











Judx Gamel

From: Lori Stelzer

Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 4:25 PM

To: City Council; kmckeon@ci.venice.fl.us; Jeff Shrum; Scott Pickett; Edward Lavallee;
dpersson@swflgovlaw.com; jpoone@boone-faw.com; jcollins@boone-law.com

Cc: Judy Gamel; jcminfl@yahoo.com

Subject: FW: Portofino Project, Laure! Road and Knights Trail Rd/Rezone 1/28/14 Information.

From: John Moeckel [mailto:jcminfl@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 09, 2014 3:57 PM

To: Lori Stelzer

Subject: Fw: Portofino Project, Laurel Road and Knights Trail Rd/Rezone 1/28/14 Information.

Lori,

As | sent my comments below to the Mayor and City Council on Jan 26, | would like it to be part of the record for the
Portofino project.

Thank You.
John Moeckel

----- Forwarded Messane -----

From: John Moeckel

To: Venice Mayor anc

Sent: Sunday, Januaiy <o, cu 14 1v.02 Fivi

Subject: Portofino Project, Laurel Road and Knights Trail Rd/Rezone 1/28/14 Information.

Dear Mayor and City Council,
Please see below information below concerning the Portofino Rezone application that you will hear on 1/28/14. |

want to make it clear that the opinions stated within are those of mine only and not those of the Venetian
Golf and River Club Community Association.

Best,
John Moeckel, Citizen of Venice.

January 26, 2014



From: John Moeckel, Citizen of Venice.
¢ st: Portofino Rezone
Dear Mayor and City Council,

Up front I would like to say that | support the commercial/retail/residential proposed project known as the
Portofino project on Laurel Road and Knights Trail Road . | have met with Mr. Peshkin as a member of the
previous advisory committee and have had several meetings with him concerning the development of the
property. | found Mr. Peshkin to be open and honest about his plans for this project and have a great deal of
respect, trust and confidence in him. At the end of the day | believe his project will add a lot of value to our
community.

With that said, | do have a couple of concerns about the project and ask that you consider these in your decision
making on Mr. Peshkin’s rezone application. Additionally, Mr. Peshkin and | have discussed my concerns on
several occasions.

Background: As you know back in 2007 our community had issues concerning this same piece of property
known as the Renaissance property. We didn’'t want the property developed into a “big box” property with a
200,000 square foot Super Waimart. We had several reasons including it being a regional center drawing
customers from a large geographic area.

We thought that we were really a part of the smali town of Venice and wanted neighborhood style
commercial/retail. The new Plaza Venezia shopping center on Laurel Road is a fine example of that style.
Another great example is the Lakewood Ranch Town Center .

Shortly after 2007 the new Comprehensive Plan for the City was being developed. | and Members of our
community were able to provide input for development of that plan in two key areas.

1. Policy 8.4, Large Scale Retail Structure Standards. In this policy it states: Ensures that large scale retail
structures are sized in a manner which is architecturally, aesthetically, and operationally harmonious with the
surrounding area. Large, freestanding retail structures shall be: A. Designed in individual or small structures
generally not to exceed 60,000 square feet per structure.

2. Policy16.21, Knights Trail Neighborhood. It states: Planning Intent: The Knights Trail Neighborhood is
designed to accommodate industrial-commercial; office and low intensity retail space; multi-family residential
properties; and conservation/open space.

The intent of these polices was to limit big box stores within Venice and especially on this property. Building a
190,000 square foot store and a 120,000 square store on the same property is a stretch from those two policies
and does not comply.

Summary: Members of our community worked hard to have the above wording and intent in Policy 8.4 and
Policy 16.21 as part of the new Comprehensive Plan. The policies need to be addressed thoughtfully and very
carefully.

We need commercial/retail that fits the needs of our area of Venice . | believe that need can be met with
neighborhood commercial retail. | know that the development does need one or two anchor stores; however, |
believe that need can be met with stor  that are not big box stores. If big box stores are allov | then the
“Gateway” into North Venice will become regional and not neighborhood and change the character forever.

