
SHYD LLC
Annexation Pet. No. 16-01AN

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Pet. No. 16-02CP
Zoning Map Amendment Pet. No. 16-06RZ

We serve with PRIDE

Project Owner and Agent:

Owners:  SHYD LLC
Agent:  Greg Roberts

Kliegbeil & Roberts, P.A.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good afternoon Mr. Chairman, members of the Planning Commission, City Attorney, and members of the public. For the record I’m Jim Koenig,a planner with the Development Services Department and I have filed out a speakers card. If it is okay with the Planning Commission, I would request to do one presentation for all three petitions listed here. I do apologize but the presentations may be a bit longer than usual in order tocover both petition.



Annexation 16-01AN
Petition Summary Information

Owners:  SHYD LLC 

Agent:  Greg Roberts, Klingbeil & Roberts, P.A.          

Parcel IDs:  0404-05-0002 and 0404-12-0002          Parcel Size:  9.79+ acres

Existing Uses:  Outdoor Storage and Pastureland for Cattle Grazing

Adopted Future Land Use Designation:  Sarasota County Low Density Residential

Existing Zoning District:  Sarasota County Open Use Estate 2 (OUE-2)               

Concurrent Applications:  Comprehensive Plan Amendment Petition 16-02CP
Rezoning Petition 16-06RZ

Proposed Stipulation:  

1. Property owner must remove the current land use of cattle grazing from the subject properties in order to 
not create a nonconforming use within the city prior to approval of the concurrently processed 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (16-02CP) and Zoning Map Amendment (16-06RV) petitions.

2. Property owner to provide an access easement across northern portion of Parcel B (PID 0404-12-0001) to 
allow access to Parcel A (PID 0404-05-0002) if parcels are sold independently. 

Technical Review Committee (TRC): The subject petition has been reviewed by the TRC and compliance with all 
regulatory standards applicable to the subject petition has been confirmed.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The applicant has petitioned the city to annex these two properties totaling 9.79 acres near 1041 Albee Farm Road, north of Lucaya Avenue. The properties are proposed for incorporation within the city limits and to receive city services as provided within the approved pre-annexation agreement and adopted comprehensive plan. The pre-annexation agreement was approved by City Council on August 22nd of this year.MENTION THE STIPULATIONS AND THAT YOU’LL TALK MORE ABOUT THIS DURING THE PRESENTATION.



Background
• 1999 – City Council adopted Resolution 99-34, creating 

“Welcome to Venice in 2000” program.

• 2001 – City staff held discussions with Sarasota County 
on how to involuntarily annex remaining enclaves.

• Result – City/County staff developing Interlocal 
Agreement Between the City of Venice and Sarasota 
County Regarding Annexation of Enclaves and 
County Property.

• Agreement initially identified 158 properties for 
annexation.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 1999, (acknowledge this error in staff report) the Venice City Council approved and adopted Resolution 99-34, creating the Welcome to Venice in 2000 program to encourage property owners of County enclaves to voluntarily annex into the city. Two years later in 2001, city staff held discussions with Sarasota County regarding involuntarily annexing any remaining enclaves into the city. This resulted in the city and Sarasota County jointly developing an Interlocal Agreement between the City of Venice and Sarasota County Regarding Annexation of Enclaves and County Property (“Interlocal Agreement”). The draft Interlocal Agreement initially identified 158 properties for involuntary annexation. 



Background, Cont’d
• 2002 – City staff held public meetings and conducted 

review on vacant properties; determined vacant 
properties would not be part of final Interlocal 
Agreement.

• Reduced number of identified properties from 158 
to 118.

• Final Interlocal Agreement adopted October, 2002 
through Resolution 2002-26.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2002, city staff held public meetings with affected property owners to discuss the possible annexations and determined that vacant properties would not be a part of the final Interlocal Agreement. This reduced the total number or properties identified for involuntary annexation from 158 to 118. A final Interlocal Agreement with 118 identified properties was adopted by City Council in October, 2002 through Resolution 2002-26.



