CITY OF ANNA MARIA
CITY COMMISSION/PLANNING & ZONING BOARD WORKSESSION
MEETING HELD AT ANNA MARIA COUNCIL CHAMBERS
10005 GULF DRIVE — ANNA MARIA, FL
THURSDAY, JANUARY 14, 2010
6:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER

City Commission Chair John Quam called the Work Session to order at 6:00 p.m.

PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

ROLL CALL:

City Commission Present: Mayor Fran Barford, Commissioner Jo Ann Mattick, Vice-Chair
Dale Woodland, Chair John Quam, Commissioner Chuck Webb, and Commissioner Harry
Stoltzfus.

P&Z Board Present: Boardmembers Margaret Jenkins (6:40 p.m.), Sandra Mattick, Mike Yetter,
Vice-Chair Frank Pytel, Randall Stover, Jim Conoly, and Bob Barlow.

Staff Present: Building Department Administrative Assistant Diane Sacca, Administrative
Assistant Ann Marie Thorpe, City Attorney Jim Dye, Building Official Bob Welch, City Planner
Alan Garrett, and Minutes Clerk Stacey Johnston.

Press: Sun and Islander.

Pledge of Conduct: Read by Chair Quam.

1. Review of Site Plan Procedures — Sec. 74-350/358.
Chair Quam stated that the most recent Ordinance was amended July 2007. Al
members were asked to refer to the suggestions drafted by Building Official Welch.
Each line would be reviewed by the City Commission and P&Z Board for any
recommended changes. The draft was reviewed and changes were suggested as
follows:

Line 5 - Add “be” — planning shall “be” of such character....

Lines 30 to 32 — Discussed the need to add a definition of “residential’. Building Official
Welch had suggested that “structure” be changed to “commercial” as a clarification (ref
Comment BW2). However, after discussion it was agreed that the current code
language would not be changed.

© Line 45— Planning and zoning board approval.
Chair Quam said that during his recent campaigning he heard numerous concerns
questioning why the City Commission was not involved in all Site Plan processes. He
asked the boardmembers to consider if the City Commission should be involved, and if
S0 - how.

P&Z Boardmember Pytel said he had a real concern regarding the P&Z process. He
stated that the P&Z Board was an advisory board only and felt that the Site Plan process
should be re-evaluated.

Boardmember Pytel pointed out that the P&Z Board was a non-elected board and that
the citizens could not remove a P&Z Boardmember. If a Site Plan was denied, an
applicant had the opportunity to present the denial to the City Commission for their
consideration. However, if a Site Plan was approved and a neighbor was opposed to
the approval, their only method would be to proceed through the court system. He
stated that staff first evaluates and determines if a Site Plan is consistent with all
requirements. He felt the P&Z Board should only review the Site Plan as an advisory
board and then forward their recommendations to the City Commission for their final
approval.
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Commissioner Woodland agreed with Boardmember Pytel. He discussed why the
change was originally made — cost savings and time element for all parties - that gave
the P&Z Board authority to approve the Site Plans.

Commissioner Woodland suggested that ways to reduce the cost and time element be
determined.

P&Z Boardmember Mattick disagreed feeling that the current method is working well.
She did not feel that the City Commission would have made any different decisions than
the P&Z Board had made. She pointed out that the City staff advised the P&Z Board on
the compliance requirements. She was also concerned about the extra cost it would be
for the applicant.

Boardmember Mattick noted that the City Commission had passed an Ordinance that
authorizes the P&Z Board to be the final authority and if the P&Z Board had concerns
they did have the ability to forward it on to the City Commission. She asked for an
example of any case that was approved by the P&Z Board that the City Commission
objected to.

Commissioner Mattick stated that the LDR’s need to be clear so all parties would know
what to expect and what procedures to follow. She felt if the City Commission were to
be the final authority on all Site Plans, then it would be best for them to go directly to the
City Commission and that there would be no need to go before the P&Z Board at all.

Commissioner Stoltzfus also heard citizen concerns during his campaigning about the
City Commission not approving all Site Plans. There were also concerns that some of
the Site Plan approvals had gone through too quickly.

P&Z Boardmember Barlow commented that both the P&Z and the City Commission
followed the same Comp Plan and same set of LDR’s. He stated that the Ordinance
adopted in 2007 took approximately two to three years of review. It was then adopted
unanimously by the City Commission. He suggested that improvements be made
regarding any terminology for clarification purposes, but he would not be supportive of
any major changes to the Ordinance due to the City’s current cost constraints.

Chair Quam said the City Commission currently ‘has no say in the approval of Site Plans
and felt that the residents would feel more comfortable with the City Commission making
the final decisions.

P&Z Boardmember Stover questioned what the role of the P&Z Board was. He said if
the P&Z Board was not going to thoroughly evaluate the Site Plans, then why have a
P&Z Board at all.

Chair Quam responded that the P&Z Board serves as a recommending board for all land
use issues that must go through the P&Z Board process and then final action is taken by
the City Commission.

P&Z Boardmember Pytel said code language was subject to interpretation. The citizens
were unhappy that the City Commission did not have the final authority and they were
not able to remove a P&Z Boardmember. Therefore, he felt final action should be taken
by the City Commission.

