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AGRICULTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

The Indian River County (IRC) Agriculture Advisory Committee (AAC) met 
at 2:00 P.M. on Thursday, April 26, 2012 in the County Administration Building A, 
Chambers, 1801 27th Street, Vero Beach, Florida.   

 
You may view the meeting; review the agenda and the minutes on the IRC 

website - http://www.ircgov.com/Boards/AAC/2012.htm.   
 

 Any residents interested in serving on a board or committee, an 
educational tool to gain an understanding of State of Florida laws regarding 
government in the sunshine, public records, and ethics is available for review on 
the IRC website - http://www.ircgov.com/Boards/Sunshine_Presentation.pdf. 

 
Present were Chairman Robert Adair, Jr., Associated Industry Appointee; 

Sean Sexton, Cattle Industry Appointee; Ruben Koch, Irrigation Appointee; E. 
Ray Smith, Citrus Appointee and Louis Schacht, Vegetables Appointee and 
Commissioner Liaison Wesley S. Davis.    

 
Absent was: Rusty Banack, Horticulture Appointee; and Gary Pressley, 

Associated Industry Appointee (both excused). 
 

 Also present were IRC Staff:  Bob Keating, Community Development 
Director; Stan Boling, Planning Director and Misty L. Pursel, Commissioner 
Assistant, District 1. 
 
 Others present were:  Jason Nunemaker, City of Fellsmere City Manager; 
Bill Beardslee, Honey Minuse, Indian River Neighborhood Association; Mike Ray,  
Graves Brothers; Helene Caseltine, Indian River Chamber of Commerce; Henry 
Stephens, Press Journal; Peter McClure, Evans Property; Ralph Monticello, 
Indian River Land Trust; Mike Ziegler, Ag Resources Management; Doug 
Bournique, Indian River Citrus League; Grace Pehl, Suzon Franzke and Susan 
Boyd, Property Owners; and Joel Tyson, Renee Renzi, Bill Broocke Interested 
parties. 

 
Call to Order 

 
Chairman Adair called the meeting to order at 2:03 p.m. and noted a 

quorum was present.   
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Approval of Minutes of February 9, 2012 – Auction Required 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Smith, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Koch, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
approve the minutes of February 9, 2012.  

 
New Business 
 
  Chairman Adair announced initially the floor would be given to AAC 
members and staff from Community Development Planning Department for 
discussion; however, the owners of property in the designated area constituting 
the Boundary Buffer would be provided an opportunity to offer pertinent 
information regarding this matter. 
.  

a) Consideration of Urban Service Boundary Buffer 
 

 Mr. Stan Boling, Planning Director, presented a Memorandum dated 
January 19, 2012, and PowerPoint presentation, which provided background 
information explaining the urban service area as outlined in the 2030 Indian River 
County Future Lands Use map.  Copies of the PowerPoint and Memorandum are 
on file in the Commission Office.   
 
 Mr. Boling explained one of the features of the Future Lands Use Map was 
the Urban Service Area Boundary and for the County, the boundary was 
everything outside the city limits; i.e. Fellsmere, Sebastian, Vero Beach, were all 
considered inside the Urban Service Area (USA).  He further explained the 
unincorporated area of the County, indicated by the red line on the Future Land 
Use Map, east of Interstate 95, the north south boundary was in a few different 
places, halfway between 66th Avenue and 58th Avenue and 66th Avenue in some 
areas close to 74th Avenue in other areas. 
 
 Mr. Boling told the Committee the discussion topic concerning the Urban 
Service Boundary proposal was if there should be some special restrictions or 
regulations for properties located outside of the USA, but close to the Urban 
Service Boundary, within a mile or so; and were there some uses allowed further 
outside the USA appropriate for further out, more remote, than areas in close 
proximity of the USA boundary, especially where there was residentially 
designated property on the other side of that boundary.  He advised in the 
County’s designated areas the experience had been, not just in Indian River 
County, but in most counties, there were land use conflicts in agricultural 
designated areas because of the number of uses allowed in those areas.  He 
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said beside the agricultural uses, there were residential uses, even though they 
were low density; and conditional uses.   
  
