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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, March 26, 2007, at 1:30 
p.m. 

 
Present were Chairman Joe Garone, General Contractor Appointee; Karl 

Zimmermann, Realtor Appointee; Joe Petrulak, Subcontractor Appointee; Cliff 
Suthard, Member-at-Large Appointee; Keith Hedin, Businessman Appointee; John 
Owens, Engineer Appointee and Dana Stetser, Architect Appointee. 

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

Enforcement Chief; Betty Davis, Debbie Clifford, Vanessa Carter Solomon and Rose 
Teague, Code Enforcement Officers.  Others present:  Attorney Suzanne Vitunac, 
Attorney for the Board and Reta Smith, Recording Secretary. 
 
Call to Order 

 
Chairman Garone called the meeting to order and the secretary called the roll, 

establishing that a quorum was present. 
 

Approval of Minutes of February 26, 2007   
 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to approve 
the minutes of February 26, 2007 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 
#2007010042, #2006120015, #2006110082, #2006090082 and #2006040063 - 30 
day extension until April 20, 2007.  Cases #2005030155, #200600026 and 
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#2007010063 - 60 day extension until May 18, 2007.  Case #2007010016 was 
rescheduled. 

 
In compliance were Cases: #2006110025, #2005010034, #2005020015, 

#2006100038 (first tier), #2006100039 (first tier), #2006110007, #2006060041, 
#2006100017, #2007020026, #2007020023, #2007020045, #2007010089, 
#2007020122 and #2007020062.   

 
Mr. DeBlois noted there were also five Lien Release Requests scheduled on 

today’s agenda.  
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to accept 
the Consent Agenda with the addition.  

 
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 #2006120076 – Kenneth Napier 
 
 Inspector Rose Teague, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, confirmed this case 
was in compliance.  
 
Case #2006110083 – Louis Maresca 
 
 Inspector Debbie Clifford, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, reported there was 
no service on this case. 
 
Case #2006120018 – Thomas S. Parker 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this Evidentiary hearing was for a horse stable, livestock 
and accessory use on residentially zoned property, also commercial vehicle storage 
which had since come into compliance.   
 
 Inspector Clifford submitted a photograph into evidence, which is on file in the 
Commission Office.  She testified there was an unpermitted horse barn on a stand-
alone parcel of two acres, noting if the Respondent obtained a unity of title for his 
adjoining site he could tie his properties together for a total of three acres and could 
then apply for administrative approval for the barn.  Mr. DeBlois advised County 
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code had a limitation of one horse per acre. 
 
 The Respondent stated the property consisted of five acres divided into two 
connecting two and one-half acre parcels. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recommended 90 days to obtain after-the-fact permits.  Mr. 
Suthard suggested allowing 30 days, until April 20, 2007, for the Respondent to 
apply for administrative approval and 60 days after that, until June 22, 2007, for 
compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to grant 
30 days, until April 20, 2007, for the Respondent to 
apply for administrative approval and 60 days after 
that, until June 22, 2007, for compliance. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2006120006 – Atlantic Coast Construction and Development 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated this had to do with landscape maintenance and site plan 
nonconformance at a residential development called Hidden Lakes Subdivision.  
Inspector Clifford submitted photographs into evidence, which are on file in the 
Commission office.  She pointed out there was dead and dying landscape on the 
southern perimeter and northwest area of the site.   
 
 The Respondent, Mr. Joseph Paladin, testified the landscaper was replacing 
some of the trees today and he would be getting a pump to irrigate the northwest 
corner.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois recommended 30 days, until April 20, 2006, for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, to approve staff's recommendation.   
 

Mr. Hedin asked if that would give the Respondent enough time to coordinate 
a sprinkler system for the northwest segment.  After a discussion, Mr. DeBlois 
changed his recommendation to 60 days, until May 18, 2007. 
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ON AMENDED MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, AMENDED 
SECOND BY Mr. Petrulak, the Board voted 
unanimously (7-0) to grant 60 days, until May 18, 2007, 
for total compliance. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007010032 – Sean Coniglio 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this had initially involved junk, trash and debris, 
overgrown weeds and junk vehicles, but the only issue remaining was unlicensed 
vehicles.  Inspector Vanessa Carter Solomon, IRC Code Enforcement Officer,  
submitted a photograph into evidence, which is on file in the Commission Office.   
 
