
City of ~nter-office Communication 

Gain esville Planning Division 
X5022, FAX ~ 2 2 8 2 ,  Station 11 

Item No. 3 

TO: City Plan Board DATE: June 15,2006 

FROM: Planning Division Staff 

SUBJECT: Petition 66TCH-06PB: Causseaux & Ellington, Inc., agent for Lakeshore 
Towers. Anlend the Southwest 1 3th street Special Area Plan to allow exceptions 
to the development standards for development proposals processed as a Planned 
Development. Related to Petitions 3 1LUC-06 PB and 32PDV-06 PB. 

Recommendation 

Planning staff recommends approval of Petition 66TCH-06PB for the Southwest 1 3 ' ~  
Street Special Area Plan. 

Explanation 

This is a request by the agents for Lakeshore Towers to allow a rezoning to Planned 
Developments (PD) to supercede the development standards of the Southwest 1 3 ~ ~  Street Special 
Area Plan. Developn~ents within the Southwest Street Special Area District may be exempt 
from some standards, subject to board or staffreview. Section (e) allows exceptions to the 
following standards: 

1. Build-to line; 
2. Number and layout of automobile parking spaces: 
3. Dimensional requirements; 
4. Buffers for single-family areas; 
5 .  Required sidewalks; 
6. Landscaping; and 
7. Materials. 

The amendment, as proposed, would allow exceptions to the following additional standards: 
Prohibited uses, building orientation, bicycle parking, signs, trash and recycling receptacles and 
loading docks, building wall articulation and mechanical equipment placement. 

If the board approves the amendment to allow Planned Developments to supercede the overlay 
standards, staff would recommend the SAP be amended as follows: 

(e) E.xceptions. Exceptions to the following standards of the Southwest 1 3 ' ~  Street Special 
Area Plan can be granted by the appropriate reviewing board, city manager or designee: 
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1. Build-to line; 
2. Number and layout of automobile parking spaces; 
3. Dimensional requirements; 
4. Buffers for single-family areas; 
5. Required sidewalks; 
6. Landscaping; and 
7. Materials. 

Exceptions to the above listed standards may be granted only upon a finding that either of 
the following criteria are met: 

1 .  The proposed construction is consistent with the overall intent of these minimum 
development standards; or 

2. The applicant proves an undue hardship, owing to conditions peculiar to the land 
or structure and not the result of the action of the applicant, would result from 
strict adherence to these standards. 

Planned development may be used to address exceptions to the standards of the SAP as 
follows: 

1. The intent and development standards of the special area plan district shall be the 
basis for reviewing developments processed as a PD. However, the innovative 
and unique design element of the PD process shall be used in deviating from the 
established standards of the SAP; 

2. Exceptions allowed for PDs shall not be construed to allow uses which are 
prohibited within the SAP; 

3. The PD proiect shall be subiect to the same exemptions and criteria listed in 
Exhibit A. (e) of the SAP; and 

4. The PD application shall clearly and preciselv outline the rational and basis for 
deviating from the listed standards and development criteria of the special area 
plan. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ralph Hilliard 
Planning Manager, Community Development 
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3. Petition 667'CH-06PB Causseaux & Ellington. Ainend the Southwest 13th Strcet Spccial Arca Plan 
to allow exceptions to the regulations for Planned Developnicnts. 

4. Pctition 31LUC-06 PB Causseaux & Ellington, Inc., agent for S. Clark Butler Properties Land Trust. 
Amend the City of Gainesville 2000-20 10 Future Land Use Map from MUM 
(Mixed Use Medium Intensity, 12 to 30 units per acre) to R H  (Rcsidciitial 
High Density, 8- 100 units per acre). Locatcd at 2306 SW 13"' Strcct. Rclated 
to Petition 32PDV-06 PB. 

5. Petition 32PDV-06 PB Causseaux & Ellington, Inc., agent for S. Clark Butler Propcrtics Land Trust. 
Rezone property from MU-2 (12-30 unitslacre iiiixed usc nicdium intensity) 
and BUS (Gcneral business district) to PD (Planned development - up to 35 
units per acre) to rehabilitate an existing building aiid allow an additional 14- 
story residential building. Located at 2306 SW 13th Street. Rclated to 
3 1LUC-06 PB. 

Ms. Shenley Neely, Senior Planner, was recognized. She stated she would address all three petitions 
siniultaneously and tlicrc could be three individual motions. 

