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1.    
Call to Order

Ms. Baker called the meeting to order at 4:07 p.m.

Mr. Jon Moody requested a Chairman be nominated for the Committee.

Ms. Michele Baker, Chief Assistant County Administrator explained to Mr. Moody that when the Stakeholders Committee was established, the intention was for Staff to facilitate this Committee.  
The Committee Members and Staff stated their names and the group or department they represented for the record.

2.
Staff Presentation – Proposed Table of Contents

Ms. Cindy Jolly, Development Director, stated the biggest change that was made to the proposed Table of Contents was to Chapter Six, which was related to zoning.  Chapter Six was based on the use of the 21st Century Code that they had been using.   The General Provision in Chapter One remained the same.  The Definition was distributed separately and it would be explained to the Committee later how it was setup.  One of the deletions that they made to the Administrator Agencies was for Special Districts, such as CDDs and Road and Bridge Districts; she explained why this was done.  She indicated they were missing several items in their procedures such as Interpretation procedures.  They wanted a formal procedure that could submit foreign interpretation.   A proposed section had been added for that purpose.  They added a permit requirement in Section Seven.  The Comprehensive Plan Procedures had been expanded.  She indicated a Division Three on Procedures for Development of Regional Impact and Building Permit procedures had been added to the Code.  There were no changes made to the Zoning procedures, Development Plan procedures and Chapter Five.

Ms. Debra Zampetti, Zoning Code Compliance Administrator, said she had taken the current Land Development Code to make sure she was not missing any of the elements in it.  Division One had been slightly reformed.  Division Two was where they would start seeing changes in the based Zoning District.  There would be a Land Use Zoning Metric that would be under the consistency compatibility.  They were going to have a metric for the bulk standards for all the Zoning Districts.  She would be addressing the FAR’s that were in the Comprehensive Plan.  After the bulk standards, they would be laying out some of their illustrations of how they figured out heights and setbacks, how they determined the front, rear, side, and corner setbacks.  They were going to have use metrics similar to what was in other jurisdictions where uses were permitted, a “C” for conditional uses and “S” for special exceptions.  There would be a Section that would address the accessory uses.  What she had notice in their Code was that it was extremely repetitive.  The last section was the Supplemental Regulations, such as Code Enforcement, et cetera.  She anticipated that zoning would be much more condensed than it was now.  The Master Planned Unit Development basically would remain the same.  
A Committee Member asked where would the townhouses be in this structure.
Ms. Zampetti said townhouses would be a Section that would be created through multi-family.  The Comprehensive Plan required that they come up with a consistency standard for compatibility, which Section Four had been reserved for.  There would be some transition, and there may be some buffer and setback standards.  Her goal was to make it simple as possible so that they would have some predictability instead uncertainty.

Ms. Jolly continued with her presentation by explained the following: Chapter Seven,  which was the overlay District; Chapter Five being added for the rural area, which was the Dade City transition area; Division Six, which used to be commercial corridors but would now be called “Business Center;” Towncenters and Employment Centers were removed as Commercial Districts;  Chapter Eight, was where they had laid out subdivision and platting standards, urban subdivisions, minor rural subdivisions, and limited family subdivisions; Division Five on the non-residential subdivisions; the only change made to Chapter 9, Development Standards, was changing the “Wellfield protection to “Wellhead protection;” a Division Seven was added for the Transfer Development Rights as a future Section; and Chapter 13, was changed to only be for fees, and “application and permit fees had been added under Division Twelve.


a.
Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee
The Committee and Staff held discussion on the following topics:  Procedure Section; Whether or not Chapter Three and Chapter Seven were standards for redevelopment or was it a location for redevelopment; place marker under the Overlay District; the business corridor; would an urban service area be an Overlay District and would it have unique geographic boundaries; where the location of the Green Building Standards should be in the Code; Chapter Ten being miscellaneous structures or secondary standards; Green Development Procedures; Revisiting Chapter Nine; the draft that was distributed to the Board; whether or not Chapter Four, General Procedures Division Two be under Chapter Five; the possibility of changing Division Three, the Green Space Requirement and Standards, Section One to a Existing Trees Preservation and Removable Standards and changing Section Three Building Landscaping to Landscaping with Part One Site, Part Two Building, and Part Three Parking; Chapter Four Procedures Division Two Comp Plan; Chapter Nine Division Two Infrastructure Section Three Utilities; and Chapter Six Division Two Section Three Master Plan Unit Developments.


b.
Public Comment 

Mr. Tim Hayes spoke regarding the Outline and Structure presented by the Board being similar to the existing Development Code.  When he read the Findings of the ULI, he was hoping that perhaps this Committee would take a look at different type of “thinking of outside the box.”  He noticed that they had the Development Review Committee, Planning Commission, et cetera, and suggested that they take into consideration the possibility of a Hearing Master and a different format on how they did rezonings in Pasco County.  If they were going to develop a detailed Land Development Code, then they should not keep the same archaic method of how they do rezonings and development of approvals in Pasco County.  The Committee might want to look at a hearing type Master Structure to make some changes.

c.
Discussion by Stakeholder Committee
There was general Discussion between the Committee and Staff regarding the discussion they had regarding obliterating the DRC; how the Committee was open to the concept of changing the way they did business; and how Staff was trying to hold the place for the current matter until they get some of the details worked out.