Aerial Photograph

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On your screen is an aerial photo of subject properties and surrounding properties. PROVIDE ORIENTATION.SHYD LLC owns all three parcels identified as Parcel A, Parcel B, and Parcel C on the submitted survey. All three of these parcels were initially included in the list of 158 properties to be involuntarily annexed through the city. However, Parcels A and C were removed due to being vacant and remain as enclaves within unincorporated Sarasota County. These two parcels represent the subject properties being requested for annexation. Parcel A is 0.19 acres and Parcel C is 9.60 acres.Parcel A is currently being used as outdoor storage of equipment and contains four shed structures. Parcel C is vacant and being used as pastureland for cattle grazing, which is not a permitted use within the city. The property owner has been notified that they will need to remove the cattle off Parcel C in order to not create a nonconformity upon annexation.Parcel C has direct access to Albee Farm Road. The smaller Parcel A has indirect access via a paved driveway that traverses the northern portion of Parcel B. Staff typically reviews access to individual parcels during the development review process (i.e., preliminary plat or site and development plan). However, given the unique character and location of Parcel A, staff is recommending a stipulation that if Parcel A and Parcel B were ever sold independently the owner of Parcel B must dedicate an access easement across the northern portion of the parcel to allow Parcel A to have its own dedicated access to Albee Farm Road.



Photos of Subject and 
Surrounding Properties

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On your screen are photos of the subject and surrounding properties…



Photos of Subject and 
Surrounding Properties



Surrounding Property Information

Direction Existing Land 
Use(s)

Existing Zoning
District(s)

Future Land Use 
Designation(s)

North

Multi-family 
residential (Magnolia 
Park) and vacant 
woodlands

Sarasota County Open Use 
Estate 2 (OUE-2) and City of 
Venice Residential Multiple 
Family 3 (RMF-3)

Sarasota County Low 
Density Residential and 
City of Venice Medium 
Density Residential

South

Single-family 
residential, 
pastureland, and 
outdoor storage

Sarasota County OUE-2

Sarasota County Low 
Density Residential and 
City of Venice Medium 
Density Residential

East Manufactured homes 
(Bay Indies)

City of Venice Residential, 
Manufactured Home (RMH) 
and Sarasota County OUE-2

City of Venice Medium 
Density Residential

West
Multi-family 
residential (Bird 
Bay)

City of Venice Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) and 
Sarasota County OUE-2

Sarasota County Low 
Density Residential and 
City of Venice Medium 
Density Residential

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This chart is included in the staff report and identifies the adjacent properties along with their existing uses, zoning, and land use designations. I won’t go over the entire chart, but wanted to mention that the subject properties are surrounded by residential uses as stated in the first column.



Existing Future Land Use Map

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before I discuss the future land use, I want to bring up some important topics to help clarify information in the staff report. This is a little confusing to say the least. A lot of the information was redundant, simple due to the nature of the petitions. But during staff review of the existing future land use and zoning of the properties, it was noticed that there are inaccuracies in the maps such the one on this slide. The map accurately identifies Parcel A and having a Sarasota County future land use designation of Low Density Residential, but inaccurately shows Parcel C as being within the city’s incorporated area. As I previously mentioned both Parcels are enclaves within Sarasota County.Staff is uncertain as to when this inaccuracy occurred, but believes it may have taken place between 2001 and 2002 when the draft Interlocal Agreement between the city and Sarasota County was being developed. The belief is that the city updated its future land use maps and zoning maps to reflect the original list of 158 properties in the draft Interlocal Agreement, but never revised the maps once the final list of properties was reduced to 118. This is the only explanation we can provide as for why the city’s future land use and zoning maps show Parcel C as being within the city’s incorporated area. Regardless of this inaccuracy, what is important to know is that the applicant has requested both parcels be annexed into the city. The approved pre-annexation agreement states that upon annexation, the property owner must petition the city to redesignate the subject properties with a city future land use category and city zoning district. The applicant has submitted concurrent Comprehensive Plan Amendment petition requesting the subject properties be redesignated to a City of Venice future land use designation.



Existing Zoning Map

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows the existing zoning of the subject properties and surrounding properties. Being enclaves, the subject properties have a current �Sarasota County zoning designation of Open Use Estate 2 (OUE-2). Similar to the last slide, this map accurately shows Parcel A as having the county OUE-2 zoning designation but inaccurately shows Parcel C as being within the city’s incorporated area. Again, staff is unsure as to when this inaccuracy occurred but believes it may have occurred around the same time that the future land use map inaccuracy occured. Regardless of the inaccuracy, what’s important to understand is that the applicant has submitted a concurrent Zoning Map Amendment petition requesting the subject properties be redesignated to a City of Venice zoning designation. The end result, if approved, will be that all three properties will be annexed into the city’s jurisdiction, receive a City of Venice future land use designation, and receive a City of Venice zoning designation. Hopefully that helps to clear some of the confusion from the staff report.



