


VENICE PLANNING COMP92SSIUN

MINUTES

May 7 , 19'74 7:30 PM

Meeting called to order at ']: 30 P.M. by the Chairman, R. 4d. Hogan.

Thoee present: Eric Edgerton, Frank Proctor, George Bally, R. W. Hogan,
Fred Harvey, Murray Kanetsky. Jan Dean and Bob Becker, ex-officio members.

Thoee absent: Dr. Lewis Saunders

Mr. Edgerton moved the minutes of the last meeting be approved ac submitted.

Mr. Harvey asked of Mrs. Dean if the City Council wrote a letter to the

County Commission proposing an agreement with the County Planning llept.
Mrs. Dean felt that to the best of her knowledge, the letter had been written.

Mr. Harvey then moved the minutes be approved as submitted. All voted aye.

Mr. Hogan they introduced Mr. Richard Aazen who gave a short resume of the

Pinebrook South development plans. He stated the property was the subject
of an agreement with the previous owners and the City of Venice in 1961. The

plat and the design ac laid out in 1959 was inadequate and he approached
the City adminictrati n on the basis that he had 2y3 acres of land and would

like to develop it. He stated that Mr.Youngberg knew where the property
was located and what the needs of the city were. Mr. Harvey questioned the

needs of the city. Mr. Hazen replied, roads, rites of way, .provision for

drilling wells, etc. Mr. Larry Wacruth of Lane Marshall Assoc. then presented
a series of maps and plans of the project.

The firm plan was the design of the development as planned in 1959. The play
was approved is 1961 by the city and annexed into the city. Ketch Enterprises
of Kissimmee purchased the property recently and wishes to develop it. They
could develop it ac the 1961 plan shows but realize that many new modern

concepts'have developed and they also considered the needs of the city. The

property ie located within the city - 243 acres - which lies 1']00 feet north

of Venice Avenue. The property is bordered on the East by the Well Field,
on the West by Bay Indies, on the South by Eactgate Terrace and the North by

undeveloped property outside the city limits. The needs of the City concerns

road network of the entire area. Especially an East-West road thru the area,

Lucaya Avenue will be extended thru the property to Colonial Road. Also the

extension of Longwood Parkway to Capri Blvd.; a North South connector road

from Venice gner.ue to the extension of Longwood Parkway. Those were gran : ends

features.

The Environmental features are (1) the Vegetation; the wetland areas were

earmarked for open space preservation. (2) Drainage - 60'6 of drainage flows

north and the remainder to the South. (3) Soils - ?aost of the site is well

suited for development. ( 4) Composite Environment Study - After each study
was made, a composite plan was graphed. Land Uses - recreation area was

located near areas least suitable for development. Master Plan - most of the

area is consumed by single family lots - 364 single fac~ily lots. 53 acres

are for 2 story multi-faW.ily uses. There is a 26 acre la.Kearea. Recreation

area covers 8 acres - boardwalks, nature trail e, swimriinp; pool, tennis courts

handball courts and. club house. There will also he a bridge for pedestrian
traffic and bycyclec. ' t'hey intend to preserve the entire length of Blackburx

Canal. They also recoa,mended to the client to incorporate a co°:aercial center
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for daily shopping convenience stores. The plan hac a total of 964 dwelling
unite. The density will be 3.96 dwelling unite per gross acre, which sects

the low density standards in the area.

He then asked for questions and or comu~ente from the Board. Mr. Bally questioned
how they determined the'needc of the city'. Both Mr. Hazen and Mr. :Vacruth

stated they received all this inforration fror Mr. Paul Youngberg, City
Administrator with come input from the City Engineer. The question of how

traffic would fl ova onto Venice Avenue; two roads will be used. Roxanne Avenue

hac a 60' rite of way and Venetia Avenue has as 80' ROW. Mr. Edgerton questioned
who was to pay for the Road. Mr. Hazen felt it was the developers intention

to pay for the extension of these streets.

Mr. Bally questioned why it was not developed ac a PUD. Mr. Hazen stated it

was hie clients choice not to and asked hir to proceed on the basis of an

aaendrent to the agree eat and rezoning. Because of counting interest rate,
and of the lending corrittrents he is trying to secure they felt they could

accorplich the ears concepts and rest the city's desires without going thru

the PUD route. They felt the PUD application would take a long tics for

approval.

The raintaining of parks was questioned. P9r. Hazen felt this ,vas a x>robler -
if they had a Hoae Owners Aceoc. to raintain it, they would coon tiro of it

ac it will be a public use park - not just for p~ivate use. The raintaining
of the Club House and recreation area was al co discussed. Mr. Hazen felt They
would be owned by the persons residing in the cosrunity and will maintained

by they. The maintenance of interior streets was questioned. The ctreetc
dedicated for public use will be raintained by the City. The dedicated ctreetc

would be the East ' Nett road - and the North South Road - the extension of

Roxanne Road and the &xtension of Longwood Parkway. Mr. Bally felt the

city now has no assurance ae to how the roads or parks will be maintained. Mr.

K.anetcky felt the city would want an Ordinance not just an agreement.

Mr. Hazen spoke e,bout the city needs. He statrd the city has exhausted the
nurber of wells in the well field - city also needed Longwood Parkway - city
alto needs Lucaya Avenue - and also needed ROW on their side of the property
next to the Well Field. Lakes were also discussed.

Mr. Kaaetsky wanted to be put on record that he represented in private practice,
the previous owners of this tract, the ones that sold to the present. He there-

fore had some knowledge of it bu}'has absolutely no interest in the present
owners and in his opinion there is absolutely no conflict. He questioned Mr.

Hazes if• the owners Ketch Emterpricec, in fact Tidewater Village Latd., is on

record and registered in Tallahassee? Mr. Hazen felt that it was. Also that

Ketch Eaterpricee has developed in other areas in the state, rainly in the

Kicsiamee area.

Mr. Bally questioned the wat.~r and sewer plant capacity charges. He felt
that is keeping with the planning Corriseioac recom~iendation of long standing
the agreement chou.;:d read that the sewer and water plant capacity charges
in effect at the time the permit is ic~ued be paid - what evrr they are at

that tire.

He al co stated there is nothing in the agreement that would lock down the

developer, that if it was sold, that the people living there would be prot~Cted.
He felt they should have sore sort of an agreement with the people that if

sold, it will be carriad on.
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Mr. Kanetcky questioned the agreement of Pcllegrin & Belfiore of Capri Isle,
ac rentiomed in iter 5 of the agreement with the City. Mr. Hazen stated, is
the annexation agreesent of Capri 1 the probler was solved of large cewer

maims being brought ia. At a certain stage when Capri II has constructed
a certain number of d~xelling unite, the developer is required to extend, at
their expense, the water and sewer lines to the intersection of Roxanne and
rua it along the south boundary of their property. Mr. Hazene client will
put the lines in and when Capri is bound by their agreement to put in and
in et all them, they would pay his client the cost as certified. Mr. Becker
stated the nuaber would be 1200 units.

The development tine limit was discussed. Mr. Hazen did not know his clients
time licit - ac to how many umitc per year. The bridge over Blackburn Canal
was discussed aad the Board was in agreement that the city would not pay for
the bridge. Mr. Washruth stated the lot sizes would be from 9600 cq. feet
to 11,000 cq. feet, with minirur size being 80 x 110. There will also be
rentals in the multi-farily unite. The price range on the current marY.et
would rua $165-$185. per month. The rulti-family mould be moderately price4-
in the high twentitc to low thirtys. The single family homes would run in
a moderate price range - less than fifty thousand.

The next Planning Commission meeting will be held on May 21 and Mr. Hazen
was asked to return with information oa the questions the Board presented to
hir. Mainly, Rites-of-way, production schedule, provision for unified control,and
water and cewer plant capacity charges.

Adley Plan - Mr. Hogan read the letter he sent to City Council inviting then
to the joint meeting to be held on May 9th. All council rerbcrc stated they
would attend.

Mr. Edgerton asked Mrs. Dean the status of the Budget for the Planning Commission.
The City Council will have a resting on Wednesday to review the Budget. She
felt that whoa the Planning Comrission needs the coney, they will have it.

Mr. Hogan stated Mrs. Jones of the County Planning Dept., called regarding a

rezoning petition of a piece of property Eact of Auburm Road and North of
E~ct Venice Avenue. There are 373 acres=requesting a change from Agricultural
to Residential. The resting will be May 9th.

Mr. Harvey read a report on Vemice Growth that he had prepared. Each nember
was presented with a copy. Mre. Dean felt that the increased land was a reason

for the rapid growth. Mr. Bally felt you cannot stop growth but ~:.he City
rust be is a position to manage it. He felt the City Council rust give an

optimur growth rate. He also felt that the City never planned financially
on how gamy will be here. The people will be here before the services are

ready. The council rust have a growth policy and the Planning Corriesioa
and the City Council svill them have to control it. Mr. Harvey felt hie

report should be sent to City Council for their reco:xmendatioa. Mr. Bally
felt the rerbers shou?,d study the report and report back to the next resting.

Motion was made by Mr. Bally for adjournment.

Meeting adjourned at 10 P. M.

Recpectfull~r submitted

Mary Charles.





MINUTES

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

MAY 20th, 1974 7:30 P. M.

Mebting called to order at77;30 P. M, by the Chairman, Robert W. Rogan.

Those present: Dr. Saunders, Frank Proctor, Eric Edgerton, Robert Hogan,
Fred Harvey, G. N. Bally, Murray Kanetsky. Jan Dean & Robert Becker,
es-officio members.

Minutes of the May 7th meeting were amended by Mr. Bally to read as follows:

1st page, paragraph 2, last sentence - to be completed to read "----

provision for drilling wells, etc., had been discussed with the City
Administrator."

Second page - 3rd paragraph, last sentence, to be changed from "---

would want an ordinance not just an agreement" to "--- would prefer
developmnst under as ordinance rather thaw an agreement."

Fifth paragraph, 1st sentence - to be completed to read "----sold to

the present owners".

last paragraph, last sentence - to be changed from "---he felt they
should have come tort of an agreement with the people that if sold, it
will be carried on" to "--he felt there should be unified control like

wader a PUD so that the people who have invested in the unit would have

some protection."

Third page - second paragraph - lot sizes should be changed from 80 x 110

to 80 x 120.

Mr. Edgerton mowed the minutes of the May 7th meeting be approved as amended.

Mr. Proctor seconded. All voted aye. Motion passed.

The minutes of the May 9th meeting were amended by Mr. Ba7.ly to read as follows:

Page one - item 4 - should read "south of Airport Avenue" instead of "north

of Alrport Avenue".

item 6 - should read"East ofI-75"instead of " area beyond I-75
corridor"

IInder #2-Establish a Local Staff should read:

a. Sire a full time city planner on a professional level OR

b. Hire a consultant OR

c. To have a research person attached to the City Administrators

office.

Page Two - 1st paragraph - to be changed to read "---applied for and rumor

is that application has been favorably received" instead of "---applied
for sad are being favorably received.

