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1. CALL TO ORDER. Chairman Pruitt called the Planning & Zoning Commission meeting to
order at 6:00 p.m. Commission members present: Chairman Pruitt, Vice Chairman Abrams and
members Elliott, Johnson, Lauer, and Lowery. One seat is vacant. A quorum was present. Others
present: Town Clerk Herrmann, Planning Director Morris, and Executive Assistant Messall.

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. Chairman Pruitt led the Pledge of Allegiance.

3. AGENDA APPROVAL. Ms. Abrams moved to approve the agenda with an amendment to
allow public comments on agenda items only just prior to business. Ms. Johnson second. All voted in
favor. MOTION CARRIED.

4. MINUTES APPROVAL. Ms. Johnson moved to approve the March 1, 2016 meeting minutes
as submitted. Ms. Lowery second. All voted in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

PUBLIC COMMENTS- Agenda Items. There were no public comments on the agenda items.
5. BUSINESS.

a) Article 111, Table 17-303 to allow for two single family residential structures to be
located on one lot with a minimum of 6,000 square feet per lot. Ms. Morris gave a brief
presentation explaining that the property in question was zoned R2 and located near Melody Lane
between Lakeside Drive and Poplar. Code currently allows a single family house or a duplex. The owner
is requesting that two single family dwellings be allowed on the one lot and he is calling them a duplex,
because they will be Units A and B. The town is required to adhere to the International Building Code
(IBC) states that a duplex shall have either a shared wall or a shared floor with a not-less than one hour
fire resistant rating wall. This commission has no authority to change the IBC. The current land use map
identifies the areas in which various types of construction are allowed. Just in the section where the lot
is located there are 39 or more duplexes. That number does not include Ocean Pines, which is a planned
development district. Although the change was requested by one property owner, it will affect many
others. There are over 970 parcels in the R2 zoning district. By allowing the two separate homes to be
located on the one parcel, you will ultimately allow infringement of R3 into the R2 medium density zoning
district. The primary purpose of zoning is to segregate uses that are thought to be incompatible. In
practice, zoning is also used to prevent new development from interfering with existing uses and/or to
preserve the character of the community. This particular street, 15" Avenue South, and most of the
others in the R2 district, is a well-established family neighborhood. Each resident has a minimum of
6,000 square feet per lot, and housing is only one structure per lot. Residents that she spoke with said
one of the main reasons they chose this neighborhood was the zoning protection, density restraints,
setback requirements, limited traffic, and prohibition of short term rentals. All of these restrictions
establish the quality of the neighborhood, which must be maintained. The future land use map clearly
shows the area is to remain medium density residential, which currently allows one building per 6,000
square foot lot. A photograph of a duplex located on the same street was shown, and Ms. Morris said
her inspector did not realize the home was a duplex, because of its design. This duplex is three houses
down from the subject lot. The town’s Comprehensive Plan would also have to be revised, if this change
is adopted. Ms. Morris said that during a previous meeting public comment section it was said that no
one builds duplexes anymore. According to the Census Bureau, duplexes, or two family dwellings,
increased in the Town of Surfside Beach 3.2-percent from 2000 to 2010. In 2012, there was a total of
328 duplexes in the town and the department has issued permits for more duplexes since then.
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Mr. Lauer asked what the real difference would be between allowing two standalone houses and
a duplex. Ms. Morris said impacts were: 1. Impervious/pervious calculations. A duplex would provide
much more green space; 2. Parking, and 3. Density; a duplex would prohibit the maximum number of
bedrooms, because of the green space calculations. A single family house could have up to seven
bedrooms.

Ms. Abrams asked if recommended changes would be for all 970 parcels in the zone or if it would
only affect the one lot. Ms. Morris said it would affect all parcels.

Chairman Pruitt said to make this allowable, the definition of duplex would have to be changed or
the square footage required would have to be reduced. Ms. Morris said two single family residents would
have to be allowed. The definition of duplex cannot be changed, because the IBC defines duplex.

