INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA™
MEMORANDUM

T Jasoa E. Brown; Couniy Administrator
i,

>
THROUGH: Stan Boling, AICP; Commuaity Development Direcior
- T
FROM: John W, McCoy, AICP; Chief, Curreut Developriat
DATE: Jure 27, 2017

SUBJECT: Appeal by Hal & Ivartha McAdsms of a Decision by the Plamming & Zoning
Commission to Deny & Side YVard S=iback Vadence of 5 Feet for & Pool Erclosure on
Lot 3, Block 1, Diara Park Subdivision [VAR-17-05-01 / 92080125-78723]

It is requested that the data herein presented be given formal consideration by the Boaid of County
Commissioners at its reguiaz meeticg of July 11, 2017.

BACKGROUND, DESCRIPTION, & CONDITIONS

Ha! end Martha McAdam submitied a request for a 5° side yard setback variznce to construct a pool
enclosure ground an existing pool and deck (see attachment #3). The subject site is located on the eust
side of 61" Avenue just north of 4% Street at 540 61% Aveuue (scc attachment #2) acd is zoned RE-3
(Eesidantial Single-Family up to 3 unita/acre).

At its mecting of May 25, 2017, the Planning & Zoning Couumissior (PZT) denied th: variance
request on a 4 to 2 vote. The variance was denied based on not meeting all eigit criteria required in
Chapter 902 of the code as being necessary for a veriance epproval (see anclysis in attachment # 3).
The McAdems are now appealing the PZC’s denial of ths variznce requast,

The subject residential lot is located within the Diana Park subdivision which was plaited and
doveloped in 1958. When the home on Lot 3 wus cosstracted in 1984, the subject subdivision was
goned R-1 (Single-Family District) which had setbaclks of 20° on the front, 15° on the rear, an:i 10" on
the sides. The applicant indiceies at the time & home was proposed in 1934, the owner chose to
justify the home to tie north side of the subject lot with a 10" side yard sctback line in order to
preserve large oak trecs which exist on the southern poition of the lot, Luter in 1985, the subject lot
snd subdivision as well as seversl other arcas in the county wie rezoned from R-1 to RE-3 which has
greater sotbacks (25° front and rear, 15 sides). Although the 1985 rezoning action increased sctbacks
on numerous lots, siaff believes that the toial number of non-conformities created by that action is
limited. Under current zoning regulations, the subject residence is a legal non-confortaity with a non-
conforming 10° side yard setback on its north side.

When the pool and deck for the subject residence were constiuctad in 1992, the subject site including
the surrounding parcels had been zonzd RS-3 (Residenticl Single-Farnily up to 3 uniis/acie) for seven
years. The pool was proposed by the owner 1o meet the RS-3 disirict minimum 15° setbuck fo tii
poal. No pool enclosure was proposed at that time. The deck was allowed to be constructed to within
5* of the side property line as allowed by County code, and was consiructed approximately 10° from
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the side property line; essentially in line with the side of the grandfathered-in kome. Thus, the existing
deck and pool are consistent with current land development regulations which provides & reduced
setbacl: for pool decks.

Now, many years after construction of the pool and deck the owner wishes to cover the entire deck
footprint with a screen enclosure. The enclosure, however, is required to meet the 15' side yard
seiback. The applicant has indicated that locuting the pool enclosure 15 from the side (nortls) propariy
lins, the location of the pool edge proposed by the owner and approved in 1992, would put the screen
wall of the enclosure at or over the edge of the pacl aud join the house at the edge of a window. In
order to provide for a pool enclosure that would simply “fit ovei” the existing pool and deck, the
applicant has sought a 5° setback variance to locaie the pool enclosure 10° irom the side (north)
propeity line.

For many years, setback variances such as the subject request were heard by the Boaxd of Adjustment
(BOA) which wus a separate body zppoirted by the Board of County Comnmnissicners (BCC) with the
solc responsibility of hearing zoning vaifence requests, Bscause zoning variance requests wera rare,
and were rarely granted due to the stringent varisnce revievr criteiiz common throughouat the state and
specified in the County LDRs (laud development repulations), the BOA. became largely inactive. In
2015, the BCC with the support of staff and no objection fiom the last BOA chairman, dissolved the
BOA sad sssigned the PZC the responsibility of heuring variance requests. This subject request was
the firs{ variance application fled since 2015 and was the fizet variance request keard by the PZC.
Consequently, the PZC had jurisdiction to act on the request and the applicant exercised their right io
appeal the PZC’s decision to the BCC.

The BCC is now to consider the appeal and is to approve, approve with condlitions, or deny the apgeal,
ANALYSIS

LDR Section 902.07 provides guidelines for the Board’s teview of aa appesl. Under Section
902.67(4), the Board is to review the PZC decisior and meke findings in the following three area.

(a)  Did the reviewing official fail to follew the appropriate review procedur:s? If so, what
procediral error was made?

()  Did the reviewing official fail to properly interpret or apply the applicable zoning district
regulations? If so, what error in inferprelation or application of zoning district regulctions was
made?

(c)  Did the reviewing official fail to properly evaluate the application or request wiih respect to
the comprehensive plan and land devclopment regulations aof Indian River Covity? If so, what
error was made in evalucting the application or request with respect to the comprehensive plan
policy or land developiiest regulations?

The Board is to consider each of thess criteria and make findings in all three arcas addressed by the
ctiteria. Stafi’s analysis of the PZC’s decizsion in regard ;o the three criterin o3 follows:

(@)  Did the reviewing afficial fall to follow thiz appropriate reviev: procedures? If so, what
procedural error was made?
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Please see attachment #1 for the applicant’s response to the appeal cdteria. Both the applicant
end staff agree that the PZC followed the proper review procedures in making its decision.
Staff properly noticed aad processed the variance requast which was properly considered by the
PZC,

(b)  Did the reviewing official fail to properly inmterpret or apply the applicable zoning district
regulations? If so, what error in kterpretation or appliccation of zoring district regulations was
made?

The appellant and staff agrec that the applicable zoning district criteria were properly applied
by the PZC. The RS-3 zoning district criteria and side yard scthack were proporly applied to
the proposed enclosure, The 904 criteria related to non-conformities which precludes additions
that would expend the degree of non-conformity was also properly applied by the PZC. Lastly,
section 902.09(6) reguding the eight xequired variance criteria was properdy epplied by the
PZC.

(c)  Did the reviewing officiul fail to properly evaluate the application or request with respect to
the comprehensive plan and land developient regulations of Indicn River County? If so, what
error was made in evaluating the cpplication or reguest with respect to the comprehensive plan
policy or land development regulations?

