CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD MEETING
Wednesday, February 9, 2022 – 1:30 p.m.
City Hall, Council Chambers, Vero Beach, Florida
AGENDA
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE

3.

PRELIMINARY MATTERS
A)

Adoption of Minutes
1.

B)

January 12, 2022

Agenda Additions, Deletions and Adoption

4.

UNLICENSED CONTRACTORS/CITATIONS

5.

EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS
A)

Citation Appeals

B)

Non-Compliance / Compliance Reports
1.

Request for Board Order
a.

CASE #21-CE-12058 / 3362M
VIOLATOR: James E. and Theresa Rose (owners) and
unknown paver contractor
VIOLATION: Brick pavers installed without Code
Compliance Certification – Code Section 64.06 (a)(2)(d)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 5060 Tradewinds Drive, Vero
Beach, Florida 32963
(Failure to comply)

b.

CASE #21-CE-12085 / 0294J
VIOLATOR: Iheonu Oriaku / Arthur Friep
VIOLATION: Failure to follow erosion control plan and
trackout on street – Code Section – 73.33 (f)(2) VIOLATION
ADDRESS: 518 Tulip Lane, Vero Beach, Florida 32963
(Failure to pay $50.00 civil penalty)

6.

OLD BUSINESS

7.

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

8.

CLERK’S MATTERS

9.

ATTORNEY’S MATTERS
1

10.

CHAIRMAN’S MATTERS

11.

MEMBER’S MATTERS

12.

ADJOURNMENT

This is a Public Meeting. Should any interested party seek to appeal any decision made by
the Board with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he will need a
record of the proceedings and that, for such purpose he may need to ensure that a record of
the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the
appeal is to be based. Anyone who needs a special accommodation for this meeting may
contact the City’s Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Coordinator at 978-4920 at least
48 hours in advance of the meeting.
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CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD MINUTES
Wednesday, January 12, 2022 – 1:30 p.m.
City Hall, Council Chambers, Vero Beach, Florida
PRESENT: Chairman, Eric Price; Vice Chairman, Linda Hillman; Members: Stephen
McDonald, Frank Pizzichillo, Christopher Bryant, Richard Kennedy and Ken Daige Also
Present: Code Enforcement Officer, Melody Sanderson; Code Enforcement Officer, Jamila
McGee; City Attorney, John Turner and Deputy City Clerk, Sherri Philo
1.

CALL TO ORDER

Today’s meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m.
2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE

The Chairman led the Board members and the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance to the
flag.
The Deputy City Clerk swore in staff and the audience present for today’s meeting en masse.
3.

PRELIMINARY MATTERS
A)

Adoption of Minutes
1.

December 8, 2021

Mr. Price made a motion to adopt the minutes of the December 8, 2021 Code
Enforcement Board meeting. Mrs. Hillman seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
B)

Agenda Additions, Deletions and Adoption

Ms. Melody Sanderson, Code Enforcement Officer, pulled Case #21-CE-12021 – Jarrett T.
Bass and Case #21-CE-12046 – Riomar Cove Homeowners Association, Inc. / Robert Lewis,
Agent from today’s agenda.
Mr. Price made a motion to adopt the agenda as amended. Mr. McDonald seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously.
4.

UNLICENSED CONTRACTORS/CITATIONS

None
5.

EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS
A)

Citation Appeals
1.

