
PINBLLAS PLANNING COUNCIL
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

AGENDA ITEM: II F. MEETING DATE: September 17,2008

SUBJECT:
Consent Agenda:

F. Correspondence

RECOMMENDATION:
Council Receive and Discuss as is Appropriate

BACKGROUND

Correspondence Includes :

July

1. Letter sent July 2, 2008 to Carol Stricklin, Community Development Director, City of
Largo, Re: West Bay Drive Community Redevelopment Plan Update

2. Letter sent July 11,2008 to Matt Mclachlan, AICP, Community Development Director,
City of Safety Harbor, Re: Review of Adopted Comprehensive Plan Goals, Objectives, and
Policies for Consistency with the Countywide Rules

3. Letter sent July 15, 2008 to Jeffery F. Dow, Planner II, City of Dunedin, Re: Review of
Evaluation and Appraisal (EAR) Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments for
Consistency with the Countywide Rules

4. Memorandum received July 16, 2008 from Lynn Griffin, Administrator, Florida Coastal
Management Program, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Re: Notice of
Florida Coastal Management Program Routine Program Change Request

5. Letter sent July 16, 2008 to Carol Stricklin, Community Development Director, City of
Largo, Re: West Bay Drive Community Redevelopment Plan Update project Memorandum
of Understanding and Agreement with WilsonMiller for services to the City

6. Letter sent July 16, 2008 to Neale A. Stralow, ASLA, AICP, Regional Manager,
WilsonMiller, Re: Transmittal of executed original of Agreement for services to be
rendered to the City of Largo

7. Sample of letters sent July 18, 2008 to property owner/representative, Re: July 16,
2008 PPC Meeting Follow-up (Land Use Cases)

8. Letters sent July 18, 2008 to Mayors of local governments with items on July 16, 2008
PPC Agenda, Re: PPC Meeting Follow-up

PINELLAS PLANNING COANCIL ACTION:

COUNTYWIDE PLANNING AUTHOMTY ACTION:

.doc
H:\USERS\PAC, PPC, & CPA\02 PPC\0O00AGENDAS and RELATED CORRESP\0oAgenda Folders for 2008\09 Sept 08 PPC\Consent F



^SUl?-Il9Cft Other Council Business - Conespondence

9. Letter sent July 18, 2008 to David DelMonte, Manager of Lease Management Division,
Pinellas County Real Estate Management Department, Re: PPC Office Lease Agreement

10.Letter sent July 18,2008 to Steve Kurcan, Grady Pridgen, Inc., Re: MaterDevelopment
Plan for La Entrada

ll.Memorandum sent July 21,2008 to Dick Pauk, Director of Real Property Roll, Property
Appraiser's Office, Re: Form DR-420 and DR-420MM-P

l2.Letter sent July 2I, 2008 to Paula Cohen, Community Development Director, City of
Madeira Beach, Re: Review of Amendment to the City of Madeira Beach's Code of
Ordinances (Ordinance No. 1126) for Consistency with the Countywide Rules

13. Copy of Memorandum from Lynn Griffin, Administrator, Florida Coastal Management
Program, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, received luly 23,2008, Re:
Notice of Florida Coastal Management Program Routine Program Change Request

14. Received July 25, 2008, copy of letter sent July 23, 2008 to Mayor Frank Hibbard, City of
Clearwater, from Brian Smith, Planning Director, Pinellas County, Re: CPA actions taken
on July 22,2008

15. Memorandum sent July 28, 2008 to Dick Pauk, Director of Real Property Roll, Property
Appraiser's Office, Re: REVISED Form DR-420 and DR-420MM-P

l6.Letter sent July 30,2008 to Gina Clayton, Assistant Planning Director, City of
Clearwater, Re: Review of Amendments to the Coastal Management Element of the
Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance No. 7917-08) for Consistency with the Countywide
Rules

lT.Letter sent July 31,2008 to Laura Dedenbach, AICP, Re: Town of Indian Shores
Adopted Evaluation and Appraisal ( EAR) - Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

August

1. PAC Minutes - September 8, 2008 (draft), and July 7,2008 (approved)
2. Copy of letter from Gerald Seeber, General Manager, Tampa Bay Water, to Vice

Chairman Commissioner Calvin D. Harris, received August 1, 2008, Re: Interlocal
Service Boundary Agreement Act

3. Letter sent August 7, 2008 to William E. Roll, Jr., AICP, Senior Associate, Tindale-
Oliver and Associates, Inc. Re: Curlew Road/SNCC Pilot Study Comments

4. Memorandum set August 8, 2008 to Commissioner Kenneth T. Welch, Re: Countywide
Rule Update - Trip Characteristics Information

5. Letter sent August 8, 2008 to Robert E. Iarzen, AICP, Planning Manager, Community
Development Department, City of Largo, Re: Review of Evaluation and Appraisal
Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments for Consistency with the Countywide Rules

6. Received August 13,2008, copy of letters sent August 11, 2008 to Mayor Robert
Hackworth, City of Dunedin, Mayor Mike Finnerfy, City of St. Pete Beach, and
Commissioner Robert Stewart, Chairman, Board of County Commissioners, from Brian
Smith, Planning Director, Pinellas County, Re: CPA actions taken on August 5, 2008

7. Letter sent August 13,2008 to Michele Parisano, Planning Administrator, City of
Oldsmar, Re: City of Oldsmar Voluntary Annexation - AN0806

8. Letter sent August 26,2008 to Rodney Chatman, AICP, Planning and Zoning Division,
Cif of Tarpon Springs, Re: Review of Proposed Amendments to Land Development
Regulations (Ordinance 2008-20) for Consistency with the Countywide Rules



SUB.IEC?. Other Council Business - Conespondence

9. Letter sent August 28, 2008 to Rick MacAulay, Manager, Urban Planning, Design, and
Historic Preservation Division, City of St. Petersburg Development Services
Department, Re: Review of Proposed Amendments to the City of St. Petersburg's
Comprehensive Plan (City Files LGCPiCIE-20O8 and LGCP/EAR-2008) for
Consistencv with the Countywide Rules



