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SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

1111111 / II IIII I Ill lllUi 1]i1 
(239) 479-8585 

Writer's Direct Dial Number: _________ _ 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 

District Two October 20, 2005 
Ray Judah 
District Three 

"Damtmyt FHall Ray Eubanks, Administrator, Plan Review and Processing 
1s r,c our 

Florida Department of Community Affairs 
John E. Albion . . 
District Five Bureau of State Plannmg 
Donald D. Stilwfilan Processing Section 
County Manage'25 5 5 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
David M. owen Tallahassee, FL. 32399-2100 
County Attorney 

Diana M. ParkecR.e: 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

Amendments to the Lee Plan 
Adoption Submission Package (DCA No. 05-1) for the 2004/2005 Regular Amendment 
Cycle 

Dear Mr. Eubanks: 

In accordance with the provisions ofF.S. Chapter 163.3184 and of 9J-1 l.0ll, this submission 
package constitutes the adopted 2004/2005 Regular Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle to 
the Lee Plan (DCA No. 05-1), known locally ~s CPA 2004-02, CPA 2004-08, CPA 2004-09, 
CPA 2004-12, CPA 2004-13, CPA 2004-14, CPA 2004-15, and CPA 2004-16. The adoption 
hearing for these plan amendments was held at 9:30 am on October 12, 2005. 

Included with this package, per 9J-11.011(5), are three copies of the adopted amendments, 
supporting data and analysis, and the following three adopting ordinances: Ordinance No. 05-19, 
Ordinance No. 05-20, and Ordinance No. 05-21. Also included, per F.S. 163.3184(7) and (15), 
is the required sign in form allowing a courtesy informational statement to interested citizens. By 
copy of this letter and its attachments I certify that this amendment has been sent to the Regional 
Planning Council, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the Department of 
Environmental Protection, the Florida Department of State, the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission, the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Office of 
Planning and Budgeting, and the South Florida Water Management District. 

The initial staff reports for the proposed amendments were sent to the DCA with a transmittal 
cover letter dated June 15, 2005. All amendments previously reviewed by the Department in this 
current cycle of amendments were adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. Changes 
have occurred in CPA 2004-16 since the time of transmittal. Staff has modified Policy 14.6.1 and 
14.6.3 and has added Policies 14.6.4 through 14.6.8. CPA 2004-16 has been revised to address 
the objections, comments, and recommendations raised by the DCA. 

@ Recycled Paper 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (239) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



' ' . 

If you have any questions, or ifl can be of any assistance in this matter, please feel free to call me 
at the above telephone number. 

Sincerely, 
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Division of Planning 

t=;?.~Q O~~ .. ---
Paul O'Connor, AICP 
Director 

All documents and reports attendant to this adoption are also being sent, by copy of this cover, to: 

David Burr 
Director 
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 

Mike Rippe, District Director 
FOOT District One 

Executive Director 
South Florida Water Management District 

Plan Review Section 
Department of Environmental Protection 

Florida Department of State 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 

The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Office of Planning and Budgeting 
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Comprehensive Plan Citizen Courtesy Information List 

Local Government: Lee County 
Hearing Date: October 12. 2005 
Type Hearing: · D Transmittal (Proposed) ✓ Adoption D Local Planning Agency 
DCA Amendment Number: 05-1 
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Comprehensive Plan Citizen Courtesy Information List 
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LEE COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 05-19 
(Consent Ordinance) 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
LAND USE PLAN, COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" ADOPTED 
BY ORDINANCE NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT 
AMENDMENTS APPROVED ON THE CONSENT AGENDA DURING TH~ 
COUNTY'S 2004/2005 REGULAR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
CYCLE;· PROVIDING FOR AMENDMENTS TO ADOPTED TEXT, MAPS 
AND TABLES; PURPOSE AND SHORT TITLE; ·.LEGAL EFFECT; 
GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; SEVERABILITY, CODIFICATION, 
SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

. :•·· 

WHEREAS, the ~ee County Comprehensive Plan (hereinafter referred 1:0 as the 

"Lee Plan") Policy 2.4.1 and Chap~er XIII, provides for adoption of amendments to the Plan 

· in compliance with State statutes and in accordance with administrative procedures 

adopted by the Board of County Commissioners: and, 

WHEREAS, the Lee County Board of County Commissioners, in accordance with 

Section 163. 3181 , Florida Statutes. and Lee County Administrative Code AC-13-6 provide 

an opportunity for the pub.lie to participate in the plan amendment public hearing process; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the Lee County Local Planning Agency ( "LPA") held public hearings 
', 

pursuant to Chapter 163, Part 11, Florida Statutes, and the Lee-County Administrative Code 

on January 24, 2005, March 28, 2005, April 25, 2005, and May 23, 2005; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, pursuant to Florida Statutes and 

the Lee County Administrative Code held a public hearing for the transmittal of the 

proposed amendments on June 1, 2005. At that hearing, the Board approved a motion to 

send, and did later send. the pr,oposed amendment to the Florida Department of 

Community Affairs ("DCA")·for review and comment; and, 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle• Adoption Ordinance Co~nt Agenda • 
.Page 1 of 6 
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WHE.REAS, at the transmittal hearing on June 1, 2005, the Board announced its 

intention to hold a public hearing after the receipt of DCA's written comments commonly 

referred to as the "ORC Report." DCA issued their ORC report on August 19, 2005; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board moved to adopt the proposed amendments to the Lee Plan 

set forth herein during its statutorily prescribed public hearing for the plan amendments on 

October .12, 2005. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

' 
COMMISSIONERS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, THAT: 

SECTION ONE: PURPOSE, INTENT AND SHORT TITLE 

The Board of County Commissioners of Lee County. Florida, in compliance with 

Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, and with-Lee County Administrative Code AC-13-6, 

conducted a series of public hearings to consider proposed amendments to the Lee Plan. 

The purpose of this ordina·nce i~ to adopt the certain amendments to the L~e Plan 

discussed at those meetings and approved by a majority of the Board. The short title and 

proper reference for the Lee County Comprehensive Land Use. Plan, as amended, will 

continued to be the "Lee Plan. b This ordinance may be referred to as the "2004/2005 

Regular Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle Consent Ordinance." 

SECTION TWO: ADOPTION OF LEE COUNTY'S 2004/2005 REGULAR 

COMPREHENSIVE _PLAN AMENDMENT CYCLE (Consent Agenda Items) 

The Lee County Board of County Commissioners amends the existing Lee Plan, 

adopted.by Ordinance Number89-02, as amended, by adopting amendments, as revised 

by the Board of County Commissioners.on October 12, 2005, known as: CPA2004-02, 

CPA2004-08, . CPA2004-0_9, C~A2004-12, CPA2004-14, and CPA2004-15. The 

aforementioned amendments amend the text of the Lee Plan including the Future Land 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle Adoption Ordinance Consent Agenda 
Page 2of6 
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Use Map series and the Lee Plan Land Use Allocation Table (Table 1 b). A brief summary 

of the content. of those amendments is set forth below: 

CPA2004-02 (Estero Outdoor Display) 

Amend Lee Plan Policy 19.2.5. of the Future Land Use Element to allow .. 
. outdoor display in e~cess of one acre at the intersection of_ 1-75 and 

Corkscrew-Road. Sponsor: Argonaut Holdings, Inc. 

CPA2004-08 (Oak Creek) 

Amend the Future Land Use Map Series for a 27 .25±-acre portion of land 

located in Section 17, Township 43 South, Range 25 East, to change the 

classification shown on Map 1, the Future· Land Use Map, from "Rural" to 

"Suburban." Amend the Future Land Use Map Series for a 17~81±-acre 

portion of land located in Section 19, Township 43 South, Range 25 East, to 

change the classification shown on Map 1, th~ Future Land Use Map, from 

"Suburban" to "Rural." Sponsor: S.W. Florida Land 411, LLC. 

CPA2004-09 (Captlva) 

Amend Goal 13 of the Lee Plan pertaining to the-Captiva Community to 

incorporate recommendations of the Captiva Island co·mmunity Planning 

effort. Amend Goal 84: Wetlands to add a new policy 84.1.4. Sponsor: 

BOCC. 

CPA2004-12 (Boca Grande) 

Amend the Future Land Use Element. of the Lee Plan to incorporate 

recommendations of the Boca Grande Community Planning effort. Establish 

a new Vision Statement and a new Goal, including Objectives and Policies 

specific to Boca Grande. Spon~or: BOCC. 
I 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle Adoption Ordinance Consent Agenda 
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CPA2004-14 (Coastal High Hazard Area Density) 

Amend the Lee Plan's Conservation and Coastal Management El.ement 

Policy 75.1.4. to consider limiting the future population exposed to coastal 

· flooding while considering applications for rezoning in the Coastal High 

Hazard Area. Sponsor. BOCC 

CPA2004-15 (Fort·Myers Shore Table 1b Update) 

Text a!llendment to revise the Lee Plan Land Use Allocation Table (Table 

1b) for the .Fort Myers Shores Planning Community to address the 

establishment.of the Outlying Suburban Future Land Use Category within the 

planning community. Sponsor. BOCC 

The corresponding Staff Reports and Analysis, along with all attachments for these 
' 

amendments are adopted as "Support Documentation" for the Lee Plan. 

SECTION THREE: LEGAL EFFECT OF THE "LEE PLAN" 

No public or private development will be permitted except in conformity with the Lee 

Plan. All land development regulations and land development orders must be consistent 

with the Lee Plan as amended. 
. . 

SECTION FOUR: GEOGRAPt=IIC APPLICABILITY 

The Lee Plan is applicable throughout the unincorporated area of Lee' County, 

Florida, except in those unincorporated areas included in joint or interlocal agreements with 

other local.governments that specifically provide otherwise. 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle Adoption Ordinance Consent Agenda 
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SECTION FIVE: SEVERABILITY 

The provisions of this ordinance are severable and it is the intention of the Board 

of County Commissioners of Lee County, Florida, to confer the whole or any part of th~ 

powers herein provided. If any of the provisions of this ordinance are held unconstitutional 

by a court of competent jurisdiction, the decision of that court will not affect or impair the 

remaining provisions of this ordinance. It is hereby declared to be the legislative intent of 

the Board of County Commissioners that this ordinance· would have been adopted had the 

unconstitutional provisions not been included therein. 

SECTION SIX: INCLUSION IN CODE. CODIFICATION. SCRIVENERS' ERROR 

It is the intention of the B'oard of County Commissione~ that the provisions of this 
. . 

ordinance will become and be made a part of the Lee County Code. Sections of this 

ordinance may be renumbe~ed or relettered and the word "ordinance" may be changed to 

"section," "article," or other appropriate word or phrase in order.to acco_mplish this intention: 

and regardless of whether inclusion in the code is accomplished, sections of this ordinance 

may be renumbered or relettered. The correction ofo/pograptiical errors that do not affect 

the intent, may be authorized by the County Manager, or his or her designee, without need 

of public hearing, by filing a corrected or recodified copy with the Clerk of the Circuit Court. 

SECTION SEVEN: EFFECTIVE DATE 

The plan amendm~nts adopted herein are not effective until a final order is issued 

by the DCA or Administrative Commission finding the amendment 'in compliance with 

Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, whichever occurs earlier. No development orders, 

development permits, or land uses dependent on this amendment may be issued or 

commence before the amendment has b~come effective. If a final order of noncompliance 

is issued by the Administration Commission, this amendment may nevertheless be made 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle AdopHon Ordinance Co~ent Agenda 
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effective by sdoption of a resolution affirming its effective status. A copy of such resolution 

will be sent to the DCA, Bureau of Local Planning, 2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100. 

THE FOREGOING ORDINANCE was offered by Commissioner Albion, who moved 

its adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hall, and, when put to a vote, 

the vote was as follows: 

Robert P. Janes Aye 

Douglas St. Cerny Aye 

Ray Judah Aye 

Tammy Hall Aye 

John Albion Aye 

DONE AND ADOPTED this 12th day of October 2005. 

ATTEST: . 
CHARLIE GREEN, CLERK 

2~0:4/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle 

LEE COUNTY 
BOARD OF OUN.TY COMMISSIONERS 

Ch 

DATE: ID/1~/ll.5 

Donna arie Collins 
County '.Attorney's Office 

Adoption Ordinance Consent Agenda 
/Page 6of 6 



CPA2004-13 
1-75 and S.R. 80 Interchange 

BoCC SPONSORED 
AMENDMENT 

TO THE 

LEE COUN1Y C01VIPREHENSIVE PLAN 

THE LEE PLAN 

BoCC Adoption Document 

Lee County Planning Division 
1500 Monroe Street 

P.O. Box398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 

(239) 479-8585 

October 12, 2005 
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LEE COUNTY 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

CPA2004-13 

This Document Contains the Followine Reviews: 

Staff Review 

Local Planning Agency Review and Recommendation 

Board of County Commissioners Hearing for Transmittal 

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

Board of County Commissioners Hearine for Adoption 

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: May 18. 2005 

PART I- BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
1. APPLICANT: 

LEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
REPRESENTED BY LEE COUNTY DIVISION OF PLANNING 

2. REQUEST: 
Evaluate the future land use designations of Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for the Interstate 7 5 and 
State Road 80 Interchange to balance existing and future land use designations in this.area. 

B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Amend the Future Land Use Map Series, Map 1, the Future 
Land Use Map, to redesignate approximately 39 acres ofland located in the Interstate 75 and State 
Road 80 interchange area from Intensive Development, Suburban, and Urban Community to 
General Commercial Interchange as depicted on Attachment 1. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

• The proposed land use change will not cause future road network plan chang~s to the 2020 
Transportation Plan. 
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• There will be no increase in the population accommodation capacity of the FLUM. The 
proposed amendment will result in a population capacity reduction of 755 persons. 

• The presence ofl-75 has increased the number ofinterchange type uses mixing with established 
residential uses. 

• The proposal will result in minimal impacts to public infrastructure and services. The proposal 
will in fact lower the demands on public infrastructure and services 

C. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The B.oard of County Commissioners initiated the proposed amendment on March 22, 2005 and directed 
Planning staff to evaluate the future land use designations of the futerstate 75 and State Road 80 
interchange quadrants, specifically the northeast quadrant and both the southeast and southwest quadrants. 
The study area, including the Existing Future Land Use designations of the area, are shown as Attachment 
2. 

Planning staff previously evaluated the southwest quadrant of this interchange area. At the, November 1, 
2000 Lee Plan Amendment adoption hearing the Board voted to revisit this proposed amendment in a 
future amendment cycle. At that hearing, it was recommended that the analysis be broadened to include 
all four quadrants of the 1-75 and S.R. 80 interchange. 

Initiating the amendment into the current cycle allows staff to review the future land use designations for 
the interchange area and properly balance existing and future land use designations in this area. At the 
time the subject amendment was initiated staff specified the three quadrants noted above, recognizing that 
the future land use designations of the northwest quadrant are appropriate as they exist today. Existing 
land uses in the northwest quadrant include the Morse Shores single family subdivision, designated 
Suburban a primarily residential land use category, and commercial uses fronting S.R. 80, designated 
Intensive Development. 

Staff began evaluating the amendment by creating three possible alternatives for the study area to bring 
forward to the Local Planning Agency (LP A) for discussion purposes. The alternatives discussed involved 
the possibilities of amending the entire northeast quadrant to Urban Community, Cent:ral Urban, or 
changing the designation of the existing neighborhood to Suburban and leaving the General Commercial 
Interchange category in place in the remainder of the quadrant. Only one alternative was discussed for the 
southwest quadrant placing the existing RV Sales Center into the General Commercial futerchange 
category. This remains the staff recommendation today. Alternatives discussed for the southeast quadrant 
involved Central Urban for the entire quadrant, the General Commercial futerchange category being 
proposed for the area today, or leaving the existing designations in place. At the LP A meeting, the 
members voted to recommend an alternative amending the entire northeast quadrant to the Urban 
Community category, a portion of the southwest quadrant to General Commercial futerchange as 
recommended by this report, and leaving the existing designations in place in the southeast quadrant. The 
LP A preferred this alternative based on their previous recommendation involving a privately initiated small 
scale amendment in the northeast quadrant. Previously the LP A recommended that the 10 acres involved 
in this request be amended to Urban Community. 
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After further review and based on the Board of County Commissioner's review of the receptly proposed 
small scale amendment in the northeast quadrant of the interchange, staffhas concluded that the future land 
use designations of the northeast quadrant are appropriate as they exist today. Further, discussion is 
provided throughout the following analysis. 

This report discusses the subject interchange area being evaluated as the study area. The study area 
encompasses approximately 124 acres. Of the 124 acres being evaluated, staff is recommending a future 
land use map amendment to approximately 39 acres in the southwest and southeast quadrants of the 
interchange. Staff is proposing that the 3 9 acres be amended to General Commercial futerch~ge as shown 
on Attachment 1. A little over half of the proposed change amends the future land use category covering 
the right-of-way areas ofl-75 and State Road 80, leaving approximately 18 acres of developable land being 
amended. The impacts of amending the 18 acres of developable land for possible residential or 
commercial development are being addressed through this report, comparing existing future land use 
categories vs proposed. Staff has estimated, as a worst case, that the area being amended would qualify 
for the following based on the existing and proposed land use categories. Although the areas are already 
developed, staff estimates the following if redevelopment were to occur. All density calculations include 
bonus density and half of the adjacent right of way in order to provide the maximum scenario for 
evaluation. Please note that the northwest category is not included below, due to staffs recommendation 
that the General Commercial futerchange category remain in place. 

Southwest Quadrant 

Existing Land Use Category Suburban and futensive 
Development 

Possible unit or commercial 100,000 s.f. commercial or 
development 295 dwelling units 

Proposed Land Use Category General Commercial 
futerchange 

Possible unit or commercial 130,000 s.f. commercial 
development 0 dwelling units 

PART II-STAFF ANALYSIS 

A. STAFF DISCUSSION 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BACKGROUND 

Southeast Quadrant 

Urban Community 

50,000 s.f commercial or 
67 dwelling units 

General Commercial 
futerchange 

50,000 s.f. commercial 
0 dwelling units 

fu 1984, Lee County adopted its first official Future Land Use Map (FLUM) as an integral part of its 
comprehensive plan. On that map, all three quadrants were depicted as General Commerci;il futerchange 
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and a small area in the southwest quadrant was depicted as Central Urban. As part of an overall review 
of the future land use map in 1989, the eastern portion of the southeast quadrant was changedfrom General 
Commercial Interchange to Urban Community. This remains the future land use category for this portion 
of the quadrant today. Later in 1989 Lee County formulated a comprehensive plan in order to meet the 
requirements of the 1985 Growth Management Act. At that time the newly formulated comprehensive 
plan was objected to by the Department of Community Affairs. In part, the Department of Community 
Affairs found that Lee County future land use categories should more closely correspond with the adopted 
future land use maps of the cities of Fort Myers and Cape Coral. The subject area was located within the 
Urban Reserve Area of Fort Myers which at that time was included on their future land use map. Lee 
County entered into a settlement agreement with the Department of Community Affairs an<i through this 
agreement amended the future land use designations of the southwest quadrant to the cµrrent FLUM 
designations for the area today. 

CURRENT FLUM DESIGNATIONS FOR SUBJECT INTERCHANGE QUADRANT 
Current Lee Plan Future Land Use categories for the subject area are as follows (see Attachment 2): 

Future Land Use categories in the northeast quadrant are General Commercial Interchange and Central 
Urban. The categories in the southeast quadrant include General Commercial Interchange and Urban 
Community. 

POLICY 1.3.3: The General Commercial Interchange areas are intended primarily for general 
community commercial land uses: retail, planned commercial districts, shopping, olfice,financial, 
and business. 

POLICY 1.1.3: The Central Urban areas can best be characterized as the "urban core" of the 
county. These consist mainly of portions of the city of Fort Myers, the southerly portion of the city 
of Cape Coral, and other close-in areas near these cities; and also the central portions of the city 
of Bonita Springs, Iona/McGregor, Lehigh Acres, and North Fort Myers. This is the part of the 
county that is already most heavily settled and which has or will have the greatest range and 
highest levels of urban service--water, sewer, roads, schools, etc. Residential, commercial, public 
and quasi-public, and limited light industrial land uses (see Policy 7.1. 6) will continue to 
predominate in the Central Urban area. This category has a standard density ra'f)ge from four 
dwelling units per acre (4 du/acre) to ten dwelling units per acre (JO du/acre) ana a maximum 
density of fzfteen dwelling units per acre (15 du/acre). (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 02-02) 

I 

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community areas are areas outside of Fort Myers anq, Cape Coral 
that are characterized by a mixture of relatively intense commercial and residential uses. Included 
among them, for example, are parts of Lehigh Acres, San Carlos Park, Fort Myers Beach, South 
Fort Myers, the city of Bonita Springs, Pine Island, and Gaspari/la Island. Although the Urban 
Communities have a distinctly urban character, they should be developed at slightly lower 
densities. As the vacant portions of these communities are urbanized, they will need to maintain 
their existing bases of urban services and expand and strengthen them accordingly. As in the 
Central Urban area, predominant land uses in the Urban Communities will be residential, 
commercial, public and quasi-public, and limited light industry (see Policy 7.1.6). Standard 
density ranges from one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre) to six dwelling unit; per acre (6 
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du/acre), with a maximum of ten dwelling units per acre (10 du/acre). (Amended by Ordinance No. 
94-30, 02-02) 

Future Land Use categories in the southwest quadrant include Intensive Development andi'Suburban. 

POLICY 1.1.2: The Intensive Development areas are located along major arterial roads in Fort Myers, North Fort 
Myers and Cape Coral. By virtue of their location, the county's cu"ent development patterns, and the available and 
potential levels of public services, they are well suited to accommodate high densities and intensities. Pliinned mixed-use 
centers of high-density residential, commercial, limited light industrial (see Policy 7.1. 6) and office uses are appropriate 
in these locations. As Lee County moves toward becoming a metropolitan complex of a half million people, these centrally 
located urban nodes can offer a diversity of lifestyles, cosmopolitan shopping opportunities, and specialized professional 
services that befit such a region. The standard density range is from seven dwelling units per acre (7 du/acre) to fourteen 
dwelling unitsper acre (14 du/acre). Maximum density is twenty-two dwelling units per acre (22 du/acre). 

POLICY 1.1.5: The Suburban areas are or will be predominantly residential areas that are either on the fringe of the 
Central Urban or Urban Community areas or in areas where it is appropriate to protect existing or eme,;ging residential 
neighborhoods. These areas provide housing near the more urban areas but do not provide the full inix of land uses 
typical of urban areas. The standard residential densities are the same as the Urban Community category. Higher 
densities, commercial development greater than neighborhood centers, and industrial land uses are not p~rmitted. Bonus 
densities are not allowed. 

EXISTING LAND USES 
The subject area lies in Section 3 Township 44 South, Range 25 East and Section 34 Township 43 South, 
Range 25 East and is located in the northeast quadrant and both the southeast and southwest quadrants of 
the State Road 80 and Interstate 75 Interchange. This area is bordered by the Orange Riv.er (east of the 
interstate) and S .R. 80 ( west of the interstate) to the north, both the Siesta and the Sun-n-Fun mobile home 
subdivisions to the east, vacant land and condominium development to the south, and .single family 
residential uses to the west. I-75 extends north/south and S.R. 80 east/west through the subject area. 

