
LAKE MARY CITY COMMISSION

Lake Mary City Hall
100 N. Country Club Road

Regular Meeting
AGENDA

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 06, 2014 7:00 PM

1. Call to Order

2. Moment of Silence

3. Pledge of Allegiance

4. Roll Call

5. Approval of Minutes:  December 19, 2013

6. Special Presentations

A. Special Recognition to Parks & Recreation Department Employee - "City Employee 
of the 4th Quarter" - Radley Williams, Recreation Chief  

B. Special Recognition to Employees of the Lake Mary Police Department: "2013 
Civilian of the Year" - Charlotte Johnson, Accreditations Coordinator and "2013 
Police Officer of the Year" -  Lena Delgenio, Police Officer First Class 

C. Proclamation - "National Girl Scout Cookie Weekend" 

7. Citizen Participation
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8. Unfinished Business

9. New Business

A. Final Subdivision Plan with variance(s) for Pine Tree Terrace, a nine-lot single-
family residential subdivision located at 385 Pine Tree Road, M.I. Homes of 
Orlando, LLC/Brian Dalrymple, applicant (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, Senior 
Planner)

B. Request for a variance from Chapter 160, Resource Protection Standards, 160.07 
(B) (2) (b), to construct a swimming pool at 270 Humphrey Road, Tracy & Kelly 
Potter, applicant (Public Hearing)  (Gary Schindler, City Planner)

C. Ordinance No. 1502 - Amend Chapter 92 of the Code of Ordinances, providing for 
fees for participation in activities at the Senior Center - First Reading (Public 
Hearing) (Deb Barr, Senior Program Manager)

D. Resolution No. 928 -  Joint Participation Agreement with FDOT for SunRail Station 
Connectivity Upgrades (Steve Noto, Senior Planner)

E. Resolution No. 931 - Adopting Amendment #2 to a Local Funding Agreement with 
Florida Department of Transportation   for enhancements to the SunRail Station to 
rescind Resolution No. 927 which provided for Amendment #1 (John Omana, 
Community Development Director and Steve Noto, Senior Planner)

F. Resolution No.  929 - Opposing legislation that would mandate the use of Uniform 
Chart of Accounts  (Dianne Holloway, Finance Director)

G. Authorize purchase of Water Treatment Plant Degasifier Packing Replacements 
(Bruce Paster, Public Works Director)

a. Resolution No. 930 - Amending the Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Budget to appropriate 
funds for purchase

H. Revised Interlocal Agreement between Seminole County and the City for the 
Florida Yards & Neighborhoods Program (Bruce Paster, Public Works Director)

10. Other Items for Commission Action

11. City Manager's Report

A. Items for Approval

a. Potential for Advisory Board Consolidation
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b. Computer purchases and surplus

B. Items for Information

12. Mayor and Commissioners Report

A. Election of Deputy Mayor

13. City Attorney's Report

14. Adjournment

THE ORDER OF ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE

Per the direction of the City Commission on December 7, 1989, this meeting will not extend 
beyond 11:00 P. M. unless there is unanimous consent of the Commission to extend the 
meeting.

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES NEEDING ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN ANY 
OF THESE PROCEEDINGS SHOULD CONTACT THE CITY ADA COORDINATOR 
AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING AT (407) 585-1424.

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by this Commission with respect to any 
matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of the 
proceedings, and that, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim 
record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon 
which the appeal is to be based.  Per State Statute 286.0105.

NOTE:  If the Commission is holding a meeting/work session prior to the regular meeting, 
they will adjourn immediately following the meeting/work session to have dinner in the 
Conference Room.  The regular meeting will begin at 7:00 P. M. or as soon thereafter as 
possible. 

UPCOMING MEETINGS:  February 20, 2014



 

CITY COMMISSION 
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MINUTES OF THE LAKE MARY CITY COMMISSION MEETING held December 19, 1 
2013, 7:00 P.M., Lake Mary City Commission Chambers, 100 North Country Club Road, 2 
Lake Mary, Florida. 3 
 4 
 5 
I. Call to Order 6 
 7 
The meeting was called to order by Mayor David Mealor at 7:05 P.M. 8 
 9 
II. Moment of Silence 10 
 11 
III. Pledge of Allegiance 12 
 13 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Boy Scout Troop 242. 14 
 15 
IV. Roll Call 16 
 17 
Mayor David Mealor    Jackie Sova, City Manager 18 
Commissioner Gary Brender  Carol Foster, City Clerk 19 
Commissioner George Duryea  Dianne Holloway, Finance Director 20 
Commissioner Allan Plank   John Omana, Community Development Dir. 21 
Deputy Mayor Jo Ann Lucarelli  Gary Schindler, City Planner 22 
      Steve Noto, Senior Planner 23 
      Randy Petitt, Human Resources Manager 24 
      Bruce Paster, Public Works Director 25 
      Bryan Nipe, Parks & Recreation Director 26 
      Craig Haun, Fire Chief 27 
      Steve Bracknell, Police Chief 28 
      Bruce Fleming, Sr. Code Enforcement Offc. 29 
      Katie Reischmann, City Attorney 30 
      Mary Campbell, Deputy City Clerk 31 
 32 
V. Approval of Minutes:  December 5, 2013 33 
 34 
Motion was made by Commissioner Plank to approve the minutes of the 35 
December 5, 2013, meeting, seconded by Commissioner Brender and motion 36 
carried unanimously. 37 
 38 
VI. Special Presentations 39 
 40 
There were no special presentations at this time. 41 
 42 
VII. Citizen Participation 43 
 44 
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David Leavitt, 491 Queensbridge Drive, Lake Mary, came forward.  He stated he was 1 
Chairman of the Libertarian Party of Seminole County.  He distributed a pocket version 2 
of the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution. 3 
 4 
Mr. Leavitt said the purpose for him speaking tonight was about awareness of our 5 
Constitution and specifically about our Fourth Amendment Rights.  He said it was on 6 
Page 43 of the handout.  He said he had three extra copies and if anyone wanted one 7 
to see him after the meeting.  He emphasized what most people don’t understand about 8 
government laws and ordinances.  Any government entity in the U.S. whether it is 9 
federal, state, county, or city can pass just about any law or ordinance that they want to.  10 
That’s how crazy laws come about without regard to the Constitution.  Many 11 
government entities pass these kinds of unconstitutional laws and ordinances.  Often 12 
only when it is too late or when a citizen brings about justice in their community, the 13 
state, or the U.S. government itself does a law or ordinance get repealed.   14 
 15 
Mr. Leavitt said these bad and unconstitutional laws end up harming citizens, 16 
communities, state and our federal government as in the NSA spying scandal that a few 17 
days ago a federal judge ruled unconstitutional.  This amplifies my point about any 18 
government entity being able to pass such unconstitutional laws.  Maybe you remember 19 
not too long ago that you might have your phone lines tapped by law enforcement 20 
officers if you were suspected of doing something illegal, but only after law enforcement 21 
received a search warrant signed by a judge. What happened?  9-1-1 happened.  The 22 
federal government went into a tizzy followed by states and communities passing 23 
unconstitutional laws that were supposedly designed to protect us from external terrorist 24 
threats.  25 
 26 
Mr. Leavitt said the Department of Homeland Security was formed as a way to marry all 27 
of the security agencies in the country like the FBI, CIA, the NFA and others so that a 28 
single source would be available to make sure everyone is working in union.  At some 29 
point the federal government decided it was okay to spy on our citizens without a cause 30 
or warrant all in the name of the war on terror and allowed themselves to do so by 31 
forming their own secret FISA court with their own judge who signs blanket warrants for 32 
the purpose of spying on citizens, both foreign and domestic, in sweeping fashion under 33 
the disguises and methods such as mega data collection and so on.  People who fight 34 
for liberty and justice for all have always known it’s unconstitutional. 35 
 36 
Mr. Leavitt said fast forward to the year 2013 and look around.  Did you notice all the 37 
secret surveillance cameras going up in communities like Orlando, Winter Park, and 38 
soon the City of Winter Springs?  He said he would read quotes from Winter Springs 39 
Police Chief Kevin Brunelle concerning the surveillance cameras that will be going up in 40 
Winter Springs using an $84,000 Department of Homeland Security grant.  He said he 41 
hoped Chief Bracknell wasn’t licking his chops on the thought of installing cameras here 42 
in our city if they’re not here already.  As reported by Jeff Allen, a reporter from Bay 9 43 
News, on Friday, November 1, 2013:  If you are out and about in Winter Springs, soon 44 
the police could be watching your every move.  The Winter Springs Police Department 45 
just got an $84,000 grant from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security to install 46 
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cameras all over the city to prevent terrorism in Winter Springs.  “If we’re not prepared 1 
we can’t properly deal with the situation”, said Winter Springs Police Chief Kevin 2 
Brunelle.  The police department hopes placing cameras in public areas, even public 3 
parks, will act as a deterrent.  The police won’t be revealing where some of the cameras 4 
are.  Those cameras will remain unknown to the public.  Even though the cameras will 5 
be rolling on everything coming and going, the police say the only reason they will be 6 
rewinding the video and looking back at it is to look at something specific.  The police 7 
chief said by using the cameras they won’t have to pay officers to conduct surveillance.  8 
That’s sort of a contradiction.  He said it would save money and after the police use the 9 
grant money, they will have to tap into the taxpayers’ money to maintain the surveillance 10 
cameras.  These are surveillance cameras and not security cameras. 11 
 12 
Mr. Leavitt said he was here to remind and ask you to please before passing any further 13 
city ordinance to simply ask yourself one question above all others.  Is it constitutional?  14 
If the answer to that question is no or questionable, do not give it further consideration.   15 
 16 
No one else came forward and citizen participation was closed. 17 
 18 
VIII. Unfinished Business 19 
 20 

A. Ordinance No. 1501 – Zoning Text Amendment for proposed revisions to 21 
Section 154.09 revising the definition of Pain Management Clinic – Second 22 
Reading (Public Hearing) (Gary Schindler, City Planner) 23 

 24 
The City Attorney read Ordinance No. 1501 by title only on second reading. 25 
 26 
Mr. Schindler stated staff had nothing additional to add. 27 
 28 
Mayor Mealor asked if anyone wanted to speak in reference to Ordinance No. 1501.  No 29 
one came forward and the public hearing was closed. 30 
 31 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to approve Ordinance No. 1501 on 32 
second reading, seconded by Deputy Mayor Lucarelli and motion carried by roll-33 
call vote:  Commissioner Brender, Yes; Commissioner Duryea, Yes; 34 
Commissioner Plank, Yes; Deputy Mayor Lucarelli, Yes; Mayor Mealor, Yes. 35 
 36 
IX. New Business 37 
 38 

A. Request to reduce Code Enforcement Lien for 377 North Country Club 39 
Road;  Bank of America (Bruce Fleming, Senior Code Enforcement Officer) 40 

 41 
Bruce Fleming, Senior Code Enforcement Officer, came forward.    He said the Lake 42 
Mary Code Enforcement Board had a public hearing on this case on May 21, 2013.  The 43 
Board found that the property owner, Bank of America and Maria McGowen, had 44 
violated the Lake Mary Property Maintenance Code by failing to comply with provisions 45 
of said code related to overgrowth of weeds and grass, removal of all trash, debris and 46 
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rubbish, and registering the property with the Office of the City Clerk.  The property 1 
owners were required to bring the property into compliance with the Board’s order within 2 
14 calendar days of the hearing or pay a fine of $250.00 per day.  The Board convened 3 
a compliance hearing on September 17, 2013. At a compliance hearing it was 4 
determined that the property owners had not brought the property into compliance.  The 5 
Board ordered staff to file a lien in the amount of $250.00 per day for 102 days of non-6 
compliance beginning on June 7, 2013, through September 17, 2013, and continued to 7 
accrue daily through November 23, 2013. 8 
 9 
Mr. Fleming said on November 23, 2013, Code Enforcement conducted a subsequent 10 
inspection which revealed compliance had been obtained.  An Affidavit of Compliance 11 
was filed for a total of 169 days of non-compliance.  The outstanding lien balance of 12 
$42,250.00 and the filing fee of $47.00 along with interest of $837.45 calculated at 4% 13 
per annum was also attached for a grand total outstanding of $43,134.45 through 14 
December 31, 2013.   15 
 16 
Mr. Fleming said on November 27, 2013, the property owners submitted a request for 17 
consideration by the City Commission to reduce the outstanding lien to $4,250.00, or 18 
roughly 10 cents on the dollar. 19 
 20 
Mr. Fleming said a re-inspection of the property revealed the property remains in 21 
compliance at this time. 22 
 23 
Mr. Fleming showed photographs of the property when the Code Enforcement Board 24 
heard the case.  He showed a photograph of how the property looked this morning with 25 
all the trash, rubbish, debris, overgrown grass and weeds and things of that nature have 26 
been taken care of. 27 
 28 
Mr. Fleming said the property is currently in compliance with the Board’s order.  Staff 29 
offers no objections to consideration of abatement of the lien provided full remittance is 30 
made within 30 days of the reduction. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Duryea asked if this request goes before the Code Enforcement Board. 33 
 34 
Mr. Fleming said when it was in their privy the Code Enforcement Board filed the lien 35 
which took the Code Enforcement Board out of the circle for resolution.  The lien runs in 36 
favor of the City Commission. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Duryea asked if this property was in foreclosure and pretty much owned 39 
by the bank. 40 
 41 
Mr. Fleming said it is in foreclosure and is pretty much owned by the bank. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Duryea asked if we were letting Bank of America off the hook.   44 
 45 
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Mr. Fleming said that was out of his realm. He impressed upon the Commission that his 1 
goal in these types of situations is compliance.  He didn’t think we are here to be 2 
punitive or to punish.  We are here to add or substantiate penalty for not following what 3 
the Board has directed.  If we can get compliance we are generally where we need to 4 
be with handling code enforcement cases. 5 
 6 
Commissioner Duryea asked if the house was occupied during this time. 7 
 8 
Mr. Fleming answered negatively.  This house has been abandoned for approximately a 9 
year. 10 
 11 
Commissioner Plank asked if he was correct that there is no sale pending on this 12 
property. 13 
 14 
Mr. Fleming said to his knowledge there is no sale pending. 15 
 16 
Commissioner Plank said if we make this adjustment what are the assurances they will 17 
remain in compliance and what enforcement ability do we have at that point. 18 
 19 
Mr. Fleming said if the Commission decides to go with the bank’s request to lower the 20 
lien to $4,200.00 if paid within 30 days, the case will be closed.  However, should a 21 
recurrence happen on this property, it is immediately taken back to the Code 22 
Enforcement Board for re-examination.  At such time the Code Enforcement Board may 23 
invoke penalties of up to $500.00 per day for each day it continues.  It will run until the 24 
property is brought into compliance again.  You may have the bank come before you a 25 
second time with a much more substantial fine.  At this point we can only go with what is 26 
before us and that is that the property is in compliance and staff has no objection to the 27 
reduction the bank has requested. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Plank said the fact that it’s in compliance is the reason the bank is asking 30 
for the adjustment. 31 
 32 
Mr. Fleming answered affirmatively. 33 
 34 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli asked if this covers staff time, paperwork and effort that has 35 
been put in on our part. 36 
 37 
Ms. Sova said she felt this was a fair offer. 38 
 39 
Motion was made by Deputy Mayor Lucarelli to approve the reduction of Code 40 
Enforcement Lien for 377 North Country Club Road to $4,250.00 provided it is 41 
paid in full within 30 days, seconded by Commissioner Brender. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Duryea said he didn’t think somebody should be held culpable for 44 
something they weren’t there to fix.  This is a 90% reduction.  He said he would approve 45 