CASE #21-CE-12116 / 3231M
VIOLATOR: George Boulahanis
VIOLATION: Occupy or use land or structure without first obtaining
all appropriate development permits and approvals pursuant to Chapter
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64, Article I, Development review and complying with their terms and
conditions – Code Sections 60.21 (b)(2); 60.24 (4)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 2625 10th Court, Vero Beach, Florida
32960
Ms. Sanderson reported that the violation cited was for occupying or use of land or structure
without first obtaining all appropriate development permits or approvals pursuant to Chapter
64, Article I, Development Review of the City Code, and complying with their terms and
conditions. This constitutes a violation as this is a multifamily residential use of three (3)
units of the property in R-1, Single-Family Residential Zoned District. She reported that Mr.
Jeffries would be speaking on this case. Mr. Boulahanis is present today to appeal the
citation and would be speaking first.
Mr. George Boulahanis, property owner, who has been sworn in, stated that he purchased the
home in the early 1990’s from his father-in-law. His father-in-law purchased the home from
Mr. George Ireland. He said that he was present when his father-in-law was negotiating the
deal with Mr. Ireland and he asked Mr. Ireland if this was legal. Basically, what Mr. Ireland
told them was that during or after the war there was a shortage of housing and that this was
allowed. He said the property is the same as it was since before the early 1990’s so he was
shocked to receive this citation. He stated that he did a search on the property with Indian
River County and they don’t have any record of any permits. He said that he told the County
that the building is there so there must be permits and he was told that the permits were lost
when they were transferred from the City to the County years ago.
At this time, Mr. Jeffries entered the meeting.
Mr. Price asked Mr. Boulahanis to have a seat and allow Mr. Jeffries to speak.
Ms. Sanderson reported that this case was initiated on a complaint made to the Planning and
Development Department. The property was for sale and someone realized that it had multiunits and it came to the attention of the Planning and Development Director.
At this time, the Deputy City Clerk swore in Mr. Jason Jeffries.
Mr. Jason Jeffries, Planning and Development Director, who has been sworn in, reported that
the property was for sale as three (3) units in a Single-Family Zoning District. Upon research
of the information they have in the Planning and Development Department, staff found that
the structures were built in 1940, which at that time the City was under the 1926 Zoning
Code and that Zoning Code did allow apartments or multi-family on this property. However,
the 1948 Zoning Code zoned this property R-1, Single-Family Residential as it is currently
zoned. The City atlas on file, which is dated 1970, shows this property as being a singlefamily structure. The Polk Directory dated 1996 showed a single address for this site and
that it was vacant. Staff also did research in their office, as well as the Indian River County
Building Department for permits. He explained that all the records of the City were
transferred to the Indian River County Building Department. Therefore, if any type of
permits were issued on this property the County would have the information on microfiche
and they did not find any permits on file. It was City staff’s determination that up until 1996
or later, it has been a single-family structure and it was zoned single-family so there would
not have been a legal way to convert it to three (3) units.
Mr. McDonald did not understand.
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Mr. Jeffries explained that it was zoned single-family in 1948.
Mr. McDonald asked was it the area that was zoned single-family or this particular house.
Mr. Jeffries said this property was zoned single-family in 1948. It shows in the City’s
records that in 1970 it was existing as single-family.
Mr. McDonald asked how can you zone a multi-family unit to a single-family unit. He said
this was built in 1940 under the 1928 zoning, which allowed multi-family.
Mr. Jeffries explained that you have to follow the rules at the time when you make the
conversion.
Mr. McDonald said that doesn’t make sense.
Mr. Pizzichillo asked are they paying taxes as a single-family or multi-family.
Mr. Jeffries reported that the Property Appraiser has this listed as a single-family.
Mr. Pizzichillo said then all these years they were listed as single-family and have been
paying less than they should have been paying.
Mr. Jeffries reported that the property is zoned as a single-family.
Mr. McDonald noted that it was built under the 1928 Zoning Code and multi-family was
allowed under that Code.
Mr. Jeffries explained that any changes made to a piece of property has to conform to the
regulations as they currently exist.
Mr. McDonald asked what does Mr. Boulahanis have to do, tear it down.
Mr. Jeffries answered no. He explained that the single-family was converted to a duplex,
which would have to be converted back to a single-family use.
Mr. Daige said when staff did the research and went to the Property Appraiser’s office they
were repaying taxes as a single-family residence. Therefore, they are paying taxes as a
single-family.
Mr. Jeffries said that is correct.
Mr. Daige asked Ms. Sanderson if she had photographs of the property.
Ms. Sanderson thought that Mr. Jeffries also wanted to state that the property record card
shows two (2) structures on the property. She said the house in the front is a duplex and the
building in the back is the third unit.
At this time, Ms. Sanderson handed the Board information that she obtained from
Realtor.com and the Property Appraiser’s website (on file in the City Clerk’s office as
Exhibit A).
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Mr. Jeffries said the Property Appraiser does show two (2) constructed single-family
structures built in 1940. He explained that they could continue to have the two (2) singlefamily structures, but the front unit was converted into a duplex, which is not a permitted use
in this zoning district. He said it appears from their research that the front structure was
converted into a duplex and the structure in the back is a single-family structure. He
explained that the two (2) single-family structures can remain as two (2) individual singlefamily structures on this property. However, there are no permits or any type of
documentation that the structure in the front was legally converted into a duplex. He said
they did not find any record that any type of building or electrical permits were pulled.
Mr. McDonald questioned so there is no record of this anywhere.
Mr. Jeffries said that is correct.
Ms. Sanderson reported that the Utility Department only has one (1) meter on the property.
Mr. McDonald said they don’t have any idea how this was built.
Mr. Jeffries said the two (2) structures were built in 1940.
Mrs. Hillman asked if she was correct that both structures were being taxed as one (1) piece
of property.
Mr. Jeffries noted that the Property Appraiser has it listed as a single-family use.
Mrs. Hillman questioned for both.
Mr. Jeffries said that is correct.
Mr. Price asked Mr. Boulahanis when he purchased the property.
Mr. Boulahanis said it was in 1991 or 1992.
Mr. Price asked at that time, how many families were living on the property.
Mr. Boulahanis answered three (3).
Mr. Price asked how many families were living in the front building.
Mr. Boulahanis answered two (2).
Mr. Price asked how many were living in the back building.
Mr. Boulahanis answered one (1).
Mr. McDonald said Mr. Boulahanis mentioned in his opening remarks that records were lost.
Mr. Boulahanis said that is what he was told.
Mr. McDonald asked who told him that.
Mr. Boulahanis said a person at the County.
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Mr. Pizzichillo asked if he made any internal renovations on either structure.
Mr. Boulahanis answered no.
Mr. Pizzichillo questioned so you didn’t do any plastering or electric work.
Mr. Boulahanis answered no.
