MIRUTES

LITY OF BAINESVILLE
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

July 15, 1sgy
Members Present: Van Knight, Uhris Kaden, FRussell Duncan,

Luarnn Shortnacy, Uon Hawkins, and Aallen
Fleitman

Members Absent: Jim Purcell

Staff Present: Barry LeBaron, Fat Payns

Visitors Present: Martha Davis (Council ERepresentative)l,
Shirley Lusk, CLWJI  and Des Fisk
(Representative From Chamber of
Commerce)

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Uan Knight, Jr.
at approximately 2:00 P.M.,

The second item on  the agenda was approval of the Minutes

From the Maw 13, 1887 meeting. FHussell Uuncan made a motion
to approve the Minutes as praesented with Don Hawkins
seconding the motion. Motion carrcied unanimousliy.

IThe third item on the agends was the discussion of proposed

annexations to the City with Mo, LeBaron  lsading the
discussion and Bxplaining plans for the proposad
annexations. He began Dy sxplaining the areas of propossd

annexation which include the area bast of the Wheeler Creek
addition along Farm Hgoad SuUdd (dailson areal, bBast of the Joy
Acres Addition (Bodusky arsal, also along Farm Eoad 30432,
and the area Southwest of the Uity along Interstats 35, Ihe
main tracts tor discussion and consideration wers ths Wilson
and Bodusky Iracts. The Wilson, or Ireact 1, consists of
457 .bf acres. The proposed annexation, as presented, of
both tracts will take in 200 feest East of F.M. REoad 3032.
Mr. LeBaron told the Plannming and Zoning Commission members
that the contracts have been swarded and construction will
soon began  for major water and sewser lines East of the City
on Highway 82, which will eventually service the proposed
areas to be annexed. He Ffurther explained that the need for
the #00 feet desigrnation of annexation East of F.M. Road
30%9¢ would bhe to discourage anyone from going scross the
highway and tying on to City services and then proceeding to
build whatever and howsver they want to without considering
City codss.

The Bodusky land (Iract £22) consists of 208.48 acres with 200
feaet being propossd for annexation East of F.M. Road 3082



also. Mr. LeBaron elaborated on the area which 1s already in
the Uity limits bordering on the propossd area of annexatlon
and hounded on the West and North by California Strsst,
being a corner consisting of approximately &2 acres.  Some
discussion ensued among the Commission members as to the
zoning capabilities of that area, with the area being zoned

Agricultural at the present time, Discussion was presented
concerning the present deveslopment of that aresa. Mr.
LeBaron said the developers which are considering Commercial
developmant of the o acres, are also considering

development of the Hodusky area for patio homes, two-acre
tracts, one-acre tracts, and the remainder for general 5F
zoning. He stated that with the possibility of the proposed
anmmexations, a new thoroughfare runming parallel with Aspen
Road might enhance all the developments on that side of the
City, leaving Aspen Road fres from thru traffic,

Mr. LeBaron then explained to the P & 2 members that if they
agread on  the configuration of the proposed annexations by
voting to prasent them to the Uity Council, 1t will entail
passing resolutions, having & public heEaring process, with
notices being run in fthe nswspapsr, with the process of
annmexation not being completed wntil sometime in Uctober.
Mr. Ledaron explained that one advantage of accepting the
arsa of the proposed annexations as  they are presanted is
the fact that no one lives in the areas and wtilities will
ot be a problem nor an issue for the presant time.

Lhris kKaden presented a guestion as to the £l

the Wiison iract and asked how 1t could be addressed. Mr.
Ledgaron explainsd that 1t would be addresssed as 1t is
developed, with the developesr taking the praliminary plat
and comparing it against the flood map. Mr. LeBaron further
explainsed Lthat an idea has been put forth with the
possibility of creating a public park along the crsek with
homes backing up to it having two-acre back yards,

Mr. Hawkins submitted discussion as to the proposed 200 foot
depth on  the bkast side of F.M. Eoad 3082 for the boundary
line. He asked if that depth wowuld be betiter wutilized if it
were 300 or even 400 feet, providing it would not causse
sgrvice problems,. Mr. Fleitman then suggested that 2300 Feet
would be a bettsr altermative to assure controlled
developmant. A motion was made by Russell Duncan and
seconded by UChris Kaden to recommend approval of  the
proposed annexations of Tract 1 and Trect 2, being the
Wilson and Bodusky lands, to the City Council For approval
with the JOUG foot width on the East side of F.r. Eoad 3082
baing widened Lo 400 feet from Highway 82 to California
Strest. Motion carried unanimousliy.

