LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY
ADMINISTRATION EAST BUILDING
2201 SECOND STREET, FORT MYERS, FL 33901
ROOM 118 (FIRST FLOOR)
MONDAY, AUGUST 28, 2023
9:00 AM

AGENDA

1. Call to Order/Review of Affidavit of Publication/Pledge of Allegiance
2. Public Forum

3. Approval of Minutes — May 22, 2023

4. Lee Plan Amendment

A. CPA2023-00001 Babcock US-41 Map Amendment
Amend Lee Plan Map 1-A to redesignate the +25.60 acre property
from the Urban Community future land use category to the Central
Urban future land use category. The property is located at 7084
Babcock Road, Estero, Florida.

5. Other Business
6. Adjournment

This meeting is open to the public. Interested parties may appear at the meeting
and be heard. A verbatim record of the proceeding will be necessary to appeal a
decision made at this hearing.

Lee County will not discriminate against individuals with disabilities. To request
an accommodation, contact Joan LaGuardia, (239) 533-2314, Florida Relay
Service 711, or ADArequests@Ileegov.com at least five business days in
advance. To receive agendas by e-mail, contact jmiller@leegov.com.



mailto:ADArequests@leegov.com
mailto:jmiller@leegov.com

MINUTES REPORT
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY

MAY 22, 2023
MEMBERS PRESENT:
Ray Blacksmith Don Schrotenboer (Vice Chair)
Keith Dean Stan Stouder (Chair)
MEMBERS ABSENT:
Dustin Gardner Henry Zuba
Dawn Russell
STAFF PRESENT:
Nathan Beals (Utilities) Mikki Rozdolski (Interim DCD Director)
Brandon Dunn (Planning) Joseph Sarracino (Planning)
Adam Mendez (Zoning) Becky Sweigert (Planning)
Janet Miller (Recording Secretary) Amanda Swindle (Asst. Cty. Atty.)

Anthony Rodriguez (Zoning Manager) Beth Workman (Zoning)

Agenda Item 1 — Call to Order, Review of Affidavit of Publication/Pledge of Allegiance

Mr. Stouder, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

Ms. Swindle, Assistant County Attorney, certified the affidavit of publication and stated it was legally
sufficient as to form and content.

Agenda Item 2 — Public Forum - None

For the audio recordings for today’s meeting, type in the following link.

http://www.leegov.com/dcd/committees/committeesearch

Agenda Item 3 — Approval of Minutes — March 27, 2023

Mr. Schrotenboer made a motion to approve the March 27, 2023 meeting minutes, seconded by Mr.
Dean. The motion was called and passed 4-0.

Agenda Item 4 — Lee Plan Amendments

A. CPA2022-00016 Barrett Park

Amend Lee Plan Map 1-A to redesignate the +20.14 acre property from the Sub-Outlying Suburban
future land use category to the Urban Community Future land use category.

Mr. Stouder opened this item to the applicant’s representatives.
Ms. Neale Montgomery, Pavese Law Firm, on behalf of the Lee County Housing Authority, provided an

overview of the project along with a PowerPoint presentation. She introduced Drew Fitzgerald the
engineer for the project.
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Mr. Blacksmith asked what would happen to the existing residents. In other words, will they be relocated
while this project is under construction? He also asked if the existing structures were being refurbished or
torn down.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated the existing structures are being torn down and the existing residents would be
relocated. The Lee County Housing Authority is going to offer existing residents, who are being
displaced by the construction, alternative accommodations.

Mr. Sarracino reviewed the staff report and recommendations along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Stouder asked for confirmation that the North Fort Myers Design Review Board voted to express
support of this project.

Mr. Sarracino stated that was what the applicant indicated to staff. Other than the applicant’s statements
that they received support from the North Fort Myers Design Review Board, staff also has the
advertisements for the meeting and the list of attendees.

The Board had no further questions, so Mr. Stouder opened this item for public comment.
Ms. Terry Hall, neighbor to this proposed subject project, stated the following:

e She, her husband, and neighbors were never notified of the April 4, 2023 community meeting.
Therefore, they did not have an opportunity to express their opinions prior to today’s meeting.

e They did receive notification of today’s hearing, but she indicated it was not an easy process to
obtain the documentation.

e She and her husband are concerned with this development being along Barrett Road because it is
already congested, so a development like this will only increase the congestion. She noted there
are no sidewalks. As a former School Counselor, she has great concern for children who walk
along Barrett Road, which is narrow road causing children to be partially in the road and partially
out. To her, it is a dangerous situation especially since there is no traffic light by the Pine Island
portion of the road.

e Although developers often promise to make road improvements, she noted that in the staff report
it indicates that Barrett Road will fall from level of service D to level of service F. To her, it
seemed we were going backwards and that safety is not a top priority.

e She questioned why there are zoning categories if someone can merely apply to have it changed.
She and her husband bought their land in good faith under the RS-1 zoning and feel this proposed
project and the zoning change will affect their property value.

e She questioned who would be paying for this project.

e She questioned whether it would be feasible to rehouse 50 families for two to three years or
however long it takes to complete this project, when there is an extreme shortage of affordable
housing. To her, it made more sense for this proposal to be built on a vacant piece of land where
they could build 200 homes while maintaining the existing 50 homes so that they would end up
with 250 affordable housing units.
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e Ms. Hall stated she and her husband were told the existing residences were being torn down
because they are substandard. She noted that these homes were newer than her current home. She
and her husband have always taken care of their home so that it does not become substandard.
She asked who had been responsible for the maintenance of the 50 units. Why were they not
maintained so that they never fell into a “substandard” status?

e In closing, she felt that it was undo saturation to go from 50 units to 200. She asked that the LPA
keep existing residents in mind when making their decision.

