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Baldwin County Commission   
Special Work Session Minutes 

 
Thursday, November 14, 2024 

9:00 AM 
 

Baldwin County Administration Building, County Commission Meeting Chambers 
322 Courthouse Square, Bay Minette, Alabama 36507 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
All supporting documentation for the minutes can be viewed here: https://baldwincountyal.legistar.com 
 
Commissioners present: 
District 1 – Commissioner James E. Ball 
District 2 – Commissioner Matthew P. McKenzie 
District 3 – Commissioner Billie Jo Underwood 
District 4 – Commissioner Charles F. Gruber 

Commissioners absent:  
None. 
 

 
Also present: 
Roger Rendleman, County Administrator 
Frank Lundy, County Engineer 
Brad Hicks, County Attorney 
 
The Baldwin County Commission met for a special work session on Thursday, November 14, 
2024, at 9:00 a.m. in the Baldwin County Administration Building, County Commission Meeting 
Chambers.  
 
WELCOME, INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
The Chairman called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  Following the Invocation by Chairman 
McKenzie, the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Gruber. 
 
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF WRITTEN PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING PROPOSED 
REVISIONS TO BALDWIN COUNTY SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS  
 
Jay Dickson, Planning Director, discussed the public comments received during the public 
comment period for the proposed revisions to the Baldwin County Subdivision Regulations. Mr. 
Dickson gave a presentation Subdivision Regulation Amendments, which outlined the common 
comments received and a proposed resolution for each issue. 
 
Commissioner Ball left the meeting and the Chambers at 9:58 a.m. 
 
Commissioner Ball returned to the Chambers and the meeting at 10:02 a.m. 
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RECESS 
 
The Chairman recessed the meeting at 10:07 a.m. 
 
The meeting reconvened at 10:17 a.m. 
 
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF WRITTEN PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING PROPOSED 
REVISIONS TO BALDWIN COUNTY SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS - Cont. 
 
Mr. Dickson continued his presentation. After the presentation, the following individuals expressed 
their concerns regarding the proposed amendments: 
 
Mr. Tommy Faust 
Mr. Tucker Dorsey 
Ms. Judy Smith 
Ms. Andie Bills 
Ms. Chloe Kelly 
Mr. Justin Palmer 
Ms. Cat Holladay 
Ms. Lisa M. Burke 
Mr. Michael Taylor 
Mr. Reid Key   
 
Primary concerns brought up were lack of affordable housing in Baldwin County, reducing 
regulations, open space and common areas within subdivisions not being utilized, increases in 
homeowners’ association fees associated with the landscaping and maintenance of common 
areas, minor subdivisions, the economic impact of regulations to citizens of Baldwin County, and 
the need for the revised amendments being circulated and additional feedback being allowed prior 
to the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Scott Jernigan with Jacobs Engineering discussed sewer requirements, the cost of installing 
grinder pumps versus gravity fed sewer systems, and educating homeowners on the proper use 
and maintenance of grinder pumps. 
 
Mr. Dickson discussed the goal of the revised Subdivision Regulations is to provide clear and 
consistent regulations easy to be interpreted by staff, developers and citizens, open space 
requirements, and minimal landscaping requirements for buffering purposes. Mr. Dickson 
recommended the comments received today be incorporated into the draft document with 
clarifications and for the revised amendments to be brought back to the January 7, 2025, Baldwin 
County Commission regular meeting as a public hearing for the Commission’s consideration. 
 
Chairman McKenzie noted the Commissioners agree to have Planning and Zoning staff move 
forward with the additional revisions. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
None. 
 



 

Page 3 of 3 
 

PRESS QUESTIONS 
 
None. 
 
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Commissioner Ball to adjourn the November 14, 2024, Baldwin County Commission 
Special Work Session meeting at 11:43 a.m.  

 
The November 14, 2024, Baldwin County Commission Special Work Session meeting adjourned at 
11:43 a.m. 
 

Kristen.Rawson
Stamp



Subdivision 
Regulation 
Amendments
November 14, 2024



Agenda

1. Common Topics of Comments Received

2. Discuss Comments & Potential Resolution to 
Comments in Each Topic Area

3. Receive Public Feedback on Proposed 
Resolutions to Comments (3 Minutes per 
Speaker)

4. Discuss Timeframe to Complete & Adopt 
Subdivision Regulation Amendments.



Common Topics of Comments Received

1. Comments related to previous 
versions of the Subdivision 
Regulations

2. Clarify items to reduce 
inconsistent interpretation

3. Establish required review 
timeframes for each step of 
permitting

4. Open Space Requirements

5. Stormwater/LID Requirements

6. Utility Requirements

7. Enforcement



Clarifications

Article 3 – 
Definitions

Comment Received:
Definition of development should remain as currently defined.

Resolution:
Agree existing definition is consistent with the definition established in 11-24-1 of 
the Code of Alabama.

Comment Received:
Update definition of flag lot to clarify that the narrow corridor (flagpole) may not 
have any obstructions such as wetlands, dirt pits, etc.

