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Auditor Reilly proceeded through his PowerPoint presentation; answering and responding to
comments and questions throughout his presentation.

Council Member Pierce made tire Motion to accept the Andit/Financial Statement as presented;
Second by Council President Horn.

The Motion was approved by the following roll cafl vote (5/0):

Council Member Rader - Yes
Council Member Pierce - Fes
Council Member Chotas - Yes
Courncil Member Lomas - Fes
Council President Horn - Yes

» Mayoral Proclamation — Women’s Lung Health Week May 11, 2020 through May 17,
2020

Mayor Dowless referred Council to the Proclamation in the agenda packet.

CONSENT AGENDA

1. Review and Approval of Minutes

« March 24, 2020

City Clerk Meeks said she received corrections from Council Member Rader and Planner
Hardgrove. The corrections were as follows:

Council Member Rader (Page 4 of the Minutes)

e Change “circle” to distance
o Add the word square - ~“plus 1 space per 40 square feet”

Planner Hardgrove (Pages 4, 5 and 7 of the Minutes)

e Page 4 of the Minutes. last paragraph should read “Planner Hardgrove cxplained the
difference and that the distinction is that children or dogs would not be driving to the
park. whereas the outdoor area lor the Waterfront is being used by patrons who drive
there...”

e Page 5 of the Minutes. first paragraph. on the third line. delete the word "of™; the linc
should read “and onc space for each...”

e Page 7 of the Minutes. the recommendation should have the same correction that was
madc on Page 4: the line should rcad “and one space for each...”
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Council Member Rader made the Motion fo approve the March 24, 2020 minutes, with corrections;
Second by Council Member Lomas.

Council President Horn asked for public comments; there were none.

The Motion was approved by the following roll call vote (5/0):
Council President Horn - VYes
Council Member Lomas - Yes
Council Member Chotas - Yes
Conncil Member Pierce - Yes
Council Member Rader - Yes
| ORDINANCES

None.

[ PUBLIC HEARINGS (ORDINANCES — SECOND READINGS & RELATED ACTION) ]

ORDINANCE 2020-1 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF EDGEWOOD,
ORANGE COUNTY, TFLORIDA AMENDING CHAPTER 134, “ZONING,”
SECTIONS 134-1, 134-603, 134-606, AND 134-607 OF THE CODE OF
ORDINANCES; INCLUDING A DEFINITION FOR OPEN AIR SEATING
AREAS; PROVIDING FOR MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
PLAYGROUNDS, AND DOG PARKS ACCESSORY TO COMMERCIAL
BUSINESSES; AMENDING PROVISIONS RELATED TO THE USE OF
OFF-SITE PARKING SPACES TOWARD MEETING REQUIRED OFT-
STREET PARKING AND THI: USLE OF SHARED PARKING AGREEMENT:
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION,
CONFLICTS, AND EITECTIVE DATE.

City Attorney Smith gave the second and final reading of Ordinance 2020-01 in title only. Ile
noted a correction in the Ordinance on agenda page number 83. line 117 (space for eashfour
it eats 4 Or-p : 3 : : 75 100) the line should read as

7

follows:

City Attorney Smith said that “for each™ should not have been stricken from the paragraph. lle
contirmed that the revisions made in the March meeting were incorporated into the Ordinance.

City Attorncy Smith said the question was asked that if a developer improves the street to
provide for on-street off-site parking. would credit be given for the parking spaces.  City
Attorney Smith said the Ordinance does not include this policy.

Council President Horn said that the City is considering an Ordinance to correct something for a
particular business. Ile said that this could put the City in a position to make a decision, at some
point in time. that if something goes wrong with the oft-site parking agreement. at a 50% parking
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capacity. the City may have to make the decision to reduce a business” ability to operate, or put a
business out of business. Council President Horn said that he wants to make sure that everyone
is aware of this, understands it and is okay with enforcing, Council President Horn said he is
okay with this, but he wants it to be known and understood that there are risks, City Attorney
Smith contirmed for Mayor Dowless that the Agreement requires an acknowledgement that if
anyone 1s developing based on shared parking agreements, they understand and acknowledge
that if they lose those parking spaces, they have to find other parking spaces or reduce capacity.

