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CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD 

 
 A meeting of the Indian River County (IRC) Code Enforcement Board (the 
Board) was held in the Commission Chambers at the County Administration 
Building, 1840 25th Street, Vero Beach, Florida on Monday, September 25, 2006 at 
1:30 p.m. 

 
Present were Chairman Karl Zimmermann, Realtor Appointee; Vice Chairman 

Joe Garone, General Contractor Appointee; Joe Petrulak, Subcontractor Appointee; 
Keith Hedin, Businessman Appointee; and Dana Stetser, Architect Appointee. 

 
Absent were Cliff Suthard, Member-at-Large Appointee and John Owens, 

Engineer Appointee (both excused). 
 
Also in attendance were IRC staff:  Will Collins, County Attorney; Roland 

DeBlois, Environmental and Code Enforcement Chief; Betty Davis, Debbie Clifford, 
Vanessa Carter Solomon, Rose Teague and Kelly Zedek, Code Enforcement 
Officers; Darcy Vasilas, Assistant to the Executive Aide; and Terri Collins-Lister, 
Staff Assistant IV.  Others present:  Attorney Suzanne Vitunac, Attorney for the 
Board. 
 
Call to Order 

 
Chairman Zimmermann called the meeting to order and the secretary called 

the roll, establishing that a quorum was present. 
 
Chairman Zimmermann introduced and welcomed Mr. Keith Hedin, 

Businessman Appointee, to the Board. 
 
Approval of Minutes of August 28, 2006   

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Stetser, the Board voted unanimously (5-0) to approve 
the minutes of August 28, 2006 as presented. 

 
Attorney’s Overview of Board Purpose and Procedures 

 
Attorney Vitunac gave a brief overview of the procedures and purpose of the 

Code Enforcement Board. 
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Agenda Additions or Deletions, Consent Items 
 
Mr. Roland DeBlois, IRC Environmental and Code Enforcement Chief,  

reported the following cases had either complied, been rescheduled, or were 
recommended by staff for an extension of time on the Consent Agenda: Cases 
#2006040113, #2006050110, #2006060025, #2006050078, and #2006070029 - 30 
day extension until October 20, 2006.  Cases #2005030155, #2005070021, 
#2006060077, #2005020015, #2006010075, and #2005120055  -  60 day extension 
until November 24, 2006.  Case #2005050251- 90 day extension until December 22, 
2006.  Cases #2006060143, #200603149, #2006080005, #2006070072, and 
#2006040063 were rescheduled.  

 
In compliance were Cases #2006020107, #2006030102,  #2006050027,  

#2005050269, #2006030225, #2006060052, #2006060111 (first tier has complied, 
they will return at a future date for the second tier compliance), #2006030079, 
#2006050025, #2006050074, #2006040026, #2006050079, #2006030149, 
#2006080083, #2006080085, #2006080047, #2006080105, #2006080108, 
$2006080010, #2006080048, #2006080057, #2006080067, #2006070067, 
#2006080096, #2006080097, #2006080087, #2006080063, #2006070062, and 
#2006080017. 

 
Chairman Zimmermann explained if anyone present was on the Consent 

Agenda and wanted to be heard, they should let the Board know, otherwise their 
case would be extended, based on staff’s recommendation. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the Board voted unanimously (5-0) to accept 
the Consent Agenda with the additions.  

 
Swearing in of Those Who Will Testify 
 
 The secretary proceeded to administer the testimonial oath to everyone who 
would be testifying at today’s hearings. 
 
Case #2006030073 – Robert C. Ford & Jan Ford 
 
 Mr. DeBlois indicated this Compliance hearing regarding a Board order 
entered at the April 24, 2006 Board meeting having to do with use established 
without site plan approval, and junk vehicle storage associated with a vehicle repair 
business.  The Board gave the Respondent until September 22, 2006 to come into 
compliance by ceasing auto repair and storage use without site plan approval on that 
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particular property 
 

Inspector Betty Davis, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, reported she had been 
at the site September 22, 2006 and there were still 20 to 30 vehicles parked on the 
property.  She had checked with Mr. John McCoy, IRC Senior Planner, and was 
informed a site plan had been submitted for approval.    

 
Inspector Davis noted the Respondent owned another parcel of property 

across the street from his automobile repair shop and a site plan had been submitted 
for automobile storage, but had not yet been approved.   

