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MINUTES
ELBERT COUNTY

REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

June 22, 2006-continued to August 17, 2006-continued to October 26, 2006, and concluded on December 7, 2006
Note:  These meeting minutes are only a summary of the meeting.  Duplications of the audio recording are available, for a fee, by contacting the Planning Department.

The regular Planning Commission Meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman, Grant Thayer.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL:

Commission members present on June 22, 2006:  Richard Carlson, Paul Crisan, Tex Downing, Chad Farmer, Stan Graham, and Grant Thayer.

Staff present:
Kenneth L. Wolf, Planning Director



Debbie Sykes, Planning Clerk

Commission members present on August 17, 2006:  Richard Carlson, Paul Crisan, Tex Downing, Chad Farmer, and Grant Thayer.

Staff present:
Kenneth L. Wolf, Planning Director



Debbie Sykes, Planning Clerk

The October 26, 2006 meeting was snowed out.

Commission members present on December 7, 2006:  Richard Carlson, Tex Downing, Chad Farmer, Kevin Rogers, and Grant Thayer.  Lisa Shipman arrived at 8:19 p.m.
Staff present:
Kenneth L. Wolf, Planning Director



Debbie Sykes, Planning Clerk
STAFF REPORT ON BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONER’S ACTIONS:

A.
None.
CONSENT CALENDAR:
A. There was nothing to approve.
COMMUNITY INPUT:
A.
There was no community input.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

RZ 06-04-11 ROCKY MOUNTAIN AIRPARK ESTATES PUD – A REQUEST TO REZONE 121.40 ACRES FROM AGRICULTURE (A) TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD), LOCATED IN A PORTION OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 6 SOUTH, RANGE 65 WEST, IN ELBERT COUNTY.

PP 06-04-01 ROCKY MOUNTAIN AIRPARK ESTATES PRELIMINARY PLAT – A REQUEST TO SUBDIVIDE 121.40 ACRES TO CREATE A MAXIMUM OF 11 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS, AN OPEN SPACE TRACT (TRACT A), AND A RUNWAY TAXIWAY HANGER TRACT (TRACT B).

1041 04-06-02 ROCKY MOUNTAIN AIRPARK ESTATES 1041 PERMIT – A REQUEST TO OBTAIN A 1041 PERMIT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN AREAS AND ACTIVITIES OF STATE INTEREST.


FP 06-04-02 ROCKY MOUNTAIN AIRPARK ESTATES FINAL PLAT​ – A REQUEST TO CREATE 11 SINGLE-FAMILY LOTS, AN OPEN SPACE TRACT TOTALING 4.13 ACRES AND A RUNWAY, TAXIWAY, HANGAR TRACT TOTALING 9.66 ACRES.
Kenneth L. Wolf, Planning Director, presented the application, indicating this is not a typical request, and recommending approval with conditions.
The representatives had the following comments:

·
PUD gives County a chance to apply restrictions to the airstrip

·
felt original application was inconsistent with historic use of the airstrip

·
airstrip has been used in the past to help the community spot fires and used for 



emergency service landings

·
later subdivision approvals had plat notes regarding the existence of the airstrip

·
offering to pay $1000/lot to mitigate the difference in the open space

·
the number of flights per week was changed to 182 (1 flight per aircraft)

·
the caretaker’s residence was listed for security reasons, but if the community is gated 



then we won’t need it

·
topography is limiting on some lots and we’ve indicated different setbacks

·
typical airpark communities allow residents to build hangars near roads

·
eliminate Tract B – Tract B is for a Hangar site (not residential)

·
number of memberships does not correlate to the number of aircraft

·
Everitt homestead is not part of the subdivision

·
hours of operation are from sun up to sunset – no night flights


·
fuel will be stored on Tract B and we plan on working with the Rattlesnake Fire 



