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PAM 98-06

PAT 99-14

PAT 99-20

CPA2000-02

2000/2001 LEE PLAN AMENDMENT CYCLE

SUMMARY OF PLAN AMENDMENT CONTENT AND EFFECT

Amends the Future Land Use Map series for a portion of a specified parcel
of land located in Section 20, Township 46 South, Range 25 East to change
the classification shown on Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, from “Rural”
to “Outlying Suburban.” Also, amends Lee Plan Policy 1.1.6 and Table 1(a),
Note 6.

Amends the Community Facilities and Services Element by modifying Policy
39.1.4 to reflect the current status of Lee County Division of Natural
Resources in completing the identified basin studies and providing technical
floodplain information and analysis. Given that the identified basin studies
have been completed, the amendment proposes that the references to the
basin studies be removed from Policy 39.1.4. Policy 39.1.4 has been
amended to contain references to the appropriate government agencies that
will be assisting Lee County in the development of new floodplain
information.

Reevaluates the allocations of Table 1(b), Planning Community Year 2020
Allocations, for consistency with existing and approved developments.

Amends Map 16, Planning Communities, of the Future Land Use Map series
to revise the Planning Community boundaries to reflect the incorporation of
Bonita Springs and on going “grass roots” planning efforts.

1. CPA2000-04 Amends the Planning Community Year 2020
Allocation Table, Table 1(b), to provide sufficient allocations to
accommodate the proposed residential component of the Orange
River property. This request was included in PAT 99-20, as part of
the analysis for the Fort Myers Planning Community. The specific
request of this privately initiated amendment were not transmitted.

2. CPA2001-01 Amends the Planning Community Year 2020
Allocation Table, Table 1(b), to provide sufficient allocations to
accommodate the proposed residential component of the Bonita
Beach Road Residential Planned Development. This request was
included in PAT 99-20, as part of the analysis for the Bonita Springs
Planning Community. The specific request of this privately initiated
amendment were not transmitted.

Amends Map 12 of the Future Land Use Map Series to delete the Boca
Grande Pass Marina from the Water Dependent Overlay (WDO) zone, and,
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CPA2000-03

CPA2000-06

CPA2000-07

amends Goal 15 of the Lee Plan by adding the following Objective and
Policy:

Objective 15.5: Port Facility. The Water Dependent Overlay for South Boca
Grande is limited to the Port Facility south of Belcher Road.

Policy 15.5.1: The commercial and industrial uses permitted in the Port

District (excluding those specific uses approved pursuant to resolutions Z-86-
166. Z-93-009. and 7Z-99-054) are not permitted within that portion of the

boundaries of the Boca Bay Community with the zoning deSiggation of Port

District.

Amends the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map,
to change the Future Land Use designation from Mixed Use Interchange and
General Interchange to Outlying Suburban for approximately 152.37 +/- acres
of land generally located in the northwest quadrant of the interchange of I-75
and Daniels Parkway. The amendment also deletes Policy 1.3.6, the Mixed
Use Interchange descriptor policy, and reclassifies approximately 2 +/- acres
that would remain in the Mixed Use Interchange category as General
Interchange. Also, amends the Planning Communities Acreage Allocation
Table 1(b), for the Daniels Parkway Planning Community, to remove 68
residential acres from the Mixed Use Interchange category and add 68
residential acres to the Outlying Suburban category. '

Amends Map 1 of the Future Land Use Map series for land near Eagle Road,
Section 24, Township 43S, Range 23E, from Open Lands to Rural. In
addition, the amendment adds a Footnote to Table 1 (a) clarifying an
exception to the Rural category for the area limiting the density in this area
to 1 dw/2.25 acres. Staff believes that the Rural category is a more suitable
designation for the site than the Open Lands category given the existing
density of residential uses and the character of the area. The area will remain
designated as anon-urban area without increases in the allowable commercial
and industrial intensities and the request will have a minimal impact on
public service providers.

Amends the Future Land Use Map Series by adding a map delineating an area
in Sections 13 and 24, Township 44 South, Range 24 East and Sections 17,
18, 19, and 20 Township 44 South, Range 25 East as an urban infill area. In
addition, amends Objective 1.7, Special Treatment Areas, of the Future Land
Use Element by adding a new policy describing urban infill areas of the
County.

The state of Florida may have money available, for both planning and
implementation, for Urban Infill and Redevelopment Grants. The City of Fort
Myers Planning staff have identified an area along Martin Luther King
Boulevard that has already qualified for a planning grant. The area contains
both incorporated and unincorporated properties. The proposed plan
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CPA2000-08

CPA2000-09

CPA2000-10

CPA2000-11

amendment, identifying the area for the planning study, is required in order
to qualify for and receive the grant funding. At this time the grant application
has been submitted and the City has been approved for the planning grant
funding. The Board of County Commissioners, when they co-signed the
grant application, committed to a plan amendment that would identify the
subject property as an Urban Infill area.

Amends the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) series, Map 1, to more closely
reflect the Town of Fort Myers Beach adopted Future Land Use Map.The
categories used in the Fort Myers Beach Future Land Use Map are intended
for different purposes than the Lee County Future Land Use categories. The
Town’s categories are targeted specifically for conditions on Estero Island,
whereas the County categories were created for use in the entire County and
have to address a broader range of conditions.: As such, there are no exact
matches between the two. Some Fort Myers Beach Categories such as
Boulevard and Pedestrian Commercial have only approximate matches with
Lee County FLUM categories.

Amends the Future Land Use Series, Map 1, by updating the Conservation
Lands land use categories to include lands purchased by Lee County with the
Conservation 2020 program and one property bought by the State of Florida
(TIITF). New language was added to Policy 1.4.6 which states, “2020 lands

designated as conservation are also subject to more stringent use provisions

of 2020 Program or the 2020 ordinances.” The Conservation Lands
designation will give the County a competitive edge in obtaining grants, such

as the Florida Community Trust, Greenways and Trails grant programs,
through demonstrating Lee County’s commitment to preserving natural areas
as large parcels. The Conservation 2020 Program objective is to put into the
public domain private lands that will sustain native plant and animal
populations, help protect people and property from flooding, help replenish
our underground drinking water supply, it will also help to improve or sustain
the water quality of our coastal bays, inlets, and sounds, provide eco-tourism
opportunities, and provide local environmentally-oriented recreational and
educational opportunities.

Amends the Future Land Use Element by adding Research and Development
as a permitted use under Policy 1.2.2, the Airport Commerce descriptor
policy. The Research and Development land use is consistent with the uses
that are already permitted in the Airport Commerce land use category.
Providing for this use in Airport Commerce allows the County to better use
the airport to attract new business in order to promote economic growth and
diversification. Research and Development uses would benefit from a
location proximate to the airport, the University, and I-75.

Amends the Future Land Use Element by modifying Policy 6.1.2.6 to clarify -
that extension of the interstate interchange use is not by right, but is
permissive and subject to County review and approval.
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CPA2000-13

CPA2000-14

CPA2000-15

Policy 6.1.2.6 states that “any contiguous property under one ownership may
be developed as part of the interstate interchange...” This language does not
guarantee that the interchange uses will be extended, nor does it state that the
expansion of interchange uses is a choice made solely by the developer. The
policy provides that certain criteria must be met in order to qualify for the
expansion of the interchange, and once those criteria have been met, then the
County has the ability to decide whether or not to allow it. The decision of
whether or not to allow an interchange to be expanded should be made at the
full discretion of the Board of County Commissioners given the potential
impacts to the surrounding existing and future land uses. The existing
language of Policy 6.1.2.6 does not make it clear enough that the County has
full discretion over the expansion of the interchange uses. Staffhas proposed
amended language to the policy to help clarify this issue. -

Amends the future Land Use Element by adding a policy to Goal 16, Private
Recreational Facilities in the DR/GR, specifying minimum indigenous
preserve area requirments. The purpose of the 200 acre indigenous
preservation requirement for golf courses within the DR/GR is to protect
water recharge, stormwater storage, and wildlife habitat. The criteria for
achieving the indigenous preservation within these DR/GR developments
should be stricter than areas within other Land Use Categories due to the
sensitivity and importance of these lands to the general public. Policy 16.8
does not currently contain all the pertinent information for establishing
minimum indigenous preservation criteria. It is important to amend Policy
16.8.12(2) of the Lee Plan to include minimum standards for indigenous
preservation areas to insure the intent of the design criteria under Goal 16 is
achieved.

Amends the Future Land Use Element by modifying Policy 16.3.9 to clarify
the maintenance area intensity limitations. Policy 16.3.9 is ambiguous in its
limitation on golf course maintenance areas. The 25,000 square feet per 18
hole regulation was intended to apply to the area of the maintenance building.
Staff’s examination of the regulation, however, reveals that the limitation
needs to be expanded to also include an acreage limitation that can
accommodate other maintenance functions that may fall outside the primary
maintenance building. The combination of the two limitations would prevent
future confusion over the intent of the policy.

Amends the Future Land Use Element by modifying Policy 16.3.8.3 to clarify
the setbacks from adjacent existing and planned residential uses. The LDC
clearly states that the setback from golf course maintenance facilities to
residential uses is measured from the edge of the “development area” to the
residential property line. The proposed amendment to Lee Plan policy
16.3.8.3 is a reflection of the existing LDC regulation.

Certain vacant parcels in the DR/GR may be considered potential residential
properties based on the property’s size, use, the zoning of surrounding
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CPA2000-17

CPA2000-19

CPA2000-21

properties, the size of surrounding properties, and the ownership patterns in
the area.

Golf course maintenance facilities present a negative visual appearance to the
public when located immediately adjacent to public rights-of-way. The
visual appearance along public roadways is a legitimate public interest.
Additional standards for golf course maintenance areas are needed so that the
public is not subjected to the negative visual impact that is brought about by
these facilities. This impact should be kept internal to the development.

Amends the Future Land Use Element by removing Goal 13, Bonita Springs,
and relocates policies which should continue to apply to the remaining
unincorporated areas of Bonita Springs. The amendment evaluates the affect
of the incorporation of the City of Bonita Springs and the provisions of Lee
Plan Goal 13. The amendment proposes to delete from the Lee Plan those
provisions in Goal 13 that will be responsibility of the City of Bonita Springs.
The provisions of Goal 13 that do apply to the areas in south Lee County
outside of the city limits are proposed to be retained and relocated. The
amendment also adds a map, Map 13, depicting an irrigation well overlay to
the Future Land Use Map series. ’

Amends the Lee Plan, text and Future Land Use Map series, to incorporate
the recommendations of the Estero Community Planning Effort, establishing
a Goal and subsequent Objectives and Policies specific to the Estero
Community. The proposed goals, objectives, and policies are the result of a
year long planning process. They directly reflect the vision that the Estero
Community has for its future growth and development. Staff believes that
this amendment should be viewed as a first step in a continuous process that
addresses planning needs in Estero. Many issues have been addressed
through this amendment, but there are others, such as those policies (or
portions thereof) that staff has recommended for deletion, that will require
more consideration in the future. The initial establishment of Goal 19 of the
Lee Plan is the important first step that will open the door to address other
land use planning issues in Estero as they arise. The Community identified
a desire to maintain a “small town” feel and avoid high-rise residential uses
while protecting existing neighborhoods from encroachment of potentially
incompatible uses. The community has a desire to limit “tourist oriented
uses,” certain “detrimental uses,” and high intensity uses along specific
corridors. At the same time, the community expressed a desire for small-
scale neighborhood commercial development.

This is a general update of the transportation element. The changes include
amodification of Policy 22.1.4 to update the references to particular versions
of the Highway Capacity Manual and the FDOT Level of Service Manual, a
modification of Policy 26.1.3 to distinguish between traffic control devices -
and plans, an expansion of Goal 27 to include operations and maintenance
among the aspects of transportation improvements that require coordination
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CPA2000-22

CPA2000-23

CPA2000-25

with other governmental entities, addition of the new City of Bonita Springs
to the list of cities in which the County declares a position of interest on land
use decisions in Policy 27.1.3, and update of Policy 21.1.1 and the
transportation map series to reflect the most recent MPO 2020 highway and
transit plans.

Amends the Conservation and Coastal Management Element by adding a
policy under Goal 78, Policy 78.1.6, stating that Lee County encourages the
efforts of the South Florida Water Management District in establishing a
Caloosahatchee Water Management Plan for the Caloosahatchee River. The
South Florida Water Management District, the delegating entity over
Southwest Florida’s waterways, is establishing a Caloosahatchee Water
Management Plan for the Caloosahatchee River through the participation of
several studies and plans. Natural Resource staff and Planning staff
recommend adding the proposed Policy to the Conservation and Coastal
Management element of the Lee Plan supporting the effort.

Amends the Conservation and Coastal Management Element by adding a
Policy under Goal 78, Policy 78.2.2, stating the County will review the
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for the Greater Charlotte
Harbor Watershed by the year 2002. The Charlotte Harbor National Estuary
Program has issued a draft Comprehensive Conservation and Management
Plan for the Greater Charlotte Harbor Watershed. Natural Resource staff and
Planning staff recommend adding the proposed Policy to the Conservation
and Coastal Management element of the Lee Plan stating the County will
review the plan in order to identify goals, objectives and policies relating to
the recommendations of the drafted plan.

Amends the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element by adding a new
Objective and/or policies to Goal 52, Development Requirements, clarifying
the purpose of open space in non-residential projects. The purpose of open
space in a development is to provide pervious land area to achieve
appropriate buffering, visual relief, landscaping, surface water treatment, and
preservation of existing native trees and plant communities. Open space in
non-residential developments serves these functions as it does in residential
developments. Goal 52 of the Lee Plan currently does not treat all types of
open space equally, addressing only residential open space. In addition, a
new objective is proposed to require innovative open space design at the time
of zoning review. This is consistent with other provisions of the Lee Plan
and with the LDC. The purpose of the open space design is to assess the
natural features of the site early in the development process, thereby
incorporating the existing native vegetation in a manner that provides visual
relief and buffers adjacent uses. Goal 52 of the Lee Plan should be modified
to recognize the importance of open space and innovative design that
incorporates natural features within developments. :
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CPA2000-26

CPA2000-27

CPA2000-29

CPA2000-31

Prior changes to the Transportation Element of the Lee Plan eliminated
references to "backlogged" roads because they had all been addressed in one
fashion or another, and clarified some references related to "constrained"
roads. These changes were not reflected in the Capital Improvements
Element, where Policy 70.1.3 still includes "backlogged" and "constrained"
roads references that are now inconsistent with language in the
Transportation Element. The amendment eliminates the "backlogged" roads
reference and updates the "constrained" roads reference in Policy 70.1.3.

Amends the Capital Improvements Element (Tables 3 & 4) to reflect the
latest adopted Capital Improvement Program. Lee Plan Policy 70.1.1
requires a Capital Improvements Program to be prepared and adopted on an
annual basis. Florida Statute 163.3177(3)(b) requires that the Capital
Improvements Element of the comprehensive plan be amended annually to
reflect the modifications of the adopted Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
This amendment incorporates the most recently adopted CIP in the Capital
Improvements Element.

Adds a definition for the term “Natural Resource Extraction” to the Lee Plan
Glossary. In addition, amends the Future Land Use Element by adding the
term “Natural Resource Extraction” to Goal 10 and its Objectives and
Policies, where applicable, clarifying that natural resources other than
minerals are subject to Goal 10 requirements. Principal resources sought in
Lee County are sand, gravel, limestone, oil and gas which include both
organic and inorganic materials. It should be ensured that all mined
materials, organic and inorganic, are included under the language of Goal 10.
The improved term, “Natural Resource Extraction,” should be placed in the
Lee Plan Glossary to support the new term.

Amends Policy 1.7.1, Airport Noise Zones, of the Future Land Use Element
by removing language pertaining to the dedication of noise and avigation
easements to Lee County within noise zones 2 and 3. Also amends the Lee
Plan by deleting Policy 32.2.6. pertaining to the Avigation Easements
Program. In addition, amends the Lee Plan Glossary by removing the
definition of the term avigation easement as it will no longer apply in the Lee
Plan. The proposed amendment has no effect on existing or future land uses.
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BoCC SPONSORED
AMENDMENT -
TO THE

LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

THE LEE PLAN

DCA Transmittal Document

Lee County Planning Division
1500 Monroe Street
P.O. Box 398
Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398
(941) 479-8585

August 29, 2001




LEE COUNTY
DIVISION OF PLANNING
STAFF REPORT FOR
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT
CPA2000-00019

v/ Text Amendment v Map Amendment

This Document Contains the Following Reviews:

Local Planning Agency Review and Recommendation

v/

v/ | Staff Review
v/
v/

| Board of County Commissioners Hearing for Transmittal

Staff Response to the DCA Objections, Recommendations,
and Comments (ORC) Report

Board of County Commissioners Hearing for Adoption

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: June 18, 2001

PART I - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION
1. SPONSOR/APPLICANT:

A. SPONSOR:
LEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
REPRESENTED BY LEE COUNTY DIVISION OF PLANNING

B. APPLICANT

THE ESTERO COMMUNITY
REPRESENTED BY DAN DELISI
VANASSE AND DAYLOR, LLP

2. REQUEST:
Amend the Lee Plan, text and Future Land Use Map series, to incorporate the recommendations
of the Estero Community Planning Effort, establishing a Goal and subsequent Objectives and
Policies specific to the Estero Community.

B. LANGUAGE RECOMMENDED FOR TRANSMITTAL BY THE LPA:
Note: Changes made to staff’s original recommendation through the LPA hearing process are shown in strike-thru
and double-underline format. Staff is in agreement with the LPA recommendation.

STAFF REPORT FOR August 29, 2001
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Vision Statement:

21. Estero - ‘‘To establish a community that embraces its historic heritage,while carefully planning
for future growth resulting from Florida Gulf Coast University, the Southwest Florida International
Airport, growing population and a unique natural environment. Estero’s growth will be planned as
avillage, establishing defined areas for tasteful shopping, service and entertainment, while protecting
and _encouraging residential neighborhoods that encourage a sense of belonging. Weaving the
community together will be carefully crafted limitations on_strip commercial uses, inappropriate
signage and certain undesired commercial uses, while additional design guidelines-will be established
to ensure attractive landscaping, streetscaping, architectural standards, and unified access points.
The implementation of this Vision will help reduce the conflict between residential and commercial
areas, as well as allow Estero to emerge as a vibrant Lee County Village.”

GOAL19: ESTERO

To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by establishing minimum aesthetic

requirements, managing the location and intensity of future commercial and residential uses, and providing
greater opportunities for public participation in the land development approval process. This Goal and

subsequent objectives and policies apply to the Estero Planning Community as depicted on Map 16.

Objective 19.1: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. The Estero Community will draft and submit
regulations, policies and discretionary actions affecting the character and aesthetic appearance of Estero

for Lee County to adopt and enforce to help create a visually attractive community.

Policy 19.1.1: By the end of 2002. The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations or
policies for Lee County to review, amend or establish as Land Development Code regulations that
provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway corridors, greater buffering, shading of parking
areas, signage and lighting consistent with the Community Vision, and architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: Lee County is discouraged from approving any deviation that would result in a
reduction of landscaping, buffering, signage guidelines or compliance with architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.3: Lee County will work, through the permitting process, with private property owners

to establish incentives for voluntarily bringing older projects into compliance with the regulations
adopted as a result of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 19.1.4: The Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public

agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons_that
encourage the location of a post office. public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices,

medical providers and recreational opportunities.

STAFF REPORT FOR August 29, 2001
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Policy 19.1.6: By 20032, the Estero Community will draft a corridor management plan for the
Estero US 41 corridor to advance development in a manner that promotes a safe. high quality urban

environment. Plan elements will include roadway and median landscape standards, residential
buffering standards, access management guidelines, street lighting, sidewalks, and insuring safe
and effective pedestrian crossings within the context of a comprehensive pedestrian and bikeway
system.

Policy 19.1.7: By 2004 Lee County will evaluate historic resources, and draft a proposal for their
designation under Chapter 22 of the Land Development Code. -

Objective 19.2: COMMERCIAL LAND USES. Existing and future County regulations, land use
interpretations, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions must recognize the unique
conditions and preferences of the Estero Community to ensure that commercial areas maintain a unified
and pleasing aesthetic/visual quality in landscaping, architecture, lighting and signage. and provide for
employment opportunities, while discouraging uses that are not compatible with adjacent uses and have
significant adverse impacts on natural resources.

Policy 19.2.1: All new commercial development that requires rezoning within the Estero Planning

Community must be reviewed as a Commercial Planned Development.

Policy 19.2.2: All retail uses must be in compliance with the Retatt Commercial Site Location
Standards. A finding of a “Special Case” must demonstrate a community benefit in addition to the
requirements outlined in Policy 6.12(8). Retail Uses along Corkscrew Road (outside of the Nodes

identified on Map 19) are required to be submitted as a component of an MPD with at least one use

being residential.

Policy 19.2.3: By the end of 2002 the Estero Community will submit regulations that encourage
mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road for Lee County to review. amend or adopt.

Policy 19.2.4: With the exception of the Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19, Lee County
will discourage new retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway, in favor of office and residential uses.

Policy 19.2.5: The following uses are prohibited within the Estero Planning Community:
“detrimental uses” (as defined in the I.and Development Code); free-standing nightclubs or bar and

cocktail lounges:; and retail uses that require outdoor display in excess of one acre. and-storageor

Policy 19.2.6: Iee County encourages commercial developments within the Estero Planning

Community to provide interconnect opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to
minimize access points onto primary road corridors; and residential developments to provide

interconnect opportunities with commercial areas, including but not limited to bike paths and
pedestrian access ways. ’
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Objective 19.3: RESIDENTIAL USES: Lee County must protect and enhance the residential
character of the Estero Planning Community by strictly evaluating adjacent uses, natural resources,
access and recreational or open space, and requiring compliance with enhanced buffering requirements.

Policy 19.3.1: In order to meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University, I.ee County

encourages higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types. including affordable
housing, in close proximity to Florida Gulf Coast University, between Three Qaks Parkway and

I-75.

Policy 19.3.2: ‘Bv the end 0f 20032, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations and

policies for Lee County to review, amend or adopt as regulations in the Land Development Code
to provide for greater buffering between distinctly different adjacent commercial and residential
properties, modified however when a project is of mixed use nature.

Policy 19.3.3: Iee County will protect the large lot residential areas between Koreshan Parkway
and Corkscrew Road by requiting significant buffers between existing lots and higher density
residential developments, and/or the placement of transitional density to adjacent units between the

UsEs.

Objective 19.4: Natural Resources: Countyregulations, policies, and discretionary actions affecting
Estero must protect or enhance key wetland or native upland habitats.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end of 2003, Lee County will review, amend or adopt Lee Plan or Land
Development Code regulations to provide the following:

L] All future development proposals adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must include
floodplain protection plans prior to zoning approval.

All new development adjacent to the Fstero River or its tributaries must provide a
mmmumrofa-56* an additional buffer which preserves all of the native vegetation within
that buffer, adjacent to the top of bank, with the exception of passive recreational uses.
This is intended to prevent degradation of water quality within these natural water bodies.

Lee County will encourage on-site preservation of indigenous plant communities and listed
species habitat. When site constraints are such that off-site mitigation of indigenous areas
is deemed necessary, the mitigation will be of similar habitat provided within the Estero
Planning Community Boundaries. '

Lee County will provide significant incentives (for example increased density, Transfer of
Development Rights, etc) for the protection of wetlands. historic flow ways, native habitat
or other significant natural resources within the Estero Planning Community.
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Poticy- 1942+ Fee-C fratif fortsinE : " "
lands-castof =75-and-atong the Estero-Bay:

Policy 19.4.3: Lee County, or another authorized agency, will work to provide alternative
urrigation sources (re-use, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water, or mixed-non-potable) or financial
incentives to provide non-potable water to uses within the Estero Community. This is desired to
discourage the proliferation of private, single user wells.

Policy 19.4.4: L ee County will continue to enforce wellfield protection requirements, monitoring,
and other applicable provisions to ensure that future wellfield drawdown zones are protected.

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Iee County will encourage and solicit public input and
participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county regulations, Land Development Code
provisions, Lee Plan provisions, and zoning approvals.

Policy 19.5.1: As a courtesy, Lee County will register citizen goup's and civic organizations within

the Estero Planning Community that desire notification of pending review of Land Development Code
amendments and Lee Plan amendments. Upon registration, Lee County will provide registered groups

with documentation regarding these pending amendments. This notice is a courtesy only and is not
jurisdictional. Accordingly, the County's failure to mail or to timely mail the notice, or failure of a
group to receive mailed notice, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from
occurring as scheduled.

Policy 19.5.2: The Estero Community will establish a “document clearing house” in Estero, where
copies of selected zoning submittal documents, staff reports, Hearing Examiner recommendations and
resolutions will be provided for public inspection. The County's failure to provide or to timely provide
documents to the document clearing house, or failure of the document clearing house to receive
documents, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from occurring as scheduled.

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request within the Estero Planning
Community must conduct one public informational session where the agent will provide a general
overview of the project for any interested citizens. Lee County encourages zoning staff to participate
in such public workshops. This meeting must be conducted withmrthirty-(36)days—after thezoning
requestissubmitted: before the application can be found sufficient. The applicant is fully responsible

for providing the meeting space and providing security measures as needed. Subsequent to this

meeting, the applicant must provide County staff with a meeting summary document that contains the

following information: the date, time, and location of the meeting; a list of attendees: a summary of
the concerns or issues that were raised at the meeting; and a proposal for how the applicant will

respond to any issues that were raised.

Objective 19.6:- COMMUNITY FACILITIES. Lee County will work with the Estero Community
to provide or facilitate the provision of a broad mix of Community Facilities.

Policy 19.6.1: The Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to provide appropriate
passive recreational opportunities within the Estero Scrub Preserve, potentially enhanced by a
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public/private partnership. This should include easy access, parking, trails, and other non-intrusive
uses.

Policy 19.6.2: The Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to _encourage the
integration of the Koreshan State Historic Site into the fabric of the community. This may include

landscaping, aesthetically pleasing archways along US 41, the provision of a “gateway” at US 41
and Corkscrew Road, enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access, or programmed activities for the

community.

Policy 19.6.3: @ee County will work with the community and private landowners to identify
opportunities to maintain public access to the Estero River and Estero Bay.

Policy 19.6.4: I.ee County will work with the community to ensure that the development of the
Estero Bonita Springs Community Park is integrated into the surrounding development and open
space areas. The concept would be for the park to act as a hub, connected to other open
space/recreational opportunities through pedestrian or bicycle linkages. either along public rights
of way or through adjacent developments.

Modifications to current Lee Plan Provisions:
The following section contains proposed amendments to existing Lee Plan provisions to better implement
the intent of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 6.1.2.10: The Board of County Commissioners may approve applications for minor
commercial centers that do not comply with the location standards for such centers, but which are
consistent with duly adopted CRA and Community plans.

Policy 6.1.2.1(e): When developed as part of a mixed use planned development, and meeting the
use limitations, modified setback standards, signage limitations and landscaping provisions, retail
uses may deviate from the locational requirements and maximum square footage limitations,
subject to conformance with the Estero Community Plan as outlined in Policies 19.2.3 and 19.2.4,
and through approval by the Board of County Commissioners.

C. ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY:
(This section shows staff’s original recommendation that was provided to the LPA. Staff’s original
recommendation has been revised as shown in Section B. above.)
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1. RECOMMENDATION: Planning staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners
transmit the proposed amendment, with the modifications proposed by staff. Staff’s recommended
language is provided below, with recommended changes from the applicant’s language highlighted in
strike-thru, double underline format.

Vision Statement:

21. Estero - “‘To establish a community that embraces its historic heritage, while carefully plannin
__for future growth resulting from Florida Gulf Coast University, the Southwest Flerida International
. Airport, growing population and unique natural environment. Estero’s growth will be planned as a
village, establishing defined areas for tasteful shopping, service and entertainment, while protecting
and_encouraging residential neighborhoods that encourage a_sense of belonging. Weaving the
community together will be carefully crafted limitations on strip commercial uses, inappropriate

signage and certain undesired commercial uses, while additional design guidelines will be established
to ensure attractive landscaping, streetscaping, architectural standards, and unified access points.

The implementation of this Vision will help reduce the conflict between residential and commercial
areas, as well as allow Estero to emerge as a vibrant Lee County Village.”

GOAL19: ESTERO
To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by establishing minimum aesthetic

requirements, managing the location and intensity of future commercial and residential uses, and providing
greater opportunities for public participation in the land development approval process. This Goal and

subsequent objectives and policies apply to the Estero Community as depicted on Map 16.

Objective 19.1: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. The Estero Community will draft and submit
regulations, policies and discretionary actions affecting the character and aesthetic appearance of Estero

for Lee County to adopt and enforce to help create a visually attractive community.

Policy 19.1.1: By the end of 2002, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations or
policies for Lee County to review, amend or establish as [.and Development Code regulations that

_ . provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway corridors, greater buffering, shading of parking
areas, signage consistent with the Community Vision, and architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: Lee County is discouraged from approving any deviation that would result in a
reduction of landscaping, buffering. signage guidelines or compliance with architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.3: Lee County will work, through the permitting process, with private property owners

to establish incentives for voluntarily bringing older projects into compliance with the regulations
adopted as a result of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 19.1.4:-Fee€ountyandtThe Estero Community shatt will work in conjunction with private
developers, public agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town

commons that encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza,
governmental offices, medical providers and recreational opportunities.
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Policy 19.1.6: By 2003, the Estero Community will draft a corridor management plan for the
Estero US 41 corridor to advance development in a manner that promotes a safe. high quality urban
environment. Plan elements will include roadway and median landscape standards, residential
buffering standards, access management guidelines, street lighting, sidewalks. and insuring safe
and effective pedestrian crossings within the context of a comprehensive pedestrian and bikeway
system.

Policy 19.1.7: By 20034 Lee County will evaluate historic resources, to-be-adopted and draft a
proposal for their dem@atlon under Chapter 22 of the Land Development Code.

Objective 19.2: COMMERCIAL LAND USES. Existing and future County regulations, land use
. Interpretations, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions must recognize the unique
conditions and preferences of the Estero Community to ensure that commercial areas maintain a unified
and pleasing aesthetic/visual quality in landscaping, architecture and signage, and provide for
employment opportunities, while discouraging uses that are not compatible with adjacent uses and have
significant adverse impacts on natural resources.

Policy 19.2.1: All new commercial development that requires rezoning within the Estero
Community must be reviewed as a Commercial Planned Development. '

Policy 19.2.2: All retail uses shalt must be in compliance with the Retail Site Location Standards.
A finding of a “Special Case” must demonstrate a community benefit in addition to the

requirements outlined in Policy 6.12(8). Retail Uses along Corkscrew Road (outside of the Nodes

identified on Map 19) are required to be submitted as a component of an MPD with at least one use

being residential.

Policy 19.2.3: By the end of 2002 the Estero Community will submit regulations that encourage
ormeenttvize mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road for Lee County to review. amend

or adopt.

Policy 19.2.4: With the exception of the Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19, Lee County
shatt will discourage new retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway, in favor of service office and

residential uses.

Policy 19.2.5: The—Estero—Gcmmmntyﬂwﬂ-}proposc-rcgu-}aﬁtms-for Lee County torevtew; amend
or-adopt-that prohibits “detrimental uses” (as defined in the Land Development Code), free-

standing nightclubs or lounges, or retail uses that require outdoor display in excess of one acre, and
storage or delivery areas from locating within 500’ of an_existing or approved residential

neighborhood.
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Policy 19.2.6: By-theendof2662; Lee County mustreview;-amend-or-adopt-regufatrons that
encourages commercial developments within the Estero Community to provide interconnect
opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to minimize access points onto primary road
corridors; and residential developments to provide interconnect opportunities with commercial

areas, including but not limited to bike paths and pedestrian access ways.

Objective 19.3: RESIDENTIAL USES: Lee County shalt must protect and enhance the residential
character of the Estero Community by strictly evaluating adjacent uses, natural resources, access and
recreational or open space, and requiring compliance with enhanced buffering reguirements.

Policy 19.3.1: In order to meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University, Lee County

encourages higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types, including affordable
housing, andretatt-uses in close proximity to Florida Gulf Coast University, between Three Oaks
Parkway and 1-75.

Policy 19.3.2: By the end of 2003, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations and
policies for Lee County to review. amend or adopt as regulations in the Land Development Code

to provide for greater buffering between distinctly different adjacent commercial and residential
properties, modified however when a project is of mixed use nature.

Policy 19.3.3: Lee County shait will protect the large lot residential areas between Koreshan

Parkway and Corkscrew Road by requiring significant buffers between existing lots and higher
density residential developments, and/or the placement of transitional density to adjacent units

between the uses.

Objective 19.4: Natural Resources: Countyregulations. policies, and discretionary actions affecting
Estero must protect or enhance key wetland or native upland habitats.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end 0f 2003, Lee County shatlt will review, amend or adopt Lee Plan or Land
Development Code regulations to provide the following:

L] All future development proposals adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries shatt must
include floodplain protection plans prior to zoning approval.

L] All new development adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must provide a
minimum of a 50’ buffer which preserves all of the native vegetation within that buffer,
adjacent to the top of bank, with the exception of passive recreational uses. This is
intended to prevent degradation of water quality within these natural water bodies.

L4

beprovided-withinmrthe Estero-Community Boundartes: will encourage on-site preservation
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of indigenous plant communities and listed species habitat. When site constraints are such
that off-site mitigation of indigenous areas is deemed necessary, the mitigation will be of
similar habitat provided within the Estero Community Boundaries.

Lee County shalt will provide significant incentives (for example increased density,
Transfer of Development Rights. etc) for the protection of wetlands, historic flow ways,

native habitat or other significant natural resources within the Estero Community.

Policy 19.4.3: Lee County, or another authorized agency, will work to provide alternative

irrigation sources (re-use, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water, or mixed-non-potable) or financial
incentives to provide non-potable water to uses within the Estero Community. This is desired to
discourage the proliferation of private, single user wells.

Policy 19.4.4: Lee County will continue to enforce wellfield protection requirements, monitoring,
and other applicable provisions to ensure that future wellfield drawdown zones are protected.

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County shalt will encourage and solicit public

input and participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county regulations, land
development code provisions, policies, and zoning approvals, and-developmentorders.

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request within the Estero
Community, ircoordinatronr-withzoning staff, shatt must conduct one public workshop within two

weeks of the project being found sufficient.

Objective 19.6: COMMUNITY FACILITIES. ILee County shatt will work with the Estero
Community to provide or facilitate the provision of a broad mix of Community Facilities.

Policy 19.6.1:—Fee-€omnty-andtThe Estero Community shatt will work with the State of Florida
to provide appropriate passive recreational opportunities within the Sahdev-Property Estero Scrub
Preserve, potentially enhanced by a public/private partnership. This should include easy access,
parking, trails, and other non-intrusive uses.
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Policy 19.6.2: Eec-County-andtThe Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to

encourage the integration of the Koreshan State Historic Site into the fabric of the community.
This may include landscaping, aesthetically pleasing archways along US 41. the provision of a

“gateway” at US 41 and Corkscrew Road, enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access, or programmed

activities for the community.

Policy 19.6.3: Lee County will work with the community and private landowners to identify
opportunities to maintain public access to the Estero River and Estero Bay.

-

Policy 19.6.4: Lee County will work with the community to ensure that the development of the
Estero Bonita Springs Community Park is integrated into the surrounding development and open
space areas. The concept would be for the park to act as a hub. connected to other open

space/recreational opportunities through pedestrian or bicycle linkages, either along public rights
of way or through adjacent developments.

Modifications to current Lee Plan Provisions:
The following section contains proposed amendments to existing Lee Plan provisions to better implement
the intent of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 6.1.2.10: The Board of County Commissioners may approve applications for minor
commercial centers that do not comply with the location standards for such centers, but which are
consistent with duly adopted CRA and Community plans.

Policy 6.1.2.1(e): When developed as part of a mixed use planned development, and meeting the
use limitations, modified setback standards, signage limitations and landscaping provisions, retail
uses may deviate from the locational requirements and maximum square footage limitations,
subject to conformance with the Estero Community Plan as outlined in Policies 19.2.3 and 19.2.4,
and through approval by the Board of County Commissioners.

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT:

The proposed amendments to the Lee Plan are based on a collaborative effort between interested
citizens of Estero, the Estero Chamber of Commerce, the Estero Concerned Citizens Organization,
the development community, and Lee County Planning Staff.

The Estero planning effort originated as a grass-roots effort by citizens of Estero who took an
active interest in the County’s current policies regarding land use issues in Estero.
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* Currently, the Lee Plan contains few regulations that are specific to the Estero Community.

* The Board of County Commissioners has provided financial and political support to community
planning efforts in Lee County.