I'he fourth item on the agenda was the discussion of the
major thoroughfare plan for the Uity. Mr. LeBaron presented
discussian as  to the implementation of yield signs and stop



signs Lo instigate a better plan for thoroughfares in the
Lity and to precede the ity Council’s establishment of
ordinances to implement the traffic devices that can be used
for a future thoroughfare plan which had been presented
several yesars ago in 1374, 1f the plan is still valid, it
can be used as a guide to start putting stop signs and yield
signs on the routes which are adjacent and parallel to the
thoroughfares proposed in ths 1874% plan. Mr. LeBaron
indicated that putting wp the signs will constitute several
thousands of dollars, with each sign probably averaging
about F150.00 to install.

He then explained the theory of the “super block” plan, in
which case a large area of city clocks are enclosed, or
surrounded, by a natwork of mainstream thoroughfarass which
shuttle ths majority of the vehicular traffic in the City.

Within these blocks are residential neighborhoods, with
businesses being on the edges of the “super blocks” and
industries being located elsewhers 1n the scheme of the
planning, except i vary large gcities. Mr. LeBaron
suggested that in the ngar tuture he and the Planning and
oming Lommission might develop a contiguration of the City
and divide 1t 1nto as many of the “blocks” as  they can,

usirg Lhe thoroughtarss that  have already been established
and also look at the zoning in each “block” to determine if
1t should be dibrersent.

iscussion was presented by M. LDuncan and M. Kadsn as to
the advantages and disadvantages of Anthony  bitrest  being

wtilized as & thoroughfare, with [r. UDuncan esxprassing
concern as  to the “dumping” of traffic into nowhere, being
Eice Avenues, and maybe sventually extending it on to Lindsay
Street. He said he felt the planning was bad in that case,

due to the tfact that Lindsay Street cannot hold enough
traffic to be deemed as a thoroughfare and also due to the
fact that Lindsay Street has two schools. Mr. Kaden,
howsver, stated he Ffelit that Anthony Street will esvantually
be extended on to Interstate 35, making a distinct sntrance
into the Southesastern part of Gainesville from Interstate
d5. The only drawback , he stated, would be the crossing
of the railroad track, unless a grade crossing could be
constructed. He said he ffesels that Anthony Strest is
definitely a very good beginning in re-routing traffic from
Lakse Kigwa, Burns City FKopad, and various aregss from the
Southsastern part of the Uity and County into the schools
and the Uity.

After further discussion of the thoroughfarse plans, M.
Ledsron asked the FPlanming and Zoning mambears to suggest a
listing of strests which nesed to have traffic control signs
gt intersections Lo thro streesis in order to instigate the
thorougnfare plan for Lhe best advantage of traffic control



in the City. Some discussion was pressented as to the lack
of traftfic control at the four—way stops throughout the
Uity

The Fifth item on the agenda on the agenda was discussion of
the revised Sign Urdinances, with the mporatorium on sign
permits for billiboards expicring on Sgptember 12, 1887, The
original Yign Urdinsnce was passed in 138357, the main
features of which say that 1f a sign is less tharn sixty
sguare fmet, painted or placed on the side of 8 huillding, &
sign permit 1S not  applicable. [t also states that signs
cannot be built over the curb or right-of-way-of-way, with

