
APRIL 4, 1985 

The Board of County Commissioners, Manatee County, Florida, met in 

SPECIAL SESSION ift the Courthouse, Bradenton, Florida, Thursday, April 4, 

1985, 10:30 a.m. 

Present were Commissioners: 

Edward W. Chance, Chairman 

Kent G. Chetlain, Vice-chairman 

Westwood H. Fletcher, Jr. 

Lloyd C. Hagaman, Jr. 

Vernon E. Vickers 

Also present were: 

Robert F. Fernandez, County Administrator 

Michael Hunt, Acting County Attorney 

Richard H. Ashley, Chief Deputy Clerk, representing 

R. B. Shore, Clerk of Circuit Court 

Representatives of the various news media were present. 

Lynn Morrison, Court Reporter was present. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Chance. 

ZONING 

Public hearings were opened for the purpose of considering 

Z-84-76 CREEKWOOD INVESTORS, LTD - REZONE TO PDC/PDR/PDI; 

AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN_____________(DEFERRED) 

(Notice in Bradenton Herald, 3/13/85)(James M. Doss, Agent) 

Request: Rezone from A-l, A-1/WP-WP/ST-AF-AF/WP/ST-AF/ST 

to PDR-AF/WP/ST, PDC-AF/WP/ST, PDI-AF/WP/ST, 1090 acres at 

the intersection of SR 70 and 1-75 (NE and NW Quadrant) 

Planning Commission recommended approval with conditions as 

qualified in "Exhibit A - Recommended Conditions for Rezoning and 

Conceptual Development Plan Approval." 

DRI 13 CREEKWOOD INVESTORS, LTD (DEFERRED) 

(Notice in Bradenton Herald, 2/1/85) 

Request: Approval of Development of Regional Impact (DRI)for 

Planned Unit Development (on property described in Z-84-76)for 

primarily residential mix (single family/patio/villa cluster/town 

and garden apartments), with commercial shopping areas and 

office/light industrial parks. Planning Commission recommended 

APPROVAL with conditions as qualified in "Exhibit B - Recommended 

Regional Conditions for DRI-#13." 

Rick Plough, Planning and Development Department, commented on the 

location,' size of the project, and areas of concern as presented on 

the staff report entitled "CreekWood: Z-84-76 & DRI #13, Planning 

Commission Discussion and Recommendations." 

He referred to a map on page two of the report, indicating that the 

overlays marked AF '(which deals with the road spacing and drisveway 

spacing traffic onto 70)', WP (watershed) and ST (Special Treatment) 

will remain unchanged. The request is only to change the A-l portion 

of the district to PDR, PDC and PDI. He briefly reviewed the 

development surrounding the project and pointed out that 1-75 runs 

through the middle of the property and there are two Florida Power and 

Light easements which run through the property. The site plan is very 

sensitive to the use of these easements for buffering. The plan 

consists of 4,081 units, with approximate overall density of about 6.2 

units per acre. 

He summarized the history of the project through the Planning and 

Development Commission, listing the items discussed, and indicated 

that in the final analysis two issues remain to be resolved: Land use 

and-Transportation. 

Land Use 

The Planning Commission agreed with the applicant in the area of land 

use and transportation. Staff indicated that the area of the project 

located in the east county sector could not be considered part of the 

State Road 70 corridor. The applicant claims it is located in the 

corridors and, therefore, should not be restricted to density no 

greater than one unit per acre. 



The Planning Commission agreed with the applicant that it was 

appropriate to have five units per acre and found that this portion of 

the property was within the interstate of the corridor, in other 

words, they interpreted the corridor ran along 1-75 rather than just 

being limited to Intersections to State Road 70 and State Road 64. 

Transportation 

On the issue in the area of transportation, the applicant is proposing 

to pay an estimated impact fee that later could be adjusted to the 

amount imposed by the County when the schedule is adopted. This fee 

will offset any requirements for offsite regional growth improvements 

impact. 

The Planning staff and the legal staff are of the opinion that the 

developer should be assessed for the service of the road and the 

applicant agreed to pay the necessary fee. 