MINUTES OF THE PLANNERS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2OO8
BANK OF AMERICA BUILDING

600 CLEVELAND STREET, SUITE 850, EIGHTH FLOOR
CLEARWATER. FLORIDA

Members Present:
Sharen Jarzen, Vice Chainnan
Gordon Beardslee
Dean Neal
Bob Jarzen
Paul Geisz
Danny Taylor
Fred Metcalf
Catherine Porter
Karl Holley

Also Present:
David Healey
Michael Crawford
Chris Mettler
Michael Schoderbock
Carolyn Shoemaker
Roxanne Amoroso
Steven Williamson
Robert Pergolizzi
Jacob Stowers
Steven Kurcan

*r;,;u i:i*"

City of Seminole
Pinellas County
City of Pinellas Park
City of Largo
City of St. Petersburg
City of Indian Rocks Beach
City of Gulfport
City of Clearwater &,1
City of St. Pete Beach 

"
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Pinellas Planning Counci] ;,ary''
Pinellas Planning Council "'qffi,

Pinellas Planning Council ;'##

;.;/tlv"

Pinellas Plaqgiag Council
Pinellas Planriing Council b.
Bank of Arfferici ," : tr

Johrson Pofle Law Firm;tJohrson Po$e Law Firm;t
Gulf Coast Coirsirlting, Ini. :

.::u:1 l:i l:u'

Vice Chair"iffi bhur"n Jarzencalled,the meeting to order at 1:30 P.M.

Minutes - Vice Ciairman Jarzen asked if there were any comments or corrections to be made
to the minutes of the luly 7,2008 PAC meeting. There being none, Catherine Porter moved to
approve the minutes; the motion Was conded by Dean Neal and carried (vote 8-0).

""

Old Business - none

Review of PPC Agenda for September 17. 2008 Meetine - Received.

Countvwide Planning Authority Actions - July and August - Mr. Crawford presented the
actions of the Countywide Planning Authority and the PAC accepted them.

Annexation Report - July and August 2008 - Michael Schoderbock summarized the report on
voluntary annexations for the months of July and August as follows:

He stated that the Council received a total of one voluntary annexation petition in July and
twelve voluntary annexation petitions in August from the cities of Clearwater, Dunedin,
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Largo, Oldsmar, Pinellas Park, and Tarpon Springs. Existing uses that were within the
thirteen annexations include one vacant commercial and twelve residential uses. The
proposed annexations totaled 8.6 acres and approximately $3.0 million in taxable value. Total
Municipal Service Taxing Unit revenues from the $3.0 million of taxable value would be
$6,188 using the 2007108 fiscal year taxrate. It is estimated that seventy-five residents will
be affected by a change in jurisdiction. Annexation of four of the thirteen parcels will reduce
three enclaves in the countv bv 1.2 acres.

Mr. Schoderbock noted that during this timeframe, no referendum or non-voluntary
annexation requests were received.

PLAN AMENDMENTS

Subthreshold Plan Amendment: D
Case CW 08-34: City of Pinellas Park * The Chairperson urt.*frf dr. G any questions
on this item and there being none she asked for a motion. Fre#Metcalf mgfuedio-upprou.
staff recommendation of approval. The motion was seconded bt Pq$l Geisz and carried
(vote 8-o). 

- -'rr-- --' " "k*,,

,ni#Regular Plan Amendments: W 
; i

is the o.ridoo. saiE-b-f Uoats, recreatio**i vehicles and mobile homes. There is a parcel to the
east that once contalffip mobile home park and to the north are two single family homes.

at 6801 Park Boulevard. The proposedprnbhdn4nt ir"fu f{pfuntial Uiban (RU) and
Commercial General (CG) to CG. m#poned that t*# iite is'ffiprised of two parcels
designated RU and _q#ffi#i,gnated Ccrrdiat the two sm*ller RU pdrCeis are located adjacent

on. ownership which"d* plso designated CG; that the
of Pinellas Park ififfi4 and was a used car sales lot

Case CW 08-29: City of Pinellas Park - Mr. Cra d#d stated

to and east of under'
subject site was mnbxed into the
along with ffir$djoining CG parcelffi

northern portion e site is fenced ffi1ndevel$ed, and that the proposed use of the parcels

along with W1$djoining CG parcelf=;ffi,1t no b-u3iness operates out of the RU site at present but
it does contain a*parking lot and att commercial building. He further noted that the
northern oortion aftne site is fenced but undeveloped. and that the proposed use of the parcels

east that once contai
-'"',!i,, 

1!::!,= .,..i.iffi :"'
**t'<Gordon Beardslee e eetine at this 1i11e.***'i

Mr. Neal noted in the staff report that paragraph 3 refers to mixed-use node; Mr. Crawford
stated it has been corrected in the staff report to commercial node. h[r. Neal also requested
that Park Avenue be corrected to Park Boulevard. He stated that the intent is to continue
commercial use even though the initial reason for the application was to sell recreational
vehicles, but will not be selling them now since the business is no longer viable. Bob Jarzen
inquired as to whether the request excludes the Preservation to which Mr. Crawford and Mr.
Neal reported that it does.

After fuIl presentation of the report, Bob Jarzen moved to approve Case CW 08-29 as
recommended by PPC staff. The motion was seconded by Mr. Metcalf and carried (vote 9-0).



Case CW 08-30: City of Gulfport - Mr. Crawford stated that this 1.8 acres site is located
ff ieSouth,between6l. tStreetSouthand62"dStreetSouth.Theproposed
amendment is from Residential Low (RL) to Institutional (I). He reported that the site is just
north of Stetson University College of Law and is comprised of eight single-family homes,
two with garage apartments, and all of which are owned by the University and used as student
housing; that the request for amendment is predicated on the need to accommodate office uses
in some of the residential structures. He noted that even though I uses are permitted with the
RL category, when the subject parcels are combined with the current University parcels
adjacent and to the south, the five-acre threshold limitation for I uses in the RL category is
exceeded; and that therefore, before the subject area can be used for I uses, an amendment is
required.

Mr. Metcalf stated that the College of Law wants to convert the singlelfamily homes; that
they own all but three lots in the entire block; that this is to accomnlpdate iheif lO-year build-
out plan; and that they have approximately 900 students. He stated'that in th$ interim period
while they are remodeling, the additional space is needed. l t.l@.

After full presentation of the report, Dean Neal moved to uo*u* cur. ffi8-30 as
recommended by PPC staff. The motion was seconded,by Gordon Beardsl"" 

t# 
ca$nied

(vote 9-0). *# 
#, 

q.

