
A G E N D A

REGULAR MEETING OF THE STUART CITY COMMISSION
TO BE HELD June 12, 2017

AT 5:30 PM  
121 SW FLAGLER AVE.

STUART, FLORIDA 34994

CITY COMMISSION

Mayor Troy A. McDonald
Vice Mayor Kelli Glass Leighton

Commissioner Jeffrey A. Krauskopf
Commissioner Eula R. Clarke
Commissioner Tom Campenni

 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

City Manager, Paul J. Nicoletti 
City Attorney, Michael J. Mortell 

City Clerk, Cheryl White

Agenda items are available on our website at http://www.cityofstuart.us
Phone: (772) 288-5306 .Fax: (772) 288-5305 .E-mail: cwhite@ci.stuart.fl.us

    Special Needs: Participants with special needs can be accommodated by calling the City Clerk at least 5
working days prior to the Meeting excluding Saturday and Sunday. We can be reached by phone at
(772)288-5306, by fax at (772)288-5305, or by email at cwhite@ci.stuart.fl.us. If you are hearing impaired,
please contact us using the Florida Relay Service, Customer Service: Dial 711 or English: (V) 800-682-
8706, (TTY) 800-682-8786 Spanish: (V, TTY) 1-800-855-2886 If a person decides to appeal any decision
made by the Board with respect to any matter considered at this meeting, he will need a record of the
proceeding, and that for such purpose he may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is
made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.

(RC)next to an item denotes there is a City Code requirement for a Roll Call vote.
(QJ) next to an item denotes that it is a quasi-judicial matter or public hearing.

http://www.cityofstuart.us


ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1. ARTS MOMENT - Cultural Council of Martin County

PROCLAMATIONS

2. Alzheimer & Brain Awareness Month - June 2017

PRESENTATIONS

3. Leadership Fundamentals Graduation - Class #1

COMMENTS BY CITY COMMISSIONERS

COMMENTS BY CITY MANAGER

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC (5 min. max)

WHAT IS CIVILITY?:   Civility is caring about one's identity, needs and beliefs without
degrading someone else's in the process. Civility is more than merely being polite. Civility requires
staying "present" even with those persons with whom we have deep-rooted and perhaps strong
disagreements. It is about constantly being open to hear, learn, teach and change. It seeks common
ground as a beginning point for dialogue. It is patience, grace, and strength of character. Civility is
practiced in our City Hall. PUBLIC COMMENT:   If a member of the public wishes to comment
upon ANY subject matter, including quasi-judicial matters, please submit a Request to Speak
form. These forms are available in the back of the Commission Chambers, and should be given to
the City Clerk prior to introduction of the item number you would like to address. 

QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARINGS:   Some of the matters on the Agenda may be "quasi-judicial"
in nature. City Commissioners will disclose all ex-parte communications, and may be subject to
voir dire by any interested party regarding those communications. All witnesses testifying will be
"sworn" prior to their testimony. However, the public is permitted to comment without being sworn.
Unsworn testimony will be given appropriate weight and credibility by the City Commission. 

CONSENT CALENDAR:   Those matters included under the Consent Calendar are self-
explanatory, non-controversial, and are not expected to require review or discussion. All items will
be enacted by one motion. If discussion on an item is desired by any City Commissioner that item
may be removed by a City Commissioner from the Consent Calendar and considered separately. If
an item is quasi-judicial it may be removed by a Commissioner or any member of the public from
the Consent Calendar and considered separately.

CONSENT CALENDAR

4. Approve Minutes of 05/03/2017 and 05/26/2017 SCM (RC)
5. NW North River Drive Traffic Calming Measures. (RC)
6. RESOLUTION No. 55-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF

STUART, FLORIDA, GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR ADDITIONAL
REQUIRED PARKING TO MARTIN MEMORIAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC. ON A PROPERTY
WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL (R-3) ZONING DISTRICT AND LOCATED AT 707 SE OSCEOLA



STREET AND 711 SE OSCEOLA STREET, STUART; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE;
PROVIDING FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL; AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES. (RC)             

7. RESOLUTION No. 62-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A MUNICIPAL LEASE WITH TEN-8
FIRE EQUIPMENT, INC. FOR SELF-CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH LAKE COUNTY  FIRE EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES CONTRACT NO.
12-0806O EFFECTIVE THORUGH JUNE 30, 2017, PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

8. RESOLUTION No. 64-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A NON-EXCLUSIVE SEWAGE
FORCE MAIN EASEMENT AND QUIT-CLAIM DEED WITH MARTIN COUNTY FOR
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF A SEWAGE FORCE MAIN AT THE WITHAM FIELD
AIRPORT; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)   

9. RESOLUTION No. 67-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF TWO (2) NON-EXCLUSIVE
RECLAIMED WATER MAIN EASEMENTS WITH MARTIN COUNTY, PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)   

10. RESOLUTION No. 68-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A NON-EXCLUSIVE SEWAGE
FORCE MAIN EASEMENT WITH CONQUISTADOR HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)   

11. RESOLUTION No. 65-2017; BUDGET AMENDMENT 09-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING BUDGET AMENDMENT
NO. 09-2017 TO ACCEPT, APPROPRIATE AND AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES FOR IN AN
AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $5,360 FROM THE CHILDREN’S SERVICES COUNCIL OF
MARTIN COUNTY; PROVIDING FOR READING EDUCATION; PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

12. RESOLUTION No. 66-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA AUTHORIZING THE USE OF FACSIMILE SIGNATURES ON CHECKS
ISSUED BY THE CITY; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.
(RC)

13. RESOLUTION No. 69-2017;  A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AMENDING APPENDIX A, FEE, RATE AND CHARGE SCHEDULE OF THE STUART CODE
OF ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR A FEE OF $1,000 TO APPLY FOR AN AWARD OF
FLOOR SPACE ALLOWING FOR THE CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES ON
PREMISES IN THE OLD DOWNTOWN DISTRICT; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)  

14. RESOLUTION No. 70-2017;  A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
ALLOCATING $125,000 IN BUILDING PERMIT FEE PROCEEDS TO THE CITY’S ENERGY
EFFCIENCY REBATE PROGRAM; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR

COMMISSION ACTION

15. VOTING DELEGATE FOR FL LEAGUE OF CITIES (RC)     
16. 7-Eleven at 2375 Kanner Highway.  A policy discussion regarding lease or sale of property located at

2375 Kanner Highway (northeast corner of Kanner Hwy. and Monterrey Road. (RC)



ORDINANCE FIRST READING

17. ORDINANCE No. 2332-2017; AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AMENDING  CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.03.05, TABLE 3 “MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER
ACRE” OF THE CITY'S LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, PROVIDING FOR CONSISTENCY
WITH THE CITY’S EXISTING AND LONG-STANDING MINIMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS
BY INCREASING THE MAXIMUM DENSITIES FOR THE R-1A, R-1, R-2, R-3, RPUD, B-1,
CPUD AND URBAN DISTRICTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN; AMENDING CHAPTER 2.04.02, SUPPLEMENTAL AREA REQUIREMENTS”,
AMENDING CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.07.00, “DESIGNATION OF PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT (PUD); AMENDING CHAPTER 12, “DEFINITIONS”, TO CLARIFY THE
DEFINITION OF NET DENSITY AND DENSITY BONUS, DECLARING SAID AMENDMENTS
TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR A
SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, A CONFLICT CLAUSE AND CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR
AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

18. ORDINANCE No. 2342-2017; AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA AMENDING THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; SPECIFICALLY
AMENDING THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT TABLE OF LAND USE DENSITIES AND
INTENSITIES IN ORDER TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM DENSITY CALCULATIONS FOR
LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL AND
EAST STUART DISTRICT TO PROVIDE FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE CITY’S EXISTING
MINIMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS; APPROVING TRANSMITTAL OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES (DEO)
AND OTHER RELEVANT AGENCIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS; PROVIDING FOR
CONFLICTS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR EFFECTIVE DATE, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

ORDINANCE SECOND READING

19. ORDINANCE No. 2354-2017;  AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AMENDING CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.03.05, TABLE 3 “MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER
ACRE” OF THE CITY'S LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, PROVIDING FOR CONSISTENCY
WITHIN THE MINIMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS BY INCREASING THE MAXIMUM
DENSITIES FOR THE R-1A AND R-1 DISTRICTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; DECLARING SAID AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH
THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, A
CONFLICT CLAUSE AND CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION

ADJOURNMENT



1.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  jchrulski

Title of Item:

"Arts Moment" presented by the Arts Council of Martin County.
Members: Charlie (Doc Q) Quesenberry, Brenda (Lady B) Quesenberry and Larry (The Quartermaster)
Fitch

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

As a part of the World Culture Series, the Arts Council of Martin County is producing a Celtic Celebration,
June 21st. The "Kindred Kilts" (a traditional Irish trio) will present an authentic Celtic song to the City
Commission and audience.

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Present the certificate, take a photo with the band & enjoy the presentation.
 



2.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  Ryanne Cavo

Title of Item:

Alzheimer & Brain Awareness Month - June 2017

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Alzheimer’s is a neurological disease that affects five million Americans, with over 500,000 in the State of
Florida

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Issue the Proclamation
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Proclamation 6/7/2017 Resolution add
to Y drive





3.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  RJohnson

Title of Item:

Leadership Fundamentals Graduation - Class #1
Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Effective leaders understand their organization, its history, and its role in the community.  They embrace the
diverse talents their employees bring to the table and welcome their ideas.  They have a grasp on the laws and
policies that govern the work to which their department is accountable.  They know how to hire and develop
employees to meet organizational goals.  Effective leaders know how to communicate, coach, and resolve
conflict while creating an environment that motivates and inspires. 
 
In order to achieve this vision and meet the needs of our current leaders and those identified through
succession planning, "Leadership Fundamentals" was developed as an entirely new training initiative by the
Human Resources Department.  Twenty (20) employees in Class #1 participated in this highly interactive
program over the course of eight (8) weeks.
 
Participants delved into the following topics:
 

1. Local Government 101
2. Leadership Theory and Self-Analysis
3. Generations in the Workplace
4. Leadership Tools For The Toolbox - State and Federal Laws
5. Leadership Tools For The Toolbox - Employee Handbook
6. Finance, Accounts Payable, P-Cards, and Procurement
7. Recruitment, Selection, and Behavioral Interviewing
8. Documenting Discipline

 
This training initiative provided the opportunity for participants to explore their individual personality profiles and
generational profiles, participate in a mock Commission meeting, interview one another, learn coaching and
redirection skills in breakout groups, and participate in meaningful discussion on a variety of topics.  
 
To proudly recognize their successful completion and commitment to effective leadership and devotion to
organizational performance improvement for The City of Stuart, we celebrate Class #1's accomplishments
through this graduation presentation.

Funding Source:

1125 / 552

Recommended Action:

Mayor, Commissioners, and City Manager Present Awards
 



ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
2017 Leadership Fundamentals Class
Roster 6/7/2017 Backup

Material



  

 

    

Today’s Date:          

 

 Name    Department                        Signature 

Champion, Tammy Police (Dispatch Supr)  

Coleman, Jeff Public Works (TL I, Trams)  

Conti, Lisa Public Works (CSS, Utilities)  

Duran, David Police (MO I, Corporal)  

Farley, James Public Works (TL III, Turf & Grounds)  

Goldberg, Mike Public Works (TPOI, Water)  

Gregory, Chalimar Police (Code Enf Supr)  

Griffin, Bill Public Works (TL I, Stormwater)  

Hitchcock, Paul Public Works (TL III, Utilities)  

Huneycutt, Jonathan Fire Rescue (Fire Rescue Lieutenant)  

James, Mike Community Services (Prog Sup, 10
th

)  

LaPadula, John Public Works (Bldg Supt)  

McHenry, Julie  Community Services (Div Mgr, 10
th

)  

Nicolosi, Steve Development (Bldg Insp)  

Reker, Billy Public Works (TL I, Streets)  

Rogolino, Marc Public Works (Capital Proj Coord)  

Schommer, Greg Public Works (TL III, Sanitation)  

Shine, Richard Police (MO I, Detective)  

Voelker, Tim Public Works (City Engineer)  

Woodside, Mike Public Works (TL II, Water)  

 



4.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  C White

Title of Item:

Approve Minutes of 05/03/2017 and 05/26/2017 SCM (RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Funding Source:

NA

Recommended Action:

Approve Minutes
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
05/26/2017 SCM 6/7/2017 Attachment
05/03/2017 SCM 6/7/2017 Attachment
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MINUTES 

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE STUART CITY COMMISSION 
HELD ON May 26, 2017 

AT 9:00 AM Commission Chambers 
121 S.W. FLAGLER AVE. 
STUART, FLORIDA 34994 

CITY COMMISSION 
 
Vice Mayor Troy A. McDonald 
Commissioner Kelli Glass Leighton 
Commissioner Jeffrey A. Krauskopf 
Commissioner Eula R. Clarke 
Commissioner Tom Campenni (Absent)  
 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
City Manager, Paul J. Nicoletti 
City Attorney, Michael J. Mortell 
City Clerk, Cheryl White 
 

  9:01 AM  ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Vice Mayor McDonald, Commissioner Glass Leighton, Commissioner Clarke, 
Commissioner Krauskopf, 
ABSENT: Commissioner Campenni  
  

  9:01 AM  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
COMMENTS BY CITY COMMISSIONERS 
 

  9:02 AM  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf inquired about whether or not the City would be participating 
in the upcoming June 1, 2017 tax sale to bid on specific properties or just getting higher 
interest rate.  
 
City Manager Nicoletti said that the City has incorporated into the fiscal policy and are 
able to bid the properties as they appear. He said he would look at the properties to see if 
there are any properties.  
 
COMMENTS BY CITY MANAGER 
 

  9:03 AM APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
 

  9:03 AM Motion:  Action: Approve Agenda, Moved by Commissioner Krauskopf, 
Seconded by Commissioner Glass Leighton. 
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4/1  
ABSENT: Campenni  
 
 COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC (5 min. max) 
 

 9:04 AM Motion: Consent Calendar, Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner 
Krauskopf, Seconded by Commissioner Glass Leighton. 
4/1 ABSENT: Campenni  
 

  9:04 AM  CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
1. Minutes of 5/22/2017 Regular Commission Meeting for approval.  
 
END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

  9:04 AM Motion: Consent Calendar, Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner 
Krauskopf, Seconded by Commissioner Glass Leighton. 
4/1  ABSENT: Campenni  
 

  9:04 AM  COMMISSION ACTION 
 
2. At the Regular City Commission meeting on May 22, 2017, Commissioner Glass-Leighton 
Motioned the Commission to specially set a meeting to address the reorganization of the City 
Commission in light of allegations against the current Mayor related to age discrimination arising 
during the search for City Manager. After discussion, the City Commission unanimously voted 
(4-0) to schedule the meeting (Commissioner Campenni was absent). Reorganization of the: 
City Commission Mayor - Vice Mayor Various Board Appointments  
 

  9:05 AM Motion: Approve Troy McDonald as Mayor, Action: Approve, Moved by 
Commissioner Glass Leighton, Seconded by Commissioner Krauskopf. 
 
Caryn Yost Rudge came forward and requested Commissioner Clarke be put back as Mayor 
and Commissioner Campenni as Vice Mayor.  
 
Helen McBride came forward and stated she was confident the Commission would do what is 
right and would do the right thing. She stated Commissioner Clarke made a mistake and she 
apologized and is taking the consequences. She also announced that Geoffrey Smith was 
recognized in World Wide news with his statue Image.  
 
4/1  ABSENT: Campenni  
 

  9:09 AM Motion: Approve Kelli Glass Leighton as Vice Mayor, Action: Approve, 
Moved by Commissioner Krauskopf, Seconded by Commissioner Clarke. 
4/1  ABSENT: Campenni  
 
 

  9:10 AM Motion: Reappointment of Various Board Appointments for Commissioners 
as it currently is in place. Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner Krauskopf. 
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Commissioner Clarke asked that she be appointed back to the MPO and the Arts Council.   
 
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton said the City needs to be consistent and would be happy to sit on 
the MPO Board and recommended that because Commissioner Krauskopf is not seeking re-
election that he serve on the Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments, and the Treasure 
Coast Regional League of Cities to allow the new seated Commissioner to get to know the 
surrounding Communities.  
 

  Motion: To serve on the MPO Board and recommended that because Commissioner 
Krauskopf is not seeking re-election that he serve on the Treasure Coast Council of 
Local Governments, and the Treasure Coast Regional League of Cities to allow the new 
seated Commissioner to get to know the surrounding Communities., Action: Approve, 
Moved by Commissioner Glass Leighton,  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf said he was trying to transition out, and understands the consistency 
argument, but he could be swayed to that. If you want that Kelli and Troy, you need to absorb 
the positions.  
 
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton said she has sat on the MPO Board in the past, and recommended 
Commissioner Krauskopf moving away from the Martin County Tourist Development.  
 
City Attorney Mortell recommended the Commission go through each position on each Board to 
determine who will sit on each Board.  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf stated he currently sits on the Tourist Development Council and the 
Council of the Arts. He said he would be happy to phase out of those if someone wants them he 
would be happy to do it.  
 
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton recommended that a new Commission coming on board sitting on 
the Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments, and the Treasure Coast Regional League of 
Cities would be valuable to them to get to know our surrounding areas.  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf asked for clarification if Vice Mayor was asking him to transition into 
Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments, and the Treasure Coast Regional League of 
Cities, and then transition out.  
 
Commissioner Clarke asked if she could serve on the School Board Long Range Planning 
Committee since she was taking the MPO?  
 
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton stated that the matter was about consistency and she could not do 
that.  
 
Commissioner Clarke asked if Vice Mayor Glass Leighton was telling her that there was no 
place on any Board for her to serve.  
 
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton clarified she was not telling her anything that it was the pleasure of 
the Board to decide.  
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Commissioner Krauskopf seconded the motion accepting the assignments of board member to 
the Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments, and the Treasure Coast Regional League of 
Cities in addition to the boards he already serves.  
 
City Attorney Mortell read into the record the following  
  

 
Commissioner Clarke asked if it is simply at the pleasure of the Board that each Commissioner 
;. 
 
Attorney Mortell stated that pursuant to the City Charter the City Commission can re-organize at 
any time the majority of the Commission decides to, and that is all that it has. This is truly the 
pleasure of the Board.  
 
Commissioner Clarke asked if the Code of Conduct to be addressed later that says it is still at 
the pleasure of the Board based on the Charter and there is no change.  
 
Attorney Mortell stated the Code of Conduct does not address this matter. He did say the 
Commission could offer to include that at the pleasure of the Commission  
 
City Manager Nicoletti stated he received and email from Karen Sayer and would be treating it 
as a Public Records Request. The request is to provide Commissioner Campenni’s Meeting 
Calendar for May 2016 to today’s date.  
 

Martin County Tourist Development Council Jeffrey Krauskopf  

Metropolitan Planning Organization                          

MPO Regional Transit Organization                                     

 

Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments          

 

Airport Noise Advisory Committee 

 

Boundary Advisory Committee,  fka: School Board Long 

Range Planning Committee 

 

Treasure Coast Regional League of Cities 

Alternate 

 

Martin County Council of the Arts  

 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning  Sewalls Point                               

                                                Alternate    Jupiter Island 

 

Business Development Board                                                  

 

Kelli Glass Leighton 

 

Troy McDonald 

 

Jeffrey Krauskopf 

 

Kelli Glass Leighton.  

Kelli Glass Leighton 

 

 

Jeffrey Krauskopf 

Troy McDonald 

 

Jeffrey Krauskopf 

 

 

 

 

Troy McDonald 
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    9:21 AM The City Clerk asked for a short break to fix the live streaming of the 
Commission Meeting.  
 
The Commissioners agreed and took a short break.  
 

   9:25 AM  
The Commission reconvened the meeting 
 

   9:26 AM PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
Virginia Sherlock came forward and expressed concern over the Commissioners removing 
Commissioner Eula Clarke and Commissioner Tom Campenni from various Boards.  
 
Micah Hartman came forward and expressed concern over the removal of both Commissioners 
from the Advisory Boards.  
 
Mark Brechbill said he expressed concern over motion and doesn’t feel that those people who 
have made mistakes should pay permanently for their mistakes.  
 
Marlene McClure expressed concern over the motion and removing Commissioner Clarke from 
advisory Boards and let her serve the city well.  
 
Michael Meier came forward and expressed concern over the situation. He does agree that 
Elected Officials are held into a higher standard. He thinks the City should look at the process 
on how various Commission Board Appointments are made.  
 
Caryn Yost Rudge expressed concern over the motion.  
 
Mayor McDonald said he would not support the motion as stated and called the question.  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf    Aye  
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton  Aye  
Mayor McDonald                   No 
Commissioner Clarke           No 
ABSENT : Campenni  
 
The motion failed for a lack of three affirmative votes.  
 
The Mayor suggested the following:  

Martin County Tourist Development Council Jeffrey Krauskopf 

Metropolitan Planning Organization                          

MPO Regional Transit Organization                                                

 

 

Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments          

 

Kelli Glass Leighton 

 

Troy McDonald 

 

 

Tom Campenni  
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The Mayor passed the gavel and made the following stated motion:  
 

 9:36 AM Motion:, Action: Approve, Moved by Vice Mayor McDonald, None seconded. 
  
Commissioner Clarke suggested the following appointments be made:  
 

 

Airport Noise Advisory Committee 

 

Boundary Advisory Committee,  fka: School Board Long Range Planning Committee 

 

Treasure Coast Regional League of Cities 

Alternate 

 

Martin County Council of the Arts  

 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning  Sewalls Point                                

                                                Alternate    Jupiter Island 

 

Business Development Board                                                   

 

Kelli Glass Leighton.  

 

Tom Campenni 

 

Troy McDonald 

 

 

Eula Clarke 

 

 

 

 

Troy McDonald 

 

 

Martin County Tourist Development Council Eula Clarke 

Metropolitan Planning Organization                          

MPO Regional Transit Organization                                                

 

 

Treasure Coast Council of Local Governments          

 

 

Airport Noise Advisory Committee 

 

Boundary Advisory Committee,  fka: School Board Long Range Planning Committee 

 

Treasure Coast Regional League of Cities 

Alternate 

 

Martin County Council of the Arts  

 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning  Sewalls Point                                

                                                Alternate    Jupiter Island 

 

Business Development Board                                                   

 

Tom Campenni 

 

Troy McDonald 

 

 

Tom Campenni  

 

Kelli Glass Leighton.  

 

Eula Clarke  

 

Jeffrey Krauskopf 

Troy McDonald 

 

Jeffrey Krauskopf 

 

 

 

 

Eula Clarke  
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  9:38 AM Motion:, Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner Clarke, None seconded. 
 
Commissioner Krauskopf said he would like to see it come back at a future meeting die to the 
2/2 vote and the slate of members will remain the same.  
 
The matter will come back at a future meeting for a vote.   
 
Mayor McDonald was saddened, and he could see that Commissioner Clarke has shown 
remorse and should be assigned back to a board.  
 
Commissioner Clarke asked for the item to come back at the meeting of June 26. 2017.  
 
The Commission agreed to hear the matter at the June 26, 2017 meeting.  
 

  9:42 AM   
3. On May 18, 2017 an employee submitted a written complaint against Thomas Campenni, 
Mayor of the City of Stuart. In the complaint, the employee alleged that the Mayor discouraged 
him from submitting an application for the City Manager vacancy because he desired a "younger 
guy with fresh ideas." An investigation was performed by the Human Resources Department 
with consultation with outside employment counsel. The investigation was completed on May 
22, 2017. The report recommends that Mayor Campenni remove himself from the entire 
selection process unless the Commission takes action otherwise. In addition, the executive 
search firm should be apprised of this matter to ensure an impartial City Manager selection 
process.  
 
City Manager Nicoletti gave a brief overview of the item. He said the question comes back to the 
Commission for discussion and deliberation.  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf asked if the City needed a motion to effectuate the recommendation 
by the HR Director to assure that Commissioner Campenni remove himself from the selection 
process of the new City Manager and the Colin Baenziger firm will be noticed to that effect.  
 
City Attorney Mortell clarified that the resignation letter from Commissioner Campenni as Mayor 
stated that he would recude himself unless such persons didn’t make the short list. The 
recommendation by the HR Director was that he remove himself from the entire thing, and that 
is staff recommendation.  
 

  9:45 AM Motion: Adopt Human Resources Report HR Director Recommendation is 
adopted and notify the Colin Baenziger and Associates firm that Commissioner Campenni 
would be removed from the City Manager selection process , Action: Approve, Moved by 
Commissioner Krauskopf, Seconded by Commissioner Glass Leighton. 
 
Commissioner Clarke asked the City Attorney to distension between Mr. Campenni’ s situation 
and my situation with regard to acceptance of Human Resources report based on the inquiry 
that an employee made.  
 
City Attorney Mortell explained the difference in the allegations made against Commissioner 
Clark and the allegations made against Commissioner Campenni. He explained the City had an 
obligation under the law to investigate the allegations in both cases.  
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Vice Mayor Glass Leighton said the City needs to have consistent procedures in place on how 
these types of unfortunate situations are handled. She believes an outside investigation needs 
to take place and stated that whether the citizens agree or not the Commission need to hold 
themselves to a higher standard.  
 
Virginia Sherlock came forward and expressed concern over the Investigation Summary Report 
and that the intent is required to sustain a claim of age discrimination. She further added the law 
as it relates to intent. She said that the report concludes that the report relies on accepting the 
employer’s version of what was said and rejecting what the employee version of what was said. 
She asked how this investigation could be considered through or un-biased. She said she does 
not support spending tax dollars on another investigation regarding Commissioner Campenni’s 
conduct. She said that if these comments were made as represented by the HR Directors 
summary then there was a violation of State and Federal Law regardless of his intent. She said 
there are agencies that will investigate those claims in an appropriate manner and no need to 
spend my money for an independent investigation.  
 
City Attorney Mortell explained that the City needed to take action to cure the problem and did 
so in an expediently and removed the employee from the environment so actions could not 
occur any further, and as a result the City of Stuart the perception of the employee were 
validated, and the HR recommendation was provided to the Commission based upon the 
investigation.  
 
Commissioner Clarke asked if Commissioner Campenni was an Employee or Employer?  
 
Attorney Mortell explained he is both, and in the circumstances we are addressing he would be 
considered a, Supervisor and in a position of authority over that employee that made the 
complaint. He explained the City of Stuart’s responsibility is to cure the defect.  
 
Micha Hartman came forward and expressed concern over any further outside investigation, 
and a waste of time.  
 
After the Commission and public comments the following motion was made:  
 
4/1  
ABSENT: Campenni   
 
Commissioner Clarke said she supports the recommendation.  
 
Commissioner Krauskopf motioned for Item 4 Resolution 50-2017 
 

 10:06 AM Motion: Resolution 50-2017, Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner 
Krauskopf, Seconded by Commissioner Glass Leighton. 
 

  Motion: The City needs to have a more full investigation and more robust 
investigation by the Personnel Department at least. , Action: Approve, Moved by 
Commissioner Clarke,      
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Mayor McDonald suggested having the outside council validate the HR investigation.  
 
City Manager Nicoletti stated he would start there but there may be an issue as to other things 
out there. And is there something else that may have been said to other employees. I don’t think 
you can do this inside.  
 
Vice Mayor Glass Leighton asked the question, how did we get to this point? 
She stated she supports the investigation to see if comments made by Commissioner Tom 
Campenni were isolated or rise to a pattern of behavior deviating from the role of a City 
Commissioner. 
 
None seconded the earlier motion made by Commissioner Clarke.  
 
Commissioner Clarke made “another motion” as follows:  
 

 10:07 AM Motion: Authorizing and directing the City Manager to hire an Independent 
Investigator to determine if comments made by Commissioner Tom Campenni were 
isolated or rise to a pattern of behavior deviating from the role of a City Commissioner, 
and approves the cost of between $10-12 thousand dollars from City Manager 
Contingency Budget. Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner Clarke, Seconded by 
Commissioner Glass Leighton.  
 
Mark Brechbill came forward and asked if the City Commission remove another Commissioners 
right to vote?  
 
Attorney Mortell stated that in the resignation letter of Mayor removed himself in the letter.  
 
 
Caryn Yost Rudge came forward and said that this all started when Officer Fitzgerald tattled on 
Commissioner Clarke for her remarks to him by using the word pig. She also disagrees that 
Chief Dyess being called to testify.  
 
City Manager Nicoletti explained that he has the authority to compel any employees to testify 
during an investigation.  
 
Jackie Vitale asked the City to clarify whether or not they would be hiring an outside investigator 
for this matter.  
 
The City said yes the motion is standing to hire an outside investigator.  
 
Carol Waxler came forward and thanked the City and supports the motion. And does not 
support having City Employees judging Commissioners. She also stated she supports the Code 
of Conduct as she stated at the previous meeting.  
 
Helen McBride came forward and too supports the motion.  
 
City Attorney clarified the motion authorizing and directing the City Manager to hire an 
Independent Investigator to determine if comments made by Commissioner Tom Campenni 
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were isolated or rise to a pattern of behavior deviating from the role of a City Commissioner, and 
approves the cost of between $10-12 thousand dollars from City Manager Contingency Budget. 
 
3/2 Campenni Absent / Krauskopf NO    
 
Item 4 was moved and seconded earlier.  
 

  10:06 AM  4. RESOLUTION No. 50-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA, CREATING A CODE OF CONDUCT FOR CITY 
COMMISSIONERS;PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; AND PROVIDING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
City Manager Nicoletti gave a brief overview of the Code of Conduct for approval to adopt.  
 
Mayor McDonald asked about adding more language or stronger language regarding private 
emails and all Social Media public records.  
 
Manager Nicoletti explained the Social Media Policy may need to be adopted in a separate 
policy.  
 
Mayor McDonald suggested creating a policy.  
 
Commissioner Clarke asked about how the Commissioners should communicate with the 
Public.  
 
City Attorney explained the process for how to respond to emails, public and the ethical duties 
of a Commissioner.  
 
4/1  Campenni Absent  
 
Mayor McDonald read his thoughts into the record to the public and staff as the incoming 
Mayor.   
 
ORDINANCE FIRST READING 
ORDINANCE SECOND READING 
DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 
 

  10:42 AM  ADJOURNMENT: 
 

___________________________    ________________________________ 

Cheryl White, City Clerk                      Troy McDonald, Mayor   
 

 

Minutes to be approved at the Regular Commission  
Meeting this 12th day of June, 2017.  
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MINUTES 
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE STUART CITY COMMISSION 

HELD May 3, 2017 
AT 5:30 PM Commission Chambers 

121 S.W. FLAGLER AVE. 
STUART, FLORIDA 34994 

 
CITY COMMISSION 
Mayor Tom Campenni 
Vice Mayor Troy A. McDonald 
Commissioner Kelli Glass Leighton 
Commissioner Jeffrey A. Krauskopf 
Commissioner Eula R. Clarke 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
City Manager, Paul J. Nicoletti 
City Attorney, Michael J. Mortell 
City Clerk, Cheryl White 
 
 
ROLL CALL 

  5:30 PM   Roll Call. 
Present: Mayor  Campenni, Vice Mayor McDonald, Commissioner Clarke, 
Commissioner Krauskopf, Commissioner Glass Leighton. 
  

   5:30 PM  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
COMMENTS BY CITY COMMISSIONERS 
 
COMMENTS BY CITY MANAGER 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC (5 min. max) 

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
COMMISSION ACTION 
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Mayor Campenni announced that Item #2 would be discussed before Item #1. 
 

  5:30 PM  DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 
 

  5:31 PM  2. Workshop on density calculation inconsistencies between the 
comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code, and within the Land Development Code. 
 