 
The Respondent, Mr. Robert Ford, explained he owned property across the 

street from the parcel being cited, which was being used for parking.  He explained 
the site plan submitted had been held up because the IRC Tax Collector’s office 
would be going into the property adjoining his and wanted a drive-thru which would 
require right-of-way from him.  He was preparing to move forward and let the 
adjoining property owners make their applications for their own site plan approval at 
a later date. 

 
Discussion was held regarding how long cars remain on the automobile lot.  

Mr. DeBlois related based on the testimony, since a site plan had been submitted 
and the property had been substantially cleaned up, he would support a 60 day 
extension, until November 24, 2006 to allow for the site plan process to be 
completed. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.    
 
Case #2006030072 – Sembler EDP Partners #5, Ltd. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a Compliance hearing relating to CVS 
Pharmacy business property with issues of site plan nonconformance and a 
landscape maintenance violation. He continued this case related to an order of the 
Board dating back to April 24, 2006 where the Respondent was given until June 23, 
2006 to bring the property into compliance with the site plan by replacing the dead 
landscape with the appropriate size and quality.  Subsequently, two extensions were 
granted giving the Respondents ultimately until September 22, 2006 to comply. 
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 Inspector Davis, reported she was on the site today and a lot more work had 
been accomplished.  She noted Mr. Robert Benzinger, CVS District Manager, had 
been making a big improvement.   
 

Mr. Benzinger stated he had been trying to be a good neighbor to the 
community and had been working on the landscaping.  One of the problems he had 
were the trees currently in the planter along the side of the building.  He added he 
would like to work with staff to amend the site plan and install a bush or hedge 
versus the trees. 

 
Mr. DeBlois reported based on the testimony given, staff could support a 30 

day extension, until October 20, 2006 to bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the Board voted unanimously (5-0) to approve 
staff’s recommendation. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent’s representative was present for this 
hearing. 

  
Case #2004080046 – Leah M. Uliano 
 
 Mr. DeBlois indicated this was a Compliance hearing relating to a violation of 
Florida Zoning District use having to do with a barn on agricultural property that was 
converted to a non-barn, non-agricultural use.  He explained if a barn in an 
agricultural zoning became a residential building it must meet the County building 
permit requirements.   
 

Mr. DeBlois related when the Respondent came before the Board on July 24, 
2006 there was discussion regarding the efforts the Respondent and her attorney, 
Mr. Tony Avery Chapman, had taken to comply by submitting plans.  He continued 
there were also some issues regarding meeting IRC Building Department staff’s 
request for information on wind load building design.  During the course of the 
process, the actual permit application that was submitted expired. 

 
Mr. DeBlois reported Attorney Chapman had come to subsequent compliance 

hearings, there was discussion with the IRC Building Director and the permit 
application was reactivated to allow the Respondent to continue to submit the 
required information in order to proceed.  In reviewing the records, it was discovered 
the permit had not ever been issued because there were some discrepancies the 
IRC Building Department staff had not received. 



CEB- Approved                                  5                                             September  25,  2006 
C:\Documents and Settings\sjohnson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK347\09-25-06.doc 

Attorney Chapman noted he was glad to see Inspector Davis was on top of 
the case because when he was at a previous meeting, Erik Blad, IRC Plans 
Examiner,  there had been some confusion from other staff who would obtain the 
files of after-the-fact permitting issues. 

 
Attorney Chapman reviewed the correspondence he had received from Mr. 

Blad on May 10, 2006 reiterating some of the issues of reactivating the old permit 
and in that Mr. Blad noted the entire application and plans and been purged because 
the application had expired.  He added there was a period of time the Respondent 
replied to every request for paperwork and information and the original documents 
had been provided.  Now the file had been purged while the process was still 
pending.  

 
Attorney Chapman proposed copying his entire file and presenting it to 

Attorney Vitunac for review as to whether or not there had been substantial 
compliance.    He did not feel the administration of the file had gone beyond which 
he could effectively represent his client because the entire file had been purged. 
 
 Attorney Chapman stressed his client, Ms. Uliano,  had hired an attorney to 
come into compliance and after working for two years to be told the file had been 
thrown out and she had to start the whole process over again was frustrating.   
 
 Attorney Vitunac asked Attorney Chapman if it was his opinion the after-the-
fact permit should have been issued based on the submittals made before the file 
was thrown out.  Attorney Chapman responded in the affirmative, noting he felt they 
had complied with everything detailed in a February 8, 2006 letter received from Mr. 
Blad. 
 