 Mr. Boling remarked the County’s existing regulations with conditional 
uses, had to have special criteria or set up criteria for some of the uses.  He 
mentioned a use allowed outside the USA in agriculturally designated property, 
was demolition debris, where in the A1-Walee demolition debris project had two 
applications, which were ultimately denied.  He mentioned some of the reasons 
for the denial were compatibility in the location.  He stated A1-Walee had come 
back with a second application; a site more remote from residentially designated 
property outside the USA, was approved. 
 
 Mr. Boling indicated some potential conflicts  along the USA boundary 
were the following two types of scenarios which staff was currently reviewing; (1) 
conditional uses such as the A1-Walee, which was found to have been a conflict 
with uses just inside the USA boundary; within a mile of higher density 
subdivisions located inside the USA boundary; and (2) potential conflicts with 
ranchette areas and even agricultural uses outside the USA boundary.  He told 
the Committee, the Urban Service Boundary (USB) Buffer concept was to identify 
conditional uses currently allowed just outside the USB which would impose the 
most land use conflicts and prohibit those uses within the buffer area located 
along the outside of the USB. 
 
 Mr. Boling relayed staff had prepared some preliminary work on the 
concept and presented the matter to the Board of County Commissioners 
(BOCC); wherein the BOCC authorized staff to move forward with the input from 
the AAC, then public workshops for input; then through the Planning & Zoning 
Commission, and back to the BOCC. 
 
 Mr. Boling said some of the concerns of the concept expressed were in the 
prohibiting uses in an area near the USB, pushing those uses further out, which 
could have ill consequences of this potential.  He indicated he had received 
comments on the lists of uses.  
 
 Mr. Boling relayed one of the items staff reviewed was where were the 
five-acre tracts in the areas of the County just outside the USB, showing a map 
of North County boundaries.  He indicated on the map there was a predominance 
of five-acre parcels, which originally had been platted as 10-acre tracts many 
year ago, however, since then a lot of these 10-acre tracts had been divided 
once into two five-acre parcels.   
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 Mr. Boling described in the Central County where the five-acre parcels 
exist, there was a developing pattern east of 74th Avenue, which was 
approximately 1.5 miles west of the USB. 
 
 Mr. Boling said in the South County; south of State Road 60, the USB was 
to the east, north and west of this area, with five-acre parcels scattered 
throughout the area. 
 
 Mr. Boling said agriculturally exempt parcels were reviewed, both within 
the USA and outside the USA.  He pointed out the City of Fellsmere’s large 
annexation area, Fellsmere Joint Venture and the Egan Properties continued 
with their agricultural exemption; however, were near the USB, where the 
properties were zoned agricultural and had an agricultural exemption. 
 
 Mr. Boling reviewed the properties outside the USA, however, still close to 
the USA, continued with the agricultural exempt parcels. He contended many of 
the parcels around the limits of the City of Fellsmere, even though zoned 
agricultural, were not agricultural exempt. 
 
 Mr. Boling explained the current USB buffer proposal was to establish a 
one-mile buffer from residentially designated land.  He stated the proposal did 
not include the area west of 74th Avenue due to the five-acre ranchettes.  He 
revealed the idea of the USB buffer proposal was to prohibit a certain number 
and a certain conditional uses, which could pose potential conflicts and through 
the conditional process currently in place, may not obtain approval, with the 
current rules in place. 
 
 Mr. Boling mentioned the list of prohibited conditional uses within the buffer 
areas discussed on Page 5 of his Memorandum. He remarked comments were 
received about the fruit and sludge spreading uses.  He noted it was not the 
intent of this proposal to adversely affect or regulate basic practices, so changes 
would be needed regarding the fruit and sludge spreading uses. 
 
 Mr. Boling remarked discussions having taken place regarding the fruit 
packinghouses and juice plants and suggested perhaps breaking them down into 
large scale and small scale and not prohibiting small scale in a buffer area. 
 
 Mr. Boling disclosed since 1991 the only uses proposed and have gone 
through the review process were the two applications for demolition and debris 
facilities by A1-Walee owners and to this point there had not been any 
applications for these uses; however, certainly there could be at some point in 
the future. 
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 Mr. Boling explained how parcels were broken out in the South County. 
 
 Mr. Boling stated this Committee ultimately would need to make a 
recommendation to the BOCC and mentioned the Board had authorized staff to 
take the concept through essentially an ordinance change, beside the AAC, 
having a public workshop, or going to the Planning and Zoning Commission then 
back to the BOCC for their vote. 
 
