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AUGUST 5, 2004 
 
 
 The Board of County Commissioners, Manatee County, Florida, met in SPECIAL SESSION in the 
Administrative Center, 1112 Manatee Avenue West, Bradenton, Florida, Thursday, August 5, 2004, at 
9:06 a.m. 

 
Present were Commissioners: 

Jane W. von Hahmann, Chairman 
Ron Getman, First Vice-Chairman 
Gwendolyn Y. Brown, Second Vice-Chairman (entered during meeting) 
Amy Stein, Third Vice-Chairman 
Jonathan Bruce 
Patricia M. Glass 
Joe McClash 

 
Also present were: 

William Clague, Assistant County Attorney 
Jeffrey Steinsnyder, Chief Assistant County Attorney 
Susan G. Romine, Board Records Supervisor, 

representing R. B. Shore, Clerk of Circuit Court 
 

Invocation by Mr. Bruce. 
 
All witnesses and staff giving testimony were duly sworn. 
 

AGENDA 
Agenda of August 5, 2004 and agenda update memorandum. BC20040805DOC001 

 
ZONING 

Public hearing (continued from 5/25/04) was opened to consider 
PDR-03-32(P)  LONG BAR POINTE, PHASE 1, PARCEL F   
Request:  A Preliminary Site Plan to allow 272 dwelling units consisting of two, 2-story 
buildings each containing 6 units each; twenty-three, 2-story buildings each containing 4 units 
each; and seven, 5-story building over parking, each containing 24 units each at an overall 
gross density of 5.13 dwelling units per acre, including accessory recreational facilities.  This 
project is on Sarasota Bay and on the southwest side of the future extension of El 
Conquistador Parkway, approximately 600 feet south of the intersection of 75th Street West 
and 53rd Avenue West on 102.39 acres with 71.59 above the mean high water line. 
Planning Commission recommended APPROVAL with Stipulations 1A-M; 2A-F; and 3A-I; and 
ADOPTING the Findings for Specific Approval; GRANTING Specific Approval for an alternative 
to Section 907.9.4.2 of the Land Development Code; and GRANTING Special Approval for a 
project:  (1) located partially within the Coastal Storm Vulnerability Area, and (2) involving the 
transfer of wetland density from part of the wetland site to another part of the same project 
site. 

 
Norm Luppino, Planning Department, submitted four new Stipulations and three review comments.   
He advised that the applicant has not submitted anything new relative to the site plan or building 
elevations since the previous public hearing.  Referring to a slide presentation, Mr. Luppino noted: 

• Emergency Preparedness Plan has been approved, and he submitted a revised letter (7/30/04) 
from Laurie Feagans, Emergency Management Chief. 

• Revised Fire District comments (8/4/04) from Cedar Hammock Fire Rescue was submitted;  
• Dumpster locations will be addressed with Final Site Plan application, and review of Stipulation 

1.D indicated “Dumpsters shall not be visible from El Conquistador Parkway.” 
• Regarding traffic issues, Mr. Luppino stated the applicant is constructing a boulevard from the 

intersection of 75th Street and 53rd Avenue West to the entrance to the project, which could 
be considered the two means of access.  Referring to the zoning map, Mr. Luppino pointed out 
the 600-foot road extension.  If the developer was required to construct any additional section 
of El Conquistador Parkway, the total cost would be impact fee creditable.  If El Conquistador 
Parkway is extended as each new project is approved, only a percentage of the roadway would 
be impact fee creditable (the construction difference between a thoroughfare and a local road). 

• Regarding concurrency, the applicant has not submitted an updated traffic study and has 
elected to file a Deferral of Concurrency until Final Site Plan submittal. 

 
Discussion:  Prior request that roadway continue the entire length of the site with access to 
El Conquistador Parkway at the southern end of the project; Board discretion to require traffic study; 
concurrency is not necessary for preliminary site plan approval; evaluate the criteria for preliminary 
site plan approval, which includes compatibility, traffic, etc., and determine if there is sufficient 
information to make a determination; level of service; etc. 
 