Case CW 08-31: Pinellas County - Mr. Crawford rgi.O that this 23,0 acrJ eft#is located east-MtreetNor thandnor thar ' rdsouthof l62oda"enueNorth.Theproposed

amendment is from Residentiat Low fRIi und Pr.r.rvaiion (P)":to,fuidential Low (RL),
Residential Low Medium {BLM), and P,feservation @). He reported that the proposed
Countywide Plaru ."&riffi+ut. 

"iln$rised 
of trvo mainparcels designated RL and P;

that the smallef@arate 3.8 asfr:'parcel to the southeast of the intersection of 162"o Avenue
and 49m Str fued by pinettalEf;orrnty 

ryl- ir not proposed for development (refened to
as the "Countfl, fer parcel"). Th=#squest i ves a change in the current RL category to
the RLM category for all areas outsidC of the Coastal Storm Area (CSA).

The smaller County-owned parcel io proposed to be amended from RL to RLM and then all
density rights transferred+{o the fdrger development parcel owned by Pinellas County (the
proposed site of an apa pmplex - Bayside Apartments). Mr. Crawford noted that the
larger parcel north and nomhwest of the intersection is approximately 19.2 aqes, with the
westernmost portion owned by Pinellas County and the remainder by Bayside Reserves. He
then gave the PAC information relative to the uses surrounding the amendment area and their
respective residential densities.

Again, he stated that the proposal is to amend all of the acreage on the currently designated
RL parcels located outside the CSA to RLM, leaving the remainder inside the CSA as RL
with no change to the existing area designated Preservation; that approximately 10 acres of
the larger development parcel which includes a 1.64-acre open space/recreation area, is
proposed for 209 residential apartment units and l0 single-family homes are proposed for the



remaining 4.8 acres; and that arl area between the two development parcels measuring 1.64
aeres in size is slated for use as recreation and open space.

Mr. Crawford further noted that a development agreement is included with the application and
addresses a 50o/o residential density bonus for the construction of 20Yo of the total number of
apartment units or 42 units as affordable to persons or families that earn 60Yo or less of the
Area-wide Median Income. He further stated that the RLM category is intended to be used as
a transition between higher density residential areas and lower density areas. The area in
question, specifically the proposed apartment site, would result in a density of 20 units per
acre (upa), which is twice what the neighboring apartment complex consists of and six times
that of the residential area to the east.

Mr. Crawford then briefly reviewed the transportation impacts, the Coastal High Hazard Area
impacts, impacts to the Pinellas County School System, and the issues with the project
relative to the City of Largo to the west. He also stated that acco*ding to the lgnguage in the
development agreement and in the County's staff report thp'pioject wouM be utilizing
Transfer of Development Rights (TDRS) provisions, but that the sansfei was, not consistent
with the Countywide Rules. The problem being that the receiving parC at is the
apartment site, was receiving 56%o more residential density than could be buili *ithout the
transfer.TheCountywideRulesonlypermitamaximumof20%o

Gordon Beardslee provided background on this froject noting tht the Community
Development Department and the County have worked on this project with the applicant for
approximately one and one-half years; that tre original propsal was for l5 upa, but County
staff could not support that and felt Rtil{j ;id be suppbrted becanse the apartment complex
to the west was devgffiprd 4r$0*t pu. He'gated that tffi County rsed Density Averaging, as
opposed to the TD*'ffivisifuftnd feels this is consi'$tent wi*r the Countywide Rules. He
further stakfl that the applicaqg has uroSd to complete a number of transportation
improvements that will help the traTfic situatirin in the area. He also stated that there were not
any significari{ fi$gative environmental impacts $#pBcted from the project.

;

Ms. Porter inquird' o the percent$*fiin the development agreement put forth as affordable
to which Mr. Beardgqffilplated tha!,W,eof the apartments or 42 units.

:] ' *
Mr. Neal inquired as to NUSi employment center to which Mr. Beardslee noted the Bay
Vista Development of Re@nal Impact and just to the south along Roosevelt and toward the
airport.

Bob Jarzen inquired as to whether this meets County locational criteria for affordable housing
to which Mr. Beardslee noted that it probably did not meet the requirement for grocery stores;
that public transit is available on RoosevelU and that the proposed Roosevelt Commons
project is planning to provide bus stops.

Gordon Beardslee moved approval of the amendment to RLM; the motion was seconded by
Paul Geisz.



Mr. Holley inquired as to whether it would be appropriate for PAC as an advisory board,
relative to consistency with the Rules, to state that the affordable housing component of the
request is adequate to justiff the amendment which would not otherwise be appropriate. Mr.
Crawford stated that PPC staff agrees that the provision of affordable housing is a significant
public policy and goal; however, that has been considered and the placement of all these units
in the configuration presented, especially at 20 upa next to single-family areas, was not
consistent with the Countywide Rules.

The vote was called and the motion carried (vote 5-4 with representatives of Largo, Seminole,
St. Pete Beach and Gulfport dissenting).

- Mr. Crawford stated that this 4.0 acres site is located at
13707 and 13805 58* Street North. He asked the PAC members if he could present this case
and CW08-33 together and they responded in the affirmative.

i

The proposed amendment is from Industrial Limited (ffiF; Preservation (P), and
Water/Drainage Feature (W/DF) to Institutional (I), Preservatipn (P), and \MaterlDrainage
Feature (W/DF). Mr. Crawford stated that the site is located within tha 244-acre Rubin ICOT
Center and that this amendment request is the result of a suppls*15*ta*lscommendation from
April 2006 for the parcel immediately to the north. He1oteft,I,,"!{ nat is3fso owlled by Sl
Petersburg College (SPC) and is part of the SPC @icenteri,CampuslJhg sugqlemental
recommendation advised the City to initiate an additio#dl ameffint ial Limited
to Institutional on the subject parcel in orde-r to dbrrect an i@gisten3ffiative to size
limitations for Institutional uses located within the IL Countywid.@ Map category.