* The Estero Community Plan actively solicited direction from citizens of Estero through two public
visioning workshops held on August 15, 2000 and September 19, 2000, as well as through a
community-wide informational survey. There was also a great deal of individual communication
between Estero residents and their planning consultant. The proposed Lee Plan€hanges reflect the
direction provided by Estero citizens through these visioning processes.

* The Community has expressed a desire to implement a stronger community approach to land use
and zoning issues to proactively address appearance, landscaping, signage, and the location of
certain land uses.

* The Community identified a desire to maintain a “small town” feel and avoid high-rise residential
uses while protecting existing neighborhoods from encroachment.

* The community has a desire to limit “tourist oriented uses”, certain “detrimental uses”, and high
intensity uses along specific corridors. At the same time, the community expressed a desire for
small-scale neighborhood commercial development.

* The community expressed a desire for extra protection of groundwater resources, wetlands, and
species habitat through acquisition, incentives, and increased regulations.

* The Estero Community has publicly expressed dissatisfaction with the current public notification
procedures for zoning actions, plan amendments, and Land Development Code amendments. The
community wants additional opportunities to become more involved in the land use planning and
zoning process.

* The Estero Community wants to see an expansion of community resources in the area including
a community center, meeting area, and government offices.

» Several of the goals, objectives, and policies proposed by the Estero Community call for an
increase in the County’s core level of service, but have not provided any analysis of the additional
costs associated with providing these additional resources. In the absence of such analysis, staff
has recommended that such goals, objectives, or policies be modified or deleted to remove the
additional resource burden from the County.

» Several of the goals, objectives, and policies proposed by the Estero Community call for the County
to regulate lands which are under State control. In such cases, staff has recommended that such
goals, objectives, and policies be modified or deleted to clarify that the County does not control
these lands.
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* The processes of rezoning, Lee Plan amendment, or Land Development Code amendment require
one or more public hearings, which require the County to provide public notice by law. The
County provides this public notice as part of its core level of service. Any type of additional
notification or community outreach activities, such as those desired by the Estero Community,
would require the County to commit to raising its current levels of service.

D. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The proposed plan amendment was formally initiated by the Board of County Commissioners on
September 19, 2000. Staff recommended that the amendment be initiated by the County as a response to
the concerns of Estero residents about planning and zoning issues arising from recent zoning approvals in
the area. This amendment is, however, a grass roots effort originating from the Estero Community, that
has been coordinated by the Estero Chamber of Commerce, Estero Concerned Citizens Organization, and
the development community. Despite the fact that this was a publicly-initiated amendment, staff has
reviewed it as it would a privately-initiated amendment. The Estero Community submitted a set of
proposed amendments to the Lee Plan with backup documentation, and staff reviewed and responded to
it. The Preliminary Draft of The Estero Community Plan has been included as Attachment 1 of this report.
Staff has worked closely with the Estero Community throughout the process in providing comments and
recommendations, where appropriate.

Staff believes that the Estero Community planning process originated as a result of a general interest in
recent zoning and land use planning issues in the Estero area. Many Estero residents felt that they did not
have enough control over the manner in which their community was growing, and believed that the County
should do more in its planning efforts to address issues that were specific to the Estero community. One
case in particular seemed to be the catalyst for the Estero planning effort, and that was the Estero Greens
CPD and its subsequent appeal proceedings. In September of 1997, the Board of County Commissioners
approved the Estero Greens CPD, which granted approval for 100,000 square feet of retail uses; or 129,900
square feet of office uses; or a 145-unit ACLF; or a 125-room hotel; or some combination of these uses
on a 24-acre parcel of land. Vehicle and Equipment Dealers Group 1, which would allow a typical car or
truck dealership, was one of the uses permitted to occur on the property. The Estero Greens CPD is located
adjacent to Fountain Lakes, which is an existing residential development.

Lee County received a letter from the representative of a prospective buyer of property within Estero
Greens requesting an official zoning verification letter from the County. The applicant wanted to know
whether the development of a 10-acre car dealership on the property would be consistent with the current
zoning and applicable provisions of the Lee Plan. The County issued an official zoning verification letter
stating that the proposed 10-acre vehicle dealership did not constitute “Neighborhood Commercial”
development because it would typically draw customers from outside the immediate neighborhood. The
letter stated that the proposed use would constitute “Community Commercial” development, making it
inconsistent with the Suburban land use category, meaning that it could not be developed under the existing
zoning and land use designation.

The applicant filed an administrative appeal of the decision made through the zoning verification letter.
Staff maintained that its original interpretation be upheld. The Hearing Examiner, however, did not uphold
staff’s interpretation and granted the appeal based on the finding that the County had already found
Vehicle and Equipment Dealers Group I to be a permissible use in the Suburban land use category and that,
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as long as the use does not exceed 100,000 square feet and is confined to 10 acres or less, it met the
definition of “Neighborhood Commercial.” This decision by the Hearing Examiner found that the
proposed 10-acre car dealership would be consistent with the Suburban land use category, and essentially
granted permission for the car dealership to be developed on the property.

This decision was subsequently appealed to circuit court by the Board of County Commissioners. Upon
considering the appeal, the Circuit Court judge denied the County’s appeal of the Hearing Examiner
Decision. This meant that the Hearing Examiner decision controlled, and that the subject property could
be developed with an auto dealership as long as it did not exceed, 100,000 square feet on 10 acres of land.

Residents of Estero closely followed the proceedings that were outlined above. The subject property was
directly adjacent to an existing residential development, Fountain Lakes. Residents of Fountain Lakes and
other areas of Estero took notice of this case, and were unhappy that the County approved a car dealership,
with few limitations on intensity, adjacent to an established residential development. This case caused the
Estero Community to take a closer look at the way the community was developing. The community
recognized that Estero was a rapidly growing area within Lee County, and questioned whether existing
zoning regulations and growth management policies truly reflected the unique needs of the community.
The community decided that some form of action should be taken to ensure that Estero developed in a
manner that was consistent with the community vision for the future. The options that were considered
ranged from incorporation, to annexing into Bonita Springs, to developing a community plan that would
be incorporated into the Lee County Comprehensive Plan. The community took notice of the fact that the
idea of creating “sector plans” was gaining popularity in many of the unincorporated places in Lee County,
and decided that this was the preferred route to address their concerns. The community, with the assistance
of a planning consultant, prepared their own “sector plan” and submitted it to the County with the idea that
their recommendations would ultimately be adopted into the Lee Plan. This proposed plan amendment
represents the final product of this sector planning process that has developed over the past year.

PART II - STAFF ANALYSIS

A. STAFF DISCUSSION

The Estero Community Plan began as a grass-roots effort to address concerns about the general quality of
life in Estero, and how the community might grow in the future. The effort was coordinated by
representatives of the Estero Chamber of Commerce, the Estero Concerned Citizens Organization, and the
development community. The community also hired a private planning firm to help coordinate the
planning process. The private planning firm that represented the community actively solicited direction
from citizens of Estero through two public visioning workshops held on August 15, 2000 and September
19, 2000, as well as through a community-wide informational survey. A copy of this survey has been
included as Attachment 2 of this report. There were also many instances of direct communication between
interested citizens and the consultant. The proposed Lee Plan changes reflect the concerns of Estero
residents that came to light through this planning process.

The community concerns have been summarized and categorized into six areas by the planning consultant
as follows:
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1. Community Character - The Community has expressed a desire to implement a stronger community
planning approach to proactively address appearance, landscaping, signage, and the location and type
of certain land uses.

2. Residential Land Uses - The Community identified a desire to maintain a “small town” feel and avoid
high-rise residential uses while protecting existing neighborhoods from encroachment of potentially
incompatible uses.

3. Commercial Land Uses - The community has a strong desire to limit “tourist oriented uses”, certain
“detrimental uses”, and high intensity uses along specific corridors. At the same time, the community
expressed a desire for small-scale neighborhood commercial development that services ex1st1ng
neighborhoods.

4. Natural Resources - The community expressed a strong desire for extra protection of groundwater
resources, wetlands, and other aquatic habitat through acquisition, incentives, and increased
regulations.

5. Public Participation - The community has requested the opportunity to become more actively and
meaningfully involved in the development approval process.

6. Community Resources - The community has expressed a desire for the expansion of certain
community resources, including a community center, meeting area, and governmental service offices -
such as a post office.

The planning consultant drafted a set of goals, objectives, and policies in response to the concerns of the
Estero Community. The intent was that these goals, objectives, and policies would eventually be
incorporated into the Lee Plan.

Staff’s initial concerns were contained in an April 18, 2001 insufficiency letter (see Attachment 3). Some
of staff’s concemns that were expressed in this letter have still not been addressed by the applicant, although
many of them have. Certain parts of the proposed “Community Plan” put a great deal of burden on the
County while not identifying any additional resources to address the desired increase in service levels.
This was one of staff’s greatest concerns with the proposed goals, objectives, and policies. The County
maintains a “core” level of service, and any increase to that level of service, as is being requested by the
Estero Community, must be accompanied by the provision of additional County resources. The application
materials did not provide any estimates of the costs associated with these additional resources or any
possible funding sources.

Another general concern expressed in the insufficiency letter was the fact that many of the proposed goals,
objectives and policies were not accompanied by sufficient data and analysis in support of the proposed
changes. Any amendment to the Lee Plan must be accompanied by data, analysis, or justification that
demonstrates a need for the amendment, and that the amendment is based on sound planning principles.
This data and analysis was missing for certain portions of the proposed Estero Community Plan. Another
concern expressed in the initial sufficiency letter was that some of the proposed policies were requiring
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Lee County to do things that were outside of the County’s control or were internally inconsistent with the
Lee Plan or the Lee County Land Development Code (LDC).

The community did not formally respond to many of staff’s initial concerns, but through several informal
meetings, many of the issues were resolved. Community representatives provided staff withrevised policy
language that partially addressed staff’s initial concerns. Some policies were deleted and others were
modified. Staff’s analysis is in response to the applicant’s latest proposed language as shown below. In
the following paragraphs, staff has analyzed the proposed goals, objectives and policies where there is still
disagreement between staff and the applicant, or where staff has recommended modified language from
what the applicant has proposed. For those proposed goals, objectives, and policies not highlighted in the
following paragraphs, it can be assumed that staff and the applicant are in agreement.

GOAL19: ESTERO

To protect the character, natural resources and gquality of life in Estero by establishing minimum
aesthetic requirements, managing the location and intensity of future commercial and residential
uses, and providing greater opportunities for public participation in the land development approval
process._This Goal and subsequent objectives and policies apply to the Estero Community as
depicted on Map 16.

Staff has recommended the addition of the last sentence in order to better define the area to which Goal
19 and its subsequent objectives and policies will apply. Staff is recommending that a new planning
community be established for Estero, rather than leaving Estero in the current “San Carlos/Estero”
Planning Community. Staffbelieves that the establishment of a new Estero Planning Community will help
create a unique identity for the Estero Community. It also provides a specific geographic area within which
Goal 19 will apply, which will prevent future confusion. The new Estero Community will be depicted on
the amended Planning Communities Map 16 of the Lee Plan. A map depicting the proposed boundaries
of the Estero Planning Community has been included as Attachment 4 of this report.

Policy 19.1.4:-Eec€CountyandtThe Estero Community shatt will work in conjunction with private
developers, public agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town

commons that encourage the location of a post office. public meeting hall, outdoor plaza,
governmental offices, medical providers and recreational opportunities.

Staff believes that the establishment of a town commons, and what it might contain is outside of the
County’s land use planning functions. The things that are being requested in this policy are mainly private
development issues. The County cannot control the location of post offices or medical providers. The
location of these facilities are market driven. Recreational opportunities are already provided through the
County’s Parks and Recreation Department. The provision of governmental offices, an outdoor plaza, and
a public meeting hall would require additional capital expenditure by the County. It would also require
the dedication of additional resources to manage the acquisition and development efforts. Planning staff,
therefore, is not in a position to facilitate the acquisition of land for the subsequent construction of
additional public buildings or outdoor gathering areas. Staff has recommended that the proposed policy
be reworded to remove this responsibility from the County, and place it on the Estero Community. Given
that the Estero Chamber of Commerce is heavily involved in this planning effort, planning staff believes
that they would be the ideal organization to facilitate the development of the town commons. Additionally,
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staffbelieves that there are several properties in the Estero area, that have approved zoning or are currently
undergoing rezoning, that could accommodate a town commons type of atmosphere.

Staff believes that the proposed Policy 19.1.5 essentially repeats proposed Policy 19.6.2, and should be
deleted in its entirety. -

Policy 19.1.7: By 20034 Lee County will evaluate historic resources, to-be-adopted and draft a
proposal for their designation under Chapter 22 of the Land Development Code.

Staff believes that additional time would be needed to evaluate historic resources within Estero, and has
recommended that the proposed completion year be moved back from 2003 to 2004. Also, there is no
guarantee that any historic resources will be eligible to be “adopted” under Chapter 22 of the Land
Development Code. Staff believes, therefore, that it would be more appropriate to simply require the
County to evaluate potential historic resources, and draft a proposal for any appropriate resources to receive
some type of historic designation under Chapter 22.

Policy 19.2.3: By the end of 2002 the Estero Community will submit regulations that encourage
ortneenttvize mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road for Lee County to review, amend

or adopt.

Staff believes that “incentivize” is not a real word. The applicant also has not proposed any specific
incentives, so staff recommends that the word “incentivize” be deleted.

Policy 19.2.4: With the exception of the Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19, Lee County
shatt will discourage new retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway. in favor of service office and

residential uses.

Staff has recommended that “service” be changed to “office” because “service” is not generally recognized
as a separate use type in Lee Plan regulations. This recommendation is simply to be consistent with other
portions of the Lee Plan. The Lee Plan generally recognizes two types of commercial development:
“retail” and “office”.

Policy 19.2.5: FheEsteroCommunity-wittproposeregutattonsfor Lee County torevtew; amend
or-adopt-that prohibits “‘detrimental uses” (as defined in the Land Development Code), free-
standing nightclubs or lounges. orretail uses that require outdoor display in excess of one acre, and

storage or delivery areas from locating within 500° of an existing or approved residential
neighborhood. '

Staff believes that this policy would be more effective if it simply prohibited the detrimental uses from
occurring as specified in the proposed policy. Staff believes that the policy, as proposed, would not
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necessarily accomplish its underlying intent. Staffbelieves the policy would be more effective as modified
above.

Policy 19.2.6: By-theend-of2662; Lee County mustreview;-amend-or-adoptregutatrons that
encourages commercial developments within the Estero Community to provide interconnect
opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to minimize access points onto primary road

corridors; and residential developments to provide interconnect opportunities with commercial
areas, including but not limited to bike paths and pedestrian access ways.

Staff believes that this policy should be an outright requirement, and not something that will require the
future adoption of additional regulations. Staff has modified the proposed policy so that it will have more
of an immediate impact to meet the underlying intent.

Policy 19.3.1: In order to meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University, Lee County
encourages higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types, including affordable

housing, and-retatluses in close proximity to Florida Gulf Coast University, between Three Oaks
Parkway and I-75.

Staff notes that this proposed policy directly conflicts with the proposed Policy 19.2.4, which discourages
new retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway. Policy 19.3.1 seems to encourage new retail uses to occur
along Three Oaks, while the proposed Policy 19.2.4 discourages retail uses, except at the Nodes identified
on Map 19. Staff confirms that the intent of the Estero Community is to discourage retail uses along Three
Oaks, and not to encourage them. Staff therefore recommends that the reference to retail uses be deleted
from the proposed Policy 19.3.1. '

Staff believes that this policy conflicts with existing regulations. Policy 80.1.2 of the Lee Plan states that
the County will not permit new or expanded mobile home or recreational vehicle development on barrier
islands or in V-zones as defined by FEMA. LDC Section 34-784 states essentially the same thing, with
the exception that it only applies to recreational vehicle (RV) parks and not mobile home parks. Staff
disagrees with the inclusion of this proposed policy because it would be inconsistent with the existing Lee
Plan Policy 80.1.2 and LDC Section 34-784. Staff, therefore, is recommending the deletion of this
proposed policy.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end 0£2003, Lee County shatt will review, amend or adopt Lee Plan or Land
Development Code regulations to provide the following:

Lee County sha

[rd O "i . ;li lG"'i.li"ii "i"". . a
witt-beprovided-withimtheEstero-CommmunityBoundartes: will encourage on-site
preservation of indigenous plant communities and listed species habitat. When site
constraints are such that off-site mitigation of indigenous areas is deemed necessary,
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the mitigation will be of similar habitat provided within the Estero Community

Boundaries.

The County does not determine where wetland mitigation occurs per Florida Statutes, therefore, the County
cannot create a Lee Plan policy that regulates wetland impact mitigation. Staff recommends that the
proposed policy delete the reference to wetland mitigation. The County does, however, have control over
the preservation of indigenous areas and listed species habitat, and staff believes that this aspect of the
proposed policy should remain in place. Staff has recommended modifications to the policy as shown
above. -

Staff believes that this policy would conflict with the County’s Conservation 2020 program which focuses
its acquisition efforts on a county-wide basis. This program is a willing-seller acquisition program,
meaning that the County does not pursue the acquisition of Conservation 2020 property through its legal
power of Eminent Domain. Potential acquisition sites are nominated for consideration under the
Conservation 2020 program, and then they are considered for acquisition by the Lee County Conservation
Land Acquisition and Stewardship Advisory Committee (CLASAC). This program prioritizes potential
properties for acquisition based on several criteria that pertain to the value of the environmental resources
on the property. The creation of the proposed Policy 19.4.2 would conflict with the Conservation 2020
program by assigning priority to certain areas in Estero, when all nominated properties are reviewed under
the same criteria regardless of their location. Staff does not want to possibly preclude the acquisition of
higher quality lands elsewhere in the County because of this policy. Staff believes that the highest quality
lands should be the focus of acquisition efforts, regardless of their location. For this reason, staff has
recommended that the proposed policy be deleted.

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County shatt will encourage and solicit public

input and participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county regulations, land
development code provisions, policies, and zoning approvals, and-devetopmentorders,

The County does not solicit public input on development orders because they are designated as
administrative approvals under Chapter 10 of the Land Development Code. Development orders do not
require advertising, notification or public hearing requirements. A development order generally involves
engineered drawings that are reviewed by the County to determine if the site has been designed and
engineered according to specific Land Development Code requirements. When the county receives a
development order application, the subject property has already been zoned for the type of use being
requested on the development order plans. Staff, therefore, recommends that the proposed Objective 19.5
remove the reference to development orders. Staff recommends the modified Objective 19.5 as shown
above.
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Lee County already has a procedure where it provides notices of pending rezoning cases to a limited
number of legitimate groups in Estero area, as well as other areas of Lee County. This is done by the
County as a courtesy in addition to the advertising and notification that is required by law. It would put
a significant strain on the County’s resources to summarize each case and mail out documents to any
registered group. This would require resources to be allocated for tasks that go beyond the County’s core
level of service. Staff has recommended the deletion of this proposed policy.

This proposed policy would require the dedication of significant staff time to establish, organize, and
maintain a collection of documents in whatever location would be established for the document clearing
house. The County is not currently in a position to dedicate additional resources to this cause. The County
is, however, always willing to share any public information or documents with any interested party via fax,
email, or in-person. The applicant also has not provided any kind of analysis of the costs that would be
associated with establishing and maintaining such a facility. Staff therefore recommends the deletion of
this proposed policy.

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request within the Estero
Community, imrcoordinatiorwithzonng-staff, shatt must conduct one public workshop within two
weeks of the project being found sufficient.

Staff generally agrees with the inclusion of this policy in the Lee Plan, but does not want to obligate zoning
staff to participate in and coordinate all of these public workshops. Staff believes it would be beneficial
for the agent and interested citizens to discuss issues relating to a planned development prior to any public
hearing because many issues could be resolved in this forum, which would reduce the complexity of the
formal public hearings. In most cases, the County zoning staff would likely partlclpate in these public
forums on a voluntary basis in order to ensure that the proposed development was accurately represented
to the community. Staffbelieves, however, that the agent for the planned development should be primarily
responsible for coordinating the public workshop because, if for some reason the zoning staff member was
unable to participate in these numerous workshops, then the County could be found to be not in compliance
with its comprehensive plan. Staff has recommended that the proposed policy remain in place, but that
the obligation of zoning staff to coordinate the public forum be removed.

Policy 19.6.1:—Fee-County-and-tThe Estero Community shatt will work with the State of Florida

to provide appropriate passive recreational opportunities within the Sahdev-Property Estero Scrub
Preserve, potentially enhanced by a public/private partnership. This should include easy access,
parking, trails, and other non-intrusive uses.

The Sahdev Property is now known as the “Estero Scrub Preserve”. Staff recommends that the reference
be changed in the proposed Policy 19.6.1. Also, since the property is under state control now, Lee County
has no control over its management and development. Staff, therefore, recommends the deletion of Lee
County’s involvement in the policy direction. As a side note, if any Estero residents want to become
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involved in the development of the Estero Bay preserves, they can join a group known as the Estero Bay
Buddies, which provides input in the development of the preserves.

Policy 19.6.2: Fee-County-andtThe Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to
encourage the integration of the Koreshan State Historic Site into the fabric of the community.
This may include landscaping, aesthetically pleasing archways along US 41, the grovision of a

“gateway” at US 41 and Corkscrew Road, enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access, or programmed

activities for the community.

Lee County does not control the development or management of the Koreshan State Historic Site. The
property is developed and managed by the State of Florida. Staff disagrees with the County’s involvement
in this proposed policy because it could result in the County béing obligated to provide enhancements to
a property that it does not control. Staff, however, does not want to preclude members of the Estero
Community from giving their input to the State on the possible enhancement of the historic site. Also, the
Koreshan State Park can be contacted for volunteer opportunities for interested citizens. Staff has
recommended that the proposed policy be reworded to eliminate the County’s involvement in the
enhancement of the Koreshan State Historic Site.

This policy states essentially the same thing as proposed Policy 19.1.4, therefore staff is recommending
that it be deleted in its entirety.

Lee County DOT has reviewed the proposed Goals, Objectives, and Policies for the Estero Community
Plan, and has provided comments concerning this proposed Policy (see Attachment 5). Their concern is
that the policy deals with an operational issue at a specific location, with no identified time frame for how
long the monitoring would continue. Lee County DOT currently monitors specific problem locations
around the County on an as-needed basis, and they are currently monitoring the truck traffic situation on
Corkscrew Road. This monitoring will likely continue until the problem gets resolved. The proposed
policy requires perpetual monitoring and ignores the fact that the problem will get resolved at some point
in the future. The perpetual monitoring at this one location would restrict the ability of DOT to monitor
other problem areas in the future. The correspondence from DOT also indicates that there are several
physical improvements planned for Corkscrew Road in the near future, including turn lane additions, four-
laning, the addition of paved shoulders, and the installation of new traffic signals. DOT staff believe that,
the perpetual monitoring is overly burdensome and unnecessary in light of their current monitoring efforts
and the future improvements planned for Corkscrew Road
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B. CONCLUSIONS

The proposed goals, objectives, and policies are the result of a year long planning process. They directly
reflect the vision that the Estero Community has for its future growth and development. Staffbelieves that
this amendment should be viewed as a first step in a continuous process that addresses planning needs in
Estero. Many issues have been addressed through this amendment, but there are others, such as those
policies (or portions thereof) that staff has recommended for deletion, that will require more consideration
in the future. The initial establishment of Goal 19 of the Lee Plan is the important first step that will open
the door to address other land use planning issues in Estero as they arise.

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed amendment. Staff also
recommends that Map 16, the Planning Communities Map, be amended to include the new Estero Planning
Community boundaries as shown in Attachment 4 of this report.

STAFF REPORT FOR August 29, 2001
CPA2000-19 PAGE 23 OF 41



PART III - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: June 25, 2001

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW

Planning staff provided a summary of the proposed amendment, stating that the Estero Community Plan
was a cooperative effort between County staff, the Board of County Commissioners, and the Estero
Planning Committee. A representative of the Estero planning group also provided an-introduction to the
proposed amendment.

One member of the LPA made the comment that the term “Estero Community” was being used throughout
the report to refer to the geographical area of Estero as well as the community group that was organizing
the planning effort. It was suggested that the term “Estero Boundary,” or something similar be used to
describe the geographical area of Estero. Staff agreed that the language should be modified to clearly
distinguish between the community group and the geographical area of Estero.

One member of the public from the Estero area spoke in favor the proposed amendment, and specifically
the proposed policies relating to increased public participation in the zoning process (Objective 19.5). This
individual stated that the current system of notification was not effective, and did not give interested parties
enough time to organize any response to proposed zoning actions.

Staff outlined its concerns with the public participation objective and policies. Staff understood the
concemns of the community, and agreed on the importance of having public involvement in the zoning
process. Staff was uncomfortable, however, with putting the County in a position where it would have to
facilitate and supervise the Estero Community’s involvement in the zoning process. Staff asserted that it
should not be the responsibility of the County to tell the Estero Community when it should be concerned
about an issue. Staff asserted that it should be the community’s responsibility to initiate its involvement
in zoning issues, and that the role of the County should be to respond to the community when they do have
concerns.

Staff also stated that the Land Development Code was recently amended to provide a courtesy notice of
zoning actions for surrounding property owners. Additionally, in the near future, these notices will be
posted on the County’s web site. Staff has been attempting to increase public notification throughout the
County, but believes it would be problematic to increase the level of notification in one area, but not in the
rest of the County.

The LPA shared staff’s concerns about the public participation section and the potential complications that
could arise with placing these proposed policies in the Lee Plan.

The representative of the Estero Community agreed with staff’s concerns about increasing public notice
in one area, but not in the rest of the County. The community representative still thought that the public
participation language should remain as the community proposed it. This individual hoped that the Board
of County Commissioners would take a comprehensive look at public participation throughout the County.
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A member of the public spoke in favor of the proposed amendment. This individual thought that the
County should extend its core services to increase public participation, otherwise, Estero would incorporate
or annex into Bonita. This individual also spoke in favor of the proposed policies 19.2.5 and 19.4.2.

The LPA expressed some concern over the proposed Policy 19.2.5, and specifically the part about
prohibiting uses that have outdoor display in excess of one acre. The LPA thought that this policy would
cause problems for existing developments that have such outdoor display, as well as for properties that are
zoned for uses that would allow such outdoor display. The LPA questioned whether such properties would
be “vested” for the use in question, and whether existing uses of this type would be prohibited from
expanding their outdoor storage areas if they exceeded one acre. The LPA asked staff how many existing
businesses in Estero had outdoor display in excess of one acre. Staff did not have specific data to respond
to this, but did state that they could not think of any off hand.

There was a brief discussion about using the term “lounge” in Policy 19.2.5. This is not a recognized term
in the Land Development Code. The terminology in the proposed policy should correspond to the
terminology in the Land Development Code.

A member of the Estero Concerned Citizens Organization spoke about proposed Policy 19.6.6, which
pertains to monitoring mining truck traffic on Corkscrew Road. Although staff recommended the deletion
of this policy, this individual thought the policy was important to promote public safety and preserve
community character. A member of Lee County DOT staff responded to these comments. DOT staff
recommended the deletion of this policy for a variety of reasons. DOT stated that they already monitor the
truck traffic situation on Corkscrew Road, at the direction of the Board of County Commissioners. DOT
was uncomfortable with the fact that the policy did not provide any indication of how long the truck traffic
monitoring would take place, and that the policy did not account for the possibility that the issue would
ever be resolved. Also, DOT staff pointed out that Corkscrew Road is an arterial road which is designed
to carry large volumes of traffic, including mining trucks.

Another member of the public spoke extensively about the proposed amendment. He questioned how the
proposed Vision Statement language about creating a “village” quality in Estero would impact the
proposed regional mall at U.S. 41 and Coconut Road. He also stated that Policy 19.2.2 refers to “retail site
location standards,” when these standards are commonly referred to as “commercial site location
standards.” He also questioned whether the special case language modification shown in Policy 6.1.2.1(¢)
was repeating the other special case language in the proposed Policy 19.2.2. He recommended combining
the two proposed policies, if possible. With regard to Policy 19.4.1, which provides for a 50-foot buffer
along the Estero River for new development, it was recommended that this policy be placed in the Land
Development Code, as it would be the more appropriate place for such specific standards. With regard to
‘Policy 19.5.3, which would require a rezoning applicant to conduct a public workshop, this individual
stated that there were too many uncertainties surrounding the policy. He questioned what the public
advertising requirements would be for the workshop; where the workshop would be held; who would be
responsible for securing a meeting space; who would be responsible for moderating the workshop; and
would there be a time limit on the workshop.

The LPA, staff, and the applicant had a general discussion of the issues and concerns raised by the public.
The LPA had concerns about the public participation policies and how they would be implemented.
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Certain members of the LPA recommended that the policies related to public participation should be
applied on a county-wide basis, and not just in the Estero Community.

At the conclusion of the discussion, the LPA thought that there were too many uncertainties relating to
Policy 19.2.5, Objective 19.5, Policy 19.5.1, Policy 19.5.2, and Policy 19.5.3. The LPA thought that
additional analysis should be conducted on these objectives policies, and requested that staff bring these
items back at the subsequent LPA hearing. The LPA did recommend, however, that the Board of County
Commissioners transmit the balance of the proposed amendment, with several modifications to staff’s
proposed language. The specific language changes are shown in Item H. below. -

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT
SUMMARY

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommended that the Board of County Commissioners
transmit the proposed amendment with the language changes shown in Item H. below. The
recommendation at this hearing did not include transmittal of the proposed Policy 19.2.5, Objective
19.5, Policy 19.5.1, Policy 19.5.2, and Policy 19.5.3. These items were addressed in a separate
recommendation at the subsequent LPA hearing.

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The LPA accepted the findings of fact
as advanced by staff.

C. VOTE:
NOEL ANDRESS AYE
SUSAN BROOKMAN ~ AYE
BARRY ERNST AYE
RONALD INGE AYE
GORDON REIGELMAN AYE
VIRGINIA SPLITT ABSENT
GREG STUART ABSTAIN

D. ADDITIONAL LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW
DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: July 23, 2001

Subsequent to the June 25" public hearing, staff re-evaluated the policies that the LPA was uncomfortable
with, and issued a memo addressing the outstanding issues. A copy of this memo has been included as
Attachment 6 of this report. Staff provided a brief summary of the outstanding issues to the LPA, and the
LPA provided general discussion.

The LPA was satisfied with the additional analysis and revised staff recommendation on the proposed
Policy 19.2.5, which pertains to prohibiting detrimental uses and retail uses with outdoor display.
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The LPA still had some concern over the public participation policies (Objective 19.5 and subsequent
policies). The LPA questioned whether there would be any procedural requirements for the public
workshop required by the proposed Policy 19.5.3. Staff responded that the language in the Lee Plan was
general in nature, and that more specific details would be placed in the Land Development Code in the near
future to address the specific details of the public workshop. Staff anticipates that new language will be
added to the Land Development Code that will address issues such as the level of involvement from the
applicant and staff, advertising requirements, and the possible effect of this meeting on zoning applications.
It was staff’s belief that such details were not appropriate for the Lee Plan.

The LPA questioned what organizations would be empowered to conduct these public workshops. Staff
responded that there were no particular organizations that would conduct these meetings. It would be the
responsibility of the applicant in each zoning case to conduct this meeting.

A member of the public stated that Policy 19.5.3, as proposed, states that if the public workshop is not
conducted within 30 days of submitting the rezoning application, then the rezoning will be found
inconsistent with the Lee Plan. This individual questioned if this was staff’s intent, and suggested that the
30 day provision might be too stringent of a requirement. In response, staff suggested that the language
be changed so that the public workshop must be conducted prior to the application being found sufficient.

A member of the LPA questioned whether staff was concerned about establishing different rules for
individual communities, in light of the fact that there are several communities that are currently in the
process of developing community plans. Staff responded that the prospect of implementing several sets
of regulations has been a concern from the beginning.

The LPA suggested that the proposed policies relating to increased public participation should be applied
county-wide, and not just in Estero. This concept had the full support of all LPA members. Staff stated
that applying the public participation policies county-wide would probably be beyond the scope of the
current plan amendment, but that the LPA could still recommend, through a separate motion, for the Board
of County Commissioners to instruct staff to work on applying the new regulations county-wide.

Two members of the public spoke generally in favor of making the public participation policies applicable
county-wide.

One member of the LPA stated that it was imperative that the procedural issues relating to the public
participation policies be dealt with through Land Development Code amendments, in addition to the
proposed Lee Plan amendments The LPA questioned how they could be assured that appropriate language
would be added to the LDC to augment the regulations being proposed through this Plan amendment. Staff
responded that if the Board of County Commissioners votes to transmit this amendment, then staff would
begin working on the LDC language. Staff also recommended that the LPA recommend to the Board of
County Commissioners that they direct staff to initiate the LDC amendments.

~ One member of the LPA brought up the idea of using email as a means of providing information to Estero
residents, and suggested the possibility of adding language to one of the policies that would encourage staff
to use email. Staff responded that, with the technology available today, it was a given that email would
be used as one method of dispersing the required information to citizens. Staff could provide the
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documents and notices through several methods. Staff recommended not adding language about email to
the Estero Plan language.

E. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT
SUMMARY

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommended that the Board of County Commissioners
transmit Policy 19.2.5, Objective 19.5, Policy 19.5.1, Policy 19.5.2, and Policy 19.5.3. Language
changes to Policy 19.5.3 were recommended by the LPA as shown in Part H. below. The LPA also
made a separate recommendation that the Board of County Commissioners direct staff to refine the
procedural requirements embedded in Policy 19.5.1, Policy 19.5.2, and Policy 19.5.3, and amend
the Land Development Code to make these procedural requirements applicable on a county-wide
basis.

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The LPA accepted the findings of fact
as advanced by staff.

F. VOTE (on first motion to transmit the applicable objectives and policies)

NOEL ANDRESS AYE
SUSAN BROOKMAN AYE
BARRY ERNST AYE
RONALD INGE ABSENT
GORDON REIGELMAN ABSENT
VIRGINIA SPLITT ABSENT
GREG STUART ABSTAIN

G. VOTE (on second motion to amend the LDC to apply public participation policies county-wide)

NOEL ANDRESS AYE
SUSAN BROOKMAN _ AYE
BARRY ERNST AYE
RONALD INGE ABSENT
GORDON REIGELMAN ABSENT
VIRGINIA SPLITT ABSENT
GREG STUART AYE
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H. LANGUAGE TRANSMITTED BY THE LPA:
Note: Changes made to the original language through the LPA hearing process are shown in strike-thru and
double-underline format.

Vision Statement:

21. Estero - “To establish a community that embraces its historic heritage, while carefully plannin

for future growth resulting from Florida Gulf Coast University, the Southwest Florida International
Airport, growing population and a unique natural environment. Estero’s growth will be planned as
avillage, establishing defined areas for tasteful shopping, service and entertainment, while protecting

and_encouraging residential _neighborhoods that encourage a sense of belonging. Weaving the
community together will be carefully crafted limitations on strip commercial uses, inappropriate
signage and certain undesired commercial uses, while additional design guidelines will be established
to ensure_attractive landscaping, streetscaping, architectural standards, and unified access points.
The implementation of this Vision will help reduce the conflict between residential and commercial
areas, as well as allow Estero to emerge as a vibrant Lee County Village.”

GOAL19: ESTERO

To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by establishing minimum aesthetic
requirements, managing the location and intensity of future commercial and residential uses, and providing
greater opportunities for public participation in the land development approval process. This Goal and
subsequent objectives and policies apply to the Estero Planning Community as depicted on Map 16.

Objective 19.1: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. The Estero Community will draft and submit
regulations, policies and discretionary actions affecting the character and aesthetic appearance of Estero
for Lee County to adopt and enforce to help create a visually attractive community.

Policy 19.1.1: By the end of 2002, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations or
policies for Lee County to review, amend or establish as Land Development Code regulations that
provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway corridors, greater buffering, shading of parking
areas, signage and lighting consistent with the Community Vision, and architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: Lee County is discouraged from approving any deviation that would result in a
reduction of landscaping, buffering, signage guidelines or compliance with architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.3: Lee County will work, through the permitting process, with private property owners

to establish incentives for voluntarily bringing older projects into compliance with the regulations
adopted as a result of the Estero Community Plan. ' :

Policy 19.1.4: The Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices,
medical providers and recreational opportunities.

STAFF REPORT FOR August 29, 2001
CPA2000-19 A PAGE 29 OF 41



Policy 19.1.6: By 20032, the Estero Community will draft a corridor management plan for the

Estero US 41 corridor to advance development in a manner that promotes a safe, high quality urban
environment. Plan elements will include roadway and median landscape standards, residential
buffering standards, access management guidelines, street lighting, sidewalks, and insuring safe

and effective pedestrian crossings within the context of a comprehensive pedestrian and bikeway
system.

Policy 19.1.7: By 2004 I.ee County will evaluate historic resources, and draft a proposal for their
designation under Chapter 22 of the L.and Development Code.

