AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 2019, AT 1:30 PM
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA

I.

PRELIMINARY MATTERS

Agenda Additions and/or Deletions

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Regular Meeting- October 17, 2019

III.

PUBLIC COMMENT

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING

A.

B.

[Quasi-Judicial]
Affordable Housing Development Application submitted by McLaughlin
Properties, LLC for the construction of 20 dwelling unit multi-family
residential development with five (5) affordable housing dwelling units
located at 1055 Royal Palm Boulevard (AH19-000001)
[Quasi-Judicial]
Site Plan Application submitted by McLaughlin Properties, LLC for the
construction of a two-story multi-family residential building (20 units)
located at 1055 Royal Palm Boulevard (SP 19-000003)

V.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT MATTERS

VI.

BOARD MEMBERS' MATTERS

VII.

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 IS 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, OCTOBER 17, 2019-1:30 PM
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
PRESENT: Chairman, John Carroll; Vice Chairman, Steven Lauer; Members: Robin
Pelensky, Honey Minuse, Jose Prieto and also Alternate Member #2, Jeb Bittner Also Present:
Planning and Development Director, Jason Jeffries; Principal Planner, Cheri Fitzgerald; City
Attorney, John Turner and Records Retention Specialist, Heather McCarty
Excused Absence: Richard Cahoy

Today's meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m.

I.

PRELIMINARY MATTERS
A) Agenda Additions and/or Deletions

None

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A) Regular Meeting - September 19, 2019

Mr. Lauer made a motion to approve the minutes of the September 19, 2019 Planning and
Zoning Board meeting. Mr. Prieto seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

III.

PUBLIC COMMENT

None
IV.

PUBLIC HEARING

[Legislative)

A. An Ordinance of the City of Vero Beach, Florida Amending the Text of
the Land Use Element of the Vero Beach Comprehensive Plan by Adding
Policies Regarding Transitional Future Land Use Designations Located
Adjacent to the Beachland Boulevard Corridor to be Limited One Block or
More North or South of Beachland Boulevard; Providing for Conflict and
Severability; Providing for an Effective Date