The eppellant and staff agree that the PZC properly cvaluated the requast with respect to the
comprehensive plan and LDRs, including the LDR sections cited above,

While the appellant agrees that the PZC met sll thuee appeal criteria, the appellant wants to present
tieir “sids of the argument™ to the Board.

Staff’s conclusion is that the Planning & Zoning Commission met all tiree of the appeal review
criteria. Therefore, it is staff’s opinion that the Board should uphold the action of the Planning and
Zoning Commission and deny the appeal of the PZC’s decision to deny the requested variance.,

ALTEENATIVES

While the PZC denied the variance, PZC members had cansiderable discizasion and expressed several
concesns associated with the variance request. The most substantive concarn was the County’s role in
changing the zoning of the subject site in 1935. That action changed the side setback of the subject lot
from 10° to 15° and rendercd the subject residence a legal noa-conformity with a 10° side yard setback
on its north side. Some PZC racmbers felt that the county’s 1985 rezoning action led to the owisers’
situation.

In voting to deny the variance request, a PZC member indicated they were reluctuutly voting to deny
the variance request since all eight of the varience cciteria were not met, but thet following the LDR
did not necessarily produce a desirable or logical result. During the discussion, a PZC wember
suggested that a focused, narrowly tailored LDR amendment may be appropriste as an glternative to a
varignce.

As cumently written, the LDRs generally prohibit changes to non-conforniing structures and uses that
increase or expand the degree of the non-conformity, Changes to & non-conforning structure cre
allowed that reduce the degree of the non-couformity and additions that fully comply with the current
LDRs are also allowed. An excerpt of the current code is below.
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Secrion 904.85.  Expansion, lucrease, or change of nonconforiities.

(1) Generally. No noncorformity shall be enlarged, increased, or changed to a
different nonconformily, except wpon a dstermization by the director of
community development or his designee that the chcnge results in lessening of the
degree of the nonconformity.

(2) Additions to nonconforining struciures. Additions to nonconforming structures
corsaining conform:ing uses shall be permiiied, If ihe eaditicrs Vo the structura(s)
comply fully with setbac: and other epplicablz site-related regulations.

The gencral prohibition on expanding a non-conformity is logicel, is a foundaiional principle of non-
conformities regulations, and should remein. There is, however, an existing reasonable exception to
that general rule. Under the cusrent code, in circumstancss where goverament action in the form of
right-of-way acquisition creates a non-conformity, that non-conformity is allowed subjest to a siaff-
approved “cure plan” that mitigates but does not fully resolve the non-conformity created by the
governmeni acquisition. A nirrowly focused cxception to the general provision section of the code
could also be cralted that ellows liraited expansions to non-conformine structures resulting from a
Connty initinied zoning action. Such a natwrowly-tailored exception to the geaeral prohibition could
veud as follows:

For a legally estublished nou-conforiiing single family home 1hat hecame won-
conforming due lo o County initiated resuming action occurring dafier Janvuary 1,
1980, a sethack nou-coiformity muy be extended tor an attached accessory structure
stch as o screen enclosure provided such extension does nor execed the degree of
saback non-conformiy of il single-family residen.e.

Ti Board can direct staff to prepare such an LDR revision. Adoption of such an exception could
peovide relief to the applicant and any single-farily lot owners similarly affected by & county-initiated
rezoning ection. In staff’s opinion, the number of single-faniily setback non-conformities ciested by
county-initiated rezoning action is limited (probably less than 50).

RECOMMENDBATION

Eased on the analysis, staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners make a finding that
the Planning & Zoning Commission adequately svaluated the variance application under the
appropriate variance crifcria and uphold the Planning & Zoning Comumission’s decision to deny the
requested variance.

L Appesl Letters

2. Location Map

3. PZC Staff Report with Attachments
a4,

May 25, 2017 Approved PZC Mecting Minutes
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Hat Mchdams
540 61° Ava,
Vero Beach, FL 32368

Variance appeal ta the Sosrd of County Commiizsloners

‘Tor Jokn NicCoy, AICP

Chief, Current Developmant

L Community Development Department
1BOL 27" Street

Varo Baach, FL 32960

Dazar Mir. WicCoy,

Iy wife nd | are requesting the right to sppeal befors the 180 Bowd of County Comrnlssicnars for
aur varfance request. Please sccept this letter gs our request for that hearing.

Sinzerely,
- ’l'l

’ o piffnld { :
- 1{ % L f(;’ f’ﬁ:ﬁ@_é—,ﬁ* &
Hal NVicAdams
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To: John McCoy
iiidisr River County
Appeal of Variance Request Juje 19, 2017

Hal McAdams
540 61% Ave
vero Beach, FL 32968

Doar Mr. MeCoy,

Hare zne tha enswers fo your stibraitiod questions

(4) Action by tie plannitig and zoiing commission, fndings of fact. Al the apnesl heering, Bhe
planning and zoning comrmission, in conformity wiih the provisions of lew and thesa lend
devalcpimant regulations, may uphaid, ovarium, or ovortum and &ifinm in pert tha dacision being
appecicd. In raviewing on appas), the planning end zoning commiasion shell make findings in
the folioving erees:

(2) Did the reviewing oificial fail to foflow the appropriaie review procaduiss? i so, what
pirocedural BiTor was made?

| thin’ they followed the appropriate review progcedurss.

(b)Did the reviewing ofiicial fail to properly interpret or spply the applicabie zoning district
regulstions? If so, what error in intarpretation or applicetion cf zoning district reguiations was
made?

ho.

(c) Did ths reviewing ofiicial fail to proporly svaluals the epplication or request with rospect 10
the conprehensiva pien and land development regulsiions of Indien River County? If so, what
oror was inade in avalusting the application or requast with respect to the compiehansive plan
policy or land daveloprieril regulbtions?

Nao.

1 still want to present my sida of the argument before the indian Rivar County Commisslonars.

Sincerely,

e 1%

Hal McAdams

i
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© PUBLIC HEARING
| (QUASIUDICIAL, ‘;

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FIL.DRIA
MEMORANDDM

TO: Membars of the Fianniog and Zoning Commission
DEFARTMENT HEAD COMNCURRIENCE;
e -“7& "'}‘- 4 '.r
Stsa Boling, ;,vﬁlf‘:Cammmmy Development Dimcr.or
FROM: John W, Macoy’ AICP; Chief, Corrent Dovelopaien:

DATE: May 10, 2017

SUBJECT: Reguest by Hul & Martha McAdams for g 5 Slde Yard Scfback Varianes for a
Pool Enclosnrz on Lot 3, Block 1, Dinns Park Subdivision [VAR-17-65-01 /
92080125-78723]

It is requesied thal the data herein pregeated be given forznal considerution by e Planaisg and Zoning
Commission at its regular maeing of Misy 23, 2017.

