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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

 
 There was a meeting of the Indian River County (IRC) Planning and 
Zoning Commission (PZC) on Thursday, September 22, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Commission Chambers of the County Administration Building, 1801 27th Street, 
Vero Beach, Florida.  You may hear an audio of the meeting; review the meeting 
agenda, backup material and the minutes on the Indian River County website 
www.ircgov.com/Boards/PZC/2011.   
 
 Present were members: Chairman Donna Keys, District 1 Appointee;  
Sam Zimmerman, District 2 Appointee; Jens Tripson, District 3 Appointee; Dr. 
Jonathan Day, District 4 Appointee; Brad Emmons, District 5 Appointee;  
George Hamner and Todd Brognano, Members-at-Large. 
 

Absent was Carol Johnson, non-voting School Board Liaison.  
 
 Also present was IRC staff: Bill DeBraal, Deputy County Attorney; Stan 
Boling, Planning Director; Robert Keating, Community Development Director, 
Chris Mora, Public Works Director; John McCoy, Senior Planner; Sasan Rohani, 
Chief, Long-Range Planning; Laura Vasquez, Recording Secretary, and Darcy 
Vasilas, Commissioner Assistant District 3. 
 
Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance  
 
 Chairman Keys called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and led all in the 
Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
Approval of Minutes  
  

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hamner, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Tripson members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve the minutes of the meeting of August 25, 
2011, as presented.  

 
The secretary administered the testimonial oath to those present who 

wished to speak at tonight’s meeting on any quasi-judicial items.  
 
Items Not on Consent  
 

A. Shrewsbury Non-Commercial Kennel: Request for administrative 
permit use approval for a non-commercial kennel.  Maxine Shrewsbury, 
Owner/Agent, Location:  633 28th Avenue, SW.  Zoning Classification:  
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RS-3, Single-Family Residential (up to 3 units/acre).  Land Use 
Designation:  L-1, Low Density Residential.  (AA-11-04-38/99070001-
66392). [Quasi-Judicial] 

 
 Mr. John McCoy, IRC Senior Planner, presented this was a request for a 
non-commercial kennel which was a use that required approval by the Planning 
& Zoning Commission as an Administrative Permit Use.  Along with that 
procedurally, there were special notice provisions and the applicant had to put 
out a sign on their property with their contact information.  As far as staff was 
aware, the applicant had not received any calls regarding the proposal. 
 
 Mr. McCoy noted the proposal was coming through the Code Enforcement 
process resulting from a single Code Enforcement complaint in November, 2010, 
regarding animals and a couple of other items.  The other items were resolved 
quickly, and staff had been working with the applicant to resolve the non-
commercial kennel issues. 
 
 Mr. McCoy proceeded to give a PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which 
is on file in the Commission Office.  He showed the existing property and 
explained the applicant was requesting to keep 10 chickens, 3 ducks, 2 miniature 
horses, 2 goats, 2 dogs, 1 rabbit, and 1 pot bellied pig.  Such activity was allowed 
as an administrative permit use in the current RS-3 (Residential Single-Family up 
to 3 units per acre) zoning district.  He added a use that requires an 
administrative permit was one which normally would not have an adverse impact 
on surrounding properties when carefully regulated in scale, duration, or nature. 
 
 The subject application proposes specific locations and secured (fenced) 
areas for animals, a limit on the number of animals allowed, and a sunset 
provision for certain animals.  In addition, certain conditions are proposed to 
address compatibility such as the applicant would be required to remove 2 
roosters from the property which are classified as “noisy animals” and are not 
appropriate in this particular setting.  Approval of the subject application would 
resolve an existing code violation. 
 
 Staff recommends the Planning & Zoning Commission approve this 
request for administrative permit use with the conditions of: 
 

- No roosters allowed 
- No sale of chickens, ducks, or any animal products   
- The large animals (the ponies, goats, and pig) shall not be replaced 
- No animals would be kept, bred, or groomed for pay on site 
- The fence/shed encroachment condition be resolved by December 31, 

2011 
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 Ms. Maxine Shrewsbury, testified she was the owner of all the pets and 
took the matter very seriously. She explained most of the animals were rescue 
pets and were elderly.  She had lived in the home for 14 years and had most of 
the pets since that time.  Once the pets were gone, she was not going to replace 
them.  She was asking to be allowed to keep her pets at her home until their 
demise.  Ms. Shrewsbury also stated she had already moved the shed and was 
working on all the other provisions to bring the property into compliance. 
 
