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CITY OF BELLE ISLE, FL 

PLANNING & ZONING BOARD MEETING 
 
 
Tuesday, July 28, 2026 * 6:30 PM 

MINUTES 
 
The Belle Isle Planning & Zoning Board met on July 28, 2026, at 6:30 p.m. at the City Hall Chambers at 1600 Nela Avenue, Belle 
Isle, FL 32809.  
 
Present was:       Absent was:  
Board member Squires    District 2 - OPEN 
Chairman Randy Holihan    Board member Thompson 
Board member Agrusa 
Board member Conduff 
Board member Hobbs 
 
City Manager (CM) Rudometkin, Attorney Schafer, City Planner April Fisher, and City Clerk Yolanda Quiceno were also present.  
 
1. Call to Order and Confirmation of Quorum 

Chairman Holihan opened the meeting at 6:30 p.m., and the Clerk confirmed the quorum. 
 

2. Invocation and Pledge to the Flag – Board Member Hobbs, District 7 
Board Member Hobbs delivered the invocation and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

3. Approval of Minutes 
a. Approval of P&Z Meeting Minutes - June 23, 2026  

Board member Agrusa moved to approve the minutes as presented. 
Board member Squires seconded the motion, which passed unanimously 5:0. 
 

4. Public Hearings – N/A 
 

a. Planning & Zoning Public Hearing 2026-06-047 - PURSUANT TO SECTION 42-64, THE CITY OF BELLE ISLE PLANNING AND 
ZONING BOARD SHALL REVIEW AND TAKE ACTION ON A REQUESTED VARIANCE FROM SECTION 50-73 (A), TO ALLOW A 
REAR  ROOFED ADDITION TO BE BUILT THAT WOULD PROJECT INTO THE REQUIRED REAR YARD BUILDING SETBACK 
AREA, SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT TODD ZIMMERMAN AND RONNIE ZIMMERMAN, THE PROPERTY OWNERS FOR THE 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 6517 CAY CIRCLE, BELLE ISLE, FLORIDA 32809, ALSO KNOWN AS PARCEL ID # 24-23-29-0600-
01170. 
 
Chairman Holihan opened the Public Hearing 2026-06-047. 
CM Rudometkin read the Public Hearing by title. 
 
April Fisher, City Planner, presented the staff report and said Mr. and Mrs. Zimmerman submitted the variance request 
for a proposed balcony addition to the rear of the primary structure. Ms. Fisher explained that the addition is intended 
to align with the existing rear porch area and would not extend closer to the lake than the existing structure. The 
property has an irregular configuration, and erosion along the lakeside has affected the ability to meet the required 50-
foot setback from the regulatory water elevation.  She noted that the hardship relates to the property's configuration 
and existing conditions and was not self-created by the applicants. The requested variance represents the minimum 
relief necessary to accommodate the proposed addition. Ms. Fisher stated that the request meets the applicable 
variance criteria, is consistent with the surrounding neighborhood, and recommended approval. Mr. and Mrs. 
Zimmerman were present and available to answer the Board's questions. 

 The applicants, Ronnie and Todd Zimmerman, addressed the Board regarding their variance request. Mrs. 
Zimmerman explained that they specifically sought a home in Belle Isle because they appreciate the community, want 
to be good neighbors, and want to ensure the improvements to their property are aesthetically appropriate.  Mrs. 
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Zimmerman stated that they are seeking a relatively small setback variance, estimated at approximately six to eight feet 
depending on the measurement point. She noted that neighbors have given positive comments on the proposed 
construction and that a site visit was conducted earlier that day. She emphasized that they want to complete the project 
in accordance with City requirements and respectfully requested the Board's approval of the variance. 
 
There being no further discussion, Board member Agrusa moved, pursuant to Section 42-64, to approve the 
requested variance from Section 50-73(A) to allow a variance to allow the rear roofed addition to be built that would 
project into the required rear yard building setback area, submitted by applicant Todd Zimmerman and Ronnie 
Zimmerman, the property owners for the property located at 6517 Cay Circle, Belle Isle, Florida 32809, also known as 
Parcel ID # 24-23-29-0600-01170.  Board member Conduff seconded the motion, which passed unanimously 5:0. 