BACKGROUND, CESCRIFTION, & f

Hel and Martha ivicAdem bave submitted a reguest for a 3° side yasd eetback varlance to constrent a
podl saclosurd wound an sxisiing pool and deck (sco atinclouezt #1), The subject site is located cu
the exst side of 61% Avenue just sorih of 4% Strest at 540 61° Avenne (s2c atiachment #2) and is
zoned RS-3 (Residential Single-Family up to 3 units/acc),

The subjesi resideniizl lot i3 within (he Dinos Pk subdivision which was platted end developed
10528, When thie home on Lot 3 was constructed in 1984, the sulbject subdivision was zoowi R-]
(Siugle-Fewily Disiict) which had seibnoks of 20° on the front, 15" wn tho roer, and 10 oa the sides.
Later in 1985, the subject subdivision s weall as several othoi areas in tha conaty wers remoned from
H. 1 to RE-3 ‘which hss greator selbscks (25° front and regr, 157 sides). The applinant indicstes al (e

ime the bomes was proposed in 1924, (be owner chosatojus&&thehome tw the corth side with & 10"
sids yard seidack line in order io preserve large oak trecs which exist on the southe portion of the

foi.

‘Whisa the pool and deck were conatructed i 1992, {ha subject sits including the smrovnding pavocls,
hiad been rezonad to R8-3 (Residentiat Single-Pamily up to 3 trits/acrs), The sideyerd sefback ia the
R8-3 zoning district is 157 varsos the previous 10° side yard in the R-1 zoning district, The pool was
propecly pecmitted end met the 15° seibaak to ihe pool. The deck was allowed to be eopstructed to
within 5* of the side or rear property line as zllowed by County cods. The deck s construdted
approxzimately 10° from the side property lins; easentizlly in line with the side of the grandfaihersd-
in home, znd is consistent with cutrest [end developmend regulaiions whick provides a reduss setback
for pool dscks,
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Now, the appHoant vishes to cover the eatire deck footprinl with a sereen englosire, The anclosirs,
howaver, iz required to meet the 15° side yard scthack, The spplicant has indicated ihat locating tie
pool soslosare 15° from the sids (north) property lioe would put (i saroen wall of the enclewure at
the adge of tha pool snd join the house at the center of 8 window, The spplicant is now seeling a 5
gethack variance to locats the pool suclosare 10° fiom the side (north) properiy line,

For mmy years, scihack variances such as the scbject roguest were hewd by the Board of
Adjustent (BOA) which was & sepamate body sppointed by the Bogrd of Couaty Commmisaicners
with the sole sespounsibility of hearing zoning veriascs requesis, Because zoning variance requesis
were e, and were myely granted due to the stringent, variance review criteria common throughout
the stato and specified in the County LDRs (Jend development regalutions), the EOA became
Lrgely inactive. Tn 2015, the BCC with the suppert of siaff and no objection from the lasi BOA
chairmsn, dissolved the BOA and assigned the PZC the responsibility of heardog varismes 1equenis
(sea siischment #5), This is the firsi vardanos request filed sinee 2015 snd the ficsi variance roguest
to be heand by the PZC.

The PZC is vow ty congider the requested varianes in light of the variance eriisria in Chapter 302
and is to epprove, epproved with conditions, or deny the requesi,

NALYSIS

The subject subdivision, Disna Peark, conisins lois that range from 357 to 128" wide which conforms
to the RS-3 minimum ot width of 80°, 'The subject moperty (Lot 8) has & width of 106",
Consequenily, the sebject lot and sumounding lots have the normed width io meel the spplication
R8-3 seiback requirements, including the 15" side yard setback required for pool éoclosures
thronghout the RS-3 disirict.

The subjeet bome, pool, mud deck were propedy permittsd and constructed ju accordance with the
1984 and 1992 appraved permits. “The result is a legzily catabiished non-conforming setback (gite-
relniad nun-conformiiy) for the home rt 10" from the north properiy line and a conforming pool and
pool deck. 'The verirnce request is to sllow construciion of s pool enclosars to coniimie fhe line of
the houss at 10* from the side property line. The proposed new constrection would sonatitute an
addition to the non-conlorming rmsidence and as proposed wonld resuli in an expansion or ¢rtensicn
of the exisiing non-conivrming sctback encroashment, Such an expansion of & non-toufurmity is
not consistent with lend development regulsiion seation $04.05 (see atinchment #4) and would st a
precedent for extending and expanding numesous existing non-conformites in the RS-3 distdct
contriry £ 904.05,

The applicant is raquesting to use en edsting grandfathared-in condition, which was properly
permitted and Jegally established, to justily a varimee for new construction. Jf graniied, the veriauce
wronid apply the sids yucd sethack of the provicus R-1 zoning districi, allow extension of & sinstuie
16 within 10" of the side property lins, cxpand the degres of the non-conformity, sud apply old
zoning rules that were changed in 1985 and that ase not applicable i othor RS-3 propaty owoeis.

Flease see situchment #1 for related inftrmation provided by the spplicant to support {he variance
request, Tn summuary, the applicant has indloated that mecting the 15" RE-3 side yard regeiresent

for the seres suclosurs is a dardship and makes enclosivg the pool ind deck unfeasible plasing the
desired enciosure at {ie pool edge yather than of ihie edge of the exdsting pocl deck,
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To grant the variance requesied, the PZC st conclude thet the ofroumstances acd conditions
telated 0 the proposed sethack cooroasihment are unique to the subject property. Such conslusivns
must be guidied by findings baeed upon review of the request in Fzht of the eight vetiance erficria
contained In section 902.09(6)(s) of the lsud development mipulations (LDRs). No varimnce mey be
grizatec urless the Boerd finds thet the request satisSies all elght of the follawing criterin,

1. Spezinl Condiiion. The specin! conditions eng clicumsinnces exist which are pecullar to
tha land, structure, or buildlng invelved, and which are nct applicable jo other lands,
gtructures, or buildings in the ssn¢ zoning disixict:

2. Agiion of spplicant. That the speelal conditions and circumstances do 0ot result from the
actions of the epplicent or egal rets of previons property owners.