 Dr. Day clarified the initial issue was complaint driven.  Mr. McCoy 
responded that was correct. 
 
 Dr. Day inquired if a follow-up inspection would be done.  Mr. McCoy 
replied at the end of the year, a follow-up inspection would be done to make sure 
all the conditions were met, but after that time all inspections would be complaint 
driven. 
 
 Chairman Keys asked what the nature was of the initial complaint.  Mr. 
McCoy responded the complaint was the animals based on a visual observation, 
and a vehicle on the property that may not have been registered.  He continued 
those items were taken care of by the applicant very quickly and this was the 
final process to resolve the code enforcement violations. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Hamner, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Brognano, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
approve the request for administrative permit use 
approval for a noncommercial kennel as presented 
by staff.  

 
B. Wild Turkey:  Request to change an administrative permit condition 

regarding a Wild Turkey Sand Mine Perimeter Buffer.  Wild Turkey 
Estates of Vero Beach, LLC, Owner.  Schulke, Bittle & Stoddard, LLC, 
Agent.  Location:  4705 82nd Avenue.  Zoning:  A-1 (Agricultural up to 1 
unit per 5 acres).  Land Use Designation:  AG-1, Agricultural (up to 1 
unit per 5 acres).  (AA-11-12-112/2004120019-67242) [Quasi-Judicial] 

 
Attorney DeBraal disclosed that Mr. Brognano had come to his office to 

explain he would have a conflict of interest with this matter and he was sent to 
the Recording Secretary for the Planning & Zoning Commission where he was 
given and completed a Form 8B, Memorandum of Voting Conflict for County, 
Municipal, and Other Local Public Officers.  Since Mr. Brognano had completed 
Form 8B, he would declare the conflict at the beginning of this matter, disclose 
the nature of the interest of the conflict, at which time he would be able to 
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participate in the discussion of the matter but would need to recuse himself from 
voting. 

 
Mr. Brognano confirmed Attorney DeBraal’s announcement; disclosed the 

nature of the conflict was that he was currently a partner in Wild Turkey Sand 
Mine and therefore had a financial interest.  He would not be participating in the 
discussion or voting on this matter. 

 
Chairman Keys asked if any of the other Commissioners had anything to 

disclose on this matter. 
 
Mr. Tripson disclosed he had received two e-mails regarding this matter, 

but he had not responded to either.  He also stated he would not be influenced to 
the point where he would not be able objectively hear the testimony brought 
before him and vote in a fair and complete matter. 

 
Chairman Keys announced Mr. Rick Giteles, who owns the property to the 

south of the buffer in question, called her and asked her about the different types 
of buffers and she advised him to contact IRC staff.  She also contacted staff 
regarding specific information regarding the buffer that had been approved.  
Chairman Keys stated her decision would not be influenced based on those 
communications. 

 
Mr. McCoy explained recently, Schulke, Bittle & Stoddard, LLC submitted 

an administrative approval application on behalf of Wild Turkey Estates of Vero, 
LLC to modify the landscape buffer condition to allow an 8-foot tall grassed berm 
with a mixture of preserved and relocated palms and oaks in lieu of a standard 
Type “A” buffer planting.  Because the original buffer condition was approved by 
the Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC), PZC action was needed to approve 
the buffer modification request. 