The Chairman read the Ordinance by title only.
Mr. Jason Jeffries, Planning and Development Director, began going over staffs report
accompanied by a Power Point presentation with the Board members (attached to the original
minutes).
Mrs. Cheri Fitzgerald, Principal Planner, continued the presentation, going over staffs analysis
on the Comprehensive Plan text amendments. Staff recommends that the Planning and Zoning
Board recommend approval for submission to City Council the proposed Ordinance amending
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the text of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan by adding policies regarding
transitional Future Land Use designations to the north and south of the Beachland Boulevard
Corridor.
Mrs. Minuse referred to the language "one (1) block or more north or south." She expressed
concern over "or more" because it is not specific.
Mr. Jeffries said that language is only in the memo. He referred them to page 1 of the policy
itself. Mrs. Fitzgerald said the language of the proposed policy is "one ( 1) block north or south
of Beachland Boulevard."
Mr. Lauer questioned what is the purpose of this text amendment and what are they trying to
accomplish.
Mr. Jeffries said there were concerns raised that the City could receive land use amendment
requests for residential medium or other commercial uses to extend down the AlA corridor. He
said absent a policy like this, they just have the policy for those land uses, which say they are
appropriate adjacent to arterial roads, which is what AlA is. He explained this puts parameters
in so that if somebody comes in and they recommend denial of any type of land use amendment
that is one (1) block north of Acacia Road or south of Azalea Lane, it would be clearly stated in
the policy why the City could deny that type of land use amendment.
Mrs. Pelensky read from the proposed Policy 1.31 that staff finds the proposed policy is
consistent and attempts to achieve the objective. She questioned how this helps to maintain and
enhance the unique, small town character of the community. Mr. Jeffries explained that if there
is ever a request to change the land use to increase the density north or south on an arterial road,
such as Al A, the City would be justified in denying that request because it is stated in the policy
those areas are to be maintained as residential low.
Mrs. Fitzgerald said the key is the language "only appropriate" in the proposed Policy 1.31.
Mrs. Minuse said looking at this, she was reminded acutely of when the Azalea property came
before them and the massive turnout in the audience that said that this was wrong for their
neighborhood. She said that every involved homeowner was there at the meeting. She asked if
these people have been consulted, or if there was a neighborhood meeting or a community
forum.
Mr. Jeffries said this is the public hearing for it. Mrs. Minuse asked where was it advertised.
Mr. Jeffries said it was advertised in the Press Journal. Mrs. Minuse asked if they were also
required to do any posting. Mr. Jeffries said it was also posted on the website. Mr. Carroll
pointed out that there are also signs on the property.
Mrs. Minuse asked if people were notified about the change in the land use. Mr. Jeffries said
this is not changing the land use of their property. This is putting policies in place and
responding to the resident's request who were concerned about encroachment of commercial
uses going north or south on AlA. This now puts a policy in their Comprehensive Plan that
states that the City will not consider any land use change that would increase the density or allow
commercial development the block north or south of Beachland. So when the City denies such a
request, they have a policy in their Comprehensive Plan that states it and gives them justification
for denying it.
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Mr. Jeffries explained that Residential Medium (RM) allows densities up to 10 units per acre
versus Residential Low (RL), which allows up to six (6) units per acre. RM also allows for
limited placement of office. Mrs. Pelensky clarified that RM does allow offices. She said the
concern of the community was the office use and the increased traffic. She said the current
owners living in RL don't want that and this doesn't satisfy them at all.
Mr. Carroll said to satisfy them, they would have to take out the provision changing the zoning
and leave the zoning RL as it is. Mrs. Pelensky asked about the process. Mrs. Fitzgerald
explained the process of how this would make it to the City Council and the State expedited
review process.
Mrs. Pelensky asked if there were two (2) public hearings. Mr. Jeffries said there are three (3).
Mrs. Minuse said there were a lot of voices that came out before when they heard this and not
seeing them today concerns her. Mr. Carroll added that the Acacia Road residents don't even
know they are going to be affected by this.
Mr. Jeffries said this says that any request to extend it further north would not be allowed.
Mr. Carroll said it looks like the area behind the commercial on Beachland on Acacia Road is all
residential, except for the one comer where Norther Trust has their parking lot. Mr. Jeffries said
they could recommend that it not extend any further beyond what is the Beachland Corridor
boundary.
Mr. Lauer said he thought the issue was rezoning. Mr. Jeffries said the zoning hearing is coming
up later.
The Chairman opened the public hearing at 1:54 p.m.
Mr. Johnathon Rhodeback, an attorney with Dill, Evans & Rhodeback, said he represents various
homeowners in the City, several of which who live on Azalea Lane. He handed out a packet
with materials he wanted to discuss (on file in the City Clerk's office). He said in the packet is a
petition, which concerns what sparked everything that is being discussed today, specifically 705
Azalea Lane. The owners of 705 Azalea Lane made a request to change the future land use map
from residential low (RL) to residential medium (RM) land use designation. The RM
designation was shot down by the Board before it went to City Council where they ultimately
approved it 3-2, however it is not effective yet. He referred to the handout on Florida Statute
163.3187, which concerns small-scale amendments to a Comprehensive Plan, which do not
become effective until 30 days after they're enacted, or after the challenge has been completed.
He said the application in their packet indicates that this future land use map is currently being
challenged and that means the future land use map as it exists today for this property is still RL.
He said what is being asked of them today is to make various changes to their Comprehensive
Plan, various changes to their Land Development Regulations and also rezone this property even
though the future land use map will not be resolved for at least 30 days. The request he has for
them today is that they table all three (3) matters because it is premature. If they don't and it is
ultimately enacted by City Council, they are going to create conflicts within their Comprehensive
Plan because their future land use map, if the challenge is successful, is going to say RL, but they
would have Comprehensive Plan text amendments that are going to talk about RM being
appropriate for that area. He stated that it is just too soon and rushed. He pointed out that staff
acknowledged this request was accelerated. This is a quarter acre lot. He said he could assure
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them that there is very broad sweeping implications associated with it. He does not believe those
were considered fully due to the short time frame in which everybody is operating.
Mr. Rhodeback referred to staffs report and read from the proposed Policy 1.31, "The
Residential Medium (RM) designation is only appropriate one block north or south ofBeachland
Boulevard. " He commented that this is what happens when you're rushed. He said that his firm
represents the City of Fellsmere and the Town of Orchid and whenever you change your
Comprehensive Plan, there are workshops and consultants brought in sometimes. He knows
staff is trying to limit RM near the Beachland Boulevard corridor to not spread any further in that
particular area of town, but that is not what this says. That would already create issues within
their own Comprehensive Plan because there are RM's throughout the City. The other proposed
Policy 9.6 says, "any transitional use between the Beachland Boulevard Corridor and the
adjacent neighborhoods north shall be limited as setforth in Policy 1.31." He showed the future
land use map as it exists today on the doc cam (on file in the City Clerk's office) and pointed out
the subject property and surrounding zone designations. He said the yellow area south of
Acacia Road and north of Azalea Lane, the appropriate transitional use now would be RM,
because that is what the Comprehensive Plan text amendments say. Also, the brown area, which
is RH, would have to be changed to RM because the proposed text amendments say that RM is
the appropriate transitional use between the commercial land use designation of the Beachland
Boulevard corridor and the residential neighborhoods. So by adopting this, they are creating a
nonconforming land use designation for all to the west of AlA to Mockingbird. He asked if they
are changing all the RL to RM because of what was an expressed concern of this Board and City
Council that they don't want commercial creep into the residential neighborhoods surrounding
the Beachland Boulevard corridor. With these proposals today, they are giving free range to
change all the yellow area of RL to RM and, if they are allowed to change it to RM, they are
allowed to zone it POI, which is exactly what they were trying to prevent in the first place and
what City Council requested these changes to prevent. He showed Policy 1.23 from the
Land Use Element on the doc cam (on file in the City Clerk's office). He said at the end of the
day, what this is trying to accomplish is to get this particular area RM so it can be rezoned POI.
He said the objectives conflict with each other. He read section 1.23. He explained that the POI
zoning district was never intended to be next to RL. He said this is what happens when a process
is rushed and it was all done without workshops or an outside consultant. He thinks they are
moving too quickly and if these are approved, they are going to have conflicting language in
their Comprehensive Plan. He said that is a big problem under the Community Planning Act,
which is codified in Chapter 63 .3177, which he showed on the doc cam and read from. By
adopting these today or going forward with them without further consideration and without
tabling them, they are going to create conflict within their own Comprehensive Plan. He asked
that they table all of the items.
Mr. Lauer asked if the petition challenging the Comprehensive Plan amendments under Florida
Community Planning Act has been filed. Mr. Rhodeback answered yes, it was filed Monday
afternoon.
Councilwoman Laura Moss thanked them for their advice when they voted 5-0 because she took
it and she was one (1) of the Councilmembers who voted against the land use change. She
clarified that she is here today speaking only for herself. She said it does says in the Ordinance
title "one block or more." She does not think this text amendment accurately reflects what
happened at the City Council meeting because they were considering a single site, a single
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address, a single house, a single piece of property. They were not talking about that entire block.
But this text amendment is referring to one (1) block or more north or south. She said it is
becoming a much larger issue than it was. She said even though she voted against it, it was a
single site. She said this appears to be incorrect in that it is not accurately reflecting what
occurred with City Council.
Mrs. Lamarre Notargiacomo said that she was here on behalf of her friend, Mrs. Phyllis Frey, to
express her sentiments because she does live in the Central Beach area and in the area that will
be affected by the change in zoning. She read Mrs. Frey's comment, which were "we do not
want zoning changes that invite commercial creep into residential neighborhoods. Our
Comprehensive Plan supports low density zoning that protects the character and charm of
residential single-family homes. A change to POI allows offices, banks, elder care facilities and
other commercial uses. These are incompatible land uses for a residential neighborhood."
She said sitting here as an observer herself it seems like the problem is with the language in the
Comprehensive Plan. She questioned why they couldn't just simplify it and protect their
residential neighborhoods. She said nobody seems to understand what it really means. She said
it opens the door to misinformation and fear mongering. She pointed out that the City is the hub
of the County and what happens in the City affects those in the County. She said it seems the
sentiment of City Council right now is to increase the density everywhere and it seems to be the
sense of the Planning and Zoning to protect their quality of life and keep low residential uses
low.
Mrs. Nancy Cook said that she owns a piece of property on Azalea Lane and several other
properties in Central Beach. She does not have any aversion to a well-landscaped buffered
parking lot at all. She doesn't think there is any instance where it has devalued any property.
She used the example of the Northern Trust parking lot on the opposite side of Beachland, which
is beautifully maintained and is quiet. She thinks the aversion to a parking lot is unsubstantiated
because it doesn't detract from a residential neighborhood. She said it is on AlA, which is a
high traffic road. She suggested maybe that is the best use of that single piece of property.
Also, it could maybe add to the tax base if it produces more income by being converted.
Mr. David McNab said he was here in September when the parking lot issue came up. His
observation is they've gone from considering one (I) particular lot in September to now
considering an entire block between Eagle Road and Mockingbird along the Beachland
Boulevard corridor. He does not own any property on Azalea Lane or Acacia Road, but it seems
to him that it doesn't seem fair to those people who live on those streets to allow the streets that
they live on to be categorized in a different way into residential medium instead of residential
low. If they would have bought property one (1) street further north or further south, they would
not be involved in this. People that live on those streets if this goes through are going to
constantly be on guard against some sort of creep or change in the use of property that is on
those streets. He was in support of this being tabled. In September, one of Mr. Rhodeback's
partner made a presentation to City Council that walked them through everything they were
being asked to do and suggested to them that they were being asked to do something that they
could not do and that was not legal. There were no questions asked of the City Attorney if he
agreed or disagreed with that and why. He referred to Mr. Rhodeback's presentation and the
petition that was filed and he does not see anyone here asking the City Attorney present what is
going to happen if they do this, or if they are going to make anything worse. He said it seems to
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him that there needs to be a lot more attention given to the implications of doing this than it is
possible to give it in an afternoon. He is in support of tabling this application.
Mr. Michael Calvit said he owns property on Azalea Lane west of AlA and he is confused. He
thought the idea was that this one (1) applicant was trying to get a parking lot on their property to
benefit the bank, which they also own. He asked what is this all about changing the
Comprehensive Plan to limit the corridor and amending the zoning code to POI Professional
Office Space. He said that goes beyond that one (1) property and is now affecting him on the
other side of AlA. He thought Mr. Jeffries said they wanted to put some hard teeth into the
Comprehensive Plan so there wouldn't be any creep, but this doesn't seem like it is doing that.
He doesn't see how this one (1) applicant should change the whole plan that affects him and his
development rights on his land.
Mr. Barry Segal said he was here previously on behalf of the Sorenson's. He is speaking today
as a local resident/business owner on Cardinal Drive. He thinks it is almost a travesty what he is
seeing happen here today. He said they are only talking about the first of two (2) provisions, but
he thinks that they have to look at the intent of both of them. He said it is not a one (1) or more,
but a one (1) block north or one (1) block south. The next provision they are going to get into is
talking about the development of these residential properties into POI zonings on arterial
roadways. He thinks that it was thoughtfully crafted and is actually enacting some of these
restrictions on the creep up Azalea Lane. They are talking about things happening on arterial
roads, like AlA and Beachland. He said what he is confused with is that he thinks what
Planning has put before them is further protections and further restrictions that the City Council
had asked for and things that other residents asked for. He thinks there was a lot of work put in
to this by the Planning Department staff and he thinks they are being maligned here with some
misunderstanding about the intent and the purpose and what can be achieved if these provisions
are enacted. He reiterated that his comments were not said on behalf of his client. He said has
read these to be excellent restrictions to enact those protections.
A resident of Dahlia Lane (name not given) said she lives at the beach and she doesn't want to
live across from a parking lot. She said the Sorenson's have done a lot for the City. She doesn't
understand why they want to do a parking lot there when there is plenty of parking at the bank.
She added that it does open this up to other people putting commercial around that area.
Mr. Rey Neville said that this property was bought in 2012 and nothing materially has changed
since. He said when someone purchases a piece of property, they know the full situation. He
doesn't understand why they would come here to them if they made a bad bet.
Mr. Joseph Spader said he has friends that live on Azalea Lane and he probably lived on Azalea
Lane longer than anyone here has. He sold his home after living there over 20 years. He said it
is a very peaceful and unique street and it is the only street so far untouched by any commercial
development. Over the years a lot of the land has been purchased in the hopes that someday the
rules would change and there would be townhouses put up like they are on Bougainvillea Lane.
He said he has known Mrs. Sorenson since the day he moved to town and he does like her, but he
must regrettably speak against her in this situation. He thinks it would affect the next-door
neighbor and it would have affected him if he had not sold his house and was still sitting on his
porch. He thinks it would make the traffic flow too fast.
Mr. Christopher Drake (spelling may be incorrect) said he lives in the Central Beach area. He
said he thinks what they are looking at is a preserved neighborhood community with people
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saying they have lived in the area forever. He said he came from New York and worked in the
Hamptons, which was careful with what was or wasn't reasonable and what was encroaching
into people's communities. He explained this has a reverse airport affect. He thinks by changing
the zoning or influencing the community by removing it from strictly Beachland Boulevard, now
it is actually encroaching back on to Azalea Lane. He thinks if it is not stopped or preserved
now, it is going to continue on and escalate. He referred to all of the building out west on SR60,
which is out of the City, but it just keeps coming. He said when you look at Indian River
County, it is a beautiful County with residential and open space. When people travel here, they
are spending their time in the City of Vero Beach and at the beaches. He said they need to be
careful and not overbuild it. They should protect the people who live here, protect the tax base,
and make sure it is not over done. He agreed with Mr. Rhodeback's concept of taking a step
back and weighing all the opinions and all the decisions and hearing from the homeowners
before any decision is made. He agreed they should table this.
Mr. Bill Barrett said he has a cousin who lives on Azalea Lane who told him he moved here
"because this town has balance." He said everything works and they have to keep that balance
up. If they start changing it like this, it will teeter.
At 2:30 p.m., the Chairman closed the public hearing, with no one else wishing to be heard.
Mrs. Minuse said that the next item under discussion will be permitted uses and she can
understand a lot of the comments being made because their visioning here has always been to
transition into one (1) use to another. Looking at the single family residential uses, if they start
going in to this POI, permitted uses are day-care services, nursing homes and adult congregate
living facilities, public and private facilities, health and fitness clubs, etc... and she can
understand the concern about having this come as an adjacent use to their properties in their
neighborhood. She said right now they are facing a difficult problem with parking on the beach
and if they start opening these roads now to more dense or intense use, they might find people
skirting neighborhoods to accommodate their parking needs. She said yes, they want to provide
adequate parking on site when you permit these things, but commercial creep and spot zoning is
very concerning. She asked Mr. Turner where this all fits in now that there is an administrative
action against the City. She asked if they can adequately deal with this, or should they table it.
Mr. Turner said he did not think that there was anything that would prohibit them from
proceeding with it at this time. The problem he has is that there is a 38-page petition filed with
the Department of Administrative Hearings and the hearing would usually be within three (3) to
four (4) months of when the petition is filed. He said it is not a simple petition. He received it
late yesterday and he has not had an opportunity to study and analyze it, but he has discussed it
briefly with their Planning Director. He said he is not in a good position at this point to make a
recommendation. He doesn't see anything off the top of his head that would prohibit them from
proceeding because if the administrative law judge finds that the actions taken were in violation
of the State Statute, then it would be reversed and the matter would come back. There are a lot
of issues involved in it. He said Mr. Jeffries is telling them that the text amendment is to address
problems that were raised with the Council as to issues involving potential creep or commercial
invasion in the areas so that it could perhaps limit and give more control of a specified area. He
thinks that is what they were trying to do. He reiterated that he could not give them a
recommendation now.
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Mrs. Minuse asked if they would be hiring an outside consultant who has expertise in this area.
Mr. Turner said he thinks that their staff has quite a bit of expertise.
Mr. Jeffries said their Planning Department has three certified planners on staff that have many
years of expertise. He said that is why they pay for three (3) professional planners on staff so
they can address these types of issues. He added that he can see some things coming up with the
Comprehensive Plan that they will see staff dealing with. He said if they need to have more
discussions of the text because it is not clearly articulating what they are trying to achieve with it,
they can. He explained what happened in terms of the request that came before them a few
months ago is that they had to rely on their policies and the application of that amendment based
on what was said in that policy itself. This policy puts more specifics about how it can apply in
and around the Beachland area. He read from the text. He said he doesn't know how they can
think this is going to restrict the City's ability to have residential medium somewhere else in the
City. He said this policy is directly related to those land uses around the Beachland corridor.
Mrs. Minuse asked if they could consider this an overlay. Mr. Jeffries answered no, that it is just
a policy. He explained the residents concern that he and Council heard was that they felt by the
approval of the land use, that this creep would continue down Al A either north or south. If those
requests were to come in, now they would have a policy in the document that says no, those
areas are to be maintained residential. He said that is what they were trying to address.
Mrs. Pelensky referred to the future land use map and the property on the north side of Azalea
Lane on the comer of AlA. She asked if this land use text amendment would also affect all of
the south side of Acacia Road to the west of AlA and the east side of AlA and the entire north
side of Azalea Lane. She referred to the areas in brown that are already residential high. She
asked how would this text amendment address that designation that they already have.
Mr. Jeffries said he understands that concern and they could add some language that it is already
existing. He feels because of other policies in the land use plan that talk about not infringing on
anyone's existing private property rights, he doesn't think this policy as it's written affects what
is already designated. He said this deals with when they get future amendment requests and how
they process it. Mrs. Pelensky asked if it does affect those who live on the south side of Acacia
Road. Mr. Jeffries answered yes. Mrs. Pelensky said because it affects those property owners,
it also affects the people on the north side so they are talking about a lot.
Mr. Jeffries said if they want to limit it further, they could put in language tying it more directly
to AlA so it doesn't have implications down the block for future designations. Mrs. Pelensky
asked if then they would only be talking about three (3) pieces of property. Mr. Jeffries said that
is correct. He added that if they wanted to limit it further to AlA, that would be a reasonable
recommendation.
Mr. Carroll thinks that one of the big problems they have here is the far-reaching effect it could
have in his neighborhood, which is Central Beach. He was really glad he was able to be here
today. He said he would love to have a motion to table it.
Mr. Lauer said he is concerned about some of what Mr. Rhodeback brought up, essentially
having some conflicts in the Comprehensive Plan as a result of passing this text amendment and
then having the Administrative Court come back and set aside what was done he thinks foolishly
by City Council. He said he appreciates all the comments here and the people that are from this
neighborhood. He said it is a special residential neighborhood and this is a really bad precedent.
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Mr. Lauer made a motion to table this text amendment and if it is to be brought before
their Planning and Zoning Board again, he requests that all of the residents that are
affected by this text amendment, mainly those people in the Beachland corridor between
Azalea Lane and Acacia Road and Ocean Drive and Azalea Lane, AlA to Eagle Road be
given written notice of this meeting as opposed to the publication.
Mrs. Pelensky asked to add to the motion. She said they have had a lot of discussion about these
two (2) streets, but they also mention properties that abut AIA, so she thinks this could creep
into a further discussion of changing all of the homes along Al A, because that seems to be where
this all started in the first place. She said she thinks that people need to be notified that they are
having this conversation.

