
SCC	HOA	BOARD	MEETING	
February	18,	2014	

(Combined	Meeting	for	January	&	February	2014)	
	
PROPOSED	AGENDA:	

I. Review	and	Finalize	Minutes	from	Previous	Board	Meeting:	
A. Verify	November/December	combined	meeting	minutes	have	

been	reviewed,	approved,	subsequently	adopted	as	appropriate	
and	forwarded	for	website	posting.	

	

II. Old	/	Unfinished	/	Pending	Business	
A. Open	Discussion	
	

III. Treasurer’s	Report	
A. Posted	expenditures	/	Balance	sheet	report	
B. Discuss	appropriate	procedure	for	issuance	of	collection	notice	to	

new	homeowner	for	normal	fees	due	at	new	home	closing,	which	
did	not	occur	in	this	instance.			
	

IV. Committee	Reports:	
A. Open	Discussion	
B. Discussion	of	HOA	violation	correspondence	and	property	issues		

‐	status	
	

V. Open	discussion	/	Miscellaneous	
A. General	Comments	

	

VI. Next	meeting	date,	time	and	location	
	 	



The	monthly	Sandy	Creek	Cove	HOA	Board	meeting	was	held	on	Tuesday,	
February	18,	2014	at	the	home	of	Andy	Federico.	This	is	a	combined	meeting	
for	January/February	2014.	Present	at	the	meeting:	Jim	Strickland,	Mike	
Archer,	Andy	Federico,	and	Vicki	Smith.	
	
I.	 Review	and	Finalize	Minutes	from	Previous	Board	Meeting:	

A.	 Verify	November/December	combined	meeting	minutes	have	been	
reviewed,	approved,	subsequently	adopted	as	appropriate	and	
forwarded	for	website	posting.	November/December	2013	
minutes	were	approved	as	written	via	email.	All	minutes	for	the	
2014	fiscal	year	(July	2013	through	December	2013)	have	been	
approved	and	have	been	sent	to	Jeff	Sligar	for	posting	to	the	HOA	
website.		

	
II.	 Old	/	Unfinished	/	Pending	Business	

A. Open	Discussion	
1. Andy	still	needs	to	post	his	biographical	information	for	the	

website.	He	will	make	sure	this	is	posted	ASAP.	
2.	 Jim	noted	that	two	lights	were	out	on	the	Floyd's	corner.	

Mike	shared	that	the	wiring	had	melted	going	into	the	bulb	
housing,	as	happened	on	the	Bailey's	corner.	Since	this	is	a	
continuing	problem	for	both	corners,	it	was	recommended	
that	all	the	fixtures	be	replaced	with	new	fixtures,	like	the	
four	lights	already	replaced	on	the	Bailey	corner.	A	motion	
was	made	to	replace	all	the	remaining	lights,	purchasing	six	
more	now.	Mike	will	replace	the	fixtures	as	they	burn	out.	
The	motion	passed.		

3.	 Mike	reported	that	the	landscape	management	company	
trimmed	back	the	bushes,	grasses,	and	roses.	The	solar	
lights	appear	to	be	working	well.	The	landscape	committee	
will	schedule	a	meeting	to	do	spring	clean‐up	and	seasonal	
planting.	

4.	 Jim	noted	that	a	previous	board	member	was	contacted	
earlier	in	the	year	via	email	concerning	moving	forward	
with	the	Covenants	&	ByLaws,	as	he	has	the	previous	
information	compiled	by	the	committee.	So	far	there	has	
been	no	response.	Vicki	shared	that	they	have	been	out	of	
town.	Jim	discussed	the	revisions	of	the	Covenants	&	
ByLaws.	He	wants	to	make	sure	there	is	a	written	response,	
yes	or	no,	from	all	property	owners,	before	any	changes	are	
confirmed.	Plans	are	to	move	forward	with	making	



revisions	to	the	Covenants	&	ByLaws,	with	more	descriptive	
and	detailed	language	in	the	revision	to	address	issues.		