Planning Analysis
• Consistency with Chapter 171, Florida Statute

• Consistency with Venice Comprehensive Plan

• Concurrency Review

• Coordination with Sarasota County

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Moving into the planning analysis process, staff reviewed the subject petition for consistency with Chapter 171, Florida Statutes, and consistency with the Venice comprehensive plan. Staff also reviewed the petition for concurrency and coordinated the petition with Sarasota County due to the subject properties being enclaves within the county. I want to make it clear for the record that County staff are supportive of the petition and encourage their annexation into the city as provided for in the Amended and Restated Joint Planning and Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement between Sarasota County and the City of Venice.



Planning Analysis
Consistency with Chapter 171, F.S.:

• Annexation is voluntary due to property owner initiating 
action.

• Subject properties are contiguous to city’s boundaries 
and reasonably compact.

• Subject properties are not part of another incorporated 
municipality and will be used for urban purposes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Chapter 171, F.S. describes procedures for adjusting boundaries of municipalities through annexations. Sections 171.043 and 171.044, F.S. specifically, provide general standards for and procedures for annexations, include voluntary annexations. The proposed annexation is voluntary because the property owner initiated the action by making a request to the city. The subject properties are contiguous to the city’s boundaries (i.e., surrounded on all sides by the City of Venice) and are reasonably compact, meaning they are concentrated to a single area of the city. And finally the subject properties are not part of another incorporated municipality and will be used for urban purpose. 



Planning Analysis
Consistency with Venice Comprehensive Plan:

• Policy 8.2 was addressed to evaluate compatibility 
based on the following:

• Land use density and intensity
• Building heights and setbacks
• Character or type of use proposed
• Site and architectural mitigation design techniques

• Based on review of applicant’s responses, staff 
concluded there is adequate evidence to determine 
confirmation of compatibility and make a finding on 
each of the indicated criteria.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Policy 8.2 of the comprehensive plan must be reviewed to evaluate the proposed annexation. The four criteria for evaluating Policy 8.2 are on the screen. The applicant has provided responses to these criteria which have been provided in the staff report.Based on review of the applicants’ responses to the criteria found in Policy 8.2, staff concluded there is adequate evidence to determine confirmation of compatibility and make a finding on each of the indicated criteria.



Planning Analysis
Concurrency Review:

• City’s Technical Review Committee (TRC) reviewed 
proposed annexation for potential impacts on city 
services and facilities.

• Based on this review, it appears adequate public 
facilities are available to accommodate the proposed 
annexation.

• Additional review for concurrency will be required prior 
to development of the subject properties. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In response to request from the Planning and Zoning Division, the city’s Technical Review Committee (TRC) reviewed the proposed annexation for potential impacts on city services and facilities. Staff has conducted a preliminary concurrency analysis based on responses from the TRC departments. TRC review indicated that it appears adequate public facilities are available to accommodate the proposed annexation. Additional review for concurrency, including the issuance of a certificate of concurrency, will be required prior to further development of the subject properties.



Summary/Findings

1. Finding (Consistency with Chapter 171, F.S): 
Proposed annexation is consistent with Chapter 171, 
Florida Statutes.

2. Finding (Consistency with Comprehensive Plan): 
Proposed annexation may be found consistent with 
Policy 8.2 and is consistent with the Amended and 
Restated JP/ILSBA.

3. Finding (Concurrency): It appears adequate public 
facilities and services are available to accommodate 
the proposed annexation.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Finding (Chapter 171, Florida Statutes): The proposed annexation is consistent with Chapter 171, Florida Statutes.Finding (Comprehensive Plan): The proposed annexation may be found consistent with Policy 8.2 of the Venice Comprehensive Plan and is consistent with the Amended and Restated Joint Planning and Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement between the City of Venice and Sarasota County.Finding (Concurrency): Based on the preliminary concurrency analysis and responses provided by city departments, it appears that adequate public facilities are available to accommodate the proposed annexation. Therefore, the proposed annexation will not negatively impact city services and facilities. Further concurrency analyses and the issuance of a certificate of concurrency will be required prior to development of the subject properties.