Resolution:
Agree

Comment Received:
Update definition of Setback lines to clarify parking pads are not allowed within 
highway construction setback.

Resolution:
Agree.



Clarifications

Article 3 – 
Definitions

Comment Received:
Update front yard setback definition to prevent parking in front yard.

Resolution:
This cannot be modified in this way because parking is allowed in driveways which 
are typically within the front yard setback.

Comment Received:
Add definition for Low Impact Development (LID)

Resolution:
Agree



Clarifications

Section 4.2 – 
Exceptions to 
Required 
Approvals Comment Received:

Do not change family exemption language. It is unclear what authority the County 
has to impose deed restrictions on an owner exercising rights granted by the State 
law.

Resolution:
Agree to leave family exemption as currently adopted.



Clarifications

Section 4.4 – 
Sketch Plan 
Pre-
Application 
Meeting

Comment Received:
Proposed restructuring of sketch plan fee:

Current fees: Base fee $250 + $40/lot
(Example cost for 250-lot subdivision at current rate: $10,250)

Proposed fee: $500 flat fee for 10 lots or less, $1,000 flat fee for any sketch plan over 
10 lots.

Resolution:
Agree. This request is consistent with the strategic goals of streamlining permitting 
process. Sketch plans should not overburden applicants as this is where the 
framework of the application is developed.

Fee structure is not within the Subdivision Regulations but will be updated and 
approved as a separate resolution concurrent with the Subdivision Regulation 
Amendments.

Proposed fee: $500 flat fee for 25 lots or less, $1,000 flat fee for 26-100 lots, & $2,000 
flat fee for greater than 100 lots.



Clarifications

4.5.8 - Special 
Requirements for Large 
Acre Subdivisions

Comment Received:
If the large acre lots front on the 60’ wide easement and not bisect it, who 
will own the easement? Are you requiring a POA to be set up?

Resolution:
No, we are not requiring a POA to be set up for large acre subdivisions. 
Access easements would follow common lot lines, and the easements would 
still be owned by the property owners. Purpose is to not unduly impact 
property owners by having their lots split by easements and to ensure 
access is achievable and able to be maintained to all lots. Lots and 
easements should be designed to allow the easements to follow common 
lot lines.



Clarifications

4.5.8 - Special 
Requirements for Large 
Acre SubdivisionsLot 1

Lot 2

Lot 3



Clarifications

4.5.8 - Special 
Requirements for Large 
Acre SubdivisionsLot 1

Lot 2

Lot 3



Clarifications

4.5.8 - Special 
Requirements for Large 
Acre Subdivisions

Lot 1 Lot 2

                                     Lot 3



Clarification

Section 4.5.2 – 
Preliminary 
Plat 
Requirements

Comment Received:
Add submission of phasing plan as Preliminary Plat submittal requirement. Access 
and open space requirements are affected by project phasing so proposed phasing 
will need to be established with the Preliminary Plat.

Resolution:
Agree. 



Clarification

Section 4.5.4 – 
Effective 
Period of 
Preliminary 
Plat

Comment Received:
Clarify extensions must be for valid reason. Planning Commission should be provided 
a letter from the applicant stating the “valid” reason of extension request.

Resolution:
We can add qualifiers. Must establish set parameters so that extension requests can 
be objectively. 

Possible solution: Development must have obtained subdivision construction permit 
to qualify for extension.



Clarification

5.1.1 – 
Minimum 
Design 
Standards

Comment Received:
Add clarification that 60 feet wide lots must implement the “Alternative 
Street Section” shown in Figure 5.1. 

Define what is considered “high density” and clarify when the “Alternative 
Street Section” is required.

If a landowner has property that zoning allows 60’ lots does this table apply, 
or does this table only apply in unzoned areas?

Resolution:
Agree. Will add clarification. Alternative Street Section shall be applied to all 
streets where lots widths are between 60 feet to 80 feet in width.

Will clarify that zoning ordinance will determine lots widths and sizes for 
zoned areas.



Clarification

5.2.4 – Cluster/
Community 
Mailbox Units

Comment Received:
Add required parking calculation to determine number of spaces required 
for each CBU.

Resolution:
Agree. Will add clarification. Proposed parking calculation:
Number of Mailboxes                    Parking Spaces Required
                 0-20                                                              1
                21-60                                                             2
                61-80                                                             3
                81-100                                                          4
                101+                                       4 plus 1 per each additional 50 mailboxes
                                                                 or portion thereof above 100



Clarification

5.4(a) – Lots
Comment Received:
Why is 40,000 sf contiguous uplands required where public water and sewer 
are not provided?
Resolution:
40,000 sf of contiguous uplands are required by health department 
standards to accommodate on-site well and non-engineered septic sewer 
system.

Comment Received:
 5.4(a)3 add “except where LID techniques are being implemented, then 
minimum lot width is 60 feet”
Resolution:
Agree



Clarification

5.5.7 – Minimum 
Development 
Standards

Comment Received:
Add clarification that paving is required when development is accessing a 
public unpaved road.