Objective 19.2: COMMERCIAL LAND USES. Existing and future County regulations, land use
... interpretations, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions must recognize the unique
conditions and preferences of the Estero Community to ensure that commercial areas maintain a unified

and pleasing aesthetic/visual quality in landscaping, architecture, lighting and signage. and provide for
employment opportunities, while discouraging uses that are not compatible with adjacent uses and have
significant adverse impacts on natural resources.

Policy 19.2.1: Allnew commercial development that requires rezoning within the Estero Planning
Community must be reviewed as a Commercial Planned Development.

Policy 19.2.2: Al retail uses must be in compliance with the Retait Commercial Site Location
Standards. A finding of a “Special Case” must demonstrate a community benefit in addition to the
requirements outlined in Policy 6.12(8). Retail Uses along Corkscrew Road (outside of the Nodes
identified on Map 19) are required to be submitted as a component of an MPD with at least one use

being residential.

Policy 19.2.3: By the end of 2002 the Estero Community will submit regulations that encourage
mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road for Lee County to review, amend or adopt.

Policy 19.2.4: With the exception of the Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19, Lee County
will discourage new retail uses along Three Qaks Parkway, in favor of office and residential uses.

_Policy 19.2.5: The following uses are prohibited within the Estero Planning Community:
“detrimental uses” (as defined in the Land Development Code); free-standing nightclubs or bar and
cocktail lounges; and retail uses that require outdoor display in excess of one acre. and-storage-or

A1 a 24

Policy 19.2.6: Lee County encourages commercial developments within the Estero Planning
Community to provide interconnect opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to
minimize access points onto primary road corridors; and residential developments to provide
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interconnect opportunities with commercial areas, including but not limited to bike paths and
pedestrian access ways.

Obijective 19.3: RESIDENTIAL USES: Iee County must protect and enhance the residential
character of the Estero Planning Community by strictly evaluating adjacent uses, natural resources,

access and recreational or open space, and requiring compliance with enhanced buffering requirements.

Policy 19.3.1: In order to meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University, Lee County
encourages higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types. including affordable

housing, in close proximity to Florida Gulf Coast University, between Three Oaks Parkway and
I-75.

Policy 19.3.2: By the end 0f 20032, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations and
policies for Lee County to review. amend or adopt as regulations in the Land Development Code

to provide for greater buffering between distinctly different adjacent commercial and residential
properties, modified however when a project is of mixed use nature.

Policy 19.3.3: Lee County will protect the large lot residential areas between Koreshan Parkway
and Corkscrew Road by requiring significant buffers between existing lots and higher density

residential developments, and/or the placement of transitional density to adjacent units between the
uses.

Objective 19.4: Natural Resources: County regulations, policies, and discretionary actions affecting
Estero must protect or enhance key wetland or native upland habitats.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end of 2003, Lee County will review. amend or adopt Lee Plan or Land
Development Code regulations to provide the following:

All future development proposals adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must include
floodplain protection plans prior to zoning approval.

o All new development adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must provide a
mintmum-of-a56* an additional buffer which preserves all of the native vegetation within
that buffer, adjacent to the top of bank. with the exception of passive recreational uses.
This is intended to prevent degradation of water quality within these natural water bodies.

Lee County will encourage on-site preservation of indigenous plant communities and listed
species habitat. When site constraints are such that off-site mitigation of indigenous areas
is deemed necessary, the mitigation will be of similar habitat provided within the Estero
Planning Community Boundaries.
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L] Lee County will provide significant incentives (for example increased density, Transfer of
Development Rights, etc) for the protection of wetlands, historic flow ways. native habitat
or other significant natural resources within the Estero Planning Community.

Policy 19.4.3: Lee County, or another authorized agency, will work to provide alternative
1rmigation sources (re-use, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water, or mixed-non-potable) or financial

incentives to provide non-potable water to uses within the Estero Community. This is desired to

discourage the nroliferation of private, single user wells.

Policy 19.4.4: Lee County will continue to enforce wellfield protection requirements, monitoring,
and other applicable provisions to ensure that future wellfield drawdown zones are protected.

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County will encourage and solicit public input and

participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county regulations, Land Development Code
provisions, Lee Plan provisions, and zoning approvals.

Policy 19.5.1: As a courtesy, Lee County will register citizen groups and civic organizations within
the Estero Planning Community that desire notification of pending review of Land Development Code
amendments and Lee Plan amendments. Upon registration, L.ee County will provide registered groups
with documentation regarding these pending amendments. This notice is a courtesy only and is not
jurisdictional. Accordingly, the County's failure to mail or to timely mail the notice, or failure of a

group to receive mailed notice, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from
occurring as scheduled.

Policy 19.5.2: The Estero Community will establish a “‘document clearing house” in Estero, where
copies of selected zoning submittal documents, staff reports, Hearing Examiner recommendations and
resolutions will be provided for public inspection. The County's failure to provide or to timely provide
documents to the document clearing house, or failure of the document clearing house to receive
documents, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from occurring as scheduled.

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request within the Estero Planning
Community must conduct one public informational session where the agent will provide a general
overview of the project for any interested citizens. Lee County encourages zoning staff to participate
in such public workshops. This meeting must be conducted withinthirty(36)-days—afterthezonng
requesttssubmitted: before the application can be found sufficient. The applicant is fully responsible
for providing the meeting space and providing security measures as needed. Subsequent to this
meeting, the applicant must provide County staff with a meeting summary document that contains the
following information: the date, time, and location of the meeting; a list of attendees; a summary of

the concerns or issues that were raised at the meeting; and a proposal for how the applicant will
respond to any issues that were raised.
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Objective 19.6: COMMUNITY FACILITIES. Lee County will work with the Estero Community
to provide or facilitate the provision of a broad mix of Community Facilities.

Policy 19.6.1: The Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to provide appropriate
passive recreational opportunities within the Estero Scrub Preserve, potentially enhanced by a

public/private partnership. This should include easy access, parking, trails, and other non-intrusive
uses.

Policy 19.6.2: The Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to encourage the
integration of the Koreshan State Historic Site into the fabric of the community. This may include
landscaping, aesthetically pleasing archways along US 41, the provision of a “‘gateway” at US 41
and Corkscrew Road, enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access, or programmed activities for the

community.

Policy 19.6.3: Lee County will work with the community and private landowners to identify
opportunities to maintain public access to the Estero River and Estero Bay.

Policy 19.6.4: Lee County will work with the community to ensure that the development of the
Estero Bonita Springs Community Park is integrated into the surrounding development and open

space areas. The concept would be for the park to act as a hub, connected to other open
space/recreational opportunities through pedestrian or bicycle linkages, either along public rights
of way or through adjacent developments.

Modifications to current Lee Plan Provisions:
The following section contains proposed amendments to existing Lee Plan provisions to better implement
the intent of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 6.1.2.10: The Board of County Commissioners may approve applications for minor
commercial centers that do not comply with the location standards for such centers, but which are
consistent with duly adopted CRA and Community plans.

Policy 6.1.2.1(e): When developed as part of a mixed use planned development, and meeting the
use limitations, modified setback standards, signage limitations and landscaping provisions, retail
uses may deviate from the locational requirements and maximum square footage limitations,
subject to conformance with the Estero Community Plan as outlined in Polictes 19.2.3 and 19.2.4,
and through approval by the Board of County Commissioners.
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: August 29, 2001

A. BOARD REVIEW: One Board member expressed concern about the proposed policy, Policy 19.2.1,
that would require every potential commercial development requiring rezoning in Estero to be a
Commercial Planned Development (CPD). This Board member thought that this type of concept might
eventually be applied County-wide, and that it would adversely impact small commercial developers. Staff
confirmed and clarified that any commercial rezoning in Estero would have to be rezoned to a CPD if this
policy was adopted. Properties could no longer be rezoned to conventional commercial districts in Estero.

This Board member also expressed concern that the proposed Estero plan seemed to be very restrictive on
commercial uses, and questioned where the commercial development was going to occur in Estero to
support all of the residential growth. The consultant representing the Estero citizens group responded that
commercial development will be able to occur at certain nodes (intersections) in the Estero Planning
Community. The consultant also pointed out that the new policies promote mixed use developments along
Corkscrew Road, which would also allow some level of commercial development. Planning staff then
added that there was currently several million square feet of commercial development approved within
planned developments in the Estero Planning Community, that has not yet been built. This unbuilt
commercial space, plus the future commercial development that can occur in the specified nodes and
within mixed use developments, will provide more than enough commercial development to support the
existing and future residents of Estero.

There was no public comment on the proposed amendment.

Staff informed the Board that the LPA made a second recommendation for the Board to consider applying
the public participation policies (Objective 19.5 and subsequent policies) on a County-wide basis. The
Board, however, did not believe that this was the proper forum in which to discuss this item. The Board
did not provide any discussion on this issue.

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY:

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board of County Commissioners voted to transmit the amendment to
DCA. The language to be transmitted is the same language that the LPA recommended for
transmittal. The language to be transmitted is shown under Part IV, Section D below.

With regard to the issue of applying the public participation policies County-wide, the Board voted,
under a separate motion, to table this item to a later date. :

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The Board accepted the findings of
fact as advanced by staff.
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C. VOTE (For both motions):

JOHN ALBION AYE
ANDREW COY AYE
BOB JANES AYE
RAY JUDAH AYE
DOUG ST. CERNY AYE i

D. LANGUAGE TRANSMITTED BY THE BOCC:

PROPOSED NEW VISION STATEMENT:

21. Estero - “To establish a community that embraces its historic heritage, while carefully planning
 for future growth resulting from Florida Gulf Coast University, the Southwest Florida International
- Airport, growing population and a unique natural environment. Estero’s growth will be planned as

avillage, establishing defined areas for tasteful shopping, service and entertainment, while protecting

and_encouraging residential neighborhoods that encourage a sense of belonging. Weaving the
community together will be carefully crafted limitations on strip commercial uses, inappropriate

signage and certain undesired commercial uses, while additional design guidelines will be established

to ensure attractive landscaping, streetscaping, architectural standards, and unified access points.

The implementation of this Vision will help reduce the conflict between residential and commercial
areas, as well as allow Estero to emerge as a vibrant Lee County Village. "

MODIFICATIONS TO CURRENT LEE PLAN PROVISIONS:

The following section contains proposed amendments to existing Lee Plan provisions to better implement
the intent of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 6.1.2.10: The Board of County Commissioners may approve applications for minor
commercial centers that do not comply with the location standards for such centers, but which are
consistent with duly adopted CRA and Community plans.

Policy 6.1.2.1(e): When developed as part of a mixed use planned development, and meeting the
use limitations, modified setback standards, signage limitations and landscaping provisions, retail
uses may deviate from the locational requirements and maximum square footage limitations.
subject to conformance with the Estero Community Plan as outlined in Policies 19.2.3 and 19.2.4,
and through approval by the Board of County Commissioners.
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PROPOSED NEW GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES:

GOAL19: ESTERO

To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by establishing minimum aesthetic
requirements, managing the location and intensity of future commercial and residential uses, and providing
greater opportunities for public participation in the land development approval process. This Goal and
subsequent objectives and policies apply to the Estero Planning Community as depicted on Map 16.

Objective 19.1: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. The Estero Community will draft and submit

regulations, policies and discretionary actions affecting the character and aesthetic appearance of Estero

for Lee County to adopt and enforce to help create a visually attractive community.

Policy 19.1.1: By the end of 2002, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations or
policies for Lee County to review, amend or establish as Land Development Code regulations that
provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway corridors, greater buffering, shading of parking

areas, signage and lighting consistent with the Community Vision, and architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: Lee County is discouraged from approving any deviation that would result in a
reduction of landscaping, buffering, signage guidelines or compliance with architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.3: Lee County will work, through the permitting process, with private property owners

to establish incentives for voluntarily bringing older projects into compliance with the regulations
adopted as a result of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 19.1.4: The Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices,
medical providers and recreational opportunities.

Policy 19.1.6: By 2002, the Estero Community will draft a corridor management plan for the

_Estero US 41 corridor to advance development in a manner that promotes a safe, high quality urban

environment. Plan elements will include roadway and median landscape standards, residential
buffering standards, access management guidelines. street lighting, sidewalks, and insuring safe
and effective pedestrian crossings within the context of a comprehensive pedestrian and bikeway

system.

Policy 19.1.7: By 2004 Lee County will evaluate historic resources, and draft a proposal for their
designation under Chapter 22 of the Land Development Code.

Obijective 19.2: COMMERCIAL LAND USES. Existing and future County regulations. land use

interpretations, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions must recognize the unique

conditions and preferences of the Estero Community to ensure that commercial areas maintain a unified

and pleasing aesthetic/visual quality in landscaping, architecture, lighting and signage, and provide for
employment opportunities, while discouraging uses that are not compatible with adjacent uses and have

significant adverse impacts on natural resources.
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Policy 19.2.1: All new commercial development that requires rezoning within the Estero Planning
Community must be reviewed as a Commercial Planned Development.

Policy 19.2.2: All retail uses must be in compliance with the Commercial Site Location Standards.
A finding of a “Special Case” must demonstrate a community benefit in addition to the
requirements outlined in Policy 6.12(8). Retail Uses along Corkscrew Road (outside of the Nodes

identified on Map 19) are required to be submitted as a component of an MPD with at least one use

being residential.

Policy 19.2.3: By the end of 2002 the Estero Community will submit regulations that encourage
mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road for Lee County to review, amend or adopt.

Policy 19.2.4: With the exception of the Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19. Lee County
will discourage new retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway, in favor of office and residential uses.

Policy 19.2.5: The following uses are prohibited within the Estero Planning Community:
“detrimental uses” (as defined in the Land Development Code); free-standing nightclubs or bar and

cocktail lounges: and retail uses that require outdoor display in excess of one acre.

Policy 19.2.6: ILee County encourages commercial developments within the Estero Planning
Community to provide interconnect opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to
minimize access points onto primary road corridors; and residential developments to provide

interconnect opportunities with commercial areas, including but not limited to bike paths and
pedestrian access ways.

Obijective 19.3: RESIDENTIAL USES: Iee County must protect and enhance the residential

character of the Estero Planning Community by strictly evaluating adjacent uses, natural resources,
access and recreational or open space, and requiring compliance with enhanced buffering requirements.

Policy 19.3.1: In order to meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University. Lee County

encourages higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types, including affordable

housing, in close proximity to Florida Gulf Coast University, between Three Oaks Parkway and
I-75.

Policy 19.3.2: By the end of 2002, The Estero Community will draft and submit regulations and
policies for Lee County to review, amend or adopt as regulations in the Land Development Code

to provide for greater buffering between distinctly different adjacent commercial and residential
properties, modified however when a project is of mixed use nature.

Policy 19.3.3: Lee County will protect the large lot residential areas between Koreshan Parkway
and Corkscrew Road by requiring significant buffers between existing lots and higher density

residential developments, and/or the placement of transitional density to adjacent units between the
uses.
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Objective 19.4: Natural Resources: Countyregulations, policies, and discretionary actions affecting
Estero must protect or enhance key wetland or native upland habitats.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end of 2003, Lee County will review, amend or adopt Lee Plan or Land
Development Code regulations to provide the following:

L] All future development proposals adjacent to the Estero River orits tributaries must include
floodplain protection plans prior to zoning approval.

All new development adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must provide an

additional buffer which preserves all of the native vegetation within that buffer, adjacent
to the top of bank, with the exception of passive recreational uses. This is intended to

_ prevent degradation of water quality within these natural water bodies.

Lee County will encourage on-site preservation of indigenous plant communities and listed
species habitat. When site constraints are such that off-site mitigation of indigenous areas
i1s deemed necessary, the mitigation will be of similar habitat provided within the Estero

Planning Community Boundaries.

Lee County will provide significant incentives (for example increased density, Transfer of
Development Rights, etc) for the protection of wetlands, historic flow ways, native habitat
or other significant natural resources within the Estero Planning Community.

Policy 19.4.3: Lee County. or another authorized agency, will work to provide alternative

irrigation sources (re-use, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water, or mixed-non-potable) or financial
incentives to provide non-potable water to uses within the Estero Community. This is desired to
discourage the proliferation of private, single user wells. '

Policy 19.4.4: Lee County will continue to enforce wellfield protection requirements, monitoring,
and other applicable provisions to ensure that future wellfield drawdown zones are protected.

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County will encourage and solicit public input
and participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county regulations, Land Development
Code provisions, Lee Plan provisions, and zoning approvals.

Policy 19.5.1: As a courtesy. Lee County will register citizen groups and civic organizations within

the Estero Planning Community that desire notification of pending review of Land Development
Code amendments and Lee Plan amendments. Upon registration, Lee County will provide
registered groups with documentation regarding these pending amendments. This notice is a
courtesy only and is not jurisdictional. Accordingly, the County's failure to mail or to timely mail

the notice, or failure of a group to receive mailed notice, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar
a public hearing from occurring as scheduled.

Policy 19.5.2: The Estero Community will establish a “document clearing house” in Estero, where
copies of selected zoning submittal documents, staff reports, Hearing Examiner recommendations
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and resolutions will be provided for public inspection. The County's failure to provide or to timely
provide documents to the document clearing house, or failure of the document clearing house to

receive documents, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from occurring as
scheduled.

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request within the Estero
Planning Community must conduct one public informational session where the agent will provide
a general overview of the project for any interested citizens. Lee County encourages zoning staff
_to participate in such public workshops. This meeting must be conducted before the application
can be found sufficient. The applicant is fully responsible for providing the meeting space and
providing security measures as needed. Subsequent to this meeting, the applicant must provide
County staff with a meeting summary document that contains the following information: the date,
time, and location of the meeting; a list of attendees; a summary of the concerns or issues that were

raised at the meeting; and a proposal for how the applicant will respond to any issues that were
raised.

Objective 19.6: COMMUNITY FACILITIES. Iee County will work with the Estero Community
to provide or facilitate the provision of a broad mix of Community Facilities.

Policy 19.6.1: The Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to provide appropriate
passive recreational opportunities within the Estero Scrub Preserve, potentially enhanced by a

public/private partnership. This should include easy access, parking, trails, and other non-intrusive
uses.

Policy 19.6.2: The Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to encourage the
integration of the Koreshan State Historic Site into the fabric of the community. This may include
landscaping, aesthetically pleasing archways along US 41, the provision of a “‘gateway” at US 41
and Corkscrew Road, enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access, or programmed activities for the
community.

. Policy 19.6.3: Lee County will work with the community and private landowners to identify
opportunities to maintain public access to the Estero River and Estero Bay.

Policy 19.6.4: Lee County will work with the community to ensure that the development of the

. Estero Bonita Springs Community Park is integrated into the surrounding development and open
space areas. The concept would be for the park to act as a hub, connected to other open

. space/recreational opportunities through pedestrian or bicycle linkages, either along public rights
of way or through adjacent developments.
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS,
" RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT

DATE OF ORC REPORT:

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS

B. STAFF RESPONSE
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PART VI - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
HEARING FOR ADOPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING:

A. BOARD REVIEW:

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: -

1. BOARD ACTION:

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT:

C. VOTE:
JOHN ALBION
ANDREW COY
BOB JANES
RAY JUDAH
DOUG ST. CERNY
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Section One: Background

The Estero Community Plan process was generated by a grass roots effort and coordinated by
the Estero Chamber of Commerce through the direction of the Committee that provided equal
representation to members of the Chamber, the Civic Association, the development community,
and the Estero Concerned Citizens Organization (ECCO).

The Community Plan is partially funded by Lee County through a matching grant program, while
the remaining fees are funded through a combination of private contributions and funds

. managed by the Estero Chamber of Commerce. _
The Estero Community Plan actively solicited input and direction from the residents of Estero
through two public visioning workshops held on August 15, 2000 and September 19, 2000. The
Community Plan will include four phases, as outlined below:

Phase I: Phase | is a preliminary evaluation of the major issues facing the future growth
management of the Estero Community. This evaluation will include collection of
data and analysis, public input and coordination with Lee County representatives.
The result of this initial effort will be the establishment of a Community Vision
Statement, and the submission of a Lee County Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to add Goals, Objectives and Policies to the Lee Plan to provide
additional direction in evaluating future development approval requests.

Phase ll: Phase Il includes the preparation of detailed Land Development Code
: Regulations addressing issues ranging from landscaping and signage, to the
development approval process itself. It is anticipated that Phase Il may include
some detailed master planning for key areas within the community, resulting from
direction incorporated in Phase I. Phase |l is anticipated to begin October 2000,
with approval anticipated in early 2001.

Phase lli: Phase lll is anticipated to include very specific amendments to the Future Land
Use Map of the Lee Plan. This may include the identification of necessary
roadway improvements, modifications to land use categories, and the creation of
specific land use overlays. This Phase will be a detailed evaluation, and will
build upon the foundation established by the Phase | amendments. Phase Il is
preliminarily scheduled for submittal in September of 2001, with approval
expected the fall of 2002.
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Section Two: Intent

The Estero Community Plan Phase | aims to begin addressing the future growth, character and
quality of life within the Estero Community by adopting guiding principles into the Lee Plan.
These guiding principles will provide direction on land use and ipfrastructure decisions, thereby
ensuring that future development remain consistent with thgst vision of the community, and
encourage approved development to strive towards ach®xir these goals.

This amendment marks an important first step i g-term process. The provisions
recommended by this Community Plan will guide the development of future Land Development
Code regulations, as well as future site specific Land Use Map Amendments. As identified
above, the anticipated schedule for Phase | includes submittal by September 29, 2000, with
adoption expected by the fall of 2001.
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Section Three: Process

The following section outlines the process that was followed in the preparation of the
recommendations associated with Phase 1 of the Estero Community Plan. It is important to note
that this process was intentionally compressed in order to meet the September 29, 2000
deadline. Therefore, much of the data and analysis is based on existing information,
development approvals or projections. However, there was a significant effort to obtain

~community input from residents and Key Stakeholders to identify community issues, concerns

and desires.

1.

Identification of Key Community Issues
Based on preliminary input from the Estero Chamber of Commerce, ECCO, the Lee County
Department of Community Development, and personal contact with the residents of Estero,
Vanasse & Daylor established the following Key Community issues as underlying concepts

for the first phase of the Estero Community Plan.

¢ Community Character
Identify what issues the community feels are important for the protection and/or
enhancement of the beauty, quality of life and visual impact of Estero.

o Residential Land Uses
Determine areas within Estero that the community should encgurage for residential uses
and begin to discuss the desired character, density and @ nity lnterface

e Commercial Land Uses %
Determine areas within Estero that the comm ould- encourage or discourage for
commercial uses, and begin to discuss the deslr€d character, intensity and community
interface. Further, we received input on what uses the residents perceive as
inappropriate due to their potential lack of compatibility with the community vision.

+ Natural Resources
Identify natural resources within Estero that should be considered for public access,
protection, enhancement or acquisition.

o Public Participation
Solicit input from the Community on how to best provide more meaningful publlc
participation opportunities during the development approval process. Ideally, this
concept should provide more direct input to the developers on community expectations,
as well as provide developers with more certainty in respect to community support. A
copy of the Estero Community Plan Questionnaire is attached in Appendix A.

Preliminary Evaluation of Existing Conditions:

In order to maintain the schedule to submit the necessary documentation by the September
29, 2000 deadline, Vanasse & Daylor undertook an abbreviated Evaluation of Existing
Conditions. This included identification of the Community Boundaries, a review of the FLUM
categories and permitted uses, the approved Planned Development Zonings (including
uses, intensities and internal configurations, and natural resources). When possible, we
used existing information to establish, or corroborate, conclusions. The preliminary findings
are outlined below:
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¢ Project Boundaries:
The Community Master Plan Commiittee, Vanasse & Daylor and the Lee County
Department of Community Development established the project boundaries by
comparing several existing documents that identify the Estero Community. These
included the Estero Fire District, the Estero/San Carlos Planning Community, the Estero
Census Tract, the Zip Code Districts and the Elementary School Boundaries.

The actual community boundaries are difficult to identify, except for the southern and
western boundaries, which are established by the City of Bonita Springs and Estero Bay,
respectively. No clear physical or developmental boundary can be used to separate
Estero from San Carlos. In most instances, Koreshan Parkway is recognized as the
demarcation line, but it is interesting to note that the Estero Chamber of Commerce and
the Estero Fire District's Administrative Offices are north of this line.

Similarly, east of I-75, the north/south separation presents a challenge. The generally
recognized line runs along the northem edge of Grand Oaks, which also corresponds to
the northern boundary of the Corkscrew Road Service Area (CRSA). However, the
University Window Overlay, Miramar Lakes, Florida Gulf Coast University’s main
entrance and the Teco Area all have a significant synergy with both the Estero and San
Carlos Communities, particularly due to the role these areas will have in the future
growth of the Estero Community.

To the east, the county line provides a clear boundary. However, the timing and nature

of the development occurring several miles east of the Interstate will have minimal

impact on the near term growth of Este _ _
Perhaps most interesting, is the property Io@@ of]FF75, but south of Corkscrew Road.
Much of this property is located in the Bonita Planning Community, or Bonita Fire District,

but because of the boundaries established by Bonita Springs and the land acquisition to the
south, this area appears to have a stronger relationship to Estero than to Bonita.

Because of the complexities associated with identifying the boundaries, and the limited
scope of the initial phase of this Community Plan, we have prepared three exhibits. The
first Exhibit shows the Study Area. This area includes land north of Grande Oaks on the
east side of I-75. The purpose of this inclusion is not to “stake claim” to these areas, but
rather to recognize the importance these areas will have on the future growth- of both
Estero and San Carlos. Ideally, by including these areas into the study area, there will be
a more integrated approach in terms of landscaping, signage and provision of housing.

The second Exhibit (Exhibit 2) identifies the recommended boundaries of the Estero
Community. This boundary essentially includes the Estero Fire District, with the
exception of the addition of land south of Corkscrew Road that is currently shown in the
Bonita Springs Fire District. Because the access to this area is limited to Corkscrew
Road, and it is physically separated from the Town of Bonita Springs or the Bonita
Beach Road area by public acquisition areas (CREW and SFWMD), it is recommended
that this area be integrated into the Estero Planning Community.

Exhibit 3 was prepared to focus the attention on the more immediate issues through the
designation of a “Core Community” area. The majority of the planning efforts for the
First Lee Plan Amendment and initial round of Land Development Code amendments
will focus on the Core Community area.
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Exhibit 1: Study Area
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Exhibit 2:

Community Boundaries
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Exhibit 3: Core Community

12

.....

:\Projects\Estero\Community Plan

A8 BTN

B 24

:B—’ITA‘ 3

s | 1

ALICO ‘RD.

DR AR

f,-‘».\: . ’ z“ B

10

i

Draft Estero Community Plan
Prepared for the Estero Chamber of Commerce

Page 7 of 42



+ Population:
Based on an analysis of the approved dwelling units, county population projections, and
a detailed count of existing homes prepared by the Estero Fire District, the existing and
projected populations within the Estero Core Community, are as follows:

Table 1: 1999 Population Projections Based on Data and Analysis:
Dwelling Units Population -
Permanently| Seasonally
Total [ Occupied Occupied Permanent | Seasonal | Functional
Estero 6,815 4,484 1,990 10,188 3,980 14,168

Source: Lee County Department of Community Development

Table 2:

Table 3:

@@@

2010 Population Projectio

n @e?:on Housing Projections

Year Dwelling Units | Population
1999 7,089 14,745
2010 | 25,718 53,493

Source: Estero Fire Department

2020 Population Projections for the Estero/San Carlos Community

Year Population
1998 23,240
2020* 43,404

Source: Lee County Department of Community Development
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Table 4:

Community Expected Population by 2020:

IAnswer Average [Number of Answers IMuItiplied
'No Answer 27
5,000} 5,000 1 5,0004
10,0000 10,000 5 50,000}
10,000 - 15,0001 12,500 3 37,500)
13,000 - 14,000] 13,500 1 13,500}
15,0000 15,000 7 105,000}
15,000 - 20,000] 17,500 3 52,500]
15,000 - 25,000f 20,000 1 20,0004
20,000 20,000 6 120,008|
20,000 - 25,000] 22,500 2 45,00
20,000 - 30,000] 25,000 3 75,000}
~ 25000] 25,000 4 100,000}
25,000 - 30,000] 27,500 1 27,5000
30,000 30,000 7 210,000
30,000 - 35,000] 32,500 1 32,500
30,000 - 40,000] 35,000 4 140,000}
30,000 - 50,000] 40,000 1 40,000]
35,0000 35,000 1 35,000]
35,000 - 50,000] 42,500 1 42,500}
40,0001 40,000 7 . _4 280,000
40,000 - 50,000] 45,000 1 & N 45000
50,000] 50,000 140 700,000|
50,000 - 60,000] 55,000 v 110,000]
50,000 - 75,000] 62,5000 Q)™ 62,500]
60,000] 60000 ~ 4 240,000
60,000 - 75,000] 67,500 1 67,500
70,000 70,000 K 70,000 .
70,000 - 100,000] 85,000 2 170,000]
75,000] 75,000 1 75,000]
75,000 - 100,000 87,500 1 87,50
80,000 80,000 1 80,00
80,000 - 100,000] 90,000 1 90,00
100,000] 100,000 4 400,0004
100,000 - 150,000] 125,000 1 125,000]
TOTALS 121 3,753,500]
AVERAGE POPULATION ANSWER 30,994
Draft Estero Community Plan
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Itis interesting to note that based on the public input through the Estero Community
Questionnaire, the mean population (as reflected in Table 2) of 30,994 is roughly
consistent with the with the current projected population for the year 2010 established by
a detailed analysis of existing and approved units.

e Future Land Use Map:
The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) within the Core Community has a center point at I-75
and Corkscrew Road. This point represents the highest intensity land uses and highest
concentration of circulation corridors, with land uses, density and intensity reducing as
you proceed away from this point. A second development node is identifiable at the
intersection of US 41 and Corkscrew Road, where an existing community shopping
center already exists. The Future Land Uses within the Estero Community are reflected
on Exhibit 3.

The majority of the undeveloped land within the Core Community is designated
“suburban”, with surrounding existing and approved projects consuming the majority of
the outlying suburban and/or rural designations. The “suburban” category allows for
moderate residential densities, and limits commercial intensities to developments Iess
than 100,000 square feet.

along the edges of Estero Bay. Three notable ex s iMclude the headwaters of the
Estero River (which emanate from the northern ed County Creek and run
southwest), the Koreshan State Historic Sit at the northwest quadrant of US 41
and Corkscrew Road) and a wetland flow ystem that has been integrated into The
Brooks water management/preserve system.

As depicted on the FLUM, the most dominant natural f@: es are located east of I-75, or

Generally, the existing designations are appropriate for guiding the future growth of the
community, provided that Lee County gives further direction on where and how
commercial uses should be developed, and a methodology to encourage a mix of
residential uses and community uses in the smaller parcels along key corridors.

Based on these findings, we anticipate that Lee County could adopt a Community
Overlay into the Lee Plan to provide this direction, without requiring a significant
redesignation of the underlying Future Land Use Categories. The “Overlay” will initially
be implemented through the proposed Goals, Objectives and Policies recommended in
Phase |, while specific “Overlay” regulations may be adopted through Phase 2 and 3 of
the Community Plan.

e Planned Development Approvals:
Much of the support for undertaking this amendment is generated out of frustration with,
or a mis-understanding of the Planned Development Approval Process or the
entitiements obtained in earlier Planned Developments.

Based on input from the community, we have found that residents perceive that
significant development has recently been approved for the community, outpacing the
actual demand. Vanasse & Daylor, LLP conducted a thorough evaluation of all of the
Planned Development Approvals that have been granted within the area identified above
as the Estero Community, in order to determine what has actually been approved, and
how that compares with the projected population. Based on a detailed review of the
zoning resolutions and Planned Development Summary (which are provided in Appendix
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B) Table 3 has been prepared to summarize the current residential, service and retail
approvals granted through the Planned Development Process. It is important to note,
that the date of each approval has also been provided.

Exhibit 4: Future Land Use Map

7

AL

b

et iytiey

rmvem ey v e b4 iy |

H
R
;ﬁi‘ k
'!
it
!l
lii g
o
)

I:\Projects\Estero\Community Plan Draft Estero Community Plan

. Prepared for the Estero Chamber of Commerce
Page 11 of 42



Exhibit 5: Planned Development Map
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In Appendix A, we have summarized the planned development approvals in Estero.
Appendix A shows that there is approximately 7,779,076 square feet of approved
commercial entitlements, while there are 25,656 approved residential units. This results
in a ratio of 303.2 square feet per dwelling unit. The original Roberts Overlay (2010
Overlay) estimated a commercial demand of .0323 acres (or 1,400 square feet) per
dwelling unit for all of Lee County in 1987 and a projection of .0418 acres (or 1,800
square feet) per dwelling unit in the year 2010. Based on this evaluation, the approved
commercial does not exceed the ratio established by the Lee Plan. This is not intended
to suggest that all of the commercial is compatible with surrounding uses, or that it is
appropriately located, but simply that based on the approved residential units, there is
not an excess of commercial approved within the Estero Community.

Another source of frustration for residents has been the perceived uncertainty when
projects are approved using a “bubble” Master Concept Plan (MCP). However, in
reviewing a significant sample of the Master Concept Plans for community cores, most
projects are adequately articulated to provide sufficient assurance for adjacent uses.
Frequently it is not that the uses being developed differs from those requested, but
residents simply would prefer to see other uses Of course, there have been some

notable exceptions to this conclusion, pr| tion with several recent
developments that approved intensive us g nsistent with the
community's expectations for commercial developmen wit he community. In light of

this conflict between adequate assurance for the commumty and reasonable flexibility
for the development community, this Community Plan recommends some additional
restrictions on uses, as well as increased submittal requirements for specific “high
intensity” uses. These recommendatlons are contained in the Recommendations
Section of this report.

e Natural Resources:
In evaluating the public input provided through the Workshop Questionnaire, 45% of the
respondents cited Water Resources as their primary concern, with a vast number of the
remaining respondents identifying this as one of the top several issues. The main
justification for this concern is the reoccurring restrictions implemented by the Water
Management District, and the occurrence of dry wells in certain communities. Itis
important to note that the SFWMD has instituted water restrictions on a regular basis for
nearly 20 years. The result is the perception that the restrictions are solely the result of
new development, when in reality, they have been a regular occurrence for many years.
This Community Plan recommends that Lee County work with the SFWMD to implement -
a year-round “Conservation Program” that encourages smart use of water resources,
while eliminating the fear associated with period “restrictions” that are created, then lifted
in an ongoing basis.

I:\Projects\Estero\Community Plan ) Draft Estero Community Plan
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Second, one of the desired results of the Community Plan is to encourage Lee County
Department of Public Works, Lee County Water Supply Authority and the South Florida
Water Management District to begin an educational program to outline the actual status
of potable water planning, treatment and availability in Lee County. Again, the
perception is that the community is on the brink of running out of water supply, when in
reality, the above mentioned agencies have established long term plans, adopted
regulations to enforce those plans, and are continuing to work with private developers to
undertake Aquifer Storage and Recovery Wells, restoration of flow ways, and long term
protection of potable sources, etc. This Community Plan recognizes those efforts, as
well as the understandable desire to protect these resources. Phase | includes
provisions to encourage the |mplem of existing regulations, as weII as conduct
additional evaluations during the Pa mendments o
Finally, in reviewing the a mentatlon on other natural resources, primarily
wetlands and Envuronmen Slgnlf icant Coastal Habitats, the Community Plan
recommends adding an Environmental Objective to Goal 19 to help provide additional
guidance for the protection of natural resources during the future growth of the Estero
Community. This Objective will be primarily associated with the Estero River and
Tributaries, as well as the “coastal fringe” associated with the Estero Bay. This
recommendation is based on the mapping provided by the Agency on Bay Management,

Exhibit 6, the CREW Regional Ecosystem Watershed Map, Exhibit 7, and the Regional
Planning Council's Regionally Significant Natural Resources Map, Exhibit 8.
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Exhibit 6:  Agency On Bay Management
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Exhibit 7: CREW Reglonal Ecosystem Watershed
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Lee County Regionally Significant Natural Resources (SWFRPC)

Exhibit 8
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e Transportation:
One of the next highest “areas of concern”, as identified by the residents of Estero, is the
roadwayl/traffic issue. Because of the complex nature of this issue, it is recommended
that Lee County continue to enforce the concurrency standards contained in the Lee
Plan. However, it is further recommended that a detailed evaluation of the projected
transportation requirements for approved and planned development be initiated as part
of the Phase il evaluation.

Two specific issues that appear to be appropriate for additional evaluation are the
extension of Sandy Lane south to Williams, and the identification of an additional
east/west corridor. One east/west corridor that has been preliminarily evaluated is the
Coconut Road extension to the proposed 951 extension. Currently, the Estero
Community Plan makes no formal recommendation on any specific actions on these two
issues, other than identifying that they deserve additional evaluation.

