
 
 
 
 
 

 
APOPKA PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

DECEMBER 10, 2019 5:30 PM 
APOPKA CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

OPENING AND INVOCATION 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Approve minutes of the Planning Commission meeting held November 12, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. 
2. Approve minutes of the Planning Commission Workshop held November 12, 2019, at 8:00 p.m. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  

The Public Comment Period is for City-related issues that may or may not be on today’s Agenda. If you are here for a matter that 

requires a public hearing, please wait for that item to come up on the agenda. If you wish to address the Council, you must fill out 

an Intent to Speak form and provide it to the City Clerk prior to the start of the meeting. If you wish to speak during the Public 

Comment Period, please fill out a green-colored Intent-to-Speak form. If you wish to speak on a matter that requires a public 

hearing, please fill out a white-colored Intent-to-Speak form. Speaker forms may be completed up to 48 hours in advance of the 

Council meeting. Each speaker will have four minutes to give remarks, regardless of the number of items addressed.  Please refer 

to Resolution No. 2016-16 for further information regarding our Public Participation Policy & Procedures for addressing the City 

Council. 

LEGISLATIVE: 

 

Public Hearing 

 

1. Land Development Code – Glitch Amendments 
Project:  City of Apopka 
Project Manager:  James Hitt 

 
2. Comprehensive Plan – Text Amendment – Future Land Use Element – Policy 3.1.h 

Project:  City of Apopka 
Project Manager:  David Moon 

 
3. PUD Master Plan – Oak Pointe 

Project: Thompson Hills Estates, LLC 
Location: East of Ocoee-Apopka Road, north of McCormick Road  
Project Manager:  David Moon 

 

Site Plan 

 

1. Plat – Alta East Shore 
Project: Go Growth One, LLC c/o Michael Kirchner, President 
Location: 2001 and 2209 South Binion Road 
Project Manager:  Jean Sanchez 

 
QUASI-JUDICIAL: 

 
2. Variance – Code of Ordinances, Part III, Land Development Code, Article X, Section 10.2.4(B) 

Project: Eli Dos Santos, c/o Jordan Strasberg 
Location: 727 Bay Bridge Circle (Clear Lake Landing Subdivision) 
Project Manager:  Jean Sanchez 
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OLD BUSINESS 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

Individuals with disabilities needing assistance to participate in any of these proceedings should contact the City Clerk at least two 
(2) working days in advance of the meeting date and time at (407) 703-1704.  F.S. 286.0105 If a person decides to appeal any 
decision or recommendation made by Planning Commission with respect to any matter considered at this meeting, he will need 
record of the proceedings, and that for such purposes he 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. 
 
Any opening invocation that is offered before the official start of the Planning Commission meeting shall be the voluntary offering 
of a private person, to and for the benefit of the Planning Commission. The views or beliefs expressed by the invocation speaker 
have not been previously reviewed or approved by the Planning Commission or the city staff, and the City is not allowed by law 
to endorse the religious or non-religious beliefs or views of such speaker.  Persons in attendance at the Planning Commission 
meeting are invited to stand during the opening ceremony. However, such invitation shall not be construed as a demand, order, 
or any other type of command.  No person in attendance at the meeting shall be required to participate in any opening invocation 
that is offered or to participate in the Pledge of Allegiance.  You may remain seated within the City Council Chambers or exit the 
City Council Chambers and return upon completion of the opening invocation and/or Pledge of Allegiance if you do not wish to 
participate in or witness the opening invocation and/or the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance. 
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING HELD ON 

NOVEMBER 12, 2019, AT 5:30 P.M. IN THE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, APOPKA, 

FLORIDA. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan, and Howard 

Washington 

 

ABSENT:  Mary Norwood; Butch Stanley; and Orange County Public Schools (Non-voting) 

 

STAFF PRESENT:  Joseph Byrd – City Attorney, James Hitt, FRA-RA – Community Development 

Director, David Moon, AICP – Planning Manager, Bobby Howell, AICP – Senior Planner, Phil Martinez 

– Planner, and Jeanne Green – Recording Secretary. 

 

OTHERS PRESENT:  Chad Moorhead, Bobby Wannas, Shawn Weeks, J. Charles Potter, Don Disher, 

Wayne Levesque, Leroy McGee, Jesse McGee Sr., Ryan Schreiber, Lorena Potter, Linda Trapp, Marnie 

Williams, Donnie Williams, Debra Laughridge, Mark Laughridge, Gerardo Diaz, Gloria Chavas, Jim 

Gorman, David J. Strain, John Ricketson, J. Smalley, Ben Williams, Michael Young, Diedre Newton, 

Cindee Lavy, Rob Reiche, Dave Croson, Jonathan Taylor, Gregory Kelsee, Eric Steng, Manuel Borrero, 

Doralisa Sherrod, Roger Sherrod, Avelina B. Crenshaw, Dominic (Jack) Machise, Michael Megler, Ron 

Albright, Hiram Brown, Jim Panico, Glen Jaffer, Allen Brinckenhoff, Bill Wright, Jim Maloy, Heather 

Isaacs, Marcea Ustler, Justin Allen, Gene Knight, Reinaldo Sanchez, Teresa Sargeant, C. F. Johary, C. 

R. Clary, Alyssa DeQuattro, Elizabeth Cruz, Stephen Schreiber,  Peggie Landgrebe, Lesla Shipley 

 

OPENING AND INVOCATION:  Chairperson Greene called the meeting to order and asked for a 

moment of silent prayer.  The Pledge of Allegiance followed. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Chairperson Greene asked if there were any corrections or additions to 

the regular meeting minutes of October 8, 2019, at 5:30 p.m.   

 

Motion: William Gusler made a motion to approve the Planning Commission minutes from 

the regular meeting held on October 8, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. and seconded by Linda 

Laurendeau.  Aye votes were cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William 

Gusler, Robert Ryan, and Howard Washington (5-0) 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  Chairperson Greene opened the meeting to Public Comment.  No one spoke. 

 
LEGISLATIVE - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – TEXT AMENDMENT – FUTURE LAND USE 
ELEMENT – POLICY 3.1.r - Chairperson Greene stated this is a request to recommend transmittal of 
the proposed text amendment of the Future Land Use Element, Policy 3.1.r to create the new Mixed-Use 
Future Land Use Designation of “Mixed-Use Airport Support District.” 
 
Staff Presentation:  David Moon, AICP, Planning Manager, stated this is a request to recommend 
transmittal of the proposed text amendment of the Future Land Use Element, Policy 3.1.r to create the 
new Mixed-Use Future Land Use Designation of “Mixed-Use Airport Support District.”  A new Mixed-
Use Future Land Use Future Land Use Designation is proposed and is called the “Mixed-Use Airport 
Support District”. This proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment is being reviewed concurrently 
with a Large-Scale Future Land Use Amendment (to Mixed-Use Airport Support District) that covers 
424.41 +/- acres to the north, west, and south side of the Orlando-Apopka Airport. 
 

This proposed text amendment calls for a mixture of uses, residential and non-residential, with 

density/intensity standards, depicted in “Exhibit A”. The Mixed-Use Airport Support District Future 
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Land Use is proposed in a location that is part of a small area study, named, the “Plymouth Study Area”, 

attached as “Exhibit F”. Per the Plymouth Study Area: 

 

“…the Orlando Country Airport, railroad tracks and train depot within the Plymouth area, makes it 

an ideal location for industrial uses, especially those heavily dependent on these types of 

transportation.” … 

 

“…There are several lakes, wetlands and conservation areas identified that can provide a natural 

environment compatible with low-density residential development.” … 

 

The applicant has provided a justification, traffic study, environmental assessment, and a small area 

study for this proposed text amendment, and the materials are attached to this staff report as Exhibits B, 

C, D, and E respectively.  

 

Exhibit “A” of the Staff Report presents the proposed text amendment to Policy 3.1.r. 

 

The Development Review Committee recommends approval of the amendment to the City of Apopka 

Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element, Policy 3.1.r to add a new Mixed-Use Future Land Use 

Designation, Mixed-Use Airport Support District.  
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission recommend approval of the amendment to the City of 

Apopka Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element, Policy 3.1.r. to create a new Mixed-Use Future 

Land Use Designation, “Mixed-Use Airport Support District”. 

 

This item is considered legislative and establishes general policy.  The staff report and its findings are 

to be incorporated into and made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.   
 
Allen Brinckenhoff, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 54, read a letter of opposition to allowing 
residential uses in the vicinity of the airport. 
 
[When asked for a copy of the letter for the record, Mr. Brinckenhoff stated it had been sent to David 
Moon, Planning Manager.  Upon a search of the files, the letter was not found.] 
 
Gregory Kelsoe, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 9, read the following into the record.  [A copy has 
been incorporated into the record.] 
 

“My Name is Gregory Lyle Kelsoe. I own hanger 9 located at the Orlando Apopka Airport 

at 1321 Apopka Airport Road. The Future Land Use Designation of Mixed Use – Airport 

Support District is incompatible with the Orlando Apopka Airport. The purpose of the 

Airport Support Districted created by the City of Orlando (the only one I could find in 

the nation) was designed with and for the Orlando International Airport and is intended 

to be the primary employment location to support the growth of the Orlando International 

Airport.  It expects heavy manufacturing, automobile and truck rental, homes and other 

support like retail and hotels. All the things you might expect around a large International 

Airport.  However, residential uses are strictly prohibited in the Airport Support District 

2 closest to the airport because of aircraft noise and land use incompatibility.  Orlando 

International Airport employs Baggage Handlers, Ticketing Agents, TSA Agents, Retail 

Clerks and Cashiers, Restaurant works like servers and cooks, and many more 
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professions. Over 25,000 people work at the Orlando International Airport.  Despite the 

belief of some, the City of Apopka does not own or operate the Orlando Apopka Airport.  

The City of Apopka owns 2 lots, 162 and the lot that houses the Fixed Base of Operations. 

With the FBO the city has the right to operate the fuel concession. That is All. The city 

of Apopka have the same rights, privileges and liabilities and every other owner (just like 

me) at the Orlando Apopka Airport. No More, No Less!! However, the Orlando Apopka 

Airport is a privately-owned condominium airport wholly owned by our lot owners.  We 

take no federal, state or local funds. We are wholly funded by our ownership who have 

invested millions of dollars in the city of Apopka. And, we pay close to a million dollars 

in taxes each year. We are a public use airport at the bidding of our owners. That could 

change at any time if our owners made a decision to become a private use airport. Similar 

to the vast majority of other privately-owned airports in the United States, no one is 

permitted to land at a private use airport without an invitation from an owner.  The vast 

majority of our hangers are owned by owners who house their own personal pleasure 

General Aviation airplanes in their hangars.  The runway at the Orlando Apopka Airport 

is approximately 4,000 feet. While possible for a few planes that might carry cargo to 

land and take off, it is virtually impossible to imagine that a fully loaded cargo plan would 

safety utilize our runway There are a few small businesses at our airport however; this 

small general aviation airport will NEVER,! repeat NEVER need an airport support 

district to  support  it with 900 residential homes and 500 Million Square feet of High 

Cube Warehouse.  Creating an Airport Support district with 900 residential homes and 

500 Million Square feet of High Cube Warehouse is a farce! Using the Orlando Apopka 

Airport as "Cover" to increase the density of the area is a sham. In my opinion using the 

Orlando Apopka Airport as reason to create a Mixed Use -Airport Support District 

attempts to make a mockery out of the Apopka City Planning Department and the City of 

Apopka.  For this reason, I and many of my fellow pilots at the Orlando Apopka airport 

are opposed to the creation of The Future Land Use Designation of Mixed Use -Airport 

Support District.” 

 

David Crosen, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 80 and 107, expressed his opposition due to impacts 

such as an increase in air traffic, safety, noise impacts, and security. 

 

Jonathan Taylor, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 55, expressed his opposition to residential uses 

being adjacent to the airport. 

 

Daniel O’Keefe, Shutts & Bowen LLP, 300 S Orange Ave suite 1600, Orlando, stated that he represents 

the property owners of the Rubright Area Properties listed as Item 2 on the agenda.  He stated that what 

they are proposing would not impinge on the airport owners’ rights.  He stated that the Rubright area 

property owners want to have the potential provided by this amendment to development their properties. 

 

In response to a question by Jack Keesee, Orlando Apopka Airport, Lot 17, Mr. Moon stated that three 

access points are being proposed.  Access to and from the airport will not be impeded. 

 

In response to questions by Commissioner Gusler, Mr. Moon stated since the 425 acres adjacent to the 

airport has been annexed into the City, Florida Statutes require the City to change the county future land 

use and zoning designations to comparable City designations.  Most of the properties currently have the 

county future land use designation of Agriculture and those to the south have Industrial and Planned 

Development designations.  The county future land use and zoning designations stay the same until the 

City changes those designations. 
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In response to questions and concerns expressed by Commissioner Washington, Mr. Moon stated staff 

took noise impacts and safety into consideration when reviewing this amendment.  There is industrial 

uses adjacent to the airport and nearby residential development.  The amendment would allow more 

industrial uses and warehouses that is not necessarily airport related.  This amendment would also 

provide transition between the airport and industrial areas and the St. Johns River Water Management 

District land to the south.  The industrial uses would be closer to the airport with the proposed residential 

being closer to the STJRWMD land. 

 

In response to a question by Commissioner Ryan, Mr. Moon stated that community meetings were held. 

 

Kathy Hattaway, Poulos & Bennett, 2602 East Livingston Street, Orlando, stated they had meetings with 

the Board of Directors of the Airport Condo Association.  She stated they are open to having more 

meetings. 
 
In response to questions by Commissioner Gusler, Mr. Moon stated after a property is annexed there is 
a time limit as to when the City must amendment the future land use and zoning designations.  He said 
if this amendment is not adopted it is hard to say what the possible future land use designation would be.  
The current Comprehensive Plan does not have the density requested and does not fit the current mixed-
use designation.  This amendment would accommodate lower density adjacent to the SJRWMD land 
and higher density closer to the airport. 
 
In response to questions by Commissioner Washington, Ms. Hattaway stated that main reason for this 
amendment is due to other designations would not allow light industrial uses.  Due to geographical 
restrictions they are proposing 40% being industrial uses with some other designations.   
 
Mr. O’Keefe stated that it is not unusual to have questions at this stage.  Other state agencies will be 
reviewing the request once it is transmitted to those agencies.  This application could be revised between 
the time of transmittal and adoption.  There is plenty of time to meet and review the proposal. 
 
In response to a question by Commissioner Gusler, Mr. Moon stated that the newly revised Land 
Development Code steers incompatible land uses from flight paths and protects the airport from 
incompatible uses. 
 
Mr. O’Keefe said there are several steps remaining.  Submitting the concept plan once this amendment 
is transmitted.  The change of zoning will determine the details of the plans.  He added that if the City 
requires more community meetings they would accommodate that request. 
 
With no one else wishing to speak, Chairperson Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Motion:   Linda Laurendeau made a motion to recommend transmittal of the proposed text 

amendment of the Future Land Use Element, Policy 3.1.r, to create the new Mixed-
Use Future Land Use Designation of “Mixed-Use Airport Support District,” subject 
to the findings of the staff report.  Motion seconded by Robert Ryan.  Aye votes were 
cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan and 
Howard Washington (5-0). 

 
LEGISLATIVE - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – LARGE SCALE – FUTURE LAND USE 
AMENDMENT – RUBRIGHT AREA PROPERTIES - Chairperson Greene stated this is a request 
to find the proposed Future Land Use amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and recommend transmittal to the Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity the change in Future Land Use from “County” Rural and “City” 
Mixed Use to “City” Mixed Use – Airport Support District subject to City Council adopting the proposed 
Future Land Use Element text amendment that supports this Future Land Use Designation for the 
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properties owned by American Sanford Four, LLC; Steven R. Rubright; JP Holdings, Inc.; Rubright 
Properties, LLC; Alterna Mortgage Income Fund, LLC; Rubright Family, LP; JP Holdings, Inc. & James 
Scott Pridgen; Douglas & Lisa Surrett; and James P. Purdy and generally located west of North Orange 
Blossom Trail and north of Hogshead Road. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Mr. Moon stated this is a request to find the proposed Future Land Use amendment 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and 

recommend transmittal to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity the change in Future Land 

Use from “County” Rural and “City” Mixed Use to “City” Mixed Use – Airport Support District subject 

to City Council adopting the proposed Future Land Use Element text amendment that supports this 

Future Land Use Designation for the properties owned by American Sanford Four, LLC; Steven R. 

Rubright; JP Holdings, Inc.; Rubright Properties, LLC; Alterna Mortgage Income Fund, LLC; Rubright 

Family, LP; JP Holdings, Inc. & James Scott Pridgen; Douglas & Lisa Surrett; and James P. Purdy and 

generally located west of North Orange Blossom Trail and north of Hogshead Road.  The applicant is 

Poulos & Bennett, LLC, c/o Kathy Hattaway.  The existing uses are Single family homes; agriculture; 

container nursery, timber land, vacant land, and warehousing. The development potential is a maximum 

of 1,273 Dwelling Units and a maximum of 7,394,919 square feet of non-residential or a combination 

thereof.  The proposed zoning is to be determined.  The maximum allowable development in the existing 

future land use designation is 371 Dwelling Units or 2,288,119 square feet of non-residential uses or a 

combination thereof.  The tract size is 424.41 +/- acres. 
 
The subject properties were annexed into the City on May 20, 1998, December 1, 2004, July 5, 2006, and 
May 15, 2019 via Ordinance Numbers 1168, 1704, 1823, and 2723 respectively.  The proposed Large-Scale 
Future Land Use Amendment is being requested for 17 properties, listed on the “Parcel Table”. Pursuant to 
Florida law, properties ten acres or more are required to undergo review by State planning agencies. The 
proposed Large-Scale Future Land Use is being processed concurrently with a proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Text Amendment to add a new, Mixed Use Future Land Use Designation, “Mixed Use – Airport Support 
District”.   
 
