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MANATEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
REGULAR MEETING 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER 
1112 Manatee Avenue West 

Bradenton, Florida 
December 3, 2015 

 
 
Present were Commissioners: 

Betsy Benac, Chairman 
Vanessa Baugh, First Vice-Chairman 
John R. Chappie, Second Vice-Chairman 
Charles B. Smith, Third Vice-Chairman 
Lawrence E. Bustle, Jr. 
Robin DiSabatino (entered during meeting) 
Carol Whitmore 

 
Also present were: 

Ed Hunzeker, County Administrator 
Robin Meyer, Planning Manager 
William Clague, Assistant County Attorney 
Quantana Acevedo, Deputy Clerk, Clerk of the Circuit Court 

 

  Chairman Benac called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 
 
INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

  The Invocation was delivered by Karen Shrimpton, Baha’i Faith of Manatee County, 
followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 
AGENDA ANNOUNCEMENTS  BC20151203DOC001 

  Agenda Update Memorandum: 
• Item 4, Land Use 101 Training by University of Florida – Deferred and to be re–advertised for 

a future date  BC20151203DOC002 
• Item 8, PDR-14-03(P), Ellenton Landings LLC/Ellenton Landings – Revision to page 3 for the 

Wastewater Connection Agreement  
• Item 9, PDC-15-09(Z)(P), Schroeder-Manatee Ranch, Inc./Shopping Center at S.R. 70 and 

Lorraine Road – Additional information from the applicant regarding lighting fixtures for 
project  

• Item 10, Resolution R-15-179, DaySpring Episcopal Conference Center – This item is quasi-
judicial not legislative as the agenda cover indicated. The Future Land Use, Zoning and Aerial 
Maps attached 

• Item 13, PA-15-06/Ordinance 15-42, Capital Improvements Element Annual Update – 
Revisions to Ordinance references to 2013 Florida Statues Section 163.3177 changed to 2015 
Florida Statutes Section 163.3177 and a footnote added to Table 10-1 School District of 
Manatee County Schedule of Capital Improvement Projects, FY 2016/2020 to read: Capacity 
projects are currently unfunded awaiting results of long range planning committee review – 
see attached Ordinance 

• Item 14, Ordinance 15-43, Impact Fee Ordinance Update –the following revisions to the cover 
page of staff report and agenda memo: (1) delete the draft watermark, (2) correct the Board 
of County Commissioners date to read 12/3/15 instead of 12/5/15, and, (3) change the 
recommended motion; public comment letters; letter from the Bradenton Area Economic 
Development Corporation; TischlerBise (consultant) response to Impact Fee Evaluation by 
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Development Planning & Financing Group, Inc.; and Fee Study Comparison of Revenues 
generated and letter from Realtor Association of Sarasota and Manatee – attached   

• Item 16, Upper Manatee 288 LLC/Manatee Land Investors LLC/Heritage Harbour Parcel 35, 
DRI 24 – Add to Consent Agenda; Schedule public hearings for February 11, 2016, Planning 
Commission and March 3, 2016, Board of County Commissioners 

Time Certain: 
• Item 14, Ordinance 15-43, Impact Fee Ordinance Update – 9:00 a.m. 
 
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARINGS 
14. ORDINANCE/LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 

A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adopting proposed Ordinance 15-43, 
Impact Fee.  Planning Commission recommended approval with comments.  The 
recommended motion per the agenda update memorandum is as follows: 

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 in accordance with 
Section 11 of the Land Development Code, I move to adopt Manatee County 
Ordinance15-43, amending the Manatee County Land Development Code, as amended, 
as recommended by the Planning Commission 

 

  Dan Schlandt, Deputy County Administrator, stated proposed Ordinance 15-43 is for 
adoption, which will amend the Land Development Code incorporating changes to the impact 
fee schedules for County impact fees based on a report prepared by the firm TischlerBise.  
This public hearing and proposed ordinance is not for consideration of changes or the re–
imposition of an education or school fee.  The School Board, pursuant to the Interlocal 
Agreement, has transmitted an Educational Impact Fee Study to the Board of County 
Commissioners with recommendations regarding imposition of those fees.  Consideration of 
the Educational Impact Fee has been advertised for the Planning Commission on December 
10, 2015, and the Board of County Commissioners on January 7, 2016.  He reiterated the 
Board is not considering the School Impact Fees at this hearing, just County fees 
(transportation, public safety, law enforcement, parks, library and administrative). 
 
