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1.    
Call to Order

Ms. Michele Baker called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m.
The Committee Members and Staff stated their names and the group or department they represented for the record.

2.
Staff Presentation – Proposed Chapter 4 – Procedures, Division 14 – Relief Procedures, Section No. 1 - Appeals
Ms. Cindy Jolly explained Staff recommended changes in order to streamline the appeals process.  The revisions were repeated throughout the sections to further simplify the wording.  Under the Application Filing Deadlines portion the wording was simplified to state the timeframes.  Under Public Notice the 15 was changed to 14 which was consistent with other public notice requirements.  The revisions had been made throughout the Appeals Chapter.  Under Appeals of Final Determination by the Board of County Commissioners the language was revised due to the Rules of Civil Procedure requirements.  
a. Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

There were no questions.
b. Public Comment

There was no public comment.
c. Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

There was no discussion.
3.
Staff Presentation – Proposed Chapter 4 – Procedures, Division 14 – Relief Procedures, Section No. 2 – Variances 
Ms. Jolly explained the Variance section followed the same format as the Appeals section.  She spoke regarding Variances that went before the Development Review Committee and the criteria was included within the Code for Administrative Variances.  The Variance Ordinance had recently been revised to clarify how a variance could be issued.  The language and criteria were the same from General Variances.  Two sections of the Code included different criteria which involved the Flood Ordinance and the Access Management.  She spoke regarding the consolidation of various sections into the new Chapter 4, Division 14, Section 2.  A general section was included and the processes followed.  The hearing procedures were clarified.  Staff would be allowed 45 days to review a variance, unless Staff felt it could be done quicker, and where an application was filed simultaneously, it would be heard with the application.  Currently for variances there were two newspaper requirements, a 14 day and a seven day.  At the Board’s direction, it was determined to include one newspaper notice for the 14 days which would allow the notice to be simultaneous with the project.  The Public Notice requirements were also revised to include the date, time, place and purpose of the public hearing.  The Standards for Review of Variances was consolidated, except for those related to flood and access management.  She spoke regarding the Flood Damage Prevention criteria which involved Federal Regulations so no changes were proposed.  The Standards for Review for Applications Related to Access Management was included in this portion.  Language was added to state that a determination would be rendered by the DRC within 30 days after the hearing.  Under Flood Damage Prevention, when a determination was made, Staff was required to inform the applicant that their flood insurance would increase if they did received a variance.  Under Administrative Official Variances criteria was added regarding applicability and she spoke regarding variances that were routinely approved by the DRC and the criteria involved.      
a. Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Barry Karpay spoke regarding variances for the two trees and shrubs.
Ms. Jolly responded and explained if a project was not quite designed correctly with a landscape architect and if the signage was not coordinated they would see situation where a sign was located with a tree right next to it.  She spoke regarding signage visibility, tree spacing and requirements of the Signage Code.  
Mr. Jon Moody asked if the 14-day public notice requirement was a minimum.  He asked if there was a maximum time for advertisement.

Ms. Jolly explained the 14-day notice was the minimum and there was no maximum.  She spoke regarding the guidance document.
Mr. Ben Harrill spoke regarding problems in providing proof of publication to Staff earlier than the hearing date by seven days.  
Ms. Jolly spoke regarding policy changes and that the DRC did not like to continue items over and over again without being readvertised.  The policy could be revised to include a re-notice policy for the second continuance.  
Mr. Elton Smith clarified Access Management would be discussed as a separate item.

Mr. Frank Starkey spoke regarding the continuance policy and noted in the 21st Century Code the goal was to minimize continuances as much as possible.

Ms. Jolly explained they would need policy direction from the Board.  The DRC had informally required re-advertising when an item was continued multiple times.

Mr. Sam Steffey spoke regarding the advertising notice and ways to save money by advertising the Local Planning Agency, DRC and BOCC at the same time.

Mr. Steinsnyder noted most jurisdictions advertised their Planning Commission and Board hearings at the same time.

Ms. Liz Abernathy questioned submitting the affidavit of notice at the DRC.  

Ms. Jolly clarified the item should be in accordance with the guidance document.  

Mr. King Helie recommended on page 10 of 14, under section B, where it stated persons whose request was denied by the Zoning Administrator should also include the Development Director and the Engineering Services Director.
Ms. Jolly indicated she would revise the item to read Administrative Official.

