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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 29,2011 BUSINESS News-Leader

Legal AdvertIsement

‘liic Planning Advisory Board (PAB) will hold its final public meeting on the proposed Comprehensive

Plan revisions based on the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) as approved in December 2009.

Please partieil)atC by reviewing the proposed revisions and public comments previously received which

are available at City I-hill or on the City’s website @ www.fbfLuslEAR.

PA B Public Meetings and (‘ummunity Workshops were be held May- July 2011. Please contact City

Staff and schedule an appointment with a Planner to dicuss any additional comments, questions or

concernS. For more information on the Comprehensive Plan and how it impacts you, please contact the

Plannin Department at 9(14-277-7325.

Da4e/Time Evei, Other information

Wednesday. .luly 13. 21)11 Public Meeting Items for final consideration:

Regithir .1 feeling City hall Goal 1: Future Land Use Element

5:0il-8I)I)pm Goal 2: Multi-modal Transportation Element

V

Goal 3: Housing Element
Goal 4: Public Facilities and Services Element

Goal 5: Conservation & Coastal Management Element

V Goal 6: Recreation & Open Space Element
• Goal 7: Intergovernmental Coordination Element

• V

V

V

Goal 8: Capital Improvemeiits Element

V
V Goal 9: Port Element (No Changes)

V

V V V V

V Goal 10: Public Schools,Element (No Changes)
V

V
-, V

V
V

Goal 11: Historic Preservation Element (New!)

• V. -

VV

V Definitions & Acronyms V

V : V

‘ V

V

V : : Executive Summaries for Each Element (Goals 1-il)
V

V Data & Analysis (Background Information)

V

Interested patties war appL or at said heating anti be heard as to the advisability of any

action, ii’hich turn’ be cansideicti. Any pet SOIlS ii’ith disabilities requiring accommodations

V in order to parliczpatc iii this prograin or actLvUy should contact 277-7305, 7TY 277—7399, V

(TTYnwnberThr all (itv o/Iccs) or through the Florida Relay Service at 1-80Q-955-8771

at least 24 hours in advance to request such accommodation. V



WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8,2011 BUSINESS News-Leader

The Planning Advisory Board (PAB) will hold public meetings ott the proposed Comprehensive Plan revisions

based on the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) as approved in December 2009, Please participate by review

ing the proposed revisions now available at City Hall or on the City’s website ) WWW.fbfl.US/EAR

PAB Public MeeUn will be heldin June and July. Please contact icaff and schedule an appointment with a planner

to discuss any advance cot’ñ 1S’quesnons or concern& For more information on the Comprehensive Plan and

pw ft Impacts you, please contaèt the Planning Department at 904-277-7325.

; a1e!tiie Event Other information

Wednesday. June 8, 2011 Public Meeting City Hall .E1emuent tobe.considered:

Regidar Meeting Historic Preservation Element (new!)

5:00-8:OOpm Port Element (no changes)
Public Schools Elcincnt (no changes)
FuU.u Land Use Element
Multi-modal Transportation Element

Wednesday, June 15, 2011 Public Meetiag City Hall Elements to be considered:

Spedal Meeting ‘
Housing Element

> 00 8 O0pin Tntergoerninental Coordination Element

.

Capital Improvements Element

-

‘? Public FacilitiesElement

Wednesday. July 13, 201 I Public Meeting @City Hall Elements to be cóñidéred:

Re,darMeeting Conservation & Caalal Management

500-8:OOpm - Recreation & Open Space Element

.
Definitions V
Data & Analysis (Background Info)

‘ V Executive Summaries for .EachElement

iT
I I — —

5A

• Interested parties may appear at said hearing and be heard as to the advisability ofany action, which

may be considered, Anypersons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate In

this program or activity should contact277-7305. 7TY277-7399. (FTYnumber [oral! City offices) or

through the Florida Relay Service at 1-800-955-8771 at least 24 hours in advance to request such

accommodation,

4
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The City’s.Planning Department in conjunction with the Planning Advisory Board (PAB)
will present and take comments on the proposed Comprehensive Plan revisions based on
the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) as approved in December 2009. Please partic
ipate by reviewing the proposed revisions now available at City Hall or the City’s website
@ www.tbfl.us/EAR.

play 23-26 from 5:30-7:3Opm, the City will host public workshops at City Hall Chambers
to formally present major changes in each element of the Plan and discuss your com
ments or questions. While each element has been assigned a different day, questions or
comments on any of the other elements may also be heard and/or received throughout
the week.

Don’t miss these opportunities to review the proposed changes and have your voice
heardl Can’t make it? Call to schedule an appointment that works for you. For more infor
mation on the Comprehensive Plan and how it Impacts you, please contact the Planning
Department at 904-277-7325.

Daterrlme Other lnrm1on

. Monday, May 23rd Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session;
5:30-7:3Opm Overview+Hlstory

Port Element
Public Schools Element
Intergovernmental Coordination Element

Tuesday, May 24th Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session;
5 ;30-7;3Opm Future Land Use Element

. Traffic Circulation Element
. Housing Element

Wednesday, May 25th Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session;
5;30-7;30pm Public Facilities Element

Capital Improvements Element

Thursday, May 26th Community Workshop City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session;
5;30-7;3Opm Recreation & Open space Element

V

Hittoric Preservation Element
Conservation and Coastal Managemetit

Fnday, May 27” Public Comrncnt Deadline Deadline to submit formal written comments
5;OOpm V for connderation prior to June 8,2011

Tuesday, May31 at Planning Advisecy Board (PAB) V Review and discuss community input
V

5:00pm SpecialMeeling

interested parties may appear at said hearing and be heard as to the advisability of any action, which may be con
sidered. Anypersons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this program oractivi
4’ should contact 277-7305, 77Y 277-7399, (TTY number for all City offices) or through the Florida Relay Service
at 1-800-955-8771 at least 24 hours in advance to request such accommodation.
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2011 Comprehensive Plan Revisions  
Community Outreach and Events 

Check www.fbfl.us/EAR for the  
Comprehensive Plan Revisions based on the 
2009 Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) 

The City’s Planning Department with support of the Planning Advisory Board (PAB) will present and take comments on the proposed                  
Comprehensive Plan revisions based on the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) as approved in December 2009. Starting  April 29th, you 
can participate by reviewing the proposed revisions available at City Hall or on the City’s website (www.fbfl.us/EAR). Then join a member of 
the City’s planning staff for “Ask a Planner” every Monday afternoon in May to ask questions and submit comments. At the end of May, we 
will host workshops to formally present major changes in each element of the Plan and discuss your comments or questions. Don’t miss 
these opportunities to review the proposed changes and have your voice heard! 
 
 

For more information on the Comprehensive Plan and how it impacts you, please contact Kelly Gibson at 277-7325 or KGibson@fbfl.org.  

Date/Time Event Other information 
Friday, April 29th Comprehensive Plan Revisions  

Available for Public Review 
Check the website at  www.fbfl.us/EAR  or  go to City Hall 
to review complete set of the draft  revisions 

Mondays in May 
2-4pm  

Ask a Planner 
Ask Questions & Provide Comments 

Take advantage of this time to get your questions       
answered by talking  with planning staff. Can’t make it? 
Call to schedule an appointment  that works for you!  

Monday, May 23rd  
5:30-7:30pm 

Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session: 
◙ Overview + History 
◙ Port Element 
◙ Public Schools Element 
◙ Intergovernmental Coordination Element 

Tuesday, May 24th 
5:30-7:30pm 

Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session: 
◙ Future Land Use Element 
◙ Traffic Circulation Element 
◙ Housing Element 

Wednesday, May 25th  
5:30-7:30pm 

Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session: 
◙ Public Facilities Element 
◙ Capital Improvements Element 

Thursday, May 26th  
5:30-7:30pm 

Community Workshop @ City Hall Items covered followed by Q&A Session: 
◙ Recreation & Open space Element 
◙ Historic Preservation Element 
◙ Conservation and Coastal Management Element 

Tuesday, May 31st  
5:00pm  

Planning Advisory Board (PAB) 
Special Meeting 

Review and discuss community input 

Wednesday, June 8th  
5:00pm 

Planning Advisory Board (PAB) 
Formal Meeting 

The Board will make its recommendations to the City       
Commission prior to the Ordinance’s 1st Reading.  

Tuesday, July 5th* 
6:00pm 

City Commission Meeting 
Ordinance 1st Reading  

The Commission will consider the proposed revisions at 
1st reading and determine the document’s readiness for 
transmittal to the Department of Community Affairs.        
*Timeline subject to change based on PAB action.  

Contact: Kelly Gibson, Senior Planner  
Phone:    904-277-7325 
Fax:          904-277-7324 
E-mail:   KGibson@fbfl.org 

The Community Development Department 
in coordination with the Planning Advisory Board presents 

City of Fernandina Beach 
Planning Department 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
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AGENDA 

FERNANDINA BEACH CITY COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 
SEPTEMBER 6, 2011 

6:00 P.M. 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / INVOCATION 
 Invocation by Reverend Brett Opalinski of Memorial United Methodist Church. 
 
4. PROCLAMATIONS/PRESENTATION 
   

4.1 PROCLAMATION – AMERICAN BUSINESS WOMEN’S DAY - Proclaims September 22, 
2011 as “American Business Women’s Day.”   Dawn A. Lunt, President, ABWA Eight Flags Charter 
Chapter, will be present to accept the Proclamation. 

 
4.2 PROCLAMATION – BARK FOR LIFE DAY – Proclaims September 10, 2011, as “Bark For 

Life Day”. Rebecca Joyce, Co-Chairman of Bark For Life, will be present to accept the 
Proclamation.  

 
4.3 PROCLAMATION – CONSTITUTION WEEK – Proclaims September 16-22, 2011, as 

“Constitution Week”. Ms. Jane Collins, Regent of the Amelia Island Chapter of the Daughters of the 
American Revolution, will be present to accept the Proclamation.  

 
4.4 PROCLAMATION – FERNANDINA LITTLE THEATRE – Proclamation celebrating the 20th 

anniversary of the Fernandina Little Theatre. Kate Hart, Artistic Director of the Fernandina Little 
Theatre, will be present to accept the Proclamation.  

 
5. CONSENT AGENDA 
 

5.1 APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Work Session – July 19, 2011; Regular Meeting – July 19, 2011; 
Special Meeting – July 25, 2011; Work Session – July 25, 2011; Work Session – July 26, 2011; 
Regular Meeting – August 2, 2011; Work Session – August 2, 2011; Work Session – August 9, 2011; 
Work Session – August 15, 2011; Work Session – August 16, 2011; Regular Meeting – August 
16,2011. .  
 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 
5.2 AWARD OF BID #11-04 – STEVENSON COLLISION CENTER – RESOLUTION 2011-120 

AWARD OF ANNUAL BID #11-04 FOR THE 2011/2012 FISCAL YEAR FOR AUTO BODY 
REPAIR, PAINT, AND TOWING SERVICES FOR THE MAINTENANCE DEPARTMENT; 
AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. Synopsis: Awards Bid #11-04 to Stevenson Collision Center for the 2011-2012 Fiscal Year. 

 
5.3 AWARD OF BID #11-15 AND #11-16 – KUDZUE 3 TRUCKING, ALL PRO ASPHALT, WW 

ENGINEERING AND JAX UTILITIES – RESOLUTION 2011-121 AWARDING ANNUAL 
CONTRACTS FOR STREET PATCHING AND PAVING UNDER BID #11-15 TO KUDZUE 3 
TRUCKING & PAVING  AND TO ALL PRO ASPHALT FOR THE 2011/2012 FISCAL YEAR;  
AWARDING ANNUAL CONTRACTS FOR SIDEWALKS, RAMPS, CURB & MISC 
FLATWORK UNDER BID #11-16 TO W. W. ENGINEERING AND TO JAX UTILITIES FOR 
THE 2011/2012 FISCAL YEAR;  AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE 
DOCUMENTS RELATIVE TO THESE ANNUAL CONTRACTS; AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. Synopsis: Awards Bid #11-15 to Kudzue 3 Trucking and Paving and All Pro 
Asphalt and Awards Bid #11-16 to W.W. Engineering and Jax Utilities for the 2011-2012 Fiscal 
Year. 

 
5.4 AWARD OF BID #11-18 – HUBBARD CONSTRUCTION - RESOLUTION 2011-122 

AWARDING BID #11-18 FOR THE 2011/2012 FISCAL YEAR FOR CENTRE STREET 
PAVING; AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS; AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. Synopsis: Awards Bid #11-18 to Hubbard Construction Company in the 
amount of $67,851.40.  

 
5.5 GRANT AGREEMENT – UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE – 

RESOLUTION 2011-123 AGREEING TO THOSE CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO GRANTS IN 
FORM RD 1942-47 AS A CONDITION AND IN CONSIDERATION OF RECEIVING FUNDING 
FROM THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE TO ENLARGE AND 
IMPROVE THE DOWNTOWN COMFORT STATION (A FACILITY LAWFULLY WITHIN THE 
CITY’S JURISDICTION); AUTHORIZING EXECUTION; AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. Synopsis: Agrees to the conditions applicable to grants as a condition and in 
consideration of receiving funding from the USDA to enlarge and improve the downtown comfort 
station. 

 
5.6 AUTHORIZATION TO DEFEND – CONLON - RESOLUTION 2011-124 AUTHORIZING THE 

CITY ATTORNEY TO DEFEND THE CITY IN CERTAIN LITIGATION; AND PROVIDING 
FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. Synopsis: Authorizes the City Attorney to defend the City in the 
matter of Joanne Conlon, et.al v. City of Fernandina Beach.  
  

6. REQUESTS FROM THE PUBLIC TO BE HEARD ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
 6.1 CITY RESIDENTS 
 
 6.2 NON-CITY RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
7. RESOLUTIONS 
 

7.1  LICENSE AGREEMENT – AMERICAN LEGION POST 54 – RESOLUTION 2011-125 
APPROVING THE LICENSE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
AND THE AMERICAN LEGION POST 54 TO REFURBISH AND MAINTAIN THE HISTORIC 
FIREPLACE AND CHIMNEY AT CENTRAL PARK AND TO CREATE AN “ALL-SERVICE” 
MEMORIAL; AUTHORIZING EXECUTION; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
Synopsis: Approves a License Agreement with the American Legion Post 54 for the purpose of 
refurbishing, creating, and maintaining an “all-service” memorial of the historic fireplace chimney. 

 
8. ORDINANCES – FIRST READING 
 

8.1 PROPOSED EAR BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS - ORDINANCE 2011-
18 STATING ITS INTENT TO AMEND ORDINANCE 2003-36 IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THE ADOPTED EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL 
REPORT BY RESOLUTION 2009-142; AND APPROVING THE TRANSMITTAL OF SUCH 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY FOR REVIEW IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 163.3184(3), FLORIDA STATUTES. Synopsis: Approves the 
transmittal to the State Land Planning Agency the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments based 
on recommendations contained as part of the 2009 adopted Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR).   

 
9. ORDINANCES – SECOND READING 
 

9.1 FRANCHISE AGREEMENT AMENDMENT – AMELIA ISLAND TROLLEYS AND 
TRANSPORTATION, LLC. - ORDINANCE 2011-14 AMENDING THE NON-EXCLUSIVE 
FRANCHISE AGREEMENT WITH AMELIA ISLAND TROLLEYS AND TRANSPORTATION, 
LLC FOR THE OPERATION OF A TROLLEY SERVICE, SPECIFICALLY BY AMENDING 
SECTION 5(B) REGARDING SIZE OF FLEET; AMENDING SECTION 5(G), CITY APPROVAL 
OF ROUTES; AMENDING SECTION 7(A) FRANCHISE FEE; AMENDING SECTION 9, 
PERFORMANCE BOND; PROVIDING FOR EXECUTION; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; 
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. Synopsis: Amends the Non-Exclusive Franchise 
Agreement with Amelia Island Trolleys and Transportation, LLC, for the operation of the trolley. 

 
9.2 AMENDING ORDINANCE 2011-11 - POLICE AND FIRE EMPLOYEES PENSION PLAN 

AMENDMENTS - ORDINANCE 2011-17 AMENDING ORDINANCE 2011-11 AND CHAPTER 
62, PERSONNEL, ARTICLE IV, FIREFIGHTERS AND POLICE OFFICERS PENSION PLAN, 
OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH; AMENDING 
SECTION 62-114, FINANCES AND FUND MANAGEMENT; PROVIDING FOR 
SEVERABILITY OF PROVISIONS; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES IN CONFLICT 
HEREWITH AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. Synopsis:  Approves an amendment to 
Chapter 62 of the City’s Code regarding Finances and Fund Management allowing the fund 
managers to invest in a broader variety of securities, investment vehicles or property upon approval 
by the pension board. 

 
10. BOARD APPOINTMENTS  
 
 10.1 ARTS COUNCIL – 1 Appointment. 
  10.2 HISTORIC DISTRICT COUNCIL – 2 Appointments. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
11. DISCUSSION – DIRECTION – ACTION ITEMS 
 

11.1   Discussion of proposed Charter amendments proposing only to amend Charter provisions that are 
obsolete preempted by State law or covered in other Charter provisions (housekeeping amendments). 

 
12. CITY MANAGER REPORTS 
 
13. CITY ATTORNEY REPORTS 
 
14. CITY CLERK REPORTS 
 
15. MAYOR/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
16. ADJOURNMENT 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

• Quasi-Judicial - DENOTES THAT THE ITEM MUST BE CONDUCTED AS A QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARING IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH CITY COMMISSION ESTABLISHED PROCEDURE AND FLORIDA STATUTES. 

 
• A THREE (3) MINUTE TIME LIMIT MAY BE IMPOSED FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA.  A “REQUEST TO SPEAK” FORM 

IS AVAILABLE ON THE COUNTER AT THE DOOR AND SHOULD BE FILLED OUT AND GIVEN TO THE CITY CLERK AT 
THE BEGINNING OF THE MEETING.  

 
• DISCUSSION – DIRECTION - ACTIONS ITEMS MAY BE ACTED UPON BY THE CITY COMMISSION BY EITHER MOTION 

AND VOTE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ROBERTS RULES OF ORDER, OR BY A CONSENSUS OF THE CITY COMMISSION. 
 

• PURSUANT TO RESOLUTION 95-32, IF AN ITEM IS NOT ON THE AGENDA IT REQUIRES A FOUR-FIFTHS VOTE OF THE 
CITY COMMISSION DECLARING THE ITEM AN EMERGENCY BEFORE ACTION CAN BE TAKEN. 

 
• ANY PERSON WISHING TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER 

CONSIDERED AT SUCH MEETING OR HEARING WILL NEED A RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS, AND, FOR SUCH 
PURPOSES, 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 MADE. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate should contact the City Clerk at 277-7305 TTD 277-7399 for all city 
offices.  If you are hearing or speech impaired, please contact the Florida Relay Service by using the following numbers:  1-800-955-8770 
(voice) or 1-800-955-8771 (TDD). 



 

 
 

AGENDA 
FERNANDINA BEACH CITY COMMISSION  

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS, 204 ASH STREET 
WORK SESSION 

JULY 19, 2011 
5:00 PM  

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2 ROLL CALL 

 
3. DISCUSSION 

 
3.1 Discussion with City Planning Staff of the Evaluation and Appraisal Review 

(EAR) based Comprehensive Plan amendments. For more information, please 
visit: www.fbfl.us/EAR  

  
 4. ADJOURNMENT  
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
ANY PERSON WISHING TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE COMMISSION 
WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER CONSIDERED AT SUCH MEETING OR HEARING 
WILL NEED A RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS, AND, FOR SUCH PURPOSES, 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 MADE. 
 
Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate should contact the 
City Clerk at 277-7305 TTD 277-7399 for all city offices.  If you are hearing or speech impaired, 
please contact the Florida Relay Service by using the following numbers:  1-800-955-8770 
(voice) or 1-800-955-8771 (TDD). 



 
AMENDED AGENDA 

PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING  
WEDNESDAY, JULY 13, 2011 

5:00 -8:00 PM 
CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

204 ASH STREET FERNANDINA BEACH, FL 32034 
ALL AGENDA ITEMS AND BACK-UP MATERIALS MAY BE LOCATED AT  

WWW.FBFL.US/EAR 
1. CALL TO ORDER     
2. ROLL CALL / DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
3. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES    

3.1             HDC/ PAB Joint Workshop on 5/4/2011 
3.2             Community Workshops on 5/23/2011-5/26/2011 
3.3             Special Meeting on  5/31/2011 
3.4            Regular Meeting on 6/8/2011 
3.5            Special Meeting on  6/15/2011 
3.6           Special Meeting  on 6/22/2011 

4. NEW BUSINESS  
4.1           EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES FOR EACH ELEMENT- Discuss for inclusion as part of the EAR 

Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments  
4.1.1  DATA & ANALYSIS- Discuss for inclusion as supporting documents to be 

transmitted as part of the EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendment package 
5. OLD BUSINESS  

5.1               EAR-BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS- Discuss any inconsistency issues 
which overlap within the elements and Finalize the draft Comprehensive Plan Amendments as a full 
package for recommendation to the City Commission including the following items:  

◙ Goal 1: Future Land Use Element 
◙ Goal 2: Multi-modal Transportation Element 
◙ Goal 3: Housing Element 
◙ Goal 4: Public Facilities and Services Element 
◙ Goal 5: Conservation & Coastal Management Element 
◙ Goal 6: Recreation & Open Space Element 
◙ Goal 7: Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
◙ Goal 8: Capital Improvements Element 
◙ Goal 9: Port Element (No Changes) 
◙ Goal 10: Public Schools Element (No Changes) 
◙ Goal 11: Historic Preservation Element (New!) 
◙ Definitions & Acronyms 

6. BOARD BUSINESS     
6.1 DISCUSS GROWTH MANAGEMENT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES – HB 720: The  Community 

Planning Act- Chapter 2011-139, Florida Statutes 
7. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC.  Members of the public are invited to address the PAB on items of concern 

not listed on the agenda.   

8. ADJOURNMENT     

ALL PROPOSED ELEMENTS MAY BE REVIEWED ONLINE AT WWW.FBFL.US/EAR 
_______________________________________________________________________       

IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE BOARD/COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER CONSIDERED AT SUCH HEARING, 
S/HE WILL 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. 

______________________________________________________________________      ____________ 
All members of the public are invited to be present and be heard.  Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this program or activity should contact 277-7305, TTY 
277-7399, or through the Florida Relay Services at 1-800-955-8771 (TTY number for all City offices) at least 24 hours in advance to request such accommodations.  All interested parties may appear at 
said meeting and be heard as to the advisability of any action, which may be considered with respect to such matter.  For information regarding this matter, please contact the Planning Department.  If 
any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Planning Advisory Board with respect to any matter considered at such meeting s/he will 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 made. 

NEXT PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD REGULAR MEETING  
AUGUST 10, 2011 at 5:00- 8:00PM 



 
AGENDA 

PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD 
SPECIAL MEETING  

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 2011 
5:00 -8:00 PM 

CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
204 ASH STREET 

FERNANDINA BEACH, FL 32034 

1. CALL TO ORDER     
 

2. ROLL CALL / DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 

3. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3.1 RECREATION & OPENSPACE ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission 

3.2 CONSERVATION & COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize 
element for recommendation to the City Commission 

3.3 DEFINITIONS & ACRONYMS - Discuss and finalize for recommendation to the City 
Commission 

 

4. OLD BUSINESS  

4.1 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT - Discuss and finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission (TABLED ITEM FROM 6/8/11& 6/15/11 
MEETINGS) 

5. BOARD BUSINESS     
 
 

6. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC.  Members of the public are invited to address the PAB 
on items of concern not listed on the agenda.   

 

7. ADJOURNMENT     
 

ALL PROPOSED ELEMENTS MAY BE REVIEWED ONLINE AT 
WWW.FBFL.US/EAR 

 
_______________________________________________________________________       

• IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE BOARD/COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO ANY 
MATTER CONSIDERED AT SUCH HEARING, S/HE WILL 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. 

______________________________________________________________________       
All members of the public are invited to be present and be heard.  Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this program or activity 
should contact 277-7305, TTY 277-7399, or through the Florida Relay Services at 1-800-955-8771 (TTY number for all City offices) at least 24 hours in advance to 
request such accommodations.   
All interested parties may appear at said meeting and be heard as to the advisability of any action, which may be considered with respect to such matter.  For information 
regarding this matter, please contact the Planning Department.  If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Planning Advisory Board with respect to any 
matter considered at such meeting s/he will 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 made. 

NEXT PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD SPECIAL MEETING  
JULY 13, 2011 at 5:00- 8:00PM 



 
AGENDA 

PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD 
SPECIAL MEETING  

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 15, 2011 
5:00 -8:00 PM 

CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
204 ASH STREET 

FERNANDINA BEACH, FL 32034 

1. CALL TO ORDER     
 

2. ROLL CALL / DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 

3. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3.1 HOUSING ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize element for recommendation to the City 
Commission 

3.2 INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize 
element for recommendation to the City Commission 

3.3 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission 

3.4 PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize element for recommendation 
to the City Commission 

 

4. OLD BUSINESS  

4.1 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT - Discuss and finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission (TABLED ITEM FROM 6/8/11 MEETING) 

5. BOARD BUSINESS     
 
 

6. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC.  Members of the public are invited to address the PAB 
on items of concern not listed on the agenda.   

 

7. ADJOURNMENT     
 

ALL PROPOSED ELEMENTS MAY BE REVIEWED ONLINE AT 
WWW.FBFL.US/EAR 

 
_______________________________________________________________________       

• IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE BOARD/COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO ANY 
MATTER CONSIDERED AT SUCH HEARING, S/HE WILL 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. 

______________________________________________________________________       
All members of the public are invited to be present and be heard.  Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this program or activity 
should contact 277-7305, TTY 277-7399, or through the Florida Relay Services at 1-800-955-8771 (TTY number for all City offices) at least 24 hours in advance to 
request such accommodations.   
All interested parties may appear at said meeting and be heard as to the advisability of any action, which may be considered with respect to such matter.  For information 
regarding this matter, please contact the Planning Department.  If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Planning Advisory Board with respect to any 
matter considered at such meeting s/he will 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 made. 

NEXT PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD SPECIAL MEETING  
JULY 13, 2011 at 5:00- 8:00PM 



 
AGENDA 

PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING  

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 2011 
5:00 -8:00 PM 

CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
204 ASH STREET 

FERNANDINA BEACH, FL 32034 

1. CALL TO ORDER     
 

2. ROLL CALL / DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 

3. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3.1 HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission 

3.2 PORT ELEMENT- (NO CHANGES PROPOSED) -Finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission 

3.3 PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES ELEMENT (NO CHANGES PROPOSED)- 
Finalize element for recommendation to the City Commission 

3.4 FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT- Discuss and finalize element for recommendation to 
the City Commission 

3.5 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT - Discuss and finalize element for 
recommendation to the City Commission 

 

4. BOARD BUSINESS     
 

4.1 NEW BOARD MEMBER CONSIDERATION- Consideration of new board member 
for the Alternate #2 position.  

 

5. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC.  Members of the public are invited to address the PAB 
on items of concern not listed on the agenda.   

 

6. ADJOURNMENT     
 

ALL PROPOSED ELEMENTS MAY BE REVIEWED ONLINE AT 
WWW.FBFL.US/EAR 

 
_______________________________________________________________________       

• IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE BOARD/COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO ANY 
MATTER CONSIDERED AT SUCH HEARING, S/HE WILL 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. 

______________________________________________________________________       
All members of the public are invited to be present and be heard.  Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this program or activity 
should contact 277-7305, TTY 277-7399, or through the Florida Relay Services at 1-800-955-8771 (TTY number for all City offices) at least 24 hours in advance to 
request such accommodations.   
All interested parties may appear at said meeting and be heard as to the advisability of any action, which may be considered with respect to such matter.  For information 
regarding this matter, please contact the Planning Department.  If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Planning Advisory Board with respect to any 
matter considered at such meeting s/he will 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 made. 

 
NEXT PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD SPECIAL MEETING  

JUNE 15, 2011 at 5:00- 8:00PM 



 
AGENDA 

PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD 
SPECIAL MEETING  

TUESDAY, MAY 31, 2011 
5:00 P.M. 

CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
204 ASH STREET 

FERNANDINA BEACH, FL 32034 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER     
 

2. ROLL CALL / DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 

3. OLD BUSINESS  
 
3.1 EAR-BASED PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS    ‐ Discussion of comments received from community workshops, 
state agencies, city departments, and written comments provided over the past month 

 
 

4. BOARD BUSINESS     
4.1 DETERMINATION OF PROCEDURES- Determine process and upcoming meetings as we 

continue moving through the document for board approval 
 
 

5. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC.  Members of the public are invited to address the PAB 
on items of concern not listed on the agenda.   

 

6. ADJOURNMENT     
_______________________________________________________________________       

• IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE BOARD/COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO ANY 
MATTER CONSIDERED AT SUCH HEARING, S/HE WILL 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. 

______________________________________________________________________       
All members of the public are invited to be present and be heard.  Persons with disabilities requiring accommodations in order to participate in this program or activity 
should contact 277-7305, TTY 277-7399, or through the Florida Relay Services at 1-800-955-8771 (TTY number for all City offices) at least 24 hours in advance to 
request such accommodations.   
All interested parties may appear at said meeting and be heard as to the advisability of any action, which may be considered with respect to such matter.  For information 
regarding this matter, please contact the Planning Department.  If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Planning Advisory Board with respect to any 
matter considered at such meeting s/he will 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 made. 

NEXT PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD REGULAR MEETING  
JUNE 8, 2011 at 5:00PM 



 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EVALUATION & APPRAISAL REPORT (EAR) BASED 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
THURSDAY, MAY 26TH  

5:30 -7:30PM 
 
Planning Department Presentation & Community Input Workshop 

 
Agenda 

 
5:30 Opening 
 Welcome & Introductions    Marshall McCrary, CDD Director 
 Workshop Purpose     Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Comprehensive Planning and the EAR Planning Process 
 Legislative Changes 
 Elements Covered Each Night 
 
5:45 Review Proposed Changes for Each Element  
 Recreation & Open Space Element    Adrienne Dessy, City Planner 
 Conservation & Coastal Management Element Adrienne Dessy, City Planner 

Historic Preservation Element (New!)  Adrienne Dessy, City Planner  
 
6:00 General Questions 
  
6:15 Break-Out Group Sessions- Q&A/ Comments on each Element 
 15 Minute Rotation for each Element 
 
7:00 Wrap-Up & Closing 
 Address Common Questions/ Comments Received from break out groups 
 Complete Short Survey 
 Return Comment Cards 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
EAR-Based Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 

Community Workshops 
May 23rd-26th, 2011 

5:30-7:30PM 
 

WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM 
Your Input is Important! 

             CIRCLE ONE 
WERE THE WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES MET?   Agree         Disagree 
• Did presenters effectively introduce and explain proposed changes? 5 4 3 2 1 
• Did presenters provide you with a clear understanding of why changes  

are being made at this time?  5 4 3 2 1 
 
WORKSHOP ORGANIZATION              
 5 4 3 2 1 
• Discussion format was effective 5 4 3 2 1 
• Participation was balanced 5 4 3 2 1 
• Facilitators guided participant efforts effectively 5 4 3 2 1 
 
What Did You Like Best About the Workshop?  
 
 
 
 
 
What Could Have Been Improved?  
 
 
 
 
 
Other Comments (continue on back if needed) 



 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EVALUATION & APPRAISAL REPORT (EAR) BASED 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 25TH  

5:30 -7:30PM 
 
Planning Department Presentation & Community Input Workshop 

 
Agenda 

 
5:30 Opening 
 Welcome & Introductions    Marshall McCrary, CDD Director 
 Workshop Purpose     Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Comprehensive Planning and the EAR Planning Process 
 Legislative Changes 
 Elements Covered Each Night 
 
5:45 Review Proposed Changes for Each Element  
 Public Facilities Element    Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Capital Improvements Element   Jennifer Gooding, City Planner  
 
6:00 General Questions 
  
6:15 Break-Out Group Sessions- Q&A/ Comments on each Element 
 30 Minute Rotation for each Element 
 
7:00 Wrap-Up & Closing 
 Address Common Questions/ Comments Received from break out groups 
 Complete Short Survey 
 Return Comment Cards 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
EAR-Based Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 

Community Workshops 
May 23rd-26th, 2011 

5:30-7:30PM 
 

WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM 
Your Input is Important! 

             CIRCLE ONE 
WERE THE WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES MET?   Agree         Disagree 
• Did presenters effectively introduce and explain proposed changes? 5 4 3 2 1 
• Did presenters provide you with a clear understanding of why changes  

are being made at this time?  5 4 3 2 1 
 
WORKSHOP ORGANIZATION              
 5 4 3 2 1 
• Discussion format was effective 5 4 3 2 1 
• Participation was balanced 5 4 3 2 1 
• Facilitators guided participant efforts effectively 5 4 3 2 1 
 
What Did You Like Best About the Workshop?  
 
 
 
 
 
What Could Have Been Improved?  
 
 
 
 
 
Other Comments (continue on back if needed) 



 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EVALUATION & APPRAISAL REPORT (EAR) BASED 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
TUESDAY, MAY 24TH  

5:30 -7:30PM 
 
Planning Department Presentation & Community Input Workshop 

 
Agenda 

 
5:30 Opening 
 Welcome & Introductions    Marshall McCrary, CDD Director 
 Workshop Purpose     Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Comprehensive Planning and the EAR Planning Process 
 Legislative Changes 
 Elements Covered Each Night 
 
5:45 Review Proposed Changes for Each Element  
 Future Land Use Element    Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Traffic Circulation Element    Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Housing Element      Jennifer Gooding, City Planner  
 
6:00 General Questions 
  
6:15 Break-Out Group Sessions- Q&A/ Comments on each Element 
 15 Minute Rotation for each Element 
 
7:00 Wrap-Up & Closing 
 Address Common Questions/ Comments Received from break out groups 
 Complete Short Survey 
 Return Comment Cards 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
EAR-Based Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 

Community Workshops 
May 23rd-26th, 2011 

5:30-7:30PM 
 

WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM 
Your Input is Important! 

             CIRCLE ONE 
WERE THE WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES MET?   Agree         Disagree 
• Did presenters effectively introduce and explain proposed changes? 5 4 3 2 1 
• Did presenters provide you with a clear understanding of why changes  

are being made at this time?  5 4 3 2 1 
 
WORKSHOP ORGANIZATION              
 5 4 3 2 1 
• Discussion format was effective 5 4 3 2 1 
• Participation was balanced 5 4 3 2 1 
• Facilitators guided participant efforts effectively 5 4 3 2 1 
 
What Did You Like Best About the Workshop?  
 
 
 
 
 
What Could Have Been Improved?  
 
 
 
 
 
Other Comments (continue on back if needed) 



 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EVALUATION & APPRAISAL REPORT (EAR) BASED 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

PUBLIC WORKSHOP 
MONDAY, MAY 23RD  

5:30 -7:30PM 
 
Planning Department Presentation & Community Input Workshop 

 
Agenda 

 
5:30 Opening 
 Welcome & Introductions    Marshall McCrary, CDD Director 
 Workshop Purpose     Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Comprehensive Planning and the EAR Planning Process 
 Legislative Changes 
 Elements Covered Each Night 
 
5:45 Review Proposed Changes for Each Element  
 Port Element      Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Public Schools Facilities Element   Kelly N. Gibson, City Planner 
 Intergovernmental Coordination Element  Jennifer Gooding, City Planner  
 
6:00 General Questions 
  
6:15 Break-Out Group Sessions- Q&A/ Comments on each Element 
 15 Minute Rotation for each Element 
 
7:00 Wrap-Up & Closing 
 Address Common Questions/ Comments Received from break out groups 
 Complete Short Survey 
 Return Comment Cards 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
EAR-Based Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 

Community Workshops 
May 23rd-26th, 2011 

5:30-7:30PM 
 

WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM 
Your Input is Important! 

             CIRCLE ONE 
WERE THE WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES MET?   Agree         Disagree 
• Did presenters effectively introduce and explain proposed changes? 5 4 3 2 1 
• Did presenters provide you with a clear understanding of why changes  

are being made at this time?  5 4 3 2 1 
 
WORKSHOP ORGANIZATION              
 5 4 3 2 1 
• Discussion format was effective 5 4 3 2 1 
• Participation was balanced 5 4 3 2 1 
• Facilitators guided participant efforts effectively 5 4 3 2 1 
 
What Did You Like Best About the Workshop?  
 
 
 
 
 
What Could Have Been Improved?  
 
 
 
 
 
Other Comments (continue on back if needed) 
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Generally does the following:
1. Eliminates Rule 9J-5 but incorporates into F.S. 163.3164:

1. Terms, Definitions, 

2. General format, 

3. Data + analysis,

4. Internal Consistency

2. Limits state agency review on most plan amendments to impacts on 
state resources or facilities. 

3. Eliminates State Comprehensive Plan from Compliance Determination

4. Eliminates EAR Sufficiency Review + Mandatory Updates

5. Eliminates twice/year amendment limitation 



We, as the local government, now have the flexibility to 
adopt plans that meet our community’s unique conditions 
& circumstances. 

Now is the time to “step-up” and show how sound planning can 
contribute to economic growth, responsible patterns of 
development and a better quality of life for our citizens! 



Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  



Identify Major Issues for the Community
Review past actions of our local government in implementing the Plan
Assess the degree to which plan objectives have been achieved
Assess both successes and shortcomings of the Plan
Identify ways that the Plan should be changed
Ensure effective intergovernmental coordination

A Statutory Requirement to review and update our   
Comprehensive Plan every seven (7) years. (Requirement Retained)



Identifies incentives for Green 
Development Techniques + Mixed Use

Energy Efficient Land Use Patterns to 
Reduce GHGs

Multi-Modal Transportation Network

Affordable Housing

Enhanced LOS Standards

Neighborhood Planning

Resource + Wetlands Protection

Historic Preservation

Long- Range Capital Improvement 
Planning

Enhanced Intergovernmental Coordination 
Activities Annexation Planning Efforts

1. Neighborhood Preservation

2. Sustainability

3. Annexation Planning

4. Enhanced Wetlands Protection

Water Supply Planning

Revisions to Transportation Planning

Preservation of Commercial “Working 
Waterfronts” as a graduate Waterfronts FL 
Partnership Community

Coastal High Hazard Area- Evacuation + 
Definitions (previously updated in 2006)



Staff/ PAB identified Element Champions 
March 2010

Research/ Drafting
March- October 2010

Staff coordinated with Element Champions & Department Directors
Staff generated research documents and LDC cross reference tools

1st Drafts out to Planning Staff/ Element Champions
October- December 2010 (Each Planner & CDD Director Reviewed)
Revisions December- January

2nd Drafts out to Element Champions/ Department Directors 
January- March 2011

2nd Circulation between Planning Staff
Revisions March- April 2011

Preparation for Community Workshops and Release of Drafts to Public
February- April 2011
Draft Release Friday, April 29, 2011
Community Workshops May 23-26, 2011

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00PM    (To Review Public Comments)
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM      (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Special Meeting June 15th – 5:00PM     (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Special Meeting June 22nd – 5:00PM    (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Regular Meeting July 13th – 5:00PM     (To Finalize Elements for Recommendation to CC)

Public Outreach:

1. Active use EAR Website

2. Utility Mailing/ Flyers

3. Ask-A-Planner- Monday’s

4. Request for Presentations

5. Appointment Options

6. Community Workshops- 4

7. Newspaper Ads

8. Monthly Updates at PAB 
Meetings



Next Step:

City Commission 
takes action then 
transmittal to 
State Land 
Planning Agency 
and other 
reviewing 
agencies

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State within 10 days- September 16th, 2011 
State Coordinated 30 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before October 16th, 
2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
Anticipated 2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011

30 Day Challenge Period

Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted
Anticipated Adoption of All LDC Amendments in 2012



1) Future Land Use Element (Staff: Gibson/ Champion: Bennett)

2) Multi-modal Transportation Element (Staff: Gibson/ Champion: Bradford)

3) Housing Element (Staff: Gooding/ Champion: Beal)

4) Public Facilities Element (Staff: Gibson/ Champion: Kostich)

5) Conservation & Coastal Management Element (Staff: Dessy/ Champion: Kreger)

6) Parks & Recreation Element (Staff: Dessy/ Champion: Bartelt)

7) Intergovernmental Coordination Element (Staff: Gooding/ Champion: Condit)

8) Capital Improvements Element (Staff: Gooding/ Champion: Condit)

9) Port Element – No Proposed Changes
10) Public Schools Facilities Element – No Proposed Changes
11) Historic Preservation Element- New! (Staff: Dessy/ Champions: HDC & Harrison)



Summary of
Recurring 
Comments 
Received

To track all changes 
made as of 
7/13/11 based on 
Citizen, PAB or 
State Agency 
comments are 
available at 

Maintaining protections in Land Use Categories for LDR 
(policy 1.07.03(3)) + MDR (policy 1.07.04(e)) to specifically 
disallow temporary lodging accommodations aka “resort 
rentals”

Concerns with Objective11.02- Archaeology Policies

Requests for language that direct additional 
redevelopment incentives and future density + intensity 
bonus programs

Emphasis on Master Plans (Fire Dep’t, Police Dep’t, Parks 
+ Rec etc..) should be completed sooner rather than later

Reducing non-renewable energy expended on roadways





Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps ensure 
availability of adequate levels of services subject to 
concurrency management are in place, policies to 
discourage sprawl, land use categories, requirements for 
commercial development and natural resource protection.   
New topics include water supply planning, energy 
efficient development and sustainable growth strategies, 
neighborhood planning and community character, 
increased focus on infill/ redevelopment in targeted 
areas, clarification of nonconforming structures and uses, 
focus on increased mixed use land use categories in 
commercial areas.



Required Element with Optional Concurrency per 2011 
legislation- still must address + mitigate impacts to network. 
Still includes land development and traffic circulation 
coordination, safe and effective roadway network, level of 
service standards for roadway, and consistency with land 
use element. 
New topics include: strategies for mobility and creation of a 
multi-modal network (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, low-speed 
alternative vehicles), strategies to reduce Vehicle Miles 
Traveled,  enhanced coordination, more specific direction to 
the LDR for parking requirements and on-site circulation, 
adds Quality of Service measurements, network 
maintenance requirements, Airport planning and Waterways 
planning.



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps 
ensure adequate sites for a mix of housing; 
provision of adequate infrastructure to support 
housing; affordable housing; and group 
homes/foster care facilities.   
New topics include housing needs assessment; 
housing preservation; more policies encouraging 
the provision of affordable/workforce housing; 
and energy efficiency & sustainability.      



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes: Levels of Service requirements, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater and 
sanitation objectives.
New topics include: More specifically addresses 
stormwater requirements, more emphasis on 
recycling programs and adds the following 
objectives to the Element: 

Fire Rescue Services
Law Enforcement & Police Services
Animal Services
Fernandina Beach Harbor Marina
Golf Course



Conservation is a mandatory element for all jurisdictions 
per state statute, and coastal management element is 
mandatory for coastal jurisdictions
Still includes public access, beach + dune preservation, 
hazard mitigation, coastal high hazard areas, coastal 
protection, water quality, wetlands, dredge/fill 
activities, air quality, land acquisition + preservation
New topics include disaster preparedness/post-disaster 
redevelopment, waterfront planning, water 
conservation, excavation activities, wildlife planning, 
tree preservation + urban forestry, energy 
conservation, intergovernmental coordination



Required Element with Optional Concurrency
Still includes availability of parks, recreation 
facilities + open space, access to recreational 
areas, open space, land acquisition
New topics include parks, recreation + open 
space master planning, parks + recreation 
facility management, boating + waterways, 
parks + recreation community services, Bosque 
Bello



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes establishing consistent level of service 
standards; planning for public schools in the City; 
and coordinating with Nassau County, SJRWMD, 
and state and regional agencies to ensure 
implementation of plans and regulations. 
New topics include identifying and/or updating 
interlocal agreements (new or existing); 
considering establishment of joint municipal 
planning areas; and adding more specific 
coordination activities.    



Mandatory element per state statute.
No requirements for financial feasibility per 2011 legislation. 

Still includes ranking criteria for proposed projects; 
guidelines for evaluating new development impacts; 
fiscal resource management; LOS standards; and school 
concurrency. 
New topics include going from a 5 year to a 20 year 
schedule; updated ranking criteria for proposed 
projects; Planning Department review for consistency; 
LOS standards for other City services; LOS tracking 
system; and sustainability.    



Mandatory Element per statute.
No Changes to the existing element are proposed.
Recommendation in EAR report to modify formatting for 
consistency with the rest of the Plan.
Nassau County Ocean Highway & Port Authority has 
appointed Commissioner Brian Reeves to work with City 
Staff in updating the Element.
An electronic modifiable version of the draft has been 
obtained.
Public Outreach and/or workshops are expected.
Revisions anticipated within 12-18 months or Summer 
2013 (at the latest).
PAB and City Commission Action will be required to 
adopt changes. 



No Changes to the existing element are proposed. 
This element became a requirement of the 2005 
growth management legislation, the element was 
required to be adopted by 2008. 
2011 legislation removes requirement for Public 
Schools Facilities Planning if adopted, this 
becomes an “optional element” with no state level 
review. 

To modify or eliminate involves change to the adopted 
Interlocal Agreement with Nassau County and Nassau 
County School Board. 



Optional element per state statute- no new 
changes in state law
NEW element – never been in plan before
Addresses many topics that are already part of 
City’s preservation program such as the Historic 
District Council, survey work, design guidelines, 
and community outreach and bolsters existing 
activities. 
Highlights new topics – archaeology, 
neighborhood preservation, sustainability, Bosque 
Bello planning 





Adopted by the 1985 Legislature, The Local Government 
Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act, also 
known as, Florida's Growth Management Act - requires all of Florida's 
67 counties and 410 municipalities to adopt Local Government 
Comprehensive Plans that guide future growth and development.

Comprehensive plans contain chapters or "elements" that address future 
land use, housing, transportation, infrastructure, coastal management, 
conservation, recreation and open space, intergovernmental 
coordination, and capital improvements. 

A key component of the Act is its "concurrency" provision that requires 
facilities and services to be available concurrent with the impacts of 
development. 



Generally does the following:
1. Streamlines growth management regulations by 

repealing Rule 9J-5, eliminating state mandated 
concurrency for roads + schools and removes seldom 
used portions of the law. 

2. Reduces the review time for most comp plan amendments
3. Limits state agency review on most plan amendments to 

impacts on state resources or facilities. 
4. Provides significant incentives to encourage the state’s 

largest land owners (15,000 acres or greater) to 
develop long-term plans (sector planning) rather than 
develop piecemeal. 

5. Eliminates DRI review for “job producing” developments. 



We, as the local government, now have the flexibility to 
adopt plans that meet our community’s unique conditions 
& circumstances. 

Now is the time to “step-up” and show how sound planning can 
contribute to economic growth, responsible patterns of 
development and a better quality of life for our citizens! 



Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  



Identify Major Issues for the Community
Review past actions of our local government in implementing the Plan
Assess the degree to which plan objectives have been achieved
Assess both successes and shortcomings of the Plan
Identify ways that the Plan should be changed
Ensure effective intergovernmental coordination

A Statutory Requirement to review and update our   
Comprehensive Plan every seven (7) years. (Requirement Retained)



Accessory Dwelling Units and 
Affordable Housing

Water Supply Planning

Multi-modal Transportation 
Planning

Energy Efficient Land Use 
Strategies

Preserve Recreation and 
Commercial “Working 
Waterfronts”

Coastal High Hazard Area-
Evacuation and Definitions

Financial Feasibility

Neighborhood Preservation
Sustainability
Annexation Planning
Enhanced Wetlands 
Protection



Multi-Modal Transportation
Annexation Planning
Incentives for Green 
Development Techniques
Climate Change & CHHA
Community Outreach 
Energy Efficient Land Use 
Patterns to Reduce GHGs

Affordable Housing
Enhanced LOS Metrics
Neighborhood Planning
Resource Protection
Historic Preservation
Wetlands Protection
Long- Range Capital 
Improvement Planning



Staff/ PAB identified Element Champions 
March 2010

Research/ Drafting
March- October 2010

Staff coordinated with Element Champions & Department Directors
Staff generated research documents and LDC cross reference tools

1st Drafts out to Planning Staff/ Element Champions
October- December 2010 (Each Planner & CDD Director Reviewed)
Revisions December- January

2nd Drafts out to Element Champions/ Department Directors 
January- March 2011

2nd Circulation between Planning Staff
Revisions March- April 2011

Preparation for Community Workshops and Release of Drafts to Public
February- April 2011
Draft Release Friday, April 29, 2011
Community Workshops May 23-26, 2011

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00PM    (To Review Public Comments)
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM      (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Special Meeting June 15th – 5:00PM     (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Special Meeting June 22nd – 5:00PM    (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Regular Meeting July 13th – 5:00PM     (To Finalize Elements for Recommendation to CC)

Public Outreach:

1. Active use EAR Website

2. Utility Mailing/ Flyers

3. Ask-A-Planner- Monday’s

4. Request for Presentations

5. Appointments Options

6. Community Workshops- 4

7. Newspaper Ads

8. Monthly Updates at PAB 
Meetings



Next Step:

City Commission 
takes action then 
transmittal to 
State Agencies

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM
Regular Meeting – 1st Reading to transmit to DCA- August 2nd

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State- August 5th, 2011 
State Coordinated 30 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before September 5th, 
2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011(possibly sooner depending on 
compliance report)

30 Day Challenge Period

Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted
Anticipated Adoption of All LDC Amendments by November 2012



1) Future Land Use Element (Staff: Gibson/ Champion: Bennett)

2) Multi-modal Transportation Element (Staff: Gibson/ Champion: Bradford)

3) Housing Element (Staff: Gooding/ Champion: Beal)

4) Public Facilities Element (Staff: Gibson/ Champion: Kostich)

5) Conservation & Coastal Management Element (Staff: Dessy/ Champion: Kreger)

6) Parks & Recreation Element (Staff: Dessy/ Champion: Bartelt)

7) Intergovernmental Coordination Element (Staff: Gooding/ Champion: Condit)

8) Capital Improvements Element (Staff: Gooding/ Champion: Condit)

9) Port Element – No Proposed Changes
10) Public Schools Facilities Element – No Proposed Changes
11) Historic Preservation Element- New! (Staff: Dessy/ Champions: HDC & Harrison)



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps ensure 
availability of adequate levels of services subject to 
concurrency management are in place, policies to 
discourage sprawl, land use categories, requirements for 
commercial development and natural resource protection.   
New topics include water supply planning, energy 
efficient development and sustainable growth strategies, 
neighborhood planning and community character, 
increased focus on infill/ redevelopment in targeted 
areas, clarification of nonconforming structures and uses, 
focus on increased mixed use land use categories in 
commercial areas.



Optional element per 2011 legislation.
Still includes land development and traffic circulation 
coordination, safe and effective roadway network, level of 
service standards for roadway, and consistency with land 
use element. 
New topics include: strategies for mobility and creation of a 
multi-modal network (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, low-speed 
alternative vehicles), strategies to reduce Vehicle Miles 
Traveled,  enhanced coordination, more specific direction to 
the LDR for parking requirements and on-site circulation, 
adds Quality of Service measurements, network 
maintenance requirements, Airport planning and Waterways 
planning.



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps 
ensure adequate sites for a mix of housing; 
provision of adequate infrastructure to support 
housing; affordable housing; and group 
homes/foster care facilities.   
New topics include housing needs assessment; 
housing preservation; more policies encouraging 
the provision of affordable/workforce housing; 
and energy efficiency & sustainability.      



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes: Levels of Service requirements, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater and 
sanitation objectives.
New topics include: More specifically addresses 
stormwater requirements, more emphasis on 
recycling programs and adds the following 
objectives to the Element: 

Fire Rescue Services
Law Enforcement & Police Services
Animal Services
Fernandina Beach Harbor Marina
Golf Course



Conservation is a mandatory element for all jurisdictions 
per state statute, and coastal management element is 
mandatory for coastal jurisdictions
Still includes public access, beach + dune preservation, 
hazard mitigation, coastal high hazard areas, coastal 
protection, water quality, wetlands, dredge/fill 
activities, air quality, land acquisition + preservation
New topics include disaster preparedness/post-disaster 
redevelopment, waterfront planning, water 
conservation, excavation activities, wildlife planning, 
tree preservation + urban forestry, energy 
conservation, intergovernmental coordination



Optional element per 2011 legislation
Still includes availability of parks, recreation 
facilities + open space, access to recreational 
areas, open space, land acquisition
New topics include parks, recreation + open 
space master planning, parks + recreation 
facility management, boating + waterways, 
parks + recreation community services, Bosque 
Bello



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes establishing consistent level of service 
standards; planning for public schools in the City; 
and coordinating with Nassau County, SJRWMD, 
and state and regional agencies to ensure 
implementation of plans and regulations. 
New topics include identifying and/or updating 
interlocal agreements (new or existing); 
considering establishment of joint municipal 
planning areas; and adding more specific 
coordination activities.    



Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes ranking criteria for proposed 
projects; guidelines for evaluating new 
development impacts; fiscal resource 
management; LOS standards; and school 
concurrency. 
New topics include going from a 5 year to a 20 
year schedule; updated ranking criteria for 
proposed projects; Planning Department review 
for consistency; LOS standards for other City 
services; LOS tracking system; and sustainability.    



Mandatory Element per statute.
No Changes to the existing element are proposed.
Recommendation in EAR report to modify formatting for 
consistency with the rest of the Plan.
Nassau County Ocean Highway & Port Authority has 
appointed Commissioner Brian Reeves to work with City 
Staff in updating the Element.
An electronic modifiable version of the draft has been 
obtained.
Public Outreach and/or workshops are expected.
Revisions anticipated within 12-18 months or Summer 
2013 (at the latest).
PAB and City Commission Action will be required to 
adopt changes. 



No Changes to the existing element are 
proposed. This element became a requirement 
of the 2005 growth management legislation, 
the element was required to be adopted by 
2008. 
2011 legislation removes requirement for 
Public Schools Facilities Planning if adopted, 
this becomes an “optional element” with no 
state level review



Optional element per state statute
NEW element – never been in plan before
Addresses many topics that are already part 
of City’s preservation program such as the 
Historic District Council, survey work, design 
guidelines, and community outreach
Highlights new topics – archaeology, 
neighborhood preservation, sustainability, 
Bosque Bello planning 





FINALIZE THE
EAR- BASED AMENDMENTS
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVISIONS

Planning Advisory Board- Regular Meeting
Wednesday, July 13, 2011from 5:00-8:00PMwww.fbfl.us/EAR



Comprehensive Plan + Land Development Regulations

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  

Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping



1) Future Land Use Element
2) Traffic Circulation Element
3) Housing Element
4) Public Facilities Element
5) Conservation & Coastal Management Element
6) Parks & Recreation Element
7) Intergovernmental Coordination Element
8) Capital Improvements Element
9) Port Element
10) Public Schools Facilities Element
11) Historic Preservation Element- New!

Elements in the Comprehensive Plan



From the EAR to  
the EAR-based Amendments

Staff/ PAB identified Element Champions 
March 2010

Research/ Drafting
March- October 2010

Staff coordinated with Element Champions & Department Directors
Staff generated research documents and LDC cross reference tools

1st Drafts out to Planning Staff/ Element Champions
October- December 2010 (Each Planner & CDD Director Reviewed)
Revisions December- January

2nd Drafts out to Element Champions/ Department Directors 
January- March 2011

2nd Circulation between Planning Staff
Revisions March- April 2011

Preparation for Community Workshops and Release of Drafts to Public
February- April 2011
Draft Release Friday, April 29, 2011
Community Workshops May 23-26, 2011

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00 PM (To Review Public Comments)
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM   (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Special Meeting June 15- 5:00 PM    (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)
Special Meeting June 22- 5:00PM     (To Discuss and Review Draft Elements)

Public Outreach:

1. Active EAR Website

2. Utility Mailing/ Flyers

3. Ask-A-Planner- Monday’s

4. Request for Presentations

5. Appointments Options

6. Community Workshops- 4

7. Newspaper Ads

8. Update at PAB Meetings



Anticipated Timeframe for Adoption  
What’s Next?

Next Step:

City Commission 
takes action then 
transmittal to 
State Agencies

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM
Regular Meeting – 1st Reading to transmit to DCA- August 2nd

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State- August 5th, 2011 
60 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before October 5th, 2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011

Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted
Anticipated Adoption of All LDC Amendments by November 2012



Wednesday July 13th, 2011



• Created to help the public obtain a better understanding of 
each element

• Portions of the summaries lean on the EAR report for its 
overview content

• Highlights areas of particular interest
• Summaries will serve as the cover page for each element
• Released for Public Review on June 27, 2011

Executive Summaries



Changes since 6/22 PAB Meeting

1- Definitions changes include:
• Revision to “special needs population” adding “pets”
• Added definition of “historic structures” 
• Added definition of “transition areas” 

2- Future Land Use Element- High Density Residential (HDR) land use category 
• subsection c. added “limited neighborhood commercial activities” and 
• struck subsection d. Neighborhood commercial may be allowed only 

through the PUD process. Neighborhood commercial shall, in all cases, 
be limited to five (5) percent of the total site.



www.fbfl.us/EAR
Kelly Gibson, Senior Planner 

Email: Kgibson@fbfl.org

904-277-7325 ext. 227

For More Information Please Visit



THE CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EAR-BASED AMENDMENTS
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVISIONS

Agenda Items: 
◙ Recreation + Open Space Element
◙ Conservation + Coastal Management Element
◙ Multimodal Transportation Element
◙ Definitions + Acronyms

PAB SPECIAL MEETING
Wednesday, June 22nd, 2011 5:00-8:00PMwww.fbfl.us/EAR



EAR Requirements
2009 Adopted Report

Accessory Dwelling Units and 
Affordable Housing

Water Supply Planning

Multi-modal Transportation 
Planning

Energy Efficient Land Use 
Strategies

Preserve Recreation and 
Commercial “Working 
Waterfronts”

Coastal High Hazard Area-
Evacuation and Definitions

Financial Feasibility

Neighborhood Preservation
Sustainability
Annexation Planning
Enhanced Wetlands 
Protection

STATUTORY UPDATES MAJOR ISSUES



From the EAR to  
the EAR-based Amendments

Staff/ PAB identified Element Champions
March 2010

Research/ Drafting
March- October 2010

Staff coordinated with Element Champions & Department Directors
Staff generated research documents and LDC cross reference tools

1st Drafts out to Planning Staff/ Element Champions
October- December 2010 (Each Planner & CDD Director Reviewed)
Revisions December- January

2nd Drafts out to Element Champions/ Department Directors 
January- March 2011

2nd Circulation between Planning Staff
Revisions March- April 2011

Preparation for Community Workshops and Release of Drafts to Public
February- April 2011
Draft Release Friday, April 29, 2011
Community Workshops May 23-26, 2011
PAB Special Meeting to review comments May 31, 2011

Public Outreach:

1. Active EAR Website

2. Utility Mailing/ Flyers

3. Ask-A-Planner- Monday’s

4. Request for Presentations

5. Appointments Options

6. Community Workshops- 4

7. Newspaper Ads

8. Update at PAB Meetings



Common Themes in Revisions

Affordable Housing
Multi-Modal 
Transportation
Annexation Planning
Climate Change & CHHA
Community Outreach and 
Involvement
Energy Efficient Land Use 
Patterns to Reduce GHGs

Enhanced LOS Metrics
Incentives for Green 
Development Techniques
Historic Preservation
Long- Range Capital 
Improvement Planning
Neighborhood Planning
Resource Protection
Wetlands Protection



Anticipated Timeframe for Adoption  
What’s Next?

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00 PM*
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM*
Special Meeting June 15- 5:00 PM*
Special Meeting June 22- 5:00PM*
Regular Meeting July 13th – 5:00PM*
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

*ALL MEETINGS WILL ALLOW FOR BOARD VOTING* 

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM
Regular Meeting – 1st Reading to transmit to DCA- August 2nd

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State- August 5th, 2011 
60 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before October 5th, 2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011

Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted
HDC WORK SESSIONS: 1ST Wednesday of Each Month July- October 2011

Anticipated Adoption of  All LDC Amendments by November 2012



Recreation + Open Space Element

Mandatory element per state statute (2011 
proposed legislation makes this an “optional element”)

Still includes availability of parks, recreation 
facilities + open space, access to recreational 
areas, open space, land acquisition
New topics include parks, recreation + open 
space master planning, parks + recreation 
facility management, boating + waterways, 
parks + recreation community services, Bosque 
Bello, Greenway, intergovernmental 
coordination



Conservation + Coastal Management Element

Conservation is a mandatory element for all jurisdictions 
per state statute, and coastal management element is 
mandatory for coastal jurisdictions
Still includes public access, beach + dune preservation, 
hazard mitigation, disaster planning + post-disaster 
redevelopment, coastal high hazard areas, coastal 
protection, water quality, wetlands, dredge/fill 
activities, air quality, land acquisition + preservation
New topics include waterfront planning, water 
conservation, excavation activities, wildlife planning, 
tree preservation + urban forestry, energy 
conservation, intergovernmental coordination



Traffic Circulation Element(TABLED)

Renamed: Multi-Modal Transportation Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes land development and traffic circulation 
coordination, safe and effective roadway network, level of 
service standards for roadway, and consistency with land 
use element. 
New topics include: strategies for mobility and creation of a 
multi-modal network (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, low-speed 
alternative vehicles), strategies to reduce Vehicle Miles 
Traveled,  enhanced coordination, more specific direction to 
the LDR for parking requirements and on-site circulation, 
adds Quality of Service measurements, network 
maintenance requirements, Airport planning and Waterways 
planning.