 
Mr. McCoy noted since there was a 10-acre parcel abutting the south 

boundary of the Wild Turkey site, the project must comply with section 
934.07(3)(e) of the Land Development Regulations (LDR’s).  That section reads 
as follows: 

 
“If the project site is adjacent to a residential district or to an 
agriculturally-zoned parcel of ten (10) acres or less, the perimeter of 
the site adjacent to such an area shall include a fifty-foot wide 
bufferyard and a Type “A” buffer or its equivalent along said site 
boundary.” 
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He clarified a Type “A” buffer consisted of the following: 
 
72 canopy trees 18-feet tall 
72 canopy trees 12-feet tall 
238 understory trees 5-feet tall 
1,782 shrubs 
 
Mr. McCoy related the applicant was required to post a sign notice on the 

site, which staff verified, and a notice was mailed to surrounding property 
owners.  Although the applicant had indicated he had not received any citizen 
contacts to date, staff had received some contacts regarding the proposed 
modification.  With respect to mailed notice, staff sent out letters to property 
owners within ½ mile of the overall mine site, notifying them of the proposed 
change and the PZC meeting.  In addition to the 13 owners of property within the 
½ mile notification radius, 20 citizens were copied on the mailed notice as 
interested parties. 

 
Staff recommended the PZC modify the Wild Turkey sand mine original 

approval condition requiring that a standard Type “A” landscape buffer be planted 
adjacent to the neighboring 10-acre parcel, and substitute a requirement that an 
8-foot tall grassed berm with preserved palms and oaks be provided adjacent to 
the neighboring 10-acre parcel. 

 
Mr. Joseph Schulke, Shulke, Bittle & Stoddard, LLC, explained there was a 

Florida Fish & Wildlife environmental mitigation requirement to have cabbage 
palms planted south to north of the buffer section.  The Type “A” buffer was not 
one of the environmental criteria the applicant had to provide.  All other 
environmental criteria, the wetland enhancements, wetland creations, and 
mitigation for Caracara and Woodstork were not affected by the buffer.  He 
pointed out IRC had previously approved the proposed berm in lieu of the 
vegetative buffer at other mines. 

 
Discussion was held regarding the difficulty there had been in the past with 

irrigating vegetative buffers on berms. 
 
Mr. Rick Giteles, expressed his displeasure of the request to change the 

already approved Type “A” buffer.  He felt the change would affect the value of 
his property and asked the applicant “to man up” and do what he agreed to do. 

 
Mr. Zimmerman inquired what the current use of Mr. Giteles’ property was.  

Mr. Giteles replied the property was currently agricultural and used for cattle. 
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Chairman Keys asked Mr. Giteles if he would be satisfied if the Type “A” 
buffer plantings were just on the side facing his property.  Mr. Giteles replied in 
the affirmative. 

 
Mr. Clyde Scent, 7980 37th Street, Vero Beach, expressed his frustration 

with having to come back to discuss this matter again after the Type “A” buffer 
had already been approved.  He asked the PZC to vote no to the request. 

 
Ms. Suzon Franzke, 8190 37th Street, Vero Beach, felt every property 

owner had the right to protect the value of their property and agreed with Mr. 
Giteles he should expect the buffer that was originally agreed upon.  She asked 
Mr. Schulke why his clients wanted this change in buffer requirements.   

 
Mr. Schulke responded the reason for the request in changing the buffer 

requirements was a maintenance and financial issue. 
 
Mr. Brian Carman, Executive Director, Indian River Neighborhood 

Association, stated Wild Turkey was the first mine reviewed under the new 
regulations.  He opined it was not the purview of the PZC to rewrite the rules on 
the fly; even though it may seem like a good idea; but you should play by the 
rules in place. 

 
Mr. Schulke addressed the comments made for the client to “man up to his 

responsibility”, “he made a deal” and “it was his commitment”.  There was not a 
contract or a deal; they promised to meet the Code.  In this particular instance 
the Code permits a Type “A” buffer or its equivalent.  What his client was asking 
for was the PZC to decide was if the 8-foot berm was an equivalent.  He also felt 
a precedent was set because it had been approved for other mines. 

 
Mr. McCoy opined the question was what was equivalent to the Type “A” 

buffer as that was an option the Code allowed.  A lengthy discussion ensued 
regarding what would be considered an equivalent. 

 
Attorney DeBraal interjected according to Code 901, Definitions: buffer and 

opaque feature were listed in the same definition as one and used 
interchangeably.   

 
Ms. Franzke pointed out the reason the Type “A” buffer was a condition 

precedent to the permit was the foliage, trees, and bushes would grow to an 
extensive height, far surpassing the 8-feet. 