Mr. Price said your statement was that you purchased the property as it is now.
Mr. Boulahanis said that is correct.
Mr. Price questioned and now you are trying to sell it.
Mr. Boulahanis said that he did try to sell it, but he has changed his mind.
Mr. Daige said this issue came to light since the property was up for sale. He said there are
non-conforming structures on the property so this will come up again when a title search is
done and the property goes up for sale. What he is hearing is that there are three (3) units on
the property that are all occupied. He said it sounds like some of the things are nonconforming because people are living there that shouldn’t be living there.
Mr. Price said the title search didn’t pick it up when Mr. Boulahanis purchased the property.
Mr. McDonald asked Mr. Boulahanis if he had a mortgage on the property when he
purchased it.
Mr. Boulahanis said that he still does.
Mr. McDonald said then there was a title search done.
Ms. Sanderson noted that he purchased the property from his father-in-law.
Mr. Boulahanis said that he had to take out a mortgage in order to pay him.
Mr. Price said the gray area here is if it was pre-existing as a three (3) family versus a two (2)
family.
Mr. Bryant said it could have been made three (3) when it was built back in the 1940’s.
Mr. Boulahanis said they don’t know. He reported that there are front doors, back doors,
three (3) mailboxes, and an electric meter that they can charge the tenant for the electric.
Mr. Pizzichillo said if it is being taxed as single-family then that is a starting point because as
far as he is concerned they cannot sell the property as a one (1) family unit when in fact there
are three (3) units. He said there is a severe conflict.
Mr. McDonald questioned the only solution being offered is to tear down the walls and turn
it into a one (1) family unit with a separate building. He asked what is going to happen to the
families.
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Mr. Boulahanis said they are long-term tenants and he would need time to find them some
place to live.
Mr. Bryant said that he doesn’t know how it was constructed in 1940.
Mr. Price asked Mr. Boulahanis if he has any photographs of the property prior to him
purchasing it.
Mr. Pizzichillo said that he would like to see a picture of the buildings because it could give
them some idea of when they were built.
At this time, Mr. McDonald passed down the information submitted as Exhibit A to Mr.
Pizzichillo.
Mr. Price said the Board can’t change the Code and they can’t make the City accept this one
way or the other.
Mr. McDonald asked if there was any type of exemption possible.
Mr. Pizzichillo asked Mr. Turner if they could go into closed session to speak with him.
Mr. John Turner, City Attorney, said they have two (2) separate units on the property. The
problem is that the front unit was converted from a single-family to a duplex, which is multifamily and the area is not zoned for that use.
Mr. McDonald asked do they know when it was converted.
Mr. Turner said they don’t have any facts on when it was done. There is no evidence to
show who or when it was converted so at the present time it is non-conforming.
Mr. Price said if they had proof that it was done before 1948 then it would be grandfathered
in.
Mr. Turner said they don’t have any proof.
Mr. McDonald said they don’t have any proof that it wasn’t.
Mr. Turner said the evidence has established what the condition is, the history of the zoning,
and what the condition is today. If it is a non-conforming use of the property then that has to
be addressed.
Mr. McDonald said if this was originally built in 1940 as two (2) units and they don’t have
any indication that it wasn’t…
Mr. Turner said there were two (2) units.
Mr. McDonald said two (2) separate buildings with two (2) units within one building.
Mr. Turner explained that the presumption is that the duplex was permitted or authorized at
the time in the 1940’s then it is going to be grandfathered in at the present day and there is no
violation.
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Mr. McDonald said they don’t have any information of any kind to prove that.
Mr. Bryant said it would have to be up to Mr. Boulahanis to prove that.
Mr. Price felt that the Board should give him time to prove this one way or the other. He
asked what kind of proof would Mr. Boulahanis need to prove that it was a duplex prior to
1948.
Mr. Jeffries answered permit records, plans, etc.
Mr. Price asked how common is it to get plans that far back.
Mr. Jeffries said it is common. He said their records go back to the 1940’s and even the
1930’s.
Mr. McDonald asked about seeing the original plans.
Mr. Jeffries explained that the plans would just show the elevation.
Mr. McDonald said so there would be no specifics about when it was a duplex.
Mr. Jeffries said that is correct. He said in looking at the pictures of the building, the
structure appeared to be a single-family residential structure. He said that normally a duplex
has two (2) front doors and this building does not have that.
Mr. McDonald asked were there permits pulled from 1940 to now that indicates there was
any change to the building.
Mr. Jeffries answered no. He reported that if the building was damaged and they were to
come in and request to build the structure, Chapter 64 of the City Code states that the burden
of proof is on the property owner to prove that it was constructed in that manner in order to
be able to reconstruct it in a non-conforming status.
Mr. McDonald asked if there are no plans, what is Mr. Boulahanis supposed to do.
Mr. Jeffries said City staff has done everything they could in looking for records and they
couldn’t find anything that shows that the front unit was a duplex.
Mr. Price said you are not showing that it wasn’t either.
Mr. Jeffries said in his professional judgement, if you looked at the structure and it obviously
looked like it was built as a duplex they would concede that it was built as a duplex.
However, it appears to be a single-family structure. It is just that they took the front two (2)
rooms and divided them off from the rest of the structure.
Mr. Pizzichillo asked Mr. Turner if it was possible that a title search could tell the Board
something about when the building was actually built and how many units were in it.
Mr. Turner said that he was not sure.
Mr. Pizzichillo asked would the information be on the deed. He asked Mr. Jeffries if he
researched the deed.
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Mr. Jeffries answered no. He explained that deeds normally just reference the lot number,
block number, subdivision, etc.
Mr. Price questioned so the City does not have any plans when the building was originally
built.
Mr. Jeffries said that is correct.
Mr. Price asked are they sure that the building in the back was always single-family.
Mr. Jeffries said that is what the Property Appraiser records show. It shows that the building
was built in 1940, that it was 822 square feet with one (1) bathroom and one (1) bedroom, a
total of three (3) rooms.
Mr. Price asked does it show two (2) kitchens for the other building.
Mr. Jeffries said the front unit shows 1,038 square feet with one (1) bathroom and two (2)
bedrooms. He said so how could they have two (2) units with only one (1) bathroom.
Mr. Price asked what proof would Mr. Boulahanis need that there was a duplex in front prior
to 1948.
Mr. Jeffries said if the Board wanted to give Mr. Boulahanis more time to research, he could
check to see if the Historical Society or the Library has the old Sandler Maps. He said that
he doesn’t know how long Sandler Maps were done for the Vero Beach area, but they would
have sufficient information.
Mr. Price asked what about notarized statements from the neighbors.
Mr. Jeffries noted that they would need to find someone who knew it was a duplex prior to
1948. He explained that they just need sufficient information to determine that it was legally
established, which they haven’t found yet.
Mr. McDonald asked is there any way he could apply for some type of exemption.
Mr. Jeffries answered no.
Mr. McDonald questioned so there is no variance.
Mr. Jeffries answered no.
requirements.

