
LAKE MARY CITY COMMISSION

Lake Mary City Hall
100 N. Country Club Road

Regular Meeting
AGENDA

THURSDAY, JUNE 16, 2016 7:00 PM

1. Call to Order

2. Moment of Silence

3. Pledge of Allegiance

4. Roll Call

5. Approval of Minutes:  June 2, 2016

6. Special Presentations

7. Citizen Participation - This is an opportunity for anyone to come forward and address 
the Commission on any matter relating to the City or of concern to our citizens.    This 
also includes: 1) any item discussed at a previous work session; 2) any item not 
specifically listed on a previous agenda but discussed at a previous Commission meeting 
or 3) any item on tonight's agenda not labeled as a public hearing.  Items requiring a 
public hearing are generally so noted on the agenda and public input will be taken 
when the item is considered.

8. Unfinished Business
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A. Ordinance No. 1545 - Repealing Chapter 132 of the Code of Ordinances entitled 
"Offenses Against Persons and Property", creating a new Section 157.24 "Injuring 
Shade Trees" and amending Section 4 "Sign Permits and Construction and 
Maintenance Standards" of Appendix I "Sign Code" to incorporate sign restrictions
being repealed - First Reading (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner)

9. New Business

A. Request for Reduction of Code Enforcement Lien, 246 Bowling Green Court; 
Matthew Maskal, applicant (Bruce Fleming, Sr. Code Enforcement Officer)

B. Ordinance No. 1546 - Rezone 1.4 acres of property located at 105 Palmetto St. from 
R-1A, Residential, to DC, Downtown Centre; John Williams, applicant - First 
Reading (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner) (quasi-judicial)

C. Request for a Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm Town Center, 
located at 114 Longwood Lake Mary Rd.  Applicant: Ms. Jennifer Stickler, P.E., 
Kimley Horn (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner) (quasi-judicial)

D. Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm David Weekley Homes, located 
at 114 Longwood Lake Mary Rd.  Applicant: Ms. Jennifer Stickler, P.E., Kimley 
Horn (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner) (quasi-judicial)

E. Appeal of the Planning & Zoning Board's Denial of the Final Subdivision Plan for 
the Griffin Farm David Weekley Project, File Number 2016-FSP-06, located at 114 
Longwood Lake Mary Rd. (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner) (quasi-
judicial)   

10. Other Items for Commission Action

11. City Manager's Report

A. Items for Approval

a. Award Bid #15-06 Emma Oaks Trail Sidewalk

b. Award Bid #16-07 E. Crystal Lake Ave. Sidewalk Construction 

B. Items for Information

a. Monthly Department Reports

C. Announcements

12. Mayor and Commissioners Report
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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:  July 7, 2016
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MINUTES OF THE LAKE MARY CITY COMMISSION MEETING held June 2, 2016, 1 
7:00 P.M., Lake Mary City Commission Chambers, 100 North Country Club Road, Lake 2 
Mary, Florida. 3 
 4 
 5 
1. Call to Order 6 
 7 
The meeting was called to order by Mayor David Mealor at 7:02 P.M. 8 
 9 
2. Moment of Silence 10 
 11 
3. Pledge of Allegiance 12 
 13 
4. Roll Call 14 
 15 
Mayor David Mealor    Jackie Sova, City Manager 16 
Commissioner Gary Brender  Carol Foster, City Clerk 17 
Deputy Mayor George Duryea  John Omana, Community Development Dir. 18 
Commissioner Sidney Miller  Steve Noto, City Planner 19 
Commissioner Jo Ann Lucarelli  Bryan Nipe, Parks & Recreation Director 20 
      Bruce Paster, Public Works Director 21 
      Tom Tomerlin, Economic Development Dir. 22 
      Joe Landreville, Deputy Fire Chief 23 
      Steve Bracknell, Police Chief 24 
      Katie Reischmann, City Attorney 25 
      Mary Campbell, Deputy City Clerk 26 
 27 
5. Approval of Minutes:  May 19, 2016 28 
 29 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to approve the minutes of the May 30 
19, 2016, meeting, seconded by Commissioner Lucarelli and motion carried 31 
unanimously. 32 
 33 
6. Special Presentations 34 
 35 

A. Special Recognition:  Pfc. Johnny Thomson & John Kelly – Lake Mary Police 36 
Department 37 

 38 
Chief Bracknell said tonight he had the privilege to present awards to two officers.  He 39 
asked Pfc. Johnny Thomson and Pfc. John Kelly to come forward. 40 
 41 
Chief Bracknell said this is a presentation of the Police Department’s Lifesaving Awards.  42 
On April 13th of this year, Patrolmen First Class John Thomson and John Kelly 43 
responded to the area of Lake Mary Boulevard and Primera Boulevard in reference to a 44 
reported suspicious incident.  The caller advised there was a motorist partially blocking 45 
traffic and appeared to be unconscious in his vehicle. Pfc. Kelly and Pfc. Thomson 46 
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arrived and recognized the male was in need of emergency medical assistance as they 1 
tried to wake him up.  They were able to obtain their issued automatic emergency 2 
defibrillators and began monitoring the motorist.  At one point they were unable to 3 
detect a pulse and working as a team they performed CPR until our Fire Department 4 
arrived and took over the lifesaving efforts.  He said Mr. Jay Weaver was transported to 5 
the hospital and it was later learned he made a recovery.  Mr. Weaver’s family reported 6 
that the medical personnel at the hospital said without the medical intervention by Pfc. 7 
Thomson and Kelly that Mr. Weaver would not be here today.  The City of Lake Mary 8 
and the Lake Mary Police Department would like to thank Pfc. Thomson and Pfc. Kelly 9 
for their quick actions of rendering CPR and saving Mr. Weaver’s life. He said Mr. 10 
Weaver is here tonight and would like to say a few words.  11 
 12 
Jay Michael Weaver, 112 Hazelcrest, Deltona, Florida, came forward.  He said he would 13 
like to thank these gentlemen from the bottom of his heart.  I feel badly that every time 14 
they seem to do something wrong it’s all over the news but when they do something 15 
right you never hear about it.  If it wasn’t for them he probably wouldn’t be able to speak 16 
or walk.  As a result of it he has short term memory.  They went above and beyond their 17 
job and they definitely deserve this.  They did their job excellently; however, beware of 18 
Obamacare.  Beware of your hospitals.  The hospital is the one that poisoned him and 19 
caused this.  Twenty-one days later, they put a defibrillator in him and put it in wrong so 20 
still to this day at any minute he could go.  Not to take anything away from them 21 
because if it wasn’t for them he would have been gone that day.  He said he was very 22 
appreciative from the bottom of his heart. 23 
 24 
Mayor Mealor said they appreciated Mr. Weaver sharing with them.  The Commission 25 
greatly appreciates his comments and concern. Later in the agenda we will be dealing 26 
with the issue of healthcare. 27 
 28 
Mr. Weaver said if there is any way they could, it seriously needs to be dealt with.  It is 29 
virtually a crime. 30 
 31 
Mr. Weaver presented the lifesaving awards to Pfc. Thomson and Pfc. Kelly. 32 
 33 
Chief Bracknell read the plaques:  The City of Lake Mary Police Department to Pfc. 34 
Johnny Thomson and Pfc. John Kelly for your dedication to service and teamwork 35 
efforts in the protection of life by quickly administering lifesaving CPR for a person in 36 
medical distress.  Thank you from the members of the City of Lake Mary for a job well 37 
done. 38 
 39 
Mayor Mealor presented the plaques to Officers Kelly and Thomson.  Their families are 40 
here and they have every reason to be proud. 41 
 42 

B. Proclamation – Code Enforcement Appreciation Week 43 
 44 
The City Attorney read a proclamation proclaiming the week of June 6 through June 10, 45 
2016, as “Code Enforcement Officers Appreciation Week”. 46 
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 1 
Mayor Mealor presented the proclamation to Senior Code Enforcement Officer Bruce 2 
Fleming.  We know he is put in difficult circumstances but he does his job in such a 3 
professional manner and it reflects positively on all of them. 4 
 5 
Mayor Mealor acknowledged a college student from Seminole State College with us as 6 
part of a course assignment.  All students are welcome at any time.  If there are 7 
additional questions please do not hesitate to contact any member of the City 8 
Commission. 9 
 10 
Mayor Mealor acknowledged a boy scout from Troop 263.  He is working on his Eagle 11 
Scout.  As he works toward that honor, one of the things he is learning is the concept of 12 
leadership.  The proclamations awarded tonight was that personified.  If we can be 13 
helpful don’t hesitate to reach out to us. 14 
 15 
Mayor Mealor said this past Thursday evening we had the ribbon cutting for Florida 16 
Hospital Lake Mary ER.  Where the out buildings behind that facility were problematic 17 
and because of the work of this Commission and our City Manager, Florida Hospital’s 18 
Vice President Doug Harkem presented to him and the Commission a memento 19 
referred to as Stonehenge. He said Stonehenge is the most positive term he has ever 20 
had the out buildings refer.   We are so pleased to have Florida Hospital in our 21 
community.  They are a great corporate neighbor. 22 
 23 
7. Citizen Participation – This is an opportunity for anyone to come forward and 24 

address the Commission on any matter relating to the City or of concern to our 25 
citizens.  This also includes:  1) any item discussed at a previous work session; 26 
2) any item not specifically listed on a previous agenda but discussed at a 27 
previous Commission meeting; or 3) any item on tonight’s agenda not labeled as 28 
a public hearing.  Items requiring a public hearing are generally so noted on the 29 
agenda and public input will be taken when the item is considered. 30 

 31 
No one came forward at this time and citizen participation was closed. 32 
 33 
Mayor Mealor acknowledged the liaisons from the Forest community.  He thanked them 34 
for the job they do. 35 
 36 
 8. Unfinished Business 37 
 38 

A. Ordinance No. 1542 – Amending Chapter 130 of the code of Ordinances 39 
entitled “General Provisions” to repeal Sections 130.01 – 130.05 and amend 40 
Section 130.06 and adding a new section governing curfews – Second 41 
Reading (Public Hearing) (Jackie Sova, City Manager 42 

 43 
Mayor Mealor said we will have the City Attorney read Ordinances Nos. 1542, 1543 and 44 
1544.  We will discuss them as a group but will vote on them individually. 45 
 46 
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The City Attorney read Ordinance No. 1542, Ordinance No. 1543, and Ordinance No. 1 
1544 by title only on second reading. 2 
 3 
Ms. Sova had no further comments at this time. 4 
 5 
Mayor Mealor asked if anyone wanted to speak in reference to Ordinance No. 1542, 6 
Ordinance No. 1543, and/or Ordinance No. 1544.  No one came forward and the public 7 
hearings were closed. 8 
 9 
Motion was made by Commissioner Lucarelli to approve Ordinance No. 1542 on 10 
second reading, seconded by Commissioner Miller and motion carried by roll-call 11 
vote:  Commissioner Brender, Yes; Deputy Mayor Duryea, Yes; Commissioner 12 
Miller, Yes; Commissioner Lucarelli, Yes; Mayor Mealor, Yes. 13 
 14 

B. Ordinance No. 1543 – Repealing Chapter 131 of the Code of Ordinances 15 
entitled “Safety” – Second Reading (Public Hearing) (Jackie Sova, City 16 
Manager) 17 

 18 
Ordinance No. 1543 was read by title only and public hearing held under Item A. 19 
 20 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to approve Ordinance No. 1543 on 21 
second reading, seconded by Commissioner Lucarelli and motion carried by roll-22 
call vote:  Deputy Mayor Duryea, Yes; Commissioner Miller, Yes; Commissioner 23 
Lucarelli, Yes; Commissioner Brender, Yes; Mayor Mealor, Yes. 24 
 25 

C. Ordinance No. 1544 – Repealing Chapter 133 of the Code of Ordinances 26 
entitled “Safety” – Second Reading (Public Hearing) (Jackie Sova, City 27 
Manager) 28 

 29 
Ordinance No. 1544 was read by title only and public hearing held under Item A. 30 
 31 
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller to approve Ordinance No. 1544 on 32 
second reading, seconded by Commissioner Lucarelli and motion carried by roll-33 
call vote:  Commissioner Miller, Yes; Commissioner Lucarelli, Yes; Commissioner 34 
Brender, Yes; Deputy Mayor Duryea, Yes; Mayor Mealor, Yes. 35 
 36 
9. New Business 37 
 38 