 

CITY COMMISSION 
December 19, 2013 - 6 

 

a reduction in the amount that accrued while the house was occupied when somebody 1 
could do something about it. 2 
 3 
Mr. Fleming said when this problem manifested itself to Code Enforcement the house 4 
was vacant.  He said he had never had contact with anyone living on the premises. 5 
 6 
Ms. Reischmann pointed out that you always hear the bank saying that they have no 7 
way to correct the violation until they finish the foreclosure process, but in fact their 8 
mortgages do give them the right to correct code violations. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Plank asked when the bank formally initiated foreclosure. 11 
 12 
Mr. Fleming said he didn’t have that record before him.  The house was abandoned for 13 
some time.  The grass and tree limbs and things of that nature is what started the 14 
process of going out there to deal with the issues on the property.  He said he would 15 
dare to guess at least six months prior to him getting involved the bank had started its 16 
foreclosure procedure. 17 
 18 
Commissioner Plank said once it went into foreclosure the ordinance we passed some 19 
time back did require they maintain the property. 20 
 21 
Mr. Fleming said that is correct. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Plank said he would think the date would be key in doing the adjustment. 24 
 25 
Mayor Mealor asked if this request was consistent with some of the past Commission 26 
action. 27 
 28 
Mr. Fleming said the Commission has on several occasions listened to the pleading 29 
from various lending institutions insofar as reductions are concerned.  He believed in 30 
every one of the reductions that has been brought before you by his office the 31 
Commission has provided relief to the person requesting consideration. 32 
 33 
Motion denied by roll-call vote:  Commissioner Duryea, No; Commissioner Plank, 34 
No; Deputy Mayor Lucarelli, No; Commissioner Brender, No; Mayor Mealor, No. 35 
 36 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli asked Mr. Fleming if it could be looked up what percentage we 37 
have reduced it in the past. 38 
 39 
Mr. Fleming said the Commission reduced a $36,000.00 lien to $18,000.00+, reduced a 40 
$16,000.00 lien to $2,100.00, and another reduced from about $75,000.00 to less than 41 
$5,000.00. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Plank said regarding those previous reductions, he asked how many 44 
were made in conjunction with a pending sale. 45 
 46 
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Mr. Fleming said one. 1 
 2 
Commissioner Brender requested Mr. Fleming go back and get some firm dates.  We 3 
need something we can hang our hat on and say this is what we’re doing, when did it hit 4 
foreclosure, when did the bank have it.  Instead of pulling a number out of the air, we 5 
can try to come up with something based on some real dates. 6 
 7 

B. Request to reduce Code Enforcement Lien for 455 Chickee Court; Kenneth 8 
Rummel (Bruce Fleming, Senior Code Enforcement Officer) 9 

 10 
Bruce Fleming, Senior Code Enforcement Officer, came forward.  He said the Lake 11 
Mary Code Enforcement Board held a public hearing on this case on September 18, 12 
2007.  The Board found that the property owner, Kenneth Rummel, had violated the 13 
Lake Mary Code of Ordinances, Chapter 155 Subdivision Regulations, Appendix G, 14 
Swimming Pool Regulations, by failing to maintain a swimming pool free of dirty, 15 
stagnant, uncirculated water.  The property owner was required to bring the property 16 
into compliance within 10 days of the hearing or pay a fine of $200.00 per day for each 17 
day the violation continued.  The violation was corrected and no fine was attached.   18 
 19 
Mr. Fleming said after receiving new complaints Code Enforcement conducted a 20 
subsequent inspection on April 9, 2008, whereby the property owner was found to have 21 
repeated the violation.  The Board convened a repeat violation hearing on July 15, 22 
2008, and determined that the property owner had repeated the violation.  They were 23 
ordered to pay a fine of $200.00 per day for 14 days of non-compliance beginning on 24 
July 1, 2008, to July 14, 2008.  On July 15, 2008, Code Enforcement certified 25 
compliance with the Board’s order and a total outstanding fine of $2,800.00 was 26 
attached to the property at 4% per annum. 27 
 28 
Mr. Fleming said the complaints started coming in again and the property was re-29 
inspected on September 10, 2008, and was found to be in violation of the Board’s order 30 
once again.  The Board convened another repeat violation hearing on September 16, 31 
2008, and determined that the property owner had repeated the violation and was 32 
ordered to pay a fine of $300.00 per day beginning on September 10, 2008, and for 33 
each day the violation continued at 4% annum.   34 
 35 
Mr. Fleming said on December 9, 2013, the property owner submitted a request for 36 
consideration by the City Commission to reduce the outstanding lien of $2,800.00 for 14 37 
days of non-compliance and the outstanding lien of $581,400.00 for 1,938 days of non-38 
compliance.  The total outstanding liens at this time are $584,200.00.  The total filing 39 
fees at this time are $119.50.  The total interest on this code case is $68,445.41 and it 40 
continues to grow.  The grand total through December 31, 2013, is $652,764.91. 41 
 42 
Mr. Fleming said staff verified that this property was listed for sale on June 8, 2013, and 43 
there was a cash offer submitted that was due December 2, 2013, with the anticipated 44 
closing date of January 3, 2014, contingent on the seller obtaining a release or 45 
satisfaction of the City’s liens.   46 
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 1 
Mr. Fleming showed photographs on the overhead of the pool the Code Enforcement 2 
Board saw.  It was the dirty, stagnant water and they were concerned about mosquitoes 3 
and things of that nature.  He showed photographs of what he saw today of the pool 4 
enclosure and screens on the back patio  that have been ripped from the 2 X 4 that 5 
holds it in place.  He showed a photo inside the back patio going downward to the 6 
swimming pool area.  He showed a photo of the pool now and there is dirty stagnant 7 
water that remains in the pool at this time.  The enclosure is starting to completely 8 
collapse which causes great concern for Code Enforcement and the neighbors. 9 
 10 
Mayor Mealor said Mr. Fleming’s request is to have the City Attorney draft a Reduction 11 
of Lien Agreement in an amount agreed to by the City Commission contingent upon a 12 
successful closing within 30 days. 13 
 14 
Mr. Fleming said that was correct. 15 
 16 
Ms. Sova said there has been no water consumption at the home since April so it 17 
appears it is vacant.  Our dealings have been mostly by phone with the owner or 18 
through the realtor with the claim he is out of town. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Duryea said this has been going on longer than September 2007.  The 21 
homeowners’ association was fighting with Mr. Rummel to clean up his property, 22 
notwithstanding the swimming pool but just the property around it longer than that.  23 
There was a rumor that the person that owns the house was living in it a good deal of 24 
that time.  He said he didn’t know that to be true. 25 
 26 
Ms. Sova said there has been consistent water consumption in the home up until this 27 
past April. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Duryea said the electricity has never been shut off. 30 
 31 
Ms. Sova said she wouldn’t know about the power.  Through the years the customer 32 
would come in and pay the bills.  It was just up until this past April where it is apparent 33 
the house has become vacant. 34 
 35 
Commissioner Duryea said it seemed $300.00 a day was a lot more expensive than 36 
having a pool service come in at $40.00 a month and to have the grass is cut.  He 37 
thought this was negligence.   Is $652,000.00 a ludicrous amount?  Very much so.   38 
 39 
Mayor Mealor said we have an option of somebody purchasing the property.  We have 40 
a situation similar to the long running situation of the non-complying wall that once we 41 
had a contract in hand, part of the settlement would be that if we would waive that it 42 
would be corrected.  It was corrected and brought up to code.  The neighbors are 43 
beneficiaries as is the new person willing to invest in the City of Lake Mary.  He said the 44 
agent is here this evening and he also serves on one of our boards.  This is an 45 
opportunity.  What has happened out there is very unfair and unfortunate.  People have 46 
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made a conscious investment in our community.  This is an opportunity where hopefully 1 
this can be corrected.  When you look at that it is unacceptable and is not in keeping 2 
with the standards that community expects of its residents and what we expect of our 3 
community.  This is one we need to make right because if there’s a contract in hand and 4 
can get that closed within 30 days, it is in everyone’s best interest to get this thing off 5 
the books. 6 
 7 
Mr. Fleming said the agent for the property owner is present and could lend more to the 8 
situation on the contract and where we’re at on closing. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Duryea asked if there was a statutory time for closure on a lien like this. 11 
 12 
Ms. Reischmann said five years from the date it is recorded. 13 
 14 
Commissioner Duryea asked when this was recorded. 15 
 16 
Ms. Reischmann said we have repeats as well.  We have an ’07 but have some repeat 17 
violations in ’08. 18 
 19 
Mayor Mealor said this has been an ongoing problem.  It is not going to correct itself. 20 
 21 
Commissioner Duryea said if foreclosure were contemplated we could go back to which 22 
date. 23 
 24 
Ms. Reischmann said the second lien.  They convened the violation in September ’08 25 
but she didn’t know the date the lien was filed. 26 
 27 
Mr. Fleming said it was recorded on September 25, 2008. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Duryea said it is over five years.  If we were to close where do we stand 30 
in the hierarchy of owning that property. 31 
 32 
Ms. Reischmann said she was assuming the first mortgage was before ’07.  We would 33 
have to buy it subject to the first mortgage. 34 
 35 
Commissioner Duryea asked if there were any other liens on the property. 36 
 37 
Mr. Fleming said not that he was aware of. 38 
 39 
Ms. Sova said we found there is a first and a second mortgage. 40 
 41 
Mr. Fleming answered affirmatively. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Duryea said if push came to shove, we would foreclose on the property, 44 
demolish the house and sell the property.  He said he was assuming there are no other 45 
liens. 46 
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 1 
Ms. Reischmann answered affirmatively if we are assuming there are no other liens. 2 
 3 
Commissioner Duryea said there would be legal fees. 4 
 5 
Ms. Reischmann said to foreclose varies a lot but thought about $12,000.00 to foreclose 6 
and $12,000.00 to demolish. 7 
 8 
Mayor Mealor asked where they got on the discussion of purchasing the home.   9 
 10 
Commissioner Duryea said there is an intrinsic value here that we are not giving away 11 
but just hoped the homeowner is not getting anything out of this deal.  We are relieving 12 
him of all of his responsibility which he has been irresponsible for the past eight years.   13 
 14 
Commissioner Plank asked how far in advance of the closing do we have to clear the 15 
liens. 16 
 17 
Ms. Reischmann said they would like it cleared as soon as possible. 18 
 19 
Commissioner Plank said this is a long standing problem that needs to be fought.   He 20 
said his concern is that we clear the lien and the sale falls through then where do we go. 21 
 22 
Ms. Reischmann said the intention in speaking with the City Manager is that we would 23 
wait until the date of closing to provide the Satisfaction of Lien. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Plank said that is going to be done legal. 26 
 27 
Ms. Reischmann said it absolutely will be done legally.  It doesn’t work so well for them 28 
with their closing.  That’s how mortgages are handled.  You don’t get your Satisfaction 29 
of Mortgage before you close; it comes later in the mail.  It could be handled to where 30 
we make them sweat it and we could make them late so we are sure that it closes. 31 
 32 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli said she would like to do that, not to make them sweat it per se 33 
but to cover our butts if they pull something.  She asked what we were suggesting as a 34 
number to reduce it to and still covering our costs for the past eight years.  35 
 36 
Commissioner Brender said this is just gross negligence.  This is a valuable home and 37 
was anxious to get it fixed up.  He agreed with George’s comments that he doesn’t 38 
know what’s going to happen with the mortgages and didn’t know if the bank is going to 39 
write them off.  He said he didn’t want an owner who has been negligent for years 40 
walking away with a $200,000.00 profit selling the house and we just reduced his 41 
$687,000.00 lien.  He asked how they fixed that. 42 
 43 
Ms. Reischmann said she had not seen the contract and how it compares with the 44 
mortgages. 45 
 46 
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Ms. Sova said she didn’t know the relation on the mortgages other than there are two of 1 
them.  One of them is fairly recent. 2 
 3 
Mr. Fleming said he was told it was last June or July for $42,000.00. 4 
 5 
Commissioner Brender said the home is not in foreclosure which means those 6 
mortgage payments are being made by someone.  He said if the homeowner has 7 
$150,000.00 in mortgages and turns around and sells it for $400,000.00 and we forgive 8 
him $600,000.00 in liens sounds like too good of a deal.  He said he didn’t know how to 9 
get to a number. 10 
 11 
Mayor Mealor said one of the dilemmas we have right now is to just look at the history 12 
of this property.  We are $600,000.00+ right now.  If we do nothing it will be at some 13 
point in time $1.2 million and will be absolutely no change whatsoever.  Based on the 14 
history, we can put any fee on this that we want but the reality is it is probably going to 15 
be the buyer that has to absorb it.  If the sale can close within 30 days he thought this is 16 
one of those times we have to step back and look at the bigger picture.  This has been 17 
going on long before 2008 and is a consistent pattern.  Nothing is going to change.  You 18 
can put any dollar amount out there that you want and it is going to be passed on to the 19 
buyer.   There is no need to think we are going to make the current owner whether he 20 
has one, two or three mortgages to modify any behavior.  He didn’t think that was the 21 
case.  He said he didn’t like it but are dealing with the reality.  It is an escalating figure, 22 
will be a multiplier effect and nothing is going to change. 23 
 24 
Commissioner Brender asked if we had any concept of the cost to the City. 25 
 26 
Ms. Sova said we pulled previous legal bills related to code enforcement cases and 27 
were just about $1,000.00. 28 
 29 
Mr. Fleming interjected it was $1,050.00 for legal fees. 30 
 31 
Ms. Sova said there has been staff time over the years for probably another $1,000.00. 32 
 33 
Ms. Reischmann said the City Manager had the contract and the contract amount is 34 
$270,400.00.  The buyer is America’s Interactive, Inc.  She imagined that was a real 35 
estate investment company. 36 
 37 
Commissioner Duryea asked if there was a way to get compliance before closing. 38 
 39 
Ms. Sova answered negatively. 40 
 41 