SHYD LLC
Annexation Petition No. 16-01AN

Upon review of the petition and associated 
documents, Florida Statutes, comprehensive plan, 
staff report and analysis, and testimony provided 
during the public hearing, there is sufficient 
information on the record to take action on 
Annexation Petition No. 16-01AN.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
mention the stipulations and/or go back to title page to show them…



Comprehensive Plan Amendment 16-02CP
Petition Summary Information

Owner:  SHYD, LLC 

Agent:  Greg Roberts, Klingbeil & Roberts, P.A.  

Parcel ID #s:  0404-05-0002 and 0404-12-0002     Parcel Size:  9.79+ acres

Existing Future Land Use Designation:  Sarasota County Low Density Residential

Proposed Future Land Use Designation:  City of Venice Medium Density Residential

Concurrent Applications: Zoning Map Amendment 16-06RZ
Annexation Petition 16-01AN

Proposed Stipulations: 

1. If approved, the subject petition is contingent upon approval of the concurrently 
processed Annexation (Petition No. 16-01AN).

Technical Review Committee (TRC): The subject petition has been reviewed by the TRC 
and compliance with all regulatory standards applicable to the subject petition has been 
confirmed.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For this petition, the applicant is proposing to change the future land use designation for the subject properties from the current Sarasota County designation of Low Density Residential to a City of Venice designation of Medium Density Residential. As indicated in the applicant’s project narrative, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment is being requested in order to allow for future residential development on the subject properties, and will be contingent upon approval of the concurrently processed Annexation Petition (Petition No. 16-01AN).MENTION THE STIPULATION



Aerial Photograph

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On your screen is an aerial photo of the subject properties and surrounding properties.For this petition, Parcels A and C represent the subject properties. Parcel A is 0.19 acres and Parcel C is 9.60 acres in size.



Existing and Proposed Future Land 
Use Maps

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows the existing and proposed future land use designations for the subject properties. The map on the left is the same map from the annexation presentation and shows the subject properties as having a current Sarasota County future land use designation of Low Density Residential. The map on the right is the proposed future land use map showing the subject properties with a proposed City of Venice designation of Medium Density Residential.You will notice that the proposed future land use map also inaccurately depicts Parcel C as being within the city’s incorporated area. A previously mentioned, staff is uncertain when the inaccuracy occurred but believes it may have occurred in 2001 or 2002 when the draft Interlocal Agreement was being developed between the city and county.Again, what’s important is that the city’s future land use map is an official, adopted map that guides future growth and development within the city. The map provides a future land use category for every parcel in the city, including enclaves. The intent of providing a future land use category for enclaves is to show the city’s desired future land use for those properties if they were ever annexed. Therefore, the requested Comprehensive Plan Amendment will apply the city’s desired land use consistent with the current, adopted future land use map.



Planning Analysis

• Comparison of existing and proposed future land use 
designations.

• Compliance with the Land Development Code (Section 
86-33) for procedural requirements and formal review 
of the proposed comprehensive plan amendment.

• Compliance with Section 163-3177, Florida Statutes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When analyzing the subject petition, staff reviewed the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment based on the following three criteria…



Future Land Use 
Map Designation

Existing Sarasota County
Low Density Residential

Proposed City of Venice
Medium Density 

Residential

Allowed Uses

A variety of single-family 
residential, commercial, 
conservation, recreation, 
civic, and government uses.

A variety of single- and 
multi-family residential 
uses

Maximum 
Development 
Potential
(By Right)

Less than 2 dwelling 
units/acre (Less than 20 
residential units)

13 dwelling units/acre 
(127 residential units)

Comparison of Existing and 
Proposed Designations

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The proposed amendment will have the effect of changing the allowed uses and development standards on the subject properties. The Sarasota County Low Density Residential designation allows for a variety of single-family residential, commercial, conservation, recreation, civic, and governmental uses. The proposed City of Venice Medium Density Residential designation only allows for a variety of single- and multi-family residential uses. The Sarasota County Low Density Residential designation allows a maximum density of less than two dwelling units per acre (du/acre), or a total development potential of less than 20 units; whereas, the City of Venice Medium Density Residential designation allows up to 13 du/acre, or a total development potential of up to 127 units. This means that the proposed City of Venice future land use designation change increases the maximum development potential on the subject properties by 107 dwelling units.



Compliance with
Land Development Code

• Section 86-33(5) of the LDC directs planning and 
zoning staff to review the petition for:

• Consistency with comprehensive plan and other 
relevant city ordinances, resolutions or agreements.