Council Member Chotas noted lines 139 through 142 of the Ordinance, which states the
following:

(a) Oft-site off-strect parking spaces may not be counted toward required parking if such
spaces are part of the required parking calculation of any other use unless approved by
the City Council based on competent. substantial evidence that the different uses occur
at such different times that there would not be overlap of demand for the shared spaces:

Council Member Chotas questioned why the City would have to make a finding if it is already in
the agreement and is the predicate for the approval.

City Attorney Snuth said the fact is that they have to at least present that they are not going to
conflict with other uses of the same parking spacc. He said if the finding portion of the
subparagraph (e) is removed. it would read as follows:

“Off-site oft-street parking spaces may not be counted towards required parking if such
fixed spaces are part of the required parking calculation ot any other use unless the
different uses occur at such ditferent times that there would be no overlap.”

City Attorney Smith said the Ordinance would include the requirement: however, you take
Council out of being bound to make a determination. Council Member Chotas said he liked the
revision.

Planner Hardgrove said that reference is being made to 50% of the required parking is ofl-site;
however. if vou look at line 130 in the Ordinance, it rcads at least 30%. She said she wanted to
make sure it was clear and that cveryone is aware that if 100 spaces are required. only 33 spaces
have to be on the property.

Council Member Rader asked 1f they should consider having a cap. Discussion was held about
assigning the number of off-site parking spaces. as opposcd to percentages. No change was
made.

Discussion regarding parking agreement staying current and tie into the Business Tax Receipts
for annual confirmation that the agreement is current. Council member Rader said he likes the
administrative benefit and would like to bring the language forward from the current Code.

Council Member Rader asked the City Attorney to discuss the email from Attorney Alex
Mestdagh., Council Member Rader said he understands the gist of what is being asked: however,
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the four reasons Attorney Mestdagh proposes, become valid rcasons to reduce the use. City
Attorney Smith said in discussion with Attorney Mestdagh, he learned that Attorney Mestdagh
was looking for speciticity. He said he asked Attormey Mestdagh what is not covered that could
possibly happen. City Attorney Smith said the only thing he could think of is catastrophic loss.
He said he prefers the language in the subject Ordinance because if a massive tree falls and
destroys that portion of the parking lot, those spaces are gone and capacity would have to be
reduced until those parking spaces are replaced. In response to Council Member Rader. he said
that Attorney Mestdagh felt more comfortable if there were specific reasons for why capacity
would have to be reduced.

Public Comments:

Solange Dao — (Represents Boozehounds)

Ms. Do thanked City Council for their discussion on the matter. She said she appreciate the
flexibility. Ms. Dao said it is always the developer’s risk to enter into an Agreement. She asked
what is the avenue for the on-street parking particularly, parallel parking in a public right-of-
way. should Boozehounds want to create this. City Attorney Smith said make the request to
Council now or present it in writing. Ms, Dao said she will provide in writing.

Tina Demostene, Resident (AICP), 5106 Leeward Way

Ms. Demostene said the Ordinance is extremely gencrous and helps one business.  She referred
to the following comments that she emailed to City Clerk Meeks:

Thank you for considering modification to the City’s Parking Ordinance as presented in
Ordinance 2020-01. 'This Ordinance has been EXTREMELY generous to help specific business
achieve their personal business goals, while setting the City up for potential headaches in the
future.

Line 130: The proposcd ordinance with only thirty (30%}) on premisc parking. will allow
SEVENTY (70%) of the parking to be offsitc. That is absurd. Thirty
percent off-sitc is a more-realistic number, but if you desirc to continue to
give away the farm. at least fitty (50%) should be provided onsite.

o The code started with all parking required on site. This is normal for
all jurisdictions in the state of Florida. Then the code allowed for
some limited offsite parking. which is reasonable and allows
flexibility. Now it is proposing to letting 70% be offsite? Wow?!?
Why would anvone every make a plan that meets code. when they can
go half the distance within the City and put 70% of their parking
offsite.

e We are not an urban city with urban densitics that facilitate this much
offsite parking. We are a suburban little town. Please keep us that
way.
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¢ Somconce please answer the question: What are you going to do when
a property owner loses 70% of their off-site parking because their
easement goes away?

e Remember this is a city-wide ordinance and you will see this with
EVERY single site plan that comes forward from here on out.

o If the parking fails, the ncgative impact will be on all the side streets
and nearby residential streets.

Line 155: Please do not reducc the agreement provisions to be lower than 180 days (as
provided in the ordinance before you today). One (1) year is a better/safer
time frame to protect the City if someone desires to change their easement.
Remember this started with the requirement for a permanent easement and has
been whittled away with every public hearing.

