AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD
THURSDAY, AUGUST 4, 2016, AT 1:30 PM
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
1. PRELIMINARY MATTERS
Agenda Additions and/or Deletions
1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Regular Meeting — July 7, 2016
B. Regqular/Workshop Meeting — July 21, 2016

L. PUBLIC COMMENT
Iv. PUBLIC HEARING
[Legislative]

Public Hearing on Proposed Amendment to Chapter 62, Article 1, P-1 and
P-2 Zoning Districts Related to Fence and Wall Height

V. WORKSHOP

Discussion of Draft Goal, Objectives and Policies (GOPs) for the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan

VL PLANNING DEPARTMENT MATTERS
VIL. BOARD MEMBERS’ MATTERS

VIl ADJOURNMENT

ANY PERSON AGGRIEVED BY A DECISION OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD RELATIVE TO SITE PLAN APPROVAL MAY
WITHIN TEN DAYS AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 64.08(j) FILE AN APPEAL WITH THE PLANNING DIRECTOR OF THE
CITY OF VERO BEACH. ANYONE WHO MAY WISH TO APPEAL ANY DECISION THAT MAY BE MADE AT THIS HEARING WOULD
NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS 1S MADE THAT INCLUDES THE TESTIMONY AND
EVIDENCE UPON WHICH THE APPEAL WILL BE BASED.

ANYONE IN NEED OF SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS FOR THIS MEETING MAY CONTACT THE CITY'S AMERICANS WITH
DISABILITIES ACT (ADA) COORDINATOR AT 978-4920 AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING.

PUBLIC INVITED TO ATTEND



PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MINUTES
THURSDAY, JULY 7, 2016 - 1:30 PM
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA

PRESENT: Chairman, Lawrence Lauffer; Vice Chairman, Honey Minuse; Member, Linda Hillman,
Alternate Member #1, Richard Cahoy and Alternate Member #2, Ken Daige Also Present: Planning
and Development Director, Tim McGarry; Planner, Gayle Lafferty; Project Manager, Cheri
Fitzgerald; Assistant City Attorney, Peggy Lyon and Deputy City Clerk, Sherri Philo
Excused Absences: Don Croteau and Norman Wells
I PRELIMINARY MATTERS

A. Agenda Additions and/or Deletions

Ms. Sherri Philo, Deputy City Clerk, pulled item IV-C - Variance Application #V16-000004 from
today’s agenda.

Mr. Tim McGarry, Planning and Development Director, explained that staff would be discussing
with the Board how staff would like to approach this after they discuss the site plan (Item IV - B on
today’s agenda).
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

B. Regular Meeting — April 21, 2016

Mrs. Minuse made a motion to approve the minutes of the April 21,2016 Planning and Zoning
Board meeting. Mrs. Hillman seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

II. PUBLIC COMMENT
None
IVv. PUBLIC HEARING

[Quasi-Judicial]
A. Site Plan Application Submitted by ABC Liquor, Inc., to Construct a Two-
Story 13,982 Square Foot Retail Building and Reconfigure Parking Located
at 600 21 Street (#SP16-000002).

The Chairman read Site Plan Application #SP16-000002 for the property located at 600 21 Street
by title only.

Mrs. Minuse noted for the record that she is very familiar with this area. She reported that she did
attend the neighborhood meeting, but did not speak. She noted that there were no other Board
members present for the meeting.

There was no other ex parte communication reported.

The Deputy City Clerk swore in staff and those testifying for today’s hearing en masse.
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Ms. Gayle Laferty, Planner, went over staff’s report with the Board members (attached to the original
minutes). Based on the analysis and findings, staff finds that the proposed site plan application
meets the provisions for site plan approval and recommends approval of the site plan subject to the
conditions listed in staff’s report.

Mr. Russ Galbraith, Civil Engineer, reported that he was present for today’s hearing representing the
applicant. He said that they agree with staff’s recommendations and conditions.

Mr. Cahoy questioned the ingress/egress plan. He asked what affect it would have on the rest of the
shopping center, particularly with the bank.

Mr. Galbraith said there are no proposed changes to the existing driveways of the Miracle Mile
Plaza. He reported that the development would be along the side of the bank and would not change
the bank’s isles or their drive-thru.

Mr. Cahoy asked if what he was saying is that it won’t discourage people to exit through the bank’s
parking lot.

Mr. Galbraith said it would not affect the driveway from the bank to 6™ Avenue.
Mr. Cahoy said then they can expect traffic going through the bank’s parking lot as it does today.

Mr. Galbraith said that is correct. It would not change the circulation pattern of the bank or the exit
onto 6™ Avenue.

Mr. Daige asked what will be the overall height of the building from the crown of the road to the top
of the building.

Ms. Lafferty answered 32 feet. She noted that the total height they are allowed is 50 feet.

The Chairman opened and closed the public hearing at 1:50 p.m., with no one wishing to speak.
Mrs. Minuse made a motion that the Planning and Zoning Board approves Site Plan
Application #SP16-000002 as recommended by staff. Mrs. Hillman seconded the motion and it

passed 5-0 with Mr. Daige voting yes, Mr. Cahoy yes, Mrs. Hillman yes, Mrs. Minuse yes and
Mr. Lauffer yes.