5.	 Jim	addressed	the	Collections	Policy	with	regard	to	having	a	
maximum	amount	allowed	to	accrue	for	repeated	violations.	
There	is	currently	a	$500	cap	on	violation	fees.	The	Board	
has	been	very	lenient	with	minor	violations	for	the	past	
year.	In	an	effort	to	be	fair	to	all	homeowners,	the	Board	will	
need	to	address	violations	more	firmly.	Jim	shared	his	
thoughts	about	having	fee	levels	increase	for	violations	that	
have	not	been	addressed	by	the	homeowner	after	repeated	
courtesy	reminders.	With	a	$500	cap	on	fees,	there	is	minor	
incentive	for	the	homeowner	to	address	the	problem.	This	
concept	was	previously	a	concern	of	the	Board	when	the	
Collection	Policy	was	created.	Jim	requested	that	the	board	
consider	whether	there	needs	to	be	a	cap	on	fines,	and	
address	this	again	at	the	next	board	meeting.	

6.	 The	issue	of	4‐wheelers	out	late	at	night	in	the	
neighborhood	during	the	recent	snow	and	ice	was	
discussed,	per	request	of	one	of	the	neighbors.	It	was	
determined	that	it	would	probably	do	more	harm	to	address	
the	issue,	when	this	was	going	to	be	a	time‐limited	issue.	
The	people	were	just	out	having	a	good	time	in	the	snow,	if	
a	little	late	at	night.	This	is	not	something	that	happens	
regularly.	While	there	is	a	Nuisance	ordinance	in	the	
Covenants,	it	would	be	difficult	to	put	a	time	limit	on	noisy	
parties,	including	HOA	functions	in	cul‐de‐sac's,	since	they	
happen	infrequently.	There	are	bigger	issues	to	address.	
This	may	be	an	issue	that	neighbors	should	address	
individually	if	they	are	concerned	or	upset.	

	
III.	 Treasurer’s	Report	

A. Posted	expenditures	/	Balance	sheet	report:	
1. Andy	shared	the	current	budget	and	expenditures	report.	

The	Holiday	Decorations	is	over	budget	due	to	the	purchase	
of	additional	wreaths	and	bows,	as	well	as	the	luminary	
purchases.	All	other	categories	are	within	budget.		

2. Andy	reported	that	several	cosmetic	changes	were	made	to	
the	Budget	Report	format:	date	corrections	for	income	tax	
and	annual	corporation	registration,	title	now	includes	the	
years,	and	electric	bill	combined	for	the	two	corners.	The	
Expenditures	report	was	also	revised	in	two	ways:	



expenditures	by	month	or	expenditures	by	category.	The	
Board	agreed	that	the	expenditures	by	category	is	a	good	
format,	very	clear	and	concise	on	expenditures.	

3. Andy	also	plans	to	write	a	brief	description	for	each	
category,	for	future	treasurers	to	have	as	a	reference	so	they	
know	what	is	included	in	each	category.	

4. Jim	questioned	if	there	was	an	official	location	for	all	HOA	
Board	documents	on	Gmail.	Vicki	reported	that	some	
documents	are	on	Google	Drive;	other	documents	are	
available	via	a	search	on	Gmail.	

B. Discuss	appropriate	procedure	for	issuance	of	collection	notice	to	
new	homeowner	for	normal	fees	due	at	new	home	closing,	which	
did	not	occur	in	this	instance:		
1. On	3‐13‐2013,	there	was	an	email	discussion	concerning	

possible	assessments	due	on	the	properties	at	329	BHL	and	
333	BHL,	when	the	land	was	purchased,	with	closing	
attorney,	Cathy	Lackey.	They	were	notified	that	no	
assessments	were	due	until	the	house	was	built	and	
occupied.	No	other	communication	was	made	with	the	
closing	attorney,	even	after	the	home	was	occupied.		

2. According	to	the	Covenants,	Section	4.04	c.,	there	should	be	
assessments	for	both	properties	upon	closing	or	occupation	
of	the	home.	There	is	an	initiation	fee,	and	prorated	annual	
assessment.	The	proration,	based	on	a	move‐in	date	of	
December	2013,	is	for	six	months.		