Mr. Stouder thanked Ms. Hall for her comments. He noted that the public portion of meetings is a key
part of the process. He encouraged her to express her thoughts and comments at future public hearings as
this project proceeds to the next levels.

No other members of the public wished to speak, so the public portion segment was closed.

Mr. Blacksmith stated that Ms. Hall’s question on who would be paying for this project was a legitimate
question.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that he did not have the specifics of where their funding is coming from It is being
paid for by the Housing Authority, but he was not sure where their funds come from (i.e. grants).

Mr. Dean asked if the Lee County Housing Authority was a private entity.
Mr. Dunn stated they were a non-profit entity that is not a part of Lee County Government.
Mr. Stouder asked if there was an association that they solicit funds from.

Mr. Dunn stated they generally work with grant funding. Although, on occasion, they seek match funding
from local governments, their funds mainly come from grants.

Mr. Stouder noted that the Local Planning Agency is not allowed to consider the additional failure of a
road as part of their deliberation, but he asked what improvements might take place on Barrett Road as
part of this project.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that Barrett Park is a substandard roadway. It is his understanding that there are
provisions in the Land Development Code that will require this development to complete certain
improvements. He referred to two similar multi-family developments to the north of this property that
had to widen Barrett Park and install sidewalks and possibly utilities. He believed this project would have
to do the same.

Mr. Stouder asked if those improvements would be paid with impact fees.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated they would be paid by the Lee County Housing Authority because they are
considered to be site related improvements.

Mr. Blacksmith referred to Ms. Hall’s comment that she, her husband, and neighbors were not notified.
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Ms. Swindle stated they did get notice of today’s meeting, but not the April 4, 2023 community meeting.
It would have been advertised in the newspaper in accordance with the Sunshine Law and there is an
affidavit showing that the ad ran in the paper, but that is the only notice required for that level of meeting.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated they also posted three signs in the vicinity.
Mr. Dean asked if the adjacent parcels to this subject property would receive certified notifications.

Mr. Dunn stated that this case was going through a concurrent rezoning process. Although it has not been
found sufficient yet, there will be notification requirements.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that notices will be sent to property owners within 500 feet of the subject property
approximately 28 days before the actual zoning hearing that is heard by a Hearing Examiner.

Mr. Stouder encouraged Ms. Hall to contact staff with any questions she and/or her husband may have
especially as this project moves forward through the process.

Mr. Blacksmith made a motion to recommend adoption of CPA2022-00016 (Barrett Park) to the
Board of County Commissioners, seconded by Mr. Schrotenboer. The motion was called and
passed 4-0.

NOTE: Both 4B and 5A were addressed at the same time as they relate to the same topic “Building
Height and Resiliency.”

B. CPA2023-00004 Building Height and Resiliency

Amend Lee Plan Goal 23 and Policy 23.2.3 to remove requirements that restricts the ability to
redevelop or rebuild structures in order to reduce potential flooding threats by accommodating
required minimum flood elevations.

Agenda Item 5 — Land Development Code Amendments

A. Building Height and Resiliency

Amendments to LDC Chapters 33 and 34 addressing building height and resiliency, clarifying
parking requirements for uses pursuing build-back, and clarifying application requirements.

Mr. Sarracino reviewed the staff report and recommendations for CPA2023-00004 Building Height and
Resiliency) along with a PowerPoint presentation. He requested that the Board defer their vote until after
the presentation of the Land Development Code amendments (Item 5A).

Mr. Stouder made note that since this amendment is county-initiated it is exempt from going before the
Captiva Civic Association for their input. He asked how that came to be and if that is how the regulations
should remain since other applicants are not exempt from that requirement.

Mr. Sarracino stated he could not address whether that provision should continue, but it is based on the
wording of the policy. The wording in that section regarding all community plans is specific to privately
initiated amendments.

Local Planning Agency
May 22, 2023 Page 4 of 9



Mr. Schrotenboer asked if there were any public notices or hearings held on this comprehensive plan
amendment.

Mr. Sarracino stated there had not been any public notices or hearings held prior to today’s meeting.

Mr. Rodriguez provided an overview of the Land Development Code amendments (Agenda Item 5A
Building Height and Resiliency) along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Stouder asked to what extent the Land Development Code Advisory Committee comments were
incorporated into this draft.

Mr. Rodriguez stated their comments were not incorporated because the publication date for the mailing
of the Local Planning Agency’s meeting packet for today’s meeting was the same day that the Land
Development Code Advisory Committee met, so there was no time to incorporate their comments
However, their comments will be incorporated after today’s hearing.

Mr. Dean asked for confirmation that the height restriction would be guided by the flood elevation.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that the height restriction would be guided by the flood elevation if the structure is
in a flood prone area.

Mr. Dean asked if there would ever be a maximum building height. He also asked what impact this would
have on neighboring structures.

Mr. Rodriguez acknowledged that was the difficulty in this entire exercise. He explained that the main
issue with resiliency is the County needs to provide the ability to construct structures in a manner that
complies with current code and still allows for a reasonable use of a piece of property. Over time, as
these regulations change, there is always the issue of older structures that are not compliant with the
current regulations, not only in terms of local government regulations, but FEMA regulations. The
expectation is that eventually those properties will slowly come into conformance one way or another.

Mr. Dean stated he was concerned that someone might build a floor elevation higher just because the
regulations have been revised.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that the building height measurement begins with where you would be compliant
from a FEMA standpoint. If someone chooses to build above that, that does not mean that they can start
their building height measurement from their lowest finished floor. It must start from the FEMA
elevation. He also noted that if someone chooses to go above that, there will be other issues such as being
subject to wave action and other issues if they are within a velocity zone.

Mr. Stouder asked why this was being concurrent with a comprehensive plan amendment instead of a
zoning case.

