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1.
ROLL CALL

The meeting was called to order at 4:02 p.m.  Committee members present were Chair Bob Breslau, Vice-Chair Jeff Evans, Julie Aitken (departed at 5:45 p.m.), James Aucamp, Jr., (departed at 6:20 p.m.), and Sam Engel, Jr., (arrived 4:04 p.m.).  Also present were Planning and Zoning Manager Bruce Dell, Deputy Planning and Zoning Manager Marcie Nolan (departed at 4:45), Planner David Abramson and Secretary Janet Gale recording the meeting. 
2.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
August 22, 2006



Chair Breslau asked for a motion to approve the minutes of August 22nd.  Ms. Aitken so moved, seconded by Vice-Chair Evans.  In a voice vote, with Mr. Engel being absent, all voted in favor.  (Motion carried 4-0)
3.
SITE PLANS


3.1
MSP 7-1-05, The Courtyards at Rolling Hills, generally located at the intersection of Rolling Hills Boulevard and Rolling Hills Circle (PRD-6.3) (tabled from June 27, 2006) (Withdrawn)


Chair Breslau stated that this item had been withdrawn.

Chair Breslau advised that Rickell-Say’s Plaza, SP 10-1-04, had been asked to provide color samples to the Committee and was present to do so at this time.  He asked the Committee to review the item and then resume the agenda order.  There were no objections.

Freddy Roye, representing the petitioner, was present.  Mr. Abramson discussed the color change that the Committee had requested.  Mr. Roye provided a revised rendering which included the new color scheme and he indicated that it had been reviewed by the Town Council.

Vice-Chair Evans made a motion, seconded by Mr. Engel, to approve the revised color scheme.  In a roll call vote, the vote was as follows:  Chair Breslau – yes; Vice-Chair Evans – yes; Ms. Aitken – yes; Mr. Aucamp – yes; Mr. Engel – yes.  (Motion carried 5-0)



3.2
SP 3-4-05, Innovative Concept Group – Pless Webb, 6415 SW 41 Street (B-2)


Robert Ishman, Kimberly Moyer and Charles Bucklew, representing the petitioner, were present.  Ms. Nolan summarized the planning report.

Mr. Engel asked how the drainage and water retention was being handled and if the Central Broward Water Control District had given its approval.  Mr. Bucklew explained the system and indicated that he did not have the District’s approval at this point in time.


Chair Breslau asked about the Code’s parking calculations as an auditorium on the site seated 27.  Ms. Nolan assured that the calculations were correct.


Mr. Ishman provided a brief presentation on this expansion building and explained the nature of the business.  He also had sample colors and materials which were to be used.


Ms. Aitken indicated that she liked the plan and deferred her one concern regarding the length of the wall on the north elevation to the architects on the Committee.


Vice-Chair Evans had Mr. Ishman clarify that on the north elevation, there was a pop out for the storage area as indicated in the floor plan.  It was later suggested that in an effort to break up the monotony of the long wall, that the pop out should have a hip roof to which Mr. Ishman agreed. 

Also confirmed was that the tower would be brick as shown in the rendering; therefore, later in the meeting, the Committee suggested a brick band be incorporated near the top of the tower.  Another issue was the plum color used for the columns and roof trim.  After some discussion it was suggested that the color “soul mate” be replaced with a lighter tone in the red family.  Mr. Ishman agreed to the color change.  


To help alleviate a potential problem with vehicles being able to back up at the dead-end parking lot, it was suggested that the dumpster be moved approximately six feet towards the north and reducing the length of the adjacent island.  Mr. Ishman understood how that would help and agreed to do it.  Chair Breslau had an issue with the parallel parking space being so close to the entrance.  It was therefore suggested that the curbs around the space be rounded in order to ease access and make it less dangerous.  Chair Breslau reviewed the photometric plan and suggested that at the entrance, the lighting be brought up to 1.5 foot-candles.  Mr. Ishman indicated that he would adjust the wattage on the entrance fixtures.

Mr. Aucamp was concerned about the relocation of the eight-inch caliber Live Oak trees and asked that the petitioner make a concerted effort to relocate the trees one time.  Ms. Moyer indicated that it was their intention to plant the trees around the perimeter so that they would be moved one time only.  A lengthy discussion ensued regarding the location of an existing 18-inch caliber Live Oak.  The discussion concluded when it was decided that staff would work with engineering and landscaping to design the parking lot to accommodate and preserve the 18-inch Live Oak tree.