The study area encompasses approximately 124 acres total, accommodating a variety of uses including 
residential, commercial, marina, and vacant land uses. The following is a summary ofland uses existing 
within the study area of each interchange quadrant. 

Quadrant Existin2 Uses Future Land Use J)esi2nation 

Northeast Single Family Subdivision and General Commercial 
Marina Interchange 

Southwest Commercial RV Sales and Intensive Development and 
Single Family Suburban I 

Southeast Restaurants, Hotel, Gas General Commercial 
Stations, and Single Family Interchange and Urban 

Community 

The current zoning designations for the subject area are RS-1, AG-2, IM, and CM in the northeast 
I . 

quadrant, CPD, CG, and RS-1 in the southwest quadrant, and CPD and AG-2 in the southeast quadrant. 
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Surrounding zoning designations include RS-1 and AG-2 to the north, l\ll:1-1 and l\ll:1-2 to the east, AG-2 
to the south and RS-1 and C-1 to the west. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Lee County Department of Transportation (DOT) staff have reviewed the proposal and provided written 
comments dated May 17, 2005 (see Attachment 3). DOT offers no objection to the proposed change and 
have provided that "Because the quadrants are already partially developed, the proposed changes will only 
increase the amount of commercial square footage by about 20,000 square feet. That kind of increase 
would generate about 80 additional peak hour trips on a p.m. peak hour basis, which would not alter our 
2020 road network plans." 

DOT staffre-ran the long range transportation model with the proposed development scenario that could 
result from the new land use category on the subject area to arrive at this conclusion. Specific 
improvements ( such as turning lanes) that are needed as a result of proposed development iri this area will 
be determined through the local developmel).t order process. Providing identified improvements are the 
responsibility of the developer. For example, if the proposed project generates the need for turning lanes, 
then the developer is required to provide the turning lane at no expense to the public. 

POTABLE WATER, SANITARY SEWER SERVICE AND SOLID WASTE 
The current condition of potable water service and sanitary sewer service in the area is discussed below: 

Potable Water Service: The water system in the southwest quadrant is already in place; there are no plans 
for installing any major new transmission lines. The Corkscrew Water Treatment Plant currently has the 
capacity to provide potable water to this quadrant. Presently there is an 8" and 6" water main on Orange 
River Boulevard, an 8" water main on Lexington A venue, and a 20" water main on the north side of State 
Road 80 serving the area. The water system is already in place in the southeast quadrant as well and there 
are no plans for installing any major new transmission lines. The Olga Water Treatment P,lant currently 
has the capacity to provide potable water to this quadrant. Presently there is a 1 O" water main on 
Boatways Road, a 6" and 12" water main on Orange River Boulevard, and a 20" water main on the north 
side of State Road 80 serving the area. As new projects request service from Lee County Utilities, they 
are required by the Lee County Utilities Operation Manual to submit extensive hydraulic calculations for 
review and approval showing what impact, if any, a new project may have on existing, facilities. If 
warranted, the new project will be required to either loop "dead end" mains or pe1:form off-site 
improvements to enhance flows and, therefore, provide adequate water infrastructure to support 
development. 

Sanitary Sewer Service: There are presently 24" and 8" sanitary sewer force mains on the, north side of 
S.R. 80. In the southwest quadrant Lee County Utilities has 8" gravity sewer mains on Orange River 
Boulevard, Lexington A venue, and Richmond A venue. In the southeast quadrant Lee County Utilities 
has an 8" gravity sewer main and a lift station on Boatways Road. Lee County Utilities ·also has a 4" 
sanitary sewer force main on Boatways Road and a 12" force main on Orange River Boulevard. As with 
the water network, new developments are required to submit extensive hydraulic calculations for review 
and approval showing what impacts the new project may have on existing facilities. If warranted the 
developer may need to perform off-site improvements to enhance flows and provide adequate sanitary. 
sewer infrastructure to support the development. The subject area is served by the City of Fort Myers 
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Central Wastewater Treatment Plant via an inter-local agreement and, to date, has sufficient reserved 
capacity. 

POPULATION ACCOMMODATION ANALYSIS 
The request is to change the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) category of approximately 39 acres from 
Intensive Development, Urban Community, and Suburban to General Commercial Interchange. Currently, 
the Lee Plan does not permit residential development in General Commercial Interchange areas. 

The Intensive Development maximum density permits up to 22 du/acre. There are approximately 6.4 acres 
· designated Intensive Development within the southwest quadrant. This means that a maximum of 140 

dwelling units could be constructed on the property under the Intensive Development designation. 
Planning staff, however, believes that residential development fronting this portion of S.R. 80 is unlikely. 
This Intensive Development area accommodates 292 persons on the FLUM (140 du's X 2.09 persons per 
unit). 

The Urban Community maximum density permits up to 10 du/acre. There are approximately 6. 71 acres 
designated Urban Community within the southeast quadrant. This means that a maximum qf 67 dwelling 
units could be constructed on the property under the Urban Community designation. P,lanning staff, 
however, believes that residential development adjacent to existing interchange type uses is unlikely. This 
Urban Community area accommodates 140 persons on the FLUM (67 du's X 2.09 persons per unit). 

The Suburban category standard density permits up to 6 du/acre. There are approximately 25.85 acres 
designated Suburban within the southwest quadrant. A maximum of 155 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the property under the Suburban designation. This equates to a population accommodation 
capacity of the FLUM of323 persons (155 du's X 2.09 persons per unit). 

As mentioned above the Lee Plan does not permit residential development in General Commercial 
Interchange designations and therefore the proposal will not be increasing the population accommodation 
capacity of the FLUM. In fact, the amendment would result in a population capacity reduction of 7 55 
persons. 

PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 
Staff of the Lee County Public Works have reviewed the request and provided comments dated May 11, 
2005 (see Attachment 4). Public Works staff provides the following: 

"It is our determination that existing and proposed support facilities provided by Lee County Parks 
and Recreation will not be impacted by the proposed amendment. However, please note that this 
determination is based on the proposed commercial use of the subject property which will not result 
in an increase of the current population in this area of Lee County." 

LEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT EVALUATION 
Planning staff requested that the Lee County School District evaluate the proposed redesignation and 
determine the adequacy of existing and future facilities to provide services to the subject area. Staff of 
the School District of Lee County have contacted Planning staff and provided that the proposed changes 
"will have no impact on the School District of Lee County." 
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SOILS 
The 1984 U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey of Lee County classified two soil types present on 
the subject parcel - 11 Myakka fine sand in all three quadrants, and 28 Immokalee sand in the northeast 
quadrant. The Soil Survey provides the following: 

11 - Myakka fine sand. This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad flatwoods areas. Slopes 
are smooth to slightly concave and range from O to 2 percent. 

28 - lmmokalee sand. This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in jlatwoods areas. Slopes are 
smooth to convex and range from O to 2 percent. 

LEE PLAN PLANNING COMMUNITIES MAP AND TABLE l(b) 
The subject area is located within the "Fort Myers Shores" planning community. Table 1@,) allocates a 
total of 257 acres for commercial use in this Planning Community. Recent planning div~sion research 
indicates that 243 acres of commercial development in the "Fort Myers Shores" planning community have 
been developed. This research indicates that 14 additional acres can be developed for commercial use in 
the planning community before the year 2020. While the subject amendment consists of approximately 
39 acres, as mentioned earlier in the report over half of the proposed change amends the future land use 
category covering right-of-way areas, leaving approximately 18 acres of developable land being amended. 
While the current proposal exceeds the commercial allocation by 4 additional acres, staff recognizes that 
these allocations will be being revised out to the year 2030 as part of the upcoming EAR based 
amendments. Staff assumes that there will be more commercial uses within this planning community in 
the future and will be addressed as part of the allocations for 2030. 

DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE SUBJECT AREA: 
After evaluating several alternatives and discussing various development scenarios associated with each, 
staff recommends that the subject interchange area be amended as proposed in Attachment 1. The 
following is a discussion of each quadrant in the study area: 

Northeast Quadrant 

The northeast quadrant is currently developed with the Dos Rios single family residential subdivision 
adjacent to I-75 to the west and marina uses to the east. The study area covers approximately 48.61 acres 
and is designated General Commercial Interchange with a small portion of the area designated Central 
Urban in the northwest comer of the quadrant. 

A 10 acre portion of the existing marina within this quadrant was recently reviewed as a pri~ately initiated 
small scale amendment. The applicant proposed to amend the area from the General Commercial 
Interchange category to the Urban Community land use category. Staff recommended: denial of the 
proposed amendment due to the subject site's location within the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) and 
inconsistencies with several Lee Plan policies addressing residential development in the CHHA. At the 
adoption hearing for the proposed amendment the majority of the Board agreed with staffs 
recommendation and voted not to adopt the proposed amendment. At the hearing the Board discussed the 
importance of maintaining the County's interchange areas for interchange type uses serving the traveling 
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public. Staff specifically cited Lee Plan policies found under Goal 75 and 76 that prohibit residential 
development where hurricane and flood hazards exist, encourages reduced densities in order to limit the 
population exposed to coastal flooding, and limits public expenditures to existing residents. The specific 
Lee Plan policies are reproduced below: 

GOAL 75: PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY IN COAST.AL HIGH HAZARD AREAS. To protect human life 
and developed property from natural disasters. (See also Goal 80.) (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30) 

OBJECTIVE 75.1: DEVELOPMENT IN COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS. Development seaward of the 1991 
Coastal Construction Control Line will require applicable State of Florida approval; new development on barrier 
islands will be limited to densities that meet required evacuation standards; new development requiring seawalls for 
protection from coastal erosion will not be permitted; and allowable densities for undeveloped areas within coastal 
high hazard areas will be considered/or reduction. (Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35, 93-25, 94~30, 00-22) 

POLICY 75.1.4: Through the Lee Plan amendment process, land use designations of undeveloped areas within 
coastal high hazard areas will be considered for reduced density categories (or assignment of minimum 
allowable densities where density ranges are permitted) in order to limit the future population exposed to coastal 
flooding. (Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35, 94-30, 00-22) 

GOAL 76: LIMITATION OF PUBLIC EXPENDITURES IN COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS. To restrict public 
expenditures in areas particularly subject to repeated destruction by hurricanes, except to maintain requirer} service levels, 
to protect existing residents, and to provide for recreation and open space uses. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30) 

OBJECTIVE 76.1: COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREA EXPENDITURES. Public expenditures in areas 
particularly subject to repeated destruction by hurricanes will be limited to necessary repairs, public safety needs, 
services to existing residents, and recreation and open space uses. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22) 

Upon staffs evaluation of the entire interchange and in regards to the northeast quadrant specifically, staff 
finds that the subject quadrant is located in the CHHA as depicted by Map 5 of the Lee Plan. Lee plan 
Policy 7 5 .1.4 specifies that areas within the CHHA will be considered for reduced densities to limit the 
population_ to coastal flooding. 

It is also necessary to compare the possibilities that the existing land use category allows as it specifically 
relates to commercial type uses with other options that would allow residential development in this 
quadrant. As mentioned, the area of this quadrant is approximately 48.61 acres and include~ the right-of­
way area ofl-75 and S.R. 80. Of this total acreage figure, approximately 33 acres equate t~ parcel acres. 
Generally speaking, if the entire area were to be redeveloped with the General Commercial Interchange 
category in place today, the area would qualify for approximately 330,000 s.f. of commercial development. 
If the existing subdivision in this quadrant were excluded from this calculation the remaining area would 
qualify for approximately 218,500 s.f. of commercial development. Comparing this to the:possibility of 
amending the quadrant to a residential land use category staff is using the Suburban c:;i.tegory as an 
example of a lower range of density and the Central Urban category as an example of a higher range of 
density. These two categories were presented to the LP A for discussion purposes, as well as Urban 
Community for a middle range. Staff estimate that if the area were placed in the Suburban category (6 
units/acre) potentially 234 units could be developed, or 131 units when excluding the existing subdivision. 
Staff estimate that if the area were placed in the Central Urban category (15 units/acre including bonus 
density) potentially 495 units could be developed, or 327 units when excluding the existing subdivision. 
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In addition another factor to be considered while evaluating this quadrant, as was discussed and considered 
at the adoption hearing for the referenced small scale amendment, is the basic importance of the existing 
interchange land use categories in Lee County. Reports discussing interstate interchange laµd use during 
the drafting of the 1984 Lee Plan described the completion of Interstate 75 through Lee County creating 
unique development opportunities at the eight interchanges and the arterials leading to them. Discussions 
also provided that land configurations resulting in the intermixing oflocal and interstate travel should be 
discouraged. 

Objective 1.3 of the Lee Plan describes the interstate highway interchange areas as specialized categories 
for land adjacent to the interchanges of 1-75. The objective emphasizes the importance of making 
beneficial use of these critical access points while avoiding conflicts between competing demands. It also 
states that development in these areas must minimize adverse traffic impacts such as the mixing of local 
traffic with through traffic. Staff recognizes that the existing neighborhood in this quadrant could be 
considered inconsistent with this Objective of the plan, yet staff also recognizes that this subdivision 
existed prior to the construction ofl-75 through this area as well as prior to the 1984 Future Land Use 
Map. 

An important aspect in the evaluation of this quadrant is the fact that there are existing residential uses 
currently in the General Commercial Interchange category where new residential develQpment is not 
permitted, except in accordance with Chapter XIll of the Lee Plan. Staff has determined th!3.t the most of 
the subdivided lots within the subject quadrant are likely to qualify for the construction of a dwelling unit 
through an administrative interpretation of the single family residence provisions of the Lee Plan due to 
the fact that the lots within the subdivision were created prior to the Lee Plan's effective date. In fact, in 
2003, a lot within the subject area received a favorable interpretation of these provisions for the 
construction of a dwelling unit. 

In light of the factors discussed, staff has concluded that amending this quadrant to a land use category 
allowing future residential development has the potential to significantly increase the mixing of local 
traffic with through traffic as well as increasing density in the CHHA. By leaving the quadrant designated 
General Commercial Interchange will result in minimal impacts to public infrastructure and services. For 
these reasons staff does not recommend an amendment to the existing future land use categories of the 
northeast quadrant. 

Southwest Quadrant 

The southwest quadrant of the study area is currently developed with the North Trail RV center adjacent 
to 1-75 and fronting S.R.80 and single family residential to the west. The study area covers approximately 
48.61 acres and is designated Suburban with a small portion of the area fronting S.R. 80 designated 
Intensive Development. There are nearly two dozen single family homes in existence in th~ subject area 
west of the RV sales center. ' 

This quadrant of the interchange was the subject of the previous review in 2000. During the previous 
review of this area and after much discussion with the with the Community Redevelopment Agency in 
existence at the time and the Local State Road 80 Advisory Board staff evaluated the possibility of 
changing the entire quadrant to the General Commercial Interchange land use category. Sev~ral issues lead 
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to the continuance of the amendment. .At the time, as is the situation today, there were no plans for 
development or land assembly for the residential area. Another issue involved the School District's 
concern over the signalization at Lexington A venue and State Road 80 where commercial traffic that could 
be generated by the proposed amendment would be sharing the same access (Lexington Avenue) that the 
buses use for. the Orange River Elementary School turnaround causing a mixing of traffic. The 
Department of Community Affairs also provided objections requesting further analysis of traffic impacts 
and the maximum development allowed in this area. With no public outcry for the proposed amendment 
at the time, staff reevaluated the recommendation to amend the southwest quadrant to the interchange 
category and concluded that an evaluation of the entire interchange would be more beneficial for the area 
as a whole. Staff finds the existing land uses of this quadrant have remained intact since fl?.e time of the 
previous review. There have been no plans for development or land assembly for the residential area and 
no public requests for a change to the area. 

Staff has concluded that the area developed with the North Trail RV center is the portion of this quadrant 
best suited for a land use change reflecting the existing use of the property. Considering the commercial 
use of the property and its location adjacentto I-75, staff finds the General Commercial Interchange future 
land use category the most appropriate land use category for the area. The commercial sale of recreational 
vehicles on a scale of this size (approximately 12 acres) potentially could be considered aremonal use with 
customers coming from other areas for the product, as well as the consideration of the employment 
opportunities that the center provides to the local area. This type of use coincides with the intent of 
Objective 1.3, Interstate Highway Interchange Areas, promoting the beneficial use of these critical access 
points adjacent to the interchanges ofl-75. Staffhas met with the owners and representatives of the North 
Trail RV center discussing staffs proposal to amend the subject area and the impacts of ameµding the area 
from Suburban, a primarily residential future land use category, to the General Commercial Interchange 
category. The owners of the center understand the proposed change and have expressed their support of 
the amendment to the interchange category, reflecting the existing use of the property. 

Staffrecommends amending approximately 32.25 acres of the southwest quadrant from the Suburban and 
Intensive Development future land use categories to the General Commercial Interchange land use 
category. This area encompasses the RV center and portions of the S.R. 80 and I-75 right-of-way currently 
in the Suburban land use category. 

Southeast Quadrant 

The southeast quadrant of the study area is currently developed with two restaurants, two g3.$ stations, and 
a· hotel as well as four single family homes in the southern portion of the area along Orange River 
Boulevard. The study area covers approximately 30.68 acres and is designated General Commercial 
Interchange and Urban Community. The Urban Community portion of quadrant covers the eastern edge 
of the study area. 

Staff has determined that the existing General Commercial Interchange future land use designation is 
appropriate for the area and proposes to amend a majority of the Urban Community designation in this 
quadrant to the General Commercial Interchange land use category. Most of the area is currently zoned 
Commercial Planned Development (CPD) covering the interchange type uses existing today. The General 
Commercial Interchange category encompasses the western portion of this area covering h~lf of the CPD 
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and three of the four homes to the south. Staff is proposing to amend the entire western portion of the 
area, with the exception of one single family parcel, from Urban Community to General Commercial 
Interchange, aliowing the change to reflect the existing uses in this quadrant today. 

Seven lots exist in the southern portion of the area and as mentioned previously, four of the lots contain 
single family homes. The remaining lots remain vacant. The single family lot in the southeast comer of 
the study area is currently designated Urban Community, while the remainder of the lots are designated 
General Commercial Interchange. The Urban Community land use category in place on the residential 
parcel in the southeast comer permits a density range of one to six dwelling units per acre on the 1.14 acre 
lot, with up to 10 units per acre including bonus density. Amending the lot to the interchange land use 
category could be detrimental to the property owner by removing the allowable density assigned to the 
property. Leaving the current land use designation in place continues the opportunity for residential 
development of the lot, yet does not preclude the owner from requesting an extension of interchange type 
uses per Policy 6.1.2.6 of the Lee Plan. This policy is reproduced below: 

Policy 6.1.2.6 Any contiguous property under one ownership may, at the discretion of the Board of County 
Commissioners, be developed as part of the interstate interchange, except in the Mixed Use Interchange district, 
provided the property under contiguous ownership to be developed as part of the interstate interchange does not 
extend beyond three-quarters of a mile from the interchange centerpoint. Applications seeking interstate uses outside 
of the interstate highway interchange area will be evaluated by the Board considering the following factors: 
percentage of the property within the interstate interchange; compatibility with existing adjacentiand uses; and, 
compatibility with surrounding Future Land Use Categories. This is intended to promote planned developments 
under unified ownership and control, and to insure proper spacing of access points. 

In light of this policy, staff has concluded that the owner would have the option of extending the 
interchange uses, leaving the current land use designation in place. Leaving the designation ip. place would 
not take the existing residential density away from the subject parcel while leaving the possibility of 
extending the adjacent interchange uses. 

Staff has also considered the three existing residential units in the southern portion of the -:rrea within the 
General Commercial Interchange land use category and have made similar conclusions. While the units 
and the vacant lots are currently in a land use category that does not permit residential uses, staff has 
concluded that most of the subdivided lots within the subject quadrant are likely to qualify for the 
construction of a dwelling unit through an administrative interpretation of the single family residence 
provisions of the Lee Plan, as would the lots in the northeast quadrant of the study area. Staff has 
concluded that leaving the residential lots· in the existing land use designations would' be the most 
appropriate action, where residential uses on the lots as they are configured today are not being removed 
from the properties and interchange uses are a valid option for those particular land owner~ as well. 

Staff recommends amending approximately 6. 71 acres of the southeast quadrant from the Urban 
Community future land use category to the General Commercial Interchange land use category. This area 
encompasses CPD zoning where a gas station and hotel exist. 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
QlA2004-13 

October 12, 2005 
PAGE 12OF25 



.. 

B. CONCLUSIONS 

Through the subject plan amendment proposal, staff has attempted to balance the existing and future land 
use designations of the area with a proposal that results in minimal impacts to existing re~idential uses 
while recognizing the value of preserving interchange areas for interchange type uses serving the traveling 
public as well as providing diversity and regional opportunities within the interchange areas of the County. 

Planning staff proposes amending approximately 3 9 acres from the Intensive Development, Suburban, and 
Urban Community future land use categories to the General Commercial Interchange land use category 
in the interchange areaofS.R. 80 and I-75. Staff recognizes that this is a unique interchange area and the 
routing ofI- 75 through existing platted neighborhoods has had a negative impact. The presence ofI-75 
has increased the number of interchange type uses mixing with established residential uses. Examples of 
this mixing of uses can be seen in the north-east and south-east quadrants of the interchange where 
residential uses are within General Commercial Interchange designations as well as the southwest quadrant 
where a regional interchange type use has been developed adjacent to the interstate to the east and adjacent 
to existing residential uses to the west. Additionally, typical interchange uses have been developed in the 
Urban Community area in the southeast quadrant of the interchange. 

Staff concludes that the proposal will result in minimal impacts to public infrastructure and services. If 
the amendment is approved allowable density would decrease given that the General commercial 
interchange future land use category does not allocate for residential units. The proposal will in fact lower 
the demands on public infrastructure and services eventually if the proposed amendment is adopted 
because the General Commercial Interchange areas are intended for commercial uses without any 
residential uses. There will be no increase in the population accommodation capacity of the FLUM. 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Amend the Future Land Use Map Series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to redesignate approximately 
39 acres of land located in the Interstate 75 and State Road 80 interchange area to General Commercial 
Interchange. Planning staff recommends that the Lee Plan Future Land Use Map, Map 1, be amended as 
depicted on Attachment 1. 
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PART ill - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

DATE OF LPA PUBLIC HEARING: May 23, 2005 

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW 
Planning staff provided a brief summary of the proposed plan amendment and explained staffs 
recommendation for the subject area. Staff concluded that the proposed amendment would decrease the 
allowable density in the subject areas, lowering the demands on public infrastructure and ~ervices. One 
member of the LPA asked why staff was recommending commercial uses next to residential uses in the 
northeast quadrant. Staff explained that the through this analysis staff does not recommend making any 
changes to the northeast quadrant. Staff explained that the designations for this quadrant have been in 
place since the establishment of the 1984 Lee Plan and any commercial development would be required 
to comply with buffering and setback requirements as required by the Land Development Code. 

