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PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING

                WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2009
                 CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS,

                HALLANDALE BEACH, FLORIDA






(DRAFT)
Members Present
           Attendance




Michael Butler

                    Y


Terri Dillard (Alternate)
        Y
     

Seymour Fendell

        Y 

Sheryl Natelson 

        N (excused)  

Irwin Schneider

        N (excused)
Eudyce Steinberg

        Y

Armin Lovenvirth

        Y

Arnold Cooper 

        Y

Staff in Attendance:

Richard Cannone

Christy Dominguez

Sarah Suarez

Cindy Bardales 

Mr. Cooper called the meeting to order at 1:42 PM
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Cooper: Asked if he had an approval of the minutes from June 24. 

MOTION: MR. LOVENVIRTH MOTIONED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 23, 2009 PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD HEARING AS WRITTEN.


MS. STEINBERG SECONDED THE MOTION


MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE (6-0) FOR APPROVAL. 

Old Business 

1. Discussion regarding meeting starting times for Planning & Zoning Board Meetings. 

Mr. Cooper: Stated that he wanted to change the time of the meeting and get a motion on it.  He stated that instead of 1:30 they had the option to change it to 10:30. He went on and said he would prefer 1:30. 
Ms. Steinberg: Asked if the room was available at 10:30. She stated that she wanted it at 10:30. 

Mr. Fendell: Made the suggestion that everyone give a reason as to why they would prefer one time over the other before they made the motion. 

Mr. Butler: Stated that moving it to 10:30 would not be a good idea. He went on to say that the purpose of them being there was for the residents and to provide information to the Commission. He felt that it was difficult for residents to attend the meeting at 10:30 and that if they chose to move it to that time; he could no longer serve on the Board. 
Mr. Cooper: Stated that Mr. Butler has known of the meeting time and there is no reason he shouldn’t be attending.

Mr. Butler: corrected him and told him that he would be able to make the 1:30 if it stayed that time but if they did decide to switch it to 10:30 he could not make it. 

Mr. Butler: Stated he wasn’t making this decision for him, that it was mainly for the residents and he was concerned no one would be able to make it at 10:30. 
Mr. Cooper: Stated that the Board members should be able to make the meeting time. He went on and said that any resident that isn’t able to make the Planning and Zoning meeting should go to the Commission meetings once a month when they meet in the evening. 
Mr. Lovenvirth: Asked staff how many complaints by residents have been made due to the meeting time and them not being able to make it during the day. 
Mr. Cannone: Stated that he was not aware of any complaints being made. 

Mr. Fendell: Asked if it would make a difference for staff if they changed the meeting time.  

Mr. Cannone: Stated that the staff was here to serve at the Board’s pleasure. 

Ms. Dillard: Stated that no matter what they decided on she would still be at the meeting. 

MOTION: MS. STEINBERG MOTIONED TO CHANGE THE MEETING STARTING TIMES TO 10:30 AM. 


MS. DILLARD SECONDED THE MOTION


MOTION FAILED BY A MAJORITY VOTE OF (0-6) 

SECOND MOTION: MR. BUTLER MOTIONED TO CHANGE THE MEETING STARTING TIMES TO 5:00 PM. 


MOTION FAILED FOR LACK OF A SECOND.  

New Business

1. Application #74-09-TC - An Ordinance of the City of Hallandale Beach, Florida Amending Chapter 32, Article IV of the Zoning and Land Development Code, Division 17, Signs, Relative to Political Signs, Providing for Conflict, Severability and an Effective Date.

Mr. Cooper: Opened the public hearing and since no one was there he closed it. 

Mr. Fendell: Requested that he hear something from staff on what exactly the ordinance is all about. 

Mr. Cooper: Asked that Ms. Dominquez give a brief explanation of the ordinance. 

Ms. Dominguez: Stated the Ordinance was a result of Commission Directives given to staff to make certain amendments to different sections of the Code. One of the pending amendments involved updating the political sign regulations that gives more flexibility regarding political signs. She went on and gave an example of the difference between an A-framed sign in the old regulations and what the new ordinance would allow. The ordinance also sets a time of when they can be placed before the election. It also creates a bond requirement. 
Mr. Lovenvirth: Asked if Ms. Dominguez could give a better description between what an A-framed sign is and a V-shaped sign is.  
Ms. Dominguez: Stated that it was the same thing. The only difference is that instead of a sign being back to back on one pole, they can be supported by three poles. The ordinance provides flexibility in the amount of signage allowed on one building. 

