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JEFFERSON COUNTY, WEST VIRGINIA 
Departments of Planning & Zoning 

116 East Washington Street, 2nd Floor 
P.O. Box 338 

Charles Town, West Virginia 25414 
Phone:    (304) 728-3228 

Email:  planningdepartment@jeffersoncountywv.org     Fax:    (304) 728-8126   
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
FROM: JENNIFER BROCKMAN, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 
 
DATE:  FEBRUARY 18, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: FEBRUARY 22, 2011 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
Please find attached the following documents for consideration at the February 8, 2011 Planning Commission 
meeting.   

Documents provided: 
 February 22, 2011 agenda. 

 
1. Approval of minutes for the February 8, 2011 meeting. 

Documents provided: 
 Draft minutes for the February 8, 2011 meeting. 

 
2. Discussion and vote on Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law for the denial of a requested time 

extension for Far Away Farms. 
Documents provided: 

 Findings of Fact for Far Away Farms 
 

3. Citizen Communications 
 

4. Request for postponement. 
 

5. Concept Plan Review for Paynes Ford Station (PC File #10-12).  This property is located at the 
intersection of Paynes Ford Road and Bowers Road.   This project consists of A residential 
subdivision to include a total of 36 residential lots, a residue parcel, open space parcel, storm water 
management parcel, right-of-way dedications and internal roadways on 141.6 acres located in Tax 
District: Middleway; Tax Map: 6; Tax Parcel: 8. 
Documents provided: 

 Staff Report. 
 Concept Plan for Paynes Ford. 
 Review agency comments. 

 
6. Discussion and vote regarding Draft Policy Neutral Zoning Ordinance Amendments and the possible 

scheduling of a public hearing. 
Documents provided: 

 Memo 
 Comments by Ms. Morgan Etters 
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If you have any questions or any items are missing; please contact the office at (304) 728-3228 from 
9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  Thank you. 



AGENDA 
JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

February 22, 2011 
 

Planning Commission meetings are located in the Old Charles Town Library meeting room at 
200 East Washington Street, at the side entrance on Samuel Street at 7:00 PM                                                                  
 
1. Approval of minutes for the February 8, 2011 meeting. 

 
2. Discussion and vote on Finding of Fact and Conclusions of Law for the denial of a requested 

time extension for Far Away Farms. 
 

3. Citizen Communications. 
 

4. Request for postponement. 
 

5. Concept Plan Review for Paynes Ford Station (PC File #10-12).  This property is located at 
the intersection of Paynes Ford Road and Bowers Road.   This project consists of A residential 
subdivision to include a total of 36 residential lots, a residue parcel, open space parcel, storm 
water management parcel, right-of-way dedications and internal roadways on 141.6 acres 
located in Tax District: Middleway; Tax Map: 6; Tax Parcel: 8. 

 
6. Discussion and vote regarding Draft Policy Neutral Zoning Ordinance Amendments and the 

possible scheduling of a public hearing. 
 

The Planning Commission welcomes written comments at any time.  Our office is open Monday 
through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and is located at 116 East Washington Street, P.O. Box 
338, Charles Town, WV 25414.  Our phone number is (304) 728-3228; our fax number is  
(304) 728-8126; our email address is planningdepartment@jeffersoncountywv.org and our 
website is www.jeffersoncountywv.org.  
 
Minutes and video recordings of past meetings, Subdivision Regulations, Zoning Ordinance, and 
the Comprehensive Plan can be gound on the website.  The office has a file on each project as 
well as aerial photos of the county.  Minutes and audio recordings of older meetings not on the 
website are available for review in the office. 
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invalidate any approval or denial of the 
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the Jefferson County Planning Commission. 
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MINUTES 
JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 8, 2011 
 

The Jefferson County Planning Commission met on Tuesday, February 8, 2011, with the 
following Commission members present: Thomas Trumble, President; Daniel Hayes, Vice-
President; Morgan Etters, Secretary; Gene Taylor, Kelly Baty, and Arnold Dailey.  Staff 
members present included Jennifer Brockman, Director of Planning and Zoning; Seth Rivard, 
Planner; Steve Barney, Zoning Administrator; Jonathon Saunders, County Engineer; and Julie 
Quodala, Office Manager. 
 