Ms. Lowery said she visited the area today. The building described to the commission would not
be compatible with the surrounding buildings, which appear to be single family homes that span the
entire lot. She did not see any construction like the owner wants to build until she was much closer to
the beach. The subject property has been cleared. There appear to be stakes set, but only for one
building. She did not think the building would be compatible with the other structures in that immediate
area. Ms. Lowery asked if the zoning had changed since the property was purchased. Ms. Morris said
the property was purchased recently, but she did not have the exact date. Zoning was R2, and has not
changed.

Ms. Abrams said Section 17-202 states the reasons the town might want to change the zoning
ordinance. One part is “Where public necessity, convenience, general welfare or good zoning practice
justify such action.” Based on comments, this change would only benefit the owners of one parcel out of
almost 1,000.

Ms. Elliott asked when the current zoning was enacted that requires a duplex to have a solid wall
or floor in between the buildings. There some closer to the beach that are connected by 5-foot sections.
Ms. Morris said closer to the beach is the R3 district that allows townhouses. This property is R2 and has
been in place since the IBC was adopted at least 20 years ago.

Mr. Lauer said there were really only a couple of reasons to change an ordinance. One was the
change would benefit the town in some way. Number two is that the change would benefit the people or
the property itself. He was looking for a benefit that this might have, because if there are no benefits to
the town, there would be no reason to change. Ms. Morris said some of the neighborhood property
owners were present, but in speaking with them previously, they do not want the change. The only
benefit to the town that she was told was higher taxes would be paid. She personally did not believe the
taxes would be enough to offset changing the character of the entire neighborhood. Mr. Lauer said
aesthetically it was very hard for him to image the buildings as they are proposed to be constructed
looking very good on that property.

Ms. Johnson said she personally dislikes two dwellings on one lot in the R3, so she was not in
favor of expanding anything to allow more of it.

Chairman Pruitt said since there was no significant benefit for the town and based on the
members’ comments, he so no reason to move forward with this item.

Ms. Abrams moved to recommend denial business items a) and b), which is a request to allow

two single family structures and allowing two principal buildings per lot in R2. Ms. Johnson second. All
voted in favor. MOTION CARRIED TO DENY.
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b) Article 1V, Section 17-404 One Principle Building per lot. This item was not
specifically addresses since the previous item was denied.

6. DISCUSSION ITEMS. Chairman Pruitt explained that the discussion items were all deferred
until the June meeting.

7. PUBLIC COMMENTS - General.

Mr. Troy Berry, 16" Avenue South. I've been vacationing here for 35 years and have been a
permanent resident in a single family home for 13 years. | am the applicant and the land owner for this
particular situation. I am somewhat confused, because item 5 on the agenda is the business item to
address a) and b) that y'all just discussed among yourselves as board members. But, I'm the applicant
for the business item agenda, but | didn’t get to state my case.

Chairman Pruitt: That's actually why the board added public comments prior to business. I'm
pretty sure you were here for that.

Mr. Berry: | thought [Ms. Abrams] was talking about the last meeting’s minutes.

Chairman Pruitt: Well, we just added a public comment section before business.

Mr. Berry: | was confused about what that was. Were you talking about the meeting from two
months ago or this meeting? So, that's why I didn't get up and speak, because | thought | was going to
speak when we got to item 5.

Chairman Pruitt: Well, go ahead and make your case, if you want, now. We heard you a little
bit two months ago, and we know a little bit about your situation. So, why don’t you go ahead and tell
us. Give us your pitch. That's actually what we were looking for when we had the public comments prior

to the business.

Mr. Berry: That's where I'm confused. Why would public comments be moved up before the
business item was up?

Chairman Pruitt: So we can hear from the public.
Mr. Berry: | think Ms. Herrmann, if I may | ask the town clerk, when the meeting has a business
item agenda, you've gotta follow the agenda. Then all of sudden, you moved the public comments, just

general public comments, it wasn't just public comments specifically to the business item.