 Mr. Boling reported the AAC could determine there were deficiencies with 
the current proposal, any number of issues AAC may want to define.  
 
 Mr. Sexton questioned what the other mechanisms to the population 
density factors were.  Mr. Boling advised there were at least two major areas of 
the concept:  (1) what are the uses; (2) what about the size and configuration of 
the buffer; was it too big, too small, how was the buffer configured.  He said in 
the central county area, the location of the five-acre parcels was used as a guide 
of on five-acre parcel, also called ranchettes, could wind up being predominately 
a large-lot residential, even though you could still have agricultural practices in 
agricultural operations on five-acre parcels.   
 
 Mr. Boling said there was nothing magical about the one-mile buffer, 
except in Indian River County it could wind up at the major roadways, which tend 
to make decent boundaries and buffers.  He related the County tried to go with 
major boundaries where there were concentrations of five-acre ranchettes. 
 
 Chairman Adair directed attention to the map, north of State Route 60, and 
said there was a nice buffer to the west of 66th Avenue and 58th Avenue, but no 
buffer north of State Road 60. He commented the area being discussed was 
where the Sexton Ranch was situated, and inquired why nothing was along that 
area, which was recently paved, with Indian River Estates on the south side, and 
there was an existing farm operation, which sold farm equipment, a church, and 
a bunch of open citrus plots and pastures. 
 
 Mr. Boling said it made sense to add this area to the proposed buffer area.   
He told the committee the pattern of five-acre parcels was not found there; 
however, there might be other conditions and reasons for it. He said where the 
buffer was placed and the configuration of it was a part of this Committee’s and 
the Board of County Commission’s consideration.   
 
 Mr. Koch question whether the outline was based more in the development 
as parcels move out acreage as ranchettes were developed was how, more or 
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less, the guidelines were formed for the outline.  Mr. Boling answered in the 
affirmative; it was a major factor in looking at those areas as, to a large degree, 
almost developing as a large lot residential, a rural area. 
 
 Chairman Adair stated his concerns to include the idea of a vegetable or 
fruit juice plant was inherent to have been a small operation and a good way to 
merchandise agricultural products with a large national trend to buy local and sell 
direct.  He shared his thought it would be a counterproductive way for agriculture 
to place a limitation on it; however, he could not imagine seeing a juice plant, a 
cutrale-type juice plant right along 66th Avenue.  He requested whether it could 
be articulated and allowed the Petersen’s Countryside Farm and Schacht Citrus 
to squeeze their juice; or a new grower who wanted to sell carrot juice, etc., 
whatever else happened to happen in the future, so to have it documented, to 
avoid hindrances and help promote it. 
 
 Mr. Boling said going forward this was the type of further analysis needed 
if the Committee so directed staff to review differentiating with the scale. 
 
 Chairman Adair said the same thing could be said on the sludge, bio-
solids, or recycle material.  He shared his thought about fruit spreading to have 
been a way to recycle nutrients in cattle pastures, which there were a lot of cattle 
pastures in the buffer area, which drop fruit for cattle use.  He suggested 
articulating in way to avoid another pit or dump to put fruit. 
 
 Chairman Adair referred to Page 3 of the Agenda backup, and said many 
of the average-sized acreage were approximately 8 acres; making some of the 
uses requiring larger acreage to do.  He said the discussion on uses which would 
not be allowed in the first place, should be taken out of the equation; or, the other 
argument was the uses would never be approved, so why leave them there. 
 
 Chairman Adair told the Committee if an investor was trying to purchase 
land, he would want to know what he would be getting before purchasing the 
land.  He summarized the Committee was to decide which of the types of 
thinking was the right way while not harming the ability of a landowner, who was 
not agricultural, to continue operations, or sell the property and allow the 
landowner to place money into another piece of property to develop it, when the 
so-called miracle root stock at its resistance to greening actually appear in four or 
five years, if it happened. 
 
 Chairman Adair mentioned a trend of selling land east of Vero Beach and 
then investing the money west of Vero Beach was a way of staying economically 
sustainable.  He said on the other hand, Indian River County has changed 
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dramatically in the past years and he would want to continue farm his five-acre 
grove and not have any conditional use that was non-agricultural move in 
adjacent to his property and interfere. 
 