Mr. Crawford stated th est is a companion to CW 08-33 located at
College and is a part of14025 58m Street North;'iii;i I is also owned by

the SPC Epig:nter Campus.

k ':,iri$ii;7 j:l::i::,::;::k; 'This site's crirrent IL category can Qe considered consistent with the stated purpose and
locational characteristics of the Countfride Rule"S, and would permit a variety of uses that are
consistent with the adjacent industri@eas and other uses within the larger Ruben ICOT
Center. Mr. Crawford noted thati,the PPC staff wishes to make sure that the area so
designated in this par0$i*m-mA@ servation; that the City of Largo staff has indicated this
will be corrected on se ng by their Council. Mr. Jaruen stated that Largo agrees
with the staff recommendMh. Mr. Beardslee stated the County feels it would be good if we
could retain the Industrial classification and discussion followed. Mr. Crawford stated that at
this time there is no allowable provision in the Rules because the industrial area is not
governed by a Master Development Plan. Discussion ensued as to whether pubic educational
facilities would be exempt from those Rules, and it was determined this application did not fit
into the category per the Florida Statutes.

After full presentation of the reports, Fred Metcalf moved to approve Case CW 08-32 to
Institutional, subject to the area designated Preservation remaining Preservation. The motion
was seconded by Paul Geisz and carried (vote 9-0).



w
at 14025 5

- Mr. Crawford stated that this 4.6 acres m.o.l. site is located
Street North. The proposed amendment is from Industrial Limited (IL) to

Institutional (I).

After full presentation of the report along with Case CW08-32, Dean Neal moved to approve
staff recommendation of approval for Case CW 08-33. The motion was seconded by
Catherine Porter and carried (vote 9-0).

La Entrada Master Development Plan (MDP 2008-l) - iVIr. Mettler stated that this 133.0 acre
site is located generally northwest of the intersection of I-275 and Gandy Boulevard in St.
Petersburg. He stated that Tarpon Ridge, Inc. has resubmitted a Master Development Plan in
accordance with the Countywide Rules; that the plan includes a significant amount of office,
commercial and manufacturing square footage, as well as residential dwelling units and hotel
units. He noted that the PPC and CPA are required to review this Masten Development Plan
due to the residential component requested to be included within the mix of uses in an
Industrial Limited Plan category. 'i

Mr. Mettler reported that the proposed mixed-use devefop.",ni is propo-se{ to include
approximately 2,404 multi-family residential units, 300 hotel u@r Md appro ely 6.68
million square feet of office, commercial and industrial uses on the appfA"ximately I33 acres
of land designated with the Industrial Limited plan cateffi. The propffi has alreadpbeen
partially developed with the Halkey-Roberts and Val Pak ind4ffiial fa s. Mr. Mettler
noted that 30-35,000 jobs are expected to be produCbd with thiqgqoject; 6ffi$e pointed out
additional benefits/amenities proposed in thlproject such as peddfurian crossovers, bus stops,
loaner electrical vehicles, internal trollegt system and linkage to trat[b.

'1 . ;  .  f I#
Mr. Mettler provideO taciigda infoni on the La Endi Master Development Plan
and noted that the Board of County Co ssioners in July 2008 granted the applicant's
request for retrnoval of a previously established condition, associated with a variance granted
in 2004limiti4 f, sidential density $ ttte subj@t property, and provided additional detailed
information regar$jqg the amended v#iance.

The applicant has*$ubmitted a ffisbd application satisfactorily addressing the list of
insufficiencies that were ident@.Sy PPC staff in December 2007 (which are in the Council
staff analysis); and the$P'$l finds that the current submission satisfies the Countywide
Rules requirements for Mdffier Development Plans for IndustrialAvlixed Use Projects that
include Residential use.

Mr. Crawford stated that St. Petersburg has approved the plan through their Development
Review Commission, but approved additional square footage. However, their approval was
contingent upon PPC and CPA approval and therefore the square footage approved in this
Master Development Plan would prevail.

After full presentation of the report, Bob Jarzen moved to approve staff recommendation of
approval for the Master Development Plan for La Entrada, subject to the three conditions
enumerated. The motion was seconded by Dean Neal and carried (vote 9-0).
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Minor Plan Change to Beach By Design SAP (CW 01-25) - MPC No. 6-2008 - Mr. Mettler
reported that the Special Area Plan amendment is minor and therefore has been submitted for
receipt and acceptance by the PPC and CPA.

The proposed revisions relate to height and building massing as follows:

. Page 65 is amended to provide a height of 150 feet for projects which have additional
density allocated via the Hotel Density Reserve. This provision is only for property
located between South Gulfview Boulevard and the Gulf of Mexico or on the west side
of Coronado Drive.

. The amendment changes text beginning at page 68. The plan now states: 'Wo more
than sixty percent (60%0) of the theoretical maximum building enfelope located above
forty-two feet @2') witt be occupied by a building." Ths amendmenl_changes the
threshold from 42 feet to 45 feet and adds the following:'*Hbweve/, irffithdse instances
where an overnight accommodations use on less than 2.0 acres t!*t nW been allocated
additional density via the Hotel Density Reserve, no moie thnn sevenffive percentadditional density via the Hotel Density Reserve, no moi;b th*n sevenffive percenl
(75%o) of the theoretical maximum buitding envelope locote:d i$gye forty-f ,ryiffiet (45')
may be occupied by a building unless the propg,(,U tu loC@ betweeitW@g,
Boulevard and the Gutf of Meico, then no 

-*ir 
iln* runhay,.be or"i o

building." The amendments establish a maxirynirh buil&ng envelopq of 60% above 45
feet and incentivize small lot development m properties st4aller tfiart.2 acres which
have received additional density r*ia the Hritel Density @rve by increasing the
maximum building envelope t9 7$o/o above 4$ feet and
properties located between Gulfuieiv Boulevard iihd

f" feet
frhd the

above 45 feet on
'./ i

7;a;z;;;;*;j11n;ffiS l ' l
' - '

After full presentation of the t.pq4CutherinePorter moved tb transmit this item to the PPC

f;;.t.tn, ffi 
bbceptance. The ml@was ded by Gordon Beardslee and carried (vote

:a::t1i
ti/,!,

ide ion of Develooment Agreements - Mr.
Crawford stated that the Council isi

.l5lutil.ilLIuIl ur l-,rltvtrruPurgut frEirgsrrlsuLp - lvu.

asked to review the accompanying draft ordinance
amending the Count Ruleq,, #d$b'iOing development agreements and to authorize a public
hearing for the Octobeii6,, il meeting to consider amendment of the Rules. He reported
that Council staff has made further changes to the proposed ordinance based on Council
discussion and input from St. Petersburg and the County; that the accompanying draft
ordinance identifies changes from the draft reviewed with the Council in July, as proposed to
be modified by St. Petersburg and the County; and that Council staff recommends the Council
authorize a public hearing to consider the revised draft or determine to rely on existing PPC
Resolution No. 02-6 and Joint PPC/CPA Resolution No. 08-70 to address development
agreements.