• The effect of the proposed amendment upon the 
financial feasibility of the comprehensive plan, and

• Consistency with the applicable requirements of 
Chapter 163, Florida Statutes.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Section 86-33(5) of the Land Development Code directs planning and zoning staff review of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment application. The code provision specifies that the review be done to determine…



Compliance with
Land Development Code

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan and other 
relevant city ordinance, resolutions, or agreements:

• The proposed amendment to a residential future land 
use designation supports existing and future 
neighborhoods.

• Approved pre-annexation agreement states property 
owner must petition the city to redesignate the subject 
properties upon annexation. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Regarding the substantive review of the proposed amendment, the comprehensive plan provides limited policy by which to evaluate future land use map amendments. Policy 13.1 states residential land uses are intended to support existing and future neighborhoods and goes on to state the city’s neighborhoods are designed to provide the community with safe, vibrant places to live and share life with family, friends, and neighbors.  The proposed Medium Density Residential future land use designation is intended to accommodate a variety of single- and multi-family residential uses. The subject properties are surrounded by other properties designated as Medium Density Residential and are in close proximity to employment, shopping, medical facilities, recreational facilities, and public transportation routes.  Regarding other city ordinances, resolutions or agreements, the approved pre-annexation agreement states that the property owner must petition the city to redesignate the subject properties to a city future land use designation and zoning designation. As such, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment is not in conflict with or inconsistent with any other city ordinance, resolution or agreement.



Compliance with
Land Development Code

Effect of the Proposed Amendment on the Financial 
Feasibility of the Comprehensive Plan:

• Adequate public facilities and services appear to be in place to 
serve the subject properties, and pre-annexation specifies that 
property owner shall construct and pay the costs of 
extending/connecting water and sewer lines.

• Any future residential development project can be expected to 
increase the level of property tax revenue generated from the 
subject properties.

• Overall, the proposed amendment may be expected to have a 
positive effect on the financial feasibility of the comprehensive 
plan.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The proposed amendment would allow for increased development potential of the subject properties in an area of the city where it appears adequate public facilities and services are already in place. As previously mentioned, the maximum development potential of the subject properties increases under the proposed City of Venice future land use map designation and hence increases the demand for public facilities and services. However, per the approved pre-annexation agreement, the property owner shall construct and pay the costs of extending and sizing all offsite and onsite water and sewer utility lines adequate to serve the properties as determined by the Director of Utilities and the City Engineer. Therefore, the proposed amendment is not expected to require the expenditure of public funds related to public facilities and services.The applicant has not yet submitted any development plans, but has indicated the desire to pursue a future multi-family residential development for the subject properties. Any future residential development can be expected to increase the level of property tax revenue generated from the subject properties.Overall, the proposed amendment may be expected to have a positive effect on the financial feasibility of the comprehensive plan.



Compliance with
Land Development Code

Consistency with Applicable Requirements of Chapter 
163, F.S.:

• Due to size of subject properties (less than 10 acres) and 
nature of amendment (future land use map amendment), 
Section 163.3187, F.S. considers the proposed amendment a 
“small scale comprehensive plan amendment.”

• Local government cannot exceed 120-acre limit for small 
scale amendments approved in a given calendar year.

• This is the 2nd small scale amendment this calendar year 
(Fisherman’s Wharf).

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Due to the size of the subject properties being less than 10 acres combined, Section 163.3187, F.S., classifies the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment as a small-scale amendment. This is the second small-scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment in the 2017 calendar year (Fisherman’s Wharf was the first) and the cumulative total acreage is 16.99± acres between the two amendments, well below the 120-acre maximum in a calendar year. 



Compliance with
Land Development Code

Consistency with Applicable Requirements of Chapter 
163, F.S.:

• Three provisions in Section 163.3177(6)(a) specify how 
amendments to future land use map are to be evaluated.

• Staff’s review for compliance with the three statutory 
provisions is provided on pages 11-16 of the staff report.

• Based on staff’s planning analysis, the proposed 
comprehensive plan amendment may be found in compliance 
with each of the three statutory provisions.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The first provision explains that a future land use plan or plan amendment must be based on surveys, studies and data regarding the area. The second provision discusses needed analyses, including concurrency, the character of the land, soils, and topography, and minimum land needed to achieve the goals of the future land use plan or plan amendment. The third provision requires the future land use plan or plan amendment to discourage urban sprawl. Staff has reviewed each of the three provisions for compliance on pages 11-16 of the staff report. Based on staff’s analysis, the proposed comprehensive plan amendment may be found in compliance with each of the three statutory provisions.