William Clague, Assistant County Attorney, advised that a traffic study is not required at this stage; 
therefore, it must be evaluated like any other condition the Board places on an approval.   
 
Continuing with the slide presentation, Mr. Luppino noted: 

• Intersection improvements will be needed to maintain Level of Service for all movement at 
affected intersections; however, details are not available at this point. 
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Jerome Gostkowski, Planning Department, indicated that a detailed traffic analysis is needed.  Without 
four-laning, the issue at 53rd Avenue West and 75th Street is going to be intersection movements.  
Latest traffic information is from 2002 and current counts are required.  Regarding 53rd Avenue West 
Curve Design Alternate D, he stated that without obtaining right-of-way the design is not an option. 
 
Discussion:  T intersection is proposed at 53rd Avenue West and 75th Street due to available right-of-
way; other options; if El Conquistador Parkway is extended to the south, traffic would not have to go 
north; traffic projections; El Conquistador Parkway captures more trips than 53rd Avenue West due to 
the north/south traffic movement; County will be participating through impact fee credits; the County 
has in other circumstances required the developer to design to the configuration determined by the 
County and participated by using eminent domain powers; consider a phased approach of dominant 
movement; roadway similar to the Venice bypass (sketch submitted); 1.6 miles from intersection to 
project end; public safety; vacant land to the west of the intersection; etc. 
 
Larry Mau, Transportation Director, discussed the background regarding Curve Design Alternate D at 
53rd Avenue West and 75th Street and stated due to the imminent development to the south this 
may not be the best decision.  If the curve is no longer desired, a bypass lane could be designed west 
to north acting as a merge, as well as a free flow to the south as a bypass lane that would skirt along 
the west side of the intersection and merge into El Conquistador Parkway. 
 
Tim Hochuli, Project Management Director, stated they have 90 percent construction plans for Curve 
Design Alternate D, but the right-of-way transaction has not been completed.   

 
Mr. Luppino returned to the slide presentation and further noted: 

• Balloon Test photographs taken on July 22-23, 2004, with land and water views from various 
locations.  Referring to the site plan, he noted the 4.5-foot diameter balloons were at heights 
of 75 feet and 54 feet to represent the proposed three-story and five-story buildings.  
Referring to a Views Key Plan, he advised that photographs were taken from Area 4.  He 
discussed visual issues with respect to color intensities and visual impacts versus impacts 
depicted from photographs.  He reviewed photographs of surrounding waterfront development.  

 
Larry Lieberman stated the Berne family has owned this land since the 1940s. 
 
Wayne Ruben, development team member, stated coordination with staff will accomplish the construction 
of the El Conquistador Parkway extension and the intersection at 53rd Avenue West and 75th Street. 
 
Mike Kennedy, Wilson Miller, referred to Proposed View Four from the water and stated the 
computer representations submitted at the previous hearing were appropriately prepared and 
accurately portrayed the proposed development.  He stated computer imaging was used.  
 
Betsy Benac, Wilson Miller, stated this development plan provides for significant setbacks from 
Sarasota Bay, from 370 to 1,000 feet. The mangrove fringe is significantly taller and deeper than in 
any other shoreline development. The design features with varying roof heights and the angle 
placement of the buildings reduce the perceived massing of buildings.   
 
Discussion:  Land Development Code (LDC) allows buildings over 35 feet as long as design criteria is 
met; modify floor height to soften the impact; roof design breaks up the building mass; unified three-
story building would not meet the intent of the LDC; market-driven ceiling heights; structured parking 
is due to the cluster development requirement as well as to meet flood elevation; etc. 
 
