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LEE COUNTY 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

CPA2000-30 

Text Amendment [ZJ Map Amendment 

This Document Contains the Following 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 Hearing for Adoption 

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: November 19, 2001 

PART I - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
1. APPLICANT: 

The Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, represented by Matthew D. Uhle 
of Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 

2. REQUEST: 
• Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 

483-acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and 
Range 25 East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." 

• Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to specifically allow the consideration of a 
Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

SIZE OF PROPERTY: 483 +/-ACRES 
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PROPERTY LOCATION: The subject property is generally located on the east 
side of U.S. 41, at its intersection with Coconut Road in South Estero. 

EXISTING USE OF LAND: The subject property is currently vacant. 

CURRENT ZONING: The subject property is zoned AG-2 

CURRENT FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORY: The 483-acre subject property 
has two Future Land Use designations: Rural (432.35 acres) and Wetlands (50.79 
acres) 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: Planning staff recommends that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to 
change the Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use 
category to the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas 
of the property currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development maybe granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 

(1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated to Lee County for use as a fire 
station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development order 
submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the issuance 
of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is eligible for credits under the 
County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated to the School District of Lee 
County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School District prior 
to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County 
will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is 
eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations, the County will initiate an amendment to the Future 
Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of the donated properties to 
Public Facilities. 
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(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated to the School District of Lee 
County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School District prior 
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Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of the donated properties to 
Public Facilities. 
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2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

• The proposed plan amendment is being undertaken for the specific purpose of 
developing a regional mall and associated commercial and residential development 
on the subject property. A rezoning application and a DRI development approval 
application have been submitted concurrently with this amendment. 

• While the analysis of the amendment should focus primarily on the impacts of the 
land use category change alone, it is necessary to consider the impacts of the 
potential development scenario that has been proposed. 

• The redesignation of the subject property from Rural to Urban Community will 
increase the demand for public services and infrastructure in this area. This will . 
occur whether the end use is a regional mall or some other development that fits · 
within the density/intensity limitations of the Urban Community land use category. 

• The potential number ofresidential dwelling units that could develop on the subject 
property will increase from 434 to 2,898 if this plan amendment is approved. 

• Staff has identified potential deficiencies in the capacity of the surrounding road 
network, the public school system, and fire protection services that could result 
from this proposed plan amendment. All other infrastructure and services are 
existing or planned, with adequate capacity to serve the subject property. 

• The development of a regional mall will cause four road segments to operate below 
acceptable levels of service prior to the Year 2020. The land use map amendment 
alone will result in increased traffic in Estero, but will not necessarily cause any 
road segments to fail. The ultimate end use of the property will be required to 
provide appropriate traffic impact mitigation at the time of rezoning or DRI 
development approval. 

• A compact and contiguous development pattern will be maintained through this 
amendment. The proposed amendment will not promote urban sprawl, as the 
subject property is located adjacent to a significant amount of existing and approved 
urban development. 

• Since the time when the subject property was originally designated as Rural in the 
1984 Lee Plan, conditions and land use patterns in the area have changed to the 
point that Rural is no longer the most appropriate land use cat~gory for the subject 
property. ~ 

• The retail commercial intensity proposed by the Simon Suncoast DRI would not 
meet the applicable commercial site location standard under Goal 6 for a regional 
commercial development. 
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A. STAFF DISCUSSION 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 

PART II-STAFF ANALYSIS 

The applicants, Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, are requesting a change of Future Land 
Use designation from "Rural" to "Urban Community" for approximately 483 acres ofland in Estero. The 
application materials and correspondence associated with this plan amendment have been included with 
this report. The site is located between U.S. 41 and the Seminole GulfRailwaytracks, and extends from 
Williams Road south past Coconut Road. The subject property is in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 
South, Range 25 East. A graphic showing the location of the subject property is provided in Attachment 
1 of this report. 

The applicants have also requested a text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on a portion of the subject property. 

It should be noted that, while it is not part of this comprehensive plan amendment application, a rezoning 
application has been submitted to the County to rezone the subject property from AG-2 to MPD to 
accommodate a regional mall. A Development of Regional hnpact (DRI) application for a regional mall 
has also been provided to the County as well as to the Regional Planning Council. While it is not common 
to consider specific development scenarios in the review of a comprehensive plan amendment application, 
staff has considered the fact that this plan amendment has been undertaken specifically to accommodate 
a regional mall, and that the mall will be the likely end use of the property, if in fact the Simon site ends 
up being the site for the regional mall in Lee County. The proposed land use summary as established in 
the rezoning and DRI application is as follows: 

Retail: 1,800,000 square feet 
Office: 300,000 square feet 
Hotel: 600 Rooms 
Assisted Living Facility: 200 units 
Multi-Family Residential: 1,000 units 

The parameters listed above are just one proposed development scenario that could be accommodated 
under the proposed Urban Community land use category. There is a wide variety of other uses that could 
occur on the property. This staff report will primarily consider the impact of the proposed change to the 
Future Land Use Map, while giving secondary consideration to the possibility ofthe regional mall complex 
being a likely end user of the property. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
, 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
To the north of the subject property are severai vacant parcels zoned AG-2. The Future Land Use 
designation for the area immediately north of the subject property is Suburban. The parcels to the 
north of the subject property are currently vacant. It should also be noted that Estero High School 
is located approximately one-half mile to the north and west of the subject property. 
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To the east of the subject property is The Brooks of Bonita Springs, which is a partially-developed 
2,492-acre mixed use project. The Brooks is approved for a total of 4,060 multi family dwelling 
units, 1,140 single family dwelling units, a 120-roorri. hotel/motel, and 250,000 square feet of 
commercial development. There is a pending amendment to the Brooks DRI that would increase 
the number of single family units to 1,600, reduce the number of multi-family units to 2,460, and 
add 20,000 square feet of commercial use. The Brooks development is zoned MPD, and is located 
in the Rural Future Land Use Category, with a small portion of the property located in the 
Suburban Future Land Use Category. The Brooks was approved under the Planned Development 
District Option (PDDO), which allowed urban densities to be achieved outside of the future urban 
areas, provided the applicant demonstrated that the proposal will be totally independent of County­
subsidized facilities and services. 

To the south of the subject property is a 62-acre industrial subdivision that is zoned IL. Also, 
immediately to the south of the subject property is a CG-zoned parcel containing a restaurant. The 
Future Land Use designation for the area south of the subject property is Industrial Development. 

To the west of the subject property is U.S. 41, and a variety of developments set out as follows 
from north to south: 

• Williams Place CPD, which is a 12.19-acre parcel approved for 90,000 square feet of 
commercial, and is currently being developed as a strip center, anchored by an Albertson's 
supermarket. 

• Estero Greens CPD, which is approved for 100,000 square feet ofretail and 129,000 square 
feet of office uses. 

• Tulip Associates CPD, which is a 13.47 acre property approved for 130,500 square feet of 
commercial uses, 30,000 of which may be retail. 

• Coconut Road MPD, which is a 46-acre property approved for 250,000 square feet ofretail 
uses and 142 dwelling units. In the alternative, the property could develop with 200,000 
square feet of light industrial uses. 

• Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, which is approved for 4,400 residential units, 750 hotel/motel 
units, 475,000 square feet of commercial office, and 300,000 square feet of commercial 
retail. 

The Future Land Use designations to the west of the subject property are Suburban and Urban 
Community. ~ 

An examination of the surrounding land uses shows that the area surrounding the subject property 
is rapidly urbanizing, with the recent development of The Brooks, Pelican Landing, and several 
small commercial parcels. The surrounding Future Land Use categories consist of Urban 
Community, Suburban, Industrial Development, and Rural. The Rural areas adjacent to the subject 
property are currently being developed with urban densities through the use of the PDDO option. 
The proposed Urban Community designation would be generally compatible with the adjacent 
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Future Land Use categories, although compatibility will be ultimately determined during the 
rezoning process based on a proposed plan of development. 

Environmental Considerations 
The 483-acre subject property contains 36.23 acres of South Florida Water Management District 
jurisdictional wetlands and an additional 14.56 acres of surface waters. The following FLUCCS 
categories were observed on the site: 

I FLUCCS Code I Descri~tion I Acreage I 
211 Improved Pasture 404.45 

415 Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland 6.74 
Forest 

526 Borrow Lakes 19.37 

624 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 20.61 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

640 Vegetated Non-Forested 10.81 
Wetlands 

746 Previously Cleared/Disturbed 6.84 
Area 

814 Roads 14.32 

483.14 

According to materials submitted with the rezoning/DRI application, development of the property 
will occur primarily within the improved pasture areas and the melaleuca infested pine flatwoods. 
Approximately 22.15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 4.81 acres of jurisdictional surface waters 
will remain unaltered. 

The majority of the wetlands on the property are part of a natural surface water flowway that runs 
east to west across the property. This is a well-defined drainage conveyance that will be utilized 
in the overall surface water management system for the property. This flowway plays an important 
role in water conveyance, storm water storage, and providing wildlife habitat. Most of the flowway 
is currently designated as Wetlands on the Future Land Use Map. The on-site wetlands have not 
been included in the plan amendment request, and will-therefore remain as Wetlands on the Future 
Land Use Map. The wetland lines on the map will be adjusted to reflect the jurisdictional wetland 
lines surveyed by the South Florida Water Management District and provided by the applicant. 

A species survey of the subject property has been conducted, and the following wildlife species 
were observed on the site: wood stork, little blue heron, snowy egret, and tricolored heron. 
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Soils 
The applicant has provided a soils map in the background materials. The following is a list and 
description of all soil types that appear on the subject property. The brief descriptions associated 
with these soil types are based on information provided in the Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1984). 

6 - Hallandale Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil, on low, broad flatwoods 
areas. The available water capacity of this soil is low. 

11 - Myakka Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad flatwoods areas. The 
available water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

13 - Boca Fine Sand - This is nearly level, poorly drained soil on flatwoods. The available water 
capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

14 - Valkaria Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low. 

26 - Pineda Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available water 
capacity is very low in the surface and subsurface layers, and in the upper sandy part of the subsoil, 
and medium in the lower loamy part of the subsoil. 

27 - Pompano Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low. 

28 - lmmokalee Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in flatwoods areas. The available 
water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

34 - Malabar Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the upper part of the subsoil and 
medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

42 - Wabasso Sand - Limestone Substratum - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad 
flatwoods areas. The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the 
upper part of the subsoil, and medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

49 - Felda Fine Sand, Depression al - This is a nearly lfvel, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

51 - Floridan a Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is medium in the surface layer and subsoil, and low in the subsurface layer. 

73 - Pineda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CP A2000-00030 

November 19, 2001 
PAGE 70F24 



75 - Hallandale Fine Sand, Slough - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The 
available water capacity is low. 

Internal Consistency with the Lee Plan 
The proposed amendment seeks to change the Future Land Use category of the subject property 
from Rural to Urban Community. The Rural category is considered part of the "Non-Urban Areas" 
on the Future Land Use Map. Objective 1.4 describes the "Non-Urban Areas" as "those areas not 
anticipated for urban development at this time." Policy 1.4.1 describes the Rural land use category 
as follows: 

POLICY 1.4.1: The Rural areas are to remain predominantly rural--that is, low 
density residential, agricultural uses, and minimal non-residential land uses that 
are needed to serve the rural community. These areas are not programmed to 
receive urban-type capital improvements, and they can anticipate a continued level 
of public services below that of the urban areas. Maximum density in the Rural 
area is one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre). 

Policy 1.4.1 states that Rural areas are comprised primarily of low density residential uses, 
agriculture, and minimal non-residential uses needed to serve the rural community. These areas 
are not programmed to receive urban-type capital improvements, and they will have a level of 
public services below that the urban areas. The subject property no longer fits these characteristics 
of the Rural land use category. The subject property is located in an area of the county that has 
experienced significant growth and development in recent years. The areas around the subject 
property have developed with large master-planned communities such as Pelican Landing and The 
Brooks, both of which contain single-family and multi-family dwelling units plus large commercial 
components. There are also several commercial developments planned along the west side ofU.S. · 
41. The subject property is located on U.S. 41, a four lane divided arterial roadway that is currently 
programmed for widening to 6 lanes. Public utilities and services are readily available to the 
subject property. These factors lead staff to the conclusion that Rural is no longer the most 
appropriate designation for the subject site. A continued designation of Rural would represent an 
underutilization of existing public facilities and services available in this area of the County. 

The proposed land use category for the subject property is Urban Community. Policy 1.1.4 
describes the Urban Community areas as follows: 

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community areas are areas outside of Fort Myers and 
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, Bonita Springs, Pine 
Island, and Gasparilla 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) 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CP A2000-00030 

November 19, 2001 
PAGE 8 OF 24 



to six dwelling units per acre (6 du/acre), with a maximum of ten dwelling units per 
acre (10 du/acre). 

Policy 1.1.4 describes Urban Community areas as having a relatively intense mix of residential and 
commercial uses. The description of the Urban Community category is consistent with the existing 
and planned uses on and around the subject parcel. The Urban Community category would also 
be one of the few land use categories in the Lee Plan that could be applied to this property in order 
to accommodate the development of a regional mall. 

The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning Community, but will be 
located in the newly created Estero Planning Community upon adoption of pending plan 
amendment P AMIT 99-20. This plan amendment has been transmitted by the Board of County 
Commissioners to the Department of Community Affairs for review. For purposes of this staff 
analysis, it has been assumed that the new planning communities map and acreage allocation table 
1 (b) will be adopted as transmitted by the BoCC, and that this property will be in the Estero 
Planning Community. 

Policy 1.7.6 discusses the Planning Communities Map (Map 16) and Acreage Allocation Table 
(Table l(b)). This niap and table depict the proposed distribution, extent, and location of 
generalized land uses for the year 2020. Acreage totals are providred for land in each Planning 
Community in unincorporated Lee County . . No final development orders or extensions to final 
development order.swill be issued or approved by Lee County which would allow the acreage totals 
for residential, commercial or industrial uses contained in Table l(b) to be exceeded. 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 327 acres 
allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use category in the new Estero · 
Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, approximately 100 acres will remain available for 
residential development. There will also be 1,379 acres allocated for commercial development in 
the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will remain available for 
commercial development. 

Staff believes that the existing allocations for residential and commercial will be sufficient to 
accommodate the proposed urban density and intensity on the subject 483-acre site. Depending 
upon the specific density and intensity that would develop on the subject property, changes may 
be necessary to the acreage allocation Table 1 (b). The development parameters of the rezoning and 
DRI that are being processed concurrently with this plan amendment application could be 
accommodated under the existing acreage allocations. If subsequent changes are necessary, the 
applicant or developer will be responsible for amending Table l(b) accordin_gly. 

. I 

Goal 2 of the Lee Plan and its subsequent objectives and policies address growth management 
concerns. Goal 2 seeks to provide for ah economically feasible plan which coordinates the location 
and timing of new development with the provision of infrastructure by government agencies, 
private utilities, and other sources. The subject property has access to the arterial road network as 
well as to public water and sewer. The designation of the subject property to a more urban land 
use category would allow for new urban development to occur in an area that already has urban 
infrastructure. The development of a regional mall on the property, however, will create a need for 
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some additional infrastructure and services. The proposed amendment could result in certain 
roadway segments operating below acceptable level of service standards. The amendment could 
also overburden public school resources in the area as well as reduce the effectiveness of existing 
fire protection services. These items will be addressed in more detail later within this staff report. 
Any deficiencies in public infrastructure and services that result from the development of the 
subject property will need to be mitigated by the developer during the rezoning and DRI approval 
process. 

Objective 2.2 seeks to direct new growth to those portions of the Future Urban Areas where 
adequate public facilities exist or are assured and where compact and contiguous development 
patterns can be created. Staff believes that a compact and contiguous growth pattern will be 
achieved through this plan amendment. The subject property is within an already urbanized area 
between Estero and Bonita Springs, and is surrounded on three sides by existing or approved 
development. At buildout, The Brooks to the east will contain over 5,000 residential units and 
Pelican Landing to the east and south will contain nearly 4,500 residential units. Both of these 
developments will also contain significant amounts of commercial area at buildout. Additionally, 
there are several individual commercial developments that are built or approved on the east side 
ofU.S. 41, making this area an emerging urban center. The requested plan amendment will allow 
urban development to occur on vacant property contiguous to existing urban development. Staff 
finds that a compact growth pattern is preferable to urban development occurring more distant from 
existing urban areas and urban infrastructure. Staff finds that the proposed plan amendment 

. promotes a compact growth pattern and minimizes urban sprawl. 

Policy 2.2.1 states that the Future Land Use Map indicates the uses and density ranges that will . 
ultimately be permitted on a given parcel. However, it is not a guarantee that such densities or uses 
are immediately appropriate, as the map provides for the county's growth up to the Year 2020. 
During the rezoning process, the Board of County Commissioners will balance the overall 
standards and policies of this plan with three additional factors: 

1. Whether a given proposal would further burden already overwhelmed existing 
and committed public facilities such that the approval should be delayed until the 
facilities can be constructed; and 

2. Whether a given proposal is for land so far beyond existing development or 
adequate public facilities that approval should be delayed in an effort to encourage 
compact and efficient growth patterns; and 

3. Whether a given proposal would result in unreasonable development 
~ 

expectations which may not be achievable because of acreage limitations contained 
in the Acreage Allocation Table (see Policy 1. 7. 6, Map 16 and Table 1 (b)). 

Staff believes that this is a critical policy in light of the fact that this plan amendment is being 
processed concurrently with the rezoning and DRI cases. While staff acknowledges that the 
purpose of the amendment is to accommodate a regional mall on the subject property, this 
amendment to the Future Land Use Map does nothing more than change the potential uses that 
could occur on the property. The amendment changes the Future Land Use designation to a 
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category that could accommodate a regional mall development, but the plan amendment by itself 
does not guarantee approval of a regional mall on this property. Policy 2.2.1 ensures that any 
potential development ofthe property will be served by adequate public facilities and services; will 
encourage compact and efficient growth patterns, and will be consistent with the Acreage 
Allocation Table l(b). These standards will be applicable at the time of rezoning. 

Objective 2.4 of the Lee Plan is to regularly examine the Future Land Use Map in light of new 
information and changed conditions, and make necessary modifications. Staff finds that conditions 
around the subject property have changed significantly since the property was designated as Rural 
with the establishment of the 1984 Lee Plan. At that time, this area of south Estero was still rural 
in nature, with sparse residential development and a minimal amount of commercial development. 
Since 1984, many new residential projects have been developed in the immediate area, including: 
The Brooks MPD, Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, and Fountain Lakes. Additionally, a significant 
amount of commercial development has been approved along U.S. 41, some of which remains 
unbuilt. Examples of approved commercial projects in the area include: Estero Greens CPD, 
Williams Place CPD, Camargo Trust MPD, Coconut Road MPD, The Brooks MPD, Pelican 
Landing RPD/CPD, and the Hyatt Regency Hotel. When all of these projects are built out, the area 
will have a distinctly urban character. Staff believes that these changing conditions must be 
considered in the evaluation of the proposed plan amendment. The development of major 
commercial and residential projects around the Simon property indicate that the property is no 
longer appropriate for rural levels of development, and that an urban designation would be more 
appropriate. 

Policy 2.4.4 states that Lee Plan amendment applications to expand the Lee Plan's employment 
centers, which include light industrial, commercial retail and office land uses, will be evaluated by ·· . ...: 
the Board of County Commissioners in light of the locations and cumulative totals already ' 
designated for such uses, including the 1994 addition of 1400 acres to the Airport Commerce 
category just south of the Southwest Florida International Airport. Staff believes that this area is 
emerging as an employment center due to the presence of the approved commercial projects in the 
area. The redesignation of this property to Urban Community will allow for .more retail 
development, which will create a significant number of additional jobs. The proposed plan 
amendment will solidify the status of this area as an employment center in Lee County. 

Policy 6.1.2 of the Lee Plan identifies standards for commercial site location for various levels of 
commercial development. If a regional mall were developed on the subject property, it would need 
to be located at the intersection of two, and preferably three, arterial roadways. The subject 
property, however, only has access to one arterial roadway, U.S. 41. The property also has access 
to two collector roadways, Coconut Road and Williams Road. The subject prppertywill also have 
access to the future Sandy Lane, which will be a two-iane road and classified as a collector. The 
applicant is in the process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way 
for a four-lane Sandy Lane that would extend from the project's southern boundary to Corkscrew 
Road. There is a possibility that this road could be classified as an arterial in the future, although 
the adopted 2020 Transportation Plan shows the future Sandy Lane as a collector road. At the 
present time, however, the property does not have the required intersection of two arterials that is 
necessary to develop a Regional Commercial center. The applicant has submitted a text 
amendment request to Policy 6.1.2 that would specifically allow a Regional Commercial center to 
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be developed on the property as an isolated case. Staff believes that, in light of the property' s 
access to several existing and future collector roads as well as to U.S. 41, the access to the site is 
adequate to support the development of a regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to 
the subject property from the surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two 
potential regional mall sites. 

During the 2000/2001 amendment cycle, a new goal and subsequent objectives and policies were 
proposed to be added to the Lee Plan to address the. Estero community planning effort. These new 
provisions have been transmitted by Board to DCA as of this writing. Policy 19 .1.4 of the new 
language states that the Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public 
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that 
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices, 
medical providers and recreational opportunities. Although the end uses of the subject property 
are beyond the scope of this plan amendment, staff believes that the final development will be a 
town center concept that could allow for the types of uses listed under Policy 19 .1 .4. The applicant 
has submitted that the proposed mall will function as a community center, in a manner that is 
consistent with the vision of the Estero Community Plan. 

Staff finds no apparent internal inconsistencies with any Lee Plan provisions associated with the 
· proposed plan amendment. The County will be required to make a finding of Lee Plan consistency 
for the specific development plans associated with the rezoning and DRI process. At that time, 
staff will attempt to advance specific conditions to ensure consistency with all applicable 
provisions of the Lee Plan. 

Comparison of Development Potential 
As noted previously, the subject property contains 432.35 acres of uplands and 50. 79 acres of 
wetlands and surface waters: The subject property is currently designated as "Rural" and 
"Wetlands" on the Future Land Use Map. The Rural land use category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per acre of uplands, while the Wetlands category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per 20 acres. Under the existing Rural designation, the 483-acre property 
could potentially develop with approximately 434 residential dwelling units. Commercial uses 
woulcLhe~limited to only those that would be necessary to serve the rural community. Industrial . 
uses would not be permitted. 

Under the proposed Urban Community designation, the subject property would be eligible for 
significantly more development than it would under the Rural designation. The Urban Community 
land use category allows a standard residential density of up to 6 dwelling units per acre. 
According to the Lee Plan Density Table l(a), density in the Urban Community areas may be 
transferred from wetlands to contiguous uplands, as long as the resulting upland density does not 
exceed 8 dwelling units per acre. A separate calculation is also done where the entire acreage of 
the property is multiplied by the maximum standard density for Urban Community (6 dwelling 
units per acre). The method of calculation that produces the lower number of units is the method 
. that is used for the density calculation. In this case, the lower number is produced by multiplying 
the entire project acreage by the maximum standard density ( 483. l 4ac. x 6 du/ac ). The maximum 
number of dwelling units under the Urban Community Designation, therefore, is 2,898. As far as 
commercial uses, there is no specific size limitation other than what could reasonably fit on the 
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property while still being consistent with all other provisions of the Lee Plan and Land 
Development Code. Light industrial uses are also permitted in the Urban Community category, 
but are not assigned any specific square footage limitation. 

Population Accommodation 
Under the current Rural land use designation, approximately 434 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the subject property. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 907 
persons on the Future Land Use Map ( 434 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The 
population accommodation capacity of the subject property under the current Future Land Use 
designation is 907 persons. 

Under the proposed Urban Community land use category, approximately 2,898 dwelling units 
could be constructed on the subject property under the standard density restriction of 6 dwelling 
units per acre. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 6,056 persons on the 
Future Land Use Map (2,898 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population 
accommodation capacity of the subject property under the proposed Future Land Use designation 
is 6,056 persons. 

The proposed Urban Community land use category provides the option to use bonus density, which 
would allow a maximum density ofup to 10 dwelling units per acre. The subject property could 
accommodate up to 4,830 dwelling units using one of the bonus density options. These dwelling 
units would accommodate approximately 10,094 persons on the Future Land Use Map (4,830 

· dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population accommodation capacity of the 
subject property under the proposed Urban Community designation, using one of the bonus density , 
options, would be approximately 10,094 persons. 

The proposed Future Land Use Map change will increase the population accommodation of the 
Future Land Use Map by approximately 5,047 persons, if the maximum standard density for the 
Urban Community category is utilized. If the maximum bonus density is utilized, then the 
proposed map amendment will increase the population accommodation of the Future Land use map 
by a maximum of 9,085 persons. The figures presented above assume that the entire property 
would develop with residential uses. If portions of the subject property are ultimately utilized for 
non-residential uses, then the population accommodation of the property will be reduced. 

Re-designating Lands from Non-Urban to Future Urban 
The proposed amendment would redesignate 483 acres ofland from a non-urban designation to a 
Future Urban designation. There is no established need for additional urban land in Lee County, 
as the Future Land Use map contains more than enough urban land to accommodate the County's . 
projected population to the Year 2020. Staff believe~, however, that the subject property is not 
ideally suited for its current non-urban designa~ion. The subject property is located in an urbanized 
area and has urban infrastructure available or programmed. The development of rural densities and 
intensities on the subject property would represent an underutilization of the existing and planned 
urban infrastructure and services in the area. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has defined sprawl as "premature, low­
density development that 'leapfrogs' over land that is available for urban development." Clearly, 
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the redesignation of the subject property to an urban land use category does not constitute sprawl. 
The property is surrounded on all sides by existing or approved urban development. A contiguous 
and compact growth pattern will be encouraged through this change to the Future Land Use Map. 
Vacant parcels will not be bypassed in a "leapfrog" manner in order to accommodate urban 
development on the subject property. 

Staff finds that the addition of 483 acres of urban land to the Future Land Use Map is justified in 
this case. In fact, this area is more suitable for urban development in terms of infrastructure 
availability than many of the current Future Urban Areas shown on the Future Land Use Map. 
Staff is not making a finding that a regional mall development is necessarily appropriate in this 
location, but is simply making a finding that an urban designation is justified for the subject 
property at this time. 

IMPACTS TO SERVICES 

Transportation 
The subject property currently has access from several County roadways. The property will have 
its primary access from U.S. 41, an arterial roadway. The property will also have secondary access 
from Williams Road (major collector), Coconut Road (major collector), and the future Sandy Lane 
extension (listed as a future collector). 

The Lee County Department of Transportation (LCDOT) has reviewed the request and has 
provided written comments dated July 6, 2001, October 3, 2001, and November 15, 2001 (see 
Attachments 2, 3, and 4). LCDOT used the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling 
Structure (FSUTMS) to project future roadway needs for the Lee Plan horizon year, which is 
currently 2020. Part of the input data is the land use, population and employment projections by 
Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been modified for this analysis to include the Simon 
Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is given in peak season weekday traffic. The output was 
converted to P .M. peak hour directional volumes in order to develop a level of service estimate. 
The results are compared to the model output reflecting the December 8, 2000 Lee County MPO · 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

DOT had previously established that several road segments in the area are projected to operate below 
the adopted level of service standard in 2020 if the subject property is developed with a regional mall. 
Based on the most recent analysis, the projected P .M. peak hour directional volumes would exceed the 
generalized service volumes at the adopted standards on the following four roadway segments: 

1-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway . ~ 

Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street 
Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alica Road, and 
U.S. 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alica Road. 

fu the case ofl-75, the current level of service standard set by the State is "C". The Simon Suncoast 
project would add traffic to the interstate, but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel 
facilities, 1-75 is projected to operate at LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is 
expected that the interstate will be within the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CP A2000-00030 

November 19, 2001 
PAGE 14 OF 24 



,· 

level of service standard to "D", and would bring the projected road condition within the established 
standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach Road 
to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2(a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of the 
roadway despite the level of service failure. There are, however, intersection improvements that could 
be implemented to improve the operation of the roadway. 

The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximum level of service "E" if the Simon 
regional mall is constructed. However, this roadway segment is located in an area of the University 
Community where the development plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the 
recently approved Gulf Coast Town Center DRI, another proposed location for a regional mall. The ,, .. r;_,, . 
Alico Interchange Park DRI on the west side of the Alico Road/I-75 Interchange is a third proposed 
regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of those locations does not fully reflect the 
intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square feet, but does assume a significant amount 
of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast is successful in capturing the regional mall. 
Since it is our understanding that only one of the regional mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores , · 
for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall is 
ultimately developed on the Simon property. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alico Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by approximately 
6,900 vehicles per day. The v/c ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 with the project, 
exceeding the capacity of this roadway segment. This segment is also identified as being regionally 
impacted in the staffDRI analysis. The applicant has submitted information dated November 6, 2001 
that analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at 
key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan level 
of service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities." While DOT staff does not necessarily agree with this conclusion, staff believes that the 
mitigation for this comprehensive plan amendment impact will be most appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI mitigation. 

Utilities 
The subject property is located within Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for sanitary sewer 
service. According to the application, the subject property is projected to produce 590,000 gallons 
of sewage per day under the proposed Urban Community designation. This calculation was based 
on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of 
office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities 
has indicated that it has the available capacity to serve the subject property from its existing 
wastewater treatment plant which has a maximum capacity of 4,250,000 gallons per day. There 
is an existing 24-inch force main located along U.S. 41 that would service the subject property. 
Bonita Springs Utilities has provided correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that 
wastewater plant capacity is adequate to support the increase in development intensity that would 
result from this proposed land use map change. 
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The subject property is located in the Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for potable water. The 
application has indicated, and staff has confirmed, that there is a 12-inch water main that runs along 
U.S. 41 at the subject property's boundary. According to the application, the subject property is 
projected to need 590,000 gallons of water per day under the proposed Urban Community 
designation. This calculation was based on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square 
feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 
dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities has indicated that the available capacity of its existing 
water treatment plant is 7,500,000 gallons per day, and the current demand is 4,800,000 gallons per 
day. The existing water treatment plant, therefore, has adequate capacity to serve the subject 
property under the Urban Community designation. Bonita Springs Utilities has provided 
correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that water plant capacity is adequate to support 
the increase in development intensity that would result from this proposed land use map change . . 

Solid Waste 
The subject property is within Lee County Solid Waste District #2. The collection company for 
District #2 is Florida Recycling Services, Inc. With the existing Gulf Coast Landfill, the Waste-to­
Energy facility, and the Lee/Hendry Disposal facility all online, staff anticipates that there will be 
adequate capacity in the County's solid waste system to accommodate the additional waste that will 
likely accompany the change to the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Management - Hurricane Evacuation/Shelter Impacts 
. The Lee Plan discourages increased residential densities in Coastal High Hazard Areas. Objective .· 

7 5 .1 states that allowable densities for undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be 
considered for reduction. Policy 75.1.4 further states that land use designations of undeveloped · .. , 
areas within coastal high hazard areas will be considered forreduced density categories. Staff finds 
that the subject property is not located in the Coastal High Hazard Area as defined by the Lee Plan, • 
and is therefore not subject to consideration ofreduced density categories under Objective 75.1 and 
Policy 75.1.4. The property is located in the Category 3 storm surge zone according to the 1991 
Lee County Hurricane Storm Tide Atlas, and is located in Flood Zone B, according the FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 

Lee County Division of Emergency Management has reviewed the plan amendment request, and 
provided written comments dated July 7, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included 
as Attachment 5 to this report. If the land use category remains Rural, Emergency Management 
staff estimates that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 515 vehicles evacuating 
the property that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management 
staff estimates that these 515 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 11 minutes to the 
current evacuation time. 

~ 

If the land use category is changed to Urban Community, Emergency Management staff estimate 
that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 3,092 vehicles evacuating the property 
that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management staff estimate 
that these 3,092 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 66.68 minutes to the current 
evacuation time. 
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These estimates assume that the entire property will be developed with residential uses. Emergency 
Management staffhave correctly assumed a worst-case scenario where 2,898 dwelling units would 
be developed on the property. In reality, however, the proposed development plan only calls for 
1,000 dwelling units, which would lower the projected evacuation times developed by Emergency 
Management staff. The projected 66.68 minutes added to evacuation times would be the maximum 
time that would be added under the Urban Community designation. This figure would be a worst­
case scenano. 

Police Protection 
The Lee County Sheriffs office has reviewed the proposed plan amendment, and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2000. A copy of this correspondence has been included as an Attachment . 
6 to this report. The Sheriffs office has indicated that it believes it will receive the necessary . 
funding to generally support growth in demand, and that it will be able to provide service to any 
development that might occur on the subject property. 

Fire Protection 
The subject property is located in the Estero Fire District. The District staff have reviewed the 
proposed plan amendment, and provided written correspondence dated July 30, 2001 (see 
Attachment 10). According to the Estero Fire District, they will be able to provide service to tlie 
subject property provided that the developer sets aside approximately one acre of land on which , 
The District could construct a fire rescue station. The Fire District is suggesting that such a :,. ,_ 

. condition be placed on the plan amendment. Staff has formulated a recommendation to add · ,,, 
language to the Lee Plan that would require one acre of the subject property to be set aside .: : 
specifically for a fire station prior to any development on the property. The donation of this land ., 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to fire protection services would actually be greater • .,. 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the current impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the fire station would subsequently be redesignated as Public Facilities on 
the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Impact 
Lee County EMS staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and provided written 
comments dated September 19, · 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included as 
Attachment 7 of this report. According to Lee County EMS staff, the current and planned 
budgetary projections for additional EMS resources should adequately address any increased 
service demand from individuals or businesses occupying this parcel. 

~ 

School Impacts 
Staff of the School District of Lee County have reviewed the proposal and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2001 (see Attachment 8 ). The subject property is located in the South 
Region of the District, south of Estero High School. Based on the proposed maximum total of 
2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment from Rural to 
Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the proposal could generate 
up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses a standard generation rate of .31 
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students per dwelling unit. If the maximum number of dwelling units were developed on the 
property, it would create the need for approximately one new school in the system, encompassing 
the entire requisite staff, transportation costs, and core facilities. School District staff have also 
stated that regional mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and 
employment opportunities that will also contribute to further growth in the Lee County School 
District. 

According to District staff, the schools in this region that would serve this development are 
operating at or above permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent 
student capacity levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The potential 
growth generated by this land use change would require either the addition of permanent student 
and auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal impact 
on the District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current District budget, 
the fiscal operating impact would be $5,907 per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student, or up to 
$5,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction costs. 

fu order to provide mitigation for the public school impacts associated with this plan amendment, 
the School District has recommended that a five-acre site be set aside on the subject property for 
a public school. The applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to donating a 
1.5-acre site to the Lee County School District, however, this small of a site would not enable the 
District to provide any type of sufficient facility to the community. Staff believes that, if the 

. proposed regional mall is developed on the property, a five-acre school site should be provided by 
the applicant. 

Staff has formulated a recommendation to add language to the Lee Plan that would require five 
acres of the subject property to be set aside specifically for a school site. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to public school facilities would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the proposed school impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 

. area to be donated for the public school site would subsequently be resignated as Public Facilities . 
on the Future Land Use Map. 

Mass Transit 
Lee Tran staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and offered written comments dated 
August 31, 2001. A copy of this _correspondence is included as Attachment 9 of this report. Lee 
Tran has indicated that if the proposed regional mall is developed on the property, there would be 
increased ridership at this location. Lee Tran staff, therefore, have requested to have an opportunity 
to examine the subject property for additional transit amenities. Staffbelieves that transit amenities 
are a site-specific item that should be addressed during the DRI and rezoning process. 

Community Parks 
The subject property is located in Community Park District #8. The Lee Plan sets out a regulatory 
level of service and a "desired" level of service for community parks. The regulatory level of 
service is currently 0.8 acres per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each 
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district. The "desired" level of service was increased in 1996 to 1.75 acres per 1,000 permanent 
residents in the unincorporated area of each district, and w~s increased again in 1998 to 2.00 acres 
per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each district. According to the 
Concurrency Management Inventory and Projections the district will meet the basic regulatory 
standard for level of service through the Year 2005. The district, however, has not met the 
"desired" standard since 1997. The proposed plan amendment will add more potential residents 
to this park district, increasing the number of park acres required to meet the "desired" level of 
service. 

B. CONCLUSIONS 
The location of the subject property makes it more suitable for an urban designation than its current non­
urban designation. The subject property is located in an emerging urban center along this segment of U.S. 
41. The redesignation of the subject property would result in a contiguous and compact growth pattern and 
would minimize urban sprawl. Most basic urban infrastructure is either available or will be available at 
the time of development. The continued designation of the subject property as Rural would represent an 
underutilization of the existing and planned infrastructure and services in the area. 

Staff fo·und that the proposed land use change could result in deficiencies in the capacity of the road 
network and the school system in the area. Staff also found that additional facilities for fire protection 
would be needed. The change of land use category from Rural to Urban Community alone would not 
necessarily result in the need for these additional facilities and services. The development of the proposed 
regional mall creates the burden on roads, public schools, and fire protection services. Staff has formulated 
a recommendation that would address the potential public school and fire protection deficiencies through • ,. · · · 
specific language in the Lee Plan. Staff believes that the transportation impacts would be more 
appropriately addressed through mitigation provided as part of the DRI. 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed plan amendment. Staff 
recommends that the following amendments be made to the Lee Plan. 

1. Change the Future Land Use Map designation for the subject property from Rural to Urban Community. 

2. Add the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development maybe granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south 
by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of Coconut Road, 
provided that: ~ 

(1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated to Lee County for use as a fire 
station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development order 
submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the issuance 
of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is eligible for credits under the 
County's impact fee ordinance. 
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(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated to the School District of Lee 
County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School District prior 
to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County 
will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is 
eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations, the County will initiate an amendment to the Future 
Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of the donated properties to 
Public Facilities. 
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PART III - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: November 26, 2001 

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW 

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 

NOEL ANDRESS 

SUSAN BROOKMAN 

BARRY ERNST 

RONALD INGE 

GORDON REIGELMAN 

VIRGINIA SPLITT 

GREGSTUART 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: ------

A. BOARD REVIEW: 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT 

DATE OF ORC REPORT: __ _ 

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 

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

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: ---- ---

A. BOARD REVIEW: 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 
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SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Director, Division of Planning 

David Loveland, Planning Program Director ~V 

July 6, 2001 

CPA 2000-30 - Simon Suncoast Lee Plan Amendment 

We have reviewed the Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
and found it is insufficient for review because the information is out of date. We 
conducted a 2020 traffic study on the financially feasible plan network and compared the 
roadway levels of service with and without the proposed project. That study indicated 
that three additional road links would fail with the project in place: Sandy Lane from San 
Carlos Boulevard to Koreshan Boulevard; Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Corkscrew Road; and US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos 
Boulevard. Additional analysis is required to determine what additional improvements 
beyond those already planned will be necessary to address these impacts, and what the 
cost of these improvements will be. 
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SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Planning Division Director 

David Loveland, Manager, Transportation Planning ~l.,.. 

October 3, 2001 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

We have reviewed the "Sufficiency Response For Traffic Study'' prepared by David 
Plummer & Associates dated August 24, 2001, and we disagree with their conclusion that 
no roadway segments will fail because of the project. We utilized the updated Lee 
County2020 travel model assignments and determined that there are potential problems 
on four roadway segments. 

Two of the segments, on Sandy Lane and Ben Hill Griffin Parkway, would be considered 
failing if the model volumes were adjusted to peak season, peak hour conditions using the 
adjustment factors from the permanent count stations previously assumed by staff for 
long range level of service analysis. However, in the Simon Suncoast DRI other DOT 
planning staff members had. allowed this same consultant to use different permanent 
count stations to adjust the volumes for those two segments (PCS 25 for Sandy Lane and 
PCS 15 for Ben Hill Griffin Parkway). · The use of the different adjustment factors leads 
to the conclusion that the segments would be operating at an acceptable level of service 
in the future. 

Two segments on US 41, from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos Boulevard and from 
San Carlos Boulevard to Alico Road, are also projected to fail in 2020 with the Simon 
Suncoast project. The consultant has attempted to revise the service volumes (capacities) 
for these segments by applying a higher g/c ratio, in an attempt to show the segments at 
an acceptable level of service. This approach is not acceptable to DOT staff. 

As noted in Policy 22.1.2 of the Lee Plan, the generalifed service volumes developed by 
Lee DOT staff are to be used for future year analyses, and the determination of the 
appropriate service volumes to use is to be made by DOT staff. Because the calculation 
of route specific service volumes is so heavily dependent on existing geometrics, signal 
timing and signal spacing, and those variables are subject to considerable change over 
time, the more generalized service volumes calculated from County-wide averaged data 
are most appropriate for future evaluations. The consultant's approach represents a spot 

\\LCFNW04\DA TA \SHARED\D01\DOCUMEN1\LOVELAND\Compplan\Simon Suncoast Sufficiency Response Memo I .doc 

ATTACHMENT 3 



Paul O'Connor, Planning Division Director 
October 3, 2001 
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adjustment in an attempt to make an identified problem go away. It is unacceptable for 
the following reasons: 

(1) The consultant assumes that the g/c ratio at the signalized intersections on US 41 
will be the same in the future as current conditions; 

(2) The consultant has no real basis for his assumed g/c ratio for any new signals on 
us 41; 

(3) The g/c ratio represents just one variable of many in the service volume 
calculation - if an adjustment is to be made, then all variables should be revisited. 
In fact, some variables are directly related, i.e. assuming a higher g/c ratio should 
result in a lower assumed % turns from exclusive lanes; 

( 4) Just revising the service volumes for two segments out of all that are impacted by 
the project creates an inconsistency in the evaluation process. 

For the purposes of this analysis, the generalized service volumes should be used without 
adjustment. 

DML/mlb 

cc: Dawn Perry-Lehnert 
Donna Marie Collins 
AndyGetch 
Mike Pavese 
Ken Heatherington 
DR! File 

a 
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Date: November 15, 2001 
(supplemental to October 19, 2001 DRI substantive comments) 
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Re: Simon Suncoast Proposed Text Amendment Comments 
CP A2000-00030 . 

We have reviewed the supporting analysis for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) for Simon 
Suncoast dated November 2, 2001. Our October 19, 2001 substantive comments to Mike Pavese are · 
supplemented herein based on Exhibit "C" of the CPA prepared by David Plummer and Associates, · 
Inc. As noted below, our recommendation is that the project, if approved, should address the north-

. south long-range transportation plan needs in the area as part of the ORI transportation mitigation 
conditions. 

Analysis Approach 
The Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling Structure (FSUTMS) is used to pro}ecifuture 

,, ~-

·: •: ":" ••· 

·· ~ 

roadway p_eeds for t:1:ie LeePlan horizon year, which is currently 2020. Part of the input data is_ the land • ~-.-,, ,,. ··• 
use, population and employment projections by Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been .. · 
modified for this analysis to include the Simon Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is in peak 
season weekday traffic. The output was converted to P .M. peak hour directional volwnes in order to 
develop a level of service estimate. The results are compared to the model output reflecting the 
December 8, 2000 Lee County 1\1:PO 2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

Analysis Conclusions ~ 

As noted in Dave Loveland's July 6, 2001 memoranqwn to you, some of the road segments in the 
area are projected to operate below the adopted level of service standard in 2020. Subsequent to the 
July memo, staff met with the applicant's consultant, David Plummer & .Associates (DPA), to discuss 
methodological issues and we have slightly modified our analysis. Based on the revised analysis, the 
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projected P .M. peak hour directional volwnes exceed the generalized service volwnes at the adopted 
standards on four roadways. These segments are: 

1) 1-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway; 
2) Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street; 
3) Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alico Road; and 
4) U.S. 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road .. 

In the case ofl-75, the current level of service standard as set by the state is "C", based on the 
surrounding area type (transitioning). The Simon Suncoast project does add traffic to the interstate, 
but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel facilities, 1-75 is projected to operate at 
LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is expected that the interstate will be within 
the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the level of service standard to "D" and 
therefore bring the projected road condition within standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach 
Road to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2( a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of 
the roadway despite the level of service failure. However, intersection improvements to improve the 
operation of the roadway may be appropriate. These improvements are also identified as being 
regionally impacted in the staff ORI analysis. 

The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximwn level of service "E" volwne. 
However, this is in an area of the University Community land use category where the development 
plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the Gulf Coast Town Center ORI, another 
proposed location for a regional mall. The Alico futerchange Park ORI on the west side of the Alico 

· Road/I-75 Interchange is a third proposed regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of 
those locations does not fully reflect the intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square 
feet, but does asswne a significant amount of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast 
i!i successful in capturing the regional mall. Since it is our understanding that only one of the regional 
mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin 

• Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall goes to Simon Suncoast. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alico Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by 
approximately 6,900 vehicles per day. The vie ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 
with the traffic, exceeding capacity. This segment is also identified as being regionally impacted in the 
staff ORI analysis. DPA has submitted some supplemental information dated November 6, 2001 that 
analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at key 
intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the ~e Plan level of 
service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities". While staff is not totally convinced of this.conclusion, we have agreed in discussions with 
DP A representatives that the mitigation for this comprehensive plan impact will be addressed as part 
of the ORI mitigation. 
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While the specific impacts will be addressed as noted above, we want to emphasize that the addition 
of this large development will result in more traffic on roadways in the study area. This is identified in 
Table 1 below. The overall v/c ratios are higher in 2020 than they are currently, and the FSUTMS 
analysis with the project shows an overall volume increase of approximately 6 percent in the Estero 
area. Three east-west and one north-south screenline were used to estimate the overall change in 
traffic. An east-west screenline measures total traffic across north-south roads. Conversely, a north­
south screenline measures traffic across east-west roads. The overall v/c ratio across the screenlines 
increases from 0.67 to 0.72. The north-south screenline measured a 24 percent increase in east-west 
traffic. Even with the increase, less than one-half of the overall available east-west capacity is utilized 
in 2020. 

Along the east-west screenlines, the increase in traffic volume is 8 percent through the project just 
south of Williams Road. North of Koreshan shows a 5 percent increase in traffic. South of Teny 
Street overall north-south volumes are approximately the same. It would appear that due to the 
increase in v/c in 2020 with the proposed project, additional lane-miles of roadway would need to be 
incorporated into the plan to replace the capacity consumed by a project of this magnitude. Simon 
Sun coast will be required to perform transportation mitigation as part of DRI conditions of approval, 
and discussions are expected to continue in that respect. 

The primary challenge in this area is to identify and implement north-south capacity improvements in 
short and long range term. In reality, the final determination of the regional mall location in south Lee 
County will determine the ultimate needed north-south improvements in the area 

~ 
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Table 1 
Comparison of existing Level of Service to 2020 conditions 

East-West Screenlines 2000 Existing 2020 current Plan 2020 Plan wlpro_ject 
Road AADT LOS VIC AADT LOS VIC AADT LOS VIC 
Screenline #1 North of 
Koreshan Blvd San 
Carlos/Estero community 
Alico Road (N of Corkscrew 1000 B 0.05 2000 B 0.10 2000 B 0.10 
Rd) 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 3000 A 0.29 52500 D 0.83 52800 D 0.83 
1-75 59000 E* 0.86 84000 D* 0.79 87000 D* 0.82 
Three Oaks Parkway 5900 C 0.24 29800 C 0.73 31200 C 0.77 
Sandy Lane NIA 11000 C 0.81 12100 D 0.88 
U.S.41 31500 C 0.77 56000 D 0.95 62900 F* 1.04 
Other connections NIA 100 
Screenline # 1 total 100400 0.48 235400 0.78 248000 0.82 
Screenline #2 Along San 
Carlos/Estero and Bonita 
Springs community boundary 
Bonita Grande Dr ext NIA 18500 B 0.47 . 17000 B 0.44 
1-75 52500 D* 0.76 82300 D* 0.78 84200 D* 0.79 
Three Oaks Parkway NIA 43700 B 0.68 50000 C 0.76 
Sandy Lane NIA 10300 C 0.76 10300 C 0.76 
U.S.41 31600 C 0.72 46600 C 0.81 57700 D 0.97 
Other connections NIA 3300 .. 3000 
Screenline #2 total 84100 0.75 204700 0.72 222200 0.77 
Screenline #3 North of Bonita 
Beach Road Bonita Springs 
community 
Bonita Grande Dr NIA 30000 C 0.75 26000 B 0.65 
1-75 52500 D* 0.76 82300 D* 0.78 84200 D* 0.79 
Three Oaks Parkway/Imperial 1000 C 0.15 23200 B . 0.57 21600 B 0.59 
Street 
Matheson Avenue 1000 C 0.15 7600 . C 0.45 7600 C 0.45 
Old41 15700 D 0.94 15200 F** 1.05 16600 F** 1.14 
U.S.41 35700 C 0.78 54800 C 0.90 56500 C 0.92 
Other connections NIA 2500 2900 
Screenline #3 total 105900 0.67 215600 0.77 215400 0.77 
Net/pct change in 2020 volumes +26900 +4% 
North-South volume comparison 0.61 0 0.77 0.79 
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North-South Screenline 2000 Existing 
Road AADT LOS V/C 
Screenline #4 Between U.S. 41 
and Three Oaks Parkway 
West Terry Street 10800 B 0.69 
Old41 9300 C 0.50 
Strike Lane NIA 
Coconut Road 2500 C 0.07 
Williams Road 3100 C 0.21 
Corkscrew Road 14700 B 0.38 
EBroadway 1000 C 0.07 
Koreshan Boulevard 2400 A 0.05 
Screenline #4 total 43800 0.24 
Sum of Screenline volumes 334200 
Net/pct change in 2020 volumes 
Overall comparison 0.50 

* Projected to operate below adopted level of service 
** Constrained facility 

AJG/mlb 

cc: Scott Gilbertson 
David Loveland 
Mike Pavese 
Dawn Lehnert - Assistant County Attorney 
Ken Heatherington - SWFRPC 
Gary Price -: Bonita Springs City Manager 
Bernard Piawah - FDCA 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment File 
DRIFile 

2020 current Plan 2020 Plan w/project 
AADT LOS V/C AADT LOS V/C 

7500 B 0.50 7300 B 0.49 
14100 B 0.46 18000 B 0.58 
2300 C 0.29 3300 C 0.42 
8900 B 0.24 18800 B 0.49 
6600 C 0.41 9200 C 0.57 
18000 B 0.47 14800 B 0.49 
2000 C 0.14 1800 C 0.13 
13000 B 0.33 16600 B 0.43 
72400 0.36 89800 0.47 
728100 775400 
0 +47300 6.5% 

0.67 0.72 

~ 
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Interoffice Memo 
Date: 07/02/01 

To: Paul O'Connor, AICP, Director 

Fn,m: Teny Kelley, Emergency Management Coordinator 

RE: CPA 2000-30 - Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment 

The subject property is shown on the National Weather Service's stom, surge model. uSLOSH,U map # 
59, which reflects the composite of the maximum extent of flooding, which may result from each 
hurricane category, as receiving approximately Sixteen point six {16.6) feet of storm surge flooding from 
a category 3 storm. It would therefore be necessruy to evacuate the site in question. 

If the land use classification remains the same - Rural. the impacts are listed below: 

483 acres x Rural dassification of 1 unit per acre = 483 units 

483 single family dwelling units x 2.25. people/occupied unit x 97% occupancy rate = 
1054 people evacuating 

483 single family units x 97% x 1.1 vehicl~s.foccupied unit= 515 evacuating vehicles 

1054 people evacuating x 21 % = 221 people seeking public shelter 

221 people x 20 square feet of shelter space per person == 4,420 square feet of space 

515 evacuating vehicles dMded by S. Tamiamia TratTs capacity of 2,776 x 60 
minutes = 11 minutes added to the existing evacuation time 

If the land use classification is changed to Urban Community. the impacts are listed 
below: 

483 acres x Outlying Suburban classification of 6 units per acre = 2,898 units 

2,898 single family dwelling units x 2.25 people/occupied unit x 97% occupancy rate= 
6,325 people evacuating ~ · 

2,898 single family units x 97% x 1.1 vehicles/occupied unit = 3,092 evacuating 
vehicles 

6,325 people evacuating x 21 % = 1,328 people seeking public shelter 

ATTACHMENT 5 
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2/23/00 lnieroffice Memo: PAM 99-26 Response 

1,328 people x 20 square feet of shelter space l)ef'S<Xl = 26,560 square feet of space 

3,092 evacuating vehicles divided bys. Tamiami Trail's capacity of 2,776 x 60 
minutes = 66.68 minutes added to the existing evacuating time 

Conclusions: 

By reviewing the calculations I've done on page one and the top of this page, as is the 
case in most instances. retention of the current land use of Rural produces smaller 
impacts on shelter space and evacuation time. 

However, since the proposed land use classi1ication pennits six (6) times as many 
units per acre, that the impacts to evacuation time and shelter space are essentially 
sixfold. 

\/1/hile none of these impacts are large and this is a worst case scenario, when 
considered as an isolated case, they have to be considered in the big picture of an 
existing shelter space deficit in exc'..:!:::; of 40,000 spaces and an evacuation time, 
which is considered too high by most .:::,perts. Under these circumstances, each new 
shelter space we must add to the ex.::; ~::1s deficit has to be of concern. Every minute 
we add to the already too high evacua!ion time is likewise a matter of great concern. 

~ 
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<! 'ce of the Sfwijf '"· State of FCorida 
Counry of Lee 

July 24, 2000 

Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRI 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Emily Hollis: 

Due to severe budget constraints coupled with the growth of the county, my 
office operates at full capacity. It is policy of the Lee County Sheriffs 
Office to support community growth and we will do everything possible to 
accommodate the law enforcement needs. 

We anticipate that we will receive the reasonable and necessary funding to 
support growth in demand. We therefore believe that the .··. Lee County 
Sheriffs Office will be able to serve your project as it builds out. 

Sincerely, 

<::: 

. 

~ ,, .. - --'• 
ff~:~~~ 
~~.~~l: 

-~
'\.•, --._,, 

.... :il• 

John J. McDougall 
Sheriff of Lee County 

Copy: File 
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Bob Janes 
Distnct One 

Douglas R SL Cerny 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W, Coy 
District Four 

John E Albion 
District Five 

Donald 0 , Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G, Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M, Parker 
County Heanng 
Examiner 

'@ Recyded Paper 

September 1 9, 2001 

Mr. Michael Roeder 
Humghrey & Knott, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2449 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902--2449 

Re: Written Determination of Adequaq from EMS services 
Simon Suncoast DRI - Williams ana Coconut Roads 

Dear Mr. Roeder: 

I have reviewed your letter faxed to me on September 12, 2001. Please be 
advised that the current and planned budgetary projections for additional EMS 
resources should adequately address any increased demand for service from 
persons occupying this parcel or any support facilities. 

If you would like to discuss this further, please call me at the above referenced 
number. , 

Respectfully submitted, 

DIYjJ~O~ OF PU 

{}/Vu4crr~ 
H. C. "Chris" Hansen 
EMS Program Manager 

• 

P,O, Box 398, Fort Myers , Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2 111 
lnto r"not ::1rlrlra. c::c:: httn· //W\A/W' IPP-r:n1 1ntv r.n m 

R 
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THE. SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY 

2055 CENTRAL AVENUE• FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33901-3916 • (941) 334-1102 

KATHERIN E SOR E N 

CHAI RMAN • 0tSTA I CT 4 

T ERRI K. V'VAN'IPLEA 

v,ce CHAIRMAN • 0LSTAICT 1 

J EANN E S. D • ZIEA 

D I STRICT 2 

JANEE. KuCKE L, PH.0 . 
DISTR I CT 3 

LI SA POCKR U S 

DI STRICT 5 

July 24, 2001 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, AICP, Director 
Lee County Division of Planning 
P. 0. Box 398 
Ft. Myers, FL 33902-0398 

BAUCE HARTER, PH . 0 . 
SUPERINTENDENT 

KEITH B . MAFITIN 

B • AAO ATTORNE Y 

Re: Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment, CPA 
2000-30 

Dear Mr. O'Connor: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment for a regional mall located offU. S. 41 and Williams Road in Estero for 
impacts to the Lee County School District. This proposed development is in the South 
Region of the District, south ofEsterd High School. Based on the proposed maximum 
total of 2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment 
from Rural to Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the 
proposal could generate up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses _a 
generation rate of .31 students per dwelling unit. This would create the need for 
approximately one new school in the system, encompassing the entire requisite staff, 
transportation costs, and core facilities. In addition, it has been well documented that 
Regional Mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and employment 
opportunities that will also contribute to further growth in the Lee County School District 
system. 

The schools in this region that would serve this development are operating at or above 
permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent student capacity 
levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The gr6wth 
generated by this development will require either the addition of permanent student and 
auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal 
impact on t.he District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current 
District budget, the fiscal operating impact would be $5,907 per Full Time Equivalent 
(FTE) student, or up to $ 5,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction 
costs. Clearly, this project needs to mitigate its anticipated public school impacts. While 
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local officials are presently contemplating a school impact fee, it alone would not offset 
these public costs created by the land use plan change from Rural to Urban Community. 

Furthermore, the applicant states that the project's Town Center could "incorporate a 
number of public uses, including a site for a fire station. It will be a "town center" in every 
possible sense. As such, to create a true town center, the Lee County School District 
would respectfully request that a public school site of up to five acres be donated to the 
District to offset these anticipated impacts created by the plan amendment. In light of the 
magnitude ofthis project and the District's lack of infrastructure in this area, a five acre 

· school site is the minimum the District could use for a facility serving this area. Without 
this school site, the District is concerned about the project meeting the Development 
Timing objective and policies in the Lee Plan, a necessary issue to address in seeking the 
plan amendment from Rural to Urban Community, without such a land donation. The 
applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to cionating a 1.5 acre site to 
the Lee County School District. Unfortunately, this size site would not enable the district 
to provide any type of meaningful facility to the community. We would therefore 
respectfully request the five acre school site to accommodate growing needs in this 
community, and needs that will clearly be accelerated by such an impact-inducing project 
as a Regional Mall and its concurrent residential, commercial, and institutional uses 
planned by the developer at this site. 

Please note that, as previously stated in our DRI response, the Lee County School District 
remains very concerned about the impact the proposed project will have on the nearby 
Estero High School, traffic congestion on Williams Road, River Ranch and Three Oaks 
Parkway. At this time there are often significant bottlenecks for school bus traffic, 
parents, teachers, and school visitors on these various roadways, and a project of this 
magnitude will only serve to exacerbate this issue. 

In addition, the Lee County School District remains concerned with compatibility of the 
regional mall with regard to traffic, safety issues, and ancillary uses with Estero High 
School, and would like to ensure proper buffering, traffic signalization, roadway 
improvements, safety markings, lighting, community policing, and so on are in place in 
compliance with the Lee Plan. These are community issues that need to be addressed as 
well. 

According to an analysis prepared by the Lee County DOT, Williams Road and River 
Ranch Road are both significantly impacted by the proposed mall project. The 2000 Lee 
County Traffic Count Report indicates an existing AADT of 3,100 on Williams Road and 
3,000 on River Ranch Road. Based on the FSUTMS apalysis with the projecf (with Three 
Oaks Parkway extension .completed to Coconut Road), Williams Road would have an 
AADT of 11,500 and River Ranch Road would have an AADT of 10,200. This is a 
271 % increase in traffic on Williams Road, and a 240% traffic increase on River Ranch 
Road. These roads are plainly not built to withstand this type of impact. Williams Road 
and River Ranch Road are estimated to operate at Level of Service "D" with the project in 
the weekday P.M. peak hour. Of the total volume assigned by FSUTMS, approximately 
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75 percent or about 7,500 AADT would use Williams Road and River Ranch Road to go 
to the Simon Suncoast project. 

However, in the comparative analysis without Three Oaks Parkway, the total 
AADT with the Simon Suncoast project assigned by FSUTMS to Williams Road 
and River Ranch Road increases to 16,500 AADT. This includes 7,700 daily Simon 
Suncoast trips. Based on the methodology to convert this average daily volume to P.M. 
peak hour directional volume, Williams Road and River Ranch Road will function at a 
level of service 11E 11 with the total volume near the maximum service volume. In fact, 
Simon Suncoast or school events occurring in off-peak hours may generate volumes of 
traffic such that Williams Road could exceed maximum service volume for LOS 11 E". 

While newly planned improvements to Three Oaks Parkway, the extension of Williams 
Road to Three Oaks Parkway, and a new SanciyLane fa,.1:ension are all expected to help 
reduce traffic on River Ranch and Williams Road, it would appear that substantial 
improvements to the two laned Williams Road would be needed along with signalization. 
Therefore, the Lee County School District strongly supports and requests the four-laning 
of Williams Road as a minimum improvement to offset these substantial impacts that this 
project will clearly have on the Estero High School and surrounding neighborhood traffic 
situation. The District's transportation experts as well as the Principal ofEstero High 
School also back up these sentiments. Your assistance in this matter would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Ifl may be of further assistance, please call. 

Sincerely, 

u., 

Stephanie Keyes, Facilities Planner 
Construction Services 

cc: Tyler F. Patak, NCARB, Director 
· Mr. William Huinbaugh, Director, Support Services 

Dan Trescott, Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
Dr. Fred Bode, Principal, Estero High School 
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To: 

MEMORANDUM 

from the 

TRANSIT DIVISION .. 

DATE: August 31, 2001 

Paul O'Connor, Director FROM: Darren R. Brugmann ~ 
. Transit Planner Division of Planning 

RE: CPA 2000-30 Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated 
Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment 

Lee Tran has review'ed your letter of June 22, 2001 regarding the referenced project. 

Future development such as this could generate ridership at that location, we therefore, 
would like to request that Lee Tran have the opportunity, if this property is developed, to 
examine the location for additional transit amenities. · 

I can be reached at 277-5012 ext. 2233 if you have any questions. 

~ 

S:I WPDOCSIMEMOSlsimonsuncoast. wpd 
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July 30, 2001 

Mr. Paul O'Connor 
P.O.Box398 

Estero FIRE RESCUE 
19850 Breckenridge Drive, Suite A 

Estero, Florida 33928 

Phone: (941) 947-FIRE (3473) 

web site: http://W"'1W.esterofire.org 

Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 

Dear M.r. O'Conner: 

Fax: (941) 947-9538 

We would like to .bring to the attention of Lee County the needs ofEstero Fire Rescue . (EFR) 
pursuant to the proposed Simon Suncoast Regional Mall. 

In preparation of Simon's submission to the Regional Planning ·-we were asked if we could · . , · .. 
provide fire and rescue services to the proposed project. EFRresponded that we could pi;uvide 
service to that site if provided a parcel of land of about l acre on which we could build a fire 
rescue station. 

It is our understanding that Simon has submitted their proposal with a site identified for use as a 
fire rescue facility. It is imperative that this be a stipulation of granting approval along with a 
requirement to close the transaction with EFR within a reasonable period of time following 
approval of the ORI, preferably within 30 days of approval. 

Should you have further questions please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

DENNISJ.ME 
Fire Chief 
DJM/llc 

~ 

ATTACHMENT 10 



I LEE COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Direct Dial Number: (941) 479-8585 

Bob Janes 
District One February 5, 2001 
Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Humphrey & Knott, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 

Donald o. Stilwell Re: Simon Suncoast DRI/Lee Plan Amendment (CP A2000-30) 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

$ Recycled Paper 

Dear Mr. Uhle: 

Due to the various issues and complexities of the proposed amendment, staff is requesting that 
you, on behalf of your client, formally waive the regulatory review standards of Chapter 380.06, 
F.S. regarding the local government's time frame for making a determination on the transmittal 
of the amendment. It would be beneficial to the Planning Division and the applicant to have 
ample opportunity for the review of the amendment in order to provide the best possible analysis 
of the proposal. It is staffs intention to track the Plan Amendment review with the Development 
of Regional Impact (DRI) review so that the review can occur holistically. 

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

Sincerely, 
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

~~;~ 
Paul O'Connor, AICP 
Director of Planning 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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J.P'~tr (COUWT!r~B, 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

A PORTION OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING 
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, 
LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA; THENCE RUN S.88°56'17"W., ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 5.89 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD, A 130.00 FOOT 
RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE PARCEL OF LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; 
THENCE CONTINUE S.88°56'17''W., ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF 
SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 1,733.04 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF­
WAY LINE OF U.S. HWY. NO. 41 (FLORIDA STATE ROAD NO. 45), A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; 
THENCE RUN N.10°32'05"W., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 
971.33 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE EASTERLY; 
THENCE RUN NORTHERLY, ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 5,605.39 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE 
OF 04°03'11", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 396.43 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.08°30'30"W., FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 396.52 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.88°07'51"E. FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 747.22 FEET TO A POINT ON A CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE EASTERLY, WHOSE 
RADIUS POINT BEARS N.82°31'42~E., A DISTANCE OF 3,909.60 FEET THEREFROM; THENCE RUN 
NORTHERLY, ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,909.60 
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 08°29'31", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 578.92 FEET AT A 
BEARING OF N.03°13'32"W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 579.45 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; 
THENCE RUN N.00°15'56"W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 583.09 FEET; THENCE RUN N.00°15'56"W., FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 47.04 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF COCONUT 
ROAD, A 150.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY, THE SAME BEING A POINT ON A CIRCULAR CURVE, 
CONCAVE NORTHERLY, WHOSE RADIUS POINT BEARS N.10°26'58"W., A DISTANCE OF 2,025.00 
FEET THEREFROM; THENCE RUN EASTERLY, ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND 
ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 2,025.00 FEET, THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09°12'27", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 325.07 FEET AT A BEARING OF 
N.74°56'48"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 325.42 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN 
N.70°20'35"E., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR A DISTANCE OF 200.00 FEET TO 
THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE SOUTHERLY; THENCE RUN 
EASTERLY, ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE 
TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,025.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09°15'04", 
SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 487.89 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.74°58'07"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 
488.42 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.79°35'39"E., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 238.23 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT­
OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD, A 130.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE 
RUN S.00°59'47"E., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 2,869.10 
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 95.885 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

AND 

A PORTION OF SECTIONS 3, 4, 9, AND 10, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, 
LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA; THENCE RUN S.88°56'17"W., ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE 
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SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 5.89 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD, A 130.00 FOOT 
RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN N.00°59'47"W., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 3,021.15 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE PARCEL OF LAND HEREIN 
DESCRIBED; THENCE RUN N.00°59'47"W., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 2,320.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHWE.ST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST; THENCE RUN N.00°59'47"W., ALONG SAID 
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 2,692.32 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH 
LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST; 
THENCE RUN N.00°56'59"W., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 
1,590.78 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE WESTERLY; 
THENCE RUN NORTHERLY, ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC 
OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 5,641 .38 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE 
OF 09°31'27", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 936 .68 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.05°42'42"W., FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 937 .76 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.10°28'26"W., ALONG SAID 
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF -WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 98.54 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF WILLIAMS ROAD, A 100.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE 
RUN S.88°20'53"W., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 1,029.70 
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY; THENCE 
RUN WESTERLY, ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 7,050.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 
03°00'00", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 369.09 FEET AT A BEARING OF S.89°50'53"W ., FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 369.14 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.88°39'07"W., ALONG SAID 
SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 674.92 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF U.S. HWY. NO. 41 (FLORIDA STATE ROAD NO. 45), A 200.00 
FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN S.04°52'41"W., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, 
FOR A DISTANCE OF 1,901 .57 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, 
CONCAVE EASTERLY; THENCE RUN SOUTHERLY, ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 
AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 2,725.19 FEET, 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 11°32'50", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 548.30 FEET AT A 
BEARING OF S.00°53'44"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 549.23 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; 
THENCE RUN S.06°40'09"E., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR A DISTANCE OF 
225.81 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 4; 
THENCE CONTINUE S.06°40'09"E., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE 
OF 2,710.61 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID 
SECTION 4; THENCE CONTINUE S.06°40'09"E., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 626.03 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE 
WESTERLY; THENCE RUN SOUTHERLY, ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG 
THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 11,584.73 FEET, THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 06°24'13", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 1,294.08 FEET AT A BEARING OF 
S.03°28'03"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 1,294.76 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN 
S.00°15'56"E., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 274 .74 FEET; 
THENCE RUN S.46°02'16"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 577.44 FEET; THENCE RUN S.01°57'26"E. FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 25.19 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF COCONUT 
ROAD, A 150.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN N.88°02'34"E., ALONG SAID NORTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 32.80 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL 
CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY; THENCE RUN EASTERLY, ALONG SAID NORTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 
1,875.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17°41 '59", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 576.92 
FEET AT A BEARING OF N.79°11'34"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 579.22 FEET TO THE END OF SAID 
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CURVE; THENCE RUN N.70°20'35"E., ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 200.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE 
SOUTHERLY; THENCE RUN EASTERLY, ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND 
ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,175.00 FEET, THROUGH 
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09°15'04", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 512 .09 FEET AT A BEARING OF 
N.74°58'07"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 512.65 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN 
N.79°35'39"E., ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 263.08 FEET 
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 386.536 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

NOTES: 

THIS PROPERTY IS SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, RESERVATIONS OR RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD. 

TOT AL PROPERTY AREA: 482.421 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

INFORMATION RELATING TO BOUNDARY DATA OF SECTIONS 3, 4, 9 AND 10, TOWNSHIP 47 
SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, TOGETHER WITH THE LOCATION OF THE US 
HIGHWAY #41 RIGHT-OF-WAY, WAS OBTAINED FROM A SURVEY OF THE SWEETWATER RANCH 
PREPARED BY DENI ASSOCIATES HAVING ORDER NUMBER 8409031, DATED 9/14/84. 
INFORMATION RELATING TO THE LOCATION OF COCONUT ROAD AND ADJOINING EXCEPTED 
PARCELS WAS OBTAINED FROM PROPERTY DESCRIPTIONS PROVIDED BY CLIENT. 

BEARINGS REFER TO THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 
47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, AS BEING S.88°56'17"W. 

HOLE, MONTES, INC. 
CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORIZATION LB #1772 

BY ,~;Q. PLS. #3741 
THOMAS J. GARRIS STATE OF FLORID.A 

Applicant ·~ Lial Checked 
b.Y. pfn-, ~~/42:?: 

W:\1 997\1997079\LEGALDESA994-2.doc 

.i{tir~;:~Q,; 
.· : \"t-j> :: •:-.:i &-- • s. s .~j ~: ~ f•f!: ~ .. :~ ~ 

%~J1};':~ ~~ ;i;:'.~:/ 
',, , I:.~ \ , 

[DCI 
ORI 

I I i I II ii i! I \\ . '. 

2 0 0 1 - 0 0 0 (~ ij, 
2000- 0001 5 



JAMES T. HUMPHREY 

GEORGE H. KNOTT• t 
GEORGE L. CONSOER, JR, •• 

MARK A. EBELINI 

GAREY F. BUTLER 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 

••Board Cerlified Real Estate Lawyer 

tBoard Cerlified Business Litigation Lawyer 

December 7, 2000 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, Director 

HUMPHREY & KNdTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 HENDRY STREET (33901) 
P. O. BOX 2449 

FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902 - 2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334- 2722 

TELECOPIER (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@humphreyandknott.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myer~ Fl 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast DRI/Lee Plan Amendment 

Dear Paul: 

THOMAS B. HART 

MARK A, HOROWITZ 

H , ANDREW SWETT 

MATTHEW D. UHLE 

AARON A. HAAK 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE PLANNING 

MICHAEL E. ROEDER, AICP 

\~)~ ~vq 
~ OE O 8 2000 · 

PERMIT COUNTER 

You will recall that you took the position in your October 3 rd memo that Sandy Lane 
Extension will be a collector, rather than an arterial road. We are currently in the 
process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way for a 
four-lane road which will extend from the southern boundary of the project to Corkscrew 
Road. It is our expectation that the road will at some point be extended south to Old US 
41 and north to Alico Road. 

In our opinion, the new road should be classified as an arterial, not a collector, for the 
following reasons: 

1. Sandy Lane was added to the MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Plan, and 
subsequently Map 3A in The Lee Plan, because six-lane US 41 could not handle 
the projected volumes in 2020, even with the six-lane Three Oaks Parkway 
Extension south to Bonita Springs. Hence, Sandy Lane is being provided to divert 
north/south traffic volumes off of US 41. This being the case, Sandy Lane should 
be planned and designed as an arterial to provide sufficient speed and capacity to 
successfully divert volumes off of US 41. 

2. Map 3B in The Lee Plan, which identifies the future functional classification of 
roads in Lee County, identifies Old 41 in Bonita Springs as an arterial road. With 
Sandy Lane as a collector, Old 41 simply dead-ends at US 41, where traffic is 
forced to use US 41 to travel to and from the north. System continuity would be 
much improved by connecting Old 41 directly with the Sandy Lane Extension to 
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form a continuous arterial, so that north/south traffic on Old 41 could continue 
north on Sandy Lane, rather than on US 41. 

3. The upgrade of Sandy Lane from a collector to an arterial would provide 
significantly greater speed and capacity, with slight increase in cost. 

4 . As shown in Maps 3A and 3B of The Lee Plan, Sandy Lane is a continuous road 
extending from Old 41 in Bonita Springs to Alico Road north of San Carlos Park, 
a distance of approximately 8 miles. A continuous road that extends 8 miles and 
interconnects five major arterials (Old 41, Coconut Road, Corkscrew Road, 
Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road) would function as an arterial, not a collector. · 

5. On page 84 of the ITE report titled Transportation and Land Development, the 
collector system is described as follows: 

The collector system provides both land access and 
movement within residential, commercial, and industrial 
areas. Collectors penetrate, but should not have continuity 
through, residential areas. 

Sandy Lane clearly is not consistent with this description of collector roads. Sandy 
Lane does not provide for movement within residential, commercial, and industrial 
areas. Rather, Sandy Lane has continuity through several residential areas in Bonita 
Springs, Estero and San Carlos Park. 

6. Table 4-1 in the ITE report titled Transportation and Land Development provides 
a number of characteristics of collector roads, including the following: (1) collector 
roads should not extend across arterials; and (2) thru traffic should be discouraged 
on collector roads. Sandy Lane clearly does not comply with these characteristics 
of collector roads. As noted previously, Sandy Lane extends across several arterials 
and has been included in the plan to encourage, not discourage, thru traffic as an 
alternative to US 41 . 

Since Lee Plan Map 3A shows Sandy Lane Extension as a collector, we are confronted 
with the question as to , whether our FLUM amendment application should be 
accompanied by a request to revise Map 3A, as well. At this point, we have chosen not 
to do so, largely because the time involved in generating the necessary data and analysis 
would result in unacceptable delays in filing the map amendment request. We believe, 
however, that Map 3A should, in fact, be amended; it simply comes down to an issue 
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Mr. Paul O 'Connor, Director 
December 7, 2000 
Page 3 

of timing. If the County feels strongly that the amendment should be considered 
concurrently with the ORI, we are certainly willing to comply with that direction . 

We will be asking for impact fee credits in connection with the construction and 
dedication of the new road. The amount of the credits will obviously be the subject of 
discussion at a later date. 

If you have any questions, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT, P.A. 

~~ilk 
Matthew D. Uhle 
MDU/zw 

Ends. 

cc: Torn Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 
Ned Dewhirst 
Ron Talone 
Dave Loveland 

3 



,lkEE COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

Lee County Board of County Commissioners 
Department of Community Development 

Division of Planning 
Post Office Box 398 

Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 
Telephone: (941) 479-8585 

FAX: (941) 479-8519 

APPLICATION FOR A 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

. . (To:becompleted attime of intake) d 
DATE REC'D: IZ ✓g voa ·. REC'D BY: b . 

APPLICATI0NFEL /lllf{lf!!2- TIDEMARK NO: CJ>/1 am ~oa:,;if 
THE F0LL0WINGVERIFIED: 

Zoning @ 

Designation on FLUM ~ 
Commissioner District ~ 

(To be completed by Planning Staff) 

Plan Amendment Cycle: D Normal D Small Scale D ORI D Emergency 

Request No: ________ _ 

APPLICANT PLEASE NOTE: 
Answer all questions completely and accurately. Please print or type responses . If 
additional space is needed, number and attach additional sheets. The total number of 
sheets in your application is:_ 1_8_4 _____ _ 

Submit 6 copies of the complete application and amendment support documentation, 
including maps, to the Lee County Division of Planning. Additional copies may be 
required for Local Planning Agency, Board of County Commissioners hearings and the 
Department of Community Affairs' packages. -· 

I, the undersigned owner or authorized representative, hereby submit this application 
and the attached amendment support documentation. The information and documents 
provided are complete and accurate t91he best o.t my kylowledge. 

1, 7.- ( 1 f 6'0 71/J ,.,.M-~ . P.. 
DATE SIGNATURE OF OWNER OR AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Page 1 of 10 Application Form (06/00) 
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I. APPLICANT/AGENT/OWNER INFORMATION 

Simon Property Group,.attn: Thomas J. Schneider 
Oakbrook Proe_erties, attn: David McArdle 
APPLICANT 
115 West Washington Street 
1600 Main Street, Suite 8 
ADDRESS 

Indianapolis 
St. Charles 
CITY . 
317 /263-7032 
630/584-6580 
TELEPHONE NUMBER 

IN 
IL 
STATE 

Hume_hr_ey & Knott, P.A., attn: Matthew D. Uhle 
AGENT* 

1625 Hendry Street, Suite 301 
ADDRESS 

Fort Myers FL 
CITY 
941/334-2722 STATE 

TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Edward J .. McArdle, TR 
OWNER(s) OF RECORD 

1600 East Main Street, Suite 8 
ADDRESS 

St. Charles 
CITY 
630/584-6580 
TELEPHONE NUMBER 

IN 
STATE 

46204 
60174 

317/685-7299 
630/5584-6504 

ZIP 

FAX NUMBER 

33901 
ZIP 

941 /334-1446 
FAX NUMBER 

60174 
ZIP 

630/584-6504 
FAXNUMBER 

Name, address and qualification of additional planners, architects, engineers, 
environmental consultants , and other professionals providing information contained 
in this application. Note: Please see attachment 1 for a list of all consultants 
and copies of their resumes. 

* This will be the person contacted for all business relative to the application. 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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II. REQUESTED CHANGE (Please see Item 1 for Fee Schedule) 

A. TYPE: (Check appropriate type) 

D Text Amendment 0 Future Land Use Map Series Amendment 
(Maps 1 thru 19) 
List Number( s) of Map( s) to be amended 
Map 1 

B. SUMMARY OF REQUEST (Brief explanation): 

Amend the Future Land Use Map to change the land use designation of the 
subject property from "Rural" to "Urban Community." 

Ill. PROPERTY SIZE AND LOCATION OF AFFECTED PROPERTY 
(for amendments affecting development potential of property) 

A. Property Location: 

1. Site Address: U.S. 41 South. Estero (no specific address assigned) 

2. STRAP(s): 04-47-25-00-00001.0000 & 09-47-25-00-00001.0010 

B. Property Information 0&-2. Lt Z \ 

Total Acreage of Property ..... • ~,..:..;8=3=·-=-13=-8=-=a=c""'r ==---------------
Total Acreage included in Reques~:.....;;;...._ _________ _ 

. Area of each Existing Future L~o~--_________ _ 

Total Uplands: 432.35 acres 

Total Wetlands.._: ""'-50= ...... 7-=9-=a=c ...... re=-s=-------------------

Current Zoning,.._· ~A ..... G""--... 2 ______________________ _ 

Current Future Land Use Designation:._.R'-"'u....,r....,a..._l ____________ _ 

Existing Land Use- Improved Pasture 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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S :\Com prehensive\PI an Am end ments\Forms\Final Revised Com pApp 



..... ; 

C. State if the subject property is located in one of the following areas and if so how 
does the proposed change effect the area: 

Lehigh Acres Commercial Overlay: _N_/A _______________ _ 
Airport Noise Zone 2 or 3: _N ___ /A __________________ _ 

Acquisition Area: "'-N ___ /A--"------------------------
Joint Planning Agreement Area (adjoining other jurisdictional lands): .;..;N;.;..;;/A _________ _ 
Community Redevelopment Area: .;..;N"""/A~---------------

D. Proposed change for the Subject Property: 

Change the future land use designation of the subject property from Rural 
to Urban Community_. 

E. Potential development of the subject property: 

1. Calculation of maximum allowable development under existing FLUM: 

Residential Units/Density 

Commercial intensity 
Industrial intensity 

1 du/acre (uplands) + 1 du/20 acres 
(wetlands)= 434.89 du 
30,000 square feet 
No specific square footage limit; mining 
and agriculturally-related uses only. 

2. Calculation of maximum allowable development under proposed FLUM: 

Residential Units/Density 

Commercial intensity 
Industrial intensity 

6 du/acre (uplands and adjoining 
freshwater wetlands)= 2,898.828 du 
No specific square footage limit. 
Light industrial in IPD only; no specific 
squar:e <footage ·limit. 

-~ . ... 

IV. AMENDMENT SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION 

·=-,•·.·· .- At a-minimum, fhe application shall include the following support data and analysis. 
These items are based on comprehensive plan amendment submittal requirements 
of the State of Florida, Department of Community Affairs , and policies contained in 
the Lee County Comprehensive Plan. Support documentation provided by the 
applicant will be used by staff as a basis for evaluating this request. To assist in the 
preparation of amendment packets, the applicant is encouraged to provide all data 
and analysis electronically. (Please contact the . Division of Planning for currently 
accepted formats) 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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A General Information and Maps 
NOTE: For each map submitted, the applicant will be required to provide a 
reduced map (8. 5" x 11 '; for inclusion in public hearing packets. 

The following pertains to all proposed amendments that will affect the 
development potential of properties (unless otherwise specified). 

fVo'V'-L- 1 _ Provide any proposed text changes. /Vc, v'U(_ 

/ 

./ Provide a Future Land Use Map showing the boundaries of the subject 
V ~ operty, surrounding street network, surrounding designated future land 

u.se~ , and natural resources. 

. Map and describe existing land uses (not designations) of the subject 
..{3 erty and surrounding properties. Description should discuss consistency 

~ et~ urrent uses with the proposed changes. 

·~f Ma~ .and describe existing zoning of the subject property and surrounding 
/ ., 

/ _>/ ? ·perti es. · 

U T,he legal description(s) for the property subject to the requested change. 

~ copy of the deed( s) for the property subject to the requested change. 

~ n aerial map showing the subject property and surrounding properties. 

~ applicant is not the owner, a letter from the owner of the property 
authorizing the applicant to represent the owner. 

B. Public Facilities Impacts 
NO TE: The applicant must calculate public facilities impacts based on a 
maximum development scenario (see Part 11.f-i.). 

~ Traffic Circulation Analysis . 
The analysis is intended to determine the effect of the land use change on 
the Financially Feasible Transportation Plan/Map 3A (20-year horizon) and 
on the Capital Improvements Element (5-year horizon). Toward that end, an 
applicant must submit the following information: 

Long Range - 20-year Horizon: 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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a. Working with Planning Division staff, identify the traffic analysis zone 
(T AZ) or zones that the subject property is in and the socio-economic 
data forecasts for that zone or zones; 

b. Determine whether the requested change requires a modification to the 
socio-economic data forecasts for the host zone or zones. The land uses 
for the proposed change should be expressed in the same format as the 
socio-economic forecasts (number of units by type/number of employees 
by type/etc.); 

c. If no modification of the forecasts is required, then no further analysis for 
the long range horizon is necessary. If modification is required , make the 
change and provide to Planning Division staff, for forwarding to DOT staff. 
DOT staff will rerun the FSUTMS model on the current adopted 
Financially Feasible Plan network and determine whether network 
modifications are necessary, based on a review of projected roadway 
conditions within a 3-mile radius of the site; 

d. If no modifications to the network are required, then no further analysis for 
the long range horizon is necessary. If modifications are necessary, DOT 
staff will determine the scope and cost of those modifications and the 
effect on the financial feasibility of the plan; 

e. An inability to accommodate the necessary modifications with in the 
financially feasible limits of the plan will be a basis for denial of the 
requested land use change; 

f. If the proposal is based on a specific development plan, then the site plan 
should indicate how facilities from the current adopted Financially 
Feasible Plan and/or the Official Trafficways Map will be accommodated. 

Short Range - 5-year CIP horizon: 
a. Besides the 20-year analysis, for those plan amendment proposals that 

include a specific and immediated development plan, identify the existing 
roadways serving the site and within a 3-mile radius (indicate laneage, 
functional classification , current LOS, and LOS standard) ; 

b. Identify the major road improvements within the 3-mile study area funded 
through the construction phase in adopted CIP's (County or Cities) and 
the State's adopted Five-Year Work Program; 

Projected 2020 LOS under proposed designation (calculate anticipf!ted 
number of trips and distribution on roadway network, and identify resulting 
changes to the projected LOS); 

c. For the five-year horizon, identify the projected roadway conditions 
(volumes and levels of service) on the roads within the 3-mile study area 
with the programmed improvements _ in place, wit_h and without the 
proposed development project. A methodology meeting with DOT staff 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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prior to submittal is required to reach agreement on the projection 
methodology; 

d. Identify the additional improvements needed on the network beyond those 
programmed in the five-year horizon due to the development proposal. 

vide an existing and future conditions apalysi~ fp r: 
Sanitary Sewer .- doCt.,W'-W'~e" "2_ l-½tl14 s- ,5 · 

Potable Water - dow,~-t-."c::>n 1 , AV\ct\~s•-S 
7

, L 
Surface Water/Drainage Basins - w~ ;s CE /(P 7 ~ ~ 70 -
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space. ~ Av-.o ~17 15 1 _ -

Analysis should include (but is not limited to) the following: 
• Franchise Area, Basin, or District in which the property is located; 
• Current LOS, and LOS standard of facilities serving the site; 
• Projected 2020 LOS under existing designation; 
• Projected 2020 LOS under. proposed designation; 
• Improvements/expansions currently programmed in 5 year CIP , 6-10 year 

CIP , and long range improvements; and 
• Anticipated revisions to the Community Facilities and Services Element 

and/or Capital Improvements Element (state if these revisions are 
included in this amendment) . 

3. Provide a letter from the appropriate agency determining the 
ag_equacy/provision of existing/proposed support facilities , including: 

Va. Fire protection with adequate response times; 
K @ Emergency medical service (EMS) provisions; · 

~
~ Law enforcement; 

Solid Waste; 
~ Mass Transit ; and 

ve. Schools. 

In reference to above, the applicant should supply the responding agency with the 
information from Section 's II and Ill for their evaluation. This application should include 
the applicant's correspondence to the responding agency, 

C. Environmental Impacts 
Provide an overall analysis of the character of . the subject property and 
surrounding properties, and assess the site's suitability for the proposed use 
upon the following : 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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,Jl/ { map of the Plant Communities as defined by the Florida Land Use Cover 
and Classification system (FLUCCS). 

V A .map and description of the soils found on the property (identify the source 
of the information). 

~ topographic map with property boundaries and 100-year flood prone areas 
irJdicated (as identified by FEMA). 

~ map delineating wetlands, aquifer recharge areas, and rare & unique 
uplands. 

5. A table of plant communities by FLUCCS with the potential to contain species 
(pl ant and animal) listed by federal , state or local agencies as endangered, 

\/ _./ fhreatened or species of special concern. The table must include the listed 
species by FLUCCS and the species status (same as FLUCCS map). 

D. Impacts on Historic Resources 
List all historic resources (including structure, districts, and/or archeologically 
sensitive areas) and provide an analysis of the proposed change's impact on 
these resources. The following should be included with the analysis: 

~- 1_.,,/A,· map of any historic districts and/or sites, listed on the Florida Master Site 
V ---.flle, which are located on the subject property or adjacent properties. 

X Q map showing the subject property iocation on the archeolo\jical sensitivity 
/ ~ map for Lee County. . , . 

~rnal Consistency with the Lee Plan 
1. J1iscuss how the proposal affects established Lee County population 

projections, Table 1 (b) (Planning Community Year 2020 Allocations) , and the 
total population capacity of the Lee Plan Future Land Use Map. 

.~ ii t all goals and objectives of the Lee Plan that are affected by the proposed 
amendment. This analysis should include an evaluation of all relevant 
policies under each goal and objective. 

/ Describe how the proposal affects adjacent local governments and their 
comprehensive plans. 

k - Ust State Policy Plan and Regional Policy Plan goals and policies which are 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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relevant to this plan amendment. 

F. Additional Requirements for Specific Future Land Use Amendments 
1. Requests involving Industrial and/or categories targeted by the Lee Plan as 

employment centers (to or from) 

a. State whether the site is accessible to arterial roadways, rail lines, and 
cargo airport terminals , 

b. Provide data and analysis required by Policy 2.4.4, 
c. The affect of the proposed change on county's industrial employment goal 

specifically policy 7.1.4. 

/.Requests moving lands from a Non-Urban Area to a Future Urban Area 

v/oemonstrate why the proposed change does not constitute Urban Sprawl. 
Indicators of sprawl may include, but are not limited to: low-intensity, low­
density, or single-use development; 'leap-frog ' type development; radial , 
strip, isolated or ribbon pattern type development; a failure to protect or 
conserve natural resources or agricultural land; limited accessibility; the loss 
of large amounts of functional open space; and the installation of costly and 
duplicative infrastructure when opportunities for infill and redevelopment 
exist. 

3. Requests involving lands in critical areas for future water supply must be 
evaluated based on policy 2.4.2. 

4. Requests moving lands from Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource must 
fully address Policy 2.4.3 of the Lee Plan Future Land Use Element. 

G. Justify the proposed amendment based upon sound planning principles. Be sure 
to support all conclusions made in this justification with adequate data and 
analysis. 

Item 1: Fee Schedule 
Map Amendment Flat Fee $500.00 each 
Map Amendment > 20 Acres $500.00 and $20.00 per 10 acres up to a 

maximum of $2,255.00 
Text Amendment Flat Fee $1,250.00 each 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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AFFIDAVIT 

I, Matthew 0. Uhle, certify that I am the owner or authorized representative of the property described 
herein, and that all answers to the questions in this application and any sketches, data, or other 
supplementary matter attached to and made a part of this application, are honest and true to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. I also authorize the staff of Lee County Community Development to enter upon the 
property during normal working hours for the purpose of investigating and evaluating the request made 
through this application. 

~ J/. 
Signature of owner or owner-authorized agent 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Typed or printed name 

ST A TE OF FLORIDA ) 
COUNTY OF LEE ) 

12-f I r r:;tf) 

Date 

The foregoing instrument was certified and subscribed before me this 7 fh. day of i(},41.,,,0 aa fff CV, 
by '-fY/AflJ/u.w £). Uh u,, ~ , who is ~rsonally known to me or who has produced 
________________________________ as identification. 

(SEAL) 

OFFICIAL NOTARY SEAL 
ERINEHOUCI< 

NOTARY PUBuc STATB OF Fl.ORIDA 
COMMlSSION NO. CC:~17 ·• ··•· ---- j 

/// C: ,:::.-/' ? __ 

--C-- ! 
Signature ofnotary public 

,,0:r ,h E, ffuu (1K 
Printed name of notary public 

Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
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ATTACHMENTl 

ADDITIONAL CONSULTANTS 

GENERAL ENGINEERING & PLANNING CONSULT ANT: 

Mr. Christopher A. Squires, P .E. 
Kimley-Hom & Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 
56 L/845-0665 
561/882-3 703 

CIVIL ENGINEER: 

Mr. Ned E . Dewhirst, P.E. 
Hole, Montes & Associates 
6202-F Presidential Court 
Fort Myers, FL 33919 
941/481/7874 
941/481/1015 

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING: 

Mr. Ronald T. Talone, AICP & Mr. David Plummer, P .E . 
David Plummer & Associates 
1531 Hendry Street 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 
941/332/2617 
941/332/2645 

ENVIRONMENT AL SCIENTISTS: 

Dr. Michael Dennis, Ph.D. 
Breedlove, Dennis & Associates 
330 West Canton Avenue 
Winter Park, FL 32789 
407/677-1882 
407/657-7008 



-
ATTACHMENT 1 

ADDITIONAL CONSULTANTS 

GENERAL ENGINEERING & PLANNING CONSULTANT: 

Mr. Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
KirnJey-Horn & Associates, Inc. 
443 1 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 
561/845-0665 
56.1/882-3 703 

CML ENGINEER: 

Mr. Ned E. Dewhirst, P .E. 
Hole, Montes & Associates 
6202-F Presidential Court 
Fort Myers, FL 33919 
941/481/7874 
941/481/1015 

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING: 

Mr. Ronald T. Talone, AICP & Mr. David Plummer, P.E. 
David Plummer & Associates 

.. 1531 Hendry Street 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 
941/332/2617 
941/332/2645 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS: 

Dr. Michael Dennis, Ph.D . 
Breedlove, Dennis & ·Associates 
330 West Canton Avenue 
Winter Park, FL 32789 
407/677-1882 
407/657-7008 

-
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 

Chris Squires, a transportation engineer, provides project direction on a range of 
transportation projects. His principal areas of practice include regional and 
traffic impact analysis associated with public and private development, impact 
fee studies, preparation of signal timing plans, and preparation of signal design 
plans. 

Education 

. Master of Science in Civil 
Engineering, Georgia Institute of 
Technology, 1988 

- Bachelor of Civil Engineering, 
Georgia Institute of Technology, 
1987 

Registration 

- Professional Engineer in Florida 

Awards·-

- Council of Outstanding Young 
Engineering Alumni, Georgia 
Institute of Technology, College 
of Engineering, 1996 

Professional Organizations 

- Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, Member 

- Tampa Bay FSUTMS Users 
Group, Treasurer, 1993-94, 
President, 1994-95 

Publications 

- "Accident Comparison of Raised 
Median and Two-Way, Left-Turn 
Lane Median Treatments," 
Transportation Research Record 
No. 1239, Transportation Research 
Board, 1990 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
Transportation Services for Land Development 

Priricipal Areas of Practice 

• Regional Impact Analysis 
• Traffic Impact Analysis 
• Access, Circulation, and Parking 

Layout 
• Pedestrian Studies 

Regional Impact Analysis 

- Palmer Ranch, Sarasota County, FL 
- Broward County Civic .l\rena, 

Sunrise, FL · 
- Sawgrass Mills, Sunrise, FL 
- West Palm Beach Transportation 

Concurrency Exemption Area, 
West Palm Beach, FL 

- Paddock Park, Ocala, FL 
- Winterset, Polk County, FL 
- Harbor Town Center, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Grand Harbor, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Tampa. Palms, Tampa, FL 
- Lake Fair Mall, Hillsborough 

County,FL · 
- Eagle Ridge, Polk County, FL 
- Bridgewater, Polk County, FL 
- Dadeland Mall, Dade County, FL 
- Portofino, Miami Beach, FL 
- AmeriFirst Tract DRI, Sunrise, FL 
- Pembroke Meadows, Broward 

County, FL 
- Weston, Broward County, FL 
- Rolling Hills, Broward County, FL 
- Blue Lake, Boca Raton, FL 
- Northcorp, Palm Beach County, FL 
- St. Lucie West, St. Lucie 

County, FL 
- The Reserve, St. Lucie County, FL 

- Seminole Town Center, Seminole 
County, FL 

- Imagination Fanns, Broward 
County, FL 

- Hunters Creek, Orlando, FL 
- Northwest Regional Mall, 

Hillsborough County, FL 
- Coastland Center, Naples, FL 
- Saddlebrook, Pasco County, FL 
- Town Centre, Port St. Lucie, FL 
- Ridgewood Lakes, Polk 

County, FL 
- Spectrum, Broward County, ·FL 
- Summit, Orange County, FL 
- ImperiaLakes, Polk County, FL 
- Altamonte Springs Central 

Development Plan, Altamonte 
Springs, FL 

- The Gateway to Sarasota, Sarasota 
County, FL 

- Venice Center, Sarasota County, FL 
- Jacaranda West, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- Heathrow International Business 

Center, Seminole County, FL 
- Bonnet Creek, Osceola County, FL 
- Waterford, Palm Beach County, FL 
- The Galleria, Fort Lauderdale, FL 
- Tampa Business Park, Tampa, FL 
- Sarasota County Interstate 

Business Center, Sarasota 
County, FL 

- Hatchett Creek, Sarasota 
County, FL 

- Woodmere Community Center, 
Sarasota County, FL 

- Woodmere Village, Sarasota 
County, FL 

COfltinued 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
Transportation. Services for Land Development 

Regional Impact Analysis, cont. 

- . Palm Beach International Airport, 
Palm Beach County, FL 

- Florida Corporate Center, 
Hillsborough County, FL 

- Carolina Forest, South Carolina 
- Northport, Fort Lauderdale; 'FL 
- Regency Park, Hillsborough 

County, FL 
- Vista Center, West Palm Beach.FL 
- Arvida Park of Commerce, Boca 

Raton, FL 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

- Publix Supermarkets, FL 
- Winn-Dixie Supermarkets, FL 
- Kash 'N Karry Supermarkets, FL 
- Taco Bell, FL 
- Golden Corral, FL 
- Florida Power & Light, Manatee 

County, FL 
- Florida Power Corporation, Polk 

County, FL 
- City Island, Sarasota, FL 
- Florida Beach, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Home Depot, FL 
- Wal-Mart Stores, FL 
- Polk County Jail Annex 

Expansion, Polk County, FL 
- Florida Keys Factory Shops, 

Florida City, FL 
- Carlton Arms Apartments, FL 
- Key Wester Motel, Key West, FL 
- Baptist Hospital, Miami, FL 
- Hilton Grand Vacation Club, Ft. 

Lauderdale, FL 
- Tradewinds, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 

- Ambassador of Liberty, Miami 
Beach, FL 

- Washington Corners, Miami 
Beach, FL 

- Ocean Parcel, Miami Beach, FL 
- Park Centre Commons, Ocala, FL 
- ShY._pherd Pines ... Polk County, FL 
- Roosevelt Annex, Key West, FL 
- Seaside Condominium, Key 

West, FL 
- Duval Street Retail, Key West, FL 
- Taverni...;1 Towne Shopping Center, 

Monroe. County, FL 
- Babcock Entertainment Center, 

Melbourne, FL 
- Vie De France, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 
- Morse Subdivision, Polk 

County, FL 
- Briar Grove, Polk County, FL 
- Lucille Smith Tract, Polk 

County, FL 
- Sun-Air East, Polk County, FL 
- Terrace Community Church Day 

Care, Temple Terrace, FL 
- Loma Vista, Polk County, FL 
- Oak Meadows, Polk County, FL 
- Sun Coast Hospital, Largo, FL 
- Piper Glen, Oldsmar, FL 
- .Checker 's Drive-In 

Restaurants, FL 
- Key Haven Hotel, Monroe 

County, FL 
- South Vero Square, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Glen Ayers, Hernando County, FL 
- Shoppes of Brooksville, Hernando 

County, FL 
- Laguna Vista, Sarasota County, FL 
- Lowe 's Companies, Ocala, FL 

Conffnued 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
Transportation Services for Land Development 

Traffic Impact Analysis, cont. 

- Sea Mist Shoppes, Indian River 
County, FL 

- Stone's Throw, St. Petersburg, FL 
- Scotties, St. Petersburg, FL 
- Manufacturer's Outlet Center, Fort 

Pierce, FL 
- Pineview Nee-Traditional Town, 

Sarasota County, FL 
- Parkway Collection, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- Brittan's, Venice, FL 
- Peace Creek Club, Polk 

County, FL 
- Lake Ruth ·Ranch, Hit1sborough 

County, FL 
- CCD Office, Boca Raton. FL 
- Crocker Centre, Boca Raton, FL 
- Palm Beach Medical Group, 

West Palm Beach, FL 
- Bayshore Center, Tampa, FL 
- Lost Tree Village, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Sand Ridge Golf Course, Indian 

River County, FL 
- Beach Bank, Vero Beach, FL 
- Hunters Crossing, Polk 

County, FL 
- Lake Margaret Shores, Polk 

County, FL 
- Sevco Shopping Center, Indian 

River County, FL 
- Woodfield Commercial Center, 

Boca Raton, FL 
- Northlake Economy Inn, Palm 

Beach County, FL 
- Polo Club, Boca Raton, FL 
- Crocker Plaza II, Boca Raton, FL 
- MacArthur Foundation, Palm 

Beach County, FL 

- Riscorp, Sarasota, FL 
- Cobb Theatres, Ocala, FL 
- Diocese of Venice, Manatee 

County, FL 
- Waterford South, Venice, FL 
- Laurel Interstate Business Center. 

Venice, FL 
- Polo Trace, Palm Beach 

County, FL 
- Key West Fairways, Key West, FL 
- Land of Sleep, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- St. Andrews Medical Center, 

Sarasota County, FL 
- I-75/Clark Road Sector Plan, 

Sarasota County, FL 
- Venetian Shores/Coral Shores 

Convenience Stores, Monroe 
County, FL 

- Reynolds Metals, Fort Pierce, FL 
- St. Lucie Groves, St. Lucie 

County, FL 
- Garner Woods, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Crossroads Park of Commerce, 

Fort Pierce, FL 
- The Courtyards, Key West, FL 
- Davenport Hills, Polk County, FL 
- Thousand Oaks, Polk County, FL 
- Lake Haines Golf Club, Polk 

County, FL 
- Lake Myrtle Subdivision, Polk 

County, FL 
- Braden River Plaza, Bradenton, FL 
- Sarasota Bank, Sarasota, FL 
- Silverstein Ear Research Institute, 

Sarasota, FL 
- Temple Terrace Public Works 

Complex, Temple Terrace, FL 

Conffnued 
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Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
Transportation Services for Land Development 

Traffic Impact Analysis, cont. 

- Applebees, Temple Terrace, FL 
- Englewood Golf and Country 

Club, Sarasota County, FL 
- Cool Spray Golf Range, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- North River Village, Manatee 

County, FL 
- Plantation PUD, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- Bedford Park, Polle County, FL 
- McLeod Gardens, Polle County, FL 
- Jones Industrial Park, Polle 

County, FL 
- Smith Industrial Park, Polk 

County, FL 
- Canterbury Subdivision, Polle 

County, FL 
- Fox Hill, Polle County, FL 
- Charlorna, Polle County, FL 
- Heritage Oaks, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- Sparky's Convenience Stores, 

Polk County, FL 
- LaQuinta Inns, Ocala, FL 
- Zorn Communities, Tampa, FL 
- Blockbuster Video, Manatee 

County, FL 
- Aurora Office Building, Manatee 

County, FL 
- Circuit City, Palm Beach 

County, FL 
- Tower Estates, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- Gates Creek, Manatee County, FL 
- Key West Outlet Center, Key 

West, FL 
- Villages of Spirit Lake, Polk 

County, FL 
- Hillcrest Hornes, Polle County, FL 

- Nazarene Church, Sarasota. FL 
- Pep's Seafood Restaurant, Port 

Richey, FL 
- La Grangeville, Polle County, FL 
- Chick-Fil-A, Hillsborough 

County, FL 
- Westminster Academy, Broward 

County, FL 
- Mariner Hornes, Sanibel Island, FL 
- Queens Cove, Polle County, FL 
- Hall Communications, 

Lakeland, FL 

Access, Circulation, and Parking 
Layout 

- Publix Supermarkets, FL 
- Sun Coast Hospital, Largo, FL 
- City Island, Sarasota, FL 
- Florida Beach, Indian River 

County, FL 
- Palmer Ranch, Sarasota 

County, FL 
- The Galleria, Fort Lauderdale, FL 
- Sawgrass Mills, Sunrise, FL 

Pedestrian Studies 

- Atlantic Princess, Fort 
Lauderdale, FL 
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Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
Transportation Planning 

Principal Areas of Practice 

• · Impact Fee Studies 
• Corridor Studies 
• Traffic Operations 
• Transportation Review 
• Traffic Forecast Modeling 

Impact Fee Studies 

- Wal-Mart Stores, FL 
- North River Village, Manatee 

County, FL 
- City of Palm Bay, FL 
- SuperAmerica, Pinellas County, FL 
- Countryside Baptist Church, 

Pinellas County, FL 
- University North Conference, 

Hillsborough County, FL 
- Transportation Impact Fee 

Preliminary Review, Sarasota 
County, FL 

- Cool Spray Golf Range, Sarasota 
County, FL 

- Kenny Rogers Roasters 
Restaurants, Hillsborough 
County, FL 

- Golden Corral, FL 

Corridor Studies 

- Pine Street East-West Link, 
Sarasota County, FL 

- Dade Road Pricing Study, Dade 
County, FL 

- North Dade Transportation Study, 
Dade County, FL 

- Aberdeen, Palm Beach County, FL 
- Lee County 2020 Thoroughfare 

Plan, Lee County, FL 
- Hagen Ranch Road, Palm Beach 

County, FL 

- SR 75 Action Plan, Jackson and 
Bay Counties, FL 

- North Miami Avenue, Dade 
County, FL 

.,... Coral Avenue, Vero Beach, FL 

Traffic Operations 

- City of Temple Terrace, FL 
- SW 80th Avenue, Marion 

County, FL 
- Dixie Highway/Olive Avenue, 

West Palm Beach, FL 
- Clearwater Beach Parking Study, 

Clearwater, FL 

Transportation Review 

- Town of Jupiter, FL 
- City of Temple Terrace, FL 
- University Commons ORI, 

Manatee County, FL 
- Exclusive Golf Club ORI Review, 

Manatee County, FL 
- West Lakeland ORI Review, Polk 

County, FL 
- ImperiaLakes ORI Review, Polk 

County, FL 
- Old Florida Plantation ORI 

Review, Polk County, FL 
- Beacon TradePort ORI Review, 

Dade County, FL 

Traffic Forecast Modeling 

- Pine Street Traffic Modeling, 
Sarasota County, FL 

- Altamonte Springs, FL 
- Myrtle Street, Sarasota, FL 
- Town of Fountain Hills, AZ 
- Hunt Brothers Road, Polk 

County, FL 
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Christopher A. Squires, P.E. 
Signal System Analysis, Design, and Implementation 

Principal Areas of Practice 

• Signal Timing 
• Signal Design 
• Intelligent Transportation Systems 

'Signal Timing 

- Pinellas County Signal System, 
Pinellas County, FL 

- City of Vero Beach, FL 
- Centerville Turnpike, Virginia 

Beach, VA 
- Eagle Ridge, Polk County, FL 

Signal Design 

- SR 40 and Wal-Mart Stores, 
Ocala, FL 

- SR 60 and Hunt Brothers Road, 
Lake Wales, FL 

- SR 200 and SW 35th Terrace, 
Ocala, FL 

Intelligent Transportation Systems 

- I-95/1-195 Multimodal Plan, Dade 
County, FL 

- I-95 Intelligent Corridor System, 
Dade County, FL 

- I-7 5 Master Plan 



RONALD T. TALONE, AICP 
SENIOR ASSOCIATE - CHIEF TRANSPORTATION PLANNER 

American Institute of Certified Planners 

Professional Affiliations: 
Institute of Transportation Engineers 
American Planning Association 

EXPERIENCE: 

Master of Arts, Geography 
University of Florida 

Bachelor of Arts, Geography 
University of South Florida 

Mr. Talone is a Chief Transportation Planner in David Plummer & Associates' Southwest Florida 
Regional Office. His responsibilities include the management of major public and private 
transportation planning studies, the development of traffic circulation plans, and the analysis ofland 
use and traffic impacts of various residential, commercial, industrial, office and mixed use 
developments. This includes trip generation, distribution and assignment, roadway /intersection level 
of service analysis, access management studies and recommendations for roadway/intersection 
improvements to serve developments and to mitigate their impacts. 

Before joining DP A, Mr. Talone was the Lee County MPO/Local Government Liaison for the 
Florida Department of Transportation. Mr. Talone served as the Department' s Project Manager for 
the Lee County Transportation Study Standard Model Application and Plan Update and the Lee 
County Access Management Study. In 1989, Mr. Talone presented the Lee County Access 
Management Study to the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Florida Section, and received a 
Special Achievement Award from the Florida Department of Transportation for this study. 
Previously, Mr. Talone was Principal Planner for Transportation at the Lee County Division of 
Planning and a Transportation Planner for the Kentuckiana Regional Planning & Development 
Agency, Louisville, Kentucky. Mr. Talone has over twenty years of experience as a transportation 
planning professional. 

REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS: 
• FDOT - District Seven, Florida Intrastate Highway System 
• The Lee Plan, 1990 Plan Amendments, Traffic Circulation Element 
• Collier County 2010 Financially Feasible Plan Update and 1990 Model Validation 
• Collier County 2020 Long Range Plan Update 
• Collier County Congestion Management System 
• Corkscrew Road Special Improvement Unit Study, Transportation Element 
• Page Field Master Plan Update 
• Fowler/Summerlin Road Corridor Alignment Study 
• Pelican Landing DRI 
• Boston Red Sox Spring Training Facilities, Traffic Impact Statement 
• The Brooks of Bonita Springs DRI 
• Winding Cypress DRI 
• Southwest Florida Transportation Initiative (SWFTI), Traffic Consultant 
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DAVIDS. PLUMMER, PE 
PRESIDENT 

EDUCATION: 
Bachelor of Science, Civil Engineering Masters in Business Administration, Finance 
University of Arizona Northwestern University 

EXPERIENCE: 
Mr. Plummer founded David Plummer and Associates in 1978. The firm provides a wide variety 
of engineering services with emphasis on traffic and roadway design. His engineering career spans 
more than 35 years and includes some of the most significant projects in Florida. 

Formerly, Mr. Plummer was the Assistant Director of Engineering at the Traffic Institute at 
Northwestern University. While in that position he developed and published materials related to 
capital improvements for transit, guidelines for driveway design, intersection capacity analysis, and 
traffic accident reconstruction. He has lectured in many of these subjects at the following 
Universities. 

North Carolina State University 
University of Hawaii 
University of Alaska 
Florida International University 

Northwestern University 
College of Engineering/San Juan 
University of Miami 

Mr. Plummer's public engineering experience involves local, county, and state jurisdictions where 
he pioneered studies of street protection systems to reduce crime and traffic. He was affiliated with 
the Criminal Justice Institute in South Florida and promotes close cooperation between law 
enforcement and traffic engineering. 

REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS: 
Mr. Plummer has been involved in some of the most complicated and exciting projects undertaken 
in South Florida. This involvement was both technical and management. Several of the most 
significant projects are: 

Dade County Rapid Rail System 
Mr. Plummer was part of the management team for the development of the Dade County Metro-Rail 
System. As part of the management team he was responsible for technical decisions related to the 
system concepts. Mr. Plummer was also responsible for pre-development political and funding of 
the transit referendum. 

Metropolitan Dade County Zoological Park 
Mr. Plummer was the Project Manager for master planning and design of the new zoological park. 
The Federal Government gave Dade County 1,000 acres, which would have been part of a military 
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DAVID S. PLUMMER, PE 
PRESIDENT 

base, for the development of the zoological park. Mr. Plummer toured seven zoos in the United 
States and Canada to establish civil engineering design standards. He was responsible for the Master 
Plan and for the civil engineering design. 

Miami Seaquarium 
Mr. Plummer has participated as a transportation and civil engineering consultant to the Seaquarium. 
Seaquarium, constructed in the l 950's, is undergoing extensive expansion to the educational and 
entertainment facilities. Mr. Plummer has been involved in the access, parking, circulation, 
development rights, litigation, and general engineering aspects of the redevelopment of the project. 

Truman Annex 
Private interest purchased the Truman Annex naval base in Key West. Mr. Plummer served as a 
traffic and civil consultant to the redevelopment of the commercial, residential and entertainment 
portions of the site. The responsibilities began with the traffic and civil master planning of the site, 
including such unusual items such as the restoration of a 70 year old surface water system, and 
expanding to the supporting roadway improvements in historic Key West. The successful project, 
now complete, has become a Key West landmark. 

American Airlines Arena 
Mr. Plummer has been the traffic and parking consultant for the 24,000 seat arena in Miami. The 
Arena, located in a downtown environment, makes full use of the transit system, existing parking 
and off-peak hour street conditions. The Transportation Management Plan supporting this site 
included a Special Event Traffic Plan, Internet Web site to direct unfamiliar driver, and promotion 
of pre-stops at restaurants and other entertainment sites. 

OTHER SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS: 
Brickell A venue Area Transportation Study 
Miami International Airport (Automated People Mover) 
Southwest Florida International Airport (Terminal Design) 
Downtown Miami Development of Regional Impacts 
Coral Gables/ Merrick Circle Parking Facilities 
Beacon TradePort 
Villages of Merrick Park 
One Miami Center 
Sweetwater Ranch Regional Center 
Florida Marlins Site Evaluations 

Boston Red Sox Spring Stadium 
Cocowalk 
Marco Island Transportation Strategy 
Health Park of Florida 
Doctors Hospital of South Miami 
Coral Gables Street Calming Plans 
Falls Regional Center 
Health Park of Florida 
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DAVID S. PLUMMER, PE 
PRESIDENT 

WORK EXPERIENCE AND PROFESSIONAL HISTORY: 
In addition to Northwestern University, previous employment included California Department of 
Transportation and the Illinois Department of Transportation. He was a graduate of the training 
programs of both public organizations. This training included planning, traffic engineering, design, 
material testing, and construction. 

Mr. Plummer is involved in professional committee service. He was a member of the Coral Gables 
Planning and Zoning Board, Dade County Impact Fee Committee, and a member of the NW 
Dade/SW Broward Planning Committee. In Florida he has been involved in the Florida Supreme 
Court Transportation Training, the Criminal Justice Institute, and committee's of the Florida 
Department of Community Affairs. The committee service with the Institute of Transportation 
Engineer's is: 

Driveway Design Standards 
Trip Generation Manual (3rd, 4th, 5th Edition) 
Parking Generation (2nd Edition) 
Neo-Traditional Neighborhood Design Standards 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS: 
Mr. Plummer is a registered engineer in the State of Florida (17976) and the State of Illinois (62-
26484). He is a current member of the Urban Land Institute and the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers. 
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W. MICHAEL DENNIS, Ph.D. 

Areas of Specialization: 

Wetland delineation, permitting and mitigation; plant taxonomy and ecology; remote sensing and aerial 
photointerpretation; threatened and endangered species; and wildlife evaluations. 

Experience: 

President, Breedlove, Dennis & Associates, Inc., Orlando, Floridn. 1997 to present 

Principal, Breedlove, Dennis & Associates, Inc., Orlando, Florida. 1984 to present, 

Vice President, Breedlove, Dennis & Associates, Inc., Orlando, Florida. 1983 to 1997. 

Senior Scientist, Breedlove & Associates, Inc., Gainesville, Florida. 1981 to :I 983. 

Projects and responsibilities included development of technical data and management of projects in 
the following areas: 

• Vegetation analysis and wetlands jurisdictional evaluation:, for land development activities 
in Oranse, Osceola, Seminole, Lake, Polk, Wakulla, Martin, St. Lucie, Marion, Hamilton, 
Brevard, Hillsborough, Sarnsota, Dade, Duval, Jackson, Gadsden, Leon, Liberty, Franklin, 
Citrus, Hernando. Pasco, Volusia, Hardee, Manatee, Pahn Beach, Indian River, Flagler, 
Lee, Collier, Escambia, Walton, Alachua, Putnam., Sumter, Charlene, Broward, and Monroe 
counties. 

• Wetlands evaluations for phosphate, sand, and limerock mining activities. 

• Vegetation mapping of plant commwlities in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama, 
Tennessee, New Jersey. 

• Wetland reclamation planning. 

• Ordinary high water line determinations: La.Ice Saunders, Lake County; and Peace River 
Valley, Alafia River, Lako IGssimmee, Lake Hatchineha, Lake Tohopekaliga. 

• Power plant and right-of-way siting. 

• Technical Advisor in adrni.n.istrative and legislative rule making process. 

• Seived on Technical Commit1ee advising the Senate Natural Resources Comnunee on the 
1984 Wetlands Legislation. 

• Member of the Wildlife Advisory Group appointed by the Department of Community 
Affairs. 

BREEDLOVE, DENNIS & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
P.O. BOX 720037/ORLANUO, FLOR.I.DA 32872-0037 
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• Member of the Econlockhatchee River Task Force appointed by the St. Johns River Water 
Management District 

• Expert witness testimony--qualified in wetlands evaluation, and jurisdictional 
detenninations and pennitting, botanical indicators of ordinary high water line 
determinations, tenesn·ial and wetlands ecology, thre,1tened and endangered species 
surveys, and wildlife invtlstigations. 

• Participated in development of Florido Wetland Delineation and Environmental Pem1itting 
State Rules during the 1993/1994 Legislative Session. 

• Member of the Environmental Constraints and Development Suitability Mapping Project 
Advisory Committee for Orange Cowity. 

Botanist, Tennessee Valley Authority. 1976-1981. Responsible for planni1'.1g, implementing, and presenting 
studies on the environmental impact of proposed Tennessee Valley Authority facilities on aquatic macrophyte 
communities, and ecological and taxonomic studies of aquatic plant species. 

Project experience includes: 

• Studies of aquatic and wetland plants of the Tennessee Valley. 

• Phipps Bend Nuclear l'lant environmental report. 

• Bellefonte Nuclear Plont environmental report. 

• Yellow Creek Nuclear Plant environmental repon. 

• Future power plant siting studies, Courtland, Westmoreland, Town Creek sites. 

• Pumped storage site evaluotion report 

• Hydrilla contingency plan for the Tennessee River watershed. 

• Aquatic weed control program. 

• Srudy of the vegetation of mi rurally occurring ponds of the Cumberland Plateau. 

• Ecology of mud flat vegetation ofTcmnessee Valley reservoirs. 

• Preparation of a manual of the submersed and floating--leaved plants of the Tennessee 
Valley. 

• Utilization and revegetation of reservoir shorelines. 

BREEDLOVE, DENNIS & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
P.O. BOX 7.20037/ORLANDO, FLORIDA 32872-0037 
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• Acid rain studies program for assessing impact of acid precipitation on aquatic systems. 

• Studies of heavy metals accumulation in aquatic plants, l-Iolslon River basin. 

• Vegetation study of Towns and Rabun counties, Georgia. 

Faculty Associate, University of Tennessee. 1980-present. 

Adjunct Professor, University of North Alabama. 1980-1981. 

Visiting Assistant Professor, University of Tennessee. 1979. 

Graduate Teaching Assistant, University of Tennessee. 1973-1976. 

Research Assistant, University of South Carolina. 1973. 
Studied floristic composition and ecological parameters in ponds of the sandhill belt of South Carolina. 

Research Assistant, University of South Carolina. 1972. 
Studied the flora and ecology of the Santee Swamp. 

Teaching Assistant, University of South Carolina. 1971-1973. 

Medical Laboratory Technician, U.S. Anny. 1969-197 l. 

Education: 

Ph.D. University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee, 1976. Botany. 

M.S. University of South Carolina, Columbia, South Carolina, 1973 . Biology, 

B.S. Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia, 1969. Biology. 

Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) 150 - Executive HEP Briefing Workshop, 1989. 

HEP 400 - Advanced Recreation Economic Techniques Workshop, 1989. 

EL 305 - Expert Witness Workshop, 1990 

Civil Service Commission Workshop in Environmental Assessment, 1977. 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration Technology Transfer Course, 1976. Basic concepts 
of remote sensing and data handling rechniques as they apply to the analysis of digitally recorded 
LANDSAT multispectral scanner data and the Earth Resources Labc,rato1y's data analysis system. 

BREEDLOVE, DENNTS & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Associntions: 

Honors: 

Ecological Society of America 
Association of Southeastern Biologists 
Southern Appalachian Botanical Club 
Society of Wetland Scientists 

BREEDLOVE DENNIS 

Distingujshed Alumni Award - Oxford College of Emory University, 1987. 

Selected Publications and Presented Papers: 
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Bates A.L., W.M. Dennis and T.L. Goldsby. 1978. Experimental use of diquat in Guntersville Reservoir. Aquatic 
Plant Management Society. 

Bntes, A.L., T.L. Goldsby, and W.M. Dennis. 1978. A prevention and contingency control plan for Hydrilla . Aquatic 
Plant Management Society. 

Bates A.L. , W.M. Dennis, and T.L. Goldsby. 1978. TI1e use of remote sensing for detemrining effectiveness and 
planning of aquatic plant control operations in the Tennessee Valley. Aquatic: Plant Management Society. 

Bates, A.L., W.M. Dennis, and T.L. Goldsby. 1980, Eurasian water-milfoil (Myriophy//um lpicatum l.) identification, 
distribution, and life history. Proceeding of the Mississippi Aquatic Weed Workshop, 13 February 1980, 
Mississippi State University. 

Bates A.L., W.M. Dennis, and T.L. Goldsby. 1980. Prevention and control of Hydrilla . Proceedings of the 
Mississippi Aquatic Weed Workshop, 13 February 1980, Mississippi State University. 

Bates, A.L., E. Pickard, and W.M. Dennis. 1978. Tree plantings: a diversified management tool for reservoir 
shorelines. Proceedings of the National Symposiwn on Strategies for protection and Management of 
Floodplain Wetlands and other Riparian Ecosystems. 

Batson, W.T. and W.M. Dennis. 1973. Record trees of South Carolina. South Carolina Wildlife 20(5): 12-16. 

Biemer, M.W., W.M. Dennis, and B.E. Wofford. 1977. Flavonoid chemistry, chromosome number and phylogenetic 
relationships of Helenium chihuahuem·is (Asteraceae). Biochemical Systemntics and Ecology 5:23·28. 

Breedlove, B.W. and W.M. Dennis. 1984. The use of Small"format Ass<.'lssment of Microphyton; collection, use, and 
meaning of the American Society for Testing and Materials STP 843 , 

Breedlove, B.W. and W.M. Dennis. 1987. Recent changes in and responses to U.S. Am,y Corps of Engineers 404 
pemtitring. Environmental Land Use Law Section Rep01ter 10(1):22-23. 
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P.O. BOX 720037/ORLANDO, FLORIDA 32872-0037 

4301 METRJC DRIVE/WINTER PARK, FLORJDA (407) 677-1882 FAX (407) 657-7008 

O:\ADMADM IN\RESUMES\ WMD.DOC March 4, 1999 



10 / 30 / 00 13 : 21 '5'407 657 "()08 BREEDLOVE DENNIS 14] 006 / 008 

W. MICHAEL DENNIS, Ph.D. PAGES 

Carriker, N.E., W.M. Dennis, and R .C. Young. 1981. Quantification of allochth,mous organic input to Cherokee 
Reservoir: Implications of hypolinmetic oxygen depletioru. Proceedings of the International Symposium on 
Inland Waters and Lake Restoration, September 8-12, 1980, Portland, Maine, 

Dennis, W .M. 1973. A new record water hickory for South C!lrolina. Castanea 38:205 . 

Dennis, W.M. 1974. A synecological study of the Santee Swamp, Sumter County, South Carolina. ASB Bulletin 
21(2):51. 

Dennis, W .M. 1976. Chromosome morphology of Clematis, subsection Viomae, ~lnllilculaceae). Canadian Joumal 
of Botany 54(10):1135-1139. 

Dennis, W.M. 1977. Contributed Clematis (in part) to M.C. Johnston and J. Hendrickson, Chihuahuan Desert Flom. 

Dennis, W.M. 1978. Contributed Macrophyte section for C.l. Weber (ed.), Office of Water Data Coordination 
Manual. 

Dennis, W.M. l 978. The taxonomic status of Clemaris gattingeri Small (Ranu.nculac,~ae). Brinonia 30:463-465. 

Dennis, W.M. 1979. The new combination Clematis pitcheri T. & G. VI.IJ'. dictyota (Green) Dennis. Sida 8: 194-195. 

Dennis, W.M. 1980. Sarracenia oreophi/a (Kearny) Wherry in the Blue Ridge Provine~ of northeastern Georgia. 
Castanea 45: 101-103. 

Dennis, W.M. 1982. Contributed Jamesia,1thus alabamensis and Clematis Subsection Viomae to the National List of 
Scientific Plant Names. United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service-TP- 159. 

Dennis, W.M. 1982. Ecological notes onJamel·ia11thus alabamensis Blake and Sherff(Asterace3e) and an hypothesis 
on its endemism. Sida 9(3):210-214. 

Dennis, W.M. 1984. Aquatic Macrophyton Sampling: An overview. Ecological Assessment of Macrophyton: 
Collection, use and meaning of data, American Society for Testing and Materials STP 843 . 

Dennis, W.M. and W.T. Batson. 1974. The floating log ond stump communities in the Santee Swamp of South 
Carolina. Castanea 39:166-170. 

Dennis, W.M. and M.W. Biemer. 1980. Distribul'ion of flavonoids and their systematic significance in Clematis 
subsection Viomae. Biochemical Systematics and Ecology B:65-67. 

.Denn.is, W.M. and B.W. Breedlove. 1983. "Wetlands Reclamation: A Drainage Basin Approach." 

Dennis, W.M. and B. W. Breedlove. 1984. "The Assessment of Enviromnenbl Regulations on Agriculture Operations 
in Florida TI1rough the Use of Small and Mediwn Format Color Infrared Aerial Photography." Abstract, p . 
173. Color Aerial Photography in the Plant Sciences and Related Fields. 
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Dennis, W.M. and B.W. Breedlove, 1987. "Location of a Court Required Period Specific Ordinary High Water Using 
Detailed Survey, Tree Aging and Medium Fonn11t Color-Infrared Photography.'' Presentation at the 
ASPRS/ACSM 1987 Convention; Baltimore, Maryland. 

Dennis, W.M., P.A. Collier, E.L. Morgan, and P. DePriest. 1981 . Hnbitat notes on the aquatic lichen Hydrotheria 
venosa Russell in Tennessee. Bryologist 84:392-393. 

Dennis, W.M., A.M. Evans, and B.E. Wofford. 1979. Disjunct populations of fsoetes macrospora in southeastern 
Tennessee. Amer. Fem J. 69:97-99. 

Dennis, W.M. and B.G. Isom. 1984 (ed). Ecological Assessment ofMacrophYtoo: Collection Use and Meaning of 
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DOCUMENT A.5 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

ALL OF THOSE PORTIONS OF SECTIONS 3, 4, 9 AND 10, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, 
RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, LYING WEST OF THE WESTERLY RIGHT­
OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD (A 130.00 FOOT RIGHT­
OF-WAY) AND 
LYING EAST OF THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF US HIGHWAY 41 (STATE 
ROAD 45) A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT OF WAY AND LYING SOUTH OF THE SOUTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF WILLIAMS ROAD (A 100.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY). 

LESS TRACT 2 

A PORTION OF THE NORTH HALF OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 
EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, 
RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA; THENCE RUN N. 00°57'23" W., ALONG THE 
EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 2674.19 FEET TO THE EAST 
QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 9; THENCE RUN N. 01 °15'50" W., ALONG THE 
EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 68 .17 FEET; THENCE RUN S. 
88°02'34" W. FOR A DISTANCE OF 1555.19 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF 
THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL OF LAND; THENCE CONTINUE S. 88°02'34" W. FOR 
A DISTANCE OF 413 .96 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 
OF US HIGHWAY 41 (STATE ROAD 45, A 200 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY); THENCE RUN 
N. 00°15'56" W., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 
415 .00 FEET; THENCE RUNS. 46°02'16" E. FOR A DISTANCE OF 577.45 FEET TO THE 
POINT OF BEGINNING. 

AND LESS TRACT 3 

A PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 
EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS : 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, 
RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA; THENCE RUN N. 00°57'23" W., ALONG THE 
EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 2542 .33 FEET; THENCE RUNS. 
88°02'34" W. FOR A DISTANCE OF 1221.61 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF 
THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL OF LAND; THENCE CONTINUE S. 88°02'34" W. FOR 
A DISTANCE OF 750.33 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 

Page 1 of 3 



OF US IDGHWAYNO. 41 (STATE ROAD NO. 45, A 200 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY); 
THENCE RUNS. 00°15'56 11 E., ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FORA 
DISTANCE OF 553.06 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR 
CUR VE, CONCA VE EASTERLY; THENCE RUN SOUTHERLY, ALONG SAID 
EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE 
LEFT, HA YING A RADIUS OF 5605 .39 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 
06°12'58 11

, SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 607.83 FEET AT A BEARING OF S. 03°22'24 11 

E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 608 .13 FEET; THENCE RUN N. 88°07'51 11 E. FOR A DISTANCE 
OF 747.23 FEET TO A POINT OF INTERSECTION WITH A NON-TANGENTIAL 
CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCA VE EASTERLY, WHOSE RADIUS POINT BEARS N. 
82°31'42 11 E ., A DISTANCE OF 3909.60 FEET THEREFROM; THENCE RUN NORTHERLY, 
ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HA YING A RADIUS OF 3909.60 
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 08°29'3 l 11 , SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 
578.92 FEET AT A BEARING OF N . 03°13'32 11 W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 579.45 FEET TO 
THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUNN. 00°15'5611 W. FOR A DISTANCE OF 583.09 
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

AND LESS COCONUT ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 

A PORTION OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, 
RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA; THENCE RUNN. 00°57' 23 11 W., ALONG 
THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 2674.19 FEET TO THE EAST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 9; 
THENCE RUNN. 01°15'50 11 W., ALONG THE EAST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST 
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 196.04 FEET; THENCE RUNS. 
79°35'39 11 W. FOR A DISTANCE OF 6.93 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT­
OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD (A 130.00 FOOT RIGHT­
OF-WA Y) AS THE SAME IS RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 68 AT PAGES 78 THROUGH 
80 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA; AND THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING OF THE PARCEL OF LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; THENCE CONTINUE S. 
79°35'39 11 W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 238.23 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 
TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCA VE SOUTHEASTERLY; THENCE RUN 
SOUTHWESTERLY, ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HA YING A 
RADIUS OF 3025.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09°15'04 11

, SUBTENDED 
BY A CHORD OF 487.89 FEET AT A BEARING OF S. 74°58'07 11 W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 
488.42 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUNS. 70°20'35 11 W. FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 200.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR 
CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY; THENCE RUN SOUTHWESTERLY, ALONG 
THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 2025.00 FEET, 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17°41'5911

, SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 623 .08 
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FEET AT A BEARING OF S. 79°11 134 11 W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 625 .56 FEET TO THE 
END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUNS. 88°02134 11 W. FOR A DISTANCE OF 451.93 FEET 
TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF U.S . HIGHWAY 41 (STATE 
ROAD NO. 45), A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN N. 00°15 15611 W., ALONG 
SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 150. 07 FEET; THENCE 
RUNN. 88°02 134 11 E. FOR A DISTANCE OF 447.50 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A 
TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCA VE NORTHWESTERLY; THENCE RUN 
NORTHEASTERLY, ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HA YING A 
RADIUS OF 1875.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF l 7°41 159 11

, SUBTENDED 
BY A CHORD OF 576.92 FEET AT A BEARING OF N. 79°11 134 11 E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 
579.22 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N. 70° 20135 11 E. FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 200.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR 
CURVE, CONCA VE SOUTHEASTERLY; THENCE RUN NORTHEASTERLY, ALONG 
THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3175 .00 FEET, 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09°15104 11

, SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 512.09 
FEET AT A BEARING OF N. 74°58'07 11 E ., FOR A DISTANCE OF 512.65 FEET TO THE 
END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N. 79°35 139 11 E. FOR A DISTANCE OF 263 .08 FEET 
TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SEABOARD COASTLINE 
RAILROAD; THENCE RUN S.00°59147 11 E., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY 
LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 152.05 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

PROPERTY AREA: 483 .138 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

THIS PROPERTY IS SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, RESERVATIONS OR RESTRICTIONS 
OF RECORD. BEARINGS REFER TO THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER 
OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, AS 
BEING N. 00°57'23 11 W. 
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This Instrument prepared by: 
J. Stephen Crawford, Esq. 
5129 Castello Drtve, Suite 1 
Naples, Florida 33940 

DOCUMENT A.6 
WARR<\NTY DEED 
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WARRANTY DEED TO TRUST££ 

THIS INDENTURE, made December 13, 1995, between Edward J. McArdle, of 
Houston, Texas, as Grantor, and Edward J. McArdle, Trustee, as trustee of the trust 
created by that certain Declaration of Trust, dated January 6, 1992, and known as the 
Edward J. McArdle Grantor Trust, whose Post Office address Is 311 Kautz Road, St. 
Charles, lllinols 6017 4, as Grantee, witnesseth: 

GRANTOR, for and In consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars and other good and 
valuable consideration to Grantor In hand patd, the receipt whereof ls hereby acknow1-
edged, has granted, bargained and sold to Grantee, and Grantee's successors and 
assigns, forever, the real property (the "Property") in Lee County, Florida, described as 
follows: 

PARCEL 1 

That part of Section 2, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, lying West 
of the right--0f-way of Interstate Highway 1-75, together with all easements and 
appurtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to the Mortgage, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of NFS Mortgage Corporation, 
dated March 28, 1983, and recorded April 4, 1983, In Offlcial Records Book 
1664 at page 4259 of the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, to the Mort­
gage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of Naples Fed­
eral Savings and Loan Association, dated March 26, 1984, and recorded 
March 28, 1984, in Official Records Book 1718 at page 2901 of the Public 
Records of Lee County, Florida, and all assignments and modifications 
thereof, to all encumbrances, easements, reservations, covenants and re­
strictions of record, and to all assessments and taxes for the current and all 
subsequent years. 

PARCEL2 

That part of Section 3, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, lying East 
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of the right-of-way of the Seaboard Coastline Railroad, Jess and except the 
nght-of-way of Williams Road (Official Records Book 2106 at page 
2505),togelher wfth all easements and appurtenances thereunto belonging, 
but subject to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in 
favor of Naples Federal Savings and Loan Association, dated March 26, 
1984, and recorded March 28, 1984, in Official Records Book 1718 at page 
2901 of the Public Records of Lee County, Flon'da, and all assignments and 
modmcations thereof, to all encumbrances, easements, reservations, cove­
nants and restrictions of record, and to all assessments and taxes for the cur­
rent and all subsequent years. 

PARCEL3 

That part of Section 4, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, lying East 
of the right-of-way of the Seaboard Coastline Railroad, less and except the 
right-of-way of Williams Road (Official Records Book 2106 at page 2505), to­
gether with all easements and appurtenances thereunto belonging, but sub­
ject to all encumbrances, easements, reservations, covemmts and restrictions 
of record, and to all assessments and taxos for the current and all subse. 
quent years. 

PARCEL4 

That part of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, lying East 
of the nght--0f-way of U. S. Highway 41 (State Road 45) and West of the right­
of-way of Seaboard Coastline Railroad, together with all easements and ap­
purtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to all encumbrances, ease­
ments, reservations, covenants and restricfions of record, and to all assess­
ments and taxes. 

PARCEL5 

That part of Section 10, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, lying East 
of the right-of-way of the Seaboard Coastline Railroad together wfth all ease­
ments and appurtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to all encum­
brances, easements, reservations, covenants and restrictions of record, and 
to all assessments and taxes for the current and ell subsequent years. 

PARCEL6 

That part of Section 11, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, lying 
West of the right--0f-way of Interstate Highway 1-75, together with all ease­
ments and appurtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to all encum­
brances, easements, reservations, covenants and restrictions of record, and 
to all assessments and taxes for the current and all subsequent years. 
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PARCEL 7 

The North 200.00 feet of the East 360.00 feet of that part of the 
Southeast quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 34, Township 46 South, 
Range 25 East, lying South of the South right-<Jf-way line of Corkscrew Road 
(State Route S-850), together wffh aJ/ easements and appurtenances there­
unto belonging, but subject to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Secu­
rity Agreement in favor of NFS Mortgage Corporation, dated March 28, 1983, 
and recorded April 4, 1983, in Official Records Book 1664 at page 4259 of the 
Public Records of Lee County, Florida, to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents 
and Security Agreement in favor of Naples Federal Savings and Loan Asso­
ciation, dated March 26, 1984, and recorded March 28, 1984, in Official Rec­
ords Book 1718 at page 2901 of the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, 
and all assignments and modifications thereof, to all encumbrances, ease­
ments, reservations, covenants and restrictions of record, and to all assess­
ments and taxes for the current and all subsequent years. 

PARCELB 

The West 100 feet of the East 230.00 feet of that pa,t of the Southeast 
quarter of the Notfheas/ quarter of Section 34, Township 46 South, Range 25 
East, lying South of the South right-<Jf-way line of Corkscrew Road (State 
Route S-850) less and except the North 200.00 feet thereof, together With all 
easements and appurtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to the Mort­
gage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of NFS Mort­
gage Corporation, dated March 28, 1983, and recorded April 4, 1983, in Offi­
cial Records Book 1664 at page 4259 of the Public Records of Lee County, 
Florida, lo the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in fa­
vor of Naples Federal Savings and Loan Association, dated March 26, 1984, 
and recorded March 28, 1984, in Official Records Book 1718 at page 2901 of 
the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, and all assignments and modifica­
tions thereof, to all encumbrances, easements, reseNations, covenants and 
restrictions of record, and to all assessments and taxes for the current and all 
subsequent years. 

PARCEL9 

The West 200. 00 feet of the Northwest quarter (NW¼) of the 
Southwest quarter (SW¼) of Section 35, Township 46 South, Range 25 
East, lying South of f he centerline of the Esfero River, together with all 
easements and appurtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to the Mort­
gage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of NFS Mort­
gage Corporation, dated March 28, 1983, and recorded April 4, 1983, in Offl­
cial Records Book 1664 at page 4259 of the Public Records of Lee County, 
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Florida, to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in fa• 
vor of Naples Federal Savings and Loan Association, dated March 26, 1984, 
and recorded Ma~h 28, 1984, in Official Records Book 1718 at page 2901 of 
the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, and all assignments and modifica· 
tions thereof, lo all encumbrances, easements, reservations, covenants and 
restrictions of record, and to all assessments and taxes fort he current and all 
subsequent years. 

PARCEL 10 

The West 100.00 feet of the East 230.00 feet of that part of the 
North half (N½) of the Northeast quarter (NE¼) of /he Southeast quarter 
(SE¼) of Section 34, Township 46 South, Range 25 East, lying North of 
the centerline of the Estero River, together with all easements and appurte­
nances thereunto belonging, but subject to the Mortgage, Assignment of 
Rents and Security Agreement in favor of NFS Mortgage Corporation, dated 
March 28, 1983, and recorded April 4, 1983, in Official Records Book 1664 at 
page 4259 of the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, to the Mortgage, 
Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of Naples Federal 
Savings and Loan Association, dated March 26, 1984, and recorded March 
28, 1984, in Official Records Book 1718 at page 2901 of the Public Records 
of Lee County, Florida, and all assignments and modifications thereof, to all 
encumbrances, easements, reservations, covenants and restrictions of rec­
ord, and to all assessments and taxes for the current and all subsequent 
years. 

PARCEL 11 

The East 230.00 feet of that part of the North half (N½) of the 
Northeast quarter (NE¼) of the Northeast quarter (NE¼) of the Southeast 
quarter (SE¼) of Section 34, Township 46 South, Range 25 East, lying 
South of the centerline of the Estero River, together wffh all easements and 
appurtenances thereunto belonging, but subject to the Mortgage, Assignment 
of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of NFS Mortgage Corporation, 
dated March 28, 1983, and recorded April 4, 1983, in Official Records Book 
1664 at page 4259 of the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, to the Mort· 
gage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in favor of Naples Fed· 
era/ Savings and Loan Association, dated March 26, 1984, and recorded 
March 28, 1984, in Official Records Book 1718 at page 2901 of the Public 
Records of Lee County, Florida, and al/ assignments and modifications 
thereof, to all encumbrances, easements, reservations, covenants and re-­
strictions of record, and to all assessments and taxes for the current and all 
subsequent years. 
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PARCEL 12 

That part of Lot C-30 in Florida Gulf Coast Land Company's Sub­
division, according to the map or plat thereof on file and recorded in the 
office of the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Lee County, Florida, in Plat Book 
1 at page 59, lying East of a line running from the Southeast corner of 
said Lot C-30 Northwesterly to a point an the North line of said Lat C-30, 
together Vrith all easements and appurtenances /hereunto belonging, but 
subject to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Security Agreement in fa­
vor of NFS Mortgage Corporation, dated March 28, 1983, and recorded April 
4, 1983, in Official Records Book 1664 at page 4259 of the Public Records of 
Lee County, Florida, to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Security 
Agreement in favor of Naples Federal Savings and Loan Association, dated 
March 26, 1984, and recorded March 28, 1984, in Official Records Book 
1718 at page 2901 of the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, and all as­
signments and modifications thereot to all encumbrances, easements, reser­
vations, rovenants and restrictions of record, and to all assessments and 
taxes for the current and all subsequent years. 