 The Respondent stated he was working on the engine of the vehicle, but it 
was registered.  Mr. DeBlois recommended 30 days, until April 20, 2007, for the 
Respondent to have the vehicle roadworthy or remove it from the property. 
 

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

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #200702020110 – Elenterio Zamarripa 
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained this involved a port-o-john business on the property, 
which was not allowed, junk vehicles and unapproved storage of solid waste 
commercial containers.  Inspector Betty Davis, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, 
testified she had received complaints about noise and the unsightliness of the 
dumpster containers, which was not an approved use in the agriculture district, and 
junk vehicles,   
 
 Mrs. Denise Arnold, representing the Respondent, stated the containers were 
empty rental dumpsters, not port-o-johns.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the Board find 
a zoning district use violation and allow a 30 day time frame, until April 20, 2007, for 
compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  
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 It is noted for the record the Respondent’s representative was present for this 
hearing.    
 
Case #2007020114 – Mike Oliver 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was for junk, trash and debris and an antenna 
constructed without required permits.  Inspector Davis submitted a photograph and 
an Affidavit of Service into evidence, which are on file in the Commission Office.  
She added the antenna would be allowed but a permit was required and the junk, 
trash and debris citation was for pine logs stored on the property. 
 
 The Respondent testified the antenna was not hooked up and it was there 
when he bought the property.  He said he would move the wood and take the tower 
down. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recommended 60 days, until May 18, 2007, for the Respondent to 
remove the wood and apply for an after-the-fact permit for the antenna or have it 
removed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007020115 – Boarding LLC & Dog Kidz Country Daycare and Sandra 
Blakley 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recounted this agriculturally zoned property was approved for a 
commercial kennel under use established by a previous ownership, and staff had 
received complaints of an outdoor dog play area and related noise issues.  He 
explained there was a newly opened “bark park” area that was too close to the 
property lines than was allowed, and the Respondent had been cited for site plan 
nonconformance and noise and/or vibration violations.  Mr. DeBlois specified 
outdoor animal facilities must maintain a minimum of 75 feet separation distance 
from adjacent properties.      
 
 Inspector Davis submitted a photograph into evidence, which is on file in the 
Commission Office.  She noted the present owner, Mrs. Sandra Blakley, had applied 
for a permit on September 25, 2006, for a fence on the property, not a dog run.  She 
continued on December 26, 2006, the Respondent had also applied to enclose a 
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porch structure on site.  She described how a fence had been erected around the 
perimeter of the property, but when the dogs ran in the fenced-in area the neighbors 
could hear them outside.  Inspector Davis commented the Respondent had been 
very cooperative in dealing with the County, but the property was only 242 feet wide 
and this presented a problem in affording space for dogs to run, because it only left a 
90 foot area for outdoor space.  She added she had observed dogs in the perimeter 
fence when she was at the site. 
 
 Ms. Jennifer Manuse, Attorney for the Respondent, maintained when the site 
plan was approved it was clear this was a commercial dog kennel, and based on the 
approval the Respondent installed a $94,000 fence.  Inspector Davis clarified the 
use was not in dispute, but when the fence permit was applied for it was not for dog 
runs, it was strictly for a fence.  Attorney Manuse stressed the Respondent had done 
everything she was supposed to do and there was also interior fencing on the site for 
interior dog runs that were approved through the process.  
 
 A discussion followed about whether or not the Respondent was aware of the 
conditions of perimeter fencing of the property.   
 
 Attorney Manuse related the dogs were not allowed to run outside of the most 
interior fence because the dog day care and kennel had no access to the area the 
County was claiming violated the code.  She stated the Respondent had three dogs 
of her own that were allowed to run on her property and not be contained.  Attorney 
Manuse clarified the front part of the property leading up to the commercial dog 
kennel was a dog park which was there for owners to play with their dogs and was 
not part of the commercial kennel.  She thought those dogs might have been the 
ones witnessed by Inspector Davis during her site plan visit.   
 