Carol Clarke, Planning Director, indicated the LDC in the Planned Development Residential (PDR) 
District states that the maximum height is 35 feet; however, requests to increase height above 35 
feet may be approved by the Board after review of the nature of the surrounding uses and the criteria 
as listed, upon making a specific finding that the development is compatible with the surrounding area 
and that it will not create any external impacts that would adversely impact surrounding development, 
existing or proposed waterfront vistas, or entranceways. 
 
Ed Vogler, attorney representing the applicant, submitted:  (1) the Emergency Preparedness Plan 
approved by Manatee County; (2) Cedar Hammock Fire Rescue letter (8/4/04) approving the plan as 
presented; (3) the Deferral and Acknowledgement of the Concurrency Requirements whereby 
deferred consideration was requested; and (4) a video tape of testimony provided by Manatee County 
representatives concerning this project at a City of Bradenton Council Meeting (6/04).  He advised 
that the facts reflect that the application as presented is consistent with the Manatee County 
Comprehensive Plan and LDC.  He submitted (5) the staff report and all attachments, and noted that 
additional evidence of the fact of compliance is illustrated by the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission with a 6 to 1 vote in support of the project, with no discussion of building height.  The 
PDR-zoned property is in the RES-9 future land use category or planned for urban-style development 
in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, with the highest residential densities authorized for new 
development.  This property is located within an area influenced by the coast and which encourages 
the clustering of uses.  In a conflict in policies, the coastal policies would prevail. 
 
Mr. Vogler addressed the traffic issue, stating 90 percent construction plans are available and those 
plans accommodate movement to the south, including access to the project.  He stated that the 
uncertainty related to the intersection improvements does not have a direct connection to this 
application.  He submitted Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.9.4.4 and LDC Section 603.7.4.9 Figures 1-3, 
which confirm there is no absolute 35-foot height limitation.  He noted the evidence in this case 
confirms full compliance with the LDC and the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Recess/Reconvene.   All members present except Ms. Brown. 
 

James Schrader, representing Coral Shores Owners Association, reviewed his planning background 
and voiced opposition, citing adverse impacts based on building heights, traffic, and public safety.  

(Enter Ms. Brown during comments) 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Vogler requested cross-examination of Mr. Schrader; case law specifies that all cross- 
examination must go through the Chair; prepare statement to read prior to public comment; point of 
order; right of procedure/due process; question relative to the proceedings; etc. 
 
Dan Murray, El Conquistador resident, spoke in favor of the project noting that growth in this area is 
imminent.  Marilyn Stasica spoke in opposition due to traffic, building in the flood zone, project 
height, density, and compatibility. 
 
Mr. Vogler posed the following questions to Mr. Schrader:  Do you believe that the buildings as 
proposed on this plan meet the height ordinance standards of LDC Section 603.7.4.9?  What facts do 
you rely upon in this record to conclude that the buildings as proposed do not meet the height 
standard requirements of LDC Section 603.7.4.9?  James Schrader responded that he was not 
exactly sure but he suspected it had to do with Mr. Vogler’s interpretation of the illustrations 
previously discussed.  He noted many illustrations are placed on zoning ordinances only as 
illustrations, not specifics.  Mr. Schrader stated his concern is the general health, safety, and welfare 
of the public, and the standard of 78 feet has not been set along the waterfront on Sarasota Bay.  He 
noted Tidy Island is two stories over parking with a roof; therefore, the standard should be 35 feet for 
the livable image as it is today.  The 78-foot height is the image for Longboat Key, downtown 
Sarasota, or the East Coast. 
 
Mr. McClash queried if Mr. Schrader was testifying as an expert and whether he was making a finding 
of fact that there is an adverse impact from the height proposed by the applicant.  Mr. Schrader 
answered yes. 

 
Recess/Reconvene.  All members present. 
 