Mayor Dowless said he supports enforcement. Mayor Dowless also addressed the unique
characteristics of the City, with the railroad to West of the City and residential to the East, which
is why the City is trying to do some things in a different way. Mayor Dowless said he has no
problem letting business owners know the risks they are taking and if they lose capacity, they
lose business space.

Council Member Radcer said he supports enforccment and he would like to hear from all Council
Members that they are willing to support. He also referenced the dog owners who attended a
Council meeting and supported flexibility. Council Member Rader told Council that these same
dog owners will show up if a business is closed and they will be angry. e said he is not averse
to a 50% requirement for on-site parking.

Council Member Lomas asked how did Council reach 30%. City Attorney Smith said he
believes the change from 50% to 30% occurred after the first reading of the Ordinance. He said
the evidence of surplus parking led to the change in the percentage.  Council member Lomas
said she agrees with Council Member Rader, and she is more comfortable with the 50% and
supports enforcement. She asked is this what the Council wants to do. Council Member Lomas
asked if the Council wants to deal with unhappy clientele. and is the City prepared to spend
money for enforcement, such as attorney fees. She said this is something that Council needs to
look at. Council President Horn said he i1s in agreement with this too.

Planner Hardgrove said that when she listens to the City Attorney talk about enforcement she
said it is easy to take away seals from a restaurant so that you have cnough parking on site to
have “this many seats™. She said that both things are bascd on square footage. She asked how
do you take off part of the retail space. restaurant space or office space and enforce that part.
Planner Hardgrove said it is easy to say you have it and you are open, or you do not have it and
vou are closed.  She said to decrease capacity on how much parking you have. how do yvou make
someone close oft part of the restaurant, or part of the retail space. There were no comments or
discussion regarding this statement.

Yaul Jaszcezenski, 1732 Indiana Strect, Orlando, Florida (Boozehounds applicant)
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The Motion was approved by the following roll call vote (5/0):
Council Member Lomas - Yes
Council President Horn - Yes
Council Member Rader - FYes
Couucil Member Pierce - Yes
Council President Chotas - Yes

| GENERAL INFORMATION (No action required)

None.

[ CITIZEN COMMENTS

None.

[ BOARDS & COMMITTELS |

» 356558. Orange Avenuc — Cornerstone Paec Waiver Request

City Engincer Allen Lane presented his report regarding Cornerstone’s waiver request. Engineer
Lane said Council has seen this before when Cornerstone requested modifications to their
building. Engineer Lane explained the covered area for drop-off and patio area on Gem Street.
[Te said the 25-foot sctback from the right-of-way line of Gem Street came into question.
Engineer Lane said the plans were revised and presented to the Planning & Zoning Board. who
recommended approval.

City Clerk Meeks announced that Attorney Brent Spain is in attendance and may want to address
his letter that was included in the agenda packet. Attorney Spain said he is in attendance in case
Council has any questions. He said his clients are appreciative of staff's report in their request.
He confirmed that he waiver request that the patio awning be eight feet from the Gem Street
property line and the drop-off’ awning be thirteen feet [rom the Gem Street property line.

City Clerk Mecks confirmed she had no requests to speak on this matter.

Planner Ilardgrove said she wanted (o make sure that everyone is aware that the request is
consistent with the rational for the waive in the Edgewood Central District.

No Council discussion.
No public comments.

Council President Horn made the Motion to approve the waiver as presented; Second by Council
Member Lomas.
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The Motion was approved by the following roll call vote (5/0):

Council Member Picree - Yes
Council Member Chotas - Yes
Council Presidest Horn - Yoy
Council Member Rader - Yes
Council President Lomas - Yes

City Clerk Meeks confirmed for Attorney Spain that he will receive a letter confirming the
approval of the waiver request.

| STAFF REPORTS

City Attorney Smith:

City Attorney Smith asked if there were any questions for him; there were none.  City Attorney Smith
thanked IT Manager Scott Zanc and City Clerk Meeks for setting-up the meeting. He said for the first
virtual meeting for the City. it ran smoothly and he was very impressed.

