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Agenda

Camden County Planning Board
Regular Meeting
November 14, 2018, 7:00 PM

Historic Courtroom, Courthouse Complex

ITEM I. Call to Order and Welcome
ITEM II. Consideration of the Agenda
ITEM III. Consideration of the Minutes
1. Minutes from July 18, 2018
2. Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting July 18, 2018
3. Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting July 25, 2018
ITEM V. New Business
1. UDO 2016-09-14 Sandy Hook Crossing Final Plat
2. UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat
ITEM V. Information from Board and Staff
ITEM VL Consider Date of Next Meeting - December 19, 2018
ITEM VII. Adjourn
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CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Regular Meeting — July 18, 2018

3.1la

Camden County Planning Board

Regular Meeting

July 18, 2018 7:00 PM
Historic Courtroom, Courthouse Complex
Camden, North Carolina

MINUTES

The regular meeting of the Camden County Planning Board was held on July 18, 2018 in the

Senior Center, Camden, North Carolina. The following members were present:

CALL TO ORDER AND WELCOME

Planning Board Members Present:

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived
Calvin Leary Chairman Present 7:00 PM
Fletcher Harris Board Member Present 7:00 PM
Patricia Delano Vice Chairman Present 7:00 PM
Rick McCall Board Member Present 7:00 PM
Ray Albertson Board Member Absent

Steven Bradshaw Board Member Present 7:00 PM
Cathleen M. Saunders Board Member Present 7:00 PM

Staff Members Present:

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived
Dan Porter Planning Director Present 7:00 PM
Amy Barnett Planning Clerk Present 7:00 PM

Also Present for purposes of hearing their application for rezoning were Dana and Patrick Smith.

CONSIDERATION OF THE AGENDA

Motion to Approve the Agenda as Presented

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

PASSED [UNANIMOUS]|

Steven Bradshaw, Board Member

Fletcher Harris, Board Member

Leary, Harris, Delano, McCall, Bradshaw, Saunders

Albertson

Page 1 of 3
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CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Regular Meeting — July 18, 2018

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES FROM JUNE 20, 2018
Motion to Approve Minutes of June 20, 2018 as Written

RESULT: PASSED [UNANIMOUS]

MOVER: Patricia Delano, Vice Chairman

SECONDER: Steven Bradshaw, Board Member

AYES: Leary, Harris, Delano, McCall, Bradshaw, Saunders

ABSENT: Albertson

NEW BUSINESS
A. UDO 2018-06-19 Rezoning Request - Dana and Patrick Smith

Dan Porter described this rezoning request and read through the staff report attached hereto.

Mrs. Smith spoke very briefly indicating that she and her husband intend to do a parent to
child subdivision 1 acre in size after rezoning is approved.

Steve Bradshaw asked if the property was to be divided into 2 lots. Mr. Porter indicated that
it was to be divided.

Motion to Approve UDO 2018-06-19 Rezoning Request - Dana and Patrick Smith

RESULT: PASSED [UNANIMOUS]

MOVER: Fletcher Harris, Board Member

SECONDER: Steven Bradshaw, Board Member

AYES: Leary, Harris, Delano, McCall, Bradshaw, Saunders

ABSENT: Albertson

INFORMATION FROM BOARD AND STAFF

Mr. Porter reminded the board that there would be another joint meeting with the Camden
County Board Of Commissioners on July 25, 2018 starting at 5:00 pm.

CONSIDER DATE OF NEXT MEETING - AUGUST 15, 2018

The next meeting will be on August 15, 2018 unless there are no matters to be brought before the
Planning Board.

Page 2 of 3
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CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Regular Meeting — July 18, 2018

3.1la

ADJOURN
Motion to Adjourn

RESULT: PASSED [UNANIMOUS]

MOVER: Fletcher Harris, Board Member

SECONDER: Rick McCall, Board Member

AYES: Leary, Harris, Delano, McCall, Bradshaw, Saunders
ABSENT: Albertson

The meeting adjourned at 7:25 PM.

Chairman Calvin Leary
Camden County Planning Board

ATTEST:

Amy Barnett
Planning Clerk

Page 3 of 3
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STAFF REPORT

UDO 2018-06-19
Zoning Map Amendment

PROJECT INFORMATION

File Reference: UDO 2018-06-19

Project Name; N/A
PIN: 01-7090-00-16-3805
Applicant: Dana & Patrick Smith
Address: 101 Sharon Church
South Mills, NC
Phone: (252) 698-0215
Email:
Agent for Applicant:
Address:
Phone:
Email:
Current Owner of Record: Dana & Patrick Smith
Meeting Dates:
7/18/2018 Planning Board

6/14/2018
David Parks, Permit Officer

Application Received:
By:

Project Address/Location: 101 Sharon Church
Road, South Mills

Application Fee paid: $650 Check #3120

Completeness of Application: Application is
generally complete

Documents received upon filing of application
or otherwise included:

A. Rezoning Application
B. Deed
C.  GIS Aerial, existing zoning, Comprehensive

Plan future land use and CAMA Land Use
Plan Suitability Maps

REQUEST: Rezone approximately 3 acres from Basic Residential (R3-2) to Basic Residential (R3-1)

From: Basic Residential (R3-2)

The R3 Districts are designed to provide for
low density residential development in areas
that are adjacent to those areas primarily
devoted to agriculture. Subdivision in the R3-2
district requires a minimum of two acres per
lot.

To: Basic Residential (R3-1)

The R3 Districts are designed to provide for
low density residential development in areas
that are adjacent to those areas primarily
devoted to agriculture. Subdivision in the R3-1
district requires a minimum of one acre per lot.

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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SITE DATA

Lot size: Approximately 2.98 acres

Flood Zone: Zone X

Zoning District(s): Basic Residential (R3-2)

Existing Land Uses: Residential

Adjacent Zoning & Uses:
North South East West

Zoning Basic Residential | Basic Residential Residential (R3-2) | Basic Residential
(R3-1) (R3-2) (R3-2)

Use & size 55 acres — Mill 36 acres — 55 acres — Mill Woodland/Open
Run Open Space | Woodland/Wetlands | Run Subdivision | Space Mill Run
Subdivision - Lot
size 25,000 sf.

Proposed Use(s):

The Uses will remain the same; just the density change is requested from two to one acre.

Description of property:

Property abuts Sharon Church and Keeter Barn roads. Property has house on it and at one time had a
Singlewide. A second septic tank is located on the property.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Streams, Creeks, Major Ditches: Mill Run Ditch.
Distance & description of nearest outfall: Less than 1 mile.

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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INFRASTRUCTURE & COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Water Water lines are located adjacent to property along Sharon Church and
Keeter Barn roads.

Sewer There are 2 septic systems on property.

Fire District South Mills Fire District. Property located approximately 3 miles from
Station on Keeter Barn Road.

Schools Impact calculated at subdivision.
Traffic Staffs opinion is traffic will not exceed road capacities.
PLANS CONSISTENCY

CAMA Land Use Plan Policies & Objectives:
Consistent X Inconsistent [J

The proposed zoning change is consistent with the CAMA Land Use Plan which was adopted by the
Camden County Board of Commissioners on April 4, 2005 in that the Future Land Use Maps has area as
Low Density Residential 1-2 acres or greater.

PLANS CONSISTENCY - cont.

2035 Comprehensive Plan

Consistent Inconsistent [

Consistent with Comprehensive Plan (Adopted 2012) as Future Land Use Maps reflect land identified as
Rural Residential 1 acre lots.

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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PLANS CONSISTENCY - cont.

Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Consistent X

Inconsistent [J

Property abuts Sharon Church and Keeter Barmn Roads.

Other Plans officially adopted by the Board of Commissioners

N/A

FINDINGS REGARDING ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS:

Yes X
Yes [
Yes O
Yes O

No

No

No

No

Will the proposed zoning change enhance the public health, safety or

welfare?