Resolution:
Agree. Will clarify as requested. Will need to also increase landscape buffer 
to 20 feet between lots and adjacent unpaved road to mitigate dust impacts 
and complaints from the new homes.



Clarification

5.5.9 – Minimum 
Development 
Standards

Comments Received:
Add clarification that the 2nd access does not have to be built by the 50th lot 
but rather during some future phase of the project. Add clarification that 
variance can be requested for sites that are unable to meet this 
requirement. Additional comment received stating one access is sufficient 
for developments containing up to 100 lots.

Resolution:
Agree. Will clarify that 2nd access needs to be shown on the phasing plan and 
clearly indicate the phase in which the 2nd access point will be constructed. 
Will also clarify variance process in this section.

ISO guidelines state that developments over 30 lots require a 2nd access 
point for public safety. We are increasing the number of lots above ISO 
guidelines by requiring at 50 lots. It would create safety issues to increase 
the number of lots that require 2nd access any further.



Clarification

5.5.14 – Traffic Study 
Requirements

Comments Received: Why does this state a qualified traffic engineer and 
not a professional traffic engineer?

Resolution: Will update to clarify it must be a PE with experience in traffic 
impact studies and approved by the County Engineer or their designee.



Clarification

5.6 – Street Design 
Standards

Comment Received:
Provide utility corridors and consider allowing some utilities to be below the 
street and/or sidewalks. Add clarification for when the Alternative Street 
Section is to be used.

Resolution:
Agree. Will revise to allow street trees outside of the ROW but no further 
than 5 feet from ROW line. Alternative Street Section will be clarified to be 
required on streets where lots are between 60 feet and 80 feet in width.



Clarification

5.6 – Street Design 
Standards

Comment Received:
Add cross grades of sidewalks must comply with current ADA requirements.

Resolution:
Agree.



Clarification

5.12.2(f) 

Comment Received:
Can we modify the solid sod of drainage features to allow for permanent 
sold stand of vegetation?

Add “On wet ponds, sod should be placed on the slope to the water level. 
On dry ponds, sod will be placed on the entire slope.” Also, clarify that only 
disturbed common areas require seed and mulch.

Resolution:
Agree. We can amend and clarify that solid stand of vegetation is 
acceptable.



Clarification

5.12.2(j) 

Comment Received:
Needs clarification on when fencing would be required.

Resolution:
Agree. Will remove this sentence



Clarification

5.12.4(c) 
Comment Received:
Remove FFE requirement for Preliminary Plat requirements. At this stage, 
only generalized drainage design is complete, and it would be nearly 
impossible to accurately establish finished floor elevations.

Resolution:
Agree. Will remove this sentence



Clarification

5.13.2 – Construction 
Best Management 
Practices

Comment Received:
The Zoning Ordinance already has CBMP provisions. Some of the provisions 
in the Subdivision Regulations appear to be duplicate of the Zoning 
Ordinance while other areas are different but share a common theme. In 
addition to regulating construction activity rather than the division of land, 
proposed Section 5.13 raises the concern that having two sets of CBMP 
requirements creates the potential for inconsistent and possibly 
contradicting provisions.

Resolution:
The Subdivision Regulations establishes construction standards for 
development activities, and it is appropriate to include CBMPP standards 
within the Subdivision Regulations. The intent of this revision is to have the 
same CBMPP standards in both regulatory documents as not all areas of the 
County are zoned. It is expected there would be duplication between the 
Zoning Ordinance & Subdivision Regulations. We will update to ensure that 
both regulations contain the same language.



Clarification

5.13.2(a) – 
Construction Best 
Management 
Practices

Comment Received:
Insert “QCP” after Design Engineer. QCP is who ensures the stormwater 
plan is administered properly.

Resolution:
Agree.



Clarification

5.13.2(a)2 – 
Construction Best 
Management 
Practices

Comment Received:
Need to clarify if the ADEM General NPDES Permit need to be issued or 
outline the requirements that need to be met.

Resolution:
Will clarify that the ADEM General NPDES Permit must be issued prior to 
Subdivision Permit NTP and commencement of construction.



Clarification

5.13.2(a)4 – 
Construction Best 
Management 
Practices

Comment Received:
Can we modify the solid sod of drainage features to allow for permanent 
sold stand of vegetation?

Clarify that only disturbed common areas require seed and mulch.

What is required for areas that may not be built on within 6 months?

Resolution:
Agree. We can amend and clarify that solid stand of vegetation is 
acceptable. Only disturbed areas require seed and mulch. Will delete the last 
sentence as it is redundant. 



Clarification

5.13.3(d) – 
Construction Best 
Management 
Practices

Comment Received:
Need to explicitly clarify what constitutes “continued compliance issues or 
impacts” and what warrants a stop work order being issued.

Resolution:
Agree. We will clarify that “continued compliance issues” are sites that have 
more than 3 CBMPP compliance violations within a 60-day period. Will add 
clarification that stop work order can only be issued on sites that meet this 
definition of continued compliance issues.