Several members of the public addressed the LP A regarding the northeast quadrant of the interchange area. 
The first member of the public stated that they represent the applicant of the small scale amendment that 
was recently reviewed by the LP A and the Board of County Commissioners. This member of the public 
disagreed with staffs recommendation and noted that they felt that an interchange future land use category 
in this quadrant would allow inappropriate commercial uses. This member of the public described that 
through the small scale amendment request they felt that the Urban Community designation for this 
quadrant was a compromise. This member of the public stated that evacuation would not be an issue due 
to the location of the quadrant and that the area is not a destination for tourist travel. 

Another member of the public addressed the LPA stating that they live in the northwest quadrant of the 
interchange and are in a similar situation. This person stated that there are other interchange quadrants 
better suited for uses serving the traveling public. They also noted that the property in. the northeast 
quadrant contains oak trees and palm trees and is not suited for commercial businesses and parking lots. 
They felt that the Central Urban designation would be too high for this area leaving Urban Community 
the best designation for the property. This member also mentioned that their home in the northwest 
quadrant has never flooded or been evacuated and that the development proposed through the previous 
small scale amendment request would improve the community compared to the existing commercial uses 
along S.R. 80. 

Another member of the public noted that they are a member of the Morse Shores Civic A~sociation and 
stated that the existing land use category in the northeast quadrant would appear to increase traffic, rather 
than decrease traffic. They felt that there are a sufficient amount of gas stations in the area and that the 
uses planned through the previous small scale amendment would be more compatible. 

Another member of the public stated the northeast quadrant is a very prestigious and indigenous site this 
close to the interchange and would prefer that the area be amended to the Central Urban future land use 
category. 
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Another member of the Morse Shores Civic Association stated that the northeast quadrant was not meant 
for big box stores and supported an amendment to the Urban Community future and use category in this 
area. 

Several of the LPA members provided discussion concerning the proposed amendment. One member of 
the LP A noted that they have seen no changes since the previous discussions held before the LP A and find 
that the northeast quadrant is an ideal area for the type of residential development being discussed. 
Another member agreed. One member found the ame,idment proposed by staff consistent. Another 
member had concerns with commercial uses next to existing residential uses. A motion was made to 
amend the future land use map to include staffs proposal for the southern quadrants and: to amend the 
northeast quadrant to the Urban Community future land use category. The motion carried 3 to 2. 

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
SUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommends that the Board of County Commissioners 
transmit the proposed amendment. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The LPA accepted the findings 
of fact as advanced by staff regarding the southern quadrants of the interchange. The LP A 
recommended an additional amendment to the northeast quadrant ofthe interchange, amending 
the quadrant to the Urban Community land use category based on the LPA's previous 
discussions and recommendations for the interchange area. 

C. VOTE: 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: June 1. 2005 

A. BOARD REVIEW: Planning staff provided a summary of the proposed plan amendment and 
updated the Board with the LPA's recommendation for the interchange area. Staff concluded that the 
amendment, as proposed by staff, would decrease the allowable density in the subject areas and reflect the 
existing uses of the area. 

Several members of the public addressed the Board regarding the northeast quadrant of the interchange 
area. A majority of the public who spoke were also in attendance at the LPA public hearing. The first 
member of the public stated that they represent the applicant of the small scale amendment that was 
recently reviewed by the Board. The representative noted that the General Commercial Interchange land 
use category is intended for shopping centers. They discussed that the interchanges should be evaluated 
on a quadrant by quadrant basis and that the CHHA is not an issue given the location of the amendment. 
The representative requested that the Board consider amending the northeast quadrant from General 
Commercial Interchange to Central Urban. 

Another member of the public also representing this applicant spoke, describing the other interchanges 
in the County and pointed out that the northeast quadrant of the subject interchange is the only interchange 
area in the County that contains water front property such as this. They felt that Central Urban is the best 
designation for this quadrant. 

Another member of the public addressed the Board. This member stated that they have lived in the 
northwest quadrant of the interchange area for the past 15 years and came to speak regarding the northeast 
quadrant. They felt that the CHHA is a general classification and history and past experience is a better 
guide and noted that their house has never been flooded. This member preferred to see other interchanges 
serve the traveling public. They also stated that this area is not part of the commercial node of the 
Caloosahatchee Shores Community Plan and supported a map amendment for the northeast quadrant to 
Central Urban. 

Another member of the public from the Sun-N-Fun mobile home park adjacent to the southeast quadrant 
spoke stating that they were concerned about the impacts of the northeast quadrant anq find that the 
development that the applicant for the previous small scale amendment had planned for the area is good. 
They stated that they preferred a map amendment to the northeast quadrant amending the area to the 
Central Urban land use category. 

Another representative of the previously reviewed small scale amendment spoke to addres~ the northeast 
quadrant. They stated that they were concerned by the denial of the small scale amendment and that they 

· endorsed Central Urban in the northeast quadrant while others from the area preferred Urban Community 
with a lower density. The representative handed out a map with their recommendation for the interchange 
area consisting of General Commercial Interchange in the southern quadrants and Central Urban in the 
northeast. The representative read a letter into the record from the secretary of the Morse Shores Civic 
Association supporting an Urban Communityredesignation for the northeast quadrant. The representative 
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stated that if the area was amended to Urban Community the applicant would have to use bonus density 
to achieve the 10 units per acre that they have envisioned and would prefer to amend the northeast 
quadrant to Central Urban to achieve this density without utilizing bonus density. 

One member of the public from the Dos Rios subdivision in the northeast quadrant of the interchange 
addressed the Board. They stated that it is their intent to preserve the community. This member of the 
public passed out photos of past flooding in the area and noted that the applicant for the small scale 
amendment would be adding more docks than exist in the subject area today. They also stated that the 
pump station in this quadrant has overflowed and flooded the adjacent marina property. They added that 
the site contains hazardous waste and urged that whatever was done with the adjacent property that the 
contamination is removed. 

The final member of the public to address the Board stated that they are the owner of the marina property 
in the northeast quadrant, part of which was the subject of the small scale amendment. They stated that 
the previous speaker was not stating the truth regarding their property and hoped that the Board would 
allow the proposal as presented through the small scale amendment. The owner stated that it would be 
an asset to the community. 

One Board member had a question regarding the concerns of a conflict between local traffic and interstate 
traffic. Staff clarified that this discussion was made in the background information of the staff report and 
that in 1984 when the interchange land use categories were put in place, the intent was to prevent the 
mixing of local traffic with through traffic. 

One member of the Board made a motion to transmit the proposed amendment with the LPA's 
recommendation that the northeast quadrant be amended to the Urban Community future land use 
category. Another member seconded the motion for discussion stating that this is a unique interchange 
and needs to be preserved in a special way. Another member questioned whether or not this motion would 
be in violation of the policy in the Lee Plan calling for reduced density in the CHHA. Tliey noted that 
there are merits on both sides yet the comprehensive plan is clear. It is an interchange where you would 
cater to through traffic. They stated that a commercial planned development could b~ done in this 
quadrant preserving vegetation and protecting existing residents. This member found that tq.e interchange 
area is to service the traveling public. Another Board member noted the uniqueness qf the _subject 
interchange and it is worth sending to the Department of Community Affairs for comment. The member 
who questioned the motion and its consistency with the comprehensive plan asked legai"staffhow the 
comprehensive plan policy involving reduced density in the CHHA pertains to the amendment as moved 
to transmit. The staff responded that the policy says to consider these areas for reduced densities, not that 
you must reduce densities. The motion to transmit carried 4 to 1. 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board voted to transmit the proposed map amendment to the DCA, 
including the LP A's recommendation for the northeast quadrant. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The Board accepted the findings 
of fact as advanced by staff regarding the southern quadrants of the interchange. The Board 
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also accepted the LPA's recommendation for an additional amendment to the northeast 
quadrant of the interchange, amending the quadrant to the Urban Community land use 
category. 

C. VOTE: 

JOHN ALBION 

TAMMYHALL 

BOBJANES . 

RAY JUDAH 

DOUG ST. CERNY 

D. STAFF DISCUSSION: 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

NAY 

AYE 

Following the Board's recommendation at the transmittal hearing staff is providing further analysis 
regarding the northeast quadrant of the interchange. Per the Board's action, approximately 41.28 acres 
are being amended in the northeast quadrant from General Commercial Interchange to Urban Community. 
The Central Urban designation in the northernmost portion of this quadrant remains unchanged. This 
makes the total area being amended as part of this map amendment approximately 80 acres. A map 
depicting the proposed future land use map being transmitted for the interchange area .is attached as 
Attachment 5. 

As stated in staffs discussion of the subject area, if the entire area were to be redeveloped with the General 
Commercial Interchange category in place today, the area would qualify for approximately 330,000 s.f. 
of commercial development. Less the Central Urban area, the area would qualify for approximately 
300,000 s.£ of commercial development. Staff previously compared the possibility of amending the 
quadrant to a residential land use category using the Suburban category as an example of,a lower range 
of density and the Central Urban category as an example of a higher range of density. The proposed Urban 
Community category has a density range of 6 units/acre with up to 10 units/acre including bonus density. 
Staff estimate that if the area were placed in the Urban Community category potentially 412 units could 
be developed. 

The Urban Community maximum density permits up to 10 du/acre. There are approximately 30 parcel 
acres in the subject area and approximately 41.28 acres proposed to be amended, including right of way 
area. Evaluating the maximum scenario means that a maximum of 412 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the property under the Urban Community designation. This equates to a population 
accommodation capacityofthe FLUM of861 persons (412 du's X 2.09 persons per unit). Staff concludes 
that this increase in the population accommodation capacity of the FLUM is insignificant when viewed 
in the context of the county wide accommodation capacity. 
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Commercial uses allocated by the Planning Communities Map and Table 1 (b) are discussep in Part II of 
this report. The subject area is located within the "Fort Myers Shores" planning community. In this 
community there are 633 acres allocated for residential uses in the Urban Community land:use category. 
Recent Planning Division data indicates that 280 acres of Urban Community land within this community 
are currently developed with residential uses, leaving a surplus of 353 acres that could be developed with 
residential uses in the Urban Community portions of this community before the year 2020,. 

The proposed amendment does not involve a significant increase in the population accommodation 
capacity and does not require an amendment to the acreage allocations of the "Fort Myers Shores" 
planning community. Amending the subject quadrant to the Urban Community designation would correct 
the non-conforming residential subdivision existing in the western portion of this quadrant today. As 
discussed in this report, residential uses in the General Interchange category are not permitted except in 
accordance with Chapter XIII of the Lee Plan. Amending the area to the Urban Commuµity category, 
where residential uses are permitted, would address the existing non-conformance of the subdivision. In 
addition, amending the entire northeast quadrant would allow the existing residential uses as well as 
ensuring the possibility of residential development as an option for the property adjacent to the 
subdivision, whereas previously it was not. For informational purposes, the applicant for the small scale 
amendment in this quadrant that was originally denied by the Board has provided back up materials 
regarding their proposal to amend a 10 acre portion of this quadrant from General Commercial Interchange 
to Urban Community. The materials are attached to this report as Attachment 6. 
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT 

DATE OF ORC REPORT: August 19. 2005 

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 
The Department of Community Affairs has raised objections to proposed amendment CPA 2004-13. The 
DCA objections are reproduced below: 

OBJECTION 

Land Use Suitability: This is a proposal to change the land use designation of certain properties located 
within the southeast, southwest and northeast quadrants of the intersection of 1-7 5 and State Road 80. 
The Department has no concerns with the proposed changes to the southwest and southeast quadrant. 

With respect to the proposal to change the land use designation on 41.28 acres of land located in the 
northeast quadrant from General Commercial Interchange to Urban Community the public facilities 
analysis for the amendment did not quantify the impact of the proposal on schools. There is a general 
statement in the staff report that according to the School Board, the amendment will not haye any impact 
on schools; however it would be appropriate to show how the analysis of the impact on schools was 
derived in order to substantiate the statement. Above all, the proposal is inappropriate because the site 
is not suitable for the proposed designation. The subject site is located within the coastal high hazard 
area, and according to Map 9, of the Lee Plan, is within the 100-year floodplain that is subject to tidal 
flooding. This proposal has the potential to allow up to 412 dwelling units in this coastal high hazard 
area and would consequently expose a substantial population to the dangers of a hurricane;and flooding. 
The proposal is, therefore, inconsistent with the state's requirement that comprehensive plans direct 
population concentrations away from known or predicted coastal high hazard areas, and alsp inconsistent 
with the requirement that future land uses be coordinated with appropriate topography, including flood 
prone areas. Lee Plan Policy 75.1.4 requires that the County limit the future population exposed to 
coastal flooding by assigning reduced density categories to properties within the coastal high hazard area. 
Goal 7 5 of the Lee Plan calls for the protection of human life and developed property from natural 
disasters, and Objective 75.1, mandates a reduced density for properties located within coastal high 
hazard areas. The proposed designation of Urban Community for this site is inconsistent with Objective 
7 5.1 and Policy 75.1. 4 and would not further Goal _7 5. The current designation of General Commercial 
Interchange that does not allow residential uses is clearly appropriate for this site and it is c,onsistent with 
Policy 75.1.4, as well as with Objective 75.1, and furthers the intent of Goal 75. 
Chapter 163.3177(6)(a), (g)7., &8., Florida Statutes (F.S.); Rule9J-5.003(17); 9J-5.006(2)(b), & (3)(b)l., 
(c)l., & (4)(b)6.; 9J-5.012(3)(b)5., & 6., &(3)(c)7., Florida Administrative Code (FAC). 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the County not adopt the proposed amendment to the northeast 
quadrant. 
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B. STAFF DISCUSSION 

The DCA has objected to the amendment to the northeast quadrant of the interchange, finding that the site 
is not suitable for the proposed designation. The objection provides that the potential density in the 
Coastal High Hazard Area could expose a substantial population to the dangers of a hurricane and 
flooding. The DCA has found the proposal for the northeast quadrant inconsistent with state requirements 
that direct population concentrations away from coastal high hazard areas and with Lee Plan policies and 
have stated that the current designation is clearly appropriate for this site. The DCA has recommended 
that the County not adopt the proposed amendment to the northeast quadrant. 

Lee Plan Objective 105.1 provides that allowable densities for undeveloped areas in the CHHA will be 
considered for reduction. Lee Plan Policy 105 .1.4 specifies that through the plan amendment process land· 
use designations in undeveloped areas in CHHA's will be considered for re.duced categories, or the 
assignment of minimum allowable densities where density ranges are permitted, in order to limit 
population exposed to coastal flooding. The existing General Commercial Interchange category and the 
commercial uses allowed in this category achieve the intent of Lee Plan policy. Staff finds that in light 
of the recent increased storm activity there has been heightened sensitivity to increasing density in the 
Coastal High Hazard Area. The Governor has recently announced a Coastal High Hazard Study 
Committee as well. The DCA has recommended that the County not adopt the proposed amendment to 
the northeast quadrant and has provided that the department has no concerns with the proposed changes 
to the southern quadrants of the interchange. 

Planning staff has reviewed the DCA's objections and recommendations and requested further review 
from the School District of Lee County regarding the impact of the proposal on schools. At the time the 
amendment went before the Board of County Commissioners the School District proyided that the 
amendment would not have any impact on schools. At the time of the transmittal hearing the amendment 
did not involve any increase in residential density. The plan amendment proposal involved a reduction 
in residential density given that the General Commercial Interchange future land use category does not 
allow for residential units. Per the Board's action at the transmittal hearing, approximately 41.28 acres 
were proposed to be amended in the northeast quadrant from General Commercial Interchange to Urban 
Community. The School District has provided the following written comments dated September 28, 2005 
regarding the amendment to the northeast quadrant (see Attachment 7). 

"412 multifamily residential dwelling units would generate 45 new students creating a need for 
2 new classrooms. 412 single family dwelling units would generate 145 new students creating a 
need for 6 new classrooms. In addition to the classrooms the Lee County School District would 
have a need for increasing staff and core facilities. Using the new small classroom legislative 
guidelines, additional classrooms may be generated." 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Upon considering and balancing the above issues and given the likelihood that the DCA will challenge 
the proposed amendment with regard to the northeast quadrant, staff recommends that the Board of County 
Commissioners adopt the proposed amendment to include only the proposed changes to the southern 
quadrants of the interchange at this time. 
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PART VI - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR ADOPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: October 12, 2005 

A. BOARD REVIEW: Planning staff provided a brief summary of the proposed plan amendment 
and explained that the ORC Report recommended that the County not adopt the amendment to the 
northeast quadrant due to the potential increase in density in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). Staff 
recommended the Board adopt the proposed amendment to include only the proposed changes to the 
southern quadrants of the interchange. 

Several members of the public addressed the Board regarding the northeast quadrant of the interchange 
area. The first speaker was a lawyer representing an applicant of a previously propose9 small scale 
amendment in this quadrant. The representative provided a packet titled Response to OR C that is attached 
to this report as Attachment #8. This attachment provides a discussion regarding the ORC Report and 
includes seven exhibits referencing contour lines, historical storm water levels, and sections of the Florida 
Statutes, Florida Administrative Code, and the Lee Plan that were discussed in the ORC Report. The 
representative discussed the ORC report and provided that the state requirements noted in the report are 
requirements that the comprehensive plan must include and assented that indeed the comprehensive plan 
does include these requirements. The representative noted that Exhibit A in the packet provided shows 
the location of the CHHA with the 5.3 contour provided by the Regional Planning Council. 

The general manager of the Leeward Yacht Club project involved in the previous amendment addressed 
the Board and pointed out that part of the northeast quadrant is in the Water Dependent (?verlay and is 
consistent with the Lee County Manatee Protection Plan. The representative discussed community support 
for the change to Urban Community in the northeast quadrant and also reviewed historic water levels for 
the area as recorded by the owners of the marina property. This information is included as Exhibit C in 
Attachment #8. 

Another representative of the previous small scale amendment discussed the history of the interchange 
category in this area and that this category has been in place here since the 1984 plan. The representative 
provided that this amendment is adding 39 acres to the interchange category on the south side of the 
interchange and discussed the commercial allocations for the planning community. The representative 
concluded that preserving the interchange category here is not a reasonable concern. He also stated that 
Lee Plan policy gives discretion with regard to density reduction in the CHHA and does not mandate 
density reduction in this area. The representative also described how the Caloosahatchee Shores 
Community Plan encourages mixed use development to raise the quality of development in the area and 
he felt that the site is too unique for the interchange category and encouraged the Board to amend the 
northeast quadrant to Urban Community. 

Over a dozen members of the public addressed the Board showing support for the amendment to the 
northeast quadrant. The public who spoke represented the East Lee County Council, :several Civic 
Associations in the area, and the residents of the area. The members of the public supporting the 
amendment to Urban Community noted their desire to see the quadrant developed with mixed use rather 
than commercial interchange type uses, stated their concern for the preservation of historical structures 
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and tree cover on the site, found that the area already has enough interchange uses, and stated.their support 
for the Leeward Yacht Club development proposal for this quadrant. One member of the public also 
provided that residential development here would benefit the manatee concentration in the area rather than 
commercial. 

Two members of the public addressed the Board voicing their objections to the amendment to Urban 
community in the northeast quadrant. The first member to speak noted that the DCA ORC Report agreed 
with staff and stated that the marina site has a history of non-compliance. This member of the public 
stated that with four hurricanes in the last year high density in the CHHA is not proper and that 
commercial development here does not have to be strip malls, it could be innovative. Regarding manatees 
in the area, this member stated that marina site is not necessarily in compliance with the manatee 
protection plan, but is exempt from the manatee protection plan. 

The second member to speak stated they are a resident of the Dos Rios subdivision in the subject quadrant 
and stated that they supported the previous speaker with regard to the site not being in compliance. This 
member of the public noted that residents of the area should not be threatened by a Walmart in this 
quadrant. The proposed change conflicts with the wishes of the subdivision. This member concurred with 
the DCA conclusion that the site is not suitable for the increased density and he did not want a tower in 
the neighborhood. This member concluded that there are water marks from high water on the buildings 
at the marina and the amendment to Urban Community would be placing the future population in danger. 

A member of the Board asked for an overview from staff. Planning staff described that there has been 
somewhat of a fear factor for what could be built in this area today under the current designation. Staff 
stated that through the Board's zoning powers it could be ensured that development in this quadrant is 
compatible with surrounding uses. Staff also stated that they worked with the Regional Planning Council 
to establish the CHHA to be consistent with the state requirements and that the entire property is shown 
in the CHHA. Staff also noted that the Board has adopted an amendment to ensure that development in 
the CHHA is also evaluated as part of the zoning process. Staff stated that adopting the arµendment for 
the northeast quadrant as proposed may place the county in the administrative hearing process. Staff stated 
that this hearing is approving a plan amendment and not a project and that the proposed land use category 
would continue to allow many of the same uses that the current category would allow today. This 
amendment will not eliminate commercial uses and does not guarantee mixed use. Staff also mentioned 
that this request is being driven by the residential market and noted the recent trend of a loss of commercial 
and industrial uses to residential development in the County. 

Staff from the County Attorney's Office provided that if the amendment were adopted and challenged by 
the DCA the County would look to the private individual to provide the bulk of the expenses and defense. 
One member of the Board stated that they support mixed use but not in an interchange area suitable to 
serve the needs of the traveling public. This Board member discussed the possibility of widening 1-75 to 
10 lanes in the future and that we cannot take land set aside for the interchange and set residential uses 
right next to the highway. The Board member also stated that the proposed project is out of scale with the 
· existing neighborhood and that the existing oak trees on the marina site must be protected through the 
County's open space requirements. This Board member also discussed the flooding of the property that 
was noted with Hurricane Charlie and stated that it was fortunate not to have occurred at liigh tide. The 
Board member found that the proposal is inappropriate in the CHHA and is not consistent with the intent 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
Q>A2004-13 

October 12, 2005 
PAGE23 OF25 



of the futerchange designations as it would be pulling motorists further onto collectors for th<;>se uses. This 
member stated that he does not support the amendment to the northeast quadrant. 

Another member of the Board noted the unique situation of the subject quadrant and stated that as 
commissioners they must listen to the affected parties in these issues and aclmowledge the community 
efforts that have been made in this area. This member also noted that the Board rarely disagrees with staff 
but in this case the unique character of the area could be destroyed and that the amendment to Urban 
Community would add community character and would be good for the area. Another Board member 
stated that they echoed the comments made by this commissioner. 

One Board member restated that commercial development can still be placed in the subject quadrant with 
the proposed amendment and found that this amendment is an opportunity for the area. This member 
stated that this is the type of project that was envisioned by former Community Redevelopment Committee 
members for the area. The amendment would not allow the expansion of more interchange uses that 
already exist in the area. Because the area is in the CHHA it_would not be favorable to rezone the area to 
a conventional zoning district. This Board member found that the amendment would result in Smart 
Growth where you could have residential next door to an existing boat yard that is already open to the 
public. This member felt that interchange uses should not be this close to the water and that this is a 
unique site. It was stated that this area of the County is unique in that residential development is catching 
up with existing commercial development. 