District

·
airstrip existed there before all of the surrounding subdivisions

·
putting controls/limitations on the airstrip that don’t currently exist

·
will pave the roads internally and would like to have it gated

·
this application is not about whether or not the airstrip can exist, airstrip will continue 



to exist regardless (it’s grandfathered)
The hearing was opened to public comment.  Numerous people spoke to this application, their comments were:

·
no objection to the residential part of the application

·
problem with “expanded” use of the airfield

·
there are currently only 1000 flights/year and they’re suggesting 10,000/yr

·
they’ve already lengthened part of the runway


·
dramatically affects neighboring residents

·
property values will decrease

·
want to be able to have a quiet enjoyment of their properties

·
home owners insurance will increase

·
1200’ of additional dirt was moved in at the end of the runway (should be required to 



return it to it’s original length)

·
surface of runway must remain grass to reduce size & type of aircraft

·
restrict number of aircraft to one per lot

·
require each lot to have two million dollars worth of liability coverage in the event of 



a mishap

·
a PUD is a privilege and requires responsibility

·
FAA says they don’t regulate Everitt Airfield, so someone has to regulate it

·
Elbert County can force a change on the existing field

·
impacts on wildlife


·
will make us more vulnerable to terrorist attacks

·
residents are experienced pilots with 1000’s of hours of experience

·
pilots have to go through flight review every 2 years

·
safety inspections conducted on all planes every year

·
this will not be another Centennial airport

·
in 1978 there were 74-76 planes at Everitt

·
aircraft fuel is much less volatile than propane

·
believe this will increase property values

·
neighboring subdivisions built their homes around the existing airfield

·
shouldn’t build a house at the end of a runway if you’re concerned about safety

·
don’t want cash-in-lieu of open space, hold them to the open space requirement 



(shouldn’t allow developers to buy their way out of open space)

·
applicant should provide additional equipment to the Fire Department to fight 



problems

·
horses are spooked and have injured themselves because of low flying aircraft

·
planes fly too low, too close to the houses and trees

·
planes fly so low it shakes the silverware in the house

·
runway protection zones are inadequate in size, if they were to correct size they 



would carry over to neighboring properties

·
they moved the runway closer to my property, it used to be further away

·
airstrip would be better in a different area of the County

·
other airstrips need an SUR, this one should be required to get one

·
prior to zoning the County did have control over the airstrip, that didn’t go away with 



the adoption of zoning regulations

·
airstrip started with just 10 planes and few flights per week

·
current use is illegal, expansion is illegal

·
airstrip does not meet County regulations

·
don’t let the applicant dictate what Elbert County can or can’t do

·
too many conditions of approval

·
recommend denial since it can’t meet standards of approval

·
include bylaws and covenants into the DGA so they can’t amend them without


Elbert County’s approval


·
FAA is very tough on plane maintenance records

·
sunrise in summer is at 5:30 am

·
need to preserve peace and lifestyle in Elbert County

·
experienced pilots

·
there are height restrictions, but you still have to take off and land

·
houses weren’t there 50 years ago but the airstrip was

·
there are 8 flying communities in Elbert County

·
not hazardous enough to drive insurance up

·
doesn’t bother my horse

·
the neighbors chose to be there, “live with it”

·
concerned about chemicals and fuel; who will pay for the water testing

·
greater chance of a car hitting your house than a plane

·
planes are safer than most automobiles on the road today

·
have the right to own more than 1 plane

·
don’t want to have to fly to Centennial just to get fuel, that would actually increase 



the number of flights

·
there are only 18 lots, we’ll know who is there – not worried about terrorists

·
new homes will be $700k to $1 million, so property values will increase

·
runway has been made as safe as possible

·
we’ve defended our country in planes, we have the right to own and fly them

·
recent plane crash shows how dangerous this airfield is, what if they had hit the house

·
no one owns the airspace above their properties

·
giant signs of pictures of airplanes crashing into houses is inflammatory and scares 


kids for no reason

·
plane owners are airline pilots, you trust us with your lives when you fly with us