If the Circus Area on Venice Airport was approved for development, would you approve two big box stores to be
built on the southern “Gateway” to our City? The same ideal should apply here.

| would also request that you consider the elements of the 20/50 Plan for Sarasota . Urban sprawl is not good
and does not fit the deficiency of retail we need. We need neighborhood self supporting healthy retail that does
not take away from retail in the core of the City of Venice . Additionally, there is no Master Plan for North Venice .
| would like the City to create an initiative to start working on that Master Plan.



In addition, | believe that the Planning Commission got it right on the land uses being limited to the ones listed
within the CMU zoning documentation.

If you approve the rezone as is | would like to see the stipulation in Mr Peshkin’s application for widening Laurel
Road to 4 lanes be modified. It is called “Extraordinary Traffic Exaction”. | would like to see an agreement
between the City, County and the developer that all three parties can agree to and that the monies be held in
escrow for 5 years, instead of 3 years, the same as road impact fees are held.

Requested Action:

1. Approve the rezone without the 190,000 square foot and 120,000 square foot big box commercial retail
op n.

2. Approve the Planning Commission recommendation of limiting the land uses that are listed for CMU
zoning.

Thank you for your kind consideration.
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(2)
(3)

(1)
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(4)
(5)
(6)

Applicant’s Proposed Special Exception Uses

Indoor motion picture theaters entartginment

complexes.

Applicant’s Proposed Prohibited Uses

Manufacturing, except for goods for sale at retail on the premises.
Warehousing and storage except as accessory to a permitted principal use.

Adult entertainment establishments.





















2/11/14

Portofino Project

Points to make:

For the Record,, I’m John Moeckel and a resident of Venice.

I believe there are significant issues with the approval by City Council
on Jan 28 on this project.

Let’s start with the Planning Commission recommendations on land
uses. They approved the 11 CMU uses. I believe the reason they did
that, was that the builder was not sharing any detailed business plan for
the property. In other words what is going to be there?? You have to
believe that the developer has enough business contacts and would not
be buying this property unless he had some pretty good ideas on what
businesses that may be interested. If only the 11 uses within the CMU
zoning were approved the developer would have to come back for
special exceptions to the Planning Staff and Planning Commission and
share a more detailed business plan with what businesses they wanted
on the property. And that makes perfect sense as you wouldn’t approve
other projects carte blanche without knowing more detail.

The point I’m making is extremely important for our part of this City,
as it should require a more detailed business plan and lets us know what
is really going to be on the property. If you approve all of these other
uses, then the developer can build almost anything with a few
prohibited uses, and then it too late as you have granted the developer
“BY RIGHT” all of those uses and the City then has no control over
what can be there within all of those uses. Most control is lost by the
City except for minor elements within any site and development plan.

We the citizens in the area and city government deserve better.

We all know there is a Retail Deficiently in North Venice,, But let’s
address that deficiency, not this huge lists of things that may not be
needed, but is a profit motive for the developer. Let’s see what the
developer will put on the property then make the decision. And, I’ll
guarantee you that any reasonable plans will be approved.



I take exception with the statement that was made in the Jan 28 Council
Meeting that the Planning Commission didn’t do their job on reviewing
the land uses in their meeting and were simply too tired after 4 ; hours.
That couldn’t be further from the truth. They did review and discuss
properly and made a good decision. So, why not ask the Planning
Commission if they think they did their job.

The VCCD and Community Association, and I all agree with the
Planning Commission recommendations. I can’t tell you how much time
and effort was spent on this to come to that conclusion. And in the end
you ignored all of those recommendations.

How much time before the Jan 28 meeting did City Council spend
reading the Portofino Application from the developer to get up to speed
on this or to do other things to get educated on this project?? I know
that you don’t have the time to do this on every project and need to rely
upon the Planning Staff and the Planning Commission. But this project
is the largest commercial project, probably ever in Venice and will
change our part of town forever. Forever.. It deserves a huge amount
of consideration.

It appears that Mr. Boone and Mr. Black convinced you to give more
consideration to what they wanted than to the recommendations of the
Planning Commission.

With all due respect I think that is wrong, and the farm is being given

away.

Now, I want to talk about the Comprehensive Plan:

It has clear provisions that have been ignored with almost no discussion
or justification that pertain to this project.

Policy 8.4, Which is Large Retail Structures says; These structures Shall
generally not exceed 60,000 square ft.

AND























