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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, November 27, 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; Cliff Suthard, Member-at-Large Appointee; 
John Owens, Engineer Appointee and Dana Stetser, Architect Appointee. 

 
Also in attendance were IRC staff:  Roland DeBlois, Environmental and Code 

Enforcement Chief; Betty Davis, Debbie Clifford, Vanessa Carter Solomon, Rose 
Teague and Kelly Zedek, Code Enforcement Officers; Polly Kratman, IRC Solid 
Waste Disposal District Managing Director; 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. 
 

Approval of Minutes of October 23, 2006   
 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve the minutes of October 23, 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. 
 
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 
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#2005110098, #2006050125, #2005030155, #2005020015,  #2006010075,  
#2005110064, #2006060026, #2006060041,  #2006070032, #2006050110,  
#2006080104, and #2006080021, 60 day extension until January 19, 2007.  Cases 
#2006080055, #2006100070, #2006100072, and #9711562 were rescheduled, and 
Case #2006110064 was granted a continuance at the request of the Respondent’s 
attorney to a time certain of January 22, 2007. 

 
In compliance were Cases: #2006020029, #2005120055, #2006080027, 

#2006060048, #2006060021, #2006070075, #2006090076, #2006090116, 
#2006090098, #2006090099, #2006100013, and #20060700. 

 
Addition to the Agenda: Case #2005080098, Keith and Dian H. Milligan, and  

#2005120035, Robert and Cynthia Wingo, under Lien Release Requests. 
 
Mr. DeBlois related there was also an addition to the Agenda, Administrative 

Order 97-1, issued at staff’s request asking for clarification on the process for 
releasing liens or payoff of fines and recommended the item be added to the agenda 
for discussion. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) 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 #2006090002 – Larry Wells & Janice Ercoline 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was a Compliance hearing having to do with an Order 
Finding Violation the Board entered at the September 25, 2006 meeting with an 
issue of junk, trash, debris, and overgrown weeds.  The Board gave the Respondent 
until November 24, 2006 to comply by removing the accumulation of junk, trash and 
debris, and also to remove the overgrown weeds and maintain them not to exceed 
18-inches in the future.  
 
 Inspector Vanessa Carter Solomon, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, reported 
she inspected the site this morning and the property had not been completely 
brought into compliance.  Some of the lawn had been mowed and she spoke with 
Mrs. Ercoline and was told the scrap metal would be removed on Wednesday, when 
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her husband was paid.  Inspector Carter Solomon explained to Mrs. Ercoline and her 
daughter, Alisha Wells, who was present at this meeting, the importance of not 
collecting things on their property as it caused problems with the neighbors. 
 
 Ms. Alisha Wells, daughter of and representing the Respondent, stated her 
mother was at a doctor’s appointment and asked her to attend the meeting on her 
behalf to request an extension. 
 

Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony received, staff recommended 
granting a two week extension, until December 11, 2006 to bring the property into 
compliance with a Compliance hearing at the January 22, 2007 meeting. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

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

 
Case #2006060120 – Verna Wright & Tony Bridgewater 
 
 Inspector Betty Davis, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, stated the case had 
been brought into compliance. 
 
Case #2006050055 – Maggie Runyon 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was a Compliance hearing and there were basically 
two Respondents in this case, Maggie Runyon as the owner of the mobile home 
park, and Aviar Espinosa, as the unit owner.  He continued this case originally came 
before the Board at the June 26, 2006 meeting with the issue of a mobile home set 
up on a lot without a permit.  The Board gave the Respondent initially until August 
25, 2006 to obtain after-the-fact permits for the mobile home set up or to remove the 
mobile home from the lot.  The case came back to the Board at the October 23, 
2006 meeting and was granted an extension until November 24, 2006. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported she inspected the property for compliance 
this morning and the mobile home was still on the lot and the permit had not been 
applied for.  She spoke with Mr. Runyon before the meeting and he stated Mr. 
Espinosa had informed him the permit was ready for pickup but when she checked 
with the IRC Building Department she was told there was nothing in the system. 
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 Mr. DeBlois inquired if there was the possibility of a mistake in the name used 
to search for the permit.  Inspector Carter Solomon responded she had checked all 
the names she felt the permit could be under, but had not been able to find anything. 
Mr. DeBlois stated it appeared the permit had not been pulled and the mobile home  
remained on the lot.  
 
 Mr. Billy Runyon, son of Maggie Runyon, testified he had been in touch with 
Mr. Espinosa and had been informed the permit would be issued on November 22, 
2006 or November 24, 2006.  Mr. Runyon informed Mr. Espinosa the IRC Building 
Department would be closed on November 24, 2006 because of the Thanksgiving 
holiday.  Mr. Runyon had not been able to get in touch with Mr. Espinosa since that 
time but Mrs. Espinosa related she had received a call from the Building Department 
staff they would need to check the mobile home to see what its wind load rating was. 
 He continued the IRC Health Department had inspected and approved the septic 
tank.  Mr. Espinosa called Mr. Runyon at 11:30 a.m. today and stated the permit 
would be ready to pick up tomorrow.   
 
 Mr. Runyon reported the mobile home had been stored on the lot and had 
never been lived in.  He had wanted the matter to be completed in August, 2006 and 
had told Mr. Espinosa he would have to evict him if the permitting issues could not 
be resolved.  He asked the Board to render their decision so he could take action. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated if a fine were entered today it would go against both the 
park owner and Mr. Espinosa, would be tied to the park property and any real 
property of Mr. Espinosa.  He could support one more extension of 30 days, until 
December 22, 2006, with a Compliance hearing at the January 22, 2007 meeting, 
and if the case did not come into compliance by then it would be assumed it was not 
moving forward and a fine could be imposed thereafter. 
 