 Attorney Vitunac suggested asking an IRC Attorney to review the file since 
she could not advise the IRC Building Department on issuing permits.  Mr. DeBlois 
interjected he had no objection to the recommendation made by Attorney Chapman. 
He continued, based on the testimony from Attorney Chapman, he could verify the 
Respondent had been trying to comply and agreed to support a 90 day extension, 
until December 22, 2006,  to copy the file and submit to an IRC Attorney to review in 
order to complete the permit application process. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent’s Attorney was present for this 
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hearing. 
 

Case #2005110064 – Richard T. Vaeth 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a Compliance hearing that had come before 
the Board for an Evidentiary hearing January 23, 2006 having to do with a housing 
code violation, overgrown weeds, junk, trash, and debris.  He noted the Respondent 
had been given until April 21, 2006 to obtain a demolition permit and complete the 
demolition.  Several extensions had been granted revising the expected compliance 
date to September 22, 2006. 
 
 Inspector Davis related she had been on the site today and there had been 
some progress made, although very little, and a demolition permit had been pulled. 
 
 The Respondent stated his work had been primarily done on the inside 
because he found several cases of asbestos in flooring, plumbing, and shingles.  
The demolition process had been slowed because he had to do the asbestos 
removal himself before the contractors could come into complete the demolition.  He 
added he was not far from completing the project and asked for another 60 day 
extension.  Mr. DeBlois stated staff could support a one time 60 day extension, until 
November 24, 2006, to bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. Petrulak, 
the members voted unanimously (5-0) to approve 
staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060026 – Robin Glen Davis 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this came to the Board at the August 28, 2006 meeting 
regarding an unsafe building structure and junk, trash and debris.  The Respondent 
was granted 30 days to obtain permits to repair or remove the hazardous, 
dilapidated structure and remove the junk, trash and debris. 
 
 Inspector Davis reported she was on the site today and the mobile home on 
the property that had been destroyed by the 2004 hurricanes was still there, but the 
junk, trash and debris had been removed.  She added the Respondent wanted to 
replace the mobile home and was working on obtaining permits. 
 
 The Respondent asked for a 60 day extension, until November 24, 2006 to  
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allow him to obtain financing and the necessary permits to remove the old mobile 
home and get the new mobile home installed.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony presented by the Respondent, staff 
could support a 60 day extension, until November 24, 2006 for bringing the property 
into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0), to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2005110093 – Patel Associates, Inc. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case involved violations for site plan nonconformance, 
landscape maintenance and signs.  
 
 Inspector Davis reported she had been working with the Respondent who had 
removed trees without realizing he needed site plan approval.  He had been 
consulting with several landscape companies to determine what kind of trees to 
replant.  She continued the Respondent had wanted magnolia trees but was having 
difficulty finding 16-foot magnolias to comply with the site plan requirements. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated he could support a two week extension since the site plan 
did not call for 16-foot magnolias as they were the choice of the Respondent.  He 
continued other trees 16-feet in height could be used.  Under those circumstances, 
he could support a two week extension until October 9, 2006. 
 
 The Respondent, Mr. Vinod Patel, stated he had an agreement with a 
landscape company to install trees in a couple of days.  He agreed to use another 
species of tree 16-feet in height if he was unable to find magnolias. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006070050 – Graves Brothers Company 
 
 Inspector Davis testified this case was in compliance. 
 
Case #2006080073 – James Anderson, 92nd Avenue Trust 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was an Evidentiary hearing with an issue of overgrown 
weeds and accumulation of junk, trash and debris. 
 
 Inspector Davis summarized complaints were received by neighbors regarding 
an abandoned house that was badly damaged by the 2004 hurricanes, the fence 
had blown down, and the roof had been removed.  She continued there was work 
being done on the property but there was construction debris and overgrown weeds 
present.   
 
 The Respondent, James Alabre, the representative of the 92nd Avenue Trust, 
explained the property was purchased a year ago with the purpose of being 
renovated to become his residence.  The Respondent reviewed the series of events 
that occurred with the renovations.  He noted he now had pulled the permits as 
owner/builder and had been hiring independent contractors to do the trusses, block 
work and the slab.  He explained the truss contractor left all the remaining materials 
on the property.   
 