Reasoning: The proposed zoning change will neither enhance nor
adversely affect the public health, safety, or welfare.

Is the entire range of permitted uses in the requested classification
more appropriate than the range of uses in the existing classification?
N/A

Reasoning: The allowable uses in the R3 (Basic Residential) zoning
will not change as the request is for higher density from two acres to one
acre.

For proposals to re-zone to non-residential districts along major
arterial roads:

Is this an expansion of an adjacent zoning district of the same
classification? N/A
Reasoning:

What extraordinary showing of public need or demand is met
by this application? N/A

Reasoning:

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

3.1la

Will the request , as proposed cause serious noise, odors, light,
activity. or unusual disturbances?

Reasoning: All uses allowed in the requested zoning classification should
not cause any serious noise, odors, light activity, or unusual disturbances.

Does the request impact any CAMA Areas of Environmental
Concern?

Reasoning: Property is outside any CAMA Areas of Environmental
Concern.

Does the county need more land in the zoning class requested?

Reasoning: Higher density development in areas identified in the
Comprehensive and CAMA plans provides needed roof tops to support
commercial development.

Is there other land in the county that would be more appropriate for
the proposed uses?

N/A

Reasoning: Proposed uses will not change.

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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Yes [ No

Yes X No

a

Fire and Rescue — Minimal impact.
Law Enforcement — Minimal impact.
Parks & Recreation — Minimal impact
Traffic Circulation or Parking — N/A

Other County Facilities — No.

3.1la

Will not exceed the county’s ability to provide public facilities:

Schools — The possible additional lot will have minimal impact on the
school.

Is This A Small Scale “Spot” Rezoning Request Requiring Evaluation
Of Community Benefits?

If Yes (regarding small scale spot rezoning) — Applicants Reasoning:

Personal Benefits/Impact

Community Benefits/Impact

With rezoning

Will allow owner to either
create a lot for child or create a 1
lot minor subdivision.

Little to no Community Benefits

Without rezoning

Property owner will not be able
to create lot for child as parcel is
just under 3 acres and current
zoning requires residual lot meet
current zoning of 2 acres (lot is
2.98 acres).

No Change.

STAFF COMMENTARY:

The owner would like to do either a parent to child exempt subdivision or a one lot minor subdivision.
Under the parent to child exempt residual would have to meet 2 acres under current zoning. This is an
expansion of an adjacent zoning and is in conformity with adopted plans.

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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Staff recommends the following:

Consistency Statement:

3.1la

The requested Map Amendment is consistent with both the CAMA Land Use Plan and Comprehensive

Plan as it allows for densities as low as one acre and is an expansion of an adjacent zoning.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends approval of this rezoning request from Basic Residential (R3-2) to Basic Residential

(R3-1).

Attachment: Planning Board Minutes - July 18, 2018 (2214 : Minutes from July 18, 2018)
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Maps Show:

Vicinity Map: Corner of Keeter Barn and Sharon Church Roads

CAMA Land Suitability Map: Very High

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map: Rural Residential One Acre
CAMA Future Land Use Map: Low Density Residential

Zoning Map: R-3-2 with R-3-1 Adjacent beside and behind.

3.1la
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CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

3.2.a

A Joint Meeting of the Camden County Board of Commissioners & Camden County Planning
Board was held on July 18, 2018 in the Senior Center, Camden, North Carolina. The following

Camden County Planning Board

Joint Meeting

July 18, 2018 4:30 PM
Senior Center, Courthouse Complex
Camden, North Carolina

members were present:

CALL TO ORDER

MINUTES

Board of Commissioners & Planning Board Members Present:

Scott Givens

RO Givens Signs

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived

Tom White Vice Chairman, Camden Board of Commissioners @ Present 4:30 PM

Randy Krainiak Commissioner, Camden Board of Commissioners | Present 4:30 PM

Garry Meiggs Commissioner, Camden Board of Commissioners | Present 4:48 PM

Clayton Riggs Chairman, Camden Board of Commissioners Absent

Ross Munro Commissioner, Camden Board of Commissioners Absent

Calvin Leary Chairman, Planning Board Present 4:30 PM

Patricia Delano Vice Chairman, Planning Board Present 4:30 PM

Fletcher Harris Planning Board Member Present 4:30 PM

Ray Albertson Planning Board Member Absent

Cathleen M. Saunders = Planning Board Member Present 4:30 PM

Rick McCall Planning Board Member Present 4:30 PM

Steven Bradshaw Planning Board Member Present 4:30 PM
Staff Members Present:

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived

Dan Porter Planning Director Present 4:30 PM

Amy Barnett Planning Clerk Present 4:30 PM

Ken Bowman County Manager Present 4:30 PM
Others Present:

Attendee Name Company Purpose

Chad Meadows Code Wright Planners Present Proposed Revised UDO

Roger Ambrose Ambrose Signs Voice Concerns w/ Sign Regulations

Lois Brown RO Givens Signs Voice Concerns w/ Sign Regulations

Voice Concerns w/ Sign Regulations

Attachment: Planning Bd / Bd of Commissioners Minutes July 18, 2018 (2215 : Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting
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3.2.a

CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

CONSIDERATION OF AGENDA - PLANNING BOARD

Motion: Approve Agenda as Presented

RESULT: PASSED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Steven Bradshaw, Board Member
SECONDER: Patricia Delano, Vice Chairman
AYES: Leary, Delano, Harris, Saunders, McCall, Bradshaw
ABSENT: Albertson
OLD BUSINESS:

In the absence of and expected late arrival of Commissioner Garry Meiggs in order to form a
quorum for the Camden County Commissioners, it was suggested that the Planning Board call
their board to order and proceed with the Old Business Item which was the Continuation of
presentation by Chad Meadows on the Proposed Revised Unified Development Ordinance.

CONTINUATION OF PRESENTATION ON PROPOSED REVISED UDO - CHAD MEADOWS,
PART 1

Dan Porter, Planning Director described this agenda item and gave a brief background regarding
the Proposed Revised UDO, after which he introduced Mr. Chad Meadows of Code Wright
Planners, who began his presentation.

Chad Meadows, Code Wright Planners
e Reminded both boards that there are 11 issues of policy for presentation and discussion
e Will go over issues that guidance has been given on
o Major Subdivisions - New Process
= Change: Allow administrative review of certain elements prior to any
board meetings so developer doesn't have to incur expenses without the
certainty that a project will be approved.
o Increase residential density in the R-1 district to 4.35 dwelling units per acre
where there is adequate availability of both water and sewer
o Alter the permissiveness of manufactured housing such that it is dispersed out into
the county rather than concentrated in village centers.
e Will cover items that Planning Board has already heard but Commissioners have not,
hope to get through to end of the 11 issues. May require additional meeting(s).

At this time, 4:48 PM, Commissioner Garry Meiggs arrived and a quorum was now present for
the Camden County Board of Commissioners.

Attachment: Planning Bd / Bd of Commissioners Minutes July 18, 2018 (2215 : Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting
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CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

3.2.a

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS CALL TO ORDER - 4:50 PM

CONSIDERATION OF AGENDA - BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Motion: Approve Agenda as Presented

(Agenda consists of Hazard Mitigation Reconstruction [Grant and Associated Budget
Amendments] and Presentation of Revised UDO)

RESULT: PASSED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Garry Meiggs, Board Member
AYES: White, Krainiak, Meiggs
ABSENT: Riggs, Munro

HAZARD MITIGATION RECONSTRUCTION, 2018 HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT
AGREEMENT (FEMA DR-4285-010-R), & BUDGET AMENDMENTS 2018-19-BA001 AND
2018-19-BA002

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White called for consideration of the Hazard
Mitigation Reconstruction Grant Agreement (FEMA DR-4285-010-R) and associated
Budget Amendments 2018-19-BA001 & 2018-19-BA002. The aforementioned grant
agreement and associated budget amendments are for the purpose of assistance to be
granted to 2 homeowners (one on Bingham Road, the other on NC 343 N) for making
much needed repairs due to hurricane flooding.

