
JULY 10, 1985 

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

SPECIAL SESSION in the Courthouse, Bradenton, Florida, Wednesday, JULY 10, 

1985, at 1:47 p.m. 

Present were Commissioners: 

Edward W. Chance, Chairman 

Kent G.-Chetiain, Vice-chairman 

Westwood H. Fletcher, Jr. 

Lloyd C. Hagaman, Jr. 

Vernon E. Vickers 

Also present were: 

David Rothfuss, Assistant County Administrator 

representing Robert F. Fernandez, County Administrator 

Barbara Levin, Assistant County Attorney 

representing H. Hamilton Rice, Jr, County Attorney. 

Richard H. Ashley, Chief Deputy Clerk, representing 

R. B. Shore, Clerk of Circuit Court 

Representatives oE the various news media were present. 

Maria Dieffenwiereth, court reporter, present. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Chance. 

ZONING: CREEKWOOD 

Public hearing from July 1, 1985 was continued to consider 

Z-84-76 & DPI 13, CREEKWOOD - REZONE/CONCEPTUAL 

PLAN/APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT ORDER - APPROVED 

Copy of a letter from Kay Nielsen, Co-Chairman, Manatee Pathfinders 

was entered into the record, supporting bicycle circulation throughout 

the Creekwood development. 

Rick Ploughe, Planning Department, reviewed the five major issues 

(outlined in the form of questions in memorandum of June 20, 1985 from 

the Planning Director) that staff believes should be resolved if an 

ordinance (for approval) is to be drafted. 

1) Is the Corridor extension appropriate? 

2) How can compatibility be preserved adjacent to a regional 

sewer plant and landfill? 

3) Should 44th Avenue East be extended through the project and 

how many lanes should this developer be required to 

construct? 

4) Should the interim impact fee be required in lieu of 

specific off-site requirements? 

5) Should construction timing be contingent upon the 

maintenance of a specific level of service on impacted 

roadways? 

The issue here relates to whether or not the interim impact fees 

provides the mechanism that will assure that the roads the Tampa Bay 

Regional Planning Council is recommending will be upgraded in order 

for this project to proceed; or whether or not to provide for a 

specific level of service to be required on those roadways before this 

project can proceed. (The question is: If the impact fees are 

adopted should the developer no longer have the responsibility to 

maintain the level of services on these roads; or should the developer 

not be allowed to proceed until those roads are at adequate level of 

service to handle the traffic that will be generated by this project)? 

Discussion: funding of over pass construction. 

Caleb Grimes, representing Creekwood Investors, Ltd., stated he had 

prepared and submitted documents responding to concerns of the Board 

in previous meetings. 



1) The developer believes that Creekwood is within an 

interstate oriented corridor, and therefore, under the 

Comprehensive Plan, should be allowed the additional 

density. 

2) In discussion of the 1200 foot buffer, the developer 

recommended that this area be left at one density unit per 

acre, and that clustering be required as far south as 

possible and that the rest of the one-density units be 

moved. 

Rick Ploughe pointed out that the map Mr. Grimes was using as 

reference was the revised map dated June 18, 1985 showing the Cortez 

Road extension and not the map submitted in packet of February 13, 

1985. 

3) The developer proposed to provide the right of way necessary 

for 44th Avenue, and put the two lanes into the project. 

4) The developer agreed to the off-site facility investment fee 

until such time as the impact fee is passed, with only that 

the caveat states, for purposes of the Tampa Bay Regional 

Planning Council, that the sums raised will have to go 

towards the impact of the development. 

5) The developer agrees that level of service should be 

provided where there is no development that would go beyond 

to C peak hours until a funding mechanism and the impact fee 

ordinance is passed so that it is designed to take care of 

the level of service C. 

Barbara Levin, Assistant County Attorney, stated that she was not in 

receipt of any documents submitted by Mr. Grimes, and requested the 

opportunity to review them, addressing some of the issues relating to 

transportation on 44th and the impact analysis. 

Upon question, Mr. Grimes identified the written documents referred to 

in presentation as being a draft ordinance and resolution mailed to 

the Commissioners for review, with cover letter dated June 28, 1985. 

Ms. Levin referred to the impact fee analysis, stating that in 

compliance with the new State Road Management Plan and under 

interpretation also of impact fees, those improvements that are tied 

directly or can be attributed direct to the impact of the particular 

facility or development need not be included in that impact fee; that 

if there was future development on 44th, the impact could be 

attributed to it. That development would be required to pick up the 

tab for an overpass which would not necessarily be paid in total by 

impact fees. 

Charles Hunsicker, Utilities Department, opposed the rezoning of the 

properties in the vicinity of the county facilities as the rezoning of 

this property to higher density is an incompatible land use for those 

facilities. He clarified that the concept of the buffer zone distance 

was relayed at the first public hearing to describe the setbacks at 

the Southwest Treatment Plant. 