PPolice Chief Freeburg:

Chief Freeburg updated Council on how his department is responding to COVID-19. He
explained the supplies purchased, i.e., masks, sanitizers. He said there has been a 32% deccrease
in activity. lle said the City purchased COVID-19 rapid tests and thanked Mavor Dowless for
supporting this purchase. Chief Freeburg said there will be volunteer testing of employees. who
are non-symptomatic. He reported that fingerprint services will remain suspended: however, he
will review this service in May.

City Clerk Mccks:

City Clerk Meeks explained to Council that the City is in need of updating their Ordinance
codification. She said that given the amount of Ordinances to be codified. and the estimates she
has received from MumCode, the codification will exceed the current budget. City Clerk Meeks
requested that Council allow her to move forward with the codification, as it will help statf and
potential developers, who use the online service to ensure compliancy with the City Code. It
was the consensus of Council that City Clerk Meeks move forward with the Codification.

MAYOR & COUNCIL REPORTS J

e  Mayor Dowless

Mayor Dowless reported that New Horizons is working on improvements to Bagshaw Park and
the island that separates Orange Avenue and Hansel Avenue. He said New Horizon's installed a
battery powered irrigation system at the island.

Mayor Dowless reported on his participation in conference calls with Mayor Demings regarding
COVID-19. He referenced his email to Council regarding creating a task force with Belle Isle










Jurisdiction

Eating and Drinking Parking Requirement

Apopka Restaurant 1/4 seats
Brewpub 1/100 seating area
Bar 0.8/100 seating area
Belle Isle Same as Edgewood

Lake Buena Vista

1/5 seats + 1 per 35 sq. ft. with no fixed seats + 1 per
employee; minimum 10 spaces total

Maitland 1/3 seats, plus 1 per 2 employees
QOcoee Same as Edgewood
Orange County Same as Edgewood
Orlando Min: 1/200 sf gross building area

Max: 1/50 sf gross floor area

Windermere

Same as Edgewood

Winter Garden

1/4 seats+1/3 employees

Winter Park

1:50 sf patron use area or 1/3 seats whichever is
greater except in CBD where it is 1/4 seats

The question with using gross square feet becomes “what is the appropriate ratio?”,

As seen, in the table below, the existing parking spaces/gross square feet of restaurants within
and near Edgewood varies from 1/59 to 1/320, with the median very close to the accepted
industry standard (ULl and ITE) of 1/100, which is based on gross building area; non-patron use
areas, e.g., kitchens, are not excluded.

Parking as Physically Provided at Nearby Restaurants
Existing Square footage | Number  of | Spaces/gross

Restaurant including outdcor area | Spaces on site | square feet
Dixie Belle’'s with adjacent lot | 2940 50 1/59
Vanbarry's 5566 83 1/67
Freddy's 3744 40 1/94
Le Coqg Au Vin 3230 34 i/95
McGinnty's 3888 36 1/108
Panera o 6063 52 1/117
Dixie Belle’s 2940 25 1/118
Hungry Pants 4005 24 1/167
Proposed Dog Bar if only the
building area was counted 2240 13 1/172
Beth's Burger Bar 1350 6 1/225
Stone Fire Pizza 2728 11 1/248
Proposed Dog Bar if the 2 o
decks (960 sqgft each) are
added to the building square
footage 4160 13 /320

Parking Regulation Change March 2020



The table below can give an understanding of the required parking if the 1/100 formula were
applied to restaurants in and near Edgewood, compared to the existing spaces onsite.

Existing Square | Existing
footage including | Number Number of spaces if
Restaurant outdoor area of Spaces | required @1/100
Beth’s Burger Bar 1350 6 14
Dixie Belle's 2940 25 29
Dixie Belle’s with adjacent
lot 2940 50 29
Dog Bar (proposed) 4160 13 42
Freddy's 3744 40 37
Hungry Pants 4005 24 40
Le Coq Au Vin 3230 34 32
McGinnty's 3888 36 39
Panera 6063 52 61
Stone Fire Pizza {does not
include patio area since
hasn’t been permitted) 2728 11 27
Vanbarry's (includes patio
area) 5566 ' 83 56

As seen, Vanbarry's, where every parking space is typically occupied at peak periods, would not
have sufficient parking if the parking was calculated at 1 space/100 square feet. The popularity
of a restaurant directly affects the parking demand; however, does the jurisdiction’s parking
formula need to account for popularity, or would the market/business plan account for the
anticipated need and provide more than the minimum required?