Ms. Neely statcd these petitions were in regard to tlic Lakeshore Towcr project. Slie stated tlie projcct would 
involve a land use change, a rezoiiiiig and a text ainendnieiit to tlie Southwest 1 31h Strect Special Arca Plan. 
She pointed out the location of the project and stated it was three separate parcels. Slic stated tlie project would 
renovate an existing 1 1-slory residential tower and construct an additional 14-story residential towcr and 
associated infrastructurc, She pointed out the 5.1-acre portion of tlie project site proposcd for the land use 
change. She explaincd the surrounding land uses and zoning in the area. She showed the area of the Soutliwcst 
13'" Street Special Arca Plan. Slie stated tlie Planned Development would be applied to all lhrce parccls, 7. I 
acres. She statcd that staff has recommended approval of all three petitions. 

Mr. Jei-ry Dcdenbacli, of Causseaux & Ellington, was recognized. Hc explained the requests of the tlircc 
petitions. I le stated that the project was situated in Zone 2 of the Southwest 13"' Streel Special Area Plan with a 
building setback of 20 feel to bring tlie building up to the 13'" Street corridor to allow for sidewalks ncar tlie 
right-of-way. He stated that tliere werc 3 1 conditions and they agreed to 29. He stated lic wished to clarify 3 of 
the conditions. Hc showed the configuration of tlie existing developnient and the proposed developmcnt, Hc 
sliowed tlic overall PD Masler Plan. He showed the traffic circulation as it is today. He showed an arca along 
SW 1 3'" Street [hat would bc rctained for commercial buildings. 

Mr. Dedenbach referred to Condition 7 of the staff report. Hc showed the layout of the existing drivc aiid stated 
tlie drivc is 5 fcet froin the property line and thcre is feliciiig there. He stated therc was not an intention to 
reniove the fencing and although tlicy agree with buffering, they did not intend to remove the existing 
driveways and parking bccause that would render tlic site unusable and there are utilities tliat are tlicrc. 

Oil thc south side. he pointed out the liaiidicapped spaces close to [he tower that exisls 5 feet from the property 
linc. He statcd if tliat becomes a 15-foot buffcr, tlic parking would be lost and [he project co1.11d not go on. Hc 
requested that Condition 7 be revised to state that the "existing vehicular usc arcas adjaccnt to tlic rcsidenlial 
arca to the north and south niay rcniain . . ." 

Tlrpse rr~irz~lt~s U Y P  rzot a verbutirrz uccour~t of this rrneeting. Tupe recording.sfi.orn rvhich tlze rrlir~utes were prepared arc ~vuiluble 
frorr~ tile Cortzttlti~li<)~ De~~cloprr~erlt Departrnerrt of' t l~e City of Gair~esville 
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Regarding Condition 20, Mr. Dedenbach statcd the east property line is 13"' Street, which involvcs tlic issuc of 
the Special .4rca Plan. Hc stated t11c 13"' Street Spccial Area Plan has a 20-foot setback in the Zonc 2 arca. He 
explained that therc uras a spccial request that the only way the development could deviate from having n 
building in the area was that i t  be codificd that it could bc done only through a Planncd Devclopnlcnt and only 
through the permission of the City Managcr. He statcd there is a desire to place an architectural wall in that 
area. The condition would be revised to say "Vehicular use areas . . . or parking of vehicles w~ th  the cxccption 
of bicycles shall occur \vitl~in 20 feet of thc east property line and shall contain at least a tlirec-foot lii,ch 
screeniilg wall consistent with the 1 31" Strect Special Area Plan. He showed a representation of liow tllc 
cntrance to the devclopnient would be placed with an architectural wall along the entrance. He statcd parking 
would be bchind the wall and therc could bc a coffee house. Hc stated it was nccessary to ha\,e thc parking 
bchind the wall rather than 80 feet back fiom 13'" Strect. 

Hc stated thc last concern was in Condition 15 that states " . . . a thrcc root architecturally compatible wall . . . 

." Hc stated thc plan is to have a masonry wall with fountain fcatures and a logo. Hc explained that the rcquest 
was to placc thc sentence, "The criteria and design shall be determined during development review." at thc cnd 
ofthe Condition so there would be morc tlexibility in the type of wall that would be used. 

Mr. Lawrence Calderon, Chief of Current Planning, was rccoylized. He stated tlie conditions are meant to 
writc regulations, because thcrc are no regulations for a Planned Development and the regulations arc intended 
to guide tlie Board in the dcvelopnlent review process. 