John Maxey, Walt Pellish, and Eric Smith were absent with notification. 
 
Mr. Dale Manuel attended the meeting in Mr. Pellish’s absence but abstained from all voting that 
took place. 
 
Mr. Trumble called the meeting to order at 7:04 PM.   
 
1. Approval of minutes for the December 14, 2010 meeting.   

Ms. Brockman explained that staff reviewed the audio recording of the meeting and revised 
the minutes to expand on the discussion that took place regarding Far Away Farms.  Mr. 
Hayes moved to approve the minutes of the December 14, 2010 meeting as amended.  Mr. 
Taylor seconded the motion which carried 4 for and 2 abstentions (Mr. Dailey and Ms. 
Etters).   
Approval of minutes for the January 18, 2011 Planning Commission Workshop. 
Mr. Hayes moved to approve the minutes of the January 18, 2011 Planning Commission 
Workshop.  Mr. Taylor seconded the motion which carried 4 for and 2 abstentions (Mr. 
Dailey and Ms. Etters). 
Approval of minutes for the January 25, 2011 meeting. 
Mr. Taylor moved to approve the minutes of the January 25, 2011 meeting.  Mr. Hayes 
seconded the motion for the purpose of discussion.  Mr. Hayes stated that there were two 
references to Ms. Morgan, who is no longer liaison to the Planning Commission, which 
needed to be changed to Ms. Morgan Etters.  Ms. Brockman stated that Mr. Pellish had also 
provided her with comments stating that on page 3, item #7, it should be clarified that he 
supported Mr. Maxey’s comments of needing water quality testing results on a quarterly 
basis and that he was not making comment regarding the funding of the water sampling 
project.  Ms. Brockman explained that Mr. Pellish would like the sentence moved within the 
paragraph to accurately reflect his support.  Mr. Taylor accepted the discussed amendments.  
The motion carried 4 for and 2 abstentions (Mr. Hayes and Mr. Baty). 
 

2. Citizens Communication: None. 
   

3. Request for postponement:  None. 
 

4. Presentation by Mr. Fred Blackmer regarding the resubmission of the Mannings 
Incorporation petition. 
Mr. Fred Blackmer, resident of Jefferson County, gave a presentation to the Planning 
Commission on the intent to file a petition to incorporate Mannings.  He reviewed the events 
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involved with the previous petition that was filed in 2009.  Mr. Blackmer stated that short 
time frames did not allow for time to properly educate the public in order to conduct a fair 
public hearing.  He reported that, in from 2009 through December 2010, he had taken part in 
a series of meetings with interested petitioners and residents to provide a better 
understanding of what the incorporation of Mannings would mean for citizens.  Mr. 
Blackmer stated that his intention for the presentation was to notify the Planning 
Commission that another petition would be submitted and to give staff and Planning 
Commissioners time to review the old material before the new material is submitted.  This 
would allow for a thorough review of all material within the short time frame from the 
submittal of the petition to the decision by the governing body.  He expressed that he would 
like there to be as much information as possible given to the public to allow for a fair 
hearing.  He offered to meet with staff to discuss any concerns. 
 
There was a discussion on what role the Planning Commission has in the review of the 
petition.  Ms. Brockman explained that legal had been contacted and asked what part the 
Planning Commission has in the process of the proposed petition.  She reported that, 
although legal had not responded at the time, she believed that the Planning Commission 
would only advise the County Commission regarding whether the creation of a new 
municipality was in the best interest of the county from a land use perspective.  Mr. Hayes 
moved that staff meet with Mr. Blackmer at staff’s convenience to discuss the future 
application to incorporate Mannings.  Mr. Taylor seconded the motion. Mr. Trumble offered 
a friendly amendment that Ms. Brockman consult with legal staff to review the process make 
sure that anything that is done by the Planning Commission does not prejudice the final result 
and that everyone, not just the applicants, are given the opportunity to submit information.  
Mr. Hayes accepted the friendly amendment and added that staff should also consult with 
legal to ascertain the Planning Commission’s role in the process of the petition.  Mr. Trumble 
clarified the motion stating that staff should work with the representatives of Mannings to 
collect data, review all data collected, review the process with legal counsel to ensure that no 
prejudice could be construed, and that the staff, with the aid of legal counsel, outline the 
overall process for incorporation.  Mr. Hayes added that the staff should check with legal to 
ensure that early review of the documents would not create prejudice.  Mr. Blackmer asked 
that any comments, conversations, or documentations submitted by him be considered as 
public record.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 

