
City of Davenport Commission Workshop Minutes of July 6, 2020

Minutes of the Workshop of the City of Davenport, Florida, held Monday, July 6, 2020 at 6:00 
p.m. in the Commission Room after having been properly advertised with the following 
members present: Mayor H.B. Robinson and Commission Members: Vice-Mayor Brynn 
Summerlin, Commissioner Bobby Lynch, Commissioner Tom Fellows and Commissioner 
Brandon Kneeld. Also present: City Manager Kelly Callihan and City Attorney Andrew Hand.

Mayor Robinson declared a quorum present and opened the meeting. 

BUSINESS 

1. DISCUSSION REGARDING FENCE AND WALL REQUIREMENTS

Marisa Barmby with the Central Florida Regional Planning Council presented a PowerPointe 
(on file). Marisa advised that this item had been presented to the Planning Commission and 
the City Commission in May, with direction to come back and readdress it after their 
comments and suggestions which included fence height requirements in residential districts 
and subdivision perimeter fence requirements. Staff was also looking for further requirements 
on fence material.

Marisa proceeded to outline the first topic and requirements.

Fence Heights in Residential Districts

1. Interior lots 
a) Maximum 4 feet on street frontage 
b) Maximum 6 feet in the rear and sides up to the front building line

2. Lots with Alley 
a) Maximum 4 feet on primary street frontage 
b) Maximum 6 feet on rear and sides up to front building line 
c) Minimum 3 feet off improved alley. Marisa explained that this was because alleys 

usually contained waterlines, wastewater lines and other utilities and they didn’t 
want potential problems with fences being against them.

3. Corner Lots 
a) 4 feet on primary street frontage 
b) 6 feet on secondary street frontage up to the property line equal to the front building 

line 
c) Clear visibility requirement of 2.5 feet high fence.

Opening the floor for discussion, Vice-Mayor Summerlin voiced his concern with the 
possibility of property owners giving up 3’ of their property, which might be needed to meet 
the square footage in other areas. The City Manager responded that this was not a problem 
and could be taken out.

The Vice-Mayor also pointed out that he was on the corner and he had a 4’ chain link fence 
but according to the new Regulations he wouldn’t be able to have this. He understood walls 
and wooden fences, etc. but there needed to be some language in the document regarding
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the need for some opacity. He didn’t want to take property away from people that paid taxes 
on it. If they could adjust for this language, he had no issues.

Mayor Robinson pointed out that if they ever decided to improve the alleys, some of the 
fences would be in the way. He also asked that whatever they did, he would like to see 
language in the document for the tines to face down for safety purposes. The Vice-Mayor 
offered to disagree, because if the tines were up they were less prone to go over it and the 
purpose of a fence was to keep people out.

In answer to Commissioner Lynch’s question regarding the visibility setback and if 25’ was 
the minimum, Marisa responded that it depended on what type of road they’re intercepting, 
i.e. local or arterial road, which could be less or more.

The Mayor asked if those in violation now, would they be grandfathered in. He was informed 
that they would be.

Commissioner Kneeld asked given the modern trend, would they want to continue with chain 
link in residential areas. Marisa responded that she would be addressing this on her next 
presentation. In answer to his next concern regarding fence heights and adjacent properties, 
Marisa answered that the construction of the fence was to the building set back line which 
was 30’. If houses were built further back, they could still go up to the 30’ building setback 
line, unless they wanted to have it based on the frontage of the building.

Subdivision Perimeter Fence and Wall Requirements

Marisa read the new language in Section 5.07.05.09 which

1. Limits walls to concrete, masonry, brick, stone and ornamental iron. The use of chain 
link, PVC, barbed and razor wire fencing is strictly prohibited. 

2. Decorative and ornamental have to be on both sides. 
3. Permits use of Vinyl (PVC) fences on the perimeter adjacent to non-public land.

Displaying an example of a subdivision, Marisa pointed to the developed road which would 
require a wall. She noted the other sides which are platted rights-of-way but not a built road. 
She asked if they were making them put in a decorative wall or making them put in a 
decorative fence because it was not a built road.

The City Manager added that the City currently made them put up walls on the roadways and 
on the other sides, they did the vinyl type fences with some landscaping.

In clarity, the Vice-Mayor outlined that roadway frontage needed to be a concrete/block wall 
and everything not facing a roadway could be vinyl (PVC) or wood, etc.

Commissioner Kneeld inserted that the question was regarding the right-of-way that could 
potentially become a roadway in the future. He further added that if it was now a right-of-way 
and there was a potential for it to be a roadway then they should be made to do this. This 
ensured that the expense didn’t fall on the future home owner.
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The Vice-Mayor voiced that they needed to make sure that they were talking about a road 
right-of-way and not a utility easement. The City Manager responded that he couldn’t think of 
anywhere something like this might be.

Fence Material Requirements

Marisa noted that they had already talked about large subdivision fence material 
requirements, but what about single residential lots. Were they going to have limitations on 
them?

Brief discussion ensued, with Marisa clarifying that they were not placing a limitation on single 
residential lots as long as they met the Building Code requirements.

She further asked if there were any requirements for non-residential construction. There were 
certain requirements in the Code for junk yards and storage units, but she wanted to see if 
there was anything else they wanted in the document.

The Vice-Mayor pointed out that commercial properties needed to have security.

Raymond advised that from his experience, the whole idea dealt with aesthetics. When 
implementing something like vinyl chain link fences or wrought iron, these had aesthetic 
qualities to a developed area. So if they could implement a chain link with a vinyl coating it 
gave it more of an aesthetic appeal to the area and they could use it in non-residential 
construction such as lift stations, etc. that require visibility or transparency.

Marisa added that there were no requirements for non-residential other than that they could 
not be taller than 8’. So if anybody wanted to under this Code, they could put up an 8’ tall 
PVC fence. The Vice-Mayor inserted that he didn’t know of anybody needing 8’ and if they 
did, it would be on the sides or in the back and felt it should be acceptable.

Building Official Cliff Smith informed them that the City was currently not requiring permits for 
any fences because the Code didn’t address them until the fences reached 8’; then the 
Building Code had standards and guidelines that had to be met.

In answer to the Mayor’s question, Marisa provided that the Code did not have any 
requirements for non-residential construction in terms of material. The only requirement was 
the height.

Marisa provided that she would take all this back and come back at their July 20th meeting 
with an Ordinance for them to review and approve. 

There being no further business, meeting adjourned at 6:48 p.m. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Minutes are true and correct.

Raquel Castillo, City Clerk 