Mr. Calderon stated that regarding thc 15-foot setback in Condition 7, the developineilt had the poteiltial for the 
pavement to be rcmoved and new paving placed in. He stated with the amount of vehicular movement that will 
occur on the site, staff requested a 15-foot landscape buffer primarily when new paving occurs. Mr. Caldcron 
stated that once the new entrance and parking is placed as proposed, the applicant should be able to get the 15 
fcct without unduly burdening the project. He stated this was a very nice project that will liavc a catalytic cffcct 
in the area and will stimulate additional development, however, the Special Area Plan was dcsigncd to inaintain 
a certain ~ntent and quality in the area, and staff does not think the buffer would hurt the development and staff 
would like the I5 feet to remain. 

Mr. Caldcron stated that regarding Coriditioii 20, staff would agree to modify the condition to allon. the 
dcvelopmcnt the flexibility they rcquest. He suggested that the condition bc revised to read "Vel~icular usc 
arcas, and those areas for vehicular storage . . . shall have no more than a double row of parking within 80 feet 
of the cast property line." He stated there would not be two coffee shops as suggested in thc drawing, but there 
could bc some othcr restaurant or nothing. He statcd staff does not want that area to becoinc a storngc arca. 

Mr. Calderon stated that staff had no objection to tlie requested change in Condition 15. He stated the 
recommendation was for approval with all the conditions and modifications. 

Ms. McDonell asked where the Eagles nest incntioncd in the packet was located. Mr. Calderon statcd that tlic 
issue of the Eagles nest had been resolved satisfactorily. Mr. Dedenbach pointed out the location 011 tlic north 
side of Bivens Ann toward tlic back of the Veterinarian School, which is a a safe distance away. 

Ms. McDoncll asked if the changcs to Condition 20 would force the parking to be placcd on the west side, or 
Mas there reason foi- additional parking or paved surfaces added to the west side of the dcvclopment. 

Tlresc rrlirziltes ure not u verbutirn rrc-courzt oft1zi.s rrreetir~g. Tope recordings from ~vhiclz tlrc rr~irzirtes were prepured rrrc uvriilublr 
j'rolll ~ I I L J  C o n ~ l l ~ r l ~ ~ i ~ ~  Uev~'Ioprller~t Dqlarrrr~er~r o j ' t l~c  Citj, of'Guiizesvillc 
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Mr. Dedenbach ~urther explaincd the parking co~lfiguration of the development, and stated that they do not wish 
to pave any more than necessary. He stated there was a one space per bedsoom limit, which was thought to be 
sufficient. He further addressed the parking and stated they would like additional parking in the futurc. Hc 
stated the parklng would be behind the wall, but until more con~~nci-cia1 businesses were there, thcq did not 
want to be blocked from the double-parking. 

Mr. Calderon pointed out what would be considered a double row of parking within 80 fcet. He statcd staff 
would agree to that configuration. 

Mr. Dedenbach stated the development needs to be colnpleted (residents moved in) before inore co~nmercial 
busiilesses come to Southwest 13"' Strcct. I le stated that a 5.000 square foot building may locate in that arca of 
thc development, behind the wall, but until that development occurs, it could be used for parking. 

Mr. Cohcn asked Mr. Caldcron what language sliould be used in Condition 15. Mr. Calderon suggested that 
"At a i~iinin~um" could be removed and place "The critcria and design shall be dcte~mlined during developme~~t 
rekiew" at the end of the paragraph. Mr. Calderon stated, the sentence should state, "A threc-foot 
architecturally compatible wall" and remove ''wit11 metal picket-type fencing and landscaping." 

Mr.  Cohen stated he would like the bus stop to be enhanccd. Mr. Dedenbach stated that the condition could 
statc that thc bus stop should be "compatible and complc~nentary to the architectural style of the development 
aiid \vall." 

Mr. Caldcron noted that thc languagc of Colldition 14 is to leave the final say to the RTS agency. Mr. Cohen 
agreed that the final dctcrmination about the bus stop would be for RTS, he was just coilcerned about the 
design. 

Mr. Tecler asked the reason for Condition 7. 

Mr. Dcdenbach stated he wantcd to clarify that they did not want to tear up existing pavement. Mr. Calcicron 
stated the condition referred to new paving. 

Mr. Caldcron statcd the condition should have had the word "l~ew," which had been discussed. He said that in 
the evcnt that paving is removed adjacent to residential, staff would like the respect to bc givcn to tllc 
residential dcvclopment. 

Mr. Cohen statcd that staff had suggested no more than two rows. 

Mr. Dedenbach he liked the spirit of compromise. Therc was discussion about the double row of parking. 