Mr. Aucamp made a motion, seconded by Ms. Aitken, to approve based on the planning report and the following comments:  1) on plans drawing A-1, the corner columns feature showed Hardy board on the tower, however, on the rendering it showed all brick; therefore, the plans needed to be changed to match the rendering; 2) there was no signage approval at this hearing; 3) to relocate the dumpster enclosure six-feet to the north; 4) to increase the lighting wattage to 1.5 foot-candles at the front entrance; 5) to create a band made of brick somewhere on the upper portion of the tower; 6) to change color swatch #6270 to a lighter tone in the red family; 6) in relocating the eight-inch caliber Live Oak trees to the western property line – they need to be moved just one time and make every effort to insure their survivability; 7) work with staff to redesign the parking lot in order to accommodate the existing 18-inch caliber Live Oak’s preservation; 8) round off the curbing at the parallel parking space; 9) provide shielding from the lighting at the entrance for the residences across the street; and 10) on the north side of the building, the element that projects on the north face, instead of it being a flat roof, have a metal sloped roof in a hip configuration just over that portion that extends outward on the north face.  In a roll call vote, the vote was as follows:  Chair Breslau – yes; Vice-Chair Evans – yes; Ms. Aitken – yes; Mr. Aucamp – yes; Mr. Engel – yes.  (Motion carried 5-0)  

3.3
SP 5-4-05, Phase II, Eddie’s Collision Experts, 4375 SW 60 Avenue (M-1)


Mark Engel, representing the petitioner, was present.  Mr. Abramson read the planning report.  Committee member Engel explained that he would abstain from voting on this project.


Vice-Chair Evans questioned the configuration of the retention areas, specifically the retention wall and added chain-link fence.  Mr. Engel explained the drop in elevation and need for a perimeter sidewalk and hand rail.

Chair Breslau complimented the design of the project.  Mr. Aucamp stated that he hoped this would start a trend to improve the area.


Mr. Aucamp made a motion, seconded by Ms. Aitken, to approve subject to the staff report.  In a roll call vote, the vote was as follows:  Chair Breslau – yes; Vice-Chair Evans – yes; Ms. Aitken – yes; Mr. Aucamp – yes; Mr. Engel – abstained.  (Motion carried 4-0)  

3.4
MSP 9-2-05, Saddle Bridge, south side of Griffin Road between SW 76 Avenue and SW 78 Avenue (University Drive Node)

Julian Bryan, Nick Gluckman, Angela Ayuso, Victor Yue and Scott Backman, representing the petitioner, were present.  Mr. Abramson read the planning report.


Mr. Engel asked about the presence of SW 48 Street on the rendering.  Mr. Bryan explained how the one-way westbound street evolved somewhat as a result of the public participation meetings.

Mr. Bryan provided a presentation using a site plan, renderings and color samples.  He addressed the mixed-use aspects of the project, architecture and traffic flow.  

Ms. Aitken indicated that she was pleased to see a pedestrian friendly neighborhood design concept.  She was unable to find details on the lighting fixtures and it was discovered that they were not included in the plans.  Ms. Aitken was concerned with the lighting as an embellishment to the community, specifically for the bridge.  Chair Breslau indicated that a bridge detail and a light fixture detail would be needed.  Mr. Bryan responded that those details would be completed prior to presenting to the Town Council.

Vice-Chair Evans questioned the lake retention and wetland areas.  Mr. Bryan clarified that there was a significant portion of on-site recreated wetland area and that the remainder had been mitigated off site.  At Vice-Chair Evans’ request, Mr. Bryan pointed out where the guest parking had been located and he emphasized that it had been spread evenly throughout the site.  Mr. Dell suggested a cross-parking agreement between the homeowners’ association and the commercial phase since the parking needs would be different.  Mr. Bryan thought that was an excellent suggestion.

Vice-Chair Evans indicated that in the commercial building, the design for the southern stairwells did not afford much protection from inclement weather.  He drew specific architectural details and made recommendations to resolve the problem which Ms. Ayuso indicated that she understood and would implement.  They went on to discuss the location of the second entrance through the garage which appeared to be awkward.  Mr. Bryan explained that the intention was to add volume to the garages for storage which had been lacking in most townhouse design plans.  