Mr. Rodriguez stated it was not necessarily a comp plan designation. The way the Land Development
Code is currently written is there are maximum building heights by zoning district. If someone wants to
exceed the maximum building height, there is another section that allows you to do that up to a certain
height that is determined by their future land use category as long as they are increasing the setbacks.
One issue is that there are a number of future land use categories that have not been addressed since this
section has been revised. As a result of that, part of this exercise is to go through the future land use map
and make sure all the future land use designations are addressed with a maximum building height.

Local Planning Agency
May 22, 2023 Page 50f 9



Mr. Blacksmith referred to Page 6 of 20 and felt there was a mistake in the numbering order to where the
c. should be (1) g.

Mr. Rodriguez stated staff would review the numbering and adjust it accordingly.

Mr. Blacksmith referred to (1) on Page 7 of 20 where it reads, *“(if existing parking spaces are less than
the amount of parking required under this Code). Any subsequent changes to the actual use or increases
in density and intensity on the property will be required to provide additional parking spaces associated
with the change of use or development increases.” He asked for confirmation that this is not a way for
people to get around the regulations so that they can go through additional permitting to be able to add
additional parking.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that is not what this is intended to do. This takes effect in instances where there are
existing buildings that have certain uses and the building gets destroyed. The uses are still in existence
temporarily. The County is allowing those buildings to be built back and to retain their current parking
configuration. If as part of that build back, the building is added onto, the added onto portion would need
to be parked in accordance with current code requirements.

Mr. Blacksmith referred to the second paragraph under (a) on Page 8 of 20 where it says, “For purposes
of this subdivision, grade is 12 inches above the average elevations of the street or streets abutting the
property measured along the centerline of the streets, at the points of intersection of the streets with the
side lots lines (as extended) and the midpoint of the lot frontage.” He asked what dictated the 12 inches
to be the standard.

Mr. Rodriguez stated that verbiage is codified in Land Development Code, Section 6-514.  Staff is
merely providing a cross reference to where grade is actually measured from.

Mr. Blacksmith referred to the last paragraph (a) on the bottom of Page 8 of 20 where it says, “...may
increase the height of the lowest minimum habitable floor for which a building permit may be issued by a
maximum of four (4) feet...” He asked what set the maximum to 4 feet.

Mr. Rodriguez stated there was pending legislation this past legislative session that addressed establishing
a resiliency state wide standard of 8 feet. However, the County cut that standard in half to 4 feet because
they felt that 8 feet seemed excessive.

Mr. Stouder asked if the increased setback was applicable to this as well.

Mr. Rodriguez stated the increased setback would not apply if the property was in a V-Zone. The intent is
to allow that to happen as of right without consideration of setbacks because staff is weighing two
competing issues. One is compatibility related and one is safety related. Staff is trying to provide
someone with the ability to increase height in order to keep the structure safe, but recognize that, in terms
of massing, it is going to be a little different.

Mr. Stouder referred to (3) San Carlos Island on Page 11 of 20 where it states, “The height of a building
or structure may not exceed 35 feet, unless located within the Destination Resort Mixed Use water
Depending (DRMUWD) future and use category.” He asked how prolific this designation is in Lee
County. Is it a commonly found designation or are there only one or two properties that have it?

Mr. Dunn stated there was only one location with this particular future land use category. It is located
near the end of Main Street on San Carlos Island. He believed Ebbtide was the development name.
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The Board had no further questions, so Mr. Stouder opened this item for public comment.

Ms. Deborah Swisher-Hicks referred to (4) and (5) on Page 11 of 20 and noted that staff stated they were
changing the language to be consistent with other special areas of this section, but it seemed to her they
were keeping everything the same for one of the outer islands, but eliminating a lot of language that has
been in the Pine Island Community Plan for many years. Ms. Swisher-Hicks stated she had an issue with
that.

Regarding Greater Pine Island, Mr. Rodriguez stated staff took the language from Section 33-1087 on
Page 1 of 20 and moved it to Page 11 of 20 to Section 34-2175 (a) (5). Staff’s intent is to establish a
consistent standard of how to measure building height. Rather than measuring building height to the peak
of the roof;, it is now measured from the midpoint of the roof, which is consistent with many other areas of
the County with the exception of Greater Pine Island and Captiva. Gasparilla Island is defined by a
special act of the state legislature, so the County has no ability to change that. Regarding Ms. Swisher-
Hicks’ question about the building height and how it is measured, Mr. Rodriguez explained that in the
Greater Pine Island area, staff reduced the maximum height of the building as measured from grade to the
peak of the roof. It used to be 38 feet, but staff has reduced it to 33 feet.

No other members of the public wished to comment, so the public comment segment was closed.

Mr. Stouder stated he has lived on Fort Myers Beach for most of his life and, as such, has lived through
many hurricanes and has had experience with rebuilds. He was in favor of the height revisions and felt
they were long overdue. It will allow residents to the same building volume with more safety. He was in
favor of the amendments.

Staff requested that the LPA make two separate motions. One for 4B and one for 5A.

Mr. Dean made a motion to recommend transmittal of CPA2023-00004 (Building Height and
Resiliency), seconded by Mr. Blacksmith. The motion was called and passed 4-0.

Mr. Dean made a motion to find the Land Development Code amendments for 5A (Building Height
and Resiliency) to be consistent with the Lee Plan, seconded by Mr. Blacksmith. The motion was
called and passed 4-0.

Agenda Item 5 — Land Development Code Amendments

B. Section 30-55 (Non-Conforming Signs)

Amendment to LDC Chapter 30 to allow for a one-time relocation of a previously non-conforming
billboard that was rebuilt pursuant to the existing “two-for-one” incentive program.

