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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

 
 There was a meeting of the Indian River County (IRC) Planning and 
Zoning Commission (PZC) on Thursday, March 8, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Commission Chambers of the County Administration Building, 1801 27th Street, 
Vero Beach, Florida.  You may hear an audio of the meeting; review the meeting 
agenda, backup material and the minutes on the Indian River County website 
www.ircgov.com/Boards/PZC/2012.   
 
 Present were members: Chairman Sam Zimmerman, District 2 
Appointee; Donna Keys, Interim District 1 Appointee; Jens Tripson, District 3 
Appointee; Dr. Jonathan Day, District 4 Appointee; Brad Emmons, District 5 
Appointee; George Hamner and Todd Brognano, Members-at-Large. 
 

Absent was Carol Johnson, non-voting School Board Liaison (excused).  
 

Also present was IRC staff: Bill DeBraal, Deputy County Attorney; Stan 
Boling, Planning Director; Robert Keating, Community Development Director; 
John McCoy, Senior Planner; and Laura E. Vasquez, Recording Secretary. 
 
Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance  
 
 The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. and all stood for the Pledge 
of Allegiance.   
 
Approval of Minutes  
  
 Ms. Donna Keys, Interim District 1 Appointee, indicated under Planning 
Matters on page 7, the last paragraph should read: “there was general 
consensus that Attachment 10 be changed to show both small-scale and large-
scale bio-fuel processing plants in Agricultural 1 Zoning should continue to be 
special exception permit use, not administrative approval”.   
   

ON MOTION BY Dr. Emmons, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Tripson, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve the minutes of the meeting of February 9, 
2011, as amended. 

 
Item on Consent:  

 
Chairman Zimmerman read the following into the record: 
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A. Spyglass: Request to replat the Spyglass affidavit of exemption 
project.  GHO Holding Corporation, Owner.  Schulke, Bittle & Stoddard, 
LLC, Agent, Zoning Classification: A-1, Agricultural 1 (up to 1 unit per 5 
acres).  Land Use Designation: AG-1, Agricultural 1 (up to 1 unit per 5 
acres).  [2005020254-67728/SD-12-04-01] [Quasi-Judicial]  

 
Chairman Zimmerman asked the Commissioners to disclose any ex-parte 

communication with the applicant or any contact which would not allow them to 
make an unbiased decision.   All Commissioners replied they had not had any 
ex-parte communication. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Hamner, SECONDED BY Ms. 
Keys, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve the request to replat the Spyglass affidavit 
of exemption project as submitted by staff.  

 
Public Hearing  
 
 Chairman Zimmerman read the following into the record: 
 

A. Bloomfield at Vero Beach: Request for re-approval of the Bloomfield 
at Vero Beach planned development (PD) conceptual plan.  Enclave at 
Vero Beach, LLC, Owner. Kimley-Horn & Associates, Inc., Agent.  
Zoning Classifications: RM-6, Residential Multi-Family (up to 6 
units/acre), and RS-6, Residential Single-Family (up to 6 units/acre).  
Land Use Designation: L-2, Low Density Residential (up to 6 
units/acre).  Density: 4.59 units per acre. (PD-11-12-04 / 2006020021-
67270) [Legislative]    

 
Chairman Zimmerman asked the Commissioners to disclose any ex-parte 

communication with the applicant or any contact which would not allow them to 
make an unbiased decision.   All Commissioners replied they had not had any 
ex-parte communication. 

 
Mr. John McCoy, Senior Planner, reviewed his Memorandum dated 

February 27, 2012, a copy of which is on file in the Commission Office. 
 
Ms. Keys recommended a condition that there be no excavation or clearing 

on Phases II and III until the applicant was ready to develop those phases.  Mr. 
McCoy responded that it was typical to restrict land clearing the phases being 
developed, however, that could be made explicit by adding a condition.  
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Discussion ensued regarding the environmental issues wherein Mr. McCoy 
explained typically, there was a monitoring condition within St. John’s permitting 
requirements. 

 
Mr. Day brought the members’ attention to page 5 regarding the Gopher 

Tortoises and referred to the last sentence “In this case, the developer has 
agreed to relocate all tortoises to new locations within the on-site upland 
preserve areas discussed above”. He felt the wording should be changed to “the 
tortoises would be relocated to an existing colony”.  

 
Mr. Stan Boling, Planning Director stated the last sentence could be 

eliminated, allowing Florida Fish & Wildlife Commission’s expertise as to what 
relocation site could support the tortoises. 

 
Mr. Jens Tripson posed the question as to the purpose of proposing 10-

year sunset provision to allow more time, given the current economic conditions, 
and not just let it run with the land instead of placing a sunset date on it.    

 
Mr. Robert Keating explained in 2006/2007, time limits were placed on 

planned developments because if a development project was delayed, and not 
built and the rules changed within that same time period, the new rules could be 
applied when the project was re-approved.  He felt there should be a deadline 
mechanism in place to ensure that new rules can be applied to significantly 
delayed or abandoned projects.  He explained why time limits were dictated, and 
explained this project was different from most special exceptions, given most 
special exceptions were uses built right away and a planned development was a 
type of special exception that warranted an expiration date. 

 
Chairman Zimmerman opened the public hearing at 7:22 p.m.  
 
The secretary administrated the testimonial oath to those present who 

wished to speak on this matter. 
 
Mr. Michael Glussman, representing ownership of the property, stated his 

clients had great intentions of seeing the property developed under the 2007 
approval.  However, the economy disrupted those intentions.  The owners hoped 
through the subject request, for an extension of time, allowing the economy to 
improve and the project to move forward. 