Mr. Lauer amended his motion by saying all of the property owners whose properties are
affected be given written notice as opposed to just being noticed in their Press Journal and
being posted at the property. Mrs. Minuse seconded the motion and it passed 5-0 with Mr.
Prieto voting yes, Mrs. Pelensky yes, Mrs. Minuse yes, Mr. Lauer yes, and Mr. Carroll yes.
Mr. Turner asked if that motion just applied to item IV-A). Mr. Carroll answered yes.
Mr. Jeffries questioned when it was tabled until so that staff would know when they expect this
to come back. Mr. Turner said that he would advise the Chairman and staff as to the procedure
for recalling.

[Legislative]
B. An Ordinance of the City of Vero Beach, Florida, Amending Chapter 62
(Nonresidential Districts), Article II (POI Professional, Office, Institutional District)
of the Land Development Regulations to Revise Development Standards for the
POI District; Providing for Codification; Providing for Conflict and Severability;
and Providing for an Effective Date
The Chairman read the Ordinance by title only.

Mr. Lauer made a motion to table this discussion. Mrs. Minuse seconded the motion.
Mr. Prieto said he thinks at some point they need to deal with this.
Mrs. Pelensky said she thinks they should have a discussion after the motion is seconded.
Mr. Turner said they need to vote on the motion that has been seconded and is now up for vote.
He said he did not hear a second for discussion. He said if the maker wants to revise to allow
discussion, that would be appropriate.
Mr. Lauer and Mrs. Minuse said no. Mrs. Pelensky asked if they were saying no to a discussion.
Mr. Turner said the motion on the floor is to table without discussion.

The motion passed 3-2 with Mr. Prieto voting no, Mrs. Pelensky no, Mrs. Minuse yes, Mr.
Lauer yes, and Mr. Carroll yes.
Mr. Turner said again he would advise the Chairman and staff as to the recalling the matter.

[Quasi-Judicial]
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C. An Ordinance of the City of Vero Beach, Florida, Requested by Elizabeth and
Matilde Sorensen, Amending the Official Zoning Map by Changing the Zoning
District Designation from R-1, Single-Family Residential District to POI,
Professional, Office and Institutional District for Property Located at 705 Azalea
Lane, Containing 0.27 Acres, More or Less, Providing for an Effective Date (#Z19000003-MAP)

The Chairman read the Ordinance by title only.
Mr. Turner said since this is a quasi-judicial hearing, he asked if there is a motion to table this,
that it be clear that upon recall, if it is to be recalled, that no witnesses have been sworn, but a
full hearing will be conducted at that time and that witnesses will be sworn and the evidence will
be heard and they will go through the normal quasi-judicial process for this particular property.
Mr. Lauer made that his motion. Mrs. Minuse seconded the motion and it passed 3-2 with
Mr. Prieto voting no, Mrs. Pelensky no, Mrs. Minuse yes, Mr. Lauer yes, and Mr. Carroll
yes.
V.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT MATTERS

None
VI.