He explained that they can’t violate the City’s intensity

Mr. Daige said the other thing is that they have three (3) units and it shows on the tax records
that they are collecting taxes for one (1) unit.
Mr. McDonald said they think that, but he hasn’t seen any evidence of that.
Mr. Boulahanis said there are three (3) bathrooms on the property, one (1) in each unit.
Mr. Pizzichillo questioned how many kitchens.
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Mr. Boulahanis said there are two (2) kitchens in the front building and one (1) kitchen in the
back building.
Mr. Pizzichillo questioned the number of bedrooms.
Mr. Boulahanis said one unit in the front building has two (2) bedrooms and the other unit
has one (1) bedroom.
Mr. Price said the Board wants to believe what Mr. Boulahanis is saying, but they can’t go by
what he is saying. The worst case is that Mr. Boulahanis would have to kick someone out of
the front building and convert it back to single-family. The other option is to provide enough
proof to the City that it was a duplex prior to 1948 and he didn’t know if Mr. Boulahanis
could do that.
Mr. Boulahanis said it doesn’t look very promising.
Mr. Price said there are records that the Library might have. He explained to Mr. Boulahanis
that the Board would either give him more time to try to provide proof or the Board would
have to tell him that he is in violation and it has to be rectified and if not then he would be
fined. He said the Board cannot change the Code. He did not think that Mr. Boulahanis
wanted to tear out a bathroom and a kitchen or kick out his tenants. He said if what Mr.
Boulahanis was saying was true that it was done before 1948 then he would have to prove
that to the City.
Mr. Pizzichillo felt that the Board should give him a reasonable amount of time to do some
research.
Mr. Daige agreed. He said if it turns out that it was just not going to work it would give him
time to figure out what he is going to do with the people who are currently living on the
property. He asked Ms. Sanderson if the penalty was due now on the property.
Ms. Sanderson answered no. She explained that a penalty was assessed, but if he has time to
prove his case …
Mr. Daige said that he would like to give him time, but he doesn’t want to see a penalty to
keep accruing.
Mr. Bryant asked what are the lease terms for the two (2) tenants in the front building. He
asked when does their lease term expire.
Mr. Boulahanis said that he did not have the exact date with him, but it is renewed every
summer.
Mr. Pizzichillo suggested that Mr. Boulahanis do some research on this.
Mr. Boulahanis said that he wants to do some research, but it doesn’t look promising. He
said that he doesn’t think this is fair, but life isn’t fair and he understands that. He said that
he doesn’t want any trouble. He just wants to do what he is supposed to do and get it right.
Mr. Price said if the property was modified after 1948 and there are no permits it was done
illegally.
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Mr. Boulahanis said that he could not testify to anything before the 1990’s. He said the only
knowledge he had was what he was told by the previous owner.
Mr. Price said that Mr. Jeffries suggested that Mr. Boulahanis check with the genealogy
department at the Library.
Mr. Pizzichillo said the Census Bureau might have some information.
Mr. Daige said that he was fine with allowing at least 120-days because there are people
living in the unit and it is hard to find a place to rent right now. He said that he is okay with
allowing 120-days and if the Board feels more time is needed, he is okay with that as well.
Mr. McDonald said what they have is a situation where the City is not able to demonstrate
that this is a violation and he felt that went beyond unfair. He said that they have a situation
where the City is stating that there is no proof and therefore he is in violation.
Mr. Pizzichillo said maybe the burden of proof is on both entities, the individual and the
City.
Mr. Price said the burden of proof is on the property owner.
Mr. Turner explained that the City has the burden to bring the charge forward based upon
reasonable investigation of the facts and to present those facts to the Board to establish a case
or a reasonable basis for bringing the case forward and this particular case shows that this
unit is not in compliance under the current zoning, so it cannot be used as a duplex. That is
what they are bringing forward. It is up to the property owner to state that he has the right to
continue using this as multi-family because it was built before the current zoning was
adopted. If he could establish that it was built before then that would be his defense. If the
property owner presented that case and the evidence establishes that he has a defense then
there would be a finding of no violation. In a sense there is an initial burden on the Code
Enforcement Officer to come forward with the case based upon a reasonable investigation
and by providing evidence to bring the case before the Board. It is then that the defendant
has to establish a defense as to why it is not a violation.
Mr. McDonald said the only facts that have been brought forward is that this house was built
in 1940.
Mr. Turner said the Board has to review the facts that are presented to them to make a
decision. It can’t be anything that is irrelevant. It has to be facts that they can rely on that
are presented to them under oath to make their findings.
Mr. Price questioned so the Board could still give him 120-days.
Mr. Turner answered yes. He explained that the Board has the authority to allow time to
investigate, to correct, etc. The question is the burden of proof. He said the Board has to be
satisfied that based upon the evidence to make a finding. It has to be based upon something
and someone has to bring that information to the Board in a proper setting in compliance
with due process.
Mr. Price questioned Mr. Boulahanis’ statement.
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Mr. Turner said Mr. Boulahanis’ statement is as credible as Ms. Sanderson’s statement
because it is done under oath subject to cross examination and the Board makes the
determination as to credibility.
Mr. Price said so the Board could throw the case out. They could state that they believe Mr.
Boulahanis.
Mr. Turner said the Board could do that.
Mr. Price said even if the Board threw this case out, it would still come back before the
Board because the property is zoned as R-1.
Mr. Daige said it will come back up again. He said that he wanted to make sure that the
individual could work with the Code Enforcement Department and the Planning and
Development Department, as well as check with some of the suggestions given for him to try
to find more information and if it works out for him that would be fantastic. Mr. Daige felt
that 120-days was sufficient.
Mr. Price made a motion to give him (Mr. Boulahanis) until May 10th.
There was no second made to this motion.
Mr. Price explained that they are giving him time to see if he can give the Board any proof.
Mrs. Hillman said they would be giving him 120-days for research. It is her opinion that it is
up to the property owner to prove that in fact it was a duplex from the 1940’s.
Mr. McDonald said that is not what Mr. Turner said. What Mr. Turner said was that the City
is obliged to present facts that this is in violation. Mr. McDonald said all the City has
provided was that it was built in 1940. He said there are no permits, which could also be
assumed that there were no changes, which the Board could then conclude that it was a
duplex from day one.
Mr. Tuner requested a 10-minute break.
The Board took a break at 2:14 p.m. and the meeting reconvened at 2:24 p.m.
Mr. Turner read in part Code Section 2 (q) – Board Determination, “The determination of the
board for purposes of a contested code enforcement citation shall be limited to fact-finding
as to whether or not the violation alleged did occur or exits and, if so, whether the person or
entity named in the citation is responsible for that violation. The findings and determination
of the board shall be based on a preponderance of the evidence presented at the hearing and
the interpretation and application of the code provisions alleged to be violated as such
interpretation and application is determined by the designated administrative authority of the
city. If the board finds the violator responsible for a correctable violation, the board shall
determine a reasonable time period within which correction of the violation must be made
….. If the Board finds that the violator is not responsible for the violation alleged in the code
enforcement citation, the violator shall not be liable for the payment of any civil penalty or
costs, absent reversal of the board’s findings after an appeal.” He said that is what the
Board’s job is today. He then read in part Code Section 64.27 (q) – Nonconforming
structures and premises, “The burden shall be on the applicant (in this case the violator) to
establish by establish by competent substantial evidence the location, dimensions, area and
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cubical content of a structure as it existed pre-damage,” or precondition. Mr. Turner said
that he added the word “precondition” to this sentence. He then continued, “The city may
require reasonable supporting information from the site plan applicant, including without
limitation, pre-existing and new surveys, copies of pre-existing building plans and proposed
building plans and proposed building plans, certified copies from the public records…” He
said that is what Mr. Jeffries was referring to. He said they have the complaint brought by
Code Enforcement of the violation and what that complaint is based on. That evidence is
presented to the Board for their consideration. Then they have the defense of the violator
who stated that is the way it was before he bought it. He said that is what the Board has to
consider. They also have to consider for approving a non-conforming structure, the
provisions of the Land Development Code that the property owner has to prove it. He has to
bring that evidence forward. Mr. Turner said it was his opinion that is proper consideration
to be entered into deliberations.
Mr. Price said it almost sounds like Mr. Boulahanis just needs to prove that he didn’t turn the
building into a duplex.
Mr. Turner thought the issue was what the building was before 1948 when the zoning code
was changed. If Mr. Boulahanis brings in evidence that shows it existed that way before the
zoning code was changed, that would be his defense. He said the Board has to believe by
preponderance of the evidence.
Mr. McDonald felt that the only evidence they have is that the house was built in 1940 and
there is no evidence of any changes. He said logic says that it was always a duplex and
therefore it is not in violation.
Mr. Turner wondered if there was a condition that could be an order entered that if this
property was ever sold, transferred, assigned, etc., or if its use has changed that it would have
to be corrected and brought back to single-family.
Mr. McDonald said that makes sense. He said that is exactly what he would like to do.
Mr. Jeffries felt a reasonable solution would be to allow a long period of time to be in
conformance or if sold maybe they could use a Code Enforcement Agreement.
Mr. McDonald felt that Mr. Turner’s recommendation was the way the Board should go,
which would be some type of amendment or exemption that states as long as Mr. Boulahanis
owns the property he is exempt from this rule and if it changes hands in any way then the
new owner would be held responsible.
Mr. McDonald made a motion that this violation be tabled indefinitely for the period of
ownership of Mr. Boulahanis and that the fines be waived for him, but if this property
changes hands that the new owner would be required to meet the R-1 zoning
requirements.
Mr. Daige said it is out in the open that the property is non-conforming and the Board has
questions on that. He said there are three (3) units on the property, a duplex and a single
residence and it is only being taxed as a single-family. He felt to have the proper tax on it,
because the City collects ad valorem taxes, they need to make sure that these properties are
assessed properly and if there is a problem the Tax Assessor needs to find out from the City.
It is out in the open so they can’t just push it aside. He said it is the City’s responsibility to
handle this matter.
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Mrs. Hillman said the problem that she has is that they were going to push this off onto new
owners to rectify the problem that is here and has been here.
Mr. McDonald said they don’t know that there is a problem. That is the point. He said this
could be in compliance. They just don’t have any records that indicate that one way or the
other.
Mr. Daige said that he would prefer just to give time, and he thinks 120-days is reasonable, to
give them time to work with the proper people to figure out what is going on and if it’s not
going to work it is not going to work. We are not going to put stipulations on it. Let’s just
give him some time, there are no fines occurring, and hopefully it will work out. If it doesn’t
work out it gives the landlord time to talk to his tenants so they can start looking for a place,
but all that will come together as they are looking into it. That is why he said 120-days.
Mr. Pizzichillo asked is that your motion.
Mr. Daige said that is his motion.
Mr. Pizzichillo seconded the motion.
Mr. Turner asked the Deputy City Clerk if she was clear on the motion.
Ms. Sherri Philo, Deputy City Clerk, said that she was not clear on the motion.
Mr. Daige made it a motion that the Board gives this individual until May 10, 2022
(120-days).
Ms. Philo noted that there was a motion on the floor, however she did not think the motion
was seconded. She explained that the motion would die for lack of a second unless the
motion was withdrawn.
Mr. McDonald withdrew his motion.
The motion on the floor passed unanimously.
Mr. Price explained to Mr. Boulahanis that he has 120-days to find some information to
prove what he is stating.
Mr. McDonald explained that the Board is allowing him 120-days to work with the City
Planner to come up with either evidence that there is no violation because it was a duplex
prior to 1948 and/or to come back with some type of an agreement that says as long as he
owns the property that it would be treated as multi-family even though it is in the R-1 zoning
district, but if it changes hands the new owner would be responsible for bringing it into
compliance.
Mr. Boulahanis said that he appreciates the fact that the Board is doing this kind of thing to
get this straightened out, but he would not want to put this on someone else. He said that he
plans to come into compliance. He is not here to start any trouble. He just wants to know
what compliance is so that he would be clear from that day forward.
B)