Mr. Healey reviewed the changes which were incorporated as a result of input from the City
of St. Petersburg staff and County staff, also noting on pg. 4 under 5.1.4.3 the new underlined
section wherein local government makes determination as to whether development agreement



has to be amended or revoked. He stated that the only real difference between the PPC staff
recommendation and that of the City has to do with the process and considerations by which
changes to a development agreement that was previously submitted as part of a plan map
amendment are reviewed.

Mr. Geisz stated that the City's legal department has not had a chance to review the additional
changes.

Gordon Beardslee noted a correction to be made on page 4; i.e., yolded should be vgtd.

Karl Holley moved to recommend this item be moved forward to public hearing. The motion
was seconded by Fred Metcalf and carried (vote 7-2, with representatives of St. Petersburg
and Pinellas Park dissenting).

Mettler reported that Council staff is presenting a preliminary ments to the
Countywide Rules addressing consistency issues addressed in the Cquifdtl's Consistency
Report. The Report identified the amendments to be made to the*local governments'
comprehensive plans and land development regulations in ordd itWid--ddress incormistencies
with the Countywide Rules. The Report also concluded that some inconsistencies werg best
addressed by amendments to the Countywide Rules.-,A@itiorrally, the Report recommmded
the PPC stafl in collaboration with the Planners @isory Cggryittee, id@iff the specific
amendments to the Countywide Rules that are necessary or $elpful to, reconcile the
outstanding inconsistencies that are best addressed'by a&ar'ge tolhe Countywide Rules. In
addition to the proposed amendmentqidentif,red, a numt'ei of amffiidment items have been
identified through su=b. ingpffie;fPC staff heltl withggch local govemment. Most
of these.proposed changes ar{offered !; PPC staff. tlow €rr, local governments have
requested charym ai follows: 

;r: '

;rr'r ''Ii' 
' 

#l

The County @roposed amendiiffie C;ffi iOe Rules to allow research centers and
laboratories in ffi Residential/Officeffieral (R/bG) Countywide Plan Map category and to
differentiate minfl-uruirehouses and dff&v these as a use in the Residential/Office/Retail
(R/O/R) CountywidsP'lp Map ca ffi. The PPC staff would support these amendments and
they are included in the ilraft ordinrufte.

I q;1.9.-;;ns:'

The Pinellas Park staff $$Biosed amending the Countywide Rules to accommodate the
equestrian uses cunently operating in the Residential Suburban (RS), Residential Low (RL),
and Residential Urban (RU) Future Land Use Plan categories in the City; to accommodate a
veterinary/equine clinic currently located in the RL Future Land Use Plan category in the
City, with the ability to board horses, in RL; and to allow wholesale and retail plant nurseries
in RS and RL. The Seminole staff also proposed amending the Countywide Rules to allow
equestrian uses in RS. After reviewing the locational criteria for the Residential Plan Map
categories, the Council staff would support allowing agricultural uses in the RS Plan Map
category. This amendment would potentially include equestrian uses, wholesale and retail
plant nurseries, and veterinary/equine clinics. The Council staff proposes an amended
definition of agricultural use, to define it more broadly, leaving it to the local jurisdictions to
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define it more specifically and identiff when equestrian uses, plant nurseries and veterinary
clinics would be allowed as agricultural uses.

Mr. Mettler stated that the remaining amendments address primary and secondary use
characteristics in the plan categories and amend associated definitions and development
standards as necessary, clariff regulations regarding accessory uses, clariff the minimum
standards for affordable housing plans, clari$ the requirements associated with transferable
development rights and density averaging, replace the term "gross land area" with the term
"net land area," and revise the enforcement procedures available to the Countywide Planning
Authority.

The amendments amend the definition of the term "Coastal High Hazard Area" and introduce
the concept of the "Coastal Storm Area," as some of the local jurisdictions have begun to do,
in order to be consistent with the recent amendments to the Florida Statutes. The PPC staff is
also taking the opportunity to amend the Planned Redevelopment Pl*n fU[f tutqory symbols
in order to provide further clarity when the symbols are prin-ted on the btaEk and white
Countywide Plan Maps. The amendments also address the Countywide Plan Mry adjustment
process, requiring applicable property owner notification, and address the Ruffiamendment
process to require notification to local jurisdictions. ;, 

"+i
Mr. Mettler stated that after discussion and input by PA€ and the Councilo the staff will ifvise
this preliminary draft of the ordinance for the October meetingt and that if the revised
preliminary draft of the amendments is satisfactorf.after review at the October meeting, staff
will request authorization to advertise the ordinance for public heafing and consideration by
the Council at their November meeting . 

t ;

Gordon Beardslee stated thaf tlre County will be providing written comments. He noted that
there will be divAop-ents thai *ill 

"*"re$. 
nlt densiiy - such as greenfields and that

somehow that needs to be recognized; Oiscu$i*n followed with regard to how to recognize
this issue.

,1"

Crawford stated that Pinellas County has prepared and approved the Brooker Creek Preserve
Management Plan and has worked with PPC staff to identiff and coordinate the means by
which to recognize this Plan within the Countywide Plan framework. He stated that the
accompanying draft ordinance proposes to create a new Countywide Plan Map category
entitled Resource Management Overlay (RMO) that would be available to the county, or any
local government jurisdiction, by which to recognize the unique needs of providing for
regional water supply facilities in combination with natural resource conservation and
management practices. The map category, once established in the Rules, would be available,
upon application, to be considered as a map amendment based on an approved local
govemment management plan.

niiltt 4



Mr. Healey stated that this grew out of the consistency issue; that there was a need for
creation of a new category; and that the County will request a map amendment once this is in
the Rules. The new category provides clarity for permitted uses and new definitions for what
will fit in both the Preservation and Resource Management Overlay categories.