5. Discussion regarding filing a petition to rezone Federal Lands.  
Ms. Brockman reminded the Planning Commission that this item was placed on the agenda 
as requested at the December 14, 2010 meeting to revisit whether to resubmit a petition to 
rezone Federal Lands after the original submission was found to be insufficient by the 
County Commission in December 2010. 
 
Mr. Paul Rosa, representing the Harpers Ferry Conservancy, stated that he had not heard any 
legal reason that the original petition was found deficient.  Mr. Rosa cited reasons he 
believed that the petition was sufficient.  He reminded the Planning Commission that a copy 
of a petition that he had drafted was included in their packets.  He reported that this draft 
included more information on how the request was compatible with The Comprehensive 
Plan.  He asked that the Planning Commission move forward and resubmit the petition.  
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Mr. Pellish asked if any of the Federal Government landowners had requested to be rezoned 
to which Ms. Brockman replied no.  There was discussion regarding the options of action to 
take with respect to the petition and what the proper process of each of those actions would 
be.   
 
Mr. Hayes moved to postpone the reconsideration of the resubmission of the petition to 
rezone Federal Lands indefinitely.  Mr. Dailey seconded the motion.  Mr. Trumble clarified 
that this motion in no way takes away a property owners right to request to rezone their land.  
The motion carried 4 for and 2 against (Ms. Etters and Mr. Baty). 
 

6. Discussion and possible scheduling of Public Hearing for Proposed Text Amendment 
for Section 20.203 and Definition of Major Site Plan and Minor Site Plan Process in 
Business or Industrial Parks. 
Mr. Rivard presented his staff report.  He explained that any site plan greater than 5,000 
square feet is processed as a major site plan which requires multiple additional steps and two 
public hearings.  He reported that this has become a concern recently for projects in existing 
business or industrial parks due to the time it takes to process.  Mr. Rivard clarified that the 
amendment would allow projects of any size located in the business or industrial park areas, 
in a preapproved subdivision with master planned roads and storm water management to 
process under a minor site plan which would allow for a quicker process. 
 
Mr. Mark Dyck, President of the Jefferson County Development Authority, voiced a strong 
support of this amendment.  Mr. Tom Bayuzik, Director of the Jefferson County 
Development Authority, reiterated support and described the benefits of the amendment to 
Jefferson County allowing businesses to process faster.   
 
Mr. Hayes moved to schedule the public hearing for this amendment for March 8, 2011.  Ms. 
Etters seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 
 

7. Discussion and possible scheduling of Public Hearing on Planning Commission initiated 
Zoning Text Amendments and Zoning Map Amendments policy. 
Ms. Brockman stated that Legal Counsel was the co-author of these amendments and that the 
Planning Commission may want to postpone this discussion in his absence.  Mr. Hayes 
moved to postpone discussion until legal counsel is present.  Mr. Baty seconded the motion 
which carried unanimously.  
  

8. Review of Revised Land Development Fees.   
Mr. Rivard presented the revisions made to the draft Land Development Fees since the last 
meeting.  There was discussion regarding waiving fees for County owned properties and non-
profit organizations and whether it should be an all inclusive statement or on a case by case 
basis.  Ms. Etters moved to recommend the Draft Land Development Fees as written to 
County Commission.  Mr. Baty seconded the motion which carried unanimously.   
 

9. Update on US 340 Plan. 
Ms. Brockman reported that progress had been made on existing conditions maps.  She stated 
that someone had volunteered his services to facilitate the kick-off meeting at no cost to 
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Jefferson County and that the Principle of C.W. Shipley Elementary School had allowed use 
of the school for the kick-off meeting to be held Saturday, March 26, 2011. 

 
10. Update on Urban Tree Canopy Grant. 

Ms. Brockman explained what the Urban Tree Canopy Grant entails and that currently the 
project participants were working with municipalities to adopt Urban Tree Canopy goals.  
She stated that there would be a tree planting event projected for the middle of March to the 
end of April, where trees would be planted in 7 locations in the County.   

