, one or more of
the potential solutions may warrant further exploration. The technical updates in the Diagnostic Report
will also be addressed in the next phase of this effort.

1. Maximum building height for zoning purposes is currently measured either from flood level or
ground level (whichever is higher) to the highest point of the roof.

Potential solution A: Update the definition of building height so that it is measured only from
ground level. This would provide a simple, consistent measurement for all new buildings and
avoid allowing taller buildings in flood-prone areas. Since regulations on St. Simons Island limit
the number of habitable stories in addition to building height in feet, this solution may further
limit the number of stories in flood-prone areas on St. Simons Island.

Potential solution B: Update the definition of building height as in potential solution A, but also
update height, lot coverage, and setback regulations to ensure that buildings have an appropriate
bulk, in addition to height.

Potential solution C: Measure height from the mid-point of sloped roofs to avoid flat-roofed
buildings that try to maximize the allowed height.

Potential solution D: Measure height based on existing ground level before any grading or
construction, to avoid lots that re-grade to increase the allowed height.

Potential solution E: No change.

2. Finished floor elevation is currently required to be one foot above base flood elevation.

Potential solution A: Increase this requirement so all new buildings must be at least two feet above
flood level.

Potential solution B: Increase this requirement so all new buildings must be at least three feet
above flood level.

Potential solution C: Confirm that fill dirt cannot be used to increase site elevation to meet base
flood elevation requirements, except on large development parcels.

Potential solution D: No change.

3. Height regulations for telecommunications towers are currently inconsistent.

Potential solution: These will need to be explored in more detail and should be consistent with FAA
regulations while taking appropriate clearance zones into account.
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4. Minimal site, landscaping, and architectural design standards exist only for certain types of
development today.

Potential solution A: Expand these countywide to address basic design elements for residential
and non-residential development countywide, including facade materials, number of facade
materials/colors/textures, window area, recessed windows, garage setbacks, landscaping, and
underground utilities.

Potential solution B: The basic design standards in potential solution A could apply only in certain
areas, such as St. Simons Village (in both the overlay and the Village Mixed Use district), the
remainder of St. Simons Island, I-95 gateway areas, other commercial corridors, or only to non-
residential developments.

Potential solution C: Create architectural standards that look at more specific elements of design
beyond just facade materials or other items from potential solution A. These could apply only in
certain areas.

Potential solution D: Incorporate elements of form-based zoning into existing and potential zoning
districts. These elements could include standards that address the design of building frontages.
These could apply in St. Simons Village and potential new walkable mixed-use developments.

Potential solution E: No change.
Note: Depending on the solution selected, TSW may recommend specific coding tools that would
support it. Examples may include design standards, form-based codes, or other strategies.

5. Open space is not currently required for new developments.

Potential solution A: Require all new developments to set aside a percentage of their site as open
space, with larger developments required to provide a larger percentage. Require open spaces to
be designed as useable places rather than leftover spaces by establishing minimum areas,
dimensions, and required amenities.

Potential solution B: Adopt requirements in potential solution A, but also allow existing areas of
natural or scenic value to count double toward this requirement if made accessible, protected
with a conservation easement, given to the Land Trust, or based on other criteria.

Potential solution C: Exempt parcels in the St. Simons Village or within a short distance of existing
public parks from any open space requirements, or allow different types of open spaces (such as
balconies or roof decks) to count toward open space requirements in these areas.

Potential solution D: No change.

Note: Any selected solution will need to be coordinated with the ongoing impact fee discussion.
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6. Historic buildings are not currently protected.

Potential solution A: Adopt the state model historic preservation ordinance to create historic
districts and regulations that apply to the buildings and districts recommended in the Glynn
County Historic Resources Survey Report, including restrictions on demolition or major
alterations and regulations to ensure that new development is compatible. If this ordinance is
adopted, the process of establishing local historic districts would begin afterward.

Potential solution B: Create historic preservation requirements and incentives without adopting
the state model ordinance.

Potential solution C: Create a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program to preserve historic
buildings, as well as natural areas, and encourage development in appropriate locations without
reducing overall entitlements.

Potential solution D: Do not create historic preservation standards.

7. Buffers are currently required between different types of development but requirements are
complicated.
Potential solution A: Reduce the number of types of buffers and simplify their regulations.

Potential solution B: Reduce the number of types of buffers and simplify their regulations. Require
buffers to be opaque, with minimum sizes for trees and shrubs. Do not allow buffers with fences
or walls to be narrower. Require buffers to be maintained by the property owner.