Inspector Carter Solomon pointed out the Building Department would not 
issue a permit until they received the sign off from the Health Department and Mr. 
Espinosa had to have the septic tank pumped by a licensed company and provide 
the receipt to the Health Department before they issued their sign off.  Mr. Runyon 
agreed to the 30 day extension and noted if he did not see any signs of the permit 
actually being received in 15 days, he would issue an eviction notice. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Owens, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent’s representative was present for this 
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hearing. 
 
Case #2006060111 – Damien & Bonnie Gilliams 

 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this case came before the Board at the August 28, 2006 
meeting having to do with a dock in disrepair due to the 2004 hurricanes and some 
hazard issues.  The Respondent was given until September 22, 2006 to apply for an 
IRC building permit for repairs to the dock, to stack certain construction materials in 
a designated area, and resolve the issues of junk, trash, debris, and overgrown 
weeds.  He was granted an extended timeframe until November 24, 2006 to 
complete the dock repairs.  When the case came before the Board on October 23, 
2006, the Respondent was granted another extension in two tiers, one was for 
November 24, 2006 to resolve issues related to a damaged fence, to either repair 
the fence or remove it, and to mow the overgrown weeds.  He was given until 
January 19, 2007 to make progress on the damaged dock repair. 
 
 Inspector Davis related she was on the site November 22, 2006 and spoke 
with the Respondent about the items still remaining.  The Respondent called her this 
morning and she returned to the property to re-inspect and the lumber had not been 
stacked as ordered, there were pieces of tile, portions of a telephone pole, bags of 
trash up on the second story that had been blowing around the neighborhood, and 
the windows were open with blinds hanging out. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois interjected initially there were issues with health and safety related 
to the dock and dock structure, and the Order Granting Extension issued at the 
October 23, 2006 meeting, was specific to repairing the damaged fence or removing 
it, and mowing of the overgrown weeds.  Attorney Vitunac related the junk, trash and 
debris was to have been removed by the September 22, 2006 date. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois asked if anything had changed since the October 23, 2006 
meeting.  Inspector Davis replied the fence had been removed and placed on the 
porch, then removed when she re-inspected the site today.  She related the pile of 
lumber had not been removed and there were rats climbing over it. 
 
 The Respondent, Damian Gilliams, related he taken the allegations very 
seriously.  He had made every opportunity to comply, had requested several 
meetings with Inspector Davis to meet at his property to review what items  that still 
needed to be addressed.  He indicated the gentleman he had hired to clear the 
property met Inspector Davis on the property this morning. 
 
  



CEB- Approved                                         6                                                            November 27,  2006 
C:\Documents and Settings\sjohnson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK347\11-27-06.doc 

The Respondent wished to address the pictures Inspector Davis had 
presented.  The tree lying on the ground was still alive and he planned on replanting  
 
it when he had the equipment on the property to do so.  He was told he could keep 
the tree where it was until the heavy equipment came to do the other repairs.   
 
 The Respondent addressed the picture of the loose plywood, the garage door, 
and the windows opened with blinds hanging out.  He objected to the reference of 
the garage door, and he did not feel Inspector Davis had any right to tell him what to 
do with his personal property.  Attorney Vitunac responded if there were rats 
obtaining access to the property through the garage at the opening shown, then it 
would be a matter of a health and safety violation. 
 
 The Respondent was asked to stay on track and ask Inspector Davis 
questions regarding her testimony.  Discussion was held regarding the telephone 
pole shown in the picture. 
 
 The Respondent asked Inspector Davis if he had called to meet her on his 
property.  She replied in the affirmative, adding she had received a call at 10:00 a.m. 
this morning. The Respondent asked if he had called last week.  Inspector Davis 
responded she called him November 20, 2006 to inform him she had visited the 
property, took pictures, and reviewed what was still on the property needing to be 
cleaned up.  The Respondent asked if she would meet him on the property.  
Inspector Davis replied the request to meet was during a four day holiday weekend 
and she was not available.  She continued the next request came this morning at 
10:00 a.m. and she went to the property at 11:30 a.m. to meet with the man clearing 
the property for the Respondent. 
 
 The Respondent inquired if Inspector Davis could testify the fence was in 
compliance compared to when she initially inspected the property.  Inspector Davis 
responded the fence had been cleared satisfactorily.   
 
 The Respondent addressed the trash found on the property and asked 
Inspector Davis what was the current status.  Inspector Davis responded there were 
still some plant buckets and portions of a telephone pole on the site, but the fire hose 
and the plastic jugs had been removed. 
 
 The Respondent asked if the overgrown weeds had been cut.  Inspector Davis 
responded in the affirmative. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped the initial order concerned junk, trash and debris.  The 
extension was granted to allow for removal or repair of the fence and mowing of the 
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weeds.  The testimony he heard stated the weeds had been resolved and the fence 
had been removed.  The remaining issue was the junk, trash, and debris.  The Order 
Granting Extension was not clear on the issue of detailed identification of the debris 
to be removed, so it was to be determined if the Respondent was in noncompliance 
and subject to potential fine, should  be granted more time to resolve the issue, or to 
find the Respondent in compliance on that issue.  Mr. DeBlois continued the pictures 
reflected there were still some issues of junk, trash and debris on the property that 
from staff’s perspective was not complying with the original order, and he could allow 
some leeway on the detailed identification of what was considered junk, trash, and 
debris.  In the end, what staff was recommending was an extension of time to catch 
up on the dock repair deadline of January 19, 2007, and to allow staff to meet with 
the Respondent to resolve the remaining junk, trash, and debris issues.  He further 
offered to provide a third party, such as himself, to meet on the site with the 
Respondent and Inspector Davis to ensure there were no communication issues. 
 
 Chairman Zimmermann suggested having Mr. DeBlois and Inspector Davis 
meeting the Respondent on the property prior to the next meeting to resolve the 
issues.  Mr. DeBlois agreed to Chairman Zimmermann’s suggestion. 
 
 Inspector Davis gave a list of the remaining items the Respondent needed to 
resolve:  removal of a pile of trash and debris including plywood; tree issue, either 
cut it up and remove it, or plant it; close the windows or board them up; garage door 
and the doors in the rear of the house needed to be closed and secured; and 
removal of plastic buckets and a portion of a telephone pole on the north side of the 
house. 
 