A. Resolution No. 983 – Accepting Improvements in Crystal Reserve Subdivision 39 
(John Omana, Community Development Director) 40 

 41 
The City Attorney read Resolution No. 983 by title only. 42 
 43 
Mr. Omana said this is where he gets excited about residential subdivisions because it 44 
shows they are at a juncture where they are building and selling homes, improvements 45 
are finished, and things are looking really nice.   46 
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 1 
Mr. Omana said the Crystal Reserve Subdivision is located on Crystal Drive just north of 2 
Lake Mary Boulevard. He showed the location map on the overhead.  It is a 16-lot 3 
subdivision.  Pulte Homes (the developer) is requesting that the City accept the 4 
improvements that are located within Crystal Drive.  As part of that procedure we 5 
require the applicant to post surety for purposes of covering maintenance of those 6 
improvements for a period of two years from the issuance of the Certificate of 7 
Completion.  Concurrent with this process, we are respectfully asking the Commission 8 
to release the Performance Bond in the amount of just over $322,000.  Since the 9 
improvements have already been completed and inspected and determined to meet 10 
code, it is appropriate to have the Commission act and return the Performance Bond.  11 
 12 
Mr. Omana said as a point of information, the developer or the future HOA will be the 13 
owners and will have the maintenance responsibility of the internal roadway within the 14 
subdivision as well as the drainage pond and appurtenances associated with that 15 
system. 16 
 17 
Mr. Omana said we recommend the Commission take the following action:  Accept the 18 
Crystal Reserve Subdivision public improvements as outlined in the packet, approve the 19 
maintenance guarantee in the form of a Surety Bond which is 10% of the cost of the 20 
engineered improvement which is included in the packet, and direct staff to return the 21 
Performance Bond in the amount of $322,423.69 to the applicant. 22 
 23 
Motion was made by Commissioner Lucarelli to approve Resolution No. 983, 24 
seconded by Commissioner Brender. 25 
 26 
Mayor Mealor asked the City Attorney if all three actions should be singled out. 27 
 28 
Ms. Reischmann said Nos. 1 and 2 are encompassed in Resolution No. 983 so it would 29 
just be directing the return of the performance bond. 30 
 31 
Amended motion was made by Commissioner Lucarelli to approve Resolution 32 
No. 983 and direct staff to return the Performance Bond in the amount of 33 
$322,423.69 to the applicant, seconded by Commissioner Brender and motion 34 
carried unanimously. 35 
 36 

B. Ordinance No. 1545 – Repealing Chapter 132 of the Code of Ordinances 37 
entitled “Offenses Against Persons and Property”, creating a new Section 38 
157.24 “Injuring Shade Trees”, and amending Section 4 “Sign Permits and 39 
Construction and Maintenance Standards” of Appendix I “Sign Code” to 40 
incorporate sign restrictions being repealed – First Reading (Public Hearing) 41 
(Steve Noto, City Planner) 42 

 43 
The City Attorney read Ordinance No. 1545 by title only on first reading. 44 
 45 
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Mr. Noto said these are a number of cleanup items.  We are changing the regulatory 1 
table along with the repeal of Chapter 132.  The items being shifted are being moved to 2 
more appropriate sections of the code such as the landscape code.  The sign regulation 3 
changes deal with building and safety standards and some glare issues.  The shade 4 
tree item deals with injury to trees that are owned by the City.  Supplemental information 5 
to our standard landscape code deals with everything else with landscaping such as 6 
permitting, landscape buffers, and things of that nature. 7 
 8 
Mr. Noto said we took this item to the Planning & Zoning Board meeting of May 24th and 9 
they unanimously recommended approval 5 – 0 with three conditions.  We spoke with 10 
the City Attorney about all three.  Based on our discussion Conditions 1 and 3 are not 11 
necessarily required.  Condition No. 2 we will make that change prior to second reading. 12 
 13 
Ms. Reischmann gave an explanation.  On No. 1, the condition P&Z requested makes 14 
total sense it would only be an intentional injury to a shade tree.  This has been in our 15 
code for years and there has never been a prosecutorial misconduct to charge 16 
somebody with this for an unintentional act.  She didn’t think there would be and is 17 
probably understood.   18 
 19 
Ms. Reischmann said on No. 3 the concern was that the standard was too general 20 
about causing glare and impairing motorists.  It is true that it is a general standard but 21 
that is the same exact standard that’s in the Florida Statutes and it has never been 22 
challenged by anyone that she knew of.  It’s been upheld and thought it was helpful to 23 
have a general standard rather than a specific metric as to what constitutes glare. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Brender said we are not giving away anything to the state.  We are 26 
enforcing our tree standards and sign standards as we have in the past. 27 
 28 
Ms. Reischmann said that was correct.  This is just moving them to an appropriate 29 
section of the code. 30 
 31 
Commissioner Brender said the same thing with the lighting aspect. He addressed a 32 
complaint that he had gotten to Steve earlier regarding glare from some lights on a 33 
building.  We are not meeting some state code that they say is okay but we may not say 34 
is okay.  We are just moving it to an appropriate place. 35 
 36 
Ms. Reischmann answered affirmatively. 37 
 38 
Mayor Mealor asked if anyone wanted to speak in reference to Ordinance No. 1545.  No 39 
one came forward and the public hearing was closed. 40 
 41 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to approve Ordinance No. 1545 on 42 
first reading, seconded by Commissioner Lucarelli. 43 
 44 
Commissioner Miller questioned if they should make mention of the condition in the 45 
motion. 46 
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 1 
Ms. Reischmann answered negatively.  If you are approving the ordinance as it is, we 2 
would add the gender him/her rather than just him. 3 
 4 
Mayor Mealor said that would be brought to us on second reading. 5 
 6 
Ms. Reischmann answered affirmatively. 7 
 8 
Motion carried by roll-call vote:  Commissioner Lucarelli, Yes; Commissioner 9 
Brender, Yes; Deputy Mayor Duryea, Yes; Commissioner Miller, Yes; Mayor 10 
Mealor, Yes. 11 
 12 
10. Other Items for Commission Action 13 
 14 
There were no items to discuss at this time. 15 
 16 
11. City Manager’s Report 17 
 18 

A. Items for Approval 19 
 20 

1.  Employee Health Insurance 21 
 22 
Ms. Sova said the first item is in regards to our employee health insurance.  This is our 23 
second largest recurring cost behind salaries every year.  We do look at it very carefully.  24 
The market has changed.  Regulations have changed and we have to be very careful 25 
what we do.  This is very important to employees and we all feel that way.  About four 26 
years ago we made the decision to move to a self-insured health plan and opened up 27 
the Employee Wellness Center with basically the profit the insurance company would 28 
make from us.  That has worked very well.  We have saved nearly 70% on our 29 
prescription cost plan.  We have saved overall.  She said she never promised the 30 
program to be that kind of a savings but we have saved overall. 31 
 32 
Ms. Sova said at renewal time the first quote she got was at the 50% range.  Our broker 33 
negotiated down to 39.4% and she promptly came to the Commission and said we need 34 
a new broker.  We got a new broker, Gallagher Benefit Services.  They did get 35 
responses from all the big companies:  Florida Blue, United Health, Human, Cigna, and 36 
the Public Risk Management Health Trust.  Public Risk Management is how we have 37 
our property and casualty insurance and that trust has been around many years.  There 38 
are 47 public entities in that trust.  She said she was familiar with most of those people.  39 
What that would do is spread out claims exposure and experience over 6,100 40 
employees and then the dependents that would go along with that.  When we look at 41 
renewal we’re not looking at our small group; the risk is spread considerably.  Attached 42 
to the packet shows what the market trend is and the type of renewal percentages that 43 
have happened in the trust over the past ten years. 44 
 45 
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Ms. Sova said in the end we did select PRM Health Trust as being our best option.  We 1 
moved away from an HMO plan.  The HMO platform is what caused a lot of us some 2 
grief this past year.  It wasn’t so much Florida Blue but the health plan we had.  Doctors’ 3 
offices would see the word HMO and everything would come apart. 4 
 5 
Ms. Sova said a lot of employees wanted a buy-up plan back.  Last year there was an 6 
11% discount by consolidating into one plan and after two high-risk years we were in no 7 
shape to do anything but take the 11% discount.  This year we have selected two plans 8 
that look as familiar as they can to what we have had in the past.  We are going to offer 9 
a buy-up plan to employees who wish to pay for that coverage.  The rates are in the 10 
agenda packet.  What the City will be paying will be $655.66 per employee per month 11 
and that is just for the health care.  If somebody wants the buy-up plan they pay the 12 
difference between the $655.66 up to $775.00 for a family. 13 
 14 
Ms. Sova said we would be using Public Risk Management of Florida through the 15 
Florida Blue network.  The agents at Florida Blue handle only PRM and they are very 16 
familiar with the plans and how everything works.  They don’t have other clients to work 17 
between.  They are only for the health trust.  We would have a member on the health 18 
trust.  We would appoint someone, probably Wanda Broadway.  We will have someone 19 
on the health trust and go to the quarterly meetings and be there for when the health 20 
trust makes the votes on how they want to continue forward and how they are going to 21 
proceed.  We will get our own individual renewal each year based on our own 22 
experience, but that experience is spread considerably. 23 
 24 
Ms. Sova asked the Commission to authorize the City Manager to execute the contract 25 
and by-laws with PRM of Florida Health Trust and the Voya Disclosure Agreement.  26 
Voya does the re-insurance for our healthcare benefits. 27 
 28 
Mayor Mealor said Ms. Sova and her team worked diligently to try to maintain the cost 29 
structure and he appreciated that. 30 
 31 
Motion was made by Commissioner Lucarelli to authorize the City Manager to 32 
execute the contract and by-laws with Public Risk Management of Florida Health 33 
Trust and the Voya Disclosure Agreement for healthcare benefits, seconded by 34 
Commissioner Miller and motion carried unanimously. 35 
 36 

2. Professional Debris Removal Services Contract Extensions 37 
 38 
Ms. Sova said this item is for professional debris removal services to extend the 39 
contracts that we have.  We have a three-year contract with TAG Grinding Services.  40 
They were our primary provider for disaster response.  The terms of that agreement 41 
allow for an extension by mutual agreement for two more years. 42 
 43 
Ms. Sova said we also have a three-year contract with CrowderGulf as a secondary for 44 
disaster recovery services.  They would like to extend their contract for two years.  45 
These are the people who would come in after the hurricanes. 46 
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 1 
Ms. Sova requested the Commission authorize the City Manager to extend the 2 
contracts with TAG Grinding Services and CrowderGulf respectively for professional 3 
debris removal services for the next two years. 4 
 5 
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller to authorize the City Manager to extend 6 
the contracts with TAG Grinding Services and CrowderGulf for professional 7 
debris removal services for a two-year period, seconded by Commissioner 8 
Lucarelli and motion carried unanimously. 9 
 10 

3. Surplus Scanner 11 
 12 
Ms. Sova said the next item is to surplus a scanner. She requested the Commission 13 
surplus scanner No. DG340190.  We are diligently doing a lot of scanning so there will 14 
be some more surplus scanners because we are wearing them out. 15 
 16 
Motion was made by Commissioner Brender to declare Scanner No. DG340190 17 
surplus and authorize the City Manager to dispose of, seconded by 18 
Commissioner Lucarelli and motion carried unanimously. 19 
 20 

