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#1 Page 11 of 17 (lines 10-11), Exhibit B – Electrified Fences – Part 1 
Reason for amendments: Applicant request. 

 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Language: Staff Recommendation: 
(a) Properties Fronting Arterial Roadways 
(1) Electrified fences may be permitted within front 

or side street setbacks from property lines 
adjacent to an arterial roadway only when the 
perimeter landscape buffer meets or exceeds 
the vegetative standards of a Type 3 
Incompatibility Buffer per Table 7.F.9.A, 
Incompatibility Buffer Standards.  The required 
incompatibility buffer wall may be replaced with 
a fence or hedge. 
 

Proposed changes incorporate staff 
recommendation and two minor revisions.  
Staff has no objections to these clarifications. 
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#2 Page 11 of 17 (lines 22-25), Exhibit B – Electrified Fences – Part 1 
Reason for amendments: Applicant request.  Not supported by staff. 
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Applicant’s Proposed Language: Staff Recommendation: 
(c) Within 50 Feet of Any Property Line 

Any electrified fence located within 50 feet of 
any property line abutting a non-conforming 
landscape buffer shall be screened from view by 
landscaping, fences, walls or buildings, 
excluding the top two feet. 
(1) Exemption 

Any electrified fence installed adjacent to a 
non-conforming, non-electrified fence or wall 
that fronts and is within twenty feet of a 
roadway shall be exempt from the 
landscaping and screening requirements of 
this section.  The non-electrified fence shall 
still meet the requirements of Art. 
5.B.1.A.2.c.2).b).(2). 

 

Cannot support proposed revision.  
Recommendation is original language as 
shown in Exhibit. 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

PALM BEACH COUNTY 
LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATION ADVISORY BOARD (LDRAB) 

 
Minutes of February 27, 2013 Meeting 

 

 
LDRAB March 27, 2013  

Ms. Cantor explained that the amendment updates the name of the Florida Game and 
Fresh Water Commission to Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, in keeping 
with a constitutional amendment passed in 1998. 
 
Motion to adopt by Ms.Vinikoor, seconded by Mr. Puzzitiello. Motion passed (13 �± 0**). 

 
D. PRIVATELY INITIATED AMENDMENTS 

1. Exhibit C �± 1 Type I Kennels 
Mr. Cross summarized as follows: 
 The requested Privately Initiated Amendment (PIA) by Jeff and Monika Stefaniak, is for 

a new Type 1 Kennel (Private), to allow boarding of dogs not owned by occupants of 
the premises.  Currently private kennels are limited to domestic animals owned by the 
occupants.  Boarding is prohibited. 

 Several persons in residential districts, including the Stefaniaks, were issued licenses 
by the Palm Beach County Tax Collector for pet sitting, dog walking and other similar 
activities, as well as licenses from Animal Care & Control (ACC) which were 
inadvertently used for boarding.   

 Staff recommends that the request be reviewed as part of the Use Regulations Project 
but the time frame is unsuitable to the applicant, as their existing licenses will expire 
shortly and will not be re-issued. 

 It was noted that the proposed use might be similar to a family day care home or where 
limited boarding of up to four horses is permitted in private stables. 

 The Board was asked to recommend whether the application merits further 
consideration and if so, in the current Round or at a later date. 

 
The following points were made in the discussion that ensued:  
 Several members cited concerns with the potential disruptive and intrusive commercial 

use in residential areas. 
 Regulating pick-up and drop-off off animals is difficult and impacts traffic. 
 Lot size and zoning should be considered to reduce the obtrusiveness of the use. 
 Lt. Michelle Fox clarified that the number of domestic animals permitted by ACC is 

based on lot size, with ten animals (dogs and cats) on 1.5 Acres; 20 on 1.5 to 2.5 acres 
sites and up to 30 for 2.5 acres or more. 

 
Mr. Stefaniak clarified that every effort has been made to minimize impact.  He confirmed Mr. 
Cross' summary and added that there is no signage or extra parking areas and traffic impacts.  
When the licenses were issued he was led to believe that under Type 1 the use would be 
allowed.  This request is limited to Agricultural Zoning districts, 1.5 acre lot limited to 10 dogs.  
 
Mr. Knight favored moving the application forward as the applicant has a large lot.  Mr. 
Blackman stated that �W�K�H�� �%�R�D�U�G�¶�V��immediate role is advisory and the application could be 
reviewed later and fine-tuned with staff's help.  Mr. Cross clarified that the application will go to 
the BCC regardless of the Board's decision.  If approved for review it will come back to LDRAB.  
 
Mr. Bailey said it would be appropriate to discuss on all levels and note the Board's concerns 
before it goes to the BCC.  Ms. Vinikoor requested not to consider the use in agricultural 
districts as dogs disturb farm animals, agricultural activities and impact farmers.  Traffic will be 
an issue and the number of like businesses will grow, resulting in increased disturbance.  
 
Motion by Mr. Carpenter not to review further, seconded by Mr. Baumoehl.  Mr. Blackman 
recommended for a vote on a roll call and he explained that an affirmative vote would indicate 
the Board does not wish to consider it further; a negative vote requires another motion.  The 
Secretary called the roll. The motion did not pass (9 nays - 4 yeas**). 
 
A second motion was made by Ms. Brinkman to move the application forward to the BCC with 
concerns of lot size, Tier, and sound to be considered, seconded by Mr. Puzitiello.  Motion 
amended by Ms. Brinkman to include Mr. Bailey�¶�V request to consider fixed percentage or 
proportional allotment of the total allowable amount of animals for outside boarders.  Motion 
passed (9 - 4**). 
 
2. Exhibit C �± 2, Commercial Parking Lot 

Ms. Brinkman recused herself from discussion on this item and provided completed Voting 
Conflict form 8B to be part of the minutes. 
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