The table below shows three other parking/square foot formulas used by local governments
(1/75, 1/150 and 1/200) and the resulting parking that would be required on the sample
restaurants used above for each ratio.

Number | Number N
Existing Square of of spaces | Number of
footage Existing spaces if | if spaces if
including Number required | required required
Restaurant outdoor area of Spaces | @1/75 | @1/150 @1/200
Beth's Burger Bar 1350 6 18 9 7
Dixie Belle’s . 2540 25 35 20 15
Dixie Belle’s w/adjacent
lot 2940 50 39 20 15
Freddy's 3744 40 50 25 19
Hungry Pants ‘L4005 24 53 27 20

Parking Regutation Change March 2020



Le Cog Au Vin 3230 34 43 22 16
McGinnty's 3888 36 52 26 19
Panera 6063 52 81 40 30
Stone Fire Pizza 2728 11 36 18 14
Vanbarry's 5566 a3 74 37 28

Some jurisdictions using the building square footage as the base for the parking formula do
exclude non-patron use areas, e.g., the kitchen and storage areas. The consequences of this
method in Edgewood would take additional research; the sguare footage of such areas is not
readily available to provide the same analysis presented above. Such a formula would
complicate the calculation. Using gross square footage is straightforward, as well as easy to
interpret and enforce.

An option could be to use the existing code and build in flexibility to allow an applicant to
submit a parking demand study by a traffic engineer if the calculated parking required is
thought to be higher than the business model. It should be emphasized, however, that a
parking code that allows less parking than the industry standard is more appropriate in areas
with an effective transit system or dense urban environiment such as downtown Orlando.

Whereas the ECD is attempting to create a more walkable community, the intensity of
downtown Orlando, or even downtown Winter Park, is likely never to occur in Edgewood. The
intensity standards allowed in the ECD are balanced with the available transportation network,
specifically one major road and ne grid system; the resulting future land use pattern will most
likely be at suburban intensities, with more intensity in large mixed use redevelopment
proposals or around a future commuter rail station.

It should be noted that the ECD already allows a reduction in parking for mixed use
development proposals and when a business is in proximity to a transit: The minimum number
of parking spaces may be reduced by up to 5% for within a 1/4 of a mile from a bus stop, and a
20% reduction when within 1/4 of a mile of a commuter rail or bus transfer station.

Differentiation Between Indoor And Qutdoor Seating

Related to the second part of the proposed change, there are pros and cons to this
differentiation.

Con: The demand for parking does not change whether or nat a seat is inside an air
conditioned area. Technology has provided innovations to make outdoor seating comfortable
year round, e.g. with misting machines or heaters. A reduced calculation for outdoor
dining/seating, would not adequately account for all areas that may generate activity within a
restaurant.
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As included in the proposed ordinance, the outside seating area would be calculated on % the
required industry standard {1/100}. Current restaurants in the city that would qualify include
Stone Fire Pizza, Waterfront and Vanbarry’s. The proposed dog bar would also qualify for the
indoor/outdoor calculation. The table below provides a comparison of existing parking onsite
and the amount that would be required if the differentiation model was used, with the indoor
area calculated based on 1 space per 100 gross square feet.

Outdoor Required with | Calculated with
Indoor  A/C'd | dining area { (1/100 inside | 1/100 of total | Existing
gross huilding | square &1/200 indoor and | parking
square footage | footage outside) outdoor areas spaces ansite
Vanbarry's 4516 1050 50 56 83
Dog Bar* 2240 1920 32 42 13
Stone  Fire
Pizza  with
the patio 2728 1164 33 39 11
Waterfront* | 1421 1120 20 26 10

*Does not include the lake front or dog park area

Pro: The differentiation may create an incentive for outdoor dining in the City, which is
promoted by the ECD. Stone Fire Pizza would be a good example. Using a 1/100 requirement
for the entire building area, 27 parking spaces would be required. If the proposed patio seating
was permitted, which would nearly increase the seating capacity 75%, only 6 additional spaces
would be needed.

Recommendation

One space for each 100 square feet of gross building area plus one space for each 200 square
feet of open air dining area, provided that no use covered by this sub-paragraph shall have
less than four spaces.

One space He 6 o for aoch per

100 square feet of gross floor areq providedforpatron-usewhich-doespot-contain-fixad
seats and of one space for each 200 gross square feet of open qir dining ared. provided

thet aNo use covered by this sub-paragraph shall have less than four spaces.

ESH
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