Summary Findings

1. Finding (Consistency with Comprehensive Plan or other 
Relevant City Ordinance, Resolution, or Agreement): The 
proposed amendment may be found consistent with the 
comprehensive plan or other relevant city ordinances, 
resolutions, or agreements.

2. Finding (Effect of the Proposed Amendment on the 
Financial Feasibility of the Comprehensive Plan): The 
propose amendment may have a positive effect on the 
financial feasibility of the comprehensive plan.

3. Finding (Consistency with Requirements of Chapter 163, 
F.S.): The proposed amendment may be found in 
compliance with the applicable requirements of Chapter 
163, F.S.



SYHD LLC
Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Petition No. 16-02CP

Upon review of the petition and associated documents, 
comprehensive plan, land development code, staff report 
and analysis, and testimony provided during the public 
hearing, there is sufficient information on the record to 
take action on Comprehensive Plan Amendment Petition 
No. 16-02CP.

Stipulation: the subject petition will be contingent upon 
approval of the concurrently processed Annexation 
(Petition No. 16-01AN).



Owner:  SHYD LLC 

Agent:  Greg Roberts, Klingbeil & Roberts, P.A.          

Parcel ID s#:  0404-05-0002, 0404-12-0001, and 0404-12-0002     Parcel Size:  19.39+
acres

Existing Zoning District:  Sarasota County Open Use Estate 2 (OUE-2)               

Proposed Zoning District:  City of Venice Residential, Multiple-Family 3 (RMF-3)

Concurrent Applications:  Annexation Petition 16-01AN
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 16-02CP

Proposed Stipulation: If approved, the subject petition is contingent upon approval of 
the concurrently processed Annexation (Petition No. 16-01AN) and Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment (16-02CP) petitions.

Technical Review Committee (TRC): The subject petition has been reviewed by the 
TRC and compliance with all regulatory standards applicable to the subject petition 
has been confirmed.

Zoning Map Amendment 16-06RZ
Petition Summary Information

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The applicant is proposing to change the zoning designation form the current Sarasota County OUE-2 to City of Venice Residential, Multiple-Family 3 (RMF-3).The applicant has not yet submitted a development proposal, but has indicated the desire to pursue a future multi-family residential infill development. An RMF-3 zoning designation would allow the properties to be developed at a density similar to adjacent properties, and must be contingent upon approval of the concurrent Annexation Petition and Comprehensive Plan Amendment Petition.



Aerial Photograph

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On your screen is an aerial photo of the subject properties and surrounding properties.For this rezoning petition, all three parcels – Parcel A, Parcel B, and Parcel C – are the subject properties referred to in the request for a zoning map amendment. Parcel A is 0.19± acres while both Parcels B and C are 9.60± acres in size. Parcel B contains a single-family structure near Albee Farm Road and is also being used as outdoor storage of heavy equipment which will be considered nonconforming if the rezoning petition is approved. The Planning Commission may want to inquire as to the status and future of this use from the applicant. 



Existing and Proposed Future Land 
Use Maps

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide again shows the existing and proposed future land use designations for the subject properties. The map on the left is the same map from the Annexation and Comprehensive Plan Amendment presentations and shows the current future land use designation for the subject properties. The map on the right shows the proposed future land use designation of Medium Density Residential. Parcel B has a current City of Venice future land use designation of Medium Density Residential.



Existing Zoning Maps

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows the existing zoning designations for the subject properties. The map on the left is the existing Sarasota County zoning map. The map on the right is the existing City of Venice zoning map that identifies Parcels A and C as being enclaves. The parcels have a current Sarasota County zoning designation of OUE-2. The city zoning map also shows Parcel B as having a current Sarasota County OUE-2 zoning designation.



Proposed Zoning Map

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide shows the subject properties with the proposed City of Venice zoning designation of Residential, Multiple-Family 3 as requested by the applicant.



Planning Analysis

• Comparison of existing and proposed zoning map 
designations.

• Consistency with the Venice Comprehensive Plan.

• Concurrency Review.