 The Respondent was asked if the house was going to be razed or repaired.  
He responded he was still in litigation with the insurance company and had been 
instructed by his attorney to leave the house the way it was while in litigation.   
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 Mr. Suthard stated although he voted in favor of the staff recommendation, he 
felt the Board had been extremely lenient by giving the Respondent another 60 days. 
 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006090057 – Jeff Brewster & Larry Trenary 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was an Evidentiary hearing and staff had service on 
this case November 17, 2006 to Jeff Brewster.  The issue cited by staff was 
establishment of a storage use for commercial equipment and vehicles without site 
plan approval.  He continued staff found there was an issue of compliance with IRC 
Ordinance 914, on the issue of creation of a storage use without site plan approval. 
 
 Inspector Debbie Clifford, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, reported she had 
been informed by a staff member from IRC Planning Department that the property 
had been approved for a fence and upon investigation, it was found the gentleman 
that owned the subject property also owned the adjacent property, Golf Course 
Construction Business.   She continued site plan approval had been approved for 
the business on the property, but south of that property the two parcels had approval 
for a fence and in March, 2003 they applied for site plan approval for an equipment 
rental center and outdoor storage but it was denied.  She cited the Respondents for 
site plan approval for outdoor storage.  Inspector Clifford stated she received a letter 
from an engineer dated November 17, 2006 stating the Respondent had applied for 
site plan approval.   
 
 Mr. Jeff Sanders, representing the Respondents and principal of the two 
companies occupying the property, stated the previous request for an equipment 
rental center and outdoor storage was made by the previous owner of the property, 
noting he just purchased the property in 2005. 
 
 To summarize, Mr. DeBlois stated site plan approval was required for the 
equipment storage, there was an indication from an engineer on behalf of the 
Respondent, site plan approval had been applied for, and clarified the use was 
allowable under the current zoning.  Inspector Clifford responded in the affirmative. 
 
 Mr. Sanders related he agreed with the presentation and confirmed an 
application had been submitted to obtain site plan approval then would begin 
necessary modifications of the site to create the swales and landscaping.  
 
 Mr. DeBlois could support a 90 day timeframe, until February 23, 2007, to 
bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
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 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 

Case #2006080044 – George M. Dix 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case related to an Evidentiary hearing with issues 
cited by staff relating to a zoning district use violation of storing two trailers on the 
property and overgrown weeds in excess of 18-inches. 
 
 Inspector Kelly Zedek, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, reported on July 31, 
2006 she was out with the Sheriff’s Department conducting a routine sweep in the 
general area of the subject property.   She explained there were two construction-
type trailers brought onto the property and the Respondent came to her office on 
August 10, 2006 and informed her he had put the trailers on the property but was 
told by the County there were issues with the drain field and they would be working 
with the Respondent to resolve the problems by either purchasing the property, 
since they owned the adjacent property, or redesigning the drainage area.  She e-
mailed Mr. Tom Frame, IRC General Services Director, to apprise him of the 
situation and he responded he would have to consult with Mr. Jim Davis, IRC Public 
Works Director.  To date, she had not received a response from either Mr. Frame or 
Mr. Davis.  For the record, Inspector Zedek reported the overgrown weed issue had 
been brought into compliance. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois inquired what the intended use of the trailers was on the property. 
 Inspector Zedek replied the Respondent indicated they would be used for either a 
daycare or a shelter.  Mr. DeBlois asked if the uses intended for the trailers were 
allowable in the current zoning of the property.  Inspector Zedek responded the 
trailers would be allowed, but she informed the Respondent he would have to go 
through site plan approval with the IRC Planning Department. 
 
 The Respondent, Mr. George M. Dix, asked Inspector Zedek if she was aware 
of any problems if he obtained permits for the trailers.  Inspector Zedek reiterated 
she had not been able to receive a response from Mr. Frame, but she had been told 
he had discussions with the Respondent. 
 
 The Respondent reported he had bought the trailers from the former Doctor’s 
Clinic and intended to convert them into shelters for the homeless.  When he went to 
pull the permits, he was informed there were problems with the drainage and the 
County could dig up what existed and install a new drainage system.  He was told he 
could move the trailers onto the property or swap properties with the County’s 
adjacent property.  He did not know how he could get all the permits and the work 
completed in a few months. 
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 The Respondent testified he had inquired before purchasing the trailers if the 
zoning of the property would allow commercial or residential uses, and the trailers 
met current hurricane standards.  If he was not able to use the trailers for homeless 
shelters he had planned on using them for a daycare.  He could not do anything at 
this point until he was issued a permit or the County swapped properties with him. 
 
 A discussion was held regarding all the approvals the Respondent would 
require for the uses he had proposed for the trailers such as site plan approval, 
including improvements for parking, landscaping, and drainage.  Mr. DeBlois stated 
he had no record of any type of approvals. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized from staff’s perspective, the trailers on the 
Respondent’s property were clearly in violation of the IRC Code of Ordinances 
(Code), and his recommendation was to find the Respondent in violation and grant a 
period of time for the violation to be resolved by either having the units removed or 
site plan approval being obtained with progress shown by development of the 
approved site plan.  He suggested granting 120 days to bring the property into 
compliance, or tiered compliance dates for the various stages of approval the 
Respondent would need to go through. 
 
 The Respondent expressed concern with trying to obtain approvals from all 
the necessary County departments since he had already been waiting a long time to 
get an answer from Mr. Frame and Mr. Davis.  Chairman Zimmermann explained the 
Respondent could come before the Board and request an extension if he was unable 
to obtain the necessary approvals within the 120 day time frame. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted (6-1) to grant 60 days, until 
January 19, 2007 to ascertain if the use intended for 
the trailers on the property would be possible by 
going through the pre-application process; then 120 
days, until March 23, 2007 to obtain site plan approval, 
make progress on the land swap, or to remove the 
trailers.  Mr. Petrulak opposed. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006090108 – William Pinheiro 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped staff had cited the Respondent on a number of issues 
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such as no permit for a shed and pool, no pool barrier, and recreational vehicle 
storage in the required setbacks. 
  