A motion was made to adopt the proposed amendment as transmitted. One member of the Board added 
with regard to manatee issues that the marina is here regardless of the amendment and that docks can be 
addressed at the time ofzoning. Another member of the Board stated that they support the motion in terms 
of the community's role in the amendment. The motion passed 4 to 1. 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board voted to adopt the proposed map amendment as transmitted 
to the DCA ( depicted on Attachment 5). 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The Board accepted the findings 
of fact as advanced by staff and the LP A regarding the southern quadrants of the interchange. 
The Board amended the northeast quadrant to the Urban Community land use category based 
on the findings discussed above. 
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C. VOTE: 
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AYE 

AYE 
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•·LEE-COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor; Planning Director . 

David Loveland, Manager, Transportation Plannin~ 

May 17,2005 

CPA 2004-00013 (1-75/SR 80 Interchange) 

The Department of Transportation has reviewed the above-referenced Board-initiated·future land 
I, 

use map plan amendment, to ·change 25.84 acres i:1) the southwest quadrant from "Sub\Jl'ban" to 
· "General Commercial Interchange" and to change 5 acres in the southeast quadrant from "Urban 
Community'' to "General Commercial Interchange". Because the quadrants are already partially 
developed, the proposed changes will only increase the amount of commercial square footage by 
about 20,000 square feet. That kind of increase would generate about 80 additional peak hour 
trips on a p.m. peak hour basis, which would not alter our 2020 road network plans. · · 

·· -· Thank you for. this opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any questions. 

DML/mlb 

cc: Brandy Gonzalez 
Donna Marie Collins 

S:\DOCUMEN'J\LOVELAND\Compplan\Commcnts CPA20tl4-00013.doc 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

Michael Pavese 
Gonzalez, Brandy 
5/11/05 4:04PM 

Subject: Re: CPA 2004-13- Future land use amendment 

Staff has reviewed your request for a determination regarding the adequacy of existing and planned 
services In this area and if the proposed future land use amendment referenced above may have any 
negative Impact on the~e services. · 

It Is our determination thht existing and proposed support facilities provided by Lee County Pa~ks and 
Recreation will not be Impacted by the proposed amendment. However, please note that this 
determination is based on the proposed commercial use of the subject property which will not result in an 
increase of the current population in this area of Lee County. 

Should you have any questions or require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Michael P. Pavese 
Principal Planner 
Department of Public Works Administration 
pavesemp@leegov.com 
(239)479-8762 
(239)479-8307 (fax) 

»> Brandy Gonzalez 05/06/05 09:58AM >» 
May 6, 2005 

Public Service/Review Agencies 

RE: CPA2004-13- BoCC Initiated Lee Plan Future Land Use Amendment 

Planning Division staff requests your agencies help in reviewing the above referenced Lee Plan 
amendment. CPA 2004-13 is an amendment to evaluate the future land use designations of Map 1, the 
Future Land Use Map, for the Interstate 75 and State Road 80 Interchange to balance existing and future 
land use designations in this area. Attached are two maps of the subject area - one map shows the 
existing future land use categories and the other shows the proposed future land use categories staff is 
recommending. Staff has evaluated the interchange area and is proposing future land use changes to the 
southeast and southwest quadrants of the interchange. 

Changes in the southwest quadrant place the existing RV Sales center in the General Comm~rcial 
Interchange land use category, removing it from the Suburban land use category (a primarily residential 
category that allows up to 6 units/acre). This change amends 11.87 parcel acres and 25.84 acres total 
when including the actual right-of-way of 1-75 and S.R. 80. Although the area is already developed with 
commercial uses, staff estimates that the area would qualify for approximately 120,000 s.f. of commercial 
uses if redeveloped an no dwelling units. 

Changes in the southeast quadrant place existing interchange uses (hotel/gas station) in the General 
Commercial Interchange land use category, removing it from the Urban Community land use 6ategory (a 
mixed category that allows up to 6 units/acre and up to 1 0 units/acre using bonus density). This change 
amends 5 acres of land. Again, although the area Is already developed with commercial uses, staff 
estimates that the area would qualify for approximately 50,000 s.f. of commercial uses if redeveloped and 
no dwelling units. 

Planning staff requests that your agency help determine the adequacy of existing and planned services in 
this area and if the proposal has any negative impact on these services. Planning staff requests that your 
agency review the proposal and provide written comments as soon as possible but no later than May 12, 
2005. Staff apologizes for the short response time as this amendment was initiated late in the plan 

Attachment 4 



amendment cycle. Staff finds the amendment Is fairly straightforward. The amendment adds.'commerclal 
uses and removes residential uses In the Interchange area.· If this land use change Includes ~ny potential 
impact to your agencies budget, please Include this Information In your comments. Staff plans to take the 
proposed amendment before the Local Planning Agency May 23rd. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 
479-8316. 

Brandy Gonzalez 
Planner - DCD 
bgonzalez@leegov.com· 
Phone: 239-479-8316 
FAX: 239-479-8319 

CC: Berra, David; Noble, Matthew; Yarbrough, John 
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Comparison of the Hwy. 80 Interchange with the.other Lee County 
Interstate 7S Interchanges 

· Th.ere arc nine (9) inter.mite 75 interchanges in Lee County. The interchanges inv~lve 
county and state ioads that ate primarily east-west trayel routes. The S1ate Routes ·ue 
Hwy. 78, 80 and 82. The interchanges are Bayshoro (78), Palm Beach(SO), L~ 
Martin Luther King Blvd(82), Colonial, Daniels, Alico, Cor.lcsctew and Bonita Beach 
Road. . 

This analysis is based on the review of2002 aerial photos covering each interchago and 
the ground truthlng of ead1 intetchange to imew tho cuuent mes und status. Each 
quadnmt of the interchanges has different uses cunently. In many instance the land type 
is similar. :Many of the quadrants were originally existing fann fields or native pine flat 
woods with exotics or native vegetatio.n. 

Of the 36 quadrants of interstate interchanges in Lee County, the following uses are 
currently in place. :Many of the use m:e on the same quadrant Many of uses are in a 
complex of similar uses such as many fast foods grouped together with two or mote gas 
stations. 

Residential in 4 quadrants 
Oas Station ins qaadrao.ts 
Restaurants in 7 quadrants 
Retail or Shopping Centers/Malla in 8 quadrants. 1bls includes RV sales, Heavy Duty 
Equipment Sales/SeIVice, Home Depot, and Coca Cola Bottling Depot. 
Motel/Hotel in 4 quadrants 
Commeroial marina 
Municipal Water ·plant 
Sports/Bntertaimnent Arena 
Interstate Rest Stop 

Seventeen(17) of the 36 quadrants~ not fully developed. 

Eight (8) of the quadrants are vacant. Most of these are old fimn fields. 

There appears to be both adequate interstate user services and community commercial 
represented in the current uses iD the nine interchanges. It is anticipated either further 
development of tourist and community service will occm. The Daniels and Colonial 
interchanges are the main gateway to the area including Cape Coral , Fort Myers an~ the 
Regional Airport and have developing restaunmt, hotel and retail operation. None ~f the 
qu.adtant9 are unique in their land type or historlo use. The vacant farm field quadrants 
are predominantly towards the south of the county where the growth m both residential 
and commercial development is currently proceeding. · 



p~ 03/03 

The proposed comprehensive plan amendment involves 1ho Hwy 80 Jntachange. tho I· · 
75/Hwy 80 lntelcbange Is the second to~ south on entering Lee County. It is directly 
south of the I-7S Bridge, O'Ve.ftho Caloosahatchee River. At this interchange there is · 
cunently a hotel. two restaurants. 2 ps stations, residential in'Volviua both single family 
· homes and large mobile home parks. a commercial :marlna and eco-tourism business. 

The Northeast quadrant of the Hwy 80 interchange ls unique in land type and use;. Tho 
quadrant involves the only waterfront property with a historio commercial marina near an 
interchange. Tho water access facility has been in place sinc:e the 1890 on the Otango 
River. The property is cmrently zoned Industrial Marine and Commercial Marine • The 
comp.rehemive plan has designated the property with a Watet Dependent Overlay. The 
property has native vegetation of the "Old Florida" large oak and palm hamro'>Ck type • 
The property is not appropriate for high commercial use such as shopping malls or outlet 
stores. The designation of Central Urban or Urban Community would be more . 
appropriate and consistent with existing uso , land type, and surrounding teSidential uses. 
Theso designations would allow mixed use developmont of the property congruent with 
the existing uses, the surrounding residential am and the historic water access. 
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VEGETATION MAP 

Le·eward Yacht Club / Manatee -·World _; ±19.53 Acres 

Sec_. 34,- T. 43 S., R. 25 ~-
E. Ft. Myers, Lee County, Florida 

UPLANDS 

DESCRIPTION 

Existing Marina Complf;!x 

Open/Cleared Land 

Pine~_Oak-Cabbage Palm 

Bfazilian Pepper Thicket 

Oak-Cabbage-Palm 
Cement Rubble 

Abandoned Grade/Paved R~adway 

. UPLANDS - Total 

WETLANDS 

DESCRIPTION 

Mangrove / Brazillian Pepper Wetland 

JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS - Total 

DATE: December 4th, 2003 

Southern Biomes~ Inc. 
Division of ·1nv1ronmeiital Information Services 

1802 Woodford Ave., Ft. Hyers, Fl. 33901 
Tel.: (941) 334-8768 

Geza Wass de Czege, President 

ACRES 

±8.43 

±3:44 

±2.37. 

±3.58 

±2.68 

:t0.40 

±0~37 

±19.27. 

ACRES 

±0.26 

±0.26. 

LEEWARD YACHT CLUB 
EXISTING VEGETATION TABLE HM 6202-F Prnfdtntlal Court 

Fort en, n. 33919 
Phone·~ ?i39) 985-1200 

HOLE MONTES Florida Cerliflcot• of Aulhorlzallon Ho.1772 · 
EHGIIEls-PUIIIIIS•Ut'DIIIIS Naples •fort llyln ·Vm• £nslt'fON PltOJECT NOJ 2003.0lt-l EXHIBIT 6B 



I . I f .· 
l i I ·.· : . i I 

.. ! . ·, · i I . I 

l I i . 
: . ·I · I 

)JECT N0,1 2003,011-1 

LEEWARD YACHT CLUB 
EXISTING SOILS MAP 

EXHIBIT 7 

LEGEND 
11 . Myakka Fine Sand 

28 Imm,okalee Sand 

66 Caloosa Fine Sand 

. - PROPOS£D tt_o.o ~. PARCO. 
roR ,WU CHANCE REQUm 

A .9 
"°""' , ..•. 

HM. . 6202-F Presldtntlal Court 
Fort ~•rs, Fl. 33919 

· Phone : (239) 985-1200 
HOLE MONTES Rorfda Cerflflcot1 of Authorization No.tm 
EMGIHEEIS·PUNlll!..SIIMTOIIS llapla ·Falt llpf1 i: Vllllct • Englnaocl 
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· ·southern Blomes, Inc." 
. Division of Environmental Services 
1602 Woodford AVL, Ft."Myera, FL 33901 . 

. Tel: ·(239) 334-8768 Geza Wass de Czege1 President Fax: (239) 337~5028 
· Endangered Species Report for L8$ward Yacht Club :t19.53 Acre Parcel, Section 34, T 43S, R25E, 
Lee County, FL · December, 19, 20()3 

· Solls Description: . . 
The U.S. Soil Coi'l~ervation Service's Soils Map reveals three (3) ·soil types on the property~ 
lmmokalee sand (28) is found throughout the majority of the subject property, Caloosa fine sand 
(66) is found in the northwestern portion of.the subj~ property, and Myakka fine sand (t1)°is 
found In the eastern portion of the subject property. The following text provides a brief summary of 
each of the soil types: · 

~ Description 

11 

28 

66 

Myakka fine sand Is a nearly level, poorly drained soil ·on broad flatwoods areas. Typically, the 
surface layer _Is very dark gray fine sand about 3 Inches thlck. The subsurface layer Is fine sand­
about 23 lncl')es thick. In the upper 3 Inches It Is gray, and In the.lower 20 Inches it Is llght:,gray. The 
subsoil Is fine sand to a depth of 80 lnches or more. The upper 4 lnch~s Is black and firm. the next 5 
Inches Is dark reddish brown and friable, the next 17 Inches Is black and firm, the ·next 11 inches Is 
dark-reddish brown and friable, and the lower 17 Inches Is mlXed black and dark reddish brown and 
friable: Th& ·natural.vegetation consists of saw palmetto, fetterl>ush, plneland threeawn, and South. 
Florida slash pine. . 

lmmokalee sand is a nearly level, poorly drained soil fn flatw()ods areas. Typically, the surface layer 
Is l;>lack sand about 4 Inches thick. The subsurface layer Is dark gray sand In the upper 5 Inches and 
Hght gray sand In the lower 27 inches. The subsoil Is sand to a depth of 69 Inches. The upper 14 
Inches ls .brack and firm, the next 5 Inches is dark reddish brown, and the lower 14 Inches Is dark 
ye·llowlsh brown. The substratum Is very brown sand to a depth of 80 Inches or more. The natural 

. vegetation consists-of saw palmetto, fe~erbush, plneland thr~eawn, and South Florida sla$h pine. 

Caloosa fine· sand Is a nearly level, somewhat poorly drained soil formed by dredging and fll_llng and 
by earthmoving operations. Typically, the surface layer Is about 1 O Inches of light brownish gray, . . 
mixed mineral material of fine sand and lenses of.silt lam with abqut 10 percent shell fragments. The 
· next 17 Inches ~ pale brown and gray, clay_ loam. The nest' 11 Inches Is ·11ght gray silty clay with 
brownish yellow mottles. B_elow ,this to a depth of 80 Inches _or more Is gr~y silty clay with (!ark gray 

· streaks a~d brownish yellow mottles. Most of the ·~atural vegetation has been removed. However, 
the existing vegetation consists ·of scattereq South Florida sfash pine, wax myrtle, cabbage palm, 
improved pasture, _arid various scattered weeds. 

.. ...... 
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ATTACHMENT B,2(a) . . 

Sanitary Sewer Analys·ls · 

The property ·is. located within the Lee C9unty _Utilities waste w~ter se-rvice area~ L~e· 
County has an inter local agreement with the· City .of Fort Myers by-which Lee County _h!;is 
·purchased capacity in the plant for the trea~~nt of wastewater from the County's service 
area adjacent to SR 80 and 1-75.· The closest point _of.service ·is at thedntersection of 
Louise Street and SR 80, where LCU has ·a regional sewer pumping station wt:,ich pumps 
waste water from e·astem Lee County ~o the ~ity of Fort Myers. A large capacity 38-lnch 
gravity sewer system compos~d of two manholes delivers waste wat~r from a 24• force 
main into the pumping station. The City of Fort Myers North Waste Water treatment Plant 

. currently has a capacity of 11.0 MGD, with a current demand o.f 9.0 MGD duri11g the 
summer and 8.0 MGD during the w,nter-months. Based on the existing.Future 4tnd Use 
Map (FLUM) designation of General Interchange, the estimated demand Is 0.015 MGD 
(100,000 sf RetaiVCommercial). Based ·on the proposed Future Land Use Map designation 
of Urban C.omm·µnity, the estimated demand Is 0.022 MGD (100 Multi-Family units). This 
would be an . increase of approxim$tely. 0~007 MGD over the · amount that could be 
permitted under the. existing FLUM. Hbwevef, no improveme~ts will be necessary .to 
service. the additional demand. This a_me·ndment will not require any revisions to the 
sanitary sewer sub-element or CIE. · 



ATTACHMENT B;2(b) 

. . Potable Water Analysis 

The _property ·is_ located -within the Lee County .'Utilities water ~ervice .area. The cl~sest 
service Une is at the comer of SR 80 and Louise Street (20" water ~nsmission ·main) • 

. Presently th~ Le·~ C.ounty_Utilities Olga Water Treatment Pla.nt has a capacity of 5.0 MGD, 
with a current demand of 4.891 MGD. In additional, Lee County Utilities is· hi the.process 
of buildfng the North Regional Wat~r'Treatment Plant whach will be online within tv{o years: 
Based on the existing Future land l.Jse Map (FLUM) designation of General Interchange, 
the estimated demand ·1s ·o.015 MGD (100,000 sf Re~il/Commercial). Ba~ed on the 
proposed Future Land Use Map designation ·of Urban Con,munity, the estimated demand 
Is 0.022 MGD (100 Multl .. family units) •. This would be an increase of approximately 0.007 

· ·MGD over the ·amount that could be permitted under the existing FLUM.• However, no 
. improvements will be necessary to service·the additional demand. This amendment will 

not require any revisions ·to the sanitary sewer sub-element or CIE. 
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A'ITACHlVJENT B.2(c) 

DRAINAGE/SURFACEWATER-MANAGEMENTANAYLSIS 

The pr~perty is .located· within· the Caloosahatchee River ·Watershed. 
The proposed project will be required to obtain an ~vironmental Resource 
·_Permit from the South Fl~rida Water Management District (SFWMD) for· 
construction and operation approval, and will reql,lire ·compliance with. the 
Lee County's_ Leve1·_of Service Policy 70.1.3. for. stormwater management 
f3:cilities. Per the. Lee County -Concurrency . Management Report · for 
invente>ries and projections (2001/2002 - ·2002/2003), no crossings of· 

· evacuation routes within the watershed are aJJticipated to be flooded,. for 
more than 24 hours, thus· meeting concurrency standards.-· This amendiilerit 
will not require any revisions. to the surface water management sub-element 
or.to the CIE. 

. W:\2003\2003061\B-2'.oninLComp Plan Amendmcnt\Comp Plan Amendment\attachB.2.c.doc 



Attachment B.2~d.· 

Existing and Future Conditions Analysis 

Parks, Recreation and Open· Space 

·The· subject property is· located in Community Park District 3. 
According to the Lee County Concurrency Management Inventory and 
Projections 2001/2002 ~ 2002/2003. this district currently contains 
14 7 ·acres of community parks. while th~ required level of service is 55 

. acres. AJuture. expansion of Veterans Par~ will increase the inventory. 
by 36 acres. 'fhe inci;-eased demand created by this amendment is .167 
acres:(100 units~ .8 acres/1000 permanentpopulation), which is de 
mii11mis. 

... 
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AU.chment E 

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY with the LEE. PLAN 

.1 ~- Discuss how.the proposal affects establlshe~ Lee County projecUonSi Table· 
. 1 (b) (Planning Community Year 2020 allocations), and the total population 
capacity of the Lee Plan Future Land ·Use Map. · 

Table 1 (b} has an allocation of 633 acres in the Urban Community land use 
category within the Fort Myers Shores Planning Community. Of this total, 360 are 
stilf available. The proposed amendment would add approximately 200 residents 
to the County's total population capacity, which Is not significant in a County 
population that is approaching 500,000 residents. 

2. List all-goals and objectiv~s of the Lee Plan that are affected by the proposed 
amendment.. This· ,nalysls should lnc~~de an avaluation of all relevan, 
pollc_l~s under each. goal and objective. 

The overall policy question related to this change is whether a mixed use residential 
yacht club with public marina and related commercial uses is preferable to twenty 
. acres of General Interchange commercial qses in this loca~ion. Although the entire . 
project is not the subject of this plan amendment, it helps ta provide the underlying 
rationale for this ten acre change and will provide useful context for the discussion 
of the individual polici~s. As indicated, this application will only address new 
residential uses for- ten .of the twenty acres, in lieu · of General Interchange 
commercial uses. · ·· · 

. Goal 1 - Future Land· Use Map, 

This Goal calls for the Future Land Use Map to protect natural and manmade 
resources,. provid~· essential services in a ·cost effective manner and discourage 
urban sprawl. . The proposed amendment will allow for the development of a classic 
infill development site. In addition, the ultimate reconfiguration of the manna will 
provide better protection for the n~vigation channel of the Orang~ River .. 

Obiective 1.1 - .future Urban Areas. 
. . 

This objective calls for the Land Use Map to provide categories of varying intepsities 
to _provide for a full range of urban ~ctivities. Given the availability of highway 
commercial activity at other quadrants of this interchange, a . conversion to . 
residential uses will actually provide more variety and . choice .Without unduly 
diminis_hing the supply of needed·services to the traveling public. 
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. Pol(cy 1.1.1·, 

This policy references Map 18 and Table 1(b), which are the :planning 
community · acreage allocation tableJ. Fort Myers Shores Planning 
Community has 633 acres of Urban Community assigned to it of which 360 
acres are still available- for developmenl There will need to be revision to 
T ~ble 1 (b) to accommodate the remainder of the development during the 
next round of regular amendments. 

~ollcy 1 ~1.4, 

. : . 'Tbis policy is the definition of Urban C6mmunity which are identified ~s areas 
outside of Ft. Myers and Cape Coral with a mixture of relatively· intense 
commercial and residential uses. This description fits the subject ·property 
and there Is Urban Community on the south side of Palm Beach Blvd. 
Standard density range is 1 to 6 DU's per acres, with. a ma?(imum ·using . 
bonus den~~ of 1 O units per acre. · 

Polley 1,3.2. 

This is the definition of a General Interchange area which. is intended 
primarily for land uses that service the traveling public. There is. a,ready a. 
l.arge complex of traveling public services on the southeast quadranJ of 1-75 
and S.R. 80 which adequately serves the· intent of the category 'for this 
interchange.· This category does not allow residential uses_, hence the need 
for the amendment. · 

P_ollcy 1.5.1. 

This policy provides _guidance for the Wetlands land use category. There· are 
no wetlands w~hin the ten acres subject to this amendment, but a very small 
portion of the remainder of the project is wetlands and will be protected as 
part of ~he zoning and site review process. · · 

·policy 1.7.6, 

This policy regulates the planning communities' map and acreage allocation 
table. there is adequate capacity within Table 1(b) to accommodate the ten 
acres of Urban Community proposed in this amendment 

Goal 2 - Growth Management, 

- This g~I provides guidance on location and timing of new. deyelopments with 
respect to infrastructure and services. · 



, 
Objectives 2.1 and 2.2, 

. . . 

These reference development locatlQn and dE3velopment timing, arid this application · 
is consistent with these two objectives since it is an 1nfill parcel that is well" served. 
by all necessary facilities_ and. services. · 

. · Perhaps the most relevant portion of the Lee Plan is Goal 5 dealing with "residential 
land uses and related.policies~ .Goal 5 calls for the County to provide suffi~ient land 
in appropriate locations to accommodate the protected population of Lee County in 
attractive and safe neighborhood~. 

Polley 5.1.5, 

This policy speaks to protecting existing future residential areas from any 
. · encroachment or uses that are _ potentially destr:uctive to the· cha,ra~er or 
. integrity of the residentia• environment There is a single-family subdMslon 

. · . calfed Dos Rios which is located immediately ea$t of 1-75 and north of S.R. 
"80. In fact, access to ·the Hansen marina is currently through this single-

. f~mily subdivision, which is less than desirable. Although the single-family 
subdivision has been in existence since 1960, it did develop after the marina 
and has always had that neighboring_ land use •. However, it did precede the 
construction of 1~75 by over twer:tty years which makes the· 1Ge_neral 
lntercha·nge designation. very awkward. . · 

This land u$e amendment. will allow for the replacement of potentially 
in~mpatible highway commercial uses next to a single-family subdivision 
w~h a h_igh-quality- residential community, and will also rel_ocate the entrance 
to this new community away from the Dos Rios subdMsion·. This would be 
a muct, better 1a·nd use pattern for this area than the current Lee Plan ~and 
us~, designation would dictate •. ·. The new development would 1also be 

• consistent with Polley 5.1 ~6 which requires appropriate operi space, 
buffering landscaping and recreation facilities and Polley 5.1. 7 which 
requires appropriat~ community facilities and an interconnected design with 
pedestrian and bicycle pathways. · 

Although the requested amendment for ten acres does not incl~de the 
·marina site, the overall development will be very consistent with Goal 8 and 
tfle related policies under Objective 98.5, Objective 98.6 and Map· 12 
. relating.to marine oriented land ·uses. 