 
11. Reports from Legal Counsel and legal advice to Planning Commission. 

Ms. Brockman reminded the Planning Commission that a copy of the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law regarding Far Away Farms was provided to them at their seats at the 
beginning of the meeting.  There was discussion on whether there was a quorum since Mr. 
Dailey and Ms. Etters would be abstaining.  Mr. Trumble requested that this item be 
postponed until legal counsel could be present.  Mr. Hayes suggested a spelling change to the 
first word on the second line, on the second page from “fort” to “forth”.   
 

12. Director’s Report. 
• Activity Reports.  The activity reports were provided in the agenda packets. 
• Update on Annual Report/Work Plan/Budget Subcommittee.   

Ms. Brockman reported that the Subcommittee would be meeting February 9, 2011 at 4 
PM.  Mr. Trumble asked if Mr. Maxey would be present at that meeting to which Ms. 
Brockman responded, “ no”.  Mr. Trumble stated that he would prefer to postpone the 
meeting until which time Mr. Maxey could be present since the Annual Report is a 
summary of the events that happened while Mr. Maxey was President of the Planning 
Commission.  Ms. Brockman confirmed that she would reschedule the meeting. 

• Upcoming County Commission Agenda items.   
o Ms. Brockman reported that the Second Quarterly Report on Fiscal Year 2011 

Work Plan was sent to County Commission as a packet agenda item, not for 
presentation. 

o Ms. Brockman stated that the Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance 
Amendment Public Hearing was rescheduled to February 24, 2011 at 7 PM. 

o Ms. Brockman explained that the Public Hearing to Amend the County Zoning 
Map to consider Urban Growth Boundaries for Harpers Ferry and Bolivar 
rescheduled to February 17, 2011 at 7 PM. 

• Upcoming Planning Commission meetings.   
Ms. Brockman reminded the Planning Commission that the Concept Plan for Payne’s 
Ford Station and the finalization of the Policy Neutral Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
for Public Hearing were on the agenda for the February 22, 2011 meeting. 

 
13. County Commission Liaison Report.  None. 

 
14. Planning Commission Exchange. 

• Report from the Health Department Meeting Liaison.  Ms. Brockman stated that Ms. 
Frances Morgan was the liaison to this meeting and that someone else could be assigned.  
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Mr. Trumble asked that the Planning Commissioners volunteer if there is any interest to 
be a liaison for the Health Department meetings. 

• Report from the Public Service District Meeting Liaison.  Mr. Hayes stated he was 
unable to attend the last Public Service District Meeting.  He reported that he was able to 
speak with Mr. Joe Hankins and Ms. Sue Lawton.  During their discussion, Mr. Hayes 
found that the Public Service District is waiting on notification from PSC concerning the 
Flowing Springs Wastewater Treatment Plant and that an additional public hearing was 
scheduled for May 3rd,  2011.   

• Report from the Jefferson County Development Authority Meeting Liaison.  None.   
• Report from the Water Advisory Committee Meeting Liaison.  None. 

 
15. President’s Report.   

Mr. Trumble distributed a copy of the Planning Commission bylaws and requested that the 
bylaws be an item for discussion for the next regularly scheduled meeting to be held March 
8, 2011. 
   

16. Actionable Correspondence.  None. 
 

17. Non-Actionable Correspondence.  A letter from Mr. Pete Kubic was presented 
recommending changes to the existing Subdivision Ordinance regarding size limitations in 
industrial parks.  Mr. Hayes suggested that Mr. Kubic be invited to the public hearing for the 
Text Amendment for Section 20.203 and Definition of Major Site Plan and Minor Site Plan 
Process in Business or Industrial Parks to be held March 8, 2011.   

 
Ms. Brockman presented an e-mail between her and Mr. Roger Ethier regarding the results of 
the mountain water samples. 