Terry O’Neil, Development Director, gave a presentation on the City’s Comprehensive 

Plan and Land Development Code.  The Development Department feels this is 

positive for the City.     

  5:51 PM Public Comment: 

Karen Sayer, 607 SE 6
th

 Street, came forward with a Power Point presentation 

prepared in opposition to the density changes. She offered a proposal showing a 

remedial correction and a variety of low density options. 

Jeremy LeMaster, Palm City, local builder and commented against the density 

changes.   

Chris Lowery – 320 SW Dyer Drive, opposes the density changes.   

Bruce Wallace – 231 SE Pelican Drive, Commented that it is a quality of life issue and 

opposes the density changes.   

Gayla Tanner, 1153 SE 14
th

 Street, Thinks Karen Sayer’s proposal should be 

considered.  Would like to see Stuart stay unique.   

Susan O’Rourke, 969 SE Federal Hwy., Asks how can we enhance our neighborhoods 

but feels this proposal will put pressure on our older neighborhoods. Feels it’s worth 

waiting to build it up and make it a multi-point effort.    

 

Michael Busha, Executive Director, Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, took 

this opportunity to congratulate City Manager, Paul Nicoletti on his retirement 

announcement. Mr. Busha limits his remarks to the remediation portion to correct the 

inconsistencies related to the Comp Plan and the LDR’s.  He suggests this is 

addressed and encourages the commission to do what staff is recommending, 

whether modified or not.   

Commissioners and staff discussed the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land 

Development Code.  
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  6:30 PM Motion: Move forward to tidy-up Land Development Code and bring 

back to Commission in an Ordinance form., Action: Approve, Moved by 

Commissioner Krauskopf, Seconded by Commissioner Glass Leighton. 

Motion passed unanimously. 

 

  6:35 PM  1. DISCUSSION OF ACTING/INTERIM CITY MANAGER APPOINTMENT 
AND MANAGER RECRUITMENT PROCESS 
 
City Manager Nicoletti announced that Roz Johnson, HR Director has provided 
multiple options to search for the City Manager’s replacement.  Staff is suggesting 
requesting a proposal from Colin Baenziger & Associates.  This company has the 
ability to advertise for applicants, rank them, perform background checks and narrow 
down the applicants to the top allotted number requested by the City.   
 
Krauskopf agrees with the request for proposal and thinks it’s important for the 
search to include criteria for someone within the state of Florida and with a thorough 
understanding of CRA. 
 
Attorney Mortell reminded the Commission that they are able to determine the 
advertising criteria for the City Manager position.  
 

  6:43 PM Motion: Obtain a quote from Colin Baenziger & Associates and have 
them present it at a meeting., Action: Approve, Moved by Commissioner Krauskopf, 
Seconded by Commissioner Clarke. 
 
Motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Commission agreed and directed staff to bring back proposal by Colin Baenziger 
& Associates at the May 22, 2017 Commission Meeting.   
 
ORDINANCE FIRST READING 
 
ORDINANCE SECOND READING 
 

  6:45 PM  ADJOURNMENT 

 

_________________________    ________________________________ 

Cheryl White, City Clerk                       Tom Campenni, Mayor 

Minutes to be approved at the Special Commission  

Meeting this 8th day of May, 2017.  

 



5.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  Sam Amerson, PE - Public Works Director

Title of Item:

NW North River Drive Traffic Calming Measures. (RC)
Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

At the regular City Commission meeting of March 13, 2017 the commission determined that traffic control
devices or traffic calming measures may be warranted and directed staff to initiate the public notification
process.
 
On April 26, 2017 a public information meeting was held at City Hall. Notice of the public information meeting
was hand delivered to area residents, along with a concept plan showing where speed tables might be installed
along NW North River Drive. A copy of the notes from the meeting  and  the sign-in sheet are attached.
 
The meeting concluded with a consensus on initial improvements of:

Install one speed table at 642/644 NW North River Drive
Remove two stop signs on NW North River Dr at NW Australian St
Install two new stop signs on NW North River Dr at NW Oleander St

 
Following installation of the improvements, it is suggested that Stuart Police Department monitor traffic in the
area and report findings of traffic behavior. Additionally, public works department will provide for traffic counts
and compare to pre-improvement traffic counts for analysis. Attached is a plan depicting the recommended
traffic calming measures and a cost estimate in the amount of $30,000. After review of the survey data, it maybe
possible to eliminate the cost of engineering and perform those services internally.
 
Another issue was raised concerning pedestrian safety. Staff will investigate the feasibility and costs associated
with installing sidewalk(s) along NW North River Dr from NW Poinsettia Street south to NW Dixie Highway and
report findings and recommendations to the city manager.
 
 
 
 

Funding Source:

Funds are available in the Transportation Capital budget

Recommended Action:

Approve a motion authorizing staff to proceed with the recommended traffic calming improvements in an amount
not to exceed $30,000.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
Public Information Meeting Notes 6/2/2017 Cover Memo



Public Information Meeting Sign-in Sheet 6/2/2017 Cover Memo
Traffic Calming Improvements Plan 6/2/2017 Cover Memo
Traffic Calming Improvements Cost
Estimate 6/2/2017 Cover Memo







REMOVE EXISTING STOP 
SIGN AND STOP BAR

NW TERRACE RD

NW AUSTRALIAN ST

REMOVE EXISTING STOP 
SIGN AND STOP BAR

NW OLEANDER ST

ADD STOP SIGN AND 
STOP BAR

ADD STOP SIGN AND 
STOP BAR

NW
NORTH RIVER DRNW NEW PROVIDENCE RD

PROPOSED SPEED
TABLE

¯



NW NORTH RIVER DRIVE TRAFFIC CALMING IMPROVEMENTS
ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE PROJECT COST

Item No. Description Unit
Approx. 
Quantity

Unit Price Total Price

1 Survey LS 1 $5,000.00 $5,000.00

2 Engineering Design LS 1 $5,000.00 $5,000.00

3 Construction LS 1 $20,000.00 $20,000.00

TOTAL = $30,000.00
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CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  Pinal Gandhi-Savdas

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 55-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART,
FLORIDA, GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR ADDITIONAL REQUIRED PARKING TO
MARTIN MEMORIAL MEDICAL CENTER, INC. ON A PROPERTY WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL (R-3)
ZONING DISTRICT AND LOCATED AT 707 SE OSCEOLA STREET AND 711 SE OSCEOLA STREET,
STUART; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; PROVIDING FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL; AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)             

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

The applicant is requesting additional required parking spaces for the hospital use on the adjacent property
located at 707 and 711 SE Osceola Street, which are both owned by Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. 
The proposed parking lot improvement is necessary due to scheduled repairs to the Martin Memorial Hospital
parking garage.  It is expected that approximately 125 parking spaces per floor will be displaced when the
parking garage goes under construction. Repairs will being on the top floor and proceed with one floor re-
opening post repairs as the next floor goes under construction. The applicant is proposing parking addition to be
constructed in two phases (Phase I and Phase II). In order to maximize additional required parking spaces
within the proposed site, the applicant is requesting a conditional use to vary from certain code requirements in
Section 6.01.11 and 6.04.07 related to the location of additional required parking spaces on non-contiguous
property to serve the hospital use and parking area landscaping requirements.
 
Phase I will consist of parking lot improvements on property located at 707 SE Osceola Street to accommodate
the immediate need for parking spaces that will be lost during parking garage repairs. The temporary lot surface
is composed of compacted asphalt milling and provides 37 parking spaces.  With the loss of 125 parking
spaces per floor requires maximizing the spaces within this proposed site to compensate to the maximum extent
possible.  The temporary lot will remain in use until parking garage repairs are completed in 2018, after which it
will be converted to permanent parking lot design as shown in Phase II.  The proposed landscape plan for
Phase I shows landscape planting for the northern property line with emphasis on landscape material which
provides screening above the height of the existing 6’ CBS wall.  The landscaping buffer provided in Phase I will
have the benefit of time to mature in advance of any permanent use of the site.     
 
Phase II will consist of parking lot improvements on property located at 707 and 711 SE Osceola Street.  The
existing office building on property located at 711 SE Osceola Street will remain.  The proposed permanent
parking lot will be constructed in asphalt pavement and will provide 64 parking spaces with both lots combined. 
Additional landscaping will be provided within the parking area and along the perimeter of the property, providing
visual screening of the parking lot. 
 
The Master Facilities Plan and the future planning of the Martin Medical Center campus will provide more
structured plans for the lots, where the parking improvement is now proposed.    The applicant has met with City
staff to discuss the plans and process for adopting the Master Facilities Plan.  In April, the applicant held a
meeting with the neighborhood to discuss the Master Facilities Plan and the future planning of the Martin
Medical Center campus.  The proposed parking lot improvement on subject lots was also discussed with the
residents.  The City staff has received no objection from the neighborhood. 
 
Attachments:
- Staff Report



- Resolution No. 55-2017
- Public Works Comments
- Application Material

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Approve Resolution No. 55-2017.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Resolution No. 55-2017 6/1/2017 Resolution add
to Y drive

Staff Report 5/31/2017 Staff Report

Public Work Comments 5/31/2017 Backup
Material

Application Material 5/31/2017 Backup
Material



 
 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

 

RESOLUTION NUMBER 55-2017 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

STUART, FLORIDA, GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR 

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED PARKING TO MARTIN MEMORIAL 

MEDICAL CENTER, INC.  ON A PROPERTY WITHIN THE 

RESIDENTIAL (R-3) ZONING DISTRICT AND LOCATED AT 707 SE 

OSCEOLA STREET AND 711 SE OSCEOLA STREET, STUART; 

PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; PROVIDING FOR CONDITIONS 

OF APPROVAL; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.    

* * * * * 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 6.01.11 (Location of required parking spaces) and 

Section 6.04.07 (Landscaping requirement for parking area) of the Land Development 

Regulations of City of Stuart, Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. (The “Applicant”) filed an 

application on May 5, 2017 for a Conditional Use Permit to allow site improvement to provide 

additional required parking in on two properties located on the north side of SE Osceola Street, at 

707 SE Osceola Street and 711 SE Osceola Street; and   

WHERAS, the owner has requested that the proposed parking addition is to be 

constructed in two phases (Phase 1 and Phase II); and  

WHEREAS, the City Commission held a properly noticed hearing on June 12, 2017, to 

consider the application of the Petitioner to approve the conditional use; and 



Resolution #55-2017 

Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. 

Conditional Use Approval 

 

 

WHEREAS, at a public hearing the applicant has shown by substantial competent 

evidence that the proposed site improvements does not create any detrimental effects on adjacent 

properties, within three hundred (300) feet of the proposed location; and   

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE 

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA that: 

SECTION 1: Subject to the conditions attached hereto, the City Commission hereby grants a 

Conditional Use Approval to Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc., as the owner of the property 

located at 707 SE Osceola Street and 711 SE Osceola Street.   This conditional use is not 

assignable or transferable. 

SECTION 2:  The purpose of the Conditional Use approval is to allow additional required 

parking on non-contiguous property located within 500 feet to serve the principal use and allow 

variance from certain code requirements for the parking area landscaping to maximize parking 

spaces.   

SECTION 3: A legal description of the property is set forth in “Exhibit A” attached hereto and 

made a part hereof by reference.  A map depicting the property is attached hereto as “Exhibit B” 

and made a part hereof by reference; and conditions of development for the property are attached 

hereto as “Exhibit C” and made a part hereof by reference.  
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Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. 

Conditional Use Approval 

 

 

SECTION 4:  The following documents on file as public records of the City, at the office of the 

City Clerk in City Hall, and attached hereto as “Exhibit D”, hereinafter the “Development 

Documents”, shall be deemed a part of the development conditions applicable to the Property: 

1. Phase I and Phase II Parking Addition for Martin Memorial Hospital Site Plan 

prepared by Evergreen Engineering, Inc., Last Revised 05/21/17. 

2. Phase I and Phase II Landscape Plan prepared by Lucido & Associates, last Revised 

05/16/17. 

3. List of variances to Sections 6.01.11 and 6.04.07 for Conditional Use Application, 

prepared by Evergreen Engineering, Inc., dated May 30, 2017. 

SECTION 5: This resolution shall be effective upon its adoption by the City Commission, and 

proper execution by the Owner. 

SECTION 6:  The complete execution and recording of this resolution by the City Clerk shall 

occur no later than 45 days from the date of this approval, failing which this resolution shall be 

void. 

SECTION 7: Commissioner ______________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its 

adoption.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner _____________, and upon being put to a 

roll call vote, the vote was as follows:      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ADOPTED this _____ day of_____________, 2017. 

 

 

 

 

 YES NO ABSENT 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR    

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR    

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER    

THOMAS CAMPENNI,  COMMISSIONER 
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Conditional Use Approval 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________   __________________________ 

CHERYL WHITE     TROY A. MCDONALD,  

CITY CLERK      MAYOR 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

AND CORRECTNESS: 

 

__________________________ 

MICHAEL MORTELL 

CITY ATTORNEY 

 

 

STATE OF ___________________: 

COUNTY OF _________________ 
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Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. 

Conditional Use Approval 

 

 

ACCEPTANCE AND AGREEMENT 

BY SIGNING THIS ACCEPTANCE AND AGREEMENT, THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY 

ACCEPTS AND AGREES TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CONTAINED IN 

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION, AND ALL EXHIBITS, ATTACHMENTS AND 

DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENTS, INTENDING TO BE BOUND THEREBY, AND THAT 

SUCH ACCEPTANCE AND AGREEMENT IS DONE FREELY, KNOWINGLY, AND 

WITHOUT ANY RESERVATION, AND FOR THE PURPOSES EXPRESSED WITHIN THE 

FOREGOING RESOLUTION.  IF IT IS LATER DISCOVERED THAT THE UNDERSIGNED, 

OR ITS SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS HAVE FAILED IN ANY MATERIAL WAY, ITS 

CONDITIONS, AND THE DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENTS, THE UNDERSIGNED 

UNDERSTANDS AND AGREES THAT THIS RESOLUTION MAY BE AMENDED OR 

REPEALED BY THE CITY COMMISSION, AND THAT OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE 

ACTIONS AND PENALTIES MAY BE TAKEN AGAINST THE UNDERSIGNED, ITS 

SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS, BY THE CITY, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO 

SANCTIONS DESCRIBED IN THIS RESOLUTION, CODE ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS, 

PERMIT AND LICENSING SUSPENSIONS OR REVOCATIONS, AND ANY OR ALL 

OTHER APPLICABLE CIVIL AND CRIMINAL ACTIONS. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF THE UNDERSIGNED HAS EXECUTED THIS ACCEPTANCE 

AND AGREEMENT: 

WITNESSES:      Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. 

 

       By:       

Print Name: ___________________ Charlie Papa, AVP Facilities Management  

and Support Services 

 

      

Print Name:     

 

OWNERS ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

 The above Acceptance and Agreement of Resolution No. 55-2017 was acknowledged 

before me this _____ day of ______________, 2017, by Charlie Papa, AVP Facilities 

Management and Support Services, of Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc.   

             

      Notary Public, State of Florida 

      My Commission Expires: 

Notary Seal 

 

Personally Known _______ OR Produced Identification _______ 

Type of Identification Produced ____ 
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Exhibit A 

Legal Description 

 
 

707 SE Osceola Street 

 

Lots 8, 9  and the West twenty (20) feet of Lot 10, Block 6, HILDABRAD PARK, according 

to the Plat thereof recorded in Plat Book 2, Page 64, public records of Martin County, 

Florida. 

 

 

 

 

711 SE Osceola Street 

 

The East 40 feet of Lot 10 and all of Lot 11, Block 6, HILDABRAD PARK, according to the 

Plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 2, Page 64, of the public records of Martin County, 

Florida. 
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Exhibit B  

Location Map 
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Exhibit C  

Conditions of Approval 

 

1. Timetable of development shall be as follows: 

 

Phase I – The site permit shall be obtained within 30 days of the Conditional Use 

approval.   

 

Phase II – The site permit shall be obtained no later than December 2018 and complete 

construction with inspection passed no later than December 2019. 

 

2. Lighting shall comply with Section 6.07.00 of the Land Development Code and reviewed 

by Police for CPTED/Crime Prevention recommendations.  Lighting shall include shields 

to direct the light away from the residential development to the north of the property.   

3. The Engineer of Record must provide signed and sealed as-built survey/drawings. 

 

4. The Engineer of Record must demonstrate the off-site detention area will accommodate 

the additional storm water discharge/flow. 

 



EXHIBIT D - DEVELOPMENT  DOCUMENTS
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CITY OF STUART 

CITY COMMISSION 

JUNE 12, 2017 

 
 

 

Project Name:  Martin Memorial Medical 

Center - Parking Lot 

Property Owner:  Martin Memorial Medical 

Center, Inc.  

Project No.:  Z17050001 Applicant/Petitioner:  Charlie Papa, AVP 

Facilities Management and Support Services, 

Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. 

Resolution No:  55-2017 Agent/Representative:  Kevin Henderson, 

President, Evergreen Engineering, Inc. 

Location:  707 and 711 SE Osceola Street, PCN# 04-38-41-007-006-0008-09000-0 and         

PCN# 04-38-41-007-006-0010-05000-0 
 

 
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 707 & 711 SE Osceola Street 
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I. APPLICATION SUMMARY  

 
The applicant is requesting additional required parking spaces for the hospital use on 
the adjacent property located at 707 and 711 SE Osceola Street, which are both owned 
by Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc.  The proposed parking lot improvement is 
necessary due to scheduled repairs to the Martin Memorial Hospital parking garage.  It 
is expected that approximately 125 parking spaces per floor will be displaced when the 
parking garage goes under construction. Repairs will being on the top floor and proceed 
with one floor re-opening post repairs as the next floor goes under construction. The 
applicant is proposing parking addition to be constructed in two phases (Phase I and 
Phase II). In order to maximize additional required parking spaces within the proposed 
site, the applicant is requesting a conditional use to vary from certain code requirements 
in Section 6.01.11 and 6.04.07 related to the location of additional required parking 
spaces on non-contiguous property to serve the hospital use and parking area 
landscaping requirements. 
 
Phase I will consist of parking lot improvements on property located at 707 SE Osceola 
Street to accommodate the immediate need for parking spaces that will be lost during 
parking garage repairs. The temporary lot surface is composed of compacted asphalt 
milling and provides 37 parking spaces.  With the loss of 125 parking spaces per floor 
requires maximizing the spaces within this proposed site to compensate to the 
maximum extent possible.  The temporary lot will remain in use until parking garage 
repairs are completed in 2018, after which it will be converted to permanent parking lot 
design as shown in Phase II.  The proposed landscape plan for Phase I shows 
landscape planting for the northern property line with emphasis on landscape material 
which provides screening above the height of the existing 6’ CBS wall.  The landscaping 
buffer provided in Phase I will have the benefit of time to mature in advance of any 
permanent use of the site.      
 
Phase II will consist of parking lot improvements on property located at 707 and 711 SE 
Osceola Street.  The existing office building on property located at 711 SE Osceola 
Street will remain.  The proposed permanent parking lot will be constructed in asphalt 
pavement and will provide 64 parking spaces with both lots combined.  Additional 
landscaping will be provided within the parking area and along the perimeter of the 
property, providing visual screening of the parking lot.   
 
The Master Facilities Plan and the future planning of the Martin Medical Center campus 
will provide more structured plans for the lots, where the parking improvement is now 
proposed.    The applicant has met with City staff to discuss the plans and process for 
adopting the Master Facilities Plan.  In April, the applicant held a meeting with the 
neighborhood to discuss the Master Facilities Plan and the future planning of the Martin 
Medical Center campus.  The proposed parking lot improvement on subject lots was 
also discussed with the residents.  The City staff has received no objection from the 
neighborhood.   
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III. ZONING AND LAND USE 

Site Location 707 & 711 SE Osceola Street, Stuart 

Parcel Size (area) 707 SE Osceola Street - .4577 Acres 
711 SE Osceola Street -  .3329 Acres 

 The subject property located at 707 SE Osceola 
Street is vacant.  The subject property located at 
711 SE Osceola Street has approximately 2,600 
s.f. existing building used for administrative 
functions of the hospital. 

Subject Property Land Use Office-Residential 

Adjacent FLU (Future Land Use) North Public and Low Density Residential 

 South Office -Residential 

 East Office-Residential 

 West Institutional 

Subject Property Zoning R-3 Residential – Multi-Family/Office 

 North Public and R-1 Residential 

 South  R-3 Residential- Multi-Family/Office 

 East R-3 Residential- Multi-Family/Office 

 West Hospital 

Proposed Use 707 SE Osceola Street – Parking Lot 
711 SE Osceola Street – Professional Office/ 
Improved Parking Lot  

Present Use 707 SE Osceola Street – Vacant 
711 SE Osceola Street  - Professional  
Office/Parking Lot 

ROADWAY AND UTILITIES 

Street Functional  
Classifications 

SE Osceola Street is a two lane roadway 
maintained by the City of Stuart.  

Utilities Sewer and Water are provided by the City of 
Stuart.   

 

II. HISTORY  

Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. purchased the property located at 707 SE 
Osceola Street in 2001.  The building on the property was demolished in 2013.  Since 
then, the property has been vacant.   
 
Martin Memorial Medical Center, Inc. purchased the property located at 711 SE 
Osceola Street in 2011.  The existing building on site is used for administrative functions 
of the hospital.   
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IV. CITY DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  

Public Works 
 

Approved with conditions. 

Fire/Building  
 
There are no objections from Fire Rescue. 
 

Police  
 
There are no objections from Police Dept. 
 

 

V. EXISITING CONDITIONS:  

 
The subject property located at 709 SE Osceola Street is currently vacant.    
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The subject property located at 711 SE Osceola Street has approximately 2,600 s.f. existing 
building being used for administrative functions of the hospital.  The property has an existing 
parking lot in the rear of the building with ingress driveway on the east side of the building 
and egress driveway on the west side of the building.  There is an existing 6 foot buffer wall 
between the existing parking lot and residential properties to the north.   
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VI. PUBLIC NOTIFICATION: 
 

The legal notification requirements have been met for this request of a Conditional 
Use Approval, in accordance with the requirements set forth in Section 11.01.10 and 
11.02.00 of the City of Stuart’s Land Development Code. Documentation of the public 
notice is part of the record as well as on file within the City Development Department.    
 

 

VII. MAJOR CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW; SEC. 11.01.10 (G)(5)  
 

1. The proposed use is not contrary to the established land uses in the 
immediate area. 

 
The proposed parking lot would be located east of the hospital to serve the 
additional parking requirement of the hospital.  The Future Land Use 
designations of the project site as well as the properties immeditately south and 
east of the project site is Office-Residential.  The Future Land Use designation 
to the west of the project site is Institutional and to the north of the project site is 
Public and Low-Density Residential.  The proposed use is consistent with the 
established land uses in proximity.    
 

2. The proposed use would not significanly depart from the densities or 
intensities of use in the surrounding area and thereby increase or overtax 
the load on public facilities such as schools, utilities, and streets and 
other public infrastructure. 
 
Approval of the Conditional Use for the project project does not result in an 
increase in the density or intensity of use, therefore the project would have no 
impact on public utilities and facilities.  The applicant is not requesting an 
increase in density from what is allowed in Chapter 2 (Densities and Intensities) 
of the Land Develoment Code.   
 

3. The proposed use will not be contrary to the proposed land use plan and 
will not have an adverse effect on the goals, policies and objectives of the 
comprehensive plan. 
 
Approval of the Conditional Use  would not be contrary to the adopted land use 
plan or other relevant goals, objectives, and policies concerning commercial 
use. A parking lot would not detract from the mixture of commercial uses that 
exist, but would increase the parking oppourtunity for the hospital use.  
 

4. The existing district boundaries are illogically drawn in relation to existing 
conditions on the property proposed for change. 

 
There are no proposed changes to the existing district boundary.   

 
5. The proposed use will not create or excessively increase traffic 

congestion or otherwise affect public safety. 
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The proposed parking lot will not create or increase traffic congestion. It will 
have adequate ingress/engress and rely on existing infrastructure to 
accomodate the vehicular traffic flow utiltizing the site.  There are no additional 
traffic expected to be generated from the use of the existing building on site.  It 
will continue to be used for administrative functions of the hospital.   
 

6. The proposed use will not create drainage or a storm water quality 
problem. 
 
The proposed parking lot will not create drainage or storm water quality 
problems. Applicant provided a stormwater statement related to City’s Amerigo 
Project. The proposed parking lot improvements is designed to drain to the 
Amerigo Project. 
    

7. The proposed use will not significantly reduce light or air to adjacent 
areas. 
 
The proposed parking lot will not significantly reduce light or air to adjacent 
areas because the proposal does not call for any building construction.  There 
is an existing 6 foot buffer wall between the parking area and the residential 
properties to the north.   

            
8. The proposed use is less burdensome on neighboring properties and on 

public infrastructure than uses permitted by right in the district. 
 
The proposed use will not likely to cause an excessive or burdensome use of 
existing infrastructure.   
 

9. The proposed use is not out of scale with the uses permitted by right in 
the district and with the existing uses in the neighborhood. 
 
The proposed parking lot will serve to meet the required parking spaces of the 
principal use.  There are existing parking on three sides of the proposed 
parking, and the residental uses will be well buffered.   
 

10. There are no other adequate sites for the proposed use in districts in 
which the proposed use is permitted by right within the city.   
 
A Conditional Use Approval is required if the required parking are not located 
on contiguous property but on property within 500 feet of the site of the principal 
use measured by a safe and convenient pedestrian route.   

 
IX. CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED BY THE 

DECISION MAKER: SEC. 11.01.10 (G)(6) 
 

In applying the above standards, the decision-maker will consider each of 
the following factors: 

 
1. Ingress and egress to the property and the proposed structures to be 

located thereon, if any, including considerations of automotive and 
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pedestrian safety and convenience, of traffic flow and control, and of 
access in case of fire or catastrophe. 
 
The proposal has been reviewed by the Fire, Police and Public Works 
Departments who have no objections to the proposed use. 

 
2. Off-street parking and loading areas including consideration of the 

economic impact thereof on adjacent properties and of any noise and 
glare cerated by the location of offstreet parking and loading areas on 
adjacent and nearby properties. 
 
The proposal does not have off-street parking.  The parking is on-site.     

 
3. Refuse and service areas including consideration of the economic impact 

thereof on adjacent properties and of any noise and odor created by the 
location of refuse and service areas on adjacent and nearby properties. 
 
The applicant would continue to use the existing refuse and service areas 
associated with the existing office building.  No additional service will be 
required. 

 
4. Utlitites including condideration of hook-up locations and availability and 

compatbility of utilites for the proposed uses. 
 

            Public Works has reviewed the proposal and have no objections.   
 

5. Screening and buffering including consideration of the type, dimensions, 
and character thereof to preserve and improve compatibility and harmony 
amoung the proposed uses and structurees specially permitted and the 
uses and structures of adjacent and nearby properties. 
 
The applicant intents to provide landscaping within the site per the Phase 1 and 
Phase II Landscape Plans.     

 
6. Signage and exterior lighting including consideration of glare, traffic 

safety, and economic effects thereof on adjacent and nearby properties.   
 
Directional signage is proposed. The exterior lighting will not have a negative 
effects on adjacent and nearby properties. 

 
7. Required yards and open spaces. 

 
Amerigo Project is designed to accomodate stormwater from the two lots 
proposed for parking improvements. 

 
8. Height of proposed structures including consideration of the effects 

thereof on adjacent and nearby properties.  
 

There are no new structure being proposed on the property.  The proposed 
parking lot will not have any adverse effects on adjacent or nearby properties. 
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X. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based upon compliance with the City of Stuart’s Comprehensive Plan and the 
pertinent standards found within Section 11.01.10 of the City of Stuart’s Land 
Development Code, staff recommends APPROVAL of the applicant’s request to 
consider a MAJOR CONDITIONAL USE to allow parking improvements on subject 
lots to be completed in two phases to accommodate the required additional parking for 
the hospital use subject to the conditions included in the Resolution.   

 



LOCATIONS & ENTITIES V9.0                                      PAGE NUMBER:    1
DATE: 05/16/2017                  Client Name                  MODULE : libNotes
TIME: 12:00:11            Zoning And Development Notes

SELECTION CRITERIA:  Permit No = Z17050001 and Review Stop = PW and Revision =

Note Date/Time       Date of Record Operator        Note Code   Reminder Date

2017−05−16 08:55:58  05/16/2017     mrogolin                              

                Memorandum
                To: Pinal Gandhi−Savdas
                From: Marc Rogolino
                Date: 5−16−2017
                Re: 707 SE Osceola St. M−^V Conditional Use Application
                #Z17050001
                In reviewing the above referenced project, this
                Department does approve the submitted Conditional Use
                application
                M−^U The Engineer of Record must provide signed & sealed
                as−built survey/drawings.
                M−^U The Engineer of Record must demonstrate the off−site
                detention area will accommodate the additional storm
                water discharge/flow.
                All construction pertinent to this Department shall be
                installed, inspected and tested in accordance with the
                City of Stuart Minimum Design and Construction
                Standards latest edition and the City of Stuart
                Specifications and Ordinances where applicable. In case
                of discrepancies between the construction plans and
                afore mentioned manuals, the most restrictive shall
                apply.
                All plans to be reviewed by this Department shall be
                routed through the Permit Technician in the Development
                Department. Approval by this department shall not be
                construed to be a license to proceed with work and
                shall not be construed as authority to violate, cancel,
                alter or set aside any of the provisions of the City
                Code. Approval shall not prevent this department from
                thereafter requiring a correction of errors in plans,
                construction or violation of City Code.
                Please forward comments to applicant.
                If there are any questions, please contact me at your
                earliest at (772) 221−4700
                

















SE OSCEOLA STREET

70' PLATTED RIGHT-OF-WAY
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SURVEYOR'S REPORT
1. HORIZONTAL RELATIONSHIPS, AS SHOWN HEREON, ARE BASED ON THE FLORIDA

STATE PLANE COORDINATE GRID, EAST ZONE, USING THE NORTH AMERICAN DATUM

OF 1983 WITH THE 2011 ADJUSTMENT (NSRS 2011).

2. ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON ARE RELATIVE TO THE NATIONAL GEODETIC VERTICAL

DATUM OF 1929 (NGVD 29) AND REFERENCE  COUNTY MARTIN CONTROL POINT

"OCEAN-5", HAVING AN ELEVATION OF 13.376 FEET.

3. THE WESTERLY LINE OF LOT 8 IS ASSUMED TO BEAR SOUTH 00° 01' 10" WEST AND ALL

OTHER BEARINGS SHOWN HEREON ARE RELATIVE THERETO.

4. THIS PROPERTY LIES IN FLOOD ZONE X, ACCORDING TO FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

(FIRM) PANEL 12085C0153G ,MAP REVISED MARCH 16, 2015.

5. THE FIVE FOOT UTILITY EASEMENT ALONG NORTH LINE OF PROPERTY IS SHOWN

GRAPHICALLY ON PLAT OF HILDABRAD PARK, BUT IS NOT LABELED AS TO PURPOSE.

SAID EASEMENT IS DESCRIBED IN PARAGRAPH (6), RESTRICTIONS AND LIMITATIONS AS

RECORDED IN ORB 67 PAGE 115, AS MODIFIED IN ORB 372, PAGE 2595, MARTIN COUNTY

PUBLIC RECORDS AS BEING FOR PLACEMENT OF PIPES AND WIRES ETC AND ACCESS

TO SAID UTILITIES. ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS PER THIS DOCUMENT MAY ALSO

AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY.

6. UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS, IF ANY, WERE NOT LOCATED EXCEPT AS SHOWN.

7. FIELD SURVEY LAST CONDUCTED ON APRIL 11, 2016.

6. SYMBOLS SHOWN HEREON ARE NOT TO SCALE.

7. THERE MAY BE ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS, ENCUMBRANCES OR OTHER MATTERS

THAT MAY AFFECT THIS PROPERTY THAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE RECORDED IN THE

PUBLIC RECORDS THAT ARE NOT SHOWN ON THIS SURVEY.

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATION
(THIS SURVEY IS NOT VALID WITHOUT THE ORIGINAL SIGNATURE AND RAISED EMBOSSED

SEAL OF GREGORY S. FLEMING, FLORIDA PROFESSIONAL SURVEYOR AND MAPPER.)

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY OF THE

PROPERTY SHOWN AND DESCRIBED HEREON WAS COMPLETED UNDER MY DIRECTION AND

SAID SURVEY IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF.

     I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THIS BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY MEETS THE

STANDARDS OF PRACTICE FOR SURVEYS SET FORTH BY THE FLORIDA BOARD OF LAND

SURVEYORS IN CHAPTER 5J-17, FLORIDA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, PURSUANT TO SECTION

472.027 FLORIDA STATE STATUTES. NO SEARCH OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS HAS BEEN MADE

BY THIS OFFICE. THIS SURVEY IS BASED ON INFORMATION FURNISHED BY CLIENT OR

CLIENT'S REPRESENTATIVE

NORTHSTAR GEOMATICS, INC.

DATE OF SURVEY                            GREGORY S. FLEMING

                                 PROFESSIONAL SURVEYOR & MAPPER

                                       FLORIDA CERTIFICATION NO. 4350

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

ALL OF LOTS 8, 9, 10, AND 11, BLOCK 6, HILDABRAD PARK, ACCORDING TO

THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE 64, OF THE PUBLIC

RECORDS OF MARTIN COUNTY, FLORIDA.

= LAND SURVEYOR

= UTILITY EASEMENT

= BENCHMARK

= CONCRETE MONUMENT

= FIELD MEASUREMENT

= PLAT MEASUREMENT

= CALCULATED MEASUREMENT

= LAND SURVEYING BUSINESS

= EXISTING ELEVATION

= INVERT

= ELEVATION

= AERIAL UTILITY LINE

= FENCE

= WOOD UTILITY POLE

= FIBER OPTIC PULL BOX

= POLE ANCHOR

= SIGN

LS

U.E.

BM

C.M.

(M)

(P)

(C)

LB

X 10.6

INV.

EL.

OHU

X

= WATER METER

= METAL LIGHT POST

LEGEND

= OFFICIAL RECORDS BOOKORB

= ELECTRIC PULL BOX

= ELECTRIC SERVICE

= ELECTRIC METER

= BENCHMARK LOCATION (AS LABELED)

= IRRIGATION CONTROL BOX

= EXTENTS OF PAVEMENT
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X
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OHU

OHU

OHU

OHU

OHU

OHU

OHU

OHU

X

X

X

SE OSCEOLA STREET

70' PLATTED RIGHT-OF-WAY

BM 95-75-3
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ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE REFERENCED TO THE
NATIONAL GEODETIC VERTICAL DATUM (NGVD) OF 1929


















































































































































































































































































































































 











































































= LAND SURVEYOR

= UTILITY EASEMENT

= BENCHMARK

= CONCRETE MONUMENT

= FIELD MEASUREMENT

= PLAT MEASUREMENT

= CALCULATED MEASUREMENT

= LAND SURVEYING BUSINESS

= EXISTING ELEVATION

= INVERT

= ELEVATION

= AERIAL UTILITY LINE

= FENCE

= WOOD UTILITY POLE

= FIBER OPTIC PULL BOX

= POLE ANCHOR

= SIGN

LS

U.E.

BM

C.M.

(M)

(P)

(C)

LB

X 10.6

INV.

EL.

OHU

X

= WATER METER

= METAL LIGHT POST

LEGEND

= OFFICIAL RECORDS BOOKORB

= ELECTRIC PULL BOX

= ELECTRIC SERVICE

= ELECTRIC METER

= BENCHMARK LOCATION (AS LABELED)

= IRRIGATION CONTROL BOX

= EXTENTS OF PAVEMENT



Martin County, Florida - Laurel Kelly, C.F.A

http://fl-martin-appraiser.governmax.com/...2D006%2D00080%2D9+&t_nm=base&l_cr=1&sid=B70377A97386474BBADC2C2DB483E379[5/5/2017 2:53:13 PM]

Martin County, Florida - Laurel Kelly,
C.F.A

generated on 5/5/2017 2:53:03 PM EDT

Summary

Parcel ID Account # Unit Address Market Total
Value 

Website
Updated 

04-38-41-007-006-
00080-9 21420 707 SE OSCEOLA ST, STUART $239,260 4/29/2017

Owner Information 
Owner(Current) MARTIN MEMORIAL MEDICAL CENTER INC
Owner/Mail Address PO BOX 9010 

STUART FL 34995
Sale Date 12/20/2001
Document Book/Page 1606 2585
Document No.  
Sale Price 380000

Location/Description 

Account # 21420
Tax District 3100
Parcel Address 707 SE OSCEOLA ST, STUART  
Acres .4577

Map Page No. O-4A
Legal Description HILDABRAD PARK, LOTS 8 9 & W 20' OF LOT

10 BLK 6

Parcel Type 

Use Code 1000 Vacant Commercial
Neighborhood 30200

 

Assessment Information 
Market Land Value $239,260 
Market Improvement Value 
Market Total Value $239,260 

 
 

 

http://or.martinclerk.com/LandmarkWeb/Search/DocumentAndInfoByBookPage?Key=Assessor&booktype=O&booknumber=1606&pagenumber=2585
http://or.martinclerk.com/LandmarkWeb/Search/DocumentAndInfoByBookPage?Key=Assessor&booktype=O&booknumber=1606&pagenumber=2585


Martin County, Florida - Laurel Kelly, C.F.A

http://fl-martin-appraiser.governmax.com/...7%2D006%2D00100%2D5+&t_nm=base&l_cr=1&sid=B1B2865831D84258B062549193903A63[5/5/2017 2:52:14 PM]

Martin County, Florida - Laurel Kelly,
C.F.A

generated on 5/5/2017 2:52:01 PM EDT

Summary

Parcel ID Account # Unit Address Market Total
Value 

Website
Updated 

04-38-41-007-006-
00100-5 21421 711 SE OSCEOLA ST, STUART $277,830 4/29/2017

Owner Information 
Owner(Current) MARTIN MEMORIAL MEDICAL CENTER INC
Owner/Mail Address PO BOX 9010 

STUART FL 34995
Sale Date 3/17/2011
Document Book/Page 2508 0316
Document No. 2264986
Sale Price 334500

Location/Description 

Account # 21421
Tax District 3100
Parcel Address 711 SE OSCEOLA ST, STUART  
Acres .3329

Map Page No. O-4A
Legal Description HILDABRAD PARK, E 40' OF LOT 10 & ALL

LOT 11 BLK 6

Parcel Type 

Use Code 1700 Office blg non-prof1story
Neighborhood 30200

 

Assessment Information 
Market Land Value $173,513 
Market Improvement Value $104,317 
Market Total Value $277,830 

 
 

 

http://or.martinclerk.com/LandmarkWeb/Search/DocumentAndInfoByBookPage?Key=Assessor&booktype=O&booknumber=2508&pagenumber=316
http://or.martinclerk.com/LandmarkWeb/Search/DocumentAndInfoByBookPage?Key=Assessor&booktype=O&booknumber=2508&pagenumber=316


7.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  David Dyal, Fire Chief

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 62-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART,
FLORIDA AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A MUNICIPAL LEASE WITH TEN-8 FIRE EQUIPMENT,
INC. FOR SELF-CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUS IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAKE COUNTY 
FIRE EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES CONTRACT NO. 12-0806O EFFECTIVE THORUGH JUNE 30, 2017,
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)
Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Fire Rescue is to lease/purchase new SCBA for each position on each truck. The new SCBA has additional air
volume over the existing SCBA (4500 psi v. 2400 psi) thus providing additional on-air time for firefighter safety.
The SCBA also provides a heads-up display in the mask informing the firefighter of remaining air supply. The
SCBA has a 23% greater field of vision; 9% improved voice clarity with voice amp mounted in the pack instead
of in the mask which reduces the mask weight by 34%. The new backpack has an adjustable height waist belt to
accomodate varying heights of firefighters. A quick-fill port is lighted to facilitate rescue fills by the Rapid
Intervention Team, if needed.
 
The lease/purchase spreads out the payments over 7 years. SCBA expected life span is 15 years between
major changes in technology. This new SCBA has upgradable parts and programming to facilitate incremental
upgrades over the life of the SCBA.

Funding Source:

Fire Rescue budget, FY2018

Recommended Action:

Approve Resolution 62-2017
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Resolution 62-2017 5/23/2017 Resolution add
to Y drive

Lease agreement 5/23/2017 Cover Memo
Quote for SCBA 5/23/2017 Cover Memo

TEN-8 CONTRACT 5/25/2017 Backup
Material



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

 

RESOLUTION NUMBER 62-2017 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE 

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA AUTHORIZING THE 

EXECUTION OF A MUNICIPAL LEASE WITH TEN-8 FIRE 

EQUIPMENT, INC. FOR SELF-CONTAINED BREATHING 

APPRATUS; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE AND 

FOR OTHER MATTERS. 

 
*   *   *   *   * 

 
 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART, 
FLORIDA that: 

 
SECTION 1: This authorization is to approve the execution of a municipal lease between the 
City of Stuart and Ten-8 Fire Equipment, Inc. for the lease/purchase of self-contained breathing 
apparatus (SCBA) and accessories.  
 
Stuart Fire Rescue – Seven year term at $28,166.18 annually 
 
The lease/purchase will provide SCBA and accessories for firefighters to work in toxic 
environments with increased air volume and additional safety features.   
 
Funding for the lease program has been allocated in the Fire Rescue FY2018 budget. 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Resolution No. 62-2017 
SCBA Lease Authorization 
 
 
SECTION 2: This resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption. 
 

Commissioner ___offered the foregoing resolution and moved its adoption.  The motion 

was seconded by Commissioner ___and upon being put to a roll call vote, the vote was as follows: 

 YES NO ABSENT 

Troy McDonald,        MAYOR    

Kelli Glass Leighton, VICE MAYOR    

Tom Campenni,         COMMISSIONER    

Jeffrey Krauskopf,     COMMISSIONER    

Eula M. Clark,           COMMISSIONER    

 
 
 ADOPTED this 12th day of June, 2017. 
 
 
ATTEST: 
  
 
__________________________   ____________________________  
CHERYL WHITE     TROY MCDONALD 
CITY CLERK      MAYOR 
 
  
REVIEWED FOR FORM AND  
CORRECTNESS: 
 
_____________________________________ 
MICHAEL MORTELL 
CITY ATTORNEY   



























































































































































































































8.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  David D. Peters

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 64-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A NON-EXCLUSIVE SEWAGE
FORCE MAIN EASEMENT AND QUIT-CLAIM DEED WITH MARTIN COUNTY FOR
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF A SEWAGE FORCE MAIN AT THE WITHAM FIELD
AIRPORT; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)   

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Non-Exclusive Easement and Quit-Claim Deed for the sewage force main that had to be relocated as a part of
the EMAS construction at Witham Field Airport.

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Adopt Resolution No. 64-2017
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
R64-2017 Non-Exclusive Sewage Force
Main Easement and Quit-Claim Deed
Witham Field - Martin County

6/5/2017 Resolution add
to Y drive

Non-Exclusive Sewage Force Main
Easement and Quit-Claim Deed Witham
Field - Martin County

6/5/2017 Attachment



                  
 

 

 

 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

 CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

 

 RESOLUTION NUMBER 64-2017 

 

  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A 

NON-EXCLUSIVE SEWAGE FORCE MAIN EASEMENT AND 

QUIT-CLAIM DEED WITH MARTIN COUNTY FOR OPERATION 

AND MAINTENANCE OF A SEWAGE FORCE MAIN AT THE 

WITHAM FIELD AIRPORT; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, 

AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.     

 

 *   *   *   *   * 

   

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 

OF STUART, FLORIDA, that:   

 

SECTION 1:  The City Commission of the City of Stuart hereby authorizes the execution of Non-

Exclusive Sewage Force Main and Quit-Claim Deed with Martin County on property located at 

Witham Field Airport for operation and maintenance of a sewage force main as noted on the 

attached legal description and sketch.   

 

SECTION 2:   This resolution shall take effect upon adoption. 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Resolution No. 64 - 2017 

Witham Field Airport Sewage Force Main Easement  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Commissioner __________________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its 

adoption.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner ____________________ upon being put to 

a roll call vote, the vote was as follows: 

 

  YES NO ABSENT 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR      

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR      

TOM CAMPENNI, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER      

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

 

ADOPTED this 12
th

 day of June, 2017. 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

  

 

__________________________   ____________________________  

CHERYL WHITE     TROY A. MCDONALD  

CITY CLERK      MAYOR 

 

  

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND  

CORRECTNESS: 

 

___________________________ 

MICHAEL MORTELL 

CITY ATTORNEY  

 

 























9.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  David D. Peters

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 67-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF TWO (2) NON-EXCLUSIVE
RECLAIMED WATER MAIN EASEMENTS WITH MARTIN COUNTY, PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)   

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

The non-exclusive easements for the reclaimed water main are located on  Witham Field Airport and Holt Law
Enforcement Center property.
 
These easements were previously recognized by Martin County but never presented to the City Commission for
execution.  

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Adopt Resolution No. 67-2017
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
R67-2017 Non-Exclusive Easements for
Reclaimed Water Main with Martin County 6/5/2017 Resolution add

to Y drive
Reclaimed Water Easement Witham Field
Airport 6/7/2017 Attachment

Reclaimed Water Easement Holt Law
Enforcement Center 6/7/2017 Attachment



                  
 

 

 

 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

 CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

 

 RESOLUTION NUMBER 67-2017 

 

  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF TWO 

(2) NON-EXCLUSIVE RECLAIMED WATER MAIN EASEMENTS 

WITH MARTIN COUNTY, PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, 

AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.     

 

 *   *   *   *   * 

   

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 

OF STUART, FLORIDA, that:   

 

SECTION 1:  The City Commission of the City of Stuart hereby authorizes the execution of two (2) 

non-exclusive reclaimed water main easements for ingress and egress to operate and maintain a 

reclaimed water main as noted on the attached legal descriptions and sketches.   

 

SECTION 2:   This resolution shall take effect upon adoption. 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Resolution No. 67-2017 

Reclaimed Water Main Easement – Martin County 

 

 
 

 

Commissioner __________________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its 

adoption.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner ____________________ upon being put to 

a roll call vote, the vote was as follows: 

 

  YES NO ABSENT 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR      

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR      

TOM CAMPENNI, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER      

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

 

ADOPTED this 12
th

 day of June, 2017. 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

  

 

__________________________   ____________________________  

CHERYL WHITE     TROY A. MCDONALD  

CITY CLERK      MAYOR 

 

  

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND  

CORRECTNESS: 

 

___________________________ 

MICHAEL MORTELL 

CITY ATTORNEY  

 

 















10.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  David D. Peters

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 68-2017; A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A NON-EXCLUSIVE SEWAGE
FORCE MAIN EASEMENT WITH CONQUISTADOR HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.,
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)   

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

This Non-Exclusive Sewage Force Main Easement will allow the City to utilize the regional sewage lift station at
Conquistador to provide service to the St. Lucie Sewer Basin. 

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Adopt Resolution No. 68-2017.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Resolution 68-2017 6/4/2017 Resolution add
to Y drive

Sewage Force Main Easement with
Conquistador 060517 6/5/2017 Attachment



                  
 

 

 

 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

 CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

 

 RESOLUTION NUMBER 68-2017 

 

  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A 

NON-EXCLUSIVE SEWAGE FORCE MAIN EASEMENT WITH 

CONQUISTADOR HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 

PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER 

PURPOSES.     

 

 *   *   *   *   * 

   

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 

OF STUART, FLORIDA, that:   

 

SECTION 1:  The City Commission of the City of Stuart hereby authorizes the execution of non-

exclusive sewage force main with Conquistador Homeowners Association, Inc. for ingress and 

egress to operate and maintain a sewage force main as noted on the attached legal description and 

sketch.   

 

SECTION 2:   This resolution shall take effect upon adoption. 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Resolution No. 68 - 2017 

Conquistador Sewage Force Main Easement  

 

 
 

 

 

 

Commissioner __________________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its 

adoption.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner ____________________ upon being put to 

a roll call vote, the vote was as follows: 

 

  YES NO ABSENT 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR      

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR      

TOM CAMPENNI, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER      

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

 

ADOPTED this 12
th

 day of June, 2017. 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

  

 

__________________________   ____________________________  

CHERYL WHITE     TROY A. MCDONALD  

CITY CLERK      MAYOR 

 

  

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND  

CORRECTNESS: 

 

___________________________ 

MICHAEL MORTELL 

CITY ATTORNEY  

 

 











11.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  jchrulski

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 65-2017; BUDGET AMENDMENT 09-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING BUDGET
AMENDMENT NO. 09-2017 TO ACCEPT, APPROPRIATE AND AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES
FOR IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $5,360 FROM THE CHILDREN’S SERVICES
COUNCIL OF MARTIN COUNTY; PROVIDING FOR READING EDUCATION; PROVIDING
FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

"Summer Slide" Reading Program Grant: Due to the success of the 10th Street After School program,
the Children's Services Council of Martin County awarded the City of Stuart Community Services Department
(Recreation & Public Services Division) with an additional grant in the amount of $5,360 for a summer reading
program.  This program will be implemented during summer camp at the 10th Street Recreation Center during
FY17.

Funding Source:

Children's Services Council of Martin County (CSCMC) "Summer Slide" Program Budget
Increase General Fund - Local Grant
Increase Community Services - 10th Street - Operating

Recommended Action:

Approve R65-2017 / BA09-2017 and authorize staff to sign the CSCMC contract amendment (attached).
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
R65-2017 BA09-2017 CSC Summer Slide
Grant 5/31/2017 Resolution add

to Y drive
16-17 CSC Letter - Chrulski ESYI 5/31/2017 Attachment
16-17 CSC-City Contract Amendment 5/31/2017 Attachment



                  
 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 
 CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 
 

 RESOLUTION NUMBER 65-2017 

 

  R-56-2017 / BA 09-2017.  A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA, AUTHORIZING BUDGET 
AMENDMENT NO. 09-2017 TO ACCEPT, APPROPRIATE AND 
AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES FOR IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED 
$5,360.00 FROM THE CHILDREN’S SERVICES COUNCIL OF MARTIN 
COUNTY; PROVIDING FOR READING EDUCATION; PROVIDING FOR 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 

 

 
*   *   *   *   * 

  
 WHEREAS, the City of Stuart, Florida is to accept a grant for the Children’s Service Council of 

Martin County in the amount of $5,360 for Reading Education at the 10th Street Community Center; 

 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 
OF STUART, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:   
 
SECTION 1:   The foregoing precatory language is incorporated herein, as if set forth below. 
 
SECTION 2:   The City of Stuart, Florida has derived funds from the Children’s Services Council of 
Martin County.  
 
SECTION 3:  The 2016-2017 Year Budget of the Community Services Department is hereby 
further amended as follows: 
 

$1,400 added to 1242 Acct. 548: Curriculum, supplies & books  
$3,960 added to 1242 Acct. 534: Teachers & Instructors 
$5,360 
 
This authorization is to appropriate and expend funds in the amount of $5,360 for the Summer Slide 
program at the 10th Street Community Center. .  
 
SECTION 4:  Conflicts. All Resolutions or part of Resolutions in conflict with any of the provisions 
of this Resolution are hereby repealed.  



Resolution No. 65-2017 
Budget Amendment No. 09-2017 

 
 

 
SECTION 5:  Severability. If any section or portion of a Section of this Resolution proves to be 
invalid, unlawful, or unconstitutional, it shall not be held to invalidate or impair the validity, force or 
effect of any other Section or part of this Resolution. 
 
SECTION 6:  Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its passage 
and adoption. 
 
 
Commissioner ____________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its adoption.  The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner ____________ and upon being put to a roll call vote, the 

vote was as follows: 

 YES NO ABSENT ABSTAIN 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR     

KELLI GLASS LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR     

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER     

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER     

TOM CAMPENNI, COMMISSIONER     

 
 
ADOPTED this ___ day of _________, 2017. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
___________________________   __________________________ 
CHERYL WHITE     TROY A. MCDONALD   
CITY CLERK      MAYOR 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM 
AND CORRECTNESS: 
 
___________________________________ 
MIKE MORTELL 
CITY ATTORNEY 
 
 
 
 















12.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  M. Kindel

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 66-2017;  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART,
FLORIDA AUTHORIZING THE USE OF FACSIMILE SIGNATURES ON CHECKS ISSUED BY THE
CITY; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

This resolution is self explanatory, and it authorizes facsimile signatures for certain purposes.

Funding Source:

Not Applicable

Recommended Action:

Approve Resolution No. 66-2017
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
R66-2017 Signatures 5/30/2017 Cover Memo





13.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  T. O'Neil

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 69-2017;  A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AMENDING APPENDIX A, FEE, RATE AND CHARGE SCHEDULE OF THE STUART CODE
OF ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR A FEE OF $1,000 TO APPLY FOR AN AWARD OF
FLOOR SPACE ALLOWING FOR THE CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES ON
PREMISES IN THE OLD DOWNTOWN DISTRICT; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)  

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

In the course of recently amending Chapter 4 "Alcoholic Beverages" of the City's Code of Ordinances, the
Commission agreed that a fee of $1,000 should be established for businesses seeking an award of floor space
in the old Downtown District (ODD) for consumption of alcoholic beverages on premises (COP). The attached
resolution amends "Appendix A" of the Code to establish the fee. 
 
On a related note, based on the recent forfeiture of COP floor space by Mr. Ron Hart and the owner of the
newly renovated Vine & Barley building, as well as updated, more accurate floor space calculations made
possible  through the Property Appraiser's records (including the Lyric Theatre) there is now a total of 6,490
square feet available within the ODD for consumption on premises activities.
 
Upon approval of the $1,000 fee, availability of the 6,490 square feet will be advertised in the newspaper and
through contacts with groups such as Main Street and the Downtown Business Association. Staff expects to set
a response period of 45 days.
 
 
 

Funding Source:

NA

Recommended Action:

Approve Resolution No. 69-2017
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Resolution No. 69-2017 6/2/2017 DRAFT
RESOLUTION

Draft advertisement and application 6/2/2017 Cover Memo
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BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

CITY OF STUART 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 69-2017 

 

A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA AMENDING 

APPENDIX A, FEE, RATE AND CHARGE SCHEDULE OF THE 

STUART CODE OF ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR A FEE OF 

$1,000 TO APPLY FOR AN AWARD OF FLOOR SPACE 

ALLOWING FOR THE CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOLIC 

BEVERAGES ON PREMISES IN THE OLD DOWNTOWN 

DISTRICT; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE AND FOR 

OTHER PURPOSES.   

 

WHEREAS, the Stuart City Commission deems it appropriate and in the public’s best interest 
to update and clarify fees and charges as cited in the Code of Ordinances.   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE STUART CITY COMMISSION, AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1.  The City of Stuart Code of Ordinances, Appendix A, Fee, Rate and Charge Schedule, is 
amended, in part, to read as follows:   

Chapter 32. Planning and Development 

32-

2  
Zoning approval fees  

 

  
Zoning and rezoning  $1,400.00 

  
Zoning to planned unit development  $3,500.00 

  
Annexation/contraction of single-family residential  No fee  

  
Annexation/contraction of governmental or nontaxable-entity-owned land  No fee  

  
Annexation/contraction of small scale improved property less than ten acres  $1,750.00 



City of Stuart, Florida  

Resolution No. 70-2017 

June 12, 2017 

Page 2 

 

 

  
Annexation/contraction of any other property not mentioned above  $1,750.00 

  
Plan designation  $1,750.00 

  
Special exception  $1,500.00 

  
Major urban code exception  $1,500.00 

  
Minor urban code exception  $500.00  

  
Variances to board of adjustment  $800.00  

  
Administrative variance  $200.00  

  
Right-of-way abandonment  $750.00  

  
 Plus appraised value from current appraisal  

 

  
Plat approval  $800.00  

  
Major planned unit development amendment  $3,000.00 

  
Minor planned unit development amendment  $2,000.00 

  
Planned unit development agreement amendment  $1,000.00 

  
Site plan, major  $2,000.00 

  
Site plan, minor and residential  $1,600.00 

  
Amendment to approved site plan  $800.00  

  
Administrative appeal  $400.00  

  
Binding letter of determination  $300.00  

  
Application for award of floor space for consumption on premises (COP) of 

alcoholic beverages in the old Downtown District  
$500 

  
Basic letter of zoning determination  $40.00  



City of Stuart, Florida  

Resolution No. 70-2017 

June 12, 2017 

Page 3 

 

 

  

Plan review resubmittal, 25 percent of the initial review fee in the event 

modifications are added by the applicant during the review process or after 

issuance of the building permit or in the event a third plan review is necessary 

because of the failure of the applicant to adequately respond to plan review 

comments of the city development department.  

 

 

Unless otherwise provided by resolution of the city commission, fees set forth in this 

section shall be increased effective April 1 each year by the lesser of three percent or 

the Consumer Price Index published by the U.S. Department of Labor, U.S. city 

average, all items. The computed amount shall be rounded downward to the nearest 

whole dollar amount.  

 

 

SECTION 2.   This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption. 

 
Commissioner ______________________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its adoption.  The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner _____________________ and upon being put to a roll call vote, the 

vote was as follows: 

 
 
ADOPTED this 12TH day of June, 2017. 
 

ATTEST: 

 
___________________________________    _________________________________________ 
CHERYL WHITE, MMC     TROY A. MCDONALD 
CITY CLERK      MAYOR 
 
Approved as to Form and Correctness: 
 
___________________________________ 
MICHAEL J. MORTELL 
CITY ATTORNEY 

 YES NO ABSENT 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR    

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR    

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER    

THOMAS CAMPENNI,  COMMISSIONER 
 

   











14.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  T. O'Neil

Title of Item:

RESOLUTION No. 70-2017;  A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
ALLOCATING $125,000 IN BUILDING PERMIT FEE PROCEEDS TO THE CITY’S ENERGY
EFFCIENCY REBATE PROGRAM; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

 
With pay-outs to date totaling $371,000, the City’s rebate program for energy efficient windows, doors, A/C
units, hot water heaters, etc., first launched in 2014, has enjoyed significant and measurable success. Thus far
over 800 rebates have been issued directly to 693 homeowners and interest in the program remains
strong. Accordingly, staff is once again seeking Commission approval to extend the life of the program by
allocating an additional $125,000 for energy rebates.  As in the past, these monies will be derived exclusively
from building permit fees and not the general fund. The BP fund’s current balance is $1,140,690.  Approving an
additional $125,000 for energy rebates is in keeping with the Commission’s practice of maintaining a BP fund
balance of around a million dollars.  
Note: The BP fund is also used in support of the City's partnership with the  not-for-profit Solar Energy Loan
Fund (SELF) organization which conducts energy audits and makes construction loans for energy efficient
improvements. City funding for SELF has ranged between $30K-$50K a year over the past several years and
is a recurring line item in the Development Department budget. Other uses of the BP fund include contractor
education initiatives and bridge funding for the demolition of derelict structures.   
CITY MANAGER'S NOTE:  This remains a highly successful program, which has not caused any
operating issues.  Since the funds do not come from the General Fund or the Utilities Fund, there is NO
impact on the taxpayers or the utility ratepayers.  I encourage your continued support of this program.
 

Funding Source:

 
Building Permit Fund

Recommended Action:

 
Approve Resolution No. 70-2017
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Resolution No. 70-2017 6/2/2017 DRAFT
RESOLUTION



Program's original enabling resolution 6/2/2017 Backup
Material

Rebate Poster 6/2/2017 Backup
Material



1 

 

 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

CITY OF STUART 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 70-2017 

 

A  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

ALLOCATING $125,000 IN BUILDING PERMIT FEE PROCEEDS 

TO THE CITY’S ENERGY EFFCIENCY REBATE PROGRAM; 

PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE AND FOR OTHER 

PURPOSES.   

 

WHEREAS, the Stuart City Commission deems it appropriate and in the public’s best interest 
to offer and support the City’s Energy Efficiency Rebate Program, and  

WHEREAS, nearly 700 homeowners have participated in the Program since its inception in 
2013, and  

WHEREAS, with a steadily increasing number of homeowners choosing to make energy 
efficient improvements to their homes, interest in the City’s Program remains strong.   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE STUART CITY COMMISSION, AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1.  An allocation of $125,000 in building permit fee proceeds to the City’s Energy Efficiency 
Rebate Program is hereby approved.   

SECTION 2.   This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption. 

 
Commissioner ______________________ offered the foregoing resolution and moved its adoption.  The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner _____________________ and upon being put to a roll call vote, the 

vote was as follows: 

 



City of Stuart, Florida  

Resolution No. 70-2017 

June 12, 2017 

Page 2 

 

 

 
 
ADOPTED this 12TH day of June, 2017. 
 

ATTEST: 

 
___________________________________    _________________________________________ 
CHERYL WHITE, MMC     TROY A. MCDONALD 
CITY CLERK      MAYOR 
 
Approved as to Form and Correctness: 
 
___________________________________ 
MICHAEL J. MORTELL 
CITY ATTORNEY 
 

 YES NO ABSENT 

TROY A. MCDONALD, MAYOR    

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, VICE MAYOR    

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARKE, COMMISSIONER    

THOMAS CAMPENNI,  COMMISSIONER 
 

   









15.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  Nicole King

Title of Item:

VOTING DELEGATE FOR FL LEAGUE OF CITIES (RC)     
Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Each municipality designates one official to be the voting delegate for the Florida League of Cities. One official
from each municipality who will make decisions that determine the direction of the League, based upon those
factors that will benefit their respective city, and the common good.

Funding Source:

N/A

Recommended Action:

Motion to appoint Commissioner ____________ as the FLC Delegate for the Annual Meeting.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
FLC Voting Delegation Info 6/2/2017 Attachment









16.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  Michael Mortell

Title of Item:

7-Eleven at 2375 Kanner Highway.  A policy discussion regarding lease or sale of property located at 2375
Kanner Highway (northeast corner of Kanner Hwy. and Monterrey Road. (RC)
Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

In previous meetings, the City Commission discussed the proposed long term lease or sale of the property
currently occupied by 7-Eleven, which has decided not to exercise its option to extend the lease.  The
Commission discussed potential future uses while also considering and deciding on the  removal of
the gasoline storage tanks, and the building structure which is a condition of  the lease.  
 
Pursuant to Commission direction, staff informed 7-Eleven that it is required to remove the building
and tanks from the property no later than June 30, 2017 or it will be responsible for monthly rent until
the property is restored to its original condition.   7-Eleven has informed the procurement department
that it is ready to move forward and restore the property.
 
However, the City received an unsolicited offer to purchase the property.  The offer includes the
structure and tanks.  Therefore, the Commission must decide if Staff should negotiate with a potential
purchaser and delay the removal of the tanks.  If the removal is delayed, 7-Eleven will not be
responsible to pay hold over rent for the delay period and time is of the essence because 7-eleven
desires to move forward immediately.
 