Mr. Adam Mendez reviewed the LDC Amendments along with a PowerPoint presentation. He stated
there were members from the Billboard Industry in attendance today and that staff had collaborated
with them for many years to devise these amendments. These amendments are the billboard
industry’s only path because variances and deviations are prohibited. In summary, he stated that
these revisions do not necessarily increase the amount of billboards in Lee County and the
amendments do not allow for multiple relocations of these rebuilt billboards. They do not affect the
status of conforming billboards. The separations in the regulations do address that they do not
permit the relocating of billboards from mainland onto Islands or areas that are specified in the
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regulation. He noted that staff does not find it difficult to track this information in the sign permit
records.

Mr. Dean asked for confirmation that if someone has a billboard in a non-conforming area, they will
be allowed to relocate it simply because they took another one down, for instance, on Palm Beach
Boulevard..

Mr. Mendez confirmed that is how the current regulations are written. It says, ““A billboard that is
relocated and replaced in conformance with these provisions, will be deemed conforming.” This
means that even if it is in a non-conforming location, the structure itself maintains a conforming
status.

Mr. Dean asked if these amendments would eliminate that ability.
Mr. Mendez stated the amendments would allow a one-time relocation of that rebuilt structure.

Mr. Dean asked if ““relocation,” means the billboard can be relocated somewhere else. If so, can it
be relocated to a non-conforming area?

Mr. Mendez stated that was correct. A billboard can be relocated somewhere else. It can be
relocated to an area within the same future land use category, which is presumptively non-
conforming or a less restrictive future land use category such as central urban or urban community
because those categories currently do not permit billboards. He stated Mr. Dean was correct in that it
IS non-conforming in general.

Mr. Dean stated he had an issue with allowing a non-conforming relocation because he felt it would
open the door to others to do the same thing because they see someone else being allowed to do it.

Mr. Mendez did not feel this would be the case because you are only allowed to do this if you
remove a billboard somewhere else. Someone must give up a non-conforming billboard that they
could rehab and keep in perpetuity, so it is a tradeoff. It is an incentive program without opening up
new billboard locations in other future land use categories. It is a very limited window to allow relief
for people who have gone through this two for one program in good faith to rebuild and modernize a
billboard. For instance, if Race Trac opens a new location and removes a billboard rebuilt with this
program, they do not care that there was a sacrifice of a billboard elsewhere so they can have another
one at this location. Currently, if someone loses their location, they are left with two billboards they
cannot use.

Mr. Dean asked if billboards can be condemned the same as a home due to a hurricane. If half of the
sign is destroyed due to a hurricane, can they rebuild it even if at the time that it was originally
constructed it did not meet today’s standards?

Mr. Mendez stated they did have build-back provisions in the Lee Plan that may support, in the event
of a natural disaster, the reconstruction of non-conforming items such as billboards or houses.
However, even if a billboard is dilapidated and falls apart outside of a natural disaster, the current
provisions in 30-55 establish a 25% threshold for cost. If someone exceeds 25%, they must bring the
billboard into conformance. He noted there are other provisions in the Land Development Code that
state a billboard can be considered non-conforming for other reasons, such as height, setback,
intersection separation, and separation from another billboard. He noted the most common symptom
is the future land use element.
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Mr. Stouder opened this item to the public.

Mr. Alex Johnson from Becker Outdoor Advertising stated these amendments do not apply to his
company, but noted there are only a few companies in Lee County that handle billboards so this
applies to them. To him, this meant that these vendors have complete control over the land owner, so
they can offer whatever rent they want. There is no fair market or trade value. His company has
worked with staff in an attempt to bring that value back to the land owners.

Mr. Schrotenboer asked if this competitive nature with the billboard industry is the same under the
current rules and regulations or do these amendments change that?

Mr. Mendez stated it was the same under the current rules and regulations. If there are property
owners that have a lions share of the market, it does not affect anything.

Mr. Blacksmith made a motion to find the land development code amendments consistent with
the Lee Plan, seconded by Mr. Dean. The motion was called and passed 4-0.

Agenda Item 5 — Other Business- None

Agenda Item 6 — Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 10:00 a.m.
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CPA2023-00001

Babcock Road —
US 41



STAFF REPORT FOR BABCOCK ROAD — US 41:

CPA2023-00001

Small-Scale Map Amendment to the Lee Plan

Recommendation:
Adopt

Applicant:
Alan Freeman

Representative:
Quattrone & Associates,

Inc.

Property Location:
7084 Babcock Road

Estero

Property Size:
+ 25.60 Acres

Planning District:
District 13

Commissioner District:
District #2

Hearing Dates:
LPA: 08/28/23
BoCC #1: TBD

Attachments:
1: Proposed Amendments

REQUEST

e Amend the Future Land Use Map designation on *25.60 acres from Urban
Community to Central Urban.

e Amend Table 1(b): 2045 Population Allocation to accommodate residential
development on the subject property.

SUMMARY

The requested amendments will allow the applicant to develop a multi-family project,
increasing the maximum standard density from six dwelling units per acre to 10
dwelling units per acre.

PROJECT LOCATION

The subject property is located on the east side of US 41. The property is less than a
mile south of the intersection of US 41 and Alico Road, and approximately 2.5 miles
north of the intersection of US 41 and Estero Boulevard.

Figure 1: Location Map

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners (BoCC) adopt the
requested amendments based on the analysis and findings provided in this staff report.




PART 1
STAFF DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

CONCURRENT REQUESTS
The applicant has filed two additional applications indicating the type of development that is anticipated
on the subject property:
e Arequest for administrative approval of bonus density (ADD2023-00060) to allow density above
the standard range, and
e Development order (DO) application (D0S2022-00199) which outlines the development plans for
a 267 unit multi-family residential development.