Norm Luppino, Planning Department, referred to a handout to calculate hurricane shelter capacity.  
Referring to a zoning map, he reviewed the area between the terminus of El Conquistador Parkway 
and the project, which includes 1.2 miles of future development.  He used a chart to review 
comparable waterfront development heights measured from existing grade.  Referring to an elevation, 
he reviewed the base flood elevation and the heights of the three, four, and five-story components.  
Three reasons the building exceeds the height of other five-story buildings along Sarasota Bay is: 
(1) due to the five feet to accommodate the parking structure; (2) the 11 feet six inches for each floor 
(or ten-foot ceilings); and (3) the articulated roofline.  He discussed how impacts are assessed and 
how they relate to the criteria in the LDC.  Referring to a Vista Exposure Chart (based on the balloon 
test), Mr. Luppino reviewed the amount of building exposure as well as that of comparable waterfront 
developments. 

 
Discussion:  Removal of the first five feet of the garage and one foot on each floor would reduce the 
height to 40 feet, which is comparable to El Conquistador; comparable waterfront developments were 
all approved prior to adoption of LDC Section 603.7.4.9; setting a precedence on the bay front; 
massing of buildings is a concern; height may not be appropriate in another area without the setback; 
the distance, separation, and height of mangroves led to the recommendation; etc. 
 
Ms. Clarke stated this project requires a finding and evaluation by the Board.  She pointed out that 
Figures 1-3 in LDC Section 603.7.4.9 were meant to be illustrations of one particular component of 
the criteria and are exaggerated.  
 
Mr. Vogler stated unique circumstances affect this property, with setbacks, foliage, and mangrove 
heights, all of which were included in the analysis, recommendation, and testimony.  This project 
would have less building exposure than the existing buildings in the surrounding area, as reviewed 
earlier in this hearing.  There are no wetland or shoreline impacts and the project design is clustered.  
He advised that this project meets the established criteria of the Comprehensive Plan and LDC.  Mr. 
Vogler stated if it is important to the Board to extend El Conquistador Parkway to the southern 
boundary of the property, the applicant is willing to so within the context of the approval. 
 
Discussion:  Emergency Management Division letter states review is limited solely to ensuring 
compliance with minimum criteria and is not intended to guarantee the effectiveness of the plan; 
annual updates of the plan are required; address the landside impact; Phase I of future development 
on the coastline; etc. 
 
Mr. Vogler stated the Comprehensive Plan sections that apply to the waterside view are protection of 
the waterfront vistas and implementation through an ordinance, as well as the set of coastal policies.  
Under the site plan and stipulations, there is an extensive landscaping design and buffer that affects 
the landside of the project. 
 
Discussion:  Pending application; base decision on competent and substantial evidence regarding the 
impact of this project; public record of pending project; review of Plan Sheet 3 of 6; disappointed that 
there is no transportation plan for the community; need access for people living to the south; no 
measure of connectivity; etc. 
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Mr. Vogler stated that the question of compatibility relates to the impact of Tidy Island on the water 
with no buffer or fringe, with an extension approved in November 2003 and El Conquistador, which is 
built out, with many residents in favor of this project.  Regarding infrastructure, the Board has the 
prerogative to require a project to build an off-site roadway or other off-site infrastructure 
improvements if this is necessary and supported by the record. 
 
Discussion:  Economics of roadway expenses; two-lane roadway is $2.5 million and four-lane is $5 
million, both without right-of-way; developer-driven as need is created; impact fee credits against 
future development could be considered; other owners to the north gain beneficial interest; review of 
pending application; boulevard meets the requirement for two means of access; anticipate 
intersection improvements necessary to meet concurrency standard for level of service; maintenance 
of transportation network in this area; Planning should meet with applicant and other property owners 
to review transportation issues; statement of applicant regarding road; etc. 
 
Mr. Vogler agreed to construct all of the improvements reflected on the plan, plus intersection 
improvements required by the concurrency review, if any.  Any other exactions could be obtained 
through impact fee credits or reimbursement mechanisms. 
 