Mr. Healey provided PAC members with new .Jr.rpondence received from Mr. Poling,
which will also be included in the agendapackage to the Council.

***Catherine Porter left the meeting at this time.***

Mr. Beardslee stated that the County has met with Friends of Brooker Creek and they support
this. He provided background on the project and described the information provided in the
PowerPoint included in the agenda packet. He noted that the; Board of County
Commissioners will hold two public meetings for input before a decisfu is gpde, and will
then hold a public hearing to decide where to locate each facilify. He statffithatat most
Pinellas County Utilities is reserving3% of the Preserve for facilities. ,,."t 

i'ho rur rovr'LlsD. 'ffi

Mr. Beardslee also stated that the County has entered into a contract to purchase $e Wilde
property (870 acres m.o.l.) which will become part of the Brooker Creek Rreserve. 

% 
.

n::,::

Discussion followed with regard to Tampa Bay Water (TBW); that t was agreement
between the County and TBW that when the CoWSy purchased the Wildffiroperty, it will
give the existing well-heads to TBW. Mffi#'E@rdslbe statd that "local sourte first" is state
policy which allows for wellfrelds use. ilitij

:.!jj.=

H:, i sti
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ihearing. The motion wasBob Jarzen love{,to r..o d,this 

* 
O. sent td.#qli;

seconded by Doan Neal and carried (vote 84

David P. Healey, Executive Director

,@,
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNERS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
MONDAY, JULY 7,2008

BANK OF AMERICA BUILDING
600 CLEVELAND STREET, SUITE 850, EIGHTH FLOOR

CLEARWATER. FLORIDA

Members Present:
Renea Vincent, Chairman
Sharen larzen, Vice Chairman
John Cueva
Rick MacAulay
Dean Neal
Lauren Matzke
Marie Dauphinais
Ron Rinzivillo

Also Present:
Liz Freeman
Karl Holley
David Healey
Michael Crawford
Larry Pflueger
Phyllis Fleming
Chris Mettler
Michael Schoderbock
Carolyn Shoemaker

City of Tarpon Springs
City of Seminole
Pinellas County
City of St. Petersburg
City of Pinellas Park
City of St. Pete Beach
City of Oldsmar
City of Safety Harbor

Pinellas County
City of St. Pete Beach
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council
Pinellas Planning Council

Chairman Renea Vincent called the meeting to order at 1:35 P.M.

Minutes * Chairman Vincent asked if there were any comments or corrections to be made to
the minutes of the June 9, 2008, PAC meeting. There being none, Sharen larzen moved to
approve the minutes; the motion was seconded by John Cueva and carried (vote 6-0).

Old Business * none.

Review of PPC Agenda for July 16. 2008 Meeting - Received.

Countywide Planning Authority Actions - June and July - Mr. Crawford presented the
actions of the Countywide Planning Authority from the June 17 meeting and the PAC
accepted them. He noted that the Board continued the Clearwater amendment, CW 08-24,
to their luly 22 CPA meeting because the property was not fully annexed into the City at
the time of the hearine date.

Annexation Report - June 2008 - Michael Schoderbock summarized the report on
voluntary annexations for the month of June.



He stated that the Council received a total of seven (7) petitions for voluntary annexation
review in June from the cities of Clearwater,Largo, Oldsmar and Seminole. Existing uses
that were within the seven annexations include one commercial and six residential uses.
The proposed annexations totaled 13.1 acres and approximately $2.1 million in taxable
value. Total'Municipal Service Taxing Unit revenues from the $2.1 million of taxable
value are $4,325 using the 2007108 fiscal year tax rate. It is estimated that fifteen residents
will be affected by a change in jurisdiction. Annexation of one of the seven parcels will
reduce an enclave in the county by 0.18 acres.

Annexation Report - Quarterly Summary. Third Ouarter Fiscal Year 2007/08 - Ivtr.
Schoderbock reported that this report provides a synopsis of staff receipt and tracking of
voluntary annexations for the third quarter of this fiscal year and includes details regarding
other forms of annexation that have occurred over the past few years.

Charts were shown on the conference room screen providing acleage summaries (Chart l),
Chart 2 taxable value, and Chart 3 the percentage of acres annexed in enclaves, all for
annexations reviewed in each fiscal year since 2000101 through the third quarter of Fiscal
Year 2007/08. The acreage and taxable value for the third quarter of FY 07108, April
through June, were 55.4 acres and $7,015,213 respectively. Twelve percent (6.9 acres) of
the acreage annexed during the quarter reduced or eliminated an enclave.

Mr. Schoderbock outlined the comparison of current activities to previous years noting that
annexations in enclaves are increasing and that the recently processed annexations which
required "Ability to Serye" reports have not been completed, but are expected to be
presented in the next quarterly report.

PLAN AMENDMENTS

Subthreshold Plan Amendments :

Case CW 08-27: Citv of Dunedin - Phyllis Fleming stated that this 3.0 acre site is
located at II42 Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard. The proposed amendment is from
Residential Medium (RM) to Residential Low Medium (RLM). The amendment
qualifies as a Type "D" subthreshold and is therefore eligible for approval under the
official acceptance process. The site is comprised of two parcels, both of which are
vacant and owned by the Dunedin Housing Authority. Ms. Fleming stated that the
parcels are north of the Community Redevelopment District and adjoin the City of
Dunedin Wastewater Treatment Plant to the south and west; that the parcel south of
Lorraine Leland Street abuts several vacant lots and single-family residences; and that
the parcel north of Lorraine Leland Street abuts several multi-family parcels owned by
the Shiloh Missionary Baptist Church. She noted that the site was the location of 30
units of the Highlander Village, Dunedin Housing Authority affordable housing
development and that this amendment would allow a maximum of 25 dwelling units, and
that redevelopment of the site is expected to include 25 affofiable housing condominium
units. Ms. Fleming also noted that these parcels are west of the 2.5-acre site approved by
the Council in March 2008 and subsequently approved by the CPA in April (CW 08-15).



That approval was for an amendment from RM to RLM for 19 Habitat for Humanity
townhomes.

***Marie Dauphinais entered the meeting at this time.***

After full presentation of the report, Rick MacAulay moved to approve staff
recommendation of approval for Case CW 08-27 from the City of Dunedin. The motion
was seconded by Dean Neal and carried (vote 7-0).

