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1.    
Call to Order

Ms. Baker called the meeting to order at 4:18 p.m.
The Committee Members and Staff stated their names and the group or department they represented for the record.

Mr. Stew Gibbons, Connerton, spoke regarding the ULI study and stated that the Land Development Code rewrite was an important element of the ULI study.  He said the ULI Conference was attended and the following suggestions were made: the Land Development Code rewrite should take place after the envisioning for the County took place; and that an objective point of view should be maintained for the common good.  He felt there was a real sense of commitment with the Stakeholders Committee and wished them success.

Ms. Baker said she was approached at the Conference by individuals from other States who had heard about Pasco’s ULI Advisory Panel and were anxious to see how things progressed.

Mr. Starkey mentioned that there were several people at the ULI Conference that were impressed with Ms. Baker’s presentation about the County’s perspective of the Advisory Panel process and the direction being taken.

2.
Staff Presentation – Updates to Proposed Table of Contents

Ms. Jolly stated that the comments given were looked at and the biggest change made was regarding green building standards.  She said they would try to remove any impediment to building green.  The current code did not prohibit anyone from using green building techniques or standards.  She reviewed the changes that were made which included a green development plan procedure.

Ms. Blair noted there was also a green building permit procedure under building permits.  

Ms. Jolly asked the Committee to advise Staff if they saw other areas that required changes so that green building standards were not impeded.  She noted other areas where changes were made.
a. Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Gassaway asked what was the reason for the checklists.

Ms. Jolly responded it was due to Ordinance contents.

Mr. Helie inquired about the Scenic Corridor area that listed the Suncoast Parkway and S.R. 54.  He thought S.R. 54 should be listed under the Business Corridor area.  

b. Public Comment

No one spoke.

c. Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Ms. Baker said there needed to be a balance regarding what needed to be in the Ordinance in order to have standing.

The Committee and Staff held brief discussion on a recent study that was completed and whether it related to the Scenic Corridors or the Business Corridors.

3.
Staff Presentation – Comparative Table and Work Plan for Revised Land Development Code

Ms. Jolly said the reason for this table and work plan was to keep track of changes and suggestions.  She explained that the table could be sorted and would include the division, the department working on the item, what part of the LDC would be replaced or incorporated, and what Comprehensive Plan policy went with a section.  She hoped to have the table and work plan ready for the December meeting. 

a. Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Guidry asked what was the last column for.

Ms. Jolly said the last column would be for comments.  Staff would keep notes and comments in this area for reference and review. 

b. Public Comment

No one spoke.

c. Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Ms. Baker brought up for discussion the use of the table and work plan and asked if everyone was okay with the document.  

Mr. Starkey asked when should their comments be put in the table.

Ms. Blair suggested each member keep their own copy with individual comments and that the original table be utilized and updated by Staff.  Discussion followed.

4.
Staff Presentation – Proposed Chapter 1 – General Provisions
Ms. Blair reviewed the “clean copy” of the general provisions and the changes in the divisions and sections.

a. Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Helie asked about the next to the last sentence in division four that referred to goals, objectives, policies, and strategies.  He said he was not aware of “stategies” being in the Comprehensive Plan.

Ms. Blair explained she was referring to the portion of the Comprehensive Plan that had the implementation standards and did not have a better word than “strategies” to refer to them.

b. Public Comment

No one spoke.

c. Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

There was no discussion by the Committee.

5. 
Staff Presentation – Updates to Chapter 2 - Definitions

Ms. Jolly noted that it took eight days to put this Chapter together.  She said some of the comments were reviewed from the October document.  She said there were still comments to be reviewed.  She commented that the same word could be used in several areas of the Code but would have a different meaning depending upon what section it was in.  In order to save confusion, a word utilized in multiple places would have the meaning listed under it. 

  
a.
Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Starkey asked if the definitions would be reviewed again.

Ms. Baker said the definitions would be reviewed on a continual basis.

Ms. Jolly stated they kept boxes of files for “where they came from” and “where they were going”.

Mr. Starkey asked if it was acceptable to include diagrams or drawings in the definitions section.

Ms. Zampetti stated there would be a matrix that addressed dimensional standards and the matrix would include illustrations.  She said the illustration matrix “(#)” could be referenced in areas that it applied to.


b.
Public Comment

Mr. Clarke Hobby spoke about how this portion could be more “user friendly” and said some of the definitions conflicted with one another.  He suggested making a different Chapter of the Land Development Code that contained the separate Ordinances where the definitions could be retained. 


c.
Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Ms. Jolly said Staff had asked the Committee members to use a “strike/underline/highlight” method for comments, but that format was difficult for Staff to follow.  She asked the members to cut and paste comments onto a separate page for submittal.  Brief discussion followed.

6.
Staff Presentation – Proposed Chapter 4 – Procedures, Division 14 – Relief Procedures, Section Nos. 1 - Appeals

Ms. Jolly reviewed the following:  various appeal sections that this item was divided into; some wording changes that were made; and changes that were made related to deadlines for filing dates.  She noted that Section 317.1 was missed, it would be removed, and placed on the next agenda.

Staff and Committee members held discussion regarding the length of time allotted for evaluation of an appeal and negotiations.   

Mr. Goldstein asked if there would be a separated section regarding who would be empowered to interpret the Code.

Ms. Jolly said yes and that it would be in Chapter three.

a.
Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Gassaway asked about the words “an occurrence”.  He referred to the length of time it took to obtain a verbatim transcript from the Clerk’s office and the timeframe allowed to submit it.  He suggested some language be added to allow additional time if a transcript could not be obtained in the allotted timeframe.  Discussion followed.

b. Public Comment

Mr. Clarke Hobby asked if language could be added that would state; ”The Clerk’s transcript is legally sufficient as a transcript”.   He also thought the Board should hear appeals sooner than 90 days.

Mr. Goldstein stated that the Clerk’s transcript had always been accepted.


c.
Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Ms. Baker thanked Staff for the amount of time and effort that was being spent on this project. 

7.
Next Meeting - December 17, 2008 at Land O’Lakes Community Center Beginning at 4:00 p.m.

Ms. Baker said the next meeting was scheduled on December 17, 2008, 4:00 p.m., at the Land O’Lakes Community Center.  She said the Committee would be discussing process and agency, which was included in Chapter three.

The Committee and Staff discussed the following: streamlining the development process; the concept of a central intake; the effect a new process would have on the Land Development Code review; the concept of a “gatekeeper” for the west, central, and east portions of the County; a pre-application meeting requirement and assignment to a “Staff Team” that would follow the entire process; a content checklist; the importance of an owner or applicant to attend all of the meetings; a formal test period; the efficiency of the system in relation to the fees and charges; architectural input; the inclusion of the Department of Transportation and Southwest Florida Water Management District at the meetings; the need to have more players regarding transportation issues; and the current staffing issues with the budget constraints. 

Ms. Nancy Hazelwood asked if there would be anywhere in the new process for the citizens to fit in.

Mr. Leiva-Molina advised that Staff was looking at ways to increase public notification which included interaction between citizens and proposed developments.

Ms. Baker reminded the Committee that the January and February meetings would be all day worksessions.

8. 
Adjourn – 6:30 p.m.

The meeting adjourned at 5:59 p.m.
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