·
we fought for our country flying in planes, should show us support

·
cannot sleep or enjoy a day without the planes flying over

·
have seen planes almost clip the neighbor’s barns

·
it affects our way of life

·
we have to go to gas stations to fill our cars, they can go to Centennial to get their fuel

·
the airstrip expansion does not fit in our neighborhood

·
like boats and RV’s, planes spend most of their time sitting still on the ground

·
there are no large planes there, my son is a student there

·
enjoy the planes even though I don’t fly

·
in 1990’s the field wasn’t even mowed, no flights

·
want the airstrip put back to what it was grandfathered at

·
at most there are only 16 planes there, 10 in the hangars there at a maximum

·
aerial photos show the changes made to the airstrip


·
planes land over the road, very scary


·
planes can and do malfunction even if pilots are flawless


·
can do whatever we want including air shows


·
safer to fly than drive


·
airstrip will remain whether or not this is passed


·
the flagpole placed at the end of the runway was dangerous to pilots


·
chose to build there because of the limited usage of the airstrip


·
there’s been a steady increase in the amount of traffic


·
pilots flying much closer than in the past


·
this was not the first crash at this airstrip, there were at least 10 other incidents there 



according to the FAA employee who came out to the crash site


·
love watching the airplanes but don’t want more flights

·
nonconforming uses are frozen in time


·
the historical use was much less than the current use


·
Elbert County did nothing when they changed the direction of the runway and 



brought in all that fill dirt


·
other airparks in the area have more homes and more planes


·
there is no expansion, will be same size


·
signs being placed in another County is illegal


·
it’s an accident waiting to happen


·
they should not be allowed to claim the runway as open space


·
seems like Elbert County is rewarding this developer


·
should have signs to tell people there is a runway there


·
survey on 3/20/71 to prepare an easement for the runway, shows the width and length, 



but also shows “proposed” runway


·
internet advertisement shows expansion


·
maps show runway has moved several times


·
Elbert County allowed an illegal expansion of the runway by doing nothing about it


·
Everitts’ made money on the land, could have used some of the land to buffer the 



airstrip

·
would you buy a property where a plane has crashed


·
want hours of operation changed to a set span of hours


·
regulations determine how far away a pilot has to be before they can gain altitude


·
“special needs” means they would be allowed to fly at other times than the hours of 



operation state


·
7:00 am to 7:00 pm would be reasonable for hours of operation


·
if there’s no way they can do 187 flights/week then why are they asking for it


·
want to promote economic development and this is the area to do it in


·
saw some planes spraying some black substance


·
the plane that crashed recently was overloaded on a hot day with a student pilot


·
have seen planes fly besides the trees and have to pull up to avoid power lines


·
the County should err on the side of safety


·
many farms in the area have fuel tanks stored underground


·
there are a lot of standards the fuel tank will have to meet, monthly inspections
The applicant’s response to public comment was:


·
application process took 3 years, removed the commercial aspect

·
proposed subdivision at a much lower density than surrounding neighborhoods

·
this hearing is not about legitimizing the airfield

·
fixed discrepancy on the open space, open space does not include the runway

·
have to be a member of the airfield to use it

·
this application gives the County enforcement powers over the airfield

·
changes to airfield have been done for safety reasons only and are a result of the 



increasing number of residences around it

·
applicant will improve the perimeter

·
the local Fire District doesn’t have a problem with this application

·
there will be an architectural review committee to ensure increased quality in the 



