
October 30, 2015 

Jeff Shrum, AICP 

Development Services Director 

City of Venice 

401 W. Venice Avenue 

Venice, Florida 34285 

Dear Mr. Shrum 

Anthony V. Pinzone 

978 Questa Avenue East 

Venice, Florida 34278 

941-486-0003 

avplmp9@qmail.com 

First and foremost, thank you for our meeting on Tuesday morning. I look forward to 

your presentation on November 18th at the Indies Hall in Bay Indies. I am sure that your 

presentation will answer many questions relative to the Comprehensive Plan revisions and how 

they may impact the residents of Bay Indies. 

As you know from our meeting, I voiced concerns relative to the planned revisions 

within the Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, I am concerned that the Comprehensive Plan 

continues to authorize and maintain the 6.4 density factor currently approved for the Bay 

Indies community. Also, I am concerned about the rebuilding of homes in Bay Indies in cases 

of destruction. These mobile homes found in Bay Indies and other mobile home parks within 

the City of Venice currently may not comply with the current City zoning or building codes. 

Construction compiying with the zoning and building codes may prevent the reconstruction of 

mobile homes as they currently exist. Lastly, I would appreciate if City staff would consider 

looking into the possibility of mobile homes being considered affordable housing and obtain the 

protection of State and City statutes within the affordable housing statutes. I am of the mind 

that such protection, affordable housing, may limit the resale of such mobile home parks for 

usage other than continued mobile home parks. 

Once again, thank you for hearing my concerns. 

Sincerely, /) 

~ l! t:/I'd--
Anthefv. Pinzone 

Cc: Mayor John Holic 

City Manager Edward Lavallee 



November 19, 2015 

Jeff Shrum, AICP 

Development Services Director 

City of Venice 

401 W. Venice Avenue 

Venice, Florida 34285 

Dear Mr. Shrum, 

Anthony V. Pinzone 

978 Questa Avenue East 

Venice, Florida 34285 

941-486-0003 

avplmp9@gmail.com 

I would like to thank you and Barry Snyder for the presentation last evening at Bay Indies. You 

both clarified the process of the comprehensive plan review and update. Having the opportunity to 

voice concerns relative to the planned and needed revisions gave the residents an opportunity to 

express their concerns and issues. 

I particularly appreciated the opportunity to reiterated my concerns expressed in my October 

20th letter to you. These concerns covered three specific areas: 

1. As Bay Indies is considered a medium density residential community consisting of 6.4 home 

sites per acre, I voiced concern relative to its continued authorization to maintain its current 

density factor. These homes found in Bay Indies and other mobile home parks within the 

City of Venice currently may not comply with the current City zoning and/or building codes. 

Basically, the desire is to expand and continue current protective language found in the 

current comprehensive plan. 

2. I voiced concern that construction complying with the current zoning and building codes 

may not allow for the reconstruction of the mobile homes as they currently exist in Bay 

Indies or in other mobile home parks within the City limits. I am requesting language that 

authorizes reconstruction in a manner that would not result in the loss of any dwelling units 

from the number that presently exits. This proposed language would permit reconstruction 

for mobile homes as they currently exist including not only involuntary destruction but also 

voluntary destruction due to structural, codes or other considerations. 

crimes
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Recommendations from Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 1111/2016 

1. What topics/items does your board make to City Council? 
We serve as a link between citizens and the City Council. 

A .Additions, maintenance, reductions or changes in current Park usage, 
or regulations. 

B. Proposals for new Parks or recreation related services. 

2. What are the most significant challenges/ issues the City has now and in the next 
10 years for the City? 

A Maintenance of existing sports facilities. 
B. Changes to the Interlocal Agreement with Sarasota County regarding these 

facilities. 
C. Requests for expanded facilities.( sports, dog beach, pickleball, disc golf range) 
D. Planning for the needs of new population growth by location and interest while 

preserving green spaces . 
. E. Completing elements of Legacy Park. 

.. F. -Continue improvement of bicycle/pedestrian access within the City boundaries. 
G. Development of a City Tree Ordinance with emphasis on expanding as well as 

preserving our tree canopies and removing invasive species. 
H. Development of a capacity for environmental management. 

3. What are the most significant positive aspects/conditions the City has now that 
you feel need to be preserved and/or replaced in the next 10 years? 

A Our Dog Beach is the only one in the County and draws users widely. It needs 
expanded beach front and improved facilities. 

B. Heritage Park serves as the beautiful promenade to the beach. The pathway 
needs reconstruction and lighting. Special attention needs to be paid to the oaks 
lining Venice Ave. 

C. Venetia Parks is the centerpiece of one of our prized historic neighborhoods. It 
deserves a plan for major renovation recognizing its importance. 

D. PineBrook Trails are unique in the City and need extensive repairs. 
E. Sawgrass Park is a blank slate awaiting a plan for its development to serve that 

part of our City. 
F. Venice Beach is the only Gulf Beach in our area directly connected to a lovely 

town. Major improvements or replacement of the restrooms and concession 
building are needed. 



!. '. } 

G. Wellfield Park is a huge park meeting many needs. We can benefit from the 
strong public support for organized sports working with County to maintain this 
site and plan for the future. 

H. Venetian Waterway Park is a jewel accomplished by the hands of many. It 
needs improved shade, rest stops and signage. 

I. The Venice Airport uses a very large area of our City so we need plans for 
additional recreational usage of Airport lands._ duLc_, o-v6i f>"~·~ l:rstl.( 
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3. Lastly, I would appreciate if City staff would consider looking into the possibility of mobile 

homes being considered as affordable housing or other comparable classifications as 

necessary to be included in the protection of State and City within its protective housing 

statutes. I am of the mind that such protective classifications may limit the resale of such 

mobile home parks for usage other than continued mobile home parks. 

Once again, thank you both for the presentation last night at Bay Indies. 