PARCEL 13 

A 102 foot wide easement for drainage purposes, the centerline of 
which is legally described as: Beginning 51 feet Eflsf of the Northwest 
corner of the Southwest quarter of the Southwest quarter of Section 35, 
Township 46 South, Range 25 East, Lee County, Florida; thence run 
Northerly paraflel to the West line of said Section approximately 1,100 
feet, more or less, to the centerline of the Esfero River, also, nght of in­
gress and egress for purposes of cleaning out the existing river bed to 
Corkscrew Road Bridge, a distance of approximately 2,000 feet, more or 
less, and all other rights provided in the Drainage Easement granted by 
Ranch River Properties, Inc. and C. C. Marshall to Aeroproducts, 'Inc., as 
recorded in Deed Book 381 at page 645 in the public records of Lee 
County, Flon"da, but subjecl to the Mortgage, Assignment of Rents and Se­
curity Agreement in favor of NFS Mortgage Corporation, dated March 28, 
1983, and recorded April 4, 1983, in Official Records Book 1664 at page 4259 
of the Public Records of Lee County, Florida, to the Mortgage, Assignment of 
Rents and Security Agreement in favor of Naples Federal Savings and Loan 
Association, dated March 26, 1984, and recorded March 28, 1984, in Official 
Records Book 1718 at page 2901 of the Public Records of Lee County, Flor­
ida, and all assignments and modifications thereof, to all encumbrances, 
easements, reservations, covenants and restrictions of record, and to all as­
sessments and taxes for the current and all subsequent years. 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the Property in fee simple upon the trusts and for the 
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purposes set forth herein and in the aforesaid Declaration of Trust. This Deed confers 
upon the Grantee full power and authority to deal in and with the Property, including the 
po-..wr and authority to protect, conserve, sell, leaso, encumber or otherwise to manage and 
dispose of the Property; it is the intent of Granlor to vest in Grantee all rights and powers 
authorized and contemplated by §689.071, Florida Statutes. Any party dealing with 
Grantee in relation to the Property, or to ooom the Property or any part thereof shall be 
conveyed, contracted to be sold, leased, or mortgaged by Grantee, shall not be obligated to 
see to the application of any purdlase money, rent money or money borrO'Ned or advanced 
on the Property, or be obligated to see that the terms of the Declaration of Trust have been 
complied 'hith, or be obligated to inquire into the necessity or expediency of any act of 
Grantee, or be obligated or privileged to inquire into any of the tenns of the Declaration of 
Trust. Every deed, trust deed, mortgage, lease or other instruments executed by Grantee 
in relation to the Property shall be conclusive evidence in favor of every person relying 
upon or claiming under any such conveyance, lease or other instrument that at the time of 
its delivery the trust created by this Indenture and tha Declaration of Trust was in full force 
and effect; that such conveyance or other instrument was executed in accordance v.ith the 
trusls, conditions and limitations contained in this Indenture and in the Declaration of Trust 
and is binding upon each and every beneficiary under such instruments; that Grantee was 
duly authorized and empowered to execute and deliver such deed, trust deed, mortgage, 
tease or other instrument; and that if the conveyance is made by Grantee's successor in 
trust, such successor in trust has been properly appointed and fully vested with all the title, 
estate, rights, ~rs, duties and obligations of the predecessor in trust. Grantee shall 
have no individual liability or obligation ooatsoever arising from the O'Mlership of the 
Property as trustee under the Declaration of Trust, as holder of the legal title to the 
Property, or 'hith respect to any act done or any contract, obligation or indebtedness 
incurred or entered into by Grantee in connection 'hith the Property. Any act done or any 
contract, obligation or indebtedness incurred or entered into by Grantee in connection Yrith 
the Property may be entered into by Grantee in Iha name of the lhen beneficiaries under 
the Declaration of Trust as their attomey--in-fact by this Indenture irrevocably appointed for 
such purpose, or, at the election of Grantee, in the name of Grantee as trustee of an 
express trust and not individually, and Grantee shall have no ot-ligation ooatsoaver with 
respect to any such contract, obligation or indebtedness except only so far as the trust 
property and funds in the actual possession of Grantee shall be applicable for its payment 
and discharge, and all persons shall be charged Yrith notice of this condition from the dale 
of filing for record of this Indenture. Any and all liability, if any, arising with respect to the 
O'Mlership of the Property shall be solely the responsibility of each and every beneficiary of 
the Declaration of Trust. The interests of each and every beneficiary under this Indenture 
and the Declaration of Trust, and the interests of all persons claiming under any benefici­
ary, shall be only in the earnings, avails and proceeds arising from the sale or other 
disposition of the Property, and such interest is hereby declared to be personal property, 
and no beneficiary of the trusts created by this Indenture and by the Declaration of Trust 
shall have any title or interest, legal or equitable, in or to the Property as such but only in 
the earnings, avails and proceeds of the Property. 
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t:11/l.RLIE GREEN L([ Cl Y fl 

CJ6 JAN 19 PH ~: 31 
GRANTOR COVENANTS with Grantee that, except as above noted, at the time of 

delivery of this deed, Grantor is lawfully seized of the Property in fea simple, that Grantor 
has good right and lavJul authority to sell and convey the Property, that except as herein 
provided the Property Is free from all encumbrances, and that Grantor hereby fully warrants 
tha title to the Property and 'MIi defend the same against the lawful claims of all persons 
v.tiomsoever. 

GRANTOR FURTHER COVENANTS with Grantee that no part of the property 
hereby conveyed is Grantor's homestead and that Granter does not reside in the State of 
Florida. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Granter executed and delivered this Warranty Deed on 
the date first above witten. 

Signed, sealed and delivered In lhe presence of: 

State of Illinois 
County of Kane 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged on oath before me on December 
13, 1995, by Edward J. McArdle, personally known by me. 

r--.. "'o""F"'F"'1"'c"'1""A~LVV'JS~L"::"'l /,1a \.l-t c>{ ,Dtl (:, a.le( 
MARIE L. BA\.ESl(I Nota1y Public, State of Illinois 

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF IWNCIS Name:iJ1a ne l- · Ro.Ir s/i, 
MY COMM! SION EXPiRf 6/25/97 Commission No.: 

L-~~~~~~~~~.,.,,.~r __ _J Expiration Date: l?. JI. 5· - 9'7 

Grantee's Taxpaye(s ldenllficatlon No.: 

S.-,C,.ToT=t2 Doc 121~ 

Property Tax ldenlifJcatlon Nos.: 
02-47-25-00-00001.0000; 03-47-25-00-00002.0000; 
0~7-25-00-00001.0010; 10-47-25-00-00002.0000; 
11 •47-25-00-00001 .0000; 34-46-25-00-00023.0(\1 0; 
34-46-25-00-00018.0010 
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P.O.C. 
SOUTHEAST CORNER 
SECTION 9-47-25 

SB6'56'17"W 
5,69' 

P.D.B. 
PARCEL SOUTH OF 
COCONUT ROAD 

15' UTILITY (AS[MDfT 
(O.R. 2'72. PG. 400'2) 

LECAI.. OESCRPT"ION 

A PORTlOH or SECTION o, TO'MiSHP 47 sount. RAHC( 25 EAST, l£I CCUiTY, Ft.OAIDA. 90fC MOR( 
PARllClA..AALY 0£SCRIBED AS rcu.OWS: 

COMIAOK:C AT Tl-IE SOOTHtAST CMNOI or S[CTIOH 0, Tl'.WfNS1-IP 47 sa.m-t, R.AJ-K:E ~ [AST, lil COUNTY, 
FlORIOA: THENCC RUH S.l!l&"Se' IT'ttl'., AI..OHC TIIE sa.m-1 I.HE. or THE SOOTli£AST OUARTI:R or S)J0 SCCTlOH 
o. rOR A OISTAHct or 5.89 nrT TO A PONT ON TH£. YIIESTIJa.Y RICHT-a'"-WAY LM Cf" THE SEA80AAO 
COASn..M RAILROAD, A 1.J0.00 r oor R>CHT-Cf"-WAY, ~ THE POl:U C,: R[QHHNQ Cl THE PAACCl. or LAHO 
HEROO OESCRIB£.D; l)-IOIC( COHTM.1£. S.M~' \ rw., Ala.IC M SCA.llH UHC or TH[ SOUWLAST WMlt:R or 
SAID SECOOH o. roo A OISTNK:C CF l ,7".04 rt[T TO A POINT ON TttC EASTOt\.Y ,ucHT-Of"- WA.Y U-1( Of 

~i_~~w;~o~~r~~f-~1:w~ J:.· f~• AA c:s~~CC ~T :;rJ-~W~ ~ec~':oN~°12'0.,~ .. 
TANCCHMJ.. ORCULAR CUR',,£. cot«:A ~ EASma. 'I': 'TH~CC RUH ~lHERl Y, Al.ONG SAK> EA.STtRL Y 
R\CHT-Cf"-WA.Y LM: ANO Al.ONG n-£ ARC or SAID OJRVE TO Tl-£ RICHY, HA.,.NC A RADIUS or !l,ISM.;)Q 
rm. ntRCOCt-1 A COITRAL ,t.HCU Of 04"0.3'0-, SUBITHOCD BY A OlORO or 398.43 nIT AT A 8CARHC or 
N,OS"JO'JCfW., f"'OO A OIS TAHCC or 308.5:Z rrrT TO THE o«> or SAi> ~ n-o,c:(: mM N,M1)7"5l"L n::R 
A OISTAHCC or 7•7.22 r££1 TO A POINT OH A ~ OJR\of'., ~~ CASTtRl. Y, YIHOS( ftADUS POINT 
BCAAS H.8:Z"Jl'42L, A DISTANCE <Y J,909.90 mr lH[fttfROW; THEHCC RUN l<QTHERL.Y, Al.ONO TK: MC 
Of SAX> a.Jft~ TO 1li( RIGHT, HAVNO A R~ or J,009.80 f"E[l, THIIOUGH A C:OffflAL ...... GU or 08" 
29•31•. SUBTDIOED BY A CHORD rT 571U2 f1IT AT A 8£ARNO or N.OJ1.J'J2"W .. rOft A 01:STAHCC Of' 
571.45 f1IT TO nt( END Of' SAX> CUR'v{. THDICC RUN H.001-''M"W., rat A OISTAUCC Cl 58.l.M FUT; 
l}OC[ IWN H.001-''M"W., rat A OtSTAHCC Cl 47.04 mr TO A POINT CN lHC SOUTliOtt..Y MC»iT-Of'-WAY 
UN[ or coca,,,uy ROAD, A 150.00 rooT Rta-lT-or- WAY, TK SAME BOHC A PONT OH ,., CIROJ\..AA ct.lft'IA:, 
COHCAW:. NORn-Ea.. Y, M10SE RADnJS PONT BEARS N.10"29'58"W., A OISTANCI: Of' 2,025.00 rrrT Tl-OIUltcM; 
lHOlCC RUN CASTERlY, Al.DIC SAl> SOJTHCRlY RJCHT-CW:--WAY lH ANO Al.CHG THE AAC Of' SAID ~ 
lO THE l.UT, HAw«: A .IIAf>RJS Of' 2,025.00 f[[l, THRruc:H A COITRAl AHCU or 0912'2T", SUBTDUD 8Y 
A CHORD a:- Jll.07 rt:IT Al A 9C.ARHC or N.74"5e'-489C.. FOR A DtSTANCC 0f 325.42 rtIT TO H OI) Of' 
SAID a..t't'E; niOIC£ RUH H.70"20'J.,"C.. Al.000 SAID SOUTl-£RLY RK:HT-Of'-WAY l..lt€ roA A CUTANCl Of' 
200.00 Ft£T TO TH£. 8£.CN-tNO Cl A TAHGOITIAL ORaJlM ~ W.CAW:. SOJTK:M.. Y; ntOU MM 
EASTERlY, Al.CHO SAIO SWT>CRLY ~H-Of'-WAY lH AHO ALONG THE A/tC Of' SA.JD C\JIIYC Tl) THC ltotT, 
HAY'tfO A RADUS Of' J,025.00 flil, THROUGH A COITRAt ANCl.C Of 0915'04•, SUBTOIO£D IIY A °°'° Of 
487.90 F'[[l' AT A BUJt!HG 0f N.74~'ort., fat A OISTAHCC Cl 4ll8.42 FilT TO THE DIJ or SAO~ niENCC IWH N.71"35'J9L, Al.CHG SAO so.m-Ett..Y RIGHT-OF-WAY LI«. rc:iR A OfSTAHCC 0f :Z~.2J F'[[1 
TO A POINT OH THE Yl{STDtlY RIQil-Of'-WAY l.H or l),£ SEABOARD OOASTUNC IIA..l.ROAD, A \JO.DO root 
RIGHT-CF-WAY; THrna: R\..tl S.00'54' 4rE., Al.OHO SAi> 'llll[ST[RlY RotT-or-WAY l.K, FUR A DISTA.NCC Cl 
2,8159.10 rrrT TO THE PQNT Pf B(:Cil:f:4tP CctHAJHHC 05.885 ACRCs. VMC M LCSS. 

AND 

A PORTION or SECTIONS J, 4, O, AHO 10, T0¥1WSHP 47 SOUTH. RANCE 25 EAST, Lil COlMTY, Ft.CROA. 
BONG WORE PARTXlA.ARL y OCSCRIB[[) AS rouows:: 
OOl,II.COK:( AT Tl-IE SOOll-lCAST COft'NOII or SCCnct4 ' · fD'lllt-r.ifP 47 sa.rrH. RA.HCC n CAST, lll COUNTY, 
FlORIOA: TH~CC R\M S.~"5e'l7"W .. Al.OHO TH( SOUTH l.K 0f THE SOOTMCAST DUAA:Tt:1' CF SAID SCCTlCH 
D, rOR A OISTAHCC or 5..89 f1IT TO A PONT OH THE Yl£Sma.Y RICHY-CF-WAY l..1€ Of' THE SEA80AltO 
COASn..M RAILROAD, A IJ0.00 root RK:HT- or-WAY; THrnC{ RUN N.00'54'4rw., AL.OHO SAi) 'WESTtRl.Y 
RIGHT-OF-WA.Y LHE. FtJR A OIST,VK::[ Of' l,021.IS rrrT lO THE PQHJ Cf' PER::4HtfC Of' TH[ PARCll.. or 
LAND HERDI 0£SCRl9CD; THDICC Rl.t4 H.OO"M'4rw •• ALONG SAK> WESTCRlY RK:HT-or-WAY UNC, rut A 
OISTAHa or 2.l20.58 rEIT TO A PaMT OH TH( ~TH UNE Of Tlt£ NOfllttWEST WAATER Cl SCCT)O,I 10. 
TOWHSHP 47 SOUTH, RAHC( :Z5 £A.ST: Tl-EfC£ RUM N.00'9'4TW., ALONG SAi> "«STERLY R!CHT-CI-WAY 
UN[, FOR A DtSTAHCC or 2,902. J:Z FilT TO A PONT OH TH( ~TH UH£ Of' THC SOUTl-£AST OUMM Cl 
SCCTIOH 4, TOM-4SHP 47 SOUTH, IIAHGC 2-' £.AST; ttniCC RUH M.00"5e'59"W .. Al.OHO SA.JD WCSTUtt. Y 
RIGHT-or-WAY lH. fOR A DISTANCE Cl 1,500.71 FITT TO THE B[CN,INO or A TN-ICCNTIAI.. aRa.A.M 
OJRVE. COic:AYE KSlt..RlY: n,oa: RUH ~THERLY, Al.OHO SAD WESTDtt..Y RK:Hl-Of'-WAY UN( ANO 
ALOHC TH( AAC or SA10 CURYE Tl) Tli( l.UT, HA'-'HG A R.ADtUS or , .M 1.JI FtCT. THROUCH A COH"Al 
,t.HCt.[ Of" 09'J1 '2r, SUBTDIOCD B'r' A ~ or 938.&a FtrT AT A BCAA7HC CF N.OS'42'4J"'W .. F'Oft A 
DISTA>a: or 037.78 FtET TO TH{ DK> CF SAID a.Jft~ THrnC( R\JN N.10"28'28-W., Al.ONC S>JO YICS'TDtl.Y 
RICHT-0,-WAY lH. rOR A DISTAHCC Of' I&~ rE£T TO A PONT CH TI-IE SOJTHDtlY RtCHT- CI-WAY LN: 
Of Wl.UAMS ROAD, A 100.00 roar lt)Qif-or-WAY; lHEHCC lt\JN S.M'20'~ .• ~o SAX> S'OUlHOtlY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LN:. roR A DISTAMa: or 1,021.70 frrT Tl) THE: 8tc:tNMG Of A TANCOITIAI.. ~ 
CURVE. CCHCAIK NCfnl-£RlY; TH~a: Rt.ti 'lfllESlERLY, Al.OHO SAE SOUTHCRlY Rk>il-Of'-WAY UMC !HJ 
ALONG THE ARC o, SAID CURIK TO THC RK:HT, HA-..Nc A RAOIVS or 7,050.00 rru. THROUCH A CCN'J1'Al. 
ANCt.C Of OJ'OO'oo· , SUOTDIO(D BY A CHORD or JH.09 FtrT AT A BUrRtNG 0, S.H°S0'5J"'W .. '°" A 
OISTA>a: or J6Cl,14 FtrT TO TH( DD Of SAi> ~VE; TI-IE>K:£ Al.ti N.M'"JV'DTW., Al.ONG SAID SOJTHERt..Y 
RIQfT-Of'-WAY lH., FM A OISTA.NC( Cl 674.02 FlIT TO A PONT CH n-1E EASTDtl.Y RICHT- CI-WAY LN: 
Of U.S. HWY. NO. 41 (FlOR'OA STAT[ ROAD NO. ~). A 200.00 FOOT RICtiT-Of'-WAY: THCNCl 11\JH 5.04' 
52•41•w., ALONC SAID £.ASITRlY lttCHT- Of-WAY UN£. f'OR A OISTAHCC or 1,901.57 rt[T TO THE B[GH,IMG 
Of A TANCCNTIAL OAOJLAR OJR\-£, CONCA YE CASTERL Y: THDK:E R\M SOJTHEM. 'r', Al.ONG SAIO EASma.. Y 
R\CHT- Of"-WAY L..N: ANO Al.OHO n-£ ARC CF SNO ~YE TO n£ l.UT, HAVNO A RAD1VS or 2.725.lt nn. 
n-flOUCI-I A (DURAL AHCU or 11°32'50", SlJBlIM){O BY A c::HMO Of" 5-48,.30 rrrT AT A 8CA.RNO or S.00' 
5J'«~E., FOR A OISTAHa: Of" ~0.2.J FtrT TO THE DI) Of' SAID CURVE; THOtCE RU-I s.oe·40'09"[., Al.aiO 
SAID EASTUILY mcHT-Of-WAY LI>€ 1"011 A DISTANCC or 225.81 f[I1 TO A POINT ON TI-£ ~TH UN£ or 
THE SOC .. miEAST WAAlrR 0, SAJ0 S(CllCH 4; TH0K:£ c:::ct,ITii.JE s.oe·40'oo"E., Alct,IG SAi> EAS1ERl. Y 
R1ctH-CI-WAY lH., FOR A OISTAMCC or 2.no.a1 flI1 TO A PCMHT ON n-1E SOJlH UH( Cl TliE 
SOUntEAST OUARTDI Of SAJO SCCTl(:t,j 4. n«::NIX CafnNl~ S.00"40'09L, Al.aiC SAO [AST[ftl Y 
RICI-IT-Cf'"-WAY lH. FOR A DISTA.NCC Of' SH.OJ FlIT TO THE BCCIMJ.a.H) or A TAHG'Ofl\A.L. CIMU...Nt cur.£, 
COHCAYE YICSlDtlY; nfDia: R\,,t,j saJTI-ERl.Y, AI...ONC SAK> EASTUtlY ltOH-Of-WAY LIN[ AJ,6J Al.ONO THE 
ARC Of SM> CURIK TO TI-IE RICI-fl, HAw-kl A RADlJS Of' 11 ,S84.7J f"[[l, THROUGH A a>mU,,L. AHClL Of 01· 
24•13•, SUBTDIDED BY A OiORO CF 1,204.08 FnT AT A 9EAAI-IO or 5.03"'28'0.JL, f'Oft A OISTAHCC Cl 
l ,:Z0-4,78 F"EE1 TO THE DI> CF S>JO ~ n-trnC£ R\M S.00"'15' 56"[., M...CJ,iQ SA.I) EASlERl.Y RIGHT-Cl-WAY 
UN[, fOR A otSTAHC[ 0, 274.74 fUT; TiiOICE RUN S.4&'02'18.L, FOR A OISTAHCC Cl ,11.« F'[[T; 
lHOla: RUN 5.01"5T2SL F"OR A DCSTAHCC or :Z!..10 ft[T TO A P<»IT [Jt,f THE NORTlfCRl.Y IUCHT-or-WAY 
UN£. Of COC::O,UT ROAD, A 1.50.00 FOOT RK:HT- or-WA"I'; TI4E:NCE RVH N.N"tl2'l4"E... Al.ONG s.A.IO ,,.11:wm€Ja..Y 
RICHY-OF-WAY lH. ~ A OIS TAHa: or Jl..110 FtI1 TO THE BECIH~ Cl A TANCOtl'I\Al OftOA...M ~ 
W.CAVE ~THrnl'I': THOa R\M £.ASn:ffl..Y, AL.ONO SAID NORTl-lJl:I..Y MGHT-Cl"- WAY lJNE >HJ Al.ONO THC 
AAC or SAID a.Jft~ TO ni[ LUT. HAYHO A IV,OIJS Cl" un.oo ftET, THftOUCit-1 A COITRAl ANCU Cl" IT 
41'59 .. SUBTE>«>ED BY A otORD CT ,n.t:z rErT AT A 9EAltHO Cl" H.7'91l'.l4L, rat A DISTAHCC or 579.22 
flI1 TO lHE 0«1 CY SAID CUR\o£; Tl-£Na: JM-1 M.70"20'3:I'[., Al.CHO S>JO MMn<JltlY MGHT-Cl"- WAY U,.C, 
FOO A otSTIJ,K'£.. or 200.00 rITT TO THE BECI-NNC CF A TM'(;:OITIAl. CROJl.AA CUR',,£. CQ,ICAY[ 
SOUnitRl'I'; lHOICC RUN CASrrRLY, Al.CHG SAi) ~n-tml.Y R,cHT-or-WAY l.HE ANO ALONG M AAC Of' 
SAX) aJR\o{ TO TH( RIGHT, HAYHC A RADlJS Cl' J,17!..00 F'[[l, 11-ROllCH A COITRAL AHCl.[ or 00'1-''04', 
SUBTOIOCD BY A OiCftO ry- 512.00 rrrT AT A B(A.RliC Of N.74-,.S'OrL. f"Ollt A OtSTAHCC or 512.M f'[[1 
TO THE mo Of SAX) CUR~ ThO,IC( Rt.ti H.7V"J5' JQ"[... Al.CHG SAJO ~THCRl.Y RICHT-or- WA.Y LNE. FOR A 
DISTANCE Cl" 2&J..08 filT TO TH£ Pt'W:,IT C,: Af'QHHNG:: CctHA.NNG W.~ ACRES. WCffl: OR l£SS. 

NOTIS: 

MS PROPERT'I' IS SUB..CCT TO £.ASDIDHS. R[SCRVA TK»4S (JI RBTRt::nolS OF RECORD. 

TOTAL PROPc:RTY AREA 432.421 >,c:,t(S WORE OR 1.£.SS,. 

ll'EORMATION Rn..ATHC TO 80UtllAAY DATA Of SECTifl,."S l. -t, D 1-JE 10. TOYIWSHIP 47 SOJTI-1. RANCC 2! 
EAST, U[_ CO..IHTY, FlORIOA. TOG£nt[II Mnt THE Loc.,na'i or 1)-£ \]S HCHWA'r' f,41 PttCHT-CY-WAY, WAS 
OBTA..MD FROM A SUR'KY or ntE S'MTTWAM RAHot PitU'Ar4l:' BY DOI A...C'S'OOAT[S HAW-ta OROOI: 

~=N~~A~4~:s :r.:~~~~.t)~~~~T~. !HJ 

OCARINCS RETDI TO TH( SOJlH LJt,,I( Of' THC so..,;-~ WART9t or SECTION 9, TOYINSHP 47 SOUTI-1. 
RANCC 25 EA.ST, Lil COMTY, FlOROA. AS BOMC ,; ~l'ITW. 

HOU. wa,.irrs, NC. 

?i~=Jc::l 
THOMAS J . GARRIS 

P.LS. 13741 
STATE Of fl.ORI0A 

SKETCH AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
OF A PORTION OF SECTIONS 

__ ,.. 
A-994-2 

"""-E:T ... 

3, 4, 9 AND 10, 1997079B 
TOWN SHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST 



DOCUM ENT A.8 

AUTHORIZATION FoRi., 1 

LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION 

TO LEE COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

The undersigned do hereby swear or affirm that they are the fee simple title holders and owners of record 

of property commonly known as Simon Sun coast and legally described in exhibit A attached hereto. 

The property described herein is the subject of an application for an amendment to the Lee County 

Comprehensive Plan. We hereby designate Humphrey & Knott, P.A. as the legal representative of the 
property for the purpose of filing the Plan amendment. 

_){,(~ 
STATE OF"f=LURIO"A 
COUNTY OF L-EE k.a,v 

Edward J. McArdle1 Trustee 
Printed Name 

Sworn to (or affirmed) and subscribed before me this 7t:1, day of Kev. , 200_[2___, by 

£ rlwa, d I - f}t C a r d/.e I who is personally known to me or who has produced 

------+--+---- as identification . 

~'v"" VVV\IV'V'.J ··•,'\J"\/VV\I\Al\1\-t. 

A~ur 
(Name typed, printed or stamped) 

*If more than one owner then all owners must sign. See explanation on back. 

ZDSO 103 Rev.04 
3/01/97 Y2K 1/03/2000 



EXPLANATORY NOTES 

Where there is more than one owner, either legal or equitable, then all such owners must jointly initiate 
the application . Exceptions to th is are: 

1) It is not required that both husband and wife initiate the application on private real property owned 
by them . 

2) Where the property is subject to a land trust agreement, the trustee may initiate the application . 

3) Where the fee owner is a corporation , any duly authorized corporate official may initiate the 
application . 

4) Where the fee owner is a partnership, the general partner may initiate the application . 

5) Where the fee owner is an association , the association may appoint an agent to initiate the 
application on behalf of the association . 

6) Where the property is a condominium or time-share condominium , refer to Sec. 34-201 (a)(1)b. for 
rules. 

7) Where the property is a subdivision , refer to Sec. 34-201 (a)(1)c. for rules . 

8) Rezonings initiated by the Board of County Commissioners on property not owned by the county. 

ZDSO I03 Rev.04 
3/01/97 Y2K 1/03/2000 



EXHIBIT A 

PROPER.T.f DESC.RJPTJON 

ALL OF THOSE PORTIONS OF SECTIONS J. '1, 9 .-1ND 10. TOWNSHIP 47 
SOUTH. RANGE 1S EA.ST. LEE COUNTY. FLOPJDA. LYING WE.ST OF THE 
WESTERLY R.IGHT-OF-WAY UNE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE 
RAILROAD (A 130.00 FOOT RIGh.T-OF-WAY) rJ.ND 
LYING EAST OF THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LlNE OF US HIGHWAY 41 
(STATE ROAD 45) A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT OF WAY. . .J..ND LYING SOUTH OF 
THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF w!LLIAMS ROAD (A !00.00 
FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY). 

LESS TRACT 2 

r1. PORTION OF THE NORTH HAL: OF SECTION?. TOWNSHIP J7 SOUTJ-l. 
RANGE ~5 EA.ST. LEE COUNTY. a7.!..ORIDA . BEING .'YfORE PARTICULARLY 
DESC.YBED . .J..S FOLLOWS: 

COMlvfE:VCE .J.T THE SOUTHE.~S? CORNER OF SEC?JON ?. ?OWNSHIP :17 
SOUTH .. ~NGE 15 EAST. LEE COUNT:f .• =-LOR/DA: THEVCE Rll?v' .V. 
00°57·::3" W .. -d.LONG THE £.-d.S? L'NE OF Sr1ID SEC?ION 9. FOR ,-{ 
DISTANCE OF 1674.19 FEET TO ?HE EAST QC/A.RTER CORNER OF SAID 
SECTION 9: 7".FiE:VCE RUN V. /'J/ 0 ! 5 '50" W .. .1..LOl'../G THE EAST !...'NE OF 
SAID SEC?ION 9. FOR .--:!. D!ST.-!.NCE OF 68. J 7 .=-£E?. 1HE:VCE RUN S. 
88°02''J4" W. FOR .-J. DISTANCE OF 1555. 19 ,=-.£ET TO THE POINT OF 
BEGtNNTNG OF THE HEREIN DESCR..IBED PARCEL OF UND: THENCE 
CONTINUES. 38°02 '34" W. FOR .r- DISTANCE OF :1 I 3. 96 FEET TO A POINT 
ON Tl-IE EASTERLY RJGHT-OF-7/--:!.Y LINE OF G'S HIGHW,-./Y 4/ (STATE 
ROAD ::5. A 100 FOOT RIGHT-&F-W.4.Y); THENCE /?.G'N V. 1)0°/5'56" W .. 
ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE. ?"OR A DISTANCE OF 
n5.00 r~ET. /HENCE RUN s. "16°02'!6" £. rOR .-:!. D!ST,-lNCE OF 577 . ..;5 
FEET ?O THE POINT OF BE-G1?!N!NG. 

AND LESS Ti?A CT 3 _,. - -~. 

.-:I PORTION OF THE SOUTH HALF OF SEC:-JON ?. TOWNSHIP J7 SOUTH. 
RANGE :5 Z.:1.ST. LEE COUNT/. n ... OPJDA. BEING MORE PARTICULARLY 
DESC.'Z!BED A.S FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCE rlT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION?. TOWNSHIP 47 
SOUTH. RANGE 15 EAST. LEE COUNTY. FLORIDA: THENCE RG'N N. 
00°57':J" W, rlLONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 9. FOR A 
D!ST.r!.NCE OF 1542.33 FEET: THENCE RUN S. 88°02 '34" W. FOR .-J. 
DISTANCE OF 12:11 .61 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINN!NG OF THE · 
HEREIN DESCRJBED PARCEL OF L-lND: THENCE CONTINUES. 88°02 'J 4" 
W. FOR rl DISTANCE OF 750.33 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EASTER.LY 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF US HIGHWAY :VO. Jf (STATE ROAD NO. 45. A 
:!00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY); lliENCE R.[lN S. 00°/5'56" E.. j'j_LONG S,./.JD 
EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE. FOR -~ DISTANCE OF 553.06 FEET TO' 
lliE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULl.R CURVE. CONCAVE 
EASTER.LY: THENCE RUN SOUTHER.LY. ALONG 5.A.ID EASTERLY RIGHT­
OF-WA.Y UNE AND ALONG THE A.RC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT. 
HAVrNG A .RAD!US OF S605.J9 FEET. Ti-lROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 
06°!2 '58", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 607.83 FEET A.TA BEARING OF 
S. 03°12'24" £ .. FOR A. DISTANCE OF 608.13 FEET: THENCE RUN 
N.88°07'51" E. FOR A DISTANCE OF i47.:!3 FEET TO A POINT OF 
INTERSECTION WITH A NON-TANG.ENT.LAL CIRCULiR CURVE. CONCAVE 
EASTERLY. WHOSE RAD!US POINT BEARS N. 82°31 ·.12" E.. r1. DISTANCE 
OF 3909.60 FEET 1'HER.EFROM: THENCE RUN NORTHERLY. ALONG lliE 
ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT. HAVING A RADIUS OF 3909.60 
FEET. THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 08°29'31 ", SUBTENDED BY A 
CHORD OF S78.92 FEET AT A BEARING O~ .N. 03°!3'32" W. FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 5-79.45 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE: THENCE RUN 
N. 00°!5'56" W FOR A DISTANCE OF 583.09 FEET TO THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING. 

AND LESS COCONUT ROAD RIGHT-OF- :-VA. Y 

A PORTION OF SEC7:ION 9. TOWNSHIP :17 SOUTH. RANGE :!5 EAST. LEE 
COUNT'/. FI.ORIDA . BEING :'vfORE ?A.RTICUL~RLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCE AT ?HE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9. TOWNSHIP 47 
SOUTH. RANGE :!5 EAST. LEE COUNTY. FLORIDA: THENCE RUN 
N.00°57'73"W . . --5.LONG THE EAST LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER 
OF SAID SEC?ION ?. FOR A DISTANCE OF 2674.19 FEET TO THE EAST 
QUARTER CORNER OF 5,./.ID SECTION?: THENCE RUN :V.01°!5'50"W . 
rllONG THE .=A.ST LINE OF THE :VORTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID 
SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE . OF 196.04 FEET: THENCE R.UN 
S.79°35'J9"W. r-OR .-l DISh!.NCE OF '5.93 FEET TO A POINT ON lliE 
WESTERLY ?..IGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE 
RAILROAD (A !30.00 FOOT .RlGi-fJ-OF-71A.Y) AS THE S,./.ME IS RECORDED 
IN DEED BOOK 18 ri.T ?AGES 7'8-7HROUGH 80 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS 
OF LEE COUNT'..!. FLORIDA .. -J.ND THE ?OINT OF BEGINNTNG OF THE 
PARCEL OF !.AND HEREIN DESCR.JBED: THENCE CONTINUE 
S.79°35 'J9"W. .• ='OR A DISTANCE OF -:38.:!3 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF 
. -J. TANGENTIAL C:RCULl.R CURVE. CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY.· 
THENCE RUN SOUTHWESTER.LY. ALONG THE ARC OF SAJD CURVE TO 
THE LEFT. HAVTNG A RADIUS OF 3025.00 FEET. THROUGH.:!. CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 09°!5'04", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 487.89 FEET AT A 
BEARING OF S.i4°58'07"W .. FOR A DISTANCE OF 488.42 FEET TO THE 
END OF SAID CURVE: THENCE RUN S.70°'l0']5"W. FOR A DIST,.J.NCE OF 
100.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF .-J. T,.J.NGENTIAL CIRCUL-J.R CURVE. 
CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY: THENCE RUN SOUTHWESTERLY. ALONG 
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THE ARC OF S,.;.ID CURVE TO THE P.JGHT. HAYTNG .-i. RADIUS OF 2025.00 
FEET. THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGL.c OF / 7°4/ '59". SUBTENDED BY A 
CHORD OF 623.08 FEET .-J.T A BEARING OF s.;9°!1 '34"W, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 625.56 FEET TO THE £:VD OF SAID CURVE: THENCE RUN 
S.88°02 '34 "W. FOR A DISTANCE OF ~5 l.93 FE.cT TO A POINT ON THE 
EASTEPJ.Y RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY 41 (STATE ROAD NO. 
45), A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY: (HENCE RUN N.00°!5'56"W.. ALONG 
SAID EASTER.LY P.JGHT-OF-WAY LINE . .rORA DIST.ANCE OF /50.07 FEET: 
THENCE R[R{ N.88°02'34"£. FOR A DISTANCE OF 447.50 FEET TO THE 
BEG1YNTNG OF 11. TANGENTIAL CIRCUL4.R CUR VE. CONCA VE 
NORTHWESTEP...LY: THENCE R[R{ NORTdEASTERLr: .J.LONG THE ARC OF 
SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT. HAVING A RADIUS OF /875.00 FEET. 
THROUGH . ..J. CE:VTRAL ANGLE OF / 7°:!f '59", SUBTENDED BYA CHORD 
OF 576.92 FEET .-!.TA BEARING OF v..-9°!1 '34"£ .. FOR A DISTANCE OF 
F9.11 FEET TO ;HE END OF SAID C:./RVE: THENCE R.llN .V.70°'10'35"£. 
FOR A D!S?...!.NCE OF 100.00 ,=-EET TO THE BEGtNNTNG OF A 
Trl.NGENTIAL C:.~C:.-L-i.R CURVE. CON C..J. VE SOUTHEASTEP...LY: THENCE 
RUN :VORTHE.J.S?£.-:JJ.:: . .J.LONG THE .-i.RC OF S . ..!.ID CURVE TO TilE 
RIGHT. HAVTNG . .; RADIUS OF 3175.00 FEET. Ti-/ROUGii .-i. CENTRAL 
. ..J.NGi..E OF 09°:_-·04". SUBTENDED BY .-i. C~ORD OF 5i2.D9 FEET . ..J.T .-i. 

BEARING OF :V. .-:-'1°58 '07''£.. FOR A D!S7...J.NCE OF ;!2.65 rEET TO THE 
END OF SAID C::JRVE: THENCE RUN V 79°35'39"E. FOR . ..!. DIS'i'ANCE OF 
163.08 FEET TO .-!. ?OINT ON THE WE5TEP...LY R.JGHT-OF-WA.Y LINE OF 
SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD.: THENCE RUN S.00°59'J7 "E ... .J.LONG 
SAID WESTERLY R.JGHT-OF-WA.Y l..lNE .. =-OR ,-l DISTrI..NCE OF !52.05 FEET 
TO THE POINT OF 3EGINNllvG. 

PROP£R.T/ AREA : c.t83.138 ri.C:US . . 'vfORE OR LESS. 

THIS PROPERT/ IS SUBJECT TO Z.J.SE:vfENTS. R.ESERVA.TIONS OR 
RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD. 

,,..,. 
BEARINGS RE.=-~p_ TO THE EASrlINE OF THE SOUuiEAST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 9. 10 WNSH/P J.£7 SOUTH. R..A.NGE 15 ZAST. [.,EE COUNTY. 
FLORIDA . AS 3£:.?IG N. 00°57":3" W 
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ATTACHMENT B.2(a) 
SANITARY SEWER ANAYLSIS 

The property is located within the Bonita Utilities Franchise Area. The closest service 
line is at U.S . 41 and Coconut Road, being a 24"/16" force main. Presently Bonita 
Springs Utilities Sewage Treatment Plan cunently has a capacity of 5.25 MGD, with a 
cunent demand of ±2.5 MGD during summer and ±3.25 during winter months. The 
proposed project is estimated to generate a demand of 0.590 MGD. This would be an 
increase of approximately 0.455 MGD above which could be permitted by the existing 
FLUM (based upon 450 s.f. units @ 300 GPD) . However, no improvements will be 
necessary to service this additional demand. This amendment will not require any 
revisions to the sanitary sewer sub-element or CIE. 

W: \ l 997\ 1997079\B\NED\attachB .2.a.doc 
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ATTACHMENT B.2{b) 
POTABLE WATER ANAYLSIS 

The property is located within the Bonita Utilities Franchise Area. The closest service 
line is at U.S. 41 and the project's property line (12" water main). Presently Bonita 
Springs Utilities Water Treatment Plan has a capacity of 7.5 MGD, with a current 
demand of ±4.8 MGD. The proposed project is estimated to generate a demand of 0.590 
MGD. This would be an increase of approximately 0.455 MGD above which could be 
permitted by the existing FLUM (based upon 450 s.f. units @ 300 GPD). No 
improvements will be necessary to service this additional demand. This amendment will 
not require any revisions to the potable water sub-element or CIE. 

··n )) i~J 
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ATTACHMENT B.2(c) 
DRAINAGE/SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT ANAYLSIS 

The property is located within the Halfway Creek Watershed. The proposed project has 
received a Conceptual Environmental Resource Permit from South Florida Water 
Management District (SFWMD), therefore the project is deemed concurrent with the 
level of service standards set fo11h in the Lee Plan. The project will require construction 
approval from SFWMD and also compliance with the Lee County's Level of Service 
Policy 70.1.3. for stormwater management facilities. Per the Lee County Concurrency 
Management Repo11 for inventories and projections (1999/2000 - 2000/2001), no 
crossings of evacuation routes within the watershed are anticipated to be flooded for 
more than 24 hours, thus meeting concurrency standards. This amendment will not 
require any revisions to the surface water management sub-element or to the CIE. 

SEP 21 2001 
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RESPONSE TO POPULATION QUESTION 

E.1. As noted in the original submittal, the applicant has not attempted to amend the current 

version of the 2020 Planning Communities Acreage Table because the existing allocations are 

sufficient to accommodate both the residential and commercial components of the project. 

In the absence of a request to add acres to the table, the amendment has no impact 

whatsoever on the established Lee County population projections. 

The applicant has reviewed the data and analysis which accompanies PAM/r 99-20, 

which has been recommended for approval by the LPA, but which has not been transmitted 

by the Board of County Commissioners as of the date of the writing of this document. The 

proposed allocation of commercial acres for the new Estero Planning Community (1,379 acres) 

is more than adequate to accommodate the Simon Suncoast Project. The residential 

allocation of 327 acres, however, to the Urban Community FLUM category in the Estero 

Planning Community will leave the residential portion of the project with a deficit, the precise 

amount of which cannot be determined at this time, since the project is in its early stages, and 

the County's 2020 acreage methodology is extremely complex. It should not, however, 

exceed 100 acres. 

In light of the buildout period for the project and the county's commitment to readdress the 

allocation in the Evaluation and Appraisal Report process, the applicant has decided that it is 

unnecessary to request additional residential acres as part of this plan amendment. The 

-1-



applicant would note, however, that Page 31 of the analysis supporting PAM/T99-20 identified 

a "unit bank" of 13,825 units which could be used to eliminate the deficit today without 

increasing the residential capacity of the FLUM. Many of these units have been allocated to 

projects in non-urban areas which do not have any development approvals to date. The 

proposed 1,600 unit reduction in size of the Brooks could also have the effect of freeing up 

units and acres for Simon Suncoast. 
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SEP 21 2001 
RESPONSE TO URBAN LAND QUESTION 

G. As noted in the original submittal document, the subject parcel is surrounded by existing 
or approved urban uses and has access to infrastructure which will operate, even with the 
project in place, at acceptable levels of service. In addition, the following changed 
circumstances support the amendment to a Future Urban land use category: 

1. The approval of the Brooks PDDO and DRI immediately to the east of the 
subject parcel effectively turned that 2,492 acre parcel into a Future Urban area. 
The current approved density for the Brooks is_±_ 2 units per acre, which would 
not be permitted in a non-urban category in the absence of the PDDO. The 
250,000 square feet of commercial uses in the Brooks would also be prohibited 
in the Rural land use category but for the approval of the PDDO. 

2. The capacity of the FLUM has been reduced by 1,159 units (page 31 of the Staff 
Report for PAM/T 99-20) as a result of acquisitions of property by Lee County 
for conservation purposes. 

3. The amount of growth in the Estero Planning Community has exceeded all 
previous estimates (pages 35-37 of PAM/T 99-20 Staff Report). The following 
chart presents comparative building permit information for the past several 
years: 

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

Lee County 
Estero Fire District (excluding Cape Estero as% 

Coral and Sanibel) of County 

1995 348 4574 7.6% 

1996 456 5041 9.0% 

1997 323 5306 6.1 % 

1998 1098 6062 18.1 % 

1999 1437 5861 24.5% 

2000 2052 6991 29.4% 

2001 1375 4788 28.7% 
through 7/31/01 
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4. The current BEBR 2020 population estimate for Lee County is 3,900 higher 
than the estimate used to review the capacity of the FLUM in 1996. (Page 
23 of Data and Analysis for CPA 2000-04). 

The plan amendment application, if viewed as a stand-alone request separate from 
the DRI, is consistent with a number of Lee Plan Goals, Objectives and Policies relating to 
mixed use, infill development, including the following: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Goal 1: The property is centrally located in a rapidly growing area of South 
Lee County, is surrounded by existing and proposed urban uses, has access 
to adequate public facilities, and consists primarily of cleared pasture. The 
amendment is, therefore, consistent with the County 's desire "to protect 
natural and man-made resources, provide essential services in a cost­
effective manner, and discourage urban sprawl." 

Policy 1.1.4: The subject property, when developed in accordance with the 
DRI, will be an area outside of Fort Myers and Cape Coral which is 
categorized by a mixture of relatively intense commercial and residential 
uses. 

Policy 1.4.1: The subject parcel is surrounded by existing and approved 
urban uses and already has access to urban levels of public services. 

Objective 2.1: Given the central location of the project, the amount and type 
of development contemplated around it, and the urban services available at 
the site, the amendment will certainly promote a contiguous and compact 
growth pattern and discourage urban sprawl. 

Objective 2.2: As noted above and throughout the various submittals for 
the amendment and the DRI, the property wi 11 have access to pub I ic faci I ities 
meeting the required levels of service in the Lee Plan . in accordance with 
conditions proposed in the DRI development order. 

Objective 2.4: Changed conditions supporting the amendment are listed 
above. 

Objective 4.1: The amendment will permit the construction of a mi xed use 
development. 

Standards 11 .1 and 11 .2: The property is served by pub I ic water and sewer 
system. 
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PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ANALYSIS 

SEP 21 2001 

HI 

The subject property is located in Community Park District 8. The proposed amendment will 

result in a demand for 15 additional acres of regional parks (1,200 x 2.09 x 6/1000) and 2 

acres of community parks (1,200 x 2.09 x 0.8/1000) in District 8 by 2006. According to the 

County's Concurrency Inventory, the regulatory levels of service for regional parks and for 

Community Park District 8 will be met by a wide margin for the next 5 years. In addition, 

there is currently a 60 acre community park under development next to the Estero High 

School. No amendments to the Parks element or to the C.I.E. will be necessary as a result of 

this amendment. The site plan included in the ADA submittal indicates adequate open space 

for this project. 

G:\ZONING\Doc B.2(d).wpd 

e__} /\- 'LJ::XJY ('.) oil 30 



SEP 21 2001 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION COMM 0 

A PORTION OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: . . 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, 
FLORIDA; THENCE RUN S.88'56'17"W., ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 
9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 5.89 FEET TO A POINT ON ll-1E WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD 
COASTLINE RAILROAD, A 130.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE PARCEL OF LAND 
HEREIN DESCRIBED; THENCE CONTINUE S.88.56 '17"W., ALONG THE SOUll-1 LINE OF ll-1E S0Ull-1EAST QUARTER OF 
SAID SECTION 9, FOR A DISTANCE Of 1,733.04 FEET TO A POINT ON ll-1E EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 
U.S. HWY. NO. 41 (FLORIDA STATE ROAD NO. 45), A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN N.10'32'05"W., 
ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 971.33 FEET TO THE BEGINNING . OF A 
TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE EASTERLY; THENCE RUN NORTHERLY, ALONG SAID EASTERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE fO ll-1E RIGHT, HAVlNG A RADIUS OF 5,605.39 
FEET. THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 04·03'11 ", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 396.43 FEET AT A BEARING OF 
N.oa·30'·30"W,, FOR A DISTANCE OF 396.52 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.88"07'51"E. FOR 
A DISTANCE OF 747.22 FEET TO A POINT ON A CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE EASTERLY, WHOSE RADIUS POINT 
BEARS N.82'31 '42"E., A DISTANCE OF 3,909.60 FEET THEREFROM; ll-1ENCE RUN NORTHERLY, ALONG lHE ARC 
OF SAID CURVE ro THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,9b9.60 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 08. 
29'31", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 578.92 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.0.3"13'32"W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 
579.45 FEET TO THE END or' SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.00"15'56"W., FOR A DISTANCE OF 583.09 FEET; 
THENCE RUN N.00i5'56"W,, FOR A DISTANCE OF 47.04 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF~WAY 
LINE OF COCONUT ROAD, A 150.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY, THE SAME BEING A POINT ON A CIRCULAR CURVE, 
CONCAVE NORTHERLY, WHOSE RADIUS POINT BEARS N.10'26'58"W., A DISTANCE OF 2,025.00 FEET THEREFROM; 
THENCE RUN EASTERLY, ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE 
TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 2,025.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09·12'27", SUBTENDED BY 
A CHORD OF 325.07 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.74.56'48"E. , FOR A DISTANCE OF 325.42 FEET TO THE END OF 
SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.70·20'35"E., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR A DISTANCE OF 
200.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE SOUTHERLY; THENCE RUN 
EASTERLY, ALONG $AID SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, 
HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,025.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 09'15'04", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 
487.89 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.74'58'07"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 488.42 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; 
THENCE RUN N,79·35'39"(., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT- OF- WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE. OF 238.23 FEET 
TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE SEABOARD COASTLINE RAILROAD, A 130.00 FOOT 
RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN S.00·59'47"[., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 
2,869.10 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 95.885 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

AND 

c,PA u:,:o - oDd 3() 



A PORTION OF SECTIONS 3, 4, 9, AND 10, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE .25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA, 
. BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRJBED AS FOLLOWS: . 

COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER · QF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 4 7 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, . 
FLORIDA; THENCE RUN S.l'Hf56 '. 17" W., ALONG THE .SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF, SAID S8C1lON 
9, FOR A DISTANCE OF 5,89 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGtff.:..oF-WAY LINt OF THE SEABOARO 
COASTLINE RAILROAD, A 130.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF~WA,Y; 1'HENCE RUN N.00'59'47"W., ALONG SAID WESTERlY 
RIGHFOF:_WAY LINE'., FOR ADISTANCE OF 3,021.15 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE PARCE_L OF 
LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; · THENCE RUN N.00'59'47"W .• ALONG SAID WESTERLY: RIGHT....:OF.:..WAY UNI::, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 2,320.5.6 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF .THE N•RTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 10. 
TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST; THENCE RUN N.00'59'47"W., ALONG SAID WESTERLY RI.GHT....:oF-WAY 
LINE. FOR A DISTANCE OF 2,692.32 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH. RANGE 25 EAST; THENCE RUN N.00'56'59"W., ALONG SAID WESTERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 1,590.78 F"EET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGE'.:NTIAL CIRCULAR 
CURVE, CONCAVE WESTERLY; THENCE RUN NORTHERLY, ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF -WAY LINE AND 
ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 5,641.38 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 09'31'27", SUBTENDED !3Y A CHORD OF 936.68 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.05'42'42"W,. FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 937. 76 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.10'28'26"W., ALONG SAID wtSTERL Y 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 98.54 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINt 
OF WILLIAMS ROAD, A 100.00 FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN S.88'20'53"W., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 1,029;70 FEET TO THE BEGINNING. OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR . 
CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY; THENCE RUN WESTERLY, ALONG SAIO SOVTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LIN£ AND 
ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 7,050.00 FEE:T, JriROUGH A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 03'00'00", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 369.09 FEET AT A BEARING OF S.89'50'53"W., FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 369.14 · FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.88'39'07"W., ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 674.92 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHFOF- WAY LINE 
OF U.S. HWY. NO. 41 (FLORIDA STATE ROAD NO. 45), A 200.00 FOOT RIGHT- OF-WAY; THENCE RUN S.04' . 
52'41"W .• ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE; FOR A DISTANCE OF -1,901.57 FEET TO THE BEGINNING · 
OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE EASTERLY; THENCE RUN SOUTHERLY, ALONG SAID EASTERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT. HAVING A RADIUS OF 2,725.19 FEET, 
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 11'32'50", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 548.30 FEET AT A BEARING OF s.oo· 
53'44"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 549.23 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN S.06'40'09~E.. ALONG 
SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR A DISTANCE OF 225.S1 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF 
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 4; THENCE CONTINUE S.06"40'09"E .. ALONG SAID E.ASTERL Y 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 2,710.61 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF . THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 4; THENCE CONTINUE S.06 '40'09"E., ALONG SAID ' EASTERLY . 
RIGHT-OF~WAY llNE, FOR A DISTANCE OF 626.03 FEET TO TT-JE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR CURVE; 
CONCAVE WE'.:STERLY; THENCE RUN SOUTHERlY, ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND • ALONG THE 
ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING .A RADIUS OF 11,584.73 FEH, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 06' 
24'13"; SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 1,294. 08 Ff;tT AT A BEARING QF S.03'28'03"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 
1,294.76 FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN s :oo,5'56"E. , ALONG SAib EASTERLY RIGHT-:-OF-WAY 
LINE. FOR A. DISTANCE OF 274.74 FEET; THENCE RUN S.46'02;16"E .. FOR A DISTANCE OF Si7AAFEET; 
THENCE RUN S.01 '57'26~E, FOR A DISTANCE OF 25.19 FEET TO A POINT ON THE. NORTHERLY RIGHTcOF-WAY . 
LINE QF COCONUT ROAD, A 150.0d FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY; THENCE RUN N .8B'02'34t E. , ALONG SAID NORTHERLY 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, FOR A [ilSTANCE OF 32.80 FEE:T TO THE 8EGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRC!JLAR CURVE; . 
CONCAVE NORTHERLY; THENCE RUN EASTERLY, ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT--OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE 
ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 1,875.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17' 
41'59", SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 576.92 FEET AT A BEARING OF N.79'11'34"E., FOR A DISTANCE OF 579.22 
FEET TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.70'20'35"E., ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, 
FOR A .DISTANCE OF 200.00 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENTIAL CIRCULAR ,CURVE, CONCAVE , 
SOUTHERLY; THENCE RUN EASTERLY, ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE ANb . ALONG THE ARC OF 
SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, .HAVING A RADIUS OF ~.J75.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE Of 09'15'04", . 
SUBTENDED BY A CHORD OF 512.09 FEET AT A BEARING OF N:74'58'.07"£., FOR A blSTANCE'. -OF 512.65 FEET 
TO THE END OF SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN N.79'35'39"E., ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT ~oF -WAY LINE, FOR A 
DISTANCE OF 263.08 FEtT TO THE POiNT QF 8EGJNN!NG; CONTAINING :386.536 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

NOTES: 

THIS PROPERTY IS SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, RESERVATIONS OR RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD. ·· 

TOTAL PROPERTY AREA 482.421 ACRES MORE OR LESS . 



~=~ 
Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, 111t;. 

August 7, 2000 

Mr. Dennis J. Merrifield 
Fire Chief 
Estero Fire Rescue 

DOCUl\lillNT B.3(a) 
AGENCY LETTER 

FIRE PROTECTION 

19850 Breckenridge Drive, Suite A 
Estero, Florida 33928 

Re: Simon Suncoast DRI 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Mr. Merrifield: 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. is preparing an Application for Development Approval 
(ADA) for the proposed development of Simon Suncoast. The project is located east of 
Tarniarni Trail (U.S. 41) and bounded to the south by Coconut Road and to the north by 
Williams Road in Bonita Springs, Lee County, Florida. A location map is attached for 
your reference. 

The proposed development will include 1,800,000 square feet of commercial retail space, 
300,000 square feet of office space, two 300-room hotels (for a total of 600 rooms) and 
1,200 dwelling units comprised of apartments, residential condominiums, and assisted 
living facilities . The development is anticipated to be completed in 2007. 

To complete the ADA process, we are required to secure a response from your agency 
regarding whether present facilities and manpower are capable of serving the project, 
specifying any additional manpower/equipment necessary to serve the development. 

Please direct any questions and your response letter to: 

Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 
Phone: 561/845-0665 
Fax: 561/882-3703 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 
' 

ZJ:o 
Emily Hollis 

+\-{2..Q_Q, v-:2,, 

EH/lm 

Attachment 
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• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 
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Estero FIRE RESCUE 
19850 Breckenridge Drive, Suite A 

Estero, Florida 33928 
Phone: (941) 947-FIRE (3473) Fax: (941) 947-9538 -

August 14, 2000 

Ms. Emily Hollis 
Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 

Dear Ms. Hollis: 

web site: http://www.esterofire.org 

At2c12,v12D 
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We have reviewed your letter of August 7, 2000, concerning the proposed Simon Suncoast 
project along U.S. 41 in Estero. 

Presently, Estero Fire Rescue does not have the facilities and equipment to service the proposed 
project. Normally, by inter-local agreement Lee County collects a Fire Impact Fee that is used to 
provide the necessary fire rescue infrastructure required as a result of a proposed development. 
In this case, given the development time frame and size of the project outlined in your letter, it 
does not appear that Estero will have the necessary infrastructure in place at the time of 
development. 

To accommodate your proposed project and the resulting impact we will need to obtain a site for 
a fire rescue station early enough to allow the station and equipment to be placed into service for 
construction of your project. If Simon Suncoast is able to provide a fire rescue station site, Estero 
Fire Rescue will be able to service the proposed project as outlined in your letter. 

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Cc: Cathy L. Condrone, Fire Marshal 



JAMES T. HUMPHREY 

GEORGE H . KNOTT• t 
GEORGE L. CONSOER, JR.•• 

MARK A . EBELINI 

GAREY F. BUTLER 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 
• • Board Certified Real Estate Lawyer 

t Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

October 2, 2000 

DOCUMENT B.3(b) 
AGENCY LETTER 

E IVfERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

HUMPHREY~ ~NUTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOC IATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 HENDRY STREET (33901) 
P. 0 . BOX 2 449 

FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902 - 2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334- 2722 

TELECOPIER (941) 334-1446 

EHouck@humphreyandknott.com 

Lee County Emergency Medical Services 
P .O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 
Attn: Chris Hanson 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRJ 

Dear Mr. Hanson, 

THOMAS B. HART 

MARK A , HOROWITZ 

MATTHEW D . U HLE 

H . ANDREW SWETT 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE PLANNING 

MICHAEL E, ROEDER, AICP 

We are in the process of preparing an application for a Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
for a 483.14 acre project located between U.S . 41 and the Seminole GulfRailway tracks, south of 
Williams Road~ Coconut Road bisects the southern portion of the property. The STRAP numbers 
for the project are: 04-47-25-00-00001.0000 & 09-47-25-00-00001.0010. Please see the attached 
excerpt from the Application for Development Approval for a breakdown of the proposed uses. 

Please provide our office with a letter determining the adequacy of existing or proposed support 
facilities for EMS. 

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

Sincerely, 

225&~ 
Erin E . Houck 
Land Use Paralegal 
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Question 10 - General Project Description 

Part 1- Specific Project Description 

A. Describe and discuss in general terms all major elements of the 
proposed development in its completed form. Include in this discussion 
the proposed phases (or stages) of development (not to exceed five 
years), magnitude in the appropriate units from Chapter 28-24, F.A.C., 
where applicable, and expected beginning and completion dates for 
construction. 

It is proposed to develop the Simon Suncoast site with a mixed use 
development that will provide the southern Lee County area with retail, 
office, hotel, and residential uses. The 483.14 acre project site is located 
between US. 41 and the Seminole Gulf Railway tracks, south of Williams 
Road. Coconut Road, a County road, splits the southern portion of the 
property. It is proposed to develop the project in a single phase with a 2006 
buildout with the following land uses: 

Retail 
Office 
Hotel 

1,800,000 square feet gross leasable area 
300,000 square feet 

Assisted Living Facility 
Residential Units 

600 rooms 
200 units 

1,000 units 

The office development is expected to consist of: 

200,000 square feet of general use office buildings 
100,000 square feet of medical office buildings 

The 1,000 residential units are expected to be multi-family units consisting 
of: 

500 apartments 
500 condominiums 

B. Provide a breakdown of the existing and proposed land uses on the site 
for each phase of development through completion of the project. The 
developed land uses should be those identified in Section 380.0651, F.S. 
and Chapter 28-24, .F.A.C. Use Level ill of The Florida Land Use and 
Cover Classifications System: A Technical Report (September 1985), 
available from each regional planning council. Refer to Maps D 
(Existing Land Use) and H (Master Plan). Use the format below and 
treat each land use category as mutually exclusive unless otherwise 
agreed to at the preapplication conference. 

Simon Suncoast 10-/ September 2000 

~':.-~ .~. ,r ... -".~-:{ 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Im,. 

July 18, 2000 

Sheriff John J. McDougall 
Clo Captain Keny Griener 
Lee County Sheriff's Office 
South District 

DOCUMENT B.3(c) 
AGENCY LETTER 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

1470 Six Mile Cypress Creek Parkway 
Fort Myers, Florida 33912 

Re: Simon Suncoast DR! 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Sheriff McDougall: 

.. 

K.imley-Hom and Associates, Inc. is preparing an Application for Development Approval 
(ADA) for the proposed development of Simon Suncoast. The project is located east of 
Tamiami Trail (U.S. 41) and bounded to the south by Coconut Road and to the north by 
Williams Road in Bonita Springs, Lee County, Florida. A location map is attached for 
your reference. · · 

The proposed development will include 1,800,000 square feet of commercial retail space, 
300,000 square feet of office space, two 300-room hotels (for a total of 600 rooms) and 
1,200 dwelling units comprised of apartments, residential condominiums, and assisted 
living facilities. The development is anticipated to be completed in 2007. 

To complete the ADA process, we are required to secure a response from your agency 
regarding two areas of concern. Please indicate whether present facilities and manpower 
are capable of serving the project or specify the additional manpower/equipment 
necessary to serve the development. 

Please direct any questions and your response letter to: 

K.imley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach., Florida 33407 
Phone: 561/845-0665 
Fax: 561/882-3703 

Thank you for your assistance: 

Sincerely, 

b,'.(L 
·1-~l Ermy 

~ 
EH/Im 

Attachment 

P:\0403\25004\07 l 800jm.doc 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 
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Kimley-Horn Ms. Stephanie Keyes, July 19, 2000, Page 2 

and Associates, Inc. 

Student Distribution 

Elementary Middle School High School Total 
50% 23% 27% 100% 
110 51 59 220 

• Student generation rates & distribution ratios were provided by Lee County Schools staff 

To complete the ADA process, we are required to secure a response from your 
agency aclmowledging receipt of the estimated school age population (in the 
above tables) and providing a statement of what capital improvement adjustments 
would be necessary to accommodate these students. 

Please direct any questions and your response letter to: 

Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 
Phone: 561/845-0665 
Fax: 561/882-3703 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Emily Hollis _ 

EH/lm 

Attachment 

P:\0403\25004\07 l 900sk.doc 
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({ 'ce of tfte sfwijJ 
John]. Mc~o119aCC 

-•.. State ofFCorida 
County of Lu 

July 24, 2000 

Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRI 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Emily Hollis: 

Due to severe budget constraints coupled with the growth of the county, my 
office operates at full capacity. It is policy of the Lee County Sheriffs 
Office to support community growth and we will do everything possible to 
accommodate the law enforcement needs. 

We anticipate that we will receive the reasonable and necessary funding to 
support growth in demand. We therefore believe that the Lee County 
Sheriffs Office will be able to serve your project as it builds out. 

Sincerely, 

< 

( 

~ 
,'f~i~~~ 
t~,,A~.~ 
~
· ·• ·· · -

•Ji • 

John J. McDougall 
Sheriff of Lee County 

Copy: File 

14750 Six Mile Cypress Parkway • Fort Myers, Florida 33912-4406 • (941) 332-3456 



DOCUMENT B.3(d) 
AGENCY LETTER 

SOLID WASTE 

Bonita Springs Utilities. tnc. 

Lee County Division of Concurrency Management 
Post Office Box 398 
Fort Myers, F~orida 33901 

.... 

August 24, 2000 

Re: Simon Sun Coast ORI, Approx. 482 acres at NE comer of Coconut Road 
& US 41, Lee County, Florida 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Please be advised that the Developer, Simon Sun Coast ORI. has requested 
potable water and sewer service for the project referenced above. The Developer is 
required to install all off-site and on-site waterline and sewer service extensions 
necessary to provide service to the project in accordance with Bonita Springs Utilities, Inc. 
(BSU) specifications. 

The projects engineer, Hole, Montes & Associates, estimates the usage to be 
590,000 gallons per day. Bonita Springs Utilities. Inc. currently has the capacity to provide 
the above estimated gallonage from its 7.5 million gallon per day water treatment plant. 
The Water Reclamation Facility currently has the capacity to treat the above estimated 
gallonage from its 4.25 million gallon per day treatment plant. Plant capacities are 
adequate: however, Developer may be required to construct or pay hydraulic pro-rata 
share of collection/distribution systems. 

The static water pressure at the point the developers waterline extension will 
connect, currently exceeds 20 psi. · 

This letter should not be construed as a commitment or guarantee to serve, but 
only as to the availability of potable water and sewer at this time. Bontta Springs Utilities, 
Inc. may commit to reserve plant capacity if available, at such time as the water company 
and developer enter into a Developers Agreement and approval is obtained from all 
appropriate state and local regulatory agencies. 

PJ/mar 



DOCUMENT B.3(e) 
A GENCY LETTER 

MASS T RANSIT 

.tiUMPHREY & KNOTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 
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• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 
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!Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

November 28, 2000 

Steve Myers, Director 
Lee Tran 
10715 East Airport Road 
Fort Myers, FL 33907 

TELEPHONE (941) 334-2722 

TELECOPIER (941) 334 · 1446 

EHouck@humphreyandknott.com 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE PLANNING 

MICHAEL E. ROEDER, AICP 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRI - Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

Dear Mr. Myers, 

We are currently in the process of preparing an application for an amendment to the Lee County 
Comprehensive Plan ("Lee Plan"), which will change the land use designation of the subject property 
from "Rural" to "Urban Community." A requirement for this application is a letter determining the 
adequacy/provision of existing/proposed support facilities for mass transit. 

The subject property of this application is located on the east side of U.S . 41 in Estero and is 
bounded to the south by Coconut Road and to the north by Williams Road; the STRAP numbers for 
the property are 04-47-25-00-00001.0000 and 09-47-25-00-00001.0010. The property is comprised 
of 432.35 acres of uplands and 50.79 acres of wetlands (432.138 acres, total), is currently zoned AG-
2 and the existing use is improved pasture. The following chart provides a comparison of the 
maximum allowable development under the existing and proposed future land use designations. 

Rural Urban Community 

Residential 1 du/acre (uplands)+ 1 du/20 acres 6 du/acre= 2898.83 du (uplands & 
(wetlands)= 434 .89 du adjoining freshwater wetlands) 

Commercial 30,000 square feet No specific square footage limit. 

Industrial No specific square footage limit; Light industrial in IPD only; no 
mining and agriculturally-related specific square footage limit. 
uses only. 



Steve Meyers, Director 
November 28, 2000 
Page 2 

A copy of the project description from the Application for Development Approval is included for 
your reference. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information for the preparation of your response, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at 334-2722. 

Sincerely, 

Erin E. Houck 
Land Use Paralegal 

Enclosure 
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Question 10 - General Project Description 

Part 1 - Specific Project Description 

A. Describe and discuss in general terms all major elements of the 
proposed development in its completed form. Include in this discussion 
the proposed phases (or stages) of development (not to exceed five 
years), magnitude in the appropriate units from Chapter 28-24, F.A.C., 
where applicable, and expected beginning and completion dates for 
construction. 

It is proposed to develop the Simon Suncoast site with a mixed use 
development that will provide the southern Lee County area with retail, 
office, hotel, and residential uses. The 483.14 acre project site is located 
between US. 41 and the Seminole Gulf Railway tracks, south of Williams 
Road. Coconut Road, a County road, splits the southern portion of the 
property. It is proposed to develop the project in a single phase with a 2006 
buildour with the following land uses: 

Retail 
Office 
Hore/ 

1,800,000 square feet gross leasable area 
300,000 square feet 

Assisted Living Facility 
Residential Units 

600 rooms 
200 units 

-l-;000 units 

The office development is expected to consist of 

200,000 square feet of general use office buildings 
l 00, 000 square feet of medical office buildings 

The 1,000 residential units are expected to be multi-family units consisting 
of 

500 apartments 
500 condominiums 

B. Provide a breakdown of the existing and proposed land uses on the site 
for each phase of development through completion of the project. The 
developed land uses should be those identified in Section 380.0651, F.S. 
and Chapter 28-24, . F.A.C. Use Level ill of The Florida Land Use and 
Cover Classifications System: A Technical Report (September 1985), 
available from each regional planning council. Refer to Maps D 
(Existing Land Use) and H (Master Plan). Use the format below and 
treat each land use category as mutually exclusive unless otherwise 
agreed to at the preapplication conference. 

Simon Suncoasr /0-/ September 2000 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

July 19, 2000 

Ms. Stephanie Keyes 
Lee County Schools 
3308 Canal Street 
Fort Myers, Florida 33916 

Re: Simon Suncoast DRI 

DOCUMENT B.3(F) 
AGENCY LETTER 

SCHOOLS 

Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Keyes: 

Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. is preparing an Application for Development 
Approval (ADA) for the proposed development of Simon Suncoast. The project 
is located east of Tamiami Trail (U.S. 41) and bounded to the south by Coconut 
Road and to the north by Williams Road in Bonita Springs, Lee County, Florida. 
A location map is attached for your reference. 

The proposed development will include 1,800,000 square feet of commercial 
retail space, 300;000 square feet of office space, two 300-room hotels (for a total 
of 600 rooms) and 1,200 dwelling units comprised of apartments, residential 
condominiums, and assisted living facilities. The development is anticipated to 
be completed in 2007. 

There are an estimated 220 students that will be generated due to the Simon 
Suncoast development. The student generation and age distribution of those 
students are described in the tables below. Please note these calculations are 
based on student generation rates and distribution ratios provided by Lee County 
Schools staff. 

Land Use 

Apartments 
Condominiums 
Assisted Living 
Facilities 
Total 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

Student Generation 

Rate 
Dwelling Units Students (Students/d.u.) 

0.31 500 155 
0.13 500 65 

0 200 0 

1200 220 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 
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Kimley-Horn Ms. Stephanie Keyes, July 19, 2000, Page 2 

and Associates, Inc. 

Student Distribution 

Elementary Middle School High School Total 
50% 23% 27% 100% 
110 51 59 220 

• Student generation rates & distribution ratios were provided by lee County Schools staff. 

To complete the ADA process, we are required to secure a response from your 
agency aclmowledging receipt of the estimated school age population (in the 
above tables) and providing a statement of what capital improvement adjustments 
would be necessary to accommodate these students. 

Please direct any questions and your response letter to: 

Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 
Phone: 561/845-0665 
Fax: 561/882-3703 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

z~~ 
Emily Hollis . 

EH/lm 

Attachment 

P:\0403\25004\071900sk.doc 



THE SCHOOL CISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY 

2055 CENTRAL AVENUE • FOAT MYERS, FLORIDA 33901-3988 • (94 "I) 334-1 "I 02 • FAX (94 "I) 337-8378 

August 14, 2000 

Ms. Emily Hollis 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Hollis: 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 7 2000 
K\ML.i:'f <""''-'• ,··- . · ' .,,...,;,ffEs 

WEST PALM BEACH, FL 

PATRICIA ANN ~ILEV 
CMA11i=u,,, ... AN • 01&TRICT 3 

KATHERINE BOREN 
VICI! CMAIR....,.Art,N • O11.TAICT 4 

TeRt=:11 K . WAMPLER 
011:TRICT 1 

LANNV MOORE . SA. 
01t.TPIIICT 2 

LIBA FJOCKAUG 
0Uii:TRICT ~ 

BRUCE HARTER, F'H . 0 . 
SUPt!!flllllNTl!NOl!NT 

KEITH B. MARTIN 
B0AR0 ATTORNeY 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your response to the Education 
section in the Simon Suncoast Application for Development Approval. This proposed 
development, located off U. S. 41 in Estero, is in the South Region of the Qistrict. Based 
on the proposed maximum total of 500 apartment units and 500 condominium dwelling 
units at the project, the Lee County School District concurs with your estimate that up to 
220 new public school students would be generated by your development. This would 
create the need for approximately nine new classrooms in the system, as well as 
additional staff and core facilities. Students would not be generated by the proposed 200 
Assisted Living Facility units. 

. The schools in this region that would serve this development are operating at or above 
permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent student capacity 
levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The growth 
generated by this development will require either the addition of permanent student and 
auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings, as well as additional staff md 
increased District resources. According to the FY 00-01 District budget, expenditures per 
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student are $5,907.00, so the proposed project could create a 
financial impact ofup to $1,299,540.00 to the District. Clearly, the fiscal impacts are 
significant and the applicant will need to mitigate the increased demands the development 
will place upon the Lee County School District. 

Previous studies for regional malls in Lee County have indicated that these types of 
developments typically create substantial employment opportunities, thereby increasing 

SimonDRIS-14-00.doc 
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growth and further impacting the resources of the Lee County School District. For 
example, recent testimony in the Jacobs Group proposed Gulf Coast Towne Centre mall 
zoning hearings revealed that a 1.8 million square foot regional mall such as the one 
Simon Suncoast is proposing is expected to generate 2,586 new jobs along with another 
4,420 indirect jobs upon opening. As such, it can be expected that some of these 
employment opportunities will be filled by newcomers into the area, bringing additional 
students into the District. Simon Suncoast will need to provide the District estimates of 
the additional students expected as a result of new growth expected in the community. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If I may be of further assistance, please give me 
a call. 

Sincerely, 

-u~ 
Stephanie Keyes, Facilities Planner 
Facilities Management and Capital Projects 

cc: Frederick Gutknecht, Director, Facilities Management and Capital Projects 
Dr. Ande Albert, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services 
file 

SimonDRIB-14-00.doc 
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DOCUMENTC 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

(EXCERPTED FROM ADA, SECTIONS 12-15) 

Environmental Resources Impacts 

QUESTIQN 12 - YEGETATIQN AND WILDLIFE 

A. Identify the dominant species and other unusual or unique features of 
the plant communities on Map F. Identify and describe the amount of 
all plant communities that will be preserved in a natural state following 
development as shown on Map H. 

The Simon Suncoast DRI project site encompasses a total of 483.14 acres of 
land in southern Lee County; Florida. The majority (89.5%) of the project 
area consists of land that · has been previously cleared and maintained for 
agricultural purposes. These agricultural lands are currently being utilized 
for cattle grazing. The remaining (10.5%) land use and vegetative cover types 
on the parcel include unpaved Jann roads, a previously cleared/disturbed 
area, agricultural drainage swales, manmade borrow lakes (surface waters), 
melaleuca (Melaleuca quinquemervia)-infested pine (Pinus sp.) flatwoods, 
mixed forested wetlands, and vegetated non-forested wetlands. The majority 
of the forested and herbaceous wetlands on-site are infested with melaleuca. 
These disturbed wetlands are collectively considered to be of low to moderate 
functional quality. 

Upland vegetative cover types and land use comprise 432.35 acres (89.5%) of 
the project site. The on-site wetlands and surface waters encompass 50. 79 
acres (10.5%) of the parcel. The vegetative communities and land use on the 
project were classified to Level III using the nomenclature system for 
vegetation and land use mapping found in the Florida Land Use. Cover and 
Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) (Florida Department of 
Transportation, 1985). These classifications were based on groundtruthing of 
site conditions, as conducted between 1993 and 1995. Groundtruthing of 
current site conditions was conducted in November 1999 to confinn the land 
use and vegetative cover type classifications. The following sections provide 
detailed characterizations of each of the land use and vegetative cover types 
that occur on the project site. Land use and cover types are depicted on Map 
F-1. Table 12-1 lists the land use and vegetative cover types and their 
associated acreages and percent land area. 

Simon Suncoast 12-1 September 2000 
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Table 12-1 
La,rd Use a,rd Vegetative Cover Types on the Simo,r Su11coast Project Site 

Lee County, Florida 

FLUCFCS Code I Description Acreage I Percent Area 

211 

415 

526 

624 

640 

746 

814 

Improved Pasrure 404.45 83.71 

Slash Pine-Melafeuca Upland Forest 6. i4 1.40 

Borrow Lakes 19.37 4.01 

Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forest 20.61 4.27 

Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands 10.81 2.24 

Previously Cleared/Disturbed Area 6.84 1.41 

Roads 14.32 2.96 

Total 483.14 100.00 

The predominant upland cover type on the project site is Improved Pasture 
(211) ( 404. 45 acres) (83. 71 %). These pasture/ands are currently being 
utilized for cattle grazing and hay production. Agricultural management 
activities include periodic mowing and bush hogging. These lands have less 
than 5% areal cover of trees and shn1bs. The vegetation includes a broad 
assemblage of grasses and /orbs , although the predominant species is 
bahiagrass (Paspalum notatum). The sub-associate species include dog fennel 
(Eupatorium capillifolium), Indian hemp (Sida rhombifolir;z), n1stweed 
(Polypremum procumbens), sweet broom (Scoparia dulcis), knotroot foxtail 
(Setaria geniculata), broomsedge (Andropogon virginicus), bermudagrass 
(Cynodon dactylon), frog-fniit (Phyla nodiflora), and flat sedge (Cypenis sp.). 
Southern slash pine (Pinus elliott_ii var. densa), cabbage palm (Sabal 
palmetto), melaleuca, · wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), and Brazilian pepper 
(Schinus terebinthifolius) are also present within the improved pastures; 
however, none of these sp'ecies is dominant. 

The Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland Forest (415) community is singularly 
represented by one area. This community occurs within the extreme southern 
portion of the project site (6. 74 acres) (1.40%) . The canopy is comprised of 
southern slash pine and melaleuca. The understory vegetation includes 
saplings of southern slash pine and mefaleuca, saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), 
wiregrass (Aristida beyrichiana), and scattered OCC'-lrrences of dahoon holly 
(flex cassine) and Brazilian pepper. The canopy and shnib strata of this relict 
pine jlatwoods community is heavizy infested with melaleuca. 

Simon Suncoast '12-2 September 2000 



The Previously Cleared/Disturbed Area (746) is located within the north 
central portion of the parcel. These altered lands occupy 6. 84 acres (1. 41 %) 
of the project site. The vegetation includes a mixture of transitional species 
and shrub and herbaceous species that are common to the Vegetated Non­
Forested Wetland (640) community, as described below. The disturbance to 
the vegetation and soils of this area originated when a previous attempt was 
made to convert the pasture/ands, via excavation, into a flow-way for drainage 
of stonnwater. 

Roads (814) account for the remaining land use on the subject parcel. Field 
roads occur throughout the northern half of the parcel and along the eastern 
and southern property boundaries within the southern half of the parcel. They. 
provide access through and between the improved pasture compartments. The 
unpaved roads encompass approximately 14.32 acres, or 2.96% of the total 
project area. Small agricultural swales also occur within some of the 
improved pasture compartments. These swales facilitate drainage within the 
pasture lands. 

Wetland communities and swface waters on the Simon Suncoast project site 
total 50. 79 acres (10.5%) and consist of Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed 
Wetland Forests (624) , Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands (640), and Borrow 
Lakes (526) . 

Approximately 20.61 acres (4.27%) of Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed 
Wetland Forests (624) occur on the project site. These wetlands are located 
within the north central portion of the parcel. The canopy stratum is 
comprised of a mixture of southern slash pine, melaleuca, and pond cypress 
(Taxodium ascendens) . The vegetation within the shrub and groundstory 
strata includes saplings of southern slash pine, melaleuca, pond cypress, 
cabbage palm, dahoon holly, wax myrtle, Brazilian pepper, swamp fem 
(Blechnum serrulatum), royal fem (Osmunda regalis) , sawgrass (Cladium 
jamaicense), bamboo-vine (Smilax laurifolia), and pockets of cattail (Typha 
sp.) and fire flag (Thalia geniculata). Surface water hydrology in these areas 
has been historically altered through ditch excavations, the creation of 
adjacent, artificial surface waters, and the construction of paved roadways 
(U.S. Highway 41) and field roads. Such activ.ities have promoted the 
establishment of melaleuca within these wetlands, partirularly the forested 
wetlands that occur along the western property boundary. The mixed cypress­
hardwood wetland forests account for 40. 58% of the total area of wetlands and 
surface waters on the project site. 

The Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) community occupies 10.81 acres 
(2.24%) of the project site. These herbaceous wetlands are located within the 
north central- portion of the parcel and along the eastern property boundary 
within the southern half of the parcel. The groundcover includes a relatively 
diverse mixture of species, such as soft rush (Juncus effusus), mermaid-weed 

Simon Suncoast 12-3 September 2000 



( 

( 

(Proserpinaca pectinata), lance-leaf arrowhead (Sagittaria lancifolia), red 
ludwigia (Ludwigia repens), coinwort (Centella asiatica), climbing hemp weed 
(Mikania scandens), beakrushes (Rhynchospora spp.), flat sedges, white-top 
sedge (Dichromena colorata), umbrellagrass (Fuirena sp.), water dropwort 
(Oxypolis filiformis), rayless goldenrod (Bigelowia nudata), marsh jleabane 
(Pluchea sp.), and bushy bluestem (Andropogon glomeratus). Wax myrtle, 
Brazilian pepper, pond cypress, southern slash pine, and seedlings of 
melaleuca were occasionally observed within the herbaceous wetlands. These 
wetlands are typically inundated during the wet season. The Vegetated Non­
Forested Wetlands (640) account for 21.28% of the total area ofwetlands and 
surface waters on the project site. 

Approximately 19.37 acres (4.01%) of the project site consist of Borrow Lakes 
(526) . These borrow lakes (surface waters) are located within the central and 
southern portions of the parcel. The littoral zone vegetation includes a mixture 
of cattail, torpedo grass (Panicum repens), water-primrose (Ludwigia 
octovalvis), lance-leaf arrowhead, red ludwigia, soft n1sh, pickerelweed 
(Pontederia cordata), and marsh pennywort (Hydrocotyle umbellata). 
Brazilian pepper, pond cypress, southern slash pine, and seedlings of 
melaleuca were occasionally observed along the edges of the borrow lakes. 
The borrow lakes are typically inundated throughout the year. The borrow 
lakes account for 38.14% of the total area of wetlands and surface waters on 
the project site. 

Map F-2 depicts the landward limits of South Florida Water Management 
District (SFWMD) wetland jurisdiction on the Simon Suncoast project site. 
The wetland boundci'ries on the 3,054-acre Sweetwater Mixed-Use Planned 
Development (MPD)/The Brooks of Bonita Springs DRI (Brooks) project, 
which encompassed the Simon Suncoast project site, were verified by 
SFWMD staff Under durational grandfathering, the jurisdictional wetland 
boundaries on the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project were included in 
SFWMD Construction and Operation Permit No. 36-00288-S. SFWMD 
Permit No. 36-00288-S, as modified. was issued by the SFWMD on October 
9, 1997. Among the four Borrow Lakes (526) that occur in the Simon 

· Suncoast project site, . only the northernmost surface water (the soutliern 
portion of Wetland No. 19) was claimed as jurisdictional by the SFWMD. 

Development of the Simon Suncoast project site will primarily occur within 
agricultural lands (improved pastures) and relict pine jlatwoods that are 
infested with melaleuca. Approximately 22.15 acres of SFWMD 
jurisdictional wetlands [Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland 
Forests (624) and Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands (640)} and 4.81 acres of 
SFWMD jurisdictional surface waters [Borrow Lakes (526)} will remain 
unaltered post-development (see Map 13.A.3-1). Approximately 6. 72 acres 
of existing, non-jurisdictional, surface waters [Borrow Lakes (526)} will be 
excavated ( dredged) and incorporated into the surface water management 
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system (SWMS) and 7.84 acres of non-jurisdictional surface waters will be 
filled for commercial development. The water quality, vegetation, and 
edaphic conditions of the forested and herbaceous wetlands and the existing 
borrow lakes on the property have been impacted over time by cattle grazing 
activities. The condition of the remaining surface waters and wetlands on 
the project site, in the post-development condition, will not be further 
impacted in this manner, as cattle will no longer be grazing on-site. 

· B. Discuss what survey methods were used to determine the absence or 
presence of state or federally listed wildlife and plants. (Sampling 
methodology should be agreed to by the regional planning council and 
other reviewing agencies at preapplication conference stage.) State 
actual sampling times and dates, and discuss any factors that may have 
influenced the results of the sampling effort. Show on Map G the 
location of all transects, trap grids, or other sampling stations used to 
determine the on-site status of state of federally listed wildlife and plant 
resources. 

Under Section 10-473(a) of the Lee County Land Development Code, "a 
survey must accompany all planned development rezoning applications and all 
development order applications where the Florida Land Use, ·Cover afiH 
Forms Classification System codes for the property indicate a possible 
presence of a Lee County listed species. The survey must be prepared by using 
survey methods, which are set forth in the administrative code, except that an 
alt.ernativ.e methp.d may be approved by the director. Such survey must include 
Lee County listed species presence (sightings, signs, tracks, trails, nests, 
evidence of feeding, etc.), population estimates and occupied habitat 
boundaries. A map and narrative must describe the methodology as applied 
and the findings. " The methodology that was utilized to determine the 
presence and abundance of listed species on the Simon Suncoast project site 
was discussed and agreed upon during the pre-application meeting for this 
project. The methodology incorporated elements of the survey method of 
diminishing quarters. The diminishing quarters survey methodology was 
prepared by staff from the Florida Department of Natural Resources, for use 
with the Lee County Protected Species Ordinance. In general, belt transects 
are established, within mapped sample areas (FLUCFCS registers), in an 
ordered sequence of survey to determine presence or abundance of targe:. 
species. 

Afield reconnaissance was conducted by Breedlove, Dennis & Associates, Inc. 
(EDA) on November 18 and 19, 1999 to determine the absence or presence of 
state or federally listed wildlife species and listed plant species (inclusive c,f 
Lee County listed species) on the Simon Suncoast project site. The field 
reconnaissance included surveying all habitat areas throughout the site and 
documenting wildlife observations (listed species and common/generalist 
species) . Data on non-listed plant species composition, habitat suitability 
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(quality and abundance), general edaphic conditions, and listed plant species 
occurrence and distribution were also reported. On November 18, 1999, the 
field reconnaissance was conducted between mid-morning (10:30 a.m.) and 
dusk (6:00 p.m.). On November 19, 1999, the reconnaissance was conducted 
between early morning (7:35 a.m.) and late afternoon (4:20 p.m.). The 
ambient air temperature ranged from 70 to 80° Fahrenheit (partly cloudy 
weather conditions) on the two sample dates. There were no climatological, 
biological, or other factors that influenced the collection of data or the results 
of the field investigation. 

The land use and vegetative cover types (FL UCFCS registers) that were_ 
surveyed on November 18 and 19, 1999 for absence or presence of listed 
wildlife and plant species included Improved Pasture (2Jl) , Slash Pine­
Melaleuca Upland Forest (415), Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed 
Wetland Forest (624), Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands (640), Borrow Lakes 
(526), a Previously Cleared/Disturbed Area (746), and Roads (814) . Under 
Section 10-472 (Definitions) of the Lee County Land Development Code, "Lee 
County listed species means any plant or animal (vertebrate) species found in 
the county that are endangered, threatened or of special concern and are 
manageable in the contett of private land development. A list of such species 
is conla1ned'in appendix H " Before the survey was conducted, Appendix H 
[Lee County Protected Species List ( derived from Ordinance No. 94-10, dated 
April 20, 1994)] was reviewed to identify which Lee County listed wildlife and 
plant species have a potential to occur on the Simon Suncoast project site 
within each of the associative FLUCFCS registers. Table 12-2 presents the 
Lee County listed wildlife and plant species and the associated mapped 
FLUCFCS registers for the subject property. In the field, the identification of 
listed species (presence) generally included direct visual observation, 
calls/vocalizations, or sign (nest, burrow, den, scat, tracks, cast, fauna! 
footpath. etc.) . As a component of this investigation, a literature review was 
conducted to determine the potential occurrence of any listed species with 
known geographic ranges encompassing the project site, i.e., wildlife species 
listed as Threatened or Endangered (T&E) species or Species of Special 
Concern (SSC) by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) and plant 
species listed as T&E by the USFWS. State databases of T&E species were 
also researched to provide the nearest known location of rookeries and bald 
eagle (Hafiaeetus leucocephalus) nests. The Florida Natural Areas Inventory 
(FNAI) database was also reviewed to determi~e which listed species of 
wildlife and plants should be surveyed for potential occurrence on-site. As 
previously mentioned, the vegetative communities and land use on the project 
were originally classified to Level III and slightly modified in November 1999 
to reflect current site conditions and fully depict all Level III categories, as 
represented . . The details of the survey of the individual Level III FLUCFCS 
registers are presented below. 

Simon Suncoast 12-6 September 2000 



Table 12-2 
La1td Use a1td Vegetative Cover Types a1td Associated Lee Cou1tty Listed Wildlife 

a1td Plant Species for the Simon Sun coast Project Site, Lee County, Florida 

FLUCFCS Code Lee County Listed Species 

211 Florida sandhill crane (Grns canadensis pratensis) 

Florida panther (Felts concolor coryi) 
... 

415 Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais coupen) 

Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) 

Gopher frog (Rana areolata) 

Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus) 

Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) 

Florida panther 

Big Cypress fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennis) 

Florida black bear (Ursus americanus jloridanus) 

Fakahatchee burmannia (Burmanniajlava) 

Satin/ea/ (Chrysophyllum olivaeforme) 

Beautiful paw-paw (Deeringothamnus pulchellus) 

624 American alligator (Alligator mississipiensis) 

Gopher frog 

Limpkin (Aramus guarauna) 

Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) 

Snow,v egret (Egretta thula) 

Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor) 

Arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius) 

Wood stork (Mycteria americana) 

Florida panther 

Everglades mink (Mustela vison evergladensis) 

Florida black bear 

640 Limpkin 
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FLUCFCS Code Lee County Listed Species 

526 

746 

814 

Little blue heron 

Reddish egret (Egretta rufescens) 

Sno¾'.Y egret 

Tricolored heron 

Wood stork 

Snail kite (Rostrhamnus sociabilis) 

Everglades mink 

American alligator 

Roseate spoonbill (Ajaia ajaja) 

Limpkin 

Little blue heron 

Reddish egret 

Sno¾'.Y egret 

Tricolored heron 

Everglades mink 

No species listed 

No species listed 

Map G-1 presents the location of survey transects that were established in the 
various Level III FLUCFCS registers to determine the on-site status of state or 
federally listed wildlife species and listed plant resources. Within the Improved 
Pastures (211 FLUCFCS register), five cells, or distinct sample areas, were 
demarcated and surveyed to determine presence and abundance of listed 
wildlife and plant species. From south to north, the sample areas included Cell 
Nos. 211A, 211B, 211D, 211C2, and 211Cl. Within Cell Nos. 211A, 211B, 
211 D, and 211 Cl, · belt transects were established along the north-south axis of 
the parcel. Cell Nos. 211 A, 211 B, and 211 Cl were further subdivided through 
the addition of belt transects that were established along the east-west axis of 
the parcel. Within Cell No. 211 C2, a meandering belt transect was 
established. The width of the belt transects ranged from 50 to JOO feet, as 
based on site conditions (density of groundcover and other visual 
obstructions). Each belt transect was comprised of two observers. The point 
of origin and the point of end of each transect was marked with colored 
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flagging to facilitate the survey. As designed, a survey of 100% of the land 
area that was mapped as improved pasture was completed. 

Within the Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland Forest (415 FLUCFCS register), one 
cell (sample area) was surveyed to determine presence and abundance of listed 
wildlife and plant species. This FLUCFCS register was singularly represented 
by only one polygon. Within Cell No. 415A, two belt transects were 
established along the east-west axis of the cell. The width of the belt transects 
was 50 feet (two observers per transect). The point of origin and the point of 
end of each transect was marked with colored flagging to facilitate the survey. 
As designed, a survey of 100% of the land area that was mapped as slash pine­
melaleuca upland forest was completed. 

Three distinct areas on the project were mapped as Afelaleuca-Slash Pine­
Cypress Mixed Wetland Forests (624 FLUCFCS register). Within Cell No. 
624Cl, four meandering belt transects were established to document listed 
species presence and abundance. Two meandering transects were established 
within Cell No. 624C3 and one transect was established in Cell No. 624C2. 
Along each transect, the two observers frequently examined habitat conditions 
beyond (landward and waterward) the outer boundaries of the belt transects. 
The width of the belt transects ranged from 50 to 100 feet (two observers per 
transect) . As designed, a survey of at least 50% of the land area that was 
mapped as melaleuca-slash pine-c;,press mixed wetland forest was completed. 

Two distinct areas on the project were mapped as Vegetated Non-Forested 
Wetland (640 FLUCFCS register). Within Cell No. 640B, five belt transects 
were established along the north-south axis of the cell to document listed 
species presence and abundance. These five transects were extensions of belt 
transects that were established to document listed species occurrence within 
the Improved Pasture (Cell 21 JB). The width of the belt transects was 50 feet 
(two observers per transect). One meandering belt transect was established 
within Cell No. 640C. Along this latter transect, the two observers were able 
to visually examine habitat conditions within the entire cell. The Previously 
Cleared/Disturbed Area (746) was included in the examination area of Cell 
No. 640C. The point of origin and the point of end of each transect was 
marked with colored flagging to facilitate the survey. As designed, a survey of 
100% of the land area that was mapped as a vegetated non-forested wetland 
(inclusive of the previously cleared/disturbed area) was completed. 

Four surface waters were mapped as borrow lakes (526 FLUCFCS register) 
on the project. From south to north, these borrow lakes included Cell Nos. 
526A, 526B, 526D, and 526C. Along the entire perimeter of each borrow lake, 
the two observers visually inspected the deep water and littoral zone habitats 
of these surface waters. One belt transect of 50-foot width (one observer) was _ 
also established within a shallowly inundated portion of Cell No. 526C. As 
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conducted, the two observers were able to visually examine all (100%) of these 
swface waters without obstruction. 

Roads (814 FLUCFCS register) account for the remaining land area on the 
subject parcel. The field roads occur throughout the northern half of the 
parcel and along the eastern and southern property boundaries within the 
southern half of the parcel. The survey of the Improved Pastures (211 
FLUCFCS register) encompassed these roads; the_refore, the review for listed 
species presence and abundance included both FLUCFCS registers. The field 
roads were examined for sign (tracks and scats) of wildlife presence and use. 
Field roads along the property boundaries were also thoroughly examined to 
determine presence or potential for occurrence of listed species. From these 
outer field roads, a visual inspection was conducted of the land use and 
vegetative cover types that exist beyond the project boundaries. 

In addition to the November 18 and 19, 1999 survey. of the aforementioned 
FLUCFCS registers, site conditions within the 3,054-acre Sweetwater 
MPD/Brooks project were investigated during July 1993, November-December 
1994, and July 1995 by EDA staff The purpose of these site visits was to 
record site conditions within the vegetative communities and document 
presence and potential for occurrence of listed wildlife and plant species on the 
Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project. The 483.14-acre Simon Suncoast DR! 
project site was included in the 1993-1995 field ·reconnaissance of the 
Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project. This field reconnaissance included the 
survey of representative habitat areas throughout the project site and the 
documentation of wildlife observations (listed species and common species). 

There were no climatological, biological, or other factors that affected the 
collection of data during the November 18 and 19, 1999 site evaluations. 
There were no factors that influenced the results of the field investigations of 
the Simon Suncoast project site. 

C. List all state or federally listed wildlife and plant resources that were 
observed on the site and show location on Map G. Given the plant 
communities on-site, list any additional state or federally listed wildlife 
and plant resources expected to occur on the site and show the location 
of suitable habitat on Map G. Additionally, address any unique wildlife 
and plant resources, such as colonial bird nesting sites and migrating 

.. . bird concentration areas. For species that are either observed or 
expected to utilize the site, discuss the known or expected location and 
population size on-site, existence (and extent, if known) of adjacent, 
contiguous habitat off-site, and any special habitat requirements of the 
species. 

Map G-1 depicts the locations of all survey transects and the habitats (Level III 
FLUCFCS registers) that were examined on the Simon Suncoast project site 
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FLUCFCS 
Code 

211 

415 

.. 

624 

during the November 18 and 19, 1999 site evaluations. Map G-1 also depicts 
the locations of all listed species that were observed during the field survey. 
Table 12-3 presents the results of the November 18 and 19, 1999 site 
evaluations, as related to the percent of area that was surveyed and the 
presence/absence of Lee County listed wildlife and plant species for each 
FLUCFCS register on the project. Table 12-4 presents state- and federally 
listed wildlife species and listed plant resources that were either observed on 
the project, during the November 18 and 19, 1999 site evaluations, or have the 
potential to occur on the site. Table 12-4 is based on the EDA database (Lee 
County element) of wildlife species that are listed as T&E species or SSC by 
the USFWS and the FWC and plant species that are listed as T&E by the 
USFWS. 

Table 12-3 
Results of Survey of Lee County Listed Wildlife and Plant Species, by Associated 
Land Use and Vegetative Cover Types, on the Simon Suncoast Project Site, Lee 

County, Florida 
(November 18 and 19, 1999) 

Percent Area 
Lee County Listed Species Observation 

Surveyed 

JOO Florida sandhill crane (Grus canadensis pratensis) Absent 

Florida panther (Felis concolor coryi) Absent 

100 Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) Absent 

Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) Absent 

Gopher frog (Rana areolata) Absent 

Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus) Absent 

Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) Absent 

Florida panther Absent 

Big Cypress fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennis) Absent 

Florida black bear (Ursus americanus jloridanus) Absent 

Fakahatchee burmannia (Burmanniajlava) Absent 

Satin leaf (Chrysophyllum olivaeforme) Absent 

Beautiful paw-paw (Deeringothamnus pulchellus) Absent 

50 American alligator (Alligator mississipiensis) Absent 

Gopher frog Absent 
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FLUCFCS Percent Area 
Lee County Listed Species Observation 

Code Surveyed 

Limpkin (Aramus guarauna) Absent 

Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) Absent 

Sno¾'.}' egret (Egretta thula) Absent 

Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor) Absent 

Arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius) Absent 

Wood stork (Mycteria americana) Present 

Florida panther Absent 

Everglades mink (Mustela vison evergladensis) Absent 

Big cypress fox squirrel · Absent 

Florida black bear Absent 

640 JOO Limpkin Absent 

· Little blue heron Present 

Reddish egret (Egretta rufescens) Absent 

Sno¾'.}' egret Present 

Tricolored heron Absent 

Wood stork Absent 

Snail kite (Rostrhamnus sociabilis) Absent 

Everglades mink Absent 

526 JOO American alligator Absent 

Roseate spoonbill (Ajaia ajaja} Absent 

Limpkin Absent 

Little blue heron Absent 

Reddish egret Absent 

Sno¾'.}' egret Absent 

Tricolored heron Present 

Everglades mink Absent 

( 746 JOO No species listed -
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FLUCFCS 
Code 

814 

Percent Area 
Lee County Listed Species Observation 

Surveyed 

JOO No species listed 

As presented in Table 12-4, the likelihood of occurrence of each listed 
species is based on a review of databases, maps, and ancillary documents 
and an assessment (field review) of the project -site for the occurrence or 
potential occurrence of the species. Listed wildlife species with a high 
probability for occurrence tended to be those avifaunal species that are most 
likely to occur in water bodies or wetland ecosystems that provide suitable 
foraging, loafing, breeding, or nesting habitat; thus, they would be expected 
to periodically visit the surface waters and suitable wetland habitat within 
the general project area. A number of other listed species have a reasonable 
(moderate to high) probability of occurring on the project site within specific 
cover types (Map G-2). Many species that are listed in Table 12-4 have a 
low probability of occurrence ( or an unlikely probability of occurrence) due 
to the general lack of suitable habitat or other factors. 
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Table 12-4 
Projected Plants and Animals wit!, Pote11tial for Occ11rre11ce 011 tl,e Simon Suncoast P,·oject Site 

Lee County, Florida 

Species Habitat Likelihood of 
Occurre11ce 

Rana capito Sam/hills with turkey and bluejack oaks; sand pine scrnb, in Unlikely 

Florida g_op_l,er (=crawfish) f!.·og_ and around gopher tortoise b11rro1.vs. 

Ajaia ajaja Primarily coastal birds. Nests are located in thickets of Low 

large red mangrove or black mangrove 011 islands. 

Roseate spoonbill 

Aphelocoma c. coernlescens Oak scrnb, with shrnbs of live, myrtle, and Chapman's oaks, Unlikely 

Florida scrub jay 
palmettos and sand pine. 

Aram11s g11ara11na Slow moving streams and rivers, marshes, and lakeshores. Moderate to 

Limpkin 
high 

Clwradrius alexa11dri1111s te1111iroslis Requires expansive open, tby. sandy beaches for breeding, Unlikely 

Southeastern sn011y plover 
and both d,y and tidal sand flats forforaging. 

Charadri11t melodus Outer beaches, extensive sand fills, large tidal sand }lats, and Unlikely 

Piping plover 
mudflats. 

Si111011 S1111coast 12-14 

--: ....... , 

Desig11atetl Statusl 

usnvs2 Fwc3 

SSC 

SSC 

T T 

SSC 

T 

T T 

September 2000 



Table 12-4 
· Projected Pla11ts a11d A11i111als with Pote11tial for Occ11rre11ce 011 the Si111011 S,mcoast Project Site 

Lee Co1111ty, Florida 

Species Habitat Likelihood of 
Occ11rre11ce 

Cistothorus pa/ustris 111aria11ae Salt water or brackish marshes containing extensive areas of Unlikely 

Marian 's marsh wren ·' 
black rush and/or con/grass, usually within the estuaries of 
rivers. but occasionally in sawgrass and phragmites near the 
coast. 

Egref ta caerulea Shallow freshwater, brackish, and saltwater habitats. Observed Oil-

Little blue heron 
site 

Egrella rufescens Almost entirely a coastal species nesting 011 mangrove Low 

Reddish egret 
islands QJI(/ feeding in the surrowuling shallows. Rarely 
seen in i11lwul freshwater habitats even in extre111e southern 
Florida 

Egretta thula Ponds, stream banks, 111arshes, and pastures. Observed 011-

Snowy egret 
site 

Egretta tricolor Pollcls, stream banks, marshes. and pastures. Observed Oil-

Tricolored heron 
site 

.. 
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Table 12-4 
Projected Plants and Animals with Potential for Occurrence 01i the Simon Stmcoast Project Site 

Lee Co,mty, Florida 

Species llabilat Likelilwo,I of 
Occurre/lce 

Eudocimus a/bus Freshwater, brackish and saline environment. Observed 011-
site 

White ibis 

Falco peregrinus anatwn Migrant and wintering; open terrain, coastal and barrier Low 

American peregrine falcon 
island shorelines, lake and river 111argins, prairies, coastal 
ponds, sloughs, marshes and urban areas with adequate 
prey. 

Falco peregri1111s tzmdrius Winter in Florida: coastal areas provide optimum habitat Low 

Artie peregri11e falcon 
where 111angroves are regeneratingfro111 hurricane damage, 
with dead stubs standing among scattered ponds and 
sloughs. 

Falco sparverius paulus Pine jlatwoods, d,y prairies. Moderate 

Southeastern A111erican keslrel 

Grus canadensis prate11sis Wei prairies, 111arshy lake 111argins, and low-lying i111proved High in pastures 

Florida sandhill crane 
call le pastures. (foraging) 
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Table 12-4 
Projected Pla11ts all{/ A11imals with Pote11tial for Occ11rre11ce 011 the Si111011 S1111coast Project Site 

Lee Co1111ty, Florida 

Species Habitat Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Haematopus palliatus Broad open coastal beaches, mud flats, and spoil islands. Unlikely 

American oystercatcher 

Haliaeetus I. leucocephalus Pine flat woods, dry prairies. Moderate in 

Southern bald eagle 
reservoirs 
(foraging) 

Mycteria americana Wetlands; nesting in cypress swamps. Observed on-

Wood stork 
site 

Peleca1111s occidentalis carolinensis . Nest primarily in mangrove trees from 2 to 35 feet above Unlikely 

Eastern brown pelican 
high tide line. Nesting is confined lo coastal islands. 
Feeding occurs primarily in shallow estuarine waters. 

Picoides borealis Pinewoods with mature to overmature pines. Unlikely 

Red-cockaded woodpecker 
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Table 12-4 
Projected Plants and Animals wit/, Potential for Occurrence 011 the Simon Simcoast Project Site 

Lee Co1111ty, Florida 

Species Habitat Likelil,ood of 
Occ11rre11ce 

Polyborus planc11s mulubonii Open co111111y. D,y prairies with scattered cabbage palms Low 

Audubon's crested caracara 
and wetter areas constitute the typical habitat, although it 
also occurs in improved pasture lands and even in relatively 
wooded areas with more limited stretches of open grassland. 

Speotyto c1111ic11laria jloridana High sandy ground with little growth, particularly prairies, Low to 

Florida burrowing owl 
sandl,i//s, and pastures, and 011 prairie-like expanses of moderate 
ai,ports, industrial plants, and campuses. 

Vermivora bachmani Variety of woodlall{ls, usually in lowlands. Unlikely 

Bachman 's warbler 

Blarina carolinensis (=brevicmula) Low to 
shermani moderate 

Sherman's short-tailed shrew 

Mustela vison evergladensis Freshwater wetlands such as streams, lakes, and swamps. Low 

Everglades mink 
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Table 12-4 
Projected Plants and A11imals with Potei,tial for Occurrence 011 the Simon S,mcoast Project Site 

Lee County, Florida 

Species Habitat Likeli/,ootl of 
Occurrence 

O,yzomys palustris sanibeli Unlikely 

Sanibel Island rice rat 

Sciurus niger avice1111ia Open pine/ands, d,y cypress strands, a/1{1 coastal broad-leaf Moderate 

Big Cypress (=mangrove) fox 
tropical evergreen hammocks. 

squirrel 

Trichec/ws manatus latirostris Sluggish rivers. Unlikely 

West Indian manatee 

Ursus americanus floridanus Swamps, bays, and thickets. Protective status not applicable Low --

Florida black bear 
within the Apalacl1icola National Forest and Baker and 
Columbia counties. 

Cladonia perforata Unlikely 

Pe,forate reindeer lichen; deer moss 

Si111011 S1111coast 12-19 

Designated Statusl 

USFWS2 FJVC3 

SSC 

T 

E E 

C T 

E 

Septe111ber 2000 



_.,,----... __ 

Table 12-4 
Projected Plants and Animals with Potential for Occurrence 011 the Simon S1111coast Project Site 

Lee County, Florida 

Species Habitat Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Deeringothamnus pulchel/us Poorly drained slash pine-saw palmetto jlatwoods. Low 

Beautiful pawpaw; white 
squirrel-banana 

Alligator mississippiensis Wetlands, lakes, and streams. Moderate to 

American alligator 
high 

Drymarchon corais couperi Pine jlatwoods, tropical hammocks. Low to 

E~stern indigo snake 
moderate 

Gophenis polyphemus Xeric; sand pine, longleaf pine, turkey oak, and live oak Low 

Gopher tortoise 
hammocks and sand pine scrub. 

--~ 

Designated Statusl 

USFJVS2 FJVC3 

E 

T(SIA) SSC 

T T 

SSC 

1 E = Endangered; T = Threatened; T(SIA) = Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance; SSC = Species of Special Concern; C = 
Candidate for Listing, Sufficient lnfor111atio11 Available,' CE= Co111mercially Exploited 

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

3 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
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Several wading bird species have a high potential to utilize the Vegetated 
Non-Forested Wetlands (640), Borrow Lakes (526), or higher quality mixed 
wetland forests (624) for foraging, loafing, or roosting (Map G-2). Such 
species include limpkin (Aramus guarauana) (SSC, FWC), little blue heron 
(Egretta caerulea) (SSC, FWC), snowy egret (Egretta thula), (SSC. FWC), 
tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor) (SSC, FWC), white ibis (Eudocimus a/bus) 
(SSC, FWC), and wood stork (Mycteria americana) (E, USFWS and FWC). 
On November 18, 1999, one little blue heron and four tricolored herons were 
observed loafing and sporadically foraging in the improved pastures within 
the southern portion of the site (Cell No. 211A) (Map G-1) . It is important to 
note that these wading birds were observed in an area of the improved 
pasture that was shallowly flooded as a result of dewatering activities on the 
adjacent out parcel. On November 19, 1999, two adult wood storks were 
spotted in the mixed wetland forest habitat (perched in mature pond cypress 
trees) within the northern portion of the site (Cell No. 624C3). Within the 
adjacent surface water (Cell No. 526C), 13 white ibises were perched in a 
solitary pond cypress tree and three tricolored herons were observed loafing 
on the water (November 19, 1999). Five little blue herons, two white ibises, 
one snowy egret, and 12 glossy ibises (Plegadis falcinellus) were also observed 
loafing and sporadically foraging within the vegetated non-forested wetland 
community (Cell No. 640C) to the east of the aforementioned surface water 
(November 19, 1999). (Note: the glossy ibis is not a state or federally listed 
species). During the field reconnaissance, no listed avifaunal species were 
observed in the other borrow lakes (Cell Nos. 526A, 526B, and 526D) or the 
remaining vegetated non-forested wetland (Cell No. _ 640B) and lower 
quality, mixed wetland forests (Cell Nos. 624C1 and 624C2). No nests of 
listed avifaunal species were found during the groundtruthing of the wetland 
habitat and surface waters on the project. According to the Florida Atlas of 
Breeding Sites for Herons and Their Allies (FWC Nongame Wildlife 
Program, Technical Report No. 10, September 1991), the nearest recorded 
rookeries (three) are located between three and five miles to the west of the 
subject parcel, in the Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve and adjacent lands. 

Florida sandhill cranes (Grus canadensis pratensis) (T. FWC) have a high 
potential to forage within the Improved Pastures (211). Essentially, any areas 
in maintained grassland can be utilized for foraging. Some of the herbaceous 
wetland areas may also provide some potential for Florida sandhill crane 
foraging. No Florida sandhill cranes or their nests were observed or detected . 
in the project site during the site investigations. The property does not appear 
to contain the type of emergent habitat that would be suitable for sandhill 
crane nesting. Florida sandhill crane nests are often constructed in wetland 
depressions comprised of emergent vegetation. Suitable nesting habitat 
typically includes Freshwater Marshes (641) . Such habitat, however, is · 
essentially uncommon on-site. 
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Neither southern bald eagle (Haliaeetus 1. leucocephalus) (T. USFWS and 
FWC) nor their nests were observed on the project site during the field 
reconnaissance. The Borrow Lakes (526) may provide a source of fisheries 
for southern bald eagles. However, no southern bald eagles were observed 
foraging within any of the on-site su,face waters. Ms. Julia B. Dodge of the 
FWC was contacted in regard to the FWC southern bald eagle nesting 
database and the locations of nests that may occur in close proximity to the 
project site. Although correspondence from Ms. Dodge (dated August 1, 
2000) indicates that Nest No. LE028 is within a mile of Sections 4 and 9 in 
which the project site falls, in a further discussion with Ms. Dodge on August 
23, 2000 it was determined that the nest is greater than a mile from the 
project site. If future nesting southern bald eagle census data reveal the 
existence of a nest within close proximity to the property, such that protective 
zones could extend into the property, the appropriate regulatory agencies 
will be contacted. 

Although not observed during the site investigation, a moderate potential 
exists for the occurrence of the southeastern American kestrel (Falco 
sparverius paulus) (T. FWC) on the project. In general, such occurrences 
would be limited to the porcions of the project site that provide an adequate 
prey base and suitable nesting sites. Foraging kestrels could utilize the open 
habitat that is present within the Improved Pastures (211) or other areas that 
exhibit suitable substrate conditions. Suitable nest sites would include dead 
pine or oak trees with cavities. No suitable cavity trees were observed, 
however, during the investigation. A low to moderate potential exists for t.he 
occurrence of burrowing owls (Speotyto cunicularia) (SSC, FWC) within the 
improved pastures. No burrowing owls or their sign (ground burrows and 
casts) were observed, however, during the groundtruthing efforts. 

Although not observed, a moderate to high potential exists for the 
occurrence of the American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis) (SSC, FWC) 
within the Borrow Lakes (526) on-site. Potential feeding, loafing, and 
nesting habitat is present within these surface waters. The population of the 
American alligator has increased statewide; therefore, no regional impact on 
this species would essentially occur from development of the property if future 
inhabitation by this species occurred. 

No gopher tortoises (Gopherus polyphemus) (SSC, FWC) or their sign 
(burrows, tracks, and scat) were observed or detected on the project site. A 
survey of 100% of the area of potentially suitable habitat was conducted in 
accordance with the FWC guidelines as outlined in "Ecology and Habitat 
Protection Needs of Gopher Tortoise Populations Found on Lands Slated for 
Large-Scale Development in Florida" (Nongame Wildlife Program Technical 
Report No. 4, December 1987). Among upland cover types, the Improved 
Pastures (211) were considered to be the most suitable for inhabitation by 
gopher tortoises. However, the likelihood of occurrence was determined to be 
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low due to the intensive management activities, such as mowing and bush 
hogging, that have been conducted for many years. Commensal species which 
are known to inhabit gopher tortoise burrows, such as the Florida gopher 
frog (Rana capito) (SSC, FWC) and the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon 
corais couperi) (T, USFWS and FWC) were not observed, nor was any sign of 
their presence detected during the groundtruthing of areas of suitable habitat 
within the subject parcel. An unlikely potential for occurrence of the Florida 
gopher frog was presumed, as tortoise burrows were not observed during the 
field survey. The eastern indigo snake occasionally utilizes wetland habitats 
and the burrows of other animals, in addition to the burrows of gopher 
tortoises. A low to moderate potential for occurrence is presumed for this_ 
latter species. 

Although not observed, a moderate potential exists for the occurrence of the 
Big Cypress fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennia) (T, FWC) on the project. 
Among upland cover types, the slash pine-melaleuca upland forest community 
(Cell No. 415A) was considered to be the most suitable for inhabitation by Big 
Cypress fox squirrels. Although the scientific literature is not e.xhaustive, 
southern slash pine is considered to be a preferred food source for this 
species. Nevertheless, the likelihood of occurrence was determined to be 
moderate at best, primarily due to the heavy infestation of melaleuca in the 
canopy and shrub strata of this relict pine flatwoods community. The 
melaleuca-slash pine-cypress mixed wetland forests that occur along the 
western property boundary (Cell Nos. 624Cl and 624C2) were considered to 
be relatively unsuitable, also due to the heavy infestation of melaleuca in the 
canopy and understory. 

A low potential for occurrence of the Florida black bear (Ursus americanus 
floridanus) (T, FWC) was reported for the project. Habitat loss from 
expanding urbanization, agricultural development, and other factors is 
considered to be the major cause of the decline of this species in Florida. As 
Florida black bears are particularly vulnerable to habitat loss and prefer 
extensive forested landscapes, their occurrence in small areas of marginally 
suitable habitat would not be highly expected. Marginally suitable habitat 
for the Florida black bear is present on the project site, within the forested 
uplands and wetlands. These areas are not large in size, however, and are 
graphic examples of fragmented habitat. An isolated population of the 
Florida black bear is not expected to exist on the Simon Suncoast _DRI 
project site. No sign of the Florida black bear was detected during the field 
survey. A low potential for occurrence is also presumed for the Florida 
panther (Felis concolor coryi) . 

No federally listed plant species were observed on the Simon Suncoast project 
site during the field survey. The overall potential for occurrence of federally 
listed plant species is considered to be low due to historic and current 
alterations in the landscape from agricultural activities and the pronounced 
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invasion of nuisance and exotic plant species within the forested uplands, 
forested wetlands, and herbaceous wetlands. 

For all of the observed listed wildlife species, and potentially occurring listed 
wildlife and plant species, unique or specific habitat requirements are 
relatively limited on the property. For observed wading bird species such as 
little blue heron, sno»y egret, tricolored heron, white ibis, and wood stork, 
shallow emergent wetland areas, the littoral edges of surface waters, and even 
some upland areas that are temporarily inundated can serve as foraging 
habitat. Nesting habitat is relatively unique, in that it is typically comprised of 
an island surrounded by water deep enough to exclude predators. Some of this 
type of unique nesting habitat may exist in the vicinity of the property, but 
appears to be relatively limited on-site. Foraging habitat of Florida sandhill 
cranes and southeastern American kestrels generally includes open pasture 
areas that are common throughout this region of Lee County. Forested 
uplands and wetlands provide habitat for the Big Cypress fox squirrel; 
however, the forested communities on the project are not considered to be 
highly suitable due to the heavy infestation of melaleuca in the canopy and 
understory of these areas. Forested uplands and wetlands within areas 
adjacent to the project can provide habitat for listed wildlife and plant species, 
particularly in expansive undeveloped areas where habitat fragmentation has 
not accelerated. 

During the November 18 and 19, 1999 field surveys, observations of non-listed 
species of wildlife were also reported. . 17zese species, along with the 
aforementioned, obse.rved state and federally listed wildlife species, are 
presented in Table 12-5 below. 
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Table 12-5 
Wildlife Species Observed on the Simon Suncoast Project Site, 

Lee County, Florida 

Species 

Type of Observationl 
Common Name Scientific Name 

BIRDS 

American bittern Botaunis lentiginosus 0 

American coot Fulica americana 0 

American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos 0 

Anhinga Anhinga anhinga 0 

Belted kingfisher Ceryle alcyon 0 

Cattle egret Bubulcus ibis 0 

Common grackle Quiscalus quiscula 0/C 

Common moorhen Gallinula chloropus 0 

Common snipe Gallinago gallinago 0 

Eastern meadowlark Sturnella magna 0/C 

Glossy ibis Plegadis falcinellus 0 

Great blue heron Ardea herodias 0 

Great egret Ardea alba 0 

Killdeer Charadrius vocifenis 0 

Little blue heron Egretta caerulea 0 

Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus 0 

Mourning dove Zena.'da macroura 0 

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus 0 

Red-bellied woodpecker Melanerpes carolinus C 

Red-headed woodpecker 
Melunerpes 

0 
erythr_ocephalus 

Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus 0/C 

Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus 0/C 

Designated Status2 

FWC3 
USFWS 

4 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

SSC -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

Simon Suncoast 12-25 September 2000 



/ 

Species Designated Status2 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Type of Observationl 

FWC3 

Snol-lY egret Egretta thula 0 SSC 

Tricolored heron Egretta tricolor 0 SSC 

Turkey vulture Cathartes aura 0 -

White ibis Eudocimus a/bus 0 SSC 

Wood stork Mycteria americana 0 E 

Raccoon 

MAMMALS 

Procyon lotor TIS -

I O=Observed; C=Call; T=Tracks ; S=Scat. 
2 E = Endangered; T = Threatened; T(SIA) = Threatened due to Similarity of 
Appearance; SSC = Species of Special Concern. 
3 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. 
4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

D. Indicate what impact development of the site will pose to affected state 
or federally listed wildlife and plant resources. 

Development of the Simon Suncoast project site wlil primarily occur with.in 
agricultural lands [Improved Pastures (211)] and relict pine flatwoods that 
are infested with melaleuca (415). With the exception of the reported 
occurrence of one little blue heron and four tricolored herons in the 
improved pastures within the southern portion of the project site, no state or 
federally listed wildlife species were observed in these upland vegetative cover 
and land use types. The occasional utilization of the on-site pastures by listed 
wading bird species (i.e., for loafing or foraging) is not considered to be 
unusual. Such land use is common in Lee County. Therefore, no significant 
impacts to listed wildlife species are anticipated for this project, with respect to 
the utilization of these upland areas by listed species. No federally listed plant 
resources were found during the field survey of the upland cover types in the 
project. 

Based on the results of the on-site reconnaissance effort and a review of 
maps and databases, the project site provides suitable habitat for various 
wetland-dependent and upland-dependent wildlife species. The majority of 
these species, however, are not listed. Suitable habitat for certain other 
listed species of wildlife is not present in the project, or is of low quality. 
The various contributory factors include site fragmentation and increased 
isolation from major wildlife corridors, historic and current land use 
(primarily cattle ranching), and encroachment from urban development. 
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Common avian and small mammalian species are expected to utilize the 
project site more than listed wetland-dependent and upland-dependent 
species. Foraging habitat of Florida sandhill cranes and southeastern 
American kestrels generally includes open pasture. Such areas are common 
within Lee County and can be utilized by these species. Intensive management 
activities in the improved pastures on-site have also significantly reduced the 
potential of these agricultural lands to support a population of gopher 
tortoises. The small, relict, pine jlatwoods area that exists within the southern 
portion of the property is not considered to be optimal habitat for the Big 
Cypress fox squirrel or the Florida black bear. 

Approximately 22.15 acres of SFWMD jurisdictional wetlands [Melaleuca­
Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forests (624) and Vegetated Non-Forested 
Wetlands (640)} and 4.81 acres of SFWMD jurisdictional surface waters 
[Borrow Lakes (526)} will remain unaltered post-development. Due to the 
amount of wetland/surface water acreage remaining on-site post-development, 
suitable habitat will be available for species that can utilize these areas for 
feeding, loafing, and/or nesting. During the field survey, various listed 
avzfaunal species were observed within the forested and herbaceous wetlands 
and surface waters within the north central portion of the project site. These 
species included wood stork, white ibis, tricolored heron, snoi-ry egret, and 
little blue heron. As the majority of these areas will not be impacted, no 
significant loss of habitat is expected. 

Under the proposed site development plan, approximately 3.06 acres of 
Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forests (624) (Cell No. 624C2) 
will be impacted. During the field survey, no listed wildlife species were 
observed in this melaleuca-infested forested wetland. The diversity of the 
existing vegetation is relatively low and the surrounding land use is 
improved pasture. No adverse impacts to listed wildlife species are 
anticipated as a result of development. Wetland No. 21, a 2. 78-acre Vegetated 
Non-Forested Wetland (640) (Cell No. 640B) within the east central portion of 
the project site will also be impacted under the proposed site development 
plan. Melaleuca is present in the canopy and understory of this isolated 
herbaceous wetland. The surrounding land use is improved pasture. During 
the field survey, no listed wildlife species were observed in the wetland. No 
adverse impacts to listed wildlife species are anticipated as a result of 
development. 

Approximately 6. 72 acres of existing, non-jurisdictional, surface waters 
[Borrow Lakes (526)} will be excavated (dredged) and incorporated into the 
SWMS and 7.84 acres of non-jurisdic.:tional surface waters will be filled for 
commercial development. These surface waters are not unique in Lee 
County. During the field survey, no listed wildlife species were observed in 
the non-jurisdictional surface waters. The functions that are currently being 
provided by these isolated water bodies, such as water storage, water 
quality, and wildlife habitat, will essentially be replaced by the SWMS and 
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the construction of stormwater ponds. In general, no adverse impacts to 
listed wildlife species are anticipated as a result of development. 

The water quality, vegetation. and edaphic conditions of the forested and 
herbaceous wetlands and the existing borrow lakes on the property have 
been impacted over time by cattle grazing activities. The condition of the 
remaining wetlands and swface waters on the project site, in the post­
development condition, will not be further impacted in this manner, as cattle 
will no longer be grazing on-site. 

No federally listed plant species were observed on the Simon Suncoast project 
site during the field reconnaissance. The existing upland and wetland plant 
communities were not characterized as unique or rare in the region. 
Therefore, no adverse impacts are expected as a result of construction 
activities. 

E. Discuss what measures are proposed to be taken to mitigate impacts to 
state and federally listed wildlife and plant resources. If protection is 
proposed to occur on-site, describe what legal instrument will be used to 
protect the site, and what management actions will be taken to maintain 
habitat value. If protection is proposed to occur off-site, identify the 
proposed amount and type of lands to be mitigated as well as whether 
mitigation would be through a regional mitigation land bank, by 
acquisition of lands that adjoin existing public holdings, or by other 
means. 

No critical habitat for T&E species occurs on-site. Only incidental use by 
wading bird species is anticipated. Therefore, no special measures are 
proposed for protection ofT&E species. 

The majority of the SFWMD jurisdictional wetlands and surface waters within 
the north central portion of the property will not be impacted by the proposed 

. development plan (Figure 13-1). Consequently, the listed wading bird species 
that are known to utilize these areas will be afforded appropriate protection. 
These forested and herbaceous wetlands comprise a portion of a historic 
wetland strand (Halfivay Creek) that terminates at the Estero River. Although 
the construction of U.S. Highway 41 and the Seminal~ Gulf Railway along the 
respective western and eastern boundaries of the property has historically 
affected the mobility (travel) of mammalian and herpetofaunal wildlife along 
this corridor, there appears to be no restrictions to utilization of the on-site 
wetland/surface water habitat by avifaunal species. Through on-site 
preservation, listed avifaunal species and other aquazic and wetland-dependent 
species will be provided the opportunity to continue to utilize these wetlands 
and surface waters. 

Based on a review of draft guidelines, including Ecology and Protection Needs 
of Florida Sandhill Cranes and Areas Proposed for Land Conversion Activities 
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(September 1994), Ecology and Habitat Protection Needs of the Southeastern 
American Kestrel on Large-Scale Development Sites in Florida (Technical 
Report No. 13), Development Guidelines for the White Ibis Habitat Protection 
in Florida (Draft Non-game Wildlife Program Technical Report, unnumbered), 
and other documents, there does not appear to be any specific mitigation needs 
to ensure that habitat is provided for these species. The preservation of on­
site, jurisdictional wetland areas and surface waters, along with the 
construction of stonnwater ponds (with sodded benns), should provide 
sufficient habitat/or many of these species. 

From FWC Wildlife Methodology Guidelines for Completing Question 12 of 

the Application for Development Approval: 

A.1. A valid collector's permit from the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission is required for individuals engaged in the 
handling and collection of birds, mammals, and all listed species. 
Please provide the permit number, expiration date, and name(s) of the 
individual(s) involved with sampling activities which require a permit. 

Please refer to response to Questions 12.B and 12. C. The only listed 
species observed on the Simon Suncoast project site were wading birds. 
No nests of avifaunal species were observed during site reconnaissance. 
As observations of these avifaunal species were limited strictly to loafing 
and foraging situations, a collector's permit from FWC will not be 
required. 

A.2. List all the species classified as endangered, threatened, or of special 
concern that are known, or have the potential, to utilize the project 
site. 

Please refer to response to Question 12. C. 

A.3. Cite the reference and date of publication of the list being used. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.B. 
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A.4. For those protected species specifically sampled for, include the 
sampling methodology, sampling dates, and amount of effort 
expended. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.B. 

A.5. Identify on a map the locations of pedestrian transects, trap grids, 
herp arrays, or other field sampling plots used to determine the onsite 
status of protected species. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.C and to Map G-1. 

A.6. Present the results of all sampling efforts in terms of number of 
individuals, and map (scale 1" = 200') the location of observed 
individuals. 

Please refer to response to Question 12. C. 

A.7 Discuss what measures will be taken to minimize the project's impacts 
on protected fish and wildlife and their habitats. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.D and Question 12.E. 

Natural Plant Communities 

1. Use Level ill of the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification 
System to identify and map all land uses on the site. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.A. 

2. Indicate the occurrence of any of the following rare natural upland 
plant communities: sand plne scrub, xeric oak scrub, longleaf 
pine/xeric oak sandhill, xeric oak hammock, tropical hardwood 
hammock, coastal hammock, longleaf pine-wiregrass, and old growth 
stands of longleaf pine and slash pine flatwoods. 

3. 

None of the above-listed cover types occur on the Simon Suncoast project 
site. 

Discuss the condition (successional state, species diversity and 
composition) and past land uses of any of the above plant communities 
found on site. 

None of the above plant communities are found on-site. 
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4. Discuss what measures will be taken to retain viable amounts of these 
communities within the proposed development. 

None of the above plant communities are found on-site. 
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QUESTION 13 - WETLANDS 

A. If there are valid wetlands on the site, discuss and specify the following: 

1. Acreage and percentage of property which is currently wetlands. 
These wetlands should be shown on Map F, Vegetation Associations 
and identified by individual reference numbers. (Their numbers 
should be utilized in responding to the other sub-questions.) 

As discussed in Question 12.A, wetlands and surface waters on the Simon 
Suncoast project site encompass 5 0. 79 acres (I 0. 51 %) of the parcel 
(Table 13-1). General descriptions of these wetlands and surface waters 
have been provided in our response to Question 12.A. Map F-1 depicts 
the FLUCFCS cover types, as based on photointerpretation, field 
investigations, and documentation submitted to the SFWMD as part of 
existing permit approvals. Each wetland and surface water area on Map 
F-1 is identified by a reference number. Map F-2 depicts the landward 
limits of SFWMD wetland jurisdiction on the Simon Suncoast project site. 
Among the four Borrow Lakes (526) that occur in the Simon Suncoast 
project s.ite, only the northernmost surface water (the southern portion of 
Wetland No. 19) was claimed as jurisdictional by the SFWMD in the 
existing permits. 
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Table 13-1 
Cover Type and Acreage of Wetlands a11d Surface Waters Fou11d 011 tire Simon 

Su11coast Project Site, Lee County, Florida 

FLUCFCS Wetland/Surface 
Description Acreage 

Percent of Total 
Code 

624 

624 

624 

640 

640 

526 

526 

526 

526 

Water No. Wetla11d Acreage 

W/8 
Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 

9.06 17.84 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

W19 
Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 

3.06 - 6.02 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

W22 
Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 

8.49 16.72 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

W20 
Vegetated Non-Forested 

8.03 15.81 
Wetland 

W21 
Vegetated Non-Forested 

2.78 5.47 
Wetland 

W/9 ~ ... Borrow Lakes 4.81 9.47 

SW! Borrow Lakes 5.80 11.42 
.. 

SW2 Borrow Lakes 4.17 8.21 

SWJ Borrow Lakes 4.59 9.04 

Total 50.79 100.00 

SFWMD Jurisdictional Areas include WI 8, WJ 9 (both 526 and 624 cover 
types) , W20, W21, and W22. 

2. Historic hydroperiods and seasonal water elevations of on-site 
wetlands. 

The hydrology for the Simon Suncoast project site has experienced various 
changes in the past 10 to 15 years due to active agricultural activities and 
drainage basin changes. Historically, the project 's stormwater runoff 
consisted of shallow overland sheetflow from the upland areas into wetland 
areas for conveyance to the nearby Halfway Creek (to the west). Dun'ng 
the late 1970s, agricultural improvements served to drain the property for 
improved pasture areas. These agricultural improvements were 
incorporated into the SFWMD Construction and Operation Permit (Permit 
No. 36-00288-S) in 1982. Proposed facilities under this SFWMD 
Construction and Operation Permit included on-site lakes, additional 
swales, dikes and weir control structures. The proposed weir structures 
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established control elevations for the site at 13. 0 feet National Geodetic 
Vertical Datum (NGVD). 

During a series of SFWMD Construction and Operation Permit 
modifications from 1986 to 1990, the project's SWMS was revised to 
incorporate more current drainage concepts, which utilized the on-site 
wetlands for stormwater conveyance while also reestablishing their 
historical hydroperiods. As part of the SFWMD permit modifications, the 
project's control elevations for Sections 4 and 9 were lowered to 12. 0 feet 
NGVD (based upon historic, biological indicators for normal pool and 
seasonal high water levels) . As a result, the connected "flow-way" wetland 
strands have experienced increased hydroperiods. The 23.98 acres of 
wetland hydroperiod enhancement on the project site has improved and will 
continue to improve the hydrology of these wetland systems. Wetland 
functions and values (e.g., water quality and wildlife habitat) have also 
improved as a result of the of the wetland hydroperiod enhancement. 

3. Acreage and location of wetlands which are to be preserved in their 
natural or existing state, including proposed hydroperiods, seasonal 
water elevations and methods for preservation. 

The development of the Simon Suncoast project site will primarily occur in 
the upland areas of the parcel. Therefore, the majority of the SFWMD 
j urisdictional wetlands and surface waters will remain unaltered post­
development. As depicted on Figure 1 3-1, the preserved wetlands and 
surface waters include 16.47 acres of Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed 
Wetland Forests (624) , 5.68 acres of Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland 
(640), and 4. 81 acres of Borrow Lakes (526). The forested and herbaceous 
wetlands and surface waters that will remain on-site post-development will 
be protected via a deed of conservation easement. In addition, the 
preserved wetlands and surface waters will retain a functional hydroperiod 
through the use of a previously approved SWMS, as permitted with the 
SFWMD under Permit No. 36-00288-S. 

4. Acreage and location of areas to be enhanced, including proposed 
hydroperiods, seasonal water elevations and methods of 
enhancement. 

The proposed wetland preservation/enhancement plan for the Simon · 
Suncoast DR! project site was incorporated into the overall mitigation plan 
for the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project that was previously approved by 
the SFWMD in Permit No. 36-00288-S and the Department of the Army, 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Individual Permit (IP) No. 199504886 (JP­
CC). The 424.3 acres of wetland hydroperiod enhancement previously 
permitted for the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project has improved and will 
continue to improve the hydrology of the wetland systems on this property. 
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Wetland functions and values (e.g., water quality and wildlife habitat) have 
also improved as a result of the of the wetland hydroperiod enhancement. 
The mode of enhancement was presented in Question 13.A.2. On the Simon 
Suncoast project site, the wetland hydroperiod enhancement encompassed 
8. 71 acres of Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forests (624) 
and 2. 78 acres of Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) . Hydroperiod 
enhancement to restored wetlands included 7. 68 acres of Vegetated Non­
Forested Wetland (640) and 4.81 acres of Borrow Lakes (526). These 
SFWMD jurisdictional areas are depicted on Figure 13-1. 

5. Actions taken to mm1mize or mitigate impacts on wetland areas, 
including maintaining the hydroperiod and providing buffers. 

The project has been designed to provide a balance between appropriate 
development activities and conservation of the various on-site (SFWMD 
jurisdictional) wetland communities and su,face waters. The project was 
designed to avoid unnecessary impacts to the higher quality wetlands (i.e., 
the majority of the area of the forested/herbaceous wetland strand in the 
north central portion of the site) and shift necessary wetland impacts to the 
smaller, isolated wetlands (Wetland No. 21) and the non-jurisdictional 
su,face waters (Su,face Water Nos. 6, 7, and 8) on the project. 

It is important to note that the majority of the proposed wetland impacts that 
are associated with the Simon Suncoast DR! project site have been 
previously approved and permitted by the SFWMD and the ACOE. 
However, additional impacts, primarily associated with the construction of 
an arterial road serving as a north/south reliever roadway for U.S. 41, 
are proposed along the eastern portion of the project site. Although the 
roadway alignment will encroach into Wetland Nos. 18, 20, and 21, the 
total impact to these SFWMD jurisdictional areas is considered to be 
minimal (5.51 acre). This unavoidable road crossing should not 
significantly lower the functional quality of these areas. 

The proposed impacts to the SFWMD jurisdictional wetlands and su,face 
waters were determined based on the overall project plan and surrounding 
land uses, the net developable acreage needed to support the basic project 
purpose, and the location of the on-site wetlands and su,face waters with 
respect to the individual development pods. Through the careful 
development of a site plan that is sensitive to the locations and functions of 
the higher quality wetlands and su,face waters, the project will minimize 
impacts to the SFWMD jurisdictional areas. The preserved wetlands will 
essentially include all areas where common utilization by listed avifaunal 
species can be expected. 

To minimize impacts to wetland hydrology, a previously permitted SWMS 
will be utilized to maintain and further establish designed wetland 
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hydroperiods. In addition, erosion and sediment control measures will be 
implemented during constrnction. 

6. Acreage and location of wetlands which will be disturbed or altered, 
including a discussion of the specific alterations and disturbances. 

Under the current site development plan, approximately 3.41 acres of 
Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forests (624) and 0.35 acre 
of Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands (640) will be impacted. As proposed, 
the northern portion of Wetland No. 19 and the western edge of Wetland 
Nos. 18 and 20 will be filled as previously permitted under SFWMD 
Management and Storage of Suiface Waters (MSSW) Permit No. 36-
00288-S and ACOE IP No. 199504886 (IP-CC) . The diversity of the 
existing vegetation is relatively low within this melaleuca-infested 
wetland. No listed wildlife species or plant resources were observed in this 
wetland during the field survey. 

A 2. 78-acre Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) (Wetland No. 21) 
located within the east central portion of the project site will also be 
impacted under the current site development plan. As proposed, this 
isolated herbaceous wetland will be filled in association with the 
constrnction of a county arterial roadway and minor commercial and 
office uses. Melaleuca is present in the canopy and understo,y of the 
wetland. The surrounding land use consists of improved pasture. During 
the field survey, no listed wildlife species or plant resources were 
observed in this wetland. 

A county arterial road is proposed that will extend along the eastern 
portion of the project site. The roadway alignment will encroach into 
Wetland Nos. 18, 20, and 21. The respective fill impacts to these SFWMD 
jurisdictional areas will be 0. 73, 2.00, and 2. 78 acres, respectively. An 
additional 2. 09 acres of impact is also proposed to Surface Water No. 2. 
This unavoidable road crossing should not significantly lower the 
functional quality of these areas. 

Approximately 6. 72 acres of existing, non-jurisdictional suiface waters 
[Borrow Lakes (526)} will be excavated (dredged) and incorporated into 
the proposed SWMS. In addition, approximately 7.84 acres of non­
jurisdictional suiface waters will be filled for commercial development. 
These suiface waters are not unique in Lee County. During the field 
survey, no listed wildlife species or plant resources were observed in any 
of the non-jurisdictional suiface waters. The functions that are currently 
being provided by these isolated water bodies, such as water storage, 
water quality, and wildlife habitat, will essentially be replaced by the 
SWMS and the constrnction of stormwater ponds. 
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According to the current land use plan, approximately 9.27 acres of fill 
impacts to SFWMD jurisdictional wetlands and surface waters are 
proposed for the Simon Suncoast project site. In addition, approximately 
14.56 acres of dredge and fill impacts to non-jurisdictional surface waters 
are proposed. It is important to note that 3. 76 acres of the proposed 
wetland impacts that are associated with the Simon Suncoast DRI project 
site have been previously approved and permitted by the SFWMD and the 
ACOE. Only 5.51 acres of additional wetland impacts beyond what has 
been previously permitted are being proposed, and will be associated with 
the constn1ction of a county arterial roadway and minor commercial and 
office uses. Figure 13-1 depicts the approximate locations of the proposed 
wetland and surface water impacts, while the approximate acreage of each° 
impact area is presented in Table 13-2. 

Table 13-2 
Proposed Wetland and Surface Water Impacts According to the Current Land 

Use Plan for the Simon Suncoast Project Site, Lee County, Florida 

Impact Area Cover Type Description 
Estimated Impact 

Acreage 

SFWMD Jurisdictional Wetland and Surface Water Ime_acts Previouslv Permitted Under SFWMD 
Permit No. 36-00288-S 

Wl8 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forest (624) 0.35 

WJ9 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mi:a~d Wetland Forest (624) 3.06 

W22 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forest (624) 0.00 

W20 Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) 0.35 

W21 Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland(640) 0.00 

WJ9 Borrow Lakes (526) 0.00 

Subtotal 3. 76 
Additional Impacts Not Previouslv Permitted 

Wl8 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forest (624) 0.73 

W20 Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) 2.00 

W21 Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) 2.78 

Subtotal 5.51 
-

TOTAL 9.27 

SFWMD Jurisdictional Areas include WJ, W2, SW], W4, and W5. 
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7. Precautions to be taken during construction to protect wetland areas. 

· Wetlands and surface waters remaining on the project site will be protected 
during construction through the implementation of temporary erosion and 
sedimentation control procedures. The limits of wetlands and surface 
waters will be clearly identified in construction documents. Temporary 
erosion controls would include, but are not limited to, grassing, mulching, 
seeding, watering and reseeding spoil and borrow area surfaces. 
Temporary sedimentation controls would include, but are not be limited to, 
filter cloths, silt dams, traps, barriers, appurtenances at the foot of the 
sloped surfaces, which will ensure that sedimentation pollution will either 
be eliminated or maintained within acceptable limits as established by the 
SFWMD. These control mechanisms will be installed and maintained as 
shown on approved descriptions and working drawings. 

The contractor shall be responsible for providing these temporary erosion 
and sedimentation control measures during construction or until final 
controls become effective. Should any of the control measures fail to 
produce results that comply with the SFWMD, the contractor shall 
immediately take whatever steps are necessary to correct the deficiency at 
his own expense. 

8. If available, provide jurisdictional determinations. 

Map F-2 depicts the landward limits of SFWMD wetland jurisdiction on 
the Simon Suncoast project site. The wetland boundaries on the 3,054-
acre Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project, which encompassed the Simon 
Suncoast project site, were verified by SFWMD staff over a series of field 
reconnaissance since 1986. Under durational grandfathering, the 
jurisdictional wetland boundaries on the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project 
were included in SFWMD MSSW Construction and Operation Permit No. 
36-00288-S. SFWMD Permit No. 36-00288-S, as modified, was issued by 
the SFWMD on October 9, 1997. Among the four Borrow Lakes (526) 
that occur in the Simon Suncoast project site, only the northernmost 
surface water (the southern portion of Wetland No. 19) was claimed as 
jurisdictional by the SFWMD. Other permits issued by the SFWMD for the 
Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project include Water Use Permit No. 36-00445-
W (issued on Febnwry 12, 1998), which allows for the use of groundwater 
from the water table aquifer for pasture and t-he construction of eight wells 
and pumps with an annual allocation of 1,314 million gallons of water. 
Wetland Resource Permit No. 36-00116-D for the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks 
project was issued by the SFWMD on July · l 0, 1997. 