Discussion continued regarding the proof of public requirements, the Ordinance would control the guidance document and the need for Staff to receive the proof of publication in advance of the hearing.

Mr. Pat Gassaway spoke regarding the public notice requirements and the need to receive guidance from Staff for the location of the public notice signage.  He recommended on page two, paragraph 5b the language “be left to the discretion of the” be stricken and the language “be directed in letter/e-mail format by” be inserted.  

Ms. Jolly indicated she would make the revision.

Mr. Gassaway stated on page five, paragraph K, regarding Flood Variances, a sentence read “the granting of a variance will not result in increased” and he suggested the language “off-site flood heights” be inserted.  
Ms. Jolly felt she was unable to make the revision because of the federal registrar, but would check into the issue.  

Ms. Baker spoke regarding the National Flood Insurance requirements and possible restrictions.

Mr. Gassaway suggested on page six, a paragraph D be inserted regarding access variances to include a sentence to state “no reciprocal access from an adjacent existing development/platted development is provided”.  

Ms. Jolly felt they had provided for that, but there were certain circumstances when it made sense to have the access with possible redevelopment in the future.  She explained this was the exact language from the CFR so the language would not be revised.

Mr. Starkey spoke regarding revisions to the terminology used.  

b. Public Comment

There was no public comment.
c. Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Ms. Jolly asked if there were any other sections where a routine variance was given by the DRC or the Board that could be identified.

Mr. Harrill spoke regarding lot frontage on town home lots.

Mr. Moody spoke regarding landscaping areas for storage complexes.

4.
Staff Presentation – Proposed Chapter 4 – Procedures, Division 14 – Relief Procedures, Section No. 3 – Alternative Standards
Ms. Jolly explained the criteria for Alternative Standards was the same as the criteria for a general variance, with the only difference being there was no requirement to publish a notice because an alternative standard would be included with a noticed project going forward.  The applicant would be required to notice an alternative standard when it would be reviewed by itself.  She spoke regarding the application procedure, content/application, hearing procedures and public notice requirements.  
a. Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Parikh spoke regarding confusion of when an item was an alternate standard and when an item was a variance.  

Ms. Jolly explained there was a clarification which stated compliance with a standard in a Land Development Regulation was permissive rather than mandatory.  The use of the wording “may, or unless otherwise approved” shall mean that compliance was permissive rather than mandatory.
Mr. Parikh asked if there was a possibility of an alternative standard being approved by Staff, for example for engineering alternate standards.  

Ms. Jolly explained the current code required the item go to the DRC.

Mr. Harrill suggested the Development Director or someone from Staff for small-scale developments have the ability to approve alternate standards instead of going to the DRC.  

Ms. Blair asked if the alternative standards would be necessary for those situations if the administrate exceptions were adopted as provided in the 21st Century Code.  

Mr. Parikh spoke regarding alternative standards for engineering such as new technologies with engineering.  The new technology may not be a standard yet, but would technically fit as an alternate standard.  

Ms. Zampetti explained their goal was to expand on the administrative alternative standards to develop criteria.

Mr. Steinsnyder explained if they were going to move it to Staff, which was legitimate, they would need to create defined standards for how they would approve the item.  As they moved to non-public hearings and non-Board decisions, the standards needed to be more detailed.  

Mr. Parikh spoke regarding the issue further.

Mr. Steinsnyder explained criteria was needed which would allow Staff to make a decision.  

Ms. Baker stated right now they were “fixing and tweaking”, but the item should be identified as something for further conversation.  If they liked the idea of being able to delegate the requirement to Staff and not go through the process, criteria would be needed in order for Staff to make those decisions.

Mr. Harrill spoke regarding items being deferred to the DRC, but then the DRC was spending too much time on items they did not need to review.

Mr. Starkey spoke regarding alternative standards and noted some of the Ordinances referred specifically to what they could receive alternative standards for.  

Ms. Jolly explained item 1a described the wording which appeared throughout the Code regarding the process for applying for alternative standards.  

Mr. Parikh felt the criteria may not be inclusive of every situation, and that some flexibility needed to be included.