3. Special Privilege. That granting the varisnce requasied will not eonfer on the spplicant any
special peivilege thet is denied by the regulation 1o otber lands, buildings, or structuges in the
same woning disteict;

4, Unnecessury Hurdship., That licml interpretation of the provisions of the regulations
would deprive the epplicent of righiz cormonly snjoyed by othar propertics in the sams
zoning district wnder the terms of the regelations and would constifute m unnecessry and
undne hardship upon the applicant,

5, Ifimimum Varianes Mecesanry. Thet the varipses grenied is the minimum necossary in
order to mmake possible the reasoniable use of the land, building, or struciure;

Furpose and Intent Compllence, That the granting of the warisace will ba in harmony
with the genera! purpose snd intent of these zuning regulstions wnd the Indise River County
comuprehensive plan;

&

7. Detriment fo Public Weliare, That such vadancs will not be injurious to the swrovnding
ares or otherwise bs detrimental o the public weifire; and

8. Reasonable Ure, That the property cannot be pet to o reasonabie nse which fuliy complics
with the requirements of this ardiusnce.

it 12 staffs position thai most of the cight criteria are pot satlsfied by the soquest, Biafls evaluation

iz ms follows:

1. Specia Condition. The existing home is consldored u legally established nou-confhumity
with a 10’ rathes than o 15° wide yard sctback. To allow the scroen encivsane o be
sonsirucied within a 107 side sefhack will expand the degres of sctback non-confmnity on
the lot. While the properly costeing a simstie (lhe residence) thal is legelly non-
conforming, that siracfure does not constitute u special condition unigue to the subjoct
propasty. Staff is aware of sumerous Ingal noo-confornzing residential sirustures en RS-3
zooed lots mad the presences of such non-conforming siructures is poti a factor in applying the
current, setback standards, Thereforz, no special condition eadsie that is vnirus to the subject
reoperty that jusiifics the requested varisaas.
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2,  Aetion of applicant, While the action of the upplicant fu 1984 did contsibute to the locaticn
of ihie home boing 16° from the sids property line, the action wes consistent with the code at
the time. That pest logal meidon, however, does not provids a justification for the applicant
i continue ushog 1984 regnilatlons (sce fiem #3 below),

3, Speeial Privilege, Grunting the variunes would sonvey u gpevisl privilege o the applivant
denjed sther owners off RE-3 zoned lots by aliowlng a structre closer to the properiy line
then: others in the same zoning distriet, In fuet, granting the variance would set a precedent
contrary i leng-standing regulations ¢n vor-conforming structures. There are n number of
older structures in fhe County that hevs sethack non-corformities. The criteda for what can
be done to those structurss is specifically staied in Chapler 904 {see nttachment #4), That
section specifically sories that additions to non-conforming strocfores, such ax the propossd
pool enclosure, may be pormitied ®...provided ihat such additions are in cenformance
with all appiicebls lows 20d vrdinances of the counfy, do not create nop-couforming
unes ar stroctures, and do neti increass the degree of the exisiing site-related nou~
conformity.” Craniing the required verianee would creste an addidonsl non-conformiily
end cxpand the degree of mn sxisiing nov-conformity, Therefors, granting the requesied
vacdhince would grof o speciel privilege o the applicant sot sllowed par Chapter 904 for
other R8-3 properties with noo-conformities and does pot meet (he “special privilege”
eriterion. Tims, the “spocial privilege” criterion is not met,

4, Unnecessary Hardship. The provision of a screen enslosure does not dse to the level of an
vnnecessary hardship. The proposed screon enclosure could be built to meei the 15° sotback
{sce attachment #6), Although tic enciozure locuilon is not preforred by the owner, the
oviion to meet the 15° setbeck: lils other R-3 lot gwners is available, Therefos, there is no
unnecessary hardship to justify graoting the requesiod vardance.

3 fdiobmun Variance Necessary. The spplicent is raquesting a vadance of 5° which is the
difference betwesn the 10° snd 15° sids yued sethacks, so the entire cxdsting deck can be
enclosed, It is possible {hat the sercen anclowure could be built without the requestsd 5°
variauce, a8 noted above, Therefore, 1o variance is necessary for construction of o scresa
enclosure snd (e *minirmum varianse nocessary™ criterion is not mot.

6. Purpose and Tutent Conipliance, The reguest is not consisiert with the proposed intent of
the RS8-3 woning district oriteria whick iz to bave Jarger side yurd scibacks (15" minfmuni)
and greatur sepueation befween homes on lots wider than $0° a5 compered io the old R-1
disirict regulations which ailowsd 10° side yard sethacks, The subject lot Is 10¢* wide and
eun accommedate new staciures 2ud addiiions thet conform to nonmal R3-3 requirnments,
Also, sy outlize gbove, the variance is conwary to specific provisions cf Chapler 504,
Tharefire, (s “proposs and laten: compliance” edierdon {1 not met,

Detriment to Pablle Welfare, The varauce request docs not appear fo be generally
detrimental to the Public Walfare, alhough # grantsd will viscally impact an adjacent
property in parpuiuity.

~I
.

8, Ronsonsble Use. The property can be reasondbly nsed In it current condidon or with 2
confoaning screen cnclosure, as previously detafled ebove, Thus, tic “romsonsble uac™
¢riterion is not met.

FAComamanity Davelopraent\CueDeVP&INZ01 AMeA damavarimoeVALL-17-05-01) 78723 docx 4
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Busavse the roquesicd vardance does not meet the Chaplor 904 probibiiion on e:::pundmg non-
coaforming structures, snd becauss it doos not mest soveral of the cight mandatory criteria that mvst
b-nsmnfied in order T the variancs to be gmnted, the reguest nesds to be derried.

Staff recomnmends thet the Planning and Zoaing Commmission nol grent the following vardsncs.

Application and Relatnd Material

Location Map

v § Sketch of Puoposed Bnclozare

4, Excerpt from Chapter S04

5 Excarpis from Chaptor 502

6 Potenial Losstion of Conforming Boclosum
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15 1050 0.3 O AOTIS AT AN PR LS
.-lv-!_ ] B

R R S T
ApDRESS: _TYD folst Ave.  \Vemw Panh FL 35568
TELEPHONE: [ 2ed. 248 - T 23T PAX fi;

BAMAIL mnmwﬁﬁm
Lmnnmmmmehz_m_%ak_. h,_r.,l_iéﬁﬁ.,__.} Lot 3

In being considerad fiw & variznce, the Boad of Adinsiment and Appeals is requirsd by law, (LDR
Seption 902.09) to consider the following quostiqns as cyitesis for granting & variance:

1. I your sitgstion dus io uniqus coumstances not croated by you or illogal acts of previoes
owrers? Bxplain wmush civoumsteaces:

!h%g-ﬂ__ﬁ_;. i‘&-‘tqn ..:p r’"

¢ £ i

3. Do special conditions and sirommstanses snfet which sre peculiar to your lsnd or strusture znd
which sre Dot gpplicabls to other lands or stroctures in fhe seme zoning district? Explain sech

q mﬁwwmm:
L peges

3. Wmﬁ!.tumhmdmmnfﬂuo.mmmmnﬁmmnﬂy
4 qiezzydhur o in the ssme zoning district? Bxplain soch rights:
[} 'V.

e ¥ % S -
[ 3
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Anraors 2D Guastions ferWodnee Consldare thea.