 The Respondent explained he had someone to cut the grass but he had not 
been back so he hired someone else who had cut the front yard today and he would 
be back tomorrow to cut the back.  The Respondent requested a five day extension 
to bring the property into compliance. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the Respondent’s testimony and the apparent 
efforts being made to comply, staff could support giving the Respondent 30 days, 
until October 20, 2006 to allow for the completion of the removal of on-site 
construction materials and grass mowing. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006080055 – Ted & Roslyn Leopold 
 
 Inspector Davis reported there was no service for this case. 
 
Case #2006070073 – George Gideon 
 
 Inspector Davis reported there was no service for this case. 
 
Case #2006070074 – Robert E. & Winifred J. Weston 
 
 Inspector Davis reported this case was in compliance. 
 
Case #2006080065 – Indigo Development, Inc. 
 
 Inspector Davis testified this property was a former Eckerd Pharmacy which 
was purchased by CVS Pharmacies and had sustained substantial landscaping 
damage due to the 2004 hurricanes.  The irrigation system was also damaged.  She 
noted the property had been vacant for over one year and just recently people 
started to sell vehicles on the property.   
 
 Inspector Davis reported after meeting with the Respondent’s representative, 
Mr. Benzinger, the cars had been removed and landscapers were in the process of 
starting to replace the dead landscaping. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff could grant 60 days, until 
November 24, 2006 to bring the property into compliance by resolving the 
landscaping issues. 
 
 Mr. Benzinger related there were two lots involved, one that has the store 
located on it, and an adjoining lot that was a retention pond.  He asked if he could 
have 90 days since it would take awhile to take care of both lots. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated he could amend his recommendation to 90 days, until 
December 22, 2006 to bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent’s representative was present for this 
hearing. 
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Case #2006080115 – William Juse 
 
 Inspector Davis testified this case was in compliance. 
 
Case #2006080079 – Mable Jones Miller 
 
 Inspector Kelly Zedek, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, testified no service had 
been received for this case. 
 
Case #2006080093 – Paul & Bonnie Julin 
 
 Inspector Rose Teague, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, testified this case 
was in compliance. 
 

LIEN RELEASE REQUESTS 
 
Case #9711608 – Steven R. Shaw 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this case had to do a with fine the Board imposed a 
number of years ago under the previous owner of the subject property for a patio 
addition that was built without required permits violating County Building Codes.  The 
Respondent and current owner of the property, Mr. Steven Shaw, was trying to 
refinance his home and the reported lien became apparent.  The Respondent stated 
the patio was removed a long time ago but Mr. DeBlois noted in these types of 
circumstances the burden was on the Respondent to notify the County when the 
property had come into compliance, and that had not been done. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related staff recently went to the property to ascertain the patio 
had in fact been removed, however, other than the current visit there was no 
indication when it was removed.  He explained the fine had been accruing since 
February 20, 1998 at $100 per day. 
 
 The Respondent reported he bought the house in December, 1998, and the 
original owner held the mortgage while Mr. Shaw made the payments to him to 
assume the mortgage.  He removed the patio in January, 1999 because of a roach 
and rat infestation.  When he went to refinance his home recently to do renovations 
to his home, the title company picked up on the lien which he was unaware existed. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated if the Respondent’s testimony under oath could be 
accepted, there would have been approximately 11 months while under the lien and 
that amount would total $33,000.  He acknowledged the current owner was not 
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aware of the lien and could recommend some consideration for the reduction of the 
fines.   
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to find 
the Respondent in compliance and to set the fine at 
$3,300. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006030216 – Octavi Merida & Urbano Contreras 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was an agriculturally zoned property with a citrus 
harvesting business.  He noted although the property was zoned agricultural, it did 
not allow for commercial based operations, especially on a small 5-acre tract, as 
opposed to a larger scale citrus grove operation.  The case went before the Board 
April 22, 2006, and at that time the Board concluded there were violations, and the 
Respondents were given time to remove the commercial vehicles, obtain after-the-
fact permits for some structures on the property, and clean up the junk vehicles, 
trash and debris.  When the case came before the Board at the July 24, 2006 
Compliance hearing, staff reported compliance had not been achieved and the 
Board entered the Order Imposing Fine. 
 
 Inspector Davis reported she visited the property on September 19, 2006, and 
it was in compliance noting there was one Port-O-Let on the property, but otherwise 
compliance had been achieved.   
 