Clarification

5.16(b) – 
Special 
Requirements 
for RV Parks/
Campgrounds

Comment Received:
Commercial Turnout Permit would require roadway design and drainage 
calculations to be complete. Why would this be needed prior to submitting a 
PUD application? This wouldn’t be feasible unless an applicant pursued civil 
design prior to submitting for PUD.

Resolution:
We need to be able to assess the roadway access for the vehicles that will be 
accessing the RV park. We can revise to only require roadway assessment 
that will verify existing roadway has proper geometry for the design vehicle.



Establish Review Timeframes
4.6.1 – Final Platting Procedure

Comment Received:
There needs to be additional clarity of what is included in the 
Engineer’s Cost Estimate and there should be an outlined 
timeline from review and approval of the Engineers Cost 
Estimate

Resolution:
Agree. Will clarify No Deficiency Letter must be issued within 14 
days of site inspection with no deficiencies found and Engineers 
Cost Estimate must be reviewed and approved or comments 
issued within 14 days of submittal.



Establish Review Timeframes
4.6.5 – Final Plat Review

Comment Received:
Timeline for review and notice of deficiencies need to be 
explicitly outlined. Proposed timeline for review: 30 days

Resolution:
Agree. Will clarify Final Plat must be reviewed and approved or 
comments provided within 30 days of complete application.



Establish Review Timeframes
5.15(b) – Final Plat Review

Comment Received:
Propose to add a 14-day review period once an Applicant has 
submitted a Final Plat Application.

Resolution:
Agree. Will clarify No Deficiency Letter must be issued within 14 
days of site inspection with no deficiencies found and Final Plat 
must be reviewed and approved or comments provided within 
30 days of complete application.



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.1 – 
Reservation of Land for 
Public Purposes

Comment Received:
How can the Planning Commission determine the necessity of schools or fire 
stations. Let the BCBOE and Fire Departments their needs.

General comment to all of Article 6: Do not require landscaping as it will 
increase cost and HOA fees.

How can this be applied consistently? This is essentially giving the Planning 
Director, County Engineer, or their designee the ability to unofficially 
eminent domain private property.

Resolution:
Will remove Section 6.1. However, the ability to reserve right-of-way on 
existing roads will need to be clarified in Section 5.5.9.

Open space and landscaping provide long term value and livability of the 
neighborhoods being development. This has been acknowledged by 
stakeholders. We are balancing open space and landscape requirements 
carefully to minimize long term costs to HOAs.



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2 – Open 
Space

Comment Received:
Remove “or new phases of existing development” under subsection 
(a).

Reduce lot size requirement to 15,000SF or less

Remove subsection (b)

Resolution:
Agree to remove subsection (b)

Will clarify that this is for new phases of existing developments that 
have not received Preliminary Plat approval.

Under the currently proposed method of calculating required open 
space the lot size requirement should not be less than 30,000 SF to 
properly balance public/private open space requirements. However, 
if it is determined we should use the proposed method of calculating 
required open space (will discuss on next slide) this statement would 
be removed.



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2 – Open 
Space

Comment Received:
I do believe that Open Space is needed in developments once they have a 
certain number of lots, and especially when the lots are smaller with not 
much space in the yards. I have found that they encourage more density 
and smaller lots, in order to make up for the cost of land lost. We need a way 
to provide Open Space and encourage larger lots. My proposal is to base the 
Open Space on the number of units, as opposed to a flat percentage. 



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2 – Open 
Space

Resolution:
This is a common approach that would provide a mechanism to tie 
usable open space requirements to the context of the density being 
proposed. Would be better to categorize the lot sizes by square 
footage rather than width as area of open space is what is important 
so all measures should be by area rather than width. Proposed 
changes:

<15,000sf

15,000sf –
30,000sf

600sf/ Lot

400sf/ Lot

Total Open Space

1,000sf/lot

Usable



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2 – Open 
Space

Example:
120 lot subdivision: 60 lots <15,000sf, 60 lots 15,000 to 30,000sf
60x600sf/lot = 36,000sf
60x400sf/lot = 24,000sf
Total usable open space required= 60,000sf
120x1000sf/lot = 120,000sf Total minimum open space required



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2 – Open 
SpaceComment Received:

For PUDs the usable open space should not include landscape and/or LID 
facility areas. PUD allow for unique planning with smaller lots but 
specifically for the reason to have usable open space for the residents when 
the lots & yards are smaller

Resolution:
Agree. Will clarify that PUDs cannot calculate landscape areas or LID 
facilities in the usable open space calculation.



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2.3 – 
Ownership & 
Maintenance

Comment Received: 6.2.3(a) is inconsistent with the Zoning Ordinance. 
Subdivision Regulations state “open space shall be held in common 
ownership” while Zoning Ordinance states “open space may be owned in 
common by residents”.

Who is responsible for maintaining landscaping? County or 
HOA/Homeowners?