Mixed-Use Future Land Uses: 
 

“The primary intent of the Mixed-Use land use category is to allow a mixture of residential, office, 
commercial, industrial, recreation, institutional uses and public facilities uses to serve the residential 
and non-residential needs of special areas of the City. This mix of land uses may occur on a single 
parcel or multiple parcels in the form of: a permitted single use; a vertical combination of different 
permitted uses; or a horizontal mix of different permitted uses. The intensity of development within 
the mixed-use land use categories will vary depending on location and surrounding uses. Transit-
oriented design elements shall be encouraged to promote multiple modes of transportation in the 
mixed-use categories.” – Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.1.r 
 

In conjunction with state requirements, staff has analyzed the proposed amendment and determined that 
adequate public facilities exist to support this land use change (see attached Land Use Report).  Based on the 
findings of the Land Use report, the proposed FLUM amendment is compatible with the surrounding and 
nearby land uses and the character of the general area. 
 
The applicant, has a desire to develop the Rubright Area properties as a mixed-use residential, industrial, and 
commercial property.   Prior to adoption of the Future Land Use Map amendment, the applicant will prepare 
a master plan and apply for a complementary zoning category. Additional information supporting the 
proposed Future Land Use Designation is provided by the applicant and provided in the exhibits. 
 
A Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment, to amend the Mixed-Use Future Land Use Policy 3.1.r, to include 
a new designation, “Mixed Use – Airport Support District”, is being processed concurrent with this Large-
Scale Future Land Use Designation. The proposed Intensity/Density standards are depicted in the table 
below: 
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 Community 

Center 
Employment 
Center 

Central 
Business 
District 

Interchange 
(3) 

Airport Support 
District 
(Proposed via 
pending Ord. 
No. 2742) 

Uses Allowed (1)  
Residential 50% max. 30% max. 50% max. 75% max. 80% max. 
Commercial 60% max. 40% max. 60% max. 30% max. 40 % max. 
Office/Medical 50% max. 90% max. 70% max. 
Light Industrial 0 20% max. 10% max. 
Recreation (Passive or 
Active) 

20% min. 15% min. 15% min. 15% min. 15% min.(4) 

Institutional/Public/Civic 50% max. 40% max. 50% max. 40% max. 40% max. 
Development Standards 
FAR (2)   

     Minimum 
     Maximum 

 
0.25 
0.6 

 
0.25 
1 

 
0.25 
2 

 
(see Note 3) 
1 

 
0.20 
1 

Density Maximum 10 15 15 25 5 
 
NOTES: 

(1) See LDC for definitions of Residential, Commercial, Office, Light Industrial, etc. 
(2) Calculated per individual site or in the case of mixed use by development site. 
(3) Use percentages to be calculated based on the entire Wekiva Parkway Interchange Vision Plan 

Area. See Policies 20.9 and 20.10 for densities/intensities by character district. 
(4) Open space percentage applies only to the residential portion of the Airport Support District. 

 
The underlined language is the proposed amendment to Policy 3.1.r.  
 
An executed capacity enhancement agreement or a letter of capacity determination with Orange County 
Public Schools will be required prior to adoption of the future land use amendment. 
 
The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 
City properly notified Orange County on October 10, 2019. 
 
The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and recommends transmittal of the change 
in Future Land Use from “County” Rural and “City” Mixed Use to “City” Mixed Use – Airport Support 
District for the properties owned by American Sanford Four, LLC, Steven R. Rubright, JP Holdings, Inc., 
Rubright Properties, LLC, Alterna Mortgage Income Fund, LLC, Rubright Family, LP, JP Holdings, Inc. & 
James Scott Pridgen, Douglas & Lisa Surrett & James P. Purdy, subject to City Council adopting the proposed 
Future Land Use Element text amendment that supports this Future Land Use Designation. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed amendment consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and recommend transmittal 
of the Future Land Use Map designation from “County” Rural and “City” Mixed Use to “City” Mixed Use 
– Airport Support District to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity, subject to City Council 
adopting the proposed Future Land Use Element text amendment that supports this Future Land Use 
Designation. 
 
This item is considered Legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and made a 
part of the minutes of this meeting. 

 

In response to questions by Commissioner Laurendeau, Mr. Moon stated that a master plan will be 

required at the time the zoning is changed.  The change of zoning and master plan will be brought to the 

Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council. 
8
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Mr. O’Keefe complimented staff on their work.  He added that they are looking forward to meeting and 

working with the neighbors.   

 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.   
 
David Crosen, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 80 and 107, reiterated his opposition to having 

residential uses adjacent to the airport; and due to impacts such as an increase in air traffic, safety, noise 

impacts, and security. 

 

Gregory Kelsoe, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 9, expressed his opposition to having residential 

uses adjacent to the airport; and due to impacts such as an increase in air traffic, safety, noise impacts, 

and security. 

 

Ryan Schreiber, 327 Apopka Street, Winter Garden, expressed his opposition to having residential uses 

adjacent to the airport. 

 

Michael Young, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 21, expressed his opposition to having residential 

uses adjacent to the airport. 

 

Dominic Manchise, 322 Valley Drive, Longwood, expressed his opposition to having residential uses 

adjacent to the airport. 

 

Doralisa Sherrod, 2811 Carl Terrace, Orlando, Hanger 69, informed the Planning Commission that in 

the area being discussed there are a total of three airports. 

 

Jonathan Taylor, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 55, reiterated his opposition to residential uses 

being adjacent to the airport; and the impacts to potential residential due to exhaust and safety issues. 

 

Dr. Carlos Johary, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger A, expressed his opposition to having residential 

uses adjacent to the airport and expressed his support for industrial and warehouse uses adjacent to the 

airport. 

 

David Strain, 1911 Long Pond Drive, Longwood, a pilot who uses the airport, expressed his opposition 

to having residential uses adjacent to the airport due to noise impacts. 

 

Chairperson Greene reminded the audience that the Planning Commission was only considering the 

future land use amendment at this time.  What is developed in this area would be addressed during the 

change of zoning and development plan processes.  The Planning Commission only makes a 

recommendation to the City Council who have the final decision on whether to approve the project or 

not. 

 

Stephen Schreibert, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 26, expressed his opposition to having 

residential uses adjacent to the airport. 

 

Lesia Shipley, 32113 Timberlake Drive, Zellwood Station, stated she is the manager at Zellwood Station 

and is looking forward to working with everyone and learning the process.  She added that the Airport 

community has been great to work with and invited the petitioner to hold a community meeting at 

Zellwood Station to discuss their proposal. 
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Ms. Hattaway notified the Planning Commission that they have met with the Zellwood Station 

representatives; however, would be willing to hold a community meeting as well. 

 

Eric Stong, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hangers 81, 82, and 83, expressed his opposition to having 

residential uses adjacent to the airport.  His concerns were based on the flight schools at the airport and 

impacts to their ability to train pilot for night flying. 

 

Rob Reiche, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hanger 35, expressed his opposition to the request. 

 

Mike Megler, 1321 Apopka Airport Road, Hangers 53 and 147, expressed his opposition to having 

residential uses adjacent to the airport and noise impacts. 

 
With no one else wishing to speak, Chairperson Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Due to the concerns raised by the audience, Commissioners Gusler, Ryan, and Washington expressed 
their opposition to the proposed future land use amendment. 
 
Chairperson Greene stated that regardless of what recommendation the Planning Commission made, the 
item will still go to the City Council. 
 
Joseph Byrd, City Attorney, reminded the Planning Commission that their role is to make a 
recommendation to the City Council as to whether or not to transmit the proposed future land use 
amendment to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.    
 
Motion:   Linda Laurendeau made a motion to find the proposed Future Land Use 

amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the 
character of the surrounding area; and recommend transmittal to the Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity the change in Future Land Use from 
“County” Rural and “City” Mixed Use to “City” Mixed Use – Airport Support 
District subject to City Council adopting the proposed Future Land Use Element 
text amendment that supports this Future Land Use Designation for the properties 
owned by American Sanford Four, LLC; Steven R. Rubright; JP Holdings, Inc.; 
Rubright Properties, LLC; Alterna Mortgage Income Fund, LLC; Rubright 
Family, LP; JP Holdings, Inc. & James Scott Pridgen; Douglas & Lisa Surrett; and 
James P. Purdy and generally located west of North Orange Blossom Trail and 
north of Hogshead Road.   Motion seconded by James Greene.  Aye votes were cast 
by James Greene and Linda Laurendeau.  William Gusler, Robert Ryan and 
Howard Washington voted no (2-3).  Motion fails. 

 
Motion:   William Gusler made a motion to find the proposed Future Land Use amendment 

is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of 
the surrounding area; and to deny the request to transmit to the Florida Department 
of Economic Opportunity for the properties owned by American Sanford Four, 
LLC; Steven R. Rubright; JP Holdings, Inc.; Rubright Properties, LLC; Alterna 
Mortgage Income Fund, LLC; Rubright Family, LP; JP Holdings, Inc. & James 
Scott Pridgen; Douglas & Lisa Surrett; and James P. Purdy and generally located 
west of North Orange Blossom Trail and north of Hogshead Road.   Motion 
seconded by Howard Washington.  Aye votes were cast by William Gusler, Robert 
Ryan, and Howard Washington.  James Greene and Linda Laurendeau voted no (3-
2).  Motion passed. 

 
LEGISLATIVE - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – LARGE SCALE – FUTURE LAND USE 
AMENDMENT – CLONTS FARM, INC. - Chairperson Greene stated this is a request to find the 
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proposed Future Land Use amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the 
character of the surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of Future Land Use 
Designation from Commercial to Residential Low Suburban (0-3.5 du/ac), subject to the findings of the 
staff report for the property owned by the Clonts Farm, Inc., and generally located south of Lust Road, 
west of South Binion Road. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Bobby Howell, AICP, Senior Planner, stated this is a request to find the proposed 
Future Land Use amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character 
of the surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of Future Land Use Designation from 
Commercial to Residential Low Suburban (0-3.5 du/ac), subject to the findings of the staff report for the 
property owned by the Clonts Farm, Inc., and generally located south of Lust Road, west of South Binion 
Road.  The applicant is K. Hovnanian Cambridge Homes, LLC.  The existing use is vacant land and the 
potential development is up to 38 dwelling units.  The current zoning is T (Transitional).  The Maximum 
allowable development under the existing future land use is 71,874 square feet of non-residential uses; and 
for the proposed future land use the maximum allowed is 38 Dwelling Units.  The tract size is 11.00 +/- acres. 

 
The subject property was annexed into the City on December 1, 2004 via Ordinance No. 1706. The property-
at-large consists of an estimated 30.94 acres. Approximately 19.94 acres has a “Residential Low Suburban” 
Future Land Use Designation, while the eastern 11 acres has a “Commercial” Future Land Use Designation. 
The Commercial Future Land Use on this property is limited to 0.15 FAR, in accordance with Policy 3.15 of 
the Future Land Use Element, Apopka Comprehensive Plan. 
 
A request to assign a Future Land Use Designation of Residential Medium Low is compatible with the 
designations assigned to abutting properties.  The FLUM application covers approximately 23.52 acres.  

 
Residential Low Suburban Future Land Uses: 
 
“The primary use shall be residential dwelling units up to 3.5 dwelling units per acre, elementary schools; 
middle schools, high schools; supporting infrastructure of less than two acres, neighborhood parks.” – Policy 
3.1.D of the Comprehensive Plan 
 
In conjunction with state requirements, staff has analyzed the proposed amendment and determined that 
adequate public facilities exist to support this land use change (see attached Land Use Report).  Based on the 
findings of the Land Use report, the proposed FLUM amendment is compatible with the surrounding and 
nearby land uses and the character of the general area. 
 

An executed capacity enhancement agreement or a letter of capacity determination with Orange County 

Public Schools will be required prior to adoption of the future land use amendment. 
 
The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 
City properly notified Orange County on October 10, 2019. 

 
The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and recommends transmittal of the change 
in Future Land Use from Commercial to Residential Low Suburban (0-3.5 du/ac) for the properties owned 
by Clonts Farm, Inc. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed amendment consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and recommend transmittal 
of the Future Land Use Map designation from Commercial to Residential Low Suburban to the Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity for the property owned by Clonts Farm, Inc. and generally located 
south of Lust Road, west of South Binion Road. 
 
This item is considered Legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and made a 
part of the minutes of this meeting. 
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Bobby Wannas, Poulos & Bennett, LLC, 2602 E Livingston St, Orlando, stated that he represented the 

property owner.  He stated they agree with staff and he was available to answer any questions. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson 
Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Motion:   Linda Laurendeau made a motion to find the proposed Future Land Use 

amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the 
character of the surrounding area; and to recommend transmittal to the Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity for the property owned by Clonts Farm, Inc. 
and generally located south of Lust Road, west of South Binion Road.  Motion 
seconded by Robert Ryan.  Aye votes were cast by James Greene, Linda 
Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan and Howard Washington (5-0). 

 
LEGISLATIVE – ADMINISTRATIVE – CHANGE OF ZONING – CITY OF APOPKA - 
Chairperson Greene stated this is a request to find the proposed administrative change of zoning 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and 
recommend approval of the change of zoning from “Transitional” to “Institutional” for the property 
owned by the City of Apopka and located at 302 West Welch Road. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Phil Martinez, Planner I, stated this is a request to find the proposed Future Land 
Use amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from “Transitional” to 
“Institutional” for the property owned by the City of Apopka and located at 302 West Welch Road.  The 
existing use is the City of Apopka Fire Station No. 2.  The future land use designation is Institutional.  
The maximum allowable development under the current and proposed zoning is 31,101 square feet of 
non-residential use.  The tract size is 2.38 +/- acres. 
 
The subject parcel was annexed into the city on November 19, 2003 by Ordinance Number 1610.  A 
change of zoning to “Institutional District” is compatible to the adjacent zoning classifications and with 
the general character of abutting properties and surrounding area. The “Institutional District” zoning is 
compatible with the property due to the size and uses. The existing use of the property is the Apopka 
Fire Station No. 2. Per the Land Development Code, an “Emergency Services Facility” is a permitted 
use in the Institutional zoning.   
 
The existing and proposed use of the property is consistent with the existing “Institutional” Future Land 
Use designation and the City’s Institutional Zoning classification. Site development cannot exceed the 
intensity allowed by the Future Land Use policies.  
 
The proposed future land use change will not have an impact on public school enrollment.  Therefore, 
the property is exempt from school capacity enhancement per the School Interlocal Planning Agreement. 
  
The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 

City properly notified Orange County on October 2, 2019.  
 
The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending approval of the proposed 
Change of Zoning from “Transitional” to “Institutional” for the property owned by City of Apopka, and 
located at 302 W. Welch Road. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed change of zoning consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending 
approval of the proposed Change of Zoning from “Transitional” to “Institutional” for the property owned 
by City of Apopka, and located at 302 W. Welch Road. 
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This item is considered Legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and 
made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson 
Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Motion:   William Gusler made a motion to find the proposed Future Land Use amendment 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of Future Land Use 
Designation from “Transitional” to “Institutional”, subject to the findings of the 
staff report for the property owned by the City of Apopka and located at 302 West 
Welch Road.  Motion seconded by Linda Laurendeau.  Aye votes were cast by James 
Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan and Howard Washington 
(5-0). 

 
LEGISLATIVE – ADMINISTRATIVE – CHANGE OF ZONING – YOLANDA MALDONADO 
- Chairperson Greene stated this is a request to find the proposed administrative change of zoning 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and 
recommend approval of the change of zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential Single-
Family Estate District) for the property owned by Yolanda Maldonado and located at 1520 Victor Drive. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Phil Martinez, Planner I, stated this is a request to find the proposed administrative 
change of zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-
1A” (Residential Single-Family Estate District) for the property owned by Yolanda Maldonado and 
located at 1520 Victor Drive.  The applicant is the City of Apopka.  The future land use is Residential 
Medium Density.  The existing use is a single-family home.  The existing and proposed maximum 
allowable development is 4 dwelling units.  The tract size is 0.46  +/- acres.  
 
The subject property was annexed into the city on July 21, 2010 by Ordinance No. 2180. Residential 
Medium Future Land Use was designated to the properties on December 21, 2011 via Ordinance No. 
2241.  The property is a residential lot within the Victor Heights plat. 
 
The proposed RSF-1A (Residential Single-Family Estate District) zoning is consistent with the existing 
Residential Medium (0-10 dwelling units/acre) Future Land Use Designation. Site development cannot 
exceed the intensity allowed by the Future Land Use policies. 
 
The proposed zoning change will result in an insignificant increase (less than 9) in the number of 
residential units which could be developed at the subject property.  Therefore, the property is exempt 
from school capacity enhancement per the School Interlocal Planning Agreement. 
  
The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 

City properly notified Orange County on October 2, 2019.  
 
The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending approval of the proposed 
Change of Zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential Single-Family Estate District) for 
the property owned by Yolanda Maldonado, and located at 1520 Victor Drive. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed change of zoning consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending 
approval of the proposed Change of Zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential Single-
Family Estate District) for the property owned by Yolanda Maldonado, and located at 1520 Victor Drive. 
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This item is considered Legislature.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and 
made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson 
Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Motion:   Howard Washington made a motion to find the proposed Future Land Use 

amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the 
character of the surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of 
Future Land Use Designation from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential 
Single-Family Estate District) for the property owned by Yolanda Maldonado, and 
located at 1520 Victor Drive.  Motion seconded by William Gusler.  Aye votes were 
cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan and 
Howard Washington (5-0). 