3. The	new	homeowner	should	pay	the	following	assessments	
for	329	and	333	BHL:	

HOA	initiation:	$200	+	$200	=	$400	
POC	initiation:	$100	+	$100	=	$200	
HOA	prorated	annual	dues:	$100	+	$100	=	$200	
POC	prorated	annual	dues:	$150	+	$150	=	$300	
Total	due	=	$1,100	(The	POC	portion	of	the	fees	to	be	
turned	over	to	the	POC	upon	payment.)	

They	will	be	offered	a	payment	option,	if	needed,	so	that	all	
fees	will	be	paid	prior	to	the	next	annual	assessment.	

	
IV.	 Committee	Reports:	

A.	 Open	Discussion	
1.	 Neighborhood	Watch	Committee	‐	Jim	will	get	that	going	

over	the	next	month.	
2.	 Landscape	Committee	‐	see	above.	The	seasonal	planting	



date	should	be	targeted	for	April	2014.	
B.	 Discussion	of	HOA	violation	correspondence	and	property	issues:	

Violations:	Architectural	Committee	reported	the	following	
violations:		
1.	 One	family’s	utility	trailer	is	still	visible	at	the	top	of	the	

driveway.		
2.	 At	another	home,	the	truck	on	the	trailer	is	now	parked	

behind	the	free‐standing	garage;	there	is	also	another	truck	
parked	beside	the	garage.	

3.	 Overnight	parking	at	the	end	of	the	upper	SCD	cul‐de‐sac.	
4.	 Trampoline	in	view	of	street	on	AW.	
5.		 Discussion	of	response	to	violations:	Jim	will	send	a	

violation	letter	to	the	family	regarding	their	trailer,	as	there	
has	been	no	response	to	courtesy	emails	and	personal	
contact.	Jim	will	follow‐up	on		trucks	parked	beside	and	
behind	the	garage.		Jim	will	check	to	see	whether	there	was	
a	response	to	parking	in	the	cul‐de‐sac	overnight.	As	to	the	
trampoline,	the	board	agreed	that	this	is	not	an	issue	that	
should	be	addressed.	The	trampoline	is	only	visible	because	
of	the	line	of	sight	across	the	corner	lot	to	that	lot.	There	are	
no	complaints	about	it	at	this	time.	The	ARC	should	
continue	to	report	violations	on	a	monthly	basis	to	the	HOA	
Gmail	account.	The	Board	will	address	all	the	issues.	

		
V.	 Open	discussion	/	Miscellaneous	

A.	 General	Comments:	Preparation	for	the	next	annual	meeting	
should	begin	in	April	2014.	

	
VI.	 Next	meeting	date,	time,	location	

A.	 The	next	HOA	Board	meeting	will	be	on	March	18,	2014	at	10:00	
am	at	Jim's	home.	

	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	

	
	
	

Vicki	M.	Smith,	Secretary	
	
	



SCC	HOA	BOARD	MEETING	
March	3,	2014	Addendum	to	February	18,	2014	Minutes	

	
Agenda	Items	to	be	Discussed:		
	
I.	Article	VI,	6.03	of	Sandy	Creek	Cove	Declaration	of	Covenants,	
Conditions	and	Restrictions:	Resubdivision	of	Property.		No	Lot	may	be	split,	
divided,	or	subdivided	for	sale,	resale,	gift,	transfer,	or	otherwise,	without	the	prior	written	
approval	of	the	Declarant	of	plans	and	specifications	for	such	split,	division	or	subdivision	
Notwithstanding	the	foregoing,	nothing	herein	shall	prevent	Declarant	or	the	Owners	of	any	
contiguous	Lot	from	combining	two	or	more	Lots	into	one	Lot	for	constriction	of	a	single	
residence	thereon;	provided,	however,	that	such	combined	Lot	may	not	be	subdivided	
thereafter;	and		provided	further,	that	the	Owner	of	the	residence	on	such	Lot	shall	be	
responsible	for	annual	and	special	assessments	based	on	the	number	of	Lots	combined	into	
one	Lot.		
	

