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1.
ROLL CALL

The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m.  Committee members present were Chair Bob Breslau, Vice-Chair Jeff Evans, Julie Aitken, James Aucamp, Jr., and Sam Engel, Jr.  Also present were Planning and Zoning Manager Bruce Dell, Planner David Abramson and Secretary Janet Gale recording the meeting.  
2.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
October 24, 2006


Ms. Aitken noted that the wrong set of minutes had been distributed; therefore, Chair Breslau deferred this item to the next meeting [November 21, 2006].  There were no objections.
3.
SITE PLANS


Chair Breslau asked if there were any objections to changing the order in which the items were to be reviewed.  As there were none, item 3.3 would be taken first followed by items 3.1 and 3.2.


3.3
SPM 11-1-06, Provence, generally located at the southwest corner of Flamingo Road and SW 14 Street (R-1)


Rick Henderson, representing the petitioner, was present.  Mr. Abramson updated the Committee.


Mr. Henderson provided several renderings of the new model ‘D’ floor plan.  This was a one story model offered in Spanish, French, or Creole styles and had a side-loading garage.  He explained that although it was the smallest of their floor plans, it fit on all the lots and was the most popular selection.

Mr. Aucamp made a motion, seconded by Ms. Aitken, to approve.  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)    

3.1
SP 12-5-05, Griffin Landmark Building, generally located just east of the Florida Turnpike, on the north side of Griffin Road (Griffin Corridor District – Griffin Commerce, Zone 4)


Dennis Mele, Jeff Spear and Manny Synalovski, representing the petitioner, were present.  Mr. Abramson summarized the planning report.


Messrs. Mele and Synalovski made presentations consisting of renderings, floor plans and elevations projected on a PowerPoint.  They answered the Committee’s questions and explained that several facets of the building design were developed in order to meet the intent of the Griffin Road Corridor District.


Chair Breslau questioned whether the minimal designation for retail use had been implemented to meet any specific requirements.  Mr. Synalovski explained that it was to encourage pedestrians as a destination spot for a coffee shop or luncheonette or even a convenience store for residents of the building.  Mr. Mele advised that the building would be located in the Transit Oriented Corridor land use district when the district was adopted.

Ms. Aitken brought up the use of pavers for sidewalks and at crosswalks.  Although Mr. Spear agreed with Ms. Aitken, he advised that the Florida Department of Transportation (DOT) had indicated resistance to the pavers in specific areas due to the uneven, bumpy surfaces which develop with time.  Mr. Mele agreed to use pavers to the extent that DOT would allow.  Ms. Aitken suggested that internally, the sidewalks and crosswalks be paved and Mr. Synalovski agreed to her suggestions.

Chair Breslau had suggestions for fencing and shielding the lift stations for security and safety purposes.  Mr. Mele agreed to the five-foot fencing with a gate and lock for access and landscaping which had been planned to screen the lift station.

Chair Breslau was concerned with the practicality of the loading dock and he made suggestions in order to have it closer to the building and to accommodate larger trucks.  Drawing on his site plan, Chair Breslau showed Mr. Synalovski how it might work.  Mr. Synalovski agreed to give it a try.

It was noted that at a turn in the ramp leading to the second level parking was too narrow for two-way traffic.  Mr. Synalovski advised that gates at each end were synchronized in order to prevent two cars from being on the ramp at one time.  Ms. Aitken asked if there was a generator to control the gates should there be a loss of power and Mr. Synalovski responded affirmatively.

Another concern Chair Breslau had regarded a turning radius for trucks and he pointed out the location to the petitioners.  A brief discussion ensued regarding the types of trees to be planted at that location so that the angle of visibility would not be obscured.  Mr. Aucamp made suggestions as to what should be planted and what needed to be removed.  Chair Breslau also indicated where stop signs needed to be located for safe traffic flow within the parking area.  Mr. Synalovski understood the recommendations and agreed to the landscape changes and the installation of traffic signs.

Chair Breslau noted that at the elevator landings, there was only two-feet of space from the door to the traffic pathway.  He suggested that the doors be moved back to allow more space and that bollards be placed by the door openings.  Mr. Synalovski agreed with the placement of the bollards as well as moving the doors further away from traffic.

Regarding the photometric plans, Chair Breslau noticed that near the building, .7 candle-foot lighting was planned.  Mr. Synalovski indicated that some of the lighting would be “borrowed” from the building at that location.  Chair Breslau suggested that in order to be sure that the lighting was adequate at the front parking spaces, there should be at least a minimum of 1.0 foot-candle lighting.  Mr. Synalovski indicated that it would be done.

Mr. Engel spoke about the project from the street into the building not meeting the ADA requirements.  This led to a lengthy discussion to which Mr. Synalovski agreed he would establish a “one-in-twelve” access ramp in order for the handicapped to get from Griffin Road to the building.  Also discussed was a second floor canvas canopy which sheltered the first floor retail and had not been indicated on plans of the third floor.  Mr. Synalovski stated that he would make the correction to the plans to indicate the second-floor canopy at the bottom of the third floor.

Mr. Engel commented that the building was long and flush with no breaks in the front other than at the corners and in the center at the sixth and seventh floors.  Although painting this area a different color helped disguise the flatness from a front view of the building, he believed that some type of reveal which started at the retail center and continued upward would eliminate the problem.  Mr. Engel indicated that the same problem existed at the rear of the building.  He suggested that there should also be a “pop out” by the elevators to give the building a break instead of being flat.  