[Quasi-Judicial]
B. Site Plan Application Submitted by Mills Short & Associates to Constructa
12,255 Square Foot Storage Facility for the Indian River Rowing Club
Located at 310 Acacia Road (#MA16-000007).
*Please note that this discussion took place throughout staff’s presentation.

The Chairman read Site Plan Application #MA16-000007 for the property located at 310 Acacia
Road by title only.

Mr. Lauffer said that he has been following along with this project and is in support of it.
There was no other ex parte communication reported.

The Deputy City Clerk swore in staff and those testifying for today’s hearing en masse.
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Mrs. Cheri Fitzgerald, Project Manager, went over staff’s report with the Board members
(attached to the original minutes). She showed on the screen an aerial view of where the storage
facility would be located (attached to the original minutes).

Mr. Daige asked is this the area that the Indian River Rowing Club is leasing.

Mr. McGarry explained that the leasehold is larger than the area where the storage facility
would be located.

Mrs. Peggy Lyon, Assistant City Attorney, showed the Commission members a sketch of the
leased property description of the Indian River Rowing Club (attached to the original minutes).

Mrs. Fitzgerald said based on the analysis and findings, staff finds that the proposed site plan
application, exclusive of the proposed height of the chain-link fence, meets the provisions for
site plan approval and recommends approval of the site plan to the City Council subject to the
conditions listed in staff’s report. She said item four (4) of staff’s findings and
recommendations addresses the maximum height of the fence (variance application pulled from
today’s agenda) and staff is replacing the verbiage of item four (4) to the following, the
applicant will revise the site plan subject to City Council authorization of the fence height. She
explained that the City Council would be reviewing the fence height at their meeting on
Tuesday, July 12, 2016 at the request of staff as to changing the Code.

Mr. McGarry explained that staff is asking the Board to adopt the site plan as proposed with a
four-foot fence with the understanding that they are going to request the City Council to change
the Code in the P2 zoning to allow more flexibility. He said that currently they could not
approve the variance because it would not meet the requirements of a variance.

Mrs. Minuse questioned that they would be filling in some wetlands, but there is no mitigation
was required.

Mr. McGarry did not think they had much value.

Mr. Lauffer said then wetlands have value if it is on private property, but has no value on public
property. He asked if he was accurate that there were two (2) standards.

Mr. McGarry suggested that they wait and speak to the applicant about it. He did not think they
had functional value.

Mr. Daige asked how many storage containers would be located on the site.
Mrs. Fitzgerald answered one.

Mr. Daige asked would they have to come back for approval if they wanted to add more storage
containers.

Mrs. Fitzgerald answered yes. She noted that because it is part of their lease, they would need
City Council approval.

Mr. Daige said if he understands it correctly they are allowed to have a six-foot high fence on
three sides of the site because the Code allows it.
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Mrs. Fitzgerald said that is correct.

Mr. Daige asked what is the length of the fence.

Mrs. Fitzgerald showed on the map where the proposed fence would be located.

Mr. Lauffer asked would there be one gate.

Mrs. Fitzgerald said there would be three gates. She showed the area where a six-foot fence is
allowed. She said the area parallel to the street can only have a chain link fence as high as four-

feet.

Mr. Daige said they would be requesting a Code change in order to have a six-foot fence in that
area so the fence would be the same height all the way around their site.

Mrs. Fitzgerald said that is correct.

Mr. Daige asked is there anything in the Code regarding placing signage on the fence, such as
no trespassing.

Mrs. Fitzgerald said that she was not aware of anything in the Code, but there could be
something in their lease agreement.

Mrs. Lyon read from the Code “the dock lease area portion of the premises as depicted in
Exhibit B shall be open to the public without charge when not in use by the tenant.” She did
not see anything regarding the storage area.

Mr. Daige said then if they want to put up signs they have that right.

Mr. McGarry noted that the City Council would have to be okay with it and it would have to
meet the City’s Code.

Mrs. Minuse asked would there be a provision for waste disposal on the site.
Mrs. Fitzgerald answered no.
Mr. Cahoy asked why not. He said this is going to be an active site with lots of people.

Mrs. Lyon read from the lease, “licensee may install signs on the premises subject to written
approval by the City and in conformance with the City Sign Ordinance and all other applicable
Codes, Ordinances, laws, and regulations.” The lease also states that if a storm is coming they
have to remove all personal property and tie everything down. There is also a general
maintenance and repairs provision that they have to keep it in good repair, safe, clean, secure,
sanitary, and in presentable condition. She felt that this provision covers trash on the site.

Mr. Daige said if trash is on the site it is a concern of the Board and they could make a
recommendation to the City Council.

Mr. Lauffer noted that if they are not taking care of the property the City has the right as the

landlord to enforce the cleanup of the property. Also, if they are using the facility you would
think they would take care of it.
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Mr. Cahoy asked why wasn’t there a provision made for this. He said there are only two (2) or
three (3) trash receptacles on the entire Park site, which would not be adequate.

Mrs. Minuse felt that the site plan was coming together nicely. She did have a concern with the
road they would be crossing. She asked is there any way they could ensure safe crossing.

Mr. McGarry thought there was a crosswalk as well as signage to slow traffic. He didn’t think
there was much traffic on that road.

Mr. Cahoy asked how can they rationalize having two (2) parking places for the entire site.

Mr. McGarry said it is for outdoor recreation and the size of the site only requires two (2)
parking spaces.

Mr. Cahoy said the reason that he brought this up was because there is a parking issue at the
Dog Park.