Question	under	discussion:	When	combining	two	contiguous	lots	in	
Sandy	Creek	Cove	subdivision	into	one	lot	for	construction	of	a	single	
residence,	is	the	owner	of	the	residence	on	such	a	lot	responsible	for	
annual	and	special	assessments	based	on	the	number	of	lots	combined	
into	one	lot,	or	only	for	one	lot?	

	
II.	Article	VI,	6.13	of	Sandy	Creek	Cove	Sandy	Creek	Cove	Declaration	of	
Covenants,	Conditions	and	Restrictions:	6.13	Animals	and	Pets.	No	animals,	
livestock	or	poultry	of	any	kind	maybe	raised,	bred,	kept,	or	permitted	on	any	Lot,	with	the	
exception	of	dogs,	cats,	or	other	usual	and	common	household	pets	in	reasonable	number.	No	
pets	shall	be	kept,	bred,	or	maintained	for	any	commercial	purpose.	Dogs,	which	are	
household	pets,	shall	at	all	times,	when	outside,	be	on	a	leash	or	within	an	allowable	fence.	No	
wild	or	game	animal	may	be	kept	as	a	pet	regardless	of	whether	any	permit	has	been	
obtained	by	the	owner	of	such	pet	from	the	State	of	Georgia	or	other	governmental	authority	
which	requires	permits	for	the	keeping	of	such	animals	unless	express	written	authority	is	
obtained	from	the	Association.	
	

Question	under	discussion:	Should	the	SCC	HOA	Board	support	an	
exemption	to	the	Covenants,	allowing	for	the	purchase	of	Lot	18,	in	the	
Brook	Hollow	Lane	cul‐de‐sac,	as	an	addition	to	the	existing	horse	farm	
property	on	Center	Hill	Church	Road.	

  



A	meeting	of	the	Sandy	Creek	Cove	HOA	Board	meeting	was	held	on	Monday,	
March	3,	2014	at	the	home	of	Jim	Strickland.	This	is	an	addendum	to	the	
meeting	on	February	18,	2014,	due	to	the	immediate	need	for	decisions	from	
the	HOA	Board	on	the	information	discussed.	Present	at	the	meeting:	Jim	
Strickland,	Mike	Archer,	Andy	Federico,	and	Vicki	Smith.	
	

Cropped	view	of	Sandy	Creek	Cove	Plat	for	area	in	question:	
	
	 	



I.	Question	under	discussion:	When	combining	two	contiguous	lots	in	
Sandy	Creek	Cove	subdivision	into	one	lot	for	construction	of	a	single	
residence,	is	the	owner	of	the	residence	on	such	a	lot	responsible	for	
annual	and	special	assessments	based	on	the	number	of	lots	combined	
into	one	lot,	or	only	for	one	lot?	

	
Issues	and	arguments	of	concern	related	to	this	topic:	
	
•	Does	the	potential	purchaser	of	this	property	(with	a	specific	plan	in	mind	
on	how	to	use	this	land)	assume	there	are	no	issues	to	be	resolved	or	
subsequently	approved	by	this	Board?	

	
•	Two	properties	were	purchased	by	one	family,	and	a	home	was	built	on	the	
property.	Is	the	house	built	on	the	smaller	parcel	(2+	acres)?		If	so,	there	is	
no	question	that	this	property	has	been	developed	and	the	family	is	in	
residence,	so	the	initiation	and	annual	fees	would	be	due.		However,	what	
about	the	larger	parcel	(14+	acres)?		Has	the	14+	acre	property	been	
developed	and	used	subjecting	it	to	initiation	and	annual	fees?		Are	the	two	
properties	still	separate	parcels	or	have	they	been	combined?		

		
•	Based	on	the	Covenant	wording,	as	written	and	interpreted	at	face	value,	if	
two	contiguous	lots	are	purchased	with	the	intent	of	building	one	house,	no	
matter	where	on	those	lots	the	house	sits,	the	family	would	be	subject	to	two	
assessments,	one	for	each	lot.	In	this	case,	it	appears	that	the	two	parcels	
were	purchased	to	build	a	home,	and	have	a	large	buffer	of	land	with	no	one	
building	on	it.	Therefore,	two	assessments	would	be	charged.		

