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 AGRICULTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
SPECIAL CALL 

 
The Indian River County (IRC) Agriculture Advisory Committee (AAC) met 

at 2:00 P.M. on Thursday, May 24, 2012 in the County Administration Building B, 
Conference Room B1-501, 1800 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 (arrived at 2:07 p.m.); Rusty Banack, 
Horticulture Appointee; E. Ray Smith, Citrus Appointee; Ruben Koch, Irrigation 
Appointee; Gary Pressley, Associated Industry Appointee; Louis Schacht, 
Vegetables Appointee; and Commissioner Liaison Wesley S. Davis (arrived at 
2:07 p.m.)z.    

 
 Also present were IRC Staff:  Stan Boling, Planning Director; Bill 
DeBraal, Deputy County Attorney and Misty L. Pursel, Commissioner Assistant, 
District 1. 
 
 Others present were: George Hamner, IRC Planning & Zoning 
Commission; H.M. Ridgely, Evans Properties; Rick Melchiori, Becker Holdings;  
and Mike Ray, Graves Brothers. 
 
Call to Order 

 
Chairman Adair called the meeting to order at 2:05 p.m. and noted a 

quorum was present.   
 
 Chairman Adair made mention to not having minutes to approve from the 
April 26, 2012 AAC meeting, as this meeting was a special call meeting.   
 

He also wished to dispel any myth or rumors; the Urban Service Boundary 
Buffer was not going to be considered, as it was unanimously turned down in 
AAC’s April meeting and had since been pulled from further consideration. 
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 Commissioner Liaison Davis and Sean Sexton arrived at 2:07 p.m. 
 
Chairman Adair said it might be a little confusing with the agenda item 

titled “Agricultural Zoning Districts”; wherein this Committee was not having 
anything to do with zoning.  He stated the Committee was present at this meeting 
to consider, recommend, approve, disapprove, modify or change the content of 
the proposed Land Development Regulations (LDR) amendment received in the 
agenda packet pertaining to the agricultural operations, setbacks, water farming, 
bio-fuel plants, hunting and fishing lodges, group homes, and kennels.  
 

Chairman Adair apologized for not sending the agenda backup to the cc’s 
of the AAC; however, going forward, a full agenda packet would be mailed to the 
cc’s. 

  
Chairman Adair reminded committee members they were gathered at this 

meeting for agriculture, to encourage agriculture, to help agriculture and foster 
agricultural growth.  
 
New Business 

 
a) Consideration of Proposal to Add Uses to Agricultural Zoning 

Districts (includes water farming, bio-fuel plants) 
 

 Mr. Stan Boling, Planning Director, reviewed his memorandum dated May 
15, 2012 (a copy is on file in the Commission Office), which provided background 
and analysis information.  He repeated Chairman Adair’s announcement the 
urban service boundary buffer’s initiative was not going to be considered and not 
a part of the amendments going forward. He summarized the particular 
amendments moving forward and told the Committee the amendment going 
forward (as the agenda backup material) was a portion of a big set of 
amendments. 
 
 Mr. Boling said the packet going forward to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission (P&Z) would include what was being reviewed by the AAC.  He 
summarized where the AAC was in the process and echoed Chairman’s previous 
mention about the task before the AAC was to make a recommendation to the 
Board of County Commissioners. 
 
 Mr. Boling told the committee members since the last AAC meeting in 
April, a public workshop was held on May 11, 2012 for the entire set of 
amendments.  He announced a P&Z meeting on May 31, 2012, for the entire set 
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of the amendments and then the Board of County Commissioners would review 
the entire set on June 19, 2012 and again on July 10, 2012. 
 
 Mr. Boling reported the active agriculture buffer, which was for residential 
projects, new projects, inside the urban service area, where the project was 
adjacent to an existing active agricultural operation; a buffer was required to be 
put in.  He advised there was a comp plan policy which was approved and 
currently in effect and to make it a requirement.   
 