 
Ms. Fisher advised the applicants that the City Code provides a 15-day appeal period following approval of the variance. 
Although the permitting agency is prepared to issue the permit, staff explained that the permit should not receive final 
approval until the 15-day appeal period has expired.  
 

b. Planning & Zoning Public Hearing 2026-06-050 - PURSUANT TO SECTION 42-64, THE CITY OF BELLE ISLE PLANNING AND 
ZONING BOARD SHALL REVIEW AND TAKE ACTION ON A REQUESTED VARIANCE FROM SECTION SECION SECTION 50-102 
(B) (8) TO ALLOW THE ROUGH SIDE OF A FENCE TO FACE OUT, SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT PERRY WILSON, THE 
PROPERTY OWNER FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1602 OVERLOOK ROAD, BELLE ISLE, FLORIDA 32809, ALSO KNOWN 
AS PARCEL ID # 25-23-29-5884-11-090. 5. Other Business a. ORDINANCE NO. 26-04 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF 
BELLE ISLE, FLORIDA, AMENDING CHAPTER 50, CITY OF BELLE ISLE CODE OF ORDINANCES; AMENDING SECTION 50-78 
GOVERNING ARTIFICIAL TURF REQUIREMENTS; PROVIDING FOR DEFINITIONS; PROVIDING REQUIREMENTS FOR 
INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF IMPERVIOUS AND PERVIOUS ARTIFICIAL TURF; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION, 
SEVERABILITY, CONFLICTS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
Chairman Holihan opened the Public Hearing 2026-06-050. 
CM Rudometkin read the Public Hearing by title. 
 
April Fisher, City Planner, presented the staff report and said that the variance application related to a recently 

submitted fence permit. She explained that the sides of the fence are proposed with the finished or “pretty” side facing 

outward, as required by City Code. However, for the rear portion of the property, the applicant is requesting a variance 

to allow the finished side of the fence to face inward. Ms. Fisher stated that an existing fence behind the proposed rear 

fence makes it difficult to construct the new fence with the finished side facing outward. The applicant provided 

information with the application explaining the existing site conditions and the reason for the requested variance.  After 

reviewing the applicable variance criteria, staff recommended denial, finding that the application did not meet all 

required criteria. Ms. Fisher clarified that the Board has the authority to consider the applicant’s testimony and 

circumstances and may reach a decision different from staff’s recommendation. The applicant was present to address 

the Board and answer questions. 

 Mr. Wilson, the applicant, addressed the Board and explained the existing conditions along the rear property 

line. He stated that two neighboring fences are already in close proximity to the proposed fence location: one chain link 

fence and one privacy fence. Because the existing fences belong to separate adjoining properties, constructing the rear 

portion of his fence with the finished side facing outward would be difficult without obtaining permission to remove or 

temporarily alter both neighboring fences.  Mr. Wilson explained that a similar issue along one side of the property was 

resolved by coordinating with a neighboring property owner and replacing the existing fence. However, the rear 

property line involves two separate property owners, making that solution more difficult. He stated that the proposed 

rear fence would be approximately six to eight inches from the existing fences and that installing the pickets with the 

finished side facing inward is the most practical way to construct the fence in the available space.  He expressed concern 

that moving the new fence farther into his property to allow conventional construction would create an inaccessible 

area between the fences that would be difficult to maintain. Mr. Wilson stated that vegetation and overgrowth could 

accumulate in that space and potentially become an eyesore for the adjoining properties. He emphasized that, due to 

the existing fence configuration and limited space, he did not believe there was a practical alternative for constructing 

the rear portion of the fence. 

The Board asked about the letters and email submitted with the application from the three neighboring property 

owners. Mr. Wilson confirmed that the correspondence represented the adjoining neighbors affected by the proposed 
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fence and that all three supported the fence being installed as proposed. He noted that one neighbor was traveling in 

Greece and therefore provided his support by email.  The Board asked whether the applicant had discussed removing 

the neighbors’ existing fences and replacing them with the proposed fence. Mr. Wilson stated that he had raised the 

issue with the neighbors but that replacing the existing fences was not a practical solution and described efforts he had 

made to clean vegetation and other items along a neighboring property and fence line. 

Mr. Wilson stated that he discussed the situation with City staff before proceeding and attempted to identify an 

alternative construction method. He stated that using screws or other methods to attach the fence in the limited space 

between the existing fences could affect the fence's durability and structural integrity. He explained that his normal 

construction method uses specific ring-shank nails designed to withstand weather conditions. He noted that he had 

communicated with the surrounding property owners, obtained their support, and believed the proposed configuration 

was the most practical way to construct the rear fence given the existing conditions. 