Discussion:  Boulevard will be the connecting point for 53rd Avenue West and 75th Street; accept a 
two-lane El Conquistador with two entrances (one at the northeastern point and one at the southern 
cul-de-sac); entitlement for compensation for construction; a staff analysis would be required to 
determine whether or not the road is necessary to accommodate the development; boulevard is the 
least preferred means of access; implications of a 1.5 mile roadway must be reviewed due to the 
distance; etc. 
 
The Board queried Mr. Vogler:  If El Conquistador is agreed to as the second means of access and we 
do not rely on the boulevard entrance as the second means of access from the project to 53rd Avenue 
West, are you agreeing to build that?  Mr. Vogler responded that this was not the right process.  He 
stated the Board could stipulate the roadway to meet requirements.  He noted the applicant’s request 
for a cul-de-sac waiver.  If a waiver is not granted, the applicant would have to build the roadway to 
the southern boundary of the property to accommodate access at the second point; therefore, that 
would not be impact fee creditable. 
 
William Clague, Assistant County Attorney, advised it is necessary to make a decision about this 
project based on the findings set forth in the LDC under the height provision.  The Board would be 
remiss to not acknowledge that this project will establish the pattern along the shoreline.   
 
Mr. Luppino referred to a Site Plan to review the Phase 1 boundaries of this project as shown on the 
original application. 
 
Mr. Vogler stated the Site Plan depicts pending projects on land other than this property. 
 
Discussion:  Site Plan of old application is irrelevant; lower height to be more compatible with 
waterfront vistas; consensus of the Board to lower the height; transportation issues; etc. 
 
Mr. Luppino again referred to the elevation study and stated based on the LDC the maximum building 
height for the five-story component is 68 feet 6 inches.  If the project were reduced by one level, 
maintaining the same roofline, the maximum building height would be 57 feet.   
 
Carol Clarke, Planning Director, reviewed proposed Stipulations: 

One level of all five-story buildings shall be eliminated so the height of each building fronting 
the bay is 2, 4, 3, 4, and two stories above parking.  The overall roof and building composition 
shall remain the same.  The height shall be 10 feet less in each location than shown on the 
plans submitted at the hearing. 
 
The design of the intersection shall conform to the intersection design selected by Manatee 
County.  If additional right-of-way is required, the applicant shall be responsible for acquiring 
said right-of-way.  The County will assist in acquiring said right-of-way using its power of 
eminent domain if needed. 
 
The roadway shall be constructed as beyond the entrance to the project.  The roadway shall 
be constructed as a two-lane to a four-lane road the length of the project.  The cul-de-sac in 
the southeastern portion of the project shall be converted to an access point. 
 
The applicant is placed on notice that the County is in the process of evaluating the 
appropriate configuration in timing for the extension of El Conquistador Parkway and the 
intersection of El Conquistador Parkway with 75th Street and 53rd Avenue West.  The 
applicant shall participate with County in this review.  No Certificate of Level of Service shall 
be approved until such a determination is made. 

 
Discussion:  Stipulation regarding boulevard; tie in the traffic study; entire extension of the roadway 
would have to be brought back following review; phase the roadway with timeframes; second means 
of access; cul-de-sac approval; include MPO roadway modeling; traffic report; etc. 
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Mrs. Stein moved to continue PDR-03-32(P) Long Bar Pointe, Phase I, Parcel F, to August 17, 2004, 
at 9:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as may be heard.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bruce.  
Following discussion, the motion carried 7 to 0. BC20040805DOC002 

 
Recess/Reconvene.  All members present except Mr. McClash. 