 
LEGISLATIVE – ADMINISTRATIVE – CHANGE OF ZONING – NP PROPERTIES LLC 
(COMMERCIAL) - Chairperson Greene stated this is a request to find the proposed Administrative 
Change of Zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “C-C” 
(Community Commercial) subject to the findings of the staff report for the property owned by the NP 
Properties, LLC and located east of North Orange Blossom Trail, south of Victor Road. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Mr. Martinez stated this is a request to find the proposed Administrative Change of 
Zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “C-C” (Community 
Commercial) subject to the findings of the staff report for the property owned by the NP Properties, LLC 
and located east of North Orange Blossom Trail, south of Victor Road.  The applicant is the City of 
Apopka and the future land use designation is Commercial.  The existing use is vacant land.  The existing 
maximum allowable development is 2 dwelling units and the proposed maximum allowable 
development is 10,454 square feet of non-residential uses.  The tract size is 0.96 +/- acres.  
 
The subject parcels were annexed in the city on July 21, 2010 by Ordinance No. 2179. Commercial 
Future Land Use was designated to the properties on December 21, 2011 via Ordinance No. 2241. Prior 
to March 6, 2019, the properties were zoned County “C-1 (Zoning in Progress)”.  
 
The proposed C-C “Community Commercial” zoning is consistent with the existing Commercial (0.25 
FAR Max.) Future Land Use designation. Site development cannot exceed the intensity allowed by the 
Future Land Use policies.  
 
The proposed zoning of CC-Commercial will not have an impact on public school enrollment.  
Therefore, the property is exempt from school capacity enhancement per the School Interlocal Planning 
Agreement. 
  
The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 

City properly notified Orange County on October 2, 2019.  
 
The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending approval of the proposed 
Change of Zoning from T (Transitional) to C-C (Community Commercial) for the properties owned by 
N P Properties, LLC. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed change of zoning consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, and recommend 
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approval of the proposed Change of Zoning from T (Transitional) to C-C (Community Commercial) for 
the properties owned by N P Properties, LLC. 
 
This item is considered Legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and 
made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
 
In response to a question by Commissioner Washington, Mr. Moon stated that property was previously 
zoned as “County” Commercial; and when the revised Land Development Code was adopted in March 
the zoning designation became “Transitional.” 
 
James Panico, NP Properties, LLC, 725 North Lake Sybelia Drive, Maitland, stated he agrees with staff 

and he was available to answer any questions. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson 
Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Motion:   Linda Laurendeau made a motion to find the proposed Administrative Change of 

Zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character 
of the surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from 
“T” (Transitional) to “C-C” (Community Commercial) subject to the findings of the 
staff report for the property owned by the NP Properties, LLC and located east of 
North Orange Blossom Trail, south of Victor Road.  Motion seconded by Robert 
Ryan.  Aye votes were cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, 
Robert Ryan and Howard Washington (5-0). 

 
LEGISLATIVE – ADMINISTRATIVE – CHANGE OF ZONING – NP PROPERTIES LLC 
(RESIDENTIAL)- Chairperson Greene stated this is a request to find the proposed Administrative 
Change of Zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-
1A” (Residential Single Family Estate) for the properties owned by N P Properties, LLC, and located 
east of North Orange Blossom Trail, south of Victor Road (Victor Heights Plat, Lots 21 and 23). 
 
Staff Presentation:  Mr. Martinez stated this is a request to find the proposed Administrative Change of 
Zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” 
(Residential Single Family Estate) for the properties owned by N P Properties, LLC, and located east of 
North Orange Blossom Trail, south of Victor Road (Victor Heights Plat, Lots 21 and 23). The existing 
use is vacant land.  The existing and proposed maximum allowable development is 9 dwelling units.  
The tract size is 0.91 +/- acres. 
 
The subject property comprises two lots within the Victor Heights plat and both  of which were annexed 
into the city on July 21, 2010 by Ordinance No. 2180. Residential Medium Future Land Use was 
designated to the properties on December 21, 2011 via Ordinance No. 2241.   The subject lots can de  
 
The proposed RSF-1A (Residential Single-Family Estate District) zoning is consistent with the existing 
Residential Medium (0-10 dwelling units/acre) Future Land Use Designation. Site development cannot 
exceed the intensity allowed by the Future Land Use policies.  
 
The proposed future land use change will result in an insignificant increase (less than 9) in the number 
of residential units which could be developed at the subject property.  Therefore, the property is exempt 
from school capacity enhancement per the School Interlocal Planning Agreement. 
  
The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 

City properly notified Orange County on October 2, 2019.  
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The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending approval of the proposed 
Change of Zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential Single-Family Estate) for the 
properties owned by N P Properties, LLC. 
 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed change of zoning consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, and recommend 
approval of the proposed Change of Zoning from “T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential Single-
Family Estate) for the properties owned by N P Properties, LLC. 
 
This item is considered Legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and 
made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson 
Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Motion:   Howard Washington made a motion to find the proposed Administrative Change of 

Zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character 
of the surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of zoning from 
“T” (Transitional) to “RSF-1A” (Residential Single Family Estate) for the properties 
owned by N P Properties, LLC, and located east of North Orange Blossom Trail, 
south of Victor Road (Victor Heights Plat, Lots 21 and 23).  Motion seconded by 
William Gusler.  Aye votes were cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William 
Gusler, Robert Ryan and Howard Washington (5-0). 

 
LEGISLATIVE – ADMINISTRATIVE - COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – SMALL SCALE – 
FUTURE LAND USE AMENDMENT – 355 W OBT LLC - Chairperson Greene stated this is a 
request to find the proposed Administrative Future Land Use amendment consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area; and recommend 
approval of the change of Future Land Use Designation from “County” Commercial (Max. 3.0 FAR) to 
“City” Commercial (Max. 0.25 FAR), subject to the findings of the staff report for the property owned 
by 355 W OBT, LLC and located at 355 West Orange Blossom Trail. 
 
Staff Presentation:  Mr. Martinez, stated this is a request to find the proposed Administrative Future 
Land Use amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of Future Land Use Designation from 
“County” Commercial (Max. 3.0 FAR) to “City” Commercial (Max. 0.25 FAR), subject to the findings 
of the staff report for the property owned by 355 W OBT, LLC and located at 355 West Orange Blossom 
Trail.  The applicant is the City of Apopka.  The existing use is vacant land.  The current zoning is “MU-
D” (Mixed Use Downtown District).  The existing maximum allowable development is 215,229 square 
feet and the proposed is 17,935 square feet.  The tract size is 1.65 +/- acres. 
 
The subject parcel was annexed into the city on July 21, 2017 by Ordinance Number 2547.  Presently, 

the subject property is without a “city” future land use and zoning designation. The proposed Future 

Land Use, “Commercial” is compatible with the property due to its “MU-D, Mixed Use Downtown 

District” Zoning. In addition, “Commercial” Future Land Use can be found in the vicinity of the property, 

including the along W. Orange Blossom Trail.  

 

The proposed Future Land Use, “Commercial”, is consistent with the existing zoning designation, “MU-

D, Mixed Use Downtown District”.  Site development cannot exceed the density allowed by the Future 

Land Use policies.   Planning & Zoning staff determines that the below policies support a “Commercial” 

designation at the subject site:  
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Future Land Use Element - Policy 3.1.i – Commercial: Primary uses shall be for business, commerce, 

and convenience shopping which may be neighborhood or community oriented. The maximum floor 

area ratio shall be .25 gross floor area. Institutional land uses of less than five acres; and public facilities 

or utilities of less than five acres. 

 

The expansion of strip commercial areas shall be prohibited except in infill areas. 

 

Special exception uses shall include: 

 

1) Institutional land uses of five acres or more 

2) Elementary schools, middle schools and high schools 

3) Supporting infrastructure and public facilities of five acres or more 

 

Planned Unit Development uses may include: 

 

1) All primary land uses 

2) All special exception uses 

3) Multifamily development of up to fifteen dwelling units per acre, when located within a primary 

use structure 

4) Other uses deemed compatible with and complimentary to the other proposed master planned 

uses and the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 

The proposed future land use amendment will not impact public school enrollment.  Therefore, the 

property is exempt from school capacity enhancement per the School Interlocal Planning Agreement. 

 

The JPA requires the City to notify the County 30 days before any public hearing or advisory board.  The 

City properly notified Orange County on October 2, 2019. 

 

The Development Review Committee finds the proposed amendment consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, recommending approval of the proposed 

Future Land Use Designation of Commercial for the property owned by 355 W OBT LLC, and located 

at 355 W. Orange Blossom Trail. 

 

Staff recommended the Planning Commission find the proposed Future Land Use amendment consistent 

with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and recommend 

approval of the change of Future Land Use Designation from “County” Commercial to “City” 

Commercial, subject to the findings of the Staff Report. 

 

This item is considered legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and made 

a part of the minutes of this meeting. 

 

Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson 

Greene closed the public hearing.  

 

Motion:   William Gusler made a motion to find the proposed Administrative Future Land 

Use amendment consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and compatible with the 

character of the surrounding area; and recommend approval of the change of 

Future Land Use Designation from “County” Commercial (Max. 3.0 FAR) to “City” 

Commercial (Max. 0.25 FAR), subject to the findings of the staff report for the 
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property owned by 355 W OBT, LLC and located at 355 West Orange Blossom 

Trail.  Motion seconded by Howard Washington.  Aye votes were cast by James 

Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan and Howard Washington 

(5-0). 

 
QUASI-JUDICIAL - VARIANCE – STONE KEYS, LLC – Chairperson Greene stated the following 
item is “quasi-judicial” for the Commission’s consideration. This is a request to approve a variance of 
the City of Apopka Code of Ordinances, Part III, Land Development Code, Article III, Section 3.3.5, to 
reduce the front yard setback from 25 feet to 20 feet and to reduce the east side yard setback from 10 
feet to 3 feet for the property owned by Stone Keys, LLC, c/o Gloria Chauca, and located at 804 East 
Orange Street. 
 
Chairperson Greene asked if there were any affected parties in attendance that wished to speak.  
 
Trisha Hillier, 812 East Orange Street, asked to be considered an affected party as her property is adjacent 
to the subject property. 
 
Linda Trapp, 710 East Orange Street, asked to be considered an affected party as her property is adjacent 
to the subject property. 
 
The Planning Commission unanimously agreed to appoint affected party status to Ms. Hillier and Ms. 
Trapp.  
 
In response to the question by Chairperson Greene, no one on the Planning Commission had any ex parte 
communications regarding this item.    
 
Staff Presentation:  Mr. Martinez stated this is a request to approve a variance of the City of Apopka 

Code of Ordinances, Part III, Land Development Code, Article III, Section 3.3.5, to reduce the front yard 

setback from 25 feet to 20 feet and to reduce the east side yard setback from 10 feet to 3 feet for the 

property owned by Stone Keys, LLC, and located at 804 East Orange Street.  The applicant is Gloria 

Chauca.  The future land use is Residential Low and the zoning is RSF-1B (Residential Single-Family 

District – Large Lot).  The existing use is a single-family home and the tract size is 0.25 +/- acre. 

 

The applicant is requesting a variance from Section 3.3.5 (C). Intensity and Dimensional Standards, 

which requires a 25 feet front yard setback and a 10 feet side yard setback. The existing home on the 

property, built in 1960, has a 21.4 feet front yard setback and a 3.1 feet east side yard setback, as depicted 

in the applicant’s survey.  

 

 Applicant Request - Allow reduction of the minimum front yard setback to 21 feet and the east 

side yard setback to 3 feet to recognize existing location of the constructed building. 

 

The variance Process is pursuant to the Land Development Code, Section 2.2.5. Relief. A. Zoning 

Variance. 5. Zoning Variance Review Standards. A. Initial Determination: 

 

1. Prior to approving a zoning variance, the Planning Commission shall first determine whether the 

need for the proposed variance arises out of the physical surroundings, shape, topographical 

condition, or other physical or environmental conditions that are unique to the specific property 

involved. If so, the Planning Commission shall make the findings in subsection b. below, based 

on the granting of the variance for that site alone. 
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2. If the condition is common to numerous sites so that requests for similar variances are likely to 

be received, the Planning Commission shall make the required findings based on the cumulative 

effect of granting the variance to all who may apply.  

 

3. No nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures, or buildings in other zoning districts 

shall be considered grounds for the authorization of a zoning variance.  

 

Per Land Development Code, Section 2.2.5. Relief. A. Zoning Variance. 5. Zoning Variance Review 

Standards. B. Required Findings:  

 

A zoning variance shall be approved only on a finding the applicant demonstrates there is competent 

substantial evidence in the record that: 

 

1. There are practical difficulties in carrying out the strict letter of the relevant requirements of the 

LDC in that the requested variance relates to a hardship due to characteristics of the land and not 

solely the needs of the land owner;  

 

Applicant’s Response: Existing home was built before the lot split. 

 

Staff’s Response: The subject property, along with the east-adjacent property, were formerly 

combined into a larger parcel. The parcel was split back to the original lot dimensions (Lots 7 & 

8 of the Oakwood Estates Subdivision). In addition, the house was constructed (in 1960) prior to 

the adoption of the Land Development Code (in 2019).  

 

2. The variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to reduce the cost of developing the 

site;  

 

Applicant’s Response: No, all other elements will stay as is.  

 

Staff’s Response: No objection. 

 

3. The proposed variance will not substantially increase congestion on surrounding public streets;  

 

Applicant’s Response: Will not add daily trips. 

 

Staff’s Response: No objection. 

 

4. The proposed variance will not substantially diminish property values in the area surrounding the 

site; 

 

Applicant’s Response: No, will not diminish property value – will stay as single-family 

residence.  

 

Staff’s Response: No objection 

 

5. The proposed variance will not substantially alter the essential character of, the area surrounding 

the site;  

 

Applicant’s Response: The variance will not alter the character of the surrounding area. 
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Staff’s Response: The character of the area is single-family residential; the subject property is a 

residential lot with an existing residential home. 

 

6. The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of the LDC and the 

specific  

standards for which the variance is granted;  

 

Applicant’s Response: Yes, will be in harmony with surrounding area 

 

Staff’s Response: No objection. 

 

7. Special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant;  

 

Applicant’s Response: The current property owner did not construct, or renovate, the house to 

its current setbacks. 

 

Staff’s Response: The required setbacks were established (in 2019) after the construction of the 

home (in 1960) 

 

8. The proposed variance will not create safety hazards and other detriments to the public; and 

 

Applicant’s Response: The variance will not create safety hazards. 

 

Staff’s Response: No objection.  

 

9. The variance is the minimum variance which will make possible the reasonable use of the land, 

building or structure.   

 

Applicant’s Response: Yes, minimal variance can request for property to conform with code. 

 

Staff’s Response: No objection.  
 

Planning staff has no objection to the applicant’s request for a variance to allow a minimum front yard 

setback of 21 feet rather than 25 feet, and a minimum side yard setback of three feet instead of ten feet. 

Based on the information provided by the applicant at the hearing for the variance requested, the 
Planning Commission must first determine that sufficient information indicates “whether a need for the 
proposed variance arises out of the physical surroundings, shape topographical conditions, or other 
physical or environment conditions that are unique to the specific property involved.”  If so, then the 
Planning Commission must find that sufficient information occurs to accept each of the nine variance 
criteria.  Planning Commission has the authority to approve, deny, or approve with conditions the 
requested variance. 
 
This item is considered Quasi-Judicial.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated into and 
made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
 
Upon determining where Ms. Hillier and Ms. Trapp’s lots were located, Mr. Hitt explained that there is 
a vacant lot adjacent to their lots and this various would not affect their properties. 
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In response to a question by Commissioner Washington, Mr. Moon stated that if the applicant had not 
applied for the variance and then sells the house, potential buyers may be unable to obtain financing until 
the various is obtained. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.   
 
In response to a question by Gene Knight, 719 East Orange Street, Mr. Moon if a residence is built on 
the vacant lot next to the subject property, they would have to meet the setback requirements. 
 
In response to a question by Gerardo Diaz, 812 East Orange Street, Mr. Moon stated that Planning staff 
was unaware of any building permits having been obtained. 
  
With no one else wishing to speak, Chairperson Greene closed the public hearing.  
 
Mr. Byrd explained the two steps required of the Planning Commission.  The first is to find whether or 
not there is sufficient information indicates a need for the proposed variance arises out of the physical 
surroundings, shape topographical conditions, or other physical or environment conditions that are 
unique to the specific property.  The second is the Planning Commission must find that sufficient 
information occurs to accept each of the nine variance criteria listed in the staff report. 
 
Motion:   William Gusler made a motion to find that sufficient information indicates a need 

for the proposed variance arises out of the physical surroundings, shape 
topographical conditions, or other physical or environment conditions that are 
unique to the specific property involved owned by Stone Keys, LLC, c/o Gloria 
Chauca, and located at 804 East Orange Street.  Motion seconded by Robert Ryan.  
Aye votes were cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert 
Ryan and Howard Washington (5-0). 

 
Motion:   William Gusler made a motion to find that sufficient information occurs to accept 

each of the nine variance criteria and to approve a variance of the City of Apopka 
Code of Ordinances, Part III, Land Development Code, Article III, Section 3.3.5, to 
reduce the front yard setback from 25 feet to 20 feet and to reduce the east side yard 
setback from 10 feet to 3 feet for the property owned by Stone Keys, LLC, c/o Gloria 
Chauca, and located at 804 East Orange Street.  Motion seconded by Robert Ryan.  
Aye votes were cast by James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert 
Ryan and Howard Washington (5-0). 

 

OLD BUSINESS: None 

 

NEW BUSINESS: None 

 

ADJOURNMENT:   The meeting was adjourned at 7:54 p.m.  