Mr. Daige said the City Council approved the lease and are very well aware of what is going on
at the Park. He said from what he could see this site plan is in compliance. He felt that the
trash issue should be forwarded to the City Council for them to look at.

Mrs. Lyon read from the lease under Environmental Restrictions, “Tenants shall be solely
responsible at its own expensive for regular removal and disposal of all refuse, garbage, debris,
trash, and other discarded materials and shall not allow an accumulation thereof on in/or
adjacent to the premises.”

Mr. Wesley Mills, of Mills, Short, and Associates, reported that the entrance into the site is not
a crushed stone entrance, but a paver system that allows sod to grow through it, which makes it
more heavy duty than regular sod. He reported that there would be trash containers in the
storage area behind the landscaping hedge so it would be screened.

Mr. Cahoy said the trash receptacles are not shown on the plan.

Mr. Mills said they are not shown on the plan, but they could add them to it.

Mr. Cahoy said that he would like them shown on the plan.

Mr. Daige asked how many trash cans do they currently have on site.

Mr. Mills answered one.

Mr. Daige asked would the garbage people enter the access gate to empty the trash and bring it
to the truck.

Mr. Todd Young, President of the Indian River Rowing Club, said there will be one small trash
can, which they would take care of themselves and one recycle bin, which will be on the regular
recycling schedule to be picked up.

Mr. Daige asked would they be allowing the people who belong to the Club to park on site.

Mr. Young said there would not be enough room for anyone to park inside the fence.
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Mr. Mills said their initial plan did include speed bumps. However, staff felt that signage and
stripping was a better way of calming traffic.

Mr. Daige asked would the Rowing Club be paying for the signage and stripping.

Mr. Mills answered yes.

Mrs. Hillman asked would any trees be removed.

Mr. Mills said they would be removing several Palm Trees and they have accounted for
mitigation. They prepared the site plan in a way to work around the existing Oak Trees so none
of them would need to be removed.

Mr. Daige asked how much time would it be before they move into the next phase.

Mr. Mills said the second phase is currently under design. He said they did have an onsite
meeting with St. John’s Water Management District (STWMD) to look at the wetlands and
SIWMD determined no mitigation was required. However, the City Engineering Department
found some old records that showed some portion of the roadway drains into that swale. But, at
a later date the City tied pipes into the catch basin in order to discharge into the Lagoon. He
said it no longer functions as retention. Their plan right now does account for mitigation of
those wetlands.

Mr. Daige asked what do they think the amount of car traffic would be.

Mr. Gary Marra, Director of Rowing, said their largest traffic flow is from their youth team,
which generally consists of a peak of 10-minutes where parents drop off their children. The
only ones who tend to stick around are the upper classmen, which is a small portion of their
group. He reported that early in the mornings they have three (3) or four (4) adults who park
their cars and row.

Mr. Daige said then there wouldn’t be very many cars parking in the area.

Mr. Marra said parking would be minimal.

Mr. Daige asked what type of lighting fixtures would they be using.

Mr. Mills said they would be the typical overhead security lighting. He said they have not
selected the model, but they would be similar to the roadway lighting that is currently on site.

The Chairman opened and closed the public hearing at 2:47 p.m., with no one wishing to be
heard.

Mrs. Minuse felt that their concerns were addressed in the lease.

Mrs. Minuse made a motion to approve the site plan application. Mrs. Hillman seconded
the motion and it passed 5-0 with Mr. Daige voting yes, Mr. Cahoy yes, Mrs. Hillman yes,
Mrs. Minuse yes and Mr. Lauffer yes.

[Quasi-Judicial]
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C. Variance Application Submitted by Mills Short & Associates to Allow a Six
Foot Chain Link Fence for the Indian River Rowing Club Located at
310 Acacia Road (#V16-000004).
This item was pulled from today’s agenda.
Mr. McGarry reported that staff feels the Code needs to provide some flexibility in the P-2
District. He asked the Board members for a recommendation to the City Council to direct staff
to make some provisions in the Code.
Mr. Lauffer felt this was very appropriate.
Mrs. Hillman agreed.

Mr. McGarry noted that if approved the draft Ordinance would come before the Board for their
review prior to going before the City Council.

Mr. Daige said that he read through staff’s analysis on why they weren’t recommending
approval of the variance.

Mr. McGarry explained that staff recommended denying the variance based on the criteria to
approve variances. It was not that staff was against the six-foot fence.

Mrs. Minuse made a motion that the Board recommends allowing flexibility in the height
of fences in the P-2 zoning area. Mrs. Hillman seconded the motion.

Mr. Daige said that he did not have a problem with allowing flexibility. He said they need to
think about if they want six-foot fences in a Park setting. It was “flexibility” that he was in
agreement with.

Mr. McGarry noted that there would be standards that would have to be followed.

Mrs. Minuse said it would be “not to exceed” six-feet.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mrs. Minuse made a motion to amend the original motion to include “not to exceed six-
feet.” Mrs. Hillman seconded the amended motion and it passed unanimously.

V. PLANNING DEPARTMENT MATTERS

Mr. McGarry reported that at their next meeting they would be starting their workshops on the
Comprehensive Plan. He gave the Board members an outline on what they would be working on
(attached to the original minutes). He reported that unlike the last Comprehensive Plan, they would
be dividing it into two (2) different documents. One (1) document would be the technical document,
which will be the data and analysis. This document would not need to be adopted by Ordinance and
would be something that could be revised. The other document would be the policy document that
has the goals, objectives, and policies, and would require an Ordinance. He reported that once they
complete the workshop meetings staff would bring back before the Board the final Comprehensive

Plan for approval.