• Compliance with Land Development Code.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When analyzing the subject petition, staff reviewed the proposed comprehensive plan amendment based on the following…



Comparison of Existing and 
Proposed Zoning Designations

Designation Maximum Gross 
Intensity/Density

Total Dwelling Units/Acre 
(19.39± Acres)

Existing Zoning Sarasota County OUE-2  1 dwelling unit per 2 
acres  10 dwelling units

Proposed 
Zoning City of Venice RMF-3 13 dwelling units per 

acre 252 dwelling units

Existing Future 
Land Use
Designation

Sarasota County Low 
Density Residential 
(Parcels A and C)

City of Venice Medium 
Density Residential 
(Parcel B)

Less than 2 dwelling 
units per acre

5.1 to 13 dwelling units 
per acre

Less than 39 dwelling 
units

99 to 252 dwelling
units

Proposed Future
Land Use 
Designation

City of Venice Medium 
Density Residential
(All Three Parcels)

5.1 to 13 dwelling units 
per acre

99 to 252 dwelling 
units

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Sarasota County OUE-2 designation allows only one dwelling unit per two acres, or a total development potential of 10 dwelling units for the subject properties. The City of Venice RMF-3 zoning designation would allow up to 13 dwelling units per acre, or a total development potential of 252 dwelling units on the subject properties. An RMF-3 zoning designation provides for a development pattern consistent with the majority of surrounding properties. The Bay Indies Mobile Home Park to the east is developed at a density of 6.38 dwelling units per acre. Magnolia Park to the north is developed at a density of 9.98 dwelling units per acre. The Bird Bay condominiums to the west is developed at a density of 5.64 dwelling units per acre. The only surrounding property that is not consistent with the proposed RMF-3 zoning designation is south of the subject properties, which has a current Sarasota County zoning designation of OUE-2 and is limited to one dwelling unit per two acres. However, the city’s future land use map identifies this property as Medium Density Residential consistent with the proposed future land use designation of the subject properties, which would provide similar development potential of the subject properties.



Planning Analysis

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan:

• City’s future land use map shows designation of 
Medium Density Residential for all three parcels in 
anticipation of annexation.

• Proposed RMF-3 zoning designation has a maximum 
residential density of 13 dwelling units per acre, 
consistent with Medium Density Residential future land 
use designation.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The city’s future land use map has always recognized the subject properties as having a City of Venice future land use designation of Medium Density Residential in anticipation of any future annexation. Medium Density Residential land uses are intended to accommodate a variety of single- and multi-family residential uses. The proposed RMF-3 zoning designation has a maximum residential development potential of 13 dwelling units per acre, consistent with the city’s Medium Density Residential future land use designation.



Planning Analysis

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan:

• Policy 8.2 requires compatibility evaluation based on 
the following:

• Land use density and intensity.
• Building heights and setbacks.
• Character or type of use proposed.
• Site and architectural mitigation design techniques

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Policy 8.2 must be addressed to confirm compatibility of the proposed amendment. The applicant has provided responses to each of these four criteria.



Planning Analysis

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan:

• Policy 13.1 requires a positive finding for max. density: 

• Protection of single-family neighborhoods from the intrusion 
of incompatible uses.

• Prevention of the location of commercial or industrial uses in 
areas where such uses are incompatible with existing uses.

• The degree to which the development phases out 
nonconforming uses in order to resolve incompatibilities 
resulting from development inconsistent with the current 
comprehensive plan.

• Densities and intensities of proposed uses as compared to the 
densities and intensities of existing uses.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Policy 13.1 requires a positive finding on four compatibility criteria in order for the subject properties to be approved for the maximum allowable density.ANSWER EACH AS YOU READOther than the single-family home located south of the subject properties and the adjacent manufactured home park to the east, there are no additional single-family neighborhoods adjacent to the property. The development potential for both the single-family home property and manufactured home park are identical to the subject properties due to the future land use.The desired development does not include commercial or industrial uses.The desired multi-family residential development will phase out the nonconforming cattle grazing use of the subject properties which is not provided for in the city’s comprehensive plan. In addition, the desired residential development will phase out the noncomforming outdoor storage of heavy equipment that is not a permitted use under the current RMF-3 zoning.Densities of adjacent developments are consistent with the range of the current future land use designation of Medium Density Residential and are as follows: the Bay Indies Mobile Home Park to the east is developed at a density of 6.38 dwelling units per acre. Magnolia Park to the north is developed at a density of 9.98 dwelling units per acre. The Bird Bay condominiums to the west is developed at a density of 5.64 dwelling units per acre. The only surrounding property that is not consistent with the proposed RMF-3 zoning designation is south of the subject properties, which has a current Sarasota County zoning designation of OUE-2 and is limited to one dwelling unit per two acres. However, the city’s future land use map identifies this property as Medium Density Residential consistent with the proposed future land use designation of the subject properties, which would provide similar development potential of the subject properties.THERE IS ADEQUATE EVIDENCE ON WHICH TO DETERMINE CONFIRMATION OF COMPATIBILITY AND TO MAKE A FINDING ON EACH OF THE INDICATED CRITERIA.