Caleb Grimes, attorney for the applicant, noted that the property is 

bisected by 1-75, which is the major tie to State Road 70, and that 

due to the nature and size of the project, studies were made of all 

the issues required in the DRI. During the discussion he explained 

how they arrived at the proposed density of the units 

Bill Swan, Comprehensive Planner with the Firm of Gee and Jensen, 

provided a brief overview of the plan development of the project. He 

commented that concerns of the Southeast Area Task Force in the areas 

of traffic, transportation, planning, impact fees, protection to the 

water shed, etc., substantially influenced development of the 

Creekwood plan. 

Some of the considerations for design they had to abide by were: the 

environmental sensitivity of the area (i.e. the watershed or Ward Lake 

and Williams Creek) the adjacent land use, compatibility with the 

Manatee Plan, local ordinance and regulations, water measure 

requirements, local traffic conditions (including 1-75 and State Road 

70, Lockwood Ridge Road, State Road 64, University Parkway), study of 

marketing intent (type of housing best fitted for this area) and 

recreation for the site. 

Mr. Chetlain raised the question as to whether or not, in the original 

agreement between the County and Creekwood, the developer had agreed 

to pay for the necessary linking of water and sewage underneath 1-75. 

Mr. Rice, Utilities Attorney, requested he be allowed to review the 

agreement and respond later in the meeting to Mr. Chetlain's question. 

Mr. Grimes said that Creekwood supports the idea of internally 

assessing impact fees which would assure that growth will pay for 

itself, and that numerous traffic studies were made, taking into 

consideration all requirements under the DRI. He mentioned that in 

working with The Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council it was arrived at 

what improvements were needed for various roads in the county, which 

ones were already funded and paid for by the State and came up with 

the cost to make all of these. Creekwood recognized the problem of 

transportation and is willing to do its fair share. 

Mr. Hagaman commented that due to the fact that State Road 70 will not 

handle the traffic at this stage, staff has been instructed to prepare 

a cumulative study to provide inventory and impact of approved 

projects, which will allow bringing the developers into participation 

to accelerate the building of State Road 70. He recommended action be 

postponed until the study is completed. 

Mr. Chance noted that one of the reasons that some of the projects 

have been held is to wait until the County Impact Fees are in place 

and the County has a better understanding of what the legislature is 

going to do about the transportation problem. 

Mr. Grimes advised the matter of the development order had been 

discussed with Mr. Occunzi of TBRPC in an effort to come up with a 

document that would be satisfactory with them. He requested the 

developer be allowed to work with County staff in preparing the order. 



APRIL 4, 1985 (Cont'd) 

Sheila Benz, DRI coordinator, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council, 

commented that this review was --conducted-pursuant to all terms of 

the statutes and a report provided to the Board. She noted that 

Creekwood was a good development, and that applicant had identified 

the two major issues. There are, however, unanswered questions 

concerning immediate needs of State Road 70 and the cumulative impact 

of what will be needed for later phases of this development. 

She indicated that a better determination could be given when 

specific terms of the development order are drafted, and TBRPC could 

send a representative to the work session scheduled to discuss 

transportation. 

Mr. Goodrow, Planning and Development Director, suggested the portion 

of this hearing dealing with non-transportation issues be continued to 

April 18, 1985. He advised that on April 17th, the impact fee study 

will be reviewed in work session as to how it will apply to all the 

DRI projects, especially to all large projects that are in process and 

staff report on land uses and impacts on State Road 70 will be 

complete in 40-45 days. He suggested that staff come back on May 16th 

to deal only with transportation issues. 

(Depart Mr. Hagaman) 

Mr. Grimes did not have any objections to Mr. Goodrow's 

recommendations and reemphasized the Developer's interest in working 

with staff. 

Mr. Fletcher moved to continue this public hearing until April 18, 

1985 9:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as sam'e may be heard to discuss 

all elements of Z-84-76 and DRI 13 other than transportation. Motion 

• was seconded by Mr. Vickers. Under discussion it was requested that 

Mr. Wilford, Utilities Director, be present. Motion carried 

unanimously. 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
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