Mr. Daige asked Mr. McGarry if he needed more help to complete this in the time frame that he was
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given.
Mr. McGarry said that he has a Consultant that is currently assisting him with this. He reported that
he would be asking the City Council for an additional staff person as their work has been increasing

a lot with the recession ending.

Mr. Daige said that the Planning and Development Department definitely needs additional help.
There are things that have to be done and an extra staff person would help.

Mr. Daige made a motion that the Board recommends to the City Council that they seriously
look at adding an additional staff person in the Planning and Development Department. Mrs.
Minuse seconded the motion.

Mr. Daige felt that the City Council needs to hear from the Board that Mr. McGarry does need
additional help in his department and it would behoove them to approve the extra staff position for

the good of the City. Mrs. Hillman agreed.

The Deputy City Clerk performed the roll call on the motion and it passed 4-1 with Mr. Daige
voting yes, Mr. Cahoy yes, Mrs. Hillman yes, Mrs. Minuse yes, and Mr. Lauffer no.

VL BOARD MEMBERS’ MATTERS

Mr. Cahoy said it would have been helpful if the Board had a copy of the lease between the City of
Vero Beach and the Indian River Rowing Club for today’s hearing.

Mr. McGarry agreed. He noted that some of the points brought up during the hearing could have
already been answered.

Mrs. Hillman asked has the City received any complaints about the dust coming from the
construction at the end of Royal Palm Pointe.

Mr. McGarry said that he hasn’t received any.

Mrs. Hillman said that she was in the area a few weeks ago and there was a huge machine brushing
the entire area throwing dust everywhere.

Mr. Daige requested a copy of Chapter 4 — Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. McGarry said that he would send him a copy once it is ready.

Mr. Daige requested a copy of the current Chapter.

VIL ADJOURNMENT

Today’s meeting adjourned at 3:25 p.m.

/sp
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PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MINUTES
THURSDAY, JULY 21,2016 - 1:30 PM
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA

PRESENT: Chairman, Lawrence Lauffer; Vice Chairman, Honey Minuse; Member, Linda Hillman,
Alternate Member #1, Richard Cahoy and Alternate Member #2, Ken Daige Also Present: Planning
and Development Director, Tim McGarry; Assistant City Attorney, Peggy Lyon and Deputy City
Clerk, Sherri Philo

Excused Absences: Don Croteau and Norman Wells

I PRELIMINARY MATTERS

A) Agenda Additions and/or Deletions

None

IL. PUBLIC COMMENT
None

IIL. WORKSHOP

A) Discussion of Draft Goal, Objectives and Policies (GOPs) for the Land Use
Element of the Comprehensive Plan

Mr. Tim McGarry, Planning and Development Director, said there would be two (2) documents
involved with the Comprehensive Plan, the technical document that has the data analysis and the
policy document (GOPs). The policy document is the document that would go before the City
Council to be adopted by Ordinance and is the document that has to go to the State for review.

Mr. Daige asked Mr. McGarry if he would prefer that the Board members allow him to go through
the proposed changes and if the Board members have any questions or concerns that they send them
to him.

Mr. McGarry said that would be fine if that is how they want to do this. He noted that any changes
would be brought back before the Board.

Mrs. Peggy Lyon, Assistant City Attorney, explained to the Board members that they can send
information to Mr. McGarry, but not to the other Board members.

Mr. Daige said there are some things that he would like to see in the document, which he would send
to Mr. McGarry.

Mrs. Lyon cautioned that if there is something substitutive that he (Mr. Daige) feels needs to be
discussed with the Board members that it has to be done at a public meeting.

Mr. McGarry noted that he would not make any substitutive changes without bringing them before
the Board.

Mr. Michael Rickel (spelling may be incorrect) addressed the Board. He said that he lives on 47™
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Avenue, behind the 333 acre property at the Airport (referring to the old Dodger Pines golf course).
He said that his property adjoins this property and he wanted to know the status of a proposal that
was submitted a while ago.

Mr. McGarry said the plan that was submitted to the City last year had several problems and was
basically denied. He said the City has not received anything new and they were basically back to
square one.

Mr. McGarry gave a brief overview of the proposed changes to Chapter 2 - Land Use Element
Goals, Objectives, and Policies, (GOPs) with the Board members (attached to the original minutes).

*Please note that discussion took place throughout the presentation.

Mr. Lauffer referred to page 2-5, Section 1.12. He asked do they really want “correctional
institutions” included.

Mr. McGarry said that is in the current Comprehensive Plan, but he did not have a problem taking it
out.

Mr. Daige agreed with Mr. Lauffer.

Mrs. Minuse referred to page 2-9, Section 1.20, stating that the word “purposed” should be
“proposed.”

Mr. Daige referred to page 2-10, Section 1.22, where it references the Youth Sailing Foundation. He
said the Youth Sailing Foundation is a non-profit organization that is using City property and there
are other non-profit organizations using City property and City Parks. He said that he has concerns
with some of the language in this, which he would be sending to Mr. McGarry.

Mr. McGarry referred to page 2-14 and stated that Sections 2.6 and 2.7 would be removed as they are
listed under Section 3.9 and 3.11 on page 2-20.