Regular Plan Amendments:

Case CW 08-28: Pinellas County - Phyllis Fleming stated that this 3 acre site is located
at the southwest corner of N. Pinellas Ave. and Anclote Road. The proposed amendment
is from Residential Urban (RU) and Commercial General (CG) to Commercial General
(CG). The site is comprised of three parcels. Two parcels located at the corner of
Anclote Road and Pinellas Avenue are designated Commercial General. The
approximate 1.32 acres immediately to the west are designated RU. The request is to
include all three parcels under the terms of a development agreement and to amend the
I.32 acre parcel from RU to CG. Ms. Fleming stated that the impacted considerations
are:

Consistency with the Countywide Plan and Rules - The land use pattern is primarily
RU to the north of the site, but is surrounded by the CG category to the south, west,
east and northeast. The Countywide Rules state that the CG designation is intended
to depict those areas of the County that arc now developed, or appropriate to be
developed, in a manner designed to provide community and countywide commercial
goods and services; and to recognize such areas as primarily consistent with the
need, relationship to adjoining uses and with the objective of encouraging a
consolidated, concentrated commercial center providing for the full spectrum of
commercial uses.

Adopted Roadway Level of Service (LOS) Standard - Although Pinellas Ave. is
shown at a level of service "B" from Tarpon Ave. to Anclote Blvd., it is a
constrained corridor and will remain a constrained corridor with or without project
traffic.

Location within a Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) - The terms of the
development agreement submitted with the request restrict the uses on the site to
boat storage and parking. With these development restrictions in place, the
residential development potential of the site is eliminated.

Adjacent To or Impacting an Adjoining Jurisdiction - The proposed CG category is
not anticipated to impact the City's services, or the ability to provide water, sewer,
and fire service to the site. Therefore, there should be no significant impacts to
Tarpon Springs should the amendment be approved.



***Ron Rinzivillo entered the meeting at this time.**t<

Ms. Fleming stated that the County has submitted a development agreement and two
concept plans; that the agreement is for a period not to exceed five years; and limits use of
the parcel to boat storage and vehicular parking; and limits ingress/egress on Anclote Road
by vehicles towing boats. Discussion followed with regard to potentially moving boats
across Oscar Hill Road, which Mr. Cueva stated is being working out with Public Works;
and Ms. Vincent mentioned that if a building permit were to be applied for, increasing
utility requirements, there would be a requirement to annex into the City. Mr. Cueva stated
that this had been discussed with the applicant and they are aware of this requirement.

PPC staff has concluded that the requested CG category can be considered an appropriate
Countywide Plan Map designation because of the site's proximity to the marina south of
Oscar Hill Road and other CG and industrial uses.

After full presentation of the report, John Cueva moved to approve Case CW 08-28 subject
to the conditions noted. The motion was seconded by Dean Neal and carried (vote 8-0).

St. Pete Beach CRD - CW 08-26: SAP 1.2008 - This 248.3 acre area is located as
follows: The Gulf Boulevard Redevelopment District is located along the corridor of Gulf
Boulevard, north of Pinellas Bayway and south of 64th Avenue. The Downtown
Redevelopment District is centered along Corey Avenue, Blind Pass Road, and Gulf
Boulevard.

Ms. Fleming outlined the proposal as shown in the staff analysis provided; discussing the
Gulf Blvd. Redevelopment District which contemplates the revitalization of hotels, and the
reduction of the potential for new residential condominiums along the beach, and noting
that the SAP attempts to address hotel unit non-conformities by increasing the number of
units allowed in certain redevelopment scenarios. Ms. Fleming outlined the Large Resort
Character District, Boutique HoteUCondo District, Activity Center District and Bayou
Residential District and the proposed effects of each.

Ms. Fleming then outlined the Downtown Redevelopment District consisting of the
Downtown Core and the original downtown shopping district which contains the Town
Center Core District, Town Center Corey Circle District, Town Center Coquina West
District, Downtown Core Residential District, Upham Beach Village District, Commercial
Corridor-Blind Pass Road District and Commercial Corridor Gulf Blvd. District.

Ms. Fleming noted that a transportation management plan would be filed with each
application for development; and that staff has recommended the City identiff the steps for
implementation of the various directives that are included in the SAP as part of the
monitoring and assessment report.

Mr. Crawford also noted that the map and application submitted to the PPC included the
area designated Preservation in the Gulf Blvd. District, but the SAP itself did not address



the required safeguards for Preservation adequately; therefore staff is recommending that
these areas not be amended to CRD.

Mr. Holley stated the City is operating under mandate of the electorate; that 57.8%o of
voters had approved this plan; that it was initiated by citizen petition and has significant
resemblance to what was presented by the City staff in 2005. He noted there is a great deal
of detail in the SAP, for example dealing with community improvements which the City
might have preferred be dealt with outside this process, but the plan drafters felt it was
necessary to use the SAP to nail down these details; and that normally these types of things
would be dealt with in a parallel process. Mr. Holley stated that the SAP is a step in the
right direction from a groMh management perspective and will provide badly needed
redevelopment. He stated that the SAP gives protection to non-conforming hotel densities
in the event of catastrophic loss, but does not protect non-conforming uses.

Mr. Crawford provided a historical background noting that this plan builds on the previous
one that was rescinded, and that the local implementing land development regulations are
being addressed in a variety of ordinances, adopted and yet to be adopted.

In response to query from Mr. MacAulay, Ms.Matzke stated that the expedited alternative
review is underway by the Florida Department of Community Affairs and is expected by
August l.

In response to query by Mr. MacAulay conceming the impacts that a referendum-approved
plan would have on the potential for approval or denial by the PPC and the CPA, Mr.
Healey noted it will be reviewed upon its merits; that legal objections may be anticipated;
and that legal counsel is looking into any potential issues, but the application is expected to
proceed as would otherwise be the case.

Mr. Holley noted there is litigation challenging the legitimacy of ballot descriptions; but as
to whether these will be considered substantive. the Citv believes that ultimately. from a
legal perspective, it will proceed.

In response to query as to the timeline for the completion of district zoning regulations, Mr.
Holley stated they will attempt to have them before the City Commission by October.

After fulIpresentation and report, Sharen Jarzen moved to approve staff recommendation
of approval, subject to the conditions noted in the staff memorandum. The motion was
seconded by Ron Rinzivillo and carried (vote 8-0).