Sincerely, 

f:!:~~~ 
CC: Mayor John Holic 

City Manager Edward Lavallee 

Barry Snyder, Chairman of the Planning Commission 



ANTHONY PINZONE <avplmp9@gmail.com> 

City Comp Plan Concerns 
1 message 

ANTHONY PINZONE <avplmp9@gmail.com> 
To: ANTHONY PINZONE <avplmp9@gmail.com> 

Here ~.re some of my concerns relative to revisions in the City's Comp Plan: 

Mon, Nov 30, 2015 at 12: 15 PM 

1. Policy 10.8 does not make any reference to mobile homes to allow conforming and non-conforming mobile 
homes that are destroyed by any means including voluntary removal, to rebuild to the minimum height required to 
replace the same number of dwelling units at no less size per unity by square footage. My conce~ is. that mobil_e t­
horn es do not have the same protections as multi-family structures and should have them. C,c hd.o b\t.\S ~.f..c. e:.r 

2. Policy 11.2 Defines Medium Density residential areas does not reference mobile home parks in its 
definition. I am not certain that it needs to identify current Medium Density residential areas; but, I would be more 
comfortable with inclusive definitions such as mobile home parks. Bay Indies does currently have a Medium 
Density factor of 6.4 home sites per acre; and, if reconstruction is necessary or desirable, should be allowed to 
maintain its current density factor. 

3. Within Chapter 1, Element 2 of the Housing & Neighborhood Development Element, Policy 4.1, states that 
The City shall support decisions and actions that encourage mobile home and manufactured home 
communities ... help to provide housing that is affordable to income groups that are needed to support the lobal 
economy. In my opinion, mobile homes should be entitled to the statutory protections provided to affordable and 
workforce housing. It is not clear within this policy what are the protections provided. €iA.~ ~-."to\.:n \ u ~e:,~;;:.~ ' ··· ;, 1 ·""-· 

cen£,t~~)l!L6\.. ''c:.. H-z:1d&<.b1.& t1ct - 1 

4. Policy 4.2 within the same Chapter 1, stated that the <;;ity su1worts legislatiop to assist residents of viable 
mobile/manufactured home communities in purchasing their parks. The policy does not state what the support is 
nor does it specifically reference what legislation. Is it State or City legislation and what support may be 
expected? 

5. Policy 4.3 within the same Chapter 1, states that the City shall review and address the appropriate 
requirements regarding the conversion of mobile home/manufactured home communities to a different land .use 
where deemed appropriate. What does that mean-where deemed appropriate? 

It is my belief that the references made in my last letter dated November 19, 2015 to the City staff and Council 
reflect the concerns outlined in the above comments. Hope these comments make some sense. 

As the Comp Plan revisions are formulated, we should continue to be vigilant and attempt to insure proper 
consideration for the for the residents of Bay Indies. I further believe that the other 10 to 12 mobile home parks 
within the City limits must have the same concerns. 

PLANNING & ZON i'i C 



December 11, 2ois 

Mr. Jeff Shrum, AICP 

BAY INDIES HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION, INC. 
895 Zacapa Ave 

Venice, Florida 34285 

City of Venice Development Services Director 
401 W. Venice Avenue 
Venice, Florida 34285 

Dear Mr. Shrum: 

-we would like to thank you and Barry Snyder for the presentation you made at Bay Indies Mobile Home 
Resort on November 18th. 

Following is an explanation of the concerns, recommended amendments and needed clarifications to 
the revisions of the city's Comprehensive Plan that we feel are critical for the continued protection of 
the residents of Bay Indies. 

l. Within Chapter 1, Element 2 of the Housing and Neighborhood Development Element, Policy 4.1 
States the "City shall support decisions and actions that encourage mobile home and manufactured 
Home communities ... help to provide housing that is affordable to income groups that are needed to 
support the local economy." To be clarified, does this statement mean that mobile home and 
manufactured home communities are considered "affordable housing and workforce housing"? 
In our opinion, language should be added to define the inclusion of affordable housing and workforce 
housing as it relates to mobile/manufactured communities. 

2. Policy 4.2 within the same Chapter 1, states "The City supports legislation to assist residents of . 
viable mobile home/manufactured home communities in purchasing their parks." Question for 
clarification, the current policy does not state what the support is nor does it specifically reference 
what legislation will be supported. Is it State or City legislation and what support may be expected? 
In our opinion, language should be added to define specific legislation and also the level of support 

- relative to such purchases. 

3. Policy 4.3 within the same Chapter 1, states "The City shall review its Land Development 
Regulations to ensure there are adequate provisions that support modern manufactured housing, 
Ensuring compatibility with surrounding land uses consistent with desired community character. 
The review shall also address the appropriate requirements regarding the conversion of mobile 
Home/manufactured home communities to a different land use when deemed appropriate." 
Our concern is that Policy 4.3 does NOT reference the required State statutory procedures relative 
to changes in land usage for mobile/manufactured communities outlined in the State's Chapter 
723 regulations. Further, the inclusion ·of language that defines the term "appropriate" is needed 
as "where deemed appropriate" does NOT define the term "appropriate." 

4. Policy 10.8 defining "Nonconforming Multi-family structures allows conforming and nonconforming 



Multi-family structures that are destroyed by any means, including voluntary removal, to rebuild 
to the minimum height required to replace the same number of dwelling units at no less size per 
unity by square footage." We are requesting that the same language be available for mobile/ 
manufactured home communities. 

5. Policy 13.1 defines Medium Density Residential Areas to accommodate a variety of single and 
multi-family residential uses. To be clarified, are mobile/manufactured homes within the definition 
of single residential use? Assuming "yes", the terminology should be within the definition for 
clarification purposes. 

We appreciate the opportunity to express our concerns and recommendations and ask that you 
respond to us, detailing your position on these issues. Further, what is the next step that may 
require additional input and actions on our part? 

We thank you and Barry for your consideration_and assistance in incorporating our issues into the 
City of Venice-Comprehensive Plan. 

Sincerely, 

George Alexander 
Homeowners' Association Co-President 

R.D. Lovelace 
Homeowners' Association Co-President 
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Christina Rimes

From: pat wayman <pat.wayman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2016 12:01 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Future Land Planning
Attachments: Letter-JPA-Exhibit 15 - Ed Martin JPA Letter.pdf

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I understand you may discuss the JPA today as it relates to the future development plans of Venice. 

Please consider the attached letter from Sarasota county to the City of Venice in a similar, previous planning 
discussion.  I believe it may help clarify the issues involved and the position of the county and the affected 
neighbors. 