Mr. Harrill referred to comprehensive zonings such as MPUDs and TND and felt the Ordinance may also need to recognize that they could run the variances and all standards through the zoning process.  He felt if the items were approved by the Board up front, they would not need to go back through the development review process as they would be addressed at the time of plan or zoning approval.
Ms. Zampetti stated most applicants did not submit that level of detail for a project.  

Ms. Baker spoke regarding the proposed Pre-App process which would help identify for the applicant those items that would require an alternative standard or variance.  

Mr. Starkey asked if would be conceivable to have general principles or intent statements that could be written to satisfy the need for that specific criteria.  He asked if they would need to be in terms of “feet and inches”.

Mr. Steinsnyder explained it did not need to be in terms of feet or inches, but it would need to be an analysis criteria which Staff went through.  Otherwise they could get into an issue of “invalid delegation”.  There were legislative things which the Board could do that could not be delegated to Staff.  It would need to be more detailed than a purpose statement.

b. Public Comment

Mr. Clarke Hobby spoke regarding the standards of review and asked if it was permissible for Staff to allow a different standard or application to come through.  The standard for review of a variance was quite different.  He felt the standard of review needed to be significantly modified.

Ms. Baker said if they did allow alternative standards, they may not need to prove all of the standards.  
Mr. Hobby spoke regarding the special flood protection areas where there was no written policy, but Mr. Widman had taken the position that there should be no percolation allowed for the flood calculations.  The applicant was able to justify a different technical way of handling the situation.  He felt there was no reason for a technical item such as that to go to DRC.

c. Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Levia felt alternative standards had to meet a purpose.  He felt they would need a principle and purpose in order to go through the process.  

Mr. Starkey felt they needed to “allow for brilliance”.  

Mr. Steinsnyder felt in theory, there should be no need for alternative standards or variances with an MPUD.  It should allow for a highly specific, tailored zoning for a particular parcel.  Alternative standards should apply to straight zonings.  The MPUD context should never need an alternative standards.  

Discussion followed regarding MPUDs and innovative ideas; modifications to an MPUD; and that decisions of the Fire Marshal could be appealed to the State.  
5. 
Staff Presentation – Chapter 3 – Administrative Agencies
Ms. Blair reviewed Division One, Parts A and B, which was Section 301 of the current Land Development Code reorganized with slight modifications and clarifications.  Ex-Parte communications were included in this portion of the new Code.  She referred to page two, items D and E which were new statements added to the Code as a guideline to explain how the County operated.  A new section was added regarding the Board of County Commissioners taken from the 21st Century Code Book.  She further reviewed the item and modifications.  She explained the items had been reorganized to provide a better flow.  
  
a.
Questions of Staff by Stakeholder Committee

Ms. Baker explained a revision was needed to include a Public Services, ACA, not a Public Works, ACA.  

Mr. Parikh spoke regarding the District School Board appointment and noted they were not allowed to vote on certain items.  

Ms. Blair explained that clarity remained.  She further reviewed the items and noted there were minor edits.  She clarified that the Zoning Administrator position was designated by the County Administrator.  
Mr. Harrill asked if the old Code said to “interpret” the Zoning Ordinance. He felt that should be included in the clarification.  

Ms. Blair explained a provision was added to state the County Administrator shall formally designate the Administrative Staff responsible for interpretation and for enforcement of the Code.  

Ms. Baker asked if the County Administrator would be required to provide a designation document for all of the Administrative Heads and for which sections of the Code they had authority.

Ms. Jolly explained they had been told of their duties through their job description and knew which portions they were assigned, but Staff felt it would be a good idea and would clarify the issue.  This would allow applicants to know whose signature was needed on a determination before an appeal.
Ms. Blair felt Division Seven did not belong in this section.  This was the only advisory board that had been codified in the Land Development Code, except for the Citizens Advisory Committee for the Comprehensive Plan.  She noted they had not yet gotten to the Historical Preservation Committee which she felt did not need to be in the Code.  She explained the portion regarding the Affordable Housing Committee would be removed and placed in the Ordinance that actually created the Affordable Housing Program.

Mr. Starkey asked about CORC.

Ms. Blair explained that never became an Ordinance that was codified in the Land Development Code; they existed outside that document.  

Mr. Harrill asked if Division Eight would be removed.

Ms. Blair explained Division Eight was created out of the Code of Ordinances and was a combination of different sections.  She spoke regarding the Sunset Ordinance for Boards and Commissions.
Discussion followed regarding the Tourist Development Council.  