The project is also consistent with Goal 11, as it will be connected to central 
water and sewer service with available capacity and S.R. 80 is currently 
operating at LOS "An. 

' - .. \ ~ 

· · The newest amendment to the Lee Plan that is relevant to this request is . ' 
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Goal 13 _and related Objectives and Policies . for the .Caloosahatchee 
Shores· Community . Plan. That Plan did not address the· General 
Interchange . area .in any detail, but. it did encourage attractive mixed use 
development. especially. along S.R. 80. The Callossahatchee Shores 
Community Plan in general ·is e,:tcouraglng a more 'i'ural development style · 
for the majority of the community, but-clearly the land· next to 1-75· in the 
· General Interchange area is in a different situation. There is nothing in the 
requested amendment that should be lnco.nsistentwith the Caloosahatchee 

.. · Shores- Community Plan. and in general it promotes the broad goals ·and · 
objectives· o~ that plan. 

Goal 1 oo deals with housing and calls for the County to provide decent, safe 
· and sanitary housing-in suitable neighborhoods'at affordable costs to meet 

the -needs of the present and ·future residents of the County. This 
development would be consistent with that goal and related , policies, 

. especially Polley 100.1.9 and Polley 100.9~5. · . 



Attachment·E.4 
. . 

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY with the LEE PLAN 

CONSISTENCY WITH STATE AND REGIONAL PLANS 

· · . · The proposed am~mdment fro·m General . Commercial · to Urban Community Is 
intended to permit an attractive mixed use developme,:it with residential, commercial,· and 
water..cfependent component~ in an area that has alrea~y been determined to be suitable 

·. fol'.' Intense commercial uses. The amendment, therefore, is consistent with the following 
· Sta~e and Regional Plan p1ovisJons which encourage mixed uses and infill projects: 

~· :- . . . . .,. :, ... 

state-Plan 

1. Land Use Poiicy 3 

f. Urban and Downtown Revitalizatio~ Policy ~ 2 

· Regional Plan 

1. Affordable Housing Goal 2, Strategy 1, Action 2 . 

2. - Econo,:nic Development Goal 1, Strategy 4, Actior:a 3_ 

3. Economic Development Goal 1, Strategy 4, Actior, 5 

4. Regional Transportation Goal 2, Strategy 1, Action 4 



Attachment.G 

J~stl~catlon of Request · 

As r~f~renced in ttie discussion under Lee Plan Consistency, it Is more appropriate 
. . to consider .the complete project when analyzing the benefi~ of this plan amendment from 

. General Interchange to Urban Community. While the amendment at hand is for ten acres 
of land, that is actually a first step in a larger project to develop approximately twen~ acres 
into a first cla~s condominium/ yacht club with public marina. an(l minor related commercial 
uses. This will be a true m_ixed use developmentthattakes·maxir~lUm advantage of one 

· of the remaining prime waterfront parcels in Lee County. To utilize this property ,for gas 
station and motels would be a terrible waste of the resource, as well as being incornpatible 
with the neighboring _Dos Rios subdMsion to the west In terms of neighbor compatibiljty, 
the residential ·development_ and yacht· club will be a major improvement .over -highway 
comm~rclar for the-existing Dos Rio$ residents.- and-the -r~locatlon of the main .entrance to 
fhe Hanson Marina from their development will also be a major improvement in the land 
use pattern and neighborhood compatibility. 

Th& other factor to consider is the availabUity of-s~rvices.and ·infrastructure, and In 
. most cases ten acres of resldentia_l development will pface less demand on utilities and 
infrastructure than ten acres of commercial development. The two exceptions to this will 

· be parks and· schools which wm · have ·an additional impact as a result of r~sidential 
development, but the analysis provided under the.Comp .. P,an discussion shows that the 
impact will be minimal. We have provided letters from the service providers indicating that_ 
they can handle· thi$ change with no great complications. · 

As indicated, there is already a major complex of highway-oriented commercial. uses 
developing in the southeast quadrant of 1-75 and Palm aeach Blvd .• and that is more than 
adequate to serve· the needs of the traveling public in this location. Therefore, the 
conv~rsion of this l_and from General Interchange to Urban Community will represent an 
improvement to the Land Use Plan ·and a much better pattern of development for the --
existing residents and surrounding property owners. · 

• 
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BASIS OF REVIEW FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT·STUDY 
WIJtllN LEE COUNTY 

I. . VEGETATION MAP: An aerial photograp_hlc map circumscribing the vegetative 
associations,· using the·Florlda Land Use an~ Cover Classification_~stem (FLUCCS) 
code to identify thevegetative·communities·fs provided with this report 

·2. VEGETATION INVENTORY: A brief description of habitat types, With domln~nt · 
canopy, mldstory, and ground cover vegetation ar~ provided In the following text. 

SITE 0ESCRIPTION: The subject property co~sists. of a 19.53-acre Irregular _shaped 
· parcel located on the north.stcfe of State Road ao,·approxlinately 250-300··,eet east of 

lnt~rstate ·75 and along. ihe Orange River Just south of _the Catoosahatchee River. 
Res_ldentlal homes are located to the west, between 1-75 and t~e subject prop~rty. 
To the north _and northeast Is the Orange River, and State Road 80 ~o. the south and 
southeast. 

. ' . - . 

· There ls a total of eight (8) land use or ve_getative cover classifications on site, with 
· seven (7) classified· as·upl~nd vegetatio·n associations a~d one (1) classified as a . 
. · wetland vegetative assoqiation. These land u~e and cover associates are delineated 

on the vegetation map and coded per the Florid~ Land Use and Cover Classification 
· · System (FLUCCS). The following text is a brief description of e·ach of the iand .use or 

. . ·~ . . . 

· · · vegetative cover identified: 

UPLANDS (19.2'7 acres): 
There are approximately 19.27 acres of uplands, of which approximately 6.43'. acres 

are·a~soclated with two existing marina complexes ·(FLUCCS code·1·84), which lnclu
1

des 
Hans.en Marina and Manatee World, with all the storag~ buildings, maintained yard areas, 
equipment storage areas, and vehicle parking facilities. Several docks and covered . 
buildings extend out over-the water .. The open, or cleared, land (FLUCCS code 194) 
divides the undeveloped_ portion of the subject property Into three distinct areas: a western 
area ·along the· western property boundary; a central area which ts_ primarily ~orested;. and 

- 2 -
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. an eastern ar~a which rncludes a forested area with a mangrove and Brazilian pepper . . . . 

wetland. 
. The westem area consists. of three cover types or vegetatlye communities •. Along 

the western property boundary leadfng to the existing marina is an ·old, abandoneC, · 
roadway (FLUCCS code 8145)" most likely used to access the marina at one time.·: 

. ~ortlons of the r~adway appear to have been gr~ded and paved, and other portions only 
have the road base f~l:-material. Adjacent to the old roadway is a·pine-oak-cabbage palm 

··· forested aiea-(FLUCCS code 414). To the north of the pine-oak-cabbage palm area are 
two smal_l aratilran · pepper tlii~ket~ (FLUCCS ~e 4~) consisting of >75% Brazilian 
pepper lo ~e :can~py and mldstory. _· Conslf:le~le amount of litter and w~~te material 
dumping. haJ occurred throughout the area.·. · 

The central a_rea ~onsists of a large forested area. The:southerly portion ·of-the 
forested. area· consists of ~ mature slash pine-cabbag~ palm-oak forested area (FLUCCS 

. Q<>d~ ~ 1~) similar ~ ·v~get~tion as in the westem area,· but with· less Brazilian pepper and 
Java plum; and a_-more op~n midstory. ·ro the rio.rth is an oak-cabbage_palm area. 
(FLUCCS code 427) with large mature oaks, with various pther types of vegetation · 
scattered in the canopy and midstory. _ The groundcover consists mostly of leaf litter with 
scattered caes~rwee~. fox grape, catbrier, and low panlcuin. ~ur_\her t~ ttie north are two . .. . . 

. dense Brazilian-pepper thicket$ (FLUCCS coc;te 422) similar in vegetation as the one. 
located.In the· western area. Within.these areas are numerous old boat.hulls, old vehicle. 

. frames, trailer frames, ol~ discarded building materials, and numerou·s other trash •. · 
Located within the southern Brazilian_ pepper thicket Is a small oak.:cabbage paim area 
:(FLUCCS co~e 427). 

· the·e~ster,:i ar~a abuts the Orange River to the north. Th~re are a total of four 
.· . . . . . . . 

.cover types or vegetative communities in ·this are.a, three upland communities and one 
wetland ~ommunity. The southerly communities consist of a small pine-oak-cabbage p~lm 
area (FLUCC.S c~de 414) ·and a small Brazilian pepper thicket (FLUCCS code 422). An 
. a.re~ of C0l".\Crete and_iron rubble· (FLUCCS code 74_3) is loc~ted to.the northwestern 
porti9n of the area, with a crescent_sh_aped _mangrove-Brazilian pepper wetland (FLlfCCS 
co9e 6128) _that wraps around an old bridge rubble, and separates this area from Manatee 

· World ·marina complex. The following text provides the FLUCCS codes, acreages, and 
descriptions of each cover type found on the property • 

• 3- . 
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Bxlstl~g Marina Complex- ~84: (8 •. 43 acres) ~Is land·cov~r type Is cornposed
0

d 
the two existing marina complexes which Include the marina .facilities, old storage 
. buildings, maintained yard areas, equipment ·storage areas, and vehicle· parking 
areas. Most of this .area a_ppears to consl~ of dr~dged fill material •. · Several docks 
and covered buildings extend out over the water but are not part of the acreage 
caiculatlons. - · 

Open/Cle-ared Land- 194: (2.81 acres) This land cover consists of cleared, open · 
·1and wJth ruderal vegeta~on ~d gra~es dominating. Most of this cover type that Hes. 

· northerly~( the FLUCCS·code 427 appears to-consfst of dredged fill materfal~ This 
· area Is primarily used for .access to the water front, materials stored on the prpperty, 

·and for.~ttle grazing~ and appears:to be mowed regularly. - · · 

. Pine-Oak-Cabbage Palm• 414: (~.37 acres) This land cover consists of-a forested 
· .area with canopy and mldstory vegetation consisting of stash pine, live and la_lirel 

o_~ks. cabbage palms, and Java plums, Surinam cherry: with scattered Brazilian 
pepper. The groundcover Is mostly leaf litter and sand with occasional ruderal weeds 
and:young.trees or shru~s. · · · · · 

Brazlllan Pepper Thicket• 422: (3.58 acres) This land cover consists of a Brazilian 
pepper.thicket consisting of.>90% Brazilian pepper In the canopy and midstory, In 
addition to java ·plum and ·a few scattered. slash pi_nes and cabb~ge palms. Most of 
this area appears to consist of dredged fill material. Also, a·considerable amount of 
dumping has occurred throughout the area. · 

1 • • • • • • 

Oak-Cabba·ge Palm- 427: (2.68 acres) This community consists ~f a forested are.a 
with l~rg~ live oaks and laurel oaks, wt_th scattered cabbage palms, slash pines,· . 
strangler. fig, and Java plums,-with a relatively open midstory of scattered Brazilian 
pepper;~ myrtle, young cabbage palms, guava, and Surinam.cherry. 'The 

· .grouodcover consists mostly of leaf litter or ruderal weeds. This area also has 
several old discarde~ vehicles, boats,· and other materi~ls. 

Cement Rubble;- 743: (0.40 acres) This area appears ~o have b~en used for 
dumping of concrete and ~teel rubble from what possibly could have been the:,ofd 
S.R.-80 bridge crossing th~ Orange River. Brazilian pepper, woman's tongue, 
cabbag~ palms an~ ruderal weeds dominate the_ vegetative cover. 

. . 
. . 

Abandoned Graded/Paved Roadway- 8145: (0.37 acres) This area consists of an 
old abandoned roadway. most likely us~d to access Hansen Marina. Portion~ of the 
roadway appear to be graded and paved, and other portions only have the base 

. grade. Most of the ground and mldstory vegetation have been cleared for fence 
.• malntenanqe purposes, but canopy trees s~ch as live oaks, Jav~ plijms, mangos, 

cabbage palms, and slash pines are common along the edge of the roadway • . 

. 4. 
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WEtLANDS ( 0.28 ac.) 
. . . . A ·mangrove a,:i~ Brazilian pepper wetland (FL.Uccs· code 61 ~8) l_s located a,ong ~e . 

. .: · northeastern end of ~e vegetated area, ~d fringes.the Orange River. The most north~m 
. . portlon of it Is tidal, but t~e $Outhem finger Is dominated by 95% Brazilian pepper, with 

. -~-- .. · -scattered cabbage paims, and is not tidal. The tidal area is ~ominated with red·and white 
·,···:::.;._ ·-:-~iQgrove, pood apple, leath~r ferns, arid BraziJlan pepper. A summary-table of al~ the 
: · ·•.·:_ .. · .~t9{1atatiye commlin~tles is ·11sted below, with the repre~entative FLUCCS codes an·d · 

:·.··_acreage~ 
:· :-_ ...... ~: . :. 

:.=; .-_:: ··.-, . :.:-. M~ngrove/BrazlUan Pepper Wetland-6128: (0.26·acres).ihls vegeiative community 
·. _":: ·· . . . can be dM~~d-lnto iwo specific a,:eas; ~e northerly area consists of dense stands of 

/:.· ·:. ':: _- .. ·: °r'1d.anc;t white· mangroves, with .$~tterecfpond apple, lea~er fem, swamp fems,-and· 
··. ·· ~ ·.·· . ·a~azillan pepper. The so"-thei1y portion of ~he ~etlands cQnslsts Qf Brazilian pepper 
· ·· ·. and cabb~ge palms, -with scattered ~amp f~ms. Tlie northerly _portion· is tldal, while 

~- .. ·•:: ·. · ·the s~u~erly portion Is not, iml.ess U,ere·are extraordir:,ary high tides. · · · 
.... ' 

... 

.. ... 
,• ... ·. 
' ...... 

. . . 
. :. 

Code 

184· 
194 
414 

.· 4.~~ 
427 
743 

8145 

6128 

Habitat Summary 

Description· 
Uplands {19.27 acres) 
. Existing Marina Complex 
Open/Cleared Land . 
Pine-Oak-Cabbage Palm· 
Brazilian Pepper Thicket 
Oak-Cabbage Palm Hammock 
Cement Rubble 
Abandoned Roadway 

Wetlands (0.26 acres) 
Mangrove/Brazilian Pepper Wetland 

TOTAL 

- 5 -

Acres 

6.43 
3.44 
2.~7 
3.58 
2.68· 
0.40 
0.37 

0.26 

19.53 
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4.2.2 Flsh,-Wlldllfe, Listed Species and their Habitats · ·. · 
Pursuant to paragraph 4.1.1 (a), an applicant must provide reas~nable assurances that a 
regulated actMty will not impact the values of .wetland and other .surface water functions so 
as to cause adverse Impacts to: · · . . 

(a) the abundanc~ and diversity of fish, wildlife ·and listed species; and 
. (b) the habitat of fish, wildlife and listed species. 

In. evaluating whether an applicant provided reasonable assurances under. subsection 
4.2.2,-deminlmls effects shall· not be considered .adverse impacts for the purposes of this 
subsection. · 

Response: An endangered sp~cles surv~y wa~ conducted o~ the subject p_roperty on 
December 4, 2003. The weather was partly sunny with temperatures In the ·low to mid 7Os 
wlJh a m~rate ~reeze; the· fo0owing Information provides-you w\tti the de_ta:i~s of the 
survey. _method~logy and the results. . . . . . . ; . . . 

·Enda·ngered Species Survey Methodology: 
· ~he e_ntire project site has been field survey~d for endanger~~ species us_ing a . 

modiflcatle>n ~• the transect lin$ methods established by the Rorlda fish arid Wildlife 
. Conservation Commission. The .modified survey methodoiogy has "proven &ffectiye In 
covering 90-95% of the sites surveyed. -The modified strip· cen.sus use$ meandering 
transect lines at 100' - 150' intervals. The meanders extend Into adjoining _tr~nsect line~ to 
provi~e. a nea_r ~00% coverage. The ground cover and ~sibUity det_ermine the frequency of · . _ 
the meanders~ -More densely veg~tated areas receive a greater frequency· of meanders, ·. 

· thus decreasing the area between meand~r$ In some habitats to as nears as 12'· apart. If 
the terminus flagging markers of the transect lines are not vlslbl~, then survey flagging · 

:o1• 

. ~ . 
. tape is attache_d to vegetation at the outer ~xtent of the transeci meander~ fo m·ark· the _ 

. .. . . . _coverage area·for that transect~ The visibility of the fiaggfng t~pe a~sf~ts·i~ maintajning the·_ . 
transect direction, and is used as a gauge for determining the frequency of n:,earid~rs ... 
within a tra~sect area. Each tape must be visible.from the previous meander. On the 
subsequent trijnsecis, the flagging tape is removed and're!pcated at the ?uter limits of it~ 

. transect area. Faunal species which do not lend themselves to the typlcat transect:-line 
survey methodology, typically used for determining stationary fl.oral and faunal speqies, 
require an additional method of observation. These species can be best observed by 
using game stalking techniques and periodic observations· with·field glasses at freqµent 
intervals along transect lines. The frequency and duration ·of observatfon·s are determined 

-6-
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. . 

by habitat'density, species observed, ~d the stalking skills of t~e observer~ The ability to . 
blend into the s~rroundings is another key requirement for success. 

Any species observed were noted on an aerial photograph as to location and num~er of 
species .~ighted. Species pres.ence and abundance on-~ given site· cannot b~ det~rmi~ed 
for all species listed. Therefore; fauna which are ~obile, transient,· or deceptive as:e not 
always observed during a typical·.fleld survey such as required by Lee County. This Is 
especially true for species abundance. Therefore, the-status of each species _Is listed as to 
presence and numbers observed; and those species that can be-reasonably surveyed for 
abundan~:are provld~ with such ·data. 

. . .. . :~ 

Listed ·Endangered, Threatened or Species ofSpeclal Concern 

·uelansl seecles bfst: 
. Common Hame §meotlflc Name Obs, Comm!Di! 

Eastem rrn,tgo snake Drymarchon corals <X1Uperl no not observed 
gopher'tortolse. · Gopherus polyphemus no . not observed 

. goptier fl0g .. · Rana arso/sta . 110 not obse,ved 
merlin (pigeon hawk) Falco columarlus no not observed 
$'eastern Ame~ Kestrel Falco spa1V9rlus paulus no not observed 
red-cockaded woodpecker Pico/des bo,ealls no not observed 

· Florida panther Fells concolo_r coryl no not observed 
. · E;tlg Cypress ·rox squirrel Sclurus nlger a~nnla no not obsel'ied 

florlda black bear Urs.us a,nertcanus florldanus no not observed 
· Curtis Milkweed · . Ascleplss curtlssll no not observed 

Fakahatd'l~ebunnanma Burinannla flava · . no not observed 
satlnleaf Chrys'"1hytlum ollvaeforme no not observed 
b~autlful pawpaw Dsedngotliamus putchellus no not observed 
FJortda coontle Zamia Floridans no not obse,ved 

Wetland· Forest Species List: 
··common N9me · §clentlflc Nanie 
American. atllgator All/gator mlss/sslpp/ens/s . 

Obs. commeot1 
no not observed 

· gopher frog Rana affilO/sta 
marsh hawk (n'thm harrier) Circus cyaneus · 

no. not observed · 
no · not observed 

Dttle blue heron Egretta CflBRll9a 
snowy egret · Egretta thula 
tricolored heron . Egretta tricolor 

. white-Ibis Eudoclmus a/bus 

yes ,along waterfro,:it 
yes along waterfront 
no not o~served 
no not observed 

·wood stork Mycterfa amsrlcana no not observed 
· . anal kite Rostrhamus soclabll/s no not observed 

Aorlda panther Fells concolor coryl 
Big Cypreaa fox squirrel SclUNS nlger avfcennla 
Florlda black bear Ursus amedcanus florldanus 

no not observed 
no not observed 
no not observed 

EvergladN mink . Musts/a vision ev11rgladsnsls 
·• Weatt Indian Manatee Tdchilchua manatus 

least ·tam Stsma ant/Harum 

no not observed 
no· not obaerved 
no . not.observed . 

giant leather fem Acrostlchum spp. - yes. within the wetland 

-7-
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· Southern Blomes; Inc. 
Dlvlilon of lqvlronmental ServlCN 

. . 1802 Woodford Ave., FL~ FL 33901 . 
. Tel:. (239) 934-6788 • Geza Wass de Ciagf, President . • Fax: (239) 337-64U 

Endange~ Species Report for Leeward Yacht Club :t19.53 Acre Parcel, Sec11on 34, T 438, ~E; . 
Lee.County, FL · December 19, 2003 · 

. . . 

· -Endangered Species Survey Results ·and Conclusion: 
_ No 1ist~ endange~ed, threatened or .species of special concern wildlife specie~ 

were observed on the subject prop.arty during the survey: However, :the giant leather . 
. fems were found within ttie tidal portion ·of the-wetlands and will not be impacted· by any . 
proposed development During other site·visits there. were wading birds obseived·al9ng 

. · _the 'edges ~f the_ Orange River waterfront, and Of_l ~8 uplands adjacen~ to I~. these: birds. 
consisted· of two little biue herons and one snowy egrel No other ~pecles were· observed. 
b~l~pecles which mlg~t be ~xpected to be fo~nd during some" portlon·of the yea(·-~re 
alligators, manatees, white ibis; tricolor heron. woodstork, and possibly a kestrel. . 

. . 

· . ··1t ~hould be noted that the ·Or~ge River-has one of the largest populations of . . . . . 
wintering West Indian manatees-(Trichechusmanatus) in the:State of Florida. This Is . . .. 
attributed to the Florida Po~er and LIQht Company discharging warm water ifltQ· the river · 
from their power ger,era~o~ ~ooling faci~itles. During cold weather the manatee niigtate up 
th~ ·-Caloo~ahatchee River to seek warmth from this artificial heat source. Therefore, we . . . . . . : . 

can al~o assume that manatees will venture into the marina areas during wal'IT)er periods. 
Any proposed ~ctivity .associat~d with the Marina will r~quire ~ manatee protection plan . 
·as part· of the permit application. . . 

-8-
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.L )NmODUCTION . 