Two work sessions (10/13/15 and 11/10/15) were conducted with the Board on impact fees 
and a public hearing was held by Planning Commission (11/12/15) where Ordinance 15-43 
was recommended for approval with a 6-0 vote.  He explained Ordinance 15-43 would impose 
impact fees at 90 percent of the full amount provided in the TischlerBise study and as 
recommended by the County Administrator and Planning Commission.  Staff further 
recommends that the new fee study and fee schedule be adopted and become effective April 
18, 2016.  This latter recommendation is based on the Florida Impact Fee Act, which 
stipulates that “notice be provided no less than 90 days before the effective date of an 
ordinance or resolution imposing a new or increased impact fee.”   
 

  William Clague, Assistant County Attorney, stated the County has to follow the dual 
rational nexus test in order to assure reliance upon the impact fee study, which is included 
with the staff report.  As long as the Board is within the perimeters of the impact fee study 
and does not exceed the amounts the study justifies, the impact fees can be levied at these 
rates.  The Board does have the discretion to levy at a lesser amount.   
 
Dwayne Guthrie, TischlerBise, utilized a slide presentation to review Road Benefit Districts, 
Travel Demand and Intersection Improvements, Ten–year Transportation Plan – SE, and 
Maximum Supportable Transportation Fee – SE.  He summarized his memorandum 
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(11/23/15) in response to the Manatee County 2015 Impact Fee Study Evaluation prepared by 
the Development Planning & Financing Group, Inc.  
 

 Mr. Schlandt noted information was presented at the work sessions on the potential 
changes to some of the fees if they were adopted at 100 percent for both the County and the 
School Board.  Staff created a Historical Impact Fee spreadsheet (see staff report) based on 
discussion about the historical context of the fee changes.  The fees imposed at 100 percent 
in relation to surrounding counties depict Manatee County at the higher end in terms of the 
amount of the fees that would be imposed.   
 
In the School Board’s recommendation, per the Interlocal Agreement, they requested the 
Board implement the impact fees in a phased in approach: 50 percent on April 18, 2016, 75 
percent in 2017, and 100 percent in 2018.  Mr. Schlandt noted a few of the Planning 
Commissioners suggested the Board consider a phased approach.  In the County, impact fees 
are a primary means of being able to provide infrastructure that is going to be needed in 
order to serve new development.  Currently, the County lacked additional sources to provide 
that type of infrastructure, which means the County must adopt impact fees. 

 

 Discussion ensued about increased impact fees in relation to the construction of the 44th 
Avenue East extension, increase in costs for construction and right–of–way acquisitions, 
comparisons between fees from 2011 and 2015 on the Historical Impact Fees chart in the 
staff report, generation of the total revenue on current fees compared to the change in total 
revenue, fee study comparison of revenues generated handout (staff report), and economic 
impact of increasing the impact fees.  

(Enter Commissioner DiSabatino during the discussion) 
 

 Clarke Davis, Transportation Planning Manager, reported staff has looked at the cost of 
projects historically and compared it to the cost for 44th Avenue East.  While 44th Avenue 
East is an expensive road, it is also a very long road so the cost per lane mile is a little lower 
than some of the average County roads.  Most County projects involve structures so they tend 
to be more expensive compared to planning level costs that do not often include structures.  
The 44th Avenue East extension cost was not used to factor the overall average cost, it was 
used as a specific cost in that area and just for the portions of 44th Avenue East that remain 
to be built. 
 