Thanks! 
Pat Wayman 
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SARASOTA COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

1660 Ringling Boulev:ird 

"Dedicated to Quality Service" 

November 28, 2007 

Honorable Ed Martin, Mayor 
Venice City Council 
401 West Venice Avenue 
Venice, Florida 34285 

Dear Mayor Martin: 

Sarasota, Florida 342)6 
Tdephone 94 I -R6 I -5 344 

Fax 941-861-5987 

Thank you for sending representation from the City of Venice in the persons of Mr. 
Martin Black and Mr. Robert Anderson to the Joint Planning Agreement mediation 
session on November 26, 2007. While no agreement was reached with regard to City of 
Venice Rezone Petition No. 06-5RZ ' 'Bella Citta," it was a productive session and we 
look forward to a continued conversation about Joint Planning Agreement issues at our 
_joint Commission and Council meeting scheduled for February 2008 . As noted above, at 
the end of the mediation sess ion on November 26, 2007, a settlement was not reached. 
The parties acknowledged that the mediation efforts were concluded. Please accept this 
letter as notice under the terms of paragraph l O.D of the Joint Planning Agreement (JPA) 
that the Board wishes to tenninate the settlement discussions as contemplated by the JPA 
and that the Board reserves its right to challenge a decision on the City of Venice Rezone 
Petition No. 06-5RZ. 

However, the Sarasota County Board of Commissioners continues to have significant 
concerns about the development proposed in City of Venice Rezone Petition No. 06-5RZ 
"Bella Citta." Specifically, we find that the compatibility principles contained in Section 
1 l .I of the Joint Planning Agreement, shown below, have not been reasonably applied in 
evaluating the impacts of the proposed Bella Citta project. 

Paragraph 11.l. of the JPA reads as follows: 

The City agrees to use the County land use compatibility principles during the 
review of each zoning petition for any parcel located within the Joint Planning 
Areas set forth on Exhibit A and on properties within the City adjoining such 
areas. With the Coordination and Cooperation Areas set forth on Exhibit A, the 
County agrees not to revise its future land uses prior to confirmation of 
compatibility by the City. The land use compatibility reviews referenced above 
shall include an evaluation of land use density, intensity, charac ter or type of use 
proposed, and an evaluation of site and architectural mitigation design techniques . 

~~©~U~IE[D) 

DEC - 3 2007 
PLANNING 
&ZONING 

....., A B b t o· · t 2 Shannon Staub, District 3 • Nora Patterson, District 4 • Jon Thaxton, District 5 Paul H. Mercier, District 1 • Jos~~.. . . ar et a, 1stric • 
pmerciet@scgov.net ibarbell@scgov.net npatters@scga.r.net jlhaxlon Oscgov.ne! 



Honorable Ed Manin. Mayor 
November 28, 2007 
Page two 

Potential incompatibility shall be mitigated through techniques including, but not 
limited to: (i) providing open space, perimeter buffers, landscaping and berms; 
(ii) screening of sources of light, noise, mechanic2l equipment, refuse areas, 
delivery areas and storage areas; (iii) locating road access to minimize adverse 
impacts, increased building setbacks, step-down in building heights; and (iv) 
increasing lot sizes and lower density or intensity of land use. 

In previous correspondence to your staff, we cited Future Land Use (FLU) Objective 1.2., 
FLU Policy 1.2.1. and FLU Policy 3. I. I. of the Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan 
that relate to compatibility with adjacent land uses. Those Polices and Objective, along 
with Future Land Use Objective 2.1 are applicable and should be considered by the City 
of Venice when evaluating development proposals under the provisions of Paragraph 
I I .I. of the Joint Planning Agreement. 

FLU Policy 1.2. reads as follows: 

Protect the quality and integrity of established residential neighborhoods from 
adjacent incompatible development. 

FLU Policy 1.2.1. reads as follows: 

Potential incompatibilities between land uses due to the density, intensity, 
character or type of use proposed, shall be mitigated through site and architectural 
design techniques including but not limited to any or all of the following: 

• provision and location of open space, perimeter buffers, landscaping and 
berms; 

• the location and screening of sources of light, noise, mechanical 
equipment, refuse areas, deli very areas and storage areas; 

• the location of road access to minimize adverse impacts, increased 
building setbacks, step downs in building heights; and · 

• increased lot sizes; and lower density or intensity of land use. 

FLU Objective 2.1 reads as follows: 

Coordinate future land designations with soil and topographic characteristics, the 
protection of historical and natural resources, existing land uses, forms of 
development and the availability of public facilities. 



Honorable Ed Manin, Mayor 
November 28, 2007 
Page three 

FLU Policy 3.1.1 . reads as follows (emphasis added): 

Consistent with Policy 2.3.4., residential densities within the Urban Service Areas 
shall be no greater than the following density ranges as designated on the Future 
Land Use Map, unless otherwise specifically provided for by policy in this plan. 

Barrier Island residential density shall be in accordance with Policy 1.1.2 and 
1.1.4 and shall not exceed the maximum gross density zoning requirements 
existing as of March 13, 1989. 

Low Density Residential is defined as development having gross densities less 
than two dwelling units per acre. 

Moderate Density Residential is defined as development having gross densities 
equal to or greater than two dwelling units per acre and less than five dwelling 
units per acre. 

Medium Density Residential is defined as development having gross densities 
equal to or greater than five dwelling units per acre and less than or equal to nine 
dwelling units per acre, except that a duplex on any lot record zoned RMF shall 
be a lawful density for this designation even if the gross density of the lot would 
exceed nine dwellings units per acre. This exception shall apply only for 
development on an entire platted lot as platted and shall not apply with any 
combination, recombination or assembly of the platted lot with any other land. 

High Density Residential is defined as development having gross densities greater 
than nine dwelling units per acre to thirteen units per acre, except that a duplex on 
any lot record zoned RMF shall be a lawful density for this designation even if the 
gross density of the iot would exceed thirteen dwellings units per acre. This 
exception shall apply only for development on an· entire platted lot as platted and 
shall not apply with any combination, recombination or assembly of the platted 
lot with any other land. 