Pursuant to Division 3, section 2-253 of the Stuart Code of Ordinances,  no real property owned by the city
shall be sold unless a real estate appraisal report has been presented to the city commission which contains an
estimate of the fair market value of the subject real property determined within the preceding three months. In
addition, the prospective purchaser shall agree to pay for any appraisals required by the city commission as a
condition precedent to the further consideration of the application by the city commission.  
 
If the Commission does not intend to sell the property then an appraisal isn't necessary as the offer is only for
purchase.   On the other hand, time is of the essence because the proposal includes the tanks and building
which are currently subject to removal by 7-11 during the next few weeks.
 
If The Commission desires to negotiate the sale of the property, the City needs to release 7-Eleven from the
obligation to pay rent for any months after July 1 that the structure remains.
 
The Contract offer is silent on the issue of the billboard which means it would typically be included in the sale
pursuant to the current offer.    The Commission needs to provide direction regarding the billboard as well.  If it
is included in the sale, then the projected income can be included in the appraisal.  If it will be excluded by a
perpetual easement then the appraisal will reflect same.
 

Funding Source:

N/A



Recommended Action:

1. Motion providing direction to staff regarding sale or lease of property.
 
2. Motion providing direction regarding the billboard located on site.
 
3. Motion giving staff authority to delay removal of tanks and structure on property, if necessary.
 
4. Motion directing staff to negotiate a contract with the potential purchaser, and obtain an Appraisal (if terms
are reached), and draft a Resolution authorizing the sale for Commission action on June 26th, or as soon
thereafter as possible.
 



17.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  T. O'Neil, S. Mayer

Title of Item:

ORDINANCE No. 2332-2017; AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AMENDING  CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.03.05, TABLE 3 “MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER
ACRE” OF THE CITY'S LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, PROVIDING FOR CONSISTENCY
WITH THE CITY’S EXISTING AND LONG-STANDING MINIMUM LOT SIZE
REQUIREMENTS BY INCREASING THE MAXIMUM DENSITIES FOR THE R-1A, R-1, R-2,
R-3, RPUD, B-1, CPUD AND URBAN DISTRICTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AMENDING CHAPTER 2.04.02, SUPPLEMENTAL AREA
REQUIREMENTS”, AMENDING CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.07.00, “DESIGNATION OF
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD); AMENDING CHAPTER 12, “DEFINITIONS”, TO
CLARIFY THE DEFINITION OF NET DENSITY AND DENSITY BONUS, DECLARING SAID
AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN;
PROVIDING FOR A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, A CONFLICT CLAUSE AND
CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.
(RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

 
This agenda item is a companion to Ordinance No. 2342-2017, which is a text amendment to the Future Land
Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Please refer to the staff memo and analysis that was performed for
the companion Ordinance.
 

Funding Source:

 
N/A

Recommended Action:

Approve Ordinance No 2332-2017 on first reading.
 
The second reading will be held until the review of the companion Comprehensive Plan Ordinance by the
Department of Economic Opportunity is complete.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Staff Memo 4/26/2017 Backup
Material



Ordinance No. 2332-2017 4/25/2017 Backup
Material

Data and analysis 6/6/2017 Exhibit

Data and Map Package 4/26/2017 Backup
Material

LPA Minutes 4/25/2017 Backup
Material

Public Correspondence 4/25/2017 Backup
Material

Apgar Pennock Memo 4/26/2017 Backup
Material



 

Memorandum 

To: City Commission 

 

From: Terry O’Neil, City Development Director 

 

Cc: Paul Nicoletti, City Manager 

Mike Mortell, City Attorney 

Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner 

 

Date: April 26, 2017 

 

Re: Inconsistencies between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code (LDC) 

and within the LDC itself, pertaining to residential density. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

In mid-2016, a yet-to-be-processed minimum lot size reduction variance application before the 

City’s Board of Adjustments (BOA) and questions raised by an objecting neighbor as to how the 

site’s maximum residential density (units per acre) should be calculated brought to light several 

long-overlooked conflicts between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code, and 

within the LDC itself.   

Stuart’s 50-year practice of controlling residential density thru minimum lot sizes and thru 

the Board of Adjustments   

Since the City’s first comprehensive zoning code was adopted in 1967, minimum lot sizes for one 

and two-family homes have remained unchanged. They are:  

Zone Minimum lot size (Sq. Ft.)  

R-1A 10,000 

R-1 7,500 

R-2 (Duplex) 7,500 

R-2 (Single 

Family) 

6,000 

 

Thus for 50 years, a single-family or duplex lot meeting these standards (as well as minimum lot 

width, impervious coverage limitations, parking and setbacks) has been deemed compliant and 

suitable for development.  Further, at least since 1967, the City’s Board of Adjustments (BOA) has 

from time to time granted lot size variances allowing single-family and duplex homes on smaller 

lots without regard to site-specific density calculations.  In 2007, the LDC was amended to include 

“Cottage Lot” provisions which encouraged smaller lot development (typically 5,000 square feet) 

within the older, established R-1 and R-2 zoned subdivisions.  As with lots meeting the LDC’s 

minimum area requirements or lots granted a size variance by the BOA, cottage lots have also been 

deemed developable without regard to site-specific density calculations.     

 

 



When did site specific density calculations come into play?  

In 2002, prompted by a Martin County law suits over annexation, in accordance with Florida’s 

1980’s-Era Growth Management Law, the City was compelled to add residential densities to its 

Comprehensive Plan1 and in doing so chose to cap the “Low-Density Residential” land use category2 

at 7 units per acre. This category encompasses the R-1A, R-1 and R-2 (duplex) zoning districts.  

Sometime following this amendment, the LDC itself was inexplicably or perhaps inadvertently 

altered to include even more restrictive density caps of (4) four units per acre in the R-1A zoning 

category and (5) units per acre in the R-1 district.  In drafting these two amendments, City staff 

failed to recognize the conflicts they created between the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC, and 

within the LDC itself.  

Fixing the problem 

To resolve these conflicts, both the City’s Comprehensive Plan and its LDC must be amended.  

(Please see attached legal opinions from the City Attorney and outside experts Robert Apgar and 

Robert Pennok).  If no action is taken, there are several scenarios under which a property owner 

may no longer be able to seek a lot size variance from the Board of Adjustments or develop in 

reliance on the LDC’s minimum lot size standards in place since 1967.     

The following table illustrates the density versus minimum lot size conflicts:  

Zone  Current 

minimum lot 

size per LDC 

(Sq. Ft.)    

Required lot 

size if CP’s 7 

UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

4 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

5 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 7 

UPA density 

caps applied 

(Sq. Ft.)  

Lot meets 

CP’s 7 UPA 

density 

cap 

Lot 

meets 

LDC’s 

density 

cap 

Proposed 

Fix 

R-1A 10,000 6,223 10,890 NA NA YES NO 

Remove 4 

UPA cap in 

LDC 

R-1 7,500 6,223 NA 8,712 NA YES NO 

Remove 5 

UPA cap in 

LDC  

R-2 

duplex 
7,500 12,446 NA NA 12,446 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

11.62 for 

duplexes 

R-2 

Single 

Family 

6,000 6,223 NA NA 6,223 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

8.62 for 

Single 

Family 

 

 

                                                           

1 Each jurisdiction’s state-mandated comprehensive plan overrides any conflicting language that may exist within its land development 

code. 

 
2  Excluding the Pines/Windemere PUD, there are 629.4 acres of land within the “low-density residential” land use category, excluding 

rights-of-way. This category encompasses 2,102 residential parcels.  Approximately 74 of these are vacant. Dividing 629.4 acres by the 

number of existing single family and duplex parcels yields an average actual density of 3.34 units per acre.  This figure reduces further if 

rights-of-way are factored in.   



Are there any unintended consequences to the proposed remedial amendments? 

Some residents have expressed concern that remedially increasing the low-density residential caps 

in the City Comprehensive Plan and LDC may lead to unwanted or unanticipated growth.  Stuart’s 

historical growth patterns and existing regulatory safeguards suggest otherwise:   

 

� One need only look to Stuart’s 50-year history of controlling residential density thru 

minimum lot sizes and the good judgement of the BOA to see how well the approach has 

worked. 

 

� Again, no changes to the minimum lot sizes in the LDC, in place since 1967, are being 

proposed. 

 

� With regard to lot size variances, the BOA’s track record is a conservative one. In the last 50 

years only 27 of 227 variances requests have been for lot size reductions. Of those 27 

requests, 2 were withdrawn and another 2 were denied. In 50 years, only 23 variance 

requests for lot sizes have been approved.  When measured against the total number of low 

density residential lots in the City (2,102 lots) the potential for runaway growth because of 

actions by the BOA is de minimus.  (2,102 lots as compared to 23 substandard lots allowed 

by variance) 

 

� Tear down scenario.  What if a developer purchased (10) ten adjoining, already developed  

 riverfront parcels in the R-1A zoning district, tore the existing homes down, and with a 

newly increased density cap in place, sought a variance from the BOA to allow for a series of 

(20) twenty fifty-foot wide lots of 5,000 square foot each? While theoretically possible, in 

the decades before today’s density conflict was discovered, this scenario has never played 

out.  City residents are traditionally very vocal in protecting their neighborhoods from 

wholesale change and are not shy about making their feelings known to the BOA.  Also, to 

ensure quality and a degree of certainty about the final product, it has long been the BOA’s 

practice to require “compatible” site plans and architectural elevations as a condition of 

approval, including lot size reductions.  Finally, all BOA determinations are appealable to 

the City Commission.   

 

Notwithstanding these safeguard, to eliminate even the remotest possibility of the above 

scenario, if so directed, staff will draft additional language in the Comprehensive Plan and 

the LDC that forbids variance applications in the low-density residential category involving 

multiple lot consolidation and subdivision into smaller lots.   

    

Recommendation  

Staff strongly supports the City’s 50 year tradition of regulating residential density mainly thru 

minimum lot sizes and the BOA, and recommends moving forward with the attached remedial 

ordinances.    

 



 

 

Return to:  

 

City Attorney’s Office 

City of Stuart 

121 SW Flagler Street 

Stuart, FL 34994        

 
 

 

 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION  
CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA  

 
ORDINANCE NO: 2332-2017 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA AMENDING 

CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.03.05, TABLE 3 “MAXIMUM DWELLING 

UNITS PER ACRE” OF THE CITY'S LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, 

PROVIDING FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE CITY’S EXISTING AND 

LONG-STANDING MINIMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS BY 

INCREASING THE MAXIMUM DENSITIES FOR THE R-1A, R-1, R-2, 

R-3, RPUD, B-1, CPUD AND URBAN DISTRICTS TO BE CONSISTENT 

WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; AMENDING CHAPTER 

2.04.02, SUPPLEMENTAL AREA REQUIREMENTS”, AMENDING 

CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.07.00, “DESIGNATION OF PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT (PUD); AMENDING CHAPTER 12, “DEFINITIONS”, 

TO CLARIFY THE DEFINITION OF NET DENSITY AND DENSITY 

BONUS, DECLARING SAID AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSISTENT 

WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR A 

SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, A CONFLICT CLAUSE AND CODIFICATION; 

PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND FOR OTHER 

PURPOSES. 

 

******* 

WHEREAS, the effective regulation of zoning density, as a means of regulating the 

volume, location, and intensity of residential dwelling units is vital to the public's health 

safety and welfare; and 

WHEREAS, Policy A7.2 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan establishes a “Table of Land 

Use Densities and Intensities which provides that the maximum dwelling units per acre of 7 



 

 

dwelling units per acre within the Low Density Residential Future Land Use Designation; 

and 

WHEREAS, Objective B1 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan discourages urban sprawl 

by facilitating urban redevelopment and infill development of properties and planning for 

urban infill and redevelopment of lands located within Stuart in order to achieve a compact 

urban form. 

WHEREAS, on February 16, 2017, the Local Planning Agency met for the purpose of 

transmitting its recommended amendment to the Land Development Code; and  

WHEREAS, the Stuart City Commission held duly noticed public workshop on May 3, 

2017,  and public hearings on May 22 and June 12, 2017, to consider this ordinance and 

provide for full public participation in the Land Development Code amendment process. 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COMMISION OF THE CITY OF 

STUART, FLORIDA that: 

 

SECTION 1: The City of Stuart Land Development Code Chapter 2, Section 2.03.05, Table 3, 

“Maximum Dwelling Units per Acre” is hereby amended as follows:



 

 

TABLE 3 
 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE 
 

Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use 
Classification 

Zoning Districts 

R1-A R-1 R-2  R-3 RPUD¹ B-1 B-2 
B-
3 

B
-
4 

CPU
D 

P I 

I
P
U
D 

H 
PSP
UD 

MXPUD 
Urban 
Code 

District 

East Stuart 

GRO BMU SFD 

Low Density 
Residential 

 4  
8.72 

5   
8.72 

7 
8.72 to 
11.62 8   

4²/7³/15⁴ 
8.72 to 11.62 

8                               
Multi-family 
Residential       

10 to 
11.62 9 4²/7³/15⁴ 30 10  L L               152 30        

Office/Residential       
10 to 

11.62 9 15 30 10 10 10   

5⁷/7
⁸/10

4           152  30       

Commercial       10   10 L L   

5⁷/7
⁸/10

4           152  15       

Downtown 
Redevelopment       15/30 15/303 15/30 

15/
30     

5⁷/7
⁸/10

4           152 15/30⁶       

Neighborhood/ 
Special Dist.          15         

5⁷/7
⁸/10

4           152 15/30⁶       

Industrial                                         

East Stuart                               152   15/305 15/305 17 

Marine/Industrial       15     15                 152 15/30⁶       

Public                     E                   

Recreation                                         

Institutional         4²/7³/15⁴                               

Conservation                                         
R-1A Single Family - Estate; R-1 Single Family - General; R-2 Duplex; R-3 Multi-Family/Office; R-M Residential Multi-Family; B-1 Business -Limited; B-2 Business-General; B-3 Business-

Restricted; B-4 Limited Business/Manufacturing; P Public Service; I Industrial; H Hospital; Planned Unit Development (PUD) includes Residential (RPUD), Commercial (CPUD), Public Service 

(PSPUD), Industrial (IPUD), and Mixed Use (MXPUD); Urban Code District includes Urban General (UG), Urban Center (UC), Urban Neighborhood (UN), Urban Highway (UH), Urban 

Waterfront (UW); East Stuart District includes Business and Mixed Use (BMU), General Residential and Office (GRO), Single-family and Duplex (SFD).



 

 

 
 

 

Footnotes:  
 

1 = Assisted Living Facility (ALF) is allowed a maximum of 30 units per acre in 

land use classification multi-family residential, office/residential, and 

downtown redevelopment. 

2 = Single Family Detached Dwelling Unit            

3 = Single Family Attached Dwelling Unit            

4 = Multi-Family Dwelling Unit 

2 5 = Potential Bonus Units Allowable. Where not less than 50% of the total 

residential units of site are smaller than 1,500 square feet in size, then at the 

sole discretion of the city commission, a residential unit variety density bonus 

may be awarded (Refer to Land Development Code Table 2.07.00.C).  

3 6 = Up to 30 units with Major Urban Code Conditional Use         

7 = Based on R-1 Density Requirements         

8 = Based on R-2 Density Requirements           

4 9 = Based on R-3, B-1 and B-2 Density Requirements         

5 10 = Up to 30 with East Stuart District Conditional Use Approval  

6 11 = Up to 30 upon approval by City Commission with a RPUD within the 

Downtown Redevelopment Land Use area 

7 = Up to 11.62 dwelling units per acre for duplexes provided that such a density 

achieves certain performance standards in the Land Development Code 

8 = Maximum 8.72 dwelling units per acre for single family dwelling units and 

11.62 dwelling units per acre for duplex units  

9 =  Maximum ten (10) dwelling units per acre for single and 11.62 dwelling 

units per acre for multi-family and duplex units 

E = Only Residential dwelling unit allowed and only by Conditional Use  

L = Limited. No maximum density established by Land Development Code or Comprehensive 

Plan at this time. Rather, the term "Limited" is used instead of a numerical value. 

 

2.04.02 SUPPLEMENTAL AREA REQUIREMENTS 

 

A. Minimum width and area of lots, unless varied by the Board of Adjustments via a 

variance approval. 

1. No lot, even though it may consist of one or more adjacent lots of record, shall be 

reduced so that the lot width or depth, front side or rear yard, minimum lot area of 

other requirements of this code are not maintained. This section shall not apply 

when a portion of a lot is subsequently acquired for public purposes. 

2. No residential lot shall be less than 60 feet in width.  In the case of irregularly 

shaped lots, the average lot width shall be measured and determined in accordance 

with the definition of average lot width set forth in Chapter XII. 

3. No platted lot shall contain less than 6,000 square feet. 

 

 



 

 

2.07.00 DESIGNATION OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)  

 

3. Density.  The net residential density for an RPUD shall not exceed the maximum permitted 

as prescribed by the following: 

 

A. Single-family, detached: Four 8.72 dwelling units per acre 

 

B. Single-family, attached: Seven 8.72 dwelling units per acre 

 

C. Multiple-family residential: 15 30 dwelling units per acre 

 

2.03.03. Planned Unit Development (PUD) density 

 

The density for a planned unit development shall not exceed those densities set forth in Table 

3 – Maximum Dwelling Units per Acre, unless a density bonus as defined herein, has been 

granted by the city commission as part of a planned unit development zoning agreement.  

 

Chapter 12, “definitions”, to clarify the definition of net density and density bonus 

 

Density Bonus:  Additional residential density may be approved for a RPUD in accordance with 

the City of Stuart's comprehensive plan and land development regulations provided the total 

density does not exceed 30 dwelling units per acre. A density bonus may only be granted at the 

discretion of the City Commission as an incentive for developments to provide greater public 

amenities or housing opportunities which enhance the City, such as affordable housing, new 

housing stock, or housing types that are in demand. 

 

Net density:  The net density of a project shall be computed by dividing the total number of 

units to be constructed by the net residential acreage of the parcel. The net residential acreage 

of a parcel shall be the acreage devoted to residential lots buildings, and accessory structures 

rights-of-way, common areas, landscape buffers and retention areas less all bodies of water 

including wet retention areas, the dedicated public open space, all easements dedicated to a 

governmental body for a public use, all public and private road right-of-ways, and required 

protected environmentally sensitive areas.   



 

 

SECTION 2: All ordinances or parts of ordinances herewith are hereby repealed to the extent 

of such conflict. 

 

SECTION 3: If any word, clause, sentence, paragraph, section or part thereof contained in this 

Ordinance is declared to be unconstitutional, unenforceable, void or inoperative by a court of 

competent jurisdiction, such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this 

Ordinance. 

 

SECTION 4:    The provisions of this ordinance shall be codified. 

 

SECTION 5:  This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon adoption. 

  

 

PASSED on First Reading this ______ day of _____________, 2017. 

 

 

Commissioner _________________ offered the foregoing ordinance and moved its adoption.  The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner _____________ and upon being put to a roll call vote, the 

vote was as follows: 

 

THOMAS CAMPENNI, MAYOR    

TROY A. MCDONALD,  VICE MAYOR     

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, COMMISSIONER    

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARK, COMMISSIONER    

 

ADOPTED on second and final reading this _____ day of ___________________, 2017. 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________     __________________________ 

CHERYL WHITE      THOMAS CAMPENNI 

CITY CLERK       MAYOR 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

AND CORRECTNESS: 

 

 

__________________________ 

MICHAEL J. MORTELL 

CITY ATTORNEY 

  



Data and Analysis Summary 
 
This section provides data and analysis, including an examination of consistency with Rule 

Chapter 9J-5, F.A.C. and Chapter 163, F.S. and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 

 

A. Procedure 

 

The proposed amendment to adopted Comprehensive Plan policies is a text amendment subject 

to the Expedited State Review Process per provisions of Chapter 163.3184(3) and (5), Florida 

Statutes, adopted by the 2011 state legislation.  The Expedited State Review Process applies to 

all comprehensive plan amendments except small scale amendments and amendments that must 

follow the State Coordinated Review process, such as the Evaluation and Appraisal Review 

(EAR) - based amendments. 

 

If the Commission approves the proposed amendment, it will be transmitted for review to the 

Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), currently the state land planning agency.  

Within the DEO, the program is then administered by the Division of Community Planning and 

Development and Bureau of Comprehensive Planning. The final adoption by the City 

Commission is tentatively scheduled for July of 2017. 

 

B. Proposed Text Changes 

 

This amendment will address a discrepancy between gross density within the Comprehensive 

Plan and densities long since established in the City’s Land Development Code and historic 

growth patterns by updating the land use categories so they better align with the City’s vision 

through adopting the new density requirements of Ordinance No. 2342-2017 into the 

Comprehensive Plan. Please see Exhibit “A” for the text of the proposed text amendment. 

 

The proposed increases in maximum density can be summarized as follows:  

 

(A) Low Density Residential land use category from <7 to <8.72 for single family uses 

(B) Low Density Residential land use category from <7 to 11.62 for duplex uses 

(C) Multi-Family Residential land use category from <15 to <30 for RPUD only 

(D) Multi-Family Residential land use category from <10 to <11.62 

(E) Office/Residential land use category from <15 to <30 for RPUD only 

(F) Office/Residential land use category from <10 to <11.62 

(G) East Stuart land use category from <15 to <17 

 

 



C. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 

 

This proposed amendment furthers several provisions of the Future Land Use and Housing 

Elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including the items listed below. 

 

Exhibit “B” – Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies Consistency Analysis 

  

D. Land Development Code Implications 

 

This proposed amendment will result in changes to the Land Development Code (LDC). Please 

see Ordinance No. 2332-2017, attached as Exhibit “C” for the text of the proposed text 

amendment. This will be amended concurrently with the Comprehensive Plan text amendment in 

order to provide stream less consistency between the two documents. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

As indicated herein and analyzed fully in Exhibit “D”, staff recommends approval of the 

proposed City-initiated Comprehensive Plan text amendment and a related Land Development 

Code text amendment implementing the changes to the Comprehensive plan for transmittal to the 

State for an Expedited State Review. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Exhibit “A” 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Revisions 

Strike thru text in red 

Added text in blue 

 

Policy A7.2. Gross densities, gross intensities and proportional use amounts for each land use 

category are established in the “Table of Land Use Densities and Intensities” that is adopted as 

part of this element. 

Table of Land Use Densities and Intensities 

  Residential Non-Residential 

   RPUD or Major UCE
2
     

Land Use 

Category 

In/Out 

CRA
1
 

General Not 

ACLF
4
 

ACLF >15 

du/a

cre
5
 

%reside

ntial 

General >2.0 

FAR
3
 

%non-

resident

ial 

Low Density 

Residential 

NA <7 

du/ac 

<8.72 

du/ac 

to 11.62 

du/ac 
5
 

<7 

du/ac 

<8.72 

du/ac 

to 

11.62 

du/ac 
5
 

none None 95-100 <0.75 

FAR 

 0-5% 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

In <15 

du/ac 
<15 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 
<5 ac 70-100 <3.0 

FAR 

<20 

ac 

0-30% 

Out <10 

du/ac to 

11.62 

du/ac 
9 
 

 

15 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<40 

ac 

70-100 <0.5 

FAR 

 0-30% 

Commercial In  <15 

du/ac 

<15 <30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 0-15 <3.0 

FAR 

<50 

ac 

85-

100% 

Out <10 

du/ac 

<10 <30 

du/ac 

<25 

ac 

0-15 <1.5 

FAR 

 85-

100% 

Office/ 

Residential 

In <15 

du/ac 
<15 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 0-25 <3.0 

FAR 

<10 

ac 

75-

100% 

Out <10 

du/ac  
<10 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 0-25 <1.5 

FAR 

 75-

100% 



to 11.62 

du/ac 
9 
 

<30 

du/ac 

Industrial In None    0 <3.0 

FAR 

<10 

ac 

100% 

 Out None    0 <1.0 

FAR 

 100% 

Public  None    0 <1.0 

FAR 

 100% 

Institutional  <10 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 
<5 ac 0 <0.75 

FAR 

 100% 

Recreation  None     <0.5 

FAR 

 100% 

Downtown 

Redevelopment 

 <15 

du/ac
8
 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<25 

ac 

0-70 <4.0 

FAR 

<50 

ac 

0-70%
6 

 

Neighborhood/ 

Special District 

In <15 

du/ac 

 <30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 30-90 <3.0 

FAR 

<10 

ac 

10-70% 

Out <15 

du/ac 

 <30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 30-90 <2.0 

FAR 

 10-70% 

East Stuart NA <15 

du/ac 

<17 

du/ac 

<15 

du/ac 

<17 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 70-100 <1.5 

FAR 

 0-30% 

Conservation  None    0 <10% 

ISR 

 100% 

Marina/ 

Industrial 

 <15 

du/ac 

<15 

du/ac 

NA <5 ac 0-25 <3.0 

FAR 

<5 ac 0-75% 

 

1 
CRA = Community Redevelopment Agency. A delineated area 

2 
RPUD = Residential Planned Unit Development; Major UCE = Major Urban Code 

Exception Major UCCU = Major Urban Code Conditional Use 

3 
The total number of acres in developments approved and constructed after the policy effective 

date that exceed 2.0 FAR shall not exceed the specified amount. 

4 
ACLF = Assisted Adult Congregated Living Facility 

5 
The Total number of acres in developments approved and constructed after the policy 

effective date that exceed 15 du/ac shall not exceed the specified amount and shall be 

approved via a Planned Unit Development or Major Urban Code Exception 

5
 This designation is intended for parcels that are suited for single family attached and 

detached and duplex development ranging in density from 8.72 for single family units to 

11.62 for duplex units. 

6 
Recreation uses shall not exceed 25 percent of the land area 



7 
ISR = Impervious surface ratio. Not to exceed 10,000 square feet for any contiguous parcel. 

8 
Shall be interpreted on an Urban Subdistrict basis within the CRA (including Urban 

Neighborhood, Urban General, Urban Center, Urban Waterfront, and Urban Highway) 

9 
This designation is intended for parcels that are suited for single family attached and 

detached, duplex and multi-family development ranging in density from 10 for single 

family units to 11.62 for multi-family and duplex units. 

Note: Throughout the City, properties located in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA), as 

identified on the future land use map in the Coastal Element of the Comprehensive Plan, are 

limited to 15 dwelling units per acre unless the applicant can demonstrate to comply with 

Florida Statute 163.3178 (9)(a)1,2 and 3. ALFs shall continue to be prohibited within the 

Coastal High Hazard Area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit “B” 

Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies Consistency Analysis 

 
The following are adopted Comprehensive Plan policies in support of the text changes: 

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT 

Policy A5.1: The Future Land Use Element of the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan shall 

provide land for future residential use to promote a more compact development pattern. 

This shall include sufficient land suitable for the public utility facilities needed to support 

the projected level and pattern of development.  

Staff Comment:  The areas that the City are promoting an allowance to split into higher 

density lots are within the Low Density Residential Land Use Category. Map A illustrates 

the location of the Low Density Land Use Category, a majority of which is centrally 

located within the City, adjacent to the downtown area and a majority of which is located 

within the City’s Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). By allowing lot splits 

when there is a reasonable request for a hardship, the City will allow more compact 

development patterns within existing infrastructure and in conformance with current 

patterns of development.  

Policy A5.4: City land development regulations and housing programs should support the 

provision of housing for very-low income to moderate income residents. 

Staff Comment:  The City has historically observed smaller lot sizes and in turn smaller 

houses as desirable within the City’s platted neighborhoods.  This can be contributed to 

the fact that smaller houses are more affordable to purchase and maintain. The trend 

toward smaller houses and the correlation between affordable housing and the size of the 

lot demonstrate the necessity for the City to remain flexible in regard to minimum lot 

sizes, which includes the increasing of densities to ensure that 5,000 square foot lots 

within all zoning districts are attainable under the density limits of the Comprehensive 

Plan. 

Objective B1: Compact Urban Form. Discourage urban sprawl by facilitating urban 

redevelopment and infill development of properties and planning for urban infill and 

redevelopment of lands located within Stuart in order to achieve a compact urban form. 

Staff Comment:  Similar to the comment above regarding compact urban form, the City 

is encouraging infill development and redevelopment of lands located within the Low 

Density Land Use category, by allowing them to petition the City for smaller minimum 

lot sizes.  

 



 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Policy A2.6: Housing opportunities. In order to expand the number and type of 

opportunities for affordable housing, the City will encourage new construction through 

density bonuses and other provisions provided through the land development regulations 

as well as through grants and special programs administrated by the City.  

Staff Comment: It is the intent of the City to provide a more diverse housing stock with 

greater housing opportunities, and to regulate those provisions through the adherence of 

minimum lot sizes within the City’s Land Development Regulations, which will allow for 

the provision of a variance to reduce the size of lots to no less than 5,000 square feet 

within the Low Density Land Use Category for single family lots, and a total of 7,000 

square feet for duplexes in the same land use. This will allow the City to regulate 

expansion of the housing stock and allow opportunities where they conform with the 

provisions of the code.  

Policy E.1.1: The City shall continue to apply existing standards within its LDC to 

encourage reinvestment in the City’s existing housing stock. These standards include 

relaxed lot coverage and setback provisions, cottage lot allowanced and less restrictive 

variance criteria. 

Staff Comment: The City’s cottage lot allowances are being promoted by the relaxation 

of density limits mandated by the Comprehensive Plan. By allowing 5,000 square foot 

lots, the City is encouraging reinvestment in the City’s existing housing stock.



 

Exhibit “C” 

 
TABLE 3 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE 
 

Comprehensive 

Plan Land Use 

Classification 

Zoning Districts 

R1-A R-1 R-2  R-3 
RPUD¹ 

B-1 B-2 
B-

3 

B

-

4 

CPU

D 
P I 

I

P

U

D 

H 
PSP

UD 
MXPUD 

Urban 

Code 

District 

East Stuart 

GRO BMU SFD 

Low Density 

Residential 

 4  

8.72 

5   

8.72 

7 

8.72 to 

11.62 8   

4²/7³/15⁴ 

8.72 to 11.62 

8                               

Multi-family 

Residential       

10 to 

11.62 9 4²/7³/15⁴ 30 10  L L               152 30        

Office/Residential       

10 to 

11.62 9 15 30 10 10 10   

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152  30       

Commercial       10   10 L L   

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152  15       

Downtown 

Redevelopment       15/30 15/303 15/30 

15/

30     

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152 15/30⁶       

Neighborhood/ 

Special Dist.          15         

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152 15/30⁶       

Industrial                                         



East Stuart 
                              152   15/305 15/305 17 

Marine/Industrial       15     15                 152 15/30⁶       

Public                     E                   

Recreation                                         

Institutional         4²/7³/15⁴                               

Conservation                                         

R-1A Single Family - Estate; R-1 Single Family - General; R-2 Duplex; R-3 Multi-Family/Office; R-M Residential Multi-Family; B-1 Business -Limited; B-2 Business-General; B-3 Business-

Restricted; B-4 Limited Business/Manufacturing; P Public Service; I Industrial; H Hospital; Planned Unit Development (PUD) includes Residential (RPUD), Commercial (CPUD), Public Service 

(PSPUD), Industrial (IPUD), and Mixed Use (MXPUD); Urban Code District includes Urban General (UG), Urban Center (UC), Urban Neighborhood (UN), Urban Highway (UH), Urban 

Waterfront (UW); East Stuart District includes Business and Mixed Use (BMU), General Residential and Office (GRO), Single-family and Duplex (SFD).



 

Footnotes:  
 

1 = Assisted Living Facility (ALF) is allowed a maximum of 30 units per acre in 

land use classification multi-family residential, office/residential, and 

downtown redevelopment. 