Non-Compliance / Compliance Reports
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1.

Request for Board Order
a.

CASE #21-CE-12021 / 3348M
VIOLATOR: Jarrett T. Bass
VIOLATION: Gravel added to drive, right-of-way, and new
walkway without obtaining Code Compliance Certification –
Code Sections 64.05 (a)(b)(10)(a)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 2316 19th Avenue, Vero Beach,
Florida 32960
(Failure to comply)

This item was pulled from today’s agenda.
b.

CASE #21-CE-12046 / 3357M
VIOLATOR: Riomar Cove Homeowners Association, Inc. /
Robert Lewis, Agent
VIOLATION: Failure to maintain stormwater management
structures and stormwater mitigation measures in the River
Cove Lane community – Code Section 73.28
VIOLATION ADDRESS: Riomar Cove Lane, Vero Beach,
Florida
(Failure to comply; Failure to pay $50.00 civil penalty)

This item was pulled from today’s agenda.
c.

CASE #21-CE-12095 / 0308J
VIOLATOR: Kevin and Brittany Walsh
VIOLATION: Vehicle restrictions on private property – Code
Section 74-82 (a)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 1646 Highland Avenue, Vero
Beach, Florida 32960
(Failure to pay $50.00 civil penalty)

Ms. McGee reported that the property is in compliance and the civil penalty has not been
paid.
Mr. Price moved that the Board finds that there was a violation, the violation has been
corrected and that the Board issues a Board order to pay the initial civil penalty of
$50.00. Mr. McDonald seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
d.

CASE #21-CE-11761 / 3330M
VIOLATOR: Xinjing Yin
VIOLATION: Interior demolition and alterations without a
building permit from the Indian River County Building
Department – Code Section 22-181; 22-106 – Interior
demolition and alterations without a building permit from the
Indian River County Building Department
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 2326 Bonita Avenue, Vero Beach,
Florida 32962
(Property found in compliance on November 22, 2021. The
initial civil penalty of $50.00 has been paid. There are
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continuing penalties of $50.00 per day that commenced on
July 7, 2021, and continued through November 21, 2021,
for a total of 138 days x $50.00 per day for a total of
$6,900.00, plus costs of recording and City Attorney fees)
Ms. Sanderson requested that the Board finds that the property is in compliance as of
November 22, 2021, to cease the continuing civil penalties as of November 21, 2021, and to
pay the accrued continuing penalties and costs.
Ms. Xinjing Yin, property owner, who has been sworn in, reported that she has been working
with an engineer, but he is very busy. She explained to him that she needed to get the work
done because if it was not done within a certain amount of time that she would be fined. He
told her that he would send a letter to the Code Enforcement Officer. She said that she
submitted the letter to Ms. Sanderson, which was before the deadline to come into
compliance.
Mr. Price said the Board gave her 60-days to come into compliance. However, she was not
found in compliance until November 22, 2021, which was about 90-days.
Ms. Yin said that they were not able to get it done by the compliance date because the
engineer was so busy.
Mr. McDonald asked Ms. Sanderson if Ms. Yin was in communication with her. He asked if
she was aware of the delays.
Ms. Sanderson reported that she received the letter from the engineer on October 21st, which
stated that he had been retained and that everyone was busy. At this time, Ms. Sanderson
presented the letter to the Board (on file in the City Clerk’s office as Exhibit A).
Mr. Price explained that because the property was not brought into compliance by the
compliance date a lien was placed on the property. The Board cannot remove the lien,
however it is possible that the City Council could.
Mr. Turner explained that she would have to appear before the City Council through an
application process to request some type of lien reduction or some type of leniency on the
amount due. The Code Enforcement Board does not have that authority.
Mr. Pizzichillo asked who would she need to see.
Ms. Sherri Philo, Deputy City Clerk, reported that the application for a request for lien
reduction is available on the City’s website.
Mr. Pizzichillo explained to Ms. Yin that she needs to do her due diligence and get the
paperwork and follow through with it in order to appeal. He asked Ms. Yin if she
understands.
Ms. Yin said a little.
Mr. Price asked Mr. Turner if the Board could make a recommendation to the City Council.
Mr. Turner answered no. He said there is nothing in the presentation to explain mitigation at
this point. The only thing they have of record is the letter presented.
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Mr. Price explained to Ms. Yin that if she doesn’t want to pay $6,900.00 in penalties, plus
costs, then she needs to do the application and speak before the City Council.
Mr. Price moved that the Board finds the property in compliance as of November 22,
2021, to cease the continuing penalties as of November 21, 2021, and to pay the
continued penalties and costs and that the initial civil penalty has been paid. Mr.
McDonald seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Mr. Price explained to Ms. Yin that she does have other options and he would encourage her
to pursue them.
e.