Definitions + Acronyms

Greatly Expanded to Capture New Terminology 
used Throughout Amended Comprehensive Plan

With 1 Exception Definitions contained in current 
CP are retained 

Redefined: Wetlands



Comprehensive Plan + Land Development Regulations

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  

Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping



THE CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EAR- BASED AMENDMENTS
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVISIONS

Agenda Items: 
◙ Housing Element
◙ Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
◙ Capital Improvements Element 
◙ Public Facilities Element 
◙Multimodal Transportation Element (Request to be Tabled)

PAB SPECIAL MEETING
Wednesday, June 15th, 2011 5:00-8:00PMwww.fbfl.us/EAR



EAR Requirements
2009 Adopted Report

Accessory Dwelling Units and 
Affordable Housing

Water Supply Planning

Multi-modal Transportation 
Planning

Energy Efficient Land Use 
Strategies

Preserve Recreation and 
Commercial “Working 
Waterfronts”

Coastal High Hazard Area-
Evacuation and Definitions

Financial Feasibility

Neighborhood Preservation
Sustainability
Annexation Planning
Enhanced Wetlands 
Protection

STATUTORY UPDATES MAJOR ISSUES



From the EAR to  
the EAR-based Amendments

Staff/ PAB identified Element Champions
March 2010

Research/ Drafting
March- October 2010

Staff coordinated with Element Champions & Department Directors
Staff generated research documents and LDC cross reference tools

1st Drafts out to Planning Staff/ Element Champions
October- December 2010 (Each Planner & CDD Director Reviewed)
Revisions December- January

2nd Drafts out to Element Champions/ Department Directors 
January- March 2011

2nd Circulation between Planning Staff
Revisions March- April 2011

Preparation for Community Workshops and Release of Drafts to Public
February- April 2011
Draft Release Friday, April 29, 2011
Community Workshops May 23-26, 2011
PAB Special Meeting to review comments May 31, 2011

Public Outreach:

1. Active EAR Website

2. Utility Mailing/ Flyers

3. Ask-A-Planner- Monday’s

4. Request for Presentations

5. Appointments Options

6. Community Workshops- 4

7. Newspaper Ads

8. Update at PAB Meetings



Common Themes in Revisions

Affordable Housing
Multi-Modal 
Transportation
Annexation Planning
Climate Change & CHHA
Community Outreach and 
Involvement
Energy Efficient Land Use 
Patterns to Reduce GHGs

Enhanced LOS Metrics
Incentives for Green 
Development Techniques
Historic Preservation
Long- Range Capital 
Improvement Planning
Neighborhood Planning
Resource Protection
Wetlands Protection



Anticipated Timeframe for Adoption  
What’s Next?

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00 PM*
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM*
Special Meeting June 15- 5:00 PM*
Special Meeting June ??- 5:00PM*
Regular Meeting July 13th – 5:00PM*
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

*ALL MEETINGS WILL ALLOW FOR BOARD VOTING* 

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM
Regular Meeting – 1st Reading to transmit to DCA- August 2nd

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State- August 5th, 2011 
60 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before October 5th, 2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011

Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted
HDC WORK SESSIONS: 1ST Wednesday of Each Month July- October 2011

Anticipated Adoption of  All LDC Amendments by November 2012



Housing Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps 
ensure adequate sites for a mix of housing; 
provision of adequate infrastructure to support 
housing; affordable housing; and group 
homes/foster care facilities.   
New topics include housing needs assessment; 
housing preservation; more policies encouraging 
the provision of affordable/workforce housing; 
and energy efficiency & sustainability.      



Intergovernmental Coordination Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes establishing consistent level of service 
standards; planning for public schools in the City; 
and coordinating with Nassau County, SJRWMD, 
and state and regional agencies to ensure 
implementation of plans and regulations. 
New topics include identifying and/or updating 
interlocal agreements (new or existing); 
considering establishment of joint municipal 
planning areas; and adding more specific 
coordination activities.    



Capital Improvements Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes ranking criteria for proposed 
projects; guidelines for evaluating new 
development impacts; fiscal resource 
management; LOS standards; and school 
concurrency. 
New topics include going from a 5 year to a 20 
year schedule; updated ranking criteria for 
proposed projects; Planning Department review 
for consistency; LOS standards for other City 
services; LOS tracking system; and sustainability.    



Public Facilities Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes: Levels of Service requirements, potable water, 
wastewater, stormwater and sanitation objectives.
New topics include: More specifically addresses stormwater 
requirements, low impact development strategies by providing 
incentives to utilize LID techniques, reclaimed water feasibility, 
mapping existing septic systems and requiring conversion to City 
services, water & sewer availability for new developments, 
greater emphasis on recycling programs, requirements for the 
City to use energy efficient building products and adds the 
following objectives to the Element:

Fire Rescue Services
Law Enforcement & Police Services
Animal Services
Fernandina Beach Harbor Marina
Golf Course



Traffic Circulation Element(TABLED)

Renamed: Multi-Modal Transportation Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes land development and traffic circulation 
coordination, safe and effective roadway network, level of 
service standards for roadway, and consistency with land 
use element. 
New topics include: strategies for mobility and creation of a 
multi-modal network (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, low-speed 
alternative vehicles), strategies to reduce Vehicle Miles 
Traveled,  enhanced coordination, more specific direction to 
the LDR for parking requirements and on-site circulation, 
adds Quality of Service measurements, network 
maintenance requirements, Airport planning and Waterways 
planning.



Comprehensive Plan + Land Development Regulations

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  

Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping



THE CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EAR- BASED AMENDMENTS
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVISIONS

Agenda Items: 
◙ Historic Preservation Element
◙ Port Element 
◙ Public School Facilities Element 
◙ Future Land Use Element 
◙Multimodal Transportation Element (Request to be Tabled)

PAB REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, June 8th, 2011 5:00-8:00PMwww.fbfl.us/EAR



EAR Requirements
2009 Adopted Report

Accessory Dwelling Units and 
Affordable Housing

Water Supply Planning

Multi-modal Transportation 
Planning

Energy Efficient Land Use 
Strategies

Preserve Recreation and 
Commercial “Working 
Waterfronts”

Coastal High Hazard Area-
Evacuation and Definitions

Financial Feasibility

Neighborhood Preservation
Sustainability
Annexation Planning
Enhanced Wetlands 
Protection

STATUTORY UPDATES MAJOR ISSUES



From the EAR to  
the EAR-based Amendments

Staff/ PAB identified Element Champions
March 2010

Research/ Drafting
March- October 2010

Staff coordinated with Element Champions & Department Directors
Staff generated research documents and LDC cross reference tools

1st Drafts out to Planning Staff/ Element Champions
October- December 2010 (Each Planner & CDD Director Reviewed)
Revisions December- January

2nd Drafts out to Element Champions/ Department Directors 
January- March 2011

2nd Circulation between Planning Staff
Revisions March- April 2011

Preparation for Community Workshops and Release of Drafts to Public
February- April 2011
Draft Release Friday, April 29, 2011
Community Workshops May 23-26, 2011
PAB Special Meeting to review comments May 31, 2011

Public Outreach:

1. Active EAR Website

2. Utility Mailing/ Flyers

3. Ask-A-Planner- Monday’s

4. Request for Presentations

5. Appointments Options

6. Community Workshops- 4

7. Newspaper Ads

8. Update at PAB Meetings



Common Themes in Revisions

Affordable Housing
Multi-Modal 
Transportation
Annexation Planning
Climate Change & CHHA
Community Outreach and 
Involvement
Energy Efficient Land Use 
Patterns to Reduce GHGs

Enhanced LOS Metrics
Incentives for Green 
Development Techniques
Historic Preservation
Long- Range Capital 
Improvement Planning
Neighborhood Planning
Resource Protection
Wetlands Protection



Anticipated Timeframe for Adoption  
What’s Next?

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00 PM*
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM*
Special Meeting June 15- 5:00 PM*
Regular Meeting July 13th – 5:00PM*
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

*ALL MEETINGS WILL ALLOW FOR BOARD VOTING* 

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM
Regular Meeting – 1st Reading to transmit to DCA- August 2nd

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State- August 5th, 2011 
60 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before October 5th, 2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011

Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted
HDC WORK SESSIONS: 1ST Wednesday of Each Month July- October 2011

Anticipated Adoption of  All LDC Amendments by November 2012



Historic Preservation Element Process

Historic District Council Meetings
October 27, 2008 - Workshop
January 22, 2009 - Workshop
April 15, 2010 – Regular Meeting
May 10, 2010 – Workshop

Ask- A- Planner Office Hours
Each Monday in May from 2-4PM

Joint HDC/PAB Meeting
May 4th, 2011

Element Workshop
May 26th, 2011

HDC WORK SESSIONS: 1ST Wednesday of Each Month 
July- October 2011



Historic Preservation Element (NEW!)

Optional element per state statute               
(not referenced in 2011 legislation)

New element – never been in plan before
Addresses many topics that are already part 
of City’s preservation program such as the 
Historic District Council, survey work, design 
guidelines, and community outreach
New areas include – archaeology, disaster 
planning, neighborhood preservation, 
sustainability, Bosque Bello planning, 
intergovernmental coordination



Port Element

No Changes to the existing element are proposed.
Recommendation in EAR report to modify formatting for 
consistency with the rest of the Plan.
Nassau County Ocean Highway & Port Authority has 
appointed Commissioner Brian Reeves to work with City 
Staff in updating the Element.
An electronic modifiable version of the draft has been 
obtained.
Public Outreach and/or workshops are expected.
Revisions anticipated within 12-18 months or Summer 
2013 (at the latest).
PAB and City Commission Action will be required to 
adopt changes. 



Public Schools Facilities Element

No Changes to the existing element are 
proposed.
This element became a requirement of the 
2005 growth management legislation, the 
element was required to be adopted by 2008. 
Proposed 2011 legislation removes 
requirement for Public Schools Facilities 
Planning if adopted, this becomes an “optional 
element” with no state level review



Future Land Use Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps ensure 
availability of adequate levels of services subject to 
concurrency management are in place, policies to 
discourage sprawl, land use categories, requirements for 
commercial development and natural resource protection.   
New topics include water supply planning, energy 
efficient development and sustainable growth strategies, 
neighborhood planning and community character, 
increased focus on infill/ redevelopment in targeted 
areas, clarification of nonconforming structures and uses, 
focus on increased mixed use land use categories in 
commercial areas.



Traffic Circulation Element(TABLED)

Renamed: Multi-Modal Transportation Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes land development and traffic circulation 
coordination, safe and effective roadway network, level of 
service standards for roadway, and consistency with land 
use element. 
New topics include: strategies for mobility and creation of a 
multi-modal network (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, low-speed 
alternative vehicles), strategies to reduce Vehicle Miles 
Traveled,  enhanced coordination, more specific direction to 
the LDR for parking requirements and on-site circulation, 
adds Quality of Service measurements, network 
maintenance requirements, Airport planning and Waterways 
planning.



Comprehensive Plan + Land Development Regulations

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  

Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping



PLANNING DEPARTMENT PRESENTS:

THE CITY OF FERNANDINA BEACH 
EAR- BASED AMENDMENTS
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVISIONS

Community Workshop
May 2, 2011 from 5:30-7:30pmwww.fbfl.us/EAR



Why are we here tonight?

Receive Public Comments on the proposed amendments prior 
to formal public hearings

Comments are being recorded from this meeting and will be 
compiled and forwarded to the PAB and City Commission

There will be no decisions made at the community 
workshops– this is a time for obtaining community input.

Full copies of proposed amendments may be found at 
www.fbfl.us/EAR or at City Hall. 



Growth Management & Comprehensive Planning

Adopted by the 1985 Legislature, The Local Government 
Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act, also 
known as, Florida's Growth Management Act - requires all of Florida's 
67 counties and 410 municipalities to adopt Local Government 
Comprehensive Plans that guide future growth and development.

Comprehensive plans contain chapters or "elements" that address future 
land use, housing, transportation, infrastructure, coastal management, 
conservation, recreation and open space, intergovernmental 
coordination, and capital improvements. 

A key component of the Act is its "concurrency" provision that requires 
facilities and services to be available concurrent with the impacts of 
development. 



Comprehensive Plan + Land Development Regulations

Comprehensive Plan is like the City’s Constitution
Land Development Regulations execute directives set forth in the 
Comprehensive Plan  

Comprehensive 
Plan

Capital 
Improvements 
Program

Land 
Development 
Code

Infrastructure
Investments

SMART GROWTH
Efficient & Compact Development
Proactive Planning
Growth Shaping



Identify Major Issues for the Community
Review past actions of our local government in implementing the Plan
Assess the degree to which plan objectives have been achieved
Assess both successes and shortcomings of the Plan
Identify ways that the Plan should be changed
Ensure effective intergovernmental coordination

A Statutory Requirement to review and update our   
Comprehensive Plan every seven (7) years. 

F.S. 163.3191(1)

Evaluation & Appraisal Report



EAR Requirements
2009 Adopted Report

Accessory Dwelling Units and 
Affordable Housing

Water Supply Planning

Multi-modal Transportation 
Planning

Energy Efficient Land Use 
Strategies

Preserve Recreation and 
Commercial “Working 
Waterfronts”

Coastal High Hazard Area-
Evacuation and Definitions

Financial Feasibility

Neighborhood Preservation
Sustainability
Annexation Planning
Enhanced Wetlands 
Protection

STATUTORY UPDATES MAJOR ISSUES



Common Themes in Revisions

Affordable Housing
Multi-Modal 
Transportation
Annexation Planning
Climate Change & CHHA
Community Outreach and 
Involvement
Energy Efficient Land Use 
Patterns to Reduce GHGs

Enhanced LOS Metrics
Incentives for Green 
Development Techniques
Historic Preservation
Long- Range Capital 
Improvement Planning
Neighborhood Planning
Resource Protection
Wetlands Protection



A new wrinkle?
2011 Legislation

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Process Revised

Removes 2x’s per year limitation

New standard process for amendments 
Expedited Review
State Coordinated Review (current process) retained for EAR-based 
amendments

Adds new “test for sprawl”

Amendments must meet 4 of 8 new criteria

Concurrency

Removes requirements for state mandated concurrency for 
transportation, parks & recreation, and schools they become “optional 
elements.”

Public Facilities & Capital Improvements

Deletes financial feasibility requirements



1) Future Land Use Element
2) Traffic Circulation Element
3) Housing Element
4) Public Facilities Element
5) Conservation & Coastal Management Element
6) Parks & Recreation Element
7) Intergovernmental Coordination Element
8) Capital Improvements Element
9) Port Element
10) Public Schools Facilities Element
11) Historic Preservation Element- New!

Elements in the Comprehensive Plan



Anticipated Timeframe for Adoption  
What’s Next?

Community 
Workshops 

May 23-26th

5:30-7:30PM

Planning Advisory Board Meetings
Special Meeting May 31st – 5:00 PM*
Regular Meeting June 8th – 5:00PM*
Special Meeting June 15th - 5:00 PM*
Special Meeting June 22nd - 5:00 PM
Regular Meeting July 13th – 5:00PM*
Regular Meeting October 12th- 5PM (Board Update Only)

*ALL MEETINGS WILL ALLOW FOR BOARD VOTING* 

City Commission Meetings
Workshop July 19th – 5:00PM
Regular Meeting – 1st Reading to transmit to DCA- August 2nd

Workshop October 18th- 5:00PM- Update on ORC Received 

Transmittal to State- August 5th, 2011 
60 Day Review- Expected  ORC by or before October 5th, 2011

Adoption of Changes- Regular City Commission Meeting
2nd Reading/ Adoption Hearing on November 1st, 2011Begin Land Development Code Amendments for implementation of changes as adopted

Anticipated Adoption of All LDC Amendments by November 2012



Elements Covered Each Night

Port Element

Public Schools Facilities 
Element

Intergovernmental 
Coordination Element

Public Facilities Element

Capital Improvements Element

Monday, May 23rd Wednesday, May 25th

Recreation & Open Space 
Element

Conservation & Coastal 
Management Element

Historic Preservation Element 
New!

Thursday, May 26th

Future Land Use Element

Traffic Circulation Element

Housing Element

Tuesday, May 24th



Monday, May 23rd, 2011

Elements Covered Tonight



Port Element

No Changes to the existing element are proposed.
Recommendation in EAR report to modify formatting for 
consistency with the rest of the Plan.
Nassau County Ocean Highway & Port Authority has 
appointed Commissioner Brian Reeves to work with City 
Staff in updating the Element.
An electronic modifiable version of the draft has been 
obtained.
Public Outreach and/or workshops are expected.
Revisions anticipated within 12-18 months or Summer 
2013 (at the latest).
PAB and City Commission Action will be required to 
adopt changes. 



Public Schools Facilities Element

No Changes to the existing element are 
proposed.
This element became a requirement of the 
2005 growth management legislation, the 
element was required to be adopted by 2008. 
Proposed 2011 legislation removes 
requirement for Public Schools Facilities 
Planning if adopted, this becomes an “optional 
element” with no state level review



Intergovernmental Coordination Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes establishing consistent level of service 
standards; planning for public schools in the City; 
and coordinating with Nassau County, SJRWMD, 
and state and regional agencies to ensure 
implementation of plans and regulations. 
New topics include identifying and/or updating 
interlocal agreements (new or existing); 
considering establishment of joint municipal 
planning areas; and adding more specific 
coordination activities.    



Tuesday, May 24th, 2011

Elements Covered Tonight



Future Land Use Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps ensure 
availability of adequate levels of services subject to 
concurrency management are in place, policies to 
discourage sprawl, land use categories, requirements for 
commercial development and natural resource protection.   
New topics include water supply planning, energy 
efficient development and sustainable growth strategies, 
neighborhood planning and community character, 
increased focus on infill/ redevelopment in targeted 
areas, clarification of nonconforming structures and uses, 
focus on increased mixed use land use categories in 
commercial areas.



Traffic Circulation Element
Renamed: Multi-Modal Transportation Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes land development and traffic circulation 
coordination, safe and effective roadway network, level of 
service standards for roadway, and consistency with land 
use element. 
New topics include: strategies for mobility and creation of a 
multi-modal network (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, low-speed 
alternative vehicles), strategies to reduce Vehicle Miles 
Traveled,  enhanced coordination, more specific direction to 
the LDR for parking requirements and on-site circulation, 
adds Quality of Service measurements, network 
maintenance requirements, Airport planning and Waterways 
planning.



Housing Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes LDC regulations & zoning/FLU maps 
ensure adequate sites for a mix of housing; 
provision of adequate infrastructure to support 
housing; affordable housing; and group 
homes/foster care facilities.   
New topics include housing needs assessment; 
housing preservation; more policies encouraging 
the provision of affordable/workforce housing; 
and energy efficiency & sustainability.      



Wednesday, May 25th, 2011

Elements Covered Tonight



Public Facilities Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes: Levels of Service requirements, 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater and 
sanitation objectives.
New topics include: More specifically addresses 
stormwater requirements, more emphasis on 
recycling programs and adds the following 
objectives to the Element: 

Fire Rescue Services
Law Enforcement & Police Services
Animal Services
Fernandina Beach Harbor Marina
Golf Course



Capital Improvements Element

Mandatory element per state statute.
Still includes ranking criteria for proposed 
projects; guidelines for evaluating new 
development impacts; fiscal resource 
management; LOS standards; and school 
concurrency. 
New topics include going from a 5 year to a 20 
year schedule; updated ranking criteria for 
proposed projects; Planning Department review 
for consistency; LOS standards for other City 
services; LOS tracking system; and sustainability.    



Thursday, May 26th, 2011

Elements Covered Tonight



Recreation & Open Space Element

Mandatory element per state statute (2011 
proposed legislation makes this an “optional element”)

Still includes availability of parks, recreation 
facilities + open space, access to recreational 
areas, open space, land acquisition
New topics include parks, recreation + open 
space master planning, parks + recreation 
facility management, boating + waterways, 
parks + recreation community services, Bosque 
Bello



Conservation & Coastal Management Element

Conservation is a mandatory element for all jurisdictions 
per state statute, and coastal management element is 
mandatory for coastal jurisdictions
Still includes public access, beach + dune preservation, 
hazard mitigation, coastal high hazard areas, coastal 
protection, water quality, wetlands, dredge/fill 
activities, air quality, land acquisition + preservation
New topics include disaster preparedness/post-disaster 
redevelopment, waterfront planning, water 
conservation, excavation activities, wildlife planning, 
tree preservation + urban forestry, energy 
conservation, intergovernmental coordination



Historic Preservation Element (NEW!)

Optional element per state statute
New element – never been in plan before
Addresses many topics that are already part 
of City’s preservation program such as the 
Historic District Council, survey work, design 
guidelines, and community outreach
Highlights new topics – archaeology, 
neighborhood preservation, sustainability, 
Bosque Bello planning 



www.fbfl.us/EAR
Kelly Gibson, Senior Planner 

Email: Kgibson@fbfl.org

904-277-7325 ext. 227

GENERAL QUESTIONS??



15 Minute Rotations
6:15 - 7:00pm

Break-Out Groups



7:05-7:30pm
Group Discussion
Complete Survey
Gather Comment Cards

Wrap Up

www.fbfl.us/EAR
Kelly Gibson, Senior Planner 

Email: Kgibson@fbfl.org

904-277-7325 ext. 227
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SIGN IN SHEET

WEDNESDAY, JULY 13, 2011

PAB REGULAR MEETING

FINALIZE THE EAR BASED AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Discuss inconsistency issues which overlap within the elements and finalize the draft
Comprehensive Plan Amendments as a full package for recommendation to the City Commission
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SIGN IN SHEET
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 2011

PAB SPECIAL MEETING EAR BASED AMENDMENTS
• CONSERVATION & COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
• RECREATION & OPENSPACE ELEMENT
• MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
• DEFINITIONS & ACRONYMS



SIGN IN SHEET
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 15, 2011

PAB SPECIAL MEETING EAR BASED AMENDMENTS
• HOUSING ELEMENT
• INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT
• CAPITAL IMPROVMENTS ELEMENT
• PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT
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SIGN IN SHEET
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 2011

PAB REGULAR MEETING

EAR BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS
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SIGN IN SHEET

MONDAY, MAY 23, 2011

EAR-BASED COMPREHENSINVE PLAN REVISIONS

COMMUNITY WORKSHOP
ELEMENTS COVERED:

• PORT ELEMENT

• PUBLIc SCHOOL FACILITIES ELEMENT

• INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT
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SIGN IN SHEET

TUESDAY, MAY 24, 2011

EAR-BASED COMPREHENSINVE PLAN REVISIONS
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP

ELEMENTS COVERED:

• FUTUER LAND USE ELEMENT

• TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT (MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT)
• HOUSING ELEMENT
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SIGN IN SHEET

WEDNESDAY, MAY 25, 2011

EAR-BASED COMPREHENSINVE PLAN REVISIONS
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP

ELEMENTS COVERED:

• PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT
• CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT

PRINTED NAME EMAIL ADDRESS MAILING ADDRESS
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SIGN IN SHEET
THURSDAY, MAY 26, 2011

EAR-BASED COMPREHENSINVE PLAN REVISIONS
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP

ELEMENTS COVERED:

• PARKS & OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
• CONSERVATION & COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
• HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT (NEW!)
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DRAFT- PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT    MINUTES 
        City Commission Regular Meeting 
        September 6, 2011 
        Page 1 of 3 
 
The City Commission of the City of Fernandina Beach, Florida, met in a Regular Meeting on 
Tuesday, September 6, 2011 at 6:00 p.m. in the City Commission Chambers. Present were Mayor 
Susan Steger presiding, Vice-Mayor Tim Poynter, Commissioners Jeffrey Bunch, Eric Childers, and 
Arlene Filkoff.  Also present were City Manager Michael Czymbor, City Attorney Tammi Bach, and 
City Clerk Mary Mercer. 

 
ITEM 8.1 FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE 2011-18 PROPOSED EAR BASED 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS: City Attorney Bach read Ordinance 2011-18 by title 
only, which was as follows: “AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
FERNANDINA BEACH, FLORIDA, STATING ITS INTENT TO AMEND ORDINANCE 2003-36 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THE ADOPTED 
EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT BY RESOLUTION 2009-142; AND APPROVING 
THE TRANSMITTAL OF SUCH PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE STATE LAND 
PLANNING AGENCY FOR REVIEW IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 163.3184(3), 
FLORIDA STATUTES.”   
 
Community Development Department (CDD) Director Marshall McCrary explained that City Planner 
Kelly Gibson had a few slides to go over this process, which started back in 2009.  He pointed out 
that the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) was the framework for the amendments that were 
before the City Commission.  He praised the work of the Planning staff as well as members of the 
Planning Advisory Board to vet this document.  Commissioner Childers stated that he was not in 
support of sending a document of this nature to the State when it is so detailed.  He explained that an 
example would be the parking issue that the City has with Sliders where parking was addressed in the 
transportation element, which required a parking space for every two seats.  CDD Director McCrary 
clarified that the Comprehensive Plan does not regulate parking it was the Land Development Code 
(LDC).  He explained that in the Comprehensive Plan the City has tried to lay the groundwork to 
recognize areas to foster increased economic activity (i.e. tourism activity) and addressing the 
limitations those property owners have in maintaining and reinvesting in their property.  He clarified 
that a lot of properties that were platted many years ago are very small and weren’t designed to 
accommodate a lot of parking, stormwater, or landscaping requirements.  He pointed out that the 
Comprehensive Plan is the place to craft the basis for special allowances in certain areas, which might 
have physical constraints or might have redevelopment potential to encourage.  There was further 
discussion about this noting that the State review of the Comprehensive Plan was to make sure the 
City was not violating State Law.   
 
Commissioner Childers commented that the State requires 6 elements and the City was sending 11 
elements.  CDD Director McCrary explained that the current Comprehensive Plan has 10 elements 
and a new element was added for historic preservation and that is an optional element.  He pointed 
out that the Comprehensive Plan is the City’s framework for how this community envisions future 
growth and development.  He stated that once this is done the City has a great basis for crafting the 
kind of codes that would allow for the development that should happen in this community.  City 
Planner Kelly Gibson provided a PowerPoint presentation to clarify the basis of where the proposed 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan came from.  Included in the presentation was that in 2009 the 
City adopted the EAR and that of the 11 elements in the plan 8 are required (optional elements 
included the Port Element, the Public School Facilities Element, and the Historic Preservation 
Element).  As part of the process the City held public outreach and various workshops to get everyone 
involved in the process.  The presentation included a slide showing recurring comments regarding 
resort rentals, Objective 11.02 in the Historic Preservation Element (archeological policies), language 
to direct additional redevelopment incentives, and greater emphasis on master planning.   
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        City Commission Regular Meeting 
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Commissioner Childers referred to 1.06.04 and commented that there has got to be a way to send to 
the State something that is not this comprehensive.  CDD Director McCrary explained that the State 
doesn’t care what the policy says, but the community has expressed two different opinions about the 
language in this policy.  Commissioner Childers expressed his opinion that this was restricting future 
Commissions from doing what they think is best.  CDD Director McCrary pointed out that the 
amendment process has been made much easier by the State and the City is no longer subject to just 
two transmittal cycles per year.  There was further discussion about the Comprehensive Plan and the 
benefit of having policies statements that help demonstrate the City’s commitment to be able to go 
after financing for certain projects.   
 
Commissioner Childers expressed his concern with the language that the City shall implement land 
development regulations addressing archeological and paleontological fossils.  He commented that 
the elements got bigger and government continues to get bigger and bigger.  CDD Director McCrary 
stated that he believed that it got bigger because the City was trying to address the City more 
holistically in all these different elements.  He pointed out that staff wanted to factor in all the things 
that the community has expressed that they want to see happen.  He provided further clarification of 
this.  Vice-Mayor Poynter commented that he didn’t have a problem setting up criteria for when 
someone gets increased density that a lot of time and consideration is taken.  He pointed out that once 
it is done and it’s done correctly then it is very quick to more that forward when the next person 
comes in.  He provided further comments in support of moving forward.  There was further 
discussion and deliberation about this item. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Bunch, seconded by Vice-Mayor Poynter, to approve 
Ordinance 2011-18. Commissioner Filkoff referred to the Lane project and questioned what had to 
happen that took so long.  CDD Director McCrary replied that it was a bunch of different items 
including the Commission had staff look into a density bonus program while staff was finalizing the 
EAR.  He stated that the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) said that the City couldn’t revise 
the EAR while evaluating it.  He pointed out that after it was adopted in December 2009 staff 
immediately began work on both the Comprehensive Plan piece and the LDC piece.  Commissioner 
Filkoff questioned if another project came along would any of that work have to happen again. CDD 
Director McCrary replied potentially yes and explained that staff tried to craft language in the 
Comprehensive Plan to allow the City to craft that locally at the LDC level rather than having to send 
it back to DCA to be reviewed for density or intensity.  After some discussion about the amendments, 
Ms. Sarah Miller, 215 Argonaut Road, St. Augustine, expressed her support of the amendments.  She 
referred to posts, things from structures, roadways, industrial sites, prehistoric sites, shipwrecks on 
land, religious sites, etc. and commented that there is a lot more to archeological resources than just a 
few shards.  She related an example of a fort that was found in a community that she worked in and 
that didn’t stop development.  She stated that people were able to look at the evidence, pause, collect 
some data, and then the construction moved on.  She presented the City with a copy of the publication 
“The Economic Benefits of Historic Preservation”.  She provided further comments in support of the 
amendments including that there is great economic benefit from investing in historic preservation.   
 
Mr. Andrew Curtin, 1227 South Fletcher, questioned why send the State more than they require and 
wouldn’t that limit the City.  City Manager Czymbor pointed out that this is the City’s document and 
these are things that the City values (i.e. cultural resources) and believes are important.  He stated that 
over that two year period things were identified as important and included with a logical path on how 
to accomplish those.  City Attorney Bach explained that the City can’t just send the mandatory parts 
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that are required by State law and not send the rest.  She stated that the City is mandated to have a 
Comprehensive Plan, have it reviewed every few years, and send it to the State.   
 
Mr. Ted Kostich, 1525 North Fletcher, member of the PAB, commented that one of the major issues 
was that the community strongly opposed changing any of the resort rental portion.  He expressed his 
opinion that resort rentals are a commercial activity.  He pointed out that R-1 and R-2 means 
residential and the City restricts commercial uses in residential.  He stated that when you create resort 
rentals you’ve created 5,000 motels around this City where there are transient families coming and 
going every week.   
 
Ms. Dorothea Stillwell, 27 South 5thStreet, questioned what EAR stood for and was it part of the 
strategic Comprehensive Plan.  City Attorney Bach clarified that EAR was Evaluation and Appraisal 
Report and it is required by State law.  She stated that it is a planning document and it has nothing to 
do with the strategic plan.  Ms. Stillwell commented that she didn’t see why the City has to go to the 
State with all this extra stuff.  She requested to make some comments about the strategic plan and was 
informed that the strategic plan would be discussed at a later date. 
 
Commissioner Childers again expressed his concern with the possibility of impeding development 
when some potential item is found during excavation/construction of a project.   
 
Mr. Ron Machado, 314 New Street, commented that it is all about the regulatory part 11.2 putting in a 
mandatory survey if you are in a sensitivity area. He stated that it gives the City unlimited powers to 
create LDCs.  He provided further comments expressing his concern about the additional costs and 
the undue burden placed on private property owners.   
 
City Manager Czymbor thanked the Planning Department staff for all their work.  Vote upon 
passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and was as follows: 
 
  Commissioner Bunch:  Aye 
  Commissioner Childers: Nay 
  Vice-Mayor Poynter:  Aye 
  Commissioner Filkoff:  Aye 
  Mayor Steger:   Aye 
 
Motion carried. 
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The City Commission of the City of Fernandina Beach, Florida, met in a Work Session on Tuesday, 
July 19, 2011 at 5: 00 pm in the City Commission Chambers. Present were Mayor Susan Steger
presiding, Commissioners Jeffrey Bunch, Eric Childers, and Arlene Filkoff. Also present were City
Manager Michael Czymbor, City Attorney Tammi Bach, and City Clerk Mary Mercer. Vice -Mayor
Tim Poynter was absent. 

Mayor Steger called the meeting to order and dispensed with normal formalities. 

3. 1 DISCUSSION WITH CITY PLANNING STAFF OF THE EVALUATION AND

APPRAISAL REVIEW (EAR) BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS: City Planner
Kelly Gibson provided background information about the EAR amendments from a PowerPoint
Presentation. Included in the presentation was that growth management & comprehensive planning

has been around since the early 1970' s. The 2011 legislation repealed the Florida Administrative

Code Section 9J5, but 10 pages of 9J5 were incorporated into the new legislation. City Planner
Gibson pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan amendment process was revised and streamlined to
reduce the amount of time that it takes for Comprehensive Plan amendments. She provided further

clarification of the 2011 legislation changes, which allow local Comprehensive Plans to better

respond to the community needs. The Comprehensive Plan is the long range plan and vision
document for the City, while the Land Development Code ( LDC) creates the regulatory framework to
implement the Comprehensive Plan. The EAR is required every seven years ( done in 2009) and part
of the process is to identify major issues of the community. City Planner Gibson outlined some of the
common themes in the revisions including: multi -modal transportation, enhanced level of service
LOS) metrics, long range capital improvement planning, and energy efficient land use patterns to

reduce greenhouse gases. She briefly explained the timeline of the EAR based amendments that
started in 2009 with the adoption of the EAR and identifying element champions in early 2010 as
shown in the PowerPoint presentation. She pointed out that the Planning Advisory Board ( PAB) 
finalized the EAR based amendments last Wednesday and recommended approval for the City
Commission' s consideration. She reminded the City Commission that the first reading of the
Ordinance for transmittal to the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) was scheduled for August
2 °d She pointed out that the State has a 30 days review period and she anticipated that second

reading and adoption of the EAR based amendments would be on November 1. She explained that

staff anticipated adoption of all the amendments to implement the Comprehensive Plan amendments

by the end of next November. She briefly reviewed the 11 elements: 
1) Future Land Use Element — mandatory per State Statute; new topics such as water supply
planning, energy efficient development, sustainable growth strategies, neighborhood planning, 
infill/redevelopment targeted areas, clarification of non - conforming structures and uses, and focus on
mixed uses within existing commercial corridors. 
2) Multi -Modal Element — optional element per 2011 legislation: new topics include strategies for

mobility and creation of multi -modal networks, reduce vehicle miles traveled, enhanced coordination

between agencies, direction for parking requirements, and added quality of service measurements. 
3) Housing Element - mandatory per State Statute; new topics included housing needs assessment, 
housing preservation, policies encouraging provisions for affordable /workforce housing, and energy
efficient and sustainable housing. 
4) Public Facilities and Services Element - mandatory per State Statute; new topics addressing
stormwater requirements and an emphasis on recycling programs. 
5) Conservation and Coastal Management Element - mandatory per State Statute; new topics for
disaster preparedness /post- disaster redevelopment, waterfront planning, water conservation, 

excavation activities, wildlife planning, tree preservation, energy conservation, and intergovernmental
coordination. 
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6) Recreation and Open Space Element — optional element per 2011 legislation; new topics include

open space master planning, facility management, boating and waterways, community services, and
Bosque Bello. 

7) Intergovernmental Coordination Element - mandatory per State Statute; new topics for

identifying the need for a database for all intergovernmental agreements, establish joint municipal
planning areas for annexation planning, and adding specific coordination activities. 
8) Capital Improvements Element - mandatory per State Statute; new topics include going from a 5
year plan to a 20 year schedule for capital improvements, updated ranking criteria, planning
department review for consistency with the overall Comprehensive Plan, LOS standards for other
City services and facilities, LOS tracking system, and sustainability. 
9) Port Element — no proposed changes, but the Ocean Highway and Port Authority appointed a
Commissioner to update the element. 
10) Public Schools Facilities Element — no proposed changes to this optional element. 

11) Historic Preservation Element — optional element per the State Statute; this is a new element to

address programs that already exist in the City highlighting archeology, neighborhood preservation, 
sustainability, and planning for the Bosque Bello Cemetery. 

City Planner Gibson presented the EAR website for all the supporting documents: www.fbfl.us /ear. 
She pointed out that the website includes all the outreach activities, presentations, draft minutes, 
agendas, and the amendments. She stated that staff included a summary of changes chart, which
tracks the comments received as part of the outreach efforts. 

Commissioner Filkoff commented that there has been talk in the past about having an economic
development component and inquired where does that fit in. City Planner Gibson replied that a
policy statement was included for the creation of an economic development element to stand alone in
the future, but it was contained in the intergovernmental coordination element for now. 

Commissioner Filkoff inquired if this could be an additional amendment at any time. City Planner
Gibson replied absolutely, because the recent legislation removes the twice per year limitation on
Comprehensive Plan amendments. 

Commissioner Childers inquired why all this has to be sent to the State and why couldn' t it be
handled through the LDC locally ( i.e. the density increase downtown, the floor area ratios at Main
Beach). City Planner Gibson explained that the Comprehensive Plan serves as the overall guiding
document by which the City creates the regulatory framework to establish those goals. Commissioner
Childers commented that the City Commission was facing a possible reduction of one of the planners
in next year' s budget and yet this is a lengthy document that requires more work in order to go the
State. He briefly explained the idea of limiting government so that it doesn' t get into the position
where they can steal the rights and dictate to the people what they can do within a community. He
agreed with laying out guidelines, but pointed out that we can' t anticipate every single contingency. 
He expressed his opinion that less government is better and this is a great place to start reducing the
size of government. Commissioner Filkoff inquired what in the Community Redevelopment Area
CRA) matrix process slowed the City down. City Planner Gibson explained that in order to increase

density at all the City would still be looking at a Comprehensive Plan update and the City needed the
framework for the density bonus program in the Comprehensive Plan otherwise the City can' t just
lean on the LDC to allow for increased density throughout the City. She stated that some of the time
under the State review slowed the process down, but developing out what the City envisioned to be
allowed for density increases in the CRA area took some time. There was some discussion to clarify
this further and the need for the Comprehensive Plan to serve as the policy basis for the regulatory
structure and to bolster the legality of those regulations. It was noted that the recent legislation



MINUTES

City Commission Work Session
July 19, 2011
Page 3 of 3

encourages creativity and local solutions to local issues rather than having a one size fits all statewide
mandate. 

Commissioner Childers noted that in 2009 there was an additional recommendation that the Golf
Course become an Audubon designated area. He questioned why it was important for this to be in the
Comprehensive Plan. Community Development Department Director Marshall McCrary stated that it
doesn' t have to be in the Comprehensive Plan, but it is in there as a statement on behalf of the City
Commission and the community to say that this is important to participate in. There was further

discussion about the Comprehensive Plan and Commissioner Childer' s concern about the plan
burdening the City with more self - imposed requirements. It was noted that there were policy
statements in the Comprehensive Plan ( i.e. height restrictions) that the community feels are distinctly
important. There was a brief discussion about resort rentals noting that it specifically calls out
lodging activities not allowable in the low and medium density residential districts. 

Commissioner Childers expressed his concern with the Comprehensive Plan locking the City
Commission and future Commissions into a mode of behavior that is approved of now. He referred
to activating the Historic Preservation Trust Fund during the annual budget process and stated that
this seemed to him to be a staff mandated tax increase that has to be dealt with in the budget. He
commented that the onus is being put on future Commissions to put this in the budget. He expressed
his opinion that this was not appropriate. 

Mayor Steger expressed her thanks for the many volunteers who' ve spent a lot of time on the EAR
amendments and the City staff to get this done. 

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting
was adjourned at 5: 48 pm. 

ATTEST: 

X/Lt,- kaj 4

d-L

SUSAN HARDEE STEGER

Mayor- Commissioner
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I. Call to Order

Chair Beal called the meeting to order at 5:06 pm.

II. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum

Board Members Present

David Beal, Chair Eric Bartelt, Vice-Chair
Richard Bradford Len Kreger
Mark Bennett Paul Condit
Ted Kostich (alternate) Judith Lane (alternate)

Board Members Absent

Michael Harrison

Others Present

Tammi Bach, City Attorney
Marshall McCrary, Community Development Department Director
Kelly Gibson, City Planner
Adrienne Dessy, City Planner

Member Kostich was seated as a voting member for this meeting due to the absence of Member
Harrison.

III. Approval of Minutes

3.1 HDC/ PAB Joint Workshop on 5/4/2011
3.2 Community Workshops on 5/23/2011-5/26/2011
3.3 Special Meeting on 5/31/2011
3.4 Regular Meeting on 6/8/2011
3.5 Special Meeting on 6/15/2011
3.6 Special Meeting on 6/22/2011

A motion was made by Member Condit, seconded by Member Bradford, to accept the Minutes
presented on the agenda subject to any changes in the future. Member Bradford referred to the
June 22m1 Minutes and read into the record a request by Ms. Borns to correct her address to reflect 314
New Street as well as to clarify her comment about dry storage. He also read that Ms. Borns
requested to be added as an attendee under “Others Present”. Ms. Gibson noted these changes. Vote
upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

IV. New Business

4.1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES FOR EACH ELEMENT- Discuss for inclusion as part of
the EAR Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments — Ms. Gibson explained that this meeting was to
finalize the EAR based Comprehensive Plan revisions as a full package for a recommendation to
move forward to the City Commission. She pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan involves other
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regulations (Land Development Code (LDC), Capital Improvement Program) and is the starting point
from where decisions are made. She clarify that the Comprehensive Plan is the basis for the
regulations. She explained that there are eleven elements within the Comprehensive Plan and nine
had changes to them. She briefly explained the process that included element champions,
coordination with department directors, internal review of the drafts, community outreach workshops,
and the draft release in April 2011. She stated that there would be a City Commission Workshop July
19th to provide the City Commission with these documents and where to find them on the website
prior to the first reading and transmittal hearing August 2w’. She pointed out that the State has a 60
day review timeframe so it would be back mid-October. She stated that final adoption of the
amendments was anticipated for November She explained that the executive summaries are a
brief summary of what is contained in each element. She pointed out that there was a revision to the
special needs population definition to include pets and a definition was included for historic
structures. She stated that there was also a definition for transition areas. She referred to the Future
Land Use Element re: high density residential land use category and stated that staff included limited
neighborhood commercial uses in subsection C. There was a brief clarification of this.

Member Lane referred to the use of the word “limited” and requested clarification. Ms. Gibson
explained that limited is defined within the LDC and is tied to the uses that are made permissible
subject to supplemental standards. After a brief discussion about clarifying limited, Ms. Gibson
stated that staff discussed having an executive summary for the Comprehensive Plan as a whole to
strengthen how this document acts. The board had some discussion about the Comprehensive Plan
acting as the guide for the specifics in the LDC. The public hearing was opened at this time.

Ms. Patricia Borns, 314 New Street, explained that she lives in a high density residential (HDR) area.
She stated that her understanding was that this change came about partly because the Comprehensive
Plan said that limited neighborhood commercial would be allowed in HDR with a PUD and a 5%
limit on the area for commercial. She pointed out that Old Town is limited in two ways and
expressed her opinion that the Comprehensive Plan should be more specific in its meaning. She
stated that she thought “limited” meant 5%. Mr. McCrary pointed out that the allowance in 0T2 for
commercial is in conflict with the language in the Comprehensive Plan today. He provided further
clarification of this and that HDR should support certain limited commercial activities that might be
helpful to a larger population base (i.e. day care center). There was some discussion about this and
maintaining the character of a neighborhood.

Ms. Julie Ferreira, 501 Date Street, commented that back in 2003 when Ms. Gail Easely did the
rewrite she brought in a model from mid-state and placed it on Fernandina. She pointed out that Ms.
Easely was requested to make sure there were no inconsistencies between the LDC and the
Comprehensive Plan, but then there was a huge rewrite. She explained that very slowly with each
rewrite protections and the intent gets changed. She encouraged the board to question the 5%. Mr.
McCrary explained that from all the effort in this process the City has a document that is highly
reflective of Fernandina Beach and it is not a boiler plate. He pointed out that there have been no
changes to the City’s base densities anywhere in the document.

Ms. Borns suggested making 0T2 an exception and define it in the definitions just like media peonia.

Mr. John Glenn, 214 North 17th Street, explained that he was involved with the Comprehensive Plan
in 1991. He expressed his concern about the public hearing when the final documents that the board
was considering didn’t go to the public until today on the City’s website. He suggested that if the
Comprehensive Plan says limited then say what those limitations are, because it is very hard for an
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ordinary citizen to look and find things. Mr. McCraty pointed out that staff went to great lengths to
advertise this and the working drafts were published on April 9th He explained that during the
process any changes that were made were posted to the web. He stated that there has been no change
to the Future Land Use Map. He clarified that the maps that were published were the ones that the
City is obligated to transmit to the Department of Community Affairs (DCA). There was some
discussion about the maps that are required to be sent to the DCA with the proposed amendments.

Mr. Robert Weintraub, 97117 Woodstork Lane, stated that he only became aware of this a couple of
months ago. He expressed his concern that it appeared that the City has aggregated the safety of
people living in flood prone areas to somebody else. He questioned if the City has no say in the
safety of its people with regard to the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). He pointed out that in
2006 Ms. Nancy Freeman, head of Nassau County Emergency Management, attempted to change all
of Amelia Island to a category 1 because she was concerned about evacuation times, but that didn’t
happen. He explained that the State changed the definition of the CHHA, but it was within the
purview of the PAB and the City Commission to make its own definition of what is of danger to its
people. Chair Beal pointed out that this was off topic. Mr. Weintraub referred to Objective 1.01.12
and pointed out that it states that no PUD shall be allowed within the CHHA, but his understanding
was that language was being eliminated. He referred to Objective 5.03 and commented that the
CHHA virtually doesn’t exist in the City. He stated that in order to make Objective 5.03 meaningful
with the Future Land Use element something has to be done to prevent PUDs being developed in
flood prone areas. Mr. McCrary pointed out that the City is obligated to define a C}{HA. He stated
that the CHHA used to be tied to evacuation zones, but it is no longer tied to evacuation zones. He
explained that it is important to recognize the difference between a storm surge and flooding
potential. He provided further clarification about this to address the concerns that Mr. Weintraub
expressed and there was some discussion about this.

Ms. Julie Ferreira briefly expressed her concern with PUDs with specific concerns about how Cape
Sound was developed (tree removal, no buffers, erected a wall). There was a brief discussion about
this and it was noted that the City has no regulatory authority over Crane Island except for the access
road that was within the jurisdiction of the City limits. A brief comment was made about the process
and that changes had been made based on input from the public during the process. The public
hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by Member Kreger, seconded by Member
Kostich, to accept the executive summaries as published and presented. Vote upon passage of
the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

4.1.1 DATA & ANALYSIS- Discuss for inclusion as supporting documents to be
transmitted as part of the EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendment package

This item was not considered during the meeting.

V. Old Business

5.1 EAR-BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS- Discuss any inconsistency
issues which overlap within the elements andfinalize the draft Comprehensive Plan Amendments as a
fullpackage for recommendation to the City Commission including the following items:

• Goal 1: Future Land Use Element
• Goal 2: Multi-modal Transportation Element
• Goal 3: Housing Element
• Goal 4: Public Facilities and Services Element



APPROVED
Planning Advisory Board Minutes
Regular Meeting
July 14, 2011
Page 4 of 6

I Goal 5: Conservation & Coastal Management Element
I Goal 6: Recreation & Open Space Element
I Goal 7: Intergovernmental Coordination Element
I Goal 8: Capital Improvements Element
I Goal 9: Port Element (No Changes)
I Goal 10: Public Schools Element (No Changes)
I Goal 11: Historic Preservation Element (New!)
I Definitions & Acronyms

Member Bennett commented that over the last couple of weeks there were quite a few emails from
the public regarding the Historic Preservation Element (archeological and paleontological issues).
The consensus of the board was to look at the issues. Member Bennett referred to 11.02 and stated
that what seemed to be objectionable is the word “all” from the statement “the City shall make all
efforts”. He suggested removing the word “all”. He referred to 11.02.02 and pointed out that there
were objections to the word “shall”. He noted that the suggestion was to substitute “may” for “shall”.
Member Kostich commented that it also says within Fernandina Beach and that is a wide stroke.
Member Bradford inquired if there was a State Statute with regard to archeological potential if it is
potential or discovered. He stated that the island if full of archeological potential. Ms. Dessy stated
that there are State Statutes that address archeology, but they primarily get involved when human
remains are discovered. She pointed out that on private property there are no State Statutes that
regulates archeological finds in general. Member Kreger noted that you cannot declare a site without
approval of the private property owner. He commented that he didn’t know why this would apply to
just the Historic District, and expressed his opinion that it should apply across the board. Ms. Dessy
stated that it is not limited to the Historic District in the language. She briefly explained that this was
just laying the groundwork to explore an Ordinance to address this. It was noted that staff had no
concerns with the two simple changes suggested by Member Bennett. City Attorney Bach suggested
deleting the second sentence so that it says “the City shall develop regulations, and shall seek input
from the archeological network”. There was further discussion about the language in the Historic
Preservation Element and the concern of the City making people doing additional surveys to make
sure that there are not any archeological artifacts in the ground prior to development. Included in the
discussion was that this element was to lay the groundwork for the City to consider an Ordinance to
protect archeological and paleontological resources.

The public hearing was opened at this time. City Attorney Bach briefly commented about the
language in the Historic Preservation Element 11.02. Ms. Dessy agreed with the suggestion to
eliminate the second sentence. City Attorney Bach explained that this element makes the statement in
the Comprehensive Plan that archeological resources are important and should be protected.

Ms. Patricia Borns read into the record a prepared statement that included that the Comprehensive
Plan regulates our property rights and as you look across the many elements of the Comprehensive
Plan you are trying to make sure each element is in balance with the other. She referred to some of
the elements and expressed her concern of the lessening of property rights. Included in her prepared
statement were specific references in the elements that limit the use of property rights. Ms. Borns
requested there be a balance of the Comprehensive Plan with private property rights.

Mr. George Strain, 3729 South Fletcher Avenue, commented that every time something new is
implemented there are unintended consequences. He stated that the Historic Preservation Element is
very aggressive. He pointed out that he agreed with protecting resources, but the board should think
hard about the element to provide a balance program (i.e. protect resources and allow development).
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Ms. Debbie Arnold, 3752 First Avenue, noted that this is very broad language that could be very
powerful especially when it is undetermined how it is going to affect the property owner. She
commented that this seemed so far reaching without a go to person.

Mr. Ron Machado, 314 New Street, expressed his concern about the element and stated that the
community doesn’t know what the LDC would be. He commented that this was putting the cart
before the horse. He referred to the GIS predictive survey and explained that in order to be a true
archeological preservation conservation district you need a certified archeological survey. He pointed
out that to the private property owner this is an incredible broad reaching imposition without any
restrictions at all. He provided further comments to clarifS’ his concern with the new element.

The public hearing was closed at this time. City Attorney Bach explained that from this element the
City cannot do anything, because there has to be enabling legislation (the Land Development Code
regulations). She stated that the Historic Preservation Element is not required by the State and even if
it was not added the City still could develop regulations that would require certain things to protect
archeological resources. She provided further comments to clarifv this to the board that the elements
are to provide a framework for regulations. After a brief discussion, a motion was made by
Member Bennett, seconded by Member Bradford, to delete the entire second sentence of
11.02.02 and to delete the word “all” in 11.02 of the Historic Preservation Element. Member
Kreger commented that this is a difficult element, but it is important to have it in the Comprehensive
Plan. Member Kostich stated that as a landowner the comments from the public are just and their
concerns are valid. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by. ayes and nays and being all
ayes, carried.

Chair Beal questioned if there were any other comments on the other elements. He commented that
the board and planning staff have done a fantastic job. A motion was made by Member Condit,
seconded by Member Bradford, to pass the whole document given the changes made tonight on
to the City Commission for their perusal with the board’s blessing. After a brief discussion, vote
upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

VI. Board Business

6.1 DISCUSS GROWTH MANAGEMENT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES - HB 720: The
Community Planning Act- Chapter 2011-139, Florida Statutes

Ms. Gibson reported that she attended a half day conference on June 28th and a couple things she
learned she sent in an email to the board. She stated that overall her understanding was that the new
legislation has taken away the State oversight and level of requirement for the City to respond directly
to the State. She pointed out that there has been a shift for local municipalities to work on things they
find to be of importance on their own. She explained that this allows the City to be more creative and
create policies that are meaningful for this community. She commented that the review and the way
that general Comprehensive Plan amendments are reviewed by the State and other State agencies
would now fall under an expedited review process, and the scope of what State agencies can comment
on has decreased. She stated that the process is the same for the EAR based amendments. She
explained that several definitions from 9J5 were incorporated into the new Statute (compatibility,
density, intensity, goal, objective, policy, level of service, capital improvement, suitability, and
seasonal population). She commented that the State also incorporated other passages of 9J5
considering the general format of data and analysis. She pointed out that the new legislation outlined
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the required elements for a Comprehensive Plan (Future Land Use, Transportation, Conservation,
Utilities, Coastal Management, and Intergovernmental Coordination). She explained that the former
DCA would be housed under a new agency called the Department of Economic Opportunity. She
briefly explained that the City’s reviewer was brought up to speed with what to expect as this
document moves forward. She pointed out that with the new legislation the City was no longer
limited to twice per year for Comprehensive Plan amendments. There was a brief discussion about
the division of the regions in the State. It was noted that determination of concurrency was now up to
individual communities.

Member Bartelt noted that with Transportation that the City must have proportionate share and the
developer shall not be required to contribute to deficient facilities. Ms. Gibson replied existing
deficient facilities and explained that this would be an over capacity roadway that it not working
properly. She stated that this was saying that a new development coming in should not be forced to
pay for improvements to that existing deficiency even though their development would have an
additional impact on it. There was some discussion to clarify concurrency and proportionate fair
share (equalize the burden of development to come up with a per trip dollar amount).

VII. Comments by the public

There were no comments by the public.

VIII. Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Planning Advisory Board, the meeting was
adjourned 7:13 p.m.

CV/D -id Beal, Ch irman

Eric Barteit, ice Chair
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I. Call to Order

Chair Beal called the meeting to order at 5:10 pm.

II. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum

Board Members Present

David Beal, Chair Eric Bartelt, Vice-Chair
Richard Bradford Len Kreger
Mark Bennett Paul Condit
Ted Kostich (alternate) Judith Lane (alternate)

Board Members Absent

Michael Harrison

Others Present

Tammi Bach, City Attorney
Marshall McCrary, Community Development Department Director
Kelly Gibson, City Planner
Adrienne Dessy, City Planner

Patricia Borns, 314 New Street

Member Kostich was seated as a voting member for this meeting due to the absence of Member
Harrison.

III. New Business

Ms. Gibson provided a brief overview of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) process that
included statutory updates and major issues that were identified as part of these EAR based
amendments. She reminded the board and community that there have been a number of drafts that
have been worked on by staff, the element champions, the public, and during the community
workshops. The next Regular Meeting would be held July 13th at 5:00 pm to look at all the elements
with revisions to take final action. July 19th the board would have a Workshop with the City
Commission and first reading would be August 2’ for transmittal to the Department of Community
Affairs (DCA).

3.1 RECREATION & OPEN SPACE ELEMENT: Ms. Dessy provided a brief overview of
what was contained within the Recreation and Open Space Element, which included availability of
parks, recreation facilities, and open space. She stated that based on the community workshop there
were a few items for board discussion. The first item was in Policy 6.01.01 changing the date of the
required master plan from 2015 to something sooner. After some discussion about this date, the
consensus of the board was that 2013 was a reasonable date.

The next item for review was Policy 6.03 .03- No net loss policy. Ms. Dessy explained that she and
Member Bartelt as “element champion” had discussed this in terms of replacement and investing in
lacking facilities. She provided the example of a baseball field being replaced with a facility that the
City needs per the State guidelines. Mr. Bradford commented that when there is an overabundance of
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one type of facility then he agreed it should not be required to replace it however, the location of
where a facility is should have weight on whether or not it should be replaced as it is. Member Bartelt
commented that being able to entertain interest in new sports should be a consideration and there
should be some level of flexibility. City Attorney Bach suggested replacing the language to state
“without providing replacement of another facility.” The consensus of the board was to have the
policy state just “no net loss” and define that term and then have itfleshed out in the Master Plan.

The board reviewed Policy 6.05.04 and whether to make it consistent with the Coastal with the
Coastal Management Conservation Element Policy 5.02.07. There was discussion among board
members and staff as to what line should be used to direct where beach driving would be permissible.
It was suggested that the language be duplicated into the Coastal Management Conservation Element.
There was some discussion about whether to change the reference to the Coastal Construction Control
Line (CCCL) to the mean high water line. After some deliberation about the language associated
with “No parking or driving on the beach shall be permitted”, and that parking and driving was
permissible at Sadler Road. It was noted that there are State Regulations deal with dunes. The board
considered the phrase “eastern toe of the slope of the primary dune.” Member Bartelt suggested
redrafting the language and provide it to the board later this evening.

Ms. Dessy referred to an email from Member Bartelt regarding a policy statement for creation of
“conservancies” and clarified that this was a way to pave the way for a volunteer run parks
conservancy. She commented that she didn’t know if this needed to be spelled out in the
Comprehensive Plan. Member Bartelt briefly explained his rationale as to why to have a
conservancy particularly because it is really a public/private partnership that helps when the City
doesn’t have the resources. Member Kreger commented that he liked the idea of a statement
“encouraging” the creation of such. There was some deliberation if the Comprehensive Plan was the
place for this policy about allowing for a conservancy. Ms. Dessy commented that she could draft a
policy similar to the volunteer policy contained in the Historic Preservation Element Policy 11.10.06.
It was noted that Ms. Dessy would bring back language under Objective 6.03.

The public hearing was opened at this time. There being no comments from the floor the public
hearing was closed. The consensus of the board was infavor ofwaiting to make a recommendation
until they reviewed the amended and new language to be proposedfor this element.

3.2 CONSERVATION & COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT: Ms. Dessy provided a
brief overview of what was contained within the Conservation & Coastal Management Element,
which is a mandatory element. She then went into the comments received from the community
workshops. All comments from agencies were incorporated into the latest draft available including
the 2011 legislation regarding sea level rise in Policy 5.04.10 to allow for “adaptation action areas” as
permitted by State Statute. Ms. Dessy pointed out that Ms. Lane submitted some comprehensive
comments before becoming a member of the board. There was a review of these comments starting
with driving on the beach, which Ms. Dessy felt was covered until Policy 5.02.07. There were also
some grammatical changes received from Member Lane to make the document clearer such as under
Policy 5.03.05 (N) - lowering densities along ocean front it was suggested to add “other sensitive
areas” to address the “ocean front and other storm prone areas such as the riverfront, marshes and
estuaries”. There were no objections to the addition of this language.

There was a review of Policy 5.03.09 with regard to disaster preparedness plans addressing the needs
of “special needs populations”. Ms. Dessy explained that the Regional Council commented on this
and it was changed “to work with Nassau County.” There was a brief discussion about this policy,
pets in post disaster situations, and addressing the needs of special needs population in coordination
with the County.
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There was a review of Objective 5.05- Waterfront Planning- Member Lane questioned whether we
should limit this section to only “uses.” Ms. Dessy explained that this section was to address the
working waterfront/riverfront and suggested retaining it as currently written.

There was a review of Objective 5.06 - Member Lane commented that the objective statement should
contain the word “flora.” Ms. Dessy explained that there was a policy within Beach and Dune
Preservation for vegetation projects. She agreed with adding the term to the objective statement.

Policy 5.07.22— Member Lane had a comment on the City’s mineral and oil exploration and the idea
to require mitigation plans. Ms. Dessy stated that to require such is outside of the City’s jurisdiction
and that this is a requirement as part of the permitting process. Member Lane commented on (B) to
add “including wildlife” to the statement. Ms. Dessy agreed with including wildlife. There was
further review and discussion of the objectives and policies and any revisions to them including the
following: Policy 5.08.06; Policy 5.14.03; Objective 5.10; Policy 5.10.02; Policy 5.01.03; Policy
5.01.06; Policy 5.02.07; and Objective 5.05.