Qusesdin 1, When | set ot to bulld my homa st tis location, we dacided to se our homs
stoucture 3t the furthast allovable location an the North side of our poopecy. Sy locating our
harni: this vy wee vere sbls 10 save a 100, ysar pid Live OaZ trea, tvo Laurel Oa's and & nstive
Pelmi tree thet are st standing 2nd growing todey, Hed = centered our hiames lostios v
wotlid have lest those trass and posdbly danwiged e roots #f an exlsting S0 yesr old e
Oal: wrea located en the sowth side of our propeny, Locuied of our lot ai s tme wie 13 Osk
trees, 9 Peim tneus &n€ 1 Plie thoe,

Quenky: 2. Honly alioveed to comply vilth the exdsting sct back, It would not be fezsible Jor tie
pool to be enclosod. With the existing sat beek, an enclosure on th north shde of de posl
vsouid have i stop st the edye of the Movth sice of the pool structure Hsell instead of the
ihord) side of the poo! deck, A differenca of 5. 113 would alss have ths soreened endlosure
wnadioes into dhe widdia of the bedroom window bstaad of the edge of the hoiw rtiuciure.

oy wtlea B Ve would ke 1o have the right to enclose cur poul wid deckdng so that we can
anjey our pool during the Warm cliivates snd yot have to contand with blting insects, sspacially
thosa thet hove the ubjlity to vensmit dibuases. Tl I sspociolly brypoaant for my whe since
w2 hied foot surgery and sudmming ks the ouly seercise Uit doean™t cause pill 1o her fosl, She
hes 5 oins I her foot that lmit hier -obiBty.
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4, A varisnoe, sy requosted, will not perruif, estebiish or solergs my use or strogture wisdh is not
Ei promitiod in the districl. Does your requost meet this requiretuecd?

5. ¥ the varisnce the minimmum necsmiry to meks pousible the reasonable vse of land, buliding, or

- oima DB VA i 122 taoeld he able

Bt

o 2 . :z.-’__ﬂa'a.:b):gpmldrsﬁ pete.

6. memmmmummﬁmmwmmm

fm 1....¢.lm.zi» '-;jéJ:ﬁw borrs
f a«b&.&cﬂ?«m&m

7. Woﬂdmﬂngmsmhehﬁumwmam;mmbnmmhp@m

H;nncnei.ﬂymuynhthuhnn“mmnﬂﬁhhm be considered for & variancs
find you msy bmit the epplication.

ATTACRuENT 1



Four copies af e plot plan of te lot end variance requested shall be attached to the spplioation end
shall inclods the eritaria Ystad balerw:

A

b. Exsct Dimensions end loouticms of all proposed additions,
& Requirsd solbpcks

d. Location of sil existing sasements

[}

Cleurly dalinests the spevific veriences requested
The ploi plan shail be on 24" X 36™ sbeat unles x previous plen hes boeu flod with the Zaning

Pleasc provids names snd e of ell cwners proplaty:

(A Dty Gssebaselss - BB et At Verd fapeh. 3258
ﬂ_&mﬂmsﬁﬁ.f__y{r_mﬁauﬁmﬁwﬁg_wm
Jﬁgﬁuﬁﬂﬂmff_ﬁ.ﬁmnf?m g W, 325K

Axn 5800.00 fee ghall sccompuny ihis spplicstion

1 sextify Tt there are makes in the ground showing the comern of the etrastuge for which the vizisnce
is Joquested (if wpplicable).
Copy of & deed or other proof of ownership of the proparty fior which the variance is requested shall

=

FADmrzmlly D ol o S barf\ Ui Dyl FPRBOA-Verlerps op Sx Rawisad 7/200%
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Freioe S64.05. Expsosion, incresse, o» change of wosconformitien,
(1) Generaily. No nocconformity sheli be enlarged, Increased, or chumged to & differeat nonconformity,

@

&)

@

(5)

excepi upon & determination by the director of community development or his desigoee i the
change resulis in lesscning of the degres of the nonsonformity.,

Addifions to nonconforming structures, Additions t0 nonconforming stroettres coaiaining
corforming uses shall be permitied, if the additions o the stravinre{s) comply fully with setback
end othor sppticable site-reluiad reguistions,

Adfitions o, and developmerd or re-devalopment of sstablishments with sie-related
noncuryurmdties. Additions to, end devolopment or redevelopmont of, siructures on property with
site-relaied noneonformities, whers the strucinml additions and essociated improvements do not

warrant the submitte! of a major site plan, may be permitied provided ithet soch additons ere In 7

eanformance with gll spplicable laws wid ordinances of e county, do not create nonconforming

uses of stnctures, snd do nol increaze the degres of the exdsting sits-related nonconformity, Whese

an eddition ur redevelopment propose] warmeais ihe submiital of & major site plan application, all
sito-reliied nonconfeomities shall be tenninated and brought into coimplisnes with all applicable
megulations of the county, with the following exceptions:

{) Sife-reluted nonconfiozmiiies pertaining ts building encvachments into required sctbeck nreas,
and

(b} Site~related nonconformities ereuted by public rght-of-wey acquisition.
Verifying poxi rightofwey acqudsition siapis, Nonconfonuities, including noneonformitics on
single-fumily reaidential sites, croaied or increased in degree on e site by public nght-olowsy
sequisition misy be autborized by the communily dovelopment divestor or his designee upen
issuance of a letter verifying the post-acquisidon legal nonconformiiy stsins of the site.
Cure plan regidred for commsarcisl avd mulitfumily gites where impacts of noncorformitics crected
by righe-cf~way acquistiion reguira ndtigation. Whars right-of-way acquisidon by & goveramental
agency such ss Indian River County or the State of Fiorida from 2 commercial {inoludes nnttii-
fumnily) sits will result in a nenconformiiy ralsted to setbacks, opsn space, siormwater management,
perking, landscaping, or buifer width, or will resolt in en increase in the degeee of such
nonsonfirmity that exisied prior to the acquisition, such ponconformity or incresss in the degree of
nenconfbrmity shail be allowed upon spproval of 4 "cure plan” site plan.

(=) A oure plan gite plan shall identify the following:

1. Siie design changes and site improvemenis necessary to accommodsis the right-of-way
ascquisition and reduce the degres of or mitigats the impacts of nenconitrmities. Such
desipn chanpes and imnprovemienty may include but are not limited to pazking and drivewsy
additions and modifications, pedestrian and hardscapes improvemenis, landseape snd bufier
plantings, sign relecstions snd modifications, and giorrawaicr managerneat sysiom
changes,

2. The parties responsible for insialling the cure plug improvencents, along with timoframes
for completion of the changea and improvements.