Motion: Approve Hazard Mitigation Reconstruction, 2018 Hazard Mitigation Grant
Agreement (FEMA DR-4285-010-R), & Budget Amendments 2018-19-BA00I and 2018-

19-BA002
RESULT: PASSED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Garry Meiggs, Board Member
AYES: White, Krainiak, Meiggs
ABSENT: Riggs, Munro

Attachment: Planning Bd / Bd of Commissioners Minutes July 18, 2018 (2215 : Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting
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CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

3.2.a

CONTINUATION OF PRESENTATION ON PROPOSED REVISED UDO - CHAD MEADOWS,

PART 2

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White opened the floor for Public Comments so that Roger
Ambrose, Lois Brown, and Scott Givens could comment regarding the proposed new sign
regulations that are a part of the Revised UDO.

Believes the "No new billboards in Camden County" clause of the proposed revised UDO
to be restrictive and also believes it would hurt his business as well as any other sign
business
State of NC regulates signage and defines fairly well what can and can not be done
Billboards that are already in place are said to be grandfathered

o Wants to be able to repair billboards if needed and not be required to take them

down if cost of repair exceeds 50% of billboards worth
o Wants to be able to tear down and re-build billboards if needed
o Wants section that speaks of the "50% of value" to be removed so that is not a
consideration

Businesses rely on signage for advertising, both on and off premise signs
Sign companies rely on the businesses who buy signage
Signs need to be able to be seen in order to be effective advertising
Wants county to look at how signs (billboards) are regulated instead of saying no new
ones
There are at least 15 businesses in Camden County that currently rely on billboards for a
portion of their advertising
Opposed to "No New Billboards"
Believes there should be a balance between the rural character of the county and the
needs of the business community.

Has land, wants to be able to put signs on her land if she wants to. Doesn't want someone
telling her she can't put it on her own piece of property

Most of the RO Givens billboards in Camden are rented, there are a few that are not
rented, and if a business wants to advertise, they should be able to do so with a billboard.

Page 4 of 17

Attachment: Planning Bd / Bd of Commissioners Minutes July 18, 2018 (2215 : Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting

Packet Pg. 19




117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161

3.2.a

CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

At this time, Dan Porter, Planning Director, made the following comments:

Commissioner Randy Krainiak questioned why there would be a prohibition on billboards.
Commissioner Krainiak voiced concerns relating to the effect of prohibition on employees of
such businesses.

Dan Porter stated that prohibition is only a recommendation. Mr. Porter added that if they are
not prohibited that the county would need to rely on the current ordinance to regulate billboards.
Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White suggested that a committee consisting of County
Manager, representatives of the sign companies, and any other necessary person(s) get together
to work on this issue and bring their suggestions back to the Board of Commissioners at a later
date. Planning Board Chairman Calvin Leary expressed agreement with what Mr. Porter had
stated earlier regarding not limiting the repairs to 50% as a means to determine permissiveness.

Chad Meadows commented:

With regards to prohibition of signs, that is a policy decision
Regarding repair of billboards, such repairs can get very expensive very quick.

o Agrees 50% rule is restrictive
Recommends that if there are to be no new billboards, that no limits be placed on ways to
repair and / or replace existing billboards with the following exceptions:

o Size cannot be changed

o Height cannot be changed
Thinks type of billboard changes should be allowed (ex: Paper billboard to Electronic)
also types of pole / foundation changes should be allowed.

Agrees with Mr. Porter that the 50% damage threshold may not be suitable for billboards
Regarding the prohibition:
o Hwy 17 is an interstate, it is designated as US Interstate 85
o Within 660 feet of the right of way of any interstate, local government cannot
prohibit a billboard.
= Federal Government made this rule.
There are between 15-20 billboards in the county, and no billboards on Hwy 17.
Proposal to prohibit is because of the landmark Supreme Court case which has
modified how local governments are allowed to regulate signage.
= Outdoor, off premise advertising is an issue which is still 'cloudy’ as far as
the Supreme Court ruling goes
= Question of whether or not the Supreme Court intended local government
to be able to regulate off premise signs is not known, not clear. Suggest a
more conservative position because it is not known. It will become more
clear in the future
= If Board of Commissioners wants to continue with the existing ordinances
/ regulations for billboards, fine.
= Agree that some adjustments with regard to repair of billboards is in order
Would be helpful to know where BOC stands with regard to policy standpoint on whether
to allow new billboards or not outside the Hwy 17 corridor.

Attachment: Planning Bd / Bd of Commissioners Minutes July 18, 2018 (2215 : Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting
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3.2.a

CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White repeated his earlier suggestion to let the committee
meet on this and bring their suggestions back to the Board of Commissioners at a later date.

Steve Bradshaw asked if by prohibiting billboards, is a problem being fixed. Is there such an
abundance of billboards that a prohibition is warranted. If not, why does government need to be
involved? Mr. Bradshaw went on to describe other areas where he feels additional regulation is
in his opinion excessive. One particular area of concern was parking regulations. Mr. Bradshaw
was concerned that the way the code was written that it would require parking facilities for farm
buildings. Mr. Porter stated that farms and agricultural facilities / uses are exempt from the
zoning regulations.

Mr. Meadows stated that the rationale behind the sign regulations is to protect the county from
law suits. Mr. Bradshaw asked how would the county be protected. Mr. Meadows responded
saying that at this point, it is unknown whether or not there will be any legal challenges to county
regulations as they relate to the Supreme Court ruling on signage. As such, the recommendation
is to limit signage.

County Manager Ken Bowman stated that even after the UDO revision is approved, it can be
amended if and when necessary. With regard to signage regulations, Manager Bowman
suggested a review of current regulations to see if alterations are in order or not.

Dan Porter commented on the billboard issue saying it is pretty much straight forward, and
suggested that rather than prohibiting them, that they be allowed to be replaced or repaired
without placing a value on the work performed to that effect, and simply go by what the current
rules are for placement of new billboards.

Mr. Roger Ambrose of Ambrose signs commented that in order to place a billboard in Camden
County, that the property where upon the sign is to be placed has to be zoned to allow such use.
He added that before he can get a state permit, he has to secure a county permit first. He further
commented that the Supreme Court ruling may change some of that, but that at this time, this is
how it is done.

Mr. Porter stated he would look at setting a date to meet with both Ambrose and Givens to
discuss these issues as they relate to the proposed UDO.

At this time, Mr. Chad Meadows began his presentation of the Proposed Revised UDO,
Commercial Design Standards.

Chad Meadows, Code Wright Planners
e Section 5.1.2 of the Proposed Revised UDO
e Covered with Planning Board, who felt there were too many design standards
o Spoke of a flexibility option to relax some of the regulations through the use of
the Administrative Adjustment process
e Applied to new non-residential development in VR, VC, CC, MC, and HC districts
o Not applied to utility, public safety, industrial, or agricultural uses

Attachment: Planning Bd / Bd of Commissioners Minutes July 18, 2018 (2215 : Planning Board / Bd of Commissioners Minutes - Joint Meeting
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3.2.a

CAMDEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CAMDEN COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Joint Meeting — July 18, 2018

e Overlay for Commercial Corridor has different standards (US Hwy 158 within 1000 feet
of the right of way)
e Standards include but are not limited to:
o Basic building orientation provisions
o Building materials
o Colors
= The above is not designed to tell someone how to design their building or
that a particular architectural style should be followed, but rather to
specify the range of materials that are allowed, limitations, and prohibited

materials.
e Suggested prohibited exterior materials for non-residential
development:

o Unadorned / unfaced concrete masonry units
o Corrugated or sheet metal
o Smooth vinyl siding
o Basic provisions for massing & articulation (varying building facades such that
they not be one long fagade of identical look)
o Provisions for windows
o Provisions for roof mounted equipment
e Idea is to support increased development quality and a better overall appearance of the
commercial corridors.
o Concepts come from the Comprehensive Plan approved by the Board of
Commissioners
e Inside the Commercial Corridor Overlay district (1000 feet from the right of way along
US Hwy 158) there is a provision whereby buildings which are screened from view of the
street may be exempted from design standards
e Question is do these standards go too far? Are they OK as drafted or should they be
pulled back a bit?