 
Mr. Trumble adjourned the meeting at 8:55 PM.  A detailed transcript of the meeting, which was 
recorded by Julie Quodala, Office Manager, may be found on our website.  These minutes were 
prepared by Amy Puetz, Planning Clerk. 
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Item #5 Request by Paynes Ford Station for a Major Subdivision Concept Plan Public Workshop 
for a proposed subdivision (PC File #S10-12).  (Subdivision Regulation 24.108) 

   
APPLICANT: Paynes Ford Station 
OWNER : David Ralson and Ronald Slonaker 
DEVELOPER: n/a 
SURVEYOR/ENGINEER: William H. Gordon Associates, Inc.  
PROPERTY LOCATION: Intersection of Paynes Ford Road and Bowers Road 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: District: Middleway; Map: 6; Parcel: 8 

ZONING DISTRICT: Zoning Map Designation:  
Rural 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES: 
Zoning Map Designation: 
North: R South: R 
East: R West: R 

LOT AREA: 141.55  acres 

PROPOSED ACTIVITY: Residential Subdivision consisting of 36 lots and a residue 
parcel 

 
The submitted Concept Plan, by Paynes Ford Station, is for a major subdivision requiring a Major 
Concept Plan Public Workshop.  The site is located at the intersection of Paynes Ford Road and Bowers 
Road with a small portion of the parcel protruding into Berkeley County.  The area within Berkeley 
County has been approved for 17 lots.  The proposed subdivision in Jefferson County is for 36 lots and a 
residue parcel consisting of 110.81 acres.   
 
Prior to scheduling this proposal on the Planning Commission agenda for a public workshop, two 
requirements of the 2008 Amended Subdivision Regulations were required to be met by the applicant. 
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On November 30, 2010, the applicant submitted an application referred to in the Subdivision 
Regulations as a “Major Subdivision Concept Plan Submission.”  Staff had 10 days to review the 
content of the submission.  This review was only to ensure that the appropriate items were submitted, 
not to review the quality of the submission documents. Listed below are the required items at this stage 
of the process.  Please note, the applicant has provided the required information and meets the submittal 
requirements.  The application was deemed “sufficient.” 
 

1. General location. A map or aerial photograph showing an area of 500 feet around the 
property. Zoning boundaries shall be located on this document.  
 

2. Concept Plan. A Concept Plan shall be submitted in accordance with the content and 
formatting guidelines provided in Appendix A, Plan & Plat Standards.  

 
3. Zoning Information. This shall include:  

a. Determination of the zoning district in which the proposed subdivision or 
development project is situated.  

b. Density calculations.  
c. Site resource map.  

 
4. Proposal Description. This shall be a written description of the proposal with general 

identification of the number of dwelling units or floor area proposed, commentary, 
zoning, and development option selected if the development is residential.  
 

5. Traffic Impact Data. This shall include: 
a. Average Daily Trip figures for the adjoining or accessible State road. 
b. Trip generation figures based on the following table: 

 
USE PEAK 

HOUR 
AVERAGE 
DAILY 

Single family 0.8 8.0 per d.u. 
Detached 0.7 6.0 per d.u. 
Townhouse 0.6 7.0 per d.u. 
Mobile Home 0.6 5.0 per d.u. 

 
c. Nearest key intersection that will serve the proposed project. A “key intersection” 

is defined as any intersection with a primary or secondary highway as classified 
by the current Comprehensive Plan.  

d. “Highway Problem Areas” according to the current Comprehensive Plan that falls 
within a one-mile radius of the project. 

e. In the event trip generation in the peak hour exceeds 100 or the limitation 
designated in the most current DOH Traffic Engineering Directive, a traffic study 
will be required which includes generators, etc. This type of study should be 
performed by a traffic engineering consultant.  The effect of phasing the 
subdivision shall be cumulative. 
 

6. Other Data. Any other data or information the applicant believes will assist in the 
review.  
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7. Other Reviews. Any other staff or agency reviews of the plans.  