 A discussion ensued. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois did not understand why the dog park was not part of the kennel 
because it was part of the overall property and he did not see the distinction.  
Attorney Manuse said the dog day care and kennel was a full-time use kennel on the 
back part of the property and the dog park was a separate membership park without 
any interaction with the dogs in the kennel.  Mr. DeBlois did not believe there had 
been any separate approval for the dog park, and wondered if Attorney Manuse was 
contending the fence that was permitted implied approval. 
 
 Attorney Manuse clarified the distinction she was making was complaints of 
noise coming from the kennel versus from customers allowed to bring their dogs and 
let them play in the front part of the property.  Mr. DeBlois related staff did not 
distinguish the dog park as being a distinct and separate contained use from the 
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kennel, but saw it as part of the overall kennel use of the property which therefore 
had to meet the required 75-foot setback.   
 
 A discussion followed about permitted noises on a commercial facility in 
agriculturally zoned property.  Attorney Vitunac noted there was no direct testimony 
about noise and she was not really comfortable with finding there had been a 
violation of the noise ordinance, but the issue before the Board was site plan 
nonconformance and the setback.  She wondered if it was possible for the 
Respondent to apply for a new site plan.  Mr. DeBlois saw no way around the 75-foot 
setback. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard to find a violation of site 
plan conformance and give the Respondent 60 days, 
until May 18, 2007, to reconcile the issue. 
 

 The motion died for lack of a second. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to find a 
violation and set the time period at 90 days, until June 
22, 2007, to correct the violation of the 75-foot 
setback, including the dog park. 
 

It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007020007 – Maronda Homes   
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this had to do with a sign violation and temporary use 
permit issues related to sign posting.  Inspector Davis summarized she had received 
a complaint about numerous advertising signs posted by the Respondent on streets 
in Vero Lake Estates.  She requested a Board Order applying to all Maronda Homes 
properties in the County because there were recurring problems at several other 
locations. 
 
 The Respondent’s representative, Mr. Mark Richard, maintained one of 
Maronda Homes’ sub-vendors had put the sign up and it had since been removed.  
He assumed the salesmen were putting up temporary signs on the weekends and 
said he would address this issue with them. 
 Mr. DeBlois recommended the Board find a violation had existed and the 
Respondent was currently in compliance at this location, and that there be a 
Continuing Order imposed whereby if there were violations in the future at any 
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Maronda Homes properties a $100 per day fine per violation would be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board 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 #2007020086 – Thomas & Doris Henderson 
 
 Mr. DeBlois advised this case involved illegal vehicle parking in the right-of-
way and junk, trash and debris.  Inspector Davis submitted a photograph into 
evidence, which is on file in the Commission Office.  She summarized she had 
received a complaint about boats and vehicles on the site and blocking an alleyway 
to the rear of the subject property.  Inspector Davis said the Respondent had agreed 
to fence in his west-side property boundary so his boat would not be visible and 
offensive to the neighbor.  She specified the junk, trash and debris consisted of 
wood stored on the property. 
 
 The Respondent related he was a carpenter by trade, and Mr. DeBlois 
advised if the material was something he used for his trade it should be stored in a 
kempt manner.   
 
 A discussion followed about the Respondent’s lack of access to the alley 
because of the neighbor’s fence in the right-of-way. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois summarized the boat and trailer could be stored in a designated 
defined driveway or the rear yard of the Respondent’s property, but not in a public 
right-of-way or alley.  He recommended the Board find a violation and grant 60 days, 
until May 18, 2007, to resolve the issues. 
 