 
Public hearing (continued from 6/22/04 and 7/27/04) was held to consider 

PDR-03-30(Z)(P)  EDWARD A. MARIANI, EDWARD L. VEHLING AND WENDY L. 
VEHLING/GAMBLE CREEK ESTATES 
ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF MANATEE, FLORIDA, AMENDING THE OFFICIAL 
ZONING ATLAS OF MANATEE COUNTY (ORDINANCE 90-01, THE MANATEE COUNTY LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE) RELATING TO ZONING WITHIN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF 
MANATEE COUNTY; PROVIDING FOR THE REZONING OF CERTAIN LAND FROM A TO PDR; 
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND A PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN FOR 194 LOTS FOR 
SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED RESIDENCES ON 163.52 ACRES LOCATED AT 13150 AND 13450 
GOLF COURSE ROAD. 
Planning Commission recommended ADOPTION of the Zoning Ordinance and APPROVAL of the 
Preliminary Site Plan with Stipulations; and GRANTING Special Approval for a gross density 
exceeding 1 dwelling unit per acre in the UF-3 Future Land Use Category. 

 
Aristotle Shinas, Planning Department, submitted a letter of support (8/4/04) from Wendy Vehling, 
and revised stipulations.  He referred to a zoning map, a site plan, a buffer plan and two rights-of-way 
plans to review the request and surrounding development.  Redesign of the project reduces the 
number of lots to 165 with 1.02 dwelling units per acre.  The applicant agreed to a 55-foot roadway 
buffer if the County accepted by dedication an additional 18-foot right-of-way along Golf Course Road.  
The applicant stipulated to provide 100-foot minimum lot widths and 13,000-square-foot minimum lot 
sizes along Golf Course Road.  Mr. Shinas noted that planting material is stipulated and requires 
quarterly reports to insure opacity, and the project contains 57 percent open space. 

 
Discussion:  Full 60-foot half right-of-way with future expansion to 120-foot right-of-way; vegetation 
will enhance the greenscape along the north side of the road; level of service for road expansion; 
median will be eligible for landscaping; etc. 
 
Mark Barnebey, attorney representing the applicant, submitted Gamble Creek Estate Comparisons, 
Key Elements of the Improved Site Plan, and the résumé of Anne E. Benolkin, ecologist.  He 
reviewed the key elements of the improved site plan, discussed the landscape planting materials for 
buffers, and noted participation in the landscape bond issue.  He referred to the site plan to review the 
road-front lots and addressed the increased lot widths and depths, as well as the setbacks and buffers 
to enhance the rural feel.   

(Depart Mrs. Glass) 
 

Joe Gaynor, developer, concurred with Stipulations 1 through 29.  Regarding Stipulation 30, he 
objected to the School Board’s request for prepayment of the impact fees as the developer has no 
program in place for financing prepayment.  He noted the builder has agreed contractually to prepay 
impact fees as building permits are drawn.  He stated a hearing is scheduled for September 11, 2004, 
with the School Board to review this issue.  He requested Stipulation 30 read as follows: 

30. The Developer shall pay Educational Facility Impact Fees for each dwelling unit prior to 
obtaining the Building Permit for that dwelling unit.  Alternatively, the Developer may 
comply with any Educational Facility Impact Fee Prepayment Program which may be 
approved by the School Board.  Payment shall be made at the prevailing Educational 
Facilities Impact Fee rate as of the date of payment. 

 
Discussion:  Prepayment saves money; structure of developer program; option to go before the 
School Board; builder is responsible, not developer; agenda should include letter regarding impact fee 
negotiations with School Board; in second sentence of Stipulation 30, change may to shall; etc. 

(Enter Mr. McClash during discussion) 
 

Mead Britt, representing Parrish residents, and Charles Britt III voiced opposition due to 
inadequate buffering/landscaping/setbacks, perimeter lot sizes along Golf Course Road, drainage, and 
the 18-foot right-of-way, as well as incompatibility and the negotiation of prepaid School Board impact 
fees in Stipulation 30.  Gordon Wardell recommended approval with the original buffers and opacity, 
and lots on Golf Course Road to be the same as on Spencer-Parrish Road; etc. 

(Enter Mrs. Glass during comments) 
 

Discussion:  Review of aerial plan; consider pine, red cedar, and wax myrtle in buffer plantings; 
stipulated opacity; quarterly inspections and reports; voice concern at School Board hearing; review of 
impact fee ordinance; School Board does not have the authority to defer impact fees beyond 
certificate of occupancy; platting of Twin Rivers; etc.    
 