3. Staff Presentation – Definitions
Ms. Jolly said Chapter Two would be referred to as they went through the definitions.  They took everything they could from the Land Development Code and merged it into Chapter Two.  As they started moving other parts of their Land Development Code into those Sections that were given to the Committee, for example the Flood Code, the definitions for them were not moved at this time.  The word “supplemental and accessory” had meanings that went with zoning; and they were used in other Codes.  She explained the Sections that were highlighted in pink which were definitions that were used in zoning.  She felt there needed to be further discussion on the modifications when they did the zonings.  The items that were highlighted in green were the Land Excavation and Mining terms that were moved over.  The items that were highlighted in yellow were notes to Staff.   Shaded areas were items added by Staff for discussion.  Staff matched the definitions up with the Comp Plan definitions.  She spoke further regarding whether or not some of the definitions were common definitions or would be described somewhere else; the public notice being described in the current Code; and the different striking underline wording being color coded to attract changes.

Ms. Zampetti said there were definitions were invented in a new Ordinance.  Also there were definitions that never got deleted if an Ordinance was deleted.  


a.
Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee   
Mr. Mike Hogan, Committee Member, distributed his comments on definitions to the Committee and explained.  He commented on the following: how they would seek to shape the definitions; other regulatory agency’s definitions; adjacencies; the narrow water body not being defined; inconsistent definition for alleys; clear site triangle being the ban of their existence on several landscaping plans, which they decided to use FDOT Standards; when reclassifying the developable residential acreage, he wanted to include the lands that were classified as “post development preserve wetlands;” not considering churches as part of gross residential acreages; infill development; suggesting “conceptual” instead of “concept” under the Master Plan; and there being twelve different version of Open Space.

Ms. Mary Jane Stanley, Committee Member, asked if it was stated that if the definition was in the Comp Plan, it did not need to be included in the item that was being discussed today.

Ms. Jolly said it would be included if it was used in the Code.  

Ms. Stanley suggested the following for Staff to consider; whether or not there should be a definition for employment centers, primary industry, contributory uses and target industries.
Mr. Ben Harrill, Committee Member, spoke about excessive dwelling units, which he felt should be explained further in the definition; the sign uses; yard regulation; and having a park definition for each type of parks.

Ms. Baker suggested if any Committee Member had further comments or details to email them to Staff and they would be discussed at future meetings.  She explained to the Committee that anything they send to Staff would be linked exactly as it was sent on the website and it would be part of the meeting package and it should be done in a Word Format.

a. 
Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

A Committee Member questioned the building height on page eight of sixty-three.  He said at the bottom of the page it stated “measuring the average ground level at the side of the building to the highest point of the coping or to a point half way up the roof in case of a pitch roof.” He asked where that definition came from.

Ms.  Jolly said 1974.  During that time everything was one peak and they felt it needed to be changed.

Mr. Steinsnyder said it was consistent with other jurisdictions.

A Committee Member said they had a building type that was called a villa.  The issue was that it had a common wall; it would be considered a duplex because it was two families living within the common wall.  The real estate was deeded on a center of a legal described plat. 

Ms. Jolly thought the villa would fit into a building containing two dwelling units.

A Committee Member questioned the accessory structure on the first page.  She felt swimming pools and pool decks did not have a vertical element to them, and probably should not be counted toward the accessory structures and lot coverage.
Ms. Blair said this was a very old definition.

Ms. Jolly thought they had updated to the Florida Building Code.

Ms. Blair said that she and Ms. Zampetti were trying to make them between accessory building/accessory structure.  Every building was a structure, but not every structure was a building.  They were trying to fix the definition to make sense. which was the reason they picked accessory building.  They did not think about swimming pools or vertical elements.

b.
Public Comment
Mr. Clark Hobby spoke about the definition for Development on page twenty-four.  Staff was proposing that they go to the 380 definition, which was extremely broad and it would regulate a lot more things that was intended under the Code.  Traditionally, they had a different definition that was more limited.  The definition of dwelling townhouse on page 27 was not in keeping with what townhouse development traditionally had been, which was fee owned, attached single-family units that were usually multi-story.  He spoke further regarding the elimination of automotive service stations; definition for floor area; mineral extraction; and there being an original definition in the ’89 Code that had an expansive definition of open space.

Mr. Art Woodworth spoke about how the employment center could be defined by the Comp Plan as such they would have a specific meaning, and then in general the words employment center would have a broader meaning.

c.
Discussion by Stakeholders Committee
There was general discussion regarding the definition for corporate offices; arterial road versus collector road; regulations in the definition for broadcasting and communication towers, and facilities; community residential homes; critical habitats; Tree Ordinance; floor area ratio; green building being defined; building height; a building type that was called a villa; dwelling units; whether or not duplexes were only going to be allowed in multi-family zonings; accessory structures, and whether or not swimming pools and pool decks would be removed from the definition; Mass Transit definition; and employment center.
4. Next Meeting
Ms. Baker said the next meeting would be held on November 19, 2008, at 4:00 p.m., at the Land O’ Lakes Community Center.  She asked Staff what would be discussed next.
Ms. Jolly said they were going to pull the Ordinances that they thought did not need any changes and put them into the new Table of Contents.  She suggested the Committee allot more time to discuss zoning, which should be with an outline.  In the next two months Staff would be pulling existing Codes that did not need any changes, but only tweaking. 
Ms. Baker asked if everyone was in agreement to handle issues that could be done within the two to three hour block and to schedule an all day meeting on January 21, 2009, 9:00 a.m., at Starkey Park to discuss zoning.  She informed the Committee that the next two meetings would be held at the Land O’ Lakes Community Center.
The Committee members were in agreement.

8. 
Adjourn 

The meeting adjourned at 5:54 p.m.
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