A third issue currently receiving a significant amount of attention is the truck traffic on
Corkscrew Road. The community is strongly behind current efforts to designate
Corkscrew Road as a “No Through Truck™ zone, from Alico to US 41. Significant amount
of research and documentation has been provided to Lee County through the on-going
efforts of the Corkscrew Road Service Area (CRSA). Presently this issue is schedule to
go before the Board of County Commissioners at the October Management and
Planning Meeting. Additional recommendations are contained in this document to

further support this community planning issue. AF T

+ Historic Resources: . D :
The Koreshan Unity's settlement in Lee County was based in Estero, with the very first
buildings located at the Estero River, adjacent to the current alignment of US 41. The
settlement was established in 1894 as an outgrowth of the Koreshan Unity Movement.
During the next decade, the Koreshan community continued to see significant cultural
development and construction.

The main buildings and gardens of the original settlement were determined to be of such
significance that they were placed on the National Register of Historic Places by the
State of Florida. Eventually, Koreshan Unity, Inc donated the majority of the property to
the state in 1961.

In December 1986, Lee County, in conjunction with Florida Preservation Services,
prepared the Historic and Archaeological Survey — Lee County, to highlight the
significance of the facility, as well as recommend specific planning considerations. The
following information is taken from that report.

Description:

The Koreshan Unity settlement, now a state park, is available for study,
interpretation, and recreation. The settlement area within the park is listed on the
National Register. Most of the 11 buildings recorded in the survey were built
prior to 1908 and reflect the industry and activities of the settlers.
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The significant buildings include the Planetary Court, dormitory, Arts Hall, store,
bakery and various residential buildings. Beyond the religious settlement are
residential areas that were built between Sandy Lane, Corkscrew Road and
Broadway, and include several old grove houses and outbuildings. Mound Key
fishing families built many of these buildings in 1917 — 1918. Additionally, the old
schools of 1917 and 1924 are standing, as is the old county barn. On the west
side of US 41 is the Boomer estate and caretaker's house.

Significance: _
The national register nomination form prepared by the Department of State, Division of
Historic Resources in 1975 described the significance of the site as follows:

“The physical remains of the Koreshan community are preserved because they
represent a unique philosophical and religious movement, because they illustrate
a cooperative settlement of the past era and because they are remnants of a
pioneer community which, in many ways, typified life on the south Florida frontier
around the turn of the twentieth century. The extant gardens are of value to
tropical horticulturalists."

Based on the findings contained in this Historical Survey, as well as the Community’s
desire to protect it's historical beginnings, the Community Plan is recommending several
specific actions in order to protect these assets gnd enhance the aesthetic value of the
community. &

First, a policy is being proposed in P %o encourage the protection of these historic
areas by discouraging the convegst etail or commercial uses that would eliminate
the historic nature of the propertyNFhe intent is not to prohibit reasonable development
within this area, but rather to encourage development that enhances the historic nature,
and is consistent with the character of the community. Potential uses include studios,
arts and craft facilities, corporate training facilities, retreats, and snack bars.

Second, it is recommended that a detailed master plan for the Historic Area be
developed, and redevelopment/preservation incentives be adopted during Phase 1l of
the Community Plan. This will provide assurances of realistic development potential, as
well as guide appropriate growth in the Highlands Avenue corridor.

Finally, it is recommended that Phase |l of the Community Plan obtain the necessary
data and analysis to adopt a Historic Development Overlay into the Lee Plan.
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Exhibit 9: Historic Areas Map:
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3. Public Input:
Because of the grass roots nature of this undertaking, input from area residents and
landowners has been very important in the formulation of the study’s recommendations. In
order to assist the community to maintain a focused approach for this first amendment
round, we utilized the list of Key Community Issyes, and the preliminary existing conditions
evaluations to stimulate input. However, w. %‘ved input on other issues, and will
incorporate them throughout the comm lanhing process.

Betwee_n‘ August 15 and Septe %we provided over 500 copies of the questionnaire to
the community. These were hantdeéd out at the first public workshop, made available '
through local points of service (Publix, Colonial Bank, and the Estero Chamber of
Commerce), and many were mailed out or sent via e-mail to those calling to request
additional copies.

As of September 11, we received 125 responses to the questionnaire.

4. Planning Workshops
In addition, 4 Planning Workshops were conducted with the Estero Communlty Plan
Committee in order to establish a scope, evaluate project approaches, review preliminary
findings, and critique the preliminary draft of the Estero Community Plan. These meetings
were fairly informal, and were conducted at the Colonial Bank conference room. Additional
informal meeting were conducted with various members of the Committee, either by phone
or at the offices of Vanasse & Daylor, LLP.

These workshops provided the members of the committee with a better understanding of the
community input, results of the mapping, and recommended approach. Further, they
provided the Consultant with the opportunity to obtain input from representatives of the
Community and refine the Plan recommendations.
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Section Four:

prepared a Questionnaire to identify specific concerns, recommendations and comments held

Community Direction/Evaluation of Public Input
In order to solicit direct input from the community and Key Stakeholders, Vanasse & Daylor

by the citizens. These questionnaires contained a very broad diversity in response ranging from
a no-growth sentiment to a “maintain the course” recommendation. Presented below is a

summary of some of the key responses to the questionnaire. Copies of all the questionnaires

are attached in Appendix B.

Table # 5:

FACILITIES AND SERVICES
The question read:

o

=<
N

Please rank the following public facilities and services based on

your perception of the relative need for improvement.

No
RANKING Answer 1 21 3]4|516|7{8{9|10]|11]12]|13 |14 |TOTALS
2 ROADS 16040 [16|10/ 9|7 |3]6|3le6|3]2]3]1 125
11 BIKE PATHS 19 5 |214]e6|a|{7]10]l10]5)8|8]15]17]s 125
1 WATER SUPPLY 19/ 68 |22 8 | 5125121 1 1 1 125
3 DRAINAGE 19/ 17 [28]15[10{10[ 3 | 6 | 514 [ 3|31 1 125
8 SOLID WASTE 22| 8 | 5 ({181 4 {11|10110| 7 |10 9 |4 ]14)2]1 125
PARKS AND
9 RECREATION 22 7 |4 {51614 7 | 111131127 | 814 ] 5 125
FIRE
4 PROTECTION 23] 10 |11 ]19]12]|14110] 6 | 5 | 5|22 {2 4 125
10 LIBRARY 29] 3 1131391218418 13|10[11[ 915 125
6 EDUCATION 23l 10| 6|8 ]12[11]|13] 9|86 |6 |7|2]4 125
12 CULTURE 22 4 13141565121 518|618 {14|15714]| 5 125
13 RELIGION 29| 1 1 8 21465 (12113(16[20] 8 125
LAW :
5 ENFORCEMENT 23] 9 |11 8 |16(13|16}11{ 4 15 [5]|1]1 101 125
7 HEALTH CARE 22| 8 | 3| 8|9 |13|10}10{12| 7 12| 5|2 [ 31 125
TOTALS 288 180 113 110 105 120 93 101 91 81 95 78 76 67 27

(Please note: Not all rankings were used in all answers, some rankings were used more than
once per questionnaire.)
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Based on the compilation of responses, evaluation of existing conditions, and mapping and
analysis, a Community Vision was refined, as well as the identification of multiple “Action ltems”.
These Action Items represent general or specific steps that the community has identified for
immediate action or future detailed evaluation. Presented below is a summary of the key issues
identified by the participants of the study. However, in order to give the Community a clear
expectation of how each of these Action Items will be addressed, when they will be addressed,
and who is responsible for implementing them, each Action ltem has been categorized in one of
the following five categories:

e Initial Lee Plan Amendment
¢ Land Development Code Amendment
¢ Detailed Master Planning

e Secondary Lee Plan Amendments

o Community Responsibility

1. Initial Lee Plan Amendment:
The Action Items listed in this category can be addressed, even if only preliminarily, in the
Lee Plan Amendment scheduled for submittal on September 29, 2000. These are typically
issues that are visionary in nature, and can be adopted in Goal, Objective and Policy format.
They will then serve as “enabling” language for future, more detailed community planning
efforts. '

These Action Items will help form the Commu@@%ement, and will serve as the
%

cornerstone for future development and project appro Z}
Timeframe: Initiated September 29, 2000; Approved September 2001

a. Commercial Corridor Concepts — See Policy 19.2
e Encourage Retail Concentrations at Major Intersections and in Other Clusters
¢ Encourage Mixed Use Developments along designated roadways
« Encourage neighborhood oriented retail uses along designated roadways (such
as Flower Shop, Shoe Repair, Art Gallery, etc.)

b. Recreational Areas and Parks — See Recommended Policy 19.4
¢ Encourage the continued development of Recreational opportunities
e Encourage the integration of recreational opportunities and public water access
on the Sahdev property.
¢ Encourage the acquisition of public access to the Estero River
¢ Encourage continued preservation and enhancement of CREW Lands

c. Community Services/Infrastructure

Encourage Local Governmental Offices For Essential Services in Estero
Encourage a Sheriff's Substation in Estero '
Encourage enhanced Fire Protection and EMS/ALS Services for Estero
Encourage Community Based Medical/Health Services in Estero

Encourage the expansion of Lee Tran Operations within Estero

Discourage the proliferation of median cuts and accesses to adjacent properties.
Discourage Through Truck Traffic on Corkscrew Road

Provide direction for the protection of the Historic resources of Estero.
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Environmental/Protection of Natural Resources
e Direct Required Mitigation to Estero, Whenever Possible

Identify Incompatible Uses

« Discourage the approval of detrimental uses including adult entertainment related
businesses, bottle club establishments, free standing bars or lounges,
businesses that use large outdoor areas for sales and inventory storage.

Development Approval Process

e Provide for earlier public notification of zoning actions via on-site S|gnage notice
in the media, notice on County website, and notice to registered organizations
and citizens of application for rezoning.

e Encourage Public Workshops Prior to the Hearings Examiner Proceedings.

. General Amendments

+ Update the Vision Statement to reflect the Communi %A&lon for Estero

2. Land Development Code Amendment: %
The following Action Items are typically more detail@ ture, and applicable to all new
development in the Estero Community. These items will not only apply to all new
development, but to approved projects that have not obtained Development Orders.
Because of the specific nature of these amendments, these Action Items will be adopted in
the Land Development Code, and will have the most immediate and visible results in
achieving the character the communlty desires. Examples of these Action Items include
buffering, enhanced landscaping, signage guidelines, etc.

Timeframe: Initiated October 2000; Approved January 2001

a.

Architectural Standards for Structures

Establish a Community Based Architectural Standards Review Board
Define Standards Compatible with Community Vision

Include or modify Building Height Limits

Include or modify Building Setback Standards

Encourage “Subdued” Color Schemes

Limit “Box Type” Structures Without Architectural Features and Trim (these
regulations currently exist in the Land Development Code, but may require
refinement for Estero.)

b. Landscaping Standards
¢ Require Landscaping Consistent with LeeScape Master Plan
o Establish Standardized "Welcome to Estero” Signs and Landscaping at Estero
Borders
¢ Require Implementation of roadway landscaping, berms and Sidewalks/Bike
Paths along designated road corridors in order to provide visual rellef and a
unifying element throughout the Community.
c. Lighting, Signs, Utilities, Towers and Antennas
« Establish Distinctive Street Signs, Lamps and Poles, Benches and Bus Shelters
for use within the Community.
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o Define Standards for Size, Placenient and general design of Streetlights.

¢ Require (When Economically Feasible) Buried Utilities Along Gateway Roadways
and Internal to Planned Developments

¢ Require Enhanced Landscaping/Screening Around Utilities

d. Commercial Corridor Concepts
e Establish or modify Building Setbacks in Conjunction with Rear Parking
¢ Limit the Number of Roadway Median Cross Cuts and Accesses from Roadways
- Evaluate modified Hours of Operations for areas adjacent to residential zones
o Evaluate requiring compliance with the Estero Community Plan provisions in
order to extend or vest a Planned Development Master Plan after five years of
inactivity.

f. Community Services
e Encourage Community Uses (Fire, Post Office, etc.) within all zoning districts in
Estero.
* Provide incentives for redevelopment/preservation within the Historic Area.

g. Environmental/Protection of Natural Resources
¢ Encourage required mitigation within Estero, whenever possible
o Establish appropriate setback standards from the Estero River and Estero Bay

h. List of Undesirable Businesses @
o Modify the “List of Permitted Uses” within K d to discourage

detrimental uses, bottle clubs, free standing bar o busmesses which
require large outdoor areas for sales and inventory stor :

i. Development Approval Process
e Outline a Public Notification System to provide earlier public notice through
signage, media, website notification or disclosure to Registered Organizations.
o Establish appropriate levels of information for Master Concept Plans — based on
whether or not the proposed use is a “High Impact” use.
¢ Require an additional opportunity for Community review and input on a
development approval request, prior to the Hearing Examiner Process.

3. Detailed Master Planning:
These Action Items will typically require additional research and/or detailed site planning on
specific parcels. Examples include the location and/or design of community facilities such
as parks, post offices, band shells, etc. This work must be directed by a consensus of the
Estero Community, and in concert with individual property owners.

Timeframe: Initiated At the request of the Community Planning Committee
Approved by the Community Planning Committee and Private Property
Owner

a. Investigate potential Village Green concepts in conjunction with the Sandy Lane,
Estero Community Park, and Railroad area.

b. investigate the potential of a modified “Main street” concept for the property adjacent
to Corkscrew Road.
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c. Prepare conceptual and detailed “Entry Features” to welcome travelers to the Estero
Gateways.

d. Prepare conceptual and detailed plans for Koreshan State Historic Site’s US 41
frontage. This may include enhanced landscaping, informational/interpretive kiosk at
US 41 and Corkscrew intersection, modified wall and column design to integrate the
Park into the community.

e. Prepare conceptual and detailed plans for the Theatre in the Woods property at the
Northeast quadrant of US 41 and Corkscrew Road to identify potential development
scenarios that maintain the historic/open space nature of the property, while
potentially allowing some development that is consistent with the Vision Plan.

f. Prepare a Historic Community plan for the Broadway and Highland Road area. This
may include residential, limited office and studio type uses.

4. Secondary Lee Plan Amendments:
These are more specific community planning elements that require significant evaluation,
public input, and investigation of economic impacts. Because of the limited timeframe for
the initial amendment, a secondary amendment round may be required to further implement
specific modifications to%e maps and/or text of the Lee Plan.
e

Timeframe: | at the request of the Community Planning Committee
itted September 2001
@ pproved September 2002

a. Commercial Corridor Concepts
* Designate Specific Locations for “high intensity” commermal uses — not solely
- based on square footage.
¢ Designate Specific Areas for Mixed Use Village Uses (Corkscrew Road, Highland
Road)
e Designate Future Community Facilities Location

b. Recreational Areas and Parks
e Evaluate the “Desired” LOS Requirements for Recreational Facilities in Estero

c. Community Services
o Evaluate the 2020 MPO Traffic ways maps for necessary improvements
¢ [dentify Sites for New Schools and Community Based Educatlonal Programs in
Estero.
¢ Develop a Historic Development Overlay for the Historic Area east of US 41 and
the Koreshan State Historic Site.

d. Environmental/Protection of Natural Resources
¢ Confine Required Mitigation to Estero, whenever possible
« Evaluate the Preservation Approach within the DRGR areas East of I-75
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e. General Amendments:
¢ Update the Planning Communities Map to individually track the population and
development approvals within Planning Community 13.

5. Community Responsibility:

These are undertakings that do not fall within the “jurisdiction™ of local regulatory structure.
These Action items are identified in this report, but will require the active involvement of the
Community to implement. _
a. Architectural Standards for Structures

e Define Standards Compatible with Florida Traditional Styles and Surroundings.

While this was clearly a sentiment established in the Questionnaire responses, it
is not recommended that a single style be established as the “preferred” style for
the community. Rather, it is recommended that the Community work together
during the Land Development Code amendments to identify certain parameters
that are desired in the community, but allow various styles to be implemented.
This approach will be much easier to regulate, will allow for more diversity, and
result in a more vibrant, attractive community.

o Encourage “Subdued” Color Schemes.

As with the architectural regulations mandating a specific style, limitations on
colors may be very difficult to obtain a consensus on, as well as regulate. It is
recommended that a preferred list of colors be established during the Land
Development Code process, with the understanding that the community will have
to provide direct input to the developer during the Community workshops.

b. Landscaping Standards
e Use "Signature” Plantings of Flowering Plants and Trees.

It is understood that the Community desires an afttractive landscaping component
to separate the Estero Community from other areas of Lee County. However, it
is the recommendation of this consultant that the landscaping not be limited to
flowering plants and trees. Often, these plant species require significant
maintenance, have undesired leaf and fruit drop, and go dormant during the peak
season. Conversely, it is recommended that the majority of “required” plant
material be based around native, hardy plant material with minimal maintenance
requirements. Additional landscaping may be ppaided at the discretion of the
property owner that features a limited list of ﬂo@

nt species.
c. Recreational Areas and Parks ' 4 ﬁ
o Develop Youth/Adult Recreation Centers with Active Program

Typically, this type of requirement is community based, either through the
establishment of a MSBU/MSTU district to fund these additional recreational
facilities, or through the development of programs in conjunction with a YMCA,
church or other similar organization. 4
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Make Appropriate Use of The Sahdev Prdperty.

While a Policy has been recommended to encourage the “appropriate use” of the
Sahdev Properly, it is important to inform the Community that this is a State
owned and managed facility, and that Lee County has no ability to require or
develop any specific type of development at this location.

d. Cultural and Historical

Support The Estero Historical Society, the Koreshan State Historic Site and
Facilities Restoration, and develop a Center for the Arts.

All of these desires are efforts that must be undertaken by the residents and Key
Stakeholders of the Community. Lee County has no ability to mandate or affect
any change that would resulf in t 'evement of these goals.

e. Community Services

Establish local govem@u“% ces for essential services in Estero.

The Estero Community Plan includes a Policy encouraging the compliance with
this goal. However, the realization of this goal will require significant lobbying
and population growth in order to justify this level of infrastructure. Most likely, in
order for these services to be provided, there will have to be a public/private
partnership to facilitate the cost effective provision of these services. It is
recommended that the Community work with local developers and landowners to .
put together an offering that will encourage the County government to take action
on this request. .

Identify Sites for New Schools and Community Based Educational Programs in
Estero.

The Lee County School Board, as well as higher educational providers, is
completely independent of Lee County government. While Policies may be
developed to encourage these uses, the County has no ability to implement this
goal. In order to realize compliance with this goal, a local effort will have to be
spearheaded by the Community to persuade the appropriate agencies to
consider locating in the Estero Community.

Encourage Community Based Medical/Health Services in Estero.

The provision of Medical and Health services are purely market driven, and
cannot be required to locate in the Estero Community. As with other “Community
Cultural” elements, it is recommended that the Community put together a group
that is charged with the responsibility of pursuing these service providers, and
demonstrating that Estero is the most appropriate location for them to enter the
market.
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f. Environmental/Protection of Natural Resources
e Enforce Population Density Standards.

The Lee Plan establishes the maximum density standards. There are no
instances where the population standards have not been enforced. There may
be instances where zoning approvals allow densities consistent with the higher
end of the permitted densities, but the resulting density is consistent with the
established standards.

¢ Define and Implement Noise Standards.

Lee County already has a Noise Ordinance that establishes maximum noise
thresholds for daytime and nighttime periods. This Ordinance is enforced by the
Lee County Sheriff's office. A recent evaluation of this ordinance demonstrates
that the regulations are consistent with the majority of Florida communities.

g. Development Approval Process
e Conduct all Public Workshops and Hearings Within the Estero Community.

This request would essentially relocate the county seat to Estero. It is highly
unlikely that all Public Workshops and Hearings could be conducted within the
Community. The Estero Community Plan has recommended additional
notification and workshops be conducted within the community, but additional
changes should be conducted separate from the Community Plan. -

+ Distinguish between “persons being paid to influe lic decisions” and
“citizens and/or citizens organizations” when limiting

%\lcatlons with
County Staff and County Commissioners regarding prop d use
decisions. ;\

This request is based on the current prohibition of un-authorized communication
with County Commissioners. This is a legal issue that has recently been
discussed between the Board of County Commissioners and the County
Attorney’s Office. The Community Plan has no ability to modify this current
regulation. If the Community desires additional changes, it is recommended that
the issue be addressed with the State Attorney’s office as well as the County
Attorney'’s office.
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Section 5:  Concepts/Strategies

The following concepts are underlying principals that have been utilized to evaluate the Action
ltems, as well as craft the Estero Community Plan recommendations. These concepts are
founded in sound planning principles, Lee Plan provisions, and Land Development Code
regulations, and are intended to maintain a balance between the desires of the community and
the legal rights of property owners.

1. The unique character of Estero should be enhanced and/or protected from visual blight.

2. Corkscrew Road is a gateway into the Estero Community, and should be protected.

3. Florida Gulf Coast University and the International Airport should be considered when
planning for future growth patterns within the Estero Community.

4. The historic beginnings of Estero should %otected and integrated into the
Community.

5. The natural resources of Est@%e sential for the well being of the Community.

6. Acknowledge and protect property rights previously obtained through the development
approval process.

7. The following Lee Plan provisioné are particularly applicable to the Estero Community,
and should be considered in all land use or infrastructure planning decisions.

a. Goal 1: Future Land Use Categories

b. Objective 2.1: Development Location

c. Objective 2.2: Development Timing

d. Policy 2.3.2; Provision of Adequate Infrastructure

e. Policy 2.9.1: Scenic Corridors

f. Goal 4: Development Design (encouraging Mixed Use Projects)

g. Policy 5.1.3: Direct high-density residential areas to locations near employment
centers.

h. Policy 5.1.5: Protection of the character and integrity of existing and future
residential areas from encroachment of destructive uses.

i. Policy 6.1.1: Review criteria for Commercial Development.

j. Policy 6.1.3: Commercial Development Design Requirements :

k. Policy 6.1.5: Traffic Carrying Capacity provisions (to support the requirement to
provide project interconnects along Corkscrew Road).

. Policy 6.1.11: Incentives for the Conversion of Strip Commercial Uses. (this
provision may be implemented to support recommendations
resulting from the Phase Il and [l Estero Community Plan).

m. Goal 22: Level of Service Requirements for the County Road system.

n. Goal 24: Transportation System Development Regulations

o. Objective 25.3: Roadway Landscaping (use this Objective to support enhanced
landscaping requirements)

p. Goal 33: Potable Water Level of Service Requirements

q. Goal 36: Sanitary Sewer Level of Service Requirements

r. Goal41: Protection of Water Resources (to educate the Community on
existing efforts to protect these resources)
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s. Goal 43:
t. ChapterV.:
u. Policy 70.1.3:
v. Goal 74:
w. Goal 77:

X. Objective 104.3:

y. Policy 110.1.2;

I:\\Projects\Estero\Community Plan

[

Groundwater Recharge (to educate the Community on existing
efforts to protect these resources)

Parks, Recreation and Open Space (to support requests for
integrated planning of recreational facilities)

Minimum Acceptable Level of Service Standards

Coastal Resource Protection (to support future additional
regulations associated with the Coastal Area)

Resource Protection (to support future Land Development Code
amendments that may require additional protection of key natural
resources)

Historic Preservation Incentives (to support recommendations

-regarding the enhancement of the Koreshan State Historic Site

and Theatre in the Woods property).
Economic Element (used to suppo t for additional medical
facilities within the community) 4] ﬁ
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Section Six: Recommendations

The recommendations from Phase | of the Estero Community Plan are targeted at establishing
a vision for the community, and to provide the Lee Plan with guidance for future community
development issues within Estero. The proposed Lee Plan amendments fall into six primary
categories: Community Character, Commercial Land Use, Residential Land Use, Natural
Resources, the Development Approval Process, and Community Facilities. Presented below
are the proposed Goals, Objectives and Policies intended to begin to establish the type of
community envisioned by the residents. -

Vision Statement: &

“To establish a community that embraces its ntage while carefully planning for
future growth resulting from Florida Gulf versrty, the Southwest Florida
International Airport, growing populatloﬂ% ique natural environment. Estero’s
growth will be planned as a village, estabhshing defined areas for tasteful shopping,
service and entertainment, while protecting and encouraging residential neighborhoods
that encourage a sense of belonging. Weaving the community together will be carefully
crafted limitations on strip commercial uses, inappropriate signage and certain undesired
commercial uses, while additional design guidelines will be establishedto ensure
attractive landscaping, streetscaping, architectural standards, and unified access points.
The implementation of this Vision will help reduce the conflict between residential and
commercial areas, as well as allow Estero to emerge as a vibrant Lee County Village.”

GOAL19: ESTERO ' .

To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by establishing minimum
aesthetic requirements, managing the location and intensity. of future commercial and resudentlal
uses, and providing greater opportunities for public participation in the land development
approval process.

Objective 19.1: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. Lee County shall establish, enhance and
enforce requlations, policies and discretionary actions affecting the character and aesthetic
appearance of Estero to help create a visually attractive community.

Policy 19.1.1: By the end of 2001, Lee County shall review, amend or establish Land

Development Code regulations that provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway
corridors, greater buffering and shading of parking areas, signage consistent with the

Community Vision, and architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: Lee County may not approve any deviation that would result in a

reduction of landscaping, buffering, signage guidelines or compliance with archltectural

standards.

Policy 19.1.3: Lee County will work with private property owners to establish incentives

for brinqing older projects into compliance with the requlatlons adopted as a result of the
Estero Community Plan.

Policy 19.1.4: Lee County and the Estero Community shall work in_conjunction with

private developers, public agencies and community service providers to establish a town

commons that encourages the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor

plaza, governmental offices, medical providers and recreational opportunities. Ideally,
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this town commons shall be located south of Corkscrew Road and north of The Brooks,
and shall be between US 41 and 1-75.

Policy 19.1.5: Lee County and the Estero Community will work with the State of Florida
to enhance the Koreshan State Historic Site in such a manner that it is more visually
integrated with the Community along US 41, provides for enhanced pedestrian/bicycle
access, and includes a public plazalinterpretive area at the corner of US 41 and
Corkscrew Road.

Policy 19.1.5: Lee County and the Estero Community will work with the property owners
within the Historic Area to encourage development that is consistent with the historic
nature of the Highlands Avenue/US 41 area. This should include the prohibition of
significant conversion of land area until a comprehensive Historic Development Overlay
can be developed.

Objective 19.2: COMMERCIAL LAND USES. Existing and future county requlations,
land use interpretations, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions must
recognize the unique conditions and preferences of the Estero Community to ensure that
tasteful shopping and employment opportunities are provided, while maintaining the
community character. @

Policy 19.2.1: All commercial developments within the Estero Com ibginust be
reviewed as a Commercial Planned Development. ) /@ 5
- /A

Policy 19.2.2: All retail uses shall be in compliance with the Retail Site Location
Standards. A finding of a “Special Case” (when not offered as part of an area wide
development plan) may not be permitted along Corkscrew Road or adjacent to any
residential use.

Policy 19.2.3: Non-Residential Uses along Corkscrew Road (outside of the Nodes
identified on Map 19) are encouraged to be mixed use in nature, and allow for residential
uses when possible. Further, uses outside of the Site Location Nodes on Corkscrew
Road should be limited to minor commercial uses intended to serve community
residents. :

Policy 19.2.4: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requlations
that encourage or incentivize mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road.

Policy 19.2.5: With the exception of Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19, as may be
amended from time to time, Lee County shall discourage retail uses along Three Oaks
Parkway, in favor of service and residential uses.

Policy 19.2.6: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requlations
that prohibit “detrimental uses”, free-standing nightclubs or lounges, or retail uses that
require significant outdoor display, storage or delivery areas from locating within 500’ of
an existing or approved residential neighborhood.

Policy 19.2.7: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requlations
that require Planned Developments which exceed the five year time frame established in
the Land Development Code, and have not complied with the vesting requirements
outlined in the LDC, to automatically become vacated. In order to extend, vest or

I:\Projects\Estero\Community Plan : Draft Estero Community Plan
' Prepared for the Estero Chamber of Commerce
: Page 33 0f42



otherwise maintain the original Master Concept Plan, all provisions required by Goal 19
shall be accommodated by the development.

Policy 19.2.8: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requlations
that require commercial developments within the Estero Community to provide
interconnect opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to minimize access
points onto primary road corridors.

Objective 19.3: RESIDENTIAL USES: Lee County shall protect and enhance the
residential character of the Estero Community by strictly evaluating adjacent uses, natural
resources, access and recreational or open space, and requiring compliance with enhanced
buffering requirements.

r

Policy 19.3.1: In order to-meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University, Lee
County shall encourage higher density residential dévelopments, with a mix of unit
types, in close proximity to Florida Gulf Coast l\Jfﬂversnv, and along I-75.

Policy 19.3.2: By the end of 2001, Lee. County shall amend the Mixed Planned
Development Category to allow for small scale mixed use projects along Corkscrew
Road, to allow residential above or in close proximity to retail and service uses.

Policy 19.3.3: By the end of 2001, Lee County shall review, amend or adopt requlations
to strengthen buffering between distinctly different adjacent commercial and residential
properties, modified however when a project is of mixed use nature.

Policy 19.3.4: Lee County shall protect the large lot residential areas between Koreshan
Parkway and Corkscrew by requiring significant buifers between existing lots and higher
density residential developments, or the placement of transitional density units along the
perimeter.

Policy 19.3.5: No property within the Estero Communlty may be rezoned to RVPD or
MHPD.

Objective 19.4: Natural Resources: County regulations, policies, and discretionary
actions affecting Estero must protect or enhance key wetland or native upland habitats.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end of 2001, Lee County shall review, amend or adopt Lee Plan or
Land Development Code requlations to provide the following:

o All future development proposals adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries
shall include floodplain protection plans prior to zoning approval.

* All new development adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must provide a
50’ vegetative buffer adjacent to the top of bank. This is intended to prevent
degradation of water quality within these natural water bodies.

e Lee County shall encourage the off-site mitigation of indigenous areas, wetland
impacts or wildlife habitat impacts to be provided within the Estero Community
Boundaries.
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o Lee County shall provide significant incentives (increased density, impact fee

reductions, Transfer of Development Rights, etc) for the protection of wetlands,
flow ways, native habitat or other significant natural resource within the Estero

Community.

Policy 19.4.2: Lee County shall focus acquisition efforts on environmentally sensitive
lands east of 1-75 and along the Estero Bay.

Policy 19.4.3: Lee County, or another authorized agency, will work to provide alternative
irrigation sources (re-use, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water, or mixed-non-potable)
or financial incentives to provide non-potable water to uses within the Estero
Community. This is desired to discourage the proliferation of private, single user wells.

Policy 19.4.4: Lee County will continue to enforce Wellfield protection requirements,
monitoring, and other applicable provisions to ensure that future wellfield drawdown
zones are protected.

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County shall encourage and solicit.
public input and participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county
requlations, land development code provisions, policies, zoning approvals, and
administrative actions.

Policy 19.5.1: Lee County shall reqgister groups within the Estero Community that desire
notification of pending review of ordinances, development code amendments or
development approvals. Upon reqgistration, Lee County will send written notifications

summarizing the issue being reviewed and any established hearing dates.

Policy 19.5.2: Lee County shall require public notice to ape “reqgistered” person or

landowner within 500’, issued upon being found sufﬁ%’ AN

Policy 19.5.3: Lee County shall establish a _d&glimeént clearing house” in the Estero
Community, where copies of submittal docNmients, staff reports, Hearing Examiner
recommendations or resolutions will be provided for public inspection, as soon as they

are available.

Policy 19.5.4: Lee County shall require that the agent for any planned development
request within the Estero Community, conduct one public workshop, or provide one set
of submittal information to an established “document clearing house” for public review.

The agent shall provide the public workshop or submittal of documentation at least one

week prior to the Hearing Examiner meeting.

Objective 19.6:  COMMUNITY FACILITIES. Lee County shall work with the Estero
Community to economically provide or “facilitate the provision of a broad mix of Communm(
Facilities necessary to support the Estero Commumtv as a vibrant urban core.

Policy 19.6.1: Lee County and the Estero Community shall work with the State of

Florida to provide appropriate passive recreational opportunities within the. Sahdev
Property, potentially enhanced by a public/private partnership. This should include easy

access, parking, trails, and other non-intrusive uses.
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Modifications to current Lee Plan Provisions: @1
The following section contains proposed amendments to existing Lee provisions to better
implement the intent of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 19.6.2: Lee County and the Estero Community will work with the State of Florida
to encourage the integration of Koreshan State Historic Site into the fabric of the
community. This may include landscaping, attractive fence/walls along US 41, the
provision of a "gateway” at US 41 and Corkscrew Road and enhanced pedestrian
access.

Policy 19.6.3: Lee County will adopt requlations that will encourage the protection of
historic or culturally significant areas from conversion to residential or commercial uses.
This is not intended to prevent ancillary development designed to hlthlqht historic uses,
but rather to prohibit the removal of such historic uses.

Policy 19.6.4: Lee County will work with the community and private landowners to
identify opportunities to maintain public access to the Estero River and Estero Bay.

Policy 19.6.5: Lee County will work with the community to ensure that the development
of the Estero Bonita Springs Community Park is integrated into the surrounding
development and open space areas. The concept would be for the park to act as a hub,
connected to other open space/recreational opportunities through pedestrian or blcvcle

linkages, either along public rights of way or through adjacent developments.

Policy 19.6.6: Lee County will assist the Estero Community in identifying and developing
a “village green” that provides opportunities for public gathering, recreation, civic
actavmes and the distribution of public services, including a post office, license bureau

tax collectors office, police sub-station and or fire station.

Policy 19.6.7: Lee County will work with the Community and specific property owners to
evaluate the potential of extending Sandy Land to Williams Avenue to provide for an
alternative north/south corridor.

Policy 19.6.7: In order to protect the health, safety, welfare and community character,
prohibit trucks with a carrying capacity of ## from using Corkscrew Road (from?‘\lico
Road to US 41) as a connecting road to US 41 and I-75. “%% N

Policy 6.1.2.10: The Board of County Commissioners may approve applications for minor

commercial centers that do not comply with the location standards for
such centers, but which are consistent with duly adopted CRA and

Community plans.

Policy 6.1.2.1(e): When developed as a mixed use development, and meeting the use

limitations, modified setback standards, signage limitations and
landscaping provisions of the Corkscrew Road Mixed Use Village, retail
uses may deviate from the locational requirements and maximum square
footage limitations, subject to conformance with the Estero Communi

Plan and approval by the Board of County Commissioners.

Vision Statement: Amend the Vision Statement to reflect the Vision Statement developed for

the Estero Community.
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Proposed Actions for Phase I of the Estero Community Plan:

As a result of the Action Items identified during the Phase | Community Planning Effort, several
steps are recommended to the Community for incorporation of the Phase Il Community
Planning Effort. These include the following:

1.

Evaluate and/or Modify Land Development Code Section 10-416, to consider .
enhanced landscape requirements for the Estero Community, particularly adjacent to
identified road corridors, and between commercial and residential developments.

Evaluate and/or Modify Article IV of the Land Development Code to consider
enhanced architectural requirements for the Estero Community.

Evaluate and/or Modify Chapter 30 of the Land D ment Code to provide
additional design guidelines for signage within th i@ nlty

Evaluate and/or Modify Division 7 of Chapter 34 to provide for enhénced notification
of pending development approval hearings, as well as establish a methodology to
provide greater information to the public prior to public hearings.

Evaluate and/or Modify Section 34-373(a)(6) of the Land Development Code to
establish additional submittal requirements for specific land uses.

Clarify Section 34-341 of the Land Development Code to require that all commercial
developments within the Estero Community be evaluated through the Planned
Development process.

Evaluate Table 34-934 of the Land Development Code to establish that certain
detrimental uses, or uses with significant outdoor storage are discouraged within the
Estero Community except at locations currently designated on Map 19 of the Lee
Plan.

Work with affected property owners to prepare and adopt specific development
regulations for the Corkscrew Road Mixed Use Village that allow for mixed use
developments in excess of Minor Commercial Standards, provided that the
development complies with the limited list of permitted uses, more restrictive signage
requirements, enhanced landscape standards, internal vehicular interconnections,
and modified buffer and setback provisions.

Work with affected property owners to prepare and adopt specific development
regulations for the Historic Village Development Areas to outline development
regulations that encourage community oriented development while preserving
historic and natural resources.
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Proposed Actions for Phase il of the Estero Community Plan:

As a result of the Action Items identified during the Phase | Community Planning Effort, several
steps are recommended to the Community for incorporation of the Phase Il Community
Planning Effort. Phase Il will result in a combination of Map and Text Amendments to the Lee
Plan to further the intent of the Estero Community Plan. These include the following:

2. Adopt a Historic Development Overlay for the historic corridor between US 41 and
the Highland Avenue area.

3. -Evaluate the potential of extending Sandy Lane to Williams Avenue, and the

potential creation of an additional east/west connection road.