Policy 5.05.03 there was some discussion about parking at marinas on “existing uplands” on-site. It
was pointed out that greater detail would be provided for within the Land Development Code (LDC).
Chair Beal suggested that it simply state to “provide parking” and to remove the language “existing
uplands”. It was also suggested that the particulars of it would be spelled out within the Code. Ms.
Dessy suggested (A) retained but add parking, (B) eliminate parking and then it’s just “dry storage
and non-water dependent, water related, or water enhanced uses must be built on existing uplands”.
There was an extensive discussion about this change to the language.

The board continued the review and discussion of the objectives and policies and any revisions to
them including the following: Policy 5.05.10; Policy 5.05.15; Objective 5.10; Objective 5.12 - to add
a policy for an Air Quality notification system for residents and visitors; Policy 5.14.08; and Policy
5.07.17(a) to add a reference for “golf courses”.

Member Kreger suggested removing the reference to Smurfit-Stone and having a reference for mills.
He referred to Policy 5.03.07 with exemptions to the law for the Historic District and expressed his
opinion that the last sentence should be eliminated. Ms. Dessy briefly explained that policies such as
this should be included in any city adopted Post Disaster Redevelopment (PDRP) planning effort and
provided an example that in the event of a major natural disaster that the City may encourage
demolition of its National Register District. Mr. Kreger agreed to leave it however he was concerned
with too many exemptions applied to just “historic structures”.

Member Kreger referred to Policy 5.08.0 1 and 5.08.03 and questioned if the City was going to
designate areas that are private property and put restrictions on that private property. Ms. Dessy
explained that this is something the City already does by using St. Johns wetlands mapping to require
people to get jurisdictional wetland surveys. She reminded the board that wetland protection was one
of the four major issues and the goal was to strengthen the policies.

The public hearing was opened at this time.

Ms. Patti Borns, 314 New Street, referred to Policy 5.05.03 and inquired if dry storage was
considered part of a marina. Chair BeaT replied that it can be. Ms. Borns expressed her concern that
dry storage could be distanced too far from a water based marina. There was a brief discussion about
this noting that this part was just related to marinas and waterfront.
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The public hearing was closed at this time. Ms. Dessy read into the record two drafts of Policy
6.05.04 for the board to consider. The board was in favor of the first policy and for it to be
consistent in both the Recreation and Open Space Element (Policy 6.05.04) and Conservation and
Coastal Management Element (Policy 5.02.07).

A motion was made by Member Condit, seconded by Member Kreger, to approve the
Conservation and Coastal Management Element and the Recreation and Open Space Element
to send to the City Commission subject to the edits made per the notes and final discussion.
Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

3.3 DEFINITIONS & ACRONYMS: Ms. Gibson briefly explained that the definitions and
acronyms have been greatly expanded because there was a lot of new language and terminology
throughout the Comprehensive Plan. She stated that existing definitions were exactly the same with
the exception of wetlands, which was redefined to better protect wetlands. Member Lane commented
that for the public there is a lot of confusion when they do not read this as a whole document. She
stated that the “transitional use area” was confusing to her and suggested adding a definition to
narrow that down. Member Condit explained that this should be updated according to where other
definitions are needed such as “historic structure”. He stated that this was a good start. There was a
brief discussion about this.

The public hearing was opened at this time.

Ms. Borns, 314 New Street, expressed her concern with the references to “neighborhood planning
areas” and “surrounding neighborhoods”. Ms. Dessy explained that “neighborhood conservation
district” was included, but for surrounding neighborhoods that would depend on the neighborhood
itself. She pointed out that neighborhood planning areas would be within the Land Development
Code (LDC). There was a brief discussion about this.

The public hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by Member Bennett, seconded by
Member Kostich, to approve the Definitions and Acronyms to send to the City Commission
subject to any additions and final discussion. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by
ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

IV. Old Business

4.1 MIJLTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT: Ms. Gibson explained that this was
still a mandatory element, which includes general land development activities related to transportation
facilities. She pointed out that new topics include for the creation of a multi-modal network (i.e.
bicycle, pedestrian, low speed vehicles) and waterway planning. She commented that specific
direction was added for the LDC for parking requirements. She explained that she received a number
of public comments and those were reviewed and incorporated into current draft. She stated that
comments from the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) were also incorporated in the draft.
She pointed out that she received comments from the Airport Manager on several portions of the
element specific to airport planning, but most were grammatical comments.

Member Bennett questioned 2.02.07 striking “and maintaining level of service on those corridors”.
He recommended leaving this language in. Ms. Gibson pointed out that this recognizes that the City
will have constrained segments and the City will do something about it, but it was not necessarily
going to be widening a roadway. She explained that maintaining level of service is going to be
required through the level of service requirements. There was some discussion about this and the
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board agreed with the suggestion that “congestion will be addressed by means other than solely
adding capacityfor motor vehicles in an attempt to maintain existing level ofservice” be addeiL

Member Bennett referred to 2.04.02 and expressed his concern with using the word “maximum”. He
suggested also having a minimum right-of-way (ROW). Ms. Gibson pointed out that there still are
roadway standards that have to be abided by. There was an extensive discussion of the merits of each
and the board agreed to maintain as written with maximums to give the flexibility and encourage
creativity. The board directed to strike the table of ROWs since it would be addressed in the LDC.

Chair Beal inquired about level of service that would tie to another. Ms. Gibson explained that Policy
2.05.02 addresses minimum level of service standards and that would be brought forward to the
Capital Improvements Element as well. After a review of this language, Ms. Gibson briefly
explained a comment from FDOT with regard to the years shown in the elements. She pointed out
that they wanted something more date certain (i.e. December 2013 versus just showing just year
2013). She suggested clarifying this throughout the elements. The board agreed with this.

The public hearing was opened at this time.

Ms. Borns, 314 New Street, referred to 2.04.02 and agreed with having flexibility in development.
She commented that it was entirely possible to get development without sidewalks or paving and Old
Town is an example of that. She expressed her opinion that the Technical Review Committee (TRC)
was not enough to ensure that developers are creative and hold to a certain standard. She suggested
handling it in the LDC to give developers flexibility, but make sure development has certain facilities
and amenities. Ms. Gibson stated that those would be addressed more specifically in the LDC.

The public hearing was closed at this time.

Member Kostich referred to 2.06.03 and noted that Member Harrison had suggested roundabouts as
an option to quiet and manage traffic. He suggested that roundabouts be considered where right-of-
way allows. Ms. Gibson replied that could be worked in. Member Kostich referred to 2.01.05(B) and
questioned why just within a .5 mile of schools, parks, and civic operations within the City. Ms.
Gibson explained that it was so at least a .5 mile does have sidewalks. After a brief discussion, a
motion was made by Member Condit, seconded by Member Bradford, to accept the Multi-
Modal Transportation Element as discussed subject to changes and final discussion. Vote upon
passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

V. Board Business

Ms. Gibson reminded the board that the next meeting would be July 13th She stated that at that
meeting the only new items would be the data and analysis (supportive material for the elements) and
the executive summaries for each element. Member Bennett commented that there have been a lot of
emails about the archeological and paleontological area. He inquired if the board was going to go
back to those. Ms. Gibson replied that staff was not proposing any changes to the language. Mr.
McCrary reminded the board and the community that the Comprehensive Plan is a set of policy
statements to lay the groundwork for regulations.

Member Kostich inquired when the board meets with the City Commission on July 19th1 should the
element champions be prepared to take questions. Ms. Gibson explained that staff would be prepared
to address the questions.
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VI. Comments by the public

Ms. Borns suggested that when the public comes to the board’s last meeting on all the elements that
the public be allowed to be heard on any element one more time. She commented that they could
bring new information forward. Chair Beal pointed out that if there is anything that interacts or
impacts another policy (i.e. Capital Improvements and Multi-Modal Transportation) then that would
be addressed.

VII. Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Planning Advisory Board, the meeting was
adjourned 7:50 p.m.

L1. J’
“— ‘-Dakfea1, Chairman

‘7
Eric Bartelt, ice Chair
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I. Call to Order

Chair Beal called the meeting to order at 5:24 pm.

II. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum

Board Members Present

David Beal, Chair Eric Bartelt, Vice-Chair
Richard Bradford Len Kreger
Mark Bennett Paul Condit
Ted Kostich (alternate)

Board Members Absent

Michael Harrison

Others Present

Tammi Bach, City Attorney
Marshall McCrary, Community Development Department Director
Jennifer Gooding, City Planner
Kelly Gibson, City Planner

Member Kostich was seated as a voting member for this meeting due to the absence of Member
Harrison.

III. New Business

Ms. Gibson provided a brief recap of the process to date which included coordination between staff,
department directors, element champions, and public outreach. It was explained that after the
meetings with the board the proposed changes would go forward to the City Commission.

3.1 HOUSING ELEMENT: Ms. Gooding explained that this element is mandatory per State
Statute, which includes the Land Development Regulations and Zoning and Future Land Use Map
(FLUM). She pointed out that additional policies were added to encourage affordable and workforce
housing as well as energy efficiency and sustainability. She stated that changes were made to Policy
3.01.04 and 3.02.01. There was a review of the comments and changes made for this element to the
following policies: 3.0 1.04 to be compliant with the non-discrimination law; and 3.02.01 to identify
substandard housing and to ensure compliance with housing codes. Chair Beal explained that the
slide showed highlights of what the Housing Element included and the new topics.

The public hearing was opened at this time.

Ms. Patricia Borns, 314 New Street, referred to 3.02.07 neighborhood groups and requested
clarification. Ms. Gooding explained that as a part of the Future Land Use Element were establishing
neighborhood planning areas and this was to be consistent with that. Ms. Borns questioned if a
neighborhood group would be a subset of the property owners in the neighborhood. Ms. Gooding
clarified that the Future Land Use Element was trying to establish a neighborhood planning program,
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but at this point that is not all defined because these are overall goals. There was some discussion
about the suggestion to remove the word “groups” from “neighborhood groups”. An explanation was
given that this was a planning tool to have the ability to create neighborhood planning groups. The
consensus of the board was to leave the language as is.

Ms. Joan Altman, 212 Estrada Street, commented that the idea of neighborhood planning was new to
her and with established neighborhoods she didn’t see a lot of need for planning. Ms. Gooding
explained a lot of communities break up into conservation districts or sub areas as a way to look at
these areas in more detail and work on specific planning goals for that area. She stated that places
with neighborhood planning have community meetings to get the goals and objectives of what the
neighborhood wants to see. There was an extensive discussion to explain some examples of what
neighborhood planning groups could work on such as road infrastructure, storm drainage, and street
lights. It was noted that this was part of neighborhood preservation.

Ms. Borns referred to the goal of this element and suggested adding the word “decent”. She referred
to 3.04.02 and commented that she understood that foster care facilities were group homes. After a
brief discussion about the suggestion to add the word “decent”, the consensus of the board was to
leave the language as is under the goal. It was noted that a group care facility is regulated by the
State and foster care homes are typically single family homes. City Attorney Bach pointed out that
foster care, residential care, and group homes have their own definitions and laws associated with
them. She clarified that group home is not the same thing as foster care. There was a brief discussion
about this. The public hearing was closed at this time.

Member Bennett requested clarification of a group home and how many types of group homes there
are. Ms. Gooding replied that it is in Florida Statute 419 and in the City’s Land Development Code
(LDC). Member Bennett commented that he didn’t think a halfway house if it is a group home is
going to be acceptable in all neighborhoods. Mr. McCrary explained that group homes are dictated
by State law and the City cannot disallow them in residential districts. He commented that based on
occupancy seven to fourteen children can be moved into higher density residential districts. He
provided clarification of this including that the City defined a group home as five or more unrelated
people, and they have supplemental standards to allow that in R-3, C-3, and mixed use. There was
some discussion about this. A motion was made by Member Condit, seconded by Member
Bradford, to accept the Housing Element and to pass it along to the City Commission subject to
any last minutes changes. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and
being all ayes, carried.

3.2 INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT: Ms. Gooding explained
that this element is mandatory per State Statute and it includes establishing consistent level of service
standards, planning for public schools in the City, coordinating with Nassau County, St. Johns River
Water Management District, State agencies, and Regional agencies. New topics included updating
interlocal agreements; consider establishing joint municipal planning areas; and adding more specific
coordination activities. Member Condit pointed out that there were comments from the Nassau
County School Board with regard to 7.01.10 and 7.01.11 and Ms. Gooding incorporated these
comments. The public hearing was opened at this time. There being no comments from the floor the
public hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by Member Kreger, seconded by
Member Kostich, to accept the Intergovernmental Coordination Element and pass it on to the
City Commission subject final review by the board. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken
by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.
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3.3 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT: Ms. Gooding explained that this element is
mandatory per State Statute and it includes the ranking criteria for proposed projects; guidelines for
evaluating new development impacts; fiscal resource management; level of service standards; and
school concurrency. New topics included going from a five year to a twenty year schedule; updating
ranking criteria for projects; planning department review for consistency; level of service standards
for other City services; and sustainability. Ms. Gooding stated that most changes were due to
Department of Community Affair (DCA) comments such as separating out the five year schedule
from the twenty year schedule; Policy 8.07.06 to include the word “major” before renovations; and
the ranking criteria for the capital improvements. Member Condit briefly noted the policies that were
changed to reflect the change to separate out the five year while still keeping the twenty year
schedule. He explained that there were questions raised if twenty years was too long of a timeframe.
He pointed out that with capital planning it is important to recognize that there are some things that
will wear out so the City can put placeholders for these things when you have a twenty year plan. He
stated that there were also comments regarding the priorities listed under 8.01.02. He commented
that at the public meetings there were comments about the level of service (LOS) for roads and Ms.
Gooding put in a table under 8.05.0 1 that included the LOS standards. He recommended that the
debate on LOS take place under the Multi-Modal Element. Ms. Gibson explained that in the Multi-
Modal Element she changed everything back to what it currently reads as far as LOS standards.
There was a brief discussion about this noting that if it was changed in the Multi-Modal Element that
it would also be changed in the Capital Improvements Element.

Member Kreger expressed his concern with the priorities that has capital improvements to correct
existing deficiencies (i.e. stormwater management), which should be a life safety issue. He suggested
that life safety should be above everything that is done in the City. Ms. Gooding explained that if an
existing deficiency gets bad enough it is public health and safety issue. She pointed out that projects
can have more than one priority ranking (i.e. Al as well B3 and B4). City Attorney Bach briefly
explained that the decision to do improvements or not is called a discretionary function that a local
government has. She stated that the City is never liable for not performing a discretionary function.
There was some discussion about this and Member Kreger’s recommendation to move capital
improvements needed to correct existing deficiencies (Priority Bl) to Priority A. There were no
issues with moving this.

Member Kostich referred to the twenty year plan and reminded the board of the earlier discussion
about how to budget for money that far out into the future. He commented that he spoke with the
Utilities Director and after that discussion he felt good about the five year plan. Member Condit
pointed out that the twenty year plan is a checklist of things that the City recognizes that needed to be
done. There was some discussion about the twenty year plan.

Member Bartelt referred to priority C 3 and 4 and noted that Mr. Loft raised the question if items that
provide economic benefit, etc. should be moved up to Priority B. Member Condit noted that the
suggestion was to move Priority C up to Priority B and Priority C 3 and 4 to move to Priority B.
After some discussion about whether to move the priorities, the consensus was to move Priority C 3
and 4 to Priority B. The public hearing was opened at this time. There being no comments from the
floor the public hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by Member Kreger, seconded
by Member Kostich, to approve the Capital Improvements Element with the changes as noted
pending final approval. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being
all ayes, carried.
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Member Bartelt noted that Mr. Lott had a suggestion with wording in 8.04.02 that the City shall use
accepted risk management principles. Ms. Gooding explained that she asked the Controller to review
this section and the Controller was not in favor of changing the language. Member Bartelt
commented that it if needed to be changed it could be done before it goes to the City Commission.

3.4 PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT: Member Kostich pointed out that 4.03.02 was
strengthened to have sewer and water available prior to issuance of a building permit. He commented
that 4.03.08 was wordsmithed regarding reducing water consumption and having irrigation systems
designed to accept reclaimed water. He stated that 4.03.08 added wording regarding Florida friendly
drought tolerant vegetation as well as in 4.03.10. He explained that the Nassau Humane Society had
concerns with the phrase no kill in 4.11.04. He pointed out that their policy was that for terminally ill
or non-adoptable (due to bites) animals are euthanized. He stated that the Nassau Humane Society is
planning a new facility and that would be coming before the City Commission. He commented that
4.06.04 was the master plan for the Fire Department and inquired if that was still being worked on.
Ms. Gibson stated that staff has generated a list of all the studies and assessments that the new
Comprehensive Plan dictates that need to be done. She pointed out that if all items are to be done in
the same year the likelihood of getting them accomplished is reduced. There was some discussion
about this element noting that naming specific employees was eliminated.

Ms. Gibson stated that there are a number of new topics in this element as well as new terminology.
She pointed out that it was expanded to address stormwater requirements, low impact development
strategies, and providing incentives to use those types of strategies. She provided further clarification
of added topics to this element. Member Kreger referred to 4.02.04 regarding septic tanks and noted
that the State law allows for this, but the City of Fernandina Beach has not done that. He commented
that this is a major cost for residents of the City. He pointed out that the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) says maintained septic tank systems are a viable long term waste disposal system.
Member Kostich commented that if septic systems are maintained properly then yes, but how many
people are having them pumped. He stated that he imagined the main thing staff had in mind was
protection of the ground water. He inquired if the City had something to protect the people that have
a fixed income. Ms. Gibson commented that this was part of an overall annexation strategy to
develop something for those types of situations where the person cannot afford to do it. There was
some discussion about possible changes to the policy to provide protection for property owners.
Consideration was given to the following language: “the City supports requiring connection to the
central wastewater treatment system.”

Member Kreger referred to the Golf Course and the Marina and pointed out that they both should say
that they are self-supporting because they are Enterprise Funds. There was a review of the language
in the policies for the Golf Course and the Marina and it was corrected to be consistent in both.

Member Bennett inquired about having a third party doing animal control. Member Kostich
explained that Nassau Humane Society and the City have a great partnership. He commented that the
City’s contract with them is about $106,000 to $110,000 a year, but the total budget for that facility
was about $290,000. He stated that by going third party it is very good for the taxpayers, because if
the City had to do it would probably cost about $350,000. There was some discussion about Animal
Control Services noting that the Humane Society gave a presentation to the County Commission to
provide animal control for the unincorporated area of the island.
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City Attorney Bach pointed out that Mr. Coyle with the Humane Society explained that they do not
call it “animal control” but call it “animal rescue”. She commented that you have to have a City pet
license for your animals per Chapter 18 of the City Code. The public hearing was opened at this time.

Ms. Patricia Borns, 314 New Street, briefly commented that people having their own wells and septic
systems is very sustainable.

Mr. Ron Machado, 314 New Street, agreed with changing the policy to “animal rescue” and placing
the onus on owners for animal control. Member Kostich suggested the idea of a mandatory spay and
neuter Ordinance, which over time will reduce the number of homeless animals.

The public hearing was closed at this time. Member Bennett referred to 4.03.10 the City shall
provide incentives for new residential and non-residential development and questioned the incentives.
Ms. Gibson explained that the incentives included but were not limited to density bonus, expedited
pennit review, or reduced water/wastewater impact fees. After a brief discussion, a motion was
made by Member Kostich, seconded by Member Condit, to accept the Public Facilities Element
with the changes as noted to send to the City Commission subject to final revisions. Vote upon
passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

IV. Old Business

4.1 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT: Ms. Gibson explained that she
incorporated a number of changes that were received from Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT), the element champion, the public, and board members. She stated that there were a couple
of policies that she was still waiting to hear back from FDOT. She commented that hopefully the
draft of this element could be provided tomorrow along with the studies and plans. There was some
discussion about the idea of having a Special Meeting to go over this element and other items prior to
the next Regular Meeting. The consensus was to meet on June for a Special Meeting.

A motion was made by Member Condit, seconded by Member Bennett, to table the Multi-
Modal Transportation Element until June 22w’. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by
ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

There was a consensus to also review the Coastal Conservation Element at the June 22i meeting as
well as any other element so that the July meeting the board couldfinalize the whole document.

V. Board Business

There were no items for discussion under Board Business.

VI. Comments by the public

There were no comments by the public at this time.

VII. Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Planning Advisory Board, the meeting was
adjourned 7:20 p.m.
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Da eal, Cha rman

Eric Bartelt, Vice Chair
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I. Call to Order

Chair Beal called the meeting to order at 5:03 pm.

II. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum

Board Members Present

David Beal, Chair Eric Bartelt, Vice-Chair
Len Kreger Mark Bennett
Paul Condit Michael Harrison
Ted Kostich (alternate)

Board Members Absent

Richard Bradford

Others Present

Tammi Bach, City Attorney
Marshall McCrary, Community Development Department Director
Kelly Gibson, City Planner
Adrienne Dessy, City Planner

Member Kostich was seated as a voting member for this meeting due to the absence of Member
Bradford.

III. New Business

Ms. Gibson gave an overview of what the board would be considering for this meeting including that
staff was requesting to table item 3.5 (Multi-modal transportation element) to allow for additional
time to complete revisions. She provided a brief background of this process up to this point that
included workshops and opportunities for tle’community to talk with the planners about the proposed
changes. She reminded the board and the community that there would be a Special Meeting June 15th

and a Regular Meeting July 13th She stated that staff anticipated a Workshop with the City
Commission on July 19th and then the changes would be presented on August 2w’. She explained
that after review by the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) it would come back around
September and be brought to the PAB and City Commission in October. She stated that staff hoped
to have second reading and final adoption by November 1st• She pointed out that the Historic District
Council (HDC) has started the process to look at the Land Development Code (LDC) to incorporate
changes of the Historic Preservation Element.

3.1 BISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT: Ms. Dessy explained that the HDC has been
talking about this element since the fall of 2008. She briefly explained that the HDC was continuing
to work on areas of the LDC that could use some improvements. She pointed out that the version that
was sent out May 27tb reflects the joint workshop comments and was staff’s recommended version to
keep. She commented that there were outstanding issues regarding the local historic district
protection that were brought up at the community workshop and with policy 11.01.07 there was
discussion about removing this policy. She stated that Member Harrison presented a revamped
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version of the document. Member Harrison agreed that this element supplies more authority to what
the City is already doing and it also provides structure for how the City can look into other areas to
reinforce the preservation of our buildings and neighborhoods. He also agreed with looking at the
document that reflects the changes that were brought up from the joint PAB/HDC meeting. He
explained that the other documents that he presented he felt were necessary when he said he wanted
to see a clear and readable document. He expressed his concern about 11.01.07 with the HOC
hearing variances within the Historic District. He stated that he felt the HDC was qualified to hear
variances that relate to building design, but his concern was variances that relate to the underlying
site. Ms. Dessy explained that staff advocated leaving this in the element, because it reinforces
something that is already in place. She stated that staff would support striking hearing variances for
properties within neighborhood conservation districts. There was an extensive discussion about
11.0 1.07 and the idea of keeping boards within the LDC rather than in the Comprehensive Plan. Staff
provided clarification of having this in the Comprehensive Plan to reinforce things that the City was
already doing. It was noted that staff would review the plan with regard to references to specific
boards. The consensus of the board was to have this rewritten to remove specific reference to the
HDC based on the discussion.

Member Bennett read 11.01.01 and inquired about adding in specific local areas such as Bosque
Bello. Ms. Dessy pointed out that she had this on the cover sheet for a discussion item, because she
only updated this based on the joint meeting. The board reviewed the comments made about this
particular item. There was some discussion about having a legal process for creating a new district
and having that spelled out in the Comprehensive Plan. The consensus of the board was to have
staffmoveforward with languagefor the policy in the revised version.

Member Harrison referred to 11.03.04 and commented that the way he read it the Building Official
has the right to apply the building code to all structures when work is being done and is allowed to
provide some discretion in the case of a historic building as to whether all the requirements of the
current building code have to be applied. After some discussion about this policy, Ms. Dessy
explained that the intent of this policy was to ensure coordination between the Building Official and
the HDC or staff. She related an example when a property owner wants to take all the original
windows out of the building, but doing so that damages the overall integrity of that historic structure.
She stated that it this case the Building Official may not have to strictly apply the current
requirements of the building code. There was some discussion of this policy to have the Building
Official exercise this discretion when they can. Concerns were raised about liability to the City. It
was noted that the discretionary areas could be defined in the LDC.

Member Harrison commented that he was hearing that the board wanted to delete 11.03.04 and
strengthen 11.03.05 to ensure that the Building Official does communicate regularly with the
appropriate review body. After a brief discussion about this, Member Harrison referred to 11.05.02
and read this into the record. He commented that postdisaster planning needed to be done pre
disaster and the procedures for emergency actions needed to be spelled out for historic buildings.
There was a brief discussion to clarify this policy further.

Member Harrison briefly commented about sustainability and pointed out that the board needed to see
the definition of sustainability to understand the policies in the document. Ms. Dessy clarified that
sustainability is the ability to meet the needs of current people without impacting the needs of future
generations. She stated that the three elements of sustainability are the economy, the environment,
and society. Member Kreger referred to 11.06.01 and 11.06.02 and expressed his concern of how
contiguous properties fit into the Historic Districts. He commented that the Historic Restoration Trust
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Fund would be nice to be made available for these two policies to be able to use these funds in these
low income areas.

The public hearing was opened at this time.

Mr. Ron Machado, 314 New Street, explained that he was bothered by the term “archeological
districts” and expressed his opinion that it was an overreach. He briefly commented about additional
expenses he would incur with having to have archeological supervision or site inspections if he
wanted to develop his property. He provided further comments to clarify his concerns with 11.01;
11.02; and 11.03. Ms. Dessy pointed out that this was laying the groundwork for the possibility of
something in the future. She reminded the board that there are a wide variety of archeological
ordinances (some very flexible and some are very stringent). She stated that at the HDC level there
has been discussion to start it with City properties only. She provided further background behind the
proposed policy. There was further discussion about the proposed language for this element with
regard to archeology. Mr. Machado briefly explained his suggestion to soften up the language.

Mr. John Glenn, 214 North l7f Street, questioned if this was reviewed for legal correctness. Chair
Beal explained that from this board it would go to the City Commission for two public hearings and
review by the City Attorney. The public hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by
Member Harrison, seconded by Member Kreger, to adjourn the discussion on the Historical
Element until Mr. McCrary and Ms. Dessy come back with revisions. Vote upon passage of the
motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

3.2 PORT ELEMENT- (NO CHANGES PROPOSED): Ms. Gibson reminded the board that
there were no changes to the Port Element. She stated that recently staff received a modifiable
electronic version of the element so staff was able to format the document so that it looks the same as
the rest of the Comprehensive Plan. She pointed out that revisions to the Port Element would be
considered at a later date, because the Port was working on background data and analysis as well as
doing data collection and research on the changes that they want to make. She requested direction
from the board to move forward with no changes other than format to make it look like the rest of the
document. Member Condit questioned if this was the same for the School Element. Ms. Gibson
replied yes, but staff didn’t expect changes in the future for the school element. She pointed out that
under the new legislation the school element becomes an optional element, but the City didn’t plan to
eliminate it as an element of the Comprehensive Plan. She reminded the board that any future
changes would come before the board and then to the City Commission prior to review by the
appropriate State review body. After a brief discussion about how to proceed, a motion was made
by Member Harrison, seconded by Member Condit, to accept the Port Element subject to a
final review before submission to the City Commission. Vote upon passage of the motion was
taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

3.3 PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES ELEMENT (NO CHANGES PROPOSED): A motion
was made by Member Kreger, seconded by Member Condit, to accept the Public School
Facilities Element subject to a final review before submission to the City Commission. Vote
upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

It was noted that the board would vote on everything at the July l3” meeting.

3.4 FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT: Ms. Gibson explained that this was still a mandatory
element and was expanded to include water supply planning, energy efficient development,
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sustainable growth strategies, community character, focus on in-fill and redevelopment, clarification
of non-conforming uses versus non-conforming structures, focus on mixed use land use categories in
commercial areas, and neighborhood planning areas. She pointed out that the comments were
provided as well as a spreadsheet documenting where changes were made. She commented that with
Objective 1.09 there were several wordsmith changes that better recognize airport operations and
activities. She stated that there was a change in 1.07.10 to better identify activities of the airport
within that land use category. The board continued the review of the proposed changes in the Future
Land Use Element. There was a review and discussion of 1.07.06 with regard to the mixed use land
use category and a concern was raised about increasing the amount of mixed use areas in the City. It
was noted that there was no expansion provided in the land use category. No changes were made.

The board continued the review of the proposed changes including Policy 1.08.02 where the word
“established” was included with the phrase “stable residential areas”; Policy 1.07.15 and 16 with
regard to pervious paving materials; Objective 1.06 about community character that included the
trade of lot size for open space; Policy 1.05.0 1 to include the word “neighborhood”; and Objective
1.05 clarification of non-conforming land uses.

Ms. Gibson referred to Ms. Borns’ comments and explained that some did get changed, but others did
not. The board reviewed Policy 1.06.05 and the concern that this does not benefit the elderly, but
promotes renter occupied housing rather than owner occupied housing. Member Bennett pointed out
that there are other items in the LDC that put restrictions in place. He commented that housing would
be needed for caregivers and others. No changes were made to Policy 1.06.05. The board reviewed
and discussed each of the comments and/or concerns provided by Ms. Borns. Clarification was given
about Policy 1.05.02 that allows additions to move forward if they comply with the LDC even when
the structure itself may not be conforming.

Ms. Gibson explained that Mr. Gillette’s concern was the current density allowance in Medium
Density Residential (MDR) land use category was not dense enough to accommodate a duplex
structure. The public hearing was opened at this time.

Mr. Nick Gillette, 1005 Oceanwalk Court, stated that it appears that the density bonuses provided in
the Comprehensive Plan only go to High Density Residential (HDR) properties or CRA properties.
He explained that the MDR district is also a viable candidate for the bonuses, because it is situated in
existing affordable housing areas (i.e. near Southside Elementary). He commented that the objective
would be to provide affordable housing, but with R-2 zoning and the minimum 50 foot lot width they
can’t achieve a duplex. He provided further clarification about his idea of either having density
bonuses for affordable housing for MDR or look at lot sizes to accomplish an attached product. Chair
Beal questioned if there were density bonuses for affordable housing in the LDC. Ms. Gibson
explained that it is talked about in Objective 1.04, but it does not call out affordable housing
specifically. There was some discussion about this and it was suggested that an overlay targeting
certain areas would be the way to proceed. It was noted that under Objective 1.04 there was language
to create overlays. Mr. McCrary briefly explained the change in the State Law where the limit on
Comprehensive Plan changes was lifted. The density issue would have to be addressed in the
Comprehensive Plan for low income housing. It was noted that the board could work on overlays,
affordable housing, and the LDC rewrites. If during the rewrites there needed to be a Comprehensive
Plan amendment then that would also be worked on.

Mr. Gillette inquired if the 60% pervious ratio was for all commercial. Ms. Gibson replied for all
land use categories and clarified that it was being reduced from 75% to 60%. Mr. Gillette questioned
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if that included a stormwater pond for commercial properties. Mr. McCrary pointed out that there are
companion pieces that go along with that such as requirements for use of pervious materials,
reduction in parking requirements, establishing maximum parking standards, etc. He commented that
this whittles away some of the site obligations and enhances the development potential while taking
away some of the pervious surface requirements. He stated that right now a pond is included as part
of the impervious area. There was some discussion about this and that St. Johns Water Management
District will look at creative solutions for stormwater.

Mr. Ron Machado, 314 New Street, inquired if Old Town was depicted as an overlay district. Ms.
Gibson replied that she added a policy statement (1.02.13) that was exactly the same as former Policy
1.05.08 in the historic resources objective. She clarified that it says that the FLUM will depicts the
Historic District as an overlay and areas within the Historic District shall be planned and managed
using a regulatory framework designed to preserve the form, function, image, residential balance, and
ambience of Historic Centre Street and the surrounding area. Mr. Machado requested that Old Town
be included in there. The language was modified to change district to districts, since there were more
than one Historic District. The public hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by
Member Bennett, seconded by Member Condit, to accept the Future Land Use Element with
the changes made and brought back with the final revision. Vote upon passage of the motion
was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT (continued): The board reviewed the revisions
presented by Ms. Dessy to the following: Policy 11.01.01 to add “locally designated historic district”;
11.01.02 had similar language as 11.01.10 so 11.01.10 was stricken to combine it all under 11.01.02;
11.01.03 was the groundwork for having a process for local historic district designation; 11.01.08 the
language was changed to reflect City Commission appoint review board(s) and based on the
appropriate review board; staff removed the policy regarding the composition of the Historic District
Council; 11.03.04 was stricken and language was added to 11.03.05 to strengthen this; language for
demolition by neglect; 11.03.08 City sponsored projects following preservation standards; and
11.03.09 language was generalized to reflect appropriate review board rather than Historic District
Council. A motion was made by Member Harrison, seconded by Member Bennett, to accept the
Historic Preservation Element as modified and presented by Mr. McCrary and Ms. Dessy
subject to final review. Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being
all ayes, carried.

Member Harrison thanked Mr. McCrary and Ms. Dessy for their work on this element. Mr. McCrary
thanked all members for their efforts. Ms. Gibson briefly explained that the handout was draft
acronyms and definitions (underlined items are new).

3.5 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT: A motion was made by Member
Condit, seconded by Member Kreger, to table the Multi-modal Transportation Element until
June 15th Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes,
carried.

IV. Board Business

4.1 NEW BOARD MEMBER c0NsmERATION: According to the agenda support documents,
the board was to consider a new board member for the Alternate #2 position. After a brief discussion,
a motion was made by Member Kreger, seconded by Member Harrison, to accept Ms. Judith
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Lane as Alternate #2 and forward to the City Commission for approval. Vote upon passage of
the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

V. Comments by the public

There were no comments by the public at this time.

VI. Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Planning Advisory Board, the meeting was
adjourned 8:04 p.m.

Da id Beat, Cha rman (

Eric Bartel13iceChair
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I. Call to Order

Chair Beal called the meeting to order at 5:02 pm.

II. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum

Board Members Present

David Beal, Chair Eric Bartelt, Vice-Chair
Len Kreger Mark Bennett
Paul Condit Michael Harrison
Ted Kostich (alternate)

Board Members Absent
Richard Bradford

Others Present

Tammi Bach, City Attorney
Marshall McCrary, Community Development Department Director
Kelly Gibson, City Planner

III. Old Business

3.1 EAR-BASED Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments Community Workshops -

(Position 1:09:40 “6:13 pm” started listening. First hour & ten minutes too hard to hear and
understand the points being made.)

Member Kreger commented that he saw no reason to change the existing the Comprehensive Plan to
the new language. Member Kostich agreed and stated that he would like to leave the language the
way it was. Member Williams explained that he would like to include the incompatible non
residential uses, but he would vote in favor of keeping the existing wording. Member Condit pointed
out that Mr. Dave Lott had also agreed with going to the old wording and then in Section 1.07.03 to
add language to prevent encroachment by commercial uses including hotels, motels, bed and
breakfasts units, resort rentals, or other forms transient accommodations and other incompatible non
residential uses. After some discussion about this, the public hearing was opened.

Mr. George Strain, 3729 South Fletcher Avenue, Sea View subdivision, expressed his opinion that it
would be totally inappropriate to have resort rentals in that area. He explained that there is concern
about community cohesion, which is reflected by the safety and security of the neighborhood. He
provided further comments against resort rentals from a prepared written statement.

Ms. Patricia Borns, 314 New Street, agreed that the community should be kept the way this group
wants it to be.

Ms. Nancie Crabb, 399 Portside Drive, read from a prepared statement in regards to resort rentals
including that 118 different locations seem sufficient for a City with a population of 11,000. She
suggested deleting commercial uses, hotels, motels, bed and breakfasts, resort rentals, and other forms
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of transient accommodations. She expressed her opinion that short term rentals are loud, obnoxious
nuisances that destroy the rental property and neighboring properties.

Mr. Jim Caine, 3585 South Fletcher Avenue, agreed with the previous comments. He briefly
explained that he recently moved to Fernandina Beach, because it wasn’t Myrtle Beach.

Mr. Joe Fellona, 3580 South Fletcher Avenue, briefly explained his experience with another property
that he owned on South Fletcher with the problem with short term renters, which he sold to get away
from that environment. He expressed his concern that where he lives now would turn into that.

Mr. Andrew Curtin, 1227 South Fletcher Avenue, agreed with the board members about retaining the
language and the addition of the proposed replacement language at the end. He briefly related an
instance of a property in his area where squatters were in a house and damaged it. He stated that it is
a valid point to restrict short term rentals to places where they are now.

Ms. Mary Ann Howat, 1003 Ocean Walk Court, explained that in her area they have covenants and
restrictions that prevent short term rentals. She commented that those that live closer to South
Fletcher at times can hear the partying on South Fletcher. She suggested that until the City can figure
out how to do enforcement better that this language should not change.

Ms. Michelle Kling, 905 Amelia Drive, commented that this affects everyone in Fernandina. She
expressed her concern with safety and getting away from being a quaint historic town. She provided
further comments about the proposed language.

Ms. Judith Lane, 2408 Los Robles Drive, questioned if as of midnight it was either an all or none for
short term rentals if the City Commission decides to open it. City Attorney Bach replied that if it is
done in residential zoning districts. Ms. Lane stated that this would make a dramatic change and she
wasn’t interested in having this in the residential areas that are not on the beach. There was some
discussion about the pending law that was waiting for the governor’s signature. It was noted that the
City has an Ordinance that allows resort rentals in the R-3 zoning district only.

The public hearing was closed at this time. A motion was made by Member Condit, seconded by
Member Kreger, to instruct staff to change Section 1.07.03-3 to read “prevent encroachment by
commercial uses including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms
of transient accommodations and other incompatible non-residential uses”; and to change
Section 1.07.04E to read “medium density residential designation is intended to prevent
encroachment by commercial uses including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort
rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations and other incompatible non-residential
uses.” Vote upon passage of the motion was taken by ayes and nays and being all ayes, carried.

There was some discussion about the Port Element and it was noted that there were not changes to
this element at this time. The Port plans were to update it by summer 2012 and they would be having
outreach and community workshops. The board had some discussion about the process of amending
the Comprehensive Plan that included restating the language in the elements that had no changes
(public schools and port) and amending the language in the other elements were there were changes
to the element.

Member Williams suggested that changes and modifications be made and then put it all together as
one document for a vote later to go forward. Member Bartelt commented that if the elements with no
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changes are assigned a date that then gives the public an opportunity to give input. It was noted that
the definitions would be available at the July meeting. There was a brief discussion about the
upcoming meetings dates that included June 8th, June 1

5g,
and July 13th• There was an extensive

discussion about having a Workshop (July 19th) with the City Commission to discuss the elements
that have drawn public attention prior to having first reading on the proposed changes. It was
suggested that there be a Special Meeting to allow the City Commission time to be able to concentrate
on this rather than having it at a Regular Meeting. The revisions would be posted on the City’s
website for both City Commission and citizen review.

W. Board Business

4.1 Determination of Procedure: The board discussed reviewing both the Future Land Use
Element and Multi-Modal Element on June 8th limiting the time to just 5:00 pm until 8:00 pm. The
consensus was to also include the Port and Public School at the June 8 meeting. The Historic
Preservation element would also be heard at June 8th since Member Harrison would not be available
for the following meeting.

For the June l5t1 meeting elements not completed at the June 8k” meeting would be finished as well as
the Housing Element, Public Facilities, Intergovernmental Coordination, and Capital Improvement.

For the July 13th meeting would be the Conservation and Coastal Management Element and the
Recreation and Open Space Element. The definitions would also be provided for review at this
meeting as well as the data and analysis that goes along with each element.

Ms. Gibson briefly explained that for the final document it would be laid out more like a magazine
with more white space as well as having graphics to help explain points. She pointed out that it
would also have an index and a table of contents. She stated that the document would also include
executive summary statements as the front page of each element. She explained that the board would
be receiving a full copy of the draft document once they’ve been revised. It was noted that the City
Attorney, Member Harrison did not want a working copy. There was a brief discussion about the
timeline for the working list of new definitions and the timeframe for the list of current definitions
that staff may want to change.

City Attorney Bach explained that now the laws are so that the City can make changes as much as it
wants for the Comprehensive Plan, which leaves it more flexible like Ordinances. Chair Beal
inquired if the process was that it starts with staff then it goes to the board and then it goes to the City
Commission. City Attorney Bach replied yes. Chair Beal noted that now that it can go at any time
rather than just twice year. Ms. Gibson pointed out that the State was trying to provide the City more
technical assistance as well as providing feedback and support. There was some discussion about the
ability to change the Comprehensive Plan. It was noted that there is a statement in the new law that
says that resort rentals are not commercial uses and can be considered residential, but they have to
have a business license to operate a resort rental.

V. Comments by the public

There were no comments by the public at this time.

VI. Adjournment
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There being no further business to come before the Planning Advisory Board, the meeting was
adjourned 7:36 p.m.

Eric Bartelt, Vice Chair
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I. Call to Order

The Workshop was called to order at 5:34 p.m.

City Commissioners Present:
None

Planning Advisory Board Members present:
Eric Bartelt
Len Kreger
Mark Bennett
Michael Harrison

Others present:
CDD Director Marshall McCrary
City Planner, Jennifer Gooding
City Planner, Kelly Gibson
City Planner, Adrienne Dessy

Community Members:
Please refer to sign-in sheet

II. Opening & Introduction
a. The introduction was skipped since all of the participants had attended the other

workshops this week.

III. Overview & History
a. This item was also skipped since all of the participants had attended the other workshops

this week.

IV. Recreation & Open Space Element
a. City Planner, Adrienne Dessy explained that under the new 2011 legislation this would

be an optional element. She pointed out that this element still includes availability of
parks, recreation facilities, open space, access to recreational areas, and land acquisition.
New topics for this element included parks and recreation open space master planning;
parks and recreation facility management; boating and waterways; parks and recreation
community services; Bosque Bello management plan; and Greenway management plan.
There was some discussion about the level of service standards to be based on the master
plan and some discussion about the operation of the City’s cemetery fund for ongoing
cemetery operations. It was noted that there was a no net loss policy for recreational
facilities. There was a brief discussion about the idea of being able to replace one type of
facility with another facility (i.e. baseball park for an open park).

The board reviewed policy 6.05.04 coastal conservation and it was suggested moving this
language to also be included with the Conservation and Coastal Management Element.
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Member Harrison pointed out that the in the open space element beaches and coastal
areas are also open spaces. There was some discussion about this and the Coastal
Construction Control Line (CCCL). It was noted that the proposed language was
referring to parking and driving on the beach.

City Planner Dessy explained that this element has an intergovernmental coordination
objective to deal with parks and open space (i.e. working with the County, the school
board, governments, and non-profits). Member Bennett inquired about adding something
about beach parks and access to the beach. City Planner Dessy stated that this could be
made clearer. There was further review of the proposed language in this element and a
brief discussion about times of being able to access these areas.

V. Conservation & Coastal Management Element
a. City Planner Dessy provided an overview of the Conservation & Coastal Management

Element, which is a mandatory element. She stated that what was in the element has
been strengthened and enhanced. She briefly discussed areas that had been retained and
major themes of the changes to expect in reviewing the chapter including excavation,
wildlife planning, tree preservation, energy conservation, and intergovernmental
coordination. There was a review of 5.07.17 proper pesticide and fertilization
application. Member Kreger inquired if golf courses were addressed. City Planner
Dessy noted that this could be an area of discussion to specifically mention golf courses.

Ms. Borns referred to wildlife planning and questioned if the City had jurisdiction to also
look at marine life. City Planner Dessy made note of this question. There was some
further discussion about this element noting that some communities have worked with
landscaping companies to not blow debris into the storm drains. City Planner Dessy
pointed out that policies were added in under water quality and briefly described these to
the group. There was some discussion about water and air quality and the idea of having
a notification system.

Member Bennett referred to 5.01.03 and suggested removing the word “necessary” so
that it would read that the City shall not vacate existing right-of-ways. After a brief
discussion, Member Bennett referred to 5.01.06 and suggested that it should read that the
City shall maintain and promote access to the waterways. There was a review of 5.02.07
and it was suggested that there be no motorized vehicles or people allowed on dune
systems. It was noted that the State has regulations for dunes and the City could include
standards for dune protection in the Dune Management Program. There was some
discussion about density in the flood plain. The group had some discussion about
preserving recreational and commercial working waterfronts.

Member Bennett referred to 5.03.03 and questioned the parking requirements. City
Planner Dessy clarified that it didn’t say on-site parking. There was some discussion
about this language and concerns were raised about seasonal on-site parking at marinas.
Member Bennett continued his review of this element and staff provided clarification of
the proposed language that was to help maintain a working waterfront.
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Ms. Borns suggested encouraging redevelopment of those areas incorporating the
commercial things that staff was talking about. There was a brief discussion about this
suggestion. There was also some discussion about a dredge disposal site, the tree fund,
and the idea of having a requirement for preservation in this section. It was noted that the
definitions would be coming out for review soon.

VI. Historic Preservation Element (New!)
a. City Planner Dessy pointed out that this was an optional element under the current

legislation and the 2011 legislation strikes a lot of the language about optional elements.
She clarified that the intent behind the Historic Preservation Element was that the City
has had a preservation program since the 1970’s but the City has not had an element
focusing on it. She provided details of this element including a section on archeology,
disaster planning, neighborhood preservation, sustainability, planning for the cemetery,
and intergovernmental coordination. It was noted that the City could have specific
elements included in the Comprehensive Plan.

Member Bennett referred to 11.01.01 and read that the City shall encourage the
protection, preservation, and conservation of districts, sites, landmarks, and/or structures
within the City that are included on the National Register of Historic Places. He
questioned if everything in the Old Town Historic District and other areas are all on the
National Register. City Planner Dessy clarified that the National Register lists different
things. She explained that the Old Town Historic District is a local district that is
included on the National Register as a site. She stated that the Downtown Historic
District is included as a district and everything within a district is on the National
Register. Member Bennett questioned why the City didn’t include the names of the
historic districts as well as all sites. He commented that there was a possibility that there
are things in the district that are not on the National Register. Ms. Borns stated that both
the local goals and the National Register goals should both be embraced. City Planner
Dessy noted the suggestion to have the specific resources called out. There was further
discussion about protecting designated historic resources.

Ms. Borns explained that she would like to see the historic districts and sites protected.
She suggested to not only embracing the National Register sites, but also the local ones.
City Planner Dessy pointed out that the intent of this element is to protect historic
resources and suggested adding a policy regarding protecting local historic districts. She
explained that she called out the National Register, because there are things that are just
on the National Register that have no protection outside of a local district. There was
some discussion about having a policy to protect local sites and keeping the districts on
the FLUM series. It was noted that a conservation district relates to a neighborhood and
any changes to create an overlay would come before the PAB. Member Bennett
expressed his concern with delegating authority to the Historic District Council (HDC)
rather than to the PAB. City Planner Dessy clarified that neighborhood conservation
districts come out of historic preservation, because a lot of times they are looking at
neighborhoods that are older that may not have met the historic criteria. She stated that
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the HDC as a design board is a good fit to start looking at this. She pointed out that the
PAB and the HDC can work together and it would still have to come through the PAB.
There was further discussion about neighborhood conservation districts.

Member Harrison referred to 11.01.07 and commented that he had a problem with the
HDC hearing variances for land use within the Historic District. City Planner Dessy
clarified that you cannot get a use variance. She explained that the Board of Adjustment
will hear any variance from the LDC that is not within the Historic District or Downtown.
There was further discussion about the HDC hearing variances.

Member Harrison requested clarification of non-designated historic structures. City
Planner Dessy reminded the board that this was discussed at the joint PAB and HDC
meeting and there were recommended changes. There was further discussion about this
element noting that this language was to lay the groundwork for protecting these
resources. The group had some discussion about preserving archeological finds and
some discussion about whether cemetery record keeping was automated.

VII. General Ouestions
a. The majority of questions were asked after staffs presentation of each of the

elements.

Mr. Lott referred to the Conservation & Coastal Management Element and questioned if
there is a prohibition against seawalls and if that was the same as a bulkhead. City
Planner Dessy replied yes. After a review of the language regarding seawalls, Mr. Lott
inquired how to reconcile this with riverfront property owners’ efforts to try to develop
their property when they have very little uplands if they don’t protect what they have
with a seawall. City Planner Dessy explained that staff tried to put in other techniques.
She clarified that if they vegetate it that creates a habitat and allows for some
development. There was a brief discussion about this.

VIII. Break-Out Sessions
a. Due to the participants at the meeting, there was no “formal” break-out sessions

conducted.

IX. Wrap- Up! Comment Cards! Surveys
a. It was noted that the surveys and comment cards should be submitted by Friday, May 27,

2011 for inclusion in the planning board packet of materials.

There being no further business for discussion the Workshop was adjourned at 7:31 pm.
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I. Call to Order

The Workshop was called to order at 5:38 p.m.

City Commissioners Present:
None

Planning Advisory Board Members present:
Eric Bartelt
Len Kreger
Ted Kostich
Mark Bennett
Paul Condit
Michael Harrison

Others present:
CDD Director Marshall McCrary
City Planner Jennifer Gooding
City Planner Kelly Gibson
City Planner, Adrienne Dessy

Community Members:
Please refer to sign-in sheet

II. Opening & Introduction
a. CDD Director, Marshall McCrary introduced himself, planning staff and planning

advisory board members present in the audience. He briefly described the process for the
Evaluation and Appraisal Report and the work involved with putting this document
together.

III. Overview & History
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson briefly described the process to the audience to have a better

understanding of the comprehensive planning process and growth management in the
state of Florida as shown on the prepared slides. She discussed the 2011 legislative
changes and its impact on how future comprehensive plan amendments and then provided
a timeline for adoption including the upcoming meetings for public participation and
public input.

IV. Public Facilities Element
a. City Planner Gibson explained that this is a mandatory element per the State Statutes,

which includes level of service requirements for potable water, wastewater, stormwater,
and sanitation. She pointed out that it now specifically addresses the stormwater
requirements and has a greater emphasis on recycling programs. New objectives
included law enforcement, fire rescue, animal control, golf course, and the marina.
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V. Capital Improvements Element
a. City Planner, Jennifer Gooding provided an overview of the Capital Improvements

Element and discussed areas that had been retained. New topics included going from a
five year to a twenty year capital improvement schedule; updated ranking criteria for
proposed projects; planning department review for consistency; level of service standards
for fire rescue, police, boating and waterways; and sustainability policies.

VI. General Ouestions
a. At this time staff solicited general questions related to comprehensive planning process or

the overall document. A concern was raised about defining what health and life safety
was. Member Kreger suggested that the Planning Advisory Board (PAB) be included in
the annual review. There was some discussion about this and the change to a twenty year
capital improvement schedule. A concern was raised about the twenty year plan which
makes it hard to do good estimates for budgeting purposes. Ms. Gooding explained that
she saw with plans that went more than five years a “to be determined” as a placeholder
for the project.

Mr. Lott noted that there was an increase of acreage per 1,000 in population for parks in
8.05.01. He questioned this change since currently the City was well in excess of that.
City Planner Gibson stated that the City was well in excess of that and that level of
service standard was requested to be increased by the Parks and Recreation Director.
City Planner Dessy noted that the City was in excess of that, and one of the policies that
referred to the objective of the element is to do a Parks and Recreation Master Plan. She
clarified that the plan is to help the City come up with better and more specific level of
service standards. There was some discussion about this and the timeframe to have a
Parks and Recreation Master Plan. The group had further discussion and review of the
information in this section regarding levels of service. There was an extensive discussion
about the level of service and capacity of roadways including the idea of alternative
means of transportation.

(Mr. Sheffield?) A question was raised about impact fees. CDD Director McCrary
explained that had not been part of the Comprehensive Plan update. He commented that
they are mentioned in the Comprehensive Plan as a funding source, but the study and the
basis for the fees was separate. It was noted that fees were so that existing residents
would not subsidize the cost of new incoming businesses or residences. There was some
discussion about this.

There was a review of 8.07.06 regarding major renovations. Mr. LoU referred to public
service for wastewater treatment and potable water and noted that there was a switch to
equivalent residential unit (ERU). City Planner Gibson explained that these were the
criteria that the Utilities Director was using currently. There was a brief discussion about
this and the comparison between gallons per person per day and ERU. There was also a
brief discussion about police and fire service standards. It was noted that for planning
purposes there needed to be a fire rescue master plan.
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Mr. Lott referred to 4.05.07 mandatory requirement for porous driveways/walkways and
commented that he thought mandatory was heavy handed. He suggested giving
incentives to choose porous over impervious (i.e. discounting impact fee or permit fee).
It was pointed out that there is porous concrete and porous asphalt. After some
discussion about this, there was a review of 4.02.04 where it gives 365 days notice to
hook up to City sewer service. Member Kreger questioned if the City was going to
enforce this or re-implement a five year inspection of septic tanks. City Planner Gibson
explained that in 4.02.02 there is a reference that wastewater systems shall be inspected
and tank pumped every five years to be compliant with Department of Health
requirements. There was further discussion about the costs of having individuals connect
to the City sewer system noting that right now the City didn’t know where all the septic
tanks are.

There was a review of the language in 4.03.11 and the incentives offered.

Mr. Loft questioned the licensing of dogs and cats since there wasn’t a licensing function
in the document when it listed all the others. City Planner Gibson noted that this should
be incorporated. There was a brief discussion about this.

Member Bennett inquired about maintaining the public protection classification rating.
City Planner Gibson explained that it is the City’s ISO rating and she would look into this
further. Member Bennett referred to page 16 regarding ALS Medical Director and
questioned if the City currently had one. City Planner Gibson replied the City has all of
these in place currently. Member Bennett requested clarification of a couple of other
items and there was a brief discussion about these items. These items included animal
control services and reclaimed water usage. There was some discussion about the
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments that were all drafted in-house, which reflects
what staff sees on a daily basis as needs and the vision of the community.

VII. Break-Out Sessions
a. Due to the participants at the meeting, there was no “formal” break-out sessions

conducted. Questions were raised during the general question section above and staff
provided clarification of the proposed language in the amendments.

VIII. Wrap- Up! Comment Cards! Surveys
a. City Planner Gibson requested that participants complete the surveys contained on the

back of the agenda and that all comment cards should be submitted by Friday, May 27,
2011 for inclusion in the planning board packet of materials.

There being no further business for discussion the Workshop was adjourned at 7:31 pm.
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I. Call to Order

The Workshop was called to order at 5:33 p.m.

City Commissioners Present:
None

Planning Advisory Board Members present:
Eric Bartelt
Len Kreger
David Beal
Mark Bennett
Paul Condit
Michael Harrison

Others present:
CDD Director Marshall McCrary
City Planner Jennifer Gooding
City Planner Kelly Gibson
City Planner, Adrienne Dessy

Community Members:
Please refer to sign-in sheet

II. Opening & Introduction
a. CDD Director, Marshall McCrary introduced himself, Planning Staff, and Planning

Advisory Board Members present in the audience. He described the process for the
Evaluation and Appraisal Report and the work involved with putting this document
together. He thanked staff and board members for their continued participation and
commitment to these activities.

b. Mr. McCrary addressed the public in attendance regarding a specific issue, namely
“resort rentals.” He emphasized that they should really consider the myriad of changes
that are proposed for the comprehensive plan based on the EAR report. He then discussed
the process as these documents move forward through the Planning Advisory Board and
on to the City Commission.

III. Overview & History
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson went though several slides that helped the audience to have a

better understanding of the comprehensive planning process and growth management in
the state of Florida. She discussed the 2011 legislative changes and its impact on how
future comprehensive plan amendments will be reviewed then provided a timeline for
adoption including upcoming meetings and public hearings for public participation.
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W. Future Land Use
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson discussed that the future land use element that provides
direction for the Land Development Code (LDC) for zoning and future land use maps. She
pointed out new topics of water supply planning, energy efficient development strategies,
neighborhood planning, community character, infill development, etc. She provided further
details of the information within this element

V. Transportation Circulation Element
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson pointed out that this element was renamed to the Multimodal

Transportation Element and greatly expanded to include strategies for mobility, creation
of a multimodal network (i.e. bicycle and pedestrian facilities). She provided further
details of this particular element.

VI. Housing Element
a. City Planner, Jennifer Gooding provided an overview of the Housing Element, which is a

mandatory element. She pointed out that infrastructure to support housing was included
for all housing. She explained that affordable housing was currently in the
Comprehensive Plan and staff added completing a housing needs assessment. She
provided further details of the new additions and changes to the Housing Element.

VII. General Questions
a. At this time Staff solicited general questions related to comprehensive planning process

or the over all document. An inquiry was made if the City Commission could pass any
Ordinance they want regardless of what is in this document. Mr. McCrary explained that
the Comprehensive Plan is intended to serve as the basis for the City’s regulatory
framework. He pointed out that the LDC regulations adopted locally must be consistent
with the direction of the Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Lott commented that he saw some philosophical shifts in the direction of the
character of the City with the terms such as compact, urban, dense as opposed to
suburban things. Mr. McCrary explained that the consumptive nature of development has
more taxpayer and developer dollars being pumped in to extend sewer lines, roadways,
enhance capacities to serve new developments where it was not necessarily logical or
smart when they could maximize the benefit of existing infrastructure. He pointed out
that there are no changes proposed to modify the density and intensity standards that the
community has adopted in the Comprehensive Plan. There was some discussion to
clarify this further.

Ms. Borns expressed her concern that mixed use was being set up potentially just like
resort rentals to go anyway in the City. Mr. McCrary explained that there are no zoning
changes on any properties in the City without an Ordinance and going through a process
to change that land use designation andlor zoning. After a brief discussion about this, a
concern was raised with the language in the Comprehensive Plan going from specificity
to general, which leaves wiggle room. It was again pointed out that the Comprehensive
Plan is a policy document that is broad and it should be flexible enough for the longevity
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of the document. There was an extensive discussion about the proposed language for the
Comprehensive Plan regarding uses in a given zoning district and questions were raised
about changing the existing language that relates to resort rentals. It was noted that staff
felt that the proposed language provides more consistency in how the Comprehensive
Plan describes each of the land use designations; and staff was directed by the City
Commission to look at during the evaluation of the Comprehensive Plan to see if there
was anything that could impact the expansion of resort rentals should the City ever want
to do that. Citizens voiced concerns about changing the language and a suggestion was
made to add to the end of the current language staff’s language about “incompatible non
residential uses”.

There was a brief discussion about making sure sites are designed so there is enhanced
visibility into commercial properties and providing different types of landscaping to
provide visual breaks, which was in efforts to enhance safety and minimize crime.

A question was raised about a resort rental overlay and if that was part of the philosophy
when staff drafted the elements. Mr. McCrary clarified that this was not a singular
rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan. He stated that this was not focused just on a specific
topic such as resort rentals, but was a broad brushed amendment to the Comprehensive
Plan as a whole. He explained that it is was to bring all the elements of the plan together
and provide continuity of what each element is intended to address. There was further
discussion about the points raised about the proposed changes. It was noted that City’s
Ordinances would not trump more restrictive homeowner’s restrictions. There was
further discussion about the proposed draft that was being presented and the input being
received from the community. It was noted that the PAB would review the document and
make modifications and then make a recommendation that would go forward to the City
Commission.

There was some discussion about the new legislation and the possible impact on the City.
It was noted that the Comprehensive Plan was another layer of protection and the
proposed language was created because staff was directed by the City Commission to
look into this. Mr. Sapp noted that staff wanted consistency in the Comprehensive Plan
and that other areas did not have that specificity. He stated that the current language was
designed to be like that. He questioned if staff crafted language to facilitate what the
current City Commission wanted to do. Mr. McCrary replied that it would take away the
prohibition to expand to the other residential districts. He stated that there are many
things that are specific in the City’s Comprehensive Plan that are based on former
Commissioners impressions by the community (i.e. maximum height allowances near the
beach). There was further review of the proposed changes in comparison with the current
Comprehensive Plan.

VIII. Break-Out Sessions
a. The participants at the meeting did not want a “formal” break-out session conducted.

Instead, members of the audience asked further questions with regards to resort rentals
and the new legislative change. There was a question about having a PUD in the Coastal
High Hazard Area (CHHA) and it was pointed out that a PUD cannot increase the density
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without changing the underlying land use designation. There was a brief discussion
about the CH}{A.

Ms. Crabb inquired about changes in the transportation element. Mr. McCrary pointed
out that there was more attention directed toward alternatives to vehicular trips. He
clarified that this included the idea of completing the sidewalk network, providing more
off road paths, enhancing options for those that want to use bicycles or walk. There was
a brief discussion to explain some of the changes in this element.