building of the new homes

·
want to remove the condition that does not allow fuel storage

·
fuel is only for the planes that are there

·
could do 70 single family homes there instead

·
will have individual wells and septics

·
10.01 density for these lots

·
this is all about giving the County control of the nonconforming use

·
held meeting 1-1/2 years ago for the community and only 6 people showed

·
could be doing a bunch of minor developments instead

·
the recent crash was the first injury/accident there in 75 years

·
horse accidents are more frequent

·
7:00 am to 7:00 pm – it’s too dark at 7:00 pm in the winter to fly

·
we don’t want to hear that noise at 6:30 am either

·
made huge mistake in hauling dirt in to fill ravine

·
can’t tell from road where the runway is at

·
have to have fuel out there; have always had fuel out there

·
would rather have one large tank than 35 smaller ones spread all over

·
we changed our whole flight pattern for one of the neighboring residents

·
have to fly low for take offs and landings

·
someone built their house right under our turning point

·
we move the runway from side to side when the grass wears out

·
we rotated the runway 2-3 degrees due to the house that was built at the end of the 



runway (FAA gave blessing to do this)

·
FAA doesn’t control private fields but they do control the pilots

·
has been designated on the FAA’s records as a private field since 1968

·
the airfield is for the people who live there and their invitees

·
26 planes x 26 flights per day – we’re capping the number of flights rather then 



letting it be unlimited

·
we addressed an issue with a 65 hp Champ, he will not take off to the north again or 



fly too low

·
it  has been a north – south runway since it was created

·
this airstrip has existed for about 70 years, you’ll have ebbs and flows in the traffic

·
currently leasing hangars to non-residents, that will go away

·
economic conditions impact the amount of traffic, airplane fuel is at $4/gallon

·
the flight training was a one time deal, there is no more training going on out there

·
people will have to purchase a lot there in order to use the airstrip

·
can reduce the number of flights down 20%

·
want to keep hours of operation as they are (civil twilight to civil dusk)
The PC discussed the application among themselves and had the following comments:

·
requested clarification of the calculation of 182 flights/week

·
can we do something with the number of flights, reduce it

·
appears to be a recent change in behavior in the people who are using the airstrip

·
has it been a north – south runway since it’s beginning

·
there are really two applications here:  1) airstrip, 2) PUD

·
there seems to be a steady increase in traffic

·
would like the applicant to reconsider the number of flights and the hours of operation

·
in regards to the pilot training, is that for hire

·
8,000 flights instead of 10,000 is not much of a reduction

·
Elbert & Douglas Counties may have erred in allowing the development around the 



airstrip


·
think these issues can be resolved with the neighbors

·
some of the pilots have not been very nice to my airspace, not sure which airport 



they’re from

·
don’t remember anyone raising a single issue against the development except as it 



relates to the airstrip


·
have to look at the impact on the County in the future


·
have deep reservations the way this application is now


·
have a hard time believing that an airpark belongs in that area

·
believe these social issues are solvable

The hearing was continued to December 7, 2006, a signed agreement between the developer and some of the local residents was read into the record.  The floor was opened to allow two representatives from the public to comment on the agreement; only one person spoke, their comments were:


·
the agreement is fair and offers good protection to surrounding land owners


·
there will be an oversight committee, two members of the public to sit on the 



committee


·
have input into the airstrip operations


·
fines imposed for pilots who break the rules

The representative had the following additional comments:


·
recalculated the numbers and got 20% through the open space easements


·
runways no longer part of open space


·
no trails are designated


·
easement will be owned by HOA; there’s no way to dedicate the open space to Elbert 



County at this time


·
easements will be maintained by the individual lot owners

The Planning Commission discussed the application among themselves and had the following comments:


·
would like to see a trail system incorporated into this development


·
who will own and control the open space easements


·
any changes or clarifications in the recommendations

·
disagree with the request to have trails added to the open space; don’t want 



trails/people to disturb the wildlife


·
how much satisfaction (in the agreement) is there to those who don’t want this airstrip