Discussion

Steve Bradshaw stated his opinion is that the proposed standards do go too far. He keyed on
parking standards as an example of an area that goes too far. Mr. Bradshaw asked where these
standards come from. Mr. Meadows responded that they come from the Comprehensive Plan
and added that the plan calls for higher quality development, protection of community character,
more intense development in certain locations properly configured so that it is compatible with
the rural places that are not going to be higher density.

Mr. Bradshaw stated his opinion that buildings built with fewer windows and use some of the
materials which are on the suggested prohibition list would not affect the rural character of the
county. He then spoke about the different rules for parking based on the type of business and
asked what the rules were based on. Mr. Meadows stated that the rules for parking are based on
the uses which are adjacent to the parking area (example: parking requirements for a strip mall
are based on the uses in the strip-mall).
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Mr. Meadows mentioned Currituck County's use type "Shopping Center" which has its own set
of standards and added that something similar could be drafted for Camden.

Commissioner Garry Meiggs observed that what the driving force behind Currituck's Shopping
Center use is the amount of traffic they get from people going to and from the Outer Banks of
NC. Mr. Meadows added that Camden doesn't have any where near that amount of traffic.

Mr. Bradshaw stated that the standards can be addressed once stores begin to show adequate
interest in locating to Camden.

Mr. Dan Porter stated that public opinion from the public meetings held on this had the
consensus from the public that brick block / metal buildings like those in Currituck County along
US 158 were not desirable for Camden County. The intent is not to keep commercial away, but
rather to create a set of standards that would result in attractive commercial buildings. The
question is where to draw the line with regard to standards.

Mr. Bradshaw commented that the landscaping requirements are too strict, trees specifically with
regards to the requirements of having them in parking lots.

With regard to Mr. Bradshaw's earlier comment, Mr. Porter commented that while yes you can
change the rules, once a building is built, it is there for the life of the building.

Rick McCall commented that he prefers to have a nice scenic drive on his way to places. He
added that nice scenery is a good way to get people to come here.

Commissioner Randy Krainiak commented that facades can be added to any kind of building so
it looks a particular way from the road. Commissioner Krainiak added that nice things like
landscaping are desirable to make a development look good, but he doesn't know if a standard
for that kind of thing is possible to where everyone has to do it a certain way.

Mr. Porter commented that the specific standards are not difficult to achieve when it comes to
design of buildings. There are some limitations to materials, materials that are prohibited:

o Flat / smooth face block

o Flat / smooth sheet metal

e Corrugated metal

e Smooth vinyl siding

Mr. Meadows commented that if one or more of the material prohibitions go too far, then that
material can be removed from the prohibition if that would solve the problem. He added that
these standards are more than just a desire to not have certain types of materials. There are
standards that say if two ore more types of materials are used, that the heavier material needs to
go on the bottom.
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Mr. Bradshaw asked if the prohibition on corrugated metal applies to the entire building or only
to the front facade. Mr. Meadows responded saying that the intention is that the fronts and sides
of buildings that are visible from streets be the first consideration, and if the Board is OK with
that, then the next consideration is to look at sides of buildings that abut residential
developments. The next consideration after that would be sides that abut non-residential
development, corner lots, and so on.

Mr. Meadows further stated that in some parts of the county there are homes that abut
commercial development. A policy question for the Board of Commissioners is whether or not
to control the design standards for commercial developments that abut residential neighborhoods.
Commissioner Krainiak observed that in such situations there are buffer requirements.

Mr. Porter asked Mr. Meadows to explain what fenestration is.

Mr. Meadows explained that fenestration is:
o Windows & doors of glass materials
o The ability to see into a building
Standards right now say
o 25% of the first floor facade that faces the street needs to be transparent.
= Can utilize window, glass, doors, or both.
e Another standard says cannot block windows with window signs. Must maintain at least
25% transparency.
o Easy standard to meet

Commissioner Krainiak asked what the purpose of windows is. Mr. Meadows stated that the
purpose is to encourage people passing by to enter the building and shop there.

Mr. Bradshaw commented that the type of business should determines how much fenestration
should be needed.

Rick McCall commented that commercial buildings facing the street or on corner lots should
have to adhere to standards that would result in nice looking buildings.

There was a brief discussion regarding the amount of transparent glass fenestration for
commercial buildings in the design standards. The standard is 25% of the first floor frontal
facade needs to be transparent through the use of windows or glass doors and not blocked by
signage.

Mr. Porter posed the question of should there be a requirement for the amount of windows /
transparent space on the facade of buildings.

Rick McCall asked if a warehouse would have to meet these same standards. Mr. Meadows
replied that warehouses are industrial uses and are exempt from the commercial design
standards.
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Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White commented that the use type determines whether a
building is subject to the commercial design standards or not.

Mr. Porter commented that some builders may want to build to the minimum design standards
and the question becomes 'is the building that would be built that way, what is desired as a
commercial building?".

Patricia Delano commented that without the presence of adequate windows and the ability to see
inside a building, some might have reservations against entering such a building if the type of
business were not known in advance.

In answer to Mr. Porters earlier question, Commissioner Krainiak stated that there should be a
minimum requirement for windows / fenestration.

Mr. Bradshaw, by way of example, commented on the "Taylor's Do It Center" located in
Moyock NC. He stated that there are very few windows in that building and the nature of the
type of business that it is does not necessitate much in the way of windows. His opinion was that
should Camden get such a business, that the requirement for windows would be excessive given
this type of business, and that the requirement for windows should be based on the type of
business.

Mr. Meadows stated that the standard reads that no more than 25% of the window can be
blocked with signage, but that does not mean that nothing can go in the window. (i.e. window
displays). Commissioner Meiggs stated that this means that 25% of the total square feet of the
window space (and doors if they are transparent) can have signage, no more.

Mr. Meadows asked the Board of Commissioner members present if the consensus is that the
standards applied to building facades for buildings facing the street are acceptable. The general
consensus was that they are.

Mr. Meadows added that what can be done is to add regulations that allow an application that
doesn't meet all of the requirements to still be considered. He also added that if certain standards
are not "on the books" that the county will not get that kind of development. Without standards
in place, there is no room for negotiating.

Patricia Delano asked if there were standards that require things like smoke alarms, sprinkler
systems, etc. Mr. Porter replied that those types of things are part of the NC Building Code and
not as such standards. They are required by the state and the building inspector inspects them in
the course of construction.

Mr. Meadows then spoke of the Administrative Adjustment process:
e Makes process of application requirements flexible so some standards are not so strict
e Must be based on real reasoning
o Reminded the Board that when standards are reduced, the ability to negotiate is limited
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Mr. Meadows added that the county doesn't or shouldn't want to strive for a lesser community
than what is here today. Commissioner Krainiak agreed, saying that developers can be told "this
is the kind of building we want here, these are our minimum standards".

Mr. Porter commented that there are little to no design standards for commercial development
currently. The current code was written at a time when commercial development was not a big
consideration for the county.

Patricia Delano asked if design standards could be based on the size of the building. Mr. Porter
replied saying that there are all sorts of formulas that could be applied to determine how much of
the standards to apply, but that when it comes to larger buildings, companies are familiar with
having to comply with design standards and they are ok with that. Without definitive standards,
it leaves staff not knowing what to approve or not approve.

Mr. Porter added that the current code only allows 16 square feet for commercial signage, and
says nothing about pole signs. State law used to be that if something is not addressed in the
county code, then it is prohibited. Now state law is that if it isn't in the county code, then what
ever code is closest as possible to it is what the decision is based on.