() The cure plan site plan shull be accompaniod by & document, in a form approved by ths conaty
stiorncy's offics, providing wiiiten sckuowledgment of curs plan related responsibilidies by fiwe
pasties fuvolved in the acquisition.

() The commenity development dizcotor or his designee is suthorized to approve cure plan site
piens und may ailach appraval conditions 1o redice the degree of or mitigate the impacts of
nonconformities and/or ensure impleamenistion of the cure plan site plan.

These rogrlations are intendsd to authorize son-conformities resulting from zight-of-way

ucquisidons and provide for curs plns nsed in conjunction with the right-of-way nequizition process,
These regulations sre not Iniended to sreaie any obligations beyond those obligetions eddressed in the
right-nf~way scquisition proscss,
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vactlon #0400, Role of plasning and zoning commiceisu s pen-iog anll Sevelophwni

{4) The planning and zoning commiasion shall act s the designatad kcsl planning agency.

{Zi Ths planning and 2oning commission of indlan River Gounty shall have the power 1o reeammend io the board
of county commissioners kand developmeint reguiations, ordinences, end ermeantments 4o land devalopment
reguistions witsh are designet! lo promacie ocdery deveiopment and Implement the Indian River
tomprahensive Plan,

{3} The planning and zoning comimiasion shall consider whether o not any proposed amendments o the Indian
Riwr County Comprahansiva Plan sre consistent with the tvernll grmwth mansgernent goais end objeciives
of 0 oounty, and shall make recommendations regarding all such amendmanis o the board of county
comivisaionans,

{4} The pianning and zoning commission shall conslder whether or not any proposed razoning requests are

sonaistent with the Indian River County Comprehansive Plan and make recommendatione reganding ail
rezonigs io the boand of county commissionam,

{5} The pisnning and zoning commisaion shall consider whather or et apedific sropoasd develapments conlom
o the principies end requirements of the counly's lend developrment regulations arid the comprehenalva plan,
ghall maks decisions on devalopmant applications, and shall meks recommeandations to the board of colinty
cominissionars based tharson,

{2) The planning and zoning comniission shall koep the board of county commissionas and the general public
informed snd ndvised or mattars relating t planning and developman,

{7} The planning and 2oning commisslon shall conduct sueh publle hearings as mey be raguired to gither such
Information for ihe drafling, astablishment and mainmnance of the vaious compononis of the compraliansiva
plan, and such edditionsal public hearings ss are spaciiicgd undar the provisions of thess land devalopment
regulations.

(8) ‘The planning and 2aning commiseion dhall review and make daclalons reganding apilications for prefminary
plat and gile plen approvel,

¢ The planiting and zonlng coramission ahali receive pelifions forepecizl exception uses; review Mesa peliions

pureusni to ine applcable spetisl exception usa criteria; racelve inpul at an advertised public headeg, and

mot-'mmﬁ:;ad approvel, approvisi with condliions, or denial of the peliions fo the board of county
cOMmisRiONREDs.

{10} The planning and zoning commission shall consider whether proposed administrative permilt Usas faquidng
planning and zoning comimission review end approval conform (o the speciiic use requirements end make
degleions rointed themio,

{11) The planning and roning commiasicn may recommend thet the board of county commiseionens direct the
planning staff io ondertalie special studles on the locetion, condition and adeguscy of specific iaciiles. These
gy inciude, but ere aot limited fo, studles on housing, commercial end industrial fcliies, parks,
playgtnunds, besches and ofher mecreslions! lesiiies, public bulidings, public end private utiilies,
Frunsportation, parking, and developmant of regisnal Impest (DRI applications.

(12) The planning and zoning commission of Indian River County shall have the power to hear end decide appeais
where [ is slieged there s eror In any order, requirement, dacision, or determination made by an
adeministrative cifidal In the enforcement of thess land development rogulstions, The decislon of e planning
and zoning commission is final uniess appesied iu the board of counly sommisaionam.

(15) The plnning end zoning commizsion shell interprat tese land development regulations t the reguest of the
eommunity development direcior.

(14) The planning end zonlng cammissicn shall perform any other duties which may b lawiuly ssaigned ts it

{16} The commission shall heve and carcisa the powers of s alrport 2oning commingion ns apecified In F.6. §
222,05, undar ruies conalstent with sald section snd with ths Code of Incian River Gouiny.

prrachuent 1



{12} The comimissicn shall have and exerciss the power of the board of sdjustmeant, i1 accordance with sactions
£02.08 mnd 52,09,

Sccdon 892.06.  Aole of buurd of sdjusuin; .

{1} The board of adjustment ihall recalve and consider applications for variances from the terms of the county’s
land developmeni reguiations and shail grant such varfances as will hol be contrary to the public interest,
pursuant to e proondures and meduiremanis of the variance section of the land development regulations,
saction 962,00,

{2) The board shuil have and exercise the powerw specified i F.8 § 335,10, misting to sirport zoning
regulations, urder niles consistent with sald seciion and with the Coda of Indlan River County.

{8} The planning and Zoning commission shall act as the board of sdjustmanl.

o, w258, Varsales.

i1y Purposs and infanl This seclion ls estsblished o provide wocadures for reviewing variances by the Boad
of ndjustment. A vadisnce runs with the land and s & deparore from the dimenaional or numerical or eiher
fachnical requirementa of the lond development reguistions where such varfance witi not be contrary & the
nublic Interest and whers owing to conditions peciliar o the property and nol the result of tha actions of the
agplicant or his predecessorns In lile, a Netal enforcement of the land development regutations would msu®

In an unnpcsssary and undue handship,

{2) Approving suthorty, Tha beard of adjustment ® hersby authofzed to grant varances in ascordanse will the
provisions of this seelion and can aftach conditions to variences granted.

() Type of variance lo be alfowed. The bowrd of adjustriant shall hava Ltha aithorlty to greni the foliowing
varisnces:

(8) A variance from the yard area requirements of any zoning disirict whers thers are unusual and practical
difficulties in eanying oul these provisions due la en ineguiar shape of the iof, lopegraphy, or cther
condiions, provided such varivion will nal serpusly impssi eny edjaining property or the genam|
walfara.

{a) Other technical variances that occur when sn owner o suthorlzed sgent can show that a stict
spplicaion of the tanrs of the lehd development regulaticns mialing to the uss of the land will imposs
urusial and unigue difiotitles, out not ices of moneiery velue niona.