 Mr. Sexton shared his viewpoint of some agricultural needs buffering from 
residential entities.  He stated he was not comfortable with the instance where at 
the top of the central county sector, there were some large tracts probably with 
no residences, which would be changing peoples’ options on the larger tracts 
over another condition. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Davis remembered an instance happening about 
seven or eight years ago, regarding spreading chicken manure.  He asked, 
“Where did the line get drawn as far as the smaller operations being able to 
operate efficiently?”  He said going along the same lines of what Mr. Sexton said, 
as far as not being able to place some of those larger, intensive agricultural, 
industrial uses, like packing houses, in the areas where urban services were 
needed for things to run an industrial facility.  He gave an example of south of 
County Road 510; wherein the real estate on US Highway 1 could get to the 
point where it was not economical viable to maintain it as a packing house – then 
where to? 
 
 Mr. Koch asked whether there was a possibility to outline parcels where 
there was potential for certain types of development within a buffer area; to 
differentiate between both properties.  Mr. Boling responded the breakdown in 
ranges of parcel sizes was available in the mapping information already provided 
in the backup material.  He questioned what sized parcels were being looked at, 
or what was the assumption of what could be done on one size and not another. 
 
 Mr. Boling recounted the first A1-Walee location was just less than 8.5 
acres; their second site, which was approved, was approximately 20 acres and 
with some of the uses on the list, it was difficult to predict what sized parcel 
realistically would rule something out. 
 
 Mr. Boling addressed Chairman Adair’s concern regarding existing gift 
food operations, packing houses, and juice plants having been grandfathering in, 
by stating there were non-conforming uses being allowed to continue as long as 
the operation did not cease for a period of more than 12 months.  Mr. Boling 
revealed discussions having been had regarding what constitutes “ceased”.  
 
 Chairman Adair recommended as long as the facility was present; until it 
was leveled, it should be allowed to remain to a subsequent buyer past the 12- 
month rule, because there was trusts, etc., where property would be tied up for 
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longer than 12 months.  He thought the 12-month rule would be detrimental and 
should be stripped from the conditional uses. 
 
 Mr. Boling pointed out the idea of setting up a buffer was to not try to 
create non-conformance situations with new regulations, if for instance, if what 
came out of this discussion would be allowing a small scale operation as allowed 
uses, so there would be no non-conformity situations.  He stated if definition of 
what small scale operation means, would there be any large-scale plants inside 
the proposed buffer area.  He said he did not believe that was the case as 
proposed presently.  
 
 Mr. Boling responded to Mr. Smith question whether a facility like a 
packinghouse, juice facilities, etc., became non-performing due to a fire, etc., 
would the owners lose their permit.  Mr. Boling stated the countywide non-
conformance regulations had a 50% rule, a lot like Federal Emergency 
Management Agency had to bring property up to code.  He stated there was a 
provision for a declared disaster like a hurricane, and having special 
requirements, which begin for those circumstances.  
 
 Mr. Schacht stated it was his understanding the motivation behind this 
buffer issue was the A1-Walee project and looking at the map, the piece of 
property on the northwest corner of Oslo Road and 66th Avenue, according to the 
map being discussed, the A1-Walee project would not be in the buffer and an 
application could be submitted.  He stated his perception of this action was an 
effort in futility if another business operator wanted to do the same piece at the 
aforementioned property, the same resistance would be met.  His opinion was all 
that was being done was reducing some uses, which have never come into play. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Davis, as a Commissioner who made the decision 
not to place A1-Walee at the first location, as well as placing A1-Walee where it 
was permitted through a special exception process, the acreage was not factored 
in his decision.  He revealed it was the location, which factored his decision and 
may be a test as far as protecting or no protecting what you do or do not have in 
the future. 
 
 Chairman Adair opened the floor for public discussion, specific to the 
present issue, sharing facts, other than the comments the Committee had 
already discussed. 
 
 The following were comments from the public received regarding the 
proposal: 
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Comments for proposal   Comments against proposal 
Bill Beardsley, IRNA   Bill Broocke, Property Owner  
Brian Carmen, IRNA   Doug Bournique, Indian River Citrus 
League 
Amy Banoff     Lex Kromhout 
Honey Minuse, IRNA   Mike Ray, Graves Brothers 
Susan Boyd, Property Owner  Grace Pehl, Property Owner 
Suzon Franzke, Property Owner Mike Ziegler, Ag Resource Management 
      

A MOTION BY Mr. Smith, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Schacht, to deny the Urban Service Boundary buffer 
proposal as presented. 