Potential solution C: Rephrase Buffer Type D as a screening requirement since it applies to all
development, regardless whether buffers are required.

Potential solution D: No change.

8. Fences and walls currently have some height restrictions but are not otherwise regulated.

Potential solution A: Establish maximum heights for all zoning districts based on front, side, and
rear yards.

Potential solution B: Prohibit fence and wall materials that are not durable or contextual.

Potential solution C: Establish fence and wall material or height regulations in key zoning districts
or areas of the county.

Potential solution D: Require building permits for fences and walls taller than 8 feet.
Potential solution E: No change.

9. Signs are regulated in many aspects today, but the results may not be appropriate for certain
areas of the County.

Potential solution A: Update regulations countywide related to sign height, size, illumination,
electronic signs, billboards, number of signs, and other sign regulations.

Potential solution B: Update regulations as in potential solution A, but include distinctions for
specific areas such as along 1-95 or commercial corridors, or near scenic or historic areas.

Potential solution C: No change.
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10. Pervious pavement currently counts toward maximum site coverage and is prohibited in parking
lots with more than 10 spaces.

Potential solution A: Update the definition of “site coverage” to align with the stormwater
ordinance and exempt pervious pavement so that it will be encouraged. Allow a percentage of
spaces in all parking lots to be pervious.

Potential solution B: Update the definition of “site coverage” as in potential solution A above, and
require a percentage of spaces in all parking lots to be pervious (but with paved aisles).

Potential solution C: Update the definition of “site coverage” as in potential solution A above, and
allow a portion of pervious parking spaces to count toward required open space.

Potential solution D: No change.

11. Site coverage restrictions are currently provided in some zoning districts.
Potential solution A: Add site coverage limits to all zoning districts.
Potential solution B: No change.

12. Neighborhood retailis allowed in several zoning districts today, but those same districts also
allow strip centers.

Potential solution A: Create a new neighborhood commercial zoning district that allows small,
pedestrian-friendly retail but not large, car-oriented strip centers.

Potential solution B: No change.

13. Reverse frontage (in which the backyards of houses face the road) is currently allowed on major
roads as long as there are buffers.
Potential solution A: Prohibit reverse frontage in more walkable areas.

Potential solution B: No change.

Potential Policy Solutions: Pab&Admin.

14. Some existing zoning districts are nearly identical to other zoning districts.

Potential solution A: Reduce the number of both residential and commercial zoning districts by
consolidating similar districts. Rezone properties currently in districts that are proposed for
consolidation. Delete regulations for the Shopping Center district and any other districts that are
on the books but not applied to any property.

Potential solution B: Reduce the number of commercial zoning districts, but no residential zoning
districts. Rezone properties currently in districts that are proposed for consolidation.

Potential solution C: No change.
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15. Many properties are zoned PD Planned Development, but there are no minimum standards.

Potential solution A: Require developments zoned PD to conform to existing and new regulations
related to open space, buffers, density, design, and other regulations to the maximum extent
possible.

Potential solution B: Create further physical or procedural standards that all previous and future
PD developments must follow.

Potential solution C: Require that new PD districts be at least 100 acres.

Potential solution D: Rezone land from PD to other zoning districts, to allow for more predictable
development outcomes.

Potential solution D: Prohibit all future rezonings to PD, but keep those regulations on the books
for properties that are already zoned PD.

Potential solution E: No change.

16. There is currently no true mixed-use district.

Potential solution A: Create a mixed-use or traditional neighborhood development zoning district to
allow for new village-type development in a compact, walkable design. No property would be
rezoned, but this district would be available for developers interested in creating this type of place.

Potential solution B: No change.
17. Rezoning notifications must currently be mailed to property owners within 200 feet of the
property being rezoned. This goes beyond the requirements of state zoning law but does not

inform the broader community. Subdivisions and land disturbance permits do not have public
notice requirements.

Potential solution A: Remove the requirement for notifications by mail, but create an online
system for all citizens to easily access all rezoning, variance, subdivision plat, tree removal, and
land disturbance permit applications.

Potential solution B: No change.
18. Site coverage variances allow property owners and developers to apply for relief from

regulations in unique circumstances, but this type of variance is currently prohibited on the
Islands. In addition, commercial lot coverage variances on the Mainland are approved by the

Potential solution B:

Potential solution

Potential solution E
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