BOARD MEMBERS' MATTERS

Mrs. Pelensky said they need to thank staff. She said this has been a difficult and a lengthy
process and she wanted them to know that she appreciates the work they put into it and the
professionalism.
Mrs. Minuse seconded that. She said what concerns her greatly is the people participating in the
process and yes, they are asking that they are noticed on this, but they used to hold a lot of
visioning meetings and she thinks maybe the neighbors need to understand what is involved in
the process and have them participate. There are a lot of uses in there and maybe they could be
amended so the neighbors could be happy.
Mr. Jeffries said they could look at doing a neighborhood meeting at some point. He said he
feels that this Board expected something to happen before staff brought it back to them.
Mr. Carroll said he would love a community meeting at Beachland and to get all the stakeholders
involved.
Mrs. Minuse said instead of asking them to come here, they should go to them. Mr. Carroll
suggested they do it at Beachland or at the Riverhouse.
Mr. Jeffries clarified that they are wanting to have a workshop of the Planning Board somewhere
in that neighborhood. He said he would look into that.
Mr. Prieto asked if a variance could be granted to allow them to tear the house down and make a
parking lot out of it. Mr. Jeffries answered no. He said that one of the neighboring properties
asked if the City could grant a special exception, but their Code does not do special exception
uses. He added as Planning Director, he would not propose that to this Board.
10

Mr. Lauer asked about shared parking. He said he drove down Azalea Lane this morning and
they have two (2) humongous parking lots that are way underutilized. At Wachovia and Wells
Fargo, there were five (5) cars. He said the Beachland Financial Center was at least half-empty.
He asked why there couldn't be some kind of shared parking and asked Mr. Jeffries if that is
something that is a possible.
Mr. Jeffries said that is the process the City Council is going though right now with the parking
study for Ocean Drive. They will be looking at some parking code changes with the Land
Development Code once they complete the study and get some recommendations from Kimley
Hom.
Mr. Lauer said it was obvious that they are trying to change the use of that property from office
to something that requires more parking because they met all the parking codes when it was
built. He asked why don't they put the cards on the table so they know what's going on.
Mr. Prieto said these days there are a lot more cubicles and a lot more people working per square
foot of office than before. He said he has a hard time knowing the parking situation in the City
as a whole. He said he has driven by the house and it is a ratty looking house and he thinks a
nicely landscaped parking lot, if that is the end result, would not hurt the values on the rest of the
street.
Mr. Jeffries said if they had the amendment on the POI text amendment, that was going to
address a lot of those concerns about what can be developed on a property adjacent to a
residential use. Plus with what he had in those text amendments, he thinks would have solved
some of the problems they are seeing in other parts of the town where there is POI also. He said
it has been very contentious and that zoning district has had a long and checkered history. There
have been some issues because it is a transitional zoning district that is on an arterial road but it
is adjacent to single family residential neighborhoods.
Mr. Carroll pointed out that the property on the northeast comer of Bougainvillea Lane and Al A
sold a couple months ago for upwards of $600,000. He said this is not a distressed area and if
you maintain or update a house, you can make it valuable.
Mrs. Minuse asked since they have tabled these items, could it go to City Council before it
comes back to them. Mr. Turner answered he did not think that would be appropriate.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT

Today's meeting adjourned at 3:01 p.m.
Ihm
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DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
TO:

Chairman John Carroll, Jr and
Planning and Zoning Board Members

FROM:

Jason H. Jeffries, AICP ~
Director of Planning and Development

DATE:

November 14, 2019

SUJBECT:

Affordable Housing Development Application #AH19-000001,
Construction of 20 dwelling unit, multi-family residential
development with 5 affordable housing dwelling units,
Location: 1055 Royal Palm Boulevard

REQUEST
A request by McLaughlin Properties, LLC to construct James Arthur Court, a 20 dwelling unit,
multi-family residential development with five (5) affordable housing dwelling units with a density
bonus incentive of three units and reduced land area required per dwelling unit of 3,200 square
feet at 1055 Royal Palm Boulevard.

LOCATION
The subject property is located (see Attachment A for the site location and aerial map series) on
the south side of the 1000 block of Royal Palm Boulevard (between Ponce De Leon Circle). The
subject site is an existing multi-family residential property. The adjacent land uses and zoning
classifications are shown in the following table.

Table 1 : Land U se and Z onmg
Existing Uses

Existing Future Land
Use Designation

Existing Zoning Classification

Site

Multi-Family Residential

RH: Residential High

RM-10/12 : Multi-Family Residential

North

Place of Worship (Parking)
Multi-Family Residential

RH : Residential High

RM-10/ 12: Multi-Family Residential

South

Multi-Family Residential

RH : Residential High

RM-I 0/ 12: Multi-Family Residential

East

Business & Professional Office
Duplex

RH: Residential High

RM- I 0/12 : Multi-Family Residential

West

Vacant Residential

RH : Residential High

RM-10/ 12: Multi-Family Residential

Planning & Zoning Board
James Arthur Court Affordable Housing
November 14, 2019 - Page 2

OVERVIEW
The applicant is proposing new construction of a 20 dwelling unit, multi-family residential
structure and site improvements to replace an existing 20 dwelling unit multi-family complex. The
property is zoned RM-10/12, Medium and High Density Multiple Family Residential, and has a
future land use (FLUM) designation of RH -Residential High. The zoning district allows 12 units
per acre and the FLUM allows 15 units per acre. Based on the existing zoning and the property
size, the applicant is only permitted 17 units. The FLUM will allow up to 22 units on the site.
Pursuant to Sec. 64.10 of the Land Development Code (LDC), all new development has to meet
current zoning regulations. Therefore, a new development on this site would only be allowed 17
units.
The applicant is proposing an affordable housing development, pursuant to Chapter 79, Article I,
Affordable Housing Incentives, to receive a development incentive of three (3) additional dwelling
units for providing five (5) affordable housing dwelling units. The applicant has provided an
affordable housing plan with architectural elevations for the proposed development (see
Attachment B for the affordable housing plan and application).

1055 Royal Palm Boulevard: Current View Looking East

Proposed Multi-Family Residential Structure

Planning & Zoning Board
James Arthur Court Affordable Housing
November 14, 2019 - Page 3

BACKGROUND

The City has policies in the adopted Comprehensive Plan related to affordable housing programs,
including the implementation of density bonus program for affordable housing (Policy 4.7 of the
Housing Element). The affordable housing policies in the Comprehensive Plan are to ensure the
City complies with applicable State regulations and Federal Fair Housing Act.
The City Council recently adopted Chapter 79 in the City's Land Development Code to codify
development incentives. The new Article I, Affordable Housing Incentives (Sec. 79.01 - 79 .11)
was created to codify affordable housing incentives contemplated by the policies in the housing
element of the City's Comprehensive Plan. This article establishes the application procedures and
review criteria for affordable housing developments. The article also sets standards for every
affordable housing development and the affordable housing plan for the proposed developments.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION

Review of and the decision on Affordable Housing Development applications shall be based on
compliance with the review criteria in Section 79.07, Affordable Housing Development Review
Criteria. The following questions serve as guidelines in determining the approval of the
application:
1. Would be consistent with the comprehensive plan?

Response: The applicant is proposing to construct an affordable housing development
consistent with Housing Element Objective 4, Affordable and Workforce Housing, in the
adopted Comprehensive Plan.

2. Would comply with all applicable zoning district standards, unless the requirements
are specifically waived by the Planning and Zoning Board pursuant to the available
affordable housing incentives in section 79.09?
Response: The applicant is proposing to construct a multi-family residential structure that
complies with all applicable zoning district standards for the RM-10/12 district, except the
maximum density (Section 61.56) and the minimum land area per unit (Sec. 61.58)
requirements for the RM-10/12 district. The maximum density for the RM-10/12 district
is 12 unit per acre, since the property is designated Residential High on the City's Future
Land Use Map. Based on the RM-10112 zoning and the property size of 1.48 acres, the
applicant is only permitted 17 units. The required minimum land per unit is 3,630 square
feet and the applicant is providing 3,214 square feet per unit. The applicant is requesting
a density bonus of three (3) units and a reduction of land required per residential unit
pursuant to Section 79. 09, Affordable Housing Development Incentives.