  
 UNDER DISCUSSION, Mr. Sexton liked the idea of preserving agriculture 
of the rural sector.  He understood the sentiments behind this proposal; however, 
did not believe passing this proposal would solve the problems and thought there 
were better tools which to accomplish the issues that may need to change.   
 

Mr. Koch was opposed to the outline since finding out how the boundaries 
were created was specific.   

 
Chairman Adair shared his view, as there was merit in the buffer proposal, 

as he lived in the area and asked Mr. Smith to amend his motion with the 
recommendation to review the comp plan for ways to promote and assist 
agricultural in this transition preserving the rural lifestyle.  Mr. Smith stayed with 
his motion. 
 
 THE CHAIRMAN CALLED FOR THE QUESTION and the vote was 
unanimously (5-0) in favor of the Motion. 
 
 Discussion ensued regarding suggested ways to provide certain 
protections for agricultural operations and property owners’ safety, health and 
welfare. 
 

b) Consideration of Proposal to Add Uses to Agricultural Zoning Districts 
(includes water farming, bio-fuel plants). 

 
 Chairman Adair spoke to the voluminous information received four days prior to 
this meeting and suggested a Special Call meeting to review and discuss the proposal.  
 
 Mr. Boling stated additional time to review the proposal and uses were 
warranted; however, wished to have the entire process completed and have 
recommendations to the BOCC by the end of July, with two hearings; the first hearing 
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was scheduled for June 19, 2011.  He further stated this time frame was at the 
suggestion of people who were interested in the changes being proposed so they may 
act on them. 
 
 Mr. Boling said some of the changes may be familiar to the Committee, 
such a establishing an active agricultural buffer, which this Committee had 
supported in the Evaluation Appraisal Report process a few years ago.  He 
pointed out the policy was specific in what was required and the Land 
Development Regulation was intended to implement and require active 
agricultural buffers inside the urban service area where there was some 
agriculture remaining.  He mentioned the buffer could be undone officially if and 
when the active agricultural operation goes away.  He shared his thought it could 
be done by practice now; however, it probably was good to have in the 
ordinance. 
 
 Mr. Boling mentioned water farming in reservoirs was a permitted use in all 
agricultural districts, and as a permitted agricultural use, it would not require a 
site plan approval, it would be like any other permitted agricultural use.  He 
explained there would still be water farming reservoir or maybe St. Johns Water 
Management District requirements or other improvement district’s review, 
however, it would be specific in the County’s Code to allow it. 
 
 Mr. Boling addressed small scale and large scale bio-fuel processing 
plants were very specific in the policies already adopted and in place at the 
current time, where they could be allowed; allowing them in agriculture, smaller 
scale with a streamline process for staff review with conditions, and in large scale 
with more of a public hearing type of allowance.  He explained they were not 
allowed at the current time in agricultural areas and would be added by these 
proposals. 
 
 Mr. Boling called attention to some updates to some uses, which were 
allowed in agriculture, i.e. kennels for one.  He pointed out there was some 
controversy with kennels in the past; however, there was a very successful 
application since those controversies, by applying some of the proposed criteria 
with respect to dogs kept inside at night, etc. 
 
 Mr. Boling informed the Committee of changes to recycling centers and 
demolition debris, based upon criteria the BOCC applied to the A1-Walee 
application, which was approved.  He explained the changes overall added uses 
allowed in agricultural areas and had criteria, which came out of policies already 
adopted. 
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Schacht, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Sexton, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
hold a Special Call meeting to provide comment 
back to the planning department.  

 
Old Business 

a) Update on Indian River County’s funding for Tim Gaver, Multicounty Citrus  
Agent, IFAS, University of Florida. 
 

 There was none. 
 

b) Update on Extension Services, Programs & Resources from the IRC 
Extension Director, Christine Kelly-Begazo 
 

 There was none.  Mr. Bob Keating, announced Ms. Kelly-Begazo was looking at 
a taking sabbatical from June through November, which was allowed by the University 
of Florida. 
 
Adjournment 
 
 There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 3:54 p.m. 
 