 Mr. Boling listed the proposals before the AAC was: 
 

 To require residential developers put in a 25’ wide buffer, consisting of 
canopy trees and understory trees;   

 A number of uses were being added to what was allowed in agricultural 
districts such as an expansion in qualifying a fish farm, suggesting other 
types of animals and other plant production involving water, with respect 
to farming;   

 Adding smaller sized group homes in agricultural areas; 
 Adding water farming reservoirs;   
 Adding small-scale and large-scale bio-fuel processing plants use; 
 Specific regulations for small-scale and large-scale bio-fuel processing 

plants; 
 Specific land use criteria for uses allowed in agricultural areas and 

updating some of the criteria such as fish farms, hunting and fishing 
lodges (commercial lodges); 

 Adding criteria concerning commercial kennels; and 
 Updates on recycling centers and demolition debris facilities, which were 

allowed in agricultural areas.  
 
 Mr. Boling suggested to the Committee to go through each item at a time, 
beginning with the active agricultural buffer inside the Urban Service Boundary. 
 
 Mr. Smith asked what happened when someone wanted to replant an 
abandoned grove and a subdivision was built next to it?   
 
 Mr. Boling responded there were agricultural zoned properties and 
properties zoned residential, but grandfathered in to continue doing agriculture 
inside the urban service area.  He continued this buffer requirement affects only 
new residential projects; it did not affect the agriculture owner, or any existing 
residential subdivision. 
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 Mr. Boling said should there be an existing residential subdivision in a 
grove and it needed to be replanted, and if it maintained its agricultural 
exemption and there was a certain area dedicated to agricultural uses on that 
property, that area of the property can be used for agricultural uses.  He further 
said there would not be a loss of any area under agriculture. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Davis pointed out the properties inside the USB, 
rezoned residential, planned development, etc., where the property owner may 
have agricultural use to get their agricultural exemption. 
 
 Mr. Boling relayed the property owner cannot establish a new agricultural 
use, where none existed before, or if it were discontinued for more than a year, 
non-conforming, the property owner could not go back and put in an agricultural 
use.   
 
 Commissioner Liaison Davis provided a real scenario involving Tommy 
Barnes’ old grove on 56th Street, it was currently zoned planned development, 
rezoned residential, and the groves had been out for more than a year, with it 
being a residential zoning, the property could not be fenced in with cattle, the 
owner could not do anything agricultural on the property.  He continued he was 
now hearing the zoning could not be undone and convert back to an “A”. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Davis reported there was a new owner and that 
owner could be someone in the citrus business, cattle, or something along those 
lines.  He reasoned when looking at the amount of time it would take for the 56th 
Street property to be zoned residential, he did not think it would ever get caught 
up with the carrying costs of the real estate taxes and then nothing could be done 
with the piece of property.  He continued if it were this committee’s responsibility 
to keep agriculture, to a certain extent, there may be merit as far as allowing a 
property to go back to agriculture, even if it were without zoning, it is this 
Committee’s responsibility to look out for agriculture and allow farming on 
properties, even inside the urban service boundary.  He said the real estate taxes 
on 168 acres would eat the property up. 
 
 Mr. Boling shared his thought the above issue may take a comp plan 
change, pending the details, more than an LDR change involved; as well as 
some alternatives available.  He did think this was a separate, related issue from 
this buffer being discussed. 
 
 Mr. Sean Sexton referred to the buffer in relation to residential areas.  
However, it called back to mind given Louis’s situation, where a church came in 
(he was not protected by any kind of buffer in regards to the practices of his 
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taking care of his grove and having seen a lot of uses listed which may also be 
deem to have a buffer around them. 
 
 Mr. Rusty Banack said it was a good thing; however, because of 
herbicides, etc., some foot traffic was limited and somewhat of a help. 
 