Mr. Cannone: Stated that the current problem is that it would be considered two signs instead of one and that with this ordinance it would allow flexibility. 
Mr. Cooper: wanted to make sure that the current ordinance restricts the sign be 16 sq. ft. 

Ms. Dominguez: stated yes, that the size would remain the same. 

Mr. Cooper: went on and said that the current ordinance did not have any height restrictions and that if someone wanted to make a sign that is 16 feet high and 1 foot wide, they could. 
Ms. Dominguez: Stated that he did bring up a good point and that it was a good suggestion but generally no political sign is higher than 8 feet. 

Mr. Cooper: Suggested that they do put in a height restriction. 

Ms. Dominguez: concurred. 

Mr. Butler: Had a question on section IV of the ordinance. He said that the resolution opens up into a lot of interpretation and that he does not find it fair to the residents because the rules are not laid out clearly. He would rather it state that it not be allowed on public property or clearly spelled out what is a public purpose and what constitutes a public purpose so that everyone can interpret it the same way and not be confused. 

Mr. Cooper: Asked if their comment would be passed on to the City Commission since they have the final say. 

Mr. Cannone: stated certainly, that it would. He went on to say that the intent was that if they were doing a referendum that they could put signs. 
Mr. Cooper: Suggested that we should spell those things out in the Ordinance so that any one could read it and know what is allowed and what isn’t allowed.

Mr. Cannone: agreed and said he understood. 

Mr. Butler: Asked if there was anything in the Ordinance which limits the number of signage allowed. 
Ms. Dominguez: stated yes, it was one per property. 

Mr. Butler: said he understood it was one per property, but there have been so many signs up all over the city that have become an eye sore. He then asked if the City would allow there to only be a limited number of signs given to each candidate. 
Ms. Dominguez: stated we already had a strict Ordinance with many limitations and it would not be fair to limit the number of signs allowed city wide per candidate. 
Mr. Cannone: Agreed with Ms. Dominguez and said that it wouldn’t be fair to restrict any one person to limit the number of signs allowed on their property and not be able to express their political views. 

Mr. Lovenvirth: Stated that if we did restrict it by number then the primary place of signs would be on Hallandale Beach Boulevard. 

MOTION: MS. STEINBERG MOTIONED TO APPROVE APPLICATION #09-74-TC - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF HALLANDALE BEACH, FLORIDA AMENDING CHAPTER 32, ARTICLE IV OF THE ZONING AND LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, DIVISION 17, SIGNS, RELATIVE TO POLITICAL SIGNS, PROVIDING FOR CONFLICT, SEVERABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

MR. LOVENVIRTH SECONDED THE MOTION


MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE (6-0) FOR APPROVAL.

2. Application #75-09-TC - An Ordinance Of The City Of Hallandale Beach,
Florida  Amending Chapter 8, Buildings, Construction And Condominiums By      Creating Section 8-37,”Hallandale Beach Green Building Program” And Amending  Chapter 32, Zoning And Land Development Code By Amending Section 32-787, “Site Plan Review Standards” Providing For Conflicts, And Providing For An Effective Date.
Mr. Cooper: Asked to give a brief explanation. 

Ms. Dominguez: Stated that Sarah Suarez, our Senior Planner, would provide a summary:  

Ms. Suarez: Stated that this Ordinance was a Commission Directive for staff to research and develop a Green Building Program for the City. She stated that the Development Services Department worked with Public Works, Utilities, Engineering, and Building Departments to come up with the Green Building Program. She said it was voluntary for some and mandatory for others. It is for projects more than 50,000 sq ft, projects that have more than 50 residential units, projects that are requesting the allocation of flex units or residential reserve units and in addition any projects that would request money from CRA. She stated that as an incentive, the City would provide fast track permitting for the review of the projects and staff would provide any support that developers would need as far as information on the different programs available. She explained what LEED (Leadership and Energy and Environmental Design) is. 
Mr. Cooper: Stated that he noticed that in the Ordinance, the language mentions the word incentives for developers to go green and he didn’t think that the high density incentive should be in there and that it was defeating the purpose. He also thinks there should be a penalty if developers do not go green.  

Mr. Cannone: Assured Mr. Cooper that it was just an example of what other municipalities have done. He affirmed that our Ordinance did not encourage or recommend any density bonuses. 
Ms. Steinberg: Asked if energy was the only part in this deal to go green. 