 Inspector Davis summarized she had received complaints from the adjoining 
property owner concerning a shed not having a permit and being used to store 
construction materials up against his property line.  She spoke to the Respondent 
and he explained his home suffered major damage from the 2004 hurricanes, and he 
was storing the construction materials in the shed.  He requested time to use those 
materials in the renovations of his home then he would relocate the shed.  Inspector 
Davis felt the neighbor had been appeased because the Respondent installed a 
fence all the way down the property line. 
 
 Inspector Davis related the pool was above ground and it had stairs that were 
removable when the pool was not in use, therefore, it would not require a barrier, as 
informed by the IRC Building Department.  She added the recreational vehicle had 
been removed. 
 
 The Respondent, Mr. William Pinheiro, testified the shed was a replacement  
for  one destroyed by the hurricane.  He related he had lived there for over 30 years 
and had always had a shed in the same location on the property.  When he 
purchased the replacement shed he was informed he would not need a permit 
because it was a replacement on the same existing slab.  Inspector Davis testified it 
was a replacement shed, but was over 10-feet by 10-feet and would require a 
permit. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated even if the shed were just 10-feet by 10-feet and a 
replacement, it would still need a building permit to make sure it was properly tied 
down and secured according to current IRC Building Department standards.  When 
the permit was applied for the setbacks would be checked to make sure they were 
also in compliance.  He recommended granting 60 days, until January 19, 2007 for 
the Respondent to apply for an after-the-fact shed permit. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

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

 
Case #2006100021 – Keith R. Hazley 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this case involved an illegal use of a recreational vehicle 
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as living quarters on residential property. 
 Inspector Rose Teague, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, testified she had 
received several complaints regarding a recreational vehicle being used as living 
quarters.  She spoke with the Respondent several weeks ago and he mentioned his 
father was occupying the recreational vehicle because he had major heart surgery 
and needed to live near his son for a period of time to receive care during his 
recuperation. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois inquired if the recreational vehicle was located on property where 
there was a main residence.  Inspector Teague replied in the affirmative, noting the 
property consisted of  2.5 acres, and estimated based on the complaints received, 
the recreational vehicle had been on the property for approximately three months. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported according to the IRC zoning requirements, the zoning for 
the Respondent’s property, residential single-family, did not allow the use of 
recreational vehicles as accessory living quarters.  He pointed out the main issue 
was the recreational vehicle could be stored on the property, but it could not be used 
as living quarters. 
 
 The Respondent, Mr. Keith Hazley, testified he was requesting some time to 
allow his very ill father to recover from open heart surgery and a subsequent heart 
attack.  He explained his father had only Social Security income to live on and 
needed care.  Chairman Zimmermann asked the Respondent if the size of his home 
would accommodate his father.  The Respondent answered he had his son, mother 
and fiancée living with him, and he had no more room in the house. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff could support 90 days, until February 23, 2007, to 
allow the Respondent to explore alternative locations for his father to reside. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted (5-2) to approve staff’s 
recommendation.  Mr. Petrulak and Mr. Hedin 
opposed. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006100025 – Cal Investors of Vero Beach, LLP 
 
 Inspector Teague testified this case was in compliance. 
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Case #2006100017 – Laura L. LaPorte 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported this case was related to site plan nonconformance with a 
horse stable violation.  He recapped this was a 5-acre property that had a number of 
uses approved on the property such as:  a noncommercial stable; a separate 
noncommercial kennel/animal boarding approved by the IRC Planning & Zoning 
Commission; and a Home Occupations Permit which was more consistent with a 
mobile petting zoo use.  
 

Mr. DeBlois stated the noncommercial stable use of the property was an issue 
because the number of horses kept on site exceeded the limit of five.  Staff had 
received complaints and had done inspections with a finding of more than five 
horses being located on the property.  He noted the second issue was an 
advertisement for the boarding of horses on the 5-acre unit of property.  

 
Inspector Clifford testified she first visited and posted the property on 

November 9, 2006.  She counted eight horses and one pony just from the road, and 
could not see the remainder of the property. 

 
Mr. DeBlois stated he had spoke to the Respondent regarding the flyer 

advertising horse boarding, and her indication was the flyer did not apply to the 
subject 5-acres, but to another property she either leases or had control over that 
was within an agricultural zoning and larger, so there may not be an issue.  He 
wished for clarification from the Respondent this was not the property being 
advertised for boarding since the flyer indicated several amenities that were present 
on the subject property. 

 
Inspector Clifford reported she went by the property this morning and the two 

horse trailers were not present and from what she could see there were five horses 
present. 

 
Mr. Robert Kirrie, 12706 79th Avenue, related he lived four blocks from the 

subject property.  He stated most of the time there were numerous horses, noting  
he had counted up to 20 on the property.  He went by this morning at 7:00 a.m. and 
took pictures which showed 15 horses.  He continued there was also a stable on the 
property housing six horses as of this morning. 

 
The Respondent, Mrs. Laura LaPorte, objected to the pictures being 

presented by Mr. Kirrie and explained the whole issue resulted from the 2004 
hurricanes when she had verbal disagreements with Mr. Kirrie because his father 
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was grading and digging out the culverts on her property which resulted in the 
flooding of a neighboring property.  Attorney Vitunac asked Mrs. LaPorte if the 
pictures accurately depicted her property.  Mrs. LaPorte replied in the affirmative and 
wished to note the No Trespassing signs were also shown. 

 
Mr. DeBlois inquired if Mr. Kirrie had observed more than five horses on the 

property at various times in the past.   Mr. Kirrie responded he had seen the property 
at 6:30 a.m., and at dusk to make sure the horses were still there.  He testified there 
were more than five horses on the property 100% of the time for a period of several 
months.  Mr. Kirrie pointed out on the flyer it indicated the owner resided on the 
premises so that would prove the flyer was indicating the Respondent’s subject 
property. 