CASE #21-CE-12052 / 3361M
VIOLATOR: Kaleigh Rhea Ann Romine
VIOLATION: Sanitary facilities violation; property occupied
without water service – Code Sections 22-181; 302.1
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 1413 25th Avenue, Vero Beach,
Florida 32960
(Property found in compliance on December 15, 2021.
There are continuing penalties of $150.00 per day that
commenced on October 27, 2021, and continued through
and including December 14, 2021, for a total of 49 days x
$150.00 per day for a total of $7,350.00, along with the
initial civil penalty of $150.00, the costs of enforcement of
$55.62, plus costs of recording and City Attorney fees.)

Ms. Sanderson reported that the property was found in compliance on December 15, 2021.
She requested that the Board finds the property in compliance as of December 15, 2021, that
they cease the continuing penalties as of December 14, 2021, and to pay accrued continuing
penalties and costs.
Mr. Price moved that the Board finds the property in compliance as of December 15,
2021, to cease the continuing penalties as of December 14, 2021, and to pay the accrued
continued penalties and costs including the initial civil penalty of $150.00. Mr.
McDonald seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
f.

CASE #21-CE-11986 / 3326M
VIOLATOR: Timothy B. Young
VIOLATION: Public nuisance – weeds, grass, or undergrowth
at a height of more than 12-inches – Code Section 38-31
(a)(b)(1)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 2512 Atlantic Boulevard, Vero
Beach, Florida 32960
(Property found in compliance on November 30, 2021. The
initial civil penalty of $250.00, along with the cost of
enforcement of $61.38 has been paid. There are continuing
penalties of $250.00 per day that commenced on October
19, 2021, and continued through and including November
29, 2021, for a total of 42 days x $250.00 per day for a total
of $10,500.00. The original Board order has not been
recorded to date. Therefore, currently there are no costs of
recording or City Attorney fees.
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Ms. Sanderson reported that the civil penalty and enforcement costs have been paid and the
property has come into compliance. She requested that the Board finds the property in
compliance as of November 30, 2021, to cease the continuing penalties as of November 29,
2021. She reported that Mr. Sullivan is present to speak on this case.
Mr. Price asked if the property is still in compliance.
Ms. Sanderson answered yes.
Mr. Charles Sullivan Jr., who has been sworn in, reported that Mr. Tim Young (violator) is
his second cousin and suffers from severe anxiety. He reported that it has been years since
he has been able to work. He has a lot of trouble communicating and a lot of the time he will
not answer his door. Mr. Sullivan reported that he has some commercial property so what he
did was put Mr. Young’s property on their rotation in order to keep the grass mowed. He
said they are aware of some other fines and asked if there was a way out at this time.
Mr. Price thought there was a lien on the property.
Ms. Philo reported that there is not a lien on the property for this case in that the Board order
has not been recorded.
Mr. Sullivan said there are liens that he is aware that the Board could not doing anything
about, which he would need to appeal them to the City Council.
Mr. Price explained that they need to address each case separately.
Ms. Sanderson recommended because of the other liens on the property, staff would support
this since this Board order has not been recorded and that the Board understand the
circumstances under which it was created.
Mrs. Hillman asked Mr. Turner if the Board could make a motion to wipe out the fine.
Mr. Turner said they could make a motion, but it may not be adopted. He said a motion to
mitigate a lien has to go before the City Council. If this is not under a lien status then there
are things that the Board can do. He has not seen where penalties have been totally removed
because there are costs.
Mr. Price said the costs have been paid.
Ms. Sanderson said staff supports reducing it completely in that there are other cases that
would have to be argued.
Mr. Daige said that he was satisfied with what Ms. Sanderson just stated, as well as the
statement from Mr. Sullivan that the property was going to be taken care of. He said if the
Board can let this case go they should let it go.
Mr. Price moved that the Board finds that there was a violation, that the violation has
been corrected and that the Board issues a Board order reducing the continuing
penalties from $10,500.00 to zero and that the civil penalties and enforcement costs
have been paid. Mr. Daige seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
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Mr. Turner requested that they add to the motion that this case is closed.
Mr. Daige moved that this case is closed. Mr. Pizzichillo seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
g.

CASE #19-CE-10417 / 2184M
VIOLATOR: Timothy B. Young
VIOLATION: Public nuisance – weeds, grass, or undergrowth
at a height of more than 12-inches – Code Section 38-31
(a)(b)(1)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 2512 Atlantic Boulevard, Vero
Beach, Florida 32960
(Property found in compliance on November 30, 2021.
There are continuing penalties of $100.00 per day that
commenced on October 15, 2019, and continued through
and including November 29, 2021, for a total of 777 days x
$100.00 per day for a total of $77,700.00, along with the
initial civil penalty of $100.00, the costs of enforcement of
$61.58, plus costs of recording and City Attorney fees.

Ms. Sanderson reported that the Board finds the property in compliance as of November 30,
2021, to cease the continuing penalties as of November 29, 2021, and to pay the accrued
continuing penalties, enforcement costs, recording costs, and City Attorney fees.
Mr. Price moved that the Board finds the property in compliance as of November 30,
2021, that they cease the continuing penalties as of November 29, 2021, and to pay
accrued continuing penalties and costs, along with the initial civil penalty and
enforcement costs. Mr. McDonald seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Mr. Price explained to Mr. Sullivan that there is an appeal form to fill out to go before the
City Council.
h.

CASE #21-CE-11717 / 3326M
VIOLATOR: Timothy B. Young
VIOLATION: Public nuisance – weeds, grass, or undergrowth
at a height of more than 12-inches – Code Section 38-31
(a)(b)(1)
VIOLATION ADDRESS: 2512 Atlantic Boulevard, Vero
Beach, Florida 32960
(Property found in compliance on November 30, 2021.
There are continuing penalties of $150.00 per day that
commenced on July 5, 2021, and continued through and
including November 29, 2021, for a total of 148 days x
$150.00 per day for a total of 22,200.00, along with the
initial civil penalty of $150.00, plus costs of recording and
City Attorney fees.

Ms. Sanderson requested that the property be found in compliance as of November 30, 2021,
to cease the continuing penalties November 29, 2021, and to pay the accrued civil penalties,
recording costs and City Attorney fees.
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Mr. Price moved that the Board finds the property in compliance as of November 30,
2021, that they cease the continuing penalties as of November 29, 2021, and to pay
accrued continuing penalties and costs, along with the initial civil penalty of $150.00,
recording costs and City Attorney fees. Mr. McDonald seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
6.

OLD BUSINESS

None
7.

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

None
8.

CLERK’S MATTERS

None
9.

ATTORNEY’S MATTERS

None
10.

CHAIRMAN’S MATTERS

None
11.

MEMBER’S MATTERS

None
12.

ADJOURNMENT

Today’s meeting adjourned at 3:07 p.m.
/sp
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BEFORE THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD
OF THE CITY OF VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
1053 20TH PLACE
VERO BEACH, FLORIDA 32960
Telephone (772) 978-4640

CITY OF VERO BEACH
21-CE-12058

vs.