 Mr. Guthrie confirmed the cost per lane mile analysis for the remaining portion of 44th 
Avenue East project was used.  The cost per lane mile for is a weighted average and the total 
cost is based on the total lane miles. 
 

 Mr. Davis addressed questions about increased costs for construction and right–of–way 
acquisitions.  
 

 Dr. Hank Fishkind briefly reviewed his expertise.  He expressed his thoughts on impact 
fee credits and fiscal impact. 
 

  Mike Rahn stated impact fees affect home affordability for County residents. 
 

 Pat Neal commented on the County having the highest home tax in the region compared 
to home values, the County’s construction program being funded by impact fees, 
consideration of infrastructure taxes should be part of a more comprehensive program of 
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financing infrastructure, and the capital outlay burden in the community is mostly paid for by 
impact fees.  
 

  Jon Mast, Building Industry Association, stated the vote on Ordinance 15-43 is a 
governmental non–market driven increase on the building industry through taxation of new 
housing.  He questioned the timeframe for considering the ordinance. 
 

 Morgan Bentley, Building Industry Association, requested deferral of the vote on 
Ordinance 15-43 due to old data and higher level of service issues. 
 

 Lucy Gallo, representing Manatee–Sarasota Building Industry Association, summarized the 
Manatee County 2015 Impact Fee Study Evaluation prepared by Development Planning & 
Financing Group, Inc. (found in staff report).  
 

  Carlos Beruff, Medallion Home, highlighted his concerns regarding proposed Ordinance 
15-43, as outlined in a letter addressed to Commissioner DiSabatino (see staff report). 
 

  Edward Goff submitted handouts and noted impact fees are not a tax and should be 
implemented at 100 percent. 
 

  Rex Jensen agreed with previous speakers and suggested deferral of proposed Ordinance 
15-43 until a work session is held to further discuss impact fees. 
 

  Adam Davis requested a deferral on the vote for proposed Ordinance 15-43 in order to 
allow the Realtor Association of Sarasota and Manatee more time to review the ordinance and 
espouse a formal position (see letter in staff report).  
 

 William Wheeler opposed proposed Ordinance 15-43 and suggested giving the public 
more time to digest the information that has been provided. 
 

  Larry Lieberman agreed with previous speakers and noted with apartments increased 
cost of impact fees cannot be passed along to renters.   
 

 Mary Dougherty–Slapp, Gulfcoast Builders Exchange, agreed with previous speakers that 
the Board should consider the overall economic impact of the proposed impact fees.  She 
suggested the vote be deferred or impose the impact fees at 50 percent. 
 

 Albani Gustafon asked the Board to consider adopting the impact fees at a lower percent, 
which would support the Board’s efforts in attracting young professionals to the area. 
 

  Stuart Smith stated impact fees do not drive development; it is driven by market demand.  
Cheap impact fees will achieve good infrastructure and schools and the decision on impact 
fees should be based on community needs. He recommended adopting the impact fees at 
100 percent. 
 

 Britt Williams, Bruce Williams Homes, opposed the increase in impact fees, and if adopted 
they will be higher than Hillsborough and Sarasota counties.  Alternative methods to fund 
roads are needed. 
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 Bill Smock explained if the proposed impact fees are adopted a major shift in 
construction will take place.  He suggested the Board consider transfer fees, which will assist 
in building the tax base for infrastructure needs. 
 

  Mark Barnebey asked the Board to not adopt the impact fees at the full amount and 
referenced a letter of support from the Bradenton Area Economic Development Corporation 
(see staff report).  
 

  Alan Jones commented on the need for alternative funding sources and suggested an 
agreement that the community put forth either a half cent or full cent sales tax that strictly 
ties to infrastructure in the County.  He suggested a regional task force on a region by region 
basis of stakeholders within the community that would help address public/private 
partnerships and the needs of the community.  He suggested adopting the impact fees at 60 
percent of what is being proposed. 
 