4. Prepare the necessary data and analysis to adopt a mixed use Vj %age Overlay
district along Corkscrew Road.

5. Evaluate the preservation strategies for targeted @@Q{treas east of I-75.
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Appendix A: Planned Development Approval Summary

@ff”““sﬂi
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Appendix B: Questionnaire Responses
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General

1. What general area do you consider to be your neighborhood?

2. What do you envislon Estero to look like in 2010? What character
do you want it to have?

3, Given the current year-round population of approximately 5,000,
how blg do you sese the Estero Community in 20 years?

Character

4. Would you support changes to the existing signage regula-
tion? (Please check) Yes No If yes, how?

5. Would you support changes to the landscaping regulations?
(Please check) Yes No If yes, how?

6. Would you support changes to architectural requirements?
(Please check) Yes No If yes, how?

Land Use - Residentlal
7. Are there areas of the Estero community that you think should
be identified for higher density uses?

8. Are there areas that of the Estero community that you think should
be identified for lower density uses?

Land Use - Commercial
9. Are there areas of the Estero community that you think should
be identified for higher intensity uses?

10. Are there areas that of the Estero community that you think should
be identified for lower intensity uses?

11. Are there any specific commercial uses you would like to encourage
or discourage within the Community?

Other
12. What, if anything, would you like t'o see changed In the Estero
community?

13. Have you ever participated in a public hearing or zoning process?
Yes No Would you recommend any changes?

ATTACHMENT 2.



14, Are there any other issues that you think ought to be addressed?
as we proceed with the Estero Community Plan?

15. What Issues do you feel are important relative to past growth?

16. What issues do you feel are important relative to future growth?

17. Are there any other recommendations on land use that you
want to offer?

18. Please Aldentlfy any problems or opportunities with specific
natural resources that you would like addressed. -

Facllities and Services
19. Please rank the following public facllities and services based
on your perception of the relat_ive need for Improvement.

Rank i
Importance
(1 most to ‘
14 least) Facllity/Service Comment

Roads

Bike Paths

Water Supply

Drainage

Solid Waste

Parks and Recreation

Fire Protection

Library

Education

| Culture

Religion

Law Enforcement

Health Care

Estero Community Plan

Public Workshop #1
Questionnaire

August 15, 2000

Vanasse & Daylor is working in cooperation with the Estero
Chamber of Commerce, the Estero Concerned Citizens
Association, the Estero Civic Association, and the
Residents of Estero to develop a Community Plan for the
Estero Community. The Community Plan will address issues
relating to land use, public facilites and services, natural
resources and housing. This questionnaire Is intended to
gather an initial indication of the interests and priorities of the
residents of the Estero Community.

Please complete the questionnalre and mall It to Vanasse &
Daylor, LLP at the address listed below, or drop it by the
Estero Chamber of Commerce, by Auqust 23, 2000.

Mail the questionnaire to:
Diane Wakeman, Administrative Coordinator
Vanasse & Daylor, LLP
12730 New Brittany Boulevard, Suite 600
Fort Myers, FL 33907
(941) 437-4601

Planners ¢ Landscape Architects » Civil Engineers « Bnvironmental Scientists .
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M EMORANDUM SOUTHWEST FLORIDA

to: Mitch Hutchcraft, Vanasse & Daylor, LLP

, XOC . :
from:  Paul O’Connor, AICP, Director of Planning
subject: Estero Community Plan Comments

date:  April 18,2001

The Lee County Planning Division has reviewed the draft submittal for the Estero Community Plan,
and offers the following comments. County staff met with members of the community and you in
November of 2000, and discussed many of the following comments at that time. Staff had hoped
that several of these issues would have been resolved by now, but they have not.

The goals, objectives, policies, and standards proposed by the Estero community have been proposed
with the idea of incorporating these standards into the existing Lee Plan. Consequently, any such
modification to the Lee Plan requires data and analysis (justification) in support of the amendment.
The analysis should demonstrate that existing regulations have been reviewed, and that they are not
adequate to meet the goals of the community. Also, the analysis should demonstrate that prposed
regulations do not conflict with existing regulations. Staff analyzed this submittal as it would any
other proposed plan amendment. In the review of the Estero Community Plan, staff primarily looked
for data, analysis, and justification to support what was being proposed. Sufficient analysis for many
of the proposals is missing from the current submittal. There are many regulations being proposed
that would seem to be beneficial to the Estero community, but without adequate analysis, it is
difficult to justify incorporating these policies into the Lee Plan.

Furthermore, some of the proposed regulations require some type of action by Lee County. Many
. of the policies require Lee County to amend certain documents, work with the Estero community,
or provide something to the Estero community. These policies, in many cases, go above and beyond
what is required in other areas of the County. In many cases, the new regulations will likely require
additional capital expenditure beyond the County’s existing level of service. The Estero Community
Plan does not take into account how the County will pay for the additional level of service that would
be required by some of the proposed policies. This issue needs to be addressed in the resubmittal.
Additionally, several Policies require that the County’s Land Development Code be amended by

2001. Staffnotes that this is impossible as the last round of amendments for 2001 has already been -
initiated.

Specific comments on the proposed regulations are shown policy by policy, in numerical order,
the ensuing paragraphs.

P.O. Box 398 & Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 & (941) 479-8585 # Fax (941) 479-8319
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Proposed Lee Plan Policies:

Vision Statement - The proposed Vision Statement seems to indicate that changes are being
proposed to the Lee Plan’s Vision Statement to reflect the unique character of Estero. Staff is
unclear whether this means that Estero is requesting to be its own planning community, independent
of the current “San Carlos/Estero” designation, or if the proposed vision statement language would
be added to the existing San Carlos/Estero Vision Statement. The County uses the existing planning
communities in the planning process for generating land use accommodation data. If the proposed
amendments seek to establish a new planning community for Estero, then the Lee Plan 2020
allocations contained in Table 1(b) will also require an amendment.

The use of the phrase “certain undesired commercial uses” in the proposed Vision Statement needs
further definition. As it currently reads, there is no guidance as to what constitutes an undesired
commercial use. Staff questions the appropriateness of such language in the Vision Statement. This
statement should be more general in nature, with any detailed restrictions on “undesired commercial
uses” being addressed through specific policies. Staff believes that “undesired commercial uses”
can be controlled through other policies that address compatibility, buffering, landscaping, etc.

Goal 19 - The phrase “approval process” should possibly be replaced by “review process.” This is
just a simple wording issue. The phrase “approval process™ assumes that all development
applications are approved, which they are not.

Policy 19.1.1 - The “draft” community plan gives little direction on what constitutes enhanced
landscaping along roadway corridors, greater buffering and shading of parking areas, signage
consistent with the Community Vision, and architectural standards. This proposed policy directs the
County to amend the County’s Land Development Code (LDC), but provides little or no direction

as to how much the LDC should be amended. The balance of the community plan provides no
further enlightenment.

. Policy 19.1.2 - It is not realistic to eliminate all of these deviations. There will always be cases
where a deviation is needed for a legitimate reason such as an unusual lot configuration. The LDC
contains specific restrictions on the granting of deviations in Chapter 10-104(b). These restrictions
prohibit deviations from being granted unless they are consistent with the Lee Plan, among other
things. Staff needs to see more analysis indicating that alternatives have been considered, and that
this new policy is the appropriate vehicle for achieving the desired outcome. Perhaps the policy
could be rewritten to discourage these deviations by requiring a higher level of justification by the
applicant. .

Policy 19.1.3 - Staff questions what action would trigger the requirement to upgrade the
aforementioned private property owner’s development? The LDC already requires that properties
that have been vacant for more than a year to be brought up to the code requirements as much as
possible. Staff regularly works with owners in this situation.
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Policy 19.1.4 - Staff needs to see analysis and reasoning why this particular location has been chosen
for the town commons, and if it is feasible to locate it in this area. Why has this area been chosen
as the desired location for the town commons? Would any existing development prevent the
establishment of a town commons at this location? Would the town commons require any public
funding or would it be a private development? Have other areas been considered? What level of
involvement is expected from the County?

Policy 19.1.5 (first one numbered 19.1.5) - What level of County commitment is expected? What
does “more visually integrated with the Community along US 41" mean? The Department of
Environmental Protection Park Manager comments that the “creation of a public plaza/interpretive
area for vehicular access would be difficult with the congestion, noise and traffic levels that currently
exist. Safety concerns at the junction of US Highway 41 and Corkscrew Road would present serious

drawbacks.” The park manager notes that pedestrian/bicycle access to the park for US 41 is
desperately needed.

Policy 19.1.5 (second one numbered 19.1.5) - Staff believes it would be most appropriate to revise
this policy to say that the Lee Plan will be amended by a specific date to include a comprehensive
“Historic Development Overlay.” What are the boundaries of the “Historic Area™? Will it be the
County’s responsibility to develop the “Historic Development Overlay?”

Objective 19.2 - The phrase “tasteful shopping and employment opportunities” is subjective.
Individual preferences can determine what is tasteful, in other words, tastes vary from individual to

individual. The objective also assumes that there is an agreed upon “community character.” What
is the character that is to be maintained?

Policy 19.2.1 - This policy is unclear. Does this mean that all commercial development requiring
rezoning must rezone to CPD? Or does it mean that all commercial development will be reviewed
as if it were a CPD? It is not realistic to require all commercial developments to come in as a
commercial planned development, when there are many vacant properties that already have
conventional commercial zoning. What does this policy mean for conventional commercial

development that only requires a development order and no rezoning? Analysis is required showing
why this is needed and how feasible this will be.

Policy 19.2.2 - Staff does not agree with the complete elimination of the “special case” along
Corkscrew Road and adjacent to residential uses. Staff believes it would be an unnecessary
regulation. Currently, the special case may only be granted if retail is the only reasonable use of a
property in light of its size, proximity to arterials and collectors, and the nature of existing and
projected surrounding land uses. There have been very few cases in which the special case has been
granted to waive the requirements of retail site location standards. Furthermore, it has been the
policy of County staff and the Board of County Commissioners to oppose retail uses along
Corkscrew Road, except at the major nodes of US 41, Three Oaks Parkway, and I-75. In those cases
where retail uses are located adjacent to residential areas, any application for a special case could be
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denied based on the compatibility requirements of the LDC and inconsistency with Policy 5.1.5 and
Policy 6.1.4 of the Lee Plan. Staffbelieves that the provisions for the “special case,” given in Policy
6.1.2.8 should remain in place.

Policy 19.2.3 - This proposed policy could result in the commercial “stripping-out” of Corkscrew
Road. Staffbelieves that the phrase “minor commercial uses intended to serve community residents”
is subjective and open to endless debate in the rezoning process. The proposed policy opens up
Corkscrew Road to commercial uses, while mixed use projects are only “encouraged.”

Policy 19.2.4 - Staff is unsure what constitutes a “mixed use development” in this context. Would
it simply be a development with more than one distinct type of land use or would it go further to
require that residential and commercial uses be truly integrated in such a way to form a semi-
independent community where many trips would be captured internally? The submitted application
does not propose any incentives. Also, please provide an analysis as to any potential public costs
and benefits from providing incentives to developers who elect to create mixed-use projects.

Policy 19.2.5 - Retail uses already exist or are planned along Three Oaks Parkway. An analysis is
needed showing that alternatives have been considered and that this policy would be absolutely
necessary in light of other Lee Plan policies and the goal of the community. Analysis of the existing

and approved retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway is needed. In the context of this policy, what
constitutes service uses.

Policy 19.2.6 - The term “detrimental uses” is vague. The policy also does not specify what
constitutes “significant outdoor display?” Also, nearly every commercial retail or service use has a
storage or delivery area. This policy seems to prevent any retail or service uses from locating within
500" of a residential neighborhood. Is this the intent? Would this policy apply to a multi-family
residential neighborhoods? How would this proposed policy effect the proposed Policy 19.2.4,
which encourages mixed use development? Would this policy apply when the “detrimental uses”
are within the same mixed use development as residential uses?

Policy 19.2.7 - Planned developments already become vacated if they do not comply with the vesting

requirements of the LDC (see LDC Sec. 34-381). In staff’s opinion this proposed policy is not
needed.

Policy 19.2.8 - Staff believes the policy would be more effective if it simply encouraged the
interconnections outright instead of requiring LDC amendments at a later date. Please indicate if
this alternative has been considered. Staffnotes that LDC Section 10-295 already gives the Director
of Development Services the ability to require “street stubs” to adjoining property.

Objective 19.3 - The objective, and subsequent Policies, provide no guidance as what constitutes
an enhanced buffering requirement. The phrase “strictly evaluating” is not defined and is subjective.
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Policy 19.3.1 - How will higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types, be
encouraged by Lee County?

Policy 19.3.2 - Staff notes that the MPD thresholds have already been lowered. Is the intent to lower
the thresholds further?

Policy 19.3.3 - No analysis has been provided that demonstrates that the LDC buffering criteria is

inadequate. This Policy, and the community plan in general, does not address how the buffers should
be “strengthened.”

Policy 19.3.4 - The large residential lots referenced in this policy need to be better defined. Also
“transitional density units” need to be better defined to prevent future confusion.

Policy 19.3.5 - Excluding mobile homes has been found by the courts to be discriminatory. Staff
can not support the proposed Policy. The proposed Policy makes no sense as a developer/property
owner would still have the ability to request mobile home use under conventional zoning. No data
or analysis has been presented to warrant limiting these singled out uses.

Objective 19.4 - How must the sited county provisions protect or enhance key wetland or native
upland habitats?

Policy 19.4.1 (bullet 2) - The spec1ﬁed buffer should be a minimum and be a native vegetative
buffer.

Policy 19.4.1 (bullet 3) - This provision is poorly worded. The policy could be interpreted as
encouraging off-site mitigation. Off-site mitigation should be the last option. Lee County does not
permit wetland impacts and mitigation. The Army Corps of Engineers and South Florida Water
Management District handle those functions. The Policy is asking for a major change in Board of
County Commissioners policy.

Policy 19.4.1 (bullet 4) - The incentives that have been mentioned will require amendments to other
sections of the Lee Plan as well as the LDC and Administrative Code. Bonus density provisions
would require substantial amendments, which have not been proposed by the applicant. The policy
should provide more direction on exactly what documents, and sections within these documents,
should be amended, and by what date, to achieve the desired outcome. Analysis is needed showing
why incentives should be provided for doing things that are already required by the Lee Plan and
LDC during the development review process. Furthermore, it is the opinion of the County that it is
illegal to provide impact fee reductions as an incentive for any purpose. Also, impact fees cannot

be reduced to encourage the protection of natural resources when there are no impact fees collected
for this purpose. '

Policy 19.4.2 - Lee County takes a countywide approach to land acquisition.
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Policy 19.4.4 - This proposed policy is redundant as it merely states what Lee County is already
doing.

Objective 19.5 - Lee County already requires public notification on LDC and Lee Plan changes as
well as zoning approvals. The public is made aware of these actions, and it is their choice to
participate through the public hearing process or not. Administrative actions, however, do not
require public notification or a public hearing. Some examples of administrative approvals might
include building permits, fence permits, pool permits, or development orders. How can the County
encourage public participation on such administrative actions when they do not require public
notification or a hearing? The way this objective is written, it could be interpreted to encourage
public participation on some common administrative approvals, which would be unreasonable. Was
this the intent? This objective should further define what approvals will be subject to the
encouragement of public participation. Also, this requirement seems to open the door to additional
LDC amendments that would significantly change what qualifies as an administrative approval in
Lee County. These impacts should be considered by the applicant.

Policy 19.5.2 - Lee County has recently revised the public notification requirements. The applicant
should evaluate those new requirements. Staff believes this policy is not needed as any landowner
within 500 feet of a rezoning would be notified. In some cases this notification would be extended
to 750 feet. The proposed policy is not specific enough. For example, the proposed policy does not
indicate what actions would be subject to the notification.

Policy 19.5.3 - Please indicate what department in Lee County-will be responsible for establishing
this clearinghouse, and where it might be established. Also, the estimated costs and public benefit

of establishing the clearinghouse should be analyzed. Could the documents clted in the policy
possibly be made available at the library or online?

Policy 19.5.4 - The words “Lee County shall require” should be removed. The policy should begin,
“The agent for any planned development...” Also, staffbelieves that conducting the public workshop
one week prior to the public hearing does not give interested citizens adequate time to prepare any
response to the proposed development. Staff recommends that this workshop be conducted a
minimum of sixty days prior to the hearing examiner public hearing. Also, staff believes that any
submittal materials should be provided to the proposed document clearing house within one week
after they are submitted to the County. Lee County has recently amended the regulations concerning
the rezoning process. The applicant should evaluate the amended process.

Objectlve 19.6 - It is unclear what level of service for oommumty facilities would be necessary to
support a “vibrant urban core.” The term “vibrant urban core” is not defined.

Policy 19.6.1 - Staff would agree to facilitate communication between the Estero Community and
the State of Florida in regard to passive recreational uses on the former Sahdev property. It should
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be made clear, however, that the property is now public preserve land, and the uses will be limited
by the state of Florida through a management plan.

Policy 19.6.2 - Please indicate how a fence/wall around the historic site would serve to integrate it
into the community. Staff fully supports any action that would better integrate the historic site into

the community, but would respectfully disagree with the use of a fence/wall around the site as the
means to provide integration.

Policy 19.6.3 - Please provide an exhibit that identifies the location of the historic or culturally
significant areas that are to be protected by this policy. A map and list of the historic areas with
specific historic sites would be beneficial to the planning effort. Phase ITl of the planning effort calls
for the adoption of a Historic Development Overlay. Will this overlay coincide with the historic
areas identified in this policy? Have the boundaries of this overlay been explored at this time? If
historic uses, rather than historic buildings, must be protected, then these uses must be identified.

Policy 19.6.7 (first numbered Policy 19.6.7) - The Sandy Lane extension is already on the 2020
Transportation Plan, which shows that it is something that Lee County plans to do before the year
2020 if the funding is available. The county is already in the process of acquiring right-of-way for

the extension of Sandy Lane. This policy should possibly be reworded. Also note typo: “Sandy
Lane” instead of “Land”.

Policy 19.6.7 (second numbered Policy 19.6.7) - This issue has already been addressed by the
Board of County Commissioners. Staff can not support the proposed policy.

Modification to current Lee Plan provisions:

Policy 6.1.2.1(e) - Staff is unaware of any “Corkscrew Road Mixed Use Village” requirements in
any of the County’s regulations. This appears to be a waiver of commercial site location standards

with no data and analysis to support this departure from a long standing provision that guides
intensive retail uses.

Vision Statement - As discussed previously in this memo, the Vision Statement is based on the
twenty identified planning communities within Lee County. Estero is not an identified planning
community unto itself, therefore, the addition of Estero to the Vision Statement would also require
the modification of other references to the planning community of San Carlos/Estero within the Lee
Plan. Does this action seek to establish a new planning community for Estero?

Note:

Planning staff is also attaching additional comments that have been forwarded to staff. IfI can be
of further assistance in this matter, do not hesitate to call me.
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September 22, 2000

Mr. Mitch Hutchcraft

Vanasse & Daylor

12730 New Brittany Blvd. Suite 600
Fort Myers, FL 33907

Re: Estero Community Plan

Dear Mitch:

THOMAS B. HART
MARK A. HOROWITZ
MAITHEW D. UNLE
H. ANDREW SWETT

DIRECTOR OF IONING AND
LAND USK PLANNING
KICHAEL E. ROEDER. AICP

Our firm represents Koreshan Unity Foundation, Inc., the owner of several parcels

consisting of approximately 50 acres in an area bounded by Corkscrew Road, Sandy Lane,
U.S. 41, and County Road (a local street located north of the river). One of these parcels
contains historic resources; the remainder do not. KUF was and is responsible for the
preservation of the culture and history of the original Koreshans; this was done, in part,
through the donation of 340 acres that is now the state park. KUF is, and always will
be, sensitive to the need to protect the historic character of the area.

KUF, 'like all non-profits, has to generate revenues to pay its bills. To that end, it has
reacquired several properties that were formerly owned by the Foundation. These
properties do not contain historic resources. We have been working on a very
complicated zoning application over the last year that includes both the historic areas and
the reacquired parcels in an effort to assist the Foundation to continue to accomplish its
goals. The application will be filed September 22nd.

The application is consistent with the overall abjectives of your proposed commumty plan
in a variety of ways, including the following:

1. The application is for a mixed-use development which contains residential,
commercial, and community facility uses;

2. The plan shows an Estero River Management Zone and Buffer Area with very ’
limited permitted uses;
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3.

The plan contains open space in a percentage that significantly exceeds the

‘requirements in the LDC,;

The proposal includes a landscape betterment plan for property along Corkscrew
Road, Sandy Lane and U.S. 41 with special limitations on signage;, -

The plan is consistent with your general concept of village-style development along
Corkscrew Road; and

The plan preserves the historic character of the parcel to which you refer as the
“Theater in the Woods" tract.

Unfortunately, your proposed community plan contains several policies that are
inconsistent with our MCP, including the following:

1.

-

Policy 19.1.2: This policy appears to prohibit the use of landscape betterment
plans along Corkscrew Road, which is inconsistent with the County Commission's
recent decision to approve them as deviations. 1t shouid be deleted.

Policy 19.1.6 (shown as 19.1.5): .The draft plan does not contain a map showing
the "Historic Area," so it is impossible for us to determine the precise impact of
this policy on the KUF property. We do not know if the “Highlands Avenue/US
41 area" includes the KUF property located at the intersection of U.S. 41 and
County Road. We strongly object to the policy as it is currently written and to
any notion that the proposed rezoning shoulid be delayed until a “comprehensive
Historic Development Overlay can be developed.” Since our MCP protects all
of the historic resources on the site, there is no reason to delay the zoning case,
particularly since we started working on it even before there was any discussion
about a community plan. Please delete the second sentence.

Policy 19.2.2: As will be explained more thoroughly at next week’s public
showing of the Foundation Master Plan, the project hinges on a special case
finding. The parcel and the plan contain numerous unusual features that justify the
special case finding induding, but not limited to, the protection of the "Theater in
the Woods" tract from large scale commercial uses in spite of its location at the
intersection of two arterials. We do not see how this policy accomplishes your
objective of encouraging small-scale, attractive, villagetype commercial
development along Corkscrew Road. We strongly object to this policy, which
should be deleted.



Mr. Mitch Hutchcraft
September 22, 2000

4, Policy 19.2.3: This policy should not apply to property that is in the Urban
Community FLUM category. Map 19 (which, incidentally, has very limited
regulatory significance) does not show a node at US 41 and Corkscrew Road, but
the presence of a large shopping center at the southeast comer of that intersection

makes it obvious that the subject property is suitable for commercial uses in excess
of the minor commercial standard.

S. Policy 19.4.1 The policy is vague and unenforceable by Lee County in that all

relevant rules are under the jurisdiction of SFWMD. As such, the policy should
be deleted.

6. Policy 19.6.3: We do not intend to “convert” the historic resources on the
property to other uses. We are, however, proposing a wide range of residential,
commercial, and community facilities uses on the various parcels. The language

in this policy is too general to permit us to draw a conclusion as to whether it is
consistent with our MCP.

It is my understanding that Greg Stuart will be briefing you on the project on September
25" We are more than willing to provide you with a copy of our zoning application if
you would find it helpful in your review of these issues. We can also provide you with
information about the historic resources on the property, and we can even give you a tour
of the site if you like. We are concerned, however, that these policies were drafted
without any detailed knowledge of the KUF property or of our pian. We do not believe
that the plan should go forward with the current policies without additional data and
review, along with input from the public including, but not limited to, the Koreshan Unity
Foundation.

Sincerely,

HUMPHREY & KNOTT, P.A.

VN AN

Matthew D. Uhle

MDU/dr
cc:  Charles Dauray
Greg Stuart
Alan Fields
Paul Schryver . eA\mdATEMAhunch2itr.
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September 26, 2000
Gloria Sajgo. AICP, Principal Planner

Lee County Planning Division
P. O. Box 398
Fort Myers, FL 339020398 -

RE: Preliminary Draft of the Estero Community Plan

Dear Gloria:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Preliminary Daaft of the Estero Comtuunity
Plan. T preface my observations with a few comments. Firstly, I strongly endorsc any community’s
efforts to articulate a community vision as a community-building and forward-thinking activity. I
believe it is itnportant that a community develops this vision through a widely participative
process, ehsuring the greatest opportunity for all to provide input and consideration. Secondly, I
found it difficult to limit my comments to the nacrow scope of historic preservation. Past
expcriences in planning, visioning, and cotmunitybuilding made it impossible for me to
overlook the rest of the docurnent. Finally, T appreciate the fact that this is a draft document,
prepared within a limited time frame. However, there are many blank pages containing missing
exhibits and tables which might explain some of my comments.

e The only reference to (the first) Table 3 appears on page 10. If the purpose of this table is to
illustrate public perceptions of projected growth, this could be accomplished more succinetly.
Since the data in Table 2 is missing, it is unclear whether or not this public perception data
wacrants a large portion of dhis report..

e [Itappears that a primary ltnpetus of this report is the articulation and preservation of lifestyle
issucs important w0 the community. The report contains dwelling unic and population
estimates, a summary of dwelling units approved for development, and will include
population projections (blank Table 2). However, we know nothing of these people. More
expansive demographic data (c.g. household sizes, ages, household income levels, etc.) will
facilitate a clearer picture of projected impacts on quality of life issues, such as public
facilities, environment, transportation, employment generation, and so on. This data would
be important to ascertain whether or not the assertions thac the current development pattern
as depicted on the FLUM is indeed © appropnate for -guiding the future growth of the
community”. B
There are two tables labeled Table 3 (pages 9 and 13).

There are repeated refercnces to community priotities as expressed by the community
members. [t would have been helpful to sce these in Table # on page 22.

e Suggestions to develop a Historic Overlay may be unnecessary since the County has an

Historic Preservation Ordinance. Existing preservation mechanisms may be adequate to
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address the historic preservation objectives, rather than creating another land development
reguladon. In wy experience, “overlays™ are not well received in the development community.
Irem 6 on page 30: [ do not have a copy of the Lee Plan; however, it would appear that these
items are (or should be) considered ac this time and should not need to be particular to
Estero. . - :
Phraseology used in several of the Objectives and Policies presented (pp. 32-36) include ill-
defined concepts that can become sources of conflit. Examples include “visually
attractive” (Objective 19.1), “tasteful” (Objective 19.2), “stricty evaluating” (Objective 19.3),
and “necessary to support” (Objective 19.6). Use of absolutes may also become problematic,
such as “may pot approve any deviation” (Policy 19.1.2), “all commercial
developments® (Policy 19.2.1), and “may not be permitted” (Policy 19.2.2). The “significant
incentives” in Policy 19.4.1 may conflict with other policies that are ahsolutes (e.g. Policy
19.1.2).

Policy 19.2.1: I question the practicality of such requitement 4

How does Objective 19.5 dilfer from current practice? Is there a local group or recognized
organization willing to assume this responsibility?

Policy 19.1.5 and Policy 19.6.3: An Historic Preservation Ordinance exists. Historic District
designation may be appropriate for the “historic area”.

Phase I, Proposcd Action 1. In developing roadway landscaping requirements, there must be
a careful consideraton of landscaping with respect to commercial building and signage
visibility. Parallel efforts to create signage “consistent with the community vision” may
conllict with other aesthetic efforts. Success of such a program must reflect a balance between
roadway appearance and building visibility.

Proposed Action S. It is unclear what is inadequate in the current submittal process.
Propased Action 6. See commnent above regarding Policy 19.2.1. _

Phase III, Proposed Action 1. 1 commented earlier on the proposal for the creation of a
Historic Development Overlay. Nonedicless, if historic preservation is important to the

community, it should not be included in Plase L appropriate measures need w be
itnplemented as soon as practicable.

Page 38 is blank, and theré Is no page 39.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to review Estero’s draft Plan. | hope my comments

are helpful in the preparation and consideration of the Plan. Please feel free to contact me should
you have any questions.

Sincercly,

( et
"Marsa B. Detscher, AICP



RESPONSE TO ESTERO COMMUNITY PLAN: PRELIIMINARY DRAFT
from: Quentin Quesnell, local historian; Roe/Straut professor in the humanities,
Smith College.

Considering the short time in which it had to be prepared, the draft is very good.
However it is difficult to render a serious opinion on several important points because the
supporting charts, tables, and maps are only named in this draft and not actually included.
I will touch only some highlights of particular interest to me.

L.

Table 2 and table 3.

Table 2 “2020 population projections based on data and analysis” would seem to
be the most important part of our planning. But it is not included. Instead we are
given Table 3: “Community-expected population by 2020, which is nothing but
the arbitrary guesses of 93 people. The answers are interesting for a sense of
community feeling; but they have no scientific value and they are too wildly
divergent to allow basing any plans on them.

But worse still, Table 3 concludes with an average population answer”
into which 27 non-responses have been averaged just as if they were 27
predictions that the population will be zero. But even if those 27 non-responses
had been laid aside, an average of the remaining 93 responses would not be very
useful. Suppose for instance that even one respondent had been a believing
Koreshan who answered in terms of the published plans of Koresh in 1904:
“Estero will soon be a city of ten million.” That one further response would have
changed the average predicted population to 113,665.

I suggest that the table stand as is, but that “AVERAGE POPULATION
ANSWER?” be replaced by a short verbal analysis of the responses. For instance:
“Of the 93 persons who did answer this question, 51 projected a population
between 30,000 and 60,000. Only 19 thought the population would be less than
20,000 and only 16 picked a figure between 20,000 and 30,000.”

I1..The boundaries of the Estero Community.

The “recommended boundaries of the Estero Community”(p.4) illustrated in
Exhibit 2 do not include Mound Key and the mouth of the Estero River. Estero cannot be
understood without Mound Key and the mouth of the Estero River. They are the heart of
its hlstory from the 16™ century on, as will be amply illustrated in the book I am
preparing for the Estero Historical Society.

Page 4 claims that the recommended boundaries include essentially the Estero
Fire District. But on my copy of the Estero Fire District map, Mound Key is a part of the
Estero district. Only the postal zip code 33928 cuts it off from Estero. The issue for our .
community plan is not simply how many people live there today, but what role this piece
of land can play in our own self-understanding. Even as a State of Florida archaeological
preserve, Mound Key will need local protectors and advocates in the near future. The
citizens of Estero are the natural candidates for those roles.



II1.Planned Development Approvals.

The future land use map (FLUM) and Exhibit 3 (pp. 10£f.) are missing.
They would be very helpful. '

The explicit figures on p. 13 explaining the relation between living space
and commercial development space are helpful. But the community probably
wants to know not only what the projections are but what will actually be
allowed. Is there a provision in law anywhere that says these projections may not
be exceeded and that takes away the commissioners’ power to approve
development beyond those projections? Isn’t that the kind of thing the community
is concerned about?

The discussion on p. 13 of “another source of frustration” is too gentle.
Does use of bubble MCP result only in “perceived uncertainty”? Even if most
projects are “adequately articulated,” the fact that there have also been “recent
notable exceptions™ means that community frustration has resulted from more
than perceived uncertainty. It is frustration over engineered uncertainty, pressing
the details of what the law allows in order to obscure and conceal what the
community really has a right to know.

IV. Natural Resources.

The discussion on p. 13 is also too gentle. Whatever the perceptions, the
community has articulated the common sense position that if we now need
any water restrictions, we should not go on approving further demands for
water until we are certain where the extra water is going to come from.
The need for water restrictions is always a common sense red signal of
danger. The proper thing to do is to stop and look around again before
proceeding. All the plans mentioned on p. 14, “continuing to work with
private developers,” etc. are good, but planning, encouraging, and working
with can also be nothing but promises, promises.

V. Historic Resources (p. 18ff.)

Very good suggestions. However, the fact that the “map depicting the
historic area” is not in fact included makes the suggestions on p. 19 seem
to be aimed at the area which is already a state park. In fact, it is “the
surrounding Community of Estero” which has abundant resources subject
to loss through careless development. The “historic area” map should
include the area between East Broadway and Corkscrew, from Hwy 41 at
least to Sandy Lane.

VI.  Development approval process (p. 24)

This is very important; but has to be implemented in a way that is not too
burdensome to developers and even homeowners. To multiply excessively
the persons and organizations that must be explicitly notified is risky and
may end up with the notification becoming practically meaningless (like



some of the official land and zoning notices in technical language posted
in the newspapers just to fulfill legal requirements).

Might it not be more effective to choose now one or two
organizations of large membership and recognized standing to maintain a
watchdog committee. Official notice would be sent to this organization
and it would be their responsibility to pursue anything that seemed to
require further attention. They would then translate the issue into
laypersons’ language and alert their membership and other organizations
that something of general interest was underway. -

Perhaps this is the place to include in the plan mention of the
existence of the gated communities. They are natural organizational units
within Estero and they could be recognized and made use of as a way of
reaching the citizenship on this and similar issues.

SOME GENERAL REFLECTIONS.

As with the last point mentioned, the gated communities, there are several

“large issues that are a part of envisioning the future and could be called to
people’s attention in this planning process. For instance, what percentage
of the population already lives in the gated communities? Do we want that
to be the pattern of living for the next 30,000 people to move in here? To
what extent do these already existing organized communities want to be
separate? Or do they prefer to be unconcerned over any larger community
called Estero? As islands within Estero, they probably rightly expect great
independence in decisions about beautification, landscaping, building
design. But even as islands, they could be units of “government” within
Estero, the fastest and easiest way to ascertain and to cultivate community
feeling on many issues.

The suggestions under point 3. Detailed Master Planning (p. 25f.)
for developing focal points, not just for practicality but for making visible
the existence of Estero by attention to the impressions of anyone driving
through north and south or even east-west, are very good. The plan should
be given wide enough distribution to get the community talking about
these things, as also about the need to choose now sites for schools,
playgrounds, parks, community centers, clinics, meeting places. On the
other hand, once we choose them, how are they to be provided? Estero has
no funds to buy lands and no authority of eminent domain. Perhaps the
plan could say moére clearly to whom suggestions can be made and how -
that person or office will be responsible for handling the suggestions, what
account they will have to make eventually and to whom.

Should there not be express mention at some point of how all this
is complicated by the fact that more than a third of our dwelling units are
only seasonally occupied and more than a third of the population are



seasonal? For instance, surely the move to create this Community Plan,
from the Ford-dealership story on down, would have been different if it
had all happened between January and March rather than from July to
September. Again, this fact ought to be a topic of extended discussion in
the community, because it will always be a source of difficulties. What are
the items that the year-round residents and the seasonal residents both
want? That is where our real strength lies.

A vision for the future will be built around major features of Estero
already in existence—a restored and living river, the bay, Mound Key, the
waterfront park lands; the State Park, the high school, the university, the
Teco arena; highway 41 and Corkscrew, not just for transportation but to
convey to the world an image of a place that is self-aware and proud; the
gated communities, the trailer parks, the churches, the historic district. An
introduction-to-Estero map should be created for newcomers, one which
features only such items. It would not attempt to list all the streets, but
only to single out against a general geographical backdrop all that most
makes Estero what it is. Publishing such a map in even the simplest,

roughest form would be a great stimulus to community comment and
discussion.

Quentin Quesnell
September 25, 2000
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September 22, 2000

Mr. Mitch Hutchcraft

Vanasse & Daylor

12730 New Brittany Blvd. Suite 600
Fort Myers, FL 33907

RE:  Estero Community Plan
Dear Mitch:

Our firm represents John Madden, Trustee, the owner of the parcel west of U.S. 41 that
is commonly known as Estero Greens. The property is zoned CPD. The owner is
currently seeking development order approval for an automobile dealership on a portion
of the 24-acre site. As you are undoubtedly aware, the dealership -was the source of
considerable controversy, and the issue is in litigation.

The LDC currently provides that planned development zonings are vacated after five years
unless the applicant applies for a development order for a "substantial portion" of the
project within that time frame. Once the applicant has complied with that requirement,
however, the zoning remains in place indefinitely so long as the developer adheres to the
phasing schedule, if any, shown on the MCP. Your proposed Policy 19.2.7, however,
directs the County to consider the possibility of adopting new regulations which would
apparently have the effect of vacating all existing planned developments, even if they
have already met all of the current vesting requirements, after five years. When read in
connection with proposed Policy 19.2.6, this policy would result in the elimination of the
automobile dealership use from the schedule of uses for Estero Greens, which would
substantially diminish the value of the property.

There can be no doubt that the purpose of the proposed policy is to divest projects that
the County currently considers to be vested. At best, it would only address projects
which are merely in the development order process; at worst, it would destroy the
effectiveness, not just of vested zonings, but of outstanding development orders as well.
it will have a major impact, not just on Estero Greens, but on every planned development
in the Estero area. The potential Ben Harris Act liability for the County could be
enormous.



Mr. Mitch Hutchcraft
September 22, 2000

-

The County currently has the legal ability to require projects that have been vacated to

comply with its most recent regulations. We believe that is as far as the County can, or
should, go.

Sincerely,
HUMPHREY & KNOTT, P.A.