B. Items for Information – None 21 
 22 

C. Announcements 23 
 24 

Ms. Sova said the car show will return to Central Park on June 12th from 11:00 A.M. to 25 
2:00 P.M.   26 
 27 
Ms. Sova said treat yourself to dinner at Papa John’s on Lake Mary Boulevard and Dine 28 
for the Dogs June 14th from 5:00 P.M. to 8:30 P.M.  A portion of the bill will be donated 29 
to keep our four-legged heroes ready for action.  You can meet Canine Neso and 30 
handler Pfc. DelGenio and Canine Urs with Officer Wheeler at that event. 31 
 32 
Ms. Sova said we received our required notification from the Property Appraiser’s office 33 
that our preliminary estimates and taxable value showed a 5% increase over last year. 34 
 35 
12. Mayor and City Commissioners’ Reports (1) 36 
 37 
Mayor Mealor said under the Mayor’s Report there is an item that requires the 38 
Commission’s attention.  On the Police Pension Board, Dick Fess would like to continue 39 
in that role.  He said Mr. Nipe has a vacancy on the Parks & Rec Board and Amy 40 
Pennock has been brought forward.  The action we would need is for the Commission 41 
to reappoint Mr. Fess to the Police Pension Board and appoint Ms. Pennock to the 42 
Parks & Recreation Advisory Board. 43 
 44 
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Motion was made by Commissioner Lucarelli to reappoint Dick Fess to the Police 1 
Pension Board and appoint Amy Pennock to the Parks & Recreation Advisory 2 
Board, seconded by Commissioner Brender and motion carried unanimously. 3 
 4 
Mayor Mealor thanked Mr. Fess.  He has been conscientious working with the group.  5 
He said it was nice to have Ms. Pennock on board with the volunteer effort. He knew 6 
what she has done in this community and we look forward with her serving on the Parks 7 
& Recreation Advisory Board. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Brender said he attended the Florida Hospital ER grand opening.  It’s a 10 
magnificent building and was thoroughly impressed with the tour. 11 
 12 
Commissioner Brender said he missed the CALNO meeting last night.  He will be off of 13 
that for the summer until they reconvene in September. 14 
 15 
Deputy Mayor Duryea commended the City of Sanford on their Memorial Day Parade.  16 
They did a very good job and everybody was very enthusiastic.  It was very well 17 
attended and he enjoyed it.  It was good for the veterans. 18 
 19 
Commissioner Miller said he attended the grand opening of the Florida Hospital 20 
Emergency Room.  Most of the people there were residents of Timacuan.  The 21 
comments were generally about the emergency room has increased the value of our 22 
homes.  It’s comforting to know that when you need to go to an emergency room you 23 
are two minutes away. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Miller said he attended the Municipal Advisory Committee of Metroplan 26 
Orlando and it was the most stimulating MAC meeting he had ever been to.  There are 27 
some funds that haven’t been used that suddenly became available. There is $3.1 28 
million.  The staff presented a recommendation of what to do with those funds.  29 
However at the same time a discussion came up about Governor Scott just vetoed $10 30 
million that was to be used for quiet zones.  There was $4 million still in the fund and 31 
had not been used.  Governor Scott said if you are not going to use what you’ve got 32 
why would I give you more.  There were three cities (Windermere, Edgewater and 33 
Longwood) that were very aggressive about trying to apply those undistributed funds 34 
back to quiet zones.  There was spirited discussion about this in the meeting.  We 35 
should talk about quiet zones here.  They don’t call it quiet zones anymore.  They want 36 
to call it quiet safe zones because the changes they make to put in a quiet zone also 37 
make the intersections more safe.  Mayor Durso already had an accident at one of his 38 
intersections and he is very much wanting the funds to get that done. 39 
 40 
Commissioner Miller said in the discussion it came up that the reason they had not 41 
spent the money was when they went out and got the estimates to get the work the 42 
estimates came in three times higher than what was in the budget to do the work.  He 43 
said the reason he was telling them this is because he may have done something 44 
wrong.  When he says wrong he meant “misguided”.  The discussions he had about 45 
quiet zones he didn’t think we had any skin in the game.  He thought Seminole County 46 
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was handling ours but this may be our money that he should have fought for.  He 1 
thought the staff recommendation to put it in the Maitland project as a placeholder and 2 
then look at everyone and distribute the $3 million was the better way of approaching it.  3 
The vote on where to put the money went ten to one for putting it to the cities that lost 4 
their quiet safe zone money.  He said he had a discussion with Chief Bracknell about 5 
what could be done with our intersection and walked away from that believing that it 6 
could be done at a relatively low cost.  He said he was fessing up and may have been 7 
misguided in what he was doing today. 8 
 9 
Mayor Mealor asked Mr. Omana to update the Commission. 10 
 11 
Mr. Omana said he would provide an overview of what they have been dealing with over 12 
the past year.  In reference to Commissioner Miller’s comment about the incorporation 13 
of the quiet zones into our city limits that it would be a relatively small amount, he 14 
concurred with that statement.  When we jumped into this, we as a staff asked some 15 
technical questions, some very difficult questions, and we ended up bringing on board 16 
Tim Dietrich, our railroad consultant, who was able to put all the variables in the 17 
equation.  Upon cranking that crank concluded that improvements for Lake Mary 18 
Boulevard and South Country Club would amount to roughly just over $50,000 to make 19 
those acceptable quiet zones.  He said Commissioner Miller’s original assessment was 20 
an accurate one.  We took the same position that we could do this for just over $50,000.   21 
 22 
Mr. Omana said with that information in hand and with the direction of the City 23 
Commission and the guidance of the City Manager, we conducted dialogues with 24 
Seminole County.  At that time Brett Blackadar was leading the effort on the quiet 25 
zones.  We conducted dialogue to consolidate our efforts and present the Seminole 26 
County Quiet Zones to the federal folks and FDOT folks and all the regulatory agencies 27 
with those figures in mind.  During that process FDOT came back and said we know 28 
you folks in Seminole County have submitted design plans and design standards for 29 
what you believe the quiet zones in your respective jurisdictions will be, but there is 30 
another section that should have been applied.  As a result of that, FDOT said you have 31 
to go back to the drawing board. 32 
 33 
Mr. Omana said let’s focus back to his example of the $50,000 cost based on the 34 
analysis by our consultant.  When FDOT came back and said in the middle of the 35 
process “Time out folks.  We’ve got to revisit this”, what that did was to take the Lake 36 
Mary Boulevard crossing and increase it by roughly $350,000 because that would 37 
include quadding the actual crossings and putting four gates on that crossing.  Our 38 
response to that was we have a methodology from a consultant who is certified in this 39 
business telling us you don’t have to do that. 40 
 41 
Mr. Omana focused now to South Country Club.  On South Country Club the consultant 42 
basically said you could put some separators that jut out.  Take separators from the 43 
ends and go out to 100 feet on one side and 75 feet on the other side.  It’s a concrete 44 
type material and acceptable engineering material.  It’s not a substantial amount of 45 
money. FDOT came back and said “Time out.  You need to factor some other elements 46 
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in”.  That also increased by roughly $40,000 to $50,000 to which we responded we just 1 
spent a boatload of money on a consultant who tells us we can do this for just over 2 
$50,000.  We were perplexed with this whole issue of FDOT jumping in in the middle of 3 
the process and essentially changing the rules.  This is what has transpired over the last 4 
year. 5 
 6 
Mr. Omana said about two weeks ago he sent an e-mail to Seminole County requesting 7 
an update as to what was going on.  They highlighted a number of variables.  The first 8 
variable was that we understand there is some money out there available and that we 9 
the County on behalf of all the cities would like to go back and apply for those grant 10 
monies to see if we can make up the difference between what we all understood this 11 
thing was going to cost and what FDOT is now saying it would cost for the respective 12 
improvements.  In the e-mail he received from Tony Nelson of County staff, he indicated 13 
that the County was awarded a grant in the amount of $737,000 +/- to afford the cities 14 
within Seminole County the opportunity to improve their respective quiet zones.  We as 15 
a staff asked what happens to the methodology that was recognized before in the 16 
respective study that we did that said it’s going to cost just over $50,000.  We are 17 
waiting for that response. 18 
 19 
Mr. Omana said another issue that came up in that e-mail from the County was that on 20 
June 14th the Board of County Commissioners was going to consider an amendment to 21 
the FDOT funding agreement.  Our question is what is that all about.  We have no 22 
details on that whatsoever. 23 
 24 
Mr. Omana said the third comment raised that we had a concern about was that if an 25 
amendment to the funding agreement is going forward to the BCC, how can that be 26 
done if the FDOT is still in the process of designing and determining what exactly is 27 
going to happen at each crossing.  It left us a bit perplexed. 28 
 29 
Mr. Omana said the other item is we raised questions as to the engineering drawings 30 
and exhibits that were submitted for our review.  One of the exhibits showed the north 31 
side as you are going westbound on Lake Mary Boulevard as a quad gate.  Picture four 32 
gates on that north side.  For whatever reason, the south side was not quad gated.  It 33 
only had a configuration of two with an option for a third gate.  He again asked the 34 
question what happened to the methodology that was reviewed by the FRA folks in 35 
Washington and our consultant and was agreed upon by all the parties.  That left us 36 
perplexed. 37 
 38 
Mr. Omana said with all that said, we have submitted to Seminole County, he has been 39 
in contact with the FDOT representatives, and we want answers to these questions.  In 40 
the e-mail forwarded to him by the County, it indicated if there are any differences in the 41 
funding there is a possibility they will be coming to each city to make up the difference.  42 
Mr. Omana said time out.  We need to take a look at this in more detail and 43 
communicated this to the City Manager. 44 
 45 
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Mr. Omana said this morning at about 5:40 he woke up to the local news and the report 1 
was that FDOT was sending out invoices to individual cities and that invoice was 2 
outlining the actual increase that they were already assigning to the local municipalities.  3 
His question is how can that be done if you haven’t finished the design and what 4 
funding agreements have been amended that are going to affect the local 5 
municipalities.   6 
 7 
Mr. Omana said the point is this is what is happening.  There is a lot of information that 8 
in his opinion is contradictory and in his opinion we need answers to what happened to 9 
our methodology and study that we paid for and you directed us to pursue with respect 10 
to the issue of the quiet zones.  Our intent is to keep the City Manager posted on this 11 
matter and we’ll get back to you. 12 
 13 
Mayor Mealor said as a point of clarification, the consultant’s recommendations were 14 
reviewed by the FRA and approved. 15 
 16 
Mr. Omana answered affirmatively. 17 
 18 
Commissioner Miller asked if the FRA was the railroad. 19 
 20 
Mr. Omana said it is the Federal Railroad Administration. 21 
 22 
Mayor Mealor said we have a FDOT issue that he thought was contradictory.  Back in 23 
December when we had the Chairman of the County Commission and County Manager 24 
here we talked about communication.  It has gotten so much better in the last several 25 
months.  This might be a perfect example if we could have the City Manager reach out 26 
to the County Manager that if a clarification is not forthcoming that the item might want 27 
to be tabled or postponed so we could discuss it at the Mayors/Managers meeting. 28 
 29 
Ms. Sova said she spoke with the County Manager today on this issue.  The County is 30 
as baffled as we are. They cannot get responses from FDOT.  She believed the June 31 
14th date was tentative that they now realize they can’t meet.  They feel like the funding 32 
they were assured has been yanked and they don’t understand why.  They think the 33 
people at FDOT are misreading the governor’s call on these funds.  She had nothing 34 
clear to say because FDOT is not answering anybody at the County.  Ms. Sova said she 35 
was certain they would be happy to talk to us about it.  We did do a joint agreement 36 
along the corridor to do these quiet zones together.  When she can’t get an answer from 37 
anybody she was hard pressed to give her an answer. 38 
 39 
Mayor Mealor said we have a congresswoman and a congressman representing in that 40 
area.  He said he would reach out to the Governor and will make that a priority and see 41 
if we can’t get some clarification.  We have some people making some arbitrary and 42 
possibly capricious decisions that might be beyond their boundaries.  He said he wasn’t 43 
saying that is the case but appears it is the case and thought we needed to clarify that. 44 
 45 
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Ms. Sova said she thought Bob Cortez had already had some conversation with 1 
Chairman Horan.  It would probably not be an unfamiliar topic. 2 
 3 
Mayor Mealor said if there was no objection he would reach out to the Governor and we 4 
will also communicate to Congresswoman Brown and Congressman Mica.  There were 5 
no objections from the Board. 6 
 7 
Commissioner Miller said he felt like they were talking two things here.   8 
 9 
Mayor Mealor said what we are talking about is we established quiet zones, we have 10 
already gone forward and know it can be done, and it has already been approved for a 11 
cost significantly less than what FDOT is saying that if you think you’re going to do it 12 
you’re going to have to do it this way.  We are simply saying that might need to be 13 
reviewed. 14 
 15 
Commissioner Miller said that is one issue.  The other issue is the funding issue.  The 16 
funding issue is what he was talking about initially.  There is $4 million of that grant 17 
money that was never spent and was available for our county and cities to spend to do 18 
this.  They didn’t spend it.  There was $10 million put in this recent budget and Governor 19 
Scott vetoed that because the $4 million had not been spent. 20 
 21 
Ms. Sova said the $4 million couldn’t be spent because of this disparity. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Miller said there was $3 million in undistributed funds that is available to 24 
be rolled in with that $4 million.  What he did was told them to put it in where they could 25 
prioritize it.  The Cities of Longwood, Windermere and Edgewater were the ones that 26 
were tigers on this.  They never brought up a disparity in the engineering. 27 
 28 
Mr. Omana said if he were to summarize in one statement that statement would be “why 29 
did the standards change”.  By having those standards changed it changed the designs 30 
and the costs.  It created a domino effect. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Brender said he remembered a $1.2 million price tag on something.   He 33 
asked if that was the entire County. 34 
 35 
Mr. Omana said he recalled a similar figure but didn’t have the information in front of 36 
him and was unable to answer that. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Miller said the other topic he engaged in at that meeting is FDOT, Lynx, 39 
and the Expressway Authority are there and they give reports.  There was discussion 40 
earlier about the project in Lake Mary.  He expressed to the Municipal Advisory 41 
Committee members that we would love to approve that in its entirety.  When we look at 42 
that project it is a wonderful thing and we think it would be great, but it’s a bit frightening 43 
for us to contemplate the transportation impact of that when it is finally implemented.  If 44 
there is any way pressure can be brought or priorities can be changed to bring Beyond 45 