The maximum si1ze in  the Fire Zons (Uesntral Busingss
Districty, 1S sixty sguare et 1f constructed of
compbustible material. I'he permit fee was gstablished at
B3.UU tor all signs., the other sign ordinances uWers

agstablished within the Zoning Urdinances, which 1s identifisd
in a8 Uss lable, ihe Zoning Urdinance states that there are
N restrichlions on maximum arss of si1gns in the business
ArEAas, which statemant preceded the prooplem with the
pllliboards which were constructed on brand  Avenue in the
spring of i8g/, causing  the moratorium to be passed by the
Lity Council for six months for construction of  any
billboards on Grand svenue and California  Strest. M.
LeBaron preasented several alternatives concerning waus of
amending the present Zoning Ordinance or establishing & new
Sign Urdinance., He then introduced dee Fisk who raepresents
the Chamber of  Commercs Beautificetion Committes who
expressed  her concern with the erection of billboards
throughout the UCity. fAnother guestion, along with the
billboard problem, that Mr. LeBaron saus he has encountered,
is  the portable signs and the regulation of them.
Hiscussion ensued among the Plarmming and Zoning members who
agreed that the main problem is off-premiss advertising.
M. Hawkins asked M. LeBaron 1f the Sign Permits had a time
limit on them and PMr. LeBaron indicated they do not. He
went to rfurther state that one way to eventually rid the
City of wunwanted billboards or signs, is that if signs don’t
meet the new regulations and are non-conforming, they have
to be torn down within a specitied amount of ftime. Another
way to permits o signs wowid be to issue 8 Special Uss
FPermit, which could be regulated. Mir. kKaden presented a
point of  discussion as  to the billbosrds creating a safety
hazard as well as being estheticaelly unattractive. Mrs.
Fask orougnt o up o8 point oin guestion by gusstiloning the sound
construction of e newsr billboard signs  which have bhesn
constructed within  the past  several months or so,  and
sgvaeral of them having already blown over, while most all of
The older signs seemn sturdd,.  She also madse a point that the
Fes chargsd For signs  isn’t surficaent  to supplemsnt  the
costs pf inspscting and  regulating the sign structuress
during and atrter constouction, fnother guestion raised in
the discussion was whether or not the signs are on the tax
rolis, when 1n fract they should be, at this point in the



discussion, Mo, Knight asked Virc. LeBaron to draw up a new
ordinancse regulating the signs within the ocity limits and
also to sventually eliminate the billbeoards which have been
constructed on brand Avenue and Laliformia Street, beginning
the present daug of July 1b, 1987, and which signs do not
reiate Lo the Dusingss  on which they ars located. M.
LeBaron Lhen suggested that  somsons go oult on brand Avenus
and Lelifornia sStrest and  measurs The  larger  on-pramise
signs oresently in place Lo determing a maximum scale of how
large and  new sign showuld be beforse 1t wowld be allowed.

The guesstion was Lhen rairssd concerning the issuance of
peErmits tor  signs anstalled on the side or front  of
buiridings. iy, hHawkins saird that he tfelt the control
Shouid be  concentrated on Dhe signs which arse serescted on

poles, ssparately, and away tfrom any bulldings. HMr. Hawkins
sald he npelieved that set-back regulations should definitely
be considered.

The next guestion submitied regerding sign regulstions was
ratsed by Mr. Ledaron regarding fees for erection of signs
hy permit. He suggested that a moderate fese to cover
inspections and paper work should be anuwhere from $7.50 to
$ic .50, He also stated that to be very sure of not abusing
anyone's rights, the First aAmendment (Freedaom of Speeschl

should be considersd.

After no further discussion of the sign regulations, Mr.
Lebaron said he would have a draft ordinance ready for the
August 12, 189gY Flanning and Zoning mesting. He askesd the
Lommission membsrs to obssrve the signs on Orand Avenue and
Lalifornia Street to help each one determine what they Feesl
should e a modersete size for signs for those particular
thorought ares.,

Some  discussion followsed concerning the Uity Louncil’s
Priority issus FKarnkings which the FPlannming and  Zoning
Lommission memiers had time Lo review.

Mo Ledaron  also  suggsstsed  that nsw  zoning which  the
Plamming ang Joning Lommission might consider for the futurse
18 the area North on interstate So, wp to the new Tourist
Bureaw. He stated Chat anotner arsa of discussion which has
peern requested for review s manubfactursd housing.

Arfter no further items of business the meeting was adjourned
by Mr. Knight at approximately 3:50.