Commissioner Mattick responded that it should not be an objective decision. She said
she had total confidence in the P&Z Board.
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Commissioner Webb discussed the three levels of review as stated in the current code
language. He proposed that the City Commission review those Site Plans that would
have a major impact on the community. Scoping would be needed. He suggested that
the language relating to the Administrative review not be changed. Language could be
added relating to those Site Plans that the P&Z Board had the authority to approve - and
that the City Commission could request that any project be pulled up and reviewed by
the City Commission. The City Commission would, however, have final authority to
approve all Site Plans having a major impact.

Boardmember Conoly asked that if any votes were taken that evening, that the record
specifies how each Boardmember votes.

Discussion followed as how major impact projects would be determined. Commissioner
Stoltzfus suggested that any project in the ROR require City Commission review.

Commissioner Webb provided examples of why he disagreed. He noted that it was very
costly for an applicant to go through a Site Plan process.

Planner Garrett informed that the majority of Site Plan reviews fell under the third
development category — “Any. change of use of a lot or parcel or intensity of use of a
structure of land or alteration of a structure, which change or alteration requiring a permit
that will affect the characteristics of a lot or parcel in terms of:

a. The addition of five or more parking spaces;

b. The addition of a loading space;

c. Access, an increase in post-development drainage; or

d. Buffering or utilities.

It was noted that the 305 Pine Ave Site Plan fell under the above category.

Building Official Welch explained that the 305 Pine Ave Site Plan was brought before the
P&Z Board as a temporary Site Plan in order to make changes. After final completion, it
will be brought back to the P&Z Board for final action. ‘

P&Z Boardmember Mattick pointed out that if the City Commission were to be the final
authority for the third development categories, they would be taking final action of all of
the Site Plans. She felt that some were trying to prohibit any new construction on Pine
Ave. She reminded that all P&Z Board votes had been mostly all unanimous and to her
knowledge the City Commission had no issue about the votes that the P&Z Board had
taken.

Commissioner Woodland said he could see the City Commission taking back the role of
approving all Site Plans and noted that the Site Plan review process was a very
important function of the City. He stated that many residents felt that the City
Commission should be involved and many expressed opinions that the P&Z should not
be involved. Commissioner Woodland felt that a second set of eyes reviewing the
projects would be best for making a better decision. He reiterated the need to review the
time and cost factors.

Chair Quam noted that the Site Plan fee was $3,000 and felt that fee should cover both
the P&Z Board and City Commission reviews.

Planner Garrett suggested that in order to reduce costs for the applicant, only one
advertising is required that would include the meeting notices for both the P&Z Board
and City Commission hearings.
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Chair Quam then took a straw vote on the following:
Should the P&Z Board be authorized to be the final authority on Site Plans?

P&Z Board —
Yetter, Mattick, Barlow — Yes
Stover, Pytel, Conoly — No

Should the City Commission approve all Site Plans?
City Commission —
Stoltzfus, Quam, Woodland, Webb — Yes
Mattick — No

It was agreed that the issue would be discussed at a later date. A decision will be made
as to whether or not some Site Plans would be considered at the City Commission level
and if a scope would be established of those Site Plans that would be approved at the
P&Z Board level.

Line 60 ~ add “not” — or “not” exempt from site plan approval.
Line 67 — No change.

Line 81 — Sec. 74-354. Site Plan application process. Building Official Welch informed
that often the applicant requests more than one conference with staff. The Commission
may wish to consider a fee for the additional conferences as the applicant has not yet
paid the application fees that cover the cost of the Planners services.

Boardmember Conoly asked if an applicant was required to make an appointment with
staff.

Building Official Welch -explained that staff must be user friendly. He suggested,
however, that an applicant contact the City if wanting to meet with staff to ensure staff
availability.

Line 93 — Building Official Welch suggested that a definition of survey should be included
in Chapter 70.

Line 96 — No change.
Line 106 — Change as indicated on Comment [BW13].
Line 109 — Change as indicated on Comment [BW14].

Line 119 & 120 — It was pointed out that calculations and percentages were needed.
--Line 119 — Change to: ¢. Calculations of building lot coverage.
--Line 120 — Change to: d. Calculations of total impervious surfaces.

Lines 121 to 130 — Commissioner Stoltzfus said he had reviewed the list of items that
are to be shown on the Site Plan and felt that driveways should be included.

Building Official Welch referred to Line 137 (9) Off-street parking and loading layout
including size and number of spaces; provision for pedestrian access including handicap
accessibility, bicycle parking location and design and location of outdoor and exterior
seating and exterior lighting facilities.

P&Z Boardmember Mattick suggested that “driveways” be replaced with ‘accessways”.

Building Official Welch explained that the P&Z, at their October 6, 2009 work session,
had begun reviewing revisions to Section 90. That was review was not yet completed.
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Building Official Welch further agreed with the comments made by P&Z Boardmember
Stover relating to Line 121 & 127. He agreed that it would allow to more quickly proceed
through the process.

® Line 126 — Change to:
j. Number of seats in a restaurant “including both indoor and outdoor”.

® Line 152 — Building Official Welch pointed out that the City had recently adopted a
Landscaping Ordinance and that it should now be referred to. The language will be
changed as indicated on Comment [BW18].

® Line 153 — After discussion, it was agreed that the language be changed as follows:
(17) Location of trash disposal.
It was noted that any standards will be referenced in another section of the Code.

® Line 159 — In response to Commissioner Stoltzfus, Building Official Welch and Planner
Garrett discussed the compliance and completion review process.