Chairman Pruitt: Actually, it was. If you go back and read the minutes, it was for business
items.

Mr. Berry: So, do | even need to say anything, because y’'all just voted (**). We had a
discussion for about 15 minutes the first week of March, is that correct?

Chairman Pruitt: Yeah.

Mr. Berry: About 15 minutes in general public comments at the very end of the meeting. | was
sat through two hours of a smell ordinance...

Chairman Pruitt: If you want to use the rest of your time to discuss public comments, we can.
But, you have about two and a half minutes left.
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Mr. Berry: So, | don't have but five minutes total to present my business case?
Chairman Pruitt: Let's go ahead and start over. We'll give you five minutes. (Laughter)

Mr. Berry: I'm concerned why some people are laughing. Do | need to be sworn in? | know |
was sworn in by the zoning board on Thursday night.

Chairman Pruitt: No, sir.

Mr. Berry: | guess my time is starting now. I'm here to talk about the business item which is on
the agenda tonight, item number 5, sections a) and b) regarding the duplex issue. As the record will
state, | guess there was some change to the agenda before this meeting ever started to move any public
comments in general up before this business item was ever addressed. Let me clarify, so if I'm speaking
now on this business item agenda tonight, what you all just voted on without my ever addressing my
business item as the applicant before this committee, what difference does it make regardless of what |
am gonna say. You just voted on it without any comments from me.

Chairman Pruitt: There’s plenty of time left in the universe, so. There’s no telling where this
item will go. We'd love to hear your opinion about it. Please, go ahead.

Mr. Berry: But, it will not be tonight then?

Ms. Herrmann: Mr. Chairman? Chairman Pruitt: Yes. Ms. Herrmann: Mr. Berry, Roberts Rules
of Order will allow the commission to reconsider their motion and their action, if you provide the kind of
information they need to hear that would convince them to change their mind. So, please state your
case, and then if the board feels like the case is made, they can repeal the motion and bring a different
motion forward. I'm not saying that they will, but that is allowed.

Mr. Berry: Okay. I respect that from the town clerk, Debra Herrmann, which has been of great
service to this town from all manner of actions over the past five months. So, | am gonna state my
business item case here now, and | would request from this committee to reverse your decision you
made five or ten minutes ago without ever hearing any facts from me. | wrote down eight notes of all
the board members’ discussion. Thank you Mr. Chairman Pruitt, and all the committee members for your
service. We are all citizens here tonight. The R2 zoning has 39 duplexes according to Ms. Morris with a
total of 970 parcels in R2 in this particular area where this lot is located. He requested the total number
of single family permits and duplex permits for new construction over the past five years, because it was
available electronically.

Ms. Morris: Our program only shows whether the permit is residential or commercial. It does
not separate single family from duplex.

Mr. Berry: Isn't staff required by the National Homebuilders Association and the State of South
Carolina to track whether it is a single family home, an apartment building complex, a commercial
structure, duplex; you have no breakdown of your building permits for new construction?

Mr. Morris: We have commercial (**).

Mr. Berry: Do you have the numbers on the 5 years of single family new homes that | requested
from your office?

Ms. Morris: No.
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Mr. Berry: I'm asking a very simple request as to why | didn't get it from the staff to be
prepared for tonight. If I don’t have the numbers, | can't speak to the facts.

Chairman Pruitt: Well, I mean, the numbers would matter, but we would love to hear from you,
if you want to continue.