 
 
After determining the submission was sufficient within the allotted 10 days, the application was 
formally received on December 16, 2010.  A letter was sent to the applicant notifying them that they 
could advance to the next step in the process, a Major Subdivision Concept Plan Completeness Review.  
Within a 45 day period, that began on December 16, 2010, the concept plan was required to be 
scheduled for a public workshop at a regularly scheduled Planning Commission Meeting.  Staff 
scheduled the applicant’s public workshop for the February 22, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting.  
During the time period between formal receipt of the application and the public workshop, the Major 
Subdivision Concept Plan Completeness Review process takes place.  Listed below are the requirements 
in the Major Subdivision Concept Plan Completeness Review process: 
 

A. Department and Agency Reviews. The Department and appropriate reviewing agencies shall 
conduct reviews of the proposed concept plan.  Agency comments shall be received by the 
Department 14 days prior to the scheduled public workshop. 
 

B. Review Content. The Department and agency reviews shall address the areas indicated in C 
through F below and any other areas of concern to the agencies. 

 
C. Department. The Department review shall include the following:  

1. Whether the density, use, and plan meet the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and 
any other zoning issues that can be identified at the concept plan submission. 
(Landscaping, for instance, is not generally available at this stage). Staff shall identify 
conditions that would enable the plan to meet the standards. It shall also identify any 
other zoning issues the developer shall address in a preliminary plat submittal.  

2. Staff opinion as to whether the plan meets the site development planning or subdivision 
criteria of these Regulations. The Department shall review the concept plan for 
modifications that would improve the plan.  
 

D. WVDOH. When appropriate, the WVDOH shall submit a letter to the Department of Planning 
indicating issues and data requirements or notice that there are no issues or data requirements. If 
WVDOH determines that a traffic study needs to include more area than required by these 
Regulations or the Zoning Ordinance, it shall specify the expanded area. Any issues regarding 
sight distances, access location, road configuration, or off-site improvements shall be noted with 
recommendations or required changes. The purpose is to ensure that, at preliminary plan review, 
all transportation information is available so the agency does not have to seek additional data for 
a qualitative review.  
 

E. Traffic Impact. The review shall indicate whether the traffic impact study follows the generally 
accepted methodology for a traffic impact study, outlines the traffic impact, and recommends 
alternatives for mitigating the impact. 

 
F. Public Services. The review shall indicate whether there are existing water and sewer systems in 

place that can handle the development. If not, the review shall indicate the type or extent of a 
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system that shall be proposed by the developer to best meet the County’s needs in that area of the 
County.  

 
G. Recommended Conditions. All reviews shall contain recommended conditions for moving 

forward to a preliminary plat or reasons why the plan should be denied.  
 

H. Approval. Unless there are reviews indicating that the development cannot conform to the 
Zoning Ordinance, be serviced by public services, or provide its own utilities, or other factors 
that make the development impossible, Planning staff shall accept or deny the concept plan as 
complete.  

 
I. Effect. Upon accepting the application as complete, Planning staff shall place it on the next 

possible Planning Commission agenda as a public workshop.  Staff shall advertise the public 
workshop at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the meeting and the applicant shall post notice 
on the property. 

 
The Planning and Zoning Department Staff find the Paynes Ford Station concept plan complete based 
on the information provided related to the criteria above and the conditions outlined in the Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) that was granted on September 15, 2010.  The applicant has listed all of the CUP 
conditions on the concept plan and has either addressed the conditions within the submitted concept plan 
or listed when those conditions will be met in future submittals.   
 
As part of the CUP approval, a 100 foot buffer along Highland Meadows was required and has been 
shown.  The applicant has requested that that 100 foot buffer not restrict the use of agricultural uses in 
that buffer.  Staff believes that the 100 foot buffer is to separate residential uses and not to limit 
agricultural uses.   
 
Additionally, outside agencies have responded.  Of the agencies specifically asked to respond, 
WVDOH, Berkeley County Public Service Sewer District, Berkeley County Public Service Water 
District and Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission all responded.  The Jefferson County 
Health Department has not responded.   
 
The Jefferson County Public Service District has released this project to the Berkeley County Public 
Service Sewer District and Berkeley County Public Service Water District for service of this site.  The 
Berkeley County Public Service Sewer District and the Berkeley County Public Service Water District 
has agreed to supply this site due to their proximity to the property. 
 
The West Virginia Department of Highways has approved an entrance permit for the proposed project at 
this location, under the condition that a $25,000 performance bond is posted.  No indication of a traffic 
study report or additional traffic improvements were mentioned.   
 
The Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission responded stating they do not believe the project 
will have any adverse affect on any historic resources in Jefferson County.  
 