 
Mr. DeBlois stated from staff’s perspective the two main issues were although 

the Respondent did have approvals for various animal uses on the subject property 
specific to the noncommercial stable, there was a limitation per the IRC Ordinance 
requirements of one horse per acre.  Staff also contended there was an 
advertisement for boarding the horses on the property and based on that evidence, 
there appeared to be violations of those two issues. 

 
The Respondent related the series of events that had occurred with Mr. Kirrie 

since the 2004 hurricanes and the problems there had been between the neighbors. 
She addressed the flyer and the location the property was on, explaining it was not 
the subject property. 

 
Chairman Zimmermann asked the Respondent if she would like to address the 

issue of the number of horses allowed on the property.  The Respondent replied she 
had never been told there was a limit on the number of horses she could have on 
her property.  She added when she was before the Board last year she had more 
horses that she has now, and it was never brought up. 

 
Mr. DeBlois pointed out the issue before the Board was not whether or not the 

work the Respondent was doing with providing horses for handicapped or 
underprivileged children, but the number of horses allowed on the property.  He 
added there was some flexibility with visitation during the day as long as the horses 
were not boarded overnight.  He felt the Respondent addressed the matter regarding 
the posted flyer and felt that particular issue was resolved.  Staff recommended the 
Board find there was a violation on the number of horses on the property totaling 
more than five, and request the Board issue an order to grant a time frame of 30 
days, until December 22, 2006, to comply with the number of horses on the property. 

 
Mr. Hedin felt 30 days was not enough time to get rid of the horses and asked 
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the Respondent if she could make arrangements within that timeframe.  The 
Respondent replied she was planning to auction her property and horses due to her 
health problems.   

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted (5-2) to approve staff’s 
recommendation.  Mr. Hedin and Mr. Garone opposed. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006090007 – Patrick H. Hollingsworth 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this case involved violations of junk, trash, and debris, 
junk vehicles, overgrown weeds, and zoning district use. 
 
 Inspector Davis summarized she had received complaints from neighbors 
regarding vehicles and construction material located on the Respondent’s property.  
She had talked with the Respondent several times over the phone and he said he 
was going to resolve the matter.   Inspector Davis reported she visited the site today 
and there had been very little removed and the overgrown weeds still existed. 
 
 The Respondent, Mr. Patrick H. Hollingsworth, testified the fencing material on 
the property was for a fence he has a permit for, and all the vehicles on the property 
belonged to him and his roommate.  He had intentions to remedy all the violations, 
noting he just bought the property 18 months ago, and he would like to appease his 
neighbors. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized the issues were general junk, trash and debris 
accumulation, unlicensed vehicle storage which was presumed to be junk vehicles, 
and the storage of construction materials.  If there was a fence permit, an allowance 
could be made to keep the fence material on the property, but anything not related to 
an active building permit was in violation.  There was also an issue of the overgrown 
weeds on certain parts of the property.  Staff could support a 60 day timeframe, until 
January 19, 2007, to resolve the violations. 
 
 Mr. Hollingsworth reported he had been in and out of town moving his 
business to the area, and hoped to be granted 90 days to clear the violations and get 
rid of some of the vehicles. 
 
 Inspector Davis requested the Respondent to get the permit and fence in 
place and explained the number of vehicles allowed on the property.   The 
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Respondent reiterated he had a fence permit and would get the fence installed as 
quickly as possible. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the Respondent’s testimony, he could support a 
60 day timeframe, until January 19, 2007, for the removal of all violations except the 
junk vehicles, and he could support granting a 90 day timeframe, until February 23, 
2007 to remove the vehicles from the property. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

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

 
Case #2005080101 – Executive Properties Management, LLC 

 
The secretary proceeded to administer the testimonial oath to the 

Respondent’s representative. 
 
 Chairman Zimmermann stated he represented the Respondent as a realtor 
listing the subject property, and asked to be recused from voting.  He completed a 
Form 8B, Memorandum of Voting Conflict for County, Municipal, and Other Local 
Public Officers, which is on file in the Commission Office.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped the history of the case related to a particular parcel 
within the industrial park that in November 2005 came to the Board at an Evidentiary 
hearing with the issue of subdivision violation and spreading of the parcel without the 
required subdivision approval.  The Order specifically directed the Respondent in 
order to obtain approval for a parcel split through the Current Development section 
of the IRC Planning Division, including reconfiguration and growth frontage 
requirements to comply with the split reconfiguration of rejoining the properties.  He 
continued eventually there were some other extensions granted and ultimately on 
August 28, 2006 the Board entered an Order Imposing Fine on the issue of a parcel 
created without required site plan approval.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained Mr. Bill McCain was the Project Engineer representing 
the property and had approached staff regarding this case and Case #2005080098 
which is interrelated because the properties involved were once one and were 
eventually split.  On the other parcel there was an issue of the configuration and the 
narrow strip associated with it.  In this subject property, there was an issue of 
changes to the property without approval.  He continued this property was initially 
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under contract for sale for the back half without the road frontage to be sold off 
separately, and connected to a piece to the south.  Mr. DeBlois related when he 
spoke to Mr. McCain recently, he indicated while the property was under contract, 
that contract was never exercised and there was never a formal splitting of the 
parcel such that there was a piece created without road frontage. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized staff’s position was that based on the information  
Mr. McCain had provided, they concluded the property had been brought into 
compliance.  He testified the Board granted the Order Imposing Fine at the August 
28, 2006 meeting because they had not heard from the Respondents, and due to the 
lack of response, the fine was imposed.  After the Order was sent out, there was 
response to conclude the property was now in compliance.  He recommended the 
property be found in compliance and the fine be rescinded. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (6-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation.  Mr. Zimmermann 
was recused from voting. 
 