Ms. Borns commented that the Comprehensive Plan is encouraging mixed use throughout
the City. She expressed her concern that mixed use is replacing buffers as a transition
between uses. She explained that this was saying you can increase density and intensity
of those nodes. Mr. McCrary again pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan is the broad
document and the LDC and zoning was where the regulations are. There was some
discussion about this.

Mr. Lott referred to 2.05.O2and noted that the current level of service for our roads was
level “C”. He questioned downgrading that level to accepting level “D”. Ms. Gibson
explained that staff was proposing that to allow for other facilities to make up for those
trips with alternative ways for people to get around. There was some discussion to clarif,’
that this was in anticipation of the transitional aspect of trying to move in that direction.

A question was raised about which Commissioners tasked staff to look into being able to
expand resort rentals. Mr. McCrary encouraged the citizens to contact all of the City
Commissioners because all Commissioners would vote on this and they need to know the
community’s sentiments about this. There was some discussion about this noting that the
City Commission would have a public hearing about the proposed changes to the
Comprehensive Plan. It was noted that the PAB would continue to have public meetings
to receive public comments.

IX. Wrap- Up! Comment Cards! Surveys
a. Participants were requested to complete the surveys contained on the back of the agenda

and that all comment cards should be submitted by Friday, May 27, 2011 for inclusion in
the Planning Board’s packet of materials.

A question was raised about neighborhood planning. Mr. McCrary explained that came
out as part of the visioning of the EAR and that is about identif’ing communities
throughout the City that aren’t given a lot of attention. He stated that the City was
awarded a grant to do a reconnaissance level architectural survey and look for unif’ing
aspects of the older communities near downtown. He pointed out that staff would reach
out to those communities to find out if there was anything they want to enhance or
preserve in their neighborhood. He provided further clarification of this.

Ms. Borns referred to compatibility and non-conforming uses and commented that the
current Comprehensive Plan does a much better job of giving all neighborhoods better
protection against incompatibility. Mr. McCrary explained that the purpose of re-crafting



APPROVED 2011 Comprehensive Plan Revisions
Community Workshop
May 24, 2011
Page 5 of5

non-conforming uses and structures was based on the fact that the current language is
extremely confusing. He pointed out that the current plan combines the two as just non-
conformities and it doesn’t provide clear direction for the LDC on whether to get rid of
non-conforming uses or non-conforming structures. He provided further clarification of
this. There was a brief discussion about this and further discussion about the proposed
changes to the Comprehensive Plan including specific words that were chosen. Included
in the discussion was concerns raised about garage apartments as accessory uses and
increasing density. It was noted that garage apartments are a way to enhance the mixture
of people who might be able to live in the community.

There being no further business for discussion the Workshop was adjourned at 7:37 pm.
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I. Call to Order

The Workshop was called to order at 5:37 p.m.

City Commissioners Present:
None

Planning Advisory Board Members present:
Eric Bartelt
Mark Bennett
Paul Condit
Michael Harrison

Others present:
CDD Director Marshall McCrary
City Planner Jennifer Gooding
City Planner Kelly Gibson
City Planner Adrienne Dessy

Community Members:
Please refer to sign-in sheet

II. Opening & Introduction
a. CDD Director, Marshall McCrary introduced himself, the Planning Staff, and the

Planning Advisory Board Members present in the audience. He described the process for
the Evaluation and Appraisal Report and the work involved with putting this document
together. He thanked staff and board members for their continued participation and
commitment to these activities. Questions were raised about the changes in the
Department of Community Affairs (DCA) and legislative changes. It was noted that
there would be less oversight at the State level and staff was waiting to find out more
about the changes. The City was no longer subject to just twice yearly submittals of
Comprehensive Plan amendments. There was some discussion about the impact of the
State level legislative changes.

III. Overview & History
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson went though several slides that helped the audience have a

better understanding of the comprehensive planning process and growth management in
the State of Florida. She discussed the 2011 legislative changes and its impact on how
future Comprehensive Plan amendments will be reviewed then provided a timeline for
adoption including upcoming meetings and public hearings for public participation. It
was noted that the last major revision of the Comprehensive Plan was in 2006. There
was some discussion about the elements within the Comprehensive Plan and further
discussion to clarify the planning process beginning with the Evaluation and Appraisal
Report. The board had some discussion about the intermodal plan noting that there has to
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be a rational basis for the fee that the City comes up with. There was a brief discussion
about the collection of growth related impact fees.

City Planner, Kelly Gibson pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan is the guiding
documents that provided directives for the Land Development Code (LDC). There was a
some discussion about making it clear what the Comprehensive Plan does and what the
LDC does.

IV. Port Element
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson discussed that there are no changes to the existing Port

Element at this time but that the Port has appointed Commissioner Brian Reeves to work
with City Staff in amending their element and to make it within the same format as the
rest of the Comprehensive Plan. She stated that Commissioner Reeves has obtained a
modifiable version of the document. The Port intends to have public outreach activities as
part of its amendments and they anticipated completion in the summer of 2013 (at the
latest.)

V. Public Schools Element
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson stated that there were no proposed changes to the Public

School Facilities Element. The 2005 legislative session required that all municipalities
adopt a Public School Facilities Element and Fernandina Beach adopted its element in
2008. The proposed 2011 legislation makes public school facilities an “optional” element
however; staff does not recommend removing the element from the Plan. The element
itself serves to ensure proper planning activities and bolsters the interlocal agreement.
There was some discussion about this element, which was to have the schools work with
the local government in terms of land planning.

VI. Intergovernmental Coordination Element
a. City Planner, Jennifer Gooding provided an overview of the Intergovernmental

Coordination Element discussed generally areas that have been retained and major
themes of the changes to expect in reviewing the chapter. She pointed out that the County
has a Regional Coordination Element, which is similar to the City’s Intergovernmental
Coordination Element. There was a brief discussion about this element noting that the
information presented by City Staff at this meeting was highlighting what is staying in
the elements as well as what is new in the elements.

VII. General Questions
a. At this time Staff solicited general questions related to comprehensive planning

process or the over all document. The board had some general discussion about
the process moving forward and communicating this to citizens so that they can
provide input. It was noted that under the land use categories in medium density
residential and low density residential where it said specifically “preventing
hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, and resort rentals from encroachment”
staff changed that to “preventing incompatible non-residential land uses”. The
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board had some discussion about a group of people that objected to this change,
because they felt it was not specific enough and their concern was that it would
allow resort rentals to get in.

Ms. Harrison questioned if this issue could be defused by showing the directive
from the State. CDD Director, McCrary explained that the State was
grandfathering the City’s regulations not necessarily the policy statements in the
Comprehensive Plan. It was noted that the City Attorney would be at the next
Workshop. There was further discussion about resort rentals.

VIII. Break-Out Sessions
a. Due to the participants at the meeting, there was no “formal” break-out sessions

conducted. Instead, PAB members present provided some constructive comments and
suggestions for improving the flow of the presentation for the following three nights of
workshops. Staff and participants took questions in a very informal manner and discussed
several issues as it relates to the proposed legislative changes and impacts on procedure
for out EAR-based amendments. Specific items discussed as a group included: process
for PAB members to submit comments to staff and discussion of language changes
within the Intergovernmental Coordination Element. It was noted that records were being
kept of the public comment and input has been on the elements. The board had some
discussion about the element champions providing staff feedback and concerns were
raised that changes had not been incorporated. It was noted that staff was compiling all
the comments and feedback to make changes to the elements.

IX. Wrap- Up! Comment Cards! Surveys
a. City Planner, Kelly Gibson requested that participants complete the surveys contained on

the back of the agenda and that all comment cards should be submitted by Friday, May
27, 2011 for inclusion in the planning board packet of materials.

There being no further business for discussion the Workshop was adjourned at 7:38 pm.
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Public Comments Received Regarding: 

EAR Based Comp Plan Amendments Generally 

 

 

 

As of 9/6/2011 



8.1       PROPOSED EAR BASED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS -
 ORDINANCE 2011-18 STATING ITS INTENT TO AMEND ORDINANCE 2003-
36 IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN 
THE ADOPTED EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT BY RESOLUTION 
2009-142; AND APPROVING THE TRANSMITTAL OF SUCH PROPOSED 
AMENDMENTS TO THE STATE LAND PLANNING AGENCY FOR REVIEW 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 163.3184(3), FLORIDA 
STATUTES. Synopsis: Approves the transmittal to the State Land Planning Agency 
the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments based on recommendations 
contained as part of the 2009 adopted Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR). 

  

Next to the annual budget this is the single most important document 
created by City Staff and adopted by the City Commission. Somehow the 
comprehensive plan has become more than the guiding document it was 
intended to be. The Comprehensive plans should direct “method of growth” 
and the Land Development Code should define the “specifics of 
development”. A plan is a great thing, however our model is that of a 
suburban community, when we are truly a small urban environment; the 
State defines us as a Dense Urban Land Area in section 163.3180(5). 

We are a Mill town, a Port, a railroad town, a commercial fishing village, a 
tourist destination, a bedroom/retirement community, and we have a large 
population of young military people,  all these components are vital to the 
affordability and success of our community. We need to be taking advantage 
of those economic engines we are able to identify now, not asking the States 
permission to make changes while trying to adapt to the most challenging 
set of civic and economic circumstances in decades. We have the 
opportunity to reduce State interference in our local affairs and I believe it is 
incumbent upon us to do so. 

 Once  our “comp plan” is filed with the State (Department of Community 
Affairs) it becomes Law and “All” subsequent Land Development Code 
changes or corrections “MUST BE” congruent with the comp plan, if not then 
changes in the comp plan must be filed with the State before this, or any 
future Commission can proceed with actions it deems necessary. This creates 
a bureaucratic nightmare that prevents our local government from reacting 
quickly to economic or conditional changes. I see evidence that the Comp 
plan restricts property owner’s rights, ultimately making Fernandina Beach 
less attractive to investment interests on any level. I believe this is 
dangerous and an affront to our representative form of government. plan has 
become more than the guiding document it was intended too be. The Comprehensive plans 
should direct “method of growth” and the Land Development Code should define the “specifics 
of development”.  



Here are a few examples of dictates this Commission is considering 
continuing or imposing on future Commissions. 

Policy 1.01.06. 
By December 2013, the City shall develop solar, wind and alternative energy 
technology design guidelines for new development and redevelopment that address 
such items as energy efficiency, urban forestry, street and passageway alignments, 
landscaping, setbacks, building orientation, and relationship to water bodies. 
Guidelines shall be utilized in all site plan reviews by the City’s planning, building, 
engineering, utilities, police and streets maintenance departments. 
  
Two years to develop workable alternative energy design guidelines for new 
development or redevelopment? President Obama just suspended planned 
increases in environmental mandates because he recognized 
the detrimental effect they would have on our national economy. 
  
Policy 1.04.06. 
The City shall require primary building entrances to be physically and visually oriented towards 
streets, parks, and plazas, rather than interior squares or parking areas. 
  
What if this were impossible for a property owner to achieve? Can’t allow a 
variance, until the comp plan is changed. 
  
Policy 1.04.07. 
Terminating certain streets with a prominent vista such as a government building, park, public art, 
fountain, splash area or clock tower should be encouraged when a prominent civic building is to be 
constructed. 
   
These are all examples of the "detail" that should not be in our Comp Plan. 
                                                                                                             
  
1.06.04. Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
e. The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent commercial 
uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or other 
forms of transient accommodations. 
  
To have language in the Comp plan that specifically singles out traditional 
and historic tourist accommodations as undesirable, demonstrates past 
Commissions distain for this most crucial element of our economy, 
namely,  tourism. Tourism accounts for 37% of our annual sales tax 
revenues. 
Furthermore it clearly demonstrates my hypothesis; One Commission 
attempting to control the legislative authority of subsequent Commissions. 
  



I want to stress, this is just a FEW Examples. 
  
Policy 1. 01.02.05. 
h. Limitations on Building Height: The height of new structures shall be consistent with the heights 
of existing development. In all zoning districts, the maximum height of any building located within 
800 feet of the mean high water line of the Atlantic Ocean shall not exceed thirty-five (35) feet. 
i. Maximum Building Size: Standards shall limit the gross square feet of a single building in order to 
ensure compatibility with development throughout the City. 
j. Maximum Impervious Surface Area: Standards shall limit and mitigate the amount of impervious 
surface area on any lot in order to protect environmentally sensitive lands, preserve the existing 
topography, and reduce strain on the storm water management system. 
k. Parking Standards and Design: Maximum parking spaces requirements shall be incorporated in 
the code in order to reduce unnecessary use of land for parking requirements, to reduce the amount 
of impervious surface area on any lot and to minimize the amount of storm water drainage required. 
Parking shall be designed utilizing Low Impact Development (LID) strategies and reduce the 
amount of impervious surface area necessary for parking. 
  
Policy 1.04.04. 
The City shall establish commercial overlay districts, known as “destination activity centers” at the 
Main Beach Area, Seaside Beach Area, along the Sadler Road corridor and along South 8th Street 
within the City. The City shall develop and implement density and/or intensity bonus incentives for 
properties that demonstrate compliance with the desired form and function of the area The 
“destination activity centers,” as commercial overlay districts, shall be created with the intent to 
promote compact, energy efficient, mixed use commercial and residential development that 
promotes pedestrian level activity through maximum setbacks reduced parking requirements, low-
impact development strategies and enhanced landscaping and provisions for connectivity to the 
neighboring residential areas and other off site areas through pedestrian walkways and bicycle paths. 
   
Policy 1.06.05. 
The City shall develop land development codes that support and enable its aging population to 
remain independent and in their own home or in a non-health care environment for as long as their 
health allows. Development and design strategies that enable older residents to remain in their 
community as their housing needs change allowing accessory dwelling units, such as garage 
apartments and “in law” suites in all residential areas and connecting residential neighborhoods to 
daily commercial needs by allowing mixed-income and mixed housing types to be located close to 
neighborhood or commercial shopping areas, civic or cultural institutions, and parks and open space 
areas. 
   
Policy 6.01.01 
The City shall create and adopt a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan by 2015 
December 
2013. 
  
This is all great stuff and what we should be doing; but it should not be in 
the Comp Plan? 
  



  
1.01.13. The City shall ensure that the image, function, architecture, and ambiance 
of the historic downtown further the use and development of downtown as the 
ceremonial, civic, and cultural center of the City. 
Toward this end, the City shall preserve and enhance the identity, design, and 
vitality of the downtown, including the designated historic preservation district and 
the adjacent fringe area. 
  
With this caveat in the Future Land Use Element of the Comp Plan; I see no 
reason to add an independent Historic Element to the Comp Plan when it is 
not required by State Law. Just look around, we are doing a GREAT JOB. 
   
So who creates, establishes and develops; City Government. Every section 
of the Comprehensive Plan, with the exception of one, expanded. If we are 
to reduce government, we must reduce that which is required by 
government. I believe absolutely and without hesitation or reservation this is 
where we should start. Let us begin now and reduce this document to the 
minimums required by State Statute. 

  
        
I do not support the proposed Comprehensive Plan 

Amendments.  http://fbfl.us/documentcenterii.aspx 
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Kelly Gibson

From: Patricia Borns <patriciaborns@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2011 7:03 AM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: Mary Mercer; Michael Czymbor; Susan Steger; Eric Childers; afilkhoff@fbfl.org; Tim Poynter; 

Jeffrey Bunch; mparnell@fbnewsleader.com; Tammi E. Bach; ronaldmachado@comcast.net; 
Ralf@RalfBrookesAttorney.com

Subject: Access to public records is being obstructed

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
Kelly, 
 
 
I requested public records in order to be able to research and comment on the city's proposed 
comprehensive plan amendments, and am unable to obtain them from the city clerk's office. 
 
 
The clerk now provides audio CDs rather than cassettes of quasijudicial meetings that initially did not 
run on our computers. The city clerk and city manager were made aware of this four months ago and 
the problem was temporarily resolved.  Throughout last week the clerk's office resumed providing 
unreadable files.  
 
When I request an audio CD, the clerk's office provides an unreadable file that must then be recopied, 
resulting in a delay. When a delayed CD  was finally provided to me, a portion of the meeting which I 
had attended wasn't there.  Now two more audio records are unreadable and have been delayed 
through the weekend. I am concerned that when they are "corrected," they too will be missing 
material.   
 
The clerk's office is aware of Ron's and my participation in the comp plan review process, and of our 
opposition to one of its most highly charged policies. On separate occasions Mary Mercer and Anita 
Ross said the audio CD problem applies only to me. This leaves little choice but to conclude that the 
city is blocking access to public records to obstruct our research and comments on the comp plan. 
 
When I expressed concern about this to the city clerk, she replied that there is no law against 
tampering with public records.  
However, there is a law that automation of public records must not erode the right of access to those 
records, as is happening now. 
 
 
Please consider this a public comment for purposes of transmitting the comp plan amendment. 
 
Patricia Borns 
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 



 

 

 

 

 

No Public Comments Were Received Regarding:  

Recreation & Open Space Element 

Public School Facilities Element- No Proposed Changes 

Port Element- No Proposed Changes 
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Public Comments Received Regarding: 

Future Land Use Element 

 

 

 

As of 9/6/2011 



Adrienne Dessy 

From: l.kreger@comcast.net

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 7:57 AM

To: Kelly Gibson; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding

Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary

Subject: Community Workshops, Plan Review Comments

Page 1 of 1

5/23/2011

A reminder that I will be able to attend all the Workshops this week, except tonight. 
  
Some comments on Elements.  I will forward as I complete reviews.    
  
1.  Capital Improvement Element comments were forwarded 13 May 2011 
  
2.  Conservation and Coastal Management Element: Policy 5.12.03 change Smurth Stone to 
the new company name. 
  
3.  Future Land Use Element:   
  
Policy 1.06.03.  Change wording to discourages demolition vice prevent. (Consistent with 
Housing Element)  
  
Policy 1.07.03 and 1.07.04. "Non resident uses" must be defined.  As you know this will be a 
big issue.  
  
4.  Housing Element: 
  
Policy 3.01.04;  Should add Promote and REQUIRE nondiscrimination.   
  
Policy 3.02.01; .Recommend adding UPGRADE or eliminate substandard housing 
  
Policy 3.06.06;  Rehibilation wording should be changed to read encouraged in all areas of the 
City 
  
Len   



-

Comments for 24 May Meeting with City Staff and members of PAB on Comp Plan
Changes Under Consideration

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to Femandina
Beach Comp Plan. I am strongly opposed to the changes under consideration to
the prohibitions in the low and moderate future land use classification(Objective
1.06 Land Use Categories, Working -EAR Amendments, Future Land Use
Element). According to Mr. Marshall McCrary, Director of the Community
Development Department, this change was drafted for the purpose of allowing the
City Commission to consider expanding resort rentals in the areas of low and
moderate future land use.

I do not believe that this change would be in the best public interest of the
residents of the City of Femandina Beach. I believe this proposal if passed will
ultimately result in a change of use, if not specifically geared to change the face of
Fernandina with high rise condominiums on the ocean front, as per the rest of the
Florida coastline. Fernandina Beach will no longer be a residential community, as
it has been preserved for the last 40 years. It would allow dramatic changes which
would affect long established residential neighborhoods in a negative way by
destroying the community cohesion and reducing property values.

Seaview Subdivision which was established in 1911 as a residential
neighborhood would transition into a resort rental area for tourists. Current
residents will be chased out of the subdivision by transients with no inherent
interest in the community. Who would want to buy a home next to a house which
can be rented for parties on a daily or weekend basis? Six families, ten cars parked
everywhere, loud music, garbage and beer cans everywhere, and one house. No
one would want to buy next to this house for a home; only speculators and flippers
who would only pay cellar prices for the existing homes. I believe the City could
be held legally liable for this intentionally proposed degradation in property value.

I am not opposed to tourist or economic development in our community, but to
the destruction of the neighborhood which would result from transient renters who
have no joint interest in establishing long term relationships between residents
that provides for trust and security in the neighborhood. I do not want to become a
stranger in my neighborhood which I have lived for 20 years. Would a world
famous writer who has acquired 200 feet on the ocean build on the island if he
knew his property and that of his neighbors were going to be zoned for short term
rentals? I doubt the Realtors or tourist bureau had notified him of this proposal.
We may find out

Yes, the City has an obligation to promote a thriving community, but it is not
under an obligation to make someone’s poor investment profitable. This
prohibition against expansion of short-term rentals has been on the books for a



long time. Anyone buying property should have been aware of this restriction.

Furthermore, it is unclear why we residents should be asked to tolerate disruptive
resort rentals for the purpose of increasing sales of multimillion dollar ocean
homes to buyers who cannot purchase the property without income from resort
renting. The security and wisdom of such an investment should be brought into
questioned rather than encouraged by the City. Our local banks, as well as banks
nationwide, are hurting badly from risky investments.

I continue to believe there is an alternative to the current proposal for expanded
resort rentals in Ri and R2 neighborhoods. First, the City must conduct a study of
the demand for additional resort rental accommodations. The study would also
need to address infrastructure requirements to accommodate the additional resort
rentals. Second, if the study shows an additional need for resort rental facilities,
recruit respectable hotels/motels to come to the City with possible incentives and
locate them in Commercially zoned areas or at least adjacent to commercially
zoned areas with minimum impact on residential areas. I believe it is only
reasonable to house transient visitors to the area in quarters with transient
facilities. This alternative would provide for economic development without
destroying our neighborhoods. It would help preserve one of the most beautiful,
most unique oasis remaining in the State of Florida. We are an island unto
ourselves; developers having despoiled most of our once beautiful Florida
coastline.

For the record, I am submitting copies of recent Letters to the Editor of the
Fernandina Beach News Leader from City residents providing reasons to oppose
the changes to the Comp Plan which would effect the expansion of resort rentals
in the City of Fernandina Beach.

I am also providing a copy of a petition to the City Commission being circulated
among the residents of Fernandina Beach opposing the changes proposed to future
land use in the City?s Comprehensive Plan.

George M. Strain
3729 5. Fletcher Ave
Fernandina Beach, Fl 32034

Attached:
1) Newspaper clippings
2) Petition opposing changes to Comp Plan



4,

PETITION TO TILE CITY COMMISSION OF FERNANDINA BEACH, FLORIDA

We, the affected residents of the City of Fernandina Beach, Florida petition you to embrace and
aggressively enforce the existing resort rental City ordinance and to maintain all prohibitions on resort
rentals which currently exist in the Comprehensive Plan for the City. We strongly oppose the changes in
the Comprehensive Plan being considered in the low and medium density future land use categories where
you propose substituting general language for currently well defined terms. By removing “commercial
uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or other, forms of transient
accommodations” and inserting “encroachment by incompatible non-residential uses” a greater level of
undesirable discretion will be available to the existing and future Commissions.

We believe long standing planning principles of zoning have established that commercial development
such as short term rentals to transients is not compatible with low or medium density residential
neighborhoods and should not be permitted. Current regulations allow renting residences in low and
medium density future land use categories for periods exceeding 30 days which provides for reasonable and
diligent use by the private property owners.

We believe expanded resort rentals in residential neighborhoods would cause a major loss of community
cohesion and infringe on the integrity and stability of established neighborhoods. The life style of
vacationers is very different from residents who are not on vacation and little relationship is established
between transient vacationers and long term residents. This causes a direct conflict in an otherwise quiet
and peaceful neighborhood.

We recommend the City conduct a demand study to evaluate the need for additional resort rental
accommodations, recruit respectable hotels to meet this demand, and place them in a commercially zoned
area. Also, an analysis should be made of the infrastructure to accommodate the additional tourist demand.
It is not necessary to destroy our residential neighborhoods with resort rentals to provide for economic
growth in the area. Please save our neighborhood&

NAME ADDRESS



VIEWPOINT/DEBIE ARNOLD AND GEORGS1IA1N/FERNAND1NABEACH

In 1972, when 7-story
Amelia By the Sea and 7-story
Amelia Condominiums were
completed along South
Fletcher, our wise City
Fathei-s voted to restrict all
future high-rise development.
in the city of Fernandina so.
that we might preserve the
residential heart and soul of
our historic city, thereby
defending ourvillage charm.
Thanks to the 1972 coinmis
sion we are the last stand of a
family-first Florida. seaside
town. No more 7-story condos
have blotted out ocean views
over the course of the last 40
years. You still feel the ocean
breeze, and from AlA you can
still watch the sunrise and
moonrise over the ocean

However, our current city
commission is considering.’
changing the face of
Fernandina and recruiting
tourism ii a big way, ASAP To
insure this is done in .a way
that will not destroy our quali
ty of life, though not impossi

a cancer to the current resi
dential neighborhoods along
the ocean. Unrestricted short-
term rentals will expand into
other residential neighbor
hoods. The city will be•.
declared a destination location•
for tourists and all areas of the
city will be subject to unlimit
ed short-term rentals. It.is a
short ride from anywhere on
the island to the beaches.

If this sounds like fantasy,
just look at the barrier islands
along both coasts of South
Florida, Tampa and the
Panhandle. Think about what
it would be like if you could no
longer see the ocean from
AlA, if shadows from the
high-rise condos blocked the
sunshine until midday, if you
could no longer feel the ocean
breeze. Windblown live oaks
would no longer he twisted
like pretzels to produce a dra
matic and beauiftul coastal
landscape. There are many.’
reasons to oppose the expand
ed resort rental being consid
ered by the city; but the,
preservation of the residential
nature of Fernandina is the
most compelling.

Yes, the city has an obliga
tion to promQte a thriving
community, but it is under no
obligation to make someone’s
poor investment profitable.
The prohibition against the
expansion of short-term .
rentals has been on the books..
for a long time, and anyone
buying property should have
been well aware of this restric- future land uses. To request a
tion. .- ‘ ..

. copy of a petition to sign to.
Revisions to the-city of . . oppose this change please

•Fernandina Comprehensive . email bblairstrain@Com
Plan are being considered to., cast.net. :. . . :‘. ‘, •‘

remove current prohibitions ‘

.:‘
While yoi’re at it, even if

- to expanded resort rentals in ‘ you didn’t vote in the last elec
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‘Face ofFernandina’ is now threatened
Allowing i.nrestriçted short-term rentals will.

be like a cancer to the current residential
neighborhoods along the ocean.

Me, will be a daunting task.
Tourists do not vOte. But at

our last city electiQn neither
did 83.62 percent of registeied
voters in the city cast a vote. It
is our responsibility to get out
there and vote in upcoming
elections to insute that we
elect a commission resØonsive
to the desires of the communi
ty.We can and must do better.
Due to low voter turnout,
community-altering decisions
are now made y five commis
sioners votedinto office by
16.38 percent of our voters. Is
that any way to preserve our
way of life? Not!

The face hange being con
sidered would initially start
with commercialization of the
entire ocean shoreline with

short-term rentals of less than
30-days leaclin the way to
high-density high-rise condos
replacing the friendlier foot
prints of single-family beach
homes. High-density develop
ment will produce higher
taxes and empower our lead
ers to do more “good fOr the
community,” a “good” that we
do not necessarily want or
need. Many residents love our
I,aidback, slow-paced, low-den
sity; arms-length way of life.
Foreseeable change would.
create a cost of living that will
price out many current resi
dents, retirees and mill work-.
era. Are you prepared to say
goo,d-byeto salt life?.

Allowing unrestricted
short-term rentals will be like.

1

C

be present at the Planning
‘:Advisory Board (PAB) public

hearing on May 24 at 5:30
p.m.; and, the PAB formal
meeting where the board will
make its recommendation to
the commission on June 8 at 5
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Notes from May 26, 2011 Meeting with George Sheffield  
 
Comments for Board consideration: 
 
 
Policy 1.04.03- Request to add statement similar to policy 1.04.04 that incentivizes 
redevelopment of the Central Business District with a density bonus overlay and 
programs  and  to add strengthen public/private partnership direction statement in 
1.04.03.  
 
Requested that Staff consider review of the CSX study for rail expansion 
 
Requested that the Board reconsider Bed and Breakfast Standards in 6.02.04 of the LDC 
during its re-write of the Code of note is the density consideration which should be 
increased.  



Kelly Gibson 

From: Debby Arnold [debbyearnold@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 3:43 PM
To: Kelly Gibson; judithlane@aol.com
Subject: EAR Based Comp Plan Amended Future Land Use Element
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Dear Ms. Gibson, 
  
The proposed changes in the Future Land Use Element of the Comp Plan reflect a radical 
philosophy shift toward growth, development, hence economic potential. For brevity’s sake I 
will reference only the proposed overarching Goal 1.0:  
  

•      Effective growth management has been eliminated from the first line and replaced by 
provide for development.  

 
•      That future development be carried out in a cost-effective and environmentally acceptable 

manner … 
             In the redraft environmentally acceptable has been eliminated. Environmental 
consideration has been demoted from a strong 2nd priority to a weak 3rd sharing the backseat 
with a double-speak laundry list of no-no’s, safeguards, threats and hazards. Environmental 
protection is all that will save us from becoming development fodder.  
  

•      The insertion of the word optimizing is particularly disturbing, because what heads the list 
for optimization? Economic Benefit.  Why not come out and say maximizing? 

  
•      The deletion of the phrase maintain the City as a viable community becomes troubling 

with the insertion of meet the need of the present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs…  

 
              Say good-bye to community in order to satisfy the unborn?  
  
The current version is satisfactory. It should stand as is. The proposed version creates a marked 
imbalance tilted away from community and environmental protection and toward sustainable 
economic gain.  
  
Respectfully Submitted, 
St. George Tucker Arnold, Jr. 
City of Fernandina Beach 



Kelly Gibson 

From: Judith Lane [judithlane@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2011 7:41 PM
To: debbyearnold@gmail.com; Kelly Gibson
Cc: Adrienne Dessy
Subject: Re: EAR Based Comp Plan Amended Future Land Use Element
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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6/3/2011

Kelly and Mr. Arnold, I feel that when taken with other sections--extremely important--
the first section is acceptable, with a few changes.  As I mentioned to Adrienne for other 
sections, "which" should be replaced with "that" except when offset by a comma, to 
denote a secondary phrase.  "Which" is a weaker term, and the sections will increase in 
some strength with the use of "that".   
  
One problem with reviewing the sections piecemeal is that the protections found in one 
section are neither found nor referenced in other sections, making it difficult for the 
citizens who are reviewing the document to cross-reference.   I believe you mentioned 
the other night that there will be an index.  You might also think of hyper-linking to draw 
the various aspects of the document together.  
  
I might recommend the following changes to the Goal Statement: 
  
THE GOAL OF THE CITY IS TO MANAGE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 
EFFECTIVELY BY DESIGNATING AREAS FOR ANTICIPATED FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT THAT SATISFY MARKET DEMAND IN A COST-EFFICIENT 
AND ENVIRONMENTALLY ACCEPTABLE MANNER.  THE CITY WILL 
ENCOURAGE AND ACCOMMODATE LAND USES THAT MAINTAIN THE CITY 
AS A VIABLE COMMUNITY, ENHANCE THE CITY’S ECONOMIC BASE, AND 
OFFER DIVERSE OPPORTUNITIES FOR A WIDE VARIETY OF LIVING, 
WORKING, SHOPPING, AND LEISURE ACTIVITIES, WITHOUT ADVERSE 
IMPACT ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT.  This is more in tune with the 
document as a whole, I think. 
  
You might also watch phrases like "urban sprawl", since they are hard to define and 
tend to be open to debate.  We will grow, whether we want to or not.  Hopefully, this full 
plan, when finished, will protect the viability of the community, as Mr. Arnold notes, and 
the natural environment that is the major thing that really has drawn most of us to 
Fernandina. 
  
Thanks, Kelly!  --  Judith       
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Debby Arnold <debbyearnold@gmail.com> 
To: kgibson <kgibson@fbfl.org>; judithlane <judithlane@aol.com> 
Sent: Fri, May 27, 2011 3:42 pm 
Subject: EAR Based Comp Plan Amended Future Land Use Element 
 
Dear Ms. Gibson, 



  
The proposed changes in the Future Land Use Element of the Comp Plan reflect a radical philosophy 
shift toward growth, development, hence economic potential. For brevity’s sake I will reference only the 
proposed overarching Goal 1.0:  
  

•      Effective growth management has been eliminated from the first line and replaced by provide for 
development.  

 
•      That future development be carried out in a cost-effective and environmentally acceptable 

manner … 
             In the redraft environmentally acceptable has been eliminated. Environmental consideration has 
been demoted from a strong 2nd priority to a weak 3rd sharing the backseat with a double-speak laundry 
list of no-no’s, safeguards, threats and hazards. Environmental protection is all that will save us from 
becoming development fodder.  
  

•      The insertion of the word optimizing is particularly disturbing, because what heads the list for 
optimization? Economic Benefit.  Why not come out and say maximizing? 

  
•      The deletion of the phrase maintain the City as a viable community becomes troubling with the 

insertion of meet the need of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs…  

 
              Say good-bye to community in order to satisfy the unborn?  
  
The current version is satisfactory. It should stand as is. The proposed version creates a marked 
imbalance tilted away from community and environmental protection and toward sustainable economic 
gain.  
  
Respectfully Submitted, 
St. George Tucker Arnold, Jr. 
City of Fernandina Beach 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: dottyrobb@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, May 30, 2011 12:37 PM
To: Susan Steger
Cc: Jeffrey Bunch; Eric Childers; Tim Poynter; Arlene Filkoff; Kelly Gibson
Subject: Changes to Comprehensive Plan for future land use
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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6/3/2011

Dear Mayor, 
I am a citizen of  Fernandina Beach, and I want to express my concern and disapproval 
of any changes that would be made to the current Comprehensive Plan in regard to 
 short term rentals in R1 and R2 areas.  I foresee nothing but problems if non-specific 
changes are made to the current plan.  Our higher density areas are quiet and 
comfortable neighborhoods, and I would hate to see changes which could potentially 
undermine the real purpose of these areas, which is to provide nerighborhoods 
that  encourage single family home ownership or long term rentals for people who are 
more apt to take care of the properties and respect their neighbors rights.  
I have never thought that I should be responsible for people who buy property in this 
area (hoping to make big bucks) either on the sale of or short term rentals of said 
property.  There are plenty of  short term rental properties available on this island as it 
is, and I don't think there is any need to try to make a few homeowners happy at the 
expense of the rest of the taxpayers.  You should carefully consider what impact these 
changes could/would make to the beautiful community we have.  Thank you for your 
attention to this matter. 
 
Dorothy Robb 
1517 Amelia Circle 



Kelly Gibson 

From: David Lott [David.Lott@speerandassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 9:46 AM
To: 'David Beal'; Paul Condit ; mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; 'Eric Bartelt'; 'Len Kreger'; Richard 

Bradford; Michael Harrison 
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary; Kelly Gibson; Jennifer Gooding; Adrienne Dessy
Subject: EAR Amendment Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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I am out of town this week and unable to attend tonight’s PAB special meeting.  I have 
sent Staff some comments already which have been included in the documentation 
provided.  While I am still finalizing all my comments from the EAR amendment 
documents and the review meetings held last week, I wanted to pass along my 
viewpoint on some of the major issues contained in the proposed draft with suggested 
revised language. 
  
Goal 1 – Future Land Use Element 
Sections 1.07.03 (3) – Low Density Residential and 1.07.04 (e) – Medium Density 
Residential -  Staff has suggested striking out language that specifically identifies non-
residential uses including resort rentals.  Staff’s explanation was two-fold: to make the 
sections consistent with the others that do not contain such specificity by placing a 
general prohibition (“incompatible non-residential uses); and, to address previous 
discussions by the City Commission to examine the possibility of expanding resort 
rentals.  I believe that such a language substitution will substantially weaken the Code 
and could lead to an expansion of resort rentals throughout the City given the recent 
legislation passed at the State level.  This City has seen numerous times what happens 
when language that is vague or subject to individual interpretation is used (i.e. building 
‘height’).  I would suggest either restoring the language that is in the current LDC for 
these items or modifying as such: 
  
Section 1.07.03 (3) 
3. Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and 
breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations; and other 
incompatible non-residential uses.   
  
Section 1.07.04 (e) 
e. The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent encroachment by 
commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or 
other forms of transient accommodations; and other incompatible non-residential uses. 
  
Section 1.07.06 - I also have a concern about what appears to be an effort to greatly 
expand the amount of mixed-use areas in the City.  I believe that such a designation is 
appropriate for certain areas such as central business district and other general 
commercial areas as a step-down to residential areas.  While I agree with the 
“definition” of MU in this section, there are numerous references made throughout the 
document that I interpreted to be that as current residential areas are redeveloped 
there would be an emphasis to change them to MU.  My general concern in 
heightened by the frequent use of such terms as “dense”, “compact”, “urban”.  
Despite David Yulee’s vision, FB is not Manhattan and I don’t think a majority of its 



current residents want to see a major urbanization effort,  
  
Goal 2 – Multi-Modal Use Element  
Section 2.05.02 – Staff has proposed a degradation in level of service on City roads from a “C” 
to a “D”.  This same language change is reflected in Goal 8 – Capital Improvement 8.05.01.  
We should not accept a lower level of service on our streets.  If I understood Staff’s reason for 
this change, it was to “allow” funds collected under a transportation impact fee to be spent 
on alternative transportation methods.  The City Attorney and City Manager have both written 
to me and said that the City already has the ability to spend any “transportation impact fees” 
collected on any type of transportation surface whether it be sidewalks, bike lanes, roadways, 
etc.  I see no reason for the citizens to be subjected to a lower level of service.  
  
Goal 4 – Public Facilities Element 
Section 4.01.01 – I want to know what the current response times are for the Police and Fire 
and how these compare to the times stated in the Draft.  Staff thought that the actual service 
times currently experienced were meeting or better than the stated time.  I am not sure of that 
information.  It is also important to understand if the standard is “average” response time or 
100% of every response will be under that timeframe. 
  
Section 4.05.07 - Mandatory requirement for porous driveways / walkways on private property 
seems heavy handed, especially in re-development areas. Discounting of impact fees or some 
other incentive would seem to be a more City friendly way to handle this objective. 
  
Goal 8 – Capital Improvements Element 
8.01.02 – I think some of the priority elements need to be adjusted.  Please see my detailed 
comments 
  
8.04.06 / 8.07.05 – I have some real concerns with the adoption of a 20 year CIP based on 
what is stated as the elements required in such a plan.  While I see that large infrastructure 
projects have a horizon longer than the current 5 years; financial and needs assessments 5 
years out are tricky enough and virtually impossible 20 years out due to changes in technology 
and costs.  Additionally, under 8.07.05 it states that if there is any change to a CIP in terms of 
timing or removal/addition to the overall Plan, an amendment is required.  This seems highly 
onerous especially know the number of changes that are likely to occur.  If there is a need to 
extend the timeframe from the current 5 years, I would say it should be no longer than 10 
years. 
  
8.05.01 – While raising the ratio is good, I think our current ratio is substantially higher than 10:1 
(someone remarked it could be 40:1 or higher).  The ratio needs to be set, at a minimum, 
within 10% of the current ratio. 
  
Goal 11 – Historic District Preservation Element 
11.01.07 bullet #7  The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for 
decisions affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City. The historic 
preservation ordinance shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council which 
may include, but are not limited to: 

•         Hearing variances for properties within historic districts, neighborhood conservation 
districts, or the Community Redevelopment Area; and 

Not exactly sure of what a “neighborhood conservation district” is, but according to the 
current City land use map, there currently are no conservation areas located within the 
current boundaries of the City’s historic district.  I don’t believe it is proper for the HDC’s powers 
to be expanded for any land areas outside of the boundaries of the historic district.  Any 
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variances outside of the historic district should be heard by the Board of Adjustments. 
  
Thanks for your consideration of these comments. 
Dave 
                                                                        
David W. Lott | Senior Vice President | Speer & Associates, Inc.  
Cell: 904.415.6928 | Office: 770.396.2528 |www.speerandassociates.com 
  
This communication is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any retransmission, 
dissemination, use of, or taking any action in reliance upon this communication by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is prohibited and may be 
unlawful. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 12:57 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: pcondit@comcast.net; dbradford@ameliaisland.com; david.beal@beal.com; 

mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; len.kreger@rocketmail.com; ericbartelt@gmail.com; 
drmikeharrison@comcast.net; mharrison@iee.org; Teddyk1525@gmail.com; Marshall, D. 
McCrary; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding; patriciaborns@comcast.net; 
David.Lott@speerandassociates.com

Subject: Future Land Use Element and Historic Preservation
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Kelly:  I have again reviewed the above elements and have the same or added following comments.   
  
Future Land Use Objective 1.05 - Tthe City shall permit the continuation of the structure until such 
time that it becomes hazardous or dangerous and shall seek to eliminate or reduce nonconforming 
land uses. and nonconforming structures. 
  
Comment:  I am not sure what a nonconforming land use is and note that language has been 
stricken from previous Drafts and think that language should be stricken here.  The statement 
should read---- shall seek to eliminate nonconforming structures. 
  
1.05.01 -  The City may utilize overlays or conservation districts.   
  
Comment: Add the word neighborhood prior to conservation. 
  
1.06.09 – Comment:  Delete Narrow, smaller lots; 
  
1.07.16 – Comment:  I am not sure why there was a reduction from 90% to 75% from the original 
Draft I reviewed, but assume there was a good reason. 
  
1.08.02 & 1.02.08 – I am also concerned about the change from stable to established residential 
areas, mentioned by others.  Maybe the answer here is to use both terms --  stable and/or 
established residential areas. 
  
  
  
Historic Preservation Objective 11.0 
  
11.01.01 - The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of districts. 
  
Comment:  Insert neighborhood before districts so it reads - preservation and conservation of 
neighborhood districts. 
  
11.01.01 - I will once again comment on the structures within the City that are included on the 
National Register of Historic Places……… 
  
Comment:  I think the statement should read - sites, landmarks and/or structures within the Local 
Historic Districts (Old Town Historic District, Downtown Historic District, Bosque Bello 



Cemetery) and those included on the National Register of Historic Places………..  
  
11.01.07, 11.03.01, 11.08.06, 11.08.07 – Comment:  All of the Policies shown discuss conservation districts.  
I think the word – neighborhood should be inserted before conservation so that it reads – neighborhood 
conservation districts. 
  
11.01.07 - The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for decisions 
affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City.  The historic preservation ordinance 
shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council…. 
  
Comment:  I am not sure that the City has delegated authority to the Historic District Council for decisions 
affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City.  Furthermore, I don’t believe that the 
Historical District Council has the knowledge, education, etc. to address the cultural and archaeological 
resources located throughout the City and think there is a possibility that additional Boards may be added in 
the future via the LDC’s to address these specific issues.  This entire Policy needs to be re-written since I 
believe it is inappropriate to specify a Board in this section with.  Are these powers appropriate for a Board 
that deals with design standards in the Historic Districts? 
  
11.01.08 – This should be deleted and dealt with in the LDC like other Boards. 
  
11.03.05 - The Building Official must confer with staff, the Historic District Council, or subsequent 
review body……. 
  
Comment:  Historic District Council should be deleted - The Building Official must confer with staff and 
the appropriate review body…………… 
  
11.03.09 – Comment:  Delete Historic District Council or subsequent review body and replace with -  
subject to review by the appropriate review body……. 
  
11.03.10 – Comment:  Historic District Council or any subsequent review body and replace with - - subject 
to review by the appropriate review body……. 
  
I am available at any time to discuss the above. 
  
  
Mark Bennett, MAI, CCIM 
Phone:  904 491-4912 or 904 489-5421 
Email:    mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com 
  
This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information.  If you are not the addressee or authorized 
to receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy, disclose, or take any action based on this message or 
any information herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply 
e-mail and delete this message. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 12:46 AM
To: mark bennett
Cc: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mark bennett; david beal; bellsouth.net\",; Kelly Gibson; 

ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.com; dwlott@bellsouth.net
Subject: Public Comment - FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Dear PAB members and Kelly, 
 
Offered below are comments to the proposed FLUE policies, some new, others 
that were voiced in the public workshop but not included in the  
comment list,.  
 
Your consideration much appreciated. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Patricia Borns 
314 New St. 
 
1.  
Policies 1.08.02, 1. 01.02.08. Replacing "stable" with "established" 
 
Summary: In the workshop I noted that our protections against incompatibility 
and strip commercial development have been downgraded by replacing "stable" 
with "established." Marshall McCrary asked which policies. Here they are, with 
the reason why one word sometimes makes a world of difference: 
 
1.08.02. 
"Commercial development shall be concentrated in strategically located areas. 
These areas shall have location characteristics, which best accommodate 
specific land, site, public facilities, and market location requirements of 
respective commercial uses. Strip commercial development shall not be 
extended into established (replaces stable) residential areas. The existence of 
commercial areas on one (1) corner of an intersection shall not dictate the 
development of all corners with the same or similar use; nor does the existence 
of commercial development on a major thoroughfare dictate that all frontages 
must be similarly used." 
 
1. 01.02.08. 
(Stable is being replaced with) Established residential areas and projected 
future residential areas, as delineated on the FLUM, shall be protected from 
encroachment by incompatible development by establishing and increasing the 
amount of mixed use transitional areas. This policy does not preclude 
necessary community facilities from locating within residential areas when 
such activities satisfy the criteria established in the FBCP City’s comprehensive 



plan and the City’s land development regulations. 
 
Discussion: This policy removes critical protections from residential neighborhoods if 
they are "stable," and protects only neighborhoods that are "established." According 
to the dictionary, a "stable" neighborhood is one that is "resistant to change of 
condition; not easily moved or disturbed, not subject to sudden or extreme change, 
and/or maintaining equilibrium." An "established" neighborhood is one that is 
"instituted permanently, put on a firm basis, put into a favorable position, and/or 
given full recognition or acceptance, and/or put beyond doubt."  
 
Which lucky residential neighborhood is staff “putting into a favorable position, 
giving full recognition, instituting permanently?” Which unlucky residential 
neighborhoods will lose their protections and be exposed to incompatibility and strip 
commericial development? Before you cast your vote, please ask staff to tell us which 
category our residential neighborhood falls into. 
 
Nothing in Florida planning is permanent. All residential neighborhoods have 
coherent qualities that deserve protection even as they change. As far as the 
"compatibility" of establishing and increasing mixed uses in residential areas, see my 
comments further below, "Mixed Use is not a buffer." 
 
Desired outcome: Please assure all residential property owners of equal protection. 
Let our neighborhoods grow harmoniously by asking development projects to 
continue to prove themselves for compatibility and appropriate transitioning.   
 
2. 
Policy 1.078.02. Confuses general commercial goal with image and function 
goal; blurs 14th. St. distinctions 
"The City shall promote redevelopment of general commercial activities, which fulfill 
market demands of the City’s residents for retail sales and services. The City shall 
coordinate with private sector interest groups concerned with enhancing the Central 
Business District, waterfront corridors, and commercial corridors on South 8th 
Street, Sadler Road, and 14th Street, in order to direct efforts to achieve a public and 
private partnership in improving the image and function of these districts and 
corridors. Design strategies shall provide physical themes for development and 
redevelopment opportunities that are consistent with and reinforce the historic 
character of architecture, where historic structures are present, as well as the 
ambiance and urban design amenities in each location." 
 
Discussion: The policy mingles two policy concepts with different goals, promoting 
misinterpretation. The first policy is to promote redevelopment of general commercial. 
It already exists in the com plan. It is munged with a second new policy to improve 
the image and function of South 8th St., Sadler, 14th St. and the waterfront 
corridors. Not all of these areas are commercial. For example, a large section of N. 
14th St. is a low-density residential neighborhood. Another section of N. 14th is 
zoned OT-2 and is the face of the Old Town Historic District,. Next to it is historic 
Bosco Bello cemetery. There is no GC activity in these areas, and none is needed or 
desired. However, by combining the general commercial language with the image and 
function language, the policy can be construed to promote general commercial 
throughout city corridors. The same misinterpretation can occur because 14th St. is 
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unspecified, without consideration for its different "images" and "functions."   
 
Desired outcome: Break this into two separate policies and specify South 14th St. 
rather than all of 14th St. to accurately reflect the locations of current commercial 
corridors. 
 
3. 
Policy 1.04.07. "Certain" streets not good enough to protect open ROWs with 
water vistas and access 
"Terminating certain streets with a prominent vista such as a government building, 
park, public art, fountain, splash area or clock tower should be encouraged when a 
prominent civic building is to be constructed." 
 
Discussion: The language "terminating certain streets" can be confused with vacating 
any public right of way. Which streets? Do they have water vistas or provide water 
access? Will the termination continue to be city and public owned, or given to private 
use?  Fernandina currently has numerous existing open streets and rights of way 
with water vistas and water terminations that connect us to a resource that we enjoy 
as a sacrosanct right. Why allow a chance for confusion because of a word choice, 
when there's an easy fix. 
 
Desired outcome: Along this line: : "The city shall continue to protect existing rights 
of way, water access and view corridors, while encouraging 
the creation of prominent vistas such as a government building, park, public art, 
fountain, splash area or clock tower, when a prominent civic building is being 
constructed." 
 
4. 
Policy 101.02.09 Mixed use is not a buffer 
"The City shall provide for the orderly transition of incompatible uses. Where 
infeasible to separate incompatible uses then, buffering and mixed use transition 
areas shall be required to promote a smooth land use transition. Any potential 
adverse impacts caused by different incompatible land uses located adjacent to each 
other shall be minimized by drought tolerant and native landscaping, low impact 
development strategies and buffer requirements." 
 
Discussion: Buffer requirements for industry, parking and a host of incompatible 
uses have been progressively downgraded for many city residents. It is time to 
reestablish their importance, rather than erode it further by "mixing" it with mixed 
use. In the first place, mixed use can mean MU, a zoning, some of whose land uses 
introduce incompatibilities of their own. MU zoning allows a special use of boat 
construction -- not an appropriate transition for a residential neighborhood. These 
and other MU uses entail parking lots and other elements that should themselves be 
buffered to  soften transitions and provide real rather than theoretical connectivity. A 
better term for this might be "transitional uses," rather than leading a charge to 
rezone to MU. If MU is to be a transitional zoning, it needs to be revisited so that its 
compatibility is assured. A good example of a transitional zoning is the OT-2 live-
work paradigm that was created to connect with residential OT-1. Likewise, each 
transition needs to consider its context.  MU is not buffering, and should not be 
confused with it.   
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Desired outcome: Commit to buffering incompatible uses including MU land uses in 
a separate policy. For transition areas, clarify that "mixed use" means transitional 
uses, not MU zoning.  
 
5. 
Policy 1. 01.02.05. opens the entire city to satellite parking lots 
"The City’s land development code regulations shall include the following: a.
Stormwater management and drainage standards: Site design standards shall ensure 
the management of stormwater is in compliance with the adopted level of service 
standards for drainage, and is consistent with accepted engineering principles 
and practices for the design of stormwater and drainage systems. b. Safe and 
convenient on-site traffic flow and vehicle parking: Site design standards shall 
address the quantity, through maximum parking space ratios, and the design of on-
site and off-site parking, the amount of impervious surface area, the use of pervious 
paving materials and the location and design of driveways and other traffic 
circulation features." 
 
Discussion: Currently our comp plan requires onsite parking be provided within the 
LDC. This policy removes that obligation, giving free reign for off-site parking to 
proliferate without regard for its appropriateness. All residential areas should have 
onsite parking. Where commercial and mixed use neighborhoods are concerned, 
offsite parking must still be limited, buffered, and defined by location to minimize the 
dominance of the city's appearance by parking lots and cars. Without specifically 
limiting and defining offsite parking, the city is creating the very problem that it is 
trying to eliminate in its existing commercial corridors. It is also important that the 
comp plan not appear to "trump" with this policy the design guidelines it has already 
put in place, for example, in the CRA, and in the historic district guidelines which 
specifically discourage domination of the street by cars. 
 
Desired outcome: Continue to require that the city's land development code 
regulations include onsite parking in residential neighborhoods. 
 
6. 
Policy 1.05.02 How do you effect a change in use to an existing nonconforming 
use? 
"Alteration or change in use to an existing nonconforming use may only be allowed 
when it demonstrates compliance with the following conditions: ..." 
 
Desired outcome: Clarify what it means, discuss and vote on it, then write it clearly. 
 
7. 
Policy 1. .04.05.02. Legitimizes nonconforming uses and structures 
"The City shall consider land development regulations for such issues as the 
cessation, repair and maintenance, and amortization, and/or re-use of 
nonconforming uses and nonconforming buildings structures. A nonconforming use 
of any structure or land shall be re-established where there has been a change to a 
use of the structure or land which is permitted by the underlying land use and 
zoning district in which the structure or land is located." 
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Discussion:  Why doesn't everyone then just change their structures and uses to 
"conform" to the underlying zoning instead of the one they currently live in? If it looks 
like a duck and walks like a duck, it is a duck - a nonconformity. What is the point of 
current zoning and uses, if your neighbor is able to initiate a nonconforming 
structure or use and then legitimize it with what "underlies."  
 
Desired outcome: Delete the second sentence. 
 
8. 
Policy 1.06.01. Will neighborhood planning services replace equal access to city 
services, budget or staff? 
"The City shall initiate neighborhood planning services in order to stabilize and 
enhance its existing residential neighborhoods. The neighborhood planning program 
shall work in partnership with residents, citizen groups, and other interested parties 
in the neighborhoods in order to improve planning and the physical appearance of 
the neighborhood, including identification and implementation of appearance-related 
improvements. These improvements shall include street resurfacing, where 
appropriate and feasible, stormwater drainage improvements, sidewalks, 
enhancements to street shoulder areas and rights-of-way," when needed and 
appropriate, beautification of public and open spaces and provision of features that 
strengthen neighborhood identity." 
 
Discussion:  Currently we pay taxes and our streets are resurfaced by the city on a 
schedule determined by street staff whose salaries our taxes pay. Since all of us pay 
the same mil rate, all can expect the same services, and all have access to them 
equally without negotiating with the city through special neighborhood groups. At 
least, in theory. The unspecified nature of this policy leads me to wonder how 
"neighborhood planning services" may be implemented. In the past, such initiatives 
were considered by the entire neighborhood. Will the city now "partner" with a select 
few? I'm sure residents in other districts share the problem of ours, that access and 
resources are skewed according to one's city connections.  We would not want the 
situation to be legislated. Or is neighborhood planning services a euphemism for 
"assessment?" That is, will neighborhoods need to tax themselves in order for the city 
to resurface their streets, mow their easements? The lack of specificity is concerning. 
 
Desired outcome: Make sure "work with" is an inclusive phrase meaning all affected 
property owners. Ensure no one has to negotiate their "neighborhood services" 
through a city-appointed neighbor designee.  
 
9. Policy 1. .04.05.034.exempt media peonias for this purpose 
"Existing platted lots of record that are located in Central Business District, Office 
Residential Mixed Use, and Low, Medium, or High Density Residential land use 
districts shall not be prohibited from the construction of one (1) residential unit due 
to a non- conforming lot size." 
 
Desired outcome: Please ensure comp plan definitions define media peonias as an 
exception to this policy. 
 
10. Policy 1.06.05 Serves certain interests, but not the elderly 
"The City shall develop land development codes that support and enable its aging 
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population to remain independent and in their own home or in a non-health care 
environment for as long as their health allows. Development and design strategies 
that enable older residents to remain in their community as their housing needs 
change include allowing multi-family and accessory dwelling units, such as garage 
apartments and “in law” suites in all residential areas and does not isolate residential 
neighborhoods from daily commercial needs by allowing mixed-income and mixed 
housing types to be located close to neighborhood or commercial shopping areas, 
civic or cultural institutions, and parks and open space areas." 
 
Discussion: Single family homes have long been the haven of choice for the aging in 
place. It is patently obvious that developers will use this "policy to increase dwellings 
that will be used by everyone except the elderly. For the policy to be sincere, it should 
specify these "secondary" units only where the primary dwelling is owner-occupied. 
Those who aren't aging in place as permanent Fernandina residents on homesteaded 
property don't need garage apartments for the purpose of this policy. 
 
Desired outcome:   Like resort rentals, keep it the way it is, controlling by the LDCs, 
or limit the proliferation by requiring an owner-occupied primary dwelling. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 8:46 AM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: pcondit@comcast.net; dbradford@ameliaisland.com; david.beal@beal.com; 

mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; len.kreger@rocketmail.com; ericbartelt@gmail.com; 
drmikeharrison@comcast.net; mharrison@iee.org; Teddyk1525@gmail.com

Subject: FW: Thank you
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For the record…………………M 
  
From: Nanciesc@aol.com [mailto:Nanciesc@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 5:17 AM 
To: Bennett, Mark (Retechs); david.beal@beal.com 
Subject: Thank you 
  
Thank you so much for expediting your decision on short term rentals Tuesday. Am sure 
you've heard that Commissioner Filkoff has asked for a "discussion" item to be placed on the 
agenda this coming Tuesday. And we thought nothing would happen until August!! 
  
I only have these two email addresses for your board members, but I would like to 
compliment your board on the meeting. It was refreshing to see members who have 
obviously read their material and were informed on issues. I have worked on Comprehensive 
Plans in a past life and I know how tedious they can be to read and understand! But they are 
important and valuable to a community. It deserves the attention your board is giving it. 
  
Thank you again. 
  
  
Nancie Crabb 
399 Portside DR 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
904-491-1223 
nanciesc@aol.com  



Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2011 2:28 PM
To: mharrison@iee.org
Cc: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mharriosn@iee.org; mark bennett; david beal; Kelly Gibson; 

dwlott@bellsouth.net; ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.com
Subject: Re: Public comments - 2011 Comp Plan amendmets, HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Mike, 
 
Thanks again for asking re the local historic district language. Mark Bennett's comments 
and suggested change were even better than what I had suggested below in blue, but I 
would be happy with either so long as staff makes sure to carry over 1.05.08 to the new 
FLUE (right now it has been removed). (And of course, I would like to see the historic 
districts represented on the FLUM map just as they presently are, unedited :) 
 
Mark Bennett's suggested wording was: "The City shall encourage the protection, 
preservation and conservation of sites, landmarks and/or structures within the Local 
Historic Districts (Old Town Historic District, Downtown Historic District, Bosque Bello 
Cemetery) and those included on the National Register of Historic Places……….. 
 
All best, 
Patti 
  
 
POLICY 11.01.01, p. 1   
"The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of its 
designated local historic districts and National Register of Historic Places sites, 
landmarks and/or structures as identified on the FLUM to ensure their protection from 
demolition, deterioration, reconstruction or alteration." 
  
CONCERN: The policy removes protections for local historic districts currently 
contained in Policy 1.05. The new policy language protects only National Register 
properties/districts. The new policy also removes the Future Land Use overlay 
protection for historic districts that exists in 1.05.08 of our current comp plan. 
  
DISCUSSION: OBJECTIVE 1.05. HISTORIC RESOURCES of our current comp plan 
states:  
"The City shall preserve and protect designated historic resources, including historically 
significant housing."    
This is a superior protection to the new policy because it includes both national and 
locally designated historic resources.  
  
In our city and many cities, local and national historic districts do not always overlap 
one-fo-one.  For example, in Old Town one of the blocks facing 14th St. wasn't in the 
National Register nomination but was included in the local historic district because it 
contained historical peonia/media peonia lots and logically belonged to the district's 
boundaries, zpning and uses. Such cases exist in downtown as well as Old Town 
historic districts. Planning staff also wishes to create future districts to conserve 50-



year-old neighborhoods whose properties may or may not be on the National Register. Reducing 
to only National Register protection is a weakening of the ongoing protection and development of 
historic districts generally. It is also unfair to existing local historic districts whose protections are 
being downgraded.  
  
Another protection that has been removed is CURRENT POLICY 1.05.08: "The FLUM shall 
depict the historic district as an overlay district. Areas delineated as being within the historic 
district shall be planned and managed using a regulatory framework designed to preserve the 
form, function, image, residential balance, and ambiance of historic Centre Street and 
surrounding area."  This language protects the historic districts as a future land use. To remove it 
exposes the historic districts to easier erosion through variances, non-conformities and rezonings 
that introduce one-off, incompatible developments and uses, that take their toll over time. If 
historic districts are not protected in the FLUM, who will want to invest in them? 
  
DESIRED OUTCOME/CHANGE: We are simply asking the PAB to maintain the protections we 
have. Please carry over the language of 1.05 and 1.05.08 intact in the new plan. For 1.05.08, 
please reference both the historic districts, Old Town as well as downtown. Please note that the 
Future Land Use Element continues to be mandatory, while Chapter 11 Historic Preservation is 
not. Therefore, please cross-reference 1.05 and 1.05.08  in Chapter 1 and Chapter 11 to ensure 
current protections are continued. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
Patricia Borns 
Boston Globe correspondent 
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Patricia Borns" <patriciaborns@comcast.net> 
To: "len kreger" <len.kreger@rocketmail.com>, ericbartelt@gmail.com, mharriosn@iee.org, "mark 
bennett" <mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com>, "david beal" <david.beal@beal.com>, 
kgibson@fbfl.org 
Cc: dwlott@bellsouth.net, ronaldmachado@comcast.net, joanaltman@mindspring.com 
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 1:51:55 PM 
Subject: Public comments - 2011 Comp Plan amendmets, HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
ELEMENT 
 
Dear PAB members, 

 
We are trying to wade through the many new comp plan elements and get written 
comments to you. In this e-mail, we would appreciate your consideration of the below 
comments on Chapter 11, Historic Preservation Element.  
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We are concerned property owners of developable vacant lands and a residence in a 
historic district.  
 