·
this is poor planning, should be moved 20 miles to the east


·
how will this actually be enforced and for how long


·
can’t see how this is planning for the majority of the people


·
airstrip was there for 40 years, neighbors moved in afterwards


·
took what little leverage we had to impose some rules


·
provided citizenry and applicant to resolve issues on their own


·
would like to see open space easement owned by a third party

A motion to approve RZ 06-04-11 Rocky Mountain Airpark Estates Rezone was made by Tex Downing, seconded by Chad Farmer with the following staff conditions of approval:

1. The submitted Development Guide requires additional modification prior to recordation.  Fuel storage to be removed.  Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
2. The submitted PUD Exhibit requires modification to comply with the requirements of Part I, Section 6., B., 1., b., 4.  Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
3. Road Impact Fees will be collected prior to recordation of any documentation.  Impact Fees for Traffic Analysis Zone 1 are $2521.00 per lot (11).

4. Prior to recordation of any documentation, the applicant will place in the Planning Department a letter signed by the Rattlesnake Fire Protection District approving the fire suppression requirements, access and safety requirements and compliance with Resolution 99-35.  Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
5. The applicant will re-evaluate the number of weekly flight operations and hours of operations.  The final numbers to be incorporated into the Development Guide.   Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
6. The existing runway lengths, width and grass surface to be included in the Development Guide.   Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
7. Road and Bridge and Storm Water Management to be involved, and approve both road and driveway crossings of the existing drainages/open space easements.

8. The applicant must defend the indicated setbacks as they are significantly less than parcels similarly zoned.

9. The submitted Everitt Airfield Association Bylaws will require modification prior to recordation.  Membership will be determined (Article 2).  Flights per week modified (Article 5.2).  Hours of operation (Article 9.3).  Fueling storage (Articles 11 and 5.8).  Elimination of Special Events (Article 14).  Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
10. The applicant to resolve the identified issues of the Kiowa Conservation District.  A letter of understanding to be in the Planning Department prior to recordation.

11. The applicant to resolve the access issues of Douglas County.  A letter of understanding to be in the Planning Department prior to recordation.

12. The applicant to provide the 57 feet of additional Right-of-Way as requested by Elbert County Road and Bridge.  All appropriate documents to be modified prior to recordation.

13. Recordation of the Rezoning Exhibit and appropriate documentation to occur within 90 days of Board of County Commissioner approval.

14. The rezoning of the property will not become effective until all appropriate modifications to submitted documentation have been submitted and approved, fees paid and appropriate documents recorded.

15. Adopt the Findings enumerated herein.

The motion carried 3 to 1.
A motion to approve PP 06-04-01 Rocky Mountain Airpark Estates Preliminary Plat was made by Tex Downing, seconded by Chad Farmer with the following staff conditions of approval:
1. Rocky Mountain Airpark Estates development will be limited to 11 single-family residential lots, one open space tract (Tract A), and Tract B which incorporates the hangar site and runways.

2. The Preliminary Plat requires minor modifications to comply with the requirement of the Subdivision Regulations, Section VIII, D.

3. The submitted Covenants also require modification prior to recordation.  The applicant to justify the further subdivision issue and the removal of Tract B from the covenant restrictions.  Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
4. The applicant needs to confirm the gating of the development and road paving.

5. All internal roads will require approval from the Road and Bridge Department prior to release of building permits.  A letter from Road and Bridge to be placed in the file prior to recordation of any documentation.

6. Access to Delbert Road must be approved by Douglas County.  Proof to be in the Planning Department.

7. The applicant and the Road and Bridge Department to determine the appropriate crossings by driveways of the existing drainages throughout the subdivision.

8. The Preliminary Plat, Covenants and associated documents will be recorded within 90 days of Board of County Commissioners approval.

9. Adopt the Findings enumerated herein.

The motion carried 3 to 1.
A motion to approve 1041 Permit Rocky Mountain Airpark Estates 1041 Permit was made by Tex Downing, seconded by Chad Farmer with the following staff conditions of approval:
1. The applicant to provide the County with a copy of the FAA Regulations applicable to the airfield as indicated in the Everitt Airfield Association’s Bylaws (4-307.1., a.).