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

 
Case #2005080098 – Keith & Dian H. Milligan 
 

The secretary proceeded to administer the testimonial oath to the 
Respondent’s representative, Mr. Robert Lang who identified himself as the General 
Manager for the people who had recently purchased the subject property.  

 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped the issue was related to a court case having to do with 
issues on the property. 
 
 Mr. Lang testified when the property was purchased there were some strange 
property lines drawn long ago.  He felt the property lines were not appropriate for the 
zoning ordinances.  He was instructed by his company to tell the Board they were 
amenable to whatever the Board wished to have done with the little strips of 
property. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained this case originally came to the Board on November 28, 
2005, and because the property was part of the previous case, when the sale of that 
property occurred, there was a creation of a strip that was not allowed by the Code.  
That issue was not resolved under the Order Imposing Fine.   
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 Mr. DeBlois noted there were a number of remedies to resolve the issue from 
staff’s perspective, and that was to either combine it with one of the two properties, 
or to be sold off to the properties to the west or to the south.  He continued the small 
strips needed to be joined and made contiguous to existing property. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related based on information he had received, there was various 
court actions occurring on issues between the subject property, Mr. Milligan and the 
company purchasing the property.  One of the issues under a settlement agreement 
was this issued would be resolved.  Mr. Lang interjected his company was willing to 
resolve the issues anyway they were instructed, adding they did not need the strips 
of property and were willing to release them without reimbursement. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated the actual Order Imposing Fine in this case was entered 
effective February 25, 2006 and had been accruing at $100 per day since that date.  
He added Mr. Lang and his company acquired the property with full knowledge there 
were issues with the strip and the Order Imposing Fine.  Staff’s position was they 
would not support rescinding the fine, but would support a setting of the fine with a 
timeframe for compliance, and that compliance entailing combining those strips with 
property adjacent to them. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois indicated there had been administrative fines associated with this 
case in the amount of approximately $2,000; and there were other issues that had 
arisen associated with this case in the form of other court cases where there had 
been Public Records Requests with staff and attorney time  which went beyond the 
standard code case time investment.  Mr. DeBlois recommended a starting point of a 
$10,000 fine and establishment of a 90 day timeframe, until February 23, 2007 for 
the actual property strip issue to be resolved. 
 
 Mr. Petrulak inquired when the Respondent was found to be in compliance 
and the fine stopped.  Mr. DeBlois responded the case had not yet been found to be 
in compliance, and it was hoped they could be in compliance within 90 days.   
 
 Chairman Zimmermann wished to clarify if the fine would travel to the new 
owners.    Mr. DeBlois responded the fine would affect Mr. Lang’s ownership of the 
subject property but would still affect Mr. Milligan as the named Respondent in the 
case. 
 
 Mr. Lang stated his company was trying to show good faith by doing whatever 
the Board ruled concerning the strips of property, but he could not authorize the 
spending of $10,000 or $27,000 for the fines against Mr. Milligan.  A discussion 
ensued on the history of the property division by Mr. Milligan. 
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
grant a 90 day extension, until February 23, 2007 for 
the property strip issue to be resolved and the fine to 
be set and reduced to $10,000 contingent upon the 
strip issue being resolved.   
 

 Attorney Vitunac explained if the property strip issue was resolved within 90 
days, by February 23, 2007, the $10,000 was a lien on the property, it was also a 
claim against the Milligan’s and any other property they happened to own.  She 
added the County could also go after the property now owned by Mr. Lang’s 
company. 
  
 It is noted for the record the Respondent’s representative was present for this 
hearing. 
 

Chairman Zimmermann called for a break at 4:50 p.m. and the meeting 
resumed at 4:58 p.m. 
 
Case #2005120035 – Robert S. & Cynthia A. Wingo 
 
 The secretary proceeded to administer the testimonial oath to the 
Respondent. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was an issue of Order Imposing Fine entered by the 
Board at the June 26, 2006 meeting on a case which initially came before the Board 
on February 27, 2006 regarding issues related to storage of unlicensed junk 
vehicles, junk, trash and debris and outdoor storage of a mobile home, boat and 
trailer at this residential property.  The Compliance hearing was held June 26, 2006 
after there had been an extension granted on April 24, 2006 which had put the 
compliance date to the June 26, 2006 meeting.  The Board had testified the 
violations had not be resolved and as a result of that, the Board entered the Order 
Imposing Fine which had been in effect since June 24, 2006.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois related the Respondent had approached staff last month 
regarding the issue on the fine that had been imposed, and he contended he had 
been in compliance with the Order. 
 
 Inspector Davis testified she had visited the property in September, 2006 and 
found car parts, with some cars in the process of being refurbished.  The 
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Respondent had been called out of town for his job and she contacted his wife to 
notify her that the fine was running.  The cars were eventually removed from the 
property and there were still a few items on the property that concerned the 
neighbors.  The Respondent fenced in a portion of the yard and there was a pile of 
palm tree logs he was requested to remove.  Inspector Davis acknowledged she had 
not been back to the property since September, 2006. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized the fines began June 24, 2006 and if the compliance 
date were to be determined as September 25, 2006 the accumulated fine would be 
$9,000. 
 
 Mr. Suthard asked if there had been any extensions after the June 24, 2006 
date.  Mr. DeBlois responded there were extensions from the February 27, 2006 
initial Order Finding Violation to April 24, 2006 and then to June 24, 2006. 
 