Mr. Lauffer referred to pages 2-19 and 2-19, Section 3.8 a) through m). He felt that these should be
prioritized because some items seem more important than others.

Mr. McGarry said they could prioritize them under this Section, but his intent was to have an
implementation section where they could set their priorities. Another suggestion in the
implementation section is they could state that the implantation would be established by the Planning
and Zoning Board.

Mr. McGarry noted that pages 2-21 through 2-25 were removed and placed in another section of the
Plan.

Mrs. Minuse suggested that they change “older multi-family zoned residential areas” to “established
multi-family zoned residential areas.”

Mr. McGarry said that he would make that change.

Mr. McGarry referred to page 2-28 stating that Objection 8 has been removed and incorporated into
another section of the Code.
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Mrs. Minuse referred to page 2-32, Section 6.2. She did not think “new buildings” belonged in this
Section.

Mr. McGarry said that he took the wording straight out of the Vision Plan, but he would look at it
again.

Mrs. Hillman referred to page 2-39, Section 12.3. She asked would one of the residential group
projects be something like a community garden.

Mr. McGarry said they did put community gardens in the Ordinance, but they did not allow them in
multi-family districts. He felt that they should look into allowing them.

Mr. Lauffer referred to page 2-39, Section 12.5. He felt that many times creativity has to do with
things to fulfill what they want in their community. If they negate it they would not even try. They
would go somewhere else and they could have a neighborhood blighted for years because they
created restrictions. He did not think this section belonged in the Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. McGarry said that he would look at it again and change some of the wording to loosen it up to
allow some flexibility.

Mr. Daige felt that this section was open-ended. He noted that the City Council can overturn it if
they choose to. He suggested that they add the word “demonstrate” where if a developer wants to
shut down a street or alleyway, that they demonstrate how they would be improving the area. He
said many times when the City gives up right-of-ways they don’t demonstrate how it would be better
for the neighborhood.

Mrs. Minuse said that she looked at it as a developer who wants to come into historic neighborhood
that this would be their challenge to be creative and to keep the area as what attracted them in the
first place.

Mr. Daige said his point was that streets and alleyways have been abandoned and have not been for
the good of the neighborhood. They actually interfered with the neighborhood grid on how people

get around.

Mr. McGarry said they could add the wording, “would not adversely affect the neighborhood.” He
said that he would look at this section again.

The Board agreed to leave this section alone for now.

Mr. McGarry told the Board members if they have additional comments to send them to him.

IV. PLANNING DEPARTMENT MATTERS

Mr. McGarry reported that at their next meeting they would be hearing the proposed Ordinance
amending the Code relating to walls and fences in the Park districts and then they would go into a
workshop for another section of the proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan.

V. BOARD MEMBERS’ MATTERS

None
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VL ADJOURNMENT
Today’s meeting adjourned at 3:49 p.m.

/sp
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DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Chairman Larry Lauffer and Planning and
Zoning Board Members
FROM: Timothy J. McGarry, AICP /-
Director of Planning and Dev ent
DATE: July 25,2016

SUBJECT:  Public Hearing on a Proposed Ordinance Amending Chapter 62, Article 1,
P-1 and P-2 Zoning Districts Related to Fence and Wall Height

Overview

As recommended by the Planning and Zoning Board, the staff has prepared the attached draft
Ordinance that amends provisions of Section 62.16, Walls and Fences, of the Code to allow more
flexibility in the application of fence and wall height development standards.

Background

At the Planning and Zoning Board’s July 7th public hearing to consider the proposed site plan
submitted by the Indian River Rowing Club to construct a storage facility, the site plan included
a proposed 6-foot chain-link fence along the front of the leasehold property. Along with the
submittal of the site plan, the Rowing Club had submitted an application for a variance as
Section 62.16 of the City Code prohibited chain-link fences located along or parallel to a street to
be higher than four feet.

Prior to the public hearing, the Rowing Club withdrew its application at the advice of the staff.
The staff indicated that the variance did not meet the criteria for approval by the Planning and
Zoning Board. From the staff standpoint, the better approach would be to seek a change in the
regulations to allow the fence to be approved at a higher height.

The staff indicated to the Rowing Club representatives that if the Planning and Zoning Board
were supportive, the staff would prepare a draft ordinance to amend Section 62.16 to allow the
City Council to approve an increase in the maximum height of chain-link and galvanized wire
fences subject to meeting certain criteria. [Note: Lease agreements for use of City property
already require prior approval by City Council of any site improvements. ]

The Planning and Zoning Board approved the site plan submitted by the Indian River Rowing
Club subject to the City Council approving the increase in height of the fence along the frontage
street. The Board indicated it had no problem with the height increase and asked staff to prepare
an ordinance to amend the regulations that would allow the City Council to approve a height
increase of up to six feet for chain-link and galvanized wire fences in the P-1 and P-2 zoning
districts.



Planning and Zoning Board
Fence Amendment
July 25, 2016— Page 2

Summary of Proposed Text Amendment

In reviewing the existing text to determine appropriate amendment language to allow for more
flexibility in the application of the height requirements, the staff also indentified other changes,
some of which are of a substantive nature as well as minor edits to improve the readability of the
regulations.