 

 

 

James Greene, Chairperson 

 

 

 

James K. Hitt, FRA-RA 

Community Development Director 
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP HELD ON NOVEMBER 12, 2019, AT 
8:00 P.M., FOLLOWING THE REGULAR MEETING IN THE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 
APOPKA, FLORIDA 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: James Greene, Linda Laurendeau, William Gusler, Robert Ryan, and Howard 
Washington 
 
ABSENT:  Mary Norwood; Butch Stanley; and Orange County Public Schools (Non-voting) 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  James Hitt, FRA-RA – Community Development Director, David Moon, AICP – Planning 
Manager, Bobby Howell, AICP – Senior Planner, and Jeanne Green – Recording Secretary. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  Chairperson Greene opened the meeting to Public Comment.  No one spoke. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT – DENSITY INCREASE DISCUSSION – James Hitt, FRA-
RA, Community Development Director, advised the Planning Commission that staff was proposing an increase 
in density for specific areas in the City that would be able to support a higher density of up to 25 dwelling units 
per acre.  Those areas are: the Apopka City Center; the West Apopka US441 and SR429 area; the East Shore 
area; and southeast of SR 429 and west of Ocoee-Apopka Road.  Staff would be working on the amendment to 
the Land Development Code and will bring it back to the Commission for review and a recommendation to City 
Council. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
In response to a concern expressed by Commissioner Laurendeau, Mr. Hitt stated that prior to any public 
hearings on the proposed amendment, notices will be sent to property owners within 300 feet of each of the 
proposed areas. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson Greene 
closed the public hearing.  
 
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT – “GLITCHES” – Mr. Hitt stated staff found 
approximately 18 “glitches” in the recently adopted Land Development Code that needed to be amended. He 
reviewed each of the “glitches” and the corresponding replacement language.  As with the proposed density 
amendment, staff will bring the Land Development Code amendment back to the Commission for review and a 
recommendation to City Council. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Chairperson Greene opened the meeting for public hearing.  With no one wishing to speak, Chairperson Greene 
closed the public hearing.  
 
OLD BUSINESS: None 
 
NEW BUSINESS: None 
 
ADJOURNMENT:   The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.  
 
 
 
James Greene, Chairperson 
 
 
 
James K. Hitt, FRA-RA 
Community Development Director 
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CITY OF APOPKA  

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
 

 X   PUBLIC HEARING      MEETING OF: December 10, 2019  

___ SITE PLAN       FROM:  Community Development            

       SPECIAL REPORTS      EXHIBITS: “A” – Glitch Summary List  

       OTHER:                            “B” – Ordinance No. 2745 
  

 

SUBJECT:  APOPKA LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS 

 

REQUEST: RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE LAND 

DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS 
  
SUMMARY: 

On December 11, 2018, the Planning Commission recommended adoption to the City Council of the update 

to the Land Development Code.  On March 6, 2019, the Apopka City Council formally adopted Ordinance 

No. 2700 approving the update for the Land Development Code (LDC).   

 

Staff had presented this as the first major rewrite for the LDC and that minor updates or “glitch” 

amendments would be needed to help clarify some of the new text, graphics and content.  This is the first 

set of amendments that staff has identified to help with those clarifications.  The amendments effect five of 

the 10 Articles and Appendix A – Kelly Park Interchange Form-Based Code, and about 19 Sections within 

those Articles.  Because of the length of each section and sub-section being recommended for amendments, 

staff has provided a Glitch Amendment Summary List (Exhibit “A”) and the full Ordinance No. 2745 

(Exhibit “B”) for reference. 

 

The approval process timeline: 

 

 Planning Commission ~ December 10, 2019 at 5:30 PM 

 City Council ~ 1st Reading, December 18, 2019 at 7:00 PM 

 City Council ~ 2nd Reading/Adoption, January 15, 2020 at 1:30 PM 

 

The Zoning Map amendment will be forthcoming in early 2020, along with Comprehensive Plan changes 

later in 2020. 

   
RECOMMENDATION ACTION: 
 

Recommend approval of the Apopka Land Development Code update to the Apopka City Council. 

 
  
DISTRIBUTION 
Mayor Nelson     Finance Director  Public Services Director  

Commissioners      HR Director   Recreation Director    

City Administrator    IT Director   City Clerk  

Community Development Director  Police Chief   Fire Chief 
 

 

 

\\apk-fs1\users$\jhitt\Documents\LDC Update\Glitch Amenndments\LDC Glitch Amendments staff report PC 12-10-19.docx 
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Apopka Land Development Code 
March 16, 2019 (adoption date) 
 
Ordinance No. 2745 LDC “Glitch” Amendment List: 
 
Article 1: General Provisions 
Section 1.8 Transitional Provisions 
Table 1.8.1: Transition to New Zoning Districts 

➢ Add “ZIP” to Residential column 
 
Article 1: General Provisions 
Section 1.8 Transitional Provisions 
Table 1.8.2: Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Compatibility 

➢ Adds FLU-IP to Previous LDC column 
 
Article 3: Zoning Districts 
Section 3.3 Residential Base Zoning Districts 
3.3.7.  RMF: Residential Multi-Family District 

➢ Change pictures 
 
Article 3:  Zoning Districts 
Section 3.6 Special Purpose Base Zoning Districts 
3.6.3 MU-D: Mixed Use Downtown District 

➢ Clarifies setbacks 
 
Article 4:  Use Regulations 
Section 4.2 Principal Uses 
Table 4.2.2.C: Principal Use Table 

➢ Add new uses and clarify some Permitted Uses and Special Exception Uses 
➢ Correct wireless telecommunications Towers section numbers 

 
Article 4: Use Regulations 
4.2. Principal Uses 
4.2.3. Standards Specific to Principal Uses 
C. Residential Uses 
1. Household Living Uses 
 

e. Dwelling, single-family detached 
➢ Removes “detached” – these development requirements apply to any single-family 

district. 
 
g. Multi-Family Developments 

➢ Adds recreation uses for Multi-Family 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.2 Landscaping and Buffer Standards 
5.2.4 Landscape Plan 
Add B-D Plans, Self-Certification, and Inspections 
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5.2.5 Landscaping and Buffer Standards 
D. 5. c. 3. bb. Low volume irrigation zone pressure regulator info. 
E. Right-of-Way and Adjacent Property Maintenance 
 1. Maintenance 

➢ Adds new section (from old code) 
 
5.3.7 Retention of Existing Canopy 

7.  Tree Survey - added 
 
5.3.11 Incentives for Retroactive Compliance 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.5 Fences and Walls 
5.5.6. Materials Standards 

➢ Allows chain link in districts with specifications 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.6 Exterior Lighting 
5.6.8 Lighting Design Standards for Specific Uses and Site Features 
E.    Pedestrian Lighting 

➢ Specifies where pedestrian lighting is. 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.6 Exterior Lighting 
5.6.3. Timing of Review 
5.6.4. Lighting Plan 

➢ Clarifies Lighting Plan review by DRC 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.8 Neighborhood Compatibility Standards 
5.8.3 Neighborhood Compatibility Standards 
C. Building Height 
Table 5.8.4.c Height setback for multi-story buildings 

➢ Adds new standards for multi-story buildings doe City (same as Form-Based Code area) 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.10. Signs 
5.10.8. Standards for Specific Sign Types 
B. Wall and Projecting Signs for Single- and Multiple-Occupancy Development 
3. Tenant Wall Signs for Multiple-Occupancy Development 
(a), (d) and (e) 

➢ Amends wall sign sizes and permitted dimensions. 
 
Article 5: Development Standards 
Section 5.13 Roads, Streets, Sidewalks and Bikeways 
5.13.7. Rights-of-Way 
D. Vacations of Rights-of-way 

➢ Adds new #5 to specify who gets vacated ROW 
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Article 10: Definitions and Rules of Measurement 
Section 10.2 Rules of Measurement 
10.2.4 Exceptions and Variations 
B. Allowable Encroachments into Required Yards/Build-to Zones 
Table: 10.2.4.B, Allowable Encroachments into required yards / build-to zones 

➢ Amends Table regarding rear and side lot use. 
 
 
Article 10: Definitions and Rules of Measurement 
Section 10.3 Use Classifications and Interpretation of Unlisted Uses and Zoning District 
Boundaries 
10.3.1 Principal Use Classification System 
E. Public, Civic, and Institutional Uses Classification 
1. Communication Uses 

Wireless telecommunications tower 
➢ Amends to correct Sec. 70-24 and 70-25, to Sec. 70-22 (for definition reference) 

 
 
APPENDIX A 
Kelly Park Interchange Form-Based Code 
 
K. Building Design Standards 
1. Architecture 
2. Building Typology 

d. Multi-Family (vii.) 
g. Single Family Residential (vi.) 

➢ Adds requirements for 50’ or less lot widths to both sections 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

\\apk-fs1\users$\jhitt\Documents\LDC Update\Glitch Amenndments\LDC Glitch Amendment List.docx 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2745 
  

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF APOPKA, FLORIDA, AMENDING 
THE CODE OF ORDINANCES, PART III – LAND DEVELOPMENT 
CODE, ARTICLE 1: GENERAL PROVISIONS, SECTION 1.8 
TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS; ARTICLE 3: ZONING DISTRICTS, 
SECTION 3.3 RESIDENTIAL BASE ZONING DISTRICTS AND SECTION 
3.6 SPECIAL PURPOSE BASE ZONING DISTRICTS; ARTICLE 4: USE 
REGULATIONS, SECTION 4.2 PRINCIPAL USES; ARTICLE 5: 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 5.2 LANDSCAPING AND 
BUFFER STANDARDS, SECTION 5.3 TREE PROTECTION 
STANDARDS, SECTION 5.5 FENCES AND WALLS, SECTION 5.6 
EXTERIOR LIGHTING, SECTION 5.8 NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS, SECTION 5.10 SIGNS, AND, SECTION 
5.13 ROADS, STREETS SIDEWALKS AND BIKEWAYS; ARTICLE 10: 
DEFINITIONS AND RULES OF MEASUREMENT, SECTION 10.2 RULES 
OF MEASUREMENT, SECTION 10.3 USE CLASSIFICATIONS AND 
INTERPRETATION OF UNLISTED USES AND ZONING DISTRICT 
BOUNDARIES; AND, APPENDIX “A”: KELLY PARK FORM-BASED 
CODE, K.2. d. AND g; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; PROVIDING 
FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS, AND SETTING 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, Section 166.021(3), Florida Statutes, provides, in pertinent part, that “[t]he 

Legislature recognizes that pursuant to the grant of powers set forth in Section 2(b), Art. VIII of 
the State Constitution, the legislative body of each municipality has the power to enact legislation 
concerning any subject matter upon which the state legislature may act” except for certain very 
limited matters; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Florida Law chartered municipalities have original jurisdiction 
over all streets and highways located within their boundaries; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City of Apopka Land Development Code requires amending periodically 
to include needed amendments to protect the health, safety, and welfare of all persons in the City; 
and  
 

WHEREAS, City of Apopka Code of Ordinances, Florida, Part III Land Development 

Code regulates the development and uses within the City of Apopka; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Apopka, Florida, has determined that the 
continued protection of the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens, and keeping the Land 
Development Code updated is for the benefit of the City, various Articles are being amended 
accordingly.  
 
LESIGLATIVE UNDERSCORING: Underlined words constitute additions to the City of 
Apopka Code of Ordinances, strikethrough constitutes deletions from the original, and asterisks 
(***) indicate an omission from the existing text which is intended to remain unchanged. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF APOPKA, FLORIDA, as follows: 
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SECTION 1.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 1, Section 1.8, Transitional Provisions, 
Table 1.8.1: Transition to New Zoning Districts, shall be amended as follows: 

TABLE 1.8.1: TRANSITION TO NEW ZONING DISTRICTS 
ZONING DISTRICT IN PREVIOUS LDC ZONING DISTRICT IN THIS LDC 

Residential 

ZIP: Zoning In Progress T: Transitional [NEW] 

AG: Agriculture 
AG: Agriculture 

AG-E: Agricultural Estate 

RCE-1: Residential Country Estates 1  
RCE: Residential County Estate 

RCE-2: Residential Country Estate 2  

R-1AA: Residential Single-Family  
RSF-1A: Residential Single-Family– Estate 

R-1AAA: Residential Single-Family  

R-1: Residential Single-Family  
RSF-1B: Residential Single-Family– Large Lot 

R-1A: Residential Single-Family  

R-2: Residential One- and Two-family  RTF: Residential Two-Family 

R-3: Residential Multiple-Family  RMF-Residential Multi-Family 

 RMU: Residential Mixed Use [NEW] 

MHP: Mobile Home Park District  
MHP: Mobile Home Park 

MHS: Mobile Home Subdivision  

Commercial Districts 

CN: Commercial Neighborhood  C-N: Neighborhood Commercial   

C-1: Retail Commercial  C-C: Community Commercial 

PO/I: Professional Office/Institutional O: Office [NEW] 

 C-COR: Corridor Commercial [NEW] 

C-2: General Commercial  C-R: Regional Commercial 

Industrial Districts 

C-3 Wholesale Commercial 
I-L: Light Industrial 

I-1: Restricted Industrial 

I-2: General Industrial I-H: Heavy Industrial 

Special Purpose Districts 

 MU-D: Mixed Use-Downtown [NEW] 

 
MU-ES-RTE: Mixed Use- East Shore- 
Research/Technology/Education [NEW] 

 
MU-ES-NM: Mixed Use- East Shore- New Market 
[NEW] 

Mixed-CC: Mixed-Use Community Center  
MU-ES-GT: Mixed Use- East Shore- Gateway [NEW] 

Mixed-EC: Mixed-Use Employment Center 

 MU-KPI: Mixed Use-Kelly Park Interchange [NEW] 

 INST: Institutional [NEW] 

PR: Parks and Recreation PR: Parks and Recreation 

 AIR: Orlando Apopka Airport [NEW} 

Planned Development Districts 

PUD: Planned Unit Development PD: Planned Development 

Overlay Districts 

Historic District H-O Historic Overlay 
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TABLE 1.8.1: TRANSITION TO NEW ZONING DISTRICTS 
ZONING DISTRICT IN PREVIOUS LDC ZONING DISTRICT IN THIS LDC 

Downtown Development Overlay Zoning 
District 

[DELETED] 

 NC-O Neighborhood Conservation Overlay [NEW] 
 

 

SECTION 2.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 1, Section 1.8, Transitional 
Provisions, Table 1.8.2: Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Compatibility, shall be amended as 
follows: 

TABLE 1.8.2: FUTURE LAND USE MAP (FLUM) COMPATIBILITY 

ZONING DISTRICT IN PREVIOUS 

LDC 
ZONING DISTRICT IN THIS LDC 

APOPKA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

2030 FLUM LAND USE 

DESIGNATION IMPLEMENTED BY 

DISTRICT  

Residential Districts 

FLU-IP: In Progress T: Transitional (NEW) TBD-to be determined 

AG: Agriculture  
AG: Agriculture (CONSOLIDATED) 

AG Homestead;  
AG AG-E: Agriculture Estate  

RCE-1: Residential Country 
Estates 1  RCE: Residential Country Estate 

(CONSOLIDATED) 
AG Estates; Res Estates; VLS; LS; 
L; ML; M; H RCE-2: Residential Country 

Estate 2  

R-1AA: Residential Single-
Family  RSF-1A: Residential Single-Family – 

Estate (CONSOLIDATED) 
VLS; LS; L; ML; M; H 

R-1AAA: Residential Single-
Family 

R-1: Residential Single-Family  RSF-1B: Residential Single-Family – 
Large Lot (CONSOLIDATED) 

VLS; LS; L; ML; M; H 
R-1A: Residential Single-Family  

R-2: Residential One- and Two-
family  

RTF: Residential Two-Family   L; ML; M; H 

R-3: Residential Multiple-
Family  

RMF: Residential Multi-Family  ML; M; H 

 RMU: Residential Mixed-Use (NEW) MU 

MHP: Mobile Home Park 
District  MHP: Mobile Home Park 

(CONSOLIDATED) 
ML; CBD 

MHS: Mobile Home 
Subdivision  

Commercial Districts 

CN: Commercial Neighborhood  C-N: Neighborhood Commercial   COMM; CBD 

C-1: Retail Commercial  C-C: Community Commercial COMM; CBD 

 C-R: Regional Commercial (NEW) COMM 
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TABLE 1.8.2: FUTURE LAND USE MAP (FLUM) COMPATIBILITY 

ZONING DISTRICT IN PREVIOUS 

LDC 
ZONING DISTRICT IN THIS LDC 

APOPKA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

2030 FLUM LAND USE 

DESIGNATION IMPLEMENTED BY 

DISTRICT  

PO/I: Professional 
Office/Institutional 

O: Office  OFF; CBD 

 C - COR: Corridor Commercial (NEW) COMM 

C-2: General Commercial  DELETE / REPLACED BY C-R  

Mixed-CC: Mixed-Use 
Community Center  

DELETE / MOVE TO SPECIAL 
PURPOSE DISTRICT CATEGORY / 
REPLACED BY MU-ES 
 

 

Mixed-EC: Mixed-Use 
Employment Center  

 

Industrial Districts 

C-3: Wholesale Commercial  I-L: Light Industrial 
(CONSOLIDATED) 

COMM; IND; CBD 
I-1: Restricted Industrial  

I-2: General Industrial  I-H: Heavy Industrial  IND; CBD 

Special Purpose Districts 

 
MU-D: Mixed Use - Downtown 
(NEW) 

COMM; OFF; RH; RL; RLS; RM; 
INST/PU; MU; IND; REC; CBD 

Mixed-CC: Mixed-Use 
Community Center  MU-ES: Mixed Use – East Shore 

(NEW) 
MU 

Mixed-EC: Mixed-Use 
Employment Center 

 
MU-KPI: Mixed-Use – Kelly Park 
Interchange (NEW)  

MU 

 INST: Institutional (Split from PO/I) INST 

PR: Parks and Recreation  PR: Parks and Recreation   AG; INST; REC; CBD 

 AIR: Orlando Apopka Airport (NEW) INST 

Planned Development Districts 

PUD: Planned Unit 
Development  

PD: Planned Development   
AG Estates; Res Estates; VLS; LS; 
L; ML; M; H; OFF MU; IND; INST; 
CBD 

Overlay Districts 

Historic District  H-O: Historic Overlay  COMM; IND; OFF 

Downtown Development 
Overlay Zoning District 

DELETE  

Small Lot Overlay Zoning 
District 

DELETE  

 
NC-O: Neighborhood Conservation 
Overlay (NEW) 

TBD 
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SECTION 3.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 3 Zoning Districts, Section 3.3 
Residential Base Zoning Districts, 3.3.7 RMF: Residential Multi-Family District, A. Purpose, shall 
be amended deleting two pictures and adding three new pictures as follows: 

Article 3: Zoning Districts 
3.3.7.  RMF: Residential Multi-Family District 

A. Purpose 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION 3. CODIFICATION. It is the intention of the City Council that the provisions 

of this ordinance shall become and be made a part of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Apopka; 

and the City Clerk is directed to take the necessary steps to effect codification into the Code, and 

Sections of this ordinance may be numbered or renumbered or lettered or re-lettered and the word 

“ordinance" may be changed to " chapter ", "section ", "article", or such other appropriate word or 

phrase in order to accomplish such codification. Typographical errors which do not affect the intent 

may be authorized by the Mayor, without need of public hearing, by filing a corrected or re-

codified copy of same with the City Clerk. 
 