Ms. Blair suggested under Section E that the advisory boards and committees that were established be reviewed each Commission Election cycle.  She felt a formal process may make more sense.

Mr. Steinsnyder said with the exception of the regulatory board such as the Planning Commission and the LPA, they should probably all be removed from the LDC and have a general advisory board Ordinance.
Ms. Blair agreed and indicated she would remove the item.  It would work as a stand alone Ordinance.  

Mr. Parikh asked about other committees not related to the Land Development Code such as the Library Advisory Board.  

Ms. Blair explained the Library Advisory Board was included in the Code of Ordinances and actually had codified bylaws.  

Ms. Baker clarified that portion would be removed and be included in the Code of Ordinances as a “clean up” for all of the advisory boards.  She felt it would be a good idea to include some standard guidance and a process for renewing and sunseting them.


b.
Public Comment

Mr. Richard Riley spoke regarding locating the information on the website and requested citizens interested in the issues also be e-mailed the information.

c.
Discussion by Stakeholder Committee

Mr. Karpay spoke regarding the Development Review Committee and the criteria for the future of the DRC.  He asked if it would be appropriate to place a hold in this section to address it further.

Ms. Jolly indicated a note had been placed in the work plan.

6.
Process Overview Discussion
Ms. Baker explained an update briefing was given at the last Board of County Commissioners meeting for the LEAP Project (Lean, Efficient, Accountable, Pasco) and the ULI Report implementation.  She spoke regarding the ULI Advisory Services Panel Report and the Process Improvement Teams (PIT Crews) developed by the County with every department in County Government mapping their processes and identifying improvements.  All departments within the Development Services Branch had PIT Crews in their Departments.  Once the process started, it was realized that all of the Development Services Pit Crews needed to come together due to overlapping processes.  She spoke extensively regarding the process followed and centralized process intake.  Staff discussed a centralized intake and work teams.  No permanent reorganization decisions had been made.  She referred to the “swim lanes” on the document and the process that would be followed including a One-Stop Center (gatekeeper).  Someone should be able to get every form or checklist needed from the gatekeeper.  A master libraries/central files would be maintained in the west office, keeping one hard copy and going completely electronic in the future.  The Staff Review Team would consist of the Planner, the Development Review Technician, Stormwater and Access Management.  She hoped to develop 2-3 teams which would have a core membership that remained the same and worked together.  There would be floating members who had expertise that could not Staff the teams but would float in and out as their expertise was required.  Each applicant would be assigned a team for the project.  The Application Review Technical Team would be made up of Department Heads.  In going through this process, it was hoped that a lot of the responsibility that fell on to the DRC might ultimately be moved to the Application Review Technical Team (ARTT).  If decision making authority was taken away from the DRC and given to the ARTT, they would actually be a scheduled event.  She gave an extensive review of the flow chart and the process that would be followed.  She noted the gatekeeper would have a broad area of responsibility as well as a broad base of knowledge and would be able to answer a variety of questions, but would not be a technical expert.  There would be mandatory pre-app meetings for certain requests, with the pre-app meeting scheduled immediately.  The applicant must be present at the pre-app meeting; it was important for the applicant to hear up front of difficulties associated with the project.  After the pre-app meeting a file would be created with the pre-app only being good for a certain amount of time.  Once the applicant submitted their project with a completed application, a completed content checklist and the application fee to the gatekeeper, the gatekeeper would accept the submittal (one hard copy and one electronic copy).  At that time, the applicant would be given a project schedule.  If the applicant met the requirements and the deadlines involved, the County would also meet their deadlines.  If this system was adopted, Staff’s feet would be “held to the fire” and there would be no excuse for Staff not getting their comments submitted on time.  Failure to submit comments meant they had no comments.  The SRT would begin the review of the application and the Project Manager would coordinate the comments and ensure the deadlines.  The vision was that every Staff Review Team would have a Project Manager.  The Project Manager would ensure that everyone was doing their part and that they were meeting all of the deadlines.  The Project Manager may not be the subject matter expert for the application.  This process would not fit everything that was done, but it would fit most things.  

Mr. Helie spoke regarding long range planning.  