Mr. Berry: There are a number of items, but this was item number 1 that I'm talking about. |
don’t have the numbers. But, y'all should have the numbers over the last five years of how many new
single family homes have been built in R2 in this particular area and how many duplex homes have been
built. It would be an important item for you to consider. Item number two which was mentioned was
regarding the character of the community in that these two single family homes would be incompatible
with the character of the community. I'd requested from Ms. Morris about three weeks ago for a copy of
the staff report that would be given to the commission, since I'm the applicant so | can be better
prepared and understand what the staff's and town’s position. That was never delivered to me. The first
time | saw it was when | got a copy from Ms. Herrmann at approximately 5:55 today. That's a concern
to me when | cannot get the facts from the town as to the town’s and staff's position. | want to address
the six points the board members brought up, and then I will present my final pitch. | believe [Mr.
Lauer] was trying to visualize what the two single family homes would look like on the lot. Mr. Berry
distributed copies of a survey showing the houses for the members’ review. As you can see, this lot used
to be around 69 to 70 foot in width on the front. As the official survey done January 29% states right
now, it's somewhere around approximately 68 foot in width. This is the site survey that's part of my
permit application for Unit A only. | cancelled Unit B for right now. (Mr. Berry proceeded to describe
how the homes would be placed on the lot.) As the two single family townhomes would exist on the lot
they meet all town of Surfside building and zoning requirements. There is no violation of any
requirement (**) side setbacks.

Chairman Pruitt: Individually.

Mr. Berry: Individually, yes. If you also note, up the top left hand corner, item 5, the building
and zoning R2 requirements, which is required, it's got proposed on there. This lot is approximately
7,500 square foot in size. The town requires 6,000 minimum in R2. Officially for the record, it is 7,460
square feet officially in size. There’s 10 foot on the side setbacks. There’s 10 foot clearly in between the
homes, which meets all IRC building code standards. So, there’s no International Residential Building
Code 2012 violations. It meets all the front setbacks. It meets all the rear setbacks. So, there’s no
zoning; there’s no building code issues with this site plan. To specially address Mr. Lauer’s question
about how the buildings would look on the lot, I've ridden around Surfside for the past three months.
I've got about 100 photographs of different projects over the past 1 to 5 years. | wish | had provided
this to Ann earlier so she could make you some slides, but I'm sure y’all've road around and looked at
some of the duplexes built 30 to 40 years ago and some built 15 years ago. Duplexes are not very
aesthetically pleasing, because you have two homes slid together with no windows on the [connecting
wall.] There is only a one hour fire wall, so if one unit catches on fire that will only allow time to escape.
Both units would be destroyed, which makes an insurance risk.

Chairman Pruitt: Mr. Berry, we've heard a lot about one unit. What you're proposing is two
units.

Mr. Berry: Correct.
Chairman Pruitt: So, your arguments aren't really valid, and what | would like for you, I'll give