Metro Transportation . Group, Inc. (Metro). 'has conducted a t,rafijc cit9ulation analysis . . . 

p:ursuant fo ~e tequirements o~ined in. the application. d9CUD1ent for Compreh~~ve · 

Plan Amendment -~uests •. The anal~ will examine. the impac;t .of· the ~quested, land 

·use cha]lge from General Co~~ial lpt~hang~ to Central Urban on ~e .subj~ ~ite. · .. . . . . 

The _property is located on the no~. side ~f Palm. Beach Boulevard. (~tate · Route 80), 

immediately east of _Interstaf;e 75 in".Lee County, Fiotjda. · The site location is_ illustiate4 
. . ,. . . 

(?DFlgun,i. 

Th~ following-report will examme th~_imp~ !Jf ehangj~g the~ land us~ cat~gory_ 

from Q~~ Int~rchang~ to ·central Vrban, whi~h is actually ·a less ~ttfuse land use. 
, . . . . . . . , . . . . 

· category based on tb'.e Lee Coµµty· Comprehensive Plan. . . . 

.n. . EXiSTING CONDITIONS . . , 

The subject sit'? is currently ~ccupi~d by the Lee~ Yacht Club and marina- The site is· . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . 

bordered tQ the north and east by the ·0range River,. to the south· by Palm B~ach 

. aoulev.~d, .to ~ewe~ by single ffunily re~dential ~me. . . . . 

. Palm Beac)I B~ule~ard is a · six-Ian~ · divided arterial ro~way that ~xtends tbrqugh 
. . - . . . . 

. central ·Lee County on the south side of_ the C~oosahatchee· River.· Palm B~h 

. Boulevard ·has a posted speed. limit oi4S mph adjacent: to the subject site ~d is. under th~ 
. . . . . : . ·. . . 

. . Jurisdiction of the Flori~ Deparmient ofTransportation (FOOT). . . . . . ·. 

.. m .. PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT . . . .. . .. 

. . . 

The prpposed Comprehensive Plan- Ainep.~ent·. would chang!= the· f\.ature .hmd • use 
• • , • I • • " 

· design~tioii . on the · subject si~e fro~.- General Comm~i~-: Interc~ge . ~o ·: U.-b~ 
' • • I . • ' • : • • • • I 

Community .. Bas~d on the penmtted uses within the Lee Plan for these- land1: use 
• ' . • • • • • • • • . • ·1 •• 

. . desi~tions, the change would result in the su~j~ct site•beinij ciev~loped with less _intt~ 

•, 

. , . 

~es· than _would otherwise be permitted under th~ e?dsting land use designation. B~ .. · · · · · · ·· · • . . . 

·'(>age t,··. 
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·'· ... . . . : .. 
•. 
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••-•.,.I". 

···: .•,. 
. . ·. ~ 
. ·,-:· ...... _ 
. ' . , ..... 

. . ·:·~ .... 
.· :· 

. . 
. on the e~ lan4 use designanon, retail ~~erci- uses ~o~d be ~ilstrUc~d on the . 
~~ ... Based ~~ the size of the pro~, appl'O~~ly 10~.~ sq~ ~ otreuin ~ ... 
co~d-be construc~~d on the subjecf p~perly, . . . . . . . . . 

' . . . . . . : . ' . . . . . " 

. · ·WitJi the pn;,posed l~d us~ ~hang~, the ~ost intense 1P1es that could be constructed on the . 
. siJ~ :~o~d be ~i>~~ely• ioo ~qlq~~y UQits _Gust ~d~ 'ten JlO) .. ~r~s. W!th• .. ·. '· 

. . ~pproximatelr_ t~ (iO) ~ts ~ .. ~);. ~ is more intense" ·that a ·singl~fmplly :. 

·. suhdivisiQ~ ·wouli be· sliic~ iuore imiti ~ould .be :able to. be c~-cied Qnder -~ ~ulti- ··: · . . . - . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . 

. . ~y:unit~o. Table· 1 bj~~ts. ~~-intensity of'~-¥ ~uld ~ cc;,~ . . ' 

·. un4er the· ~xistittg land use .designation and ~e. inte~ty 9f uses und~ th~ proposed· land . 

. ' 

. . . 
. ~ desi~o~ it sho~d be noted that~ marina ucl boat sli~s ~ and' will cori~ue to 

• be .~stitjg-~ permitted on the _sµbj~- ~ite. Since the.~~jty cf.~~--~ ~ not .. · · · 
. change, th~ ~~-~4 · ~at sli~s-Wete not c~nside_re,i hi the ~ys~: . · ·· . · · · :. . 

. _. • . •.• ·. • r • . . . .. .. . . .. 
. . ..... : 

. 'i~hi,-~ 
· · Leeward Y-ach.t Club 
_· .· iufll~ Lil. d.-Use5 · .• .... 

. 100,\loo s.t: Retail:. -· . -
. .'. 

: - .-

·.·: 
. ·. 

. : IV. · '.{·RIP GENF;RA';l'ION 
. . . . . . . . 

:' . -~ .. 
The trip g~ne~tioil for the· uses·· \:V&S d,etermine.d by re!~Rin~g th~ Institute . of · 

T~o~µon ~ngine~'s ·.(ITE) ~ort; .titled Trip. Gener!'ilon~ .7th- Editi~n.· Land. u~~- . 
. . . . . . . . ' . . 

Cod~ 230-:(Residential C~rido_miniuni/Townhouse) was utiiiz~4 for the trip .. ge~erati~~ of 

the -~ult:i~f~ily ~ts ~d"°Land U~e Cod~·.s20 .(Shoppin~ Celi~~t). ~as.utilize~ fo~ th~- . 

.... 

. . . . . .. . . . : . . : 
· . . · . , . commercial. ret~l uses. . 1be ·:trip gene~tion· equations for. th~se ~ are located in the 

· · · · Appendix ·Qi this .,ep~rl foi refere~c~ .. TJible-2 indi~a,~s;th~ ~uinber -~f,trip~··.antf~ip~ted 
' .. t~ be ge~~rat~d by the. lands uses.pe,mitfed'.imd~ tJie ~~g·l~d·hse-d~si~ticin' ~d-. .. ·. ·. ·. . :." ::· 

. . · ·the l~d-~es p~tt~d ~~er.the proPQsed lani ~~ (\es~8¥Ultion. · · . · · · .: · · · .r. · 
. . . . , . . . . . . . .. . . . . , .. . ...... : .. . . : . 

•• I• 



. . 

. Tft~lel 
Trip Generation C~niparls.on . . _ : . .. 

. -~:xis ting Land Use D~ignation v~ Proposed ·Land-Use Des,gnatio~ . 
. . . . .. I,;eewarct Yacht Club .. I 

· B,tjstlng Land ~so.· 
Retail. . . 

. d 00.000 souare reet> . 

.. 
9S 60 \SS . 

1 

.325 6.,790' 300 "625 . .. . . 

J>n?posed .. ·4 ~se 
Multi-P,anply 
· o oo· un1ts> -. 

.. .. •, 

19 4l> . 50 
.. 

.. . . 

40 20 60 640 
. . -~ 

-

, . The i-ew,I · trips. shown. in Table- 2 wiU ·hot all ~ "new" ~p~ to ~e ~qjac.etit -l'Q~way 

. SY.Ste~ .rrB ~t~ ~~~tail ceh• ~ .9f ~omp~le s~ ~y-~t ~ ~~h- as 
fqrty ti» fifty: pe~t {4Q% 'to 5.00.&.Y°Qf its tiatiic f\'Om· yebiqles -~y. tray;ling· ·the 

-adjoining' .,;~~y syste~ . 11us ·tr.affi~. ·c~ed. "pasSTby" traffic, J'OOUC~·. the 
4eve1Qp~ent;s .ov~ impact on~ the· iurro1.111~ roadway system but d9es 11ot d~~e 

· • ~e ~~- drive~y ·volumes. · ~--C~mnfy ~~t:s ··a-~~ ·i:¢uction ~f ~ps due to 

.·· . 

''pass~by.'; of thim, p~c~~t (~0~). · . ·· · . . · . · : 

,· 

.... 

TabJe- 3 ~~es -~th~ "pass"by" -~rcentage·. ~: for- this analysi~.- . ·Table.· 4 

s~ariies ~e-~tail trips arid th~ b~do~·i,etw~en __ ~e n~w·trl~~. ~ere~ \1Se$ ~~d 
generat~ ~d thcr''pas~-by'; ~ps .tlie retail_ us~~-~outd'. a~ It .shotild be noted that th~. . 
· dri~eway volµmes are not reduced -~- a re$µ1t ~f -th~ '~~s-bf' i:e<f~ption, only the ~c .. 

~4ded to ~e surrounding sttee~ and iµte~~tio~ .... .. . . . . . . 
:-·.: . 

·· · · Table:;) 
· ·Trip .,edjacflon Fa~ors.: 

. . · ·Lee.ward Yacht Club 

. , 
•, 

• ,1 

·· .... 

P~ge4 
'• , 

... . .,. . 
·' 

. .. . ·~ 

•-. 

. -i •• 

.... 

' ... 
. " .... 

·· .. -

. , 



. . ... ... 

. . Table4 . 
Trip Genenidon -New Trips . 
Ellttng~and Use-D~lgnadon 

·Leeward Yaehtelub ·.· 
fJ.i~~¥1~-~~~.&r1~1tJ ~Wi1";-J~1Ef.:iti~~; ~11 iy~,y:rt 1;ft:~J~ i~ir tH:~1F,?iSJ''"r?~'t':::f.1J1 ff w~~r~] i;1~nfn Ijf] 
'!\1i~( ,.~ /\~ q 1-1,. •,\ ,f.t- .,-.',:"- IA._ --.. .. r, , •t .. ~'.I' :,.; • 6_._,"'l,h\_<.i<,.,..i~•w?'•...._1,-•/• ,r•c.{J~ ;:J1_c' _t. !;"';_,_ •• 1-.....-~:.1, .. , 1 •.~ «/.•.:...!'~ti ... c~-- -!.,: ,..-:-.n .. - ,,._ ...... -l t lr. ... _.._ .:i 1-..:.r-o ~~-, ~-- •• ';-';,.ci~-~ 
'\~ C,.'""'\<•-.,_ •• "~•:+,..-;'-1:-•:.:/'•'1,-,~r,_;,-•·;i•·/:i:::;/~-, '"'"'-~---~ .. '-"l~,,_•-;,~·;;r.-,,,-1.._•-i1·•••~•-~-..;1_-..r~-r.~~---'f• ••-~~,-,-•.;••.,,••~ ;.-~"·• l,', 1q_..,,~,"r.,._ 

§iijJf~;-~,i~~~~tt{~f~~~~iI½ii~~f1El~t~lit~:tti~~~i\titrtifil~~~~t~tt~;~~tl~tf!ii1 
I~ ~ 

: . Retail Trip. . 
625 95 60 155 30(f 32~. 6;790 . 

Generation ".-• . 
~~Traffic. -JO. -20 -SO -90 · ~100 -l9Q. .~2;040 

·N~Trips 
.. 

6S 40 10S 210 225 43S 4,75_0 ~ll 
. • i 

V. TRIP .DISTRIBUTION · 

An airtl~pated trip distribution onto the surrounding tQadw,ay systeqi was ~~ . 

folmul~t~ based OD ~e_ anticipat~ ro1;rtes. th~ drivers ~ utilize :to appJ'()ach the site. 

~ased on -current and proj~c;d popul~oJi _fii the ~ and othei: existbtg or: planned 

competing/complementary uses in the area, a distribution of the . si~e traffic · was 
• . • • t • 

formulated. The anticipated trip distribution of the development ~c is shown in. '(able. 

11\ in~~ A,ppend:ix ofthls.~e~o~ · · · · . 

VI. ~Aqs OF·PROPQ$ED ~LAN AMENDMENT 

The ~portation related impac~ ·of the· proposed COlJlpr~he~ive,plan amendme,nt were 

~~al~ed pursuant to the criteria in . the · application d~cum~nt This . ·included ~ 
~;aluation of ~e l~ng range im~ac, (20-year horizon) and. short range :(s--y~ar hotjz~n) 

impact th~· propo~ed. ameQ~ent would have on $~ :existing, and fu~e-· ;o_a4~~y·_. 
infi:astruc~. 

. ... 
Lo~g Range Imnacts (20-year·horizon) 

.·. . . 4 . ! . . . . j :: 

.. . . 

.. 

. . 

·: 

.• " . 

. : ' • • . • . : •. i • :' 

The Le; County Me~opolitan Piannmg O~ganizatio~'s, (MPO) -i~ng' ~g~ -~~~~~<>~ .. ·. ·· ... · ... · . ~ . .": 
~vel model was revie~ed to dete~ \11e hnpacts. tJ}~ anieri~ent -~~ui4. hiw~·•ot(.~~ ·· _.· . ·. :: ~- ·· · ·· 

~urto~~g area. The sul,j~·t'· ~i~ lies .withhi _'fraffic: klal;sis ·i,~ (TAZ) 200. ~~- .. ·. ·. ~ · ··< · _-. · :·_ : . ,; 

model has both prod~~tio~ and a~tions included in this. zone ... The .prod~qoJ . . ' . . : . . 
... 

· Page.5 



•. ,• 

, 

. ' 

.• 

~ic_ally in9lude the e-.dsting sliJgle family ·ho~~ tbat bordei the -~ject sf~ to the·~ 

. ·.The· attractio~ include industrial employm~~ ~mmerclal empioymeiit ·and service· · · . , . . . . •, ' . 

. (retail) employment. Based on th~ latest .~nversiop factors_ used by tee: County, the . 
. . ' . . . . . . . 

employment numbers iilclud~ in .the "iong_ rat)ge- tranSportat(on model (FSl.J'Th,JS)'. ~ 
. Cf>:O.Vert~ to fl~i:. ~as. B~d ·.on. this QO~~lon, ~ t~-: -~ -~e: l~g _range : . 

. . . . . . . . . ... .. . . . ·- ... . ' ~· ·' 
. 9"SDSportation modelincludes the !and. us~ i~entified in Table 5. : 

. . , . . .. . . . : 

• I . .. 

. ::·: 

. . 

. . . 
: .. _. 20 ooo·s.t: ·. ·. 

, ooos.t: 
· ·· · 8,400 s.f. · 

:. 
·. . .. • I 

trip_-g~eration was computed_ for,~e -~~ *~~ in Table ,. -The trips were cat~~ted :-

.. based on. data_·~~ntained ·m. the ~ti~e ofT~ortati~n.:8ngiri.eer's~(ffE) rep9r:t, tiiled . , . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . 
... f,_lp (,Jeneratlon., 7th Edition.· Land Use Code 11 o (Lis)it ~~al) was· uti)izect" for. ~ · , _ . _ - . 

. trip generati9n ~f th~ ind~af,µse, ~d Use. ~o4e 710 (0¢eral Office) ~~ ~ed.f~r. . : ·_-· : 

· -lhe office ~e and L~iUs~ Code 820 (Sh~p~~ Cente~)~asll~~d.for~e~Jim;l~i~ · :_."· · .· .- _ 

. -~etail uses. The trip. 8C?n~ti9~ -~quaµons f~r .the~e ~~s ~ locat~ in tl}e Ap~n~ ~f -: . . . .. . ·.·# 

. this rep~rt fot_ ref~~eilce·. Tal>le -~ ~di~~t~s .the .n~beriof~ps -~at·;9qld be "gene~~d. . . =·. ·; .. · 

·J>ased. on 1TB. for the land. ~es' included in. Ute. Long -~ge Transp~rtation. ~Qdel . . 
• • • • • : • • • • •• • "I 1' • , .. ,: 

·.(FSl..fl'MS). The retail ti;ips s.ho~\vere·ijso i:ec;lu~d ·by the 30%.·p835-bY -~uction ·· 

· . - ·_"~actor;··~ don~ ~~er~e.previous sc~ri~o. · ·.. - . . .,- - . . .. 
... 

.. . . . 

. . 
15 

1S. 
.. 
-15 

45 

: 

·,. 

Table.6 
Jrip ~ef!ei"ation.·. · · 

TAZ 280 Land Usea · .. · ' 

10 ·i~ .. - 4S · 

s . ·2Q·· ·.s 

s 
' 

20 0 

. 2() .. :·. -65 :so . 
. · Page6 · ••••I 

. . . 
..• 

·40 

-15 

1.0 

6.S · . 
. 

' 
' 

85. ,· 
: 9.SO 

20 13S 
- "1-0 

,·· . 
·170 .. 

' 

.·.us 125S 
I.' I, .. . .. . ' 

.. 

... 
_. 

. .. 
.... 

. . . 

'• . . ... • .. 
. .. . ... 

. . : .. 
... . ... 

. .. 

. : . 

.... 
. ... : 
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.. . ... 

Comparing tl:ie trips fro~ the pro~~ed land use ·d~i~tion (multi~family .~ts) in Table . · 

2. 19 the: mrinber. of trips estimated for the ~es fu the l9ng· tang~ t,ranspo~on· m~d~l ~ · 

· Tab~e r6, __ th~· ~~ gen~~tion ·w~uld be redti~ wiiii th~ ~~?.)Se.cl.Ian~~ c~~~ . · .. 
.. 

. .. . Th~~fore; there ate no imp~ovements n~~essa~-i tQ the long range ti-~portaqb~ P!~ as a· . 

resttii. _of.-the .. chang~ µl Im.id'~ _.deslgnaii~n "fr~~ Qenerai-Intercluµt~e-·io_ Orban 
Community. The tnP, .generati9n ]?~ 0~ iTB for thcilmid -~ under the .p19posed 1IUld 

·' 

.. . . . . . . .. ' .. .. " . 
use .js less than the trip get;t~ration ~f th-e ~ CQntain~ in.the-long ·rang~ ~porta~'on . . . . .. . . . . . . 

mod~I. . . 
. . -

. . 
>Short Range Impacts (S-year horizon} 
• • • • • ••. • I • • • • 

: ':. -

'The -~ Co~ty Capital bnprovement ~grml .fot ~is~ Year ~003/2~.04 to 2007 ~008: _ 
. -~ reviewed, as. weU ~ the Frio; Draft Teniativ~ ·Work Pro~ for· F~al··.~ •. 

·2004/20Q4 ·. to 2003f2008 to·· ~~~e the. short:· te$1 iinp~· tJie .propos~d 1~4 ~: 
:· ·. . ~ . . 

c~ge would ha,ve. on the s~unding re1ad~ys._ . . . 
. : : . .. . . . . : . . . : .. 

. · ~prov~ments in -~e fQOT T~ntative W~rk progra11J m:<;iude mo~~ons to ~aim · . 

B~~ch .];loulev~d west of I-?5 t(? ~d a l~~ca~ ~edian ~d:·P~1d~ -~~ss ~ana~eme~~ ' . 

improvem~rits _to ~s area. 'fhis F.9J¢et wi~ not ~uce ~~ <;apaclW-ofthis ro~way.but 

~-most· likely hnprov~ tJi~ ope~(id~ 9fthis segmtint-~((Oad~y:_ This hripro:v~merit i~ · 
~eci ro~ ~o~~~ti~ti:is.zoosnoo6.- ·- . . . - . · · . ~ ·, . . . 

· "In ~~dition, FOOT ·has ~de.d for &esi~ .engineering and right-9r-w~y l\n .ttnpi:ovement .. 

~q_ .the ~ahn ~each ~qlev~d -interch~g;·w-itb 1-7S~ · Ci>~~fru~µ~n ~s-~o, y~f ~_ded· ht the .· 

5-yelµ". work.'~~<?~> 1-75 ~~ "Palm ·B~a~h Brililev~~ to L~ck~tt. Ri?~i ~p h~ ~ , : . .' .. 

. ·.,tbn~g i~ th~ 5-y~ar pro~ fo~ design, :engine~ring :f)Jld ri~t~f~w~~; buJ---n~ .. ·. ·. ·: · .: 
· ·. cons~cti~n ~ding: ·. · · · · · · · · · · · ·.•:. ·. · .· .. , · · · _: .. : '·: · . · ... · · · --~--

. 

. . The~ are no ~pn;,vements ~ the. ~ ·of the ~ubject site_ iri the -~dopted Lee Co~ty s.'.. · . 
~ · yt,$1' capi~-~prov~ent pro~.. . · . · · · 

. .. . .. 
. · ~-~se 1 

' ., .. 

.· 
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Leve~ or·~enlee Analysis 
. ••. 

... .... . . 
,. 

. , . 

B~ed. on tlte ~ticipated-. tiij, generaqon of thQ :.property under th~:: proppsed Ian~ use.. · 
.... c~ge, ~. ro~ Jinks .hi the -~c~iy_· of~~ ~ite ~ ~~ b•d ~~-_th~· t~ot!_a .· · . 

• • I 

. highest hour, peak se~on, pe~ ~tiqn.v9lume •. The Link.Spe.cific Servi~e Volriqies, : 

~ d~veloped by ~e Co~~;were used ~.determine the fµture Level l>f$~ce o~:di¢se: 

. . : .road~~y~ h<?th\vi~ ~d-without ~e p;oject in.d)e ye~ 2008. ·Table li.~ritam~<iin th~ 

. · Appeqdix. rif the repqrt, ~~es ihe meth~olo~- ~ed in d~te~g .the 2068. ~c . · 

volume~ as well as au,· p-o~ rate utiliied for eaph ~adway segment. '· ~ .- · . _.. · .. . .-~. '. . : .. . .. . . 

. . . 

Figure 2 indicates the. y~· 2008 peak houi traffic VQ(umes and Levei o_f Service for the . . 

~arious roadway i. ~thin- the ~dy ~ N~ted on F~ 2 is the Pe~ Ho~;,-.Peak . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . 
~ctiQn volWJle. and.~el Qf S~ce of each liJ)k ~ould rio devel9pment-.~ccur·.on the 

;· •.subject ~iie·i.n~ th~--~ h(>ur.volume and.~el of Service fcir_.th~:weekda~-A~ ~cl 

P .M. pea,k ho.urs with the traffic froui the land .use· modification ~dd~ to the ro~dwa~ · 
These val~ ~·also .derived trri~ Table2A ~ontained in the.AP.~~ .' . . . · . 

. . . . . . . . . . ... - . . . . 

B~ed on the data. from•. Table ZA, the .proposed comprehensive ·plan ame~dment. to· 

~odify the - l~d ~e· .des~ption-~m Oen~ Inte~han~ 'to Urban. Co~~ty ·. 

. wUl nQt impact·the shQ~· term roadway ·trii~~ ·9r. th~· ad~pt~d <>~ .teq~tive.-~ork. · 
. : .. . ·. . . . . 

_prognuns for ~e Co:unty-and FµOT. '· 

~ : . 

:. 

' . 

, . 

. .. 

' . 
... ,._ 

.. ... 

•;. 

.. 

. ·. 
•.:· 

.. . . . - .._, .·. .. 

t ••• 

. ·.v: ... 1· 

,• ···-
I •• :. ~ . . \ \. 

.... .. .. ·. ·:- ·. ·.· .:. 

• .. ·::: <:})/ \:~l 
' • • r • • .: .~ • .. • ·•t • • ,· ' . . =· ..... ~ 

·· .. ·-·~. >:" .· · . . =:. • ..... · .... /· 
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·' .. . ~ .. 

N 

·s 

N.T.S. 