2 = Single Family Detached Dwelling Unit           

3 = Single Family Attached Dwelling Unit           

4 = Multi-Family Dwelling Unit 

2 5 = Potential Bonus Units Allowable. Where not less than 50% of the total 

residential units of site are smaller than 1,500 square feet in size, then at the 

sole discretion of the city commission, a residential unit variety density bonus 

may be awarded (Refer to Land Development Code Table 2.07.00.C).  

3 6 = Up to 30 units with Major Urban Code Conditional Use        

7 = Based on R-1 Density Requirements        

8 = Based on R-2 Density Requirements          

4 9 = Based on R-3, B-1 and B-2 Density Requirements        

5 10 = Up to 30 with East Stuart District Conditional Use Approval  

6 11 = Up to 30 upon approval by City Commission with a RPUD within the 

Downtown Redevelopment Land Use area 

7 = Up to 11.62 dwelling units per acre for duplexes provided that such a 
density achieves certain performance standards in the Land 
Development Code 
8 = Maximum 8.72 dwelling units per acre for single family dwelling 
units and 11.62 dwelling units per acre for duplex units  
9 = Maximum ten (10) dwelling units per acre for single and 11.62 
dwelling units per acre for multi-family and duplex units 
E = Only Residential dwelling unit allowed and only by Conditional Use  

L = Limited. No maximum density established by Land Development Code or 

Comprehensive Plan at this time. Rather, the term "Limited" is used instead of a numerical 

value. 

 

2.04.02 SUPPLEMENTAL AREA REQUIREMENTS 

A. Minimum width and area of lots, unless varied by the Board of Adjustments via a 
variance approval. 
1. No lot, even though it may consist of one or more adjacent lots of record, shall be 



reduced so that the lot width or depth, front side or rear yard, minimum lot area of 

other requirements of this code are not maintained. This section shall not apply 

when a portion of a lot is subsequently acquired for public purposes. 

2. No residential lot shall be less than 60 feet in width.  In the case of irregularly 

shaped lots, the average lot width shall be measured and determined in 

accordance with the definition of average lot width set forth in Chapter XII. 

3. No platted lot shall contain less than 6,000 square feet. 

 

2.07.00 DESIGNATION OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)  

3. Density.  The net residential density for an RPUD shall not exceed the maximum 

permitted as prescribed by the following: 

 

A. Single-family, detached: Four 8.72 dwelling units per acre 

 

B. Single-family, attached: Seven 8.72 dwelling units per acre 

 

C. Multiple-family residential: 15 30 dwelling units per acre 

 

2.03.03. Planned Unit Development (PUD) density 

 

The density for a planned unit development shall not exceed those densities set forth in 

Table 3 – Maximum Dwelling Units per Acre, unless a density bonus as defined herein, has 

been granted by the city commission as part of a planned unit development zoning 

agreement.  

 

Chapter 12, “definitions”, to clarify the definition of net density and density bonus 

 

Density Bonus:  Additional residential density may be approved for a RPUD in 

accordance with the City of Stuart's comprehensive plan and land development 

regulations provided the total density does not exceed 30 dwelling units per acre. A 

density bonus may only be granted at the discretion of the City Commission as an 

incentive for developments to provide greater public amenities or housing 

opportunities which enhance the City, such as affordable housing, new housing stock, 

or housing types that are in demand. 

Net density:  The net density of a project shall be computed by dividing the total number of 

units to be constructed by the net residential acreage of the parcel. The net residential 

acreage of a parcel shall be the acreage devoted to residential lots buildings, and accessory 

structures rights-of-way, common areas, landscape buffers and retention areas less all 



bodies of water including wet retention areas, the dedicated public open space, all 

easements dedicated to a governmental body for a public use, all public and private 

road right-of-ways, and required protected environmentally sensitive areas.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Exhibit “D” 

Data & Analysis 

In compliance with Florida Statutes, this Exhibit provides details the background, analysis of 

potential impacts and level of service analysis regarding the specific text changes identified in 

Exhibit “A”. 

 

The sections within the Data and Analysis are organized to analyze the impacts of the 

Comprehensive Plan text change identified in Exhibit “A”, as follows: 1) Background 

Information; 2) Population Trends and Change in Population, 3) Analysis and Impact of the 

Proposed Density Changes, 4) Vacant land and infill development, 5) Infrastructure level of 

service analysis, with subsections of a) Sanitary sewer, b) Solid waste, c) Drainage, d) Potable 

water, e) recreation, f) transportation, and g) public education, 6) consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan, 7) consistency with Florida Statues and 8) intergovernmental coordination 

and public participation.   

 

1) Background Information 

Since the City’s first comprehensive zoning code was adopted in 1967, minimum lot sizes for 

one and two-family homes have remained unchanged. In 2002, prompted by a Martin County 

law suits over annexation, and in accordance with Florida’s 1980’s-Era Growth Management 

Law, the City addressed compliance with Florida Statute 163.3177, by adding residential 

densities to its Comprehensive Plan. In doing so, the City chose to cap the “Low-Density 

Residential” land use category at 7 units per acre. This category encompasses the R-1A, R-1 and 

R-2 (duplex) zoning districts.  In drafting these Comprehensive Plan density caps, the City failed 

to recognize the conflicts created between the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC, and between 

the Comprehensive Plan and long standing practice to allow variances to the minimum lot size. 

To resolve these “house cleaning” conflicts, amendments to both the City’s Comprehensive Plan 

and its LDC are proposed. If no action is taken, there are several scenarios under which a 

property owner may no longer be able to seek a lot size variance from the Board of Adjustments 

or develop in reliance on the LDC’s minimum lot size standards in place since 1967.     

 

 

 

 

 

 



The following table illustrates the density versus minimum lot size conflicts:  

Zone  Current 

minimum lot 

size per LDC 

(Sq. Ft.)    

Required lot 

size if CP’s 7 

UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

4 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

5 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 7 

UPA density 

caps applied 

(Sq. Ft.)  

Lot meets 

CP’s 7 UPA 

density 

cap 

Lot 

meets 

LDC’s 

density 

cap 

Proposed 

Fix 

R-1A 10,000 6,223 10,890 NA NA YES NO 

Remove 4 

UPA cap in 

LDC 

R-1 7,500 6,223 NA 8,712 NA YES NO 

Remove 5 

UPA cap in 

LDC  

R-2 

duplex 
7,500 12,446 NA NA 12,446 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

11.62 for 

duplexes 

R-2 

Single 

Family 

6,000 6,223 NA NA 6,223 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

8.62 for 

Single 

Family 

 

The “house cleaning” of the City’s densities within the Future Land Use Element is namely due 

to a significant number of properties classified as Low Density Residential carry a conventional 

zoning designation with maximum densities exceeding the 7 dwelling unit per acre prescribed 

for the Low Density Land Use category. In lieu of creating new Land Use Categories, the City 

has elected to raise the overall densities to match the established historic lot sizes.  

The total number of lots within the Low Density Residential land use category is 2,399. 304 of 

these properties are located within a built RPUD, which the City would not expect to benefit 

from the changes in the land use designation. A few hundred of the remaining 2,095 properties 

are within the CRA, which is an area that the city is encouraging infill redevelopment. Maps A 

and B on the following pages, show the location of the Low Density Residential areas and the 

zoning of those areas, minus the RPUD. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Map A. Low Density Residential Property versus all property 

 

 

 

 



Map B.  R-1A, R-1 and R-2 Zoned Property versus all property 

 

 



2) Population Trends and Change in Population 

The population of the City from 1990 to 2000 grew at a rate of 18.2%. Since 2000, the rate 

declined to an average annual rate of 6.3%.  According to the estimates of population by County 

and City in Florida, 2016, Stuart is estimated to have 16,148 persons as of April 1, 2016. The 

total change between 2010 and 2016 is estimated to be 555 persons, or 3.4%. The 2010 Census 

recorded 15,593 persons. After experiencing an average annual growth of over 5% for the first 

half of the 2000s, the City’s more recent population growth has been stagnant according to 

University of Florida’s BEBR estimates.   

Permanent Population for the City of Stuart, U.S. Census Bureau 

1990 2000 2010 2016 

11,936 14,605 15,593 16,148 

 

The declining rate of population increase is mainly due to the fact that the city is nearing 

complete buildout and population increase has been decelerating region and state-wide, 

especially since the time of the housing bust of 2007. 

Permanent Population for the City of Stuart 

As referenced from the Population Technical Bulletin, prepared by Martin County, 2015. 

2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

16,148 17,140 17,902 18,545 19,112 19,591 

 

Peak Population for the City of Stuart, 

As referenced from the Population Technical Bulletin, prepared by Martin County, 2015. 

2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

16,148 18,958 19,721 20,363 20,930 21,409 

 

Although the City’s Capital Improvement budget, which analyzes the City’s capacity to serve 

and maintain adopted Level of Service standards, takes into consideration a natural growth rate 

for the next five years, it is important to note that due to mainly infill development, the City 

already anticipates the 2040 permanent population to be 19,591 and the peak population may be 

21,409.   

 

 

 

 



3) Analysis and Impact of the Proposed Density Changes 

The impact of increasing the density within the Comprehensive Plan within the Low Density 

Residential, Multi-Family Residential, Office-Residential, and East Stuart, is in the practical 

sense permitting the City to proceed with long standing procedures, which allow the City to 

adhere to the minimum lot sizes contained within the City’s Land Development Code (which has 

remained unchanged for over 50 years since its adoption) and allow the City’s Board of 

Adjustment to vary those minimum lot sizes when a complete variance application is requested 

and the testimony presents a clear hardship to permit a reduced lot size in the context of 

established, platted neighborhoods.  The elimination of a City-wide discrepancy whereby a 

significant number of properties were allowed smaller lot sizes since the establishment of the 

City’s Land Development Code with the density limitations adopted and imposed on those lots 

since 2002, is determined not to be a significant change in the number of lots or population.  This 

is due to historic fact that these lots either exist or were always anticipated to be formed, since 

they meet the long standard minimum lot sizes of the City’s Land Development Code.  

In order to anticipate the formation of new lots granted by variance to be smaller than the 

minimum lot sizes, the City has determined that existing vacant lots are the only lots that 

represent a likely and best case scenario of redevelopment and infill. Demonstrated on Map C on 

the following page and further explained in the next section of the analysis, the total numbers of 

vacant properties that are potentially impacted are only 74 lots.  Even if each one of these vacant 

lots are able to demonstrate a hardship, only 74 additional lots may be created due to the increase 

in density contained in the proposed language above the minimum lot sizes of the Land 

Development Code.  Based on the unlikely scenario that each vacant lot does subdivide, the 

increase of 74 lots have been determined to be de Minimis due to the comparative size of the 

City (2,399 low density lots), and the most likely scenario of development (74 lots, or 3%).  Of 

note, the City has 8,777 housing units as of the 2010 census. The impact of the comprehensive 

plan text amendment in the context of the entire city is .8% of the city’s total number of units. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Map C. Vacant properties within the Low Density Land Use Category. 

 

The City acknowledges that the increase in allowable density is not limited to vacant lots, and 

therefore, lots with residences may be torn down to allow for smaller lot splits than currently 

allowed, or due to the situation of the residence, the lot splits may occur without having the 

residence torn down. In either case, these scenarios represent an unlikely scenario and the worst 

case scenario of redevelopment, as it is uncharacteristic for the City to see that many lot splits 

over the City’s history.  As an example, Map D on the following page demonstrates the 

relatively small number of demolitions the City processes to determine the historic likelihood 

that the City may see tear downs and subdivisions after the adoption of higher densities within 

the Comprehensive Plan. Since 2000, the City has processed 134 Residential Demolitions within 

the Residential Low Density Land Use Category, but it should be noted that 23 of those lots were 

within the Witham Field landing buffer zone and should not be considered voluntary. Therefore, 

the City has 111 demolition requests, or an average of about 6.5 per year.  

 

 



Map D. Demolition Permits Issued 2000-2017 

 

 



Finally, the city acknowledges that the total area under the Residential Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) category that could potentially be unrestricted since there is no size 

requirement to become a RPUD. Under the proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendment, a 

density bonus program currently referred to in the City’s Land Development Regulations is 

allowed to potentially increase the PUD density from 15 units per acre to 30 units per acre. Only 

62.96 acres of this category are currently vacant and may benefit from the proposed density 

bonus. There is a potential increase of 944 units, due to the comprehensive plan text amendment. 

However, staff notes that these are not guaranteed units and may only awarded based on density 

bonuses. 

With a total potential increase of 74 lots, the City may experience an additional 170 residents. 

(74 new lots x 2.3 household size = 170 total new residents).  Please note that this total does not 

take into account how many of the new residence might be seasonal. Because this change in 

population takes into account the full redevelopment of the city’s residential lots, and the 

redevelopment of all of the residential vacant lots, the hypothetical built-out population scenario 

would be 19,761 (19,591+ 170).  

4) Vacant land and infill development 

The chief factor limiting the potential impact of the proposed density increase is the fact that 

almost all land under the Residential Low Density category is already developed.  

The Comprehensive Plan text amendment only impacts the by-right density of the East Stuart 

and Low Density Residential land use category, and for density bonuses to Residential Planned 

Unit Development (RPUD) zoned properties. The vacant areas of the Low Density Residential 

land use category is demonstrated and tabulated on Map D, broken down by zoning district.  The 

chart demonstrates that the total numbers of vacant properties that are potentially impacted are 

only 74 lots. This represents the highest reasonable impact in the short term, because it does not 

take into consideration lot splits with a residence currently built on the property.  

Also note that the vacant parcels within East Stuart have always been developed in this fashion 

without a minimum lot size and with density in the Land Development Regulations equal to the 

proposed Comprehensive Plan Text amendment. Therefore, the City finds that these impacts 

have been known to our level of service analysis.  

Infill Development 

The City has several policies that support the potential increase in density within the existing 

fabric of the city as a planning tool to decrease urban sprawl in locations that support the 

additional density. By potentially decreasing urban sprawl, the City may ultimately decrease the 

public expenditure of needed infrastructure, decrease overall traffic on US 1 (which is the only 

road that is failing concurrency), benefit the environment and have a positive effect on health and 

quality of life of our residence.  



According to the Urban Land Institute (2007), Growing Cooler: Evidence on Urban 

Development and Climate Change, more compact urban development strategies helps reduce 

vehicle miles traveled.  Coupled with the analysis of the City’s Economic Element performed by 

the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), the City’s commercial activities employ 

21,627 people who live outside of the city, while only employing 1,497 who call Stuart home.  

Taking into consideration that 4,078 residents commute to work outside the city, a net traffic 

positive flow of 17,549 commuters travel into Stuart at peak rush hours. This imbalance is a root 

cause for traffic concurrency issues on Highway One. If lots within our Low Density Land Use 

areas utilize the variance process to subdivide and add some additional units to the City’s 

housing stock, it may be in the City’s best interest to allow the variance process to work as it has 

been working for so long.  

A city with a core density has also been linked to increased productivity. The Federal Reserve 

Bank of New York’s 2010 report, Productivity and the Density of Human Capital, reviewed 363 

metropolitan areas to understand how density affects an area’s economic productivity.  Although 

this report reviewed metropolitan areas, the findings may be applied to smaller cities like Stuart. 

The study shows that sector with the highest productivity gains due where higher density patterns 

existed were those in the professional services, education, arts and entertainment, information 

and finance sectors. These are Sectors that the City is currently invested in and desires to 

continue to invest in.  

Infrastructure is also an important factor in why a small City may benefit from some additional 

housing in the core of its city. As a community expands outward, new infrastructure is required 

and be maintained. The City has focused its budget on continuing excellent public services and 

fund new infrastructure projects as they are needed. Choosing to focus on increasing density in 

areas where infrastructure already exists not only the most cost-effective way to use limited 

resources, but additionally, easier and quicker to maintain. Focusing on funds within higher 

densities also creates more of an impact to public benefit. The city is aggressively providing 

inexpensive avenues to convert septic and wells to water and sewer. Because of this emphasis, 

the City is well prepared if there is a small increase of 170 new residents.   

Furthermore, it may be argued that dense development is poor development and not in keeping 

with a small community, but that is not necessarily the case. Compact development strategies are 

outliving the sprawling commuter city strategies, because compact development is far more 

sustainable. Also, the underlining fabric of a city’s sustainable density is demonstrated by the 

underlying 5,000 square foot lots that were originally platted and planned for these 

neighborhoods in the 1920s.  These original plats took into consideration density clustering to 

provide more walkable blocks and sharing of infrastructure. A majority of these platted 

neighborhoods dedicated alley-ways and rights of ways that create spaces that make the 

complete neighborhood subdivision feel less dense and in fact can be calculated today to be less 

dense (if the city included alleyways and rights of ways in the density calculation of these 

subdivisions). Although times have changed since the 1920s, so has the role of citizen 



participation in our local government. Higher densities can address a number of sustainable 

development issues, such as walkable neighborhoods, local housing stock, access to housing, and 

quality development, in order to realize the benefits of compact neighborhoods.  It is important 

to recognize that higher densities make walkability possible and great design makes it enjoyable. 

It is through the public variance process promoted by the City and allowed by the proposed 

Ordinance that these issues may be discussed to benefit the land owner, the neighborhood and 

the City. 

5) Infrastructure level of service analysis 

The State requires an assessment of the financial feasibility of providing infrastructure needed to 

achieve and maintain adopted level of service standards and sustain concurrency. A level of 

service (LOS) analysis and an assessment of the financial feasibility of the comprehensive plan 

were conducted in conjunction with each update of the Capital Improvement Element.  

Comprehensive Plan Level of Service 

A description of availability of and the demand on sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable 

water, water supply, traffic circulation, schools, and recreation is required by section 163.3177 

F.S.   

The adopted LOS standards for infrastructure services are set forth in policies in the 

Infrastructure, Transportation and Parks and Recreation Elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  

They are summarized in Policy A3.1 of the Capital Improvements Element.  

Summary of Level of Service Standards 

Facility Level of Service Standard 

Sanitary Sewer facilities 80 gallons per capita per day for residential 

1,100 gpapd for non-residential 

115 gpcpd total 

Solid Waste facilities 3.5 pounds per capita per day (residential) 

.007 pounds per square foot per day (non-residential) 

Drainage Facilities Retention of half of the runoff from a 25-year, 3 day duration storm 

event on parcels greater than 1 acre or 10-year 3-day duration storm 

event on parcels less than 1 acre 

Potable Water 250 gallons per day per equivalent residential connection 

Recreation Facilities 3 acres of developed community park per 1,000 permanent and seasonal 

residents 

Transportation Facilities LOS E at peak hour for arterials except,  

A) An interim standard of maintain is established for the following 

roadways: 

SR 707 from Green River Parkway to south of Wright Blvd 

SR 714 from Palm City Bridge to SR 76 

B) Transportation level of service standards shall not be applied to 



any development occurring within  he TCEA 

C) Transportation level of service standards for arterials within the 

TCEA Buffer area shall allow an additional 30% increase in peak 

hour traffic over the adopted level of service standards otherwise 

set in this policy 

Public Education Facilities See a more detailed section below on Public Education facilities 

 

a) Sanitary Sewer 

Sanitary Sewer level of service standard for sanitary sewer is 80 gallons per capita per day. 

According to the City’s Public Works Department, we are meeting and exceeding the 80 gallons 

per capita per day threshold. While using 50% of water use outside, and 166 gallons per capita 

per day for water usage. The Public Works Department confirmed via memorandum that the 

anticipated increase in population should not be a concern. 

b) Solid Waste 

The city processes approximately 17,263 tons of commercial garbage, including multi-family 

residential per day. The City’s Public Works Department currently processes 2.19 pounds per 

capita per day for garbage and .69 pounds per capita per day for recycling, in line with the 3.5 

pounds per capita per day LOS service standard. The Public Works Department confirmed via 

memorandum that the anticipated increase in population should not be a concern. 

c) Drainage  

The Public Works Department confirmed via memorandum that the anticipated increase in 

population should not be a concern toward drainage requirements, as they are held to standards 

during development that should keep the City within the LOS standard threshold. 

d) Potable Water 

The City owns and operates its own potable water supply system. All responsibilities for the 

treatment and distribution of public water supply to the residents and businesses within its 

service area, which includes a small portion of unincorporated Martin County, are assumed by 

the City.  In addition, there are areas of the City which receive potable water service from Martin 

County Consolidated Water System.  

Raw water for the Stuart water system is provided by 24 production wells drawing from the 

Surficial Aquifer System (SAS).  In addition, Stuart received an average of 500,000 gallons per 

day from the Northrup Grumman Corporation remediation system. 

Stuart currently operates a single water treatment facility, which consists of three 2-MGD 

treatment units, with a finished peak-day capacity of 4.355 MGD, although the current 

Consumptive Use Permit (CUP) only permits a maximum withdrawal of 3.67 MGD.  



The current average daily output of finished water is approximately 3.25 MGD   

Population projections for the Stuart water service areas are below: 

YEAR Service Area Total (Resident Population) 

2018    19,960 

    

The City has adopted finished potable water level of service standard of 250 gallons per day 

equivalent residential connection, as part of the Ten-Year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan.  

e) Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) 

An evaluation of the effectiveness of the City’s TCEA was conducted as part of the EAR, in 

accordance with State law.  

Stuart’s TCAE represents approximately 19% of the total municipal acreage. The purpose of the 

TCEA, within which development is exempted from transportation concurrency requirements, is 

to encourage urban redevelopment and infill development within the CRA. In order to avoid 

creating a ring of under development and blight around the TCEA, the city created a transition 

zone extending approximately one mile to the west, south and east of the TCEA south of the 

bridge, within which the LOS standard allows up to a 30% increase in peak hour traffic over the 

adopted LOS service volumes.  

The TCEA appears to be succeeding in fostering infill development and redevelopment within 

the CRA.  

Traffic volume on major collectors and arterials within the TCEA, buffer area and beyond is 

lower than anticipated and not exceeding LOS “E” with exception of the US-1 Roosevelt bridge 

link. An evaluation of the traffic patterns indicates that the congestion on US-1 is not generated 

by development within the TCEA or TCEA buffer area, but rather from development outside the 

city.  As this link is projected by the MPO to continue to operate as LOS “E” until 2040, the 

TCAE should become increasingly important to the promotion of redevelopment and infill 

development within the CRA and buffer area.  It is concluded that the TCEA and TCEA buffer 

area LOS standards should be retained, subject to monitoring. 

According to the most recent Roadway Level of Service Inventory (Marti MPO 2040 LRTP), the 

only roadway links that are projected to exceed the LOS “E” within the city are US Highway 

One, between Palm City Road and Britt Road. 

According to the Martin County Metropolitan Planning Organization, “2040 Long Range 

Transportation Plan”, prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., and based on the Martin 

County 2013 LOS Inventory Report, the only roadway within the City that is failing the volume 

to capacity ratio is US Highway One.  This report examined roadway deficiencies resulting from 

growth in travel demands over the 25-year time horizon.  



Martin County identified required improvement projects needed to maintain satisfactory mobility 

conditions, including roadway projects, transit projects, and projects related to non-motorized 

improvements. Within the “Roadway Needs Plan”, the only roadway identified by the County as 

requiring funding for the next 20 years was Indian Street, between Kanner and Willoughby, 

which is a short section of which there are no low density land use areas that this amendment 

would potentially exacerbate this concern.  

f) Public Education Facilities 

Any large number of additional residential units would be due to the approval of a planned unit 

development, which would have the availability to apply for a density bonus up to 30 units per 

acre.  During the time of application, the City currently, and will continue to, coordinate with the 

Martin County School Board such application for residential units. The City does not anticipate 

the potential for a small number of infill lots over a period of twenty years will impact the Public 

Education Facilities negatively; furthermore, the City finds that the maximum likely potential 

increase could be planned for as a natural and measured population increase are planned and the 

levels of service maintained.  

6) Internal Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 

The City of Stuart’s Comprehensive Plan contains a number Elements, which contain Goals, 

Objectives and Policies which provide the City a City-wide, long term vision. In order to 

demonstrate consistency of the proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments within the 

existing Goals, Objectives and Policies of the current Comprehensive Plan, please see 

Attachment A, which includes several Goals, Objectives and Policies that support the proposed 

text amendment. 

Please see Exhibit “B” – Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies Consistency Analysis 

 

7) Consistency with Florida Statutes 

The City of Stuart’s Comprehensive Plan is currently in compliance with all Florida Statutes and 

the proposed text change does not conflict with any Florida Statute requirements. The City is 

amending the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element in accordance with Rule Chapter 

9J-5, F.A.C. and Chapter 163, F.S. 

8) Intergovernmental Coordination and Public Participation 

The City has brought forth the City- initiated Ordinance to the Local Planning Agency at the 

____, 2017 hearing, a Public Workshop with the City Commission on ____, 2017, and a 

transmittal hearing at City Commission on June 22, 2017.  Please see Exhibit “E” to examine the 

public hearing minutes, the City’s required proof of notification and all additional public 

comments the City has received. 









 

200 
88% 

13 
6% 

14 
6% 

All Board of Adjustment Variance Requests 
Since 1967 

Variances for setbacks,
height, fences, parking,
and signage

Variances to minimum lot
size prior to
Comprehensive Plan

Variance to lot size since
establishment of
Comprehensive Plan
(1.02)



All impacts to single family lots in relation to density change (7 to 9 DUA) only as it 
pertains to lot splits of certain sized lots (Including tear downs, existing houses that can 

split without tear downs, and vacant lots) 

Single Family Scenarios R1-A R-1 R-2 Total 
Under 4,839sf Noncomforming either way 3 10 187 200 
4,840sf – 6,223sf Made a conforming single lot with change 15 51 50 116 
6,224sf – 9,680sf No changes in impact (conforming single lot not eligible to 

subdivide) 
143 517 38 698 

9,681sf – 12,446sf Not permitted to divide now, but eligible due to new density 
(1 to 2 lots) 

122 348 16 486 

12,447sf – 14,520sf No changes in impact (permitted to divide once) 64 128 7 199 
14,521sf – 18,669sf Permitted to divide once now, but eligible to divide twice 

due to new density (2 to 3 lots)  
95 102 9 206 

18,670sf – 19,360sf No changes in impact (permitted to divide twice) 7 3 1 11 
19,361sf – 24,200sf 
 

Permitted to divide twice now, but eligible to divide three 
times due to new density (3 to 4 lots) 

56 31 3 90 

24,201sf – 25,000sf 
25,000 - 31,115sf 

Permitted to divide three times now, but eligible to divide 
four times due to new density (4 to 5) 

30 16 0 46 

Over 31,116sf  19 22 3 44 
Total lots impacted  322 519 31 872 
Total lots  554 1228 314 2095 

 
All impacts to lots in relation to density change (7 to 14 DUA) only as it pertains to lot 
splits for duplexes of certain sized lots (including tear downs, existing houses that can 

split without tear downs, and vacant lots) 

Duplex scenarios R1-A R-1 R-2 Total 
Below 3,111sf Individual duplex unit nonconforming (1 unit) N/A N/A 0 0 
3,112sf – 6,222sf Individual duplex unit made conforming (1 unit) N/A N/A 237 237 
6,223sf – 9,680sf Made a conforming duplex lot due to new density (1 unit to 

2) 
N/A N/A 38 38 

9,681sf – 12,446sf Not permitted to divide into a duplex and is eligible to divide 
into a duplex (1 to 2 units) 

N/A N/A 16 16 

12,447sf – 18,669sf Permitted to divide into a duplex and is eligible to divide into 
two duplexes due to new density (2 units to 4 units)  

N/A N/A 16 16 

18,670sf – 24,892sf Permitted to divide into a duplex and is eligible to divide into 
three duplex units due to new density (2 to 6 units)  

N/A N/A 4 4 

24,893sf – 31,115sf Permitted to divide into two duplexes and is eligible to divide 
into four duplexes due to new density (4 to 8) 

N/A N/A 0 0 

Over 31,116sf  N/A N/A 3 3 
Total lots impacted  0 0 77 77 
Total lots  0 0 314 314 
 

 

 

 



 
 

MINUTES 
 

LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 
FEBRUARY 16, 2017 AT 5:30 PM  
CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

121 S.W. FLAGLER AVE. 
STUART, FLORIDA 34994 

 
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS 

Chair - Bill Mathers 
Vice Chair - Li Roberts 

Board Member - Larry Massing 
Board Member - Michael Herbach 

Board Member - Ryan Strom 
Board Member - Susan O’Rourke 
Board Member - John Leighton 
Ex Officio - Garret Grabowski 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

Development Director, Terry O'Neil 
Board Secretary, Michelle Vicat 

 

CALL TO ORDER   5:29 PM   
 
ANNUAL BOARD REORGANIZATION 
 
Larry Massing nominated Bill Mathers as Chair, John Leighton seconded the motion. Approved unanimously. 
 
Larry Massing nominated Li Roberts as Vice Chair, John Leighton seconded the motion. Approved unanimously. 
 

  5:30 PM Roll Call. 

Present: Ryan Strom, William Mathers, Larry Massing, John Leighton, Mike Herbach, Susan O’Rourke. 

Absent: Li Roberts 

 APPROVAL OF MINUTES   5:33 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Larry Massing, Seconded by 

John Leighton.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC (5 min. max): None 

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD MEMBERS: None 
 



OTHER MATTERS BEFORE THE BOARD 
 

1. An Ordinance of the City of Stuart, Florida, amending the “Baker Road Commons PUD” (Ordinance No. 2312-
2015), consisting of 3.02 acres, located at 1440 NW Federal Highway and owned by Wynne Building Corporation, 
a Florida Corporation, said land being more fully described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto; approving an amended 
site plan; approving certain development documents; declaring the development to be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan of the city; approving amended development conditions and a timetable for development; 
providing directions to the City Clerk; providing for repeal of all ordinances in conflict; providing for severability; 
and providing for an effective date, and for other purposes. 
 
PRESENTATION: Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner 
                              Joel Wynne, Wynne Building Corporation 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
BOARD COMMENT: 
 
Ryan Strom read the questions Li Roberts submitted in her absence. The first one was asking for a signage 
location and example.  
 
Leo Giangrande, Giangrande Engineering and Planning said he believed there was a sign on the bottom right 
hand corner and the intent is to have a monument sign and they will come back to the next meeting with details. 
 
Stephen Mayer said there was a condition of approval that all signage would meet code. 
 
Ryan Strom asked for the outdoor lighting location and example. 
 
Stephen Mayer said it is not a requirement at this level but will be at final site plan. 
 
Ryan Strom asked about the exterior fence in the NW corner matching up with existing adjoining parcel to prevent 
pass through. 
 
Leo Giangrande said they are proposing a fence to continue with the existing fence and there will be no gap. 
 
Ryan Strom asked the definition of extended stay. 
 
Terry O’Neil, Development Director said they need to be more specific of what that means but in his view it’s a 
stay of three or four weeks. 
 
Joel Wynne said extended say is a specific definition in the hotel business and what they are trying to do, they 
agree with. He thought thirty days is a reasonable delineation. 
 
Ryan Strom said there are two types of pools shown and asked about music and noise. 
 
Leo Giangrande said the site plan and elements supersede the prototype submitted.  
 

 5:56 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Larry Massing, Seconded by Ryan Strom. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
  

2. Ordinance No. 2345-2017 an Ordinance of the City of Stuart, Florida, annexing a parcel of land fronting NW 
Federal Highway (US Highway 1) south of and abutting North Stuart Baptist Church, consisting of 9.45 acres, said 
parcel being more fully described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto; providing directions to the City Clerk; providing 
for repeal of all ordinances in conflict; providing for severability; providing for codification; and providing for an 
effective date, and for other purposes. 
 



PRESENTATION:  Tom Reetz, Senior Planner 
                               Nik Schroth, NAI Southcoast (check spelling) 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
BOARD COMMENT: 
 
Chair Mathers abstained as he had consulted with the applicant on the annexation. 
 