Development Aereements - Request for Authorization of Public Hearing for Proposed
Amendment of the Countlrwide Rules (continued from June) - Mr. Mettler stated that the
Council is being asked to review the accompanying draft ordinance amending the
Countywide Rules regarding development agreements and to authorize public hearing for
the September Council meeting to consider amendment of the Rules.



Mr. Mettler stated that the Council had continued the proposed ordinance at their June
meeting and directed Council staff to communicate with the County staff and the City of
St. Petersburg staff in order to better understand and accommodate their concerns with
regard to the proposed ordinance. Council staff, based on the concerns expressed by the
County and St. Petersburg staffs, has deleted all references to site plans in the revised
ordinance. He stated that the draft ordinance is now limited to establishing policies and
procedures for review of development agreements provided in support of a Countywide
Plan Map amendment; and that instead of providing standards to define a substantive
change to a development agreement, the revised draft ordinance now provides reference to
Chapter 163 of the Florida Statutes. Mr. Meftler noted that in order to address concerns
raised by the County legal staff, a section was added to the revised ordinance to repeal the
Council's 2002 resolution regarding development agreements and site plans (02- 6) and the
Joint Pinellas Planning Council/Countywide Planning Authority Resolution No. 08-70.

Mr. Mettler stated that the last issue that has to be addressed is "reconsideration" in the
event a change is made to a development agreement and whether the plan map amendment
will have to be reconsidered by the PPC and CPA. He stated that legal counsel is looking
into this issue. PPC staff feels that if a Countywide Plan Map amendment is approved and
the development agreement is amended or revoked as per the Chapter 163 process, the
amendment should come back for reconsideration.

Mr. MacAulay noted appreciation of the work and tremendous compromise made; and
noted that there are some concerns left on the part of the City of St. Petersburg legal staff.
Discussion followed as to the definition of substantive change and as to intent for use of
these agreements to which Mr. Healey stated that development agreements can be used as a
tool, especially in our built-out county.

In response to query as to whether the PPC staff and the PPC and CPA could recommend
that a developrnent agreement be modified, Mr. Healey stated that is within their
prerogative as the measure is proposed. Questions were raised as to the PPC not being a
signatory on the document and Ms. Freeman stated that the County has also raised
concerns in this regard. Mr. Healey stated that development agreements are sometimes
important to address concerns that might otherwise preclude the amendment; and to ask the
Council to look at a development agreement and make recommendations on plan
amendments based upon it, and then not allow an opportunity to readdress the issue if
substantive changes are made would not be appropriate.

Dean Neal stated that the issue of addressing concuffency was the function of development
agreements and that he believed this is being tumed into something it was not intended to
do. He also stated that he felt that use of development agreements in this fashion was an
indication of the failure of the comprehensive planning process.

John Cueva moved that PAC recommend not authorizing this for public hearing at this
time pending discussion by the attorneys; the motion was seconded by Rick MacAulay and
failed (vote 3-5 with representatives of Tarpon Springs, Seminole, Safety Harbor, St. Pete
Beach and Oldsmar dissenting).



Lauren Matzke moved to recommend approval of the draft ordinance, as submitted,
requesting the Council authorize public hearing for the September Council meeting. The
motion was seconded by Marie Dauphinais and carried (vote 5-3 with representatives of
Pinellas County, Pinellas Park and St. Petersburg dissenting.)

Annual Plan Map Adjustments - Official Acceptance - Phyllis Fleming reported that the
Countywide Rules provide a procedure for local governments within Pinellas County to
submit minor requests for Countywide Plan Map boundary adjustments for the following
categories: WaterA)rainage Feature, Preservation, and Recreation/Open Space. This year,
a total of three map adjustments were submitted:

Pinellas County:

Area 1. - This area is part of the St. Petersburg/Clearwater Intemational Airport. This
adjustment will add the Transportation/Utility designation and remove the Water designation
in one location to reflect the configuration of a parcel containing a helicopter landing area.

Area2. - This is an adjustment to the Preservation category to reflect the landward boundaries
of wetlands and other surface waters as delineated in the Southwest Florida Water
Management District Formal Determination of Wetlands and Other Surface Waters. The
parcel is located on the east side of U.S. 19, south of Belleair Road.

St. Petersburg:

Area 1. - This adjustment will apply the WateriDrainage Feature to represent the drainage
easements that are located on a parcel located south of the intersection of Carillon Parkway
and Newbury Place.

Council staff is recommending that the proposed adjustments be officially accepted.

Dean Neal moved to approve staff recommendation regarding 2008 Annual Plan Map
Adjustments. The motion was seconded by Sharen larzen and carried (vote 8-0).

Joint PPC/CPA Annexation Subcommittee - Status Report - Mr. Crawford reported that
the Joint PPC/CPA Annexation Subcommittee had submitted a draft initiating resolution
regarding the Interlocal Boundary Service Agreement process to the Board of County
Commissioners for their consideration; and that the Board had discussed this at a work
session in early June. At the July 1 regular meeting, the initiating resolution was approved
by the Board, which resolution will now be transmitted to each local government and
independent special district for consideration and action.

Mr. Healey outlined the procedures to start the process and suggested that the local
govefirment attorneys review the process even if a local jurisdiction does not have a vital
stake in the process. He added information regarding what is addressed in the resolution
and suggested that communities weigh in on the process in order to continue to have a say
in the outcome.



Legislative Update - Mr. Pflueger provided PAC members a synopsis of the 2008 regular
session of the Florida Legislature.

Additionally, Mr. Pflueger asked for PAC members input and participation in a
subcommittee to address the new comprehensive plan modifications which will require
local jurisdictions in Pinellas County to develop "green" goals, objectives and policies that
meet state energy conservation and efficiency review standards. PAC members were asked
to email their interest in participation in this process to Mr. Pflueger.

Other PAC Business:

Mr. Mettler presented proposed amended Countywide Rules definitions to the PAC
addressing consistency issues; he asked that the PAC members review and provide input;
noting that Council staff expects to provide a draft ordinance for discussion with PAC at
their September meeting.

The PAC was reminded of the cancellation of the August meeting. The next PAC meeting
will be September 8, 2008.

There being no further business, the PAC adjourned at 3:16 P.M.

Respectfu lly submitted,