 

CITY COMMISSION 
June 2, 2016 - 15 

 

Ultimate I-4 solutions back into the near future.  That would make that project look 1 
better. 2 
 3 
Ms. Sova said we have a draft letter ready to go to the County Commission.  She said 4 
Mr. Paster and Danielle Koury will be attending a meeting next Tuesday with FDOT.  5 
When we get a few items clarified from that meeting, some costs and timing, we have a 6 
draft memo for the entire Commission to sign that encourages Seminole County that we 7 
would like to continue with Rinehart Road median U-turns.  We would like to move that 8 
project forward and begin that design in 2017 when our Rinehart Road project is 9 
scheduled to be designed with the sales tax money.   10 
 11 
Ms. Sova said the second thing is the new entrance onto I-4 off of Greenwood behind 12 
Gander Mountain.  The second part of that memo would be to encourage the County to 13 
ask the state if they would move forward with that.  The County has already committed 14 
in one of their own meetings to offering the state to front that money so they can get that 15 
project moving.  What we are writing is for this Commission to encourage that and go 16 
forward and the County doing the heavy lifting from there to get through DOT.  They are 17 
the ones that would have the kind of money to build an interchange.  We would not on 18 
our own.  That is another topic she and the County Manager discussed today.  As soon 19 
as we get some clarity next week we will be able to get that memo to you for the 20 
support. 21 
 22 
Commissioner Miller said in a conversation with Representative Cortez, he mentioned a 23 
similar problem we have with that area between I-4 and Rinehart being boxed in and 24 
traffic having to go Primera or Wallace Court in and out, and he said what you need to 25 
do is contemplate the way they fixed it in Altamonte Springs with an overpass at Central 26 
Florida Parkway.  If you had an overpass from Wallace Court from where this project is 27 
coming, if there was an overpass to connect to International Parkway, what you would 28 
have is the ability for all traffic to make right turns coming and going.  Whenever you 29 
come to work, based on the path you decide to take, you can make right turns all the 30 
way in.  It also makes it easy for engineers later on to increase right-turn lanes and 31 
make it move even faster.  He said the first time he heard that was at the Seminole 32 
State College session in a private conversation with Representative Cortez. 33 
 34 
Ms. Sova said she worked at Altamonte when they did that project. 35 
 36 
Commissioner Miller asked if it did what he said. 37 
 38 
Ms. Sova said it got people off 436.  It got the mall traffic because Central Parkway runs 39 
behind the mall.  It moved the mall traffic to the west side of the city.  She worked at 40 
Altamonte for 13 years and went through four iterations of 436 being widened.  It 41 
relieved that traffic from behind the mall and the mall traffic to get it to the west side of 42 
the city and get it off of 436.  Staff is just beginning to take a look at this project that has 43 
come in.  It has barely hit our desks. 44 
 45 
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Commissioner Lucarelli said she attended the Florida Hospital grand opening and took 1 
a tour with Congressman Mica and got a photo op with him.  It is a beautiful, wonderful 2 
facility and was glad they are here. 3 
 4 
Mayor Mealor said there was a great deal of angst when this was proposed and to 5 
Florida Hospital’s credit, they met with every group, they listened to both the residents 6 
and the business community and we have a much better project because of that 7 
involvement.  He thanked everyone for their input. 8 
 9 
13. City Attorney’s Report 10 
 11 
Ms. Reischmann had no report at this time. 12 
 13 
14. Adjournment 14 
 15 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:05 P.M. 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
______________________   ___________________________  20 
   David J. Mealor, Mayor    Mary Campbell, Deputy City Clerk 21 
 22 
 23 
ATTEST: 24 
 25 
 26 
_____________________ 27 
Carol A. Foster, City Clerk 28 



MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Stephen J. Noto, AICP
City Planner

THRU: John Omana, Community Development Director 

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Ordinance No. 1545 - Repealing Chapter 132 of the Code of Ordinances 
entitled "Offenses Against Persons and Property", creating a new Section 
157.24 "Injuring Shade Trees" and amending Section 4 "Sign Permits and 
Construction and Maintenance Standards" of Appendix I "Sign Code" to 
incorporate sign restrictions being repealed - First Reading (Public 
Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner)

BACKGROUND: It was recently discovered that a number of regulations in Chapter 
132 of the City’s Code of Ordinances were either in direct conflict with State Statutes or 
were antiquated. As a result, through coordination with the City Clerk, City Attorney, and 
City Manager, staff has prepared a number of changes to Chapters 155, Appendix I 
(Sign Code) and Chapter 157 (Landscape Code). In addition, staff is requesting to 
repeal all of Chapter 132. 

The changes to Chapter 155, Appendix I are as follows:

• Moving existing sections 132.12 (Sign Restrictions) and 132.13 (Violation of Sign 
Restrictions) to existing Chapter 155, Appendix I, Section 4 (Sign permits and 
construction and maintenance standards). The regulations are relevant, and are 
being moved to a more appropriate section of the Code of Ordinances. 



The changes to Chapter 157 are as follows:

• Moving existing section 132.09 (Injuring Shade Trees) to a new section of 
Chapter 157 (157.24). The regulation is relevant, and is being moved to a more 
appropriate section of the Code of Ordinances. 

The text of the regulations are outlined in the attached draft Ordinance. 

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD: At their regular May 24, 2016 meeting, the 
Planning and Zoning Board unanimously recommended approval, 5-0, of the requested 
changes to the Code of Ordinances as outlined above, with the following conditions:

1. In Section 154.27, add language “along the lines of unlawful for any person to 
intentionally, or recklessly, or maliciously remove, injure, or attempt to”. 
Something along a mens rea and an attempt qualification should be included. 

2. Section 4, (5) ii, it says approved by “him”, which should either be the Building 
Official or by him/her for purposes of the statute.

3. Page 4, vii, recommended to add “as determined by the Building Official” or other 
appropriate person. Also to look at adding a metric or quantifier. 

FINDING OF FACT:  Staff recommends approval of the requested changes to the 
Code of Ordinances, which includes:

• Repealing Chapter 132 “Offenses Against Persons and Property”
• Creation of Section 157.24 of Chapter 157 “Landscaping and Arbor Regulations”
• Amending of Appendix I “Sign Code” of Chapter 155 “Subdivision Regulations”

ATTACHMENTS:
• Ordinance No. 1545
• May 24, 2016 Planning & Zoning Board Minutes



ORDINANCE NO. 1545

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA, 
REPEALING IN ITS ENTIRETY CHAPTER 132 “OFFENSES 
AGAINST PERSONS AND PROPERTY” OF THE CODE OF 
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY; CREATING A 
NEW SECTION 157.24 “INJURING SHADE TREES” IN 
CHAPTER 157 “LANDSCAPING AND ARBOR 
REGULATIONS” TO INCORPORATE EXISTING 
LANDSCAPE RESTRICTIONS CONTAINED WITHIN 
CHAPTER 132; AMENDING SECTION 4 “SIGN PERMITS 
AND CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE STANDARDS” 
OF APPENDIX I “SIGN CODE” OF CHAPTER 155 
“SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS” TO INCORPORATE 
EXISTING SIGN RESTRICTIONS REPEALED IN CHAPTER 
132; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR 
CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICT; AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City requested a review of Chapter 132, “Offenses Against 

Persons and Property” of the City Code for the purpose of amending or repealing sections 

that have become antiquated or legally infirm; and 

WHEREAS, Sections 132.01 through 132.13 address assault, throwing stones, 

missiles, trespass, stealing of bicycles, petit larceny, concealing stolen property, injuring 

property, taking or using property of another, injuring of shade trees, spitting or littering on 

public places, tampering with scales, sign restrictions and penalties; and

WHEREAS, assault is generally regulated pursuant to Section 784.011, Florida 

Statutes, and trespass is generally regulated pursuant to Chapter 810, Florida Statutes; 

and



WHEREAS, theft and petit theft is generally regulated pursuant to Chapter 812, 

Florida Statutes; and 

WHEREAS, injuring property or criminal mischief is generally regulated pursuant to 

Section 806.13, Florida Statutes; and 

WHEREAS, littering is regulated pursuant to the Florida Litter Law, Section 

403.413, Florida Statutes, and tampering with scales is regulated pursuant to Chapter 531, 

Florida Statutes; and 

WHEREAS, due to all of these statutory provisions, Chapter 132 is in large part 

antiquated and duplicative of state law; and

WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Lake Mary finds that the repeal of 

Chapter 132 and the relocation of existing landscaping and sign restrictions is in the best 

interests of the public health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Lake Mary.  

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

Section 1. Recitals.  The foregoing recitals are hereby fully incorporated 

herein by this reference as legislative findings and the intent and purpose of the City 

Commission of the City of Lake Mary.  

Section 2. Repeal of Chapter 132 “Offenses Against Persons and 

Property”.   That Chapter 132 “Offenses Against Persons and Property” of the Code of 

Ordinances of the City of Lake Mary is hereby repealed in its entirety. 

Section 3. Creation of Section 157.24 of Chapter 157 “Landscaping and 

Arbor Regulations”.  That Section 157.24 “Injuring Shade Trees” of Chapter 157 

“Landscaping and Arbor Regulations” is hereby established as follows (underlined type 

indicates additions to the original text):

Section 157.24 Injuring Shade Trees

It shall be unlawful for any person to cut down, cut, bruise, or otherwise injure 
any municipally-owned shade tree within the corporate limits of the city.  



Section 4. Amendment of Appendix I “Sign Code” of Chapter 155 

“Subdivision Regulations”.  That Section 4 “Sign Permits and Construction and 

Maintenance Standards” of Appendix I “Sign Code” of Chapter 155 “Subdivision 

Regulations” is hereby amended to read as follows (underlined type indicates additions 

to the original text and strike through shall constitute deletions to the original text, and 

asterisks (* * *) indicate that text shall remain unchanged from the language existing 

prior to adoption of this Ordinance):

SECTION 4 – SIGN PERMITS AND CONSTRUCTION AND 
MAINTENANCE STANDARDS

***

(B)  Construction and maintenance standards. All signs shall be 
constructed and maintained in accordance with the following standards:

(1)  Code compliance. All signs shall be constructed and maintained 
in accordance with the provisions and requirements of the city's building 
codes, electrical codes and all other applicable codes.

(2)  Copy. All copy shall be maintained so as to be legible and 
complete.

(3)  Structure. All signs shall be maintained in a vertical position 
unless originally permitted otherwise, and in good and safe condition at all 
times.

(4)  Damage. Damaged faces or structural members shall be 
repaired.