(£} De-minimus ssthank varfancs, A de-minimus setback vwiance can be grantsd avtomatically af ihe sialf
Ievel, under certaln circwnstances, wiliout board approvel. This applies In the following crcumatansas
whete the sathack varianca:

. s fora siniciure proparty parmitted whare no form-board survey was required;
2. Isfor 0.5 leet or luss from the satback required ot (he e the structure was consirucled or enscled
on the site; and
4. [Is from pioperty ine{s} which have not been aliered so as o causs or increase the nonganformily,
(42 Whan varisnces am nof allowed,

f8) Nowveranco shall be granhed which woilld parmil the establishment or expansion of a use In a zone or
district in wilch such use [s not pemittad by thess lend development regulations, or any use aupressly
or by implication prohibited by the ferms of these land development regulations for sald distdol,

{t) No vadances shall be granted which would permit the sstablishment or axpansion ol B spacini sxuepion
use in any zoning district without the approvel required In the special exception saciion, and inciuding
gnesific land use criterie,

{cj MNovanance shall ba grantsd which would permit the establishment o expansian of a uge requirdng e
adminfairativi pernit 1 any zonlng district without the appreve] required In the administrative pammi
saction, end fncluding spacific ind usa criterda

arracument 1



éf) Noverisnoe shall ba granted which reiates in sy way io 8 noncenforming Use, exicopt e allowed in the
noncirdarmities section.

{c) Noveronte shall be granted which modifies ay definftlons corfaingd within these iand development
eguiations,

(f) Mo varisnos shall be granted which would i =y wey result |1 any incieuse i donsity above that
parinitled in the applicabls xoning disirict reguiatione,

{5) Procedures,

{a} Any properly owner may apply for @ varianos rfter m declaion by the community development diractor
fhal an existing progedy condition or a development proposa! of such propesly owner does nal aziaply
with the provisiona of these land deveiopment regulstions.

(b) The spplicant vivel file en application for a variance slong with the appropriate fee payable @ Indian
River County with the planning division. The application shall ba in & form approvad by he communiy
deveiopmant direclor and shall contain the following information;

1. Iuenifﬂfﬂiﬂn ol the spacific provisions of thase land development regulationa from which 2 vaiance
ia solght.

2. 'The nature and extant of the varance sought; sn axplanalion why if is necessary; and the basis for
the variengs under saction 802.09{3)(a) or {b).

&, The grounds refied upon to Justify the proposed varianss,

4, Alegal duecription of the property, @ copy of the warmnty dead & the propaity, and a detallad plot
plan af the property.

{z) On afl procesdings hald befode e board of sdissdmeni, the staif of the planning divislon shail neview
the application and file & recommendation on aach item, Bush recommendation shall be ransmitted to
the board of adiusiment prior to final aciion on any item before the board & adjustment, and shall be
part of the receed of the application.

(d) Nofice of the variance, In wrillig, shell te malled &y e pironing division lo the ovmers of all lend which
abuts the propery upon which a varience s soupiy, af least 2even (7) deys prior io the hearng. The
property appesiger's adiress for seld swnare shall ba ceed in sendlng all such notices. The notios shail
canials The pame of the appficant for e verlsnoe, o teecription of the lend sufficent to derllly it a
description of the vardance requested, as well as the dite, ¥me and place of the hearlng.

(8; Raview by the bosrd of adfustment,

{a) In order 1o authafze any varignocs from e forme of Hese fand development reguiations, the board of
ediusimant shall datermine that the apglicafion for variunce iz complata, that the puble hearng hos
baen hedd with the required notice and that the opportuniiy has bean given for the aggrieved parties io
sppear ard be heasrd In peisod or be represenied by an stiomey at law, o oihar authorized
represeriatives, The board of sdjusirment shmil nlso find het sll of e inflowing facts exdsi bufore granting
a variance:

That special conditions snd clrcurnstances axist which ars pasulisr 1o the land, structurs, or bullding

involved, and which are not spplicabis fo other lends, siruclures, or bulkfinga In the sams 2oaing

diskict,

That the special conditions and elrcumstances do not resull from the aciions of the eppiceni or

iliegal aets of previous proparty cwnam,

8. ‘Thai grenting tha variance requested will not confer on the applicent sny speclal privilege that is
dertied by the regulation to cther lands, buildings, or structures in the same xoning disiricl.

4, Thet eral injerpretation of fhe provisions of the mgulstons would daprive the applieant of rights
commanty enjayed by othei propertfes in he serme sning district under the terma of he mgulations
and would constiivie an unnacessary snd undues hardship upen the applicant.

8. Thatthe varance granied le the minimurt necessary in order o make possitis the reasonabls use
of the lend, buliding, or structure.

M

Gl
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6. Ths! iha granting of the varienca wiil be in hameny with the geners! purpose end Imest of liie lend
developroent regulations, and the Indian Rivar County Comprehensive Pign,

¥, That such variense will nat bo injurfous 1 the sumounding ares or otherwise be detriinenial i public
walfara

B That the property cannol be put tc 8 reesonable G2 in a manner which fully complies with e
requirements of these lend development regulations.

(b} The foliowing regulations aiso apply to the authorization of & variance:

1. Nornonconforming use of nelghboring lands, structures, or bulidings In the sama zoning dislict snd
non-permitted use of fnds, siructures, or bulldings In other zoning disticls ehall be coneldum
grounda for the auhorianion of ¥ vatience,

2, No appllcation cr request may ba reheard or reconsldered uniess ciherwlss direced by a cour of
competent Juradiction, of tnkess new chrcumestances or information tan be presented with B new
application,

(@} Ingranting any vadance, the board of adjusiment may make the authoriestion of the viarfance conditienal
upan such alternate and additlonal resirictions, stipulaiions and safeguards as it ey deemn hecessary
to ensure compiiance with the purpose and intent of thla chagter and consiatency with the indian River
County Comprahenalva Plan. Vielstion of such condiifons, when mada a part of the terms under which
the variance s granted, shall be desmed a vistation of this chapter,

Such conditions restriclions, stipuiafiens, and salegusrds may include, but ans not Imited lo, time within
which the aciian for which the variance Is sought shall ba begin ar campleted or hoil; the establishmant
of screening endier buffanng techniques; and provislon {or edeneions or renewals,

(7) Declslen, The board of adjusiment shali approve, epprove with sonditisne, or deny the appileation, furnisking

the spplicant & written statemeant of the reascns for any denlal. A decision of the board of adjustment may be
appenied o the boord of county commissioners es provided in sestion 602.07(5).

grracHment 1
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

Thars was a meeting of the Indian River County (IRC) Planning and
Zoning Commissicn (PZC) on Thursday, May 28, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. in the
Commisaion Chambers of the County Adminisirstion Building, 1801 27th Sireet,
Vero Beach, Fiorida. You may hear an audic of the meeting; review the magiing
agenda, backup material and the minutes on the Indian River County wabsile
wiw fregov.com/Boards/PZC/2015.