SUBJECT PROPERTY

The subject property is currently vacant land that is zoned C-2. This area of the County has been
designated as Urban Community since the Lee Plan’s inception in 1984, The Urban Community
designation was given to San Carlos Park to recognize the existing needs of the community that grew from
the San Carlos Park subdivision?.

Since 1984, the area around San Carlos Park has increased in intensity, with the founding of Florida Gulf
Coast University, the expansion of Southwest Florida International Airport, and the increasing industrial
development along Alico Road.

The property was incorporated into the Mixed Use Overlay through Ordinance 07-15, the adopting
ordinance of CPA2005-00037, which originally established the Mixed Use Overlay in Lee County.
According to the staff report of CPA2005-00037, the areas selected for the Mixed Use Overlay were
appropriate for compact development containing a mixture of uses3.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES

Nearby uses contain commercial parcels and residential duplexes within the Urban Community future
land use category. The surrounding properties are primarily conventionally zoned, with one planned
development to the west, across US 41. Commercial uses to the north, south, and east of the property are
within the Mixed Use Overlay; however, residential uses to the north are outside the boundaries of the
Mixed Use Overlay. Additional detail is provided in Table 1 and Figure 2, below.

! Lee County Board of County Commissioners, Lee County Ordinance No. 84-28: Lee County Comprehensive Plan
(Lee County, 1984), 1-7.

2 Lee County Board of County Commissioners, Lee County Comprehensive Plan (Lee County, 1984), I11-20,
Illustration #3.

3 Lee County Division of Planning, Staff Report for Comprehensive Plan Amendment CPA2005-37 (Lee County,
2007), 25.
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TABLE 1: SURROUNDING PROPERTIES INFORMATION

Future Land Use Zoning Existing Use

Self-Storage

North Urban Community RM-2 & C-2 LT R

C ial & Outd
East Urban Community C-2 ommercia utdoor

Storage
South Urban Community C-1&C-2 Retail Commercial
CN-2, CS-1, Harborage CPD
West Urban Community approved for 28,000 SF us 41

Commercial*

Figure 2: Mixed Use Overlay

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS — MAP 1-A: FUTURE LAND USE MAP

The applicant is requesting to amend the future land use category of the subject property from Urban
Community to Central Urban to allow higher density on the subject property. The current future land use
category allows for a standard density of up to six dwelling units per acre, with the opportunity to pursue
bonus density up to 10 dwelling units per acre. The proposed future land use category would allow a
standard density of up to 10 dwelling units per acre with the opportunity to pursue bonus density of 15
dwelling units per acre. Lee Plan policies describing the existing and proposed future land use categories
are provided below.

4 Lee County Board of County Commissioners, Resolution Number Z-89-010, (Lee County, 1989), 3.
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POLICY 1.1.3: The Central Urban future land use category can best be characterized as the “urban
core” of the County. These areas are already the most heavily settled and have, or will have, the
greatest range and highest levels of public services. Residential, commercial, public and
quasipublic, and limited light industrial land uses will continue to predominate in the Central Urban
future land use category. Future development in this category is encouraged to be mixed use, as
described in Objective 11.1, where appropriate. The standard density range is from four dwelling
units per acre (4 du/acre) to ten dwelling units per acre (10 du/acre), with a maximum total density
of fifteen dwelling units per acre (15 du/acre). The maximum total density may be increased to
twenty dwelling units per acre (20 du/acre) utilizing Greater Pine Island Transfer of Development
Units.

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community future land use category are areas characterized by a
mixture of relatively intense commercial and residential uses. The residential development in these
areas will be at slightly lower densities then other future urban categories described in this plan. As
vacant properties within this category are developed, the existing base of public services will need
to be maintained which may include expanding and strengthening them accordingly. As in the
Central Urban future land use category, predominant land uses in this category will be residential,
commercial, public and quasi-public, and limited light industrial with future development
encouraged to be mixed use, as described in Objective 11.1, where appropriate. The standard
density range is from one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre) to six dwelling units per acre (6
du/acre), with a maximum total density of ten dwelling units per acre (10 du/acre). The maximum
total density may be increased to fifteen dwelling units per acre (15 du/acre) utilizing Greater Pine
Island Transfer of Development Units.

The requested amendment would allow for greater density on the subject property than is currently
permitted. The existing and proposed future land use categories are otherwise similar in allowed uses and
intensity of non-residential development. Analysis of the proposal’s consistency with several elements
discussing residential development is warranted.

Goal 5 of the Lee Plan directs the County to “accommodate the projected population of Lee County in the
year 2045 in appropriate locations”. The proposed change to the Future Land Use Map would increase
the allowable density on the subject property, helping Lee County accommodate the projected
population. However, staff must also review the appropriateness of the additional density of subject
parcel based on consistency with applicable Lee Plan policies. These policies are discussed below.

Objective 2.2 provides that new development should be directed “to those portions of the future urban
areas where adequate public facilities exist or are assured and where compact and contiguous
development patterns can be created.” The proposed amendments will allow for an in-fill development
project that provides housing within an area where public facilities and regulatory levels of service already
exist, consistent with Objective 2.2. Availability of public facilities and services are discussed in greater
detail in the Service Availability section of this report.

Policy 5.1.2 prohibits residential development “where physical constraints exist, or require the density
and design to be adjusted accordingly.” The Policy provides that such constraints or hazards may include
flood, storm, or hurricane hazards; unstable soil or geological conditions; environmental limitations;
aircraft noise; or other characteristics that may endanger the residential community. There are no
characteristics of the property that would prohibit residential development.
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The applicant’s Environmental Analysis identified approximately 12.72 acres of Spoil Area (FLUCCS Code
743), 8.95 acres of Open Land (FLUCCS Code 190), 2.99 acres of Borrow Area (FLUCCS Code 742), and 1.9
acres of Shopping Mall (FLUCCS Code 1411), within the boundary of the subject property. South Florida
Water Management District (SFWMD) has issued a formal wetland determination and an Environmental
Resource Permit (ERP) that determined no wetlands were present on the site®. The site previously
contained a 13.60 acre shallow borrow pit which has since been filled, as approved by LDO2020-00308
and SFWMD Exemption No. 36-102363-P. No protected species have been identified within the project
boundaries per the applicant’s Protected Species Survey provided as part of the D0S2022-00199
submittal.