Larry Massing abstained from voting due to the contentious annexation relationship between his employer and 
the City of Stuart. 
 
Ryan Strom read Li Roberts comments: Substantial part of boundary; approximately 2.5% of perimeter is adjacent 
to city boundary, completely ignored the road as required or looked at it as 20% of eastern side of property 
ignoring the narrow access round which means 5% is adjacent to city boundary and didn’t think this meets the 
requirement of substantial part of a boundary. She thought that when if/when future annexation of property 
identified this would change. Reasonable compact finger areas in serpentine winding patterns add a block that is 
100% contiguous on one side of four would create three additional boundary turns and would not be winding or 
turning. In this case the proposed parcel adds five additional boundary turns which would appear to be winding or 
turning.  
 
Mike Mortell, City Attorney said he met with staff regarding these comments and attached a memo to the agenda 
package and expanded the issues that relates to serpentine as well as finger and said it does meet the legal 
criteria. 
 
Susan O’Rourke said it meets the criteria and if the city’s intent is to expand, 
 

  6:08 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Susan O'Rourke, Seconded by John Leighton. 
Motion passed unanimously with Larry Massing and Bill Mathers abstaining. 
  

3. An Ordinance of the City Commission of the City of Stuart, Florida amending the City’s Comprehensive Plan; 
specifically amending the Future Land Use Element Table of land use densities and intensities in order to 
increase the maximum density calculations for low density residential, multi-family residential, office/residential 
and East Stuart District to provide for consistency with the City’s existing minimum lot size requirements; 
approving transmittal of the Comprehensive Plan to the Department of Economic Opportunities (DEO) and other 
relevant agencies and local governments; providing for conflicts; providing for severability; providing for effective 
date, and for other purposes 
 
PRESENTATION: Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner made a presentation for Items 3 and 4 together. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Karen Sayer read her comments which are included with these minutes. After board comment she asked them to 
table the item until they received more data. 
 
BOARD COMMENT: 
 
Larry Massing reaffirmed that this shores up the numbers. 
 
Terry O’Neil agreed. 
 
Chair Mathers read comments from Mark Mathes and Li Roberts which are included with these minutes 
 
Karen Sayer spoke at the February 27, 2017 City Commission Meeting Public Comment and asked that Susan 
O’Rourke’s comments be accounted for in LPA minutes in greater detail: 



 

Susan O’Rourke said “I understand the need to correct things, but I also I’ll use one of I think Mark wrote 
something about skinning the cat. I have a couple concerns. I know that the attorney had made a comment about 
the data and analysis and you know we’ve had this issue in the city and the county with the density and where the 
population goes and all that kind of thing and it’s a somewhat contentious issue and so I think the data and 
analysis should come before the decision. And I also I do feel strongly that as you all know I primarily do a lot of 
work with land development and I do also work with Mainstreet and feel it’s very important to even quirky 
neighborhoods lend character to the community and if you look at these different cities where we go in and make 
changes and somebody comes out with their urban design annual you start to get cities that you know we used to 
have anywhere USA along US1 because everybody did the same pattern and you couldn’t tell when you went 
from one city to another and the same thing can happen with neighborhood and communities where you don’t 
have a vision like in West Palm Beach. There’s a decision, this is where the core is and then you have people 
coming in and preserving some of the different density types in the neighborhoods and whether they do it like as a 
historic neighborhood or they do it as a voluntary thing but I do have concerns that where we’re cleaning things up 
I mean we’ve gone to wherever the high side was versus maybe looking at it and saying “maybe we need to stick 
with this number here and adjust no maybe we need to adjust the land use and the LDR. So I live in the city on a 
big lot and have a cottage lot that can combine into two you know I’d like to split mine. But I think I wouldn’t want 
my neighbor to be able to do that and I know there are restrictions and people have to come in and go through a 
process but I do have concern about you know I don’t have a problem with the true up of East Stuart going from 
15 to 17 but you know just looking from you know the different.” 
 
John Leighton said “why wouldn’t you have that concern, but you have concerns outside of that.” 
 
Susan O’Rourke said “because this was a 15 to 17 where the 17 was referenced in the document was what my 
understanding was.” 
 
John Leighton said “right so they have 25 foot lots over there in some cases that are legal, conforming lots so if 
you had that in a R1A district and the person owned it prior to zoning and they have the right to build on it, you 
would have an issue with that, when the density would actually be higher than what was proposed?” 
 
Susan O’Rourke said “I’m having a problem with making a wholesale change to correct particular instances and 
my issue isn’t necessarily with the result, my issue is with making it. I know staff is comfortable mathematically 
with it but I don’t know what the impact of it is except we’re you know on a table so I don’t know you know the 
number of lots and it does concern me because I feel like we’re we have areas that are going to look the same as 
everywhere else if the city makes this change without having some other thought of the development patterns and 
what it means. And we’re saying we’re going to do data analysis when we get to before it goes up to the state but 
it seems like that should be part of what we’re reviewing and I don’t’ know that neighborhoods understand and 
maybe there needs to be some visioning of the neighborhoods and what you know and how that you know moves 
out from the density and where the density is going to occur and are there any. Are we going to put any kind of 
more character binding you know it’s not just because I mean you can  look around and see and I know that you 
look down and I don’t want to name cities but there are cities that you go to that used to be quaint and they just 
made a wholesale change and people came in and they got development but then they lost their character and 
there’s other places that did density but they had a vision and they’ve retained they’ve been able to do density but 
it has a whole different feel and a whole different result to the community so I think those two things need to go 
hand in hand and I don’t I see this fix but I don’t see the vision and I think the vision is something we struggle with 
a lot and I just think that should be first.” 
 
Terry O’Neil said that is is how the lot sizes have been applied since 1967 and it’s a really good way to illustrate 
what is the effect of our development patterns and if you look at what has been developed and if you feel 
comfortable with that, that what we have is of a scale and quaintness and mix of uses he would propose that 
continuing to do the same thing unchanged, they aren’t risking this running away from us in any way because it’s 
the way they’ve been doing business since 1967. He said if the board wants them to look at this for additional 
safeguards; his view is that lot size variances are not all that common and they certainly don’t come if there is 
neighborhood opposition.  
 



John Leighton said he thought the neighborhoods have grown appropriately from 1967 to today and land/home 
values have gone up exponentially so the market has clearly identified they like what’s happened. He said if all 
they are doing is addressing a de minimis issue on a piece of paper and it’s acceptable to everyone, he doesn’t 
understand what the problem is.  
 
Chair Mathers asked that staff look at both the maximum building coverage, impacts and said you can impact the 
current infrastructure because you are inducing a higher density.  
 

  6:55 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by John Leighton, Seconded by Larry Massing. 
Motion passed 5/1 with Susan O’Rourke dissenting 
 

4. An Ordinance of the City of Stuart, Florida amending Chapter 2, Section 2.03.05, Table 3 “Maximum Dwelling 
Units Per Acre” of the City's Land Development Code, providing for consistency with the City’s existing and long-
standing minimum lot size requirements by increasing the maximum densities for the R-1A, R-1, R-2, R-3, RPUD, 
B-1, CPUD and Urban Districts to be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan; amending Chapter 2, 
Section 2.07.00, “Designation of Planned Unit Development (PUD); amending Chapter 12, “Definitions”, to clarify 
the definition of net density and density bonus, declaring said amendments to be consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan; providing for a severability clause, a conflict clause and codification; providing for an 
effective date, and for other purposes. 
 
PRESENTATION: Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
BOARD COMMENT: None 
 

  7:02 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Larry Massing, Seconded by Ryan Strom. 
Motion passed 5/1 with Susan O’Rourke dissenting 
  
STAFF UPDATE: None 
 

ADJOURNMENT   7:02 PM Motion: Action: Adjourn, Moved by John Leighton, Seconded by Ryan 
Strom. Motion passed unanimously. 
  
 
 
 
 
________________________________   ______________________________ 
Bill Mathers, Chair      Michelle Vicat, Board Secretary 
 
 



November 15th, 2016 
 
Stephen Mayer 
Senior Planner 
City of Stuart, FL 
 
Re:  Density 
 
Dear Stephen: 

Months have passed since the density discussion was brought to the forefront.  
We have talked periodically about your research findings and I realize you are still 
pulling information together.  It is my hope this will insure a thoughtful discussion 
with staff, the city commission, advisory boards, interested professionals, and 
citizens. 

Here are some additional questions which would routinely be judiciously 
addressed by any city prior to a change in density.  Please address them for me.  
In addition, these questions will be posed to the citizens by me as I work towards 
creating neighborhood coalitions ahead of the planned workshop.  Please advise 
me well in advance of the workshop date. 

 How many properties have been affected over the years since the city 
deviated from the density allowances approved by the citizens.  Will those 
property owners be notified? 

 What is the actual “real” density in each zone including the urban zone? 

 Where is the city in real density numbers in comparison to the city’s growth 
plan projections?  In other words, what are the exact residential numbers 
compared to the comprehensive growth management plan projections.   

 How does the current infrastructure hold up to the current actual density 
demands? 

 If density is to be increased, what are the plans for increased infrastructure 
needs in accordance with projections. 

 What are your marketing and feasibility studies showing you about 
increasing residential density versus commercial density and which adds 
more to the tax rolls? 

 Have you polled citizens who live in and outside the city who use city 
infrastructure and partake in activities within the city?  Are they mostly city 



or county residents?  How are you tracking who is utilizing city assets and 
frequenting businesses?   

 What is the comprehensive revenue collection comparison for residential 
versus commercial income benefit for the city?   

 Have you done an assessment of your older neighborhoods?  What do the 
citizens who live there desire relative to density and expectations for infill 
architecture compatibility and maintaining natural beauty?   

 Presently disproportional density and infill architecture located within older 
neighborhoods are easily recognizable.  What is the plan to maintain sense 
of place, neighborhood charm and quality of living if density is to be 
increased? 

 What are the provisions in place which promote the city’s mission of 
supporting the vision of “small town character”? 

 Have your marketing and feasibility studies included interested parties such 
as:  Community Redevelopment Agency, Treasure Coast Regional Planning 
Council, The River Coalition, preservation boards, local land planners and 
architects, citizens, city activists, etc. 

 What has your study shown when you compare our density with other 

towns of our size? Do we have higher or lower density in comparison? 

  If density is to be increased, what cities will we be emulating?  Will it be 

Miami, Ft. Lauderdale, or areas of Palm Beach?  

 Will the citizens have a say in this decision? 

I personally feel the citizenry may likely choose quality over quantity because they 

have a history of it as exemplified by restriction in how many stories can be 

erected.   

If there is a leaning towards increasing density, I will be strongly encouraging the 

citizens of Stuart to request a referendum vote. 

Please make certain this letter is submitted officially for the record.  

Sincerely, 

 

Karen Sayer 

cc:  Paul Nicoletti, Terry Oniel, city commissioners 





























18.

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  T. O'Neil, S. Mayer

Title of Item:

ORDINANCE No. 2342-2017; AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF STUART, FLORIDA AMENDING THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; SPECIFICALLY
AMENDING THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT TABLE OF LAND USE DENSITIES AND
INTENSITIES IN ORDER TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM DENSITY CALCULATIONS FOR
LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL
AND EAST STUART DISTRICT TO PROVIDE FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE CITY’S
EXISTING MINIMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS; APPROVING TRANSMITTAL OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES (DEO)
AND OTHER RELEVANT AGENCIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS; PROVIDING FOR
CONFLICTS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR EFFECTIVE DATE,
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

Due to a recent application for a minimum lot size reduction variance before the Board of Adjustment (BOA)
and questions raised by an objecting neighbor as to how a site’s maximum residential density should be
calculated, a number of long-overlooked inconsistencies between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and its LDC
have been brought into light. Of note is the fact that state-mandated goals, policies and objectives contained in a
jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan are paramount and override any conflicting or errant language that may exist
in its land development regulations. However, long-standing practices and existing residential lots have been
developed contrary to comprehensive plan. In order to continue these practices, the comprehensive plan must
be reviewed and amended to provide consistency. 

Since its adoption in 1967, Stuart’s Zoning Code -- now the LDC -- has set forth, without change, the following
minimum lot sizes for residential lots in the R-1A, R-1, and R-2 duplex zoning districts: (R-1A 10,000, R-1
7,500, R-2 (Duplex) 7,500. 

As a result, for nearly 50 years, a single-family or duplex lot meeting these minimum standards (as well as
minimum lot width, impervious coverage limitations and setbacks) has been deemed compliant and issued a
permit for development. Further, since 1967, the City’s BOA has routinely granted lot size variances allowing
single-family and duplex homes on smaller lots. In the late 1990’s, prompted by Martin County’s law suits over
annexation, in accordance with Chapter 163 of Florida Statute, the City Commission made several remedial
amendments to its Comprehensive Plan, thereby establishing a maximum of (7) seven dwelling units per acre
(UPA) in the “Low-Density Residential” land use category, which generally encompasses R-1A, R-1 and R-2
duplex zoning districts. Sometime following this amendment, the LDC was (inexplicably) altered to include more
restrictive density caps of (4) four units per acre (UPA) in the R-1A zoning category and (5) five UPA in the R-
1 district. In 2007, the LDC was amended to include “cottage lot” provisions to encourage smaller lot
development within older established subdivisions. 

Furthermore, the Land Development Code establishes a density of 17 units per acre, which is reflective of the
specific historic fabric of the East Stuart neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan established 15 units per acre
for the East Stuart district and therefore would need to be amended to be consistent. 

Staff has performed an analysis of every residential zone and identified several zoning districts that were in



conflict with the densities prescribed in the Comprehensive Plan. To resolve these conflicts, both the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and its Land Development Code must be amended. First, staff drafted a text amendment to
correct the inconsistencies of the Future Land Use Element and requested the assistance of legal consultants
Robert Pennock and Bob Apgar, who are well known leaders in Comprehensive Planning in the State of
Florida. We requested that they provide any legal or planning issues in regard to our draft and what the legal
procedures and notice requirements that the City must satisfy for adoption of the plan amendment. Their
memorandum is attached and states in summary, “The amendment does not raise any legal issues, nor is any
additional amendment necessary to establish its validity, unless the supporting data and analysis showed that an
amendment to the 5-year Capital Improvements Schedule was needed…Moreover, the amendment would not
decrease the possible density or intensity of development, thereby avoiding any issues under the Bert Harris
Act, Chapter 70, Florida Statutes. 

In drafting this language to the Comprehensive Plan, staff has made an assumption that the Commission wishes
to retain the status quo in terms of applying the same minimum lot size and density standards that have been
observed since 1967. The data and analysis concludes that at most, the most reasonable expectation is that no
more that 74 additional lots would be created, assuming that every vacant lot were granted a hardship to
subdivide.  Staff has provided the level of service analysis which indicates that such an increase is considered
de minimus. 
 
Therefore, staff recommends approval of the ordinance to the Future Land Use Element, increasing the
maximum density calculations for Low Density Residential, Multi-Family Residential, Office/Residential (only for
duplexes), and East Stuart District. 

Please note that staff has drafted a complimentary but separate Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2332-2017)
amending the Land Development Code and due to the mutual issues regarding the two different forms of text
amendment, staff anticipates that both Ordinances will be given joint consideration. 
 

Funding Source:

 
N/A

Recommended Action:

Staff recommends approval of Ordinance 2342-2017 on First Reading.
 
This item will be transmitted to the Department of Economic Opportunity, which will include the data and analysis
document, for their consideration, prior to Second Reading.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

Staff Memo 4/26/2017 Backup
Material

Data and Analysis 6/6/2017 Exhibit

Data and Map Package 4/26/2017 Backup
Material

Ordinance No. 2342-2017 Comp Plan
Amend 4/25/2017 Backup

Material
Attachment A - Future Land Use Element 6/6/2017 Attachment
Public Works LOS Letter 6/6/2017 Attachment



LPA Minutes 4/25/2017 Backup
Material

Public Correspondence 4/25/2017 Backup
Material

Apgar Pennock Memo 4/26/2017 Backup
Material



 

Memorandum 

To: City Commission 

 

From: Terry O’Neil, City Development Director 

 

Cc: Paul Nicoletti, City Manager 

Mike Mortell, City Attorney 

Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner 

 

Date: April 26, 2017 

 

Re: Inconsistencies between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code (LDC) 

and within the LDC itself, pertaining to residential density. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

In mid-2016, a yet-to-be-processed minimum lot size reduction variance application before the 

City’s Board of Adjustments (BOA) and questions raised by an objecting neighbor as to how the 

site’s maximum residential density (units per acre) should be calculated brought to light several 

long-overlooked conflicts between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code, and 

within the LDC itself.   

Stuart’s 50-year practice of controlling residential density thru minimum lot sizes and thru 

the Board of Adjustments   

Since the City’s first comprehensive zoning code was adopted in 1967, minimum lot sizes for one 

and two-family homes have remained unchanged. They are:  

Zone Minimum lot size (Sq. Ft.)  

R-1A 10,000 

R-1 7,500 

R-2 (Duplex) 7,500 

R-2 (Single 

Family) 

6,000 

 

Thus for 50 years, a single-family or duplex lot meeting these standards (as well as minimum lot 

width, impervious coverage limitations, parking and setbacks) has been deemed compliant and 

suitable for development.  Further, at least since 1967, the City’s Board of Adjustments (BOA) has 

from time to time granted lot size variances allowing single-family and duplex homes on smaller 

lots without regard to site-specific density calculations.  In 2007, the LDC was amended to include 

“Cottage Lot” provisions which encouraged smaller lot development (typically 5,000 square feet) 

within the older, established R-1 and R-2 zoned subdivisions.  As with lots meeting the LDC’s 

minimum area requirements or lots granted a size variance by the BOA, cottage lots have also been 

deemed developable without regard to site-specific density calculations.     

 

 



When did site specific density calculations come into play?  

In 2002, prompted by a Martin County law suits over annexation, in accordance with Florida’s 

1980’s-Era Growth Management Law, the City was compelled to add residential densities to its 

Comprehensive Plan1 and in doing so chose to cap the “Low-Density Residential” land use category2 

at 7 units per acre. This category encompasses the R-1A, R-1 and R-2 (duplex) zoning districts.  

Sometime following this amendment, the LDC itself was inexplicably or perhaps inadvertently 

altered to include even more restrictive density caps of (4) four units per acre in the R-1A zoning 

category and (5) units per acre in the R-1 district.  In drafting these two amendments, City staff 

failed to recognize the conflicts they created between the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC, and 

within the LDC itself.  

Fixing the problem 

To resolve these conflicts, both the City’s Comprehensive Plan and its LDC must be amended.  

(Please see attached legal opinions from the City Attorney and outside experts Robert Apgar and 

Robert Pennok).  If no action is taken, there are several scenarios under which a property owner 

may no longer be able to seek a lot size variance from the Board of Adjustments or develop in 

reliance on the LDC’s minimum lot size standards in place since 1967.     

The following table illustrates the density versus minimum lot size conflicts:  

Zone  Current 

minimum lot 

size per LDC 

(Sq. Ft.)    

Required lot 

size if CP’s 7 

UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

4 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

5 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 7 

UPA density 

caps applied 

(Sq. Ft.)  

Lot meets 

CP’s 7 UPA 

density 

cap 

Lot 

meets 

LDC’s 

density 

cap 

Proposed 

Fix 

R-1A 10,000 6,223 10,890 NA NA YES NO 

Remove 4 

UPA cap in 

LDC 

R-1 7,500 6,223 NA 8,712 NA YES NO 

Remove 5 

UPA cap in 

LDC  

R-2 

duplex 
7,500 12,446 NA NA 12,446 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

11.62 for 

duplexes 

R-2 

Single 

Family 

6,000 6,223 NA NA 6,223 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

8.62 for 

Single 

Family 

 

 

                                                           

1 Each jurisdiction’s state-mandated comprehensive plan overrides any conflicting language that may exist within its land development 

code. 

 
2  Excluding the Pines/Windemere PUD, there are 629.4 acres of land within the “low-density residential” land use category, excluding 

rights-of-way. This category encompasses 2,102 residential parcels.  Approximately 74 of these are vacant. Dividing 629.4 acres by the 

number of existing single family and duplex parcels yields an average actual density of 3.34 units per acre.  This figure reduces further if 

rights-of-way are factored in.   



Are there any unintended consequences to the proposed remedial amendments? 

Some residents have expressed concern that remedially increasing the low-density residential caps 

in the City Comprehensive Plan and LDC may lead to unwanted or unanticipated growth.  Stuart’s 

historical growth patterns and existing regulatory safeguards suggest otherwise:   

 

� One need only look to Stuart’s 50-year history of controlling residential density thru 

minimum lot sizes and the good judgement of the BOA to see how well the approach has 

worked. 

 

� Again, no changes to the minimum lot sizes in the LDC, in place since 1967, are being 

proposed. 

 

� With regard to lot size variances, the BOA’s track record is a conservative one. In the last 50 

years only 27 of 227 variances requests have been for lot size reductions. Of those 27 

requests, 2 were withdrawn and another 2 were denied. In 50 years, only 23 variance 

requests for lot sizes have been approved.  When measured against the total number of low 

density residential lots in the City (2,102 lots) the potential for runaway growth because of 

actions by the BOA is de minimus.  (2,102 lots as compared to 23 substandard lots allowed 

by variance) 

 

� Tear down scenario.  What if a developer purchased (10) ten adjoining, already developed  

 riverfront parcels in the R-1A zoning district, tore the existing homes down, and with a 

newly increased density cap in place, sought a variance from the BOA to allow for a series of 

(20) twenty fifty-foot wide lots of 5,000 square foot each? While theoretically possible, in 

the decades before today’s density conflict was discovered, this scenario has never played 

out.  City residents are traditionally very vocal in protecting their neighborhoods from 

wholesale change and are not shy about making their feelings known to the BOA.  Also, to 

ensure quality and a degree of certainty about the final product, it has long been the BOA’s 

practice to require “compatible” site plans and architectural elevations as a condition of 

approval, including lot size reductions.  Finally, all BOA determinations are appealable to 

the City Commission.   

 

Notwithstanding these safeguard, to eliminate even the remotest possibility of the above 

scenario, if so directed, staff will draft additional language in the Comprehensive Plan and 

the LDC that forbids variance applications in the low-density residential category involving 

multiple lot consolidation and subdivision into smaller lots.   

    

Recommendation  

Staff strongly supports the City’s 50 year tradition of regulating residential density mainly thru 

minimum lot sizes and the BOA, and recommends moving forward with the attached remedial 

ordinances.    

 



Data and Analysis Summary 
 
This section provides data and analysis, including an examination of consistency with Rule 

Chapter 9J-5, F.A.C. and Chapter 163, F.S. and the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 

 

A. Procedure 

 

The proposed amendment to adopted Comprehensive Plan policies is a text amendment subject 

to the Expedited State Review Process per provisions of Chapter 163.3184(3) and (5), Florida 

Statutes, adopted by the 2011 state legislation.  The Expedited State Review Process applies to 

all comprehensive plan amendments except small scale amendments and amendments that must 

follow the State Coordinated Review process, such as the Evaluation and Appraisal Review 

(EAR) - based amendments. 

 

If the Commission approves the proposed amendment, it will be transmitted for review to the 

Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), currently the state land planning agency.  

Within the DEO, the program is then administered by the Division of Community Planning and 

Development and Bureau of Comprehensive Planning. The final adoption by the City 

Commission is tentatively scheduled for July of 2017. 

 

B. Proposed Text Changes 

 

This amendment will address a discrepancy between gross density within the Comprehensive 

Plan and densities long since established in the City’s Land Development Code and historic 

growth patterns by updating the land use categories so they better align with the City’s vision 

through adopting the new density requirements of Ordinance No. 2342-2017 into the 

Comprehensive Plan. Please see Exhibit “A” for the text of the proposed text amendment. 

 

The proposed increases in maximum density can be summarized as follows:  

 

(A) Low Density Residential land use category from <7 to <8.72 for single family uses 

(B) Low Density Residential land use category from <7 to 11.62 for duplex uses 

(C) Multi-Family Residential land use category from <15 to <30 for RPUD only 

(D) Multi-Family Residential land use category from <10 to <11.62 

(E) Office/Residential land use category from <15 to <30 for RPUD only 

(F) Office/Residential land use category from <10 to <11.62 

(G) East Stuart land use category from <15 to <17 

 

 



C. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 

 

This proposed amendment furthers several provisions of the Future Land Use and Housing 

Elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including the items listed below. 

 

Exhibit “B” – Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies Consistency Analysis 

  

D. Land Development Code Implications 

 

This proposed amendment will result in changes to the Land Development Code (LDC). Please 

see Ordinance No. 2332-2017, attached as Exhibit “C” for the text of the proposed text 

amendment. This will be amended concurrently with the Comprehensive Plan text amendment in 

order to provide stream less consistency between the two documents. 

 

E. Recommendation 

 

As indicated herein and analyzed fully in Exhibit “D”, staff recommends approval of the 

proposed City-initiated Comprehensive Plan text amendment and a related Land Development 

Code text amendment implementing the changes to the Comprehensive plan for transmittal to the 

State for an Expedited State Review. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Exhibit “A” 

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Revisions 

Strike thru text in red 

Added text in blue 

 

Policy A7.2. Gross densities, gross intensities and proportional use amounts for each land use 

category are established in the “Table of Land Use Densities and Intensities” that is adopted as 

part of this element. 

Table of Land Use Densities and Intensities 

  Residential Non-Residential 

   RPUD or Major UCE
2
     

Land Use 

Category 

In/Out 

CRA
1
 

General Not 

ACLF
4
 

ACLF >15 

du/a

cre
5
 

%reside

ntial 

General >2.0 

FAR
3
 

%non-

resident

ial 

Low Density 

Residential 

NA <7 

du/ac 

<8.72 

du/ac 

to 11.62 

du/ac 
5
 

<7 

du/ac 

<8.72 

du/ac 

to 

11.62 

du/ac 
5
 

none None 95-100 <0.75 

FAR 

 0-5% 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

In <15 

du/ac 
<15 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 
<5 ac 70-100 <3.0 

FAR 

<20 

ac 

0-30% 

Out <10 

du/ac to 

11.62 

du/ac 
9 
 

 

15 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<40 

ac 

70-100 <0.5 

FAR 

 0-30% 

Commercial In  <15 

du/ac 

<15 <30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 0-15 <3.0 

FAR 

<50 

ac 

85-

100% 

Out <10 

du/ac 

<10 <30 

du/ac 

<25 

ac 

0-15 <1.5 

FAR 

 85-

100% 

Office/ 

Residential 

In <15 

du/ac 
<15 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 0-25 <3.0 

FAR 

<10 

ac 

75-

100% 

Out <10 

du/ac  
<10 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 0-25 <1.5 

FAR 

 75-

100% 



to 11.62 

du/ac 
9 
 

<30 

du/ac 

Industrial In None    0 <3.0 

FAR 

<10 

ac 

100% 

 Out None    0 <1.0 

FAR 

 100% 

Public  None    0 <1.0 

FAR 

 100% 

Institutional  <10 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 
<5 ac 0 <0.75 

FAR 

 100% 

Recreation  None     <0.5 

FAR 

 100% 

Downtown 

Redevelopment 

 <15 

du/ac
8
 

<30 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<25 

ac 

0-70 <4.0 

FAR 

<50 

ac 

0-70%
6 

 

Neighborhood/ 

Special District 

In <15 

du/ac 

 <30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 30-90 <3.0 

FAR 

<10 

ac 

10-70% 

Out <15 

du/ac 

 <30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 30-90 <2.0 

FAR 

 10-70% 

East Stuart NA <15 

du/ac 

<17 

du/ac 

<15 

du/ac 

<17 

du/ac 

<30 

du/ac 

<5 ac 70-100 <1.5 

FAR 

 0-30% 

Conservation  None    0 <10% 

ISR 

 100% 

Marina/ 

Industrial 

 <15 

du/ac 

<15 

du/ac 

NA <5 ac 0-25 <3.0 

FAR 

<5 ac 0-75% 

 

1 
CRA = Community Redevelopment Agency. A delineated area 

2 
RPUD = Residential Planned Unit Development; Major UCE = Major Urban Code 

Exception Major UCCU = Major Urban Code Conditional Use 

3 
The total number of acres in developments approved and constructed after the policy effective 

date that exceed 2.0 FAR shall not exceed the specified amount. 

4 
ACLF = Assisted Adult Congregated Living Facility 

5 
The Total number of acres in developments approved and constructed after the policy 

effective date that exceed 15 du/ac shall not exceed the specified amount and shall be 

approved via a Planned Unit Development or Major Urban Code Exception 

5
 This designation is intended for parcels that are suited for single family attached and 

detached and duplex development ranging in density from 8.72 for single family units to 

11.62 for duplex units. 

6 
Recreation uses shall not exceed 25 percent of the land area 



7 
ISR = Impervious surface ratio. Not to exceed 10,000 square feet for any contiguous parcel. 

8 
Shall be interpreted on an Urban Subdistrict basis within the CRA (including Urban 

Neighborhood, Urban General, Urban Center, Urban Waterfront, and Urban Highway) 

9 
This designation is intended for parcels that are suited for single family attached and 

detached, duplex and multi-family development ranging in density from 10 for single 

family units to 11.62 for multi-family and duplex units. 

Note: Throughout the City, properties located in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA), as 

identified on the future land use map in the Coastal Element of the Comprehensive Plan, are 

limited to 15 dwelling units per acre unless the applicant can demonstrate to comply with 

Florida Statute 163.3178 (9)(a)1,2 and 3. ALFs shall continue to be prohibited within the 

Coastal High Hazard Area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit “B” 

Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies Consistency Analysis 

 
The following are adopted Comprehensive Plan policies in support of the text changes: 

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT 

Policy A5.1: The Future Land Use Element of the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan shall 

provide land for future residential use to promote a more compact development pattern. 

This shall include sufficient land suitable for the public utility facilities needed to support 

the projected level and pattern of development.  

Staff Comment:  The areas that the City are promoting an allowance to split into higher 

density lots are within the Low Density Residential Land Use Category. Map A illustrates 

the location of the Low Density Land Use Category, a majority of which is centrally 

located within the City, adjacent to the downtown area and a majority of which is located 

within the City’s Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). By allowing lot splits 

when there is a reasonable request for a hardship, the City will allow more compact 

development patterns within existing infrastructure and in conformance with current 

patterns of development.  

Policy A5.4: City land development regulations and housing programs should support the 

provision of housing for very-low income to moderate income residents. 

Staff Comment:  The City has historically observed smaller lot sizes and in turn smaller 

houses as desirable within the City’s platted neighborhoods.  This can be contributed to 

the fact that smaller houses are more affordable to purchase and maintain. The trend 

toward smaller houses and the correlation between affordable housing and the size of the 

lot demonstrate the necessity for the City to remain flexible in regard to minimum lot 

sizes, which includes the increasing of densities to ensure that 5,000 square foot lots 

within all zoning districts are attainable under the density limits of the Comprehensive 

Plan. 

Objective B1: Compact Urban Form. Discourage urban sprawl by facilitating urban 

redevelopment and infill development of properties and planning for urban infill and 

redevelopment of lands located within Stuart in order to achieve a compact urban form. 

Staff Comment:  Similar to the comment above regarding compact urban form, the City 

is encouraging infill development and redevelopment of lands located within the Low 

Density Land Use category, by allowing them to petition the City for smaller minimum 

lot sizes.  

 



 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Policy A2.6: Housing opportunities. In order to expand the number and type of 

opportunities for affordable housing, the City will encourage new construction through 

density bonuses and other provisions provided through the land development regulations 

as well as through grants and special programs administrated by the City.  