SIDE 1B 42 
 43 
Mayor Mealor said Mr. Fleming has stated for the public record that the legal bills are 44 
$1,050.00.  The request to us is to have the City Attorney through the City Manager 45 
draft a reduction in the lien agreement in the amount agreed to by us.  He suggested 46 
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looking at the $1,050.00 and having the City Manager and staff determine the total cost 1 
related to staff time from day one to current and that be the amount. 2 
 3 
Commissioner Duryea said if we do that where would we be on the issue we just went 4 
through.  We have to be fairly consistent on how we treat these unless there is some 5 
extenuating circumstances. 6 
 7 
Mayor Mealor said if we do as suggested or was actually recommended in the first item 8 
that was denied, he thought they are being consistent. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Brender said they are different animals.  One is a foreclosure and one is 11 
a sale. 12 
 13 
Mayor Mealor said he was thinking about on the northeastern part of the community 14 
where we had the long-term lien against the non-conforming wall.  We had a potential 15 
buyer in place.  The sale was contingent on the waiver.  We waived, the sale went 16 
through, the wall was brought up to compliance and everybody, including the neighbors, 17 
are most pleased.  He thought $1,050.00 plus whatever staff time back to day one for 18 
the amount of the lien reduction to be entered into. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Brender said he didn’t see that they had much else to do.  We have to 21 
get the house fixed up and in a position where you can actually get some people living 22 
in it and taking care of it.  Because we do have a situation where we have a closing 23 
pending, he was willing to say let’s cover our costs and get the thing gone. 24 
 25 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to have the City Manager along with 26 
Mr. Fleming and the City Attorney come up with a lien which closely reflects 27 
actual costs to the City to maintain these various liens from day one and that will 28 
be levied as the lien reduction amount contingent upon closing of the property 29 
within 30 days.  Seconded by Deputy Mayor Lucarelli. 30 
 31 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli asked if that meant we would hold the Satisfaction of Lien until 32 
closing. 33 
 34 
Ms. Reischmann answered affirmatively. 35 
 36 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli said she was good with that.  If they don’t go to closing then all 37 
bets are off. 38 
 39 
Ms. Reischmann said also contingent on full payment of that amount at closing or it 40 
goes back to the original lien amount 41 
 42 
Amended motion was made by Commissioner Brender to have the City Manager 43 
along with Mr. Fleming and the City Attorney come up with a lien which closely 44 
reflects actual costs to the City to maintain these various liens from day one and 45 
that will be levied as the lien reduction amount contingent upon closing of the 46 



 

CITY COMMISSION 
December 19, 2013 - 13 

 

property within 30 days and contingent on full payment of that amount at closing 1 
or it goes back to the original lien amount.  Seconded by Deputy Mayor Lucarelli 2 
and motion carried by roll-call vote:  Commissioner Plank, Yes; Deputy Mayor 3 
Lucarelli, Yes; Commissioner Brender, Yes; Commissioner Duryea, No; Mayor 4 
Mealor, Yes. 5 
 6 

C. Resolution No. 927 – SunRail Station Connectivity Upgrades Supplement 7 
Amendment Number 1 (John Omana, Community Development Director and 8 
Steve Noto, Senior Planner)  9 

 10 
The City Attorney read Resolution No. 927 by title only. 11 
 12 
Mr. Omana said we have approached an exciting time in this process involving the 13 
enhancement funds.  Since May of this year City Staff has been sitting with 14 
representatives of FDOT with a number of engineers, members of the Federal Transit 15 
Authority, and a number of technical folks to figure out how we can use the balance of 16 
our enhancement funds to improve the SunRail Station with the earmark that was 17 
brought forth years earlier.  Since May we have been going back and forth with the 18 
people in Washington and were finally able to get the green light to move forward with a 19 
number of enhancements that we are very excited about.  Staff recommends we move 20 
forward and the Commission adopt the resolution. 21 
 22 
Mr. Noto said we have been working on this enhancement agreement document for 23 
some time.  In 2011 we came before the Commission and they approved a number of 24 
enhancements based on funding that was made available to the City from the federal 25 
government.   26 
 27 
Mr. Noto said we are at Phase II now.  He showed an aerial on the overhead.  He said 28 
what is shown is not out there right now.  We know the amount of construction going on 29 
for the SunRail Station was done before the properties were purchased by FDOT and 30 
before the platform was starting to be constructed on the railroad.  We have asked for a 31 
number of items that deal with connectivity and safe pedestrian access.   32 
 33 
Mr. Noto said he would go over what was involved in our Phase II enhancement 34 
requests.  The first one was a six-foot-wide sidewalk located on the west side of North 35 
Palmetto which will get folks from West Lake Mary Boulevard up to the platform, and a 36 
new six-foot-wide sidewalk roughly 1,000 feet in length that would generally take folks 37 
from the platform behind the police station onto Lakeview Avenue and to Country Club.  38 
You would have a direct connect taking you to the Downtown core and where we are 39 
this evening.  There would be a crosswalk at the intersection of Lakeview and Country 40 
Club and as part of that the installation of rectangular rapid flashing beacons which give 41 
the pedestrian the right-of-way at the crosswalk, the entry sign at the intersection of 42 
Palmetto and Lake Mary Boulevard, and a traffic signal at the intersection of Palmetto 43 
and Lake Mary Boulevard.  We are coordinating with Seminole County as well as Lynx 44 
regarding that item.  That will get the Lynx buses out of the SunRail Station back to the 45 
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Boulevard without cutting through the Downtown core taking into account many of the 1 
improvements we are working on today. 2 
 3 
Mr. Noto said this is an amendment to the already adopted local funding agreement with 4 
FDOT.  If approved we will owe FDOT our portion of the 80/20 match which would come 5 
out to $92,310.00.  We have been given access to almost half a million dollars from the 6 
federal government to have these enhancements provided to us.  We are 7 
recommending approval of Resolution No. 927. 8 
 9 
Mayor Mealor said as a personal privilege, he thanked Mr. Leavitt for providing copies 10 
of the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution.  It has been noted that this 11 
may be one of the most important documents ever written in the history of mankind.  It 12 
allows us to do what we do in a way that very few people on this planet have.   13 
 14 
Commissioner Brender said the Chief of Police has expressed concern about the 15 
sidewalk going behind the police station.  He asked if there were any thoughts about 16 
what we want to build on the right hand side of the sidewalk in order to make sure that 17 
we do not have any intrusion on police property by what could be in the future a fair 18 
number of people getting off the train. 19 
 20 
Mr. Noto said the pathway is currently under design with CPH so anything the 21 
Commission wishes to add in regards to lighting, fencing, benches to please let us 22 
know.  We were already considering lighting.   23 
 24 
Commissioner Brender said he would like to see a wall or something decorative. 25 
 26 
Commissioner Duryea asked why the yellow line on the exhibit that goes up toward the 27 
station stopped. 28 
 29 
Mr. Noto said the colors, lines and circles were just a general location of where 30 
everything would be.  We haven’t started designing that sidewalk yet but the concept 31 
behind it is to have it directly connect to the sidewalk on the Boulevard and to directly 32 
connect to the platform so you can safely cross to get to Crystal Lake. 33 
 34 
Ms. Sova said there would also be a sidewalk connection when the Mahnken building 35 
attaches to the platform.  She thought that might be the small gap that Commissioner 36 
Duryea was seeing. 37 
 38 
Mr. Noto said Mr. Mahnken’s plan is to build his building directly abutting the platform so 39 
folks will have the ability to go in and out of his building. 40 
 41 
Commissioner Brender said but you can cross from the south side to the north side just 42 
about where the yellow line ends. 43 
 44 
Mr. Noto answered affirmatively. 45 
 46 
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Commissioner Plank asked the Police Chief’s concern about people walking by the 1 
police station. 2 
 3 
Chief Bracknell said there is always going to be concern about people walking through 4 
the Police Department’s back lots with the different procedures and things we have 5 
going on.  It’s not something that is going to be insurmountable.  He spoke with the City 6 
Manager about this and was sure it would work out. 7 
 8 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to approve Resolution No. 927, 9 
seconded by Commissioner Plank. 10 
 11 
Commissioner Plank asked if this $92,000.00 was budgeted. 12 
 13 
Ms. Sova said there were budgeted funds and carry forward funds to cover it. 14 
 15 
Motion carried unanimously. 16 
 17 

D. Request approval of First Amendment to Traffic Signal Maintenance 18 
Agreement with Seminole County (Bruce Paster, Public Works Director) 19 

 20 
Mr. Paster said this is a request to go back to having Seminole County maintain the six 21 
signals:  five on Rinehart and one on 17-92.  Approximately seven years ago we went 22 
away from the County.  At that time the County was charging approximately $40,000.00 23 
a year and we got someone to maintain the signals for about $20,000.00 a year.  It 24 
worked great the first five years.  Two years ago the County re-looked at all of their 25 
costs and dropped their cost significantly.  The last two years our private contractor 26 
costs have increased.  It is now more beneficial and economical to go back to the 27 
County to have this done.  If we come on board they are willing to do some traffic 28 
counts and a traffic study free on Rinehart Road to help re-time some of those signals.  29 
We are recommending going back to Seminole County for maintenance of the signals.  30 
We have an agreement with them for signals on Lake Mary Boulevard and would like to 31 
add the signals on Rinehart and 17-92 to the existing agreement. 32 
 33 
Commissioner Duryea said Section 1 says the City shall pay 100% of annual costs 34 
above normal routine maintenance.  He said that was open-ended. 35 
 36 
Mr. Paster said they have given us what the costs are.  The way the County does it is 37 
they take their overall costs and divide it by all the signals in Seminole County.  They 38 
maintain every other signal in Seminole County except for these six.  All the other cities 39 
in the County are all maintained by Seminole County government.  In that way they are 40 
able to keep their costs low.  At times our costs will be low while subsidizing others and 41 
other times they are subsidizing us.  It is a flat rate fee.  What we have been doing the 42 
last seven years is not a flat rate fee but the actual costs and now the actual costs are 43 
greater. 44 
 45 
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Commissioner Brender said his only concern is service.  He liked the fact they are 1 
willing to do a traffic count on Rinehart and with the announcement about Florida 2 
Hospital we are going to need to recount and relook at traffic.  At the same time if 3 
something does go wrong he asked Mr. Paster if he felt the County could give us the 4 
response time that we need.  When a hurricane hits would they fix every light in the 5 
County before they finally get to the cities. 6 
 7 
Mr. Paster said he understood those concerns but believed they would be responsive to 8 
us.  Regarding hurricanes we also take care of our own in that we have our own 9 
generators and will be able to mobilize for that.  In all the discussions he has had with 10 
the County it seems like they are just as responsive as the response we have been 11 
getting.  Hopefully we will obtain a higher level because they will be able to tie those 12 
lights back into their fiber optic system on Rinehart Road. 13 
 14 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to authorize the Mayor to execute 15 
the First Amendment to Traffic Signal Maintenance Agreement with Seminole 16 
County, seconded by Commissioner Plank and motion carried unanimously. 17 
 18 
X. Other Items for Commission Action 19 
 20 
There were no items to discuss at this time. 21 
 22 
XI. Reports: 23 
 24 

A. City Manager 25 
 26 
1. Annual appointments/reappointments to advisory boards 27 
 28 
Ms. Sova said this is the annual appointments or reappointments to advisory boards.  29 
She has staff looking at combining some of these boards.  The Board of Adjustment and 30 
the Local Planning Agency meet so seldom and thought it might behoove us to see if 31 
we can make a change to these boards and consolidate them into P&Z.  That would 32 
take some time to finish the research and make the code amendments. 33 
 34 
Commissioner Duryea said that was discussed some time ago and believed the 35 
rationale was the Board of Adjustment was a legislative function and the P&Z is 36 
advisory. 37 
 38 
Ms. Sova said she thought it was the other way around with P&Z.  She said John 39 
(Omana) has already begun the research. 40 
 41 
Mr. Omana said part of discussion on the issue of quasi-judicial versus legislative is at 42 
that time we were also considering the issues coming out of Senate Bill 360 that had to 43 
be thrown into the equation and if we combined the two would that create problems as a 44 
result of what was coming at us with respect to Senate Bill 360.  It was a different 45 
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animal back then.  We are looking at it in more detail and will come back with 1 
recommendations. 2 
 3 
Mayor Mealor asked if the Commission had any objection removing Board of 4 
Adjustment and LPA at this time for consideration to see which direction we want to go. 5 
He asked if the Commission had any objection to bringing those back with a 6 
recommendation to combine and if we choose not to then we can make an appointment 7 
at that time. There were no objections. 8 
 9 
Ms. Sova said we don’t have any meetings coming up for those boards. 10 
 11 
Mayor Mealor asked if there were any objection to the Elder Affairs three-year terms 12 
remaining as listed.  There were no objections. 13 
 14 
James Gudinas and Marcie Kilbourne are reappointed to the Elder Affairs 15 
Commission. 16 
 17 
Mayor Mealor asked if there was any objection to Kathleen Harris being reappointed to 18 
the Historical Commission.  There were no objections. 19 
 20 
Kathleen Harris is reappointed to the Historical Commission. 21 
 22 
Mayor Mealor asked if there were any objections to the continuation of Mr. Bel and Ms. 23 
Gudinas on the Firefighters Pension Board.  There were no objections. 24 
 25 
Martin Bel and Karen Gudinas are reappointed to the Firefighters Pension Board. 26 
 27 
Mayor Mealor said the alternate for Planning & Zoning is Mr. Fitzgerald.  Member 28 
Cartmill will no longer be able to serve.  It has been the pleasure of the Board to take 29 
the alternate and move them to a permanent position. 30 
 31 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to appoint Sean Fitzgerald as a 32 
regular member of the Planning & Zoning Board, seconded by Commissioner 33 
Duryea and motion carried unanimously. 34 
 35 
Mayor Mealor asked the pleasure of the Board in relation to appointing an alternate to 36 
the Planning & Zoning Board. 37 
 38 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli nominated Justin York as alternate member of the 39 
Planning & Zoning Board and nomination carried unanimously. 40 
 41 
Sid Miller is reappointed to the Planning & Zoning Board. 42 
 43 
Mayor Mealor said on the Parks & Recreation Board, Member Miller will no longer be 44 
able to serve so we have an appointment for a two-year term. 45 
 46 
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Commissioner Brender nominated Chris Lee to the Parks & Recreation Advisory 1 
Board and nomination carried unanimously. 2 
 3 
Robert Sebald, Robert Boardman, and Dan Williamson are reappointed to the 4 
Parks & Recreation Advisory Board. 5 
 6 
Ms. Sova announced all non-emergency offices will be closed Tuesday, December 24th 7 
and Wednesday, December 25th in observance of Christmas and also on Tuesday, 8 
December 31st and Wednesday, January 1st in observance of New Year’s.  Waste 9 
Management will not collect solid waste, recycling or yard waste on Christmas or New 10 
Year’s but will provide a make-up day on the Saturday preceding each holiday to collect 11 
solid waste and recycling only.  Discarded holiday trees can be placed curbside with 12 
your regular yard waste each Wednesday during the month of January, excluding New 13 
Year’s Day.   14 
 15 
Ms. Sova announced there will be no WineART Wednesday on January 1st. 16 
 17 
Ms. Sova reminded everyone we previously canceled the scheduled meeting for 18 
January 2nd.  19 
 20 
Ms. Sova wished everyone Happy Holidays. 21 
 22 