 Suzanna Young, resident of Bayshore Gardens, stated she does not oppose new growth 
but impact fees need to meet the cost of new growth.  She suggested reinstating impact fees 
from 2009. 
 
There being no additional public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 

 
RECESS:  11:09 A.M. – 11:21 A.M. 
 

 Mr. Clague noted this is fiscal policy debate and a legislative decision of the Board.  From 
a legal standpoint, the County Attorney’s office is comfortable with the Board moving forward 
with the impact fees, because proposed Ordinance 15-43 and the Impact Fee Study do meet 
legal standards both statutorily and under case law.  The County Attorney’s office relies on 
the expertise and judgment of the consultant who prepares the study.  He made the 
distinction between a tax and fee. 
 

 Mr. Guthrie rebutted on comments made regarding the Fishkind & Associates study (see 
staff report), capital improvement projects, gas tax, fees in relation to growth–related 
projects, utilization of old data, plan base methodology, arterial versus collector, and the 
accuracy of one size fits all.  
 

 Mr. Schlandt addressed comments regarding affordable housing.  
 

 Discussion continued about impact fees being paid directly to the County, County has 
always collected impact fees at a reduced rate, if impact fees are implemented at 50 percent 
what will happen (services would be decreased by 28 percent), deferring the adoption of the 
impact fees, homes being built today considered affordable, libraries, and Commissioner 
Whitmore would like to have the fees implemented at 70 or 90 percent. 
 

 Mr. Schlandt discussed property taxes generated by new construction versus existing 
properties (handout submitted).  
 

 Ed Hunzeker, County Administrator, reiterated the County’s budget is still operating in a 
deficit even with the 8.6 percent growth in the tax base.  The representation that the Board 
should take revenue from property taxes and move it over to fund the capital improvement 
program would put a further strain on the operating budget.  The representation that current 
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homeowners are paying for infrastructure because the impact fees were lowered is incorrect 
(the County does not supplement any infrastructure construction with property taxes). 

 
RECESS:  11:56 A.M. – 1:30 P.M. 

 

 Discussion continued about phasing the impact fee implementation at 70, 80, 90, and 
100 percent, no requirement per Florida Statute to do an economic study, who will pay for the 
Capital Improvement Program if we do not raise impact fees, economic impact is very 
important in this decision, impact fee study, impact fees cannot meet all of the needs of the 
County, County does depend on growth for the tax base, not all of the municipalities have 
impact fees, factoring in why residents buy new homes, we need infrastructure, but have 
limited ways to pay for it, gas taxes dedicated to maintenance, nothing fundamentally wrong 
with the impact fee study, and a motion should be made then it can be revised. 
 
Motion 

 Mr. Clague read the motion as:  I move the recommended motion to adopt Ordinance 15-
43 (found in staff report), with the following changes to the Ordinance: in the first year after 
the effective date of the ordinance the fees shall be set at 80 percent of the amounts set forth 
in the impact fee study, in the second year the fees shall be set at 90 percent of the amounts 
set forth in the impact fee study, and thereafter the fees shall be set forth at 100 percent of 
the amounts set forth in the impact fee study.   
 
The motion as read was moved by Commissioner Bustle and seconded by Commissioner 
Chappie. 
 
Motion – Friendly Amendment 

 Commissioner Whitmore suggested a friendly amendment to the motion by changing 
percentages to 75 percent for the first year, 85 percent for the second year, and 90 percent 
for the third year with voter approved revenue streams (infrastructure fee).   
 
Commissioners Bustle and Chappie did not agree with the friendly amendment. 
 

 Board deliberations ensued to alter the motion to 80 percent with no increases and in a 
year consider suggestions from the Financial Advisory Board, what about eliminating the third 
year at 100 percent, what about 80, 80, and 90 percents, and revisiting the issue without a 
new impact fee study. 
 