		
•	The	previous	issue	is	particularly	important	for	pond	lots,	as	there	are	only	
seven	pond	lots	in	Sandy	Creek	Cove	from	which	to	generate	income	to	
maintain	the	pond	and	dam.	It	does	not	seem	likely	that	the	Covenants	
would	be	written	so	that	two	contiguous	pond	lots	could	be	joined	into	one	
piece	of	land	and	not	have	fees	for	both	lots	assessed.	The	wording	on	this	
topic	in	the	Covenants	was	designed	just	to	address	this	specific	situation.		

	
•	It	is	important	that	the	Board	and	the	property	owners	understand	the	
ramifications	and	are	in	agreement	with	the	decision	made	on	this	topic.	

	
Discussion:	After	discussing	the	above	items	via	email	and	in	person,	the	
board	was	in	disagreement	as	to	whether,	after	the	purchase	of	two	lots,	then	
building	one	home,	the	homeowner	should	be	assessed	as	two	lots	versus	



assessed	as	one	lot.	One	argument	was	that	this	particular	lot	was	purchased	
with	the	intent	of	building	one	home	and	using	both	lots,	and	should	be	
assessed	for	two	lots.	The	other	argument	was	that	the	two	lots	were	
purchased	with	the	intent	of	building	one	home,	and	holding	the	other	lot	for	
future	building	use,	and	should	be	assessed	for	only	one	lot.	A	related	question	
was	whether	the	house	was	built	on	one	lot,	or	crossed	the	property	line	
between	two	lots,	which	would	automatically	make	it	one	combined	lot,	
assessed	as	two	lots.	
	
After	discussion	of	the	wording	in	the	Covenants,	a	motion	was	made	to	bill	
two	initiation	fees	and	two	prorated	annual	assessments	for	the	two	pond	
lots.	There	was	no	question,	based	upon	wording	in	the	Covenants,	that	the	
Pond	Owner's	assessment	should	be	for	two	lots.	The	motion	passed	that	the	
lot	in	question	be	assessed	as	two	pond	lots,	as	contiguous	combined	
property.	The	Pond	Owner	assessment	invoice	will	be	forwarded	to	the	
Treasurer,	to	be	sent	jointly	with	the	HOA	assessment	invoice,	to	the	
homeowner.	
	
The	discussion	continued	further	to	consider	whether	the	lots	in	question	
should	be	assessed	as	one	lot	or	two	lots	for	the	purpose	of	Homeowner	
initiation	fee	and	annual	assessments.	The	wording	in	the	Covenants	on	this	
issue	was	further	discussed,	based	on	Article	IV,	4.04	(b)	(ii)	and	Article	VI,	
6.03.	The	Board	agreed	that	the	Covenant	wording	on	this	topic	was	not	
specific	enough	on	this	issue,	and	could	subsequently	be	interpreted	
differently,	depending	on	one’s	point	of	view.	After	much	discussion	on	the	
pros	and	cons	for	assessing	the	property	as	one	or	two	lots,	a	motion	was	
made	to	bill	the	Homeowner	initiation	fees	and	prorated	annual	assessments	
as	two	lots.	The	motion	passed	with	75%	agreement,	not	unanimous	
agreement.	The	board	authorized	the	Treasurer	to	bill	the	Homeowner	
initiation	fee	and	prorated	annual	assessments	for	the	two	lots.	
	 	



II.	Question	under	discussion:	Should	the	SCC	HOA	Board	support	an	
exemption	to	the	Covenants,	allowing	for	the	purchase	of	Lot	18,	in	the	
Brook	Hollow	Lane	cul‐de‐sac,	as	an	addition	to	the	existing	horse	farm	
property	on	Center	Hill	Church	Road.	
	