Response: The Zoning Ordinance will be updated to clarify that open space 
shall be held in common ownership.
The HOA or homeowners are currently responsible for maintaining the 
common areas and stormwater facilities. The required landscaping would be 
maintained as part of the common areas. Landscaping requirements are 
minimal and promote native vegetation that requires minimal maintenance.

Comment Received: How long can Planning Staff determine dead or dying 
trees and require them to be replaced?

Resolution: This would only occur during the maintenance bond period (2 
years). All required improvements are required to be covered by a 2-year 
maintenance bond and prior to releasing the bond all required 
improvements must be inspected and accepted. Replacing trees would be a 
requirements of the developer in order to get their bond released for the 
project.



Open Space 
Requirements

6.2.4(a)– 
Design 
Requirements

Comment Received:
1. “To the extent practicable, be centrally located and designed as an 
integral part of the Development” This is open to interpretation. Define 
what “the extent practicable” means. How will it be ensured this is applied 
consistently when it is open to discretion and ambiguous? 

Proposed Change: ” Shall provide centrally located community gathering 
areas and play spaces that are integral to the livability of the Development.”

2. Be of appropriate dimensions accommodate active and passive 
recreational activities. This is also open to interpretation. Define what 
“appropriate dimensions” means. How will it be ensured this is applied 
consistently when it is open to discretion and ambiguous? 

Proposed Change: “Be of appropriate size as described in Figure 6.1 to 
accommodate active and passive recreational activities.”



Open Space 
Requirements

6.2.4(a)– 
Design 
Requirements

Comment Received:
3. Be accessible to the largest practicable number of lots or units within the 
development. Define what “Be accessible to the largest practicable number 
of lots or units within the development” means. How will it be ensured this is 
applied consistently when it is open to discretion and ambiguous? It would 
be clearer to state “open space must have at minimum one access point or 
area”. 

Proposed Change: “Be accessible to all lots or units within the 
Development and shall not be isolated to the rear of lots in a manner that 
limits accessibility within the Development.”

Lots or units should face or be adjacent to open space. Non-adjoining lots or 
units shall be provided with safe and convenient pedestrian access to open 
space in the form of sidewalks within the street right-of-way and pedestrian 
paths or sidewalks within open space areas. Are roads and or sidewalks 
considered “safe and convenient pedestrian access”? How will it be ensured 
this is applied consistently when it is open to discretion and ambiguous?

Proposed Change: “Lots or units should face or be adjacent to open space. 
Non-adjoining lots or units shall be connected by safe and convenient 
pedestrian access to open space in the form of sidewalks within the street 
right-of-way, or pedestrian paths and/or sidewalks within open space areas.



Open Space 
Requirements

6.2.4(a)– 
Design 
Requirements

Comment Received:
4. Depending on the size of the development, provide sidewalks and/or 
trails through the open space area. Depending on what size of 
development? How will it be ensured this is applied consistently when it is 
open to discretion and ambiguous? If this provision will only be applicable to 
certain size subdivisions, it needs to be clearly stated.

Proposed Change: “Developments with greater than 80 cumulative acres 
within all phases, provide sidewalks and/or trails throughout the open space 
area.”

5. Connect to adjacent open space areas to provide a network of open space 
throughout the community. This isn’t always feasible and could 
unintentionally limit the areas of proposed open space. Define what is 
considered “adjacent”. Will be there certain distance limitations in order to 
be considered adjacent or not? 

Proposed Change: “Usable Open Spaces within the Development shall be 
connected through sidewalks or pedestrian trails to provide a network of 
Open Space throughout the Development. Sidewalks constructed along the 
streets within the Development can be utilized to safely connect usable 
Open Spaces.”



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2.4(b) – 
Usable Open Space

Comment Received: There needs to be clear guidelines about what 
is approvable or not as it relates to natural areas being considered 
open space.

Resolution: Will clarify that all areas that include jurisdictional 
wetlands, natural wetland buffers, other undisturbed natural areas, 
and landscape buffers will be considered open space but not 
calculated towards usable open space requirements.

Comment Received: Define what are considered “steep slopes” or 
“other areas considered unusable”.

Resolution: Will clarify steep slopes would be any slope greater than 
8%. Will remove “other areas considered unusable.

Comment Received: 6.2.4(b) 50% of the required open space must 
be “usable open space”. This term need to be defined

Resolution: Agree. Will add definition of usable open space.



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.2.4(b) – 
Usable Open Space

Comment Received: Applicant must “demonstrate to the satisfaction of 
Planning Commission staff” that land can be used as an amenity. How can it 
be ensured it will be applied consistently? 

Proposed Change: “Land utilized for drainage and stormwater 
management shall not be counted as open space unless the stormwater 
facility is a wet pond and contains amenities such as walking paths that will 
safely activate the area.”

Comment Received: Areas where LID techniques are used “may qualify” — 
this needs to be changed to will qualify. 

Resolution: Will update to will qualify as usable open space within 
developments that meet LID Standards established in Section 5.11.3.



Open Space 
Requirements

Section 6.3– 
Landscaping & 
Buffers

Comment Received: General comment: Remove landscaping requirements 
it will be additional costs to the homeowners and HOA.