While the element was authored by the HDC and that board's planning liaison, we 
hope it will receive the PAB's equal deliberation, as the board ultimately responsible 
for reviewing amendments to the comprehensive plan.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Patricia Borns 
Ronald Machado 
314 New St. 
 
1.  
OBJECTIVE 11.02 
  
"The City shall make all efforts to identify, preserve, and protect archaeological and 
paleontological resources within Fernandina Beach. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.02 Upon completion of the survey project, the City shall implement land 
development regulations addressing archaeological and paleontological 
protection.The regulations shall, at a minimum, provide for analysis of resources, and 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation (in that order of preference) of adverse 
impacts when development involves properties that contain or have reasonable 
potential to harbor resources of archaeological significance. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.03 The City shall be responsible for insuring that any proposed 
development projects will not adversely impact a significant archaeological or 
paleontological site, and shall seek assistance from a professional archaeologist or 
consulting firm in assessing the potential impacts of development projects. ... 
  
Policy 11.03.01  
The City shall explore strategies for preservation of historic resources and 
properties, including, but not limited to: • Incentives for maintenance, restoration and 
rehabilitation, and stabilization of historic, cultural or archaeological resources; •     
Incentives for productive and adaptive reuse of historic structures; •         Incentives for 
private ownership and responsible stewardship of these resources  • Opportunities for 
acquisition and/or conservation by governmental entities, private interests, or non-
profit organizations; and  •            Establishment of historic, archaeological, or 
conservation districts." 
  
CONCERN: The archaeological protection language overreaches the value of the 
city's resources and reasonable economic return, compared with the potential 
detriment to property owners' abilities to continue to own and develop their lands, 
including the ability to provide or improve infrastructure. Archaeological heritage 
tourism can and is being accomplished in Fernandina without further undue burdens. 
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DISCUSSION:  
 In discussing the possible LDCs issuing from these policies, staff cited the City of St. 
Augustine.  
For reference, see the St. Augustine LDCs at  
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?
clientId=10951&stateId=9&stateName=Florida. Fernandina hasn't the archaeological 
resources of St. Augustine and therefore nowhere near the financial upside for 
modeling itself on that city's strict LDCs. But the proposed policies allow the option of 
adopting levels of enforcement against even a 3-inch ground disturbance -- less than 
needed to plant the average vegetable garden.  
  
 The city does not have the budget to be "responsible" for protecting archaeological 
resources as these policies propose. Therefore, the burden will fall on the property 
owner-developer, as it does in St. Augustine. The cost and time of archaeological 
reviews, site inspection, supervision, and in some cases liens and legal fees, will make 
development prohibitive, including the ability to undertake burying of utilities, and 
storm water and sewage improvements. This is in direct conflict with Chapter 1, p. 4, 
Policy 3.03.06:"The City shall maintain Land Development Code policies that minimize 
barriers to the development of existing vacant lots." The proposed archeological 
policies mandate new barriers to the development of existing vacant lots.  
  
In some states such as Michigan and Texas, conservation districts have the statutory 
power of eminent domain within the context of their particular conservation goals. But 
even where not legislated at the state level, a local government can exercise powers 
of eminent domain as a result of its local archaeological ordinances. Miami/Dade did 
just that in the case of the Miami Circle.
(See http://www.flheritage.com/archaeology/projects/miamicircle/Tour/modernTL.cfm). 
In this case, archaeological ordinances entitled local government to inspect and 
excavate private property, leading to its taking. Millions upon millions of dollars later, 
the authenticity of the resources are still debatable. We do not want that here. 
  
Nowhere in Fernandina is this policy likely to retard property values and development 
more than in the Old Town Historic District, burdening current owners of its vacant 
lands and positioning them to be acquired by city designees under conservation 
districting. Old Town archaeological resources have already been surveyed, streets 
and easements have been graded in some cases by several feet, and the most 
important historical buildings have been demolished with HDC and staff approval, 
without  the restraints now being proposed. Today's Old Town property owners 
deserve the full use of their property rights just as yesterday's have enjoyed.  
  
DESIRED OUTCOME/CHANGE: Soften the policy language to an appropriate 
preservation level for Fernandina and private property owners. We would feel 
comfortable with: 
  
OBJECTIVE 11.02 
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"The City shall continue to make efforts to identify, preserve, and protect 
archaeological and paleontological resources within Fernandina Beach. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.02 The City may consider implementing development guidelines or land 
development regulations addressing archaeological and paleontological protection. 
Such regulations will be balanced with the City's redevelopment and infill goals and its 
policy to remove barriers to the development of vacant lots. [Delete policy specifics 
and leave them for the LDCs, if any.] 
  
 Policy 11.02.03 Delete and leave for the LDCs, if any. 
  
Policy 11.03.01  
The City shall explore strategies for preservation of historic resources and 
properties, such as: • Incentives for maintenance, restoration and rehabilitation, and 
stabilization of historic, cultural or archaeological resources; •   Incentives for 
productive and adaptive reuse of historic structures; • Incentives for private ownership 
and responsible stewardship of these resources  • Opportunities for public/private 
partnerships to further historic preservation; and  • Establishment of historic or 
conservation districts with neighborhood approval. [deleting archaeological]" 
  
  
2.  
POLICY 11.01.01, p. 1   
"The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of districts, 
sites, landmarks and/or structures within the City that are included on the National 
Register of Historic Places to ensure their protection from demolition, deterioration, 
reconstruction or alteration." 
  
CONCERN: The policy removes protections for local historic districts currently 
contained in Policy 1.05. The new policy language protects only National Register 
properties/districts. The new policy also removes the Future Land Use overlay 
protection for historic districts that exists in 1.05.08 of our current comp plan. 
  
DISCUSSION: OBJECTIVE 1.05. HISTORIC RESOURCES of our current comp plan 
states:  
"The City shall preserve and protect designated historic resources, including 
historically significant housing."    
This is a superior protection to the new policy because it includes both national and 
locally designated historic resources.  
  
In our city and many cities, local and national historic districts do not always overlap 
one-fo-one.  For example, in Old Town one of the blocks facing 14th St. wasn't in the 
National Register nomination but was included in the local historic district because it 
contained historical peonia/media peonia lots and logically belonged to the district's 
boundaries, zpning and uses. Such cases exist in downtown as well as Old Town 
historic districts. Planning staff also wishes to create future districts to conserve 50-
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year-old neighborhoods whose properties may or may not be on the National Register. 
Reducing to only National Register protection is a weakening of the ongoing protection 
and development of historic districts generally. It is also unfair to existing local historic 
districts whose protections are being downgraded.  
  
Another protection that has been removed is CURRENT POLICY 1.05.08: "The FLUM 
shall depict the historic district as an overlay district. Areas delineated as being within 
the historic district shall be planned and managed using a regulatory framework 
designed to preserve the form, function, image, residential balance, and ambiance of 
historic Centre Street and surrounding area."  This language protects the historic 
districts as a future land use. To remove it exposes the historic districts to easier 
erosion through variances, non-conformities and rezonings that introduce one-off, 
incompatible developments and uses, that take their toll over time. If historic districts 
are not protected in the FLUM, who will want to invest in them? 
  
DESIRED OUTCOME/CHANGE: We are simply asking the PAB to maintain the 
protections we have. Please carry over the language of 1.05 and 1.05.08 intact in the 
new plan. For 1.05.08, please reference both the historic districts, Old Town as well as 
downtown. Please note that the Future Land Use Element continues to be mandatory, 
while Chapter 11 Historic Preservation is not. Therefore, please cross-reference 1.05 
and 1.05.08  in Chapter 1 and Chapter 11 to ensure current protections are continued.
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Nick Gillette [Nick@gilletteassociates.com]
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2011 3:34 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Subject: RE: Housing Element
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Kelly, 
  
I (finally) did review the FLUM amendments.  It appears that only properties within the HDR FLUM 
districts and CRA are afforded increases in density to provide affordable housing.   
  
We have a project that is located adjacent to the subsidized housing on South 11th Street and since it has 
an MDR FLUM, we have been severely handicapped in an effort to build duplexes and provide affordable 
housing on the lots.  It is located next to affordable, subsidized housing so its location seems ideal. 
  
I don’t see where the proposed FLUM changes address this.     
  
The real problem is the net density thing.  I think we all can agree that a duplex should be allowed in an 
MDR district and it is a permitted use in the R-2 zoning code.  However, if you consider a platted lot being 
on a 60’ r/w and a maximum density of 8 dua, you will need a lot that is 41.9 feet in width for each side of 
the duplex, or 83.8 feet in total width for one duplex.  It is flawed when you cannot building a duplex (or 
two unit townhome) on a 60 foot x 100 foot lot, as the zoning code allows, because of density.  An 83 x 
100 foot lot for a duplex is oversized and does not contribute to affordable housing. 
  
Can this be addressed?  Thanks 
  
Nick E. Gillette, P.E. 
Principal/Engineer 
20 South 4th Street 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
(904) 261-8819 (P) 
(904) 261-9905 (F) 
  

From: Kelly Gibson [mailto:kgibson@fbfl.org]  
Sent: 2011-05-26 1:11 PM 
To: Nick Gillette 
Subject: RE: Housing Element 
  
Nick,  
  
Thank you for taking the time to send me your thoughts and comments. I really appreciate that!  
Have you had an opportunity to review the Future Land Use Element? I believe that element will clarify 
some of your questions.  
  
Sincerely,   
  
Kelly N. Gibson 
Senior Planner 
City of Fernandina Beach 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, Florida 32034 
Phone:    904‐277‐7325  



Fax:        904‐277‐7324 
kgibson@fbfl.org 
  
Comprehensive Plan: www.fbfl.us/CompPlan   
Evaluation & Appraisal Report: www.fbfl.us/EAR 
Land Development Code: www.fbfl.us/LDC  
Planning Advisory Board: www.fbfl.us/PAB  
Mapping Info: www.fbfl.us/GIS  
Waterfronts FL Partnership: http://fbfl.us/WFC  
><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·.¸.·´¯`·...¸><((((º> ¸.·´¯`·.¸. 
 ,. ..·´¯`·.. ><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·.¸.·´¯`·....¸><((((º> 
  
Disclaimer:  According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other personal 
information, is public record and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public Records Law. If you do not want your e‐
mail address released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing. 
  

From: Nick Gillette [mailto:Nick@gilletteassociates.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 12:59 PM 
To: Kelly Gibson 
Subject: Housing Element 
  
Kelly, 
  
I read over the draft ordinance for the Comprehensive Plan amendments.  Policy 3.03.10 discusses bonus 
densities for affordable housing.  What type of bonuses are being contemplated?  Please consider that in order to 
build a duplex on a conforming City lot (60 x 100 lot) with frontage on a 60’ right of way, the density would have to 
be 10 units per acre and this is only for a duplex.  I would consider a duplex a medium density residential housing 
element, not high.   
  
Also, on encouraging the “Green” concept, bonus densities would be nice here as well to allow for a developer to 
offset the higher costs associated with going “Green”.  
  
These are just some quick thoughts and I appreciate you taking my input. Thanks 
  
Nick E. Gillette, P.E. 
Principal/Engineer 
20 South 4th Street 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
(904) 261-8819 (P) 
(904) 261-9905 (F) 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: David Lott [David.Lott@speerandassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 9:46 AM
To: 'David Beal'; Paul Condit ; mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; 'Eric Bartelt'; 'Len Kreger'; Richard 

Bradford; Michael Harrison 
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary; Kelly Gibson; Jennifer Gooding; Adrienne Dessy
Subject: EAR Amendment Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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I am out of town this week and unable to attend tonight’s PAB special meeting.  I have 
sent Staff some comments already which have been included in the documentation 
provided.  While I am still finalizing all my comments from the EAR amendment 
documents and the review meetings held last week, I wanted to pass along my 
viewpoint on some of the major issues contained in the proposed draft with suggested 
revised language. 
  
Goal 1 – Future Land Use Element 
Sections 1.07.03 (3) – Low Density Residential and 1.07.04 (e) – Medium Density 
Residential -  Staff has suggested striking out language that specifically identifies non-
residential uses including resort rentals.  Staff’s explanation was two-fold: to make the 
sections consistent with the others that do not contain such specificity by placing a 
general prohibition (“incompatible non-residential uses); and, to address previous 
discussions by the City Commission to examine the possibility of expanding resort 
rentals.  I believe that such a language substitution will substantially weaken the Code 
and could lead to an expansion of resort rentals throughout the City given the recent 
legislation passed at the State level.  This City has seen numerous times what happens 
when language that is vague or subject to individual interpretation is used (i.e. building 
‘height’).  I would suggest either restoring the language that is in the current LDC for 
these items or modifying as such: 
  
Section 1.07.03 (3) 
3. Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and 
breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations; and other 
incompatible non-residential uses.   
  
Section 1.07.04 (e) 
e. The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent encroachment by 
commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or 
other forms of transient accommodations; and other incompatible non-residential uses. 
  
Section 1.07.06 - I also have a concern about what appears to be an effort to greatly 
expand the amount of mixed-use areas in the City.  I believe that such a designation is 
appropriate for certain areas such as central business district and other general 
commercial areas as a step-down to residential areas.  While I agree with the 
“definition” of MU in this section, there are numerous references made throughout the 
document that I interpreted to be that as current residential areas are redeveloped 
there would be an emphasis to change them to MU.  My general concern in 
heightened by the frequent use of such terms as “dense”, “compact”, “urban”.  
Despite David Yulee’s vision, FB is not Manhattan and I don’t think a majority of its 



current residents want to see a major urbanization effort,  
  
Goal 2 – Multi-Modal Use Element  
Section 2.05.02 – Staff has proposed a degradation in level of service on City roads from a “C” 
to a “D”.  This same language change is reflected in Goal 8 – Capital Improvement 8.05.01.  
We should not accept a lower level of service on our streets.  If I understood Staff’s reason for 
this change, it was to “allow” funds collected under a transportation impact fee to be spent 
on alternative transportation methods.  The City Attorney and City Manager have both written 
to me and said that the City already has the ability to spend any “transportation impact fees” 
collected on any type of transportation surface whether it be sidewalks, bike lanes, roadways, 
etc.  I see no reason for the citizens to be subjected to a lower level of service.  
  
Goal 4 – Public Facilities Element 
Section 4.01.01 – I want to know what the current response times are for the Police and Fire 
and how these compare to the times stated in the Draft.  Staff thought that the actual service 
times currently experienced were meeting or better than the stated time.  I am not sure of that 
information.  It is also important to understand if the standard is “average” response time or 
100% of every response will be under that timeframe. 
  
Section 4.05.07 - Mandatory requirement for porous driveways / walkways on private property 
seems heavy handed, especially in re-development areas. Discounting of impact fees or some 
other incentive would seem to be a more City friendly way to handle this objective. 
  
Goal 8 – Capital Improvements Element 
8.01.02 – I think some of the priority elements need to be adjusted.  Please see my detailed 
comments 
  
8.04.06 / 8.07.05 – I have some real concerns with the adoption of a 20 year CIP based on 
what is stated as the elements required in such a plan.  While I see that large infrastructure 
projects have a horizon longer than the current 5 years; financial and needs assessments 5 
years out are tricky enough and virtually impossible 20 years out due to changes in technology 
and costs.  Additionally, under 8.07.05 it states that if there is any change to a CIP in terms of 
timing or removal/addition to the overall Plan, an amendment is required.  This seems highly 
onerous especially know the number of changes that are likely to occur.  If there is a need to 
extend the timeframe from the current 5 years, I would say it should be no longer than 10 
years. 
  
8.05.01 – While raising the ratio is good, I think our current ratio is substantially higher than 10:1 
(someone remarked it could be 40:1 or higher).  The ratio needs to be set, at a minimum, 
within 10% of the current ratio. 
  
Goal 11 – Historic District Preservation Element 
11.01.07 bullet #7  The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for 
decisions affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City. The historic 
preservation ordinance shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council which 
may include, but are not limited to: 

•         Hearing variances for properties within historic districts, neighborhood conservation 
districts, or the Community Redevelopment Area; and 

Not exactly sure of what a “neighborhood conservation district” is, but according to the 
current City land use map, there currently are no conservation areas located within the 
current boundaries of the City’s historic district.  I don’t believe it is proper for the HDC’s powers 
to be expanded for any land areas outside of the boundaries of the historic district.  Any 

Page 2 of 3

6/3/2011



variances outside of the historic district should be heard by the Board of Adjustments. 
  
Thanks for your consideration of these comments. 
Dave 
                                                                        
David W. Lott | Senior Vice President | Speer & Associates, Inc.  
Cell: 904.415.6928 | Office: 770.396.2528 |www.speerandassociates.com 
  
This communication is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any retransmission, 
dissemination, use of, or taking any action in reliance upon this communication by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is prohibited and may be 
unlawful. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Mike Harrison [drmikeharrison@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 11:59 AM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: Adrienne Dessy
Subject: EAR - Transportation Element
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Kelly: 
  
Here are some thought that developed as I was discussing Sustainability with Adrienne 
yesterday. They pertain particularly to the Transportation Element 
  
Given that Sustainability is about  preserving resources, and given that Transportation represents 
a major consumer of non-renewable energy, we need a Goal that relates to the reduction of 
energy usage on our roads to find ways to prevent flowing traffic from stopping at intersections. 
When a traditional vehicle stops, all its kinetic energy is wasted, and must be replaced to get it 
moving again. 
  
Ways to maintain flow include the use of roundabouts rather than traffic signals or Stop signs. 
Roundabouts do not need to be great users of space and can generally be accomodated within the 
Right of Way. We should also designate roads as either 'major' (meaning that they do not have 
Stop signs on them) or 'minor' (meaning that they do have Stop signs where they intersect with 
major roads). 
  
I hope these ideas can be accomodated ... 
  
Mike 



Kelly Gibson 

From: mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com
Sent: Saturday, June 11, 2011 4:17 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: pcondit@comcast.net; dbradford@ameliaisland.com; david.beal@beal.com; 

mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; len.kreger@rocketmail.com; ericbartelt@gmail.com; 
drmikeharrison@comcast.net; mharrison@iee.org; Teddyk1525@gmail.com; Marshall, D. McCrary; 
Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding; patriciaborns@comcast.net; David.Lott@speerandassociates.com

Subject: Multi-model Transportation Element Comments
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Kelly:  Below are comments on the above Element………………M 
  
Policy 2.01.05(e) Comment – add “and encourage their creation at private facilities where appropriate. 
  
Policy 2.02.07. The City, as a Dense Urban Land Area (DULA) with a city-wide Transportation 
Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA), recognizes that certain roadway corridors will be congested and 
that congestion will be addressed by means other than solely adding capacity for motor vehicles and 
maintaining level of service on those corridors. 
  
Comment:  This allows for not upgrading roads and not doing anything about it. 
  
Policy 2.02.08. The City shall provide for multi-modal cross-access and connectivity within and between 
uses to encourage walking and bicycling and reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 
  
Comment:  Should we add - or alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles types such as, low speed 
electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooter 
  
Policy 2.063.01. The City shall ensure that the circulation pattern of automobiles, community transit, 
bicycles, and pedestrians within a development is designed to minimize maximize use of the roadway 
multi-modal transportation network. 
  
Comment:  Should we add:  for alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles types such as, low 
speed electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters. – since these are part of the multi-modal 
proposals. 
  
Policy 2.06.03.  
The City shall ensure that development which provides access directly to the roadway network meets the
following standards:  
a. Adequate, appropriate, and safe entrance intersections, including turn lanes, acceleration or 
deceleration lanes, traffic signalization, traffic signs, and pavement markings;  
b. Safe traffic conditions, such as limited curb cuts; and  
c. Preservation of the long-term adequacy of the roadway network.  
  
Comment:  Why are we deleting the above? 
  
Policy 2.03.04. – Comment: Should language be added for - alternative vehicle shared-use paths for 
vehicles types such as, low speed electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters. 
  
  
Policy 2.03.05.j & Policy 2.03.06 – Comment:  Since bicyclists and pedestrians are noted - Should 
language be added for - for alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles types such as, low speed 
electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters. 
  
Policy 2.03.11. – Comment: Add vehicle shared paths? 
  
Policy 2.04.012. – Comment - Should minimum be substituted for maximum rights-of way….. – We can 



establish minimums. –Why delete Roadway Classifications?  
  
Policy 2.015.012. The City shall enforce maintain the minimum or lowest quality acceptable peak period…. 
Comment:  Do we really want to maintain the minimum………  
  
Comment: this would lead me to believe that we never want to improve. 
  
Second bullet point - “maintain” does not apply until the roadway is operating below the applicable minimum level 
of service standard.  
  
Comment:  Based on the above we will let a roadway fail and potentially fail significantly rather than maintain a 
minimum level of service.  I don’t know if this makes sense. 
  
Comment:  Minimum LOS Standards should not be lowered.  Bottom line is that in this single Policy we are or can 
accepting a total failure of a roadway and will only continue to maintain that failure.  I don’t think the City residents 
would want this. 
  
Policy 2.05.08.b – Comment - Should we include in this Policy the establishment of a Multi-modal Fund for 
collections of fees that can or will be utilized for roads, pathways or various improvements for connectivity 
between developments? 
  
  
  
Mark Bennett, MAI, CCIM 
Wells Fargo - Real Estate Technical Services (RETECHS) 
Phone:  904 491-4912 or 904 489-5421 
Email:    mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com 
  
This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information.  If you are not the addressee or authorized 
to receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy, disclose, or take any action based on this message or 
any information herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply 
e-mail and delete this message. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Kelly Gibson

From: Richard Johnson
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:16 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Subject: RE: Comprehensive Plan Update- Airport Sections

 
Kelly 
I know I gave you suggested improvements to EAR amendments.  I would be grateful if you could send me what the 
current wording is now for these amendments as now worded.  
 
I think at the same time I gave you my hand written text amendments to the items below.  However I just became aware 
that they will be discussed at PAB on Wednesday and the original text is still included.  I hope my suggested changes 
were an oversight but again I am not sure they were given to you.  If so I apologize for the late communication  as for me 
it has been difficult to follow this process.  I have noted my recommendations below in blue.   Questions are in yellow. 
 
I will be glad to discuss with you on Tuesday. 
Thanks  
Richard W. Johnson  
Airport Manager  
700 Airport Road  
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034  
904-321-5700  
Fax 904-321-5705 
  
Disclaimer:  According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other 
personal information, is public record and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public Records Law. If 
you do not want your email addresses released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by 
phone or in writing. 
From: Kelly Gibson  
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 10:28 AM 
To: Richard Johnson 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Update- Airport Sections 
 
Mr. Johnson,  
 
Here are the additional sections with language regarding the airport as provided for in the draft Comprehensive Plan 
revisions. Thank you again for taking the time to review this. I really appreciate it!  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.12.     AIRPORT PLANNING 

Fernandina Beach shall ensure proper and orderly development of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport, 
consistent with the Airport Master Plan, and without compromising safety or normal and appropriate aviation
activity to minimize possible the negative impacts from such airport activities upon adjacent residents, lands, natural
systems, and public facilities.  
 
Policy 2.12.01.             
Operating conditions on ground access routes to the Airport will be properly preserved and access will be integrated
with other modes of transportation.     Do not understand this one? Should routes be roads?} 
 
Policy 2.12.02.             
The City will ensure that all ground access routes to the Airport within its jurisdiction will be properly maintained.
{Do not understand this one? Should routes be roads?} 
 
Policy 2.12.03.             
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The City will coordinate with the Fernandina Beach Municipal Aairport on matters relating to the development and
land use compatibility at the Airport and development in the surrounding areas, including the protection and
conservation of natural resources. 
 
Policy 2.12.04.             
The City shall coordinate with the Airport to construct pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to provide transit, as
needed, to and through the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport property as permitted by applicable laws and
security considerations.  
 
Policy 2.12.05.             
All aviation and non-aviation development at the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport shall be made with proper 
consideration for the adjacent population, environment, and the Future Land Use Element of this Plan.
Development shall proceed based upon the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport Master Plan and shall utilize low 
impact development practices (LID).    {LID????) 
 
Policy 2.12.06.             
All aviation and non-aviation development, as designated on the Airport Master Plan, shall obtain building permits 
from the City. Non-aviation property designated in the Airport Master Plan must be developed in accordance with
all applicable City, County, State, and Federal regulations. All plans submitted to the City shall meet or exceed the
provisions of the Airport Architecture and Building Design Standards, Land Development Code, Florida Building 
Code, and Life Safety Code unless other federal or state laws, codes, or regulations are controlling.    {Why the 
second sentence related to non-aviation property as aviation development must meet federal and state regulations
regarding aviation? 
 
Policy 2.12.07.             
The City will coordinate with the Airport to ensure that plans for airport development or other airport activities are
in coordination with all other agencies having jurisdiction.  
 
Policy 2.12.08.               {Do not need this one as 2.12.07 covers very well}   
Development of the Airport may proceed subsequent to compliance with applicable laws, statutes, ordinances,
rules, regulations or policies:  

a. Any applicable Federal, State or local law; or 
b. Activities of the United States Military, including the Army Corps of Engineers; or 
c. Any rule, regulation, or policy in the Code of Federal Regulations, the Florida Administrative Code, or local

administrative regulation or Comprehensive Plan; or   
d. Plans, studies, or other activities of the North Florida TPO; or   {What is TPO and how does this affect

Airport?} 
e. Any plans prepared and approved under Chapter 380, F.S., including but not limited to Developments of

Regional Impact, Florida Quality Development, and description of Areas of Critical State Concern should
one ever be designated in Fernandina Beach, or any other plan for management of land and/or water
resources.    {Airport have their own stringent rules to meet?} 

AND 

OBJECTIVE 4.08.    AIRPORT 

It is the goal of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport to provide a safe, attractive, and well-maintained airport 
facility; to support the economic development of our community; to be responsive to the business and recreational
needs of our residents, neighbors, visitors and users; to operate in an efficient, self-sustaining, and prudent manner; 
and to be in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.  

Policy 4.08.01. 
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The City shall coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Florida Department of 
Transportation, the St. Johns Water Management District, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission,
and the Department of Environmental Protection,as may be required, regarding master planning for the airport and
for the placement and specifications of structures and facilities. 

Policy 4.08.02. 

The airport shall prepare and maintain a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved Airport Master Plan. 

Policy 4.08.03. 

The City shall promote continued financial independence of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport through: 
a. Preparing periodic updates to the airport development plan; 
b. Development of a long-range capital improvements program consistent with financial capacity; and 
c. Development of an operations and maintenance program compatible with financial resources. 

 

 

 

Sincerely,   

  

Kelly N. Gibson 
Senior Planner 
City of Fernandina Beach 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, Florida 32034 
Phone:    904‐277‐7325  
Fax:        904‐277‐7324 
kgibson@fbfl.org 
  
Comprehensive Plan: www.fbfl.us/CompPlan   
Evaluation & Appraisal Report: www.fbfl.us/EAR 
Land Development Code: www.fbfl.us/LDC  
Planning Advisory Board: www.fbfl.us/PAB  
Mapping Info: www.fbfl.us/GIS  
Waterfronts FL Partnership: http://fbfl.us/WFC  
><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·.¸.·´¯`·...¸><((((º> ¸.·´¯`·.¸. 
 ,. ..·´¯`·.. ><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·.¸.·´¯`·....¸><((((º> 
  
Disclaimer:  According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other personal information, is public 
record and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public Records Law. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a 
public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing. 
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Adrienne Dessy 

From: l.kreger@comcast.net

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 7:57 AM

To: Kelly Gibson; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding

Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary

Subject: Community Workshops, Plan Review Comments
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A reminder that I will be able to attend all the Workshops this week, except tonight. 
  
Some comments on Elements.  I will forward as I complete reviews.    
  
1.  Capital Improvement Element comments were forwarded 13 May 2011 
  
2.  Conservation and Coastal Management Element: Policy 5.12.03 change Smurth Stone to 
the new company name. 
  
3.  Future Land Use Element:   
  
Policy 1.06.03.  Change wording to discourages demolition vice prevent. (Consistent with 
Housing Element)  
  
Policy 1.07.03 and 1.07.04. "Non resident uses" must be defined.  As you know this will be a 
big issue.  
  
4.  Housing Element: 
  
Policy 3.01.04;  Should add Promote and REQUIRE nondiscrimination.   
  
Policy 3.02.01; .Recommend adding UPGRADE or eliminate substandard housing 
  
Policy 3.06.06;  Rehibilation wording should be changed to read encouraged in all areas of the 
City 
  
Len   



Kelly Gibson 

From: David Lott [David.Lott@speerandassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 9:46 AM
To: 'David Beal'; Paul Condit ; mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; 'Eric Bartelt'; 'Len Kreger'; Richard 

Bradford; Michael Harrison 
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary; Kelly Gibson; Jennifer Gooding; Adrienne Dessy
Subject: EAR Amendment Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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I am out of town this week and unable to attend tonight’s PAB special meeting.  I have 
sent Staff some comments already which have been included in the documentation 
provided.  While I am still finalizing all my comments from the EAR amendment 
documents and the review meetings held last week, I wanted to pass along my 
viewpoint on some of the major issues contained in the proposed draft with suggested 
revised language. 
  
Goal 1 – Future Land Use Element 
Sections 1.07.03 (3) – Low Density Residential and 1.07.04 (e) – Medium Density 
Residential -  Staff has suggested striking out language that specifically identifies non-
residential uses including resort rentals.  Staff’s explanation was two-fold: to make the 
sections consistent with the others that do not contain such specificity by placing a 
general prohibition (“incompatible non-residential uses); and, to address previous 
discussions by the City Commission to examine the possibility of expanding resort 
rentals.  I believe that such a language substitution will substantially weaken the Code 
and could lead to an expansion of resort rentals throughout the City given the recent 
legislation passed at the State level.  This City has seen numerous times what happens 
when language that is vague or subject to individual interpretation is used (i.e. building 
‘height’).  I would suggest either restoring the language that is in the current LDC for 
these items or modifying as such: 
  
Section 1.07.03 (3) 
3. Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and 
breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations; and other 
incompatible non-residential uses.   
  
Section 1.07.04 (e) 
e. The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent encroachment by 
commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or 
other forms of transient accommodations; and other incompatible non-residential uses. 
  
Section 1.07.06 - I also have a concern about what appears to be an effort to greatly 
expand the amount of mixed-use areas in the City.  I believe that such a designation is 
appropriate for certain areas such as central business district and other general 
commercial areas as a step-down to residential areas.  While I agree with the 
“definition” of MU in this section, there are numerous references made throughout the 
document that I interpreted to be that as current residential areas are redeveloped 
there would be an emphasis to change them to MU.  My general concern in 
heightened by the frequent use of such terms as “dense”, “compact”, “urban”.  
Despite David Yulee’s vision, FB is not Manhattan and I don’t think a majority of its 



current residents want to see a major urbanization effort,  
  
Goal 2 – Multi-Modal Use Element  
Section 2.05.02 – Staff has proposed a degradation in level of service on City roads from a “C” 
to a “D”.  This same language change is reflected in Goal 8 – Capital Improvement 8.05.01.  
We should not accept a lower level of service on our streets.  If I understood Staff’s reason for 
this change, it was to “allow” funds collected under a transportation impact fee to be spent 
on alternative transportation methods.  The City Attorney and City Manager have both written 
to me and said that the City already has the ability to spend any “transportation impact fees” 
collected on any type of transportation surface whether it be sidewalks, bike lanes, roadways, 
etc.  I see no reason for the citizens to be subjected to a lower level of service.  
  
Goal 4 – Public Facilities Element 
Section 4.01.01 – I want to know what the current response times are for the Police and Fire 
and how these compare to the times stated in the Draft.  Staff thought that the actual service 
times currently experienced were meeting or better than the stated time.  I am not sure of that 
information.  It is also important to understand if the standard is “average” response time or 
100% of every response will be under that timeframe. 
  
Section 4.05.07 - Mandatory requirement for porous driveways / walkways on private property 
seems heavy handed, especially in re-development areas. Discounting of impact fees or some 
other incentive would seem to be a more City friendly way to handle this objective. 
  
Goal 8 – Capital Improvements Element 
8.01.02 – I think some of the priority elements need to be adjusted.  Please see my detailed 
comments 
  
8.04.06 / 8.07.05 – I have some real concerns with the adoption of a 20 year CIP based on 
what is stated as the elements required in such a plan.  While I see that large infrastructure 
projects have a horizon longer than the current 5 years; financial and needs assessments 5 
years out are tricky enough and virtually impossible 20 years out due to changes in technology 
and costs.  Additionally, under 8.07.05 it states that if there is any change to a CIP in terms of 
timing or removal/addition to the overall Plan, an amendment is required.  This seems highly 
onerous especially know the number of changes that are likely to occur.  If there is a need to 
extend the timeframe from the current 5 years, I would say it should be no longer than 10 
years. 
  
8.05.01 – While raising the ratio is good, I think our current ratio is substantially higher than 10:1 
(someone remarked it could be 40:1 or higher).  The ratio needs to be set, at a minimum, 
within 10% of the current ratio. 
  
Goal 11 – Historic District Preservation Element 
11.01.07 bullet #7  The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for 
decisions affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City. The historic 
preservation ordinance shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council which 
may include, but are not limited to: 

•         Hearing variances for properties within historic districts, neighborhood conservation 
districts, or the Community Redevelopment Area; and 

Not exactly sure of what a “neighborhood conservation district” is, but according to the 
current City land use map, there currently are no conservation areas located within the 
current boundaries of the City’s historic district.  I don’t believe it is proper for the HDC’s powers 
to be expanded for any land areas outside of the boundaries of the historic district.  Any 
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variances outside of the historic district should be heard by the Board of Adjustments. 
  
Thanks for your consideration of these comments. 
Dave 
                                                                        
David W. Lott | Senior Vice President | Speer & Associates, Inc.  
Cell: 904.415.6928 | Office: 770.396.2528 |www.speerandassociates.com 
  
This communication is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any retransmission, 
dissemination, use of, or taking any action in reliance upon this communication by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is prohibited and may be 
unlawful. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Nick Gillette [Nick@gilletteassociates.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 12:59 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Subject: Housing Element
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Kelly, 
  
I read over the draft ordinance for the Comprehensive Plan amendments.  Policy 3.03.10 discusses 
bonus densities for affordable housing.  What type of bonuses are being contemplated?  Please consider 
that in order to build a duplex on a conforming City lot (60 x 100 lot) with frontage on a 60’ right of way, 
the density would have to be 10 units per acre and this is only for a duplex.  I would consider a duplex a 
medium density residential housing element, not high.   
  
Also, on encouraging the “Green” concept, bonus densities would be nice here as well to allow for a 
developer to offset the higher costs associated with going “Green”.  
  
These are just some quick thoughts and I appreciate you taking my input. Thanks 
  
Nick E. Gillette, P.E. 
Principal/Engineer 
20 South 4th Street 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
(904) 261-8819 (P) 
(904) 261-9905 (F) 
  



Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2011 8:38 PM
To: david.beal@beal.com
Cc: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mharriosn@iee.org; mark bennett; david beal; Kelly Gibson; 

dwlott@bellsouth.net; ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.com
Subject: Re: Public comments - 2011 Comp Plan amendmets, HOUSING ELEMENT
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6/14/2011

 
David, 
 
I was traveling on assignment last week and am sorry this comes late regarding 
comments to the Housing Element. However, I understand the PAB will be reviewing 
the elements as a whole, so the plan can continue to evolve until the final sign-off.  
 
Below, then, are two policies that concern us in their current wording. Your 
consideration much appreciated. 
 
All the best, 
Patricia 
 
Patricia Borns 
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 
 
Policy 3.02.07. (moved from 3.03.03.) The City shall encourage the establishment of 
neighborhood groups to coordinate with the City on neighborhood improvement 
projects, such as code enforcement, removal of blighting influences, and concentrating 
capital and/or operating budget improvements in such neighborhoods. 
 
Concern: What is a neighborhood "group" and who is and isn't included in it? When all 
property owners in a neighborhood are affected, particularly where capital 
improvements are concerned, it is concerning to find this policy legalizing the insider, or 
some would say 'good ol' boy,' practices that many Fernandina neighborhoods suffer 
from. That is, a few wired-in players monopolize staff's attention, the city manager's 
support, and ultimately, the designation of resources that improve their little corner of 
the universe. We all know stories about how this street got paved, how that one gor a 
sidewalk, a storm drain or gravity sewer. Whether or not it was intended, the word 
"group" suggests a subset of the neighborhood, raising fears that a few unelected 
property owners could somehow become 'official' representatives for others who 
deserve an equal voice. Those who have chosen to be additionally governed by 
associations may have some form of legitimate neighborhood leadership; but the rest of 
have elected no one except their commissioners, and can't be legally bound to a city-
created "association." Nor would they want to be, any more than they want to suddenly 
come under the jurisdiction of the HDC. 
 
Desired change: Please ensure that all property owners in a neighborhood are involved 
in "coordinating with the City on neighborhood improvement projects" and have equal 



access to city staff and resources. 
 
Policy 3.02.08. 
The City shall establish a Citywide neighborhood planning program to encourage the 
stabilization and preservation of residential areas throughout the City and strengthen linkages 
between neighborhoods and City government. 
 
Concern: Please see above. Again, we do not want to legitimize unofficial current practices.  
 
Desired change: Please specify in the language that property owners will have equal access to 
city staff and resources, and an equal voice in decisions, for any neighborhood planning 
programs.  
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Public Comments Received Regarding: 

Public Facilities & Services Element 

 

 

 

As of 9/6/2011 



Item # Comment
4.01.01 Wastewater Treatment and Potable Water LOS -has the City performed the ERU 

calculations?  If not, the standard cannot be measured.
4.01.01 Should define the Fire Service ALS and BLS acronyms when first used in the section (they 

are defined later in the document)
4.01.01 Fire Service - how do these standards compare to current performance?
4.01.01 Assume the Police response times are 100% of the time?  How does this compare to the 

current performance level?
4.03.13 Eliminate use of the word "voluntary" .  Does the City have any control regarding 

"mandatory" measures: i.e can it adopt mandatory measures not adopted by SJRWMD?
4.05.07 Mandatory requirement for porous driveways / walkways on private property seems heavy 

handed, especially in re-development areas.  Discounting of impact fees or some other 
incentive would seem to be a more City friendly way to handle this objective 

4.08.10 (b) Says moved to Stormwater objective above but I could not find it
4.06.03 The quantification of there being 2 fire stations seems unnecessary
4.06.04 Why so long for the Master Plan?  Should have one already, but 3 more years????
4.06.07 Seems to be a level of detail (i.e. organizational structure) that exists no-where else in the 

Plan.  Is this really necessary?
4.08.02 Doesn't a Master Plan for the airport already exist.  If so, should language be "update and 

maintain" or just "maintain"
4.09 Does the City currently require licensing of dogs and cats?  There is no mention here.  If 

not done, shouldn't it?



Item # Comment
8.01.02 In Priority A - #4 the criteria "to complete an ongoing project" is included.  There needs to be 

a better definition of what an "ongoing project is", especially if the 20 year time period for the 
Capital Improvement Plan is retained

8.01.02 Priority B - Items 3 & 4 should be lowered to Priority C
8.01.02 Priority C items currently listed should be raised to Priority B as items that provide economic 

benefit through cost reduction, improved efficiency or additional revenue generation should 
be paramount

8.02.01 Are transportation impact fees not currently assessed?  If not, why not and in what 
timeframe will this be done?  If they have been adopted, this policy should be deleted and 
transportation impact fees added to the list of items in 8.02.02

8.02.02 See comment above with regards to possible inclusion of transportation impact fees.
8.04.02 Suggested language insertion " The City shall use accepted risk management principles 

and shall consider a range of revenue and project cost projections…….." as the inserted 
language provides the reason why the range of assumptions is being made

8.04.06 Where did this come from?  Expansion to a 20 year CIP seems to serve only as a cover for 
citizen complaints that an issue isn't being addressed with the response that it is in our CIP.  
It is extraordiarily difficult to project financials outside of 5 years and 20 years is a crapshot.  
If there is a need for longer range planning, a 10 year would be extremely difficult but more 
feasible

8.04.10 By what date and what happens if those levels are not met?
8.05.01 Same comment as in the Multi-Modal Transportation Element 2.05.02 - the City should NOT 

adopt a lower level of service than it currently has.  Such a degredation serves no purpose 
other to delay addressing critical vehicular transportation improvements.

8.05.01 The increased ratio of 10 acres per 1,000 population still seems to be way low.  What is the 
current ratio excluding the Greenway?  What is the ratio including the Greenway?

8.05.02 What is the timeframe for the completion of the Master Recreation Plan?  I thought there 
was one already in place.

8.085.03 I would like to see the Boating category divided into two sub-components: motorized and 
non-motorized.  Non-motorirzed watercraft (sail only, kayaks, canoes) provide for a less 
impact on the environment since they don't use fuel, oil and other additives that get into the 
water system.

8.05.08 Same comment as above regarding separation of motorized and non-motorized watercraft 
or at least identifying the two categories.  Similar to the way bicycles and pedestrians were 
separated out from roads

8.07 See earlier comment relative to expansion of CIP to 20 year timeframe
8.07.05 If the 20 year horizon is maintained, this would appear to be an onerous task as changes in 

timing are likely to occur frequently.  I would suggest a plan amendment only if the element 
is removed or delayed more than a designated timeframe (i.e. 3 years)
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Kelly Gibson

From: Richard Johnson
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:16 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Subject: RE: Comprehensive Plan Update- Airport Sections

 
Kelly 
I know I gave you suggested improvements to EAR amendments.  I would be grateful if you could send me what the 
current wording is now for these amendments as now worded.  
 
I think at the same time I gave you my hand written text amendments to the items below.  However I just became aware 
that they will be discussed at PAB on Wednesday and the original text is still included.  I hope my suggested changes 
were an oversight but again I am not sure they were given to you.  If so I apologize for the late communication  as for me 
it has been difficult to follow this process.  I have noted my recommendations below in blue.   Questions are in yellow. 
 
I will be glad to discuss with you on Tuesday. 
Thanks  
Richard W. Johnson  
Airport Manager  
700 Airport Road  
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034  
904-321-5700  
Fax 904-321-5705 
  
Disclaimer:  According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other 
personal information, is public record and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public Records Law. If 
you do not want your email addresses released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by 
phone or in writing. 
From: Kelly Gibson  
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 10:28 AM 
To: Richard Johnson 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Update- Airport Sections 
 
Mr. Johnson,  
 
Here are the additional sections with language regarding the airport as provided for in the draft Comprehensive Plan 
revisions. Thank you again for taking the time to review this. I really appreciate it!  
 
OBJECTIVE 2.12.     AIRPORT PLANNING 

Fernandina Beach shall ensure proper and orderly development of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport, 
consistent with the Airport Master Plan, and without compromising safety or normal and appropriate aviation
activity to minimize possible the negative impacts from such airport activities upon adjacent residents, lands, natural
systems, and public facilities.  
 
Policy 2.12.01.             
Operating conditions on ground access routes to the Airport will be properly preserved and access will be integrated
with other modes of transportation.     Do not understand this one? Should routes be roads?} 
 
Policy 2.12.02.             
The City will ensure that all ground access routes to the Airport within its jurisdiction will be properly maintained.
{Do not understand this one? Should routes be roads?} 
 
Policy 2.12.03.             
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The City will coordinate with the Fernandina Beach Municipal Aairport on matters relating to the development and
land use compatibility at the Airport and development in the surrounding areas, including the protection and
conservation of natural resources. 
 
Policy 2.12.04.             
The City shall coordinate with the Airport to construct pedestrian and bicycle facilities and to provide transit, as
needed, to and through the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport property as permitted by applicable laws and
security considerations.  
 
Policy 2.12.05.             
All aviation and non-aviation development at the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport shall be made with proper 
consideration for the adjacent population, environment, and the Future Land Use Element of this Plan.
Development shall proceed based upon the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport Master Plan and shall utilize low 
impact development practices (LID).    {LID????) 
 
Policy 2.12.06.             
All aviation and non-aviation development, as designated on the Airport Master Plan, shall obtain building permits 
from the City. Non-aviation property designated in the Airport Master Plan must be developed in accordance with
all applicable City, County, State, and Federal regulations. All plans submitted to the City shall meet or exceed the
provisions of the Airport Architecture and Building Design Standards, Land Development Code, Florida Building 
Code, and Life Safety Code unless other federal or state laws, codes, or regulations are controlling.    {Why the 
second sentence related to non-aviation property as aviation development must meet federal and state regulations
regarding aviation? 
 
Policy 2.12.07.             
The City will coordinate with the Airport to ensure that plans for airport development or other airport activities are
in coordination with all other agencies having jurisdiction.  
 
Policy 2.12.08.               {Do not need this one as 2.12.07 covers very well}   
Development of the Airport may proceed subsequent to compliance with applicable laws, statutes, ordinances,
rules, regulations or policies:  

a. Any applicable Federal, State or local law; or 
b. Activities of the United States Military, including the Army Corps of Engineers; or 
c. Any rule, regulation, or policy in the Code of Federal Regulations, the Florida Administrative Code, or local

administrative regulation or Comprehensive Plan; or   
d. Plans, studies, or other activities of the North Florida TPO; or   {What is TPO and how does this affect

Airport?} 
e. Any plans prepared and approved under Chapter 380, F.S., including but not limited to Developments of

Regional Impact, Florida Quality Development, and description of Areas of Critical State Concern should
one ever be designated in Fernandina Beach, or any other plan for management of land and/or water
resources.    {Airport have their own stringent rules to meet?} 

AND 

OBJECTIVE 4.08.    AIRPORT 

It is the goal of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport to provide a safe, attractive, and well-maintained airport 
facility; to support the economic development of our community; to be responsive to the business and recreational
needs of our residents, neighbors, visitors and users; to operate in an efficient, self-sustaining, and prudent manner; 
and to be in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.  

Policy 4.08.01. 
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The City shall coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Florida Department of 
Transportation, the St. Johns Water Management District, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission,
and the Department of Environmental Protection,as may be required, regarding master planning for the airport and
for the placement and specifications of structures and facilities. 

Policy 4.08.02. 

The airport shall prepare and maintain a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved Airport Master Plan. 

Policy 4.08.03. 

The City shall promote continued financial independence of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport through: 
a. Preparing periodic updates to the airport development plan; 
b. Development of a long-range capital improvements program consistent with financial capacity; and 
c. Development of an operations and maintenance program compatible with financial resources. 

 

 

 

Sincerely,   

  

Kelly N. Gibson 
Senior Planner 
City of Fernandina Beach 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, Florida 32034 
Phone:    904‐277‐7325  
Fax:        904‐277‐7324 
kgibson@fbfl.org 
  
Comprehensive Plan: www.fbfl.us/CompPlan   
Evaluation & Appraisal Report: www.fbfl.us/EAR 
Land Development Code: www.fbfl.us/LDC  
Planning Advisory Board: www.fbfl.us/PAB  
Mapping Info: www.fbfl.us/GIS  
Waterfronts FL Partnership: http://fbfl.us/WFC  
><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·.¸.·´¯`·...¸><((((º> ¸.·´¯`·.¸. 
 ,. ..·´¯`·.. ><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯`·.¸.·´¯`·....¸><((((º> 
  
Disclaimer:  According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other personal information, is public 
record and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public Records Law. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a 
public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing. 

  
 



 

 

 

 

 

Public Comments Received Regarding: 

Conservation & Coastal Management Element 

 

 

 

As of 9/6/2011 



Conservation and Coastal Management Element – Comments and Discussion 
 

Agency Comments 

North East Florida Regional Council – Elizabeth Payne and Jeff Alexander (5/3/11) 

o See attached document with track change comments 

North East Florida Regional Council – Margo Moehring (5/5/11) 

o The reference to clearance time and mitigation belongs under a general CHHA section, not a specific 
land use category. 

o As you guys are not putting your mitigation policy for increase in residential units in 
 CHHA into the plan, and will need to address mitigation case by case, you might want 
 to consider putting in the plan the minimum requirement for analysis, so you don’t have to 
 negotiate that as well. The methodology to determine impacts identified in the most 
 recent hurricane evacuation study would be a reasonable standard, subject to your 
 acceptance of the assumptions used. 

o Please consider also working with “regional entities as appropriate” for the sea level 
 rise work in Policy 5.04.09. 

o We remember discussions from last year about not allowing density bonuses in 
 CHHA. How does this work in your plan? 

o FLUM and transportation elements would have to be reviewed for consistency with 
 these concepts. 
  

St. Johns Water Management District (5/18/11) 

o Policy 5.07.10  “The City shall include water efficient landscaping at all City facilities by using Florida-
Friendly, native and drought-tolerant plants...” 

o Policy 5.07.11 “The City shall use Florida-Friendly or native plant species as landscaping at all City 
facilities and shall not use invasive species…” 

o Policy 5.08.02 “The City shall coordinate with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and 
the SaintSt. Johns River Water Management District...” 

 

Public Comments 

Judith Lane (5/25/11) 

o See attached documents with track change comments  
 

Items for Board Discussion based on Community Workshops 

o Policy 5.01.03 – Eliminate the word “necessary.” 
o Policy 5.01.06 – Insert “and promote” after “The City shall maintain…”. 
o Policy 5.02.07 – Mirror language in ROS Element Policy 6.05.04 – select consistent wording for both 

policies. Clarify statement to reflect driving/parking on beach specifically, not parking east of CCCL. 
Add “people” after “No motorized vehicles…”. 

o Objective 5.05 – Clarify language to specify that objective is intended to relate to Waterfronts Florida 
Partnership Planning Area (Rayonier north to Tiger Point Marina). 

o Policy 5.05.03 – Clarify language regarding parking to specify on-site parking (or not). Discuss 
limitations on long-term parking at marinas. 

o Policy 5.05.10 – Insert “City” after “to reduce the need for additional…”. 
o Policy 5.05.15 – Discuss rewording or clarification of this policy or whether to include it at all. 



o Policy 5.05.17(a) – Specifically reference golf courses.  
o Objective 5.10 – Could wildlife planning further reference aquatic/marine life, especially in estuaries? 
o Objective 5.12 – Include creation of air quality notification system. Also consider inserting creation of 

water quality notification system in water quality objective. 
o Policy 5.14.08 – Keep “preservation” and insert “of” after it, so it reads “preservation of 

environmentally sensitive lands…” 
 



City of Fernandina Beach Draft EAR-based amendment 
St. Johns River Water Management District (District) staff have reviewed the City of Fernandina 
Beach’s (City’s) draft EAR-based amendment. District staff draft comments are provided below. 
**Priorities are 1, 2, 3 per Steve Fitzgibbons (AD 5/25/11) 
1. Water supply concurrency. The supporting policies for Objective 8.05 address concurrency 

management. In addition, the City proposes Policy 4.03.02 to address the water supply requirements 
of Section 163.3180(2)(a), Florida Statutes (F.S.). However, neither the supporting policies for 
Objective 8.05, nor Policy 4.03.02, address all of the requirements of Section 163.3180(2)(a), F.S. 
To adequately address the water supply concurrency requirements, policies providing enabling 
language for the concurrency management system (CMS) must address water supply availability 
prior to approval of a building permit and when issuing a certificate of occupancy. In addition, the 
City’s CMS must include consultation with the applicable water supplier during the permit review 
process and prior to approval of a building permit to determine if adequate water supplies will be 
available to serve the development by the anticipated issuance date of the certificate of occupancy. 
To ensure that the water supply concurrency requirements are addressed, the District recommends 
that the City delete Policy 4.03.02, and revise Policy 8.05.09 as indicated by the following 
strikethrough-and-underlined text: 
 

Policy 8.05.09 
The following criteria shall be used to determine when concurrency has been satisfied for potable 
water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, and drainage:  

a. The necessary facilities and services are in place at the time the development order is 
issued;  

b. A development order is issued subject to the conditions that the necessary facilities and 
services w ill be in place when the impacts of development occur; or  

c. At the time the development order is issued, the necessary facilities and services are 
guaranteed in an enforceable development agreement, to be available when the impacts 
of development occur.  
 

In addition, consistent with public health and safety, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, 
adequate water supplies, and potable water facilities shall be in place and available to serve new 
development no later than the issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy or 
its functional equivalent. Prior to approval of a building permit or its functional equivalent, the 
local government shall consult with the applicable water supplier to determine whether adequate 
water supplies to serve the new development will be available no later than the anticipated date 
of issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy or its functional equivalent.  

 
2. Coordination with the regional water supply plan. Policies 7.02.03, 7.04.13, and 7.04.14 

address coordination with the District relative to implementing the District Water Supply Plan 
(DWSP) and projecting future water supplies and demand. In addition, Policy 7.02.08 addresses 
coordination of the City’s comprehensive plan with the plans and regulations of federal agencies. In 
order to address the requirements of Section 163.3177(6)(h)(l), F.S., regarding coordination with the 
District’s regional water supply plan (i.e., DWSP), the District recommends that policies 7.02.03, 
7.02.08, 7.04.13, and 7.04.14 be revised as indicated by the following strikethrough-and-underlined 
text: 
 



Draft EAR-based amendment 
May 18, 2011 
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Policy 7.02.03 
The City shall coordinate with the SJRWMD in the implementation of those policies included 
within the District Water Supply Plan.  
 
Policy 7.02.08 
The City shall coordinate with the applicable regional, state, and federal agencies on an ongoing 
basis to ensure that the City’s comprehensive plan and other regulations are consistent with their 
respective comprehensive and/or management plans, are compatible and that the regulations and 
standards within these plans are consistent. 
 
Policy 7.04.13 
The City shall coordinate with SJRWMD staff in projecting future water supply and demand of 
potable water and alternative water sources to meet projected needs. In addition, the City will 
participate in the development of updates to SJRWMD’s Water Supply Assessment and District 
Water Supply Plan and in other water supply development-related initiatives facilitated by 
SJRWMD that affect the City. 
 
Policy 7.04.14 
The City shall coordinate with the SJRWMD in preparing amendments to the Water Facilities 
Work Plan and the Consumptive Use Permit process. 

 
3. Addressing Section 163.3177(6)(d), F.S. Objective 4.5 and its supporting policies address the City’s 

water supply facilities work plan (WSFWP). The City is proposing to delete Objective 4.5 and its 
supporting policies because the city is not currently located within a Priority Water Resource 
Caution Area and, accordingly, is not required to maintain a WSFWP. However, the City should 
update the comprehensive plan’s data and analysis to address the requirements of Section 
163.3177(6)(d), F.S., as well as the following items.  

 
A. Include projections for potable and nonpotable water demands for the planning period of the 

comprehensive plan that are consistent with the District’s projections. 
 

B. Identify water sources to meet projected water demands for the planning period of the 
comprehensive plan that consider the sources authorized for use by the City’s District-issued 
consumptive use permit (CUP).  
 

C. Describe any alternative water supply projects (if any) that the City is considering for 
implementation. 

 
D. Identify the City’s water conservation practices to reduce water demand, including the water 

conservation and reuse measures identified in the water conservation plan that was submitted to 
the District and which became part of the City’s CUP. 

 
E. Describe the City’s role in providing reuse water to meet nonpotable water demands. 
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4. Preemption issues. Policies 1.03.05, 4.03.06, and 4.05.17 may conflict with and encroach on the 

exclusive preemptive authority of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the water 
management districts to regulate the consumptive use and transport of water (pursuant to sections 
373.217, 373.223(2), 372.2285, F.S., and Rule 62-40.422, F.A.C.). To eliminate these consumptive 
use preemption issues, the District recommends these polices be revised as indicated below in 
strikethrough-and-underlined text:   

 
Policy 1.03.05. 
Within 500 feet of a public supply well field, the following land uses are prohibited: 
a. All regulated industries by the DEP as defined in Rule 62-521, F.A.C.; 
b. Facilities for the bulk storage, handling or processing of material on the Florida 

Substance List (Rule 38-1-30, F.A.C.); 
c. Activities that require the storage, use, or transportation of restricted substances, 

agricultural chemicals, hazardous toxic waste, medical waste, and petroleum products; 
d. Commercial animal facilities, including veterinary clinics; 
e.  Mines; 
f.  Industrial land uses; 
g. Wastewater treatment plants; 
h. Commercial activities that involve the use of hazardous chemicals such as, but not 

limited to, dry cleaning operations, auto repair and servicing, pool supply, gas stations, 
junkyards, and machine shops; 

i. Injection wells, irrigation wells, and domestic and commercial wells less than six (6) 
inches in diameter; 

j. Stormwater facilities, including the use of drainage wells or sinkholes for stormwater 
disposal; and 

k. Human or animal cemeteries. 
 

Policy 4.03.06.  
The City shall coordinate with the SJRWMD to ensure that continued adequate water supplies 
are identified and available to serve the needs of the City. Specifically, the City shall establish 
water conservation programs and methods, including requiring installation of water saving 
devices and irrigation systems designed to accept reclaimed water in new construction and 
reconstruction projects, limitations on irrigation, and other methods as they are identified. 
 
Policy 4.05.17.  
Irrigation systems for Nnew development and redevelopment and all municipal projects shall be 
required to utilize stormwater runoff be designed and installed to accept nonpotable water for 
landscape irrigation. 

 
5. Nonpotable water reuse practices. Several policies address the City’s nonpotable water practices, 

including policies 4.03.05, 4.04.06, 4.03.07, 4.03.08, 4.03.09, 4.03.12., 4.05.17, and 5.05.17 (Staff 
note: There is no policy 5.05.17; I’m not sure what this references. – AD 5/27/11). Relative to the 
policies related to reuse practices, the District recommends the City consider the following: 
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A. Deleting Policy 4.03.05 or 4.03.08 because the policies contain the same text. 
 

B. Revising policies 4.03.06 and 4.05.17 as indicated by the strikethrough-and-underlined text 
shown within comment 4 (above). 
 

C. Revising Policy 4.03.09 as indicated below in strikethrough-and-underlined text: 
 

Policy 4.03.09.  
In order to comply with potable water conservation policies of the SJRWMD and the 
NEFRC, and to achieve a reduction in the current rates of water consumption, the City’s land 
development regulations shall include the following standards: 
a. Non-potable alternative sources of irrigation water such as wastewater/ stormwater reuse, 

wastewater / stormwater recovery systems and non-potable water supplies shall be used 
to meet irrigation needs, Installation of irrigation systems designed to accept nonpotable 
water and connection to a nonpotable water distribution system, when feasible and 
available;  

b.  Water-saving plumbing fixtures shall be required on all new development; and  
c. Seventy-Five (75) percent of all landscaped areas shall consist of native or drought-

tolerant vegetation.  
d.  Require developments to conform to the State Water Conservation Act (§553.14, Florida 

Statutes).  
 
6. Objectives 4.03 and 4.05 and supporting policies. The City is proposing to delete Policy 4.5.04, 

which addressed the City’s consumptive use permit (CUP) allocations and annual water 
consumption. Although some policies relative to water conservation are proposed in support of 
Objective 4.03, District records indicate that the City is also implementing other additional water 
conservation practices that are associated with the City’s CUP. These additional water conservation 
practices are described in the City’s CUP and in the water conservation plan submitted to the District 
that became part of the CUP. The District recommends that the City consider, in place of deleting 
Policy 4.5.04, adopting an enabling policy to continue implementing the other additional water 
conservation practices that are associated with the City’s CUP. For example, the City could include 
the following text as a new supporting policy for Objective 4.03: 
 

“The City will continue implementing the water conservation practices detailed in the City’s 
consumptive use permit (CUP) and CUP-related water conservation plan.” 
 

7. Other policy considerations. 
A. The District recommends the City consider the following additional policy revisions, as indicated 

below in strikethrough-and-underlined text:   
 
Policy 4.03.11  
The City shall provide incentives for new subdivisions residential and nonresidential 
development that incorporate low impact development strategies and use of native, drought 
tolerant or “Florida Friendly” landscaping including, but not limited to, density bonuses, 
expedited permit review or reduced water and wastewater impact fees. 
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Policy 7.01.09   
The City shall seek an interlocal agreement with the County regarding water supply planning 
issues, specifically to coordinate the availability of sufficient capacity in the City’s water 
system to serve the needs of residents of address the provision of potable water service to that 
portion of the unincorporated County located within the City’s water service area.  
 