NS

Matthew D. Uhle

MDU/dr
cC: Rick Marchetta
Greg Stuart

Richard Collman, Eéq.
Timothy Jones, Esq.
Paul O’Connor



Department of X
Environmental Protection

Koreshan State Historic Site David B. Saruhs
PO Box 7 Secreary
Estero, FL 33928
(941)992-0311

September 25, 2000 _
Mr. Mitchel A. Hutchcraft | e o

Vanasse & Daylor, LLP » N e I
12730 New Brittany Blvd. Suite 600 e TS
Fort Myers, FL 33907 LR

S B S
Dear Mr. Hutchcraft, 3«

2

| have taken the time to review the Preliminary Draft of The Estero Community Plan and
have the following comments:

The state park should be referred to as Koreshan State Historic Site throughout the
document.

The Koreshan Unity Settlement is a National Historic District. The portion of the
Koreshan Unity Settlement Historic District found in Koreshan State Historic Site is
located within a 40 acre parcel adjacent to US Highway 41. The District extends to the
east, across US Highway 41 on the grounds currently managed by the Koreshan Unity
Foundation. The total acreage of the state park is 192.6 acres. Mound Key State
Archaeological Site a 166.6 acre parcel found on the island of Mound Key is located at -
the mouth of the Estero River and is also managed by staff at Koreshan S.H.S.

Accessible by boat, Mound Key is a highly significant resource that should be
considered in this plan as well.

Twelve historic structures, seven landscape features, extensive artifact and archival
collections are maintained by the park. The Koreshan Unity Settlement is not
maintained by the state as a "religious shrine". The national register nomination form

prepared by the Department of State, Division of Historic Resources in 1975 described
the significance of the site as follows:

“The physical remains of the Koreshan community are preserved
because they represent a unique philosophical and religious movement, because
they illustrate a cooperative settlement of the past era and because they are
remnants of a pioneer community which, in many ways, typified life on the south

Florida frontier around the turn of the twentieth century. The extant gardens are -
of value to tropical horticulturalists.”

Accurate representation of the site is crucial to the support and success of community
planning efforts.

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Rorida’s Environment and Nctural Resources”

Prirced on reqrced paper.



Mitchel Hutchcraft

September 25, 2000
Page 2

Managemént guidelines for the park are described in Unit Management Plans for both
parks. Unit plan development has directly involved input from community representation
in a DEP Advisory Groups. The Advisory Group for the Koreshan State Historic Site

Unit Management Plan met in March, 2000 to provide input in the development of the
current plan. .

Unit Plans provide a management program overview, a description of the resources as
well as conceptyal land use plans that guide activities associated with natural and -
cultural resource management and any facility development. Any needs, uses or facility
development described in the community plan which directly involve the use of state
lands associated with these parks should reflect the management direction described in
the plan. If you would like to review a copy of the unit plan, please let me know.

Policy 19.1.5 and Policy 19.6.2 creation of a public plaza/interpretive area for vehicular
access would be difficult with the congestion, noise and traffic levels that currently exist.
Safety concems at the junction of US Highway 41 and Corkscrew Road would present
serious drawbacks. Pedestrian/bicycle access to the park from US Highway 41, along
Corkscrew Road is currently non-existent and is desperately needed to provide resident
access into the park. Any proposal to consider a change in the current park access
must take into account traffic speed and flow, the size of vehicles that regularly enter the
park as well as the number of vehicles that attend special events. Noise levels and
traffic vibration emanating from US Highway 41 have raised concems for the need for
landscaping, fences and walls to protect the cultural resources as well as restore the

tranquility of the park setting. The parkis wmmg to work closely with the communlty with
those goals in mind.

| appreciate the opportunity to submit comments during the process of developing this
plan. Strong community support has served Koreshan State Historic Site well during my
tenure as Park Manager. | look forward to creating a stronger relationship with the
residents of Estero by continuing to work with them.

Sincerely

ganne M. Parksl W

prk Manager

Cc: \gichael K. Murphy, Chief, Bureau of Parks, District 4
loria M. Sajgo, Principal Planner, Lee County

Bill Grace, President, Koreshan Unity Alliance
file



PLANNING DIVISION

ﬁLEE COUNTY

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA

MEMORANDUM
To: Matt Noble, AICP, Principal Planner
F-rom: Gloria M. Sajgo; AICP, Principal Planner

Subject: Comments on the Preliminary Draft of the Estero Community Plan

Date: September 20, 2000

Page 9 the purpose of Table 3 Community Expected Population by 2020 is unclear.

Page 18 the name of the historic document produced by Florida Preservation Services is Lee
County Historic Sites Survey

Page 19 and Page 24 With regards to how to protect historic structures and whether to establish
a community based architectural standards review board, it is important to consider that Lee

County has a historic preservation ordinance that can regulate both historic and non-historic
buildings. s

Lee County has an active historic preservation program and a very effective historic
preservation ordinance. Being designated under the Lee County Historic Preservation
Ordinance (Chapter 22 of the LDC) would most effectively protect historic structures;
changes to historic buildings are reviewed per the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. Also if an area where designated as a historic district then in addition to
reviewing changes to historic buildings, the ordinance would allow for the review of
changes to non-historic buildings through the adoption of design guidelines.

This ordinance has been in place for 10 years and has proven record protecting individual
historic resources as well as large scale historic districts like Boca Grande and Matlacha.
(In both of these districts, historic and non-historic buildings are subject to review.) This
ordinance is modeled after the best preservation ordinances in the country and meets the
state and federal requirements for Certified Local Governments.

This ordinance is implemented by the Lee County Planning staff and the Lee County |
Historic Preservation Board, a 7 member board whose members are appointed on the
basis their of profession or area of expertise and not on the basis of where they live.

P.0. Box 398 UFort Myers, FL 33903-0398 U (941) 479-8585 UFax (941) 479-8319



Objective 19.1 is hard to measure since what constitutes a visually attractive community is not
identified or defined. The phrase “visually attractive™ is too subjective to serve as an effective
regulatory standard.

Policy 19.1.1 The phrase “..._signage consistent with the Community Vision and architectural
standards”...would be hard to implement as the vision statement provides little guidance as to
what signage would be appropriate and there are no defined or identified architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: A flat prohibition against a deviation is usually too rigid to be applied fairly in the
day to day permitting process.

Policy 19.1.3. It is unclear what is meant by “older projects™ and what type of incentives these
projects would need.

The Lee County Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 22 of the LDC) has provisions
for zoning relief for designated historic structures that do not meet current zoning
regulations. Also the designated historic structures are exempt from FEMA flood
regulations and the Building Official has some discretionary latitude so that modern

building codes are applied in manner that do not destroy the historic character of a
designated resource.

Policy 19.1.4: This policy is similar to 19.6.6. The two could be made to dovetail each other
better. o

Policy 19.1.5 This policy should reference the Lee County Historic Preservation Ordinance,

which is already implemented, rather suggesting that a new concept: a Historic Development
Overlay district be implemented.

Objective 19.2 is hard to measure since what constitutes “tasteful shopping and employment

opportunities” and the “community character” is not defined.- These phrases are too subjective to
serve as effective regulatory standards.

Policy 19.2.1 Requiring all commercial development to be revxewed as a commercial planned
development might not be practical.

Policy 19.2.3 This policy needs to be more definite. How will non-residential uses be

encouraged to be mixed use in nature and allow for residential uses? What are minor
commercial uses? :

Policy 19.2.4. What specific regulations must be adopted or amended to encourage or
“incentivize” mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road.

Pohcy 19.2.5 How will Lee County discourage retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway in favor of
service and residential uses?

P.0. Box 398 UFort Myers, FL 33902-0398 U(941) 4793585 UFax (941) 4795319



Objective 19.3 scems hard to measure, as the phrase “strictly evaluating” is not defined. (The
word strictly is too subjective to be an effective regulatory standard.)

Policy 19.3.1. How will higher density residential developments with a mix of unit types be
encouraged?

Policy 19.3.3. A good way to protect large lot residential areas is to prohibit the creation of small
lots from these larger lots. Is this applicable to this area?

Objective 19.4 What county regulations, policies and discretionary actions must protect or
enhance key wetland or nativ¢ upland habitats? How must they protect or enhance them?

Policy 19.4.2 Lee County takes a countywide approach to land acquisition. It is unrealistic to
expect the county to focus its acquisition efforts on the area east of I-75 and along Estero Bay in
the absence of a clearly demonstrated immediate need or threat.

Policy 19.4.4. merely states what Lee County is already doing.

Objective 19.5 This public participation objective is a bit unwieldy. Requiring that Lee County
encourage and solicit public input and participation to and during the review and adoption of
county regulations, land development code provisions, policies, zoning approvals and
administrative actions séems unrealistic. A more specific approach identifying the type of notice
or participation requirement for each type of government action would be more implementable.
Policy 19.5.1 Development approvals are done by staff without public input.

Policy 19.5.3 What type of issue would trigger a public notice to persons within 500°?

Policy 19.5.3. What does a document clearinghouse mean?

Objective 19.6 It is unclear what level of service for community facilities would be necessary to
support a “vibrant urban core”. What is a “vibrant urban core™/

Policy 19.6.3. If historic uses — rather than historic buildings — must be protected, then these uses
must be identified.

Policy 19.6.6. This policy should dovetail policy 19.1.4.

S: \historic\estero\estero preliminary draft

P.0. Box 398 UFort Myers, FL 33902-0398 U (941) 479-8585 UFax (941) 4793319






DEPARTMENT OF
| LEE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA

Memo

To: Paul O’Connor, Planning Division Director 5o ~
From: - David Loveland, Planning Program Directort)N/ —::5 ;_3 i f
Date: June §, 2001 :D.; g
Subject: Estero Community Plan

Proposed Amendments to Lee Plan Goals,
Objectives and Policies

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed amendments to the Lee Plan for the
Estero community, in the form of a new Goal 19 and related objectives and policies. The
Department of Transportation has a concern about proposed new Policy 19.6.6, which
reads as follows:

Policy 19.6.6: In order to protect health, safety, welfare and community
character, Lee County will continue to monitor truck traffic along Corkscrew
Road (from Alico Road to US 41) as a connecting road to US 41 and I-75, to -
evaluate the impact on adjacent residential communities.

The proposed policy deals with an operational issue at a specific location, with no
identified time frame for how long such monitoring would continue. As a matter of
operational practice, DOT monitors particular problem locations all around the County on
an as-needed basis, and we are currently monitoring the truck traffic situation on
Corkscrew Road based on a perceived problem identified by the community with truck
speeds and we will be making periodic reports to the BOCC on our findings. However,
the policy as written would require perpetual monitoring of this one location, which
restricts our ability to address other problem areas around the County with our limited
resources and which ignores the potential that the perceived problem gets addressed.
There are a number of physical improvements planned on Corkscrew Road which should
make for safer travel in the near future, including turn lane additions, four-laning and the
addition of paved shoulders and the installation of new traffic signals. DOT staff feels
the policy is unnecessary and burdens our resources and should be deleted. '

DML/mlb

cc: Administrative File

W\LCFNWOADATA\SHARED\DOT\DOCUMENT\LOVELAND\Compplan\Estero Policy 19-6-6 Memo.doc
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PLANNING DIVISION =il LEE COUNTY

M EMOIRANDUM SOUTHWEST FLORIDA

to: Local Planning Agency Members
from:  Paul O’Connor, AICP, Director of Planning

“ subject: CPA 2000-19, Estero Community Plan -
date: July 18, 2001

At the June 25, 2001 meeting of the Local Planning Agency, the LPA voted to transmit the majority
of the amendment for the Estero Community Plan. Several items from this amendment, however,
were tabled for further consideration. Staff has reexamined those items and offers the following
recommendations for the LPA to consider at the July 23, 2001 public hearing.

PROPOSED POLICY 19.2.5

Staff’s Recommended Language from the June 25t Hearing:

Policy 19.2.5: Lee County prohibits “detrimental uses™ (as defined in the Land
Development Code), free-standing nightclubs or lounges, retail uses that require

outdoor display in excess of one acre, and storage or delivery areas from locating
within 500 of an existing or approved residential neighborhood.

The LPA tabled this particular policy so that staff could clarify several issues.

“Lounges” are not a defined term in the Land Development Code (LDC). Staff believes that
references to specific uses in the Lee Plan should correspond to the terminology provided in the
LDC. The LDC specifically defines the term “bar and cocktail lounge,” and staff recommends using
this terminology in Policy 19.2.5. The term “nightclub” is also specifically defined in the Land
Development Code. This term is different from “bar and cocktail lounge,” and should be treated as
such in the proposed policy language. '

An issue was raised at the June 25™ hearing about the existing or pending projects that might be
made non-conforming if this policy is adopted. Staff conducted a cursory review of approved
commercial planned developments in Estero, some of which are developed, but many of which are
still vacant. In reviewing the list of uses approved in these projects, staff found that many of them
contained uses that would be prohibited by this new policy. These uses include, but are not limited
to Contractors and Builders, Rental or Leasing Establishments, Vehicle and Equipment Dealers, Bar
and Cocktail Lounges, and Nightclubs. The LPA questioned what would happen to these approved
uses if this new policy was adopted.

P.O. Box 398 ® Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 & (941) 479-8585 # Fax (941) 479-8319
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In response, staff believes that Chapter XIII, Procedures and Administration, Item a., Effect and
Legal Status of the Plan addresses this issue. Item D. reads as follows:

D. In addition to above-mentioned development orders, preliminary and final
development orders, the following categories of approvals, projects, and
developments will be deemed to be consistent with the Lee Plan, subject to the
applicable conditions as set forth below:

Item 7 under this heading specifically addresses the issue of how to deal with uses approved within
planned developments that might be inconsistent with this new policy.

7. “planned development" zoning approvals which have not been vacated due
to inactivity by the developer;

Staff believes that if a development was previously approved in Estero for any of the uses that would
be subject to the proposed Policy 19.2.5, then those uses would remain consistent with the Lee Plan
because of the policy shown above. Any planned developments that are already approved for these
uses would be legally non-conforming if this policy was adopted. Ifthe planned development zoning
is vacated, then the provisions in Item D.7. above would not apply, and the development would be
subject to the new provisions of Policy 19.2.5.

As aside note, staff believes that the proposed Policy 19.2.5 might not have the effect that the Estero
group is seeking. While the policy will prohibit freestanding bar and cocktail lounges as well as
night clubs, it would not prohibit them from locating in a shopping center or plaza. In staff’s
experience, there are very few new freestanding bars or night clubs being established anywhere in
the County. These establishments are generally found in shopping centers. This is not an item of
concern to staff, but it should be pointed out for the record.

Staff is also concerned about the creation of a new policy in the Lee Plan to strictly prohibit certain
uses without having any data and analysis to support it. Staff believes that in the absence of data and

analysis, the creation of this policy appears to be arbitrary and not based on sound planning
principles.

Revised Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that if Policy 19.2.5 is to be transmitted, the following language should be used.
Changes made since the June 25" meeting are shown in strike-out and double underline format.

Policy 19.2.5: FheEsteroCommunity-with-proposeregulationsfor-eeCounty-to
TCW; thits The following uses are prohibited within the
Estero Planning Community: “detrimental uses” (as defined in the Land

P.O. Box 398 & Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 =(941) 479-8585 = Fax (941) 479-8319
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Development Code); free-standing nightclubs or bar and cocktail lounges; or_and
retail uses that require outdoor display in excess of one acre.;-and-st —zmd-stmagc—ordchvcry
arcas-fromiocating-within 506> of anexisting orapprovedresidentiaineighborhood:

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
There was lengthy discussion at the June 25 hearing about the proposed objective and policies
relating to public participation. At that time, staff made the following recommendation on the
proposed public participation language:

Staff’s Recommended L.anguage from June 25" Hearing:

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County shatt will encourage

and solicit public input and participation prior to and during the review and adoption
of county regulations, land development code provisions, policies, and zoning
approvals, and-development-orders.

£¢ - 99 *

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request
within the Estero Community, in-coordinationwith-zoning staff, shait must

conduct one public workshop within two weeks of the project being found
sufficient.

Staff has revisited these policies since the last LPA meeting, and is still not comfortable with placing
all of these requirements in the Lee Plan. With regard to Policy 19.5.1, staff believes that providing
notification on all ordinances and “development approvals” would require a significant increase in
the County’s level of service. The volume of ordinances and “development approvals” that the
County deals with on a daily basis is so large that it would not be practical to send written
notification on all of these items. On the other hand, staff believes that some form of notification
for Lee Plan and Land Development Code amendments would be feasible. Staff would be willing
to send a copy of an agenda to registered groups, and if these groups wanted more information on

P.O. Box 398 # Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 = (941) 479-8585 # Fax (941) 479-8319
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any particular item, then they could contact the County for further information. Currently, staff
provides such information to any interested parties on request, and staff is somewhat hesitant to take
the lead in determining which items the Estero Community would want to examine in more detail.
Typically, staff would respond to a citizen request for information, but would not initiate the

_distribution of this information. Staff would be willing to notify registered groups on selected items
or issues, such as Lee Plan and Land Development Code amendments, but could not do so for every
ordinance or “development approval.” Staff would do this as a courtesy only.

With regard to Policy 19.5.2, there is still some uncertainty as to what items would be sent to the
document clearing house. Staff believes that the intent of the Estero Planning Group was for this
policy to apply to documents related to rezonings in Estero. Typically, a zoning file contains several
versions of the same documents, all of which add up to large volumes of paperwork. Staffbelieves
that the most appropriate thing to do would be to send only the original submittal documents to the
clearing house. This would give the Estero residents a comprehensive overview of the proposed
project. '

The Estero Planning Group has suggested the South County Regional Library as a potential location
for this document clearing house. Staff believes that the library would be a logical place for the
clearing house, but staff is still concerned about what will happen to the documents that the County
would send to the library. There are no assurances that the library is willing to accept these
materials, and there are no assurances that the library is willing to put forth a continuing effort to
catalog and shelve the zoning materials. Staffis not comfortable with assuming that the library will
be willing to take on this additional responsibility. If the LPA decides to transmit Policy 19.5.2, staff
has proposed transmittal language below.

The proposed Policy 19.5.3 addresses the public workshop that would be conducted by the agent
- handling a rezoning request. The main concern from staff is that procedures for this “public
workshop” are not specifically defined. There are many uncertainties and questions that need to be
answered. Do the workshops need to be advertised? Do minutes need to kept? Where will the
workshop take place, and who will arrange the location? What are the agent’s responsibilities at
these workshops? What ifno citizens are interested in attending the workshop? Staffis not opposed
to the requirements of Policy 19.5.3, but staff also believes that these uncertainties will need to be
addressed as these public workshops are conducted in the future. Staff recommends transmittal of
this policy, with the language provided by staff below. Staff further recommends that the issues

related to this proposed policy continue to be examined for possible consideration in future
amendment cycles.

Revised Staff Recommendation:

Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County shatt will encourage and solicit public
input and participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county regulations, Land -
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Development Code provisions, Lee Plan provisions —potictes, and zoning approvals;/—and

developmentorders.

Policy 19.5.1: As a courtesy, Lee County shalt will register citizen groups and civic
organizations within the Estero Planning Community that desire notification of pending
review of ordinances, Land Development Code amendments and Lee Plan amendments or
dmbpmcnt—appmva-ls Upon registration, Lee County will provide registered groups with
documentation_regarding_these pending amendments. Eee—County—wit—send—written
mﬁﬁcahmssumnmzmg—&mw&bmgmwcdmd—anycstabhshcdhcmngdatcs This
notice is a courtesy only and is not jurisdictional. Accordingly, the County's failure to mail

or to timely mail the notice, or failure of a group to receive mailed notice, will not constitute
a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from occurring as scheduled.

Policy 19.5.2: Fee-Countyshalt The Estero Community will establish a “document clearing

house” in the Estero-€ommumity, where copies of selected zoning submittal documents, staff
reports, Hearing Examiner recommendations or and resolutions will be provided for public

Inspection.;-as—soon—as-they-arc-availabte: The C¢ County's failure to provide or to timely

provide documents to the document clearing house, or failure of the document clearing house

to receive documents, will not constitute a defect in notice or bar a public hearing from

occurring as scheduled. -

Policy 19.5.3: The owner or agent for any Planned Development request within the Estero
Planning Community, imcoordimation—with—zoning-staff,—shatt must conduct one public
workshop_informational session where the agent will provide a general overview of the
project for any interested citizens. Lee County encourages zoning staff to participate in such
public workshops. This meeting must be conducted within thirty (30) days after the zoning
request is submitted two-wecksof theproject-being-found-sufficrent. The applicant is fully
responsible for providing the meeting space and providing security measures as needed.
Subsequent to this meeting, the applicant must provide County staff with a meeting summary
document that contains the following information: the date, time, and location of the .

meeting; a list of attendees; a summary of the concems or issues that were raised at the
meeting; and a proposal for how the applicant will respond to any issues that were raised.
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Executive Summary

The Estero Community Plan
- Phase |

Presented to the Estero Community on September 19, 2000

The Estero Community Plan Phase | marks an important first step in an on-going process to address
the future growth, character and quality of life within the Estero Community. The Community Plan
incorporates recommendations on the adoption of guiding principles into the Lee Plan. The provisions
recommended by this Community Plan will not only guide actual development requests, but also the
development of future Land Development Code regulations and site specific Land Use Map

Amendments.

The Estero Community Plan is the result of a grass roots effort to address concerns over the potential
loss of quality of life in Estero, and to provide the residents and landowners with an understanding of
what to expect in the future. The six person Estero Community Master Plan Committee, which is
comprised of representatives from the Estero Chamber of Commerce, the development community,
and the Estero Concerned Citizens Organization (ECCO), now coordinates this grass roots effort.
input from individuals and organizations is encouraged through these representatives, as well as
through direct communication with the consultant.

As a result of the work of this Committee, and the one-month public input process that consisted of
questionnaires, workshops, a survey of existing conditions and direct communication with the Chamber
of Commerce, ECCO, the Lee County Department of Community Development and residents of Estero,

the following key community issues were identified.

Key Community Issues:

e Community Character — The community has expressed the desire to implement a stronger
community planning approach to proactively address appearance, landscaping, signage,
and the location and type of certain land uses.

e Residential Land Uses — The community identified a desire to maintain a “small town" feel,
and avoid high-rise residential uses while protecting existing neighborhoods from
encroachment.

e Commercial Land Uses — The community has a strong desire to limit “tourist oriented
uses”, “detrimental uses” and high intensity uses along specific corridors. However, there is
a recognized need for small-scale retail that services adjacent neighborhoods.

e Natural Resources — The community expressed a strong desire to protect groundwater
resources, wetlands and other aquatic habitats through acquisition, incentives, and
regulations.

e Public Participation — The community has requested the opportunity to become more
actively and meaningfully involved in the development approval process.

¢ Community Resources — The community has expressed a desire for the expansion of
certain community resources, including a community center, meeting area, and
governmental service offices — such as a post office.

12730 New Brittany Boulevard, Suite 600, Fort Myers, Florida 33907 - Website: www.vanday.com
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In response to these community “Action ltems”, and with the support of the evaluation of existing
conditions, the Estero Community Plan presents detailed Goals, Objectives and Policies that should be
adopted into Goal 19 of the Lee Plan to formally establish and begin the implementation of the
Community Vision. These recommendations will be submitted to Lee County on September 29, 2000
for consideration during the 2000 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle.

In order to further implement the Community Vision, the Estero Community Plan outlines more specific
amendments that should be undertaken by the Estero Community Planning Committee during the
Phase Il Land Development Code amendment process. These additional efforts include the following:

The development of additional landscaping and signage regulations.

The evaluation of architectural requirements.

Adjustments to the Planned Development Submittal and Review Process.

The refinement of the Planned Development Permitted Use list within the Estero Community.
Modification to buffer, setback and height requirements.

Adjustments to road access and interconnection requirements.

The development of a Historic Development Overlay Concept for the Historic Areas.

The development of a Mixed Use Village Overlay for the Corkscrew Road Area.

These amendments will be initiated upon the Community’s direction, and may begin as early as
October 2000. Similarly, Phase Il of the Community Plan includes a final round of Comprehensive
Plan Amendments. This Phase is recommended for the September 2001 round of Comprehensive
Plan Amendments, and will outline detailed amendments to the Lee Plan to adopt specific map
amendments that result from the Land Development Code and Master Planning Process.

It is important to applaud the Community for undertaking this process, and actively working on outlining
a foundation for the future of the Community. Continued public input and participation is even more
important as additional refinements are made to the local development regulations. The work that is
being done today will not only have an impact on your community in the near future, but its results will
be seen for generations.
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Section Six: Recommendations

The recommendations from Phase | of the Estero Community Plan are targeted at establishing a vision
for the community, and to provide the Lee Plan with guidance for future community development issues
within Estero. The proposed Lee Plan amendments fall into six primary categories: Community
Character, Commercial Land Use, Residential Land Use, Natural Resources, the Development
Approval Process, and Community Facilities. Presented below are the proposed Goals, Objectives and
Policies intended to begin to establish the type of community envisioned by the residents.

Vision Statement:

“To establish a community that embraces its historic heritage, while carefully planning for future
growth resulting from Florida Gulf Coast University, the Southwest Florida International Airpont,
growing population and unique natural environment. Estero’s growth will be planned as a village,
establishing defined areas for tasteful shopping, service and entertainment, while protecting and
encouraging residential neighborhoods that encourage a sense of belonging. Weaving the
community together will be carefully crafted limitations on strip commercial uses, inappropriate
signage and certain undesired commercial uses, while additional design guidelines will be
established to ensure attractive landscaping, streetscaping, architectural standards, and unified
access points. The implementation of this Vision will help reduce the conflict between residential
and commercial areas, as well as allow Estero to emerge as a vibrant Lee County Village.”

GOAL19: ESTERO

To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by establishing minimum
aesthetic requirements, managing the location and intensity of future commercial and residential uses,
and providing greater opportunities for public participation in the land development approval process.

Objective 19.1: COMMUNITY CHARACTER. Lee County shall establish, enhance and enforce
regulations, policies and discretionary actions affecting the character and aesthetic appearance of

Estero to help create a visually attractive community.

Policy 19.1.1: By the end of 2001, Lee County shall review, amend or establish Land
Development Code requlations that provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway corridors,
greater buffering and shading of parking areas, signage consistent with the Community Vision,

and architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.2: Lee 'Countv may not approve any deviation that would result in a reduction of
landscaping, buffering, signage quidelines or compliance with architectural standards.

Policy 19.1.3: Lee County will work with private property owners to establish incentives for
bringing olider projects into compliance with the requlations adopted as a result of the Estero

Community Plan.

Policy 19.1.4: Lee County and the Estero Community shall work in conjunction with private
developers, public agencies and community service providers to establish a town commons that
encouraqges the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental
offices, medical providers and recreational opportunities. ldeally, this town commons shall be
located south of Corkscrew Road and north of The Brooks, and shall be between US 41 and |-

75.
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Policy 19.1.5: Lee County and the Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to
enhance the Koreshan State Park in such a manner that it is more visually integrated with the
Community along US 41, provides for enhanced pedestrian/bicycle access, and includes a
public plaza/interpretive area at the corner of US 41 and Corkscrew Road.

Policy 19.1.5: Lee County and the Estero Community will work with the property owners within
the Historic Area to encourage development that is consistent with the historic nature of the
Highlands Avenue/US 41 area. This should include the prohibition of significant conversion of
land area until a comprehensive Historic Development Overlay can be developed.

Objective 19.2: COMMERCIAL LAND USES. Existing and future county requlations, land use
interpretations, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions must recognize the unique
conditions and preferences of the Estero Community to ensure that tasteful shopping and
employment opportunities are provided, while maintaining the community character.

Policy 19.2.1: All commercial developments within the Estero Community must be reviewed as
a Commercial Planned Development.

Policy 19.2.2: All retail uses shall be in compliance with the Retail Site Location Standards. A
finding of a “"Special Case” may not be permitted along Corkscrew Road or adjacent to any
residential use.

Policy 19.2.3: Non-Residential Uses along Corkscrew Road (outside of the Nodes identified on
Map 19) are encouraged to be mixed use in nature, and allow for residential uses when
possible. Further, uses outside of the Site Location Nodes on Corkscrew Road should be
limited to minor commercial uses intended to serve community residents.

Policy 19.2.4: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requlations that
encourage or incentivize mixed use developments along Corkscrew Road.

Policy 19.2.5: With the exception of Commercial Nodes identified on Map 19, as may be
amended from time to time, Lee County shall discourage retail uses along Three Oaks Parkway,

in favor of service and residential uses.

Policy 19.2.6: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requiations that
prohibit “detrimental uses”, free-standing nightclubs or lounges, or retail uses that require
significant outdoor display, storage or delivery areas from locating within 500’ of an existing or
approved residential neighborhood.

Policy 19.2.7: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt requlations that
require Planned Developments which exceed the five year time frame established in the Land
Development Code to automatically become vacated. In order to extend, vest or otherwise
maintain the original Master Concept Plan, all provisions required by Goal 19 shall be
accommodated by the development.

Policy 19.2.8: By the end of 2001, Lee County must review, amend or adopt regulations that
require commercial developments within the Estero Community to provide interconnect
opportunities with adjacent commercial uses in order to minimize access points onto primary

road corridors.
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Objective 19.3: RESIDENTIAL USES: Lee County shall protect and enhance the residential
character of the Estero Community by strictly evaluating adjacent uses, natural resources, access
and recreational or open space, and requiring compliance with enhanced buffering requirements.

Policy 19.3.1: In order to meet the future needs of Florida Gulf Coast University, Lee County
shall encourage higher density residential developments, with a mix of unit types, in close
proximity to Florida Gulf Coast University, and along I-75.

Policy 19.3.2: By the end of 2001, Lee County shall amend the Mixed Planned Development
Category to aliow for small scale mixed use projects along Corkscrew Road, to allow residential
above or in close proximity to retail and service uses.

Policy 19.3.3: By the end of 2001, Lee County shali review, amend or adopt regulations to
strengthen buffering between distinctly different adjacent commercial and residential properties,
modified however when a project is of mixed use nature.

Policy 19.3.4: Lee County shall protect the large lot residential areas between Koreshan
Parkway and Corkscrew by requiring significant buffers between existing iots and higher density
residential developments, or the placement of transitional density units along the perimeter.

Policy 19.3.5: No property within the Estero Community may be rezoned to RVPD or MHPD.

Objective 19.4: Natural Resources: County requlations, policies. and discretionary actions
affecting Estero must protect or enhance key wetland or native upland habitats.

Policy 19.4.1: By the end of 2001, Lee County shall review, amend or adopt Lee Plan or Land
Development Code requlations to provide the following:

o All future development proposals adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries shall
include fioodplain protection plans prior to zoning approval,

e All new development adjacent to the Estero River or its tributaries must provide a 50°
vegetative buffer adjacent to the top of bank. This is intended to prevent degrada*:an of
water quality within these natural water bodies.

o Lee County shall encourage the off-site mitigation of indigenous areas, wetland i—razts
or wildlife habitat impacts to be provided within the Estero Community Bounda-.~«

e | ee County shall provide significant incentives (increased density, impact fee re¢ :-* 2as,
Transfer of Development Rights, etc) for the protection of wetlands, flow ways r:* .¢
habitat or other significant natural resource within the Estero Community.

Policy 19.4.2: Lee County shall focus acquisition efforts on environmentally sensitive [an2s eas!
of I-75 and along the Estero Bay.

Policy 19.4.3: Lee County, or another authorized agency. will work to provide alternative
irrigation sources (re-use, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water, or mixed-non-potable) or
financial incentives to provide non-potable water to uses within the Estero Community. This is
desired to discourage the proliferation of private, single user wells.

Policy 19.4.4: Lee County will continue to enforce Wellfield protection requirements, monitoring,
and other applicable provisions to ensure that future wellfield drawdown zones are protected.
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Objective 19.5: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION. Lee County shall encourage and solicit public input
and participation prior to and during the review and adoption of county requlations, land
development code provisions, policies, zoning approvals, and administrative actions.

Policy 19.5.1: Lee County shall register groups within the Estero Community that desire
notification of pending review of ordinances, development code amendments or development
approvals. Upon registration, Lee County will send written notifications summarizing the issue
being reviewed and any established hearing dates.

Policy 19.5.2: Lee County shall require public notice to any “registered” person or landowner
within 500’ issued upon being found sufficient.

Policy 19.5.3: Lee County shall establish a “"document clearing house” in the Estero
Community, where copies of submittal documents, staff reports, Hearing Examiner
recommendations or resolutions will be provided for public inspection, as soon as they are

available.

Policy 19.5.4: lLee County shall require that the agent for any planned development request
within the Estero Community, conduct one public workshop, or provide one set of submittal
information to an established “document clearing house” for public review. The agent shall
provide the public workshop or submittal of documentation at least one week prior to the

Hearing Examiner meeting.

Objective 19.6: COMMUNITY FACILITIES. Lee County shall work with the Estero Community to
economically provide or facilitate the provision of a broad mix of Community Facilities necessary to
support the Estero Community as a vibrant urban core,

Policy 19.6.1: Lee County and the Estero Community shall work with the State of Florida to
provide appropriate passive recreational opportunities within the Sahdev Property, potentially
enhanced by a public/private partnership. This should include easy access, parking, trails, and
other non-intrusive uses.

Policy 19.6.2: Lee County and the Estero Community will work with the State of Florida to
encourage the integration of Koreshan State Park into the fabric of the community. This may
include landscaping, attractive fence/walls along US 41, the provision of a “gateway” at US 41
and Corkscrew Road and enhanced pedestrian access.

Policy 19.6.3: Lee County will adopt requlations that will encourage the protection of historic or
culturally significant areas from conversion to residential or commercial uses. This is not
intended to prevent ancillary development designed to highlight historic uses, but rather to
prohibit the removal of such historic uses.

Policy 19.6.4: Lee County will work with the community and private landowners to identify
opportunities to maintain public access to the Estero River and Estero Bay.

Policy 19.6.5: Lee County will work with the community to ensure that the development of the
Estero Bonita Springs Community Park is integrated into the surrounding development and
open space areas. The concept would be for the park to act as a hub, connected to other open
space/recreational opportunities through pedestrian or bicycle linkages, either along public
rights of way or through adjacent developments.
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Policy 19.6.6: Lee County will assist the Estero Community in identifying and developing a

“village green" that provides opportunities for public gathering, recreation, civic activities, and

the distribution of public services, including a post office, license bureau, tax collectors office,

police sub-station and or fire station.

Policy 19.6.7: Lee County will work with the Community and specific property owners to

evaluate the potential of extending Sandy Land to Williams Avenue to provide for an alternative

narth/south corridor.

Modifications to current Lee Plan Provisions:
The fol'ow:ng section contains proposed amendments to existing Lee Plan provisions to better
implement the intent of the Estero Community Plan.

Policy 6 1.2.10: The Board of County Commissioners may approve applications for minor

commercial centers that do not comply with the location standards for such
centers, but which are consistent with duly adopted CRA and Community plans.

Vision Statement: Amend the Vision Statement to reflect the Vision Statement developed for the

Estero Community.

Proposed Actions for Phase Il of the Estero Community Plan:
As a result of the Action ltems identified during the Phase | Community Planning Effort, several steps
are recommended to the Community for incorporation of the Phase [ Community Planning Effort.

These include the following:

1.

Evaluate and/or Modify Land Development Code Section 10-416, to consider enhanced
landscape requirements for the Estero Community, particularly adjacent to identified road
corridors, and between commercial and residential developments.

Evaluate and/or Modify Article IV of the Land Development Code to consider enhanced
architectural requirements for the Estero Community.

Evaluate and/or Modify Chapter 30 of the Land Development Code to provide additional
design guidelines for signage within the Estero Community.

Evaluate and/or Modify Division 7 of Chapter 34 to provide for enhanced notificat:iz~ ¢
pending development approval hearings, as well as establish a methodology to p-<. 2o
greater information to the public prior to public hearings.

Evaluate and/or Modify Section 34-373(a)(6) of the Land Development Code to e<" .
additional submittal requirements for specific land uses.

Clarify Section 34-341 of the Land Development Code to require that all commerc =
developments within the Estero Community be evaluated through the Planned Deve'z;.ment

process.

Evaluate Table 34-934 of the Land Development Code to establish that certain detrimental
uses, or uses with significant outdoor storage are discouraged within the Estero Community
except at locations currently designated on Map 19 of the Lee Plan.
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Proposed Actions for Phase lli of the Estero Community Plan:

As a result of the Action Items identified during the Phase | Community Planning Effort, several steps
are recommended to the Community for incorporation of the Phase 11l Community Planning Effort.
These include the following:

1. Adopt a Historic Development Overlay for the historic corridor between US 41
and the Highland Avenue area.

2. Evaluate the potential of extending Sandy Lane to Williams Avenue, and the
potential creation of an additional east/west connection road.