3. Would comply with all applicable development review standards for a multi-family
residential development in section 64.10?
Response: The applicant is proposing to construct a multi-family residential structure that
complies with all applicable development standards for multi-family residential
development in Section 64.10.

Planning & Zoning Board
James Arthur Court Affordable Housing
November 14, 2019 - Page 4

4. Would comply with all standards in section 79.08, affordable housing development
standards, and no variance shall be granted from these requirements?
Response: The applicant is proposing to construct an affordable housing development that
complies with the standards for affordable housing in Section 79. 08. The applicant has
submitted an affordable housing development plan that designates five (5) dwelling units
of the 20 proposed dwelling units as affordable housing dwelling units in the project
meeting the criteria for 25% of the dwelling units be designated as affordable housing
dwelling units. This is the first affordable housing development proposed under the new
affordable housing development incentive ordinance and the separation criteria does not
apply. The project is designed with all the dwelling units having the same layout and are
located in a single multi-family structure. There is only one multi-family structure proposed
and no project phasing. The multi-family structure is designed with a high level of
architectural detail.

5. Would avoid overburdening existing public facilities and services, including, but not
limited to, streets and other transportation facilities, schools, potable water facilities,
sewage disposal, stormwater management, and police and fire protection?
Response: The applicant has submitted a concurrent site plan application for the project.
The site plan has been reviewed by the City's Public Works and Water and Sewer Utilities
Department staff and sufficient capacity is available to serve the project. There is no
increase in number ofdwelling units on the site and will not affect the school capacity.
6. Would be appropriate for its location and is compatible with the general character of
surrounding lands and the uses permitted in the zoning district?
Response: The applicant is proposing a multi-family residential use ofthe property, as it
has been used historically, and is compatible with surrounding buildings and the multifamily residential character ofthe area.

7. Would allow for the protection of land values and the ability of neighboring lands to
develop uses permitted in the zoning district?
Response: The applicant is proposing the new construction of a multi-family residential
building that will replace buildings constructed in 1950. The new construction will provide
needed investment in the area and will not have a negative impact on neighboring land
values.

8. Would comply with all other relevant City, State, and federal laws and regulations?
Response: The applicant is proposing to construct an affordable housing development that
complies with all relevant City, State and Federal laws and regulations.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval, of the affordable housing development plan for James Arthur Court,
a 20 dwelling unit, multi-family residential development with five (5) affordable housing dwelling
units with a density bonus incentive of three units and reduced land area required per dwelling unit
of 3,200 square feet at 1055 Royal Palm Boulevard.
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THE JAMES ARTHUR COURT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL

THE JAMES ARTHUR COURT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL

Pursuant to Local Ordinance 79
AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES Section 79.06
The James Arthur Court proposes building twenty dwelling units at 1055 Royal
Palm Boulevard in the city of Vero Beach and hereby offers the following
Affordable Housing Development Plan:
Twenty 2-bedroom, 2-bath apartments comprising of 918 sq. ft. of heated space,
and 280-364 sq. ft. of covered/unheated space. Each unit is subject to annual
lease agreements between James Arthur Court and tenants.
The following agencies refer clients in need of housing and provide financial rent
assistance in compliance with HUD regulations: Shelter Plus Care, New Horizons
of the Treasure Coast, Veterans Council of Indian River Inc, RA Home Life Services
Inc. Each of these programs maintain a waiting list for affordable housing.
Exterior finishes: White stucco exterior walls, bronze colored metal roof and sky
blue shutters consistent with the rendering attached.
Parking: 40 parking spaces constructed with turf bloc to promote and enhance the
natural aesthetic of the landscape consistent with the picture attached.
Interior finishes: Fair Housing compliant, painted drywall interior walls, ceramic
tile floors, ceramic tile bathroom.
Attached please find the House Rules that tenants must agree and sign as a
condition of lease application being accepted.
For reporting purposes under the Ordinance 79 James Arthur Court will designate
five (5) affordable housing dwelling units and fifteen (15) market-rate dwelling
units. All twenty (20) units will be offered as affordable housing dwelling units.

SITE AREA IN ACRES

1.47 acres

PROPOSED USE

20 affordable 2 bedroom/2 bath apartment
units offered for annual lease.

PROPOSED STRUCTURE HEIGHT

32 1 TOP OF ROOF RIDGE

PARKING SPACES

40

TOTAL FLOOR AREA
UNDER AIR

18,378

TOTAL FLOOR AREA
UNDER ROOF

27,356

ZONING USE MAP DESIGNATION
FLOOD ZONE

RM 10/12
X

DEVELOPMENT PLAN ATACHED
DEED ATTACHED
SITE PLAN SUBMITTED, APPROVED/ATTACHED
UNITY OF TITLE ON FOUR PARCELS HAS BEEN APPROVED/ATTACHED

INCENTIVES REQUESTED:
1. WAIVER ON ALL APPLICATION FEES
2. WAIVER ON ALL PERMITTING FEES
3. REFUND:
FIRE AND RESCUE REVIEW
TREE REMOVAL PERMIT
SITE PLAN APPLICATION FEE

250.00
50.00
1650.00

4. EXPEDITED APPROVAL OF BUILDING PLAN
5. CITY TO PROVIDE SIDEWALKS AS REQUIREDBY SITE PLAN

6.

JAMES ARTHUR COURT
RESIDENT RULES
These house rules will be strictly enforced. Any violation of these rules
will result in a written warning and an opportunity to correct the
violation. Failure to cure or a second violation will lead to eviction.

1.Quiet Enjoyment- Do not bother your
neighbors. Loud music, boisterous or drunken
behavior is not acceptable.
2. DO NOT PLACE ANYTHING on the outside of your
unit or balcony. Do not add plants, furniture or
personal items without written permission.
3. Do not paint the walls.
4. Do not remove any appliances.
5. Pets must be approved PRIOR TO occupying the
unit. This includes "visiting" a nima Is.
6. Pick up your dog waste.
7.Vehicles must be operational and licensed.
8. NO unauthorized tenants.
9. No satellite dishes

Tenant

James Arthur Court
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DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
TO:

Chairman Carroll and Members of the Planning and Zoning Board

THROUGH: Jason H, Jeffries, Planning & Development Director

.:1-15

FROM:

Gayle A. Lafferty, Senior Planner

DATE:

November 8, 2019

SUBJECT:

Site Plan Application #SP19-000003 - Submitted by McLaughlin Properties,
LLC, to construct a 20-unit multi-family residential dwelling, at 1055 Royal
Palm Boulevard - Planning and Zoning Board meeting of November 21,
2019

OVERVIEW

Location:

1055 Royal Palm Boulevard

Tax ID Numbers:

33 39 01 00005 0030 00001.0; 1.1; 33 39 01 00005 0030 00013.0;
13.1

Proposed Use:

Multiple-family residential, 12 units per acre is a permitted use in the
RM-10/12 Zoning District.

BACKGROUND

The proposed project consists of 20 multiple-family dwelling units on 1.48 acres of land.
The site is located on Royal Palm Boulevard . The applicant is proposing new construction
of a 20 dwelling unit, multi-family residential structure and site improvements to replace an
existing 20 dwelling unit multi-family complex. Surrounding the site are multi-family
residences, commercial businesses, a place of worship and vacant land. The adjacent land
uses and zoning classifications are shown in the following table.

Ta bl e 1 Lan d Use an d Z onmg
Existing Uses

Existing Future
Land Use
Designation

Existing Zoning Classification

Site

Multi-Family Residential

RH: Residential High

RM-I 0/12: Multi-Family Residential

North

Place of Worship (Parking)
Multi-Family Residential

RH: Residential High

RM-10/12 : Multi-Family Residential

South

Multi-Family Residential

RH: Residential-High

RM-10/12: Multi-Family Residential

East

Business & Professional Office
Duplex

RH: Residential High

RM- 10/12: Multi-Family Residential

West

Vacant Residential

RH : Residential High

RM-10/12: Multi-Family Residential

James Arthur Court
Site Plan Application #SP19-000003
November 8, 2019
Page 2
The site is designated "RH- Residential High" in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan and
the Zoning classification is "RM-10/12 (Medium and High Density Multiple Family
Residential). A multiple-family residential development is a permitted use.
The project meets the definition of a major site plan review and requires Planning and
Zoning Board approval. Attachment A to this report provides a project description and fact
sheet including general background and site information with details on project
development specifications.