Staff Comment: It is the intent of the City to provide a more diverse housing stock with 

greater housing opportunities, and to regulate those provisions through the adherence of 

minimum lot sizes within the City’s Land Development Regulations, which will allow for 

the provision of a variance to reduce the size of lots to no less than 5,000 square feet 

within the Low Density Land Use Category for single family lots, and a total of 7,000 

square feet for duplexes in the same land use. This will allow the City to regulate 

expansion of the housing stock and allow opportunities where they conform with the 

provisions of the code.  

Policy E.1.1: The City shall continue to apply existing standards within its LDC to 

encourage reinvestment in the City’s existing housing stock. These standards include 

relaxed lot coverage and setback provisions, cottage lot allowanced and less restrictive 

variance criteria. 

Staff Comment: The City’s cottage lot allowances are being promoted by the relaxation 

of density limits mandated by the Comprehensive Plan. By allowing 5,000 square foot 

lots, the City is encouraging reinvestment in the City’s existing housing stock.



 

Exhibit “C” 

 
TABLE 3 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE 
 

Comprehensive 

Plan Land Use 

Classification 

Zoning Districts 

R1-A R-1 R-2  R-3 
RPUD¹ 

B-1 B-2 
B-

3 

B

-

4 

CPU

D 
P I 

I

P

U

D 

H 
PSP

UD 
MXPUD 

Urban 

Code 

District 

East Stuart 

GRO BMU SFD 

Low Density 

Residential 

 4  

8.72 

5   

8.72 

7 

8.72 to 

11.62 8   

4²/7³/15⁴ 

8.72 to 11.62 

8                               

Multi-family 

Residential       

10 to 

11.62 9 4²/7³/15⁴ 30 10  L L               152 30        

Office/Residential       

10 to 

11.62 9 15 30 10 10 10   

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152  30       

Commercial       10   10 L L   

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152  15       

Downtown 

Redevelopment       15/30 15/303 15/30 

15/

30     

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152 15/30⁶       

Neighborhood/ 

Special Dist.          15         

5⁷/7

⁸/10
4           152 15/30⁶       

Industrial                                         



East Stuart 
                              152   15/305 15/305 17 

Marine/Industrial       15     15                 152 15/30⁶       

Public                     E                   

Recreation                                         

Institutional         4²/7³/15⁴                               

Conservation                                         

R-1A Single Family - Estate; R-1 Single Family - General; R-2 Duplex; R-3 Multi-Family/Office; R-M Residential Multi-Family; B-1 Business -Limited; B-2 Business-General; B-3 Business-

Restricted; B-4 Limited Business/Manufacturing; P Public Service; I Industrial; H Hospital; Planned Unit Development (PUD) includes Residential (RPUD), Commercial (CPUD), Public Service 

(PSPUD), Industrial (IPUD), and Mixed Use (MXPUD); Urban Code District includes Urban General (UG), Urban Center (UC), Urban Neighborhood (UN), Urban Highway (UH), Urban 

Waterfront (UW); East Stuart District includes Business and Mixed Use (BMU), General Residential and Office (GRO), Single-family and Duplex (SFD).



 

Footnotes:  
 

1 = Assisted Living Facility (ALF) is allowed a maximum of 30 units per acre in 

land use classification multi-family residential, office/residential, and 

downtown redevelopment. 

2 = Single Family Detached Dwelling Unit           

3 = Single Family Attached Dwelling Unit           

4 = Multi-Family Dwelling Unit 

2 5 = Potential Bonus Units Allowable. Where not less than 50% of the total 

residential units of site are smaller than 1,500 square feet in size, then at the 

sole discretion of the city commission, a residential unit variety density bonus 

may be awarded (Refer to Land Development Code Table 2.07.00.C).  

3 6 = Up to 30 units with Major Urban Code Conditional Use        

7 = Based on R-1 Density Requirements        

8 = Based on R-2 Density Requirements          

4 9 = Based on R-3, B-1 and B-2 Density Requirements        

5 10 = Up to 30 with East Stuart District Conditional Use Approval  

6 11 = Up to 30 upon approval by City Commission with a RPUD within the 

Downtown Redevelopment Land Use area 

7 = Up to 11.62 dwelling units per acre for duplexes provided that such a 
density achieves certain performance standards in the Land 
Development Code 
8 = Maximum 8.72 dwelling units per acre for single family dwelling 
units and 11.62 dwelling units per acre for duplex units  
9 = Maximum ten (10) dwelling units per acre for single and 11.62 
dwelling units per acre for multi-family and duplex units 
E = Only Residential dwelling unit allowed and only by Conditional Use  

L = Limited. No maximum density established by Land Development Code or 

Comprehensive Plan at this time. Rather, the term "Limited" is used instead of a numerical 

value. 

 

2.04.02 SUPPLEMENTAL AREA REQUIREMENTS 

A. Minimum width and area of lots, unless varied by the Board of Adjustments via a 
variance approval. 
1. No lot, even though it may consist of one or more adjacent lots of record, shall be 



reduced so that the lot width or depth, front side or rear yard, minimum lot area of 

other requirements of this code are not maintained. This section shall not apply 

when a portion of a lot is subsequently acquired for public purposes. 

2. No residential lot shall be less than 60 feet in width.  In the case of irregularly 

shaped lots, the average lot width shall be measured and determined in 

accordance with the definition of average lot width set forth in Chapter XII. 

3. No platted lot shall contain less than 6,000 square feet. 

 

2.07.00 DESIGNATION OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)  

3. Density.  The net residential density for an RPUD shall not exceed the maximum 

permitted as prescribed by the following: 

 

A. Single-family, detached: Four 8.72 dwelling units per acre 

 

B. Single-family, attached: Seven 8.72 dwelling units per acre 

 

C. Multiple-family residential: 15 30 dwelling units per acre 

 

2.03.03. Planned Unit Development (PUD) density 

 

The density for a planned unit development shall not exceed those densities set forth in 

Table 3 – Maximum Dwelling Units per Acre, unless a density bonus as defined herein, has 

been granted by the city commission as part of a planned unit development zoning 

agreement.  

 

Chapter 12, “definitions”, to clarify the definition of net density and density bonus 

 

Density Bonus:  Additional residential density may be approved for a RPUD in 

accordance with the City of Stuart's comprehensive plan and land development 

regulations provided the total density does not exceed 30 dwelling units per acre. A 

density bonus may only be granted at the discretion of the City Commission as an 

incentive for developments to provide greater public amenities or housing 

opportunities which enhance the City, such as affordable housing, new housing stock, 

or housing types that are in demand. 

Net density:  The net density of a project shall be computed by dividing the total number of 

units to be constructed by the net residential acreage of the parcel. The net residential 

acreage of a parcel shall be the acreage devoted to residential lots buildings, and accessory 

structures rights-of-way, common areas, landscape buffers and retention areas less all 



bodies of water including wet retention areas, the dedicated public open space, all 

easements dedicated to a governmental body for a public use, all public and private 

road right-of-ways, and required protected environmentally sensitive areas.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Exhibit “D” 

Data & Analysis 

In compliance with Florida Statutes, this Exhibit provides details the background, analysis of 

potential impacts and level of service analysis regarding the specific text changes identified in 

Exhibit “A”. 

 

The sections within the Data and Analysis are organized to analyze the impacts of the 

Comprehensive Plan text change identified in Exhibit “A”, as follows: 1) Background 

Information; 2) Population Trends and Change in Population, 3) Analysis and Impact of the 

Proposed Density Changes, 4) Vacant land and infill development, 5) Infrastructure level of 

service analysis, with subsections of a) Sanitary sewer, b) Solid waste, c) Drainage, d) Potable 

water, e) recreation, f) transportation, and g) public education, 6) consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan, 7) consistency with Florida Statues and 8) intergovernmental coordination 

and public participation.   

 

1) Background Information 

Since the City’s first comprehensive zoning code was adopted in 1967, minimum lot sizes for 

one and two-family homes have remained unchanged. In 2002, prompted by a Martin County 

law suits over annexation, and in accordance with Florida’s 1980’s-Era Growth Management 

Law, the City addressed compliance with Florida Statute 163.3177, by adding residential 

densities to its Comprehensive Plan. In doing so, the City chose to cap the “Low-Density 

Residential” land use category at 7 units per acre. This category encompasses the R-1A, R-1 and 

R-2 (duplex) zoning districts.  In drafting these Comprehensive Plan density caps, the City failed 

to recognize the conflicts created between the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC, and between 

the Comprehensive Plan and long standing practice to allow variances to the minimum lot size. 

To resolve these “house cleaning” conflicts, amendments to both the City’s Comprehensive Plan 

and its LDC are proposed. If no action is taken, there are several scenarios under which a 

property owner may no longer be able to seek a lot size variance from the Board of Adjustments 

or develop in reliance on the LDC’s minimum lot size standards in place since 1967.     

 

 

 

 

 

 



The following table illustrates the density versus minimum lot size conflicts:  

Zone  Current 

minimum lot 

size per LDC 

(Sq. Ft.)    

Required lot 

size if CP’s 7 

UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

4 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 

5 UPA cap is 

applied (Sq. 

Ft.)  

Required lot 

size if LDC’s 7 

UPA density 

caps applied 

(Sq. Ft.)  

Lot meets 

CP’s 7 UPA 

density 

cap 

Lot 

meets 

LDC’s 

density 

cap 

Proposed 

Fix 

R-1A 10,000 6,223 10,890 NA NA YES NO 

Remove 4 

UPA cap in 

LDC 

R-1 7,500 6,223 NA 8,712 NA YES NO 

Remove 5 

UPA cap in 

LDC  

R-2 

duplex 
7,500 12,446 NA NA 12,446 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

11.62 for 

duplexes 

R-2 

Single 

Family 

6,000 6,223 NA NA 6,223 NO NO 

Amend the 

Comp Plan 

and LDC to 

increase 

range to 

8.62 for 

Single 

Family 

 

The “house cleaning” of the City’s densities within the Future Land Use Element is namely due 

to a significant number of properties classified as Low Density Residential carry a conventional 

zoning designation with maximum densities exceeding the 7 dwelling unit per acre prescribed 

for the Low Density Land Use category. In lieu of creating new Land Use Categories, the City 

has elected to raise the overall densities to match the established historic lot sizes.  

The total number of lots within the Low Density Residential land use category is 2,399. 304 of 

these properties are located within a built RPUD, which the City would not expect to benefit 

from the changes in the land use designation. A few hundred of the remaining 2,095 properties 

are within the CRA, which is an area that the city is encouraging infill redevelopment. Maps A 

and B on the following pages, show the location of the Low Density Residential areas and the 

zoning of those areas, minus the RPUD. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Map A. Low Density Residential Property versus all property 

 

 

 

 



Map B.  R-1A, R-1 and R-2 Zoned Property versus all property 

 

 



2) Population Trends and Change in Population 

The population of the City from 1990 to 2000 grew at a rate of 18.2%. Since 2000, the rate 

declined to an average annual rate of 6.3%.  According to the estimates of population by County 

and City in Florida, 2016, Stuart is estimated to have 16,148 persons as of April 1, 2016. The 

total change between 2010 and 2016 is estimated to be 555 persons, or 3.4%. The 2010 Census 

recorded 15,593 persons. After experiencing an average annual growth of over 5% for the first 

half of the 2000s, the City’s more recent population growth has been stagnant according to 

University of Florida’s BEBR estimates.   

Permanent Population for the City of Stuart, U.S. Census Bureau 

1990 2000 2010 2016 

11,936 14,605 15,593 16,148 

 

The declining rate of population increase is mainly due to the fact that the city is nearing 

complete buildout and population increase has been decelerating region and state-wide, 

especially since the time of the housing bust of 2007. 

Permanent Population for the City of Stuart 

As referenced from the Population Technical Bulletin, prepared by Martin County, 2015. 

2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

16,148 17,140 17,902 18,545 19,112 19,591 

 

Peak Population for the City of Stuart, 

As referenced from the Population Technical Bulletin, prepared by Martin County, 2015. 

2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

16,148 18,958 19,721 20,363 20,930 21,409 

 

Although the City’s Capital Improvement budget, which analyzes the City’s capacity to serve 

and maintain adopted Level of Service standards, takes into consideration a natural growth rate 

for the next five years, it is important to note that due to mainly infill development, the City 

already anticipates the 2040 permanent population to be 19,591 and the peak population may be 

21,409.   

 

 

 

 



3) Analysis and Impact of the Proposed Density Changes 

The impact of increasing the density within the Comprehensive Plan within the Low Density 

Residential, Multi-Family Residential, Office-Residential, and East Stuart, is in the practical 

sense permitting the City to proceed with long standing procedures, which allow the City to 

adhere to the minimum lot sizes contained within the City’s Land Development Code (which has 

remained unchanged for over 50 years since its adoption) and allow the City’s Board of 

Adjustment to vary those minimum lot sizes when a complete variance application is requested 

and the testimony presents a clear hardship to permit a reduced lot size in the context of 

established, platted neighborhoods.  The elimination of a City-wide discrepancy whereby a 

significant number of properties were allowed smaller lot sizes since the establishment of the 

City’s Land Development Code with the density limitations adopted and imposed on those lots 

since 2002, is determined not to be a significant change in the number of lots or population.  This 

is due to historic fact that these lots either exist or were always anticipated to be formed, since 

they meet the long standard minimum lot sizes of the City’s Land Development Code.  

In order to anticipate the formation of new lots granted by variance to be smaller than the 

minimum lot sizes, the City has determined that existing vacant lots are the only lots that 

represent a likely and best case scenario of redevelopment and infill. Demonstrated on Map C on 

the following page and further explained in the next section of the analysis, the total numbers of 

vacant properties that are potentially impacted are only 74 lots.  Even if each one of these vacant 

lots are able to demonstrate a hardship, only 74 additional lots may be created due to the increase 

in density contained in the proposed language above the minimum lot sizes of the Land 

Development Code.  Based on the unlikely scenario that each vacant lot does subdivide, the 

increase of 74 lots have been determined to be de Minimis due to the comparative size of the 

City (2,399 low density lots), and the most likely scenario of development (74 lots, or 3%).  Of 

note, the City has 8,777 housing units as of the 2010 census. The impact of the comprehensive 

plan text amendment in the context of the entire city is .8% of the city’s total number of units. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Map C. Vacant properties within the Low Density Land Use Category. 

 

The City acknowledges that the increase in allowable density is not limited to vacant lots, and 

therefore, lots with residences may be torn down to allow for smaller lot splits than currently 

allowed, or due to the situation of the residence, the lot splits may occur without having the 

residence torn down. In either case, these scenarios represent an unlikely scenario and the worst 

case scenario of redevelopment, as it is uncharacteristic for the City to see that many lot splits 

over the City’s history.  As an example, Map D on the following page demonstrates the 

relatively small number of demolitions the City processes to determine the historic likelihood 

that the City may see tear downs and subdivisions after the adoption of higher densities within 

the Comprehensive Plan. Since 2000, the City has processed 134 Residential Demolitions within 

the Residential Low Density Land Use Category, but it should be noted that 23 of those lots were 

within the Witham Field landing buffer zone and should not be considered voluntary. Therefore, 

the City has 111 demolition requests, or an average of about 6.5 per year.  

 

 



Map D. Demolition Permits Issued 2000-2017 

 

 



Finally, the city acknowledges that the total area under the Residential Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) category that could potentially be unrestricted since there is no size 

requirement to become a RPUD. Under the proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendment, a 

density bonus program currently referred to in the City’s Land Development Regulations is 

allowed to potentially increase the PUD density from 15 units per acre to 30 units per acre. Only 

62.96 acres of this category are currently vacant and may benefit from the proposed density 

bonus. There is a potential increase of 944 units, due to the comprehensive plan text amendment. 

However, staff notes that these are not guaranteed units and may only awarded based on density 

bonuses. 

With a total potential increase of 74 lots, the City may experience an additional 170 residents. 

(74 new lots x 2.3 household size = 170 total new residents).  Please note that this total does not 

take into account how many of the new residence might be seasonal. Because this change in 

population takes into account the full redevelopment of the city’s residential lots, and the 

redevelopment of all of the residential vacant lots, the hypothetical built-out population scenario 

would be 19,761 (19,591+ 170).  

4) Vacant land and infill development 

The chief factor limiting the potential impact of the proposed density increase is the fact that 

almost all land under the Residential Low Density category is already developed.  

The Comprehensive Plan text amendment only impacts the by-right density of the East Stuart 

and Low Density Residential land use category, and for density bonuses to Residential Planned 

Unit Development (RPUD) zoned properties. The vacant areas of the Low Density Residential 

land use category is demonstrated and tabulated on Map D, broken down by zoning district.  The 

chart demonstrates that the total numbers of vacant properties that are potentially impacted are 

only 74 lots. This represents the highest reasonable impact in the short term, because it does not 

take into consideration lot splits with a residence currently built on the property.  

Also note that the vacant parcels within East Stuart have always been developed in this fashion 

without a minimum lot size and with density in the Land Development Regulations equal to the 

proposed Comprehensive Plan Text amendment. Therefore, the City finds that these impacts 

have been known to our level of service analysis.  

Infill Development 

The City has several policies that support the potential increase in density within the existing 

fabric of the city as a planning tool to decrease urban sprawl in locations that support the 

additional density. By potentially decreasing urban sprawl, the City may ultimately decrease the 

public expenditure of needed infrastructure, decrease overall traffic on US 1 (which is the only 

road that is failing concurrency), benefit the environment and have a positive effect on health and 

quality of life of our residence.  



According to the Urban Land Institute (2007), Growing Cooler: Evidence on Urban 

Development and Climate Change, more compact urban development strategies helps reduce 

vehicle miles traveled.  Coupled with the analysis of the City’s Economic Element performed by 

the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), the City’s commercial activities employ 

21,627 people who live outside of the city, while only employing 1,497 who call Stuart home.  

Taking into consideration that 4,078 residents commute to work outside the city, a net traffic 

positive flow of 17,549 commuters travel into Stuart at peak rush hours. This imbalance is a root 

cause for traffic concurrency issues on Highway One. If lots within our Low Density Land Use 

areas utilize the variance process to subdivide and add some additional units to the City’s 

housing stock, it may be in the City’s best interest to allow the variance process to work as it has 

been working for so long.  

A city with a core density has also been linked to increased productivity. The Federal Reserve 

Bank of New York’s 2010 report, Productivity and the Density of Human Capital, reviewed 363 

metropolitan areas to understand how density affects an area’s economic productivity.  Although 

this report reviewed metropolitan areas, the findings may be applied to smaller cities like Stuart. 

The study shows that sector with the highest productivity gains due where higher density patterns 

existed were those in the professional services, education, arts and entertainment, information 

and finance sectors. These are Sectors that the City is currently invested in and desires to 

continue to invest in.  

Infrastructure is also an important factor in why a small City may benefit from some additional 

housing in the core of its city. As a community expands outward, new infrastructure is required 

and be maintained. The City has focused its budget on continuing excellent public services and 

fund new infrastructure projects as they are needed. Choosing to focus on increasing density in 

areas where infrastructure already exists not only the most cost-effective way to use limited 

resources, but additionally, easier and quicker to maintain. Focusing on funds within higher 

densities also creates more of an impact to public benefit. The city is aggressively providing 

inexpensive avenues to convert septic and wells to water and sewer. Because of this emphasis, 

the City is well prepared if there is a small increase of 170 new residents.   

Furthermore, it may be argued that dense development is poor development and not in keeping 

with a small community, but that is not necessarily the case. Compact development strategies are 

outliving the sprawling commuter city strategies, because compact development is far more 

sustainable. Also, the underlining fabric of a city’s sustainable density is demonstrated by the 

underlying 5,000 square foot lots that were originally platted and planned for these 

neighborhoods in the 1920s.  These original plats took into consideration density clustering to 

provide more walkable blocks and sharing of infrastructure. A majority of these platted 

neighborhoods dedicated alley-ways and rights of ways that create spaces that make the 

complete neighborhood subdivision feel less dense and in fact can be calculated today to be less 

dense (if the city included alleyways and rights of ways in the density calculation of these 

subdivisions). Although times have changed since the 1920s, so has the role of citizen 



participation in our local government. Higher densities can address a number of sustainable 

development issues, such as walkable neighborhoods, local housing stock, access to housing, and 

quality development, in order to realize the benefits of compact neighborhoods.  It is important 

to recognize that higher densities make walkability possible and great design makes it enjoyable. 

It is through the public variance process promoted by the City and allowed by the proposed 

Ordinance that these issues may be discussed to benefit the land owner, the neighborhood and 

the City. 

5) Infrastructure level of service analysis 

The State requires an assessment of the financial feasibility of providing infrastructure needed to 

achieve and maintain adopted level of service standards and sustain concurrency. A level of 

service (LOS) analysis and an assessment of the financial feasibility of the comprehensive plan 

were conducted in conjunction with each update of the Capital Improvement Element.  

Comprehensive Plan Level of Service 

A description of availability of and the demand on sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable 

water, water supply, traffic circulation, schools, and recreation is required by section 163.3177 

F.S.   

The adopted LOS standards for infrastructure services are set forth in policies in the 

Infrastructure, Transportation and Parks and Recreation Elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  

They are summarized in Policy A3.1 of the Capital Improvements Element.  

Summary of Level of Service Standards 

Facility Level of Service Standard 

Sanitary Sewer facilities 80 gallons per capita per day for residential 

1,100 gpapd for non-residential 

115 gpcpd total 

Solid Waste facilities 3.5 pounds per capita per day (residential) 

.007 pounds per square foot per day (non-residential) 

Drainage Facilities Retention of half of the runoff from a 25-year, 3 day duration storm 

event on parcels greater than 1 acre or 10-year 3-day duration storm 

event on parcels less than 1 acre 

Potable Water 250 gallons per day per equivalent residential connection 

Recreation Facilities 3 acres of developed community park per 1,000 permanent and seasonal 

residents 

Transportation Facilities LOS E at peak hour for arterials except,  

A) An interim standard of maintain is established for the following 

roadways: 

SR 707 from Green River Parkway to south of Wright Blvd 

SR 714 from Palm City Bridge to SR 76 

B) Transportation level of service standards shall not be applied to 



any development occurring within  he TCEA 

C) Transportation level of service standards for arterials within the 

TCEA Buffer area shall allow an additional 30% increase in peak 

hour traffic over the adopted level of service standards otherwise 

set in this policy 

Public Education Facilities See a more detailed section below on Public Education facilities 

 

a) Sanitary Sewer 

Sanitary Sewer level of service standard for sanitary sewer is 80 gallons per capita per day. 

According to the City’s Public Works Department, we are meeting and exceeding the 80 gallons 

per capita per day threshold. While using 50% of water use outside, and 166 gallons per capita 

per day for water usage. The Public Works Department confirmed via memorandum that the 

anticipated increase in population should not be a concern. 

b) Solid Waste 

The city processes approximately 17,263 tons of commercial garbage, including multi-family 

residential per day. The City’s Public Works Department currently processes 2.19 pounds per 

capita per day for garbage and .69 pounds per capita per day for recycling, in line with the 3.5 

pounds per capita per day LOS service standard. The Public Works Department confirmed via 

memorandum that the anticipated increase in population should not be a concern. 

c) Drainage  

The Public Works Department confirmed via memorandum that the anticipated increase in 

population should not be a concern toward drainage requirements, as they are held to standards 

during development that should keep the City within the LOS standard threshold. 

d) Potable Water 

The City owns and operates its own potable water supply system. All responsibilities for the 

treatment and distribution of public water supply to the residents and businesses within its 

service area, which includes a small portion of unincorporated Martin County, are assumed by 

the City.  In addition, there are areas of the City which receive potable water service from Martin 

County Consolidated Water System.  

Raw water for the Stuart water system is provided by 24 production wells drawing from the 

Surficial Aquifer System (SAS).  In addition, Stuart received an average of 500,000 gallons per 

day from the Northrup Grumman Corporation remediation system. 

Stuart currently operates a single water treatment facility, which consists of three 2-MGD 

treatment units, with a finished peak-day capacity of 4.355 MGD, although the current 

Consumptive Use Permit (CUP) only permits a maximum withdrawal of 3.67 MGD.  



The current average daily output of finished water is approximately 3.25 MGD   

Population projections for the Stuart water service areas are below: 

YEAR Service Area Total (Resident Population) 

2018    19,960 

    

The City has adopted finished potable water level of service standard of 250 gallons per day 

equivalent residential connection, as part of the Ten-Year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan.  

e) Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) 

An evaluation of the effectiveness of the City’s TCEA was conducted as part of the EAR, in 

accordance with State law.  

Stuart’s TCAE represents approximately 19% of the total municipal acreage. The purpose of the 

TCEA, within which development is exempted from transportation concurrency requirements, is 

to encourage urban redevelopment and infill development within the CRA. In order to avoid 

creating a ring of under development and blight around the TCEA, the city created a transition 

zone extending approximately one mile to the west, south and east of the TCEA south of the 

bridge, within which the LOS standard allows up to a 30% increase in peak hour traffic over the 

adopted LOS service volumes.  

The TCEA appears to be succeeding in fostering infill development and redevelopment within 

the CRA.  

Traffic volume on major collectors and arterials within the TCEA, buffer area and beyond is 

lower than anticipated and not exceeding LOS “E” with exception of the US-1 Roosevelt bridge 

link. An evaluation of the traffic patterns indicates that the congestion on US-1 is not generated 

by development within the TCEA or TCEA buffer area, but rather from development outside the 

city.  As this link is projected by the MPO to continue to operate as LOS “E” until 2040, the 

TCAE should become increasingly important to the promotion of redevelopment and infill 

development within the CRA and buffer area.  It is concluded that the TCEA and TCEA buffer 

area LOS standards should be retained, subject to monitoring. 

According to the most recent Roadway Level of Service Inventory (Marti MPO 2040 LRTP), the 

only roadway links that are projected to exceed the LOS “E” within the city are US Highway 

One, between Palm City Road and Britt Road. 

According to the Martin County Metropolitan Planning Organization, “2040 Long Range 

Transportation Plan”, prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., and based on the Martin 

County 2013 LOS Inventory Report, the only roadway within the City that is failing the volume 

to capacity ratio is US Highway One.  This report examined roadway deficiencies resulting from 

growth in travel demands over the 25-year time horizon.  



Martin County identified required improvement projects needed to maintain satisfactory mobility 

conditions, including roadway projects, transit projects, and projects related to non-motorized 

improvements. Within the “Roadway Needs Plan”, the only roadway identified by the County as 

requiring funding for the next 20 years was Indian Street, between Kanner and Willoughby, 

which is a short section of which there are no low density land use areas that this amendment 

would potentially exacerbate this concern.  

f) Public Education Facilities 

Any large number of additional residential units would be due to the approval of a planned unit 

development, which would have the availability to apply for a density bonus up to 30 units per 

acre.  During the time of application, the City currently, and will continue to, coordinate with the 

Martin County School Board such application for residential units. The City does not anticipate 

the potential for a small number of infill lots over a period of twenty years will impact the Public 

Education Facilities negatively; furthermore, the City finds that the maximum likely potential 

increase could be planned for as a natural and measured population increase are planned and the 

levels of service maintained.  

6) Internal Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 

The City of Stuart’s Comprehensive Plan contains a number Elements, which contain Goals, 

Objectives and Policies which provide the City a City-wide, long term vision. In order to 

demonstrate consistency of the proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments within the 

existing Goals, Objectives and Policies of the current Comprehensive Plan, please see 

Attachment A, which includes several Goals, Objectives and Policies that support the proposed 

text amendment. 

Please see Exhibit “B” – Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies Consistency Analysis 

 

7) Consistency with Florida Statutes 

The City of Stuart’s Comprehensive Plan is currently in compliance with all Florida Statutes and 

the proposed text change does not conflict with any Florida Statute requirements. The City is 

amending the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element in accordance with Rule Chapter 

9J-5, F.A.C. and Chapter 163, F.S. 

8) Intergovernmental Coordination and Public Participation 

The City has brought forth the City- initiated Ordinance to the Local Planning Agency at the 

____, 2017 hearing, a Public Workshop with the City Commission on ____, 2017, and a 

transmittal hearing at City Commission on June 22, 2017.  Please see Exhibit “E” to examine the 

public hearing minutes, the City’s required proof of notification and all additional public 

comments the City has received. 









 

200 
88% 

13 
6% 

14 
6% 

All Board of Adjustment Variance Requests 
Since 1967 

Variances for setbacks,
height, fences, parking,
and signage

Variances to minimum lot
size prior to
Comprehensive Plan

Variance to lot size since
establishment of
Comprehensive Plan
(1.02)



All impacts to single family lots in relation to density change (7 to 9 DUA) only as it 
pertains to lot splits of certain sized lots (Including tear downs, existing houses that can 

split without tear downs, and vacant lots) 

Single Family Scenarios R1-A R-1 R-2 Total 
Under 4,839sf Noncomforming either way 3 10 187 200 
4,840sf – 6,223sf Made a conforming single lot with change 15 51 50 116 
6,224sf – 9,680sf No changes in impact (conforming single lot not eligible to 

subdivide) 
143 517 38 698 

9,681sf – 12,446sf Not permitted to divide now, but eligible due to new density 
(1 to 2 lots) 

122 348 16 486 

12,447sf – 14,520sf No changes in impact (permitted to divide once) 64 128 7 199 
14,521sf – 18,669sf Permitted to divide once now, but eligible to divide twice 

due to new density (2 to 3 lots)  
95 102 9 206 

18,670sf – 19,360sf No changes in impact (permitted to divide twice) 7 3 1 11 
19,361sf – 24,200sf 
 

Permitted to divide twice now, but eligible to divide three 
times due to new density (3 to 4 lots) 

56 31 3 90 

24,201sf – 25,000sf 
25,000 - 31,115sf 

Permitted to divide three times now, but eligible to divide 
four times due to new density (4 to 5) 

30 16 0 46 

Over 31,116sf  19 22 3 44 
Total lots impacted  322 519 31 872 
Total lots  554 1228 314 2095 

 
All impacts to lots in relation to density change (7 to 14 DUA) only as it pertains to lot 
splits for duplexes of certain sized lots (including tear downs, existing houses that can 

split without tear downs, and vacant lots) 

Duplex scenarios R1-A R-1 R-2 Total 
Below 3,111sf Individual duplex unit nonconforming (1 unit) N/A N/A 0 0 
3,112sf – 6,222sf Individual duplex unit made conforming (1 unit) N/A N/A 237 237 
6,223sf – 9,680sf Made a conforming duplex lot due to new density (1 unit to 

2) 
N/A N/A 38 38 

9,681sf – 12,446sf Not permitted to divide into a duplex and is eligible to divide 
into a duplex (1 to 2 units) 

N/A N/A 16 16 

12,447sf – 18,669sf Permitted to divide into a duplex and is eligible to divide into 
two duplexes due to new density (2 units to 4 units)  

N/A N/A 16 16 

18,670sf – 24,892sf Permitted to divide into a duplex and is eligible to divide into 
three duplex units due to new density (2 to 6 units)  

N/A N/A 4 4 

24,893sf – 31,115sf Permitted to divide into two duplexes and is eligible to divide 
into four duplexes due to new density (4 to 8) 

N/A N/A 0 0 

Over 31,116sf  N/A N/A 3 3 
Total lots impacted  0 0 77 77 
Total lots  0 0 314 314 
 

 

 

 



 

 

        

 
 

 
 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION 

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA 

 

ORDINANCE NUMBER 2342-2017 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE 

CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA AMENDING THE CITY’S 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; SPECIFICALLY AMENDING 

THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT TABLE OF LAND 

USE DENSITIES AND INTENSITIES IN ORDER TO 

INCREASE THE MAXIMUM DENSITY CALCULATIONS 

FOR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, MULTI-FAMILY 

RESIDENTIAL, OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL AND EAST 

STUART DISTRICT TO PROVIDE FOR CONSISTENCY 

WITH THE CITY’S EXISTING MINIMUM LOT SIZE 

REQUIREMENTS; APPROVING TRANSMITTAL OF THE 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES (DEO) AND OTHER 

RELEVANT AGENCIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS; 

PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS; PROVIDING FOR 

SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR EFFECTIVE DATE, 

AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.   