Appropriate densities within each density range shall be determined, in part. by 
the land uses and land use designations surrounding the parcel. as well as the 
suitability of the parcel itself and the form for development. Generally, densities 
at the higher end of the range will be most appropriate next to residential 
development or designations of comparable or higher density and intensive non­
residential land uses or land use designations such as commercial , office, 
professional and institutional uses. Densities at the lower end of the range will be 
more appropriate adjacent to lower density residential uses or designations. All 



Honorable Ed Manin, Mayor 
November 28, 2007 
Page four 

development proposals will be evaluated for consistency with all applicable 
policies. including the residential compatibility requirements of Policies I. 2. 1 .. 
J.2.2., and 1.2.3., the Principles for Evaluating Development Proposals in Native 
Habitats in the Environment Chapter and the level of service requirements for 
public facilities in the Watershed Management and Transportation Chapters. 

The proposed Bella Citta project abuts an established residential large lot subdivision in 
the unincorporated County which is designated Low Density Residential (less than 2 
units/acre) on the County Future Land Use Map and is zoned OUE -1 (Open Use Estate, 
I unit/5 acres). In light of the lower density development in the area to the west and to the 
south, the County Commission requests that the Venice City Council consider 
modifications to the Bella Citta petition for compatibility. The County considers the 
Bella Ci11a project, as currently proposed, to be incompatible with regard to project 
density, height of structures along the west property boundary and buffering along the 
west property boundary. A representative of the County will be in attendance at the 
second reading public hearing on this petition to share County concerns. 

Sincerely, 

~/-?~ 
NORA PATTERSON, CHAIR 
Sarasota County Commission 

c: Sarasota County Commissioners 
Venice City Council 
Martin Black, City Manager, City of Venice 

v Tom Slaughter, Planning Director, City of Venice 
Robert Anderson, City Attorney, City of Venice 
James L. Ley, County Administrator 
David R. Bullock, Deputy County Administrator 
Susan M. Scott, Deputy County Administrator 
Stephen E. DeMarsh, County Attorney 
Rob Lewis, Executive Director, PDSBC 
Anne McC!ung, Planning Director, PDSBC 
Chris Kohatsu, Planner, PDSBC 
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Christina Rimes

From: lolostek@hotmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 8:15 PM
To: Karen Butterworth; Roger Clark; Christina Rimes; Scott Pickett
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE  
COMMENT FORM 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Filing Date: Dec. 14,2015 
 
Applicants Name: Lois Steketee 
 
I am the: Resident, ,  
 
Phone Number: 941‐484‐9182 
 
Email Address: lolostek@hotmail.com 
 
Additional Comments: My husband and I ran a B&B for 14 years on the island.  Our experience 
says that people want to go to a destination that has something to do and they want to learn 
it's history.  History has become very important since 9/11.  People are more aware of history 
than they have ever been.  Our appeal to the public is a beautiful little town that sits on the 
gulf with an interesting history.  It's amazing how many people love trains and it's history.  In 
fact, I believe the word history is on our city emblem. The Brotherhood of Engineers is a large 
part of our history.  We played a part in WWII with the air field.  The circus wintered here for 
30 years.  We are our history and if we deny or ignore that history, we deny who we are. 
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Christina Rimes

From: ddhay@comcast.net
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Karen Butterworth; Roger Clark; Christina Rimes; Scott Pickett
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE  
COMMENT FORM 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
Filing Date: 12/15/15 
 
Applicants Name: Don Hay 
 
I am the: , ,  
 
Phone Number: 941‐350‐7510 
 
Email Address: ddhay@comcast.net 
 
Additional Comments: I am not a city of Venice resident but I have been a Venice Area 
resident since 1981 and I consider Venice the civic center of our area.  It is the fact that Venice 
has adheared to the the John Nolen plan that brings people back.  There are plenty of beaches 
in Florida, but few cities have the character of Venice.  In our planning, we must not lose sight 
of our heritage.  If we do, we will just be another beach community. 
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Christina Rimes

From: Jeff Shrum
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 9:49 AM
To: Kelley Klepper (kelley.klepper@kimley-horn.com)
Cc: Christina Rimes
Subject: FW: downtown venice

Kelley, 
 
Please include the following as correspondence/comment received on the Plan update.  Thanks. 
 
‐Jeff 
 

From: jim and sandy [mailto:scotsjrm@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 9:41 AM 
To: Jeff Shrum <JShrum@Venicegov.com> 
Subject: downtown venice 

 
Dear Mr. Shrum, 
 
Just saw article in paper about proposals for downtown.  Just want to reiterate one I 
sent in years ago which I think would make Venice a Mecca for whatever demographic 
you want.   
 
All downtown stores have exits in back to the adjacent streets and Venice Ave is 
positioned in between two streets leading to parking.  Especially on the weekends, 
Venice Avenue should be shut down and strewn with tables, with musicians, like 
European towns.  People, even old fogies like me could enter stores from the rear and 
enjoy shopping and then dining outside on the town square.  
 
If tourist season is too frenetic to try this, at least try it once or during the 
summer.  Small towns in Europe  are known and soughts after for their charming, 
flower-lined piazzas. Why not our Venice? 
 
Sandra McFarland 
 
  
PLEASE NOTE: This agency is a public entity and is subject to Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, concerning 
public records. Email communications are covered under such laws; therefore, email sent or received on this 
entity's computer system, including your email address, may be disclosed to the public and media upon request. 
If you do not want your email address released to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this 
entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.  



SUGGESTIONS: 

C ITY OF VENICE 
10 YEA!< COMP PLAN 

MAKE THE SOUTH S IDE OF VENICE AVE FROM HARBOR DRIVE TO 
T AMIAMI TRAIL, ANGLE PARKING. ENFORCE THE 15 MPH SPEED LIMIT. 

ALL CROSSWALKS IN THIS AREA SHOULD BE OF A STAMPED 
CONCRETE DESIGN. 
THIS SHOULD INCLUDE A MEDALLION IN THE CENTER OF VENICE AVE AND 
T AMIAMI TRAIL INTERSECTION 
THE SAME CONCEPT SHOULD BE DESIGNED FOR VENICE AVE EAST AND THE 
VENICE BY PASS INTERSECTION. 

THIS CONSITUTES OUR FRONT DOOR, THE ENTRANCE TO VENICE. IT 
REPRESENTS A WAY TO IDENITFY OUR HISTORIC MAIN STREET. 