Ms. Baker felt the Board of County Commissioners was committed to improve the process sufficiently.  Once they had the right process they would be able to determine the staffing needs.  They would not “throw bodies” at problems.  They would figure out the right answer to the problems and then rearrange the bodies to make sure it worked.  She continued with the presentation regarding the proposed process and explained technical issues would be discussed with the team.  This would allow the team to ensure that everyone was aware of all of the issues.  If a meeting was held with the County Administrator, at a minimum the Project Manager and the subject matter expert would be present.  Discussion followed regarding projects lost while going around Staff.  The County Attorney’s Office would be considered a technical expert.  All pre-app meetings would be held on the west side.  It was not possible for the County to continue to provide full staffing in three locations in one County.  Video conferencing may be available at the central and east offices.  

Mr. Starkey asked if Ms. Baker envisioned having the gatekeepers any time soon.  

Ms. Baker spoke regarding future budget cuts and explained they had to make a decision of what would be done.  They were testing the process.  Department budgets would be developed in March, finalized in June, brought to the Board in July for implementation in October.  She felt they would be staffed in this format no later than October 1st.  

Ms. Jolly explained a test of the process was done with an applicant submitting a project on October 10th, the review was completed, a meeting was held with the applicant, and the item was approved by the DRC on November 20th. 
Ms. Stanley felt this was great.  If they could actually streamline this process, they would have more money coming into the County sooner with projects getting on the tax rolls.  

Ms. Baker continued with the presentation and noted the applicant could “reset the clock” at any time; Staff would not “reset the clock”.  Once Staff’s review was complete, the project would be given to the ARTT who would review the application, determinations, and conditions.  If the ARTT determined the project was complete, they would ask whether the project was development by right.  If it was not complete, the item would be returned to Staff and the applicant.  She spoke regarding development by right and noted there would still be items that would need to go before the DRC, the Planning Commission or the Board.  She asked for feedback and suggestions.

Mr. Elton Smith explained a challenge of large projects was not just duplication or differences in review standards, but rather processes associated with other agencies.  Having different standards for the same approvals between FDOT, the County, the Corps and Swiftmud.  He felt one of the loops needed build in input from other agencies that caused it to change.  Sometimes the solution was a compromise.  

Ms. Baker explained during the pre-app meeting it should be identified that permits would be required from other agencies so that could be built into the project schedule.

Mr. Starkey felt this process should be posted on the website.  He spoke regarding approval by right and approval by simple permit.  He assumed the difference involved the level of complexity.  

Ms. Jolly clarified examples of simple permits would be a driveway permit, parking permits, or temporary use permits.  Staff members were happy about this process and felt their job was more difficult because there was not a structured environment.  Everything would be submitted to the same team and all the information would be available including the DRI, the MPUD, the master roadway plan, and monitoring reports.  Everything would be located at the one central library.

Mr. Starkey spoke regarding projects that had one oddity.  He asked if it would be possible to move on with the remainder of the project.

Ms. Jolly said Staff tried to do that now with projects.  There would be one central place where everything would be submitted.  

Mr. Harrill felt the success of this process would be dependent up the Project Managers and their capabilities.  He asked what would be the level of that position.

Ms. Baker explained that had not yet been determined.  She noted Project Managers in Engineering Services and IT were high in the organization.

Ms. Jolly noted they would want a mixture of personalities included on the team.  It would also be critical in the team staffing so that if there was an outage that they could keep working.         

Ms. Nancy Hazewood spoke under public comment regarding public input prior to an item going before the Planning Commission, DRC or the Board.  

Ms. Jolly spoke regarding status reports on line of what information came in regarding projects.  

Mr. John Walsh spoke under public comment and explained this process was very exciting.  He felt the proposed process would free up Staff with the smaller projects, allowing Staff more time to address the larger projects.  

7.
Distribution of Updated Comparative Table and Work Plan
Ms. Jolly explained the update made the document cleaner and would be placed in a PDF format and distributed.  She noted the wireless antennas were moved to next month.
8. 
Next Meeting – January 21, 2009 at Starkey Park Educational Center beginning at 9:00 a.m.

Ms. Baker reminded the Committee Members the next meeting was scheduled at 9:00 a.m. at the Starkey Park Educational Center.  She anticipated the meeting would last all day long.  

9.
Adjourn – 6:30 p.m.

The meeting adjourned at 6:23 p.m.
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