The following is a summary of the substantive changes:

o The language in Section 62.16 (c)(1) was incorporated as a new Section 62.16(d)
to make the regulations more understandable and clear. A major improvement is
to clarify that the wall or fence setbacks in City-owned are governed by the
distance from the right-of-way, property, line, or boundary of the leased premises.
The boundary of leased premises does not come into play outside City-owned
lands when regulating fence heights and setbacks.

. New section 62.16(e) requires that all chain-link and galvanized wire fences be
coated with a colored PVC or similar coating. This requirement is more stringent
than for fences on private lands.

. New Section 62.16(f) replaces Section 62.16(d). It adds broken or cut glass to the
prohibition on the use of barbed wire. The City Council is designated as the
authority to grant an exception to the barbed wire prohibition subject to a public
hearing and with the Council making a finding that the exception is necessary to
protect the public from hazardous materials or operations, or is otherwise required
by law.

. New Section 62.16(g) establishes the provisions for the City Council to approve
an increase of up to a maximum height of six feet for a chain-link or galvanized
wire fence located along or parallel to a street. In doing so the City Council must
hold a public hearing and may grant the exception if it finds that the requested
exception is necessary for the protection of property or for security reasons.

Staff Review and Analysis
The staff reviewed the proposed text amendments to the Land Development Regulations based
on the standards outlined in Section 65.22(1)}(1) and (3) of the Vero Beach Code. The staff’s

analysis and findings are as follows:

Justification for the Amendment.

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The staff finds the proposed text amendments
to be consistent with the one relevant objective of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive
Plan as discussed below:
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e Land Use Objective 3. The City shall establish and maintain land
use/development regulations that will reduce and prevent land uses that are
inconsistent with community character and incompatible with adjacent
development.

The Comprehensive Plan provides little or no guidance on the proposed text
amendment; however, Objective 3 does call for establishing and maintaining land
use/development regulations that protect the community character and are
compatible with adjacent development. The proposed amendment provides
flexibility in applying the maximum fence height standards and protects the
public interest requiring that the City Council must find that the request for the
exception meets specific public purposes, such as for protection of property or for
security reasons.

Consistency with Land Development Regulations. The granting of an exception to allow
the height of chain-link or galvanized wire fences located along or parallel to a street based on a
demonstrated need is consistent with other provisions that allow such exceptions in the Land
Development Regulations. Therefore, the staff finds the proposed text amendment is consistent
with the Land Development Regulations due to the aforementioned reason.

Recommendation

The staff recommends Planning and Zoning Board approval of the attached draft Ordinance for
transmittal to the City Council for favorable action.

TIM/AE
Attachments



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-___

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF VERO BEACH,
FLORIDA, AMENDING PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 62,
ARTICLE 1, P-1 AND P-2 ZONING DISTRICTS, IN THE
CODE OF THE CITY OF VERO BEACH, RELATED TO
WALLS AND FENCES; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICT AND
SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION;
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Section 62.16 of the City Code limits the height of chain-link or galvanized
wire fences located along or parallel to a street in the P-1 and P-2 park zoning districts to a
maximum of four feet, but allows such fences along side or rear yards to be a maximum of six
feet in height; and

WHEREAS, the existing Land Development Regulations, Part III, of the Code of the
City of Vero Beach do not provide flexibility in the application of regulations governing chain-
link or galvanized wire fences that are located along or parallel to a street in City parks; and

WHEREAS, the only relief available to applicants from the restrictions on the height of
fences is to apply for a variance and the stringent criteria necessary for approval of a variance
would preclude approval in most cases; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Board support the staff’s recommendation that the
preferred method to address this issue from both a sound legal and planning standpoint is
through an amendment to the existing regulations to allow for greater flexibility in the Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Board finds that aesthetic reasons warrant the
retention of the four-foot height limits for chain-link and galvanized wire fences, but believes
that some flexibility needs to be incorporated in the regulations to allow an increase up to six
feet in height on a case-by-case basis without going through the variance process; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Board requested staff to prepare this Ordinance
amending Section 62.16 of the City Code to grant authority to the City Council to approve
through an exception process an increase in the height of chain-link and galvanized wire fences
located along or parallel to a street of up to a maximum of six feet in height subject to meeting
specific approval criteria; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that such flexibility is desirable and would be an
efficient and legally defensible way to address the existing restriction on the height of chain-link
and galvanized wire fences located along or parallel to a street in City parks; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that adoption of the amendment provided for in this
Ordinance serves a municipal purpose, is in the best interest of the public, and is consistent with
the standards provided in subsections 65.22(i)(1) and (3) of the Code of the City of Vero Beach,
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
VERO BEACH, FLORIDA:

Section 1. Adoption of “Whereas” Clauses.

The foregoing “Whereas” clauses are hereby adopted and incorporated herein as forming the
legislative findings, purpose and intent of this Ordinance.

Section 2. Amendment of Chapter 62, Article I, P-1 and P-2 Park Districts, Section 62.16,
Walls and Fences.

Section 62.16 of the Code of the City of Vero Beach is hereby amended as follows:
Sec. 62.16. - Walls and fences.

Construction, erection, and maintenance of walls and fences shall be permitted
only as follows:

(a) The walls and fences on side or rear property lines in this zone shall be
permitted to a maximum height of six feet.

(b)  In this district, there shall be no fences, walls, plantings, other
structures or obstructions erected or maintained within 20 feet of any
street intersection which may obstruct the view of a motorist or
otherwise cause an obstruction to traffic flow.