Page Two - # 1 - word "intensive" should be changed to "shorter".

Nest to last paragraph - should read "Motion unanimously approved"

Mr. Edgerton made a motion that the minutes of May 9th, as amended, be approved.
Mr. Proctor seconded. All voted aye. Motion passed.
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Mr. Bally stated that Mr. Hazen called him and asked hAm to meet with Mr.

Hazen sad Mr. Marshall to go over the "Suggestions of Items for Consideration

by the Planning Commission before Making Their Recommendations to City Council

Regarding a Proposed Development Agreement between the City asd Tidewater

Village Ltd. (Pinebrook South)". He stated they had met Monday morning and

aothing was agreed to - that he had not taken it upon himself to act on behalf

of the Planning Commission.

Mr. Marshall and Mr. Hazen came before the Board. The question of roads was

raised and discussed. Mr. Hazes stated that all but a small portion of streets
will be dedicated for public use. The condominium roads will be private roads.

All streets in the single family area will be public roads. Cul-de-Sac's will
have an 80' pavement sad 100' ROW. Mr. proctor questioned the access roads.
There will be two access roads - Venetian Parkway sad Roxanne Road. They
stated Mr. Youngberg requested that Lucaya Road be extened.. Mr. Edgerton
questioned sidewalks sad bicycle paths. Mr. Marshall stated that bicycle
trails will be put in thruout the profeat but,-they do not contemplate sidewalks

at this time. They intend to use the bike trails instead of sidewalks. Mr.

Edgerton felt that since City Council is trying to put sidewalks in the City,
the Planning Commission would be a little remiss if they did not talk about

sidewalks is a new development.

Mr. Marshall stated that some parks in the development were intended to be
dedicated to the city but the Parks Board stated they did not want them..Mr.
Sullivan replied that the Parka Board, as far as he knew, felt that when

Chic plan as presented to the Parks Board, it was to preliminary for them to

say whether they wanted them or not, since the Planning Commission had not

yet seenc'this development or had a chance to discuss it.

Mr. M=rahall spoke of a Land Test instead of a Homeowners Association.
An executor is set up and has powers to collect fees, etc. The only way
the terms of the Trust can be changed is thru the Courts. It is something that

could be explored, as it works much better than a Homeowners Association.

Mr. Edgerton suggested that the Board go over Mr. Ballys suggestions. He
felt the Planning Commission should not be hurried into an agreement of this

type. He felt that a Traffic Impact Study should be made of area as there is
going to be a lot of development in t?iis sad the surrounding areas.

Mr. Bally felt it would not be difficult to take the Traffic Study that has
been made and bring it up to date. Mr. Bally stated the Planning Commission
would recommend to City Council that a Traffic Study be made. Mr. Marshall
stated he would have to take his instructions from hie client.

The question of being developed under a PUD was discussed. Mr. Hazen stated
that his client is prepared to give the City all the advantages under the
PUD Ordinance, by way of .Agreement. He believed that it is as binding on

his client and the City, as going the PUD route. Mr. Raaetsky felt that
where you develops by Agreement, even tho you take the terms of a PQD,
at least by inference, it is different because otherwise you would have gone
FtTD. fle stated there is a disti6tion to be drawn eves tho:°you incorporate
P[TD terms into as Agreement, it is different: than coming in under a PfJD.
Mr. Marshall felt the PtiD was a cumbersome ordinance and made it difficult
for a developer to proceed.

Density was then discussed. Mr. Marshall felt that their development was

under the average density oY the surrounding properties. Bay Tndies ie

7 units per acre, Capri Isle - 6.5 units per acre, Capri II, 4.7 unite per
acre sad Eact Gate Terrace, 5.5 units per acre.
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Mr. Hazen's client has agreed to put im the rentals, but at this time cannot

say what they will rent for.

Building Schedule was then discussed. Mr. Hazen felt they would have no

control of the single family homes as they do not play to construct single
family residences. Only the loth' will be sold and the owners would then

construct as they please. Of the 630 multi-family homes, 264 would be

constructed from 7/1/74 thru 7/1/75, and the balance from 7/1/75 to 7/1/76.
Out of the 264 units, 50 would. be rental waits.

Performance Boad was them discussed. Mr. Hazen felt that it was their

position, if it is their land and they have not sold anything, who do they
need a bond? If they fall flat on their Ynce, after constructing a series

of roads, and they do not get half way thru, it is still their property,
they own it, and they do not think they need a bond. Mr. Hally stated
he would agsee to that if it was in the Agreement but he could not read that

in the Agreement. Mr. Hazen stated that this item would be made clear -
that there would not be the first pammcel of land cold, without either the

improvements completed or being bonded. Mr. Marshall stated one of these things
could be done. (1) Would have the improvements completed before they sold

anythimg. (2) Put up a performance bond. (3) Put up something in lieu of a

performance bond that wouldcbe;.aaceptable to the City. Mr. Hazen questioned
i.f any one objected Lo, that if they have not sold a parcel of laad, objects
to building the improvements without a bond? Mr. Bally stated he had no

objection, personally to that part, so long ae the Agreement includes provisions
that there can be no sale of any property with the boundary of the property,
until all improvements had been made and approved. Mr. Hazen ttated that that

wan the way they intended the lgreement to read.

Mr. Edgerton felt he could not agree on the nix acres for the Commercial area.

Mr. Marshall stated this area xas for neighborhood shopping. A Frontage Road
would be provided ao as to allow the residents to shop and not go out of the
area. They are not "hung up on it" sad feel if a commercial area xas built
to the South, perhaps lrhis would not be built.

Mr. Kanetcky felt the City Attorney should give his opinion on the advantages
or disadvantea to the City, of this area being developed under a PIID ordinance
or by Agreement. Motion was made by Mr. Bally, that the Chair instruct Mr.

Kanetaky to write such a letter to City Council for the Planning Commission.
Mr. Edgerton seconded. Motion carried. Mr. Kanetsky would like to know
xhether as Agreement is valid and binding oa a later Council,

Mr. Hogan will get together with Mr. Bally to go over his "Suggestions" and
will meet with Mr. Hazen and Mr. Marshall, two weeks from May 20th, regular
Planning Commission meeting, June 3rd, 1974, at 7:30 P. M.

ltew Business.

Mr. Bally moved that Fred $arvey's Study of Venice Growth, dated March 28,
1974, be forwarded to City Council, Board of Public Works, and the Water and
Sewer Board Without vouching for the accuracy of the reported figures, Request
the City Council'to advise the Planning Commission their Optimum Growth Policy
thru 1985, by three year periods (how many persona can be accommodated that
will be compatible with the city's ability to furnish the necessary services
at an affordable cost). Mr. Edgerton seconded. All voted aye. Motion

passed.

Mr. Harvey stated he xas leaving to go North on May 28th. Mr. Harvey stated
he would like to nee on the coming agenda the Sub-Division Ordieance and the





VENICE PLANNING CCMMISSICN

PUBLIC HEARING

May 27, 1974 7:30 P.M.

Meeting called to order by the Chairman at 7:30 P.M.

Those present: Dr. Lewis Saunders, Frank Proctor, Eric Edgerton, R. N. Hogaa,

Fred Harvey, G. N. Rally, Murray Kanetsky and Jan Dean.

Those absent: Robert Becker.

Mr. $ogan stated the meeting was a Public Hearing on the Land IIse Map

as prepared by Alley Accociatec. Mr. Alley spoke to the Board and the

audience stating that all the mapc, etc., was a basis oa which future

zoming decisions will be made. He introduced Mr. Steffens who proceeded

to go thru the eeriec of maps and gave an asalycie and interpertatioa of

them. He also spoke of the transitional areas is the city and explained

the detail maps. Ae felt the most important needs were, an additional

East Nest access in the North Eact part of the City, improvement of Venice

By Nay and the extension of Airport Avenue.

The audience was then asked to comment or question. Mr. Carroll Towne of

the Parks Advisory Board cuggeeted Mr. Alley get together with Mr. Lane

Marshall who is working oa a Master Plan for the Venice Park System. Mr.

Alley stated he has bees working xith Mr. Marshall oa the overall place.

Mr. Casper sea felt that more basic information was needed, such as, how

many single family homes are in the multi-family zones and how many

noa-conformitys are there. He also felt that the citizeac of Venice hav

not been asked on what kind of a city they

want. Ms Ruth May felt old Venice wasa beautifully laid out plan but

the problem lies in the annexations. She questioned the South East side of

the Trail, stating the City annexed three lots and the deed description

stated ao trailers allowed, yet trailers ere on the property. Me. Steffens

cuggeeted the people livih; is the surrounding area should see that the deed

restrictions are

enforced. Mr. Moomaw felt that the character of Venice, is the Park area and the

dowa- towa busiaesc area should be

preserved. There being ao further comments or question e, Mr. Rogan then closed

the Public Hearing portion of the

meeting. Mr. Hogaa stated that Pinebrook South, a development of 243 acres has

bees placed on the Agenda of the City Council for rezoming to a PUD. Hr. 

Aazen was in the alliance and was asked to come before the Board. Mr. 

Kanetsky questioned Mrs. Dean on what the Council had done on the Pinebrook

subject at their last meeting. She explained that Mr. Nheeler has asked for a

weeks time to answer Mr. Kanetakys letter regarding the advantages or

disadvantages to the City of this development under a POD or an agreement. Mr. 

Edgerton felt it could not be discussed at this meeting. Mr. Bally felt that

City Council asked the Planning Commission to makea recommendation oa a

proposed agreement and he felt the Planning Commission could recommend to City
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the area be developed under the City' sPUD Ordinance 585-73, as

amended and if not~to come im under an agreement with certain conditions,
such as, density, building schedule, developers agreement, bonding, water

and sewer chargec, etc. Mr. Edgerton felt it was out of order for discuseiott

on this development at this time. Mr. Hogan felt the Planning Commission

should sot diccuss it until City Cou$il certifies it to the Planning Comm.

for development under POD Ordinance. Mr. Harvey made a motion the matter

be tabled. Mr. Baaetsky seconded. Mr. Bally and Mr. Proctor opposed.
Mr. Harvey, Mr. Hogan, Mr. Edgerton, Dr. Saunders and Mr. Kanetsky agreed.
Motion carried 5-

2.Mr. Harvey questioned if City Council has given their approval on

the recommendation of the Planning Commission to proceed with the second
phase of Mr. Adley's proposal. Mr. Bally stated he tAought that the City had

to go out for bide as the cost was over $5000., but now understands this

is not the case and the City Council can now proceed. Mr. McCracken

stated that it was the opinion of the City Attorney that it was not necessary

to go out for bids on Planning. Mr. McCracken stated the money xae put

into the Plaaaing Commission Budget. Mr. Bally felt the Planning
Commission needed a letter from City Council advising them to proceed. Mr. 
Hogan will get in touch with Mrs. Dean and have her put .this question in

her report for Tuesday nights

meeting. Mr. Harvey asked Mr. Adley if all the maps, etc. would be photographed

sad reproduced. Mr. Adley said no, but that all the maps that were in

the Council Chambers would be the property of the Commission. He
questioned al co if the development ofa sub-division ordiAnce and a
new planning commission ordiipnce would come in under the second phase. Mr. 