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

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007020088 – Nolberto & Maria Luna 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this Evidentiary hearing had to do with a five-acre 
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agriculturally zoned property in the Fellsmere area that was cited for wetland 
alterations, land clearing violation without permits and tree removal without permits.  
He advised the wetland alteration violation was still being reviewed by County staff 
and other agencies and at this point there was no conclusive evidence of whether or 
not there were wetlands impacts, so that part of the notice would be withdrawn at 
this time.  Mr. DeBlois explained the main issue today dealt with property consisting 
of pine flatwoods being cleared without required land clearing approval removal 
permits.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois showed aerials and other photographs on the ELMO, a copy of 
which are on file in the Commission Office.  He observed most of the cleared pine 
trees met the four inch diameter size that was the threshold under the County’s 
ordinance for protected trees.  He acknowledged the ordinance allowed an 
opportunity for the Respondent to obtain after-the-fact permits for any activities that 
could be allowed if they met the ordinance requirements.  Mr. DeBlois summarized 
the problem was the difficulty in determining if certain trees could have been saved 
after a site had been cleared.  It was staff’s position a violation had occurred and it 
was a matter of trying to determine the penalty for illegal removal of the trees. 
 
 The Respondent’s representative, Mr. John Rinkert, asked how this would 
relate to a tree farming operation.  Mr. DeBlois displayed Section 927.06 of the 
County code specifying exemptions, a copy of which is on file in the Commission 
office.  Mr. Rinkert inquired if anybody had investigated to find out if the Respondent 
and the contractor had harvested the logs and sold them to a commercial logging 
agent.  Mr. DeBlois acknowledged staff had seen logs on long trucks on the 
property.   
 
 Mr. Michael Pellateri, the Contractor on the property, testified the Respondent 
had told him he could have the pine trees for resale if he removed them, which was 
what he did.  He related over 60 oak trees and 15 or 20 palm trees had been saved, 
but the Respondent had made it clear he did not want any pine trees on the 
property.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois asked if Mr. Pellateri had a State Division of Forestry approved 
management plan to do silviculture on the property.  Mr. Pellateri said he did not.  
Mr. DeBlois advised it was a requirement of the exemption.  He inquired if Mr. 
Pellateri had a reforestation plan for the property.  Mr. Pellateria did not believe there 
was anything on paper, but the Respondent had in mind what he wanted to have as 
a finished product, which would include getting permits from the County to dig a 
pond and build a house and barn.  Mr. Pellateri related he was a licensed contractor 
but he did not go down and pull the permits himself, the customers did.  Mr. DeBlois 
asked what was different with this property that it did not require a permit like others 
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had in the past.  Mr. Pellateri stated he had done it this way several times over the 
past 10 or 12 years.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois understood the Respondent had applied for after-the-fact land 
clearing tree removal permits, but staff’s concern was virtually all of the pine trees on 
the property were taken down.  He stated staff was looking for a finding that 
violations had occurred, the Respondent had applied for after-the-fact permits but 
the permits had not been issued yet, and part of the compliance would be for the 
Board to allow time for this process to take place.  If permits could be issued to 
justify clearance of all the trees, the case would be resolved, but if not the Board 
would retain jurisdiction on that issue. 
 
 A discussion followed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to find the 
Respondent guilty of violating the County’s tree 
clearing ordinance without a permit, unless a further 
review by IRC staff under the ordinance conditions 
allowed for the issuance of an after-the-fact permit.  
He wanted the Board to retain involvement in this 
case and established a 30 day time period, until April 
20, 2007, for staff’s determination to be made.  

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.   
 
 Chairman Garone called a recess at 4:02 p.m. and the meeting was 
reconvened at 4:11 p.m. 
 
Case #2007020057 – Edgar Valiente Ralda 
 
 Inspector Teague advised this case was in compliance. 
 
 
 
 
Case #2007020051 – James Goodman 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this case involved a fence being put up without a permit.  It 
was the Respondent’s contention he was repairing a pre-existing fence that was 
destroyed by storms.  Inspector Vanessa Carter Solomon, IRC Code Enforcement 
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Officer, testified a fence permit was issued for the property in 1983, but it was a 
question if the location of the fence was modified and placed in an easement.   
 
 The Respondent stated he had used all the existing posts except for about 
four or five that had broke down during the hurricanes.  Mr. DeBlois clarified there 
was an easement in the yard along the east side of the property line and asked if the 
Respondent’s property extended to the property line.  The Respondent said he did 
not know because the fence was there when he bought the house.   
 