MAKE USE OF THE LAND NORTH EAST OF THE TRAIN DEPOT AND 
CONSTRUCT AN APPARTMENT BUILDING. THIS COULD BE AMPLE WORKFORCE 
HOUSING. THIS MAY BE APPLICABLE FORA GRANT. 

IF A PARKING GARAGE IS "REQUIRED" THIS AREA MAY JUST BE THE 
IDEAL LOCATION, IN CONJUNCTION, WITH THE USE OF A TRALLEY STREET CAR 
SYSTEM. 

GRANT THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD SOME RESONABLE 
CONTROL OVER THE ISLAND OF VENICE: AS SUGGESTIONS FOR COLOR 
SELECTIONS AND THE DESIGN OF SMALL POCKET NEIGHBORHOODS. 
THE PLANTING OF ADDITIONAL TREES, PLANTERS AND HANGING BASKETS, 

TO MAKE A GOOD CITY YOU, YOU NEED GOOD STREETS, AND THAT 
MEANS STREETS WHERE PEOPLE WANT TO BE. STREETS NEED TO BE SAFE AND 
CONFORT ABLE, THEY NEED TO BE INTERESTING, AND THEY TO BE BEAUTIFUL. 
THEY NEEo:;.J BE PLACES. ( FROM "STREET DESIGN" VICTOR DOVER ~ JOHN 

~~· i 
FRED HIND, ASID 
INTERIOR DESIGNER, 
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
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Christina Rimes

From: Christina Rimes
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2016 7:36 AM
To: Jeff Shrum
Cc: Kelley Klepper
Subject: FW: Vision for the future....

FYI: this was emailed to the Planning Commission.  
 
Christina Rimes  
Planning and Zoning Division  
City of Venice  
401 W. Venice Ave.  
Venice, FL 34285 
941‐882‐7434 
crimes@venicegov.com  
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Bob & Carlene [mailto:carbob70@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 8:29 PM 
To: Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@venicegov.com> 
Subject: Vision for the future.... 
 
     First of all, let me say that I've never done this sort of thing before...communicating with a 
planning commission/city government. 
     I was unable to attend the scheduled meeting a week or so ago (Jan. 28th, I think), 
regarding resident input for making Venice a more walkable, liveable, vibrant city...while 
preserving the historical aspect of our city. 
     I have an idea that I wanted to pass along to the Planning Commission to accomplish...in my 
opinion...just that.  It may be received as "off the wall", and it is certainly "out of the box" 
thinking.  And I apologize if the Planning Commission is not the correct group to notify of this 
idea...and, if not, please pass this along to the proper persons, or let me know who they are so 
I can forward my idea to them. 
     So here goes:   Simply put...make downtown Venice...from the entrance on Venice Ave (at 
the Venice sign) to the intersection at Harbor Drive (the downtown shopping district)...into a 
Walking Mall.  No cars allowed!  Just walkers!  Make what is now Venice Avenue through the 
city into a walking area only!  Replace the concrete roadway with a nice paver stone walkway!
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     This is already being done in early March for the big Venice Arts and Craft Festival.  The 
streets are closed...the tents go up...and thousands of people walk through the downtown 
with excitement and eagerness. 
     The parking spaces lost on both sides of the street would be more than made up by parking 
in the new parking garage being proposed...suggest a 2‐story garage (so it's not really visible) 
beside Venice Theatre...and converting the current space where Classics Steak House 
(formerly Pineapples) was to a giant parking lot.  And, of course, the current downtown 
parking lot would still be there.  All the people coming to the March Arts and Craft Festival 
already have to find an alternate place to park, so this would be no different!  Add courtesy 
shuttles from various areas around the city and you've developed a downtown Venice area 
that would be envy of all Florida cities! 
     Have any of you ever been to Boulder, Colorado?  This is exactly what planners have done 
there.  Downtown Boulder, Colorado is a Walking Mall.  Shops, restaurants, trees, flowers, 
benches...and no cars allowed in this walking area.  My wife and I were there last summer and 
the thought of converting downtown Venice to be like downtown Boulder struck us both like a 
great idea!  Restaurant seating could expand out further than just the sidewalk (which gets 
congested)...businesses should love the idea, and we hope that perhaps the Planning 
Commission sees some merit in considering this "off the wall", "out of the box" vision as well. 
      
Respectfully submitted, 
Bob and Carlene Painter 
(full‐time residents) 
402 Casa Del Lago Way 
Venice, FL.  34292 
484‐1196 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Christina Rimes

From: J Wilson <jwilsonhome@rogers.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2016 2:37 PM
To: Jerry Towery; John Williams; Thomas Murphy; Shaun Graser; Helen Moore; Barry 

Snyder; Charles Newsom; Kit McKeon; Scott Pickett; Planning Commission
Cc: BFurst@sc-pa.com
Subject: Planning Commission Workshop Article in Today's Herald with reference to  

"Workforce and Affordable Housing" 
Attachments: VAB Letter To Bill Furst.docx

To Members of the Venice Planning Commission: 
 
With reference to the article in the Venice Herald today “Housing Dominates Meeting” I wanted to share an important 
fact as it relates to the affordable multi‐family housing crisis in Venice and how it is being impacted by what is going on 
at Sarasota County Appraiser’s office. 
 
We own a duplex zoned property at 300 Park Blvd. N. on the Island of Venice. It sits in a very unique subdivision called 
Bayshore Estates Unit 2 which comprises a total of 18 Duplex properties that range in age from 1956 to 1986. These 
RMF‐1 properties have always been unique in that they represent an affordable rental zone on the north end of the 
Island and close to downtown. 
 
