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October 17, 1995

Live Oak, Florida


5:05 P.M.


The Suwannee County Board of County Commissioners held a workshop on the above date and time for the purpose of discussing possible changes in the Suwannee County Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan, and the following Commissioners were present:  Chairman Laure B. Roberson, Jr., Commissioner Ivie Fowler, Commissioner Douglas M. Udell, Commissioner J. D. Grinstead, and Commissioner Eddy Hillhouse.  Also present was C. Dean Lewis, County Attorney and Jean M. Fieler, Deputy Clerk.


Chairman Roberson brought the meeting to order and turned the podium over to Edward L. Allen, County Coordinator.


Mr. Allen briefly covered the proposed changes to the LDRs.  Regarding Section 2.3, Non-Conforming Lots, Commissioner Udell commented that he has had a change of heart since the last meeting.  He explained that he now feels that people applying for a permit on an unrecorded contract would be penalized because of their economic situation if their permits were denied.  He suggested allowing those people with unrecorded contracts to obtain a permit.  In the event an individual does forge a document or commit fraud, they can then be pursued accordingly.


Mr. Allen brought up another issue with the non-conforming section.  He explained to the Board that the properties throughout the county that were previously zoned industrial or commercial but with the land regulations in 1991 were changed back to agricultural, are now considered non-conforming.  If these individual want to expand, for example, they could not do so because the property is now considered non-conforming, even though they originally paid their fees and went through the proper zoning channels.  Also, if an individual loses a structure in a fire or other loss, they cannot rebuild because the property would again be non-conforming.  One possible solution, Mr. Allen continued, is to change the language in the non-conforming section to allow those individuals to develop within the original boundaries of the original zoning prior to the Land Development Regulations.  If an individual sells the property and the new owner wants to change the nature of the operation on the property, then they would have to file for a special exception.


Next, Mr. Allen brought up an environmentally sensitive area running from the Little River Springs Creek that comes from Wellborn south to where the creek goes back underground.  The area is over three miles wide, Mr. Allen continued, and to date, he has not been able to determine why the area is so wide.  The theory behind it is that the area is a “stream to sink recharge area”.  The Water Management District has agreed that the boundary being utilized may be excessive and indicated that they may be able to come up with more reasonable boundaries within the next six months.


Mr. Allen moved on to Section 4.4, Agriculture, and indicated the need to clarify that “agriculture activities” does not include the housing of animals as pets.  Another possibility discussed was reducing the 300-foot setback requirement in some cases.  The Board felt that this was a good idea.


There was discussion concerning the difference in recreational animals as opposed to commercial animals, and their respective setback requirements.


Mr. Allen referenced the 300-foot setback requirement for the processing, storage and sale of agricultural products and voiced that he did not feel such structures as a hay barn or corn crib justify a 300-foot setback.  He felt that the individual would need to process, store and sell the product in order to fall under the 300-foot setback requirement.  Several of the Board members felt that a 300-foot setback was excessive even for processing, storage and sale of products such as tobacco, peas, and corn.


Mr. Allen interjected that the land out in the county is zoned agricultural, and property owners need to understand that they will be dealing with agricultural effects when they build their homes out there.


Mr. Lewis pointed out that the original intent of the 300-foot setback was to keep dairy barns, feeder lots and chicken houses back away from neighboring houses due to the noise and smell.


Mr. Allen suggested that the processing, storage and sale of tobacco and various vegetables could be classified as a permitted use with a 150-foot setback.  Anyone wishing to set up closer to the property line would need to apply for a special exception.


Since the definition of “Intensive Ag” is being changed, Mr. Allen felt it would be appropriate to add some language to the A-2 district section stating that chicken houses are not allowed in Agricultural-2 districts.  Or, in the alternative, state that an individual would have to have a special exception to place a chicken house in Agricultural-2 districts.


Mr. Allen described some cases where a 300-foot setback is insufficient and in other cases where 300 feet is excessive.  He suggested that some wording be added to the Special Exceptions section indicating that the setback requirements would be determined by the Board, depending on the size, scope, and type of operation, as well as the impact the operation would have on the adjoining property.


Another matter Mr. Allen brought to the Board’s attention under Special Exceptions is family cemeteries.  Currently, he explained, those individuals seeking a family cemetery on their property would have to file for a special exception.  Mr. Allen suggested that the definition be changed to exclude family cemeteries of less than two acres.


Mr. Lewis pointed out that there should probably need to be at least a setback requirement.


Chairman Roberson recessed the workshop.
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