Policy 7.04.04   
The City shall maintain ongoing intergovernmental coordination activities in joint municipal 
planning areas regarding issues involving: traffic and transportation systems improvement 
planning and financing; potable and non-potable water facility expansion, replacement, and 
financing; wastewater expansion, replacement, and financing; stormwater management; 
water conservation; coastal management issues...” 

 
Policy 5.08.02  
“The City shall coordinate with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the 
SaintSt. Johns River Water Management District...” 

 
B. Policies 1.02.05, 1.02.06, 1.02.09, 3.06.03, 4.03.09, 4.03.11, 5.07.10, 5.07.11 address 

landscaping requirements and utilize the text “native” and “drought-tolerant.” In addition, some 
of the policies (i.e., 1.02.05, 3.06.03, and 4.03.11) also utilize the text “Florida-Friendly.” The 
District suggests that the City consider utilizing the same text within each policy to ensure 
consistent landscaping requirements. For example, the City could revise policies 1.02.05, 
1.02.06, 1.02.09, 4.03.09, 5.07.10, and 5.07.11, as indicated below in strikethrough-and-
underlined text:   
 

Policy 1.02.05 
“…m. Landscaping Requirements: The City shall direct minimum landscaping percentages 
and promote use of native, drought- tolerant, Florida-friendly landscaping practices and plant 
materials.” 
 
Policy 1.02.06 
“…e. Requiring application of sound low impact development (LID) principles, Florida-
Friendly, native and drought tolerant landscaping and urban design principles and 
practices;…” 
 
Policy 1.02.09 
“…Any potential adverse impacts caused by different incompatible land uses located 
adjacent to each other shall be minimized by Florida-Friendly, drought tolerant and native 
landscaping, low impact development strategies and buffer requirements.” 
 
Policy 4.03.09 
“…c. Seventy-Five (75) percent of all landscaped areas shall consist of Florida-Friendly, 
native or drought-tolerant vegetation…” 
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Policy 5.07.10  
“The City shall include water efficient landscaping at all City facilities by using Florida-
Friendly, native and drought-tolerant plants...” 
 
Policy 5.07.11  
“The City shall use Florida-Friendly or native plant species as landscaping at all City 
facilities and shall not use invasive species…” 

 
8. Aquifer recharge policies and data. City staff previously coordinated with the District in April 

2011 regarding changes to the policies and data related to aquifer recharge (e.g., Policy 5.07.18). 
However, the draft document reviewed by the District did not contain policy changes or data 
relative to the previous coordination. The City’s comprehensive plan should contain a map of 
aquifer recharge areas within the city and identify the data source for the map. The District’s 
current data relative to aquifer recharge areas can be downloaded from the following District 
web page and used by City staff to map recharge areas within the city: 
floridaswater.com/gisdevelopment/docs/themes.html.  

(**Staff note: I communicated with SJRWMD in April 2011 about aquifer recharge issues, but 
changes were not included in the draft version emailed to SJRWMD for preliminary review. This 
information needs to be updated before finalizing any policies regarding aquifer recharge. – AD 
5/27/11) 

 
 



 
 THE CITY SHALL CONSERVE, UTILIZE, AND PROTECT THE NATURAL 
RESOURCES OF THE AREA, INCLUDING AIR, WATER WELLS, ESTUARIES, 
WATER BODIES, SOILS, MINERALS, VEGETATIVE COMMUNITIES, WILDLIFE, 
WILDLIFE HABITAT, AND OTHER NATURAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESOURCES, TO ENSURE THAT RESOURCES ARE PROTECTED AND 
AVAILABLE FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS.  

 
OBJECTIVE 5.01. PUBLIC BEACH ACCESS  

The City shall continue to maintain, improve, and increase public beach access through 
acquisition and other land-use controls.  

POLICIES  
5.01.01. The City shall maintain an inventory of public beach access points, including 

number, location, design, and availability of parking.  
5.01.02. The City shall require, where appropriate, the dedication of public access to 

beaches from developments located within the coastal area.  
5.01.03. The City shall not vacate necessary existing rights-of-way, easements, 

walkways, and other access points to beaches and shores.  
5.01.04. The City shall promote, through dedication or other means, increased facilities 

for public beaches.  
5.01.05. The City shall not allow private landowners adjacent to public beach access 

points, including easements, to restrict public access to the beaches 
through those access points.  

 
OBJECTIVE 5.02. DUNE PRESERVATION  

The City shall implement a beach and dune management program to ensure the 
protection, conservation, and enhancement of the coastal barrier dunes and beaches 
within the City.  

POLICIES  
5.02.01. The City will identify and prioritize those beaches and dune systems that are 

in need of protection, enhancement, and renourishment.  
5.02.02. The dune management program will strictly limit excavation, destruction of 

native vegetation, and other activities that cumulatively or separately 
interfere with the normal transport of dune sediments or interfere with 
the natural protection afforded by natural beach dunes and dune systems.  

5.02.03. The City shall implement standards for dune protection at public and private 
crossovers and for stabilization and restoration projects.  

5.02.04. The City shall require professional evaluation of the potential for beach erosion 
as part of the site plan and permitting process for any coastal structure.  

5.02.05. No motorized vehicles shall be allowed on dune systems or beaches except in an 
emergency situation as designated by the local civil defense agency.  

5.02.06. The City shall coordinate with DEP in evaluating the location of the CCCL.  
5.02.07. The City shall guide and direct the location, construction, and maintenance of 

development adjacent to the Atlantic shoreline. Implementation of this 
policy shall include design standards to address the following issues:  
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a. Avoiding adverse impacts on the contours and topography 1,000 feet 
landward of the CCCL;  
b. Preservation of existing vegetation;  
c. Maximum impervious surface;  
d. Allowance of shore-hardening structures;  
e. Setbacks for shoreline protection;  
f. Construction standards in hurricane vulnerability zones;  
g. Reconstruction of existing hard erosion control structures;  
h. Underground storage tanks; and  

i. Location of septic tanks.5.02.08. The City shall request that the DEP promptly notify 
the City of all applications within Nassau County seeking variances or 
other relief from the CCCL.  

 
 

OBJECTIVE 5.03. HAZARD MITIGATION  
The City shall protect the safety of residents and visitors through limitations on 
development within the Coastal High Hazard Area, preparation of a post-disaster plan, 
and through maintaining evacuation routes and standards for evacuation times.  

POLICIES  
5.03.01. The City shall coordinate with Nassau County for the safe evacuation of the 

coastal population in accordance with Nassau County’s hurricane 
evacuation plan.  

5.03.02. The City shall prioritize the improvement of transportation facilities to give 
special consideration to routes for hurricane evacuation.  

5.03.03. The City shall coordinate with the County’s emergency services director 
whenever the County updates its hurricane evacuation plan and disaster 
preparedness plan. An analysis of the existing plans shall consider the 
following:  
a. Road-carrying capacities as compared to the needs of the main 
evacuation routes, based upon population to be evacuated;  
b. Number and adequacy of shelters to serve the City’s population;  
c. Methods of issuing evacuation orders to ensure all residents are 
adequately notified and, if necessary, assisted during evacuation;  
d. Adequacy of educational information available and reaching the public 
regarding shelters, evacuation routes, emergency assistance, and 
enforcement of evacuation orders; and  
e. Current information on the number and location of special needs 
population.  

 
5.03.04. The City shall provide a hurricane guide showing evacuation routes, hurricane 

hazards, safety procedures, shelters, and other pertinent information for 
its citizens.  

5.03.05. The City shall develop and maintain a post-disaster redevelopment plan to 
address strategic actions necessary to establish order, communication, 
and basic service delivery systems necessary for health, safety, and 
welfare following a hurricane or other natural disaster. This plan shall be 
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reviewed with the County’s civil defense officer for compliance with the 
local peacetime emergency plan.  

5.03.06. The post-disaster redevelopment plan should provide a basis for executing the 
following activities during times of natural disaster:  
a. Establishing a temporary moratorium on building activity;  
b. Reviewing and deciding upon emergency building permits;  
c. Coordinating with State and federal officials to prepare disaster 
assistance applications;  
d. Analyzing and recommending to the City Commission hazard 
mitigation options, including reconstruction or relocation of damaged 
public facilities;  
e. Developing a redevelopment plan including limitations on 
redevelopment in areas that have historically experienced destruction or 
severe damage from storm surge, waves, erosion, or other manifestations 
of storm-driven waters;  
f. Recommending amendments to the local peacetime emergency plan and 
other appropriate policies and procedures;  
g. Distinguishing between immediate repair and cleanup action needed to 
protect public health and safety and long-term repair and redevelopment 
activities;  
h. Incorporating applicable recommendations of interagency hazard 
mitigation reports into the FBCP;  
i. Determining the removal and/or relocation, or structural modification of 
damaged and unsafe structures;  
j. Considering development credits or transfer of development rights for 
use as incentives to reduce rebuilding damaged structures in the Coastal 
High Hazard Area (CHHA); and  
k. Recommending techniques and methods that lower densities along the 
oceanfront and other sensitive, storm-prone areas.  

 
5.03.07. In the event that the City is included in a Presidential disaster declaration, the 

City shall use the interagency hazard mitigation report as the basis for 
prohibiting redevelopment of uses which are inconsistent with the report’s 
recommendations. Additionally, the City shall use the interagency hazard 
mitigation report to prevent new uses that are inconsistent with report’s 
recommendations from locating in the area included in the Presidential 
disaster declaration. Finally, should an interagency hazard mitigation 
report be issued for the City, the City shall consider adopting a program 
for eliminating existing uses that are inconsistent with the report’s 
recommendations.  

5.03.08. The City shall require the redevelopment of any structure that received storm-
damage in excess of fifty (50) percent of the structure’s appraised value, as 
determined by the County property appraiser to meet all current laws and 
ordinances, including those enacted since construction of the subject 
structure.5.03.09. The City shall coordinate coastal area population 
densities with hurricane evacuation plans. The City shall enforce land 
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development regulations that ensure that land-use decisions impacting 
population density within the Category 1 evacuation area, as delineated 
in the Northeast Florida Regional Hurricane Evacuation Study, and the 
Categories 1 and 2 inundation zones are coordinated with the County’s 
hurricane evacuation plan and applicable regional or State hurricane 
evacuation plans.  

5.03.10. Disaster preparedness plans shall address the needs of special needs 
populations, including evacuation and specific shelter requirements.  

5.03.11. The City shall require new public buildings, such as schools and other 
government buildings, to be suitably constructed so that they can be 
utilized as evacuation shelters.  

5.03.12. The City shall continually coordinate with the County’s emergency services 
department to develop a plan for reducing the hurricane evacuation time 
for the City and Amelia Island by ten (10) percent within the planning 
period.  

5.03.13. The City shall continually coordinate with the County’s emergency services 
department to ensure that adequate hurricane shelters are available to 
serve the City’s residents and visitors.  

5.03.14. The City shall protect the coastal zone through programs such as the following:  
a. Identifying areas needing redevelopment;  
b. Eliminating unsafe conditions and inappropriate uses;  
c. Identifying mechanisms for the relocation of structures significantly 
damaged in major hurricane events;  
d. Ensuring that land acquisition programs include provisions for the 
possible redirection of funds to acquire estuarine properties which should 
not be redeveloped following a major hurricane; and  
e. Discouraging the rebuilding and redevelopment of facilities that 
encourage growth in hazardous areas, except for necessary services for 
existing development.  
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OBJECTIVE 5.04. WATER-RELATED FACILITIES  
The City shall protect shorelines and waterfront lands in order to ensure adequate and 
appropriate locations for water-dependent and water-related uses.  

POLICIES  
5.04.01. The City shall guide and direct the location of all future water-dependent and 

water-related uses according to the following criteria:  
a. Directing marinas to preferred locations, such as those adjacent to 

existing channels and passes, and in areas where little dredging 
and maintenance would be required;  

b. Directing the development of dry dock facilities to locations that are 
upland of marina sites;  

c. Requiring sewage pump-out facilities at all marinas and adequate fuel 
spill containment facilities at those marinas which sell petroleum 
products;  

d. Protecting shoreline and waterfront areas in order to provide locations 
for marine/estuarine related uses, such as commercial and 
recreational fishing, boating, and other water-dependent uses and 
activities; and  

e. Prohibiting the construction of causeways within estuaries and 
requiring bridges with pilings instead.  

5.04.02. The City shall develop and implement standards for marinas and marine-
related facilities that include setbacks, height limitations, parcel size, 
architectural guidelines, maintenance, containment of storm-water runoff, 
wastewater disposal, and washdown water for dry storage areas.  

5.04.03. Existing marina facilities shall be allowed to continue operation provided these 
facilities meet the City's adopted operational standards.  

5.04.04. The City shall encourage new and expanded marina facilities to utilize dry 
storage to the fullest extent possible.  
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OBJECTIVE 5.05. COASTAL PROTECTION  
The City shall protect coastal native vegetation, wetlands, living marine resources, 
coastal barriers, and wildlife habitat, by restricting development which will cause an 
adverse impact to these natural resources.  

POLICIES  
5.05.01. The City shall maintain water quality at the designated standards for the 

appropriate water body classification.  
5.05.02. The City will monitor and participate, when necessary, in permitting activities 

of other regulatory agencies for projects which may impact the quality of 
the coastal area and waterways.  

5.05.03. The City shall restrict development that could adversely impact the quality of 
natural resources in the coastal area. When impacts are allowable to 
marine life, wildlife, water quality, and other natural resources, the 
impacts shall be mitigated according to the rules and regulations of the 
DEP and the SJRWMD.  

5.05.04. The City shall continue to coordinate with all relevant regulatory agencies to 
ensure all new development or redevelopment activities that have the 
potential to impact aquatic preserves have been properly reviewed and 
permitted within the guidelines of the Ft. Clinch State Park and the 
Nassau/St. Johns River management plans set forth by the DEP.  

5.05.05. The City will actively pursue the protection and enhancement of water quality 
and quantity for wildlife propagation, fishing, shellfishing, recreation, 
navigation, and other related activities, and shall restore class II waters 
to their original condition. Activities to accomplish this policy shall 
include, but not be limited by, the following:  
a. Continue the proper maintenance of the City's wastewater treatment 

plant to ensure its operating procedures and effluent disposal 
continue to meet or exceed all State and Federal water quality 
standards;  

b. Continue to encourage the pulp mills located in the City to conduct 
regular testing of waters at their outfalls and to meet or exceed all 
State and Federal water quality standards; and 

c. Prohibit future development and other activities that would degrade 
existing class II waters or impede the restoration of existing class 
III waters to class II waters.  

5.05.06. Docks and piers shall not obstruct or materially alter natural water flow or 
restrict navigation.  

5.05.07. The City shall identify, regulate, and mitigate adverse impacts to water 
resources.  

5.05.08. In the event that mineral and/or oil exploration is undertaken off the Northeast 
Florida coast, a contingency plan shall be developed and approved prior to 
announced exploration. The contingency plan shall address, at a 
minimum:  
a. Identification of the City’s natural resources that could be potentially  
impacted;  
b. Identification of potential impacts to the City’s natural resources;  
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c. Methods of mitigation;  
d. Means of coordinating with permitting agencies; and  
e. Responses to hazardous events.  

 
5.08.05. The City shall protect estuarine systems and water quality through the 

following requirements, at a minimum:  
a. Marinas shall contain sewage pump-out facilities and, for those which 
sell petroleum and other such products, adequate spill containment 
equipment shall be required;  
b. Permits from all agencies with regulatory jurisdiction shall be required 
prior to any construction of canals, manmade waterways, or any other 
dredge and fill activities;  
c. All development shall comply with the City’s water quality standards; 
and  
d. Coordination with regional, State, and federal agency programs to 
improve the class III waters in the Intracoastal Waterway.  

 
5.08.06. The City shall protect wetlands from impacts of adjacent development and 

shall ensure:  
a. Proper siting of development structures and infrastructure, including 
clustering of dwelling units away from wetlands;  
b. Location of buffer zones of native vegetation around wetlands and 
surface water bodies to prevent erosion, retard runoff, and provide 
habitat; and  
c. Setback of buildings and other structures from wetlands and water 
bodies.  

 
 

OBJECTIVE 5.09. AQUISITION AND PRESERVATION  
The City shall maintain or increase the quality of natural resources, including coastal 
wetlands, marine habitats, Egans Creek, and associated wetlands, through ongoing 
programs for preservation or acquisition of lands containing important environmental 
resources.  

POLICIES  
5.09.01. The City will continue to maintain an inventory of unique coastal and upland 

systems for inclusion in State land purchase programs for undisturbed 
wetlands, beach access, and other recreational lands. In addition, the City 
shall develop and periodically update an inventory of all of the City’s 
natural resources. This inventory shall examine the quantity and quality 
of each natural resource, as well as identify and prioritize conservation 
lands for purchase through Federal, State, regional, local, and/or private 
initiatives.  

5.09.02. The City shall cooperate with the State and the County in efforts to acquire 
and/or preserve environmentally sensitive lands to ensure their 
conservation and protect their availability for future generations.  
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5.09.03. The City’s land development regulations shall include special requirements for 
preservation and conservation areas. Such special requirements shall 
limit development that will destroy or harm the natural functions of the 
river, lakes, floodplains, harbors, beaches and shores, and animal by-ways 
and nesting requirements.  

5.09.04. The City will actively pursue State and Federal grants to acquire and establish 
natural pathways between nature preserves, parks, and historical sites.  

5.09.05. The City shall develop and periodically update a list of potential Federal, State, 
regional, and local fund sources, as well as private resources that can be 
used to acquire conservation lands. The City shall identify the amount of 
funding needed to purchase the three (3) areas with the highest priority, 
based upon the priority established in Policy 5.09.01. The City shall 
submit applications when funds become available.  

5.09.06. The City shall identify, determine feasibility, and implement alternative 
methods to acquire conservation lands. Alternative methods shall include, 
but are not limited to, transfer of development rights, conservation 
dedications, conservation easements, and donations to private 
conservation groups.  

 
 

OBJECTIVE 5.10. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES  
The City will protect significant habitats of viable populations of threatened or 
endangered species.  

POLICIES  
5.10.01. Marinas and ports shall not be located in or adjacent to designated manatee 

sanctuaries, areas of essential manatee habitat, manatee foraging areas, 
aquatic preserves, or class II waters.  

5.10.02. All species of sea turtles that nest on the sand beaches fronting the Atlantic 
Ocean shall be protected from human interference, including activities 
such as beach renourishment, beachfront lighting, coastal construction, 
and mechanical beach cleaning, among others, during nesting season.  

5.10.03. Developments proposed adjacent to “Outstanding Florida Waters”; wildlife 
sanctuaries; wildlife refuges; State preserves; sanctuaries; forests; and 
publicly owned parks, gardens, and wildlife management areas in the City 
shall be limited by type and intensity in order to conserve wildlife 
populations and habitat.  

5.10.04. The City shall protect significant habitats for native wildlife and vegetation in 
areas of known environmentally sensitive habitats, including habitats of 
endangered species. Prior to the issuance of development permits in such 
areas, detailed inventories and assessments of impacts of development 
shall be conducted. If on-site habitat will be disturbed by new 
development, the habitat shall be relocated or the impacts mitigated, if 
viable by virtue of its size, configuration, and connecting habitat.  

5.10.05. The City shall seek assistance from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish 
Commission, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and any other appropriate entity for 
the identification and protection of species of special concern, or threatened and 
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endangered species. These agencies shall also be requested to assist in the development 
of the City’s land-development regulations and future ordinances for the protection of 
these resources. 
 

OBJECTIVE 5.11. AIR QUALITY  
The City will strive to meet air-quality standards established the EPA and the DEP.  

POLICIES  
5.11.01. The City will coordinate with the DEP and the EPA to ensure enforcement of 

air quality regulations by reporting all known violations of air-quality 
standards.  
OBJECTIVE 5.12 PROTECT AND PRESERVE WETLANDS  

The City shall protect and preserve wetlands from physical and hydrologic alteration, 
and shall direct incompatible land uses away from wetlands.  

POLICIES  
5.12.01. The City’s land development regulations shall require that any application for 

development approval for sites containing wetlands shall include a 
wetland delineation. A delineation of the upland wetland boundary shall 
be established based upon an on-site field survey by a professional 
biologist or registered engineer provided by the applicant and coordinated 
with the SJRWMD, the DEP, and/or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

5.12.02. The boundary of a wetland transition area shall be established by an on-site 
field survey by an impartial professional biologist or registered engineer 
provided by the applicant, approved by the City, and coordinated with the 
SJRWMD, the DEP, and/or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The City 
shall maintain land development regulations that ensure that the 
transition area provides a buffer between wetlands and upland 
development.  

5.12.03. The following uses shall be prohibited within the wetland transition areas:  
a. Industrial uses;  
b. Sanitary landfills;  
c. Wastewater treatment facilities;  
d. Animal feedlots;  
e. Incinerators;  
f. Petroleum or pesticide storage facilities;  
g. Above-ground or below-ground pipes for pollutants or contaminants, 
excluding pipes carrying treated stormwater runoff or wastewater 
effluent; and 
h. Any land use that stores, handles, or generates hazardous material or 
waste.  

 
5.12.04. The City shall require the dedication of conservation easements or reservations where 

the City finds that the dedication is reasonable in order to protect the value and 
function of a wetland.  

5.12.05. The City shall ensure wetland protection, in part, through a review process that 
includes the following:  

Deleted:  

Deleted:  

Comment [JL20]: Suggest spelling 
out for the first time.

Deleted:  

Deleted: s

Deleted: which 

Comment [JL21]: You’ve covered 
“when appropriate” with the following 
phrase. 

Deleted: , when appropriate

Deleted: ,



a. Coordination with the agencies with regulatory jurisdiction over 
wetlands for purposes of rendering legal, equitable, and environmentally 
sensitive determinations of the development rights to be permitted on 
such wetlands and/or lands under the jurisdiction of the state or federal 
government.  
b. The applicant shall bear the burden of proof in demonstrating that 
development will not adversely impact wetlands, transitional wetlands, 
and other environmentally fragile natural systems.  
c. Coordination with the County as well as representatives of the DEP, 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the SJRWMD, and/or the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service for assistance in identifying and delineating 
wetlands.  

 
5.12.06. The City shall protect wetlands from physical or hydrologic alterations in order 

to maintain the following natural functions:  
a. Natural biological functions, including food chain production;  
b. General habitat;  
c. Nesting, migration, spawning, rearing, and resting sites for aquatic or 
land species;  
d. Natural drainage systems impacting sedimentation patterns, salinity 
distribution, flushing characteristics, current patterns, and other 
environmental characteristics;  
e. Shielding other areas from wave action, erosion, or storm damage;  
f. Storage areas for storm-water and flood waters;  
g. Natural recharge areas; and  
h. Natural water filtration processes that serve to purify water.  
 

5.12.07. No development shall be permitted in wetlands. However, approved passive 
recreation areas, open space, restricted access ways, bird sanctuaries, natural storm-
water retention/detention areas, natural preserves, or other similar uses may be 
permissible, so long as they are in concert with the restrictions offered in the above 
sections and will not infringe upon nesting, spawning, rearing, resting, and migration 
sites and activities of the wildlife present in the wetland area of impact. 
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City of Fernandina Beach – DRAFT Conservation and Coastal Management Element – 

Policies re: Hazard Mitigation and Coastal High Hazard Areas 
 

OBJECTIVE 5.03   HAZARD MITIGATION, DISASTER PREPAREDNESS, AND 

POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT 
The City shall protect the safety of residents and visitors through limitations on development within the Coastal High 

Hazard Area, preparation of a post-disaster plan, and through maintaining evacuation routes and standards for evacuation 

times. 

Policy 5.03.01.  

The City shall coordinate with Nassau County for the safe evacuation of the coastal population in accordance with Nassau 

County’s hurricane evacuation plan. 

Policy 5.03.02.  

The City shall prioritize the improvement of transportation facilities to give special consideration to routes for hurricane 

evacuation. The City shall prioritize the improvement of City transportation facilities to give special consideration to 

routes for hurricane evacuation, and shall coordinate with the State and Nassau County to prioritize improvement of State 

and County transportation facilities necessary for hurricane evacuation. 

 

Policy 5.03.03.  

The City shall coordinate with the County’s Emergency  Management Director whenever the County updates its hurricane 

evacuation plan, disaster preparedness plan, Local Mitigation Strategy, and Post-Disaster Redevelopment Plan. An 

analysis of the existing plans shall consider include the following:  

a. Road carrying capacities as compared to the needs of the main evacuation routes, based upon population to be 

evacuated; 

b. Number and adequacy of shelters to serve the City’s population;   

c. Methods of issuing evacuation orders to ensure all residents are adequately notified and, if necessary, assisted during 

evacuation; 
d. Adequacy of educational information available and reaching the public regarding shelters, evacuation routes, 

emergency assistance, and enforcement of evacuation orders; and 

e. Current information on the number and location of special needs population.  

Policy 5.03.04.  

The City shall provide a hurricane guide, updated annually, showing evacuation routes, hurricane hazards, safety 

procedures, shelters, and other pertinent information for its citizens, including special needs populations. 

Policy 5.03.05.  

The City shall develop and maintain a post-disaster redevelopment plan to address strategic actions necessary to establish 
order, communication, and basic service delivery systems necessary for health, safety, and welfare following a hurricane 

or other natural disaster. This plan shall be reviewed with the County’s civil defense officer Emergency Management 

Director for compliance with the local peacetime emergency Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan. The post-

disaster redevelopment plan should provide a basis for executing the following activities during times of natural disaster: 

a. Establishing a temporary moratorium on building activity; 

b. Reviewing and deciding upon emergency building permits; 

c. Coordinating with State and federal officials to prepare disaster assistance applications; 

d. Analyzing and recommending to the City Commission hazard mitigation options, including reconstruction or 
relocation of damaged public facilities; 

e. Developing a redevelopment plan including limitations on redevelopment in areas which have historically 

experienced destruction or severe damage from storm surge, waves, erosion, or other manifestations of storm-driven 

waters;  
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f. Discouraging the rebuilding and redevelopment of facilities which encourage growth in hazardous areas, except for 

necessary services for existing development 

g. Ensuring that land acquisition programs include provisions for the possible redirection of funds to acquire estuarine 

properties which should not be redeveloped following a major disaster; 

h. Recommending amendments to the local peacetime emergency plan and other appropriate policies and procedures; 

i. Distinguishing between immediate repair and cleanup action needed to protect public health and safety and long-term 

repair and redevelopment activities; 

j. Eliminating unsafe conditions and inappropriate uses; 

k. Incorporating applicable recommendations of interagency hazard mitigation reports into the FBCP; 

l. Identifying mechanisms for the removal, relocation, or structural modification of damaged and unsafe structures; 
m. Considering development credits or transfer of development rights for use as incentives to reduce rebuilding damaged 

structures in the coastal high hazard area;  

n. Recommending techniques and methods that lower densities along the oceanfront;  

o. Identifying areas needing redevelopment; and 

p. Providing for strategies to address historic and cultural resources.  

Policy 5.03.06.  

The post-disaster redevelopment plan should provide a basis for executing the following activities during times of natural 

disaster: 

q. Establishing a temporary moratorium on building activity; 

r. Reviewing and deciding upon emergency building permits; 
s. Coordinating with State and federal officials to prepare disaster assistance applications; 

t. Analyzing and recommending to the City Commission hazard mitigation options, including reconstruction or 

relocation of damaged public facilities; 

u. Developing a redevelopment plan including limitations on redevelopment in areas which have historically 

experienced destruction or severe damage from storm surge, waves, erosion, or other manifestations of storm-driven 

waters;  

v. Recommending amendments to the local peacetime emergency plan and other appropriate policies and procedures; 

w. Distinguishing between immediate repair and cleanup action needed to protect public health and safety and long-term 
repair and redevelopment activities; 

x. Incorporating applicable recommendations of interagency hazard mitigation reports into the FBCP; 

y. Determining the removal, relocation, or structural modification of damaged and unsafe structures; 

z. Considering development credits or transfer of development rights for use as incentives to reduce rebuilding damaged 

structures in the coastal high hazard area; and 

aa. Recommending techniques and methods that lower densities along the oceanfront. 

Policy 5.03.07.06  

In the event that the City is included in a presidential disaster declaration, the City shall use the interagency hazard 

mitigation report as the basis for prohibiting redevelopment of uses which are inconsistent with the report’s 

recommendations. Additionally, the City shall use the interagency hazard mitigation report to prevent new uses, which are 
inconsistent with report’s recommendations, from locating in the area included in the presidential disaster declaration. 

Finally, should an interagency hazard mitigation report be issued for the City, the City shall consider adopting a program 

for eliminating existing uses which are inconsistent with the report’s recommendations. 

Policy 5.03.08.07  

The City shall require the redevelopment of any structure that received storm-damage in excess of fifty (50) percent of the 

structure’s appraised value, as determined by the County property appraiser to meet all current laws and ordinances, 

including those enacted since construction of the subject structure.  The City shall address potential exemptions for 

historic structures in relation to this policy. 

Policy 5.03.09.08  

The City shall coordinate coastal area population densities with hurricane evacuation plans.  The City shall enforce land 

development regulations which ensure that land use decisions impacting population density within the Level A evacuation 

zone, as delineated in the 2010 Northeast Florida Regional Evacuation Study, and the category 1 and 2 storm surge 
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inundation zones are coordinated with the County’s hurricane evacuation plan and applicable regional or State hurricane 

evacuation study. 

Policy 5.03.10.09  

Disaster preparedness plans shall address the needs of special needs populations, including evacuation and specific shelter 

requirements. The City shall identify and inventory special needs population information. 

 

Policy 5.03.11.  

The City shall require new public buildings, such as schools and other government buildings, to be suitably constructed so 

that they can be utilized as evacuation shelters. 

Policy 5.03.12.10  

The City shall continually coordinate with the County’s emergency services department Emergency Management 

Department to develop a plan for reducing the hurricane evacuation time for the City and Amelia Island by ten (10) 

percent within the planning period. 

Policy 5.03.13.11  

The City shall continually coordinate with the County’s emergency services department Emergency Management 

Department to ensure that adequate off-island hurricane shelters are available to serve the City’s residents and visitors. 

Policy 5.03.14.  

The City shall protect the coastal zone, through programs such as the following: 

a. Identifying areas needing redevelopment;  

b. Eliminating unsafe conditions and inappropriate uses; 
c. Identifying mechanisms for the relocation of structures significantly damaged in major hurricane events; 

d. Ensuring that land acquisition programs include provisions for the possible redirection of funds to acquire estuarine 

properties which should not be redeveloped following a major hurricane; and 

e. Discouraging the rebuilding and redevelopment of facilities which encourage growth in hazardous areas, except for 

necessary services for existing development. 

Policy 5.08.07.03.12 

The City shall limit the density of dwelling units within FEMA-designated 100-year floodplains to the low-density land 

use classification (zero (0) to four (4) dwelling units per acre) so that existing flood storage is maintained and allowable 

densities do not create potential flood hazards, or degrade the natural functions of the floodplain. Construction in 

floodplains shall adhere to local development standards in keeping with the requirements of the National Flood Insurance 

Program (NFIP). The City shall maintain maps of existing development and densities within the floodplain. 

Policy 5.08.08.03.13 

Hazardous materials or hazardous waste shall not be stored within the floodplain. The Land Development Code shall be 

updated to reflect this policy. 

 

 

OBJECTIVE 5.07.04 COASTAL HIGH-HAZARD AREAS 
The City shall protect property, residents, and visitors within the coastal high hazard area.  Protection shall be provided 

through appropriate designations on the Future Land Use Map to ensure that population is directed away from the coastal 

high hazard area, limitations on construction of infrastructure in the coastal high hazard area, and coordination with 

hazard mitigation and post-disaster plans. 

 

Policy 5.04.01 

The City shall designate Coastal High Hazard Areas (CHHA) on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) and ensure the 
criteria for mitigation found in a coastal high-hazard area is met, as defined in F.S. 163.3178(9). The coastal high-hazard 
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area is the area below the elevation of the category 1 storm surge line as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges 

from Hurricanes (SLOSH) computerized storm surge model.   

 

Policy 5.07.04.02.  

Proposed development shall be evaluated for impacts on traffic circulation, evacuation routes, critical locations, on-site 

hurricane shelter provisions, and proximity to off-site off-island shelter facilities. 

 

Policy 5.07.04.03.  

The City shall not allow public expenditures for infrastructure improvements which subsidize increases in development in 
the CHHA except within the Community Redevelopment Area. An increase in development means a change in land use to 

a more dense or intense category or a redevelopment activity which increases density or intensity. Improvements to a 

public facility which are necessary to address a deficiency, necessary to serve the existing population, and constructed in a 

manner that minimizes impacts from storm events may be allowable. 

 

Policy 5.04.04 

Prior to the development of public facilities in the CHHA, it shall be determined that no other feasible sites exist outside 

that area.  Where public facilities are proposed for renovation or expansion, relocation shall be considered as an option.  If 

construction of public facilities in the CHHA occurs, all facilities must be floodproofed to ensure minimum damage from 

storms and hurricanes. 

Policy 5.07.04.05.  

The City shall maintain a list of infrastructure facilities located in the CHHA which could be relocated, mitigated or 

replaced should State state or federal funding become available for such activities.  It is the City’s intent to relocate, 

replace, or mitigate impacts to listed infrastructure facilities as funds become available. 

Policy 5.07.01.04.06  

All new permanent building construction shall meet the standards of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and 

the City’s floodplain protection regulations, including nonresidential construction within the coastal high hazard area shall 

meet meeting storm and flood proofing standards exceeding those required for a 100-year storm. 

a. Nonresidential construction within the coastal high hazard area shall meet storm and flood proofing standards 

exceeding those required for a 100-year storm; and 
b. If a structure located within the CHHA receives storm damage in excess of fifty (50) percent of its appraised value, all 

such damaged structures shall be required to meet all current laws and ordinances, including those enacted since 

construction of the subject structure. 

Policy 5.07.04.04.07 

The City shall prohibit amendments to the FLUM which result in a net increase in residential density in the CHHA except 

within the Community Redevelopment Area.  Density increases are permitted within the CHHA for parcels in the WMU 
Future Land Use category if the criteria in Policy 1.06.09(e) are met. (Amended 12/19/2006 by Ordinance 2006-28)    

 

Policy 5.07.06.04.08  

The City shall continue to allow development within the CHHA; however, the City shall direct population concentrations, 

including nonresidential development, away from the CHHA except within the Community Redevelopment Area.  

Development and/or redevelopment in the CHHA shall not increase the intensity currently allowed by the Comprehensive 

Plan. (Amended 12/19/2006 by Ordinance 2006-28) 

 

Policy 5.04.09 

The City recognizes sea-level rise as a potential coastal hazard, and shall work with Nassau County to develop strategies 
for responding to sea-level rise, including: 

a) Analysis of the estimated sea-level rise and its effects on estuaries, wetlands, beaches, and uplands; 

b) Identification of structures and areas of possible risk;  

c) Determination of additional data and research needed; 

Comment [ja5]: If you add “and is 

mapped in the Storm Tide Atlas 2011, as 

part of the Regional Evacuation Study”, it 

ties it to the study results.  



DRAFT 

d) Assistance from state and federal agencies;  

e) Analysis of City and County buffer requirements and whether additional buffering should be required;  

f) Evaluation of locating public facilities in areas projected to be affected by rising sea level; and  

g) Consideration of the effects of sea-level rise on potable water sources, saltwater intrusion, septic systems, 

wastewater treatment facilities, and the water table. 

 

 

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT- WATERFRONT MIXED USE CATEGORY 

Policy 1.06.09.  

Waterfront Mixed Use (WMU) 
a. The Waterfront Mixed Use category is intended for the re-development of waterfront land fronting the Amelia 

River within the CRA only.  
b. Uses include: Residential, commercial, retail stores, professional offices, water related uses such as piers, docks, 

wharves, and marinas and uses related to the shrimping and fishing industry.  
c. Net Density is limited to 2 dwelling units per acre and is required to be located above a commercial or office 

use. 
d. Intensity is limited to 0.75 FAR.  
e. Prior to approving a change in land use to WMU in the CHHA, the applicant must demonstrate compliance 

with Florida Statute 163.3178(9)(a) (2006) as follows: 
1. A 16-hour level of service for out-of-county hurricane evacuation is maintained for a category 5 storm event 

as measured on the Saffir-Simpson scale; 
2. A 12-hour evacuation time to shelter is maintained for a category 5 storm event as measured on the Saffir-

Simpson scale and shelter space reasonably expected to accommodate the residents of the development 
contemplated by a proposed comprehensive plan amendment is available; (UNSURE HOW TO 
MODIFY TO ADDRESS RECENT STUDY?? ) or  

3. Appropriate mitigation is provided that will satisfy the provisions of subparagraph 1, or subparagraph 2.  
Appropriate mitigation shall include, without limitation, payment of money, contribution of land, and 
construction of off-island hurricane shelters and transportation facilities.  Required mitigation shall not 
exceed the amount required for a developer to accommodate impacts reasonably attributable to 
development.  A local government and a developer shall enter into a binding agreement to memorialize the 
mitigation plan.( amended 7/17/2007 by Ordinance 2007-25) 

f. Amendments to the FLUM that change the land use to WMU within the Community  Redevelopment Area 
(CRA) may be awarded a 100 % density bonus based on the following criteria: 
1. Dedication and acceptance of an easement to the City in order to build a public waterfront boardwalk along 

the river; and 
2. Dedication and acceptance of an easement for mid-lot or mid-block corridors in order to maintain view 

corridors to the river and to be used as pedestrian access.(amended 12/19/2006 by Ordinance 2006-28) 
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Adrienne Dessy 

From: Kelly Gibson

Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 3:55 PM

To: Marshall, D. McCrary; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding

Subject: FW: CHHA growth management comments 

Page 1 of 2

5/11/2011

Comments from NEFRC on CHHA 
  
I think we should talk about how we want to change our current language to reference CHHA. Given that this 

language was previously required in that area specifically, I’m not exactly sure how to change it.  
  
Sincerely,   

  
Kelly N. Gibson 
Senior Planner 
City of Fernandina Beach 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, Florida 32034 
Phone:    904-277-7325  
Fax:        904-277-7324 
kgibson@fbfl.org 

  
Comprehensive Plan: www.fbfl.us/CompPlan   
Evaluation & Appraisal Report: www.fbfl.us/EAR 
Land Development Code: www.fbfl.us/LDC  
Planning Advisory Board: www.fbfl.us/PAB  
Mapping Info: www.fbfl.us/GIS  
Waterfronts FL Partnership: http://fbfl.us/WFC  
><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯ `·.¸.·´¯ `·...¸><((((º> ¸.·´¯ `·.¸. 
 ,. ..·´¯ `·.. ><((((º>`·.¸¸.·´¯ `·.¸.·´¯ `·....¸><((((º> 
  
Disclaimer:  According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other personal information, 

is public record and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public Records Law. If you do not want your e-mail address 

released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing. 
  

From: Moehring, Margo [mailto:mmoehring@nefrc.org]  

Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 2:12 PM 
To: Kelly Gibson 

Cc: Sayeed, Ameera; Lehman, Ed; Payne, Elizabeth 
Subject: CHHA growth management comments  
  
Dear Kelly, 
  
We are about to give you a call, but here are a couple of thoughts on the language related to 
CHHA from the growth management side, for your consideration. 
  

•        The reference to clearance time and mitigation belongs under a general CHHA section, 
not a specific land use category. 

•        As you guys are not putting your mitigation policy for increase in residential units in 
CHHA into the plan, and will need to address mitigation case by case, you might want 



to consider putting in the plan the minimum requirement for analysis, so you don’t have to 
negotiate that as well.  The methodology to determine impacts identified in the most 
recent hurricane evacuation study would be a reasonable standard, subject to your 
acceptance of the assumptions used. 

•        Please consider also working with “regional entities as appropriate” for the sea level 
rise work in Policy 5.04.09.     

•        We remember discussions from last year about not allowing density bonuses in 
CHHA.  How does this work in your plan? 

•        FLUM and transportation elements would have to be reviewed for consistency with 
these concepts. 

  
Since we are eventually going to be reviewing your plan as a reviewing agency, we probably 
shouldn’t be suggesting language because we could be missing the big picture.  We would be 
happy to meet to discuss concepts, if we can be helpful- just let us know. 
  
Good luck with your update! 
  
Best regards, 
  
Margo  
  

Margo Moehring, AICP, MRTPI 

Director of Policy 
Northeast Florida Regional Council 
6850 Belfort Oaks Place 
Jacksonville, FL 32216 
(904) 279-0885, ext. 161 
mmoehring@nefrc.org 
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Kelly Gibson

From: l.kreger@comcast.net
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 8:59 AM
To: Adrienne Dessy; Kelly Gibson
Subject: Conservation and Coastal Management Element "Point Paper"

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

The CCM (6/6/2011) Element is an excellent planning document updated based on best planning 
practices, public input and government agency recommendations.  
  
It maintains a balance between private property rights and protection of the environment. 
  
Specific comments and recommendations: 
  
Policy 5.03.05, n:  Consider adding "marshes and rivers" 
  
Policy 5.03.07:  Delete "The City shall address potential exemptions for historic structures in relation 
to this policy" 
  
Policy 5.08.01, and 5.08.03:  These policies address protection of wetlands.  I would like some more 
information on how "jurisdictional field delineation and wetland transition area effect individual 
property rights. 
  
Policy 5.12.03:  Change Smurfit Stone to new owner.  Maybe just eliminate identification of the mills 
and Port.  Leave at Coordinate with major industrial operators within the City.  
  
Comments and Recommendations concerning Judith Lane's Comments and recommendations. 
  
Comment 
  
JL1:  Not required motorized vehicles use covered by policy 5.02.07. 
  
JL1:  Concur, add Flora 
  
JL3,4,5:  I don't think these are necessary, but have no problem with changes. 
  
JL6:  Adding NOAA is fine.  
  
JL7:  Concur:  All abbreviations should be spelled out the first time used 
  
JL8:  Concur 
  
JL9, 10, 11:  Not necessary.  When and if oil drilling is approved of our coasts there will be ample 
State and Federal Regulations promulgated.  
  
JL13:  Not required.  Wildlife migration paths are addressed in 5.10.05 and 5.10.07.   
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JL14:  I agree.  Recommend establish a comprehensive list of all properties worth consideration.  I 
would also require this list be updates on a specific schedule rather than "periodically." 
  
JL15.16,17,18.  I don't think these changes are required.   
  
JL19:  Adding NOAA is ok, but they are covered in "any other appropriate entity"  There a lot of 
agencies involved in  
environmental regulation. i.e. Office of Coastal and Aquatic Managed Areas, which we could also 
identify.  But as noted are covered. 
  
JL20, 21:  Concur 
  
JL22:  Existing is ok.   
  
AS noted above an excellent Element.  Please review and comment as you desire and forward 
to PAB members. 
  
Len 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Dave Lott [dwlott@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 12:10 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary
Subject: EAR Amendments

Page 1 of 1

5/27/2011

Kelly, 
Sorry I wasn’t able to make last night’s meeting due to a travel conflict, but hope to 
make the rest of them.  The only comment I had on the Public School and 
Intergovernmental Elements was the duplication of some items.   
  
For the Public School Facilities Element it was indicated there were no changes to the 
existing Plan.  But in the Intergovernmental Coordination Element, items7.05.01 – 7.05.06 
are duplications of 10.01.01 – 10.01.06 that are in the Public School Facilities Element.  
Element 7.05.07 is contained in the  Public Schools Facilities Element under 10.03.05 (no 
revisions). 
  
I would suggest for simplification, this duplication be eliminated and be incorporated in 
only one of the Elements. 
  
Thanks, 
Dave 
  
  
  



 
Intergovernmental Coordination Element 

 
Summery Slide 

•Mandatory element per state statute. 

•Still includes establishing consistent level of service standards; 
planning for public schools in the City; and coordinating with Nassau 
County, SJRWMD, and state and regional agencies to ensure 
implementation of plans and regulations.  

•New topics include identifying and/or updating interlocal agreements 
(new or existing); considering establishment of joint municipal planning 
areas; and adding more specific coordination activities.     
 
Agency Comments  
Nassau County School Board, Sharyl Wood (5/2/11)  
 In regard to 7.01.10 - Great! This is needed. (By the way, last 
Thursday, there was a tabletop exercise for the PDRP and there wasn't 
anyone there from Fernandina Beach.)  
 Also in regard to 7.01.10 - I'm not sure whether you're referring to 
future schools within Nassau County or within Fernandina Beach, but the 
issue of schools as shelters is governed by the Florida Department of 
Education and the Florida Building Code. All new schools must be built 
with shelter capacity and no school in Fernandina would be designated as an 
evacuation shelter for our local population for such events as hurricanes due 
to the city's location. The Red Cross coordinates the opening of shelters for 
other purposes, such as during the aftermath of an event, and any school 
that's not damaged as a result of the event can be opened as a shelter. It 
seems that there are other issues related to the PDRP that should be 
addressed by this policy.  
 Policy 7.01.11 - I propose that #4 under this policy read: Cooperative 
use of School Board and City property and facilities.  
 
No Public Comments  
No Items for Board Discussion based on Community Workshops 
 
Discussion 
Policies 7.01.10 and 7.01.11 have been updated per the Agency Comments.  
No further discussion recommended. 
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Capital Improvements Element 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: David Lott [David.Lott@speerandassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 9:46 AM
To: 'David Beal'; Paul Condit ; mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; 'Eric Bartelt'; 'Len Kreger'; Richard 

Bradford; Michael Harrison 
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary; Kelly Gibson; Jennifer Gooding; Adrienne Dessy
Subject: EAR Amendment Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Page 1 of 3

6/3/2011

I am out of town this week and unable to attend tonight’s PAB special meeting.  I have 
sent Staff some comments already which have been included in the documentation 
provided.  While I am still finalizing all my comments from the EAR amendment 
documents and the review meetings held last week, I wanted to pass along my 
viewpoint on some of the major issues contained in the proposed draft with suggested 
revised language. 
  
Goal 1 – Future Land Use Element 
Sections 1.07.03 (3) – Low Density Residential and 1.07.04 (e) – Medium Density 
Residential -  Staff has suggested striking out language that specifically identifies non-
residential uses including resort rentals.  Staff’s explanation was two-fold: to make the 
sections consistent with the others that do not contain such specificity by placing a 
general prohibition (“incompatible non-residential uses); and, to address previous 
discussions by the City Commission to examine the possibility of expanding resort 
rentals.  I believe that such a language substitution will substantially weaken the Code 
and could lead to an expansion of resort rentals throughout the City given the recent 
legislation passed at the State level.  This City has seen numerous times what happens 
when language that is vague or subject to individual interpretation is used (i.e. building 
‘height’).  I would suggest either restoring the language that is in the current LDC for 
these items or modifying as such: 
  
Section 1.07.03 (3) 
3. Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and 
breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations; and other 
incompatible non-residential uses.   
  
Section 1.07.04 (e) 
e. The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent encroachment by 
commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or 
other forms of transient accommodations; and other incompatible non-residential uses. 
  
Section 1.07.06 - I also have a concern about what appears to be an effort to greatly 
expand the amount of mixed-use areas in the City.  I believe that such a designation is 
appropriate for certain areas such as central business district and other general 
commercial areas as a step-down to residential areas.  While I agree with the 
“definition” of MU in this section, there are numerous references made throughout the 
document that I interpreted to be that as current residential areas are redeveloped 
there would be an emphasis to change them to MU.  My general concern in 
heightened by the frequent use of such terms as “dense”, “compact”, “urban”.  
Despite David Yulee’s vision, FB is not Manhattan and I don’t think a majority of its 



current residents want to see a major urbanization effort,  
  
Goal 2 – Multi-Modal Use Element  
Section 2.05.02 – Staff has proposed a degradation in level of service on City roads from a “C” 
to a “D”.  This same language change is reflected in Goal 8 – Capital Improvement 8.05.01.  
We should not accept a lower level of service on our streets.  If I understood Staff’s reason for 
this change, it was to “allow” funds collected under a transportation impact fee to be spent 
on alternative transportation methods.  The City Attorney and City Manager have both written 
to me and said that the City already has the ability to spend any “transportation impact fees” 
collected on any type of transportation surface whether it be sidewalks, bike lanes, roadways, 
etc.  I see no reason for the citizens to be subjected to a lower level of service.  
  
Goal 4 – Public Facilities Element 
Section 4.01.01 – I want to know what the current response times are for the Police and Fire 
and how these compare to the times stated in the Draft.  Staff thought that the actual service 
times currently experienced were meeting or better than the stated time.  I am not sure of that 
information.  It is also important to understand if the standard is “average” response time or 
100% of every response will be under that timeframe. 
  
Section 4.05.07 - Mandatory requirement for porous driveways / walkways on private property 
seems heavy handed, especially in re-development areas. Discounting of impact fees or some 
other incentive would seem to be a more City friendly way to handle this objective. 
  
Goal 8 – Capital Improvements Element 
8.01.02 – I think some of the priority elements need to be adjusted.  Please see my detailed 
comments 
  
8.04.06 / 8.07.05 – I have some real concerns with the adoption of a 20 year CIP based on 
what is stated as the elements required in such a plan.  While I see that large infrastructure 
projects have a horizon longer than the current 5 years; financial and needs assessments 5 
years out are tricky enough and virtually impossible 20 years out due to changes in technology 
and costs.  Additionally, under 8.07.05 it states that if there is any change to a CIP in terms of 
timing or removal/addition to the overall Plan, an amendment is required.  This seems highly 
onerous especially know the number of changes that are likely to occur.  If there is a need to 
extend the timeframe from the current 5 years, I would say it should be no longer than 10 
years. 
  
8.05.01 – While raising the ratio is good, I think our current ratio is substantially higher than 10:1 
(someone remarked it could be 40:1 or higher).  The ratio needs to be set, at a minimum, 
within 10% of the current ratio. 
  
Goal 11 – Historic District Preservation Element 
11.01.07 bullet #7  The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for 
decisions affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City. The historic 
preservation ordinance shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council which 
may include, but are not limited to: 

•         Hearing variances for properties within historic districts, neighborhood conservation 
districts, or the Community Redevelopment Area; and 

Not exactly sure of what a “neighborhood conservation district” is, but according to the 
current City land use map, there currently are no conservation areas located within the 
current boundaries of the City’s historic district.  I don’t believe it is proper for the HDC’s powers 
to be expanded for any land areas outside of the boundaries of the historic district.  Any 
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variances outside of the historic district should be heard by the Board of Adjustments. 
  
Thanks for your consideration of these comments. 
Dave 
                                                                        
David W. Lott | Senior Vice President | Speer & Associates, Inc.  
Cell: 904.415.6928 | Office: 770.396.2528 |www.speerandassociates.com 
  
This communication is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any retransmission, 
dissemination, use of, or taking any action in reliance upon this communication by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is prohibited and may be 
unlawful. 
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Adrienne Dessy 

From: l.kreger@comcast.net

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 8:56 AM

To: Kelly Gibson

Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding

Subject: Capital Improvement Element
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Kelly: 
  
Some comments and recommendations concerning the CIP. 
  
Overall I believe the element is very well written and comprehensive.   
  
I think the Priorties in section 8.01.02 should be revised to ensure that infrastructure and 
deficient maintenance issues along with improvements needed to meet or maintain levels of 
service are  a Priority A.  Some of these would be in fact required for public health and safety.  
It would be good to somehow establish criteria for public health and safety. .   
  
As an example:  Stormewater improvements are a health and public safety issue.  But, 
somehow they have been moved below a lot of other desired projects.      
  
  
Capital improvements needed to complete an ongoing project should be considered for Priority 
B, unless public health and safety are involved.  
  
Policy:  8.01.04:  It would be nice to have the annual review include the Planning Advisory 
Board. 
  
Policy:  8.04.06:  A change to a 20 year plan seems to me too much.  A ten year rolling plan, 
the update which will of course be included in the Annual review is more than sufficient.   This 
is especially true for budgeting.  
  
Policy 8.05.01:  Dates for completion of specific LOS studies should be included. 
  
Policy 8.07.06:   Recommend wording to changed to include "Major Renovations" 
  
I am not sure how some of the objectives and policies fit into the new elimination and changes 
of codes.  I am sure you are looking at this issue.   
  
Len 



 
Capital Improvements Element 

 
Summery Slide 

•Mandatory element per state statute. 

•Still includes ranking criteria for proposed projects; guidelines for 
evaluating new development impacts; fiscal resource management; LOS 
standards; and school concurrency.  

•New topics include going from a 5 year to a 20 year schedule; updated 
ranking criteria for proposed projects; Planning Department review for 
consistency; LOS standards for other City services; LOS tracking 
system; and sustainability.     
 
 
Agency Comments 
DCA (verbal comments to Kelly 5/20/11) 
• Need a separate policy for 5 year CIP as required. Can keep the 20 year, 
but it needs to be its own policy. 
• Policy 8.06.02 cannot say “current” Five Year Facilities Work Plan, must 
use title, author & date of most recently adopted plan. 
 
Nassau County School Board, Sharyl Wood (5/2/11) 
• Same as 2nd DCA comment above. 
 
Public Comments 
 
Len Kreger (5/13/11): 
• I think the Priorities in section 8.01.02 should be revised to ensure that 
infrastructure and deficient maintenance issues along with improvements 
needed to meet or maintain levels of service are a Priority A. Some of these 
would be in fact required for public health and safety. It would be good to 
somehow establish criteria for public health and safety.  As an example:  
Stormwater improvements are a health and public safety issue.  But, 
somehow they have been moved below a lot of other desired projects. 
• Capital improvements needed to complete an ongoing project should be 
considered for Priority B, unless public health and safety are involved. 
• Policy: 8.01.04: It would be nice to have the annual review include the 
Planning Advisory Board. 



• Policy: 8.04.06: A change to a 20 year plan seems to me too much. A ten 
year rolling plan, the update which will of course be included in the Annual 
review is more than sufficient. This is especially true for budgeting. 
• Policy 8.05.01: Dates for completion of specific LOS studies should be 
included. 
• Policy 8.07.06: Recommend wording to changed to include "Major 
Renovations" 
 
Dave Lott (5/25/11): 
• Policy 8.01.02: In Priority A - #4 the criteria "to complete an ongoing 
project" is included. There needs to be a better definition of what an 
"ongoing project is", especially if the 20 year time period for the Capital 
Improvement Plan is retained. 
• Policy 8.01.02.: Priority B - Items 3 & 4 should be lowered to Priority C. 
• Policy 8.01.02.: Priority C items currently listed should be raised to 
Priority B as items that provide economic benefit through cost reduction, 
improved efficiency or additional revenue generation should be paramount. 
• Policy 8.02.01.: Are transportation impact fees not currently assessed? If 
not, why not and in what timeframe will this be done? If they have been 
adopted, this policy should be deleted and transportation impact fees added 
to the list of items in 8.02.02. 
• Policy 8.02.02. See comment above with regards to possible inclusion of 
transportation impact fees. 
• Policy 8.04.02.: Suggested language insertion " The City shall use accepted 
risk management principles and shall consider a range of revenue and 
project cost projections…….." as the inserted language provides the reason 
why the range of assumptions is being made 
• Policy 8.04.06.: Where did this come from? Expansion to a 20 year CIP 
seems to serve only as a cover for citizen complaints that an issue isn't being 
addressed with the response that it is in our CIP. It is extraordinarily difficult 
to project financials outside of 5 years and 20 years is a crapshoot. If there is 
a need for longer range planning, a 10 year would be extremely difficult but 
more feasible. 
• Policy 8.04.10.: By what date and what happens if those levels are not 
met? 
• Policy 8.05.01.: Same comment as in the Multi-Modal Transportation 
Element 
2.05.02 - the City should NOT adopt a lower level of service than it 
currently has. Such a degradation serves no purpose other to delay 
addressing critical vehicular transportation improvements. 



• Policy 8.05.01.: The increased ratio of 10 acres per 1,000 population still 
seems to be way low. What is the current ratio excluding the Greenway? 
What is the ratio including the Greenway? 
• Policy 8.05.02.: What is the timeframe for the completion of the Master 
Recreation Plan? I thought there was one already in place. 
• Policy 8.05.03.: I would like to see the Boating category divided into two 
subcomponents: motorized and non-motorized. Non-motorirzed watercraft 
(sail only, kayaks, canoes) provide for a less impact on the environment 
since they don't use fuel, oil and other additives that get into the water 
system. 
• Policy 8.05.08.: Same comment as above regarding separation of 
motorized and non-motorized watercraft or at least identifying the two 
categories. Similar to the way bicycles and pedestrians were separated out 
from roads. 
• 8.07. See earlier comment relative to expansion of CIP to 20 year 
timeframe. 
• Policy 8.07.05.: If the 20 year horizon is maintained, this would appear to 
be an onerous task as changes in timing are likely to occur frequently. I 
would suggest a plan amendment only if the element is removed or delayed 
more than a designated timeframe (i.e. 3 years). 
 
Discussion 
Policy 8.05.01 has been cleaned up per ongoing discussions. 
 
In order to comply with the DCA comments that require a five year CIP, 
policies:  8.03.02, 8.04.06, 8.05.11, 8.06.02, 8.07.01, 8.07.02, 8.07.04 and 
objective 8.07 have been amended.  In addition a new policy 8.04.07 has 
been added. 
 
Policy 8.07.06 is changed to include "Major Renovations" 
 
Suggested further Board discussion to include: 
 
1)  What should be the CIP timeframe outside the required five years? 
 
2) Should the priorities in 8.01.02 be re-ordered per public input? 
 
3) The LOS for roads in policy 8.05.01 should be consistent with the Multi-
modal Transportation Element.  Suggest that this be a topic of discussion in 
the review of the Multi-modal  Element. 
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Kelly Gibson

From: Amy and Jim Stallings <amy.jimstallings@cox.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 7:08 PM
To: pcondit@comcast.net; dbradford@ameliaisland.com; david.beal@beal.com; 

mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; len.kreger@rocketmail.com; ericbartelt@gmail.com; 
mharrison@iee.org; Teddyk1525@gmail.com; Kelly Gibson; Susan Steger; Eric Childers; 
afilkhoff@fbfl.org; Tim Poynter; Jeffrey Bunch

Subject: Archaeological preservation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

June 23, 2011 
 
Dear Planning Board members and Commissioners: 
 
As a property owner in the Old Town Historic District, I urge you to oppose the proposed Comprehensive Plan policies regarding 
archaeological preservation. (11.02.02, 11.02.03, 11.03.01, 11.06.05.) These policies place an unfair burden on the exercise of my 
property rights. They add cost and complexity to the development of my land. Potentially, they allow the City to enter, test, and even 
take property. They certainly make the cost of Old Town infrastructure improvements prohibitive.  

The city did an archeological survey of Old Town 15 years ago and did not need such policies to dig up the streets and 
encourage the build out of the historic lots. Surely we do not need such extreme policies now.  

For example:  
 

• The possible creation of an archaeology conservation district; 
• Requiring mitigation for making street improvements on streets that have already been graded by several feet;  
• Giving the city the authority to charge property owners for archeological services conducted on their properties.  

 
City staff and HDC members say they “do not intend” for the policies to burden property owners, and “do not intend” to exercise 

eminent domain in their implementation. Yet they steadfastly refuse to modify the policy language to reflect more benign intentions. 
What does that say about their real intent? 

Fernandina Beach is not St. Augustine. Whether in Old Town or any other neighborhood, the unfettered ability to own, develop 
and sell property is far more important to the city's current tax payers and future tax base than the possible discovery of Civil War 
buttons, Indian pottery shards or burial remains. 

With these policies, the city is breaking its Comprehensive Plan mandate to "maintain Land Development Code regulations that 
minimize barriers to the development of existing vacant lots." (Policy 3.03.06.) I urge you to respect this important property right by 
assuring that the archaeological policies guarantee that I may own and develop my land at no added archeological cost.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jim and Amy Stallings 
152 Buford Place 
Macon, GA 
White Street property owner  
Fernandina Beach, FL 
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Adrienne Dessy

From: Suanne Thamm [szthamm@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 11:06 AM
To: Adrienne Dessy
Subject: HDC PAB Workshop

Adrienne, I thought this meeting went very well, thanks to all your hard work!  I liked David's suggestion about 
adding "neighborhood" to "conservation district."

Some possible wordsmithing:

11.03.05:  In following Chapter 11 of the Florida Building Code, the Building Official shall exercise the discretion 
granted under the code with respect to exempting designated historic structures from certain provisions.
The Building Official must confer with staff and the Historic District Council prior to denying such exemptions.

11.03.13:  The City recognizes the potentially historic importance of structures that are more than 50 years old and 
will strive to protect such structures as examples of the community's recent heritage.



Adrienne Dessy 

From: l.kreger@comcast.net

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 7:57 AM

To: Kelly Gibson; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding

Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary

Subject: Community Workshops, Plan Review Comments
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A reminder that I will be able to attend all the Workshops this week, except tonight. 
  