Adley said

they xould.Mr. McCracken then came before the Board. He stated thefityDY~;
Vslci'•-h̀ad filed for 701 Funds and a letter received on May 13, 1974 from

the Department of Community Affairs etatcd thatx12, 200 would be funded
fora Management Program and $1200 would be Puaded for Citizen
Participation Program. They did not fund anything for the Planning

Commission. Mr. Harvey moved for adjourlment. Mr. Edgerton seconded. Meeting
ad3ouraed at 9 P. 

M.Reapectfnlly

submitted: Mary





MINUTES

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

JUNE 3, 1974 7:3o P. M.

Meeting xas called to order at 7:30 P. M. by the Chairman, Robert W. Hogan.

Those present: Frank Proctor, Robert Hogan, George Bally, Murray Kaneteky.
Jam Dean and Robert Becker, ez-officio members.

Those absent: Dr. Saunders, Eric Edgerton and Fred Harvey

Minutes of the previous meeting were amended by Mr. Bally.
Page 3, paragraph 2, 3rd sentence from end of paragraph- word should rend

wdthia" iactead of "with". Also on Page 4, paragraph 2, l:atcssntence -
Mr. Bally felt it should read "of the Gulf Front property". Mr. Kaneteky
stated that is the hurry to write the motion he neglected to add a final

phrase which should have bees "to the Gulf Frost property Yor the purpose
of building high risesg~artmenta"

Mr. Bally moved the minutes be approved as amended. Mr. Proctor seconded.
All voted aye. Motion passed.

Mr. Hogan then called Mr. Hazen and Mr. Marshall to come beYore the Board.
Mrs. Dean then stated she wanted it is the record that she was not in favor
of any increase is density in this project, from the original number of

waits. She stated that Council made the first gesture by allowing Pinebrook
South to cone is under the City's PUD Ordinance which allows them to get out
from under the unworkable original agreement, but it is not an indication
that she is in favor of say increase is density. She felt the city needs

single Yamily lots and realizes that this is not the way the developers
prefer to go but that was her feeling.

Mr. Hogan read a letter dated May 29th from Mr. Albee certifying the

application for rezoning to PiTD oa this property to the Plaaning Commission.

Reply must be sent to City Council, aevea working days after the Public

Hearing.

Mr. Marshall felt he would like density discussed at this meeting and to have
an unofficial and informal deciai.on as to density. He felt that his client

could not and would sot go PUD at a decrease is density Yrom what he is looking
for. Ia return for PUD, would the city be willing to give the density as

proposedi' He felt that all the other prob3Ams could be ironed out, the only
thing to be resoh3ed is density. He showed a map of the project site and

eaplaimed the density around the development area: East Gate Terrace South-

5 unite per gross acre;- Bay Indies - 7.4 units per acre;- Well Field,
public use, open space; Capri Is1eI, 6.5 units per acre; Capri Isle I, other

section, 10 uttits per acre; Bird Bay, 7 units per acre - Mobile Home Park,
7 unite per acre; Capri Isle II, 4.9 unite per acre. They are asking for

3.93 waits per acre. Current density of the site is 3.0 and they feel that

they are not asking for a tremendous increase. Mr. Hazen felt that to ask

them to reduce the density oa this piece of land, down to less than what is

the average in the City, is putting a burden oa then to what they fimancially
cannot afford. Is summary, they felt they are sot asking anywhere near what
their neighbors aw~rently have, and felt if the Commission voted for a cut in

density, they would go ahead and plat on the 1961 Agreement.
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Mr. Kanetsky questioned the maintenance of the Lake and asked if it were

poscible to put into the Declaration of Condominium, a Sinking or Maintenance

Fund, xhereby come type of requirement would be made for a certain amount

to be put into it by the unit owners each year for maintenance. Mr. Hazen

felt it was a good idea but there would probably be a tax problem as the IRS

felt that any non-profit organization is supposed to credit and disburse the

monies left at the end of the year to the hone owners. Mrs. Dean felt that

a Home Owners Association does not work. Mr. Marshall stated that each

person is the development would probably belong to two associations. Percons

living in the condominiums would belong to his own condominiua association.

They would also belong to the Pinebrook South Association which would be the

umbrella" association. Each person, thru his contribution to the "umbrella"

association would be paying for the maintenance of the Lake.

Mr. Bally felt that since the 200 rental units would be built across from the

Well Field, would they (1) deal with the City to help develop it a bit more

for children and (2) would they build one or two pedestrian bridges across

Rosanna Rd. to get the children to the Well Field? Mr. Hazen felt that

they might need to contribute to the Well Field development, if the impact
of children from their development is great. He also felt that 3 to 5 year

olds, need small parks, Tot Lot c, which would be built inside the development,
instead of going outside to the Well Field.

Mr. Bally suggested the Commission write a letter to Council asking whether

or not they will request any donation of land from this developer for municipal
uses.

Mr. Kanetsky questioned the Traffic Impact Study. Mr. Marshall stated the

Capri Isle II Traffic Report was a study of all the projects surrounding
Pinebrook South. He felt it would not be too difficult to add the Pinebrook

Traffic Impact to the Capri II St~idy, but they would need instructions iron

City Council to do so. Mrs. Dean felt that if all the units were built in

two years, they would be in a lot of trouble. Mr. Hazen stated that 356
are single family homes, which they have no control over, as the lots would

be sold and the owners would build as they see fit. 136 units are across

the canal, which they will not build until they will~'ac`cess toy, probably
not before 1977.

Mr. Bally expressed concern that perhaps the rental units would be rented

to retirees instead of ~;. young familys. He felt perhaps there could be

50 vaitdSdegeloped lust for families with small children. Mr. Hogan felt

it was not up to the Planning Coa~mission to put pressure os a developer
to build low cost housing. He felt it was the wrong location, that low cost

housing should be near the center of town.

The Public Hearing question was brought up. Notice should be published 15
days prior to the Public Hearing. June 24th, Monday at 7:30 P. M. was scheduled

for the Public Hearing on the PUD application of Pinebrook South.

Mr. Hogan read a letter dated May 21st from Mr. Albee to Sarasota Planning
Commission requesting cooperation between the Sarasota Planning Commission

and the Venice Planning Commission. He also read a letter dated May 29th
from a Hr. Burgmanm, Chairman, Sarasota Planning Commission stating Mr. Albee's

letter was unanimously agreed to and in addition, Mra. Lois Jones was

appointed liasea. He also suggested that one of the members of the Venice

Planning Commission be appointed lissom to the Sarasota Planning Commission.
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Mr. Hogan asked Mr. Bally if he eould consen~to be the lissom between the

two committees and Mr. Bally agreed. Mr. Bally suggested Mr. Hogan acknowledge
the letter sad iaforn them of the Pinebrook South application for PUD.

Mr. Adley~s proposal wan then discussed. Mrs. Dena stated Mr. Adley sent down

the contract and Mr. Wheeler is looking it over. Mr. Bally made a motion

that the Planning Commission recommend to City Council that after the Public

Bearing held on May 27, 1974, that the Planning Commission submits to them

the Development Plaa, Bxhibit B, as prepared by Adley Associates, for their

considered adoption. Mr. Proctor seconded. all voted aye. Motion passed.

Mr. Bally made a notion for adjournment. Mr. Proctor seconded.

Meeting adjourned at 9:15•

Respectfully submitted:

Mary Charles



AGENDA

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

JUNE 1'7, 19y4 7:30 P. M.

1. Miautes

2. Further discussion of Pinebrook South

3. Discussion of various matters with Chuck

Place, who will be present.

4. New Business



MINIITES

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

June 17, 1974 7:30 P. M.

Meeting called to order at 7:30 P.M. by the Chairman, Robert W. Hogan.

Those present: Eric Edgerton, Dr. Saunders, Robert Hogan, G. W. Bally.
Jan Dean and Robert Becker, ex-officio members.

Those absent: Murray Kanwtsky, Fred Harvey and Frank Proctor.

Mr. Bally made a motion that the minutes of the last meeting be approved.
Mr. Edgerton seconded. All voted aye. Motion passed.

Mr. Hogan asked if there was any further discussion of Pinebrook South.

The dedication of roads was discussed. Mr. Bally felt the City should not

take over the small roads within the development. Mr. Edgerton disagreed
as he felt all the people living in the development were in the City and

therefore should have the streets maiataiaed by the City. Mr. Place stated

that usually in PFTDts the main collector streets were usually dedicated and

the cul-de-sacs were seldom dedicated. He also stated that even if the

cul-de-sac• ar• private, police, fire engines, school buses, etc., have the

right of entry. Mrs. Dean gave each member copied sheets from the DRI report
of Capri II referring to Public Transportation Consideration within Capri II.
Mr. Hazen stated they have taken those figures and are preparing an Impact
Study by adding their development figures to it.

Mr. Bally explained the Planning Commission has seven days after the close

of Public Hearing to make their recommendation to City Council. Mr. Hazen
stated that since the City Council has decided to take the 896 of the land

called for in a PQD, they should tell him what they plan to use it for.
He would like to know what the municipal use would be, either fail, Welfare

Aome, Library, Park or truck maintenance garage as he has to plan around it.
Mr. Edgerton stated he does not see why the City should expect a donation
of property from something that is already in the City. He also felt that

3.94 is not too much density when taken into consideration of the high density
surrounding the area. Mrs. Dean felt that anytime you have 243 acres of

land, you can find use for a municipal purpose. She Pelt that someday the

City would need the land. Mr. Bally felt that if the Planning Commission

approved the PUD, they will approve the Site Plan as presented, and as of
this date, they have not been told to change the Site Plan. Mr. Becker

stated the Site Plan is a recorded instrument and cannot be changed unless
it is submitted to Council for change. Mr. Hazen wants it specified as to
what the area is to be used for. He felt that a Library would fit in a

residential area but a Water Treatment Plant, etc., would not. Mr. Bally
felt that unless the Planning Commission ie told where this area is to be
or xhat it is going to be, he cannot support it. He felt that hie feeling
on density is a matter of record, that all along it has been too high but
realizes many changes have taken place in 13 years and feels that 3.9 is
o.k. with him.

Mr. Hazen stated he is going to send to each member a brief biographical
eke#ch on each of the partners of Tidewater Ltd.

Mr. Hogan stated Mr. Frank Siroky called him with regard to an annexation

of~8+ Acres, East of Groats Plaza. He is preparing to build low rent
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housing. Mr. Edgergon felt that since it has not been referred to the

Planning Commission by the City Council, the Commission should not get
iavloved. Mr. Bally felt that perhaps it would not be referred to the

Commission at all,if.-:~hs?:Council ~eaaa what it says about no more

annexations.