you a few more minutes to answer this question, “Why are two houses on a normal size lot beneficial for
Surfside?” If it is, we'll consider it. If it is not, which is what we currently think, we will not consider it.
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Mr. Berry: Okay. Since I'm very limited on time to present my case, to talk about his aesthetics
to close that issue out, two single family duplex homes 10 feet apart will look much better than two
homes slammed together with just a one hour fire wall. You're gonna have more green space. You have
all the parking requirements in that. There’s four parking spots clearly for each unit as noted on the site
survey plan. So parking is not an issue. You have more green space. You have more landscape. A
duplex has a higher pitch roof, because it's gotta span a much wider building area and go up higher on
the roof. There is a duplex to the right of this lot that was built approximately 15 years ago. It's a fairly
nice duplex unit, but it is a Unit A, Unit B two single family Unit A, Unit B homes that are duplexes with
the one hour fire wall. These two homes are gonna look much more aesthetically pleasing. And, may |
state for the record also that | am a custom homebuilder. I'm not a tract home builder. I'm not a
production home builder. 1 build in Columbia, South Carolina and I'm desiring to build in Surfside for
clients. Let me digress for one minute. | have turned down four clients over the past two and a half
years to build exactly what I'm proposing here tonight. When it comes to this fourth client from
Charlotte, they live just five homes down. Ann Patterson and Brian Patterson, they sold their home at
329 15™ Avenue South approximately two months ago just to build this Unit A. | am contracted under
them as of January of this year to build this structure for them. They own their one half of the lot. |
used to own the entire lot, which | purchased in 2006. This is their retirement home. They're from
Charlotte, and they used to live down here for eight years. So, keep that in mind. When you talk about
people, how does it benefit people and clients? This is people. People are clients. People that are
looking to have new homes. From the real estate standpoint, and also for the official record, | may
disclose that | am a licensed realtor in the State of South Carolina. | work for Keller Williams Realty,
Myrtle Beach South Office. I've been a real estate broker 15 years. Over the past ten years, all the
clients and people in the market place for new homes, they do not want duplex homes anymore. For the
record, also; I'm just doing Cliff Notes here, because I'm very limited on time. There’s been
approximately 25 to 30 duplex homes available in this general area of R2 and the specific site area, town
of Surfside that have taken at least two and a half to three years to sell, and they sell for 30-percent less
than a detached single family home. I've built 48 custom homes in the past 14 years. | am also a
former engineer. These homes are going to provide 30- to 40-percent more value than a duplex homes.
So it adds more value; adds a higher tax base, and it looks more aesthetically pleasing. What does it do
for the people and the town? It provides a higher tax base and it's gonna have a value of 30- to 40-
percent more than duplexes. | wish | could have had time to go through all the records, but there’s five
duplexes within one block, or two blocks of the site area that have been on the market for three years
and have not sold. One in particular is around 14" Avenue South near Lakeside that has three units.
Duplexes can have three or four units. | am only looking to build one Unit A single family town home
detached, one Unit B single family home. Under duplex guidelines as the ordinance was put in 35 years
ago to address the question to one of the board members, it went into the books approximately 30 or 35
years ago. | have not been able to get from staff the official date as to when the ordinance was
adopted. It has not been amended since then, over 30 to 35 years. So, yes, it's a higher tax base of
approximately 30- to 40-percent. It's gonna look much better and it provides the homes that people are
looking for in the market place. As | have stated, | have turned down ....

Chairman Pruitt: Mr. Berry, you have about, we have about a minute and a half left and I've
heard you, some of your arguments, and the two that seem most valid to me are they sell for higher
price and they provide a larger tax base for the town of Surfside.

Mr. Berry: And, they're gonna look much better.
Chairman Pruitt: Now, how does that compare with, how valuable is that compared to the
increased density in those areas, in R2? Like, you could potentially have twice as many homes in R2,

twice as many bedrooms, so the quality of living in Surfside could possible go down if we do this. What
would your argument be against that? That's the last point we're gonna make here tonight.
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Mr. Berry: My argument to you, Chairman Pruitt, on your specific point is that this is a four
bedroom, three bath home. Excuse me, four bedroom, three and a half bath. There’s a half bath on the
main level. There are three bedrooms up. There’s master bedroom on the down level at the back, and
it's approximately 2,000 square feet. It's a raised beach home; meets all building code requirements;
meets all height requirements. It's under 35 feet in height. If | went to a duplex, | could not build it,
because it goes above the 35 foot requirements. So, | cannot technically build a duplex, because you
have a law (**) for 35 foot height requirement. The roof would go up too high, because you have a roof
pitch requirement. To specifically answer your question, when it comes to the green space or impervious
[sic] area, you get more with this here. You get 10 foot of nice landscaping in between the two homes.
We're adding as part of my landscaping plan that will be submitted with the building permit, eight new
trees to this lot. A minimum of eight; four Palm trees at each house, four Crepe Myrtle trees.

Chairman Pruitt: Palm trees don’t have much benefit for erosion, or other things, just so you
know.

Mr. Berry: This site plan has already passed the stormwater. So, there’s no issue with the
building permit. As far as the building permit package goes, unless I'm not aware of anything from [Ms.
Morris’s] office, there’s been one item over the past three or four days that [Mr. Farria] wanted adjusted
on some engineering notes and details, it's passed all building requirements for Unit A. So, if it passes
Unit A, it will pass Unit B, because they are both on the same site plan on the entire lot. The final points
of two other items the committee members made. Good zoning practices. Why would we want to
change this here? Well, laws are made to be changed. Ordinances are made to be amended. This has
been on the books for over 30 or 35 years. | am requesting that y’all just visit this and review it to
possibly (time ended) amend it to allow single family duplexes so it is a good zoning practice...