Response: Landscaping & buffering is an important component of 
preserving property values and buffering adjacent uses from the new 
development. This topic is highlighted each Planning Commission meeting 
from the public and the Planning Commission members and is important to 
incorporate to promote smart and sustainable growth. Landscaping 
requirements are minimal compared to other jurisdictions to minimize long 
term maintenance costs.

Comment Received: Define what is considered “minor deviations from the 
requirements”.

Resolution: Will remove this sentence.



Open Space 
Requirements

6.3.2(a)2– 
Street Trees

Comment Received:
Where does the Street Trees need to be planted. If planted within the ROW 
they could conflict with utility corridors. Does the County want irrigation 
within the ROW?

Resolution: We will update the text to allow street trees within the front 
yard of the lots within 5 feet of the ROW line. We do not want to encourage 
utility conflicts or irrigation within the ROW.



Stormwater Requirements
Example Stormwater Techniques



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.2(b) – 
General 
Requirements

Comment Received:
This should not be required if the drainage study accurately takes into 
account the predevelopment drainage conditions, and discharge is returned 
to the natural sheet flow drainage pattern.

Resolution: Agree. Will revise to clarify.



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.(f) – 
General 
Requirements

Comment Received: Do not agree that upstream flows cannot pass through 
required detention area. When done correctly this should be encouraged to 
regulate downstream impacts.

Resolution: Agree. Will revise to remove this sentence.

Comment Received: Requirements of this section should be the discretion 
of the PE for the proposed development.

Resolution: The remainder of this section is necessary to clearly define what 
the stormwater calculations must consider in order to protect downstream 
public stormwater facilities and downstream properties. This will clarify 
these requirements that are unclear in the current regulations.



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.3 – LID & 
Green 
Infrastructure

Comment Received: On what basis will the County determine if LID 
Standards are met to achieve 60’ minimum lot width? 

Resolution: Will clarify that LID standards will be met when the 
development provides documentation that LID techniques established in 
the Alabama LID Handbook are being utilized to achieve a run-off rate 
reduction of 1” from pre-development conditions, sediment reduction of 
80% is achieved, and nutrient reduction of 50% is achieved. 

The Alabama LID Handbook provides guidance for the sediment and 
nutrient reduction that each LID technique provides.



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.3 – LID & 
Green 
Infrastructure



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.3 – LID & 
Green 
Infrastructure



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.3 – LID & 
Green 
Infrastructure

Comment Received: LID facilities are smaller in nature and need to be 
installed at the source of the runoff and often will need to be installed in the 
ROW. Can we add this allowance in this section?

Resolution: LID facilities should be placed outside of the County ROW to 
eliminate conflicts with other infrastructure within the County ROW. 
Additionally, development incentives are associated with the use of LID 
techniques, therefore public ROWs should not be used to achieve 
development incentives.

Comment Received: Clarify that if LID standards are met the developer 
qualifies for reduced lot width of 60 feet.

Resolution: Agree. Will clarify that if LID standards are met and gravity 
sewer is provided within the development, the development shall be 
allowed 60-foot minimum lot width.



Stormwater/
LID 
Requirements

5.11.3(c) – LID 
& Green 
Infrastructure

Comment Received: The County Engineer or designee has the authority to 
exempt requirements. How can this be guaranteed to be applied 
consistently if application is at the discretion of the County Engineer or 
designee?

Resolution: Will remove this sentence as requested.

Comment Received: Request LID techniques be removed until Baldwin 
County has clearly outline the proposed regulations, techniques, and 
manner in which they will be applied consistently and equitably.

Resolution: We have now clarified how LID techniques will be reviewed and 
what metrics must be achieved to gain LID bonuses. There is no need to 
remove.



Stormwater/
LID Requirements

5.12.3(d) – Minimum 
Requirements for 
Stormwater Facilities 
& Design Criteria

Comment Received: Proposed re-write: The method of determining 
stormwater runoff shall be as follows: the Engineer may use the Rational 
Method for determining inlet spacing, roadway spread, and the sizing of 
opened and closed pipe network and collection basins. For areas greater 
than 200 acres, the Engineer may use Regression Equations (rural or urban) 
or SCS Method only.

Resolution: Agree. Will clarify “the Engineer shall use the Rational Method 
for determining inlet spacing, roadway spread, and the sizing of opened and 
closed pipe network and collection basins.”



Stormwater/
LID Requirements

5.12.3(i) – Minimum 
Requirements for 
Stormwater Facilities 
& Design Criteria

Comment Received: Can we modify to say “existing stormwater culverts in 
existing County ROW”? Given the flat topography in many parts of Baldwin 
County a pressured stormwater system is sometimes necessary. I 
understand we do not want to surcharge culverts that were not designed to 
be submerged but properly designed pressure systems in new projects 
needs to be allowed.

Resolution: Agree. Will clarify that existing culverts cannot be surcharged. 
Will also clarify that new systems that are designed to be pressurized would 
be allowed with the approval of the County Engineer.