The Sweetwater MPD!Brooks project (inclusive of the Simon Suncoast 
project site) is grandfathered from the application of both the new 
Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) rules, which were adopted on 
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October 3, 1995, and the Section 373.4211, Florida Statutes, ratified 
wetlands delineation methodology rule (Ratified Wetlands Delineation 
Methodology). By correspondence dated July 15 and August 20, 1996, Mr. 
John Fumero, Assistant General Counsel. Regulatory and Planning Section, 
Office of Counsel, SFWMD, confirmed that the Section 373.414(12)(b) 
applies to grandfather the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks from the application of 
the Ratified Wetlands Delineation Methodology. In addition, the 
Sweetwater MPD/Brooks is grandfathered from the application of ERP and 
the Ratified Wetlands Delineation Methodology pursuant to Section 
3 73.414(13), since the Petition for Jurisdictional Declaratory Statement, 
dated May 31, 1994, for the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks was filed with the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on May 31, 1994, 
in the matter a/In Re: Edward J. McArdle Trust, Sweetwater Ranch (West), 
Lee Countv, Florida. FDEP No. BJ-36-253986-5. 

The ACOE issued IP No. 199504886 (IP-CC) on September 12, 1997, for 
impacts to "waters of the United States" on the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks 
project. 

B. Provide any proposed plans ( conceptual or specific) for created or 
enhanced wetland areas, including littoral lake slopes, buffers, 
vegetative species to be planted, etc. 

Mitigation for 3. 76 acres of previously permitted wetland impacts associated 
with the Simon Suncoast project site was provided by the approved and 
permitted mitigation plan included in SFWMD MSSW Permit No. 36-00288-S 
issued for the Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project. As stated in the permit, the 
mitigation plan includes the eradication of exotic vegetation and wetland 
hydroperiod enhancement within the entire Sweetwater MPD/Brooks project. 
The hydroperiod enhancement activities have served to improve and will 
continue to improve the hydrology of the wetland systems on this property. 
Wetland functions and values (e.g., water quality and wildlife habitat) have 
also improved as a result of the of the wetland hydroperiod enhancement. The 
mode of enhancement was presented in Question 13.A.2. On the Simon 
Suncoast project site, the wetland hydroperiod enhancement encompassed 8. 71 
acres of Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress Mixed Wetland Forests (624), and 2. 78 
acre:: of Vegetated Non-Forested Wetland (640) (see Figure 13-1). 

An additional 5.51 acres of impacts not previously permitted by SFWMD for 
impact, are proposed for the Simon Suncoast DRI project site in association 
with a county arterial roadway and minor commercial and office uses. 
Appropriate mitigation for these impacts will be provided through the 
modification of the existing SFWMD MSSW Permit (No. 36-00288-S) and 
ACOE IP [No. 199504886 (IP-CC)]. 
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From SWFRPC Supplemental Questions and Clarification: 

13.B.1. If wetlands are to be eliminated by filling and excavation, please 
describe, in detail, any mitigation proposed. 

Please refer to response to Question 13.B. 

From FWC Guidelines for Completing Question 13 of the Application for 
Development Approval: 

1. List the acreage and community type of all wetlands found on the _ 
project site according to the Florida Land Use and Cover 
Classification System, Level ill. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.A and Question 13.A.1. 

2. For each wetland type, include a discussion of plant species 
dominance and composition of the overstory, midstory, and 
groundcover strata. 

Please refer to response to Question 12.A and Question 13.A.1 . 

3. Discuss the importance of these wetland communities to regional 
drainage patterns including location and functional role within the 
drainage system (i.e. headwaters; 1st, 2nd, or 3rd order tributary; 
bay; estuary; etc.) 

Please refer to response to Question 13.A.2. 

4. For each wetland type, discuss hydroperiod characteristics including 
depth and duration of flooding, and seasonality of fluctuation. 

Please refer to response to Question 13.A.2. 

5. Provide acreage figures and a map showing the location of all 
wetlands to be preserved or altered, by plant community type. 

Please refer to response to Question 13.A..3, Question · 13.A.4, and 
Question 13.A.6, and to Figure 13-1. 

6. Describe mechanisms to be utilized to insure the continued viability 
of wetlands to be preserved onsite including building setbacks and 
buffers, water control structures, and water management plans. 

Please refer to response to Question 13.A.3 and Question 13.A. 7. 
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7. Discuss types of proposed wetland alteration (i.e. dredging, filling, 
hydroperiod alteration, etc.) 

Please refer to response to Question 13.A.2, Question 13.A.4, and 
Question 13.A. 6. 

8. Provide wetlands mitigation and restoration details including 
location, size, plant species composition, hydroperiod, and functional 
replacement value. 

Please refer to response to Question 13.A.2, Question 13.A.3, Question 
13.A.4, and Question 13.B. 
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QUESTION 14- WATER 

A. Describe the existing hydrologic conditions (both ground and surface 
water) on an abutting the site, including identification and discussion of 
any potential aquifer recharge areas. Please identify and describe any 
Outstanding Florida Waters, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Florida Aquatic 
Preserves or Florida Class I or II Waters that occur within, abutting or 
downstream of the site. 

Description of Geology and Hydrology 

The characteristics of the hydrologic and geologic conditions underlying 
south Lee County have been established by investigations completed by the 
South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) , the United States 
Geological Survey, and consulting firms. The geology beneath southwest 
Florida consists of over 16,000 feet of sedimentary rocks, including 
carbonates and siliciclastics. Although groundwater is present in all 
aquifers underly ing south Lee County, only the uppermost several hundred 
feet of strata contain freshwater. Deeper aquifers occur beneath the area 
that contain brackish and saline groundwater, which can be utilized for 
potable purposes only after desalination treatment. This discussion will 
focus primarily on the uppermost 100 feet of strata beneath south Lee 
County with less detailed description of deeper aquifers. Refer to Figure 
14A-1 for a hydrogeologic column of the uppermost 800 + feet of strata 
underlying the site. Lithologic logs obtained from test wells are provided in 
Tables 14 A-1 and 14 A-2. The following stratigraphic units are described: 
The Pamlico Sand Formation , the Pinecrest Limestone Member, the Bonita 
Springs Marl Member, the Ochopee Limestone Member of the Tamiami 
Formation , and the Hawthorn Group (Peace River and Arcadia 
Formations) . 

Two (2) lithologic logs are provided herein: Test Well W-12 (refer to Figure 
14A-2 for the location of test well W-12 and proposed production wells for 
the project), which was drilled under the supervision of Coastal Resource 
Management, Inc. (CRM) in 1992, and is located approximately one (I) mile 
east of the subject property; and Test/Production Well ML-5010, which was 
reported to have been drilled at Pelican ' , Nest, about one (I) mile southwest 
of the project site (A copy of this lithologic log was obtained from Public 
Records; The Brooks of Bonita Springs, DR! #7-9697-133, 1997). 

PAMLICO SAND 

The Pamlico Sand is the uppermost geologic formation encountered at the 
study site. This unit is a marine terrace sand of late Pleistocene to Holocene 
age that was deposited during the last interglacial period. The Pamlico 

Simon Suncoast 14-1 September 2000 



Sand is widespread in occurrence in northwest Collier County and south Lee 
County, where it ranges in thickness from 5 to 30 feet. Lithologically, this 
unit consists of quartz sand, with varying amounts of shell, clay, and organic 
matter. Occasionally, the sand and shell are lithified, forming a near­
surface rock (cap rock) of either sandstone or limestone. On-site, the 
Pamlico Sand is about ten (10) feet thick. 

TAM/AMI FORMATION 

The Tamiami Formation underlies most of northwest Collier County and 
south Lee County. This formation consists of three (3) mappable geologic 
units (members) of Pliocene-age rocks and sediment. These members 
include the Pinecrest Limestone, the Bonita Springs Marl, and the Ochopee 
Limestone. 

The Pinecrest Limestone 

The Pinecrest Limestone is the uppermost member of the Tamiami 
Formation, and lies unconformably beneath the Pamlico Sand. This member 
is characterized as a coral- and shell-bearing limestone that varies in 
thickness from 5 to 15 feet. Secondary dissolution has resulted in high­
permeability zones within this unit. On-site, the Pinecrest Limestone ranges 
in thickness between about 5 to 15 feet. 

The Bonita Springs Marl 

The Bonita Springs Marl is a green carbonate mud that is encountered 
beneath the Pinecrest Limestone. Lithologically, the Bonita Springs Marl 
consists mainly of dolosilt, calcite, quartz and occasional shell and limestone 
clasts. This unit ranges in thickness between 10 and 40 feet . The fine­
grained texture of the Bonita Springs Marl results in an overall low 
permeability, and serves as a confining unit to underlying aquifers. On-site, 
the Bonita Springs Marl likely ranges between O and 10 feet in thickness. 

The Ochopee Limestone 

The Ochopee Limestone underlies the Bor:ita Springs Marl and is the 
lowermost member of the Tamiami Formation. Lithologically, the Ochopee 
Limestone is characterized as a fossiliferous limestone with abundant casts 
and molds, and occasional quartz sand. Similar to the Pinecrest Limestone, 
secondary dissolution has resulted in zones of high permeability. 
Regionally, the Ochopee Limestone ranges in thickness between 20 and 70 
feet; the thickness of this unit is variable, and may be absent on-site. 
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PEACE RIVER FORMATION OF THE HAWTHORN GROUP 

The Peace River Formation of the Hawthorn Group is a regional 
stratigraphic unit that underlies all of Florida, and parts of Georgia and 
South Carolina. Beneath northwest Collier County and south Lee County, 
the Peace River Formation is generally accepted to be late Pliocene­
Miocene in age, and consists of a mixed carbonate-siliciclastic assemblage. 
The upper four ( 4) members of the Peace River Formation, which extend to 
about 200 feet below land surface, are described below. 

Cape Coral Clav 

The Cape Coral Clay provides confinement between the Sandstone Aquifer 
and overlying aquifers. The Cape Coral Clay is characterized as a low 
permeable, relatively stiff silty clay which likely ranges between 40 and 80 
feet on the Simon Suncoast property. 

Lehigh Acres Sandstone 

The Lehigh Acres Sandstone Member, which underlies the Cape Coral Clay, 
ranges in thickness between 50 and 80 feet in northwest Collier and south 
Lee Counties, and consists of interbedded sandstone, limestone, 
unconsolidated sands, and clay. 

Fort Myers Clav 

The lowermost member of the Peace River Formation to be described is the 
Fort Myers Clay. This unit is up to 50 feet thick. and consists of fine-grained 
quartz sand, dolosilt, phosphate nodules, and occasional shell. The bottom 
of this unit marks a regional unconformity on an unnamed limestone member 
of the Peace River Formation. 

ARCADIA FORMATION OF THE HAWTHORN GROUP 

Arcadia Formation 

The Arcadia Formation corresponds to the lowermost portion of the 
Hawthorn Group, and occurs from about 200 to 750 fiet below land surface. 
The uppermost portion of the Arcadia Formation consists of a phosphatic 
limestone unit which regionally ranges in thickness between 30 and 50 feet. 
The middle to lowermost portions of the Arcadia Formation consists of 
interbedded sediments, siliciclastics and limestone units. 
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AQUIFER DESCRIPTIONS 

Numerous aquifers are present in the uppermost 800 feet of strata underlying 
the Simon Suncoast Property. Only the uppermost four (4) aquifer systems 
will be described, including on the water-table aquifer, the Sandstone 
Aquifer, the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer and the Lower Hawthorn Aquifer. 

Water-Table Aquifer 

The water-table aquifer is by definition unconfined, and is open directly to 
atmospheric pressure. It is recharged mainly from rainfall, and responds 
rapidly to climatic changes and to alterations in drainage. In northwest 
Collier and south Lee Counties, the water-table aquifer consists of the 
Pamlico Sand and, where present, the Pinecrest Limestone. The 
transmissivity of the water-table aquifer ranges from about 5,000 gpd/ft near 
the coast, to more than 1,000,000 gpd/ft in central and eastern portions of 
Lee County. Specific yield of the water-table aquifer is typically between 0.1 
and 0.2. Water levels within the water-table aquifer, which are primarily a 
function of rainfall and topography, are at or near land surface in the wet 
season, and four ( 4) to six (6) feet below land surface in the dry season. 

Sandstone Aquifer 

In south Lee County the Sandstone Aquifer is a semi-confined aquifer system 
(artesian) and consists of strata corresponding to the Lehigh Acres 
Sandstone Member of the Peace River Formation. The thickness of the 
Sandstone Aquifer is variable on-site, and likely ranges between 40 and 60 
feet (e.g., refer to lithologic log W-12). The top of the Sandstone Aquifer 
occurs between about 80 and 110 feet below land surface. The aquifer 
coefficients of the Sandstone Aquifer were determined at a site located 
approximately 2.5 miles to the northwest of the Simon Suncoast property 
(CRM, 1999). The coefficients determined were as follows : 

Transmissivity 

Storage Coefficient 

Leakance 

= 15,630 gpd/ft 

0.00045 

0.0038 gpd!ft3 

In the area of the Simon Sun coast project, the transmissivity of the Sandstone 
Aquifer is probably less than I 0, 000 gpd/ft. 

The Sandstone Aquifer is confined from the water-table by the Cape Coral 
Clay, and is confined from underlying aquifers by low permeable clay. 
Recharge to the Sandstone Aquifer is primarily from vertical leakance 
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through overlying confining zones, and secondarily from horizontal 
recharge. Water levels within the Sandstone Aquifer range in the project site 
area from less than five (5) feet NGVD at the end of the dry season, to about 
ten (10) feet NGVD in the wet season (SFWMD, 1982). 

Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer 

The Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer corresponds to strata of the uppermost Arcadia 
Formation. Regionally, the thickness of the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer is 
variable, and typically does not exceed 80 feet (SFWMD, 1982). On-site, the 
Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer is about 70 feet thick (refer to lithologic log ML-
1980). The top of the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer occurs at about 200 feet below 
land surface. The transmissivity of the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer ranges 
between 3,600 gpd/ft to 70,000 gpd/ft (SFWMD, I 982), with storage 
coefficients ranging between 0.0016 to 0. 0005. 

Water level data are scarce in the vicinity of Simon Suncoast site. Recharge 
to the aquifer system is from lateral inflow and vertical recharge. 

Lower Hawthorn Aquifer 

The Lower Hawthorn Aquifer corresponds to strata of the lowermost 
Arcadia Formation of the Hawthorn Group. Regionally, the thickness of the 
Lower Hawthorn Aquifer ranges between 180 and 350 feet (SFWMD, 1982). 
The uppermost portion of the Lower Hawthorn Aquzfer occurs between about 
400 and 600 feet below land surface. The Lower Hawthorn Aquifer is 
characterized as an artesian system, with the potentiometric surface as high 
as +50 feet NGVD (SFWMD, 1982); in the area of Simon Suncoast, the 
potentiometric surface of the aquifer system is estimated to be about+ 30 feet 
NGVD (SFWMD, 1982). The transmissivity of the Lower Hawthorn Aquifer 
in the Simon Sun coast area has been estimated to be between 60,000 gpd/ft 
and 80,000 gpd/ft (SFWMD Technical Publication 84-10, 1984); the storage 
coefficient is estimated to range between 1.0 x J0-3 and 1.2 x Jo-3 (SFWMD, 
1984). The leakance value have been estimated at 11 x I o-4 (SFWMD, 
1984). Recharge to .the Lower Hawthorn Aquifer is both fr.om vertical 
leakance and lateral inflow. 
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OUTSTAND!NGIS!GN!F!CANT WATERS OF FLORIDA 

There are no Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) or other significant surface 
water bodies occurring on-site. Standing water on the Simon Suncoast 
property is limited to ditches, ponds and bon·ow pits. Estero Bay, located 
two (2) miles to the west of Simon Suncoast, is classified as both an OFW 
and as Waters within State Aquatic Preserves (Chapter 62-3, F.A.C.). 
Halfway Creek, located west of the Simon Suncoast property, is a tributary of 
Estero Bay and is classified as Special Waters. Portions of the Estero River, 
located about 1.5 miles to the north of the project site, and the Cocohatchee 
River, located about 3. 5 miles to the south of the site, are classified as Class 
II tidal waters. The development of the Simon Suncoast project will not 
adversely impact these OFW's or Class II tidal waters. 

B. Describe, in terms of appropriate water quality parameters, the existing 
ground and surface water quality conditions on and abutting the site. 
(The appropriate parameters and methodology should be agreed to by 
the regional planning council and other reviewing agencies at the 
preapplication conference stage.) 

WATER QUALITY- GROUNDWATER 

Water quality on and abutting the project site was determined from existing 
databases, including the Souch Florida Water Management District 
(SFWMD), the United States Geological Survey (USGS), Lee County, and in­
house files . The bulk of the existing data in the project site area was 
collected from wells tapping into the water-table aquifer, the Sandstone 
Aquifer and the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer. A summary of wells on file with the 
Lee County Division of Water Resources for Sections 3, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10 of 
Township 47S. Range 25 Eis provided as Exhibit 14A. A total of 191 wells 
are included in the well inventory; when available. construction details and 
water quality ( dissolved chloride concentration) are provided. 

Water-Table Aquifer 

The water-table aquifer in the area of the project site is used primarily for 
irrigation of farm fields, golf courses, and landscaped areas. Water quality 
within the water-table aquifer, is typically characterized as fresh with 
respect to dissolved chloride concentration, with known values ranging 
between 20 mgll and JOO mgll; however one (1) well (located in Section 5, 
Township 47S, Range 25E) has a reported dissolved chloride concentration 
of 1,790 mg/! which is not typical of the water-table aquifer in the area, and 
is probably a typographical error. The water-table aquifer typically contains 
iron and organic acids, which often results in a tan or light brown color. 
The dissolved iron concentration of the water-table aquifer often exceed the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) criteria for 
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drinking water purposes, although treatment can reduce the iron 
concentration to within acceptable concentrations. A further limitation to 
the use of the water-table aquifer for potable purposes is the relative ease at 
which surface-derived contaminants can migrate into the aquifer. 

Sandstone Aquifer 

The Sandstone Aquifer is typically characterized as a density-stratified 
system, and is used/or irrigation (golf course, landscaping and agricultural) 
and potable purposes. Water quality within the upper portion of the 
Sandstone Aquifer is typically fresh with respect to dissolved chloride 
concentration (except near coastal areas), but salinity usually increases with 
depth . Known values of dissolved chloride concentration in the project cirea 
range between 68 and 650 mg/1. Confinement between the water-table 
aquzfer and the Sandstone Aquifer restricts the downward movement of 
aerobic water, which results in groundwater with relatively low iron and 
organic acid concentrations. The Sandstone Aquifer does, however, contain 
dissolved hydrogen sulfide that results in a swamp gas or rotten egg smell, 
which can be eliminated by aeration. 

Deeper Aquifers 

Aquifers underlying the Tamiami Aquifer include the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer 
and the Lower Hawthorn Aqu[Jer. There is currently little data available for 
the Mid-Hawthorn Aquifer in the project site area. Water quality of the Mid­
Hawthorn Aquifer in the Simon Suncoast area is typically brackish, with 
dissolved chloride concentrations ranging between 150 and 1150 mg/ I. The 
Lower Hawthorn Aquifer, which contains groundwater with dissolved 
chloride concentrations exceeding 1,000 mg/ I, is used in northern Collier 
County and Lee County as a reverse-osmosis feed water source for reverse­
osmosis treatment. 

WATER QUALITY- SURFACE WATER 

Surface water on-site is limited to ditches associated with the farm field, 
ponds, borrow pits and wetlands. The source of water within the ditches is 
either groundwater derived from · the water-table aquifer, or rainfall. The 
quality of surface water would be similar to that within the water-table 
aquifer. 

C. Describe the measures which will be used to mitigate (or avoid where 
possible) potential adverse effects upon ground and surface water 
quality, including any resource identified in Subquestion A. 

The Simon Suncoast project consists of 483 ± acres, of which 120 ± acres 
may require irrigation. An existing water use permit (36-00445-W) exists for 
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the subject property (formerly known as Sweetwater Ranch). A copy of 
portions of water use permit no. 36-00445-W is provided as Exhibit 14B, 
including a description and locations of wells and computer model grid set­
up, and calculations of irrigation requirements. 

The current allocation for the Simon Suncoast property is 61.88 million 
gallons per month (maximum month), of which 52. 7 million gallons per 
month will be withdrawn from the water-table aquifer, and 9.18 million 
gallons per month from the Lower Hawthorn Aquifer, if necessary. 

The SFWMD has determined that no adverse impacts are anticipated from 
the permitted withdrawals,· the actual irrigated acreage at the Simon 
Suncoast project may be less than currently permitted, further minimizing 
pumpage impacts. The withdrawal sources include eight (8) proposed eight 
(8)-inch diameter water-table wells with 20 feet of casing and 20 feet of open 
hole interval (40 feet total depth), and one (I) proposed eight (8)-inch 
diameter Lower Hawthorn Aquifer well with 650 feet of casing and 200 feet 
of open hole interval (850 feet total depth) . No known wells exist on the 
subject property. 

Potential adverse impacts to off-site areas via storm water runoff are 
provided in Question 19 of the DRIIADA (Storm Water Management). 
Measures to minimize potential off-site impacts from storm water runoff 
include maximizing storage on-site and maximizing travel time of surface 
water prior to off-site discharge. 
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DEPTH(FEET} 

0- JO 

JO- 12 

12 - 15 

15 - 21 

21 - 30 

39- 81 

81 - 140 

140-152 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-1 

LITHOLOGIC LOG 
TEST WELL WL-12 

LITHOLOGY 

Sand, quartz, light brown, fine to medium grain; shell 
fragments. 

Limestone, sandy, brown, moderately indurated. 

Clay, green, stiff 

Limestone, sandy, brown, moderately indurated. 

Limestone, brown, mo/die porosity; soft. 

Clay, green, stiff 

Limestone, sandy, tan, soft; intermixed with sand and 
shell; formation in this interval is soft, and collapsed, 
subsequent to drilling operations. 

Clay, sand, green, stiff 

14-9 September 2000 



DEPTH (FEET) 

0-3 

3 - 28 

28- 30 

30- 35 

35 - 45 

45 - 85 

85 - 90 

90- 110 

110- 120 
.. ; 

120- 155 

155 - 165 

\ 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Sand, gray, fine grained 
permeability. 

quartz, medium 

Sand, brown, fine grained quartz, clayey, medium to 
low permeability. 

Limestone, gray, medium hard, sandy, shell present, 
sand is fine grained quartz, medium permeability. 

Limestone, gray and tan, medium soft, silty, medium 
permeability. 

Limestone, tan and gray, tan is soft, gray is harder, 
moldic, medium to high permeability. 

Dolosilt, green, soft, very low permeability. 

Sand, green, clayey, very fine grained dolosilt, low 
permeability. 

Limestone, tan calcarenite, very soft, minor shell, 
medium permeability. 

Sand, green, fine grained dolosilt with interbedded 
. gray and tan clay, tan calcarenite, and shell, all very 
soft, low to medium permeability . 

Sand, green, fine grained dolosilt, some green clay 
present, very minor tan and white clay, all soft, minor 
thin limestone bed at 145 feet, low permeability. 

Marl, light green clay with limestone and shell, low 
permeability. 

/4-10 September 2000 
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DEPTH (FEET) 

165 - 190 

190 - 200 

200- 210 

210 - 220 

220- 240 

240- 270 

270- 275 

275 - 300 

300- 305 

305 - 315 

315-320 

320- 330 

\. 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 cont. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Clay, blue-gray and green, very dense and stiff, slow 
drilling, minor limestone and shell, very low 
permeability. 

Sand, dark gray, fine grained, with gray clay present, 
low permeability. 

Limestone, gray, white and tan, medium soft, 
phosphatic, shell abundant, coral fragments present, 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, tan, unconsolidated shell and bryozoan 
hash, medium to high permeability. 

Limestone, light gray to white, abundant shell, 
bryozoans, barnacles, and coral, medium soft, high 
permeability. 

Same as above with hard and soft layers, good molds 
and mo/die porosity, high permeability. 

Clay, green-gray, stiff, interbedded with thin 
limestone layers, low permeability. 

Limestone, tan to white, marly (white clay), shell 
common, medium permeability. 

Marl, white limestone and shell fragments with some 
. white lime mud, medium to low permeability. 

Clay, green, dense, minor limestone content, low 
permeability. 

Clay, green, very dense, very low permeability. 

Limestone, tan, vugged, mo/die, very minor tan clay, 
medium permeability. 

/4-11 September 2000 



DEPTH (FEET} 

330- 335 

335 - 340 

340 - 365 

365 - 370 

370 - 378 

378 - 390 

390- 393 

393 - 396 

396- 400 

400- 403 

403 - 405 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 co11t. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Clay, green, and white · mo/die limestone, sandy, 
interbedded, low to medium permeability. 

Marl, white, mo/die, sandy limestone with soft, white 
clay matrix, medium to low permeability. 

Limestone, tan to white, mo/die porosity, echinoid 
spines and gastropod molds, very minor clay, 
medium to high permeability. 

Marl, limestone as above with soft, off-white clay, 
medium to low permeability. 

Limestone, tan to white, mo/die porosity, minor clay, 
medium to high permeability. 

Clay, soft, off-white with very minor white limestone 
and shell, low permeability. 

Limestone, tan to white, medium hard, mo/die 
porosity, medium to high permeability. 

Marl, white, soft, clay, very slightly phosphatic, with 
light tan to white limestone as above, low to medium 
permeability. 
Limestone, hard, white to light tan, abundance of 
echinoid parts, shell, good molds and mo/die 
porosity, high permeability. 

Clay, gray and white to tan hard limestone 
interbedded, low permeability. 

-

Limestone, echinoid hash, with very minor clay, 
medium permeability. 

14-12 September 2000 



DEPTH (FEET) 

405 - 408 

408 - 410 

410 - 420 

420- 423 

423 - 426 

426- 428 

428- 435 

435 - 438 

438- 440 

440- 443 

443 - 450 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 cont. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Clay and limestone interbedded, gray clay, slightly 
phosphatic, with off white, hard mo/die limestone, 
echinoid spines common, low to medium 
permeability. 
Limestone, off-white, soft calcarenite, slightly 
phosphatic, echinoid spines abundant, clayey, 
partially indurated lime mud, medium to low 
permeability. 

Clay, light gray, very phosphatic, sone rock and shell 
present, low permeability. 

Clay, very dark gray, phosphatic, low permeability. 

Jnterbedded tan limestone, gray phosphatic clay, 
shell, phosphate nodules, medium to low 
permeability. 

Limestone, white and tan, marly, mo/die, medium soft 
to hard, medium to low permeability. 

Limestone, off white, medium hard, echinoid ossicles, 
spines common, medium permeability. 

Clay, dark green-gray, low permeability. 

Clay, light tannish gray, minor soft tan limestone, 
low permeability. 

Clay, light gray with shell, tan limestone fragments, 
and phosphate pebbles common, low to medium 
permeability. 

Dolomite, brown, hard, microcrystalline, medium to 
low permeability. 

14-13 September 2000 



DEPTH (FEET) 

450- 456 

456 - 460 

460- 465 

465 - 470 

470- 502 

502- 504 

504 - 506 

506- 508 

508- 510 

510- 512 

512-513 

513-518 

518-523 

523 - 525 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 cont. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Limestone, off-white, soft, calcarenite, bryozoans 
abundant, many partially phosphatic, minor white 
clay, medium permeability. 

Clay, light gray with shell fragments and white to 
light gray, medium soft limestone interbedded, low to 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, off-white, soft bryozoan hash, medium 
permeability. 

Clay, gray, soft, low permeability. 

Clay, light gray, soft, minor white limestone 
interbedded, low permeability. 

Clay, dark gray, medium soft, low permeability. 

Clay, light greenish-tan, with black phosphate 
pebbles, white shell fragments and echinoid spines, 
ossic/es, low permeability. 

Dolomite, brown-gray, hard, microcrystalline, low to 
medium permeability. 

Dolosilt, brown-gray, soft, microcrystalline, low 
permeability. 

.Lime mud, light gray, soft, low permeability. 

Dolomite. dark green, medium hard, low to medium 
permeability. 

Clay, dark green, dense, medium soft, very low 
permeability. 

Clay, light green, soft, low permeability. 

Clay, light gray, soft, low permeability. 

14-14 September 2000 
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525 - 528 

528 - 530 

530 - 560 

560- 563 

563 - 568 

568 - 573 

573 - 575 

575 - 577 

577 - 580 

580- 588 

588 - 590 

590 - 670 

( 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 cont. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Clay, light gray, soft, as above with medium soft, off-
white limestone and some minor black phosphate 
pebbles, low permeability. 

Marl, white calcarenite, tan and white shell, minor 
phosphate pebbles in a white lime mud matrix, low to 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, white to tan calcarenite, echinoids, 
bivalve and gastropod molds abundant, hard and 
soft, minor phosphate pebbles, medium to · high 
permeability. 

Dolomite, dark green, hard, microcrystalline, low to 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, medium hard, white, shell and shell molds 
present, mo/die porosity, medium to high 
permeability. 

Limestone, tan calcarenite, medium soft, some molds, 
medium permeability. 

Clay, light gray, soft, low permeability. 
.-.. 

Clay, light green, soft, low permeability. 

Clay, medium gray, soft, some is indurated and hard 
at bottom, low permeability. 

Limestone, white, me.iium hard, good mo/die 
porosity, high permeability. 

.. 
Clay, soft, white, low permeability. 

Limestone, white to light gray to tan, harder and 
softer layers, shell molds abundant, good mo/die 
porosity, high permeability. 

14-15 September 2000 



DEPTH (FEET) 

670- 675 

675 - 683 

683 - 685 

685 - 692 

692 - 694 

694 - 707 

707 - 712 

712 - 725 

725 - 727 

727 - 732 

732 - 737 

737 - 750 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 conl 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Dolomite, light brown, hard, 
permeability. 

medium to low 

Limestone, tan calcarenite, soft to medium hard. 
some gray color, some molds, medium to high 
permeability. 

Limestone, tan, harder than above, dolomitic, 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, light gray, white, and tan, medium hard, 
echinoid spines abundant, medium to high 
permeability. 

Limestone/dolomite, tan, hard, microcrystalline, 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, tan to white, hard, dolomitic, medium 
permeability. 

Clay, white lime mud, soft, low permeability. 

Limestone, off-white to tan, partially dolomitic, shell 
molds abundant, good mo/die porosity, high to 
medium permeability. 

Dolomite, tannish-green, hard, microcrystalline, 
medium permeability . 

. Limestone, light brown to gray, medium hard to soft, 
mo/die, high permeability. 

Limestone, tan calcarenite, medium hard, mo/die, 
high permeability. 

Limestone, off-white to light tan, medium hard to soft 
calcarenite, mo/die, high permeability. 

14-16 September 2000 
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750 - 760 

760- 770 

770- 780 

780 - 790 

790- 81 0 

810 - 905 . . 

905 - 915 

915 - 937 

937 - 949 

949- 959 

, 

959- 974 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 cont. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Same as above with some minor interbedded white 
lime mud, medium permeability. 

Limestone, dark tan, hard and soft, mo/die, possibly 
dolomitic, medium to high permeability. 

Limestone, tan, medium soft to hard calcarenite, 
mo/die, high to medium permeability. 

Limestone, off-white, medium soft and hard 
calcarenite, mo/die porosity, high to medium 
permeability. 

Limestone, light tan, medium soft calcarenite, mo/die 
porosity, medium to high permeability. 

Limestone, cream colored, some medium tan, some 
gray, medium soft calcarenite, good molds and 
mo/die porosity, medium to high permeability. 

Clay, cream colored, stiff, low permeability. 

Limestone, light tan and light gray, medium soft to 
hard, good molds and mo/die porosity, minor 
creamed-colored clay, medium lo high permeability. · 

Clay, cream to light gray in color, fairly stiff, low 
. permeability. 

Limestone, tan (darker than above) and light gray, 
medium hard, with minor thin interbedded cream-
colored clays, medium to low permeability. 

Limestone, light tan, soft, mo/die calcarenite, medium 
permeability. 

14-17 September 2000 



DEPTH (FEET) 

974 - 991 

991 -1119 

1119-1129 

.. ,:J.,; ... . , i· I Jl 29 -) J 5.0 .,... .. . . 

ll50-ll61 

IJ61-ll97 

1197-1203 

1203 - 1234 

1234-1239 

1239- 1250 

1250- 1255 

Simon Suncoast 

Table 14-2 co1tt. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 
... 

Limestone, tan to gray, hard, good bivalve molds and 
mo/die porosity, medium to high permeability. 

Limestone, light tan to cream with some gray, 
medium soft to hard, calcarenite, shell molds 
common, mo/die porosity, medium to high 
permeability. 

Same as above with minor interbedded beige and 
white clay, medium to low permeability. 

Limestone, tan, cream, and gray in color, medium _ 
soft calcarenite, medium permeability. .. .. 

Limestone, tan (darker than above), soft calcarenite, 
medium permeability. 

Limestone, tan to cream, lighter in color than above, 
harder than above, shell molds common, moldic 
porosity, medium permeability. 

Dolomite, dark gray, hard, medium permeability. 

Limestone, tcin to light tan, medium soft to hard 
calcarenite, shell molds, mo/die porosity, medium to 
high permeability. 

Dolomite, dark brown, hard, microcrystalline, 
medium to low permeability. 

Dolomite, light brown, hard, microcrystalline, 
medium to low permeability. 

Dolomite, dark gray, medium hard, microcrystalline, 
medium permeability. 

14-18 September 2000 
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DEPTH (FEET) 

1255-1260 

1260- 1266 

1266-1271 

1271-1276 

1276-1281 

1281 - 1287 

1287 - 1302 

1302 - 1307 

Table 14-2 cont. 

LITHOLOGIC LOG OF 
WELL NO. LM-1980* 

LITHOLOGY 

Dolomite, light gray, medium hard, microcrystalline, 
medium permeability. 

Dolomite, dark brown, hard, medium to low 
permeability. 

Limestone, tan to brown, dolomitic, medium hard, 
bivalve and gastropod molds, echinoids, medium 
permeability. 

Dolomite, dark gray-brown, very hard, low to 
medium permeability. .. 

Dolomite, dark gray, very hard, microcrystal/ine, low 
to medium permeability . 

. -

Dolomite, dark gray to light gray, hard, 
microcrystalline, medium to low permeability. 

Dolomite, interbedded soft, highly vugged, moldic, 
medium tan dolomite and hard dark gray and brown 
dolomite, large (>l inch) rounded fragments, 
appears to be a highly transmissive cobble or 
boulder zone, very high permeability. 
Limestone, medium soft/hard, off-white micrite, 
Lep.Jdocvcl ina sp. abundant, Op_erq_ulinoides sp. 
present, medium permeability. 

*Litho/ogic Log from the Document AThe Brooks of Bonita Springs, DRI #7-
9697-133, 1997; Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 

Simon Suncoast 14-19 September 2000 
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Exhibit 14A: 

Simon Suncoast 

Well Inventory, Lee County Records,for 
Sections 3, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10. Township 47S, 
Range25E 
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Lee ~oumy vveu 111vemory 

~ 5<.A."""°°20000 

50100001 

NU11l1Mr D•t• Date Di•rMler Depth Depth UH Mg/1.Jter Flow Air Pump 

imber Permit ADD mpectlon SlteAddrua Caslflll e .. 1ng Total Woll Chlorldea Yleld (gpm) 

27766 02,QJ 0U).4 22601 OLD WlLOE BLVD • 16 30 PW •7 I 501 
200000373 03/03 03/03 TEST BORINGS/ 22600 OAKWILOE BLVD TB 

o«72500000010000 23810 02/02 . 02/05 22251 S. S TAMIAMI TRL • 80 95 DO 125 I 35 

o«72S00000010010 16772 10125 10/26 22756 CAROLINE AV • 176 230 IR 212 50 

o«72S00000010010 15-400 02/Z2 03/21 22700 ST AMIAMI TRAIL 6 360 700 TS 200 

o«725000000400CE 286-4-4 06/10 06/21 FOUNTAIN LAKES 8 15 30 TS 132 200 

o«725000000400CE 286-43 06/10 06/22 FOUNTAIN I.AKES 8 19 30 TS -40 200 

o«Tl60100001002C 2~ 02/13 03/12 SW CORNER OF WlU.IAMS & S. US • 1 • 200 2-40 TS 355 150 

o«72502000000090 12866 1!005 12/05 22632 FOUNTAIN LAKES BLVD • 92 112 IR 183 50 

o«7250300001 OOCE 27685 1m1 12/15 22161 SUNDANCER CT • 94 115 HP 18• 30 

0«7250300001 OOCE 27686 1Ul7 12/08 22161 SUNDACER CT • 100 120 IJ 362 30 

054725000000•0000 157•7 04/20 04/26 WlLLIAMS RD • 27 30 TS 

054725000000•0000 157•8 04/20 04/25 WIU. IAMS RD • 22 •O TS I ,sol I 30 

05472501000030000 23303 06/16 06/23 OFF WIU.IAMS RD/ACCESS UNDET. • 204 212 TS 200 

05472501000030000 16059 05/30 NORTH END OF ELDORADO ACRES • 185 225 TS 

05472501000030000 157•9 04/20 05/01 WILLIAMS RD • 15 23 TS 1790 

05472501000030000 15751 04/20 04/30 WIU.IAMS RD • 15 25 TS 515 

05472501000030000 15750 04/20 04/26 WILLIAMS RD • 17 30 TS 19 •O 

0$472501000030070 15350 02/15 03/06 22201 KINGS RD 4 200 215 DO 100 

05472501000030130 26440 01/13 01/20 WILLIAMS RD 6 206 236 IR 196 100 

0$472501000030130 26493 01/27 01/28 WEST BAY CLUB~ 6 196 205 IR 530 100 

05472501000030130 26461 01/21 01/21 WEST BAY CLUB • 6 200 210 IR 100 

05472501000030550 178•8 07/05 06/23 -4651 WlU.IAM RD • 195 210 IR 650 5 75 

05472501000210010 2•507 ~ •261 WIU.IAMS RD 30 TS •20 

05472502000010270 18963 05/18 06/2•. 22061 TROPICAN AVENUE • 190 210 DO 11501 I 100 

05472502000010270 19025 OS.U1 22061 TROPICANA LANE • -40 60 DO 

05472502000090150 10946 01/21 01/22 MONTANA 2 28 30 DO I 3021 I 130 

05472504000040090 23001 05/23 00/19 4060 CORONADO ST • 100 120 RP 15 

I 
I I 

08•72500000000000 199900076 12/20 TESTBORINGS PELICAN COLONY BLVD TB 

08•72500000010000 15746 04/20 04/2• •9-40 COCONUT RD 150 TS 

08•725000000•0000 17687 05/2• 05/28 -4•06-+C10COCONUTRD 2 26 28 DO 18 

I 
130 

17851 07/05 07/06 +406 COCONUT RD • 105 110 DO 7• 20 

25923 00/21 00/27 23-483 SAN MARINO CIRCLE • 200 220 PO 570 100 

2-4012 03129 04/2• •541 COCONUT RD 10 340 6-40 IR 900 600 

2-4013 03129 04.oc •541 COCONUT RD 10 208 300 IR 1340 

I 
300 

28120 03/19 03129 SPRING CREEK RD • 29 34 TS 100 

28121 03/19 03/2• SPRING CREEK RD • 24 33 TS 275 50 

~501000010140 7566 02/28 03/06 VILLA CAPRI ST. 2 26 27 DO -40 

08•72501000020010 26008 09,08 09(17 23291 El DORADO BLVD • 106 128 DO 1021 I 25 

08•72501000020050 8606 ; 10/03 3RDST • 80 100 DO 

08•72501000020050 9139 02/17 02/17 3RDST • 109 150 DO 

I ,:1 I 
50 

08•72501000020200 9811 06/11 06/17 SAN ANT~NIO LANE 2 25 27 DO 130 

08•72501000020200 25918 00/20 08/22 •592 SAN ANTONIO LN • 106 128 IR 50 

08•725010Cl0Cl300-40 200000418 ()3,Q6 •567 DEL RIO LN DO 

08•72501000030060 25~57 06/28 09(10 •535 DEL RIO LN • 105 115 DO I 1001 I 60 

Natural Resources Page 1 08/10/00 
:n 111 .170 R 11 -1 



oe.472y--·--o30200 15861 05/03 •592 SIERRA LANE 2 83 eo 00 

oe•72 .G0200 17165 01/31 ~ •592 SIERRA LANE 2 110 1•0 00 35 

0&-47250 ,uu0040010 18721 03112 0•/18 23171 EL DORADO BLVD 1•0 00 125 20 

0&-472501 Cl00040030 2•396 07/05 07/12 •575 SANTIAGO LANE • 115 135 00 71 50 

0&-4725010000•00•0 2291 0 05/02 05,W •567 SANTIAGO LANE • 185 260 00 630 100 

oe•72501Cl000•005o3 288•3 07116 07120 •559 SANTIAGO LN • 220 2•0 00 •80 100 

0&-472501000()•0090 7911 05/06 01ra SlliCTLOTII 2 21 22 00 « 1•5 

08•72501000040100 29110 09/30 11/18 •519 SANTIAGO LN • 120 1•0 00 76 15 

08•72501000040150 27568 11/05 01/05 •552 DEL RIO LN • 110 120 00 60 

08•72501000040180 1999000•5 12/16 01/08 •576 DEL RIO LN • 100 1•0 00 10 

Qe.(72501000050070 8908 12/17 07/09 6TI-I ST 2 30 50 DO 1•2 

08•72501000050070 1907• 06/09 07/26 •S-43 CATALINA LANE • 116 135 DO I I 15 

06•72501000050070 10016 07/17 07(20 •353 CATALINA LN 30 Pl 
06•72501000050070 9953 07/06 07/09 •353 CATALINA LANE 20 Pl 
06•72501000050080 10127 06/12 08117 6TI-I ST 2 20 23 00 68 170 
06•72501000050080 19390 09117 09/16 •S•J CATALINA LANE • 160 220 DO •70 50 

06•72501000050100 2•S•2 06/15 06/22 •519 CATALINA LANE • 115 135 DO 75 20 

06•72501000050100 27535 10,'28 12/30 •519 CATALINA LN • 160 2•0 DO 400 50 

06•7250100005011 0 16792 03/31 07/30 •520 SANTIAGO LANE • 22 30 DO 30 

06-472501000050120 2767• 12/03 12/26 •528 SANTIAGO LN • 160 2•0 DO •18 50 

06•725010000501 •0 25022 01/06 01/10 •5-4-4 SANTIAGO LN • 220 2•0 DO 100 

06<(72501000050160 14925 11/29 12/01 4560 SANTIAGO LANE 2 24 25 00 21 

06•72501000050160 9-470 04/20 06/19 •576 SANTIAGO 2 21 23 DO 56 130 
06•7250100006001 0 27521 10/21 10/28 •591 l<EY 1.AAGO LN • 212 2•0 00 405 50 

06-472501000060020 26726 06/29 07/21 •563 l<EY LARGO LN • 114 1•4 00 202 30 

06•72501000060040 28601 06,Q2 09/15 •567 l<EY LARGO LN • 120 1•0 00 128 25 

06-472501000060050 29105 09/30 11/08 •559 l<EY LARGO LN • 115 135 0 0 235 25 

06•72501000060080 17559 04/26 08/12 •535 l<EY LARGO LANE 2 25 27 00 •O 1: 06•72501000060160 1716• 01/30 01/31 •560 CATALINA RO 2 •2 •3 00 58 

06•72501000060180 26783 07/12 07/1• •578 CATALINA LN • 115 1•0 00 90 50 

06-(72501000060190 18371 11/26 01m. •582 CATALINA LANE • 120 150 00 98 ..co 
06•72501000060200 263-43 12/10 12119 •592 CATALINA LN 2 120 1•0 00 176 18 

oe•725010CXXJ7002\J 25718 06/17 07/02 •657 SAN ANTONIO UI • 107 137 00 135 35 

06•72501000070050 12635 1008 12/20 COCONVTRO. 25 00 116 

06•725010000701•0 106-40 11/16 01120 •63• VIUA CAPRI LANE • 100 120 00 :1 I 
..co 

06•72501000070170 22221 11/10 01/0• -4658 VIUA CAPRI LANE • 110 136 00 ..co 
06•72501000090010 21595 06/10 08/13 •665 DEL RIO LANE 1•0 00 102 15 

06•72501000090070 196•9 02/16 02/22 •617 DEL RIO LANE • 22 29 00 20• 
06•72501000090100 24130 04/30 os.m 23250 ELDORADO BLVD • 110 130 00 198 70 

06•72501000090120 23771 01/23 01/2• •6111 SIERRA LANE • 205 232 00 562 100 

06•72501000090130 23523 11/03 11/17 4626 SIERRA LN • 210 230 00 570 100 

06•72501000090150 2607• 09123 09/28 10352 INDIANA ST • 211 231 00 528 100 

08•72501000090160 2•53• 08/15 08/1• SIERRA OR • 118 136 00 83 35 
06•72501000090170 25125 02/1 0 02/25 •6511 SIERRA LANE • 21 0 230 00 562 50 

06•72501000100100 27•96 10f1• 10{15 -40020ELRIOLN • 212 220 00 510 80 
06•72501000100180 1•351 08/11 10{13 •666 DEL RIO LANE • 21 31 00 215 1: 06•72501000100180 153..co 02/15 02/19 •666 DEL RIO LANE 2 2• 26 00 200 

06•72501000110020 20960 01/07 01/2• •657 CATALINA LANE • 170 220 00 589 10 100 

06•72501000110090 27570 11/05 11/12 4601 CATALINA LN • 110 120 00 68 60 
06•72501000110100 27569 11/05 2311 0 ELDORADO BLVD 130 00 
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08-!?2r'<\110100 200000022 01~ WELi AllANOONMEMf / ~110 eLDOltl' ·•.v I I I I I --~ 
oom 110110 ~ 07.'21 ffiiCT •0 DO 
06•72!>v,.....01101-40 27393 09/16 09/17 •626 SANTIAGO WAY • 120 1•5 00 I I I 50 

06•72501000110160 10390 1001 03/16 •650 SANTIAGO LANE • 70 90 DO 

06•72501000110170 28816 07116 07/30 •658 SANTIAGO LN • 116 136 00 I 1-461 I 30 

06•72501000110180 20•12 06/02 00/10 -4666 SANTIAGE LANE • 90 120 00 

06-47250100012003() 1507• 12127 05116 -46•9 KEY LARGO LANI: • 205 2•5 DO •35 50 

06-472501000120050 1•353 06/11 10/16 •633 KEY LARGO LANE • 28 31 00 13• 135 
06-472501000120060 9208 03/03 03/09 KEY LARGO LANE • 30 52 DO 16• •O 

06-472501000120000 27523 10/21 11/03 •601 KEY LARGO LN • 110 126 00 73 •O 
06•72501000120100 2•7e4 10/25 10/31 •602 CATALINA LANE • 200 220 DO •60 100 

06•72501000120170 209151 01/07 01/10 -4a58CATALINALANE • 175 220 DO 80 

06•72501000130150 20607 09123 09129 23160 WEST ELDORADO AVENUE • 208 218 00 565 15 100 

06-472501000130230 22505 01/2• 01/25 23032 ELDORADO BLVD. • 208 220 00 •08 50 

06•725010001•0010 6558 09123 03/09 TTHCT • 30 52 DO •O 
06• 725010001-40020 17735 06,06 06/07 •672 KEY LARGO LANE • 10 30 00 67 50 

06-4725010001-40120 17785 06117 07/10 •592 KEY LARGO LANE 2 29 30 DO 106 135 

06•725010001•0130 23•29 1002 10125 •58-4 KEY LARGO LN • 215 235 DO 385 100 

06•725010001•01•0 22213 11/08 11/1• •576 KEY LARGO LANE • 215 225 00 •10 12 50 

06•725010001•0160 22223 11/10 12/09 •560 KEY LARGO LANE • 117 1•0 00 88 15 

06•725010001-40170 23170 07/05 07/06 •552 KEY LARGO LANE • 20 30 00 108 

06•725010001•0170 26-482 01/26 02/13 •552 KEY LARGO lN • 216 236 00 375 50 

06-4725010001-40190 2•629 .C9/16 09/16 •536 KEY LARGO LANE • 219 23• 00 50 

06•725010001•0190 156•7 ~ 06/01 •536 KEY LARGO LANE 2 2• 27 00 1•6 130 
06•72501000150040 2933• 11/29 12/16 23353 E El OORAOO AV • 110 130 00 166 20 

06•72501000150050 15596 03/27 04lll2 23337 EAST ELDORADO AV 2 21 27 00 31 ro 06-472501000150080 11395 0•/07 09/16 23269 E ELOORAOO AV 2 32 33 00 68 25 

06•725010001501•0 1•315 06/0• 11/07 23193 EAST ELOORADO AV 2 2• 26 DO 5• 30 

06•72501000150160 23106 06113 07/07 23181 El ELOORAOO AVENUE • 28 28 00 1-46 -40 

06-472501000150180 26397 12/30 23129 E ELOORAOO AV 70 00 
06•72501000150160 26625 03/16 03/18 23129 E ELOORAOO AV • 100 120 00 7• 20 

06•72501000150160 26625 03/16 03/18 23129 E ELOORAOO AV • 100 120 00 20 

06•72502000000060 13586 03/30 05/06 23-438 ELOORAOO BLVD • 108 120 00 60 60 

06•72502000000070 2•371 06/28 07/01 23•• 2 ELOORAOO BLVD • 215 235 00 950 50 

06•72502000000100 1•352 06/11 10/17 23•3• El DORADO BLVD • 30 31 00 •60 1•0 
06•72502000000100 1•959 12.KIS 23•3• ELOORAOO BLVD 120 FR 

00<72502000000110 2903• 09/13 09/09 23•30 ELOORAOO BLVD • 160 240 00 750 50 

00<72502000000110 16763 10/23 12/16 23•30 ELOORAOO BLVD. 2 29 30 DO 2-40 130 
06•72502000000130 9328 03/25 05/18 VlUA CAPRI LANE 2 80 110 00 30 

00<72502000000150 2-4066 0-4/17 0-4123 <4651 VlUACAPRI LANE • 120 135 00 355 100 

06•72502000000180 221•9 10/20 10/21 •661 VlUA CAPRI LANE • 110 130 DO 230 30 

06•72502000000170 29006 09/02 10/26 •667 VlUA CAPRI lN 130 130 DO 101 30 

06•72502000000190 10207 06/26 0-4127 VlUACAPRI 2 56 66 DO 92 130 
06•72503000010020 26639 03/19 03/20 23•99 OLOE MEADOW BROOK CIR • 203 220 IR 625 50 

29156 10/18 10/26 23•73 OLD MEADOW BROOK CIR 200 220 IR 5-45 50 

26251 ~ 05/07 23•70 OLD MEADOW BROOK CIR • 203 2-40 00 630 60 

06•725030000500•0 I 27930 02/09 02/16 23-468 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 205 220 IR 500 50 

28113 03/19 06/16 .oi103 DAHOON HOLLY CT • 190 218 IR 550 50 

06•72503000060060 I 27097 07/06 07/17 • 117 OAHOON HOLLY CT • 205 240 IR •70 100 

06•72503000060090 27098 07/06 07/15 •121 OAHOON HOLLY CT • 203 240 IR 510 100 
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0&-47250'""" ' ")6()120 26928 05/28 06/09 •118 DNiOON HOLLY CT (vanance) • 100 110 IR 50 

06•72! l0150 27•37 10/01 12/11 •112 OAHOON HOLLY CT • 210 230 IR 530 50 

06•72~170 26553 05/25 07/15 •106 DAHOON HOLLY CT • 205 225 IR 525 50 

06•72503000060180 200000255 02• ; 5 02/2• •10• DAHOON HOLLY CT • 185 220 IR 50 

06•72503000070010 27306 08/2• 10/27 n4&4 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 210 230 IR 550 50 

06•72503000070020 27929 02/09 02/17 23-460 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 202 220 IR •90 80 

06•72503000070030 27305 08/2• 10/27 23•58 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 210 230 IR 500 •O 

06• 725030000G0000 27•20 09/22 09/28 23•95 OLDE MEADOW BROOK CIR • 160 200 IR 560 50 

06•72505000000210 200000276 02/23 23385 OLD MEADOWBROOK CIR IR 

06•72505000(X)0230 199900065 12/17 01/31 23389 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 215 2•0 IR 50 

06•72S05000000(i50 19990()0$• 12/27 01/20 23-4211 CORAL BEAN CT • 190 220 IR 50 

287•3 07/01 071'30 23-427 CORAL BEAN CT • 200 230 IR 320 100 

19990006• 12/17 01/20 23-4• 3 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 190 230 IR 375 50 

06•72505000(X)0670 292S• 11/12 11/29 23•• 5 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 180 220 IR •00 50 

06•72505000(X)0680 29381 12/09 12/21 23-4•7 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 200 220 IR •60 50 

06•72505000001280 28762 07/01 •105 OLDE MEADOWBROOK LN IR •95 

06•725050000013-40 29205 10/29 11/30 • 117 OLDE MEADOW BROOK LANE • 192 220 IR 5201 I 50 

06-472505000001770 200000385 03/06 23•• 5 RED ROOT CT IR 

06-4725050000017 90 200000256 02/18 02/25 23-4•9 RED ROOT CT • 200 240 IR 

I •751 I 
50 

06•72505000001600 29159 10/1• 10/29 23-41 RED ROOT CT 205 225 IR 50 

06-472505000001850 200000•59 03/10 •102 OLDE MEADOWBROOK LN IR 

06•72505000001900 200000072 01/18 03/13 23• 36 OLDE MEADOWBROOK CIR • 190 220 IR I I I 50 

09• 72500000010000 15657 0•/06 0•/09 23800 SOUTH TAMIAMI TRAIL-WELL 13 • 17 30 TS 501 I 60 

09•72500000010000 15655 0•/06 0•/09 23800 SOUTH TAMIAMI TRAIL-WELL #I • 20 35 TS 59 

09•72500000010000 15972 05/16 05/17 SOIJTlfWEST CORNER OF US •1 AND COCON 12 19 30 TS S• 135 

09•72500000010000 15656 0•/06 0•/09 23800 SOUTH TAMIAMI TRAIL-WELL #2 • 17 20 TS 60 -40 

09•72500000010018 26233 11/05 11/10 COCONUT RD & US •1 8 22 35 IR 86 100 

09•7250000001001A 26686 0•/02 0•/01 23711 STAMIAMITRAIL • 29 29 IR 28 •00 

09•7250000001001A 26691 0•/01 O•I09 23711 S TMIIAMI TRAIL 8 375 375 IR 1100 200 

09•7250000001001A 26687 0•/01 O•I.Z2 23711 S TAMIAMI TRAIL • 23 35 IR 35 100 

09•7250000001001A 26688 0•/02 04/2• 23711 S TAMIAMI TRAIL • 26 33 IR • 200 

09•7250000001001A 266139 0•/01 0•/2• 23711 S TAMIAMI TRAIL • 17 35 IR 1 100 

09•7250000001001A 26690 0•/01 0•/29 23711 STAMIAMITRAIL 11 17 35 IR 2 200 

09•7250000001001A 26810 0•/30 05/01 COCONUT RO & US •1 8 17.5 32 IR 25 300 

09•72500000010070 21868 08/12 09/01 23800 SOUTH TAMIAMI TRAIL 12 20 23 IR 

09•72500000010070 21869 08/12 09/02 23800 S TAMIAMI TRAIL 12 20 22 IR 72 

09•72500000010070 223•9 12/12 12/13 PELICAN LANDING 26 IR 61 60 

09•72500000010070 211165 08/15 06/30 23800 S TAMIAMI TRAIL • 22 26 TS 100 

09•72500000010070 2186• 08/12 06/25 23800 S T MIIAMI TRAIL • 20 25 TS 20 

09•72500000010070 21862 06/12 09/07 23800 S TAMIAMI TRAIL-TW#1 • 17 23 TS 100 

09•72500000010070 21863 06/12 06/22 23800 S TAMIAMI TRAIL· TW#2 • 20 30 TS 

09•72500000020000 29163 10/12 11/01 3250 COCONUT ROAD 22 30 FR -40 150 

09•72500000020000 29162 10/12 11/01 3250 COCONUT ROAD 23 30 FR 39 100 

09•72500000020000 2916• 10/12 11/01 3250 COCONUT ROAD 25 35 IR 38.5 100 

09•72500000020C00 28687 06/11 06/18 3250 COCONUT RO • 83 123 PW 92 50 

I 10•72500000020000 I 94481 0•/161 04/20 I SWEETWATER RANCH I • I 85 I 100 l1R - 1 871 I 251 
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Exhibit B: 

Simon Suncoast 

Portions of Water Use Permit No. 36-00445-W, 
Simon Suncoast (formerly k11own as Sweetwater 
Ra11c/z) 

14-21 September 2000 
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SOUTH FwiD"- WATER MANAGEMENT oOrucr c.c:: Z>~o~ 

3301 Gun Cub Road, West ralm Beadl, Florida 33406 • (561) 686-8800 • FL W. , 1-800-432-2045 • TDD (561) 6'17-'574 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 24680, West Palm Beach, FL 33416-4680 • www.sfwmd.gov . . 

CON 24-06 

Regulation Department 
Application No.: 000201-2 

May 22. 2000 

EDWARD MCARDLE 
THE PLAZA ON THIRD STREET 
1170 THIRD STREET SOUTH SUITE C-206 
NAPLES. FL 34102 

Dear Permittee: 

SUBJECT: PERMIT MODIFICATION NO.: 36-00445-W 
Project: SWEETWATER RANCH 
Location: Lee County, S2.3.4.9.ll/T47S/R25E 

RECE!\IED 
MAY 'J 5 2000 

Hole, tv\orues & Assoc., t.:. 

District staff has reviewed the information submitted on February 01. 2000, in 
which the applicant requested the reduction of total project area from 1944 
acres to 668 acres and the irrigated area from 779 acres to 393 acres. 
Further the applicant requested .a reduction in Water Table aquifer withdrawals 
from 90 MG on a monthly basis to 52.7 MG (1.67 MGD). Based on that 
information. District staff has determined that the proposed activities are in 
complianc_e with the original permit and appropriate provisions of Rule 40E-
2.331(4)(a). F.A.C. Therefore. these changes have been recorded in our files 
and our database has been updated. Please understand that your permit remains 
subject to the 25 limiting Conditions and all other terms of the permit 
authorization rernnin as originally issuerl. 

Sincerely, 

Hh~ 
Jeffrey Rosenfeld. P.G. 
Sr Supv Hydrogeologist 
Palm Beach Branch Office 

JKR/v; 

c: Div of Recreation and Park - District 8 
Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission · 

v-HO[E MONTES ANO ASSOCIATES INC 
Lee County HRS . 
Lee County Regional Water Supply Authority 
Mr. Ed Carlson. Mgr .. Nat. Audubon Soc. 
S.W.F.R.P.C. - Glenn Heath 
Utilities Division 
Wm. Scott Ma:-;cihan 

,'-- .,ovrnNtNc aHeory J. McCoy. Hydrogeo l ogi st. Lee cXECUTIVF. OFFICE 

Midud Collins, a,.,;,., .. ·: Vera M. Carter Nicolas/. Gutierrez. Jr. 
~li..:h.,d D. ~linwn . l'i.-,· 1.i.. ·rn,a11 G!r.:irdo B. Fem.1nd,·L 11,1! kley R. Thomton 
:-.lit..:h,·11 \\' . Berger , Patrkk /. Gl~ason Trudi K. Williams 

Frank R. Finch. P. E., Ex«uti"'-· Dirte10r 
James E. Blount. O,kf cf Slab' 
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TABLE A 
DESCRIPTION OF WELLS 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 000201-2 

WELL NUMBER : : 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 
.. 

HAP DESIGNATOR PWl (OW2-l) PW2 (DW2-2) , PW3 CNEW-1) I PW4 (DW3-2) I PW5 CDW4-2) 
I I 

EXISTING/PROPOSED p p p I p I p 

OIAHffiR (INCHES) 8 8 8 I 8 I 8 
TOTAL DEPTH ( FT) 40 40 40 I 40 I 40 
CASED DEPTH ( FT) 20 20 20 I 20 I 20 I / ·") SCREENED I I I I 

INTERVAL I I 
I I 

PUMPED/FLOWING p p p I p I p 

WORKING VALVE N N N I N I N 

PUHP !WruF : : .. 
PUHP TYPE SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE 

I I I I 
INTAKE DEPTH (FT. NGVD) 5 I 5 I 5 I 5 I 5 

I I I I 
PUHP CAPACITY· (GPH) 250 . I 250 I · 250 I 250 I 250 

YEAR DRILLED 

PLANAR 
SOURCE APPLICANT I APPLICANT I APPLICANT I APPLICANT I APPLICANT I 4) 
COORDINATES 391579E I 391469E I 391332E I 390948E I 392373E I 

758579N I 757593N I 753947N I 750302N I 750110N 
t'.lj ACCOUNTING I I 
~ METHOD : FLOW METtR I FLOW HETER I FLOW HETER I FLOW HETER I FLOW HETER 

I I s; USE STATUS - PRIMARY I PRIMARY I PRIMARY I PRIMARY I PRIMARY 

~ WELL CONST PERMIT NO 
I I 
I I 

w I I 
~ 



TABLE A 
DESCRIPTION OF WELLS 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 000201-2 

WELL NUHBER 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 .. 
I 

HAP DESIGNATOR PW6 (01-13-1) I PW7 (NEW-2) I PW8 (DW4-1) I PW-8 (LH-1) 
I I I 

EXISTING/PROPOSED p I p I p I p 

I I I 
DIAMETER (INCHES) 8 I 8 I 8 I 8 
TOTAL DEPTI-i (FT) 40 I 40 I 40 I 850 
CASED DEPTI-i (FT) 20 I 20 I 20 I 650 I t '· 
SCREENED I I I I ~ 

INTERVAL 
I I I 

PUMPED/FLOWING p I P I p I F 
WORKING VALVE N I N I N I N 

PUMP HANUF 
PUMP TYPE . SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE I SUBMERSIBLE 

I I 
INTAKE OEPTI-i (FT. NGVD) 5 I 5 I 5 

I I I 
PUMP CAPACITY (GPM) 250 I 250 I 250 I 700 

YEAR DRILLED 

PLANAR I I I I C: SOURCE APPLICANT I APPLICANT I APPLICANT I I APPLICANT I 
COORDINATES 391743E I 391222E I 392401E I 391496E 

t':tj 749781N I 749205N I 748931N I 754304N 
~ ACCOUNTING ' ~ HETI-iOD FLOW METER I FLOW METER I FLOW METER I FLOW METER 
N 
~ USE STAllJS PRIMARY I PRIMARY I PRIMARY I PRIMARY 

::; WELL CONST PERMIT NO 

~ 
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TABLE B 

DESCRIPTION OF SURFACE WATER PUMPS 
Application Number: 000201·2 

PUMP NO 1 I .. I 
MAP · SW14 I 
DESIGNATOR I 

I 
SURFACE WATER ON-SITE LAKE/POND I 
BODY I 

I 
EXISTING/ I p I ~ 

PROPOSED I !~. -I 
PUMP HANUF. I 

I 
PUMP TYPE I 

I 
CAPACITY (GPH) 500 I 

I 
I 

HORSEPOWER 20 I 
I 

DIAMETER (IN.) 12 I 
I 

ELEV OF INTAKE I 
(FT. NGVD) I 

I 
C TWO WAY PUMP? N· I 

I 
PLANAR SOURCE APPLICANT I 
PLANAA 391711E I ~ COORDINATE ' . ' 754561N I 

~ ACCT METHOD · 
I 

· FLOW HETER I 
t:ti I 
""'-c USE STATUS PRIMARY I 
~ 
~ 
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CALCULATION$ OF IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS 

APPLICATION NUMBER: 000201-2 

.. i"ATION: FT MYERS CROP: PASTURE 

ACREAGE: 393.00 SOIL TYPE: · 0.80 SYSTEM: FLOOD/SEEPAGE 

EFFICIENCY: 0:60 ALLOCATION COEFFICIENT: 1.67 

ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT: 20. 52'-INCHES 

ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL WATER USE: 

20.52 IN X 393 ACX 1.67 X .02715 MG/AC-IN= 

MAXIMUM MONTHLY SUPPLEMENTAL CROP REQUIREMENT: 

MAXIMUM MONTHLY WATER USE: 

365.67 MG 

3.47 INCHES 

3.47 IN X 393 ACX 1.67 X .02715 MG/AC-IN= 61.88 MG 

TOTAL ANNUAL SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT: 20 .52 INCHES 

TOTAL ANNUAL DEMAND: 365.67 MG 

TOTAL MAXIMUM MONTHLY SUPPLEMENTAL CROP REQUIREMENT: 3.47 INCHES 

"OTAL MAXIMUM MONTHLY DEMAND: 61.88 MG 

EXHIBIT6 
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QUESTIONS 15 - SOILS 

A. 

·_.•;>_-;·~ :-;:..·-

1. Provide a description of each of the soils indicted on Map E utilizing 
the following format: 

Table 15-1 provides a list of soils on the Simon Suncoast site. Please 
refer to Map E for the location of soil types by NRCS number (formerly 
known as SCS). 

Simon Suncoast 15-1 September 2000 



TABLE 15-1 
SOIL DESCRIPTIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

Soil Name and Depth to 
Seasonal 

Water Table Permeability, 

I 
limitation for 

limitations for 
Soil Description High Water Pond 

Map Symbol Rock, In. 
Table,ft Duration In/Hr Low Buildings 

Embankment 

6 Nearly level. poorly 7-20 0-0.J June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Hallandale f(;:,e sand drained soil on low, Nov. wetness. seepage, piping, 

broad jlatwood wetness 
areas. Slopes are 
smooth and range 
from Oto 2% 

II Nearly level, poorly >60 0-/ .0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Myakka drained soil on Nov. wetness. seepage, 

broad jlatwood piping, 
areas. Slopes are wetness 
smooth to slightly 
concave and range 
from Oto 2% 

/3 24-./0 0-/.0 June-Feb. 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Boca fine sand Nearly level. poorly wetness seepage. 

drained soil on piping. 
flatwoods. Slopes wetness 
are smooth and 
range from O to 2% 

/4 Nearly level, poorly >60 0-1.0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Valkaria fine sand drained soil in Sept. wetness seepage, 

sloughs. Slopes are piping, 
smooth to concave wetness 
and range from O to 
/ % 

.. 26 Nearly level, poorly >60 0-1.0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Pineda fin e sand drained soil in Nov. wetness seepage, 

sloughs. Slopes are piping, 
smooth lo slighrly wetness 
concave and range 
from Oto/% 

27 Nearly level, poorly >60 2 above soil June-Feb. 6.0-20 Severe: Se vere: 
Pompano fine sand, drained soils in to I below wetness seepage, 

depressional depressions. Slopes soil surface piping, 
are concave and wetness 
less than / % 

28 Nearly level, poorly >60 0-1.0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
lmmokalee sand drained soil in Nov. wetness seepage, 

jlatwoods areas. piping, 
Slopes are smooth ~ wetness 
10 convex and range 
from Oto 2% 

Simon Suncoast 15-2 September 2000 
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TABLE 15-1 
SOIL DESCRIPTIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS cont. 

Soil Name and 

I 
Depth to 

Seasonal 
Water Table Permeability, Limitation for 

Limitations for 
Soil Description High Water Pond 

Map Symbol Rock, In. 
Table.ft 

Duration In/Hr Low Buildings 
Embankment 

6 Nearly level, poorly 7-20 0-0.1 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Hallandale fi-;;,e sand drained soil on low, Nov. wetness. seepage, piping, 

broad flatwood wetness 
areas. Slopes are 
smooth and range 
from Oto 2% 

11 Nearly level. poorly >60 0-1.0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Myakka drained soil on · Nov. wetness. seepage, 

broad flatwood piping, 
areas. Slopes are wetness 
smooth to slightly 
concave and range 
from Oto 2% 

13 24-40 0-1 .0 June-Feb. 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Boca fine sand Nearly level. poorly wetness seepage, 

drained soil on piping, 
flatwoods. Slopes wetness 
are smooch and 

, .. ,. range from O to 2% 

14 Nearly level, poorly >60 0-1.0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Va/karia fine sand drained soil in Sept. wetness seepage, 

sloughs. ·Slopes-are ·• ·- --.. · , .. piping, 
smooch to concave wetness 
and range from O to 
1% 

26 Nearly level. poorly >60 ' 0-1 .0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: · Severe: --
Pineda fine sand drained soil in Nov. wetness seepage, 

sloughs. Slopes are piping, 
smooth co slightly wetness 
concave and range 
from Oto 1% 

27 Nearly level, poorly >60 2 above soil June-Feb. 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Pompano fine sand. drained soils in to 1 below wetness seepage, 

depressiona/ depressions. Slopes soil surface piping, 
are concave and wetness 
less than 1% 

28 Nearly level, poorly >60 0-1 .0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: Severe: 
Jmmoka/ee sand drained soil in Nov. wetness seepage, 

flatwoods areas. piping, 
Slopes are smooth wetness 
co convex and range 
f rom Oto 2% 

Simon Suncoast 15-3 September 2000 



Soil Name and 
Map Symbol 

34 
Malabar fine sand 

42 
Wabasso-;and, 

limestone substratum 

49 
Feldafine sand, 

depressional 

51 
F/oridana sand, 

depressional 

! 
lJ 

Pineda r,;; sand, 
depressional 

75 
Hallandale fine sand, 

slough 

TABLE 15-1 
SOIL DESCRIPTIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS, cont'd 

Depth to 
Seasonal 

Water Table Permeability, Limitation for 
Soil Description 

Rock, In. 
High Water 

Duration In/Hr Low Buildings 
Table,ft 

Nearly level. poorly >60 0-1 .0 June- 6.0-20 Severe: 
drained soil on Nov. wetness. 
slough. Slopes are 
smooth to concave 
and range from O to 
1% 

Nearly level, very 40-80 0-1 .0 June-Oct. 6.20-20 Severe: 
poorly drained soil wetness. 
on broad flatwoods. 
Slopes range from 0 
to2%. 

>60 2 above soil June-Dec. 6.0-20 Severe: 
to I below ponding. 

Nearly level, poorly soil surface 
drained soil in 
depressions. Slopes 
are concave and 
less than 1%. 

Nearly level, very >60 2 above soil June-Feb. 6.0-20 I Severe: 
poorly drained soil to I below ponding 
in depressions. soil swface 
Slopes are concave 
and less than I %. 

Nearly level, very >60 2 above soil June- 6.0-20 Severe: 
poorly drained soil to I below Dec. ponding 
in depressions. soil surface 
Slopes are concave 
and are less that 
/%. 

Nearly level. poorly 2-20 0-1 .0 June-Oct. 6.0-20 Severe: 
drained soil in wetness, depth to 
slough. Slopes are rock 
smooth to slightly 
concave and range 
from Oto/%. 

Source: Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida (1984) by U.S. Soil and 
Conservation Service, now known as Natural Resource Conservation 
Service. 

Simon Suncoast 15-4 September 2000 

Limitations for 
Pond 

Embankment 

Severe: 
ponding, 
seepage 

Severe: 
thin layer, 

wetness 

Severe: 
Seepage 
Piping 

ponding 

Severe: 
ponding 

Severe: 
seepage, 
piping. 
ponding 

Severe: 
thin layer, 

seepage, wetness 



2. Describe the potential for subsidence and any unique geologic 
features (such as sand dunes, bluffs, sinkholes, springs, steepheads, 
etc.) on the site. Discuss what aspects of the site plan will be used to 
compensate. for or take advantage of these features. 

No unique geologic features are located on the Simon Suncoast site. No 
known areas susceptible to subsidence are located on site. 

B. Where a soil presents a limitation to the type of use proposed in .the 
development, state how the limitation will be overcome. Specify 
construction methods that would be used for building, road and 
parking lot foundations, and for lake or canal bank stabilization as 
relevant. 

According to the preliminary Soil Survey of Lee County, prepared by the 
USDA, Soil Conservation Service now known as the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS), the Simon Suncoast site contains soils that 
are common to Lee County and southwest Florida. As in other Lee 
County projects, soil limitations or hazards will be considered and 
generally overcome by proper soil compaction. In limited areas, muck 
removal may be necessary for a proper compaction. Foundation systems 
for specific site conditions will be designed and utilized for building areas 
where common methods are not appropriate. Water management lakes 
will have banks designed to prevent erosion and promote vegetation. 
Existing soil characteristics will be considered in the design of water 
management systems and soil stabilization. 

C. What steps will be taken during site preparation and construction to 
prevent or control wind and water soil erosion? Include a 
description of proposed plans for clearing and grading as related to 
erosion control. 

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3) shall be in accordance 
with the EPA Notice of Intent for proposed construction activities. The 
SWP 3 shall utilize Best Management Practices for controlling 
sedimentation, erosion and pollution. 

Areas under construction in the Simon Suncoast site will be frequently 
watered to control wind erosion and fugitive dust. Developed areas will 
be landscaped and stabilized to minimize erosion from wind and water. 

Simon Suncoast I 5-5 September 2000 



D. To what degree and in what location(s) will the development site be 
altered by fill material? If known, specify the source location and 
composition of the fill. Also identify the disposal location of any 
overburden or spoil. 

Most building and roadway areas will require fill; most of the fill will be 
obtained from excavation of the proposed surface water management 
lakes. A fine sand quality is anticipated for local fill. (See Map E and 
Table 15-1) Overburden or spoil will be used for top dressing of filled 
areas and landscape amenities. 

Simon Suncoast 15-6 September 2000 
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DOCUMENT C.5 

TABLE OF LAND USE AND VEGETATIVE COVER TYPES AND ASSOCIATED LEE COlJNTY 

LISTED WILDLIFE AND PLAN SPECIES FOR THE SIMON SUNCOAST PROJECT SITE, LEE 

COUNTY, FLORIDA 



Lee County Listed Species 
FLUCFCS Code 

211 Florida sandhill crane (Grus canadensis pratensis) 

Florida panther (Felis concolor coryi) 

415 Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) 

Gopher tortoise ( Gopherus polyphemus) 

Gopher frog (Rana areolata) 

Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus) 

Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) 

Florida panther 

Big Cypress fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennis) 

Florida black bear (Urus americanus floridanus) 

Fakahatchee burmannia (Burmannia flava) 

Satinleaf (Chrysophyllum olivaeforme) 

Beautiful paw-paw (Deeringothamnus pulchellus) 

624 American alligator (Alligator mississipiensis) 

Gopher frog 

Limpkin (Aramus guarauna) 

Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) 

Snowy egret (Egretta thula) 

Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor) 

Arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius) 

Wood stork (Mycteria americana) 

Florida panther 

Everglades mink (Mustela vison evergladensis) 

Florida black bear 

640 Limpkin 
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FLUCFCS Code Lee County Listed Species 

Little blue heron 

Reddish egret (Egretta rufescens) 

Snowy egret 

Tricolored heron 

Wood stork 

Snail kite (Rostrhamnus sociabilis) 

Everglades mink 

526 American alligator 

Roseate spoonbill (Ajaia ajaja) 

Limpkin 

Little blue heron 

Reddish egret 

Snowy egret 

Tricolored heron 

Everglades mink 

746 No species listed 

814 No species listed 
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Office of the Secretary 
Office of lntemationaJ Relations 
Di vision of Elections 
Division o f Corporations 
Di•·• · -~ of Cultural Affairs 
U J( Historical Resources 
C. of Library and Information Services 
Di\•is1on of Licensing 

Divis ion of Administrative Sen·ices 

DOCUMENTD 

ZTTER FROM FLORIDA DEPARTMENT 

OF ST A TE REGARDING 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL & HISTORICAL 

'· : 

RESOURCES 2000 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Katherine Harris 

Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

\ 
MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET 

State Board of Education 
Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund 

Administration Commission 
Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission 

Siting Board 
Division of Bond Finance 

Department of Revenue 
Department of Law Enforcement 

Department of Highwa1• Safety and Motor Vehicles 
Department of Veterans· Affairs 

Ms. Emily Hollis July 14, 2000 
Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 

RE: DHR Project File No. 2000-05657 
Cultural Resource Assessment Request 
Job No. 040325004 - Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact Application for 
Development Approval 
Lee County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Hollis: 

In accordance with this agency's responsibilities under Section 380.06, Florida Statutes, we have 
reviewed the information in the Florida Site File to determine whether any archaeological or 
historical resources are recorded in the above referenced project area, and also to determine the 
potential for such resources which are presently unrecorded to be located within it. 

A review of the Florida Master Site File and our records indicates that the above project area was 
formerly called Bonita DCI Parcel. A cultural resource assessment survey was conducted of the 
project area in -1996. No sites were located as a result of the survey, and none have since been 
located. It is therefore the opinion of this agency that no historic properties are likely to be 
located within the project's area of potential effects. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Robin Jackson, 
Historic Sites Specialist at (850) 487-2333 or 1-(800) 847-7278. Your interest in protecting 
Florida's historic properties is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Janct~::~ 
Division of Historical Resources 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

JSM/Jrj 
xc: Dan Trescott, SWFRPC 

_R.A. ~ray B_uilding • 500 South Bronaugh Street • Tallahassee, l;lorida 32399-0250 • http:/ /www.flheritage.com 
0 Directors Office O Archaeolog1cal Research ~ Historic Preservation O Historical Museums 

(850) 488-1480 • FAX: 488-3355 (850) 487-2299 • FAX: 414-2207 (850) 487-2333 • FAX: 922-0496 (850) 488-1484 • FAX: 921-2503 

0 Historic Pensacola Preservation Board 
(850) 595-5985 • FAX: 595-5989 

0 Palm Beach Regional Office 
(561) 279-1475 • FAX: 279- 1476 

0 St. Augustine Regional Office 
(904) 825-5045 • FA X: 825-5044 

0 Tampa Regional Office 
/RB) 272-1843 • FAX: 272-2140 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

July 13, 2000 

Ms. Robin D. Jackson 
Historic Sites Specialist 
Florida Department of State 
Division of Historical Resources 
R.A. Gray Building 
500 South Bronaugh Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

Re: Project File No. 961708 
An Archaeological Report of the Bonita D.C.I. Parcel 
Lee County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. has a letter dated May 9, 1996, issued from 
your office regarding An Archaeological Report of the Bonita D. C.l Parcel, Lee 
County, Florida. The same tract of land . discussed in that letter (reference 
nwnber 961708) is currently included in the Simon Suncoast Development of 
Regional Impact Application for Development Approval. The project boundaries 
have not changed. A graphic illustrating the site and the previously mentioned 
letter are attached for your reference. 

Please provide a letter addressed to Emily Hollis identifying any recorded 
archeological or historical sources within the DRI. Please forward this letter to 
the above printed address. 

Thank you for your time and assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

~~:1~ 
EH/Im 

Attachments 

P:\0403\25004\07 l 300rj .doc 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 



DOCUMENT E 
DISCUSSION OF INTERNAL CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE PLANS 

1. The applicant is not requesting any additional developable acres in the 2020 Planning 
Communities Table. The requested amendment will not, therefore, have any effect on the 
residential or commercial capacity of the FLUM within its 2020 timeframe. 

There are 561 acres of commercial uses available in the Bonita Planning Community and 
1,356 acres of residential uses that may be developed within the Urban Community 
FLUM category in the Bonita area. The project will fit easily within these parameters; 
therefore, the applicant is not requesting an amendment to add acres to the table. 

2. The project, as proposed in the Urban Community Future Land Use Map category is 
consistent with the Lee Plan in general and the following objectives and policies in 
particular: 

(1) Policy 1. 1.4: The proposed uses and intensities are consistent with the Urban 
Community Future Land Use Map category; 

(2) Policy 1.4.1: The property has access to a very high level of urban services (three 
arterial roads and a collector; public water; and public sewer) and is, therefore, 
no longer suitable for rural uses; 

(3) Policy 1.7.6: The project can be accommodated without any amendments to the 
2020 Planning Communities Acreage Table; 

( 4) Objective 2.1: The project abuts a large mixed-use DRI (The Brooks). Another 
mixed-used DRI (Pelican Landing) and several large approved commercial projects 
are located on the west side of US 41 across from the proposed development. 
The request will, therefore, result in a contiguous and compact growth pattern. 

(5) Objective 2.2: The various analyses contained in the ADA establish that adequate 
levels of service can be maintained with the adoption of appropriate conditions 
within the DRI development order; 

(6) Objective 2:4: The re-examination of the Future Land Use Map category 1s 
consistent with this objective; 

(7) Policies 2.4.2 and 2.4.3 : Given the nature and location of the project, these 
policies do not apply to the requested plan amendment; 

(8) Policy 2.4.4: The addition of lands to the Airport Commerce category is not 
relevant to the demand for the kinds of uses that will be developed at this site. 
The demand for a regional mall in the southern part of Lee County has been 
established by numerous market studies and is discussed in the ADA; 



(9) Objective 4.1: This is a mixed-use development which could incorporate a number 
of public uses, including a site for a fire station. It will be a "town center" in 
every possible sense; 

(10) Policy 4.1.1: The site plan appropriately allocates the most intense uses to the 
areas that are closest to the major intersection and to existing commercial uses. 
As noted in the discussion of the State Comprehensive Plan below and 
throughout the ADA, the most prominent natural feature of the site, a flowway 
running through the middle of the subject property, will be protected from 
development; 

(11) Policy 5.1.2: There are no unusual physical constraints or hazards which should 
limit the density or intensity of use on the site; 

(12) Policy 5 .1.3: The residential uses will be in close proximity to public services, 
employment opportunities, parks and schools; 

(13) Policy 5.1.5: The commercial components of the project will be separated from 
the residential portion of The Brooks by a new arterial road (Sandy Lane 
Extension) and by an existing railroad right-of-way; 

(14) Policy 5.1.7: The detailed Master Concept Plan which will be submitted with the 
rezoning application will show pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the 
commercial and residential areas; 

(15) Policy 6.1.2: The Town Center portion of the site will meet the site location 
standard for a regional mall, as it will have direct access to three arterials (US 
41, Sandy Lane Extension, and Coconut Road). Coconut Road can be considered 
an arterial because the Town Center will not be completed before it has been 
extended to Three Oaks Parkway, and the Board of County Commissioners has 
previously determined that its function will change from a collector at that point 
(see the zoning resolution for Coconut Road MPD). The remaining retail 
development on the site will comply with the standards for neighborhood 
commercial centers; 

(16) Policy 6.1.4: As noted above, the project will be compatible with the area and 
will be served by adequate public facilities; 

(17) Policy 6.1.6: The Town Center will be architecturally designed to enhance the 
appearance of structures and parking areas; 
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(18) Policy 6.1.7: The project abuts the commercial portion of The Brooks and is 
across US 41 from numerous commercial projects, including Coconut Road MPD, 
Estero Greens, and Williams Place; 

(19) Standards 11.1 and 11.2: The project will have access to public water and 
wastewater facilities, as noted above; 

(20) Policy 21.1.1: The traffic mitigation for the project will be used to construct 
improvements shown on the 2020 Traffic Circulation Map; 

(21) Policy 24.1.2: The project will have adequate parking and access to the public 
road system and will fund its own site-related improvements; 

(22) Policy 24.1.5: The site layout will not require traffic to pass through areas of low 
intensity uses to reach areas of high intensity uses; 

(23) Policies 31.1.5 and 34.1.5: As noted previously, the project will have access to 
water and sewer facilities with adequate available capacity; and 

(24) Policy 38.3.1: The project will comply with the County's level of service for 
surface water management. 

3. The proposed development abuts the City of Bonita Springs. The project's traffic impacts 
on roads within the City are addressed in the Traffic Analysis which accompanies this 
application. The remainder of the infrastructure which will serve the site will be provided 
by public facilities which are owned and operated by entities other than the City. 

4.A. The application is consistent with the State Comprehensive Plan in general and the 
following goals and policies in particular: 

HOUSING 

(1) Goal 5: As documented in the ADA and by subsequent studies, adequate 
affordable housing will be available to serve the employees of the project. 

WATER RESOURCES 

(1) Policy 2: The subject property is not in a prime aquifer recharge area. No potable 
water wellfields are planned for this site; 

(2) Policy 5: As indicated in the ADA, adequate supplies of potable and non-potable 
water are available for this development. 
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(3) Policies 6-8: The plan for the site includes the protection of a flowway averaging 
approximately 800 feet in width which runs through the property from the 
railroad right-of-way to US 41 , as well as associated wetlands; and 

( 4) Policy 12: As described in the ADA, stormwater runoff from the site will receive 
the treatment required by the SFW1\1D. 

NATURAL SYSTEMS 

( 1) Policy 1: As indicated above, the majority of the wetlands associated with the 
historic flowway will be preserved on the site. 

LAND USE 

(1) Goal 16: As indicated throughout the ADA, the subject property has access to 
adequate public facilities; and 

(2) Policy 3: The project is a mixed-use development with a functional mix of 
commercial, residential, and public uses. Shopping, employment, and recreational 
opportunities will be available on or in close proximity to the site for residents 
of the development. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 

(1) Policy 1: The central location of the site in the rapidly-growing area of South Lee 
County and the mix of residential, commercial, and public uses on the site 
guarantee that the use of existing public facilities will be maximized; and 

(2) Policy 3: The applicant will be required to pay its fair share of the costs of any 
new infrastructure which is necessary to serve this project through the DRI 
process. 

TRANSPORTATION 

(1) Policy 9: The centrally-located mixed-use development will provide the citizens 
of both Lee and Collier Counties with timely and efficient access to services, jobs, 
markets, and attractions. 

4.B. The application is consistent with the Southwest Florida Regional Policy Plan in general, 
and the following policies in particular: 
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HOUSING 

(1) Goal I-5, Policy l.c: The proposed comprehensive plan amendment will increase 
density and promote infill development in what is emerging as a centralized urban 
area in South Lee County; 

(2) Goal I-5, Policy 2: The proposed development will occur on land which is 
centrally located in the Estero area, has relatively few valuable environmental 
features, and will have access to adequate public facilities. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

(1) Goal II-6, Policy 1: The location and mix of uses m this development will 
maximize the efficient use of public facilities; 

(2) Goal II-6, Policy 7: The project will be required to pay a fair share of the cost 
of any public facility improvements that it makes necessary through the DRI 
process; 

(3) Goal II-6, Policy 8.f As noted throughout the ADA, the project will have access 
to adequate public facilities; 

(4) Goal II-24, Policies la. And le: The development is an infill project and will 
provide a mix of uses for balanced growth in the Estero area; and 

(5) Goal II-24, Policy 7: As noted above, the project will be served by public 
facilities operating at an adequate level of service. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

(1) Goal IV-2, Policy 2: As noted in the discussion of the State Comprehensive Plan 
above and in the ADA responses to Question 13, the majority of the jurisdictional 
wetlands on the site will be preserved, and adequate mitigation will be provided 
for alterations of jurisdictional wetlands that have not been previously permitted 
by the SFWMD and the ACOE; 

(2) Goal IV-3, Policy 6: As noted in the ADA, the project will have access to 
adequate potable water supplies; 

(3) Goal IV-4, Policy lb: As indicated in the discussion of the State Comprehensive 
Plan above, the majority of a major flowway containing approximately 27 acres 
running through the middle of the site will be protected from development; and 
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(4) Goal IV-6, Policy 7: The project will be served by a central sewer system. 

TRANSPORTATION 

(1) Goal V-3, Policy 2: The project will contain an appropriate mix of uses and will, 
therefore, reduce the travel time between activity centers ( see also Goal V-II, 
Policy 12.); and 

(2) Goal V-6, Policy 1: Bike paths, sidewalks, and transit sites will be shown on the 
detailed Master Concept Plan which will be submitted with the rezoning request. 
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DOCUMENT F 

DISCUSSION OF ADDITION TO FUTURE URBAN .AREAS 

I . The proposed amendment does not constitute urban sprawl for the following reasons: 

a. As noted in Exhibit "D", the applicant is not requesting an amendment to add 
acres to the 2020 Planning Communities Table. The request will not, therefore, 
increase the capacity of the FLUM; 

b. The property abuts a municipal boundary to the south, a large mixed-use ORI 
and a railroad line to the east, an arterial road to the west, and a collector to the 
north. Numerous large commercial or mixed-use developments, including Pelican 
Landing, Coconut Road l\1PD, Estero Greens, Williams Place, and the Camargo 
Trust l\1PD are located immediately to the west of US 41 in this area (see Map 
1 attached). The property is literally surrounded, therefore, by urban services and 
uses; 

c. As noted throughout this document and the ADA, the level of urban services 
which will serve this project is characteristic of an urban area, not a rural area; 
and 

d. The project is a high-intensity mixed use project on a parcel with relatively few 
natural resources. 

2. The subject parcel was designated rural in the 1984 version of the FLUM. This 
classification had never been reviewed or changed in the ensuing years in spite of 
extremely rapid growth in the Estero/Bonita area. The amendment, as noted above, will 
not cause any increase in the capacity of the FLUM or result in urban sprawl; instead, 
it will focus development on a central location with adequate services in the Estero area. 
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DOCUMENTG 

PLANNING JUSTIFICATION 

The justification for this amendment is contained within the ADA and documents E and F 
of this package. 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT 
(CPA 2000-30) 

RESPONSE TO DCA OBJECTION 

OBJECTIONS RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENTS REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 02-Dl 

LEE COUNTY 

I. CONSISTENCY WITH RULES 9J-5 AND CHAPTER 163 .. F.S. 

Lee County's proposed Amendment 02-Dl involves changes to the Future Land Use Map 
changes and text. The Department raises an objection to the proposed amendment. 

Objection: 

This is a proposal to revise the Future Land Use Map for a 483-acre site located between 
U.S. 41 and Seminole Gulf Railway tracks and extending from Williams Road south past 
Coconut Road from "Rural" to "Urban Community", and Policy 6.1.2, in order to facilitate 
the location of the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact. According to the 
information provided, the proposed land use change will degrade the level of service 
standards on U.S. 41. This is inconsistent with the County's commitment in Goal 22, 
Objective 70.1 and Policy 70.1.1 to maintain the adopted level of service standards. The 
County has not demonstrated, through scheduled improvements within the first three years 
of the Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements, how the level of service standard on this 
roadway will be maintained in view of the impact of the proposed land use designation on 
U.S. 41. Chapter 163.3177(2),(6)(a), Florida Statutes; Rule 9J-5.006(3)(c)3.; 9J-
5.016(3)(b)5., (4)(a) & (b); and 9J-5.019(4)(c)l., Florida Administrative Code. 

Recommendation: Demonstrate, with adequate data and analysis, how the increased 
density and intensity on the site will take place without exacerbating the traffic condition on 
U.S. 41. In addition, demonstrate the consistency of the amendment with the Lee Plan Goal, 
Objective and Policy listed above which commit the County to maintain the adopted level 
of service standards; and show, by including any needed improvements that will enable the 
maintenance of the level of service standards within the first three years of a financially 
feasible Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Since the Urban Community 
designation that allows six units per acre and the proposed commercial use may be too 
intense for the site, in light of the traffic impact on U.S. 41, the County should consider 
designating on the site a less intense land use category. 

~ 



Applicant's Response 

The Applicant has previously provided adequate data and analysis to demonstrate that, with 
appropriate traffic mitigation by the Applicant, US 41 will operate at an acceptable level of service 
in the year 2020, which is the current horizon year for The Lee Plan. The data and analysis were 
provided in the report titled Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study, 
Supplemental Information, which was prepared by David Plummer & Associates (DP A) dated 
November 6, 2001, and is included as Appendix I in this report. 

The traffic analyses submitted by the Applicant to date, in support of the proposed Amendment, are 
reviewed below, in chronological order. All traffic analyses prepared in support of the proposed 
Amendment have evaluated conditions in 2020, the horizon year for the Lee Plan. Conditions in the 
near future have been evaluated fully as part of the Development of Regional Impact (DRJ) review. 

The initial Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study was dated November 
1, 2000. This study compared traffic conditions, both with and without the proposed Comprehensive 

. Plan Amendment, in the year 2020 under the current (at that time) MPO 2020 Financially-Feasi~le 
Plan. The traffic study concluded that the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment will not cause 
any roadway segments to fail. 

In a memorandum dated July 6, 2001, however, the Lee County DOT staff found this initial traffic 
study to be insufficient for review because the information was out of date. The Applicant's traffic 
consultant, David Plummer & Associates (DP A), had used the travel model and 2020 roadway 
network that were in effect at the time the study was prepared, but, by the time the Lee County DOT 
staff reviewed the study, the travel model and 2020 roadway network had been superceded. 

In the July 6 memo, the Lee County DOT staff informed the Applicant that the staff had conducted 
a 2020 traffic study on the new 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan roadway network and compared the 
roadway levels of service with and without the proposed Amendment. DP A obtained the County's 
travel model assignments and level of service spreadsheets and utilized them to update the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study. The updated study was submitted to Lee County 
as a Sufficiency Response for Traffic Study dated August 24, 2001 . 

For this Sufficiency Response, DPA utilized the updated 2020 travel model assignments and the 
LOS spreadsheets provided by the Lee County DOT. The County's travel model assignments with 
and without the Project were not adjusted in any way. The assignments and resulting assigned 
volumes were utilized without modification. A few modifications were made, however, to the LOS 
spreadsheets provided by the County. These modifications were fully documented in the Sufficiency 
Response. 

As in the initial Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study. DPA concluded that the Project will 
not cause any roadway segments to fail. In other words, there were no segments where the level of 
service is at or above (better than) the standard without the Project, but below the standard with the 
Project. All segments were either at or above the standard, both with or without the Project, or 
below the standard, both with and without the Project. 
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In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001, the Lee County DOT staff disagreed with DPA's 
conclusion that no roadway segments would fail because of the Project. The staff generally accepted 
the travel model assignments and LOS spreadsheets used in the Sufficiency Response dated August 
24, 2001, but did not agree with modifications DPA made to the roadway service volumes on the 
section ofUS 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. The staff advised DPA that these 
US 41 modifications were unacceptable. 

DP A met with the County staff on October 31, 2001, to discuss the staffs concerns regarding this 
section of US 41. It was agreed that DPA would use the County's generalized service volumes for 
this section of US 41 in the LOS spreadsheets, rather than the modified service volumes used in the 
Sufficiency Response, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. It was also agreed that DPA 
would perform a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 to determine the appropriate 
improvements needed to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on this section of US 41. Finally, 
it was agreed that the Applicant could address these US 41 deficiencies through the Project's DRI 
traffic mitigation. 

Following this meeting, DPA submitted a new report titled Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment, Supplemental Information and dated November 6, 2001. This Supplemental 
Information is included as Appendix I in this report, because it represents the final analysis that was 
reviewed and accepted by the Lee County staff. 

The Supplemental Information addresses the County staffs concerns regarding the section of US 41 
between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. As agreed, Lee County generalized services volumes 
were used for all roads in the LOS spreadsheet, including the section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Alico Road. In addition, the report provided detailed intersection capacity analysis 
(based on Highway Capacity Software) and ART_PLAN analysis that demonstrated that 
improvements at key intersections will enchance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so 
that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or 
upgrading parallel facilities . 

Exhibit 2 (Revised) in this Supplemental Information provides roadway levels of service in 2020, 
under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan, with the proposed Simon Suncoast Project in 
place. It is important to point out that this LOS spreadsheet relies very heavily on information 
provided by the Lee County DOT: (1) the spreadsheet itself was developed by the Lee County 
DOT; (2) the 2020 volumes are from a travel model assignment by the Lee County DOT of future 
2020 conditions under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan; (3) the seasonal and peak hour 
adjustment factors are based on Lee County permanent count station data; and (4) the roadway 
service volumes are based on Lee County generalized service volumes. 

A review of Exhibit 2 (Revised) reveals that, except for the section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Alico Road, all segments of US 41 will operate better than the Lee Plan LOS standard 
of LOS "E". The levels of service on US 41 segments are as follows: 
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Road Segment LOS 

US 41 Segments 

US 41 from Collier County line to Coconut Road 
US 41 from Coconut Road to N. Project Entrance 
US 41 from N. Project Entrance to Koreshan Boulevard 
US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road 
US 41 from Alico Road to Island Park Road 
US 41 from Island Park Road to Six Mile Parkway 

Footnote: 
(I) Acceptable LOS with improvements at key intersections. 

Levels of Service 

C 
D 
C 
(1) 
B 
C 

As explained above, intersection capacity analysis and ART_PLAN analysis demonstrate that, with 
improvements at a number of key intersections, the six-lane section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Ali co Road will operate better than the Lee Plan LOS standard (LOS "C" northbound 
and LOS "C" southbound) in 2020 under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan and with the 
Simon Suncoast Project in place. The needed intersection improvements include dual left-tum lanes 
on the approaches to four key intersections. 

US 41 is expected to operate better than the Lee Plan standard in 2020 primarily for two reasons. 
First, in accordance with the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan, all of US 41 will be widened 
to six lanes by 2020. As a matter of fact, most four-lane sections of US 41 are already scheduled for 
widening to six lanes within the next five years. Second, in accordance with the 2020 Plan, several 
existing parallel facilities will be widened and several new north-south facilities will be constructed 
by 2020. As shown in Exhibit 3 of the Supplemental Information, the following improvements to 
north-south facilities are included in the adopted 2020 Plan. 

• the construction of the six-lane Metro Parkway Extension between Six.Mile Parkway 
and Alico Road. 

• the construction of the two-lane Oriole Road/Sandy Lane corridor east of US 41 
between Alico Road and Old 41 in Bonita Springs. 

• the construction of the four-lane Three Oaks Parkway Extension between Daniels 
Parkway to Alico Road. 

• the widening of Three Oaks Parkway to four lanes between Alico Road and 
Corkscrew Road. 

• the construction ofthe four-lane Three Oaks Parkway Extension between Corkscrew 
Road and E. Terry Street. 
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• the construction of four-lane Imperial Street between E. Terry Street and Bonita 
Beach Road. 

• the construction of four- to six-lane Livingston Road between Bonita Beach Road 
and lmmokalee Road (in Collier County). 

• the widening ofl-75 to six lanes throughout South Lee County. 

• the construction of the four- to six-lane Treeline Avenue Extension between Daniels 
Parkway and Alico Road. 

• the widening of Ben Hill Griffin Parkway to six lanes between Alico Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard. 

• the construction of the four-lane Bonita Grande Drive (CR 951) Extension east ofl-
75 between Corkscrew Road and Bonita Beach Road. 

• the construction of the four-lane CR 951 Extension east of 1-75 between Bonita 
Beach Road and Imrnokalee Road (in Collier County). 

The Three Oaks Parkway, Imperial Street and Livingston Road improvements listed above are 
already scheduled for construction within five years in the Lee County Capital Improvement 
Program. 

The Supplemental Information provided by DP A was reviewed and accepted by the County staff. 
Accordingly, the Supplemental Information served as the basis for the Lee County DOT staffs 
Simon Suncoast Proposed Text Amendment Comments dated November 15, 2001, and the staffs 
LPA Public Hearing Document for the November 261

\ 2001 Public Hearing, which was dated 
November 19, 2001. The later document recommended approval of the proposed Text Amendment 
and, as stated at the top of Page 12 of 24, provided the following conclusion: 

"Staff believes that, in light of the property's access to several existing and future collector 
roads as well as to US 41, the access to the site is adequate to support the development of a 
regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to the subject property from the 
surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two potential regional mall 
sites." 

Unfortunately, an inaccurate statement on Page 3 of 24, under Basis and Recommended Findings 
of Fact, in the November 19 LP A Public Hearing Document, has led to a misunderstanding regarding 
the impacts of the Project on the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan. This inaccurate statement 
reads as follows: 

"The development of a regional mall will cause four road segments to operate below 
acceptable levels of service prior to the Year 2020." 
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This statement is incorrect in that three of the four segments identified in the staffs analysis have 
the same level of service with or without the proposed Project. Therefore, the regional mall does not 
"cause" these three segments to operate below the level of service standard. Also, two of these three 
segments will not be "deficient" in 2020. 

Here is a summary of the situation for these three segments: 

• The LCDOT staffs projections indicate that 1-75 will operate at LOS "D" both with 
and without the Project. And, while the State's LOS standard on I-75 is currently 
LOS "C", it is expected that by 2020 the LOS standard on I-75 will be changed to 
LOS "D", because I-75 will then be within an urbanized area with a population over 
500,000. This future change in the LOS standard on I-75 is anticipated in Lee Plan 
Policy 22.1.1, which identifies LOS "C" as the standard in transitioning areas and 
LOS "D" as the standard in urbanized areas. With the anticipated change in the LOS 
standard, there would not be a level of service deficiency on I-75, with or without the 
regional mall. 

• The section of Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street is over capacity, both 
with and without the Project. However, this section of Old 41 is recognized in The 
Lee Plan as a constrained facility. A volume to capacity (V /C) ratio of 1.85 has been 
established in Lee Plan Policy 22.2.2 as the relevant measure of deficiency for a 
constrained roadway, not the level of service on the road. Year 2020 traffic volumes 
on this section of Old 41 are not expected to exceed the V/C ratio established in the 
Lee Plan for constrained facilities, either with or without the Project. Therefore, this 
section of Old 41 will not be deficient in 2020, in terms of Lee Plan Policy 22.2.2. 

• According to the staffs projections, Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU 
entrance to Alico Road operates at LOS F both with and without the Project. The 
Project does not cause this section of Ben Hill Griffin Parkway to fail. 

As for the remaining segment, US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road, DP A has submitted 
documentation that, with improvements at key intersections, this section of US 41 should operate 
at the LOS standard in 2020. Furthermore, the Applicant and the staff have agreed that the 
Project's mitigation for this Comp Plan Amendment impact will be appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI traffic mitigation. 

The inaccurate statement referenced above was brought to the attention of the Lee County staff at 
the Board of County Commissioner's Transmittal Hearing on December 13, 2001, and again in an 
e-mail from DPA to the Lee County DOT on December 14, 2001. The staff subsequently agreed 
with DP A that the statement was not accurate and advised DP A in an e-mail on January 8, 2002, that 
the statement in the staff report would be modified to read as follows: 
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"Three road segments in the project area will operate below acceptable levels of service prior 
to the Year 2020, with or without the proposed amendment or mall development. The land 
use map change could result in one additional road segment operating below the adopted 
level of service, if a regional mall is developed as planned." 

The County's reference to "one additional road segment operating below the adopted level of 
service" refers to the section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. 

As agreed by the Applicant and the Lee County staff, the Project's Comprehensive Plan impacts on 
the section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Ali co Road are being fully mitigated as part 
of the DRI traffic mitigation. Transportation Condition D.3 in the draft DRI Development Order 
(D.O.) requires the Applicant to mitigate the Project's Comprehensive Plan impacts. While the 
Applicant and the County staff continue to disagree on some ofthe Conditions in the draft D.O., both 
parties are in agreement on Condition D.3 regarding the Project's Comprehensive Plan traffic 
mitigation. 

PROPOSED LEE PLAN REVISIONS 
AFfER FURTHER DISCUSSIONS WITH DCA 

This report was transmitted informally to DCA on June 11, 2002. On July 2, 2002, during a follow­
up phone conference with a representative from DCA, it became apparent that the DCA objection 
was directed towards the use of the DRI development order as the vehicle for providing the 
mitigation for the affected intersections. DCA was requesting that the mitigation be included in the 
first three years of the County's CIP, not merely in the DRI development order. 

Representatives from the Applicant and County staff met on July 18, 2002, to discuss the procedural 
issue raised by DCA. The County staff members were reluctant, for several good reasons, to include 
the mitigation in the CIP immediately. They agreed to explore this issue further with DCA. 

As a result of these discussions between the County and DCA, all parties, including the Applicant, 
have agreed that the addition of the following language to Policy 21.1.1 in The Lee Plan is an 
appropriate way to address DCA's concern: 

POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 
Financially Feasible Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as part of the 
Transportation Map series for this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan Map, as adopted December 8, 2000, is 
incorporated as Map 3A of the Transportation Map series, with one format change 
as approved by the Lee County Board of County Commissioners on March 23, 1999. 
The format change is a visual indication (with shading) that alignment options for the 
County Road 951/Bonita Grande Drive extension are still under consideration, 
consistent with Note 52. Also, the comprehensive plan amendment analysis for the 
Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI identified the need for improvements at key 
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intersections on US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road to address the added 
impacts from the project for year 2020. and a mitigation payment has been required 
as part of the DRI development order. Lee County considers the following 
intersection improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary 
funds to make these improvements at the point they are required to maintain adopted 
level of service standards on US 41: 

Intersection 

US 41 /Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B&F Parcel 

US 41 /Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

8 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Northbound. Southbound. Eastbound 
and Westbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Southbound and Westbound Dual 
Left Turn Lanes 
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Introduction 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
(November 6, 2001) 

In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001, which is included as Appendix A, the LCDOT 
Transportation Planning staff disagreed with DP A's conclusion that no roadway segments would fail 
because of the Simon Suncoast project. This was DPA's conclusion in both the original 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study dated November 1, 2000, and the Sufficiency 
Response dated August 24, 2001, which relied on the updated travel model assignments and level 
of service (LOS) spreadsheets provided by the County staff. In particular, the staff did not accept 
adjustments that were made in the County's generalized roadway service volumes for two segments 
of US 41 south of Alico Road. 

To resolve this issue, DPA met with the LCDOT staff on October 31, 2001. During this meeting, 
it was agreed that the County's generalized service volumes should be used in the LOS spreadsheets, 
in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. These generalized service volumes indicate that there 
may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 41 south of Alico Road with 
the Simon Suncoast project. It was also agreed, however, that DPA could utilize other, more 
detailed transportation planning methodologies to determine the appropriate improvements needed 
to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on US 41. 

Accordingly, DPA has completed a traffic engineering evaluation of these two US 41 segments. 
This engineering evaluation indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the 
carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met without 
widening US 41 ·beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. 

This report provides revised LOS spreadsheets for 2020 traffic conditions under the 2020 
Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, both with and without Simon Suncoast. In addition, the 
results of the engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 are provided. 

Revised Level of Service Spreadsheets 

Exhibits 1 and 2 (Revised) are updated versions of the LOS spreadsheets (without and with the 
Simon Suncoast project, respectively) that were originally prepared by the LCDOT and were 
subsequently modified by DPA as part of the Sufficiency Response dated August 24, 2001. The 
spreadsheets have been updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes for the two 
segments of US 41 south of Alico Road, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. 
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The spreadsheets indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments 
ofUS 41 south of Alico Road with the Simon Suncoast project. However, as will be shown below, 
these two US 41 segments will operate at or above the Lee Plan LOS standard with improvements 
at key intersections. 

Also, it is important to note the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan actually works very 
well with the Simon Suncoast project. Exhibit 3, which was developed using the levels of service 
reported in Exhibit 2, shows the 2020 levels of service on roadway segments in south Lee County. 
All roadway segments in the vicinity of the project operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard. 
Other than the two US 41 segments, which can be addressed through intersection improvements, 

the only deficient segment is the segment on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway just south of Alico Road. 
This segment fails to meet the County's LOS standard both with and without the Simon Suncoast 
project. 

Unique Characteristics of US 41 South of Alico Road 

As noted above, a traffic engineering evaluation of the section of US 41 south of Alico Road 
indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section 
of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond 
six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities . This is due to the intersection improvements and to the fact 
that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to this section of US 41 between 
Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

Among these unique characteristics are the following: 

1. While the Lee County Group I service volumes assume a weighted effective green time 
of only 0.46, the actual g/C ratios at all signalized intersections between Alico Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard are currently at 0.50 or higher. As shown in Exhibit 4, the 
County's Signal Operating Plans (SOPs) indicate that the g/C ratio at Constitution 
Boulevard is 0.62 and the g/C ratio at Sanibel Boulevard is 0.50. 

2. As shown in Exhibit 3, the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan (Map 3A) 
does not include any major east-west roads that cross this section of US 41. All of the 
roads in the Plan that intersect this section of US 41 are essentially T-intersections. 
While local access may be provided on the opposite side of US 41, east-west through 
volumes will be relatively low. As a result, these cross-streets should not draw much 
green time off of US 41. Therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

3. According to LCDOT's updated 2020 travel model assignment, which is shown in 
Exhibit 5, all of the cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section of US 41 
carry relatively low volumes, with most carrying less than 10,000 vehicles per day. This 
is another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios wi II remain relatively high. 
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4. The San Carlos Park area on the east side of US 41 is largely built out. Therefore, 
volumes onto and off of US 41 from the east will not increase substantially from those 
found today. 

5. In the 2020 Plan, two major north-south road improvements east ofUS 41 (i.e., the new 
two-lane corridor connecting Oriole Road and Sandy Lane and the four-laning of Three 
Oaks Parkway) will draw San Carlos Park traffic away from US 41 . Therefore, the 
traffic entering and exiting US 41 from San Carlos Park should decline. (This may be 
seen in the relatively low assigned traffic volumes on Sanibel Boulevard.) This is 
another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

6. The 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan includes a grade-separation at the 
US 41/ Alico Road intersection. This eliminates the only major intersection where the 
g/C ratio on this section of US 41 would be less than 0.50, because this new interchange 
will allow free-flow conditions on US 41 through this intersection. 

Projected 2020 Traffic Volumes on US 41 South of Alico Road 

Exhibit 5 shows the relatively low peak season daily volumes assigned by the travel model to the 
cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section of US 41 . To perform a traffic engineering 
evaluation of this section of US 41, it was necessary to convert these daily volumes to peak hour 
volumes and to assign the peak hour volumes to specific intersections. 

The adjustment factors in Exhibit 2 were used to convert the 2020 assigned daily volumes to 2020 
peak hour volumes. In addition, the north-south volumes on US 41 were controlled to those 
reported in Exhibit 2 to ensure consistency. 

The side street (and centroid connector) volumes were then assigned to specific intersections based 
on the travel model assignment and FDOT's access management plan for this section of US 41. 
FDOT's access management plan for the section of US 41 from Alico Road to Hickory Boulevard, 
which is now under construction, indicates that there will be full median openings at Babcock Road, 
Constitution Boulevard, Sanibel Boulevard and Hickory Boulevard. FDOT's access management 
plan for the Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study for US 41 south of San Carlos 
Boulevard indicates that there will be full median openings at Vintage Parkway and Koreshan 
Parkway. Of course, these access plans also show directional median openings and right-in/right-out 
driveways at various locations. 

In addition, to be conservative, it was assumed that a full median opening will be located at the new 
entrance to the B&F Parcel about 1/4 mile north of Sanibel Boulevard on the west side of US 41. 
This assumption was made with the understanding that the developers of the B&F Parcel have been 
negotiating with the FOOT regarding a full median opening at this location. 

The side street volumes were then assigned to all of the planned access points, including full median 
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openings, directional median openings and right-in/right-out driveways. The resultant peak hour 
traffic volumes, at full median openings only, are shown in Exhibit 6. 

The traffic volumes shown on Sanibel Boulevard are actually higher than the assigned volumes. 
Some of the assigned volumes from the centroid connector on the east side of US 41 to the north 
and from San Carlos Boulevard to the south were reassigned to Sanibel Boulevard, because Sanibel 
Boulevard has a traffic signal at US 41, and San Carlos Boulevard will only have a directional 
median opening. 

One traffic analysis zone on the west side of US 41 (i.e. T AZ 768) stretches from Constitution 
Boulevard in the north to Broadway in the south. Traffic from this zone was assigned to several 
intersections along US 41, including the B&F Parcel. 

ART PLAN Analysis of US 41 South of Alico Road 

A review of the traffic projections in Exhibit 6 indicates that four US 41 intersections are likely to 
be signalized in 2020: Constitution Boulevard, the B&F Parcel, Sanibel Boulevard and Koreshan 
Parkway. These are shown in Exhibit 7. 

The projected volumes at the other full median openings do not appear to warrant signalization. For 
this reason, DPA performed an ART_PLAN analysis of this section of US 41 assuming four 
signalized intersections and using the projected volumes shown in Exhibit 6. 

First, intersection capacity analyses were performed using the latest Highway Capacity Software 
(HCS). A standard cycle length of 120 seconds was assumed, and the yellow and all red times were 
controlled to the existing times found on US 41, as preferred by the LCDOT. Sufficient green time 
was allocated to the side streets to maintain the Lee Plan LOS standard on the side streets (LOS "E"). 
Then, the remaining green time was allocated to the north-south traffic. 

The results of the HCS analyses are summarized below and provided in detail in Appendix B. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

Level of Service 
Intersection All NB SB EB WB 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard D D C D D 
US 41/B&F Parcel C D B E B 
US 41/Sanibel Boulevard C D B E D 
US 41/Koreshan Boulevard C D B - D 

As shown above, all intersections operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard of LOS "E". 
Furthermore, all of the northbound approaches operate at LOS ''D" and all of the southbound 
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approaches operate at LOS "C" or LOS "B''. 

The intersection capacity analysis identified a number of intersection improvements that can enhance 
traffic operations. Most importantly, the construction of dual left-tum lanes at key intersections 
allows more green time to be allocated to the north-south traffic movements. The recommended 
intersection improvements are summarized below. 

Intersection Improvements 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B&F Parcel 

US 41/Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left-Turn Lanes 

Northbound Dual Left-Turn Lanes 
Southbound Dual Left-Turn Lanes 
Eastbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Turn Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Turn Lanes 
West bound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

The results of the HCS analyses were input into the ART_PLAN analysis, which is provided in 
Appendix C. Interestingly, the g/C ratios on US 41 are much higher than the generalized tables 
assume, but the percentage of turns off of the main road are lower. This is consistent with the 
observations made above regarding the unique characteristics of this section of US 41. 

The results of the ART_PLAN analysis are summarized below. 

Segment Levels of Service 

Roadway Segment 

US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Sanibel Blvd. 
US 41 from Sanibel Blvd. to B&F Parcel 
US 41 B&F Parcel to Constitution Blvd. 
US 41 from Constitution Blvd. to Alico Rd. 
Overall: US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Alico Road 

Level of Service 
NB SB 

C 
D 
C 

C 

C 
D 
C 
C 
C 
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It should be noted that the northbound level of service would actually be better than indicated if the 
segment of US 41 from Constitution Boulevard to Alico Road was included in the analysis. A level 
of service for this segment is not reported because the US 41/ Alico Road intersection is shown as 
a grade-separated interchange in the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, rather than a 
signalized intersection. This would provide free flow movements through this intersection. 

The resultant arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41 is well above the Lee 
Plan standard of LOS "E". To test the reliability of this conclusion, DP A performed another 
ART _PLAN analysis with an additional signal at Babcock Road. (This was simply a sensitivity test, 
because it does not appear that the volumes at Babcock Road would warrant a signal.) This test also 
resulted in an arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41. This indicates that 
an acceptable level of service can be maintained on this section of US 41 even if there are more 
signals on US 41. 

Conclusions 

As agreed with the County staff, the level of service spreadsheets with and without the Simon 
Suncoast project were updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes on all roads in 
the study area, including the section of US 41 south of Alico Road. These generalized service 
volumes indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 
41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard with the Simon Suncoast project. 

However, a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 indicates that improvements at 
key intersections (i.e. the construction of dual left-tum lanes) will enhance the carrying capacity of 
this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 
41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to both the intersection 
improvements and to the fact that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to 
this section of US 41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 
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Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alica Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

1-75 

Old 41 

Sandy Ln (Ext.) 