Chairman Pruitt: (**two speaking at once) Alright, Mr. Berry, thank you for telling us your plans
and your sharing with us your point of view, and we appreciate it. This might come up again in the
future. As of right now, your only recourse would be to ask Town Council to amend some ordinances for
you. We voted against it. Like I said, it's possible it might come back up in the future. But I do
appreciate your time this evening and your time over the last couple of weeks, and that’s all we need to
hear about.

Mr. Berry: (**two speaking at once) May | make the official request that as [Ms. Herrmann]
stated that this committee make a motion to possibly reconsider and entertain questions as I've
presented my case now so that we have discussion among the board members.

Chairman Pruitt: Ms. Abrams.

Ms. Abrams: | would like to hear any other public comments before we think about
reconsidering.

Chairman Pruitt: Thank you, Mr. Berry. Are there any other public comments from anyone in
the audience? Regarding anything actually, we're in the general comments section. I'll give you guys
five minutes. Mr. Berry, you had about 15 minutes.

Ms. Debbie Scoles, 15™ Avenue South. 1 live next to Mr. Berry’s lot. | agree with the board here
tonight. 1 don't feel that we need any more density in that area, and what that's gonna do when we
change it from R2 to R3, we’re gonna end up having weekly, monthly rentals on that street. It's a very
nice developed neighborhood, and | would like to see it stay that way. | don’t have a problem with him
building on that lot and building a duplex, you know, if he can do that, but | do not want to see that go
to R3. I just purchased my home in November of last year there and | researched to make sure | was
moving into an R2 district where there would not be a weekly rental and people coming and going. So, |
appreciate your consideration of the neighbors on that street. Thank you.
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Ms. Morris read a letter from Ms. Wanda Burgess who could not attend the meeting. The letter is
attached to these minutes.

Chairman Pruitt: So we've heard both sides of the coin here tonight. Any other public
comments?

Mr. Bill Goddard, 15" Avenue South: We agree with [Ms. Burgess.] He says this complies with
all the regulations, but last week before the zoning board, | wish you'd read those minutes, because he
was asking for variances for height and variances for setback. So, it's, it ain't over till it's over, and |
suggest that you watch this guy real close, because he cleared the lot. He took, somebody took the sign
down, if there was a meeting, and somebody was moving boundary stakes. | don’t know who. But,
somebody did it. Somebody that had an interest. Thank you.

Chairman Pruitt: Any other public comments regarding anything at all? We've already heard
from you, Mr. Berry. (**Mr. Berry speaking from audience.) That's okay. We're gonna move on to the
board comments.

Mr. Berry: So I'm not allowed to provide my public comments?

Chairman Pruitt: No, we've heard 15 minutes of it. Thank you very much. So we're gonna
move on to board comments.

Mrs. Johnson: We've already heard your comments.

Mr. Berry: So, | can't respond to the three people that ... | respect my citizens. The three
neighbors that spoke. | want to address their items ... (**two speaking at once.)

Chairman Pruitt: Mr. Berry.

Ms. Abrams: Public comments are not a debate.

Mr. Berry: So, when may | have this as a business agenda item to address these facts again?
I'm trying to address the citizens’ facts; the residents that surround this property. | want to address
them. | want to work with them.

Ms. Johnson: Well, maybe you should call them personally.

Chairman Pruitt: They’re your neighbors.

Mr. Berry: That's right. | want to work with them.

Chairman Pruitt: You don't have to talk to them in this room. You can talk to ‘em anywhere.

Ms. Elliott: Like one of the neighbors said, we meet out in the street and we discuss. Maybe you
should meet them there also.