SECTION 4. CONFLICTS. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are 

hereby repealed. 
 

Replace sample pictures to demonstrate rear-load alley better. 
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SECTION 4.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 3 Zoning Districts, Section 3.6 

Special Purpose Base Districts, 3.6.3: Mixed Use Downtown District, C. Intensity and 

Dimensional Standards, shall be amended as follows: 
 
C. Intensity and Dimensional Standards  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes section to be amended to include a new [7] 
 
Notes: sf. = square feet; ft. = feet; min. = minimum; max. = maximum 
[1] The area between the minimum and maximum build-to-lines that extends the width of the lot constitutes the 
build-to-zone. 
 
[2] Where existing buildings along street frontage are all located behind the build-to-line, the buildings may not be 
extended to the rear or side unless they are first extended frontwards to comply with the maximum build-to-line 
standard, and the minimum building width at the build-to-line standard. 
 
[3] Setbacks up to 30 feet from the build-to-line are allowed for civic space or outdoor dining, as long as they 
demarcate the build-to-line by some additional feature. 
 

[7] 
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[4] The build-to-line width remaining where there are no buildings may be occupied by outdoor gathering spaces, 
outdoor dining areas, walkways, landscaped areas, stormwater management facilities that use low impact 
development techniques, 
 
[5] Applicable to a residential development, and the residential component of a mixed-use development. 
 
[6] Applicable to a nonresidential development and the nonresidential component of a mixed-use development. 
 

[7] “All Other Uses” shall refer to the underlying Future Land Use and the comparable Zoning District 
only for the standards for that particular District within the MU-D Mixed-Use Downtown District, as 
depicted in Appendix F: Downtown Area Maps.  All Uses, refer to Article 4: Use Regulations.  Build-to-
line must also be adhered to keep existing setbacks compatible with new development. 
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SECTION 5.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 4 Use Regulations, Section 4.2 

Principal Uses, Table 4.2.2. C. Principal Use Table, shall be amended as follows: 
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SECTION 6.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 4 Use Regulations, Section 4.2 

Principal Uses, 4.2.3 Standards Specific to Principal Uses, C. Residential Uses, 1. Household 

Living Uses, shall be amended as follows: 

*** 

e. Dwelling, single-family detached 

 

1. Subdivisions with more than 20 single-family detached dwelling units shall include a 

neighborhood "pocket park" within the development. Pocket parks shall be provided at the 

rate of one park for every 100 units or less, and shall be sized as follows: 

 

(a) 20—25 units: the equivalent of one lot 

(b) 26—50 units: the equivalent of 1.5 lots 

(c) 51—75 units: the equivalent of two lots 

(d) 76—100 units: the equivalent of 2.5 lots 

(e) Developments with more than 100 units shall provide the required number of parks, sized 

based on the increments listed above. 
 

Each park shall provide both passive and active recreational opportunities. If a development 

is proposed to be phased, the required park shall be constructed in the phase in which the need 

is originally generated. Parks are to be constructed prior to 25 percent "build-out" of any 

subdivision or phase.  If more than one park is required, the developer may request that the 

City Council consider the aggregation of all or a portion of the required parks into one or more 

larger parks. 

 

2. Subdivisions with 75 or more single-family detached dwelling units shall provide a 

community outdoor swimming pool. Land for the pool and surrounding area may be counted 

toward compliance with the requirement of subsection d.1, above. 

 

3. In addition, subdivisions with 100 or more or more single-family detached dwelling units shall 

provide one of the following recreation amenities for every 25 dwelling units above 75: 

 
(a) Tennis court; 

 

(b) Other outdoor sports facility (racquetball, pickleball, basketball, shuffleboard, bocce, or 

similar facility), in multiples or combination at least equal to the size of a tennis court’ 
 

(c) Playground or tot lot; 
 

(d) Outdoor fitness stations; or 
 

(e) Picnic or rest area with shaded shelter;  

Subdivisions required to provide more than one facility shall provide a variety of the options 

above. Subdivisions with 150 or more single-family detached dwelling units may substitute 

a second pool for three required recreation amenities. Land used for this subsection may be 

counted toward compliance with the requirement of subsection d.1, above. 
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4. No more than 75 percent of the lots in a residential subdivision shall be 50 feet or less in 

width. The remaining lots shall be a minimum of 65 feet in width. Any increase or decrease 

in lot width or percentage may be accepted, denied or accepted with conditions of the plan 

by the City Council. 

Justifications by the applicant may depend on surrounding land use, existing development 

patterns or other land use factors including (but not limited to) utilities, roads, development 

intensity or environmental factors. 

 

5. Single-family detached dwellings where 80 percent of the land is considered “golf course 

frontage” may propose to convert screen rooms that existed on March 6, 2019 to glass “sun 

rooms” or “Florida Rooms” by requesting and receiving approval as a special exception permit 

in accordance with Sec. 2.5.1.G, Special Exception Permit and the following conditions. (For 

the purposes of this section “golf course frontage” shall mean that portion of the rear of the lot 

that abuts a golf course. "Golf course" shall include the tee-box, fairway, rough area, out of 

bounds area and putting green.) 

 

(a) Proposals for construction of other types of home additions into the established setbacks are 

considered inconsistent with the implied and explicit intent of this subsection. 

 

(b) In addition to public notification required by Sec. 2.5.1.G, Special Exception Permit, written 

notification shall be provided a minimum of 14 calendar days before the public hearing to 

surrounding property owners who may be impacted by a reduction in the rear yard requirement, 

including all properties which have visual access to the subject property's rear lot line (i.e., 

homes located on the opposite side of a golf course.) 

 

(c) The applicant shall notify and receive approval of the proposed changes from the entity 

managing the golf course and any homeowners association of which the home is a member. 

 

(d) The rear yard setback shall be a minimum of ten feet from the rear lot line or the internal 

boundary of any easement on the lot (whichever is greater). 

 

(e) The type of exterior material and architectural style (siding, colors, roofing material) of any 

addition shall be the same as that of the principal building. 

 

(f) The construction of any portion of any structure that extends into the reduced setback shall 

be undertaken in a manner which results in an exterior facade comprised of a minimum of 60 

percent of transparent glass, exclusive of the roof. 

 

(g) The maximum height shall not exceed that of the principal building. 

 

(h) The proposed addition shall comply with all applicable building code requirements. 

 

*** 
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g. Multi-Family Developments 

 

1. Multi-family development such as apartments or condominiums with 20 dwelling units or more 

shall include a neighborhood "pocket park" within the development. Pocket parks shall be provided 

at the rate of one park for every 100 units or less and shall be sized as follows: 

(a) 20—25 units: the equivalent of 0.25 acre 

(b) 26—50 units: the equivalent of 0.50 acre 

(c) 51—75 units: the equivalent of 0.75 acre 

(d) 76—100 units: the equivalent of 1.00 acre 

(e) Developments with more than 100 units shall provide the required number of parks, 

sized based on the increments listed above. 

 

2. Each park shall provide both passive and active recreational opportunities. If a development is 

proposed to be phased, the required parks shall be constructed in the phases in which the need is 

originally generated. Parks are to be constructed prior to 25 percent "build-out" of any multi-family 

development or phase.  If more than one park is required, the developer may request that City 

Council consider the aggregation of all or a portion of the required parks into one or more larger 

parks. 

 

3. Multi-family developments with 76 dwelling units or more shall provide a community outdoor 

swimming pool.  Land for the pool and surrounding area may be counted toward the requirement 

of subsection 1. (e), above. 

 

4. In addition, subdivisions with 100 or more multi-family dwelling units shall provide one of the 

following recreation amenities for every 25 dwelling units above 76: 

(a) Tennis court; 

(b) Other outdoor sports facility (racquetball, pickle ball, basketball, shuffleboard, bocce, 

or similar), in multiples or combination at least equal to the size of a tennis court. 

(c) Playground or tot lot; 

(d) Outdoor fitness stations; or 

(e) Picnic or rest area with shaded shelter; 

 

Multi-family developments required to provide more than one facility shall provide a variety of 

the options above. Multi-family developments with150 or more dwelling units may substitute a 

second pool for three required recreation amenities. Land used for this subsection may be counted 

toward compliance with the requirement of subsection 1. (e), above. 

 

Variations of recreational amenities may be proposed by a developer with approval from the 

Development Review Committee and City Council. 

 

 

 SECTION 7. Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5: Development Standards 

Section 5.2 Landscaping and Buffer Standards, shall be amended as follows: 

 
5.2.4. Landscape Plan 
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A. A landscape plan demonstrating how landscaping will be planted on a development site to 

comply with the standards of this section, signed and sealed by a landscape architect licensed 

to practice in the State of Florida, shall be included with the development application where 

compliance with this section is reviewed in accordance with Sec. 5.2.3, Timing of Review. 

 

B. Prior to the issuance of a permit for the construction of a new nonresidential building, common 

area within residential development, or the substantial alteration of a non-residential building 

or site, a landscape and/or irrigation plan, when required, shall be submitted to, reviewed by, 

and approved by the City. The plans shall: 

 

1. Be prepared by and bear the seal of a landscape architect and/or irrigation contractor. 

 

2. Be drawn to scale, including dimensions and distances. 

 

3. Delineate the existing and proposed parking spaces, or other vehicular areas, access aisles, 

driveways, and similar features, plants, trees, and other obstacles. 

 

4. Irrigation systems shall be drawn with parts and requirements listed in Article 5.2.5.D.5. 

 

5. Designate by name and location the plant material to be installed or preserved in 

accordance with the requirements of this Article. 

 

6. Identify and describe the location and characteristics of all other landscape materials to be 

used. 

 

7. Show all landscape features, including areas of vegetation required to be preserved by law, 

in context with the location and outline of existing and proposed buildings and other 

improvements on the site, if any. 

 

8. Include a tabulation clearly displaying the relevant statistical information necessary for the 

City to evaluate compliance with the provisions of this chapter. This includes gross 

acreage, area of preservation areas, number of trees to be planted or preserved, square 

footage of paved areas, and such other information as may be necessary. 

 

9. Contain such other information that may be required by the City that is reasonable and 

necessary to determine that the landscape or irrigation plan meets the requirements of this 

chapter. 

 

10. The requirement for a landscape plan sealed by a landscape architect, or an irrigation plan 

stamped by an irrigation contractor, may be waived by the City for individual owner-

occupied landscape and irrigation projects. However, the project shall comply with the 

requirements of this section and shall meet the standards outlined herein. 

 

 

C. Residential Self Certification 

 

1. Single-family residential developments are required to submit a self-certification checklist 

to the City upon completion of all installations. 

 

47



 

Page 22 of 34 

 

2. Contractors and owner/contractors shall be accountable for proper installation and 

compliance through self-certification. The City may conduct an adequate number of 

random inspections to ensure compliance with this code. 

 

3. A contractor or owner/contractor must submit a completed and endorsed checklist on a 

form provided by the City. A copy of the certification checklist must also be provided to 

the property owner. A list of plants installed on the site must be attached to the self-

certification checklist and provided to both the City and property owner. 

 

4. No certificate of occupancy shall be issued until a completed self-certification checklist 

has been submitted to the City. 

 

 

D. Inspections - Non-residential and Residential Common Areas 

 

1.  Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Acceptance, 

contractors and owner/contractors shall request a final inspection of work performed after 

the submittal of a self-certification checklist. The City shall conduct an inspection to ensure 

compliance with this code. 

 

2. Upon final inspection, a contractor or owner/contractor must submit to the City a record 

drawing of the project identifying modifications if there were changes from the originally 

submitted plan. 

 

3. Certificates of occupancy - No certificate of occupancy shall be issued until: 

 

a. An affidavit of completion and compliance and a completion sketch, if there were 

modifications from the original plan, have been submitted and accepted by the City; 

and 

 

b. The City has conducted any required final inspection. 

 

 

 

 SECTION 8. Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5: Development Standards 

Section 5.2 Landscaping and Buffer Standards, shall be amended as follows: 

 
5.2.5 Landscaping and Buffer Standards 

*** 

D.  Water-Wise Standards 

 

5.  Irrigation System Standards 

 

c.   New irrigation systems are required for the following types of development as features: 

 

1.  Single-family detached and two-family (duplex) dwellings: 

 

(a) Each dwelling unit shall have a minimum of two hose bibs. 
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(b) All commons areas shall be irrigated through an automatic irrigation system. This 

requirement may be waived by the Director in consultation with the City Water 

Conservation Specialist if as a water conservation technique a landscaped area only 

contains plant species that do not require irrigation. Consideration of a waiver of the 

irrigation requirement shall include, but not be limited to, the area covered by native 

vegetation, local conditions such as sun or shade, type of soil, depth to water table, and 

size and configuration of lot. 

 

2.  Landscape in multifamily and nonresidential development, except this requirement may 

be waived by the Director in consultation with the City Water Conservation Specialist for 

a landscaped area implementing water conservation techniques including only containing 

plant species that do not require irrigation. Consideration of a waiver of the irrigation 

requirement shall include, but not be limited to, the area covered by native vegetation, 

local conditions such as sun or shade, type of soil, depth to water table, and size and 

configuration of a lot. 

 

3.   Irrigation systems shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the technical 

standards contained in Appendix F of the Plumbing Volume of the Florida Building Code, 

the most recent edition of the Florida Irrigation Standards Manual and the following: 

 

(bb) Low volume irrigation zones shall have a pressure regulator and a filter with a 

mesh smaller than the emitter openings. 

 

 

 SECTION 9.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.2 Landscaping and Buffer Standards, 5.2.5 Landscaping and Buffer Standards, shall be 

amended as follows: 

 

E. Right-of-Way and Adjacent Property Maintenance 

 

 1. Maintenance 

 

A. It shall be the duty of the owner of each lot, tract or parcel of land within 

the city to reasonably mow, maintain, regulate and effectively control 

excessive growth and accumulation of weeds, undergrowth, or dead or 

living plant life between the property and the adjacent road right-of-way. 

 

B. It shall be the duty of any established association (e.g. homeowner’s 

association or management group) within the city, to reasonably mow, 

maintain, regulate and effectively control excessive growth and 

accumulation of weeds, undergrowth, or dead or living plant life between 

the property and the adjacent road right-of-way at the following locations: 

 

1. Right-of-way adjacent to a development perimeter which is separated 

from the property by a development wall of fence. 

 

2. Medians and common areas located within the legally described 

development area of the association. 
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C. Determination by the city that an adjacent right-of-way or adjacent property 

is improperly maintained shall constitute a nuisance subject to code 

enforcement. 

 

 

 SECTION 10.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.3 Tree Protection Standards, 5.3.7. Retention of Existing Canopy, shall be amended as 

follows: 

*** 
7. Tree Survey 

 

A tree survey shall be required for any nonresidential development or residential subdivision 

requiring development plans. The applicant shall provide the following information as part of the 

tree survey: 

 

(a) Aerial photograph (minimum one inch equals 200 feet) or drawing indicating utility lines, 

boundary lines, dimensions, surrounding streets, and proposed development 

improvements. 

 

(b) Common and botanical name of major tree groups shown. 

 

(c) Estimated height and DBH of major tree groups shown. 

 

(d) Each DBH, location, botanical and common name of any protected tree stands, individuals 

or specimen trees. 

 

(e) Estimated DBH of trees less than six inches DBH and percentage of those trees to be 

removed. 

 

(f) Plans on how those remaining trees shall be protected and type of barriers to be used. 

 

(g) Proposed changes, if any, in site elevation grades and major contours of the land will be 

required on landscape plans. Care will be taken not to change original grade around those 

protected or remaining trees. 

 

(h) All trees dead, diseased, or dying and for which restoration to sound condition is not 

practical or in instances when a disease [exists] which can be expected to be transmitted to 

other trees, or to endanger the tree's health or to the public as determined by the city can 

be excluded from the tree survey. 

 

The following items must be clearly listed on the tree survey or landscape plan: 

 

(a) Total Tree Inches on Current, Non-Altered Site. 

(b) Total Tree Inches to be Removed. 

(c) Total Tree Inches to be Replaced. 

(d) Maximum Tree Stock and Calculations. 

(e) Quantity of Specimen Trees (24" or Greater) Being Removed.  

(f) Site Clearing Area in Square Feet and Acres 
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(g) The minimum percentage of a development site’s existing tree canopy cover that is 

required to be retained and protected. 

 

 

 SECTION 11.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.3 Tree Protection Standards, 5.3.11. Incentives for Retroactive Compliance, shall be 

amended as follows: 

 
5.3.11. Incentives for Retroactive Compliance 

The City may administratively provide incentives for residents to retroactively comply with the 

provisions of this code. Incentives may include financial assistance, equipment, services, or other 

mechanisms, to promote the reduction in the use of water and the protection of the environment 

and natural resources. 

 

1. Eligibility 

 

a. Existing city customers in homes or other developments that were built prior to the 

adoption of this article are eligible to apply for currently active incentives provided by the 

City. Incentives may be limited to single family homes. 

 

b. All incentives awarded are subject to the submittal of complete applications and 

determination of eligibility and qualification by the City.  Applications will be accepted 

only from the current property owner(s) of record. 