Mr. Place stated that the County Planning Commission felt it be moat

appropriate that the municipalities within the County and the County be on

cooperative terms when ft comes to planning. He personally will be glad to

come to any meeting the Venice Planning Commission has if he is able to do

so.

Mr. Edgerton stated he would be away from July 19th to August 19th. Mr.

Bally will be sway from June 27th to August 4th.

Mr. Place stated the Planning Commission of the County will be ready to go
to Public Bearing on the Land Use and Thoroughfare P1anF~ somewhere around

July 18th and will let the Venice Planning Commission know the exact date.

Also the new Zoning Map will go to Public Hearing sometime in September.

Mr. Edgerton moved for adjournment. Mr. Bally seconded. Meeting adjourned
at 8;30 P. M.

Respectfully submitted:

Mary Charles



POBLIC HEARING

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

JUNE 24, 1974 7:30 P. M.

Meeting called to order at 7:30 P.M. by the Chairman, Robert W. Hogaa.

Those present: G. Bally, R. W. Hogaa, F. Proctor, E. Edgerton, Dr. Saunders,
M. Kanetsky. Jan llean attd Robert Becker, ex-officio

members. Those absent: Fred

Harvey. Mr. Hogaa stated the meeting was a Public Hezring on PinsbrookSouth'

s zpplicatioa to develop under a

PIID. Mr. Bally stated that the conditions for approval that he had
prepared, applied only to the PUD attd might not necessarily apply to the

recommendations from the Board to City Council on an Agreement. Should theydeatae~to
develop under an agreement, he suggested they come back to the Planning

Commission. Mr. Bally then went thru his recommendations One condition that was

discussed was the Bond. Mr. Hazen stated he would like to substitute, either cash in

a CD or another form of security without going thru the expense of a

Bond. Another condition discussed was the rental units. Mr. Bally felt that 5q6

of the total number of units constructed should atzy as rental unite until

released by the

City. The dedication of roads was discussed. Mr. Bally felt that with exception

of Lucaya Ave. and Pinebrook Road and Longwood Pkwy., all internal roads

should be the responsibility of the Homeowners Assoc.. Mr. Edgerton did not
agree with Mr. Bally as he felt the property owners in the development would

be taxed double for the maintenance of streets. He felt the City or County

should assume the responsibility for maintaining the streets. Mr. Bally still felt

the internal roads would only serve the people who live there. After much

discussion Mr. Edgerton felt the Public roads should be Pinebrook Way, Lucaya Ave., 

Pine-brook Road, Longwood Parkway and Venetian

Parkway. The B-1 Commercial area was discussed and the Commission Pelt it
should stay a in the place. There is a 45 minute lapse as the electrical power

went off and notes could not be taken. Mr. Marshall did any, that the

area would probably have a 7- 11 Store, a Barber and Beauty Shop and a

Hardware Store if the commrcial area was to be built. He felt that the

whole development would take approximately 5 to 7 years

to be built. Density was then discussed and the Board was inagreement that 3.93

was not a high density

for that area. The 896 of land for municipal purposes wad discussed and Mr. 

Billy felt that the Council has not shows a demonstrated need and

the Planning Commission should sot take it into considerztion. He feltif
the Planning Commission approves the PQD they will approve the Matter Plas zs presented

as of this date. Mr. Marshall stated he felt the developer has
madeacreage concessioaa. 8.3 acresof $OWs; 8.4 acres ofparks and 4.6 acres of ROPY
along the canal; atotal of 21. 3acres or 8.7696
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Mr. Edgerton felt there should be sidexalks installed in the development.
After much discussion, the Board suggested that sidexalks be installed on

both sides of Lucaya Avenue from Pinebrook Way East to Pinebrook Road;
both sides of Pinebrook Way from Lucaya Avenue North and East to Pinebrook
Road; and the satire xect side of Pinebrook Road.

Mr. Bally then made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend to City
Council that they accept Pinebrook South as a PUD os the basis of the
Master Plaa as presented, subject to the condtions, xhich have already bees

agreed to by the developer. Mr. Edgerton seconded. Roll xas called:
Dr. Saumders, YEff; Mr. Proctor, YES: Mr. Edgerton, YES; Mr. Rogan, YES;
Mr. Bally, YES; Mr. Kanetsky, YES. Motion passed.

Mr. Edgerton made a motion for ad3ournment. Mr. Proctor seconded. Meeting
adjourned at 10 P. M.

Respedtfiilly:~submitted:

Mary Charles



PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY HALL April 19, 1983

OUNCIL CHAMBERS AGENDA 1:00 P.M.

NOTES: 1 ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Meeting of March 15, 1983

Workshop Meeting of March 17, 1983

SCHEDULED PRESENTATION

1. Amendment to PUD Master Plan

R. Norwood Gay, 2II

PUBLIC HEARING

1. Rezoning Petition 83-2RZ

Richard L. Whitton

OLD BUSINESS:

1. East Venice Avenue Sector Plan

H. M. Place

2. Annexation Policy
H. M. Place

3. Traffic Circulation

H. M. Place

NEW BUSINESS: None

ADJOURNMENT:



MINUTES

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

April 19, 1983 1:00 P.M.

Meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Thomas Connolly.

Present: Thomas Connolly, Eric Edgerton, Tony Bunker, George Bally,
Howard Stemm, James Hamill, Ed Myslivecek, and ex officio members

Mayor Frank Proctor, Hayward Thresher and Robert Becker. Also present

was H. M. Place, City Planner.

MINUTES:

Mr. Stemm moved to approve the minutes of March 15, 1983, and workshop

meeting of March 17, 1983. Mr. Myslivecek seconded. All voted in

favor; motion carried.

AMENDMENT TO PUD MASTER PLAN

Discussion: Mr. R. Norwood Gay, III, attorney for the property owner,

explained that Tract D, as described in PUD District No. 2 and known

as Pinebrook South Subdivision, consists of 5.84 acres. When the PUD

Master Plan was adopted by the Venice City Council, Resolution No.

518-74 restricted the use of the property to commercial development.
The petitioner desires to amend the PUD Master Plan to permit a nurs-

ing home which is authorized as a permitted use under the Zoning Code;

however, it is disallowed in Pinebrook by the original resolution,

518-74, which is a part of the Master Plan.

A discussion followed. It revealed that the only access to the nurs-

ing home would be from Pinebrook Road. It was mutually agreed that a

buffer zone on the south and west side of Tract D extending 25 to 50 ft.

would be desirable. Mr. Bunker expressed concern over the appearance

of the property. Approximately 50 loads of fill and rubbish have been

dumped by building contractors on the property and no effort has been

made to level it off. Mr. Gay was not aware of the situation.

The commercial use of the property was analyzed. Mr. Becker pointed
out that according to the Resolution, the maximum number of curb cuts

allowed on Pinebrook Road was 4 and 2 have already been installed.

Mr. Gay stated the entire Tract D would be used as a nursing home.

Mr. Place reported the options of the Planning Commission would be to

leave the property as a commercial area, add the nursing home to the

commercial area, or substitute the nursing home for the commercial

area. Mr. Bunker recommended an advertised public hearing, at least

with City Council, be held prior to adoption of the amendment.

Action: Mr. Bally moved the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local

Planning Agency, recommends that the City Council approve, through the

process of a public hearing, the amendment of Resolution No. 518-74 of

PUD District No. 2, dated December 30, 1974, which relates to Para-

graph 2, Page 3, concerning retail and professional establishments by

eliminating presently permitted uses and substituting therefor language
to permit the use of a nursing home only for the approximately six (6)



acres in question; and in addition, recommends that approval of the

amendment be subject to the area being cleared of all debris and

rubbish.

Roll Call: Mr. Edgerton, N0, Mr. Hamill, YES, Mr. Bally, YES,
Mr. Bunker, YES, Mr. Myslivecek, YES, Mr. Stemm, N0, Mr. Connolly,
YES. Motion carried.

REZONING PETITION 83-2RZ, RICHARD WHITTON

Chairman Connolly read a letter dated April 18, 1983, from Mr. Richard

Whitton, representing the owners of the property, requesting that the

rezoning petition be postponed until the owners could be present. Due

to circumstances beyond their control, they could not be present at

the April 19th public hearing.

Procedural Requirements: Chairman Connolly opene3 the public hearing.
Mr. Bunker read the notice of public hearing. Mr. Edgerton moved that

tl~ publisher's affidavit of publication be placed into the records of

the meeting. Mr. Stemm seconded. All voted in favor; motion carried.

Mr. Becker confirmed that the proposed rezoning petition met all the

requirements of Section 20-18.3 of the Zoning Code and all applicable
fees had been paid. Mr. Bunker summarized the communications received

concerning the petition listed as follows:

1. Venice Beach Apartments One, Inc., 100 The Esplanade, 10 signa-
tures opposing.

2. Venice Beach Apartments Two, Inc., 100 The Esplanade, 16 signa-
tures opposing.

3. Owners of property contiguous to the property, 50 signatures
opposing.

4. Mr. Robert Patrick, 716 Granada Avenue, opposed the rezoning.

5. Venice Town Houses, Inc., 8 signatures opposing.

Mr. Whitton stated that the owners plan to be p

meeting of the Planning Commission; however, if

ent, they would ask for no further continuance.

postponed the public hearing until 1:00 P.M. on

not permit audience participation as there were

Sion until the petitioner presented his case.

resent at the next

they could not be pres-
Chairman Connolly

May 3, 1983, and would

no grounds for discus-

The Chairman recessed the meeting at 2:00 P.M., and it was reconvened

at 2:15 P.M. All members present before recess were again present.

OLD BUSINESS

EAST VENICE AVENUE SECTOR PLAN

Mr. Place asked if the Commission had any further direction for hi.m.

After a short question and answer period, the members wished to further

2





the Public Wor]cs Department had already arranged such a meeting and

even though Mr. Place was unable to attend the meeting, the subject
and thoughts of the Planning Commission were presented to the group
by Mr. Larry Heath, Director of Public Works Department. The current

status of the State and County road and traffic projects was reviewed
by Mr. Place.

Regulating the bridge openings had not been pursued any further.
Chairman Connolly directed Mr. Place to prepare a letter to the City
Council concerning regulating the bridge openings, particularly the
Venice Avenue Bridge and the North Bridge, and urging action to obtain

political support of this project.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Mr. Becker reminded the members that a representative from the Plan-

ning Commission would be desirable as an observer at the Development
Review Committee meetings when site plans are reviewed by the staff.

It was decided the designation of attendees would be by alphabetical
order, and if the member is unable to attend, he would recommend and/or
arrange for an alternate.

ANNEXATION PETITION 83-lAN, SUBSTATION ROAD

Chairman Connolly reported on a letter he received from Attorney Jerrel

Towery regarding postponement of Annexation Petition 83-lAN, Substation
Road. Problems relative to drainage, road maintenance and sewer hookup
prohibited continuance of the annexation petition for approximately 2

to 3 weeks.