©) Where a wall or fence is erected along or parallel to any street, such
wall or fence shall not be permitted to exceed three feet in height
except as provided for in (d) and (g) below.—with—thefollowing
exceptions:

(Y A wall or fence may be erected up to five feet in height;-exeept and,
except as provided in (g) below, a chain-link-type or galvanized wire
fences-which may be erected up to four feet in height, subject to the
following conditions:

a (1) A_minimum two-foot-wide planting strip shall be provided
between the right-of-way, ¢property line), or boundary of the
leased premises and the wall or fence:;

b:(2) ©Osne A minimum of one shrub or vine shall be planted for each
five lineal feet, or fraction thereof, of the landscape strip-;
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(e)

&(3) Ground cover shall be provided for the remainder of the
landscape strip-;

d:(4) Plant maintenance and specifications shall be as—provided in
accordance with the Vero Beach Landscaping and Tree

Protection-Landseape-Ordinance:; and

e(5) A fence or wall shall not exceed whichever height is greater:
five six feet above the crown of the road at any point when
measured from the straight line perpendicular to the road and
or the-fence-or-wall-or five six feet above the natural grade level
of the land on both sides of the fence or wall.

&)  Reserved:

All chain-link-type or galvanized wire fences shall be coated with a

6]

colored PVC or similar coating material. All galvanized wire fences
shall have a minimum gauge of 14.

The use of any form of barbed wire, broken or cut glass in or on fences

(2)

or walls is prohibited. An exception to the prohibition on barbed wire

may be granted by the City Council subject to the City Council holding
a public hearing and finding that granting the exception is necessary
for protection of the public from hazardous materials or operations, or
is otherwise required by law.

The City Council may approve an increase in the maximum height of a

chain-link-type or galvanized wire fence in (d) above up to a maximum
height of six feet subject to the City Council holding a public hearing
and finding that granting the requested exception is necessary for the
protection of property or for security reasons. The chain-linked or
galvanized wire fence shall meet all the conditions required for walls
or fences located along or parallel to streets in (d) above.
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Section 3. Conflict and Severability.

In the event any provision of this Ordinance conflicts with any other provision of this Code or
any other ordinance or resolution of the City of Vero Beach on the subject matter of this
Ordinance, the more strict provision shall apply and supersede. If any provision of this
Ordinance is held to be invalid, unconstitutional, or unenforceable for any reason by a court of
competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of
this Ordinance, which shall be deemed separate, distinct, and independent provisions enforceable
to the fullest extent possible.

Section 4. Codification.

The provisions of this Ordinance shall be codified in the Code of the City of Vero Beach,
Florida.

Section 5. Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall become effective upon final adoption by the City Council.

e sk sk ok ok sk ske sk sk sk sk s s ok ok sk sk ok sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sfe sk sk sk skl sk sksosk

This Ordinance was read for the first time onthe _ day of ,
2016, and was advertised on the ___ day of , 2016, as being scheduled for a
public hearing to be held on the ____ day of , 2016, at the conclusion of
which hearing it was moved for adoption by Councilmember , seconded
by Councilmember , and adopted by the following vote:
Mayor Jay Kramer o

Vice Mayor Randolph B. Old
Councilmember Pilar E. Turner
Councilmember Richard G. Winger

Councilmember Harry Howle 111

[THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE IS LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK.]
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ATTEST:

Tammy K. Vock
City Clerk

[SEAL]

Approved as to form and legal
sufficiency:

Wayne R. Coment
City Attorney

Approved as to technical requirements:

Timothy J. McGarry. AICP
Director, Planning & Development

CITY OF VERO BEACH, FLORIDA

Jay Kramer
Mayor

Approved as conforming to municipal
policy:

James R. O’Connor
City Manager
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DEPARTMENTAL CORRRESPONDENCE

TO: Chairman Larry Lauffer and Planning and
Zoning Board Members
FROM: Timothy J. McGarry, Alﬂm
Director of Planning and 1% pment
DATE: July 25, 2016

SUBJECT: Board Workshop on Draft Goal, Objectives and
Policies (GOPs) for the Transportation Element
of the Comprehensive Plan

At the Board’s August 4™ meeting a public workshop on the draft GOPs of the Transportation
Element will be conducted. Attached is a copy of the draft.

A copy of the 22-page data and analysis to be contained in the Technical Document for the
Comprehensive Plan’s Transportation Element will not be presented at the workshop. However,
if interested, the Board may request a copy or view a copy on line or at the Planning offices. The
graphics for the Land Use Element will also be available to be reviewed.

At the workshop, the staff intends to concentrate primarily on the most significant policies.
However, the Board will be encouraged to ask any questions regarding those and any other
policies. In particular, the staff would be very interested in any policies that the Board believes
should be added or eliminated.

The draft GOPs are in a strike-through and underline format. Additionally in red are commentary
notes providing a background explanation on the more important draft policies and rationale for
some of the specific proposed changes.

As discussed at the last workshop, rather than get bogged down in correcting typos or grammar
at the workshop, the staff would appreciate your providing any such needed corrections to staff
by e-mail, mail, or in person.

TIM/f
Attachment



CHAPTER 3
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES

, financially feasible, and
“ero Beach in a manner
s, encourages freedom of
, while main ining the historic,
lity and characteristics unique to the

choice among alternative modes of
residential, cultural and environmental

Objective 1. Adequate Highway Svstgx_g

---------

..........