Mr. Berry: Correct. | walked the street last Saturday, this past Saturday at ten o’clock and | was
very cold-hearted in the middle of the street. Scolded for two or three minutes... (**two speaking at
once.)

Ms. Abrams: Mr. Berry, | think you've had more than your turn to speak.
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Mr. Berry: ... (**) by a neighbor. 1 said let me know your concerns and I'll be happy to work
with you.

Chairman Pruitt: (**two speaking at once) And we appreciate you coming to speak your views
here tonight. It's not a completely dead issue, we voted against it, and we're gonna go ahead and move
on to the board comments.

Mr. Berry: One of the points | want to make is (**two speaking at once.)

Chairman Pruitt: We have to keep moving along our agenda. You've had 15 minutes.

Ms. Elliott: Mr. Berry, this is not a personal thing against you. We have to look at the whole
area, which is 970 parcels, and for you to build two separate homes on one lot means possibly someone
can come in buy one of their homes, knock it down, put two houses up and we could have 1,840 homes

in that area renting.

Mr. Berry: And | respect that. That's (**two speaking at once.) I'm not asking you to make that
rental...

Ms. Elliott: (**two speaking at once.) ... We're not just against you, you're not being turned
down just because it's personal. We don’t like Mr. Berry, we don’t want you to build. We have to look at
the town as a whole and the benefit to the town.

Mr. Berry: And I'm not requesting this be a rental district. | do not want this a rental district.

Ms. Herrmann: Mr. Berry, excuse me, Mr. Berry, the Chairman has said that they’'re moving to
board comments. Parliamentary Rules ...

Mr. Berry: | will stop my public comments.
Ms. Herrmann: Thank you.

Ms. Abrams: Thank you.

11. COMMISSION COMMENTS.

Ms. Abrams: | have heard nothing that causes me to want to reconsider my previous motion and
vote.

Ms. Johnson: | haven't heard anything either, and I, there are many, many duplexes, two story
duplexes in the town that meet the height requirement. So, him stating the case that he couldn’'t do this
because of the height requirement, | don't understand why not, because there are many already in the
town that do meet the height requirement.

Ms. Lowery: My concern is that a single lot apparently has been divided without actually being
divided into two areas, and the sale would have been at a time when there should have been no
expectation of two single buildings. So, I'm concerned about that. But at this time, | really have not
heard anything that would change my mind. I'm not saying that that might not happen in the future, but
at this time, | have to continue to vote against it.

Ms. Elliott: | have no reason to change my vote. There are 970 parcels out there and this could
affect several people.
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Mr. Lauer: | agree. It just doesn’'t seem to make any sense to change it where it's going benefit
seriously one person. If we're gonna change an ordinance, it better benefit an awful lot of people.
Thanks.

Chairman Pruitt: Yeah, | agree with those comments, and | would encourage you, Mr. Berry, to
think of the near endless configurations of a house you could put there that would already be legal. You
know, there are some very talented engineers and you, yourself, could probably do it. There are many,
many, many configurations that are acceptable to go ahead and put on that lot. So, why would you
continue to waste your efforts on trying to get a law changed when you could move forward with your
plans to build a house and live in Surfside? So, that's just my comment.

12. ADJOURNMENT. Ms. Lowery moved to adjourn at 6:48 p.m. Mr. Lauer second. All voted
in favor. MOTION CARRIED.

Prepared and submitted by,

Debra E. Herrmann, CMC, Town Clerk
Approved: June 7, 2016

Mikey Pruitt, Chairman

Clerk's Note: This document constitutes action minutes of the meeting that was digitally recorded, and
not intended to be a complete transcript. Appointments to hear recordings may be made with the town
clerk; a free copy of the audio will be given to you provided you bring a flash drive. In accordance with
FOIA, meeting notice and the agenda were distributed to local media and interested parties via the
town’s email subscription list. The agenda was posted on the entry door at Town Council Chambers.
Meeting notice was also posted on the Town marquee.
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