Ms. Suarez: Stated that it was related to all the development standards for a building and it was really for the entire structure. 

Mr. Butler: questioned if there was any thought in going green for private homes. 

Mr. Cannone: Confirmed that there were incentives. He stated the way the Ordinance was written, any project that receives funding from the CRA to build a home or do any kind of home improvements, would have to comply with the green standards. 

Ms. Suarez: Informed the Board that it was voluntary to anyone who wishes to participate. She confirmed that it was in the Ordinance. 

Mr. Cooper: Disagreed with the Ordinance about the time to comply with the Green Program. He thought the time was too long to give developers and suggested it be cut down to 6 months. 
Ms. Suarez: Stated that the provision he was referring to was added due to the standards for LEED certification. She informed that it gave developers the chance to continue doing operation analysis up to a year after the building is occupied. She also said that the developers would not be able to obtain their LEED certification until they have concluded any final testing. 
Mr. Cooper: persisted that 18 months was still too long. 

Ms. Suarez: assured him that we would look into it, but developers would need at least 12 months to turn in all of their documentation and do what was needed to be done in order to get their certification. 
MOTION: MR. BUTLER MOTIONED TO APPROVE APPLICATION #75-09-TC - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF HALLANDALE BEACH, FLORIDA  AMENDING CHAPTER 8, BUILDINGS, CONSTRUCTION AND CONDOMINIUMS BY CREATING SECTION 8-37,”HALLANDALE BEACH GREEN BUILDING PROGRAM” AND AMENDING  CHAPTER 32, ZONING AND LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE BY AMENDING SECTION 32-787, “SITE PLAN REVIEW STANDARDS” PROVIDING FOR CONFLICT, AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

MS. STEINBERG SECONDED THE MOTION 

MOTION CARRIED BY A ROLL CALL VOTE (6-0) FOR APPROVAL. 

3. Application  #73-09-TC -  An Ordinance by the City of Hallandale Beach, Florida Amending  Chapter 32, Article III of the Zoning  and Land Development Code, Section 32-171 Fashion Row Overlay District Relative to Redevelopment Area Modification within the District ; Section 32-172 North Dixie Corridor Overlay District, Relative to Site Development Standards for Residentially or Community Facility Zoned Property or Use and Redevelopment Area Modifications within  the District; Section 32-173 Pembroke Road Overlay District Relative  to Site Development Standards for Residentially Zoned Properties and Redevelopment Area Modifications  within the District; Section 32-174 Planned Development District, Relative to Modifications, Dimension and Design Regulations; Section 32-176 Planned Redevelopment Overlay District Relative to Site Development Standards for Residentially  Zoned Property or Use and  Redevelopment  Area  Modifications within the District; Section 32-177 Redevelopment Area Modifications Relative to Redevelopment Area Modifications Review Criteria and Transmittal Deadlines; Section 32-178 South Dixie Highway Overlay District, Relative to Site Development Standards for Residentially Zoned Property or Use and Redevelopment  Area Modifications within the District; Section 32-180 Foster Road Overlay District Relative to Site Development Standards for Residentially Zoned Property or Use and Redevelopment Area Modification within the District ;Providing for Conflict and Severability. 

Mr. Cooper: Asked Ms. Dominguez to give a summary. 
Mr. Cannone: Stated that the item cleans up the Overlay Districts within the City and puts in criteria for review of redevelopment area modifications. He added that the City wanted to add criteria and standards whereby to base these waivers. He gave a summary and started with the Fashion Row Overlay District. He informed the Board that the City has not seen as much redevelopment as they would like near 1st Avenue in the NE part of the City. He informed that in the past years, redevelopment modifications were not permitted in this area. He stated the City was recommending RAM’s be permitted within that Overlay District. He continued and stated that we are amending all Overlay Districts with respect to side yard setbacks, that they be measured from a zoned property and not necessarily a use. He informed that particularly along Hallandale Beach Boulevard there are some non-conforming residences. He again stated that the intent was to base the setback from the zoned property rather than the non-conforming use. He added that we amended North Dixie Overlay District to require landscape area instead of pervious area. He also stated that we are proposing to amend the Planned Development District Overlay as well. At this time, there is a minimum lot size requirement of 1.5 acres and we would like to propose it to be 1 acre. In addition, we are proposing to modify Section 32-177 to require the development standards are for that Overlay. We are also adding criteria to Section 32-177. 
Mr. Cannone: Stated that we wanted to strengthen the Ordinance. He added that there were a number of scrivener’s errors that we would like to clean up. He went on to say we also established a rear yard setback for properties with a PRD Overlay. He concluded that we replaced the reference to redevelopment target areas with the CRA. 