 Mr. Ruben Koch asked who decided what the buffer was supposed to be 
and the designation for the buffer.  Mr. Boling said for the specific proposal 
currently being reviewed, an active agricultural buffer in years past, was a 25-
foot, Type B buffer. 
 
 Mr. Koch asked when a buffer was defined, what type of protection is 
provided to agriculture in cases of pesticides overflowing and getting into areas 
where it should not be, how was it found the buffer was sufficient. 
 
 Mr. Boling said there had been a lot of discussion on how effective the 
buffer was and attempting to quite the phone calls, a 30-foot concrete wall would 
not be effective -- nothing was effective.  He continued in terms of spray, if a 
property owner provided a visual buffer, it reduced a lot of the nuisance issues 
and when residents see something, it really highlights what was seen. 
 
 Mr. Boling alerted the members the increased cost of the buffer was being 
evaluated, as well as loosing lots because of loss of usable lot depth.  He also 
mentioned to the committee members maintenance of the buffer would be a 
property owner association issue. 
 
 Mr. Boling noted the shrub requirement from the buffer was eliminated due 
to the amount of maintenance needed versus understory or canopy trees, where 
lawn could be maintained under the trees.  He mentioned the possibility of 
requiring PDC fence or panel wall, which increased the cost. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis said an option to help everybody 
would include an alternate species or an “in lieu of” windbreaker such as a 
bamboo tree.  The members discussed amongst themselves the requirement of 
having two tiers of trees for windbreakers, both together an upper story and lower 
story trees.  Mr. Boling said it could be added as an alternative to the traditional 
canopy tree.  Mr. Koch added he had a list of native species, which would 
provide some height for the buffer.  
 
 Chairman Adair mentioned some of the comments he had received was 
there were two types of Type B buffer; a 25-foot buffer and a 30 foot buffer.  He 
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stated when the trees were crammed into a 25-foot buffer; it did not work as well 
as it worked in the 30-foot buffer and suggested the 30-foot buffer. 
 
 Chairman Adair referenced page 2 of Attachment 1, second paragraph, 
third line, “The buffer and opaque feature shall be located . . .” He suggested 
defining what the “opaque feature” was would be of assistance. 
 
 Mr. Boling told the members the cost of including a pvc pipe privacy fence 
would add approximately $400-$420 per lot for a 90 lot subdivision. 
 
 Chairman Adair’s recommendation was to go with the Type B, 30-foot 
buffer and define what was meant by “opaque structure”, whether it was 3 foot or 
6 foot. 
 
 Mr. Louis Schacht and Mr. Banack suggested staying with the 25-foot 
buffer and increase the density.  Mr. Boling said the density currently was with a 
total of 5 trees; 2.5 small canopy trees and 2.5 larger canopy trees, per 100 feet, 
then 8 understory trees. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Davis cautioned about placing the canopy trees 
close together may not allow the trees to grow well. 
 
 Chairman Adair shared a Type A buffer was 40-foot wide, included 4 large 
canopy trees and 4 small canopy trees; a Type B buffer was 2.5 large canopy 
trees and 2.5 small canopy trees. 
 
  Chairman Adair asked at what point in the construction process was the 
landscaping submitted and could the landscaping discussed herein be installed 
early after the site was cleared? 
 
 Mr. Boling said probably not when it was cleared because it needed power 
for the irrigation; however, it would be done before the houses were all built.  He 
noted it was done as a subdivision improvement, so it might be three to four 
years before the houses were filled in. 
 
 Lengthy discussions ensued regarding the specific growth expectancy of 
trees utilized in a buffer. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Schact, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Banack, the members voted unanimously (8-0) to 
recommend to the Board of County Commissioners 
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to stay with a 25-foot, Type B buffer; or a University 
of Florida approved canker buffer. 
 