® Line 178 — City Attorney Dye suggested that it may be a benefit to the City that the
applicant notifies the City in writing. After discussion, it was agreed that the language be
changed as follows:
(6) This process continues until the application is deemed complete. If an applicant
decides it has submitted all required information, the applicant “should notify the city in
writing if they” choose to proceed with the review, or it may choose to withdraw its
application.

Building Official Welch informed that the $3,000 Site Plan review fee has been sufficient.

® Line 207 -209 — Add “be” —
Notice and procedures shall be given in accordance with section 114-76 except that
mailed notice shall “be” given to all property owners within 500 feet of the subject
property, not 350 feet.

Planner Garreft reminded that the City previously required the applicant mail notices by
Certified Mail/Return Receipt Requested. That requirement has since been changed to
only require a Certificate of Mailing.

® Line 205 - Commissioner Stoltzfus suggested that “Upon acceptance of the Site Plan” be
added. Explanation of the process followed by Planner Garrett and City Attorney Dye.

® Line 211 — (2) The purpose of the hearing is to review the preliminary site plan
application and the written analysis.

Planner Garrett informed that some jurisdictions do not want a recommendation. It was
noted that Line 179 also addresses written analysis language. City Planner clarified.

® Line 226 — 255 - Commissioner Stoltzfus said he flowcharted the procedure and it did
not make sense.

Building Official Welch felt there was a possible Municode Scribner error and he would
review the language and rework it for clarification.

The following language was suggested:

(1) Upon completion of the “staff’ written analysis, the city shall schedule a public
hearing on the application before the planning and zoning board for the next
available hearing date. Site plan approvals by the city commission shail “first’ be
subject to a review by the planning and zoning board.

® |ine 242 — Change “it” to “its”.
® Line 255 ~ “form of a written order”.
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City Attorney Dye informed that several different “form of written orders” had been used
over the years. He suggested that a written order be defined and felt that a Resolution
served as the best written order and tracking mechanism.

® Line 264 — Commissioner Mattick asked if “architecture” should be removed since there
was ho Architectural Review Board.

Commissioner Webb pointed out there was no architectural standards in the Code. He
suggested that a different term be used or that architecture be defined.

® Discussion followed relating to the Site Plan application. Commissioner Woodland felt it
would be helpful to know what Ordinance was relative to each section. He suggested
that the site, chapter, and verse (as recommended by City Attorney Dye) be included in
the written analysis.

Planner Garrett informed that the City was currently providing that information.

Commissioner Stoltzfus felt it would be more streamlined and simpler for the applicant if
there was a check-off list for Site Plans.

Building Official Welch further suggested there be a review at each level —
administrative, Planning & Zoning, and City Commission. The check-off review list
would then be attached to the completed application. Discussion followed.

® Lines 277, 278, 282, & 283 — Commissioner Stoltzfus felt the Code language on these
lines would be the focus of discussion at the next several meetings. He made reference
to the safety issues on Pine Avenue and the driveway ingress and egress issues. He
stated that the language in these sections were different than that in Chapter 90.

Discussion followed relating to the standard process language versus the procedural
ordinance and Chapter 90.

® Line 349 — Change “on” to “of’ — site plan is valid, the final site plan shall expire and be
“of” no further effect.

® Lines 377 through 417 — Planner Garrett recommended that Sec. 74-357 and Sec. 74-
358 be deleted. All Boardmembers agreed.

® Boardmember Mattick made reference to the one-way e-mails sent by Commissioner
Stoltzfus. She stated that she would like to see the one-way communications stopped
prior to discussion by the boards.

Public Comment
Attorney Jeremy Anderson addressed the boardmembers:

® Stated that his clients were supportive of having the City Commission approve
the Site Plans.

® Recommended that the P&Z Board have legal counsel in attendance at all Public
Hearings. He pointed out that the City Commission has the assistance of legal
counsel at each of their meetings.

® Suggested that examples of other jurisdiction’s Code language relating to the
Site Plan review be obtained and referenced.

® Explained that his firm recently litigated a case against the City of Venice. He
suggested that the Anna Maria staff not advocate for or against an application.

® Suggested cost savings is pursued in regard to the City Planner and City
Attorney fees.
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Mike Selby, 812 N. Shore Dr., made reference to the recent P&Z Board appointment
recommended by the Mayor. He felt that the City Commission should oversee these
type recommendations rather than “making the Mayor so powerful.”

Tom Aposporos said he was not sure that all decisions should be approved by the City
Commission — that doing so could become very political. He was intrigued by the level
of Site Plan approval as suggested earlier by Commissioner Webb.

Mr. Aposporos stated that numerous jurisdictions are facing the same issue of whether
or not the P&Z Board should approve Site Plans. Many of the jurisdictions like the P&Z
Board making the decisions. He pointed out that the City Commissioners and Mayor
have the opportunity to go before the P&Z Board to make their arguments for or against
a case. Mr. Aposporos suggested that more thought be given on the issue.

Cathy Stoltzfus, 411 Poinsettia, stated that the City Commission was elected by the
people to make the decisions for them.

Micheal Coleman, 311 Pine, applauded the City Commission and P&Z Board for
clarifying the Code language.

Mr. Coleman stated that the City Commission had a professional staff to review Site
Plan applications and determine if they are in compliance. The application then goes
before the P&Z Board who reviews it to insure it is in compliance with the law. He felt if
the City Commission where to then find it was not in compliance, the City would have a
significant problem.