B. Mayor 23 
 24 
1. Appointment to MetroPlan Orlando’s Municipal Advisory Committee 25 
 26 
Mayor Mealor said in the past we appointed Deputy Mayor Lucarelli to serve on the 27 
MetroPlan Orlando’s Municipal Advisory Committee.  Unfortunately Ms. Lucarelli will no 28 
longer be able to serve in that capacity.  He said he would like to appoint Commissioner 29 
Allan Plank to serve on MetroPlan Orlando’s Municipal Advisory Committee.  There 30 
were no objections from the Board. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Plank is appointed to MetroPlan Orlando’s Municipal Advisory 33 
Committee. 34 
 35 

C. Commissioners 36 
 37 
Commissioner Brender said CALNO was coming up January 8th at the City of Altamonte 38 
Springs.  She asked Alternate Lucarelli if she could attend that meeting because he 39 
would be out of town. 40 
 41 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli answered affirmatively. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Brender wished everyone a wonderful holiday and a fantastic new year 44 
and looked forward to serving. 45 
 46 
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Commissioner Duryea said he would like to again express his appreciation to Parks & 1 
Recreation.  There are great people working.  The place looks great and is really 2 
uplifting. 3 
 4 
Commissioner Plank said he would like to add his compliments on the job Mr. Nipe’s 5 
department has done.  Everybody he talks to in other cities or people that he runs into 6 
comment about this display.  He said he came in tonight and couldn’t find a parking 7 
space.  He asked Jackie (Sova) if there was anything else going on Downtown and she 8 
said it has been like this every night this week.  It is people walking around to do the 9 
lights.  That is the greatest tribute you could have to the display. 10 
 11 
Commissioner Plank wished everyone a Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year.  12 
Hopefully next year will be better than this year was. 13 
 14 
Deputy Mayor Lucarelli wished everyone Merry Christmas and Happy New Year. 15 
 16 
Mayor Mealor thanked the citizens who took the time to communicate with us by e-mail, 17 
telephone and in person.  Your compliments about the work and the way that City Hall 18 
is presented and just the sheer joy in the evening of children enjoying themselves, 19 
families together taking photos.  It’s the Commission’s gift back. 20 
 21 

D. City Attorney 22 
 23 
Ms. Reichmann had no report at this time but distributed an article on the Sunshine 24 
Litigation Industry for the Commission to read (copy attached). 25 
 26 
Mayor Mealor recognized representatives from the Forest.  It is always a joy to have 27 
them here and thanked them for their involvement. 28 
 29 
XII. Adjournment 30 
 31 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:25 P.M. 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
_______________________   ___________________________ 36 
    David J. Mealor, Mayor    Mary Campbell, Deputy City Clerk 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
ATTEST: 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
______________________ 45 
 Carol A. Foster, City Clerk 46 





MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Stephen Noto

SUBJECT: Final Subdivision Plan with variance(s) for Pine Tree Terrace, a nine-lot 
single-family residential subdivision located at 385 Pine Tree Road, M.I. 
Homes of Orlando, LLC/Brian Dalrymple, applicant (Public Hearing) 
(Stephen Noto, Senior Planner)

REFERENCE: Development 
Review Committee, City 
Comprehensive Plan, Code of 
Ordinances.

REQUEST: The applicant is 
requesting final subdivision 
approval, with a variance, for a 
9-lot single family residential 
subdivision.     

DISCUSSION:

Location: The subject property 
is located east of South Country 
Club Road, at the southeast 
corner of Pine Tree Road and 
Olivia Rose Court. 

History: The subject property is approximately 5.17 acres and is located at the southeast 
corner of Pine Tree Road and Olivia Rose Court. The Cardinal Oaks Cove and 
Whippoorwill Glen subdivisions are adjacent to the subject property. 



There is currently one single family home on the subject property that was built in 1971. It 
will be demolished as part of the subdivision development. 

The City Commission approved the Preliminary Subdivision Plan, with conditions, on 
December 5, 2013. 

ANALYSIS:

Zoning:  Future Land Use:
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FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAN: The zoning of the subject property is R-1AA, 
therefore, lot sizes will exceed 14,000 sq. ft. The largest lot will be Lot 1 at 15,600 sq. 
ft., and the smallest lot will be Lot 9, at 14,003 sq. ft. The setbacks for each parcel will 
conform to the R-1AA zoning district requirements: 25’ front yard setback, 30’ rear yard 
setback, 20’ combined side yard setback with a minimum of 8’ in one side yard. The 
eastern side yards of Lots 3, 6, and 7 will have a 12’ setback. 

The future land use designation of the subject property is LDR, Low Density Residential. 
LDR allows for up to 2.5 units per acre. At 5.17 acres, the subject property could have 
up to 13 lots. However, as previously mentioned, the project will consist of 9 lots. 

Access and Transportation: The driveways of Lots 1-3 will be on Pine Tree Road. The 
remaining lots will have access from the cul-de-sac. The cul-de-sac will be dedicated to 
the City, as a 50’ right-of-way (ROW). A transportation study was not required as the 
project will not generate more than 50 peak hour or 300 average daily trips. 

Arbor Board: On December 16, 2013, the Arbor Board approved the removal of five (5) 
historic trees as part of the infrastructure work required for the development of the 
subdivision. The applicant will be providing $5,000 as part of the removal of those trees. 

Environmental: The applicant submitted an environmental study from Bio-Tech 
Consulting Inc. Staff, and the City’s environmental consultant, reviewed the study and 
found there to be no issues on site. There is a wetland area on the southeast corner of 
the site. The applicant will be providing a 25’ landward buffer around that area, which is 
in compliance with Chapter 155, Section C. 

Provisions for Adjacent Properties: During the Preliminary Subdivision process, the 
applicant began coordinating with the neighboring property owners regarding buffering 
between the new subdivision and their existing lots. 



As a result, the applicant is providing several improvements to meet the needs of the 
existing homeowners. Generally, the applicant will be providing fencing and grading 
improvements to 8 neighboring lots. Details on the improvements are called out on 
Sheet ST-1.

Seminole County Public Schools – A School Capacity Availability Letter of 
Determination (SCALD) has been issued with no conflicts. 

Stormwater Management and Utilities:  A wet stormwater pond is proposed to be 
constructed on the southwest corner of the property adjacent to Lots 8 and 9. Portions 
of Lots 1-3 will drain into existing facilities to the north, the remaining lots, and roadway, 
will drain into the pond.  

There is an existing 8” water main on Olivia Rose Court and Pine Tree Road. 
Reclaimed water is currently unavailable in the area; however a reclaimed line will be 
installed within the cul-de-sac in the event service becomes available in the future. 
Sewer service is unavailable in the area; therefore each lot will have a septic system. 
Permitting will be coordinated with the Seminole County Health Department.  

VARIANCE: The applicant has applied for one variance to the following section of the 
Code described below:

1. Chapter 154.20, A variance of 5’ to allow the placement of a 30” tall retaining 
wall within 0’ feet of a property line. The retaining wall is proposed to be built to 
save multiple trees and provide additional buffering for the neighbors to the 
east. It will be located on Lots 6 and 7, at the terminus of the cul-de-sac, 20’ 
from the eastern property line. It will be approximately 60’ in length. 

Variance Criteria (Section 154.06): 

In making a determination regarding the requested variance, the Planning and Zoning 
Board shall determine that all the following criteria have been met:  
 

CRITERIA No. 1:

That a special condition and circumstance exists which is peculiar to the land, structures, or 
subdivision improvements involved, and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, 
or required improvements; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 1:

Criteria met? Due to the differing elevations of the site, a significant amount of grading is 
needed to properly develop the infrastructure. This issue, combined with the 
elevations of neighboring properties, creates a unique situation that requires 
a retaining wall and other improvements to provide an appropriate amount 
of buffering.   

1. Yes



CRITERIA No. 2:

That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 2:

Criteria met? The retaining wall is needed to provide buffering for a neighboring property, 
and to save multiple trees. The required elevations of the site do not result 
from actions of the applicant, as elevation work has been done in the past 
on neighboring developments that have affected the subject property. 

1. Yes

CRITERIA No. 3:

That granting the variance requested would not confer on the applicant any special privilege 
that is denied by the provisions of this section to other lands, structures, or required 
improvements under similar conditions.  No pre-existing conditions on neighboring lands 
which are contrary to the provisions of the section shall be considered grounds for the 
issuance of variances; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 3:

Criteria met? Granting the variance requested would not confer on the applicant a special 
privilege that is denied by the provisions of this section to other lands, 
structures, or required improvements under similar conditions. The retaining 
wall that is requested will help save multiple trees, as well as provide an 
area for an 8’ tall PVC fence. This will help with neighborhood buffering and 
public safety. 

1. Yes

CRITERIA No. 4:

That literal interpretation of the provisions of the section would deprive the applicant of 
rights commonly enjoyed by other properties with similar conditions; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 4:

Criteria met? Literal interpretation of the provision of the section would deprive the 
applicant of the ability to provide buffering for multiple lots within, and 
outside of, the subdivision.   1. Yes

CRITERIA No. 5:

That the variance granted is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or other improvements; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 5:

Criteria met? This is the minimum variance to make possible the reasonable use of the 
land, building, or other improvements. Staff has identified the retaining wall 
as a key component of the subdivision.   1. Yes



FINDINGS OF FACT No. 7: Staff finds that the applicant has met all of the criteria as 
stated above to grant the requested variance.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

PARCEL 1

The East 330 feet of the Southeast 1/4 of the Southeast 1/4 of the Northwest 1/4 of 
Section 15, Township 20 South, Range 30 East, Seminole County, Florida.

AND PARCEL 2

The East 10 feet of the following described property:

The West 330.5 feet of the East 660.5 feet of the South 1/2 of the Southeast 1/4 of the 
Northwest 1/4, Section 15, Township 20 South, Range 30 East, Seminole County, 
Florida, LESS road right of way for Pine Tree Road. 

Containing 225,121 square feet, or 5.17 acres, more or less. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: Staff finds that the request for Final Subdivision is consistent 
with the relevant criteria of the City’s Final Subdivision regulations, the City’s Code of 
Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan and recommends approval with the following 
conditions:

1. The site construction permit shall show irrigation details for the lines around the 
stormwater pond.

2. Per the Arbor Board approval, the applicant shall provide $5,000.00 at the time 
the site construction permit is issued for the removal of the five (5) historic trees. 

3. The driveways of Lots 1 and 3 shall be located as such to avoid movement 
conflicts with Shady Oaks Circle (Lot 1) and Willow Drive (Lot 3). 

4. The home sizes shall comply with the Developer’s Agreement from 1997 
(minimum 1,800 square feet). 

CRITERIA No. 6:

That the grant of the variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the 
ordinance, will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to the public 
welfare.

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 6:

Criteria met? The lack of a retaining wall in this location would be injurious to the 
neighborhood and detrimental to the public welfare. It is being built to save 
trees and provide additional buffering. Therefore, the granting of the 
variance is in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the ordinance, 
will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to the 
public welfare. 

1. Yes



5. A connection to reuse service shall be made when service becomes available. 
(Note: This condition was added after the Planning and Zoning Board Meeting)

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD: At their regular January 14, 2014 meeting 
the P&Z voted unanimously, 5-0, to recommend approval of the requested Final 
Subdivision Plan, with Variance, with Staff’s conditions, 1-4, and the following condition:

1. Provisions for Adjacent Properties, A-H, listed on page ST-1 of this Final 
Subdivision Plan be included in these conditions.

ATTACHMENTS:
• Location Map
• Zoning Map
• Future Land Use Map
• Aerial Map
• 8.5” x 11” Sheet ST-1
• Pine Tree Terrace Final Subdivision Plan
• January 14, 2014 Planning and Zoning Board Meeting Minutes

Z:\commdev\staff reports\Subdivision, Final\2013-FSP-08 Pine Tree Terrace CC.doc

































MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Steve Noto

SUBJECT: Request for a variance from Chapter 160, Resource Protection Standards, 
160.07 (B) (2) (b), to construct a swimming pool at 270 Humphrey Road, 
Tracy & Kelly Potter, applicant (Public Hearing)  (Gary Schindler, City 
Planner)

REFERENCE: Lake Mary
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 
160, Subsections 7(B)(2)(b)

REQUEST: The applicants 
request a variance to Chapter 160 
of the City’s Code of Ordinances 
to construct a swimming pool at 
an existing residential structure.

DISCUSSION:

Location:  The property contains +/- 2.38 acres and is located on the north side of 
Humphrey Road west of its intersection with Wood Street.  Soldier’s Creek runs diagonally 
across the northern portion of the property.

Background: In 1991, the City Commission approved Ordinance No. 538, the Resource 
Protection Standards (RPS). The RPS regulations are applicable to those properties that 
abut the Crystal Lake Basin and Soldier’s Creek.  The RPS requires that the applicant 
provide documentation regarding the location of wetland and the 100-year flood area.  
From whichever line or portion of line is most landward, there is a 25’ environmental buffer 
and a 75’ building setback.  



Per the Seminole County Property Appraiser’s website, the subject property is Lot 2 of the 
Leckie Subdivision.  The subdivision contains a total of 2 lots and the plat was recorded in 
1987.  The existing dwelling was completed in 1997.  The existing dwelling, wooden deck 
and steps encroach about 50’ into the minimum 75’ building setback.  Staff could not find 
any record of a variance being approved to allow the dwelling to be constructed within the 
building setback area.  Currently, the applicants propose to construct a swimming pool on 
the rear of the existing dwelling.    

Because the subject property abuts Soldier’s Creek, the RPS provisions are applicable.  
The applicant has provided a graphic showing the location of the existing residence, the 
proposed swimming pool, the wetland limits, and the location of the 100-year flood line.  
The 100-year flood line is the more landward of the two lines.  The proposed swimming 
pool would encroach approximately 73’ into the minimum 75’ setback.  The swimming pool 
does not encroach into the minimum 25’ wide environmental buffer, the wetlands or the 
100-year flood plain. 

The applicant has provided a signed and sealed survey, showing the property boundary, 
the placement of the existing dwelling, wooden deck and steps, the location of the 
wetlands and limits of the 100-Year flood zone.  Utilizing the applicant’s survey, staff has 
added the location of the 25’ wide environmental buffer and the 75’ setback area.  
Because of the proposed encroachment into the setback area, a variance is required.  The 
requested variance is as follows: Section 160.07(B)(2)(b) - a variance of 73’ from the 
minimum 75’ building setback.   

VARIANCE CRITERIA (Section 154.06):

The Planning and Zoning Board shall make a written recommendation to the City 
Commission that all of the following criteria have been met:

CRITERIA No. 1:

That a special condition and circumstance exists which is peculiar to the land, structures, or 
subdivision improvements involved, and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, 
or required improvements; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 1:

Criteria met? The special conditions are that, in 1987, the City approved the subdivision of 
the parent tract into 2 lots.  In 1997, the City approved the construction of a 
dwelling on the subject property.  Currently, the dwelling encroaches into the 
minimum 75’ building setback. The applicant proposes to construct a 
swimming pool, which is an accessory to the dwelling.        