Mr. McCall asked if it is better to have stricter standards and have the ability to be flexible or is
it better to have more relaxed standards and still be flexible.

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White commented that the county is changing and that for
the sake of future development, standards are necessary or the county may become stuck with
whatever developers can put in place at minimum standards, and it may not be what the county
wants.

Mr. Meadows stated that options are:
¢ Go through the standards piece by piece in detail on this topic
e The Board could decide to remove the fenestration standards
e Keep the standards that have been drafted, and create an alternative process whereby an
applicant can work with the county on a case by case basis where they can follow a
different set of standards which would be subject to approval by the Planning Board and
the Board of Commissioners.

Mr. Bradshaw commented that a case by case scenario would open the county up to the
possibility of litigation on matters relating to standards. Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom
White agreed. Mr. Meadows stated that he didn't say it was a good solution, only that it was a
solution.
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Mr. Bradshaw added that he doesn't want to see a county code with no design standards, but that
he feels the proposed standards go too far. He further commented that standards that apply to the
front of a building for aesthetic purposes shouldn't apply to the back of the building where it
won't be seen. He reiterated his earlier point with regard to landscaping in parking lots as un-
necessary. He observed that the proposed standards seem more like those of a larger city than a
rural county.

Mr. Meadows stated that if there are sections that Board members don't like, don't agree with,
then there need to be meetings to consider alternatives to those sections, not just saying that a
section goes too far or disagreeing with it, alternatives need to be presented.

Mr. McCall reminded those present that the County Manager did say that the code could be
amended, text added and deleted. Commissioner Meiggs added that the code is very much a
"living document". Mr. Meadows agreed saying that it can be amended.

Mr. Bradshaw commented that as the document is, it is not the easiest thing to read and
understand. He stated his opinion that there are too many requirements. He feels that each
section needs to be gone through one at a time and discussed in order to get the code done right.
He asked if the code that has already been agreed on can be added in to what is already existing.

Mr. Porter replied saying that while the existing ordinance can be amended, it is so integrated
that changing one section of the existing ordinance will affect other parts which would most
likely create conflicting segments of code.

Commissioner Krainiak asked if there were any particular issues that Planning Department has
dealt with in regards to the ordinances that necessitate fixing the ordinances.

Mr. Porter replied that when commercial developers and others ask what the design standards
are, the only answer that can be given is to say that there aren't any. Vice Chairman
Commissioner Tom White reiterated his earlier comment regarding the need for standards in
order to control the type of development that comes into the county.

Commissioner Krainiak asked if the state already has certain standards, and if the proposed
codes are only to suite the particular needs of Camden. Mr. Meadows replied saying that the
state does not regulate the appearance of buildings, and they limit the ability to regulate
appearance of single family dwellings, townhomes, and duplexes, etc.

Mr. Meadows added that one option is that the standards could be turned into guidelines, but
cautioned that doing so removes the requirement of an applicant to follow such guidelines. Mr.
Meadows further added that with guidelines, the county has no control and cannot force an
applicant to follow a guideline that is not a requirement. Standards are requirements, guidelines
are not.
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Commissioner Krainiak asked if the Board of Commissioners can deny an application because a
guideline was not followed. Mr. Meadows replied saying that legally if it is a guideline then the
application cannot be denied, only if it were a standard that was not followed could it be denied.

Mr. Porter stated that if guidelines are used instead of standards, then applications would be back
to being considered on case by case basis, and would not be able to be denied for not following
guidelines. If standards are used, and are not followed, then there is a legitimate reason for
denying an application.

Mr. McCall asked about the possibility of utilizing the variance process to get around some
standards. Mr. Meadows replied saying that variances require an applicant to prove that there is
a non-personal hardship, which was not caused by the applicant, which is the reason why a
standard cannot be met. Companies looking to locate to Camden County will find a way to
comply with standards.

Mr. Porter commented that even mom & pop stores should be able to comply with standards
because even though the percentages are the same as they are for larger buildings, the expenses
for smaller buildings are much less. Mr. Meadows suggested that there could be exceptions
written into the code for smaller buildings.

Commissioner Krainiak asked if there could be a review board for situations where an applicant
didn't want to comply with the standards and instead proposed their own criteria / standards.

Mr. Meadows stated that a process could be created for those who don't want to comply. Such a
process would need to be Quasi-Judicial in nature, and there are legal dangers with using such a
process. Mr. Meadows added that a safer alternative for a developer would be to consider using
the process for a Planned Unit Development.

Commissioner Krainiak asked if there was a way to appeal standards. Mr. Meadows replied that
it would go before the Board of Adjustment if there was a situation where an applicant felt a
standard was misapplied either by Board or Staff. He added that the Board of Adjustment is not
a review board that someone can go to if they simply don't want to follow the standards. He
further added that the Planned Unit Development option, while not Quasi-Judicial, would
achieve the same kind of thing where an applicant can suggest their own standards. Planned
Unit Development would be less legally dangerous because it is not Quasi-Judicial. It does not
carry the same limitations as the commercial design standards and is thus a more viable tool for
people to use if they want to deviate from the standards.

Mr. Porter commented that many years ago, almost all commercial uses required a special use
permit, even home occupations. The Board of Commissioners at that time asked staff to look at
the Table of Permissible Uses and pull out things that didn't need to go before the Board. Those
items then became such that they only needed a simple zoning permit.
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Mr. Porter added that the proposal here is:
e Minor Site Plans become an item for Administrative Review & Approval
e Major Site Plans go before the Planning Board but not the Board of Commissioners
e Special Use Permits go directly to the Board of Commissioners, removing the need for
Planning Board to hear them.

Mr. Porter stated that the idea is to make it easier for commercial businesses to obtain the permits
needed to come to Camden County. Good minimum standards are necessary so that staff can
look at things and know whether or not to approve something that is an administrative decision.
Businesses will not be deterred by standards.

Patricia Delano asked if there was room for negotiation regarding requirements such as the
amount of glass (windows), can it be based on the size of a building in a tiered fashion.

Mr. Meadows suggested using the Administrative Adjustment process for that, allowing staff to
make adjustments to certain standards such as the amount of fenestration on a frontal facade.
Allow staff to make a certain amount of adjustment to the requirement by setting an allowable
range of variation and if the applicant wanted to go beyond that, they would have to go to the
Planning Board who would then make the decision to allow it or not. This approach could be
used for any standard.

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White asked if that would get the county into trouble by
treating one person differently from another. Mr. Meadows replied that it could create more
potential for legal problems than not allowing deviation from the standards. He added that it
would be a happy medium to allow some deviation.

Mr. Porter suggested that there could be a reasonable range of deviation in order to provide some
flexibility. He added that there should still be a good reason provided by the applicant for
needing deviation.

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White agreed with Mr. Porter's suggestion saying this would
be less likely to result in legal issues because all applicants would be treated the same.

Mr. Meadows suggested a table listing all the standards, range of allowed deviation, and
rationale for allowing deviation. He added that if there are specific commercial design standards
that Board members would like to see some adjustment to, that they should provide some
suggestions as to how they should be adjusted. He also added that the consensus he's hearing on
the Administrative Adjustment procedure is that it be broadened to create flexibility.

Mr. Porter commented that Parking & Landscaping can be added as separate topics of discussion
for a future meeting.

At this time, Mr. Meadows moved on to the next topic of discussion: Farmland Compatibility.
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Farmland Compatibility

e Section 5.5 of the Proposed Revised UDO

o Intent of these provisions is to protect existing farm operations from new development
coming in, specifically to protect against grievances by new residential land owners
against farm operations that were there first.

o Current approach is to require a 50 foot vegetative buffer between farm operations and
major subdivisions.

e Proposal is the same as current, but add some specific standards as to the types and
amounts of vegetation required, and the added incorporation of a fence, berm, drainage
ditch, or combination of these into the buffer.