Some comments on Elements.  I will forward as I complete reviews.    
  
1.  Capital Improvement Element comments were forwarded 13 May 2011 
  
2.  Conservation and Coastal Management Element: Policy 5.12.03 change Smurth Stone to 
the new company name. 
  
3.  Future Land Use Element:   
  
Policy 1.06.03.  Change wording to discourages demolition vice prevent. (Consistent with 
Housing Element)  
  
Policy 1.07.03 and 1.07.04. "Non resident uses" must be defined.  As you know this will be a 
big issue.  
  
4.  Housing Element: 
  
Policy 3.01.04;  Should add Promote and REQUIRE nondiscrimination.   
  
Policy 3.02.01; .Recommend adding UPGRADE or eliminate substandard housing 
  
Policy 3.06.06;  Rehibilation wording should be changed to read encouraged in all areas of the 
City 
  
Len   



Kelly Gibson 

From: Mike Harrison [drmikeharrison@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 11:57 AM
To: Adrienne Dessy; Kelly Gibson
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary
Subject: RE: EAR-Based Amendments - Historic Preservation
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Adrienne: 
  
Let's meet and talk about this. Are you free this afternoon? 
  
Mike 
 

From: Adrienne Dessy [mailto:adessy@fbfl.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 10:01 AM 
To: Mike Harrison; Kelly Gibson 
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary 
Subject: RE: EAR-Based Amendments - Historic Preservation 
 
Good morning,  
  
Thank you for your input that you’d like forwarded on to the PAB members.  
  
Please allow me to point out, however, that I still haven’t received any substantive 
information on what changes you are proposing.  As the planner who worked on drafting this 
document, along with the HDC, I’d appreciate some specific information as to what types of 
changes you are suggesting.  I think it is fair to give some more detailed idea of what you 
mean, as I’m still not clear on what you propose. 
  
As I mentioned at the meeting Monday evening, I do feel that it is rather late in the game to 
now substantively change this document.  We represented at the meeting that we are not 
putting forward any major changes in order to ensure continuity of staff-proposed drafts.  I 
realize that you joined the PAB only recently, and were designated the element champion of 
an element much later than other PAB members; however, you were in attendance at an HDC 
workshop in May 2010 on this element over a year ago, and did not express any concerns at 
that time. The current version has not changed very much from that early draft. We also 
emailed you a version of the draft on 4/13/11 in advance of the joint PAB/HDC workshop, 
and didn’t receive a response until 4/24/11.  I responded to that email the following day 
asking for more clarification on your comments about substantial editing, and never received 
a reply.  At the 5/4/11 joint workshop, you didn’t make any comments that alluded to a 
substantial rewrite, and left the meeting early, so we didn’t discuss anything afterwards.  You 
have not contacted me at any other point about any major edits. 
  
I have to say I was very surprised to hear your comments to the group on Monday evening 
about your concerns, and I would have appreciated your reaching out ahead of time to discuss 
those concerns.  It’s important that you advocate for this element to the PAB as the 
champion, not raise doubts about it, which could have and should have been addressed 
sooner.  The HDC and PAB as a whole seem comfortable with this document, subject to the 
comments received at the joint workshop being included. I don’t feel that it is appropriate to 



alter it substantively at this time, after this version has already been vetted by staff, the HDC and the 
PAB to move forward for PAB consideration.  But I do wish you had contacted me sooner, with 
more detailed information on what it is you would have liked to have seen, as it’s a shame that you 
don’t feel like you can fully stand behind this version. 
  
Adrienne Dessy  
Planner II 
City of Fernandina Beach 
Community Development Department 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
P: 904.277.7325 
F: 904.277.7324 
adessy@fbfl.org 
www.fbfl.us/cdd 
www.fbfl.us/historicdistrict 
www.fbfl.us/sustainability 
  
Disclaimer: According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City of 
Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other personal information, is public record and 
must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the Public 
Records Law. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a public records request, 
do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing. 
  

From: Mike Harrison [mailto:drmikeharrison@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 4:30 PM 
To: Kelly Gibson 
Cc: Adrienne Dessy; Marshall, D. McCrary 
Subject: EAR-Based Amendments - Historic Preservation 
  
Hi Kelly: 
  
Following on our discussions about the duties of 'Element Champions' last evening, please 
distribute the following to the members of the PAB prior to our meeting on May 31. If you or 
Adrienne have any comments or suggestions for corrections, please let me know before you 
distribute this email. 

PAB Colleagues:  I am a strong proponent of Historic Preservation, and I am honoured to 
have been asked to be the Element Champion on the PAB. Because of the importance of 
this element, I want to make sure that it is clear and easy to understand, so that it garners 
support from citizens and the City Commission. I am conscious that the Element will 
eventually be a significant legal document, parent to LDC's and we should therefore be at 
pains to make it as clear and unambiguous as possible. I find the current draft of the element 
to be unnecessarily long-winded and repetitive, and I will be happy to work with Staff on 
editing the final proposal to the PAB when all citizen and Board input has been received. 
  
When I first reviewed the Element, I had a number of comments related to the wording of 
the Objectives and Policies. These were addressed - along with the comments of other 
Board members - at the joint meeting of PAB and HDC on May 4, 2011 and I look forward 
to seeing a revised draft which incoporates the modifications requested and agreed there. Of 
particular importance are those changes that emphasize education and promotion of 
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preservation as important duties of citizens, and the concept that neighborhoods are 
peresrvation units in their own right, and deserve as much attention as buildings included in 
them. 
  
I have no hesitation in recommending the inclusion of the ideas included in this Historic 
Preservation Element to the PAB; but I do want to see the document edited, and the agreed 
changes included before the PAB meeting at which we vote on it.  /Mike 

Please make sure and include me on the distribution. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Mike 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Mike Harrison [drmikeharrison@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 12:51 PM
To: Kelly Gibson; david.beal@beal.com
Cc: Adrienne Dessy; Marshall, D. McCrary
Subject: Harrison Schedule
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Kelly: 
  
Please note that I will be out of the country from June 14 until September 2, and unable to attend 
PAB meetings. I know that you have Comprehensive Plan meetings scheduled in this period, and 
I would ask that the Historic Preservation Element be scheduled to be covered at meetings held 
before June 13 if this is possible. 
  
May I also ask Adrienne to make send a printed copy of this email Ms. Cascone? 
  
Thanks. 
  
Mike 



Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 1:52 PM
To: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mharriosn@iee.org; mark bennett; david beal; Kelly Gibson
Cc: dwlott@bellsouth.net; ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.com
Subject: Public comments - 2011 Comp Plan amendmets, HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Dear PAB members, 

 
We are trying to wade through the many new comp plan elements and get 
written comments to you. In this e-mail, we would appreciate your 
consideration of the below comments on Chapter 11, Historic Preservation 
Element.  
 
We are concerned property owners of developable vacant lands and a 
residence in a historic district.  
 
While the element was authored by the HDC and that board's planning 
liaison, we hope it will receive the PAB's equal deliberation, as the board 
ultimately responsible for reviewing amendments to the comprehensive plan.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Patricia Borns 
Ronald Machado 
314 New St. 
 
1.  
OBJECTIVE 11.02 
  
"The City shall make all efforts to identify, preserve, and protect 
archaeological and paleontological resources within Fernandina Beach. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.02 Upon completion of the survey project, the City shall 
implement land development regulations addressing archaeological and 
paleontological protection.The regulations shall, at a minimum, provide for 
analysis of resources, and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation (in that 
order of preference) of adverse impacts when development involves 
properties that contain or have reasonable potential to harbor resources of 
archaeological significance. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.03 The City shall be responsible for insuring that any proposed 
development projects will not adversely impact a significant archaeological or 
paleontological site, and shall seek assistance from a professional 



archaeologist or consulting firm in assessing the potential impacts of development 
projects. ... 
  
Policy 11.03.01  
The City shall explore strategies for preservation of historic resources and 
properties, including, but not limited to: • Incentives for maintenance, restoration and 
rehabilitation, and stabilization of historic, cultural or archaeological resources; •     
Incentives for productive and adaptive reuse of historic structures; •         Incentives for 
private ownership and responsible stewardship of these resources  • Opportunities for 
acquisition and/or conservation by governmental entities, private interests, or non-
profit organizations; and  •            Establishment of historic, archaeological, or 
conservation districts." 
  
CONCERN: The archaeological protection language overreaches the value of the 
city's resources and reasonable economic return, compared with the potential 
detriment to property owners' abilities to continue to own and develop their lands, 
including the ability to provide or improve infrastructure. Archaeological heritage 
tourism can and is being accomplished in Fernandina without further undue burdens. 
  
DISCUSSION:  
 In discussing the possible LDCs issuing from these policies, staff cited the City of St. 
Augustine.  
For reference, see the St. Augustine LDCs at  
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?
clientId=10951&stateId=9&stateName=Florida. Fernandina hasn't the archaeological 
resources of St. Augustine and therefore nowhere near the financial upside for 
modeling itself on that city's strict LDCs. But the proposed policies allow the option of 
adopting levels of enforcement against even a 3-inch ground disturbance -- less than 
needed to plant the average vegetable garden.  
  
 The city does not have the budget to be "responsible" for protecting archaeological 
resources as these policies propose. Therefore, the burden will fall on the property 
owner-developer, as it does in St. Augustine. The cost and time of archaeological 
reviews, site inspection, supervision, and in some cases liens and legal fees, will make 
development prohibitive, including the ability to undertake burying of utilities, and 
storm water and sewage improvements. This is in direct conflict with Chapter 1, p. 4, 
Policy 3.03.06:"The City shall maintain Land Development Code policies that minimize 
barriers to the development of existing vacant lots." The proposed archeological 
policies mandate new barriers to the development of existing vacant lots.  
  
In some states such as Michigan and Texas, conservation districts have the statutory 
power of eminent domain within the context of their particular conservation goals. But 
even where not legislated at the state level, a local government can exercise powers 
of eminent domain as a result of its local archaeological ordinances. Miami/Dade did 
just that in the case of the Miami Circle.
(See http://www.flheritage.com/archaeology/projects/miamicircle/Tour/modernTL.cfm). 
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In this case, archaeological ordinances entitled local government to inspect and 
excavate private property, leading to its taking. Millions upon millions of dollars later, 
the authenticity of the resources are still debatable. We do not want that here. 
  
Nowhere in Fernandina is this policy likely to retard property values and development 
more than in the Old Town Historic District, burdening current owners of its vacant 
lands and positioning them to be acquired by city designees under conservation 
districting. Old Town archaeological resources have already been surveyed, streets 
and easements have been graded in some cases by several feet, and the most 
important historical buildings have been demolished with HDC and staff approval, 
without  the restraints now being proposed. Today's Old Town property owners 
deserve the full use of their property rights just as yesterday's have enjoyed.  
  
DESIRED OUTCOME/CHANGE: Soften the policy language to an appropriate 
preservation level for Fernandina and private property owners. We would feel 
comfortable with: 
  
OBJECTIVE 11.02 
"The City shall continue to make efforts to identify, preserve, and protect 
archaeological and paleontological resources within Fernandina Beach. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.02 The City may consider implementing development guidelines or land 
development regulations addressing archaeological and paleontological protection. 
Such regulations will be balanced with the City's redevelopment and infill goals and its 
policy to remove barriers to the development of vacant lots. [Delete policy specifics 
and leave them for the LDCs, if any.] 
  
 Policy 11.02.03 Delete and leave for the LDCs, if any. 
  
Policy 11.03.01  
The City shall explore strategies for preservation of historic resources and 
properties, such as: • Incentives for maintenance, restoration and rehabilitation, and 
stabilization of historic, cultural or archaeological resources; •   Incentives for 
productive and adaptive reuse of historic structures; • Incentives for private ownership 
and responsible stewardship of these resources  • Opportunities for public/private 
partnerships to further historic preservation; and  • Establishment of historic or 
conservation districts with neighborhood approval. [deleting archaeological]" 
  
  
2.  
POLICY 11.01.01, p. 1   
"The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of districts, 
sites, landmarks and/or structures within the City that are included on the National 
Register of Historic Places to ensure their protection from demolition, deterioration, 
reconstruction or alteration." 
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CONCERN: The policy removes protections for local historic districts currently 
contained in Policy 1.05. The new policy language protects only National Register 
properties/districts. The new policy also removes the Future Land Use overlay 
protection for historic districts that exists in 1.05.08 of our current comp plan. 
  
DISCUSSION: OBJECTIVE 1.05. HISTORIC RESOURCES of our current comp plan 
states:  
"The City shall preserve and protect designated historic resources, including 
historically significant housing."    
This is a superior protection to the new policy because it includes both national and 
locally designated historic resources.  
  
In our city and many cities, local and national historic districts do not always overlap 
one-fo-one.  For example, in Old Town one of the blocks facing 14th St. wasn't in the 
National Register nomination but was included in the local historic district because it 
contained historical peonia/media peonia lots and logically belonged to the district's 
boundaries, zpning and uses. Such cases exist in downtown as well as Old Town 
historic districts. Planning staff also wishes to create future districts to conserve 50-
year-old neighborhoods whose properties may or may not be on the National Register. 
Reducing to only National Register protection is a weakening of the ongoing protection 
and development of historic districts generally. It is also unfair to existing local historic 
districts whose protections are being downgraded.  
  
Another protection that has been removed is CURRENT POLICY 1.05.08: "The FLUM 
shall depict the historic district as an overlay district. Areas delineated as being within 
the historic district shall be planned and managed using a regulatory framework 
designed to preserve the form, function, image, residential balance, and ambiance of 
historic Centre Street and surrounding area."  This language protects the historic 
districts as a future land use. To remove it exposes the historic districts to easier 
erosion through variances, non-conformities and rezonings that introduce one-off, 
incompatible developments and uses, that take their toll over time. If historic districts 
are not protected in the FLUM, who will want to invest in them? 
  
DESIRED OUTCOME/CHANGE: We are simply asking the PAB to maintain the 
protections we have. Please carry over the language of 1.05 and 1.05.08 intact in the 
new plan. For 1.05.08, please reference both the historic districts, Old Town as well as 
downtown. Please note that the Future Land Use Element continues to be mandatory, 
while Chapter 11 Historic Preservation is not. Therefore, please cross-reference 1.05 
and 1.05.08  in Chapter 1 and Chapter 11 to ensure current protections are continued.
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Kelly Gibson 

From: David Lott [David.Lott@speerandassociates.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 9:46 AM
To: 'David Beal'; Paul Condit ; mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; 'Eric Bartelt'; 'Len Kreger'; Richard 

Bradford; Michael Harrison 
Cc: Marshall, D. McCrary; Kelly Gibson; Jennifer Gooding; Adrienne Dessy
Subject: EAR Amendment Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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I am out of town this week and unable to attend tonight’s PAB special meeting.  I have 
sent Staff some comments already which have been included in the documentation 
provided.  While I am still finalizing all my comments from the EAR amendment 
documents and the review meetings held last week, I wanted to pass along my 
viewpoint on some of the major issues contained in the proposed draft with suggested 
revised language. 
  
Goal 1 – Future Land Use Element 
Sections 1.07.03 (3) – Low Density Residential and 1.07.04 (e) – Medium Density 
Residential -  Staff has suggested striking out language that specifically identifies non-
residential uses including resort rentals.  Staff’s explanation was two-fold: to make the 
sections consistent with the others that do not contain such specificity by placing a 
general prohibition (“incompatible non-residential uses); and, to address previous 
discussions by the City Commission to examine the possibility of expanding resort 
rentals.  I believe that such a language substitution will substantially weaken the Code 
and could lead to an expansion of resort rentals throughout the City given the recent 
legislation passed at the State level.  This City has seen numerous times what happens 
when language that is vague or subject to individual interpretation is used (i.e. building 
‘height’).  I would suggest either restoring the language that is in the current LDC for 
these items or modifying as such: 
  
Section 1.07.03 (3) 
3. Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and 
breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations; and other 
incompatible non-residential uses.   
  
Section 1.07.04 (e) 
e. The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent encroachment by 
commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or 
other forms of transient accommodations; and other incompatible non-residential uses. 
  
Section 1.07.06 - I also have a concern about what appears to be an effort to greatly 
expand the amount of mixed-use areas in the City.  I believe that such a designation is 
appropriate for certain areas such as central business district and other general 
commercial areas as a step-down to residential areas.  While I agree with the 
“definition” of MU in this section, there are numerous references made throughout the 
document that I interpreted to be that as current residential areas are redeveloped 
there would be an emphasis to change them to MU.  My general concern in 
heightened by the frequent use of such terms as “dense”, “compact”, “urban”.  
Despite David Yulee’s vision, FB is not Manhattan and I don’t think a majority of its 



current residents want to see a major urbanization effort,  
  
Goal 2 – Multi-Modal Use Element  
Section 2.05.02 – Staff has proposed a degradation in level of service on City roads from a “C” 
to a “D”.  This same language change is reflected in Goal 8 – Capital Improvement 8.05.01.  
We should not accept a lower level of service on our streets.  If I understood Staff’s reason for 
this change, it was to “allow” funds collected under a transportation impact fee to be spent 
on alternative transportation methods.  The City Attorney and City Manager have both written 
to me and said that the City already has the ability to spend any “transportation impact fees” 
collected on any type of transportation surface whether it be sidewalks, bike lanes, roadways, 
etc.  I see no reason for the citizens to be subjected to a lower level of service.  
  
Goal 4 – Public Facilities Element 
Section 4.01.01 – I want to know what the current response times are for the Police and Fire 
and how these compare to the times stated in the Draft.  Staff thought that the actual service 
times currently experienced were meeting or better than the stated time.  I am not sure of that 
information.  It is also important to understand if the standard is “average” response time or 
100% of every response will be under that timeframe. 
  
Section 4.05.07 - Mandatory requirement for porous driveways / walkways on private property 
seems heavy handed, especially in re-development areas. Discounting of impact fees or some 
other incentive would seem to be a more City friendly way to handle this objective. 
  
Goal 8 – Capital Improvements Element 
8.01.02 – I think some of the priority elements need to be adjusted.  Please see my detailed 
comments 
  
8.04.06 / 8.07.05 – I have some real concerns with the adoption of a 20 year CIP based on 
what is stated as the elements required in such a plan.  While I see that large infrastructure 
projects have a horizon longer than the current 5 years; financial and needs assessments 5 
years out are tricky enough and virtually impossible 20 years out due to changes in technology 
and costs.  Additionally, under 8.07.05 it states that if there is any change to a CIP in terms of 
timing or removal/addition to the overall Plan, an amendment is required.  This seems highly 
onerous especially know the number of changes that are likely to occur.  If there is a need to 
extend the timeframe from the current 5 years, I would say it should be no longer than 10 
years. 
  
8.05.01 – While raising the ratio is good, I think our current ratio is substantially higher than 10:1 
(someone remarked it could be 40:1 or higher).  The ratio needs to be set, at a minimum, 
within 10% of the current ratio. 
  
Goal 11 – Historic District Preservation Element 
11.01.07 bullet #7  The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for 
decisions affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City. The historic 
preservation ordinance shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council which 
may include, but are not limited to: 

•         Hearing variances for properties within historic districts, neighborhood conservation 
districts, or the Community Redevelopment Area; and 

Not exactly sure of what a “neighborhood conservation district” is, but according to the 
current City land use map, there currently are no conservation areas located within the 
current boundaries of the City’s historic district.  I don’t believe it is proper for the HDC’s powers 
to be expanded for any land areas outside of the boundaries of the historic district.  Any 
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variances outside of the historic district should be heard by the Board of Adjustments. 
  
Thanks for your consideration of these comments. 
Dave 
                                                                        
David W. Lott | Senior Vice President | Speer & Associates, Inc.  
Cell: 904.415.6928 | Office: 770.396.2528 |www.speerandassociates.com 
  
This communication is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any retransmission, 
dissemination, use of, or taking any action in reliance upon this communication by persons other than the intended recipient(s) is prohibited and may be 
unlawful. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Mike Harrison [drmikeharrison@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 7:41 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: Adrienne Dessy
Subject: Historic Preservation Element
Attachments: AD after HDCPAB GOAL 11.doc; MH changes GOAL 11.doc; Reordered.doc; Simplified.doc; MH 

proposed.doc
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Kelly: 
  
I still owe you the Talking Points e-mail on the HPE, which I will get to you by COB June 3.  
  
I have spent much of the time since Tuesday's PAB meeting going through the element to present 
the themes in it in a clearer way. I am not sure that I have succeeded, but I want to share with 
you and Adrienne what I had hoped the HPE would contain. All of the points that were contained 
in Adrienne's latest draft (052711) have been carried forward to and still bear their source policy 
numbers (to #4). I have taken the opportunity to suggest changes using the same rubric as before. 
I do need to meet with Adrienne to discuss Sustainability. 
  
Here is my methodology: 
1.    Convert the 052711 draft .pdf file to a Word file (AD after HDCPAB ...) 
2.    Add my edits (MH changes ...) 
3.    Summarize the theme of each Objective and include it as the Objective title. Cut and paste 
the policies, placing them under the Objective heading that best accomodates them. 
(Reordered ...) 
4.    Remove repetitions and inconsistencies (Simplified ...) 
5.    Remove editing marks, renumber, etc. (MH proposed ...) 
  
I  now have two ways to present the changes I'd like to make to the HPE to the PAB on June 8. I 
can either present 'MH changes', or I can present 'MH proposed'. I'd prefer to present 'MH 
proposed' as I believe it is a clearer document, but I'll appreciate your advice. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Mike 



Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 10:10 AM
To: sjhaun@bellsouth.net
Cc: joanaltman@mindspring.com; ronaldmachado@comcast.net; mharrison@iee.org; Kelly Gibson
Subject: HP element comments, with thanks
Attachments: Historic Preservation Element.pdf
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Susan, 
 
It's so appreciated when a board member takes time to listen. The willingness and 
ability to listen and hear are a rare commodities. Thank you for that.  
 
Relative to our main concern -- to have the comp plan language accurately state the 
HDC's claimed intent not to unduly burden the value and development of private 
properties with St Augustine-like constraints and costs -- please take a look at my 
comments to the PAB below. Especially, you will see at the end that we are merely 
seeking a softening of the language and a more general statement of direction that is 
more appropriately specified in the LDCs. And honestly, throughout this element, the 
language is more specific than is warranted. It is local government's place, not the comp 
plan, to order city board responsibilities, and whether or not we should "encourage" 
having a historic preservation planner! 
 
Also, attached is the most recent copy I can find of the HP element, which does not 
contain the changes from "shall" to "may" that you said the HDC requested. (I attended 
the PAB-HDC meeting as an observer and had the same understanding of the request.)
 
By the way, my neighbors who have more history in Old Town than most people have 
considerable knowledge of its archaeological resources and past surveys. For example, 
when you mentioned that "bodies are buried all over Old Town," the findings of the 
archaeologists involved in the only one that has been found here gave a predictive 
report based on well-established Indian burial patterns. Their report established the 
likelihood as concentrated in a single circular location between Amelia and Estrada on 
White Street. The city was involved in this finding, exchanged letters regarding it, and 
should have the same knowledge of the report. (They also know where the fort is. And 
the fact that this was a decaying soil and water settlement, not a coquina one. And how 
many feet were dug out of the ground to grade the streets.) The body find made the 
front page of the News Leader. Suanne Thamm was here at the time.  
 
Again, thank you. 
 
Patti 
 
Patricia Borns 
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 



.  
OBJECTIVE 11.02 
  
"The City shall make all efforts to identify, preserve, and protect archaeological and 
paleontological resources within Fernandina Beach. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.02 Upon completion of the survey project, the City shall implement land 
development regulations addressing archaeological and paleontological protection.The 
regulations shall, at a minimum, provide for analysis of resources, and avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation (in that order of preference) of adverse impacts when 
development involves properties that contain or have reasonable potential to harbor resources 
of archaeological significance. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.03 The City shall be responsible for insuring that any proposed development 
projects will not adversely impact a significant archaeological or paleontological site, and shall 
seek assistance from a professional archaeologist or consulting firm in assessing the potential 
impacts of development projects. ... 
  
Policy 11.03.01  
The City shall explore strategies for preservation of historic resources and properties, 
including, but not limited to: • Incentives for maintenance, restoration and rehabilitation, and 
stabilization of historic, cultural or archaeological resources; •     Incentives for productive and 
adaptive reuse of historic structures; •         Incentives for private ownership and responsible 
stewardship of these resources  • Opportunities for acquisition and/or conservation by 
governmental entities, private interests, or non-profit organizations; and  •           
 Establishment of historic, archaeological, or conservation districts." 
  
CONCERN: The archaeological protection language overreaches the value of the city's 
resources and reasonable economic return, compared with the potential detriment to property 
owners' abilities to continue to own and develop their lands, including the ability to provide or 
improve infrastructure. Archaeological heritage tourism can and is being accomplished in 
Fernandina without further undue burdens. 
  
DISCUSSION:  
 In discussing the possible LDCs issuing from these policies, staff cited the City of St. 
Augustine.  
For reference, see the St. Augustine LDCs at  
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=10951&stateId=9&stateName=Florida. 
Fernandina hasn't the archaeological resources of St. Augustine and therefore nowhere near 
the financial upside for modeling itself on that city's strict LDCs. But the proposed policies allow 
the option of adopting levels of enforcement against even a 3-inch ground disturbance -- less 
than needed to plant the average vegetable garden.  
  
 The city does not have the budget to be "responsible" for protecting archaeological resources 
as these policies propose. Therefore, the burden will fall on the property owner-developer, as it 
does in St. Augustine. The cost and time of archaeological reviews, site inspection, 
supervision, and in some cases liens and legal fees, will make development prohibitive, 
including the ability to undertake burying of utilities, and storm water and sewage 
improvements. This is in direct conflict with Chapter 1, p. 4, Policy 3.03.06:"The City shall 
maintain Land Development Code policies that minimize barriers to the development of 
existing vacant lots." The proposed archeological policies mandate new barriers to the 
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development of existing vacant lots.  
  
In some states such as Michigan and Texas, conservation districts have the statutory power of 
eminent domain within the context of their particular conservation goals. But even where not 
legislated at the state level, a local government can exercise powers of eminent domain as a 
result of its local archaeological ordinances. Miami/Dade did just that in the case of the Miami 
Circle.(See http://www.flheritage.com/archaeology/projects/miamicircle/Tour/modernTL.cfm). In
this case, archaeological ordinances entitled local government to inspect and excavate private 
property, leading to its taking. Millions upon millions of dollars later, the authenticity of the 
resources are still debatable. We do not want that here. 
  
Nowhere in Fernandina is this policy likely to retard property values and development more 
than in the Old Town Historic District, burdening current owners of its vacant lands and 
positioning them to be acquired by city designees under conservation districting. Old Town 
archaeological resources have already been surveyed, streets and easements have been 
graded in some cases by several feet, and the most important historical buildings have been 
demolished with HDC and staff approval, without  the restraints now being proposed. Today's 
Old Town property owners deserve the full use of their property rights just as yesterday's have 
enjoyed.  
  
DESIRED OUTCOME/CHANGE: Soften the policy language to an appropriate preservation 
level for Fernandina and private property owners. We would feel comfortable with: 
  
OBJECTIVE 11.02 
"The City shall continue to make efforts to identify, preserve, and protect archaeological and 
paleontological resources within Fernandina Beach. ... 
  
Policy 11.02.02 The City may consider implementing development guidelines or land 
development regulations addressing archaeological and paleontological protection. Such 
regulations will be balanced with the City's redevelopment and infill goals and its policy to 
remove barriers to the development of vacant lots. [Delete policy specifics and leave them for 
the LDCs, if any.] 
  
 Policy 11.02.03 Delete and leave for the LDCs, if any. 
  
Policy 11.03.01  
The City shall explore strategies for preservation of historic resources and properties, such as: 
• Incentives for maintenance, restoration and rehabilitation, and stabilization of historic, cultural 
or archaeological resources; •   Incentives for productive and adaptive reuse of historic 
structures; • Incentives for private ownership and responsible stewardship of these resources  • 
Opportunities for public/private partnerships to further historic preservation; and  • 
Establishment of historic or conservation districts with neighborhood approval. [deleting 
archaeological]" 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 12:57 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: pcondit@comcast.net; dbradford@ameliaisland.com; david.beal@beal.com; 

mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com; len.kreger@rocketmail.com; ericbartelt@gmail.com; 
drmikeharrison@comcast.net; mharrison@iee.org; Teddyk1525@gmail.com; Marshall, D. 
McCrary; Adrienne Dessy; Jennifer Gooding; patriciaborns@comcast.net; 
David.Lott@speerandassociates.com

Subject: Future Land Use Element and Historic Preservation
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Kelly:  I have again reviewed the above elements and have the same or added following comments.   
  
Future Land Use Objective 1.05 - Tthe City shall permit the continuation of the structure until such 
time that it becomes hazardous or dangerous and shall seek to eliminate or reduce nonconforming 
land uses. and nonconforming structures. 
  
Comment:  I am not sure what a nonconforming land use is and note that language has been 
stricken from previous Drafts and think that language should be stricken here.  The statement 
should read---- shall seek to eliminate nonconforming structures. 
  
1.05.01 -  The City may utilize overlays or conservation districts.   
  
Comment: Add the word neighborhood prior to conservation. 
  
1.06.09 – Comment:  Delete Narrow, smaller lots; 
  
1.07.16 – Comment:  I am not sure why there was a reduction from 90% to 75% from the original 
Draft I reviewed, but assume there was a good reason. 
  
1.08.02 & 1.02.08 – I am also concerned about the change from stable to established residential 
areas, mentioned by others.  Maybe the answer here is to use both terms --  stable and/or 
established residential areas. 
  
  
  
Historic Preservation Objective 11.0 
  
11.01.01 - The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of districts. 
  
Comment:  Insert neighborhood before districts so it reads - preservation and conservation of 
neighborhood districts. 
  
11.01.01 - I will once again comment on the structures within the City that are included on the 
National Register of Historic Places……… 
  
Comment:  I think the statement should read - sites, landmarks and/or structures within the Local 
Historic Districts (Old Town Historic District, Downtown Historic District, Bosque Bello 



Cemetery) and those included on the National Register of Historic Places………..  
  
11.01.07, 11.03.01, 11.08.06, 11.08.07 – Comment:  All of the Policies shown discuss conservation districts.  
I think the word – neighborhood should be inserted before conservation so that it reads – neighborhood 
conservation districts. 
  
11.01.07 - The City shall continue delegating authority to the Historic District Council for decisions 
affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City.  The historic preservation ordinance 
shall continue to grant powers to the Historic District Council…. 
  
Comment:  I am not sure that the City has delegated authority to the Historic District Council for decisions 
affecting the historic, cultural and archaeological resources of the City.  Furthermore, I don’t believe that the 
Historical District Council has the knowledge, education, etc. to address the cultural and archaeological 
resources located throughout the City and think there is a possibility that additional Boards may be added in 
the future via the LDC’s to address these specific issues.  This entire Policy needs to be re-written since I 
believe it is inappropriate to specify a Board in this section with.  Are these powers appropriate for a Board 
that deals with design standards in the Historic Districts? 
  
11.01.08 – This should be deleted and dealt with in the LDC like other Boards. 
  
11.03.05 - The Building Official must confer with staff, the Historic District Council, or subsequent 
review body……. 
  
Comment:  Historic District Council should be deleted - The Building Official must confer with staff and 
the appropriate review body…………… 
  
11.03.09 – Comment:  Delete Historic District Council or subsequent review body and replace with -  
subject to review by the appropriate review body……. 
  
11.03.10 – Comment:  Historic District Council or any subsequent review body and replace with - - subject 
to review by the appropriate review body……. 
  
I am available at any time to discuss the above. 
  
  
Mark Bennett, MAI, CCIM 
Phone:  904 491-4912 or 904 489-5421 
Email:    mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com 
  
This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information.  If you are not the addressee or authorized 
to receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy, disclose, or take any action based on this message or 
any information herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply 
e-mail and delete this message. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 11:47 AM
To: Mike Harrison
Cc: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mark bennett; david beal; Kelly Gibson; 

ronaldmachado@comcast.net; jjoanaltman@mindspring.com; ronaldmachado@comcast.net
Subject: Re: HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT - Definitions
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Mike,  
 
Media peonia definition aside, I continue to prefer to see protection for local historic 
districts in the Historic Preservation element. This protection and the medias aren't 
interchangeable. The FLUE Historic Objectives protect all historic district assets equally 
today, and those objectives were downgraded in the new plan. I would like to see those 
objectives returned so that Old Town and downtown are protected in their entirety, not 
only in terms of the OT basic buidling blocks, but also, in the transitional areas such as 
the "traingle." If you do not allow local protection, the excellent transition of OT-2 can 
become the non-excellent transition of MU. This kind of nipping at the edges benefits a 
handful at the expense of many. While you may have expressed the thought that the 
non-National Register piece of OT should be another zoning, the decision to keep the 
boundary whole was based on sound boundary decisions with the blessing of the 
commissioners and state, and I hope you decide in favor of keeping it. 
 
While I don't know the boundaries and designations of downtown as well as Old Town, I 
know they do not align perfectly either in terms of local and National Register, and that 
the PAB is exposing fringe areas there as well to less compatible transitions if you 
exclude the local historic district protection.  
 
I believe it is still in the best interest of all the local and national historic district assets to 
be protected in the HP element, so that they don't erode at the fringes. It's easy enough 
for one-off incompatibilities to find their way in as it is. Well ... perhaps not easy enough, 
or we wouldn't be having this tussle. 
 
If you are asking, I would like to see protection for local historic districts in the HP 
element. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Patti 
 
 
Patricia Borns 
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Mike Harrison" <drmikeharrison@comcast.net> 
To: "Patricia Borns" <patriciaborns@comcast.net> 



Sent: Friday, June 3, 2011 7:44:49 AM 
Subject: RE: HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT - Definitions 
 
Patti: 
  
Thanks. I take it that there is no wording that is needed in the Historic Preservation element to cover 
it. 
  
Mike 
 

From: Patricia Borns [mailto:patriciaborns@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 9:01 PM 
To: Mike Harrison 
Cc: ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.org; mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com 
Subject: Re: HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT - Definitions 
 
 
Mike,  
 
The current definition seems fine to me, but since you'll be voting before the definitions are 
released, here's a thought: 
 
The media peonia definition references a policy in the current FLUE that reads:  
 
"Existing platted lots of record that are located in Central Business District, Office Residential 
Mixed Use, Low, Medium, or High density residential land use districts shall not be prohibited 
from the construction of one residential unit due to a non-conforming lot size.  
 
If the policy carries over to the new FLUE, the PAB could add to it: 
 
"A Media Peonia does not constitute a platted lot of record for 
the purposes of this policy." 
 
I would still define media peonias and peonias in definitions because they're not common 
terms. Maybe you should also define triangles :) 
 
Thanks so much for asking ...  
 
Patti 
  
 
Patricia Borns(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Mike Harrison" <drmikeharrison@comcast.net> 
To: "Patricia Borns" <patriciaborns@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, June 2, 2011 7:52:18 PM 
Subject: RE: HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT - Definitions 
 
Patti: 
  

Page 2 of 4

6/3/2011



What do you wording do you want to see in the HPE to cover this? 
  
Mike 
 

From: Patricia Borns [mailto:patriciaborns@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 7:20 PM 
To: mharrison@iee.org 
Cc: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mark bennett; david beal; bellsouth.net; 
ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.com 
Subject: HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT - Definitions 
 
Mike, 
 
You and your fellow PAB members made an excellent point at your board 
meeting about being able to review the comprehensive plan in its entirety after 
the individual elements are reviewed, in case new concerns give the PAB 
second-thought. 
 
One such possibility is the Historic Preservation Element. During last week's 
public workshop, staff responded to public comment from Mark Bennett that 
she would consider adding back protection for local as well as national register 
historic districts and places. However, the omission still stands, and the PAB 
and public will not know the magnitude of this omission until the definitions 
are released. This is because density and building lots in the Old Town Historic 
District hang on a single definition. Here it is, straight from the current comp 
plan: 
 
"Media Peonia -- One half (1/2) of a Peonia, measured as 46'6" by 46'6". A Media 
Peonia does not constitute a platted lot of record for 
the purposes of Policy 1.04.03."  
 
In other words, you can't build a dwelling on a media peonia in Old Town. You 
need a Peonia, or two Media Peonia lots. 
 
If this definition is changed or removed, Old Town's only protection for its 
density and building lot size will be its LDCs -- its local historic district 
ordinances. Staff appears to be excluding local historic district protection. Will 
staff play the media peonia card in Old Town? We don't know. What we do 
know is that card can only be played if local historic district protections are 
removed from the comp plan -- which as of now they are. 
 
If the PAB "overlooks" this protection and does not put it back, it may be 
exposing Old Town to a highly controversial change for which property owners 
will have little warning. I remember when the media peonia/density issue was 
hotly debated before the PAB in 2006, much as resort rentals were in your most 
recent meeting. Back then, property owners had much more information and 
forewarning to organize and make themselves heard. The current process gives 
them none.  
 
I hope this helps increase the PAB's awareness of a decision it will be making 
based on incomplete information (the definitions), and the impact this 
uninformed decision may have.  
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Mike Harrison [drmikeharrison@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 2:54 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Cc: Adrienne Dessy
Subject: HPE - Talking Points
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
Attachments: MH changes GOAL 11.doc; MH proposed(2).doc
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Kelly: 
  
Please distribute these Talking Points relating to the Hsitoric Preservation Element to the PAB in 
preparation for the June 8th meeting. 
  
1.    The Historic Preservation Element is a new component in the Comprehensive Plan. We do 
not have an existing document to 'fine tune'; rather, we have a brand-new document which has 
been gathered from a variety of sources including those of other municipalities. In some cases it 
has been necessary to create Objectives to give justification to sections in the Land Development 
Code. I need to stress to my fellow PAB members that it will be very easy to introduce 
'unintended consequences' through the use of this process. Particularly, we need to be careful that 
we do not unintentionally include in the new Comprehensive Plan provisons that are not in the 
existing Comprehensive Plan.  
  
2.    The document deserves our discussion of the following main topics. The changes to content 
that I suggest are reflected in the attached document 'MH changes' in which Adrienne's 
HDC/PAB document has been marked-up. 
  
a) HDC VARIANCES: Section 11.01.07 of the new Element gives HDC the right to hear 
variances in the Historic Disticts. This authority is not included in the current Comprehensive 
Plan, and is bestowed by the LDC's. There is a view that this decison should be re-visited where 
it relates to variances concerning the underlying land, as opposed to the design of the structure 
built upon it; the HDC is well-qualified to consider matters of building design and appearance, 
but the expertise for understanding the law of variances surrounding the land exists in the Board 
of Adjustments who hear variance applications in all but Historic districts. This debate should 
take place in the City's committees; I am not happy for the authority to be written into the 
Comprehensive Plan by the action of elevating LDC provisions and making them CP policies. 
My revised wording of the Comprehensive Plan takes out the mention of such specifics, while 
granting the HDC authority to deal with matters historic. 
        
b) BURDEN ON CITY: The Element places a burden on the City to carry out strategies. In this 
regard, the Element may be seen as an 'Unfunded Mandate'. However, strategy documents are 
desugned to communicate broad directions and are not normally fund-dependent. We may wish 
to discuss whether the financial burden of our recommendations should be considerede when we 
make them. 
  
c) DOCUMENT STRUCTURE: The Comprehensive Plan should be a 'high level' document that 
spells out strategic or policy issues. It is not the place for detailed instructions to the City as to 
how to do things. I have removed prescriptive policies that stem from the higher level objectives. 



(See 3 below) 
        
d) SUSTAINABILITY: I am having difficulty getting my head around the Sustainability section, and I'll 
meet with Adrienne before June 8. I will provide an update to these Talking Points as necessary after our 
meeting. 
  
3.     DOCUMENT STRUCTURE. 
I have attempted to make the final document clearer and more readable in the belief that it will be more 
effective if people can understand it at first reading. My process involved making the needed changes 
policy-by-policy, then establishing 'Titles' for the main themes or Objectives in the Element. These are: 
a) Data Collection, DataBases, Ordinances b) Outreach c) Neighborhoods d) Transition Areas  e) 
Bosque Bello f) Disaster and Post-Disaster g) Sustainability and h) InterGovernment Coordination. 
I then consolidated like policies and deleted redundancies. 
The end-result is the document 'MH proposed(2)'.  
  
At the June 8 meeting, I will be promting the 'MH proposed(2)' document to the PAB as the Historic 
Preservation Element. 
  
Later ... 
  
Mike 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Patricia Borns [patriciaborns@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 2:00 PM
To: mharrison@iee.org
Cc: len kreger; ericbartelt@gmail.com; mharriosn@iee.org; mark bennett; david beal; Kelly Gibson; 

dwlott@bellsouth.net; ronaldmachado@comcast.net; joanaltman@mindspring.com
Subject: HP Element updates
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red
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Dear PAB members, 
 
Below are some additional comments to the HP Element that escaped my notice earlier. 
Appreciate your consideration of these. 
 
With thanks, 
 
Patricia Borns 
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
 
Policy 11.08.05 
The City shall involve residents of neighborhoods in any planning processes related to 
potential Land Development Code changes affecting their neighborhoods. 
 
Comment: 
The City needs to involve the property owners of the neighborhood, whether they are 
residents or not. 
 
Policy 11.03.07 
Any project sponsored by or under the authority of the City, either financially or 
administratively, which involves a site modification, rehabilitation of historic buildings, or 
construction of new buildings within a designated historic district or the Community 
Redevelopment Area shall adhere to appropriate historic preservation standards for 
such activity, shall be subject to review by the applicable review board, and shall seek 
the assistance of design and build professionals specializing in historic preservation in 
the completion of the work. 
 
Comment: 
Talk about adding to our development burden. We and many of our neighbors are proof 
that it doesn't take a fancy design/build professional to adhere to historic preservation 
standards and rehab or construct a historic district building, with results that equal or 
better those achieved by the "pros." We ask the PAB to reserve the right we currently 
enjoy to design our own sites, if we are so capable, and to act as our own GCs, if we 
are of a mind and pocket to do so. This policy is particularly onerous to elderly and low 
income property owners in the historic districts, as well as to talented, motivated, do it 
yourselfers. If the HDC feels that a particular case requires such assistance in order to 
pass muster, the LDC can authorize the HDC to make this request -- after the applicant 



has been given the opportunity to prove that they can do a credible job on their own. Please. 
 
Policy 11.08.07 
The City shall involve the community and residents of the identified neighborhoods in planning 
processes related to identification of their neighborhoods as eligible to be a historic or 
neighborhood conservation district. The City Commission shall use a public hearing process to 
establish any proposed historic district or neighborhood conservation district. 
 
Comment: 
This seems to give property owners little say over what happens in their neighborhoods, for 
city commissioners routinely override the wishes of all but the most organized and powerful 
neighborhoods. If you did not buy into a designated historic district, why should you be forced 
to suddenly be in one based on a vote of city commissioners? Reportedly when the downtown 
district was drawn, property owners of record at the time decided whether they wanted in or 
out. Then, anyone who comes along after can decide to buy in or not, with knowledge 
aforethought. So everyone had/has a choice. Why not do the same for any future district  - let 
the property owners decide. 
 
Policy 11.06.05 
The City shall encourage placement of underground utilities in historic areas to protect the 
aesthetic character of the historic resources. If significant archaeological resources are 
present, the resources should be documented by an archaeologist and the impact of the 
utilities shall be mitigated per archaeological standards. 
 
Comment: 
Fernandina has been surveyed sufficiently since the 1950s to show that "significant" is a 
relative term, for example, compared with St. Augustine, the nation's oldest city with 
substantial permanent settlements. In this case, when significant archaeological resources are 
present, documentation is sufficient. Remember that Florida statutes already protect human 
burial sites and remains, and that mitigation requires additional land area that may not be 
available. Mitigation also costs in the five and six figures, prohibitive for the city and the 
taxpayer unless grants are available. Even in St. Augustine, mitigation is only required in the 
largest of projects where a teardown will be succeeded by a condominum, apartment or similar 
development. While recording heritage, infrastructure and aesthetic improvements must be 
kept within the city's and taxpayer's reach. Please balance these goals with documentation 
only.  
 
  
(904) 491-5048 
(904) 556-3147 cell 
patriciaborns@comcast.net 
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Kelly Gibson 

From: Paul Condit [pcondit@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 12:34 PM
To: Kelly Gibson
Subject: Fwd: Planning Board
Attachments: Letter to Commissioners.docx; ATT02593.htm
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Kelly 
In my view we have already discussed and voted on this item. 
Paul 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 

From: CF133@aol.com 
Date: June 14, 2011 11:01:54 AM EDT 
To: pcondit@comcast.net, dbradford@ameliaisland.com, 
david.beal@beal.com, mark.bennett@wellsfargo.com, 
len.kreger@rocketmail.com, ericbartelt@gmail.com, 
mharrison@iee.org, Teddyk1525@gmail.com, kgibson@fbfl.org, 
ssteger@fbfl.org, echilders@fbfl.org, afilkhoff@fbfl.org, 
tpoynter@fbfl.org, jbunch@fbfl.org 
Cc: CF133@aol.com 
Subject: Planning Board 
 
Please see the attached letter! 
  
Calvin J. Fenn, Sr. 
 
5 Drake Place 
Bayville, NJ 08721 
732-608-0075 Home 
908-670-7866 Cell  



June 12, 2011 
 
Dear Planning Board members and Commissioners: 
 
As a property owner in the Old Town Historic District, I urge you to oppose the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan policies regarding archaeological preservation. 
(11.02.02, 11.02.03, 11.03.01, 11.06.05.) These policies place an unfair burden 
on the exercise of my property rights. They add cost and complexity to the 
development of my land. Potentially, they allow the City to enter, test, and even 
take property. They certainly make the cost of Old Town infrastructure 
improvements prohibitive.  

The city did an archeological survey of Old Town 15 years ago and did not 
need such policies to dig up the streets and encourage the build out of the 
historic lots. Surely we do not need such extreme policies now.  

For example:  
 

• The possible creation of an archaeology conservation district; 
• Requiring mitigation for making street improvements on streets that have 

already been graded by several feet;  
• Giving the city the authority to charge property owners for archeological 

services conducted on their properties.  
 
City staff and HDC members say they “do not intend” for the policies to 

burden property owners, and “do not intend” to exercise eminent domain in their 
implementation. Yet they steadfastly refuse to modify the policy language to 
reflect more benign intentions. What does that say about their real intent? 

Fernandina Beach is not St. Augustine. Whether in Old Town or any other 
neighborhood, the unfettered ability to own, develop and sell property is far more 
important to the city's current tax payers and future tax base than the possible 
discovery of Civil War buttons, Indian pottery shards or burial remains. 

With these policies, the city is breaking its Comprehensive Plan mandate 
to "maintain Land Development Code regulations that minimize barriers to the 
development of existing vacant lots." (Policy 3.03.06.) I urge you to respect this 
important property right by assuring that the archaeological policies guarantee 
that I may own and develop my land at no added archeological cost.  

Below, I offer suggested language that would accomplish this. Thank you 
for your consideration.  

 
Respectfully, 

 
Calvin J. & Regina Fenn 
5 Drake Place, Bayville, NJ 08721 
 
Property Owner in Old Town 



Kelly Gibson 

From: Adrienne Dessy
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 11:33 AM
To: Kelly Gibson; Marshall, D. McCrary; Jennifer Gooding
Subject: RE: Planning Board

Page 1 of 2

6/14/2011

I expect some people will send in letters or sign the petition without having checked with staff 
first about Mr. Machado’s statements.  
  
I will be glad to go over these policies (again) with the PAB, and with the City Commission, 
should they have any concerns.  
  
Adrienne Dessy  
Planner II 
City of Fernandina Beach 
Community Development Department 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32034 
P: 904.277.7325 
F: 904.277.7324 
adessy@fbfl.org 
www.fbfl.us/cdd 
www.fbfl.us/historicdistrict 
www.fbfl.us/sustainability 
  
Disclaimer: According to Florida Public Records Law, email correspondence to and from the City 
of Fernandina Beach, including email addresses and other personal information, is public record 
and must be made available to the public and media upon request, unless otherwise exempt by the 
Public Records Law. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a public 
records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or 
in writing. 
  

From: Kelly Gibson  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 11:26 AM 
To: Adrienne Dessy; Marshall, D. McCrary; Jennifer Gooding 
Subject: FW: Planning Board 
  
FYI 
  
Sincerely,   
  
Kelly N. Gibson 
Senior Planner 
City of Fernandina Beach 
204 Ash Street 
Fernandina Beach, Florida 32034 
Phone:    904‐277‐7325  
Fax:        904‐277‐7324 







 

Ch

EAR B

hang
Base

Based C

ge Tr
ed o

Compreh

rack
on Pu

Rec

 

 

hensive 

 

king 
ublic 
ceive

 

Plan Am

 Spre
 Com
ed 

mendme

eads
mmen

ents 

shee
nts 

et 



Summary of Changes
as of July 13, 2011

DRAFT
EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Date Element Policy Prior Proposed Policy New Proposed Policy Date Changed Reason Initials
6/27/11 1_FLUE Goal 1.0 Provide for development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their own needs by ensuring that the character and location of land uses 
optimize the combined potential for economic benefit, enjoyment and protection of natural AND 
CULTURAL resources, while minimizing any threats to health, safety and welfare posed by hazards, 
nuisances, incompatible land uses and environmental degradation.

THE GOAL OF THE CITY IS TO EFFECTIVELY MANAGE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT BY 
DESIGNATING AREAS FOR ANTICIPATED FUTURE DEVELOPMENT WHICH SATISFIES 
MARKET DEMAND IN A COST-EFFICIENT AND ENVIRONMENTALLY ACCEPTABLE MANNER 
AND TO ENCOURAGE development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs . THE CITY SHALL 
ENCOURAGE AND ACCOMMODATE LAND USES WHICH MAINTAIN THE CITY AS A VIABLE 
COMMUNITY, ENHANCE THE CITY’S ECONOMIC BASE, AND OFFER DIVERSE 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR A WIDE VARIETY OF LIVING, WORKING, SHOPPING, AND LEISURE 
ACTIVITIES, while minimizing any threats to health, safety and welfare posed by hazards, 
nuisances, incompatible land uses AND WITHOUT MINIMAL ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE ITS 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL RESOURCES.

6/8/11 Public Comment- 
Darnold + Jlane

KG

6/27/11 1_FLUE Policy 
1.02.13

Former Policy 1.05.08 Added The FLUM shall depict the historic districts as an overlay districts. Areas delineated as being within 
the historic district shall be planned and managed using a regulatory framework designed to preserve 
the form, function, image, residential balance, and ambiance of the historic Centre Street, Old Town 
and surrounding area.

6/8/11 Public Comment- 
Pborns

KG

6/27/11 1_FLUE 1.09 The City shall ensure the continued viability of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport. The City shall ensure the continued viability of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport with 
appropriate actions to ensure safe and compatible aviation activities with its surrounding land uses. 

6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comments

KG

6/27/11 1_FLUE 1.09.01 The City shall regulate permitted uses and applicable restrictions within the airport operations area 
through zoning, land use, and the FAA Approved Airport Master Plan.

The City shall regulate permitted uses and applicable restrictions within the airport property and 
adjacent lands operations area through zoning, land use, and the FAA Approved Airport Master Plan.

6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comments

KG

6/27/11 1_FLUE 1.07.03 Added CHHA Policy for all Land Use Categories Prior to approving a density change in land use within the CHHA, the applicant must demonstrate 
compliance with Florida Statute §163.3178(9)(a) as follows: 1.A 16-hour level of service for out-of-
county hurricane evacuation is maintained for a category 5 storm event as measured on the Saffir-
Simpson scale; 2. A 12-hour evacuation time to shelter is maintained for a category 5 storm event as 
measured on the Saffir-Simpson scale and shelter space reasonably expected to accommodate the 
residents of the development contemplated by a proposed comprehensive plan amendment is 
available; or 3. Appropriate mitigation is provided that will satisfy the provisions of subparagraph 1, or 
subparagraph 2.  Appropriate mitigation shall include, without limitation, payment of money, 
contribution of land, and construction of hurricane shelters and transportation facilities. Required 
mitigation shall not exceed the amount required for a developer to accommodate impacts reasonably 
attributable to development. A local government and a developer shall enter into a binding agreement 
to memorialize the mitigation plan

6/27/11 NEFRC 
Comments

KG

6/27/11 1_FLUE 1.07.04 1.      Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, 
resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations, and incompatible non-residential uses.;

1.      Prevent encroachment by commercial uses, including hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, 
resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations, and incompatible non-residential uses.;

5/31/11 Public Comments KG

6/27/11 1_FLUE 1.07.05 a.       The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent commercial uses, including 
hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations 
,and encroachment by incompatible non-residential uses.

a.       The medium density residential designation is intended to prevent commercial uses, including 
hotels, motels, bed and breakfast units, resort rentals, or other forms of transient accommodations 
,and encroachment by incompatible non-residential uses.

5/31/11 Public Comments KG

6/17/11 11_HP Various Throughout element replace references to "Historic District Council" with "appropriate review board" or "applicable review 
board"

6/8/11 Comments from 
PAB meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP Goal 11.0 THE CITY SHALL ENSURE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION OF HISTORIC, 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN FERNANDINA BEACH.

THE CITY SHALL ENSURE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION OF HISTORIC, 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL, PALENTOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN FERNANDINA 
BEACH.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.01.01 The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of districts, sites, landmarks 
and/or structures within the City that are included on the National Register of Historic Places to 
ensure their protection from demolition, deterioration, reconstruction or alteration.

The City shall encourage the protection, preservation and conservation of districts, sites, landmarks 
and/or structures within the City that are included on the National Register of Historic Places, or in a 
locally designated historic district, to ensure their protection from demolition, deterioration, 
reconstruction or alteration.

6/8/11 Comments from 
PAB meeting

AD

1 of 14



Summary of Changes
as of July 13, 2011

DRAFT
EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Date Element Policy Prior Proposed Policy New Proposed Policy Date Changed Reason Initials
6/17/11 11_HP 11.01.02 The City shall maintain an inventory of historic resources and properties listed, eligible or potentially 

eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
The City shall maintain an inventory of structures, sites and districts eligible or potentially eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Where identified, the City shall contact owners of 
historic resources and properties eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register to 
encourage nomination of such properties to the National Register.Combined with old 11.01.10, which 
was stricken.

6/8/11 Staff 
recommendation 
at PAB meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP new 
11.01.03

N/A The City shall implement a process for local historic district designation and evaluate areas potentially 
eligible for future local historic district designation.

6/8/11 Staff 
recommendation 
at PAB meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.01.08 The membership of the Historic District Council shall include, where feasible, an architect, 
archaeologist, historian, historic preservation specialist, or member of the public with historic 
preservation experience. 

The membership of the Historic District Council shall include, where feasible, an architect, 
archaeologist, historian, historic preservation specialist, contractor, or member of the public with 
historic preservation experience. 

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.01.08 The membership of the Historic District Council shall include, where feasible, an architect, 
archaeologist, historian, historic preservation specialist, contractor, or member of the public with 
historic preservation experience. 

Strike entire policy 6/8/11 Comments from 
PAB meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.01.10 The City shall continue to evaluate and assess structures, sites, and districts eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  Where identified, the City shall contact owners of historic 
resources and properties eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the National Register to 
encourage nomination of such properties to the National Register. 

Combine with 11.01.02 6/8/11 Staff 
recommendation 
at PAB meeting

AD

6/23/11 11_HP 11.02.01 The City shall, by 2012, initiate a survey project to identify and model areas of potential 
archaeological and paleontological significance within Fernandina Beach.  If feasible, the survey shall 
include submerged cultural resources. The City will pursue grant funding to assist in conducting the 
survey. Information from the survey shall be included and maintained in the City’s GIS mapping 
system.  

The City shall, by December 2012, initiate a survey project to identify and model areas of potential 
archaeological and paleontological significance within Fernandina Beach.  If feasible, the survey shall 
include submerged cultural resources. The City will pursue grant funding to assist in conducting the 
survey. Information from the survey shall be included and maintained in the City’s GIS mapping 
system.  

6/22/11 PAB collective 
comment 

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.02 The Planning Department shall be designated to coordinate City historic preservation activities, act as 
City liaison for providing assistance and information regarding historic preservation, and assemble 
and manage the base of information required to support that responsibility. 

Strike entire policy 5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.03 
(new 
11.03.02)

The City shall maintain a full-time historic preservation planner in order to ensure proper preservation 
efforts for the City’s historic, cultural and archaeological resources.

The City shall encourage employing a full-time historic preservation planner in order to ensure proper 
preservation efforts for the City’s historic, cultural and archaeological resources.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.04 
(new 
11.03.03)

The City will foster inter-departmental cooperation regarding historic preservation and ensure 
coordination and training among City employees regarding preservation efforts, particularly between 
the Planning Department and the Building, Fire, Police, Code Enforcement, Parks and Recreation, 
Maintenance, and Utilities Departments.

The City will foster inter-departmental cooperation regarding historic preservation and ensure 
coordination and training among City employees regarding preservation efforts.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.05 
(new 
11.03.04)

The City shall follow Chapter 11 of the Florida Building Code, which empowers the City Building 
Official with the option of exempting designated historic buildings from selected provisions of the 
Code. The Building Official must confer with staff, the Historic District Council, or subsequent review 
body when making a determination not to waive provisions of the Building Code.

The City shall follow Chapter 11 of the Florida Building Code: Existing Buildings, which gives the 
Building Official discretion in applying the Building Code to historic structures. The Building Official 
must confer with the Historic District Council when making a determination to strictly apply the 
Building Code to historic structures.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.04 The City shall follow Chapter 11 of the Florida Building Code: Existing Buildings, which gives the 
Building Official discretion in applying the Building Code to historic structures. The Building Official 
must confer with the Historic District Council when making a determination to strictly apply the 
Building Code to historic structures.

Strike entire policy 6/8/11 Comments from 
PAB meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.07 
(new 
11.03.05)

City Code Enforcement staff shall be trained on an as needed basis to identify and cite historic 
properties that suffer from demolition by neglect.  Code Enforcement will continue to work with the 
Planning Department on inspections within the historic districts. The Code Enforcement and Appeals 
Board and the Historic District Council shall work together regarding Code cases of demolition by 
neglect within the historic districts.

City Code Enforcement staff shall be trained on an as needed basis to identify and cite historic 
properties that are subject to demolition by neglect.  Code Enforcement will continue to work with the 
City on inspections within the historic districts. The Code Enforcement and Appeals Board and the 
Historic District Council shall work together regarding Code cases of demolition by neglect within the 
historic districts.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.13 
(new 
11.03.11)

The City shall recognize the importance of modern resources of the recent past in local historic 
preservation efforts, and make efforts to protect these structures as examples of the community’s 
recent heritage. 

The City recognizes the importance of structures constructed in the last fifty years, and encourages 
efforts to protect significant examples of these structures as illustrative of the community’s recent 
heritage. 

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.19 
(new 
11.03.17)

The City shall continue to maintain a pre-qualified list of architectural and archaeological consultants 
and establish policies and procedures for use of the consultants.

The City shall continue to maintain a regularly updated list of pre-qualified architectural and 
archaeological consultants and establish policies and procedures for use of the consultants.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD
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Summary of Changes
as of July 13, 2011

DRAFT
EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Date Element Policy Prior Proposed Policy New Proposed Policy Date Changed Reason Initials
6/17/11 11_HP 11.03.19 The City shall encourage retention of essential public services, such as the post office, library and 

other government functions, in the historic downtown district, and encourage reuse of historic 
buildings for these structures where feasible.

The City shall encourage retention of essential public services, such as a post office, library and other 
government functions, in the historic downtown district, and encourage reuse of historic buildings for 
these functions where feasible.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.04.02 The City shall conduct, at a minimum, annual driving assessments of historic district properties in 
conjunction with Code Enforcement staff to monitor and maintain properties for any risk due to 
demolition by neglect.

The City shall conduct, at a minimum, annual windshield surveys of historic district properties in 
conjunction with Code Enforcement staff to monitor and maintain properties for any risk due to 
demolition by neglect.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.08.01 The City shall encourage protection, preservation, and revitalization of historic non-designated 
structures and neighborhoods.  The City shall encourage preservation of these properties as a means 
to….(bulleted list).

The City shall encourage protection, preservation, and revitalization of historic non-designated 
structures and neighborhoods.  

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.08.02 The Planning Department shall identify, through the use of the 2011 Reconnaissance-level 
Architectural Survey of the City Limits completed by Janus Research, concentrations of non-
designated historic structures within the City, and shall evaluate strategies for encouraging 
revitalization of these structures in a manner that is consistent with their original development and 
neighborhood.  