The subject property abuts residential development to the north and commercial development to the
east and south. In the existing state, offsite flows from the residential development and commercial
development flow through the subject property and outfall into the US 41 right of way. The applicant’s
approved SFWMD ERP includes measures to maintain these offsite flow patterns in compliance with Policy
126.1.4 which requires that development designs maintain or improve surface water flows. The subject
property is located outside of the Coastal High Hazard Area. The property is within FEMA Flood Zone AE
and will need to develop in accordance with FEMA regulations®. This is consistent with Policy 5.1.2, which
allows for “design to be adjusted accordingly.”

Policy 5.1.3 directs high-density residential developments to locations near employment and shopping
centers. The property is centrally located on US 41, between Alico Road and Constitution Boulevard,
approximately two miles north of the Village of Estero. This location is also approximately 4 miles from
Gulf Coast Town Center and approximately one mile south of Alico Road, giving the property close access
to a major commercial center and a growing industrial center of the County. The parcel is also
approximately six miles away from Florida Gulf Coast University, with 16,004 students and 914 staff’.

The location of this site is geographically suited to support the workforce of the industrial base and the
population of residents who are pursuing an education. This amendment is consistent with the Housing
Element and Economic Element of the Lee Plan, specifically Policy 135.1.9 and Policy 160.1.3. With the
stated purpose of Goal 5 to accommodate the projected population in appropriate locations, the subject
site is appropriate for the requested future land use category change.

Based on the analysis above, redesignating the subject property from Urban Community to Central
Urban is found to be appropriate and consistent with the Lee Plan.

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS — TABLE 1(b): YEAR 2045 ALLOCATIONS

In addition to the requested Future Land Use Map amendment, the applicant has requested an
amendment to Table 1(b). This amendment is necessary to maintain internal consistency with the 2045
Lee County population accommodations and Policy 1.6.5 of the Lee Plan at time of development order.
The Table 1(b) amendment would provide residential acres for the Central Urban future land use category
in the San Carlos Planning District (District 13). The proposed amendments include adding 12 acres of
residential development to the Central Urban future land use category in Planning District 13 and

5 APP No. 221025-34136 and APP No 221025-36369

5 Federal Emergency Management Agency, FEMA Flood Map Service Center, US Department of Homeland Security,
2022, accessed August 8, 2023,
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=7084%20Babcock%20R0ad%2C%20Estero%2C%20FL

7 Florida Gulf Coast University, based on Fall 2022 enrollment, https://www.fgcu.edu/about/fastfacts
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subtracting 48 residential acres in the Urban Community future land use category of Planning District 13
in order to make the population balance countywide. The proposed changes to Table 1(b) are identified
in Attachment 1.

SERVICE AVAILABILITY

The proposed amendment to the Future Land Use Map would increase the allowable density on the
subject property. There are adequate mass transit, potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, police,
fire/EMS, and school services to accommodate anticipated development on the subject property.

Transportation: The subject property is located on US 41 and Babcock Road. US 41 is a state-maintained
arterial road and Babcock Road is a county-maintained minor collector.

Short Range Impacts: Proposed amendment will not cause any roadway link to fall below the
recommended minimum acceptable Level of Service thresholds.

Long Range Impacts: Proposed amendment will not cause any roadway link to fall below the
recommended minimum acceptable Level of Service thresholds.

Segments of US 41 adjacent to the site are projected to operate at service level “F” by the year 2045 with
and without the proposed amendment. Transportation concurrency is non-regulatory per Florida Statutes
Section 163.3180 and Lee Plan Policy 95.1.3, which provides “Compliance with non-regulatory LOS
standards will not be a requirement for continued development permitting, but will be used for facility
planning purposes.”

Mass Transit: The subject property is within % mile of a fixed route corridor and bus stop #11569 is within
% mile of the property. The 2020 Transit Development Plan identifies the need for enhanced or additional
transit services in the area. The developer may be required to connect to and improve transit facilities.

Utilities: The subject property is within the Lee County Utilities future potable water and sanitary sewer
service areas as identified on Lee Plan Maps 4-A and 4-B. Lee County Utilities has provided a letter stating
that adequate potable water and sanitary sewer services are available to support the increased density.
Potable water service will be provided through the Pinewood Water Treatment Plant and sanitary sewer
will be provided by Three Oaks Water Reclamation Facility. There are no reuse mains within the vicinity
of the project.

Solid Waste: The subject property has access to solid waste services. Solid waste collection services will
be provided by Lee County using the Lee County Resource Recovery Facility and the Lee-Hendry Regional
Landfill.

Fire: The San Carlos Park Fire Protection and Rescue Service District indicated that they are capable of
providing fire protection to the subject property. The subject property is approximately 1.8 miles from
Station 51 with a response time of less than three minutes.

EMS: The subject property has access to Emergency Medical Services. Lee County Emergency Medical
Services indicated that they will be able to serve the property from Medic 9 located 1.8 miles from the
property. Three other locations are within 6 miles of the property.
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Police: The Lee County Sheriff’s Office will provide law enforcement services primarily from the South
District offices in Bonita Springs. The Sheriff indicated in a letter that development of the subject property
will not affect the ability of the Lee County Sheriff’s Office to provide core services at this time. The
Sheriff’s Office requests a Crime Prevention through Environmental Design report at the time of
Development Order.