When audience participation was announced, D4r. Finn Caspersen spoke
concerning a member of the Commission speaking publicly and to the

press on a petition prior to it being considered by the Planning
Commission. He strongly voiced his opinion that this should not have

been done.

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Tony Bunker

Secretary
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MINUTES

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

March 19, 1985 1:00 P.M.

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Tom Regan.

Present: Tom Regan, Eric Edgerton, Jan Conner, Dale Ehrhart, Gregory Staudt, James

Hamill, Ed Hibner, and ex officio members Eugene Atz, Jeffery Boone, and Robert Becker.
Also present was H. M. Place, City Planner.

Chairman Regan welcomed Jeffery Boone of the Board of Zoning Appeals as a newly ap-
pointed ex officio member to the Planning Commission.

MINUTES:

Mr. Hamill moved that the minutes of March S, 1985, be approved. Mr. Edgerton seconded.
All voted in favor; motion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING

REZONING PETITION 85-1RZ, CHARLES T. EVINGER

Procedural Requirements: Mr. Place introduced Rezoning Petition 85-1RZ by reporting
that Mr. Charles Evinger proposes to rezone Lot 27, Block 53, Gulf View Section, from

RMF-4 (Residential, Multiple Family) to CBD ( Commercial, Business District). The

property is located at 221 North Nokomis Avenue and the desired use will be retail

sales.

Chairman Regan read a letter into the record from the recording secretary certifying
that the rezoning petition was appropriately advertised on March 2, 1985, as required
by the Zoning Code, and proof of publication is of record in the Building and Zoning
Department. He opened the public hearing,

Mrs. Conner reported on the communications received regarding the petition. Mr. Robert

J. Hamilton, Mr. Harold Kershaw, Mr. Charles E. Johnston and Mrs. Doris A. Johnston,
and Mrs. Eleanor R. Griggs oppose the rezoning of the property. Mr. Philip C. Johnson
wrote that he has reservations about the rezoning. He is opposed to any businesses

in that vicinity selling alcoholic beverages, fast food or any type of auto service.

He also thought that parking should not be allowed on either side of Santa Maria Street.

Discussion•

Mr. Charles Evinger reported that the property has been unattended and the yard had

not received proper maintenance and care. It is his intention to preserve the building
in its present style and in keeping with the surrounding area. The improvements will

make the property more attractive and will not adversely affect the living conditions

in the area. Mr. Evinger stated he would not .place a business on the property
that wasn't compatible with the surroundings. In answer to Mr. Edgerton's questions,
Mr. Evinger replied that he purchased the property in February, 1985, and at the time

of purchase he knew it was zoned RMF-4, and at the time of the Zoning Code revisions

it was grandfathered in as a single family residence. He was aware that should the

property be rezoned to CBD fie would have to comply with all of the provisions of

that zone district. As regards to the parking requirements, he realized on-street

parking was not authorized and he would have to choose a business that did not re-

quire a lot of parking. There is a double narport on the property opening from both

sides. He envisioned a circular driveway going through the carport and coming out

on the opposite street. Mr. Evinger has hopes that the building will be placed on

the historical building register.



Mr. Becker warned of a problem in the change of use. The building is conforming
at the present time; however, if there is a change in zoning from residential to

commercial, the Zoning Code is specific in permitting a use similar to, but not higher
than presently in force.

Mr. Place presented his findings of fact and recommendation. He found the re-

zoning complies with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and is a logical extension

of the adjacent CBD district, He felt the lot is too small for practical use under

the current RbiF-4 zoning and at the same time the small size assures that any per-
mitted commercial use will be limited in size so that the potential impact on the

adjacent multifamily area will he negligible. Accordingly, he recommended approval
of Rezoning Petition 85-1RZ.

Discussion followed concerning the limited space to comply with the requirements for

parking. It was Mr. Place's opinion that, based upon the size of the existing building,
1,500 to 2,000 sq, ft.) 3 parking spaces would be required to use the property as it

presently exists for a commercial activity. He felt the lot could accommmodate the

3 parking spaces.

Mr. Edgerton was aware that several years ago there had been a storm drainage problem
towards Nokomis Avenue and questioned whether the proposed rezoning would have any

effect on the storm drainage in that immediate area. Mr. Place reported he had

checked with Mr. Dave Weage, Assistant City Engineer, and he was of the opinion that

this property is so small that the amount of impervious surface would be so limited

that there probably would not be any measurable. effect whatsoever on surface drainage.

During audience participation, the following spoke opposing the petition:

Mr. Raymond B. Hoxeng, 240 Santa Maria Street, spoke as President of the Board of

Directors of Bella Costa Association representing 158 unit owners.. They consider

Santa Maria Street as a choice residential street, and they want it to remain that

way and not cluttered by commercial activities, He reviewed in detail the findings
of fact presented by Mr. Place. In particular he expressed his disagreement with

Findings No. 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14 and 15. Mr. Hoxeng stressed that the proposed
rezoning would definitely adversely affect the parking and traffic in their neighbor-
hood. He presented to the Commission 7 separate petitions opposing the rezoning which

contained the signatures of 199 residents and owners. They were all of the opinion that

the proposed rezoning would be a real threat to the market values, and tax appraisal
of all Santa Maria residential units as it would be permitting a harmful encroach-

ment of commercial activities into a clearly established area of family units.

Mr. John J. Carroll, 230. Santa Maria Street, opposed the petition and agreed with the

prior comments of Mr, Hoxeng. He reported that they had made a survey of vacant

stoxes in the surrounding area and found 25 available for occupancy which could be

used without encroaching on the neighborhood as this rezoning would do.

Mr. Evinger responded to the comments by stating that the improvements he planned
for the property would not lower but enhance the values of the surrounding properties.

Chairman Regan closed the public hearing.

Action: Mr. Hamill moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local Planning

agency, finds that the petitioner's request for rezoning, identified as 85-1RZ, con-

forms to the Comprehensive Plan and, therefore, recommends to City Council that the

petition be approved. Mr. Hibner seconded.
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Mr. Edgerton felt that if the property were larger he would be more inclined to sup-

port CBD zoning; however, since it is so small and at that particular location, he
cannot support the request. He went on to state that he feels strongly that owners

of property should be permitted to utilize their property to the greatest extent

possible, but without infringing upon their neighbors.

Roll Call: Mr. Ehrhart, N0, Mrs. Conner, YES, Mr. Hibner, YES, Mr. Hamill, YES,
Mr. Edgerton N0, Mr. Staudt, YES, Mr. Regan, N0. Motion carried.

The Chairman recessed the meeting at 2:00 for 10 minutes. All members present before

recess were again present.

SCHEDULED PRESENTATION

SITE AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN 85-3SP, PHILIP SKIRBALL ( MEDICAL AND PROFESSIONAL OFFICE

BUILDING, TAMIAMI TRAIL SOUTH OF PINE GROVE DRIVE)

Chairman Regan announced that although this item is on the agenda, the staff has re-

quested it not be discussed as the property is in the process of annexation and has

not come before the City Council for a public hearing. He stated he has been informed
that Mr. Skirball fias been advised and agreed to the removal of it from discussion
at this meeting.

PINEBROOK RESOLUTION AMENDMENT, LAW FIRM OF SYPRETT, MESHAD, RESNICK F, LIEB ( AMEND
RESOLUTION 794-83 TO PERMIT HOME FOR THE AGED)

Mr. Paul Olson, associate with the law firm of Syprett, Meshad, Resnick and Lieb,
explained that they petition to amend Pinebrook Resolution 518-74, as amended by
Resolution 79.4-83, to permit a home for the aged. He presented a brief history of

the Pinebrook development commencing with the PUD in 1974. At that time 6 acres were

designated for retail and professional office use, In 19.83 the resolution was amended

by Resolution 794-83 to designate the 6 acres for nursing home use, A nursing home

presently exists on the northern half of that 6 acres. Mr. Olson stated that it is

with reservation and under protest that he is requesting an amendment to the Pinebrook

resolution to allow a home for the aged as a permitted use. It is his contention that

a home for the aged under the Zoning Code is a nursing home with the
clientele restricted to the elderly and, therefore,it is a permitted use.

He went on to state that the proposed home for the aged would be located between

Pinebrook Boulevard and Sleepy Hollow Road. There will be maximum buffering of the
6 residential lots to the south and access will be via Pinebrook Road with only
emergency access to Sleepy hollow Road.

A lengthy discussion followed concerning the difference between a nursing home and
a home for the aged and also the requirements for an Adult Congregate Living Facility
ACLF). Mr. Place and Mr. Becker explained that from a practical standpoint, the home

for the aged provides less intensive care than a nursing home. Generally, it will
not have an open or dormitory type ward arrangement that a nursing home has. The

people who are being cared for are somewhat more self-sufficient than in a nursing
home which requires 24 hours a day nursing assistance. The ACLF is a larger compound
and can combine either one or both; the nursing home and the home for the aged. Also,
under the ACLF, the units can be sold, but they cannot be sold for the home for the

aged or nursing home as they are more institutional in operation.

Mr. Edgerton had reservation in revising a PUD to include requirements for a home for

the aged when a PUD does not authorize one.
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Action: Mr. Hamill moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local Planning

Agency, finds the petitioner's request dated March 18, 1985, to amend Resolutions794-83

and 518-74 to allow a home for the aged as an additional permitted use in Tract D,
Pinebrook South, is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and, therefore, recom-

mends to City Council approval of the amendment. Mr. Ehrhart seconded. Roll Call:

Mr. Ehrhart, YES, Mr. Hibner, N0, Mr. Edgerton, N0, Mr. Hamill, YES, Mrs. Conner, YES,
Mr. Regan, YES, Mr. Staudt, YES. Motion carried.

SITE AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN 85-4SP, JAMES TOTH

Mr. James Toth, architect, reviewed in detail the site and development plan for the

Park Place Home for the Aged located on Pinebrook Boulevard and Sleepy Hollow Road.

He pointed out some minor encroachments from the nursing home to the south. These

encroachments pertain to sidewalks and similar types of structures. He added that the

setbacks they planned will keep the development away from the encroachments.

Mr. Edgerton questioned why the floor plans did not provide for a nursing station or

any provisions to carry out the care of those residing in the home for the aged. He

pointed out there is only a 600 to 700 sq. ft. service area. It appeared to him that

the floor plans were more compatible with a housing for the aged which does not re-

quire very much of a nursing facility, Mr. Place pointed out that the difference

between the two is not so much nursing care but the housing for the aged must have

a kitchen in each unit because they must be dwelling units and a dwelling unit by
definition is a unit with a kitchen. The home for the aged is prohibited from having
kitchens in each unit, Mr. Toth verified that they have no intentions of providing
kitchens within each unit.

Mr. Becker presented the findings of the staff. The staff approved the revised site

and development plans dated March 4, 1985, and even though Mr, Lane, Director of

Utilities, approved the plans, he recommended relocation o£ a 3 in. water meter and

domestic water tap. This has been indicated on the official copy of the plans. As

Zoning Administrator, Mr. Becker stressed that no cooking facilities be allowed in

the individual units and recommended that this be made a stipulation to the motion.