(5)  Safety.  The construction and maintenance of all signs using 
electric power in any manner shall be subject to the following requirements: 

i. Electrical systems and fasteners shall be maintained at 
all times in a safe condition.  

ii. Plans and locations shall be approved by the Building 
Official, and such signs shall be inspected and approved by him/her
before operation. All such signs must be installed by a qualified and 
licensed electrician in accordance with provision of the National 
Electrical Code.

iii. Proximity to electrical conductor: No signs shall be 
erected closer than ten feet to any overhead electrical conductor, 
where the difference in potential between any two conductors or 
between one conductor and ground exceeds 750 volts.



iv. All exterior electrical outlets for signs shall terminate in 
a galvanized box with a blank cover, which shall be flush with and 
not protrude beyond the finished surface of the exterior wall.

v. Transformer boxes, outlets, conduits, and other 
accessory equipment for any sign shall be placed so that they are 
not visible from the exterior.

vi. Wooden signs shall not have electrical lights or fixtures 
attached to them in any manner.

vii. No electrical sign shall be so lighted or maintained as 
to throw a glare or blinding light into any street, highway, or other 
public thoroughfare, which would be likely to blind or impair the 
vision of any motorists upon the street, highway, or thoroughfare.

Section 5. Severability.  If any Section or portion of a Section of this 

Ordinance proves to be invalid, unlawful, or unconstitutional, it shall not be held to 

invalidate or impair the validity, force, or effect of any other Section or part of this 

Ordinance.

Section 6. Codification.   It is the intention of the City Commission of the City 

of Lake Mary, Florida, and it is hereby ordained that the provisions of this Ordinance 

shall become and be made a part of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Lake Mary, 

Florida; that the Sections of this Ordinance may be renumbered or re-lettered to 

accomplish such intention; that the word, “Ordinance” may be changed to “Section,” 

“Article,” or other appropriate word.

Section 7. Conflicts.  All Ordinances or parts of Ordinances in conflict with 

any of the provisions of this Ordinance are hereby repealed.

Section 8. Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective 

immediately upon adoption on second reading.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of June, 2016

FIRST READING: June 2, 2016

SECOND READING: June 16, 2016

 CITY OF LAKE MARY FLORIDA

___________________________
DAVID J. MEALOR, MAYOR 

ATTEST:



 
________________________________
CITY CLERK, CAROL A. FOSTER

FOR THE USE AND RELIANCE OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY ONLY
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

___________________________________
CITY ATTORNEY, CATHERINE D. REISCHMANN

MINUTES OF THE LAKE MARY PLANNING & ZONING BOARD MEETING held May 
24, 2016, 6:00 P.M., Lake Mary City Commission Chambers, 100 North Country Club 
Road, Lake Mary, Florida.

I. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Robert Hawkins at 6:00 P.M.

II. Moment of Silence

III. Pledge of Allegiance

IV. Roll Call – Determination of a Quorum

Chairman Robert Hawkins John Omana, Community Development Dir.
Vice Chairman Colleen Taylor Steve Noto, City Planner
Member Sam Aycoth Mary Campbell, Deputy City Clerk
Member Steven Gillis
Member Justin York
Alternate Member Scott Threlkeld

V. Approval of Planning & Zoning Board Minutes – April 26, 2016

Colleen Taylor moved to approve the Planning & Zoning Board minutes of April 
26, 2016, seconded by Justin York and motion carried unanimously 5 - 0.

VI. Citizen Participation:  This is an opportunity for anyone to come forward and 
address this Board on any matter relating to this Board or its actions.  This also 
includes: 1) any item not specifically listed on a previous agenda but discussed at 
a previous board meeting or 2) any item on tonight’s agenda not labeled as a 
public hearing.  Items requiring a public hearing are generally so noted on the 
agenda and public input will be taken when the item is considered.

No one came forward at this time and citizen participation was closed.

VII. City staff and the applicant, or the agent for the applicant, will make their 
presentations first, followed by questions from the Planning and Zoning Board 
members.  After the presentations from staff and the applicant, the chairman will 



open the public hearing portion of the meeting to allow interested parties to 
speak for or against the item being considered.  The public is instructed to keep 
their presentation factual, not be redundant, and to direct all comments to the 
Board, not to the applicant or staff.  From time to time, it may become necessary 
for the Chairman to limit the time that speakers may have.  If a time limit is to be 
imposed, it will be announced at the time that the public hearing is opened.  If a 
speaker wishes to be heard for the record but does not have any new information 
regarding the item being considered, the speaker shall give his/her name and 
address for the record and state that they agree with the presentation made by a 
previous speaker, giving the specific name of the person.  When the Chairman 
believes that no additional information is forthcoming, the Chairman shall close 
the public hearing portion of the meeting.

VIII. Old Business

There was no old business to discuss at this time.

IX. New Business

A. 2016-ZTA-01:  A recommendation to the Mayor and City Commission 
regarding City initiated modifications to City Code Chapters 132, 155 
Appendix I, and 157.  Applicant:  City of Lake Mary

Mr. Noto said this item is basically some code cleanup.  As outlined in the staff report, 
the City has taken a look at Chapter 132 and all of its subsections and found it is part of 
the code that needs to be cleaned up, tossed out, moved around, etc.  Planning staff 
has been put in charge of shifting some items from Chapter 132 that have to do with the 
sign restrictions and the injuring of shade trees.  We moved the sign changes to 
Chapter 155, Appendix I and Chapter 157 will be for the landscape changes.

Mr. Noto said the items from Chapter 132 having to do with signage have more to do 
with building code issues and not so much our typical regulations.  It has to do more 
with electrical information.  

Mr. Noto said the shade tree regulations have to do with injuring City-owned trees.  
Chapter 157 already has rules and regulations as it relates to privately-owned trees so 
this will move the City-owned tree information into Chapter 157 into a new subsection.

Mr. Noto said these items will be moving on to the City Commission meeting of June 
2nd.  Staff is recommending approval of the changes.  We have a draft ordinance as part 
of the report put together by the City Attorney so you can see more detail about the 
rules and regulations.

Vice Chairman Taylor said in 157.24 she had a question about the structure of it.  It is 
kind of a legal question.  There is no requirement of any kind of guilty mind so 
technically the way it is written if somebody hits me and my car crashes into a City tree 
and knocks it over, I have committed an unlawful act. There is nothing that says it needs 
to be intentional, reckless, malicious, or anything.  The federal government is trying to 
move away from that because it traps well-meaning people in bad spots.  I think the City 
should also move away from that and then it becomes a policy decision of what you 



want that to be.  Clearly you don’t want it to be accidental.  She recommended 
something along the lines of unlawful for any person to intentionally, or recklessly, or 
maliciously remove, injure, or attempt to.  She thought a mens rea and an attempt 
qualification need to be in there.  Generally in the statute it informs the person of the 
consequence and shall be punished by whatever means you want.  Is it going to be 
codified as a secondary misdemeanor or if it’s going to be punishable by City fine or 
ordinance.  She said she didn’t know the answers to those but thought those were 
things important to have in it.

Mr. Noto said we will pass those comments to the City Attorney.

Vice Chairman Taylor said in Section 4, (5) ii., it says approved by “him” which didn’t 
bother her but does get some people riled up.  It should either be the Building Official or 
by him/her for purposes of the statute.

Vice Chairman Taylor said on Page 4, vii, you want to enforce these and help people.  
She asked if there was a quantifier that decides when something is too glaring or 
blinding. If there is not a number or a meter that they use, she recommended to add “as 
determined by the Building Official” or whatever person.  Someone has to be the one 
who says it.  She was sure they wouldn’t want the Council to have to take a vote on 
whether it is or not.

Chairman Hawkins said he didn’t receive his packet until the mail today and didn’t have 
a lot of time to research his two requests.  Whether it is appropriate to put these 
requests into this modification of the sign code or subsequently research this and make 
a formal change, he would like to see two things added to the sign code.  One is for 
panhandlers within the City.  On September 16, 2014, the Sentinel had a good article on 
panhandlers. Sanford has an ordinance, Orange, Osceola, Hillsborough, Pasco 
Counties all have ordinances. The Cities of Orlando, Altamonte Springs, Casselberry, 
and Tampa all have ordinances.  This is a public safety issue.  There has been a 
newspaper guy killed when he stepped off a curb in front of a car.  He thought that 
should have an exemption for non-profit people.  Every year at Labor Day the 
firefighters collect money, and the Shriners collect money.  All those people who aren’t 
public officials like firefighters ought to have a permit to do this.  He would like staff to 
research the panhandling ordinances and see if they can come up with some 
appropriate legal language.  This has been passed everywhere around here and in 
Florida.

Chairman Hawkins said the second thing is to come up with some language about 
human billboards—the roadside solicitors.  That one he didn’t get a chance to do much 
research on.  He thought Seminole County was headed that way but didn’t know what 
they came up with.  He would like to see some research into an ordinance to prohibit, 
license, or permit these guys twirling signs, doing dances, standing on ladders.  It’s a 
public safety issue because it’s like having a flashing billboard.  People pay attention to 
these and they are not paying attention to their driving.

Mr. Omana said he thought Casselberry had something along those lines.  He 
recommended letting staff take those two items forward to administration and let this 
ordinance go on its own since it is a cleanup thing.  We will bring that to the City 
Manager’s attention and move forward.



Chairman Hawkins said he knew staff had all the phone numbers and e-mail addresses 
for all the cities and municipalities around here so they could send an e-mail asking 
them to send their ordinance.

Chairman Hawkins asked if anyone wanted to speak in reference to this item.  No one 
came forward and the public hearing was closed.

Member York said he appreciated all the comments and suggestions that were made 
and thought they were good.

Justin York moved to approve 2016-ZTA-01, recommendation to the Mayor and 
City Commission regarding City initiated modifications to City Code Chapters 
132, 155 Appendix I, and 157 with the comments previously stated.  Seconded by 
Sam Aycoth and motion carried unanimously 5 – 0.



MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Bruce Fleming, Sr. Code Enforcement Officer

THRU: Chief Steve Bracknell
Deputy Chief Colin Morgan            

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Request for Reduction of Code Enforcement Lien, 246 Bowling Green 
Court; Matthew Maskal, applicant (Bruce Fleming, Sr. Code Enforcement 
Officer)

The Lake Mary Code Enforcement Board held a public hearing on the above-referenced 
case July 21, 2015.  The Board found that the property owner, Matthew Maskal, had 
violated City code by having an overgrowth of grass/weeds, an accumulation of 
miscellaneous junk, trash, and debris, and an unsecure swimming pool.  The Board 
further found that PHH Mortgage Corporation had violated City code for failure to 
register a property during the foreclosure process. The property owner and mortgage 
company were required to make all corrections cited in the Notice of Violation, within 
twenty one (21) days of the hearing, or pay a fine of two hundred ($200.00) dollars per 
day for each day the violation(s) continued.

PHH Mortgage Corporation complied with the Board’s order of July 21, 2015, on July 
22, 2015, by registering the property as a foreclosure with the office of the City Clerk. 
The property owner, Matthew Maskal, remained in violation of the Board’s order for 85 
days at two hundred ($200.00) dollars per day and accumulated fines of $17,000.00.  A 
subsequent inspection of the property by Code Enforcement, during routine patrol on 
November 5, 2015, revealed the property was in compliance with the Board’s order of 
July 21, 2015. The property owner contacted the City on June 1, 2016, seeking a 
reduction of the outstanding lien.  The current outstanding lien for this property is 
$17,000.00 in fines, $537.24 in interest, $82.50 in filing fees, $630.00 in attorney fees, 
and $189.96 of staff time, for a total of $18,439.70.  The administrative costs associated 
with this project (attorney fees + filing + staff time) total $902.46.  



RECOMMENDATION:

This property remains in compliance with the Board’s order of July 21, 2015.  Staff 
recommends that the City Commission elect one of the following four options:

1. Total reduction of lien (i.e., removal of lien and no money owed); or
2. Reduction of lien to administrative costs ($902.46); or
3. Reduction to a level determined by the City Commission; or
4. No reduction of lien ($18,439.70).

Any reduction in the lien amount should require payment within thirty (30) days of 
Commission’s action or the lien returns to the full amount and interest continues to 
accrue.



DETAILED TIMELINE

DATE ACTIVITY NOTES
June 16, 2015 Certified Notice of Violation 

to owner and mortgage 
company sent

June 21, 2015 Notice received by 
mortgage company

June 22, 2015 Notice to Owner returned 
unable to forward “moved -
no forwarding address”

July 06, 2015 Certified Notice of Hearing 
to owner and mortgage 
company sent

July 9, 2015 Notice of Hearing received 
by mortgage company

July 9, 2015 Notice of Hearing to owner 
returned unable to forward 
“moved - no forwarding 
address” property posted

July 21, 2015 Board Hearing - property 
found in violation

Property owner - 21 days to 
resolve maintenance issues 
or fine of $200.00/day; 
mortgage company - 21 
days to register or fine of 
$200.00/day 

July 22, 2015 Property registered by 
mortgage company

Per the Board’s order of 
July 21, 2015, the mortgage 
company was required to 
register this property as an 
abandoned foreclosure with 
the office of the City Clerk.