 After some discussion, Mr. DeBlois recommended withdrawal of this case as 
complied. 
 

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

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

LIEN RELEASE REQUESTS 
 

Case #9604185 – Arthur Lee Jones 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this had to do with a Board Order Imposing Penalties 
and Liens entered on April 20, 1996, for a business operation without a required 
County tax occupational license.  He noted in going back through the records of the 
case staff found a record that the business on the property was closed down on 
January 17, 1997, and based on that information 272 days had passed, for a flat fee 
calculation of a fine in the amount of $27,200. 
 
 The Respondent said he did not know a lien existed on the property and this 
issue had recently come to his attention when he was trying to sell or refinance the 
property. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois estimated the administrative costs involved would be 
approximately $1,500. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to modify 
the fine to administrative costs in the amount of 
$1,500. 
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 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Cases #2002040015 and #2003010070  – Juan & Sharon Arizpe 
 
 Mr. DeBlois advised Case #32002040015 and the following one involved the 
same property, although they were two separate cases.  He outlined the first one 
was an Order Imposing Fine entered on March 22, 2003, for a fence constructed 
without permits that was obstructing a right-of-way.     
 
 Inspector Teague submitted a photograph dated January 27, 2003, into 
evidence, and a copy of this is on file in the Commission Office.   
 
 The Respondent testified Indian River Fence Company had obtained a permit 
for the fence before it was put up to replace an existing fence.  He asked for both 
cases to be heard together because they were related. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois explained Case #2003010070 had to do with a separate Order 
Imposing Fine entered by the Board in May, 2003, having to do with an unpermitted 
utility shed.  Inspector Teague confirmed the property had been posted for both 
violations.   
 
 The Respondent said he had bought the shed from Thurman Sheds and it was 
his understanding he had paid them to get a permit and install it.  He claimed he did 
not know anything about this matter until he came in to talk to County staff about the 
previously-mentioned fence encroachment.  The Respondent’s brother, Romaldo 
Arizpe, stated they had hired an attorney who had gone into mediation to clarify the 
property lines regarding the fence and a driveway, and they were in the process of 
executing a quit claim deed with the neighbor.  He testified at the time the property 
line was in dispute he had discovered the shed was on top of a drain field and had 
the shed removed on July 20, 2003, as per a receipt he showed to Mr. DeBlois.  He 
added the section of the fence in question had since been taken down.   
 
 A discussion followed. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois acknowledged, based on the Respondent’s receipt, the shed had 
been removed on July 20, 2003, which was 60 days after the fine was imposed.  The 
Respondent was currently in compliance on both issues, and with regards to the 
fence it was approximately four years at $100 per day, so it was up to the Board to 
set the fine amount due.   
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the Board voted unanimously to rescind the 
fine on both cases to administrative costs in the 
amount of $1,500 total. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2006080089 – John & Frances Brink 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this concerned an Order Imposing Fine entered by the 
Board on January 20, 2007, for junk vehicles, junk, trash and debris and an 
unpermitted storage pod.  The respondents were both deceased and their son, Mr. 
Robert Brink, had recently applied for refinancing and discovered the lien on the 
property.  Mr. DeBlois confirmed the site had come into compliance on March 16, 
2007, for a total of 55 days or a flat fine of $5,500.  Inspector Clifford submitted a 
photograph into evidence, which is on file in the Commission Office. 
 