The parking requirements were discussed. They are 1 space for each 4 beds.

Action: Mr. Edgerton moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local Planning

Agency, approves Site and Development Plan 85-4SP as revised March 4, 1985, for con-

struction of a home for the aged with the stipulation that no cooking facilities be

allowed in the individual units. Mr. Staudt seconded. Roll Call: Mr. Regan, YES,
Mr. Ehrhart, YES, Mrs. Conner, YES, Mr. Hamill, YES, Mr. Hibner, YES, Mr. Staudt, YES,

Mr. Edgerton, YES. Motion carried,

Chairman Regan informed Mr. Toth that approval of the site and development plan is

contingent upon City Council approving the amendment to the Pinebrook Resolution which

will result in amending the master plan to allow a home for the aged.

ITEM

REVIEW OF REVISED SIDEWALK ORDINANCE N0. 1134-83

Mr. Place presented the background on actions o£ the Planning Commission and City Council

leading to the present Sidewalk Ordinance No. 1134-85, as amended March 7, 1985.

Concerning Paragraph b, Section 20-7.22 of the Zoning Code which this ordinance will

amend, "Cash Deposit in Lieu of Sidewalks," Mr. Regan questioned who would make the

4



determination of the amount of money to be deposited with the City. He felt the City
should be the appropriate agency and it should be so stated in the ordinance. Also,
Mr. Regan expressed the opinion that the special sidewalk fund should be used for con-

struction and not for the maintenance of existing sidewalks.

Mr. Edgerton disagreed with the revisions of the ordinance as it didn't meet the re-

quirements or would satisfy the concerns expressed by the City Council. He thought
the ordinance should be more simply worded. Also, Mr. Edgerton didn't think it was

appropriate to take money from property owners when sidewalks are not required on

their property and use the money for sidewalks on the other side of town. He thought
that if it is determined by the Planning Commission that a sidewalk should not be

placed at a location by a specific time then there should be a provision for a re-

corded instrument specifying that if and when the City decides a sidewalk is desired

at a particular location, the owner of the property at that time would have to pay for

the construction of the sidewalk. Discussion followed concerning the recorded instru-

ment or lien against the property used to enforce the requirements for a sidewalk.

Mr. Place brought up the fact that a major bookkeeping responsibility would

accrue should this procedure be adopted.

Action: Mr. Ehrhart moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local Planning
Agency, recommends to City Council that Ordinance No. 1134-85, as amended March 7,
1985, be approved with the stipulations concerning Section 20-7,22,b, Cash Deposit
in Lieu of Sidewalks, as follows: ( 1) the sum of money to be de posited with the City
should be established vy the City rather than agreed to by the City, and (2) that the

sidewalk fund should not Be used £or maintenance of existing sidewalks. Mr. Hibner

seconded.. Roll Call: Mr. Hamill, YES, Mr. Edgerton, N0, Mr. Hibner, YES, Mrs. Conner,

YES, Mr. Staudt, YES, Mr. Regan, YES, Mr. Ehrhart, YES. Notion carried. (Revised
sidewalk ordinance including stipulatons is attached for record purposes).

The Chairman recessed the meeting at 3:30 P.M. for 10 minutes. All members present
before recess were again present except for Mr. Boone who had a previous appointment.

OLD BUSINESS

Recreation and Open Space, Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Place reported that the Recreation

and Open Space element of the Comprehensive Plan was the only major element which did

not contain action polices• During the evaluation of the Plan, it was

determined that it should have policies and they are now contained in the revised ver-

sion dated February 28, 1985. Mr. Edgerton thought the element was very well pre-
sented except for the Planning Options section. He thought the words "should" and

could" should be changed to "shall" and "will." Mr. Place pointed out that the Plan-

ning Options indicate various things that can happen. The goals and objections are

things that should happen and the planned policies are directives indicating positive
action of what shall. and will be done. On Policy 15, Paragraph h, Brohard Park,
Mr. Edgerton recommended that Lake Venice Golf Course be changed to Red Lake Golf

Course. Mr. Place was instructed to include this element with the other elements of

the Comprehensive Plan which will be brought before the Planning Commission for approval.

NEW BUSINESS

Agenda Priorities. Mr. Regan presented a listing of priority agenda items to be con-

sidered by the Planning Commission during 1985. It is his intention to advise City
Council of these specific policies priority items in order that they are aware of the
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Planning Commission's projects scheduled for the year. He asked for the opinions
and comments of the members on this list.. A discussion followed, Mrs. Conner

recommended Item 7, Establish Historic Districts, precede Item 6, Architectural

Review. It was agreed the list would be revised.. (Copy attached).

Budget for 1985-86. Mr. Becker announced that preparation of the budget for 1985-

1986 will commence in April. If there are any items the Planning Commission wants

to be funded by City Council, Mr. Becker requested that he receive the items with

justification as soon as possible.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Mr, Finn Caspersen presented a letter to the Commission requesting two amendments to

the Zoning Code pertaining to Section 20-5.2 and Section 20-14,6. He explained in

detail his reasons for the amendments,

The meeting adjourned at 4:0.5 P. M.

Respectfully submitted,
r~

i

CONNER

Secretary, Planning Commission

Encls.
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CITY HALL

COUNCIL CHAMBERS AGENDA
August 5, 1986
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NOTES ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINTUES

Meeting of July 15, 1986

PUBLIC HEARING

Amendment Petition 86-4AM
Edwin Taylor
Amend Section 20-25 (Definitions), Schedule
of District Regulations, "OPI", and Schedule
of District Regulations, "CI" -to allow a

crematory as an accessory to a funeral
home.

SCHEDULE PRESENTATION

Site and Development Plan 86-9SP
David Olund, The First Independent Companies
Park Place - Home for the Aged)
Location: Between Sleepy Hollow Road and
Pinebrook Road.

PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP

Comprehensive Plan Update

OLD BUSINESS: None

NE4V BUSINESS: None

ADJOURNMENT



MINUTES

VENICE PLANNING COMMISSION

August 5, 1986 1:00 P.M.

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Dale Ehrhart.

Present: Dale Ehrhart, Gregory Staudt, Ed Hibner, Tam Regan, Jan Conner, Jeffery
Boone, Kathy Schmidt, and ex officio members Lucie Hall and Robert Becker.
Also present was H. M. Place, City Planner, and Scott Janke, Associate City
Planner. Absent: Timothy Gaus was out of town.

MINUTES: Mr. Staudt moved to approve the minutes of July 15, 1986. Mr. Hibner
seconded. All voted in favor; motion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING

AMENDMENT TO ZONING CODE, SECTION 20-25 ( DEFINITIONS) SCHEDULE OF DISTRICT
REGULATIONS, " OPI", AND SCHEDULE OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS " CI" EDWIN D
TAYLOR, PETITIONER

Introduction: Mr. Place explained that the primary purpose of the proposed
amendment is to allow crematories as a permissible accessory use wherever funeral
homes are permitted in the Zoning Code.

Mr. Hibner read into the record a letter from the recording secretary certifyingthat Amendment Petition 86-4AM was appropriately advertised on July 21, 1986,
as required by the Zoning Code and proof of publication is on record in the Build-
ing and Zoning Departm ent.

Chairman Ehrhart opened the public hearing.

Discussion: Mr. Steven MaCris, attorney representing the petitioner, Mr. Edwin
Taylor, introduced Mr. George Kalbfleisch, and in the audience Mr. Noland Middaugh,
co-owners of the Ewing Funeral Home. He stated their purpose in requesting this
amendment was to eliminate certain ambiguities and lack of clarity in the Zoning
Code with respect to the use of a funeral home and whether or not a crematoryis allowed as an accessory use. Mr. MaCris stated their petition proposes a
definition be placed as Paragraph 47 in Section 20-25, Zoning Code, w hick states
that "a funeral home is a building or portion thereof used for the preparationof the deceased and ceremonies connected therewith before burial or cremation.
The operation of a crematory is an accessory activity to this use." The remainder
of the proposal deletes any reference to funeral homes without crematories or
crematories as a special exception.

As justification for the proposed amendment, Mr. MaCris cited communications
received from equipment and engineering companies specializing in the design and
supervision of installation of crematory facilities w hick revealed that the number
of crematories have increased 4000 over the past 16 years. This was due to
the changing values in regard to death and the increased cost of burial. Ile
went on to report that the State Department of Environmental Regulations w ho
permits and supervises the crematory activities throughout the State wrote in
their reports that crematories can be operated with virtually no noise, no odor,
no smoke or pollutants entering the atmosphere. He read into the record their
statistics and test results pertaining to the Farley crematory w hich was recentlyinstalled in their funeral home on Nokomis Avenue which revealed there were
no obnoxious aspects in the operation of the apparatus. Upon investigation, Mr.
MaCris found that city or town assessors throughout the U.S. have not indicated



any instances where the property values were negatively effected by either funeral

homes or crematories. He believed the proposed amendment would not only elimin-
ate a lack of clarify within the Zoning Code itself but would serve an existing
need that apparently is continuing to be on the rise. For these reasons, Mr.
MaCris asked that the Planning Commission recommend to City Council approval
of the proposed amendment.

It was the opinion of Mr. Place that a crematory would not have an adverse impact
on the area and this has proved to be the case in the Farley Funeral Home on

Nokomis Avenue and others in Sarasota County. He thought there has been a

disservice to the public by restricting or discriminating against _orematorfes. Due
to the monitoring being performed by the State, he felt that funeral homes
should be allowed crematories as a normal accessory activity and, therefore,
recommended approval of the amendment.

Chairman Ehrhart closed the public hearing.

Action: Mr. Staudt moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local

Planning Agency, finds the request for amendment, identified as 86-4AM, in confor-
mance with the Comprehensive Plan and, therefore, recommends to City Council

approval of the amendment. Mr. Hibner seconded. Roll Call: Mr. Hibner,
YES, Mr. Ehrhart, YES, Mr. Boone, YES, Mrs. Schmidt, YES, Mrs. Conner, YES,
Mr. Regan, YES, Mr. Staudt, YES. Motion carried.

SCHEDULED PRESENTATION

SITE AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN 86-9SP, DAVID OLUND, THE FIRST INDEPENDENT COM-
PANIES ( park place - HOME FOR THE AGED)

Discussion: Mr. David Olund, President of The First Independent Cam ponies,
introduced Mr. Dennis Heasley of Manasota Engineering and Surveying, Inc., as their

project engineer. He stated they had met with the staff in a Development Review
Committee ( DRC) meeting and had made the recommended changes to their site
and development plans. In answer to questions posed by members of the Planning
Commission, he stated that they did not own the property directly to the north
of their proposed nursing home. Mr. Olund felt that the encroachment of this

adjacent property onto their property will never be resolved because at the time
the PUD was approved the two lots were one, and it was not noticed that there
was an encroachment when the existing nursing home was being built. This was
discussed at the recent DRC meeting and to compensate for the encroachment,
changes have been made on the site plan to allow access for fire apparatus equip-
ment .