 The Respondent, Mr. Robert S. Wingo, testified the account given by Mr. 
DeBlois was basically true, but it seemed that every time he came before the Board 
or talked to Inspector Davis, another violation was brought up.  He stated he was 
notified after the June 24, 2006 meeting where the fine was imposed and he was 
under the impression everything was fine.  The Respondent related when he bought 
the property it was overgrown and they had cleared the property and repaired the 
facade, but now he was unsure how much money he would have to do landscaping 
based on the fine. The Respondent presented pictures of what the property currently 
looked like and explained the work he had done.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized the testimony indicated the Respondent felt he was 
in compliance and was making efforts to comply.  Mr. DeBlois opined there were 
issues of substantial time being granted for bringing the property into compliance.  
Staff could support finding the Respondent in compliance and reducing the fine to 
cover administrative costs in the amount of $2,000. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006030195 – Clifton & Susanne Garrison 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case had to do with an Order Imposing Fine entered 
by the Board June 26, 2006 dating back to an initial Order Finding Violation in May 
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22, 2006 for an issue of overgrown weeds on residential property.  When the matter 
came before the Board just based on the record, at the June 26, 2006 Compliance 
hearing, the finding at that time was the overgrown weed issue was not resolved.  
The Board entered the Order Imposing Fine for noncompliance of the overgrown 
weed issue.   
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon testified when the initial Order Finding Violation  
was brought to the Board she spoke with the Respondent and he supposedly had 
someone under contract to do the work, but for some reason it didn’t get done.  The 
home had been rendered unlivable by the 2004 hurricanes and abandoned.  The 
Respondent informed her the house had been put up for sale and when there was a 
contract for the sale the fine was found.  The Respondent contacted Inspector Carter 
Solomon and she confirmed the property was in compliance as of October 25, 2006. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the October 25, 2006 verified compliance date, 
with the fine beginning on June 24, 2006, at $100 per day the fine would total 
$12,300.   
 
 The Respondent, Mr. Clifton Garrison, reported the house was actually in 
foreclosure and he had since sold the house to settle the foreclosure.  He had no 
excuse to present to the Board and asked for a reduction in the fine. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized staff could support setting the fine to cover 
administrative costs of $2,000. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060063 – Vincent C. Christunas 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated this was an issue of vehicle violation that was brought into 
compliance three days after the September 22, 2006 Order Imposing Fine date.  He 
added there would be a $300 fine. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon testified the Respondent had contacted her after the 
September 22, 2006 Compliance hearing to notify her he had been out of town and 
had not returned until September 25, 2006.  He had not received the letter until after 
the meeting.    
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 Mr. DeBlois stated in the past the Board had allowed the Monday morning of 
the Code meeting to be a compliance date.   He felt there should be the $100 fine 
because there had been initial and extension hearings.  A discussion was held 
regarding the interpretation of the dates for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Owens, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Garone, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing. 
 
Administrative Order Discussion 
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained the Administrative Order 97-1 he distributed contained 
procedures on various matters.  He noted it was basically a refresher with the main 
issue requesting the Board to consider Item IV, Releases.  He noted if the fine was 
paid outside the normal Board hearing timeframe, and there was a pending imminent 
closing and the Respondent was willing to pay the fine to resolve the lien for closing, 
there was authorization for staff to release the lien upon receiving payment of the 
fine.  He continued in practice, this had been applied not only when the Board 
specifically acknowledges compliance and sets the fine, but there were other 
instances where staff based the fine on the flat time imposed and verification of 
compliance, without coming back before the Board to formally set it.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported the Administrative Order could be construed that for staff 
to release the lien, the Board should have already established a set fine versus staff 
just assigning a flat rate of the order.   He requested clarification from the Board 
regarding the authority for staff to release the fine directly, or to at least coordinate 
the release with the Board Chairman’s signature. 
 
 Attorney Vitunac related the current condition for releases was really a 
ministerial task of signing a release after the Respondent paid a fine.  She continued 
in this instance of staff finding a case in compliance, a calculation of the fine by staff 
with no review by the Board, and then acknowledgement of the release of fine by 
staff could cause problems in the event the fine were to be legally challenged. A 
lengthy discussion ensued regarding the various methods which could be used and 
the Board requested Attorney Vitunac bring something in writing to the January 22, 
2007 Board meeting for consideration. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated there were a couple of cases that had paid the fines and if 
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they waited until the January 22, 2007 Board meeting, there may be issues with the 
delay.  He asked if there could be a temporary ruling made for these particular 
cases.  Mr. DeBlois related there was a method used to notify title companies the 
documentation was imminent and that letter many times would work until the official 
paperwork could be provided.  He would attempt to use this same process in the 
situations he described. 
 
Case #2006030073 – Robert C. & Jan Ford 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported this was a Compliance hearing having to do with a site 
plan violation of storage associated with an automobile repair business.  The issue 
was the Respondent was applying for certain approvals for where items were being 
stored. 
 
 Inspector Davis testified the property was being used for storage and nothing 
had been done, there had been no further progress in the site plan.  The 
Respondent was trying to decide if they should sell property or grant an easement to 
one of the adjacent property owners, but no decisions had been finalized. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported the case came before the Board April 24, 2006 and there 
was an Order Granting Extension issued September 25, 2006 giving the Respondent 
until November 24, 2006 to comply.   He added a site plan had been submitted quite 
a while ago but no progress had ever been made. Staff recommended since the 
Respondent had submitted a site plan, they could recommend an extension of 60 
days, until January 19, 2007. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060077 – Kimberly & Carla Rumsby 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case originally came before the Board on July 24, 
2006 with an issue of overgrown weeds, junk, trash, debris, and a recreational 
vehicle being used as living quarters.  There was an extension granted September 
25, 2006 giving the Respondents until November 24, 2006 to bring the property into 
compliance. 
 