CASE No.:

JAMES E. AND THERESA ROSE (OWNERS) AND

Citation No.:~3~3~62=M'-'----

UNKNOWN PAVER CONTRACTOR

Violator

NOTICE OF HEARING
TO:

James E. and Theresa Rose {Owners) and
unknown paver contractor
5060 Trade Winds Drive
Vero Beach, Florida 32963
YOU ARE HERBY NOTIFIED that a hearing is scheduled before the Code Enforcement Board

of the City of Vero Beach ("Board") regarding the above-styled code enforcement case as follows:
DATE and TIME:
LOCATION OF HEARING:
VERO BEACH, FL

February

9th

2022

at

1:30 P.M.

VERO BEACH CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1053 20th PLACE,

PURPOSE OF HEARING:

G

D

Failure to Correct Violation(s).
Failure to Pay Civil Penalty and/or Costs.
Other (describe): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

HEARING: You have the right to appear before the Code Enforcement Board on the date and time

noted above. Please be informed that failure to appear may result in additional penalties and a lien
filed against your properties. If you do not appear at the hearing in person or by your attorney to
address the Code Enforcement Board pursuant to provisions of City's Code Enforcement Ordinance,
you will be deemed to be in default and to have waived your right to appear and the Code
Enforcement Board may take necessary and appropriate action in the matter(s) and enter an order(s)
accordingly.
Page 1 of 2
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LATE CORRECTION OF VIOLATION OR LATE PAYMENT: This case may be presented to the.
Board even if all cited violations have been corrected and civil penalties and costs have been paid
prior to the hearing.
HEARING RECORD: This hearing involves non-criminal code enforcement matters. You are
responsible for insuring, at your own expense, that a verbatim record of the hearing is made by a
Florida certified court reporter should you desire to appeal an adverse decision of the Board to the
Circuit Court.
POSTPONEMENTS: No request for postponement of the hearing will be considered unless such
request is made in writing, stating good reason for the requested postponement, and received by the
board clerk at least five (5) days prior to the date set for the hearing at: City Clerk's Office, City Hall,
1053 20th Place, Vero Beach, Florida 32960.

PLEASE GOVERN YOURSELF ACCORDINGLY.
FOR THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD
,,/ ,/,I
i ,
/'
By: --~
;___,, jy~~ c:~
Sherri Philo, Board Clerk

Date: January 26, 2022

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing Notice of Hearing was provided to the
above-named violator by first class U.S. Mail addressed to the above-specified address this _ _
26 th

day of

January

20

~Sherri Philo,
---' fft??)
Board Clerk
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BEFORE THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD
OF THE CITY OF VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
In the Matter of:
Rose. James and Theresa

Case#: 21-CE-12058

Violators

5060 Trade Winds Drive
Violation Address

Vero Beach. FL 32963

AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COMPLIANCE- CONTINUING VIOLATION
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF INDIAN RIVER
I, Melody Sanderson , being first duly sworn, upon personal knowledge and information,
depose and state that I am a Code Enforcement Officer for the Vero Beach Police Department Code
Enforcement Division and I have personal knowledge of and ce11ify that the above-named violator
has not complied with the code enforcement citation served in this case in that the violator has failed
to correct the cited violation by the date given in the citation and has not filed a request for a hearing
to contest the issuance of the citation.

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared the Affiant, Melody Sanderson,
who was duly sworn, and who states that he/she has read the foregoing Affidavit ofNon-Compliance
and that the contents are true and correct.

. . s+

.J

¾y

{).._f\ \./'..l.J\ (" '-I
20 'Z.
Sworn to and subscribed before me this 2J day of
me OR \ n/a produced
Melody
Sanderson,
who
is
personally known to
as identification.

-------------

Jt~l

~

NOTARY luBLIC

c;~

VERO BEACH POLICE DEPARTMENT
CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
1055 20th Street
Vero Beach, FL 32960

CODE ENFORCEMENT CITATION
No. 3362M / 21-CE-12058

STATE OF FLORIDA, COUNTY OF INDIAN RIVER, CITY OF VERO BEACH,
In the name of the City of Vero Beach, Florida: The undersigned officer certifies that he/she has just and reasonable
grounds to believe, and does believe that on October 28, 2021 at 8:01 am
Name:
of:

Rose, James E & Theresa (owners) and unknown paver contractor
5060 Trade Winds Drive
Vero Beach, FL 32963

at (violation address) : 5060 Trade Winds Drive in the City of Vero Beach , Florida committed the following civil offense:
Brick Ravers installed without Code ComP-liance Certification.
Violation of code provision(s): 64 .06 (g)_(2_)_(g_).
Facts constituting violation: Brick Ravers installed without obtaining Code ComRliance Certification from the Vero Beach
Planning DeRartment. After-the-fact Code ComRliance Certification attached.
PAY BY DATE: 11/11/2021
REPEAT VIOLATION
CIVIL PENALTY: $50.00
CORRECTION REQUIRED BY: 11/05/2021. This is a correctable violation and must be corrected by the date
specified. Each day that the violation remains uncorrected after the date specified is a separate violation and additional
civil penalties and costs may be assessed against you without issuance of additional citations. You must contact the
issuing officer and request re-inspection once the violation is corrected or if you need additional time to correct the
violation. If you do not correct the violation by the date specified the City may also take action to correct the violation and
assess the costs of correction plus administrative fees as a lien against the property on which the violation was corrected
in addition to any lien for civil penalties or costs.
Issued by: Sanderson
Department: VBPD Code Enforcement

Date Issued: 10/28/2021
Telephone : 7729784561

RIGHT TO HEARING OR TO PAY REDUCED PENALTY: You must either file a written request for a hearing to contest
this citation OR pay the reduced civil penalty specified above at: City Clerk's Office, City Hall, 1053 20th Place, Vero
Beach, Florida 32960. WRITTEN REQUEST FOR A HEARING MUST BE RECEIVED WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) OR YOUR RIGHT TO A HEARING IS WAIVED AND DEEMED
YOUR ADMISSION OF THE VIOLATION. Make checks payable to "City of Vero Beach." Do not mail cash! If correction
of the violation is required above , the timely filing of a request for a hearing will toll the accrual of continuing violation
penalties pending outcome of the hearing. Your right to pay the reduced penalty specified above is waived if you elect to
contest the citation and, if after the hearing you are found to be responsible for the violation , a civil penalty of up to $500
($1 ,000 for contracting violations) may be assessed against you for each day of violation , plus administrative and
enforcement costs.
Your signature below acknowledges receipt of a copy of this citation and is NOT an admission of the violation. Willful
refusal to sign and accept this citation is a misdemeanor criminal offense punishable as provided by law.
Date :_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signature of Individual
CLERK COPY - 21-001204

Certified Mail Receipt: PROPETY POSTED

[] ORIGINAL

BEFORE THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD
OF THE CITY OF VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
1053 20TH PLACE
VERO BEACH, FLORIDA 32960
Telephone (772) 978-4640

CITY OF VERO BEACH
21-CE-12085

vs.