Three Oaks_Pkwy __ 

Treeline Ave 

, ··-·r 
From To l~_~flane~--~~os std 
US 41 Railroad t 4LD E 

·Railroad Lee Blvd ~-- ···6LD ·· ··· E 

~~~e:'iaks Pkwy . ~~e~ Oak~ Pkwy r --:tr~7: ~ 
. 1-75 . . Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy r . 6LD- .. . E 

:sen Hill_Griffi~Pilwy ·Easi - . -- ·c~ .. £[N .: .·. .. E 
. HickOI")' Blvd Vanderbilt Dr. . _,4Lq _ E 
Vanderbilt Dr. . US 41 4LD E 
US 41 Old 41 .4LD E 
Old 41 Imperial St - .. 4LD E 
Imperial St 1-75 -- - 6LD E 

· 1-75 . - .. Bonita Grade Dr. r 4LD E 
Bonita Grade Or. East ·t 4LD E 
us 41 . . . -. Sandy Ln T . 4LD E 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd . 1 ·· .. 4LD E 
River Ranch Rd . . Three Oaks Pkwy t -- 4LO - E 

·Three Oaks Pkwy .. ·1-75 - -- -- - j 4LD E 
1-75 . . . - : Be~ Hill Griffin Pkwy __ : . •Lq E 

_ Ben Hill Griff!~ P~ , 'Nild~t Run _ _ 4LO _ __ _ E 
Wildcat Run The Habitat 4LO E 

. The Habitat . Alico Rd . . 2LN E 

. Alica Rd 'Easi - - --2LN - E 
West of US 41 . 'us·41 t -- 2LN E 

·uS41 . :Sandyln - -·4LO E 
Sandy Ln . Three Oaks Pkwy - ... 4LO E 
lmmokalee Rd -- . ' Bonlfa Beach Rd... . .. 6LF C 
Bonita Beach .Rd . Corkscrew Rd .. - . .. . 6LF C 
Corllscrew Rd ;Alico Rd . . 6LF C 

. Alice Rd : Danlels Pkwy .. 6LF .. C 
County Line Bonita Beach Rd ·· · ·4LO E 

. Bonita Beach Rd Terry St ... . . ... . 2LN E 
_TerrySt' ·-· · ·: _ .::~<;>jem~~Rci :_-:::4LO _ _ E 
Rosemary Rd : Cockleshell Dr. 4LD E 

_ Cockleshell rir. j US 4f .. --- - . _4LD E 
Alice Rd : San Carlos Blvd 2LN E 
San Carlos Blvd . . : i<oreshan Blvd . 2LN E 
i<oresiian Blvd-- -- ~ Corkscrew Rd- 2LN E 
CorllscreviRd -- -- - ·;wiliamsRci-- - . --2LN E 
Williams Rd .. - --··-· · . fCoconu'i Rd ·- - ---2(N E 

.Coconut Rd !Qld-41-- - - -· · 2LN E 
Daniels Pkw1 ... ____ . __ _ j Fiddleslicks __ ·. _. _ . . 4LO __ E 
Fiddlesticks , Alice Rd 4LD E 

: Alice Rd . . j SariCarl(?S Bl~_d 4(0 E 
San Carlos Blvd ; Koreshan Blvd 4LD E 

. Koreshan Blvd : Corkscrew Rd 6LD E 
'. Corkscrew Rd ! WillTams Rd . ·--- 6LD E 
. Williams Rd I Coconut Rd GLD - - . E 
'CoconulRd . - ! Strike Ln 4LD E 
'. Strike Ln ;Terry St 4LD E 
; Daniels Pkwy I SWFIA 4LO E 
i SWFIA Alice Rd 6Lb E 

Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy : Alice Rd i FGCU 6Lo· E 
. _ :~GCU __ --- _ _ -ll<_ores~~n _ _!3Iv~· .. ---Iii.~-= - _ ~ E 

1t<oreshan Blv_d_ . . .. ~<?.~~~~~ - _ 4LO E 

11/07/2001 

Without Simon Sunco11t 

FSUTMS j ---- -] -- . iK~100- jTwoway jPeaiiofr. ·-- SVT'LOS Pean:>lr. 
Volumes , PS factors , 2020 AADT Factors PM peak 0-factors I Volumes Std LOS VIC ratio 

I--· I ··- · ·. - · -- ····· ··-- ··-- · ·-· I - . ---· .. --·· · -· ·· ·--· 

~~:~~~ i ·----{g~~ ! --~~'.~~; - - ~:6!~ ----t~; - ~::~1 -.. -~::~; · -- ~:g!g - .. g --- ----g:: 
~::;~~ ! =--Fg~~ l --~H~~ . :-g: ;gr~ -- ~{~ir -·- ~::~ l -~ :·1~~! -.- ~J:~ ~ _-· =I ~-~~--~- ~~~i 
2~:~~ I =-·r~~~ l . -2~~{~~ - K~ ~: .. .J,:f~ . . . ~:~I . -i:;J~ . ~ : 3·i:i .. . .. ~r:: · ~ ~-=r~i 
41 .024 1 --n-;; l ·32::m ci:110 3:5so · o.53I 1:8e2 ·-·-2,030 ·· ·c -- ----ii:11:i 
28,442: ~ -T 321j ·:z,:531 0.116 ·2,4~a o:53I · 1;324 ~ ·-..=2.~o:i~ · - -- ·c--~~ -~~- o:~s 
17,323!1 __ _!._365j _ 12,691j 0.122 --- 1.~~ 0531 _ ... . ~?1 ___ 2,030 __ J3_ .. .. _____ _!).4_1?_ 
31,225 , ____ 1,184j ~6,372, _0.1 04 ~,7~~- 0541 1,481 __ _ ~,0~Q __ __ C ______ __ O,!~ 
38,6381 .... ....!:1661 3~,1371 . _0.101 ___ _ 3,3~?___ . 0.54 1. -~'~Q7 - ~0~(? _ ~--- _____ 0:.5! 

~~:~:!; --N!:i ½t~~~ g:~6~ ~:~:r ~:~:1 1.~66 -- ~:~~g -t--- -----t:;-
21 .205i H54i 1e~:i15 · <i.1os f,s2e o.50 ! .. - ess · ·-2,030 - ---e - -- --·-·o:,ea 
20.199 __ 1.1ssl 1~:ooel __ o:1os _ __ _f;_e~.! ~--- _oso] _·_ 9~5--~- 2,~~g · e ___ _ :·· ~.---(~! 
23,075 _ 1.~51 i _?0,048 . 0.104 ~.o~~ 050! 1,042 _ --~,o~o __ e _. _ _!l.5! 
31,792 1.1371 27,961; 0.101 2,824 o.so 1,412 2,030 C 0.70 
26.570 f145: 2:i;205) 0.103 · ·2,:ieo ··· o.so 1,f95 ··· 2,030 Ei --0:59 
24,737 ··---r,-1e I 21~s•8 · tno• -- 2,241 - - o:so -- · -Tf2tf -2,030 ·· ·--e- - - ----o.ss 
e.957 --- T,141 1:s29 · 0~1o!i · · · -- 832 ---- · o:so -- -,ffs ----ro3o -- ·e--- --·-cr-20 

-·--- I ··-- - . . . . - ·--. · - - - - ·-· - - - ---- ·-. . . . ----- - - ---- - - -· --· - ·· ·· ·-J:~i : ~:=-+Hi l iii~ --l-ig: _::.=:-~ji! .:.~~-:: :H~ -_:~:. !!i ~---- ~ :~~i ---· :t · :_ -~=--i;ig 
10.291 -1.112I ----·n01 · -- ·0~1oe ·· · ·-·-949 --- o.so -- -47• -·2,030 · e -- - - -·-0.23 

10.423 1 = -~I~12· _-_~;e93 ___ _ .Q:1~e :.:_~=_:9ilo =~:=:as~ __ :_ ::480 - -~ -~C!. -~-~~ ---~-- ~-=-o:-i'~ 
89,661 i .. __ 1.1 36 - - .!~,927 _ - · (l.Q97 ____ _7,~56 _ ··- 0.54 ··- -- ~!1_34 _ _;_970 {1 _ D - - · - _1,_Q~ 
89,499 ; 1.087 82,336 0.099 8,151 0.57 4,646 3,970 (1 D 1.17 
91.321! ·-1.081 e•:ti11 · 0.099 e.3·n o.s1 .(141 ---7.910 111 o --- ----·-nli 

~Hm ~--~lH~ 'li}:i HH ~~~--:f;fi _-- . ~::: U~! :~ ~:ii~ (l -:_:~r~- ---~--i11 
;;:~~~ I -=1m ::~-R~;~ }~gr ·-=~H~~ -t:: -... -~::: =---fg;~ ·. ---:-:--~ --- -g:U 
16.216 1

1 
· ·;_;53 · ;-.i:064 · ifio1 - --1:•2-Q ·· -- · · o.sil - --··s3e -:::_:-2.030 · ·--e-··-- ~~~o.•li 

10,703 , 1.110 9,642 0.122 1,176 0.60 706 960 C 0.74 
13,520: · -1.221 1(019 0.121 ·;:333 .. ·o.5e ··--···173 __ _ 9so c ·-1i:81 
14.5<i4 ! ·~22s 11.840 --0:121 - --,:4n .... ·- ·--o:se ·----831 ---- eso · o --- --o-:et 
11.eo3 I ~-_f:2321 -~··11:seo ~-0:122 :~ ~:: \fs9 :=~:-. o:5e - ~--~~ a18 ==eso: ~--:--c : ~-~ :=::::-.=-_o:1·t 
;g;~1 --+~~~! --l~~ -- -- -~:g~ ----H~~ --- -~:~: · --- ~;~ --- --::g ---g·--- ---- ~:~: 
26.e19I - Togs · 24:s41 0.113 ··· · --2.tf4 -- -- 0.60 (664 - ·-2.030 · · c···- - ·-- ··o.e2 
:io.628 ! ---- f:092 · -2e~ci•8 · - -o:m - --3~13 ·----- ·o.so ·-- --l8sa - ~030 · .. . c · · -·-·-0:92 
21,685 ·· TOil4 · 2s::ioe o.11 3 ·· · · 2)so ·-· - 0.60 ·1.1Hi · -2:030 ·c - · · o.es 
33,749 .. Tm . --29,787 ·0:1 06 ·--2,979 o:so - f.•e·e ·- -2,030 c - . - - - 0)3 
52,285 ·· --, .,o3 -ii,403 0.094 4,456 · o.50 2:228 · --3,040 - c o.73 
52,395 - T1ci2 - 47~545 ·o.094 .. -•,469 o.sci - .. ·2)35 - -3,040 ·- C o.14 
48.415 -- T109 - •3,iiss --o:Ms -- :r141 - - - - o:so ··- - 2;014 - · -3,640 --e -----,H,e 
37,419 --- - f 127 .. -3:(202 0.099 .. . . :i;287 0.50 . (644 - -:(<i36 --- .. C 0.81 
27,381 1.144 23,934 0.103 2,465 0.50 1,233 2,030 B 0.61 
34,613 1.211 - 28,582 0.098 2,8<if 0.51 1,429 ·2,030 - C . 0.70 
50,392 ... 1.164 -•3:292 0.093 4,026 0.51 2,053 3:040 C 0.68 
56,833 · ·To6e 53,214 0.096 ·s.161i o.so 3,065 3,040 (3. F · 1.01 
57,428 ·- -,~094 . 52,494 . 0.096 ---··sJi39 0.50 .. 2,520 . --3,040 . D 0.83 

. ~B_;J76_ . _ 1. 1~2 · .:_ 24,~~~ -:-::-.:EJ~ ---~----2~808 -· 0.50 . . . - ~,~i;.. ::~ _--2;030 .!2. --~ : ·::.::J(6~ 

without.WK• 



Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Hi~hway Plan 

Roadway 
US41 

Williams Rd 

River Ranch .Rd 

Footnotes: 

From 
County Line 
Bonita 8eacii Rd 
W. TeniSt 
Old41 - . .. 

South Project's Ent. 
Coconut Rd 

: M Proj~•s ~rifr. __ 
N. Project's Entr . 

·Williams Rd · · 
· Corkscrew Rd 
Koresh·an Blvd 
San Caiios Bivil 
AlicoRd 
Island Park Rd 

. Jamaica ·Bay West 
West US 41 
·us 41 
· Sandy Ln 
River Ranch Rd 

.Wiliiams Rif·--

To 
Bonita Beach Rd 
·w. teny s1 · .. 
b1d4"f · ·· ·· - . 

.. Soutii Project's-Enlr. 
: Coconut Rd · · ·· 
M. Project's Entr. 

: N .. Pr~~t•~ ~'!It .. 
Williams Rd 
Corkscrew Rd 
Koreshisn Blvd 

: San Car1os Blvd . 
.AliaiRil 
: Island Park Rd 
. Jamaica Bay West 
: Six Mile Pkwy .. .. 
us 41 
Sandy Ln · 
River Ranch Rd 

: Th_re_~-Q~ks p~ 
· Corkscrew Rd 

Without Simon Suncoast 

. i 
; ~~f lanes·i ·· LOS std 
. 6LD E 
: --~~-~l,D . f- E 

l--:tg r · ~ 
; -· slo I E 
-- -··si:o E 

·sm E 
6[t5 . E 

. 6LD E 
.. 6LD E 
. ·sLO E 

·sLo E 
. 6LD E 

FSUTMS . -- · - i . . -- j K-100 .. . Two way .. .. j Peak Dir. -- SV @LOS 

,Volumes P~ f!~~~s ;2~?<?_ MDTrFactors _ _ f>~ P.!~k ~ '.f~~tors I Y.~l!nie~. _ Std _____ _ 

: ~~:j~~ .. J1~~l . -~;:~ . g,g:i ~-~-:::::;! :·_- ~-g;:I:. --J;;; :_·_- -½,g~~ 
. 53.903 .. _ _ ~ ,~~ : _ 4?_,!~6

1 
_. 0.091 _ ____ 4.3~~ __ _ o.5a

1 
__ __ 2.~~ - - ~040_ 

49,540 1.139 -43,494 0.092 -4,001 0 58 2,321 3,040 
49.511 _·-=:TJ~9 . r;-1s9j _ - 1fo9L · . ..=-~~999 _~--~--0·5a •:~_: __ 2~:i!e -~ 3,~oJ._ _ 

ilH~ ~Jji-i .· .:itiii1· - -l~ii ~~~t~i~ -~:-~·-iU . t!!! -=-! g:-! 
51,066 _ 1,135 44,992 '1 0.092 ~' 1~~ . . 0.58 I . 2,-401 . J,040 
46,054 1.1-47 40,152 0.093 3,73-4 0.58 2,166 3,040 
s2.011 · - nos ·5s,o21 I o.oa!i - · - .r,9e6 ·· -- · - o.5il · ue2 --··3;640 :;:~:: -~-rm · ·1Hi~T -- .g:g:! ~=~I~:r·~::... g::: --~-I~~; --~ !:g:g1· -

r·sco E 
i - 6LD . -1· E 
• - 2LN 1 E 

-~~~ ,- ~ 
+lfl ~ 

59,a21 --~ I !14 53/o5 I . o.oeg 4/8o_ o.58 · · - · 2:712 --= _ _;oilo 
62,286 1.108 56,215 i 0.089 5,003 0.58 ! 2,902 3,040 :::~~ . n~~ · ·{!~~ I g: ~~i . · : ~~! -- -__ g:;g i -- .: ~:1 ------:~g 

7,739 . - fl76 . - Ei;SB1 1 0:109 . . . if7 ·-· . - 0.50 I .. 359 . - - - 870 

::~~: · _:~{~;; -~:;5~~ l ·• --Jut _::~~ -i{~- ~ -~~ ~:~gr- ----- ~g~ =--: :ir 
(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 

because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 
(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old-41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoasl 

11/07/2001 

Peak Dir. 
LOS VIC ratio 

- - . C o.a2 
C - ---- -0.90 
C - -- ---- 0.83 

.. c ·- -----0.16 

.. c ·--- 0.16 
---· ·c· -- 0.81 

- -- . C -- -- -----0.81 
- ·c--··- - --- 0.19 

C . ... - ·- 0.79 
C - - 0.71 

. 13 -- - -- -0.95 
- · B ..... . - ·- ·-·o.99 
---c - . --- 0.7-4 
.. C .. - -- - .. 0.91 

D ---- 0.95 
C - -- . -0.-45 
C --- -- ---· 0.30 
c-- ·· -- ·- ·-o.-41 
C .. -- ---·-o.33 

· c ·--- --- 0.2 .. 

wi1houl WK4 



Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

With Simon Suncoast 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
AlicoRd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

1-75 

Old 41 

Sandy Ln (Exl.) 

Three Oaks Pkwy 

Treeline Ave 

Ben Hill Grif!!n Pkwy 

11/07/2001 

From 
·us41 
·Railroad 
·Lee Blvd 
· Three Oaks Pkwy 
·1-75 - --
. Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
. Hickory"Blvd- . --
Vanderbilt Dr. 
·us 41 
"Old 41 
·imperial SI 
. 1-75 
· Bonita Grade Dr . 
·us41 
·sandy Ln 
· River Ranch Rd 
· Three Oaks Pkwy 
. 1-75 
. Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
. Wildcat Run 
· The Habitat 
.Alico Rd 
. West of US 41 
·us 4r --- -
·sandy Lri 
· Immokalee Rd 
. Bonita Beach Rd 
· Corkscrew Rd 
"Alico Rd ···- .. 
' County Line 
· Bonita Beach Rd 
·rerry St 
. Rosemary Rd 
. Cockleshell Or .. 
.AlicoRd ... 
· San Carlos Blvd 
· Koreshan Blvd 
· corkscrew Rd 
·w,mams Rd -
:coconut Rd 
· Daniels Pkwy 
: Fiddlesticks 
' Alica Rd - .. 

To 
·Railroad 
"Lee Blvd 
·Three Oaks Pkwy 
·1-75 ... 

· FSUTMS i · I · K-100 Two way i · 'Peak Dir ·sv@ LOS Peak Dir: ·· ·- - · 
# of lanes LOS STD Volumes 1PS fadors,2020 MDT Factors PM peak ID-factors Volumes Std LOS V/C ratio 

· 4LD · E 24,022 ' 1.ogs·· 1 · 21.s1s ·· o:115- ·-2,516 a.so ·· 1:510 · -2.030- ··· · -- c--- ··0.14·-
. sLo · E . 47,560 ! 1.011 · 44,1so 0:101 - -~:•so a.so · 2,s1s -3;040- · · · · - c · - - o:es-
' 6LD · E ' 47;5s9· 1 1:01s ·· I 44,501 · 0:101 · 4:495 · o.so ·- ·2;s91 3;040- · -- · c---- --o:eg · 

' Beil Hill Griffin Pkwy 
1East · ··· · 
1Vanderbilt Or: . ... .. ·· j 
:us41 
' Old 41 - · - - I 

GLD E 1 40:257 I 1.083 37,112· o.10s -· ·-3,940 a.so · 2;354 --3,040 ·- - · c- ·· -· ··o.18-
6LD E : 21;924 j 1.094 25,525 ·· · 0.112 · ··2-,859 ·· a.so 1.115 · -3,040·- -- B- - ·· -··o.5s-· 
2LN E : 6,364 , 1.113 5,718 0.124 -709 0.60 425 - 960 - B 0.44 ---
4LD E 1 39;497 · ·· 1.211- 30,930 · 0.110 - -3,402 ·· o.53 1,eo3 - ·2,030 -- c··--- ·o.e9--
4LD E I 27,832 1.323 21,037 . 0.117 . -2,461 0.53 1,305 -2,030- . C - ··o.64 

; Imperial St ··· 
' 1-75 . 
· Bonita Grade Dr. 
'Easf · ··-
·sandy Ln 
· River Ranch Rd 
· Three Oaks Pkwy 
'1-75 . . - --- . 
: Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
"Wildcat Run . 
. ThEi Habitat 
"Alico Rd 
"East 
:us 41 
·sandy Ln 
·Three Oaks Pkwy -

··Bonita Beach Rd 
. Corkscrew Rd - -
'AlicoRd 
·:Daniels Pkwy 
• Bonita Beach Rd 
"Terry St -···· - · 
· Rosemary Rd 
: Cockleshell Dr. . 
:US41 -
· San Carlos Blvd 
· Koreshan Blvd 
I Corkscrew Rd · 
;w,mams Rd --- · 
: Coconut Rd · ·· 

4LD E : 2006 1.349 15,794 -· 0.120 . -1 ,895 0.53 -- 1,004 - ·2;030- ... B---- 0~'49-
··· : 4LD E '. 31,400 1.184 26,520 ·- · 0:-104 ·· - "2,758 - 0.54 ___ T 489 . 2;030 . - -· c ·· - -0.73 
·· ; GLD E : 36,378 ' 1.112 31,039 - ·o.10r --3;15s o.54 ·1.110 --3;040- ·- ·· B -· - ·-o.5a·· 
·r 4LD E i17,633 1.211 · 14;4e9 0.109 · -1;519 · o.54 · e53- · -·2;030· - - - ··e ··-··--o.42· 
·r 4LD E 1 31 ,265 1,154- 2s:4os · 0.104 · -2;14s · -0:54 - - ·1;4a3·- ·2;030 · c --- · ·o:r · 

4LD E : 11:124 ! "1:161 " - 1{749 . . 0:106- ·,.-553- - -- 0.50 - - 752· -2,030- -- B---- 0:3 
4LD E ; 21 :eo2 I 1.153· 18,909 0.105 1;985 0.50 993 .. 2,030 - - B .. ··o.49 
4LD E ! 24;496 ' 1.149 21 ,319 0.104 ·· 2,211 I 0.50 1,109 - · 2,030-·. B - - 0.55 
4LD E ! 35:151 ! 1.131· I 31 ,oeo 0.100 · ""3;10e · o.5o · 1;554·· 2;030 -- ·- ·--c· ·- ·-0:11 
4LD E : 21;494 ; 1.144 · ! 24;033 - 0.103· ···2,475 I o.5o ·· · 1,23e -2;030 - - ·-c- - o:a1 
4LD E · 24;4s2 : 1.149 j 21,301 ·· 0.104 ·· -2:21s I o.5o - ·1,108 -2;030 B- - o:55 
4LD E ' 11,758 ! 1.110 · · 10:050 - o.1os · - 1:os5 · 0:50·· - -543- -2;030 ··· · ···- B- ·-· -0:21 · 
2LN E ; 7;264 '. 1.177 . 6,172 0.109 - -573 · { 0.50 - 336 - 1:200- -c -- -·o:2r 

t 2LN E : s;335 • 1.115 ·· 7,094 ·· ·0.109 ·- 773 o.5o -· · 3e1 · -1.200 ·-- c--· ··o.32-
i 2LN E : 11,3.-s 1 1.1so - · 14;955·-- 0.105 ·- -7,585 · o.50 · - · · 793··, - ·9so· · - ·· c- - ··o:e3· 

· •· 4LD E ' 14:312 I 1.166. : · 12,214 · ·0~1 01·1-1,313" 0:50 · ·55r · - ·2.030- · -- e-- o:32-
4LD E 1 21,731 ! 1.153" I 1B:847 . 0.105 - --, ;979· .. 0.50 ' -· 959-- - -2,030 ·- · ··-·- B··-· -··-0:49 

· , 6LF c : BB,987 ! 1_135· 1 78,334 - · 0.091 - 7,598 · · o.54 - •,103- --3;910- (1) ·- o-- -·1:03-
-: 6LF c i 91:518 1 1.os1 - · · e4;193-- o.099- -s:335 o.57 - · 4,751 · 3;910 (1 - - D. - -- uo-

6LF C 1 94,602 I 1.087 . 87,030 . 0:099 - -8,616 . 0:57 ·- - "4,911" -3;970 (1!-·-·o -- - ·n•-
6LF C 92;261 I 1.087 . 84;877 . .. 0.099-- - 8,403 . 0.57 ___ 4,790 --·3;970- (1)" ·-· D--- - 'f.21 
4LD E 25,909 · 1 1.138 .. 22,767 . 0.098 ···2,231 0.66 -- 1,473" 2,030 .. . - ·· c-- ··-o:13-
2LN E 19;097 , 1.149 .. 16,621 0.100. -1,662 0.66 - ·· 1;097" 950 ·- (2) - · t-11A- · -NIA 
4LD E 16,714 I 1.153 14;496 0.101 -1,464 0.66 - 966 2,030- . __ B ___ _ 0:"8 
4LD E 20:S93 I 1.1•6- 18,057 . 0:100- -1;806 0.66 . 1,192 ·- -2;030- . e---· --0:59 
4LO E . 20:S32 ' 1:147 . 17;988 . ·0.100·· - 1,799 ·- . ·o.66-· 1,187 - 2;030- - B-- -o:5s-

l 2LN E 1 13,416 ! 1.107 12,119 . . 0.120 .. ··1;454 . 0.60 . 873 .. - 960 - . . . . c · - --0.91--

1 
2LN E '. 14,758 ' 1.224 12,057 0.121 1,459 0.58 846 960 . D 0.88 

· · 2LN E : e,734 I 1.239 ·· 1,049 · 0.124 - --e14 · · o.58 -· · ·so1 ·· - · 960 e·---·- 0_53· 
2LN E : 13,911 11.225 11,347··-- o.121- ;313· · o.5e - · · 795·-· 950 - ·----_-···c---· -o~e:-
2LN E ! 12,699 1.229 10,333 0:122·· -·-1,261 0.58 -· .. 731. . .. 960 - - ... . c· · ... - o:7l 

:old 41 -
! Fiddlesticks 
:Alico Rd -

, 2LN E ! 7,841 1.241 · 6,318 ·- 0.12c -1e3 ·· · ·o.58 - - 454· ·· - 960 - · - -·-- ·B -·- - o.47 
·- I 4LD E : 2s,112 1.095· · 23,825 ·· 0.114 · - 2.11s · 0.60 1,630 · ·-·2.030 ·- · c ·· · · o:so-

; 4LD E i 32,309 1.090 ... 29,641 .. ·0.110- -3;2s1 ··· 0.60 . - . 1,956" 2,030-- - o· - -o.9s·· 
· · 1 San Carlos Blvd 

: Sari Carlos Blvd 
'. Koreshan Blva · 
. Corkscrew "Rd 
:w,mamirnd · 

. . --- . Koreshan Blva·· . 
-- I Corkscrew Rd -

1 4LD E ! 24,961 1.097 ·- 22,754 .. 0.114 . -2;594 . 0.60 ... · 1,556 -2;030-- · ·- .. c - - · - 0_77-
4LD E 'j 35;324 - 1.131· · · 31,233·· · 0.100·· """3:123· o.50 - 1:ssr 2;030 ·- -·· -·c ·-- 0:11 

: coconut Rd · -
~ Slririe .lii" - -- - . 
i Daniels Pkwy 
ISWFIA 
1Alico Rd 

jFGCU ... . 
Koreshan Blvd_ 

l~'rgru~ ~g --- ---_j+~~t kt" -~- _:__ ---~-7-
SWFIA 
Alico Rd - --

- - - k~r~~han Blvd --- _:_ 
- Corkscrew·Rd- ---

- - - ·-----·---- -

6LD E 54,393 . . 1.099 . 49;493 - . 0.093-· -4,603 - .. 0.50 - ·· 2;301 - 3;040- . .. - .. C -- . -- 0:76 
6LD E 57;173 1:094 52;261 0.092 -4,808 .. .. o:50 . ·2,404 . - 3;040 --- . c· ... --0_79--
6LD E 154;893 1.098 . 49;994· 0.093- --•:649 . a.so-· 2,325 . - --3,040- . C -- - 0.76 
4LD E · 40,0M 1.123 · ·3s;s16 ·· ·0-.09s-· -3,496 - ·- o.50 · · - 1;748 --2;o30- ·- · c -··- ·o.e5·-
4LD E · 21;a2s· - 1.143- · 24;345 ·o. 102- 2;4a3 · ···· o:so - -1;242· ·2:030 -- B ·· · - - o:s1 
4LD E l 35,944 1.207 . 29,780 0.098 . ···2,918 0.51 1,488 -· - 2,030 -- C - 0. 73 ·-
6LD E 53,031 . 1:157" 45;535 · . 0.092 -•:211 0.51 2,151 ... 3,040 - C . ·-o.1c· 
6LD E 58,979 1.066 55;327 0.095 -5,256 0.60 3,154 ·- 3,040 -- (3) F- . · -,:04 -
6LD E .. 57;729· 1:09C . 52. ;759· · ·o.096 - -5,066 0.50 2;533 - · 3,040 - . .. o ··· - ··o.83 . 
4LD E . __ 35;331 ·_ . _ 1.13f. 31,2~9 -· 0.1_0~- -3;405 -~ .. -~-§.~ :~ 1.JQ_~ . · 2~~~0-= .. . ::~ C.:::.:_~_ :_9 . .!3-" : 
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Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
us 41 

Williams Rd 

River Ranch Rd 

Footnotes: 

From 
· County Line 
· Bonita Beach Rd 
·w. Terry St 
·01d,ff 
· Soulh Project's Ent. 
· Coccinut Rd . ·· · 
· M. Project's Entr . 
. N. Pro1ect's'Entr. 
·w.mairis.Rd 
· Corkscrew Rd 
. Koreshan Blvd 
· Sari Carlos Blvd 
'Alico Rd 
· Island Park Rd 
· Jamaica Bay West · 
·west US41 . 
·us41 ·· · 
· sandy Ln 
· River Ranch Rd 
'Williams Rd . 

To ,# of lanes LOS std 
. Bonita Beach Rd .. GLD E 
·w . Terry St GLD E 
:Old 41 6LD E 
' South Project's Entr. GLD E 
:coconut Rd - ·· · : GLD E 

- 'M:·Prciject'sEiltr. · ·; 6LD E 
· N. Project's Entr. •1· GLD E 
!Williams Rd ··-··, . .. GLD E 

. .. . : Corkscrew Rd -.- . ·I GLD E 
: Kcireshan Blvd·· . 1 GLD E 

. : San Carlos Blvd I GLD E 
:Alica Rd ..... . ·- I GLD E 
' Island Park Rd · [ GLD E 
: Jamaica Bay West 1 6LD E 

. ' Six Mile Pk ..... ' 6LD E 
' US41 . wy 12LN E 
: Sandy Ln . . . 2LN E 
'River Ranch Rd . . . 2LN E 
1Three Oaks Pkwy 2LN E 
Corkscrew Rd·- . . . - 2LN . E l---- ----- -······ ·- .. . 

With Simon Suncoast 

FSUTMS 1 
: • I K-100 I Two way i 

1
Peak Dir SV@ LOS Peak Dlr.i- ·· 

Volumes 'ps factors 2020 AADT,Factor~ PM peak -1 O-factors Volumes Std LOS VIC ratio 
51.102·· l 1.131-! 50,488 - o.o9o - -~~544 o.56 ···· ·2,545· ·- ·3,040· ··· c·-· -o.84 
62,993 ! 1.115 j 56,496 0.088 4,972 j 0.56 2,784 - 3,040 - · C - 0:92 
55,355 , 1.125 ; 49,204 0.091 4,478 0.58 2,597 3,040 C 0.85 
57,689 · 1.119 · 51,554 o.o9o .. - 4;s40 o.58 · · · 2,s91 - ·-3,040 · ·- c -- -0_59· 
58,237" 1.111 ..l - 52,131 · 0.090· 4,692 o.58 . ·2;122· -3,0-40 · - ·- c· ··- 1-·o:90-
63,uo· 1.105-· 51,12r -o.088-·- s:021 - · o.58 2·,91s· 3:040 ·· · -· o·-· · o:ga-
63,676 1.104 - . 57;678 . 0.088 5,076 0.58 2,944 . --3,040 -- • . D . ·- ·-o.97-
59;50'4 1.11....- · 53;415 · · 0.089- ·-.f,754 ·· o.58 - 2,151·- -3,0-40· · - c-··· ·o.91-
51;750 1.119 · 51,so9 -- o.o9o - -"~s45· o.58 ·· 2;s94 · -3;040 -- .. - c ---- -0_59·· 
51;755· 1.133 45;106 ··· · 0.092-·-:f,205 o.58 · ·2·,439 · -·3;040 ·· · .. c · ·- 0:50· 
G8;s88 · 1.092.. 62,901 · 0.081 · -5;412 0_55 · ·· ·3,174 .. -3;040 - ·(4) ·· • ........... . 
s9;415 ·1.090 · · 63,684 · 0.086 ·5,411 · o.58 3,111 -3,040 - · (4) 
35;340 · 1.114 · 30:102 · o.o9s -2;590 ·· o.58 f:676 · 3;040 - · · 
48:110 1.141" 42,691 0.093 3;970 0.58 2,303" - ·3,040 . 
48;729 . 1.141 . 42,707 . 0.093 - . 3;912 · . 0.58 2,304" - 3,040 - .. 
9,452·- 1.114 · B.051 0.109 ·575 ··· o.50 · · 439· · --510 ·· · 
11;030 · · 1.111- 9;419 . 0.108 . ·T;017 . 0.50 - ··· 509· -870 - -
1 o,805 · 1.111 · · 9,221 0.105·· --991 ·· o.5o ··· · 498 ·· -- 870 ···· 

I 7,870. 1.176- · 6,692 0.109 .. ··729 0.50 .. 365 ··· · ·-570 ... 
[ 1:315- __ 1.243· ·5;555· · · 0:110 · - -541 · · · o.50 ·· ·· 324- -510· 

- B . . 0.55 -
C --· . 0.7f 
c··· ·· ·o·.1L 
c - ··· ·· o.5o · 
c ·· · · o.58 .. 
c-· · o.57-
c · · ·· · o.4r 

··-c- -0:31· 

(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS ·c·. However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard Is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 In accordance with FOOT policy, 
because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 

(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a ·constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 
(4) Acceptable LOS with intersection improvements. 
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(1) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast 
Source: Lee County 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Plan 

New Map 3A, Adopted December 8, 2000. 
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Alica Rd. 

g/C N/i1) 

g/C = 0.50 

Note: 
(1) Future grade- separated interchange. 

Source: Lee County DOT Signal Operating Plans. 
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EXHIBIT 5 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

PROJECTED 2020 PEAK SEASON DAILY VOLUMES FOR 
2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 
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fj Full median opening with signal 

9 Full median opening 

Q Future realignment with signal 

Alice Rd. 
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Sources: (1) URS Greiner, S.R. 45 Signing and Pavement Marking Plan. 
(2) US 41 PD&E Study Callier/Lee Counties Preferred Alternative, Revised February 2, 199B. 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT 
(CPA 2000-30} 

RESPONSE TO DCA OBJECTION 

OBJECTIONS RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENTS REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 02-Dl 

LEE COUNTY 

I. CONSISTENCY WITH RULES 9J-5 AND CHAPTER 163 .. F.S. 

Lee County's proposed Amendment 02-Dl involves changes to the Future Land Use Map 
changes and text. The Department raises an objection to the proposed amendment. 

Objection: 

This is a proposal to revise the Future Land Use Map for a 483-acre site located between 
U.S. 41 and Seminole Gulf Railway tracks and extending from Williams Road south past 
Coconut Road from "Rural" to "Urban Community", and Policy 6.1.2, in order to facilitate 
the location of the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact. According to the 
information provided, the proposed land use change will degrade the level of service 
standards on U.S. 41. This is inconsistent with the County's commitment in Goal 22, 
Objective 70.1 and Policy 70.1.1 to maintain the adopted level of service standards. The 
County has not demonstrated, through scheduled improvements within the first three years 
of the Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements, how the level of service standard on this 
roadway will be maintained in view of the impact of the proposed land use designation on 
U.S. 41. Chapter 163.3177(2),(6)(a), Florida Statutes; Rule 9J-5 .006(3)(c)3.; 9J-
5.016(3)(b)5., (4)(a) & (b); and 9J-5.019(4)(c)l., Florida Administrative Code. 

Recommendation: Demonstrate, with adequate data and analysis, how the increased 
density and intensity on the site will take place without exacerbating the traffic condition on 
U.S. 41. In addition, demonstrate the consistency of the amendment with the Lee Plan Goal, 
Objective and Policy listed above which commit the County to maintain the adopted level 
of service standards; and show, by including any needed improvements that will enable the 
maintenance of the level of service standards within the first three years of a financially 
feasible Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Since the Urban Community 
designation that allows six units per acre and the proposed commercial use may be too 
intense for the site, in light of the traffic impact on U.S. 41, the County should consider 
designating on the site a less intense land use category. 
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Applicant's Response 

The Applicant has previously provided adequate data and analysis to demonstrate that, with 
appropriate traffic mitigation by the Applicant, US 41 will operate at an acceptable level of service 
in the year 2020, which is the current horizon year for The Lee Plan. The data and analysis were 
provided in the report titled Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study, 
Supplemental Information, which was prepared by David Plummer & Associates (DP A) dated 
November 6, 2001, and is included as Appendix I in this report. 

The traffic analyses submitted by the Applicant to date, in support of the proposed Amendment, are 
reviewed below, in chronological order. All traffic analyses prepared in support of the proposed 
Amendment have evaluated conditions in 2020, the horizon year for the Lee Plan. Conditions in the 
near future have been evaluated fully as part of the Development of Regional Impact (DRI) review. 

The initial Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study was dated November 
1, 2000. This study compared traffic conditions, both with and without the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment, in the year 2020 under the current (at that time) MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible 
Plan. The traffic study concluded that the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment will not cause 
any roadway segments to fail. 

In a memorandum dated July 6, 2001, however, the Lee County DOT staff found this initial traffic 
study to be insufficient for review because the information was out of date. The Applicant's traffic 
consultant, David Plummer & Associates (DP A), had used the travel model and 2020 roadway 
network that were in effect at the time the study was prepared, but, by the time the Lee County DOT 
staff reviewed the study, the travel model and 2020 roadway network had been superceded. 

In the July 6 memo, the Lee County DOT staff informed the Applicant that the staff had conducted 
a 2020 traffic study on the new 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan roadway network and compared the 
roadway levels of service with and without the proposed Amendment. DP A obtained the County's 
travel model assignments and level of service spreadsheets and utilized them to update the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study. The updated study was submitted to Lee County 
as a Sufficiency Response for Traffic Study dated August 24, 2001. 

For this Sufficiency Response, DPA utilized the updated 2020 travel model assignments and the 
LOS spreadsheets provided by the Lee County DOT. The County's travel model assignments with 
and without the Project were not adjusted in any way. The assignments and resulting assigned 
volumes were utilized without modification. A few modifications were made, however, to the LOS 
spreadsheets provided by the County. These modifications were fully documented in the Sufficiency 
Response. 

As in the initial Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study. DPA concluded that the Project will 
not cause any roadway segments to fail. In other words, there were no segments where the level of 
service is at or above (better than) the standard without the Project, but below the standard with the 
Project. All segments were either at or above the standard, both with or without the Project, or 
below the standard, both with and without the Project. 
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In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001, the Lee County DOT staff disagreed with DPA's 
conclusion that no roadway segments would fail because of the Project. The staff generally accepted 
the travel model assignments and LOS spreadsheets used in the Sufficiency Response dated August 
24, 2001, but did not agree with modifications DPA made to the roadway service volumes on the 
section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Ali co Road. The staff advised DP A that these 
US 41 modifications were unacceptable. 

DPA met with the County staff on October 31 , 2001, to discuss the staffs concerns regarding this 
section of US 41. It was agreed that DP A would use the County's generalized service volumes for 
this section of US 41 in the LOS spreadsheets, rather than the modified service volumes used in the 
Sufficiency Response, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. It was also agreed that DPA 
would perform a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 to determine the appropriate 
improvements needed to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on this section of US 41 . Finally, 
it was agreed that the Applicant could address these US 41 deficiencies through the Project's DRl 
traffic mitigation. 

Following this meeting, DPA submitted a new report titled Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment, Supplemental Information and dated November 6, 2001. This Supplemental 
Information is included as Appendix I in this report, because it represents the final analysis that was 
reviewed and accepted by the Lee County staff. 

The Supplemental Information addresses the County staffs concerns regarding the section of US 41 
between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. As agreed, Lee County generalized services volumes 
were used for all roads in the LOS spreadsheet, including the section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Alico Road. In addition, the report provided detailed intersection capacity analysis 
(based on Highway Capacity Software) and ART_PLAN analysis that demonstrated that 
improvements at key intersections will enchance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so 
that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or 
upgrading parallel facilities . 

Exhibit 2 (Revised) in this Supplemental Information provides roadway levels of service in 2020, 
under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan, with the proposed Simon Suncoast Project in 
place. It is important to point out that this LOS spreadsheet relies very heavily on information 
provided by the Lee County DOT: (1) the spreadsheet itself was developed by the Lee County 
DOT; (2) the 2020 volumes are from a travel model assignment by the Lee County DOT of future 
2020 conditions under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan; (3) the seasonal and peak hour 
adjustment factors are based on Lee County permanent count station data; and (4) the roadway 
service volumes are based on Lee County generalized service volumes. 

A review of Exhibit 2 (Revised) reveals that, except for the section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Alico Road, all segments ofUS 41 will operate better than the Lee Plan LOS standard 
of LOS "E". The levels of service on US 41 segments are as follows: 
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Road Segment LOS 

US 41 Segments 

US 41 from Collier County line to Coconut Road 
US 41 from Coconut Road to N. Project Entrance 
US 41 from N. Project Entrance to Koreshan Boulevard 
US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road 
US 41 from Alico Road to Island Park Road 
US 41 from Island Park Road to Six Mile Parkway 

Footnote: 
(I) Acceptable LOS with improvements at key intersections . 

Levels of Service 

C 
D 
C 
(1) 
B 
C 

As explained above, intersection capacity analysis and ART_PLAN analysis demonstrate that, with 
improvements at a number of key intersections, the six-lane section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Ali co Road will operate better than the Lee Plan LOS standard (LOS "C" northbound 
and LOS "C" southbound) in 2020 under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan and with the 
Simon Suncoast Project in place. The needed intersection improvements include dual left-tum lanes 
on the approaches to four key intersections. 

US 41 is expected to operate better than the Lee Plan standard in 2020 primarily for two reasons. 
First, in accordance with the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan, all of US 41 will be widened 
to six lanes by 2020. As a matter of fact, most four-lane sections of US 41 are already scheduled for 
widening to six lanes within the next five years. Second, in accordance with the 2020 Plan, several 
existing parallel facilities will be widened and several new north-south facilities will be constructed 
by 2020. As shown in Exhibit 3 of the Supplemental Information, the following improvements to 
north-south facilities are included in the adopted 2020 Plan. 

• the construction of the six-lane Metro Parkway Extension between Six Mile Parkway 
and Alico Road. 

• the construction of the two-lane Oriole Road/Sandy Lane corridor east of US 41 
between Alico Road and Old 41 in Bonita Springs. 

• the construction of the four-lane Three Oaks Parkway Extension between Daniels 
Parkway to Alico Road. 

• the widening of Three Oaks Parkway to four lanes between Alico Road and 
Corkscrew Road. 

• the construction of the four-lane Three Oaks Parkway Extension between Corkscrew 
Road and E . Terry Street. 
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• the construction of four-lane Imperial Street between E. Terry Street and Bonita 
Beach Road. 

• the construction of four- to six-lane Livingston Road between Bonita Beach Road 
and Immokalee Road (in Collier County). 

• the widening ofl-75 to six lanes throughout South Lee County. 

• the construction of the four- to six-lane Treeline Avenue Extension between Daniels 
Parkway and Alico Road. 

• the widening of Ben Hill Griffin Parkway to six lanes between Alico Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard. 

• the construction of the four-lane Bonita Grande Drive (CR 951) Extension east ofl-
75 between Corkscrew Road and Bonita Beach Road. 

• the construction of the four-lane CR 951 Extension east of I-75 between Bonita 
Beach Road and Immokalee Road (in Collier County). 

The Three Oaks Parkway, Imperial Street and Livingston Road improvements listed above are 
already scheduled for construction within five years in the Lee County Capital Improvement 
Program. 

The Supplemental Information provided by DP A was reviewed and accepted by the County staff. 
Accordingly, the Supplemental Information served as the basis for the Lee County DOT staffs 
Simon Suncoast Proposed Text Amendment Comments dated November 15, 2001, and the staffs 
LPA Public Hearing Document for the November 261

\ 2001 Public Hearing, which was dated 
November 19, 2001. The later document recommended approval of the proposed Text Amendment 
and, as stated at the top of Page 12 of 24, provided the following conclusion: 

"Staff believes that, in light of the property's access to several existing and future collector 
roads as well as to US 41, the access to the site is adequate to support the development of a 
regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to the subject property from the 
surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two potential regional mall 
sites." 

Unfortunately, an inaccurate statement on Page 3 of 24, under Basis and Recommended Findings 
of Fact, in the November 19 LP A Public Hearing Document, has led to a misunderstanding regarding 
the impacts of the Project on the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan. This inaccurate statement 
reads as follows: 

"The development of a regional mall will cause four road segments to operate below 
acceptable levels of service prior to the Year 2020." 
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This statement is incorrect in that three of the four segments identified in the staffs analysis have 
the same level of service with or without the proposed Project. Therefore, the regional mall does not 
"cause" these three segments to operate below the level of service standard. Also, two of these three 
segments will not be "deficient" in 2020. 

Here is a summary of the situation for these three segments: 

• The LCDOT staffs projections indicate that I-75 will operate at LOS "D" both with 
and without the Project. And, while the State's LOS standard on I-75 is currently 
LOS "C", it is expected that by 2020 the LOS standard on I-75 will be changed to 
LOS "D", because I-75 will then be within an urbanized area with a population over 
500,000. This future change in the LOS standard on I-75 is anticipated in Lee Plan 
Policy 22.1.1, which identifies LOS "C" as the standard in transitioning areas and 
LOS "D" as the standard in urbanized areas. With the anticipated change in the LOS 
standard, there would not be a level of service deficiency on I-75, with or without the 
regional mall. 

• The section of Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street is over capacity, both 
with and without the Project. However, this section of Old 41 is recognized in The 
Lee Plan as a constrained facility. A volume to capacity (V /C) ratio of 1.85 has been 
established in Lee Plan Policy 22.2.2 as the relevant measure of deficiency for a 
constrained roadway, not the level of service on the road. Year 2020 traffic volumes 
on this section of Old 41 are not expected to exceed the V/C ratio established in the 
Lee Plan for constrained facilities, either with or without the Project. Therefore, this 
section of Old 41 will not be deficient in 2020, in terms of Lee Plan Policy 22.2.2. 

• According to the staffs projections, Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU 
entrance to Alico Road operates at LOS F both with and without the Project. The 
Project does not cause this section of Ben Hill Griffin Parkway to fail. 

As for the remaining segment, US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road, DP A has submitted 
documentation that, with improvements at key intersections, this section of US 41 should operate 
at the LOS standard in 2020. Furthermore, the Applicant and the staff have agreed that the 
Project's mitigation for this Comp Plan Amendment impact will be appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI traffic mitigation. 

The inaccurate statement referenced above was brought to the attention of the Lee County staff at 
the Board of County Commissioner' s Transmittal Hearing on December 13, 2001, and again in an 
e-mail from DPA to the Lee County DOT on December 14, 2001 . The staff subsequently agreed 
with DP A that the statement was not accurate and advised DP A in an e-mail on January 8, 2002, that 
the statement in the staff report would be modified to read as follows: 
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"Three road segments in the project area will operate below acceptable levels of service prior 
to the Year 2020, with or without the proposed amendment or mall development. The land 
use map change could result in one additional road segment operating below the adopted 
level of service, if a regional mall is developed as planned." 

The County's reference to "one additional road segment operating below the adopted level of 
service" refers to the section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. 

As agreed by the Applicant and the Lee County staff, the Project's Comprehensive Plan impacts on 
the section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Ali co Road are being fully mitigated as part 
of the DRI traffic mitigation. Transportation Condition D.3 in the draft DRI Development Order 
(D.O.) requires the Applicant to mitigate the Project' s Comprehensive Plan impacts. While the 
Applicant and the County staff continue to disagree on some of the Conditions in the draft D.O., both 
parties are in agreement on Condition D.3 regarding the Project's Comprehensive Plan traffic 
mitigation. 
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Introduction 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
(November 6, 2001) 

In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001, which is included as Appendix A, the LCDOT 
Transportation Planning staff disagreed with DP A's condusion that no roadway segments would fail 
because of the Simon Suncoast project. This was DPA's conclusion in both the original 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study dated November 1, 2000, and the Sufficiency 
Response dated August 24, 2001, which relied on the updated travel model assignments and level 
of service (LOS) spreadsheets provided by the County staff. In particular, the staff did not accept 
adjustments that were made in the County's generalized roadway service volumes for two segments 
of US 41 south of Alico Road. 

To resolve this issue, DPA met with the LCDOT staff on October 31, 2001. During this meeting, 
it was agreed that the County's generalized service volumes should be used in the LOS spreadsheets, 
in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. These generalized service volumes indicate that there 
may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 41 south of Alice Road with 
the Simon Suncoast project. It was also agreed, however, that DPA could utilize other, more 
detailed transportation planning methodologies to determine the appropriate improvements needed 
to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on US 41 . 

Accordingly, DPA has completed a traffic engineering evaluation of these two US 41 segments. 
This engineering evaluation indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the 
carrying capacity of this section of US 41 , so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met without 
widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. 

This report provides revised LOS spreadsheets for 2020 traffic conditions under the 2020 
Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, both with and without Simon Suncoast. In addition, the 
results of the engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 are provided. 

Revised Level of Service Spreadsheets 

Exhibits 1 and 2 (Revised) are updated versions of the LOS spreadsheets (without and with the 
Simon Suncoast project, respectively) that were originally prepared by the LCDOT and were 
subsequently modified by DPA as part of the Sufficiency Response dated August 24, 2001. The 
spreadsheets have been updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes for the two 
segments of US 41 south of Ali co Road, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. 
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The spreadsheets indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments 
of US 41 south of Alico Road with the Simon Suncoast project. However, as will be shown below, 
these two US 41 segments will operate at or above the Lee Plan LOS standard with improvements 
at key intersections. 

Also, it is important to note the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan actually works very 
well with the Simon Suncoast project. Exhibit 3, which was developed using the levels of service 
reported in Exhibit 2, shows the 2020 levels of service on roadway segments in south Lee County. 
All roadway segments in the vicinity of the project operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard. 
Other than the two US 41 segments, which can be addressed through intersection improvements, 

the only deficient segment is the segment on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway just south of Alice Road. 
This segment fails to meet the County's LOS standard both with and without the Simon Suncoast 
project. 

Unique Characteristics of US 41 South of Alico Road 

As noted above, a traffic engineering evaluation of the section of US 41 south of Alico Road 
indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section 
of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond 
six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to the intersection improvements and to the fact 
that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to this section of US 41 between 
Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

Among these unique characteristics are the following: 

1. While the Lee County Group I service volumes assume a weighted effective green time 
of only 0.46, the actual g/C ratios at all signalized intersections between Alice Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard are currently at 0.50 or higher. As shown in Exhibit 4, the 
County's Signal Operating Plans (SOPs) indicate that the g/C ratio at Constitution 
Boulevard is 0.62 and the g/C ratio at Sanibel Boulevard is 0.50. 

2. As shown in Exhibit 3, the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan (Map 3A) 
does not include any major east-west roads that cross this section of US 41. All of the 
roads in the Plan that intersect this section of US 41 are essentially T-intersections. 
While local access may be provided on the opposite side of US 41, east-west through 
volumes will be relatively low. As a result, these cross-streets should not draw much 
green time off of US 41. Therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

3. According to LCDOT' s updated 2020 travel model assignment, which is shown in 
Exhibit 5, all of the cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section of US 41 
carry relatively low volumes, with most carrying less than 10,000 vehicles per day. This 
is another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 
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4. The San Carlos Park area on the east side of US 41 is largely built out. Therefore, 
volumes onto and off of US 41 from the east will not increase substantially from those 
found today. 

5. In the 2020 Plan, two major north-south road improvements east of US 41 (i.e., the new 
two-lane corridor connecting Oriole Road and Sandy Lane and the four-laning of Three 
Oaks Parkway) will draw San Carlos Park traffic away from US 41. Therefore, the 
traffic entering and exiting US 41 from San Carlos Park should decline. (This may be 
seen in the relatively low assigned traffic volumes on Sanibel Boulevard.) This is 
another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

6. The 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan includes a grade-separation at the 
US 41/Alico Road intersection. This eliminates the only major intersection where the 
g/C ratio on this section of US 41 would be less than 0.50, because this new interchange 
will allow free-flow conditions on US 41 through this intersection. 

Projected 2020 Traffic Volumes on US 41 South of Alico Road 

Exhibit 5 shows the relatively low peak season daily volumes assigned by the travel model to the 
cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section ofUS 41 . To perform a traffic engineering 
evaluation of this section of US 41 , it was necessary to convert these daily volumes to peak hour 
volumes and to assign the peak hour volumes to specific intersections. 

The adjustment factors in Exhibit 2 were used to convert the 2020 assigned daily volumes to 2020 
peak hour volumes. In addition. the north-south volumes on US 41 were controlled to those 
reported in Exhibit 2 to ensure consistency. 

The side street (and centroid connector) volumes were then assigned to specific intersections based 
on the travel model assignment and FDOT's access management plan for this section of US 41. 
FDOT's access management plan for the s~ction of US 41 from Alico Road to Hickory Boulevard, 
which is now under construction, indicates that there will be full median openings at Babcock Road, 
Constitution Boulevard, Sanibel Boulevard and Hickory Boulevard. FDOT's access management 
plan for the Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study for US 41 south of San Carlos 
Boulevard indicates that there will be full median openings at Vintage Parkway and Koreshan 
Parkway. Of course, these access plans also show directional median openings and right-in/right-out 
driveways at various locations. 

In addition, to be conservative, it was assumed that a full median opening will be located at the new 
entrance to the B&F Parcel about 1/4 mile north of Sanibel Boulevard on the west side of US 41. 
This assumption was made with the understanding that the developers of the B&F Parcel have been 
negotiating with the FOOT regarding a full median opening at this location. 

The side street volumes were then assigned to all of the planned access points, including full median 
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openings, directional median openings and right-in/right-out driveways. The resultant peak hour 
traffic volumes, at full median openings only, are shown in Exhibit 6. 

The traffic volumes shown on Sanibel Boulevard are actually higher than the assigned volumes. 
Some of the assigned volumes from the centroid connector on the east side of US 41 to the north 
and from San Carlos Boulevard to the south were reassigned to Sanibel Boulevard, because Sanibel 
Boulevard has a traffic signal at US 41, and San Carlos Boulevard will only have a directional 
median opening. 

One traffic analysis zone on the west side of US 41 (i.e. T AZ 768) stretches from Constitution 
Boulevard in the north to Broadway in the south. Traffic from this zone was assigned to several 
intersections along US 41, including the B&F Parcel. 

ART PLAN Analvsis of US 41 South of Alico Road 

A review of the traffic projections in Exhibit 6 indicates that four US 41 intersections are likely to 
be signalized in 2020: Constitution Boulevard, the B&F Parcel, Sanibel Boulevard and Koreshan 
Parkway. These are shown in Exhibit 7. 

The projected volumes at the other full median openings do not appear to warrant signalization. For 
this reason, DPA performed an ART_PLAN analysis of this section of US 41 assuming four 
signalized intersections and using the projected volumes shown in Exhibit 6. 

First, intersection capacity analyses were performed using the latest Highway Capacity Software 
(HCS). A standard cycle length of 120 seconds was assumed, and the yellow and all red times were 
controlled to the existing times found on US 41, as preferred by the LCDOT. Sufficient green time 
was allocated to the side streets to maintain the Lee Plan LOS standard on the side streets (LOS "E"). 
Then, the remaining green time was allocated to the north-south traffic. 

The results of the HCS analyses are summarized below and provided in detail in Appendix B. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

Level of Service 
Intersection All NB SB EB WB 

US 41 /Constitution Boulevard D D C D D 
US 41 /B&F Parcel C D B E B 
US 41/Sanibel Boulevard C D B E D 
US 41/Koreshan Boulevard C D B - D 

As shown above, all intersections operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard of LOS "E". 
Furthermore, all of the northbound approaches operate at LOS "D" and all of the southbound 
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approaches operate at LOS "C" or LOS "B''. 

The intersection capacity analysis identified a number ofintersection improvements that can enhance 
traffic operations. Most importantly, the construction of dual left-tum lanes at key intersections 
allows more green time to be allocated to the north-south traffic movements . The recommended 
intersection improvements are summarized below. 

Intersection Improvements 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B&F Parcel 

US 41/Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Northbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Eastbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

The results of the HCS analyses were input into the ART_PLAN analysis, which is provided in 
Appendix C. Interestingly, the g/C ratios on US 41 are much higher than the generalized tables 
assume, but the percentage of turns off of the main road are lower. This is consistent with the 
observations made above regarding the unique characteristics of this section of US 41. 

The results of the ART_PLAN analysis are summarized below. 

See;ment Levels of Service 

Roadway Segment 

US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Sanibel Blvd. 
US 41 from Sanibel Blvd. to B&F Parcel 
US 41 B&F Parcel to Constitution Blvd. 
US 41 from Constitution Blvd. to Alico Rd. 
Overall: US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Alico Road 

Level of Service 
NB SB 

C 
D 
C 

C 

C 
D 
C 
C 
C 
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It should be noted that the northbound level of service would actually be better than indicated if the 
segment of US 41 from Constitution Boulevard to Alica Road was included in the analysis. A level 
of service for this segment is not reported because the US 41/ Ali co Road intersection is shown as 
a grade-separated interchange in the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, rather than a 
signalized intersection. This would provide free flow movements through this intersection. 

The resultant arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41 is well above the Lee 
Plan standard of LOS "E". To test the reliability of this conclusion, DPA performed another 
ART_ PLAN analysis with an additional signal at Babcock Road. (This was simply a sensitivity test, 
because it does not appear that the volumes at Babcock Road would warrant a signal.) This test also 
resulted in an arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41. This indicates that 
an acceptable level of service can be maintained on this section of US 41 even if there are more 
signals on US 41. 

Conclusions 

As agreed with the County staff, the level of service spreadsheets with and without the Simon 
Suncoast project were updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes on all roads in 
the study area, including the section of US 41 south of Alica Road. These generalized service 
volumes indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 
41 between Alica Road and Koreshan Boulevard with the Simon Suncoast project. 

However, a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 indicates that improvements at 
key intersections (i.e. the construction of dual left-tum lanes) will enhance the carrying capacity of 
this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 
41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to both the intersection 
improvements and to the fact that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to 
this section of US 41 between Ali co Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 
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Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alica Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

1-75 

Old4 1 

. Sandy Ln (E~.) 

From To l~~flan~~ :~!,,_OS std 
US 41 · Railroad I 4LD E 
Railroad Lee Blvd : ----6LD . - . E 

:Lee Blvd ThreeOaksPkwy t- -6LD-~. _ E 
Three Oaks Pkwy 1-75 I 6LD E 

· 1.75 . Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy GLD. E 
: Ben Hill _Gr(ffiri Pkwy East - - _J[N E 
Hickory Blvd Vanderbilt Dr. 4LD E 

·vanderbilt Dr. : US 41 4LD E 
·us41 Old41 4LD E 
Old 41 lmpenal St 4LD E 

·Imperial St - 1-75 - 6LD E 
-1-75 - Bonita Grade Dr. -4LD E 
· Bonita Grade Dr. · East · ·· 4LD E 
. US 41 Sandy Ln 4LD E 
. Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd --- - 4LD E 
River Rani:ti Rd Three Oaks Pkwy 4LD .. . E 
Three Oaks Pkwy · 1-75 .. 4LD E 

-1-75 - . Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy . 4[D- - E 
: Ben Hill <3riffin P~ :;Wi@.~t Run ·- - - _ ·: 4L\) E 
Wildcat Run , The Habitat 4LD E 

.The Habitat :AiicoRd 2LN E 

. Alice Rd : East - - 2LN E 
·wesiof us 41 '. U"~i41 -- 2LN E 
US 41 - ; Sandy Ln 4LD- E 

-Sandy Ln . Three Oaks Pkwy -4LD E 
· 1mmokalee Rd - ' Bonlia i3e·ach Ref 6LF C 
-Bonita Beach Rd . Corkscrew Rd. 6LF C 
. Corkscrew Rd ! Alice Rd 6LF C 
. Alice Rd : Daniels Pkwy - 6LF C 
· County Line ; Bonita Beach Rd · -4LD E 
Bonita Beach Rd ; Terry s i · - - --- -- - 2LN E 
Terry Si .. - -- - - : Rosemary Rd .. - 4LD E 

·Roserii~i-{Rd_ --~:: j C~kieiti~J~ ~ _ --4LD E 
_ Cockleshell Dr. i US 41 __ 4LD E 

_ . Alice Rd_.. . I San Carlos Blv~ 2LN E 
San Carlos Blvd , Koreshan Blvd 2LN E 

' Koreshan Blvd _ __ · !Corkscrew Rd- - 2LN .. .. E 
··corkscrewRcf ___ - -Jwiiiiams-Rcr- -- - - - 2LN E 
;Williams Rd .. -- ----- ---- -- Coconut Rd ·--- - - 2[N E 
; Coconut Rd .. . - bld- 4C -- - - - · - .. 2LN - -- .. E 

Three Oaks Pkwy i Daniels Pkwy __ __ _ _ Fiddlesticks __ _ . - -4 LD __ E 
Fiddlesticks Alica Rd 4LD E 

'Alice Rd- . SanCar1os Blvd --- 4[b - - E 
. San Carlos Blvd Koreshan Bivd· 4LD E 
; Koreshari Bl-.:d I Cor~screw R~ _ _:__ _ 6LD _ E 
, Corkscrew Rd Williams Rd 6LD E 
. William~ Rd .. _ I Cocoriut Rd - -- -6LD" . .. E 
; Coconut Rd Strike Ln 4LD E 
I Strike Ln Terry St 4LD E 

I Daniels Pkwy SWFIA 4LD E 
SWFIA Alice Rd 6LD E 

Ben Hill Gri!f!n Pkwy (lico Rd_ ___ _ FG_<;;lJ _ _ __ __ 6LD.:__ __ _ _ E 
____ - , ~~ClJ _ _ _ _____ I Koreshan_!!_I~ _ 6LD __ _ E_ 

_ ..l Koreshan Blvd ___ _ [ Corkscrew Rd _ __ 4LD E 

Treeline Ave 

11/07/2001 

Without Simon Suncoast 

: ~~1~:; j PS~~~~rs· 1, 20;Q AADT. ~~l~ir: ;;oll~:c_ --~-;a~--t~~s- 1-~~tk;i~-:- [~@ _Los rtt ~~----- '!IC rat~ 
29,913 1.092 27,393 0.111 3,041 0.60 1,824 2,030 C 0.90 

· 51 ,512 ----, :073 · " 45;-007 -- -- ci:099 ------4 ~7s:i - - - 0.60 - ·-- ·-2,8s2 - - ·3,040 --- ·-c-- - ---o.94 
· 46,740 - nm ·43.3§s - · cfHi2 ----· --.r,i12f · ---- o.66 -- -- 2.65s ---3:040 · - c ·--- ---oar 

38,124 -- · ..:oss 3s; fa7 0.101 · ·-3.760 0.60 - ----2~255 ·- 3,040 -c --- ---- o-:-74 
25,834 -- T.096 23~571 o. 114 2,687 o.60 ... 1 ;512 --- -3)J46 -- .. - B ...... -- ... - --- 0~53 
7,586 · - -,.,1 2 -- s:e22 0:124 --- - - -·s-1s - ·· 0.60 ·· ··-sos --- -- - 950 - -· _e ___ - --o~sJ 

41,024 , ·--n-;, · 32:217 -- o:110· -- - :{s50 ··- ··· 0_53 · · 1:ee:z -- - 2.030- - --c ·· - -- ·--o:s:i 
2s,442 l T321 ··21,531 0.116 · 2,498 0:53 1:324 --·--2,030 ------c ·--·-·o.as 
17,323 1 - · r 355 12:691 0.122 ·;:54e ·--- -· o.s3 s21 · - 2,030 - -a · -- - -- -- - oAo 
31 .225 1 -- -- ·- ns4 · 2s:3n o., o"il - -- 2,743 ·-- o.s4 -- 7;;m 2,030 ---·c ---· - 0 .13 

~~:~!! I -=~l~~: n:m i:n -~~--n:~ ~-:~ g:;: -- -~,:1r --T~g .:---:- =-=----~it 
~H~ii ~:Tmi "fii!i frni -- -ii~ ~~-- Hi --~~!iji ~--=: t~H ---- ----=i ~-==1Jl 
~~:~~; ! =-l ~~~ I -~fi:1 :g:l~1 --u;i --:-~:- t;g -{i~~ -=-: ~:~ -- : ---{ ·:-:: - --t~ 
26,570 : - - f145 1 23;205 0.1 03 - - · 2,390 o:so" 1,T!is -- ~ci3o -,r -· -- - o:s§ 
2::~;~ f =-+m -iij~: --~it ----_ 2·~~~ -1~ ~'.:~ ,.;~i --- ~:g;g ~~~r:.:~: .. -- g:~ 
6,907 1.178 5,863 0.110 645 o.5o 322 1,200-1---+-~ c 0.27 
7,so5 · --,--:, ts ~31 · -0.1 09 --- - ·· 123 o.5o· - --- - 3ll2 -- ,:200 c - ·- ---- 0:--30 

16,525 1.162 14,221 0.106 1,507 0.50 754 960 C 0.79 
10.291 -----n12 ----8~1a, -- ·- 0.10a - -- 94s ·-- a.so ---- 4 i4 2,030 · -B - - - - - 0.23 
10,423 1.172 8,893 0.108 960 0.50 480 2,030 B 0.24 
89,661 1.136 78,927 0.097 7,656 0.54 4,134 3,970 1 D 1.04 
89,499 1.087 . 82,336 0.099 8,151 0.57 4,646 3,970 (1 D 1.17 
91,327 --, .os7 ... e4,017 -- o.099 ----- ii,3Ta ·- o.57 {741 --- 3,970 (11 ti' - -- --- ,-_-,9 
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17,4ss -·u s, 1s:11,s 0.101 --- ·,.--532 a:66 --· - ·1.011 950 (2 -· wA- -- -NiA 
13,864 - 7 ~157 - - ·1:,:g93 ---- ·- 0.101 ---,,210 .. .... . ci.66 - -·- 799· 2,030 -- --8 -- .... 0.39 
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11 ,335 1.233 9,1 93 0.122 1,122 0.58 650 960 C 0.68 
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30,628 - 1.092 . 28,048 0.111 - 3,113 -- 0.60 - 1,868 2,030 C - 0.92 
27,6s5 · · · -ro94 · 25,305 -ii:H3 -·· 2,e60 o.so -· - · - ,;7,s -- - Tci3ci · c· ---·-o:as 
33,749 -- - -1_,33 - 29,7s7 o:rno - - - 2,979 0·_·50 - - - t:4e!i' - 2,0:f<i -- - _c _____ --0-_13 
52,285 -··1.103 47;403 o.094 i!Asa o.50 2:22s -- ---3,040 - - c o.73 
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Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Without Simon Suncoast 

Roadway 
us 41 

From To i 
~ of lanes I LOS std 

FSUTMS : -- j - i K-100 Two way Peak Dir. - SV@ [ 0$ 
Volumes p~ f~ct~~s l 2020 AADT r~~rs 

Williams Rd 

fl!!1p~ak D-factors Volumes Std 
County line Bonita Beach Rd 6LD E 56,127 1.134 49,495 0 090 4,455 0.56 2,495 
Bonita Beach Rd W. Terry St 6LD E 61,322 --n 20 54)52 o 089 (873 . 0.56 . - - 2,729 
W. Terry St Old41 · · sl.o · E 53,903 - ~ ) }_2~ ' _. 47_;1~6 , _ __ _ 0.0~1 4,349 -- ... o.58 · _ _ ·2.s22 
Old41 South Project's Entr. -- s(.c:i - E 49,540 1.139 43,494 0.092 4,001 --- _ .. 0.58 [ _____ 2J?1 
South Project's Ent. :coconut Rd 6LD E :~ :~~~ ! . _::u;~ 1f;:: I . . g:~~1 . - -3:999 0.58 2,319 
Coconut Rd · -- - M. Project's Entr. 6LD E - - 4)45 0.58 - 2,462 

: M Proj~•s Entr._ : N Pr<?J~ct'~ ~ntr: 6LD E 52,757 , 1.131 46,646 0.091 . ·---4,245 ci.58 ·-- ·2:462 
N. Project's Entr. Williams Rd 6[ 0 E 50,833 I --ill6 . 44,747 - - 0.09-2 4,117 0.58 2,388 
Williams Rd Corkscrew Rd 6LD E 51 ,066 I Ti 35 44:992 0.092 (139 0.58 2,401 
Corkscrew Rd · Koreshan Blvd 6LD E 46,054 ·T 147 40;152 0.093 3~734 . 0.58 2,166 
Koreshan Blvd , San Carlos Blvd 6LD E 62,071 ·- ,no8 ·5s:<>21 · 0.089 - - -- 4,988 .. 0.58 - u92 
San Caries Blvd Alice Rd tlLD E 64 ,748 - f:"1 01 · s8Jiti8 i:i.088 5,175 ·----· . 0.58 · - -T oo2 
Alice Rd ; Island Park Rd 6LD E 47,569 . f 144 4i;5ii1 0.093 ·-· 3;867 0.58 2,243 
Island Park Rd . Jamaica Bay West ·-e co E 59,827 -· T 114 53;705 0.089 4~780 0.58 - · 2:t12 
Jamaica Bay West : Six Mile Pkwy 6LD E 62,286 · r108 56)15 0.089 ··- 5;003 0.58 2,902 
West US 41 US41 2LN E 8,415 f 175 .. !~~~~ I 0:109 

.. 
781 0.50 390 us 41 Sandy Ln 2LN E 5,670 f'1 80 0.110 ··529 --- .. 0.50 - -· 264 

Sandy Ln : Rlver Ranch Rd , 2LN E 7,739 -- f1 76 717 . o:50 . .. ··359 
: ·2LN . E ... T'i19 575- . 0.50 ---287 870 

River Ranch Rd 
Rive1 Ranc_!l_ ~...<! .. _ . _ .. ; Thj _el! Q.iks Pk~ 
Williams Rd Corkscrew Rd - l-- 2LN . . E 

6,159 1 
4,414 ; --- 1.182 -_-J;nH · --im . - -- 4 11 6.50 · ·· - - 205 - ~ o 

Footnotes: 
(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 

because t-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 
(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 

11/07/2001 

Peak Dir. 
LOS V/C ratio ·c 0.82 c-·-- 0.90 t - ··- ·--0.83 

-··c -· - - o:n 
··c- 0.76 c- -- --o.sf c -- - - - 0.81 ----c-- - - - o-:o/9 
-c· -· - - i:5.'79 
c · - - - 0.71 . s- ·- - - 0.95 

- .B ·- ·-- - - - 0.99 
,:; · - - 0.74 -- c ·- - - 0.91 
D 

·-. ---o:§5 
C .. -- . .. -0.45 .. ·c ------·o .:ro - .. c .. - ·--~ 1 

.. c -- ---0.33 
·c ··-- -- 0.24 

------- - -

without.WK4 



Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alico Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

1-75 

Old 41 

Sandy Ln (Ext) 

Three Oaks Pkwy 

From To 
. US 41 ; Railroad 
. Railroad . Lee Blvd 
· Lee Blvd ·Three Oaks Pkwy 
'Three Oaks Pkwy :1-75 --
· 1.75 - -- . ' Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
· Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy l East ·· · 
· Hickciryl3Ivd · · ·· - · 1Vanderliilt Dr: 
·vanderbilt Dr. !US 41 
. US 41 -· : Old 41 - .. 
. Old 41 - - . 1 Imperial St . 
· imperial St : 1-75 
· 1-75 : Bonita Grade Dr. 
· Bonita Grade Dr. : East · ·--
. US 41 · Sandy Ln 
· Sandy Ln · River Ranch Rd 
· River Ranch Rd 'Three Oaks Pkwy 
Three Oaks Pkwy · 1-75 

· 1-75 : Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
· Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 'Wildcat Run 
'Wildcat Run 'The Habitat 
. The Habitat . Alica Rd 
. Alico Rd . East 
·westofUS41 ' US41 
· US 41 · -· · Sandy Ln 
. Sandy Lri 'Three Oaks Pkwy 
· Iminokalee Rd ' Bonita Beach Rd 
· Bonita Beach Rd · Corkscrew Rd · 
. Corkscrew Rd : Alica Rd 
: Alicci.Rd . 1 Daniels Pkwy 
. County Line : Bonita Beach Rd 
·Bonita Beach Rd :Terry St - . -- . 
· Terry St : Rosemary Rd 
. Rosemary Rd : Cockleshell Dr. 
. Cockleshell Dr. - j US 41 . . . 
. Alica Rd . . San Carlos Blvd 
: San Carlos Blvd · Koreshan Blvd 
· Koreshan Blvd ; Corkscrew Rd · 
: Corkscrew Rd .. i Williams Rd --· 
'Williams Rd - I Coconut Rd 
. Coconut Rd Old 41 - . 
'. Daniels Pkwy I Fiddlesticks 
: Fiddlesticks· Alica Rd .. 
' Alica Ril - -- · · I San Carlos Blvd 
; Sari'Carfos Blvd . --- I Koreshan Blvcl- . 
'. Ko"reshan Bliid . . .. --· Corkscrew Rd . 
1 Corkscrew-Rd . Williams Rd .... 
: Williams Rd · coconut Ra· ·· 

With Simon Suncoast 

. ; FSUTMS i j . K-100 Two way 'Peak Dir ·sv@ Los· Peak Dir. - -- ·- ·-
# of lanes LOS STD i Volumes !PS factors,2020 AADT Factors PM peak D-factors Volumes Std LOS V/C ratio 

. 4LD . E : 24,022 1.096---. 21,676. 0:115 - --2,516 0.60 .. 1:510 . - 2,030- --- - - c - - --0.74-

. GLD . E '. 47;560 1.077 . 44,160 . 0:101 ... -,(460 . 0.60 ·- 2,676 - 3;040- ... - -- - c - --- 0.66·-
' GLD · E ! 41:aa9· j L076 -- ·44,507 -- 0.101 - ·4 ;495 ·· o.so - ·2;s97 3;0,rn- -- - -c- o :69 
' GLD · E , 40;257 1.oa3 37,112· · · o.10s - ·-3;940 ·· ··· o.so --- ··2;354 · - 3~040 - · · ··c-- --o.78' 1 

GLD · E : 27,924 1.094· 25,525 ·· 0.112 · -2;a59 ··· · o:so -- -1.115-- - -3;040 - -- B- · - ·- o.5s-
2LN E ; s,364 1.113· 5,718 · 0.124 · -709 o.so · 425· - 9so ·- s ·· ·· ·o.44 -
4LD E I 39~497 · 1.277- 30,930 · 0.110-- - 3,402 · · 0_53 - 1,ao3 -- 2:030 - ··· -· c -- - -o.a9-
4LD E I 27,632 1_323 · 21,037 · - 0.111 · - 2;4s1 ·· o.53 ·· 1,305 2,030 ·· - ·c -· - o.64 
4LD E , 200s 1.3<l9 15,794 - 0:120 - - 1,a95 ·- ·· 0_53- - - 1:004- 2;030 · ··- - B- - · o~.-g 
4LD E ! 31,400 1.164 .. 2s:520- - - 0:10...-- ·2;758 - -· 0:54·- 1,489 - 2:030 ·- - -c- -- 0.73 
GLD E : 36;378 .. 1.172 31,039 - ·0.102- - 3;166 . 0.54 -· ·1,110 · -3;040 s - ·· 0.56 
4LD E i 17;633 1.211· 14,489 .. 0.109 . - 1'.579 - . 0.54 - . .. 853- · -2;030 -- -- B - - -- - 0.42-
4LD E I 31,265 1.1a4- 2s,4os 0.104 - 2;74s - o:54 - - -1;4ar ·2;030 - -- --- - c ·-- ·-o:n 
4LD E 

1 
11;124 1.1s1 ·· 14,749 o.10s- T,563 -- -· o.5o · - 1a2- 2;030 --- - - B ·0~39 

4LD E . 21,802 1.153 18,909 0.105 . 1:965 0.50 993 -- 2,030 - ... B .. " 0.49 
4LD E I 24,496 1.149 21 ,319 0.104 . 2,217 0.50 1,109 - · 2,030 _ __ B - - 0.55 -
4LD E l 35;151 I 1.131 · 31 ,oao 0.100 · "3;108 o.5o - 1;554- · 2;030 - -- - c ·· - 0:1 
4LD E . 27,494 ! 1.144 24;033 0.103 · ·-2,475 0.50 · 1 ,238 - 2;030 . - - - c - ·- - o:s 
4LD E : 24.462 : 1.149 21,301 · 0.104 ·· - 2:216 o.5o - - 1.108- 2;030 -- · ·· B- - o: 55 
4LD E ' 11 ,15a I 1.110 10;050 - o.1oa ··· , :085. o.5o--- - 543- 2;030 - · ·- B-·--· - o.2r· 
2LN E . 7;264 . 1.177 6,172 0.109 · - 573·- 0.50 - -· 335 ·· 1;200- - - c --- - o:2a-
2LN E 8;335 1 1.175 . 7,094 0.109 " 773 . 0.50 -- 387 - . 1 ;200- . . C - - - 0.32' 
2LN E 17,3<l8 I 1.160 - . 14;955 - 0.106 " -- 1,585 0.50 " " -- 793-- 960' c - - " 0.83' 
4LD E 14;312 I 1.1ss 12,214 - -0.-101 - 1,313' o:50 - --s51--· 2,030 · B- -- 0_32-
4LD E 21 ,131 1 1.153· 1a.a41 0.105 -- - 1:919 · o.50 - · · 989--2;o30 ·- ·· ---- - B --- - 0.49-

: 6LF C ! 88;987 1.136 - 78,334 .. - 0.097 · - 7;598 ' 0.54 -- .-·.103- - 3;970- (1) - D- -·---1 :03 -
·- ' 6LF C ' 91,518 ·1 1.087- .. 84;193 - - 0.099" - a;335 0.57 - - "4,751 .. 3;970 (1) -- D' -- ·-1.20 --

1 SLF c I 94,602 1.oa1 · a1.030 0.099·- a;s15 ·-- ·· o:51- - 4,911 · 3;910 (1) ___ D ___ - u.-·-
. 6LF C 92:2s1 1.087 .. 84;877 . 0.099" - a:403 ... 0.57 - 4;790·. 3;970 {1} - .. D-- 1.21 · 

4LD E 25;909 1.13a 22;1s1 · o.09a· · ·-·2.231 · o.ss - --- 1 ,4n 2;030 ·· ·· - - c-- - o:n 
2LN E 19;097 1.149 ·- 16;621 0.100- - 1,662 o.ss - -- 1:097" · 950 -- (2) t-f/A ___ _ NlA 
4LD E 16;714 1.153 - 14,496 0.101 7;464 0.66 .. - -966- 2;030- .. __ B _ __ - 11:-48 
4LD E 20:S93 1.146 ' 18,057 . 0.100- - uos . 0.66 --- 1,192 - 2;030- .. ____ B' ____ - 0:59 
4LD E 2o:s32 1.147 ·· · 17;9aa - 0.100·- 1,799 - -o.ss - 1;1a1 - 2;030- -- - s- o:5a-
2LN E 13,416 1.107 . 12,119 . 0:120- ·-1;454 ... 0.60 . . 873 .. - 960 - ... ... c ·- - -·o,91 ·-
2LN E 14,758 1.224 12,057 0.121 1,459 0.58 846 960 . D 0.88 
2LN E a,73<l · 1.239 · 7,049 0.12c --a14 · o.5a - - · 507 - - - 960 · -- - s·--- o.53 
2LN E 13,911 1.22s 11.347 ... 0.121 - 1;373 · · o:5a- · 795 - - - -9so - ---- -- ·c - · -- o~a3 
2LN E 12,s99 1.229 · 10;333 - 0:122- - 1,2s1 o.5a - - 131 ·· - 9so ·- - - - - - c -- - o:rs -
2LN E 7,841 1.241 s,31a · - o.124- - 1a3-· ·- -- o.5a·-- · 454---· · 9so - -- __ B ____ - o.4r-· 
4LD E 26,112 1.096' . 23,825 .. 0.114·· - 2,715 - · 0.60 . 1,630 ' - -2,030 -- -- C " " - o:8o --
4LD E 32,309 1.090 -- 29,s41 · -o.110-- - 3; 2s1 -- --·o.so-·- f ;955 - 2;030 ---- --D- · - o.96 
4LD E 24;9s1 1.097 - 22,154 - · 0.114- 2;59c ··· o.so -- - 1;555 - 2;030 · -- · c - · ·-o.11-
4LD E 35;32-.. · 1.131-· · 31,233·- 0:100- 7 ; 123- - o.50- · 1:5s2 2;o30 - --- c - -- - o.1r 
GLD E 54,393 . 1_099··- .. 49;493 - · 0,093-· - 4;503 - - .. 0.50 - · 2;3or 3;040- ---- c - - o:75-
6LD E 51;113 L094 52:2s1 -- · o.092 - ·- 4.Boa -· - o.5o ·- 2,404 - -3;040 - - · -- c · -··· --0.19-

Treeline Ave 

: Cocoiiul Rd . ·- - -- - . - SfrikeTri ----- - -
TStiilteTn- - . .. . ·-- Ter ry St . -- -- - . - .. 
1 Daniels Pkwy SWFIA . 

SLD E 54;893 1.098 . 49,994.. 0.093 - 4;649. - ... 0.50 -- ·2;325 - --3,040- - - --c-·-- - 0.76 
4LD E 40:064 1.123·-· ·3s;s75 ·0:09a ~· - 3;-..95 - - 0.50 " 1;748 - 2;030 -- - ·c ~·- " 0.86--
4LD E 21:a28' · 1.143- 24;345- ·0:102- 2;4a3 -· -- o:50 - 1;242- ·2;030- - - B---- o:s1 -

Ben Hill Gri.f!i_n Pkwy_ 
SWFIA Alico Rd 
Alica Rd FGCU 
FGCU --- - . - - - Koreshiin Blvd __ _ 

• Koreshan Blvd _ ___ - - CorksciewRi:i- __ _ 

4LD E 35,944 1.207 29,780 0.098 . - 2,918 0.51 . 1,488 - 2;o30 - - C - - 0.73 --
GLD E 53,031 . 1:157' . 4s;a35 ·· 0.092 --4;211 0.51 .. . 2,151 - 3,040 - C . --o.11·-
6LD E 58,979 1.066 55;327 0.095 ·-5,256 0.60 3,154 ·- 3,040 - (3) F. . 1:04 -
GLD · E 51;129 - · 1:094-· · 52;759 ---0.095- · -5,oss · o.5o -- z:533 ·· 3,040 ·- · --· o- ·-·-- o.a3 -· 
4LD __ E: _ _ 35;331 -- __ t-1ar -- 31 ;239- o:1_09 - -3;405 ·· __ o.50·-· ·uo3·- -2,030- · ___ - c - -_ - o.~!~ 
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Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
US41 

Williams Rd 

River Ranch Rd 

Footnotes: 

From 
· County Line 
· Bonita Beach Rd 
·w. Terry St 
·old 41 . 
· Soi.'ith Project's Ent. 
· Coconut Rd. 
· M. Project's Entr. 
. N. Project•s·Eritr. 
.Williams·Rd 
. Corkscrew Rd 
· Koresha-n Blvd 
· San Carlos Blvd 
'Alico Rd 
· Island Park Rd 
· Jamaica Bay West 
·west US 41- · 
·us·41 · · · 
· sandy Ln 
· River Ranch Rd 
.Williams Rd . 

To 
· Bonita Beach Rd 
·w. Terry St 
:old 41 
' South Project's Entr. 
· Coconut Rd -
IM. Project's- Entr. . 
· N. Project's Entr. 
!Williams Rd -·- ··· 
; Corkscrew Rd ·· · 
i Koreshan Blvd 
; San Carlos Blvd 
:Alico Rd ·­
: Island Park Rd 
: Jamaica Bay West 
: Six Mile Pkwy - . 
ILJS41 .. 
:sandy Ln ····· 
' River Ranch Rd 

l
! Three Oaks Pkwy 
Corkscrew Rd·- · · 

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

With Simon Suncoast 

FSUTMS '. : . K-100 Two way 
,# of lanes LOS std Volumes ·ps facto~ 2020 AADT Factors PM peak 
. GLD . E i 57,102- 1 1.131- 1 50,488 .. - 0:090 ·- -4 ~544 .. 
; GLD . E : 62,993 I 1.115 . ! 56,496 . 0.088 . 4 ,972 

GLD E i 55,355 '1 1.125 49,204 0.091 4,478 
GLD E i 57,689. 1:119 - . 51 ,554 0.090 . - 4;640 

, GLD E ' 5s;231 - 1.111 - · 52,131 · o.o9o 4~592 -
1 GLD E I s3;uo - · 1.105-- · 51.12r -o.oss -· - ~021 -
1 GLD E 1 63;676 1.10C · 51;678 . · o.088 . 5;076 . 

. I GLD E 59;504 1.11C - 53:415 ·- 0.089 - 4,754 .. 
GLD E 57;750 1.119 · ·· 51,609 . 0.090 - - 4,545 · · 
GLD E 51}85" 1.133 45,706 -- - o.09r - 4.205· · 
GLD E 6B;688 - 1.092·-· 62 ,901 ... 0.087" · -5;;.72 . ' 
GLD : E 69~416 1.090 63,684 . 0.086 -5;477 .. 
GLD . E 35;340 · 1_174 · 30;102 · ·o.096 - 2;s90 -· 
GLD E 48;110· 1.141 - 42,691 . 0.093 .. ·3;970 
GLD E 48729 . 1 141 - 42 707 . 0 093 - -- 3·972· 
2LN E 9,452- 1: 174- . 8,051 . o: 109 - -878 ... 
2LN ' E . 11;o30- . 1.17f - 9;419 0.108 . ·1,017 . 
2LN E 10.sos · 1.111 · ·· 9,221 - o.10s-- --·997 ·-· 
2LN I E 7,870" . 1.176-- 6,692 0.109 .. ~729 . 
2LN E_ ?:315-· 1.243·- ~~?;ass-~ JU_~o - s:.Jr - -

(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "O" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 
because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 

(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 
(4) Acceptable LOS with intersection improvements. 
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-••-••- 6 LANES •11•11• 8 LANES 
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OR COLLECTORS 
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6 LANES 

, l _ _... -J 
' I 

·-~~L.::~-;~:J.t~-·-·-
UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 

0 NO ACCESS SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO THESE ROADS EAST 
Of 1-75, SOUTH Of CORKSCREW ROAD, AND NORTH Of 
THE BONITA SPRINGS CITY LIMITS, 

COLLIER COUNTY 

- LOS "c" or better 

- LOS "D" 
LOS "E" 

- LOS "F" 
- Acceptable LOS with Intersection Improvements © THE FEASIBILITY AND ALIGNMENT or THESE ROADS SHOULD 

BE DETERMINED THROUGH STUDIES THAT ADQUATELY 
ADDRESS THEIR GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS, INCLUDING THEIR SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE 
EffECTS ON WILDLIFE, WETLANDS, AND WATER l.lANAGE­
MENT. EXTENDING STRIKE LANE SHOULD BE EVALUATEO 
AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO EXTENDING COCONUT ROAD EAST 
OF 1- 75, 

(1) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoost 
Source: Lee County 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Plan 

New Mop 3A, Adopted December B, 2000. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

LEVEL OF SERVICE ON 
2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

NETWORK WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 

99532\39C\1101 

EXHIBIT 

3 



Al ico Rd. 

g/C N/11
) 

g/C == 0. 50 

Note: 
(1) Future grade-separated interchange. 

Source: Lee County DOT Signal Operating Plans. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STU DY 

L'. 
0 

X 
0 

Foot Dr. 

-0 

~\ 

EX ISTING g/C 
RATIOS ON US 41 

-0 
0::: 

Q) 

0 
·c:: 
0 

99532\278\ 1101 
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EXHIBIT 5 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

PROJECTED 2020 PEAK SEASON DAILY VOLUMES FOR 
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9 Fu ll median opening with signal 

9 Fu ll median opening 

Q Future rea lignment with signal 

Alico Rd . 
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Sources: (1) URS Greiner, S.R. 45 Signing and Pavement Marking Plan. 
(2) US 41 PD&E Study Collier / Lee Counties Preferred Alternative, Revised February 2, 1998. 
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-OCT. 12. 2001 3: '._9PVi (~81: CONS8ER PA ...... ..., ., •• ,._..,.~ .... NO. 7635 P. 2/3 

ILEECOUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

SOUTHWEST FLOR.tO/\ 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Planning Division Director 

David Loveland, Manager, Transportation Planning )r\L­

~tober 3, 2001 

SYMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

We have reviewed the ••sufficiency Response For Traffic Study .. prepared by David 
Plwnmcr & Associates dated August 24, 2001, and we disagree with their conclusion that 
no roadway iegmcnts 'Will bil because of the project. We utilized the updated Lee 
County 2020 travel model assignments and determined that there are porential problems 
on four roadway segments. 

Two of th~ segments, on Sandy Lane and Ben Hill Griffin Parlcway, would be considered 
failing if the model volumes were adjusted to peak season, peak hour conditiODS using the 
adjustment factors from the permanent count stations previously 8SSwned by sta.ff'for 
long range level of service analysis. However, in the Sim.on Suneo~ DRI other DOT 
planning staff members bad allowed this same consultant to use different peananent 
count stations to adjust the volumes for those two segments (PCS 25 for Sandy Lane and 
PCS 15 f<:1r Ben H"ill Griffin Parkway). The use of the different adjustment bctors leads 
to the conclusion that the segments would be operating at an acceptable level of service 
in ch.e .future. 

Two segments on US 41> from .Korc:shan Boulevard to San Carlos Boulevard and ftom 
San C3rlos Boulevard to Alico Ro~ are also projected to fail in 2020 with the Simon 
Suncoast project Toe consultant has attmipted to revise the service volumes (capacities) 
for these segments by applying a higher we ratio, in an attempt to show the segments at 
an acceptable level of service. This approach is not acceptable to DOT staff 

As noted in Policy 22.1.2 of the Lee Plan. the generalized service volumes developed by 
Lee DOT staff are to be used for future year analyses, and the detenn.ination of 1he 
appropriate scrvi~e volumes to use is to be made by DOT staff: Because the calculation 
of route specific service volumes i.s so heavily depcndcnr on existing geometrics, signal 
timing 3lld signal sp.acing. and those variables are subject to considerable change ovttr 
time, the more generalized service vohunes calculated ftom County-wide averaged data 
are most appropriate for future ev"3luations. The coosultmt's approach represents a spot 

\\LCFNW041DATA\SflAREDlOOT\oocUM~VE~"lm\1inDI ~ ~ R.apoesc NffllD I.doc 



OCT. 12. 2001 3: 19PM ---KNOTT CONSOER PA-.. ..v .,&, AA.B<•••&••\I 

Paul O'ColDlor, l'1aaning Division Dire~ 
0cn)'bcr 3, .2001 
Pagel 

NO. 7635 P. 3/3 

adjustment iD an attempt to make an identified problem go away. It is unacceptable for 
me following reasons: 

(1) The consultant assumes that the g/c n.lio at the signalized intersections on US 41 
will be the same in the future as current coi1ditions; 

(2) The consultant has no teal basis for his assumed g/c ratio for any new signals on 
US41; 

(3) The g/c :ratio represents just one variable ofmlllly in the scivicc volume 
c2.leulation - if an adjustment is to be ma.de, then all variables should be revisited. 
In fac:t. some variables are directly rel~ted, i.e. assuming a higher g/e ratio should 
re:sult in a lower asswned % turns .from exclusive lanes; 

( 4) Just re-vising the service volumes for: two segments out of all that arc impacted by 
the project c:reares 3ll. inconsistency in the e\Taluation process. 

For the puq,oses of mis analysis, the generalized service volumes should be used without 
adjustmeDL 

DMI/ro.Ib 

~: Dawn Perty•Lchncrt 
Donna Marie Collins 
.AndyGetch 
Mike Pavese 
Ken Heatherington 
DRIFile 



APPENDIXB 

2020 PEAK HOUR 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSES 

~ 



>a.9.e 1 

HCS2000: Signalized Intersections Release 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Constitution Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Constitution Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

No. Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 3 1 
LGConfig L TR L T R L T R L T R 
Volume 22 34 44 130 30 147 40 2984 144 182 2229 55 
Lane Width 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 
RTOR Vol 0 60 0 0 

Duration 0.25 Area 

1 

Type: All other areas 
____ Signal Operations 2 3 4 ___ 5 ___ 6 ____ 7 ___ 8 ____ _ 

1 ~ NB Left A 
1 ~ Thru 
1 ~ Right 

Peds 
1 ~ SB Left 
1 ~ Thru 
1 ~ ~ Right 

Peds Peds 
NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

17.0 
3.5 
2.0 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

10.0 74.0 
3.5 5.0 
2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
___________ Intersection Performance Summary ______________ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity (s) 

Eastbound 
L 194 
TR 242 

Westbound 
L 185 
T 264 
R 429 
Northbound 
L 148 
T 3136 
R 976 
Southbound 
L 286 
T 3136 
R 976 

1370 
1705 

1305 
1863 
1583 

1770 
5085 
1583 

3433 
5085 
1583 

v/c 

0.12 
0.36 

0.78 
0.13 
0.23 

0 . 30 
1.06 
0.16 

0.71 
0.79 
0.06 

Intersection Delay= 40.9 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0 . 14 
0 . 14 

0.14 
0.14 
0.27 

0.08 
0.62 
0.62 

45.3 
47.5 

68.5 
45.2 
34.3 

52.8 
56.9 
9.9 

0 . 08 61.3 
0.62 18.6 
0.62 9.2 
(sec/veh) 

D 
D 

E 
D 
C 

D 
E 
A 

E 
B 
A 

47.0 D 

53.6 D 

54.7 D 

21. 6 C 

Intersection LOS = D 
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HCS2000: Signalized Intersections Release 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: B & F Parcel 

Inter. : US41 / B & F Parcel 
Area Type : All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

No. Lanes 2 1 0 2 1 0 2 3 1 2 3 1 
LGConfig L TR L TR L T R L T R 
Volume 158 4 167 71 3 53 160 2957 75 94 2166 143 
Lane Width 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12 . 0 12.0 
RTOR Vol 0 0 0 0 

Duration 0 . 25 Area Type: All other areas 
_________________ Signal O~erations 
Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 ------------------5 

A 
6 7 8 

EB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 
A 
A 

17 . 0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

9.0 76.0 
3.5 4.0 
2 . 0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120 . 0 secs 

Lane 
Group 
Capacity 

____________ Intersection Performance Summary _______ -=--------
Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Appr/ 

Lane 
Grp 

Approach 

Eastbound 
L 284 
TR 225 

Westbound 
L 215 
TR 226 

Northbound 
L 257 
T 3220 
R 1003 
Southbound 

Flow Rate 
( s) 

2002 
1589 

1517 
1597 

3433 
5085 
1583 

L 257 3433 
T 3220 5085 
R 1003 1583 

Intersection Delay 

v/c 

0.62 
0.84 

0. 37 
0.27 

0.69 
1.02 
0.08 

0.40 
0 . 75 
0.16 

= 34.3 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.14 
0.14 

0 . 14 
0.14 

0.08 
0 . 63 
0.63 

52.6 
74.6 

47.7 
46 . 7 

61. 9 
43 . 3 
8 . 5 

0.08 54.0 
0 . 63 16.3 
0.63 9.0 
(sec/veh) 

D 
E 

D 
D 

E 
D 
A 

D 
B 
A 

64.0 

47 . 2 

43.4 

17.3 

E 

D 

D 

B 

Intersection LOS = C 



>ag_e 1 

HCS2000: Signalized Intersections Release 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Sanibel Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Sanibel Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
--------.---E-a_s_t~b_o_u_n~d- I Westbound I Northbound----.-,--S-o_u_t_hb_o_u_n_d_---.-1_ 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

No. Lanes I O 1 0 0 1 1 1 3 1 2 3 1 
LGConfig LTR LT R L T R L T R 
Volume I 31 2 15 102 3 140 22 3021 150 198 2175 31 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

Duration 0.25 

Phase Combination 
EB Left 

Thru 
Right 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

1 
A 
A 
A 

A 
A 
A 

14.0 
3.5 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 2.0 

0 60 

Area Type: All other areas 
Signal Operations 

2 3 4 
NB Left 

Thru 
Right 
Peds 

SB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

EB Right 
WB Right 

60 

5 6 7 
A 

A 
A 

A 
A 
A 

A 
10.0 77.0 
3.5 5.0 
2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 

Appr/ 
Lane 
Grp 

Lane 
Group 
Capacity 

Eastbound 

LTR 81 

Westbound 

LT 156 
R 389 
Northbound 
L 148 
T 3263 
R 1016 
Southbound 
L 286 
T 3263 
R 1016 

_Intersection Performance Summary 
Adj Sat 

Flow Rate 
( s) 

693 

1339 
1583 

1770 
5085 
1583 

3433 
5085 
1583 

Ratios 

v/c g/C 

0.65 0.12 

0.74 0 .12 
0.23 0.25 

0.16 0 .08 
1. 03 0.64 
0.10 0.64 

0.77 0.08 
0 .74 0 .64 
0.00 0.64 

Lane Group 

Delay LOS 

68.'1 

68.7 
36.5 

51. 6 
45.2 
8.3 

65.9 
15.6 
7.7 

E 

E 
D 

D 
D 
A 

E 
B 
A 

Approach 

Delay LOS 

68.1 E 

54.7 D 

44.2 D 

19.8 B 

8 

120.0 

Intersection Delay = 34.7 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 

31 

secs 
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HCS2000: s~~nalized Intersections Release 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Koreshan Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Koreshan Blvd. 
Area Type : All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

L 

0 

0.25 

T 

0 

R L T R L 

0 2 0 2 0 
L R 

205 775 
12.0 12.0 

0 

Area Type: All other areas 

T R L T R 

3 1 2 3 0 
T R L T 

2418 200 580 1561 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

60 

Signal Operations --------,,--,---------- ------------------Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 ' 
EB Left 

Thru 
Right 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 

A 

A 

12.0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

5 

A 
A 

A 

6 

A 
A 

A 

25.0 65.0 
3.5 4.0 
2.0 3.0 

7 8 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
Intersection Performance Summary ------,--------- ------------:--------App r / Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 

Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity (s) v/c g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 

Westbound 
L 343 3433 0.66 0.10 56.9 E 

47.4 D 
R 987 2787 0.87 0.35 44.9 D 
Northbound 

T 2754 5085 0.98 0.54 38.8 D 37.0 D 
R 1108 1583 0.14 0.70 6.0 A 
Southbound 
L 715 3433 0.90 0.21 60.8 E 
T 4047 5085 0.43 0.80 3.9 A 19.3 B 

Intersection Delay= 32.1 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 
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ART-PLAN 3.1 
Arterial Level of Service Estimating Software 

Based on Chapter 11 of the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual Update 

Florida Department of Transportation 
Februarv 1999 

DESCRIPTION 
Road Name us 41 

From Alico Road 

To Koreshan Blvd. 

Peak Direction Northbound 

Off-Peak Direction Southbound 

Study Time Period PM PEAK 

Analysis Date 11/06/2001 

User Notes 2020 With Project 

TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

AADT 68,688 
K Factor 0.096 
D Factor 0.580 

Peak Hour Factor 0.925 
Adj. Saturation Flow Rate 1,850 

% Turns from Exclusive Lanes 16 

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS 

# Through Lanes Peak Direction 3 
# Through Lanes Off-Peak Direction 3 

Urbanized, Transitioning/Urban, or Rural u 
Arterial Class 1 

Free Flow Speed (mph) 40 (55,50, or 45) 
For Class (Area): Use Free Flow Sr;1eed of: 

Class 1 (R) 55, 50, 45, 40 or 35 
Class 1 (U or T) 55, 50, or 45 
Class 2 (U or T) 45, 40 or 35 
Class 3 (U or T) 40, 35, or 30 
Class 4 /U onlvl 35 30 or 25 

SIGNALIZATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Arrival Type Peak Direction 4 (1,2,3,4,5,6) 
Arrival Type Off-Peak Direction 3 

Type Signal System A P=Pretimed,A=Actuated,S=Semiactuated 

System Cycle Length 120 
Weighted Through Movement g/C 0.49 



Northbound PEAK DIRECTION SPECIFIC INPUTS 

Segment AADl Peak Hour Cycle Effective 

(Enter 1 if Volume %Tums Length g/C 

unavailable, (May be over- from at at 

0 if segment written if direct Exclusive Number Signals Signals 

Segment is unused) measure avail.) Lanes of Lanes 2-10 2-10 

1-2 1 3,193 5.4 3 120 0.64 
2-3 1 3,192 7.4 3 120 0.63 
3-4 1 3,168 5.8 3 120 0.62 
4-5 1 0 0 3 
5-6 0 
6-7 0 
7-8 0 
8-9 0 

9-10 0 

PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Northbound Through Intersection 

I us 41 I Movement Control Approach 

Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio Delay LOS 

1-2 Koreshan Blvd. Sanibel Blvd. 3265 0.92 10.2 B 
2-3 Sanibel Blvd, B & F Parcel 3195 0.91 10.9 B 
3-4 B & F Parcel Constitution Blvd 3226 0.94 12.8 B 
4-5 Constitution Blvd Alica 

5-6 
6-7 
7-8 
8-9 

9-10 
Section Length: Arterial Speed: 30.2 mph I 2.3 Mile(s) LOS: C 

Southbound OFF-PEAK DIRECTION'S SPECIFIC INPUTS 

¾Tums Cycle Effective 

from Length g/C 

Peak Hour Exclusive Number at Signals at Signals 

Segment Volume Lanes of Lanes 9-1 9-1 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 2,433 10.2 3 120 0.62 
4-3 2,403 9.9 3 120 0.63 
3-2 2,404 9.5 3 120 0.64 
2-1 2,141 27 3 120 0.70 

OFF-PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Southbound Through 

US 41 Movement 

Segment From To Flow Rate v/c Ratio 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 Alica Constitution Blvd 2,362 
4-3 Conshlution Blvd B & F Parcel 2,341 
3-2 B & F Parcel Sanibel Blvd, 2,352 
2-1 Sanibel Blvd, Koreshan Blvd. 1,690 

Section Length: I Arterial Speed= 
_ 2.3 _ mile(s) _ I LOS = 

0.69 
0.67 
0.66 
0.43 
31.0 

C 
mph 

Control 

Delay 

15.5 
14.5 
13.8 
7.8 

I 

Intersection 

Approach 

LOS 

B 
B 
B 
A 

us 41 

Distance 

between 

Signals 

(Enter in 

Miles or Feet) 

1.30 
0.30 
0.70 
1.20 

Speed 

(MPH) 

32.3 
25.1 
29.3 

Segment 

Length 

(FT) 

6,336 
3,696 
1,584 
6,864 

Speed 

(MPH) 

31.4 
29.3 
24.0 
33.9 

Segment 

Length 

(FT) 

6,864 
1,584 
3,696 
6,336 

Arterial 

Segment 

LOS 

C 
D 
C 

Arrival 

Type 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Arterial 

Segment 

LOS 

C 
C 
D 
C 

Arrival 

Type 

4 
~ 
~ -

4 -
-
-
-
-
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Introduction 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

The Simon Suncoast DRI (The Project) is a planned, mixed use development located in Estero, on 
the east side of US 41 near Coconut Road. The Project will include 1,200 residential units 
(apartments, residential condominiums, and adult living facilities), 1,800,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail use, 300,000 square feet of office space, and 600 hotel rooms. It is anticipated that 
the Project will be a one-phase development, with buildout occurring in the year 2006. 

In general, the Project will have direct access to US 41, Williams Road and Coconut Road. In 
addition, access will be provided via a new Sandy Lane extension on the west side of the railroad 
tracks from Williams Road to Coconut Road. 

An amendment to The Lee Plan is needed to support the Project. This report provides the traffic 
analysis in support of that comprehensive plan amendment. 

Traffic Analysis 

Future 2020 traffic conditions without the Project and with the Project were forecasted for the 
general South Lee County area, based on the adopted Lee County 2020 Financially-Feasible 
Transportation Plan, which is shown in Map 3A in The Lee Plan 2000 Codification (as amended 
through June, 2000). Volume forecasts were based on the Lee County FSUTMS travel model 
assigmnent for the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan provided by the MPO. Except as noted 
below, no adjustments were made to the zone structure, zonal data or 2020 highway network to 
ensure consistency with the adopted Plan. 

The Lee County FSUTMS travel model was run for future conditions without the Project. The area 
represented by the future Simon Suncoast development was left as shown in the County model 
structure. Future traffic volumes were posted by road segment on a peak season weekday basis and 
then converted to peak season, peak hour, directional volumes. 

Future traffic conditions without the Project are presented in Exhibit 1. Included in Exhibit 1 are 
the peak hour directional volumes, Lee County generalized service volumes, levels of service, and 
volume to capacity ratios. 

The Lee County FSUTMS travel model was then re-run with the Simon Suncoast development. 
Two separate traffic analysis zones (TAZs 775 and 776) were created for Simon Suncoast, so that 
Project traffic had access onto US 41, Williams Road, Coconut Road and Sandy Lane. 

~ 



The Project's development parameters, as reported in Exhibit 2, were converted to housing, 
population and employment estimates and input in the ZDATAl and ZDATA2 files in the model, 
consistent with all other development reflected in the model. Full buildout of Simon Suncoast was 
assumed. 

The Project is located in the geographic area shown in the model T AZ structure as the southern half 
of T AZ 815 and the northern half of T AZ 784. To eliminate double counting of dwelling units, 
population and employment in these T AZs, the dwelling units, population and employment in each 
zone were reduced by about one half. 

Future traffic conditions with the Project are presented in Exhibit 3. Included in Exhibit 3 are the 
peak hour directional volumes, Lee County generalized service volumes, levels of service, and 
volume to capacity ratios. 

Findine;s 

The findings and conclusions of the traffic analysis are discussed below. 

Most road segments in South Lee County operate at or above the adopted level of service standard, 
both without and with the Project, under the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan. While the project may 
add volumes to those road segments, they still operate at acceptable levels of service. 

A number of road segments operate below the adopted level of service standard, both without and 
with the Project. In some instances, traffic volumes increased and the volume to capacity ratios 
increased with the Project. However, the Project volumes do not further reduce the levels of service 
on those segments that are operating below the level of service standard without the Project. 

In other words, there are no segments where the level of service is at or above the standard without 
the Project, but below the standard with the Project. All segments are either at or above the standard, 
both without and with the Project, or below the standard, both without and with the Project. 

Recommended Improvements 

An expansion of the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan is needed to support all area development, 
including Simon Suncoast. The 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan is presented in Exhibit 4. 

Recommended improvements to the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan are summarized in the following 
and presented in Exhibit 5. These improvements are needed, both without and with the Simon 
Suncoast development. 

2 ~ 



Recommended Road Improvements 

Roadway Segment 

Three Oaks Pkwy. Alico Rd. to San Carlos Blvd. 
San Carlos Blvd. to Koreshan Blvd. 

Treeline Ave. Daniels Pkwy. to SWFIA 

# Lanes 
2020 Plan 

4 
4 

4 

# Lanes 
Recommended 

6 
6 

6 

The above changes to the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan will help improve traffic conditions and 
operations in the overall study area. These changes are needed with or without the Simon Suncoast 
development and are needed to support all area development. 

3 ~ 



EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(1) 
(3) (4) 

(2) Total PSWDT/ 

TOTAL TRAFFIC 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std 

==== === 

ALICO RD. U.S~ 41 -· -- - . -- . Railroad··-- - 4LD ; 
·Railroacf _ ____ - - :Lee-Blvd_---- 6Lo l · 
- -------- ·---·· - ·- . - ··--- . - I 
ILee Blvd. JThree Oaks Pkwy. 6LD : 
~!_hree Qaks_!lkW}'.:._ :J-J_5 ___ - _ _ _ q 6LD ; 

_ !1-75 ________ _ j Ben Hill Griffin_Pkwy. ; 1 6LD _ 
I Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy. : East 1 1 2LU I 

BONITA BEACH RD. : Hickory -Bfvcr.--- - -]Vanderbilt Dr. - 1 ' 4LD ! . 
·vanderbTit-Dr. - - ~U.S~41 ______ 6Lo· · 

CORKSCREW RD. 

COCONUT Rb. 

U.S. 41 1Old41 4LD 
. Old 41- - . Imperial St. 6LD 
Imperial St. -· '. 1-75 -- - - -· I" i 6L.D ! 
: ,-=-is------ -7Bornta Grande Dr. : i . 4LD f

1 
--

! Bonita Grande Dr. ~ -------- --~:-~ J; 4~0+~-
j U.S. 41 ,SandyLn 1, 6LD · 
Sandy Ln i River Ranch Rd. '. 6LD 

I River Ranch Rd. :Three-OciksPkwy . .. '. '. 6LD 
Tihree Oaks Pfwy:·- . !1-75 ____ - - . . . 1 6LD 0 

-

- .. J:75- =---=--~--=---=---=-- _j Ben__Hiil ~ri!fi!1 Pkwy._ L _ 4-!:D _ 
_ Ben Hill Griffin !:'_~W}'-__ j §c_:_hgol~11_!ra_n~ . . ~- _ 4_1,~ _ 

___ I School Entrance ___ J _~~~-t _Ru~_ _ _ ... 1 _ __ .:i~p . _ 
·--l~:~Jti~~~--- -- ---+:~~!~3.il~! - -- · l -- ~ES --

~~~rt{1LfS. 41 . la~t~r~ --- -- t I ~Eli -~ 
·u.S.41 ___ ;Sandy-Ln - - - ·i· 1 4[D · 
Sandy Ln \Three -Oaks Pkwy. 4LD -

- - - -

CYPRESS LAKE DR. : Winkler Rd . Summerlin -Rd. -- - 4LD 
Summerlin Rd. 

DANIELS PKWY. :-0.s: 41 
. Metro-Pkwy:- --
, Six- Mile Pkwy. 
1 Thr_ee Oaks Pkwy. Ext. 
1-75 

-JTreeline Av. 
JSWFIA 

_l Gateway Blvd. 

11/01/2000 

U.S. 41 
Metro Pkwy. 
Six Mile Pkwy_-- - . 
Three Oaks -Pkwy. 
1-75 --

·--
Treeline Av. 

~-·-
SWFIA 
Gateway Blvd. 
SR82 

--- - -

6LD 
6Lo '·-­E ,_ §Co 

-ExtJ J. 6[]5,__ _ 

6LD 
6LD 

• ' · "'--·---·-•· -

I 6LD 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E -- +r~~g -E 

-E 

PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW 
------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------

j ; - ~2_,2~ ~~- 1.1 Q3 } f230 - 6: 11°:3 3,300 1,490 1,820 
( 72,168 f- 1.103 ,__65,430 0.089 5,820 2,620 3,200 
j 56,109 I _ 1: 19~ 50!~7Q_ __ _Q,_Q_§l§I 5,040 2,270 2,770 

62,519 1.103 56,680 0.095 5,380 -·-2;420- 2,960 
54,947 ~ T -f03,-49,82o o.099 4,930 2,710 2,220 

.. (f61 - 1.103 3,770 0.129 490 270 220 
29:663 -- - 1~07 -22}00 ~ 0.115 2,610 1,360 1,250 
-47,472 1.307 36,320 0.107 ~- 3,890 2,020 1,870 
29:479 

- -- --- -
22~550 -0:115 -·-T 35o 1.307 2,590 1,240 

34,956 c---·T.213 -28,820 0.100 2,880 1,560 1,310 
- 26,583 1.213 21 ,920 0.103 2,260 1,220 1,040 

1-- 20,811 1.213 17,160 0.105 1,800 970 830 
20,687 1.213 17,050 0.105 1,790 970 820 

- -45,086 1.263 35,700 0.109 3,890 2,100 1,790 
- ·--41,435 1.263 32,810 0.111 3,640 1,970 1,670 

_4_0, 761_ 1.263 32.!..?I_Q_ 0.111 __ 3,?_8Q_ ____ 1,930 - - 1..§_§_Q_ - -- -----
35,738 1.263 28,300 0.114 3,2~ _ _ 1,490 1,740 

.. ·-30,ii9 -- T.263 24~320 0.116 2,820 1,520 1,300 
34,953 -1.263 27,670 0.114 3,150 1,700 1,450 

--33,061 >- 1.263 26,180 0.115 3,010 1,630 1,380 
2,474 1.263 1,960 - 0.131 260 160 100 -~7°]23-,- 1.263 1 ,440 0J31 190 110 80 

- 4,801 ~- - 1.263 3,800 0.130 
··- ---- - - f.-.-... -•-· 

490 290 200 
- -16,200 1.263 J 2,830 0.124 1,590 700 890 

- 10,165 ~ - 1.263 8,050 0.127 1,020 570 450 .. 
10,905 1.263 8,630 0.126 1,090 610 480 

- . . 61)44 --- fl66 53,230 0.092 4,900 2,400 2,500 
- -5-7~42Y - 1.160 49,510 0.093 4,600 2,250 2,350 

-64,208 ~- -T 160 55,350 0.091 5,040 2,470 2,570 
59,938 1.160 51,670 0.092 4,750 2,330 2,420 
84,099 1.163 72,310 0.084 6,070 2,970 3,100 
72,539 1.163 62,370 0.088 5,490 2,690 2,800 
67,571 1.217 55,520 0.089 4,940 2,520 2,420 

--46,767 1.217 38,430 0.094 3,610 1,840 1,770 
61,116 1.073 56,960 0.092 5,240 2,880 2,360 
60,281 1.073 56,180 0.093 5,220 2,870 2,350 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(6) (6) (6) VIC V/C 
SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

2,030 C C 0.73 0.90 
3,040 C F 0.86 1.05 
3,040 C C 0.75 0.91 
3,040 c ·-- •----0.86 0 .97-
3,040 C C 0.89 0.73 
1,020 C C 0.26 0.22 
2,030 B B 0.67 0.62 
3,040 B B 0.66 0.62 
2,030 B B 0.67 0.61 
3,040 B B 0.51 0.43 
3,040 B B 0.40 0.34 
2,030 B B 0.48 0.41 
2,030 B B 0.48 0.40 
3,040 B B 0.69 0.59 
3,040 B B 0.65 0.55 

--~,04.Q_ B B - 0.63 - 0.54-

3,040 B B 0.49 0.57 
2,030 C B 0.75 0.64 
2,030 C C 0.84 0.71_ 
3,260 B B 0.50 0.42 
3,260 A A 0.05 0.03 
1,270 A A 0.09 0.06 
1,270 13-·s-- 0.23 ·0 ~16 

960 C C 0.73 0.93 
2,030 B B 0.28 0.22 
2,030 B B 0.30 0.24 
2,000 F F 1.20 1.25 
3,000 C D 0.75 0.78 
3,000 D D 0.82 0.86 
3,000 D D 0.78 0.81 
3,040 D F 0.98 1.02 
3,040 C C 0.88 0.92 
3,040 C C 0.83 0.80 
3,040 B B 0.61 0.58 
3,040 C C 0.95 0.78 
3,040 C C 0.94 0.77 

LOS-20-without.WK3 



EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(1) 
(3) (4) 

(2) Total PSWDT/ 

TOTAL TRAFFIC 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW 

==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------

GLADIOLUS DR. Winkler Rd. . : Summerlin Rd. . , 4LD 
Summerlin Rd. U.S. 41 . 6LD 

1-75 Pine Ridge Rd. , lmmokalee Rd. 6F 
lmmokalee -Rd.- - . : Bonita Bead,. Rd. 1 • 6F 
Bonita Beach Rd. ; Corkscrew Rd. 6F 

. E_,_J ·-~.8!-2._r !,_i~ ~°Q-;3.§~ -~·:o.094 3,790 1,900 1,900 
E, , 73,148 1.160 63,060 0.087 5,490 2,750 2,750 cl [ 62~19~ --~(f~ef11§1c[ · 0.6§1 5,290 2,860 2,430 
C : 78,045 1.136 68,700 0.097 6,640 3,590 3,050 
cJI 15)00 - -·1-:-08169,180 0_099 6,830 3,890 2,940 

. . --- . Corkscrew Ref_---·· Alico. RcC - -·· 6-F i 
Alica.Rd.· ..... ··-· ·:·oaniels· Pkwy°. - 6F i 

Daniels Pkwy. ! Colonial Blvd. 6F ! 

1 r -- --· - -- - - - - ----· ---
C l l 71,098 1.Q8_!. 6§,410 _Q.09~------ ~~6..Q_ __ 3,680 __ ?.J8Q_ 
91 ~9.~?__1 __ ~:9~7 -~.3?_0 ,_..9.099 6,350 3,620 2,730 
C 74,482 1.087 68,520 0.099 6,760 3,850 2,910 

KORESHAN BLVD. ITS~ -if_____ : SandyTn. ----- 4LD ; . --- ·- ~---·- --
E 6,708 1.263 5,310 0.129 680 310 370 

- San9j Ln:_ . _ ·-lfhree 0!3kS ~~~i _ _··
1 
·'. 4LD '. 

LIVINGSTON RD Bonita_ Beach Rd. . __ 
1
1 County Line . ___ _ _ + I 4LD j 

County Line Mediterra I I 4LD . 
Mediterra -- ··-- - : Carlton Lakes - -- - I i-- 4LD l · 
Carlton Lakes - j lmmokaleeRd. -i 1 · 4L.D1 

METRO PKWY. __ - Alico Rd. ~---- _ . J Bn~~liffl3_cf=- -_· i ;_ 6[q[ : 
.... , Briarcliff Rd. __ Ts}?c Mile Pkwy. . · 6LD i 

; S~_ l\1il1:._~k~. _ !Daniels Pkwy. '. 6LD 
: Daniels Pkwy. I Crystal Dr. [ 6LD 

OLD 41 l County Line:: . . _ _ . LBo-~ita B1:ac_h Rd. 11 2LU 
__ . Bonita Beach Rd_. ___ +,T~rry_§_t. __ .. . .. 1! ~ -~~~ 

Terry St. 1 Rosemary Rd. , 4LD 

~ i~~~~ti~i~~~- ~-:~~ -I e:t~~s~ell Dr. . I : ~~~l 
SIX MILE PKWY. . ' U.S. 41 - ---- T Metrc>Pkwy. . i l 6C5 -

. Metro Pkwy. ' Daniels Pkwy. : j 6LD 
• - -- - - • . • - ·--- · I • 

; Dani~s Pkv.y. __ _ Broo~s_ti~e-~~~~s Blvd;_: 6~_0 
. Brookshire Lakes Blvd Crystal Dr. I ! 6LD 

SANDY LN. ;Ali~ _!3.~_. ___ ... ___ S~_n-~_r!()~-~vd. i
I
_ 2LU 

San Carlos Blvd. Koreshan 2LU 
·- ---- -·- . - --- - - I . 
· Koreshan : Corkscrew Rd. ! i 2LU 
:C:~~~rew 13-d~::_ ·.::J ~1llia~~J ~{ _ .. ! ! ?LL! 
;Williams Rd. Coconut Rd. 2LU 

.E . -
1f~9_§_ - ~3 _fll~Q 0.127 1,010 460 550 -----

E 40,261 1.1 37 35,410 0.096 3,400 1,900 1,500 
D 

.. 

39,777 1.137 34,980 0.096 3,360 1,880 1,480 
··5 - 43,851 1.137 38,570 0.095 3,660 2,050 1,610 

I) - 45,543 1.137 40,060 0.094 3,770 2,1 10 1,660 
. E 

: =@}.6~ ~ 1.060 81,380 0.081 6,590 3,430 3,160 
E . - ~0?_?_1_ 1.060 ~.590 0.079 6,760 3,520 3,240 
E 38,769 1.060 36,570 0.099 3,620 1,880 1,740 
E .. 37,270 f.060 3{160 - 0:106 - ·3:520 -- 1,830 ·r69o 
-E 15:075 1.137 ·13,250 7no3 -··-·oro -····· 820 550 
E . 16:Z-61 -· .. f. 137 14,300 0.1 02 1,460 820 640 

E - - 26,371 -- ·1 ~f 37 23,190 0.100 2,320 1,300 1,020 
E- - 2 8,oa·8 . ··f137 2-•(706 i:>:o§g - 2,450 ----uro· 1,080 

-E - - 9,468 ·1.137 ·-8,330 - · 0:104 870 
·-

380 490 
E ·-62,047 1.163 53,350 0.092 4,910 2,500 . 2,410 

E .3{233 . - 1.f63 28~580 0.102 2,920 -- 1 :,f90 .. ~430 

E ·s2,92if -- { 103 47,980 0:092 4,410 ---2,430 1,980 
E -- 60,880 1.103 55,190 0.090 . 4,970 2,730 2,240 
E 23,362 

-·. 

1.103 21,180 a.Ha 2,500 ·- 1~06-
... 

1,100 
E 19,293 1.103 17,490 0.120 2,100 1,180 920 

.E 19,706 1.103 17,870 0.120 2,140 1,200 940 
-E + ··15,350 1.103 13,920 0.123 1,710 960 750 
E 13,426 1.103 12,170 0.124 1,510 850 660 

' Coconut R-d. Old 41 --- ... - 2I 1T .E 9,111 1.103 8,260 0.126 1,040 580 460 
TERRY ST. ru.s~-1------- Edinburgh ·cc ··4[ 0 

- : Edinburgh Ct. Old 41 - - .. -- 4LD 
- E 8,1 63 1.213 6,730 0.108 730 390 340 

E 10,698 1.213 8,820 0.1 08 950 510 440 
_ ]Old ,f,-------- Matheson Av.·~---· ·- _. -4LD --E 25,744 1.213 21,220 0.1 03 2,190 1,180 1,010 

11/01/2000 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 
SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

2,030 C C 0.94 0.94 
3,040 C C 0.90 0.90 
3,970 C B 0.72 0.61 
3,970 C C 0.90 0.77 
3,970 C C 0.98 0.74 
3,970 C C 0.93 0.70 
3,970 c-- s·- - 0~91 - 0.69 
3,970 C C 0.97 0.73 
2,030 B B 0.15 0.1 8 
2,030 B B 0.23 0.27 
3,260 C B 0.58 0.46 
2,900 C B 0.65 0.51 
2,900 C B 0.71 0.56 
2,900 C B 0.73 0.57 
3,040 F F 1.13 1.04 
3,040 F F °f16 - foi 
3,040 -·s-· ·s ·· 0.62 · o.57 

- -3~040 B s· - ··o.66 0.56 
960 c~-1r ··-0.85 -- 0.57 

960 C B 0.85 0.67 
2,030 B B 0.64 0.50 
2,030 B B 0.67 0.53 

960 B B 0.40 0.51 
3,040 C C 0.82 0.79 
3,040 B 

·--s - - 0.49 . 6~47 
3,040 C B 6.80 - 0.65 
3,040 C C 0.90 . 0.74 

960 F F 1.46 1.15 
960 F D 1.23 0.96 
960 F D 1.25 0.98 
960 D C 1.00 0.78 
960 C C 0.89 .Q.69 
960 B B 0.60 0.48 

2,030 B B 0:19 - a.Tr 
2,030 B B 0.25 0.22 
2,030 B B 0.58 0.50 

LOS-20-without.WK3 



EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr (6) (6) (6) VIC V/C 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW LOS Std NE SW NE SW 

----------------- ----------------- ==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------ ------ --- --- ---- ----

THREE OAKS NORTH 

THREE OAKS PKWY 

6LD El ; 53,2311 (163 48,260 - 0.100 4,830 2,700 ~ 30 3,040 C B 0.89 0.70 
6Lb - El j .55,332 .. f: 103 50,170 0.099 4,970 2,780 2,190 3,040 C C 0.91 0.72 
4Lb En 4t 651 . 1.1_()_3 )_9/70 - __ .2:._~Q~_ - -- ~1_9_Q_ - ~9_9 __ ?,_300 __ 2,030 C F __ Cl_-~~ -- 1J.~ 
4LD E, ! 44,669 1.263 35,370 0.109 3,860 2,080 1,780 2,030 F C 1.02 0.88 

;Corkscrew-Rd. . 6LD -Er; 57,344 , - 1.2eff 45,406 - 0.102 4,630 2,500 2,130 3,040 c B 0.82 0.70 
------ - • - - -- ------ - · j' - -- 1 - - •· ---- -

Corkscrew Rd. ,Williams Rd. 6LD E' · 51,686 1 1.263 40,920 0.105 4,300 1,980 2,320 3,040 B C 0.65 0.76 
iWillramsRct:- - ·- j Coconut@:____ ~.!:_o ; E~i-?_32 27 I_ _ - f 263 -42;54cf -0 -:-104 4,420 2,390 2,030 3,040 C B 0.79 0.67 
Coconut Rd. I Strike Ln. 6LD · E i , 41 ,487 i 1.263 32,850 0.111 3,650 1,970 1,680 3,040 B B 0.65 0.55 

Danie.ls Pkwy.- . . i Fiddlesiick-s -
Fiddlesticks . ;Alice Rd. 
Alico Rei:-- ·-- . -- . -. ; San Carlos Blvd. 

~ San Carlos Blvd. 
Koreshan Blvd. 

Koreshan Blvd. 

-~~t~~ : '=-n.:_-_ _ ;~d-!1 =~- _ _ 4LD _ Ej; 2(5f8 1 JJ~3_:1_f64~ _-6: i"if- 2,060 1,110 950 3,040 B B 0.37 0.31 I 
TREELINEAVE.NORTH:DanielsPkwy. SWFIA 4LD E: ! _29,318 1 1.217 24,090 0.116 2,790 1,560 1,230 2,030 C B 0.77 0.61 -=--:::_sw_F~----- ----- ! A §_o~~;=------ ; . _6LD_; _ Elf 41 _._88) --1.?1_7 1 ~ ... ~19 _ 0.110 3,790 2,120 1,670 3,040 B B 0.70 _0.55 
BEN HILL GRIFFIN PKW, Alice Rd. 1 Miramar Lakes , ! 6LD EI t 60,366 _ 1.217 49,600 0.100 4,960 2,280 2,680 3,040 C C 0.75 0.88 

, Miramar Lakes --=ffGCU i i 6LD , E' 51,969 1.217 42,700 0.104 4,440 2,040 2,400 3,040 B C 0.67 0.79 
. -- 1 FGCU -- - ,Corkscrew Rd. -· l ! 4LD i El 37,366-·--·1.217 30,700 0.112 3,440 1,860 1,580 2,030 C C 0.92 0.78 
--- ; Pine Ridge Rei. - -- I lmmokalee Rd.-- t i 6CD - D - 52,970 ·-- 1.180 44,890 0.097 4,350 2,260 2,090 3,110 B B 0.73 0.67 U.S. 41 

- lmmoka.leeRd. - l Wigg_i_nsPas~-Rd.~-- il 6LD · -o' ~ ,_irtg -:::_- 1.1 89 _½J10 _ O.:_O~ _ _§,31_Cl_ ~ --2_,_760_~ ?_,5_§Q ___ _ ~ 1J_Q __ c_ B 0.:.8-~- -_o.8~_ 
_Wig9insPassRd. Old41 : J 6LD D 65,751 1.180 55,720 _0:!)~ . _!5.~Q_() _22 81_0 _22 ~~-Cl_ ~ _1_Q __ ~ -- El _ 0:90_ .9:83 
Old 41 County Line _ : I 6~0 ~ . 54,38-4 ~:!130 46,09_()_. 0.097 4,470 2,410 2,060 3,110 B B 0.77 - ~§ 
County line 1BonitaBeachRd. j l 6LD E 53,436 1.153 46,350 0.090 4,170 2,250 1,920 3,040 C B 0.74 0.63 , 

:~(!nlta Bea~h_-~:a:, -___ .[IN. T~rry _$f _ ~ - Li 6LD E_ ~6.~_6~- --{ 153 57,640 0.087 5,010 2,710 2,300 3,040 C C 0.89 0.76 
W. Terry St. North Bay Dr. I i 6LD E 65,962 1.163 56,720 0.088 4,990 2,790 2,200 3,040 C C 0.92 0.72 
~ N_~tl}, - Eiay--Dr._ _ _ __ r ~fi~~~_}i~~! Dr. ·i j GLD _E_ :·s2,6if . - .1_: 1 §~ 53.,_890 0.089 4,800 2,690 2,110 3,040 c B 0.88 0.69 
_!'_elican'sNestDr. __ Old .i_1 _________ I · 6~0 ~ _53,3Q~ ____ 1.163 45,830 0.0~ 4,170 2,340 1,830 3,040 C B 0.77 0.60 
Old 41 Coconut Rd. ; 6LD E 50,575 1.163 43,490 0.092 4,000 2,240 1,760 3,040 C B 0.74 0.58 

·: . 6LD E - 61 ,670 - -1.163 537)30 - 0.089 4,720 2,640 2,080 3,040 C B 0.87 0.68 
i •· 6Lb -E · sfof 4 -- --f."153 53,320 0.089 4,150 2,660 2,090 3,o4o c B o.88 o.69 

; 1· 6LD E ~ 62,014 __ 1.163 53,320 0.089 4,750 2,660 2,090 3,040 C B 0.88 0.69 
I _ 6!:_D -- ~ --~6f3iif ·---1~f63 54,500 . - 0.089>--4,850 -Uib-- 2,130 3,040- C B 0.89 0.70 

. Coconut Rd. _____ - ,· Project Entrance 
· S. Project Entrance __ N. Project Entrance 
' N. Project Entrance Williams Rd . 
:Williams Rd: Corkscrew Rd. 

6LD E 56,488 1.163 48,570 0.090 4,370 2,450 1,920 3,040 C B 0.81 0.63 
6LD --E · 74,860 -- 1.163 ~64,370 0.086 5,540 3,100 2,440 3,040 F C 1.02 0.80 

,. ' ·6[15 - E 72,521 1.163 62,360 0.086 5,360 2,790 2,570 3,040 C C 0.92 0.85 

· Corkscrew Rd. j Koreshan Blvd. 
. Korestian Blvd. , San Carlos Blvd. 
San Carlos Blvd. 1Alico Rd. 

GLD - -E 62,050 . 1.163 53,350 0.089 4,750 2,470 2,280 3,040 C C 0~81 0.75 
-6LD E 73,926 - 1.163 63,560 0.086 5,470 2,840 2,630 3,040 C C 0.93 0.87 
6LD E 66,275 1.163 56,990 0.088 5,020 2,610 2,410 3,040 C C 0.86 0.79-
6LD -· E - - 46,294 ___ ·1.0so 43]70--~ 0.090 3,930 1,930 2,000 3,040 8 B Q.63 - 0.66 
GLD - E - -56: fao .. · 1.060 s2~950 ·-o.oaa·--4}f6O ---2,280 ·- - 2,380 3,ooo c c o.1s - o~i9 

. - -·- I . - - . 
,Alice Rd. ,Island Park Rd. 
l slandPark Rd. ;Ja-maicaB.ay-West 

- · ------- -- -- - --- T --- ·-·----·- -
; Jamaica Bay West I Six !!1JI~ Pkwy: I Six Mile Pkwy. Daniels Pkwy . 

els Pkwy. jcdiege Pkwy. -

11/01/2000 LOS-20-without.WK3 



EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY FROM TO 

TOTAL TRAFFIC 

(3) (4) 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 
Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor 

Two Way Total Total 
Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 
Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Volume NE SW 

==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------

_ _ -----~ ~College Pkwy. --~-_ _]Crystal Dr. ___ _ _ Ir 
VANDE~BILT D~ ---- -Bonita Beach R~ ---~ un!Y~ n~ ______ J+ 

~~DT__E _ - ~~836 : 1.060--50,799 - 0.089 
4LD I E 33,795 1.307 25,860 

WILLIAMS RD. __ J__WestofU .S. 41 __ J U.S.41 ____ _ J' · 2LU - - E --
IU.S. 41 ___ ISandyLn _____ _ 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd. 

2Lu E 
zrn ----E 

-- - · - ·- River Ranch Rd. Three Oaks Pkwy. -
RIVER ~N<:::_H _R_I)_.__ __ .. !Williams Ref -- -- - i c orkscrew- Rd:---__ -__ 

2LiJ --E 
2LU E 

FOOTNOTES: 

( 1) Existing plus future number of lanes. 
(2) Lee County roadway LOS standard based on The Lee Plan, Policy 22.1.1 . 

City of Fort Myers LOS standard based on Comprehensive Plan. 
Collier County roadway LOS standard based on Collier Growth Management Plan. 
1-75 based on FOOT FIHS standards. 

(3) Peak season traffic volumes based on 2020 FSUTMS. 
(4) PSADT/AADT factor based on Lee County1999 permanent count station data. 

--~8_Q_1__ 
5,213 
1,334 
1,233 

---
3,373 

For 1-75, PSADT/AADT factor reflects data from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(5) K(100) factors derived from Lee County 1999 permanent count station data. 

1-75 K(100) factor from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(6) Lee County Generalized Service Volumes, 02/04/2000. 

11/01/2000 

0.092 

~ ..!:.~~-- ~ ~70 0.128 
1.263 4,130 0.129 
1.263 1,060 0.131 
1.263 980 0.131 
1.263 2,670 0.130 

4,520 2,210 2,310 
2,380 1,240 1,140 

890 480 410 
530 290 240 
140 80 60 
130 70 60 
350 160 190 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(6) (6) (6) V/C VIC 
SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

3,000 B C 0.74 0.77 
2,030 B B 0.61 0.56 

870 C C 0.55 0.47 
870 C C 0.33 0.28 
870 C C 0.09 0.07 
870 C C 0.08 0.07 
870 C C 0.18 0.22 

LOS-20-without.WK3 



EXHIBIT2 

SIMON SUNCOAST DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS 
BUILDOUT (2006) 

Land Use 

Residential 
Apartments 
Residential Condominiums 
As~isted Living Facility 

Total 

Commercial/Retail 

Office 
General Office 
Medical Office 

Total 

Hotel 
Hotel (Limited Services) 
Conference Hotel 

Hotel Total 

Size 

500 d.u. 
500 d.u. 
200 d.u. 

1,200 d.u. 

1,800,000 sq. ft. 

200,000 sq. ft. 
100,000 sq. ft . 
300,000 sq. ft. 

300 rooms 
300 rooms 
600 rooms 

[E 



EXHIBIT 3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY 

ALICO RD. 

BONITA BEACH RD. 

(3) (4) 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT 
FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Factor Volume NE SW 

(6) 
SV@ 

LOS Std 
------

(6) (6) V/C V/C 
LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

NE SW NE SW 
--- --- ---- ----

;LJ.S.41 ______ ----:-Railroad - -- 4LD , ETJ- :ff]"i f 1.103 28,890 0.113 3,260 1,470 1,790 2,030 C C 0.72 0.88 
' Railroad ----------~leeBlvd. --- - i' 6LD j -~ r 72,69"cf - T.fo3 W 900 0.089 5,870 2,640 3,230 3,040 C F 0.87 1.06 

-: Le~_Efl~d. ~ _ -~ - - - : Thre~ Q~~-P.kwy. i 6LD ;_ E [ 56::@~ - _-f 103-~ 6.~6Q°: _ ~_o-:-o_g~~~04Q_~0 2,770 3,040 C -~ - 0.75 0.91 
_ Three Oaks Pkwy. _ : 1-75 __ _ _ _ __ _ _____ , . 6LD ' E L 63,740 __ 1.103 , 57,790 0.094 5,430 2,440 2,990 3,040 C D 0.80 0.98 
, 1-75 _ _ _ _ :BenHill_Griffin_Pkwy. j ' 6LD '. E J 55,284 _ 1_. 1Q_3 50, ) ~0 _0.099 4,9?_0 __ _b?~0 ___ 2,230 3,040 -~ ___ _g_ __ Q,9.Q_ 0.7~ 

E3~!1 .t:'~IGriffinP.k_wy. :East _ _ il 2LU _ E __ 4~ 25 . 1._! Q~ -~~~o_ r •0.129 490 __ 270 220 1,020 C C 0.26 0.22 
Hick_or:y_Blvd . Vande~~ilt Dr. • • 4LD l _ -~ _j 3~,894_ ___ .!_}07 -~ !490 0.112 3,080 1,600 1,480 2,030 . C C 0.79 0.73 

: U.S. 41 :O·Id 41 i 4LD 1 E 30,828 . -f:307 23~59CJ° - - o7 1s· 2,710 1,410 1,300 2,030 B B 0.69 0.64 
t01d41-- ---ilmpenaT SC - i 6LD ; E - 74°)82 . --1213 61 ,650 0.088 5,430 2,930 2,490 3,040 D C 0.96 0.82 

Vanderbilt Dr. U.S. 41 6LD , E t 48,011 1.307 36,730 0.107 3,930 2,040 1,890 3,040 B B 0.67 0.62 

· J mp~ ialSt. __ t 1-:-75~-=----=------ _ .I.. 6LD :~-_ E 28,084_ - 1.21323,150 0.102 2,360 1,270 1,090 3,040 B B 0.42 0.36 
____ _ J::ZL___ _ __ I Bonita Grande Dr.:. ___ -~- I _ 4~[) ~-- ~ 21,449 1.213 17,680 0.104 1,840 990 850 2,030 B B 0.~ 0.42 

_ _'.._Bon_i~~~ande Dr. _.; !::~~--___ _ '. '. 4_!.:[) j __ _ E - ~1.,_323_r 1.213 17,580 0.104 1,830 990 840 2,030 B B 0.49 0.41 
CORKSCREW RD. ' U.S. 41 'Sandy Ln 1 , 6LD , E 49,118 1.263 38,890 0.107 4,160 2,250 1,910 3,040 C B 0.74 0.63 

----:-Sanctyln--=--= - IRiverRanc~ ~ ~: __ .. - i j"]J;:D~ _E ~ 44,599 1.263 35,310 0.109 3,850 2,080 1,770 3,040 B B 0.68 0.58 
j RiverRanchRd. IThreeOaksPkwy. 1 I 6LD I E 45,271 1.263 35,840 0.109 3,910 2,110 1,800 3,040 B B 0.69 0.59 
_Th_ree_9ak_~_P~wy..:_ i:7? _ _ . _ !j 6_~0 / E _ -~~.,_466 __ _!_163 31!25Q _ 0.112 3,500 1,610 1,890 3,040 B __ .§ __ 0.53 0.62 

_ . .:_!::?§ __ B~_!l_f:l_i!I__Qr!!fi n_ Pk~. __ J• 4~[) f--- ~ _ 33,253 1.263 . :26,330 0.115 3,030 1,640 1,390 2,030 C B 0.81 0.68 
i B~n H!!~ Griffi n_ P~wy..: __ ~~()()_I Entra!1ce .. \ 4LD I . E . 34! 8_?4 .. _.!__:.2~ 3 _27 ,600 __ o, 1_!_4_ __ ~ 150_~ _!,J_QQ_ _ 1,450 2,030 C C _ 0.84 0? 1 
: School Entrance Wildcat Run I 4LD E 33,149 1.263 26,250 0.115 3,020 1,630 1,390 3,260 B B 0.50 0.43 
Wi~~tRun _______ '!:_h~t!.3_?.!!_at T -4_L~ :_ E 2,499 1.26~ 1,980- 0.131 260 160 100 3,260 A A 0.05 0.03 

_The Habitat /AlicoRd. I 2LU E 1,867 1.263 1,480 0.131 190 110 80 . _1,270 A A 0.09 _9,06 
IAlico Rd. :East 2LU E 5,071 1.263 4,020 0.129 520 310 210 1,270 C B 0.24 0.17 

:
1
wesf of~.s.41 ;o.s: 41 2Lu · ·E - 1_6li~---q~~- 13,2~g _ _p._123 -- -~®Q~ __ J ?o --~1.Q. __ ~~Q __ g__ o-- 0.15- q.:.~~ 

,U.S. 41 1SandyLn 4LD E 22,476 1.263 17,800 0.120 2,1 40 1,200 940 2,030 B B 0.59 0.46 
- t Sandy Ln ; Three Oaks Pkwy. 4LD . E - ·13,525· . -T263 -10) 16- - -0.125 --- 1 )40 ~ 50 590 2,030. ~ B--- ··5~3i - 0.29 
i Wink-ler Rd. i Summerlin Rd. . 4LD -- -E - - 61,457 ·--1.160--52,980 0.092 ~ 4,870 2,390 2,480 2,000 F F 1.20 - 1.24 

COCONUT RD. 

CYPRESS LAKE DR. 
·summerlin Rd. \U.S. 41 6LD E 57;188 ··--r165 -49,36'0 cC0§3····--4~55O ___ 2)46 2,340 3,000 C D 0.75 ·o--:-iif 
!U.S. 41 jMetroPkwy. i 6~[) - -E 631f~~ f -i 6Q. ~?!1_~O~ : t Q91°~- 5,020 --2,460 - 2,560 3,000 D-- D---~ ~ 0~85 DANIELS PKWY. 

--- -~-e1roPk_~ ,-- ___ _ ,_?ixMile_Pkwy. [ _6_LD E 59,943 1.160 51 ,680 0.092 4,750 2,330 2,420 3,000 D D 0.78 0.81 
1 SixMilePkwy. ThreeOaksPkwy.Ext. j 6LD E 84,087 1.163 72,300 0.084 6,070 2,970 3,100 3,040 D F 0.98 1.02 

- ~-- -----t~Three Oaks Pkwy. Ext._l!:7§~--- _ ~ ___ -~r __ 6LD .--E - 72,998 . 1.163 62,770 ~ o.oas r -- --5,52O 2,700 2,820 3,040 C C 0.89 0.93 
1-75 Treeline Av. l 6LD E 68,065 1.217 55,930 0.089 4,980 2,540 2,440 3,040 C C 0.84 0.80 

1 Treeline Av. SWFIA 6LD - E 49,491 1.217 40,670 0.094 3,820 1,950 1,870 3,040 B B 0.64 0.62 
- - _ ~SWFIA-=--:_--- -- ~way Blvd. __ ~ ~-61 Q _:::--E - 60,518 >- 1.073 56,400 0.093 5,250 2,890 2,360 3,040 C C 0.95 0.78 

___ 1Gateway Blvd. ___ SR 8~ _ __ _ _ _ _ 6LD E 59,619 1.073 55,560 0.093 5,170 2,840 2,330 3,040 C C 0.93 0.77 
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EXHIBIT 3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY 

GLADIOLUS- DR. 

FROM TO 

(3) (4) 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT 
Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Factor Volume NE SW 

(6) 
SV@ 

LOS Std 
------

(6) (6) V/C V/C 
LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

NE SW NE SW 
--- --- ---- ----

Summerlin Rd. , U.S. 41 ·' 6LD , E 73,344 1.160 63,230 0.087 5,500 2,750 2,750 3,040 C C 0.90 0.90 
-- .. :\Yi~~~ _Rij~ - _ ---- --,§~~~!i~Rd_:__ -· ;) 4_LD j __ E I _4_,fj06_l _=rf60]- 38~710 ~ 0.094 3,640 1,820 1,820 2,030 C C 0.90 0.90 

_ .. !_f1ne.Ri~g_~R_L ___ i_im~_Ok?lei RE. _· , ~F i __ C ~~~~~ - - 1:f36 5~730 _ - Cl.097 - - 5,290 ~ 860 --i430 - 3,970 - ~ B -- ~ 6:Y2 - o.s1 
_ _____ lmmokalee _~ ____ J_E3onit~B~_.:i~_b _Rj_. _ _J _ 6F ! _ C _7_§l~52 ~ 1_.136 70,120 0.097 6,780 3,660 3,120 3,970 C C 0.92 0.79 

_8_9_1:i~~--E3each '3~: __ -~~~rk~crew_f3d. 1 ) 6F J C 76,?92 .. 1J~_?.7_ 7_q,_46_9 . ,... .Q.Q_~~ 6,950 3,960 2,990 3,970 C C 1.00 0.75 

1-75 

Cor~crew_B~- _ . :Ali~C?_i'd . 1 ;. 6F j. C . 7_?24§§ __ 1_:9~ 66,660 0.099 6,580 3,750 2,830 3,970 C C 0.94 0.71 
Alica Rd. , Daniels Pkwy. 6F l · C 70,234 1.087 64,610 0.099 6,380 3,640 2,740 3,970 C 8 0.92 0.69 

;-DanleisPkwy. 1Colonial Blvd. , : 6F ·c -I 74,662 . - 11iat·sf690 - - 0.099 6,780 3,860 2,920 3,970 C C 0.97 0.74 
KORESHANBLVD. - ; 0.S.-4f -- - -- )SandyLn. '.i 4LD -- E l - 6~69:f 1~263· ·-5~300 - 0.129 680 310 370 2,030 B B 0.15 0.18 

LIVINGST(?~.- R_Q __ --- +~~~ch°F~d~ -· -j~~~ty~Q{!p=~~~--41: ;_:{t~ -=-11=1~:~~~ ~ :~~~ 3~::~~ ~:~~~ ;:~~~ 1.~~~ 1,;;~ ;:~~~ ~ : ~ :~~ ~:~i , 
: County Line : Mediterra I 4LD D 41 ,027 1.137 36,080 0.095 3,430 1,920 1,51 O 2,900 C 8 0.66 0.52 

-- ·-- -- !Mediterra --· l_garlton Lakes --! I 4LD - D 44,157 1.137 38,840 0.095 3,690 2,070 1,620 2,900 C B 0.71 0.56 
. -~-- ~=-· i carltonLakes --~=--:jlmm~§~e_Bd. -~ ~--=-~Ll ,i~g _ _[) _ 45,635 _ -1.137 40,140 0.094 3,770 2,110 1,660 2,900 C 8 0.73 0.57 

METRO PKWY. :Alica Rd. Briarcliff Rd. 1 
• 6LD E 86,186 1.060 81,310 0.081 6,590 3,430 3,160 3,040 F F 1.13 1.04 

- - -- .. - - . 1BriarcTittRcf .. - . - i sixMfle Pkwy. ; 6LD - -E - 91~093 ---r·o60~85,940 0.079 6,790 3,530 3,260 3,040 F F 1.16 1.07 
p~-ixlViTiePkwy. . . i banielsPkwy. ~ - 5·us- -·E ·- 37~2ss · ·- fo6035:150 0.100 3,520 1,830 1,690 3,040 B B 0.60 0.56 

_U~_a6i~ii~~~- _ . . [~!Yit~I_Dr. __ __ -__ _ __ . 6~g_ _ - ~ ) 8~~"7'_~ _ _1:!)60 3E(480- -~0 .099 ~--3]1Ci - fifso ·- f)30-. ---3,040 --s·-- B . - 0.62 --0.57 
OLD41 1Countyline ;sonitaBeachRd. 2LU E 13,932 1.137 12,250 0.103 1,260 760 500 960 C B 0.79 0.52 

~ on,taBeach Rd. ----~ Terfy s t - - - - - - . 2LU _· -E . ·14:;i93 - .f 13i 12}50 - 0.103- - - T 310 ___ 730 580 960 C B --- 0.76 - 0.60 

l_Te~ry_~-- _ _ '3_o_~e_l!l~ryi'_d. ___ ... _ 4'=!) _ _! _ 26,9?6 ~ __ 1,_:13]_?~.§~0 __ Q:_0_99 ____ ?.d'!Q __ 1!~.Q._ ___ 1,030 2,030 B _El__~ 0.65_~ 
,Rosemary Rd. Cockleshell Dr. 1 4LD E 29,352 1.137 25,820 0.099 2,560 1,430 1,130 2,030 C 8 0.70 0.56 

- rcocklesh-ell Dr. U.S. 41 . . .. I 2LU ----E- 8,846 - "f:f37 -ri80 o:-fos -- -- 820 -- 360 - 4 60 960 B -8--0.38 .. 0.48 
. Tu:S. -41 - ------ - - Metro-Pkwy~ - -si.:o --·-E - 6(551 -·T 163 s2-;-920 ---6-:-692 4,870 2,480 ~ 2,390 3,040 c c - o-:S2 o.'7§ I . - - ----- . .. -- - - -- - - -· ---•---- -- --- . ----- ---- --- --- -------- ---- ----- -- --- -- - - --
. __ Metro Pkwy. ____ . _ :l Daniels P~wy~ ___ . 6LD __ E __ 33,367_ 1.163 28,690 .--9.1.!E __ 2,930 __ 1,490 _ 1,440 3,040 B _ 8 __ 0.49 _ 0.47 

IDanielsPkwy. Brookshire Lakes Blvd. 6LD E 52,760 1.103 47,830 0.092 4,400 2,420 1,980 3,040 C B 0.80 0.65 
f BrookshireTakes Bfiid. C-rystal_D_r._____ ·1flo ---E-- 60,331 1.103 ·s4,700 0.090 4,920 . 2,71 o 2,210 3,040 c- c--- o :ag - 0)·3 
! Ali co Rd.- .. . .... -- San-Carlos Blvd.-· ·- 2[0 --E -- 24,051 - 1.103 21,131 O 0.118 2,570 1,440 1,130 960 F F 1.50 1.18 
:sanCarlo.sBlvd. - Koreshan _ ___ -- --- 2ill --E --20,'092 -- no3- 18)2Cf 0.120 2,190 1,230 960 960 F D 1.28 1.00-

. ~ko-reshan-- --- - Corks-crew- Rd_--·- 2LU E 23,491 1.103 21,300 0.118 2,510 1,410 1,100 960 F F 1.47 1.15 
' Corkscrew Rd. --·· ·- . - Williams Rd. 2LU E 12,072 1.103 10,946 0.125 1,370 770 600 960 C B 0.80 --0.6f 
;WllliamsR.d-:- .... N Project Entran-~ - - 2LU E 14,350 1.103 13,010 0.1 23 1,600 900 700 960 C C 0.94 0.73 
; r,rProjecCEntrance S Project Entrance 2Lu E 12,558 . 1.10311,390 0.124 1,410 790 620 960 C B 0.82 0.65 
'. sProjectEntrance CoconutRd. 2LU - E 14,567 1.103 13,210 0.123 1,620 910 710 960 D C 0.95 0.74 
1t6con-utRd.--· ... l o1cf41- - ·2i:.o - E --8~664 - 1.103 -7,850 . -·0.127 1,000 560 440 960 B B 0.58 0.46 

__ _ -· 1u.s.-,W -- -- .... - J EcITnburgh Ct. __ - - - - 4LD E 9,347 f 213 -7,710 0.1 08 830 450 380 2,030 B B 0.22 0.19 

SIX MILE PKWY. 

SANDY LN . 

TERRY ST. 
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EXHIBIT3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY 

(3) (4) 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT 
FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 

==== === 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Factor Volume NE SW 

(6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 
SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

EdinburghCt. :O1d41 , 4l.D E;J 11,686 - 1.·i13·--~f6-36 -- 0.107 1,030 560 470 2,030 B B 0.28 0.23 
:9J.c!J1 -~: · -- -- !)~athe~onAv. : ; 4_LD Ej t 2_7~~1~ ~- 1-l!_:f22~440 0.103 2,310 1,250 1,060 2,030 B B 0.62 0.52 

THREE OAKS NORTH J_Qa1_1iels P~~-- ifi.cJd_l~s_!!~ks _ . _ 6LD _ Ei j -~3.21? _ __ 1:103_ 48,520 0.100 4,850 2,720 2,130 3,040 C B 0.89 0.70 
Fiddlesticks '. Alico Rd. 1 . 6LD ~ 1 55,384 1.103 50,210 0.099 4,970 2,780 2,190 3,040 C C 0.91 0.72 

THREE OAKS PKWY. : Attc-~~~- -~ .--=--:_ - _;~~_-<2_arlos Blvd. __ 4LD E j. 43~?}f 1103: ~~ '~Q _0.10~ - -~200 __ 1,890 __ 2,310 2,030 C _F_ 0.93 1.14 
,San Carlos Blvd. :Koreshan Blvd. 4LD E 1 45,166 1.263 35,760 0.109 3,900 2,1 10 1,790 2,030 F C 1.04 0.88 
-KoreshanBfvd-:- . -~ c:~-~kscr~w __ ~cf . : ; 6_LD . _ E_lj .. 5~~2_Ef J Js.:~- ¥-:-600 ~-0:1531-· 4,590 2,480 2,110 3,040 C B 0.82 0.69 
--~orkscr~"'!' .'3<!: ____ __ _ j~il[i~~~-13<1-_ _: 6~0 __ E + 55,Z?1 ___ _1-~~~.140 0.103 4,550 2,090 2,460 3,040 B C 0.69 0.81 
I Williams Rd. 'Coconut Rd. , · 6LD E 1 56,737 1.263 44,920 0.103 4,630 2,500 2,130 3,040 C B 0.82 0.70 

· \cocoriu!Rd. - ·- - 'stnkeTn. -- · · ·si o - E - 4s:3s-;- 1.2s3 36,710 0.108 3,9so 2,140 1,820 3,o4o B B o.7o o.so 
iStrike Ln. . .. - :oid41 ··- . ; 4LD E- 23,524 1.263 18,630 0.120 2,240 1,210 1,030 3,040 B B 0.40 0.34 

TREELINE AVE. NORTH I Daniels Pkwy~- - jSWFiA- - - - -- - i 4°LD E :fa}l92 --- 1.217 27,190 - 0.114 3,1 00 1,740 1,360 2,030 C B 0.86 0.67 
ISWFl/\ __ ____ ___ _ tAlicoR<i ···-··· · ; ··si.:o ·E -+--42,292 1.217 34,750 0.109 3,790 2,120 1,670 3,040 B B 0.70 0.55 

BEN HIL~QR.l~FIN··PKW iAlico Rd. __ _______ __ Mirom~~ ~a~~~ --- : -, -_61~ ~:-~ __ §_6,212 _ _ 1.21_7_ 46,190 0.102 4,710 2,170 2,540 3,040 C C 0.71 0.84 
IMiromarLakes ____ j_F~CU _ _ _ _ 6_~(? ___ E, _ 59,880 1.217 49,200 0.100 4,920 2,260 2,660 3,040 C C 0.74 0.88 
~i=:~cy _ 1C::orkscrew Rd. 4LD E _ 3J,_6~,J_ __ 1.217_ ~s?60 ___Q:1~1 3,610 1,9.50 _ 1,660_ 2,030 D C 0.96 0.82 

U S. 41 : Pine Ridge Rd. i lmmokalee Rd. 6LD D 53,1 86 1.180 45,070 0.097 4,370 2,270 2,100 3,110 B B 0. 73 0.68 
. lmmokalee Rd. l Wiggins Pass Rd. 6LD D 65,077 1.186 55J 56 o:Cf97 -- s,°35O -- 2,'fao- 2]70-- 3, 11 o C .. s-·- -0~89 --0.83 
Wiggins P-ass Rd. l o1cf,fi" . 6C6 .. D - --66,216 --1-:-1a6S6,120 0.097 1- 5,440 2,830 2,610 3,110 C B 0.91 0.84 
Old41 - ---- lco-u..'i!LLine -- : 61.Ii --o· 53,117 1.18045,010 ~-6.-097 4,370 2,360 2,010 3,110 B B 0.76 0.65-
County Line I Bonita Beach Rd. 6LD E 54,639 1.153 47,390 0.089 4,220 2,280 1,940 3,040 C B 0.75 0.64 
Bonifa-Eieach Rd. ;w.-Terry ST. 6LD - E- 68,145 1.f53 sg-;-foo - -0.087 -- 5,140 2,780 2,360 - 3,040 C C - - (f.g-f"~1fia 

1 W. Terry St. l North Bay Dr. 6LD E - 59~·fei -- 1~163 60~Cff6 ·cHJ8i -·s:220 - -2,920 ~ 300 ~ 3,04Cf -o·· C - -o."!f6- - 0.76 
NorthBayDr. - - i Peiican'stfest ·or. ·-sio ,_ ___ E 67,383 1.163 57,940 0.088 5,100 2,860 2,240 3,040 c c 0.94 ..... 0.74 

. . I . . . .. . -------- ------------ ------ - -- ---- - - .. ----- --- -----·-····--· ·· ··- - . ------- .. . 
J Pelican's Nest Dr. _ Old 41__ _ _ __ _ __ 6LD E 57,701 1.163 49,610 0.090 4,460 2,500 1,960 3,040 C B 0.82 0.64 
: Old 4 t i Coconut Rd. 6\D _ E 5~,_89_3 1_.1_6__3_ 47,20Q_ .----9.091_ .._ __ ~~~00 __ ?,~ 1_q_ ___ 1,8..§Q_ _ _]_,Q.i9 _ ~- I? __ OJ_~_ 0.6? 
!Coconut Rd. IS. Project Entrance 6LD E 67,353 1.163 57,910 0.088 5,100 2,860 2,240 3,040 C C 0.94 0.74 
i S. Pro}ect Entrance ' N. Project Entrance 6LD - E 67,904 ... . T-f6:f 58]90 o-:-oaa ~ s,°140- - 2:aao· - 2)60 3,040 .. C-- C- 0.95 --- 6.7-.f 
: N: Project Entrance l Williams·R~; _.:_:_ . 6LD -··i:: - ·10,116 1.163 60,290 0.087 5,250 2,940 2,310 3,040 D C 0.97 0.76 

_ __ l '-'Y~liam~R_cl. ____ C~r~~crew ~9- __ _ _ __6_~1? E 71,733 1.163 61 ,680 0.087 5,370 3,010 2,360 3,040_ D C __Q:__99 _9.78 _ 
!Corkscrew Rd. IKoreshanBlvd. 6LD E 57,718 1.163 49,630 0.090 4,470 2,500 1,970 3,040 C B 0.82 0.65 

- __ --- !KoreshanBlvcf" ·---r sanCarlosBivc:C ___ ··- 6LD=-~- 75,748 1.163 65,130 0.086 5,600 3,140 2,460 3,040 F C 1.03 0.81 
___ _ _;San Carlos Blvd. ___ 1Alic0Rd. _________ 6LD E 71,765 1.163 61,710 0.087 5,370 2,790 2,580 3,040 C C 0.92 0.85 

!Alico Rd. nsland Park Rd. 6LD E 62,110 1.163 53,400 0.089 4,750 2,470 2,280 3,040 C C 0.81 0.75 
J ~f~nd Park Rd. _____ __[~-Jama_ ica Bay ~st ____ >---6J..D E 74,032 1.163 63,660 0.086 5,470 2,840 2,630 3,040 C C 0.93 0.87 
Th~~ca ~a_yWest _J ~ix ~i~ _!'~)'- ___ _ .. _ .. 6LD E 65,898 1.163 56,660 0.088 4,990 2,590 2,400 3,040 C C 0.85 0. 79 
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EXHIBIT 3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY 

VANDERBILT DR. 
WILLIAMS RD . . 

FROM TO 

- --_--!$ix Mile Pk~. __ : Q~_!liels .f!<~-
__ _J D~~~~ _Pk~. _ t <;:~l~E:_9!:_ ~k~. .. 

, College Pkwy. 1 Crystal Dr. 
T,Bonita Beach Rd. - -·-JcountyT lne -

- ---"--.W_ est of U.S. 41 ! U.S. 41 
I U.S. 41 --- -. . Sandy Ln . --

- --- -l Sandyln - -- . _ __ River Ran ch Ref 
_ _J__River Ranch Rd. ________ Three Oaks_Pkwy. _ 

RIVER RANCH RD. I Williams Rd. Corkscrew Rd. 

FOOTNOTES: 

(1) Existing plus future number of lanes. 

(1) (2) 
# of LOS 

Lanes Std 
==== === 

TOTAL TRAFFIC 

(3) (4) 
Total PSWDT/ 

FSUTMS AADT AADT 
PSWDT Factor 2020 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Factor Volume NE SW 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 
SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

T 6LD; - E~- ! -4(469 -- 1.-060 43) l40 0.090 3,950 1,940 2,010 3,040 B B 0.64 0.66 
. i 6LD ! --- E \ 56,423. - 1.060 53,230 0.088 4,680 2,290 2,390 3,000 C C 0.76 0.80 
. ; 6LD \ E . 53~i 44 --- f _-060 50,700 ,-.0.089 4,510 2,210 2,300 3,000 B C 0.74 0.77 
· 4lb -

1

1 . - E 1 _ 34~056 -·1 _30'f26,060 0.092 2,400 1,250 1,150 2,030 B B 0.62 0.57 I 
1 2LU , E~ . 10,432 1.263 8,260 0.127 1,050 570 480 870 D C 0.66 0.55 I 
. 2LU 1

- E - 5,684 --1.263 ,... 4,500 0.129 580 310 270 870 C C 0.36 0.31 
. 2LU - .E - - 4,919 - f 263 -- 3,890 0.130 510 280 230 870 C C 0.32 0.26 
: ··2cu -- E 1 -·3,2a3· -·-1.263 - 2;600 0.130 340 180 160 810 c c 0.21 0.18 
·t 1· ·2[ Li E . 5,806 - 1.263 4,600 0.129 590 270 320 870 C C 0.31 0.37 

======= 

(2) Lee County roadway LOS standard based on The Lee Plan, Policy 22.1.1. 
City of Fort Myers LOS standard based on Comprehensive Plan. 
Collier County roadway LOS standard based on Collier Growth Management Plan. 
1-75 based on FOOT FIHS standards. 

(3) Peak season traffic volumes based on 2020 FSUTMS. 
(4) PSADT/AADT factor based on Lee County1999 permanent count station data. 

For 1-75, PSADT/AADT factor reflects data from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(5) K(100) factors derived from Lee County 1999 permanent count station data. 

1-75 K(100) factor from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(6) Lee County Generalized Service Volumes, 02/04/2000. 

11/01/2000 LOS-20-LEE.WK3 



APPENDIXB 

ART TAB SPREADSHEETS FOR 
LCDOT AND US 41 GROUP I SERVICE VOLUMES 

~ 
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NEWS-PRESS 
Published every morning - Daily and $unday 

Fort Myers, Florida 
Affidavit of Publication 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF LEE 

Before the undersigned authority, personully appeared 

Kieanna Henry 
who on outh says that he/she is the 
Asst. Legal Clerk of the News-Press, a daily newspaper, 
published at Fo1·t Myers, in Lee County, Florida; that the 
uttuched copy of advertisement. being u 

Display 
In the matter of CPA 2000-30 
in the ____________ _ ____ Court 

was published in said newspaper in the issues of 

December 6. 2001 

Al'fiunL furtho1· R11ys Lhut the sui<l News-ProsR is II pupe1· or i:en\lrul 
circulution duily in Loo, Ch11rlotte, Co llio1·, Glu<les 11111I Hendry 
CounticR and puhli s he<I aL Fort Myers, in said Lee County, Flol'i<lu 
nncl that said ne wspnpor hus heretofo re been continuous ly published 
il1 sni<l Loo County: Florie.lo, nttr.h d11y , ,rnd hus b0e11 nnterecl us o 
second clus,; 11111il nrntter ut t ho post oflice in Fort Myers in s11id Lee 
County, Floridu, for n p eriod o r one your nox t pre1:edi11g Lbo fil'St 
publi1:11tion of the 11tt11ch0d copy of the 11dvflrtisem011t; nnd nffinnt 
f'urthor suys thut he/sho hns neither pnid nor promi~ed nny 1mrson, 
firm or col' porution nny cliscount , rebule, commission or refund for the 
purpose of sccul'ing thi,-; nclvurtismncnt for publicntion in tho ~nid 

nowspup~~ r. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

_O_th day of Decembex 2001 hY 

Kieanna Henry 
personally known to me or who has produced 

Notur.v Public \l,d'.f_.{_ .'{.,,C_lA"r.u . /(J J?<,trn <"-'" ,_. \ 

Print Name ________________ _ 
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f NOTICE 
~.~~~SY~~1.~: OF CHANGE 

OF LAND USE AND 
AMENDMENTS TO 
THE LEE CO-UNTY 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
In Compliance wilh Seclions 163.3164(18), 163.317411), 163.3181, 163.3184, and 
163.3189, Florida Statutes, nolice is hereby_given Iha! ihe lee County Board of County 
Commissioners on Thursdayl December 13, 2001 will hold a P.ublic hearing lo consider on 
amendment lo the lee Pon. The hearing will be helil in the Board of County 
Commissioners Hearing Chambers in Ihe renovoled Courthouse al 2120 Main Slreet in 
downtown Fort Myers. The heorina will commence at 9:05 a.m. The Boord of Coun!Y 
Commissioners of lee County, Florida, proposes lo review for transmittal lo Ihe Florido 
Department of Community Affairs the following amendment to !he lee Pion: 

December 13, 2001 
9:0SA.M. 

I, Call to order; Certilicalion of Affidavit of Publication 

2. Public C~ment on Transmittal Agenda 

3. lee Plan Amendments Transmittal Agenda 
A. CPA 2000·30 

Amend the Future land Use Mop series, Moe I, !he Future land Use Mop_
1 

for a 
483 acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 Saum and 
Range 25 Easl lo change !he Fulure land Use clossificalion lrom ' Rural" lo 
"Ur6an Community." In addition, amend Policy 6.1.2 of the Fulure land Use 
Element of the lee Pion by adding language perloining to a regional 
commercial center wilhin the some land area. 

4. Adjourn 
These meetings ore open to !he public and all interested parties ore encouro9ed to attend. 
Interested earlies may appear and be heard with respecl to all proP,Osed actions. Pursuant . 
to Florido Slatutes Seclion 163.3184(7), persons P,Orticipoling in Ihe Comprehensive Pion 
Amendment process, who provide !heir name and address on the record, will receive a 
courtesy informational statement from the Deportment of Community Affairs prior to !he 
publication of !he Notice of lntenl to find a pion amendmenl in compliance. 