YES



CRITERIA No. 2:

That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 2:

Criteria met? Although the proposed swimming pool increases the degree of encroachment, 
it is a usual accessory structure to a single family residence & does not 
encroach into the 25’ environmental buffer, the wetlands or the 100-year flood 
area.  Additionally, the proposed swimming pool is not excessively large and 
complies with all other relevant setbacks for the RCE zoning district.  As such, 
the proposed use of the property is reasonable and does not result from the 
actions of the applicant.     

YES

CRITERIA No. 3:

That granting the variance requested would not confer on the applicant any special privilege 
that is denied by the provisions of this section to other lands, structures, or required 
improvements under similar conditions.  No pre-existing conditions on neighboring lands 
which are contrary to the provisions of the section shall be considered grounds for the 
issuance of variances; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 3:

Criteria met?
Granting the variance will not confer a special privilege that has not been 
previously granted other properties.  YES

CRITERIA No. 4:

That literal interpretation of the provisions of the section would deprive the applicant of 
rights commonly enjoyed by other properties with similar conditions; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 4:

Criteria met? A swimming pool is considered a standard accessory structure to single family 
dwellings.  The literal interpretation of the provisions will deprive the applicant 
of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties with similar conditions.

YES

CRITERIA No. 5:

That the variance granted is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or other improvements; and

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 5:

Criteria met?
A variance is required to make reasonable use of the property for a single-
family residence with an accessory swimming pool.  YES



FINDINGS OF FACT: Staff finds that the applicant has met all of the criteria as stated 
above to conditionally approve the requested variance of:

1. 73’ from the minimum 75’ setback, required by Section 160,07 (B (2)(b).  

The condition is that, prior to the final inspection for the swimming pool, the applicant shall 
construct a vegetated berm on the north, east, & west sides of the swimming pool.  The 
berm shall be a minimum of 1’ high and shall have side slopes that are a minimum of 3’ to 
1’.  It shall be located on the lot in such a manner as to compensate for the increased 
encroachment into the setback area.  If St. Augustine grass is used, the berm shall be 
irrigated.  If drought resistant species of grass are used, the berm need not be irrigated.  

If the Board wishes to recommend approval of the variance, it must include in its motion 
that conditions pertaining to all criteria have been met. 

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD: At their regular January 14, 2014 meeting, 
the P&Z voted 5 to 0 to recommend approval of the requested variance with the 
condition recommended by staff.    

SIMILAR VARIANCE REQUEST: The Commission has reviewed and approved 
17 similar requests for variances involving Chapter 160.  Historically, the City 
Commission has approved those variance requests, as long as they did not result in 
additional density.  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Section 154.06(C) states “Any person aggrieved by the City Commission's decision 
regarding a preliminary or final subdivision plan or plat, or the City Commission's decision 
regarding any variance, may file a petition for a writ of certiorari in the circuit court of the 
county to review the final action as provided by the state appellate rules. The petition shall 
be presented to the court within 30 days after the date of the final action of the City 
Commission.”

CRITERIA No. 6:

That the grant of the variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the 
ordinance, will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to the public 
welfare.

FINDINGS OF FACT No. 6:

Criteria met? Granting the variance would be in harmony with the general intent and purpose 
of Ordinance 538 “Resource Protection Standards”, which are very stringent 
and designed specifically for the protection of Crystal Lake and Soldier’s 
Creek.

YES 



LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LEGAL LOT 2, LECKIE SUBDIVISION, OR BOOK 37 & 
PAGE 58

ATTACHMENTS:
Ø Location Map
Ø Zoning Map
Ø Land Use Map
Ø Aerial Photo
Ø Site Graphic
Ø Applicant’s Narrative Statement  
Ø Arbor Board minutes
Ø Planning and Zoning Board minutes

2013VA04 270 Humphrey Rd Potter CC doc

























MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Deb Barr, Senior Programs Manager

SUBJECT: Ordinance No. 1502 - Amend Chapter 92 of the Code of Ordinances, 
providing for fees for participation in activities at the Senior Center - First 
Reading (Public Hearing) 

The Lake Mary Senior Center has shown a steady increase in attendance and 
participation in programs. In the past 3 years, participation has increased by 17% from 
18,258 visits in Fiscal Year 2011 to 21,289 in Fiscal Year 2013. Waivers on file show 
that 175 out of 935 or only 18.7% of the participants are City of Lake Mary jurisdictional 
residents. There is no required entry fee and the program instructors have historically 
been funded through donations by the participants and through the Elder Affairs 
Commission led Shred-A-Thon totaling $20,362 in Fiscal Year 2013.  The total 
operating budget for the Senior Center for Fiscal Year 2014 is $114,354.  Currently the 
instructors do not collect fees or donations, but rather are paid directly by the City for 
the programs they lead. The Senior Center averages 18 instructor led programs per 
week and instructors are paid between $20 and $50 per class. 

As participation continues to increase, the possibility for overcrowding of the Senior 
Center is a concern. To ensure City of Lake Mary residents are not displaced from 
being able to participate, it is recommended a fee structure be implemented. The 
proposed fee structure below would provide for a membership fee for non-residents and 
a nominal fee per instructor led program.

Entry Fee to the Senior Center
Residents: Free
Non-Residents: $20 per year or $1 per visit



Instructor Led Programs
$1-$2 per class (determined by level of instruction) for all participants.

For consistency with other Parks and Recreation programming and to incentivize the 
instructors to maximize participants, instructors will begin to collect their own fees at the 
authorized amount of $1-$2 per class. Current instructors will keep 100% of what they 
collect and the City of Lake Mary will continue to pay them 25% of the rate they have 
been historically paid. New instructors will receive a flat rate of $5 per class and will 
also retain 100% of what they collect.

The Elder Affairs Commission recommended approving the proposed fees during their 
meeting on January 13, 2014.

For reference and comparison, a chart showing the rates charged by other Senior 
Centers in Central Florida has been attached.

RECOMMENDATION:
Request Commission adopt Ordinance No. 1502 establishing the membership fees for 
non-residents be set at $20 per year or $1 per day and rates of $1-$2 per class be set 
for all participants in instructor led programs at the Senior Center.

Attached: 
1. Senior Center comparison 



ORDINANCE NO. 1502

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA, AMENDING 
CHAPTER 92 OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES ENTITLED “PARKS AND 
PLAYGROUNDS”; ESTABLISHING FEES FOR NON-RESIDENTS USE OF THE 
LAKE MARY SENIOR CENTER; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
CONFLICTS, CODIFICATION, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, during Fiscal year 2013, the Lake Mary Senior Center had an 

attendance of 21,289 participants; and

WHEREAS, it has been determined that only 18.7% of the participants are 

corporate Lake Mary residents; therefore, Lake Mary taxpayers are subsidizing the 

senior center for non-resident use; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary to begin charging a yearly membership fee or daily 

fee to non-residents.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY 
COMMISSION:

SECTION I.  Chapter 92 of the Code of Ordinances is hereby amended as 
follows:

CHAPTER 92: PARKS AND PLAYGROUNDS

SENIOR CENTER

§ 92.60 FEES.

A. The following fees are hereby established for use of the Senior Center.   Sales tax 
as applicable shall also be paid.  Full-time City employees shall receive a 50% discount 
on rentals.

CLASS “A” CLASS “B” CLASS “C”
SINGLE USAGE ON-GOING

(MINIMUM OF 6 RENTALS 

IN 6 MONTHS)

GOV’T, CIVIC

(MON – THUR 

EVENINGS ONLY.
REQUIRES WRITTEN 

APPROVAL OF CITY 

MANAGER OR DEPT.
DIRECTOR)

RESIDENT* NON-
RESIDENT

RESIDENT* NON-
RESIDENT

RESIDENT* NON-
RESIDENT



RENTAL RATE $50/hr $75/hr $25/hr $37.50/hr FREE N/A
DEPOSIT $200 $200 $100 $100 $50 N/A
CLEAN-UP 

RATES

$50/hr $50/hr $50/hr $50/hr N/A

DAMAGE cost cost cost cost cost N/A
EXTRA TIME 2 x 

Regular 
Rate

2 x 
Regular 
Rate

2 x 
Regular 
Rate

2 x 
Regular 
Rate

Not 
Available

N/A

HOLIDAYS 1.5 x 
Regular 
Rate

1.5 x 
Regular 
Rate

1.5 x 
Regular 
Rate

1.5 x 
Regular 
Rate

Not 
Available

N/A

PAYMENT IN 

FULL IS DUE

10 days 
prior to 
use

10 days 
prior to 
use

10 days 
prior to 
use

10 days 
prior to 
use

10 days 
prior to 
use

N/A

MINIMUM/
MAXIMUM 

USAGE

2 hours 
minimum

2 hours 
minimum

2 hours 
minimum

2 hours 
minimum

3 hrs/1 x 
per month 
maximum

N/A

NO SHOW FEE N/A N/A N/A N/A Forfeiture 
of Deposit

N/A

CANCELLATION 

NOTICE 

REQUIRED

30 days 
for refund

30 days 
for refund

30 days 
for refund

30 days 
for refund

10 days N/A

*A resident is someone who lives within the corporate city limits of Lake Mary. Proof of 
residency will be required

B.  The yearly membership fee for non-residents of Lake Mary to participate in 
activities at the Lake Mary Senior Center shall be $20 per year or $1 per visit.     

C. $1 to $2 shall be charged for all participants in instructor led classes.

Section II. Severability.  If any portion of this Ordinance is for any reason held 

or declared to be unconstitutional, inoperative or void, such holding shall not affect the 

remaining portions of the Ordinance.  If this Ordinance or any provisions thereof shall be 

held to be inapplicable to any person, property, or circumstances, such holding shall not 

affect its applicability to any other person, property or circumstances.  

Section III.  Conflicts.  All ordinances or resolutions or parts of ordinances or 

resolutions in conflict herein are hereby repealed to the extent of any conflict.  



Section IV. Codification.  It is the intention of the City Commission that the 

provisions of this Ordinance shall become and be made part of the Code of Ordinances of 

the City of Lake Mary, Florida and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “section”, 

“article”, or other appropriate word or phrase and the sections of this Ordinance may be 

renumbered or re-lettered to accomplish such intention.  

Section V.  Effective date.  This Ordinance shall take effect April 1, 2014.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of February, 2014.

FIRST READING: February 6, 2014

SECOND READING: February 20, 2014.

CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA

___________________________
MAYOR, DAVID J. MEALOR

ATTEST:

_____________________________
CITY CLERK, CAROL A. FOSTER

For the use and reliance of the City
Of Lake Mary only.  Approved as to
Form and legal sufficiency.

___________________________________
CATHERINE REISCHMANN, CITY ATTORNEY





MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Stephen Noto

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 928 - Joint Participation Agreement with FDOT for SunRail 
Station Connectivity Upgrades (Stephen Noto, Senior Planner)

BACKGROUND: In December 2013, the City Commission approved Resolution No. 
927, entering into a Local Funding Agreement (LFA) with FDOT for obligation of 
SunRail Enhancement Funds. Upon approval, FDOT staff informed the City that due to 
the technicalities involved in acquiring the enhancement funds, a Joint Participation 
Agreement (JPA) would be the more appropriate legal framework to use in lieu of the 
LFA. 

For informational purposes, the items that are being funding as part of this JPA are as 
follows:

• Add a 6’ wide sidewalk located on the west side of N. Palmetto Street adjacent to 
the SunRail property.

• Add a new 6’ wide sidewalk, 1000 feet in length, between the southwest corner 
of the SunRail platform and the intersection of N. Country Club Rd and E. 
Lakeview Ave.

• Provide a crosswalk at the northern segment of the N. Country Club Rd. and 
Lakeview Ave. intersection. To ensure maximum safety, Rectangular Rapid 
Flashing Beacons (RRFB) are proposed to be mounted to the crosswalk signs.

• Purchase and install an Entry Sign at N. Palmetto St. and W. Lake Mary Blvd. 
• Add a traffic signal at the intersection of N. Palmetto St. and W. Lake Mary Blvd.

The estimated cost of all items adds up to $369,238.00, which was the remaining 
balance of enhancement funds available to the City. The City’s 20% match, per FDOT, 
is $92,310.00. 



DISPOSITION: Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 928. 

ATTACHMENTS:
• Resolution No. 928
• Map showing location of improvements

Z:\commdev\staff reports\Miscellaneous\2013 SunRail Station Upgrades JPA.doc



RESOLUTION NO. 928

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA, 
ENTERING IN TO A JOINT PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF LAKE MARY AND THE FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REGARDING 
ENHANCEMENTS TO THE CITY OF LAKE MARY SUNRAIL 
STATION LOCATED NEAR THE INTERSECTION OF LAKE 
MARY BOULEVARD AND PALMETTO STREET; 
AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF EFFECTING DOCUMENTS 
AND PROVIDING EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and the City 

of Lake Mary (City) recognize the benefit of enhancements to the City’s SunRail Station; 

and 

WHEREAS, FDOT has prepared a Joint Participation Agreement 

(Agreement), which requires the City to provide a 20% match for the cost of additional 

SunRail Station enhancements in the amount of $92,310; and 

WHEREAS, The Agreement outlines FDOT agreeing to maximum 

participation in the amount of $276,928; and 

WHEREAS, FDOT and the City agree that the terms of the Agreement will 

be completed on or before March 31, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the City to enter into the proposed Agreement.

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the Mayor and City 

Commission of the City of Lake Mary, Florida: 

Section 1 The Mayor of the City of Lake Mary, be and he is hereby authorized 

and directed to execute the proposed Agreement, attached as Attachment “A”.  

Section 2 EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately 

upon adoption.  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 6th Day of February, 2014.

 



CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA

____________________________
  MAYOR, DAVID J. MEALOR

ATTEST:

__________________________________
CITY CLERK, CAROL A. FOSTER

Approved as to form and legality for use
and reliance upon by the City of Lake 
Mary, Florida.

________________________________
CATHERINE D. REISCHMANN, CITY ATTORNEY









































RESOLUTION NO. 931

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: John Omana, Community Development Director
Stephen Noto, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Resolution No. 931 - Adopting Amendment #2 to a Local Funding 
Agreement with Florida Department of Transportation   for enhancements 
to the SunRail Station to rescind Resolution No. 927 which provided for 
Amendment #1 (John Omana, Community Development Director and 
Stephen Noto, Senior Planner)

BACKGROUND: In December 2013, the City Commission approved Resolution No. 
927, entering into a Local Funding Agreement (LFA) Amendment with FDOT for 
obligation of SunRail Enhancement Funds. Upon approval, FDOT staff informed the 
City that due to the technicalities involved in acquiring the enhancement funds, a Joint 
Participation Agreement (JPA) would be the more appropriate legal framework to use in 
lieu of the LFA Amendment. 

Since the Amendment was approved by the City, and FDOT, it has been found that an 
additional amendment is required in order to rescind the December 2013 Amendment. 
The JPA will be the active document, and the LFA Amendment will be rescinded. 

DISPOSITION: Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 931. 