Motion – Carried 

 The motion on the floor carried 5-2, with Commissioners Baugh and Benac voting nay due 
to the need for other revenue sources and the 100 percent in the third year was not 
recommended by the County Administrator. 
 
Discussion continued about coming up with alternative funding streams in the future. 
 BC20151203DOC003 

RECESS:  2:33 P.M. – 2:40 P.M. 
 
COMMISSIONER REQUESTS (Items to be pulled from the Consent Agenda) 

• None 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
5. PUBLIC WORKS/BONDS 

Accepted Surety Bond Rider 08941617, in the increased amount of $6,375,377 
 BC20151203DOC004 

17. BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES/DRI 24 
Authorized staff to schedule public hearings for the February 11, 2016, Planning 
Commission, and March 3, 2016, Board of County Commissioners  BC20151203DOC005 

 
Citizen Comments (Consent Agenda Items) 

  There being no citizen comments, Chairman Benac closed Citizen Comments. 
 
Motion – Consent Agenda 

  A motion was made by Commissioner DiSabatino, seconded by Commissioner Baugh, 
and carried 7-0, to approve the Consent Agenda as recommended. 

(End Consent Agenda) 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS (Future Agenda Items) 

There being no citizen comments, Chairman Benac closed Citizen Comments. 
 
ADVERTISED PUBLIC HEARINGS 
6. ORDINANCE/ZONING 

  A duly advertised public hearing was opened to consider adoption of proposed Zoning 
Ordinance PDI-15-01(P), Amsdell Storage Ventures XXII LLC/Compass Self Storage (fka 
Climatized Storage).  Staff recommended approval with stipulations and no recommendation 
from the Planning Commission. 
 
There being no public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 

 

   A motion was made by Commissioner DiSabatino, seconded by Commissioner Chappie, 
and carried 7-0, to continue the public hearing for PDI-15-01(P) to January 7, 2016, at 9:00 
a.m., or as soon thereafter as same may be heard at the Manatee County Government 
Administrative Center, 1st Floor Chambers.   BC20151203DOC006 

 
7. ORDINANCE/LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adoption of proposed LDCT-15-
01/Ordinance 15-29, Text Amendment.  Planning Commission recommended approval. 
 
This is the second of two required public hearings.  The first public hearing was held on 
November 5, 2015. 
 
There being no public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 
 

 Based upon the staff report, evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, 
and finding the request to be consistent with the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan and in 
accordance with Section 341 of the Land Development Code, Commissioner Chappie moved 
to adopt Manatee County Ordinance 15-29, amending the Manatee County Land Development 
Code, as amended, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Baugh, and carried 7-0.  BC20151203DOC007 
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8. ORDINANCE/ZONING 

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adoption of proposed Zoning 
Ordinance PDR-14-03(P), Ellenton Landings LLC/Ellenton Landings; and, consider approval of 
a proposed Wastewater Connection Agreement.  Planning Commission recommended 
approval of both items. 
and 

15. NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES/AGREEMENT 
Consider authorization and execution of a Land Use and Deed Restriction Agreement 
 
Sarah Schenk, Assistant County Attorney, pointed out the zoning approval includes a 
Wastewater Connection Agreement. 
 
Commissioners DiSabatino and Smith disclosed they met with the applicant, Larry Lieberman, 
prior to him submitting the application for Ellenton Landings. 
 

  Rossina Leider, Building and Development Services, introduced the request. 
 

 Larry Lieberman, applicant, displayed exhibits of Carolina Landings, which is the model 
for the proposed project. 
 

 Discussion took place on rates for workforce housing and affordable housing (chart from 
Housing Finance Authority displayed), qualifications for rentals (income and occupancy 
ratios), do not pay impact fees for multifamily, density bump to nine percent, and parking 
requirements.  
 

  Ron Getman commented that workforce and affordable housing is needed and requested 
approval of the project. 