August 28, 2015 Certified Notice of 
Compliance Hearing posted 
on property

September 15, 2015 Compliance Hearing Board 
found the maintenance 
issues continued 

$200.00/day lien imposed 
beginning August 12, 2015

November 5, 2015 Subsequent inspection 
revealed compliance 
obtained - 85 days

Total fine $17,000.00





































































MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Stephen J. Noto, AICP
City Planner

THRU: John Omana, Community Development Director

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Ordinance No. 1546 - Rezone 1.4 acres of property located at 105 
Palmetto St. from R-1A, Residential, to DC, Downtown Centre; John 
Williams, applicant - First Reading (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City 
Planner) (quasi-judicial)

APPLICANT: Mr. John Williams

REFERENCE: City Code of 
Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan 

COORDINATION:
Development Review Committee

REQUEST:  The applicant requests to 
rezone the subject property from R-1A, Residential, to DC, Downtown Centre. There is 
currently a single-family home on the property that was built in 1925. 

DISCUSSION:

Location: The subject property is located at the Northeast corner of W. Lake Mary Blvd. 
and Palmetto St.



History: There is a two-story home on the property that, according to the Seminole 
Country Property Appraiser, was built in 1925. It is currently being rented out by the 
applicant. 

Zoning  Future Land Use 

CRITERIA FOR REZONING (154.27): 

Need: The applicant proposes to rezone the property for office/retail/mixed use.   

A. Justification:  Currently, the subject property is zoned R-1A 
(Residential); however, it has DDD (Downtown Center) land use 
designation. Per the City Comprehensive Plan, the DC zoning 
district is compatible with Downtown Development District land use. 
Therefore, the proposed rezoning is consistent with the Future 
Land Use (FLU).  Additionally, the Code of Ordinances requires 
that at the time of development properties in the DDD land use 
designation have DC zoning.  Staff Note: This parcel has the ability 
to act as an important entry feature into the East Village area of the 
Downtown. The unique development regulations allowed by the DC 
zoning district is vital for the site, specifically as it relates to the site 
design parameters and uses allowed by the DC zoning district.  

B. Effect of Change In and Around Area:  The rezoning will have a 
positive impact to the area since it will be consistent with the 
Downtown Development District land use designation as well as the 
Downtown Master Plan.  Moreover, this rezoning may help 
encourage neighboring properties to rezone to DC.

C. Amount of Similar Zoned Land and Comparable Undeveloped 
Land in Area:  Within the entire City, less than 5% of all parcels are 
designated as Downtown Center.    

D. Relationship to Comprehensive Plan: The Future Land Use 
(FLU) designation of the subject property is DDD (Downtown 
Development District), which allows for a wide range of retail, 
service, residential and office uses. Table GOP-1 “Future Land 
Use/Zoning Compatibility Chart” indicates that the DC zoning 
district is compatible with the Future Land Use designation of DDD.  
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Compatibility to City Code: The requested DC zoning district is compatible with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan & the Code of Ordinances.      

PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD: At their regular May 24, 2016 meeting, the 
Planning and Zoning Board unanimously recommended approval, 5-0, of the requested 
rezoning of 1.4 acres of property located at 105 Palmetto St. from R-1A, Residential, to 
DC, Downtown Centre.

FINDINGS OF FACT: The above referenced findings of fact A through D are 
determined to support the requested rezoning of the subject property from R-1A, 
Residential, to DC, Downtown Centre, by establishing consistency and compatibility. 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOT A (LESS E 225 FT + RD ON S) GREENLEAF + 
WILSONS ADD PB 3 PG 26, OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA  

ATTACHMENTS:
• Ordinance No. 1546
• Location Map
• Future Land Use Map
• Zoning Map
• Aerial
• May 24, 2016 Planning & Zoning Board Minutes



ORDINANCE NO. 1546

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA AMENDING THE 
CITY OF LAKE MARY OFFICIAL ZONING MAP BY REZONING CERTAIN 
PROPERTY WITHIN THE CITY OF LAKE MARY, CONSISTING OF +/- 1.4 
ACRES, LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF PALMETTO STREET 
AND WEST LAKE MARY BOULEVARD, MORE FULLY DESCRIBED HEREIN, 
FROM THE PRESENT ZONING CLASSIFICATION OF R-1A, RESIDENTIAL, TO 
DC, DOWNTOWN CENTRE, PURSUANT TO THE TERMS OF THE FLORIDA 
STATUTES; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS, SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE 
DATE.

WHEREAS, Mr. John Williams, applicant, has petitioned to rezone the above 

referenced property, within the City of Lake Mary, Florida, which is currently in a zoning 

district of R-1A, Residential, and has a Future Land Use designation of DDD, Downtown 

Development District, in the City’s Comprehensive Plan; and      

WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Lake Mary, Florida, deems it to 

be in the public interest of the citizens of Lake Mary, Florida, and that it promotes the 

health and general welfare of the citizens of Lake Mary, Florida, to rezone the above 

described subject property to DC, Downtown Centre; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed DC, Downtown Centre, zoning district is compatible 

with the Downtown Development District land use designation; and 

WHEREAS, at their regular May 24, 2016 meeting, the City of Lake Mary 

Planning and Zoning Board voted unanimously to recommend the proposed DC zoning 

designation.  

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

Section 1. That the City Commission in order to promote the health and 

general welfare of the citizens of Lake Mary, Florida, and to establish the highest and 

best use of real property within the City of Lake Mary, Florida, hereby rezones the 



following described property from its present zoning classification of R-1A, Residential, 

to DC, Downtown Centre: 

LOT A (LESS E 225 FT + RD ON S) GREENLEAF + WILSONS ADD PB 3 PG 

26, OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA  

Section 2. That after the passage of this Ordinance, the Community 

Development Director is directed to officially change the zoning map of the City of Lake 

Mary indicating thereon the Ordinance number and date of that final passage to include 

the subject property within the above-described designated zoning district.   

Section 3. Severability.  If any section, part of a section, paragraph, 

sentence, clause, phrase or word of this Ordinance is for any reason, held or declared 

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

remaining portions of this Ordinance and shall be construed to have been the legislative 

intent to pass this Ordinance without such unconstitutional, invalid or inoperative parts 

therein, and the remainder of this Ordinance, after the exclusion of such part or parts, 

shall be deemed to be held valid as if this ordinance had been adopted without such 

unconstitutional, invalid or inoperative part therein and if this Ordinance or any provision 

thereof, shall be held inapplicable to any person, group of persons, property, kind of 

property, circumstances, or set of circumstances, such holding shall not affect the 

application thereof to any other person, property or circumstances.  

Section 4. Conflicts. This Ordinance shall not be construed to have the 

effect of repealing any existing Ordinances concerning the subject matter of this 

Ordinance, but the regulations herein shall be supplemental and cumulative; however, 

in the case of a direct conflict with a provision or provisions of any existing Ordinance 



the provision which is more restrictive and imposes higher standards or requirements 

shall govern.  

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective upon 

adoption.  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of July, 2016

FIRST READING: June 16, 2016

SECOND READING: July 7, 2016

ATTEST:

____________________________ ________________________________

Carol A. Foster, City Clerk David J. Mealor, Mayor

CITY OF LAKE MARY, FLORIDA

FOR THE USE AND RELIANCE OF THE
CITY OF LAKE MARY ONLY.  

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY:

___________________________________
CATHERINE D. REISCHMANN, CITY ATTORNEY















MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Stephen J. Noto, AICP
City Planner

THRU: John Omana, Community Development Director

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Request for a Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm Town 
Center, located at 114 Longwood Lake Mary Rd.  Applicant: Ms. Jennifer 
Stickler, P.E., Kimley Horn (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner) 
(quasi-judicial)

APPLICANT: Ms. Jennifer Stickler, P.E., 
Kimley Horn

REFERENCE: Griffin Farm at Midtown 
PUD Agreement, Development Review 
Committee, City Comprehensive Plan, Code 
of Ordinances.

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting 
approval for a Preliminary Subdivision Plan 
for the $100 million dollar Griffin Farm Town 
Center mixed-use project. The subdivision 
plan proposes to subdivide the existing +/-
34.52 acre property into 6 lots. Lots 1-3 are 
commercial in nature, while Lots 4-5 are the 
two apartment buildings. Lot 6 is proposed to be developed as a single-family home 
project by David Weekley Homes which is being reviewed concurrently and will be 
presented at the same time as this item. 



DISCUSSION:

Location and History: The subject properties are located at the southwest corner 
of W. Lake Mary Blvd., and Longwood Lake Mary Rd. and contain +/- 34.52 acres. On 
March 17, 2016, the Mayor and City Commission adopted both the Comprehensive 
Plan text and map amendments proposed by the applicant which created the Mixed Use 
Midtown (MUMT) Future Land Use Category as well as amended the Future Land Use 
Category of the subject properties from Commercial (COM) and Restricted Commercial 
(RCOM) to the new MUMT category. In addition, on April 7, 2016, the Mayor and City 
Commission approved the Griffin Farm at Midtown Final PUD Plan and Developer’s 
Agreement which vested the subject properties for the following development program:

• Lots 1-3
o Commercial, not to exceed 150,000 sq. ft.

• Lots 4-5
o Residential apartments, 265 units

• Lot 6
o Up to 150 attached or detached single family residential units, under fee-

simple ownership.

The Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plan for the Town Center portion of the project 
have been combined and provide for 100% engineering. The specifics of the plan are 
outlined below. Note that this report will cover design aspects for Lots 1-5. Lot 6 will be 
discussed in a separate staff report as it was a separate application. As a reminder, this 
plan formally subdivides the full 34.25 acres in to 6 lots, as shown on plan sheet C4.0A. 

Surrounding Designations:

 Zoning   Future Land Use 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAN: All bulk requirements outlined below, such 
as setbacks, parking, etc., have been approved via the PUD Developer’s Agreement. 

Access and Transportation – A full traffic study was reviewed and taken into account 
during the Final PUD approval stage. The following transportation improvements are a 
result of that review and approval. 
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The site is accessed by two County roadways: W. Lake Mary Blvd., and Longwood 
Lake Mary Rd. The following improvements are proposed within the W. Lake Mary Blvd. 
ROW:

• A new traffic signal at the entrance to the site, west of the intersection at 
Longwood Lake Mary Rd. In addition, there are new turn lanes, and an extension 
to the existing left turn lane on W. Lake Mary Blvd. The applicant will be entering 
into a Traffic Signal Maintenance Agreement with Seminole County.  

• A reconfiguration of the existing median cut adjacent to the Post Office will also 
occur. Instead of allowing thru and turning movements, traffic flow will be 
restricted to left-turn movements only for drivers on W. Lake Mary Blvd. This will 
result in improved safety as drivers leaving the Post Office will have the ability to 
utilize the new traffic signal.  This improvement will occur at the master 
developer’s expense.

• On Longwood Lake Mary Rd., adjacent to The Oaks Plaza entrance, there is a 
right-in/right-out, and left-in only. 

• There are no access points aligned with Washington Ave. or Wilson Dr.

Sheets C4.0 and C4.1 of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan best show the improvements 
outlined above. 

Commercial Buildings and Parking Garage – The following information is provided as 
an outline for the buildings that are proposed within Lots 1-3:

• Buildings A-J
o The following buildings are adjacent to W. Lake Mary Blvd. 

§ Buildings A, B, D-F front W. Lake Mary Blvd., and have varying 
setbacks between 30’ and 80’. Buildings A, B, E, and F are 
permitted for commercial uses, and could be utilized as restaurant 
and retail space. Building D is currently proposed as the Earth 
Fare Grocer. There is a hardscape/landscape feature adjacent to 
Building F which will be covered in greater detail as part of the 
Landscape Review of this report. 

§ Building C is setback over 300’ from W. Lake Mary Blvd. and is 
currently proposed as a 38,000 sq. ft. 24 Hour Fitness. 

o The following buildings are adjacent to Longwood Lake Mary Rd.
§ Buildings G – J make up a total of 21,890 sq. ft. These buildings 

are also available for commercial/retail uses. 
o All of the aforementioned buildings have access to over 400 surface 

parking spaces, 600 spaces in the parking garage, and 48 bicycle spaces 
via multiple bicycle racks.