Mr. Lovenvirth: Questioned the Fashion Row Overlay District and what our intentions were to modify in that area. 
Mr. Cannone: Gave an example of someone who owned a warehouse and wanted to redevelop it and add a small addition to it. Rather than going through a very long variance process, they could go through the Redevelopment Area Modification and it would be a much faster process. 

Ms. Dominguez: Informed that an application like the one Mr. Cannone was referring to goes directly to the City Commission and saves time. In addition the review criteria for variance process are often difficult to meet vs. the criteria under the RAM process. 

Mr. Lovenvirth: Added that particular area [Fashion Row] would be a great area to redevelop. 

Ms. Dillard: Asked how many spaces were occupied in that area. 

Ms. Dominquez: Stated there are approximately 38 property owners in Fashion Row but was not able to give Ms. Dillard an exact number of units at the moment on businesses that are operating. 
Ms. Dillard: Asked if there were any potential owners that were interested in renovating those properties. 

Mr. Cannone: Stated possibly. He added that his staff had met with a young couple that owns a warehouse in that area and that the City was working with them and CRA in trying to come up with something for them. 

MOTION: MS. STEINBERG MOTIONED TO APPROVE APPLICATION #73-09-TC -  AN ORDINANCE BY THE CITY OF HALLANDALE BEACH, FLORIDA AMENDING  CHAPTER 32, ARTICLE III OF THE ZONING  AND LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, SECTION 32-171 FASHION ROW OVERLAY DISTRICT RELATIVE TO REDEVELOPMENT AREA MODIFICATION WITHIN THE DISTRICT ; SECTION 32-172 NORTH DIXIE CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT, RELATIVE TO SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIALLY OR COMMUNITY FACILITY ZONED PROPERTY OR USE AND REDEVELOPMENT AREA MODIFICATIONS WITHIN  THE DISTRICT; SECTION 32-173 PEMBROKE ROAD OVERLAY DISTRICT RELATIVE  TO SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIALLY ZONED PROPERTIES AND REDEVELOPMENT AREA MODIFICATIONS  WITHIN THE DISTRICT; SECTION 32-174 PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, RELATIVE TO MODIFICATIONS, DIMENSION AND DESIGN REGULATIONS; SECTION 32-176 PLANNED REDEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT RELATIVE TO SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIALLY  ZONED PROPERTY OR USE AND  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  MODIFICATIONS WITHIN THE DISTRICT; SECTION 32-177 REDEVELOPMENT AREA MODIFICATIONS RELATIVE TO REDEVELOPMENT AREA MODIFICATIONS REVIEW CRITERIA AND TRANSMITTAL DEADLINES; SECTION 32-178 SOUTH DIXIE HIGHWAY OVERLAY DISTRICT, RELATIVE TO SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIALLY ZONED PROPERTY OR USE AND REDEVELOPMENT  AREA MODIFICATIONS WITHIN THE DISTRICT; SECTION 32-180 FOSTER ROAD OVERLAY DISTRICT RELATIVE TO SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIALLY ZONED PROPERTY OR USE AND REDEVELOPMENT AREA MODIFICATION WITHIN THE DISTRICT ;PROVIDING FOR CONFLICT AND SEVERABILITY.

MR. LOVENVIRTH SECONDED THE MOTION. 
MOTION CARRIED BY A ROLL CALL VOTE (6-0) FOR APPROVAL. 

4. Application #68-09-TC - An Ordinance Of The City Of Hallandale Beach, Florida, Adopting Corrections, Updates And Modifications To The Capital Improvements Element Of The Hallandale Beach Comprehensive Plan To Reflect The City's Fiscal Year 2009-2010 Budget; Providing For Conflict And Severability.
Mr. Cooper: Acknowledged the staff in doing a good job on working on these changes. He then asked to have a brief explanation of it. 

Mr. Cannone: Stated that Florida Statutes require the City to update the Capital Improvements Element and reflect the changes. He added that Commission already reviewed and recommended approval on it and that we are bringing it before the P & Z Board prior to adoption and that will also go to DCA. He informed that it was a requirement the City does every year and there were no policy changes. 
Mr. Fendell: Asked why the City needed the P & Z Board for approval of this application. 