3. Prepare the necessary data and analysis to adopt a mixed use Village Overlay
- district along Corkscrew Road. '

4. Evaluate the preservation strategies for targeted acquisition areas east of I-75.
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September 28, 2000

Mr. Matt Noble, Senior Planner

Lee County Department of Community Development
1500 Monroe Street

Fort Myers, Florida 33901

Re: Estero Community Plan
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Documentation

Dear Matt:

On behalf of the residents and property owners of Estero, | am pleased to submit the
preliminary recommendations for the Estero Community Plan. This plan incorporates the vision
and input of a wide section of the Estero Community, and is designed to provide significant
direction for the future growth within the Community.

| look forward to working with the Lee County Department of Community Development and the
Estero residents to fine tune this application as it proceeds as a County initiated amendment. |
understand that you have already developed a list of issues that you would like to review, and |
will be calling you to schedule a meeting to review these items. Further, | would like to hold one
more Public Workshop on Phase | of the Community Plan, and have Lee County take an active
role in this interactive process.

In the meantime, if you have any questions, or would like additional documentation on any of
the recommendations contained in the Estero Community Plan, please do not hesitate to
contact me. Once again, on behalf of the residents of Estero, thank you in advance for your
efforts in adopting the plan that outlines the future vision for this growing community.

Sincerely,
Vanasse & Daylor, LLP

Mitchel A. Hutchcraft, ASLA, AICP
Executive Vice President

Cc:  (without attachments)
Meg Vencellar, Estero Chamber of Commerce
Eddie Perry, Estero Civic Association
Neal Noethlich, ECCO
Don Eslick, ECCO
Frank Weed, West Bay Club
David Graham, Bonita Bay Properties
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2020* 43,404
* Forecast
Zoning
- Acreage
Other Info Residential Use by Future Allocation for Existin Available
" Land Use Category Year 2020 : g
Applications - Docs - Maps ‘
- Central Urban (CU) 15 17 -2
Urban Community (UC) 1,113 715 398
G I Informati
Suburban (S) 2,962 2,090 872
*
" Outlying Suburban (OS) 81 73 8
Industrial Development (ID) 13 10 3
Re
University Community (UNC) 860 0 860
.|
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Rural (R) 280 13 267
Wetlands (WL) 50 93 43
Total Residential 5,374 3,011 2,363
Acreage
Allocation for . an .
Other Uses Year 2020 Existing Available
Commercial 2,853 353 2,500
Industrial 352 181 171

Lee County Department of Community Development
Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
Last Revised: 08/18/0002:11 PM

http://www.lee-county.com/dcd/ComprehensivePlanning/PlanningCommunties/pcEstero.htm 9/5/2000



Residentia: Estimates

As of Decmeber 1999
DWELLING UNITS POPULATION
Permanently Seasonally

Fire District Total Occupied Occupied| Permanent Seasonal Functional
Aval 1,169 1,006 104 2,286 209 2,495

Bayshore| 2,502 2,035 342 4,624 683 5,307

Boca Grande] 1,143 446 640 1,013 1,280 2,293
Bonita Springs| 23,047 13,073 8,822 29,701 17,644 47,345
Burnt Store] 1,214 498 656 1,131 1,311 2,442
Cabbage Key 12 3 9 6 18 23

Cape Coral* 152 95 49 216 99 315
Captiva] 1,393 324 1,000 736 1,999 2,735

Cayo Costal 18 4 13 9 27 35
Division of Forestry 12 8 3 19 6 25
Estero} 6,815 4,484 1,990 10,188 3,980 14,168

Fort Myers Beach| Contact the Town of Fort Myer Beach

Fort Myers Shores|] 3,352 3,013 172 6,845 344 7,188
Fort Myers® 278 242 22 550 44 594

lona McGregor| 29,303 21,394 6,444 48,607 12,888 61,495

Lehigh Acres] 13,908 12,486 727 28,367 1,454 29,821

North Fort Myers| 27,054 21,110 4,591 47,962 9,183 57,145
Pine Island Matlacha] 5,968 3,700 1,969 8,407 3,939 12,346

San Carlos| 10,147 7,102 2,537 16,136 5,075 21,211

Sanibell Contact the City of Sanibel

South Traill 18,807 14,444 3,423 32,817 6,845 39,662

Tice] 7,047 6,286 409 14,282 817 15,099

Upper Captiva 225 47 166 107 333 440
Useppa letynrd 117 25 87 56 173 229

Source: Lee County DCD P1anme (ivrsion Exesting Land Use Database

*Figures are for the unincorporated poriton of the fire district. Contact the appropriate municipality for their information.
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ANNUAL TOTALS for ALL STATIONS

YEAR % DUPLEX MID RISE AMiLY Home  RY  TOTAL Q‘T—"(‘)%'Ta\%‘-@-
PRESENT

2000] 2,847 99 1,913 123 4982 12,071
2001 1,233 68 72| 1,648 20 3,041 15112
2002 955 14 1,337 20 2,326| 17,438
2003 762 14 30 971 20 1,797| 19,235
2004 645 - 771 20 1,436| 20,671
2005 523 75 498 10 1,106| 21,777
2006 366 620 , 986| 22,763
2007 305 75 594 974| 23,737
2008 232 444 676| 24,413
2009 210 443 653| 25,066
2010 210 442 652| 25,718

TOTAL 10,571 282 30| 222| 11,769| 2,770 74| 25718 25,718
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BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
(PROVIDED_BY CLIENT)

CERTAIN PARCEY, OF LAND
LYING IN SECTIONS 16 & |22, 1-a5-%, R=25~F.
LEE COUNTT | FLORIDA

. ' £ v FLORID
LOTS 3, 4, 5.6, 7, 8, 9 AND 10, BLOCK A, AND L\.—?ﬂ 3. 4, 5 AND 6, BLOCK B, DANPORT
CENTER, A SUBDIVISION LYING IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP
45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA,!AND RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 35 A7
PAGES 118, 119, AND 120, OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA. LESS AND
EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF LOT 6, BLOCK B, AS CONMVEYED IN OR BOOK 1951, PAGE 2942,
PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY. FLORIDA :

PARCEL 2

TRACT 318 Of COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC., UNIT 3| AN UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS

THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE ') OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE %) OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW ) AND THE NORTH HA SN %) OF THE SOUTHEAST
QUARTER (SE %) OF THE NCRTHEAST QUARTER (NE| X) OF THE NORTHWEST QUAKIER
(NW %), SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST. LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA.
PARCEL 3

THE SOUTH HALF {S %) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTLE (NL %) OF THE SOUTHEASI
QUARTER (SC %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE|¥) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW
%) OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, AND THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER
(SE %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE ¥) OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW ) OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE
COUNTY, FLORIDA, LESS ROAD RIGHT-OF ~WAY FOR - 75 INTERCHANGE.

PARCEL 4

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE SOUTHWEST (SW X) OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER (SW K); AND THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NL %) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER
(SW %) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %). AND, THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) Of
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER {SE %) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW X), OF SECTION 15,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, AND TRACT 139 OF COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC.,
AN UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW %) OF THE NORTHWEST
QUARTER (NW %), SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH. RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY
FLORIDA.

PARCEL §

TRACT 316 OF COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC., UNIT '§3, AN UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER,
SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EASTI AND TRACT #317, OF COLONIAL
RANCHETTES, INC., UNIT #3, AN UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER 'OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER, SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45
SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA
PARCEL 6

THE EAST 194182 FEET OF THE SOUTHWEST ' OF |THE SOUTHEAST % OF THE SOUTHEAST
% OF THE NORTHWEST X, SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE
COUNTY, FLORIDA, LESS THE RIGHT-OF -WAY FOR DANIELS ROAD AND 1-75

INTERCHANGE.
PARCEL 7

A TRACT OF {AND LYING IN LOT 6, BLOCK B, DANPCRT CENTER, A SUBDIVISION LYING IN
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE X) OF SECTION 22, |TUWNSHIP 45 SQUTH, RANGE 25 EAST,
LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, AND RECORDED IN PLAT BOQK 36, AT PAGES 118, 119 AND 120 OF
THE PUBUC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA SAID TRACT BEING MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: . ’

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SA1D LOT 6, BLOCK B, THENCE RUN

SOUTH 029'46" EAST ALONG THE EAST UNE OF SAID LOT 6, BLOCK B FOR 80.00 FEET;
THENCE RUN NORTH §1°47'55" WEST FOR 128.13 FEET T0 A POINT ON THE NORTH

LINE OF SAID LOT 6, BLOCK B; THENCE RUN NORTH 89°33'56™ EAST ALONG SAID

NORTH UNE FOR 100.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING

TOGETHER WTH EASEMENTS FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER THOSE PROPERTIES
DESCRIBED IN O.R. BOOK 511, PAGE 519, AND AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT
RECORDED IN O.R. BOOK 1742, PAGES 124 AND 125, PUBUC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY,
FLORIDA (SAID ROADWAY EASEMENTS BEING COMMONLY KNOWN AS PALOMINO LANE

AND DARTMOORE LANE) {AS TO PARCELS 2, 3, 4, “» AND 6) -

PARCEL. F

TRACTS 26 AND 27 IN AN UNRECORDED sueomsuok OF JOHN C. DAVIS ACCORDING T0
THE PLAT BY GERALD W. SMITH, SURVEYOR, DATED NOVEMBER 10, 1966, MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE
SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %), SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST,
SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS FOR ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS THE WEST 30
FEET THEREOF. TOGETHER WTH INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AND ACROSS ROAD
EASEMENT, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: THE WEST 30, FEET OF THE EAST HALF &{) %) OF THE
EAST HAUF (E ‘Q OF THE WEST HALF (W %3 OF SECTION 15, AND THE EAST 30 FEET OF THE
WEST HALF (W ¥%) OF THE EAST HALF (E %) OF THE WEST HALF (W %) OF SECTION 15,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST.  ALSO INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AND ACROSS
THE NORTH 60 FEET OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW %) OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45

i

SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST.
PARCHEL. G '

THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE
SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %) OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE. 25 EAST, LEE
COUNTY, FLORIDA. .

PARCEL H

l .
NORTH HALF (N %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER
(SE X) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW '4) OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP. 45 SOUTH, RANGE
25 EAST, SUBKECT TO EASEMENT FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY PURPOSES OVER WEST THIRTY (30)
FEET THEREOF, TOGETHER WITH INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER ROAD EASEMENT AS
FOLLOWS:

WEST THIRTY (30) FEET OF EAST HALF (E %) OF THE EAST HALF (E %) OF THE WEST HALF
(W %) OF SECTION 15 AND THE EAST THIRTY (30) TEET OF THE WEST HALF (W %) OF
SECTION 15 AND EAST THIRTY (30) FEET OF THE WEST HALF (W %) OF THE EAST HALF (€
%) OF THE WEST HALF (W %) OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, ALSO
INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AND ABOVE NORTH 60|FEET OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER

(NW %) OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, BEING TRACT 25,
SUBDIVISION OF JOHN C. DAMS.

SURVEYORS NOTES

1. THE BEARINGS SHOWN ARE BASED ON THE SOUTH UNE OF THE
SOUTHWEST ONE QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE
25 EAST, BEING NORTH 89°35'24™ EAST.

2. THE TRACT iS SITUATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA "ZONE B" (NO BASE FLOOD ELEV)
PER THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE RATE

MAP §125124 0350 B, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP INDEX DATED (MAP REVISED) SEPTEMBER 19, 1984.

3. THE TRACT IS SUBKCT TO ALL RESERVATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, AND RIGHTS
OF WAY OF RECORD.

4. DATE OF AELD SURVEY: 07-18-00.

5. ABOVEGROUND AND UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS WERE NOT LOCATED AS PART
OF THIS SURVEY UNLESS OTHERWISE SHOWN OR NOTED

6. ALL BUILDINGS, SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE NFI’P.OVEMENTS ON AND ADJACENT
TO THE SITE ARE NOT NECESSARILY SHOWN HERZQN.

7. THIS MAP IS NOT VALID UNLESS [T BEARS TH& SIGNATURE  AND THE
ORIGINAL RAISED SEAL OF A FLORIDA LICENSED SURVEYOR AND MAPPER.

8 THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY IS TO DELINEAfE THE BOUNDARIES OF CERTAIN
FRACTIONS OF LAND AS DESCRIBED. i

!

9. THE EXPECTED USE OF THE LAND, AS CLASSIFIED IN' THE MINIMUM TECHNICAL
STANDARDS (61G17-6 FAC), IS "COMMERCIAL/HIGH RISK™. THE MINIMUM RELATIVE
DISTANCE ACCURACY FOR THIS TYPE OF BOUNDARY SURVEY IS 1 FOOT IN 10,000
FEET, THE ACCURACY OBTAINED BY MEASUREMENT AND CALCULATION OF A CLOSED
GEOMETRIC FIGURE WAS FOUND TO EXCEED |THIS REQUIREMENT.

10. SURVEY BASED ON INFORMATION CONTAINED IN TITLE COMMITMENT NO. FM794038
BY COMMONWEALTH LAND TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY, DATED MARCH 15, 2000.

PARCE. |

TRACT TWENTY-FOUR (24) IN AN UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF JOHN C. DAVIS

ACCORDING TO PLAT BY GERALD W SMITH, SURVEYOR, DATED NOVEMBER 10, 1966,

MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS,

THE “niTH HALF (S %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE X) OF MHE SOUTHEAST
JARTER (S0 X) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %). SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH,
RANGE 15 CAST, SUBJKCT TO EASEMENTS FOR ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS
THL WEST THIRTY (30) FELT THERCOF, TOGETHER WATH INCRESS AND EGRESS OVER AND
ACROSS ROAD EASEMENT, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:  THE WEST THIRTY (30) FEET OF THE
EAST HALF (£ %) OF THE LAST HALF (€ %) OF THE WEST HALF (W %) OF SECIION th, AND
THE EAST THIRTY (30) FEEY OF THE WEST HALF (W %) OF THE EAST HALF (€ %) OF THE
WEST MALF (W %) OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST. ALSO INGRESS
AND EGRESS OVER AND ACROSS THE NORTH QXTY (60) FEET OF THL NORTHWES!
QUARTER (NW (), SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTM, RANGL 25 | AST

PARCEL J :

THE WEST HALE (W K} OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW J OF THE NORTHEAS!
QUARTER (NE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X), SECHION 22, TOWNSHIP 41
SOUTH, RANGE 25 EASY, LEL COUNTY, FLORIDA  ALSO KNOWN AS TRACTS S¥) AND I
OF COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC, UNIT 3, AN URRECORDED SUBDIVISION

PARCEL K

TRACT 329 OF COLONIAL RANCHETTES, ING ., UNIT gs, AN UNRECORDED SUDDIVISION,
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS.  THE NORTHLAST QUARIER (NE %) OF
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER &NW %) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE %) OF THE

NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW ¥) OF SECTION 22. TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 26 EAST. 1fE
COUNTY, FLORIDA. !
PARCEL

L
TRACT 319 AND 326 OF COLONIAL RANCHLTTES, INC., UNIT 3, AN UNRECORDLD
SUBDIVISION MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: TRACT 219 THE
SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %) OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE 'A% OF THE NORTHEAS!
QUARTER (NE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X), SUBJCT TO EASEMENTS FOR
ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS THE EAST 30 FEET THEREOF, AND TRACT 326
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %) OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE ¥) OF THE NORTHMES! QUARTER (NW ? SUBJECT 10
EASEMENTS FOR ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS THE WEST 30 FELT THEREOF,
SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST  TOGETHER WATH INGRESS AND
EGRESS OVER AND ACROSS ROAD EASEMENTS AS DESCRIBED IN OR. BOOK SH1, PAGES
518 THROUGH 519, PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY. FLORIDA.
AND
TRACTS 327 AND 328 OF COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC., UNIT 3, AN UNRECORDED
SUBDIVISION, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS; THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER éNE %)-OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE
X) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER %v %) AND THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE ¥) OF THE NORTHWEST
QUARTER (NW ¥), SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, SUBXCT T0
EASEMENTS FOR ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS THE WEST THIRTY FEET- .
THEREOF, TOGETHER WTH INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AND ACROSS ROAD EASEMENTS
:Lsm%iwm IN OR. BOOK 511, PAGES 518-519, PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY,
PARCEL N
TRACTS 320 AND 325 OF COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC., UNIT #3, AN UNRECORDED
SUBDIVISION MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
TRACT 320 THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE X) OF
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW ¥). SUBJXCT 10

EASEMENT FOR ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS THE EASTERLY THIRTY (30)
FEET THEREOF; AND -

:.TRACT 325. THE NORTHEAST GUARTER (NE ¥) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER g;w %) OF
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X). SUBJECT 10
Eé?,‘"ﬁ"& Ergz ROADWAY PURPOSES OVER AND ACROSS THE WESTERLY THIRTY (30)

ALL IN SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

LESS AND EXCEPT THOSE PARCELS RELEASED IN O.R. BOOK 2319, PAGE 4686 AND OR.
BOOK 2323, PAGE 1161,

PARCEL N

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE ¥) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER QE %) OF THE
SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE ¥) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) OF SECTION 22,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, LESS AND EXCEPT THE
PORTION THEREOF INCLUDED N THE PLAT OF DANPORT CENTER, PHASE 1~A, PART 1,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 49, PAGES 87 THROUGH 92,
mﬂ&ggccoms Of LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER iSW X) OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE ¥) OF THE
SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE X) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW ¥) OF SECTION 22,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, LESS AND EXCEPT THE
PORTION THEREOF INCLUDED IN THE PLAT OF DANPORT CENTER, PHASE 1-A, PART 1,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 49, PAGES 87 THROUGH 92,
PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

AND

THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X):OF THE
SOUTHEAST QUARTER (SE X) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) OF SECTION 22,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, LESS AND EXCEPT THE
PORTION THEREOF INCLUDED IN THE PLAT OF DANPORT CENTER, PHASE 1-A, PART 1,
ACCORDING 10 THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 49, PAGES 87 THROUGH 92,
PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA

PARCEL. O : ’
THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW X) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW %) OF THE

NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) OF SECTION 22,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA.

PARCEL R
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER !SNW ¥) OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER (SW X) OF THE

NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE %) OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW X) OF SECTION 22,
TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA

LEGEND
DEL = OELTA
?g) ?-Dégnmmmc PG = PACL
PRM = PERMANENT REFERENCE MOMMENT OR « GFROAL RECORDS BOOK
(C) = CMLOWATED M = CONCRETE MONUMENT
(W) = NEASURED POC = POMNT OF COMMENCEMENT
(P) = PLAT

POB = PONT OF BEGINNG
" PLS = PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR
£OP = EDGE OF PAVEMENT

(DS) = DEED SURVEY PER CPO/RPD DOCUNENTS
NGYD = NATIONAL GEODETIC VERTICAL DATWM

USGS = UNITED STATES GEODEMC SURVEY O = CORMER
- SEC = SECMON
R/W = RIGNT OF WAY 26 o ACRES
CD = CHORD BEARMNG FOM = FOUND CONCRETE MONUMENT
LC = CHORD LENGTH '@ = FOUND 1/2° IRON REBAR & CAP
LR . %mm ) = FOUND CONCRETE NONUMENT
= R

Q = SET 1/2° RON REBAR & CAP (LBJ6572 OR PSM#S204)

FP.L = FLORDA POWER & UGHT

(1) = A POWER UNE EASEMENT OVER AND ACROSS PART OF THE NW 1/4 OF SEC. 22,
THP 455, RGE 25€. (OR. BOOK 2295 PAGE 4350)

(%) = 60' ROADWAY EASEMENT, INGRESS AND ECRESS OR BOOK 2135, PAGE 2833

/A = 40" LANDSCAPE EASEMENT (PLAT BOOK 49, FAGES 87-92)

A\ = 40° LANDSCALE EASENENT (PLAT BOOK 49, PAGES 87-92)

(1] = 60 INGRESS AND EGRESS OVER AND ACROSS ROAD EASEMENT AS DESCRIBED IN
(OR. BOOK 511, PAGES 518-519)

[2] = WEST 30° OF THE W 1/2 OF THE W 1/2 OF THE £ 1/2 OF SEC. 15, AND THE NW 1/2
Of SEC. 22. :

= 10" ROADWAY EASEMENT PER OR BOOK 511, PAGE 515.
= N 60° INGRESS AND EGRESS EASEMENT NW 1/4 OF SECTION 22, OR BOOK 444, PAGE 514.
[5)= 60' INGRESS AND EGRESS,-ROADWAY EASEMENT, OR BOOK 511, PAGE 519.

ACREAGE

PARCEL 1 LYING EAST OF DANPROT BLVD. = 19.53 ACRES
PARCEL 1 LYING WEST OF DANPROT BLWD. = 7.80 ACRES
PARCELS 3 & 6 = 4.32 ACRES

VACATION PARCEL = 0.51 ACRES +
ALL OTHER PARCELS = 120.79 ACRES

TOTAL ACREAGE = 152.95 ACRES

BOUNDéFBY SURVEY
DANIELS-75 ASSOCIATION, LTD.

A PORTION OF SECTION 15 & 22, TWP 43S, RGE 25t

|
|
|
!
|
|
i
!
{ : 1935.95'(C) P~ /ﬁ ; 60" NON—EXCLUSIVE ROADWAY
| 30 INGRESS & EGRESS @) EASEMENT SECTION 15,  OWOR
. - EASEMENT I: FND IRON ROD—<  —= =" TOWNSHIP 455, RANGE 25E
~ Ry & CAP PLS 3§ 4631
/ \ (DR BOOK 1742, PAGE 124) g E (o9 5o 5 (O.R BOOK 1046, PAGE 1062)
bl 1w R l
L
. Py . i N | 18 § TRACT 27 | NUMBER |DEL cD R’ L LC
P N . )O>| | 9 | C1 04'11'25" N 2303'58" W 1832.45 [134.01 [133.98
P 1! : OQ,\’ i ¢ OQ)’ ol Iy 2 4; <& 5 c2 24'44'19" S 76'36'00" W 600.01  {259.07 [257.06
P v@ N £ 1= ;@ Q. ! C3 3120'17” N 7572142 W 600.00  [328.17 [324.10
b ] R R Z I r < | C4 10'59'22" N 5411477 W 600.37 [11515 [114.98
o bl 1 QY | c5 50'21'56" S 24°08'16" W 450.00 [395.57 [382.96
—— I TRACTS 10 & 11 - TRACTS 20 & 21 Ny ,;J re) | 6 03'07'35” S 20723°25" E 585.00 [31.92 [31.92
Pl UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF v | & N c7 02'42'36" N 17°5418" W 665.00  [31.45  [31.45
Pl JOHN C. DAVIS + JOHN C. DAVIS Y O TRACT 26 ] S c8 320321 S 024757 E 585.00 |327.30 |323.04
B ‘ I I o =g c9 29'46'43" S 0139738 E 665.00 |345.62_|341.75
bl _ - , NW 1/4 SE 1/4 SW 1/4 a1 12 Qs | C10 3329’58 ~[N_ 03'3116" W 315.00 [184.17 [181.56
Pl NE /4 SWo/4 5w 1/4 L 1/4 SE /45w 1/ = l%j S ) it 332958 N 033116 W 395.00 |230.95 |22767
b l\’ m | C12 19714'22" S 10°39'04" E 925.79  [310.87 |309.41
1 l i | C13 19714'22" S 10°39'04" E 845.79 |284.01 [282.68
60—~ | =3 S DO \:?‘ | C14 08'53'25" N 032449 E 1565.00 [242.83 [242.59
i 112% Lo & | c15 16748'24" N_0722719" E 148500 [435.60 [434.04
B z;wg s o T QVQ\ . | Cl6  [27'0414" S 02713°06" W 540.00 [255.13 [252.77
1ji1o¢ > % | N. 1/2, SE 1/4, |
2 O N/ - ;
30—~ |-+& % £ & & | S.E. 1/4, SW. 1/4 |
2,2 \'s
: : > Eo@ Q‘??\ R : : ‘l TRACT 25 ' NORTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 2
ARl l; L FND. f;";s‘?'s'c)f“(x%Erng FND. 1/2" IRON ROD
L o2 Z . N L (0.34" W, 0.06" S) & CAP W(Ig‘ifop% WITNESS
| B TRACTS 8 & 9 TRACTS 22 & 23 - > .
-NORTHWEST CORNER OF SkcTioN 22 | | ' & ™ UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF  UNRECORDED SUBGIVISION OF | % 30° DRO.W
TOWNSHIP 455. RANGE 258 V| !Z & JOHN C. DAVIS JOHN C. DAVIS o QOQ' (PLAT BOOK 35, PAGE 119) FND. IRON ROD
- ~ © ’ - | | v TRACT "B -
FND.. BROKEN CM NO ID : : T SE 14 SW 16 SW. 1/4 SW 1/4 SE /4 sw /e || Y s 1/4, SE. 1/4, (NOT A PART OF THIS SURVEY) 0ot e s)
L A e W /4 SE 174 S W1/ Lo S.E.1/4, SW. 1/4 oo
FND. PK & DISK '
15  S,893431" W ‘ PLS #4631 [ TRACT 24
. T2579.36'(M | (0.08" N) Lo -~ 3355 .
CORNER TO éogmcp. | | d L6 N 8973556 E | PARCEL "7
.. CORNER TO CORNER, A 688,50'(C) 100 —(OR BOOK 1951, PAGE 2942)
22 RN 2 n
I P4 Ry WEST 50°, SQUTH 100’ 2, vl n
alo - FOR ROAD TURNAROUND =% 2| o118 _
@S 10' EASEMENT OF RIGHT-OF-WaY TRACT 330 (O.R. BOOK 511, PAGE 519) Sg ol LOT 6 b I .
wolci  (0O.R BOOK 444, PACE 514) , 8E " N 51°'51"18" W S A ﬁ
Q|G (FOR FURNISHING PROPERTY OWNERS 100" 2 m 128.02" ] B
S|*  WITH ELECTRIC, GAS. WATER, DRAINAGE, = < 5 | A 2
Ol °  AND OTHER FACILITIES) = NE 1/4, NW 1/4 TRACT "A” | m @
} = . ~$ 8‘ ‘ NE ]/4' NW 1 4' 40' DROW. | —‘
Pl oH _ L] rJ , N1/ (PLAT BOOK 36, PAGE 119) -1 >
R O<’>/ Q 20 (NOT A PART OF THIS SURVEY) 1 ﬁl
| Lo NE 1/4 PARCEL 1 @
: | Q@ | | TRACT 328 £ 1/4, NE 1/4, NW 1/4 | ulo (\Ifl
TRACT 331 | 60" ROADWAY I o7 NN
5 Pl - EASEMENT — LOT 5 wlo
i V1 IRACT 39 || SE1/4, NW 1/4, «},  (OR BOOK 1046. PAGE 1062) e IS
. Pl . W1/2Nw1/e, 1| NE1/4, NW1/4 s D | SE
: COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC. NET/E N ] X5 I -
! o | . y?“ 6\ 10' EASEMENT FOR RIGHT OF WAY | m S 00'29'46" E
, } ‘l N 89°34'28" E ‘ | ‘ NN Q,g? ~ (OR-BOOK 511, PAGE 515) | J/ 67.87°(C)
L @é& | SW 1/4, SE 1/4 ~:m‘ -
. X | TRACT 527 NE 1/4' NW 1/4' 213! ‘ SO 4 g A
‘ | HOUSE NOT LOCATED /4 / H101 | - S 01°01'53" E & D, IRON ROD & CAP
O ~I3 b NE1/4, SE1/4, ol = ‘ ' . sl fooT AT =75 ROW.
| NW 1/4, SW1/4, o ¢ o) B 4 300.00'(C) o
o NE 14, NW 1/4 QI;oIZNEI/4,NW1/4 100" BJ“):' ‘ S
o o ol o 1B o Sl ore VP N 0101’83 W P
| &lo 21eiq 1 gl | |1 ¢ D.E.]I o / 300.00°(C) A
|- ;5 g!xl% . LI lJ === t%'l
. : : 20° '
o IS g 3le® R 2 Lo L oo ') =
- olo f l; . 30’ b {o o - : 1o
| I \3& Do |12 \g& e fafs w17} el o B3
L m 502 < Y 13 | El =
| : ¢ T L] o )
: - HOUSE NOT LOCATED 4™ | op y/4 swi/a  SW1/a, SE1/a QP Ig  TRACTIT (Pde 14 1P AR
L - ri? 11;: 33«' :ﬁ ZIZ0 N4 NI/ NET/A NI/ 2l 1 =R 1 | 0T 3 8J8
1. , ~ > . . o~ . ) . [ Cagta At
L VL t { TRACT 326 TRACT 319 ’51 Q :z@ % : | ot | z;' /-s 105774501'?@W
| N 8934 04" | - COLONAL RANCHETTES, NC. o § & e e 19, .
bl —-— 60’ ' “1~ 13 <& | L J ! ]
L | g/ NE 18T T QP T Cod L S 88°58°09" W J
Lo 30'—| =t NE 1/4, NW 1/4, SE1/4NW1/4 D1 3 (3 l 1! - ni,?»ga 564.41(C)
I PPV oSE /4 Nw 1/4q LM ym | | LOT 5 6{/}; | —~NOTE. AREA OF VACATION SHADED
. I 7 Z|9 TRACT 316 d | ] *g« £/ (EXACT EXTENT OF VACATION
. 2 © L8 B AREA UNCLEAR
! : ll (READER) 9: 10’ FPL EASEMENT ‘S’ | o { ! ﬁ A | (PER L%GA%. gE)SCRIPTION)
: | O o '84 OR BOOK 2295, PAGE 4350 : : \‘ 811?;126,(3(:1) w—t] ;(,jé;y .
: o N 63'32°08" W A ‘ = AR
, P EAST 30" EASEMENT ) £ 543.63'(D) i} ! Lot s i%?f / " A
;g P ‘FOR INGRESS & EGRESS ,,;lQQ . FND. 3'X3" CM O 1 11 [ / |
3 | (O.R. BOOK 511, PAGE 519) | XY ALUN. DISK (NO' 1B) 1 ﬂ?/ f |
. | Ko §\Z—alo.bo' C 3 ‘ } 5\3§§"§ L _u j__\ 2
[ | 7\ : * lyot 3/px o] | N z
} Lo Lo RACT 324/ S , 1 »"%\ - N 3
Q - Q\ —-\( i‘gf"}‘é ] (U) a
1 o . S 885810" W \\& /*-(_2-\ . "3’3}4 | 12 DE. | N -
Lo 330.70°(C) S BN 1 ol DANPORT CENTER NUERN T
- ; ) g?% 5 (PB 36, PGES 118-120) e\ N §
: : ll © - " 4 MALL LOOP ROAD g }’:%;{ \ ; N\
- o 1 : > i\
oy z : v S ‘FND. 1/2" IRON ROD f NI ‘ >
| FND. 3"X3" CM —/;FND 3 xg ¢ - & DISK PLS #4631 ot *@:\},ﬁ&g@ | N
| | ALUM. DISK - CM . (0.26" W, 0.28" 5) | Y AWK
o | PLS #4631 ALUM. DISK PLS 44631 , o R |
. (0.25° #, 0.28" S) (0.27 W, 0.43" S S 83341 | A LOT 2
‘ ' ' ¢ : ) 93419" W 4PN
! ‘ i = 1 22.92(C) | WMa\— PARCEL 3
i ‘ A . . — aeh \
! b o - . DANPORT CENTER® PHASE 1-A, PART 1 N 8934'45" E ! aji%s?%
. Lo gt z2 \_ (PLAT BOOK 49, PAGE 87) . 385.37(C) oT 1 33?;;3#;-,;
. - b . ROD" e R v\ AW OT TO SCALE
g | : , R R/ . /*—:N 88°58'18" €\ %‘% N AL ADJACENT PROPERTIES OBTAINED
; WEST 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 22, m | (024" W, 041" S) TRACT A" S 893509 SN Lt 1, 35534 v.,;;iégﬁ FROM THE LEE COUNTY TAX MAP.
: TOWNSHIP 455, RANGE 258 | +.). o - o AU X N s , ' s ! Mty
! FND. IRON ROD L D LANDSCAPE ™ Y0 T5a19(0) PLS #4631 =2 / ;.Q
& CAP (N0 ID) | 4 S oels . NIRRT -] i i CENTER OF SECTION 22,
‘ f ) H Lo - . 13 . : 2’4" — ,r;v,;}dl_‘f‘,/ , _
X | 3| 40" LaNBSCABE EAsEMENT Zle LN e Y Ry @y T % ikow Pipe |NUMBER [DIRECTION DISTANCE
: | . B | (PLAT BOOK 48, PAGES 87+92) ol T200E 5004 - %@4’*}* "(NO ID) L1 N 885807 E 6691
L > o Al FP I R e 20
| | | . ,2 e e e e e -—74 - — ? f: frmes :."'___] @5@{:‘}@&&;&1&}’ L2 S 88.58’07” W 5889 ,
; N 89'34'17" E . - ’ J 9°38'49" £ \ 549.54'(C) LS S 2373304 E 149.27
CORNER 70" CORNER e PARCEL 6 RAcT B | L4 S 233504 E 99.80'
9 PRRER TU SR ST o , Rl A : —PARCELSS LS S 88'58'07" W 109.01’
DANIELS PARKWAY z@; - ROADWAY VACATION s |5 8o3346” W [181.20
40’ LANDSCAPE EASEMENT
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CoMMuNITY ~ ENGINEERING  SERVICES,

ol Ingineering ¢ Surveying * Project Nanagement
LB# 6572

9200 Bonita Beach Road  Suite 213

Bonita Springs, Florida 34135
slephone (941) 495-0008 Fox (941) 495-7934

INC.

11
|
l

LEE .COUNTY, FLORIDA

CERTIFICATIONS:

COMMONWEALTH LAND TITLE INSURANCE COMPAN.Y
WORTHINGTON HOLDINGS, LLC.

STATE OF FLORIDA
DATE SIGNED: ___ JiyL4-8-2008————

ROGER H. HARRAH LS#5294
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COMP PLAN AMENDMENT
TOTAL AREA

193.28 ACRES

(INCLUDES THE 0.082 ACRE BILLBOARD PARCEL.)

(A ) (P ARV ot & AT A S /) I O g I

PORTIONS OF DRAINAGE TRACTS A, B, AND DANPORT BLVD.

NOT INCLUDED IN ORIGINAL AREA DESCRIPTION
TO BE VACATED BY REPLATTING THESE AREAS

AS A PART OF RENAISSANCE PHASE 1 (CURRENTLY SUBMITTED)

2.277 ACRES TRACT A AND B
3.009 ACRES DANPORT BLVD

5.286 TOTAL ACRES

CDD (READER)
9.793 ACRES

S340V 96¢°L
(ad 3QISNI €51 40 NOLLYOd ¢ ON

AUVANN

L

S3YOV 1ZG61

AYYANNOE Q0 3AISNI €61 40 NOIL¥Od Z 'ON

PORTION OF LOT 2 OUTSIDE ORIGINAL BOUNDARY
TO BE INCLUDED IN AMENDMENT
0.57 ACRES

PORTION OF ‘ORIGINAL DESCRIBED BOUNDARY
TO BE EXCLUDED FROM AMENDMENT
0.18 ACRES =~ .