Issues	and	arguments	of	concern	related	to	this	topic:	
	

•	Vicki	shared	with	the	HOA	Board	via	email	on	February	25,	2014:	I	received	
a	phone	call	from	Kurt	Wilhelmi,	one	of	the	developers	of	Sandy	Creek	Cove,	
and	part	owner	of	Lot	18.	The	owner	of	the	horse	farm	on	Center	Hill	Church	
Road	contacted	Kurt	as	being	interested	in	purchasing	the	2	1/2	acre	parcel	
in	Sandy	Creek	Cove,	Lot	18,	at	the	end	of	the	Brook	Hollow	Lane	cul‐de‐sac.	
This	lot	is	between	Lot	19,	the	14	acre	parcel,	and	Lot	17,	the	vacant	corner	
lot	owned	by	one	of	the	original	builders.	The	horse	farm	owner	would	like	
to	add	the	additional	space	for	use	by	her	horse	farm.	Note:	This	same	
person	was	previously	interested	in	purchasing	the	14	acre	lot,	but	did	not	
pursue	the	purchase	further,	after	her	initial	interest.	

	
			Kurt	explained	to	Vicki	that	at	this	time	there	was	no	plan	to	build	a	house	
on	the	lot,	although	if	the	purchaser	ever	built	some	sort	of	structure,	the	
horse	farm	owner	would	comply	with	the	guidelines	in	the	Covenants	for	the	
structure.	The	frontage	on	Brook	Hollow	Lane	would	be	landscaped,	and	the	
rest	of	the	area	would	be	fenced	off.	Kurt	said	that	the	fencing	would	comply	
with	the	fencing	regulations	in	the	covenants.		

	
			Vicki	explained	to	Kurt	that	the	issue	will	be	presented	for	discussion	by	the	
HOA	Board,	and	he	will	be	contacted	with	a	decision	on	this	matter.	

	
•	The	Sandy	Creek	Cove	HOA	Covenants	and	By‐Laws	currently	prohibit	farm	
animals,	livestock	or	commercial	use	of	property	in	the	subdivision.	To	date,	
the	Board	has	not	had	occasion	to	discuss	how	this	issue	would	be	handled,	
should	a	request	for	a	waiver	of	this	restriction	be	submitted.	There	are	
numerous	issues	and	questions	to	be	considered	as	to	the	impact	or	visual	
effect	a	non‐resident	operation	such	as	described	would	have.	Some	of	these	
questions	about	the	property	and	what	it	will	be	utilized	for	are:	

	
1. What	would	be	seen	from	the	street	view?		How	would	the	property	

look?	
2. What	types	of	buildings	(if	any)	would	be	constructed	on	this	property	

and	where	specifically	on	the	property?	



3. Does	the	Board	have	the	authority	to	waive	a	Covenant	provision	
without	full	community	input?	

4. Should	Covenant	and	By‐Law	stipulations	be	imposed	if	this	property	
is	ever	resold?	

5. Are	there	any	restrictions	relative	to	the	Pond	Owners	Committee?	
6. Will	there	be	a	fencing	issue?	
7. Will	there	be	an	entrance	to	the	property	from	Brook	Hollow	Lane?	

Will	there	be	increased	traffic	in	this	instance?	
8. If	this	request	is	considered,	the	family	at	329	Brook	Hollow	Lane	

(Lots	19	and	20	inclusive)	and	the	property	owner	of	Lot	17,	the	
vacant	lot	on	the	corner	of	Brook	Hollow	Lane	and	Amelia	Way,	would	
need	to	be	informed	of	the	potential	sale,	and	be	in	agreement,	as	this	
land	abuts	their	properties,	and	could	potentially	impact	the	future	
sale	and/or	use	of	their	adjacent	properties.	

	
•	For	reference	purposes,	the	Board’s	previous	questions	and	concerns	that	
were	raised	when	the	horse	farm	owner	was	initially	interested	in	
purchasing	the	14	acre	parcel,	are	included	below:		

	
1. The	purchaser	would	need	to	seek	rezoning	and/or	a	special	

exemption/special	use	permit	for	this	property	through	Walton	County,	
as	the	property	is	now	zoned	R1.	

2. The	purchaser	would	need	provide	documentation	such	that	the	
property	could	only	be	used	in	the	same	way	purchaser	plans	to	use	it,	
by	any	owner	in	the	future	(ie:	a	future	owner	would	not	be	able	to	add	
other	animals,	make	it	a	training	facility,	etc.).	