Mr. Cannone: Informed Mr. Fendell that it was a requirement by the State Statutes that the P & Z Board makes a recommendation. 

Mr. Butler: Questioned the section under Recreation Facilities and why it listed public waterways as being owned and maintained by the City. He added he calculated if the City did not include waterways the City would still be at 2.714 acres per thousand residents which is a little bit below the requirement of 3 acres. He felt that that was kind of odd. 
Mr. Cannone: Corrected Mr. Butler and informed him that it was not just recreation space, it was recreation and open space. He added that the State had always allowed the City to count its public waterways as recreation and open space. 

Mr. Butler: Acknowledged Mr. Cannone. 

MOTION: MR. BUTLER MOTIONED TO APPROVE APPLICATION #68-09-TC - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF HALLANDALE BEACH, FLORIDA, ADOPTING CORRECTIONS, UPDATES AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT OF THE HALLANDALE BEACH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO REFLECT THE CITY'S FISCAL YEAR 2009-2010 BUDGET; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICT AND SEVERABILITY.

MR. LOVENVIRTH SECONDED THE MOTION


MOTION CARRIED BY ROLL CALL VOTE (6-0) FOR APPROVAL.

Mr. Cooper: Went on to talk about the Administrative Policy pertaining to Boards and Committees. He stated that the Board received papers regarding the rules and regulations. He asked if he could get a copy of Robert’s Rules since it is mentioned in this policy. 
Mr. Cannone: Informed him that he had a copy and would give it to Mr. Cooper. 

Mr. Cooper: Questioned that everyone is required to attend the meeting even if they have a quorum. 

Mr. Cannone: Stated yes. 

Mr. Cooper: Then questioned about the secretary having to type the minutes of the meeting within two weeks after the meeting and submit them to the Board. He stated that that had not been happening, that the Board got the minutes at the next meeting. 

Mr. Cannone: Assured Mr. Cooper that whatever was in the policy, the City would be following. 

Mr. Lovenvirth: Questioned having Ordinance changes and if it really had to come before the Board before being adopted. 

Mr. Cannone: Stated yes, it was the law. 

Mr. Butler: Suggested that if the agenda had only Ordinance changes that the Board wait for a developer to come in and combine more into the meeting. 

Mr. Cannone: Stated that if the Department got a Commission Directive, it needs to be processed expeditiously. 

Mr. Butler: Withdrew his comment.

Mr. Cooper: Proceeded to move on with the scheduling of the next meetings and then moved on with the Director’s Report. 
Mr. Cannone: Stated that October was National Community Planning Month. He informed the Board that the Mayor and City Commission at their last meeting read a proclamation to give thanks to the Board members for serving on the P & Z Board. He then read the proclamation. 

Ms. Dominguez: Informed the Board that at the same Commission meeting on September 16, the City Commission adopted second reading of the EAR Based Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan which concluded a long process to amend the Plan. 

Ms. Steinberg: Asked what happened with the voting of the Ben Gamla School. 

Ms. Dominguez: Informed Ms. Steinberg that they resubmitted an amendment to their application a few days prior, however, the application resubmitted was incomplete so the application is still on hold. 
Mr. Cooper: Asked if the Ocean Marine Yacht Club received a permit for working on the seawall. 

Ms. Dominguez: Stated yes they did. 

Mr. Cannone: Asked Ms. Dominguez to explain if they had scaled the number of docks down. 

Ms. Dominguez: Stated that they originally proposed to have 48 docks but it turned out to be only 8 due to State requirements. 

Mr. Cooper: Moved on and stated there had been a notice the City Commission would lease 90,000 sq. ft. to Broward County for library purposes on the Annenberg Track. He questioned what exactly that was. 

Mr. Cannone: Informed him that the Annenberg Track was the current library and that we lease that building to Broward County. 

Mr. Fendell: Asked about the rumors of a skywalk connecting from City Hall to the Village at Gulfstream. He wondered if that would be on the next agenda. 

Mr. Cannone: Informed the Board the pedestrian crosswalk was approved as part of the site plan. He went on to state Gulfstream is required to pay for the design of it. 
Mr. Fendell: Questioned why to build a crosswalk since not a lot of people would be crossing it. 

Mr. Cannone: Informed Mr. Fendell that it was for safety purposes. 

Mr. Cooper: Proceeded to adjourn the meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 2:55 PM

____________________________

Christy Dominguez

Planning and Zoning Board Liaison