 The Respondent’s son, Robert Brink, said he thought the storage pod was 
legal and he had used it for storing household items after the hurricanes while he 
was trying to fix up the house and move out of Florida.  He testified he had been 
present at the January, 2007, CEB meeting but it was a very long meeting and he 
had received an emergency call from his bank and had to leave before his case 
came up.  Mr. DeBlois noted the junk, trash and debris was the last violation to be 
resolved, and recommended administration costs of $1,500 with an additional $500 
for the length of time it had taken the Respondent to clean up the site. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY 
Mr. Hedin, the Board unanimously (7-0) to reduce the 
fine to $2,000. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2006120082 – Lewis P. Barton 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was an Evidentiary hearing for junk, trash and debris 
on a residential lot owned by the Respondent.  Inspector Carter Solomon 
summarized she had initially received a complaint in December, 2006, and at that 
time there was a trailer and miscellaneous debris on the property.  She continued in 
February, 2007, she had received another complaint and upon re-inspection had 
observed a lot more junk, trash and debris on the site.  Inspector Carter Solomon 
submitted photographs into evidence, which are on file in the Commission Office.  
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She explained the Respondent’s property was currently being used as access for a 
beach restoration project and the company had torn down a storage shed that had 
contained some of the items in the pictures.   
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated from staff’s perspective it was a matter of what was 
considered allowable to be stored on the property.  He continued it was 
understandable there were efforts to salvage parts of the demolished house; 
however the material needed to be stored inside an enclosed structure.  He noted 
the Respondent was applying for a home residence building permit, although he did 
not have it at this time.   
 
 The Respondent contended he was being harassed by Code Enforcement 
staff and his neighbors, and everything had been taken care of before noon today by 
the contractors doing the beach renourishment.   
 
 A discussion followed about what items on the property belonged to the 
Respondent and what was part of the renourishment project.  The Respondent 
maintained he had a seawall permit and some of the material would be used in its 
construction.  
 
 Mr. Zimmermann suggested setting up a visit by Code Enforcement staff to 
check the site, with a 15 day window to get it accomplished.  Mr. DeBlois 
recommended the Board find a violation had occurred set a time frame of 30 days, 
until April 20, 2007, for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, to approve staff’s recommendation. 

 
 Under discussion, Mr. Suthard opined there would be a lot of equipment and 
other things on the site until May 31, 2007, when the property would no longer be 
used for heavy equipment related to the renourishment project, and it would be 
difficult to tell what material belonged to whom.  He felt 60 days would coincide with 
finalization of the job and would give staff time to monitor the situation.   
 

ON AMENDED MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, 
AMENDED SECOND BY Mr. Suthard, the Board voted 
(5-2) to find a violation and allow 60 days, until May 
18, 2007, for compliance.  Mr. Petrulak and Mr. Hedin 
in opposition.  

 
 Mr. Petrulak noted the Respondent had granted permission for the contractor 
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to use his property, but that did not mean everyone had to live with everything else 
that was on the site.  Mr. Hedin agreed with Mr. Petrulak.     
 
 A discussion ensued. 
 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2006080044 – George M. Dix 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recalled this Compliance hearing related to modular buildings on a 
vacant property without permits.  There had been a two-tier compliance to see if the 
Respondent could get approval for the trailers, and if so to obtain approval or 
remove the structures and the case was down to the second tier of compliance.  
Inspector Kelly Zedek, IRC Code Enforcement Officer, reported the buildings were 
still there, although the Respondent had told her he was going through with the 
administrative approval.  Mr. DeBlois recommended an extension of 60 days, until 
May 18, 2007, to allow for the process to proceed.   
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to allow 
an extension of 30 days, until April 20, 2007. 

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

 
Case #2006110084 – Unity Center of Vero Beach 
 
 Mr. DeBlois advised this Compliance hearing was about a landscape buffer 
area the church had allowed a neighbor to utilize as a personal garden, when in fact 
it was supposed to be a maintained landscape buffer.  Inspector Carter Solomon 
said she had explained to the Respondent what needed to be done to bring the 
property into compliance and had since been told the material was on order, but as 
of March 23, 2007, nothing had been done.   
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to grant a 
30 day extension, until April 20, 2007, for compliance. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.   
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Case #2006010075 – Indian River Courts POA, Inc. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this Compliance case dated back to a year ago when the 
initial Order was entered for site plan nonconformance of landscape, and many 
extensions had been granted.  Inspector Clifford stated there had been no activity 
towards compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to find 
noncompliance and impose the fine. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2006060050 – Danny Chu 
 
 Mr. DeBlois recapped this was a junk vehicle violation on commercially zoned 
property for an abandoned travel trailer.  Inspector Zedek advised there was a 
change of ownership on the property after the initial Board Order in November, 2006, 
but the new owner was aware of the violation.  She mentioned she had been 
working with Sheriff’s deputy Teddy Floyd, who was acquainted with the 
Respondent, to get the junk vehicle moved.   
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to find 
noncompliance and impose the fine. 
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.   
 