Mr. Engel asked about two roof elements which had the capability of being utilized for storage.  Mr. Synalovski assured that there was no function planned for that space.

Commenting on the landscaping plans, Mr. Aucamp noted that the renderings did not match the plans.  He believed that the rendering should supercede the plans concerning the height of the Royal Palm trees.  Mr. Aucamp suggested that they be 20- to 25-feet of grey wood Royal Palms in front of the building; however, his concern was that the planting beds were too small to allow for the size of the trees.  A lengthy discussion ensued in order to figure out a way to accommodate all the trees to be planted around the building.  A resolution to the issue of locating tall Royal Palm trees was to move the sidewalk close to the building and have the planting areas closer to the curb.  It was believed that this would place a barrier between the traffic and the pedestrian sidewalk as well as allow more space between the tree canopy and the building.  Mr. Synalovski agreed it was a viable solution if DOT allowed its implementation.  He agreed to provide a revised landscape plan for the Town’s staff to review.  


Vice-Chair Evans suggested that more windows be added to the retail element and Mr. Synalovski indicated he would increase the amount of windows.  Vice-Chair Evans pointed out that certain dynamics should be added to the western stairwell since it would be predominately visible to traffic heading east on Griffin Road.  Mr. Synalovski agreed to make some changes to the stair tower.  He also agreed to incorporate building fenestrations and “bump-outs” at the retail and elevator areas so the building would not be so flat.

Vice-Chair Evans made a motion, seconded by Mr. Engel, to approve based on the planning report along with the five wavers and subject to 23 comments:  1) try to get DOT to allow pavers along Griffin Road verses the concrete walk; 2) that the crosswalks across the main entry be done in pavers; 3) that there be paver sidewalks for the interior of the site; 4) that the lift station have a five-foot fence and landscaping around it; 5) move the loading space and increase the size for moving vans adjacent to the ramp to the parking in back at the northeast corner of the building subject to Engineering’s approval; 6) at the angular turning radius in the north parking lot, move the trees to allow a “visibility area” for that tight turn; 7) add two stop signs at the south entry to the parking garage and at the adjacent parking field intersection; 8) increase the exit area outside the elevator lobbies and parking, and add bollards; 9) readdress the photometric plan because several areas were too low, it should not be less than one-foot candles and should be two-foot candles against the building; 10) look at the ADA access to the building from the street; 11) on sheet A-101, show the projection of the retail above; 12) on the building fenestrations, add some sort of a build out on the ends that replicate the color changes in the building as well as – pull the elevator lobby out to create a separate element and try to duplicate something similar to that on the opposite side (the Griffin Road side) of the building above the retail space; 13) look at the end stair tower which was facing the turn at Griffin Road, to try to make some sort of an element which was less utilitarian; 14) note that there was no useable area under the raised roof elements; 15) the landscaping plans need to go back to staff for review of the areas around the base of the building to determine if there was sufficient area for the landscaping materials as shown in the rendering; 16) the Committee questioned the use of Italian Cypress along the lake side and Griffin Road as to whether it counted towards canopy trees; 17) look at adding building lights at the entrance and some decorative lighting to accent the building; 18) look at possibly adding concrete tree rings around the Royal Palms on Griffin Road; 19) see if DOT would allow pushing the sidewalk towards the building and having the landscaping near the curb along Griffin Road; 20) add a toilet at the retail area; 21) add windows to the retail space plan on the floor plan to replicate what had been done on the elevation; and 22) provide a color board.  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)

Chair Breslau reiterated that although it was not included in the motion, the applicant would present the revisions to the Committee after going before Town Council.  Mr. Mele responded affirmatively.      

3.2
SP 6-1-06, Hidden Hollow – 2, corner of SW 49 Street and SW 66 Terrace (RM-10)


Vice-Chair Evans indicated that he was the petitioner, owner and architect of record for this project and would abstain from voting.  Mr. Abramson summarized the planning report.


Ms. Aitken asked staff if anyone could explain why Vice-Chair Evans was again expected to provide the road improvements although another developer at that location had the Town make the road improvements.  Mr. Abramson stated that it had been a unique situation which he was unable to explain.  


Vice-Chair Evans clarified the Engineering Department’s comments regarding utility easements and road improvements on SW 49 Court which Mr. Abramson agreed he would look into.  Vice-Chair Evans explained how he had calculated his “fair share” of the road improvements and indicated that Town Engineer Larry Peters was considering his proposal.

Vice-Chair Evans advised that he had received his “green certification” from the Green Building Coalition and would apply to have his project certified as “green” by reducing resources.  Mr. Dell spoke of the economic and energy efficient attributes of building “green.”  Vice-Chair Evans elaborated on the virtues of the concept.  He advised that he was working with engineering at Central Broward Water Control District in order to have approvals prior to presenting the site plan to Council.

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

There was no old business discussed.
5.
NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business discussed.

6.
COMMENTS AND/OR SUGGESTIONS

Mr. Engel commented that on a brick building on Griffin Road [6490], there had been a parapet removed because of hurricane damage; however, it had not been replaced.  He asked that it be restored to the way it had been when it was first approved.  Chair Breslau asked that staff look into the matter.

Mr. Dell asked the Committee what it thought of PowerPoint graphics.  All members thought it was great and asked that pointers be provided. 

7.
ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business and no objections, the meeting was adjourned at 6:32 p.m.
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