2. Justify the design of the development addressing road location, runway crossings, reasoning behind site sizes (4-307.1.c.).

3. There remains the issue of access, emergency access which has to be agreed to by Road and Bridge, Rattlesnake Fire District, Douglas County and the applicant.  This agreement to be placed in the Planning Department prior to the release of building permits (4-307.,1.,m.).  

4. Financial security will be assured in that Elbert County and the applicant will enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement where by funds will be held to install all approved infrastructure.  Said agreement to be signed after the recordation of the Final Plat (4-307., 1.,q.,ii.). 

5. After recordation of the Final Plat and at the same time of entering into the Subdivision Improvement Agreement, the County will issue the 1041 Permit.  

The motion carried 3 to 1.
A motion to approve FP 06-04-01 Rocky Mountain Airpark Estates Final Plat was made by Tex Downing, seconded by Chad Farmer with the following staff conditions of approval:

1. The Final Plat will require modification to comply with the requirement of Section IX of the Subdivision Regulations.  One issue is the calculation of net lot size.

2. The Final Plat must be submitted as specified on Section XV Map Requirements of the Subdivision Regulations.  This includes the requirements for digital submittal.

3. Growth Related Fees of $2,453.00 per lot (11), will be paid to Elbert County prior to recordation of any documentation.  

4. As required in the Subdivision Regulations Section IX, the applicant must provide Construction Cost Estimates and Method of Financing and Certification of Taxes paid, to the Planning Department.

5. As required in the Subdivision Regulations Section XIII, M., there is to be 20% open space.  This proposal is not in compliance as submitted.  The applicant must mediate this issue.  Incorporate Trail identification on FP Open Space Easement, and a note stating the Open Space Easements to be owned by HOA.
6. The applicant has indicated their desire to gate the community and to have private roads.  Private roads in a subdivision are against County Regulations.  Due to road design and location, it is appropriate to be considered.

7. Douglas County must approve the proposed access onto Delbert Road.  A copy of that approval to be in the Planning Department prior to recordation of any documentation.  

8. Prior to recordation of any documents the Hangar will be removed.  A letter of verification to be in the Planning Department prior to recordation.

9. All aircraft remaining on site will be correlated to appropriate membership in Everitt Airfield.  Incorporate Resolution of Social Issues 12-6-06.
10. The Design Review Committee will place a letter in the Planning Department accepting the “Hangar to remain on Lot 1”.  Should they not accept the hangar, it must be removed prior to any recordation.

11. The applicant and the Douglas County School District will comply with Resolution 99-14.  A letter of agreement to be in the Planning Department prior to recordation of any documentation.

12. Upon approval of the Final Plat and after recordation, the applicant and the County will sign a Subdivision Improvement Agreement (SIA), which will secure funding of the required infrastructure. 

13. All of the listed conditions of approval for RZ 06-04-11, PP 06-04-01, 1041 04-06-02 and FP 06-04-02 must be met and all fees paid prior to the recordation of any documentation.

14. Prior to the recordation of any documentation the applicant will place a letter in the Planning Department indicating the Public Notice sign has been removed.

15. The Final Plat recordation will occur within 90 days of Board of County Commissioner approval.  

16. All residential building permits will be “held” until utilities are installed and all roads are built and approved by the County.

17. Adopt the Findings enumerated herein.

The motion carried 3 to 1.
SPP 06-05-01 NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM  -- A REQUEST TO ADOPT AND IMPLEMENT COUNTY-WIDE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM.
Kenneth L. Wolf, Planning Director, presented the application, recommending approval with conditions.