Mr. Coleman reminded that the cost for extending the Site Plan process was very costly
for both the applicant and the City. He pointed out that the meeting that evening, for
example, was costly to the City.

Mr. Coleman suggested that if the City Commission agreed to approve all Site Plans,
that an Ordinance be created that states all Site Plans be considered under the Consent
Agenda with the option of it being pulled off if requested.

Nicky Hunt, Pine Ave., informed that she had a Site Plan approved by the P&Z Board
and then later denied by the City Commission. However, she was in favor of all Site
Plans going before the City Commission for final approval.

Ms. Hunt suggested that the opinion of an outside consultant be obtained.

City Commission/P&Z Board Discussion — Continued
Commissioner Woodland suggested that all recommendations be presented to the
Commission for their consideration — for example — placing the Site Plan approval on the
consent agenda, options regarding expense and time involvement, applicant choosing to
notify of Public Hearings in one advertisement, etc.
It was agreed that the title of the amended Ordinance that would incorporate the
changes agreed upon that evening would be placed on the City Commission’s
January 28, 2010 meeting agenda for First Reading.
Chair Quam asked City Attorney Dye to comment in regard to one-way communications.

City Attorney Dye informed that one-way e-mails were legal under the Sunshine Law.
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2, Old/New Business Items
Next Joint Meeting Date '
The next City Commission/P&Z Board Joint Work Session will be held on Thursday,
February 11, 2010, 6:00 p.m. Commissioner Stoltzfus said he hoped to address the
specifics relating to driveways at the February 11 Work Session.

Public and Press Comment on agenda items — None.

Adjournment
On motion made by Chair Quam and seconded by Commissioner Woodland, the
meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m.

The next joint work session is scheduled for Thursday, February 11, 201 0, 6:00
p.m.

-

Alice Baird, CMC, City Clerk
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City of Anna Maria

]anuary 11, 2010

MEMORANDUM

Re: Site Plan Review

The accompanying documents are for use in the discussion at the
January 14" 2010 joint meeting of the City Commission and the
Planning and Zoning Board. The documents provided consist of:

> A work-up of Chapter 74 site plan review requirements with
comments;

> A definition of Survey suggested for inclusion in Chapter 74 of
the Code of Ordinances;

> A copy of the Site Plan review application.

Clarence Bob Welch, Jr. CBO CFM
Building Official

Alan Garrett A.|.C.P.
City Planner




Attachment:

Definition of “Survey” suggested for Chapter 70,

The survey of the property shall show the following: a complete le gal description of property
including: section, township, range, lot, block, parcel #, and subdivision name ag applicable,
property lines, location and width of Streets and Rights of Way and, easements; Improvements

)




DATE CASE NO.

g

Development Site Plan Review
| Application

Applicants must make an appointment with the Building Official in order to
submit this application

NAME OF PROJECT
ed at (street address)
-_—

On that broperty locat

Prbperty 1D#

The undersigned hereby petitions the City of Anna Maria for Site Plan Approval under the applicable City Code of
Ordinances and that the necessary reviews/hearings are conducted by the Staff and Planning and Zoning Board to
allow:;

(1) (We) are the (check one): (Owners) (Lessee) (Contract Purchaser) (Trustee) (other) (please specify)

Of the above named property.
Record owner of property .

Mailing address | Phone ‘
Occupant of property .

Mailing address Phone

4. The undersigned is aware that the Planning and Zoning Board may stipulate or require that the petitioner exercise
the approval as granted within a specified time period.

Signed Owner of record or his authorized agent Petitioner

(ATTACH NOTARIZED AGENCY FORM)

NOTE: Attach THREE (3) sealed surveys/legal descriptions of subject property; signed, complete site plan

approval checklist, and FIFTEEN (15) sealed and FOLDED copies of the proposed site plan

Received by : Fee Paid: Receipt #
—_— _—




SITE PLAN APPROVAL CHECKLIST

The following checklist js designed to assist petitioners in preparing required materials for review,
The petitioner should check off each item to ensure that it is included. A more detailed list js
contained in the City of Anna Maria Code of Ordinances under chapter 74-354 (o). ITEMS
OMITTED WILL, DELAY REVIEW PROCEDURES, Utility plans, landscaping plans, architectura]
elevations, ete, may be shown on Separate sheets. The following items are required as part of a

complete site plan approval application,

in the State of F lorida, stating that the property described in the Survey supplied with the application is
owned by the petitioner, If not all of the property is owned by the petitioner, a letter of authorization by
each property owner who has an interest in the property for which the approval is being sought shall be

required prior to processing the application.

7

2. Three (3) detailed, professionally signed and sealed site plans drawn to scale on 24” x 36” sheet size and
folded to 97 x 12> and a minimum of one 11* by 17 copy of the site plan.. An engineering scale with
adequate resolution for verification of measurements should be used, The site plan shall include the

proposed water and sewer usage
1) Proposed/existing lot and building site lines.
g) Proposed and required minimum sethack line.
h) Density and number of proposed dwelling units (residential only).




SITE PLAN APPROVAL CHECKLIST (Cont’d)

p) Drawing details of regular and handicapped parking stalls,

q) Drawing details of dumpster enclosure or can storage.

r) Phasing of the site including any temporary landscaping/accesses.

s) Location, percentage, and size of areas to be conveyed, dedicated or reserved as open space, public parks,
recreational, and similar uses,

t) Areas of site indicated as potential conservation or preservation areas under the Comprehensive Plan.

u) Name of adjoining property owners or development projects.