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE AREAS AS SHOWN ARE BASED ON .
ACTUAL SURVEY DATA AND MAY VARY FROM THOSE AREAS AS

INDICATED ON PARCEL INFORMATION ON RECORD IN OFFICES OF LEE COUNTY FLORIDA.

date 032901

Revisions

drawn

file name: AMEND_KEY

job_CDD /153

Telephone (941) 495—0009

COMMUNITY  ENGINEERING  SERVICES, INC.
Civil Engineeling ¢ Surveying ¢ Project Management

92(0 Bonita Beach Road  Suite 213
Bonita Springs, Florida 33923

Fax (941) 495-7934




o | |
- | l
16 15 N 89°35'24" E ‘[ || | | | | : :
2583.16'((:»(,;2Q e L 200 0 200 400 600 I : _ g . .
CORNER TO N | , : f
B — | . ~ BOUNDARY SKETCH OF DESCRIPTION
W 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 15, Lo 4 CENTER OF SECTION 15 | |
TOF %szgpxgzsséMR?ggﬁ,}Dz)sE. Lo Scale ] AR 20 O’ : } TOWNSHIP 45S, RANGE 25E FOR
) L -- FND. 3"X8" CM (NO ID) : COMP PL AN A
| | MENDMENT AREA
Lo N 89'34'58" E L |
| o , , |
; 1936.08'(C) * NON~—
/ o rerees & o | e oD RoDweY g0 A PORTION OF SECTION 15 & 22, TWP 45S, RGE 25F
» EASEMENT 4 ] t~' TOWNSHIP 45S, RANGE 25€. _ ' :
f(-‘PKN&D B.A.T) LB6940 : (OR BOOK 1742, PAGE 124) XTIy ] ' I (O.R BOOK 1046, PAGE 1062) : LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA
0.47'W,0.48'N ‘ \ |
1 . % TRACT 27 l NUMBER [DEL [oh) R’ L’ Lc’
1] o oH § | C1 0544'30" N 2117'18" W 504.88 [50.59 [50.57 |(P)(C)
L] Q- o@/ S < I C2 2444227 S 76°36'00" W 600.00 [259.07 |257.06 |(P)(C)
11 Q@ ‘gs I Qv l C3 3118'37" N 7522'33" W 600.00 [327.88 [323.82 |(P)(C) .
L] Qv Q '!':" & | ca 10'59'22" N 541147" W 600.37 |115.15 [114.98 | ACREAGE BREAKDOWN
N & Q¥ l c5 5021'56" S 24°08'16” W 450.00  [395.57 [382.96 -
= TRACTS 10 & 11 TRACTS 20 & 21 8 v | Cé 03'07°35" S 2023'25" E 585.00 [31.92 3192 |(P)(C) | TOTAL AREA = 153.28 ACRES
' o UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF > - | C7 02°42°36" N 17°54'18" W 665.00 31.45 31.45 (P)(C) BILL BOARD PARCEL AS LESS AND EXCEFTED IN LEGAL DESCRIPTION = 0082 ACRES
& UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF 5 alo
] ] JOHN C. DAVIS JOHN C. DAVIS TRACT 26 M ER C8 32°03'21" S 0247'57” E 585.00 [327.30 [323.04 |(P)(C) .
<% 218 ! Cc9 29°46'43" N 01'39'38” W 665.00 [345.62 [341.75 |(P)(C)
v i 29'58" 316" . . 56_|(P)(C) -
< NW. 1 e W A e 10 3329'58™ N 03'31"16” W 315.00  |184.17 [181.56 |(
O NE /4 SWo1/4 8w 1/4 W. 1/4, S.E.1/4, SW. 1/4 33 | 1 3372958 S 0331'16" E 395.00[230.95 [227.67 |(P)(C) LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS PREPARED BY SURVEYOR
(]! m | C12 1914'22" N 10°39'04" W 925.79  1310.87 1309.41 |(P)(C) :
L] N | K 1914'22" S 10'39'04" E 845.79 [284.01 |282.68 |(P)(C) |
. —~ | Cla 0853 25" N 032449 E 1565.00 |242.83 [242.59_|(P)(C) i .
*: !‘; 2 OQ}’ | Ci5 16°48 24" S 072219" W 1485.00 [435.60 [434.04 |(P)(C) LEGAL DESCRIPTION
A K Q. : o . o v@ | c16 27°04'14" S 021306 W 540.00  [255.13 | 252.77 |(P)(C) : _FOR
1332 & » RV N 1/2, SE. 1/4, | , | 153 COMP PLAN AMENDMENT AREA
30'*‘ -3 R 2 <’ © S.E. 1/4, SW. 1/4 | ﬁ%c o%léjégo’égDfofgggL CE ?
2 g E. ., S.W. :
gl f '
' >R0 \3\ R TRACT 25 NORTH 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 22 A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTIONS 15 AND 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, SAID LAND
REESS R TOWNSHIP 45S, RANGE 25E
m g FND. 3" X5"'cM (NO ID FND. 1/2" IRON ROD %) BEING SITUATED WEST OF I-75 AND NORTH OF DANIELS ROAD AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
8 ' |52 Z & AR N PG TITNESS S POB DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
2,,% | m ' Q EXCEPT
2 0 Mo TRACTS 8 & 9 TRACTS 22 & 23 \ NG LESS AND |
S NORTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 22 : : © . UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF  UNRECORDED SUBDIVISION OF & N BSTION E (piar S RN < BILLBOARD PARCEL BEGINNING AT THE SOUTH % CORNER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST; SAID POINT
=] .
32 TOWNSHIP 45S, RANGE 25F 128 JOHN C. DAVIS JOHN C. DAVIS W 181.35'(P) o ) ALSO BEING THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF DANPORT CENTER PLAT BOOK 36, PAGES 118 THROUGH 120,
8% FND. BROKEN CM NO ID < RV s 1/2, SE 1/4 : THENCE ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID PLAT AND THE SOUTH LINE OF SECTION 15,
R ! SE. 1/4, SW. 1/4, SW. 1/4  SW. 1/4, SE. 1/4, SW. 1/4 : » L - 181.17'(C)  (NOT A PART OF THIS SURVEY) m 8221 ¢ ,
g l | : , . . S.E.1/4, SW. 1/4 AN o N 89°33'10” E, A DISTANCE OF 955.04’ TO A POINT MARKING THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID PLAT AND
e ‘ /~FND. PK & DISK N 12? ;2.18 E - K ALSO BEING ON THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY OF INTERSTATE 75,
S 8934'31" W | PLS #4631 ' TRACT 24 74(P) , © THENCE ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY AND SAID PLAT THE FOLLOWING BEARINGS AND DISTANCE
1614 15 2570.350M) i (0.08" N) S 89°33'10” W 955.04'(P) y CALLS: :
CORNER l ‘ THENCE § 00°29'46" E, A DISTANCE OF 720.92' TO A POINT,
01/ 22 AR q 679.22'(P)} T THENCE § 03°21'36" W, A DISTANCE OF 518.59' TO A POINT;
RE £ % 8 [ THENCE § 07°47'14" W, A DISTANCE OF 157.00' TO A POINT MARKING THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 3
BE \g&' 253 OF *DANPORT CENTER' AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 36 PAGES 118 THROUGH 120, THENCE WITH THE
ik TRACT 330 Q 8- LOT 6 — SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 3,
| 23, S S 88°58'07" W, A DISTANCE OF 322.37' TO A POINT; THENCE LEAVING SAID RIGHT OF WAY AND
| 2 TRACT 329 3 S CONTINUING ON SAID PLAT, 4
olo Ry NE 1/4, NW 1/4, JoRacT A S > . THENCE § 53°11'00" W, A DISTANCE OF 783.03' TO A POINT MARKING THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF
=>ls K NE 1/4, NW 1/4 (PLAT BOOK 36, PAGE 119) N ﬁ . "DANPORT CENTER PHASE 1A” AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 49 PAGES 87 THROUGH 92, THENCE WITH
4 Y \g& 200 T (NOT A PART OF THIS SURVEY) U L . THE NORTH LINE OF SAID PLATTED LANDS AROUND A CURVE TO THE RIGHT THROUGH A CENTRAL
Q) G & R NE 1/4, NE 1/4, NW 1/4 PARCEL 1 ] : % ANGLE OF 24°44'22", AN ARC DISTANCE OF 259.07', RADIUS OF 600.00’, WITH A CHORD BEARING OF
~1 ° ' ' ©w - 0 1 ( .
< QY TRACT 328 ; < > S 76°36'00" W, A DISTANCE OF 257.06' TO A POINT;
1 TRACT 331 LOT 5 r 8 Fﬂ THENCE § 88°58'10" W, A DISTANCE OF 330.70' TO A POINT,
BN SE 1/4, NW 1/4, o o U = THENCE AROUND A CURVE TO THE RIGHT THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 31°18'37",
) | | | COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC. NE 1/4, NW'1/4 Q\é’/« w 8 5 WITH A CHQRD BEARING OF N 75°22'33" W, A DISTANCE OF 323.82' TO A POINT,
Pes gasar > N < <Y, o ~ X0 67.87'(P)(C) . THENCE LEAVING SATD PLAT AND RUNNING N 01°02'12" W, A DISTANCE OF 515.36' TO A POINT:
(.55'W, .02'S) 614.79°(C) é& < 8 @ 3 —j/ THENCE § 89°34'24" W, A DISTANCE OF 322.37' TO A POINT,
| S 89°34'28" W 644.79'(C) i ' Q | = THENCE N 01°02'20" W, A DISTANCE OF 661.67' TO A POINT
| & | o ; % - THENCE 8 89°34'28" W, A DISTANCE OF 644.79' TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF THE WEST % OF THE
. L Q TRACT 327 N 1/2, SE 1/4, I | LOT 4 0 NORTHWEST % OF THE NORTHWEST %, AND BEING NEAR THE CENTERLINE OF PALOMINO LANE;
FND. o2 JRON ROD—" FND. IRON ROD HOUSE NOT LOCATED NE 1/4, NW 1/4 ‘ 01'53" m O \-mD. IRON ROD & CAP - THENCE N 01°02'35" W, A DISTANCE OF 1323.36' TO A POINT,
& SAP PLSH 4631 & CAP NO ID NE 1/4, SE 1/4 Sl H S 010155 E = FDOT. AT 175 ROM 0 ,
(.49'W, .02'N) I (.29'W, .20'N) NW 1/4, SW 1/4 ! ' S ! ] 300.00'(P)(C) = o et . THENCE N 01°05'26" W, A DISTANCE OF 1324.29’ TO A POINT;
I NE 1/4, NW 1/4 NE1/4, NW 174 Mk e P @ THENCE LEAVING SAID EAST LINE AND RUNNING N 89°34"°58" E, A DISTANCE OF 1936.08' TO A POINT-
L z ’ > | LoTs | / || N 01°01'53" W ) : THENCE § 01°00'03" E, A DISTANCE OF 1324.08' TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. ’
L 2] PN : 'Z 6' D.E. I/SZ /300.00'(P)(C) o 5
- 1
Lo oS D Ee=ees i é l + CONTAINING 153.28 ACRES MORE OR LESS,
I P Ry 3 N o |2 Leoell 3 > |
[ ale V‘S@, \g@, & 1S Lot : ~ : LOT 3 . LESS AND EXCEPT A BILLBOARD PARCEL DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
~1 - = —_ o ©
. £ < Q 20 e | g
| ) : S I kN A PORTION OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY,
L Hsoxs15 /rimswc{\zo SE1/4, SW1/a N1/2, SE1/4, RACTIT =1 s [ CiE N 110'29'214” e 5 FLORIDA; BEING PART OF THE DANPORT CENTER AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 36, PAGES 118 THROUGH
| NE 1/4, NW 14 NE 1/4 NW 1/4  NE1/4, NW 1/4 | CHL 216.08’ © o 120 OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, SAID LAND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
! TRACT 316 TRACT 319 2 | ' » _~—S 07'47'14" W DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
L IRACT 353 COLONIAL RANCHETTES, INC P ' ! AL 21603 157.001(P)(C) | |
Lo 24ad S ng” ) 1 T 108.29’ . COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE DANPORT CENTER, PLAT BOOK 36, PAGES 118-120,
L NW 1/4, NE 1/4 QY S ' /s 8858'07" W 564.38'(P) - THE POINT ALSO BEING ON THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY OF INTERSTATE 75, THENCE ALONG THE EAST
Lo NE 1/4, NW 1/4 ~§SE /4, NW 1/4 T 322.37°(0) - LINE OF SAID PLAT AND SAID RIGHT OF WAY, S 00°29'46” E, A DISTANCE OF 52.95' TO A POINT MARKING
FIRC 5/8 ' ' ' ' PORTION OF LOT 2 OF DANPORT CENTER THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF A PROPOSED BILLBOARD PARCEL AND BEING THE TRUE POINT OF
Lo RLS 4431 SE 1/4, NW 1/4Q ' Lors . INCLUDED N COMP PLAN AVENDWENT AREA . BEGINNING
J , NO SCRIBED IN ORIGINAL DESCRIPTION ’
] ooztossny)  f @ TRACT 316 | 5 LOT 2 ESCRIBED IN ORIGNAL
READER =0 NOTE: AREA OF VACATION SHADED
L ( ) e = S 1546'51" w—l_| PN papivatar v CERTIFICATION FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION
| { ] 11112‘((:) AREA UNCLEAR)
| | EAST 30° EASEMENT (PER LEGAL DESCRIPTION) '
| FOR INGRESS & EGRESS o FND. 3"X3" CM ’ A S IR
0790 B (O.R. BOOK 511, PAGE 519) ALUM. DISK (N0 ID) - ROGER H. GARRAH STATE OF FLORIDA  LS#5294
date 2 | FIRC 5/8 3 ( TS / : ; P) A
RLS#4631 { o PARCEL +A : . . 2 e
b ¥ TRACT 324 0" W ] THAT porzggg OF PARCEL N (IN ORIGINAL DESCRIPTION) SURVEYORS NOTES
*58'10” NOT INCLU IN COMP PLAN AMENDMENT AREA , ,
file name: 153 COMP : : :353887%.8('39(“1) CONTANING 018 ACRES 1. THE BEARINGS SHOWN ARE BASED ON THE SE)UTH LINE OF THE
‘ [ & " SOUTHWEST ONE QUARTER OF ;SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 45 SOUTH, RANGE LEGEND
job _CDD /153 Lo MALL LOOP ROAD 25 EAST, BEING NORTH 89'35'24" EAST. N0 [0 KO DENTFICATION el - oA
| _/ TND. 1/2" 2. THE TRACT IS SITUATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA "ZONE B (NO BASE FLOOD ELEV) (0) = DEED O = OPIAL RECORDS BOOK
FND. 3"X3" CM & CAP PLS #4631 PER THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT-AGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE RATE PRl = PERMANENT REFERENCE MONUMENT A = DELTA ANGLE
. ALUM. DISK FND. 3"X3" CM MAP #125124 0350 B, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP INDEX DATED (MAP REWISED) SEPTEMBER 19, 1984, (cf-'&%m O = CONGRETE HOWHENT
[ | PLS #4631 ALUM. DISK PLS #4631 3. THE TRACT IS SUBJECT TO ALL RESERVATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, AND RIGHTS (M) = MEASURED POC = POINT OF COMMENCEMENT
| - N 89'59'?7" W OF WAY OF RECORD. ‘ Egg)- F,lo'g:u SURVEY PER CPD/RPD DOCUMENTS :Log '5“"’52‘03“’%%
’ = = PROFE AL RVEYOR
| N »at Srim 1/ 10N 0D TS 0% s 1 U0 48 07 e - e e oy S
| | 2 3 \_ : =(PLAT BOOK 49, PAGE 87) \ & CAP PLS #4631 5 MO WP : C; o : R/W = RIGHT OF WAY SEC = SECTION
P~ . ! , AC = ACRES
: |l & :s; ” F&DP gzos N# }}g gi - LoT 1 NO M T?VEMEN S WERE LO ;ATED AS A A?T OF THIS SURVEY. (Lxc):ggtg fEENA:TI:G ?-.ﬁrﬁ}}g.ogﬁ%wfﬁr(mﬁs72 R Peups2)
WEST 1/4 CORNER OF SECTION 22, | m TRACT "A" b rap K& T ROADWAY VACATION ADJACENT PROPERTIES OBTAINED 6. THIS SKETCH AND DESCRIPTION IS NOT VALID UNLESS IT BEARS THE SIGNATURE AND THE L = ARC LENGTH I - SET CONCRETE NONUNENT
TOWNSHIP 455, RANGE 25 | LANDSCAPE W prs 4631 FROM THE LEE COUNTY TAX MAP. ORIGINAL RAISED SEAL OF A FLORIDA LICENSED SURVEYOR AND MAPPER. R S o PRI OF AN O = FOUND RON REBAR & CAP
2 FND. IRON ROD I ] OR BOOK 2331, PAGE 33 . : ARES OF A CERTAN e LR UR P ARTMENT (3 = FOUND CONCRETE MONUMENT
S w ) THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY IS TO DELINEATE THE BOUNDARIES OF ERT
2,9 & CAP (N0 ID) . 2 ' g N (SHADED AREA) NUMBER |DIRECTION DISTANCE PORTION OF LAND AS DESCRIBED FOR COUNTY ZONING PURPOSES.
o 2 - % Pth Léggf C:QPEP%SEEMggz%) 20" D.E 5.00" - ey p— , 8. THE EXPECTED USE OF THE LAND, AS CLASSIFIED IN THE MINIMUM TECHNICAL
3us | 3| ( . _ . , 30 D.E. - L1 N 885807 E 66.91 STANDARDS (61G17-6 FAC), IS "COMMERCIAL RISK". THE MINIMUM RELATIVE
=8 b > 8 10 1 T ; DISTANCE ACCURACY FOR THIS TYPE OF BOUNDARY SURVEY IS 1 FOOT IN 10,000
ST L S ——— — 7( B/ 1] —= L2 S 885807 W 58.89 FEET, THE ACCURACY OBTAINED BY MEASUREMENT AND CALCULATION OF A CLOSED
z " o E T 3 S 233304" E 149 07 GEONETRIC FIGURE WAS FOUND TO EXCEED THIS. REQUIRENENT
34'17" FCM 3"X3" ppug D y :
")578.88' (M) | _/mm g oS poaso L4 S 233304" E 99.80
CORNER TO CORNER [ PARCEL 6 LANDSCAPE e n7’ 0
21922 CENTER OF SECTION 22, L5 S 88°58'07" W 108.76 _
DAN'ELS PAHKWAY g\’,’g ‘;ig 1@%@ i,sng L7 N 24°05'53" W 83.23' CcoMMuNITY  EENGINEERING  SSERVICES, INC.
! T ' . ) 19 s Civil « Surv *  Project M t
(PﬁgT Lé\ggs CngjEpiﬁgMgg—gz) (No ID) L8 N 01'0216 W 177.36 e LBf;,%‘572 ot Hageme
9200 Bonlta Beach gloctlcf1 354\;!32 213
Telephone (BQ%'}‘)M432T(1)%369 orFo(:( (941) 495-7934
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THIS IS NOT A SURVEY Soressr W 179" ML |
SKETCH TO ACCOMPANY DESCRIPTION
PARCEL IN »
B : | SECITIONS 25 & 36, T. 43 S., R. 25 E.
. ?R.ﬁ”?ﬂp ;EROYZ%R o /gg S SECTIONS 28,29,30,31,32 & 33, T. 43 S., R. 26 E
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR . LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA

FLORIDA CERTIFICATE NO. 4448

- - - e - . - am— . ————— e s e et an . e e

ONTE ScNED: _ F JOHNSON ENGINEERING. INC.

NOT VALID WITHOUT THE SIGNATURE AND THE ORIGINAL RAISED ENGINEERS, SURVEYORS AND ECOLOGISTS
SEAL OF A FLORIDA LICENSED SURVEYOR AND MAPPER. 2138 JOHNSON STREET, P.0. BOX 1550, FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902-1550, PHONE (941) 334-0046
7Y, ¢ PROKCT NO. LE NO. SCALE SHEET
Sepl., 2000 991536 25-43-25 1" = 500 1 OF 1




80.‘ ] \ [ NN AT
S R J (28230 /0 0 AN b3
o~ ° — % , N o T
7 :
‘\ . e )
5 AN (2 czaz s N
: LN « e e .
\ - - -

2

(2% e2az g

0
(5 58a2 1)

Y elar

N

(¢ 75ag 2 Q

P4

&L
(2- o8a: 4 L= (2esdel D — - - su~ o S
- = ‘2 53az 1) (12252230 s “ Casar ) tasac g
LI seas ot o [ w22 o T oo 3= (€ 2la28) 2 qpa: g ~NCTT T N —
2 osar e A FERTORT \ sk (0 75411 l T 10 9%az 2) | LN — — — e — - --
x < ‘\j” \ (198ac 3) = T T adedututiaistat sl B .s
. oy s . I 'y ———eee—— - PO — c S/ e : >
s.. (€ 552z ¢ LIRS TN ! f 4" SV sL. o P e S P B S A aheansr @ O O B am F S S eoe SO 7.0 o —— S Mol z" . LTI (:: lod 2!
- - : (3ea: s < Sahdabi = e oo .- \\ N e — (oo;.:A T . - e300 A 2. — A AT ST (3282; -t ear ot hall
> T = - e e = 7T o= I TR I R B ot A N ! e .ol L M " i Lo e & N =t ~ 7 N P g
— - " SIS LS SRS S S S Sl AL S A A St ' t& ; :;(/,-. fD s :’_rc Gia- T\’\ ...... VAT LR * T e e. .o : T / Jous T LS N
bl B ST P Ry RSORREAC RS e SR S Sttt - / i) ﬁ TTiem et D e LS e - ” : N—— (Dl g . ,\/ Sl A LSS S
-~ .- P R O SRt SRS AP TTS - - . - - 383 : (2 2vaz g ‘ s 7
D OYaz gl fo ==t \ ‘ 25°}<._/ \-ee ) T L : - < . . w22 YIS
s NCER S ‘ .y - 1) (\2ass \ 2 SRR . 0 2942 31 //
PO / '8 355: g1 . ea: g \ (2 Gaac 2) v re L3L9 (0 175¢ 2o (0 L2acy) T —— - > . »
7 4 7 . - N [ : - » .
e, ,/ - . . B -:- TR N i ; - ’ 3 r'./"'.'.—..- - A .o N * - ” ’.
/.,,77 ,_’,4«. LR AN s sea: g I PrRal ) H <L) M v, : //// ////,/// S "‘; ?,’/"‘/"',/.’ /,(:/,
T L A O\ X LT T : \‘ : (0 50ack) -. /,// 77 s ST T
.'))'—',/, Y v‘?‘sk > ’ ’, .q - . -t 1 1 \ - . - /// 7. / // s 4 . ,_/'/ . P / e /."/- . / 4
A . s . sz g ' L156 / \__.\4_/ "0 s ooz 3) Tar e
- .\.A.);;'__O PR ,’*.?((l LAz o) x( < ! C iiaz s / ‘. i j - . (3 504z & / i e .y - s /_. sez . v /.
{‘.‘.--’:53.\‘,- . ) - - - - . "- 1 \ i s - - - - 2! \(,”//,’ = /'/’_ - - -l .: , ) . // . ., L, -
» '\.8.&'\5 v . L LS ; H . 7‘...’ ’/// S
2 (AR RAVYEY ! 2 - 7 0L )20 .
-7 ’.’x";"y“;o 2 py ey : IR H IR e T/ e ac ::"/}" s
- W\ . AR AV _‘? L e2is B N R e L. -
‘ i Y . 7 - Pt - . . . . rd .
V&% , — -y osil At :3/’“ o L2 (¢ Seaz.2) , S PR NS warngl [ L
%‘ . e //// \‘ (2 123¢ 2) Cesacy - 4 - - -
- s, ;x ) 6219 ) - : ° . - ) )
> \7‘-- . \'\/ //'/ yPe ! Tt ,QZ.' .7
104z 1 N \0 NOAY0.2642.2) . S \h DA
N N Seb N\ A . \ 308 I / ! s reachy
ae 23 T > - - (St 2.4z 3) LS i
R NI R AN N - eut k . el
NN » . - . . - !
N e S LR S D) -{i 764z 1) 639 \ i : ( cla2 g '
,;)3‘ 2N Sl s e o pesarn CAC . o ~
3», TR0 TROGIR AN VY S~ N o —
P20 LTAD ) e eN\e o . N .- -
;_;,, XXX ‘_' ) e o« N\ . . Lp J e 'l ‘l
-,) *., 3 % ))M Y 2 - 2 - - - - - - I vs;: '3 .
.. 282 ';’;Z};{"‘) ,‘,:,‘/D‘, Sate oo L2 . | . : /
o vane . (T 702z ¢ :':‘:",((: 9s8ars 3) . "’5" >;; oras X <279 i ¢ "'.3:'5 :). LTLTLTL . . ‘ | iea
¢ 323z f QU S e R i ! Pt (2i%al s
s % \" . \ i}
»
B * ’ : / |
F.", » * i i
2% > ) : \
(0 62ac 2] { e ' L
! (7 @8ac 2 2239 ! 1(2 7042 2)
© 55’ , | (C uAS 2) \/
-l g - ! a2 - -
‘ S \\
(1 63a¢ ) t | i
R : f Vy ¢
(21 332¢ 3 ; a: ; ey B \\
T oy ! g Ny 112 :7a2.2) - - \ D
' & ¢7ag 2! ! c 124z z.etl0 « o o e . v-
' (3 PO S N :
| LT e T R
I . = .(5 17‘:. 8). L261 oLIC 6170 ™ - . = . - Q
‘ VA (€ 292z 2% oa = I8 2) e nae gy N .
i \ w22 IETANED e
816 2218 (C 2%ac 2) 26 (C12az 2 2
(0 222z ) (0 18A2.2) 5 C L4z )
w2 Q
-\’\—f‘ (1T stac 3) v
.- 22 , w27 ( ,
22 (¢ 2942 1) <. (C 2iac 1) 22
(¢ 2822 o) s ! (1 03az 2) A 2279 2n <\
J % 1C ac 2) (c.33az & 4 {1 354c.2) (L90 95a¢ 1) N
630 :
(C.3%az ¢ . (0 oi1a: 3} k
L3139 f\'—‘_‘- - < ( ’
0306 (0 6lac 2) N\ 06ac s ; — . Q
&2 * ven
(C 23ac o) A &30 . Q
- (0 1Cac.2) s210 i - . (2.99ac.1) | \(0 4173 e
" 222 (0 994z 2) -7 Tae -7l (30022 1) “w
e {0 L8 2 - (0 13ac.2)- . 3
(C 02z 3/ iy 1% 300 -~ ) 22 { » JoRaca)- (6 3782 1) 7
e (01822 1) ° T (0.324c. 2w n O - -
(C Ciac 3) oL (0 6L&Z 1) 2)(0 QA (1 93AL.2) 4 * .. * . N
(C Doas b ..
‘“,g 33 7 .
(0 O8A 2} " (12.1842.2) - V262
(0 C2ac.32) e S (0 024ac.2)
. L1%9 - - 0 b 1) 279 ?.
.22 dLvas A - LT (0.25ac.2)
S - . ST S - | : S :
(0 10Ac.2) . - - &30 - - ; . : . .
N f L2l 28 — - " AU 1942.2) N~ - s
FLuzfCs * OF (0 10AC 1) { siac 1) O8Nt . . < (3 $7ac 13
—_— COQES DESCRIPTICNS £CRF ALK 10121 6309 X 9ac. T - : — . s ilangd 202 —— — - -
(0 06AC.2) €3 . 29ac. 2 :
Z SEL I A LT DENSTY ¢ T il s -t ¢ s 1¢0 0 - &2/3 L2l Y L221 (0 1I9AC 2) /
) SEQ mEN"T L AEitDaNED T T (‘°°°"i A 1ac 1) 0 30Ac 1) (0 07ac.8) :"9 %3] 230 ",
S - vt ST = - < .004acC. . 4
S PLRING 2522 S A : - N -2 3 25824) (1.50a2.3) /S
2 MESSyID S8 S 22020 21 22 2% . L22
; 2oy caoeg ® bt 3 s .k oac (6 84z 2) (0 17a2.1)
- (ON ) I 00 e &4 w, T - -
242 CFRZh LanD STt ac. sl 22 2 \ % '
22 LOW FasT =t IR A L2 (c2raz1) 227¢
- N .. =g —m= . . .. ~ o (0 08Ac 2) L22 (1 8242 2)
2:2. LOW D:.SA\,".E_ - |.IE e .?o. - Ww ey, o -.g-% (0 164¢ :) (&9“{:) A
L3 =EEE2IET S Ra ST AN STtz 2lt% L2 \ ) /j .
e ~ESEAlEI .S RanGILAND Fa ~ITTIEII s StTian: sl (0 084AZ 1) @ :::: . 279 .30 S ow L289
fzzc SmAELS 2%2 S:LS--:.:;: S.57.z8€2 zi z'- az: 2: ‘f: oAce (0 86Ac.3) oo o e > 0 Liac. (0 294c.9)
12 PLL™ETTC FRAE SE.22: ol . &2 > -
ot ZZI . . - ' LIRS
128 PLLMETTZ SRAEiE [r§TLTEED 8283202 127% , 9ot y (0 228000 Gaeg) (0-7780.2) z Lz S
til MIAZD RaNGELEND tlrii: I : (<0 Olaz.2) 331 5 Y
1 FEEISTIZ SangI_ans co3iii: 1Tie ~ (&.5Lac.2) £22 ny (e 20 -(1.3342 237
- BIE F_2TaCCCS -« 1l D 2% O L221 (¢ 2caz.2) (0.2842 1) ;‘ (6 &gacs 7% 31 ..
miiz £ esemmm: . e —cza - .. “ s 4 4 - .
- FINE T he el -'s T eaw - 2‘- - e - -‘90 @ (o'clA:‘x) P 11042 3 (0 21AC 2) Rd
- I DINE T ATANTIIE -vIS L 2 Lt Ly < v .
N PINE FLATAZOSS =vIF 2. IIF AET_ 2Nl LY tevi: il - c \ - / 20
T i e ; LEGEND: e30¢ . , L0 304z 1)
Z i3 Bi%E, DrSToSEE sz il e, LZOEND: @ (0 054c.2) 6309 (6 £3ac 1. "o : 270
-z JES.C Cae Pllit: lltw \ (<0.01Az.3)(€0.01a2 1) €3N N (20382 1) " 0 082z 1)
- — - may myee ==p- et e . - 306" 7 ’ 0 Ciac 1 | L0 !
-2 hd IEQ'- v’ - --:Ed e = . v ". M ® he o H / °3m ¢ ! L27° M “
LZZ Sme~ iss zzgzzz Se e .., LN . - Sr "MD AND COE JUR!SDIC”ONAL w: i L.ANDS (1 46.35 AC.=> 8 (<0 Olag 2) (0 C2AC.2) ( g‘:z T(‘O 104C. 1) (12 274l 2) ”
- bed o I R L) - put . - --. .- - ) - 630 °3m < I . / S —p——
-c?Z SRLIL 2%, RIESIS VTR ¢t T el 2els - - — - - /? . . ; 7 . » a5 g
22.» ::o'ﬁ-. [ R} =3 o} -F~dhad NY“:K‘ --g A:. > e = Y M 2( . . - ’2&. V‘ SNMD O'H;R SURTACE “’AI:RS AJVD \ “o °u~ ’) (o °l‘t ') °)°° - j /// 7‘2 2 "x A"» > L4
=Leo- STSe Lo TeTTe T T ie s ves B em ity v M T éf/‘_//_é ~ - e306 ‘ " A oex 2e2C N
Zee ~e_ 1 suzi: T I COZ JURISDICTICNAL WATERS (48.22 Ac.z) 10 02ac 1) (0 ooas 1) 4 (0.20a¢ 3 0 o8 £ :~.:,’_-;-{z Soac pores
LT 5 jot-13e J2 e P ‘ - - - - v - TN . XXX
=2 _:‘f‘:t:f :::: T mr e aen s ; 2 o L e p\:g<: SFWMD "OTHER SURFACE WATIRS™ AND 300 ) /osK L27% . - - ST O
-‘;£§ :L-;: - - R~ :s. - : .-..U V"'-‘ :' -. 2 - e - - X A‘ ’ C%ar . .. - <
_2 CIVE Sar 18 io . FILY ' COE JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS (2.34 Ac.=) (0 c2ac 1) R IRTTRRY A St (10 0042 2) - ;72&‘ 2342 3)~7, n
L] - » a
L3°% ! E LA DiSTLSES s tIie . - 329, - ) : 18742 £ 4 .-.-. " .wf._. - (0 7542 3) 3
S e T e D e sgeien S oo COZ JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS (36.3¢ Ac.=) (40 iac 1) , T e T, (¢ T0ac :
-l vielo e weolid o euTO=ul - - -"Te = v =%.2 . oo : ] .
- - er e g om m,. - e e . -~ - - —— f f [ 34 ’ 1 07 -.-. 7e [ . -
-id cagsass faw ) SvAts 0% ~\— SURVIYED WETLAND LINE (3 S1AC 1 will Lioae an £276/2289 wpalaea - Mioec\y e .
-3 CAZELSE Foa M. =TRIC M :.i sz .‘2'.% - ' - - - - . eI N i 27 n ' 10 C84C 1) (¢ 70ac 1) Y 3 .[:.'.° 2laz 2y -
-733 JiES23f Salv D oSTUSEEIS ditie:r tlwm —---- WETLAND LINE ESTIMATED FROM AEZRIAL PHOTOGRAPH (5 O1AC 1) I-: 6309 ’e /’ a0 csac )t e . revl “w ~
% NP . “eS T _» VPR i ite ; 83 "*cu: ) (1378 2) : : - (0 284ac 2) (0 grac.)
—~e o0 an T .- - . - - .. - 1 - [*] 2
- NSO MTT T N ZA, =eITis B T ) 1< Siac 1) o \(o '7-;7" , A
- b &L 2
. R o R e R L 1zs Lce 182
T P Naan Tl i A g7_5229 Z L. - f: \\ (16 L8AC 1) 1
——— L) SOMPSRINNS PR S R R fodr =2 S.=z -
:.. >.7¢- 17.08 202 [5% NOTES: €308 RN
S CTs METLARD mIRTRDCDS. isTLAEED orits -l SURVEYED WETLAND LINES PEZR JCHNSCN (0 054c.2) \ :
&2 Cyesgss L s.80 2t S.0% ENGINEERING DRAWING No. wetioncs—081000.cwg :
£2'G CYPRZSS. DiSTUSESD 20.290 &¢c.2 2.0%% DATED 8-10-00 e300 py
52:6 CYFSESS-PINE.CIESAGE FALM, DISTUREED 235 22.: 5.18% - . i (<0 O1ac 1) (¢ Loas.a)
toJotv] MIXED WETLAND FCREST 9.09 az.: 2.£2% . )
£13% MIXED WETLAND “CREST, DISTURESD 28.5L 2z LT6% FLUCFCS LINES ESTIMATED FROM AERIAL _ mo:ltz ) 6309 ¢0.014c 1)
£125C MIXED WETLEND SCFEST. DISTUREED. COF WE™La%l 2%Ly 0.27 2. 0.02% PHOTOGRAPH DATED MAY 2000. 3} (<0 OIRZ 3] e300 " N -
se: FRESHAWATIR MARSH L.6L ac.: 0.32% 0 024c.2) . 422 (© 33ac 1)
_ . > 1
519 FRESMWATER MLRSH, DISTUREEZD J.ES Az.e 0.2¢% . — - i 6306 (3 S8ag.3) .
£L3 WET FR2IFIE 13.80 222 0.62% COE_JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AND WATERS (0 C3Ac 1)
s.3C WET FFLIRIS. (T WETLAND ONLY 0.82 fc.: 2.0i% FIELD ReEVIEWED AND ASPPROVED BY -~ B I RD ROAD“
YR WET SSaiiE D037 222D Titic:s 0.5:% MONIKA DZY ON JUNE 22 AND 23, 2000.
7n3 SISTUSEED 22 2..0 Az.e CEL%
Teo) Di1sT :::: -‘-vc: -vORiC ) 5:5 -C s :EE : - — - N S
. ,?(;i_'-:;- T 'i-:: car e - AR = SFWMD JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AND com e TR T TEUTY
PRI CIST_SSED L ANT . ~vORIL, 22T NET_LNT I i v =l -2 - —~ - - - g :‘ ) ~ Coe
Lz SoTTo g, 23T L i 2 % "OTHLR SURFACE WATZRS" FIELD RIVIEWED :;& _,.' N D - _““ ' i:
.l FT . - e il Ilaw AND AFFPRQOVEID 3Y CRAIGC SCHMITTLIR CON e IR
L szas 2Tiii: lozm APRIL 12, 2000. R R
it TRLNEW S TN TDAER 2Ll Ila™ ST o3
iz 4T'~ - E-‘-iivi.'- & -5 2.2 ”:-‘9 - ey pINYTNITTTY
- - - - - - - - - - - - ,YQ;‘.:‘:A‘ ‘\-’b'\'.\ LH‘.
2z N EISTmDe ~e T2 - 2% -
TortaL IL72.56 Ac.: 100.00%

| f EXHIBIT C.1

EAEhT PASSARELLA and ASSOCIATES, INC. SAUCOM PROPERTY G

REVISICNS DESIGNED BY CATE

A.W. 9/14/00

CHECKED BY CATE

REVISED WETLANDS 11 AND 14 8/15/00 VERTICAL SCALE

REVISED ZBOUNDARY ALONG RIVER

K.C.P.

a/18,/00

9/14,/00

_N/A

DRAWN B2Y

P.AF.

DATEL

9/14/00

SEC./TWP. /RNG.
25,36/43S/25E
29,30,31,32/43S/26E

onsultrng E£cologists
4575 Via Royale Swite 207 Ft. Myers, FL 33919

FLUCFCS AND WETLANDS MAP

SHEZZT No.:

Lo

—

DCT 2000-nNnnzo




0

NORTH

250 500 1000

eamy

SCALE IN FEET

————

/

e,
)
)

=
N

L 4
\
SN
<
/“' \——.\ o ARttt et WS &

1" CONTOUR BASED ON LEE COUNTY AERIAL DATA OF VARIOUS DATES.

' “) Riverdaole

High School

EXHIBIT C.3

O] 2000-00069

JOHNSON ENGINEERING, INC.

: Topographic Ma
Lee County, Florida POBTapiic viap 21 soncon ST Shas R ORS AND ECOLOCISTS 1y aseoou
and Flooding Limits = o RT= = .
09/23/99 19981536 2B—-44-26 1'= 500’
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