Stormwater/
LID Requirements

5.12.5(i) – 
Stormwater 
Management 
Construction Plan 
Requirements

Resolution: Agree. Will revise with these proposed changes.

Comment Received: Do the subdivision regulations identify when a master 
lot grading plan is required?

Resolution: Yes. 5.12.5(h) requires that subdivisions with lots less than 
40,000 sf must set FFE and provide master lot grading plan. Will clarify 
5.12.5(h) to make this clearer.

Comment Received:



Stormwater/
LID Requirements

5.12.5(i) & (e) – 
Stormwater 
Management 
Construction Plan 
Requirements

Comment Received5.12.5(i): If the lot grading plan is a part of the approved 
construction plans County staff can require the lots be built exactly to those 
plans. Will the homebuilder be able to use another engineering firm to 
produce lot grading plants? Due to this, if a lot grading plan is required in 
construction plans, it should include proposed minimum FFEs, direction of 
stormwater flow and lot grading detail only. This gives the contractor and 
homebuilder enough information to grade the lots to match the engineer’s 
intent for stormwater management. The detail could look something like 
this graphic.

Resolution: This is what we would expect for lot grading plan. Enough 
information that the future homebuilder (and their engineer) could grade 
the lot to work with the intent of the engineer of record of the development.  
We will add a graphic similar to this to clearly describe that this is what is 
required.
Comment Received5.12.5(e): Change “cross section” to “typical section”

Resolution: Agree



Stormwater/
LID Requirements

5.12.5(i) – 
Stormwater 
Management 
Construction Plan 
Requirements



Utility Requirements
4.5.1 – Preliminary Plat Application Procedure & Requirements

Comment Received: The utility willingness and capabilities letter is a communication tool used to confirm/document the 
understanding between the developer and utility provider that utility service is available and will be provided to the 
development, subject to certain terms and conditions the developer must meet as referenced in the letter. The willingness 
and capabilities letter also serves as notice to the County Commission and Planning and Zoning Department that the utility is 
willing and able to provide service to the development, subject to certain terms and conditions being met

Response: During prior communications with utility companies, it was requested that we clearly specify what is needed in 
the written report with the ability to serve the development. The added text is the clarification that was requested. It is 
standard planning and engineering practice to evaluate the level of service for all infrastructure impacted by new 
development to ensure development approvals are consistent with available capacities and capabilities of expansion to 
accommodate the proposed development. 



Utility Requirements
4.5.1 – Preliminary Plat Application Procedure & Requirements

Comment Received: The Alabama Department of Environmental Management is responsible for permitting and oversight 
of wastewater treatment facilities.
Response: Agree. We are not attempting to regulate any wastewater treatment facility. We are evaluating the level of 
service available to serve proposed developments which is within our regulatory authority and standard planning and 
engineering practice. The information regarding the receiving wastewater treatment plant ADEM permit number, permitted 
capacity, and peak flows is being requested to evaluate the level of service and ability of the utility provider to serve the 
development which is within the authority of the County to evaluate.

Comment Received: BCSS respectfully asserts that some of the proposed amendments seeking to regulate the provisions 
of service by utilities is beyond the authority of the county to regulate the subdivision of land. For example, the permitting, 
capacity, operation, and maintenance of wastewater treatment facilities are under the jurisdiction of ADEM.
Response: The proposed revisions are within the legal authority given to the County to regulate the subdivision of property 
and establish development standards. We are not attempting to regulate wastewater treatment facilities. We are evaluating 
the level of service of all required infrastructure, including utilities, to ensure the public infrastructure has the ability to 
serve the proposed development. We will discuss this in detail on the following slides.



Utility Requirements
4.5.1 – Preliminary Plat Application Procedure & Requirements



Utility Requirements
4.5.1 – Preliminary Plat Application Procedure & Requirements

Comment Received: At the time of Preliminary Plat application, the development design has not been finalized. 
Information pertaining to the number of lots, size of lots, lot layout, infrastructure design, infrastructure type, street layout, 
utility easements, etc. are not in final form and are subject to conditions or changes required by Planning Commission. 
Therefore, the current Baldwin County Subdivision regulations regarding the provisions of utility services are sufficient to 
establish the availability of utility service.  Final utility design for improvements outside of the proposed development are 
completed after preliminary plat approval and should be included in the construction plan review.

Response: Preliminary Plat application does establish lot & street layout, lot size, and number of lots so this is the stage 
where the level of service of the required utilities must be evaluated. Will clarify that the required information for necessary 
upgrades and/or extensions do not have to be engineered plans. However, we must require enough information be provided 
for the required upgrades to properly condition the approval of the preliminary plat to ensure the necessary upgrades are 
included. Final engineering design of the utility upgrades will only be required with the construction plan submittal and 
review.



Utility Requirements
4.5.1 – Preliminary Plat Application Procedure & Requirements

Comment Received: State law gives the County the authority to regulate the subdivision of land, but the grant of authority 
to regulate subdivisions does not give the county the authority to dictate and/or control the operation, management and 
construction outside of the land which is being subdivided.