 
Chairman Keys asked Mr. Giteles if he would be satisfied with, according 

to the Type “A” buffer, 6 trees would be planted every 100-feet consisting of 3 
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large canopy trees 4-inches in diameter and 3 smaller canopy trees 2-inches in 
diameter.  She wondered if he would be willing to forego 10 understory trees and 
the 75 shrubs.  Mr. Giteles stated he would be willing to forego the understory 
trees and shrubs and felt the landscaping of just one side of the berm was 
preferable. 

 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Tripson, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Day, the members voted unanimously (6-0) to 
reduce the original Type “A” buffer requirement to 
six (6) canopy trees per every 100-feet consisting of 
three (3) 4-inches in diameter and three (3) 2-inches 
in diameter; eliminating the ten (10) understory 
trees and shrubs to be planted on one side only of 
the berm abutting Mr. Giteles’ property.  Mr. 
Brognano abstained from voting. 
 

 Chairman Keys called for a break at 8:34 p.m. and the meeting resumed at 
8:39 p.m. 

 
Public Hearings  
 

A. Orchid Quay, LLC; TC Property Venture, LLC; and William Hunter’s 
Request to Amend the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map to 
Redesignate + 28.56 Acres, Located Approximately 900 feet South of 
C.R. 510 and East of 46th Avenue and U.S. #1, From M-1, Medium-
Density Residential-1 (up to 8 units/acre), to C/I, Commercial/Industrial; 
and Simultaneously Change the Land Use Designation of + 9.21 Acres, 
Located South of C.R. 510, and East of 46th Avenue, From C/I, 
Commercial/Industrial, to M-1, Medium Density Residential -1 (up to 8 
units/acre) and Change the Land Use Designation of + 20.11 Acres, 
Located Approximately 1300 Feet South of 65th Street and West of the 
FEC Railroad From C/I, Commercial and Industrial District, to L-2, Low 
Density Residential-2 (up to 6 units/acre); AND to Rezone 
Approximately + 28.30 Acres, Located Approximately 900 Feet South of 
C.R. 510 and East of 46th Avenue and U.S. #1, From RM-6, Multi-
Family Residential District (up to 6 units/acre), to CG, General 
Commercial District; to rezone + 0.26 Acres, Located Approximately + 
74 Feet East of U.S. #1 and South of 84th Street, From RS-6, Single-
Family Residential District (up to 6 units/acre), to CG, General 
Commercial District; to rezone + 0.08 Acres, Located East of U.S. #1 
and + 150 Feet South of 84th Street, from CL, Limited Commercial 
District, to CG, General Commercial District; to rezone + 3.19 Acres, 
Located South of C.R. 510, and + 600 Feet East of 46th Avenue, From 
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OCR, Office, Commercial, Residential District, to RM-6, Multi-Family 
Residential District (up to 6 units/acre); to rezone + 6.02 Acres, Located 
South of C.R. 510 and East of 46th Avenue, from CG, General 
Commercial District, to RM-6, Multi-Family Residential District (up to 6 
units/acre); to rezone + 13.71 Acres, Located East of U.S. #1 and North 
of 82nd Street, From OCR, Office, Commercial, Residential District, to 
CG, General Commercial District; and to rezone + 11.26 Acres, Located 
Approximately 1500 Feet East of U.S. #1 and North of 82nd Street, from 
RS-1, Single Family Residential District (up to 1 unit/acre), to CON-2, 
Estuarine Wetlands Conservation District (up to 1 unit/40 acres) 
(2011070030) [Legislative] 