 Inspector Teague testified she inspected the property this morning and what 
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remained was some  junk, trash, debris, and the Respondent was still occupying the 
recreational vehicle as living quarters.  Inspector Teague noted the Respondent had 
mowed some of the property, no one was living in the house, and the neighbors 
were complaining about the property because it was decreasing their property 
values. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated there did not appear to be any progress since the 
September 25, 2006 hearing, and staff would recommend the fine be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. Owens, 
the members voted unanimously (7-0) to approve 
staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006080011 – Ronald Anderson 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was an overgrown weeds violation and the 
Respondent indicated he had been having health problems and came to his office 
this morning with a doctor’s note indicating there would be a conflict with today’s 
meeting.  The overgrown weeds had still not been mowed and this was a case 
where the Respondent was destitute and could not afford to pay someone to mow 
the property for him.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the fine be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006080109 – I.J. & Rachel Pinkney 
 
 Mr. DeBlois asked Inspector Zedek when the property was last inspected.  
Inspector Zedek replied she inspected the property this morning and the untagged 
silver Mercedes was still on the property.  The Respondent stated during the 
inspection the vehicle had been put in his shed for over two weeks and had not been 
sitting outside.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, he could support a 30 day 
extension, until December 22, 2006 to give the Respondent an opportunity to resolve 
the issue with a Compliance hearing to be held January 22, 2007. 
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Owens, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation.   
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006080015 – Janna K. Gates & Ciera Gates 
 
 Inspector Zedek reported she spoke with the Respondent last week and was 
told the truck would be removed by Friday, November 24, 2006.  When Inspector 
Zedek inspected the property this morning the truck was still on the property. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated based on the testimony, he could support a 30 day 
extension, until December 22, 2006, with a Compliance hearing on January 22, 2007 
to allow the Respondent to remove the truck from the property. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted (6-1) to approve staff’s 
recommendation.  Mr. Hedin opposed. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006090056 – Jocelyn Lewis 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a junk, trash, debris and overgrown weed 
issue.   Inspector Carter Solomon testified she went by the property this morning and 
there was a small amount of trash remaining.  She continued there had been 
significant progress made by the Respondent. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois reported based on the relative improvements, staff could support 
recommending a 30 day extension, until December 22, 2006 with a Compliance 
hearing on January 22, 2007 to allow the Respondent to completely remove the 
remaining trash and bring the property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Owens, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
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Case #2006080089 – John E. & Frances M. Brink 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a junk, trash, debris, junk vehicle and zoning 
use issue. 
 
 Inspector Clifford testified she visited the property this morning and the 
Respondent had the junk, trash, and debris cleaned up but there were still vehicle 
violations remaining.  The Respondent informed her there was a truck coming today 
to pick up the junk vehicles, and requested an extension until January 19, 2007. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained this case was for the estate of John E. & Frances M. 
Brink who were deceased.  Their son had been moving and was trying to clean up 
the property and had a storage unit on the property.  Since there had been progress, 
staff could recommend extending the compliance date to January 19, 2006 for the 
vehicle and storage unit removal. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Stetser, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006080023 – Waterford Lakes Community Association 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon reported there was no service for this case. 
 
Case #2006090082 – Peter & Tracy Frank 
 
 Inspector Teague reported there had been service on November 21, 2006.  
Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a property with an issue of occupancy without a 
Certificate of Occupancy (C.O.).  He explained this was a business location being 
used as a storage facility.  The Respondent had received site plan approval for the 
use however, they did not receive the final C.O. because they did not pay certain 
fees that were required. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recommended the Board find there was occupancy occurring  
without the final C.O. approval, and grant 30 days, until December 22, 2006 with a 
Compliance hearing on January 22, 2007 for the Respondent to obtain the C.O. 
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006060050 – Danny Chu 
 
 Inspector Zedek reported service was received November 20, 2006.  Mr. 
DeBlois explained this was for an issue of a junk vehicle violation.   
 
 Inspector Zedek related she had spoken with the Respondent on numerous 
occasions.  He lived in New Jersey and was trying to get the junk vehicle removed.  
He had made contact with a towing company located in Ft. Pierce, and they had 
contacted her in October, 2006 to let her know they would remove the vehicle but 
had never followed through by removing the  vehicle.  The Respondent was trying to 
contact the towing company to find out what happened.  She added the Respondent 
did want the vehicle removed because it was abandoned on his vacant property. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff could support a 60 day extension, until January 19, 
2007 to allow the Respondent to get the junk vehicle removed from the property. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Owens, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard the members voted (6-1) to approve staff’s 
recommendation.  Mr. Hedin opposed. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006090104 – Margarita Jimenez Acosta & Hugo Acosta 
 
 Inspector Teague testified she received service on November 15, 2006 for a 
case involving a vacant overgrown lot.  She spoke to the Respondent today who 
requested a 30 day extension to get the lot mowed. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated staff recommended granting an extension for 30 days, until 
December 22, 2006 with a Compliance hearing on January 22, 2007 to bring the 
property into compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the members voted (6-1) to approve staff’s 
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recommendation.  Mr. Hedin opposed. 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006090105 – Alexcia Geary 
 
 Inspector Teague testified service was received November 20, 2006 and had 
to do with vacant lots having dead pine trees causing a health and safety hazard.  
She spoke with the Respondent several weeks ago who resided in Georgia, and she 
mentioned if she could be granted 60 days, she could obtain a company to remove 
the trees. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois inquired if there were any homes in the fall radius of the dead 
trees and how many trees were there.  Inspector Teague responded there were 
approximately 15 trees and there were structures within the fall radius. 
 
 Chairman Zimmermann asked why the Respondent could not get the trees 
removed within 30 days.  Inspector Teague replied the property was purchased as 
an investment and she was not going through a divorce and money was limited. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained technically the IRC Public Nuisance Ordinance applied 
to the removal of dead trees within the fall radius of houses or other structures 
versus just dead trees on a lot not affecting structures.  Inspector Teague testified 
there were several homes within the fall radius. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related he could not therefore support granting 60 days, but could 
recommend 30 days, until December 22, 2006 to remove the dead trees. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing. 
 
Case #2006100024 – Carlton Charles Coleman 
 
 Inspector Teague stated there was no service for this case. 
 
Case #2006100035 – Root Brothers, Inc. 
 
 Inspector Teague stated there was no service for this case. 
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Authorization for Notices to Appear  
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Garone, SECONDED BY Mr.           
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to grant 
Authorization for Notices to Appear for January, 2007. 

 
Other Matters 

 
 There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:05 p.m.   