If o person decides lo appe<1I any decision mode by !he board ogensr or commission with 
resP,ecl to any matter considered ot such rneeling or hearing, ~e or she will need a record 
of the proceedings, and, for such pu~se, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim 
record of !he proceedings is mode, which record includes !he lestimony and evidence u~n 
which the appeal is to be based. Furlher informolion may be obtained by contacling the 
lee County Division of Planning at 479-8585. 

In accordance wilh the Americans with Disabilities Act, reosonable accommodations will be 
'made ur,on request. If you ore in need of o reasonable accommodation, please contact 
Janet Miller at 479-8585 Extension 5910. 

Proposed 
Plan Amendment 

CPA 2000-30 

In oon}Unctlon with Simon• 
Suncoul Dtvtlapm1nl 

or Atglonal lmpeict 

' .:'i!j!~i . 
r,·: , i-.'·!.'~ ·~ !~ •tt 

·"--· 

O a.a U 0.1' 1 I.~ 1.Ut;, .. 

w:_- - I 



BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
DRI AMENDMENT 

TRANSMITTAL HEARING 
December 13, 2001 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
9:05 A.M. 
AGENDA 

1. Call to order; Certification of Affidavit of Publication 

2. Public Comment on Transmittal Agenda 

3. Lee Plan Amendments Transmittal Agenda 

A. CPA 2000-30 
Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 483-
acre parcel ofland located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and Range 25 
East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." In addition, amend Policy 6.1.2 of the Future Land Use Element of the 
Lee Plan by adding language pertaining to a regional commercial center within the 
same land area. 

4. Adjourn 



December 13, 2001 

Board Transmitted Revised Language 

Site Location Standards - Plus 

Six Issues to be Addresses in the DRI Process 

1) Impacts to flow-ways, 
2) Community and Regional Park levels of service, 
3) Roadway levels of service, 
4) Public Schools, 
5) Fire protection services, and 
6) Affordable housing. 

DCA ORC Objected to the Proposed Amendment 
Based on Possible Degraded Levels of Service 
Standards on US 41 

Staff Worked with the Applicant and the DCA 
Crafted Additional Language to Address this Issue. 

a 

Dave 
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Question 24 - Housing 

1. Please document the source of the ratio used to calculate the number of 
employees for the Assisted Living Facility as shown in Table 24-2. This figure 
appears low, especially compared to the hotel ratio used. 

No published information was found for Assisted Living Facilities. The projected 
employment, as shown in Table B-6, has been modified to reflect the employment 
rates used for hotels. The revised Table B-6 is attached. Tables B-12 and 24-3 were 
also revised to reflect the change. 

2. Please list, the average income for retail employees. From Table B-11, it appears 
to be $31,406, which is high for retail work. 

The previous data did not include information on average wages. The new data, 
which were collected at the request of Regional Planning Council staff, included a 
reporting of median household income. The median household income for the full­
time staff surveyed at Edison Mall was $3 7, 8 I 8. Part-time staff reported a median 
household income of $31,253. Survey results are attached for inclusion in Appendix 
B. 

3. RPC staff discussed additional questions with the applicant that should be used 
in a follow-up survey of Edison Mall employees to gather better data on the need 
for housing for retail employees. This survey is referenced on page 15 of the 
Sufficiency Response. When will the survey data be available and will it be used 
to revise Table B-5? What is the relationship between Tables B-5 and B-11 and 
how were the heads of household calculated in Table B-11? 

Survey data are available and are attached for inclusion in Appendix B. Because the 
new data produced a calculation of higher housing demand than the prior 
calculations, the new data were used to revise Tables B-5, B-11, and B-12. Table 24-
3 was also revised to reflect the increased housing demand. 

Table B-5 reflects the calculations used to convert the number of employees to the 
number of heads of household requiring housing as a result of the job creation from 
the retail component of the proposed project. The factors used in the calculations 
were taken from the survey data. The resulting 361 heads of household requiring 
housing were divided into single-earner and multi-earner households by income 
group using survey results. The subdivision of the 361 households into the various 
groups is shown on Table B-11 in a format consistent with the other land use types. 

4. Please document the source of the figures used for mobile home dues. 

Because no information was available for mobile home park dues, the dues were 
estimated to be e;qual to condominium I townhome dues. Based on a review of recent 
studies, it appears that park dues are not typically included in the evaluation of 
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affordable housing. Therefore, the analysis for Simon Suncoast may be 
underreporting available units compared to other studies. 

Question 25 - Police and Fire Protection 

Question 25 (3) 

Since it has been established that the development will likely utilize natural gas at 
commercial (restaurants and hotels) operations, please provide a definitive response 
regarding whether the Estero Fire Protection Rescue Services has been inform of 
the potential natural gas use? 

The Estero Fire & Rescue Service District has been notified of the potential use of 
natural gas at the project. 

Question 25 (3) 

Has contact been made with TECO People Gas regarding safety, emergency 
response training, and mitigation issues surrounding the use of natural gas in Lee 
County? 

TECO People's Gas has not been contacted. It is anticipated that the natural gas 
supplier will not be contacted until specific users, which would use natural gas, are 
committed to the project. 

Question 25 (3) 

What is the current response time of a high priority call as estimated by the Lee 
County Sheriff's Office to the Simon Suncoast development? 

Discussions have been held with the Sheriff's Office regarding the location of a site 
within the project. With a facility on site, response time for a high priority call would be 
minimal. 

Question 25 (4) 

Please provide the current estimated maximum response time for the fire protection 
and emergency medical services to the Simon Suncoast property? 

Discussions have been held with the Estero Fire Protection District regarding the 
location of a fire station and emergency medical services facility on site. With a facility 
on the project site, response time would be minimal. 

Question 27 - Education 

1. In their response to the Lee County School District's Question #5, the applicants 
indicate that placement of a school facility on the Simon Suncoast property is 
not feasible. However, the applicants are willing to consider placement of a 
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S1Ah RECOMMENDATICNS 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL'S 

• . . ,.I';~ ,• , I • • 

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

REGIONAL 

IT IS THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE SOUTHWEST FLORIDA REGIONAL 
PLANNING COUNCIL THAT THE APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL 
AS AMENDED BY THE SUFFICIENCY REPORTS DATED FEBRUARY 6, 2001 AND 
APRIL 6, 2001 BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 

1. AFFORDABLE HOUSING (Refer to Appendix.I, Section A) 

The Simon Suncoast DRI is projected to employ 4,985 people at the completion of the single 
phased project. Of these, 54 % are anticipated to earn incomes that are considered low or 
very low. The remainder of the employees will earn moderate incomes. 

Based on the calculations of affordable housing supply and demand, it was determined that 
adequate housing for very low, low and moderate income wage earners exists within the 
house assessment area serving the proposed development. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Any DRI Development Order issued by Lee County shall contain the following provisions: 

2. 

a. At any time in the future, should the applicant request an extension to the approved 
buildout date for the proposed development, the applicant shall re-examine the 
housing needs for the DRI and provide an updated re-analysis of the housing required 
for the project. The applicant shall use the methodology in use at the time of re.­
analysis by SWFRPC, the Florida Department of Community Affairs, and Lee 
County. Any future mitigation requirements that are caused as a result of the re­
analysis shall be consistent with the options listed in 91-2.048, the Adequate Housing 
Uniform Standard Rule, section 8(a). 

ENERGY (Refer to Appendix I, Section B) 

The proposed development will be powered by electricity and natural gas and will increase 
the energy demands of the region. The applicant has committed in the ADA to a variety of 
conservation measures to help reduce the energy impact of the project. .,, 

? RECOMMENDATION / 

Any DRI Development Order issued by Lee County shall contain a provision that the applicant's 
commitments for energy conservation are adopted where appropriate for this project. 

1 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO ZONING RESOLUTION 

1. Replace HEX Condition #3 with the following: 
~ -.~ 

S. \ ~ e.> The development of the subject property must include a regional shopping center. Any 
_ _,...c, change from the proposed regional center development will necessitate an amendment 

(;./\J.-1,J- to the zoning approval through the public hearing process. -

2. Replace HEX Condition #5 with the following: 

The entire project must comply with the requirements on pages 12-20 of the document 
t "<""'Y' ..-) entitled "Coconut Point: Development Vision for a Mixed-Use Community" dated 
:.::> \,J\,,,.,, ... ""- September, 2001. A document reflecting the design standards required by this 

\;;;,v 
vJ condition and including a common landscaping and graphic theme must be submitted 

3. 

4. 

for review and approval by the Lee County Department of Community Development 
prior to the issuance of any local development orders for property within this MPD, 
public uses required by the ORI development order excepted. 

A i.., e.. .5 ~ ~""""' 
Add Condition #17 to read as follows: \~ ..... •\_, \ 0 .:...-c\.~ 

~"'" e - ~....,, O""- Uv \ 
~~--- <A-"'"'-~ 

A Type "C" buffer, as that term is defined in LDC section 10-416, 1nust be installed 
along the eastern side of Sandy Lane whenever any existing or proposed residences in 
The Brooks are or would be located within 250 feet of the eastern edge of the 
~vement of Sandy Lane before Sandy Lane is determined to be substantially complete. 
@ e 1 , 'rrwhote-e>-r- in pa1t, wirAi-A-tfte-rigl ,t-of-way orSandy ta'ni} 

Add Condition #18 to read as follows: 

_ Lighting within the project and along Sandy Lane must be designed to prevent direct 
c:, \<..._ glare and light spillage on the Brooks. 

5. 

~~..,~ 
-~ur\,J 

ie\;_t-c.. 
~ 

Add Condition #19 to read as follows: 

The developers must include in their contracts with all of the project's prime or general 
contractors a provision to use construction routes other than Coconut Road and Three 
Oaks Parkway through The Brooks. These contracts will specify that Sandy Lane will 
be the approved construction route for the development as soon as it is operational. 
The developers are further required to establish a system for receiving complaints from 
the public regarding contractor vehicles that are not using the contractually designated 
routes, for advising the contractors about these contractual violations, and for seeking 
their help in curbing those violations. 



6. 

o\'---

7. 

0'-L 

8. 

6¥-9. 

Add Condition #20 to read as follows: 

Any drive-through facility that is constructed on Tract 2E must be oriented towards 
Sandy Lane or Coconut Road. 

Add Condition #21 to read as follows: 

A 15 foot wide buffer including a berm or berm/wall combination 8 feet in height, 10 
trees per 100 linear feet, and a hedge is required along the eastern boundary of Parcel 
2E as a condition of local development order approval for any use on Tract 2E which 
typically operates prior to 8:00 AM or after 6:00 PM. 

Revise the Schedule of Uses to delete the following for Tract 2E: 

O';_ 

Auto Parts Store 
Food Stores, Groups I and II (except specialty stores, which are 
permitted) 
Convenience Stores 
Laundromats 
Mass Transit Depots 
Restaurant, Fast Food 
Social Services, Groups I and II 
Printing and Publishing (copy services are permitted) 
Outdoor Kennels associated with animal clinics or 
pet shops 

Limit building heights in Tract 2E to 2 stories and 40 feet. 
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N.T.S. 

SARASOTA SQUARE BLVD. 

16 Lanes Around Mall LEGEND 

4 Lanes on Sarasota Square Boulevard 2 LANES 

4 Lanes on Beneva Road 4 LANES 

4 Lanes on US 41 

2 Lanes on Club Drive 

2 Lanes on Potter Park Drive 

~ 
SIMON SUNCOAST LANES AROUND 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I SARASOTA SQUARE SHOPPING CENTRE 

99532/40A/1001 

C-1 
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TOLEDO BLADE BLVD. 

16 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

6 Lanes on SR 776 

4 Lanes on Murdock Circle 

SIMON SUNCOAST LANES AROUND 

~ 
N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/36A/1001 

ee3 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I PORT CHARLOTTE TOWN CENTER C-2 



COLONIAL BLVD. 

15 Lanes Around Mal l 

~ 

6 Lanes on US 41 

4 Lanes on Winkler Avenue 

2 Lanes on Solomon Boulevard 

3 Lanes on Colonial Boulevard (WB only) 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

0 
::j 
CD 

z 
0 
'.2 
g 
0 
(/) 

LANES AROUND 
EDISON MALL 

! 
I 

N'.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/33A/1001 

C-3 



ALICO RD. 

7 Lanes Around Mall 

3 Lanes on Alice Road (EB only) 

4 Lanes on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway 

~ 
X: 
Q 

2 

EE 
ii: 
(.') 

! 
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N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

6 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/JSA/1001 

~ SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT GULF COAST TOWN CENTER C- 4 
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Lanes Around 

6 Lanes on US 41 

FLE\S\-IMANN SL\JO. 

Mall 

6 Lanes on Golden Gate Parkway 

6 Lanes on Good lette-Frank Road 

2 Lanes on Fleishmann Boulevard 

0 
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z 
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w s 
_J 

0 
0 
0 
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N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/34A/1001 

@E3 SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT COASTLAND CENTER MALL C-5 



[ Benjamin Chumley - Re: Simon Suncoast LPA hearing ---=------~-~~-~-~-=---

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Matthew Uhle" <MUhle@knott-law.com> 
<NOBLEMA@leegov.com> 
11/16/0111 :31AM 
Re: Simon Suncoast LPA hearing 

There is a 5.3 acre development area (Tract 1 D) on the MCP that is designed primarily for that purpose. It 
does not have a legal description. We have agreed to accommodate the Fire District, but we do not have 
an agreement with the school system. 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Attorney-At-Law 
Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 
(941) 334-2722 
MUhle@knott-law.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information contained in this e-mail message is legally privileged and 
confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of 
this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, 
disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copy of this e-mail or its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you 
have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return the original 
message to us at the address above via e-mail. Thank you. 

>» "Matthew Noble" <NOBLEMA@leegov.com> 11 /16/01 09:54AM »> 
Planning staff believes that reviewing agencies have identified a need for public facilities on the subject 
site as a result of the impacts of the proposed project. School Board staff is seeking a 5 acre site for a 
primary learning center or elementary school and the Fire District is seeking a 1 acre site. Can the 
applicant provide this, I assume the trade off would be impact fee credit in the amount of fair market value 
of the lands in question . Is it possible to designate these lands now so that the amendment could 
accommodate a Public Facilities designation .. . 

Matthew A. Noble, Principal Planner 
Lee County Department of Community Development 
Division of Planning 
Email: noblema@bocc.co.lee .fl.us 
(941) 4 79-8548 
(941)479-8319 FAX 

>» "Matthew Uhle" <MUhle@knott-law.com> 11/15/01 7:31 :34 AM»> 
In light of the scheduling problems we have experienced with this case, please forgive me for being a little 
paranoid. I need to be reassured that: 
1. We are still on the LPA agenda for the 26th; 
2. Someone has taken care of the scheduling of the transmittal hearing; and 
3. The staff report will be out prior to 11/21 in order to give us a reasonable chance to prepare. 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Attorney-At-Law 
Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 
(941) 334-2722 
MUhle@knott-law.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information contained in this e-mail message is legally privileged and 
confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of 
this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, 
disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copy of this e-mail or its contents, is strictly prohibited . If you 
have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return the original 
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1f LEE COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Memo 

To: Paul O'Connor 1, .. 

Development Services Planning Director 
, ... , ·: - -

Andy Getch, P.E. AG-- ( :• 
From: ---

r-v 
LCDOT Senior Engineer Cl 

-; ; ~·:I··. :---,. 
Date: November 15, 2001 :_~·: f :: '.-,'~ 

- . , 

(supplemental to October 19, 2001 DRI substantive comments) ' () 

:(1~ .. 
::u --

r J 

Re: Simon Suncoast Proposed Text Amendment Comments 
CP A2000-00030 

We have reviewed the supporting analysis for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) for Simon 
Suncoast dated November 2, 2001. Our October 19, 2001 substantive comments to Mike Pavese are 
supplemented herein based on Exhibit "C" of the CPA prepared by David Plummer and Associates, 
fuc. As noted below, our recommendation is that the project, if approved, should address the north­
south long-range transportation plan needs in the area as part of the DRI transportation mitigation 
conditions. 

Analysis Approach 
The Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling Structure (FSUTMS) is used to project future 
roadway needs for the LeePlan horizon year, which is currently 2020. Part of the input data is the land 
use, population and employment projections by Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been 
modified for this analysis to include the Simon Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is in peak 
season weekday traffic. The output was converted to P .M. peak hour directional volumes in order to 
develop a level of service estimate. The results are compared to the model output reflecting the 
December 8, 2000 Lee County MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

Analysis Conclusions 
As noted in Dave Loveland's July 6, 2001 memorandum to you, some of the road segments in the 
area are projected to operate below the adopted level of service standard in 2020. Subsequent to the 
July memo, staff met with the applicant's consultant, David Plummer & Associates (DPA), to discuss 
methodological issues and we have slightly modified our analysis. Based on the revised analysis, the 
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projected P.M. peak hour directional volumes exceed the generalized service volumes at the adopted 
standards on four roadways. These segments are: 

1) I-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway; 
2) Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street; 
3) Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alico Road; and 
4) U.S. 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road .. 

In the case of I-75, the current level of service standard as set by the state is "C", based on the 
surrounding area type (transitioning). The Simon Suncoast project does add traffic to the interstate, 
but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel facilities, I-75 is projected to operate at 
LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is expected that the interstate will be within 
the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the level of service standard to "D" and 
therefore bring the projected road condition within standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach 
Road to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2(a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of 
the roadway despite the level of service failure. However, intersection improvements to improve the 
operation of the roadway may be appropriate. These improvements are also identified as being 
regionally impacted in the staffDRI analysis. 

The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximum level of service "E" volume. 
However, this is in an area of the University Community land use category where the development 
plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the Gulf Coast Town Center DRI, another 
proposed location for a regional mall. The Ali co Interchange Park DRI on the west side of the Alico 
Road/I-75 Interchange is a third proposed regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of 
those locations does not fully reflect the intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square 
feet, but does assume a significant amount of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast 
is successful in capturing the regional mall. Since it is our understanding that only one of the regional 
mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin 
Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall goes to Simon Suncoast. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alico Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by 
approximately 6,900 vehicles per day. The v/c ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 
with the traffic, exceeding capacity. This segment is also identified as being regionally impacted in the 
staff DR! analysis. DPA has submitted some supplemental information dated November 6, 2001 that 
analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at key 
intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan level of 
service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities". While staff is not totally convinced of this conclusion, we have agreed in discussions with 
DP A representatives that the mitigation for this comprehensive plan impact will be addressed as part 
of the DRI mitigation. 
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While the specific impacts will be addressed as noted above, we want to emphasize that the addition 
of this large development will result in more traffic on roadways in the study area. This is identified in 
Table 1 below. The overall v/c ratios are higher in 2020 than they are currently, and the FSUTMS 
analysis with the project shows an overall volume increase of approximately 6 percent in the Estero 
area. Three east-west and one north-south screenline were used to estimate the overall change in 
traffic. An east-west screenline measures total traffic across north-south roads. Conversely, a north­
south screenline measures traffic across east-west roads. The overall v/c ratio across the screenlines 
increases from 0.67 to 0.72. The north-south screenline measured a 24 percent increase in east-west 
traffic. Even with the increase, less than one-half of the overall available east-west capacity is utilized 
in 2020. 

Along the east-west screenlines, the increase in traffic volume is 8 percent through the project just 
south of Williams Road. North of Koreshan shows a 5 percent increase in traffic. South of Terry 
Street overall north-south volumes are approximately the same. It would appear that due to the 
increase in v/c in 2020 with the proposed project, additional lane-miles of roadway would need to be 
incorporated into the plan to replace the capacity consumed by a project of this magnitude. Simon 
Suncoast will be required to perform transportation mitigation as part ofDRI conditions of approval, 
and discussions are expected to continue in that respect. 

The primary challenge in this area is to identify and implement north-south capacity improvements in 
short and long range term. In reality, the final determination of the regional mall location in south Lee 
County will determine the ultimate needed north-south improvements in the area. 
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Table 1 
Comparison of existing Level of Service to 2020 conditions 

East-West Screenlines 2000 Existing 2020 current Plan 2020 Plan wlpro_ject 
Road AADT LOS VIC AADT LOS VIC AADT LOS VIC 
Screenline #1 North of 
Koreshan Blvd San 
Carlos/Estero community 
Alico Road (N of Corkscrew 1000 B 0.05 2000 B 0.10 2000 B 0.10 
Rd) 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 3000 A 0.29 52500 D 0.83 52800 D 0.83 
1-75 59000 E* 0.86 84000 D* 0.79 87000 D* 0.82 
Three Oaks Parkway 5900 C 0.24 29800 C 0.73 31200 C 0.77 
Sandy Lane NIA 11000 C 0.81 12100 D 0.88 
U.S.41 31500 C 0.77 56000 D 0.95 62900 F* 1.04 
Other connections NIA 100 
Screenline # 1 total 100400 0.48 235400 0.78 248000 0.82 
Screenline #2 Along San 
Carlos/Estero and Bonita 
Springs community boundary 
Bonita Grande Dr ext NIA 18500 B 0.47 17000 B 0.44 
1-75 52500 D* 0.76 82300 D* 0.78 84200 D* 0.79 
Three Oaks Parkway NIA 43700 B 0.68 50000 C 0.76 
Sandy Lane NIA 10300 C 0.76 10300 C 0.76 
U.S.41 31600 C 0.72 46600 C 0.81 57700 D 0.97 
Other connections NIA 3300 3000 
Screenline #2 total 84100 0.75 204700 0.72 222200 0.77 
Screenline #3 North of Bonita 
Beach Road Bonita Springs 
community 
Bonita Grande Dr NIA 30000 C 0.75 26000 B 0.65 
1-75 52500 D* 0.76 82300 D* 0.78 84200 D* 0.79 
Three Oaks Parkway/Imperial 1000 C 0.15 23200 B 0.57 21600 B 0.59 
Street 
Matheson Avenue 1000 C 0.15 7600 C 0.45 7600 C 0.45 
Old41 15700 D 0.94 15200 F** 1.05 16600 F ** 1.14 
U.S.41 35700 C 0.78 54800 C 0.90 56500 C 0.92 
Other connections NIA 2500 2900 
Screenline #3 total 105900 0.67 215600 0.77 215400 0.77 
Net/pct change in 2020 volumes +26900 +4% 
North-South volume comparison 0.61 0 0.77 0.79 

• Page4 



North-South Screenline 2000 Existing 
Road AADT LOS V/C 
Screenline #4 Between U.S. 41 
and Three Oaks Parkway 
West Terry Street 10800 B 0.69 
Old41 9300 C 0.50 
Strike Lane NIA 
Coconut Road 2500 C 0.07 
Williams Road 3100 C 0.21 
Corkscrew Road 14700 B 0.38 
EBroadway 1000 C 0.07 
Koreshan Boulevard 2400 A 0.05 
Screenline #4 total 43800 0.24 
Sum ofScreenline volumes 334200 
Net/pct change in 2020 volumes 
Overall comparison 0.50 

* Projected to operate below adopted level of service 
** Constrained facility 

AJG/mlb 

cc: Scott Gilbertson 
David Loveland 
Mike Pavese 
Dawn Lehnert - Assistant County Attorney 
Ken Heatherington - SWFRPC 
Gary Price - Bonita Springs City Manager 
Bernard Piawah - FDCA 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment File 
DRIFile 

2020 current Plan 2020 Plan w/project 
AADT LOS V/C AADT LOS V/C 

7500 B 0.50 7300 B 0.49 
14100 B 0.46 18000 B 0.58 
2300 C 0.29 3300 C 0.42 
8900 B 0.24 18800 B 0.49 
6600 C 0.41 9200 C 0.57 
18000 B 0.47 14800 B 0.49 
2000 C 0.14 1800 C 0.13 
13000 B 0.33 16600 B 0.43 
72400 0.36 89800 0.47 
728100 775400 
0 +47300 6.5% 

0.67 0.72 
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DAVID PLUMMER & ASSOCIATES 

TRANSPORTATION • CIVIL • STRUCTURAL • ENVIRONMENTAL 1531 HENDRY STREET 
FORT MYERS, FL 33901 

941 332-2617 FAX: 941 332-2645 
E-mail: dpafm@peganet.net 
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Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Phm Amendment Traffic Study, #99532 
Supplemental Information (November 6, 2001) 

Dear Dave, 

N 
-.D 

Thank you for meeting with us on October 31,2001 , to discuss the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Traffic Study. This meeting was very helpful. 

Enclosed is supplementai infonnation reiated to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study. 
This infom1ation is in response to your previous memo dated October 3, 2001. 

As we agreed during our meeting, the 2020 level of service (LOS) spreadsheets with and without the 
Simon Suncoast Project have been updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes on 
all roads in the study area, including the section of US 41 south of Ali co Road . These generalized 
service volumes indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments 
of US 41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard with the Simon Suncoast Project. 

However, as we agreed, DPA has perfonned a traffic enginee1ing evaluation of this section of US 
41 to detennine the appropri ate improvements needed to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on 
US 41. This engineering evaluation indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance 
the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 
without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to both the 
intersection improvements and to the fact that there are several transportation characteristics that are 
unique to this section of US 41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 
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Please review the enclosed supplemental infom1ation and let us know if you have any questions. We 
will be glad to meet with you at your convenience to review the results of this study. 

Very truly yours, 

R~7~ 
Ronald T. Talone 
RTT:sw 
99532:Loveland_l 106.wpd 

cc: Andy Getch 
Paul O'Connor 
Matt Noble 
Mike Pavese 
Donna Marie Collins 
Dawn Perry-Lehnert 
Ken Heatherington 
Chris Squires 
Matt Uhle 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

Project #99532 Prepared by: 
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Introduction 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

The Simon Suncoast DRI (The Project) is a planned, mixed use development located in Estero, on 
the east side of US 41 near Coconut Road. The Project will include 1,200 residential units 
(apartments, residential condominiums, and adult living facilities) , 1,800,000 square feet of 
commercial/retail use, 300,000 square feet of office space, and 600 hotel rooms. It is anticipated that 
the Project will be a one-phase development, with buildout occurring in the year 2006. 

In general, the Project will have direct access to US 41 , Williams Road and Coconut Road. In 
addition, access will be provided via a new Sandy Lane extension on the west side of the railroad 
tracks from Williams Road to Coconut Road. 

An amendment to The Lee Plan is needed to support the Project. This report provides the traffic 
analysis in support of that comprehensive plan amendment. 

Traffic Analysis 

Future 2020 traffic conditions without the Project and with the Project were forecasted for the 
general South Lee County area, ·based on the adopted Lee County 2020 Financially-Feasible 
Transportation Plan, which is shown in Map 3A in The Lee Plan 2000 Codification {as amended 
through June, 2000). Volume forecasts were based on the Lee County FSUTMS travel model 
assignment for the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan provided by the MPO. Except as noted 
below, no adjustments were made to the zone structure, zonal data or 2020 highway network to 
ensure consistency with the adopted Plan. 

The Lee County FSUTMS travel model was run for future conditions without the Project. The area 
represented by the future Simon Suncoast development was left as shown in the County model 
structure. Future traffic volumes were posted by road segment on a peak season weekday basis and 
then converted to peak season, peak hour, directional volumes. 

Future traffic conditions without the Project are presented in Exhibit 1. Included in Exhibit 1 are 
the peak hour directional volumes, Lee County generalized service volumes, levels of service, and 
volume to capacity ratios. 

The Lee County FSUTMS travel model was then re-run with the Simon Suncoast development. 
Two separate traffic analysis zones (T AZs 775 and 776) were created for Simon Suncoast, so that 
Project traffic had access onto US 41, Williams Road, Coconut Road and Sandy Lane. 
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The Project's development parameters, as reported in Exhibit 2, were converted to housing, 
population and employment estimates and input in the ZDATAI and ZDATA2 files in the model, 
consistent with all other development reflected in the model. Full buildout of Simon Suncoast was 
assumed. 

The Project is located in the geographic area shown in the model T AZ structure as the southern half 
of TAZ 815 and the northern half of TAZ 784. To eliminate double counting of dwelling units, 
population and employment in these T AZs, the dwelling units, population and employment in each 
zone were reduced by about one half. 

Future traffic conditions with the Project are presented in Exhibit 3. Included in Exhibit 3 are the 
peak hour directional volumes, Lee County generalized service volumes, levels of service, and 
volume to capacity ratios. 

Findines 

The findings and conclusions of the traffic analysis are discussed below. 

Most road segments in South Lee County operate at or above the adopted level of service standard, 
both without and with the Project, under the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan. While the project may 
add volumes to those road segments, they still operate at acceptable levels of service. 

A number of road segments operate below the adopted level of service standard, both without and 
with the Project. In some instances, traffic volumes increased and the volume to capacity ratios 
increased with the Project. However, the Project volumes do not further reduce the levels of service 

· · on those segments that are operating below the level of service standard without the Project. 

In other words, there are no segments where the level of service is at or above the standard without 
the Project, but below the standard with the Project. All segments are either at or above the standard, 
both without and with the Project, or below the standard, both without and with the Project. 

Recommended Improvements 

An expansion of the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan is needed to support all area development, 
including Simon Suncoast. The 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan is presented in Exhibit 4. 

Recommended improvements to the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan are summarized in the following 
and presented in Exhibit 5. These improvements are needed, both without and with the Simon 
Suncoast development. 
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Recommended Road Improvements 

# Lanes 
Roadway Segment 2020 Plan 

Three Oaks Pkwy. Alico Rd. to San Carlos Blvd. 4 
San Carlos Blvd. to Koreshan Blvd. 4 

Treeline Ave. Daniels Pkwy. to SWFIA 4 

# Lanes 
Recommended 

6 
6 

6 

The above changes to the 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan will help improve traffic conditions and 
operations in the overall study area. These changes are needed with or without the Simon Suncoast 
development and are needed to support all area development. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr (6) (6) (6) VIC VIC 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW LOS Std NE SW NE SW 

==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------ ------ --- --- ---- ----
ALICO RD. .. :~.:~: '.!! ___ __ .. . -'.~~~if!oad =-~-- - i. 4LD I Ejj 3?l44 . up3 29i2~0 1· ·· o.1 f :f =---~~6Q_ _\~~~ ---·1,8?.Q ~ _b~O -~~~ g __ -=:::_o..:7j _ _!).90 

: Rai(~oad __ _ . ______ -~ -~~~ _Blvd:___ _ . _; _6~D 1 E: I 7_?!~§_8 _ 1:12.~ 6?i410 _ _ 0.089+-_ 5,820 _ ___ 2,620 3,200 3,040 C £ 0.86 1.05 
:..~~~~ly_~-- _ _ _ 1J hr~~~.!<_s_F'kwy: 6~o ; El 5~, ~0_9 _ 1.1.9_~ 59!~7Q Q_:q~~- ___ 5,0'!Q. __ 2,270 2,770 3,040 c c 0.75 0.91 ____ ·+ Three Oaks Pkwy:_ .. : 1~75 ______ . _ __ _ ........ i .. 6LD! . E: , ___ tg_~~i) __ . 1: 1Ql ?6!~!3_Q _ 0.095 5,380 2,420 2,960 3,040 C D 0.80 0.97 

. _ _ ____ J.!_-75 ___ __ _ _ _) Ben Hill Griffi~-~~~: 1 6~_D I . ~ ?4_._~47 ----~J .Ql -~~-~Q_ _ 0.099 4,930 2,710 2,220 3,040 C C 0.89 0.73 
_ . ]£3~~-HJ~_Grif!!!l_~l<v.-y. __ j~_a_~t ___ _ _ _ _ _ - l 2LU I . E 4.~_t>~ --~.:..~<!~ --~,?7_9 _ _ 0.129 4~Q ___ _EQ_ __ 220 _ 1,020 C C 0.26 0.22 

BONITA BEACH RD. : Hick~_ry ~!v_d.: __ ___ i v~n~erl:>i!t c:> r.. _ 
1 

4L_D ! E . ?9,66~. ---~_._3_9_7 1.?2.QP . _ .Q:.!~_5 2,610 1,360 1,250 2,030 B B 0.67 0.62 
Vanderbilt Dr. 

1

- U.S. 41 , . 6LD , E , 47,472 1.307 36,320 0.107 3,890 2,020 1,870 3,040 B B 0.66 0.62 
:t .1 .s : 41 - Old 41 .... . 1 '. 4LD I E . 29,479 . -· fj6i 22~550 - b.115 2,590 1,350- 1,240 ~30 ·s·-· B- 0-:-51 0.61 
~ --- - -- ·-- ---- . __ L. - - · - . . - · - ·- ·· - -· ·-- --- t-1 . ···- --··-· . .. ·- ---- ----- ·--- - -· - - - --- ~--- ----

Old 41 !Imperial St. , , 6LD E 34,956 1.213 28,820 0.100 2,880 1,560 1,310 3,040 B B 0.51 0.43 
T mperialSC- -·---·· · 11-ts··-·--- -- - 17 6LD E ·-·2s~583 ___ 1.213·2-Ui20 · 0.·103 2,260 1,220 1,040 3,040 B B 0.40 0.34 

. . . : i~ts·-- - ---·· ----- - l sonHa-Granciei"br: - ·1 r ·4LD .. E 20,811 1.213 11~1scf ·- 0.105 1,800 970 830 2,030 B B 0.48 - 0.41 
-- -- - i Bonita Grande or.·· ----· East - - I 4LD . E - -·20,687 1.213 W:Ciso -- 6.105 1,790 970 820 2,030 B B 0.48 --0.40 

CORKSCREW Rb. U.S. 41 --- ~~~dyTf!-==-~ ---~ j~ __ Gh__D --~_g -~ ~-5,086 r-1.263 35,700 0.109 3,890 2,100 1,790 3,040 B B 0.69 0.5~: 
-- --- ·- - ~an~y Ln - ---· ·-·--· ---; -RJv~! ~~n~h -~~- . 11 6LD . E _4_~'.~~~ __ _ ).:_?§~_ -~2,8.!_0 _ __QJ_1_!_ _ _ }&_40 _ __J_._979_ _ 1,670 3,040 r~-- -- ~-- . . .. 9:.~~-__ .9:5~ 

River Ranch Rd. ____ ;_"f~!~~_Q_~ks Pk~---- - l 1. . ~~D __ ~ __ 1_0,76:1._f- 1.263 32,270 _ 0.111 3,580 1,930 __ 1_,?~ - ~,04.Q_ !!_ _ _!! ____ o_.5-~ __ 0.:§4 
___ T_~~~Q~~-p~~:- _ ! 1~75 . _ . . .. . . !j 6LD E _ .. 3_5_?3~ ... !·??~ I8,~9Q. _Q:.1.14 --- ~!~3_0 ___ 1!.1~0 .. . 1-J:'!9_ --~l)jQ_ !3 ___ ~---· __ Q.:~~- . _9_57 

___ .=J~~:ff~ Gnf(i~:~~~i .l_$;~~~ti~:~;~~~- _;_tg . ~- ~-}~}}~=}j:l-~t,~}~ --~:~~: ~:~~~ ~ :~~~ r- {!~~ ~:~;~ g ~ Ji~-~:~ 
__ _ ___ _J Scho~!Entran~ _____ __ l Wil~~t.'3~~---- ___ _ . -~1:-_D __ E 33,061 1.263 26,180 0.115. 3,010 1,630 1,380 3,260 B B 0.50 0.42 

- --1~:~Jtii~r----- --l l~~oti;~!t~L . - - -- -- ·~ts · ~ -~::}i --H-i¾ ~:~~} 1-H+ - --~~~ ~~~ 1 ~~ ~:~~~ : : ~-:i¾ ~:~~ 
. .. ·- · · ·- . . . ·- .. . I .. - ···--· -- --- - . - ---- · -·· ·· ·· · ·- ··-·· ---· .. ·- · ·-- ····--·-- ·-· -·· •·• ·- ··· - ·- -
:Alico Rd. I East 'j 2LU E 4,801 1.263 3,800 0.130 490 290 200 1,270 B B 0.23 0.16 

-~wesforu.s. 41 - i-u.s.-41 ··- -· - ·-- t, 2i:.u1 · -E -· ·1s.2001 2S3 f-1 2.83o 0.124 1,590 ·-100 ·- 890 950 c c 0.13 o.93 
U.S. 41 - :sandYLii - - : : 4LD i . E - 10~1ss· .. 1.26:f ··a~o"so ~ 0.-127 1,020 - ·-· 570 450 2,030 B B 0.28 0.22 
Sanci"y Ln - l ttiree()aks Pkwy. . r 1 

4LD E . -1 0:905· --·T263 --8,630 o:1·2s ~--~ogo · ··-· -srn - -- ·-480 2,030 ·s-- 8 - 0-:-30 ·o.24 

CYPRESS LAKEDR :;~\:~~c~ : ~ ~ft''~ ~d, - I :~~ J Jf!~F:fI~¾flti ~~{:; --1::~ -~:~~ - g~ ;::~ 6 ~ ~.~~ · ~: 
: U.S. 41 Metro Pkwy. I 6LD E 64,208 1.160 55,350 0.091 5,040 2,470 2,570 3,000 D D 0.82 0.86 
:Mifro ·P_k~ ----__:_~ : ~J~ ~i[~~wy..: __ ___ ?~P. --=~ ~=-59~938 -- 1.160 51 ,670 . 0.092 -~4,750 _-::_ _?,330 __ 2,420 3,000 D D 0.78_~.81 
~S_i~f!lile~!<_wy:_ __ ___ _lhI_e_eOaks~!<.~....:...~.x_! - ~L_D - --~ _84,099 1.163 !~,31.Q_ _0.084 6,070 - ~!970 3,100 3,040 D F 0.98 - ~_Q..2_ 
! Three Oaks Pkwy. Ext. 1-75 6LD E 72,539 1.163 62,370 0.088 5,490 2,690 2,800 3,040 C C 0.88 0.92 
•·1:is --- Treeline),v:-- -- . SLD . -E 67,571 1.217 55,520 0.089 4,940 2,520 2,420 3,040 C C 0.83 0.80 

COCONUT RD:. 

DANIELS PKWY. 

. -:-i'reeffne Av. SWFIA ----·- -- -- - 6LD --· E . 46,767 1.217 38,430 0.094 3,610 1,840 1,770 3,040 B ... B -- ---0.61 ~b--:Sa 

.. 1·.s~_FiA ~=--~-: =~= G~~~~--~,ii~~ -__ · -~ . st:o .. J - s1.116 1.013 55;sso - 0.092 -··s.240 ·· ?,~~ ~-~d~.2. 3,o4]: c ~-t-~~ :a .. ~5_ Jtt..~ 
_ 1 ~~~""'.a..Y_Blv~: __ ---·· ~~ 82 ____ ___ _ ____ 6L_q ----~ 60,281 1.073 56,180 0.093 5,220 2,870 2,350 3,040 C C 0.94 ~ 0.7l_ 
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EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr (6) (6) (6) VIC V/C 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW LOS Std NE SW NE SW 

==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------ ------ --- --- ---- ----
GLADIOLUS DR. 

1-75 

- - ~~':!~!°~~ -~~~~~~:. :_8-~l!JITI~!I!'!.~~~- 4Lo Ell 4~!8t~ __ ! :t ~o 4_i!,3~o_ ~:0.094 3,i _§o - 1,ilq_Q 1,900 2,030 c ·c - - o.§4 o.94-
summerlin Rd. U.S. 41 6LD E, 73,148 1.160 63,060 0.087 5,490 2,750 2,750 3,040 C C 0.90 0.90 

- ·--· ·· -- · ··--- - --- ·-- - -- --- · - . - · · . • • . • 1 I . . -- ·- -· ··· ·· -·· -·-- ... ----· - .. --- - ----- ---- ------ -· --- ······-·--· ···· ····- -- -- - --- ----- ----- -------
: Pine R(~_g_e_ R~. _ _ . '. lmmokal~e Rd. _ . , 6F C; 62,102 1.1 ?§ ¥ ,_670 __ 0:.99.1 ___ ?,290 2,860 .. .J.!..~30 3,970 C ~--- _Q:Z_~ _Q:§1_ 
, lmmokalee_ ~~~ ____ .:._El~ni!~~! <?~--Rd. _j ! _ _6F C i_ 78,0'.!_5 _ __ ~:~36 ~JOO 0.097 6,640 3,590 3,050 3,970 C C 0.90 0.77 
' Bonita Beach Rd. i Corkscrew Rd. · , 6F C ! 75,200 1.087 69,180 0.099 6,830 3,890 2,940 3,970 C C 0.98 0.74 
Corkscrew Rd _---- - -~Alico·Rd.----· SF ; er --71,698 -- -1.68f~65,41 0 0.099 6,460 3,680 2,780 3,970 C C 0.93 ~6.10 

- · ·····- · · - ---- ••• - •• · ·• •• - - • • • I l - - -------- - . - -- .... . . ---·-- -- - -- ----- ------ --- - - - --- --- -- - -- -- - ---- ·- - -- --- - -
Alico Rd. i Daniels Pkwy. 6F i Ci, 69,921 1.087 64,320 0.099 6,350 3,620 2,730 3,970 C B 0.91 0.69 
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EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY FROM TO 
================= ================= 

THREE OAKS NORTH . Daniels Pkwy. ' Fiddlesticks 
. Fiddiesticks - :AIlc6 Rd~ . 

THREE OAKS PKWY·. .Aifco Rd . .. - . :san-Carlos Blvd. 
SanCarkis Blvd. . Koreshan Blvd. 
Koresh-an Blvd. .. . ; co·rk.screw -Rd . 

• Corkscrew ·Ra. 1wlfiiams Rd~ .. 
• · · - •·· -· -· . - . - . I - -- --- .. . 

'Williams Rd. 1Coconut Rd. 
. cocoriut Rd. -; Strike T.n . .. 
: Strike Ln. .. : Old 41 

-+--- -- -- -- - - - .! .. --
TREELINE AVE. NORTH! Daniels P~wy. ·-· __ .J SWFIA .. . _ _ 

: SWFIA Alico Rd. 
BEN HILL GRIFFiNPl<ViAlicoRd. ·--- . - . ; Miro-mar Lakes 

.. .· : - ~ r i~ltar Lakes . .. :. -fu~~~ew Rd. 

,~~~;i::., · Jf t!r::~'a, 
· County Line · I ~onita Beach Rd. 

U.S. 41 

. Bonita.Beach Rei Tw: Terry°St. . .. •• --··- . .. .. ... 1 . .. . - . .. 
W. T~rry St. 1 North Bay Dr. 
North Bay Dr. : Pelican's Nest Dr. 
Peli~!)•~.N_est br. ... +Q~(i 1 .. 
Old 41 . . I C::oconut Rd. 
Coconut Rd. : S. Project Entrance 

: S. Project Entrance ) N. Project Entrance 
: N: P_roJectfnirarice !Williams Rd. - . - . 
:Wi_lliams ~d. JC::orkscrew Rd: 
: Corkscrew Rd. i Koreshan Blvd. 
. Koreshan Blvd. : San Carlos Blvd. 
San __ C.arlos-Blvd. i Aiko Rd. 
Alico Ref -- . ) Island Park Rd . 
lsla.ndF1ark Rd. i Jamaica Bay West 

; Jama.ica Bay '\,Vest j! Six Miie Pkwy. 

J~~n~i': ;::r -- §~fitJ:·~~~:-··· 

11/01/2000 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr (6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 
Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------ ------ --- --- ---- ----
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EXHIBIT 1 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 

------------------- ----------------- ----------------- ==== === ------ ------ -----
. _ . _. _ ~ coifegeP~~:-=~ :.~:~~ryst8-£Q~~--- · . 
. VANDERBILT DR._ _ - }~onit!~e~b-~~: ___ l g_~~nt}'__LinE! . __ 

I j 6LD 1 E 53,836 ··---- •, - I ..... . --
1 ' 4LD . E 33,795 

WILLIAMS RD. West of U.S. 41 I U.S. 41 
. --l----- -- ·-·--· -·· ·· j ·- ·- · . . 

__ ~ .S. 41 ... .. _ - L~.a~~ !_~ ______ _ 
... ----t~andy Ln . . . ( !3iyE!r ~8-~~h_R~: ... _ .. 

1 River Ranch Rd. · Three Oaks Pkwy. 

_ RIVER ~N~.H !3.!f~-~=] ~lliams Rd. -~-= -~ ----~~screw-@ ~~-:~ . 

------------------- ----------------- -----------------
FOOTNOTES: 

(1) Existing plus future number of lanes. 

. 2LLi1 .. E . - 8,80-f' .. 
I I • • • · -·• - - · -

l i 2L~~ __ E _ .. --~!.~~J 
', 2LU E 1,334 

:1 · ;f ~r-. l .- ~-:_1;·;1 

(2) Lee County roadway LOS standard based on The Lee Plan, Policy 22.1 .1. 
City of Fort Myers LOS standard based on Comprehensive Plan. 
Collier County roadway LOS standard based on Collier Growth Management Plan. 
1-75 based on FOOT FIHS standards. 

(3) Peak season traffic volumes based on 2020 FSUTMS. 
(4) PSADT/AADT factor based on Lee County1999 permanent count station data. 

For 1-75, PSADT/AADT factor reflects data from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(5) K(100) factors derived from Lee County 1999 permanent count station data. 

1-75 K(100) factor from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(6) Lee County Generalized Service Volumes, 02/04/2000. 

11/01/2000 

JJiso· ~59iJP 
1.307 ~5-,869_ 
1.263 6,970 

~}263 -- ~ -130 
1.263 1,060 
1.263 980 
1.263 2,670 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Factor Volume NE SW 

----- ------- ------ ------
--0.089 4,520 2,216 2,310 

~ 
0.092 2,380 1,240 1,140 
0.128 890 480 410 
0.129 530 -290 -·-240 

0.131 140 80 60 
0.131 130 70 60 
0.130 350 160 190 

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

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 
SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

3,000 B C 0.74 0.77 
2,030 B B 0.61 0.56 

870 C c- -0.55 0 .47 
870 C C 0.33 6.28 
870 C C 0.09 D.07° 
870 C C 0.08 0.07 ~-
870 C C 0.18 0.22 
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Introduction 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
(November 6, 2001) 

In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001 , which is included as Appendix A, the LCDOT 
Transportation Planning staff disagreed with DP A's conclusion that no roadway segments would fail 
because of the Simon Suncoast project. This was DPA's conclusion in both the original 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study dated November 1, 2000, and the Sufficiency 
Response dated August 24, 2001, which relied on the updated travel model assignments and level 
of service (LOS) spreadsheets provided by the County staff. In particular, the staff did not accept 
adjustments that were made in the County's generalized roadway service volumes for two segments 
of US 41 south of Ali co Road. 

To resolve this issue, DPA met with the LCDOT staff on October 31, 2001. During this meeting, 
it was agreed that the County's generalized service volumes should be used in the LOS spreadsheets, 
in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1 .2. These generalized service volumes indicate that there 
may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 41 south of Ali co Road with 
the Simon Suncoast project. It was also agreed, however, that DPA could utilize other, more 
detailed transportation planning methodologies to detem1ine the appropriate improvements needed 
to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on US 41 . 

Accordingly, DPA has completed a traffic engineering evaluation of these two US 41 segments. 
This engineering evaluation indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the 
carrying capacity -of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met without 
widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities . 

This report provides revised LOS spreadsheets for 2020 traffic conditions under the 2020 
Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, both with and without Simon Suncoast. In addition, the 
results of the engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 are provided. 

Revised Level of Service Spreadsheets 

Exhibits I and 2 (Revised) are updated versions of the LOS spreadsheets (without and with the 
Simon Suncoast project, respectively) that were originally prepared by the LCDOT and were 
subsequently modified by DPA as part of the Sufficiency Response dated August 24, 2001. The 
spreadsheets have been updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes for the two 
segments of US 41 south of Ali co Road, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. 
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The spreadsheets indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments 
of US 41 south of Alico Road with the Simon Suncoast project. However, as will be shown below, 
these two US 41 segments will operate at or above the Lee Plan LOS standard with improvements 
at key intersections. 

Also, it is important to note the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan actually works very 
well with the Simon Suncoast project. Exhibit 3, which was developed using the levels of service 
reported in Exhibit 2, shows the 2020 levels of service on roadway segments in south Lee County. 
All roadway segments in the vicinity of the project operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard. 
Other than the two US 41 segments, which can be addressed through intersection improvements, 

the only deficient segment is the segment on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway just south of Alico Road. 
This segment fails to meet the County's LOS standard both with and without the Simon Suncoast 
project. 

Unique Characteristics of US 41 South of Alico Road 

As noted above, a traffic engineering evaluation of the section of US 41 south of Alico Road 
indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section 
of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond 
six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities . This is due to the intersection improvements and to the fact 
that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to this section of US 41 between 
Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

Among these unique characteristics are the following: 

1. While the Lee County Group I service volumes assume a weighted effective green time 
of only 0.46, the actual g/C ratios at all signalized intersections between Alica Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard are currently at 0.50 or higher. As shown in Exhibit 4, the 
County's Signal Operating Plans (SOPs) indicate that the g/C ratio at Constitution 
Boulev.ard is 0.62 and the g/C ratio at Sanibel Boulevard is 0.50. 

2. As shown in Exhibit 3, the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan (Map 3A) 
does not include any major east-west roads that cross this section of US 41. All of the 
roads in the Plan that intersect this section of US 41 are essentially T-intersections. 
While local access may be provided on the opposite side of US 41, east-west through 
volumes will be relatively low. As a result, these cross-streets should not draw much 
green time off of US 41. Therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

3. According to LCDOT's updated 2020 travel model assignment, which is shown in 
Exhibit 5, all of the cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section of US 41 
carry relatively low volumes, with most carrying less than 10,000 vehicles per day. This 
is another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 
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4. The San Carlos Park area on the east side of US 41 is largely built out. Therefore, 
volumes onto and off of US 41 from the east will not increase substantially from those 
found today. 

5. In the 2020 Plan, two major north-south road improvements east of US 41 (i.e., the new 
two-lane corridor connecting Oriole Road and Sandy Lane and the four-laning of Three 
Oaks Parkway) will draw San Carlos Park traffic away from US 41. Therefore, the 
traffic entering and exiting US 41 from San Carlos Park should decline. (This may be 
seen in the relatively low assigned traffic volumes on Sanibel Boulevard.) This is 
another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

6. The 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan includes a grade-separation at the 
US 41/Alico Road intersection. This eliminates the only major intersection where the 
g/C ratio on this section of US 41 would be less than 0.50, because this new interchange 
will allow free-flow conditions on US 41 through this intersection. 

Projected 2020 Traffic Volumes on US 41 South of Alico Road 

Exhibit 5 shows the relatively low peak season daily volumes assigned by the travel model to the 
cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section ofUS 41. To perform a traffic engineering 
evaluation of this section of US 41, it was necessary to convert these daily volumes to peak hour 
volumes and to assign the peak hour volumes to specific intersections. 

The adjustment factors in Exhibit 2 were used to convert the 2020 assigned daily volumes to 2020 
peak hour volumes. In addition, the north-south volumes on US 41 were controlled to those 
reported in Exhibit 2 to ensure consistency. 

The side street (and centroid connector) volumes were then assigned to specific intersections based 
on the travel model assignment and FDOT's access management plan for this section of US 41. 
FDOT's access management plan for the section of US 41 from Alica Road to Hickory Boulevard, 
which is now under construction, indicates that there will be full median openings at Babcock Road, 
Constitution Boulevard, Sanibel Boulevard and Hickory Boulevard. FDOT's access management 
plan for the Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study for US 41 south of San Carlos 
Boulevard indicates that there will be full median openings at Vintage Parkway and Koreshan 
Parkway. Of course, these access plans also show directional median openings and right-in/right-out 
driveways at various locations. 

In addition, to be conservative, it was assumed that a full median opening will be located at the new 
entrance to the B&F Parcel about 1/4 mile north of Sanibel Boulevard on the west side of US 41. 
This assumption was made with the understanding that the developers of the B&F Parcel have been 
negotiating with the FOOT regarding a full median opening at this location. 

The side street volumes were then assigned to all of the planned access points, including full median 
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openings, directional median openings and right-in/right-out driveways. The resultant peak hour 
traffic volumes, at full median openings only, are shown in Exhibit 6. 

The traffic volumes shown on Sanibel Boulevard are actually higher than the assigned volumes. 
Some of the assigned volumes from the centroid connector on the east side of US 41 to the north 
and from San Carlos Boulevard to the south were reassigned to Sanibel Boulevard, because Sanibel 
Boulevard has a traffic signal at US 41, and San Carlos Boulevard will only have a directional 
median opening. 

One traffic analysis zone on the west side of US 41 (i.e. TAZ 768) stretches from Constitution 
Boulevard in the north to Broadway in the south. Traffic from this zone was assigned to several 
intersections along US 41, including the B&F Parcel. 

ART PLAN Analysis of US 41 South of Alico Road 

A review of the traffic projections in Exhibit 6 indicates that four US 41 intersections are likely to 
be signalized in 2020: Constitution Boulevard, the B&F Parcel, Sanibel Boulevard and Koreshan 
Parkway. These are shown in Exhibit 7. 

The projected volumes at the other full median openings do not appear to warrant signalization. For 
this reason, DPA performed an ART_PLAN analysis of this section of US 41 assuming four 
signalized intersections and using the projected volumes shown in Exhibit 6. 

First, intersection capacity analyses were performed using the latest Highway Capacity Software 
(HCS). A standard cycle length of 120 seconds was assumed, and the yellow and all red times were 
controlled to the existing times found on US 41, as preferred by the LCDOT. Sufficient green time 
was allocated to the side streets to maintain the Lee Plan LOS standard on the side streets (LOS "E"). 
Then, the remaining green time was allocated to the north-south traffic. 

The results of the. Ji CS analyses are summarized below and provided in detail in Appendix B. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

Level of Service 
Intersection All NB SB EB WB 

US 41 /Constitution Boulevard D D C D D 
US 41/B&F Parcel C D B E B 
US 41/Sanibel Boulevard C D B E D 
US 41/Koreshan Boulevard C D B - D 

As shown above, all intersections operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard of LOS "E". 
Furthem10re, all of the northbound approaches operate at LOS "D" and all of the southbound 
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approaches operate at LOS "C" or LOS "B". 

The intersection capacity analysis identified a number ofintersection improvements that can enhance 
traffic operations. Most importantly, the construction of dual left-tum lanes at key intersections 
allows more green time to be allocated to the north-south traffic movements. The recommended 
intersection improvements are summarized below. 

Intersection Improvements 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B&F Parcel 

US 41 /Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41 /Koreshan Boulevard 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Northbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Eastbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

The results of the HCS analyses were input into the ART _PLAN analysis, which is provided in 
Appendix C. Interestingly, the g/C ratios on US 41 are much higher than the generalized tables 
assume, but the percentage of turns off of the main road are lower. This is consistent with the 
observations made above regarding the unique characteristics of this section of US 41. 

The results of the ART_PLAN analysis are summarized below. 

Segment Levels of Service 

Roadway Segment 

US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Sanibel Blvd. 
US 41 from Sanibel Blvd. to B&F Parcel 
US 41 B&F Parcel to Constitution Blvd. 
US 41 from Constitution Blvd. to Alico Rd. 
Overall: US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Alico Road 

Level of Service 
NB SB 

C 
D 
C 

C 

C 
D 
C 
C 
C 

~ 



It should be noted that the northbound level of service would actually be better than indicated if the 
segment of US 41 from Constitution Boulevard to Alico Road was included in the analysis. A level 
of service for this segment is not reported because the US 41/ Alico Road intersection is shown as 
a grade-separated interchange in the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, rather than a 
signalized intersection. This would provide free flow movements through this intersection. 

The resultant arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41 is well above the Lee 
Plan standard of LOS "E". To test the reliability of this conclusion, DPA performed another 
ART PLAN analysis with an additional signal at Babcock Road. (This was simply a sensitivity test, 
because it does not appear that the volumes at Babcock Road would warrant a signal.) This test also 
resulted in an arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41. This indicates that 
an acceptable level of service can be maintained on this section of US 41 even ifthere are more 
signals on US 41. 

Conclusions 

As agreed with the County staff, the level of service spreadsheets with and without the Simon 
Suncoast project were updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes on all roads in 
the study area, including the section of US 41 south of Alico Road. These generalized service 
volumes indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 
41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard with the Simon Suncoast project. 

However, a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 indicates that improvements at 
key intersections (i .e. the construction of dual left-tum lanes) will enhance the carrying capacity of 
this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 
41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to both the intersection 
improvements and to the fact that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to 
this section of US 41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

~ 



Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alico Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

f.75 

Old 41 

·From :To 
·us 41 Railroad 
Ritilroad Lee Blvd 
Lee Blvd ··· . ·Three Oaks Pkwy 

.. 1Three Oaks Pkwy . 1-75 . . . . 
. ; 1-75 -~::-- . . . . . Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy ; 

, Ben Hill Griffin P~ East 
~Hickory Blvd Vanderbilt Or. 

7 Vanderbilt Or. US 41 
·• US41 -· Old41 
j C>lif 1t ·~ Imperial ~t 
1 Imperial St 1-75 
11-75 Bonita Grade Or. 

·-- , Boniti,1Grade Or. - . · East .... 
i u·s 4·1 ·-- .. .. Sandy Ln 
j Sandy Lri River Ranch Rd 

. : River·Rarii:li .. Rd Three Oaks Pkwy 
' Three baks Pkwy 1-75 - -
: 1-75 ... . . . Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 

: Ben_ !-iilfqrif!iri Pkwy : !Witd~t Rur1 ·, 
I Wildcat Run The Habitat 
l The Habiiat : Alica Rd I 
; Alico Rd .. : Easi -
1We°i:;t of US 41 US 41 
i u5·41 Sandy Ln 

. j San~yJ ~ : Three Oaks Pkwy 
: lmmokalee Rd Bonita Beach Rd 

.. T Bonfta Beach-Rd. . . Corkscrew· Rd 

. ; Corkscrew Ref' ; Alico Rd 
; Alico Rd ! Daniels Pkwy 
: County Line ! Bonita Beach Rd 

# of lanes 
4LO 
6LO 
6LO 
6LD 
6LO 
2LN 
4LD 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
6LD 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
2LN 
2LN 
2LN 
4LO 
4LO 
6LF 
6LF 
6LF 
6LF 
4LO 

----i~~i~s,~~£~~ . ·! ~~~!!~ Rd 
- . ! Rosirn_i~ Rd .. - - .. T C~kl~~hel! Or. l 

2LN 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO , Cockleshell Or. . US 41 

·: Alico Ra-- ··----- ... : San Carlos Blvd Sandy Ln (Ext.i 
-- i San Carlos Blvd ; Koreshari Blvd . 

:.--~ ~i Koresif<! '!_~lvd -.·-~ :.:~: ~~r!(s~rew Rd_ 
1 Corkscrew Rd I Williams Rd .... --- ---, -- -- --·-. --·--r --·--· ... ·--····· ~ ~=:U~ ~~ . -· -·- ... - r g~~ut Rd _ . 

Three Oaks Pkwy_ i\ Daniels Pkwy_ __ . _ I Fidcj~e~ti~s 
Fiddlesticks I Alico Rd 

JAlico Rd , San Carlos Blvd 
'. San Carlos Blvd ·, Koreslian-Bivd 
l Koreshari Blvd . Corkscrew Rd 
I Corkscrew Rd ! Williams Rd 
, Williams Rd ; Coconut Rd 

·· -11·cocoiiutRa · - -· rstrlke i n 
- .. Sirike[ n - · . . . i Terry St 

. Treeline Ave . . ... . Daniels Pkwy - . l SWFIA 
-- sWF1A··•- · - ·- . l Alico Rd 

Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy . AlfcoRif' -- . · I FGCU - . 

_ ....... · . . · ki~~ha-~ Bl~d - · · . _ I ~~~!~:e:B~: 

11/07/2001 

I 
I 

·•· 

i 
I 

2LN 
2LN 
2LN 
2LN 
2LN 
2LN 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
6LO 
6LO 
6LO 
4LO 
4LO 
4LO 
6LO 
6LO 
6LO 
4LO 

' I 

., 
LOS std 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
C 
C 
C 
C 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

Without Simon Suncoast 

FSUTMS i i K-100 ·1 Twoway - · jPeakOir. SV@LOS 
Volumes P~factors .

1

2020AAOTIFa~tors PMpeak . 0-factors 1yohJ_l:!1es Std .. 
29,913 1.092 27,393 0.111 1 3,041 0.60 1 1,824 2,030 
51,512 1.073 48,007 . . 0.099 4)53 0.60 2,852 . · -- 3,046 
46,740 1.077 j 43,398 1 · 0.102 4} ~ - 0.60 · : 2,656- - -· ~.040 
38,124 1.085 , 35,137 , 0.107 3,760 0.60 2,256 3,040 
25.834 ; 1.096 1 23.571 : 0.114 . 2,s~ . . o.60 I · ~. J:61~ _ .... ~0:40 
7,586

1 
1.112 : 6,822 1 0,124. . . 8~!>·1· . 0.60 , . .. - 508 - -- ~!>() 

41 ,024 · 1.271 I 32,277 i 0.110 . . ~.5~() _ . _ . 0:53 I • _ 1,882 __ 2,~0 
20,442 1 321 21 ,531 1 0.116 . ~,~!!_a ···- __ . o.53 I .. _ 1~~4 - ~'.Q.3() , _ 
17,323 1.365 12,691 0.1.2.2 1.5~~ . o.53. j.. ~?1 __ 2,<l3_!)_ 
31,225 1.184 26,372 0.104 2,743 0.54 , 1,481 2,030 
38,638 1.166 33,137 0.101 . 3,3~1.. o.54 : 1,897 ·--·3,040 
11,243 1.210 14,151 0,110 1,5_~ o.54 I ... a~1 _ ... ~.030 
29,354 1.189 24,688 0.105 2,5_!1_~ 0.54 1 .. 1,_~()0 ·---· _2,030 
21 ,205 1.154 18,375 0.105 1,929 0.50 i 965 2,030 
20,799 1.155 18,008 0.105 1,891 . 0.50 : 945 2,030 

[ Peak bir.- ···-···· - . 

: LOS VIC ratio 
. C . - ···- - 0.90 

C -- ---··-· o.94 
·c - ··- o .87 

. C -- --- - - 0.74 
·· -B - ·- -- ·--o.53 
.. B . - 0.53 

: . ·· · ·c ·.· __ _ ---o.sJ 

1-·· ··~- -- --g::~ 
···c ·-·-·- ·· 0.1:i 

B ·- -· · - o.59 
-Er· - · - - ---- o.41 
C ··· - --· -- 0.69 

23.075 : 1.151 20.048 j 0.104 ~ :o~~ 0.56 ~,042 =-- : 1 .0~() I 
31 ,792 : 1.137 27,961 ; 0.101 2,824 0.50 1,412 2,030 
26.510 : 1.145 23,205 : 0.163 , 2,3§0 o:50 · fiiis - · 2:030 i 

· ·a · ··· - -··- · oAe 
B -·· ·- . 0A1 
B --- - - - 0.51 
C .. - . -·-- 0.10 

24.737 : 1.148 21 .548 1. Q,1 04
1 
.. ~ 2~_ 050 __ r 120 --=~~-()3() I· 

8,957 : 1.174 7,629 1 0.109 . 832 0.50 416 2,030 
6,901·1, 1.178 • 5,863 1 0.110 :: 6,f5 0.50 322 ·-1,260 '1 

7,805 , 1.176 6,637 0.109 723 0.50 362 1,200 
16.525 \ 1162 ! 14,221 t 0.10s J,5~_7 . o.5o - : . .. ?54 .. -=: 9~() I 
10,291 1 1172 I 8,781 j 0.108 -- 9~ _ . 0.50 _ _ 474 -- _ l ,()3_0 I 
10.423 , 1.112 a.a93 : 0.108 960 o.5o 400 2,030 I 
:::::~ r r~:~ ~~:;;~ t. --~ :~~~ . ~}f~ ~~·· . ·_ ~:;+ ~=-J:j:. ·--~::~~ g\ I 
91 ,321 ! 1.oa1 a4,011 · 0.099 · -8,3Ta o.57 -· {141 ·---·-·3_910 ! (1> 1 

87,405 1.087 80,409 0.099 1:gs:1 0.57 . 4,538 ~:: 3,970 11(1) 1 
26,510 1.138 23,295 0.098 2,283 0.66 1,507 2,030 
17,458 1.151 15,168 · .. . o.iiii 1,532 · o.66 ·· · 1,011 -·-- ii66 (2) 1 
13,864 ···1.151 11:9a3 0.10·1 --·-1.:ffo ci.66 - ·-· 799 --2:036 
11,001 1.152 14,758 ·· - --o.1of 1;491 -· o.66 9il4' 2,030 
16,216 1.153 .. 1{064 ·o.foi · i ,420 o.66 ·· -- ·935 - - 2,030 
10,703 . f116 . 9:642 -·-0.122 ··uro ·-- 6-60° ··--· 706 ---- 960 
13,520 1.227 . 11,019 . 0.121 1,333 0.58 773 ·-· -- 960 
14,504 .. - f 225 ·11 ,840 .. . 0:121 1,433 0.58 831 -- · 960 

Ei · ······- 05·9 
B. - ---··-·o.ss 
B 0.20 
C - .. ---- - 0.27 
C ·o.3ti 

.. c . --- -·- - 0.79 
B ... .. ..... . 0.23 

B - - 0.24 
o · ···-·· - r o·4 
·o -·- -·-· 1.11 
D - ··· ··- - 1.1-9. 
D ·· - ·· - -· ·1.14 
C . 0.74 

NIA ·- ---NIA 
B. - · --o.39 

.. B · -· -·- 0.48 
B -- - ··o.46 
·c · - - o.74 
C -- O.Bf 

. D . ·- --· 0.87 
11 ,803 ··-· 1.232 --··- ·9 ,580 0.122 ... "1°, 169 - · 0.58 . - --· 678 ·---- 960 
12,111 .. · T 229 ·----- f6)41 ··· · · 01 22 · T 2B2 --·- · o.58 ---·- 132 - 960 
11 ,335 -· - - 1~233 · - · · 9,193 · -·-0.122 · · · T;:;22 - - o:5a · - ·· 550 - ·- - §so 

I- ··.:::c-- --- ----~.0.7! 
, C 0.76 

26,879 1.095 24,547 0:113 2,774 0.60 1,664 2,030 
30,628 ... f 092 . 28,048 0.111 3;113 0.60 °(868 - --2:036 
27,685 1.094 25,306 0.113 2,860 0.60 1,716 2,030 
33,749 1.133 29,787 0:100 . ·2)79 o:50 1,489 ... . - 2:030 
52,285 1.103 47,403 0.094 ·,{456 0.50 2,228 - - 3,040 
52,395 1.102 47:545 0.094 4,469 0.50 2,235 3,040 
48,415 1.109 43,656 0.095 4,147 0.50 2,074 3,040 
37,419 1:121 ·- --33:202 aji§§ ·· ·ua1 o.5o · 1;s-i4 ---·2:030 
27,381 1.144 ... . 23,934 . 0.103 ·2:465 . 0.50 -· 1:233 -· · 2:036 
34,s13 · 1.211 ·· · .. 2s:5e2 · ·0:090 tech o.51 1,429 2,030 
so:392· ·· ·-·us4 · · 43:292 · o.cfg°J · u2s · o.51 2,053 · · ·- 3;040 
56,833 · ·· 7 .o6a 53;214 o:·095 ···s:1® 0.60 3,os5 · · 3,040 1 (3) 

. . . ·.:~;:~~L~-~-t1~~ -~~·~!::;;. __ J:TI; _ J:~~: g:;g I. u~~ ._J:gjg 

' · ·-c · - -·o.s8 
C ... ·- .. 0.82 
C - . -·· . -o.92 
C . 0.85 .. c . .. --··-0.73 
c· ·-· o.73 
C 0.74 
B 0.68 
C -- --··. --- .. 0.81 
B -- - - - 0.6f 

--c· · 0.10 · ·c · -- -·· - · o.s8 
F · 1.oi 
D 0.83 
C -0.69 

without.WK4 



Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour. Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-~easible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
US41 

_ _.Fn:im _ _ ___ ' TC>__ _ : #oflane~.J 
_, Col!_n_ty Lj n_e _ , Boni~a_ Beach Rd : GLD -1 
, Bonita Beach Rd . W. Terry St · GLD 
:w :·Terii St" ·-- Old41 ' GLD 

"] ~bdui~~!:i;-~~ ~~(_ _J;f~~:~~ct's Entr. l :~g r, . 
! Coconut Rd M. Project's Entr. GLD 
1 M, Pr2fect·~_l::_n_!!". _ ~ : ~_P.r~~ct'~ 1::ntr. 1 6LQ r 

!N. Prtlject's En~--_ :~lliams_Rd _1 GLD J 

. Williams Rd : Corkscrew Rd I GLD i 
-. : Corks-crew-Rd . - - i Koreshan Blvd GLD 1 

_ ~K~~~~ -~I~-~- __ __ _ i 5_a_!1_<;:~ricis Bl~~ GLD 
,San Carlos Blvd 1Alico Rd GLD 

. --- i Aifco Ri:I___ . I Island Park Rd , GLD 

··- · - ·_· ~jsltt-!~~~tesf l~ifMi~:~we
st l :tg 

Williams Rd . - ~~rv_JeJfT!~-:-~f-·· -- - ·-:U~ ~f-- _ . } 2LN 1-
- i lJ?_~) _____ _ S.:in_dy Ln 2LN j 
-- . j §andy Lr, -- . - - RiyE!r R~_n<:h Rd 2LN . 1-

.. _ _ _ __ ·---r River Ranch Rd ___ Three Oaks Pkwy _ ! _ 2LN _ 
River Ranch Rd _ Williams Rd __ Corkscrew _Rd · 2LN , 

Footnotes: 

LOS std 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

Without Simon Suncoast 

FSUTMS i j ; K-100 .. !Two way -- - Peak Dir.- SV@ LOS I 
_Volumes JPS factors 2020_AADT. _t=~~Clrs _ ·t11"~ ~E!_a~ __ ~-f<1ctors \/o~me~ __ Std __ __ _ 

56,127 1 1.134 49,495 0.090 4,455 0.56 2,495 3,040 

: _ :~:~~;I __ ~:~;i lg~~ ____ g:g:r-_ :t!~l: ___ 1;: ~~: gf; :.-=--~1~:gl 
49,540 j 1.139 43,494 __ _ o.q9? _ _ _4,00.} __ _ o.58 ___ __ 2,_3~1 ____ 3.o~o I 
49,511 1.139 43,469 0 092 3,999 0 58 2,319 3,040 
52.151 - 1.131 46,646 a 091 - · ,r 245 o.58 --- - 2.4s2 -- -3.040 

;~:~;~ i -}~;! --:~:~:~1• -- -~.g~~ __ :H~-------g:;: ----- ~:;i~ ~ }g~~I 
5,:oss , _ T 135 - - 44,992 _ o.os2 - ·_£1~· -~ _ o:s8 -~-:-:: 2.~()_1 _-:_-:::i.0<10 ! 
46,054 1.147 40,152 0.093 3,734 0.58 2,166 3,040 
62,071 - . 1.1 08 .. 56,021 0.089 . .i(986 . 0.58 2,892 -----3,040 

:~:~:: I ---~ -~ : ~~~ -:~::~~ g:g:! -~:J:!~1 ---~ _ g:;: _ ·1~~~ -~-=3:g:~ 
59,827

1 

1.1_14 5_3 ,705 _0.Q8~ _4,789 0.58 -~,7.72 - - ~'04Q 
62,286 1.108 56,215 0.089 5,003 0.58 2,902 3,040 

8,415 1.175 7,162 - 0.109 . . - 781 0.50 -- - - 390 ···- 870 
5,670 1.180 4,805 . 0.110 . 529 -- o:50 264 ----- 870 

i . tHiJ -.H~i . -_:H!: ·-~iu~~---_;~~l~_ ni-~~~-~~i!! -.~-~~ t~i 
(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 

because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 
(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility . Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 

11/07/2001 

Peak Dir. . ··- - · . . -

LOS VIC ratio c· - ------ 0.82 
C ---0.90 
t · · ·-·--·o.8:l 

·c·-- ----- o.1s 
-- C - --0.76 

C - - 0.81 
C - - - -· . ·o.81 

-- -c- -- -- -- 0.79' 
· --c -- - - -- o.79 

C -- . . .. . 0.7f 
. B - -- --· . 0.95 

B . - . 0.99 
C -- - - - - b.74 
C - -- - - ci.91 

. D . -- ---0.95 
C - - - - · 045 
C -- -- - . -- ·o 30· 
C - - --- --0.41 
c -- -- -··o.33 
c · ·· · -- - 0.24 

without.WK4 



Exhibit 2 (Revised) With Simon Suncoast 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alico Rd 

. FSUTMS i j K-100 j Two way JPeak Dir sv@ LOS 
· From To # of lanes LOS STD Volumes IPS factors 2020 MDT Factors ' PM peak D-factors Volumes Sid 
:us-41 '. Railroad 4LD . E 24,022 : 1.098· - ·1 21 ,878 0.115 - . 2,516 0.60 .. 1~510- - 2,030 
' Railroad - .. ' Lee Blvd 6LD . E 47,560 I 1.077 . . 44,160 ·o.101 ·4,450 .. 0.60 . - 2,676--- ~3;040 
'. LeifBlvd :Three Oaks Pkwy 6LD . E 47,889 ' 1.076 . I -44,507 0.101 - · -4,495 0.60 -- -- 2,69r 3,040 .. 

·· iThree Oaks Pkwy : 1-75 6LD E 40,257 \ 1.083 l 37 ;172 · ·0:105 ·· ---3,940 · - 0.60 · 2;354 · .. 3,040 
- ·~1-15 -- ------·. ;BeilHillGriffinPkwy 6LD E 27,924 1.094 25,525 . 0.112 · ·2,859 0.60 - 1;715 --3;040 

.. . i Ben·HillGriffinPkw ·· · !East 2LN E 6,364 1.113 5,718 0.124 " 709 0.60 ·· 425- - 960 
Bonita Beach Rd -· .. - . j Hickiiry'Bhid - ·- -_ry ___ !Vanderbilt Dr. · 4LD E 39,497 . 1.277 . 30,930 0. 110 - --3,402 . 0.53 .... --1,803 - 2,030 

. --- i Vani:leitiilfDr. -- - - - - US41 - , 4LD E 27,832 1.323 21,037 0.117 -2;461 0.53 - 1,3os·- - -2,030 
- -· rus,w - - - - - - - - --- i Old 41 4LD E 21 ,306 1.349 - . 15,794--- 0.120 .. . 1;895 . 0.53 - 1;00,C - 2;o30 . 

- 10li:l41 ·- - - . - ! Imperial St 4LD E 31,400 1.184 . ·26,520 .. 0.104 2,758 0.54 - · 1,409 . - - 2,030 
1lmperial St . - . . i l-75 6LD E 36,378 . 1.172 . 31,039 0.102 - 3,166 0.54 . 1,710 . - ·3,040 

-- /1_75· .. . - jBonita Grade Dr. 4LD E 17,633 1.217 . 14,489 0.109 .. 1,579 0.54 853- ·- 2,030 
:mmitaGradeDr. ,East - - 4LD E 3{265 1.'184 26,406 0.104-· 2,746 0.54. ·1,403 · 2,030 
:US-41 - - :Sandy Ln , 4LD E 17;124 1.161 . 14,749 ... 0.106 - -1;563 -· 0.50 - -- 702·-- 2,030 
'. SandYln 'RiverRanchRd j 4LD E 21,802 1.153 18,909 0.105 1;985 o:so 993 · 2,030 
l RivefRahchRd ;ThreeOaksPkwy . 4LD E 24,496 1.149 21,319 0.104 - - 2,217 0.50 · 1,109-- - 2,030 
'Three Oaks Pkwy '. 1-75 4LD E I 35,151 1.131 31,080 , 0.100 3;108 0.50 . · 1;554 . 2;o30 

· ri -15· - - . ' BenHillGriffinPkwy 4LD E I 27,494 1.144 ' 2{033 r o.103·- 2}i75 0.50 --T,238 · - 2;030 
i Ben.Hill Griffin Pkwy \Wildcat Run 4LD E 24,482 1.149 I 21,307 j 0.104 - 2,216 0.50 __ 1;108 .. - · 2;o30 
iWili:lcat Run - 1The Habitat 4LD E 11,758 1.170 10,050 ·

1
· 0.108 - - -1,085 . 0.50-- - . 543·-- - 2,030 

1The'Habitat 'AlicoRd 2LN E 7,264 1.177 6,172 0:109 · - 573 · a.so · -- 335- -- 1,200 
. - . . --~Alii::c:i'Rd___ .. . . iEast I 2LN E 8;335 1 1.175 7,094 - · 0:109 . 773 . 0.50 ·- - 387' -· - 1;200 
·coconutRd - --------- --1wesi-orus41 1US41 1 2LN · E 17,348 ' 1.160 - --14,955·- - 0:105 - ---1,505 ·-- a.so·- 793---- 950 
· · ·· --- - - ------· us-41- -- - - · -·· i sandyLn · 1 4LD ' E 14,312 1 1.166 · · 12;214 · 0:101-· ·1,313' ·a.so · ssr~· - · 2,030 
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Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

. MPO 2020 Finan~iallt-Feal;j bl~. ':!_iQhway Plan 

Roadway 
us 41 

;From .To 
1Coi.inty line . . Bonita Beach Rd 

.. ' Bonita Beach Rd :w. Terry St 
;w : Terry St - ;Old 41 · 
1 Old 41 · '. South Project's Entr. 

- ' South Project's Ent. l Coconut Rd 
- Coconuf Rd- ... __ .. 'M: Project's Entr. 

-- --- M:- Project's Entr: ·· - :N. Proiect's Entr. 
·· · - N:-Project'sEiitr. · IWiman\s Rd · 
- --- Williams Rel I Corkscrew Rd 

-- - - - CofKScrevi Rd -- - j Koreshan Blvd 
... - -- --- or'eshari 131vd . 1 San Carlos Blvd 

-· -- SanCarlos·Blvi:I - - -- !Alica Rd - . ... 
-- Alico· Rcr ---- --- .. ·-· t1sJaridPark Rd · 

---- ·1 1slancl ParlcRi:1 -- - - " !Jamaica Bay West 
. Jamaica .Bay West" i Six Mile Pkwy 

WilliamsRd - -- - - - · lwestUS.f1- - -- !US41 
· · is-41 ·- -- - · · :sandy Ln 

-- - - -- Sarii:ly Ln 
I 
River Ranch Rd 

- - - - -- - River-Ranch Rd !Three Oaks Pkw . 
River ~anch R_~ _:- ~~--,:--_- ~t!!fariis_ ~d __ ~- --_ .. . 1 ~o~sc~~1. R.d Y 

Footnotes: 

# of lanes LOS std 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 
GLD 

'GLD 
GLD 
2LN 
2LN 
2LN 

·2LN 
2LN 

; 
I 
! ' 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

With Simon Suncoast 

(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 
because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 

(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 
(4) Acceptable LOS with intersection improvements. 
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INTERSTATE/ 
EXPRESSWAY 

JI 

-••-••- 4 LANES 
-••-••- 6 LANES 
....... 8 LANES 

DIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 
6 LANES 

UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 

JY 

j ( 

0 NO ACCESS SHOULD BE PERMITTEO TO THESE ROADS EAST 
or 1-75, SOUTH or CORKSCREW ROAO, AND NORTH or 
THE BONITA SPRINGS CITY LIMITS, 

(D THE FEASIBILITY AND ALIGNMENT or THESE ROADS SHOULD 
BE DETERMINED THROUGH STUDIES THAT ADQUATELY 
ADDRESS THEIR GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS, INCLUDING THEIR SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE 
EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE, WETLANDS, AND WATER WANAGE­
MENT. EXTENDING STRIKE LANE SHOULD BE EVALUATED 
AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO EXTENDING COCONUT ROAD EAST 
OF 1-75, 

PEBBI.£ LN. 

AIRPORT ENTRANCE 

I ~ 

FLORIDA GULF 
COAST UNl\mi!TY 

< 

AUCO RD. 

: 0 ' 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 
N.T.S. 

,_ ,_ , ._\ L.~~-~~:]~~---·-
COLLIER COUNTY 

LOS "C" or better 

- LOS "D" 
LOS "E" 

- LOS "F" 
- Acceptable LOS with Intersection Improvements 

(1) LOS problem without end with Simon Suncocst 
Source: Lee County 2020 Fincnciclly Feasible Transportation Pion 

New Mop 3A, Adopted December 8, 2000. 
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Alico Rd. 

g/C N/ /41) 

g/C = 0.50 

Note: 
(1) Future grade-separated interchange. 

Source: Lee County DOT Signal Operating Plans. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

..._: 
0 

X 
0 

Foot Dr. 

---0 

~\ 

EXISTING g/C 
RATIOS ON US 41 

-0 
0::: 

(l) 

0 
·.:::: 
0 
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EXHIBIT 5 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

PROJECTED 2020 PEAK SEASON DAILY VOLUMES FOR 
2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 
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Alico Rd. 

_ Full median opening with signal 

e Full median opening 

Q Future grade- separated interchange. 

Sources: ( 1) URS Greiner, S.R. 45 Signing and Pavement Marking Plan. 

.._: 
0 

X 
0 

-0 

i\ 

Foot Dr. 

-0 
0::: 

Q) 

0 
· .::::: 
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(2) US 41 PD&E Study Collier /Lee Counties Preferred Alternative, Revised February 2, 1998. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

FOOT ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
WITH PROBABLE SIGNAL LOCATIONS 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT 
AND SUPPORTING ANALYSIS 

The Applicant requests the addition of the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4(c) : 

A regional commercial center is permitted in the area in Sections 4 and 9, 
Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is bounded to the West by U.S. 41, 
to the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad track, to the South by Coconut 
Road, and to the North by a line located one-half mile North of Coconut 
Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The parcel affected by this Application is the subject of pending applications for 
a rezoning, a development of regional impact, and a Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
amendment. During the review of these applications, Lee County DOT concluded that the 
portion of Coconut Road that runs East of U.S. 41 would not function as an arterial 
roadway at the time of the project's buildout. There is no dispute that the rezoning 
application will be inconsistent with Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan if this is, in fact, the 
case. 

For reasons contained herein, the Applicant contends that the pertinent segment of 
Coconut Road will unquestionably function as an arterial at the time it is connected to 
Three Oaks Parkway. In an effort to clarify the issue and avoid an unnecessary dispute 
during the hearing process, however, the Applicant has prepared and filed this application 
for an amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4(c). 

MARKETING AND DEMOGRAPHIC ADVANTAGES OF THE SITE 

The Simon Suncoast site is located in the fastest growing portion of Lee County. The 2000 
Census indicates that the population in the area between the Collier County line and 
Alica Road grew 82% between 1990 and 2000. A map showing the population density 
in this area is attached as Exhibit "A." 

The property benefits from its location on US 41, which carries higher volumes of local 
traffic than 1-75, but is only three (3) miles from the nearest interstate interchange. It is 
nearly equidistant (approximately 16 miles) from the Edison and Coastland Malls, which 
are the closest regional centers, and is roughly 13 miles from the Bell Tower and 
Waterside Shops, the two specialty retail centers in the Naples/Fort Myers market. The site 
is, therefore, perfectly centered to serve the market's impressive growth. There are 
approximately 81 active residential projects within five (5) miles of the site. The recent 
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opening of the Hyatt Regency Coconut Point Resort and Spa on Coconut Road will also 
provide an impetus to additional resort, tourist and residential development in the 
Estero/Bonita Springs area, thus further increasing the demand for the project. 

A graphic setting out in detail the suitability of the property from a marketing 
perspective is attached as Exhibit "B." 

ADEQUACY OF EXISTING AND FUTURE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

See Exhibit "C" attached. 

OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

The overall suitability of the site for a regional commercial center is discussed at 
considerable length in the ADA and the application for the FLUM amendment. In a 
nutshell, some of the relevant facts are: 

1 . The property is surrounded by collector and arterial roads and approved 
developments at urban densities and intensities; 

2. The growth rate for Estero has far outstripped both expectations and the rate for 
the County as a whole, as shown by building permit data which was included in 
the map amendment application; 

3. The project will have access to public water and sewer facilities; 

4. A LeeTran route currently runs past the property on U.S. 41; 

5. The amount of environmentally sensitive lands on the site is very limited; and 

6. The demand for an additional regional center in the Estero area has already been 
established by the approval of the Gulf Coast Towne Center. 

LEE PLAN CONSISTENCY 

The proposed regional center is consistent with several provisions of the pending 
Estero Community plan amendment, including sections relating to public participation, 
the need for a true town center with public meeting places, and adequate public facilities. 
The representative for the Steering Committee for the Estero Plan testified during an LPA 
hearing on the Plan that the scale of the Simon Suncoast project was consistent with the 
vision statement for the area. 

The Applicant, as noted above, contends that the project is consistent with the 
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current version of Lee Plan Policy 6.1.2.4 and that the requested amendment is nothing 
more than a clarification of the existing plan. The amendment is also consistent with the 
following additional Plan provisions: 

1. Policy 1.1.4: Regional centers are permitted in the Urban Community FLUM 
category, which has been requested in a separate plan amendment application. 

2. Objective 2.1: Given the location of the property in close proximity to numerous 
existing and approved urban-style developments, most notably The Brooks, the 
approval of a regional center on the subject parcel will promote a contiguous and 
compact growth pattern. 

3. Objective 2.2: As noted throughout the various applications, the proposed 
regional center will have access to adequate public facilities. 

4. Goal 4: The regional center will be part of a large mixed-use development. 

5. Policy 5.1.5: The subject property does not directly abut any existing residential 
uses, as it is separated from The Brooks by a railroad line. 

6. Policy 6.1.4: As noted throughout the various application documents, the project 
will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be served by 
adequate public facilities. 

7. Policy 6.1.7: 
development. 

As noted above, the project is a large-scale, mixed-use, infill 
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Market 
Support Factors 

Naples and Ft. Myers are the 

#1 and #9 fastest growing markets 

in the southeast, respectively. 

Growth in these markets has 

far outpaced previous 

estimates and projections. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
A TOWN CENTER 

1--5_ 

SIMON SUNCOAST SITE - EST ERO/BONITA SPRINGS, FL 
MARKET SUPPORT FACTORS SUMMARY 

PROPOSED 
TRADE AREA 

POPULATION 
1990 Census 302,471 
2000 Estimae 429,359 
2005 Projection 483,654 
% Colfl)ound Annual Change: 1990-2000 3.6% 

2000-2005 2.4% 

HOUSEHOLDS 
1990 Census 123,358 
2000 Estimae 178,157 
2005 Projection 205,810 

% Colfl)ound Annual Change: 1990-2000 3.7% 
2000-2005 2.9% 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

1989 Aclual (as per the 1990 Census) $41,214 

2000 Estimae $63,193 

2005 Projection $74,015 

% Colfl)ound Annual Change: 1989-2000 4.0% 
2000-2005 3.2% 

2000 HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION 
% $0 - $14,999 11.8% 

% $15,000 - $24,999 14.2% 
% $25,000 - $34,999 13.3% 
% $35,000 - $49,999 17.0% 
% $50,000 - $74,999 20.1% 
% $75,000 - $99,999 9.1% 
% $100,000 and over 14.5% 

SHOPPERS GOODS EXPENDITURE POTENTIAL($ Mil) 
Current Dollars 
1990 Estimae $914.7 
2000 Estimae $1,947.7 
2005 Projection $2,635.3 
% Colfl)ound Annual Change: 1990-2000 7.9% 

2000-2005 6.2% 

Source: Applied Geographic Solutions, Inc. 

SPG Research, 23-Apr-01 

TWO 
COUNTY AREA 

486,864 
692,265 
780,963 

3.6% 
2.4% 

201,680 

287,247 
332,325 

3.6% 
3.0% 

$41,619 
$62,759 
$73,118 

3.8% 
3.1% 

10.9% 

14.5% 
13.9% 
17.8% 
20.3% 
9.0% 

13.6% 

$1,507.4 
$3,118.7 
$4,203.7 

7.5% 
6.2% 



SIMON SUNCOAST (AKA COCONUT POINT) 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

#99532 
11/02/01 

TRANSPORTATION FACTORS IN SUPPORT OF TEXT AMENDMENT 

Transportation Overview 

The Simon Suncoast project is a proposed mixed use community with a regional shopping mall 
centrally located approximately midway between the existing Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 
Coastland Center Mall in Naples. In addition, the mall is well situated at a major intersection on US 
41 where the mall can be served by several north-south and east-west roads. 

There are several transportation advantages to this location, including its central location, its location 
at a major intersection, accessibility via several major roads, and abundant roadway capacity adjacent 
to the mall. These advantages are fully documented below. 

Central Location 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the Simon Suncoast Mall is centrally located approximately 14 miles south 
of the Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 16 miles north of the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 
Furthem1ore, the mall is located approximately midway between the upscale Bell Tower Shops in 
sollth Fort Myers and the upscale Waterside Shops in north Naples. 

This central location will help reduce long distance shopping trips for Estero and Bonita Springs 
residents who wish to shop at a regional mall. Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the current 
situation, with Estero and Bonita Springs residents needing to travel long distances to shop at the 
Edison Mall to the north or the Coastland Center Mall to the south. 

A new mall at the Simon Suncoast location will provide much closer shopping opportunities for 
Estero and Bonita Springs residents. It will no longer be necessary to travel several miles to the 
north on US 41 or 1-75 to reach the Edison Mall or several miles to the south on US 41 or I-75 to 
reach the Coastland Center Mall. This is illustrated in Exhibit 3. 

Location at a Major Intersection 

As shown in Exhibit 4, the Simon Suncoast Mall is located in the northeast comer of the US 
41 /Coconut Road intersection. This location wi 11 allow traffic to approach the mall from the north, 
south, east and west. 

~ 



US 41 is a principal arterial connecting the major urban areas along the Gulf Coast. US 41 also 
serves as the primary commercial hub in Southwest Florida. All four of the existing regional malls 
in Southwest Florida are located on US 41: the Sarasota Square Shopping Centre; the Port Charlotte 
Town Center; the Edison Mall in Fort Myers; and the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 

The section of US 41 passing the mall site is scheduled for widening to six lanes in the FDOT 
Adopted Work Program in 2005. However, the Governor has announced that, as part of an 
economic stimulus package, the widening of this section ofUS 41 will be moved up to June 2002. 

Coconut Road is shown on Map 3A of The Lee Plan as a major east-west road that will eventually 
extend from west of US 41 to east of I-75 and will intersect US 41, Sandy Lane, Three Oaks 
Parkway and the CR 951 Extension. Coconut Road east of US 41 is recognized by the MPO in its 
2020 travel model network as an arterial and is shown in new Map 3B of The Lee Plan as an arterial. 

Furthermore, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway was designed to meet arterial 
road design standards and was constructed to those standards. The Typical Section for Coconut 
Road, which was approved by Lee County on October 27, 1998, includes a note (Typical Section 
Note 9), which is included in Appendix A, that states: "It is intended that Coconut Road will meet 
arterial design standards and will function as an arterial road upon its connection to the extension 
of Three Oaks Parkway in the future." 

The Three Oaks Parkway Extension south to Coconut Road will be completed within a year. As 
stated by the Lee County DOT engineer in charge of the County portion of this project in an article 
in the Bonita Daily News on July 9, 2001 : "Even by next year, when the part from Corkscrew to 
Williams gets done, it's going to give us some nice circulation all the way from Corkscrew to 
Coconut." 

Finally, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway has an access management plan that 
meets the Lee County Land Development Code requirements for an arterial. In the Coconut Road 
Access Management Plan dated July 22, 1998, which is included in Appendix B, most access points 
are over 1,000 feet _apart and none are closer than 660 feet apart. 

Accessibilitv Via Several Major Roads 

The location of the mall at the intersection of US 41 and Coconut Road offers several advantages 
in tem1s of the site's accessibility from several different directions on several different major roads. 
This is illustrated in Exhibit 5. 

Of course, the mall site can be reached from the north and the south via US 41. However, as many 
as four other major north-south roads will allow traffic from the north and south to reach the mall 
without traveling on US 41. 

First, traffic from the north and the south can reach the mall by using Three Oaks Parkway along 
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with Coconut Road or Williams Road. Approximately two miles of Three Oaks Parkway from 
Williams Road to south of Coconut Road is under construction and nearing completion by The 
Brooks. The section of Three Oaks Parkway between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road is 
currently under construction by Lee County and will be completed within the next year. Finally, the 
portion of Three Oaks Parkway from The Brooks to East Terry Street is scheduled for construction 
in the Lee County Capital Improvement Program in the year 2005. (The City of Bonita Springs is 
considering options for advancing the construction of Three Oaks Parkway south to East Terry 
Street.) 

In addition, Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) includes a new north-south road, referred to as the 
Sandy Lane Extension, as a major two-lane road extending from Alico Road in the north to Old 41 
in the south. This new road, which will connect Ali co Road, Koreshan Parkway, Corkscrew Road, 
Williams Road, Coconut Road and Old 41 , passes immediately east of the Simon Suncoast Mall. 

The Applicant has taken several steps to advance the construction of this road. First, the Applicant 
will construct the Sandy Lane Extension as four-lane divided roadway on site between Williams 
Road and Coconut Road. The capacity for two of these lanes will serve on-site development, while 
the capacity of the other two lanes will serve the general public, since they are, in effect, the two 
lanes identified in the MPO and County long range transportation plans. In addition, the Applicant 
is reserving right-of-way on it ' s property for the continuation of this road south toward Old 41. The 
Applicant is also working with property owners to the north to assemble the right-of-way needed to 
construct Sandy Lane between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road. 

Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) also includes a CR 951 Extension from the Lee/Collier County 
Line to Corkscrew Road. The new road east ofl-75 will connect the Coconut Road Extension with 
Corkscrew Road (and possibly Alico Road) to the north and Bonita Beach Road and Immokalee 
Road to the south. Once constructed, this road would provide another way to reach the mall. 

Although an 1-75 interchange at Coconut Road is currently not included in the 1-75 Master Plan, 
there is much interest in a new interchange at Coconut Road. With this in mind, the long-range 
transportation plans of both the MPO and the County were developed in a way that would allow an 
interchange at Coconut Road, if the need arises . 

Finally, many residents can reach the mall without traveling on US 41 via several secondary roads. 
These include Williams Road, Fountain Lakes Boulevard, Pelican Pointe Boulevard, Coconut Road 
west of US 41 and Pelican Colony Boulevard. 

In sum, residents will be able to reach the mall via US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway immediately and 
via Sandy Lane, the CR 951 Extension and possibly I-75 in the future. In addition, there are several 
secondary roads that people can use to reach the mall. Exhibit 6 provides a close-in view of the 
different roads that can be used to access the site from several different directions. 
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Abundant Roadway Capacity Servine the Mall 

As shown in Exhibit 7, there will be a total of 16 travel lanes providing access to the mall. This 
includes six lanes on US 41, four lanes on Coconut Road, four lanes on Sandy Lane and two lanes 
on Williams Road. This provides abundant roadway capacity adjacent to the mall. 

As shown below, the 16 travel lanes providing access to the Simon Suncoast Mal compares 
favorably to the other malls in Southwest Florida. Drawings showing the number of travel lanes 
serving each mall are provided in Appendix C. These drawings show existing lanes plus those 
scheduled for construction. 

Name 

Sarasota Square Shopping Centre 
Port Charlotte Town Center 
Edison Mall 
Gulf Coast Town Center (Proposed) 
Simon Suncoast Mall (Proposed) 
Coastland Center Mall 

Number of 
Travel Lanes 

16 
16 
15 
7 

16 
20 

Finally, a travel model assignment was conducted by the Lee County DOT staff to test the adopted 
2020 Financially-Feasible Plan with the proposed Simon Suncoast Mall. This travel model 
assignment indicated that all roads in the vicinity of the mall (i.e. within three miles) will operate 
at the adopted Lee Plan level of service standard in 2020. 
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SIMON SUNCOAST (AKA COCONUT POINT) 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

#99532 
11/02/01 

TRANSPORTATION FACTORS IN SUPPORT OF TEXT AMENDMENT 

Transportation Overview 

The Simon Suncoast project is a proposed mixed use community with a regional shopping mall 
centrally located approximately midway between the existing Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 
Coastland Center Mall in Naples. In addition, the mall is well situated at a major intersection on US 
41 where the mall can be served by several north-south and east-west roads. 

There are several transportation advantages to this location, including its central location, its location 
at a major intersection, accessibility via several major roads, and abundant roadway capacity adjacent 
to the mall. These advantages are fully documented below. 

Central Location 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the Simon Suncoast Mall is centra11y located approximately 14 miles south 
of the Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 16 miles north of the Coastland Center Mall in Naples . 
Furthermore, the mall is located approximately midway between the upscale Bell Tower Shops in 
south Fort Myers and the upscale Waterside Shops in north Naples. 

This central location will help reduce long distance shopping trips for Estero and Bonita Springs 
residents who wish to shop at a regional mall. Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the current 
situation, with Estero and Bonita Springs residents needing to travel long distances to shop at the 
Edison Mall to the north or the Coastland Center Mall to the south. 

A new mall at the Simon Suncoast location will provide much closer shopping opportunities for 
Estero and Bonita Springs residents. It will no longer be necessary to travel several miles to the 
no11h on US 41 or I-75 to reach the Edison Mall or several miles to the south on US 41 or I-75 to 
reach the Coastland Center Mall. This is illustrated in Exhibit 3. 

Location at a Major Intersection 

As shown in Exhibit 4, the Simon Suncoast Mall is located in the northeast comer of the US 
41/Coconut Road intersection. This location will allow traffic to approach the mall from the north, 
south, east and west. 

i 
EXHIBIT 
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US 41 is a principal arterial connecting the major urban areas along the Gulf Coast. US 41 also 
serves as the primary commercial hub in Southwest Florida. All four of the existing regional malls 
in Southwest Florida are located on US 41 : the Sarasota Square Shopping Centre; the Port Charlotte 
Town Center; the Edison Mall in Fort Myers; and the Coastland Center Mall in Naples . 

The section of US 41 passing the mall site is scheduled for widening to six lanes in the FDOT 
Adopted Work Program in 2005 . However, the Governor has announced that, as part of an 
economic stimulus package, the widening of this section ofUS 41 will be moved up to June 2002. 

Coconut Road is shown on Map 3A of The Lee Plan as a major east-west road that will eventually 
extend from west of US 41 to east of I-75 and will intersect US 41, Sandy Lane, Three Oaks 
Parkway and the CR 951 Extension. Coconut Road east of US 41 is recognized by the MPO in its 
2020 travel model network as an arterial and is shown in new Map 3B of The Lee Plan as an arterial. 

Furthermore, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway was designed to meet arterial 
road design standards and was constructed to those standards. The Typical Section for Coconut 
Road, which was approved by Lee County on October 27, 1998, includes a note (Typical Section 
Note 9), which is included in Appendix A, that states: "It is intended that Coconut Road will meet 
arterial design standards and will function as an aiierial road upon its connection to the extension 
of Three Oaks Parkway in the future." 

The Three Oaks Parkway Extension south to Coconut Road will be completed within a year. As 
stated by the Lee County DOT engineer in charge of the County po1iion of this project in an article 
in the Bonita Daily News on July 9, 2001: "Even by next year, when the part from Corkscrew to 
Williams gets done, it's going to give us some nice circulation all the way from Corkscrew to 
Coconut." 

Finally, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway has an access managemeni plan thai 
meets the Lee County Land Development Code requirements for an arterial. In the Coconut Road 
Access Management Plan dated July 22, 1998, which is included in Appendix B, most access points 
are over 1,000 feet apart and none are closer than 660 feet apart. 

Accessibility Via Several Major Roads 

The location of the mall at the intersection of US 41 and Coconut Road offers several advantages 
in tem1s of the site's accessibility from several different directions on several different major roads. 
This is illustrated in Exhibit 5. 

Of course, the mall site can be reached from the north and the south via US 41. However, as many 
as four other major north-south roads will allow traffic from the north and south to reach the mall 
without traveling on US 41. 

First, traffic from the north and the south can reach the mall by using Three Oaks Parkway along 
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with Coconut Road or Williams Road. Approximately two miles of Three Oaks Parkway from 
Williams Road to south of Coconut Road is under construction and nearing completion by The 
Brooks. The section of Three Oaks Parkway between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road is 
currently under construction by Lee County and will be completed within the next year. Finally, the 
portion of Three Oaks Parkway from The Brooks to East Terry Street is scheduled for construction 
in the Lee County Capital Improvement Program in the year 2005 . (The City of Bonita Springs is 
considering options for advancing the construction of Three Oaks Parkway south to East Terry 
Street.) 

In addition, Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) includes a new north-south road, referred to as the 
Sandy Lane Extension, as a major two-lane road extending from Alico Road in the north to Old 41 
in the south. This new road, which will connect Alico Road , Koreshan Parkway, Corkscrew Road, 
Williams Road, Coconut Road and Old 41, passes immediately east of the Simon Suncoast Mall. 

The Applicant has taken several steps to advance the construction of this road. First, the Applicant 
will construct the Sandy Lane Extension as four-lane divided roadway on site between Williams 
Road and Coconut Road. The capacity for two of these lanes will serve on-site development, while 
the capacity of the other two lanes will serve the general public, since they are, in effect, the two 
lanes identified in the MPO and County long range transportation plans. In addition, the Applicant 
is reserving right-of-way on it's property for the continuation of this road south toward Old 41. The 
Applicant is also working with property owners to the north to assemble the right-of-way needed to 
construct Sandy Lane between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road. 

Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) also includes a CR 951 Extension from the Lee/Collier County 
Line to Corkscrew Road . The new road east ofl-75 will connect the Coconut Road Extension with 
Corkscrew Road (and possibly Alico Road) to the north and Bonita Beach Road and Immokalee 
Road to the south. Once constructed, this road would provide another way to reach the mall. 

Although an I-75 interchange at Coconut Road is cu1Tently not included in the I-75 Master Plan, 
there is much interest in a new interchange at Coconut Road. With this in mind, the long-range 
transportation plans of both the MPO and the County were developed in a way that would allow an 
interchange at Coconut Road, if the need arises. 

Finally, many residents can reach the mall without traveling on US 41 via several secondary roads. 
These include Williams Road, Fountain Lakes Boulevard, Pelican Pointe Boulevard, Coconut Road 
west of US 41 and Pelican Colony Boulevard. 

In sum, residents will be able to reach the mall via US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway immediately and 
via Sandy Lane, the CR 951 Extension and possibly I-75 in the future. In addition, there are several 
secondary roads that people can use to reach the mall. Exhibit 6 provides a close-in view of the 
different roads that can be used to access the site from several different directions. 
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,i) J•Ll.lAM';;) HU y I I .....,«1...._____, FROM THREE 
)) >>>>> JD>i, ......,..._.._. OAKS PKWY. 

FROM OLD 41 

FROM THREE 
OAKS PKWY. 

... 

i 
N.T.8. 

LEGEND 

ACCESS AT BUILDOUT 
(AS PER LEE COUNlY CIP) 

PLANNED FUTURE ACCESS 
(AS PER LEE PLAN MAP 3A) 

99532/23A/1001 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT ACCESS TO SITE 6 
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ALBERTSONS 

ESTERO GREENS 

FOUNTAIN 
LAKES BLVD. 

PELICAN 
POINTE BLVD. 

COCONUT RD. 

THE BROOKS/ 

PELICAN LANDING 

- ........ .. .. - -· 

~ ,I 
~ -·: 

PELICAN COLONY 
BLVD. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

~ 
N.T.S. 

16 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

4 Lanes on Coconut Road 

4 Lanes on Sandy Lane 

2 Lanes on Williams Road 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/301/1001 

LANES AROUND 
SIMON SUNCOAST MALL 7 
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C(N(RAL D(Vt:LDPY(NT NOTES 

, . All CC:,,,,5TJIUCIIOH 10 l!IE IN ACCOAOAAC( '111111-f ro.o.r. SfANOAltQ sP(Cl(,C.t.nOHs rQllt 
ROAD AND 9R.()C( CONSIRucno,,i, LA.rt.SI corn~. MIO t'M( L(C COJHlT OCPIJIH,l[~f 
Of IAANSPORIAn()H srA .. OAROS. 

7. Ot( S,11( CAN nc SA((L Y usco (Ol BUI\..QINC PVRroscs 111tn1cur IJl'IOJ( OANC(A (ROW 
(lOOOS 0A AO~RS( SOIL OR (OUMlAnON C(:)J,,j()lnOHs SU8..(Cf ro SUBSIJA(AC( ~ 
(JIPLORAIION ANO O(Sltk or (AOi SfRUCTUR[ BY AN ,lAC'l-fll[CI OR a:orcc ... ,oc-'l 
(NONU". 

J. n-.c CONTRACTOR SHALL R(fAIN OH ~( lllOh( SH[ ,., ALL llwU c~cs c:, ALL 
P(RutlS N(C(SSARY (CA CONSTRUCTIOH. 

•. THC CON TRAC JOit 5'-1A.ll U,u1(C)IA T(L T R(POA T .&LL ft(LQ O,..aNC{S JO TM( (Hc;IN(E"• 

~ Jl.l( CONTIIIACTOR SHJ.Ll NOJlrY TH( LC( COUNTY 011¥19~ r:, O('YCLOPM(NT sc•~as 
A UtNIMUU or 1i1 HOVRS PAIOA fO All INS,P(CnCNS R(OU'IR(.0 8T 1'>1( LC( COUNTY 
LANO OC'f't:LC)Pl,l(NT COO(. 

I , TH(III( ARC NO POTtNTIAL IMPACTS TO CROUNO ANO SUR(AC( '11JArtRS, Yrtn.ANOS CR 
rtooo PLAINS/RlvtRIH( AR(AS .... ,,.r10PAl(O OU( TO CONSJRuCnON Of rw1s PJltO..(Ct. 

7. Jl.l( CONT'RACTCA 9-IALL NOTIF'Y TM( 0"'1(Jlt ANO CONTACT All UTlllfT CQI.IPANl(S ,OR 
LOCA tlONS Of (JJST'INC UTI\.ITICS 1H T'M( .ARCA 72 I-IOUAS (t.nNIWUW) PR!~ ro 
COWW(HC'ING CONSIAUCTIOH. 

L THC NATIONAL ccoocnc V(FtTICAL OAIVW (NC'otl) Of' 1Ut 1$ n-ic 8CNOIU.tJh( DATlJM '°" THIS PIIIO.JCCT. 

'· TN( LOCATION Of (XJSTlk(i ununcs. PAV[U(Nf, \/{C(fATIOi, ANO UISCCLLAN(OUS 
IUPRO~M(NTS AR( .,_ppqQJJl,,tAT( ONLT. TM( (I.ACT LOC:An~s SHA.t.L ec '.'{ltlr!(D 
BT l'ME CON TJUC T~ IN TH( nuo. 

,a. AMT PUBLIC LANO CORN(1' ~TMN n,( LIWlfS or CONSTRUCTION IS 10 8( ~ortcrco. 
MT LAHO COAN(R "'04UW(NT IH 0ANC-(R or 8(1HC 0C5TRO'l'(0 WlJSl 9( PROP(RLT 
R(r(R(NC(O 8T lH( CCH TRACTCA. 

II . (XISflNC: lli,IPAQV(U(Nrs SI-IALl 8( R[5T()R'(0 TO A CONOlflCN (OIJI\IAL(Nf f0 THAT 
~ICH (JtSl"'[O PA IOA TO COUW(NC:NC CONSl'RUCTION , AT lrfQ AOQIO()Hof.l cosr ro Ow,.,(R. 

12. C0NTRACf~ re UTILll( OCSICNAT[O COHSTRUCTION [NT1:UNC(S rOA (W't..Ol't(S ...,,.0 
O(ll'-°{AT a" "'A l(RIALS . 

ll. TM( CQHflUCTOfl S>4A.LL 1!1( lll(sPONSl81..( fQIII OBT.&NINC ...,,.T O(WArtlllTHC, 0.C"-"'NC OR 
Tll([ A(WQVAL P'[RUHS lt(OUfRCD rc-t THS "110..CCf. 

u . THC COHFRACTO'I SMALL IC RCsPONSIBl( rOA Plt(PAR'IHC A.NO r1UNC" Nona or JHT(Hf 
AHO SwPJ PLAN tlCIH BOTH TH( ( ., .A. ANO L(( COJNfT 0O1:lCJP'\l(Nf S(R-..C(S ()IYISIOH 
,u l(ASf •a ,-!OIJIIIS ,Ollh()III TO SIMT OT C0Nsr111ucn()Jit. 

PRO.,(CT l'HASINC PLAN: 

P,u.S( , . All n,flAQi,,{U(NTS (IC(PI Jl,f( ,. l'l"P( s-11 A§Ptl"lf SUMAC( cc,.,•~ wr:.sr 
CY ll•R(( 0AIC5 PARIII.WA't, h•( J/4* ur, Of IW( s-11 4!/'H""' Sl,Rf'"Aa COVASC 
(AST or ll-oA[[ 0AltS PIUftt.WA'f AH() , .. Al PAl/(W(lotf WA,U .LHCS. 

PHAS( 1: h1( 1· l 'l'f"'( S-111 ASP'HAlf SUlllrAC( COJASC w{SI er n,111(( 0A,(S .-.alhCwA'f, 
lh{ J/•" lift or TYP( s- 11 ASPUA!._T ~rA(( COVAS( CASI or ~"1(( OAICS 
PAAW•AT AIIIO lk( hNA.t. P.a~ll(Hf IIAll'o(lf,jCS,. 

l'l'T'ICAL S(CIION N01(S: 

I. S•A&.C PII()' ll.( S,110~ IS TO TOP tY' SQ) . CO,,, lllAC IOA IC AO.IJ~I S•""-C c,u.l)l111C 
ACCO'tOMO..T. 

2. ro,1 OPnONAL l!!IAS,( D'°'-'•S ,~, CCHUIACIQIII 9'4All 1!110 0N CJ,f( r::, T..-( o,,no,,s (Olf 

Tl-l(S( CRo.JPS AS ShO..,. 0N SfA.1'10.tJIO IHO(I lrfO. ,1, ANO •S A&.lO-CO.,. h•( P\.1-HS.. 
l'M( COHIRA(lo,:I 9-<llA.0 ,O[Nfl"'f n--c QPll()i'<f OM ••04 MIS ••nA.L a•o IS l!l.a5l:O a• 
(Nl(ltlMC lli( IMA(C 0•01 QPno,r,. CCXI[ 10 flt( lhQ1r 5,10( 0' hot( tf(I., Jll0 fS' l'M( 
OPIIOHAL BA~ lr(M ON IM( St.18wtlr(Q 910 PltQPO'S~ 

i 

' · 

TACC5 S,IAll BC OUl'SIO( H< Cl(U lO,,.( ~ ()IA.W(l"tllt ,S CJ1 IS (lpt(l(O fO 9( 
CJll(A J'(R THAN <11° (W(ASVf(O I" A8Q\I'( IH( CJIOY-.0) 

TM( OU fS,O( LAN( R(o..,tA( 5 A 0~5 SloP{ ry: l1 

~ Q(AR l(ll,I( WIOIMS rCA OUlc;.10( CU"8S AA( W(ASUA'{O fAOr,I ~ '•CC c,r I...C CUA8 
Q,[M l()t,,j[ -..orw ro,:e W(()IA.H C\JABS AR( W(ASlJR{O '"°"' h•( (OC( OF rM( JHCj,10( LAH( .. SH( OtSh,NC( AMO lMl"(lt'i,{(Tl()"f O(SI~ •COVIA(W(NIS S>-l-'4l 11( CONS,10(111(0 HJ#f ""-l 
l>-HOSCA,-(0 AACAS. 

7. "'4(A( s-HA4,l BC A S MO( (1t11NIWUV} C\(A~ 10"'1( •0.1Aa1o11 to All .-Al"MS 

a. coc~u, IIIOAO ,s PltoPOS,{0 TO 9( n.JRN(D Q",1{111 rQllt COJ"'lrr w..,...l(lotA.HC[ UPC,,,, 
COUPL[TICN r:,' CCNSrRUC l1CN. 

•• , COCOMUT IIIIOAO (WC::Sf r:, r\lT\.M( l'NIIICC OMS '.vbC•A11 r, RJll,lllT[O .. , THIS nwc Al 
A CCl.UClM ROAi) •HM A DC5'CH sP((D t, ., VPt4. " ~ tHf"(NO(O rMAf coco,,,ur 
lltOAO IMll U((f AAT(llb.A.l IIIOAD O(S,c;;N SfANOA"DS AHO •lL r\lHCI04 AS AJ4 Allrt"1Al 
JIOAO UPON II~ CQJt,cN(CflOl,t 10 fk( (ll(H9()flj OF TWI'(( OAICS .-,Utl(WAT IJ,t n< ,UnJttt . 

IQ, 500 A J2· SllltP 8(Hll'\IQ A.t.l CO,,,CA(rt C\JR9 ANO \IALL(T QJll"tlll .A.HQ •r CDC( or PAW:V(loll . 
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COHIIIIOI,. (L(\l,\IIC>f, I'>< CONJAACIQII SH.All 111( .... (w ,1110f'OSCO STII\ICfUllt( LOCAnONs 
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FOUR WAY, Fl.JLL MW/AN OPENING INTERSECTION 

MAY BE REPLACED BY AN OVERPASS WITH 

THREE OAKS PARKWAY ELEVATED OVER INTERNAL 

ROADWAY. OVERPASS LOCATION APPROXIMATELY 

2960' ± SOUTH DF WILLIAMS ROAD INTERSECTION. 

THE BROOKS OF BONITA SPRINGS 

0, 
0, 
C) 

±710' ':t660 ±7400 

4 
N 

N .T . S. 

LEGEND 

• FVLL MEDIAN OPENING 

... DIRECTIONAL MW/AN OPENING 

• RESTRICTED ACCESS 

All dimension• approximota. DimensiMu may ...:,,y, 
Acee,, point, !Jhorrn only on William, Road. US 41. 
Coconut Rood, and n,,_ Oab Porlcwoy. 
R,"ght-in/R~ltt-out oce•ss P9ints haw. not b#Nn 
:tf'21fc. ut may bo pro'Mled if i:onsi.stont 

Dir-rK;tionol m.dion op._ning includes inbound Jeff. 
inbound right and outbound right 

Rostn·ctlld access at Town C:.ntor on 11'1reo Oob 
Partway may be mod,Tl«I al Joler tim• lo include 

:o;::;,r:,,";' ,%nn,~"°daft'l,aZy7c'1:,,f,'X'N-:X, 
internction. 

97572 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 

(7 /22/98) 5 



APPENDIX C 

TRAVEL LANES AROUND MALLS 
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2020 PEAK HOUR 
ART PLAN ANALYSIS OF US 41 
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ART-PLAN 3.1 
Arterial Level of Service Estimating Software 

Based on Chapter 11 of the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual Update 

Florida Department of Transportation 
February 1999 

DESCRIPTION 
Road Name us 41 

From Alico Road 

To Koreshan Blvd. 

Peak Direction Northbound 

Off-Peak Direction Southbound 

Study Time Period PM PEAK 

Analysis Date 11/06/2001 

User Notes 2020 With Project 

TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

AADT 68,688 
K Factor 0.096 
D Factor 0.580 

Peak Hour Factor 0.925 
Adj. Saturation Flow Rate 1,850 

% Turns from Exclusive Lanes 16 

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS 

# Through Lanes Peak Direction 3 
# Through Lanes Off-Peak Direction 3 

Urbanized, Transitioning/Urban, or Rural u 
Arterial Class 1 

Free Flow Speed (mph) 40 (~_§.50, or 45) 
For Class (Area}: Use Free Flow S~eed of: 

- Class 1 (R) 55, 50, 45, 40 or 35 
Class 1 (U orT) 55, 50, or 45 
Class 2 (U or T) 45, 40 or 35 
Class 3 (U orT) 40, 35, or 30 
Class 4 (U only) 35, 30 or 25 

SIGNALIZATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Arrival Type Peak Direction 4 (1 ,2,3,4,5,6) 
Arrival Type Off-Peak Direction 3 

Type Signal System A P=Prelimed,A=Actuated,S=Semiactuated 

System Cycle Length 120 
Weighted Through Movement g/C 0.49 



Northbound PEAK DIRECTION SPECIFIC INPUTS US41 

Segment AADl Peak Hour Cycle Effective Distance 

(Enter 1 if Volume %Tums Length g/C between 

unavailable, (May be over- from at at Signals Segment 

0 if segment written if direct Exclusive Number Signals Signals (Enter in Length Arrival 

Segment is unused) measure avail.) Lanes of Lanes 2-10 2-10 Miles or Feet) (FT) Type 

1-2 1 3,193 5.4 3 120 0.64 1.30 6,864 4 
>--

2-3 1 3,192 7.4 3 120 0.63 0.30 1,584 4 
>--

3,696 3-4 1 3,168 5.8 3 120 0.62 0.70 4 
>--

4-5 1 0 0 3 1.20 6,336 4 
>--

5-6 0 
>--

6-7 0 
>--

7-8 0 
>--

8-9 0 -9-10 0 

PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Northbound Through Intersection Arterial 

I us 41 I Movement Control Approach Speed Segment 

Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio Delay LOS (MPH) LOS 

1-2 Koreshan Blvd. Sanibel Blvd. 3265 0.92 10.2 B 32.3 C 
2-3 Sanibel Blvd. B & F Parcel 3195 0.91 10.9 B 25.1 D 
3-4 B & F Parcel Conslilulion Blvd 3226 0.94 12.8 B 29.3 C 
4-5 Constilulion Blvd Alica 

5-6 
6-7 
7-8 
8-9 

9-10 
Section Length: Arterial Speed: 30.2 mph I 2.3 Mile(s) LOS: C 

Southbound OFF-PEAK DIRECTION'S SPECIFIC INPUTS 

% Turns Cycle · Effective 

from Length glC Segment 

Peak Hour Exclusive Number at Signals at Signals Length Arrival 

!Segment Volume Lanes of Lanes 9-1 9-1 (FT) Type 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 2,433 10.2 3 120 0.62 6,336 3 
4-3 2,403 9.9 3 120 0.63 3,696 3 
3-2 2,404 9.5 3 120 0.64 1,584 3 
2-1 2,141 27 3 120 0.70 6,864 3 

OFF-PEAK DIRECTION RESULT S 

Southbound Through Intersection Arterial 

I us 41 I Movement Control Approach Speed Segment 

Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio Delay LOS (MPH) LOS 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 Alica Conslilulion Blvd 2,362 0.69 15.5 B 31 .4 C 
4-3 Constitulion Blvd B & F Parcel 2,341 0.67 14.5 B 29.3 C 
3-2 B & F Parcel Sanibel Blvd. 2,352 0.66 13.8 B 24.0 D 
2-1 Sanibel Blvd. Koreshan Blvd. 1,690 0.43 7.8 A 33.9 C 

Section Length: Arterial Speed = 31.0 mph I 2.3 mile(s) LOS= C 
- ---· · • --- · 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT 
AND SUPPORTING ANALYSIS 

The Applicant requests the addition of the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4(c): 

A regional commercial center is permitted in the area in Sections 4 and 9, 
Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is bounded to the West by U.S. 41, 
to the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad track, to the South by Coconut 
Road, and to the North by a line located one-half mile North of Coconut 
Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The parcel affected by this Application is the subject of pending applications for 
a rezoning, a development of regional impact, and a Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
amendment. During the review of these applications, Lee County DOT concluded that the 
portion of Coconut Road that runs East of U.S. 41 would not function as an arterial 
roadway at the time of the project's buildout. There is no dispute that the rezoning 
application will be inconsistent with Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan if this is, in fact, the 
case. 

For reasons contained herein, the Applicant contends that the pertinent segment of 
Coconut Road will unquestionably function as an arterial at the time it is connected to 
Three Oaks Parkway. In an effort to clarify the issue and avoid an unnecessary dispute 
during the hearing process, however, the Applicant has prepared and filed this application 
for an amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4(c). 

MARKETING AND DEMOGRAPHIC ADVANTAGES OF THE SITE 

The Simon Suncoast site is located in the fastest growing portion of Lee County. The 2000 
Census indicates that the population in the area between the Collier County line and 
Alico Road grew 82% between 1990 and 2000. A map showing the population density 
in this area is attached as Exhibit "A." 

The property benefits from its location on US 41, which carries higher volumes of local 
traffic than 1-75, but is only three (3) miles from the nearest interstate interchange. It is 
nearly equidistant (approximately 16 miles) from the Edison and Coastland Malls, which 
are the closest regional centers, and is roughly 13 miles from the Bell Tower and 
Waterside Shops, the two specialty retail centers in the Naples/Fort Myers market. The site 
is, therefore, perfectly centered to serve the market's impressive growth. There are 
approximately 81 active residential projects within five (5) miles of the site. The recent 
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opening of the Hyatt Regency Coconut Point Resort and Spa on Coconut Road will also 
provide an impetus to additional resort, tourist and residential development in the 
Estero/Bonita Springs area, thus further increasing the demand for the project. 

A graphic setting out in detail the suitability of the property from a marketing 
perspective is attached as Exhibit "B." 

ADEQUACY OF EXISTING AND FUTURE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

See Exhibit "C" attached. 

OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

The overall suitability of the site for a regional commercial center is discussed at 
considerable length in the ADA and the application for the FLUM amendment. In a 
nutshell, some of the relevant facts are: 

1. The property is surrounded by collector and arterial roads and approved 
developments at urban densities and intensities; 

2. The growth rate for Estero has far outstripped both expectations and the rate for 
the County as a whole, as shown by building permit data which was included in 
the map amendment application; 

3. The project will have access to public water and sewer facilities; 

4. A Lee Tran route currently runs past the property on U.S. 41; 

5. The amount of environmentally sensitive lands on the site is very limited; and 

6. The demand for an additional regional center in the Estero area has already been 
established by the approval of the Gulf Coast Towne Center. 

LEE PLAN CONSISTENCY 

The proposed regional center is consistent with several provisions of the pending 
Estero Community plan amendment, including sections relating to public participation, 
the need for a true town center with public meeting places, and adequate public facilities. 
The representative for the Steering Committee for the Estero Plan testified during an LPA 
hearing on the Plan that the scale of the Simon Suncoast project was consistent with the 
vision statement for the area. 

The Applicant, as noted above, contends that the project is consistent with the 
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current version of Lee Plan Policy 6.1.2.4 and that the requested amendment is nothing 
more than a clarification of the existing plan. The amendment is also consistent with the 
following additional Plan provisions: 

1. Policy 1.1.4: Regional centers are permitted in the Urban Community FLUM 
category, which has been requested in a separate plan amendment application. 

2. Objective 2.1: Given the location of the property in close proximity to numerous 
existing and approved urban-style developments, most notably The Brooks, the 
approval of a regional center on the subject parcel will promote a contiguous and 
compact growth pattern. 

3. Objective 2.2: As noted throughout the various applications, the proposed 
regional center will have access to adequate public facilities. 

4 . Goal 4: The regional center will be part of a large mixed-use development. 

5. Policy 5.1.5: The subject property does not directly abut any existing residential 
uses, as it is separated from The Brooks by a railroad line. 

6. Policy 6.1.4: As noted throughout the various application documents, the project 
will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be served by 
adequate public facilities. 

7. Policy 6.1.7: As noted above, the project is a large-scale, mixed-use, infill 
development. 
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Abundant Roadway Capacity Servine the Mall 

As shown in Exhibit 7, there will be a total of 16 travel lanes providing access to the mall. This 
includes six lanes on US 41, four lanes on Coconut Road, four lanes on Sandy Lane and two lanes 
on Williams Road. This provides abundant roadway capacity adjacent to the mall. 

As shown below, the 16 travel lanes providing access to the Simon Suncoast Mal compares 
favorably to the other malls in Southwest Florida. Drawings showing the number of travel lanes 
serving each mall are provided in Appendix C. These drawings show existing lanes plus those 
scheduled for construction. 

Name 

Sarasota Square Shopping Centre 
Port Charlotte Town Center 
Edison Mall 
Gulf Coast Town Center (Proposed) 
Simon Suncoast Mall (Proposed) 
Coastland Center Mall 

Numbcrof 
Travel Lanes 

16 
16 
15 
7 

16 
20 

Finally, a travel model assignment was conducted by the Lee County DOT staff to test the adopted 
2020 Financially-Feasible Plan with the proposed Simon Suncoast Mall. This travel model 
assignment indicated that all roads in the vicinity of the mall (i.e. within three miles) will operate 
at the adopted Lee Plan level of service standard in 2020. 
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SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

SUFFICIENCY RESPONSE 

Lee County Department of Transportation Memo Dated July 6, 2001. 

We have reviewed the Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study and 
found it is insufficient for review because the information is out of date. We conducted a 2020 
traffic study on the financially feasible plan network and compared the roadway levels of 
service with and without the proposed Project. That study indicated that three additional road 
lengths would fail with the Project in place: Sandy Lane from San Carlos Boulevard to 
Koreshan Boulevard; Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from Koreshan Boulevard to Corkscrew 
Road; and US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos Boulevard. Additional analysis is 
required to determine what additional improvements beyond those already planned will be 
necessary to adjust these impacts, and what the cost of these improvements will be. 

Response: 

The original Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study, dated November 1, 
2000 utilized the travel model that was in effect at the time that the analysis was perfo1111ed and was 
based on Map 3A in The Lee Plan at the time. Therefore, the original analysis was based on the 
appropriate input assumptions in effect at the time. Based on this analysis, DP A concluded that no 
roadway segments will fail because of the Project. 

Since then, the Lee County MPO adopted a new 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan. Lee 
County is now in the process of incorporating the new MPO Plan into The Lee Plan. 

On June 20, 2001, DPA met with the Lee County Depaiiment ofTranspmiation ( LCDOT) Staff to 
discuss DP A's comprehensive plan traffic study. DP A was info1111ed that the County intended to 
update the analyses perfo1med by DPA to reflect the new MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway 
Plan. During this meeting, Staff and DP A generally agreed upon the methodology for performing 
the travel model assignments with and without the Project. In addition, it was agreed that the 
primary purpose of the travel model assignments was to identify any additional roadway segments 
that might fail because of the Project and any additional roadway improvements that may be needed 
in the Plan due to the Project. 

To be responsive to the LCDOT's memo dated July 6, 2001, DPA obtained the updated travel model 
assignments and level of service (LOS) spreadsheets prepared by the Lee County DOT and 
referenced in the LCDOT memo. While reviewing these materials, DP A noticed that the LOS 
spreadsheets provided by the County, which were dated July 31, 2001, did not apply the Permanent 
Count Station (PCS) adjustment factors con-ectly for several road segments. This was brought to 
the attention of the LCD OT Staff and was con-ected by the Staff. The Staff then provided DPA with 
con-ected spreadsheets dated August 1, 2001. 

EB 



For this sufficiency response, DPA utilized the updated 2020 travel model assignments and the 
con-ected LOS spreadsheets provided by the LCDOT. The travel model assignments with and 
without the Project were not adjusted in any way. The assignments and resulting assigned volumes 
were utilized without modification. A few modifications were made, however, to the LOS 
spreadsheets provided by the County. 

First, as agreed by County Staff during a meeting on Friday, August 3, 2001, the PCS adjustment 
factors for Sandy Lane south of San Carlos Boulevard were changed to those for PCS 25 and the 
PCS adjustment factors for Ben Hill Griffin Parkway south ofFCGU were changed to those for PCS 
15. The resultant adjustment factors are now consistent with those used on other roads in the area. 

Second, the level of service reported in the LOS spreadsheets for Old 41 between Bonita Beach Road 
and Terry Street was revised to indicate Not Applicable. This change was made because The Lee 
Plan identifies this section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does 
not apply. 

Third, the service volumes for US 41 from Alica Road to Koreshan Boulevard were adjusted to 
reflect the higher g/C ratios found on this section of US 41. This change is justified for several 
reasons. 

1. While the Lee County Group I service volumes assume a weighted effective green time 
of only 0.46, the actual g/C ratios at all signalized intersections between Alica Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard are cunently at 0.50 or higher. The County's Signal Operating 
Plans (SOPs) indicate that the g/C ratio at Constitution Boulevard is 0.62 and the g/C 
ratio at Sanibel Boulevard is 0.50. 

2. The MPO 2020 Highway Plan does not include any major east-west roads that cross this 
section of US 41 . All of the roads in the Plan that intersect this section of US 41 are 
essentially T-intersections. While local access may be provided on the opposite side of 
US 41, east-west through volumes will be relatively low. As a result, these cross-streets 
should not draw much green time off of US 41. Therefore, future g/C ratios will be 
comparable to those found today. 

3. According to the LCD OT updated 2020 travel model assignment, all of the cross-streets 
( and centroid connectors) along this section of US 41 canyrelatively low volumes, with 
most can-ying 2,000-9,000 vehicles per day. This is another clear indication that these 
cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C ratios on US 41. 

4. The MPO 2020 Highway Plan includes a grade-separated interchange at the US 
41 / Alica Road intersection. This eliminates the only major intersection where the g/C 
ratio on this section of US 41 would be less than 0.50. In effect, the new interchange 
will allow free flow conditions on US 41 through this intersection. 

For these reasons, it is clearly appropriate to apply more realistic service volumes on this section of 
US 41. To obtain the appropriate service volumes, DP A utilized the County's input assumptions for 
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the Group I service volumes and merely adjusted the g/C ratio to reflect actual green times on US 
41. A weighted effective green time of 0.57 was estimated based on the current g/C ratios at the 
Constitution Boulevard (0.62) and Sanibel Boulevard (0.50) intersections, plus a 1.00 g/C ratio at 
the grade-separated US 41/ Alica Road intersection and, to be conservative, assumed g/C ratios of 
0.55 at two new, future signalized intersections on this section of US 41. Fmihermore, ART_TAB 
tests indicate that this section of US 41 would accommodate the projected 2020 volumes, even if the 
weighted effective green time dropped to 0.49. 

The LOS spreadsheets, as modified by DP A, are provided as Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. Appendix A 
provides the SOPs for Constitution Boulevard and Sanibel Boulevard. Appendix B includes the 
original LCDOT Group I service volumes and the modified Group I service volumes utilized for US 
41 between Alica Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

A comparison of Exhibits 1 and 2 indicates that the Project does not cause any additional roadway 
segments to fail. In other words, there are no segn1ents where the level of service is at or above the 
standard without the Project, but below the standard with the Project. All segments are either at or 
above the standard, both with and without the Project, or below the standard, both with and without 
the Project. 

Furthermore, the roadway network operates very well both with and without the Project. The only 
segment that does not meet the County's LOS standard in 2020 is the segment of Ben Hill Griffin 
Parkway from Alica Road to FCGU. All other roadway segments meet the level of service standard 
established by the County. 

It should be noted that the LOS spreadsheets, both with and without the Project, indicate that 1-75 
will operate at LOS "D" in 2020. While this level of service exceeds the LOS standard of LOS "C" 
cmTently identified in The Lee Plan, the MPO Plan was developed based on the assumption that the 
LOS standard on 1-75 would be revised from LOS "C" to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with 
FDOT policy, because I-75 will then be within an urbanized area with a population over 500,000. 
Based on this assumption, even 1-75 would operate at the LOS standard in 2020. 