Schools: The School District of Lee County provided a letter stating that capacity is an issue within the
Concurrency Service Area (CSA) at the elementary school level, however, capacity is available in the
adjacent CSA.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposed amendment, which increases the maximum standard density from six dwelling units per
acre to 10 dwelling units per acre, with the potential for bonus density up to 15 dwelling units per acre,
assists Lee County in accommodating the projected 2045 population outside of the Coastal High Hazard
Area.

Staff has reviewed the proposed amendments and provides the following conclusions.

e Development in the surrounding area, including the growing employment centers, support the
proposed increase in density, consistent with 135.1.9 and 160.1.3.

e There are adequate regulatory levels of service available to accommodate anticipated
development on the subject property, consistent with Objective 2.2.

e The subject property is appropriate for increased residential development, and no characteristics
of the property would prohibit residential development, consistent with Policies 5.1.3 and 5.1.2.

e The uses allowed within the proposed future land use category are compatible with nearby uses.

For the reasons discussed in this staff report, staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners
adopt the proposed amendments as provided in Attachment 1.
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ATTACHMENT 1

» Existing Future Land Use Map
» Proposed Future Land Use Map

> Table 1(b)



G LD
CONS,

CPA2023-00001 Existing Future Land

I Urban Community @ Conservation Lands - Upland
I Suburban B Wetlands
e [ Industrial I Conservation Lands - Wetland
"l Lee County Public Facilities == Subject Property

Southwest Florids

Rural
2,000
Map Generated: August 2023

Attachment 1 Page 1 of 2



FOOTIDR

NS_{“UT.\’\IGJN
CON:

CPA2023-00001 Proposed Future Land

gLee County

Shalhweet Flamils

Map Generated: August 2023

Attachment 1

I Central Urban Rural W
8 Urban Community I Conservation Lands - Upland

0 Suburban B Wetlands

I Industrial I Conservation Lands - Wetland

Public Facilites (&= Subject Property S

Page 2 of 2



Table 1(b) Year 2045 Allocations

Planning District

. District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5 District 6 District 7 District 8 District 9 District 10

Unincorporated County Northeast Boca Bonita Fort Myers | Burnt Store | Cape Coral Captiva Fort Myers | Fort Myers | Gateway /
Future Land Use Category Lee County Grande Shores Beach Airport

Existing Proposed

Intensive Development 1,483 1,483 - - - 17 - 21 - 238 - -

Central Urban ———————13,838 13,850 - - - 207 - - - 230 - 25

Urban Community —22,683 22,635 813 453 - 475 - - - - - 150
Suburban 14,871 14,871 - - - 1,950 - - - 80 - -
Outlying Suburban 3,638 3,638 25 - - 490 13 3 429 - - -

S| Sub-Outlying Suburban 1,731 1,731 - - - 330 - - - - - 227
S Commercial - - - - - - - - - - B f

8 Industrial 15 15 - - - - - - - - R 6
g Public Facilities - - - - - - - - - R R R
o University Community 503 503 - - - - - - - R - R
3 Destination Resort Mixed Use Water Dependent 8 8 - - - - - - - - - R
.2 Burnt Store Marina Village 2 2 - - - - 2 - - - - R
< Industrial Interchange - - - - - - - - - R R R

3 General Interchange 134 134 - - - - - - - - R 35
8 General Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - R
,E Industrial Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - R
,E University Village Interchange - - - - - - - - - R - R

> New Community 2,104 2,104 1,115 - - - - - - - - 989
E Airport - - - - - - - - - - - _

-g Tradeport 3 3 - - - - - - - - R 3
< Rural 7,764 7,764 2,431 - - 800 730 - - - - -
_% Rural Community Preserve 3,517 3,517 - - - - - - - R - R
ﬁ Coastal Rural 1,338 1,338 - - - - - - - - - _
(2’3 Outer Island 233 233 2 4 - 1 - - 169 - - -
Open Lands 2,186 2,186 153 - - - 257 - - - - -
Density Reduction/ Groundwater Resource 6,974 6,974 131 - - - - - - - - -
Conservation Lands Upland - - - - - - - - - R R R
Wetlands - - - - - - - R - R _ R
Conservation Lands Wetland - - - - - - - - - - - R
Unincorporated County Total Residential ————83,026- 82,990 4,669 457 - 4,270 1,002 24 598 548 R 1,435
Commercial 8,915 8,915 300 53 - 450 27 9 125 150 - 1,216
Industrial 4,787 4,787 30 3 - 300 10 15 70 315 - 2,134

Non Regulatory Allocations - -

Public 120,211 120,222 14,191 622 - 4,864 7,323 6 2,340 583 - 9,660
Active AG 21,944 21,944 5,500 - - 240 920 - - - - 2
Passive AG 13,665 13,665 5,500 - - 615 100 - - - - 465
Conservation 87,746 85,514 2,458 297 - 1,163 3,186 67 1,595 926 - 2,206
Vacant —26;224- 26,250 1,145 28 - 733 766 8 103 17 - 88
Total 366,520 366,520 33,793 1,460 - 12,634 12,505 129 4,831 2,538 - 17,205
Population Distribution (unincorporated Lee County) 584,331 585,390 8,235 1,470 - 35,253 2,179 152 725 5,273 - 23,340

Ord. No. 02-02, 03-19, 05-19, 07-13, 09-15, 09-16, 10-15, 10-16, 10-40, 10-43, 14-14, 15-10, 16-02, 16-17, 17-12, 17-23, 18-06, 19-13, 19-14, 19-16, 20-05,21-03, 21-09
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Table 1(b) Year 2045 Allocations