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White asked if there were any provisions that would protect
the trees from pesticide spray when farmers are crop dusting / spraying. He added that more than
likely such spray would harm if not kill trees.

Mr. Meadows replied saying that it becomes a question of balance. How far should the
Farmland Compatibility standards go. While it is true that people in subdivisions that abut
farmland moved to that location, the courts are supporting them when it comes to issues like
noise, odor, pesticide overspray, etc., from the farm. The idea is to protect the farms from
situations like that occurring in the first place by adding standards that require buffers, open
space, etc.

Mr. Bradshaw asked what good a fence, as part of a buffer, would do. He observed that it would
not stop odors, spray, etc. Mr. Meadows replied saying that the only thing a fence is likely to do
is prevent a child from wandering into the farm field, and thus protect the child from harm.

Vice Chairman Commissioner Tom White reiterated that trees as part of a buffer are a problem
to farmers where crop-dusting / spraying is concerned.

Mr. Meadows suggested a menu of choices for buffer separations, such as canals, berms, or other
types of separations.

Commissioner Krainiak commented that a farmer will find a way to spray his crops if he can't
use a plane. He'll use a tractor with a spray arm if he needs to.

Mr. Bradshaw suggested instead of canopy trees, that some variety of fast growing tree be
utilized. Mr. Meadows replied that could be done, or even staggered rows of trees and shrubs.

Mr. Bradshaw added that if there are existing trees / woodland, that they should be used, even if
they are on the farm side

Mr. Meadows clarified that the wooded area referred to would be on the developer side. He
stated that what he's hearing is that if there is already vegetative material on the farm side, that
the developer shouldn't be required to place a buffer.
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Commissioner Garry Meiggs stated that approach would be a bad idea because if, after the
developer develops all the way to the property line, the farmer decides to clear his land, then
there is no buffer at all and there is a problem then. He added that the farmer is not responsible
for creating a buffer between his land and a development, that is the responsibility of the
developer.

Mr. Meadows reiterated that the intent is to prevent situations which would result in complaints
from residents against farmers. He added that what he is hearing is that there should be some
kind of space between farm and residential uses. He asked the Board members their thoughts on
the requirement of vegetative buffers. He added that canals are also an option.

Cathleen Saunders expressed agreement with Mr. Bradshaw that there should be mixed types of
vegetation - understory and canopy trees, and shrubs.

Mr. Porter asked for consensus on the following:
e Does there need to be a 50 foot buffer?
e Ifso, can it be comprised of open space, stormwater ditch / linear pond, or does it have to
be vegetative?

Mr. Meadows stated that there was a stipulation that a buffer had to incorporate a fence, berm, or
a ditch, or some combination of these.

After a brief discussion regarding fences, consensus was to get rid of the fence requirement from
the vegetative buffer but to leave the berm and ditch.

Consensus to Mr. Porter's questions were that there does need to be a 50 foot buffer and that it
can be either vegetative, open space, or stormwater ditch / linear pond.

At this time, Mr. Porter asked for the Board to set a date for another meeting to continue this
presentation. The Board chose Wednesday, July 25, 2018 at 4:30 in the Camden County Senior
Center for the next meeting.
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Camden County Planning Board
Camden County Board of Commissioners
UDO Work Session
July 25, 2018; 5:00 PM
Senior Center
Camden, North Carolina

MINUTES

The Camden County Planning Board and the Camden County Board of Commissioners met
jointly for a UDO work session on July 25, 2018 at 5:00 PM at the Camden County Senior
Center.

Planning Board Chairman Calvin Leary and Board of Commissioners Vice Chairman Tom
White called their respective board meetings to order at 5:05 PM.

Planning Board Members Present: Chairman Calvin Leary, Vice Chairwoman Patricia Delano,
Board Members Cathleen Saunders, Rick McCall and Steven Bradshaw.

Board of Commissioners Members Present: Vice Chairman Tom White, Commissioners Garry
Meiggs, Randy Krainiak and Ross Munro.

Staff Present: Planning Director Dan Porter, Permit Officer Dave Parks, County Manager Ken
Bowman, Clerk to the Board Karen Davis

Dan Porter began the meeting by reviewing with the group the following:
e Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement
e Priority Action Strategies
e Purpose of the Unified Development Ordinance
e Strategic Goals

Chad Meadows of CodeWright Planners, LLC then further expounded on the purpose of the
Unified Development Ordinance.

Dan reviewed the comments from the meeting with local sign businesses. During the discussion
the following changes were decided upon by consensus:

e Special signage for business grand openings, etc. — 30 days

e Signs in residential districts — up to 20 square feet

e Mixed Use Table max face area for window signs - 50% window coverage

e Monument signage — Up to 6 feet in height
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Kenneth Wallace of 136 S. Trotman Road requested an opportunity to address the group. Mr.
Wallace expressed his concern in regard to the aesthetics of new business construction and
signage. It was his request that county leadership take this into consideration when allowing new
business, especially chains and franchises, to develop in the county and ensure that any new
construction fits in aesthetically with the existing community. He was particularly concerned
with limiting the impact of free-standing pole signs lining the roadside and building signage. He
showed examples comparing what he considered good and bad signage.

Chad Meadows reviewed the Commercial Design Standards current approach and the
following changes were made by consensus of the group:
¢ Building Orientation — Design standards apply to primary entrance and the side facing a
street.
e Fenestration — 25% of the first 10 feet in height; any deviation will require SUP.

Chad Meadows reviewed the Limitations on Accessory Structures current approach and the
following changes were made by consensus:
e Size — No limit on accessory structure size other than what is already limited by setbacks
and impervious surfaces.
e Location — Limiting location on accessory structures to no farther forward than the front
fagade on lots smaller than 2 acres; 2 acres and larger — no limitation on location.

Chad Meadows reviewed Open Space current approach and proposed key changes. The
following decision was made by consensus:

e Reduce residential requirement from 15% to 5% of development area.

Chad Meadows began the discussion concerning HOA and Escrows current approach and
proposed key changes.

As part of the HOA and Escrows discussion, Steven Bradshaw presented the following:
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Purpose

Proposa

Camden Storm Water Management
: To provide a more effective and efficient Storm Water Management {SWM) process.

I: The county performs inspections and recertifications requirements for Developments and

inspects home owners for culvert maintenance issues that impend the flow of storm water from their or
other's proparties. Any repairs or maintenance issues are turned over to the HOA or home owner which
has S0 days to repair or the county performs repairs and assesses the home owners for all cost!
Recertiications fees are paid by the HOA on an annual basis. Note: Only the HOA portion will be
addresses in the UDO, but wanted to expand the SWM concept while on the subject. The SWM
discussions must be coordinated with the HOA section.

Justification for change:
1. HOAs are weak when it comes to assessments.
2. HOAs have failed/gone out of existence, if HOAs can’t or won't perform, what does the county
do then?
3. What prevents HOAs from depleting SWM funds provide by the developer under 6.4.8? Section
6.3.10 is a much better
4, Each HOA will need to learn the requirements, contact an Engineering firm to certify, and
contract contractors to perform the repairs.
5. The county SWM person will be the expert and with an ongoing relationship with and
£ngineering firm {lowest bidder) can reduce cost of certifications.
6. The county does not require a current homeowner to clear/replace a culvert blocking the
ditching along the roads. | have been working with Brian to develop a dumping/fill ordinance.
7. The county will be required to keep track of recertification requirements anyway per the new
UDG section7.1.5.8, Dand E. .
8. Having a county wide Storm Water Managament plan will insure funds are spent in the most
productive manner,
8. County taxes are tax deductible; HOA fees are not.
10. T WOULD SAVE THE HOME OWNERS MONEY and the system will be maintained.

Discussion: § want to start by saying that | fully support developments being designed to incorporate
storm water issues. The requirement to maintain the first 5 inches of rainfall will significantly improve
what we have now. | do object to what | see as two classes of homeowners; one with thousands of
dollars of up front cost and Jarge potential cost for maintenance and those that pay next to nothing!