3. Where a site plan covers only a part of real property owned by the applicant, a master phasing plan shall
be provided.

4. Three (3) typed and sealed 8-1/27x14” legal descriptions and three (3) sealed surveys (including crown of
road elevation prepared by a registered land surveyor).

3. Preliminary design of bridges or culverts as may be required.
6. An existing vegetation survey; if property is located next to an E-] or E-2 Zoning District
7. Planning Advisory Review (PA) comments checklist.

information, drawings, etc., are complete. We will not process any applications until al] pertinent
information has been received and determined to be complete

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE SITE PLAN INFORMATION SUBMITTED IS COMPLETE, ACCURATE
AND CORRECT, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

Signed: Date:




1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

ARTICLE XI1I. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCEDURES

Sec. 74-350, Purpose,

(8) The purpose of this chapter is to ensure that the development of Property through site
planning shall of such character as to harmonize with the neighborhood, to accomplish a
transition in character between areas of unlike character, to protect property values, to
preserve and enhance the appearance and beauty of the community and to avoid an
adverse impact on adjacent land uses, ‘

(b) Approval of a site planis approval of the development ag presented in the site plan

Comment [BW1T; See line 379 *

amendment as authorized in thig fchapteﬂ. ____________________________________ -
(Ord. No.07-680, § 1, 9-18-07)

Sec. 74-351. Site plan approval required,
Applicability. No building permit may be issued without conformance to this section.
Site plan approval by the city in accordance with this section is required for the proposed
use or changes in use of land, buildings and other structures. The term "city" shall mean

(2) Building permits for a one and two family dwelling and their aceessory structures

where the use is permitted. .
(3) Any change in use of structure and land and or alterations of a fstrﬂcture[r_eggirinﬁg a__.-
building permit that will not affect the characteristics of a lot or parcel in terms of parking
Spaces, loading, access, drainage or utilities, or buffering,

(b) Administrative approval, The following developments are subject to final approval
through administrative review of the site plan:

(1) Inany district, a subdivision plat consisting of 2 maximum of two ﬂots]. e

Comiment [BW2]: 1 sogzest the ord
Commercial be added here as. :
clarification. e

_______ Comment [BW37:
(2) The addition of four or less parking spaces to an existing approved site plan parking~
area within any 12-month period.

(3) The addition of bicycle parking, paved surfaces and pedestrian walks,

(4) The repaving of an impervious surface with a porous material, .
(5) An addition or other change to a structure which results in adding no more than a ten

percent increase in the Square footage of a structure, The addition or change must be in

compliance with all setback, parking and bulk regulations, A property can add no more

than one such addition or change within any 12-month period,

that have niot been included in 5 platted:
subdivision, .

This mainly ocEurs
on the larper mefes and bounds properties
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48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
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66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92

() Planning and zoning board approval, The following developments are subject to
fi a][ approval by the planning and zoning board:

(2) The reconstruction of any non-conforming (sh'uctureJ.
() Any change of use of 3 lot or parcel or intensity of use of a structure or land or
alteration of a structure, which change or alteration requiring a permit that will affect the
characteristics of a Jot or parcel in terms of:

a. The addition of five or more parking spaces;

b. The addition of a loading space;

C. access, an increase in post-development [di'aiiiagei;_qr ______________________
d.  Buffering or utilitjes. o
4) Any development not subject to administrative approval, city commission approval
or exempt from site plan fapprdval}._ ________________________________________
A City commission approval,

The following developments are subject to fina] approval by the city commission:

(1) The subdivision of land into three or more lots,

(2) Variances. ’

(3) Rezonings.

(4) Appeal by the applicant of an administrative or planning and zoning board site plan
decision), ‘

(5) Any amendment to a site plan previously approved by the city commission.

(6) Any site plan application for a property which property is already subject to 4 site
plan previously approved by the city commission,

(Ord. No, 07-680, § 1, 7-26-07; Ord. No. 08-690, § 1, 9-25-08)

Sec. 74-352. Reserved,

Sec. 74-353. Review fees may be established,

The city shall establish a permit fee schedule to cover the cost of the review by the city
and its professionals, The applicant shall be responsible for making timely payment of all
said permit and consulting fees. Failure to do so will result in the city being relieved of its
obligation to continue processing the application,

(Ord. No. 07-680, § 3, 7-26-07)

Sec. 74-354. Site plan application process.
(8) Pre-application conference. An applicant seeking site plan approval shall request an
[i’nforma][ conference with the administrative staff, The Pre-application conference sha be

other concerns to be addressed by the site plan process. In order to accomplish these
objectives, the applicant shall provide at the pre-application conference the following:

M [BW4T: The word reviesy

sliorﬂyd‘ﬁéinéci‘t'ed, Ll

[BWST: Agaid ths word
Commercial shonld be addedag. ©
conforming residential one and two.