CASE No.:

IHEONU ORIAKU / ARTHUR FRIEP

Citation No.:_0_2~94~J_ __

Violator

NOTICE OF HEARING
TO:

lheonu Oriaku / Arthur Friep
518 Tulip Lane
Vero Beach, Florida 32963
YOU ARE HERBY NOTIFIED that a hearing is scheduled before the Code Enforcement Board

of the City of Vero Beach ("Board") regarding the above-styled code enforcement case as follows:
DATE and TIME:
LOCATION OF HEARING:
VERO BEACH, FL

February

9th

2022

at

1:30 P.M.

VERO BEACH CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1053 20th PLACE,

PURPOSE OF HEARING:

D

D

Failure to Correct Violation(s).
Failure to Pay Civil Penalty and/or Costs.
Other (describe):_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

HEARING: You have the right to appear before the Code Enforcement Board on the date and time

noted above. Please be informed that failure to appear may result in additional penalties and a lien
filed against your properties. If you do not appear at the hearing in person or by your attorney to
address the Code Enforcement Board pursuant to provisions of City's Code Enforcement Ordinance,
you will be deemed to be in default and to have waived your right to appear and the Code
Enforcement Board may take necessary and appropriate action in the matter(s) and enter an order(s)
accordingly.
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LATE CORRECTION OF VIOLATION OR LATE PAYMENT: This case may be presented to the
Board even if all cited violations have been corrected and civil penalties and costs have been paid
prior to the hearing.
HEARING RECORD: This hearing involves non-criminal code enforcement matters. You are
responsible for insuring, at your own expense, that a verbatim record of the hearing is made by a
Florida certified court reporter should you desire to appeal an adverse decision of the Board to the
Circuit Court.
POSTPONEMENTS: No request for postponement of the hearing will be considered unless such
request is made in writing, stating good reason for the requested postponement, and received by the
board clerk at least five (5) days prior to the date set for the hearing at: City Clerk's Office, City Hall,
1053 20th Place, Vero Beach, Florida 32960.

PLEASE GOVERN YOURSELF ACCORDINGLY.
FOR THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD
Date: January 26, 2022

Sherri Philo, Board Clerk
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing Notice of Hearing was provided to the
above-named violator by first class U.S. Mail addressed to the above-specified address this _ _
26 th

day of

January

20

erri Philo, Board Clerk
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BEFORE THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD
OF THE CITY OF VERO BEACH, FLORIDA
In the Matter of:

Oriaku Iheonu I Arthur Friep

Case Number: 21-CE-12085

Violators

518 Tulip Lane

Violation Address

Vero Beach, FL 32963
AFFIDAVIT OF NON-PAYMENT OF CIVIL PENAL TY
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF INDIAN RIVER
I, Jamila McGee, being first duly sworn, upon personal knowledge and information, depose
and state that I am a Code Enforcement Officer for the Vero Beach Police Department Code
Enforcement Division and I have personal knowledge of and certify that the above-named violator
has complied with the code enforcement citation served in this case in that the violator has corrected
the cited violation by the date given in the citation and the above-named violator has not filed a
request for a hearing to contest the issuance ofthe citation. The civil penalty assessed on the citation
has not been paid.

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared the Affiant, Jamila McGee, who
was duly sworn, and who states that he/she has read the foregoing Affidavit ofNon-Compliance and
that the contents are true and correct.

' .{~

J

20 2-~ by
Sworn to and subscribed before me this
day of OA..V\ v-.cv.r'--{
Jamila McGee, who is personally known to me OR n/a produced _ _-:-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
as identification.

VERO BEACH POLICE DEPARTMENT
CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
1055 20th Street
Vero Beach, FL 32960

CODE ENFORCEMENT CITATION
No. 0294J / 21-CE-12085

STATE OF FLORIDA, COUNTY OF INDIAN RIVER, CITY OF VERO BEACH,
In the name of the City of Vero Beach, Florida: The undersigned officer certifies that he/she has just and reasonable
grounds to believe, and does believe that on November 09, 2021 at 10:06 AM
Name:
of:

Oriaku lheonu / Arthur Friep
518 Tulip Lane
Vero Beach, FL 32963

at (violation address): 518 TuliP- Ln in the City of Vero Beach, Florida committed the following civil offense: Failure to
follow erosion control P-lan and trackout on street.
Violation of code provision(s): 73.33 (f)_(2).
Facts constituting violation: Erosion control Rractices and sediment control Rractices shall be adequate to Rrevent
transRortation of sediment from the site and be maintained to Rroject comRletion.
CIVIL PENALTY: $50.00
PAY BY DATE: 12/07/2021
REPEAT VIOLATION

CORRECTION REQUIRED BY: 11/30/2021. This is a correctable violation and must be corrected by the date
specified. Each day that the violation remains uncorrected after the date specifiep is a separate violation and additional
civil penalties and costs may be assessed against you without issuance of additional citations. You must contact the
issuing officer and request re-inspection once the violation is corrected or if you need additional time to correct the
violation. If you do not correct the violation by the date specified the City may also take action to correct the violation and
assess the costs of correction plus administrative fees as a lien against the property on which the violation was corrected
in addition to any lien for civil penalties or costs.
Issued by: JMcGee
Department: VBPD Code Enforcement

Date Issued: 11/23/2021
Telephone: 978-4551

RIGHT TO HEARING OR TO PAY REDUCED PENALTY: You must either file a written request for a hearing to contest
this citation OR pay the reduced civil penalty specified above at: City Clerk's Office, City Hall, 1053 20th Place, Vero
Beach, Florida 32960. WRITTEN REQUEST FOR A HEARING MUST BE RECEIVED WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) OR YOUR RIGHT TO A HEARING IS WAIVED AND DEEMED
YOUR ADMISSION OF THE VIOLATION. Make checks payable to "City of Vero Beach." Do not mail cash! If correction
of the violation is required above, the timely filing of a request for a hearing will toll the accrual of continuing violation
penalties pending outcome of the hearing. Your right to pay the reduced penalty specified above is waived if you elect to
contest the citation and, if after the hearing you are found to be responsible for the violation, a civil penalty of up to $500
($1,000 for contracting violations) may be assessed against you for each day of violation, plus administrative and
enforcement costs.
Your signature below acknowledges receipt of a copy of this citation and is NOT an admission of the violation. Willful
refusal to sign and accept this citation is a misdemeanor criminal offense punishable as provided by law.
Date:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Signature of Individual
CLERK COPY - 21-001273

Certified Mail Receipt: PROPERTY POSTED

ORIGINAL
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