Ways the County Control mathod is simpler and much more efficient:

1
2.
3.

Dan Porter explained that a Special Assessment Taxing District would be required to be set up
for each subdivision if the county were to adopt Mr. Bradshaw’s plan. Concerns from the group
were expressed in regard to county resources (staff, funds, etc.), liability and the legality of the

plan.

After discussion, it was decided by the majority of the group to proceed with the HOA and

Having repeat business, the county could bid out certifications to several firms.

The county will have to track alt developments anyway and go after the ones that don’t comply.
Contractors like repeat business and will be much more responsive to an ongoing business
refationship.

if you have a neighborhood system it is an island; without a good drainage plan outside the
development, you will stiif have storm water issues, A coordinated county wide system would
work much better. 1 have been working with 8rian to develop an any dumping/fill ordinance.

Escrows key changes as proposed by staff.

Chad Meadows reviewed Stormwater Maintenance Details current approach and proposed key

changes.

3.3.a
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3.3.a

After discussion, it was decided by a majority of the group to proceed with the key changes as
proposed by staff.

Chad Meadows reviewed Mandatory Potable Water Hookup current approach. The following
was decided by a majority of the group:
e New major subdivisions - must connect to public water supply.
e New minor subdivisions with water line availability — must connect to public water
supply.
e New minor subdivisions without availability would not require connection to public
water supply.

Chad Meadows reviewed Fire Hydrants current approach and proposed key changes from
previous discussion with the Board of Commissioners which was that all new major subdivisions
would be required to install 6-inch lines and fire hydrants, even if fire hydrants were just flushing
hydrants. No changes were decided upon by the group.

Chad Meadows reviewed the issue of Minor Subdivisions current approach of up to five lots —
four tracts and a residual. Waiting period is five years before additional development is allowed
on the same parent tract to be considered a minor subdivision. It was decided upon by a majority

to keep the current approach.

It was decided by consensus of the group to allow staff to complete the issues of Parking and
Landscaping and send the proposed changes to the group for feedback.

The public hearing will be set on September 10, 2018 and will be held on October 1, 2018.

The joint meeting of the Board of Commissioners and Planning Board adjourned at 8:55 PM.

Calvin Leary, Chairman Tom White, Acting Chairman
Camden County Planning Board Camden County Board of Commissioners
ATTEST:

Karen M. Davis
Clerk to the Board of Commissioners
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16.

17.

Final Plat
Sandy Hook Crossing
UDO 2016-09-14

Applicant: Avery Family Revocable Trust
Agent for Applicant: Steve Bradshaw
Address of Agent: 102 Avery Drive

Shiloh, NC 27074

PIN: 03-8964-00-94-3691

Name(s) of Current Owner(s) of Record:

Street Address of Property: See Final Plat

Location of Property: Off Sandy Hook and Batlett Roads
Flood Zone: X

Zoning District(s): Basic Residential (R3-1)

. General Description of the Proposal: Final Plat Phase Sandy Hook Crossing — 16

lot Major Subdivision

. Date Application Received by County: October 16, 2018
12.
13.
14.
15.

Received by: David Parks, Permits Officer
Application fee paid: Yes.$800.00 Check #1024
Completeness of Application: Application is generally complete.
Documentation received:

A. Application fee

B. Final Plat

C. As Builts — 2 copies signed.

D. NCDOT letter on Pavement Certification

E. Copy of Restrictive Covenants
Compliance with Preliminary Plat Special Use Permit: All requirements of the
Special Use Permit issued for this development have been met or guaranteed (i.e.
bonded)
Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of Final Plat for Sandy Hook
Crossing Major Subdivision.

UDO 2016-09-14
Final Plat Sandy Hook Crossing
Page 1 of 1
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CAMDEN Land Use/Development Application

COUNTY County of Camden, North Carolina

w o Pnergy e Al

Depending upon the type of proposal, the proposal may require a Zoning Permit,
Conditional Use Permit, or Special Use Permit. This form is used as the start of
the application process. All applicants must submit a site plan (see "Minimum
Site Plan Requirements") and a valid Health Department permit. Applicants for a
Conditional Use Permit or Special Use Permit should review the "Requirements
for Conditional Use Permit and Special Use Permit Applications".

Applicants for a subdivision must submit this form as their Special Use Permit
application.

Please consult the Planning Office, (252) 338-1919, with any questions about
your application.

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE

Office Use Only

erv: (2= §964 ~do~§y - 1
voop _Lol¢-0f~ /Y

Date Received: _O_s %o s 20/
Received by: o2

Zoning District: A7~

Fee Paid § _$00. 00

Please Do Not Write In This Box

Y22
chk &
/624

Applicant's Name: Avery Family Revocable Trust of July 14, 2000

if the Applicant is acting as agent for another person (the "principal”), please give that person’s name on the line
below and submit a copy of the agency agreement / letter with this Application.

Steven Bradshaw

Applicant's Mailing Address: 102 Avery Drive

Shiloh NC 27974

Daytime Phone Number 252-455-1028

Street Address Location +/- 22ac Sandy Hook & Bartlett Roads

of Property:

Sandy Hook Crossing_- Final Plat (16 Lot Major Residential

General Description
Of Proposal Subdivision)

I swear or affirm that the foregoing information and all attachments hereto (now or subsequently provided as part of this

application) are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

sgnet: Ltoens O (ko —

pated: (O3 24, 2015

Flood Zone? [R]X Located in Watershed [ ] Yes Taxes Paid?  [£] Yes
[]JA Protection Arca? [« No [_]No
[LJAE _
[_]AEFW
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Roy COOPER JAMES H. TROGDON, Il
GOVERNOR SECRETARY
October 24, 2018
Mr. Glenn Lamb
C & L Concrete Works Inc.
210 East Highway 158
Camden, NC 27921
Subject: Pavement Certification — Sandy Hook Crossing
Camden County
Dear Mr. Lamb:

We have received the attached test report from GET Solutions, dated October 1,
2018, for the construction of Sandy Hook Crossing in Camden County.

The Pavement Design consisted of 6" of ABC Stone Base overlain with 2" of
S-9.5B Surface Course.

Based upon our review, the asphalt surface and aggregate base courses are in
general conformance with the Minimum Design and Construction Criteria for Subdivision
Roads.

This road will be eligible for petitioning the addition to the State System of
Maintained Roads upon completion of paving, and. satisfying all other applicable
minimum NCDOT criteria.

Sincerely,

Randy W. Midgett, PE

District Engineer
Attachments
Ce: ).D. Jennings, PE
C.W, Bridgers, PE
D.B. Otts, PE
G. Cooke
File

Mailing Address: Telephone: (252) 331-4737 Location:

NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Fax: (252) 3314739 1929 NORTH ROAD STREET
DISTRICT FIELD OFFICE Customer Service: 1-877-368-4968 ELIZABETH CITY, NC 27909

1929 NORTH ROAD STREET

ELIZABETH CITY, NC 27909 Website: www.nedot.gov
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Final Plat
Mill Run Subdivision
UDO 2015-06-07

Applicant: Assorted Development Corporation
Agent for Applicant: Bissell Professional Group

3. Address of Agent: P.O. Box 42

=000 N oL R

16.

17.

Kitty Hawk, NC 27949

PIN: 01-7090-00-07-6888/01-7090-00-17-0117

Name(s) of Current Owner(s) of Record: Assorted Development Group

Street Address of Property: Mill Run Loop

Location of Property: Off Sharon Church Road South Mills

Flood Zone: X

Zoning District(s): Basic Residential (R3-1) (Common Open Space Subdivision)

. General Description of the Proposal: Final Plat Mill Run - 45 lot Major

Subdivision

. Date Application Received by County: October 25, 2018
12.
13.
14.
15.