 
Mr. Sasan Rohani, Chief, Long-Range Planning, proceeded to give a 

PowerPoint presentation, a copy of which is on file in the Commission Office.  He 
summarized this was a request by Orchid Quay, LLC; TC Property Adventure, 
LLC; and William Hunter to change the land use designation of several separate 
properties.  Subject Property 1, + 28.56 acres, was owned by Orchid Quay, LLC 
and William Hunter and was located approximately 900 feet south of C.R. 510, 
and east of 46th Avenue and U.S. #1.  Subject Property 2, was + 9.21 acres 
located south of C.R. 510 and east of 46th Avenue and is owned by Orchid Quay, 
LLC.  Subject Property 3, was + 20.11 acres located approximately 1,300 feet 
south of 65th Street and west of the Florida East Coast Railroad, and was owned 
by TC Property Adventure, LLC.  The purpose of this comprehensive plan land 
use map amendment was to expand and reconfigure the commercially 
designated area on the site comprising Subject Properties 1 and 2 by swapping 
the land use designation of Subject Property 1 with the land use designations of 
Subject Properties 2 and 3.  This request also involves rezoning subject 
properties 1 and 2, as well as several other parcels owned by Orchid Quay, LLC. 

 
Mr. Rohani continued, Subject Properties 1 and 2 are part of the overall 

site of the former Bristol Bay project.  Bristol Bay was a 113.42 acre mixed use 
project approved in 2006.  As approved, the Bristol Bay project consisted of 497 
residential units and 92,500 square feet of commercial.  While a 7.56 acre 
commercially designated portion of the Bristol Bay project site was sold to 
another group several years ago, the owners of Subject Properties 1 and 2 
controlled the remainder of the Bristol Bay site. 

 
The following table identifies the request involving changing both the land 

use designation and zoning of properties 1 and 2, while changing only the land 
use designation for property 3. 
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 Subject Property 1 Subject Property 2 Subject Property 3 
Owner 
 

Orchid Quay, LLC and 
William Hunter 

Orchid Quay, LLC TC Property Venture, LLC 

General 
Location 
 

+ 900 feet south of C.R. 
510, east of 46th Avenue 
and U.S. #1 

South of C.R. 510 and 
East of 46th Avenue 

+ 1300 feet south of 65th 
Street and West of the 
FEC Railroad 

Size in Acres + 28.56 acres + 9.21 acres + 20.11 acres 
Property 
Description 

Cleared Land, Stormwater 
ponds 

Stormwater ponds, cleared 
land 

Wetlands and isolated 
uplands habitat 

Current Land 
Use 
Designation 

M-1, Medium Density 
Residential-1 (up to 8 
units/acre) 

C/I, Commercial/Industrial C/I, Commercial/Industrial 

Proposed Land 
Use 
Designation 

C/I, Commercial Industrial M-1, medium density 
Residential – 1 (up to 8 
units/acre) 

L-2, Low Density 
Residential – 2 (up to 6 
units/acre) 

Current Zoning 
 
 
 

+ 28.30 acres RM-6, Multi-
Family Residential District 
(up to 6 units/acre), and + 
0.26 acres RS-6, Single-
Family Residential District 
(up to 6 unit/acre) 

+ 6.02 acres CG, General 
Commercial District and + 
3.19 acres OCR, Office, 
Commercial and 
Residential District 

PD, Planned  
Development District 

Proposed 
Zoning 

CG, General Commercial 
District 

RM-6, Multi-Family 
Residential District (up to 6 
units/acre) 

PD, Planned  
Development District 

 
 Mr. Rohani reported this request also involved rezoning 3 additional Orchid 
Quay, LLC owned parcels which were not part of the subject land use 
amendment request.  The first parcel (Parcel 1), consisting of + 13.71 acres 
located east of U.S. #1 and north of 82nd Street, was proposed to be rezoned 
from OCR, Office, Commercial, and Residential District, to CG, General 
Commercial District.  The second parcel (Parcel 2), consisting of + 11.26 acres 
located approximately 1500 feet east of U.S. #1 and North of 82nd Street, was 
proposed to be rezoned from RS-1, Single-Family Residential District (up to 1 
unit/acre), to CON-2, Estuarine Wetlands Conservation District (up to 1 unit/40 
acres).  The third parcel (Parcel 3), consisting of + 0.08 acres located east of 
U.S. #1 and +  150 feet south of 84th Street, was proposed to be rezoned from 
CL, Limited Commercial District, to CG, General Commercial District. 
 