SITE PLAN EVALUATION
Section 64.10 requires that all approved site plans and amendments to site plans shall
meet certain general review, performance, and development standards. The staff finds
that the proposed site plan meets all these standards, except as noted below. Of these
standards, the two most relevant to this project are the performance standards for the
proposed use, design, and layout of the development and the project's compliance with all
pertinent provisions of the Land Development Regulations. The staff's specific analysis
and findings regarding these two standards are discussed below:

•

Compliance with Land Development Regulations (Sec. 64.10(a)(6))
Analysis. The site plan's compliance with all development regulations was
reviewed by the Planning and Development, Public Works, Water and Sewer
Departments and Indian River County Fire Prevention, The proposed site
plan meets all height, open space, and setback requirements, and parking
standards, as shown in Attachment A.
The proposed site plan does not comply with the maximum density (Sec.
61.56) and the minimum land area per unit (Sec. 61.58) requirements for the
RM-10/12 district. The maximum density for the RM-10/12 district is 12 units
per acre, since the property is designated Residential High on the City's
Future Land Use Map, and is only permitted 17 dwelling units. The required
minimum land per unit is 3,630 square feet. The site plan is proposing 20
dwelling units and 3,214 square feet per unit. The applicant is requesting a
density bonus of three (3) units and a reduction of land required per
residential unit pursuant to Sec. 79.09, Affordable Housing Development
Incentives. The applicant has filed a separate application with an affordable
housing plan pursuant to Chapter 79, Article I, Affordable Housing
Incentives.
Finding. The staff finds that the site plan is compliant with all provisions of
the Land Development Regulations.

James Arthur Court
Site Plan Application #SP19-000003
November 8, 2019
Page 3
•

Site design performance standards (Sec. 64.10(b))

Analysis. The proposed project will provide the required parking, and
landscaping are all contained on site and buffered from adjacent properties
by landscaping.
Finding. The staff finds that the site plan is compliant with the performance
standards of Sec. 64.10(b).
Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the site plan subject to the following conditions:
1.

Approval of the Affordable Housing Development Application and Plan to
provide incentives to allow the additional three dwelling units and reduced
land area required per unit.

2.

During construction and after final grading, no surface water run-off shall be
directed to adjacent properties, and all surface water runoff shall be routed to
approved drainage facilities as shown on the site plan.

3.

All run-off from the site, both during and after construction, shall be free of
pollutants, including sediment, prior to discharge. The site is subject to
random inspections by the Public Works Department to ensure compliance
with the provisions of the City's erosion and sediment control requirements in
Section 73.33 of the City Code.

4.

The applicant shall also provide the Department of Public Works with a copy
of the Notice of Commencement and shall be subject to random inspection
for compliance with Section 73.33.

5.

A Right-of-Way Permit is required (Right-of-Way Permit #6568, was
previously provided), therefore, inspections and final approval of the right-ofway will be required prior to C.O.

6.

The required tree mitigation from #TR19-000054, shall be installed and
inspected prior to C.O.

ATTACHMENT A
JAMES ARTHUR COURT
PROJECT FACT SHEET
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Demolition of existing 20 units and construction of new 2-story, 20 unit multi-family development
with applicable parking, stormwater, landscaping infrastructure.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Location:

1055 Royal Palm Boulevard

Owner/
Applicant:

McLaughlin Properties, LLC

Engineer:

Todd E. Smith, P.E.

Tax ID Number:

33 39 01 00005 0030 00001.0; 1.1; 33 39 01 00005 0030 00013.0; 13.1

SITE INFORMATION
Future Land Use Designation:

RM- Residential Medium

Zoning Designation:

RM-10/12 (Medium and High Density Multiple Family)

Proposed Use:

A multi-family residential development is a permitted use in
the RM-10/12 Zoning District

Area of Development:

1.48 acres (64,289 sf)

Surrounding Zoning:
North:
East:
South:
West:

RM-10/12
RM-10/12
RM-10/12
RM-10/12

Surrounding Existing Land Uses:
North:
East:
South:
West:

Place of Worship
Office/Duplex Residential
Multi-Family Residential
Vacant Residential Land

Page I of2

Development Specifications
Specifications/
Code Citation

Density (units/ac) [Sec. 61.56]
Building height (ft) [Sec. 61.57]
SF Lvg Area/Unit {Sec. 61.58]
SF Land/Unit [Sec. 61.58]
Floor Area Ratio [Sec.61.63.1]
Setbacks
North Front yard [Sec. 61.60]
West Front yard [Sec. 61.60]
East Front yard [Sec. 61.60]
South Side yard [Sec. 61.62]
Lot Coverage [Sec. 61.59]
Open area [Sec.61.63]
Parking [Sec. 63.04]
[20 units @ 2 spaces =40]
Flood Zone

Required/
Allowed

Proposed

17
35'
600 sf
3,630 sf
0.40

20
32'
900 sf
3,214 sf
0.28

25'
25'
20'
15'
35%
50%

107.6'
28.3'
28.3'
15.0'
20.8%
52.4 %

40

40

X

Landscape Specifications
Specifications/
Code Citation
Landscape strip (north)[Sec. 72.12]
Landscape strip (east)[Sec. 72.12]
Landscape strip (west)[Sec.72.12]
Continuous hedge
Trees (1/40 feet) [Sec.72.12]
Total trees required [Sec.72.12]
Max. number of trees replaced by
Palms [Sec. 72.13 (b)]
Large canopy trees [Sec. 72.13 (b)]

Required

10
10

Proposed
exceeds req

10

10
281
16
37

10
405
16
54

9
25

9
28

Page 2 of2

LOCATION MAP

1055 Royal Palm Blvd, Vero Beach, Fl
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City Clerk
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SITE PLAN APPLICATION (MAJOR)
City of Vero Beach Planning & Development Department
1053 20111 Place - P.O. Box 1389
Vero Beach, Florida 32961-1389
Phone (772) 978-4550 / Fax (772) 778-3856

~q9

·,odd S,'Yldh 55ll
APPLICANT:

Application#

s e,q ~ooo<Jo3

M< ( A:1l,._,,J-!., l, tj fe,ope'<2-f) (7,,S LLc, Telephone: S°b?_ -Lf'-t-S - 3HD

L

5A-No~Jl1cJAv6AL"~S-8ti
MAILING ADDRESS: fttt:?oo )PITT, NA-fu.( Wtoo:; P( ·B-CE J \/('Jlt-'-\P1{ , L6b19J! LI F i }>{ ~'2.Ltj--&c.;4 2- .
\Li l-~~Ln·J)

(5A-NO(Lflr-

SN E_ (¥;;;,

PROPERTY OWNER:
OWNER ADDRESS:
SITE ADDRESS:

Fax or Email:

t\--pQuC,(Hvr

S'-fn\M:= k"> &e·()l._1u3:µr
{oSS ·tzo'(A--L fAl,.~J\ 'li?:'W;,'\J.('i.-Q,.Q

PARCEL I.D. NUMBER: 33-3q~O\-OODDS ·-- 00·20 ~.Oc:v I ~,1 l OOD/3,0 7 <'.lZYD6 \_ 0 .t°C:iODl.
ZONING DISTRICT: XM._1 D-- l '2--

FLOOD ZON.b: _b._

CONDITIONAL USE ? _J::l 0

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT?

-

---

t,,.<o

1 «391017
-

Floor Area Square Footage: ;,

Number of Dwelling Units: ~I
.

Number of Hotel/Motel Umt -c~\.
Provide a brief description ofl
·

MAY 2019
City of Vero r:: ~ach
Plannino , , ,i

sting 1\\St:> Proposed

sting

2-D

Pro~osed

O

N

l1 ((D'D

'2 D
O

stmg _ _ _ Proposed _ __

ce.1f ~c m_9difie.1J.'fi8f as shown on the attached plans, and other
Sc; 17ri'.-drthis a r
· ··
·
tt- C?f
I t.J<r
Z,o lltvt

·n

This application is limited only to the specifically requested development approval. No pennanent
structure shall be located n City easements. In separate sheets, plans or documents attached to this
application provide the p ific information required by Pages 2 through 4 of this application, as
applicable.
cealment, or misrepresentation in this application or plans, intentional or
nds for revocation of approval.

Applic

gnature

Mc.LAuc.,111.,·..,
Applicant Name (Print)

1

s-,11

~r
Date

*Property Owner Signature

&IA-Jc.La),

Property Owner (Print)

StJc:

Date

-SS•/8

* A letter ofauthorization may be provided in lieu ofthe property owner s signature.
1

Application Fee:

lti2

"b'

N:\Applications\Site Plan Application
(Major) WITH Requirements

/
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.& SITE CRITERIA

LEGALOESCRIPTION ORS •15 PG ~53. IRC PUBLIC RECORDS
LYING AND !l[ING IN T11E COUNTY OF INOlAN IUVER fLORIDA l.!ORE PAfH,C:ULARL l' DESCRlllED AS
FOLLOWS
PARCEL"A" ALL OF LOTS U. I~ AND 16.llLOCl(J, ROYAL PARK ACCORDINO TO H<.E PlATCl'ROYAL PARK.,
FILED IN HIE OFFlCE OF THE CLERK OF TI;[ CIRCUIT COURT OF ST LUCIE COUNTY, FLORIDA. IN PLAT SOOK
4, PAGE 66 SAID LAIW NOW L VINO AND BEING IN THE CITY OF VERO BEACH INOIAN RIVER courHY,

Mc::LAU!»IUH PROPERTICS

"°'1 S[MfURY WOODS PI..ACC, UNIT
LOISMUL •

(~)
ATTENTION:

MAX. BLOC. COV.