3. Acceptance	by	the	HOA	Board	of	the	proposal	for	use	of	the	property	as	
a	horse	farm	is	pending	a	thorough	description/drawings	of	the	
proposed	land	development,	any	buildings	or	out‐buildings,	number	of	
horses,	and	how	the	land/horse	farm	will	be	used.	

4. Other	concerns:	Zoning	&	Rights	within	the	current	zoning	code,	
number	of	horses	allowed,	what	buildings	and	type	of	construction,	
location	of	visible	buildings,	use	of	property	(boarding,	lessons,	riding,	
personal	use),	waste	clean	up	and	removal,	and	flood	plain	issues.	

5. Additionally,	the	HOA	Covenants	would	require	modification	and	
agreement	by	vote	of	the	homeowners	for	acceptance	of	this	type	of	
land	use,	as	currently	no	farm	animals	are	allowed	on	any	property.		

	
•	The	Board	agreed	that	the	more	thought	that	is	given	to	this	request	the	
scarier	the	concept	sounds,	from	the	perspective	of	a	homeowner,	and	



representative	of	the	HOA	Board.	The	use	of	this	lot	for	a	horse	farm	deviates	
greatly	from	the	intended	community	development	plan.	There	are	a	lot	of	
details	to	be	considered	with	this	type	of	change.	The	original	development	
plan	was	for	single‐family	residences	to	be	constructed	and	occupied.	A	lot	of	
alteration	will	be	required	involving	the	covenants,	by	laws,	county	
ordinance	re‐zoning,	etc.,	in	order	for	this	to	happen.	There	would	obviously	
be	unforeseen	issues,	what	impact	this	would	this	create	for	the	neighboring	
properties,	and	so	on.	The	primary	concerns	would	be:	Are	we	opening	
Pandora's	Box	with	a	change	of	this	nature?	What	are	the	legal	challenges	in	
the	future	if	this	change	is	approved	and	a	future	request	is	denied	by	the	
Board?	What	are	the	ramifications	if	this	is	approved	and	a	request	for	an	
exception	to	have	animals,	livestock,	or	poultry	is	made	by	another	
homeowner	in	the	future?	

	
Discussion:	The	board	discussed	Article	VI,	6.13	of	the	Covenants,	the	
wording	of	which	clearly	prohibits	any	livestock	to	be	raised,	bred,	kept	or	
permitted	on	any	lot	in	Sandy	Creek	Cove.	After	further	discussion,	the	Board	
agreed	not	to	make	an	exception	to	the	Covenants	in	this	instance,	as	it	does	
not	benefit	the	HOA	to	have	a	horse	farm	on	Lot	18.	It	could	potentially	impact	
the	sale	of	Lot	17,	and	would	have	to	be	agreed	upon	by	the	owners	of	Lot	17	
and	19.	There	are	innumerable	other	potential	difficulties,	as	discussed	
previously,	with	such	an	exception	to	the	Covenants.	This	is	a	residential	
subdivision,	which	is	not	zoned	for	Agricultural	use.	The	property	can	only	be	
sold	for	residential	use	under	the	current	zoning.	A	motion	was	made	as	to	
whether	to	make	an	exception	to	the	Covenants	for	the	use	of	the	land	on	Lot	
18	as	a	horse	farm.	The	board	unanimously	agreed	that	no	exception	should	
be	made	in	this	instance,	and	the	property	should	only	be	sold	as	a	residential	
property.	
	
Other	Discussion:	Andy	questioned	whether	the	initial	Developers	remain	as	
Declarant,	as	described	in	the	Covenants.	Vicki	shared	that	the	Developers	
turned	the	subdivision	over	the	HOA	Board	to	manage,	prior	to	the	5	year	time	
line,	via	a	letter.	Vicki	will	provide	a	copy	of	the	letter	to	the	HOA	Board.	
	
The	meeting	was	adjourned.	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	

	
	
	
	

Vicki	M.	Smith,	Secretary	
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