1.1

collector roadways

/ vel of Service “E” (Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction) or
better for all other roac

ays, except for the following:

« 27" Avenue ﬁom South City Limits to State Route 60 — “E” plus 20%
» State Route A1A from State Route 60 to North City Limits — “D” plus 30%
«  State Route A1A from 17" Street to South City Limits — “D” plus 30%







1.6 The City shall consider the entire length of SR AIA on the barrier island as a constrained
facility due to right-of-way limitations, high land values and cost of right-of-way
acquisition, and concerns about environmental impacts on adjacent residential properties.
Therefore, the City shall not support any future widening of the facility to add through
lanes, except specific congestion management measures such as, but not limited to
additional through and/or turn lanes at major intersec . where appropriate.

517 The Cltv shall 1nclude transnortatlon camtal ip_ ement projects As part-of-in_the
emen and the five- -year Capital

ment project shall be defined as any activity which requires
issuance of a development order. This includes: site plan approval,
subdivision plat approval, building permit, and any other official action of
the City having the effect of permitting the development of land.

(b) Projected project traffic shall be based on the application of ITE trip rates
(Trip Generation, 7k 9™ Edition or subsequent editions), Indian River
County trip rates, or applicant derived/county/city approved trip rates for
the proposed use(s) to the project.
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process of the Land Development Regulations to ensure that site design and layout of
improvements provide for safe movement of pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

222.4 The City shall review, in conjunction with the Indian River County Metropelitan

PMmg—@fgam%aaeﬁ—(MPO)—and Clty Police Department crash records on an annual
basis to ' : ha an

intersection, signage. or other improvements needed to address safety issues and shall

program the necessary improvements subject to available funds.

“consistent with the standards
Jevices (MUTCD). The MUTCD
Department to determine the need

2.5 The installation of all traffic control devices shal
contained in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Conir.
shall be the standard used by the City’s Public.
for traffic control improvements, including signalizatio

2.6 state agencies and Indian River County, while

The City shall coordinate with develope:

2.7

2.8

n. FDOT. and “Bright Line” to ensure that
.rail crossings to reduce the safety risks and

appropnate improv
dis ated

Objective 3. Adequate Multi-modal Transportation System

The City shall provide P
transportation system

for a safe, convenient and efficient multi-modal
- consistent with existing and future land uses.

[Note: This objective has been combined with existing Objective 8.]

Policies:

3.1  The City shall support implementation of the Indian River County MetropelitanPlanning
Organization{MPO) Bicycle/ and Pedestrian Master Plan and Greenways Plan. Priority
will be given to those bikeways/sidewalks/greenways for which heavy recreational and/or
commuter usage is projected and which can be implemented concurrently with other
roadway improvements.
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[Note: This policy is redundant and covered by many other policies in the Plan and this
element.]

4.3 The City shall coordinate the review of site plan applications with, as appropriate, FDOT,
Indian River County Traffic Engineering Division, and Indian River County Fire
Protection and Life Safety Division through the development review and approval
process of its Land Development Regulations.

The City shall require. where
erconnected parking facilities

Policies:

5.1 the minimum right-of-way

as adopted in Pohcy 5 4 and-as

d
nexus between the ed condition imposed and the need for public right-of-way and a

“rough proportion ] yetween the benefit derived from the dedication and the project’s
impact on the road system.

5.3  Advaneed The need for future rights-of-way shall be reviewed identified er and acquired,
where necessary, for future transportation improvements identified in the adopted
comprehensive plan.

54

Accordlnglv, the Clty adopts the minimum rlght-of-wav standards for roadways under the
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Obijective 7. Transportation Planning and Programming Coordination

The City shall ensure that transportation system plans and programs are coordinated with
applicable federal, state and local governmental entities.

Policies:
7.1 The City shall review for compatibility with this element, the transportation plans and

programs ef for the unincorporated county and neighboring municipalities as they are
amended in the future.

ess control, medlann“cuts, signage,
ment activities. The City's Planning

[Note: This objective and policies have been incorporated in Objective 4.]
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Objective 9. Energy Conservation and Environmental Protection

The City shall provide for a transportation system shall that preserves environmentally sensitive
areas, conserves energy and natural resources, and maintains and enhances community aesthetic
values.

Policies:

10:19.1The—~Where physically and financial feasible, the City shall endeavor to provide
landscaping and trees along roadways to serve as visual and sound buffers and to
maintain the quality of the environment within the City.
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10:29.2The City shall avoid transportation improvements that encourage or subsidize
development in environmentally sensitive areas or the Coastal High Hazard Area
identified in the Conservation and Coastal Management Elements.

146:39.3New roads shall be designed to prevent and control soil erosion, minimize destructive
secondary impacts of clearing and grubbing operations, minimize storm run-off, and
avoid unnecessary changes in drainage patterns.

10:49.4The City shall pursue and support transportation programs that will help to maintain or
improve air quality and help conserve energy by working with the Indian River County
MPO and member organizations to implement strategies and programs to reduce vehicle
miles travelled. and increase transit ridership, the modal split of non-automobile work
trips. and the occupancy of automobile work tri;

36:59,5Design of roadways shall be undertak
surrounding environment, complen
aesthetically pleasing visual experience

0 as to make them compatible with the
adjacent development and provide an
he user and to the adjace
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