1,-763-"C" 
(1,789 - "C") 
[1,789-"C, 

3,027- "D" 
(3,033 • "D") 

. [3,033 - "D'1 

LEGEND. 

· 1,~93-"A" 
(1,729-"Aj 
(1,729 •"A") 

4~333-"P' · 
(4,343 - "F") 
[4,343-"P1 

XXX - "C" PEAK SEASON PEAK HOUR. 
PEAK DIRECTION BACKGROUND TRAFFIC 
AND LEVEL OF SERVICE DESIGNATION . 

(XXX -"C") PEAK SEASON PEAK HOUR 
PEAK DIRECTION BACKGROUND 
TRAFFIC PLUS AM PROJECT TRAFFIC 
AND LEVEL OF SERVICE DESIGNATION 

[XXX -"C1 PEAK SEASON PEAK HOUR 
PEAK DIRECTION BACKGROUND 
TRAFFIC PLUS PM PROJECT TRAFFIC 
AND LEVEL OF SERVICE DESIGNATION 

100TH HIGHEST HOUR 
LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS . Figure 2 
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.. 
·vu .. -CONCLUSION 

-.·. 

the prpposed . comprehensive plan am:~dment -·to nt~ .· the -future land ~e -~~ . 
·. · ~~neraj · Intere~g~ :to Urban Co~~~· on just -~der :ten_ (_10) ~ 1ocate4 ~t ·th~ · 

nortlt~ co~er oi l-15 and. Pslrit Beach BQlile~ .will not bave· afi adverse hn,pact. on 
the l~ng ·• or shoi:t t~ transpo~ti~n ;~twl!rk.. The trip ·g~n~~OJ) ~ a result of the : . . . 
land· us~. ~hang~ will. actually be l~ss hi~D$i~e than it would un~ tlie .existing I~-~- . 
des~~~~·. Although_ ~o~ 4~~qna~on.-~ps·_ wiU: be.· genem~d, -~e·total ~~t -~f 
'~~ trips adfied to the roadway ndwork will:~ be lesa thari.tliey ~uld -b~ ~der 
tli~ exiathig )~ci-~e d'esign~ti~~- · . . · . . . · . -.. · · _·. : · . . . :· - · ·. 
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TABLE 1A&2A 



TABLE1A 
PEAK DIRECTION 

PROJECT TRAFFIC vs~ 10% LOS C LINK VOLUMES·. 
WITH PROPOSED COMP PLAN AMENDMa!NT 

TOTAL AM PEAK HOUR PROJECT TRAFFIC= 50VPH IN= 10 OUT:;:· 40 
. ' 

TOTAL PM PEAK HOUR PROJECT TRAFFIC= 60VPH IN= 40 OUT= 20 

RC>ADWAY LQSA· LOSS LOSC · LOSO. LOSE 
BQADW6I §E§MENt 'CLASS ~QI.YMI: ~QIJIM& ~QbYMli lQL.1.111; l£QbYIE 
1-75 s. of Palm Beach' Blvd ' 4LF · 1130 1840 2660 3440 3910 

S. of Bayshore Road 4LF 1130 1840 2660'' 3440 3910 

Palm Beach Blvd. E. of Ortiz 6LN 0 1220 2730 2970 3040 

(S.R. 80) E. of 1-75 6LN 2570 3070 3080 3080 3080 

Service.Volum~ taken from Lee County Link Specific Service Volume Tables for Arterials (Sept_ 2003) 

1-75 Service Volumes taken from FDOt Quality/LOS Manual (2002) 

,:, 

. ,::· 

PERCENT 
PROJECT PROJECT PROJI .. 

. TRAFflC TRAFFII . we(··. 
25.0% 1.0 0.4%" 

15.0% 8 0.2% 

65.00% 26 1.0% 

90.00% 38 1.2" 



TOTAL PROJECT TRAFFIC AM= 

TOTAL PROJECT TRAFFiC PM= 

eoerw,v; 
1-75 

Palm Beach Blvd. . 

(SA80) 

50 VPH IN:= 

60 VPH IN= 

'i'ABLE2A 
LEE COUNTY TRAFFIC COUNTS AND CALCULATIONS 

WITH PROPOSED COMP PLAN """ENDMENT 

&ta'. 12 
10 OUT• 40 1-75 o.oaa1 G.657 

. 40 OUT= 20 

2003 2008 

PKHR PKHR PERCENT 
BASEYR 2002 YRS~F ANNUAL PKIEASON PKIEASON PROJECT All PRO.I: PII PROJ 

SEGMENT ISi 61K ARI 5iROWTH 86D pWQIB.1 PEAKgj& TRAFfJC . JBAfflC J:BeFFIC 
s. of ,Palm Beach Blvd 1-75 53500 · 61000 3· 4.47% 3482 4m -- 10 10 

s. ofBayshcn Raad. 1-75 47500 50000 3 ·1.72% 2779 3027 16.00'lri 6 • 
E. of Ortiz 5 . 19700 27400 9 3.73% 1,468 1763 GS.00% 28. 26 

E. ofl-75 5 18500 25000 9 3.40% · 1432 . 1683 80.00% 36 36 

,•' 

2008' -8CKGRHO IICl(GRND 

+AIIPRGJ +PIIPROJ 

~ JNl'fHi 
4343 ,a.a 
3033 3QD 

17118 1711 
1728 1728 

1 The 2003 Peak Hour, Peak Season, Peak Direction Traffic Volume was obtained from the 2002/2003-20~ Lee County ConcumNlcy Report_ 
. . . : . . . 

100th Highest Hour Level of Service Analyals · 

1-75 

Palm Beach·Blvd. 
(SA80). 

2CIOI 

WITHOUT 
PROJECT 

I.Qi' 
S. of Palm Beach 131\ F 
S. of ~yshore Road 

E. of Ortiz 

E.ofl-75 

D 

C 
·A 

2IIIOI 

Wl'IH 

PRO.f&T, 

la 
F 
D 

C 
A 

..... .. , 

• 
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·TRIP GENEJµTION- EQUATIONS 



, .. .. . .. 

LandUso 

Shopping Center 
tfJIC820) 

TRIP. GE~~TION EQUATIONS 
LEEWARD YACHT CLUB 

TRIP GENERATIO~ EQUATiONS 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hout 

Lo (I')= 0.60 Ln (X) + 2.29 . Ln (T) ~ 0.66 i..n (X) + 3.40 

T-TrinL .X• J.000 s.f OLA . .. 
Multi-Family Ln ~-= 0.80 Ln (X) + 0.26 Ln (T) • 0.82 Lo {X) +0.32. n-nc230\ 

· T= Trim.: X •#of Units 
· Light Industrial T = I.IS (X)_; 89.28 T= 1.43 (X)- 163.42. 

(LUC 110\ 
T-Trim.. X=-# 1.000 s.f. OLA. 

Office Ln (T) = 0.80 Ln (X) + l.SS T= 1.49(X) 
iLUC710\. 

. . 
T • Trins.. X - 1.000 s.f. OLA 

Daily·. 
fl-wavl . 

Ln(T)•0.65 Ln (X) +.S,83 · 

Ln (T)- o~ss La oo + 2.ss 

T=7.47 OC)-101.92 

Ln (T) =- 0~77 Ln (X) + 3.65 
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Attachment IV.~ . 

·3. Map and ~~sc;lbe ·existing land uses (not designations) of the.subject ptoperty 
·and surrounding properties. Description $hould dlscus,s consistency of current 
uses with the proposed· changes. 

The subject property is located adjacent to a.n . existing single family res~ential 
subdivision - Dos Rios - to the west, .the existing Manatee World commercial facility to the 
east, Palm Beach Boulevard (S.~. 80) to the south, and the Orange River and Bayou to 
the north. The majority of the subject property is currently vacant. except for an existing 
marina and boat docks alorig the north property boundary at the·Orange River B~you. 

The proposed land us, change, from General Commercial lnte·rchan9e .to Urban 
Community, will a~low .for a residential-type. project that will. blend ~ell with the ~xistlng 
natur~ of the surrounding property, b~ing existing residential and.marina uses. · . · 

4. Map and describe existing zoning of the subject property and surrounding 
properties. · · 

The subject property currently consists of AG-2, IM, and C-1 zoning categories, and 
is surrounded by RS-1 to the west, with C-1, .CPO ~nd MH-2 to the south and souiheast, 

· and AG-2 and MH-2 to the north and northeast. . . ' , 



~ . · · ·. ·CPA2004--13_ · _ ·. 

- ·· THE ScHociL D1sTRICT CF Lee CauNTV I !i' J ~ C-AWN\J• • FoRr - PLoNDA 3ll801 • (239)334-1102.•TTDfTTY (239)33S-1111a 

§i ~ EUNOR C. SORICICIA, PH,0 • 

·.· .. 

... 
· .. 

September 28, 2005 

Brandi Gonzalez 
Lee County Planning 
P.O. Box398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398_ 

Re: CPA-2004-131-75 and S.R. 80 . . . 
Dear Ms. Oom.alez: 

. 111©11
. . ~q- ~0:::-;:~::::.: 

JI. ,ti 9U Vic• 'CHAIRMAN • 018Tfl1cr 1 

.J"SANNB S, O0ZIBR 
c,.,.,,,cr a 

. SEP 2 9 2005 . JAN• El, t<uc1<• 1.., F'H,D. 
ChsTfllaTS 

· COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT· 
. ... ' . 

e;ITBVBN K. Taua• R 
. . . Ot.-rAlcr "4 

.JAMBS w. BROWC,SR,. eo.D. 
eu~• AINT• ND• NT 

KSITH B. MARTIN 
SOARD ATTOANIIV 

.. \ , . : . . . . . . 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the fµture land use amendment :for northeast quadrant of 
. the 1-75 and s·.R. 80 i:egarding the educational inipacts· this amendnient will have on the Lee 

CountySchool District. · · ·. · · · · · · · 

. ~ased on the proposed maximum" total ~f 412. um~ tbe i..ee·County Sch~l District wiU ~te 
. the "impact using the:generation rate of.0.1Q9 students:for:nuilti-famih;•residen~~ dweijing units, 
· or .352 generation rate fol'._ singltffamily ri,sidentia:l d~lling units, .412 multifamily. d~elling 

~.woutd. gen~te 45 ~ew studet1ts·creatmg·a iiee<J for 2 new class_ rooms:: 412°.slnglefamily 
_-dwelling ~ts .would ·gen~ 14S n~ -students· ~g a. :11eed .fo~·.-6 ne':V clilss ~ms. In . 

. · additiQn to the classrooms the Lee Coµnty School District ·would· have a ·need fqi' increasing staff . 
. and core facjlitie~. Usmg· th~ .new: sinalI cl~room le~slatiye guidelmes,' ~ditional clas~ms -· maybe generated. . ."·: ·_ ... · .. · .. · . . . .··. ··_. ·. .· . _. .. ·. ·_. . .. ·· . : 

. Th~- Lee Co\Jttty ~-~ard ~f .Co~ty CQ~S$ion~ adopt¢d. a SchQOl hni,am: fe~- ~ce_.on . 
Novem~ -27, 20Q.t,:•elf~ve at this time. As. such, ·residential development in. the northeast" · · . 

· :. quadran(of·the ,1;1s and· S.R.--80 .Will" create .th~ pa~ent of _itnpaet-" fees to. mabltaui· th~ > ·· 
. . . ·. ·_,approptj.ate-:teveis ~f service for expanding capacity with tee· County. Schooi District, . ;. ' .. _: . . . . :. ' . :· .. 

•• .. ·. '. . . 

. Th~ you f<>r your-attention to this issue. If I niay ~ of further 8:5Sistance~ please give me a call ·. . ·.... . . . . . . :-
at_ (239) 335-141~'.· · · · ·· · · · . · · · ,. · · · ·. · . -· ::_ 
. •, .. 

opmerit Pl~er 

Attachment 7 
DIBTAICT Vl910N 

To BE A WORLD-CLASS SCHOOL. SYSTEM . . 
DISTRICT MISSION 

To PROVIDE A CilUAL.ITY ECUCATtON IN A SAFE ANO WELL-MANAGED ENVIRONMENT 

. ; . 
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TICE FIRE & RESCUE DiSTRICT
0

-. 

Claid 
. Gn,pry A.Bndley 

~'),H-~--

February 41 2004 

VJA,f.MflMJLR !I fJRST·CLASS MML 

Michael B. Roeder. ·AICP 
Knott. Consoer, Ebdim, Hart & Swett, P.A. 
·1625 Hendry Street-
Poat O~ Be. 2449 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449. 

Ro: Small Scale Plan .Amendment for Hansen Marina 

Dear Mr. Roeder: 

SI 70 Tice Street 
.. Pt.Myers-1\33985 

· Fa (l39) ,94-'IJH 

In regards to the above-referenced property. T"1ee Pire District has no objec:Jions to the 
. proposed~~ at tlus timo. ' 

Wo will request and anticipate incorporating any of our needs belween the developet' and 
0111' District aa the development of the project proceem.· . . 

If you have any questions,. please give me a cail. 

Sincerely,. 

b. ··•· ?fp, . . £,/ 
. Gres~ ~radley ~ _ 
FueChief · 

l 

GAB/n 
.. 

. P-._02 

. . . . 



JMJ~-15 •200-, 09 ass 2393~~1_,u . JQIO!t C:ONSOII IBILllCI Jill! ffl'fT . '5533 P. 002/ 001 

:t L~E.COUNTY 
SOUTllWBST PLOlt.lDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY' COMMISSIONERS Wliter's Direct Dlal Number: 
2~1eoo· 
wllsor,jd@S~c;om 

BoD.Janas 
DI/Jlflf;JQ,o 

:DouglaaR.'Stcamj 

ms,,Jt;t ""° 
_:Ray.Jlidal\ 
~7111N . 

Andrew w. o:,y 

"Dlslrfcr'• 
JdlnE~ -~,,..-
Dm!IIID.Slillllal 
_'Coilnly M&NIJ19' 

.ram.avaegur ~_,.,. 
-~ ... ~ eovno,,,_,,,,. 
ere,,,,,., . 

January 5. 2004 

Mr. Michael E. Roeder; A1CP . 
Director of Zoning & Land Use nnlng 
Knott. Consoei'. Ebelinl, Hart & SWe\t. PA 
1625 Hendry Street . l . 
Fort Myers, FL 339()1 . 

. Re: Written. Determlnatl~n of.('. equacy ~r EMS Services for~ 
la~ usa amen"dment·for a prooosed 10 acre (STRAP 34-43-25-00-
00010.0000) resldantlal development. · . 

_.u.L../lf/U~J . .. . . 
De/· "oed~r:. . . . 

Lee County Division of Public Sa :/Emergency Medtcat Services has 
reviewed. your Jetter dated Decem r 23., 2003, reference to a proposed 
10 acre residential developme t with a build out po~lation of 
approximately 200 people In 5-sto condominium buildings. · 

The current and· planned budg tary projections for additional EMS . 
resources should adequately a . dress any Increased demand. for 
service from persons occupying th s parcel or any support facffitles. 

1f you would like to discuss ihis lrther. please call me at the ~ve 
referenced number. · · · 1 · · 

Sincerely. 

D1VISION OF PUBLIC SAFETY 

·~~ ' 
John Wison, Director 
Lee County DMslon of Public Sat 

JOW/GDW 



\lffl!ol.::11 6VV'I V71.al.J £,17,1.111118 · 
,. II . • . 

JQfO'ft_COlfS91a IBILtlll_BAat SWlf! 15533. P.003/00&_ 

~ ... 
·~ dffice of tfit s~ .·<;'1Uftty of £ee 

State· ef. :Ffirrit£a-: 1waney snoap . 

I 

Janmuy 2, 2004 

· Xnott, Consoer, Ebelini 
Han& Swett,·P.A. 
P.O. Box 2449 
FortMym, Florida .33902-i449 

..... ,_ __ __ 
RE: Small Sc-ale Plan Amendment for.Halll$CD Marina 

Suap # 34-43-25-00-00010.0000 

Dear Mr. RQeder: 

Rec--··.. ... 
Kno+J .. 

. . . . . . . 

AM 'JAN O 7 2003 .PM 
'118191l1R11?1l121Srl1Si8 

• 

The proposed development regarding IO_ . · of residential property, which should 
have a buildout of approximately 200 peop1 in s-story condominium buildin(s -ii) 
Lee CouD1y Florida, is withiu the scr,,ice r Lee COUDly She:rifl's Office.. II 
'is policy of the Lee County Sheriff's Office to community growth and we will 
do everything possibl~ 10 accommodate the enforcement needs. 

. We anticipate tliat we will receive the reasolble and necessaxy fimding to support 
growth in demand We there.fore believe tbat !the Lee County Sheriff's Office will be 
able to sexve your project as it builds out 

Sincerely. 

$~~· 
Major :qan Johnson 
Planning and Research 

Copy: File 
.DJ/jr . 

14750 Six Mile Cypre11 Parkway Fo 

I 
Myen, Florida. 33912-4406 



Ja~l6-04 04:19P P.02 . ~ .. 

\.LEE COUNTY 
SOUTBWBST .FLORIDA 

BOARD .OF COUNTY ·COMMISSIONERS 

I' 

239-277-5012x2233 
Write~s DlrectOlal_Number:, __________ _ 

BobJanea 
OlstlfcifOte 

Douglas A. St. Cerny 
Dlslrla1\lg 

Ray.Judah 
Disltlct'ThtN 

Andra'l'W.Co, 
Disltid Four 

Jaflft .. Alllalt 
Dfsldt:tFh 

DonaldD.Slllwel 
CcurlyMlnag# 

Mr. Michael B. Roeder, AICP 
Knott, Consoer, Bbelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street 

· Third Ploor . · 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 

Dear Mr. Roeder: 

January 1.3, 2004 

. . ' 

Thank you for your correspondence with Lee County Transit in regards to your-service 
availability request for the above mentioned amendment request We cut;rently provide 
service on Pilni Beach Boulevard 1·days a week with our Route I 00. Service frequencies 

• ,1 

Monday through Friday are approximately 30 minutes, which provides &<M?d service tQ this 
corridor. We have a bus stop at Louise S~et on both sides of tl;te road, and we anticipate 
this service to remain at its current level and increase in frequency in years~ come. This 
will be sufficient public transportation service to the Hansen Marina site. As1

1a general rule, 
public-transportation works more efficiently with 1:tlgher densities such as the Central Urban 
· designation. 

If you have any further questions or comments, ple~e call me or :e-mail me at 
mhorsting@leegov.com~ 

Sincerely, . 

Michael Horsting 
Transit Planner 

H:IUn'ERSICOMPWIENS/YlP~llliftDtlllllilllltWllllfM11t (239) 335-2111 
lnte~•t ~rea hffs.i:/Awww.lae-cqunty.com 

} 
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·,,,LEE COUNTY 
(941)479-8181 . 

SOUTHWBST F.LORlDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Dii:ect Dial NUrriber.._ ______ _ 

BobJanes 
"DlslddQ» 

. Douglas F.l St. Cemy 

OJstricl m Janumy 23~ 2004 
Ray~ 

. Distdt:I .,,,,_ 

Alwim, w. ea, 
Dfst,ldFour· 

JDM£Albioa 
D/$1JictRw, 

Ray Brotbeck 
Hole Montes, Inc. 

. 6202-F Presidential Court 
Fort Myer5» Fl. 33907 

Donald D. Stilwel . 
<iolnYManaser . . . 

. · RE: · POTABLE WATERAND WAST&WATERAVAILABILITY . =~ LEEWARDYACHTCLUB;550l ANDS605PALMBBAOIBLVD. 
34-43-lS-00-00006.0000, 34-43-25-00-00009.0000, 
34-43-25-00-00010.0000 AND 34-43-25-00-00008.001.0,. 

Dear Brotbeck: 

Department of Lee County Utilities has Potable water and wastewater lines are .in operation in 
the vi~nity of the above-mentioned parcels. However. in order_to provide sm:vice to the subject 
parcels, developer funded system enhancements such as line extensions will be required. .. 

This letter· should not be cons1rued as ·a commitment to serve, but only as to the availab.ility of 
service. Lee County UtiJities wilJ commit to serve only upon receipt of an appropriate 
connection f~ a signed request for service ·and/or an executed service agreement, and the· 
approval of all ·State and local regulatory agencies. · 

FURTHER, THIS LETTER OF AVAILABILITY OF POTABLE WATER .AND/OR . . 
WASTEWA~R SERVICE IS TO BE UTILIZED FOR GENERAL PlJRPOSES ONLY. 
INDIVIDUAL LE1TERS O.F · AVAILABWTY WILL BE REQUIRED FOR · THE 
PURPOSE OF OBTAINING BUILDING PERMITS. · . . 

Sincerely, 

LEE COUNTY UTILITIES 

v/f!ftt1 'Pf ty~ 
Mary Mccflmic 
Engin~g Tech., Senior 
unuTIES :ENGINEER~G 

VIA FACSIMil.E 
Original Mailed 

LEEWARD YACHT CLUB.doc 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-Q398 (239)335-2111 
lntemet address hllp:/Jwww.lee-county.com 

AN c:na l&I l'\DW\OTI 11J,ffV •Cl?Dl! .. ••tUC •,...,.,,.~, .,._ .,.._,.. 
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RESPONSE TO ORC 
CP A-2004-13 
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rs OCT -l+ PM 4: 19 
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, ;ii WP,•~S. CNTR. 
LEEWARD YACHT CLUB, LLC responds to DCA' s Objections to'. CP.A12.0'0.!f-ll) 1fs 

follows: · 

1. DCA Statement: "With respect to the proposal to change the land use designation on 
41.28 acres of land located in the northeast quadrant from General Commercial 
Interchange to Urban Community the public facilities analyses for the amendment did 
not quantify the impact of the proposal on schools. There is a general statement in the 
staff report that according to the School Board, the amendment will not have any impact 
on schools; however, it would be appropriate to show how the analysis of the impact on 
schools was derived in order to substantiate the statement." 

Response: The Lee County planning staff recommendation for this amendment was to 
amend the FLUM in the southeast and southwest quadrants of the interchaage to add 
property to the General Commercial Interchange category, while retaining the·:status quo 
on the northeast quadrant. As a result, the staff recommendation reduced the 9apacity of 
the FLUM by 362 units, which, from staff's perspective, eliminated the need ,to provide 
a detailed school impact analysis. 

The objection indicates that the proposed amendment to the northeast quadrant has the 
potential to add 412 units to the capacity of the FLUM. While this is a ~ompletely 
umealistic real world scenario (see below), if it is assumed to be true, the net impact of 
the amendment to the school system is as follows: 

412 units - 362 units = 50 units added to FLUM 
50 units x .352 students/unit (School Board figure) = 18 students, 
which is de· minimis, particularly in light of the mitigation 
requirements in LDC Chapter 2. 

2. DCA Statement: "Above all, the proposal is inappropriate because the site is not 
suitable for the proposed designation. The subject site is located within the coastal high 
hazard area, and according to Map 9, of the Lee Plan, is within the 100-year floodplain 
that is subject to tidal flooding." 