 Mr. Boling moved to the next discussion on added uses in agricultural 
zoning districts. 
 Chairman Adair directed the Committee’s attention to Page 3 of 
Attachment 2; wherein he indicated the Committee was to indicate the uses of 
Agricultural 1, 2, and 3 as Permitted use, Administrative permitted use or Special 
Exception use. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis asked for the definition of a Group 
Home, Levels I, II and III; wherein Mr. Boling explained group homes had 
different resident counts; Level I was up to 8 residents, Level II was up to 12 
residents and Level III was up to 20 residents. 
 
 Mr. Mike Ray asked whether there would be any notification to landowners 
of the change in the use of their property, within the permitted purview of what 
the owner could do.   
 
 Mr. Boling responded negatively; in agricultural areas where there was a 
permitted use, there was no site plan approval, uses could go back and forth as 
example, between general farming and a commercial stable.  He remarked 
should a commercial stable were to come into agricultural areas, there was no 
site plan approval; however, there were the regulations of the open space etc. 
and obtain any building permits required for a commercial structure. 
 
 Mr. Boling revealed there was not a notice process for any of the permitted 
uses or to go from one permitted use to another permitted use.  He said from a 
planning standpoint, there were no regulations except for mining or special 
exception 
 
 Mr. Banack commented water farming concerned him.  He said he was in 
favor of water farming; however, on the other side, he had a piece of property 
with a mine going in next to his property in St. John’s where he never turned the 
pump off pumping the seepage out coming into his grove. 
 
 Mr. Banack remarked the property owners around a water farm needed to 
know what was going into a neighboring property and have a voice in the change 
in the use of neighboring property. 
 
 Mr. George Hamner disclosed from a P&Z standpoint, the one question 
raised would be, if it were a permitted use next to a water farm, or whatever it 
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was permitted to the property next door, what would be the purpose in telling the 
landowner next door what would be done; what could your next door landowner 
do, if notifying the neighbor, the neighbor would potentially need to take some 
action or say so in what was being done.  He said on a permitted use or 
administrative permit, unless someone were to go outside of the parameters of 
the rule which said if flooding or something was done wrong, the neighbor 
landowner did not really have any say in the matter.  He said other than curiosity, 
a good neighbor would tell their neighbor themselves.  He continued from a legal 
standpoint, the neighbor did not have any rights. 
 
 Mr. Boling replied the reason staff placed it as permitted uses was 
because at the county level, county staff had the expertise to review 
impalements. 
 
 Chairman Adair told the members Mr. Boling had said when a berm or 
dyke to hold the water was made; a permit may or may not have to be acquired 
from St. Johns River Water Management District (St. Johns) and asked Mr. 
Boling to elaborate on what was meant. 
 
 Mr. H.M. Ridgely informed the committee, as an example, in St. Lucie 
County, an agricultural research facility, the chimpanzee farm.  He said it was 
brought in as a permitted use called research – research was not done there; 
however, they house a lot of chimpanzees, almost 400 at the current time. 
 
 Mr. Ridgely communicated in a PUD (??) process and the neighbors were 
required to provide a 1,000-foot buffer to stay away from the facility, with no 
notification, because it was a permitted use.  He commented the facility was not 
research, but a sanctuary; making the sleight of hand issues for the neighbors. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis said there were two examples being 
discussed where he thought common ground could be found; however, asked 
Mr. Boling whether there was something in Indian River County Code concerning 
while developing a piece of property, the owner could not stop drainage, 
basically, effect a neighbor’s drainage.  Mr. Boling confirmed in a storm water 
management ordinance, interrupting historical drainage would require correction. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis asked what the storm water 
management criteria was when addressing the issue regarding the water farming 
side of it.  Mr. Boling shared the concerns he had heard did not necessarily have 
anything to do with storm water; it was seepage from the impounded water and a 
catastrophic break. 
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 Mr. Doug Bournique disclosed the chairman of the South Florida Water 
Management District, Joe Collins’ company on the west side of Lake 
Okeechobee, was the first company which had water farming already going on 
and impacted a grove near their project, making the first case of impacting a 
neighbor, where review was on a case by case basis. 
 