&::: :"1w~~ :

~L.NJQt.H

ARCHITECT

PA.llCU •!l" THE NOflTH 94 FEET OF LOT I, BLOCK J. ROYAL PAAK, ACCORDING TO THEPlAT fllto INTHE
OFFICE oF THE CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT coURT OF ST UJCIE COl.!NTY, FLORil)A, Ill PLAT OOOK 4. PAGE 66
SAID LAND NOW LY~lG ANO BEING IN THE Cll'Y Of VERO BEACH. INOIAN RtvER COUNTY. FLORIDA

~~CT.~
ATtu£R d"ARCHrrtCTURE 8'I' J[rF L. RAY. INC.

LOT 11 Of 8l.0Ci( J, ROYAL PAR.K,ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF ROYAl PARK fllED IN THE
0
~il~ci~~
cLi._:;:~ ~:~~~!~~7i~TH~
FOR THE FOLLOVwlNO ot:SCRIIJEO PART Cl' SAID LOT 17 BEGIN AT APO!flf ON THE EASTllNE OF LOT 17
ANO 70 FEET N<;RTH OF THE INTERSECTION OF SAID EAST llNE WITH THE Soun, L!NE OF SAID LOT 11,
1
0
:iJ:HA:~;:::lt~~[~~~ETs,?Eu;~~NL~N~FoS:~~
1~.~ ~i~i!c~
A~~JT:~~:i~NJo
FEET TO A POINT Oil THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 17. THENCE RUN EAST ALONG THE sourn LINE Of THE
SAID LOT 17 A DISTANCE OF~• FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 17. THENCE RUN NORTH ALONG
THE EAST LINE OF SAID LOT 17 A DISTANCE OF 70 FEET, MORE OR LESS TO THE PO!NT OF &GINNING

:G~

irr~ g;

~~o'::~/~(~'ittr

~o1:

t

PARCEL "0" LOT 13 OF B\.OCK l ROYAll>AllK,ACCOROlflG TO PL.AT FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF
CIRCUIT COURT OF ST LUCIE COUNTY, FLORJOA. !N f'tAT 600K (, PAGC 66, SAID LANO NOW LYING IN HIE
SAIO LOT 1J A DISTANCE CF 6ij FEET, MORE OR LESS. TO THE SOUTHEAST CCl'.NER OF SA[() LOT 1l THENCE
R.UN NORTH ON THE SAiD EAST LlNE OF THE SAID LOT 13 A DISTANC.E OF !5FEET TO A PCINT THENCE RUN
WEST AND PARALLEL TO THE SOUn! LINE OF SAID LOT 13, 5 FEET TO A P01'1T, THENCE RUrl NORTH AND
PARALLEL TO THE EAST LINE OF THE SAID LOT 1J, A OISTAIJCE OF 15 FEET TO A PO!NT, n,ENC( P.UN WEST
ANO PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH LINE OF LOT IJ, A DISTANCE OF ~1 FEET. UORE OR LESS. TO A POiNT ON THE
WEST lfNE OF SAID LOT lJ, THENCE RUN SOUTH ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SA!O LOT 13 A OISTAr.«:E OF 100
FEETTOlHEPO!NTOFSEGtNNING
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LANSCAPE PLAN

SCALE: 1"

=

20'-0"

SYMBOL -~BE

....

LANDSCAPE DATA
EXISTING LANDSCAPE LEGEND

PINE TREE
WIDIA.
EXOTIC TREE
WIDIA.
OAK TREE
WIDIA.
PALM TREE
WIDIA./HGT.
SEAGRAPE
WIDIA./HGT.

2. EAST PROPERTY LINE (PONCE 0£ LEON CIRCLE) = 1O' WIDE SUITER
TREES REQUIRED • I TREE/40 Lf(86 LF') • J TRfES

4. SOUTH PROPERTY LINE (ADJACENT PROPERT'r') .. 5' WIDE BUf'f!R

TREES RE0U1R£D • 0 TREES R£0UIR£0 Al.ONG REAR PROPERTY
5. INTERJ~ LANDSCAPING
TRCCS RC0U1RCD • 1 TR£E AT EACH END CF RO'J(2 CNDS> • 2 TRCCS

TRCCS Rt:QU]R[D • l TRCE/2,500 Sr<i?B,036

sn = 12

sn •

3 TREES

J/2 DBH Of' PROTtCtD lRC(S
1/2 DBH
PROTCCTCD PALMS

or

TRCCS RCHOVCD OUTSJOC fRDNT, SIDE:
TOTAL DBH Dr SPCCIHEN lRECS
1/2 DBH or PROTCCCD TRCES
1/2 DBH Or PROTECltD PALMS

•

M

00 INCHES
00 INCHES

00 INCHCS

AND RCAR BUILDING S[lBACKS " XX INCHCS

..
•
•

.40 JNCHCS
00 INCHCS
1-49 INCHf:S
"
189 INCHCStSX> • 10 JNCHCS
TOTAL DDH lNCt-E:S RCQulRtD rl'.R MITIGATJD-l
VlTHIN SCTBACkS AND DUTSJDt SETBACKS • 0 INCH£S AND 10 INCHES m 10 TOTAL INC"HE:S
10 TOT AL INCHES "' U> 3• CALlPCR TR£CS
9. TOTAL LANDSCAPING R£0UtREO .. 37 CMIOP'I' ANO 261 SHRUBS
TOTAL LmDSCAPING EXISTING • 5 OAKS, 3 PtNES ANO 79 PALMS

25:C PALMS • 37(25X) • 9 PALMS ALLOWED. THE REMAINDER ARE EXTRA TREE CREDITS
TOTAL LM!l)SCAPINC PROPOSED • 20 CANOPY AND 405 SHRUBS
lOTAL LJrNOSCAPIN(j PROVIDED • S4 CANOPY •• ANO
SHRUBS

.. THE

CANOPY TREES PROVIDED ..

io

HT.

PRCAD

CAL. NATIV,l~ CHARI~

37

42

5

CABBAGE

SABAL
PALH
Rf:LOCATE ) PALMETTO
CABBAGE
Tri~~lt-

LlVC
OAK
TO RCHAIN

PIN(

3

SABAL
PALHElTO

12·
(HlN.)

NIA

VARIES

YES

YES

(HIN.)

NIA

VARIE!

YES

YES

0UERCVS

VIRGIN]ANA

,..

NIA

NIA

lB" 36
30" 40

YES

YES

15•
15•
30•

YES

YES

34•

TRtE
TO RCMAIN

PlNUS
ELLIOTT JI

NIA

NIA

LlVC
OAK

01.CRCUS
VIRGIN)ANA

12·

3.5'

3'

YES

YES

CAST
PALATKA
HOLLY

IL[X X
ATlENUATA
'CAST PALATK •

,.

3.5'

3•

YES

YES

MAGNOLIA

MAGNOLIA
GRANDIF'LORA

PROPOSED CANOPY

TREES

B. HJllGATIGI TRCCS
TRC[S RCHOVED \ollTHIN fRCNT. SID£ AND REAR BUILDING SETBACKS " D JNCH£S
TOTAL DBH Of SPECIHCN TRECS .,

,,.
·~

J. WEST PROP£RlY LINE (PONCE OE LEON CIRCLE) • 10· WIDE aurrER
TREES REQUIRED • 1
LF{86 Lf') • J TRHS

7. OTl'CR OPEN SPACE ARCA

BOTANICAL
NAH£

EXISTING CANOPY

1. NOR'TH PROPERTY LINE (ROYAL PALM BlVO.} • 1O' WIDE BUFFER
TREES R£QUIREO • 1 TREE/40 LF'(l92 Lf) • 10 TREES

6. ADDITIONAL INTERIOR
TR([S R[OU]R[D • •o SPACCSOS Sf/SPACE) • 600 Sf(I TREC/225

c
NANE

~:=

E:~s·c-k5~N.~IN~:·

~t.~:E~?cREOOS)

()

®

--

II

4

5

..

,.

3.5'

3•

YES

NO

PROPOStD SHRUBS

0000

,

RCD TIP k:HRYSOBALANU
COCPLUM
ICACO

24•

NIA

NIA

YES

YE!