Tictures may Be rebuilf withis’
al fi tif destroyed by

Comment

pproval of
Board: :

‘Comment [BWST: Thi could Be
clarified to réflect fhaf Hoss appeals ars

limited to decisions made during the Site;
Plan dpproyal Process; ol

Comment [BWs]: Normally the
applicant reqiests more than ope
conference. The Commission may
consider 3 e for additional conferences.
as the applicant has 1ot et paid the
application fees fliat novers the cost of thie

Flénners services,, :
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98
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100
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102
103
104
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109
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112
113
114
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117
118
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120
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125
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Comment [BW10]; A definition of
survey should be inclided 1n Chapter 70,
see attached.- o ‘ [REEN

(1) Current ]surve‘))[ gu}q#ggf asite plan showing the Proposed development, with setback .

exi ed vegetation and other 1 e = — —_—
Xisting and propos g N th p anned f 2‘11111‘65 NP Comment [BWI11Y: Tonpsest that the
(2) The plan should depict adjacent properties and adjacent fbuﬂdmgs!. _______________ word or be removed. A current survey of
(3) The location of nearby street rights-of-way, Properties, easements and other Y 18 property i in my opinion always
. \ Tequired: T'snogest to add a minimury -
pertinent features, '\ | requirement description for the

nformation to be ineluded on ﬂl‘e‘,survey'.
Comment [BWi‘ZjifAdd and the nseg

(4) Where applicable, the features proposed to comply with storm water mitigation and Y

management and
(5) Alist,if any, of the site plan regulations in this article from which the applicant is

requesting a varjance and the justification for the variance(s).

located on those Pproperties;

‘Comment [BW13]: “At the time of .
application for site plan reviey” should.
be added before “the” R

() Required information on the site plan, fIheLAt the ti icati -
preliminary site plan review the following info i

either graphically or as a notation;

(1) North arrow, scale, bar scale and date, ©zd Three original 24” X 30” site Plan and all __.
other submissions on 11 x 17 paper,

(2) Street address, title of the drawing, including the name and address of the applicant

and the person responsible for preparation of such drawing, Including a professional

engineer (PE), registered architect (RA) and/or licensed surveyor (LS) seal.

(3) Project Data Block showing tabulation of existing and proposed features, :
(4) Boundaries of the property plotted to scale with the following features[jhlfonnatioQ - — - -~ .Comment [BW15]: Clarification

a. Streets, alleys, and rights-of-way.

. Lotsize.
- Building Iot coverage fgalculati‘onﬁ. ______________________________________ .
- Total impervious surfaces calculation T .
- Number of units and uge,

b

c

d

e

f. Parking spaces,
g

h.

1

J-

Comment [BW141: A minimum of
three originals 2t 224 inch by thirty inch
minimum size need to be provided. .-

témi:ﬁe,nt[BW1SJ‘:ic‘1axiﬁca.ﬁb¢
Comment [BWi73: Clarification "

- Loading spaces.
Floor area for each use,
Number of employees.
Number of seats in a restaurant,
k. Zoning designation,
L. Number of habitable floors,
m. Height of building,
n. Setbacks,
(5) Present zoning designation of aj] adjacent Pproperty;
(6) Existing uses on al] adjacent property;
(7) Existing buildings and adjoining structures;
(8) Location and size of all existing and proposed buildings and structures, labeled with
permitted use, distance to all property lines and between buildings, exterior dimensions of

all buildings and type of flood-proofing.
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(13) Location, design and construction materials of 3] energy-distribution facilities,
including electrical, gas and solar energy including meters, and valves, Description of the
method of securing water supply and of sewage disposal and the location, design and
construction materials of such facilities,

(14) Location, size and design and type of construction of all proposed signs,

(15) Location, design and construction materials of al] existing or proposed site
improvements and fences,

(16) Location of existing and proposed ground cover and buffer areas, including
identificati : a landscaping Ipjan)

(17) Location of trash d
of the structure (property

isposal, appropriately screened, covered and located in the rear
), if appropriate.

(18) Identification of

any federal, state or county permits required for the project's

execution,
(19) Copies of application for and/or approval of Decessary federal, state, or county

permits,

the application, but the city shall be entitled to extend this time if necessary to provide g
thorough review.

(2) Following completion of the city's review, the city shall provide a written
determination of the application's sufficiency.

() Ifadditional information is required, the city shal] notify the applicant of the
deficiencies in the application. The applicant shall then provide the additiona]
information for another sufficiency review ag discussed above.

(4) The applicant shall respond to the completeness information within 30 calendar days
of the request. If the applicant does not respond within the time fiame set forth above, the
application shall be deemed withdrawn,

of time must be filed in writing with the city prior to expiration of the time in which to
respond. The request shall set forth the applicant's reasons for the extension, A properly

filed request for extension of time shall extend the validity of the application unti] the

request for extension has been acted upon,

(6) This process continues until the application is deemed fcompleteL Ifanapplicant -

decides it has submitted aJ] required information, the applicant may choose to proceed
with the review, or it may choose to withdraw its application,

Vclari‘ﬁc‘atiou'

Cominent [BW18];

Comment [BW197: Duc is extended:
meetings to clarify tha City’s )
Tequirements thig may take several
mestings with the applicant, These . °
egting showld occur after the pre-
application Process and after the foes are
paid. (Ling 82 pre-application)




181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195

196 -

197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225

to provide a thorough analysis,

(9) This analysis shall explain the issues rajsed by the application in light of the
requirements of federal, state and Joca] laws and regulations governing the application,
(10) The analysis shall contain a recommendation for approval, approval with

s .