 
There being no additional public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 
 
Motion – PDR-14-03(P) (Item 8) 

 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, Commissioner Smith moved to approve the Preliminary Site Plan PDR-14-
03(P) with Stipulations A.1-A.6, B.1, C.1, D.1, E.1, and F.1-F.6; Grant Special Approval for a 
project: (1) exceeding a gross density of 4.5 dwelling units per acre in the RES-6 Future Land 
Use Category (FLUC); (2) exceeding a net density of 6 dwelling units per acre in the RES-6 
FLUC; and, (3) exceeding a gross density of 6 dwelling units per acre in the RES-6 FLUC for an 
affordable housing project that qualify for a density bonus; Adopt the Findings for Specific 
Approval; and Grant Specific Approval for an alternative to Section 1005.7.E (Multiple Stacking 
of Spaces) of the Land Development Code, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  
The motion was seconded by Commissioner DiSabatino and carried 7-0.  
 
Motion – Wastewater Connection Agreement (Item 8) 

  Based upon the evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, and finding 
the request to be consistent with the Manatee County comprehensive plan and the Manatee 
County Land Development Code, Commissioner Chappie moved to approve the Wastewater 
Connection Agreement for Ellenton Landings, as recommended by staff.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Smith and carried 7-0.  BC20151203DOC008 
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Motion – Land Use and Deed Restriction Agreement (Item 15) 

  A motion was made by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Chappie, and 
carried 7-0, to execute a Land Use and Deed Restriction Agreement with Ellenton Landings 
LLC.  BC20151203DOC009 

 
9. ORDINANCE/ZONING 

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adoption of proposed Zoning 
Ordinance PDC-15-09(Z)(P), Schroeder Manatee Ranch, Inc./Shopping Center at S.R. 70 and 
Lorraine Road.  Planning Commission recommended approval with stipulations. 
 
No ex–parte communications were disclosed. 
 
There being no public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 
 

 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, Commissioner Baugh moved to adopt Manatee County Zoning Ordinance 
PDC-15-09(Z)(P); Approve the Preliminary Site Plan with Stipulations A.1-A.5, B.1, C.1-C.3, and 
D.1-D2; Grant Special Approval for a project: (1) exceeding 50,000 square feet of non-
residential uses in the R/O/R Future Land Use Category; (2) within the Watershed Protection 
Evers Overlay District; and, (3) within the Special Treatment Overlay District; Adopt the 
Findings for Specific Approval; and Grant Specific Approval of alternatives to Sections 
701.3.A.7 (Minimum Required Landscaping – Vehicular Use Area), and 806.5.C (Lighting 
Fixture Height) of the Land Development Code, as recommended by the Planning 
Commission.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Chappie and carried 7-0. 
 BC20151203DOC010 

10. BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES/RESOLUTION 

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adopting proposed Resolution R-
15-179, DaySpring Episcopal Conference Center.  Staff recommended approval. 
 
No ex–parte communications were disclosed. 
 

 Richard Bennett, adjacent neighbor, expressed concern with preserving his driveway 
(Long Range Road) as a private roadway with buffering and the size of the proposed 
maintenance building. 
 

  Martin Vreman, adjacent neighbor, concurred with Mr. Bennett’s comments and is 
pleased to be a neighbor of DaySpring. 
 
There being no additional comments, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 
 
Mark Barnebey, representing the applicant, noted this is a request for a resolution granting 
Special Approval and the approval of the use and site plan will occur at a subsequent hearing 
before the Manatee County Hearing Officer (12/16/15, Special Permit SP-15-02). 
 

 Rachel Layton, representing the applicant, utilized a slide presentation to review the 
request. 
 