• Building K and the Parking Garage
o The Parking Garage is south of Building C, and is buffered by the 7,330 

sq. ft. Building K. The garage will be 4-levels, no higher than 62’ (32’ 8” to 
the load bearing wall), with 600 spaces. The garage will have a direct 
connection to Multi-Family Building A. 



Multi-Family Buildings – The two multi-family buildings are generally located in the 
middle of the project. Both buildings are proposed to be 5-stories, no higher than 60’. 
The western building will have 112 units, and the eastern building will have 153 units. 
Parking is available on-street, in the parking garage, and within the surface lots. Both 
buildings will be connected via breezeway. Building A will have a pool amenity area, 
and Building B will have a courtyard, as shown with more detail on plan sheet C4.2. 
Building A will be setback 25’ from the western property line, which also includes a 10’ 
landscape buffer. Building B will be setback 25’ from Longwood Lake Mary Rd., which 
also includes a 15’ landscape buffer. As previously mentioned, the proposed setbacks 
comply with the previously approved PUD Developer’s Agreement. 

Landscaping and Irrigation – The landscape plan that was provided is in compliance 
with the requirements of the PUD Developer’s Agreement. The applicant is saving 8 out 
of 12 existing trees adjacent to W. Lake Mary Blvd. The trees that are being removed 
are in the area of the main entrance into the site. Four trees that are in the median of 
Lake Mary Blvd. are being removed due to the new access point and turn lanes on Lake 
Mary Blvd. 

There are 29 historic trees that have to be removed as a result of the development 
program. As a result, the applicant is providing 116 replacement trees to be located 
throughout the site, which meets the PUD requirements. In addition, the entry feature at 
the NE corner of the site, which includes the fountain, multiple medjool palms, and other 
improvements, will help to mitigate the need to remove the historic trees. That said, staff 
will continue to work with the applicant during review of the site construction permit to 
try and save any historic trees that are in good health and have a low chance of 
damage during construction. Sheet LS-4 shows a rendering of what the plaza fountain 
concept will look like. Reclaimed water will be used for irrigation. 

Environmental – An environmental review was completed for the site during the Final 
PUD stage. No endangered species were found on site. In addition, the wetlands and 
sensitive areas of the site were noted, and have been addressed as part of the 
proposed plan.  

Open Space – The site will have multiple areas of open space. Tract C is a 
conservation tract. Tracts D and E are adjacent to Lake Mary Blvd. and act as 
landscape buffers, and also include the entry feature at the NE corner of the site. As a 
whole, the project does not exceed 65% impervious area. 

Lighting – Lighting and photometric plans were submitted and reviewed. The entrance 
adjacent to the shopping plaza driveway on W. Longwood Lake Mary Rd. has a number 
of readings that exceed the minimum requirements at the property line. At the time of 
final site inspection, staff is required to complete a photometric inspection which 
includes readings at the property line. If the readings exceed the minimums, the 
applicant will be required to adjust the site lighting to meet code. 

Parking – The parking requirements have been broken out by use. A ratio of 4 per 
1,000 sq. ft. has been used for the commercial section of the site. For the apartments, a 
ratio of 1.8 per dwelling unit was utilized. Based on the square footages proposed, as 
well as 265 apartment units, 955 parking spaces are required; 1,022 are being provided. 



The parking lot adjacent to Buildings D-J has 275 spaces; the parking lot adjacent to 
Buildings A-C has 99 spaces. The main entrance road has 48 spaces. Lastly, the 
parking garage has 600 spaces. This is in compliance with the PUD Developer’s 
Agreement. 

Water/Sewer, and Stormwater – Water and sewer connections will be made into 
existing facilities in the adjacent ROW’s. New lines will be run under the new entrance 
road noted at Tract A. Stormwater will be facilitated by underground exfiltration for Lots 
1-3. Lots 4-6 will utilize a detention pond located on Lot 6. 

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD: At their Monday, June 6, 2016 meeting, the Planning 
& Zoning Board unanimously recommended approval, 5-0, of the Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm Town Center Project.

STAFF NOTE: At that same Monday, June 6, 2016 meeting, the Planning & Zoning 
Board also unanimously approved, 5-0, the Final Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm 
Town Center with one condition: 

1. The Final Subdivision Plan shall not become effective until the Mayor and City 
Commission act on the Preliminary Subdivision Plan at their June 16, 2016 
meeting. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: Staff finds that the request for a Preliminary Subdivision Plan
is consistent with the Griffin Farm at Midtown PUD Developer’s Agreement, the City’s 
Code of Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan and recommends approval. 

ATTACHMENTS:
• Location Map
• Zoning Map
• Future Land Use Map
• Aerial Map
• 8.5” x 11” Sheet C4.0A
• 8.5” x 11” Sheet C4
• June 6, 2016 Planning & Zoning Board Minutes 
• Griffin Farm Town Center Preliminary Subdivision Plan





























































MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Stephen J. Noto, AICP
City Planner

THRU: John Omana, Community Development Director

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm David Weekley Homes, 
located at 114 Longwood Lake Mary Rd.  Applicant: Ms. Jennifer Stickler, 
P.E., Kimley Horn (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, City Planner) (quasi-
judicial)

APPLICANT: Ms. Jennifer Stickler, 
P.E., Kimley Horn

REFERENCE: Griffin Farm at 
Midtown PUD Agreement, 
Development Review Committee, City 
Comprehensive Plan, Code of 
Ordinances.

REQUEST: The applicant is 
requesting approval of a Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm 
David Weekley Homes project, which 
is part of the larger +/-34.52 acre, over $100 million dollar, Griffin Farm at Midtown PUD. 
The subdivision plans propose to subdivide the existing +/-17.42 acre property into 138 
single-family residential lots. The subject property is Lot 6 of the Griffin Farm at Midtown 
PUD and is being subdivided from the larger Griffin Farm Town Center subdivision plan 
which is being reviewed concurrently.  



DISCUSSION:

Location and History: The subject property is located at the southwest corner of 
W. Lake Mary Blvd., and Longwood Lake Mary Rd., west of Washington Ave., and 
contains +/- 17.42 acres. 

On March 17, 2016, the Mayor and City Commission adopted both the Comprehensive 
Plan text and map amendments proposed by the applicant for the +/-34.52 acre Griffin 
Farm at Midtown project. Those proposals created the Mixed Use Midtown (MUMT) 
Future Land Use Category, as well as amendment the Future Land Use Category of the 
subject properties from Commercial (COM) and Restricted Commercial (RCOM) to the 
new MUMT category. In addition, on April 7, 2016, the Mayor and City Commission 
approved the Griffin Farm at Midtown Final PUD Plan and Developer’s Agreement 
which vested the project for the following development program:

• Lots 1-3
o Commercial, not to exceed 150,000 sq. ft.

• Lots 4-5
o Residential apartments, 265 units

• Lot 6
o Up to 150 attached or detached single family residential units, under fee-

simple ownership.

The Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plans for Lot 6 have been combined and provide 
for 100% engineering. Please note that Lots 1-83 are attached single-family homes 
(townhomes), and lots 84-138 are detached single-family homes. 

Surrounding Designations:

 Zoning   Future Land Use 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAN: All bulk requirements outlined below, such 
as setbacks, parking, etc., have been approved via the PUD Developer’s Agreement. 

Access and Transportation – Access to the site is provided by two entry points that 
will be gated. One is located on Longwood Lake Mary Rd., south of Washington Ave., 
and the other is provided off of the main entry point of the Town Center. The northern 
entry point, accessible from the Town Center, has a round-a-bout prior to the gates to 
allow for people who cannot enter to turn around. 
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The southern entry has a turnabout area prior to the gate to allow for same. In 
coordination with Seminole County, the applicant is providing a left-turn lane on the 
northbound segment of Longwood Lake Mary Rd. adjacent to the southern-most 
entrance. 

The homes on all lots will have site access from private internal roadways. All garages 
will be sized for 2-cars, and will be accessed through alleyways. There are 62 on-street 
parking spaces provided throughout the development. There are also 4’ wide sidewalks 
throughout, including the open/park tracts outlined below. 

Amenities and Open Space – There are a number of open/park space tracts 
throughout the development, identified as Tracts 1-7, which will have benches and other 
decorative elements. Tract 2 is a Future Amenity Center Area that includes a 
pool/cabana area. There are also other open space areas adjacent to Lots 84, 101, and 
117, as well as the conservation area of Tract C. 

Landscaping and Irrigation – The landscape plan that was provided is in compliance 
with the requirements of the Final PUD Developer’s Agreement. All of the detached 
single-family lots will have two trees on site. Some lots, such as 16 and 39, have a 
number of additional trees being planted as a result of the historic tree mitigation. Nine 
historic trees are being removed due to the infrastructure and building pads required for 
the project. As a result, the applicant is providing 64 replacement trees throughout the 
development, which is almost twice as much as what the PUD requires for mitigation. 
Irrigation throughout the project will be provided by a reuse line to be connected at W. 
Lake Mary Blvd.

Lots: As previously stated, Lots 1-83 are townhome lots, and lots 84-138 are detached 
single-family lots. As per the approved PUD Developer’s Agreement, the townhome lots 
have a minimum lot area of 1,200 sq. ft., measuring as 20’ x 60’. As these are attached 
units, all setbacks are 0’. 

Detached single-family Lots 84-138 have a minimum lot area of 1,820 square ft., with 
varying widths, but depths of 70’. The setbacks for these lots are as follows: Front 5’, 
Side 3’, and Rear 5’. This is in compliance with the PUD Developer’s Agreement. 

Water/Sewer, and Stormwater – Water and sewer connections will be made at
existing facilities in the adjacent ROW’s and Town Center infrastructure. The sewer 
connection will be made at the northern access to the site. Water connections will be 
made in two points adjacent to Longwood Lake Mary Rd. Stormwater will be facilitated 
by a wet detention pond located on Tract B, along the west side of the project area. As 
seen on Sheet C8.0, the detention pond in Tract B includes a retaining wall, which will 
have a 6’ tall fence on top as well as a 4’ tall hedge row per the PUD for safety 
purposes. There is also a littoral zone around the perimeter of the pond to provide for 
treatment. The overall design of the pond meets code. The fence will run adjacent to 
Lots 127-138 and the western boundary of Tract 1. As outlined in the Griffin Farm Town 
Center staff report, Tract B also acts as the stormwater detention area for the apartment
lots, 4 & 5. 



PLANNING & ZONING BOARD: At their Monday, June 6, 2016 meeting, the Planning 
& Zoning Board recommended denial, 3-2, of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the 
Griffin Farm David Weekley Project, because of a lack of on-street parking. 

STAFF NOTE: At that same Monday, June 6, 2016 meeting, the Planning & Zoning 
Board denied, on a vote of 3-2, the Final Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm David 
Weekley Project. The reason for denial was because of a lack of on-street parking. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: Staff finds that the request for Preliminary Subdivision Plan is 
consistent with the relevant criteria of the Griffin Farm at Midtown PUD Developer’s 
Agreement, the City’s Code of Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan and recommends 
approval with the following conditions:

1. Street lighting shall be shown on the site construction permit plans. 
2. The irrigation water meter shall be provided at the northwest corner of the Town 

Center portion of the project, adjacent to W. Lake Mary Blvd. 
3. The fence on top of the detention pond in Tract B shall be 4’-6’ tall, and buffered 

with a minimum 4’ tall hedge row, per the PUD. 
4. The community water main will be privately owned & maintained by the HOA.
5. HOA ownership of water main is clearly documented in deed restrictions and in 

the PSP plans. 
6. Back flow preventer (BFP) at each connection of private to public main. 
7. City standard requires BFP on home side of individual meters. The BFP can be 

underground in a valve box. 

ATTACHMENTS:
• Location Map
• Zoning Map
• Future Land Use Map
• Aerial Map
• 8.5” x 11” Sheet C-4
• Griffin Farm David Weekley Preliminary Subdivision Plan
• June 6, 2016 Planning & Zoning Board Minutes 



























































MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Stephen J. Noto, AICP
City Planner

THRU: John Omana, Community Development Director 

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Appeal of the Planning & Zoning Board's Denial of the Final Subdivision 
Plan for the Griffin Farm David Weekley Project, File Number 2016-FSP-
06, located at 114 Longwood Lake Mary Rd. (Public Hearing) (Steve Noto, 
City Planner) (quasi-judicial)   

APPLICANT: Mr. Kevin Kramer, 
David Weekley Homes.