With these early, but significant items addressed, the concept plan proceeds to the scheduled public 
workshop.  
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The Major Subdivision Concept Plan Public Workshop allows for the Planning Commission and the 
general public to comment on the proposed plan.  The Subdivision Regulations outline how to proceed.  
First, the applicant makes a short presentation.  Second, Staff explains outside agency comments and 
whether the plan has met the standards of the Zoning Ordinance.  Third, public comment is solicited.   
 
After the applicant’s presentation, staff’s explanation and the solicitation of public comment, the 
Planning Commission shall provide direction to the applicant as required under Major Subdivision 
Concept Plan Direction outlined in the Subdivision Regulations.  This direction shall be provided within 
14 days, either at the Planning Commission Meeting after the Major Subdivision Plan Public Workshop 
is closed, the next Planning Commission meeting or at a special Planning Commission meeting.  
 
The Planning Commission shall direct the applicant to prepare a preliminary plat.  The applicant shall 
take into consideration the input from the Departments of Planning and Zoning, all outside agencies, 
public comment and Planning Commission remarks when forming their preliminary plat.  The purpose 
of this review is to guide the developer so that when the preliminary plat applicant is formally received 
by the staff, there should not be a whole range of issues being raised for the first time.  At time of 
submission of the Major Subdivision Preliminary Plat Application the applicant shall cite conditions and 
demonstrate if they have been met or otherwise addressed as outlined under Major Subdivision Concept 
Plan Direction in the Subdivision Regulations. 
 
It should be noted, that the direction provided to the applicant in the Concept Plan Public Workshop 
shall be applicable for a period of two years, with the provision that any amendments to the Subdivision 
Regulations or the Zoning Ordinance in the second year shall be applicable. 
 
 





























Jefferson County Zoning and Land Development Ordinance  

Questions and Comments by: Morgan Etters 

Pages 4 – 6  

 Will Table of Contents’ Articles be written as “Article X”, “Article X:”, or “Article X.”? Formatting 

fluctuates throughout the Table of Contents. 

Pages 36 – 37  

 Is a greater indentation needed on C.2.a through f? 

 Should C.2.f.i though iv be C.2.f.1 though 4?  This structure is found in other areas and I don’t 

remember lower case roman numerals being used anywhere else. 

 Is a greater indentation needed on C.4.a through b? 

Page 39 

 Should sentence in paragraph B read, “AMENDED TWICE BY ACT OF THE COUNTY 

COMMISSION,……..?”  If so the word “times” should be removed. 

Page 40 

 Noticed numbers under J are a different font or size. 

Page 42 – 43 

 Noticed numbers under Section 4.6, Paragraph A and B are a different font or size. 

Page 45 

 Under D.1 there is a comment regarding Screening details.  Is there any details? 

Page 47 

 Under Section 4.14, subsection A, there is a comment about 300’/500’ conflict in River Buffer.  

Will the 300’ replace the 500’? 

Page 59 – 60  

 Do the numbered subsections under B, D, and G need a greater indent? 

Pages 66 – 68  

 Should lower case roman numerals be replaced with standard numbers? I noticed it was 

changed in most spots. 

 



Page 88 

 Section 7.5, subsection B needs to be rewritten.  Is very confusing as written.  Is paragraph 

intention something like: 

o After staff review the adjacent property owners will be notified, by staff, of the date, 

time, and place of Compatibility Assessment Meeting.  This notification will be by mail 

and a posted sign on the property.  The sign will be prepared by staff and posted by the 

applicant.  Included on the sign will be proposed development information, along with 

the date, time, and location of Compatibility Assessment Meeting.  The property shall be 

posed conspicuously by a zoning notice sign no less than twenty-eight (28) inches by 

twenty-two (22) inches in size and at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing.  The 

project shall also be advertised in a newspaper with local circulation at least fifteen (15) 

days in advance.  [AMENDED BY ACT OF THE COUNTY COMMISSION ON MAY 4, 1989.] 

Page 94 

 Should Section 8.1 subsections be uppercase letters instead of numbers? 

Page 95 – 96  

 Should Section 8.7 subsections be uppercase letters instead of numbers? 

 