 Mr. Barnebey will work with the neighbors regarding their concerns. 
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  Based upon the staff report, evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, 
and finding the request to be consistent with the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan, as 
conditioned herein, Commissioner Smith moved to adopt Manatee County Resolution 
R-15-179, Grant Special Approval for a non-residential project exceeding 30,000 square feet 
in the RES-3 (Residential, 3 dwelling units per acre) and UF-3 (Urban Fringe, 3 dwelling units 
per acre) Future Land Use Categories, and adjacent to a Perennial Lake or Stream (Manatee 
River); as recommended by staff.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Chappie and 
carried 7-0.  BC20151203DOC011 

 
11. ORDINANCE/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider transmitting proposed Plan 
Amendment PA-15-01/Ordinance 15-33, Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment Sub–
Element.   
 
There being no public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 
 

 Based upon the evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, the technical 
support documents and finding the request to be consistent with the Community Planning 
Act, as codified in applicable portions of Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, and the 
Manatee County Comprehensive Plan, Commissioner Chappie moved to transmit Plan 
Amendment PA-15-04/Ordinance 15-33, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Baugh and carried 7-0.  BC20151203DOC012 

 
12. ORDINANCE/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adopting proposed SMR Plan 
Amendment PA-15-01/Ordinance 15-31, Section D – Special Interpretation Provisions.  Staff 
recommended approval. 
 
There being no public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 
 

 Based upon the evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, the technical 
support documents, the action of the Planning Commission, and finding the request to be 
consistent with the Community Planning Act, as codified in applicable portions of Chapter 
163, Part II, Florida Statutes, and the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan, Commissioner 
Chappie moved to adopt Plan Amendment PA-15-01/Ordinance 15-31.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Baugh and carried 7-0.  BC20151203DOC013 
 

13. ORDINANCE/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

  A duly advertised public hearing was held to consider adopting proposed Plan 
Amendment PA-15-06/Ordinance 15-42, Capital Improvements Element Annual Update.  Staff 
recommended approval. 

(Depart Commissioner Baugh) 
 

 Chairman Benac stated she was not aware of the ability to assess additional gas taxes 
through Tampa Bay Area Regional Transportation Authority (Table 10-5).  She noted the 
School District Schedule of Capital Improvement Projects is provided by the School District, 
which is required to be incorporated in the annual update. 
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 Clarke Davis, Transportation Planning Division Manager, reported the County levies all of 
the gas taxes that it can and in order to collect more it would require further authorization by 
the State.  However, the Charter County Transit Surtax is available not only for Charter 
Counties, but also to those counties who are a member of a regional transportation authority. 
 
There being no public comment, Chairman Benac closed the public hearing. 

 
(Enter Commissioner Baugh) 

 Based upon the evidence presented, comments made at the public hearing, the technical 
support documents, and finding the request to be consistent with the Community Planning 
Act, as codified in applicable portions of Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, and the 
Manatee County Comprehensive Plan, Commissioner Chappie moved to adopt Plan 
Amendment PA-15-06/Ordinance 15-42.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner 
DiSabatino and carried 7-0.  BC20151203DOC014 

(End Advertised Public Hearings) 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS 

Commissioner DiSabatino  

•  Requested an update on the pole sign at the RaceTrac on U.S. 41 and Pearl Avenue  
 
Robin Meyer, Planning Division Manager, reported the owners initially put up a pole sign and 
planned to surround it with a false front, which did not meet the definition of a monument 
sign in the Land Development Code.  The owners are in the process of resubmitting their final 
site plan with a 25–foot monument sign.  The Land Development Code does not prevent a 
monument sign from being the maximum height of a pole sign.  Staff will be addressing this 
with the future code updates.   
 
Discussion took place on the number of phone calls received on this issue, is the sign being 
engineered to meet wind standards, the lower canopy at this RaceTrac is aesthetically 
pleasing, need to review signs during the Land Development Code rewrite, for future projects 
applicant should inform staff of the exact height of proposed signs, and what about letter 
from the chairman asking for cooperation. 
 
John Barnott, Building and Development Services Director, was available to answer questions. 

(Depart Commissioner Bustle) 
 

 Commissioner DiSabatino moved for the chairman to send letter to the RaceTrac 
organization asking them to work with staff on a monument sign.  Motion died for lack of 
second. 
 