 

c. The incentive program is provided on a first come, first served basis, and is subject to the 

availability of budgeted funding. 

 

d. Incentives will be awarded on a one (1) time basis to any physical address regardless of 

changes in property ownership. 

 

2.  Incentives 

 

The incentives, which may change from time to time, will be established to encourage residents 

to retrofit existing inefficient and high water-use devices with effective and efficient water-use 

devices. 

 

a. Examples of incentives include: 

 

1. Rotor/Spray head replacement 

2. Low Volume Irrigation Systems retrofits 

3. Rain Sensor or Soil Moisture Sensors installations. 

4. ET Controller/Smart Controller installations 

5. Irrigation Audit provided to residents 

 

 

SECTION 12.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.5 Fences and Wall, 5.5.6 Materials Standards, shall be amended as follows: 

 

5.5.6. Material Standards 
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A. General 

 

Unless otherwise specified in Sec. 5.5.6.B, Prohibited Materials, fences and walls shall be 

constructed of any one or more of the following materials: 

 

1. Masonry or stone; 

 

2. Ornamental iron, except that fencing shall not incorporate spiked tops within a 

Residential district without approval of a security exemption plan in accordance with 

Sec. 5.5.12, Security Exemption Plan; Painted wood, pressure treated wood, or rot-

resistant wood such as cedar, cypress, or teak; 

 

3. Composite materials designed to appear as wood, metal, or masonry; 

 

4. Chain link only in AG, I-H or AIR districts, or as a customary part of a sports field. 

Where chain link fencing is permitted, all chain link fences in I-H and AIR shall be 

vinyl coated and installed with the pointed ends to the ground; 

 

5. Walls clad with substrate material intended to support living vegetation 

 

B. Prohibited Materials 

 

The following fence types or materials are prohibited: 

 

1. Barbed and/or razor wire, unless approved as part of a security exemption plan in 

accordance with Sec. 5.5.12, Security Exemption Plan, except on land that is assessed for 

agricultural use, or on land used for installation and operation of high-voltage equipment 

at substations for electrical generation, transmission, and distribution in connection with 

providing public utility service in the City by a regulated public utility. In no event shall 

barbed wire be placed so as to project outward over any sidewalk, street, or public way, or 

over property of an adjacent owner. Where barbed wire is allowed, it shall be a minimum 

of six feet above the ground, held by vinyl coated brackets matching the color of the fence, 

and limited to three strands; 

 

2. Fences and walls erected in any Residential, Commercial, or the MU-D, MU-ES, or 

MUKPI districts that contain any substance such as broken glass, spikes, nails, razor edges 

or similar materials designed to inflict pain or injury to any person or animal; 

 

3. Fences constructed of chicken wire, corrugated metal, fabric materials, fiberboard, garage 

door panels, plywood, rolled plastic, sheet metal, debris, junk, or waste materials, unless 

such materials are recycled and reprocessed, for marketing to the general public, as 

building materials designed to resemble new building materials (e.g., picket fencing made 

from recycled plastic and fiber); 

 

4. Chain link fences, except for in the AG, I-H or AIR districts; and 
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5. Above-ground fences that carry electrical current, except below-ground electrical fences 

intended for the keeping of pets. 

 

 

SECTION 13.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.6 Exterior Lighting, 5.6.3 Timing of Review, and 5.6.4 Lighting Plan, shall be amended 

as follows: 

 

5.6.3. TIMING OF REVIEW 

Review for compliance with these standards shall occur during review of a planned 

development (2.5.1.F, Planned Development), development plan (major or minor) (Sec. 

2.5.2.A, Development Plan (Major and Minor)), plat (subdivision), (Sec. 2.5.2.B, Plat 

(Subdivision), or building permit (Code of Ordinances Art.VI, Sec. 6.08.00), whichever 

occurs first.  Upon approval by the Development Review Committee (DRC), the lighting 

design and plans requirement may be delayed provided a plan note is added that, at a 

minimum states “Lighting requirements must meet all City of Apopka and the electric 

provider’s regulations at the time of any construction plan submittal and any subsequent 

approvals.”  

 

5.6.4. LIGHTING PLAN 

To ensure compliance with the standards of this section, a lighting plan demonstrating how 

exterior lighting will comply with the standards of this section shall be included as part of 

a development application unless otherwise addressed by the Development Review 

Committee. 

 

 

SECTION 14.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.6 Exterior Lighting, 5.6.8 Lighting Design Standards for Specific Uses and Site Features, 

E. Pedestrian Lighting, shall be amended as follows: 

*** 

 

E.    Pedestrian Lighting 

 

Pedestrian light fixtures within parks and recreation facilities shall comply with the following: 

 

1. Light fixtures for sidewalks, walkways, trails, and bicycle paths, shall provide at least 1.2 

foot candles of illumination, but not exceed 2.0 foot candles. 

 

2. Light poles shall not be higher than 15 feet above grade and shall be placed a maximum 

of 100 feet apart.  

 

3. Pedestrian bollard lamps shall be mounted no higher than four feet above grade and shall 

not exceed 900 lumens for any single lamp. See Figure 5.6.8.E.3: Examples of Pedestrian 

Bollard Lamps 
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SECTION 15.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.8 Neighborhood Compatibility Standards, 5.8.3 Neighborhood Compatibility Standards, 

C. Building Height, shall be amended as follows: 

 

 

C. Building Height 

 

3. An additional building setback (see Table 5.8.3.D) shall apply to buildings adjacent to, or 

across the street from, a neighborhood, residential single-family zoned district or use. 

Developers shall apply the setback just to those floors above the second story (step back 

approach, see Figure 5.8.3.E - Option A), to the entire façade (Option B) or a combination of 

the two (Option C). The additional setback/step-back requirement may render some sites 

ineligible for the maximum permitted height. 

 

Table 5.8.4.C Height Setback for Multi-Story Buildings 

 

 
1.  Building Height Three stories or more 

2.  Floor height First Floor: 12 foot min. 
Additional Floors: 8 foot min. 

3.  Additional “Stepped Back” distance 10 feet for each additional floor above two if 
adjacent to neighborhood, residential single-
family zoning district or use. 

4.  Decorative Elements Max. 10 feet 

 

Figure 5.8.4.E Setbacks abutting residential single-family zoning districts or uses. 
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SECTION 16.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.10 Signs, 5.10.6 Prohibited Signs, shall be amended as follows: 

 

5.10.6. PROHIBITED SIGNS 

 

A. Generally 

It shall be unlawful to erect, cause to be erected, maintain or cause to be maintained any 

sign not expressly authorized by this section, unless authorized by the Apopka City 

Council. 

 

 

SECTION 17.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.10 Signs, 5.10.8 Standards for Specific Sign Types, B. Wall and Projecting Signs for 

Single and Multiple-Occupancy Development, 3. Tenant Wall Signs for Multiple-Occupancy 

Development, shall be amended as follows: 

*** 

3. Tenant Wall Signs for Multiple-Occupancy Development 

 

a. Each tenant of a multiple-occupancy development may display a tenant wall sign on 

the principal building in which the occupant is located, subject to the following 

limitations: 

 

1. The sign shall be placed only on the exterior surface of the principal building, or 

portion thereof, which is included as part of the tenant's individually leased or owned, 

premises in accordance with the following: 

 

(a) The occupant may display, in the leased or owned area, as many as two tenant 

signs on the side which is the primary entrance/exit to that portion of the 

premises. A tenant wall sign shall not exceed 18 48 inches in height, measured 

from the bottom of the copy area to the top, and shall not be wider than 75 percent 

of the horizontal frontage of the tenant space. The total combined area of the 

tenant wall signs shall not exceed 100 square feet. 

 

(b) Only one building side will be considered as being an occupant's primary 

entrance/exit. 

(c) If the occupant has an entrance/exit on a corner or on more than one  

 

side, the occupant may choose which building side counts as having the primary 

entrance/exit. 

 

(d) One additional sign may be placed on the secondary entrance/exit side of the 

occupant's leased or owned area. The maximum area of the additional sign shall 

not exceed 16 square feet and shall not exceed 18 24 inches in height. 
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(e) A tenant sign should shall not cover architectural detailing, windows, or 

building ornamentation. 

 

 

SECTION 18.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 5 Development Standards, 

Section 5.13 Roads, Streets, Sidewalks and Bikeways, 5.13.7 Rights-of-way, D. Vacations of 

Rights-of-way, shall be amended as follows: 

*** 

D. Vacations of Rights-of-way 

Applications to vacate a right-of-way shall be subject to approval by the City Council. 

Recommendations by the DRC shall be based on the following requirements: 

 

1. The requested vacation is consistent and/or does not conflict with the traffic circulation 

element of the comprehensive plan and Florida Statutes. 

 

2. The right-of-way does not provide the sole access to any property in the case of an entire 

right-of-way being proposed to be vacated. Remaining access shall not be by easement. 

 

3. The vacation would not jeopardize the current or future location of any utility. 

 

4. The proposed vacation is not detrimental to the public interest. 

 

5. The Land Use and Zoning of the adjacent property the vacated right-of-way is assigned to, 

shall be assigned to the applicable vacated right-of way, and be combined with that parcel 

through a new deed. 

 

 

SECTION 19.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 10 Definitions and Rules of 

Measurement, Section 10.2 Rules of Measurement, 10.2.4 Exceptions and Variations, B. 

Allowable Encroachments into Required Yards/Build-to Zones, Table 10.2.4.B, shall be amended 

as follows: 

 

 

TABLE: 10.2.4.B, ALLOWABLE ENCROACHMENTS INTO REQUIRED 
YARDS / BUILD-TO ZONES 

FEATURE EXTENT AND LIMITATIONS OF ENCROACHMENT 

1.    Open balconies and fire escapes May extend up to five feet into any required minimum yard 

 
 2.a.  Front Decks, porches (screened or 
     unscreened), stoops, or exterior       

stairways 

On a single-family dwelling, may extend up to five feet 
into any a required minimum front yard; decks and 
porches decks and porches on a single-family attached 
dwelling may extend to a rear lot line that abuts 
permanent open space or to within 3 feet of a rear lot 
line that abuts another single-family attached dwelling 
lot, provided that any stairs leading to the deck or porch 
is at least 3 feet from the rear lot line 

2. b.   Rear deck, porch, patio or terrace 
       (screened or unscreened) 

On a single-family attached dwelling, may extend into a 
required rear yard provided at least a five-foot setback to 
the rear lot line is maintained, and not within a utility 

56



 

Page 31 of 34 

 

easement.  Cannot be within any required side yard 
setback. 
one-foot maximum height within a required rear yard 
setback. 
Screen enclosure allowed only within the required rear 
yard setback – no solid roof. 
 

3. Bay windows May extend up to three feet into any required minimum 
yard if no more than nine feet wide 

4. Chimneys or fireplaces  
May extend up to three feet into any required minimum 
yard 

5. Moveable awnings 

6. Roof eaves and overhangs, or   
  marquees

 

7. Window sills or entablatures May extend up to 18 inches into any required minimum 
yard 

8. Patios or terraces, or Walkways May extend into or be located in any required minimum 
yard if less than two-inches high and five-feet wide 

9. Signs, projecting or free-standing May extend into or be located in any required minimum 
yard in accordance with Section 5.10, Signs. 

10. Driveways and parking areas May be located in any minimum required yard unless 
restricted by other provisions in this LDC. 

 
11. Garages, detached 

May extend into or be located in any required minimum 
side or rear yard, subject to the height-related setback 
standards in Sec. 4.3.3, General Standards for all 
Accessory Uses and Structures. However, a detached 
garage shall not extend into a street-side setback on a 
double-fronted lot. 

 
12. Utility sheds 

Within RSF-1A or RSF-1B districts, utility sheds with a 
maximum floor area of 100 square feet may extend into 
or be located in any required minimum rear yard, 
setback from rear lot lines a minimum of five feet, not 
within a utility easement, and subject to the limitations in 
Sec 4.3.3, General Standards for all Accessory Uses 
and Structures 

 
13. Flagpoles 

May be located in any required minimum yard if less 
than 20 feet high, set back from side and rear lot lines 
by at least ten feet, and set back from abutting street 
rights-of-way by a distance equal to the flagpole height 

14. Lighting fixtures, projecting or free- 
   standing (including lampposts) 

May be located in any required minimum yard 

15. Mailbox, freestanding May be located in any required minimum yard 

16. Fences or walls (including associated 
   gates and arbors) 

May be located in any required minimum yard, subject 
to the  
limitations in Section 5.5, Fences and Walls. 

 
17. Accessory structures other than those 
   listed above 

May be located in a required minimum side or rear yard, 
subject to the limitations in Sec 4.3.3, General 
Standards for all Accessory Uses and Structures. 
However, an accessory structure other than those listed 
above shall not extend into a street-side setback on a 
double-fronted lot. 

18. Swimming pool May be located in any required minimum side or rear 
yard 

19.  Vegetation and landscaping and 
     minor ornamental yard or garden  
     features such as retaining walls,  
     fountains, ponds, birdbath,  
     sculptures and similar landscaping       
     features. 

 
May be located in any required minimum yard 
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SECTION 20.  Part III, Land Development Code, Article 10 Definitions and Rules of 

Measurement, Section 10.3 Use Classifications and Interpretation of Unlisted Uses and Zoning 

District Boundaries, 10.3.1 Principal Use Classification System, shall be amended as follows: 

 

10.3.1 Principal Use Classification System 

*** 

E. Public, Civic, and Institutional E. Uses Classification 

1. Communication Uses 

The Communication Uses category includes uses and facilities providing regional or 

community-wide communications services, such as wireless communications and radio 

and television broadcasting, and newspaper or magazine publishing. Services may be 

publicly or privately provided and may include on-site personnel. Use types include: 

wireless telecommunication towers and antennas: broadcasting studios: newspaper or 

magazine publishing facilities; and similar uses. Accessory uses may include offices, 

monitoring, storage areas, or data transmission equipment. 

 

Broadcasting studio 

Commercial and public communications uses including radio and television 

broadcasting and receiving stations and studios, with facilities entirely within buildings. 

 

Newspaper/periodical publishing establishment 

An establishment primarily involved in carrying out operations necessary for producing 

and distributing newspapers, including gathering news; writing news columns, feature 

stories, and editorials; selling and preparing advertisements; and publishing of 

newspapers in print or electronic form. Not included are establishments primarily 

engaged in printing publications without publishing (categorized as manufacturing and 

production uses) or education or membership organizations incidentally engaged in 

publishing magazines or newsletters for distribution to their membership. 

 

Wireless telecommunications tower 

See definition of “Tower” in Sec 75-22 70-20, Definitions, Code of Ordinances. 
 

 

SECTION 21.  Part III, Land Development Code, Appendix A: Mixed Use Kelly Park 

Interchange (MU-KPI) Form Based Code, K. Building Design Standards, 1. Architecture, 2. 

Building Typology, d. Multi-Family, and g. Single Family Residential, shall be amended as 

follows: 

*** 

d.  Multi-Family 

The following standards shall be followed for designing multi-family buildings and complexes. 

i. Developments with more than sixteen (16) dwelling units must provide a mix of unit 

sizes (i.e. studio, one, two, and three bedroom apartments). 

 

ii. There shall be buildings positioned along the street, with entrances facing the right-of-

way. Other buildings on the site may have their primary entry facing a central 

landscaped courtyard. 
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iii. Balconies or loggias are encouraged. 

 

iv. The complex shall be designed to promote pedestrian and bicycle circulation within the 

development and to promote access to surrounding areas. 

 

v. Garages shall not dominate the site frontage, and shall, if feasible, be accessed from an 

alley or side street.  

 

vi. Multi-family complexes are encouraged to provide electric vehicle charging stations to 

eliminate the possibility of extension cords stretching from residences into parking 

areas. 

 

vii. Multi-Family developments shall be rear-load with alley access and locate on-site 

parking and access in the alley area. This shall include duplex, townhomes, 

condominiums or multi-family with design approval from the Apopka Development 

Review Committee (DRC). Additional parking in excess of required parking (per unit) 

may be dispersed throughout a development with DRC approval. 

 

*** 

g. Single Family Residential 

Standards for designing single family residential buildings. 

i. Building foundations are encouraged to be elevated above the finished grade. 

Residential buildings should incorporate either raised concrete pads or a raised 

wood joist floor with perimeter foundation above the finished grade. 

 

ii. Flat roofs are discouraged as the principal roof structure. 

 

iii. Garage frontage shall be limited for single family houses; garages shall not 

comprise more than fifty (50) percent of a building's front facade. Garage door 

width(s) may be used to measure the fifty (50) percent frontage requirement. 

 

iv. Garages shall be provided in one of two ways: 

o Attached and recessed from the primary façade (not including porches, bays, 

or other minor projections) by a minimum of four (4) feet, or 

o Attached or detached, placed at the rear property line, and accessed by either 

an alley or a side yard driveway. 

 

v. Standards for stoops and porches. Stoops are elevated entry porches/stairs placed 

close to the frontage line where the ground floor is elevated from the sidewalk, 

securing privacy for the windows and front rooms. Porches are commonly 

associated with residential buildings, wherein the façade is set back from the 

frontage line with an attached porch permitted to extend into the front yard. 

o Stoops shall correspond directly with the building entry. 

o Porches may be one (1) or two (2) stories. 

o Porches shall be open and not air conditioned to be allowed to encroach into 

the street setback zone. 
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o A minimum three (3) foot wide entry sidewalk from the front porch or stoop 

to the street sidewalk and driveway must be provided, depending on front 

porch design, with city review and approval. 

 

vi. Rear-Loading Lots 

o Residential lots 50 feet or less in width shall be rear-load with alley access and 

locate on-site parking and access in the rear of the lot. 

o This shall include single-family, duplex, townhomes or multi-family with 

design approval from the Apopka Development Review Committee (DRC). 

o Additional parking in excess of required parking (per unit) may be dispersed 

throughout a development with DRC approval. 