ATTACHMENTS:
• Resolution No. 931



RESOLUTION NO. 931

Z:\commdev\staff reports\Miscellaneous\2013 SunRail Station Upgrades LFA rescind.doc

RESOLUTION NO. 931

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA, 
TO RESCIND AN AMENDMENT TO A LOCAL FUNDING 
AGREEMENT ENTERED INTO BETWEEN THE CITY OF 
LAKE MARY AND THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION REGARDING ENHANCEMENTS TO 
THE CITY OF LAKE MARY SUNRAIL STATION LOCATED 
NEAR THE INTERSECTION OF LAKE MARY BOULEVARD 
AND PALMETTO STREET; AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF 
EFFECTING DOCUMENTS AND PROVIDING EFFECTIVE 
DATE.

WHEREAS, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and the City 

of Lake Mary (City) have entered into a Local Funding Agreement to provide 

enhancements to the City’s SunRail Station; and 

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2013, the City approved Locally Funded 

Agreement Supplemental Amendment Number 1 (Amendment 1), which required the City 

to provide a 20% match for the cost of additional SunRail Station enhancements in the 

amount of $92,310; and 

WHEREAS, after the funding was approved and submitted, FDOT 

determined that due to unanticipated technicalities, a different funding mechanism would 

be required in the form of a Joint Participation Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, as a result, FDOT has requested that Supplement Amendment 

Number 2 (Amendment; Attachment “A”) be adopted by the City to rescind Amendment 1; 

and 

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the City to enter into the proposed 

Amendment.



RESOLUTION NO. 931
 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the Mayor and City 

Commission of the City of Lake Mary, Florida: 

Section 1 The Mayor of the City of Lake Mary, be and he is hereby authorized 

and directed to execute the proposed Amendment, attached as Attachment “A”.  

Section 2 EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately 

upon adoption.  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of February, 2014.

 
CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA

____________________________
  MAYOR, DAVID J. MEALOR

ATTEST:

__________________________________
CITY CLERK, CAROL A. FOSTER

Approved as to form and legality for use
and reliance upon by the City of Lake 
Mary, Florida.

________________________________
CATHERINE D. REISCHMANN, CITY ATTORNEY



RESOLUTION NO. 931

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

LOCALLY FUNDED AGREEMENT
SUPPLEMENTAL AMENDMENT NUMBER 2

EXECUTION DATE:

Agency:  City of Lake Mary

Vendor No.: F591484975

Fund:  LF  

Lake Mary Funds:

$107,525.00

Financial Management Number:

 412994-3-52-04

The terms of the Supplemental Amendment Number 1 Locally Funded Agreement, executed on January 
15, 2014, are hereby amended as follows:

It is no longer in the best interest of either party to proceed with the portion of the project outlined 
in the Scope of Services contained in Supplemental Amendment Number 1.  Supplemental 
Amendment No. 1 is hereby rescinded and therefore the City will be refunded their local match in 
the amount of $92,310.

Except as hereby modified, amended or changed, all of the terms and conditions of said original 
Agreement thereto will remain in full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents be executed, the day and 
year first above written.   

CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA  STATE OF FLORIDA
By: Board of City Commissioners  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

By:  By:
Name:  David J. Mealor  Name:  Frank O’Dea 
Title:    Mayor  Title:   Director of Transportation Development

Attest:  Attest:
Clerk of the City of Lake Mary, Florida

 
Carol A. Foster, City Clerk  Executive Secretary (Seal)

 Legal Review:

ATTACHMENT “A”



RESOLUTION NO. 931

 



RESOLUTION NO. 929

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: Mayor and City Commission

THRU: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Dianne Holloway, Finance Director

RE: Resolution No. 929 - Opposition of State of Florida Uniform Chart of 
Accounts Mandate  

Background:  The 2011 State of Florida (State) Legislation passed Senate Bill 1292 
requiring that a mechanism be provided for obtaining detailed, uniform reporting of 
government financial information to promote accountability and transparency in the use 
of public funds. The State Chief Financial Officer (CFO) was required to propose a 
Draft Uniform Chart of Accounts (UCOA) to establish uniform reporting requirements for 
all units of government that include state agencies, local governments, educational 
entities and entities of higher education.  The CFO was also tasked with identifying the 
estimated statewide cost impact for the UCOA adoption and implementation.

The Florida League of Cities has formally issued a statement opposing the 
implementation of Senate Bill 1292, mandating the use of a uniform chart of accounts 
for governmental agencies.  This legislation in its current form is also opposed by the 
Florida Government Finance Officers Association (FGFOA).  Additionally the FGFOA 
has prepared a white paper (attached) outlining the reasons why this particular plan is 
not a reasonable solution on many levels and would mandate a process that will require 
significant resources and onerous costs to government’s and ultimately taxpayers.    

As presented, this UCOA mandate requires monthly reporting in addition to the current 
annual reporting requirement.  The monthly reporting would also not mandate uniformity 
in areas such as the basis of accounting which does not provide for meaningful 
comparisons among governmental entities.  It does not require the monthly reporting to 
be audited or reconciled to the comprehensive annual financial report.  Therefore this 
unfunded mandate will not provide useful relevant information.  



The Department of Financial Service (DFS) engaged KMPG to determine the statewide 
cost impact of a UCOA adoption and implementation, which required the collection and 
validation of cost estimates from governmental agencies.  The report which was 
released last week summarizes the cost impact as follows:

Local 
Governments

Education 
Entities

State of 
Florida Total

Recurring Annual 
Costs

$  50,812,530 $    9,156,521 $     72,515 $  60,041,566

One Time Transition $  36,134,206 $  36,354,541 $     80,560 $  72,569,307

We have reviewed the proposed legislation and evaluated what we believe the overall 
impact to the City to be.  We did participate in the State’s cost estimate survey.  This 
project would require a significant use of internal staff time, outside resources and 
technology costs.  We estimate that it will cost over $125,000 in one time transition 
costs and would need to add at least one additional position to meet the monthly 
reporting requirements. 

We fully support initiatives for increased accountability and transparency and believe we 
do a good job providing financial information to our community.  Currently we post our 
proposed budget, adopted budget, budget amendments, the annual comprehensive 
audits and the monthly budget snapshot to the City’s website.  We also file an Annual 
Financial Report (AFR) with the State.  All AFR’s are compiled within the State’s 
database and used by the City’s independent auditor during the annual audit to develop 
annual financial indicators and benchmark results to other governmental agencies with 
similar populations and property value.  

Recommendation: The City Commission approve Resolution No. 929 opposing 
legislation that would mandate the use of a Uniform Chart of Accounts for all 
governmental entities to report financial information.



RESOLUTION NO. 929

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA, URGING 
MEMBERS OF THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO OPPOSE 
LEGISLATION THAT WOULD MANDATE THE USE OF A UNIFORM 
CHART OF ACCOUNTS FOR ALL GOVERMENTAL ENTITIES TO 
REPORT FINACIAL INFORMATION.

WHEREAS, in 2011 the Florida Legislature passed and the Governor signed 
Senate Bill 1292 requiring the Chief Financial Officer to recommend uniform chart of 
accounts for reporting financial information for all state agencies, local governments, 
educational entities, and entities of higher education; and

WHEREAS, each entity of the state and local government is different, serves a 
different purpose and uses a different basis of accounting; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Chart of Accounts Project is to develop a uniform 
chart of accounts to be used by all governmental entities for reporting assets, liabilities, 
equities, revenues and expenditures; and

WHEREAS, the draft uniform chart of accounts will impact over 2,350 
governmental entities; and

WHEREAS, each of the impacted entities are currently accountable to the 
electorate, citizens and users of their services; and

WHEREAS, Florida governments are required to meet many reporting 
requirements, both at the state and federal level, including reporting to the Florida 
Department of Financial Services, Florida Equal Employment Opportunity, Florida 
Unemployment Compensation, Florida Retirement System, Federal Affordable Care 
Act, and payroll taxes and W-2 information to the Internal Revenue Service.

WHEREAS, the monthly reporting may be prepared on a basis of accounting that 
may differ from the basis of accounting used to prepare the year-end audited financial 
statements and that the monthly  information will not be validated; and

WHEREAS, the new level of detail required at the object level for monthly 
reporting is far greater than the level of detail reported either in the audited financial 
statements or in the Annual Financial Report required pursuant to the provisions of 
Section 218.32(1)(a), Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, there will be no attempt to validate any of the data before it is posted 
for public viewing and this results in a high risk that the data will be inaccurate, invalid or 
incomplete; and



WHEREAS, the establishment of a uniform chart of accounts without requiring 
uniformity in other areas such as in the basis of accounting and in the accounting 
treatment of various transactions in itself will not provide users with any meaningful 
comparisons between organizations; and

WHEREAS, regardless of the approach taken to implement the provisions of 
Section 215.89, Florida Statutes, significant resources will be required to achieve the 
goals of the chief financial officer; and

WHEREAS, the cost of implementing the Uniform Chart of Accounts far exceeds 
any benefit that taxpayers may accrue; and

WHEREAS, we believe that transparency and accountability of the use of public 
funds to citizens and other stakeholders is paramount but that it must be done while 
simultaneously limiting the burden to the entities and preserving the autonomy of each 
entity of government.

WHEREAS, we believe that legislation should be enacted that prescribes 
minimum desired transparency reporting by local governments, leaving it to the local 
governments to include such information on their web sites, and that such legislation 
should not impose significant financial burdens on local governments.

IT IS HEREBY ENACTED BY THE CITY OF LAKE MARY AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That the City Commission of the City of Lake Mary urges members of 
the Florida Legislature to oppose legislation that would mandate the use of a uniform 
chart of accounts for all governmental entities to report financial information. 

Section 2.  That a copy of this resolution be sent to Senator David Simmons and 
Representatives Jason Brodeur and Mike Clelland.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of February, 2014. 

CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA

_____________________________
MAYOR, DAVID J. MEALOR

ATTEST: ______________________________
 CITY CLERK, CAROL A. FOSTER
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____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
As government finance professionals and elected officials responsible for managing government funds, the Florida 
Government Finance Officers Association (FGFOA) believes transparency and accountability of the use of public funds to 
citizens and other stakeholders is paramount to good government. 
 
In 2011, legislation was passed requiring the chief financial officer to develop a uniform chart of accounts to be used by 
all governmental entities for the purpose of reporting assets, liabilities, equities, revenues and expenditures. 
 
The FGFOA has several serious concerns regarding the proposed Uniform Charts of Accounts (UCOA) and reporting 
requirements.  This white paper delineates FGFOA concerns in an effort to assist Florida Chief Financial Officer Jeff 
Atwater and the members of the Florida Legislature as they move forward with their continued work on providing 
accountability and transparency of public funds. 

 
In summary, the proposed UCOA and reporting requirements is problematic, as follows:  

 

 Clarification of reporting responsibility – it is unclear whether the county constitutional officers or the chief 
financial officer of the county should report financial information to the State of Florida.  In addition to the extra 
“layer” in the reporting hierarchy at the county, the proposed UCOA monthly reporting requirement will also 
place an undue burden on chief financial officers. 

 

 Double reporting of expenditures for counties – if constitutional officers report and the county reports, the 
expenditures would be reported twice.  These reports will not be reconciled on a monthly basis due to cost and 
time constraints. 

 

 Conflicts with current required monthly reporting requirements – schools districts, county clerks, and other 
local governments may prepare monthly reports.  For such entities, the proposed UCOA monthly reporting will 
result in duplicate reporting and additional costs. 

 

 Quality of data provided to the public will be jeopardized without time for verification – the basis of accounting 
used to prepare monthly ad-hoc reporting may differ from the year end audited financial statements.  The 
information may not be validated, resulting in compromised data that does not provide meaningful comparisons 
between organizations. 

 

 High costs of implementation – the level of detail required to comply with the proposed UCOA is far greater than 
that required in the current financial reports.  Significant resources will be necessary to comply with modifying 
the current accounting systems, creating a crosswalk from the current systems to the proposed UCOA, and 
ongoing reporting.  This is an unfunded mandate on local governments. 

 
Implementation of the proposed UCOA and reporting requirements would be costly to governments, and ultimately the 
taxpayers, and will result in the delivery of inaccurate and confusing information. 
 
The FGFOA recommends an alternative strategy that could accomplish the Legislature’s goal to ensure transparency and 
accountability while limiting the burden to governmental entities and preserving the autonomy of those entities.  
Legislation should be enacted that prescribes minimum desired transparency reporting by local governments, leaves it 
to local governments to include such information on their websites, and does not impose significant financial burdens on 
local governments. 
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___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

INTRODUCTION 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
During the 2011 Florida legislative session, Section 215.89, Florida Statutes, was created. The legislative intent, as stated 
in the provisions of Section 2011-44, Laws of Florida, is as follows: 
 

1) That a mechanism be provided for obtaining detailed, uniform reporting of government financial information 
to enable citizens to view compatible information on the use of public funds by governmental entities;  
 
2) That uniform reporting requirements be developed specifically to promote accountability and transparency in 
the use of public funds; and 
 
3) In order to accommodate the different financial management systems currently in use, separate charts of 
account may be used as long as the financial information is captured and reported consistently and is 
compatible with any reporting entity. 

 
The Legislature delegated the responsibility and authority for implementing the provisions of Section 215.89, Florida 
Statutes, to the state’s Chief Financial Officer (CFO).  The state CFO has proposed a Uniform Chart of Accounts (UCOA) 
and reporting requirements. This white paper summarizes the issues related to the proposed UCOA reporting 
requirements and concerns of local government finance professionals in an effort to assist state CFO Jeff Atwater in his 
efforts to implement the requirements of Section 215.89, Florida Statutes. 
 
As government finance professionals and/or elected officials accorded the responsibility of managing government funds, 
we acknowledge that accountability and transparency of the use of public funds by our entities is first and foremost with 
respect to our training and our actions. In these challenging financial times, perhaps now more than ever, transparency 
and accountability are essential to good government.  
 
Various sections of the Florida statutes provide for the creation, operation and enumerated powers for counties, 
municipalities, school boards and special districts. The statutes also empower many of these entities to levy and collect 
taxes and, to the extent not inconsistent with general or special law, grant several powers for each entity to self-govern. 
Clearly, the intent of the Legislature has been, to the extent possible, to allow these entities the ability to govern 
themselves. It is also clear that the Legislature has established parameters to ensure these entities provide financial and 
legal accountability to its citizens. In addition, Section 11.45, Florida Statutes, requires these entities to periodically 
provide for a financial audit. These financial audits must be conducted in accordance with auditing standards generally 
accepted in the United States and government auditing standards and, when applicable, in accordance with the Florida 
Single Audit Act and the Federal Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996. 
 