Sarah Schenk, Assistant County Attorney, expressed concern with the Board getting involved 
because the final site plan is approved administratively and the Board no longer has 
jurisdiction.  
 
Commissioner DiSabatino stated she will send a letter as the district commissioner to the 
RaceTrac organization. 
 

 Ms. Schenk reported there has been a recent U.S. Supreme Court Case that will severely 
affect the Board’s ability to regulate signage. 
 
Chairman Benac stated if someone in the public wants to appeal a decision on an 
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interpretation of the Land Development Code they can do so. 
 

Commissioner Whitmore 

•  Commented on the Impact Fee Ordinance  
 
FLORIDA ENTERPRISE FUND 

 Chairman Benac stated on December 1, 2015, the Board voted to send a letter 
announcing the Board’s approval of Governor Rick Scott’s proposed reforms for Enterprise 
Florida, Inc. 
 

 Nicholas Azzara, Information Outreach Manager, noted the Board should have received 
correspondence from the Governor’s office asking for support.  Enterprise Florida, Inc. is 
funded currently through a combination of doc stamps and general revenues from the State.  
The Governor’s budget proposal includes tax reductions in various areas with the additional 
amount for Enterprise Florida in an effort to pursue out of state businesses.  The Governor’s 
office suggested the following manners to show support: a resolution, letter of from an 
individual commissioner, or letter on behalf of the Board. 
 
Brief discussion ensued. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Baugh and seconded by Commissioner Whitmore to 
support the Governor’s position on Enterprise Florida, Inc. with a press release.  
 
Discussion took place on the press release listing the commissioners in support of the 
reform, need more information, and sending individual letters for those commissioners in 
favor. 
 
The motion carried 4-2, with Commissioners DiSabatino and Smith voting nay with 
Commissioner Bustle absent.  BC20151203DOC015 

(Depart Commissioner Whitmore) 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS (Continued) 

 Chairman Benac 
• Attended the Joint Planning Committee Meeting (12/2/15) and a discussion was held 

on the late notice of the annexation request (AX.15.4756).  She expressed concern with 
the possibility of road improvements to Morgan Johnson Road, and the City of 
Bradenton staff confirmed they would coordinate with the County’s transportation staff 
regarding Morgan Johnson Road.  City of Bradenton impact fees would be paid and the 
difference between the City’s impact fees and the County’s impact fees would be paid 
to the County.  Chairman Benac noted to her knowledge this has never been done 
before and the County cannot make this a condition of the development order.  Per the 
Accord, the County has 30 days to object to an annexation request and this particular 
annexation meets locational criteria, which means the developer could get commercial 
zoning under the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

  Discussion ensued that the City of Bradenton has not looked at the annexation request 
yet, need to have a better understanding of the Accord if the Board will continue to see 
annexation requests, do not feel the need to take action on this on a Board level, the Board 
should watch the City of Bradenton’s Council meeting where discussion took place on the 
annexation, a vote was not taken at the JPC meeting on December 2, 2015, and continue 
working with the municipalities. 
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  John Osborne, Planning Official, confirmed have a good working relationship with City of 
Bradenton and City of Palmetto staff and agreed the process for annexations should be 
reviewed.  

 

  Discussion ensued about the notification process, and reviewing the Accord and making 
adjustments.   BC20151203DOC016 
 
Commissioner DiSabatino 

•   Suggested developers and builders meet with representatives to discuss a 
Transfer Tax  

 
Commissioner Chappie 
• Reported the Chief Executive Officer of Honeywell, David Cote, bought a corner lot on 

Anna Maria Island for $1.4 billion 
 
Commissioner Baugh 

•  Announced the committee list has to be completed by December 15, 2015 
 
Commissioner Smith 
• No comments  
 

ADJOURN 

  There being no further business, Chairman Benac adjourned the meeting at 4:20 p.m. 
 
Minutes Approved:   February 9, 2016 