 
SECTION 22. SEVERABILITY. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase of 

this ordinance, or the particular application thereof shall be held invalid by any court, administrative 
agency, or other body with appropriate jurisdiction, the remaining section, subsection, sentences, 
clauses, or phrases under application shall not be affected thereby. 
 
 

SECTION 23. EFFECTIVE DATE. That this ordinance and the rules, regulations, 
provisions, requirements, orders and matters established and adopted hereby shall take effect and 
be in full force and effect immediately upon its passage and adoption. 

 
READ FIRST TIME:  

 
December 18, 2019 

 
READ SECOND TIME 
AND ADOPTED:  

 
 
January 15, 2020 

 
 
 
 ______________________________________ 
       Bryan Nelson, Mayor      
ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ 

Linda F. Goff, City Clerk 

 

 

 

APPROVED as to form by the City of Apopka, Florida. 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Joseph Byrd, City Attorney 

 

 

DULY ADVERTISED FOR PUBLIC HEARING: November 29, 2019 

       January 3, 2020 
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CITY OF APOPKA  

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
 

 X   PUBLIC HEARING      MEETING OF: December 10, 2019  

___ SITE PLAN       FROM:  Community Development            

       SPECIAL REPORTS      EXHIBITS: “A” – Text Amendment  

       OTHER:                        “B” –  Maps 1-1 to 1-4 
  

 

SUBJECT: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – TEXT AMENDMENT – POLICY 3.1.h; FUTURE LAND USE 

AMENDMENT –TRANSMITTAL HEARING --  ADMINISTRATIVE 

 

REQUEST: RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO POLICY 3.1.h OF THE FUTURE 

LAND USE ELEMENT, APOPKA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
  
SUMMARY:   

 

A text amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, per Florida Statute 163, is processed similar to a large-scale future 

land use amendment.  After recommendation from the Planning Commission, the City Council transmits the 

amendment to the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity and other State agencies for  

A determination of consistency with State planning policies. 

 

Based on development trends and market demands for multi-family development, particularly multi-story apartment 

buildings, a need exists for higher density residential development where transportation facilities and infrastructure 

can support the residential density increase.  Presently, the Comprehensive Plan limits the maximum density to 15 

residential units per acre within the Residential High Density Future Land Use Designation.   Planning staff 

recommends an amendment to Policy 3.1.r of the Future Land Use Element, Residential High Density to 

accommodate a maximum of 25 units per acres for strategic areas of Apopka.  These strategic areas are delineated 

within the maps provided in Exhibit “A”.  

 

Policy 3.1.h will be divided into two subcomponents – HDR-15 and HDR-25.  The HDR-15 designation will continue 

to allow a maximum of 15 dwelling units per acre while the new HDR-25 will allow a minimum of 15 dwelling units 

per acre and a maximum of 25 dwelling units per acres.   A property owner interested in pursuing the HDR-25 

designation, must meet the location criteria set forth in the amendment to Policy 3.1.h. 

 

Exhibit “A” provides the proposed amendment to Policy 3.1hr. of the Future Land Use Element and Exhibit “B” 

illustrates the strategic areas where the HDR-25 Designation applicable subject to a Future Land Use Map 

Amendment. 

   
RECOMMENDATION ACTION: 
 

Recommend approval of the amendment to Policy 3.1.r of the Future Land Use Element, Apopka Comprehensive 

Plan, and recommend transmittal to Apopka Land Development Code update to the Apopka City Council. 

 

 

 
  
DISTRIBUTION 
Mayor Nelson     Finance Director  Public Services Director  

Commissioners      HR Director   Recreation Director    

City Administrator    IT Director   City Clerk  

Community Development Director  Police Chief   Fire Chief 
 

\\apk-fs1\users$\jhitt\Documents\LDC Update\Glitch Amenndments\LDC Glitch Amendments staff report PC 12-10-19.docx 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 

Policy 3.1.h. Proposed Amendment 

(new language – underscored;  deleted language – strike-through) 

 

i.  High Density Residential – 15 (HDR-15) 

The primary use shall be residential dwelling units up to 15 dwelling units per acre; elementary schools; 

middle schools, high schools; supporting infrastructure of less than five acres. 

 

Special exception uses shall include: 

(1) Institutional uses of ten acres or less; 

(2) Supporting infrastructure and public facilities of five acres or more; 

(3) Horticultural nurseries as a primary use;  

 

Planned Development uses may include: 

(1) All primary uses 

(2) All special exception uses 

(3) Retail commercial uses at a rate not in excess of 50 square feet of gross floor area per residential 

unit in the PUD. Commercial uses must be completely internalized within the PUD. 

(4)  Other uses deemed compatible with and complementary to the other proposed master planned 

uses and the surrounding neighborhoods 

 

ii.   High Density Residential – 25 (HDR-25) 

The primary use shall be residential dwelling units with a minimum of 15 units per acre up to a 

maximum of 25 dwelling units per acre; elementary schools; middle schools, high schools; supporting 

infrastructure of less than five acres.  The HDR-25 Designation shall only be located within the 

geographical areas delineated within Maps 1-1 to 1-5); and development within the HDR-25 Designation 

must access to a collector or arterial road, or planned as a component of a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-

use master plan with internal “complete street” connectivity.    

 

Special exception uses shall include: 

(1) Institutional uses of ten acres or less; 

(2) Supporting infrastructure and public facilities of five acres or more; 

3() Horticultural nurseries as a primary use;  

 

Planned Development uses may include: 

(1) All primary uses 

(2) All special exception uses 

  (3) Retail commercial uses at a rate not in excess of 50 square feet of gross floor area per 

residential unit in the PUD. Commercial uses must be completely internalized within the PUD. 

(4)  Other uses deemed compatible with and complementary to the other proposed master 

planned uses and the surrounding neighborhoods 
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Map 1-1 

Apopka City Center Area Map  25 du/ac 
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Map 1-2 

West Apopka US441& SR429 Area  25 du/ac 

SCHOPKE RD 
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Map 1-3 

East Shore area  25 du/ac 
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Map 1-4 

SE of S.R. 429, west of Ocoee-Apopka Rd.  25 du/ac 

W. KEENE RD
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Map 1-5 
 
 
SE of S.R. 429, west of Ocoee-Apopka Rd.                  25 du/ac 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

\\apk-fs1\users$\jhitt\Documents\Comprehensive Plan\Density 3\Map 1-5 East Shore area 2-E of 429.docx 
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CITY OF APOPKA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
 
 

X PUBLIC HEARING  MEETING OF: December 10, 2019 

 SITE PLAN  FROM: Community Development 

 SPECIAL REPORTS  EXHIBITS: Oak Pointe Master Plan 

X OTHER: PUD Master Plan   Applicant’s Proposed Fence 

    Applicant’s Proposed Bufferyard Plan 

    Staff  Photos from S.R. 429 
  

SUBJECT: AMENDMENT TO OAK POINTE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT MASTER 
PLAN TO MODIFY WESTERN BUFFER YARD LANDSCAPING AND WALL 
MATERIAL 

 
REQUEST: AMEND OAK POINTE PUD MASTER PLAN MASTER LANDSCAPTE PLAN TO 

MODIFY THE WESTERN PERIMITER LANDSCAPE BUFFER YARD TO 
REPALCE WALL WITH A FENCE AND TO CHANGE LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS 

  
SUMMARY: 

 
OWNER:    Thompson Hills Estates, LLC   
 
APPLICANT:    Jonathon Huels, Esquire.  
 
LOCATION:  East of Ocoee-Apopka Road, north of McCormick Road  
 
PARCEL ID NUMBERS: 29-21-28-0000-00-037; 29-21-28-0000-00-011; 29-21-28-0000-00-

016; 29-21-28-0000-00-033; 29-21-28-0000-00-038; 32-21-28-0000-
00-004; 32-21-28-0000-00-030 

 
EXISTING USE: Approved Oak Pointe PUD Master Plan 
 
FLUM DESIGNATION:  Residential Low (0 – 5 units per acre) 
 
CURRENT ZONING: Orange County A-1, City of Apopka PUD  
 
PROPOSEDAMENDMENT: Modify the western perimeter landscape buffer along S.R. 429 to 

replace a wall with a fence and to modify landscape plantings 
 
PROPOSED ZONING: Planned Unit Development (PUD)  
 
TRACT SIZE:    Total PUD area -- 69.38 +/- acres  
AFFECTED AREA:   2,900  lineal feet along S.R. 429 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
DISTRIBUTION 
Mayor Nelson     Finance Director   Public Services Director  
Commissioners      HR Director   Recreation Director    
City Administrator    IT Director   City Clerk  
Community Development Director   Police Chief   Fire Chief 68
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OAK POINTE – PUD MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 

PAGE 2 
 

 

SUMMARY:  On December 20, 2017 the City Council approved Ordinance 2584, which approved a PUD 

Master Plan for a 69 +/- acre residential development known as Oak Pointe with 118 single family homes 

and 106 townhomes, and subsequently approved an amendment in 2018 to amend the PUD Master Plan to 

add an additional enclave parcel to the project area and to increase the number of residential units to 

comprise 118 single family homes and 120 townhomes.  The Oak Pointe Master Plan includes two 

community parks  – a community pool facility and a community park to be shared by both the townhome 

and single-family communities. 

 

The current approved  Master Landscape Plan incorporated into the PUD Master Plan has continued to 

remain the same in the original MUP Master Plan and the amendment approved in 2018.   Within the Master 

Landscape Plan for Oak Pointe, the eastern perimeter buffer abutting S.R. 429 is comprised of a ten-foot 

wide buffer yard with a brick or masonry wall and canopy trees.  A diagram of the approved wall in provided 

in the exhibits together with the approved Master Landscape Plan for Oak Pointe. 

 

The applicant is requesting an amendment to the eastern buffer yard to replace the brick or mason wall with 

a vinyl-type fence and to modify the tree plantings and to modify the landscape ground plantings. 

 

The proposed modification to the Master Landscape Plan is not consistent with the existing approved Master 

Plan, necessitating an amendment to the it.   In the case of the Binion Reserve residential subdivision, 

located west of Binion Road and abutting S.R. 4429 the City did not support the replacement of a brick wall 

with a fence and additional landscaping. 

 

Situated abutting S.R. 429, the western perimeter landscape buffer extends a length of approximately 2,900 

lineal feet.  The reason the applicant provided for a need to replace the wall with a fence was related to a 

cost savings. While the eastern edge of the pavement for S.R. 429 is 85 to 93 feet from the western-most 

perimeter of the Oak Pointe PUD project boundary line, regional long-term growth could result in S..R. 429 

expanding from four-lanes to six-lanes in the future. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The amended PUD Master Plan includes 120 townhomes and 118 single 

family homes within a gated community with private streets.  A single master homeowners association will 

serve both the single-family homes and townhomes. The following development standards are proposed: 

 

 Single family lots typically have a minimum width of 70 feet and a minimum lot area of 8,400 sq. 

ft., a minimum house livable area of 1,500 sq. ft., and a minimum two-car enclosed garage.  A small 

percentage of single-family lots (6.8% totaling 8 lots) have a minimum typical lot width of 65 feet 

and a minimum lot area of  7,800 sq. ft., also with a minimum house livable area of 1,500 sq. ft. and 

a minimum two-car enclosed garage. No three-car garages are allowed. 

 

 Townhomes will have a minimum lot width of 23 feet and a minimum lot area of 2,530 sq. ft. All 

townhome units offer a one-car enclosed garage. No two-car enclosed garages are proposed by the 

developer.  Seventy-five (75) units have a one-car driveway; 31 units have a two-car driveway.  On-

Street parking and a parking lot are provided for the townhomes and community park (Tract K-6). 

 

 Two parks are provided and will be accessible to all residents. Tract N-1 provides a community 

swimming pool and a cabana with a parking lot. A second community park provides outdoor 

recreation on 2.03 acres (Tract K-6) and includes a fenced-in dog park. 
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 Access to the Oak Pointe Community will occur through a road connection to McCormick Road 

and a future road connection to Ocoee-Apopka Road.  A gate will be located at both the north and 

south entrances. An emergency gate will be located on the eastern boundary, connecting to Pelock 

Drive within the Apopka Woods community.   

 

 Perimeter buffers include:  a ten-foot buffer with a six-foot high brick wall along the western 

property line adjacent to S.R. 429, a six-foot high vinyl fence within a ten-foot buffer next to the 

Apopka Woods community and next to the County’s Northwest Reclamation facility. 

 

Amenities: The Master Plan includes two recreation tracts: 

 

1. Tract N-1 – 0.8 acres 

 Swimming Pool. 

 Pool area surrounded by a 36” viburnum hedge, crepe myrtles, magnolia trees, live oak trees, and 

approved ground cover. 

 Pool parking lot - 13 parking plus one handicap parking space. 

 Bike rack located adjacent to parking lot. 

 2,200 +/- SF Cabana located next to the pool surrounded by landscaping that blends with the pool 

landscaping. 

 The cabana will be partially open, with the open area surrounded by a four-foot metal guardrail/ 

fence. 

 A paved sidewalk from the Cabana connects to the sidewalk along Street I. 

 An outdoor shower will be placed on both the east and west sides of the building. 

 The pool and cabana are appropriately located near the center of the development, easily accessible 

to both the single-family residential units and the townhome. 

 

2. Tract K-6 – 2.05 acres 

 Two multi-purpose playing fields. 

 Mulched walking trail around the perimeter of the Tract. 

 Paved sidewalk will be placed along the west side of the park, connecting Street I with the Tot Lot, 

Dog Park, and parking lot. 

 Paved sidewalk will connect the parking lot at Tract O-1 with the paved sidewalk along the west 

side of the park. 

 Three picnic tables. 

 Litter receptacle - 24” X 30” size. 

 Eight benches, each with armrests. 

 Tot Lot with playground equipment – slides, climbing equipment. 

 Dog park with five-foot-high vinyl coated chain link fence, screened with a viburnum hedge. 

 Dogipot aluminum pet station with pet waste receptacle. 

 Dog park will be handicap accessible. 

 Bike rack located in Tract K-5, between the parking lot and sidewalk along the west side of the park. 

 Pedestrian level lighting 

 Park area surrounded by a viburnum hedge, sabal palms, crepe myrtles, magnolia trees, live oak 

trees, and approved ground cover. 

 
70



PLANNING COMMISSION – DECEMBER 10, 2019 

OAK POINTE – PUD MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 

PAGE 4 
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE:  The proposed amendment does not conflict with any 

policy of the Comprehensive Plan.  

 

SCHOOL CAPACITY REPORT:  The proposed PUD Master Plan amendment does not create any 

additional  residential units or increase in student enrollment, creating no additional impact on public 

schools. 

 

ORANGE COUNTY NOTIFICATION:  Notification to Orange County occurred through the DRC 

agenda distribution. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULE: 

December 10, 2019 - Planning Commission (5:30 pm) 

January 15, 2019 - City Council (7:00 pm) - 1st Reading 

Feburary 5, 20189– City Council (1:30 pm) - 2nd Reading 

 

DULY ADVERTISED: 

November 29 2018 – Public Notice; Letter, Poster 

TBD – Public Notice (Apopka Chief) 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

 

The Development Review Committee reviewed the amendment to the western bufferyard and found that 

the change is a policy decision to be addressed by the Planning Commission and City Council.    If approved 

by City Council, the amendment leaves an opportunity for other proposed development applications  to 

make a similar request.  Planning staff does not support the request because it establishes a precedent that 

may be requested by other developments proposed along State highways or other major roadways. 

 

Recommended Motion:  Policy decision to be made by City Council with recommendation from the 

Planning Commission. 

 

Note: This item is considered Legislative.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated 

into and made a part of the minutes of this meeting. 
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Oak Pointe PUD 
97  +/- Acres 

Proposed Change of Zoning: 
 

VICINITY MAP 
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ADJACENT ZONING 
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ADJACENT USES 
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~Lowndes JONATHAN P. HUELS 

jonathan.huels@lowndes-law.com 
215 North Eola Drive, Orlando, Florida 32801-2028 

T: 407-418-6483 I F: 407-843-4444 
MAIN NUMBER: 407-843-4600 

.......... 
iii MERITAS. l AW FIRMS WORLDWIDE 

October 21, 2019 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

David B. Moon, Planning Manager 
City of Apopka City Hall 
120 E. Main Street, 2nd Floor 
Apopka, FL 32704-1229 

dmoon@apopka.net 

Re: Modification to Pending Oak Pointe {South) PUD Masterplan/Final 
Development Plan Amendment 

Dear David: 

Please allow this letter to serve as our forma l request to modify the pending application on file 
with the City to amend the western landscape buffer adjacent to SR 429 for Oak Pointe South PUD 
Master Plan and Final Development Plan. Specifically, the pending application is hereby modified by 
replacing the proposed six {6) foot vegetative hedge within the buffer with a six {6) foot PlyGem solid 
privacy fence. All other performance standards, including width, trees and other vegetative material 
specifications, established for the buffer in the currently approved Master Plan and Final Development 
Plan would remain unchanged. By using the highest quality raw materials and utilizing routed 
construction techniques, the PlyGem fencing materials are extremely durable and require little 
maintenance. PlyGem fences are made in the USA and backed by a transferable limited lifetime 
warranty. Consequently and as further discussed below, it is our belief that the proposed amendment 
is an insubstantial change to the Master Plan pursuant to Section 2.02.18.N of the applicable 1993 Land 
Development Code. 

Section 2.02.18.N establishes the criteria for the Development Review Committee to evaluate 
whether a proposed change is substantial or insubstantial. Please find below each of the enumerated 
criteria that is applied by DRC in undertaking this analysis followed by discussion of how such criteria are 
not applicable to the proposed amendment. 