 The Respondent, Ms. Octavi Merida, related she had cleaned up the property 
and she felt she was being singled out.  She was asking for a reduction in the fine. 
 
 Inspector Davis explained she had been contacted by the Respondent a few 
days after the property was posted on August 15, 2006 stating the property had 
been cleared and was upset about the fine.  Inspector Davis explained to her she 
could request a reduction in the fine.  Mr. DeBlois interjected if the property was 
considered in compliance on August 25, 2006, the fine would be $2,500 which would 
cover the administrative costs, and was also what staff recommended. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to find 
the Respondent in compliance and set the fine at 
$2,500. 
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 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 

REHEARING REQUEST 
 

Case #9711562 – Lewis Barton 
 
 The secretary administered the testimonial oath to the Respondent, Mr. Lewis 
Barton. 
 

Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a Rehearing Request based on the Board’s 
July 24, 2006 action, relating to a long-standing case dating back to September 22, 
1997.  After notification to Mr. Barton’s attorney, Mr. Louis Vocelle, there was some 
correspondence sent to set the fine on this case.  He noted at the July 24, 2006 
meeting, it was decided to set the fine based on when the demolition permits were 
pulled, which was July 13, 2005, and the fine was $253,300.  Subsequently, the 
Respondent notified staff, and  although the County had notified his attorney, he was 
not notified directly and felt he should have right to appear before the Board as the 
actual Respondent to have the opportunity to comment on that fine setting. 
 
 Discussion was held regarding the notification methods used. 
 
 The secretary administered the testimonial oath to the IRC County Attorney, 
Will Collins. 
 
 Attorney Collins related Attorney Vocelle did represent the Respondent in a 
mortgage foreclosure case.  The County was party to the mortgage foreclosure 
because it had a Code Enforcement lien on the property.  Attorney Vocelle made it 
clear to Attorney Collins he was representing Mr. Barton in the foreclosure action 
only and no other matters.  He continued the other name listed on the letter to 
Attorney Vocelle was Attorney Fred Kretschmer, who had represented the 
Respondent at the original hearing before the Board on September 22, 1997 when 
the violation was found.  Attorney Collins stated Attorney Kretschmer represented 
the bank that was foreclosing on the property ten years later so that notice was not 
effective. 
 
 Attorney Collins reported IRC had been dealing with the Respondent for the 
past two years on issues of hurricane damage demolition on his property and had 
difficulties getting communication because his street address, 2025 Surfside 
Terrace, Vero Beach, was for the house he was unable to live in due to the damage. 
 He added in the past few months Post Office Box 7080, Vero Beach, Florida  
32961, had been used for communication.  The status of the IRC’s lien in the 
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foreclosure case had not yet been resolved by a judge, and the Respondent asked if 
the exact amount of the lien could be turned over to his Title Company. 
  

Attorney Vitunac expressed under the circumstances, it may be best for the 
Board to grant the Respondent’s request for a rehearing on the issue of  determining 
and setting the fine.  She explained the way to proceed would be making a motion to 
set aside the order imposed at the July 24, 2006 meeting and start fresh. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
rescind the order imposed at the July 24, 2006 
meeting and grant the Respondent his request for a 
rehearing. 
 

 The Respondent wanted to note for the record he received no notice of the 
July 24, 2006 meeting.  Attorney Vitunac explained that had just been taken care of 
with the motion to grant a rehearing.  She continued the issue to be determined now 
was when compliance was achieved and what the fine should be set at. 
 
 The Respondent asked for the rehearing to be postponed because he had 
asked for an IRC employee to be present for this hearing with the Building 
Department records and to testify.  Attorney Vitunac asked if the Respondent had a 
particular date he wished the rehearing be rescheduled to.  The Respondent replied 
he had conversations with both the County Administrator, Joseph Baird, and also the 
Assistant County Administrator, Michael Zito, this morning and there were issues all 
agreed should be straightened out which could have a direct impact on this case.  
He requested a 30 day extension. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois was concerned because based on the testimony of the 
Respondent, the Board may be revisiting things that were not appropriate to be 
revisited.  He added the initial order imposed on September 22, 1997 still stood, the 
only issue to be dealt with was the date the property was brought into compliance 
and the setting of the fine. 
 