112

SIMPSOI
STOPPER

HYRCIANTI-CS
f'RAGRANS

24"

N,A

NIA

YES

YES

MIJHLY

GRASS

MUHlENBCRGlA.
CAPILLARUS

,

NIA

NIA

YES

YES

VARlCGATt
rLAX LlLL

DlANtLLA
TASHANICA
'VARIEGATA'

NIA

NIA

NO

NO

40

-""" ...

..

13
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LANDSCAPE NOTES
GCNCRALLY•

HEDGCS,

t. ALL PLANT MATtRIAL SHALL BC rLCJRlDA GRADC NO. l DR BCTTER IN OUALITY AS

1. PLANT HAT(RIAL SHALL B( A HlNIMUH or
INCHES IN HCIGHl AT TIME Of"
PLANTING.
2. HEDGES StW.L BE INSTAl.LCD NO MORC T~ 30 JNCH(S ON C£NTER.

ESlABt.lSHtD !Y Tl-£ FLORIDA DEPARTMENT Dr AGRICU. TURC AND CCl'fSUH£.R
S(RVIC(S AND SHALL BC rREE. rRON DISEASE. INSCCTS AND OTHCR P(SlS.
2. THC ·noRJDA-rRJ[NDLY PLANT DATABASE· PUBt.JSHtD !Y THC l.NJV(RSITY or
rLORIDA AT HTTP 1/f\l\,/VJ'LORIDAYARDS.QRG IS HERCBY ADOPTCD AAD SHALL
PROVIDt THE STAADARDS rDR ACCEPlABlE NATJVt, DROIJGHT TOLERANT. AND SALT
TOLCRANT TREE, SHRUB, AND OTHCR PL.MIT SPECICS.
J. AT LCAST 50 PCRCENT or RCOUlRtD PLANT MATERIAL SHALL Bt DROUGHT
TOLERANT SPCCIES.
.4. AT LCAST SO PCRCENT Dr RC0UIR£D PLANT MATERIAL SHALL DC NATIVC rLDRIDA
SPCCJCS.
5. Al LEAST 50 PCRC(NT Of" k(QUJR[D PLANT MATERIAL (N ORCHID lSl.AND SHALL Br
HIGH SALT TOLERANT SPCCJCS,
6. ALL RCOUIR£D LANDSCAPING SHALL BC lNSlALLED IN A SOI.ND AND \i/ORt;LIKE
HNH:R ACCCRDING TO ACCCPTCD GOOD PLANTlNG PROCEIIURCS.
7. AN AUTOMAT[D JRRlGATJIJ',I SYSTEM SHALL IJC PROVIDED f'OR ALL RCOUIRED
LANDSCAPED AREAS rOR JRRIGATJtN DURING tSTAILJSHH(NT AND SELECTJVCLY
DURING TIMtS Of' DROUGHT, IRRIGATI04 SYSTCM OCSJC°lll NIID INSTALLATltN SHALL
EHPlOY nc HOST CURRENT 'wATER SAVING DCVICCS, INClUDING. BUT NOT LIHJTED
TO HOISTURC S[NStRS AND DRIP JRRIGATJCN \JHCR£ APPR!PRIATE TO C~SERV£
'WATER.
8. ALL PLANT HATCRIAL StlALL Bt: COHPATJBLE 'WITH THE LOCAL CLIMATE:, PROPOSED
PHYSICAL snc IHPROVtMENTS, C>CISTING AND PROPOSCD PUBl.lC Atdl PRIVATE
JtPtWVCMCNTS. AND THC PmlPOSCD STl'.RH'w'ATCR ~HCNT Pt.AN f'[R THE SITE.
9. ALL LANDSCAPCD AACAS SHALL BC PROTECTED rROM VCHJCt.t CNCROACHHCNT.
10. ALL SYNTHE:TIC. NCJ,1-DCGRADABl.£ ROOT BALL 'w'RAPPINGS SK4LL BC R(l'()VED
PRIOR TO PLANTING. o-a.. y PAPCR OR COTTEJ,/ BURI...AP 'w'RAPPINGS AND cana-,
ROPC DR T\IINC KAY RtHAIN ARO\.ND THC ROOT BALL or TRCES OR PAlHS Af"TCR
PLANTINCi.
II. ALL PLANT]NG BEDS SHALL BC ru..L y Htl.CHED TO A DEPTH or 3" \i/lTH A BARK
CR SHR£DOCD CRGANJC HATERIAL Hll.CH.
TRCES•
J. Tt£ LATEST CDITJDN Of ·GRADES AND STANDARDS rDR NURSCRY PLANTS· PUBl.ISHCD
BY TH£ f'LORIDA DtPARlHCNl CJ" AGR:lCUL TURC NIID ~UHCR stRVICES, DIVlSJDN
CF PLANT INDuSTRY, IS HCRCBY ADOPTED AND SHALL PRDVIDC THE HINIHUH
SPECIFICAlJONS rDR TRC[S. THE SPCCJES or lRCtS ARC GRADCD lN TH[
ArORHENTIONCD OOCUNCNT t..NDCR HATRICCS NUNBCRS 1-S LIST(D JN THE lNDt:X Dr
PLANT MATERIALS.
2. A MINIMUM or T'w'Q~THIRDS Of ALL REQUIRED TRCCS SHALL HCCT ALL or THE
f'Ol.LD'w'ING HlNlHUM SPCClflCATlQllS BASED DN THE NATuR.AL lRCC SHAPE rOR THC
SPCCl[S, (Ttiat[ ]NCH£$ DBH. rOUR rEE.l or CLtAR TRI..NK.)
3. ALL OlHtR RtOUIR£D TRCES SHALL MEET ALL Of' THC fDLLD'w'lNG HINIHUH
SPEClrJCATIOiS BASED ll"i TH( NAlURAL TRCC SHAPC f'OR lHE: SPCCI[S, (T'w'O
lP<HCS DBH, THREE FEET Of CLEAR TRlJ«.)
4. A GROlPING CF THREC OR HORE PALMS CR A SINGLE PALM THAT HAS OR 'WILL
HAY! A CROVN $PR(AJ) Of AT LCAST 15 f'EET AT HAT~ITY HAY BC SUBSTITUTED
FOR CACH REQUIRED TRCC, CXCEPT ANY REClUIRtD LARGC SCALC CMOPY TREE. TO
SATISFY UP 10 25 PERC[NT Of" THC TOTAL TR£( RtOUJR[HCNTS. SUCH PALMS
SHALL HAVE A HINIHltt H(JGHT or 12 rcn Of 12 rctt Al THE TlHC or
PLANTING.
,. SPCCJrlCATIONS 'w'JTHIN CACH GROJP or TRCCS SHALL B( CctdJDER£D
CDLLtCTJV[L Y AND THC APPt..lCANT SHAI.L VITH ALL CRJTCRIA.
6. A MINIHU'f or ON( THIRD CF THC TOTAL REOUJRED TRCES SMALL BC LARGC SCALE
CANOPY TRCES.
7. ALL TRCES SHALL B£ INSTALLED IN THEIR NATURAL SlAlE 'WITH tN... l NECESSARY
HlNOR PRlNING.

~ D COVERS,
I. ALL REQUIRED GROl.ND COVCR PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BC PLANTtD lN SUCH A
MANNCR AS TO ACHICVt 100 PCRCENT COVCRAGC \IJTHIN 180 DAYS.

OlHE:R,
J. ALL SHOCICCD LANDSCAPE: HATCRJALS U.EArLESS, ~STLY LEArLCSS) VILL NOT BC

ACCEPTED AS F'LORIDA NCI. l HATERJAL. ALL R£0UIRED MATERIAL MUST HECT
fLDRIDA NCI. I STANDARDS AT Tl-£ TJH( or CERTlrlCAT[ or OCCUf"ANCY
lNSPtCTJCN.
2. ALL tXISTING PALM TREES TO BE RCLOCATED CN SJT(.
3. CLUSTERS Dr PALNS, Ir USED, SHALL CD-lSIST IT NO HORE THAN CU: THIRD IT
THC TOTAL CPHOPY TRCE RCOUlRCHtNT,
AREAS MJT INDlCATE.D AS PLANTING BEDS CONTAINING TltEtS MID/OR SJ-fll.lBS
SHALL It rULL l SODDED.
~. ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WlTH Tl-£ APPl.lCABI..E
PROVJSIO,,S or Tl-£ ClTY or VERO BCACH LDR'S.

IRRIGATION CERTIFICATION
THt JRRIGATIO,, SYSTEM SHALL BE DES.JGNCD 10 CCN'ORH TO THC
R[OUIRE:HCNTS Of' SCCTICN '326.ll AND THt RtSTRIClJONS IJ,i
JRRJGATICJ,1 US.£ AS SPECJF'IE:D BY THC ST. .JON'S RIVER \JAlER
HANAGCHENT DISTRICT.
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