A substantial change may consist of: 

1. An increase in the intensity of use or density; 
• N/A- No proposed increase in intensity/density of the PUD. 

Lowndes, Drosdick, Doster, Kantor & Reed, P.A. 
0927095\ 178934\9212358vl 
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David Moon, Planning Manager 
City of Apopka 
October 21, 2019 
Page 2 

2. A change in traffic access points; 
• N/ A - No proposed change in traffic access points for the PUD. 

3. A reduction in approved open space; 
• N/ A- No proposed reduction in approved open space for the PUD. 

4. A reduction in required pavement widths; 
• N/ A - No proposed required pavement widths for the PUD. 

5. An increase in the overall coverage of structures; 
• N/ A- No proposed overall coverage of structures for the PUD. 

6. A change in the use or character of the PUD plan; 
• N/ A - No proposed change in the use or character of the PUD. The proposed change in 

fencing material without any other changes to the size, scope or vegetative material 
requirements in the buffer, which is located more than 100 feet from the edge of asphalt of 
a limited access state highway is de minimis and does not change the use or character of 
the PUD Plan. 

7. Failure to comply with a specific requirement or condition of this article. 
• N/ A- The proposed change complies with the applicable requ irements of the LDC. Sect ion 

5.01.08.E.6 allows for the replacement of masonry walls with fences of "equally durable 
materials." The PlyGem fencing product is an equally durable material as demonstrated by 
its transferable lifetime warranty. Further, the City's previous approval of the use of 
PlyGem fencing in lieu of a masonry wall within a buffer along a right-of-way in another 
single family residential subdivision (Bridlewood FOP} further demonstrates compliance 
with the purpose and intent of the Land Development Code. 

Based on the foregoing, we would request that the DRC process and approve the proposed 
change in fencing material as an insubstantial change to the Master Plan/Final Deve lopment Plan for the 
Oak Pointe (South) PUD. 

0927095\178934\9212358vl 
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If you have any questions or need any additional information to process this request, then please 
let me know. 

JPH/JPH 
C: James Hitt (via email) 

Thompson Hills Estates, LLC 

Enclosure 

0927095\178934\9212358vl 

79



80



!APivGem® 
,.. , FENCE & RAILING 

Styles to smt any home. 

Whatever your design needs. Ply GPm Fence 
and Railing manufactures a full range of vinyl 

and outdoor products to suit the look of any 
home and to meet any functional requirement. 

• Routed constructton me,,ns it looks great from 

any angle 

• Supported by nat1onwtdc serv•ce and distnbution 

• Backed by a ltmitcd Ufet;me Warranty 

No wood. No work. No hassle. 

More and more people like you are choos•ng 

vinyl outdoor products. You're choosing them 

becr~use you want the classic look of wood 

without the upkeep or expense. 

No need to pa1nt, stam or replace rottecl boards 

damaged by water or msect · . Ply Gem Fence 

and Railing IS a sustaini'lble fenc111g optiO''· 

Formu ated for excephonal 
strength and beautv 

Only the best materials go into Ply Gem Fence 

and Railing products. We u~e tnP highPst quality 

raw matenals and the most advanced engineering 

techntqut . Why? Because they make our products 

last longer and look better than other vinyl fence 

and railmg products. Wh•ch. over t11ne, makes 
customers very happy and helps you stnnd out 

frotn the compet1t1on 

-· 
1 PLY GEM FENCE AND RAILING 
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PRIVACY AND SECURITY 
THAT'S EASY TO LIVE WITH. 

Nothing finishes a property like a Ply Gem privacy fence. Choose 

Ply Gem with confidence. knowing our privacy fences are the 

low· maintenance choice, backed by one of the best Limited 

lifetime Warranties in the business. 

• Hard-working style without the hard work. 

• Feels and looks like parnted wood, without the upkeep. 

• Ultrmate peace of mind that's great to look at and easy to live 

with for years to come. 

---·-~ 

PRIVACY FENCE 2 
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CLASSIC STYLE, 
CLASSIC PERFORMANCE. 

Ply Gem Fence is the eas1est way Jnto the great 

looks and durability of Ply Gem Fence and 

Railing's vinyl products. Our fencing includes the 

most popular privacy fence styles, engineered for 

aftordability w1th no compromises. 

~ -!,_;_ 

3 PLY GEM FENCE AND RAILING 
- ~ - - Jr. • ..............__ - '~ ~ 
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PRIVATE, STYLISH & 
MINIMAL MAINTENANCE. 

We have made choosing a privacy fence easy by 

offenng our great-looking selection of fence styles 

and colors in all price ranges. And our privacy 

fence looks great on both sides because of our 

routed construction. 

• Classic style. engineered for affordability, 

including many new 7 /8" profiles. 

• The broadest range of colors 1nclud1ng our 

premier Woodland Select and new A lmond. 

• And our Um1ted Lifetime Transferable 

Warranty means no compromises. 

STANDARD COLORS 0 NEW 

Tnn Sondstonc Khaki White Almond 

0 

WOODLAND SELECT COLORS @ 

Natural Redwood Aged Weathered Che-stnut 
Cedar Cedar Cedar Brown 

-· --·-
PRIVACY F ENCE 4 
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STRENGTH AND STYLE 
THAT HOLD UP. 

Ply Gem Privncy Fencing is a premier line of 

products designed for home or property offering 

select and sophisticated designs, accents and 

colors combined with our legendary durability 

-all backed by a Limited Lifetime Warranty. 

combined with Ply Gem Fence and Railing's 

legendary durability and attention to detail. 

~-· 

S PLY GEM FENCE AND RAILING 85



11111 11 1 i illlllllll ...... .... 

STANDARD COLORS 0 NEw WOODLAND SELECT COLORS @ 
0 

Tan Snndstone Khaki Almond Natural Redwood Aged Weathered Chestnut 
Cedar Cedar Cedar Brown 

-· 
PRIVACY FEN C E 6 
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PRIVACY FENCE STYLES 

Pre-fabncnted 
Sohd Privacy 

Priv.:~cy w•th Lattice 

Pnvacyw1th 
P•cket Accent 

T"O..... 

! 

II 
Privacy with 
Dropped R<111 

I 

II I 
IT r I 

t== = ·-
Shadow Box 

Semi-Privacy 

Privacy with 
Rising Rail 

Priva<·y witb 
Sunburst Accent 

DECORATIVE CAPS 

C11estnut 

Solid Pnvacy 

ShadowBox 
witn L.1tt1ce 

II 
Privacy with 

Scalloped P ket Accent 

Pyramid' 

PRIVACY COLUMN COLLECTION 

Pnvacy Column Blocks 
Des•gned for Ply Gem Sohd Pnvacy' • 

COLUMN CAPS 

Closed Open 

COLUMN COLORS 

Canyon Cap Color 

Classic" Gothic Internal· 

Forrest Harvest 

p Ply Gem· I z~ SIDING +ACCESSORIES I WINDOWS • DOORS I STONE VENEER I TRIM • MOULDINGS I FENCE + RAILING I ROOFING 87
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From: Bobby Howell
To: Bobby Howell
Date: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 12:20:37 PM
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Sent from my iPad
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CITY OF APOPKA  

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
 

X PUBLIC HEARING  MEETING OF: December 10, 2019 
 SITE PLAN  FROM: Community Development 
 SPECIAL REPORTS  EXHIBITS: Vicinity Map 
X OTHER:  Plat  Aerial Map 
   Alta East Shore Plat 
    Alta East Shore MDP 

 

  
 

SUBJECT:  ALTA EAST SHORE - PLAT 

   

REQUEST:  RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PLAT FOR THE ALTA EAST 

SHORE APARTMENTS 
  
SUMMARY: 

OWNER:    Go Growth One, LLC c/o Michael Kirchner, President 

APPLICANT:    WP South Acquisitions, LLC c/o Bryan F. Borland, Vice President 

ENGINEER:    Madden, Moorhead & Stokes, Inc. c/o David Stokes, P.E. 

LOCATION:  2001 and 2209 South Binion Road 

PARCEL ID NUMBER(S):  19-21-28-0000-00-019 and 19-21-28-0000-00-025 

FUTURE LAND USE:   Mixed-Use 

ZONING:  MU-ES-GT (Mixed-Use East Shore-Gateway) Subdistrict 

EXISTING USE:  Vacant 

PROPOSED USE(S):  Multi-family Development and Commercial 

TRACT SIZE:    Multi-family Development:  19.39 +/- acres; Future Development 
Commercial Outparcel 1: 2.66 +/- acres; Future Development 
Commercial Outparcel 2: 2.18 +/- acres; Total: 24.23 +/- acres 

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE: 2019 Land Development Code 

 

 

  
DISTRIBUTION 
Mayor Nelson     Finance Director  Public Services Director  

Commissioners      HR Director   Recreation Director    

City Administrator    IT Director   City Clerk  

Community Development Director  Police Chief   Fire Chief 
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ALTA EAST SHORE APARTMENTS – PLAT 
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RELATIONSHIP TO ADJACENT PROPERTIES: 

 

Direction Future Land Use Zoning Present Use 

North (City) Public Right-of-Way (ROW) ROW Harmon Road 

East (City) Mixed-Use MU-ES-GT Communications Tower 

South (City) Institutional/Public Use O (Office) Vacant 

West (City) Mixed-Use MU-ES-GT Vistas at Water's Edge Residential 

Subdivision 

 

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The Alta East Shore – Major/Preliminary Development Plan is a mixed‐use 

development within the Mixed‐Use East Shore‐Gateway (MU‐ES‐GT) zoning district.  The project consists 

of 285‐unit multi‐family residential gated community and two commercial outparcels.  The commercial 

outparcels are located in the northern portion of the site and are proposed as future developments.  The 

commercial outparcels will be developed under separate submittals in the future. 

       

ACCESS:  Access to this project and the future outparcels is via Harmon Road with intent of pedestrian 

cross access to future commercial outparcels.  There is also right-in and right-out access proposed on Binion 

Road. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULE: 

December 10, 2019 - Planning Commission (5:30 pm) 

December 18, 2019 - City Council (7:00 pm)  
  
RECOMMENDATION ACTION: 

The Development Review Committee recommends approval of the Alta East Shore – Plat, finding it 

consistent with the approved Alta East Shore Major Development Plan and Construction Site Plan. 

 

Recommended Motion: Find the Alta East Shore – Plat consistent with the Land Development Code, 

subject to the Alta East Shore – Major Development Plan and findings of this staff report. 

 

Planning Commission role:  The role of the Planning Commission for this development application is to 

advise the City Council to approve or deny the Plat based on consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and 

Land Development Code, and the approved Alta East Shore – Major Development Plan and Construction 

Site Plan.  
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Project Name:  Alta East Shore – Plat 

Owner:   Go Growth One, LLC c/o Michael Kirchner, President 

Applicant:    WP South Acquisitions, LLC c/o Bryan F. Borland, Vice President 

Engineer:   Madden, Moorhead & Stokes, Inc. c/o David Stokes, P.E. 
Parcel I.D. Number(s):   19-21-28-0000-00-019 and 19-21-28-0000-00-025 
Property Address:    2001 and 2209 South Binion Road 

Total Acreage:   24.23 +/- acres 

 

VICINITY MAP 
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AERIAL MAP 
 

  

Subject Properties 
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 CITY OF APOPKA  

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
 

X PUBLIC HEARING  MEETING OF: December 10, 2019 

 SITE PLAN  FROM: Community Development 

 SPECIAL REPORTS  EXHIBITS: Vicinity Map 

X OTHER:  Variance  Aerial Map 

    Application 

    Plot Plan for screen room 
  

 

SUBJECT: VARIANCE – ELI DOS SANTOS - 727 BAY BRIDGLE CIRCLE 

 

REQUEST: APPROVE A VARIANCE OF THE APOPKA CODE OF ORDINANCES, PART 

III, LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, ARTICLE X, SECTION 10.2.4(B), TO 

REDUCE THE REAR YARD SETBACK REQUIREMENT FROM FIFTEEN 

FEET TO FIVE FEET. 
  
SUMMARY: 

OWNER/APPLICANT: Eli Dos Santos c/o Jordan Strasberg 

LOCATION:   727 Bay Bridge Circle (Clear Lake Landing Subdivision) 

PARCEL ID #:  07-21-28-1390-00-130 

FUTURE LAND USE: Residential Low 

ZONING:   RSF-1B (Residential Single-Family– Large Lot) Zoning District 

EXISTING USE:  Single Family Residential 

TRACT SIZE:   0.21 +/- acre 

LDC:    2019 Land Development Code 

 

 

 

DISTRIBUTION 
Mayor Nelson     Finance Director  Public Services Director  

Commissioners      HR Director   Recreation Director    

City Administrator    IT Director   City Clerk  

Community Development Director  Police Chief   Fire Chief 
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VARIANCE REQUEST SUMMARY:  Applicant is requesting a variance from Section 10.2.4(B) –
Attached screen room, screen enclosure, and/or decks shall be restricted to the rear yard as accessory 
structure in accordance with the following: 
 
A.  Decks, porches (screened or unscreened), stoops, or exterior stairways may extend up to five feet into 
any required minimum yard (required minimum yard within the RSF-1B zoning district is twenty feet). 
 

 Applicant Request - Allow reduction of rear yard accessory setback requirement from fifteen feet to 
five feet. 

 
VARIANCE PROCESS:  Per Land Development Code Section 2.5.5(A)(5), the Planning Commission 
shall make initial determination of the following to approve a variance (Step 1): 
 

1. Section 2.5.5(A)(5)(1).  Whether the need for the proposed variance arises out of the physical 
surroundings, shape, topographical condition, or other physical or environmental conditions that are 
unique to the specific property involved. If so, the Planning Commission shall make the findings in 
subsection b., below, based on the granting of the variance for that site alone. 

 
2. Section 2.5.5(A)(5)(2).  If the condition is common to numerous sites so that requests for similar 

variances are likely to be received, the Planning Commission shall make the required findings based 
on the cumulative effect of granting the variance to all who may apply.  

 
3. Section 2.5.5(A)(5)(3).  No nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures, or buildings in 

other zoning districts shall be considered grounds for the authorization of a zoning variance. 
 
APPLICABLE CITY CODES:   
 

 Section 10.2.4(B) – Decks, porches (screened or unscreened), stoops, or exterior stairways may 
extend up to five feet into any required minimum yard. 

 
 Section 2.5.5(A) - The procedures and standards in this section apply to the review of and decision 

on an application for a variance. 

Nine Variance Criteria Findings (Step 2): If the Planning Commission makes a positive determination 
of each item in Step 1 above, the second step is to make a finding on the nine criteria below.  A zoning 
variance shall be approved only on a finding the applicant demonstrates there is competent substantial 
evidence in the record that on each of the following nine criteria: 

1. There are practical difficulties in carrying out the strict letter of the regulation [in] that the requested 
variance relates to a hardship due to characteristics of the land and not solely on the needs of the 
owner. There are practical difficulties in carrying out the strict letter of the relevant requirements of 
the LDC in that the requested variance relates to a hardship due to characteristics of the land and 
not solely the needs of the land owner. 

Applicant’s Response:  The land allows pools with screens into this setback so it should 
allow a screened patio for outdoor seating. 

Staff’s Response:  No objection. The 1993 Land Development Code allowed for a screen 
room to have a rear yard five foot wide setback and the 2019 Land Development Code 
permits a screen room to extend up to five feet into any required minimum yard.  In this 
case, the required minimum yard within the RSF-1B zoning district is twenty feet. 

2. The variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to reduce the cost of developing 
the site. 144
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Applicant’s Response:  This costs the homeowner more money.  Will increase the value 
and aesthetics of the property 

Staff’s Response:  No objection.  

3. The proposed variance will not substantially increase congestion on surrounding public 
streets. 

Applicant’s Response:  Area in question is in the rear so it will not cause congestion on 
any surrounding public streets. 

Staff’s Response:  No objection. 

4. The proposed variance will not substantially diminish property values in the area 
surrounding the site. 

Applicant’s Response:  The proposed area will only add aesthetic value and match other 
homes in the surrounding area. 

Staff’s Response:  City staff does not hold professional expertise to address property 
values.   

5. The proposed variance will not substantially alter the essential character of, the area 
surrounding the site. 

Applicant’s Response:  Same as above.  The proposed area will only add aesthetic value 
and match other homes in the surrounding area. 

Staff Response:  No objection. 

6. The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of the LDC and the specific 
standards for which the variance is granted; 

Applicant’s Response:  The proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of 
the LDC because it matches other homes in the area with screened in pools. 

Staff Response:  No objection.  The subject property abuts Tract H, a fifteen-foot wide 
open space/landscape buffer.  The proposed screen room location would be setback 
twenty feet from the Lust Road right-of-way, if variance application is granted. 

7. Special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant. 

Applicant’s Response:  No special conditions/circumstances are in play here.  Again, 
this is a basic screened in patio that will match other surrounding homes with screened 
in pools. 

Staff Response:  No objection. 

8. The proposed variance will not create safety hazards and other detriments to the public. 

Applicant’s Response:  Screened in patio will protect the outside from coming into the 
patio.  No hazards or detriments will exist. 

Staff Response:  No objection. 
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9. The variance is the minimum variance which will make possible the reasonable use of the 
land, building or structure. 

Applicant’s Response:  Very basic screened in patio which is common amongst most 
homes within this area and within the entire State of Florida. 

Staff Response:  No objection. 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION ACTION: 

Planning Commission Role:   The Planning Commission shall review the application at a quasi-judicial 
hearing and make a decision based on the review standards in Section 2.5.5(A)(5) Standards. The Planning 
Commission decision shall be one of the  following: 

1. Approval of the variance; 
2. Approval of the variance subject to modification and/or condition; or 
3. Denial of the variance. 

 
Note: This item is considered Quasi-Judicial.  The staff report and its findings are to be incorporated 
into and made a part of the minutes of this meeting 
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Owner:  Eli Dos Santos 

Applicant:  Eli Dos Santos c/o Jordan Strasberg 

Parcel ID No.:   07-21-28-1390-00-130 

Address:  727 Bay Bridge Circle 

Total area:  0.21 acre(s) +/- 
 

VICINITY MAP 
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AERIAL MAP 
 

 

 

 

Subject Property 
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