Mr. Becker explained further that this Pinebrook South tract of land was initially
zoned for commercial use. The City Council permitted revision to the PUD to
allow for nursing homes. The subdivision regulations permit any parcel of land
to be split in half without having to replat. He went on to state that he had
been concerned with this development area since the plans were originally presented.
when the existing nursing home was originally built, they had an imaginary prop-
erty line and the plans showed they had a fire separation between that imaginary
property line and the construction of an additional nursing home in the future.
When the property line was established it showed the corner of the building
a foot or so on the property line. Mr. Becker's primary concern was that there
is proper fire separation and fire access between the buildings. This has been

accomplished by the developer agreeing to a fire access easement. Should the
site and development plan be approved, Mr. Becker recommended the Planning
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Com mission stipulate that this easement be granted in perpetuity with the use of
the land. He went on to report that as the result of the DRC meeting of July 14,
1986, all recommended revisions and irregularities have been corrected with the

exception that the developer had not furnished the peak contribution to the sanitary
system as requested by the Director of Utilities to determine whether or not the

system can accom modate this increased input.

Mr. Heasley stated they forgot to submit the requested computations; however, after

receiving a call from Mr. Janke, they were turned over to him prior to the meeting.

Mr. Hibner brought up the issue that since the Planned Unit Development ( PUD)
has been divided, there are two owners and two separate pieces of property and
each development will have to be treated individually. He didn't think you could

merge one with the other and, therefore, didn't believe an encroachment should
be be allowed or a nonconformity to exist in a project being developed.

Mr. Place explained that a PUD, as a master plan for a large area with multiple
activities and uses, is very flexible as long as there is not an adverse impact
on the surrounding property. There are no minimums or maximums regarding the
interior property size. The Zoning Code specifies that a structure may not be
located closer to the boundary of a PUD than two times the height of the structure.
Mr. Place went on to state that the walkway is the encroachment, not a structure.
In summary, the PUD was amended to allow nursing homes on this tract of land.
The property was divided for the purpose of multiple ownership which is permitted.

Action: Mr. Regan moved that the Planning Com mission, sitting as the Local Plan-
ning Agency, finds the site and development plan in conformance with the Compre-
hensive Plan and staff findings and, therefore, approves the site and development
Plan 86-9SP, revised dated July 21, 1986, with the stipulation that the City ap-
prove the peak flow contribution into the sanitary system and appropriate legal
documents be prepared granting the City a 10 ft. fire access easement as noted
on the plan. Mrs. Conner seconded.

During discussion, Mr. Boone and Mr. Staudt brought out the fact that a determina-
tion concerning the peak flow computation was an im portant consideration in the
approval of the site and development plans as sooner or later the sanitary sewer

system will reach its maximum capacity.

Roll Call: Mr. Regan, YES, Mr. Ehrhart, YES, Mrs. Conner, YES, Mrs. Schmidt,
N0, Mr. Hibner, NO, Mr. Staudt, N0, Mr. Boone, NO. Motion failed.

Action: Mr. Boone moved to table Site and Development Plan 86-9SP until the next
regular scheduled meeting of the Planning Com mission. Mrs. Schmidt seconded.

During discussion, it was brought out that the following two items would be con-
sidered when the site and development plans are removed from the table: ( 1)
Peak load contribution approved by the Utilities Director, and ( 2) 10 ft. fire
access easement.
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Roll Call: Mr. Boone, YES, Mr. Hibner, YES, Mrs. Schmidt, YES, Mrs. Conner,
YES, Mr. Staudt, YES, Mr. Regan, YES, Mr. Ehrhart, YES. Motion carried.

The Chairman recessed the meeting at 2:00 P.M. for ten minutes. All members

present before recess were again present.

PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

Introduction: Mr. Place explained that the Planning Cam mission has held two public
hearings, July 1 and July 15, concerning the update of the Comprehensive Plan.
The comments and suggestions presented at these meetings are attached. In addition,
there is a letter from Mr. George Bally dated July 7, 1986, which lists his recom-

mendations. He went on to state that the purpose of this workshop is to review
all of the recommendations and/or suggestions and make a determination of those
which will be accepted in revising the Comprehensive Plan Update.

Discussion: Mr. Ehrhart read each of the comments, and through means of discussion,
the following were accepted for action. For reference purposes, the paragraph
numbers correspond with the original statements.

Mr. Caspersen, Comments of July 1, 1986

1. Economic Feasibility ( Page 18). Delete the paragraph which makes reference
to referendum on bonds.

3. Housing ( Page 37). Delete top paragraph on Page 38 and all references to ECHO
Elder Cottage Housing Opportunity) Housing.

7. Policy No. 4 ( Page 52). Bottom of Page 50 should be modified to read:

A second best method of meeting demands would be for the City to enter into an

agreement with a private utility company who holds the County granted franchise
for the area east of the City. Also, Policy 4, Page 52, delete specific reference
to Curry Creek Utilities.

10. Coastal Zone/Conservation ( Page 93). A provision should be in the Introduction
which states w hat the various parts of the Comprehensive Plan are and what legal
effect they will have. The appendices should be in the Comprehensive Plan.

12. Future Land Use ( Page 212). The Venetian Gateway will be placed in the appen-
dices.

George Bally Letter of July 7, 1986

3. Table W-l, Page 68, regarding 1990 population should be 20,720.

5. Page 54. The first paragraph should be changed to include a statement regard-
ing the average flow at the existing treatment facility as of 1985.
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14. Page 163, Policy 6.b. Blalock Park

to allow outside entertainment.

Chauncy Howard, Comments of Suly 17, 1986

This paragraph should be changed

1. Economic Feasibility ( Page 18). Reference concerning referendum on bands

to obtain funds far drainage will be deleted.

2. Economic Feasibility ( Page 19), Policy 3. This policy concerning voting by

City Council should be deleted as the City Charter is more appropriate for this

type of information.

5. Housing ( Page 37). Reference to the utilization of ECHO Housing will be deleted.

6. Electric Utility ( Page 43) . The top paragraph on Page 43 will be expanded
to state what the City is doing regarding the energy conservation program. Concern

4 and Policy 2 will be eliminated and Policy 3 on Page 45 will be modified.

NOTE: Chairman Ehrhart excused Mr. Hibner from the meeting because of a previous
appointment.

8. Sanitary Sewer ( Page 51). Discussion on Lift Station No. 7 should be expanded.

10. Sanitary Sewer ( Page 52). Reference to Curry Creek in Policy 4 will be

deleted .

11. Solid Waste ( Page 61). The Economic Feasibility element should be modified

to incorporate current thinking regarding impact fees. In the Solid Waste element

a generalized comment should be made that impact fees may be an appropriate
source of funds.

14. Coastal Zone/Conservation ( Page 94). In Paragraph 4, research will be made

to determine whether the City received a grant under the "201" Plan.

Action: Mr. Staudt moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Local Plan-

ning Agency, endorses the changes approved by consensus and directs the Planning
Staff to incorporate the changes into the Comprehensive Plan Update prior to the

next meeting of the Planning Commission. Mr. Boone seconded. All voted in favor

of the motion.

The meeting adjourne~l...~'tt 3:45 P.M.

ED HIBNER

Secretary, Planning Commission

Encl
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AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
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ADJOURNMENT



MINUTES

VENICE PLANNING COi1M4ISSION

September 6, 1988 1:00 PM

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Timothy Gaus.

Present: Chairman Timothy Gaus, Vice Chairman Jeffery Boone,
Secretary Dorothy Korwek, Gregory Staudt, George Bally, Thomas

Connolly, Jerrel Towery, and ex officio members Dean Calamaras,
James Bogen, and Mark Seemann. Also present was H. M. Place,
Director of Planning, and Don Caillouette, Planner.

Chairman Gaus congratulated Mr. Mark Seemann for his recent

appointment as Director of the Building and Zoning Department and

welcomed him as an ex officio member of the Planning Commission.

MINUTES: Mr. Staudt moved to approve the minutes of August 2,
1988. Mr. Connolly seconded. By voice vote, the motion passed
unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING

RE'LONING PETI'PION 88-5RZ, ELSIE P. NAGEL

Introduction: Mr. Caillouette introduced Rezoning Petition 88-5RZ

by explaining that Mrs. Elsie Nagel, the petitioner, is requesting
that her property located on the east side of Riviera Street bet-

ween Palermo Place and Sovrano Road, be rezoned from RSF-3

Residential Single Family) to OMI ( Office, Medical

Institutional). The proposed use is for an office.

Mrs. Korwek read into the record a statement from the recording
secretary certifying that Rezoning Petition 88-5RZ was advertised

on August 20, 1988, as required by the Zoning Code and proof of

publication is on file in the Planning Department.

Chairman Gaus opened the public hearing. Mrs. Korwek reported
that there have been no written communications received regarding
the rezoning petition.

Discussion: Mr. Ray Miller, attorney representing Mrs. Nagel,
introduced Mr. Tom McKeon, realtor, who is also representing Mrs.

Nagel. Mr. Miller explained that Mrs. Nagel has lived at her

residence for forty years. She is 99 years of age and it is her

desire to sell her property. Mr. Miller went on to state that

Mrs. Nagel is requesting that her property be zoned OMI in order

to maximize its value. The property is listed for sale and there

has been an offer to purchase contingent upon it being rezoned.

In answer to questions by the Commissioners, Mr. Miller revealed

that the offer to purchase was by a doctor who wants to convert

the residence into an office. A contract has not been signed nor

has an agreement been reached regarding the price. Mr. Miller
stated that the request for rezoning is not because of this par-
ticular offer but any other offer that might be received.



Mr. Caillouette reported that the staff had no objections or com-

ments regarding the rezoning petition. The petition is consistent

with the Comprehensive Plan and the findings of fact are in the

affirmative. The property was included in the Medical Facilities

Study completed in June, 1957, which resulted in the City amending
the Comprehensive Plan to allow medically related uses near the

hospital. Mr. Caillouette went on to reveal that the structure

located on the property has been nominated to the National

Register of Historic Structures and is listed on the Florida
Master Site File. The property is also in the Historic Venice
Architectural Control District. Based on these findings, it is

the recommendation of the Planning staff that Rezoning Petition
88-5RZ be approved.

In regard to the historic nature of the property, Mr. Place

pointed out that, although a rezoning request is not the time to

discuss how the property is going to be developed, it is an item

of significance because of the parking requirements of an OMI

district. At this time, it is reported for information purposes.

There was no audience participation and Chairman Gaus closed the

public hearing.

Action: Mr. Staudt moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as

the Local Planning Agency, finds the request for rezoning iden-

tified as 88-5RZ in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and,
consistent with the affirmative Findings of Fact in the record,
recommends that City Council approve the rezoning petition. Mr.