Mr. Aucamp commented that a vital piece of commercial property was being turned into a lake and he wondered if the potential loss of tax base had been considered.  Mr. Abramson indicated that they went back and forth on that issue and determined that it afforded a “pocket” park area breaking up the monotony of the Griffin Road Corridor commercial urbanism.  He added that as the plan was presented, it offered the most potential for mixed-use which was at the center of the Griffin Road Corridor concept.  Chair Breslau and Vice-Chair Evans agreed that it would be desirable to have more commercial space. Mr. Aucamp expressed that he hoped something else could be done regarding the commercial space.  Mr. Dell assured Mr. Aucamp that staff members who had been involved in developing the Griffin Road Corridor design were also cognoscente of this plan.

Chair Breslau pointed out where a crosswalk was needed between buildings five and eight and Mr. Bryan agreed to install a crosswalk at that location for connectivity.  

Chair Breslau asked how the problem would be handled regarding the ground mounted air conditioning units.  Mr. Bryan provided photographs that were taken at Willow Grove which demonstrated how the air conditioning units would be screened from sight; however, there was no resolution offered for the noise problem.

Although signage was not part of the Committee’s purview, Chair Breslau pointed out that the design plan for the commercial building did not allow for any wall-mounted signage facing Griffin Road.  Mr. Yue appreciated the advice and stated that by raising the canopy, it would allow for a design band built into the building to be sued as a signage backdrop.


Chair Breslau asked if anyone wished to speak for or against this item.


Daniel Burcel, 4690 SW 78 Avenue, lived in the home located on the southwest corner, adjacent to the project.  He requested that his home be considered regarding drainage and privacy issues.  Chair Breslau advised Mr. Burcel to attend the Central Broward Water Control District meeting when this item would be discussed.


Valerie Bamford, 4701 SW 74 Terrace, objected to the 99 townhouses being crammed into the site.  She asked that the lake be reconfigured away from Griffin Road and be used as a buffer between this project and the single family residences in order to provide privacy.


Robert Keller, 5118 South University Drive, was opposed to the project as he believed the design did not fit Davie and stood out like a sore thumb.  He was disappointed that Saddle Bridge was trying to emulate Willow Grove which was not designed to fit the area.  Mr. Keller asked that an access not be put on SW 76 Avenue.


Chair Breslau asked that staff clarify what was expected in the Griffin Road Corridor District.  Mr. Abramson provided clarification for the public’s benefit.


Chair Breslau passed the gavel and made a motion, seconded by Mr. Engel, to approve subject to staff comments and the following additional comments:  1) regarding the bridge over the lake, the applicant would provide a detail of the bridge to add to the plans, that four column posts would be added, one in each corner of the bridge with post lighting to add lighting to the bridge, and the detail was to include the stone as described at this meeting; 2) add lighting details to the plans as far as lighting fixtures for the community which had not been provided at this meeting; 3) on the office/retail/commercial building, revise the openings and roof design to increase the enclosure of both stairways and add additional Bahamas shutters for closures; 4) on the office/retail/commercial building the decorative roof brackets need to be coordinated in order to be consistent with the rendering; 5) on the residential units, correct the rendering to reflect that the doors on the street side near the garages were to match the plans which showed the door in front and not on the side; 6) add a crosswalk between buildings five and eight; 7) on the commercial building, create a “sign band” area for all the retail spaces which would be accomplished by raising the canopy and addressing the scoring designs to provide for that; and 8) the developer would work with staff to come up with a development agreement similar to Willow Grove as to the timing and completion of the commercial structure.  

Mr. Abramson asked that the Committee confirm that the dumpster locations and the air conditioning unit locations would remain as indicated on the plans.  Chair Breslau stated that both would remain unchanged.


In a roll call vote, the vote was as follows:  Chair Breslau – yes; Vice-Chair Evans – yes; Ms. Aitken – absent; Mr. Aucamp – absent; Mr. Engel – yes.  (Motion carried 3-0)    


4.
OLD BUSINESS

Chair Breslau commented that he was certain that staff had been working on the Mobile gas station berm issue.  Mr. Dell responded positively and assured that he would update the Committee on any developments.
5.
NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business discussed.
6.
COMMENTS AND/OR SUGGESTIONS

There were no comments and/or suggestions made.

7.
ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business and no objections, the meeting was adjourned at 6:50 p.m.
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