(e) Administrative rocedirg T
(1) Upon completion of the written analysis, fhe city, within five working days, shal] N
forward the analysis to the applicant via first class mail the analysis for approval or

approval with conditions, or deng] to the applicant,

(2) Ifthe applicant accepts the recommendation, including any conditions attached

thereto, the city shall issue the appropriate permits within seven working days. If the

applicant disagrees with the analysis including its recommendations, it may request in

writing review by the city commission in accordance with section 74-35 L

Comment [BW20T: Afie; the analysis
is commplete the application js schiediled

for a hearing,

Comment [BW21]; Sections "o~ 7
and “p” set forthi the procedures for each
of the varions types of approval and the
appeals process; These sections' K :
compliment the typss of approval ..
required under 74351 (5) (¢) )d) s
BATESL IR

(3) Ifthe written analysis recommends denial, the city, within five working days, shall

procedure set forth in section 74-351.

() Planning and zoning board procedyye,

(1) Upon completion of the written analysis the city shal] schedule a hearing on the
application before the planning and zoning board for the next available hearing date,
Notice and procedures shall be given in accordance with section 114-76 except that
mailed notice shall given to all Property owners within 500 feet of the subject property,
not 350 feet,

(2) The purpose of the hearing is to review the preliminary site plan application and the

Wwritten faj o T R S B e cnon nd he -

(3) The hearing will inclade opportunity for public commeni on the application,

(4) Following the close of the public hearing, the planning and zoning board shal
determine whether the proposed site plan complies with the city comprehensive plan,
codes, regulations and the standard for review set forth below.

(5 The planning and zoning board shal] approve, approve with conditions or deny the

preliminary site plan application.

Comment [BW22]; THe hearing rmist
take place staff cannot deny the
application and refise » hearing,

Comment [BW237: The exact form
of this order has 1ot been defined;
Several forms have been used over the
vears: Dicussion may be required,

(&) City commission procedure, Site plan applications which require city commission
approval or which have been forwarded to the city commission for review following the
decision of another board or agency, shall be reviewed in accordance with this section,
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(1) Upon completion of the written analysis, the city shall schedule a public hearing on
the application before the planning and zoning board for the next available hearing date,
Site plan approvals by the city commission shall be subject to a review by the planning
and zoning board. The planning and zoning board, following its review sha]] recommend
approval, approval with conditions, or denia] of the application. Notice and procedures
shall be given in accordance with section 114-76 exoept that mailed notice shal] be given
to all property owners within 500 feet of the subject property, not 350 feet, '

(2) The purpose of the hearing is to review the site plan application and the written
analysis.

(3) The hearing will include opportunity for public comment on the application.

(4) Following the close of the public hearing, the planning and zoning board sha]l
determine whether the proposed development complies with the city comprehensive plan,
codes, regulations and the standard for review set forth below.

(8) Afterthe planning and zoning board transmits its recommendation, a public hearing
before the city commission shall be scheduled at jts next available hearing date, where
the chair has determined the availability of time on the agenda, to consider the

application,
(9) The city commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with its rules of

procedure.

(10) Following the close of the public hearing, the city commission shall approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the application for preliminary site plan approval.

(11) The city commission's approval, or approval with conditions, or denial shaj] be in
the form of a written order within enworkingayy, R
() Standards for review, When determining as to whether the preliminary site plan
application should be approved, approved with conditjong or denied, the planning and
zoning board and city commission, at thejr respective public hearings, shall consider to
the extent to which the application is consistent with the following standards where
applicable.

(1) Whether the proposed development, design and layout is compatible with the
surrounding land uses with respect to location of use(s), intensity, density, and scale;
building size, mass, bulk, height and orientation; lot coverage; lot size/conﬁguration;
[a;rchitécture}; screening; buffers; setbacks; signage; lighting; loading areas; Operating .

hours; noise; odor; and other factors of compatibility;

(2) Whether the proposed development, design and layout retains the natural features
and characteristics of the land, including but not limited to the regard given to existing
trees, watercourses, sand dunes and similar natural features that would protect or add
aftractiveness to the property and environs if they were Mmaintained, natyra] drainage
Systems, natural buffering, and the use of other techniques for the maintained and

enhancement of the physical [environmenﬂ; ____________________________________

Commant [BW24]: The exact form -
of this order has not been defined. :

Seyeral fonns have been used overthe :
years. Discussion may be required: . -

Comment [BW25]: The Teviewing
Board has leeway to examine the plan for
Teasonable compatibility, Substantive. :
evidence §s regnired for disapproval,

Comment [BW26]: The reviewing
Board has lseway to examine the plan for
reasendble comparibility, Substartive.
evidence is required for disapproval, .




272 (3) Whether the proposed development states adequate control not only of the

273 development but also on the control, use and permanent maintenance of common open

274 Space, common facilities, or common lands to ensyre preservation of such lands and

275 facilities for their intended purpose and to ensure that such common facilities will not

276 become a future liability of the {cityi;_ _______________________________________ -
277 (4) Whether ingress and egress to the development and the proposed structures thereon

278 is designed 5o as not to impede safe and adequate visibility;

279 (5) Whether ingress and egress is of sufficient width so as to provide for servicing of

280 utilities and refuse collection, and access for cmergency vehicles such ag fire, police and

281 (éﬁnbulance,; ________________________ T

282 (6) Whether the off-street parking and off-street loading facilities are located to avoid
283  hazardous automotive and pedestrian traffic patterns and to ensure access by emergency
284 ehieles, T

285 (7) Whether the proposed screening and buffars intended to maintain compatibility with
286 uses outside the proposed development aze is consistent with the zoning regulations;

287  (8) Whether drainage on the property has been designed in accordance with applicable
288 city runoff retention and attenuation requirements and shall be designed to avoid flooding
289  or erosion damage to adjacent property and the city drainage system and to avoid the

290  creation of stagnant pools that would encourage mosquito breeding;

291 (9) Whether utilities are available with sufficient capacity for the intended uses;

292 (10) Whether recreation facilities and Oben spaces are located to avoid the creation of
293 nuisance conditions affecting adjacent and nearby properties.