Historically, these properties have always been recognized as having less value than the many upscale single family 
properties that represent most of the Island homes North of Venice Avenue. However, in the Property Appraiser’s 2015 
“mass‐appraisal” the land values of these properties increased 80% while the single family homes around them 
increased less than 15%. My wife and I appealed this change at a VAB hearing in January and are awaiting the result. Our 
evidence centered around the following facts; 
 
•             Historically, these properties have always been recognized as lower income rental properties, without pools, 
lanais and other improvements and until 2015, they were recognized as having a lower value and were taxed as such. (It 
appears to us that new appraisers simply missed the uniqueness of this neighborhood, or don’t care.) 
•             The PA claims that people are buying older single family homes and tearing them down to build new homes on 
the Island. That may be true for RSF single‐family properties, but the value of these RMF properties is simply in their 
ability to generate an adequate rental income and after exhaustive research we can tell you there is no evidence that 
people are purchasing RMF duplex properties anywhere on Venice Island and tearing them down to build new homes.  
•             As a result of the average 80% increase in land values for these RMF duplex properties in 2015, they have a land 
tax that equals and in some cases exceeds on a square foot basis the values of properties with Roberts Bay views on 
Laguna Drive, Apalachicola Rd. and other premium single‐family neighborhoods. 
•             In order to execute this 80% land tax increase, the Appraiser applied a special “Mis‐improved Adjustment” to 
depreciate the value of the duplex building on each of the properties by an additional 45% on top of their normal “age 
depreciated” deduction. This has resulted in duplex building values as low as $39,200 in spite of the fact that these 
buildings continue to be upgraded and improved for their rental value, NOT torn down to be replaced by new homes. 
 
FYI, I have also attached the letter I sent to Sarasota Property Appraiser Bill First, which further outlines what we believe 
to be the injustice of this tax change and its impact on affordable housing. This was sent prior to the hearing, but 
apparently it had little effect on their attitude in this regard, as they continued to fight our VAB application all the way to 
hearing. 
 
In the event that the hearing Magistrate agrees with our position, one can only hope that the Property Appraiser will roll 
back these unreasonable assessments to all the RMF properties on the Island next year. 
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My wife and I have spent many hours on research to support the above position and we would be happy to share more 
evidence if anyone is interested. 
Best Regards, 
 
John & Chris Wilson 
Venice, FL 
941 244 2708 
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Christina Rimes

From: Jeff Shrum
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2016 9:02 AM
To: Christina Rimes
Subject: FW: Comp Plan

Christina, 
 
Please add this to received correspondence for the comp. plan update.  Thanks. 
 
‐Jeff Shrum 
 

From: Barry Snyder  
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 1:42 PM 
To: Jeff Shrum <JShrum@Venicegov.com> 
Subject: Fw: Comp Plan 

 
 
Jeff 
 
FYI 
 
Barry 

From: pat wayman <pat.wayman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 1:46 PM 
To: Barry Snyder 
Subject: Comp Plan  
  
Mr. Snyder, 

I see you are working on updates to the Venice Comp Plan for dwelling units per acre. 

I think it is also important to define the allowed du/acre in terms of buildable acres. 

For example, if a developer has 1000 acres with a 900 acre lake, he can build (at 5 du/acre) 5,000 units on that 
100 acres.   

Please look into redefining dwelling units per acre to dwelling units per buildable acre. 

Thanks! 
Pat Wayman 
PLEASE NOTE: This agency is a public entity and is subject to Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, concerning 
public records. Email communications are covered under such laws; therefore, email sent or received on this 
entity's computer system, including your email address, may be disclosed to the public and media upon request. 
If you do not want your email address released to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this 
entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.  
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Christina Rimes

From: Jeff Shrum
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 4:17 PM
To: sue lang
Cc: Christina Rimes
Subject: RE: ?Island Planning Area

Sue, 
 
I have actually requested that our consultant provide a summary of direction received to date from the planning 
commission as well as identify work that still needs to be completed.  I hope to have this information for the workshop 
next week ‐ Wednesday April 27 at 5:30 PM Community Hall, City Hall) and that we provide that summary at each 
subsequent meeting to ensure we move forward productively.  Additionally, staff has created a hard copy project file 
public review which has all documentation to date including the public involvement information.   You are welcome to 
come in to our office to review the file.  Please see Christina Rimes in the Planning offices (crimes@venicegov.com) if 
you would like to do so.  This file as well as the website on the comprehensive plan update which can be found here: 
http://venicegov.com/Municipal_links/Plann_zoning/CompPlanUpdate.asp provides much of the documentation to date 
as well as meeting minutes for anyone to review.  The planning commission has started discussions on the future land 
use map for the neighborhoods and what future land use districts might look like in the new plan.  This should be 
included in the summary I previously mentioned and I hope to have for the meeting next week.  Draft language is not 
anticipated at this point for the full plan until July/August at this point.  The overall project schedule has been moved to 
adoption anticipated by the end of January 2017.  Absent all of this information, I can arrange a meeting with staff to 
have a discussion of where we are so far in the process.  Just let me know. 
 
Jeff Shrum, AICP  
Development Services Director 
City of Venice 
Venice FL,  34285 
 
(941) 882‐7431 
 

From: sue lang [mailto:suelang99@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 9:48 AM 
To: Jeff Shrum <JShrum@Venicegov.com> 
Subject: RE: ?Island Planning Area 

 
i have the current plan. What are the suggestions/directives from the Planning Commission so far from their 
review of the Plan?  Are these in the form of minutes or notes that your staff and the consultants are 
compiling?  Please send me electronic copies. When will first drafts come out? 
Thanks 

From: JShrum@Venicegov.com 
To: suelang99@hotmail.com 
Subject: RE: ?Island Planning Area 
Date: Mon, 18 Apr 2016 20:01:15 +0000 

Sue, 
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The current plan review has the island as one neighborhood and that is how it is being analyzed by the planning 
commission for the plan update.  Are you referring to the Planning Areas from the current Plan?  If so I can have staff 
send you a map showing those.  Let me know. 
  