 The Respondent stated he felt there were documents covered up and wanted 
the staff present he had requested to be present to give testimony.  Attorney Vitunac 
reiterated the only things that would be decided at the rehearing was when 
compliance was achieved and the setting of the fine. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related he could support addressing the rehearing at the October 
23, 2006 CEB meeting. 
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 The Respondent asked if the Board had subpoena powers.  Attorney Vitunac 
responded in the affirmative and instructed the Respondent to make his requests 
through Mr. DeBlois. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
reschedule the rehearing for October 23, 2006. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 

Chairman Zimmermann called for a break at 3:39 p.m. and the meeting 
reconvened at 3:48 p.m. 

 
Case #2006030250 – James Russell Cassels 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a Compliance hearing and there was no 
compliance noted. 
 
 Inspector Davis reported the Respondent was disabled and his house was 
destroyed in the 2004 hurricanes.  She noted service verification had been received 
of the written Order Finding Violation. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the lack of process bringing the property into 
compliance, staff recommended the fine be imposed effective September 23, 2006 
in the amount of $100 per day on the issue of junk, trash and debris,  junk vehicles, 
and unsafe building issues. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006050134 – Dean Lang 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was an order granted for junk vehicles, junk, trash and 
debris.  He noted the junk, trash and debris issue had been resolved, but the junk 
vehicles remained. 
 
 Inspector Teague reported she checked the property this morning and the 
vehicle was still in the driveway but had been backed in against the garage making it 
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impossible to verify compliance. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff recommended the fine be 
imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006020112 – Glenn W. Legwen 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case came before the Board May 22, 2006 regarding 
agriculturally zoned property with remnant greenhouses that were overgrown and 
dilapidated.  The Respondent was present at that Evidentiary hearing and because 
he had done some cleanup an extension was granted until September 22, 2006 to 
bring the property completely into compliance. 
 
 Inspector Vanessa Carter Solomon, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, testified 
she inspected the property this morning and besides the initial building, there had 
not been much progress.  She added there were three pieces of commercial 
equipment stored on the property versus the one piece allowed, and noted the 
County was proceeding with the demolition, although no permits had been pulled 
and very little progress had been made.   
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported at the request of the Respondent, his 
notices were being sent First Class Mail and to two separate addresses. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported based on the testimony there had been very little, or no 
progress since the last extension granted,  staff recommended the fine be imposed 
for noncompliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. Hedin, 
the members voted unanimously (5-0) to approve 
staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006060062 – Arthur Lee Jones 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a Compliance hearing with an issue of illegal 
vehicle parking in the right-of-way and junk, trash and debris. 
  

Inspector Zedek related she spoke with the Respondent on September 22, 
2006, and was informed he was having difficulty obtaining the title to the illegal 
recreational vehicle parked in the County right-of-way but said he would have it 
removed.  She continued when she checked the property this morning, the vehicle 
had not been removed.  The neighbors had complained the vehicle was being used 
for drug dealing. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff recommended the fine be 
imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060061 – Arthur Lee Jones 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a  case on an adjacent property to the previous 
case, with issues of livestock in a residential area, junk vehicles and illegal vehicle 
parking. 
 
 Inspector Zedek reported the livestock, emus, had been relocated and the 
junk vehicles and illegal vehicle parking had been taken care of.  The remaining 
issue was a chain link fence that still needed a permit. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony staff recommended the fine be 
imposed. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006070017 – Christopher Kelly & Doreen Stone 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case had to do with overgrown weeds and junk, trash 
and debris at a residential property.   
 
 Inspector Teague reported the grass had not been mowed and she had 
spoken with the property owners several times and due to family issues, the property 
had not been brought into compliance. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff recommended a 30 day extension, until October 20, 
2006 to bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondents were not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006070019 – Robert Hamner 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a Compliance hearing for an overgrown weed 
issue. 
 
 Inspector Teague reported the Respondent came to her office last week not 
knowing where the survey stakes were located on his property.  A portion of the yard 
had been mowed last month but there still existed a lot of overgrown weeds and 
grass still existed. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated the overgrown weed issue was not a difficult item to bring 
into compliance, and therefore would recommend imposing the fine. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060123 – Bryan Baclaski & Richard Harper 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was an issue of overgrown weeds, junk, trash and 
debris.   
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 Inspector Teague reported she posted the property last month and there had 
been no response.  She noted all violations still existed with no improvements. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony by Inspector Teague, he 
recommended the fine be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060081 – Paul McCall 
 
 Inspector Teague testified this was a swimming pool enclosure violation.  She 
visited the property this morning and there was a temporary construction fence.  Mr. 
DeBlois stated he could grant a 30 day extension, until October 20, 2006, to obtain a 
permit for a permanent fence. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060114 – Laura Bonnemaison 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped a number of things originally cited on this property such 
as overgrown weeds, junk, trash and debris had been resolved.  There was one 
remaining issue of installing a fence instead of using a hedgerow for a pool 
enclosure.  
 