REFERENCE: Griffin Farm at 
Midtown PUD Agreement, 
Development Review Committee, City 
Comprehensive Plan, Code of 
Ordinances.

REQUEST: On Monday, June 6, 
2016, the City of Lake Mary Planning & 
Zoning Board denied a Final 
Subdivision Plan for the Griffin Farm 
David Weekley project, a 138-lot single family subdivision that is proposed as part of the 
$100 million dollar Griffin Farm at Midtown PUD. The Planning & Zoning Board denied the 
request based on a lack of on-street parking. The applicant seeks to have the Mayor and 
City Commission reverse the decision of the Planning & Zoning Board, and approve the 
Final Subdivision Plan as proposed. 



DISCUSSION:

Project Outline: The applicant is requesting approval of a Final Subdivision Plan for the 
Griffin Farm David Weekley Homes project, which is part of the larger +/-34.52 acre, 
Griffin Farm at Midtown PUD. The subdivision plans propose to subdivide the existing 
+/-17.42 acre property in to 138 single-family residential lots, which is less than the 150 
entitled lots. 

Location and History: The subject property is located at the southwest corner of 
W. Lake Mary Blvd., and Longwood Lake Mary Rd., west of Washington Ave., and 
contains +/- 17.42 acres. 

On March 17, 2016, the Mayor and City Commission adopted both the Comprehensive 
Plan text and map amendments proposed by the applicant for the +/-34.52 acre Griffin 
Farm at Midtown project. Those proposals created the Mixed Use Midtown (MUMT) 
Future Land Use Category, as well as amending the Future Land Use Category of the 
subject properties from Commercial (COM) and Restricted Commercial (RCOM) to the 
new MUMT category. In addition, on April 7, 2016, the Mayor and City Commission 
approved the Griffin Farm at Midtown Final PUD Plan and Developer’s Agreement 
which vested the project for the following development program:

• Lots 1-3
o Commercial, not to exceed 150,000 sq. ft.

• Lots 4-5
o Residential apartments, 265 units

• Lot 6
o Up to 150 attached or detached single family residential units, under fee-

simple ownership.

The Final Subdivision Plan shows that Lots 1-83 are attached single-family homes 
(townhomes), and lots 84-138 are detached single-family homes. 

Surrounding Designations:

 Zoning   Future Land Use 

FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAN: All bulk requirements outlined below, such as 
landscaping, setbacks, parking, etc., have already been approved via the PUD 
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Developer’s Agreement. The Final Subdivision Plan, as designed, meets all of the 
previously approved bulk requirements. 

Access and Transportation – Access to the site is provided by two entry points that 
will be gated. One is located on Longwood Lake Mary Rd., south of Washington Ave., 
and the other is provided off of the main entry point of the Town Center.  The northern 
entry point, accessible from the Town Center, has a round-a-bout prior to the gates to 
allow for people who cannot enter to turn around. The southern entry has a turnabout 
area prior to the gate to allow for same. In coordination with Seminole County, the 
applicant is providing a left-turn lane on the northbound segment of Longwood Lake 
Mary Rd. adjacent to the southern-most entrance. 

The homes on all lots will have site access from private internal roadways. All garages 
will be sized for 2-cars, and will be accessed through alleyways. There are 62 on-street 
parking spaces provided throughout the development, at a ratio of 1 space for every 2.2 
units. This exceeds the PUD approved ratio of 1 on-street parking space for every 4 
units. There are also 4’ wide sidewalks throughout, including the open/park tracts 
outlined below. 

Amenities and Open Space – There are a number of open/park space tracts 
throughout the development, identified as Tracts 1-7, which will have benches and other 
decorative elements. Tract 2 is a Future Amenity Center Area that includes a 
pool/cabana area. There are also other open space areas adjacent to Lots 84, 101, and 
117, as well as the conservation area of Tract C. 

Landscaping and Irrigation – The landscape plan that was provided is in compliance 
with the requirements of the Final PUD Developer’s Agreement. All of the detached 
single-family lots will have two trees on site. Some lots, such as 16 and 39, have a 
number of additional trees being planted as a result of the historic tree mitigation. Nine 
historic trees are being removed due to the infrastructure and building pads required for 
the project. As a result, the applicant is providing 64 replacement trees throughout the 
development, which is almost twice as much as what the PUD requires for mitigation. 
Irrigation throughout the project will be provided by a reuse line to be connected at W. 
Lake Mary Blvd.

Lots: As previously stated, Lots 1-83 are townhome lots, and lots 84-138 are detached 
single-family lots. As per the approved PUD Developer’s Agreement, the townhome lots 
have a minimum lot area of 1,200 sq. ft., measuring as 20’ x 60’. As these are attached 
units, all setbacks are 0’. 

Detached single-family Lots 84-138 have a minimum lot area of 1,820 square ft., with 
varying widths, but depths of 70’. The setbacks for these lots are as follows: Front 5’, 
Side 3’, and Rear 5’. This is in compliance with the PUD Developer’s Agreement. 

Water/Sewer, and Stormwater – Water and sewer connections will be made at
existing facilities in the adjacent ROW’s and Town Center infrastructure. The sewer 
connection will be made at the northern access to the site. Water connections will be 
made in two points adjacent to Longwood Lake Mary Rd. Stormwater will be facilitated 
by a wet detention pond located on Tract B, along the west side of the project area. As 
seen on Sheet C8.0, the detention pond in Tract B includes a retaining wall, which will 



have a 6’ tall fence on top as well as a 4’ tall hedge row per the PUD for safety 
purposes. There is also a littoral zone around the perimeter of the pond to provide for 
treatment. The overall design of the pond meets code. The fence will run adjacent to 
Lots 127-138 and the western boundary of Tract 1. As outlined in the Griffin Farm Town 
Center staff report, Tract B also acts as the stormwater detention area for the apartment 
lots, 4 & 5. 

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD: At their Monday, June 6, 2016 meeting, the 
Planning and Zoning Board voted 3-2 to deny the requested Final Subdivision Plan. The 
action of the Board was based on the plan not having enough on-street parking spaces. 

STAFF ANALYSIS:  As outlined earlier in this staff report, on April 7, 2016, the 
Mayor and City Commission approved the Final PUD plans and Developer’s Agreement 
for the Griffin Farm at Midtown. Within that Developer’s Agreement are a number of 
design standards, including parking requirements that the applicant is required to 
comply with.  

Section H, Subsection 4 provides the requirements for parking on Lot 6 as the following: 
“Each home will have a 2 car garage (no driveway parking) and 1 on-street parking 
space (likely parallel parking) for every 4 homes, the final location of which will be 
reviewed as part for the Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plans submitted for the
project”. 

The Final Subdivision Plan that is in your packet shows each home having a 2 car 
garage, and 1 on-street parking space for every 2.2 homes, for a total of 38 parking 
spaces, which is more than the required 1 space for every 4 homes (required 
311/provided 338). In addition, Section 155, Appendix B of the City’s Code of 
Ordinances states that for Single, Duplex, and Multi-Family Homes, 2 parking spaces 
are required for each dwelling unit. Having said that, the proposal not only exceeds the 
requirements of the already adopted Developer’s Agreement, but also the City’s Code 
of Ordinances. 

In addition to the parking that is being provided on Lot 6, adjacent to the Development is 
the 3-level, 600 space parking garage, as well as a surface lot with over 400 spaces. 
The residents/visitors of Lot 6 have access to those more than 1,000 parking spaces as 
well. That neighboring parking availability, as well as the mixed-use design, is what sets 
this development apart from other single-use multi-family developments in the City, 
such as Fountain Parke. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: Staff recommends that the requested appeal be approved, 
the action of the Planning & Zoning Board of June 6, 2016 be overturned, and approve 
the Final Subdivision Plan, with conditions as outlined below, based on the following:

1. The Final PUD and Developer’s Agreement for Griffin Farm at Midtown was 
approved on April 7, 2016, and thereby vested the project and set entitlements. 

2. The Final PUD and Developer’s Agreement for Griffin Farm at Midtown set the 
regulatory framework for developing the site, including the parking standards. 



3. The Final Subdivision Plan presented by the applicant met and exceeded the 
regulations defined in the Griffin Farm at Midtown Final PUD and Developer’s 
Agreement. 

Conditions of Approval:

1. Street lighting shall be shown on the site construction permit plans. 
2. The irrigation water meter shall be provided at the northwest corner of the Town 

Center portion of the project, adjacent to W. Lake Mary Blvd. 
3. The fence on top of the detention pond in Tract B shall be 4’-6’ tall, and buffered 

with a minimum 4’ tall hedge row, per the PUD. 
4. The community water main will be privately owned & maintained by the HOA.
5. HOA ownership of water main is clearly documented in deed restrictions and in 

the PSP plans. 
6. Back flow preventer (BFP) at each connection of private to public main. 
7. City standard requires BFP on home side of individual meters. The BFP can be 

underground in a valve box. 

ATTACHMENTS:
• Kimley-Horn/David Weekley Homes Appeal Request
• Location Map
• Zoning Map
• Future Land Use Map
• Aerial Map
• 8.5” x 11” Sheet C-4
• Griffin Farm David Weekley Final Subdivision Plan (As attached to Item 2016-PSP-

05)
• June 7, 2016 Planning & Zoning Board Minutes





























































CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

FROM: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: City Manager's Report

ITEMS FOR COMMISSION ACTION:

1. Award Bid #15-06 Emma Oaks Trail Sidewalk.  

2. Award Bid #16-07 E. Crystal Lake Ave. Sidewalk Construction.  

ITEMS FOR COMMISSION INFORMATION:

1. Monthly Department Reports.   



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

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

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Award Bid #15-06 Emma Oaks Trail Sidewalk

DISCUSSION: The City of Lake Mary advertised for bids for the Emma Oaks Trail 
Sidewalk project per City Bid #15-06 on June 14, 2015. On July 14, 2015 we received 
submittals from the following six firms:

MCG Services LLC
Parthenon Construction Company 
RMS Constructors Group, LLC 
Stage Door II, Inc. 
Stillwater Construction, Inc. 
Tagarelli Construction, Inc.

The most responsive bid (see attached bid summary) was received from Parthenon 
Construction Company with a base bid of $83,465.00.  Staff checked references 
provided and all contacted were exceptionally positive.  The budgeted amount for this 
project is $100,000 and the funds were provided by Seminole County as part of the
jurisdictional transfer of roads in 2013 which included Emma Oaks Trail. 

This project was delayed due to work being performed by Duke Energy along Emma 
Oaks Trail. Duke has ceased work for the summer and the sidewalk project may now 
commence. Parthenon has not requested any adjustment to their bid due to the delay.

RECOMMENDATION: The City Commission authorize the City Manager to enter 
into an agreement with Parthenon Construction Company in an amount not to exceed 
$83,465.00 for the Emma Oaks Trail Sidewalk construction project. 





CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

DATE: June 16, 2016

TO: Mayor and City Commission

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

VIA: Jackie Sova, City Manager

SUBJECT: Award Bid #16-07 E. Crystal Lake Ave. Sidewalk Construction 

DISCUSSION: In order to improve pedestrian connectivity between the new 
residential development across from the SunRail station and our downtown business 
district, the City designed a new sidewalk along the north side of E. Crystal Lake Ave. 
Also, in an effort to improve vehicular traffic at the intersection of Crystal Lake Ave. and 
Country Club Road, a new right-hand turn lane has been designed along E. Crystal 
Lake Ave. turning onto northbound Country Club Road and made part of this project.

The City of Lake Mary advertised for bids for the E. Crystal Lake Ave. Sidewalk 
Construction project per City Bid #16-07 on May 1, 2016. On June 1, 2016, we received 
submittals from the following two firms:

Tagarelli Construction, Inc.
Excel 4 LLC

The most responsive bid (see attached bid summary) was received from Tagarelli 
Construction, Inc. with a base bid of $80,598.00. Staff checked several references and 
all contacted provided positive responses. The available budgeted amount for this 
project is $91,259.

RECOMMENDATION: The City Commission authorize the City Manager to enter 
into an agreement with Tagarelli Construction, Inc. in an amount not to exceed 
$80,598.00 for the E. Crystal Lake Ave. Sidewalk Construction project. 
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