 

* * * * * 
  

WHEREAS, Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, provides for the authority and procedure to the 

local government to amend its Comprehensive Plan as needed to ensure that the plan provides 

appropriate policy guidance for growth and development; and  

WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Stuart, Florida adopted its last Evaluation and 

Appraisal Report (EAR) based Comprehensive Plan amendments in September 27, 2010. 



 

 

WHEREAS, the densities established in the Comprehensive Plan serve to provide specific density 

and intensity measures allowed in each land use category. 

WHEREAS, the City of Stuart recognizes the importance of discouraging urban sprawl by 

facilitating urban development and infill development in order to achieve a more compact urban form.  

WHEREAS, the Local Planning Agency of City of Stuart reviewed the proposed amendments to 

the Comprehensive Plan at a public hearing on ____, 2017; and  

WHEREAS, on _____, 2017 at  a duly advertised public hearing, the City Commission considered 

the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments, attached hereto as Attachment “A” and authorized 

transmittal of the proposed amendments to the Department of Economic Opportunities (DEO) and 

appropriate agencies and local government; and 

WHEREAS, the City Commission has provided for full public participation in the comprehensive 

plan amendment process and has considered and responded to public comments.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF STUART, 

FLORIDA, that: 

SECTION 1: The City Commission herby finds and determines that the approval of the Future Land 

Use Element attached hereto as Attachment “A” is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of 

the City of Stuart Comprehensive Plan as amended.   

SECTION 2: The City Commission does hereby approve transmittal of the Comprehensive Plan 

amendments for the purpose of a final order determining this adopted amendment to be in compliance.   

SECTION 3:  All ordinances or parts of ordinances herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of such 

conflict. 



 

 

SECTION 4:  If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any person or 

circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications which can be 

given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this ordinance 

are declared severable. 

SECTION 5: The provisions of this ordinance shall be codified.   

SECTION 6:  The effective date of this plan amendment, if the amendment is not timely challenged, 

shall be 31 days after the state land planning agency notifies the local government that the plan 

amendment package is complete.  If timely challenged, this amendment shall become effective on the 

date the state land planning agency or the Administration Commission enters a final order determining 

this adopted amendment to be in compliance.  No development orders, development permits, or land 

uses dependent on this amendment may be issued or commence before it has become effective.  If a 

final order of noncompliance is issued by the Administration Commission, this amendment may 

nevertheless be made effective by adoption of a resolution affirming its effective status, a copy of which 

resolution shall be sent to the state land planning agency. 

PASSED on First Reading this _th day of ______, 2017. 

Commissioner __________ offered the following ordinance and moved its adoption.  The motion 

was seconded by Commissioner _____________and upon being put to a roll call vote, the vote 

was as follows:           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ADOPTED on Second Reading this _______ day of __________________, 2017. 

 YES NO ABSENT 

THOMAS CAMPENNI, MAYOR    

TROY A. MCDONALD,  VICE MAYOR     

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, COMMISSIONER    

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARK, COMMISSIONER      



 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________    ______________________________ 

CHERYL WHITE    THOMAS CAMPENNI 

CITY CLERK     MAYOR 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

AND CORRECTNESS: 

 

 

_________________________________ 

MICHAEL MORTELL, CITY ATTORNEY 
 



 

 

Element I 

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

City of Stuart, Florida 

 

Policy A7.2. Gross densities, gross intensities and proportional use amounts for each land use 

category are established in the “Table of Land Use Densities and Intensities” that is adopted as 

part of this element. 

Table of Land Use Densities and Intensities 

  Residential Non-Residential 

   RPUD or Major UCE2     

Land Use 

Category 

In/Out 

CRA1 

General Not 

ACLF4 

ACLF >15 

du/acre5 

%residential General >2.0 

FAR3 

%non-

residential 

Low Density 

Residential 

NA <7 du/ac 

<8.72 

du/ac 

to 11.62 

du/ac 5 

<7 du/ac 

<8.72 

du/ac to 

11.62 

du/ac 5 

none None 95-100 <0.75 FAR  0-5% 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

In <15 du/ac <15 du/ac 

<30 du/ac 

<30 du/ac <5 ac 70-100 <3.0 FAR <20 ac 0-30% 

Out <10 du/ac 

to 11.62 

du/ac 9  

 

15 du/ac 

<30 du/ac 

<30 du/ac <40 ac 70-100 <0.5 FAR  0-30% 

Commercial In  <15 du/ac <15 <30 du/ac <5 ac 0-15 <3.0 FAR <50 ac 85-100% 

Out <10 du/ac <10 <30 du/ac <25 ac 0-15 <1.5 FAR  85-100% 

Office/Residential In <15 du/ac <15 du/ac 

<30 du/ac 

<30 du/ac <5 ac 0-25 <3.0 FAR <10 ac 75-100% 

Out <10 du/ac  

to 11.62 

du/ac 9  

<10 du/ac 

<30 du/ac 

<30 du/ac <5 ac 0-25 <1.5 FAR  75-100% 

Industrial In None    0 <3.0 FAR <10 ac 100% 

 Out None    0 <1.0 FAR  100% 

Public  None    0 <1.0 FAR  100% 

Institutional  <10 du/ac <30 du/ac <30 du/ac <5 ac 0 <0.75 FAR  100% 

Recreation  None     <0.5 FAR  100% 

Downtown 

Redevelopment 

 <15 du/ac8 <30 du/ac <30 du/ac <25 ac 0-70 <4.0 FAR <50 ac 0-70%6  

Neighborhood/ 

Special District 

In <15 du/ac  <30 du/ac <5 ac 30-90 <3.0 FAR <10 ac 10-70% 

Out <15 du/ac  <30 du/ac <5 ac 30-90 <2.0 FAR  10-70% 

East Stuart NA <15 du/ac 

<17 du/ac 

<15 du/ac 

<17 du/ac 

<30 du/ac <5 ac 70-100 <1.5 FAR  0-30% 

Conservation  None    0 <10% ISR  100% 

Marina/Industrial  <15 du/ac <15 du/ac NA <5 ac 0-25 <3.0 FAR <5 ac 0-75% 
 

1CRA = Community Redevelopment Agency. A delineated area 



 

 

2RPUD = Residential Planned Unit Development; Major UCE = Major Urban Code Exception Major UCCU = Major Urban 

Code Conditional Use 

3The total number of acres in developments approved and constructed after the policy effective date that exceed 2.0 FAR shall 

not exceed the specified amount. 

4ACLF = Assisted Adult Congregated Living Facility 

5The Total number of acres in developments approved and constructed after the policy effective date that exceed 15 du/ac shall 

not exceed the specified amount and shall be approved via a Planned Unit Development or Major Urban Code Exception 

5 This designation is intended for parcels that are suited for single family attached and detached and duplex development 

ranging in density from 8.72 for single family units to 11.62 for duplex units. 

6  Recreation uses shall not exceed 25 percent of the land area 

7  ISR = Impervious surface ratio. Not to exceed 10,000 square feet for any contiguous parcel. 

8  Shall be interpreted on an Urban Subdistrict basis within the CRA (including Urban Neighborhood, Urban General, Urban 

Center, Urban Waterfront, and Urban Highway) 

9 This designation is intended for parcels that are suited for single family attached and detached, duplex and multi-family 

development ranging in density from 10 for single family units to 11.62 for multi-family and duplex units. 

Note: Throughout the City, properties located in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA), as identified on the future land use 

map in the Coastal Element of the Comprehensive Plan, are limited to 15 dwelling units per acre unless the applicant can 

demonstrate to comply with Florida Statute 163.3178 (9)(a)1,2 and 3. ALFs shall continue to be prohibited within the Coastal 

High Hazard Area. 





 
 

MINUTES 
 

LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 
FEBRUARY 16, 2017 AT 5:30 PM  
CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

121 S.W. FLAGLER AVE. 
STUART, FLORIDA 34994 

 
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/PLANNING ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS 

Chair - Bill Mathers 
Vice Chair - Li Roberts 

Board Member - Larry Massing 
Board Member - Michael Herbach 

Board Member - Ryan Strom 
Board Member - Susan O’Rourke 
Board Member - John Leighton 
Ex Officio - Garret Grabowski 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

Development Director, Terry O'Neil 
Board Secretary, Michelle Vicat 

 

CALL TO ORDER   5:29 PM   
 
ANNUAL BOARD REORGANIZATION 
 
Larry Massing nominated Bill Mathers as Chair, John Leighton seconded the motion. Approved unanimously. 
 
Larry Massing nominated Li Roberts as Vice Chair, John Leighton seconded the motion. Approved unanimously. 
 

  5:30 PM Roll Call. 

Present: Ryan Strom, William Mathers, Larry Massing, John Leighton, Mike Herbach, Susan O’Rourke. 

Absent: Li Roberts 

 APPROVAL OF MINUTES   5:33 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Larry Massing, Seconded by 

John Leighton.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC (5 min. max): None 

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD MEMBERS: None 
 



OTHER MATTERS BEFORE THE BOARD 
 

1. An Ordinance of the City of Stuart, Florida, amending the “Baker Road Commons PUD” (Ordinance No. 2312-
2015), consisting of 3.02 acres, located at 1440 NW Federal Highway and owned by Wynne Building Corporation, 
a Florida Corporation, said land being more fully described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto; approving an amended 
site plan; approving certain development documents; declaring the development to be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan of the city; approving amended development conditions and a timetable for development; 
providing directions to the City Clerk; providing for repeal of all ordinances in conflict; providing for severability; 
and providing for an effective date, and for other purposes. 
 
PRESENTATION: Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner 
                              Joel Wynne, Wynne Building Corporation 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
BOARD COMMENT: 
 
Ryan Strom read the questions Li Roberts submitted in her absence. The first one was asking for a signage 
location and example.  
 
Leo Giangrande, Giangrande Engineering and Planning said he believed there was a sign on the bottom right 
hand corner and the intent is to have a monument sign and they will come back to the next meeting with details. 
 
Stephen Mayer said there was a condition of approval that all signage would meet code. 
 
Ryan Strom asked for the outdoor lighting location and example. 
 
Stephen Mayer said it is not a requirement at this level but will be at final site plan. 
 
Ryan Strom asked about the exterior fence in the NW corner matching up with existing adjoining parcel to prevent 
pass through. 
 
Leo Giangrande said they are proposing a fence to continue with the existing fence and there will be no gap. 
 
Ryan Strom asked the definition of extended stay. 
 
Terry O’Neil, Development Director said they need to be more specific of what that means but in his view it’s a 
stay of three or four weeks. 
 
Joel Wynne said extended say is a specific definition in the hotel business and what they are trying to do, they 
agree with. He thought thirty days is a reasonable delineation. 
 
Ryan Strom said there are two types of pools shown and asked about music and noise. 
 
Leo Giangrande said the site plan and elements supersede the prototype submitted.  
 

 5:56 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Larry Massing, Seconded by Ryan Strom. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
  

2. Ordinance No. 2345-2017 an Ordinance of the City of Stuart, Florida, annexing a parcel of land fronting NW 
Federal Highway (US Highway 1) south of and abutting North Stuart Baptist Church, consisting of 9.45 acres, said 
parcel being more fully described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto; providing directions to the City Clerk; providing 
for repeal of all ordinances in conflict; providing for severability; providing for codification; and providing for an 
effective date, and for other purposes. 
 



PRESENTATION:  Tom Reetz, Senior Planner 
                               Nik Schroth, NAI Southcoast (check spelling) 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
BOARD COMMENT: 
 
Chair Mathers abstained as he had consulted with the applicant on the annexation. 
 
Larry Massing abstained from voting due to the contentious annexation relationship between his employer and 
the City of Stuart. 
 
Ryan Strom read Li Roberts comments: Substantial part of boundary; approximately 2.5% of perimeter is adjacent 
to city boundary, completely ignored the road as required or looked at it as 20% of eastern side of property 
ignoring the narrow access round which means 5% is adjacent to city boundary and didn’t think this meets the 
requirement of substantial part of a boundary. She thought that when if/when future annexation of property 
identified this would change. Reasonable compact finger areas in serpentine winding patterns add a block that is 
100% contiguous on one side of four would create three additional boundary turns and would not be winding or 
turning. In this case the proposed parcel adds five additional boundary turns which would appear to be winding or 
turning.  
 
Mike Mortell, City Attorney said he met with staff regarding these comments and attached a memo to the agenda 
package and expanded the issues that relates to serpentine as well as finger and said it does meet the legal 
criteria. 
 
Susan O’Rourke said it meets the criteria and if the city’s intent is to expand, 
 

  6:08 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Susan O'Rourke, Seconded by John Leighton. 
Motion passed unanimously with Larry Massing and Bill Mathers abstaining. 
  

3. An Ordinance of the City Commission of the City of Stuart, Florida amending the City’s Comprehensive Plan; 
specifically amending the Future Land Use Element Table of land use densities and intensities in order to 
increase the maximum density calculations for low density residential, multi-family residential, office/residential 
and East Stuart District to provide for consistency with the City’s existing minimum lot size requirements; 
approving transmittal of the Comprehensive Plan to the Department of Economic Opportunities (DEO) and other 
relevant agencies and local governments; providing for conflicts; providing for severability; providing for effective 
date, and for other purposes 
 
PRESENTATION: Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner made a presentation for Items 3 and 4 together. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Karen Sayer read her comments which are included with these minutes. After board comment she asked them to 
table the item until they received more data. 
 
BOARD COMMENT: 
 
Larry Massing reaffirmed that this shores up the numbers. 
 
Terry O’Neil agreed. 
 
Chair Mathers read comments from Mark Mathes and Li Roberts which are included with these minutes 
 
Karen Sayer spoke at the February 27, 2017 City Commission Meeting Public Comment and asked that Susan 
O’Rourke’s comments be accounted for in LPA minutes in greater detail: 



 

Susan O’Rourke said “I understand the need to correct things, but I also I’ll use one of I think Mark wrote 
something about skinning the cat. I have a couple concerns. I know that the attorney had made a comment about 
the data and analysis and you know we’ve had this issue in the city and the county with the density and where the 
population goes and all that kind of thing and it’s a somewhat contentious issue and so I think the data and 
analysis should come before the decision. And I also I do feel strongly that as you all know I primarily do a lot of 
work with land development and I do also work with Mainstreet and feel it’s very important to even quirky 
neighborhoods lend character to the community and if you look at these different cities where we go in and make 
changes and somebody comes out with their urban design annual you start to get cities that you know we used to 
have anywhere USA along US1 because everybody did the same pattern and you couldn’t tell when you went 
from one city to another and the same thing can happen with neighborhood and communities where you don’t 
have a vision like in West Palm Beach. There’s a decision, this is where the core is and then you have people 
coming in and preserving some of the different density types in the neighborhoods and whether they do it like as a 
historic neighborhood or they do it as a voluntary thing but I do have concerns that where we’re cleaning things up 
I mean we’ve gone to wherever the high side was versus maybe looking at it and saying “maybe we need to stick 
with this number here and adjust no maybe we need to adjust the land use and the LDR. So I live in the city on a 
big lot and have a cottage lot that can combine into two you know I’d like to split mine. But I think I wouldn’t want 
my neighbor to be able to do that and I know there are restrictions and people have to come in and go through a 
process but I do have concern about you know I don’t have a problem with the true up of East Stuart going from 
15 to 17 but you know just looking from you know the different.” 
 
John Leighton said “why wouldn’t you have that concern, but you have concerns outside of that.” 
 
Susan O’Rourke said “because this was a 15 to 17 where the 17 was referenced in the document was what my 
understanding was.” 
 
John Leighton said “right so they have 25 foot lots over there in some cases that are legal, conforming lots so if 
you had that in a R1A district and the person owned it prior to zoning and they have the right to build on it, you 
would have an issue with that, when the density would actually be higher than what was proposed?” 
 
Susan O’Rourke said “I’m having a problem with making a wholesale change to correct particular instances and 
my issue isn’t necessarily with the result, my issue is with making it. I know staff is comfortable mathematically 
with it but I don’t know what the impact of it is except we’re you know on a table so I don’t know you know the 
number of lots and it does concern me because I feel like we’re we have areas that are going to look the same as 
everywhere else if the city makes this change without having some other thought of the development patterns and 
what it means. And we’re saying we’re going to do data analysis when we get to before it goes up to the state but 
it seems like that should be part of what we’re reviewing and I don’t’ know that neighborhoods understand and 
maybe there needs to be some visioning of the neighborhoods and what you know and how that you know moves 
out from the density and where the density is going to occur and are there any. Are we going to put any kind of 
more character binding you know it’s not just because I mean you can  look around and see and I know that you 
look down and I don’t want to name cities but there are cities that you go to that used to be quaint and they just 
made a wholesale change and people came in and they got development but then they lost their character and 
there’s other places that did density but they had a vision and they’ve retained they’ve been able to do density but 
it has a whole different feel and a whole different result to the community so I think those two things need to go 
hand in hand and I don’t I see this fix but I don’t see the vision and I think the vision is something we struggle with 
a lot and I just think that should be first.” 
 
Terry O’Neil said that is is how the lot sizes have been applied since 1967 and it’s a really good way to illustrate 
what is the effect of our development patterns and if you look at what has been developed and if you feel 
comfortable with that, that what we have is of a scale and quaintness and mix of uses he would propose that 
continuing to do the same thing unchanged, they aren’t risking this running away from us in any way because it’s 
the way they’ve been doing business since 1967. He said if the board wants them to look at this for additional 
safeguards; his view is that lot size variances are not all that common and they certainly don’t come if there is 
neighborhood opposition.  
 



John Leighton said he thought the neighborhoods have grown appropriately from 1967 to today and land/home 
values have gone up exponentially so the market has clearly identified they like what’s happened. He said if all 
they are doing is addressing a de minimis issue on a piece of paper and it’s acceptable to everyone, he doesn’t 
understand what the problem is.  
 
Chair Mathers asked that staff look at both the maximum building coverage, impacts and said you can impact the 
current infrastructure because you are inducing a higher density.  
 

  6:55 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by John Leighton, Seconded by Larry Massing. 
Motion passed 5/1 with Susan O’Rourke dissenting 
 

4. An Ordinance of the City of Stuart, Florida amending Chapter 2, Section 2.03.05, Table 3 “Maximum Dwelling 
Units Per Acre” of the City's Land Development Code, providing for consistency with the City’s existing and long-
standing minimum lot size requirements by increasing the maximum densities for the R-1A, R-1, R-2, R-3, RPUD, 
B-1, CPUD and Urban Districts to be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan; amending Chapter 2, 
Section 2.07.00, “Designation of Planned Unit Development (PUD); amending Chapter 12, “Definitions”, to clarify 
the definition of net density and density bonus, declaring said amendments to be consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan; providing for a severability clause, a conflict clause and codification; providing for an 
effective date, and for other purposes. 
 
PRESENTATION: Stephen Mayer, Senior Planner 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
BOARD COMMENT: None 
 

  7:02 PM Motion: Action: Approve, Moved by Larry Massing, Seconded by Ryan Strom. 
Motion passed 5/1 with Susan O’Rourke dissenting 
  
STAFF UPDATE: None 
 

ADJOURNMENT   7:02 PM Motion: Action: Adjourn, Moved by John Leighton, Seconded by Ryan 
Strom. Motion passed unanimously. 
  
 
 
 
 
________________________________   ______________________________ 
Bill Mathers, Chair      Michelle Vicat, Board Secretary 
 
 



November 15th, 2016 
 
Stephen Mayer 
Senior Planner 
City of Stuart, FL 
 
Re:  Density 
 
Dear Stephen: 

Months have passed since the density discussion was brought to the forefront.  
We have talked periodically about your research findings and I realize you are still 
pulling information together.  It is my hope this will insure a thoughtful discussion 
with staff, the city commission, advisory boards, interested professionals, and 
citizens. 

Here are some additional questions which would routinely be judiciously 
addressed by any city prior to a change in density.  Please address them for me.  
In addition, these questions will be posed to the citizens by me as I work towards 
creating neighborhood coalitions ahead of the planned workshop.  Please advise 
me well in advance of the workshop date. 

 How many properties have been affected over the years since the city 
deviated from the density allowances approved by the citizens.  Will those 
property owners be notified? 

 What is the actual “real” density in each zone including the urban zone? 

 Where is the city in real density numbers in comparison to the city’s growth 
plan projections?  In other words, what are the exact residential numbers 
compared to the comprehensive growth management plan projections.   

 How does the current infrastructure hold up to the current actual density 
demands? 

 If density is to be increased, what are the plans for increased infrastructure 
needs in accordance with projections. 

 What are your marketing and feasibility studies showing you about 
increasing residential density versus commercial density and which adds 
more to the tax rolls? 

 Have you polled citizens who live in and outside the city who use city 
infrastructure and partake in activities within the city?  Are they mostly city 



or county residents?  How are you tracking who is utilizing city assets and 
frequenting businesses?   

 What is the comprehensive revenue collection comparison for residential 
versus commercial income benefit for the city?   

 Have you done an assessment of your older neighborhoods?  What do the 
citizens who live there desire relative to density and expectations for infill 
architecture compatibility and maintaining natural beauty?   

 Presently disproportional density and infill architecture located within older 
neighborhoods are easily recognizable.  What is the plan to maintain sense 
of place, neighborhood charm and quality of living if density is to be 
increased? 

 What are the provisions in place which promote the city’s mission of 
supporting the vision of “small town character”? 

 Have your marketing and feasibility studies included interested parties such 
as:  Community Redevelopment Agency, Treasure Coast Regional Planning 
Council, The River Coalition, preservation boards, local land planners and 
architects, citizens, city activists, etc. 

 What has your study shown when you compare our density with other 

towns of our size? Do we have higher or lower density in comparison? 

  If density is to be increased, what cities will we be emulating?  Will it be 

Miami, Ft. Lauderdale, or areas of Palm Beach?  

 Will the citizens have a say in this decision? 

I personally feel the citizenry may likely choose quality over quantity because they 

have a history of it as exemplified by restriction in how many stories can be 

erected.   

If there is a leaning towards increasing density, I will be strongly encouraging the 

citizens of Stuart to request a referendum vote. 

Please make certain this letter is submitted officially for the record.  

Sincerely, 

 

Karen Sayer 

cc:  Paul Nicoletti, Terry Oniel, city commissioners 
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CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

CITY COMMISSION
Meeting Date:  6/12/2017 Prepared by:  S. Mayer

Title of Item:

ORDINANCE No. 2354-2017;  AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA
AMENDING CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.03.05, TABLE 3 “MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER
ACRE” OF THE CITY'S LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, PROVIDING FOR CONSISTENCY
WITHIN THE MINIMUM LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS BY INCREASING THE MAXIMUM
DENSITIES FOR THE R-1A AND R-1 DISTRICTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; DECLARING SAID AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH
THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, A
CONFLICT CLAUSE AND CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES. (RC)

Summary Explanation/Background Information on Agenda Request:

 
Since the City's first comprehensive zoning code was established in 1967, the minimum lot sizes for one and
two family homes have remained unchanged. For R-1A, the minimum lot size is 10,000 square feet and for R-1
the minimum lot size is 7,500 square feet. 

Sometime after the adoption of density limitations in the Comprehensive Plan, in 2002, the LDC itself was
inexplicably or perhaps inadvertently altered to include even more restrictive density limitation of four (4) units
per acre in the R-1A zoning district, and five (5) units per acre in the R-1 zoning district. From real world,
practical application, the City has been made aware of a discrepancy that is preventing a land owner from
subdividing a lot into two lots that meet the minimum lot size. This instance was said into record by owner,
Jeremy Lemaster, at the City's workshop hearing regarding density. 
 
Mr. LeMaster impressed upon the City that each month of delay has real cost implications. The City desires
through this remedial ordinance to correct the discrepancy in the Land Development Code, by increasing the
densities within Table 3 of the Land Development Code to 7 units per acre. This correction is both equivalent
and consistent with the maximum limitation of the adopted Comprehensive Plan and is in compliance with the
City's long standing minimum lot sizes. 

Please be aware that the City is also proposing a broader correction to the Comprehensive Plan and will bring
forward a companion Land Development Code text amendment that if adopted will supersede this proposed
remedial ordinance. The goal of this ordinance is to allow the subdivision of a lot that currently meets the Land
Development Code to occur at least one month sooner than the companion Ordinance that being heard along
with the Comprehensive Plan text amendment. Furthermore, staff is currently working along with the Treasure
Coast Regional Planning Council in the preparation of a complete and satisfactory data and analysis for the
Comprehensive Plan, which will be scheduled for June 12.
 
On May 22, the Stuart City Commission voted unanimously to approve Ordinance 2354-2017 on First
Reading.
 

Funding Source:



 
N/A

Recommended Action:

 
Approve Ordinance 2354-2017 on second reading.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type

2354-2017 5/18/2017 Ordinance add
to Y drive



 

 

Return to:  

 

City Attorney’s Office 

City of Stuart 

121 SW Flagler Street 

Stuart, FL 34994        

 
 

 

 

BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION  
CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA  

 
ORDINANCE NO: 2354-2017 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF STUART, FLORIDA AMENDING 

CHAPTER 2, SECTION 2.03.05, TABLE 3 “MAXIMUM DWELLING 

UNITS PER ACRE” OF THE CITY'S LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, 

PROVIDING FOR CONSISTENCY WITHIN THE MINIMUM LOT SIZE 

REQUIREMENTS BY INCREASING THE MAXIMUM DENSITIES FOR 

THE R-1A AND R-1 DISTRICTS TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE 

CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; DECLARING SAID AMENDMENTS 

TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; 

PROVIDING FOR A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, A CONFLICT CLAUSE 

AND CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE, AND 

FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 

 

******* 

WHEREAS, the effective regulation of zoning density, as a means of regulating the 

volume, location, and intensity of residential dwelling units is vital to the public's health 

safety and welfare; and 

WHEREAS, Policy A7.2 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan establishes a “Table of Land 

Use Densities and Intensities which provides that the maximum dwelling units per acre of 7 

dwelling units per acre within the Low Density Residential Future Land Use Designation; 

and 

WHEREAS, on February 16, 2017, the Local Planning Agency met for the purpose of 



 

 

transmitting its recommended amendment to the Land Development Code; and  

WHEREAS, the Stuart City Commission held duly noticed public workshop on May 3, 

2017, and public hearings on May 22 and June 12, 2017, to consider this ordinance and 

provide for full public participation in the Land Development Code amendment process. 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COMMISION OF THE CITY OF 

STUART, FLORIDA that: 

 

SECTION 1: The City of Stuart Land Development Code Chapter 2, Section 2.03.05, Table 3, 

“Maximum Dwelling Units per Acre” is hereby amended as follows:



 

 

TABLE 3 
 

MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE 
 

Comprehensive 
Plan Land Use 
Classification 

Zoning Districts 

R1-A R-1 R-2  R-3 RPUD¹ B-1 B-2 
B-
3 

B
-
4 

CPUD P I 

I
P
U
D 

H 
PSP
UD 

MXPU
D 

Urban 
Code 

District 

East Stuart 

GRO BMU SFD 

Low Density 
Residential 

 4  
7 

5   
7 

7 
   

4²/7³/15⁴ 
                               

Multi-family 
Residential       10  4²/7³/15⁴  10  L L               152 

 
      

Office/Residential       10  15  10 10 10   
5⁷/7⁸
/104           152 

 
      

Commercial       10   10 L L   
5⁷/7⁸
/104           152 

 
      

Downtown 
Redevelopment       15/30 15/303 15/30 

15/
30     

5⁷/7⁸
/104           152 15/30⁶       

Neighborhood/ 
Special Dist.          15         

5⁷/7⁸
/104           152 15/30⁶       

Industrial                                         

East Stuart                               152   15/305 15/305 17 

Marine/Industrial       15     15                 152 15/30⁶       

Public                     E                   

Recreation                                         

Institutional         4²/7³/15                               

Conservation                                         
R-1A Single Family - Estate; R-1 Single Family - General; R-2 Duplex; R-3 Multi-Family/Office; R-M Residential Multi-Family; B-1 Business -Limited; B-2 Business-General; B-3 Business-

Restricted; B-4 Limited Business/Manufacturing; P Public Service; I Industrial; H Hospital; Planned Unit Development (PUD) includes Residential (RPUD), Commercial (CPUD), Public Service 

(PSPUD), Industrial (IPUD), and Mixed Use (MXPUD); Urban Code District includes Urban General (UG), Urban Center (UC), Urban Neighborhood (UN), Urban Highway (UH), Urban 

Waterfront (UW); East Stuart District includes Business and Mixed Use (BMU), General Residential and Office (GRO), Single-family and Duplex (SFD).



 

 

 
 

 

Footnotes:  
 

1 = Assisted Living Facility (ALF) is allowed a maximum of 30 units per acre in 

land use classification multi-family residential, office/residential, and 

downtown redevelopment. 

2 = Single Family Detached Dwelling Unit            

3 = Single Family Attached Dwelling Unit            

4 = Multi-Family Dwelling Unit 

5 = Potential Bonus Units Allowable. Where not less than 50% of the total 

residential units of site are smaller than 1,500 square feet in size, then at the 

sole discretion of the city commission, a residential unit variety density bonus 

may be awarded (Refer to Land Development Code Table 2.07.00.C).  

6 = Up to 30 units with Major Urban Code Conditional Use          

7 = Based on R-1 Density Requirements         

8 = Based on R-2 Density Requirements           

9 = Based on R-3, B-1 and B-2 Density Requirements         

10 = Up to 30 with East Stuart District Conditional Use Approval  

11 = Up to 30 upon approval by City Commission with a RPUD within the 

Downtown Redevelopment Land Use area 

 

E = Only Residential dwelling unit allowed and only by Conditional Use  

L = Limited. No maximum density established by Land Development Code or Comprehensive 

Plan at this time. Rather, the term "Limited" is used instead of a numerical value. 

 

SECTION 2: All ordinances or parts of ordinances herewith are hereby repealed to the extent 

of such conflict. 

 

SECTION 3: If any word, clause, sentence, paragraph, section or part thereof contained in this 

Ordinance is declared to be unconstitutional, unenforceable, void or inoperative by a court of 

competent jurisdiction, such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this 

Ordinance. 

 

SECTION 4:    The provisions of this ordinance shall be codified. 

 

SECTION 5:  This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon adoption. 

  

 

PASSED on First Reading this ______ day of _____________, 2017. 

 

 

Commissioner _________________ offered the foregoing ordinance and moved its adoption.  The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner _____________ and upon being put to a roll call vote, the 



 

 

vote was as follows: 

 

THOMAS CAMPENNI, MAYOR    

TROY A. MCDONALD,  VICE MAYOR     

KELLI GLASS-LEIGHTON, COMMISSIONER    

JEFFREY A. KRAUSKOPF, COMMISSIONER    

EULA R. CLARK, COMMISSIONER    

 

ADOPTED on second and final reading this _____ day of ___________________, 2017. 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________     __________________________ 

CHERYL WHITE      THOMAS CAMPENNI 

CITY CLERK       MAYOR 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

AND CORRECTNESS: 

 

 

__________________________ 

MICHAEL J. MORTELL 

CITY ATTORNEY 
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