 Inspector Davis reported the Respondent pulled a fence permit and was now 
in compliance.  Mr. DeBlois stated based on testimony, he would withdraw the case 
as complied. 
 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060005 – Ben James Licardi, Jr. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was an issue of junk, trash and debris along with 
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junk vehicles.   
 
 Inspector Teague reported she was at the site this morning and there was still 
trash on the property and a junk vehicle had been added.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated since the Respondent had been given an extension at the 
August 28, 2006 meeting, and no progress had been made, he would recommend 
the fine be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006060063 – Vincent C. Christunas 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a case having to do with a junk vehicle 
violation.  The Respondent was given 30 days at the July 24, 2006 meeting and a 30 
day extension at the August 28, 2006 meeting. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon testified she visited the property this morning and 
the van was still parked in the driveway untagged. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, he could recommend the fine be 
imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060021 – Ronald C. & Rose C. Rigby 
 
 Inspector Davis related the Respondent had relocated to Tallahassee, was on 
kidney dialysis, and had been trying to get someone to help him clear the debris on 
the property. She added someone had parked a recreational vehicle on the property 
but they did not know who the vehicle belonged to.  She added the Respondent’s 
wife asked to give her a little more time to bring the property into compliance.  
Inspector Davis noted some of the debris had been removed. 
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 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff could support a 30 day 
extension, until October 20, 2006. 
 

ON MOTION BY Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. Hedin, 
the members voted unanimously (5-0) to approve 
staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006020009 – Michael Ciccotto 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this case had to do with a dock built without County 
permits.  The Respondent had received state permits and there was a question of 
encroachment on adjoining property.  He noted there were indications the owner 
was trying to sell the property and move out of the country, so the Order Finding 
Violation was recorded at the Courthouse providing documentation if the property 
were to be sold.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained there had been no progress on the application for the 
County permit, so staff recommended the fine be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006070054 – Jeffrey Anderson 
 
 Inspector Teague reported there had been no service on this case. 
 
Case #2006060041 – Trejo Yfrahin 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported there had been service on September 12, 
2006.  Mr. DeBlois related this was an Evidentiary hearing with an issue of a carport 
enclosure without permits and a noncommercial kennel or animal boarding. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon stated the kennel had been removed so the only 
remaining issue was the carport enclosure without a building permit.  She explained 
the Respondent did not speak English and she spoke with an interpreter regarding 
the building permit as well as the noncommercial kennel.  To date, the Respondent 
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had not applied for a building permit, however, he had obtained permits from the IRC 
Health Department for the septic tank and filed a Notice of Commencement and 
through the interpreter, the Respondent felt everything could be brought into 
compliance within 60 days. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff could find noncompliance 
remaining on the building permit issue and would recommend 60 days, until 
November 24, 2006, to allow the Respondent to obtain the permit. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006060058 – Mae Helen Jennings-McCutcheon 
 
 Inspector Zedek reported there was no service in this case. 
 
Case #2006080086 – Gregory & Guylaine Pelletier 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported the case was in compliance and was closed. 
 
Case #2006070075 – Barnett Bank of Indian River County 
 
 Inspector Davis reported this case received service on September 3, 2006.  
She noted the case related to landscape maintenance violation causing site plan 
nonconformance.  The Respondent had put in some new plantings which had since 
died, so they were requesting an additional 30 days to bring the property into 
compliance. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff recommended granting 30 days, until October 20, 
2006, to resolve the landscaping issues. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006080050 – Donald Towles 
 
 Inspector Teague reported there was no service in this case. 
 
Case #2006080078 – Dean & Pamela Earl 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped service was received on September 13, 2006 with an 
issue of a swimming pool enclosure violation. 
 