Therefore, no additional improvements are needed due to this Project. DPA would recommend, 
however, that the County maintain good access control on the section of US 41 between Ali co Road 
and Koreshan Boulevard. In particular, the County should maintain g/C ratios on this section of US 
41 at or above 0.50, even if it results in delayed side street access. Finally, if necessary, this section 
of US 41 could be designated by Lee County as a controlled access facility to strengthen access 
management efforts . 
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Exhibit 1 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan d:\los\simoncom.wk4 

FSUTMS K-100 Two way Peak Dir. SV@ LOS Peak Dir. 
Roadway From To # of lanes LOS std Volumes PS factors 2020 AAD1 Factors PM peak D-factors Volumes Std LOS V/C ratio 
Al ica Rd US41 Railroad 4LD E 29,913 1.092 27,393 0.111 3,041 0.60 1,824 2,030 C 0.90 

Railroad Lee Blvd 6LD E 51,512 1.073 48,007 0.099 4,753 0.60 2,852 3,040 C 0.94 
Lee Blvd Three Oaks Pkwy 6LD E 46,740 1.077 43,398 0.102 4,427 0.60 2,656 3,040 C 0.87 
Three Oaks Pkwy 1-75 6LD E 38,124 1.085 35,137 0.107 3,760 0.60 2,256 3,040 C 0.74 
1-75 Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 6LD E 25,834 1.096 23,571 0.114 2,687 0.60 1,612 3,040 B 0.53 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy East 2LN E 7,586 1.112 6,822 0.124 846 0.60 508 960 B 0.53 

Bonita Beach Rd Hickory Blvd Vanderbilt Dr. 4LD E 41,024 1.271 32,277 0.110 3,550 0.53 1,882 2,030 C 0.93 
Vanderbilt Dr. US 41 4LD E 28,442 1.321 21,531 0.1 16 2,498 0.53 1,324 2,030 C 0.65 
US 41 Old 41 4LD E 17,323 1.365 12,691 0.122 1,548 0.53 821 2,030 B 0.40 
Old 41 Imperial St 4LD E 31,225 1.1 84 26,372 0.104 2,743 0.54 1,481 2,030 C 0.73 
Imperial St 1-75 6LD E 38,638 1.166 33,137 0.101 3,347 0.54 1,807 3,040 B 0.59 
1-75 Bonita Grade Dr. 4LD E 17,243 1.218 14,157 0.110 1,557 0.54 841 2,030 B 0.41 
Bonita Grade Dr. East 4LD E 29,354 1.189 24,688 0.105 2,592 0.54 1,400 2,030 C 0.69 

Corkscrew Rd US41 SandyLn 4LD E 21,205 1.154 18,375 0.105 1,929 0.50 965 2,030 B 0.48 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd 4LD E 20,799 1.155 18,008 0.105 1,891 0.50 945 2,030 B 0.47 
River Ranch Rd Three Oaks Pkwy 4LD E 23,075 1.151 20,048 0.104 2,085 0.50 1,042 2,030 B 0.51 
Three Oaks Pkwy 1-75 4LD E 31 ,792 1.137 27,961 0.101 2,824 0.50 1,412 2,030 C 0.70 
1-75 Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 4LD E 26,570 1.145 23,205 0.103 2,390 0.50 1,195 2,030 B 0.59 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy Wildcat Run 4LD E 24,737 1.148 21,548 0.104 2,241 0.50 1,120 2,030 B 0.55 
Wildcat Run The Habitat 4LD E 8,957 1.1 74 7,629 0.109 832 0.50 416 2,030 B 0.20 
The Habitat Alica Rd 2LN E 6,907 1.178 5,863 0.110 645 0.50 322 1,200 C 0.27 
Alica Rd East 2LN E 7,805 1.176 6,637 0.109 723 0.50 362 1,200 C 0.30 

Coconut Rd WestofUS41 US41 2LN E 16,525 1.162 14,221 0.106 1,507 0.50 754 960 C 0.79 
US41 SandyLn 4LD E 10,291 1.172 8,781 0.108 948 0.50 474 2,030 B 0.23 
Sandy Ln Three Oaks Pkwy 4LD E 10,423 1.172 8,893 0.108 960 0.50 480 2,030 B 0.24 

1-75 lmmokalee Rd Bonita Beach Rd 6LF C 89,661 1.136 78,927 0.097 7,656 0.54 4,134 3,970 (1) D 1.04 
Bonita Beach Rd Corkscrew Rd 6LF C 89,499 1.087 82,336 0.099 8,151 0.57 4,646 3,970 (1) D 1.17 
CorkscrewRd Alica Rd 6LF C 91,327 1.087 84,017 0.099 8,318 0.57 4,741 3,970 (1) D 1.19 
Alica Rd Daniels Pkwy 6LF C 87,405 1.087 80,409 0.099 7,961 0.57 4,538 3,970 (1) D 1.14 

Old 41 County Line Bonita Beach Rd 4LD E 26,510 1.138 23,295 0.098 2,283 0.66 1,507 2,030 C 0.74 
Bonita Beach Rd Terry St 2LN E 17,458 1.151 15,168 0.101 1,532 0.66 1,011 960 (2) N/A N/A 
Terry St Rosemary Rd 4LD E 13,864 1.157 11,983 0.101 1,210 0.66 799 2,030 B 0.39 
Rosemary Rd Cockleshell Dr. 4LD E 17,001 1.152 14,758 0.101 1,491 0.66 984 2,030 B 0.48 
Cockleshell Dr. US 41 4LD E 16,216 1.153 14,064 0.101 1,420 0.66 938 2,030 B 0.46 

Sandyln(Ext.) Alica Rd San Carlos Blvd 2LN E 10,703 1.110 9,642 0.122 1,176 0.60 706 960 C 0.74 
San Carlos Blvd Koreshan Blvd 2LN E 13,520 1.227 11,019 0.1 21 1,333 0.58 773 960 C 0.81 
Koreshan Blvd Corkscrew Rd 2LN E 14,504 1.225 11 ,840 0.121 1,433 0.58 831 960 D 0.87 
Corkscrew Rd Williams Rd 2LN E 11,803 1.232 9,580 0.122 1,169 0.58 678 960 C 0.71 
Williams Rd Coconut Rd 2LN E 12,717 1.229 10,347 0.122 1,262 0.58 732 960 C 0.76 
Coconut Rd Old 41 2LN E 11 ,335 1.233 9,193 0.122 1,122 0.58 650 960 C 0.68 

Three Oaks Pkwy Daniels Pkwy Fiddlesticks 4LD E 26,879 1.095 24,547 0.113 2,774 0.60 1,664 2,030 C 0.82 
Fiddlesticks Alica Rd 4LD E 30,628 1.092 28,048 0.111 3,113 0.60 1,868 2,030 C 0.92 
Alica Rd San Carlos Blvd 4LD E 27,685 1.094 25,306 0.1 13 2,860 0.60 1,716 2,030 C 0.85 
San Carlos Blvd Koreshan Blvd 4LD E 33,749 1.133 29,787 0.100 2,979 0.50 1,489 2,030 C 0.73 
Koreshan Blvd Corkscrew Rd 6LD E 52,285 1.103 47,403 0.094 4,456 0.50 2,228 3,040 C 0.73 
Corkscrew Rd Williams Rd 6LD E 52,395 1.102 47,545 0.094 4,469 0.50 2,235 3,040 C 0.74 
Williams Rd Coconut Rd 6LD E 48,415 1.109 43,656 0.095 4,147 0.50 2,074 3,040 B 0.68 
Coconut Rd Strike Ln 4LD E 37,419 1.127 33,202 0.099 3,287 0.50 1,644 2,030 C 0.81 
Strike Ln Terry St 4LD E 27,381 1.144 23,934 0.103 2,465 0.50 1,233 2,030 B 0.61 

Treeline Ave Daniels Pkwy SWFIA 4LD E 34,613 1.211 28,582 0.098 2,801 0.51 1,429 2,030 C 0.70 
SWFIA Alica Rd 6LD E 50,392 1.164 43,292 0.093 4,026 0.51 2,053 3,040 C 0.68 

Siiii}iii@iiiffiifP.liw.i( •= Aii@l~il //:/:/:/:/{ rncu /{/:{\ > , i\i::P }}{{:{ j:f: /{{:\:SK~$$: /X/Jj)~' =t?rnM\M }:/:/M\~~ :\ :\SAW: ()J\~ : •=•• :/Mi\$ :,, :\::3W4P C': {it?} , {{)IJ)t 
FGCU Koreshan Blvd 6LD E 57,428 1.094 52,494 0.096 5,039 0.50 2,520 3,040 D 0.83 
Koreshan Blvd Corkscrew Rd 4LD E 28,376 1.142 24,848 0.113 2,808 0.50 1,404 2,030 C 0.69 
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Exhibit 1 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 
FSUTMS K-100 Two way Peak Dir. SV@LOS 

Roadway From To # of lanes LOS std Volumes PS factors 2020AADT Factors PM peak • -factors Volumes Std 
US41 County Line Bonita Beach Rd 6LD E 56,127 1.134 49,495 0.090 4,455 0.56 2,495 

Bonita Beach Rd W. Terry St 6LD E 61,322 1.120 54,752 0.089 4,873 0.56 2,729 
W. Terry St Old41 6LD E 53,903 1.128 47,786 0.091 4,349 0.58 2,522 
Old 41 South Project's Entr. 6LD E 49,540 1.139 43,494 0.092 4,001 0.58 2,321 
South Project's Ent. Coconut Rd 6LD E 49,511 1.139 43,469 0.092 3,999 0.58 2,319 
Coconut Rd M. Project's Entr. 6LD E 52,757 1.131 46,646 0.091 4,245 0.58 2,462 
M. Project's Entr. N. Project's Entr. 6LD E 52,757 1.131 46,646 0.091 4,245 0.58 2,462 
N. Project's Entr. Williams Rd 6LD E 50,833 1.136 44,747 0.092 4,117 0.58 2,388 
Williams Rd Corkscrew Rd 6LD E 51,066 1.135 44,992 0.092 4,139 0.58 2,401 
Corkscrew Rd Koreshan Blvd 6LD E 46,054 1.147 40,152 0.093 3,734 0.58 2,166 
Koreshan Blvd San Cartos Blvd 6LD E 62,071 1.108 56,021 0.089 4,986 0.58 2,892 
San Cartos Blvd Alica Rd 6LD E 64,748 1.101 58,808 0.088 5,175 0.58 3,002 
Alica Rd Island Park Rd 6LD E 47,569 1.144 41 ,581 0.093 3,867 0.58 2,243 
Island Park Rd Jamaica Bay West 6LD E 59,827 1.114 53,705 0.089 4,780 0.58 2,772 
Jamaica Bay West Six Mile Pkwy 6LD E 62,286 1.108 56,215 0.089 5,003 0.58 2,902 

Williams Rd West US 41 US41 2LN E 8,415 1.175 7,162 0.109 781 0.50 390 
US41 Sandy Ln 2LN E 5,670 1.180 4,805 0.110 529 0.50 264 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd 2LN E 7,739 1.176 6,581 0.109 717 0.50 359 
River Ranch Rd Three Oaks Pkwy 2LN E 6,159 1.179 5,224 0.110 575 0.50 287 

River Ranch Rd Williams Rd Corkscrew Rd 2LN E 4,414 1.182 3,734 0.110 411 0.50 205 

Footnote: 
(1 ) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 

because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 
(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LCDOT group I service volumes were adjusted to reflect actual conditions on US 41 . Adjustment is fully documented in the text. 
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Exhibit2 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway From To 
Alica Rd us 41 Railroad 

Railroad Lee Blvd 
Lee Blvd Three Oaks Pkwv 
Three Oaks Pkwy 1-75 
1-75 Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy East 

Bonita Beach Rd Hickory Blvd Vanderbilt Dr. 
Vanderbilt Dr. US41 
us 41 Old41 
Old 41 Imperial St 
Imperial St 1-75 
1-75 Bonita Grade Dr. 
Bonita Grade Dr. East 

Corkscrew Rd US41 Sandy Ln 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd 
River Ranch Rd Three Oaks Pkwy 
Three Oaks Pkwy 1-75 
1-75 Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy Wildcat Run 
Wi ldcat Run The Habitat 
The Habitat Alica Rd 
Alica Rd East 

Coconut Rd West of US 41 us 41 
US41 Sandy Ln 
Sandy Ln Three Oaks Pkwy 

1-75 lmmokalee Rd Bonita Beach Rd 
Bon ita Beach Rd Corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd Alica Rd 
Alica Rd Daniels Pkwy 

Old 41 County Line Bonita Beach Rd 
Bonita Beach Rd Terry St 
Terry St Rosemary Rd 
Rosemary Rd Cockleshell Dr. 
Cockleshell Dr. US41 

Sandy Ln (Ext.) Alica Rd San Carlos Blvd 
San Carlos Blvd Koreshan Blvd 
Koreshan Blvd Corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd Williams Rd 
Williams Rd Coconut Rd 
Coconut Rd Old 41 

Three Oaks Pkwy Daniels Pkwy Fiddlesticks 
Fiddlesticks Alica Rd 
Alica Rd San Carlos Blvd 
San Carlos Blvd Koreshan Blvd 
Koreshan Blvd Corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd Williams Rd 
Williams Rd Coconut Rd 
Coconut Rd Strike Ln 
Strike Ln Terry St 

Treeline Ave Daniels Pkwy SWFIA 
SWFIA Alica Rd 

Be.ii Bm$tiffiii Pl!•.w: A~fo•RJJ •t•• •t?}}}t :f:':ISC.U. t•t•t•t?t,?i 
FGCU Koreshan Blvd 
Koreshan Blvd Corkscrew Rd 

FSUTMS 
# of lanes LOS std Volumes 

4LD E 24,022 
6LD E 47,560 
6LD E 47,889 
6LD E 40,257 
6LD E 27,924 
2LN E 6,364 
4LD E 39,497 
4LD E 27,832 
4LD E 21,306 
4LD E 31,400 
6LD E 36,378 
4LD E 17,633 
4LD E 31,265 
4LD E 17,124 
4LD E 21,802 
4LD E 24,496 
4LD E 35,151 
4LD E 27,494 
4LD E 24,482 
4LD E 11 ,758 
2LN E 7,264 
2LN E 8,335 
2LN E 17,348 
4LD E 14,312 
4LD E 21,731 
6LF C 88,987 
6LF C 91,518 
6LF C 94,602 
6LF C 92,261 
4LD E 25,909 
2LN E 19,097 
4LD E 16,714 
4LD E 20,693 
4LD E 20,632 
2LN E 13,416 
2LN E 14,758 
2LN E 8,734 
2LN E 13,911 
2LN E 12,699 
2LN E 7,841 
4LD E 26,112 
4LD E 32,309 
4LD E 24,961 
4LD E 35,324 
6LD E 54,393 
6LD E 57,173 
6LD E 54,893 
4LD E 40,064 
4LD E 27,828 
4LD E 35,944 
6LD E 53,031 

••<t,!)lQ• t • ::rnE •<t <••t~M:iW 
6LD E 57,729 
4LD E 35,331 

d:\los\simonwit.wk4 

K-100 Two way Peak Dir. SV@LOS Peak Dir. 
PS factors 2020 AADl Factors PM peak D-factors Volumes Std LOS V/C ratio 

1.098 21,878 0.115 2,516 0.60 1,510 2,030 C 0.74 
1.077 44,160 0.101 4,460 0.60 2,676 3,040 C 0.88 
1.076 44,507 0.101 4,495 0.60 2,697 3,040 C 0.89 
1.083 37,172 0.106 3,940 0.60 2,364 3,040 C 0.78 
1.094 25,525 0.112 2,859 0.60 1,715 3,040 B 0.56 
1.113 5,718 0.124 709 0.60 425 960 B 0.44 
1.277 30,930 0.110 3,402 0.53 1,803 2,030 C 0.89 
1.323 21,037 0.117 2,461 0.53 1,305 2,030 C 0.64 
1.349 15,794 0.120 1,895 0.53 1,004 2,030 B 0.49 
1.184 26 ,520 0.104 2,758 0.54 1,489 2,030 C 0.73 
1.172 31,039 0.102 3,166 0.54 1,710 3,040 B 0.56 
1.217 14,489 0.109 1,579 0.54 853 2,030 B 0.42 
1.184 26,406 0.104 2,746 0.54 1,483 2,030 C 0.73 
1.161 14,749 0.106 1,563 0.50 782 2,030 B 0.39 
1.153 18,909 0.105 1,985 0.50 993 2,030 B 0.49 
1.149 21,319 0.104 2,217 0.50 1,109 2,030 B 0.55 
1.131 31,080 0.100 3,108 0.50 1,554 2,030 C 0.77 
1.144 24,033 0.103 2,475 0.50 1,238 2,030 C 0.61 
1.149 21 ,307 0.104 2,216 0.50 1,108 2,030 B 0.55 
1.170 10,050 0.108 1,085 0.50 543 2,030 B 0.27 
1.177 6,172 0.109 673 0.50 336 1,200 C 0.28 
1.175 7,094 0.109 773 0.50 387 1,200 C 0.32 
1.160 14,955 0.106 1,585 0.50 793 960 C 0.83 
1.166 12,274 0.107 1,313 0.50 657 2,030 B 0.32 
1.153 18,847 0.105 1,979 0.50 989 2,030 B 0.49 
1.136 78,334 0.097 7,598 0.54 4,103 3,970 (1) D 1.03 
1.087 84,193 0.099 8,335 0.57 4,751 3,970 (1) D 1.20 
1.087 87,030 0.099 8,616 0.57 4,911 3,970 (1) D 1.24 
1.087 84,877 0.099 8,403 0.57 4,790 3,970 (1) D 1.21 
1.138 22,767 0.098 2,231 0.66 1,473 2,030 C 0.73 
1.149 16,621 0.100 1,662 0.66 1,097 960 (2) N/A N/A 
1.153 14,496 0.101 1,464 0.66 966 2,030 B 0.48 
1.146 18,057 0.100 1,806 0.66 1,192 2,030 B 0.59 
1.147 17,988 0.100 1,799 0.66 1,187 2,030 B 0.58 
1.107 12,119 0.120 1,454 0.60 873 960 C 0.91 
1.224 12,057 0.121 1,459 0.58 846 960 D 0.88 
1.239 7,049 0.124 874 0.58 507 960 B 0.53 
1.226 11,347 0.121 1,373 0.58 796 960 C 0.83 
1.229 10,333 0.122 1,261 0.58 731 960 C 0.76 
1.241 6,318 0.124 783 0.58 454 960 B 0.47 
1.096 23,825 0.114 2,716 0.60 1,630 2,030 C 0.80 
1.090 29,641 0.110 3,261 0.60 1,956 2,030 D 0.96 
1.097 22,754 0.114 2,594 0.60 1,556 2,030 C 0.77 
1.131 31,233 0.100 3,123 0.50 1,562 2,030 C 0.77 
1.099 49,493 0.093 4,603 0.50 2,301 3,040 C 0.76 
1.094 52,261 0.092 4,808 0.50 2,404 3,040 C 0.79 
1.098 49,994 0.093 4,649 0.50 2,325 3,040 C 0.76 
1.123 35,676 0.098 3,496 0.50 1,748 2,030 C 0.86 
1.143 24,346 0.102 2,483 0.50 1,242 2,030 B 0.61 
1.207 29,780 0.098 2,918 0.51 1,488 2,030 C 0.73 
1.157 45,835 0.092 4,217 0.51 2,151 3,040 C 0.71 

• ••••••••1rn~~ ••• •!%in • • ? •••••••••P:,0$.$. ):;:;:})lt~®: : ,:,,:::,JtM: • •••••••••••:tts,t •t•t~\04•. f!{: t}t f }}t •••••••••••••••:n::P!i:: 
1.094 52,769 0.096 5,066 0.50 2,533 3,040 D 0.83 
1.131 31,239 0.109 3,405 0.50 1,703 2,030 C 0.84 



Exhibit 2 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway From To 
US41 Countv Line Bonita Beach Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd W. Terry St 
W. Terry St Old 41 
Old 41 South Project's Entr. 
South Project's Ent. Coconut Rd 
Coconut Rd M. Project's Entr. 
M. Proiect's Entr. N. Project's Entr. 
N. Project's Entr. Williams Rd 
Williams Rd Corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd Koreshan Blvd 
Koreshan Blvd San Carlos Blvd 
San Carlos Blvd Alica Rd 
Alica Rd Island Park Rd 
Island Park Rd Jamaica Bay West 
Jamaica Bay West Six Mile Pkwy 

Will iams Rd WestUS41 US41 
US41 Sandy Ln 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd 
River Ranch Rd Three Oaks Pkwy 

River Ranch Rd Williams Rd Corkscrew Rd 

Footnote: 

# of lanes LOS std 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
6LD E 
2LN E 
2LN E 
2LN E 
2LN E 
2LN E 

FSUTMS K-100 Two way Peak Dir. SV@LOS 
Volumes PS factors 2020 AADl Factors PM peak D-factors Volumes Std 

57,102 1.131 50,488 0.090 4,544 0.56 2,545 3,040 
62,993 1.115 56,496 0.088 4,972 0.56 2,784 3,040 
55,355 1.125 49,204 0.091 4,478 0.58 2,597 3,040 
57,689 1.119 51,554 0.090 4,640 0.58 2,691 3,040 
58,237 1.117 52,137 0.090 4,692 0.58 2,722 3,040 
63,120 1.105 57,122 0.088 5,027 0.58 2,916 3,040 
63,676 1.104 57,678 0.088 5,076 0.58 2,944 3,040 
59,504 1.114 53,415 0.089 4,754 0.58 2,757 3,040 
57,750 1.119 51,609 0.090 4,645 0.58 2,694 3,040 
51,785 1.133 45,706 0.092 4,205 0.58 2,439 3,040 
68,688 1.092 62,901 0.087 5,472 0.58 3,1 74 3,700 
69,416 1.090 63,684 0.086 5,477 0.58 3,177 3,700 
35,340 1.174 30,102 0.096 2,890 0.58 1,676 3,040 
48,710 1.141 42,691 0.093 3,970 0.58 2,303 3,040 
48,729 1.141 42,707 0.093 3,972 0.58 2,304 3,040 

9,452 1.174 8,051 0.109 878 0.50 439 870 
11,030 1.171 9,419 0.108 1,017 0.50 509 870 
10,805 1.171 9,227 0.108 997 0.50 498 870 
7,870 1.176 6,692 0.109 729 0.50 365 870 
7,315 1.243 5,885 0.110 647 0.50 324 870 

(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 
because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 

(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LCDOT group I service volumes were adjusted to reflect actual conditions on US 41. Adjustment is fully documented in the text. 

d:lloslsimonwit.wk4 
Peak Dir. 

LOS V/C ratio 
C 0.84 
C 0.92 
C 0.85 
C 0.89 
C 0.90 
D 0.96 
D 0.97 
C 0.91 
C 0.89 
C 0.80 

(3) C 0.86 
(3) C 0.86 

B 0.55 
C 0.76 
C 0.76 
C 0.50 
C 0.58 
C 0.57 
C 0.42 
C 0.37 



APPENDIX A 

COCONUT ROAD TYPICAL SECTION NOTE 9 
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APPENDIX B 

COCONUT ROAD ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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FROM: D0TENGSRVCS PHONE NO. : 9416945730 Aug. 17 2001 11:28AM P2 
US-41 SOUTH TO ALICO NEW(l0/98) US 41 & SANIBEL* 9/16/~001 15:59 

Timing Data 
---------------------------------------------------------------

Phase 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Direction NBL SB EB SBL NB WB 

Minimum Green 8 20 0 10 8 20 0 10 

Walk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 

Ped Clearance 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 30 

Vehicle Extension 2.2 2.5 3.0 3.0 2 . 2 2.5 0.0 3.0 

Max Extension 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 1 8 60 0 10 19 60 0 34 I , 2_ 
--

Max 2 0 50 21 55 16 55 0 0 

Max 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Yellow Change 3.5 4.5 4.3 3 . 5 3.5 4.5 3.0 3.5 

Red Clearance 0.5 2.0 1.5 2.5 0.5 2.0 1.0 2.5 

Red Revert 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Actuations B4 Init 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

seconds/Actuation 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 

Max Initial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tim6 B4 Reduction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cars Waiting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Time To Reduce 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Minimum Gap 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cond Serv Min Green 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



. FR0M · :, D0TENGSRVCS PHONE NO. : 9416945730 Aug. 17 2001 11:29AM P3 
l,JJ '1J. UVU.L.LI .L.U l"\J.JJ..\.,V 4'U • .I .i. \JI .,IV / vu J..J.. U \-,,V6.IU.J.J...&.U~J.V'-t .J.. VI L..VVJ.. .J....,J • ...J..I 

Timing Data ti S q/ 4 ~1zsl/Q;;,M ,(!J/v£, 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Phase 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Direction NBT SB EB SBL NB WB 

Minimum Green 10 20 0 10 10 20 0 10 

Walk 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 

Ped Clearance 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 

Vehicle Extension 2.0 3.5 0.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 0.0 2.0 

Max Extension 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Max 1 11 40 0 15 14 40 0 15 

Max 2 11 52 0 10 16 52 0 10 

~ \ Max 3 11 65 0 15 18 65 0 15 

Yellow Change 4.0 4 . 0 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.5 

Red clearance 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 

Red Revert 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Actuations B4 Init 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Seconds/Actuation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 

Max Initial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Time B4 Reduction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cars Waiting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Time To Reduce 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Minimum Gap 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 o.o 0.0 

Cond Serv Min Green 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



FR.OM, ; D0TENGSRVCS PHONE NO. : 9416945730 Aug. 17 2001 11:29AM PS 
US-41 SOUTH 'l'O ALlCU Ni lU/~tl) U~ ql ~ LUN~~l~U~lVN" J.0/LVV.J. .J..J: J:, 

NIC Program Data 
-----------------------------------------------------------------
Step No. Pgrn Time Cycle Offset Split Flash Dim Max2 Max3 Sp Functions 

1 2 3 4 

1 1 0000 0 0 1 X 
2 1 0600 0 0 1 

3 1 0700 0 0 1 
4 1 0800 0 0 1 
5 1 0900 0 0 1 
6 1 1000 0 0 1 . X 

7 1 1100 0 0 1 X 
8 1 1200 0 0 1 X 

9 1 1300 0 0 1 . X 

10 1 1400 0 0 1 X 

11 1 1500 0 0 1 X 

12 1 1600 0 0 l . X 

13 1 1700 0 0 1 . X 

14 1 1800 0 0 l . X 

15 1 1900 0 0 1 X 

16 l 2000 0 0 1 X 

17 1 2100 0 0 1 X 

18 1 2200 0 0 1 X 

19 2 0000 0 0 1 

20 2 0600 0 0 1 
21 2 0700 0 0 ~ 

.l. 

22 2 0800 0 0 1 
23 2 0900 0 0 1 
24 2 1000 0 0 1 
25 2 1100 0 0 1 

26 2 1200 0 0 1 
27 2 1300 0 0 1 
28 2 1400 0 0 1 
29 2 1500 0 0 1 
30 2 1600 0 0 1 
31 2 1700 0 0 1 
32 2 1800 0 0 1 
33 2 1900 0 0 1 
34 2 2000 0 0 1 

35 2 2100 0 0 1 
36 2 2200 0 0 1 
37 3 0000 0 0 1 
38 3 0600 0 0 1 
39 3 0700 0 0 1 
40 3 0800 0 0 1 
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SIMON SUNCOAST SITE- ESTERO / BONITA SPRINGS, FL 
MARKET SUPPORT FACTORS SUMMARY 

PROPOSED lWO 

~ ~ 
POPULATION 

1990 Census 302,471 486.B~ 
2000 Eslmolt 429,359 692,265 
2005 Projeelon 483,654 780,963 
% Col!llOUnd Annual Chongo: 1!190-2000 3.6% J.6% 

2001).2005 2.4% 2.4% I • HOUSEHOLDS 
1990 Census 123,358 201 ,680 
2000Emeu 178,157 287,247 
2005Pro;,cton 205,810 332,325 
ll, Cotrp00nd Annual Chongo: 1990-2000 3.7% 3.6% 

2001).2005 2.9% 3.0% 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOI.O INCOME 
1989 Aollal (09 por ho 1990 Ccnsu,) $41 ,214 $41,619 
2000Eatrmll $63,193 $62,759 
2005 Pro)o<too $74,015 $73,118 
'lb Col!llOund Annual Chonge: 1989-2000 4.0% 3.8% 

2000-2005 3.2% 3.1% 

2000 HOUSEHOI.O INCOME OISffilBUTION 
li> $0 -114,999 11.8% 10.9% 
'lb $15,000, $24,999 14.2% 14.5% 
% $25,000 , '34,999 13.3% 13.9% 

I • II $35,000. $49,999 17.°" 11.8% 
% $50,000 • 174,999 20.1% 20.3% 
11, m.ooo. 199~99 9.1% 9.0% 
% $100,000 ond over 14.5% 13.6% 

SHOPPERS GOODS EXPENDITURE POTENTIAL (I MIi) 
CUnonl Ootara 

1990 Ewreu $914.7 11,501.4 
2000 EslrrotJ $1,947.7 13,118.7 
2005 Pro)o<too $1,635.3 $4,203.7 
li> Con-pound Annual Chenge: 1991).2000 7.9% 7.5% 

2001).2005 8.2% 6.2% 

--- -
Soon;o· 'f,iooclCl<10!J<¢1c S<,U;c,c, he. 
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SIMON SUNCOAST (AKA COCONUT POINT) 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

#99532 
11/02/01 

TRANSPORTATION FACTORS IN SUPPORT OF TEXT AMENDMENT 

Transportation Overview 

The Simon Suncoast project is a proposed mixed use community with a regional shopping mall 
centrally located approximately midway between the existing Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 
Coastland Center Mall in Naples. In addition, the mall is well situated at a major intersection on US 
41 where the mall can be served by several north-south and east-west roads. 

There are several transportation advantages to this location, including its central location, its location 
at a major intersection, accessibility via several major roads, and abundant roadway capacity adjacent 
to the mall. These advantages are fully documented below. 

Central Location 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the Simon Suncoast Mall is centrally located approximately 14 miles south 
of the Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 16 miles north of the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 
Furthem10re, the mall is located approximately midway between the upscale Bell Tower Shops in 
south Fort Myers and the upscale Waterside Shops in north Naples. 

This central location will help reduce long distance shopping trips for Estero and Bonita Springs 
residents who wish to shop at a regional mall. Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the current 
situation, with Estero and Bonita Springs residents needing to travel long distances to shop at the 
Edison Mall to the north or the Coastland Center Mall to the south. 

A new mall at the Simon Suncoast location will provide much closer shopping opportunities for 
Estero and Bonita Springs residents. It will no longer be necessary to travel several miles to the 
north on US 41 or I-75 to reach the Edison Mall or several miles to the south on US 41 or I-75 to 
reach the Coastland Center Mall. This is illustrated in Exhibit 3. 

Location at a Major Intersection 

As shown in Exhibit 4, the Simon Suncoast Mall is located in the northeast comer of the US 
41/Coconut Road intersection. This location will allow traffic to approach the mall from the north, 
south, east and west. 

ea 
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US 41 is a principal arterial connecting the major urban areas along the Gulf Coast. US 41 also 
serves as the primary commercial hub in Southwest Florida. All four of the existing regional malls 
in Southwest Florida are located on US 41 : the Sarasota Square Shopping Centre; the Port Charlotte 
Town Center; the Edison Mall in Fort Myers; and the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 

The section of US 41 passing the mall site is scheduled for widening to six lanes in the FDOT 
Adopted Work Program in 2005. However, the Governor has announced that, as part of an 
economic stimulus package, the widening of this section of US 41 will be moved up to June 2002. 

Coconut Road is shown on Map 3A of The Lee Plan as a major east-west road that will eventually 
extend from west of US 41 to east of I- 75 and will intersect US 41, Sandy Lane, Three Oaks 
Parkway and the CR 951 Extension. Coconut Road east of US 41 is recognized by the MPO in its 
2020 travel model network as an arterial and is shown in new Map 38 of The Lee Plan as an arterial. 

Furthermore, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway was designed to meet arterial 
road design standards and was constructed to those standards. The Typical Section for Coconut 
Road, which was approved by Lee County on October 27, 1998, includes a note (Typical Section 
Note 9), which is included in Appendix A, that states: "It is intended that Coconut Road will meet 
arterial design standards and will function as an arterial road upon its connection to the extension 
of Three Oaks Parkway in the future." 

The Three Oaks Parkway Extension south to Coconut Road will be completed within a year. As 
stated by the Lee County DOT engineer in charge of the County portion of this project in an article 
in the Bonita Daily News on July 9, 200 I: "Even by next year, when the part from Corkscrew to 
Williams gets done, it ' s going to give us some nice circulation all the way from Corkscrew to 
Coconut." 

Finally, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway has an access management plan thai 
meets the Lee County Land Development Code requirements for an arterial. ln the Coconut Road 
Access Management Plan dated July 22, 1998, which is included in Appendix B, most access points 
are over 1,000 feet apart and none are closer than 660 feet apart . 

Accessibility Via Several Major Roads 

The location of the mall at the intersection of US 41 and Coconut Road offers several advantages 
in terms of the site's accessibility from several different directions on several different major roads. 
This is illustrated in Exhibit 5. 

Of course, the mall site can be reached from the north and the south via US 41. However, as many 
as four other major north-south roads will allow traffic from the north and south to reach the mall 
without traveling on US 41 . 

First, traffic from the north and the south can reach the mall by using Three Oaks Parkway along 

~ 
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with Coconut Road or Williams Road. Approximately two miles of Three Oaks Parkway from 
Williams Road to south of Coconut Road is under construction and nearing completion by The 
Brooks. The section of Three Oaks Parkway between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road is 
currently under construction by Lee County and will be completed within the next year. Finally, the 
portion of Three Oaks Parkway from The Brooks to East Terry Street is scheduled for construction 
in the Lee County Capital Improvement Program in the year 2005 . (The City of Bonita Springs is 
considering options for advancing the construction of Three Oaks Parkway south to East Terry 
Street.) 

In addition, Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) includes a new north-south road, referred to as the 
Sandy Lane Extension, as a major two-lane road extending from Alica Road in the north to Old 41 
in the south. This new road, which will connect Alico Road, Koreshan Parkway, Corkscrew Road, 
Williams Road, Coconut Road and Old 41, passes immediately east of the Simon Suncoast Mall. 

The Applicant has taken several steps to advance the construction of this road. First, the Applicant 
will construct the Sandy Lane Extension as four-lane divided roadway on site between Williams 
Road and Coconut Road. The capacity for two of these lanes will serve on-site development, while 
the capacity of the other two lanes will serve the general public, since they are, in effect, the two 
lanes identified in the MPO and County long range transportation plans. In addition, the Applicant 
is reserving right-of-way on it's property for the continuation of this road south toward Old 41 . The 
Applicant is also working with property owners to the north to assemble the right-of-way needed to 
construct Sandy Lane between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road. 

Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) also includes a CR 951 Extension from the Lee/Collier County 
Line to Corkscrew Road. The new road east of 1-75 will connect the Coconut Road Extension with 
Corkscrew Road (and possibly Alico Road) to the north and Bonita Beach Road and Immokalee 
Road to the south. Once constructed, this road would provide another way to reach the mall. 

Although an I- 75 interchange at Coconut Road is currently not included in the I- 75 Master Plan, 
there is much interest in a new interchange at Coconut Road. With this in mind, the long-range 
transportation plans of both the MPO and the County were developed in a way that would allow an 
interchange at Coconut Road, if the need arises. 

Finally, many residents can reach the mall without traveling on US 41 via several secondary roads . 
These include Williams Road, Fountain Lakes Boulevard, Pelican Pointe Boulevard, Coconut Road 
west of US 41 and Pelican Colony Boulevard. 

In sum, residents will be able to reach the mall via US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway immediately and 
via Sandy Lane, the CR 95 L Extension and possibly 1-75 in the future. In addition, there are several 
secondary roads that people can use to reach the mall. Exhibit 6 provides a close-in view of the 
different roads that can be used to access the site from several different directions. 

[TI 
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Abundant Roadwav Capacity Servine the Mall 

As shown in Exhibit 7, there will be a total of 16 travel lanes providing access to the mall . This 
includes six lanes on US 41, four lanes on Coconut Road, four lanes on Sandy Lane and two lanes 
on Williams Road. This provides abundant roadway capacity adjacent to the mall. 

As shown below, the 16 travel lanes providing access to the Simon Suncoast Mal compares 
favorably lo Lhe other malls in Southwest Florida. Drawings showing Lhe number of travel lanes 
serving each mall are provided in Appendix C. These drawings show existing lanes plus those 
scheduled for construction. 

Name 

Sarasota Square Shopping Centre 
Port Charlotte Town Center 
Edison Mall 
Gulf Coast Town Center (Proposed) 
Simon Suncoast Mall (Proposed) 
Coastland Center Mall 

Numbfilof 
Travel Lanes 

16 
16 
15 
7 

16 
20 

Finally, a travel model assignment was conducted by the Lee County DOT staff to test the adopted 
2020 Financially-Feasible Plan with the proposed Simon Suncoast Mall. This travel model 
assignment indicated that all roads in the vicinity of the mall (i .e. within three miles) will operate 
at the adopted Lee Plan level of service slandard in 2020. 

[T] 
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APPENDIX B 

COCONUT ROAD ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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George H. Knott•+ 
George L Consocr, Jr. •• 
Mark A. Ebelini 
Thomas B. Hart 
H. AndmvSwett 

• Bo:,r,.J urtificd ClvilT rial L.,W\~• 
.. Boanl CLniJicd Rcil E.racc Lawyer 
+ Bo:,rd C.,mAcd Business Ulig.uion lawyer 

September 21, 2001 

Mr. Matt Noble 

- -' 
K;nott, Consoer, Ebelini 

Hart & Swett, PA. ' 
ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 Hendry Street • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O. Box 2449 

Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Telephone (941) 334-2722 
Tdcc.opier (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@knott-law.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast Plan Amendment Sufficiency Materials 

Dear Matt: 

CPA !1('.f-'_cf')-F'G:")"Y,.: :· '1i 
' . " ';" •': ; .. ..,. .'.":'·- ·--, ~ ~ . ',-.. ., -~ 

~ 
I 

Matthew D! Uhlc 
'A:iron A. Haak 

Direaor of 
Zoning and Land 

Use Plnnning 
Michael E. Roeder, AICP 

,::1 }')I i }Qfj ) ~}) l\'/y>7'~2t·u/n ,I ,1 1,:~ ½ J l·-1-~J , ~ ,l . ,,.\ , , ~ -:rV·'.!.::.::.1 ..... , t 
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PER)ii~UNTE.a 

Enclosed please find our responses to most of the sufficiency questions, including the 
various land use and traffic analyses. The remainder of the required material, which 
consists primarily of provider letters, will be submitted when they become available. · 

Sincerely, 

KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, 

H)rt;;3Jl, 
Matthew D. Uhle 
Ends 
MDU/zw 

cc: Ron Talone 
Ned Dewhirst 
Chris Squires 
Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 

--~ 
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SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

Ray
0

Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
Distn·ct Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Donald 0. Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recyded Paper 

September 1 9, 2001 

Mr. Michael Roeder 
Humphrey & Knott, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2449 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Re: Written Determination of Adequaq from EMS services 
Simon Suncoast ORI - Williams ana Coconut Roads 

Dear Mr. Roeder: · 

I have reviewed your letter faxed to me on September 12, 2001. Please be 
advised that the current and planned budgetary projections for additional EMS 
resources should adequately address any increased demand for service from 
persons occupying this parcel or any support facilities . 

If you would like to discuss this further, please call me at the above referenced 
number. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DIV)j~~ OF PU 

{}fvu4'1',~ 
H.C. "Chris" Hansen 
EMS Program Manager 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNlfY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 

..,. 
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Leetran -

,:: · 

Your Ride Is Here. 

FAX 
To: Mike Rader 

Date: 9/12/01 

F'ax #: 334 -1446 

9412775011 -
t::~·:· ~ 2 I ~-~ :~ :: : 1:J3~ 

.. ... ··· .· 

-······L ·EE TRAN 
10715 E. Airport Rd. 
Ft.Myers, FL 33901 
941-277-5012 
941-277-5011 Fax 

From: Steve Myers 

Pages: 2 

Phone #; 277-5012 ext 2222 

RE: CPA 2000-30 Simon SUO('l':ast Amendment 

Comments: 

Attached is correspondence from Lee Tran directed to Paul O'Connor regarding 
your Amendment application. 

C.fA- 2,;ouo - o clo 3 o 

p. l 
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Leetran -

MEMORANDUM 

from the 

TRANSIT DMSION 

84127?5011 -

DATE: August 31> 2001 

To: Paul O'Connor, Director 

Division of Planning 

FROM: Darren R. Brugmann 

Transit Planner 
~ 

I 

RE: CPA 2000-30 Simon Suocoast Privately Initiated 
Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment 

Lee Tran has reviewed your l.etter of June 22, 2001 regarding the referenced project. 

Future development such as this could generate ridership at that location, we therefore, 
would like to request that Lee Tran have the opportunity, if this property is developed, to 
examine the location for additional transit amenities. 

I can be reached at 277-5012 ext. 2233 if you have any questions. 

S; I WPOOCS\MEMOS\&fmonsuncoasr. wpd 

p.2 
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DAVID PLUMMER & ASSOCIATES 

TRANSPORTATION • CIVll • STRUCTURAL • ENVIRONMfNTAl 

August 24, 2001 

1531 HENDRY STREET 
FORT MYERS, FL 33901 

941 332·2617 FAX: 941 332 -2645 
E-mail: dpofm@peganel.net 

Mr. Matt Uhle 
Humphrey & Knott, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 

'I\ ;) : \c:·-~: ·:; -:; -:.. -
\:·~J>·' " . . ,, . 

I • 
c::;..-i 
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RE: Simon Suncoast Comp Plan Amendment, #99532CC~:J'.'.:::~•:u~·r~1Y =~.:: :r:.::vc.?:-,:·::;:':',i'".:' 
Sufficiency Response For Traffic Study 

Dear Matt, 

Attached for distribution is our Sufficiency Response for the transportation study done in support 
of the Comp Plan Amendment for the Simon Suncoast Project. Please include this in your response 
to the County. 

For this Sufficiency Response, we have utilized the updated travel model assignments and level of 
service spreadsheets provided by the Lee County Department of Transportation. The travel model 
assignments and spreadsheets have been updated to reflect the most recent Lee County MPO 2020 
Financially-Feasible Highway Plan update. 

As before, we have concluded that the Project will not cause any roadway segments to fail. In other 
words, there are no segments where the level of service is at or above the standard without the 
Project, but below the standard with the Project. All segments are either at or above the standard 
both with or without the Project, or below the standard, both with and without the Project. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding our sufficiency response. 

Very truly yours, 

R~7~ 
Ronald T. Talone 
RTT:sw 
99532 :Uhle_082J .wpd 

cc: Chris Squires 
Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Frank Scarlati 

Ron Dillon 
Richard Kepley 
Ned Dewhirst 
Mike Roeder 
David S. Plummer 

~ pA zcco - c::x::o~o 
FT. MYERS • CORAL GABLES • FT. LAUDERDALE • BOCA RATON ~ 
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Knott, Consoer, Ebelini 

Hart & Swett, P.A. 
ATTORNEYS-AT - LAW 

Oeo,ge H. Knott • + 
George L Consocr, Jr.•• 
Mark A. Ebdini 

1625 Hendry Street • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O . Box 2449 

Thomas B. Hart 
H. Andrew Swett 

• Bo:ml C.nified Civil T riol Lowycr 
• • Boord C.nific<l R<.al Estate I.JIW)''" 
+ Boor,l C.niflcd Busl=• Utir,adon Lawy,r 

November 2, 2001 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, Director 
Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902 

Fon Mycn, Florida 33902-2449 

Telephone (941) 334-2722 
Telocopier (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@knon-law.com 

Re: Simon Suncoast Plan Amendment 
CPA 2000-30 

Dear Paul: 

Matthew 0 . Uhlc 
Aaron A. Haal< 

Director of 
Zoning and Lo.nd 

Use Planning 
Michael E. Roeder, AlCP 

1
@~0'1?9½?~ ,-.,~- --. I r~.j) I "" ~ ~ --· . ,,/~. (\f ( } V • . 

{ f J Al~ ii V I, (!2./4,,M · . I 
_.,,_~_ l 'd ~l, !J t. lt, :l ,i ·· '-" 

ZOlVXlYG cou:-~-7-~Z1 

Attached please find six (6) copies of the proposed text amendment and supporting 
analysis. As we discussed previously, this will be added on to the previously-filed map 
amendment application and will be subject to the fee required under the old fee 
schedule. 

Sincerely, 

KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, 
HART & SWETT, P.A. 

}fl~~ 
Matthew D. Uhle 

MDU/zw 

Enclosures 

CPA- ZfiC0-(){103O 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT 

AND SUPPORTING ANALYSIS 

The Applicant requests the addition of the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4(c): 

A regional commercial center is permitted in the area in Sections 4 and 9, 
Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is bounded to the West by U.S. 41, 
to the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad track, to the South by Coconut 
Road, and to the North by a line located one-half mile North of Coconut 
Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The parcel affected by this Application is the subject of pending applications for 
a rezoning, a development of regional impact, and a Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
amendment. During the review of these applications, Lee County DOT concluded that the 
portion of Coconut Road that runs East of U.S. 41 would not function as an arterial 
roadway at the time of the project's buildout. There is no dispute that the rezoning 
application will be inconsistent with Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan if this is, in fact, the 
case. 

For reasons contained herein, the Applicant contends that the pertinent segment of 
Coconut Road will unquestionably function as an arterial at the time it is connected to 
Three Oaks Parkway. In an effort to clarify the issue and avoid an unnecessary dispute 
during the hearing process, however, the Applicant has prepared and filed this application 
for an amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4(c). 

MARKETING AND DEMOGRAPHIC ADVANTAGES OF THE SITE 

The Simon Suncoast site is located in the fastest growing portion of Lee County. The 2000 
Census indicates that the population in the area between the Collier County line and 
Alica Road grew 82% between 1990 and 2000. A map showing the population density 
in this area is attached as Exhibit "A." 

The property benefits from its location on US 41, which carries higher volumes of local 
traffic than 1-75, but is only three (3) miles from the nearest interstate interchange. It is 
nearly equidistant (approximately 16 miles) from the Edison and Coastland Malls, which 
are the closest regional centers, and is roughly 13 miles from the Bell Tower and 
Waterside Shops, the two specialty retail centers in the Naples/Fort Myers market. The site 
is, therefore, perfectly centered to serve the market's impressive growth. There are 
approximately 81 active residential projects within five (5) miles of the site. The recent 

CPA 2000-30 
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opening of the Hyatt Regency Coconut Point Resort and Spa on Coconut Road will also 
provide an impetus to additional resort, tourist and residential development in the 
Estero/Bonita Springs area, thus further increasing the demand for the project. 

A graphic setting out in detail the suitability of the property from a marketing 
perspective is attached as Exhibit "B." 

ADEQUACY OF EXISTING AND FUTURE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

See Exhibit "C" attached. 

OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

The overall suitability of the site for a regional commercial center is discussed at 
considerable length in the ADA and the application for the !FLUM amendment. In a 
nutshell, some of the relevant facts are: 

1. The property is surrounded by collector and arterial roads and approved 
developments at urban densities and intensities; 

2. The growth rate for Estero has far outstripped both expectations and the rate for 
the County as a whole, as shown by building permit data which was included in 
the map amendment application; 

3. The project will have access to public water and sewer facilities; 

4. A Lee Tran route currently runs past the property on U.S. 41; 

5. The amount of environmentally sensitive lands on the site is very limited; and 

6. The demand for an additional regional center in the Estero area has already been 
established by the approval of the Gulf Coast Towne Center. 

LEE PLAN CONSISTENCY 

The proposed regional center is consistent with several provisions of the pending 
Estero Community plan amendment, including sections relating to public participation, 
the need for a true town center with public meeting places, and adequate public facilities. 
The representative for the Steering Committee for the Estero Plan testified during an LPA 
hearing on the Plan that the scale of the Simon Suncoast project was consistent with the 
vision statement for the area. 

The Applicant, as noted above, contends that the project is consistent with the 

2 CPA 2000-30 
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current version of Lee Plan Policy 6.1.2.4 and that the requested amendment is nothing 
more than a clarification of the existing plan. The amendment is also consistent with the 
following additional Plan provisions: 

1. Policy 1.1,4: Regional centers are permitted in the Urban Community FLUM 
category, which has been requested in a separate plan amendment application. 

2. Objective 2.1: Given the location of the property in close proximity to numerous 
existing and approved urban-style developments, most notably The Brooks, the 

. approval of a regional center on the subject parcel will promote a contiguous and 
compact growth pattern. 

3. Objective 2.2: As noted throughout the various applications, the proposed 
regional center will have access to adequate public facilities. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Goal 4: The regional center will be part of a large mixed-use development. 

Policy 5.1 .5: The subject property does not directly abut any existing residential 
uses, as it is separated from The Brooks by a railroad line. 

Policy 6.1.4: As noted throughout the various application documents, the project 
will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be served by 
adequate public facilities. 

Policy 6.1.7: As noted above, the project is a large-scale, mixed-use, infill 
development. 

3 CPA 2000-30 
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RESPONSE TO POPULATION QUESTION 

1U) I J>\ . 
SEP 21 2001 

COIVJMUNTI Y 

E.1. As noted in the original submittal, the applicant has not attempted to amend the current 

version of the 2020 Planning Communities Acreage Table because the existing allocations are 

sufficient to accommodate both the residential and commercial components of the project. 

In the absence of a request to add acres to the table, the amendment has no impact 

whatsoever on the established Lee County population projections. 

The applicant has reviewed the data and analysis which accompanies PAM/T 99-20, 

which has been recommended for approval by the LPA, but which has not been transmitted 

by the Board of County Commissioners as of the date of the writing of this document. The 

proposed allocation of commercial acres for the new Estero Planning Community (1,379 acres) 

is more than adequate to accommodate the Simon Suncoast Project. The residential 

allocation of 327 acres, however, to the Urban Community FLUM category in the Estero 

Planning Community will leave the residential portion of the project with a deficit, the precise 

amount of which cannot be determined at this time, since the project is in its early stages, and 

the County's 2020 acreage methodology is extremely complex. It should not, however, 

exceed 100 acres. 

In light of the buildout period for the project and the county's commitment to readdress the 

allocation in the Evaluation and Appraisal Report process, the applicant has decided that it is 

unnecessary to request additional residential acres as part of this plan amendment. The 

-1-
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applicant would note, however, that Page 31 of the analysis supporting PAM/T99-20 identified 

a "unit bank" of 13,825 units which could be used to eliminate the deficit today without 

increasing the residential capacity of the FLUM. Many of these units have been allocated to 

projects in non-urban areas which do not have any development approvals to date. The 

proposed 1,600 unit reduction in size of the Brooks could also have the effect of freeing up 

units and acres for Simon Suncoast. 

-2-



SOUTHW E ST F LORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Direct Dial Number: __________ _ 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Donald D. Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@) Recycled Paper 

October 15, 2001 

Knott, Consoer, et al 
Attn: Matt Uhle 
1625 Hendry Street, Ste. 301 
Ft. Myers, FL 33901 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI 
DRl2000-00015 

Dear Mr. Uhle: 

479-8585 

Please accept this correspondence as a follow up to your email last Friday, requesting a 
hearing schedule for the Simon Suncoast ORI. The proposed schedule is below: 

1. Presentation of the Lee Plan amendment to the LPA is scheduled for November 
26, 2001. 

2. With the LPA hearing scheduled for November 26th, a BOCC transmittal 
hearing could occur mid to late December if the Board of County 
Commissioners can convene at that time. 

3. If the Board transmittal occurs in December, then the County will take 
appropriate action to schedule the Hearing Examiner hearing for January 30th. 

4. The County does not control Regional Planning Council (RPC) scheduling. 
Therefore, we ask that you please contact the RPC regarding the proposed 
date. The later the RPC date, the more difficult it will be to draft a ORI 
development order in a timely manner. Therefore, depending on the RPC date, 
the zoning hearing may have to be continued to incorporate any RPC 
recommendation. 

Please note that a delay at any point in the schedule as outlined above, will result in a hearing 
delay. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please give me a call. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
/' 

q
0
r\._ ,,,____, / ; G~J 

,_____.,,· I" 
I 

Mary Gibbs, AICP 
Director 

[MG/cb) 

cc: Mike Pavese 
Dawn Lehnert 
Matt Noble 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941 ) 335-2 111 
I nterget.§!r:J_cj r,~,'/J_ h,tJg://www.lee-county.com 

U:1200108\DRl20000.001\5\pu9>.\1!3~f!filWi_C P,)!ic'.'J\lffimfryVAfFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



George H. Knott *+ 
George L Consoer, Jr.** 
Mark A. Ebelini 
Thomas B. Hart 
H. Andrew Swett 

* Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 
•• Board Certified Real Estate Lawyer 
+ Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

October 4, 2001 

Mr. Matt Noble 

Knott, Consoer, Ebelini 
Hart & Swett, P.A. 

ATTORNE Y S - AT - LAW 

1625 Hendry Street • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O . Box 2449 

Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Telephone (941) 334-2722 
Telecopier (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@knott-law.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast Plan Amendment/Response to Sufficiency Questions 

Dear Matt: 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Aaron A. Haak 

Director of 
Zoning and Land 

Use Planning 
Michael E. Roeder, AICP 

We have previously responded to portions of your July 24th sufficiency letter. Please 
consider the following to be our response to the July 24th letter. 

Part Ill of the application 

B. The application has provided figures for the acreage of the property within each 
existing Future Land Use category. The application lists the total acreage within the 
Wetlands Future Land Use category as 50.79. Staff is unable to confirm these 
figures. According to staff's calculations, there are approximately 27 acres in the 
Wetlands Future Land Use category on the property. Please clarify this discrepancy. 
Also, please confirm the Wetland figures by providing a signed copy of the 
Wetlands Jurisdictional Verification from the South Florida Water Management 
District. 

The 50.79 acres makes up both wetlands and existing surface waters. Actual 
acreage of existing wetlands is 36.23 acres. The proposed conservation area for 
the project is 32.7 acres. Please see SFWMD Permit #36-00298-S for permitted 
wetland/conservation area. 



Mr. Matt Noble 
Lee County Division of Planning 
October 4, 2001 

Part IV of the application 

A.3 Item A.3 of the plan amendment application requires a map and description of the 
existing land uses within the subject property and surrounding properties. Staff has 
located the map of existing uses, but is unable to locate any narrative description 
of the existing land uses. Please provide a description of the existing land uses for 
the subject property and surrounding properties, providing details on the name of 
the development and the density or intensity of the existing uses. 

See revised Exhibit A.3 (Existing Uses Map-provided previously) and attached 
narrative. 

A.4 This item ties in with A.3 above. The application requires a map and description 
of the existing zoning for the subject property and surrounding properties. The map 
was provided, but the description appears to be missing. Please provide a 
description of the surrounding zoning, including the name of the development, 
zoning resolution numbers, types of uses approved, and what density or intensity 
is approved under the current zoning. 

See revised Exhibit A.3 (Existing Uses Map-provided previously) and attached 
narrative. 

A.5 Staff finds a minor problem with the submitted legal description for the subject 
parcel. The acreage shown in the legal does not match (482.421 versus 483.138) 
the acreage figure in Part 111.B. Please correct or clarify the discrepancy. 

The correct overall acreage for the project is 482.4 acres. See revised legal 
description (provided previously). 

B.2 The application does not include a sufficient existing and future conditions analysis 
for sanitary sewer, potable water, surface water/drainage basins, and parks and 
recreation. Item B.2 of the application specifically states that this analysis should 
include the following: 
• Franchise area, basin, or district in which the property is located; 
• Current LOS, and LOS standard of facilities serving the site; 
• Projected 2020 LOS under existing designation; 
• Projected 2020 LOS under proposed designation; 
• Improvements/expansions currently programmed in 5 year CIP, 6-10 year 

CIP, and long range improvements; and 

2 



Mr. Matt Noble 
Lee County Division of Planning 
October 4, 2001 

• Anticipated revIsIons to the Community Facilities and Services Element 
and/or Capital Improvements Element. 

Please revise Item 8.2 to incorporate the required analysis. 

See revised Items B.2(a), (b) and (c) (provided previously). 

8.3.b Please provide the required letter from Lee County EMS. 

See attached letter. 

8.3.d Please provide the required letter from the appropriate solid waste provider. 

This letter will be provided under separate cover. 

8.3.e Please provide the required letter from Lee Tran. 

Provided previously. 

D.2 Please provide a map showing the subject property location on the archeological 
sensitivity map for Lee County. 

See archeological map (provided previously). 

E.1 Item E.1 of the application requires a discussion of how the proposed amendment 
affects established Lee County population projections. this discussion is missing 
from the application. Please provide the required discussion. 

The application has not addressed any potential changes to the Lee Plan 2020 
allocations. The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning 
Community, but will be located in the new Estero Planning Community upon 
adoption of the pending plan amendment PAM/T 99-20. The Bonita Springs 
Plannning Community allocations are provided in the current version of the lee 
Plan. The new Estero allocations are provided in the staff report for PAM/T 99-20. 
The proposed amendment could necessitate changes to the Residential allocations 
for the Urban Community and Rural land use categories. It could also necessitate 
changes to the commercial allocations. 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 
327 acres allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use 
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Mr. Matt Noble 
Lee County Division of Planning 
October 4, 2001 

category in the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, approximately 
100 acres will be available for residential development. There will also be 1,379 
acres allocated for commercial development in the new Estero Planning 
Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will be available for commercial 
development. Please discuss how the proposed amendment will impact the 2020 
acreage al locations. 

See response to population question (provided previously). 

G. Item G of the plan amendment application requires justification for the proposed 
plan amendment based upon sound planning principles, and that the justification 
be supported with adequate data and analysis. The application has not provided 
sufficient justification for the proposed land use map change. Please synthesize the 
factors that support the requested amendment. What factors point to a need for 
additional urban land in Lee County, and more specifically, in the new Estero 
Planning Community? Also, will the proposed amendment help to further any 
particular Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Lee Plan? (this analysis should be 
different from the Lee Plan consistency analysis provided in "Document E" of the 
application materials). 

See response to Urban Land question (provided previously). 

DOT Question 

See letter (with exhibits) from Ron Talone (provided previously). 

Sincerely, 

KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, HART & SWETT, P.A. 

71~~ 
Matthew D. Uhle 
MDU/zw 
Enclosures 
cc: Ned Dewhirst 

Tom Schneider 
Chris Squires 
Ron Dillon 
Ron Talone 
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SIMON SURROUNDING USES 

East - The Brooks, a residential golf course community on 2,492 acres, approved for 3,600 
dwelling units and 120,000 sq. ft. of commercial in a town center. (There are four MPD 
zoned parcels totalling 23.25 acres adjacent to US 41 to the East that are a portion of The 
Brooks, comprising office and private health center.) 

South - An existing 53.0± acre industrial park zoned IL, and the Bonita Steak House 
Restaurant on a 3.0 acre site zoned CG (from Property Appraiser GIS mapping database). 

West (from South to North): 

1. Pelican Landing, a 2,373 ± acre planned community zoned RPD/CPD and approved 
by Resolution #Z-97-073 (1997 version of DO) for 4,400 residential units, 461,050 
sq. ft . of retail commercial, 245,000 sq. ft. of office commercial, 50,000 sq. ft. 
conference center, and 750 hotel rooms; 

2. A 46.36 acre site zoned MPD on the NW corner of Coconut Road and US 41 
approved by Resolution Z-98-075 for 250,000 sq. ft. of retail/commercial, 50,000 
sq. ft . of office use, and 200,000 sq. ft. of light industrial (alternatively to light 
industrial, 144 multiple family dwelling units); 

3. An 11.32 acre parcel zoned AG-2, as noted on Property Appraiser GIS mapping 
database; 

4. Two CPD zoned parcels totalling 13.47 ± acres approved for 130,500 sq. ft. of 
commercial by Resolution #Z-00-010, currently grazing land; 

5. 10.54 acres zoned AG-2, as noted on Property Appraiser GIS mapping database; 

6. The 24.2 acre Estero Greens site, approved by Resolution #Z-97-050 for 100,000 
sq. ft. of retail, and 129,000 sq. ft. of office uses; 

7. The 7.23 acre site being developed for a new Albertson's anchored strip center; 

8. The 4.99 acre site of the West Bay Club Sales Center; and 

9. To the West of the above uses is the community of Fountain Lakes, which has 900 
residential dwelling units. 

North - a vacant 15.29 acre AG-2 zoned parcel, as noted on the Property Appraiser GIS 
mapping database. 

The information compiled above is derived from Planned Development 
Zoning Resolutions, ORI Development Orders and County GIS. 



George H. Knott *+ 
George L Consoer, Jr.** 
Mark A Ebelini 
Thomas B. Hart 
H. Andrew Swett 

• Board Certi fied Civil Trial Lawyer 
•• Board Certified Real Estate Lawyer 
+ Board Certified Business Litigation La\vyer 

October 3, 2001 

Mr. Michael Pavese 

Knott, Consoer, Ebelini 
Hart & Swett, P.A. 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 Hendry Street • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O. Box 2449 

Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Telephone (941) 334-2722 
Telecopier (941) 334-1446 

Muhle@knott-law.com 

Lee County Division of Development Services 
P.O. Box 398 
Ft. Myers, FL 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI/Proposed Schedule 

Dear Mike: 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Aaron A. Haak 

Director of 
Zoning· and Land 

Use Planning 
Michael E. Roeder, AlCP 

We are aware that the schedule we proposed previously is unattainable at this point. 
Based on the applicable statutes, my clients' interests, and your previously-expressed 
concerns regarding the amount of time required between the plan amendment transmittal 
hearing and the Hearing Examiner proceeding on the ORI and the zoning, we would 
propose the following, and will grant the necessary statutory ~aivers to make it possible: 

1. The LPA hearing on the plan amendment will take place in October; 

2. The BOCC transmittal hearing on the plan amendment will occur in early 
or mid-November; 

3. The RPC hearing on the ORI will be held on the regular date in November; 
and 

4. The Hearing Examiner hearing will be scheduled for an appropriate day in 
early or mid-January. 

My clients have also indicated that they would like to meet with you and representatives 
of the Division of Planning to discuss the square footage issue on October 18. 



Mr. Michael Pavese 
October 3, 2001 
Page 2 

Please let me know as soon as possible if this schedule is satisfactory. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, HART & SWETT, P.A. 

rY/J+., ~ 
Matthew D. Uhle 

cc: Matt Noble 

, ' 
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Dawn Lehnert, Esq. 
Mary Gibbs 
David Burr 
Dan Trescott 
Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 
Ned Dewhirst 
Ron Talone 

C: r-• 

(.J -. 
I :( I 

I 

< 

-· I 

,_. 

.. ' 
·' 

.,, 

2 



~~ 
~ LEE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Planning Division Director 

David Loveland, Manager, Transportation Planning ~l., 

October 3, 2001 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

We have reviewed the "Sufficiency Response For Traffic Study" prepared by David 
Plummer & Associates dated August 24, 2001, and we disagree with their conclusion that 
no roadway segments will fail because of the project. We utilized the updated Lee 
County 2020 travel model assignments and determined that there are potential problems 
on four roadway segments. 

Two of the segments, on Sandy Lane and Ben Hill Griffin Parkway, would be considered 
failing if the model volumes were adjusted to peak season, peak hour conditions using the 
adjustment factors from the permanent count stations previously assumed by staff for 
long range level of service analysis. However, in the Simon Suncoast DRI other DOT 
planning staff members had allowed this same consultant to use different permanent 
count stations to adjust the volumes for those two segments (PCS 25 for Sandy Lane and 
PCS 15 for Ben Hill Griffin Parkway). The use of the different adjustment factors leads 
to the conclusion that the segments would be operating at an acceptable level of service 
in the future. 

Two segments on US 41, from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos Boulevard and from 
San Carlos Boulevard to Alico Road, are also projected to fail in 2020 with the Simon 
Suncoast project. The consultant has attempted to revise the service volumes (capacities) 
for these segments by applying a higher g/c ratio, in an attempt to show the segments at 
an acceptable level of service. This approach is not acceptable to DOT staff. 

As noted in Policy 22.1.2 of the Lee Plan, the generalized service volumes developed by 
Lee DOT staff are to be used for future year analyses, and the determination of the 
appropriate service volumes to use is to be made by DOT staff. Because the calculation 
of route specific service volumes is so heavily dependent on existing geometrics, signal 
timing and signal spacing, and those variables are subject to considerable change over 
time, the more generalized service volumes calculated from County-wide averaged data 
are most appropriate for future evaluations. The consultant's approach represents a spot 

\\LCFNW04\DA TA\SHARED\DOT\DOCUMENT\LOVELAND\Compplan\Simon Suncoast Sufficiency Response Memo 1.doc 



Paul O'Connor, Planning Division Director 
October 3, 2001 
Page 2 

adjustment in an attempt to make an identified problem go away. It is unacceptable for 
the following reasons: 

(1) The consultant assumes that the g/c ratio at the signalized intersections on US 41 
will be the same in the future as current conditions; 

(2) The consultant has no real basis for his assumed g/c ratio for any new signals on 
us 41; 

(3) The g/c ratio represents just one variable of many in the service volume 
calculation - if an adjustment is to be made, then all variables should be revisited. 
In fact, some variables are directly related, i.e. assuming a higher g/c ratio should 
result in a lower assumed % turns from exclusive lanes; 

( 4) Just revising the service volumes for two segments out of all that are impacted by 
the project creates an inconsistency in the evaluation process. 

For the purposes of this analysis, the generalized service volumes should be used without 
adjustment. 

DML/mlb 

cc: Dawn Perry-Lehnert 
Donna Marie Collins 
AndyGetch 
Mike Pavese 
Ken Heatherington 
DRI File 
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SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 
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Andrew W. Coy 
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County Manager 
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@ Recycled Paper 

September 19, 2001 

Mr. Michael Roeder 
Hum:Qhrey & Knott, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2449 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Re: Written Determination of Adequaq from EMS services 
Simon Suncoast ORI - Williams ana Coconut Roads 

Dear Mr. Roeder: 

I have reviewed your letter faxed to me on September 12, 2001. Please be 
advised that the current and planned budgetary projections for additional EMS 
resources should adequately address any increased demand for service from 
persons occupying this parcel or any support facilities . 

If you would like to discuss this further, please call me at the above referenced 
number. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DIY)J~O~ OF PU 

~c.r-r~· 
H.C. "Chris" Hansen 
EMS Program Manager 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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Matthew Uhle, Esq. 
Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street, Ste. 301 
Fort Myers, FL.33901 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI 
DRl2000-00015 
File LU-1979.A. 

Dear Matt: 

To date the County has not received the necessary submittal information 
regarding the Comp Plan Amendment applicable to the Simon Suncoast ORI. As 
indicated in the County's August 9, 2001 correspondence, this submittal is a necessary 
precedent to going forward with the hearing in November. 

In accordance with the above, please be advised that the schedule outlined in 
the County's August 9, 2001 letter is no longer obtainable. Therefore, once the 
application for the ORI ADA and the Lee Plan Amendment are sufficient, we will need 
to revisit the scheduling issue once again. 

Should you have any questions concerning the above, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 

With kind regards, I am 

DPL:pr 
cc: Mary Gibbs, Director, DCD 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Dawn E. Perry-Lehnert 
Assistant County Attorney 

Mike Pavese, Development Services 
Pam Houck, Development Services 
Andy Getch, DOT 
Kim Trebatoski, Planning 
Ken Heatherington, Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
David Burr, Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

@ Recycled Pap~:ILUIDPLIDPLLTR\Simon Suncoast-Uhl/.Wl,ffQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



MEMORANDUM 

from the 

TRANSIT DIVISION 

DATE: August 31, 2001 

\o'.\"\,\-Jo"\~ 

To: Paul O'Connor, Director 

Division of Planning 

FROM: Darren R. Brugmann ~ 
Transit Planner 

RE: CPA 2000-30 Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated 
Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment 

Lee Tran has reviewed your letter of June 22, 2001 regarding the referenced project. 

Future development such as this could generate ridership at that location, we therefore, 
would like to request that Lee Tran have the opportunity, if this property is developed, to 
examine the location for additional transit amenities. 

I can be reached at 277-5012 ext. 2233 if you have any questions. 

S:I WPDOCSIMEMOSlsimonsuncoast. wpd 



Estero FIRE RESCUE 
19850 Breckenridge Drive, Suite A 

Estero, Florida 33928 

Phone: (941) 947-FIRE (3473) 

July 30, 2001 

Mr. Paul O'Connor 
P.O. Box398 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 

Dear Mr. O'Conner: 

web site: http://www.esterofire.org 

Fax: (941) 947-9538 

We would like to bring to the attention of Lee County the needs of Estero Fire Rescue (EFR) 
pursuant to the proposed Simon Suncoast Regional Mall. 

In preparation of Simon's submission to the Regional Planning we were asked if we could 
provide fire and rescue services to the proposed project. EFR responded that we could provide 
service to that site if provided a parcel of land of about 1 acre on which we could build a fire 
rescue station. 

It is our understanding that Simon has submitted their proposal with a site identified for use as a 
fire rescue facility. It is imperative that this be a stipulation of granting approval along with a 
requirement to close the transaction with EFR within a reasonable period of time following 
approval of the DRI, preferably within 30 days of approval. 

Should you have further questions please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

j)~/J!/~ 
DENNIS J. ME~;~ 
Fire Chief 
DJM/llc 
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY 
2055 CENTRAL AVENUE• FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33901-3916 • (941) 334-1102 

KATHERINE B • R E N 
CHAIRMAN • DI STR ICT 4 

TERRI K. \NAMPLER 

VICE CH A IRMAN • DI STRICT 1 

..J EANNE S. OO Z I E R 
DISTR I CT 2 

..J A NEE. KucKEL, PH.D. 
DISTR I CT 3 

LI SA POCKRU S 

DISTR IC T 5 

July 24, 2001 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, AICP, Director 
Lee County Division of Planning 
P. 0 . Box 398 
Ft. Myers, FL 33902-0398 

BRUCE H AR T ER, PH.0 . 
SUPERINTENDENT 

K E I T H B . MARTIN 

B • ARD ATTORNEY 

Re: Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment, CPA 
2000-30 

Dear Mr. O'Connor: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment for a regional mall located offU. S. 41 and Williams Road in Estero for 
impacts to the Lee County School District. This proposed development is in the South 
Region of the District, south ofEstero High School. Based on the proposed maximum 
total of 2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment 
from Rural to Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the 
proposal could generate up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses a 
generation rate of .31 students per dwelling unit. This would create the need for 
approximately one new school in the system, encompassing the entire requisite staff, 
transportation costs, and core facilities. In addition, it has been well documented that 
Regional Mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and employment 
opportunities that will also contribute to further growth in the Lee County School District 
system. 

The schools in this region that would serve this development are operating at or above 
permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent student capacity 
levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The growth 
generated by this development will require either the addition of permanent student and 
auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal 
impact on the District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current 
District budget, the fiscal operating impact would be $5,907 per Full Time Equivalent 
(FTE) student, or up to $ 5,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction 
costs. Clearly, this project needs to mitigate its anticipated public school impacts. While 

SimonPlanAmend7-24-0 I .doc 
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local officials are presently contemplating a school impact fee, it alone would not offset 
these public costs created by the land use plan change from Rural to Urban Community. 

Furthermore, the applicant states that the project's Town Center could "incorporate a 
number of public uses, including a site for a fire station. It will be a "town center" in every 
possible sense. As such, to create a true town center, the Lee County School District 
would respectfully request that a public school site of up to five acres be donated to the 
District to offset these anticipated impacts created by the plan amendment. In light of the 
magnitude of this project and the District's lack of infrastructure in this area, a five acre 
school site is the minimum the District could use for a facility serving this area. Without 
this school site, the District is concerned about the project meeting the Development 
Timing objective and policies in the Lee Plan, a necessary issue to address in seeking the 
plan amendment from Rural to Urban Community, without such a land donation. The 
applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to donating a 1.5 acre site to 
the Lee County School District. Unfortunately, this size site would not enable the district 
to provide any type of meaningful facility to the community. We would therefore 
respectfully request the five acre school site to accommodate growing needs in this 
community, and needs that will clearly be accelerated by such an impact-inducing project 
as a Regional Mall and its concurrent residential, commercial, and institutional uses 
planned by the developer at this site. 

Please note that, as previously stated in our DRI response, the Lee County School District 
remains very concerned about the impact the proposed project will have on the nearby 
Estero High School, traffic congestion on Williams Road, River Ranch and Three Oaks 
Parkway. At this time there are often significant bottlenecks for school bus traffic, 
parents, teachers, and school visitors on these various roadways, and a project of this 
magnitude will only serve to exacerbate this issue. 

In addition, the Lee County School District remains concerned with compatibility of the 
regional mall with regard to traffic, safety issues, and ancillary uses with Estero High 
School, and would like to ensure proper buffering, traffic signalization, roadway 
improvements, safety markings, lighting, community policing, and so on are in place in 
compliance with the Lee Plan. These are community issues that need to be addressed as 
well. 

According to an analysis prepared by the Lee County DOT, Williams Road and River 
Ranch Road are both significantly impacted by the proposed mall project. The 2000 Lee 
County Traffic Count Report indicates an existing AADT of 3,100 on Williams Road and 
3,000 on River Ranch Road. Based on the FSUTMS analysis with the project (with Three 
Oaks Parkway extension completed to Coconut Road), Williams Road would have an 
AADT of 11,500 and River Ranch Road would have an AADT of 10,200. This is a 
271 % increase in traffic on Williams Road, and a 240% traffic increase on River Ranch 
Road. These roads are plainly not built to withstand this type of impact. Williams Road 
and River Ranch Road are estimated to operate at Level of Service 11D 11 with the project in 
the weekday P .M. peak hour. Of the total volume assigned by FSUTMS, approximately 

SimonPlanAmend7-24-0l .doc 



75 percent or about 7,500 AADT would use Williams Road and River Ranch Road to go 
to the Simon Suncoast project. 

However, in the comparative analysis without Three Oaks Parkway, the total 
AADT with the Simon Suncoast project assigned by FSUTMS to Williams Road 
and River Ranch Road increases to 16,500 AADT. This includes 7,700 daily Simon 
Suncoast trips. Based on the methodology to convert this average daily volume to P.M. 
peak hour directional volume, Williams Road and River Ranch Road will function at a 
level of service 11E 11 with the total volume near the maximum service volume. In fact, 
Simon Suncoast or school events occurring in off-peak hours may generate volumes of 
traffic such that Williams Road could exceed maximum service volume for LOS "E". 

While newly planned improvements to Three Oaks Parkway, the extension of Williams 
Road to Three Oaks Parkway, and a new Sandy Lr.ne Extension are all expected to help 
reduce traffic on River Ranch and Williams Road, it would appear that substantial 
improvements to the two laned Williams Road would be needed along with signalization. 
Therefore, the Lee County School District strongly supports and requests the four-laning 
of Williams Road as a minimum improvement to offset these substantial impacts that this 
project will clearly have on the Estero High School and surrounding neighborhood traffic 
situation. The District's transportation experts as well as the Principal ofEstero High 
School also back up these sentiments. Your assistance in this matter would be greatly 
appreciated. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If I may be of further assistance, please call . 

Sincerely, 

u., 

Stephanie Keyes, Facilities Planner 
Construction Services 

cc: Tyler F. Patak, NCft ...... 1U3, Director 
Mr. William Rumbaugh, Director, Support Services 
Dan Trescott, Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
Dr. Fred Bode, Principal, Estero High School 

SimonPlanAmend7-24-0 1.doc 
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J:JL 2 7 2000 Jolin]. Mc~oU9alI 
v 'ce of tJie Sfierijf -•.. State of Fforida 

County of Lee 

July 24, 2000 

Kimley-Hom 
and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRl 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Emily Hollis: 

Due to severe budget constraints coupled with the growth of the county, my 
office operates at full capacity. It is policy of the Lee County Sheriff's 
Office to support community growth and we will do everything possible to 
accommodate the law enforcement needs. 

We anticipate that we will receive the reasonable and necessary funding to 
support growth in demand. We therefore believe that the Lee County 
Sheriff's Office will be able to serve your project as it builds out. 

Sincerely, 

< 7 ::9k..?2-??P--~~ 
John J. McDougall U 

•, 

~ 
J9,',.!-- --~~ 
,'f~:&f...__., 
i~•·~~; .... ~:.a:-•t,/,1, 
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U fi • 

Sheriff of Lee County 

Copy: File 

14750 Six Mile Cypress Parkway • Fort Myers, Florida 33912-4406 • (941) 332-3456 



COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 
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Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny July 24, 2001 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Donald D. Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recyded Paper 

Mr. Matthew D. Uhle 
Humphrey & Knott, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street, Suite 301 
Fort Myers, Florida 33901 

RE: CPA 2000-30, Simon Suncoast Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment 

Dear Mr. Uhle 

The Planning Division has reviewed your application for the above-referenced Future Land Use 
Map amendment, and finds that additional information is needed before the application may 
be found sufficient for review. 

The following applies to Part III of the application: 

B. The application has provided figures for the acreage of the property within each 
existing Future Land Use category. The application lists the total acreage within 
the Wetlands Future Land Use category as 50.79. Staff is unable to confirm these 
figures . According to staffs calculations, there are approximately 27 acres in the 
Wetlands Future Land Use category on the property. Please clarify this 
discrepancy. Also, please confirm the Wetland figures by providing a signed copy 
of the Wetlands Jurisdictional Verification from the South Florida Water 
Management District. 

The following comments pertain to Part IV of the application: 

A. 3. 

A. 4. 

Item A.3 of the plan amendment application requires a map and description of the 
existing land uses within the subject property and surrounding properties. Staff has 
located the map of existing uses, but is unable to locate any narrative description 
of the existing land uses. Please provide a description of the existing land uses for 
the subject property and surrounding properties, providing details on the name of 
the development and the density or intensity of the existing uses. 

This item ties in with A.3 above. The application requires a map and description 
of the existing zoning for the subject property and surrounding properties. The map 
was provided, but the description appears to be missing. Please provide a 
description of the surrounding zoning, including the name of the development, 
zoning resolution numbers, types of uses approved, and what density or intensity 
is approved under the current zoning. 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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CPA 2000-30 July 24, 2001 
Insufficiency Letter Page 2 of 3 

A. 5. Staff finds a minor problem with the submitted legal description for the subject 
parcel. The acreage shown in the legal does not match (482.421 versus 483.138) 
the acreage figure in Part III.B. Please correct or clarify the discrepancy. 

B.2. The application does not include a sufficient existing and future conditions analysis 
for sanitary sewer, potable water, surface water/drainage basins, and parks and 
recreation. Item B.2 of the application specifically states that this analysis should 
include the following: 

B.3.b. 

B.3.d 

B.3.e 

D.2. 

E.l. 

• Franschise area, basin, or district in which the property is located; 
• Current LOS, and LOS standard of facilities serving the site; 
• Projected 2020 LOS under existing designation; 
• Projected 2020 LOS under proposed designation; 
• Improvements/expansions currently programmed in 5 year CIP, 6-10 year CIP, and 

long range improvements; and 
• Anticipated revisions to the Community Facilities and Services Element and/or 

Capital Improvements Element 

Please revise Item B.2 to incorporate the required analysis. 

Please provide the required letter from Lee County EMS. 

Please provide the required letter from the appropriate solid waste provider. 

Please provide the required letter from Lee Tran. 

Please provide a map showing the subject property location on the archeological 
sensitivity map for Lee County. 

Item E.1 of the application requires a discussion of how the proposed amendment 
affects established Lee County population projections. This discussion is missing 
from the application. Please provide the required discussion. 

The application has not addressed any potential changes to the Lee Plan 2020 
allocations. The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning 
Community, but will be located in the new Estero Planning Community upon 
adoption of the pending plan amendment P AMIT 99-20. The Bonita Springs 
Planning Community allocations are provided in the current version of the Lee 
Plan. The new Estero allocations are provided in the staff report for P AMIT 99-20. 
The proposed amendment could necessitate changes to the Residential allocations 
for the Urban Community and Rural land use categories. It could also necessitate 
changes to the commercial allocations. 



CPA 2000-30 
Insufficiency Letter 

July 24, 2001 
Page 3 of 3 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 
327 acres allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use 
category in the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, 
approximately 100 acres will be available for residential development. There will 
also be 1,379 acres allocated for commercial development in the new Estero 
Planning Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will be available for 
commercial development. Please discuss how the proposed amendment will 
impact the 2020 acreage allocations. 

G. Item G of the plan amendment application requires justification for the proposed 
plan amendment based upon sound planning principles, and that the justification 
be supported with adequate data and analysis. The application has not provided 
sufficient justification for the proposed land use map change. Please synthesize the 
factors that support the requested amendment. What factors point to a need for 
additional urban land in Lee County, and more specifically, in the new Estero 
Planning Community? Also, will the proposed amendment help to further any 
particular Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Lee Plan? (this analysis should be 
different from the Lee Plan consistency analysis provided in "Document E" of the 
application materials) 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM OTHER STAFF REVIEWERS 

Lee County Department of Transportation has reviewed the application materials and provided 
written sufficiency comments. A memo from DOT dated July 6, 2001 has been attached to this 
letter. Please address the concerns outlined in this correspondence. 

If I can b~ of any assistance or if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 
479-8585 . 

Sincerely, 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DIVISION OF PLANNING 

Matthew A. Noble, AICP 
Principal Planner 

Attachments: DOT memo dated July 6, 2001 

cc: Planningjile: CPA2000-30 
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Rule 9J-2.048, F.A.C. 

FLORIDA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE ANNOTATED 
TITLE 9. DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

SUBTITLE 9J. DIVISION OF RESOURCE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 
CHAPTER 9J-2. RULES OF PROCEDURE AND PRACTICE PERTAINING TO 

DEVELOPMENTS OF REGIONAL IMP ACT 
PART III. DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT UNIFORM STANDARD RULES 

' ' ' Rule 9J-2.048 Adequate Housing Uniform Standard Rule. 

1 ~ ' 
(1) Purpose. This rule establishes how the Department will evaluate adequate housing issues in 

the review of applications for binding letters, local government development orders, and DRI 
applications for development approval (ADA). 

(a) The Legislature established Chapter 380, Florida Statutes, to facilitate orderly and well­
planned development and protect the health, welfare and quality of life of the residents of this 
state, by authorizing the state land planning agency to establish land management policies to 
guide local decisions relating to growth and development. Sections 186.002, 186.007, 186.009, 
186.021, 187.101, 380.031, and 380.07, Florida Statutes, establish the State Comprehensive Plan 
and the State Land Development Plan as long- range, state land development policy guides to be 

. considered in the DRI review process in order to ensure orderly growth in Florida, pursuant to 
Subsections 380.06(3), (4), (12), (13), (14), (15), (25), and 380.065(3), Florida Statutes. 

(b) Consistent with the land management policies delineated in the State Comprehensive Plan 
and the State Land Development Plan, it is the intent of the Department to set forth in this rule 
the specific adequate housing DRI review guideline standards and criteria to be utilized to 
implement the provisions of Section 380.021, Paragraphs 380.06(4)(a), (b), (d), (e), and (f), 
Subparagraph 380.06(8)(a)l 1., Subparagraphs 380.06(12)(a)l ., 2., and 3., Subsection 380.06(13), 
Paragraphs 380.06(14)(a), (c), and (d), Paragraph 380.06(15)(c), Paragraphs 380.06(19)(a), (b), 
(c), and (e), Subparagraph 380.06(19)(£)6., Paragraphs 380.06(19)(g) and (h), Subsection 
380.06(21), Subsection 380.06(22), Subsection 380.06(25), Subsection 380.06(26), Paragraph 
380.06(27)(d), Paragraphs 380.065(3)(b) and (c), and Section 380.07, Florida Statutes. 

( c) The statutory authority to promulgate and establish this rule is derived from Subsections 
380.032(2) and 380.06(23), Florida Statutes. 

(2) Definitions. As used in this rule: 

(a) "Adequate Housing" means housing that is available for occupancy and that is not 
substandard. 

(b) "Adequate Housing Demand" means the projected number of adequate housing units 
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necessary to accommodate the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee 
households. 

(c) "Adequate Housing Need" means the projected number of adequate housing units necessary 
to accommodate the development's very low, low, and moderate income households which will 
not be provided in a timely manner on the development site, or which will be unavailable within 
a reasonably accessible distance of the development site. 

I ( d) "Adequate Housing Su~ply" means the existing numbe! of adequate housing units • 
affordable to the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households that 

~ are currently available for oc~upancy, not substandard and v.:hich are reasonably accessible !o the 
- development site. 

( e) "Affordable housing" means a situation where monthly rents or monthly mortgage payments 
for housing, including taxes, insurance and utilities, do not exceed 30 percent of the gross annual 
income of the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households. 

(f) "Applicable Local Plan" or "Local government comprehensive plan" means a plan or 
element or portion thereof prepared, adopted, or amended pursuant to Part II of Chapter 163, 
Florida Statutes, as amended. 

(g) "Applicable Regional Plan" means the Regional Planning Council's adopted 
Comprehensive Regional Policy Plan prior to the adoption of a Strategic Regional Policy Plan 
pursuant to Section 186.508, F.S., and thereafter means an adopted Strategic Regional Policy 
Plan. 

(h) "Applicable State Plan" means the State Comprehensive Plan and the State Land 
Development Plan. 

(i) "Available for occupancy housing" means housing that is either for sale or for rent on an 
annual basis, includes a kitchen and bathroom within the unit, and that can accommodate and be 
affordable to the people seeking to inhabit it. 

(j) "Department" means the Florida Department of Community Affairs. 

(k) "Direct Mass Transit" means.mass transit affording the development's employees the ability 
to travel directly from the project site to a regularly scheduled stop located within one-quarter 
mile of their housing. 

(1) "Florida Statistical Abstract" means the publication by that title which is prepared by the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, College of Business Administration, University of 
Florida, and which is published by University Press of Florida, Gainesville, Florida. 

(m) "Low Income Household" means one or more persons, related or unrelated, residing 
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together whose combined annual adjusted gross income is greater than 50 percent but does not 
exceed 80 percent of the median annual adjusted gross household income, as reported by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or county within which they reside, whichever is greater. 

(n) "Mass Transit" means daily operating, fixed route and fixed schedule passenger services 
provided by public, private, or non- profit entities such as the following surface transit modes: 
commuter rail, rail rapid transit, light rail transit, automated guideway transit, express bus, and 

I local bus. 1 I I 

( o) "Moderate Income Household" means one or more persons, related or unrelated, residing 
ii together whose combined annual adjusted gross household income is greater than 80 percent but 

does not exceed 120 percent of the median annual adjusted household gross income, as reported 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA) or county within which they reside, whichever is greater. 

(p) "Owner Occupied Affordable Housing" means for-sale housing for which the total monthly 
mortgage payments for the unit, including principal, interest, utilities, taxes and insurance, do not 
exceed 30 percent of the gross monthly income for the development's very low, low, or moderate 
income households. 

(q) "Project phase" means a discrete, five year or lesser construction timeframe of 
development, including local government issuance of certificates of occupancy for that 
construction or its functional occupancy. 

(r) "Reasonably Accessible" means a commute time from the principal access point of the place 
of employment in the development to the location of adequate housing by private or public 
conveyance of twenty minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance of ten miles, whichever 
is less. In areas having an established Metropolitan Planning Organization, this distance and time 
determination is established from use of appropriate traffic analysis zones. 

(s) "Regional planning council" means a governmental body created pursuant to Chapter 186, 
Florida Statutes. 

(t) "Rental Affordable Housing" means rental housing for which monthly rents, including 
utilities, do not exceed 30 percent of the gross monthly income for very low, low, or moderate 
income households. 

(u) "Stage" means one in a series of approximately equal increments in the development of a 
proposed development upon which are placed quantified limits for construction that are 
calculated to ensure that adequate housing affected by the proposed development will not be 
overburdened by development demands. As used in this rule, a stage is to be a subset of a 
particular project phase of development planned for a project by a developer. A stage of 
development includes both a specific type and amount of development and the associated, 
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approved buildout timeframe for that development. 

(v) "Student" means any person not living with that person's parent or guardian who is eligible 
to be claimed by that person's parent or guardian as a dependent under the feqeral Income Tax 
Code and who is enrolled on at least a half-time basis in a secondary school, vocational­
technical center, community college, college, or university. 

(w) "Substandard housing" means any housing unit lacking complete plumbing or sanitary 
J facilities for the exclusive use of the occupants; or any housing unit which has been found by an 

appropriate local authority to have one or more violations of an applicable housing code that 
poses a material threat to the health or safety of the occupant; or any housing unit that has been 
declared unfit for human habitation; or any housing unit that has been found to be substandard in 
the most recent housing conditions survey conducted by the local government, done in 
conjunction with the local comprehensive plan or otherwise, provided that there is no evidence 
that this dwelling has since been rehabilitated. 

(x) "Very Low Income Household" means one or more persons, related or unrelated, residing 
together, not including students, whose combined annual adjusted gross income does not exceed 
50 percent of the median annual adjusted gross household income, as reported by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or county within which they reside, whichever is greater. 

(3) Application. 

(a) This rule shall be used by the Department to review adequate housing issues in binding 
letters and applications for development approval (ADA), effective the date of this rule. Any 
development that meets or exceeds the significant impact thresholds identified in this rule shall 
be determined by the Department to have a significant impact on the ability of people to find 
adequate housing reasonably accessible to their places of employment. This rule shall ·not apply · 
to any application submitted to the Department prior to the effective date of this rule, where such 
an application has continued to remain pending and active, consistent with Paragraphs 
380.06(4)(d) or (l0)(b), Florida Statutes. 

(b) This rule shall be used by the Department to review adequate housing issues in local 
governrnent development orders. This rule shall not apply to any development order rendered to 
the Department after the effective date of this rule that approves, with or without conditions, an 
application that was submitted prior to the effective date of the rule and has continued to remain 
pending and active until the development order's approval. 

( c) A development order shall be determined by the Department to make adequate provision for 
the adequate housing issues addressed by this rule, and shall not be appealed by the Department 
on the basis of inadequate mitigation of adequate housing impacts, if it contains the applicable 
mitigation standards and criteria set forth in this rule. 
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If a development order does not contain the applicable mitigation standards and criteria set 
forth in this rule, the Department shall have discretion to appeal the development order, pursuant 
to the provisions of Section 380.07, F.S. However, nothing in this rule shall require the 
Department to undertake an appeal of the development order simply because it fails to comply 
with the provisions of this rule. A development order failing to comply with the provisions of 
this rule will be addressed on a case- by- case basis by the Department as to whether it otherwise 
complies with the intent and purposes of Chapter 380, Florida Statutes. The Department will take 
into consideration the balancing of this rule's provisions with the protection of property rights, 

I the encouragement of economic development, the promotion of other state planning goals by the 
development, the utilization of alternative, innovative solutions in the development order to 
provide equal or better protection than the rule, and the degree of harm created by non­
compliance with this rule's mitigation criteria and standards. 

( d) This rule shall not limit the ability of the Department to make a determination of significant 
impact or appeal a development order on the basis of inadequate, inappropriate, or inaccurate 
adequate housing impact analyses carried out by the applicant or his agents, where the findings of 
such analyses are instrumental to forming the basis of information necessary to evaluate 
compliance with the application of this rule's criteria and standards. However, if agreement was 
reached at the DRI preapplication conference regarding adequate housing impact analyses 
assumptions and methodologies to be used in an ADA, then reviewing agencies may not 
subsequently object to these assumptions and methodologies, consistent with the provisions of 
Rule 9J-2.021(1)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(4) Determination of Adequate Housing Demand. Adequate housing demand is the number of 
housing units needed to accommodate the development's projected very low, low, and moderate 
income employee households. 

(a) NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES. The number of employees to be generated by each project 
phase or stage of the development under consideration shall be based upon either: 

1. The actual number of full-time equivalent, permanent employment opportunities to be 
provided by the development by salary income range, if known; or 

2. An appropriate estimate of full- time equivalent, permanent employees by salary income 
range generated by the proposed DRI from an existing, comparable development; or 

3. An estimate derived by applying standard planning ratios of employee per amount of 
development by salary income range agreed upon at the pre- application conference, pursuant to 
Rule 9J-2.021(1)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYEES BY INCOME. The distribution of employees by salary 
income range for each project phase or stage of the development shall be based upon either: 

1. The actual salary income range distribution of full-time equivalent, permanent employees by 
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annual income for the development, if known; or 

2. An appropriate estimate derived from the actual distribution, in equivalent dollars, from an 
existing, similar development; or 

3. An estimate derived by applying average Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) wages 
reported by the Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security for the projected 
employment types to occur at the development, as agreed upon at the pre- application conference, 

;' pursuant to Rule 9J-2.021(1)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(c) NUMBER OF EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS AND ADEQUATE HOUSING DEMAND. 

1. The number of employee households within each salary income range for each project phase 
or stage of the development that will have an adequate housing demand shall be determined by 
multiplying the number of employees in a salary income range from (b) above by a fraction, the 
numerator being the number of Households in the county, and the denominator being the amount 
of Employment in the county, from the most recent year in Tables 2.05 and 6.10, respectively, of 
the current Florida Statistical Abstract. 

2. The applicant shall have the option to demonstrate that an alternative method is appropriate, 
when this alternative is agreed upon at the pre- application conference, pursuant to Rule 
9J-2.021(1)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(5) Determination of Adequate Housing Supply. Adequate housing supply is the existing 
number of adequate housing units affordable to each salary income range within the 
development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households that are currently 
available for occupancy, not substandard and which are reasonably accessible to the development 
site. 

(a) The adequate housing supply that is reasonably accessible to each salary income range 
within the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households shall be 
determined for each project phase or stage of development from either: 

1. A survey of existing rental complexes for rental affordable housing and of local real estate 
listings for owner occupied affordable housing; or 

2. An estimated survey derived from published sources of information that provide current 
estimates of available rental affordable housing and owner occupied affordable housing units by 
price range, as agreed upon at the pre- application conference, pursuant to Rule 9J-2.02l(l)(h), 
Florida Administrative Code. When specifically agreed upon, such an estimate of adequate 
housing supply may be derived from appropriate use of an updated housing inventory from the 
data base for very low, low and moderate income housing developments maintained by the 
Florida Housing Finance Agency as described in its market studies conducted pursuant to Section 
420.507, Florida Statutes. 
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(b) An adequate housing supply survey shall include: 

1. The name and address of each rental complex, housing subdivision, or census tract in which 
the available housing unit(s) is located; and 

2. The number of units currently available for occupancy by cost and the number of bedrooms 
for each complex; and 

3. A map showing the locations of the adequate housing supply units and the reasonably 
accessible contour in relation to the development site. 

( c) An adequate housing supply survey shall not include: 

1. Substandard housing units; or 

2. Housing units available only on a seasonal basis; or 

3. Hotel or motel units; or 

4. Housing units which are proposed for construction, but for which building permits have not 
been issued; or 

5:Housing units which have been previously included in an adequate housing supply survey of 
another proximate DRI approved during the preceding 5 years and which occur within the 
reasonably accessible contour for this development; or 

6. One-room efficiency housing units which comprise more than 25 percent of the adequate 
housing supply or which exceed the percentage of single- person households for the county in 
which the development is located, whichever is less; or 

7. Single bedroom housing units which comprise more than 50 percent of the adequate housing 
supply or which exceed the percentage of two and three- person households for the county in 

· which the development is located, whichever is less; or 

8. Vacant adequate housing dwelling units that are needed to maintain a vacancy rate of five 
percent. 

(6) Determination of Adequate Housing Need. Adequate housing need is the projected number 
of adequate housing lU1its necessary to accommodate each salary income range category within 
the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households for each project 
phase or stage of development, and which are projected either not to be able to be provided in a 
timely manner on the development site or which will be unavailable within a reasonably 
accessible distance of the development site. The adequate housing need for a project is equal to 
the difference of the adequate housing demand minus the demand which can be met by the 
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adequate housing supply in each salary income range category, plus any existing very low, low, 
and moderate housing to be displaced by the development. 

(7) Determination of Significant hnpact. A development shall be considered to have a 
significant impact on the ability of the development's very low, low, and moderate income 
employee households to find adequate housing reasonably accessible to their place of 
employment when, for any phase or stage of development, the development's cumulative 
adequate housing need is projected to exceed 5 percent of the applicable DRI residential 
threshold for the affected local government, or 50 units, whichever is larger. 

(8) Mitigation of Significant Adequate Housing hnpacts. A development order shall be 
determined by the Department to make adequate provision for the adequate housing issues 
addressed by this rule, and shall not be appealed by the Department on the basis of inadequate 
mitigation of adequate housing impacts if, at a minimum, it contains as binding conditions the 
provisions enumerated below: 

(a) Mitigation of a development's significant impact on adequate housing through development 
order mechanisms that ensure the provision of units guaranteed to be affordable initially, in the 
case of owner- occupied housing, or remain affordable for a minimum period of fiteen years; in 
the case ofrental housing, in one of the following ways: 

1. Construction of adequate housing units onsite, or reasonably accessible to the development 
site, sufficient to equal in number the adequate housing need identified for each salary income 
range within that stage or phase's very low, low, and moderate income employee households; or 

2. Payment to an appropriate affordable housing trust fund of funds dedicated to, and sufficient 
in amount to result in, the rehabilitation of unoccupied substandard housing or construction of 
reasonably accessible adequate housing units equal in number to the adequate housing need 
identified for each salary income range within that stage or phase's very low, low, and moderate 
income employee households; or 

3. Dedicated direct rent or ownership subsidies to the development's very low, low, and 
moderate income employees sufficient in amount to satisfy the adequate housing need identified 
for each salary income range within that stage or phase's very low, low, and moderate income 
employee households from available, non- affordable, but otherwise adequate housing units 
reasonably accessible to the development site. 

(b) The development order shall ensure that: 

1. Prior to the initiation of a project phase or stage of development which will create an 
adequate housing need, that the adequate housing need mitigation for that project phase or stage 
of development is ensured of being provided when needed; and 

2. The housing mitigation provided is affordable housing that specifically matches the 
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projected adequate housing need to be created by the development. 

( c) As an incentive to promote the co-location of adequate housing in close proximity with 
employment, and in recognition that such co- location also reduces impacts to transportation, air 
quality, and energy usage, the following credits against the mitigation requirements for the 
adequate housing need of this section shall be given for the developer provision of adequate 
housing units based on the distance of these units from the development site and the availability 
of direct mass transit facilities: 

1. Onsite Provision. Each very low, low, or moderate income adequate housing unit provided 
onsite shall be counted as mitigation for 1.5 units of that stage or phase's applicable very low, 
low, or moderate income adequate housing need within the same salary income range. 

2. Direct Mass Transit Within Reasonably Accessible Area Provision. Each very low, low, or 
moderate income adequate housing unit provided within a reasonably accessible distance of the 
development site that is connected to the development site by a daily operating direct mass transit 
system shall be counted as mitigation for 1.25 units of that stage or phase's applicable very low, 
low, or moderate income adequate housing need within the same salary income range. 

3. Outside of Reasonably Accessible Area Provision. 

a. No more than 50 percent of a development's adequate housing need may be cumulatively 
satisfied by the provision of units outside of the reasonably accessible area under provisions b. 
and c., below. 

b. No Direct Mass Transit Provision. Each very low, low, or moderate income adequate 
housing unit provided within a zone between a commute time by private or public conveyance of 
twenty minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance often miles, whichever is less, and a 
commute time of twenty-five minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance of fifteen miles, 
whichever is less, shall be counted as mitigation for 0.30 units of that stage or phase's applicable 
very low, low, or moderate income adequate housing need within the same salary income range. 

c. Direct Mass Transit Outside of Reasonably Accessible Area Provision. Each very low, low, 
or moderate income adequate housing unit provided within a zone between a commute time by 
private or public conveyance of twenty minutes ( during peak hour) or a commute distance of ten 
miles, whichever is less, and a commute time of twenty-five minutes (during peak hour) or a 
commute distance of fifteen miles, whichever is less, and which is connected to the development 
site by a daily operating direct mass transit system shall be counted as mitigation for 0.50 units of 
that stage or phase's applicable very low, low, or moderate income adequate housing need within 
the same salary income range. 

(9) Construction of Rule. This rule shall not be construed to limit the ability oflocal 
governments to impose more stringent mitigative measures than those delineated in this rule, 
where such measures or policies are contained within local land development regulations, or a 
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local government comprehensive plan. 

( 10) Effect of Areas of Critical State Concern. This rule shall be superseded by more stringent 
housing requirements for developments in designated Areas of Critical State.Concern. 

Specific Authority 380.032(2), 380.06(23) FS. Laws Implemented 380.021, 380.06, 380.065, 
380.07 FS. History - New 3-23-94. 

rule replaced 5/94 } 
Copyright (c) West Publishing Co. 1995 No claim to original U.S. Govt. works. 

* 
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Rule 9J-2.048, F.A.C. 

FLORIDA ADM1N1STRA TNE CODE ANN OTA TED 
TITLE 9. DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

-
SUBTITLE 9J. DNISION OF RESOURCE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

CHAPTER 9J-2. RULES OF PROCEDURE AND PRACTICE PERTAINING TO 
DEVELOPMENTS OF REGIONAL IMP ACT 

PART ill. DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT UNIFORM STANDARD RULES 

' ' ' Rule 91-2.048 Adequate Housing Uniform Standard Rule. 

1 ~ ~ 
( l) Purpose. This rule establishes how the Department will evaluate adequate housing issues in 

the review of applications for binding letters, local government development orders, and DRI 
applications for development approval (ADA). 

(a) The Legislature established Chapter 380, Florida Statutes, to facilitate orderly and well­
planned development and protect the health, welfare and quality of life of the residents of this 
state, by authorizing the state land planning agency to establish land management policies to 
guide local decisions relating to growth and development. Sections 186.002, 186.007, 186.009, 
186.021, 187.101, 380.031 , and 380.07, Florida Statutes, establish the State Comprehensive Plan 
and the State Land Development Plan as long- range, state land development policy guides to be 

. considered in the DRl review process in order to ensure orderly growth in Florida, pursuant to 
Subsections 380.06(3), (4), (12), (13), (14), (15), (25), and 380.065(3), Florida Statutes. 

(b) Consistent with the land management policies delineated in the State Comprehensive Plan 
and the State Land Development Plan, it is the intent of the Department to set forth in this rule 
the specific adequate housing DRI review guideline standards and criteria to be utilized to 
implement the provisions of Section 380.021, Paragraphs 380.06(4)(a), (b), (d), (e), and (f), 
Subparagraph 380.06(8)(a)l l., Subparagraphs 380.06(12)(a)l., 2., and 3., Subsection 380.06(13), 
Paragraphs 380.06(14)(a), (c), and (d), Paragraph 380.06(15)(c), Paragraphs 380.06(19)(a), (b), 
(c), and (e), Subparagraph 380.06(19)(f)6., Paragraphs 380.06(19)(g) and (h), Subsection 
380.06(21), Subsection 380.06(22), Subsection 380.06(25), Subsection 380.06(26), Paragraph 
380.06(27)(d), Paragraphs 380.065(3)(b) and (c), and Section 380.07, Florida Statutes. 

(c) The statutory authority to promulgate and establish this rule is derived from Subsections 
380.032(2) and 380.06(23), Florida Statutes. 

(2) Definitions. As used in this rule: 

(a) "Adequate Housing" means housing that is available for occupancy and that is not 
substandard. 

(b) "Adequate Housing Demand" means the projected number of adequate housing units 
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necessary to accommodate the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee 
households. 

(c) "Adequate Housing Need" means the projected number of adequate housing units necessary 
to accommodate the development's very low, low, and moderate income households which will 
not be provided in a timely manner on the development site, or which will be unavailable within 
a reasonably accessible distance of the development site. 

I (d) "Adequate Housing Su~ply" means the existing numbci' of adequate housing units ' 
affordable to the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households that 

i are currently available for oC?upancy, not substandard and "".,hich are reasonably accessible ~o the 
development site. 

(e) "Affordable housing" means a situation where monthly rents or monthly mortgage payments 
for housing, including taxes, insurance and utilities, do not exceed 30 percent of the gross annual 
income of the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households. 

(f) "Applicable Local Plan" or "Local government comprehensive plan" means a plan or 
element or portion thereof prepared, adopted, or amended pursuant to Part II of Chapter 163, 
Florida Statutes, as amended. 

(g) "Applicable Regional Plan" means the Regional Planning Council's adopted 
Comprehensive Regional Policy Plan prior to the adoption of a Strategic Regional Policy Plan 
pursuant to Section 186.508, F.S., and thereafter means an adopted Strategic Regional Policy 
Plan. 

(h) "Applicable State Plan" means the State Comprehensive Plan and the State Land 
Development Plan. 

(i) "Available for occupancy housing" means housing that is either for sale or for rent on an 
annual basis, includes a kitchen and bathroom within the unit, and that can accommodate and be 
affordable to the people seeking to inhabit it. 

U) "Department" means the Florida Department of Community Affairs. 

(k) "Direct Mass Transit" means. mass transit affording the development's employees the ability 
to travel directly from the project site to a regularly scheduled stop located within one-quarter 
mile of their housing. 

(1) "Florida Statistical Abstract" means the publication by that title which is prepared by the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research, College of Business Administration, University of 
Florida, and which is published by University Press of Florida, Gainesville, Florida. 

(m) "Low Income Household" means one or more persons, related or unrelated, residing 
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together whose combined annual adjusted gross income is greater than 50 percent but does not 
exceed 80 percent of the median annual adjusted gross household income, as reported by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or county within which they reside, whichever is greater. 

(n) "Mass Transit" means daily operating, fixed route and fixed schedule passenger services 
provided by public, private, or non- profit entities such as the following surface transit modes: 
commuter rail, rail rapid transit, light rail transit, automated guideway transit, express bus, and 

I local bus. / I l 
(o) "Moderate Income Household" means one or more persons, related or wrrelated, residing 

' together whose combined annual adjusted gross household income is greater than 80 percent but 
does not exceed 120 percent of the median annual adjusted household gross income, as reported 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA) or county within which they reside, whichever is greater. 

(p) "Owner Occupied Affordable Housing" means for-sale housing for which the total monthly 
mortgage payments for the unit, including principal, interest, utilities, taxes and insurance, do not 
exceed 30 percent of the gross monthly income for the development's very low, low, or moderate 
income households. 

(q) "Project phase" means a discrete, five year or lesser construction timeframe of 
development, including local government issuance of certificates of occupancy for that 
construction or its functional occupancy. 

(r) "Reasonably Accessible". means a commute time from the principal access point of the place 
of employment in the development to the location of adequate housing by private or public 
conveyance of twenty minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance of ten miles, whichever 
is less. In areas having an established Metropolitan Planning Organization, this distance and time 
determination is established from use of appropriate traffic analysis zones. 

(s) "Regional planning council" means a governmental body created pursuant to Chapter 186, 
Florida Statutes. 

(t) "Rental Affordable Housing" means rental housing for which monthly rents, including 
utilities, do not exceed 30 percent of the gross monthly income for very low, low, or moderate 
income households. 

(u) "Stage" means one in a series of approximately equal increments in the development of a 
proposed development upon which are placed quantified limits for construction that are 
calculated to ensure that adequate housing affected by the proposed development will not be 
overburdened by development demands. As used in this rule, a stage is to be a subset of a 
particular project phase of development planned for a project by a developer. A stage of 
development includes both a specific type and amount of development and the associated, 
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approved buildout timeframe for that development. 

(v) "Student" means any person not living with that person's parent or guardian who is eligible 
to be claimed by that person's parent or guardian as a dependent under the federal Income Tax 
Code and who is enrolled on at least a half-time basis in a secondary school, vocational­
technical center, community college, college, or university. 

. (w) "Substandard housing" means any housing unit lacking complete plumbing or sanitary 
I facilities for the exclusive use of the occupants; or any housing unit which has been found by an 

appropriate local authority to have one or more violations of an applicable housing code that 
poses a material threat to the health or safety of the occupant; or any housing unit that has been 
declared unfit for human habitation; or any housing unit that has been found to be substandard in 
the most recent housing conditions survey conducted by the local government, done in 
conjunction with the local comprehensive plan or otherwise, provided that there is no evidence 
that this dwelling has since been rehabilitated. 

(x) "Very Low Income Household" means one or more persons, related or wrrelated, residing 
together, not including students, whose combined annual adjusted gross income does not exceed 
50 percent of the median annual adjusted gross household income, as reported by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or county within which they reside, whichever is greater. 

(3) Application. 

(a) This rule shall be used by the Department to review adequate housing issues in binding 
letters and applications for development approval (ADA), effective the date of this rule. Any 
development that meets or exceeds the significant impact thresholds identified in this rule shall 
be determined by the Department to have a significant impact on the ability of people to find 
adequate housing reasonably accessible to their places of employment. This rule shall ·not apply · 
to any application submitted to the Department prior to the effective date of this rule, where such 
an application has continued to remain pending and active, consistent with Paragraphs 
380.06(4)(d) or (l0)(b), Florida Statutes. 

(b) This rule shall be used by the Department to review adequate housing issues in local 
government development orders. This rule shall not apply to any development order rendered to 
the-Department after the effective date of this rule that approves, with or without conditions, an 
application that was submitted prior to the effective date of the rule and has continued to remain 
pending and active until the development order's approval. 

(c) A development order shall be determined by the Department to make adequate provision for 
the adequate housing issues addressed by this rule, and shall not be appealed by the Department 
on the basis of inadequate mitigation of adequate housing impacts, if it contains the applicable 
mitigation standards and criteria set forth in this rule. 
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If a development order does not contain the applicable mitigation standards and criteria set 

forth in this rule, the Department shall have discretion to appeal the development order, pursuant 
to the provisions of Section 380.07, F.S. However, nothing in this rule shall require the 
Department to undertake an appeal of the development order simply because it fails to comply 
with the provisions of this rule. A development order failing to comply with the provisions of 
this rule will be addressed on a case- by- case basis by the Department as to whether it otherwise 
complies with the intent and purposes of Chapter 380, Florida Statutes. The Department will take 
into consideration the balancing ofthis mle's provisions with the protection of property rights, 

/ the encouragement of economic development, the promotion of other state planning goals by the 
development, the utilization of alternative, innovative solutions in the development order to 
provide equal or better protection than the rule, and the degree of harm created by non­
compliance with this rule's mitigation criteria and standards. 

( d) This rule shall not limit the ability of the Department to make a determination of significant 
impact or appeal a development order on the basis of inadequate, inappropriate, or inaccurate 
adequate housing impact analyses carried out by the applicant or his agents, where the findings of 
such analyses are instrumental to forming the basis of information necessary to evaluate 
compliance with the application of this rule's criteria and standards. However, if agreement was 
reached at the ORI preapplication conference regarding adequate housing impact analyses 
assumptions and methodologies to be used in an ADA, then reviewing agencies may not 
subsequently object to these assumptions and methodologies, consistent with the provisions of 
Rule 9J-2.021(1)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

( 4) Determination of Adequate Housing Demand. Adequate housing demand is the number of 
housing units needed to accommodate the development's projected very low, low, and moderate 
income employee households. 

(a) NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES. The number of employees to be generated by each project 
phase or stage of the development under consideration shall be based upon either: 

1. The actual number of full-time equivalent, permanent employment opportunities to be 
provided by the development by salary income range, if known; or 

2. An appropriate estimate of full- time equivalent, permanent employees by salary income 
range generated by the proposed DRI from an existing, comparable development; or 

3. An estimate derived by applying standard planning ratios of employee per amount of 
developmenl by salary income range agreed upon at the pre- application conference, pursuant to 
Rule 9J-2.02 l (I )(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYEES BY INCOME. The distribution of employees by salary · 
income range for each project phase or stage of the development shall be based upon either: 

1. The actual salary income range distribution of full-time equivalent, permanent employees by 
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annual income for the development, if known; or 

2. An appropriate estimate derived from the actual distribution, in equivalent dollars, from an 
existing, similar development; or 

3. An estimate derived by applying average Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) wages 
reported by the Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security for the projected 
employment types to occur at the development, as agreed upon at the pre- application conference, 

;' pursuant to Rule 9J-2.021(l)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(c) NUMBER OF EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS AND ADEQUATE HOUSING DEMAND. 

1. The nwnber of employee households within each salary income range for each project phase 
or stage of the development that will have an adequate housing demand shall be determined by 
multiplying the nwnber of employees in a salary income range from (b) above by a fraction, the 
numerator being the number of Households in the county, and the denominator being the amount 
of Employment in the cowity, from the most recent year in Tables 2.05 and 6.10, respectively, of 
the current Florida Statistical Abstract. 

2. The applicant shall have the option to demonstrate that an alternative method is appropriate, 
when this alternative is agreed upon at the pre- application conference, pursuant to Rule 
9J-2.021(1)(h), Florida Administrative Code. 

(5) Determination of Adequate Housing Supply. Adequate housing supply is the existing 
nwnber of adequate housing units affordable to each salary income range within the 
development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households that are currently 
available for occupancy, not substandard and which are reasonably accessible to the development 
site. 

(a) The adequate housing supply that is reasonably accessible to each salary income range 
within the development's very low, low, and moderate income employee households shall be 
determined for each project phase or stage of development from either: 

1. A survey of existing rental complexes for rental affordable housing and of local real estate 
listings for owner occupied affordable housing; or 

2. An estimated survey derived from published sources of information that provide current 
estimates of available rental affordable housing and owner occupied affordable housing units by 
price range, as agreed upon at the pre- application conference, pursuant to Rule 9J-2.021(1)(h), 
Florida Administrative Code. When specifically agreed upon, such an estimate of adequate 
housing supply may be derived from appropriate use of an updated housing inventory from the 
data base for very low, low and moderate income housing developments maintained by the 
Florida Housing Finance Agency as described in its market studies conducted pursuant to Section 
420.507, Florida Statutes. 
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(b) An adequate housing supply survey shall include: 

1. The name and address of each rental complex, housing subdivision, or census tract in which 
the available housing unit(s) is located; and 

2. The number of units currently available for occupancy by cost and the number of bedrooms 
for each complex; and 

' 3. A map showing the locations of the adequate housing supply W1its and the reasonably 
accessible contour in relation to the development site. 

(c) An adequate housing supply survey shall not include: 

1. Substandard housing units; or 

2. Housing units available only on a seasonal basis; or 

3. Hotel or motel units; or 

4. Housing units which are proposed for construction, but for which building permits have not 
been issued; or 

5:Housing units which have been previously included in an adequate housing supply survey of 
another proximate DRI approved during the preceding 5 years and which occur within the 
reasonably accessible contour for this development; or 

6. One-room efficiency housing units which comprise more than 25 percent of the adequate 
housing supply or which exceed the percentage of single- person households for the county in 
which the development is located, whichever is less; or 

7. Single bedroom housing units which comprise more than 50 percent of the adequate housing 
supply or which exceed the percentage of two and three- person households for the county in 

· which the development is located, whichever is less; or 

8. Vacant adequate housing dwelling units that are needed to maintain a vacancy rate of five 
percent. 

(6) Determination of Adequate Housing Need. Adequate housing need is the projected number 
of adequate housing lUlits necessary to accommodate each salary income range category within 
the development's vefy low, low, and moderate income employee households for each project 
phase or stage of development, and which are projected either not to be able to be provided in a 
timely manner on the development site or which will be unavailable within a reasonably 
accessible distance of the development site. The adequate housing need for a project is equal to 
the difference of the adequate housing demand minus the demand which can be met by the 
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adequate housing supply in each salary income range category, plus any existing very low, low, 
and moderate housing to be displaced by the development. 

(7) Determination of Significant Impact. A development shall be considere<;l to have a 
significant impact on the ability of the development's very low, low, and moderate income 
employee households to find adequate housing reasonably accessible to their place of 
employment when, for any phase or stage of development, the development's cumulative 
adequate housing need is projected to exceed 5 percent of the applicable DRI residential 
threshold for the affected local government, or 50 units, whichever is larger. 

(8) Mitigation of Significant Adequate Housing Impacts. A development order shall be 
determined by the Department to make adequate provision for the adequate housing issues 
addressed by this rule, and shall not be appealed by the Department on the basis of inadequate 
mitigation of adequate housing impacts if, at a minimum, it contains as binding conditions the 
provisions enumerated below: 

(a) Mitigation of a development's significant impact on adequate housing through development 
order mechanisms that ensure the provision of units guaranteed to be affordable initially, in the 
case of owner- occupied housing, or remain affordable for a minimum period of fiteen years; in 
the case of rental housing, in one of the following ways: 

1. Construction of adequate housing units onsite, or reasonably accessible to the development 
site, sufficient to equal in number the adequate housing need identified for each salary income 
range within that stage or phase's very low, low, and moderate income employee households; or 

2. Payment to an appropriate affordable housing trust fund of funds dedicated to, and sufficient 
in an1ount to result in, the rehabilitation of unoccupied substandard housing or construction of 
reasonably accessible adequate housing units equal in number to the adequate housing need 
identified for each salary income range within that stage or phase's very low, low, and moderate 
income employee households; or 

3. Dedicated direct rent or ownership subsidies to the development's very low, low, and 
moderate income employees sufficient in amount to satisfy the adequate housing need identified 
for each salary income range within that stage or phase's very low, low, and moderate income 
employee households from available, non- affordable, but otherwise adequate housing units 
reasonably accessible to the development site. 

(b) The development order shall ensure that: 

1. Prior to the initiation of a project phase or stage of development which will create an 
adequate housing need, that the adequate housing need mitigation for that project phase or stage 
of development is ensured of being provided when needed; and 

2. The housing mitigation provided is affordable housing that specifically matches the 
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projected adequate housing need to be created by the development. 

(c) As an incentive to promote the co-location of adequate housing in close proximity with 
employment, and in recognition that such co- location also reduces impacts to transportation, air 
quality, and energy usage, the following credits against the mitigation requirements for the 
adequate housing need of this section shall be given for the developer provision of adequate 
housing units based on the distance of these units from the development site and the availability 
of direct mass transit facilities: 

/-

1. Onsite Provision. Each very low, low, or moderate income adequate housing unit provided 
onsite shall be counted as mitigation for 1.5 units of that stage or phase's applicable very low, 
low, or moderate income adequate housing need within the same salary income range. 

2. Direct Mass Transit Within Reasonably Accessible Area Provision. Each very low, low, or 
moderate income adequate housing unit provided within a reasonably accessible distance of the 
development site that is connected to the development site by a daily operating direct mass transit 
system shall be counted as mitigation for 1.25 units of that stage or phase's applicable very low, 
low, or moderate income adequate housing need within' the same salary income range. 

3. Outside of Reasonably Accessible Area Provision. 

a. No more than 50 percent of a development's adequate housing need may be cumulatively 
satisfied by the provision of units outside of the reasonably accessible area under provisions b. 
and c., below. 

b. No Direct Mass Transit Provision. Each very low, low, or moderate income adequate 
housing unit provided within a zone between a commute time by private or public conveyance of 
twenty minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance of ten miles, whichever is less, and a 
commute time of twenty-five minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance of fifteen miles, 
whichever is less, shall be counted as mitigation for 0.30 units of that stage or phase's applicable 
very low, low, or moderate income adequate housing need within the same salary income range. 

c. Direct Mass Transit Outside of Reasonably Accessible Area Provision. Each very low, low, 
or moderate income adequate housing unit provided within a zone between a commute time by 
private or public conveyance of twenty minutes (during peak hour) or a commute distance often 
miles, whichever is less, and a commute time of twenty-five minutes (during peak hour) or a 
commute distance of fifteen miles, whichever is less, and which is connected to the development 
site by a daily operating direct mass transit system shall be counted as mitigation for 0.50 units of 
that stage or phase's applicable very low, low, or moderate income adequate housing need within 
the same salary income range. 

(9) Construction of Rule. This rule shall not be construed to limit the ability of local 
governments to impose more stringent mitigative measures than those delineated in this rule, 
where such measures or policies are contained within local land development regulations, or a 
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local government comprehensive plan. 

(10) Effect of Areas of Critical State Concern. This rule shall be superseded by more stringent 
housing requirements for developments in designated Areas of Critical State.Concern. 

Specific Authority 380.032(2), 380.06(23) FS. Laws hnplemented 380.021, 380.06, 380.065, 
380.07 FS. History - New 3-23-94. 

rule replaced 5/94 } 
Copyright (c) West Publishing Co. 1995 No claim to original U.S. Govt. works. 

'• ,. 
-' 
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l I ! ~-, LEE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

SOUTHW E ST FLORIDA 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Director, Division of Planning 

David Loveland, Planning Program Director~ 

July 6, 2001 

CPA 2000-30 - Simon Suncoast Lee Plan Amendment 

We have reviewed the Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
and found it is insufficient for review because the information is out of date. We 
conducted a 2020 traffic study on the financially feasible plan network and compared the 
roadway levels of service with and without the proposed project. That study indicated 
that three additional road links would fail with the project in place: Sandy Lane from San 
Carlos Boulevard to Koreshan Boulevard; Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Corkscrew Road; and US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos 
Boulevard. Additional analysis is required to determine what additional improvements 
beyond those already planned will be necessary to address these impacts, and what the 
cost of these improvements will be. 
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Interoffice Memo 
Date: 07/02/01 

To: . Paul O'Connor, AICP, Director 

From: Terry Kelley, Emergency Management Coordinator 

RE: CPA 2000-30 - Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment 

The subject property is shown on the National Weather Service's storm surge model, "SLOSH," map# 
59, which reflects the composite of the maximum extent of flooding, which may result from each 
hurricane category, as receiving approximately Sixteen point six (16.6) feet of storm surge flooding from 
a category 3 storm. It would therefore be necessary to evacuate the site in question. 

If the land use classification remains the same - Rural, the impacts are listed below: 

483 acres x Rural classification of 1 unit per acre = 483 units 

483 single family dwelling units x 2.25. people/occupied unit x 97% occupancy rate = 
1054 people evacuating 

483 single family units x 97% x 1.1 vehicles/occupied unit= 515 evacuating vehicles 

1054 people evacuating x 21 % = 221 people seeking public shelter 

221 people x 20 square feet of shelter space per person == 4,420 square feet of space 

515 evacuating vehicles divided by S. Tamiamia Trail's capacity of 2,776 x 60 
minutes= 11 minutes added to the existing evacuation time 

If the land use classification is changed to Urban Community. the impacts are listed 
below: 

483 acres x Outlying Suburban classification of 6 units per acre = 2,898 units 

2,898 single family dwelling units x 2.25 people/occupied unit x 97% occupancy rate= 
6,325 people evacuating 

2,898 single family units x 97% x 1.1 vehicles/occupied unit = 3,092 evacuating 
vehicles 

6,325 people evacuating x 21 % = 1,328 people seeking public shelter 

[41002 
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2123/00 Interoffice Memo: PAM 99-26 Response 

1,328 people x 20 square feet of shelter space person = 26,560 square feet of space 

3,092 evacuating vehicles divided bys. Tamiami Trail's capacity of 2,776 x 60 
minutes = 66.68 minutes added to the existing evacuating time 

Concluslons: 

By reviewing the calculations I've done on page one and the top of this page, as is the 
case in most instances. retention of the current land use of Rural produces smaller 
impacts on shelter space and evacuation time. 

However, since the proposed land use classification permits six (6) times as many 
units per acre, that the impacts to evacuation time and shelter space are essentially 
six fold. 

While none of these impacts are large and this is a worst case scenario, when 
c.onsidered as an isolated case, they t13ve to be considered in the big picture of an 
existing shelter space deficit in exc::~::; of 40,000 spaces and an evacuation time, 
which is considered too high by most .::. :(perts. Under these circumstances, each new 
shelter space we must add to the ex\ :'.: :1g deficit has to be of concern. Every minute 
we add to the already too high evacua!ion time is likewise a matter of great concern. 

[4]003 





SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Direct Dial Number: (941) 4 79-8585 

Bob Janes 
District One June 22, 2001 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two Development Review Agencies 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Donald D. Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recycled Paper 

See Distribution List 

RE: CPA 2000-30 - Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment 

The Lee County Planning Division has received an application for a privately-initiated Future Land 
Use Map amendment for a 483-acre property in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and Range 
25 East. The property is generally located between U.S. 41 and The Brooks just north of Bonita 
Springs. 

The applicant has requested to change the Future Land Use Map designation for this property from 
"Rural" to "Urban Community" in order to accommodate a proposed regional mall. Under the current 
"Rural" land use category, the subject property could be developed with approximately 483 dwelling 
units at a maximum density of 1 dwelling unit per acre. The "Rural" category would only 
accommodate a minimal amount of commercial use. Under the proposed "Urban Community" land 
use category, the property could accommodate approximately 2,898 dwelling units at a maximum 
density of 6 dwelling units per acre, as well as very high intensity commercial development. This 
change represents a significant increase in the potential development intensity for this property. 

This plan amendment has been initiated by the agent for the proposed Simon regional mall in order 
to accommodate the mall and associated development. This proposed amendment is in association 
with the current rezoning and DRJ applications that are also being reviewed by the various agencies . 
The rezoning and DRJ applications both state that the proposed development will consist of the 
following elements: 

Retail: 
Office: 
Hotel : 
Assisted Living Facility: 
Residential Units: 

1,800,000 square feet 
300,000 square feet 
600 rooms 
200 units 
1,000 multi-family units 

Please review the attached materials, and provide comments regarding any issues that your particular 
agency may have with the proposed amendment. Comments should not only focus on the effect of 
the amendment in terms of the proposed development scenario shown above, but should also 
focus on the other development scenarios that could occur under the proposed Future Land Use 
category (such as a fully residential scenario). It cannot be assumed that the mall development 
scenario will, in fact, occur on the property. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. We request that any responses be received before July 6, 
2001. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office at 4 79-8585. 

Sincerely, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

P4..o~ 
Paul O'Connor, AICP, Director 
Division of Planning 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



Distribution List: Roland Otto/ini, Lee County Natural Resources Management 
Stephanie Keyes, Lee County School Board 
A. Scott Hamilton, Lee County Sheriff's Department 
John Wilson, Lee County Public Safety 
Rick Diaz, Lee County Utilities 
Pat Jennings, Bonita Springs Utilities 
Chief Dennis J. Merrifield, Estero Fire Rescue 
Lindsey Sampson, Lee County Environmental Services, Solid Waste 
Chris Hansen, Lee County Public Safety, EMS 
Steyen Myers, Lee Tran 
John Yarbrough, Lee County Parks & Recreation 
Mike Carroll, Lee County Development Services 
John Campbell, Lee County Public Safety, Emergency Management 
Jim Lavender, Lee County Public Works 
Bill Horner, Lee County Port Authority 



JAMES T. HUMPHREY 

GEORGE H. KNOTT*t 

GEORGE L. CONSOER, JR,** 

MARK A. EBELINI 

GAREY F. BUTLER 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 

••Board Certified Real Estate La"'.Yer 

t Board Certified Business Litigation La"'.Yer 

To: Matt Noble 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT - LAW 

1625 HENDRY STREET (33901) 
P. 0. BOX 2449 

FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902 - 2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334- 2722 

TELECOPIER (941) 334-1446 

EHouck@humphreyandknott.com 

MEMORANDUM 

From: Erin E. Houck, Land Use Paralegal 

THOMAS B. HART 

MARK A. HOROWITZ 

H. ANDREW SWETT 

MATTHEW D. UHLE 

AARON A. HAAK 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE PLANNING 

MICHAEL E. ROEDER, AICP 

~!~ 
PEB.MITCOUNTE& 

Subject: Simon Suncoast DRI Plan Amendment - CPA2000-00006 

Date: February 9, 200 I 

Attached please find six (6) copies of the revised legal description and sketch for the above 
referenced project. 

Should you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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15' UllUTY EASEMOO 
(D.R. 2072. PO. 4002) 

l.ECAI.. DE'SaflPTlOH 

A PORTION Of' SECTION 0, TO~SHIP 47 sourn, RANCE 25 EAST, Lil COJNTY, nOAl>A. 90fG WORE 
PARTlCULARl Y DESCRIBED AS fOlLOWS: 

COMMENCE AT 1HE SOUlHEAST CORNER Of' SECTION D, T'O'Wt-lSHP 47 SOUlH, RANCE 25 EAST, lil COUNTY, 
noRIDA: lHENCE RUH S.H'M'lrw., Al.ONO TI![ SOUTH UNE Of n£ SOUTHEAST WAR.mt Of SAID SCCTIOH 
D, FOR A DISTANCC Of' 15.BD FttT TO A PaNT ON lHE WESlERl.Y RICHT-CJr-WAY LM Of' THE SE.ABOAAD 
COASTI.JNE RAJLROAO, A IJ0.00 rooT RICHT-or-WAY, ANO TH£ PQIII Cf' Af'QNNNO or lHE PAJltCCL Of LAND 
HERO. DESCRIBED; lliDICC CONTJIJE s.ge~•1rw., ~ TME SCUTH UN[ or nl[ SOUTl-£AST OJARTtR Of 
SAX> SECTIOH 9, roA A DISTANCE Of 1,733.04 FttT TO A PONT ON THE EASmt\.Y IUQfJ-or-WAY L.tt[ Of 

~i.~~'7~0~\&r:~f!~~f' ~- f~• l' Js~:'ct ~T .~rn-~w~ ~~~~N~°12'M-W., 
TANCOITIAL CRCVlAR CURVE, CONCAVE EASlERLY: Tlf[}jC[ AUH NarrnERLY, AL.a-IC SAH> EAST£Rl.Y 
RIGHT-Of-WAY lJNE AHO M.OHC TH£ ARC or SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HA"HG A RADIUS or ~805.30 
rm. THROUGH A CENTRAL ANCl.£ or 04'0J' II•, SUBTDIOCD BY A CHORD Of 3".4J FtET AT A BCARIHC or 
N.OB'JO'~W., FOR A DISTANCE Of' 309.52 Ft£T TO lHE DI) Of SA.I> CUR~ ll-oa: AUN N.M117'51•c. fOO 
A DISTAHCE or 747.22 f!ET TO A POINT ON A ClfO..UA OJR\-£, c:x»ICAYE EASmt\. Y, 'M-fOSt IMDIUS POINT 
BEARS N.B2"31'42'T.., A DISTANCE Of 3,009.80 f£ET THEftUftOM; THOICE R1M NMTHERL.Y, Al.a«) THE AA.C 
or SAX> CURVE TO n-tE RIGHT, HAVf.KJ A RA.DftJS Of 3,900.80 FttT, THIIIOUctl A COITftAL ANCl.£ Of 08" 
29'31•, SUBTD«>ED BY A CHORO Of &7&t2 FEET AT A BE.AAINO Of N.O,JiJ'32"'W .. rDft A DlSTAHC[ or 
e?0.45 FEET TO lHE DID OF' SA10 CVR'-,1'.; lHOfC[ RUN M.ooi5'M-W., F0R A DfSTANCE Of Ml.Of f[[T; 
'THENCE "UN M.oois·se-w •• f'OO A DtSTANCE or 47.04 fEET TO A POINT OH lH£ sournOtLY IIIJGHT-Of"-WAY 
UN[ or coc::cHJT ROAD, A 150.00 FOOT IUGHT-or-WAY, TI-£ SAME BOHO A PONT OH A ORCULVt CURW:. 
CONCA~ NORTHERLY, 'MfOSE RADIUS PONT BEARS N.10'2&'~W., A DISTANCC Of' :Z.0".00 flIT Tl£R[f'Ral; 
lHDICC RUN EASTtRL.Y, AL.CHC SAIO SOJlHERLY RtGHT-OF-WAY lJNE ANO M.ONC lH£ MC or SAID ~ 
TO lHE LUT, HAW«: A RADIUS Of 2,025.00 FEET, nlROUGH A CENTRAL ANCl.£ Of' oti2'2r, SU81Dl)[I) BY 
A CHORD or 325.07 rEEl Al A BEARHC Of N.74'M'48·c., FOR A DtSTAHCC Of 325.42 fEET TO TI-£ EM> or 
SAID OJR'-,1'.; lHEHCE RUH N.70"20'3S"C., Al.ONO SAID SOUlHERLY RICHT-Of'-WAY UHE fOO A DISTAHCC CK 
200.00 flIT TO lHE DEQNNINO Of A T~TIAL CIRCUl.Aft CURW., CONCA~ SOUll-'LJtl.:~ THENC£ RUN 
EASTtRl.Y, AL.ONO SAIO SOUlHERLY RIGHT-OF'-WAY L..N: AHO Al.ONO lHE AJltC or SAIO OJIIIYE TO nlE llttcHT, 
HAI/INO A RADIUS Of 3,025.00 FEET, lHROUGtl A COHRAL AHGU Of otill 10••, SUBTINOCD 9Y A DiCWm Of 
487.BD fEET AT A BEARING Of' N.74'S8'0rt., F'OR A DISlANCC Of 488..42 F'Eil TO M rnD Of' SA.I> ~ 
'THENCE RUN N.71"35'J9L, Al.OHO SA.JD sot.m-Vtl.Y RIOHT-Of-WAY L.tl£.. F'M A DISTANCE OF' 23B.2J rrrT 
TO A POINT ON lHE: YIESTIRLY RIGHT-Of-WAY L..N: Of lHE SEABOARD COASlUNE RAlROAD, A IJ0.00 FOOT 
RlctiT-or-WAY; lHDICE RUN S.00~'47"£., Al.OHO SA.JD WESTERLY RIG'HT-OF'-WAY l.H, fOR A DISTANCC Of' 
2.950.10 FEET TO THE PQHT Qf QECll,ltc ~TAININO OS.SM ACRES, Wat£ OR LCSS. 

AND 

A PORTION Of SECTIONS J, 4, O, AND 10, TOWHSHP 47 SOUll-1, RAHG£ 2:5 EAST, l£E COUNTY, n.oRIOA. 
BOHO MORE PAAT'ICIA.AAL Y OESCRIBW AS F'OUOWS: · 

COMlrifENCE AT lHE SOUlHEAST CORNER 0f SE~ I , TD'IIINStlP 47 SOUlH. RAHCi£ 25 EAST, l.lI COUNTY, 
flORIDA: lHDICE AUH S.M'M'lrw .. Al.OHO lHE SOUTH l.H or lHE sournEAST QUARTrR Of' SAID sccna-, 
0, F'OR A DISTANCC Of' 6.80 rrrT TO A PaNT ON THE M:Sma..Y RIGHT-Of-WAY L.N: Of THE SE.ABOARD 
COASTUE RAil.ROAD, A 130.00 rooT Rta-tT-Of'-WAY; lHEHCE RUH N.00'58'4,W., ~o SAi> -.:STERLY 
RIGHT-Of-WAY UE. f"OR A DISTANCE Of' J,021.15 rEEl TO lHE PONT C,: Af'QNHNQ or fflE PARC£l or 
l.AHD HEROI DESCRIBED; THENCE RUN M.OO'S8' 47"W., M.OHC SAIO KSTUtl.Y RtGHT-or-WAY UNE. fOO A 
DISTANCE or :Z.320.!Se FEET TO A POINT ON THE J<QlH UN[ 0f THE NOfmflll(::sf OUARTtR Of SCCTIOH 10, 
TOWNSHP 47 SOUTH, RANCE 25 EAST: ll-EfCC RUN H.00'5t'4N .. ALOHC SAi> 'flCSma..Y RICHT-Of-WAY 
LINE. F'OR A DISTANCC Of 2,1102.32 fEET TI> A POfHT OH 'TI£ J<QTH UHE Of THE SOUn-v.sT OJMTrR Of 
SECTION 4, TOMISHP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST; 'THENCE llt\.lH N.OO'Se'M-W .. Al.OHO SAO WCSlUtl Y 
RIGHT- Of-WAY LH. roR A DISTANCE Of' 1,500.71 ftil 10 TiiE 8£Clf,,NNO (:£ A TANGOITIM. ctRCtA..Nt 
OJR~ CONCA~ YIESTERlY: Tl-BICE RUN NORlHERLY, Al.OHO SM> HSTUtl.Y RICHT-or-WAY UN[ AHO 
AI..OHC me MC Of' SAID CUR~ TO lHE LETT, HA"NC A RADIUS Of 5,&41.38 flll, llfttlJCH A COllltM. 
ANCl.£ Of OO"Jt '2r, SUBTDIDED BY A omo or 938.18 FttT AT A BEAAINO Of N.M'42'42"'W .. fOft A 
DISTANCE or D37.75 f[[l TO THE DID Of SA.D CUR'-11:: lHENCE RVN N.10"28'29·w., ALDNC SAID 'flESltJtlY 
RIGHT-Of-WAY l.H, roR. A DISTANCE Of t&M raT TO A PONT ON TI-if SOUlHERLY RtGHT-Of-WAY l.N: 
Of Wl.UAMS ROAD, A 100.00 F'DOT RIGHT-Of-WAY: THEHCE llt\.lN S.88"'20''-l"'W., AU»IO SAi> SOUlHERLY 
RICHT-Of-WAY lK. f"OR A DISTANCE Of 1,020.70 f'IlT TO THE BEGtNNO Of A T~llAL ctRO..U.R 
OJA\-£, CONCAVE NORTHERLY; THOie£ RUH YICS1Dtl...Y, Al.ONO SAi> SOUlHERl.Y RIG'HT-Of-WAY lJHE ~ 
Al.ONO THE ARC Of SAID CURYE TO nlE RIGHT, HA"NC A RADIUS Of 7,050.00 f!ET, lHR0UCH A CEHTitAL 
ANCl.£ Of 03'00'00", SUBm«>ED BY A OiORO or 340.0CI FEET AT A BEAAIHO fF S.80'50'5,J"W .. fOR A 
DISTANCE Of 38D.l4 rrrT TO lHE DID or SA.D ~~ lHENC( RUH N.M'30'orw., M.OHC SAX> SOJll-lJtt.Y 
RIGHT-Of-WAY UK. fOR A DISlANCE Of &74.02 FEET TO A POfNT OH THE EASTERLY RlctiT-Of-WAY l.N: 
Of U.S. HWY. NO. 41 (flORl>A STATE ROAD NO. •S), A 200,00 FOOT RfctlT-CY-WAY: lHDIC[ MM S.04' 
e2'41•w., ALONG SAID EASTERLY IIIIG'HT-Of-WAY UN[, ftfl A DISTANCC Of 1,001 .57 f"[[T TO lHC BEQNNINC 
Of A TANGCNTIAL CRCUl.AR CUR~ CONCA",£ EASlI:RLY: rnDK::C RUN SOJTHEM.Y, Al.ONO SAIO EASTERI...Y 
RIGHT-Of-WAY l.NE AND Al.ONO THE ARC OF SAID cu:f:VE TOT>£ LD"T, HAVINO A RADtVS or 2,725.10 FUT, 
THROUctl A CENTRAL ANCl£ Of 11'32'5(>9, SUBlENOED BY A CHORO Of 54&.30 rrrT Al A BEAAINO or s.oo-
5J' 4-4•c., FOR A DISTANCE Of &40,2..l FttT TO rnE D-'> Of SAID CUR~ THENCE Rt.ti S.ot'•O' ot'T.., .AL.ONO 
SAi> EASTERLY AtCHT-Of-WAY LINE F'OR A DISlANCE or 2.25..11 FtET TO A PQNT ON lHE. NORTH LINE Of 
THE SOUlHEAST OJAATER Of SAID SECTlCH 4; lHEHCE COITINUE S.ot'40'00"'E., Al.CtlC SAi> EAS1[RL Y 
RICHT-Of-WAY UIE, f'OR A DISTANCE Of 2. TIO.Ill fEET TO A PCMNT ON THE SOJTH LINE Of THE 
SOUnlEAST OJARlER Of SAID SE:CllCH •• THD«::C CONTINUE S.ot'•O'ot"E., .AL.ONC SAX> £ASTEALY 
RtCHT-Of-WAY UIE, roR A DISTANCE Of' &26.0.l fEET TO THE BEGIN~ Of A TANGOf11Al. Ofta.J.AA OJR\£, 
CONCAVE YICSltRLY: THEHCX RUH SOUT>ERlY, AL.ONO SAID EASTUtl.Y IIIIQiT-Of-WAY UN£ AN> AL0NO lHE 
AAC Of SA.I) CUR~ TO lHE RIG'HT, HAYINO A RADIUS Of 11,584.73 nn, 'TI-IWUCH A COITRAl AHCl.E Of' oa· 
24'13•, SUB'JENOED BY A CHORO Of 1,20•-08 f'EET AT A B~O Of S.OJ"21!1'03"E.., f"DR A DISTANCC Of 
1,204,7& Ft£T TO THE DIO Of SAIO ~ nto«:E AUH S.00,S'&a"'E., M.,0,/0 SAO EASltRl..Y RICHT-Of'-WAY 
LINE. fOR A lMSTANCE Of 274.74 f!ET; lHENCE RUN S.48'02'1&·c., FOR A DtS'TANC[ Of 5n.4-4 flIT; 
'THENCE RUH S.01-Sr29L f"DR A DISTANCE Of 2S.10 f!ET TO A POINl OH n£ NORTHCRlY RICHT-Of'-WAY 
UHE or COCONUT ROAD, A 180.00 FOOT IHCHT-or-WAY: 'TIEU RUril N.88'02'34"E., Al.CHO SAID NC:AlHERLY 
RIGHT-or-WAY LIE. ftfl A DISTANCE or 32.80 F'E£T TO THE BCCtNt#ofC Of A TANGOfllAI.. CRCULAR CURVE, 
CONCAVE J<QTHERLY: THENCE RUN EASlfRLY, AL.ONO SAID HatTHERlY MCitlT-Cf'-WAY Ut-E N«J Al.ONO TH[ 
AJltC Of' SAID aJR~ TO lHE LUT, HAYINO A RADIUS or 1,87&.00 ft:ET, THROU<»i A (DITJW. ANCll Of Ir 
41'.so•, SUBTD«>ED BY A CHORD Of 1578.'2 ft:£T AT A BEAAINO Of N.7iil'34-C., F'0R A CMSTANCC Of 570.22 
nn TO 'THE mo Of SAID OJR't£. lt£NCE MJH M..7'0'20'J.5·c., Al.ONO SAK> NMTHOtlY MQiT-Of-WAY LINE. 
F'~ A OtSTANCE Of 200.00 f£IT TO THE BEOINNO Of A TN-tCENTIAL CROJl.AA a.JR\-£, CONCAVE 
sournERlY: n£NCE RUH EASTERLY, AI..OiC SAi) NORlHERLY RIGHT-Of-WAY \.HE ANO Al.OHC THE MC OF 
SA)O CUR'K: 10 THE RIGHT, HAVHO A RADlJS OF ;\17S.OO f"EE'T, ll-R)OCH A CDITRAL ANCl..£ Of' 00,5•04•, 
SUBTDIDED BY A QK'IRO Of' 512.ot fE£1 AT A BCAANl Of N.74'58'0Tr.. FOR A OtSTAHCE Of 812.55 flIT 
TO rnE DID Of SAi> CUR~ lHDICE ~ N.70'Ja'30"E., ~ SNO NOOTHERLY RSGHT-Of'-WAY l...NE. FOR A 
DISTANCE Of 28,J,O& flU TO nl[ Potll Cf' Af'QHHtc CONTAM-10 W.538 Aa'IES. WORC Oft L£SS. 

NOTES: 

lHS PROPERTY IS SUB.l:CT TO EASOIDfTS, RESCRVA noNS OR RESlRIL'llOHS Of RECORD. 

TOTAL PRoPERTY AREA 4'12.421 ACRES WORE OR LESs. 

INfORMATIOH REL.ATNC TO BOUNDARY DATA or SECTICl,'S ;\ 4, 0 J.NJ 10. TO'#HSHIP 47 SOUTH. RANG£ 28 
EAST, l[[ COJHTY, nORIDA. TOCClliCft 'MlH lHE l.OC .. ,TIO.'i Of "I)-£ VS ttQiWAY f,41 RICHT-IY'-WAY, WAS 
OflTAINED FROM A SUR'vO' Of lHE SMITWATrR RANCH f'i\CPNlED BY DOI ASSOCSA1tS HAVHO DROOi 

~=N~tibA~
4~~ JfZ"~~~~~t)1:~°i"=~~T~.N«J 

BEARINGS REJ'IR TO lHE SOUlH UNE or THE SOJTh"UST OU.AA~ OF' SECTlON ,, TO'IINSHIP 47 SOU'TH. 
RANGE 25 EAST, LEE COUNTY, nORl>A, AS BONC ~-~flrW. 

HOLE, WONTES, NC. 

~~i;;;:.,Ju 
lHOMAS J, GARRIS 

P.LS. 13741 
STATE Of Fl.ORICA 

SKETCH AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
OF A PORTION OF SECTIONS 

--NO. 

A-99+-2 
-..:x:r NO. 

19970798 3, 4, 9 AND 10, 
TOWNSHIP 47 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST 

LEE COUNTY 
"'71111NC£NO. 

FLORIDA S'n£E'TREV2 



JAMES T. HUMPHREY 

GEORGE H. KNOTT• t 
GEORGE L. CONSOER, JR.•• 

MARK A . EBELINl 

GAREY F. BUTLER 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 

••Board Certified Real Estate Lawyer 

t Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

February 9, 2001 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, Director 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 HENDRY STREET (33901) 
P. 0 . BOX 2449 

FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902 - 2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334- 2722 

TELECOPIER (941) 334-1446 

MUWe@humphreyandknott.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast/Request for Extension 

Dear Paul: 

THOMAS B. HART 

MARK A. HOROWITZ 

H. ANDREW SWETT 

MATTHEW D. UHLE 

AARON A. HAAK 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE PLANNING 

MICHAEL E. ROEDER, AICP 
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We agree with your conclusion that the various applications should be reviewed 
concurrently and holistically; please be advised, therefore, that we will agree to a sixty 
(60) day extension of the deadline for transmittal hearings in F.S. 380.06. If staff should 
determine that additional review time is needed at some point in the future, we will give 
appropriate consideration to a further request for an extension upon receipt of the request. 