Connolly seconded. Roll Call: Mrs. Korwek, YES, Mr. Staudt, YES,
Mr. Connolly, YES, Mr. Bally, YES, Mr. Gaus, YES, Mr. Towery,
YES, Mr. Boone, YES. Motion carried.

Chairman Gaus informed Mr. Miller the Planning Commission will be

recommending to City Council approval of the rezoning petition.

SCHEDULED PRESENTATION

AMENDMENT TO PINEBROOK SOUTH PUD, 88-2MP, MICHAEL CLARK

Introduction: Mr. Place introduced Amendment 88-2MP by explaining
that the Pinebrook South property was annexed to the City a number

of years ago and was reclassified to the equivalency of a PUD in

1974. When the current Zoning Code was adopted in 1978, this pro-

perty, as well as other older properties of the City, was grand-
fathered in with its original master plan. The portion of the

property being considered at this time is the northeasterly part
of the original Pinebrook South PUD. It consists of approximately
17 acres and, under the present PUD, is designated to accommodate

136 units. The petitioner, Mr. Michael Clarke, is purchasing the

property and requesing an amendment to the master plan to allow an

additional 47 units.

Discussion: Mr. Clarke, petitioner, stated that he is a developer
and is planning on constructing rental " housing for the aged" to
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accommodate senior citizens 65 years of age and over. It will

consist of single story apartment villas. Only 17.47 percent of
the entire property will be developed, leaving approximately 82%

as an open area. At present the property is zoned for 7.43 units

per acre. Mr. Clarke is requesting that the PUD density be

increased to permit 10 units per acre. He felt that housing for
the aged would provide the best possible use of the land and the

single story dwellings and large open space would be harmonious
with the adjoining properties. The rental rate will be $ 495 a

month plus utilities. Those 75 years of age or over will be given
a lifetime occupancy wherein the rent will never be raised.

Transportation will be available for a minimum charge. Food will
be catered for those who do not desire to cook. There will be

ground available for a garden. Should nursing care be necessary,
it would be up to the renter to provide for this service. The

living area for each apartment is approximately 624 sq. ft. The

majority of the units will consist of a living room, kitchen, one

bedroom and bath. There will be a few with two bedrooms and bath

to accommodate two people.

A lengthy discussion followed. Upon questioning, Mr. Clarke

stated the project will not be designated an adult congregate
living facility. It is strictly apartment rental with restriction
on the age limit of 65 and over. Mr. Calamaras was concerned over

how the development will effect the canal area as there are a lot

of oaks and maples that should be saved. Mr. Clarke assured him

that the area will not be disturbed. No trees will be removed

unless it is absolutely necessary. Mr. Calamaras pointed out that

every square foot that doesn't have a building on it is being
counted as 82% open space. It would be more realistic to state
that one-third of the property will remain as open space.

Mr. Place presented the staff findings and recommendations. He

pointed out that the use category Housing for the Aged is a per-
missible use in a PUD zone district. The Pinebrook South PUD was

approved for 964 dwelling units. Due to revisions and modifi-

cations, the current dwelling unit limit ( built or committed) is

921 or 43 less than originally approved. The amendment being
requested to allow 10 units per acre would equate to 47 units or 4

more than the original 964 dwelling units. Since the density
increase is insignificant, the additional impact will also be
minimal. Accordingly, the Planning staff recommends approval of

Petition 88-2MP.

1'he past development of Pinebrook and modifications to the origi-
nal master plan were discussed. Mr. Calamaras pointed out that

Pinebrook was approved as a PUD under the first plan but when it

was amended the second plan was used to develop and sell the pro-

perty to the residents. It was never developed as the original,
approved PUD. Mr. Place agreed, however, that as far as the

Zoning Code is concerned, the approval is still based on the ori-

ginal annexation map because that is the only one that was ever

officially adopted. Mr. Calamaras again pointed out that

Pinebrook was never developed even close to the original master

plan. The developer saw fit to decrease the 264 units and put in
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the Brookside Drive area. The original Tract F that Mr. Clarke

plans to develop has always been slated for 136 units. Mr. Place

stated if this were a PUD being developed under the PUD regula-
tions at the present time, there would be an amendment to the plan
that would transfer the density from the old R-2 plat to some

other area. Essentially, this is what is being done except that

it is happening 15 years after the fact.

Mr. Gaus brought out the fact that a couple of months ago when the

Planning Commission was considering a development in that area,
the Engineering Department reported that there was an uncommitted

water supply capacity of the equivalency of 60 dwelling units. He

questioned whether or not that fioure was based upon the original
PUD of 960 units or based on the status quo condition of 920

units. To the best of lYir. Place's knowledge, the highest poten-
tial build-out has been figured in all the calculations. In this

case, the highest build-out figures were given the consultants,
Camp Dresser and McKee, and it is assumed these figures were used

to estimate the reserve utility capacity. Mr. Gaus considers this

to be a most important consideration.

Mr. Boone pointed out that there is no east/west road planned on

the north side of the property. Mr. Place explained that Water
Street will eventually extend from Capri Isles Boulevard, west to

Pinebrook, but will stop at Pinebrook unless there is some future
action to continue it farther west. One of the reasons for not

continuing the road west is the fact that much of the land along
that side of the canal is environmentally sensitive, and it would

be very difficult to construct a road and bridges in that area.

Mr. Bally expressed concern that although four additional units

are insignificant, if they are permitted they would be in excess

of the original density. This is setting a precedent and the next

developer would want more. Mr. Boone brought up the issue of

transferring densities; a benefit that is transferred from one

property owner to another with a measurable value. Mr. Bally
didn't see it that way. He was more interested in maintaining the

requirements of the approved master plan. Mr. Boone, however, was

strong in his opinion that perhaps in the past the original pro-

perty owners sacrificed density in return for benefits from the

City and now the City is going to turn around and give that den-

sity back to another property owner.

Action: Mr. Bally moved that the Planning Commission, sitting as

the Local Planning Agency, finds the request for amendment, iden-

tified as 88-2MP, in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and,
therefore, recommends to City Council approval of the amendment.

Mr. Connolly seconded.

The discussion continued regarding previous development and trade-
offs in densities. It concerned Mr. Boone that since the PUD ends

up being developed at a different density level than originally
planned causes him to wonder whether at some point trade-offs were

made. Mr. Place was not aware of any. In checking the files to

arrive at a history of how many units were approved, he did not
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find any official trade-off action involving the City.
Modifications were made due to market determinations on the part
of the developer, i.e, going to single family as opposed to multi-

family units.

Mr. Gaus commented that there is merit in the type of housing
development proposed; efficient, affordable housing for the

elderly, and he would be inclined to envision a higher density on

the site if it were based upon a study that demonstrated that

housing for the aged produces less impact on roads and utilities
and other types of infrastructures. Mr. Place brought up the fact
that, although there is no study of comparison, the Zoning Code
does recognize the differences in impact on roads and utilities
and according to the zoning restrictions, housing for the aged has
less impact than multifamily housing.

Mr. Bally revised his motion with the stipulation that the number
of units be increased to 43 units instead of the 47 units
requested. Mr. Connolly concurred with the change.

Mr. Bogen questioned the possibility of the developer removing the

age limitation. He pointed out there would be no control over the

property being rented to a younger group.

Mr. Bally again revised his motion by adding a stipulation that
the property be developed as housing for the aged. Mr. Connolly
concurred.

Mr. Boone commented that he has heard nothing that would justify
why this project should have a greater density than what is pre-

sently authorized. It was his opinion that if the Planning
Commission commences to approve petitions strictly because they
like the proposal, as opposed to the merits of what is being pro-
posed and why it is needed, then it is really walking a tight line
between treating people differently and treating people the same.

Mr. Gaus thought that from the strict viewpoint of utilities, that
an increase of density on an existing and incorporated tract would

have to be viewed exactly the same as an annexation.

Roll call for motion as revised: Mr. Bally, YES, Mr. Gaus, NO,
Mr. Connolly, YES, Mr. Boone, NO, Mr. Staudt, NO, Mrs. Korwek,
YES, Mr. Towery, YES. Motion carried.

Chairman Gaus informed Mr. Clarke that the Planning Commission
will recommend to City Council approval of his request with the

stipulation that the project be developed as Housing for the Aged
with an increase of 43 units instead of the 47 units requested.

ANNEXATION PETITION 88-2AN, BERNIE SIMANSKEY, CITY OF VENICE

Introduction: Mr. Place explained that the City has purchased
12.64 acres of property located in the northeastern part of the

City from Landco Development Corporation. It will be the location
for the new eastside sewage treatment plant. This property is

isolated from the rest of the City by Interstate 75. It is adja-
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cent to the plant site which makes the parcel contiguous to the

City. The purpose of this parcel is to expand the plant site to

25.64 acres. At the present time, the site has no road access or

utilities available. Laurel Road is located approximately one

quarter of a mile north from the site and Border Road is located
three quarters of a mile south of the site. The City will need to

obtain an easement for utilities and road access through adjacent
private properties in order to utilize the site. It is currently
zoned OUE-1, a County rural estate district allowing one house per
five acres.

Discussion: Mr. Place presented the comments and recommendations
of the Staff. The Utilities Department recommended approval of
the annexation because the property is essential for the eastside

wastewater plant construction. The Police Department stated that

the Police patrol in the area will be very limited due to its

location and accessibility. The Fire Department voiced concern

that there was no access or water supply on the site. The

Planning Staff finds the annexation request to be consistent with

Policy 3 of the 1983 City Council resolution concerning annexation

of unincorporated lands, and to be in the best interest of the

citizens of Venice, therefore, recommends approval. The remaining
staff had no objections.

Mr. Place went on to report that the City Attorney is in the pro-
cess of obtaining an easement to this property from Haul Road to

the east, so the access will be via Laurel Road over to Haul Road,
then to the east to the property. The water problem will have to

be addressed prior to construction.

Action: Mr. Connolly moved that the Planning Commission, sitting
as the Local Planning Agency, finds the annexation request, iden-

tified as 88-2AN, in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and
the City's annexation policy and, therefore, recommends to City
Council approval of the annexation request. Mrs. Korwek seconded.

Roll Call: Mr. Boone, YES, Mr. Connolly, YES, Mr. Gaus, YES, Mr.

Bally, YES, Mr. Towery, YES, Mr. Staudt, YES, Mrs. Korwek, YES.

Motion carried.

OLD BUSINESS

Presentation of Petitions. Mr. Staudt recommended that the order

of procedure be followed when presentations are presented.
During the last case the petitioner remained at the podium and
entered into discussion with the Planning Commission members. He

should have been dismissed prior to discussion. Also, Mr. Staudt
recommended that the folders received prior to the meetings con-

tain the City's recommendation in order that it can be reviewed

with the other documents pertaining to the petition request.

Status of the 1988 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Place reported that
the Comprehensive Plan has been reproduced and forwarded to City
Council for action. Their public hearing will be held on Thursday
at 3:30 P.M. Commissioners were encouraged to attend.
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