The Board noted that a vinyl fence would also work. Mr. Wilson discussed alternative fencing materials, including 

vinyl, but said the neighboring property owners preferred a wood fence. He explained that he had spoken directly with 

the neighbors regarding both the type and placement of the proposed fence and had adjusted portions of the fence 

layout based on their preferences.  Mr. Wilson said that, from his perspective, the proposed rear fence would look 

similar to what would exist if the adjoining property owners installed their own fences. In that situation, the finished or 

“pretty” side of the neighbors’ fences would face his property. He acknowledged that because he is the applicant 

installing the fence, City Code requires the finished side to face the adjoining properties, which is the requirement for 

which he is requesting the variance. Discussion ensued on practical alternatives available for constructing the rear 

fence. The applicant questioned staff’s recommendation for denial and explained that, as a licensed builder, he did not 

believe the fence could reasonably be constructed in the required orientation because of the existing neighboring 

fences and limited working space. 

Ms. Fisher clarified that the recommendation was based on an objective application of the City’s variance criteria. 

She explained that a variance is based on hardship and that all required criteria must be satisfied. In this case, staff 

identified other possible alternatives, including constructing a fence with two finished sides or moving the fence farther 

inside the applicant’s property, which would eliminate the need for the variance.  

The applicant stated that moving the fence inward would reduce the usable area of his property and create a space 

between the fences that would be difficult to access and maintain. He also expressed concern that using a different 

fencing material or construction method would increase costs and result in a mismatched fence. Board members noted 

that these considerations demonstrated that other construction options were available, even if they were less desirable 

or more costly to the applicant.  The Board also discussed the physical placement of the proposed fence and the limited 

space between the applicant’s proposed fence and the neighboring fences. The applicant explained the location of the 

posts, rails, and pickets and stated that constructing the fence with the finished side outward would require working 

through or extremely close to the existing fences.   He noted that the fencing materials had already been purchased at a 

cost of approximately $1,700. Staff clarified that the original fence permit did not indicate that the rear fence would be 

constructed contrary to the Code requirement and that the issue regarding reversing the orientation of the fence was 

raised after the permit had been submitted and issued.  

There being no further discussion, Board member Squires moved pursuant to Section 42-64, having not done 

that, to deny the requested variance from Section 50-02(B)8 variance for the rough side of fan space out submitted by 

Applicant Perry Wilson, the property owner for the property located at 1602 Overlook Road, Belle Isle, Florida 32809, 

also known as Parcel ID 2520 320-958-8411 090.  Chairman Holihan seconded the motion, which passed 4:1, with 

Board member Conduff, nay. 

5. Other Business 
ORDINANCE NO. 26-04 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BELLE ISLE, FLORIDA, AMENDING CHAPTER 50, CITY OF BELLE 
ISLE CODE OF ORDINANCES; AMENDING SECTION 50-78 GOVERNING ARTIFICIAL TURF REQUIREMENTS; PROVIDING FOR 
DEFINITIONS; PROVIDING REQUIREMENTS FOR INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE OF IMPERVIOUS AND PERVIOUS 
ARTIFICIAL TURF; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION, SEVERABILITY, CONFLICTS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
CM Rudometkin introduced Ordinance No. 26-04, amending Chapter 50 of the City Code regarding artificial turf 
requirements. He explained that the proposed ordinance is intended to bring the City’s regulations into compliance with 
recently adopted Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) rules following state legislation that preempted 
certain local regulation of artificial turf.  Attorney Shafer stated that most of the proposed ordinance mirrors the FDEP 
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requirements, including provisions governing installation, maintenance, pervious and impervious artificial turf, and setbacks 
from water bodies. The primary City-specific provision discussed was a proposed limit of 50 parts per million for PFAS, 
which staff explained was included because the FDEP regulation does not establish a specific numerical threshold. Staff 
stated that the limitation is intended to address potential environmental and water-quality concerns associated with PFAS 
in manufactured turf materials.   

The Board discussed the proposed standards, including whether the 50-parts-per-million threshold could result in 
future variance requests and the requirement that artificial turf on certain properties not be installed within 50 feet of 
artificial or natural water bodies. CM Rudometkin clarified that the setback and other installation requirements are derived 
from the state/FDEP regulations and that the City has limited discretion due to state preemption. 
 After discussion, Board member Agrusa moved to advance approval of Ordinance No. 26-04 to the City Council for 
consideration. Seconded by Board member Conduff. The motion carried, 4:1, with Board member Holihan, nay. 

 
6. Adjournment 

There being no further business, Chairman Holihan called for a motion to adjourn, which was passed unanimously at  
7:08 pm. 