 Inspector Teague testified she had spoken with the Respondent and was 
informed they were waiting for two quotes from pool enclosure companies in order to 
reach a compliance state. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois noted since there was not a temporary enclosure in place he 
would recommend granting 7 days, until October 2, 2006, for temporary fencing and 
30 days, until October 20, 2006 for permits to be obtained for a permanent pool 
enclosure. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006080099 – St. Lucie Development Corporation 
 
 Inspector Teague related this case was in compliance but wanted to request a 
Continuing Order since she had cited the Respondent numerous times for this rental 
property concerning junk, trash and debris.  She noted service was received 
September 13, 2006 to the Corporation, and September 14, 2006 to the tenant, Ms. 
Wendy Mandy. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff would recommend an Order Acknowledging Current 
Compliance but have an Order of Continuance entered against both the St. Lucie 
Development Corporation as well as the tenant, Wendy Mandy, so if there was a 
reoccurrence there could be an automatic fine. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
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It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006080001 – Lois A. Robertson 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was a case involving overgrown weeds, junk, trash 
and debris. 
 
 Inspector Debbie Clifford, IRC Code Enforcement Officer,  noted service was 
received on September 16, 2006, the property was not yet in compliance and noted 
this Respondent had been cited five times within four years for the same issues. 
  

Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony staff recommended finding the 
Respondent in noncompliance with overgrown weeds, junk, trash and debris, and 
recommend 30 days, until October 20, 2006 to bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006080027 – Patricia A. Dean 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped there was service on September 12, 2006 for this case 
with an issue of junk vehicle storage. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported initially the Respondent was cited for illegal 
vehicle parking in the County right-of-way along with a junk vehicle violation and 
when she was cited, the Respondent moved the vehicle to the side of her home and 
filled it with junk and the vehicle remained untagged. 
 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff could recommend a 60 day time frame, until 
November 24, 2006 to allow the Respondent to bring the vehicle into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006080011 – Ronald Anderson 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported service had been received on this case on 
September 16, 2006.  Mr. DeBlois recapped the case involved an overgrown weed 
issue. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon testified the Respondent had been cited on several 
occasions for a house and adjacent lot that had not been maintained and noted she 
received complaints from adjoining property owners two to three times a week. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff could support finding the 
Respondent in noncompliance on the overgrown weeds and recommend 30 days, 
until October 20, 2006, to bring the property into compliance.  He added once the 
Order was entered, any additional occurrences could be considered a repeat 
violation and the Respondent would be automatically fined after that. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006090002 – Larry Wells & Janice Ercoline 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported the Respondent received service on 
September 20, 2006 and noted this was a repeat violation regarding junk, trash and 
debris, and overgrown weeds.  She related when she visited the site this morning, 
the Respondent was cleaning up and hauling debris to the dump and asked for an 
additional 60 days to bring the property into compliance. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported although the Board had the opportunity to impose a fine 
at this time, based on the testimony he could support no fine being imposed at this 
time and granting a 60 day extension, until November 24, 2006. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
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Case #2005120054 – Cay of Heron, Ltd. 
 
 Attorney Vitunac revealed she had a conflict ruling on this case because her 
son worked for a law firm representing this Respondent.  She noted any legal 
questions would have to be addressed by outside counsel. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported service was faxed to the Respondent’s 
attorney on September 12, 2006.  Mr. DeBlois recapped this case involved a unit at 
Heron Cay Mobile Home Park which was destroyed by the 2004 hurricanes.  The 
unit had been abandoned and one of the owners had since become deceased.  He 
continued the park owners, through their attorney, instigated a court proceeding to 
gain control of the property. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon testified she had received information from the 
current attorney handling this case, Attorney Donna Martin with Lutz,  Bobo, Telfair, 
Eastman, and Lee Law Firm in Tallahassee, relating they had retained possession of 
the mobile home, the roof had been replaced, the overgrown weeds had been 
removed, and work was started but they had not pulled any building permits.  She 
advised those building permits would need to be obtained.  Attorney Martin had 
expressed to Inspector Carter Solomon the permitting process could be completed 
and substantial construction underway within 90 days. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, staff recommended the Board find 
the Respondent in violation of housing codes, maintenance issues, and health and 
safety hazards, and grant the Respondent 90 days, until December 22, 2006 to 
obtain all the required building permits and to repair or remove the structure. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 

 
Authorization for Notices to Appear  
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the Board voted unanimously (5-0) to grant 
Authorization for Notices to Appear for October, 2006. 
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Other Matters 
 

 There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:35 p.m.   