Case #2007010078 – Angel Estrella 
 
 Mr. DeBlois related this was a junk, trash and debris issue.  Inspector Carter 
Solomon testified last month the Respondent told her she was doing some cleanup, 
but it later turned out everything had been taken from the front yard and piled in the 
back yard.  Inspector Carter Solomon had visited the premises on March 23, 2007, 
and no progress had been made.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the fine be imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Hedin, the Board 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 #2006090007 – Patrick Hollingsworth 
 
 Mr. DeBlois advised this involved junk, trash and debris, junk vehicles and 
overgrown weeds.  Inspector Davis confirmed the Respondent was present at the 
Evidentiary hearing and had been in jail since that time.  She recapped the house 
had burned down and the Respondent’s son had boarded it up, but the boards were 
falling down.   
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to impose 
the fine. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.   
 
Case #2006110014 – Willie & Elizabeth Williams 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon testified the overgrown weeds had been taken care 
of but nothing had been done about the junk vehicle violation.  Mr. DeBlois 
recommended the fine be imposed. 
 

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

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.    
 
Case #2006110052 – Dominick Malgeri 
 
 Mr. DeBlois stated this had to do with commercial vehicle storage on 
residential property.  Inspector Carter Solomon said she had heard from the 
Respondent’s daughter who told her it was a recreational vehicle and not a 
commercial vehicle, but staff did not support that and had received no 
documentation regarding tags, etc.  She submitted photographs into evidence, which 
are on file in the Commission Office.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the fine be 
imposed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Owens, SECONDED BY Mr. Hedin, 
the Board 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 #2006100066 – Billy & Laurel Hitchcox 
 
 Inspector Clifford advised there was no service on this case. 
 
Case #2007020121 – Darius & Daisy Rigby 
 
 Inspector Davis submitted an Affidavit of Service which is on file in the 
Commission Office.  She testified this case had been brought to her attention by the 
IRC Solid Waste Department regarding a sanitation business on residential property. 
She observed the Respondents had removed quite a few sanitation dumpsters, but 
there were still the issues of illegal vehicle parking in the right-of-way, commercial 
vehicles, zoning district use violation, health and safety hazard/public nuisance, use 
established without site plan approval, a junk car and junk, trash and debris.  Mr. 
DeBlois recommended an extension of 30 days, until April 20, 2007, for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Petrulak, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Zimmermann, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007020008 – Lone Cabbage Trading Co. Inc. 
 
 Inspector Davis recapped this was for illegal signs, landscape maintenance, 
and site plan nonconformance, and the Respondent had asked for 90 days.  Mr. 
DeBlois recommended the Board find a violation and grant an extension of 60 days, 
until May 18, 2007, for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Owens, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Suthard, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.     
 
Case #2007020009 – Vicki M. Lyons 
 
 Mr. DeBlois advised this involved junk, trash and debris on residential property 
in Roseland.  Inspector Davis confirmed the property was presently in compliance 
but she would like a Continuing Order because it was a recurring problem. 
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ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to find a 
violation had existed although the property was 
presently in compliance, and to issue a Continuing 
Order in the event it recurred. 

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.       
 
Case #2007010081 – Amerada Hess Corporation 
 
 Inspector Davis testified the Respondent had been putting up illegal signs on 
weekends and there were also landscape violations.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the 
Board find the Respondent in violation and grant an extension of 30 days, until April 
20, 2007, for compliance. 
 

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

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007020035 – Andrew Jr. & Mary Turney 
 
 Inspector Davis said she had received a complaint about large dead pine trees 
from a next-door neighbor who was afraid they would fall on his house.  She 
confirmed the trees had been taken down, but they needed to be cut up and 
removed.  Mr. DeBlois recommended an extension of 60 days, until May 18, 2007, to 
resolve the remaining issues. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.    
 