294 (Ord. No. 06-653, § 1, 3-23-06; Ord No. 07-680, § 4, 7-26-07)

295

296  Sec. 74-355. F inal site plan approval,

297 (a) After receiving preliminary site plan approval the applicant must obtain all other
298  permits required by other governmenta] agencies before receiving final site plan approval
299 for a major i P .-
300 (b) The applicant shall have 12 months from the issuance of the order granting

301 preliminary site plan approval to obtain the fina] site plan approval for the subject major

302 development, An applicant may request Up to six additional months for compliance with

303 this requirement at the time of preliminary site plan approval. If final site plan approval is

304 not obtained within the timeframe set by this section, or by the order granting preliminary

305 site plan approval, as the case may be, the application for the proposed major

306 development shall expire and be of no further effect. The body granting preliminary site

307 plan approval may grant a single six-month extension of this time frame for good cause,

308 The applicant must file a request for extension of time with the city no less than thirty

309 days before expiration of the time granted for approval of the preliminary site plan, The

310 request for extension shall contain the applicant's grounds for extension. The request for

311 extension of time shall be heard by the body granting the original approval. A request for

312 extension oftime properly filed with the city shall extend the validity of the preliminary

313 siteplan approval until such time as the approving body shall act on it.

314 :

315

316

317

Comiment [BW277: This passage
deserves clarification”

Comment [BW28]: Access for
emergency vehicles i normally reviewed
with the fire department: and does not- -
affect properties that do not have Interior
parking ccess lanes, i

Comment [BW297: The Teviewing
Board has leeway 1o examine the plan for
Teasonable compatibility. Substantive

evidence is required for disapproval,

Comment [BW30]; It should be.
discussed whether toallow a final site
plan approval i lien of a preliminary

approval if all pre-requisiies Tor 2 fnal

approval are in placs,
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(c) After receiving all necessary permits from other governmental agencies, the
applicant shall submit to the city a final site plan showing all necessary changes to the

preliminary site plan and duly antiCedJ. The city administration shal] note any - -~ | Comment [BW313: The fnl sita
iminary site plan approval and e moos —o o =~ oo _ Plan must be bronght back 1o the board'
that approved the preliminary site plar.

approving body shall deny the final site plan,
(Ord. No. 04-619, § IV, 3-25-04; Ord. No. 06-653, § 5, 3-23-06; Ord. No. 08-690, § 2, 9-

25-08)

Sec. 74-356. Building permit,
(3) A final site plan is valid for 12 months, or for such other time set by the approving
body at time of final site plan approval. If a building permit is not issued while the fina]

request,
(b) The final site plan shall be vested for so long as an active building permit is issued

and the project is proceeding forward in good faith. F OI purposes of this section, "good
faith" shall mean that building permits have been issued while the final site plan approval
is valid and substantial, meaningful work bursuant to the issued building permits is
proceeding at the site. Should good faith work cease for a period of six months, the final
site plan shall expire six months after cessation of good faith work and Iose any vesting it

may have under this section. (continued)
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Comment [BW32]: The period of
time s not given; :

review under the city ordinances and codes as they exist at that time,
(Ord. No. 04-619, § TV, 3-25-04; Ord. No. 06-653, § 8, 3-23-06; Ord. No. 08-690, § 2, 9-

25-08)

approval shall be presented with a letter clearly explaining the specific changes to the
approved site plan, and shall include drawings and graphics sufficient to identify the
amendment to the approved drawing,

(b) Any changes must be in accordance with city ordinances as they exist at time of the
request for amendment.

commission, shall be focused on the changes and the impact of the changes on the

approved plan.
(Ord. No. 06-653, § 6, 3-23-06)

Sec. 74-358. Notice of hearings,

Notice for planning and zoning board hearings and city commission hearings for site plan
approval pursuant to this section shal] be in accordance with the following:

(1) Posting property. A property subject to either a preliminary or fina] site plan
application which requires a public hearing for approval shall be posted a minimum of 14
calendar days before the hearing before the planning and zoning board and a minimum of

Comment [BW33]: This 55 alarge
sign. L
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same time frame and contain the same language as is required in subsection (1) above,.
(Ord. No. 06-653, § 7, 3-23-06)




CITY COMMISSION
OLD/NEW BUSINESS ITEMS

January 14, 2010

>>>New Business

1. Site Plan Procedure Review ( Sec.74-350-358) (Jan. 14)

2. Internal Traffic Circulation and Access ( Chapt.90).

3. Ref. Comm. Stoltzfuz e-mail dated Dec. 29(See attachment),
43. Fee Schedule Review

re 51{ City Pier Repairs

>>>0ld Business

1. Chapter 74 Revisions.

2. Personal Wireless Service Facility (PWSF) Ordinance Review.

3. Potential (Short/Long Term) Safety Hazards for Pedestrian, Bicycle,
Segway and Motorized Three-Wheelers Traffic, Resulting from Vehicles

Exiting Parking Spaces Across Sidewalks —in ROR District. Committee
to Study and Report.