Sincerely, 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT, P.A. 

~~~ 
Matthew D. Uhle 
MDU/zw 
cc: Chris Squires 

David McArdle 
Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
Ron Dillon 



COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Direct Dial Number: (94 I) 479-8585 

Bob Janes 
District One February 5, 2001 
Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Humphrey & Knott, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 

Donald D. Stilwell Re: Simon Suncoast DRI/Lee Plan Amendment (CPA2000-30) 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recycled Paper 

Dear Mr. Uhle: 

Due to the various issues and complexities of the proposed amendment, staff is requesting that 
you, on behalf of your client, formally waive the regulatory review standards of Chapter 380.06, 
F.S. regarding the local government's time frame for making a determination on the transmittal 
of the amendment. It would be beneficial to the Planning Division and the applicant to have 
ample opportunity for the review of the amendment in order to provide the best possible analysis 
of the proposal. It is staffs intention to track the Plan Amendment review with the Development 
of Regional Impact (DRI) review so that the review can occur holistically. 

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

Sincerely, 
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

~~i~ 
Paul O'Connor, AICP 
Director of Planning 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



JAMES T. HUMPHREY 

GEORGE H. KNOTT*t 

GEORGE L. CONSOER, JR.** 

MARK A. EBELINI 

GAREY F. BUTLER 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 

••Board Certified Real Estate Lawyer 

t Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

December 7, 2000 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, Director 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 HENDRY STREET (33901) 
P. O. BOX 2449 

FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902-2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334-2722 

TELECOPIER (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@humphreyandknon.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, Fl 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI/Lee Plan Amendment 

Dear Paul: 

THOMAS B. HART 

MARK A. HOROWITZ 

H. ANDREW SWETT 

MATTHEW D. UHLE 

AARON A. HAAK 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE PLANNING 

MICHAEL E. ROEDER, AICP 

PERMIT COUNTER 

You will recall that you took the position in your October 3rd memo that Sandy Lane 
Extension will be a collector, rather than an arterial road. We are currently in the 
process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way for a 
four-lane road which will extend from the southern boundary of the project to Corkscrew 
Road. It is our expectation that the road will at some point be extended south to Old US 
41 and north to Alico Road. 

In our opinion, the new road should be classified as an arterial, not a collector, for the 
following reasons: 

1. Sandy Lane was added to the MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Plan, and 
subsequently Map 3A in The Lee Plan, because six-lane US 41 could not handle 
the projected volumes in 2020, even with the six-lane Three Oaks Parkway 
Extension south to Bonita Springs. Hence, Sandy Lane is being provided to divert 
north/south traffic volumes off of US 41. This being the case, Sandy Lane should 
be planned and designed as an arterial to provide sufficient speed and capacity to 
successfully divert volumes off of US 41. 

2. Map 3 B in The Lee Plan, which identifies the future functional classification of 
roads in Lee County, identifies Old 41 in Bonita Springs as an arterial road. With 
Sandy Lane as a collector, Old 41 simply dead-ends at US 41, where traffic is 
forced to use US 41 to travel to and from the north. System continuity would be 
much improved by connecting Old 41 directly with the Sandy Lane Extension to 
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form a continuous arterial, so that north/south traffic on Old 41 could continue 
north on Sandy Lane, rather than on US 41 . 

3. The upgrade of Sandy Lane from a collector to an arterial would provide 
significantly greater speed and capacity, with slight increase in cost. 

4. As shown in Maps 3A and 3B of The Lee Plan, Sandy Lane is a continuous road 
extending from Old 41 in Bonita Springs to Alico Road north of San Carlos Park, 
a distance of approximately 8 miles. A continuous road that extends 8 miles and 
interconnects five major arterials (Old 41, Coconut Road, Corkscrew Road, 
l<oreshan Boulevard and Alico Road) would function as an arterial, not a collector. 

5. On page 84 of the ITE report titled Transportation and Land Development, the 
collector system is described as follows: 

The collector system provides both land access and 
rnovement within residential, commercial, and industrial 
areas. Collectors penetrate, but should not have continuity 
through, residential areas. 

Sandy Lane clearly is not consistent with this description of collector roads. Sandy 
Lane does not provide for movement within residential, commercial, and industrial 
areas. Rather, Sandy Lane has continuity through several residential areas in Bonita 
Springs, Estero and San Carlos Park. 

6. Table 4-1 in the ITE report titled Transportation and Land Development provides 
a number of characteristics of collector roads, including the following: (1) collector 
roads should not extend across arterials; and (2) thru traffic should be discouraged 
on collector roads. Sandy Lane clearly does not comply with these characteristics 
of collector roads. As noted previously, Sandy Lane extends across several arterials 
and has been included in the plan to encourage, not discourage, thru traffic as an 
alternative to US 41 . 

Since Lee Plan Map 3A shows Sandy Lane Extension as a collector, we are confronted 
with the question as to whether our FLUM amendment application should be 
accompanied by a request to revise Map 3A, as well. At this point, we have chosen not 
to do so, largely because the time involved in generating the necessary data and analysis 
would result in unacceptable delays in filing the map amendment request. We believe, 
however, that Map 3A should, in fact, be amended; it simply comes down to an issue 

2 
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of timing. If the County feels strongly that the amendment should be considered 
concurrently with the DRI, we are certainly willing to comply with that direction. 

We will be asking for impact fee credits in connection with the construction and 
dedication of the new road. The amount of the credits will obviously be the subject of 
discussion at a later date. 

If you have any questions, please let me know. 

Sincere ly, 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT, P.A. 

IVZ~Vk 
Matthew D. Uhle 
MDU/zw 

Ends. 

cc: Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 
Ned Dewhirst 
Ron Talone 
Dave Loveland 
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EXHIBIT2 

SIMON SUN COAST DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS 
BUILDOUT (2006} 

Land Use 

Residential 
Apartments 
Residential Condominiums 
Assisted Living Facility 

Total 

Commercial/Retail 

Office 
General Office 
Medical Office 

Total 

Hotel 
Hotel (Limited Services) 
Conference Hotel 

Hotel Total 

Size 

500 d.u. 
500 d.u. 
200 d.u. 

1,200 d.u. 

1,800,000 sq. ft. 

200,000 sq. ft. 
100,000 sq. ft . 
300,000 sq. ft. 

300 rooms 
300 rooms 
600 rooms 

~ 



EXHIBIT3 
SIMON SUNCOAST DRI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

ROADWAY 

ALICO RD. 

(3) (4) 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT 
FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 

----------------- ----------------- ==== === 

Two Way Total Total 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
Factor Volume NE SW 

(6) (6) (6) VIC V/C 
SV @ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 

·u.S.41 -- --- ·Railroad 4LD : EiJ- 3fai6 " ··T103 28~890 T 6T13 3,260 1,470 1,790 2,030 C C 0.72 0.88 
; Railroad ____ .. -· . 7Lee BlvcC , 6LD ' El: 12;s9Ci - 1:·10S 65):ioo . 0.089 5,870 2,640 3,230 3,040 C 1=--· 0.87 1.06 
;~~e- B!Y_~-=--~=-- ~--~-- ~ t~f~e_Qa}~ F>kwy. 6LD E I ~s;g:~~ :~_fJg~ ~6.860 _ ~- 0-:-9~~ 5,040 2,270 2,770 3,040 C C 0.75 0.91 
Three Oaks Pkwy. r l-75 6LD E· : 63,740 1.103 57,790 0.094 5,430 2,440 2,990 3,040 C D 0.80 0.98 

' J;}.t~;-~ ~iffi~~~~~ - :: ;:~tH:UGriffinPkwy. :- ~~~ ; ~u 5f~~; . f_rnr~j:~l~ ~[1~~-~--- .{ll&---~-~~~g ·-·-2-'~~g ~:i~-t -{--1~~ -g:~~ I 
BONITA BEACH RD. . __ Hick~~~lv~. _ . Vande~ilt Dr. 4LD El 1 35,894_ 1.30!. 27!..i6g __ iU.1.?_ __ 3,080 __ 1,600 _ 1,480 2,030 C C 0.79 0.73 

·VanderbiltDr. U.S.41 6LD Ei ! 48,011

1 

1.307 36,730 0.107 3,930 2,040 1,890 3,040 B 8 0.67 0.62 :u-:-s.41_____ . T5id41 4LD Ei i 36,828 f367' 23)590 "b:F(5 2,710 - 1,410 1,300 2,030 B - B- - 0~69'o.64 
l'6Tcf 4·1--- - .. ·- -- --,Tmperia·1 St. 6LD E!T 74)82 1 • 1.213 sfsso 0.088 5,430 2,930 2,490 3,040 D C 0.96 0.82 
J mi>~ria1 s t ___ . i i~if =· · . . 6LD 

1 
E: L 2Iq134~ .. - 1.JJ~ f3_~.f?o - - 0.102 2,360 1,210 1,090 3,o4o s s __ _ .Q~,_o.36 

_J~75 _____ . . -~~r,_ita ~_r?_r,_d_e_ pr:.. 4LD; EJ 1 21~<i4~ . .. ~--~1~ !,?!680 _ _.Q.104 1,840 990 850 2,030 B B O.~ 0.42 

-~'.';_i-1i§!a~deDr. · J!~~yLn · :~g ~j! !~}f:- --~f~; ~I'.~~~- -&:-~-i; --1:~~g ·-2.~;i ---- 1;~~ ;:~!~ ~ l --·-l+l -t:; 
-; ~a·n~yJ ~~ --: - ~~ -:l31~~r·13~11_~h Rd. . sLD. El I ~•(s]~: _:·_- 1.2s1. Js)i_o_ ~ _JJQ~ - -~~-9 ~ .?,080 _.Ji?X9 3,o4o _s __ ~- o.68 . ~58 

--Jt!~·~J:;t .. ~--=l l~1ee .. ~aks Pkwy.. . : l :~g; ~j 1 _~;J;_~ :~:+~:~ J~Jgt ~J~~ --- }i~~---~J{& --l :ii---iii[ ~ -~]~~-- -{:; ~~~~-
.J.~7_5 _____ ____ -- ·;~JjlB~m ~il~~r~ffin Pk~. 4LD L.. I: _?~.!~~ ___ !_._263 __ 2_~3-~ _ 0.115 _3,030 1,640 1,390 2,030 C B 0.81 0.68.I 
:BenHillGriffinPkwy. School Entrance 4LD i E 3.4.854 1.263 27,600 0.114 3,150 1,700 1,450 2,030 C C 0.84 0.71 

. - ~School Entrance- --- .. WiTcfcat Run - -· -- 4LD I . E .. °J3J49 ·-1.263- 2s:2s-6 - - 0.115 3,020-- 1,636 - 1,390 3,260 B B 0.50 0.43 
·- - '.WtidcatRun . i'he-1-hibitat' - ---- ,fC6 j -·E - - 2,499 1.263 ~ 1,980 - cf131 · 260 160 100 3,260 A A 0.05 0.03 

TThe HabitaC ·-·--· ·-- .Alice Rd. . 2LU : E ... T:867 -·- ·1253 T 4ao· ""o.13f ___ __ 190 - 1'1of- 80 1,270 A A 0.09 0.06 
'. Alico·Rcf.- - . '. East 2LU i . . E - ·5:01{ · 1:-253- · 4-;-020· -o:·1·ig- -·- ·- ·520 ·- --310 f---210 -1 ,2iff c- · s·-- - 0.24 0.17 

· - - ·- ·· ·-- - ·-·- - • - . • - l .. .. . -•-·--·· -··· ·-- - - - --- -- - ·-. ---- - -----·-- - ---- ------ --- -- - ----- - • •-· ·· - --- - - - - ·- -

' - i~~~t4~fU.S. 
41 :~~~d~1

Ln i I :t~· '~ -1~:ni ' ~:;i; +~:~~-i -t~~~ ·-- -}.~{i " 1·.~~i ... i~% -2~~~~ · §·-·· ~-- ~~~} - ~~~-} 
·l sandyLn Three Oaks Pkwy. ; j 4LD E ·13,s2a "f :-is3 -10)16 -o:12s ___ ,f)40 ---750 - - 590 - 2,030 B--- 8 -- cf:ff - 0:29 

I ' I •• - .. " ' . " .. " _,, - - - "-..... · - -·" ,. . ""' -· - - ""'" ' - .. "" --· ..... - ·-· ·---·- .. - ... - - --- ' 

Win~ler Rd. : Summerliri _~d. i j 4LD E . ?.1~~5_7_ .. _!.:_!~Q. _g_9~0 .... 9.:9._~ __ 4..!.,~?_9 ____ _ 2,39Q_ 2,480 2,00_Q_ .£ F 1.20 _1-1_~ 
Summerlin Rd. ,U.S. 41 1 6LD E 57,188 1.160 49,300 0.093 4,580 2,240 2,340 3,000 C D 0.75 0.78 

CORKSCREW RD. 

COCONUT RD. 

CYPRESS LAKE DR. 

DANIELS PKWY. _ ~v -~. 41 - ~J M~tr?_P~~- . .. li 6LQ -~~ =-: 63,953 1.16.Q_ :55,130 0.091 5,020 - 2,460 2,560 3,000 D D _0.820.85_ 
______ __ M~!ro _P~"!'Y~ -. __ _ J ~i~-~!ePkwy. _ JL ~-~D _ E 59,943 1.16051,680 ._0.09~ 4,750 2,330 2,420 3,000 D D 0.78 0.81 

. ~§ix Mile Pk~:_ __ I_Th_r:ee O~s P~wy. E_x_~ [ I_ ?!::Q. - -~ 84,087 1.163 72,300 __ 0.084 6,070 2,970 3,100 3,040 D F 0.98 1.02 
. --· -f ~h~e-~_Q~~~ -P~_'.!'.'Y- Ext:rl-!§ -· . . . . J 6l:_Q _ E 72,998 1.163 62,770 0.088 5,520 3100 2,820 3,040 C C 0.89 0.93 

· -- l~~leJfne~i~ ·----- -. r;;fr-~~---· J -:·t~ -- _J ___ :::~;L--~~~t ;::~~-,_ t~:~ _;::~~ -~11;t~ I~; ~.;J~ ~-- ~ ___ J::1~¾} 
i SWFIA ____ _ ____ __ -· GatewayJ31vd. _ _ ___ _6LD E 60,518 1.073 56,400 0.093 5,250 2,890 2,360 3,040 C C 0.95 0.78 
. Ga!e~ay _B!~t!.- SR 82 _ 6~~ ___ _§_ . 59,619 1.073 .5-~.!~~Q .. __ Q:093 ---~~1J.Q, _ ~.~i9 ___ 2,33Q, ~_;Q.1.Q. ~- - g_ __ ~~ -~?_? 
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EXHIBIT3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr (6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW LOS Std NE SW NE SW 

==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------ ------ --- --- ---- ----
GLADIOLUS DR. . . - . \ iifinkler R.d. .. · Summerlin Rd . 

Summerlin Rd. : U.S. 41 
[fi~~Jjc§:~J!~- . . j_i~_fl!Okalee Rd . . 
lmmokalee Rd. I Bonita Beach Rd. 

1-75 

4LD El 44,906 ··· 1.1so· 38-;tfo - (fci94 ---J,°"640 · - -r.-a20 ·T a20 - 2~030 -c- c - 0 .90 - 0:90 
6LD E 7:(344 . - 1.160 63)30 · -·0.081 --5,500 2,750 2,750 ~40· C C 0.90 0.90 

6F C j 62,170 1.136 54)36 -- 0~097 ·- - 5,i§o· f- -ias6 2,430 - 3;§70 c· ·- if . . 0:12 ·0~61 
6F : C , , 79,652 { 136 10:120 - 0.09°{ 6,780 - 3,660 -3,120 - 3,gio · c c-- ·0 :92 ·-cftg 

Bonita Beach Rd. i Corkscrew Rd. 
:corkscrew-Rl . - - "T Alico -Rd. -· -· 
' Aiico -Rd. -- -·- .. .. ·;-oan1els Pkwy. 

"'.° tfan, els Pkwy. :coioniai Bivd.· 
KORES HAN Bl VD. : U.S~4 1 .. . --- . ·-·-• ; S-andy ln . .. 

. ··)~an<lihii. - --. . : :tti r~·e:9.al<~ Pk_wy: 
. _____ :Bonita Beach_ Rd.__ .· County Line __ _ 

__ __ . ~ty Line ... _. . _; Mediterra _ _ _ _ 
1 Mediterra i Carlton lakes 
i caritc,-n Lakes . ! lmmokalee Ref 

• ·• - - -·- -- ·-·-···-· j . ··- · ·- · . .. . . 
Alico Rd. Briarcliff Rd. 
Briarcliff Rd. ; Six Mile Pkwy. 

.. Si°x-Mlle Pkwy. . : Daniels Pkwy. 
• . - • .. . . ·I - ... 

:_Dani~IS. .f.'~wy . _ 1g!Y~~al Dr.__ 
: c~l!~ Li~~- ---. _ _ ___ : ~ci!lAa ~ea~!'_ ~~: . . _ 
Bonita Beach Rd. I Ter_ry St. 

' . ·--- - ·-··· . . . I -- • • 
: Te_l"_ry_§!:_ . 

1
. ~o_s_e~_ary Rd . . 

Rosemary Rd. Cockleshell Dr. , . 
. Cockfes°heli or: . -ro.s. ,ff - .. . 11 

. ·- ------ --·- · -·I· -·· - - -·· -···· · ·- ·· 
U.S. 41 1 Metro Pkwy . 

;·~=~~,:~~-·· -·- . w :~~~~hir~w~kes.Blvd.' 

; Brookshire lakes Blvd. I Crystal Dr. 
· :AlicCl~~.: .. .. -.. ... T§~n __ g_~rlo_s.~1~<1-___ _1 _•· 
: San Carlos Blvd. Koreshan 
: Koreshan Corkscrew Rd. 
: Corkscrew Rd. Williams Rd. 
;w\~l~_nis R,d:_ . ~--,f~riI~6-f ~11fra·~~~- l 
; N Project Entrance S Project Entrance 

··1-!:{i~~r:d~trance --- grl{~l!tB~:. _____ _ 
1.... . .• . .. . .. . . . 

! u:~:-~J_ ___ __ .. _ ~~in~~!9~ f t: . ... . . 

LIVINGSTON RD i . 

' . 

METRO PKWY. 

OLD41 

SIX MILE PKWY. 

: I 

SANDY LN . 

. TERRY ST. 

6F c : ! ieC592 - 1.087 10Aso 0.099 6,950 3,960 2,990 3,970 C C 1.00 0.75 
6F ct'. 12,456 . 1.08-7 66)560 ·· · o.o§§ f--6 ,580 7";°750 - 2,830 3,970 c - c >- 6.94 0.1T 
6F '. cl i 70)34 . 1.087 64};10 . 0.099 6,380 3,640 2,740 3,970 C s-- 0.92 0.69 
6F : c! i 14:6s2 I .. f oa1 ·ss:Mo . .. 0.099 ·- --6,780 3,860 2,920 3,970 C C 0.97 0.74 

4LD! . E:] _-6,~9_:f f 263_ ·5;300· .. 0.129 680 310 370 2,030 B B 615 -0.18 
4LD , l 10,~• ) "1,263 7,920 - 0.127 1,010 460 550 2,030 B B 0.23 0.27 
4~0 : E l 4~~?§7 ... 1:1~z. 36,640 -0~095 3,480 1,95f . 1,530 3,260 C B 0.60 0.47 

4LD i _ D ! ~~?.?. --~:!E.. 36,oaci 0.095 3,430 - 1-,920 1,510 2,900 C B . 0.66 0.52 
4LD I _D [ 44.J ?.~ 1:_1_3_7._ 38~840 0.095 3,690 2,070 1,620 2,900 C B 0.71 0.56 
4LD : D I 45,635 1.137 40,140 - 0.094 3,770 2,110 ... 1,660 2,900 C B 0.73 0.57 
6LD : E \ 1 86;1a-s 1.osd 81)16- - 0.081 6,590 3,430 3,160 3,040 F F ·1:13 - 1°:04 

6LD I Ej ;_ 9~!q~~ 1.Q.~ 85}i40 .. 0.079 6,790. - 3-:S30 - -°3;260 - °3,040 1= - t ·-- .. f.16 ·T ot 
6LD I El I 37,255 1.0?9 ·3sJ s·o 0.100 3,520 - °f830 --·· 1,690 3,040 B B 0.60 0.56 
6LD ' E, 1 38,672 1.060 36,480- -0:099 3,610 ·-· 1~80 - -f ,730 3,040 · ir- · B ·- ·o.si ·o-.s1 
2LU . . E -f:{932 - --_, .T37 12,2sci ··0:103 1,260 760 500 960 C B 0.79 0.52 
2LU E 14,493 . 1.137 1°2,750 - 0.103 1,310 730 580 960 C B 0.76 0.60 
4LD .. E -26~926 ·- .f f3o/ 23,686. 0.099 --2,346 1,310 -· 1,030 2,030 B B 0.65 0.51 
4Lb . E ···29,352 >---·r 13i 25,820 . 0~099 2,560 ~ o - -1; 130 2,030 C 13- - 0.70- - lf56 
2Lu ····-E 

- - 8,846 1.137 _U80 .. - 0-.105 - - 820 --·3 60 - 460 960 
B .. -13- -0:3if 0.48 ·-- - --- C -- c-- -o:a2 0.79 6LD E 61 ,551 1.163 52,920 0.092 4,870 2,480 2,390 3,040 

6Lb 
--

E 33,367 .. f1 53 28,690 '"·o~fo2 2,930 1,490- --7;440 °J;-040 -s·-- s -· 0.49 0.47 
Tt::15 - -E - ~~~~ 1.103 -~:s?.9_ 0 ~092 4,400 2,420 1,980 3,040 t- 13-- -er-so 0.6-5 

- ----- --2)10 c- 0.73 6LD E 60,331 1.103 54,700 0.090 4,920 2,210 3,040 C 0.89 
·2LU ---E ... 24,051 1.103 21)316- --6."Hif --- -2,570 --f:440 1,130 960 F F 1.50 -T 1a· 
2[0 ·--E . _ 20,092 1.10-3 fa-;-226- ··· ·-0.120 ---2.rno - °f230 ~--960 --·-960 r - ·o - ·r2a T.dcf 

--2LU - E 23,491 1.103 21)06 ·-oTfa ~ 510 ~ 1,410 1,100 960 F F 1.47 7T5-
2LU E 12,072 1.103 10,940 - - 0.125 1,370 776 600 960 C B -cr-80 >--0.63 
2LU E 14,350 1.103 13,010 0.123 1,600 900 700 960 c-= ·c-··- - o·:§4 - 0)3 

· 2Lu ---E ·-12:Ssa --1.-:,-03 fl)go 0:124· ·-··-1;410 ··· -1 90· ·- --·s20 950 C 
-B·--- -0~82 -0.65 

-·2LU E 14,567 1.103 13)°10 ·o.123 1,620 910 . 710 960 D c- -o:ss "o.74 
-2L0 E 8,664 1.103 7,850 . · o.127 1,000 560 440 960 B B 0.58 0.46 

. 4LD _ E . 9,347 1.213 7,710 0.108 830 450 380 2,030 B B - 022 o .f9 
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EXHIBIT3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC LEVEL OF SERVICE 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ (5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr (6) (6) (6) VIC V/C 

# of LOS FSUTMS AADT AADT K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume SV@ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 Factor Volume NE SW LOS Std NE SW NE SW 

==== === ------ ------ ----- ----- ------- ------ ------ ------ --- --- ---- ----

;dinburgh_CJ: _ -~---·:-~_Qld41 __ __ 4LD j _EJ 11 ,6~?. _ 1_:2_!_3 __ :_f?.i9: -~o:·ig°__t ~==f 636 __ _ 5 60 _- 470 _ 2,030 B B 0.28 - 0.23 
Old41 ,MathesonAv. 4LD i El 27,217 1.213 22,440 0.103 2,310 1,250 1,060 2,030 B B 0.62 0.52 •· ·· - - •·· . . • r- ----- . - ---- ------- ------•-------- ----------- - ----------- - -- -------- - --- - --- ·--- -- --·- - -- -- -------

THREE OAKS NORTH : [)aniels Pkwy. [fiddlest!c::ks _ 6LD i _ E .
1 

53,517 _U 93 ~l!,_5_~9- ___ q:~_Q_O ___ -~~O - --~2_2._9_ 2,130 3,040 _g __ _!3 _____ 0.89 _OJ_(} 
Fiddlesticks :Alico Rd. 6LD , E, 55,384 1.103 50,210 0.099 4,970 2,780 2,190 3,040 C C 0.91 0.72 

THREE OAKS PKWY. : A]lc.o}fo-:- _ . j si!!l-garios Blvd. 4LD [ El 4:{711 H~3- 39~~~0 ~-9_:_1_q~ _ __ ~.?Oq 1,~90 ~-~21_Q_ ____ _?,O~_ g_ _ f_ _ _QJ_~ __ t :..1_"!_ 
.§>_c1~~rlos Blvd. _ i ~o~~sh_an Bl\ld. 4LD j E j 

1 
45~~~6 1:26__3._ ~?l _~p ___ Q:!.9-~ ___ ~J00_-_2._~1_1p _ 1,790 __ 2,030 F _ f __ 1.04 -- ~~~ 

K_or:_e~~-~ -_Blv~: ; Ce>rksc_r~w ~d. _6LD 1 E, · 5~~26 j _1._2_~~ 4_-t~§.Q9 __ _Q :._1_9__3._ --~,590_ 2,480 2,110 3,040 C B -+-0.82 0.69 
G_~r!<scr.e!" 13~-_ .. :\_'Yillic1~~ R~. _ 6LD i E _j 55,Z51 1.?_~3 _44J ~ __ _iU03 4,550 _ 2,09.Q __ _ 2,460 3,040 B ----~ -~~~ 

'Williams Rd. :coconut Rd. 6LD 1 E i 56,737 1.263 44,920 0.103 4,630 2,500 2,130 3,040 C B 0.82 0.70 
. · ------·- - -- -- . - - - - - - - - - I ,--- --- --- ----- ---- -·· -----· -· -- - ---~ ·--· -- -
;_f~~q_~Rd. :§tr~k~ Ln. 6LD 1 E : _46J_~°! __ _ 1_:~§11~?.tQ 0_108 3,960 2,1 40 1,820 3,040 B B 0.70 0.60--1 
; Strike Ln. Old 41 . , 4LD i E l 23,524 1.263 18,630 0.120 2,240 1,210 1,030 3,040 B B 0.40 0.34 

TREELINEAVE. NORTH IDanielsPkwy. -!SWFiA- - - :; 4t o i· E l JJ:092 --1.21727~195 · 0.114 3,100 1,740 1,360 2,030 c -- B 0.860.67 

BENHILLGRIFF;~:p~-JZ~!~d~-:- -- -l t~fo~f ~a~~s i-i ~rn' r ---:~J~r~-~}f~I:~~if --K~-~~ !:;~~-- N~~ --+~;~ - ;:~:~ {- ~ ~:;~ ~:~1 
: Mfroma·r-Lakes - i FGC-0- -- l ; -6Lo -E - -59,880 - f 2f1 1--49,200- - -0.100 --- 4~920--U6o - - 2,660 3,040 c c l--o.f.f - if88 
; FGcu~ ·-- -- :co-rfscrew-Rd. : i 4LD .E - 39-;-524- --1:-211 32,560-·- o.111 3,610 1,950 -1,660 2,030 D--- C -0.96 0.82 

U.S. 41 : P-irie Rid_ge Rd. _ lmmokalee Rd. I i 6LD 1 D _ - 5r18_6._ -f1~~0-~~i9.7(_) - ~~.0_9_7- :~~~Jyb_ :~~~?[ ----?!_1QQ_ _ ~,.!1__Q__ __§_ __ -~ - -~ _ Q:!_J _ _.9.68_ 
_ lmm~kale~ Rd. :Wi9_9~n5. Pass Rd. ; ; 6~_(? __ (? _ --~,07_? _ __ 1_,1_~ ~~1 _ _?._() _ 0.097 5,350 2,780 2,570 3,110 C B 0.89 0.83 
_"Y__!9_9_ins Pass ~~ - : Old 41 1 ! 6L[? __ _Q_ _ - ~~-!21~ __ 1-:.!_8_(:l__ ~~J_~Q _p_:__Q~7 ,__~i_4__Q _____ 2,83_Q__ ___ ~610 3,110 _ __g_ _ ~ _ _ QJ1. _ 0.84 
Old_41 _ _ ;c~unty ~ine _ i j 6~r;? ____ I? ---~ _,___1_!?_~ __ 1_:._1~_q '!_5,0_1Q -~ 0.097 4,370 -~~60 ____ 2,010 3,110 B ___ ~ _ _ 9.:..~ - 0.65 
County Line Bonita Beach Rd_ , ! 6LD E 54,639 1.153 47,390 0.089 4,220 2,280 1,940 3,040 C B 0.75 0.64 
Bonita Beach Rd. :w. Terry St. : j 6LD E - ·s.a;}~ -- 1.153 ss;106 -gj5ifi ~ -5,HQ -- 2:'f80- ---~.36_[ _ :-~~~9.49 :¢_-:- c--- d_.-91: ·o:=t~ 

_W:._Jerry St. ~North Bay Dr. l i 6~0 - _ E: _ 69,78-~ __ 1_:1_~ 60~_1_0 _2:_087 ___ _?,_2_2_Q ___ 2_, ~?0, --~i~Cl_()_ __ 3,04__0 _ _ D __ C _ ___ Q-~6 O}~ 
North Bay Dr. ' Pelican's Nest Dr. 6LD E 67,383 1.163 57,940 0.088 5,100 2,860 2,240 3,040 C C 0.94 0.74 

. Pelican's Nest Dr. ' Old 41 6LD E 57,701 Us:3 49}H6 -0.090 - - 4,460 - 2~500 { 960 3~040 C-- - B 0.82 -0.64 
Old 41 ; Coconut Rd. 6LD - E - - 54~893 T 163 l--4i:i55 --0~6§1 ___ -4:3oci --2~4fc>" --1:S!fo i---- 3,04<Y - C --- If - --cr ttf 6-:Si 
Cocoriut Rd. ; S. Project Entrance 6LO -- E --67~353 - f "-f6Ysf,9-10 ,__o.Of8- - --g,-f6o - 2,860- -- 2J-4cf -3,040 c- c---- --o:g;r -0)4 

. S. Project Entrance : N. Project Entrance 6LD - --E - -67,904 - -f 163- 58]96 -0.088 - - 5_:r40 - 2;1rnc>" - 2~66 ~3,040 C -- C-- -6~95 -·o:t4 
: N. !'.{~e~ __ E!'~~~ce ___ :vyilliams _Rd.- - _:~~[? ---~ -_ i6~f16- 1.163 60,290 - 1fo8f - -S::80 -· -2:S-40 ---2]10 -: -- 3~040 -1--6 -- C - --6.-97 - 0.76-
Williams Rd. !Corkscrew Rd. 6LD E 71,733 1.163 61,680 0.087 5,370 3,010 2,360 3,040 D C 0.99 0.78 

- ' Corkscrew-Ref - ;Koreshan Bivd. 6LD --E - 57,718 1.163 49,630 0.090 4,470 2,500 1,970 3,040- c~- B- 1----0.82 1--- 0~65-I 
__ (_~ore~h_a:_n:_-Blv~. ;sanC~rl_o~ _~J_vd . _ - - --$11?·~--E _ ?5,74__8_ __ 1.163 65,130 0.086 5,600 3,140 2,460 3,040 F C 1.03 0.81 

San Carlos Blvd. Alico Rd. 6LD E 71,765 1.163 61,710 0.087 5,370 2,790 2,580 3,040 C C 0.92 0.85 
iAlfcoR.a:---- --- -- --- - ---psTarid P,irk Rd. - ....... .... -6[5 1-- --E 62,110 1.163 53,400 0.089 4,750 2,470 2,280 3,040 C C 0.81 0.75 
j 1_5.l~n~_P~~Rd. 

1
,JamalcaBay~e_st __ ___ J~Q-__ E -74~032 ---1:-16363,6-60 ,_0.086 5,470 2,840 ---2,630 3,040 C · - c --0 .9310.871 

.1.~am~~-~!Y_'JYest ___ Si~ t.-,_ile _P~~: ____ __ __ 6LD E 65,898 1.163 56,660 0.088 4,990 2,590 2,400 3,040 C C 0.85 0.79 

11/01/2000 LOS-20-lee.WK3 



EXHIBIT3 
SIMON SUNCOAST ORI #99532 
FUTURE 2020 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT 
TWO-WAY PM PEAK HOUR, PEAK SEASON 

TOTAL TRAFFIC 
MPO 2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

(3) (4) Two Way Total Total 
(1) (2) Total PSWDT/ 

#ofLOS FSUTMS AADT AADT 
(5) Backgrd Peak Hr Peak Hr 

K100 Peak Hr Volume Volume 
ROADWAY FROM TO Lanes Std PSWDT Factor 2020 

==== === 

_ ___ ~ Six Mile Pk~L __ __ _ : QanJ~!s_ Pk'N}' . 
! Daniels Pkwy. ! College Pkwy. 

VANDERBILT DR. __ - 1~~:eJ~~~Rd:.-_ -_----- j~~s~t ~;~e · 
WILLIAMS RD. ,WestofU.S. 41 1U.S. 41 

1u.s._11_ ____ j S~r:id_y_L~ 
__ _ _ i San~-- _____ ~-R~v~r ~an_~h. ~d. 

RIVER RANCH RD . . - - -~~~;::~~~ Rd.__ -- - -~ i;~~:c~:~s~~wy. 

6LD 
6LD 

, 6LD 
' 4Lb f ! ·•2u:i' 
: 2LU 
; 2LU 
i 2LU 
j 2LU 

E: i 46,-469 1.060 43:840 
Ej I 5-sA2:f -- nso s3~230 
E I 53)44 1.06() so~ibb 
- j _, -· - - - - - - --- ------ - -
El I 34,056 -- 1.307 26,060 
EI , 10,432 _ 1.~~- . ~_,_?6Q 

El I -5,~84 .. 1_16~ . ~2-99. 
E 

1 
_ _ 4,919 _ _ 1.263 3,890 

~ +--!:~~~ ---g:;- -!::~~ 
-----------· ==== === 
FOOTNOTES: 

( 1) Existing plus future number of lanes. 
(2) Lee County roadway LOS standard based on The Lee Plan, Policy 22.1.1. 

City of Fort Myers LOS standard based on Comprehensive Plan. 
Collier County roadway LOS standard based on Collier Growth Management Plan_ 
1-75 based on FOOT FIHS standards. 

(3) Peak season traffic volumes based on 2020 FSUTMS. 
(4) PSADT/AADT factor based on Lee County1999 permanent count station data. 

For 1-75, PSADT/AADT factor reflects data from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(5) K(100) factors derived from Lee County 1999 permanent count station data. 

1-75 K(100) factor from the FOOT 1999 Florida Traffic Information. 
(6) Lee County Generalized Service Volumes, 02/04/2000. 

11/01/2000 

Factor Volume NE SW 

o.o1l<f ~0-1~94·0- - 2,01 o 
- - ()~()88 ~ 680 2,290 2,390 

0.089 4,51O~ 2,210 2,300 
0.092 2,400 1,250 1,150 
-0.127 1,050 570 480 

. ~---~ ·•--- ··-- - -
270 0.129 580 310 - -

0.130 510 -- 280 - 230 --
0.130 340 180 160 
0.129 590 270 320 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

(6) (6) (6) V/C V/C 
SV @ LOS LOS Ratio Ratio 

LOS Std NE SW NE SW 
------ --- --- ---- ----

. .--- - --·-- --
3,040 B B 0.64 0.66 
3,000 C C 0.76 0.80 

- - J- - ·- · ---·- 1-----

3,000 B C 0.74 0.77 
2,030 B B 0.62 0.57 -

870 D C 0.66 0.55 
870 C C 0.36 '---o.31-
870 C C ·- --0-:-32 0 .26 
870 C C 0.21 -Q.18 

870 C C 0.31 0.37 

LOS-20-LEE.WK3 
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-a~,i;: .L 

HCS2000: i.gnalized Intersections R, \ase 4. la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH 
Project ID: 

Inter.: US41 / Constitution Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

E/W St: Constitution Blvd. N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
_...;._ ____ .--_E_a_s_t_b_o_u_n_d_ I West}?ound I Northbound----.-,--S-o_u_t_hb_o_u_n_d ___ l _ 

LT R LT R LT R LT R 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

1 
L 

22 
12.0 

0.25 

1 0 
TR 

34 44 
12.0 

0 

1 
L 

130 
12.0 

1 
T 

30 
12.0 

1 
R 

147 
12.0 
60 

1 
L 

40 
12.0 

3 
T 

2984 
12.0 

1 
R 

144 
12.0 
0 

2 
L 

182 
12.0 

3 
T 

2229 
12.0 

1 
R 

55 
12.0 
0 

Area Type: All other areas 
Signal O erations -P~h_a_s_e_C_o_mb-=--""'i~n-a_t_1~·0-n_l ____ 2 ___ 3 4 ___ 5 ___ 6 ___ 7 ____ 8 ___ _ 

EB Left A NB Left A 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

WB Left A SB Left 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

17.0 
3.5 
2.0 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

10.0 74.0 
3.5 5.0 
2.0 3 . 0 
Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 

___________ Intersection Performance Summary _____________ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity . _ (s) 

Eastbound 
L 194 
TR 242 

Westbound 
L 185 
T 264 
R 429 
Northbound 
L 148 
T 3136 
R 976 
Southbound 
L 286 
T 3136 
R 976 

1370 
1705 

1305 
1863 
1583 

1770 
5085 
1583 

3433 
5085 
1583 

Intersection Delay 

v/c 

0.12 
0.36 

0.78 
0.13 
0.23 

0.30 
1.06 
0.16 

0.71 
0.79 
0.06 

= 40.9 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.14 
0.14 

45.3 
47 . 5 

0.14 68.5 
0.14 45.2 
0.27 34.3 

0.08 52.8 
0.62 56.9 
0.62 9.9 

0.08 61.3 
0.62 18.6 
0.62 9.2 
(sec/veh) 

D 
D 

E 
D 
C 

D 
E 
A 

E 
B 
A 

47.0 

53.6 

54.7 

21. 6 

D 

D 

D 

C 

Intersection LOS = D 



' 
· a\41:: "' 

HCS2000: --i.gnalized Intersections Rr ~ase 4. la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: B & F Parcel 

Inter.: US41 / B & F Parcel 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

2 1 0 2 1 0 2 3 1 2 3 1 
L TR L TR L T R L T R 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

158 4 167 71 3 53 160 2957 75 94 2166 143 
12 . 0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12 . 0 

0 0 0 0 

Duration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas 
------:-:---:---------Signal O~erations ________________ _ 
Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 5 

A 
6 7 8 

EB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 
A 
A 

17.0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

9.0 76.0 
3.5 4.0 
2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
__ -.-__________ Intersection Performance Summary ______ ---,-______ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity . (s) 

Eastbound 
L 284 
TR 225 

Westbound 
L 215 
TR 226 

Northbound 
L 257 
T 3220 
R 1003 
Southbound 

2002 
1589 

1517 
1597 

3433 
5085 
1583 

L 257 3433 
T 3220 5085 
R 1003 1583 

Intersection Delay 

v/c 

0.62 
0.84 

0.37 
0.27 

0.69 
1.02 
0.08 

0.40 
0.75 
0.16 

= 34 . 3 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.14 
0.14 

0.14 
0.14 

0.08 
0.63 
0.63 

52.6 
74.6 

47.7 
46.7 

61. 9 
43.3 
8.5 

0.08 54.0 
0.63 16.3 
0.63 9.0 
(sec/veh) 

D 
E 64.0 

D 
D 47.2 

E 
D 43.4 
A 

D 
B 17.3 
A 

Intersection 

E 

D 

D 

B 

LOS = C 
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C(N(RAl 0£\1£LOPl.l(NT NOTES 

,. AU CCHSf"lltUCflOH ro I[ 1H ACCQlltD.urta •flt , .o.o. r. sru10.ut0 s,(C,,te.&nONS ,011 
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11 . (IISllHC U,,tPAOV(tol(MfS 9-tAlt. II( IIICSTOR'CO ro A CONOlhOH (OVIYAL( ... , ro T'NAT 
'M-4101 (115rt0 PIIIOI' to cow"'(HC ...... C COHSn:t\JCTION. AT "10 AO()lnOMAL cosr TO OWMCII. 

IJ, CONfRACTCfl TO UTilll( 0(5,ICHAl[O CONSTlt\.lCllON [H'1UHC($ ro-t [W't.O'P'CCS ~ 
o<u~IIIY rs WA l(ill'IAlS. 

13. THC CONUUCTOIII S>IAlL IC lt(sPt,,ISllll( rCWI' 08U.NHC 1,,H'( O(WUtllt!HC. 0.CMIHC 011 
1"[( ll[MOYAl "{IIWlfS IICCUlt[D r01t "4$ "'O..(Cf. 

ta. TM[ CONfilllACfOIII S>IAlL K ACsPQl4Stat ,0111 ,111:,IANC A.111D '"NC A HOncc or ... f[Hf 
AHO Slll9J 'lAN •TH IIOT'M IM( c., .A. AHO L!t C.DJHN OC'ltlOP"'(Hf S(ll't'laS °'"SllOH 
.u UASf •• "°"""s , ... o,t ro SIA.Ill a, CClflfS"'UCnQllf. 

PRO.CC! r>HASINC PLAN: 

PtlAS( I · All IWPROV{W(..,15 (1aPr n.r_ ,. l"""( s-• AsPIU,&,f SllMAC( COJ•~ -:sr 
Of' 1, .. cc QAllS PAltJ!;•A'r, h-C J/•· Liff Of UY( S•II AT'ttAU SlJM"Aa Co.JflS( 
rASf or n,,,R(( OA•S Jl.utlC•AT .0.0 , ......... PAV(W( .. t WAIIU .. CS. 

"4AS( J: hi( , · '~ s-• --~""'' s..,tl(AC[ courts< -CST or nttt(( OA•CS , .. a.c ...... 
ht( J/•· LlrT (¥' li'Jt( S·•• ASl"tl.t.l.f Sl,JAfAC( CCl.l'fS( (AS I or n"'(:[ OA(S 
P•A••AT ANO 11-1( (INAl JIA\l(W(Nf WAlt'C .. CS,. 

IYPICAL S(C IION NO 1(5: 

S•Al.C PIiot"-( s,,o.,,,. 1$ 10 l(JP or SOD. CO\l"'ACIOII' ro AQ..IJ~I S•.Al( Qt.t.1)1 .. C 
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N.T.S. 

SARASOTA SQUARE BLVD. 

16 Lanes Around Mall LEGEND 

4 Lanes on Sarasota Square Boulevard 2 LANES 

4 Lanes on Beneva Road 4 LANES 

4 Lanes on US 41 

2 Lanes on Club Drive 

2 Lanes on Potter Park Drive 

99532/40A/1001 

@P3 SIMON SUNCOAST LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I SARASOTA SQUARE SHOPPING CENTRE C-1 
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TOLEDO BLADE BLVD. 

16 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

6 Lanes on SR 776 

4 Lanes on Murdock Circle 

~ 
N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/36.4/1001 

~ 
SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT PORT CHARLOTTE TOWN CENTER C-2 



COLONIAL BLVD. 

15 Lanes Around Mall 

@E3 

6 Lanes on US 41 

4 Lanes on Winkler Avenue 

2 Lanes on Solomon Boulevard 

3 Lanes on Colonial Boulevard (WB only) 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

0 

::'i 
(D 

z 
0 
:::;;: 
g 
0 
(/) 

! 
I 

N.T.S. 

LEGEND 

-

LANES AROUND 
EDISON MALL 

2 I.ANES 

4 I.ANES 

6 I.ANES 

99532/JJA/1001 

C-3 



ALICO RD. 

7 Lanes Around Mall 

3 Lanes on Alica Road (EB only) 

4 Lanes on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway 

! 
I 

N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

6 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/35A/1001 

~ SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT GULF COAST TOWN CENTER C-4 
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flE.\S\-IMANN Bl\JO. 

20 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

6 Lanes on Golden Gate Parkway 

6 Lanes on Goodlette-Frank Road 

2 Lanes on Fleishmann Boulevard 

ci 
~ 

~ 
z 
~ 
LL 
I 

w 

~ 
..J 
0 
0 
0 
Cl 

! 
I 

N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/34A/1001 

~ SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT COASTLAN D CENTER MALL C-5 
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ILEECOUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

SOUTHWEST FLOR.101\ 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date; 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Planwng o;vi:sion Director 

David Loveland, Manager, Transportation Planning ~l­

October 3, 2001 

SIMON SUNCOASl' COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

W c have reviewed the "Sufficiency Response For Traffic Study .. prepared by David 
Plwumer & Associates dated August 24, 2001, and we disagree with their concl115ion that 
no roadway iegments will bil because of the project. We utilized the updated Lee 
County 2020 travel model assignments and determined that the~ are porential problems 
on four roadway segments. 

Two of th~ segments, on Sandy Lane and Ben Hill Griffin Parlcway, would be considered 
failing if the model volumes were adjusted to peak season. peak hour conditions using the 
adjustment factors from the permanent cotmt stations ~viously assumed by staff'for 
long range level of service analysis. However, in the Simon Suneoast DRI other DOT 
planning staff mt:mben bad allowed this same consultant to use different peonane.nt 
count stations to adjust the volumes for those two segments (PCS 25 for Sandy Lane and 
PCS 15 fot Ben Ifill Griffin Parkway). The use of the different adjustment factors leads 
to the conclusion that the segme:cts would be operating at an acceptable level of service 
in che .future. 

Two segments on US 41, from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos Boulevard and from 
San C3rlo~ Boulevard to Alico Road, are also projected to !ail in 2020 with the Simon 
Suncoast proJect Tue collSUltant w attmipted to revise the service volumes (capacities) 
for these segments by applying a higher g/c ratio, in an attempt to show the segments 21 

an acceptable level of service. This approach is not acceptable to DOT staff 

As noted in Policy 22.1.2 of the Lee Plan, the generalized service volumes developed by 
Lee DOT staff are to be used for future year analyses, and the detennination of the 
appropriate service volumes to use is to be made by DOT staff: Because the calculation 
of route specific service voJumc:s is so heavily dependent on existing geometrics, ngnal 
timing and signal spacin& and those variables are subject to considerable change ovett 
time, the more generalized service volumes calculated. from County-wid~ averaged data 
are most appropriate for future evaluations. The coosultant's approach represenlS a spot 

\\LCFNW04IDATA\SKAJU!D',OOl\OOCM~~bA\Sim:Jn S&anco;ui ~llespoesc Mcmo I.doc 
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Paul O'Cmmw, l'laaning Division. Dirci.10( 
Octvbcr 3, 2001 
Pagel 

NO. 7635 P. 3/3 

adjustment iD 3Jl attempt to make an identified problem go away. lt is unacceptable for 
the following reasons: 

(1) The consult3Jlt assUID£s that the g/c nlio at the signalized intersections on US 41 
'Will be the same in the future as current coi1ditions; 

(2) The consultant has no real basis for his assumed g/c ratio for any new signals on 
US41; 

(3) The g/c ratio represents just one variable of many in the ~ce volume 
calculation - if an adjustment is to be made, then all variables should be revisited. 
In fact. some variables are directly rel~ted, i.e. assuming a higher g/e ratio should 
result in a lower asswned % turns .from exclusive lanes; 

( 4) Just revising the sctYice volumes for two segments out of all that are impacted by 
the project creates an inconsistency in the C\'aluation process. 

For the puq,oscs of chis analysis, lhe generalized service volum~ should be used without 
adjustmeol 

DMI./mlb 

cc: Dawn Perry-Lehnen 
Donna Marie Collins 
AndyGetch 
Mike Pavese 
Ken Heatherington 
DRlFile 
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HCS2000: Signalized Intersections Release 4 . la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period : Future PM PH 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Constitution Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Constitution Blvd . 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

No. Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 3 1 
LGConfig L TR L T R L T R L T R 
Volume 22 34 44 130 30 147 40 2984 144 182 2229 55 
Lane Width 12 . 0 12 . 0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12 . 0 12 . 0 12 . 0 
RTOR Vol 0 60 0 0 

Duration 0.25 Area Type : All other areas 
Signal Operations_ 

Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
EB Left A NB Left A 

Thru A Thru A 
Right A Right A 
Peds Peds 

WB Left A SB Left A 
Thru A Thru A 
Right A Right A 
Peds Peds 

NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right A 
Green 17 . 0 10 . 0 74.0 
Yellow 3.5 3.5 5.0 
All Red 2.0 2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
Intersection Performance Summary 

Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity -· ( s) v/c g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 
L 194 1370 0.12 0 . 14 45.3 D 
TR 242 1705 0.36 0.14 47 . 5 D 47.0 D 

Westbound 
L 185 1305 0.78 0.14 68 . 5 E 
T 264 1863 0 . 13 0.14 45.2 D 53.6 D 
R 429 1583 0.23 0.27 34 . 3 C 
Northbound 
L 148 1770 0.30 0.08 52.8 D 
T 3136 5085 1.06 0.62 56 . 9 E 54 . 7 D 
R 976 1583 0.16 0 . 62 9.9 A 
Southbound 
L 286 3433 0.71 0 . 08 61. 3 E 
T 3136 5085 0.79 0.62 18.6 B 21. 6 C 
R 976 1583 0.06 0.62 9.2 A 

Intersection Delay= 40.9 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= D 
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HCS2000: b1gnalized Intersections Release 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp . 
Project ID: 
E/W St: B & F Parcel 

Inter.: US41 / B & F Parcel 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

No. Lanes 2 1 0 2 1 0 2 3 1 2 3 1 
LGConfig L TR L TR L T R L T R 
Volume 158 4 167 71 3 53 160 2957 75 94 2166 143 
Lane Width 12.0 12.0 12.0 12 . 0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 
RTOR Vol 0 0 0 0 

Duration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas 
Signal Operations 

Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
EB Left A NB Left A 

Thru A Thru A 
Right A Right A 
Peds Peds 

WB Left A SB Left A 
Thru A Thru A 
Right A Right A 
Peds Peds 

NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right 
Green 17 .0 9.0 76.0 
Yellow 3.5 3.5 4.0 
All Red 2.0 2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
Intersection Performance Summary 

Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity (s) v/c g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 
L 284 2002 0.62 0.14 52.6 D 
TR 225 1589 0.84 0 .14 74.6 E 64.0 E 

Westbound 
L 215 1517 0.37 0.14 47.7 D 
TR 226 1597 0.27 0.14 46.7 D 47.2 D 

Northbound 
L 257 3433 0.69 0.08 61. 9 E 
T 3220 5085 1. 02 0.63 43.3 D 43.4 D 
R 1003 1583 0.08 0.63 8.5 A 
Southbound 
L 257 3433 0 . 40 0.08 54.0 D 
T 3220 5085 0 .75 0.63 16.3 B 17 . 3 B 
R 1003 1583 0.16 0.63 9.0 A 

Intersection Delay= 34.3 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 
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HCS2000: bignalized Intersections Release 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency : Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp . 
Project ID: 
E/W St : Sanibel Blvd. 

Inter . : US41 / Sanibel Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
-----~--E-a_s_t_b_o_u_n_d__ I Westbound I Northbound-----r---~---=-----r-

L T R L T R L T R 
Southbound 

L T R 

No. Lanes 0 1 0 
LGConfig LTR 
Volume 31 2 15 
Lane Width 12.0 
RTOR Vol 0 

Duration 0 . 25 Area 

0 1 1 1 3 1 
LT R L T R 

102 3 140 22 3021 150 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

60 60 

Type: All other areas 

2 3 1 
L T R 

198 2175 31 
12.0 12.0 12 . 0 

31 

Signal Operations 
Phase Combination 1 --- ' ------------------ 2 5 

A 
6 7 8 

EB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 
A 
A 

A 
A 
A 

14 . 0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

10.0 77.0 
3.5 5.0 
2 . 0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
Intersection Performance Summary --~-------- ------~--------Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Appr/ 

Lane 
Grp 

Approach Lane 
Group 
Capacity 

Eastbound 

LTR 

Westbound 

LT 
R 

81 

156 
389 

Northbound 
L 148 
T 3263 
R 1016 
Southbound 
L 286 
T 3263 
R 1016 

Flow Rate 
( s) 

693 

1339 
1583 

1770 
5085 
1583 

3433 
5085 
1583 

Intersection Delay 

v/c 

0.65 

0.74 
0.23 

0.16 
1. 03 
0 . 10 

0 . 77 
0 . 74 
0.00 

= 34.7 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.12 68.1 

0.12 68.7 
0 . 25 36.5 

0.08 51. 6 
0 . 64 45.2 
0.64 8.3 

0.08 65.9 
0 . 64 15.6 
0.64 7.7 
(sec/veh) 

E 

E 
D 

D 
D 
A 

E 
B 
A 

68.1 E 

54.7 D 

44.2 D 

19.8 B 

Intersection LOS= C 
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HCS2000 : bignalized Intersections Release 4 . la 

Analyst : DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Koreshan Blvd . 

Inter.: US41 / Koreshan Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound 

I 
Westbound Northbound Southbound 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

L 

0 

0.25 

T R 

0 0 I 

L T R L 

2 0 2 
L R 

205 775 
12.0 12.0 

0 

T R L T R 

0 3 1 2 3 0 
T R L T 

2418 200 580 1561 
12.0 12.0 12 . 0 12 . 0 

60 

Area Type: All other areas 
Signal Operations _P_h_a_s_e_C_o_mb_---,-i_n_a_t_1.,....· o-n--1 ___ 2 ___ 3 4 I ___ 5 ____ 6 ____ 7 ___ 8 ____ _ 

EB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 

A 

A 

12.0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

25.0 65.0 
3.5 4 . 0 
2.0 3 . 0 
Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 

Intersection Performance Summary ----,--------- -----------,---------
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity (s) v/c g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 

Westbound 
L 343 3433 0 . 66 0.10 56 . 9 E 

47.4 D 
R 987 2787 0.87 0.35 44 . 9 D 
Northbound 

T 2754 5085 0.98 0 . 54 38.8 D 37 . 0 D 
R 1108 1583 0 . 14 0.70 6.0 A 
Southbound 
L 715 3433 0.90 0 . 21 60 . 8 E 
T 4047 5085 0 . 43 0.80 3.9 A 19.3 B 

Intersection Delay= 32.1 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 



JAMES T. HUMPHREY 

GEORGE H. KNOTT• t 
GEORGE L. CONSOER, JR.•• 

MARK A. EBELINI 

GAREY F. BUTLER 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 
.. Board Cenified Real Estat8 Lawyer 

tBoard Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

December 7, 2000 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, Director 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

16215 HENDRY STREET (33901) 
P. O. .BOX 2449 

FORT MYERS, FLORIDA 33902- 2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334· 2722 

TELECOPIER ·(941) 334-1446 

~Uhle@humphreyandknott.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, Fl 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI/Lee Plan Amendment 

Dear Paul: 

THOMAS .B. HART 

MARK A. HOROWITZ 

H . ANDREW SWETT 

MATTHEW D. UHLE 

AARON A. HAAK 

DIRECTOR OF ZONING AND 

LAND USE Pl.ANNINO 

MICHAEL E. ROEDER, AICP 

You will recall that you took the position in your October 3rd memo that Sandy Lane 
Extension will be a collector, rather than an arterial road . We are currently in the 
process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way for a 
four-lane road which will extend from the southern boundary of the project to Corkscrew 
Road. It is our expectation that the road will at some point be extended south to Old US 
41 and north to Alico Road. 

In our opinion, the new road should be classified as an arterial, not a collector, for the 
following reasons: 

1. Sandy Lane was added to the MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Plan, and 
subsequently Map 3A in The Lee Plan, because six-lane US 41 could not handle 
the projected volumes in 2020, even with the six-lane Three Oaks Parkway 
Extension south to Bonita Springs. Hence, Sandy Lane is being provided to divert 
north/south traffic volumes off of US 41 . This being the case, Sandy Lane should 
be planned and designed as an arterial to provide sufficient speed and capacity to 
successfully divert volumes off of US 41 . 

2. Map 3B in The Lee Plan, which identifies the future functional classification of 
roads in Lee County, identifies Old 41 in Bonita Springs as an arterial road. With 
Sandy Lane as a collector, Old 41 simply dead-€nds at US 41, where traffic is 
forced to use US 41 to travel to and from the north. System continuity would be 
much improved by connecting Old 41 directly with the Sandy Lane Extension to 
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form a continuous arterial, so that north/south traffic on Old 41 could continue 
north on Sandy Lane, rather than on US 41. 

3. The upgrade of Sandy Lane from a collector to an arterial would provide 
significantly greater speed and capacity, with slight increase in cost. 

4. As shown in Maps 3A and 3B of The Lee Plan, Sandy Lane is a continuous road 
extending from Old 41 in Bonita Springs to Alico Road north of San Carlos Park, 
a distance of approximately 8 miles. A continuous road that extends 8 miles and 
interconnects five major arterials (Old 41, Coconut Road, Corkscrew Road, 
Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road) would function as an arterial, not a collector. 

5. On page 84 of the ITE report titled Transportation and Land Development, the 
collector system is described as follows: 

The collector system provides both land access and 
movement within residential, commercial, and industrial 
areas. Collectors penetrate, but should not have continuity 
through, residential areas. 

Sandy Lane clearly is not consistent with this description of collector roads. Sandy 
Lane does not provide for movement within residential , commercial, and industrial 
areas. Rather, Sandy Lane has continuity through several residential areas in Bonita 
Springs, Estero and San Carlos Park. 

6. Table 4-1 in the ITE report titled Transportation and Land Development provides 
a number of characteristics of collector roads, including the following: (1) collector 
roads should not extend across arterials; and (2) thru traffic should be discouraged 
on collector roads. Sandy Lane clearly does not comply with these characteristics 
of collector roads. As noted previously, Sandy Lane extends across several arterials 
and has been included in the plan to encourage, not discourage, thru traffic as an 
alternative to US 41 . 

Since Lee Plan Map 3A shows Sandy Lane Extension as a collector, we are confronted 
with the question as to whether our FLUM amendment application should be 
accompanied by a request to revise Map 3A, as well. At this point, we have chosen not 
to do so, largely because the time involved in generating the necessary data and analysis 
would result in unacceptable delays in filing the map amendment request. We believe, 
however, that Map 3A should, in fact, be amended; it simply comes down to an issue 
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of timing. If the County feels strongly that the amendment should be considered 
concurrently with the ORI, we are certainly willing to comply with that direction. 

We will be asking for impact fee credits in connection with the construction and 
dedication of the new road. The amount of the credits will obviously be the subject of 
discussion at a later date. 

If you have any questions, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

HUMPHREY & KNOTT, P.A. 

~Jc iJ.k 
Matthew D. Uhle 
MDU/zw 

Encls. 

cc: Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 
Ned Dewhirst 
Ron Talone 
Dave Loveland 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

September 5, 2000 

Mr. Daniel L. Trescott 
DRI Coordinator 
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
4980 Bayline Drive, 4th Floor 
North Fort Myers, Florida 33917-3909 

Re: Simon Suncoast 
Development of Regional Impact 
040325004 

Dear Dan: 

On behalf of Oakbrook Properties, Simon Property Group, and the consultant team, 
Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. is pleased to submit 20 copies of the Development 
of Regional Impact Application for Development Approval (DRI-ADA) for Simon 
Suncoast DRI. By copy of this letter, we are also submitting twelve copies directly · 
to Lee County. 

Please call me at 561/845-0665 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

~_L.· 
Christopher A. Sq"'YZ,~ 
Principal /- -, 

CAS/lem 

Enclosures 

Cc: Lee County Development Services (12 copies) 
David McArdle - Oakbrook Properties 
Frank Scarlati - Oakbrook Properties 
Chuck Schneider - Simon Property Group 
Tom Schneider - Simon Property Group 
Michael Dennis, Penny Cople - Breedlove, Dennis, & Associates 
Ned Dewhirst - Hole, Montes, & Associates 
Jim Humphrey, Mike Roeder - Humphrey & Knott 
David Plummer, Ron Talone - David Plummer & Associates 

P:\0403\25004\090500dt.doc 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 
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SIMON SUNCOAST ORI 
LEE PLAN AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION 

Name 

Future Land Use Map 
Existing Uses Map 
Existing Zoning Map 
Legal Description 
Warranty Deed 
Aerial 
Authorization Form 

Traffic Circulation Analysis 
Analyses 
(a) Sanitary Sewer 
(b) Potable Water 
( c) Surface Water/Drainage Basins 
(d) Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
Agency Letters Determining Adequacy/Provision of Existing/Proposed 
Support Facilities 
(a) Fire Protection 
(b) Emergency Medical Services 
( c) Law Enforcement 
(d) Solid Waste 
(e) Mass Transit 
(f) Schools 

Environmental Analysis 
FLUCCS Map 
Soils Map 
Topography Map 
Wetlands Map 
Table of Land Use & Associated Cover Types and Associated Lee County 
Listed Wildlife and Plant Species 

Letter from Florida Department of State Regarding Archaeological and 
Historical Resources 

Discussion oflnternal Consistency with the Lee Plan 

Discussion of Addition to Future Urban Areas 

Planning Justification 
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY 

2055 CENTRAL AVENUE• FoRT MYERS, FLORIDA 33901-3988 • (941) 334-1102 • FAX (941) 337-8378 

August 14, 2000 

Ms. Emily Hollis 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 

Re: Simon Suncoast ORI 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Hollis: 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 7 2000 
K\MlJ:'1" ,-,v, ,· . . · ' ..,.._,iA.TEs 

WEST P~LM BEACH, FL 

PA.T'RICIA ANN AILEY 
C~Al ll'IIMAN • 01CTRICT :::3 

KATHERINE BOREN 
Vici! CMA111=:111MAN • 01111TRtCT 4 

TERRI K. \IVA1•,.,,u::1l.ER 

01&TRICT 1 

LANNY MooAe. SFI. 
01CTRICT 2 

LIGA P'OCt<AUS 
C.IICTRICT 0 

BRUCE HARTER , F'H . 0. 
Su.-e,il,,.,.Tl!NOl!NT 

KEITH B . J'\.11.a.ATIN 
90ARO ATTORNl!Y 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your response to the Education 
section in the Simon Suncoast Application for Development Approval. This proposed 
development, located off U. S. 41 in Estero, is in the South Region of the District. Based 
on the proposed maximum total of 500 apartment units and 500 condominium dwelling 
units at the project, the Lee County School District concurs with your estimate that up to 
220 new public school students would be generated by your development. This would 
create the need for approximately nine new classrooms in the system, as well as 
additional staff and core facilities. Students would not be generated by the proposed 200 
Assisted Living Facility units. 

. The schools in this region that would serve this development are operating at or above 
permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent student capacity 
levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The growth 
generated by this development will require either the addition of permanent student and 
auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings, as well as additional staff md 
increased District resources . According to the FY 00-01 District budget, expenditures per 
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student are $5,907.00, so the proposed project could create a 
financial impact of up to $1,299,540.00 to the District. Clearly, the fiscal impacts are 
significant and the applicant will need to mitigate the increased demands the development 
will place upon the Lee County School District. 

Previous studies for regional malls in Lee County have indicated that these types of 
developments typically create substantial employment opportunities, thereby increasing 

SimonDRIS-14-00.doc 

ENSURE STUCJENT SUCCESS 
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/ ECUAl. OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



growth and further impacting the resources of the Lee County School District. For 
example, recent testimony in the Jacobs Group proposed Gulf Coast Towne Centre mall 
zoning hearings revealed that a 1. 8 million square foot regional mall such as the one 
Simon Suncoast is proposing is expected to generate 2,586 new jobs along with another 
4,420 indirect jobs upon opening. As such, it can be expected that some of these 
employment opportunities will be filled by newcomers into the area, bringing additional 
students into the District. Simon Suncoast will need to provide the District estimates of 
the additional students expected as a result of new growth expected in the community. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If I may be of further assistance, please give me 
a call. 

Sincerely, 

·u~ 
Stephanie Keyes, Facilities Planner 
Facilities Management and Capital Projects 

cc: Frederick Gutknecht, Director, Facilities Management and Capital Projects 
Dr. Ande Albert, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services 
file 

SimonDRlB-14-00.doc 



George H. Knott *+ 
George L Consoer, Jr.** 
Mark A. Ebelini 
Thomas B. Hart 
H. Andrew Swett 

• Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 
•• Board Certified Real &rate Lawyer 
+ Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

September 21, 2001 

Mr. Matt Noble 

Knott, Consoer, Ebelini 
Hart & Swett, P.A .. 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 Hendry Street • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O. Box 2449 

Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Telephone (941) 334-2722 
Telecopier (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@knott-law.com 

Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902 

Re: Simon Suncoast Plan Amendment Sufficiency Materials 

Dear Matt: 

! \ 

i 
Matthew Di Uhle 

'Aaron A. Haak 

Director of 
Zoning and Land 

Use Planning 
Michael E. Roeder, AICP 

SEP ? 1 2001 

PER~ J'Q~UNTER 

Enclosed please find our responses to most of the sufficiency questions, including the 
various land use and traffic analyses. The remainder of the required material, which 
consists primarily of provider letters, will be submitted when they become available. 

Sincerely, 

KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, H~&:;m_ 
Matthew D. Uhle 
Ends 
MDU/zw 

cc: Ron Talone 
Ned Dewhirst 
Chris Squires 
Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 



George H. Knott *+ 
George L. Consoer, Jr. ** 
Mark A. Ebelini 
Thomas B. Hart 
H. Andrew Swett 

* Board Certified Civil Trial Lawyer 
** Board Certified Real Estate Lawyer 
+ Board Certified Business Litigation Lawyer 

November 2, 2001 

Knott, Consoer, Ebelini 
Hart & Swett, P.A. 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

1625 Hendry Street • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O. Box 2449 

Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Telephone (941) 334-2722 
Telecopier (941) 334-1446 

MUhle@knott-law.com 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, Director 
Lee County Division of Planning 
P.O. Box 398 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Aaron A. Haak 

Director of 
Zoning and Land 

Use Planning 
Michael E. Roeder, AICP 

r.;;ii(,'t?· ·, ··.:, ·-( • I . ' , 
\. . 

NC~ · '.fl, 

Fort Myers, FL 33902 
ZONING Co C.1 

Re: Simon Suncoast Plan Amendment 
CPA 2000-30 

Dear Paul: 

Attached please find six (6) copies of the proposed text amendment and supporting 
analysis. As we discussed previously, this will be added on to the previously-filed map 
amendment application and will be subject to the fee required under the old fee 
schedule. 

Sincerely, 

KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, 
HART & SWETT, P.A. 

Jn~ ~ 
Matthew D. Uhle 

MDU/zw 

Enclosures 

CA?ft 2/)aJ- ()(}030 
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DAVID PLUMMER & ASSOCIATES 

TRANSPORTATION • CIVIL • STRUCTURAL • ENVIRONMENTAL 

August 24, 2001 

Mr. Matt Uhle 
Humphrey & Knott, P.A. 
1625 Hendry Street 
Fort Myers, FL 33901 

RE: Simon Suncoast Comp Plan Amendment, #99532 
Sufficiency Response For Traffic Study 

Dear Matt, 

1531 HENDRY STR EET 
FORT MYERS, FL 33901 

941 332-2617 FAX: 941 332-2645 
E-mail: dpofm@pegonet. net 

SEP 21 2001 

>MMUNITY DEVEl,OP 
.... ,T 

Attached for distribution is our Sufficiency Response for the transportation study done in suppmi 
of the Comp Plan Amendment for the Simon Suncoast Project. Please include this in your response 
to the County. 

For this Sufficiency Response, we have utilized the updated travel model assignments and level of 
service spreadsheets provided by the Lee County Department of Transportation. The travel model 
assignments and spreadsheets have been updated to reflect the most recent Lee County MPO 2020 
Financially-Feasible Highway Plan update. 

As before, we have concluded that the Project will not cause any roadway segments to fail. In other 
words, there are no segments where the level of service is at or above the standard without the 
Project, but below the standard with the Project. All segments are either at or above the standard 
both with or without the Project, or below the standard, both with and without the Project. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding our sufficiency response. 

Very truly yours, 

/J~?/4/~ 
Ronald T. Talone 
RTT:sw 
99532:Uhle_0823.wpd 

cc: Chris Squires 
Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Frank Scarlati 

Ron Dillon 
Richard Kepley 
Ned Dewhirst 
Mike Roeder 
David S. Plummer 

CPA zceo - ceo::Jd 
FT. MYERS • CORAL GABLE S • FT. LAUDERDALE • BOCA RATON ~ 
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COUNTY Ki"' ""'rH c·:, '·) ," 'ifi•C1 ,:.-'.: :· 

i·· .. ~:. ' J,,!~.-

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 
Writer's Direct DialA~lb SE 03561 fj!fil}.l . 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 7i819'iiiww~M , U!ll l&f~l~IU ~IU~--

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Donald D. Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recycled Paper 

September 19, 2001 

Mr. Michael Roeder 
Humghrey & Knott, P.A. 
P.O. Box 2449 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-2449 

Re: Written Determination of Adequacy from EMS services 
Simon Suncoast DRI - Williams ana Coconut Roads 

Dear Mr. Roeder: 

I have reviewed your letter faxed to me on September 12, 2001. Please be 
advised that the current and planned budgetary projections for additional EMS 
resources should adequately address any increased demand for service from 
persons occupying this parcel or any support facilities. 

If you would like to discuss this further, please call me at the above referenced 
number. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DI~)O~ OF .PU 

f}ftu4(ff ~ 
H.C. 11Chris11 Hansen 
EMS Program Manager 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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Leetran 

Your Ride Is Here. 

FAX 

To: Mike Rader 

Date: 9/12/01 

Fax #: 334 - 1446 

SEP 21 2001 

9412775011 

L ~E TRAN 
10715 E. Airport Rd. 
Ft. Myers, FL 33901 
941-277-5012 
941-277-5011 Fax 

From: Steve Myers 

Pages: 2 

Phone#: 277-5012 ext 2222 

RE: CPA 2000-30 Simon SunC'r·ast Amendment 

Comments: 

"'--I 

Attached is correspondence from Lee Tran directed to Paul O'Connor regarding 
your Amendment application. 

C:.fA- 'l,o{)D - O c)r ) 3 o 
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To: 

Leetran 9412775011 

MEMORANDUM 

from the 

TRANSIT DIVISION 

Paul O'Connor, Director 

Division of Planning 

DATE: August 31, 2001 

FROM: Darren R. Brugmann 

Transit Planner 

RE: CPA 2000-30 Simon Suncoast Privately Initiated 
Lee Plan Future Land ~Jse M.ap Amendment 

tffi 

Lee Tran has reviewed your letter of June 22, 2001 regarding the referenced project. 

Future development such as this could generate ridership at that location, we therefore, 
would like to request that Lee Tran have the opportunity, if this property is d~veloped, to 
examine the location for additional transit amenities. 

I can be reached at 277-5012 ext. 2233 if you have any questions. 

S:I WPDOCSIMEMOS\simonsuncoast. wpd 
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~LEE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Director, Division of Planning 

David Loveland, Planning Program Director \ttV 
July 6, 2001 

CPA 2000-30 - Simon Suncoast Lee Plan Amendment 

We have reviewed the Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
and found it is insufficient for review because the information is out of date. We 
conducted a 2020 traffic study on the financially feasible plan network and compared the 
roadway levels of service with and without the proposed project. That study indicated 
that three additional road links would fail with the project in place: Sandy Lane from San 
Carlos Boulevard to Koreshan Boulevard; Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Corkscrew Road; and US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to San Carlos 
Boulevard. Additional analysis is required to determine what additional improvements 
beyond those already planned will be necessary to address these impacts, and what the 
cost of these improvements will be. 

LW/DML/mlb 

cc: DRl File 
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APPENDIXC 

2020 PEAK HOUR 
ART PLAN ANALYSIS OF US 41 

(E 



ART-PLAN 3.1 
Arterial Level of Service Estimating Software 

Based on Chapter 11 of the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual Update 

Florida Department of Transportation 
February 1999 

DESCRIPTION 
Road Name US41 

From Alico Road 
To Koreshan Blvd. 

Peak Direction Northbound 
Off-Peak Direction Southbound 
Study Time Period PM PEAK 

Analysis Date 11/06/2001 
User Notes 2020 With Project 

TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

AADT 68,688 
K Factor 0.096 
D Factor 0.580 

Peak Hour Factor 0.925 
Adj. Saturation Flow Rate 1,850 

% Turns from Exclusive lanes 16 

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS 

# Through Lanes Peak Direction 3 
# Through Lanes Off-Peak Direction 3 

Urbanized, Transitioning/Urban, or Rural u 
Arterial Class 1 

Free Flow Soeed /mohl 40 155 50, or 45) 
For Class (Area}: Use Free Flow S12eed of: 

Class 1 (R) 55, 50, 45, 40 or 35 

C Class 1 (U or T) 55, 50, or45 
Class 2 (U or T) 45, 40 or 35 
Class 3 (U or T) 40, 35, or 30 
Class 4 (U onlvl 35 30 or 25 

SIGNALIZATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Arrival Type Peak Direction 4 (1,2,3,4,5,6) 
Arrival Type Off-Peak Direction 3 

Type Signal System A P•Prelimed.A•Aciualed,S•Semiactualed 

System Cycle Length 120 
Weighted Through Movement g/C 0.49 



Northbound PEA, JIRECTION SPECIFIC INPUTS US41 

Segment AADl Peak Hour Cycle Effective Distance 
(Enter 1 if Volume %Tums Length g/C between 

unavailable, (May be over- from at at Signals Segment 
0 if segment written if direct Exdusive Number Signals Signals (Enter in Length Arrival 

Segment is unused) measure ava~.) Lanes of Lanes 2-10 2-10 Miles or Feet) (FT) Type 
1-2 1 3,193 5.4 3 120 0.64 1.30 6,864 ~ 
2-3 1 3,192 7.4 3 120 0.63 0.30 1,584 ~ 
3-4 1 3,168 5.8 3 120 0.62 0.70 3,696 ~ 
4-5 1 0 0 3 1.20 6,336 ~ 
5-6 0 
6-7 0 

'----

7-8 0 
'----

8-9 0 
'----

9-10 0 
'----

PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Northbound Through Intersection Arterial 

I US41 I Movement Control Approach Speed Segment 
Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio Delay LOS (MPH) LOS 

1-2 Koreshan Blvd. Sanibel Blvd, 3265 0.92 10.2 8 32.3 C 
2-3 Sanibel Blvd, B & F Parcel 3195 0.91 10.9 8 25.1 D 
3-4 B & F Parcel Constitution Blvd 3226 0.94 12.8 8 29.3 C 
4-5 Constitution Blvd Alice 

5-6 
6-7 
7-8 
8-9 
9-10 
Section Length: Arterial Speed: 30.2 mph I 2.3 Mile(s) LOS: C 

Southbound OFF-PEAK DIRECTION'S SPECIFIC INPUTS 

%Tums Cycle Effeclive 

from Length g/C Segment 

Peak Hour Exclusive Number at Signals at Signals Length Arrival 
Segment Volume Lanes of Lanes 9-1 9-1 (FT) Type 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 - 2,433 10.2 3 120 0.62 6,336 3 
4-3 2,403 9.9 3 120 0.63 3,696 3 
3-2 2,404 9.5 3 120 0.64 1,584 3 
2-1 2,141 27 3 120 0.70 6,864 3 

OFF-PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Southbound Through Intersection Arterial 

I us 41 I Movement Control Approach Speed Segment 
Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio Delay LOS (MPH) LOS 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 Alice Constitution Blvd 2,362 0.69 15.5 8 31.4 C 
4-3 Constilulion Blvd B & F Parcel 2,341 0.67 14.5 B 29.3 C 
3-2 B & F Parcel Sanibel Blvd, 2,352 0.66 13.8 8 24.0 D 
2-1 Sanibel Blvd, KOfeshan Blvd 1,690 0.43 7.8 A 33.9 C 

Section Length: Arterial Speed = 31.0 mph I - ~-~ _mile(~L . LOS= C 



HCS2000: -.;_gnalized Intersections Re ase 4. la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Sanibel Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Sanibel Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
------,--=E_a_s_t~b_o_u_n~d- I Westbound I Northbound--,-1-~s-o_u_t~hb~o-u-n~d,--~1-

L TR LT R LT R L TR 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

0 

31 

0 . 25 

1 0 
LTR 

2 15 
12.0 

0 

0 

102 

1 1 
LT R 

3 140 
12.0 12.0 

60 

1 
L 

22 
12.0 

3 
T 

3021 
12.0 

1 
R 

150 
12.0 
60 

2 
L 

198 
12.0 

3 
T 

2175 
12.0 

1 
R 

31 
12.0 
31 

Area Type: All other areas 
Signal O erations -P~h_a_s_e_C_o_mb~i_n_a_t~i~o_n_l ____ 2 ___ 3 4 ___ 5 ___ 6 ___ 7 ____ 8 ___ _ 

EB Left A NB Left A 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

WB Left A SB Left 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

' NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

14.0 
3 . 5 
2.0 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

10.0 77.0 
3.5 5.0 
2.0 3 . 0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
Intersection Performance Summary -----,--------- -----------:---------

A ppr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity . . (s) 

Eastbound 

LTR 

Westbound 

81 

LT 156 
R 389 
Northbound 
L 148 
T 3263 
R 1016 
Southbound 
L 286 
T 3263 
R 1016 

693 

1339 
1583 

1770 
5085 
1583 

3433 
5085 
1583 

v/c 

0.65 

0.74 
0.23 

0 . 16 
1. 03 
0.10 

0.77 
0.74 
0 . 00 

Intersection Delay= 34.7 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.12 68.1 E 68.1 E 

0.12 68.7 E 54.7 D 
0.25 36.5 D 

0.08 51. 6 D 
0.64 45.2 D 44.2 D 
0.64 8.3 A 

0.08 65.9 E 
0.64 15.6 B 19.8 B 
0.64 7.7 A 
(sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 



• HCS2000: Qignalized Intersections RF~~ase 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Koreshan Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Koreshan Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

L 

0 

0.25 

T R 

0 0 

L T R L 

2 0 2 
L R 

205 775 
12.0 12.0 

0 

T R L T R 

0 3 1 2 3 0 
T R L T 

2418 200 580 1561 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

60 

Area Type: All other areas 
________________ Signal Operations 

3 4 I --~5---6~--7=----8----Phase Combination 1 2 
EB Left 

Thru 
Right 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 

A 

A 

12.0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

25.0 65.0 
3.5 4.0 
2.0 3.0 
Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 

___________ Intersection Performance Summary ______ .....,... ______ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity _ (s) v/c g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 

Westbound 
L 343 3433 0.66 · 0 .10 56.9 E 

47.4 D 
R 987 2787 0.87 0.35 44.9 D 
Northbound 

T 2754 5085 0.98 0.54 38.8 D 37.0 D 
R 1108 1583 0.14 0.70 6.0 A 
Southbound 
L 715 3433 0.90 0.21 60.8 E 
T 4047 5085 0.43 0.80 3.9 A 19.3 B 

Intersection Delay= 32.1 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 
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INTERSTATE/ 
EXPRESSWAY 

-••-••- 4 LANES 
-••-••- 6 LANES •11•11• 8 LANES 

DIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 
6 LANES 

UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 

\ . ,~. 
\ \)\ 
\ \~ 

\ 

0 NO ACCESS SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO THESE ROADS EAST 
OF 1-75, SOUTH OF CORKSCREW ROAD, AND NORTH OF 
THE BONITA SPRINGS CITY LIMITS. 

BONITA 

ROAD 

FLORIDA GULF 
COAST UNl',£RSl1Y 

,_, 

AUCO RD. 

~ 

LOS "C" or better 

- LOS "D" 
LOS "E" 

- LOS "F" 

! 
I 

N.T.S. 

CORKSCREW RD. 

@ THE FEASIBILITY AND ALIGNMENT OF THESE ROADS SHOULD 
BE DETERMINED THROUGH STUDIES THAT ADQUATELY 
ADDRESS THEIR GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS, INCLUDING THEIR SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE 
EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE, WETLANDS, AND WATER MANAGE­
IJENT. EXTENDING STRIKE LANE SHOULD BE EVALUATED 
AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO EXTENDING COCONUT ROAD EAST 
OF 1-75, 

- Acceptable LOS with Intersection Improvements 

( 1) LOS problem without and with Simon Sun coast 
Source: Lee County 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Plan 

New Map 3A, Adopted December 8, 2000. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

LEVEL OF SERVICE ON 
2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

NETWORK WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 

99532\39C\ 1101 

EXHIBIT 

3 



INTERSTATE/ 
EXPRESSWAY 

am, 
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llllllllll 
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DIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

---- 2 LANES 
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UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS 
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- EXISTING 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 

d WllllAMS 

~UT Bl)_ 

\ 
~ 

~~ 
!:i!!i 
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- CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMMED BY FYOO 
- 2020 FINANCIALLY FEASIBLE PLAN 
- 2020 RESERVE PROJECTS 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

Source: 

AUCO RD. 

INSET 
SCALE 2X 

CORKSCREW RD. 

~ 

I - \-1-~~~ -~~
0

1 -J 1 - I - I - I - I -

COLLIER COUNTY 

Lee County 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Pion 
Mop 3A, Transmittal Draft June 2, 1999 

99532\ 11A\ 1000 

LEE COUNTY 
2020 FINANCIALLY FEASIBLE PLAN 

EXHIBIT 
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INTERSTATE/ 
EXPRESSWAY 

G1JU' 
or 

JIDICO 

-••-••- 4 LANES 
-••-••- 6 LANES •11•11• 8 LANES 

DIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

---- 2 LANES 
;;;;;;; : ~~~i 
UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

- EXISTING 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 

CJ WID..IAMS 

COCONUT RI)_ 

- CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMMED BY FYOO 
- 2020 rlNANCIALLY rEASIBLE PLAN 
- 2020 RESERVE PROJECTS 
® RECOMMENDED 6 LANES 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

AUCO RD. 

~ ,_ ,... 

INSET 
SCALE 2X 

COLLIER COUNTY 

CORKSCREW RD. 

~ 

Source: Lee County 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Plan 
Map 3A, Transmittal Draft June 2, 1999 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES 
TO LEE COUNTY 

2020 FINANCIALLY FEASIBLE PLAN 

99532\12A\1000 

EXHIBIT 
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2000 Census 
Population Density 

2000 Populalion Densitv 
1 Dot = 20 persons 
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Market 
Support Factors 

Naples and Ft. Myers are the 

#1 and #9 fastest growing markets 
I 

in the so~theast, respectively. 

Growth in these markets has 

far outpaced previous 
\ 

estimates and projections. 

\ 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
A TOWN CENTER 

~ 
EB.T 

D 
~ 

\ 

SIMON SUNCOAST SITE- EST ERO/ BONITA SPRINGS, FL 
MARKET SUPPORT FACTORS SUMMARY 

PROPOSED 
TRADE AREA 

POPULATION 
1990 Census 302,471 

2000 Estimal9 429,359 

2005 Projecion 483,654 

% Corrpound Annual Change: 1990-2000 3.6% 

2000-2005 2.4% 

HOUSEHOLDS 

1990 Census 123,358 

2000 Esimal9 178,157 

2005 Projection 205,810 

% Corrpound Annual Change: 1990-2000 3.7% 

2000-2005 2.9% 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
1989 Acl.Jal {as per he 1990 Census) $41,214 

2000 Esirral9 $63,193 

2005 Projection $74,015 

% Corrpound Annual Change: 1989-2000 4.0% 
2000-2005 3.2% 

2000 HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION 

% $0 - $14,999 11.8% 

% $15,000 - $24,999 14.2% 

% $25,000 - $34,999 13.3% 

% $35,000 - $49,999 17.0% 

% $50,000 - $74,999 20.1% 

% $75,000 - $99,999 9.1% 

% $100,000 and over 14.5% 

SHOPPERS GOODS EXPENDITURE POlENTIAL ($ Mil) 

Current DoHars 
1990 Esimal9 $914.7 

2000 Esimal9 $1,947.7 

2005 Projection $2,635.3 

% Corrpound Annual Change: 1990-2000 7.9% 

2000-2005 6.2% 

-
Source: AWlied Geographic Solutions, Inc. 

SPG Research, 23-Apr-01 

' I 
/ 

i 

lWO 
COUNTY AREA 

486,864 
692,265 
780,963 

3.6% 
2.4% 

201,680 
287,247 
332,325 

3.6% 
3.0% 

$41,619 
$62.759 
$73,118 

3.8% 
3.1% 

10.9% 
14.5% 
13.9% 
17.8% 
20.3% 

9.0% 
13.6% 

$1 ,507.4 
$3,118.7 
$4,203.7 

7.5% 
6.2% 



SIMON SUNCOAST (AKA COCONUT POINT) 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

#99532 
11/02/01 

TRANSPORTATION FACTORS IN SUPPORT OF TEXT AMENDMENT 

Transportation Overview 

The Simon Suncoast project is a proposed mixed use community with a regional shopping mall 
centrally located approximately midway between the existing Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 
Coastland Center Mall in Naples. In addition, the mall is well situated at a major intersection on US 
41 where the mall can be served by several north-south and east-west roads. 

There are several transportation advantages to this location, including its central location, its location 
at a major intersection, accessibility via several major roads, and abundant roadway capacity adjacent 
to the mall. These advantages are fully documented below. 

Central Location 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the Simon Suncoast Mall is centrally located approximately 14 miles south 
of the Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 16 miles north of the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 
Furthem1ore, the mall is located approximately midway between the upscale Bell Tower Shops in 
south Fort Myers and the upscale Waterside Shops in north Naples. 

This central location will help reduce long distance shopping trips for Estero and Bonita Springs 
residents who wish to shop at a regional mall. Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the current 
situation, with Estero and Bonita"'Sprirrgirresidents needing-to travel i ung distances to shop at the 
Edison Mall to the north or the Coastland Center Mall to the south. 

A new mall at the Simon Suncoast location will provide much closer shopping opportunities for 
Estero and Bonita Springs residents. It will no longer be necessary to travel several miles to the 
north on US 41 or 1-75 to reach the Edison Mall or several miles to the south on US 41 or I-75 to 
reach the Coastland Center Mall. This is illustrated in Exhibit 3. 

Location at a Major Intersection 

As shown in Exhibit 4, the Simon Suncoast Mall is located in the northeast comer of the US 
41/Coconut Road intersection. This location will allow traffic to approach the mall from the north, 
south, east and west. 

ee3 



US 41 is a principal arterial connecting the major urban areas along the Gulf Coast. US 41 also 
serves as the primary commercial hub in Southwest Florida. All four of the existing regional malls 
in Southwest Florida are located on US 41 : the Sarasota Square Shopping Centre; the Port Charlotte 
Town Center; the Edison Mall in Fort Myers; and the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 

The section of US 41 passing the mall site is scheduled for widening to six lanes in the FDOT 
Adopted Work Program in 2005. However, the Governor has announced that, as part of an 
economic stimulus package, the widening of this section of US 41 will be moved up to June 2002. 

Coconut Road is shown on Map 3A of The Lee Plan as a major east-west road that will eventually 
extend from west of US 41 to east of 1-75 and will intersect US 41, Sandy Lane, Three Oaks 
Parkway and the CR 951 Extension. Coconut Road east of US 41 is recognized by the MPO in its 
2020 travel model network as an arterial and is shown in new Map 3B of The Lee Plan as an arterial. 

Furthermore, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway was designed to meet arterial 
road design standards and was constructed to those standards. The Typical Section for Coconut 
Road, which was approved by Lee County on October 27, 1998, includes a note (Typical Section 
Note 9), which is included in Appendix A, that states: "It is intended that Coconut Road will meet 
arterial design standards and will function as an arterial road upon its connection to the extension 
of Three Oaks Parkway in the future ." 

The Three Oaks Parkway Extension south to Coconut Road will be completed within a year. As 
stated by the Lee County DOT engineer in charge of the County portion of this project in an article 
in the Bonita Daily News on July 9, 2001 : "Even by next year, when the part from Corkscrew to 
Williams gets done, it's going to give us some nice circulation all the way from Corkscrew to 
Coconut." 

Finally, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway has an access management plan that -
meets the Lee County Land Development Code requirements for an arterial. In the Coconut Road 
Access Management Plan dated July 22, 1998, which is included in Appendix B, most access points 

-- are over 1,000 feet apart and none are closer than 660 feet apart. ,.,,_- -... =--=-

Accessibility Via Several Major Roads 

The location of the mall at the intersection of US 41 and Coconut Road offers several advantages 
in tem1s of the site' s accessibility from several different directions on several different major roads. 
This is illustrated in Exhibit 5. 

Of course, the mall site can be reached from the north and the south via US 41. However, as many 
as four other major north-south roads will allow traffic from the north and south to reach the mall 
without traveling on US 41. 

First, traffic from the north and the south can reach the mall by using Three Oaks Parkway along 

~ 



with Coconut Road or Williams Road. Approximately two miles of Three Oaks Parkway from 
Williams Road to south of Coconut Road is under construction and nearing completion by The 
Brooks. The section of Three Oaks Parkway between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road is 
currently under construction by Lee County and will be completed within the next year. Finally, the 
portion of Three Oaks Parkway from The Brooks to East Terry Street is scheduled for construction 
in the Lee County Capital Improvement Program in the year 2005. (The City of Bonita Springs is 
considering options for advancing the construction of Three Oaks Parkway south to East Terry 
Street.) 

In addition, Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) includes a new north-south road, referred to as the 
Sandy Lane Extension, as a major two-lane road extending from Alico Road in the north to Old 41 
in the south. This new road, which will connect Alica Road, Koreshan Parkway, Corkscrew Road, 
Williams Road, Coconut Road and Old 41, passes immediately east of the Simon Suncoast Mall. 

The Applicant has taken several steps to advance the construction of this road. First, the Applicant 
will construct the Sandy Lane Extension as four-lane divided roadway on site between Williams 
Road and Coconut Road. The capacity for two of these lanes will serve on-site development, while 
the capacity of the other two lanes will serve the general public, since they are, in effect, -the two 
lanes identified in the MPO and County long range transportation plans. In addition, the Applicant 
is reserving right-of-way on it's property for the continuation of this road south toward Old 41. The 
Applicant is also working with property owners to the north to assemble the right-of-way needed to 
construct Sandy Lane between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road. 

Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) also includes a CR 951 Extension from the Lee/Collier County 
Line to Corkscrew Road. The new road east ofl-75 will connect the Coconut Road Extension with 
Corkscrew Road (and possibly Alica Road) to the north and Bonita Beach Road and Immokalee 
Road io lhe south. Once constructed, this road would provide another way to reach the mall. 

Although an 1-75 interchange at Coconut Road is currently not included in the I-75 Master Plan, 
there is much interest in a new interchange at Coconut Road. With this in mind, the long-range 
transportation--p-Jans of both the MPO and the County were developed in a way that would allow an 
interchange at Coconut Road, if the need arises. 

Finally, many residents can reach the mall without traveling on US 41 via several secondary roads . 
These include Williams Road, Fountain Lakes Boulevard, Pelican Pointe Boulevard, Coconut Road 
west of US 41 and Pelican Colony Boulevard. 

In sum, residents will be able to reach the mall via US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway immediately and 
via Sandy Lane, the CR 951 Extension and possibly I-75 in the future. In addition, there are several 
secondary roads that people can use to reach the mall. Exhibit 6 provides a close-in view of the 
different roads that can be used to access the site from several different directions. 

~ 



Abundant Roadway Capacity Servine the Mall 

As shown in Exhibit 7, there will be a total of 16 travel lanes providing access to the mall. This 
includes six lanes on US 41, four lanes on Coconut Road, four lanes on Sandy Lane and two lanes 
on Williams Road . This provides abundant roadway capacity adjacent to the mall. 

As shown below, the 16 travel lanes providing access to the Simon Suncoast Mal compares 
favorably to the other malls in Southwest Florida. Drawings showing the number of travel lanes 
serving each mall are provided in Appendix C. These drawings show existing lanes plus those 
scheduled for construction. 

Name 

Sarasota Square Shopping Centre 
Port Charlotte Town Center 
Edison Mall 
Gulf Coast Town Center (Proposed) 
Simon Suncoast Mall (Proposed) 
Coastland Center Mall 

Numbfilof 
Travel Lanes 

16 
16 
15 
7 

16 
20 

Finally, a travel model assignment was conducted by the Lee County DOT staff to test the adopted 
2020 Financially-Feasible Plan with the proposed Simon Suncoast Mall. This travel model 
assignment indicated that all roads in the vicinity of the mall (i .e. within three miles) will operate 
at the adopted Lee Plan level of service standard in 2020. 

~ 
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ACCESS AT BUILDOUT 
{AS PER LEE COUNTY CIP) 

PLANNED FUTURE ACCESS 
{AS PER LEE PLAN MAP 3A) 

99532/23"/1001 

ACCESS TO SITE 6 
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ALBERTSONS 

ESTERO GREENS 

FOUNTAIN 
LAKES BLVD. 

PELICAN 
POINTE BLVD. 

COCONUT RD. 

THE BROOKS/ 

PELICAN LANDING 

_. /"// ////// /.// . • I 

~ ii ~ ,~, 

PELICAN COLONY 
BLVD. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

~ 
N.T.S. 

16 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

4 Lanes on Coconut Road 

4 Lanes on Sandy Lane 

2 Lanes on Williams Road 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/JOA/100 

LANES AROUND 
SIMON SUNCOAST MALL 7 
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-$- FULL MEDIAN OPENING 

• DIRECTIONAL MEDIAN OPENING 

• RESTRICTED ACCESS 

AJI d;m.n.;«,• opprr,.ximot& DimeMioN moy """Y· 

-• point, shown only on Will/om• Road, US 41, 
C,x;onul Rood. ond n,,_ OokJt Porltw,oy. 
R;ghl-in/Ri.ht-out occ•ss ~nts ho.,. not bHn ~me. ut may bo p,o- if consistonl 

o_, ,,,..;,on op,ning incl- inbound loft. 
inbound right and wlbound right 

Ro,trict«f occou at Town C.ntor on n,,.. Oob Porlc"°)' may be modir,«t at lat,r limo to indudo 

:r;::.,:,:,,r: ,:nn/f.:"°cfaf:"'Po:;:..,~~ 
intersection.. 

97572 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 

(7 /22/98) 5 



APPENDIX C 

TRAVEL LANES AROUND MALLS 

~ 



1 6 

0 
a::: 

~ 
z 
w 
m 

Lanes 

SARASOTA SQUARE BLVD. 

Around Mall 

4 Lanes on Sarasota Square Boulevard 

4 Lanes on Beneva Road 

4 Lanes on US 41 

2 Lanes on Club Drive 

2 Lanes on Potter Park Drive 

SIMON SUNCOAST 

i 
N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

99532/4-0A/1001 

LANES AROUND 

~ COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I SARASOTA SQUARE SHOPPING CENTRE C-1 
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TOLEDO BLADE BLVD. 

1 6 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

6 Lanes on SR 776 

4 Lanes on Murdock Circle 

SIMON SUNCOAST LANES AROUND 

i 
N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/36A/1001 

@E3 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I PORT CHARLOTTE TOWN CENTER C-2 
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Around 

6 Lanes on US 41 

Mal l 

4 Lanes on Winkler Avenue 

2 Lanes on Solomon Bou levard 

COLONIAL BLVD. 

3 Lanes on Colonia l Boulevard (WB only) 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

LANES AROUND 
EDISON MALL 

i 
N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/33A/100 
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7 Lanes Around Mall LEGEND 
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3 Lanes on Alice Road (EB only) 

4 Lanes on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway 

2 LANES 

6 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/35A/1001 

SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT GULF COAST TOWN CENTER C-4 
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GOLDEN GATE PKWY. 

FLE.IS\-IMANN BL\JO. 

20 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 
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N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
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@£3 SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PlAN AMENDMENT COASTLAND CENTER MALL C-5 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

July 19, 2000 

Ms. Stephanie Keyes 
Lee County Schools 
3308 Canal Street 
Fort Myers, Florida 33916 

Re: Simon Suncoast DRI 

DOCUMENT B.3(F) 
AGENCY LETTER 

SCHOOLS 

Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Keyes: 

Kimley-Hom and 1\.ssociates, Inc. is preparing an Application for Development 
Approval (ADA) for the proposed development of Simon Suncoast. The project 
is located east of Tamiami Trail (U.S. 41) and bounded to the south by Coconut 
Road and to the north by Williams Road in Bonita Springs, Lee County, Florida. 
A location map is attached for your reference. 

The proposed development will include 1,800,000 square feet of commercial 
retail space, 300;000 square feet of office space, two 300-room hotels (for a total 
of 600 rooms) and i,200 dwelling units comprised of apartments, residential 
condominiums, and assisted living facilities. The development is anticipated to 
be completed in 2007. 

There 1re :in estim;\ted 120 students that will be generated due to the Simon 
Sunco,.i:t developmen~. The student generation and age distribution of those 
students are described in the tables below. Please note these calculations are 
based on student-generation rates an.ELdistribution ratios provided by Lee County 
Schools staff. 

Land Use 

Apartments 
Condominiums 
Assisted Living 
Facilities 
Total 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

Student Generation 

Rate Dwelling Units Students (Students/d.u.) 
0.31 500 155 
0.13 500 65 

0 200 0 

1200 220 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 
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Kimley-Horn Ms. Stephanie Keyes, July 19, 2000, Page 2 

and Associates, Inc. 

Student Distribution 

Elementary Middle School High School Total 
50% 23% 27% 100% 
110 51 59 220 

• Student generation rater & distribution ratios were provided by lee County Schools staff 

To complete the ADA process, we are required to secure a response from your 
agency aclmowledging receipt of the estimated school age population (in the 
above tables) and providing a statement of what capital improvement adjustments 
would be necessary to accommodate these students. 

Please direct any questions and your response letter to: 

Kimley-Hom and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 33407 
Phone: 561/845-0665 
Fax: 561/882-3703 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

e ~ 1, r-f,f), 

Z,1u TT- U • \ ~ 
Smily Hollis 

EH,1m 

Attachment 

P:\0403\25004\07 l 900sk.doc 



THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LEE COUNTY 

2055 CENTRAL AVENUE • FOAT MYERS, FLORIDA 33901-3988 • (941) 334-11 02 • FAX (941) 337-8378 

RECEIVED 

AUG 1 7 2000 

PA.TRICIA ANN R tLEY 
CMA.l,.,.,..AN • DuaT ... ICT 3 

KATHER1Ne: SOREN 
Vice: CMA.u=u,, ... ..._N • 01&TRICT ,4 

K\MLf:'\" <""''-'• •· • . • -'l..,i,ffEs 
TeRF11 K . w ... ,.,.,,-u:>LeR 

0 1&TAICT 1 

WEST PALM BEACH, FL 
LANNV MOORE. SR . 

Ou:Tll•UCT e 

LIGA POCKAUQ 

D1&TRICT 0 

August 14, 2000 

Ms. Emily Hollis 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 

Re: Simon Suncoast DRJ 
Application for Development Approval 

Dear Ms. Hollis: 

SAUCE HARTER , PH.D , 
SU-t!!fllllNTt!!!NOt!!NT 

KEITH B . ""1AATIN 
80AIIIIIO ATTOANt!!V 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your response to the Education 
section in the Simon Suncoast Application for Development Approval. This proposed 
development, located off U. S. 41 in Estero, is in the South Region of the District. Based 
on the proposed maximum total of 500 apartment units and 500 condominium dwelling 
un.its at the project, the Lee County School District concurs with your estimate that up to 
220 u•ew public school students would be generated by your development. This would 
create the nted for approximately nine new classrooms in the system, as well as 
additional staff and core facilities. Students \.YOuld not be generated by the proposed 200 
Assisted Living Facility units. 

The schools in this region that would serve this development are operating at or above 
permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent student capacity 
levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The growth 
generated by this development will require either the addition of permanent student and 
auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings, as well as additional staff md 
increased District resources. According to the FY 00-01 District budget, expenditures per 
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student are $5 ,907.00, so the proposed project could create a 
financial impact ofup to $1,299,540.00 to the District. Clearly, the fiscal impacts are 
significant and the applicant will need to mitigate the increased demands the development 
will place upon the Lee County School District. 

Previous studies for regional malls in Lee County have indicated that these types of 
developments typically create substantial employment opportunities, thereby increasing 
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growth and further impacting the resources of the Lee County School District. For 
example, recent testimony in the Jacobs Group proposed Gulf Coast Towne Centre mall 
zoning hearings revealed that a 1.8 million square foot regional mall such as the one 
Simon Suncoast is proposing is expected to generate 2,586 new jobs along with another 
4,420 indirect jobs upon opening. As such, it can be expected that some of these 
employment opportunities will be filled by newcomers into the area, bringing additional 
students into the District. Simon Suncoast will need to provide the District estimates of 
the additional students expected as a result of new growth expected in the community. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If I may be of further assistance, please give me 
a call. 

Sincerely, 

-u~ 
Stephanie Keyes, Facilities Planner 
Facilities Management and Capital Projects 

cc: Frederick Gutknecht, Director, Facilities Management and Capiral Projects 
Dr. Ande Albert, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services 
file 

SimonDRlB-14-00.doc 



OOCliMENT l) 

I,_ 
PlVISIONS OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Offia, ol the Sec~ry 

J ,F,TTER FROM FLORIDA DEPARTMENT 

OF STATE REGARDING 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL & HISTORICAL 

RESOURCES 

MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET 

State Bo.rd of Educ•rion 
Trusttts of 1M lntel'Tl<II Improvement Trust Fund 

Administration Commission 
Aond• und ind W1ter Adjudlamry Commission 

Siting Bo.rd 
Division o( Bond Fl~nc, 

Department of Revenue 
Dep•rtment of Law Enlorrement 

Dcp•nm•nt of Highw•y S.fety •nd Motor V,hiclcs 
Department of Veterans· Affairs 

Off,a, ol lnlflnational ~lotions 
Division o( Elections 2000 
Division o(Corporations 
Di•·· ·-, ol Cultural All•in 

~

., 
f ,I Historical Resources ·, 
C. o( Library and lnform•tion Services 

WI! Oi\•is1on ot Licm.5ing 
Division o( Administrative Ser\'ices 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Katherine Harris 

---

Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Ms. Emily Hollis 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, FL 33407 

RE: DHR Project File No. 2000-05657 
Cultural Resource Assessment Request 

July 14, 2000 

Job No:·040325004 - Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact Application for 
Development Approval 
Lee County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Hollis: 

In accordance with this agency's responsibilities under Section 380.06, Florida Statutes, we have 
reviewed the information in the Florida Site File to determine whether any archaeological or 
historical resources are recorded in the above referenced project area, and also to determine the 
potential for such resources which are presently unrecorded to be located within it. 

A review of the Florida Master Site File and our records indicates that the above project area was 
formerly called Bonita DCI Parcel. A cultural resource assessment survey was conducted of the 
project area in -1996. No sites were located as a result of the survey, and none have six:ice been 
located. It is therefore the opinic-n of this agency that no hi.storic properties me likely to be 
located within the project's area of potential effects. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Robin Jackson, 
Historic Sites Specialist at (850) 487-2333 or 1-(800) 847-7278. Yo1:_1r jnterest in protecting 
Florida's historic properties is appreciated. - · · _,....,_ 

Sincerely, 

Janct~t~ 
Division of Historical Resources 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

JSM/Jrj 
xc: Dan Trescott, SWFRPC 

R.A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronough Street • Tallahassee, B)orida 32399--0250 • http:/ /www.flheritage.com 
0 Director's Office O Archaeological Research iqj Historic Preservation O Historical Museums 

(850) 488-1480 • FAX: 488-3355 (850) 487-2299 • FAX: 414--2207 (850) 487-2333 • FAX: 922-0496 (850) 488-1484 • FAX: 921-2503 

0 Historic Pensacola Preservation Board CJ Palm Beach Regional Office Cl St. Augustine Regional Office ::J Tampa Regional Office 
(850) 595-5985 • FAX: 595-5989 (561) 279-1475 • FAX: 27Q-1476 (904) 825-5045 • FAX: R25-5044 fR13l 272-1R41 • FAX: 272-2140 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

July 13, 2000 

Ms. Robin D. Jackson 
Historic Sites Specialist 
Florida Department of State 
Division of Historical Resources 
R.A. Gray Building 
500 South Bronough Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

Re: Project File No. 961708 
An Archaeological Report of the Bonita D.C.I. Parcel 
Lee County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. has a letter dated May 9, 1996, issued from 
your office regarding An Archaeological Report of the Bonita D.C.I. Parcel, Lee 
County, Florida. The same tract of land discussed in that letter (reference 
nwnber 961708) is currently included in the Simon Suncoast Development of 
Regional Impact Application for Development Approval. The project boundaries 
have not changed. A graphic illustrating the site and the previously mentioned 
letter are attached for your rderence. 

Please provide a letter addressed to Emily Hollis- -identifyip.g any recorded 
archeological or histo1ic:al sources with.i11 the DRI. Please forward this letter to 
the above printed address. 

Thank you for your time and assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

~~~:1 ~ 
EH/lm 

Attachments 

P:\0403\25004\07 l 300rj.doc 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
Wesl Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 



DOCUMENT F 
DISCUSSION OF ADDITION TO FuTURE URBAN AREAS 

1. The proposed amendment does not constitute urban sprawl for the following reasons: 

a. As noted in Exhibit "D", the applicant is not requesting an amendment to add 
acres to the 2020 Planning Communities Table. The request will not, therefore, 
increase the capacity of the FLUM; 

b. The property abuts a municipal boundary to the south, a large mixed-use . DRI 
and a railroad line to the east, an arterial road to the west, and a collector to the 
north. Numerous large commercial or mixed-use developments, including Pelican 
Landing, Coconut Road MPD, Estero Greens, Williams Place, and the Camargo 
Trust MPD are located immediately to the west of US 41 in this area (see Map 
1 attached). The property is literally surrounded, therefore, by urban services and 
uses; 

c. As noted throughout this document and the ADA, the level of urban services 
which will serve this project is characteristic of an urban area, not a rural area; 
and 

d. The project is a high-intensity mixed use project on a parcel with relatively few 
natural resources. 

2. The subject parcel was designated rural in the 1984 version of the FLUM. This 
classification had ne·,,~r been reviewed or changed in the ensuing years in spite of 
extremely rapid grovvtli in the Estero/Bonita area. The amendment, as noted above, will 
not cause any increa~·e ~n _the capacity of .the FLUM or result in urban sprawl; instead, 
it will focus development on a central location with adequate services in the Estero area. 



Published in the Fort Myers News Press on December 18, 2002 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO FIND THE 

LEE COUNTY 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS IN COMPLIANCE 

DOCKET NO. 02Dl-NOI-3601-(A)-(I) 

The Department gives notice of its intent to find the Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan for 

Lee County adopted by Ordinance No. 02-29 on October 21, 2002, IN COMPLIANCE, pursuant to Sections 163.3184, 
163.3187 and 163.3189, F.S. 

The adopted Lee County Comprehensive Plan Amendments and the Department's Objections, Recommendations and 
Comments Report, (if any), are available for public inspection Monday through Friday, except for legal holidays, during 

normal business hours, at the Lee County Planning Division, 1500 Monroe Street, 2nd Floor, Fort Myers, Florida 33901 . 

Any affected person, as defined in Section 163.3184, F.S., has a right to petition for an administrative hearing to 
challenge the proposed agency determination that the Amendments to the Lee County Comprehensive Plan are In 
Compliance, as defined in Subsection 163.3184(1), F.S. The petition must be filed within twenty-one (21) days after 
publication of this notice, and must include all of the information and contents described in Uniform Rule 28-106.201, 
F.A.C. The petition must be filed with the Agency Clerk, Department of Community Affairs, 2555 Shumard Oak 
Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100, and a copy mailed or delivered to the local government. Failure to timely 
file a petition shall constitute a waiver of any right to request an administrative proceeding as a petitioner under Sections 
120.569 and 120.57, F.S . If a petition is filed, the purpose of the administrative hearing will be to present evidence and 
testimony and forward a recommended order to the Department. If no petition is filed, this Notice oflntent shall become 
final agency action. 

If a petition is filed, other affected persons may petition for leave to intervene in the proceeding. A petition for 
intervention must be filed at least twenty (20) days before the final hearing and must include all of the information and 
contents described in Uniform Rule 28-106.205, F.A.C. A petition for leave to intervene shall be filed at the Division of 
Administrative Hearings, Department of Management Services, 1230 Apalachee Parkway, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
1550. Failure to petition to intervene within the allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any right such a person has to 
request a hearing under Sections 120.569 and 120.57, F.S., or to participate in the administrative hearing. 

After an administrative hearing petition is timely filed, mediation is available pursuant to Subsection 163.3189(3)(a), 



F.S., to any affected person who is made a party to the proceeding by filing that request with the administrative law judge 
assigned by the Division of Administrative Hearings. The choice of mediation shall not affect a party's right to an 
administrative hearing. 

-s-Charles Gauthier, AICP 

Chief, Bureau of Local Planning 

Department of Community Affairs 

Division of Community Planning 

2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100 



NEWS-PRESS 
Published every morning - Daily and Sunday 

Fort Myers, Florida 

Affidavit of Publication 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF LEE 

Before the undersigned authority, personally appeared 
Kieanna Henry 
who on oath says that he/she is the 

Asst. Legal Clerk of the News-Press, a daily newspaper, 
published at Fort Myers, in Lee County, Florida; that the 
attached copy of advertisement, being a 
Display 
In the matt.er of Amendments to Comprehensive Plan 
in the _________________ Court 
was published in said newspaper in the issues of 
October 11, 2002 

Affiant further says that the said News-Press is a paper of general 
circulation daily in Lee, Charlotte, Collier, Glades and Hendry 
Counties and published at Fort Myers, in said Lee County, Florida 
and that said newspaper has heretofore been continuously published 
in said Lee County; Florida, each day, and has been entered as a 
second class mail matter at the post office in Fort Myers in said Lee 
County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first 
publication of the attached copy of the advertisement; and affiant 
further says that he/she has neither paid nor promised any person, 
firm or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the 
purpose of securing this advertisement for publication in the said 
newspaper. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

11'" day of October 2002 by 

Kieanna Henry 
personally known to me or who has produced 

Notary Public r,c '--6-:::'.L:LPl'U: '--"" %A--lff 11Adl:k-{ 
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LEE COUNTY -' •.NoT1c· e· o·p·:/ , ·'.;:-:_-;-· _- --~•::··. · -. · 
:cHAM.GE OF: LAND: usE:,,_::.:<·t 

SOUTHWEST · PLORIDA 
I 

. . . 

AN,D· AIVl~N,~ME~TS TO · 
-THE 1LEE-COUNTY· .. ,, . , ·" 

. COMPREHENSIVE· PLAN 
In. bompliance with .Sectjons, 163.3164{18), -163.3174(1) .. 163.3181, 163.3184/ 163:3187(1)(b), 
and 1"63.31 89, Florida .Statutes, hotlce Is hereby given that the Lee County Board of County 
Gomm[ssioners on Monday, October 21, 2002 will hold a public he11-rlng· to consider adopting 
amendments to the Lee Plan. The hearing will be held in the Board of-CQunty CQmmlssioners 
Hearing Chambers in the renovated Courthouse at 2120 Main Stree\ in downtqwn·Fort-Myers.' 
The hearing will commence at 9:30 a.m. The Board <if County Commissioners of Lee County,: 
Florida, proposes ·to consider for adoption the following amendment to the Lee. Plan by 
Ordinance: · · · 1 • · • • 

October 21, 2002 
9:30A.M, 

1. · Call to order; Certification of Affidavit of Publication 

2. , Lee Pian Amendments Adoption 

CPA2000-30 - Simon Suncoast DRI (Coconut Point) 

Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1: the Future Land Use Map, for a 483~acre 
parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and Range 25 East to 
change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban Community." 

• • I 

Amend Policy 6.1 .2.4 of the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the 
considerati6n of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

Amend Policy 21.1.1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for specific.U.S. 
41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon Suncoast (Cocor,ut 
Point) DAI and that Lee County considers these specific improvements to be part of Map 
3A and the County will program the necessary improvem_ents in the County's Capital 
Improvement ~rogram prior to the: time. the~e improvements are required tq iTiaintairi 
adopted level of servic;e standards. · - · · ' 

3. Adopt the following ordinance which adopts the proposed plari amendment: 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING. THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, _­
COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" AS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE . 
. NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO .ADOPT THAT AMENDMENT KNOWN 
·LOCALLY AS CPA 2000-30 APPROVED IN CONJUNCTION WITH ADOPTION· 
OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL. IMPACT APPLICATION (DRl2000i 
00015) COCONUT POINT ' (FNA SIMON SUNCOAST); PROVIDING FOR 
AMENDMENTS TO THE ADOPTED TEXT AND MAPS; PROVIDING FOR 
PURPOSE AND SHORT TITLE; PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF THE 
SPECIFIED AMENDMENT TO THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; 
PROVIDING FOR THE LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; PROVIDING FOR 

·GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; PROVIDING FOR ,· SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

4. · Adjo~rn · 

.These~meeting~ a;e open t~ the public and all interested parties are encouraged to att~nd. 
Interested parties may appear and be. heard with respect to all proposed actions. Pursuant to' 
Florida Statutes .Section 163.3184(7); persons participating in the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendriient process, who provide· their name and address on the record, will receiy~ a · 
courtesy informational statement from the Department of _Community Affairs prior to the 
publication of the Notice of Intent to. find a pl8f1 amendment in compliance. · y · ' , . 

If 'a per~on ie~·ides t~ appeal any d·e~ision -~ide .by the 'tioard'. ·agency o; commission with 
respect to any matter considered at ·such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of 
the proceedings, and, for such• purpose, he or -she may need to ·ensure that a verbatim record . 
of the proceedings is·made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the 
appeal is .to be based. Further information may be obtained by contacting !_he Lee County 
Divi~ion of Planning at 479-8585. . . ' ,-,: , _ -~-:. 

in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, reasonable accomm_odations will be 
made upoh request. If you are in need of a reasonable a,ccommodation, please contact 'Janet 
Miller at 479-8585 Extension 5910. · · •. . . · ' ; 

. Proposed Plan Amendment 
CPA2000-30 

Coconut Point Mall , 
(FKA Simon Suncoasl Mall) 

In conjunction with Simon­
Suncoast Development 

of Reglonal Impact 

,.... ' . . .· ' 

\ \it· ! :""•""" 

. The 

Brooks . rm: 
~ . , . 

.· ·. __ .·· . . ·· . I . · 1;:J'at±i,111. '' ·'''··· ' '''I''' ' . . · · : I Cl"i · . , 
1

• 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
2000/2001 LEE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

ADOPTION HEARING 
OCTOBER 21, 2002 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
9:30 AM 

AGENDA 

1. Call to order; Certification of Affidavit of Publication 

2. Lee Plan Amendments Adoption 

CPA2000-30 - Simon Suncoast DRI (Coconut Point) 

Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 483-acre 
parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and Range 25 East to 
change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban Community." 

Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the consideration 
of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

Amend Policy 21.1.1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for specific U.S. 
41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon Suncoast (Coconut 
Point) DRI and that Lee County considers these specific improvements to be part of Map 3A 
and the County will program the necessary improvements in the County's Capital 
Improvement Program prior to the time these improvements are required to maintain adopted 
level of service standards. 

3. Adopt the following ordinance which adopts the proposed plan amendment: 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN, COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" AS ADOPTED BY 
ORDINANCE NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT THAT 
AMENDMENT KNOWN LOCALLY AS CPA 2000-30 APPROVED IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH ADOPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
REGIONAL IMPACT APPLICATION (DRl2000-00015) COCONUT POINT 
(FNA SIMON SUNCOAST); PROVIDING FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE 
ADOPTED TEXT AND MAPS; PROVIDING FOR PURPOSE AND SHORT 
TITLE; PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF THE SPECIFIED AMENDMENT 
TO THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR THE 
LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; PROVIDING FOR 



4. 

GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Adjourn 

These meetings a.re open to the public and all interested parties a.re encouraged to 
attend. Interested parties may appear and be heard with respect to all proposed 
actions. Pursuant to Florida Statutes Section 163.3184(7), persons participating in the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment process, who provide their name and address on 
the record, will receive a courtesy informational statement from the Department of 
Community Affairs prior to the publication of the Notice of Intent to find a plan 
amendment in compliance. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the boa.rel, agency or commission 
with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a 
record of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a 
verbatim record of the proceedings is made, 'vvhich record includes the testimony and 
evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. Further information may be obtained 
by contacting the Lee County Division of Planning at 479-8585. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, reasonable accommodations 
will be made upon request. If you are in need of a reasonable accommodation, please 
contact.Janet Miller at 479-8585 Extension 5910. 



Local Government: 
Hearing Date: 
Type Hearing: 
DCA Amendment Number: 
Please Print Clearly 

Comprehensive Plan Citizen Courtesy Information List 

Lee County 
October 21, 2002 
D Transmittal (Proposed) 
02-Dl 

✓ Adoption D Local Planning Agency 

By providing your name and address, you will receive information concerning the date of publication of the Notice of Intent by the Department of 
Community Affairs. 

✓ Check 
Appropriate 

Citizen Name Address, City, State, Zip Code Response(s) Identify Amendment 
which is of Interest 

Written Spoken 
Comment Comment 

Jake Slot 2840 Winkler A venue CPA2000-30 
Fort Myers, FL 33908 

Ron Dillon 9353 Lake Abby Lane CPA2000-30 
Bonita Springs, FL 34135 

George Hausmav 10570 Copper Lake Drive CPA2000-30 
Bonita Springs, FL 34135 

S:\COMPREHENSIVE\Plan Amendments\00\CP A2000-30\dcacitizencourtesyfonn.wpd 



-I LEE COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

Writer's Direct Dial Number: (941) 479-8309 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

November 4, 2002 

Ray Judah 
District Three Ray Eubank, Community Program Administrator 
Andrew w. coy Florida Department of Community Affairs 
DiStrict Four Division of Community Planning 
John E. Albion Bureau of Local Planning 
District Five 

2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Donald D. Slilwell Tallahassee FL 32399-2100 
County Manager , 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@) Recycled Paper 

Re: Amendments to the Lee Plan 
Adoption Submission Package (DCA No. 02-D 1) for the Simon Suncoast Development of 
Regional Impact 

Dear Mr. Eubank: 

In accordance with the provisions of F.S . Chapter 163 .3184 and of 9J-11.011 , this submission 
package constitutes the adopted Development of Regional Impact amendment to the Lee Plan 
(DCA No. 02-Dl), known locally as CPA 2000-30. The adoption hearing for this plan 
amendments was held at 9:30 am on October 21 , 2002. 

Included with this package, per 9J-11.011(5), are three copies of the adopted amendment, 
supporting data and analysis, and the adopting ordinance No. 02-29. 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, Division of Forestry, and the South Florida 
Water Management District. 

The initial staff report for the proposed amendment was sent to the DCA with a transmittal cover 
letter dated January 2, 2002. Subsequent to the transmittal of this amendment, changes to address 
the Department's objections, recommendations and comments have occurred in CPA2000-30. 
A policy has been added committing improvements to U.S . 41 . These commitments will become 
part of the 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Plan. Planning staff has made every attempt 
to resolve all of the issues raised in the Department's ORC Report. These revisions are in 
accordance with the various discussions between the applicant, Department of Community Affairs 
staff, and Lee County staff. 

P .0 . Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-2111 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



Ray Eubank, Community Program Administrator Page 2 of 2 
Adoption of Simon Suncoast DRI amendment (DCA No. 02-D1) 

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 

~-X_ 0 Cc...----

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 
Executive Director 
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 

Mike Rippe, Southwest Area Office Director 
Planning and Programming 
FDOT 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, Division of Forestry 
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LEE COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 02-29 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, 
COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" AS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE 
NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT THAT AMENDMENT KNOWN 
LOCALLY AS CPA2000-30 APPROVED IN CONJUNCTION WITH ADOPTION 
OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT APPLICATION (DRl2000-
00015) COCONUT POINT (FNA SIMON SUNCOAST); PROVIDING FOR 
AMENDMENTS TO THE ADOPTED TEXT AND MAPS; PROVIDING FOR 
PURPOSE AND SHORT TITLE; PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF THE 
SPECIFIED AMENDMENT TO THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; 
PROVIDING FOR THE LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; PROVIDING 
FOR GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, the Lee County Comprehensive Plan (hereinafter referred to as the "Lee 

Plan") Policy 2.4 .1 and Chapter XIII, provides for adoption of Plan Amendments with such 

frequency as may be permitted by applicable state statutes, in accordance with such 
-

administrative procedures as the Board of County Commissioners may adopt; 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 further 

provides an opportunity for individuals to participate in the plan amendment public hearing 

process; and, 

WHEREAS, the Lee County Local Planning Agency (hereinafter referred to as the 

"LPA'') held statutorily prescribed public hearings pursuant to Chapter 163, Part II, Florida 

Statutes, and Lee County Administrative Code AC-13-6 on November 26, 2001; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, pursuant to Chapter 163, Part II, 

Florida Statutes, and Lee County Administrative Code AC-13-6, held a statutorily 

prescribed public hearing for the transmittal of the proposed amendments on December 

13, 2001, and at that hearing approved a motion to send, and did later send, the proposed 

amendments to the Florida Department of Community Affairs (hereinafter referred to as 

"DCA") for review and comment pursuant to Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes; and, 

2000/2001 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle ADOPTION ORDINANCE CPA 2000-19 
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. 
WHEREAS, at the December 13, 2001 meeting, pursuant to Chapter 163, Part 11, 

Florida Statutes, the Board of County Commissioners d(d announce its intention to hold a 

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

"ORC Report," which were later received on March 14, 2002 by the Chairman of the Lee 

County Board of County Commissioners; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners during its statutorily prescribed 

public hearing for the plan amendments on October 21 , 2002, moved to adopt the 

proposed amendments as more particularly 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, 

has conducted a series of public hearings to review the proposed amendments to the Lee 

Plan. The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt those amendments to the Lee Plan 

discussed at those meetings and approved by an absolute majority of the Board of County 

Commissioners. The short title and proper reference for the Lee County Comprehensive 

Plan, as hereby amended, will continue to be the "Lee Plan." This ordinance may be 

referred to as the "CPA2000-30 Coconut Point Ordinance." 

SECTION TWO: ADOPTION OF CPA2000-30 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

The Lee County Board of County Commissioners hereby amends the existing Lee 

Plan, adopted by Ordinance Number 89-02, as amended, by adopting amendments, as 

revised by the Board of County Commissioners on October 21, 2002, known as CPA 2000-

2000/2001 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle ADOPTION ORDINANCE CPA 2000-19 
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30, which amend the text of the Lee Plan as well as the Future Land Use Map series of the 

Lee Plan. 

In addition, the above-mentioned Staff Report and Analysis, along with all 

attachments for this amendment are hereby adopted as "Support Documentation" for the 

Lee County Comprehensive 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 shall be consistent 

with the Lee Plan as so 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 any 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 

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 

such unconstitutional provisions not been included therein . 

2000/2001 Regular Lee Piao Amendment Cycle ADOPTION ORDINANCE CPA 2000-19 
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. 
SECTION SIX: INCLUSION IN CODE, CODIFICATION, SCRIVENERS' ERROR 

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

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

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

"section," "article," or such other appropriate word or phrase in order to accomplish such 

intention; and regardless of whether such inclusion in the code is accomplished, sections 

of this ordinance may be renumbered or relettered. The correction of typographical 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 cor.-ected 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 Administration 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 it 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 which 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 St. Cerny and, when put to a 

vote, the vote was as follows: 

2000/2001 Regular Lee Plan Amendment Cycle ADOPTION ORDINANCE CPA 2000-19 
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ROBERT JANES 
DOUGLAS ST. CERNY 
RAY JUDAH 
ANDREW COY 
JOHN ALBION 

DONE AND ADOPTED this 21 st day of October, 2002. 

Approved as to form by; 

C~~.'.lMt~i-e .._ ' l J ,.._ " • , ~ ,,,., ... ·-, ,., ,_ , .; ., . 
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Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 
Aye 

LEE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

BY~o§i;2~--
Chairman 

DATE: l'D ~""3c lo":;)-.._ 
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JLEECOUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Direct Dial Number: (941) 479-8.585 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cernfktober 8, 2002 
District Two 

Ray Judah 
District Three 

Andrew W. Coy 
District Four 

John E. Albion 
District Five 

Donald D. Stilwell 
County Manager 

James G. Yaeger 
County Attorney 

Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recycled Paper 

Brenda Leighton 
Fort Myers News-Press 
2442 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. 
Fort Myers, Florida 33901 

RE: Special Instructions for Attached Display Ad 

Dear Ms. Leighton: 

The attached display ad must run on October 11, 2002. By statute, the ad must be at 
least two columns wide by ten (10) inches long. The headline must be in type no 
smaller than 18 point. Also, the ad may not be placed with any legal notices or with 
any classified advertisements nor may it be placed in a section of the paper which is 
not distributed county-wide. Please fax a proof for review to Brandy Gonzalez at 
479-8319. Two (2) affidavits are required. 

Sincerely, 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

PAULO' CONNOR, AICP 
Director, Division of Planning 

':p ~ o~,.__...._ 
Signature Acknowledges Receipt of 
Legal Ad and Special Instructions 

E:::~/gh~n#ahh 
Fart Myers, News-Press 

1efr/4 ~ 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-211 1 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 
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NOTICE OF CHANGE OF LAND USE AND 
AMENDMENTS TO THE LEE COUNTY 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

In Compliance with Sections 163.3164(18), 163.3174(1), 163.3181, 163.3184, 163.3187(1)(b), and 
163 .3189, Florida Statutes, notice is hereby given that the Lee County Board of County 
Commissioners on Monday, October 21, 2002 will hold a public hearing to consider adopting 
amendments to the Lee Plan. The hearing will be held in the Board of County Commissioners 
Hearing Chambers in the renovated Courthouse at 2120 Main Street in downtown Fort Myers. The 
hearing will commence at 9:30 a.m. The Board of County C01mnissioners of Lee County, Florida, 
proposes to consider for adoption the following amendment to the Lee Plan by Ordinance: 

October 21, 2002 
9:30A.M. 

1. Call to order; Certification of Affidavit of Publication 

2. Lee Plan Amendments Adoption 

CP A2000-30 - Simon Suncoast DRI (Coconut Point) 
Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 483-acre 
parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and Range 25 East to 
change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban Community." 

Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the consideration 
of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

Amend Policy 21.1.1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for specific U.S. 
41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon Suncoast (Coconut 
Point) DRI and that Lee County considers these specific improvements to be part of Map 3A 
and the County will program the necessary improvements in the County's Capital 
Improvement Pro gram prior to the time these improvements are required to maintain adopted 
level of service standards. 

3. Adopt the following ordinance which adopts the proposed plan amendment: 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN, COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" AS ADOPTED BY 
ORDINANCE NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT THAT 
AMENDMENT KNOWN LOCALLY AS CPA 2000-30 APPROVED IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH ADOPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
REGIONAL IMPACT APPLICATION (DRl2000-00015) COCONUT POINT 



(FNA SIMON SUNCOAST); PROVIDING FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE 
ADOPTED TEXT AND MAPS; PROVIDING FOR PURPOSE AND SHORT 
TITLE; PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF THE SPECIFIED AMENDMENT 
TO THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; PROVIDING FOR THE 
LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; PROVIDING FOR 
GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

4. Adjourn 

These meetings are open to the public and all interested parties are encouraged to 
attend. Interested parties may appear and be heard with respect to all proposed 
actions. Pursuant to Florida Statutes Section 163. 3184(7), persons participating in 
the Comprehensive Plan Amendment process, who provide their name and address 
on the record, will receive a comiesy informational statement from the Depaiiment 
of Community Affairs prior to the publication of the Notice of Intent to find a plan 
amendment in compliance. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency or commission 
with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he or she will need 
a record of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that 
a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony 
and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. Fmiher information may be 
obtained by contacting the Lee County Division of Plaiming at 479-8585. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, reasonable accommodations 
will be made upon request. If you are in need of a reasonable accommodation, please 
contact Janet Miller at 479-8585 Extension 5910. 
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Division Of Planning 
MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Board of County Commissioners 

Paul o·cd u?o;;-AICP, Planning Director 

LEE COUNTY 
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

Subject: Lee Plan Amendment Adoption Hearing (CPA2000-30) 

Date: October 8, 2002 

Attached is the Agenda, Staff Report, draft ordinance, and Supporting Data for the Lee Plan DRI 
Amendment Adoption Hearing, for plan amendment CPA 2000-30. The hearing will be held on 
October 21st, 2002 starting at 9:30 A.M. in the chambers. 

The hearing has two separate agendas, one for the consideration of the proposed Lee Plan 
amendment and one for the consideration of the Development of Regional Impact. If you have any 
questions regarding any of these amendments, please feel free to call me at 479-8309. 

cc: Mary Gibbs, AICP, Director of Community Development 
Tim Jones, Assistant County Attorney 
Lisa Pierce, Minutes 
Lee Cares 
Planning Files CPA 2000-30 

P.O. Box 398 •Fort Al/yers, FL 33901-0398 •(9-11) 479-8585 •Fax (94 1) -179-8319 



I· Matthew t\Joble - RE: $imon Mall School site 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Keyes, Stephanie" <StephanieK@lee.k12.fl.us> 
'Matthew Noble' <NOBLEMA@leegov.com> 
10/7/02 7:53AM 
RE: Simon Mall School site 

ok, sorry you will miss our meeting, please forward email to Rick so he can 
attend. 

We are in good shape with Simon , they will purchase 10 acres next to Estero 
High and the park site, and dedicate them to the school district, and take 
impact fee credits towards the value. We are fine with it. The property 
will be incorporated into the county's park plan, and altho there are some 
wetlands on it, the county will use as part park upland and part retention . 
Access is fine, it abuts their park property. They will then let school 
board use 10 acres near vacant estero high property and we are going to 
build a school there, not sure yet which one. was going to be an elementary 
school, that could change, but in any event we are fine with Simon. do you 
need a formal letter from me on it? Touch base with JY as well. .. Steph 

> ----------
> From: Matthew Noble[SMTP:NOBLEMA@leegov.com] 
> Sent: Sunday, October 06, 2002 12:50 PM 
> To: StephanieK@lee.k12.fl.us 
> Cc: Paul O'Connor; Michael Pavese 
> Subject: Simon Mall School site 
> 
> Where are you on this issue, Matt Uhle has provided written comments that 
> state: "The Applicants have also contracted to purchase two contiguous 
> parcels of land on the northern boundary of Estero High School to comply 
> with the requirement in Condition J.1 . of the proposed ORI Development 
> Order. If the plan amendment and ORI application are approved, the 
> conveyance of these parcels to the School Board should occur shortly after 
> their effective date." 

· > 
> I have a ton of questions, where are the lots? How big are the lots, has 
> anybody looked at the "parcels" for environmental issues, access issues, 
> etc ... Have you (school Board) agreed to this, instead of the 5 acres 
> on-site? We as a staff had formerly recommended language be put in the 
> plan, but of course the attorneys hated it, as you can see I have a few 
> questions as I am trying to finalize the comp. plan amendment report...l 
> am also out of town on the day you want to have the interlocal meeting, I 
> am hoping Rick Burris can attend in my absence ... 
> 

CC: Paul O'Connor <OCONNOPS.LEEP002.LEEDOM1@leegov.com>, Michael Pavese 
<PAVESEMP.LEEP002.LEEDOM1@leegov.com> 
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FAX COVER SHEET 
KNOTT, CONSOER, EBELINI, HART & SWETT, P.A. 

Attorneys at Law 

MUhle@knott-law.com 

1625 HENDRY STREET 
POST OFFICE BOX 2449 
FORT MYERS, FL 33902-2449 

TELEPHONE (941) 334-2722 
TELECOPIER (941) 334-1446 

TIME: 

DATE: 

TO: 

FAX#: 

FROM: 

COMMENTS: 

October 4, 2002 

Matt Noble 

479-8319 

Matt Uhle 

Coconut Point 

TOTAL PAGES INCLUDING COVER PAGE : 3 

Attached please find a Memo dated today's date with a Response to DCA's State Plan 
Consistency Issue. 

#: 6379.000 ATTORNEY'S INITIALS: MDU 
ORIGINAL: Mailed- _ _ Federal Expressed-____ Held in File- __,;X_X __ _ 
SHOULD YOU HAVE PROBLEMS RECEIVING THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE CALL SENDER AT (941) 334-2722 . 
THIS FAX SENT FROM FAX # (941) 334-1446_ / (941) 334-2801 _/ (941) 334-8458 XX/ by: dap 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information contained in this facsimile onessage is legally privileged and confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copy of this telecopy is strictly prohibited . If 
you have received this telecopy in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return the original message to us at 

the address above via the united states postal service. Thank you. 
IG:\MDU\Simon\Noble Fax.wpd 
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George H. Knott•+ 
George L CoJUOCT, Jr.•• 
Marl A. Ebdini 
Thomu B. Han: 
H. Andrew Swett 

• Boord Omillcd Civtl Trial L.awy,:r 
•• !loud Ceni6od R.al Ea.... UW\'Cf 
+ Boord c.ni6ed llu11n<u Udption l.awy,,r 

TO: Matt Noble 

Knott, Consoer, Ebelini 
Hart & Swett, PA 

ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW 

162S Hendry Sttect • Third Floor (33901) 
P.O. Box 2+49 

Fort Myen, Florida 33902-2+f9 

Telephone (239) 33-i-2722 
Tdeoopicr (239} 33+1446 

MUhlc@knott-law.com 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Matt Uhle 

October 4, 2002 

RE: Coconut Point 

P.02 

Matthew D. Uhle 
Aaron A. Ha.ale 

Dcrridc. S, Eihauscn 

Direcror of 
Zoning and Land 

Use Planning 
Michael E. Roeder, AICP 

Attached please find my Response to DCA's State Plan Consistency Issue. It includes an 
update on the school and fire issue, as we discussed. If you need anything more, please 
let me know. 

cc: Tom Schneider 
Chuck Schneider 
David McArdle 
Ron Dillon 
Ron Talone 
David Plummer 
Ned Dewhirst 



Oct-04-02 14:52 

RESPONSE TO DCA'S STATE PLAN CONSISTENCY ISSUE 

OCA Position: The proposed amendment does not adequately address and further the 
State Comprehensive plan including the following goal and policies: 

Response: 

Public Facilities goal (18)(a) and Policies (b)(l) and (2), regarding the 
provision of public facilities. 

Recommendation: Revise the proposed amendment, as indicated in the 
report, in order to be consistent with the above goal and policies of the 
State Comprehensive plan. 

The "public facilities" concern expressed in this item appears to be a 
restatement of the U.S. 41 level of service objection that was fully addressed in 
the September 13, 2002 document entitled "Simon Suncoast Proposed Text 
Amendment (CPA2000-30) Response to OCA Objection" as prepared by David 
Plummer & Associates, Inc. Impacts to other public facilities were adequately 
discussed in the plan amendment application, the sufficiency responses, and the 
report prepared by Lee County staff. 

Since the transmittal hearing, the Applicants have entered into a contract to sell 
approximately one acre in Tract 1 D to the Estero Fire Department for a fire 
station. It is anticipated that the sale will close in January, 2003. The 
Applicants have also contracted to purchase two contiguous parcels of land on 
the northern boundary of Estero High School to comply with the requirement 
in Condition J.1. of the proposed ORI Development Order. If the plan 
amendment and ORI application are approved, the conveyance of these parcels 
to the School Board should occur shortly after their effective date. 

p_Q3 



DAVID PLUMMER & ASSOCIATES 

TRANSPORTATION • CIVIL • STRUCTURAL • ENVIRONMENTAL 

September 13, 2002 

Mr. Bernard Piawah 
Florida Department of Community Affairs 
Bureau of Local Planning 
2555 Shumard Oak 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRI, #99532 
Response to DCA Objection 

Dear Bernard, 

1531 HENDRY STREET 
FORT MYERS, FL 33901 

239 332-261 7 FAX: 239 332-2645 
E-mail: dpa fm@peganet.net 
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Enclosed for your review is an updated copy of our report titled Simon Suncoast Proposed Text 
Amendment (CPA 2000-30), Response to DCA Objection and dated Revised September 13, 2002. 
This report represents the Applicant's response to the DCA objection to this Amendment. The report 
has been updated to include the results ofrecent discussions among the Applicant, the County staff 
and DCA staff. 

It is our understanding that all parties have agreed that the proposed revision to Lee Plan Policy 
21.1.1 found in the last section of this report is an appropriate way to address DCA' s concern. 

If you have questions or need any clarifications regarding the enclosed report, please call me at (239) 
332-2617. I will be contacting you in a couple of weeks to see how your review is proceeding. 

Very truly yours, 

«~7~--
Ronald T. Talone 
RTT:sw 
99532:Piawah_091302 .wpd 

cc: Charles Gautier, w/enclosure 
Mike Pavese, w/enclosure 
Matt Noble, w/enclosure 
Dawn Lehnert, w/enclosure 
Andy Getch, w/enclosure 
Dave Loveland, w/enclosure 
Ken Heatherington, w/enclosure 
Matt Uhle, w/enclosure 
Tom Schneider, w/o enclosure 

Chuck Schneider, w/o enclosure 
David McArdle, w/o enclosure 
Frank Scarlati, w/o enclosure 
Richard Kepley, w/o enclosure 
Ron Dillon, w/o enclosure 
Ned Dewhirst, w/o enclosure 
Chris Squires, w/o enclosure 
David Plummer, w/o enclosure 

FT. MYERS • CORAL GABLES • FT. LAUDERDALE • BOCA RATON eB 
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DAVID PLUMMER & ASSOCIATES 

TRANSPORTATION • CIVIL • STRUCTURAL • ENVIRONMENTAL 

June 11, 2002 

Mr. Bernard Piawah 
Florida Department of Community Affairs 
Bureau of Local Planning 
2555 Shumard Oak 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

RE: Simon Suncoast DRI, #99532 
Response to DCA Objection 

Dear Bernard, 

1531 HENDRY STREET 
FORT MYERS, FL 33901 

239 332· 2617 FAX: 239 332-2645 
E·mail: dpafm@peganet.net 

Enclosed for your review is a copy of our report titled Simon Suncoast Proposed Text Amendment 
(CPA 2000-30), Response to DCA Objection and dated May 24, 2002. This report represents the 
Applicant's response to the DCA objection to this Amendment. The report is being provided to you 
prior to the public hearings on the Amendment to facilitate your review. 

If you have questions or need any clarifications regarding the enclosed report, please call me at (239) 
332-2617. I will be contacting you in a couple of weeks to see how your review is proceeding. 

Very truly yours, 

Ronald T. Talone 
RTT:sw 
99532:Piawah_061 l.wpd 

cc : Mike Pavese, w/enclosure 
~ tt Noble, w/enclosure 

~ 

Dawn Lehnert, w/enclosure 
Andy Getch, w/enclosure 
Dave Loveland, w/enclosure 
Ken Heatherington, w/enclosure 
Matt Uhle, w/enclosure 
Tom Schneider, w/o enclosure 
Chuck Schneider, w/o enclosure 
David McArdle, w/o enclosure 
Frank Scarlati , w/o enclosure 
Richard Kepley, w/o enclosure 
Ron Dillon, w/o enclosure 
Ned Dewhirst, w/o enclosure 
David Plummer, w/o enclosure 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED 
TEXT AMENDMENT 

(CPA 2000-30} 

RESPONSE TO DCA OBJECTION 

'.~~!~~:::;~:\~::1:'~r: · 

Project #99532 Prepared by: 

•:::;::r~·:s~~ 

DAVID PLUMMER& ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1531 Hendry Street 

May 24, 2002 Fort Myers, Florida 33901 
Revised September 13, 2002 
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SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT 
{CPA 2000-30) 

RESPONSE TO DCA OBJECTION 

OBJECTIONS RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENTS REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 02-Dl 

LEE COUNTY 

I. CONSISTENCY WITH RULES 9J-5 AND CHAPTER 163 .. F.S. 

Lee County's proposed Amendment 02-Dl involves changes to the Future Land Use Map 
changes and text. The Department raises an objection to the proposed amendment. 

Objection: 

This is a proposal to revise the Future Land Use Map for a 483-acre site located between 
U.S. 41 and Seminole Gulf Railway tracks and extending from Williams Road south past 
Coconut Road from "Rural" to "Urban Community", and Policy 6.1.2, in order to facilitate 
the location of the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact. According to the 
information provided, the proposed land use change will degrade the level of service 
standards on U.S. 41. This is inconsistent with the County' s commitment in Goal 22, 
Objective 70.1 and Policy 70.1.1 to maintain the adopted level of service standards. The 
County has not demonstrated, through scheduled improvements within the first three years 
of the Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements, how the level of service standard on this 
roadway will be maintained in view of the impact of the proposed land use designation on 
U.S. 41. Chapter 163.3177(2),(6)(a), Florida Statutes; Rule 9J-5.006(3)(c)3.; 9J-
5.016(3)(b)5 ., (4)(a) & (b); and 9J-5.019(4)(c)l., Florida Administrative Code. 

Recommendation: Demonstrate, with adequate data and analysis, how the increased 
density and intensity on the site will take place without exacerbating the traffic condition on 
U.S. 41. In addition, demonstrate the consistency of the amendment with the Lee Plan Goal, 
Objective and Policy listed above which commit the County to maintain the adopted level 
of service standards; and show, by including any needed improvements that will enable the 
maintenance of the level of service standards within the first three years of a financially 
feasible Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Since the Urban Community 
designation that allows six units per acre and the proposed commercial use may be too 
intense for the site, in light of the traffic impact on U.S. 41, the County should consider 
designating on the site a less intense land use category. 
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Applicant's Response 

The Applicant has previously provided adequate data and analysis to demonstrate that, with 
appropriate traffic mitigation by the Applicant, US 41 will operate at an acceptable level of service 
in the year 2020, which is the current horizon year for The Lee Plan. The data and analysis were 
provided in the report titled Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study, 
Supplemental Information, which was prepared by David Plummer & Associates (DP A) dated 
November 6, 2001, and is included as Appendix I in this report. 

The traffic analyses submitted by the Applicant to date, in support of the proposed Amendment, are 
reviewed below, in chronological order. All traffic analyses prepared in support of the proposed 
Amendment have evaluated conditions in 2020, the horizon year for the Lee Plan. Conditions in the 
near future have been evaluated fully as part of the Development of Regional Impact (DRI) review. 

The initial Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study was dated November 
1, 2000. This study compared traffic conditions, both with and without the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment, in the year 2020 under the current (at that time) MPO 2020 Financially-Feasi~le 
Plan. The traffic study concluded that the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment will not cause 
any roadway segments to fail. 

In a memorandum dated July 6, 2001, however, the Lee County DOT staff found this initial traffic 
study to be insufficient for review because the information was out of date. The Applicant's traffic 
consultant, David Plummer & Associates (DP A), had used the travel model -and 2020 roadway 
network that were in effect at the time the study was prepared, but, by the time the Lee County DOT 
staff reviewed the study, the travel model and 2020 roadway network had been superceded. 

In the July 6 memo, the Lee County DOT staff informed the Applicant that the staff had conducted 
a 2020 traffic study on the new 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan roadway network and compared the 
roadway levels of service with and without the proposed Amendment. DP A obtained the County's 
travel model assignments and level of service spreadsheets and utilized them to update the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study. The updated study was submitted to Lee County 
as a Sufficiency Response for Traffic Study dated August 24, 2001. 

For this Sufficiency Response, DP A utilized the updated 2020 travel model assignments and the 
LOS spreadsheets provided by the Lee County DOT. The County's travel model assignments with 
and without the Project were not adjusted in any way. The assignments and resulting assigned 
volumes were utilized without modification. A few modifications were made, however, to the LOS 
spreadsheets provided by the County. These modifications were fully documented in the Sufficiency 
Response. 