Case #2007020032 – Edwin & Evelyn Miller 
 
 Inspector Teague advised she had not received service on this case. 
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Case #2007020041 – Richard & Maryann Costanzo 
 
 Inspector Teague reported this case was in compliance. 
 
Case #2007020047 – Lakanjola Jackson 
 
 Inspector Teague advised she had not received service on this case. 
 
Case #2007020052 – Lada Storer 
 
 Inspector Teague reported this case was in compliance. 
 
Case #2007020082 – Henry & Lisa Rodriques 
 
 Inspector Clifford advised she had not received service on this case. 
 
Case #2007020111 – Tracey & Wyndee Harp 
 
 Inspector Clifford advised she had not received service on this case. 
 
Case #2007020081 – Gilbert & Ethel Tutrone 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon advised she had not received service on this case. 
 
Case #2007010086 – Mary Doherty (TR) 
 
 Mr. DeBlois noted this case had originally been marked as closed, but the 
violation had recurred over the weekend.  Inspector Carter Solomon related the 
Respondent had initially been cited for junk vehicles and a zoning district use 
violation due to storage of old cars and boats on the property.  She had been on the 
property on March 23, 2007, and the site was spotless, but today she had noticed 
more junk cars and asked the Board for a Continuing Order.  Attorney Vitunac 
thought it would be better to reschedule the hearing, and it was decided to do so. 
 
Case #2007020027 – Glenn & Debra Roache 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon advised she had not received service on this case. 
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Case #2007020036 – Tobias Milo Williams Sr. 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon confirmed the Respondent had been cited for a 
zoning district use violation for lawn equipment on the property.  She noted today 
there were only two commercial mowers remaining on the site and wanted a 
Continuing Order.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the Board find a violation and grant 30 
days, until April 20, 2007, for compliance.  He added the Order of Violation would be 
in effect for five years so a Continuing Order was not necessary. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Zimmermann, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  
 

 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007010073 – Jeffrey Anderson 
 
 Inspector Teague submitted an Affidavit of Notice of Service and photograph 
into evidence, which are on file in the Commission Office. Mr. DeBlois related this 
was for dead tree hazards and junk, trash and debris, and recommended the Board 
find a violation and grant 30 days, until April 20, 2007, for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.  
 
Case #2007010051 – Donald & Norma Devine 
 
 Inspector Carter Solomon submitted an Affidavit of Notice of Service and 
photographs into evidence, which are on file in the Commission Office.  She related 
the junk, trash and debris issue had been resolved but there were still junk vehicles 
on the property.  Mr. DeBlois recommended the Board find the Respondent in 
violation and grant an extension of 30 days, until April 20, 2007, for compliance. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Suthard, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board 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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LIEN RELEASE REQUESTS 
 
Case #2005010023 – Ellis & Wanda Roberts 
 
 Mr. DeBlois acknowledged the Respondents were not present but he had 
information he would like to present to the Board.  He related this was a dilapidated 
mobile home that had been destroyed by the 2004 hurricanes and had been 
condemned.  He confirmed the period of time between when the fine was imposed 
and the property had been cleaned by IRC Road and Bridge Division was 338 days, 
for a fine of $33,800.  Mr. DeBlois stated the cost of cleanup amounted to $8,612.77. 
 
 Mr. DeBlois continued the property had been sold at a tax sale and the new 
owners had written a letter contained in page 329 of the backup on file in the 
Commission Office.  He clarified the IRC Tax Collector had excess funds up to 
$14,000 to put towards the fine, but it was staff’s recommendation the Board impose 
a fine to cover the cost of demolition cleanup and administrative costs, which would 
be $8,612.77 and $1,500 administrative costs, rounded out to $10,000. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hedin, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Zimmermann, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve staff's recommendation.  

 
 It is noted for the record the Respondent was not present for this hearing.  
 
Authorization to Issue Notices to Appear 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Zimmermann, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Petrulak, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to 
authorize Notices to Appear for April, 2007. 

 
 There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:03 p.m.  