The City shall use the 2011 Reconnaissance-level Architectural Survey of the City Limits to identify 
non-designated historic structures and neighborhoods within the City, and shall evaluate strategies for 
encouraging revitalization of these structures and neighborhoods in a manner that is consistent with 
their original development.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.08.04 The Planning Department shall review and make specific recommendations to the City Commission 
regarding changes or modifications to the Land Development Code that will assist in protecting the 
character of these historic non-designated structures and neighborhoods.  Elements that should be 
included in reviewing what contributes to the character of these neighborhoods include, but are not 
limited to, the following...(bulleted list)

The City shall review and make specific recommendations to the City Commission regarding changes 
or modifications to the Land Development Code that will assist in protecting the character of these 
historic non-designated structures and neighborhoods.  

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.08.07 Historic or conservation districts shall, where appropriate, be established by the City Commission 
through a public hearing process.  Land development regulations including the establishment of an 
overlay district shall be established to preserve and protect these areas from the encroachment of 
incompatible land uses.

The City shall involve the community and residents of the identified neighborhoods in planning 
processes related to identification of their neighborhoods as eligible to be a historic or neighborhood 
conservation district. The City Commission shall use a public hearing process to establish any 
proposed historic district or neighborhood conservation district.  

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.08.08 The City shall consider implementing legal and financial incentives for property owners to rehabilitate 
existing structures within these non-designated historic neighborhoods. 

The City shall consider implementing incentives, including but not limited to, tax exemptions, 
expedited permitting, or reduced fees, for property owners to rehabilitate existing structures within 
these non-designated historic neighborhoods. 

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.09.02 The Planning Department shall review the Land Development Code for regulations that encourage 
teardowns of existing structures and make recommendations to the City Commission regarding 
changes or alterations to the Land Development Code that will assist in prevention of teardowns and 
retention of existing structures, including identifying incentives to promote reuse of existing structures.

The City shall review the Land Development Code for regulations that encourage teardowns of 
existing structures and make recommendations to the City Commission regarding changes or 
alterations to the Land Development Code that will assist in prevention of teardowns and retention of 
existing structures, including identifying incentives such as tax exemptions, expedited permitting, or 
reduced fees, to promote reuse of existing structures.

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 11_HP 11.10.03 The City shall document the markers in the cemetery, through written and photographic 
documentation and maintain records of this documentation.  Where possible, the City shall utilize 
GPS devices to record and incorporate this information into the City’s GIS mapping program. 

The City shall document the markers and identify unmarked graves in the cemetery, through written 
and photographic documentation and maintain records of this documentation.  Where possible, the 
City shall utilize GPS devices to record and incorporate this information into the City’s GIS mapping 
program. 

5/27/11 Comments from 
joint PAB/HDC 
meeting

AD

6/17/11 2_MME Completion 
Dates

By X year… changed to By December X year… All completion dates are assumed to be December of that given year. Updates were made 
accordingly. 

6/27/11 Public Meeting 
and Agency 
Comments 
Received

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.01 The City will establish a city-wide “Transportation Concurrency Exception Area” (TCEA). Fernandina 
Beach is designated as a “Dense Urban Land Area” (DULA) under section 163.3180(5), Florida 
Statutes, as such a city-wide TCEA has been established. This designation requires that the City 
adopt long- term land use and transportation strategies to support and fund alternative means of 
transportation that reduce greenhouse gases (GHG), enhance quality of life and are sensitive to 
community needs and the environment. 

The City hereby establishes, a city-wide “Transportation Concurrency Exception Area” (TCEA). 
Fernandina Beach is designated as a “Dense Urban Land Area” (DULA) under section 163.3180(5), 
Florida Statutes and, as such a city-wide TCEA has been created. This designation requires that the 
City adopt long- term land use and transportation strategies to support and fund alternative means of 
transportation that reduce greenhouse gases (GHG), enhance quality of life and are sensitive to 
community needs and the environment. 

6/27/11 Public Meeting 
and Agency 
Comments 
Received

KG
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6/17/11 2_MME 2.01.05 The following multi-modal performance measures shall be met by 2030:Establish or form a 

partnership to provide a community transit system based on the results of a 2012 Community Transit 
Feasibility assessment;Construct sidewalks on both sides of the street or shared use pathways on at 
least one side of the street with a sidewalk on the other side along streets within a ½ mile of schools, 
parks and civic operations within the City;Provide for safe pedestrian crossings with crosswalks, 
pedestrian-activated signals, median refuges, bulb-out, and other necessary features along arterial 
and collector roadways within the City;Develop a cohesive signage scheme for the City’s future transit 
system, trails, downtown circulation, parks, parking areas and beach access locations. Provide 
pedestrian and bicycle access and supportive bike facilities at all municipal buildings. 

The following multi-modal performance measures shall be met by December 2030: Establish or form 
a partnership to provide a community transit system based on the results of a 2012 Community 
Transit Feasibility assessment; Construct sidewalks on both sides of the street or shared use 
pathways on at least one side of the street with a sidewalk on the other side along streets within a ½ 
mile of schools, parks and civic operations within the City; Provide for safe pedestrian crossings with 
crosswalks, pedestrian-activated signals, median refuges, bulb-out, and other necessary features 
along arterial and collector roadways within the City; Develop a cohesive signage scheme for the 
City’s future transit system, trails, downtown circulation, parks, parking areas and beach access 
locations. Provide pedestrian and bicycle access and supportive bike facilities at all municipal 
buildings and encourage their creation at private facilities where appropriate.

6/27/11 Public Meeting 
and Agency 
Comments 
Received

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.02.07 The City, as a Dense Urban Land Area (DULA) with a city-wide Transportation Concurrency 
Exception Area (TCEA), recognizes that certain roadway corridors will be congested and that 
congestion will be addressed by means other than solely adding capacity for motor vehicles and 
maintaining level of service on those corridors. 

The City, as a Dense Urban Land Area (DULA) with a city-wide Transportation Concurrency 
Exception Area (TCEA), recognizes that certain roadway corridors will be congested and that 
congestion will be addressed by means other than solely adding capacity for motor vehicles in an 
attempt to maintain existing LOS. and maintaining level of service on those corridors. 

6/27/11 Public Meeting 
and Mbennett 
Email 

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.02.08 The City shall provide for multi-modal cross-access and connectivity within and between uses to 
encourage walking and bicycling and reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

The City shall provide for multi-modal cross-access and connectivity within and between uses to 
encourage walking, and bicycling, or alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles types such as, 
low speed electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters and to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). 

6/27/11 M Bennett Email KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.03.01 The City shall ensure that the circulation pattern of automobiles, community transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians within a development is designed to minimize maximize use of the roadway multi-modal 
transportation network.

The City shall ensure that the circulation pattern of automobiles, community transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians and any alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles types such as, low speed 
electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters within a development is designed to minimize 
maximize use of the roadway multi-modal transportation network.

6/27/11 M Bennett Email KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.03.04 Proposed development shall be reviewed during the Development Review process by the Technical 
Review Committee for the provision of adequate and safe on-site circulation, including pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, community transit facilities, access modifications, loading facilities, and parking 
facilities. In compliance with the Comprehensive Plan policies, such review shall include Land 
Development Code regulation, FDOT access management standards and ADA compliance. Design 
criteria, standards, and requirements to implement policies in this element shall be included in the 
update to the City’s Land Development Code.  

Proposed development shall be reviewed during the Development Review process by the Technical 
Review Committee for the provision of adequate and safe on-site circulation, including pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, community transit facilities, any alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles 
types such as, low speed electric vehicles, GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters, access modifications, 
loading facilities, and parking facilities. In compliance with the Comprehensive Plan policies, such 
review shall include Land Development Code regulation, FDOT access management standards and 
ADA compliance. Design criteria, standards, and requirements to implement policies in this element 
shall be included in the update to the City’s Land Development Code.  

6/27/11 M Bennett Email KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.03.06 Development shall be required to address operational site- related improvements and operational 
effects to adjacent major roadway intersections. Criteria shall be developed based on trip generation 
to determine the vehicular trip limits for major intersections to be addressed and the extent of required 
operational improvements to ensure safe operations for motor vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 
Operational improvements are considered site-related requirements. The addition of through motor 
vehicle lanes not directly related to facilitating access to the site are considered capacity projects and 
shall be credited accordingly.

Development shall be required to address operational site- related improvements and operational 
effects to adjacent major roadway intersections. Criteria shall be developed based on trip generation 
to determine the vehicular trip limits for major intersections to be addressed and the extent of required 
operational improvements to ensure safe operations for motor vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists,  
and alternative vehicle shared-use paths for vehicles types such as, low speed electric vehicles, 
GEM® cars, golf cars or scooters. Operational improvements are considered site-related 
requirements. The addition of through motor vehicle lanes not directly related to facilitating access to 
the site are considered capacity projects and shall be credited accordingly.

6/27/11 M Bennett Email KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.03.11 The City shall require new development and redevelopment to support alternative modes of 
transportation through such measures including, but not limited to, the provision of sidewalks, 
bikeways, transit stops, or other facilities that support alternative modes of transportation, such as 
parking management systems and park-and-ride facilities. 

The City shall require new development and redevelopment to support alternative modes of 
transportation through such measures including, but not limited to, the provision of sidewalks, 
bikeways, transit stops, alternative vehicle shared use paths or other facilities that support alternative 
modes of transportation, such as parking management systems and park-and-ride facilities. 

6/27/11 M Bennett Email KG

6/22/11 2_MME 2.04.02 Staff reccomended removing roadway width from policy initially, it was reverted back to this following 
6/22 PAB meeting.

The City shall require the following minimum maximum rights-of-way in its Land Development Code 
regulations in order to preserve existing platted rights- of way and address the needs of motorized 
vehicles, sidewalks, bike lanes and/or shared use low speed alternative vehicle paths.

6/27/11 6/22 PAB 
Meeting

KG

6/22/11 2_MME 2.04.03 Minimum right-of-way shall be acquired as part of roadway improvement projects undertaken on 
existing segments of the roadway network, unless such acquisition is unreasonable because of cost 
or funding physical or economic constraints. 

Minimum Rights-of-way shall be acquired as part of roadway improvement projects undertaken on 
existing segments of the roadway network, unless such acquisition is unreasonable because of cost 
or funding physical or economic constraints. 

6/27/11 6/22 PAB 
Meeting

KG

4 of 14



Summary of Changes
as of July 13, 2011

DRAFT
EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Date Element Policy Prior Proposed Policy New Proposed Policy Date Changed Reason Initials
6/17/11 2_MME 2.05.02 The City shall enforce maintain the minimum or lowest quality acceptable peak period Level of 

Service (LOS) standards for State Principal Arterials, Minor Arterials, County Minor Arterials, County 
and City Collector roads within the City. , as set forth in the table below. Level of service shall be 
measured by methodologies outlined in the 2002 Quality/Level of Service Manual from the Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT.;) Roadways that are physically or environmentally constrained 
or legislatively prohibited from expansion due to their valued historic or cultural character will be 
allowed to operate above the minimum established LOS standards. These roadways will be allowed 
to continue to operate at such a level that significant degradation of the roadway does not occur 
based on existing conditions at the time of adoption of this Plan.  ...

The City shall enforce maintain the minimum or lowest quality acceptable peak period Level of 
Service (LOS) standards for State Principal Arterials, Minor Arterials, County Minor Arterials, County 
and City Collector roads within the City. , as set forth in the table below. Level of service shall be 
measured by methodologies outlined in the most recent Quality/Level of Service Manual from the 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT.;) Roadways that are physically or environmentally 
constrained or legislatively prohibited from expansion due to their valued historic or cultural character 
will be allowed to operate above the minimum established LOS standards. These roadways will be 
allowed to continue to operate at such a level that significant degradation of the roadway does not 
occur based on existing conditions at the time of adoption of this Plan.  ...

6/27/11 State Agency 
Comment- FDOT

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.05.07 The City shall serve to enhance the safety and efficiency of its multi-modal transportation system, 
through the implementation of Quality of Service (QOS) performance measures. QOS is a 
measurement of the presence and quality of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities, evaluated using 
FDOT’s LOSPLAN, its preliminary engineering software, which incorporates Arterial Planning 
(ARTPLAN), Freeway Planning (FREEPLAN), and Highway Planning (HIGHPLAN) software models 
and quantitative measures of land use, urban form, and street connectivity. 

The City shall serve to enhance the safety and efficiency of its multi-modal transportation system, 
through the implementation of both Level of Service (LOS) quantitative measures and Quality of 
Service (QOS) qualitative performance measures. QOS in transportation planning serves as a 
measurement of the presence and quality of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. evaluated using 
FDOT’s LOSPLAN, its preliminary engineering software, which incorporates Arterial Planning 
(ARTPLAN), Freeway Planning (FREEPLAN), and Highway Planning (HIGHPLAN) software models 
and quantitative measures of land use, urban form, and street connectivity. 

6/27/11 State Agency 
Comment- FDOT

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.05.08 The City shall require new development and redevelopment such that:Each development is designed 
to safely promote increased walking, bicycling, low speed alternative vehicles and community transit 
use while reducing vehicle trip lengths and vehicle miles of travel, as outlined in the Future Land Use 
and Multi-modal Transportation Elements of the Plan and implemented in the Land Development 
Code and;The development contributes towards the achievement of multi-modal QOS performance 
measures established in the City’s future Mobility Plan. 

The City shall require  ensure that all new development and redevelopment such that is designed and 
required to: Each development is designed to safely promote increased walking, bicycling, low speed 
alternative vehicles and community transit use while reducing vehicle trip lengths and vehicle miles of 
travel, as outlined in the Future Land Use and Multi-modal Transportation Elements of the Plan and 
implemented in the Land Development Code and; The development contributes through either 
collection of fees or improvements to the multi-modal transportation system towards the that further 
the achievement of multi-modal LOS/QOS performance measures established in the City’s future 
Mobility Plan.

6/27/11 State Agency 
Comment- FDOT

KG

6/22/11 2_MME 2.06.03 Transportation Systems Management strategies, which include optimization of traffic signal systems, 
turning lanes, and other intersection improvements, shall be implemented so as to improve 
operational service levels. The City shall study intersections and roadways which are approaching or 
have exceeded acceptable service levels and identify and install low-cost improvements to upgrade 
traffic flow. Those improvements may include, but not be limited to, signal system coordination, 
adjustments of signal timing, adding turn-lanes and restriping to achieve additional lanes. 

Transportation Systems Management strategies, which include optimization of traffic signal systems, 
turning lanes, and other intersection improvements, shall be implemented so as to improve 
operational service levels. The City shall study intersections and roadways which are approaching or 
have exceeded acceptable service levels and identify and install low-cost improvements to upgrade 
traffic flow. Those improvements may include, but not be limited to, signal system coordination, 
adjustments of signal timing, adding turn-lanes, round-abouts and restriping to achieve additional 
lanes.  

6/24/11 6/22 PAB 
Meeting

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.06.06 The City shall encourage requirements and provide incentives, as feasible, for all large employment 
centers with over 100 employees to utilize car pools, transit and other means to reduce trip 
generation and peak hour traffic volumes on the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). 

The City shall encourage requirements and provide incentives, as feasible, for all large employment 
centers with over 100 employees to utilize car pools, transit and other means to reduce trip 
generation and peak hour traffic volumes on the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). 

6/17/11 State Agency 
Comment- FDOT

KG

6/17/11 2_MME 2.07.01 The City shall adopt design standards for constructing context-sensitive local streets that support 
walking, bicycling and transit use while continuing to accommodate safe vehicular travel. “Context-
sensitive” design recognizes that not all streets should be designed to move high-speed traffic, and 
that many local streets should be designed with a higher priority to calming traffic and promoting multi-
modal transportation. Cross-sections will be designed to minimize lane widths to discourage 
excessive speeds, and provide on-street parking, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks. The City shall 
encourage FDOT and Nassau County to apply these standards for streets within the City limits and in 
all future annexation areas where a Joint Municipal Planning Agreement has been established.

The City shall adopt design standards for constructing “context-sensitive” local streets that support 
walking, bicycling and transit use while continuing to accommodate safe vehicular travel. “Context-
sensitive” design recognizes that not all streets should be designed to move high-speed traffic, and 
that many local streets should be designed with a higher priority to calming traffic and promoting multi-
modal transportation. Cross-sections will be designed to minimize lane maximize right-of-ways widths 
to discourage excessive speeds, and provide on-street parking, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks. The 
City shall encourage FDOT and Nassau County to apply these standards for streets within the City 
limits and in all future annexation areas where a Joint Municipal Planning Agreement has been 
established.

6/17/11 State Agency 
Comment- FDOT

KG

6/27/11 2_MME 2.12 Fernandina Beach shall ensure proper and orderly development of the Fernandina Beach Airport, 
consistent with the Airport Master Plan, and to minimize the negative impacts from airport activities 
upon adjacent residents, lands, natural systems, and public facilities. 

Fernandina Beach shall ensure proper and orderly development of Fernandina Beach Municipal 
Airport, consistent with the Airport Master Plan, and without compromising safety or normal and 
appropriate aviation activity minimize the negative impacts from such airport activities upon adjacent 
residents, lands, natural systems, and public facilities. 

6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comment

KG

6/27/11 2_MME 2.12 Airport references changed to read as "Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport" 2.12.03, 2.12.04, 2.12.05 6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comment

KG
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6/27/11 2_MME 2.12.06 All aviation and non-aviation development, as designated on the Airport Master Plan, shall obtain 

building permits from the City. Non-aviation property designated in the Airport Master Plan must be 
developed in accordance with all applicable City, State and Federal regulations. All plans submitted to 
the City shall meet or exceed the provisions of the Land Development Code, Florida Building Code 
and Life Safety Code unless other federal or state laws, codes, or regulations are controlling. 

All aviation and non-aviation development, as designated on the Airport Master Plan, shall obtain 
building permits from the City. Non-aviation property designated in the Airport Master Plan must be 
developed in accordance with all applicable City, State and Federal regulations. All plans submitted to 
the City shall meet or exceed the provisions of the Airport Architecture and Building Design 
Standards, the Land Development Code, the Florida Building Code, and the Life Safety Code unless 
other federal or state laws, codes, or regulations are controlling. 

6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comment

KG

6/17/11 3_HE 3.01.04 The City shall promote nondiscrimination in access to housing within the City by promoting fair 
housing laws and practices.

The City shall promote nondiscrimination in access to housing within the City by promoting being 
compliant with fair housing laws and practices.

6/3/11 PAB member 
comment

JG

6/17/11 3_HE 3.02.01 The City shall identify substandard housing and take action to eliminate it. The City shall identify substandard housing and take action to ensure compliance with housing codes. 6/3/11 PAB member 
comment

JG

6/28/11 3_HE 3.01.01 The City shall perform a housing needs assessment by 2013. Information contained in the
assessment should include, but not be limited to, information regarding housing trends; the number,
type and condition of existing housing units; identification of substandard housing units; the number
and types of housing units needed in the future for all income ranges based on growth projections;
and shortages and/or deficiencies in the existing housing stock. The housing needs assessment
should be updated a minimum of every five (5) years.

The City shall perform a housing needs assessment by December 2013. Information contained in the
assessment should include, but not be limited to, information regarding housing trends; the number,
type and condition of existing housing units; identification of substandard housing units; the number
and types of housing units needed in the future for all income ranges based on growth projections;
and shortages and/or deficiencies in the existing housing stock. The housing need assessment
should be updated a minimum of every five (5) years.

6/28/11 PAB comment:  
added December 
in front of 2013. 

JG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.03.02 Prior to the issuance of any local development orders or certificates of occupancy the City shall 
consult with the utility provider to ensure potable water will be or has been made available to serve 
the property.

Consistent with public health and safety, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, adequate water 
supplies, and potable water facilities shall be in place and available to serve new development no 
later than the issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy or its functional 
equivalent. Prior to approval of a building permit or its functional equivalent, the City shall consult with 
the applicable water supplier to determine whether adequate water supplies to serve the new 
development will be available no later than the anticipated date of issuance by the local government 
of a certificate of occupancy or its functional equivalent. The City may meet the concurrency 
requirement for sanitary sewer through the use of onsite sewage treatment and disposal systems 
approved by the Department of Health to serve new development.

6/9/11 State Agency 
Comment- DCA  
from 5/20 Phone 
Call

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.03.06 The City shall coordinate with the SJRWMD to ensure that continued adequate water supplies are 
identified and available to serve the needs of the City. Specifically, the City shall establish water 
conservation programs and methods, including water saving devices and reclaimed water in new 
construction and reconstruction projects, limitations on irrigation, and other methods as they are 
identified.

The City shall coordinate with the SJRWMD to ensure that continued adequate water supplies are 
identified and available to serve the needs of the City. Specifically, the City shall establish water 
conservation programs and methods, including requiring installation of water saving devices and 
irrigation systems designed to accept reclaimed water in new construction and reconstruction 
projects, limitations on irrigation, and other methods as they are identified.

6/9/11 State Agency- 
SJRWMD 
Comment from 
5/23 Email

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.03.08 In order to comply with potable water conservation policies of the SJRWMD and the NEFRPC 
NEFRC, and to achieve a reduction in the current rates of water consumption, the City’s land 
development regulations shall include the following standards: Non-potable alternative sources of 
irrigation water such as wastewater/ stormwater reuse, wastewater / stormwater recovery systems 
and non-potable water supplies shall be used to meet irrigation needs, when available;Water-saving 
plumbing fixtures shall be required on all new development; and Fifty (50) Seventy-Five (75) percent 
of all landscaped areas shall consist of native or drought-tolerant vegetation.Require developments to 
conform to the State Water Conservation Act (§553.14, Florida Statutes). 

In order to comply with potable water conservation policies of the SJRWMD and the NEFRPC 
NEFRC, and to achieve a reduction in the current rates of water consumption, the City’s land 
development regulations shall include the following standards: Non-potable alternative sources of 
irrigation water such as wastewater/ stormwater reuse, wastewater / stormwater recovery systems 
and non-potable water supplies shall be used to meet irrigation needs, when available Installation of 
irrigation systems designed to accept non potable water and connection to a nonpotable water 
distribution system, when feasible and available;Water-saving plumbing fixtures shall be required on 
all new development; and Fifty (50) Seventy-Five (75) percent of all landscaped areas shall consist of 
Florida Friendly, native or drought-tolerant vegetation. Require developments to conform to the State 
Water Conservation Act

6/9/11 State Agency- 
SJRWMD 
Comment from 
5/23 Email

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.03.10 The City shall provide incentives for new subdivisions that incorporate low impact development 
strategies and use of native, drought tolerant or “Florida Friendly” landscaping including, but not 
limited to, density bonuses, expedited permit review or reduced water and wastewater impact fees. 

The City shall provide incentives for new residential and nonresidential development that incorporate 
low impact development strategies and use of native, drought tolerant or “Florida Friendly” 
landscaping including, but not limited to, density bonuses, expedited permit review or reduced water 
and wastewater impact fees. 

6/9/11 State Agency- 
SJRWMD 
Comment from 
5/23 Email

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.03.12 Voluntary water conservation measures, as defined by the SJRWMD, shall be promoted and become 
mandatory during water shortage emergencies for all potable water users including domestic, public, 
institutional, industrial, commercial, and agricultural.

Voluntary Water conservation measures, as defined by the SJRWMD, shall be promoted and become 
mandatory during water shortage emergencies for all potable water users including domestic, public, 
institutional, industrial, commercial, and agricultural.

6/9/11 State Agency- 
SJRWMD 
Comment from 
5/23 Email

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.03.15 NEW The City shall continue implementing the water conservation practices as detailed in the City’s 
consumptive use permit (CUP) and CUP-related water conservation plan. 

6/9/11 State Agency- 
SJRWMD 
Comment from 
5/23 Email

KG
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6/9/11 4_PFE 4.05.09 Relocated from 4.08.07 The City shall further protect groundwater from point and nonpoint pollution sources by assisting the 

State and the SJRWMD in managing water quality by preventing the discharge of poor quality 
stormwater into public water bodies. …etc. 

6/9/11 D. Lott Email 
5/25/11

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.05.18 New development and redevelopment and all municipal projects shall be required to utilize 
stormwater runoff for landscape irrigation.

Irrigation systems for new development and redevelopment and all municipal projects are required to 
be designed and installed to accept nonpotable water for landscape irrigation.

6/9/11 State Agency- 
SJRWMD 
Comment from 
5/23 Email

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE Completion 
Dates

By X year… changed to By December X year… All completion dates are assumed to be December of that given year. Updates were made 
accordingly. 

6/26/11 Public Meeting 
and Agency 
Comments 
Received

KG

6/27/11 4_PFE 4.08.01 The City shall coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Florida Department of 
Transportation, the St. Johns Water Management District, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission and the Department of Environmental Protection regarding master planning for the 
airport and for the placement and specifications of structures and facilities.

The City shall coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Florida Department of 
Transportation, the St. Johns Water Management District, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission and the Department of Environmental Protection, as may be required, regarding master 
planning for the airport and for the placement and specifications of structures and facilities.

6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comments

KG

6/27/11 4_PFE 4.08.03 The City shall promote continued financial independence of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport 
through:Preparing periodic updates to the airport development plan;Development of a long-range 
capital improvements program consistent with financial capacity; and Development of an operations 
and maintenance program compatible with financial resources.

The City shall promote continued financial independence of the Fernandina Beach Municipal Airport 
through:Preparing periodic updates to the airport development plan;Development of a long-range 
capital improvements program consistent with financial capacity; and Development of an operations 
and maintenance program compatible with financial resources.

6/27/11 Airport Director 
Comments

KG

6/9/11 4_PFE 4.09 Animal Services Animal Rescue Services 6/26/11 PAB meeting 
comment 
(6/15/11)

KG

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.01.03 The City shall not vacate necessary existing rights-of-way, easements, walkways, and other access 
points to beaches and shores properties available for public access to beaches, shores, and other 
waterways.

The City shall not vacate necessary existing rights-of-way, easements, walkways, and other access 
points to beaches and shores properties available for public access to beaches, shores, and other 
waterways.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.01.06 The City shall maintain access to the water through beach accesses, public fishing piers, boat ramps, 
and marinas, as further defined in the Recreation and Open Space Element.

The City shall maintain and promote access to the water through beach accesses, public fishing 
piers, boat ramps, and marinas, as further defined in the Recreation and Open Space Element.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.01.07 The City shall determine a regular schedule for updating way-finding signage for all public access 
points by 2013.

The City shall determine a regular schedule for updating way-finding signage for all public access 
points by December 2013.

6/22/11 PAB collective 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.02.02 The City shall establish a dune management program by 2013, including developing and 
implementing standards for dune protection at public and private crossovers, and for dune 
stabilization and restoration projects. The dune management program will strictly limit excavation, 
destruction of native vegetation, and other activities which cumulatively or separately interfere with 
the normal transport of dune sediments or interfere with the natural protection afforded by natural 
beach dunes and dune systems.

The City shall establish a dune management program by December 2013, including developing and 
implementing standards for dune protection at public and private crossovers, and for dune 
stabilization and restoration projects. The dune management program will strictly limit excavation, 
destruction of native vegetation, and other activities which that cumulatively or separately interfere 
with the normal transport of dune sediments or interfere with the natural protection afforded by natural 
beach dunes and dune systems. 

6/22/11 PAB collective 
comment 

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.02.07 No motorized vehicles will shall be allowed on dune systems except in an emergency situation as 
designated by the local civil defense agency law enforcement and emergency management agencies. 
The City shall enforce this policy through the City Police Department.  Beach driving is prohibited 
except in designated areas as defined by City ordinances.  

No motorized vehicles will shall be allowed on dune systems except in an emergency situation as 
designated by the local civil defense agency law enforcement and emergency management agencies. 
The City shall enforce this policy through the City Police Department.  Beach driving is prohibited 
except in designated areas as defined by City ordinances.  In order to protect environmentally 
sensitive coastal dunes and promote public safety, no additional areas, or expansion of existing 
areas, allocated to parking or driving on the public beach shall be permitted.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.03.03 The City shall coordinate with the County’s emergency services director whenever the County 
updates its hurricane evacuation plan, disaster preparedness plan, Local Mitigation Strategy, and 
Post-Disaster Redevelopment Plan. An analysis of the existing plans shall consider include the 
following.....

The City shall coordinate with the County’s emergency services Emergency Management Director 
whenever the County updates its hurricane evacuation plan, disaster preparedness plan, Local 
Mitigation Strategy, and Post-Disaster Redevelopment Plan. An analysis of the existing plans shall 
consider include the following.....(rest of policy didn't change)

6/6/11 Update from 
emergency 
services director 
to emergency 
management 
director - agency 
comment 
(NEFRC)

AD
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6/17/11 5_CCM 5.03.05 The City shall develop and maintain a post-disaster redevelopment plan to address strategic actions 

necessary to establish order, communication, and basic service delivery systems necessary for 
health, safety, and welfare following a hurricane or other natural disaster. This plan shall be reviewed 
with the County’s civil defense officer for compliance with the local peacetime emergency plan....

The City shall develop and maintain a post-disaster redevelopment plan to address strategic actions 
necessary to establish order, communication, and basic service delivery systems necessary for 
health, safety, and welfare following a hurricane or other natural disaster. This plan shall be reviewed 
with the County’s civil defense officer Emergency Management Director for compliance with the local 
peacetime emergency plan Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan.....(rest of policy didn't 
change)

6/6/11 Update language -
agency comment 
(NEFRC)

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.03.05(n) n.   Recommending techniques and methods that lower densities along the oceanfront; n.     Recommending techniques and methods that lower densities along the oceanfront and other 
storm-prone areas such as the riverfront, marshes and estuaries; 

6/22/11 Citizen 
comment/PAB 
member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.03.07 The City shall require the redevelopment of any structure that received storm-damage in excess of 
fifty (50) percent of the structure’s appraised value, as determined by the County property appraiser 
to meet all current laws and ordinances, including those enacted since construction of the subject 
structure.  The City shall address potential exemptions for historic structures in relation to this policy.

The City shall require the redevelopment of any structure that received storm-damage in excess of 
fifty (50) percent of the structure’s appraised value, as determined by the County property appraiser 
to meet all current laws and ordinances, including those enacted since construction of the subject 
structure.  The City shall address potential exemptions for designated historic structures in relation to 
this policy. (definition added for designated historic structures)

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.03.08 The City shall coordinate coastal area population densities with hurricane evacuation plans.  The City 
shall enforce land development regulations which ensure that land use decisions impacting 
population density within the category 1 evacuation area, as delineated in the Northeast Florida 
Regional Hurricane Evacuation Study, and the category 1 and 2 inundation zones are coordinated 
with the County’s hurricane evacuation plan and applicable regional or State hurricane evacuation 
plans.

The City shall coordinate coastal area population densities with hurricane evacuation plans.  The City 
shall enforce land development regulations which ensure that land use decisions impacting 
population density within the category 1 Level A evacuation area zone, as delineated in the 2010 
Northeast Florida Regional Hurricane Evacuation Study, and the category 1 and 2 storm surge 
inundation zones are coordinated with the County’s hurricane evacuation plan and applicable regional 
or State hurricane evacuation plans study

6/6/11 Update language -
agency comment 
(NEFRC)

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.03.09 Disaster preparedness plans shall address the needs of special needs populations, including 
evacuation and specific shelter requirements. The City shall identify and inventory special needs 
population information.

Disaster preparedness plans shall address the needs of special needs populations, including 
evacuation and specific shelter requirements. The City will assist the County and support County 
efforts to identify and maintain data on special needs populations.

6/6/11 Update language- 
agency comment 
(NEFRC)

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.03.09 Disaster preparedness plans shall address the needs of special needs populations, including 
evacuation and specific shelter requirements. The City will assist the County and support County 
efforts to identify and maintain data on special needs populations.

Disaster preparedness plans shall address in coordination with the County the needs of special needs 
populations, including evacuation and specific shelter requirements. The City will assist the County 
and support County efforts to identify and maintain data on special needs populations.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.03.10 The City shall continually coordinate with the County’s emergency services department Emergency 
Management Department to develop a plan for reducing the hurricane evacuation time for the City 
and Amelia Island by ten (10) percent within the planning period.

The City shall continually coordinate with the County’s emergency services department Emergency 
Management Department to develop a plan for reducing the hurricane evacuation time for within the 
City and Amelia Island by ten (10) percent within the planning period County.

6/6/11 Update language- 
agency comment 
(NEFRC)

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.04.01 The City shall designate Coastal High Hazard Areas (CHHA) on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) 
and ensure the criteria for mitigation found in a coastal high-hazard area is met, as defined in F.S. 
163.3178(9). The coastal high-hazard area is the area below the elevation of the category 1 storm 
surge line as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) 
computerized storm surge model.  

The City shall designate Coastal High Hazard Areas (CHHA) on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) 
series and ensure the criteria for mitigation found in a coastal high-hazard area is met, as defined in 
F.S. 163.3178(9). The coastal high-hazard area is the area below the elevation of the category 1 
storm surge line as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) 
computerized storm surge model and as mapped in the Storm Tide Atlas 2011 as part of the Regional 
Evacuation Study.

6/6/11 Update language- 
agency comment 
(NEFRC)

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.04.02 Proposed development shall be evaluated for impacts on traffic circulation, evacuation routes, critical 
locations, on-site hurricane shelter provisions, and proximity to off-site off-island shelter facilities.

Proposed development in the CHHA shall be evaluated for impacts on traffic circulation, evacuation 
routes, critical locations, on-site hurricane shelter provisions, and proximity to off-site off-island shelter 
facilities.

6/6/11 Staff clarification AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.04.10 The City recognizes sea-level rise as a potential coastal hazard, and shall work with Nassau County 
to develop strategies for responding to sea-level rise, including….

The City recognizes sea-level rise as a potential coastal hazard, and shall work with Nassau County 
and state and regional entities as appropriate to develop strategies for responding to sea-level rise, 
including…h) Creation of Adaptation Action Areas, as permitted by state statute.

6/6/11 Update language- 
agency comment 
(NEFRC) and 
2011 legislative 
change

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.05 The City shall protect shorelines and waterfront lands in order to ensure adequate and appropriate 
locations for water-dependent, water-related and water-enhanced uses.

The City shall protect shorelines and waterfront lands in the City’s designated Waterfronts Florida 
planning area in order to ensure adequate and appropriate locations for water-dependent, water-
related and water-enhanced uses.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD
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6/23/11 5_CCM 5.05.03 (b)   b. Directing the development of dry dock facilities to locations that are upland of marina sites; b. all parking, dry storage, and non-water dependent, related, or enhanced facilities must be built on 

existing uplands;
6/22/11 PAB member 

comment
AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.05.10 The City shall continue to maintain a mooring field for the needs of transient boaters and to reduce 
the need for additional marina use along the waterfront and its uplands.

The City shall continue to maintain a mooring field for the needs of transient boaters and to reduce 
the need for additional City marina use along the waterfront and its uplands.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.05.15 The City shall establish a no net loss policy for the areas within the City that are zoned and/or 
included in the FLUM series as recreational and commercial working waterfront uses.

The City shall establish a no net loss policy for the areas within the City that are zoned and/or 
included in the FLUM series as recreational and commercial working waterfront uses Industrial 
Waterfront or Waterfront Mixed-Use.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.06 The City shall protect coastal native vegetation, wetlands, waterways, living marine resources, coastal 
barriers, and wildlife habitat by restricting development and activities which will cause an adverse 
impact to these natural resources. 

The City shall protect coastal native flora and vegetation, wetlands, waterways, living marine 
resources, coastal barriers, and wildlife habitat by restricting development and activities which that will 
cause an adverse impact to these natural resources. 

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.06.01 The City will monitor and participate, when necessary, in permitting activities of City interdepartmental 
activity and other regulatory agencies for projects which may impact the quality of the coastal area, 
wildlife habitat, wetlands, water, and waterways. Specific City Departments shall be identified and 
required to coordinate with permitting agencies on a regular basis in order to keep apprised of 
proposed activities requiring permitting.

The City will monitor and participate, when necessary, in permitting activities of City interdepartmental 
activity and other regulatory agencies, including but not limited to the DEP and U.S. Army Corp of 
Engineers (USACOE), for projects which that may impact the quality of the coastal area, wildlife 
habitat, wetlands, water, and waterways. Specific City Departments shall be identified and required to 
coordinate with permitting agencies on a regular basis in order to keep apprised of proposed activities 
requiring permitting.

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.06.03 The City shall continue to coordinate with all relevant regulatory agencies to ensure all new 
development or redevelopment activities, which have the potential to impact aquatic preserves, have 
been properly reviewed and permitted within the guidelines of the Ft. Clinch State Park and the 
Nassau/St. Johns River management plans set forth by the DEP.

The City shall continue to coordinate with all relevant regulatory agencies, such as SJRWMD, Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWCC), DEP, USACOE, and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), to ensure all new development or redevelopment activities, 
which have the potential to impact aquatic preserves, have been properly reviewed and permitted 
within the guidelines of the Ft. Clinch State Park and the Nassau/St. Johns River management plans 
set forth by the DEP.

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.06.06 N/A - new policy The City shall ensure the protection of flora and vegetation, particularly those species that are 
essential for beach or shoreline stability, and shall coordinate with DEP to protect and restore 
essential vegetation.

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD 

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.07.10 The City shall include water efficient landscaping at all City facilities by using native and drought-
tolerant plants, reducing potable water consumption and using reclaimed water whenever possible, 
and using micro-irrigation systems and efficient watering methods to reduce energy expenditures and 
maximize water conservation.

The City shall include water efficient landscaping at all City facilities by using Florida-Friendly, native 
and drought-tolerant plants, reducing potable water consumption and using reclaimed water 
whenever possible, and using micro-irrigation systems and efficient watering methods to reduce 
energy expenditures and maximize water conservation.

6/6/11 Update language -
agency comment 
(SJRWMD)

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.07.11 The City shall use native plant species as landscaping at all City facilities and shall not use invasive 
species. The City shall further evaluate development of a xeriscape and native plant ordinance. 

The City shall use Florida-Friendly or native plant species as landscaping at all City facilities and shall 
not use invasive species. The City shall further evaluate development of a xeriscape and native plant 
ordinance. 

6/6/11 Update language -
agency comment 
(SJRWMD)

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.07.17(a) Proper pesticide and fertilizer application practices      Proper pesticide and fertilizer application practices, especially at golf courses; 6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.07.18 The City will utilize the Lower St. Johns and St. Marys Ground Water Beach Basin Resource 
Availability Inventory study for determining groundwater basins with the potential for recharge. If 
basins in the City are identified as recharge areas, the City shall then develop and implement 
protection measures which will protect the areas from impacts from developments development 
impacts.  

The City will utilize the Ground Water Beach Resource Availability Inventory study most recent 
SJRWMD data for determining groundwater basins areas in the City with the potential for aquifer 
recharge and maintain maps of these areas in the City’s GIS database. If basins areas in the City are 
identified as aquifer recharge areas, the City shall then develop and implement protection measures 
which will protect the areas from impacts from developments development impacts.  

6/6/11 Update language -
agency comment 
(SJRWMD)

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.07.22 In the event that mineral and/or oil exploration is undertaken off the Northeast Florida coast, a 
contingency plan shall be developed within one (1) year of announced exploration.  The contingency 
plan shall address…

In the event that mineral and/or oil exploration is undertaken off the Northeast Florida coast, a 
contingency plan shall be developed by the City within one (1) year of announced exploration.  The 
contingency plan shall address…

6/22/11 Citzen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.07.22(b) Identification of potential impacts to the City’s natural and cultural resources Identification of potential impacts to the City’s natural and cultural resources, including wildlife 6/22/11 Citizen comment AD
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6/23/11 5_CCM 5.10.02 The City shall protect significant habitats for native wildlife and vegetation in areas of known 

environmentally sensitive habitats, including habitats of endangered species.  The Land Development 
Code shall be updated with regulations to ensure that prior to the issuance of development permits in 
such areas, detailed inventories and assessments of impacts of development shall be conducted. If 
on-site habitat will be disturbed by new development, the habitat shall be relocated or the impacts 
mitigated, if viable by virtue of its size, configuration, and connecting habitat. The City shall ensure an 
enforcement mechanism is in place to monitor inventories and assessments, and any required 
mitigation. The City shall seek assistance from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in assessing identification of habitat, and 
any needed relocation or mitigation. 

The City shall protect significant habitats for native wildlife and vegetation in areas of known 
environmentally sensitive habitats, including habitats of endangered species.  The Land Development 
Code shall be updated with regulations to ensure that prior to the issuance of development permits in 
such areas, detailed inventories and assessments of impacts of development shall be conducted and 
considered in the permit issuance process. If on-site habitat will be disturbed by new development, 
the habitat shall be relocated or the impacts mitigated. if viable by virtue of its size, configuration, and 
connecting habitat. The City shall ensure an enforcement mechanism is in place to monitor 
inventories and assessments, and any required mitigation. The City shall seek assistance from the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission in assessing identification of habitat, and any needed relocation or mitigation. 

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.10.13 All species of sea turtles, which nest on the sand beaches fronting the Atlantic Ocean, shall be 
protected from human interference, including activities such as beach re-nourishment, beachfront 
lighting, coastal construction, and mechanical beach cleaning during nesting season, in accordance 
with F.S. 379.2431.

All species of sea turtles, which that nest on the sand beaches fronting the Atlantic Ocean, shall be 
protected from human interference, including activities such as beach re-nourishment, beachfront 
lighting, coastal construction, and mechanical beach cleaning, among others, during nesting season, 
in accordance with F.S. 379.2431.

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.10.14 The City shall seek assistance from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and any other appropriate entity for the identification and protection of 
species of special concern, or threatened and endangered species. These agencies shall also be 
requested to assist in updates to and the development of the City’s land development regulations and 
future ordinances for the protection of these resources, especially the manatee, sea turtle, gopher 
tortoise, shorebirds, and other identified species of special concern or threatened or endangered 
species within the City.  The City shall maintain maps illustrating the presence of species of special 
concern and endangered or threatened species habitat and incorporate these into wildlife corridor 
planning and coordination with the County’s Conservation and Habitat Network.

The City shall seek assistance from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission FWCC, 
DEP, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA, and any other appropriate entity for the 
identification and protection of species of special concern, or threatened and endangered species. 
These agencies shall also be requested to assist in updates to and the development of the City’s land 
development regulations and future ordinances for the protection of these resources, especially the 
manatee, sea turtle, gopher tortoise, shorebirds, and other identified species of special concern or 
threatened or endangered species within the City.  The City shall maintain maps illustrating the 
presence of species of special concern and endangered or threatened species habitat and 
incorporate these into wildlife corridor planning and coordination with the County’s Conservation and 
Habitat Network.

6/22/11 Citizen comment AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.11.02 By 2014, the City shall complete the street tree inventory for the remainder of City limits not covered 
under the 2009 Street Tree Management Plan.

By December 2014, the City shall complete the street tree inventory for the remainder of City limits 
not covered under the 2009 Street Tree Management Plan.

6/22/11 PAB collective 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.12.02 The City shall coordinate with federal and state agencies to obtain information about air quality within 
City limits. 

The City shall coordinate with federal and state agencies to obtain information about air quality within 
City limits, and the City shall create an air quality notification system to alert residents and visitors 
regarding air quality status.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.12.03 The City will coordinate with major industrial operators within the City such as Rayonier, Smurfit 
Stone, and the Port regarding air quality information.

The City will coordinate with major industrial operators within the City such as Rayonier, Smurfit 
Stone, and the Port regarding air quality information.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.13.01 The City shall develop and begin to implement an energy conservation plan by 2014. The City shall develop and begin to implement an energy conservation plan by December 2014. 6/22/11 PAB collective 
comment

AD

6/17/11 5_CCM 5.13.02 In accordance with F.S. 255.2575, all new City facilities and improvements to existing facilities, shall 
be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained according to the standards outlined by a 
recognized sustainable development rating system such as, but not limited to, the U.S. Green 
Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED). 

In accordance with F.S. 255.2575, all new City facilities and major improvements to existing facilities, 
shall be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained according to the standards outlined by a 
recognized sustainable development rating system such as, but not limited to, the U.S. Green 
Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED). 

6/6/11 Staff clarification AD

6/23/11 5_CCM 5.14.08 The City’s land development regulations shall include special requirements for preservation 
environmentally sensitive lands and conservation areas.  Such special requirements shall limit 
development and activities that will destroy or harm the natural functions of the river, lakes, 
floodplains, wetlands, harbors, and beaches and shores, and identified wildlife habitats.

The City’s land development regulations shall include special requirements for preservation of 
environmentally sensitive lands and conservation areas.  Such special requirements shall limit 
development and activities that will destroy or harm the natural functions of the river, lakes, 
floodplains, wetlands, harbors, and beaches and shores, and identified wildlife habitats.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/17/11 6_ROS No Changes
6/23/11 6_ROS 6.01.01 The City shall create and adopt a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan by 2015. The City shall create and adopt a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan by 2015 December 

2013. 
6/22/11 PAB collective 

comment 
AD

6/23/11 6_ROS 6.03.03 The City shall have a no net loss policy for recreation facilities, whereby one type of facility is not 
removed without providing for replacement of that type of facility.

The City shall have a no net loss policy for recreation facilities., whereby one type of facility is not 
removed without providing for replacement of that type of facility.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/23/11 6_ROS 6.04.06 N/A - new policy The City shall seek assistance from volunteers in the City in efforts to promote and maintain City 
recreation facilities.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD
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6/23/11 6_ROS 6.05.04 In order to protect environmentally sensitive coastal dunes and promote public safety, no additional 

areas, or expansion of existing areas allocated to parking or driving on the beach shall be permitted 
east of the Coastal Construction Control Line. No private motorized vehicles may drive on the beach, 
except as allowed by the current permit system.

In order to protect environmentally sensitive coastal dunes and promote public safety, no additional 
areas, or expansion of existing areas, allocated to parking or driving on the public beach shall be 
permitted. east of the Coastal Construction Control Line. No private motorized vehicles may drive on 
the beach, except as allowed by the current permit system.

6/22/11 PAB member 
comment

AD

6/17/11 7_ICE 7.01.10 In order to implement the goals and objectives of both the Nassau County Local Mitigation Strategy 
Update and the Nassau County Post Disaster Redevelopment Plan, the City shall suggest a formal 
intergovernmental coordination mechanism between the City, Nassau the County, and other 
necessary agencies to assure ensure proper planning for disaster situations and ensure timely 
recovery therefrom.  Coordination shall include, but not be limited to, the use of new schools for public 
evacuation shelters, transportation/evacuation routes, and special needs populations.

In order to implement the goals and objectives of both the Nassau County Local Mitigation Strategy 
Update and the Nassau County Post Disaster Redevelopment Plan, the City shall suggest a formal 
intergovernmental coordination mechanism between the City, Nassau the County, and other 
necessary agencies to assure ensure proper planning for disaster situations and ensure timely 
recovery therefrom.  Coordination shall include, but not be limited to, the following: the use of new 
schools for public evacuation shelters, 
1. Communications and the dissemination of disaster-related information; 
2. Identifying transportation/evacuation routes; 
3. Restoring critical infrastructure and public facilities; and
4. Permitting and inspections to facilitate rebuilding efforts. special needs populations

6/3/11 Agency comment 
(Nassau County 
School Board)

JG

6/17/11 7_ICE 7.01.11 The City shall initiate and participate in discussions with the Nassau County the School Board to 
establish formal agreements between the City and the School Board.  The agreements shall include, 
but are not be limited to, the following issues: 
1. Expansion of existing school sites;
2. Traffic circulation in and around school sites;
3. Acquisition of new sites; and
4. Use of School Board property and facilities by the City.

The City shall initiate and participate in discussions with the Nassau County the School Board to 
establish formal agreements between the City and the School Board.  The agreements shall include, 
but are not be limited to, the following issues:  
1. Expansion of existing school sites;
2. Traffic circulation in and around school sites;
3. Acquisition of new sites; and
4. Cooperative use of School Board and City property and facilities by the City.

6/3/11 Agency comment 
(Nassau County 
School Board)

JG
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6/17/11 8_CIE 8.01.02 The City shall rank proposed capital improvements according to the following criteria: 

Priority A
1. Capital improvements needed to protect public health and safety.
2. Capital improvements needed to fulfill a State or federal mandate.
3. Capital improvements needed to fulfill a legal or regulatory requirement.
4. Capital improvements needed to complete an ongoing project.
5. Capital improvements that are shovel ready (funding, permits, etc. are in place).
Priority B  
1. Capital improvements needed to correct existing deficiencies or maintenance issues.
2. Capital improvements needed to meet or replace or repair obsolete or worn out public facilities, in 
order to maintain adopted level of service standards. 
3. Capital improvements needed to implement adopted plans or studies.
4. Capital improvements that are eligible for grant funding.
Priority C 
1. Capital improvements that will increase efficient use of existing public facilities where the economic 
benefit that results from the improvement exceeds the economic cost of making the improvement. 
2. Capital improvements that will promote redevelopment and/or infill development.
3. Capital improvements that will promote economic development.
4. Capital improvements that will reduce operating and/or maintenance costs.                                         
(No change to priority D or E)

The City shall rank proposed capital improvements according to the following criteria:
Priority A 
1. Capital improvements needed to protect public health and safety.
2. Capital improvements needed to fulfill a State or federal mandate.
3. Capital improvements needed to fulfill a legal or regulatory requirement.
4. Capital improvements needed to complete an ongoing project.
5. Capital improvements that are shovel ready (funding, permits, etc. are in place).
6. Capital improvements needed to correct existing deficiencies or maintenance issues.
Priority B   
1. Capital improvements needed to meet or replace or repair obsolete or worn out public facilities, in 
order to maintain adopted level of service standards. 
2. Capital improvements needed to implement adopted plans or studies.
3. Capital improvements that are eligible for grant funding.
4. Capital improvements that will promote economic development.
5. Capital improvements that will reduce operating and/or maintenance costs.
Priority C   
1. Capital improvements that will increase efficient use of existing public facilities where the economic 
benefit that results from the improvement exceeds the economic cost of making the improvement. 
2. Capital improvements that will promote redevelopment and/or infill development.         
(No change to priority D or E)

6/17/11 PAB meeting 
comment 
(6/15/11)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.03.02 The City shall evaluate proposed plan amendments and requests for new development or 
redevelopment according to the following guidelines as to whether the proposed action would: 
a. Contribute to a condition of public hazard as described in the Public Facilities Element, or the 
Conservation and Coastal Management Element;
b. Exacerbate any existing condition of public facility capacity deficits, as described in the Traffic 
Circulation Element; Public Facilities Element; Public School Facilities Element or Recreation and 
Open Space Element;
c. Generate public facility demands that may be accommodated by capacity increases planned in the 
twenty five-year schedule of improvements;
d. Conform with future land uses as shown on the FLUM, and service areas as described in the 
Public Facilities Element;
e. Accommodate public facility demands based upon adopted level of service standards; and
f. Affect the public facilities plans of the County, State agencies, or the SJRWMD.”

The City shall evaluate proposed plan amendments and requests for new development or 
redevelopment according to the following guidelines as to whether the proposed action would: 
a. Contribute to a condition of public hazard as described in the Public Facilities Element, or the 
Conservation and Coastal Management Element;
b. Exacerbate any existing condition of public facility capacity deficits, as described in the Traffic 
Circulation Element; Public Facilities Element; Public School Facilities Element or Recreation and 
Open Space Element;
c. Generate public facility demands that may be accommodated by capacity increases planned in the 
five year schedule of improvements;
d. Generate public facility demands that may be accommodated by capacity increases planned in the 
twenty year schedule of improvements;
e. Conform with future land uses as shown on the FLUM, and service areas as described in the 
Public Facilities Element;
f. Accommodate public facility demands based upon adopted level of service standards; and
g. Affect the public facilities plans of the County, State agencies, or the SJRWMD.

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.04.06 The City shall adopt a twenty five-year capital improvement program and an annual capital budget as 
part of its budgeting process. 

The City shall adopt a five year capital improvement program and an annual capital budget as part of 
its budgeting process, as required by Section 163.3177, Florida Statutes. 

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE new 8.04.07 N/A The City shall budget for capital improvements based on the adopted Capital Improvements Plan. 6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG
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as of July 13, 2011

DRAFT
EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Date Element Policy Prior Proposed Policy New Proposed Policy Date Changed Reason Initials
6/17/11 8_CIE 8.05.11 The following criteria shall be used to determine when concurrency has been satisfied for roads:  a. 

The necessary facilities and services are in place or under construction at the time the development 
order is issued; 
b. A development order is issued subject to the condition that the necessary facilities and services 
needed to serve the new development are scheduled to be in place or under construction not more 
than three (3) years after the issuance of the development order, and the facilities and services are 
included in the City’s five (5)-twenty (20) year schedule of capital improvements.  The schedule of 
capital improvements may recognize and include transportation projects included in the first three (3) 
years of the adopted Florida DOT five (5)-year work program; or
c. At the time a development order is issued, the necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in 
an enforceable development agreement to be available or under construction not more than three (3) 
years after the development order is issued.

The following criteria shall be used to determine when concurrency has been satisfied for roads:
a.  The necessary facilities and services are in place or under construction at the time the 
development order is issued; 
b. A development order is issued subject to the condition that the necessary facilities and services 
needed to serve the new development are scheduled to be in place or under construction not more 
than three (3) years after the issuance of the development order, and the facilities and services are 
included in both the City’s five (5) and twenty (20) year schedule of capital improvements.  The 
schedule of capital improvements may recognize and include transportation projects included in the 
first three (3) years of the adopted Florida DOT five (5)-year work program; or
c. At the time a development order is issued, the necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in 
an enforceable development agreement to be available or under construction not more than three (3) 
years after the development order is issued.

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.06.02 The City hereby incorporates by reference the School District’s current Five-Year Facilities Work 
Program which for fiscal years 2010-2011 through 2014-15, adopted September 2010, that  includes 
school capacity sufficient to meet anticipated student demands projected by the County and 
municipalities, in consultation with the School Board’s projections of student enrollment, based on the 
adopted level of service standards for public schools.

The City hereby incorporates by reference the School District’s Five-Year Facilities Work Program for 
fiscal years 2010-2011 through 2014-15, adopted September 2010, that includes school capacity 
sufficient to meet anticipated student demands projected by the County and municipalities, in 
consultation with the School Board’s projections of student enrollment, based on the adopted level of 
service standards for public schools.

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.07 A five-twenty year schedule of capital improvement needs for public facilities will be maintained and 
updated annually in conformance with the review process for the capital improvements element of the 
Fernandina Beach Comprehensive Plan. 

The City shall maintain a five year schedule of capital improvement needs for public facilities will be 
maintained and shall updated it annually in conformance with the review process for the capital 
improvements element of the Fernandina Beach Comprehensive Plan as required by Section 
163.3177, Florida Statutes.  The City shall also create and maintain a twenty year schedule of capital 
improvement needs that incorporates the required five year schedule.    

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.07.01 The twenty year capital plan shall include all capital improvement needs identified in the 
Comprehensive Plan elements and/or adopted as part of a development agreement. 

Both the five year and the twenty year capital plans shall include all capital improvement needs 
identified in the Comprehensive Plan elements and/or adopted as part of a development agreement.

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.07.02 The following plans (and updates to these plans) shall be incorporated by reference as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan:  Airport Master Plan (1990), Stormwater Master Plan (1998), Airport Layout 
Plan (1999), Waterfront Master Plan (2009), Historic Properties Survey (1985), Historic Properties 
Resurvey (2007), Street Tree Management Plan (2009), Nassau County Local Mitigation Strategy 
2009-2010, Nassau County Post Disaster Redevelopment Plan (2009), and Reconnaissance Level 
Architectural Survey (2011).  Capital improvement needs that have been identified in these plans, but 
not yet completed, shall be included in the twenty year capital plan.  

 The following plans (and updates to these plans) shall be incorporated by reference as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan:  Airport Master Plan (1990), Stormwater Master Plan (1998), Airport Layout 
Plan (1999), Waterfront Master Plan (2009), Historic Properties Survey (1985), Historic Properties 
Resurvey (2007), Street Tree Management Plan (2009), Nassau County Local Mitigation Strategy 
2009-2010, Nassau County Post Disaster Redevelopment Plan (2009), and Reconnaissance Level 
Architectural Survey (2011).  Capital improvement needs that have been identified in these plans, but 
not yet completed, shall be included in both the five year and the twenty year capital plans.  

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG

6/17/11 8_CIE 8.07.04 As part of the preparation of the five (5)-twenty (20) year schedule of capital improvements, the City 
shall prepare an annual report that details the capacity or deficiency of the following public facilities: 
roads, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable water, and parks, and recreation,  open space, 
fire/rescue, police, boating, bicycle and pedestrian access, waterway and shoreline access, and 
schools (as provided by the Nassau County School Board). The annual report shall, at a minimum, 
include the following information for each facility:
a. Adopted level of service standard;
b. Existing deficiency or capacity;
c. Reserved capacity for approved, but unbuilt, development; 
d. Improvements to be made by all approved developments; and 
e. Improvements to be made by the City or any other governmental agency.

As part of the preparation of the five (5) and twenty (20) year schedules of capital improvements, the 
City shall prepare an annual report that details the capacity or deficiency of the following public 
facilities: roads, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable water, and parks, and recreation, open 
space, fire/rescue, police, boating, bicycle and pedestrian access, waterway and shoreline access, 
and schools (as provided by the Nassau County School Board). The annual report shall, at a 
minimum, include the following information for each facility: 
a. Adopted level of service standard;
b. Existing deficiency or capacity;
c. Reserved capacity for approved, but unbuilt, development; 
d. Improvements to be made by all approved developments; and 
e. Improvements to be made by the City or any other governmental agency.

6/7/11 Agency comment 
(DCA)

JG
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as of July 13, 2011

DRAFT
EAR-Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Date Element Policy Prior Proposed Policy New Proposed Policy Date Changed Reason Initials
6/17/11 8_CIE 8.07.06 All City buildings shall be constructed to meet the United States Green Building Council (USGBC) 

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system, the Green Building Initiative’s 
Green Globes rating system, the Florida Green Building Coalition standards, or a nationally 
recognized, high performance green building rating system as approved by the Florida Department of 
Management Services.

The City shall complete major renovations or construct all City buildings to meet the United States 
Green Building Council (USGBC) Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating 
system, the Green Building Initiative’s Green Globes rating system, the Florida Green Building 
Coalition standards, or a nationally recognized, high performance green building rating system as 
approved by the Florida Department of Management Services.

6/7/11 PAB member 
comment

JG

6/28/11 8_CIE 8.05.01 Changed LOS for roads to be consistent with MTE 2.05.02. Changed LOS for roads to be consistent with MTE 2.05.02. 6/28/11 Changed LOS for 
roads to be 
consistent with 
MTE 2.05.02.

JG

7/8/11 DEFINITIONS Added

None

Transition Areas: Areas of the City that are intended to provide for the efficient and orderly shifts 
between a low intensity land use district and a higher intensity land use district.  The transition area 
shall mitigate or minimize negative incompatible land use impacts by promoting visual and physical 
compatibility and harmony between adjacent areas. Examples include, where multifamily 
development is planned adjacent to existing single-family residential uses or where commercial 
development is planned adjacent to residential uses then, such development should incorporate 
elements in its site design and architecture which serve to soften its impact and result in an 
appropriate transition.  

7/8/11 PAB member 
comment from 
6/22 Meeting

KG

6/23/11 DEFINITIONS Added

None

Designated Historic Structures – Contributing buildings to a National Register or locally designated 
historic district, or a building individually included on the National Register or in a locally designated 
historic district. Contributing means a building, site, structure, or object which adds to the historical 
architectural qualities, historic associations, or archaeological values for which a district is significant 
because a. it was present during the period of significance of the district, and possesses historic 
integrity reflecting its character at that time, b. it is capable of yielding important information about the 
period, or c. it independently meets the National Register of Historic Places criteria for evaluation.

6/23/11 PAB member 
comment from 
6/22 Meeting

AD

6/23/11 DEFINITIONS Added

Special Needs Population- Added Pets
added...and people with pets or service animals 

6/23/11 PAB member 
comment from 
6/22 Meeting

AD

7/13/11 11_HP 11.02

Objective 11.02
Removed word "all"

7/13/11 PAB member 
comment from 
7/13 Meeting

AD

7/13/11 11_HP 11.02.02
Struck 2nd Sentence- Upon completion of the survey project, the City shall implement land 
development regulations addressing archaeological and paleontological protection. The regulations 
shall, at a minimum, provide for analysis of resources, and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation (in 
that order of preference) of adverse impacts when development involves properties that contain or 
have reasonable potential to harbor resources of archaeological significance.  The City shall seek the 
input of the Florida Public Archaeology Network in drafting the regulations.

Upon completion of the survey project, the City shall implement land development regulations
addressing archaeological and paleontological protection. The City shall seek the input of the Florida
Public Archaeology Network in drafting the regulations.

7/13/11 PAB member 
comment from 
7/13 Meeting

AD
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