Responses: 

A. SWRPC staff has confirmed that the exact location of the line separating the ,, 

category 1 and 2 evacuation zones is the 5.3 foot contour line. A graphic 
showing this line and the elevations throughout the property is at~ached as 
Exhibit "A". The map clearly shows that a substantial portion of the northeast 
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quadrant is not in the CHHA. 

B. Property even more seaward of the CHHA line immediately abutting the subject 
property is designated Central Urban on the FLUM (Exhibit "B" attached). 

C. There is no history of severe flooding on the property, even during hurricanes. 
• See Exhibit "C" attached. 

D. The subject property immediately abuts two principal evacuation routes, 1-75 
(north/south) and S.R. 80 (east-west). 

E. Residential development on the site will be subject to evacuation and shelter 
mitigation requirements in the LDC (Chapter 2, Article XI) and must comply 
with the Florida Building Code and local floodplain regulations. 

3. DCA Statement: "This proposal has the potential to allow up to 412 dwelling units in 
this coastal high hazard area and would consequently expose a substantial population to 
the dangers of a hurricane and flooding." · 

Response: The 412 unit figure assumed that the entire parcel will be redeveloped at the 
maximum total density, including bonuses. As noted above, however, a portion of the 
property is not located in the CHHA. The 41.2 acre figure also includes roads and a 
platted single-family residential subdivision, Dos Rios, which clearly will not be 
obliterated and redeveloped within the 2020 timeframe of the Lee Plan. A more 
appropriate worst case scenario calculation, therefore, is 11.9 acres (see Exhibit "D" 
attached) x 10 units/acre, or 119 units, which is less than 30 percent of the figure cited 
in the Objection. 

4. DCA Statement: "The proposal is, therefore, inconsistent with the state's r~quirement 
that comprehensive plans direct population concentration away from known or predicted 
coastal high hazard areas, and also inconsistent with the requirement that future land uses 
be coordinated with appropriate topography, including flood prone areas." 

Response: The statutes and rules cited at the end of the Objection (text i11cluded as 
Exhibits "E" and "F") do not contain any absolute prohibition against density increases 
in the CHHA. The facts and circumstances of this particular case warrant approval of 
the residential use. The facts include the items listed under #2 above, as well as the 
following: 

A. The proposed amendment will facilitate a mixed use development· which 1s 
encouraged by Goal 4 and Objective 21.4 of the Lee Plan; 
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B. A residential use on the parcel will be subject to the standard LDC 40 percent 
general open space and 20 percent indigenous open space requirements, while the 
standards for commercial uses are 30 and 15 percent, respectively; 

C. The residential use would be more compatible with the single-family units to the 
west than a commercial use, which is mandated by the General Commercial 
Interchange category; and 

D. The proposed residential use would generate less off-site traffic than the 
currently-required commercial uses. 

5. DCA Statement: "Lee Plan Policy 75.1.4 requires that the County limit. the future 
population exposed to coastal flooding by assigning reduced density categories to 
properties within the coastal high hazard area. Goal 75 of the Lee Plan calls for the 
protection of human life and developed property from natural disasters, and Objective 
7 5 .1, mandates a reduced density for properties located within coastal high hazard areas. 
The proposed designation of Urban Community for this site is inconsi.stent with 
Objective 75.1 and Policy 75.1.4 and would not further Goal 75. The current designation 
of General Commercial Interchange that does not allow residential uses is clearly 
appropriate for this site and it is consistent with Policy 75.1.4, as well as with Objective 
75.1, and furthers the intent of Goal 75." 

Response: The cited Lee Plan Goals, Objectives and Policies (Exhibit "G" attached; 
please note that the numbers have changed due to a recodification) clearly do not, on 
their face, absolutely prohibit density increases in the FLUM. Objective 105.t (formerly 
75.1), for example, only directs the County to "consider" reducing densities in the 
CHHA. Furthermore, the County has on several occasions, including September 19, 
permitted bonus density on parcels within the CHHA based on an evaluation of all of 
the facts of individual cases. There is no logical distinction between bonus density 
approvals and Lee Plan amendments increasing density in the CHHA. 
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LEEWARD YACHT CLUB HNI Topographic / 5 . 3 Contour Elevation Exhibit 

FILE NO.: 200J.061-B SEPTEMBER, 2005 

HOLE MONTES 
ENGINEERS · PLANNERS· SURVEYORS 

~ 
SCALE: 1 • = 250' 

6200 Whiskey Creek Drive 
For! Myers, FL. 33919 

Phone : (239) 985-1200 
Florido Certificote of Authorization No.1772 
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LEEWARD YACHT CLUB 
General Commercial Interchange 

EXHIBIT "D" 
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/ / 

-----
GENERAL COMMERCIAL INTERCHANGE AREA 

CAT 1 STORM SURGE LINE / CHHA BOUNDARY 
( PER COMP PLAN ) 

CAT 1 STORM SURGE LINE / CHHA BOUNDARY 
( PER 5.3 CONTOUR ELEV. ) 

BR£AKDDWN· 
Within the C.H.H.Z.: 

Outside of tho C.H.H.Z.: 

BREAKDOWN· 
lntorstoto 75 / Romps / S.R. 80 

Oos Rios Subdivision 

leeward Yacht Club 

TOTAL 

Note : 

/ 

,,. 

/ 
/ 

/ ,,. 

/ 

:1:66.2 Ac. 

±17.2 Ac. 

:1:49.0 Ac. 

:I: 1 .2 Ac. 

± 4.1 Ac. 

:i:11.9 Ac. 

±17.2 Ac. 

The on-site location of the Coastal High Hazard 
Zone line is derived from the topographic survey 
of the site, and the subsequent determinat ion of 
the Elev. 5.3 Contour, which hos been determined 
by the SWFRPC Stoff to represent the Category 1 
Storm Surge Line . 

,,. 

,,. 

with 5.3 Contour Elev. Line (Cateory 1 Area) 
NI 

HOLE MONTES 
ENGINEERS PLANNERS SURVEYORS 

6200 Whiskey Creek Drive 
F orl Myers, FL. 33919 

Phone : (239) 985-1200 
Florido Certificate of Authorization No.1772 

Naples Fort Myers Venice Englewood 
FILE NO.: 2005.061-B SEPTEMBER, 2005 



EXHIBIT "C" 

Analysis of Historical Storm Water Levels at Leeward Yacht Club properties 
By Pat Riley, P. E. 

Historical data was.obtained in conversation with Ernest Hansen, owner of Hansen Marine Ways, whose 
family has managed the Hansen Marine Ways property since 1919. Hansen Marine Ways is part of the 
Leeward Yacht Club. Additionally the storms of2004 were experienced on site by the author .The basis 
of the information is the floor elevation of the 1910 office/shop building which has a floor elevation of 
approx. 4 feet NGVD. Which is the equivalent of3.5 feet over normal tide elevation .. The family 
information is based on the flooding height over this floor elevation. The sea wall is 2 feet in NGVD 
elevation. The top of the railway is approx. 3 feet in elevation· 

The elevations of the property run from approx. 3 feet NGVD to 11 feet NGVD at the far southwest comer 
of the property. High mean water elevation is 1.1 NGVD. Mean tide is 0.04 feet. 

The storm events noted are the remembered ones, numerous hurricanes and winter storms have gone thru 
the site and area, but have not produced notable levels of surge and water levels. 

1936- No Name storm This is highest record of water levels at the site, experienced by Mr. Hansen's 
father. The level was 7 inches over the office floor, which corresponds to a water elevation of 4.6 feet 
NGVD. It was commented that this level occurred at high tide and the height of storm surge. 

1960- Mr Hansen was on site in Hurricane Donna ... The tide level rose 3.5 feet during the hurricane. The 
water level did not reach the reference elevation of the office/shop floor on the site. Considerable wind 
damage occurred to thee buildings and docks on site. 

1995- No name Winter Storm, this storm produce record levels of water due to high western quadrant 
winds over 60 miles for a long period of time. Water levels rose to approx. 3.5 feet over normal tid.e. 

1998- Hurricane Mitch and a no-name high wind storm. Mitch produced 3 feet of elevation change in the 
water levels. The no name storm reach the reference level of the office/shop floor of 4 feet. 

2004- Of the four major hurricanees in 2004, Hurricane Charley was worst. During the height of the storm 
and high tide, the water level raised to 4.5 feet. Actual measurements were taken in the Manatee World 
parking lot. 

There has been approx. 14 hurricanes that have moved over southwest florida since 1995. Only Hurricane 
Charley produce any water levels th;it have been experienced the use of this property. Hansen Marine 
Ways (Menge Brothers) has been operated at this site continuously since about 1885. No storm event has 
occurred at this site which so completely destroyed the site, operation was not continued. 



EXHIBIT "E" 

Florida Statutes 
Chapter 163 

163 .3177 Required and optional elements of comprehensive plan; studies and surveys.­

(6) In addition to the requirements of subsections (1)-(5) and (12), the comprehensive plan 
shall include the following elements: 

(a) A future land use plan element designating proposed future general distribution, 
location, and extent of the uses of land for residential uses, commercial uses, industry, 
agriculture, recreation, conservation, education, public buildings and grounds, other public 
facilities,. and other categories of the public and private uses of land. Counties are 
encouraged to designate rural land stewardship areas, pursuant to the provisions of 
paragraph (ll)(d), as overlays on the future land use map. Each future land use category 
must be defined in terms of uses included, and must include standards to be followed 
in the control and distribution of population densities and building and structure 
intensities. The proposed distribution, location, and extent of the various ca~egories of 
land use shall be shown on a land use map or map series which shall be supplemented 
by goals, policies, and measurable objectives. The future land use plan shall be based 
upon surveys, studies, and data regarding the area, including the amount of land required 
to accommodate anticipated growth; the projected population of the area; th~ character 
of undeveloped land; the availability of water supplies, public facilities, and services; the 
need for redevelopment, including the renewal of blighted areas and the elimination of 
nonconforming uses which are inconsistent with the character of the comII)unity; the 
compatibility of uses on lands adjacent to or closely proximate to military installations; 
and, in rural communities, the need for job creation, capital investment, and economic 
development that will strengthen and diversify the community's economy. The future land 
use plan may designate areas for future planned development use involving combinations 
of types of uses for which special regulations may be necessary to ensure development 
in accord with the principles and standards of the comprehensive plan and this act. The 
future land use plan element shall include criteria to be used to achieve the compatibility 
of adjacent or closely proximate lands with military installations. In addition, for rural 
communities, the amount of land designated for future planned industrial use shall be 
based upon surveys and studies that reflect the need for job creation, capital investment, 
and the necessity to strengthen and diversify the local economies, and shall not be 
limited solely by the projected population of the rural community. The future land use 
plan of a county may also designate areas for possible future municipal incorporation. 
The land use maps or map series shall generally identify and depict historic district 
boundaries and shall designate historically significant properties meriting protection. For 
coastal counties, the future land use element must include, without limitation, regulatory 
incentives and criteria that encourage the preservation of recreational and commercial 
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working waterfronts as defined in s. 342.07. The future land use element must clearly 
identify the land use categories in which public schools are an allowable use. When 
delineating the land use categories in which public schools are an allowable use, a local 
government shall include in the categories sufficient land proximate to residential 
development to meet the projected needs for schools in coordination with public school 
boards and may establish differing criteria for schools of different type or• size. Each 
local government shall include lands contiguous to existing school sites, to the maximum 
extent possible, within the land use categories in which public schools are an allowable 
use. The failure by a local government to comply with these school siting requirements 
will result in the prohibition of the local government's ability to amend the local 
comprehensive plan, except for plan amendments described ins. 163.3187(1)(b), until 
the school siting requirements are met. Amendments proposed by a local government for 
purposes of identifying the land use categories in which public schools are an allowable 
use are exempt from the. limitation on the frequency of plan amendments contained in 
s. 163 .3187. The future land use element shall include criteria that encourage the location 
of schools proximate to urban residential areas to the extent possible and shall require 
that the local government seek to collocate public facilities, such as parks, libraries, and 
community centers, with schools to the extent possible and to encourage the use of 
elementary schools as focal points for neighborhoods. For schools serving predominantly 
rural counties, defined as a county with a population of 100,000 or fewer, an agricultural 
land use category shall be eligible for the location of public school facilities if the local 
comprehensive plan contains school siting criteria and the location is con~istent with 
such criteria. Local governments required to update or amend their comprehensive plan 
to include criteria and address compatibility of adjacent or closely proximate lands with 
existing military installations in their future land use plan element shall transmit the 
update or amendment to the department by June 30, 2006. 

(g) For those units of local government identified in s. 380.24, a coastal management 
element, appropriately related to the particular requirements of paragraphs (d) and (e) and 
meeting the requirements of s. 163 .3178(2) and (3 ). The coastal management element 
shall set forth the policies that shall guide the local government's decisions and program 
implementation with respect to the following objectives: 

7. Limitation of public expenditures that subsidize development in high-hazard 
coastal areas. 

8. Protection of human life against the effects of natural disasters. 
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9J-5.003 Definitions. 

EXHIBIT "F" 

Florida Administrative Code 

As used in this rule chapter, the terms defined in Section 163 .3164, F .S., shall have the meanings 
provided in that section. In addition, the following definitions are provided to clarify terms used in this 
rule chapter and not to establish or limit regulatory authority of other agencies or programs; however, 
local governments may choose alternative definitions which the Department shall review to determine 
whether such definitions accomplish the intent of both this rule chapter and of Chapter 163, Part II, F.S. 
The use of definitions in this rule which were adopted by rule amendment shall not have the effect of · 
rendering not in compliance a plan or plan amendment adopted prior to the effective date of the rule 
amendment, nor of changing definitions of terms used in a plan or plan amendment adopted prior to 
the effective date of the rule amendment. 

(17) "Coastal high hazard areas" (also "high-hazard coastal areas") means the evacuation zone 
for a Category I hurricane as established in the regional hurricane evacuation study applicable 
to the local government. 

9J-5.006 Future Land Use Element. 

The purpose of the future land use element is the designation of future land use patterns as reflected 
in the goals, objectives and policies of the local government comprehensive plan elements. Future land 
use patterns are depicted on the future land use map or map series within the element. 

(2) Land Use Analysis Requirements. The element shall be based upon the following analyses 
which support the comprehensive plan pursuant to subsection 9J-5.005(2), F.A.C. 

(b) An analysis of the character and magnitude of existing vacant or undeveloped land 
in order to determine its suitability for use, including where available: 

1. Gross vacant or undeveloped land area, as indicated in paragraph ( I )(b ); 
2. Soils;. 
3. Topography; 
4. Natural resources; and 
5. Historic resources; 

(3) Requirements for Future Land Use Goals, Objectives and Policies. 

(b) The element shall contain on:e or more specific objectives for each goal statement 
which address the requirements of paragraph 163.3 l 77(6)(a), F.S., and whidh: 

1. Coordinate future land uses with the appropriate topography and soil 
conditions, and the availability of facilities and services; 

(c) The element shall contain one or more policies for each objective which address 
implementation activities for the: 
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1. Regulation of land use categories included on the future land use map or map 
series; subdivisions; signage; and areas subject to seasonal or periodic flooding; 

(4) Future Land Use. Map. 

(b) The following natural resources or conditions shall be shown on the future land use 
map or map series: 

6. Coastal high hazard areas. 

9J-5.012 Coastal Management. 

The purpose of this element is to plan for and where appropriate restrict development activities where 
such activities would damage 
or destroy coastal resources, and protect human life and limit public expenditures in areas that are 
subject to destruction by natural 
disaster. 

(3) Requirements for Coastal Management Goals, Objectives, and Policies. 

(b) The element shall contain one or more specific objectives for each goal statement 
which address the requirements of paragraph 163.3 l 77(6)(g) and Section 163.3178, F.S., 
and which: 

5. Limit public expenditures that subsidize development permitted[ in coastal 
high-hazard areas subsequent to the element's adoption except for restoration or 
enhancement of natural resources; 

6. Direct population concentrations away from known or predic~ed coastal 
high-hazard areas; 

( c) The element shall contain one or more policies for each objective and shall identify 
regulatory or management techniques for: 

7. Designating coastal high-hazard areas and limiting developme11t in these 
areas; 
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EXHIBIT "G" 

GOAL 105: PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY IN COASTAL HIGH HAZARD 
AREAS. To protect human life and developed property from natural disasters. (See also Goal 
110.) (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30) 

OBJECTIVE 105.1: DEVELOPMENT IN COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS. 
Development seaward of the 1991 Coastal Construction Control Line will require 
applicable State of Florida approval; new development on barrier islands will be limited 
to densities that meet required evacuation standards; new development requiring seawalls 
for protection from coastal erosion will not be permitted; and allowable densities for 
undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be considered for reduction. 
(Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35, 93-25, 94-30, 00-22) 

POLICY 105.1.4: Through the Lee Plan amendment process, land use 
designations of undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be 
considered for reduced density categories ( or assignment of minimum allowable 
densities where density ranges are permitted) in order to limit the future 
population exposed to coastal flooding. (Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35, 94-
30, 00-22) 
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LEE COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 05-21 
(Pine Island Compromise) 

(CPA2004-16) 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN, COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN," ADOPTED BY 
ORDINANCE NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT AMENDMENT 
CPA2004-16 (PERTAINING TO THE PINE ISLAND COMMUNITY PLAN 
COMPROMISE) APPROVED DURING THE COUNTY'S 2004/2005 
REGULAR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CYCLE; PROVIDING 
FOR AMENDMENTS TO ADOPTED TEXT AND MAPS; PURPOSE ANO 
SHORT TITLE; LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; GEOGRAPHICAL 
APPLICABILITY; SEVERABILITY, CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S 
ERRORS, ANO AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, the Lee County Comprehensive Plan ("Lee Plan") Policy 2.4.1 and 

Chapter XIII, provides for adoption of amendments to the Plan in compliance with State 

statutes and in accordance with administrative procedures adopted by the Board ofCounty 

Commissioners ("Board"); and, 

WHEREAS, the Board,. in accordance with Section 163.3181, Florida Statutes, and 

Lee County Administrative Code AC-13-6 provide an opportunity for the public to 

participate in the plan amendment public hearing process; and, 

WHEREAS, the Lee County L~cal Planning Agency ("LPA") held public hearings 

pursuant to Florida Statutes and the Lee County Administrative Code on May 23, 2005; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the Board held a public hearing for the transmittal of the proposed 

amendment on June 1, 2005. At that hearing, the Board approved a motion to send, and 

did later send, proposed amendment CPA2004-16 pertaining to the Pine Island Community 

Plan Compromise to the Florida Department of Community Affairs ("DCA") for review and 

comment; and, 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amend Cycle Adoption Ordinance CPA2004-16 (Pine Island Compromise) 
Page 1 of 5 
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WHEREAS, at the Jun~ 1, 2005 meeting, the Board announced its intention:to hold 

a public hearing after the receipt of DCA's written comments commonly referred to as the 

aoRC Report." DCA issued their ORC report on August 19, 2005; and, 

WHEREAS, at a public hearing on October 12, 2005, the Board moved to adopt the 

proposed amendment to the Lee Plan set forth herein. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, THAT: 

SECTION ONE: PURPOSE, INTENT AND SHORT TITLE 

The Board of County Commissioners of Lee County, Florida, in compliance with 

Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, and with Lee County Administrative Code AC-13-6, 

conducted public hearings to review proposed amendments to the Lee Plan. The purpose 

of this ordinance is to adopt the amendments to the Lee Plan discussed at those meetings 

and approved by a majority of the Board of County Commissioners. The short title and 

proper reference for the Lee County Comprehensive Land Use Plan, as hereby amended, 

will continue to be the "Lee Plan." This amending ordinance may be referred to as the 

"2004/2005 Regular Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle CPA2004-16 Pine Island 

Community Plan Compromise Ordinance." 

SECTION TWO: ADOPTION OF LEE COUNTY'S 2004/2005 REGULAR 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CYCLE 

The Lee County Board of County Commissioners amends the existing Lee Plan, 

adopted by Ordinance Number 89-:02, as amended, by adopting an amendment, as 

~evised by the Board on October 12, 2005, known as CPA2004-16. CPA2004-16 amends 

the Plan to incorporate the terms of a compromise into the Policies and Objectives specific 

to the Pine Island Community. 
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The corresponding Staff Reports and Analysis, along with all attachments.for this 

amendment are adopted as "Support Documentation" for the Lee Plan. 

SECTION THREE: LEGAL EFFECT OF THE "LEE PLAN° 

No public or private development will be permitted except in conformity with the Lee 

Plan. All land development regulations and land development orders must be consistent 

with the Lee Plan as amended. 

SECTION FOUR: GEOGRAPHIC APPLICABILITY 

The Lee Plan is applicable throughout the unincorporated ·area of Lee County, 

Florida, except In those unincorporated areas included in joint or interlocal agreements with 

other local governments that specifically provide otherwise. 

SECTION FIVE: SEVERABILITY 

The provisions of this ordinance are severable and it is the intention of the Board 

of County Commissioners of Lee County, Florida, to confer the whole or any part of the 

powers herein provided. If any of the provisions of this ordinance are held unconstitutional 

by a court of competent jurisdiction, the decision of that court will not affect or impair the 

remaining provisions of this ordinance. It is hereby declared to be the legislative intent of 
r 

the Board that this ordinance would have been adopted had the unconstitutional provisions 

not been included therein. 

SECTION SIX: INCLUSION IN CODE, CODIFICATION, SCRIVENERS' ERROR -

I 

It is the intention of the Board of County Commissioners that the provisions''of this 

ordinance will become and be made a pa'rt of the Lee County Code. Sections .of this 
I , 

ordinance may be renumbered or relettered and the word "ordinance" may be changed to 

"section," "article," or other appropriate word or phrase in order to accomplish this intention; 

and regardless of whether inclusion in the code is accomplished, sections of this ordinance 
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may be renumbered or re lettered. The correction of typographical errors that do nqt affect 

the intent, may be authorized by the County Manager, or his or her designee, without need 

of public hearing, by filing a corrected or recodified copy with the Clerk of the Circuit Court. 

SECTION SEVEN: EFFECTIVE DATE 

The plan amendments adopted herein are not effective until a final order is issued 

by the DCA or Administrative Commission finding the amendment in compliance with 

Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, whichever occurs earlier. No development orders, 

development permits, or land uses dependent on this amendment may be issued or 

commence before the amendment has become effective. If a final order of noncompliance 

is issued by the Administration Commission, this amendment may nevertheless be made 

effective_by adoption of a resolution affirming its effective status. A copy of such resolution 

will be sent to the DCA, Bureau of Local Planning, 2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100. 

THE FOREGOING ORDINANCE was offered by Commissioner Judah, who moved 

its adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Janes, and, when put to a vote, 

the vote was as follows: 

Robert P. Janes Aye 

Douglas St. Cerny Aye 

Ray Judah Aye 

Tammy Hall Aye 

John Albion Aye 
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DONE AND ADOPTED this 12th day of pctober 2005. 

ATTEST: 
CHARLIEGREEN, CLERK 

BY: ~c/?i,,ru 
eputyaerk 

2004/2005 Regular Lee Plan Amend Cycle 

LEE COUNTY 
BOARD OF CO 

:i 

DATE:_---" . .._JD-+(_!crf~D-5---"--. __ 
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