Planning Analysis

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan:

• Mitigation techniques of Policy 8.2: 

• Providing open space, perimeter buffers, landscaping and 
berms.

• Screening of sources of light, noise, mechanical equipment, 
refuse areas, delivery and storage areas.

• Locating road access to minimize adverse impacts.
• Adjusting building setbacks to transition between different 

uses.
• Applying step-down or tiered building heights to transition 

between different uses.
• Lowering density or intensity of land uses to transition 

between different uses. (County mitigation includes 
“increasing lot sizes”).

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Policy 8.2 also provides these indicated mitigation techniques for consideration. The applicant has not yet submitted a development proposal such as a site and development plan, but has indicated in the project narrative the desire to pursue a multi-family residential development in the future. As such, the mitigation techniques shown here can be more thoroughly evaluated during review of the future site and development plan.



Planning Analysis

Concurrency Review:

• City’s Technical Review Committee (TRC) reviewed 
proposed annexation for potential impacts on city 
services and facilities.

• Based on this review, it appears adequate public 
facilities are available to accommodate the proposed 
annexation.

• Additional review for concurrency will be required prior 
to development of the subject properties. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In response to request from the Planning and Zoning Division, the city’s Technical Review Committee (TRC) reviewed the proposed zoning map amendment for potential impacts on city services and facilities. Staff has conducted a preliminary concurrency analysis based on responses from the TRC departments. TRC review indicated adequate public facilities are available to accommodate the proposed rezoning. Additional review for concurrency, including the issuance of a certificate of concurrency, will be required prior to further development of the subject properties.



Planning Analysis

Compliance with Land Development Code:

• Applicable rezone considerations provided in Code Section 
86-47(f):

• The applicant addressed each consideration in their 
submittal and a staff comment was provided for each 
consideration when appropriate in the staff report.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In addition, the applicant has appropriately addressed the applicable rezoning considerations found in code Section 86-47(f). Some of the responses were quite long, but sufficient information has been provided for Planning Commission to evaluate each consideration. 



Summary Findings

1. Finding (Consistency with Comprehensive Plan): The 
proposed rezoning may be found consistent with the policies 
of the city comprehensive plan.

2. Finding (Concurrency): It appears adequate public 
facilities available to accommodate the proposed rezoning. 

3. Finding (Compliance with the Land Development Code): 
The proposed rezoning may be found consistent with each of 
the rezoning considerations contained in Section 86-
47(f)(I)a-p of the Land Development Code.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Finding (Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan): The rezoning of the subject properties is required by the approved pre-annexation agreement. The proposed City of Venice RMF-3 zoning designation is consistent with the proposed future land use designation of Medium Density Residential. Therefore, the proposed rezoning may be found consistent with the policies of the City of Venice comprehensive plan.Finding (Concurrency/Adequate Public Facilities): Based on TRC review, it appears adequate public facilities available to accommodate the proposed rezoning. Further concurrency analyses and the issuance of a certificate of concurrency will be required prior to development of the subject properties.Finding (Compliance with the Land Development Code): The proposed rezoning may be found consistent with each of the rezoning considerations contained in Section 86-47(f)(1)a-p, of the Land Development Code and the subject zoning map amendment may be found in compliance with the Land Development Code.



SYHD LLC
Zoning Map Amendment

Petition No. 16-06RZ

Upon review of the petition and associated documents, 
comprehensive plan, land development code, staff report 
and analysis, and testimony provided during the public 
hearing, there is sufficient information on the record for 
the Planning Commission to make a recommendation to 
City Council on Zoning Map Petition No. 16-06RZ.

Stipulation: the subject petition will be contingent upon 
approval of the concurrently processed Annexation 
(Petition No. 16-01AN) and Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment (Petition No. 16-02CP).
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