 
Mr. Brett Stevens, Kimley Horn & Associates spoke in response to 

comments about limiting excavation or clearing to specific phases.  He stated he 
understood and appreciated the intention; however, this was a conceptual plan 
approval and more engineering and details will be presented to complete the rest 



 

PZC/Approved 4                      March 8, 2012 
C:\Documents and Settings\sjohnson\Local Settings\Temporary Internet 
Files\Content.Outlook\GXPO96XI\03-08-12 PZC Minutes.doc 

of the planned development process.  He explained as more detailed engineering 
is done, he would see where utilities would need to be located to support each 
phase.  

 
Mr. Stevens predicted the same thing as far as the fill went, given the 

ponds were being excavated initially and the owner may wish to utilize the dirt for 
improvement of future phases.  He suggested provisions to allow tree removal 
permits and designate certain areas within those phases for tree removal, as well 
as provisions for stockpiling fill on the property. 

 
Ms. Keys thought these recommendations could be added to the 

recommendation of impacting the footprint of where utilities were to be installed. 
 
Mr. Boling mentioned the possibility of having a generic condition to limit 

land clearing/tree removal to the phase which would immediately be under 
construction.  He stated that when the phasing plans are submitted with more 
details, the updated phasing plans will show utility corridors  and possibly a 
stockpile  area, if needed. 

 
Mr. Boling explained with the preliminary planned development plan, which 

was the next step in the process that this Commission would review, there would 
be more engineering details to better address/restrict clearing.  Mr. Boling noted 
that any given condition attached to the conceptual plan would be implemented 
at the next point in the review process. 

 
Chairman Zimmerman closed the public hearing at 7:29 p.m. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Brognano, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Emmons, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff’s recommendation of re-approve the 
Bloomfield at Vero Beach planned development 
(PD) conceptual plan with the following conditions: 
(1)  Under Environmental Issues, item 17b, remove 
the final sentence “In this case, the developer has 
agreed to relocate all tortoises to new locations 
within the on-site upland preserve areas 
discussed”; and (2) The Planning & Zoning 
Commission expresses concerns regarding clear 
cutting prematurely. 

 
 
 
PUBLIC DISCUSSION 
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 Chairman Zimmerman read the following into the record: 
 

A. Waterway Village: DiVosta Homes, L.P.’s Notice of Proposed Change 
(NOPC) Request to Modify the Waterway Village DRI Development 
Order Emergency Shelter Space Condition [Quasi-Judicial] 

 
Chairman Zimmerman asked the Commissioners to disclose any ex-parte 

communication with the applicant or any contact that would not allow them to 
make an unbiased decision.   All Commissioners replied they had not had any 
ex-parte communication. 

 
The secretary administrated the testimonial oath to those present who 

wished to speak on this matter. 
 
Mr. Boling summarized his Memorandum dated February 24, 2012, a copy 

of which is on file in the Commission Office.   
 
Mr. Tripson said staff had mentioned this project was not located in a 

hurricane vulnerability zone and it seemed to him the entire State of Florida was 
in that zone.  Mr. Boling advised the State planners and attorneys looked at 
Florida Statutes which defined the hurricane vulnerability zone as an evacuation 
area for Category 3 hurricanes, or lower, and the project site was not located 
within a special flood zone and/or the hurricane vulnerability zone. 

 
Chairman Zimmerman said there was an abundance of shelter space now 

and projected for the future, based upon population studies from the University of 
Florida.  He told the Commission he was more swayed by the updated building 
code requirement of meeting the 160 mile an hour windloading requirement.  He 
thought going from 140 to 160 mile an hour windloading requirement was a very 
important life-safety issue. 

 
Mr. Jonathan Day confirmed Attachment 1 of the  Memorandum was the 

original proposal to Condition #72 from the applicant, which was no longer in the 
proposal; and Attachment 6 included the current changes and in the current 
proposal.  Mr. Boling indicated that Mr. Day was corrected and stated that there 
was a notation on the first page of Attachment 1, at the bottom of the page, right 
corner, which stated “Proposal amended by second submittal 1/25/2012”. 

 
Mr. Brad Emmons questioned the statement that the project was not in a 

flood zone; however, in his opinion the Peninsula of Florida was in the flood zone 
X.  Mr. Boling confirmed the project was not in a special flood hazard area and 
that it was in flood zone X. 
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Tripson, SECONDED BY Ms. 
Keys, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
agree with staff this request did not constitute a 
substantial deviation and recommends the Board of 
County Commissioners adopt a resolution 
containing the proposed amendment to 
development order Condition #72. 

 
COMMISSIONERS MATTERS 
 
 Chairman Zimmerman requested consent from fellow Commissioners 
concerning further discussions on the current set of Land Development 
Regulation amendments, if he could utilize a shortcut of not having staff provide 
the same presentation each time, if the Commission could go straight to the 
discussion. He said the process seemed to work well in the past and having to 
anticipate several instances, which this matter could come before this 
Commission for additional discussions, he asked if the shortcut style would be 
efficient to utilize again.  Mr. Boling advised this discussion was the last one, 
although a formal public hearing would be held by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission on the Land Development Regulation amendments in the future. 
 
PLANNING MATTERS  
 

A. Planning Information Package 
 

 Mr. Boling advised it was highly likely this Commission would not be 
meeting again in the month of March and that he would be notifying members of 
same via email. 
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ATTORNEY MATTERS 
 
 There was none. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 
 

 
 

  
 
_____________________________ _______________________      
Chairman Sam Zimmerman   Date 
 
_____________________________   ________________________ 
Laura E. Vasquez, Recording Secretary  Date  