The applicants had the following comments:


·
Elbert County has had its share of floods


·
have residents who can’t buy flood insurance, but need it


·
allows us to provide better building practices


·
would allow Elbert County to be mapped by FEMA at a cost of only 12.5%, which is 



roughly $45,000 (grants and state funds would be available to offset the cost)


·
can get insurance during the 2 year period while we’re waiting on the maps


·
Flood Insurance Act was adopted in 1973


·
allows residents to protect themselves by buying the flood insurance


·
mandatory purchase for anyone who lives in a flood plain


·
homes currently existing in a flood plain would be grandfathered at the lower rate


·
home owner can contest whether or not they are actually in a flood plain


·
Planning Department would be in charge of Flood Plain Management


·
its up to Elbert County to regulate the NFIP


·
FEMA does not restrict building in a flood plain, they just say it has to be built a 



certain way


·
National Average of ~$300/year


·
can’t get flood insurance at all if Elbert County doesn’t adopt the NFIP

·
in the process of budgeting for the County’s portion of the fees


·
we have to set the priorities and locations we want done first


·
now is the time to adopt this program before we get any bigger


·
it would be unfortunate if someone could not afford the cost of the insurance


·
flood threat is real and you want to protect the Elbert County citizens


·
no way to get around paying for the insurance if you are in a flood plain, the local 



community might try to work with those residents who can’t afford it

Additional comments by Staff were:


·
NFIP allows an opportunity for those who think they have a flood problem to get 



Insurance

·
County will be mapped for flood plains


·
will allow some building in the flood plains – we don’t currently allow any


·
the Master Plan only discourages building in a flood plain, plus it’s an advisory 



Document


·
there will be a resolution prepared by NFIP


·
will be a self contained set of regulations which outlines and dictates how it is 



implemented


·
do have to have an implementation agency, Commissioners have already stated that 



would be the Planning Department


·
allows for building in flood plains, but we don’t have allow it (might allow on an 



individual basis, but won’t allow it in subdivisions)


·
would cost developers more to build in a flood plain


·
can have flooding issues even if you don’t live in a flood plain (i.e., drainage from 



large storm)


·
could start with the more dense areas first

·
the likelihood of having to force people out of their homes because they can’t afford 



the insurance is small now but could increase with time

The hearing was opened to public comment.  One person spoke to this application, their comments were:


·
can you choose to do only a portion of the County


·
up to the discretion of the Planning Department to control how the planning goes

The Planning Commission discussed the application among themselves and had the following comments:


·
what is the purpose of the NFIP


·
doesn’t the Master Plan prohibit building in a flood plain


·
what about existing homes in a flood plain, will they be required to purchase 



insurance whether they can afford it or not


·
is the County required to do a Flood Management Plan


·
what is the approximate yearly cost for flood insurance on a $300k home in a flood 



plain


·
if we do not participate in the NFIP, then is it correct that residents can’t get flood 



plain insurance at all


·
will we have to allow building in the flood plains


·
this will force the developers to build to a certain code


·
what does 12.5% actually cost the County


·
would like to see the Commissioners address responsibility for hardship cases

·
concerned about the elderly and fixed income families being forced to buy flood 



insurance they can’t afford, what if they lose their homes


·
can’t get flood insurance if we don’t adopt the NFIP


·
this will provide an opportunity for people to get insurance


·
believe this is a good plan for the County


·
there may be people who suffer from this, but in the long run it is a good thing


·
concern is with building in a flood plain


·
how difficult is it to enforce


·
lenders have forced most of this
A motion to approve SPP 06-05-01 National Flood Insurance Program was made by Kevin Rogers, seconded by Richard Carlson with the following staff conditions of approval:

1. Adoption of the submitted Flood Damage Prevention Resolution.

2. Resolution to be recorded within 30 days of Board of County Commissioner approval.

3. Adopt the finding enumerated herein.

The motion carried 6 to 0.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:


None

NEW BUSINESS:


None

ANNOUNCEMENTS:

A. The next regular meeting of the Elbert County Planning Commission will be held on Thursday, December 14, 2006 at 7:00 pm.
ADJOURNMENT:


The meeting adjourned at 9:11 pm.
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