 
  



4 
 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

AUTONOMY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND EDUCATIONAL ENTITIES 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
COUNTIES 
 
In many counties in Florida, voters elect independent constitutional officers who are a “check and balance” on the board 
of county commissioners. These constitutional officers are independently elected and are accountable to the citizens 
within their county. They include the clerk of the circuit court and comptroller (clerk), property appraiser, sheriff, 
supervisor of elections and tax collector. The framers of the Florida Constitution intentionally made these countywide 
officers separate and independent from the rest of county government to ensure that the entity that decides how to 
spend your tax dollars (board of county commissioners) is not the same entity that pays the county bills, invests its 
funds, audits its own procedures and transactions (clerk); assesses your property’s taxable values (property appraiser); 
collects your taxes (tax collector); protects its citizens (sheriff); or oversees the election process (supervisor of elections). 
These offices, audited annually by Public Accounting Firms as a part of the overall county audit, follow strict 
constitutional and statutory guidelines. They cannot set public policy or levy taxes as only the board of county 
commissioners have that authority.  
 
The Clerk and Comptroller’s Office, established in 1838 by the Florida Constitution as an independently elected officer, is 
charged with safeguarding public records, public assets and public funds. 
 
MUNICIPALITIES 
 
In accordance with Section 2, Article VIII, of the Florida Constitution, municipalities are established or abolished and 
their charters amended pursuant to general or special law. When any municipality is abolished, provision shall be made 
for the protection of its creditors. Municipalities also have governmental, corporate and proprietary home rule powers 
to enable them to conduct municipal government, perform municipal functions and render municipal services, and may 
exercise any power for municipal purposes except as otherwise provided by law. Each municipal legislative body shall be 
elective. They also have authority to set public policy for and levy taxes on their citizenry. All municipalities with gross 
revenues in excess of $100,000 per year are audited by Public Accounting Firms annually. 
 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
 
School districts and their governing boards were created pursuant to Section 4, Article IX of the Florida Constitution. 
These districts are an independent taxing and reporting entity managed, controlled, operated, administered and 
supervised by district school officials in accordance with Chapter 1001, Part II, Florida Statutes. The boards consist of 
elected officials responsible for the adoption of policies, which govern the operation of the district’s public schools. The 
superintendent is responsible for the administration and management of the schools within applicable parameters of 
state laws, state Board of Education rules and school board policies. School districts must maintain financial records and 
accounts as prescribed by State Board of Education rules.  Financial audits of school districts are performed annually by 
either Public Accounting Firms or the State Auditor General depending upon County size. 
 
STATE UNIVERSITIES 
 
There are 12 state universities that comprise the state university system, which was created pursuant to Section 7(b), 
Article IX of the Florida Constitution. Pursuant to Section 7(c), Article IX of the Florida Constitution, each state university 
is administered by a board of trustees.  Each state university board of trustees has all the powers of a body corporate. 
The university president serves as the executive officer and the corporate secretary of the board of trustees and is 
responsible for the operation and administration of the university within applicable parameters of state laws, Florida 
Board of Governors regulations, and board policies. State universities must maintain financial records and accounts as 
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prescribed by Florida Board of Governors regulations.  Financial audits of state universities are performed annually by 
the State Auditor General. 
 
STATE COLLEGES 
 
There are 28 state colleges that comprise the Florida College System, which was created pursuant to Section 1001.60, 
Florida Statutes.  Each state college board of trustees has all the powers of a body corporate. The college president 
serves as the executive officer and the corporate secretary of the board of trustees and is responsible for the operation 
and administration of the college within applicable parameters of state laws, State Board of Education rules, and board 
policies. State colleges must maintain financial records and accounts as prescribed by State Board of Education rules.  
Financial audits of state colleges are performed annually by the State Auditor General. 
 
SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
 
Also especially popular in Florida, special districts are local units of special-purpose governments whereby the governing 
board has policy-making powers. They also operate within limited boundaries and are created by general law, special 
act, local ordinance or by rule of the governor and Cabinet. Special districts ensure accountability of public resources 
since special districts are held to the same high standards as municipalities and counties. The first special districts were 
created almost 190 years ago. Although special districts are very similar to counties and municipalities, special districts 
are local units of special-purpose government as opposed to local units of general-purpose government. Florida’s laws 
generally treat them alike regarding accountability of public resources. 
 
Special districts exist to serve a public purpose and must be held to certain minimum standards of accountability to keep 
the public, appropriate local general-purpose governments, and state agencies informed of their status and activities. 
Special Districts are generally audited annually by Public Accounting Firms. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
It is important to note that each of the above types of government is accountable to the electorate, citizens and users 
with whom they interact. As indicated above, pursuant to Section 11.45, Florida Statutes, these entities are subject to 
periodic financial audits by independent certified public accountants. Along with complying with state, local and federal 
laws, accountability to those directly affected by actions of these local governments should be and is the highest level of 
accountability one can expect. 
 
  



6 
 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

UNCLEAR, CONFLICTING, OR DUPLICATIVE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

1. Constitutional Officer Self-Reporting 

As set forth in the provisions of Section 215.89(2)(c), Florida Statutes, “local government” means a municipality, 
county, water management district, special district or any other entity created by a local government. Inasmuch 
as this definition seems to exclude county constitutional officers from its operation (since they were created by 
Article VIIII, Section 1(d) of the Florida Constitution), much debate has occurred in the local government finance 
community. 
 
County constitutional officers typically operate independently of the county (primary) government from a 
financial management perspective. While county constitutional officers are reported as a part of the primary 
government (as that term is defined under generally accepted accounting principles) in the primary 
government’s financial statements, historically, county constitutional officers have provided financial 
information to the county as a part of the “year-end closeout process” at the level of detail necessary for 
preparation of financial statements. 
 
Clarification is needed on whether the county constitutional officers will be responsible for independently 
reporting their financial information to the State of Florida, or does the state intend to place a conduit reporting 
responsibility on the chief financial officer of the county (be it the clerk or other duly created charter officer).  In 
addition to adding an extra “layer” in the reporting hierarchy, the proposed UCOA monthly reporting 
requirement for revenues and expenditures will also place an undue burden on the county chief financial 
officers. 

2. Double Reporting of Expenditures 

As noted above, historically, county constitutional officers have provided financial information to the county as 
part of the “year-end closeout process” at the level of detail necessary for preparation of the financial 
statements. That information is then utilized by the chief financial officer of the county to prepare “eliminating 
entries” on the county’s financial statements so that financial transactions between county constitutional 
officers are not “double counted.” If monthly reporting of revenues and expenditures is implemented by the 
state CFO, there will presumably be no opportunity to prepare “eliminating entries” on a monthly basis due to 
both cost and time constraints. There is a risk that both revenues and expenditures will be “double counted.” 
This will occur if, for instance, the board of county commissioners reports a transfer out to a constitutional 
officer (as an expenditure), and that particular constitutional officer also reports his/her expenditures by 
individual line items. 
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3. Conflicts with, or Duplicates, Current Required Monthly Reporting Requirements 

Pursuant to State Board of Education (SBE) Rule 6A-1.008, school district finance departments are currently 
required to provide monthly financial statements to the school board in a form prescribed by the school board.  
The proposed UCOA monthly reporting requirement for revenues and expenditures adds an additional monthly 
reporting requirement for school districts. Depending on the school board determined format of the monthly 
financial statements, it is possible that the process for preparing the proposed UCOA monthly revenue and 
expenditure reports may differ and have its own unique set of processes.   Therefore, this creates a duplication 
of reporting efforts resulting in additional unnecessary work by school district finance department staff. In 
practice, this same conflict would be applicable to counties, municipalities, and special districts that have 
requirements to prepare monthly reports that differ from the proposed UCOA monthly reporting requirement. 
 
Another example is the monthly reporting requirements for the clerks. They are required to report the court-
related revenues and expenditures in summary form monthly to the Clerks of Court Operations Corporation 
(CCOC). In addition, they are required to report in detail such things as case counts by court type; accomplished 
results toward performance requirements in the areas including but not limited to collection of court fees, fines 
and service charges, new case openings and docketing of case specific filings or motions; jury statistics; 
foreclosure case statistics and soon an enhanced assessments and collections report. The proposed UCOA 
monthly revenue and expenditure reports would be a duplication of reporting, resulting in additional 
unnecessary work by clerk staff. 
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___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

MONTHLY REPORTING UNRECONCILABLE TO ANNUAL REPORTING 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
One of the key fundamental issues in this initiative is that the monthly ad-hoc reporting may be prepared on a basis of 
accounting that may differ from the basis of accounting used to prepare the year-end audited financial statements and 
that the monthly ad-hoc information will not be “validated.” In our view, there are at least two potential issues with 
monthly ad-hoc reporting of revenues and expenditures as proposed: 
 

1. Auditors will be unable to “reconcile” the monthly revenues and expenditures to the audited financial 

statements since they will conceivably be presented on different “basis of accounting”; and 

2. The value of the information to the state and to potential users accessing the state’s reporting system will be 561-
324-4272 

561-324-4272 
compromised because the data is “unfiltered.” Basically, what the state would be saying by posting these 

unaudited numbers is, “here are some numbers for you to review but we will not give you any assurance that 

they are correct.” 
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___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

QUALITY AND COMPARABILITY OF DATA 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
When providing data to the public, every effort should be made to ensure that the data is accurate and reliable. 
However, UCOA project reporting provisions ensure that just the opposite will occur; there will be no attempt to 
validate any of the data before it is posted for public viewing. This results in a high risk that the data will be inaccurate, 
invalid or incomplete. Reasons for this can include anything from innocent mistakes, such as misclassification of 
expenditures or improper cutoff, to the intentional misstatement of amounts being reported. Another issue that will 
have to be overcome is that government financial system users have a tendency to expense funds where the budget is 
located. Because it is impractical to budget at the same low level of detail as proposed for reporting by the UCOA 
project, it will be a challenge to make sure that expenditures are posted to the correct cost objects. This will result in 
either the establishment of more costly internal controls to ensure that expenditures are properly coded or, more likely 
in a time of scarce resources, it will result in no additional controls being established, thus increasing the risk that the 
data will be unreliable. 
 
Additionally, because there will be no validation of the data submitted to the state, the information presented must be 
disclaimed as unaudited and tell the user of the information that the state is taking no responsibility for the data that 
they are disseminating. Responsibility and accountability go hand in hand, and this lack of taking responsibility for the 
integrity of the data by the state is counterproductive to the goal of promoting transparency and accountability. In fact, 
it perpetuates one of the most negative stereotypes that governments have to overcome, which is the lack of taking 
responsibility and for holding people accountable. Further, transparency, while a worthy goal, is only valuable when the 
public perceives that it can get a true picture of what is going on. We question how this proposed data dump of 
information on the public will promote any positive perception of government. 
 
Another goal of the project is to promote comparability across government organizations. While creating a uniform 
chart of accounts is a necessary component of comparability, unless all organizations use the same basis of accounting, a 
chart of accounts in and of itself will not result in the goal of achieving comparability across all government agencies. 
 
There are vast differences between the various bases of accounting. Take, for example, the purchase of a fixed asset. 
Both the cash basis and the modified accrual bases of accounting recognize the purchase of fixed assets as expenditures. 
However, even though the transaction represents an expenditure under both bases, comparability may still be 
compromised as a result of the timing of the recognition of that expenditure. The cash basis of accounting recognizes 
the expenditure when the cash is disbursed versus the modified accrual basis of accounting recognizing the expenditure 
when it is incurred. Adding to the confusion, the purchase of a fixed asset using full accrual accounting isn’t an expense 
at all; instead, it is recorded on the balance sheet with the purchase price being depreciated over the useful life of the 
asset. As this example illustrates, the differences in the bases of accounting between organizations severely impacts 
comparability between reporting organizations.  
 
Further, organizations using the same basis of accounting are allowed to establish policies that could impair 
comparability between organizations. For example, GAAP allows an organization using the full accrual basis of 
accounting to choose its own threshold for capitalization of certain classes of assets. Let’s assume that the threshold of 
capitalizing capital assets for one government is $100,000 and the threshold for another government is $1 million (as per 
the State of Florida). For a capital asset costing $90,000, both organizations would reflect the transactions as an 
expense. For a capital asset costing $500,000, the first organization would capitalize the cost and amortize it over time, 
while the second organization would expense the entire amount in the year of acquisition. Therefore, there are 
obstacles to comparability even between entities using the same basis of accounting. 
 
In addition, the Florida Department of Financial Services has indicated that it will be left up to each county to decide if 
they will report collectively with their constitutional officers or whether the constitutional officers will report separately. 
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Comparability will be compromised with this position. If some counties report their information separate from their 
constitutional officers and some counties report collectively, then there will be no way to compare the board of county 
commissioners’ information across the spectrum; tax collectors across the spectrum; and the same for the rest of the 
Constitutionals. 
 
Therefore, the establishment of a uniform chart of accounts without requiring uniformity in other areas such as in the 
basis of accounting and in the accounting treatment of various transactions in itself will not provide users with any 
meaningful comparisons between organizations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



11 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

COST OF IMPLEMENTATION 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
It is unclear as of this date whether the proposed UCOA is intended to replace the 2011 Uniform Accounting System 
Manuals for Cities, Counties, and Other Reporting Entities (all of which are dated as of August 9, 2010) or whether the 
proposed UCOA is intended to operate as an “overlay” to those manuals. The answer to that question will have a 
significant impact to units of state and local government, both operationally as well as from a cost perspective. 
 
As noted elsewhere in this document, there is also the issue of monthly reporting versus year-end reporting and the 
challenges presented both by the frequency of reporting as well as the reconciliation (or lack thereof) of the monthly 
information to the year-end data. 
 
It is our expectation that since the year-end reporting will presumably be prepared in conformity with generally 
accepted accounting principles and therefore be “reconcilable” with the local government’s audited financial 
statements, the issues with the year-end reporting will generally be limited to the following three major categories: 
 

1.    The level of detail required for certain objects of expenditures (i.e. contractual services and 
travel expenses) is far greater than the level of detail previously reported either in the audited financial 
statements or in the Annual Financial Report (AFR) required pursuant to the provisions of Section 218.32(1)(a), 
Florida Statutes; 
 

2.  Similar to item 1, it is our understanding that units of state and local government will now be required to report 
information at a much higher level of detail for each individual fund. In the past, information reported in the AFR 
was reported by fund type and information in the “basic financial statements” produced by units of government 
for the purpose of annual audit were only segregated by fund for the “major fund” (as that term is defined in 
GASB Statement Number 34 Basic Financial Statements-and Management’s Discussion and Analysis-for State 
and Local Governments) with all “non-major” funds combined into one column for financial reporting purposes. 
While many units of government participate in the Government Finance Officers Association’s “Certificate of 
Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting” Program, which requires the presentation of combining and 
individual fund level financial statements and schedules, participation in the program is voluntary. In any event, 
the opinions expressed by external auditors on the fairness of presentation of the financial statements generally 
only extend to the basic financial statements and not to the individual fund level financial statements (with the 
exception of the “major” funds). The cost for local governments to obtain an opinion on the fairness of 
presentation of financial information at the fund level would be significant; and 
 

3.    If the implementation of Chapter 2011-44, Laws of Florida, is intended to create an “overlay” as discussed 
above, units of local government will need to determine the capabilities of their    current financial management 
software applications to create such an “overlay.” In any event, this exercise is also expected to be costly. 