Mr. Ploughe summarized the developer's proposal as of today as 

follows: the developer is willing to take one unit per acre as 

density on the northernmost area of the development, and the 

additional four units per acre that were originally requested, be 

clustered at the lower portion of that area on two small cul de sacs, 

which will cross the creek. On the lower area, the developer is 

proposing four units per acre, and want to balance the difference by 

increasing from the original 5.5 to 6-8 units per acre. The net 

result is still the same number of units will be approved for the 

entire site, but will be reducing the number of units adjacent to the 

sewage treatment plant and landfill and relocating them to the other 

areas of the site. He stated that the Utilities Department and the 

Planning Department have never agreed with this proposal. 

The Planning Director stated his department still maintains that all 

the residential proposed east of 1-75 is inappropriate and not in 

compliance with the Manatee Plan if over one unit per acre. 

Recess/Reconvene. All members present. 



JULY 10, 1985 (Cont'd) 

Public Comments 

Arlene Flesik, Manasota 88, stated that 

= the two basic issues confronting the Board are whether the 

land can handle this development without unacceptable 

environmental consequences and whether the County Government 

can handle this development without unacceptable financial 

consequences; 

= Manasota 88 believes that the development is not in the 

overall best interest of this area; 

= Concerns were the drought and the impact of this development 

on the wetlands. 

She read a statement (dated May 30, 1985) on the Creekwood Development 

and concluded by stating that this project is unacceptable to Manasota 

88 and no amount of stipulations could change that conception. 

Board members and staff disputed statements by Manasota 88 concerning 

Lena Road Sanitary Landfill being a toxic waste site and the water 

supply being of inferior quality and past the breaking point. 

Mr. Hagaman f^equ^sted Mr. Wilford provide a report of the Utilities 

DepartmaftE's "pilans^Jfor the future, and make a public presentation as 

to the availability-of water for future developments. 
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Mr. Fletcber- -referred to a recent briefing on the Utilities water 

plans to the year 2,030, and recommendations to staff to accelerate 

certain phases of that plan, and suggested a presentation of that plan 

to Manasota 8§ as reassurance that the Board is planning for the 

future. 

Discussion: future water supply, use of W. R. Grace water wells, and 

waste water system, 

Recess/Reconvene. All members present, except Mr. Vickers. 

SODTHERH LAKES 

Public hearing continued from July 1, 1985 was opened to consider 

(Z-84-88, REZONE TO PDR & PDC/AF & CONCEPTUAL PLAN)- 

Continued 

Mr. Hagaman moved to continue the Southern Lakes hearing until July 

11, 1985 at 1:30 p.m. or soon thereafter. Motion was seconded by Mr. 

Fletcher and carried unanimously. 

David Dietrich, attorney representing the applicant, had no objections 

to continuing the hearing to July 11, 1985. 

ZONING: CREEKWOOD 

Mr. Grimes submitted a document entitled "Resolution Granting a 

Development Order," which outlines the developer's position as to the 

distribution of units in the development: (Page 4, Items 6, 7, 8) 

"6. Development within Parcels J and K east of Interstate 75 and 

north of Cypress Strand, on the Amended Conceptual Plan 

shall be restricted to a maximum density of 1.0 dwelling 

units per acre. 

7. All units in parcels J and K on the Amended Conceptual Plan 

shall be clustered as far south as is reasonable. 

8. That portion of the development identified in Paragraph 6, 

above not used for cluster housing may be used for open 

space and parks and recreation requirements of the 

development." 

He indicated that the only thing not included in the resolution was 

the statement by the developer that the conceptual plan will be 

amended to bring the cul de sacs down to parcels I and R. 

The document was entered into the record as Developer's Exhibit I. 

Upon question as to developer accepting the treated wastewater 

(effluent), Mr. Grimes stated there was no objection. 



Barbara Levin stated it was the opinion of the County Attorney's 

office that the motion to be considered should be in the form of 

instruction to staff to prepare the necessary documents contained in 

specific terms and numbers as generated by this Board. Finding of 

fact will be made when the resolutions and appropriate documents 

concerning this project are adopted by the Board. 

Mr. Fletcher moved to instruct staff to prepare the necessary 

development order and related documents for PDR, PDC, and PDI 

stipulations reflecting approval for Creekwood Z-84-76, DRI #13 based 

on the following responses which are provided to questions posed by 

staff in memorandum from the Planning and Development Director under 

date of June 20, 1985: 

Response to question No. 1: 

A- finding that the Highway 

proposed by the developer. 

State 70 corridor does extend as 

Response to question No. 2: 

No dwelling units shall be built in J or K. The number of 

dwelling units which could have been constructed under A-l zoning 

may be shifted to other areas in the development. 

Response to question No. 3: 

Extension of 44th Avenue, excluding the overpass, as a two lane 

roadway with right of way dedicated for a five lane roadway. At 

time of construction, turn lanes and storage lanes will be 

required as determined by the County Engineer. 

Response to question #4: 

Interim impact fees shall be used. 

Response to question #5: 

The maintenance of normal service level Service C and Level D in 

peak hours as per policy 9-1.C of the Manatee Plan. 

Motion was seconded by Mr. Chetlain. Voting "Aye" were Mr. Fletcher, 

Mr. Hagaman and Mr. Vickers. Mr. Chance and Mr. Chetlain voted "Nay". 

Motion carried. 

The Chairman closed the public hearing with the understanding that 

staff will submit the necessary documents to the Board in 30 days. 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
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