 Chairman Keys announced the Commission would be casting two votes for 
this item; one on Properties 1, 2, and 3 land use change and associative 
rezoning; and Parcels 1, 2, and 3 rezoning. 
 
 Chairman Keys opened the Public Hearing at 8:56 p.m. 
 
 Mr. Joseph Paladin, President, Black Swan Consulting & Entitlement 
Company, stated he was representing the project and had paid all the impact 
fees years ago and an additional $1.5 million to improve the intersection.  They 
were planning on moving forward as soon as possible and to build the project 
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out.  He added the funding for the project was intact and set aside to do the 
construction. 
 
 Mr. Mike Ray, Vice President, Graves Brothers, expressed concern 
because he felt an increase in traffic would affect the intersection with changing 
the density from M-1 to CI.  One of the main issues were plans to facilitate 
ingress and egress onto the property because he thought an egress point on the 
south end of the property would only allow traffic to flow north and into the 
intersection which if they want to go south, they would have to make a U-turn in 
an intersection that was, at one time, the highest accident intersection in the 
County.  Another issue was the transfer of 190,000 square feet of development 
into this project relative to what Mr. Paladin referred to as the $1.5 million to 
improve the design of the intersection. 
 
 Mr. Hamner inquired if a traffic study would have to be done. 
 
 Mr. Bob Keating, Community Development Director, replied a traffic study 
would have to be done when the applicant came in for their development plan.  
At this point, staff looks at conditional concurrency with Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments and rezoning.  They were looking at no net increase, so a detailed 
concurrency analysis did not need to be done now.  The Bristol Bay project was 
vested for the 90,000 square feet of commercial the 500 multi-family residential 
units.  This additional increment was not vested and when the applicant comes in 
for development approval they will have to pay additional impact fees and they 
may have to pay some additional charges to enhance the intersection.  He added 
the intersection design was between 60 and 90-percent complete. 
 
 Mr. Zimmerman felt this was a good idea but questioned the amount of 
traffic coming in and out on U.S. #1 with the increase in commercial property and 
he wondered if it was possible to add another lighted intersection so close to the 
existing lighted intersection at C.R. 510 and U.S. #1, or would the traffic have to 
come out on C.R. 510. 
 
 Mr. Chris Mora, Public Works Director, responded this was a question staff 
wrestled with on large developments that were located near major intersections 
where they start to restrict the movements because there would be a median 
divided roadway, there would be median openings only so far apart and not close 
to the intersection.  As they begin to look at the traffic study for each phase that 
comes forward, they would be looking at things like access and it could very well 
be that they need another traffic signal on U.S. #1.  It was not unheard of that a 
traffic signal can be put fairly close to a major intersection like that, the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) has allowed them in the past, but they 
looked very closely at them and would make the applicant do a Traffic Signal 
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Warrant Study where they look at the highest 8 hours of traffic during the day and 
if it meets a certain level of traffic, they may go ahead and approve a traffic 
signal. 
 
 Mr. Mora pointed out because U.S. #1 was a DOT roadway, that’s another 
wrinkle because they would have to approve the signal, because it was their 
right-of-way.  He felt staff could make a case if they presented they could keep 
traffic away from the C.R. 510 & U.S. #1 intersection because if there isn’t one 
there, they might be forced to turn right in a U-turn, as Mr. Ray mentioned. 
 
 Discussion ensued on traffic scenarios with the changes. 
 
 Mr. Paladin asked if he went through his project as presented, would he 
break the intersection.  Mr. Mora responded he would not. 
 
 Chairman Keys closed the Public Hearing at 9:38 p.m. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Tripson, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Zimmerman, the members voted unanimously (7-0) 
to recommend the Board of County Commissioners 
approve the proposed future land use map 
amendments and two associated rezonings for 
transmittal to the State and Regional review 
agencies, as presented by staff. 
 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Brognano, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Zimmerman, the members voted unanimously (7-0) 
to recommend the Board of County Commissioners 
approve the proposed rezoning requests not 
associated with the land use amendments, as 
presented by staff. 
 