Received by: David Parks, Permits Officer

Application fee paid: Yes $2,250.00 Check #1157

Completeness of Application: Application is generally complete.
Documentation received:

Application fee

Final Plat — 7 copies

Recreational Plan

As Builts — copies signed.

Letter from NCDOT Pavement Certification

Copy of Restrictive Covenants

. Landscaping Estimate

Compliance with Preliminary Plat Special Use Permit: Developer required to
provide bond for Landscaping/recreational improvements. All other requirements of
the Special Use Permit issued for this development have been met.
Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of Final Plat for Mill Run Major
Subdivision based on condition that developer provide bond for
landscaping/recreational improvements not constructed.

Q@mmouawy

UDO 2015-06-07
Final Plat Mill Run
Page 1 of 1
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Roy COOPER JAMES H. TROGDON, IlI
GOVERNOR SECRETARY
October 24, 2018

Mr. Glenn Lamb
C & L Concrete Works Inc.
210 East Highway 158
Camden, NC 27921

Subject: Pavement Certification — Mill Run Subdivision
Camden County

Dear Mr. Lamb:

We have received the attached test report from GET Solutions, dated October 1,
2018, for the construction of Mill Run Subdivision in Camden County.

The Pavement Design consisted of 6” of ABC Stone Base overlain with 2" of
S-9.5B Surface Course.

Based upon our review, the asphalt surface and aggregate base courses are in
general conformance with the Minimum Design and Construction Criteria for Subdivision
Roads.

This road will be eligible for petitioning the addition to the State System of
Maintained Roads upon completion of paving, and. satisfying all other applicable
minimum NCDOT criteria.

Sincerely,

Randy W. Midgett, PE

District Engineer
Attachments
Cc: 1.D. Jennings, PE
C.W. Bridgers, PE
0.B. Otts, PE
G. Cooke
Filte

Attachment: UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat (2218 : UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat)

Mailing Address: Telephone: (252) 331-4737 Location:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Fax: (252) 3314739 1929 NORTH ROAD STREET
DISTRICT FIELD OFFICE Customer Service: 1-877-368-4968 ELIZABETH CITY, NC 27909
1929 NORTH ROAD STREET

ELIZABETH CITY, NC 27909 Website: www.ncdot.gov

Packet Pg. 44




MILL RUN LANDSCAPING BOND CALCULATIONS

Contractors Bid Amount:
125% Bond Amount:

(See attached AIA Form G703)

$39,387.20
$49,234.00

4.2.a
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APPLICATION AND CERTIFICATE FOR PAYMENT AiA DOCUMENT G702 PAGE ONE OF 2 PAGES

TO: Gary Dunston APPLICATION N( 7 Distribution to:
OWNER
PERIOD TO:
FROM: Countryscapes Landscaping Inc SECTIO! A
366 N Gregory Rd PROJECT NO: Mill Run

Shawboro, NC 27973

CONTRACTOR'S APPLICATION FOR PAYMENT The undersigned Contractor certifies that to the best of the Contractor's knowledge, information
Application is made for Payment, as shown below, in connection with the Contract. and belief the Work covered by this Application for Payment has been completed in accordance
Continuation Sheet, AIA Document G703, is attached. with the Contract Documents, that all amounts have been paid by the Contractor for Work for which
previous Certificates for Payment were issued and payments received from the Owner, and that
1. ORIGINAL CONTRACT SUM......cooveererererenrenas $868,931.13 current payment shown herein is now due.
2. Net change by Change Orders..................... $13,125.00
3. CONTRACT SUM TO DATE (Line 1 - 2)............ $882,056.13 Contractor: Countryscapes Landscaping Inc
4. TOTAL COMPLETED & STORED TO DATE.......  $824,777.88
(Column G on G703) By: Clay Cartwright Date: 10-01-2018
5. RETAINAGE:
a._10 % of Completed Work  $82,477.79
{Column D+E on G703) State of: County of: Camden
b. % of Stored Materials) Subscribed and swomn to before me this, day ¢ 2017
{Column F on G703) Notary Public:
Total Retainage (Line 5a+5b or My Commission expires:
Total in Column | of G703)................... $82,477.79 ARCHITECT'S CERTIFICATE FOR PAYMENT
6. TOTAL EARNED LESS RETAINAGE..........covens $742,300.09 In accordance with the Contract Documents, based on on-site observations and the data
(Line 4 Less Line 5 Total) comprising the above application, the Architect certifies to the Owner that to the best of the
7. LESS PREVIOUS CERTIFICATES FOR Architect's knowledge, information and belief the Work has progressed as indicated, the
PAYMENT (Line 6 from prior Certificate) $638,394.19 quality of the Work is in accordance with the Contract Documents, and the Contractor is
8. CURRENT PAYMENT DUE.......cccvvvussverienrensen $103,905.90 entitled to payment of the AMOUNT CERTIFIED.
9. BALANCE TO FINISH, PLUS RETAINAGE.......... $139,756.04 AMOUNT CERTIFIED..........cceurerersrrnnsrensssesesens
Line 3 Less Line 6) (Attach explanation if amount certified differs from the amount applied for. Initial)
all figures on this Application and on the Continuation Sheet that are changed
CHANGE ORDER SUMMARY ADDITIONS |DEDUCTIONS to conform to the amount certified.)
Total Changes approved in Architect:
previous months by Owner $- $- By: Date:
Total approved this Month $- - This Certificate is not negotiable. The AMOUNT CERTIFIED is payable only to the
TOTALS $- $- Contractor named herein. Issuance, payment and acceptance of payment are
Net change by Change Orders| $- without prejudice to any rights of the Owner or Contractor under this Contract.

Payment of the above AMOUNT DUE THIS APPLICATION is recommende Payment of the above AMOUNT DUE THIS APPLICATION is recommended.
Date Date
Resident Project Representative Owner
By:

(Authorized Signature)

Attachment: UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat (2218 : UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat)
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42.a
CAMDEN Land Use/Development Application
COUNTY County of Camden, North Carolina

new energy. Newy vision

Depending upon the type of proposal, the proposal may require a Zoning Permit, Of£ick Uss Onl
Conditional Use Permit, or Special Use Permit. This form is used as the start of the /=70 F—_XO 0007 _‘G o
application process. All applicants must submit a site plan (see "Minimum Site Plan /e FF
Requirements*) and a valid Health Department permit. Applicants for a Conditional Use | P:©/ 2a§0 ~ga - (Z7~0 /i 7
Permit or Special Use Permit should review the "Requirements for Conditional Use Permit wok 2ALS~GE~c7

and Special Use Permit Applications”.

e, . . . . Date Received: /0 ﬁLil’(: /J’
Applicants for a subdivision must submit this form as their Special Use Permit application. ”0
Please consult the Planning Office, (252) 338-1919, with any questions about your Received by: -

application. Zoning District: ,?2- /

Fee Paid $ 2} 230 ov

Please Do Not Write In This Box

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE YL v &

s _;'7
Applicant's Name: Assorted Development Corporation

If the Applicant is acting as agent for another person (the "principal”), please give that person’s name on the line below and
submit a copy of the agency agreement / letter with this Application.

Bissell Professional Group - Mark Bissell, P.E.

Applicant's Mailing Address: P.O. Box 402

Kitty Hawk NC 27949
Daytime Phone Number 252-255-0100

Street Address Location Property fronted by Sandy Lane, Keeter Barn Road and Sharon Church
of Property: Road
General Description Special Use Permit - Final Plat - Mill Run - 45 Lot Common Open Space
Of Proposal Major Subdivision
Y

1 swear or affirm that the foregoing information and all atiachments hereto (now or sabsequenlrly pz:ov as part of this
application) are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. .

J
ez

A+ DAnGTAS o \_A mc*Jﬁ(i

Dated: chéng- ’ 20/ ?

Attachment: UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat (2218 : UDO 2015-06-07 Mill Run Subdivision Final Plat)
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[_]AEFW
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