Jeff Shrum, AICP  
Development Services Director 
City of Venice 
Venice FL,  34285 
  
(941) 882‐7431 
  
  

From: sue lang [mailto:suelang99@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:38 AM 
To: Jeff Shrum <JShrum@Venicegov.com> 
Subject: ?Island Planning Area 
  
Hi Jeff.  Please tell me/send me the boundaries for the five Island Planning Areas.  Which of these areas, if any, 
includes the Aldea Mar, Golden Beach and Gulf Shores neighborhoods? 
Thanks 
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Christina Rimes

From: Ronald J. Siegrist <ronsiegrist@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 1:26 PM
To: Barry Snyder; Charles Newsom; Christina Rimes; Helen Moore; Janis Fawn; Jerry Towery; 

John Williams; Kit McKeon; Michelle Girvan; Scott Pickett; Shaun Graser; Thomas 
Murphy

Cc: Jeff Shrum
Subject: tonights workshop

Gentlemen and ladies, 
I am unable to attend tonights Planning Commission Workshop, regarding the Seaboard area. I would, however, 
like to have my opinion considered in my absence if possible.  I would not miss this meeting except I have a 
very important business commitment that requires me to be in Sarasota at the same time as this strategic 
meeting in Venice. n  
As you may know or recall, I am in the process of a rezoning petition request for my 2 properties and my 
neighbor's property on Hauser Lane. Together we own 2 1/2 acres.  We are only waiting on Britt and Associates 
to finalize the surveys to fulfill everything necessary to move forward and come before you to decide upon and 
then present to City Council.  \ 
According to the current FLUM we are able to have a high density zoning to  
RMF 4 designition which is exactly what we are petitioning for currently.  However, in reviewing the 
information and colored draft being considered for the next FLUM, I would point out that our properties are not 
being considered for the same.   
 
According to the Proposed Comprehehsive Plan FLUM of the Gateway Neighborhood Profile pg 6  04042016 
Draft 
We would only have a "Moderate" designation.  My entire property is bordered on the East by C.I.  All 3 
properties are bordered to the South by Don O'connells property recently rezoned to "Medium" density. To his 
immediate South   To our immediate North we are bordered by pink then red or again C.I..  There is a 
considerable stair step configuration along the corridor and it would seem to be reasonable for our request to 
have our properties carried forward into the high density RMF 4 consideration again with this new drafting of 
the next FLUM.   
We are mostly surrounded by C.I. and we are suggesting that our properties would be perfect for the notion of 
"Affordable WorkForce Housing" as per perfect alignment with the current thinking of Staff, Commission 
and Council. 
This can only be possible if we can keep the high density current FLUM status and be granted  
RMF 4 zoning status once I get the final surveys to add to the packets currently on file at the Planning and 
Zoning Department.   
Please consider my request in my absence. 
 
Cordially, 
Ronald J Siegrist  
941-416-5293 
490 Hauser Lane, Venice, Fl. 34285 
 
 
 
Ronald J. Siegrist  
c: 941*416*5293 
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http://www.legalshieldassociate.com/group/ronaldsiegrist  
Legal Shield Independent Associate  
Bronze Executive Director/C.I.T.R.M.S.   
Certified Identity Theft Risk Management Specialist  
Employee Benefits/Business Specialist  
FL., IL., MS.,TN., TX., S.C., Licensed Legal Expense Agent  
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Christina Rimes

From: Emilio Carlesimo <emiliocc@outlook.com>
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 11:36 AM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Recent Joint Mtg. W/Council

Categories: Printed/Added to File

Dear Barry, 
 
I attended the Planning Commission’s joint meeting with the Venice City Council last Tuesday. May 24th. 
 
It is important that you and the whole Board know how much I appreciate the fine work you are doing.  The information 
you provided and the comments from the members of the Commission indicate clearly that this is a “team” effort that 
consumes much of every member’s time.  Kudos also to the Kimly‐Horn team for their excellent support. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Emilio  
 
 

 



Jan 31, 2017 

The Venice Draft Comp Plan does not include the overwhelming expression of concerns about 
growth and traffic at public workshops previously held on the Comp Plan Update. The Draft 

Summary of public Comments on page 12 does not mention these concerns nor does it 

mention that far more than the majority are opposed to any increases in height, density or 
intensity as documented by the 500 plus who signed the Keep Venice Venice Petition and 

attended the workshops. See attached cover letter to the signed Petitions. 





































































































March 4, 2016 

Lori Stelzer, City Clerk 

Venice Florida 

Enclosed please find signed Petitions entitled Keep Venice Venice! (Not Naples) that were collected 

over the past three months in conjunction with the ongoing update of the Comprehensive Plan. Several 

Venice residents assisted with the collection of signatures on these Petitions. 

The Petition states: 

We the following residents of Venice/South County do hereby petition the City of Venice to 

preserve the historic character of Venice as exemplified in the John Nolen Plan, to not Increase heights 

or density or intensity above the levels set forth in the current Comprehensive Plan, and further, to 

provide for wildlife corridors, greater buffering and increased preservation of natural habitat, 

wetlands, rural and agricultural land uses with the city of Venice especially east of I 75. 

As of March 1, 2016 502 individuals signed the paper petition plus another 90 who signed on line. 

(Some of the 90 online had also signed paper petitions so these are counted separately from the paper 

petitions). 

Based on the City's sign in sheets for the various Comp Plan workshops held for residents since 

September 2015, there were 476 individuals who attended one or more workshops plus 19 high school 

students. The City's count is 640 because many attended more than one session and were counted for 

each sign in. Our count, to the extent that we were able to make such determination, also does not 

include persons employed by the City or County, elected or appointed officials, nor other employers, 

businesses or persons having a professional or special/financial interest in the Comp Plan. (Note: There 

were no sign in sheets for Bay Indies meeting, just comments from their Board, and, no sign in sheets 

from Waterford, just comments so we don't know how many residents attended). It is clear from the 

comments, input and surveys that the overwhelming majority of people attending the Comp Plan 

workshops, whether or not they signed the Petition, expressed concerns about increased growth and 

traffic and indicated a desire to keep Venice the small town John Nolen designed. People living 

in/near northeast Venice were especially concerned about height and density and traffic and wanted 

to see more preservation of natural habitat, rural and agricultural land uses in that area. 

Please distribute copies of this cover letter to the Mayor and Council, Planning Commission and Planning 

Department staff and include it as part of the public record of citizen input on the 2016 Comp Plan 

update. 