B. County Initiated Request to Amend Text of Several Elements of the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan [Legislative] 

 
Mr. Rohani related this was a County initiated request to amend the text of 

several elements and sub-elements of the County’s Comprehensive Plan.  The 
purpose of this amendment was to ensure that the plan has correct references to 
existing county committees, is consistent with revised state requirements, and 
reflects correct information. 

 
A PowerPoint presentation was given, a copy of which is on file in the 

Commission Office, with the following highlights: 
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• The Board of County Commissioners has eliminated several county 

committees.  Three of these eliminated county committees (Historic 
Resources Advisory Committee, Professional Services Advisory 
Committee, and Conservation Land Advisory Committee) are 
referenced in the following four plan policies which must be revised: 
 

o Future Land Use Element Policy 8.1 
o Economic Development Element Policy 4.2 
o Housing Element Policy 1.7 
o Conservation Element Policy 12.4 

  
• At the state level as part of House Bill 7202 in 2011, the state 

legislature has repealed Rule 9J-5, FAC and 9J-11, FAC.  Throughout 
the county’s comprehensive plan there are several references to Rule 
9J-5, FAC and Rule 9J-11, FAC.  Those references must either be 
revised as appropriate or be deleted. 

 
• In addition to the above referenced changes, staff proposes other minor 

revisions: 
 

o Policy 1.10 of the Future Land Use Element (FLUE) (Recycling 
Facilities in AG designated Land Use Category 

o Table 2.14 of the FLUE (PD Zoning District in MHRP Land Use 
Category) 

 
• Also, corrections or typos in the adopted plan 

 
o Policy 2.5 of the Housing Element 
o Policy 4.11 of the Housing Element 

 
• 11 Elements and sub-elements proposed to be revised: 

 
o Introductory Element 
o Future Land Use Element 
o Transportation Element 
o Capital Improvements Element 
o Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
o Coastal Management Element 
o Housing Element 
o Economic Development Element 
o Conservation Element 
o Solid Waste Sub-element 
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o Stormwater Management Sub-element 
 

• Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan – Future Land Use Element 
Policy 14.3 requires that one of four criteria be met to approve a comp 
plan amendment: 
 

o A mistake in the approved plan; 
o An oversight in the approved plan; 
o A substantial change in circumstances; or 
o A swap or reconfiguration of land uses at separate sites 

 
Chairman Keys opened the Public Hearing at 9:44 p.m. and since no one 

wished to speak, the Public Hearing was closed. 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Emmons, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Brognano, the members voted unanimously (7-0) to 
recommend the Board of County Commissioners 
approve the request to amend the county’s 
comprehensive plan, as presented by staff. 
 

Commissioners Matters   
 

Mr. Zimmerman asked about Policy 1.7 of the Housing Element found on 
page 48 of the Comprehensive Plan, stating “as part of the adoption process for 
any county regulation which could affect housing development, county planning 
staff shall prepare a Financial Impact Statement to assess the anticipated impact 
of the proposed regulation on the cost per unit for the development of housing, 
the Financial Impact Statement shall include an estimated increased cost per unit 
projection.”  Mr. Zimmerman requested this item be brought forward at a future 
PZC meeting before the formal LDR changes approval meeting. 

 
Mr. Stan Boling, Planning Director, indicated that the policy requires a 

housing affordability impact analysis at the time a new regulation is considered 
and not at the time a new policy is considered.  He agreed that the analysis will 
be presented with the formal LDR proposals. 

 
Planning Matters  
 
 Mr. Boling reported staff would be e-mailing changes being proposed to 
the “Set 1” LDR amendments in response to the comments received from the 
PZC at its August meeting. 
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 Mr. Boling felt certain there would be meetings on October 13, and 
October 27, 2011.   
 

Mr. Emmons announced he would not be present for the October 13, 2011 
meeting, Mr. Zimmerman reported he would be gone October 27, 2011, and 
Chairman Keys stated she would be absent for the November 10, 2011 meeting. 
 
Attorney’s Matters  

 
 There were none. 
  
Adjournment 

 
 There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 
 
 
_____________________________ _______________________      
Donna Keys, Chairman        Date 
 
 
_____________________________   ________________________ 
Laura Vasquez, Recording Secretary  Date  

 
 
 
 