 Chairman Adair asked the committee how they wished to approach the 
water farming use. 
 
 Mr. Banack felt adjacent landowners needed to have a voice. 
 
 Chairman Adair was on record requesting the planning department and 
asking they change the permitted use to administrative permit use. 
 
 Mr. Boling advised procedurally if it were not permitted, then a site plan 
would need to be submitted to staff showing what?  He said this was the issue 
staff had, given there were no rules for water farming and impalement-type 
issues.  He continued there were rules for development and matters requiring a 
building permit; and if the use was required to be an administrative permit or a 
special exception, there would be a site plan review; wherein it needed to be 
decided what it was staff would be looking for.  He voiced staff could have a 
notice requirement, with it coming down to compliance.  
 
 Mr. Boling communicated if it were an administrative permit use, criteria 
needed to be set up, with notice to adjacent neighbors within a certain amount of 
time. 
 
 Mr. Bournique reported there were currently two water-farming sites in St. 
Lucie County were being tested site-by-site to ensure neighboring properties 
would not be impacted and if the right soils were present.  He said this was the 
way St. Lucie would select water-farming sites. 
 
 Mr. Bournique revealed it would be a permitted use by the water district 
and the stacking of water could not exceed 2 – 3 feet deep. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis spoke to general flavor of the Board 
of County Commissioners (BOCC) and as sheer speculation, if the BOCC saw 
where it was strictly monitored and regulated by one agency, the chances of the 
county monitoring and regulated the uses again, and especially when staff 
reported no expertise in the matter, the use would probably stay as a permitted 
use. 
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 Mr. Sexton responded he thought there was a need to have more layers 
than St. Johns.  He had issues with St. Johns because they had not assisted him 
with issues dealing with loosing water and had needed all of the layers. 
 
 Mr. Boling concluded notice was the big issue, whether through a 
permitted use or a memorandum of understanding with St. Johns and every time 
St. Johns received a permit, they notify the County and then the County would 
notify the surrounding property owners. 
 
 Chairman Adair asked Mr. Boling what was the push back with the 
administrative permit use.  Mr. Boling said it was the same issue, a site plan was 
required and when Community Development obtained the site plan, was staff just 
looking for compliance with St. Johns’ requirements. 
 
 Chairman Adair asked if staff was reviewing the engineering drawings, and 
ensuring the permits were in place and if the permits were in place, the case 
would go before the P&Z Commission. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis’ stated in his opinion it should stay as 
a permitted uses. 
 
 Mr. Koch asked whether staff currently required a permit from St. Johns for 
water farming? 
 
 Chairman Adair spoke to the issue of a new uses:  bio-fuel plants and 
water farming.  He continued the Water Districts had not worked out the use; 
making the answer no. 
 
 Chairman Adair summarized discussions with whether the water district 
had a permitting process for water farming; if so, the county would use their 
process.  At the current time there was not a process. 
 
 Mr. Boling referred to Attachment 6 of the agenda backup, wherein the 
District had told county staff even if there were no wetland impacts, if the 
proposed activity impounded more than 40 acre-feet of water, a permit was 
required.  He said he had no details of what was involved. 
 
 Mr. Bournique said the water farming issue was coming quickly with 
meetings in his office next week to discuss reconnection issues between the 
districts.  He thought once reconnected, it would show a big interest. 
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 Mr. Hamner said if notification was an issue, it should be deferred to the 
water management district. He asked how staff would handle it.  Mr. Boling said 
the county could coordinate with St. Johns and set up a formal process wherein a 
permit was sought, county staff would be notified and the county staff would 
notify neighbors, in addition to whatever St. Johns’ notification requirements 
were. 
 
 Mr. Hamner suggested based on the concerns voiced herein, this was a 
start until a bigger issue arose, perhaps by then a better definition of what is 
wanted, rather than trying to solve an issue when it was unknown what exactly 
was being solved. 
 