Planning District

District 11 | District 12 District 13 District 14 | District 15 | District 16 District 17 District 18 | District 19 District 20 District 21 | District 22
Daniels lona / San Carlos Sanibel South Fort | Pine Island | Lehigh Acres | Southeast | North Fort | Buckingham Estero Bayshore
Future Land Use Category Parkway McGregor Myers Lee County Myers
Existing Proposed

Intensive Development - - - - 801 1 30 - 376 - - -
Central Urban - 656 | ————20 32 - 3,113 - 7,362 - 2,225 - - -
Urban Community - 978 | ————3;255 1,207 - 863 540 17,034 - 7 115 - -
Suburban - 2,566 2,069 2,069 - 1,202 659 - - 6,345 - - -
Outlying Suburban 1,253 438 - - - - 502 - - 396 - 90 -

S| Sub-Outlying Suburban - - 13 13 - - - - - 145 66 - 950
S Commercial - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8 Industrial - 3 3 3 - 3 - - - - - - -
"S Public Facilities - - - - - - - - - - - - -
o University Community - - 503 503 - - - - - - - - -
3 Destination Resort Mixed Use Water Dependent - 8 - - - - - - - - - - -
.2 Burnt Store Marina Village - - - - - - - - - - - - -
< Industrial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - -

3 General Interchange 58 - - - - - - - 8 14 - - 20
8 General Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - -
E Industrial Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - -
E University Village Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - -
>\ New Community - - - - - - - - - - - - -
E Airport - - - - - - - - - - - - -
-g Tradeport - - - - - - - - - - - - -

< Rural 1,573 - 99 99 - - 227 14 - 454 50 - 1,387
.% Rural Community Preserve - - - - - - - - - - 3,517 - -
ﬁ Coastal Rural - - - - - - 1,338 - - - - - -
&< Outer Island - 2 - - - - 55 - - - - - -

Open Lands 80 - - - - - - - - 30 - - 1,667

Density Reduction/ Groundwater Resource - - - - - - - - 4,742 - - - 2,101
Conservation Lands Upland - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wetlands - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Conservation Lands Wetland - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Unincorporated County Total Residential 2,964 4,650 — 3,962 3,926 - 5,982 3,322 24,440 4,750 9,991 3,748 90 6,125
Commercial 326 774 938 938 - 2,012 288 900 118 1,121 19 18 72
Industrial 5 198 387 387 - 566 67 218 215 244 4 2 4

Non Regulatory Allocations

Public 3,214 4,898 —6;364- 6,375 - 5,883 4,831 20,267 17,992 10,117 3,052 653 3,351
Active AG 5 13 5 5 - - 2,780 35 12,000 90 630 4 550
Passive AG 10 - 5 5 - - 70 50 2,500 250 2,000 - 2,100
Conservation 1,677 9,786 2,232 - 211 15,489 1,077 41,028 1,607 382 1,465 895
Vacant 20 55 —220- 246 - 4 2,200 14,804 2,400 1,227 850 130 1,425
Total 8,221 20,374 14,114 14,114 - 14,658 29,047 61,791 81,003 24,649 10,684 2,362 14,523
Population Distribution (unincorporated Lee County) 14,322 44,132 53,556 54,615 - 76,582 13,431 162,245 17,369 110,722 5,951 741 8,653

Ord. No. 02-02, 03-19, 05-19, 07-13, 09-15, 09-16, 10-15, 10-16, 10-40, 10-43, 14-14, 15-10, 16-02, 16-17, 17-12, 17-23, 18-06, 19-13, 19-14, 19-16, 20-05,21-03, 21-09
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Strap #

07-46-25-00-00009.001A
07-46-25-00-00010.0010
07-46-25-00-00011.0020
08-46-25-00-01005.0000
08-46-25-00-01005.0010
08-46-25-00-01006.0000
08-46-25-00-01007.0000
08-46-25-01-00000.001B

Property List of Owners On Record

Owner on Record

Paul H Freeman Trust
Alan C Freeman Trust
Alan C Freeman Trust
SW FL Dev Group Inc.
Alan C Freeman Trust
Alan C Freeman Trust
Alan C Freeman Trust
Alan C Freeman Trust

Owner Address

28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135

28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
28120 Hunter Ridge Blvd, Ste 5 Bonita Springs, FL 34135
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Historical Resources Impact Analysis
Exhibit M13

Florida Master Site File

Per the Florida Master Site File, there.are not any previously recorded cultural or historic
resources located within 150 feet of the subject property.

Archaeological Sensitivity Map

+450 ft South of the subject property is identified as being archaeologically sensitive 2 on the Lee
County Archaeological Sensitivity Map dated December 2014. See below.


















































































































































































alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.









Custom Soil Resource Report

scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unigue combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management.
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example,
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
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was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Description of Cypress Lake

Setting
Landform: Drainageways on marine terraces, flatwoods on marine terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread, dip, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Concave, linear
Parent material: Sandy and loamy marine deposits over limestone

Typical profile
A - 0 to 3 inches: fine sand
E - 3 to 14 inches: fine sand
E/B - 14 to 25 inches: fine sand
Btg - 25 to 30 inches: fine sandy loam
2R - 30 to 40 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 8 to 40 inches to lithic bedrock
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Runoff class: Very high
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 3 to 18 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 4 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 4.0
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very low (about 2.6 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3w

Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D

Forage suitability group: Sandy over loamy soils on flats of hydric or mesic
lowlands (G155XB241FL)

Other vegetative classification: South Florida Flatwoods (R155XY003FL), Sandy
over loamy soils on flats of hydric or mesic lowlands (G155XB241FL)

Hydric soil rating: Yes

Description of Urban Land

Setting
Landform: Flatwoods on marine terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser, talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: No parent material

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Forage suitability group: Forage suitability group not assigned (G155XB999FL)
Other vegetative classification: Forage suitability group not assigned
(G155XB999FL)
Hydric soil rating: Unranked
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