Presert were members: Chairman Alan Polackwich Sr., District 2
Appointee; Patrick Grall, District 1 Appointee; Chip Landers, District 3 Appointes;
Dr. Jenathan Day, District 4 Appointee; Angela Waldrop, Distrist § Appointee;
and Jordan Stewart, Member-at-Large,

Vice Chalirman Tedd Brognano, Member-at-Large, and Shawn Frosi, nen-
voting Schocl Board Liaison, were absent.

Also present was IRC staff: Bill DeBraal, Depuly Gounty Attorney; Stan
Boling, Community Development Director; Jdohn MeCoy, Chief of Current
Development; and Lisa Carison, Recording Secretary.

Call to Order and Pledce of Allegisnce

The meeting was called to order al 7:00 p.m. and all steod for the Pledge
of Alleglance.

Additions and Deletions to the Acencs

There warz none
Approval of Minules

ON MOTION BY Dr. Day, SECONDED BY Mr. Grall,
the members voted unanimously (6-0) to approve
the minutes of the April 13, 2017 mesting as
presanted.

Public Hearings
Chairman Potaclkwich read the following Infc the record:

A, Request by Hal & Martha McAdams for & 5' Side yard Setback
Varlance for a Pool Enclosure on Lot 3, Block 1, Diana Park
Subdivision. Locaied af 854G 81" Avenue, Zoning: RS-3 (Residenial
Single-Family up to 3 unitsfacre), Land Use Desighation: L-2 (Low

#LCIApproved 1 ey 28, 2017
FARCCAll Cominilinos\PET2017-AGENDAS & MINUTESWZC 05251 T.doe
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Density 2 up 0 6 units/acre). VAR-17-05-07 / 9208(125-78723]
[Quasi-Judicial]

Chairman Polackwich asked the Commissioners to reveal any ex-parie
communleation with the applicant or any conflict that would not allow them 1o
make an unbiased decision. The members staied that they had not had any ex-
parte communication.

The secretary administered the testimonial oath to {hose prasent who
wished to spesk st tonight's meeiing on this matter,

Mr. Stan Boling, Communily Development Direclor, explained that this is
the first Gme that ihe Planning & Zoning Commission (P&Z) will consider a
variance reguast, a responsibility given to them afier the Board of Adjustment
(BCA) commiites was sunsetted in 2018. He gave a PowerPaint presentation,
coples of which are on file in the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) Office.
He discussed tha hislory of varances in Indian River County and gave a bilef
overview of how they work, He concluded that Land Development Regulations
{LDR) were set up to anficipate a wide variety of situations and approval of this
variarice could have counly wide implications by sefting a precedent.

Mr. John McCay, Chief of Current Development, continued the PowerPaint
presentation by describing the varance process and outfining the eight ciiteria
fhal must be mel for a varience (o be warranted, He detailed the raquast by the
Applicants, reviewed Staff's evajualion of how the requesi failed o meet all sight
ciiieria, and recommended that the P&Z Commission niot grani the variance
request,

Applicants Hai and Martha McAdams provided letters of support Tor the
varfance from property owners living adjaceni to the Subject Property. These
letters are labeled Exhibit 1, copies of whish are on file in the Board of County
Commissioners Office. Thney reviewed the hisiory of the Subject Property and
asked the commissioners for thair consideration in approving the variance.

Lengthy discussion followed between the commissioners with Siaff
clarifying several inquiries regarding LDR's and zoning chenges, including
consideration of whether or nol an LDR change was an appropriate solution,

ON MOTION BY Dr, Day, SECONDED BY Mr. Grall,
the members voted (4-2) to accept staff
recommendations on this Quasi-Judicial matter. Mr.
Stewart and Ms. Waldrop were the opposing votes.

PGIApproved 2 May 25, 2017
FBCOWI Commifiess\PRI20 1 7-AGENDAS & MINUTES\PZC 052847.dot
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Chalrman Pelackwich read the following into the recoid:

B. Conslideration of Land Development Regulation {LDR) Amendment to
Chapter 928, Esiablishing Provision and Criterie forr Reducing
Landscape Regulrements for Projecis in Remote Agricuilural Areas
[Legislativi]

Mr. Stan Boling, Community Gevelopment Director, reviewed infermation
regarding the propesed Land Development Reguiation amendment and gave a
PowerFoint presentation, copies of which are on file in the Board of County
Commissloners (BCC) Office. He recommended that the Commission
recomimend that the BCC adopt the proposed landscape requirement ardinance.

ON MOTION BY Dr. Stewart, SECONDED BY Ms.
Waldreg, the members voted unanimously {6-0) te
accept staff recommendations on this Legislative
matter.

Chairman Polackwich read the following Into the record:

C. Consideration of Lend Developmeni Regulations (LDR) Amandment to
Chapter 218 for Mixed Use Regulstions Consistent with Proposed
Pelicy 5.8 Provigiens for 8RE0 / IRSC (Iadian River Slate College)
Nilxed Use Development [Leglisiafive]

Mr. Stan Boling, Community Development Director, reviewed information
regarding the proposed Land Development Regulalion amendment and gave a
PowerPoint presentation, copies of which are on file in the Board of Counly
Cominissioners (BCC) COifics. He recommended that the Commission
recommend that the BCC adopt the propesed ordinance consisient with BCC
action on the proposed changes o Policy 5.8,

Aftorney Mr. Christopher Marne of Gould Cogksey Fennell, representing
Vero 12 LLC and the Greenfield Trust which is the owner of the Subject Property
adjacerit to [RSC, spoke i favor of the proposed amendment.

ON HMOTION BY Dr. Day, SECONDED BY Me.
Waldrop, the members voted unanimously (6-0) to
accept staff recommendations on this Legislative
matter.

PZC/Approved 4 My 25, 2677
FABCGWI Committeas\PEZZ0 7-ABENDAS & MIMNUTES\PZC DE2517.doc
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Commissioner's Matters
There wars none.

Planning Matters

Mr. Stan Boling updated the commissioners on the status of the FPL Blue
Cypress Solar Energy Center and the Commercial Lot Split LDR amendmeant thai
they recommended af the previous meeiings.

Attorney's Matters

There were none,

Adjournment

There being no furthar business, the meeting adjoumed at §:39 p.m.

PEZC/Approved 4 May 28, 2017
FABCCAN Committees\PAZR017-AGENDAS & MINUTESWPZC 052517.doc
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