 Mr. Peter McClure opined notification should be from the permitting 
agency. 
 
 Mr. Koch thought coordination with the water district regarding the county 
receiving notification of issuance of a permit. 
 
 Chairman Adair noted there had been several instances with the District 
regarding drilling new wells and the notification was not provided.  He suggested 
relying on the County for the notification. 
 
 Mr. Boling affirmed the County would coordinate with St. Johns and when 
St. Johns notified the County, staff could provide a notice to adjacent property 
owners, which would be directing them to St. Johns.  
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Schact, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Smith, the members voted unanimously (8-0) to 
recommend coordination with St. Johns Water 
Management District in notifying the County when a 
permit had been issued; the County would then 
provide additional notice to surrounding property 
owners in addition to notification from St. Johns 
Water Management District. 

 
 Messrs. Banack and Smith left the meeting at 3:35 p.m. 
 
 Mr. Schacht remarked on Attachment 2, page 2, places of worship were 
permitted in Districts AI, A-2, A-3; wherein he thought places of worship was a 
commercial use in many ways and currently it was a permitted use; however, he 
thought it needed to be changed to a special exception.  
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Schacht, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Sexton, the members voted unanimously (6-0) to 
recommend changing the use for places of worship 
from a permitted use in districts A-1, A-2 and A-3 to 
a special exception in all districts. 

 
 Mr. Boling asked whether the intent of the motion to also apply the same 
current buffering setback criteria in a residential districts.  It was the consent of 
the committee to apply those criteria to places of worship. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis asked if Petro Algae was considered 
to be bio-fuel.  Mr. Boling responded in the negative; Petro Algae fell under fish 
farming, which was expanded to include any water-dependant plant or animal 
production. 
 
 Mr. Boling  pointed out Petro Algae was not processing and creating fuel in 
any kind of volume, just testing it. 
 
 Mr. Boling directed the Committee to page 3 of his Memorandum dated 
May 15, 2012 wherein the highpoints of protecting adjacent properties with 
significant setbacks and removing plants from anywhere near the USB and 
concentrations of people.  He suggested the agricultural areas was going to be 
made up of a lot of food stock source and may make sense at some point and 
time to have a (or two) processing plant. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis asked how far was bio-fuel 
processing plants from the USB; wherein Mr. Boling responded, 1 mile from a 
residentially designated area. 
  
 Mr. Hamner said if residents were to grow and do bio-diesel on site, the 
small plant needed to be allowed very easily on their own property.  He continued 
INEOS was a separate issue.   
 
 Mr. Hamner said the definition needed to be broken down by small and 
large-scale plants.  He voiced the need to find where the breakdown was to 
begin. 
 
 Mr. Boling disclosed the small-scale plant was defined as not exceeding 20 
acres. 
 
 Commissioner Liaison Wesley Davis pointed out this matter could well be 
the next packing house-styled facility in the middle of agricultural areas. 
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 Chairman Adair thought the algae was the most likely land use because 
both water farming and the algae-type plants could work together. 
 
 Chairman Adair thought the criteria for group homes warranted some 
discussion in making sure committee members were comfortable with same.  He 
mentioned a situation where a group of residents were very close to an active 
agricultural operations and referred to Attachment 4, page 6; the addition to 
number 10. 
 
 Mr. Boling shared the idea of an existing house on a large piece of 
property, there may already be a lot of existing vegetation, which constituted a 
buffer.  He told the members Number 10 placed a buffer requirement around the 
operation. 
 
 Chairman Adair brought attention to Attachment 4, page 8(c), Item 2, 
criteria for retreats and camps.  Currently the site must be ten (10) acres of 
property. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Schacht, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Smith, the members voted unanimously (5-0) to 
recommend a change in the criteria wherein the site 
must be 30 acres of property. 

 
Adjournment 
 
 There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 4:10 p.m. 
 