Mr. Calderon stated the intent was to prevent all of the parkins and storage from being in front of the building 
line. He statcd staff agrced to the presented layout. 

h4r. M i ~ n ~ n s  clarified that the dra\ving was showing two double rows of parking. He statcd that a building could 
be put on one and the other available for the double sou of parking. 

Mr. Dedenbach explaillcd the wall would hide the parking. 

Tiicye nzirlrltes ore trot u ver-hurinz uccourzr of r1zi.s nzecrirzg. Tupe recordirrgs frortt nllricl~ tile rrzirfutes ~oer-e pr~yurcrl arc c~~~crilahlc 
frorii the Conzn~uriit~~ Devclo~~rtzerrr Dc!parrrr~crrt oftlle City of Cuinest'i/lc 
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Mr. Caldcron explaiiled the intent of staff when they said a double row of parking. He stated the objective was 
to try to have thc parking and storagc out of the 80-foot build-to line. 

Mr. Mimms aslted whether, in Conditions 7 and 5 ,  thc word "sliould" ought to bc "sl~all." Mr. Caldei-on agreed. 

Mr. Tecler statcd thc plan shows that the developer is following the intention of the Special Arca Plan. He 
stated the Plan Board should make a proposal that maximizes the flexibility with the parking situation. 

Chair Rciskind asked whether anyone froill the public wished to speak. There were no questions fiom thc 
public. 

Chair Reiskind askcd why one tower would be three stories highcr than the cxisting building. 

Mr. Dedcnbach stated that originally it nras thought the 1 1 -story tower could be built up, and thc 14-story towcr 
was planned. It was found that thcy could not build more stories on the 11-story building and sincc they 
already had planned the 14-story, decided to stick with it. 

Chair Rciskind asked about concurrency on the site. Mr. Dedenbach addressed the qucstion. 

Chair Reiskind asked if there are other parties that review the detailed plans. 

Mr. M i n ~ n ~ s  replied affirmatively and statcd the Board could request that the plan go to the Plan Board, 
otherwise it will go to the Development Review Board. 

Ms. McDonell asked how closely the design criteria of the SAP would have to be followcd. 

Mr. Caldcron statcd that is outlined in the text amendment report and the Planned Dcveloprncnt would follow 
the intcnt of the Special Area Plan. 

Chair Rciskind stated that was covered under Condition 18. 

Mr. Clark Butler was recognized. He stated this was an expeilsive project that would serve the upper end and 
was not for student housing. He explained the project was being deaigned to work with thc University to bring 
the kind of staff they want that will meet their demands. He statcd the old building will be completely rebuilt 
and thc new building will be modern. 

Mr. Tecler statcd the Board had not addressed providing thc developer the flexibility in the front-parking 
situation. 

Mr. Calderon stated the developnlent is being crafted and there inay be a variation in the amount of parking that 
occurs at the front. He stated that staff would determine the amount of parking spaces at development plan 
review; and the issue would be the appearance and storage in that area, and that it mcets the intent of thc SAP. 

Mr. Dedcnbach stated that Mr. Calderon suggested that the 80 feet in Condition 20 could be cut to 40 feet 

Tllese rilirllltcs are riot a verbatirrr crccoilrtt of this rr~eetirlg. Tape recordir~gs fiorrl which the rrlirlutes werel~rel,ared nrc u ~ ~ n i l r ~ h l c  

j).orrr tlre Comrirrrr~i[), Developnrerlt Departrirent (J'tlre City of Guinesville 
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1 Motion By: Mr. Tecler I Seconded By: Ms. McDonell. 

1 Moved to: Approve Petition 66TCW-06 PB Upon Vote: Motion Carried 4 - 0 
Aye: Cohen, Reiskind, Tecler, McDoilell 

1 Motion By: Mr. Tccler 1 Seconded Bv: Ms. McDoilell. 

Moved to: Approve Petition 3 I LUC-06 Upon Vote: Motioii Carried 4 - 0 
Ayc: Cohen, Reiskind, Tecler, McDoncll 

1 Motion By: Mr. Tecler 1 Seconded By: Ms. McDonell. 

Tl l e~e  t~~irlzttes are riol u verbatirn accourzt of t11i\ n~cctirrg. Tape recordirlg~ fro~n 1~~11ic11 tlre n~irruler wrrr prel~urerl ar-c uvailahle 
froriz the Cont nt rr r z i ~  Developnzen t Dcparttneri t of tlic CiQ of Gairlesvillc 

Mo\led to: Approvc Petition 32PDV-06 PB, with 
staff conditions as modified. 

Upon Vote: Motion Carried 4 - 0 
Aye: Cohen, Reiskind, Tecler, McDoiiell 