Response: State law gives the County authority to require standards for roadway, drainage, and utilities within the boundary 
of the subdivision of property. We are not dictating or controlling the operation, management and construction of utilities 
outside of the boundaries of the subdivision.  If improvements are needed for roadway, drainage, or utilities outside of the 
boundary of the subdivision, it is the responsibility of the design engineer and/or utility provider to provide the necessary 
studies and plan for improvements to provide the level of service needed to serve the subdivision. 



Utility Requirements

5.2.5 (b) – Sanitary 
Sewer System



Utility Requirements
5.2.5(b) – Sanitary Sewer System

Comment Received: This provision is internally inconsistent in that the first two sentences suggest that the use of gravity 
systems is preferred but not required, while the last two sentences suggest that using gravity system is a requirement that 
can only be waived if the engineer can justify.

Resolution: Agree. Will correct this section to clearly state it is a requirement unless waiver is granted.

Comment Received: Waiver should be granted by the County Engineer instead of the Planning Commission

Resolution: Agree. Will correct this to indicate waiver must be granted by the County Engineer.



Utility Requirements
5.2.5(b) – Sanitary Sewer System

Comment Received: The proposed amendments to the subdivision regulations purport to limit the use of low-pressure 
sewer collection systems and the use of grinder pumps, which is a viable and proven system for the collection and 
transmission of wastewater for treatment along with gravity systems. In addition, in many areas that are subject to high 
levels of rain, wetland areas, and areas subject to flooding and/or significant surface drainage, gravity systems, which are 
open systems which utilize manholes and other components which are not completely enclosed, allow the inundation of 
stormwater into the wastewater collection system resulting in significant increases of water in the system, which can result 
in sewer overflows. The design of the system should be left to the utility provider (and the engineer of record) which will be 
ultimately responsible for its construction, operation, and maintenance in accordance with ADEM requirements.

Response: The ability to obtain a waiver from this requirement will allow the utility provider, engineer of record, and County 
Engineer to evaluate if the site is not feasible for gravity sewer should the conditions described be present with the proposed 
development. These sites will be the minority so the regulation must be written to require gravity for all sites unless it is 
proven to be unfeasible from an engineering perspective. The use of gravity systems is standard engineering practice as it is 
more reliable and maintained by the utility provider while also reducing the short-term and long-term costs to the 
homeowners.



Utility Requirements

5.2.5 – Sanitary 
Sewer System

Low 
Pressure Gravity



Utility Requirement

5.2.5 – Sanitary 
Sewer System

Private Property

Private Property

Street Right-of-Way
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Utility Requirements

5.2.5 – Sanitary 
Sewer System



Utility Requirements

5.2.5 – Sanitary 
Sewer System



Utility Requirements

5.2.5(c) – Provisions 
of Broadband Service

Comment Received: There are satellite options for service and different 
providers can have different conduit requirements so installing conduit 
without know who the future provider could be potentially a waste.

Resolution: This requirement was added in response to the large number of 
complaints that the County Commissioners have been receiving from 
neighborhoods where broadband companies are coming in after 
development is complete to install fiber which is damaging homeowner’s 
yards and streets within the development. If this requirement is 
problematic, it can be removed, however, this will lead to additional 
complaints from homeowners and residents after the development is 
complete.



Utility Requirements

5.2.5(d) – Easements

Comment Received: Conflicting easement width requirement. The 
paragraph does not differentiate between external and internal rear and 
side easement requirements.
Resolution: Agree. Will update and clarify required easement width 15 feet 
on rear and side lot lines on the exterior boundary of the development and 
10 feet easements along the rear and side lot lines internal to the 
development. 



Enforcement
Article 13

Comment Received: There were numerous comments questioning the policing powers that the proposed amendments to 
Article 13 would give the County. Specific comments questioned that why an alleged violation would initiate enforcement 
activities prior to being confirmed by County staff.

Response: The proposed amendments are an attempt to unify our enforcement language across all regulatory documents 
to ensure there is consistent enforcement in all areas and remove as much interpretation as possible. 

If the County Commission feels this is unnecessary, the current enforcement section of the Subdivision Regulations can 
remain as currently adopted. However, if the County Commission choses to update this section and create unified 
enforcement language within the development regulations, the draft will be updated to clarify that enforcement actions can 
only begin once a violation has been verified by County staff. The updates will also clarify the additional clarification 
comments that were received.



Recommendation & Timeframe to Complete 
Proposed Amendments

1. Staff recommends the comments be addressed as outlined today and 
incorporated into the Subdivision Regulation Amendments

2. Staff recommends that the revised amendments be advertised as required 
by the Code of Alabama and Article 12 of the Baldwin County Subdivision 
Regulations. The advertisement timeline will be scheduled to allow the 
required public hearing to be held on January 7, 2025. The Baldwin County 
Commission can consider adopting the proposed amendments at the 
January 7, 2025 regular meeting.



QUESTIONS?

Email: planning@baldwincountyal.gov
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