Wendy Vehling, applicant, referred to her letter (8/4/04) and voiced support for the project and the 
standards it sets for transition in this area. 

(Depart Mr. McClash) 
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Mr. Shinas reviewed Comprehensive Plan Policies 2.1.2.6 and 2.1.2.7 regarding urban sprawl and 
appropriate timing for projects.  He noted that the stipulations mitigate and address compatibility and 
transitioning, and the applicant is in agreement.  He referred to an aerial map to review and compare 
previous development in the area and photographs depicting inadequate roadway buffers.  He noted 
the photographs (provided by Parrish residents) aided in the formulation of stipulations to provide 
harmonious buffers with native vegetative plantings.   
 
Mr. Barnebey reviewed the landscaping requirements and agreed to include native vegetation and to 
insure the stipulated opacity.  He noted that the open space will be maintained by the homeowners 
association.  He reviewed the dedication of the 18-foot right-of-way along Golf Course Road. 
 
Based upon the staff report, evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, the action of 
the Planning Commission, and finding the request to be consistent with the Manatee County 
Comprehensive Plan and the Manatee County Land Development Code, as conditioned herein, 
Mrs. Stein moved to ADOPT Manatee County Zoning Ordinance PDR-03-30(Z)(P); and APPROVE the 
Preliminary Site Plan with Stipulations 1 through 29 (per staff) and Stipulation 30 (as requested by the 
applicant); and GRANTING Special Approval for a gross density exceeding 1 dwelling unit per acre in 
the UF-3 Future Land Use Category, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Bruce.  Following discussion, the motion carried 6 to 0. 

 
Motion was made by Mrs. Stein to advise staff to notify the developer that the Board wishes to accept 
the offer of dedication of right-of-way in this matter and that staff bring forward an agenda item to 
accomplish that formally.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Getman and carried 6 to 0. 

 BC20040805DOC003 
(Enter Mr. McClash) 
MANGROVE POINT 

Jeffrey Steinsnyder, Chief Assistant County Attorney, referred to correspondence with the City of 
Bradenton, City Attorney William R. Lisch relating to Mangrove Point (aka McClure Tract).  This project 
was annexed into the City following execution of The Accord.  Documents indicate that there should 
be a Joint Planning Committee (JPC) meeting to review density, intensity, and height.  He suggested it 
was the City’s responsibility to set up such meeting; however, the City indicated it would be the 
County’s responsibility.   
 
Motion was made by Ms. Brown and seconded by Mrs. Stein to authorize the Chairman to sign and 
send a letter to Mayor Wayne Poston requesting a JPC meeting.   
 
Discussion:  Property has major regional transportation question attached; located at the landing of 
the I-75 bridge across the Manatee River; crucial to obtain future right-of-way needs for expansion of 
I-75 from six to potentially ten lanes; extremely important to the future of this County and the MPO; 
procedural policy to set up the meeting; advise constituents in the area; Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) should attend meeting; Intergovernmental Coordinator responsible for 
advising/informing public as well as County staff; Chairman should speak directly to Mayor; consider 
another meeting with the Cities of Bradenton and Palmetto to discuss following The Accord; obtain 
minutes/audio from the meeting held at the Civic Center; present I-75 decibel outline from FDOT to 
the Planning Department to avoid construction of sound walls; etc. 
 
Following discussion, the motion carried 7 to 0. BC20040805DOC004 

 
MEETING ADJOURNED 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
 
Adj: 5:20 p.m. 

/njh 
 

Minutes Approved: September 14, 2004 

http://innerspace/brdrecpdf/AgendaPkg/BCCAgendaPkg/BC20040805DOC003-01.PDF
http://innerspace/brdrecpdf/AgendaPkg/BCCAgendaPkg/BC20040805DOC004.PDF

	MEETING ADJOURNED