 
Similar to year-end reporting requirements, it appears there are also three ways to implement the monthly reporting 
requirement: 
 

1.   Modify the entity’s current accounting system; 
 
2.   Develop a “crosswalk” from the entity’s current system to the proposed UCOA, or 
 
3.   A combination of (1) and (2). 
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The survey of the Cost of Implementation that the Florida Department of Financial Services has undertaken is not 
complete as of the writing of this white paper, nor are the results available. However, there are key points to consider 
regarding the Cost of Implementation. 
 
IMPLEMENTATION: 
In our view, regardless of the approach taken to implement the provisions of Section 215.89, Florida Statutes, significant 
resources will be required to comply with the proposed UCOA reporting requirements. 
 
MODIFYING CURRENT ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS:  
The first point to be made is that modifying the current accounting system to mirror the proposed UCOA will be labor 
intensive on the part of the entity’s staff. Current accounting systems are set up to meet the needs of the individual 
entity’s management and constituency. The UCOA concept with a goal of transparency does not focus on the individual 
particular needs of their constituencies. Modifications to mirror the UCOA will put financial burdens on entities and their 
staffs who are already burdened by budget cuts and staff reductions.  
 
A second point, as indicated in the section “UNCLEAR, CONFLICTING, OR DUPLICATIVE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS,” is 
that some entities will perform double work to create the report required by other statutes, which will necessitate 
reporting on two different formats and entering data twice on a monthly basis, hence doubling the staff time and costs. 
 
CREATING A CROSSWALK FROM CURRENT SYSTEMS TO UCOA: 
Creating a crosswalk from current accounting systems to the UCOA will be costly for several reasons. First and foremost 
will be software costs. Programming current systems will require the particular vendor to provide programming services 
to accounting systems that are proprietary in nature and can only be reprogrammed by the vendors themselves. In 
today’s world, programming rates on an hourly basis usually are in the range of $200 to $400 per hour. In addition, most 
systems would require additional software licensing fees and ongoing monthly maintenance support fees. Once the 
crosswalk is completed, there will still be the costs of staff time for preparation and reporting as previously expressed 
elsewhere in this white paper. 
 
ONGOING REPORTING: 
Currently, most entities report annually to Florida Department of Financial Services their AFR through a system known as 
LOGER. As noted above, the level of reporting for the AFR is at the fund-type level. More specifically, local governments 
currently report expenditures by fund type (i.e. general, special revenue, debt service, capital outlay, etc.), by function 
(i.e. 513.00-Financial and Administrative, 521.00- Law Enforcement, 541.00-Road and Street Facilities, etc.) and by major 
category (i.e. personal services, operating expenditures/expenses, capital outlay, debt service, grants and aids, and other 
uses). The average time to enter the information annually for a representative county is 1 1/2 to 2 days of staff time. 
This does not include the time it takes to assimilate the information from the accounting system into the format 
required for the AFR. It is our understanding that the state CFO will require units of local government to report to the 
individual fund level, by department and by object code.  Reporting by object code versus category is a big issue. It is our 
estimation that the sheer volume of data to be reported at this expanded level (not to mention the cost of staff to 
create and verify the information) will grow by more than 100 times, and that is just for the year-end reporting. 
Interpolating this out on a monthly basis for revenue and expenditure reporting at the comprehensive level of detail 
requested by the Florida Department of Financial Services realistically could add substantially to this process. Making it a 
monthly routine will require another staff person. In addition, currently the AFR reporting requires only reporting of 
revenues and expenditures. The proposed UCOA requires reporting on balance sheet accounts as well, creating even 
more burden on staff. 
 
Another consideration is the impact that monthly financial reporting will have on governmental computer systems and 
networks. Many governments have a substantial number of funds, some that exceed 100, which will be required to 
provide reporting. The monthly reporting will require substantial computer resources, which may result in many 
governments having to upgrade current systems at a substantial cost. The Summary of Reporting Requirements on this 
website http://www.myfloridacfo.com/aadir/CO/ACOAprojectdocuments/SummaryofReportingRequirments.pdf  

http://www.myfloridacfo.com/aadir/COA/COAprojectdocuments/SummaryofReportingRequirments.pdf
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indicates that reporting entities shall report revenues and expenditures at the lowest operational level of funds that is 
maintained by the reporting entities. If, for example, an entity maintains three separate special revenue funds for daily 
operational purposes, financial information would be reported for each of the three separate special revenue funds 
rather than a single summarized submission at the GAAFR level. 
 
Some governments use multiple sub-funds to capture information that is rolled up into one fund for financial statement 
purposes.  Monthly closing calculations could be costly and accuracy compromised. 
 
In addition, Florida governments currently are required to meet many reporting requirements, including reporting to the 
Florida Equal Employment Opportunity, Florida Unemployment Compensation, Florida Retirement System, Federal 
Affordable Care Act, and payroll taxes and W-2 information to the Internal Revenue Service. Each of these reporting 
requirements imposes penalties for not meeting the prescribed deadlines. There is concern that additional monthly 
reporting requirements may result in governments not being able to meet all of these current reporting requirements in 
the time required, resulting in potential penalties and other ramifications. 
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___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

SUMMARY 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Without reservation, we believe that transparency and accountability of the use of public funds to citizens and other 
stakeholders is paramount. We applaud the Legislature in its efforts to ensure that the citizens of Florida and of its local 
governments are beneficiaries of financial accountability and wise use of resources. The current proposed UCOA 
reporting requirements, while well intentioned, is not the solution for the reasons discussed in this white paper, 
including: the autonomy of state and local government entities; risk of lack of quality and incomparable data; conflicts 
with current established reporting requirements both annually and more frequently; different bases of accounting and 
different purposes for which each entity exists; and most crucial, the duplication of effort and the implementation cost 
to the taxpayer that places extraordinary burdens on local government entities with no resources to accommodate 
these burdens. In our opinion, the cost to implement the UCOA far exceeds any benefit that might accrue to the 
taxpayer as a result. 
 
We recommend an alternative strategy that could accomplish the Legislature’s goal to ensure transparency and 
accountability while limiting the burden to governmental entities and preserving the autonomy of those entities.  
Legislation should be enacted that prescribes minimum desired transparency reporting by local governments, leaves it 
to local governments to include such information on their websites, and does not impose significant financial burdens on 
local governments. 
 
By taking the more local approach, information provided by each local government on its web site would be easily 
accessible to the local constituency and would be in the same place that the local government currently publishes its 
budget documents and year end audited financial statements. This would provide better context and an enhanced 
historical perspective for the user to interpret the interim information. Additionally, the interim financial information 
would likely come straight from the local government’s current financial management system and not require costly 
conversions or overlays necessary to convert it to a one size fits all approach as currently proposed.  
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Bruce Paster, P.E., Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Water Treatment Plant Degasifier Packing Replacement

DISCUSSION: In 2001 the City installed three packed tower degasifying vessels 
(air strippers) at the water treatment plant to treat well water affected by contamination 
found at the Siemens property on Rinehart Road.  In 2005 the City entered into a
Settlement Agreement with Siemens and Marconi Holdings to pay for the construction 
and operating costs of the air stripper treatment system.  

The plastic media, also known as packing, inside each air stripper are cleaned 
periodically with an acid wash. Over time washing becomes less effective and 
eventually the media needs to be replaced.  The media in air stripper unit #1 was 
replaced in January 2014 and it was noted that the media was in much worse condition 
than anticipated.  It has now become apparent that the media in air strippers #2 and #3 
need to be replaced as soon as possible.

Originally we budgeted the replacement of the packing of strippers #2 and #3 for FY 
2015 and 2016 respectively.  We are now requesting that monies be appropriated in the
current fiscal year to accommodate the replacement of the media in strippers #2 and #3 
in the amount of $151,700.

Attached is Resolution No. 930 amending the Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Budget to 
appropriate $151,700 from available fund balance to replace media strippers #2 and #3.  

RECOMMENDATION: City Commission approve Resolution No. 930 amending the 
Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Budget and authorize the City Manager to execute a purchase 
order with Jacobs Air Water Systems (sole source vendor for the treatment system 
manufacturer) for the replacement of the packing in air stripper units #2 and #3 in an 
amount not to exceed $151,700. 



RESOLUTION NO.  930

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA, 
AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 BUDGET; 
PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City Commission of Lake Mary, Florida, finds it desirable, in 
order to properly reflect new information and changes made during the year, to amend the 
Budget for the City of Lake Mary for the Fiscal Year 2014, beginning October 1, 2013 as 
provided herein; and

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 1496 adopting the City's budget for Fiscal Year 
2014, provides for amendment by Resolution.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Commission of the City 
of Lake Mary, Florida:

1. The following funds are revised as specified herein:

Water & Sewer Fund

REVENUES:
401-0000-399-01-00 Cash Balance Forward $ 151,700

EXPENDITURES:
401-0431-600-14-10 Capital Outlay $ 151,700

 
2. That all ordinances or resolutions or parts of ordinances or 

resolutions in conflict herewith shall be and the same are hereby repealed.

3. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage and 
adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of February, 2014.

 CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA

 ____________________________
  MAYOR, DAVID J. MEALOR

ATTEST:

________________________________
CITY CLERK, CAROL A. FOSTER





MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: Danielle Koury, P.E., Stormwater Engineer

SUBJECT: Revised Interlocal Agreement between Seminole County and the City for 
the Florida Yards & Neighborhoods Program 

DISCUSSION: Changes were made by the County Attorney’s office to the Interlocal 
Agreement for the Florida Yards & Neighborhoods Program, previously executed by the 
City on September 5, 2013.

Attached is the revised City of Lake Mary and Seminole County Interlocal Agreement for 
the Florida Yards & Neighborhoods Program along with a memo from the County 
Attorney’s Office outlining the changes to the previously executed agreement. The 
primary reason for the revision is to remove the intended effective date of October 1, 
2013 as that date has already passed.

RECOMMENDATION: City Commission authorize Mayor to execute the revised City of 
Lake Mary and Seminole County Interlocal Agreement for the Florida Yards & 
Neighborhoods Program.





























CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

FROM: Jackie Sova, City Manager 

SUBJECT: City Manager's Report

ITEMS FOR COMMISSION ACTION:

1. Potential for Advisory Board combination.  

2. Computer purchases and surplus.  



MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

FROM: John Omana, Community Development Director
Stephen Noto, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Potential for Advisory Board Consolidation

BACKGROUND:  The City Manager has directed staff to research the possibility of 
consolidating three of the City’s advisory boards, the Board of Adjustment (BOA), Local 
Planning Agency (LPA), and Planning and Zoning Board (P&Z), into one Planning and 
Zoning Board.

Currently, the P&Z is the most active advisory board for the City. With the restructuring 
of the Department of Community Affairs into the Department of Economic Opportunity at 
the State level, and fewer land use amendments being processed, the need for LPA 
meetings has declined. The BOA meets on an as-needed basis, based on variance 
requests received from the public to Chapters 154.14, and 154.55-154.66. The last BOA 
meeting was November 2, 2011. The last LPA meeting was on January 16, 2013. 

Upon receiving this directive, staff contacted neighboring local governments to compare 
governance structure. Below is a table outlining staff’s findings (“X” denotes that board 
exists). In addition to the information below, staff found that the agencies that eliminated 
the BOA distributed the functions between staff, the remaining board(s), and the City 
Commission. 



Local Government BOA LPA P&Z
Seminole County X X
Altamonte Springs X X

Casselberry X
Longwood X X

Oviedo X
Sanford X

Winter Springs X

Based on discussions with staff and the City Manager, the consensus is that the P&Z is 
capable of handling the additional duties of the BOA and LPA. This is due to their 
exposure to quasi-judicial development petitions such as site plans and rezoning’s and 
their understanding of the City’s land use patterns. In addition they review variances 
associated with site plans and understand the criteria required to obtain one. 

As far as composition of the new board, two additional members can be placed on the 
P&Z: one new member from the BOA, and the other from the LPA. This would give the 
P&Z seven members, plus one alternate. The Code of Ordinances would also have to 
be modified to clarify the P&Z’s additional duties and membership structure. 

DISPOSITION: Staff seeks direction regarding the potential for consolidating the 
Planning and Zoning Board, Board of Adjustment, and Local Planning Agency, and 
increasing the total number of Planning and Zoning Board members from five to seven, 
plus an alternate.   

Z:\commdev\staff reports\Miscellaneous\Advisory Board Consolidation.doc



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

FROM: Dianne Holloway, Finance Director 

SUBJECT: Computer purchases and surplus

We are in the process of ordering computer replacements as budgeted for FY 14. We 
will purchase (17) desktops and fourteen (14) laptops. During this process we will shift 
some of the older computers to areas where the usage is less intense but the systems 
are still functioning well.

Computers being replaced are beyond or at the end of their useful lives and need to be 
surplused or scrapped.  At this time we have 18 desktops, 16 laptops, 2 printers and 2 
routers to be taken out of service. All of these computers are operating on Windows XP 
which is no longer being supported by Microsoft after April 2014. 

Recommendation:

Request Commission authorize purchase of computer replacements through Dell in an 
amount not to exceed $35,500, declare thirty-eight (38) asset tag numbers below as 
surplus items, and authorize City Manager to dispose of same.

Surplus Item Asset Tag Numbers:

10674 10541 10770 10778 10678 10816

1286 10694 10771 10779 10681 10817

1501 10697 10772 1999 10684 10820

10322 10699 10774 2088 10755

10341 10716 10775 2200 10765

10444 10768 10776 10666 10806
10486 10769 10777 10677 10808





MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 6, 2014

TO: City Commission

FROM: Mayor David Mealor

SUBJECT: Election of Deputy Mayor

In accordance with Section 4.04 of the City’s Charter, the City Commission, by a 
majority vote, shall elect from among its membership a Deputy Mayor.  At the Strategic 
Planning Session held on February 3, 2004, it was the consensus of the Commission 
for the Mayor to nominate a Deputy Mayor for the Commission to vote on.

The Deputy Mayor shall serve as Mayor during the absence or disability of the Mayor.  
Additionally, if a vacancy in the office of Mayor occurs, the Deputy Mayor shall serve as 
Mayor until the next regular election, at which time a Mayor shall be elected to complete 
the original unexpired term.  I have included a list of when previous Deputy Mayors 
were appointed.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Commission elect a Deputy Mayor.



ELECTED DEPUTY MAYOR NAME

12/5/96 Commissioner Duryea

12/4/97 Commissioner Brender

11/19/98 Former Mayor Greene

11/4/99 Former Mayor Greene

11/16/00 Former Commissioner Crump

3/1/01 Commissioner Brender

12/5/01 Former Commissioner McLean

2/6/03 Former Commissioner Jernigan

2/5/04 Former Commissioner McLean

2/17/05 Former Commissioner Jernigan

1/19/06 Former Commissioner McLean

11/30/06 Commissioner Duryea

2/21/08 Commissioner Brender

2/19/09 Commissioner Brender

3/18/10 Commissioner Brender

12/6/12 Commissioner Lucarelli
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