Thank you 

Sue Lang & Steve Trombeta 

Venice Florida 











# Name Country 
I 

1 Hary Ellen Palermo United States of America 
2 Suzanne Lang United States of America 
3 Rosemary Vauzanges United States of America 
4 Jan Vertefeuille United States of America 
5 matthew phillips United States of America 
6 Lynn Grimes United States of America 
7 Lori Straits Unit ed States of America I 

8 Diana Maria United States of America 
I 

9 Robert G dennis United States of America 
' 

110 Marisa LaTorre United States of America 
11 Catherine Seress United States of America 
12 Teri Pomante United States of America 
13 Teri Pomante United States of America 

: 14 Nancy Hiller United States of America I 
' 

15 Deborah Spigarelll United States of America 
16 Deborah Lynn curry United States of America 
17 Harlen Mendelson United States of America 
18 Ronald Musselman United States of America 
19 Hike Volpe United States of America 
20 Peggy United States of America 
21 Michael united States of America 
22 Edwin w. Hartin United States of America 
23 

1
Ear1 Quandt United States of America 

24 Anne ross United States of America 
25 stephen p elwood United States of America 
26 Hard and Evelyn Barritt ,United states of America 

I 
27 !Ted Koszarsld United States of America 
28 Hary A Payne Uni ted States of America 
29 Chris Durkin united States of America 
30 Linda dennls United states of America 
31 Sharon Quimby 'United States of America 
32 Hary United States of America 

133 
John Patek 1unlted States of America 

34 early Grimes United States of America 
35 Sally Brush United States of America 
36 Allen Brush ;United States of America 
37 Jim Davis 1united States of America 
38 Scott Eisenhardt 

1
United States of America 

39 gordon bridger United States of America 
40 Karen Scott United States of America 

" 
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~ Nall!I! ~r;iuntry 

41 Patricia varney I United States of America 
42 Hare ia S111inehart United States of America 

-

43 Hi 11 iam Netar1am United States of America .. 
44 Halter Rossmann United States of America 
145 Dave McGovern United States of America ; 

46 Judith Ednunds United states of America 
47 Donna Byrnes United States of America 
48 Lourdes Ramirez 1united States of America 
49 Patti Shreeve United States of America 

' so Lynda Speek 1 United States of America 
51 Margaret Pisani United States of America 
52 Hilliam Steen United States of America 
53 Suzanne Custer United States of America 
54 John Botar1e 1 United states of America 

' 55 Thomas castellanete United States of America 
56 Nancy Thoflllson United States of America 
57 Bonnie Thistle United States of America 
SB Rob Kaercher United States of America 
59 patricia bridger United States of America 
60 Joy ' United States of America 
61 Patricia Nicolais United States of America 
62 Roger Leege United States of America 
63 Sara Gusmer :. United States of America 
64 Peg and Hike Tomanio United States of America 
65 Peggy Martin United States of America 
66 Hichael Platt United States of America 
67 RITA CHILDERS United States of America 
68 Sandra Higginton United States of America 
69 Christine Gabriel United States of America 
70 Lynn Nelson United States of America 
71 Belinda Hurphy United States of America 
72 Catherine Stuiq:>f l United States of America 

-

73 Deborah Lupacchino United States of America 
74 R kay United States of America 
75 Jkeylay United States of America 
76 Ed11.1ard A. Hicks United States of America 
71 Alice H. Hicks United States of America 
78 Betty Bauer I United States of America 
79 Trish Robbins United States of America 
80 Jean Broman United States of America 
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i # Na~ Country . 
81 Hilda Kelly !United States of America 

-
82 Lee Scott United States of America I 

Halter Holf I America 83 ilUnited States of 
I 

84 Frances Ossola United States of America 
85 Hike Muhlbauer ' United States of America 
86 Fran Haldrop United States of America 
81 Heather Uni ted States of America 
BB Nancy Liscow United States of America ! 

le9 Patricia Rounds 'United States of America 

190 Virginia Kraus 1Unlted States of America 
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Christina Rimes

From: Robert Daniels
Sent: Sunday, January 29, 2017 5:13 PM
To: Planning Commission
Subject: Fwd: How Many Units In The Three Master Planned Communities Will Be Affordable to 

Lower Income Working Families?

Fyi 

Get Outlook for iOS 
 
 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Ed Martin" <edwilsonmartin@hotmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Jan 29, 2017 at 4:58 PM -0500 
Subject: Re: How Many Units In The Three Master Planned Communities Will Be Affordable to Lower Income 
Working Families? 
To: "sue Lang" <suelang99@hotmail.com> 
Cc: "harold.bubil@heraldtribune.com" <harold.bubil@heraldtribune.com>, 
"executiveteam@heraldtribune.com" <executiveteam@heraldtribune.com>, "tom.tryon@heraldtribune.com" 
<tom.tryon@heraldtribune.com>, "Tom Lyons" <tom.lyons@heraldtribune.com>, "Edward Lavallee" 
<ELavallee@Venicegov.com>, "Jeff Shrum" <JShrum@Venicegov.com>, "City Council" 
<CityCouncil@Venicegov.com>, "Dan Lobeck" <dlobeck@lobeckhanson.com> 
 

I would suggest, if you agree, that you specify, working people such as police, fire, teachers, nearby industrial 
workers, e.g. PGT, Tervis, so that the focus is not limited to the very poor. 
 
I have hearing discussions of affordable housing as desirable, but no committments.At the same time widening 
River Road, for example is not coming from impact fees from the thousands of units, so some housing 
guarantees would help offset those costs by benefitting the public at large. 
 
Thanks, 
Ed Martin 
Former Mayor, Venice. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
On Jan 29, 2017, at 10:32 AM, sue Lang <suelang99@hotmail.com> wrote: 

Mr. Bubil, i read with interest that you will moderate the panel for the upcoming Trib 
sponsored BuilderFest.  I think the public would be most interested in knowing how many of 
the units in these three developments (West Villages, Babcock Ranch and Lakewood Ranch) will 
be affordable to lower income working families. John Nolen included such units in his plans for 
Venice and they still exist today.  I suggest that this question be asked of the Developers on the 
panel. 
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Thank you 

 

Sent from Outlook 

Need to Report an Issue? SeeClickFix Venice Connect is available as an app for Android and iPhone. Select 
SeeClickFix from your app store on your device and choose Venice, Florida. There is also a link to the program 
on the city’s website, www.venicegov.com, or go directly to SeeClickFix at http://www.seeclickfix.com/Venice 
 
PLEASE NOTE: This agency is a public entity and is subject to Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, concerning 
public records. Email communications are covered under such laws; therefore, email sent or received on this 
entity's computer system, including your email address, may be disclosed to the public and media upon request. 
If you do not want your email address released to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this 
entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.  