As in the initial Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study, DPA concluded that the Project will 
not cause any roadway segments to fail. In other words, there were no segments where the level of 
service is at or above (better than) the standard without the Project, but below the standard with the 
Project. All segments were either at or above the standard, both with or without the Project, or 
below the standard, both with and without the Project. 
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In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001, the Lee County DOT staff disagreed with DPA's 
conclusion that no roadway segments would fail because of the Project. The staff generally accepted 
the travel model assignments and LOS spreadsheets used in the Sufficiency Response dated August 
24, 2001, but did not agree with modifications DPA made to the roadway service volumes on the 
section ofUS 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. The staff advised DPA that these 
US 41 modifications were unacceptable. 

DP A met with the County staff on October 31, 2001, to discuss the staffs concerns regarding this 
section of US 41. It was agreed that DP A would use the County's generalized service volumes for 
this section of US 41 in the LOS spreadsheets, rather than the modified service volumes used in the 
Sufficiency Response, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. It was also agreed that DPA 
would perform a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 to determine the appropriate 
improvements needed to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on this section of US 41. Finally, 
it was agreed that the Applicant could address these US 41 deficiencies through the Project's DRI 
traffic mitigation. 

Following this meeting, DPA submitted a new report titled Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment. Supplemental Information and dated November 6, 2001. This Supplemental 
Information is included as Appendix I in this report, because it represents the final analysis that was 
reviewed and accepted by the Lee County staff. 

The Supplemental Information addresses the County staffs concerns regarding the section of US 41 
between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. As agreed, Lee County generalized services volumes 
were used for all roads in the LOS spreadsheet, including the section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Alico Road. In addition, the report provided detailed intersection capacity analysis 
(based on Highway Capacity Software) and ART_PLAN analysis that demonstrated that 
improvements at key intersections will enchance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so 
that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or 
upgrading parallel facilities. 

Exhibit 2 (Revised) in this Supplemental Information provides roadway levels of service in 2020, 
under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan, with the proposed Simon Suncoast Project in 
place. It is important to point out that this LOS spreadsheet relies very heavily on information 
provided by the Lee County DOT: (1) the spreadsheet itself was developed by the Lee County 
DOT; (2) the 2020 volumes are from a travel model assignment by the Lee County DOT of future 
2020 conditions under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan; (3) the seasonal and peak hour 
adjustment factors are based on Lee County permanent count station data; and (4) the roadway 
service volumes are based on Lee County generalized service volumes. 

A review of Exhibit 2 (Revised) reveals that, except for the section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Alico Road, all segments of US 41 will operate better than the Lee Plan LOS standard 
of LOS "E". The levels of service on US 41 segments are as follows: 
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Road Segment LOS 

US 41 Segments 

US 41 from Collier County line to Coconut Road 
US 41 from Coconut Road to N. Project Entrance 
US 41 from N. Project Entrance to Koreshan Boulevard 
US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road 
US 41 from Alico Road to Island Park Road 
US 41 from Island Park Road to Six Mile Parkway 

Footnote: 
(1) Acceptable LOS with improvements at key intersections. 

Levels of Service 

C 
D 
C 
(1) 
B 
C 

As explained above, intersection capacity analysis and ART_PLAN analysis demonstrate that, with 
improvements at a number of key intersections, the six-lane section of US 41 between Koreshan 
Boulevard and Ali co Road will operate better than the Lee Plan LOS standard (LOS "C" northbound 
and LOS "C" southbound) in 2020 under the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan and with the 
Simon Suncoast Project in place. The needed intersection improvements include dual left-tum lanes 
on the approaches to four key intersections. 

US 41 is expected to operate better than the Lee Plan standard in 2020 primarily for two reasons. 
First, in accordance with the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan, all of US 41 will be widened 
to six lanes by 2020. As a matter of fact, most four-lane sections of US 41 are already scheduled for 
widening to six lanes within the next five years. Second, in accordance with the 2020 Plan, several 
existing parallel facilities will be widened and several new north-south facilities will be constructed 
by 2020. As shown in Exhibit 3 of the Supplemental Information, the following improvements to 
north-south facilities are included in the adopted 2020 Plan. 

• the construction of the six-lane Metro Parkway Extension between Six.Mile Parkway 
and Alico Road. 

• the construction of the two-lane Oriole Road/Sandy Lane corridor east of US 41 
between Alico Road and Old 41 in Bonita Springs. 

• the construction of the four-lane Three Oaks Parkway Extension between Daniels 
Parkway to Alico Road. 

• the widening of Three Oaks Parkway to four lanes between Alico Road and 
Corkscrew Road. 

• the construction ofthe four-lane Three Oaks Parkway Extension between Corkscrew 
Road and E. Terry Street. 
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• the construction of four-lane Imperial Street between E. Terry Street and Bonita 
Beach Road. 

• the construction of four- to six-lane Livingston Road between Bonita Beach Road 
and Immokalee Road (in Collier County). 

• the widening ofl-75 to six lanes throughout South Lee County. 

• the construction of the four- to six-lane Treeline Avenue Extension between Daniels 
Parkway and Alico Road. 

• the widening of Ben Hill Griffin Parkway to six lanes between Alico Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard. 

• the construction of the four-lane Bonita Grande Drive (CR 951) Extension east ofl-
75 between Corkscrew Road and Bonita Beach Road. 

• the construction of the four-lane CR 951 Extension east of 1-75 between Bonita 
Beach Road and Immokalee Road (in Collier County). 

The Three Oaks Parkway, Imperial Street and Livingston Road improvements listed above are 
already scheduled for construction within five years in the Lee County Capital Improvement 
Program. 

The Supplemental Information provided by DP A was reviewed and accepted by the County staff. 
Accordingly, the Supplemental Information served as the basis for the Lee County DOT staffs 
Simon Suncoast Proposed Text Amendment Comments dated November 15, 2001, and the staffs 
LPA Public Hearing Document for the November 261

\ 2001 Public Hearing, which was dated 
November 19, 2001. The later document recommended approval of the proposed Text Amendment 
and, as stated at the top of Page 12 of 24, provided the following conclusion: 

"Staff believes that, in light of the property's access to several existing and future collector 
roads as well as to US 41, the access to the site is adequate to support the development of a 
regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to the subject property from the 
surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two potential regional mall 
sites." 

Unfortunately, an inaccurate statement on Page 3 of 24, under Basis and Recommended Findings 
of Fact, in the November 19 LP A Public Hearing Document, has led to a misunderstanding regarding 
the impacts of the Project on the adopted 2020 Financially-Feasible Plan. This inaccurate statement 
reads as follows: 

"The development of a regional mall will cause four road segments to operate below 
acceptable levels of service prior to the Year 2020." 
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This statement is incorrect in that three of the four segments identified in the staffs analysis have 
the same level of service with or without the proposed Project. Therefore, the regional mall does not 
"cause" these three segments to operate below the level of service standard. Also, two of these three 
segments will not be "deficient" in 2020. 

Here is a summary of the situation for these three segments: 

• The LCDOT staffs projections indicate that 1-75 will operate at LOS "D" both with 
and without the Project. And, while the State's LOS standard on 1-75 is currently 
LOS "C", it is expected that by 2020 the LOS standard on 1-75 will be changed to 
LOS "D", because I-75 will then be within an urbanized area with a population over 
500,000. This future change in the LOS standard on 1-75 is anticipated in Lee Plan 
Policy 22.1 .1, which identifies LOS "C" as the standard in transitioning areas and 
LOS "D" as the standard in urbanized areas. With the anticipated change in the LOS 
standard, there would not be a level of service deficiency on 1-75, with or without the 
regional mall. 

• The section of Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street is over capacity, both 
with and without the Project. However, this section of Old 41 is recognized in The 
Lee Plan as a constrained facility. A volume to capacity (V /C) ratio of 1.85 has been 
established in Lee Plan Policy 22.2.2 as the relevant measure of deficiency for a 
constrained roadway, not the level of service on the road. Year 2020 traffic volumes 
on this section of Old 41 are not expected to exceed the V/C ratio established in the 
Lee Plan for constrained facilities, either with or without the Project. Therefore, this 
section of Old 41 will not be deficient in 2020, in terms of Lee Plan Policy 22.2.2. 

• According to the staffs projections, Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU 
entrance to Alico Road operates at LOS F both with and without the Project. The 
Project does not cause this section of Ben Hill Griffin Parkway to fail. 

As for the remaining segment, US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road, DP A has submitted 
documentation that, with improvements at key intersections, this section of US 41 should operate 
at the LOS standard in 2020. Furthermore, the Applicant and the staff have agreed that the 
Project's mitigation for this Comp Plan Amendment impact will be appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI traffic mitigation. 

The inaccurate statement referenced above was brought to the attention of the Lee County staff at 
the Board of County Commissioner's Transmittal Hearing on December 13, 2001, and again in an 
e-mail from DPA to the Lee County DOT on December 14, 2001. The staff subsequently agreed 
with DPA that the statement was not accurate and advised DPA in an e-mail on January 8, 2002, that 
the statement in the staff report would be modified to read as follows: 
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"Three road segments in the project area will operate below acceptable levels of service prior 
to the Year 2020, with or without the proposed amendment or mall development. The land 
use map change could result in one additional road segment operating below the adopted 
level of service, if a regional mall is developed as planned." 

The County's reference to "one additional road segment operating below the adopted level of 
service" refers to the section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Alico Road. 

As agreed by the Applicant and the Lee County staff, the Project's Comprehensive Plan impacts on 
the section of US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Ali co Road are being fully mitigated as part 
of the DRI traffic mitigation. Transportation Condition D.3 in the draft DRI Development Order 
(D.O.) requires the Applicant to mitigate the Project's Comprehensive Plan impacts. While the 
Applicant and the County staff continue to disagree on some of the Conditions in the draft D.O., both 
parties are in agreement on Condition D.3 regarding the Project's Comprehensive Plan traffic 
mitigation. 

PROPOSED LEE PLAN REVISIONS 
AFTER FURTHER DISCUSSIONS WITH DCA 

This report was transmitted informally to DCA on June 11, 2002. On July 2, 2002, during a follow­
up phone conference with a representative from DCA, it became apparent that the DCA objection 
was directed towards the use of the DRI development order as the vehicle for providing the 
mitigation for the affected intersections. DCA was requesting that the mitigation be included in the 
first three years of the County's CIP, not merely in the DRI development order. 

Representatives from the Applicant and County staff met on July 18, 2002, to discuss the procedural 
issue raised by DCA. The County staff members were reluctant, for several good reasons, to include 
the mitigation in the CIP immediately. They agreed to explore this issue further with DCA. 

As a result of these discussions between the County and DCA, all parties, including the Applicant, 
have agreed that the addition of the following language to Policy 21.1.1 in The Lee Plan is an 
appropriate way to address DCA's concern: 

POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 
Financially Feasible Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as part of the 
Transportation Map series for this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan Map, as adopted December 8, 2000, is 
incorporated as Map 3A of the Transportation Map series, with one format change 
as approved by the Lee County Board of County Commissioners on March 23, 1999. 
The format change is a visual indication ( with shading) that alignment options for the 
County Road 951/Bonita Grande Drive extension are still under consideration, 
consistent with Note 52. Also, the comprehensive plan amendment analysis for the 
Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI identified the need for improvements at key 
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intersections on US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road to address the added 
impacts from the project for year 2020, and a mitigation payment has been required 
as part of the DRI development order. Lee County considers the following 
intersection improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary 
funds to make these improvements at the point they are required to maintain adopted 
level of service standards on US 41: 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B&F Parcel 

US 41 /Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

8 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left Tum Lanes 

Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound 
and Westbound Dual Left Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left Tum Lanes 

Southbound and Westbound Dual 
Left Turn Lanes 
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SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
{November 6, 2001) 

Introduction 

In a memorandum dated October 3, 2001, which is included as Appendix A, the LCDOT 
Transportation Planning staff disagreed with DP A's conclusion that no roadway segments would fail 
because of the Simon Suncoast project. This was DPA's conclusion in both the original 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study dated November 1, 2000, and the Sufficiency 
Response dated August 24, 2001, which relied on the updated travel model assignments and level 
of service (LOS) spreadsheets provided by the County staff. In particular, the staff did not accept 
adjustments that were made in the County's generalized roadway service volumes for two segments 
of US 41 south of Alico Road. 

To resolve this issue, DPA met with the LCDOT staff on October 31, 2001. During this meeting, 
it was agreed that the County's generalized service volumes should be used in the LOS spreadsheets, 
in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. These generalized service volumes indicate that there 
may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 41 south of Alice Road with 
the Simon Suncoast project. It was also agreed, however, that DPA could utilize other, more 
detailed transportation planning methodologies to determine the appropriate improvements needed 
to address the apparent LOS deficiencies on US 41 . 

Accordingly, DPA has completed a traffic engineering evaluation of these two US 41 segments. 
This engineering evaluation indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the 
carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met without 
widening US 41 'beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. 

This report provides revised LOS spreadsheets for 2020 traffic conditions under the 2020 
Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, both with and without Simon Suncoast. In addition, the 
results of the engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 are provided. 

Revised Level of Service Spreadsheets 

Exhibits 1 and 2 (Revised) are updated versions of the LOS spreadsheets (without and with the 
Simon Suncoast project, respectively) that were originally prepared by the LCDOT and were 
subsequently modified by DPA as part of the Sufficiency Response dated August 24, 2001. The 
spreadsheets have been updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes for the two 
segments of US 41 south of Alico Road, in accordance with Lee Plan Policy 22.1.2. 
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The spreadsheets indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments 
of US 41 south of Alico Road with the Simon Suncoast project. However, as will be shown below, 
these two US 41 segments will operate at or above the Lee Plan LOS standard with improvements 
at key intersections. 

Also, it is important to note the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan actually works very 
well with the Simon Suncoast project. Exhibit 3, which was developed using the levels of service 
reported in Exhibit 2, shows the 2020 levels of service on roadway segments in south Lee County. 
All roadway segments in the vicinity of the project operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard. 
Other than the two US 41 segments, which can be addressed through intersection improvements, 

the only deficient segment is the segment on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway just south of Alico Road. 
This segment fails to meet the County's LOS standard both with and without the Simon Suncoast 
project. 

Unique Characteristics of US 41 South of Alico Road 

As noted above, a traffic engineering evaluation of the section of US 41 south of Alico Road 
indicates that improvements at key intersections will enhance the canying capacity of this section 
of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond 
six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to the intersection improvements and to the fact 
that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to this section of US 41 between 
Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

Among these unique characteristics are the following: 

1. While the Lee County Group I service volumes assume a weighted effective green time 
of only 0.46, the actual g/C ratios at all signalized intersections between Alico Road and 
Koreshan Boulevard are currently at 0.50 or higher. As shown in Exhibit 4, the 
County's Signal Operating Plans (SOPs) indicate that the g/C ratio at Constitution 
Boulevard is 0.62 and the g/C ratio at Sanibel Boulevard is 0.50. 

2. As shown in Exhibit 3, the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan (Map 3A) 
does not include any major east-west roads that cross this section of US 41. All of the 
roads in the Plan that intersect this section of US 41 are essentially T-intersections. 
While local access may be provided on the opposite side of US 41, east-west through 
volumes will be relatively low. As a result, these cross-streets should not draw much 
green time off of US 41. Therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

3. According to LCDOT's updated 2020 travel model assignment, which is shown in 
Exhibit 5, all of the cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section of US 41 
carry relatively low volumes, with most carrying less than 10,000 vehicles per day. This 
is another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios wi 11 remain relatively high. 
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4. The San Carlos Park area on the east side of US 41 is largely built out. Therefore, 
volumes onto and off of US 41 from the east will not increase substantially from those 
found today. 

5. In the 2020 Plan, two major north-south road improvements east of US 41 (i.e., the new 
two-lane corridor connecting Oriole Road and Sandy Lane and the four-laning of Three 
Oaks Parkway) will draw San Carlos Park traffic away from US 41. Therefore, the 
traffic entering and exiting US 41 from San Carlos Park should decline. (This may be 
seen in the relatively low assigned traffic volumes on Sanibel Boulevard.) This is 
another clear indication that these cross-streets will not require a reduction in the g/C 
ratios on US 41 and, therefore, future g/C ratios will remain relatively high. 

6. The 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan includes a grade-separation at the 
US 41/ Alico Road intersection. This eliminates the only major intersection where the 
g/C ratio on this section of US 41 would be less than 0.50, because this new interchange 
will allow free-flow conditions on US 41 through this intersection. 

Projected 2020 Traffic Volumes on US 41 South of Alico Road 

Exhibit 5 shows the relatively low peak season daily volumes assigned by the travel model to the 
cross-streets (and centroid connectors) along this section ofUS 41. To perform a traffic engineering 
evaluation of this section of US 41, it was necessary to convert these daily volumes to peak hour 
volumes and to assign the peak hour volumes to specific intersections. 

The adjustment factors in Exhibit 2 were used to convert the 2020 assigned daily volumes to 2020 
peak hour volumes. In addition, the north-south volumes on US 41 were controlled to those 
reported in Exhibit 2 to ensure consistency. 

The side street (and centroid connector) volumes were then assigned to specific intersections based 
on the travel model assignment and FDOT's access management plan for this section of US 41. 
FDOT' s access management plan for the section of US 41 from Alico Road to Hickory Boulevard, 
which is now under construction, indicates that there will be full median openings at Babcock Road, 
Constitution Boulevard, Sanibel Boulevard and Hickory Boulevard. FDOT's access management 
plan for the Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study for US 41 south of San Carlos 
Boulevard indicates that there will be full median openings at Vintage Parkway and Koreshan 
Parkway. Of course, these access plans also show directional median openings and right-in/right-out 
driveways at various locations. 

In addition, to be conservative, it was assumed that a full median opening will be located at the new 
entrance to the B&F Parcel about 1/4 mile north of Sanibel Boulevard on the west side of US 41. 
This assumption was made with the understanding that the developers of the B&F Parcel have been 
negotiating with the FOOT regarding a full median opening at this location. 

The side street volumes were then assigned to all of the planned access points, including full median 
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openings, directional median openings and right-in/right-out driveways. The resultant peak hour 
traffic volumes, at full median openings only, are shown in Exhibit 6. 

The traffic volumes shown on Sanibel Boulevard are actually higher than the assigned volumes. 
Some of the assigned volumes from the centroid connector on the east side of US 41 to the north 
and from San Carlos Boulevard to the south were reassigned to Sanibel Boulevard, because Sanibel 
Boulevard has a traffic signal at US 41, and San Carlos Boulevard will only have a directional 
median opening. 

One traffic analysis zone on the west side of US 41 (i.e. TAZ 768) stretches from Constitution 
Boulevard in the north to Broadway in the south. Traffic from this zone was assigned to several 
intersections along US 41, including the B&F Parcel. 

ART PLAN Analysis of US 41 South of Alico Road 

A review of the traffic projections in Exhibit 6 indicates that four US 41 intersections are likely to 
be signalized in 2020: Constitution Boulevard, the B&F Parcel, Sanibel Boulevard and Koreshan 
Parkway. These are shown in Exhibit 7. 

The projected volumes at the other full median openings do not appear to warrant signalization. For 
this reason, DPA performed an ART_PLAN analysis of this section of US 41 assuming four 
signalized intersections and using the projected volumes shown in Exhibit 6. 

First, intersection capacity analyses were performed using the latest Highway Capacity Software 
(HCS). A standard cycle length of 120 seconds was assumed, and the yellow and all red times were 
controlled to the existing times found on US 41 , as preferred by the LCDOT. Sufficient green time 
was allocated to the side streets to maintain the Lee Plan LOS standard on the side streets (LOS "E"). 
Then, the remaining green time was allocated to the north-south traffic. 

The results of the HCS analyses are summarized below and provided in detail in Appendix B. 

Intersection Levels of Service 

Level of Service 
Intersection All NB SB EB WB 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard D D C D D 
US 41/B&F Parcel C D B E B 
US 41/Sanibel Boulevard C D B E D 
US 41/Koreshan Boulevard C D B - D 

As shown above, all intersections operate well above the Lee Plan LOS standard of LOS "E". 
Furthermore, all of the northbound approaches operate at LOS "D" and all of the southbound 
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approaches operate at LOS "C" or LOS "B". 

The intersection capacity analysis identified a number ofintersection improvements that can enhance 
traffic operations. Most importantly, the construction of dual left-tum lanes at key intersections 
allows more green time to be allocated to the north-south traffic movements. The recommended 
intersection improvements are summarized below. 

Intersection Improvements 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B&F Parcel 

US 41/Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Northbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Eastbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 
Westbound Dual Left-Tum Lanes 

The results of the HCS analyses were input into the ART_PLAN analysis, which is provided in 
Appendix C. Interestingly, the g/C ratios on US 41 are much higher than the generalized tables 
assume, but the percentage of turns off of the main road are lower. This is consistent with the 
observations made above regarding the unique characteristics of this section of US 41. 

The results of the ART_PLAN analysis are summarized below. 

Segment Levels of Service 

Roadway Segment 

US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Sanibel Blvd. 
US 41 from Sanibel Blvd. to B&F Parcel 
US 41 B&F Parcel to Constitution Blvd. 
US 41 from Constitution Blvd. to Alico Rd. 
Overall: US 41 from Koreshan Blvd. to Alico Road 

Level of Service 
NB SB 

C 
D 
C 

C 

C 
D 
C 
C 
C 
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It should be noted that the northbound level of service would actually be better than indicated if the 
segment of US 41 from Constitution Boulevard to Alico Road was included in the analysis. A level 
of service for this segment is not reported because the US 41/Alico Road intersection is shown as 
a grade-separated interchange in the 2020 Financially-Feasible Transportation Plan, rather than a 
signalized intersection. This would provide free flow movements through this intersection. 

The resultant arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41 is well above the Lee 
Plan standard of LOS "E". To test the reliability of this conclusion, DP A performed another 
ART _PLAN analysis with an additional signal at Babcock Road. (This was simply a sensitivity test, 
because it does not appear that the volumes at Babcock Road would warrant a signal.) This test also 
resulted in an arterial level of service of LOS "C" in both directions on US 41. This indicates that 
an acceptable level of service can be maintained on this section of US 41 even if there are more 
signals on US 41. 

Conclusions 

As agreed with the County staff, the level of service spreadsheets with and without the Simon 
Suncoast project were updated to reflect the County's generalized service volumes on all roads in 
the study area, including the section of US 41 south of Alico Road. These generalized service 
volumes indicate that there may be level of service deficiencies in 2020 on the two segments of US 
41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard with the Simon Suncoast project. 

However, a traffic engineering evaluation of this section of US 41 indicates that improvements at 
key intersections (i.e. the construction of dual left-tum lanes) will enhance the carrying capacity of 
this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan LOS standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 
41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel facilities. This is due to both the intersection 
improvements and to the fact that there are several transportation characteristics that are unique to 
this section of US 41 between Alico Road and Koreshan Boulevard. 

~ 



Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alica Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

1-75 

Old41 

Sandy Ln (Ext.) 

·--- - •. ··- -- . ,---- .. ··,·· 
From .. _ To _l~_l?!lane! __ ~_OSstd 
US 41 Railroad t 4LD E 

. Railroad 'Lee Blvd ~-- ... 6LD - ... E 

~~~e:'~tks Pkwy :~~ef()aks Pkwy r--:~r~~ : 
. 1-75 . . Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy f - 6LD- . E 
: Ben Hill _G~ffi'! Pkwy . Easi . . - . -- _ c---llN -~ ~- -- E 
_ Hickoiy Blvd Vanderbilt Dr. _;4L(1 E 
Vanderbilt Dr. US 41 4LD E 
US 41 Old 41 .4LD E 
Old 41 Imperial St - --4LD E 
Imperial St 1-75 - -- - 6LD E 
1-75 · · ··· · Bonita Grade Dr. -1- · 4LD E 
Bonita Grade Dr. East ·t 4LD E 
US 41 . . ... . Sandy ln i .4LD E 

. Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd ··1 -· . 4LD E 
River Rancti Rd ·Three Oaks Pkwy.. I -- 4LD E 

_ Three Oa~s Pkwy : 1-75 - - -- -- 1- : ~LO E 
_ 1-75 _ Be11 ~tll Griffin P((wy __ _ 4L(1 _ _ E_ 
_ Ben Hill_t.ri~f! ~~ ; Wild_cat Run __ 4LD _ __ E 
Wildcat Run The Habitat 4LD E 
The Habitat : Alico Rd 2LN E 

.Alica Rd 'East -- --2LN E 
West iii US 41 ' US 41 -- 2LN E 
US 41 - ; Sandy Ln 4LD E 
Sandy l n __ _)hree Oa~~ P~_ - -4LD 

1
. E 

lmmokalee Rd Bonita Beach Rd 6LF C 
. Bonita Beach Rd . Corkscrew Rd. - . . . .. 6LF . . . C 
Corkscrew Rd : Alica Rd . 6LF . C 

. Alica Rd : Daniels Pkwy .. 6LF .. C 

: ~~~i~f ~~:k ~~.. . : ~~;~~~?ch -~d -.. J~~ .. :~ - : 
Terry l>t .. __ _ __; ~i;>~em?ry _Rd _ _ 4LD E 
Rosemary Rd : Cockleshell Dr. 4LD E 

·cockleshell Cir. i US4f -- -- ---: - __ 4LD E 
Alica Rd · San Carlos Blvd 2LN E 

. San Carios Blvd . . '. Korestiari Blvd - 2LN E 
Koiesiian Blvd-- - -- ---: Corkscrew·Rd- 2LN -- e 
Corkscrew-Rd - --- - "iWii11ams·Rd -- -- . - ··2LN E 
Williams Rd .. - - -··- - . TCocoriut Rd -- - ---2(N E 

. Coconut Rd ibld- ,h-- - - ·- -· - -2LN E 
Three Oaks_F'kwy ,Dani!!I~ P~ _ ____ _ _ /i~dle~!i_~s___ ~- _ _ _ --~ ~[)~ --- E 

Fiddlesticks :Alica Rd 4LD E 
_Alica Rd j SariCarl(!S Bl~~ . ·-- 4(0 - E 
San Carlos Blvd ; Koreshan Blvd 4LD E 
Koreshan Blvd : Corkscrew Rd . 6LD E 

'. Corkscrew Ref ! WillTams Rd . --- . 6LD E 
. Williams Rd I Coconut Rd .6LD - - E 
' Coconut Rd . - ! Strike Lii 4LD E 
' strike Ln iTerry St 4LD E 
; Daniels Pkwy I SWFIA 4LD E 
[ SWFIA Alica Rd 6Lb E 

Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy : Alica Rd i FGCU 6LO E 

- - -J~;~hanBlii~_ ·_ ~ -~J~~;;l~{1_ ·: ··-:rn= - . ~-

Treeline Ave 

11/07/2001 

Without Simon Sunco11t 

. ~!~:: : PS r~~r: l 20;Q AADT! ~~;~~ - ]~t°.;~ __ l)_:,a;o;s I ~~~u~~~ --- [~@ _Losl r.~t ~i~. _ 'J.IC rati~----

• !!:!Ji 1-~rffi I :!iii -_- -:j !~ =~!ii: -_ -•- !i!l .-:til! =--rn! 1- : ¥•• :-- !:i 
2~:~~1 ~- r~~~i --~H~~ ·tg: ·_: __ 1,:fi - g::g1 ·-.J::~r~: 3·i:g - __ -:-r:_·-~-=----=r~i 
41,024 1 ·--u;1l · ·32;27-; · - -·crno -- · 3;s50 - ·· · 0_53 ! ·· oe2 --2,oJii" ·· · - ·c -·· · --·011:; 
28,442 1 . T 32i ' 2(531 o.1i6 2,498 - · 0:531 · .. (324 - - ·--n30 · -- ··c··- - ----o .es 
~~:~~~i :=:-n::l - ~~:~~~1 g::~1 --- 1~1 :-~- }~!, ~ ···• 1:m ~---fg~~ ---~·:g: :·: ~=- g:ii 

lrn!I :im: tlllli !Ill --iir- !El ---;:5-: l:iii - --1=:~:=~1 
mm =Iml i:Et! -!m nti •-------:m --:.~r- l:!lf =! - -=-rn 
26,570 : · f:145 1 2:;;205J 6.103 · ·2~390 ···· ci.5o 1,f§s · 2,030 1f - · -o.se 
2::~;;j ·::: _~:~::; ·· ·rn;~ .:~:~i! _-: __ _ ~,~~~ ---~i:;~ _:· -=~ili-~- ~:~~ - ---·:r~-- ~-- }1i 

:1m1 ft1;1 Jm----•11~-~i / !I --~=:i t ::m- :r:t~ti 
1 - - ---··· --· - ·· - ····-· ·· - - - --- ··· ··---- - - ·· - · - - ··· - ·· - - -·-- - · - ---- · ··- ··----- · 

89,661 i ___ 1.136 __ _!~,927 . ····-- o.g97 _____ 7,~56 __ ___ 0.54 ------ ~'1_34 _ _;_970 {1 _ __D _ -~~~ 
89,499 , 1.087 82,336 0.099 8,151 0.57 4,646 3,970 (1 D 1.17 
91,327! · -1.oe1 ·· 94:017 0_099 8,3.,,-8-- o.57 ,(14; ·· - -3_910 111 o ··--·-ne 
~~ ::~~, ~--~T1~~ _ -;.~:;~: g:g~; =~----r~; -- · g::~ g~~ ~ = -{~~~ -1 -_::~r~-~--~-i}~ 
17,458 1 1.151 15,168 0.101 1,532 0.66 1,011 960 NIA NIA 
13.864 - 7 ~1s7 ----fi;9a3 - · ·o~iof" __ _ i)10 - - - - 066 · -199· - -2:030 · B -- ----i,:39 
17,001 --1.152 - f•:758 0.10f - - T49f - 0.66 984-- -- ·-2,030 B 0.48 
16.216 · ·1.153 · Ro64 c>:101 - · - ( -iio - - · · o.ss ·· -- - ·03e --2:030 ____ B __ ___ ---o.•a 
10,703 . 1.110 ii,642 . 0.122 .. 1,176 0.60 706 --- 960 C ·- --0.74 
13,520: --- 1.227 1(019 0.121 ·· · 1;333 -- -- o.58 · ·773 ·---- ·eso ·c · · ·-0:81 
14.504 ! -~22s 11,840 · · · 0:121 - --,:•33" -- --- o:s8 -----831 -- --- 9eo· · D --- ---o-:et 
11,803j - ~-:-.f:232 . -~---~:580 --o_.122 :~ ~:- \fli9 :=::. 0;5s - ~~-: s7e = =eso: · - ·-c : ~ ·:=:=-_O:ti 
12.717 : 1.229 10,347 0.1 22 1,262 0.58 732 960 C 0.76 

~~ :~~~1 -- --~~:: 1 -~;~-:!~~ ---· -g:m~ -~-~-u¾ ==---·g:~~ ---~.:: ~: ;_~~~ -·-r-~~~ _:.-~=1::i 
30.628! ··- -T.092 · - 2a~648 · ·ctii1 --3:-;13 ----· ·o.so --- ·-uuiii - ~030 ---··c · -·- 0:92 
27.685 - T694 - 2s)06 o.H:i ·· · - 2.sso 0.60 1.7is ·-:(030 t o.es 
33.749 - T133 · ··29)e1 0:100 - ···2,979 o:50 - r,<ie·e· ·- -2,030 c - - - - 0.13 
52,285 - ·T103 47,403 0.094 4,456 . 0.50 2:228 . 3,040 C 0.73 
s2.39s - · no2 -•t:545 o.09• 4,-•s§ o.5o - · · 2:235 - -3.o•o ·- c o.74 
48,415 · -r 109 -43,sss ··o:Ms -- :.:141 - - - o.5o --- ·· :rot• --- 3,640 --- ·e ----o:ae 
37.419 --- - u21 · ·· ·I:r202 o.Mil -- :i:2e1 o.5o · (644 - · -2:o:io -- · c - 0.81 
27,381 t144 23,934 0.103 2,465 0.50 1,233 2,030 B 0.61 
34,613 1.211 28,582 0.098 2,Bcif 0.51 1,429 -2,030 C 0.70 
50,392 ····1.1e4 43,292 0.093 . 4,026 0.51 2,053 3,040 C 0.68 
56,833 · · -,:05e 53,214 0.096 ·s.1oii 0.60 3,065 3,040 (3. F · 1.01 
57,42e ·· - -ro94 · ··s2,<194 ·· ·o.o91i ·---··s;o3e o.so · 2,520 --3,o•-o ·· o o.83 

· · ~e_;37~ _ 1.1!2 .:._ _ 24,~~~ ··-:--:-::-JJT~ ---=-·--2~iioe --- - · o.5o - - ~,~!.i4 __ :· - 2,030 · c ··· ·-·0:611 

without.WK4 



Exhibit 1 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions Without Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
US41 

Williams Rd 

River Ranch.Rd 

Footnotes: 

From To . # of lanes 
I 

LOS std 
County L.ine . . B~n,ta Beach Rd : -=~ ~LO [ E 
Bonita Beach Rd W. Terry St 1 6LD E 
W. Timy·st . . Old 4·1 1 - - 6LD E 

Old 41 . _ . South Project's ~ntr. !-=~ 6LD t E 
South Project's Ent. Coconut Rd , 6LD E 
Coconut Rd .---- . M Project's Entr. -- ·st:D . E 

. M Proj~•s ~rifr .... - : N Pr§/~••~ ~f!lr. 1 -~~D . E 
N. Project's Entr. Vl/illiams Rd 6LD E 
Williams Rd . Corkscrew Rd 6LD E 
Corkscrew Rd Koreshan Blvd 6LD E 

iE~~~~1· · tt~:::~· ,J~. [- ! 
. Island Park Rd Jamaica Bay West : _ _6LD . _

1
. . E 

Jamaica Bay West Stx Mtle Pkwy 1 6LD E 
·weslUS41 . US41 ' 2LN 1 E 
US 41 . Sandy Ln ··2LN 1- E 
Sandy Ln River Ranch Rd . 2LN E 

:~~~~:~~ ~~ . - · : 6~~ic~:!s:i~ -'. - :.itr l ~ 

Without Simon Suncoast 

FSUTMS .. - --· . : . . ·- : K-100 . . . I Two way - - . I Peak Dir. .. sv @ I.OS Pea-k Dir. - .. ····- ··--

yo1u;~~ 27 P~f~f~14 i202~~~:rlFactob.ileo P.~~:!ss (?~f!l~Oti\a !Y~ll!~}!is St.d °3,il4o _ __ Lg~ V/~rati;82 
. s1,322 : :~Q20[ · -~.;:;s2 ·. ifoe9 ·_ ~-::4:.e?3 :·_- :·o.5s J · _ :2.129 :.·_: -3.ti4Q . . c - ·-· -o:eo 

:~::~~ ·· -=-u~;L -J;1i: 1-- ·• -g;~:~ -~ :·J:~ii-~- • _- g:;: l --~~u~ -.:-~ ~:g;} - -g.---- ----i!; 
:~:~!i -=im-· :!~~:: i-· - -g:~:J ~ :.·=H~: :~:- ::·g:;:t-:: ·:J'.~~; .:=.: _ _t~g -~ ~::·I-__ :~ g:~~· 
~~:~;~ ---~:~~-! · -:H:~1 - -g:g}} ---,:~~~ - ---g:m· J~:i -¾~g -1---- ------g1i 
51 .oss :~ !~135 44~992,

1 
0.092 · · ~;1·~~ - · ·. o.58: . 2.401 . };046 c . · ·· - · o·:19 

46,054 1.147 40,152 0.093 3,734 0.58 2,166 3,040 C 0.71 
s2.011 ·· no0 ·5s,021I o.00!i · -,4,ee6 ·-- · o.5e ·2:ae2 · --3;640 · s --- ----o.iis :;:~:~ ~.rm ·:Hin·-· -~:i:~ ~=-N!i ~.::.... g.:: -- ~- n~~ --~!:g~g --- -=_:g ···-~=.:-~:~~ 
59.021 ·: ,;~i4 53lo5I · o.oe9 · ·· .· .• 9e~ o.56 n12 --= _ _;oilo c· · =.:~~.f~1 
62,286 1.108 56,215 i 0.089 5,003 0.58 ! 2,902 3,040 D 0.95 :::;~ · r~~~ f!~~, g:~ ~~ •~~~ --. -- g:~gj ....... ~:~-···-:~g g ... -=·-·-{J~5 

1.139 · - f.1ts ·· e:se1 1 o:10!i fft ··· · · o.5o ·· 359 - - -e10 · c-- · ·- -o.4f 

::!~: .::-~:~;~1 ···_J5.~~! -. -Jm ·--:-~ ~~{~- ·~-~- g:;gJ ·-.---.- ~g~ =--.Jii ·•· _·:··-t ·--_:: =-==--~i! 

(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS "C". However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard is likely to be adjusted to LOS "D" by 2020 in accordance with FOOT policy, 
because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 

(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a "constrained" facility. Therefore, the level ol service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 

11/07/2001 wllhout.WK4 



Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

With Simon Suncoast 

MPO 2020 Financially•Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
Alico Rd 

Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 

Coconut Rd 

1.75 

Old 41 

Sandy Ln (Ext.) 

Three Oaks Pkwy 

Treeline Ave 

Ben Hill Grif!!n Pkwy 

11/07/2001 

From 
us 41 

·Railroad 
·Lee Blvd 
· Three Oaks Pkwy 
. 1•75 . . . 
. Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy" 
. Hickory"Blvd· . .. -
-Vanderbilt Dr. 
·us41 
·old41 . 
· imperial St 
1.75 

· Bonita Grade Dr . 
·us41 
·sandy Ln 
· River Ranch Rd 
· Three Oaks Pkwy 
1.75 

. Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
·Wildcat Run 
· The Habitat 
.Alico Rd 
· West or us 41 
·us 4-r -·- · ·· 
·simdy Lri 
: lmmokalee Rd 
. Bonita Beach Rd 
· Corkscrew Rd 
. AlicoRd ····· ·· 
'county Urie 
· Bonita Beach Rd 
·Terry St 
. Rosemary Rd 
. Cockleshell Dr . . 
.AlicoRd 
· San Carlos Blvd 
· Koreshan Blvd 
· corkscrew Rd 
·w,mams Rd ·· 
·coconut Rd 
· Daniels Pkwy 

To 
'. Railroad 
·Lee Blvd 

. ; FSUTMS \ . I . K·100 Two way j . 'Peak Dir SV@ LOS Peak Dir: - .. . . .. . 
# of lanes LOS STD: Volumes iPS factors,2020 AADT Factors PM peak I D•factors Volumes Std LOS V/C ratio 

· 4LD · E · 24.022 ' 1.090·· 1 · 21.010 ·· o:11s· ·-2.s1s o.so · · 1:510 · -2.030- ·· · - · c--- ··0.14·-
. GLD · E : 47,560 ! 1.011 · 44,1so · 0:101 · · ·4,460 ·· o.so · 2.s1s ·· -3;040- · · · · · c· · ·· o:ee-

·Three Oaks Pkwy 
·1.75 .. ' GLD · E ' 41:e09· I L07G ·· I 44,507 · 0:101 · 4;495 · · o.so ·- ·2,697 3;040- · ·· c--- ·-o:eg· 

GLD E 1 40:2s1 I 1.003 · 31;112 · o.1os· ·-3,940 o.so · 2;354 --3,040 ·- ·· ··· c ·· - ··o.1a-
. Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
:East · ·· · · 
'Vanderbilt Di." · ··· ·· · ·· l 
:US41 
'Old 41 · - · I 
; Imperial St · : 
·1.75 . . . .. i 
· Bonita Grade Dr. ··· i 
'East · ··-- ·, 
·sandy Ln ·1 
· River Ranch Rd 
· Three Oaks Pkwy 
· 1.75 . . . ·-· . 
: Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
.Wildcat Run . 
. The Habitat 

6LD E : 21;924 1.094 25,525 ·· 0.112 · ·· 2·.059 ·· o.ao · · 1. 11 s - 3,040 ·-· ·· - B ··· · · ···o.5s-· 
2LN E : 6,364 1.113 5,718 0.124 . -709 0.60 425 . - 960 - B 0.44 - · 
4LD E 1 39;497 · ·· 1.211 · 30,930 · 0:110 ·· -3.402 ·o.s3 ···· ·1 .eo3 ·· 2,030 ·- c···-- ·o.e9--
4LD E I 27,832 1.323 . 21,037 . 0.117 . -2,461 0.53 · 1,305 -2,030 C . - . 0.64 
4LD E : 21;306 1.349 15,794 ... 0:120 . -1,a95 · 0.53 .... · 1,004· - ·2;030- ... -· B--··- . 0:49· 
4LD E : 31,400 1.184 2a;s20 ·- · o:·104 ·· - ·2,7sa · 0_54·- · ··nag · 2;030 · · - - c ···-· - 0.13· 
GLD E : 3s;31a · · 1.112 31,039 · ·0.102- -·3;1aa o.s4 ·· ·1.110 --3;040- B .. . ·-o.se -
4LD E i 17,633 1.211 · 14;4a9 · · 0.109 · -1;579 · ' o.s4 · · · es3- - · 2;030· · · - · · B ···· - o.42· -
4LD E 1 31,2ss 1.10~· 2s;4os 0~104 · -2;14s · I -0:54 - ·1;4a3·- ·2;030 · c · ·- · ·0:13· 
4LD E : 11:124 "1:161 .. 14,749 . . 0:105- 1,553-r·· o.so . ~702· -2,030- . ····· B---· 0:3 
4LD E , 21 ;002 1.1s3· 10,909 0.10s · u85 a.so 993 2,030- - B · ·· ··o.4 ... 
4LD E ! 24;496 1.149 21 ,319 0.104 ·· 2,211 I 0.50 1,109 -2.030-·· B .. 0.55-
4LD E ! 35;151 I 1.131 I 31,080 0.100 ""3-;108 0.50 . 1:ssc 2;030 .. ···· c· ·- ··0:77 

4LD E . 2,4;482 : 1.149 '21,307 o.104 · -2:216 0.50 - ·1,100 -2;030 .. B-- 0~55 
4LD E ' 11 ,758 ! 1.110 I 10:oso - 0.108 · - ,;oas · o:so·· ·· -543-· -2:030 · ···· · B .. ··· ~0:21 ·· 

'Alico Rd 
·East 
'. US41 
·sandy Ln 

4LD E : 27;494 ; 1.144 I 24;033 . 0.103 ·1···2,475 · 1 0.50 1,238 -2;030 - - .. -c- - 0'.61 

2LN E i 7;264 '. 1.111 · 1 6,172 0.109· - -573·· j 0.50 .. · · 335 · 1:200- - c ·- -o:2a-
: 2LN E : e;335 • 1.11s · 7,094 ·0.109 ·-773 · o.so ·· 3B7 · - 1,200 - ·· · · · c· -· ··0_32-

.i 2LN E : 17,3-4a 1 1.1so ·i 14;9ss· ·· o.1oa ·· ·7 ,sas · o.so ·- ·· 793··0 • - ·9so· c--- ··o:e3· 

·Three Oaks· Pkwy · 
' Bonita Beach Rd 

.. . Corkscrew Rd . . 
'AlicoRd . 
' Daniels Pkwy 
• Bonita Beach Rd 
·Terry St · ·- - ·· 
· Rosemary Rd 
: Cockleshell Dr . . 
:us 41 ... 
· San Carlos Blvd 
· Koreshan Blvd 
i Corkscrew Rd · 
;Williams Rd ·-· · 
; Coconut Rd · ·· 

·· •· 4LD E 1 14;312 I 1.1ss · 1 · 12,214 · ·0~101·1- 1.313" o:so · ·a5r · -2.030- ···· ·- B-- -0:32· 
4LD E 1 21,131 1 1.1s3· 1 1a;e41 · 0.105 · ·- ,-,979 · ·· a.so · -· 9e9- · - ·2.030 ·- -··· · B. -· ·· ·· 0:49 

. . , GLF C : 88;987 ! 1.136-; 78,334 ... · o.097 - 7,598 . 0.54 ·- 4,103- ··3;970- (1) ·- D-- - ·1:03-
- , GLF C i 91;518 1

1 
1.087 -· . 84;193-· 0.099- -5;335 0.57 .. 4,751 . 3;970 (1) . o · . .. -uo -

6LF C 1 94,602 1.087 " .. 87;030 . 0:099 . -8,616 . . 0:57 ·- · 4,911" -3,970 (1) -· ··D ·- -r24-
6LF C 92;261 1 1.087 84;877 ·0.099· - 5;403 · 0.57-- 4,790 -· 3;970- (1Y ·· D-·-- · -r.21 
4LD E 25,909 · 1 1.138 . 22;767 . 0.098. ··2,231 0.66 -· 1,473. -2,030 .. - · c-- ··•0:73 

I 

I . I 
I 

I 

2LN E 19;091 , 1.149 1s.s21 0.100· -1.sa2 o.ss ·· ·· 1;091· ·9so - (2) · ·1-1,A- · -wA 
4LD E 16,714 I 1.153 14;496 0.101 - 1,464 0.66 . 966 2,030- ·-B-·· - 0.48 
4LD E 20;593 1 1.146 1a.os1 · 0:100- -1 ;806 a.as 1,192 · -2;030- · B--·· -··o:s9 
4LD E 2o;s32 ' 1:147 ·· · 11;9aa · · 0.100·- -1,799 ·· · ·o.ss- 1.1e1 - 2;030- · ·· e-- ~o:sr 
2LN E , 13,416 ! 1.101 12.119 · · 0.120 ·· ··1;454 a.so · 873 · · - 9Go - · ·· c · - ·· 0_91 ·-
2LN E '. 14,758 ' 1.224 12,057 0.121 1,459 0.58 846 960 . D 0.88 
2LN E : 8,734 I 1.239 .. 7,049 .. 0.124 · -·574 ·. 0.58 .. . 507 - 960 e······ 0.53. 

:01d 41 · · , 
! Fiddlesticks ·- I 

2LN E : 13,911 j 1.22s 11,347···· 0.121- ;313 ·· o.se- · · 795·-· 960 - ······- ···c ·· - · - ·o:e:i 
2LN E I 12,699 1.229 10,333 0.122· -··1,261 0.58 . . .. 731 . . .. 960 - .... . c ·· .. · 0:7 
2LN E ! 7,841 1.241 G,318 · 0.12c -1a3 · ·o.se ·- ·· 454· ·· - 960 - · ·· ·· ·-B ··- - 0.4; 
4LD E : 2s.112 I 1.095· · 23,a2s ·· 0.114 · -2.115· · o.so 1,630 · ···2.030 ·- · c ·• · ··o:eo· 

: Fiddlesticks 
' Alica Rd- .. 
: San Carlos Blvd 
'. Koreshaii Blvd . 
· Corkscrew ·Rd 
·w,mams·Rd · 

;Alico Rd .. i 

----- : ~~~ef~~~~J;~ - : l ... -·. I Corkscrew Rd . - ! 

4LD E i 32,309 1.090 · 29,641 ·0.1 10· -3;2a1 ·· o.so · · t9ss· 2,030- - - D. • -0_95·· 
4LD E ! 24,961 1.097 .. 22,754 .. 0.114 . -2;594 . 0.60 ... 1;556 -2;030-- ... . . c - -· - o.77-
4LD E ' 35;324 . 1.131. . ·31,233 ·· . 0.1 00 . . ""3;123· 0.50 - 1,562" 2;030 ... .. ··c ·-· 0.77 
GLD E j s4,393 . . 1.099 . 49;493 . · 0.093·· -4,603 - · .. 0.50 - · 2;301- 3;040- .. ... ... . c ·- · ·· o:76 

: Coconut Rd . 
: strik"e Ln · - ·· · 
i Daniels Pkwy 
ISWFIA 
1Alico Rd 
IFGcu · · 
J Koreshan Blvd_ 

1~~gtu~ ~g·. · : I 
_J+i~~~ i" -:--~ -~-J· ! 

SWFIA . 
Alico Rd - . .. 

.. . - ~~r~~han Blvd ·-· -~-
- · Corkscrew.Rd- ·---

- - - ·--- -----· -- -

GLD • E 51;173 1:094 s2;2a1· 0.092 · - 4,SOB · · ·· o'. so ·· · 2,404 · ·- 3,040 -·· c · · · ·0.19·-
GLD E 154,893 1.09a · 49;994· 0.093- - -4;549 · a.so· 2,325 · -··3,040- · c · · ·· - o.1a 
4LD E · 40,064 1.123 · ·3s;s1s ·· 0:090·· -3,496 · ·· o.so · 1;748 ·- 2;030- c-··- ·o.ee·-
4LD E · 21;a2a ·· 1.143- 24;345 · ·o.10r 2:483 · ···· o:so - · 1;242· ·2:030 · ·- e ·· ·· · o:s1 
4LD E l 35,944 1.207 . 29,780 0.098 . -·2,918 0.51 1,488 ... 2,030 ·- C - 0.73 .. 
GLD E 53,031 . 1:157 · 45;a35 · . 0.092 -4;217 0.51 2,151 ... 3,040 - C ··o.71"" 
GLD E 58,979 1.066 . 55;327 0.095 -5,256 0.60 3,154 . 3,040 - · (3) . F. . "1:04 . -
GLD E ·· s1:129 · 1:09c · s2;1a9· · · o.09s··· -s.oaa · o.so _· 2:s33 ···· 3,040 - · D ... - ···o.e3 · 
4LD E . ·- 1s;331 ·. · .~.131 · · 31,239··· 0:109· -3;405 .. . 0.50 - 1;703 . 2,030- _ ._ c ·· . . 0.84 . 

SIMONWIT-r.WK4 



Exhibit 2 (Revised) 
Simon Suncoast Comprehensive Plan Amendment Traffic Study 
Year 2020 Traffic Conditions With Project 
Directional PM Peak Hour, Peak Season 

MPO 2020 Financially-Feasible Highway Plan 

Roadway 
us 41 

From To ,# or lanes LOS std 
. Courity Line · Bonita Beach Rd GLD E 
· Bonita Beach Rd ·w_ Terry St 6LD E 
·w. Terry St :old 41 GLD E 
·old 41 - ' South Project's Entr. GLD E 
· Soulh Project's Ent. : Coconut Rd - · · 

i 
GLD E 

. Coconut Rd .. . . - 'M:- Project·s-Eiltr. · 6LD E 

Williams Rd 

River Ranch Rd 

· M. Project's Entr . · N. Project's Entr. · GLD E 
. N. ProJeci's·Entr. !Williams Rd ···-··, · I GLD E 
"Williams·Rd :corkscrew Rd -,- ·I GLD E 
· Corkscrew Rd : K<ireshan Blvd· -

1 
6LD E 

· Koresha-n Blvd . : San Carlos Blvd 6LD E 
· Sari Carlos Blvd :Alico Rd .... .. ·- 6LD E 
"Alico Rd ' Island Park Rd . ·[ 6LD E 
· island Park Rd : Jamaica Bay West I GLD E 
· Jamaica Bay West · "Six Mile Pkw - - .. ' 6LD E 
·west us 41 . 

' US'1 . y l "" E 
·us41 '. Sandy Ln . . . 2LN E 
· sandy Ln ' River Ranch Rd . 2LN E 
· River Ranch Rd 1Three Oaks Pkwy 2LN E 
.Willianis Rd. · Corkscrew Rd ... · · · - 2LN · e .. i ______ _________ ____ ·--. 

With Simon Suncoast 

FSUTMS ' : , · K-100jTwoway' PeakDirSV@LOS · PeakDlr.i ·- ·· ··•· -
Volumes ·ps factors'2020 MDT Factors PM peak! D-factors !volumes Std LOS VIC ratio 
57,102-- \· 1:131-! . 50;488 - 1- 0.090·- - _.~544 . I 0.56 -·-- ·2,545- ·--3,040-- - ···-· c ·-- -0.84 
62;993 ! 1.115 . j 56,496 . 0.088 . 4,972 I 0.56 . 2,784 - 3,040 - : . . . C - 0:92 
55,355 , 1.125 ; 49,204 0.091 4,478 0.58 2,597 3,040 C 0.85 
s1.se9 i 1.119 · • 51 ;554 · o.o9o - -..:s4o o.58 -- · 2;591 ·- -3_040 · · -- c -- -o:ag· 
s8;23r 1.111 J -52, 131 - 0:090·· •M92 · · · o.58 · -2:122 · -3:0-..0 - - · ··- c-···-· -·o:90-
s3;-120 1.1os-- 51;12r- -0.088 --- s:021- - o.58 2·,91s- 3~~0 · ···· -- o·-- · o:95 -
s3;s1s 1.104 ·- · s1;s18 · ·0.088 · ·· s.01s · · o.58 · 2;94c-3,040 ·- - - o --- -- ·-0_97-
59;504 1.11c · s3;41s - - 0.089- · -4,154 ·· o.58 - 2.1sr- -3,040 · c-·-- · -0:91 -
s1;1so 1.119 · · 51,609 -- o.o9o - - ·;(645 · o.58 ·· · 2~694 -3;1140 · - ·-· - · c --- · ·-o.a9·--
s1;185- 1.133 45;7os ·· · 0.092-·-~205 ·· o.58 · 2·,439 - - ·3;040 ·· ·· - c · ·- · o:eo -
68;688 - 1.092· 62,901 · ·· 0.081 · -5;412 · o.s8 · · ·3,174 - -3:0,10 - (4) -· • · ·· ·-- ....... . 
69.-416 '1.090 63,684 - 0.086 -5,477 0.58 3,177 -3,040 - (4) . • · -- - - ... -
35;340 · 1_114 · 30;102 · o.096 -2;990 ·· o.58 1;s1s · -3:040 - · · B · · o~ss -
49:710 1.141- 42,691 0.093 3,970 o.58 2,303 · - ·3,040 · c·-- ·o.1s--
49;129 · 1.141 · 42,101 · 0_093 · 3;912 · · o.58 2,304· -3,040 - - c··· - -0.1, 
9,452- - 1.114 · 8,051 0.109 -878 ... I 0.50. 439· - --870 ·-- c - 0.51. 
11 ;030 . · 1.171 - 9),19 . . 0.108 . f;017 1 0.50 - ··· 509 · -870 - - C .. 0.5~ 
10,8os· 1.111- 9,221 ·· 0.109·- --997 · ! o.50 - 498 ·-- 870 · c -· · o.57-

1 1,810 1.11s- · s ,692 0.109 ·· --129 · o.5o ·· · 3s5 ---- a10 · c · · o.4r 
I. 1~15-:: 1.243·- -~ ~!~as::_~ ~~:t1~ - --6!!~: J Q,~Q __ :::._ ::_3-~4~ - -910 - -·- -- -- c · -0:31 · 

Footnotes: . 
(1) Current FOOT LOS standard on 1-75 is LOS •c·. However, the Lee Co. MPO assumed that the standard Is likely to be adjusted to LOS •o• by 2020 In accordance with- FOOT policy, 

because 1-75 will then be in an unbanized area with a population over 500,000. 
(2) The Lee Plan identifies that section of Old 41 as a ·constrained" facility. Therefore, the level of service does not apply. 
(3) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast. 
(4) Acceptable LOS with intersection improvements. 

11/07/2001 SIMONWIT-r.WK4 



INTERSTATE/. 
EXPRESSWAY 

-••-••- 4 LANES 
-

11
-

11
- 6 LANES •11•11• 8 LANES 

DIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

---- 2 LANES 
---- 4 LANES 

6 LANES 

UNDIVIDED ARTERIALS 
OR COLLECTORS 

2 LANES 
4 LANES 

(D NO ACCESS SHQIJLJ> IIE l'EIIIIITTED TO lliESt: IIOADI EAST 
OF 1-75, SOUTH Of' CO!IKSCEW l!IIAD, AND NOIITTI OF 
TllE IIOIITA Sl'll!NCS CIIY 1..1nrs. 

@ THE FrA5llllJTY A1C1 AUCNIIENT OF THE!£ 1l0AIJS SHOUU> 
IE DETEIIMINED TH1'()UQH ST\JDIES 'THAT ADQUATEL 'I' 
ADDll£SS 'lllEII CIIIIWTH WAIWlDl[IIT AHO ENYIIIONIIENTAL 
IMPAC'IS, INCWIHNO TH£lR IECONDAJl'I' AND CUIIUU.TlYE 
EITTCTS ON WILDUFE, WETUNDI, AND WATER IWWIE­
WDIT. EXTEllllllO STRIKE LANE SHCUUl IE EVAI.LIATED 
AS All AL'IDHATIYE TD EXTENDING COCONUT IIQAII EAST 
OF 1-75. 

I ii_> 
ROAD 

AIJCO RD. 

-i --I 
:'·0 ' 

@Ii 
-i 0 •~ 

' ... ~ 1 ~ :::::::;;__:---

CORKSCREW RD. 

LEE CO. 
111 
m ,-: 

ii ~ 
c..i 

(' 
111111 

I 
N.T.S. 

I - I - • ... 1- l wii!II 11- I - I - I - I -I -I - I - I -

COLLIER COUNTY 

- LOS •c• or better 
- LOS •o• 

LOS •E• 
- LOS •F• 
- Acceptable LOS with Intersection Improvements 

( 1) LOS problem without and with Simon Suncoast 
Source: Lee County 2020 Financially Feasible Transportation Plan 

New Map 3A, Adopted December B, 2000. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

LEVEL OF SERVICE ON 
2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 

NETWORK WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 

99532\39C\110 

EXHIBIT 

3 



Alica Rd. 

g/C N/J1l 

g/C = 0.50 

Note: 
(1) Future grade- separa ted interchange. 

Source: Lee County DOT Signal Operating Plans. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STU DY 

....: 
0 

X 
0 

oe?~~<.. - °j Winged )Foot Dr. I 
~ ~~ , 
~'l, 

"'O 

i\ 

~~~'\· 

~o~ 
-5.,,.~ 

EXISTING g/C 
RATIOS ON US 41 

-0 
0::: 

(L) 

0 ·.:::: 
0 

' 

99532\278\ 110 

EXHIBIT 
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EXHIBITS 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT TRAFFIC STUDY 

PROJECTED 2020 PEAK SEASON DAILY VOLUMES FOR 

I 
I · ... I 

•• 

2020 FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 

I 
O-~• 

·~ , .- I I ~ , ( i I \ 

ALICO ROAD f- . 
0 

t . r· ~---:---------..,--- --- . 
1 / : I \ ,• / ' . 

4211 I / - ! • ' \, 

l. .._ 327, : 

\ 
Cl / , ; 

..... , _ \ ~ i 1.,-
--- ........ ---......__ I 71:Je '-. _>-- 1 -+- ......,. 

........ ~ CONS~TUTION BOULEVARD\\ : ,, I 
989 / • \ I I · 

,. \ \ I . i 
, ' h ..... I ,, ~- ~,..~v-' 

/./ \_ ~o~~--J .,,.-·,._ I ol ~ 
·........ 3936 '~<,:,." .,.. ·'--·" I ',, .. ~ ... -✓ / 

\ ~/ \ o' 
\ Z833 /..., y' 

\ / ... .,,,. 

\m A -----

., 
.... 

\~se3 ·, 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\\ 
\ 

-~ 
~ 

.,,,......... 

.. ~2132 

\ • 9388 .t~ , ·•. 
/ ... 

KORESHAN !BOULEVARD 

j •, ·,<1 \ 

AH-X 

AH-Y 

SH->< 

BH-Y 

AtaE 

91«)( 

TOU. 

DIST 

~ 

TIP£ 

COHST 

LUSE 

FTVPE 

LO"'..AT 

ATYPEM 

HOLN 

Le.RP 

US£ 

Zo.E 

~ 

CCl.NT 

UOL 

IJl'tAP 

U..-00 

2-~ ~IL 

··~ -·~ 



ii I ~I ! l.!L 
.!!... B1!1.{_ _!!_ 

_!2_ 
,-JL BABCOCK RO, I HARBORAGE RD. 

.lL.1 J(.'f.S. 
32 ~il~r 183 

_o -

7 
51 ff 

~ ~~I( 
Lill.. 
~ ..!!L 
r9- CONSTITUTION BLVD. 

100 ZL..J ~il:r ~ ~ 
« ---, 

U!_ 

~ _gj~l:l_ _3_ 
127 r- -

B a: f' PARCEL 

320 13.J ~§lrJr 173 
L_ 
187 ~, i7 

Lill.. 
~ B1sl{ _3_ 

~ 
~ SANIBEL BLVD. 

48 a..J Jil~r ~ 2_ 
15 ---, ~, 
!I L1L 

..!L _J ~l:t 
_2_ 
~ r- HICKORY BLVD. 

12 L.J 
~~l~r~ 2_ 

5 ---, ~, 
!I ~ 

73 ~NI~ _2_ 
44 - "'~ ... r- -

BRECKENRIDGE DR. .., VIHTAGE PKW'I'. 

511 

iL..J ~"' 1 
58 

L- ~"::. 28 --, ~, ~, 
~I( Lill.. 

...!!!L 
~ KORESHAN BLVD. 

:; 

~,~r 7110 
"' ::, 

~J ~, 
I PROJECTED PEAK HOUR 199532137811101 : 

~ I SIMON SUNCOAST I VOLUMES BASED ON 2020 I EXHIBIT 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FINANCIALLY-FEASIBLE PLAN 6 
TRAFFIC STUDY WITH SIMON SUNCOAST 



- Full median opening with signal 

9 Full median opening 

Q Future realignment with signal 

Alica Rd. 

i..: 
0 

"'C 

i\ "'C 
0::: 

Q.) 

0 ·c 
0 

Sources: (1) URS Greiner, S.R. 45 Signing and Pavement Marking Plan. 
(2) US 41 PD&E Study Callier/Lee Counties Preferred Altemative, Revised February 2, 1998. 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

TRAFFIC STUDY 

FDOT ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
WITH PROBABLE SIGNAL LOCATIONS 

99532\388\1100 

EXHIBIT 
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- - . . ~ -· - .. .. . .. . ,,v. /OJ'J r. LI .l 

ILEECOUNTY DEPAATMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

SOUTHWEST FI.01.tDA 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date; 

Subject: 

Paul O'Connor, Plannmg Division Director 

David Loveland, Mllllager, Transportation Planning~\.... 

Ocr.ober 3, 2001 

SIMON SUNCOAST COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

W c have review~ the "Sufficiency Response For Traffic Study .. prepared by David 
Plwnma & Associates dated August 24, 2001, and we disagree with their conclusion that 
no roadway segments will bil because of the project. We utilized the updated Lee 
County 2020 navel model assignments and delermined that there are potential problems 
on four roadway segments. 

Two of the segments, on Sandy lane and Ben Hill Griffin Parlcway, would be considet"ed 
failing if the model volumes were adjusted to peak season, peak hour conditions using the 
adjustment factors from the permanc:nt count statioDS ~viously assumed by staff for 
long range level of service analysis. However, in the Simon Suneoast DRI other DOT 
planning staff members bad allowed this same consultant to use different peonmcnt 
count stations to adjust the volumes for those two segments (PCS 25 for Sandy Laue and 
PCS 15 for Ben Hill Griffin Parkway). The use of the different adjustment factors leads 
to the conclusion that the segments would be operating at an acccptwlc level of service 
in che future. 

Two segment$ on US 41, from K.orcshan Boulevard to San Carlos Boulevard and from 
San Carlos Boulevard to Alico Road, are also projected to !ail in 2020 with the Simon 
Sun.coast project Tue consultant has ~ted to revise lhc service volumes (capacities) 
for these segments by applying a higher g/c ratio, in an attempt to show the 5egments at 
an acceptable level of service. This approach is not acceptable to DOT staff: 

As noted in Policy 22.1.2 of the Lee Plan, the generalized service volumes developed by 
Lee DOT staff are t.o be used for future year analyses, and the detenninatioo of the 
appropriate service \rolumes to use is to be made by DOT staff: Because the calculation 
of route specific service voJumcs is so heavily dependent on existing geometrics, signal 
timing and signal sp2ein& and those variables are subject to considerable change ovtte 
time, the more generalized service volumes calculated ftom County-'Wide averaged daia 
ace most appropriate for future evalu.ations. The consultant's approach represents a spot 

ILCFHWOclDATA\.SHARE1)1.D()'l\JM~~lm\Sam11Suocoul~1t.espancManu I.doc 



· 1 · 

' · 
V\,I, IL, LUUI J; 1,rm ~nv11 ~vnJvt~ rtt 

Paul O'Com.-. l'1aanmg DiYision Dirc;10f 
OcQ:,l,er-3. 2001 
Pagc2 

nu. 1 on r. Jt J 

adjustment iD an attempt to mu:c an identified problem go away. It is unacceptable for 
me .following reasons: 

(1) The consultant assumc.s that the g/c ratio at the signaliud intersections on US 41 
-.ill be the same in the fulure as·curr=it coi1ditiOllS; 

(2) The consultant has no real basis for his assumed g/c ratio for any new aignals on 
US41; 

(3) The g/c ratio 1"q)l'C$CDtsjust one variable of many in the s=vice volumr; 
calculation - if an adjustment is to be made, then all variables should be revisited. 
In fa.ct. some variables are directly rcl~ted, i.e. assuming a higher r/C ratio should 
rt:SUJt in a lower assumed. % turns .from exclusive lanes; 

( 4) Just revising the sctYice volumes fot t-ro segments out of all that arc impacted by 
the proj&::t creares aa. inconsistency in ~ ~uation process. 

For the pu:q,oscs ofrhis analysis, die gcnera.lited service volumes should be used without 
adjustmeul 

DMI/mlb 

~= Dawn Perry-Lehnen 
Donna Marie Collins 
.AndyGetch 
Mike Pavese 
Ken Heatherington 
DRIFile 
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1aqe 1 
' ', 

HCS2000: -tgnalized Intersections Rr ~ase 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH 
Project ID: 

Inter.: US41 / Constitution Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

E/W St: Constitution Blvd. N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY _ __,.. ________ _ 
--------~-.,,,E,....a_s_t-:-b-o_u_n-:d,-- I Westbound I Northbound I Southbound I 

LT R LT R LT R LT R 

No. Lanes 1 1 0 
LGConfig L TR 
Volume 22 34 44 
Lane Width 12.0 12.0 
RTOR Vol 0 

Duration 0.25 Area 

1 
L 

130 
12.0 

1 
T 

30 
12.0 

1 
R 

147 
12.0 
60 

1 
L 

40 
12.0 

3 
T 

2984 
12.0 

1 
R 

144 
12.0 
0 

2 
L 

182 
12.0 

3 
T 

2229 
12.0 

1 
R 

55 
12.0 
0 

Type: All other areas 
____________ Signal Operations 

- - 3 4 I -----5---6~---=7~--0----Phase Combination i 2 
EB Left A 

Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

WB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 17.0 
Yellow 3.5 
All Red 2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

10.0 74.0 
3.5 5.0 
2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
__ -,-_________ Intersection Performance Summary ______ ....,... ______ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity . _ (s) 

Eastbound 
L 194 
TR 242 

Westbound 

1370 
1705 

L 185 1305 
T 264 1863 
R 429 1583 
Northbound 
L 148 1770 
T 3136 5085 
R 976 1583 
Southbound 
L 286 3433 
T 3136 5085 
R 976 1583 

Intersection Delay 

v/c 

0.12 
0.36 

0.78 
0.13 
0.23 

0.30 
1.06 
0.16 

0.71 
0.79 
0.06 

= 40.9 

g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.14 45.3 
0.14 47.5 

0.14 68.5 
0.14 45.2 
0 . 27 34.3 

0.08 52.8 
0.62 56.9 
0.62 9.9 

0.08 61.3 
0.62 18.6 
0.62 9.2 
(sec/veh) 

D 
D 47.0 

E 
D 53.6 
C 

D 
E 54.7 
A 

E 
B 21. 6 
A 

Intersection 

D 

D 

D 

C 

LOS = D 



-e11.4c .a. 

HCS2000: ~·gnalized Intersections Re~ ~se 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: B & F Parcel 

Inter.: US41 / B & F Parcel 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

2 1 0 2 1 0 2 3 1 2 3 1 
L TR L TR L T R L T R 

158 4 167 71 3 53 160 2957 75 94 2166 143 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 
0 0 0 0 

Duration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas 
Signal O erations -P~h_a_s_e~C~o-mb~i~n-a~t-1~·0_n_l~--~2---3 4 --~5--~6=---7 _____ 8 ___ _ 

EB Left A NB Left A 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

WB Left A SB Left 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

17.0 
3.5 
2.0 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

9.0 76.0 
3.5 4.0 
2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
___________ Intersection Performance Summary ______ _,. ______ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity. (s) 

Eastbound 
L 284 
TR 225 

Westbound 
L 215 
TR 226 

Northbound 

2002 
1589 

1517 
1597 

L 257 3433 
T 3220 5085 
R 1003 1583 
Southbound 
L 257 3433 
T 3220 5085 
R 1003 1583 

Intersection Delay 

v7c 

0.62 
0.84 

0.37 
0.27 

0.69 
1.02 
0.08 

0.40 
0.75 
0.16 

= 34.3 

g7C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.14 
0.14 

0.14 
0.14 

0.08 
0.63 
0.63 

52.6 
74.6 

47.7 
46.7 

61. 9 
43.3 
8.5 

0.08 54.0 
0.63 16.3 
0.63 9.0 
(sec/veh) 

D 
E 64.0 

D 
D 47.2 

E 
D 43.4 
A 

D 
B 17.3 
A 

Intersection 

E 

D 

D 

B 

LOS = C 



0'-1'- ... 

HCS2000: r'gnalized Intersections Re~ ~se 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Sanibel Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Sanibel Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
________ E_a_s_t_b_o_u_n_d_ I Westbound I Northbound---r,-S_o_u_t~hb,--,-o_u_n_d-=--~, -

L T R L T R L T R L T R 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

0 

31 

0.25 

1 0 
LTR 

2 15 
12.0 

0 

0 

102 

1 1 
LT R 

3 140 
12.0 12.0 

60 

1 
L 

22 
12.0 

3 
T 

3021 
12.0 

1 
R 

150 
12.0 
60 

2 
L 

198 
12.0 

3 
T 

2175 
12.0 

1 
R 

31 
12.0 
31 

Area Type: All other areas 
Signal O erations -P~h_a_s_e_C_o_mb~i~n_a_t_1~· 0-n_l ____ 2 ___ 3 4 ___ 5 ___ 6 ___ 7 ____ 8 ___ _ 

EB Left A NB Left A 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

WB Left A SB Left 
Thru A Thru 
Right A Right 
Peds Peds 

' NB Right EB Right 
SB Right WB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

14.0 
3.5 
2.0 

A 

A 

A 
A 

A 
A 

10.0 77.0 
3.5 5.0 
2.0 3.0 
Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 

Intersection Performance Summary ----------- --------:--------App r / Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity. . (s) 

Eastbound 

LTR 

Westbound 

81 

LT 156 
R 389 
Northbound 
L 148 
T 3263 
R 1016 
Southbound 
L 286 
T 3263 
R 1016 

693 

1339 
1583 

1770 
5085 
1583 

3433 
5085 
1583 

Intersection Delay 

v/c 

0.65 

0.74 
0.23 

0.16 
1. 03 
0.10 

0.77 
0.74 
0.00 

= 34.7 

glc Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.12 68.1 

0.12 68.7 
0.25 36.5 

0.08 51. 6 
0.64 45.2 
0.64 8.3 

0.08 65.9 
0.64 15.6 
0.64 7.7 
(sec/veh) 

E 

E 
D 

D 
D 
A 

E 
B 
A 

68.1 

54.7 

44.2 

19.8 

E 

D 

D 

B 

Intersection LOS= C 



HCS2000: ~lgnalized Intersections ReJ~ase 4.la 

Analyst: DPA 
Agency: Lee County 
Date: 10/22/2001 
Period: Future PM PH With Imp. 
Project ID: 
E/W St: Koreshan Blvd. 

Inter.: US41 / Koreshan Blvd. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: 
Year # 99532 

N/S St: US 41 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound· Southbound 

No. Lanes 
LGConfig 
Volume 
Lane Width 
RTOR Vol 

Duration 

L 

0 

0.25 

T 

0 

R L T R L 

0 2 0 2 0 
L R 

205 775 
12.0 12.0 

0 

Area Type: All other areas 

T R L T R 

3 1 2 3 0 
T R L T 

2418 200 580 1561 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

60 

____ ___,,......,...---,.--------Signal O~erations ________________ _ 
Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 I 5 6 7 8 
EB Left 

Thru 
Right 
Peds 

WB Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 

NB Right 
SB Right 
Green 
Yellow 
All Red 

A 

A 

A 

12.0 
3.5 
2.0 

NB 

SB 

EB 
WB 

Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Left 
Thru 
Right 
Peds 
Right 
Right 

A 
A 

A 

A 
A 

A 

25.0 65.0 
3.5 4.0 
2.0 3.0 

Cycle Length: 120.0 secs 
__ -,-________ Intersection Performance Summary _____________ _ 
Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
Lane Group Flow Rate 
Grp Capacity _ (s) v/c g/C Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 

Westbound 
L 343 3433 0.66 0.10 56.9 E 

47 . 4 D 
R 987 2787 0.87 0.35 44.9 D 
Northbound 

T 2754 5085 0.98 0.54 38.8 D 37.0 D 
R 1108 1583 0.14 0.70 6.0 A 
Southbound 
L 715 3433 0.90 0.21 60.8 E 
T 4047 5085 0.43 0.80 3.9 A 19.3 B 

Intersection Delay= 32.1 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS= C 



APPENDIXC 

2020 PEAK HOUR 
ART PLAN ANALYSIS OF US 41 
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ART-PLAN 3.1 
Arterial Level of Service Estimating Software 

Based on Chapter 11 of the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual Update 

Florida Department of Transportation 
Februarv 1999 

DESCRIPTION 
Road Name US41 

From Alico Road 

To Koreshan Blvd. 

Peak Direction Northbound 

Off-Peak Direction Southbound 

Study Time Period PM PEAK 

Analysis Date 11/06/2001 
User Notes 2020 With Project 

TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

MDT 68,688 
K Factor 0.096 
D Factor 0.580 - Peak Hour Factor 0.925 

Adj. Saturation Flow Rate 1,850 
% Turns from Exclusive lanes 16 

ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS 

# Through Lanes Peak Direction 3 
# Through Lanes Off-Peak Direction 3 

Urbanized, Transitioning/Urban, or Rural u 
Arterial Class 1 

Free Flow Speed (mph) 40 (55 50, or 45) 
For Class (Area}: Use Free Flow S12eed of: 

Class 1 (R) 55, 50, 45, 40 or 35 
0 Class 1 (U or T) 55, 50, or45 

Class 2 (U or T) 45, 40 or 35 
Class 3 (U or T) 40, 35, or 30 
Class 4 (U only) 35 30 or 25 

SIGNALIZATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Arrival Type Peak Direction 4 (1,2,3,4,5,6) 
Arrival Type Off-Peak Direction 3 

Type Signal System A P•Prelimed.A•Aciuated,S•Semiactuated 

System Cycle Length 120 
Weighted Through Movement g/C 0.49 



Northbound PEAt-. JRECTION SPECIFIC INPUTS 

Segment AA01 Peak Hour Cycle Effective 
(Enter 1 If Volume %Tums Length g/C 

unavailable, (May be over- from at at 
O If segment written if direct Exdusive Number Signals Signals 

Segment is unused) measure avail.) Lanes of Lanes 2-10 2-10 
1-2 1 3,193 5.4 3 120 0.64 
2-3 1 3,192 7.4 3 120 0.63 
3-4 1 3,168 5.8 3 120 0.62 
4-5 1 0 0 3 
5-6 0 
6-7 0 
7-8 0 
8-9 0 

9-10 0 

PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Northbound Through Intersection 

I us 41 I Movement Control Approach 

Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio Delay LOS 

1-2 Koreshan Blvd. Sanibel Blvd, 3265 0.92 10.2 8 
2-3 Sanibel Blvd, B & F Parcel 3195 0.91 10.9 8 
3-4 B & F Paree! Constitution Blvd 3226 0.94 12.8 8 
4-5 Constitution Blvd Alice 

5-6 
6-7 
7-8 
8-9 

9-10 
Section Length: Arterial Speed: 30.2 mph I 2.3 Mile(s) LOS: C 

Southbound OFF-PEAK DIRECTION'S SPECIFIC INPUTS 

%Tums Cycle Effective 

from Length g/C 

Peak Hour Exclusive Number at Signals at Signals 

Segment Volume Lanes of Lanes 9-1 9-1 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 .. 2,433 10.2 3 120 0.62 
4-3 2,403 9.9 3 120 0.63 
3-2 2,404 9.5 3 120 0.64 
2-1 2,141 27 3 120 0.70 

OFF-PEAK DIRECTION RESULTS 

Southbound Through 

I US 41 I Movement 
Segment From To Flow Rate vie Ratio 

Control 

Delay_ 

10-9 
9-8 
8-7 
7-6 
6-5 
5-4 Alice Constitution Blvd 2,362 
4-3 Constliution Blvd B & F Parcel 2,341 
3-2 B & F Parcel Sanibel Blvd, 2,352 
2-1 Sanibel Blvd, KO<eshan Blvd 1,690 

0.69 15.5 
0.67 14.5 
0.66 13.8 
0.43 7.8 

Intersection 

Approach 

LOS 

B 
B 
B 
A 

US41 

Distance 

between 

Signals 

(Enter in 

Miles or Feel) 

1.30 
0.30 
0.70 
1.20 

Speed 

(MPH) 

32.3 
25.1 
29.3 

Segment 

Length 

(FT) 

6,336 
3,696 
1,584 
6,864 

Speed 

(MPH) 

31.4 
29.3 
24.0 
33.9 

Segment 

Length 

(FT) 

6,864 
1,584 
3,696 
6,336 

Arterial 

Segment 

LOS 

C 
D 
C 

Arrival 

Type 

3 
3 
3 
3 

Arterial 

Segment 

LOS 

C 
C 
D 
C 

Section Length: I Arterial Speed = 
-~-~ mile(~)_ _ LOS= 

31.0 mph 
C '--~ 

Arrival 

Type 

4 -
4 -
4 ,___ 
4 ,___ 

,__ 
,__ 
,__ 
,__ 
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The Honorable Bob Janes 
Chairman, Lee County 
Board of County Commissioners 
Post Office Box 398 
Ft. Myers, Florida 33902-0398 

Dear Chairman Janes: 

...__ 

~~~ 

The Department of Community Affairs has completed its review of the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment for Lee County (DCA No. 02-Dl), which was received on January 7, 2002. Copies of 
the proposed amendment have been distributed to appropriate state, regional and local agencies for their 
review, and their comments are enclosed. 

I am enclosing the Department's Objections, Recommendations and Comments (ORC) Report, 
issued pursuant to Rule_ 9J-11.010, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The issues identified in this 
ORC Report are related to traffic impact on U.S. 41. It is important that the adopted plan amendment 
address these objections, which are described in greater detail in the attached ORC Report. 

Upon receipt of this letter, Lee County has 60 days in which to adopt, adopt with changes, or 
determine that the County will not adopt the proposed amendment. The process for adoption of local 
government comprehensive plan amendments is outlined ins. 163.3184, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Rule 
9J-11.011, F.A.C. The County must ensure that all ordinances adopting comprehensive plan amendments 
are consistent with the provisions of Chapter 163.3189(2)(a), F.S. 

Within ten working days of the date of adoption, Lee County must submit the following to the 
Department: 

Three copies of the adopted comprehensive plan amendments; 

A listing of additional changes not previously reviewed; 

A listing of findings by the local governing body, if any, which were not included in the 
ordinance; and 

2555 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD• TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100 
Phone : 850.488 . 8466/Suncom 278.8466 FAX: 850.921 . 0781/Suncom 291 . 0781 

CRITICAL STATE CONCERN FIELD OFFICE 
2796 Overseas Highway, Suite 212 
Marathon, FL 33050-2227 

Internet address : http : //www . dca . state . fl . us 

COMMUNITY PLANNING 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100 
,o crn A oo -,-,ca 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100 
,ai:::n, A • ,, nnan 

HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100 

/At::I"+\ AD O 7ni:::a 



The Honorable Bob Janes 
March 14, 2002 
Page Two 

A statement indicating the relationship of the additional changes to the Department's Objections, 
Recommendations and Comments Report. 

The above amendment and documentation are required for the Department to conduct a 
compliance review, make a compliance determination and issue the appropriate notice of intent. 

Please be advised that the Florida Legislature amended Section 163 .3184(8)(b ), Florida Statutes, 
requiring the Department to provide a courtesy information statement regarding the Department's Notice 
of Intent to citizens who furnish their names and addresses at the local government's plan amendment 
transmittal (proposed) or adoption hearings. In order to provide this courtesy information statement, 
local governments are required by the law to furnish to the Department the names and addresses of the 
citizens requesting this information. This list is to be submitted at the time of transmittal of the adopted 
plan or plan amendment. As discussed in our letter sent to you on May 25, 2001, outlining the changes 
to Section 163 .3184(8)(b) which are effective July 1, 2001, and providing a model sign-in information 
sheet, please provide these required names and addresses to the Department when you transmit your 
adopted amendment package for compliance review. For efficiency, we encourage that the information 
sheet be provided iri electronic format. 

In order to expedite the regional planning council's review of the amendments, and pursuant. to 
Rule 9J-l 1.011(5), F.A.C., please provide a copy of the adopted amendment directly to the Executive 
Director of the Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council. 

Please contact Bernard Piawah, Planning Manager, or Roger Wilburn, Community Program 
Administrator, at (850) 922-1810 if we can be of assistance as you formulate your response to this 
Report. 

CG/bp 

Enclosures: 

Sincerely yours, 

~~£, 
Charles Gauthier, AICP 
Chief, Bureau of Local Planning 

Objections, Recommendations and Comments Report 
Review Agency Comments 

cc: Mr. Wayne E. Daltry, Executive Director, Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
Mr. Paul O'Connor, Planning Director, Lee county 



INTRODUCTION 

The following objections, recommendations and comments are based upon the Department's review 
for Lee County 02-Dl proposed amendment to their comprehensive plan pursuant to s. 163 .3184, 
Florida Statutes (F.S .). 

Objections relate to specific requirements ofrelevant portions of Chapter 91-5, Florida Administra­
tive Code (F.A.C.), and Chapter 163, Part II, F.S. Each objection includes a recommendation of one 
approach that might be taken to address the cited objection. Other approaches may be more suitable 
in specific situations. Some of these objections may have initially been raised by one of the other 
external review agencies. If there is a difference between the Department's objection and the 
external agency advisory objection or comment, the Department's objection would take precedence. 

Each of these objections must be addressed by the local government and corrected when the 
amendment is resubmitted for our compliance review. Objections which are not addressed may 
result in a determination that the amendment is not in compliance. The Department may have raised 
an objection regarding missing data and analysis items which the local government considers not 
applicable to its amendment. If that is the case, a statement justifying its non-applicability pursuant 
to Rule 91-5 .002(2), F.A.C., must be submitted. The Department will make a determination on the 
non-applicability of the requirement, and if the justification is sufficient, the objection will be 
considered addressed. 

The comments which follow the objections and recommendations section are advisory in nature. 
Comments will not form bases of a determination of non-compliance. They are included to call 
attention to items raised by our reviewers. The comments can be substantive, concerning planning 
principles, methodology or logic, as well as editorial in nature dealing with grammar, organization, 
mapping, and reader comprehension. 

Appended to the back of the Department's report are the comment letters from the other state review 
agencies and other agencies, organizations and individuals. These comments are advisory to the 
Department and may not form bases of Departmental objections unless they appear under the 
"Objections" heading in this report. 



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 

FOR 

LEE COUNTY 

AMENDMENT 02-Dl 

March 14, 2002 
Division of Community Planning 
Bureau of Local Planning 

This report is prepared pursuant to Rule 9J-11.010 



OBJECTIONS RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENTS REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 02-Dl 

LEE COUNTY 

I. CONSISTENCY WITH RULES 9J-5 AND CHAPTER 163., F.S. 

Lee County's proposed Amendment 02-Dl involves changes to the Future Land Use Map 
changes and text. The Department raises an objection to the proposed amendment. 

Objection: 

This is a proposal to revise the Future Land Use Map for a 483-acre site located between 
U.S. 41 and Seminole Gulf Railway tracks and extending from Williams Road south past 
Coconut Road from "Rural" to "Urban Community", and Policy 6.1.2, in order to 
facilitate the location of the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact. 
According to the information provided, the proposed land use change will degrade the 
level of service standards on U.S. 41. This is inconsistent with the County's commitment 
in Goal 22, Objective 70.1 and Policy 70.1. l to maintain the adopted level of service 
standards. The County has not demonstrated, through scheduled improvements within 
the first three years of the Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements, how the level of 
service standard on this roadway will be maintained in view of the impact of the proposed 
land use designation on U.S. 41. Chapterl63 .3177(2), (6)(a), Florida Statutes; Rule 9J-
5.006(3)(c)3.; 9J-5 .016(3)(b)5., (4)(a) & (b); and 9J-5 .019(4)(c)l., Florida Administrative 
Code 

Recommendation: Demonstrate, with adequate data and analysis, how the increased 
density and intensity on the site will take place without exacerbating the traffic condition 
on U.S. 41. In addition, demonstrate the consistency of the amendment with the Lee Plan 
Goal, Objective and Policy listed above which commit the County to maintain the 
adopted level of service standards; and show, by including any needed improvements that 
will enable the maintenance of the level of service standards within the first three years of 
a financially feasible Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Since the Urban 
Community designation that allows six units per acre and the proposed commercial use 
may be too intense for the site, in light of the traffic impact on U.S. 41 , the County should 
consider designating on the site a less intense land use category. 

1 



II. CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The proposed amendment does not adequately address and further the State 
Comprehensive plan including the following goal and policies: 

Public Facilities goal (18)(a) and Policies (b)l and (2), regarding the provision of public 
facilities. 

Recommendation: Revise the proposed amendment, as indicated in the report, in order 
to be consistent with the above goal and policies of the State Comprehensive plan. 

2 



DIVISIONS OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
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Office o r' lnt t!rn.1tion.i l Rd,1tions 
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Division of LibrJry ,ind ln form.Jtion Servic.:cs 
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Di vision of Administrative Services 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE · 
Katherine Harris 

Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

January 29, 2002 

Mr. Ray Eubanks 
Department of Community Affairs 
Bureau of State Planning 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 99-2100 
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~1/ 

~Y\ 
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MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET 
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TruslL'\.'S of the lntem,11 [mprovcmcnt Trust Fund 

Ad ministrJt io n Comm issit.m 
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Si ting BoMd 
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Depa rtment o( Veterans ' A(foir.; 
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U1-JLJL~ J~j 
~ l i I ) 

FEB i 2002 j L:_/ 

RPM BSP 
PL~N PROCESSING TEAM 

Re: Historic Preservation Review of the Lee County (02-Dl) Comprehensive Plan Amendment Request 
(Received by DHR on O 1/09/02) 

Dear Mr. Eubanks: 

According to this agency's responsibilities under sections 163 .3177 and 163.3178, Florida Statutes, and 
Chapter 91-5 , Florida Administrative Code, we have reviewed the above document to decide if data 
regarding historic resources have been given sufficient consideration in the request to amend the Lee 
County Comprehensive Plan. 

We have reviewed a proposed plan amendment regarding the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional 
Impact to consider the potential effects of these actions on historic resources. A review of our files 
indicates that a cultural resources assessment survey was conducted on this property several years ago. 
No historic properties were identified. Therefore, the proposed changes will have no effect on historic 
resources . 

In sum, it is our opinion that the amended comprehensive plan meets the State of Florida's requirements 
as promulgated in sections 163 .3177 and 163.3178, F .S., and Chapter 91-5 , F.A.C., regarding the 
identification of known historical resources within their specified area of jurisdiction, and for the 
establishment of policies, goals and objectives for addressing known and potentially significant historical 
resources in Lee County. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact Susan M. Harp or Laura 
Kammerer of the Division's Compliance Review staff at (850) 245-6333. 

Sincerely, 

(r-~••r1 
Janet Snyder Matthews, Ph.D., Director 

R.A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronough Street • Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 • http:/ /www.flheritage.com 
0 Director's Office O Archaeo logical Research C!YHistoric Preservat ion O Historical Museums 

(850) 245-6300 • FAX: 245-6435 (850) 245-6+14 • FAX: 245-6436 (850) 2-15-6333 • FAX: 2-15-6-137 (850) 245-6400 • FAX: 245-6-133 

• Palm Beach Regional Office 
(561) 279-1 475 • FAX: 279-1-176 

O St. Augustine Regional Office 
(904) 825-50-!5 • FA X: 825-50-!4 

0 Tampa Regional Office 
(813) 272-3843 • FAX: 272-23-l0 
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Department of 

RPM BSP · • 

. · PLflNPlWCEssiNGiEAM nvironmental Protection 

Jeb Bush 
Governor 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 

{] I I ) Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

~L--:;,-'J:---0 February 13, 2002 

Mr. Ray Eubanks 
Plan Review and DRI Processing Team 
Florida Department of Community Affairs 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100 

RE: Lee County, 02-Dl . . 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment ORC Review 

Dear Mr. Eubanks: 

David B. Struhs 
Secretary 

The Office oflntergovernmental Programs has reviewed the proposed amendment CPA 2000-30 
under the procedures of Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, and Chapters 9J-5 and 9J-l 1, Florida 
Administrative Code, and offers the following comments on the proposed 483-acre commerc~al 
and residential development project: 

As the Simon Sun coast Development of Regional Impact (DRI) development order negotiation 
process has not been completed, the Department recommends that Lee County, Simon Property 
Group, Oakbrook Properties, and project consultants coordinate closely with South Florida Water 
Management District (SFWMD), Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, and DEP South 
District staff to resolve any outstanding infrastructure location, site hydro geology, stormwater 
facility design, protected species management, and wetland mitigation issues. Continued 
coordination of development plans with SFWMD, DEP, and U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
regulatory staff is also recommended to ensure compliance with previously issued permits and 
prevent future environmental resource permitting problems. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. If I may be of further assistance, 
please call me at (850) 487-2231. 

Sincerely, 

Lauren P. Milligan 
Environmental Specialist 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

"More Protection, Less Process" 

Printed on recycled paper. 



STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
"Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home" 

JEB BUSH 
Governor 

STEVEN M. SEIBERT 
Secretary 

Paul O'Connor, AICP, Director 
Lee County Division of Planning 
Post Office Box 398 
Fort Myers, FL 33902-0398 

Re: Simon Suncoast DRI 

Dear Mr. O'Connor: 

January 8, 2002 

{ ': ,·1 
I , 

L.J -
~.-J....._l :: ... , 

r 

Thank you for submitting copies of your proposed comprehensive plan amendments for 
our review. We have conducted a preliminary inventory of the plan amendment package to 
verify the inclusion of all required materials. Our reference number for this amendment 
package is Lee County 02-Dl. 

The submission package appears to be complete, and your proposed plan amendment will 
be reviewed pursuant to Chapter 163, Florida Statutes. Once the review is underway, you may be 
asked to provide additional supporting documentation by the review team to ensure a thorough 
review. The Department's ORC report will be mailed to you on or about March 14, 2002. 

Please be advised that the Florida Legislature amended Section 163.3184(8)(b), Florida 
Statutes requiring the Department to provide a courtesy information statement regarding the 
Department's Notice of Intent to citizens who furnish their names and addresses at the local 
government's plan amendment transmittal (_proposed) or adoption hearings. In order to provide 
this courtesy information statement, local governments are required by law to furnish the 
Department the names and addresses of the citizens requesting this information. This list is to be 
submitted at the time of transmittal of the adopted plan or plan amendment. As discussed in our 
letter sent to you on May 25, 2001, outlining the changes to Section 163.3184(8)(b) which are 
effective July 1, 2001, and providing a model sign-in information sheet, please provide these 
required names and addresses to the Department when you transmit your adopted 
amendment package for compliance review. For efficiency, we encourage that the information 
sheet be provided in electronic format. 

2555 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD• TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100 
Phone: 850.488 . 8466/Suncom 278 . 8466 FAX: 850.921 . 0781/Suncom 291.0781 

CRITICAL STATE CONCERN FIELD OFFICE 
2796 Overseas Highway, Suile 212 
Maralhon, FL 33050-2227 
(305) 289-2402 

Internet address: http://www.dca .state.fl.us 

COMMUNITY PLANNING EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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Tallahassee, FL 32399-21<Illllahassee, FL 32399-2100 Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100 
(850) 488-2356 (850) 413-9969 (850) 488-7956 
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Paul O'Connor 
January 8, 2002 
Page Two 

If you have any questions please contact Roger Wilburn, the Community Program 
Administrator that will be overseeing the review of the amendment and assigning the amendment 
to the respective planner for review, at (850) 487-4545 . 

Sincerely, 

·ci. ~ C2J~)''~-

D. Ray Eubanks 
Community Program Administrator 



SIMON SUNCOAST PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT:' 
AN D SUPPORTING ANALYSIS 

\u '. lv\ .. ~ 0 '=> \ '<-

The Applicant requests the addition of the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4(c): 

A regional commercial center is permitted in the area in Sections 4 and 9, 
Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is bounded to the West by U.S. 41, 
to the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad track, to the South by Coconut 
Road, and to the North by a line located one-half mile North of Coconut 
Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The parcel affected by this Application is the subject of pending applications for 
a rezoning, a development of regional impact, and a Lee Plan Future Land Use Map 
amendment. During the review of these applications, Lee County DOT concluded that the 
portion of Coconut Road that runs East of U.S. 41 would not function as an arterial 
roadway at the time of the project's buildout. There is no dispute that the rezoning 
application will be inconsistent with Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan if this is, in fact, the 
case. 

For reasons contained herein, the Applicant contends that the pertinent segment of 
Coconut Road will unquestionably function as an arterial at the time it is connected to 
Three Oaks Parkway. In an effort to clarify the issue and avoid an unnecessary dispute 
during the hearing process, however, the Applicant has prepared and filed this application 
for an amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4(c). 

MARKETING AND DEMOGRAPHIC ADVANTAGES OF THE SITE 

The Simon Suncoast site is located in the fastest growing portion of Lee County. The 2000 
Census indicates that the population in the area between the Collier County line and 
Alico Road grew 82% between 1990 and 2000. A map showing the population density 
in this area is attached as Exhibit "A." 

The property benefits from its location on US 41, which carries higher volumes of local 
traffic than 1-75, but is only three (3) miles from the nearest interstate interchange. It is 
nearly equidistant (approximately 16 miles) from the Edison and Coastland Malls, which 
are the closest regional centers, and is roughly 13 miles from the Bell Tower and 
Waterside Shops, the two specialty retail centers in the Naples/Fort Myers market. The site 
is, therefore, perfectly centered to serve the market's impressive growth. There are 
approximately 81 active residential projects within five (5) miles of the site. The recent 

1 CPA 2000-30 
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opening of the Hyatt Regency Coconut Point Resort and Spa on Coconut Road will also 
provide an impetus to additional resort, tourist and residential development in the 
Estero/Bonita Springs area, thus further increasing the demand for the project. 

A graphic setting out in detail the suitability of the property from a marketing 
perspective is attached as Exhibit "B." 

ADEQUACY OF EXISTING AND FUTURE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

See Exhibit "C" attached. 

OTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

The overall suitability of the site for a regional commercial center is discussed at 
considerable length in the ADA and the application for the FLUM amendment. In a 
nutshell, some of the relevant facts are: 

1. The property is surrounded by collector and arterial roads and approved 
developments at urban densities and intensities; 

2. The growth rate for Estero has far outstripped both expectations and the rate for 
the County as a whole, as shown by building permit data which was included in 
the map amendment application; 

3. The project will have access to public water and sewer facilities; 

4. A Lee Tran route currently runs past the property on U.S. 41; 

5. The amount of environmentally sensitive lands on the site is very limited; and 

6. The demand for an additional regional center in the Estero area has already been 
established by the approval of the Gulf Coast Towne Center. 

LEE PLAN CONSISTENCY 

The proposed regional center is consistent with several provisions of the pending 
Estero Community plan amendment, including sections relating to public participation, 
the need for a true town center with public meeting places, and adequate public facilities. 
The representative for the Steering Committee for the Estero Plan testified during an LPA 
hearing on the Plan that the scale of the Simon Suncoast project was consistent with the 
vision statement for the area. 

The Applicant, as noted above, contends that the project is consistent with the 

2 CPA 2000-30 



current version of Lee Plan Policy 6.1.2.4 and that the requested amendment is nothing 
more than a clarification of the existing plan. The amendment is also consistent with the 
following additional Plan provisions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Policy 1.1.4: Regional centers are permitted in the Urban Community FLUM 
category, which has been requested in a separate plan amendment application. 

Objective 2.1: Given the location of the property in close proximity to numerous 
existing and approved urban-style developments, most notably The Brooks, the 
approval of a regional center on the subject parcel will promote a contiguous and 
compact growth pattern. 

Objective 2.2: As noted throughout the various applications, the proposed 
regional center will have access to adequate public facilities. 

Goal 4: The regional center will be part of a large mixed-use development. 

Policy 5.1.5: The subject property does not directly abut any existing residential 
uses, as it is separated from The Brooks by a railroad line. 

Policy 6.1.4: As noted throughout the various application documents, the project 
will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will be served by 
adequate public facilities. 

Policy 6.1.7: 
development. 

As noted above, the project is a large-scale, mixed-use, infill 
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SIMON SUNCOAST SITE- ESTERO / BONITA SPRINGS, FL 
MARKET SUPPORT FACTORS SUMMARY 

PROPOSED 
TRADE AREA 

POPULATION 
1990 Census 302.471 

2000 Esirrae 429,359 

2005 Projecion 483,654 
% Corrpound Annual Change: 1990-2000 3.6% 

2000-2005 2.4% 

HOUSEHOLDS 
1990 Census 123,358 

2000 Esirrae 178,157 

2005 Projecion 205,810 
% Corrpound Annual Change: 1990-2000 3.7% 

2000-2005 2.9% 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
1989 Acllal (as per lie 1990 Census) $41,214 

2000 Esirme $63,193 

2005 Projecion $74,015 
% Corrpound Annual Change: 1989-2000 4.0% 

2000-2005 3.2% 

2000 HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION 
% $0 - $14,999 11.8% 

% $15,000 - $24,999 14.2% 
% $25,000 - $34,999 13.3% 
% $35,000 - $49,999 17.0% 

% $50,000 - $74,999 20.1% 
% $75,000 - $99,999 9.1% 

% $100,000 and over 14.5% 

SHOPPERS GOODS EXPENDITURE POlENTIAL ($ Mil) 
Current DoHars 
1990 Estrrae $914.7 
2000 Esirrae $1 ,947.7 
2005 Projec(on $2,635.3 
% Corrpound Annual Change: 1990-2000 7.9% 

2000-2005 6.2% 

Source: Awlied Geographic Solutions, Inc. 

SPG Research, 23-Apr-01 

I 
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TWO 
COUNTY AREA 

486,864 

692,265 
780,963 

3.6% 
2.4% 

201,680 
287,247 
332,325 

3.6% 
3.0% 

$41 ,619 
$62,759 
$73,118 

3.8% 
3.1% 

10.9% 

14.5% 
13.9% 
17.8% 
20.3% 
9.0% 

13.6% 

$1 ,507.4 
$3,118.7 
$4,203.7 

7.5% 
6.2% 



SIMON SUNCOAST {AKA COCONUT POINT) 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

#99532 
11/02/01 

TRANSPORTATION FACTORS IN SUPPORT OF TEXT AMENDMENT 

Transportation Overview 

The Simon Suncoast project is a proposed mixed use community with a regional shopping mall 
centrally located approximately midway between the existing Edison Mall in Foti Myers and 
Coastland Center Mall in Naples. In addition, the mall is well situated at a major intersection on US 
41 where the mall can be served by several north-south and east-west roads. 

There are several transportation advantages to this location, including its central location, its location 
at a major intersection, accessibility via several major roads, and abundant roadway capacity adjacent 
to the mall. These advantages are fully documented below. 

Central Location 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the Simon Suncoast Mall is centrally located approximately 14 miles south 
of the Edison Mall in Fort Myers and 16 miles north of the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 
Furthermore, the mall is located approximately midway between the upscale Bell Tower Shops in 
south Fort Myers and the upscale Waterside Shops in north Naples. 

This central location will help reduce long distance shopping trips for Estero and Bonita Springs 
residents who wish to shop at a regional mall. Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the current 
situation, with Estero and Bonita Springs residents needing to travel long distances to shop at the 
Edison Mall to the north or the Coastland Center Mall to the south. 

A new mall at the Simon Suncoast location will provide much closer shopping opportunities for 
Estero and Bonita Springs residents. It will no longer be necessary to travel several miles to the 
north on US 41 or 1-75 to reach the Edison Mall or several miles to the south on US 41 or 1-75 to 
reach the Coastland Center Mall. This is illustrated in Exhibit 3. 

Location at a Major Intersection 

As shown in Exhibit 4, the Simon Suncoast Mall is located in the northeast comer of the US 
41/Coconut Road intersection. This location will allow traffic to approach the mall from the north, 
south, east and west. 

l e,r1T 
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US 41 is a principal arterial connecting the major urban areas along the Gulf Coast. US 41 also 
serves as the primary commercial hub in Southwest Florida. All four of the existing regional malls 
in Southwest Florida are located on US 41: the Sarasota Square Shopping Centre; the Port Charlotte 
Town Center; the Edison Mall in Fort Myers; and the Coastland Center Mall in Naples. 

The section of US 41 passing the mall site is scheduled for widening to six lanes in the FDOT 
Adopted Work Program in 2005. However, the Governor has announced that, as part of an 
economic stimulus package, the widening of this section of US 41 will be moved up to June 2002. 

Coconut Road is shown on Map 3A of The Lee Plan as a major east-west road that will eventually 
extend from west of US 41 to east of I-75 and will intersect US 41, Sandy Lane, Three Oaks 
Parkway and the CR 951 Extension. Coconut Road east of US 41 is recognized by the MPO in its 
2020 travel model network as an arterial and is shown in new Map 3B of The Lee Plan as an arterial. 

Furthermore, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway was designed to meet arterial 
road design standards and was constructed to those standards. The Typical Section for Coconut 
Road, which was approved by Lee County on October 27, 1998, includes a note (Typical Section 
Note 9), which is included in Appendix A, that states : "It is intended that Coconut Road will meet 
arterial design standards and will function as an arterial road upon its connection to the extension 
of Three Oaks Parkway in the future." 

The Three Oaks Parkway Extension south to Coconut Road will be completed within a year. As 
stated by the Lee County DOT engineer in charge of the County portion of this project in an article 
in the Bonita Daily News on July 9, 2001: "Even by next year, when the part from Corkscrew to 
Williams gets done, it's going to give us some nice circulation all the way from Corkscrew to 
Coconut." 

finally, Coconut Road between US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway has an access management pian that 
meets the Lee County Land Development Code requirements for an arterial. In the Coconut Road 
Access Management Plan dated July 22, 1998, which is included in Appendix B, most access points 
are over 1,000 feet apart and none are closer than 660 feet apart. 

Accessibility Via Several Major Roads 

The location of the mall at the intersection of US 41 and Coconut Road offers several advantages 
in tem1s of the site's accessibility from several different directions on several different major roads . 
This is illustrated in Exhibit 5 . . 

Of course, the mall site can be reached from the no1th and the south via US 41. However, as many 
as four other major north-south roads will allow traffic from the north and south to reach the mall 
without traveling on US 41 . 

First, traffic from the north and the south can reach the mall by using Three Oaks Parkway along 
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with Coconut Road or Williams Road. Approximately two miles of Three Oaks Parkway from 
Williams Road to south of Coconut Road is under construction and nearing completion by The 
Brooks. The section of Three Oaks Parkway between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road is 
currently under construction by Lee County and will be completed within the next year. Finally, the 
portion of Three Oaks Parkway from The Brooks to East Terry Street is scheduled for constmction 
in the Lee County Capital Improvement Program in the year 2005. (The City of Bonita Springs is 
considering options for advancing the constmction of Three Oaks Parkway south to East Terry 
Street.) 

In addition, Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) includes a new north-south road, referred to as the 
Sandy Lane Extension, as a major two-lane road extending from Alico Road in the north to Old 41 
in the south. This new road, which will connect Alico Road, Koreshan Parkway, Corkscrew Road, 
Williams Road, Coconut Road and Old 41, passes immediately east of the Simon Suncoast Mall. 

The Applicant has taken several steps to advance the construction of this road. First, the Applicant 
will construct the Sandy Lane Extension as four-lane divided roadway on site between Williams 
Road and Coconut Road. The capacity for two of these lanes will serve on-site development, while 
the capacity of the other two lanes will serve the general public, since they are, in effect, the two 
lanes identified in the MPO and County long range transportation plans. In addition, the Applicant 
is reserving right-of-way on it's property for the continuation of this road south toward Old 41. The 
Applicant is also working with prope1iy owners to the north to assemble the right-of-way needed to 
construct Sandy Lane between Corkscrew Road and Williams Road. 

Map 3A in The Lee Plan (Exhibit 4) also includes a CR 951 Extension from the Lee/Collier County 
Line to Corkscrew Road. The new road east ofI-75 will connect the Coconut Road Extension with 
Corkscrew Road (and possibly Alico Road) to the north and Bonita Beach Road and Immokalee 
Road to the south. Once constructed, this road would provide another way to reach the mall. 

Although an I-75 interchange at Coconut Road is currently not included in the I-75 Master Plan, 
there is much interest in a new interchange at Coconut Road. With this in mind, the long-range 
transportation plans of both the MPO and the County were developed in a way that would allow an 
interchange at Coconut Road, if the need arises. 

Finally, many residents can reach the mall without traveling on US 41 via several secondary roads. 
These include Williams Road, Fountain Lakes Boulevard, Pelican Pointe Boulevard, Coconut Road 
west of US 41 and Pelican Colony Boulevard. 

In sum, residents will be able to reach the mall via US 41 and Three Oaks Parkway immediately and 
via Sandy Lane, the CR 951 Extension and possibly I-75 in the future. In addition, there are several 
secondary roads that people can use to reach the mall. Exhibit 6 provides a close-in view of the 
different roads that can be used to access the site from several different directions. 
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Abundant Roadway Capacity Servine the Mall 

As shown in Exhibit 7, there will be a total of 16 travel lanes providing access to the mall. This 
includes six lanes on US 41 , four lanes on Coconut Road, four lanes on Sandy Lane and two lanes 
on Williams Road. This provides abundant roadway capacity adjacent to the mall. 

As shown below, the 16 travel lanes providing access to the Simon Suncoast Mal compares 
favorably to the other malls in Southwest Florida. Drawings showing the number of travel lanes 
serving each mall are provided in Appendix C. These drawings show existing lanes plus those 
scheduled for construction. 

Name 

Sarasota Square Shopping Centre 
Port Charlotte Town Center 
Edison Mall 
Gulf Coast Town Center (Proposed) 
Simon Suncoast Mall (Proposed) 
Coastland Center Mall 

Number of 
Travel Lanes 

16 
16 
15 
7 

16 
20 

Finally, a travel model assignment was conducted by the Lee County DOT staff to test the adopted 
2020 Financially-Feasible Plan with the proposed Simon Suncoast Mall. This travel model 
assignment indicated that all roads in the vicinity of the mall (i .e. within three miles) will operate 
at the adopted Lee Plan level of service standard in 2020. 
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APPENDIXB 

COCONUT ROAD ACCESS MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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APPENDIX C 

TRAVEL LANES AROUND MALLS 

[E 



i 
N.T.S. 

SARASOTA SQUARE BLVD. 

16 Lanes Around Mall LEGEND 

4 Lanes on Sarasota Square Boulevard 2 LANES 

4 Lanes on Beneva Road 
4 LANES 

4 Lanes on US 41 

2 Lanes on Club Drive 

2 Lanes on Potter Park Drive 

99532/-wA/1001 

~ 
SIMON SUNCOAST LANES AROUND 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I SARASOTA SQUARE SHOPPING CENTRE C-1 
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TOLEDO BLADE BLVD. 

1 6 Lanes Around Mall 

6 Lanes on US 41 

6 Lanes on SR 776 

4 Lanes on Murdock Circle 

SIMON SUNCOAST LANES AROUND 

i 
N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/361/1001 

@e3 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT I PORT CHARLOTTE TOWN CENTER C-2 



COLONIAL BLVD. 

15 Lanes Around Mall 

@E3 

6 Lanes on US 41 

4 Lanes on Winkler Avenue 

2 Lanes on Solomon Boulevard 

3 Lanes on Colonial Boulevard (WB only) 

SIMON SUNCOAST 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

LANES AROUND 
EDISON MALL 

i 
N'.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

4 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/JJA/1001 

C-3 



ALICO RD. 

7 Lanes Around Mall 

3 Lanes on Alico Road (EB only) 

4 Lanes on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway 

! 
I 

N.T.S. 

LEGEND 
2 LANES 

6 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/JSA/1001 

@E3 SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT GULF COAST TOWN CENTER C-4 
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Lanes Around 

6 Lanes on US 41 

fLE.\S\-IMANN BL\/0. 

Mall 

6 Lanes on Golden Gate Parkway 
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2 Lanes on Fleishmann Boulevard 
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LEGEND 
2 LANES 

6 LANES 

99532/34A/1001 

@E3 SIMON SUNCOAST I LANES AROUND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT COASTLAND CENTER MALL C-5 



Section 8 Certificate: The average, monthly public rent subsidy is $350.48. This means 
an annual subsidy of $4,205.76 or $63,086.4 for 15 years. The 110 renter units would 
need a total subsidy of $6,939,504. 

Cost 2[423 _Affordable Housing Units 

Demand Number of I per Unit Subsidy Total Subsidy 

~ •(. !Homeowners 

1 I Very-Low 
Income 

Average SHIP Subsidy 
1751 $ 15,061.50 $2,635,762.50 

Low Income 138 $ 16,435.49 $2,268,097.62 
Average SHIP+ Other Public Funding 

/ Very-Low 
Income 

~ • Low Income 

!Renters 

~ (, Ivery-Low 
Income 

1751 $ 30,102.05 $ 5,267,858.75 

138 $ 29,301.39 $ 4,043,591.82 

$3,049,200.00 

/(0 K 3I? 
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THE COST OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SIMON 

SUN COAST PROPOSAL IN LEE COUNTY 

OVERALL HOUSING SHORTAGE IN LEE COUNTY 
According to the Three Year Consolidated Plan, Lee County, Florida (HUD FY 2000-2002 1

• 

"Projections for Lee County show a Year 2000 demand for 198,191 units of all types and tenure. 
This demand exceeds the supply by nearly 10,000 units . This gap of newly constructed units 
will grow to over 32,000 by 2005 . Much of this gap is in the unincorporated area with a current 
need for 9,500 units and a Year 2005 need of 26,000 units. These gaps are for new units for all 
income levels. Affordable unit tabulations reflect even larger needs" (Consolidated Plan page 3-
1 and 3-4) 

GENERAL DEFINITION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
In general "affordable" means that monthly rents or monthly mortgage payments including taxes 
and insurance do not exceed 30 percent of that amount which represents the percentage of the 
median annual gross income for the specific households. ( 420.907 State Housing Initiatives 
Partnership Act, Florida Statutes). 

Households (adjusted for size) with a total annual gross income of up 50% of the median are 
considered very low income, those with incomes up to 80% of the median are considered low 
income and those up to 120% of the median are considered moderate. 

For instance, the yearly median income for a four-person household in the Fort Myers-Cape 
Coral Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) in 2000 was $47,300. Therefore four-person 
households earning up to 50% of $47,300 (or $23,650) are considered very low income, earning 
up to 80% (or $37,850) are considered low income and earning up to 120% (or $56,760) are 
considered moderate income. 

"Projections for Lee County show a Year 2000 demand for 198,191 units of all types and tenure. 
This demand exceeds the supply by nearly 10,000 units. This gap of newly constructed units 
will grow to over 32,000 by 2005. Much of this gap is in the unincorporated area with a current 
need for 9,500 units and a Year 2005 need of 26,000 units. These gaps are for new units for all 
income levels." (Consolidated Plan page 3-1 and 3-4) 

1 The Consolidated Plan is based on data obtained from the Shimberg Center. The Shimberg Center for Affordable 
Housing at the University of Florida is under contract with the Florida Department of Community Affairs to provide 
data on population and housing conditions for each Florida County and local government. The Center determines the 
availability of housing units and establishes the supply of affordable units by income category. 
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LOCAL HOUSING COSTS IN LEE COUNTY 
The Consolidated Plan on page 3-6 discusses current local housing costs based on information 
from the Fort Myers Association of Realtors, 2000 Fact Book. 

Local Housin2 Costs 
Lee County 1999 Median Price 1999 Avera2e Price 

New Home Price 
1,800 SF $101,680 $118,211 

(2000 First Qtr.) 2,400 SF NIA $163,918 
Existing Home Price 

2 Bedroom $65,000 $79,841 
4 Bedroom $182,950 $263,939 

Existing Condo Price 
2 Bedroom $79,900 $100,277 

Apartment Rent 
(1999 Third Qtr.) 950 SF NIA $567lmo 

Source: Three Year Consolidated Plan, Lee County, Florida (HUD FY 2000-2002) page 3-6 

APPROPRIATE AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE NEEDED FOR OWNER OCCUPIED HOUSING TO BE 

AFFORDABLE 
State of Florida created the SHIP (State Housing Initiatives Partnership) Program in 1991 in 
order to effectively combine available public and private resources to conserve and improve 
existing housing and provide new housing for very low income, low income and moderate 
income households. 

The SHIP funds are used to pay the costs of acquisition, site preparation, infrastructure, 
permitting fees, construction; down payment assistance and other construction related costs. The 
cost of the home to the home buyer is transferred through a first mortgage, which is held by a 
lending institution, and the property is transferred to the new owner fee simple, at the completion 
of construction. A subordinate deferred mortgage is placed on the property for the subsidy 
amount, which varies according to the actual costs and other subsidies used in the project. Only 
the amount of subsidy needed to close will be awarded, or if the maximum amount of assistance 
is awarded, any difference between the maximum assistance amount and the amount needed to 
close will be applied to principal reduction. 

Using the SHIP Program as an example, county staff analyzed the public cost since 1995 of 
getting a very low, low, and moderate-income household into a new house constructed by one of 
Lee County's non-profit housing partners (in addition to public funds (CDBG, HOME etc.) these 
non-profit partners also use private funds secured by 30-year mortgages). This analysis reflects 
that there is a serious housing problem in Lee County. 
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Very Low-Income Households : In 1995-2000, 129 affordable owner-occupied dwelling 
units for very low-income households were built at an average cost of $81,549. In order 
to make this $81,549 dwelling unit affordable to a very low income household the 
average total public subsidy needed was $30,102.05. The average SHIP subsidy was 
$15,061.50 and the average subsidy from other public funds was $15,040.55. 

Low-Income Households: In 1995-2000, 84 affordable owner-occupied dwelling units for 
low-income households were built at an average cost of $84,010. In order to make this 
$84,010 dwelling unit affordable to a low-income household the average total public 
subsidy was $29,301.39. The average SHIP subsidy was $16,435.49 and the average 
subsidy from other public funds was $12,865 .90. 

Lee County SHIP Funds per Homeowner Unit --- New Construction by Affordable Housing Providers 
Average per 

Income Level #of Average per Average per Unit SHIP + Average per Average per Average 
Units Unit SHIP Unit Other Other Public Unit Private Unit Owner Cost per 

Funds Public Funds Funds Funds Contributions Unit 
All 
Households 230 $17,429.32 $10,051.08 $27,480.40 $55,414.91 $1 ,509.22 $84,404.53 
Very Low 129 $15,061.50 $15,040.55 $30,102.05 $50,220.44 $1 ,226.54 $81,549 .03 
Low 84 $16,435.49 $12,865.90 $29,301.39 $52,942.83 $1,766.28 $84,010.50 
Moderate 17 $20,790.97 $2,246.78 $23 ,037.75 $63,081.47 $1 ,534.84 $87,654.06 

Source: Lee County SHIP Closed Out Homeownership Tracking 

APPROPRIATE AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE NEEDED FOR RENTAL HOUSING TO BE AFFORDABLE 

(For the purposes of this analysis only very low-income renter households were considered.) 

National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC): 
The NLIHC was established in 1974 as a membership organization dedicated to solving 
America' s affordable housing crisis. The NLIHC's annual report on income and rental housing 
costs, Out of Reach (www.nlihc.org) reveals that renter household incomes tend to be lower than 
overall median household incomes. The estimated renter household income in Lee County is 
$34,976 per year or $2,915 per month. The fair market rent for a two-bedroom rental unit in Lee 
County is identified at $591. 

Very Low-Income Households: A very low-income household has a maximum renter 
household income of $17,743 per year or $1,456 per month. Given that maximum 
affordable rent is 30% of income, the maximum rent this household could pay would be 
$437 per month. Since the fair rent for a two bedroom unit is $591, a very low-income 

. household would need a subsidy of $154 per month in order to rent a two-bedroom unit at 
fair market rent: $591 (the fair market rent) - $437 (the maximum affordable monthly 
housing cost for a very low-income household)= $154 (the amount of subsidy needed). 

The impact of the fair market rent for a two-bedroom unit being $591 significant upon the 
minimum wage earner (earning $5 .15 per hour), whose affordable rent (30% of income) would 
be no more than $268. Out of Reach states that 34% percent ofrenters in Lee County are unable 
to afford the Fair Market rent for a two-bedroom unit. In Lee County, a worker earning 
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minimum wage has to work 88 hours per week in order to afford a two-bedroom unit at the 
area's Fair Market rent. 

The Housing Wage in Lee County for 2000 was $11.37. The Housing Wage is the amount a 
worker would have to earn per hour in order to work 40 hours per week and afford a two­
bedroom at the area's Fair Market rent. This is 221 % of the present minimum wage ($5.15 per 
hour). According the NLIHC between 1999 and 2000 the two bedroom-housing wage increased 
by2.20%. 
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The Cost of Supplying Affordable Housing Units to Correct the Deficit Created by Simon 
Suncoast 
According to the Three Year Consolidated Plan, Lee County, Florida (HUD FY 2000-2002), 
"1998 statistics for Lee County showed 188,409 housing units of which 74% were owner­
occupied." (Consolidated Plan page 3-1) 

This analysis reflects the need for additional 423 affordable housing units for very low (237) and 
low income (186) households as derived from Table 24-3 of the documents provided by Simon 
Suncoast. 

Simon Suncoast - Table 24-3 

Income Level Demand Supply Balance Deficit Owner Deficit Rental 
Occupied (74%) (26%) 

Very Low 270 33 237 175 62 

Low 286 100 186 138 48 

Total 556 133 423 313 110 

Using the 1998 figure of 74% owner occupied units, this analysis assumes that 313 of the 423 
units would be owner-occupied and 110 would be renter occupied. This information is 
summarized on the last page in the table titled "The Cost of 423 Affordable Housing Units ." 

Owner Occupied Housing 
Very Low-Income Households: Assuming that 175 units are occupied by very low­
income households and based on the analysis presented on page 3, the total subsidy for 
the 175 very low-income households would be $5,267,858.75. The SHIP subsidy alone 
for the 175 very low-income households would be $2,635,762.50. 

Low-Income Households : Assuming that 138 units are occupied by low-income 
households and based on the analysis presented on page 3, the total subsidy for the 138 
low-income households would be $4,043,591.82. The SHIP subsidy alone for the 138 
low-income households would be $2,268,097.62. 

Renter Occupied Housing 
Assuming that all 110-renter units are occupied by very low-income households for 15 years and 
based on the analysis provided on page 3, the following conclusions follow. 

National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) Based on the NLIHC data a very low­
income household would need a subsidy of $154 per month to rent a two-bedroom unit at 
fair market rent. This would mean an annual subsidy of $1,848 or $27,720 for 15 years. 
The 110 renter units would need a total subsidy of $3,049,200.00 for the 15-year period. 

Page 5 of 6 
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Cost of 423 Affordable Housing Units 

Demand Number of per Unit Subsidy Total Subsidy 
Units 

Homeowners 313 
Average SHIP Subsidy 

Very-Low 175 $ 15,061.50 $ 2,635,762.50 
Income 
Low Income 138 $ 16,435.49 $2,268,097.62 

Average SHIP+ Other Public Funding 
Very-Low 175 $ 30,102.05 $ 5,267,858.75 
Income 
Low Income 138 $ 29,301.39 $ 4,043,591.82 

Renters 110 
NLIHC 

Very-Low $27,720.00 $3,049,200.00 
Income 

Methodology available from the Lee County Planning Division, Affordable Housing Program 
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B. Indicate and discuss the availability or projected availability of 
adequate housing and employment opportunities reasonably accessible 
to the development site. Housing opportunities should be described in 
terms of type, tenure, and cost range and location within the following 
circumscribed areas: adjacent, two miles, five miles, ten miles, and 
within the local jurisdiction or county. Employment opportunities 
should be described in terms of two digit SIC code numbers located 
within the local jurisdiction with estimated distances or transit times to 
the-development site. 

A housing analysis was performed for the proposed project using a study 
methodology that was discussed with Southwest Florida Regional Planning 
Council staff The analysis consists of determinations of demand, supply, 
and the resulting need. The proposed project includes five land use types 
that are expected to generate employment and may, therefore, create a 
housing demand: 

Retail 
Hotel 
Office 
Medical Office 
Assisted Living Facility 

The elements of the study are described in the following sections. 

DEMAND 

The potential demand for housing associated with this project was 
calculated separately for each of the five land use types. The number of 
employees· expected for each of the five land use types was calculated using 
rates supplied by the Regional Planning Council or similar projects. Rates 
for hotel, office, and medical office employment were taken from a document 
provided by the Regional Planning Council. The rate of retail employment 
was based on information used in the recent housing studies for the Merrick 
Park DRI, Sunrise Land Group DRI, and Amerijirst Tract DRI Substantial 
Deviation (Sawgrass Mills Phase IV). The assisted living facility 
employment was calculated using rates associated with hotel rooms. Table 
24-2 summarizes the land uses, rates, and resulting employment projections. 
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Land Use 

Retail 

Hotel 

Office 

Medical Office 

TABLE 24-2 

PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT 

Scale Rate 

1,800,000 ft2 1.8/1,000 ft2 

600Rooms 0.825/Room 

200,000ft2 4/1,000 ft 2 

100,000ft2 4/1,000ft2 

Assisted Living Facility 200 units 0.825/unit 

Total Employment 

Employees 

3,240 

495 

800 

400 

165 

5,100 

Housing is evaluated in relation to three income groups: Very Low Income, 
Low Income, arid Moderate Income. The three income groups are defined in 
relation to the reported median household income for Lee County. In 
accordance with the· June 1999 East Central Florida Regional Planning 
Commission (ECFRPC) methodology, the median household income 
reported by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
was used. Year 2000 information obtained from HUD reports a median 
household income of $47,300 per year for Lee County. Based on the HUD 
information, housing demand was quantified for the three income groups as · 
summarized in Table 24-3. 

Housing demand was calculated separately for each of the five land use 
types. The demand calculations resulted in a determination of the number of 
households associated with each of the three income groups. The projected 
housing demand for all of the land use types except retail was calculated 
using the ECFRPC methodolog}'__!!_nd demand calculation factors. The total 
number 'of employees was stratified to reflect the number of heads of 
household by single income and multiple income households. The household 
incomes were then grouped in relation to the median family income reported 
by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Income information was calculated using the ES-202 report from Florida 
Department of Labor and Employment Security to determine median income 
levels. The distribution of wages was calculated using occupational wage 
information from Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security. 

Upon review of the generalized information available from the State of 
Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security and the ECFRPC 

Simon Suncoast 24-3 Revised April 200 J 
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SUPPLY 

The supply of housing available within the assumed average commute shed 
was quantified. Housing.units for sale.and rent within an area defined as the 
lesser of twenty minutes or ten miles of the site were sought. 

Housing supply is to be identified, by income group, within the reasonable 
commute area. The affordability of the housing supply is calculated 
differently for rental units and sales units. The categorization of units into 
income groups is based upon the income ranges, which have been defined 
based on Lee County median income, mortgage rates and down payments, 
and allowances for utilities and insurance. 

For-sale units were identified using Multiple Listing Service information. 
Table 24-3 summarizes the supply calculations. 

The ECFRCP methodology includes prescribed maximums for efficiency 
units and one-bedroom units as a part of the supply. The methodology 
allows 22.9 percent efficiency units, 45.9 percent one-bedroom units, and a 
maximum of 68.9 percent efficiency plus one-bedroom units. The units 
identified as a part of the supply were categorized by unit type, as shown in 
Table 24-4. The available supply has fewer efficiency and one-bedroom 
units than the maximum allowable. 

Reductions in the supply were made to account for a required five percent 
vacancy in rental units, as well as an allowance for substandard housing 
units on the market. 

Sales and Rental Units 

Reduction for Vacancy 

TABLE 24-3 

Housing Supply 

Very Low 
Income 

35 

-2 

Reduction for Substandard Units 0 

Available Supply 33 

Simon Suncoast 24-3 

Low Income 
Moderate 
Income 

106 321 

-5 -16 

-1 -4 

100 301 

September 20~ ,_ 
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Unit Type: 

Efficiency 

One Bedroom 

Two-Plus Bedrooms 

Total 

Ratios: 

Efficiency 

One Bedroom 

Efficiency Plus One Bedroom 

TABLE24-4 

Housing Supply 

Very Low 
Income 

0 

2 

33 

35 

0 

5.7% 

5.7% 

Low Income 
Moderate 
Income 

0 0 

14 45 

92 276 

106 321 

0 0 

13.2% 14.0% 

13.2% 14.0% 

C. If displacement or relocation of existing residents will occur due to the 
proposed development, identify the number of people that will be 
affected, any special needs of these people, and any provisions for 
addressing the effects of the relocation or displacement of these people, 
particularly in the regards to their ability to find suitable replacement 
housing. 

No relocation of existing residents will occur due to the proposed 
development. 

Simon Suncoast 24-4 September 2000 
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methodology, it was determined that adequate data did not exist to 
accurately portray the retail employees expected from the proposed project. 
Because the facility operators have not been identified for the non-retail 
uses, generalized information may be appropriate for use in the study. 
Simon Property Group was able to review the information with respect to 
retail employment. It was determined that the generalized information did 
not accurately account for the relationship of retail employees to the need 
for affordable housing. Therefore, survey data collected in February 2001 
from the Edison Mall in Fort Myers were used to quantify the relationship 
between mall employment and the need for affordable housing. The data are 
included in Appendix B for reference. 

Calculations of demand for all five of the land use types are shown in 
Appendix B. Table 24-3 summarizes the calculated housing demand. 

TABLE 24-3 
HOUSING DEMAND 

Category 
Relationship to Median 

Household Income Households 
Household Income 

Very Low Income Less than 5 0% Less than $23,650/year 

Low Income 50%to 80% $23,650 to $37,839/year 

Moderate Income 80%to 120% $37,840 to $56, 760/year 

SUPPLY 

The supply of housing available within the assumed average commute shed 
was quantified. Housing units for sale and rent within an area defined as 
the lesser of twenty minutes or ten miles of the site were sought. 

Housing supply is to be identified, by income group, within the reasonable 
commute area.. The categorization of units into income groups is based 
upon the income ranges, which have been defined based on Lee County 
median income, mortgage rates and down payments, and allowances for 
utilities and insurance. Separate allowances were made for monthly 
maintenance and homeowner dues at condominiums and mobile home parks. 
Calculations of affordability are included in Apf!J:ndix B . 
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LEE COUNTY 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

CPA2000-30 

0 Text Amendment 0 Map Amendment 

✓ This Document Contains the Following 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 Hearing for Adoption 

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: November 19, 2001 

PART I - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
1. APPLICANT: 

The Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, represented by Matthew D. Uhle 
of Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 

2. REQUEST: 
• Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 

483-acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 .and 09, Township 47 South, and 
Range 25 East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." 

• Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

• Amend Policy 21.1 .1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for 
specific U.S. 41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon 
Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRl and that Lee County considers these specific 
improvements to be part of Map 3A and the County will program the necessary 
improvements in the County's Capital Improvement Program prior to the time these 
improvements are required to maintain adopted level of service standards. 

STAFF REPORT FOR October 21 , 2002 
CPA2000-00030 PAGE 1 OF 32 



B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

SIZE OF PROPERTY: 483 +/- ACRES 
PROPERTY LOCATION: The subject property is generally located on the east 
side of U.S. 41, at its intersection with Coconut Road in South Estero. 

EXISTING USE OF LAND: The subject property is currently vacant. 

CURRENT ZONING: The subject property is zoned AG-2 

CURRENT FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORY: The 483-acre subject property 
has two Future Land Use designations: Rural (432.35 acres) and Wetlands (50.79 
acres) 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. REVISED STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BoCC ADOPTION HEARING: 
The following recommendation takes into consideration the applicant's proposed language, 
staffs original recommendation, the Board of County Commissioners transmitted language, 
the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) Objections, Recommendations, and 
Comments Report, and the subsequent negotiations between the applicant, DCA, and the 
County staff. 

Planning staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners adopt the proposed 
amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to change the Future Land Use 
designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use category to the "Urban 
Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas of the property currently 
designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. The Commercial Site location standards described in this policy do not apply to Regional 
Commercial development approved as a single mixed-use Development of Regional Impact 
containing regional shopping opportunities on a 483-acre portion of Section 9, Township 
47 South, Range 25 East, that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the east by the 
Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south by Coconut Road, and on the north by a line 
located one half mile north of Coconut Road designated Urban Community, provided that 
the DRI specifically addresses: 

1) Impacts to flow-ways, 
2) Community and Regional Park levels of service, 
3) Roadway levels of service, 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CPA2000-00030 

October 21 , 2002 
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4) Public Schools, 
5) Fire protection services, and 
6) Affordable housing. 

Staff further recommends that the Board of County Commissioners amend Policy 21 .1.1 
of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for specific U.S. 41 intersection 
improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRl and 
that Lee County considers these specific improvements to be part of Map 3A and the 
County will program the necessary funds to make these improvements at the point these 
improvements are required to maintain adopted level of service standards. The requested 
language is as follows: 

POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 Financially 
Feasible Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as part of the Transportation Map series 
for this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO 2020 Financially Feasible 
Highway Plan Map, as adopted December 8, 2000, is incorporated as Map 3A of the 
Transportation Map series, with one format change as approved by the Lee County Board 
of County Commissioners on March 23, 1999. The format change is a visual indication 
(with shading) that alignment options for the County Road 951/Bonita Grande Drive 
extension are still under consideration, consistent with Note -5- 2_. Also, the comprehensive 
plan amendment analysis for the Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRl identified the need 
for improvements at key intersections on US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alica Road 
to address the added impacts from the project for year 2020, and a mitigation payment has 
been required as part of the DRl development order. Lee County considers the following 
intersection improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary funds to 
make these improvements at the point they are required to maintain adopted level of service 
standards on US 41; 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B & F Parcel 

US 41/Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, and 
Westbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Southbound and Westbound Dual Left Turn 
Lanes 

2. ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BoCC TRANSMITTAL 
HEARING: (Note: The Board of County Commissioners modified this staff 
recommendation at the transmittal hearing. The final version of the proposed text changes 
transmitted by the Board are shown in the Board transmittal hearing summary on page 26 
and 27 of this report). Planning staff recommends that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to 
change the Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use 
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category to the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas 
of the property currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 

(I) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the prope1iy. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these ,,i.,,.,.t, ,-l 

properties to Public Facilities. 

3. ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO LPA: (Note : this staff 
recommendation was modified slightly by the LPA action). Planning staff recommends 
transmittal of the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to change the 
Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use category to 
the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas of the property 
currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 
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( l) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated to Lee County for use as a fire 
station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development order 
submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the issuance 
of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is eligible for credits under the 
County' s impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated to the School District of Lee 
County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School District prior 
to the first development order submittal for any development on the prope1iy. Lee County 
will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is 
eligible for credits under the County' s proposed school impact fee ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations, the County will initiate an amendment to the Future 
Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of the donated prope1iies to 
Public Facilities. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

• The proposed plan amendment is being undertaken for the specific purpose of 
developing a regional mall and associated commercial and residential development 
on the subject property. A rezoning application and a DRl development approval 
application have been submitted concuffently with this amendment. 

• While the analysis of the amendment should focus primarily on the impacts of the 
land use category change alone, it is necessary to consider the impacts of the 
potential development scenario that has been proposed. 

• The redesignation of the subject property from Rural to Urban Community will 
increase the demand for public services and infrastructure in this area. This will 
occur whether the end use is a regional mall or some other development that fits 
within the density/intensity limitations of the Urban Community land use category. 

• The potential number ofresidential dwelling units that could develop on the subject 
property will increase from 434 to 2,898 if this plan amendment is approved. 

• Staff has identified potential deficiencies in the capacity of the surrounding road 
network, the public school system, and fire protection services that could result 
from this proposed plan amendment. All other infrastructure and services are 
existing or planned, with adequate capacity to serve the subject property. 

• Three road segments in the project area will operate below acceptable levels of 
service prior to the Year 2020, with or without the proposed amendment or mall 
development. The land use map change could result in one additional road segment 
operating below the adopted level of service, if a regional mall is developed as 
planned. The land use map amendment alone will result in increased traffic in 
Estero , but will not necessarily cause any road segments to fail. The ultimate end 
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• 

• 

use of the property will be required to provide appropriate traffic impact mitigation 
at the time of rezoning and DRI development approval. 

A compact and contiguous development pattern will be maintained through this 
amendment. The proposed amendment will not promote urban sprawl, as the 
subject property is located adjacent to a significant amount of existing and approved 
urban development. 
Since the time when the subject property was originally designated as Rural in the 
1984 Lee Plan, conditions and land use patterns in the area have changed to the 
point that Rural is no longer the most appropriate land use category for the subject 
property. 

The retail commercial intensity proposed by the Simon Suncoast DRI would not 
meet the applicable commercial site location standard under Goal 6 for a regional 
commercial development. 

PART II- STAFF ANALYSIS 

A. STAFF DISCUSSION 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 
The applicants, Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, are requesting a change of Future Land 
Use designation from "Rural" to "Urban Community" for approximately 483 acres ofland in Estero. The 
application materials and correspondence associated with this plan amendment have been included with 
this report. The site is located between U.S. 41 and the Seminole Gulf Railway tracks, and extends from 
Williams Road south past Coconut Road. The subject property is in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 
South, Range 25 East. A graphic showing the location of the subject property is provided in Attachment 
1 of this report. 

The applicants have also requested a text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on a portion of the subject property. 

It should be noted that, while it is not part of this comprehensive plan amendment application, a rezoning 
application has been submitted to the County to rezone the subject property from AG-2 to MPD to 
accommodate a regional mall. A Development of Regional Impact (DRI) application for a regional mall 
has also been provided to the County as well as to the Regional Planning Council. While it is not common 
to consider specific development scenarios in the review of a comprehensive plan amendment application, 
staff has considered the fact that this plan amendment has been undertaken specifically to accommodate 
a regional mall, and that the mall will be the likely end use of the property, if in fact the Simon site ends 
up being the site for the regional mall in Lee County. The proposed land use summary as established in 
the rezoning and DRI application is as follows: 
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Assisted Living Facility: 200 units 
Multi-Family Residential: 1,000 units 

The parameters listed above are just one proposed development scenario that could be accommodated 
under the proposed Urban Community land use category. There is a wide variety of other uses that could 
occur on the property. This staff report will primarily consider the impact of the proposed change to the 
Future Land Use Map, while giving secondary consideration to the possibility of the regional mall complex 
being a likely end user of the property. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
To the north of the subject property are several vacant parcels zoned AG-2. The Future Land Use 
designation for the area immediately north of the subject property is Suburban. The parcels to the 
north of the subject property are currently vacant. It should also be noted that Estero High School 
is located approximately one-half mile to the north and west of the subject property. 

To the east of the subject property is The Brooks of Bonita Springs, which is a partially-developed 
2,492-acre mixed use project. The Brooks is approved for a total of 4,060 multi family dwelling 
units, 1,140 single family dwelling units, a 120-room hotel/motel, and 250,000 square feet of 
commercial development. There is a pending amendment to the Brooks DRI that would increase 
the number of single family units to 1,600, reduce the number of multi-family units to 2,460, and 
add 20,000 square feet of commercial use. The Brooks development is zoned MPD, and is located 
in the Rural Future Land Use Category, with a small portion of the property located in the 
Suburban Future Land Use Category. The Brooks was approved under the Planned Development 
District Option (PDDO), which allowed urban densities to be achieved outside of the future urban 
areas, provided the applicant demonstrated that the proposal will be totally independent of County­
subsidized facilities and services. 

To the south of the subject property is a 62-acre industrial subdivision that is zoned IL. Also, 
immediately to the south of the subject property is a CG-zoned parcel containing a restaurant. The 
Future Land Use designation for the area south of the subject property is Industrial Development. 

To the west of the subject property is U.S. 41, and a variety of developments set out as follows 
from north to south: 

• Williams Place CPD, which is a 12.19-acre parcel approved for 90,000 square feet of 
commercial, and is currently being developed as a strip center, anchored by an Albertson's 
supermarket. 

• Estero Greens CPD, which is approved for 100,000 square feet of retail and 129,000 square 
feet of office uses. 

• Tulip Associates CPD, which is a 13.47 acre property approved for 130,500 square feet of 
commercial uses, 30,000 of which may be retail. 
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• Coconut Road MPD, which is a 46-acre property approved for 250,000 square feet of retail 
uses and 142 dwelling units. In the alternative, the property could develop with 200,000 
square feet of light industrial uses. 

• Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, which is approved for 4,400 residential units, 750 hotel/motel 
units, 475,000 square feet of commercial office, and 300,000 square feet of commercial 
retail. 

The Future Land Use designations to the west of the subject property are Suburban and Urban 
Community. 

An examination of the surrounding land uses shows that the area surrounding the subject prope1iy 
is rapidly urbanizing, with the recent development of The Brooks, Pelican Landing, and several 
small commercial parcels. The surrounding Future Land Use categories consist of Urban 
Community, Suburban, Industrial Development, and Rural. The Rural areas adjacent to the subject 
property are currently being developed with urban densities through the use of the PDDO option. 
The proposed Urban Community designation would be generally compatible with the adjacent 
Future Land Use categories, although compatibility will be ultimately determined during the 
rezoning process based on a proposed plan of development. 

Environmental Considerations 
The 483-acre subject property contains 36.23 acres of South Florida Water Management District 
jurisdictional wetlands and an additional 14.56 acres of surface waters. The following FLUCCS 
categories were observed on the site: 

I FLUCCS Code 

211 

415 

526 

624 

640 

746 

814 
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Improved Pasture 

Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland 
Forest 

Borrow Lakes 

Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

Vegetated Non-Forested 
Wetlands 

Previously Cleared/Disturbed 
Area 

Roads 

I Acreage I 
404.45 

6.74 

19.37 

20.61 

10.81 

6.84 

14.32 

483.14 
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According to materials submitted with the rezoning/DR! application, development of the property 
will occur primarily within the improved pasture areas and the melaleuca infested pine flatwoods. 
Approximately 22.15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 4.81 acres of jurisdictional surface waters 
will remain unaltered. 

The majority of the wetlands on the property are part of a natural surface water flowway that runs 
east to west across the property. This is a well-defined drainage conveyance that will be utilized 
in the overall surface water management system for the prope1iy. This flowway plays an important 
role in water conveyance, storm water storage, and providing wildlife habitat. Most of the flowway 
is currently designated as Wetlands on the Future Land Use Map. The on-site wetlands have not 
been included in the plan amendment request, and will therefore remain as Wetlands on the Future 
Land Use Map. The wetland lines on the map will be adjusted to reflect the jurisdictional wetland 
lines surveyed by the South Florida Water Management District and provided by the applicant. 

A species survey of the subject property has been conducted, and the following wildlife species 
were observed on the site: wood stork, little blue heron, snowy egret, and tricolored heron. 

Soils 
The applicant has provided a soils map in the background materials . The following is a list and 
description of all soil types that appear on the subject property. The brief descriptions associated 
with these soil types are based on information provided in the Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1984). 

6 - Hallandale Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil, on low, broad flatwoods 
areas. The available water capacity of this soil is low. 

11 - Myakka Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad flatwoods areas. The 
available water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

13 - Boca Fine Sand - This is nearly level, poorly drained soil on flatwoods. The available water 
capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

14 - Valkaria Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low. 

26 - Pineda Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available water 
capacity is very low in the surface and subsurface layers, and in the upper sandy part of the subsoil, 
and medium in the lower loamy part of the subsoil. 

27 -Pompano Fine Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions . 
The available water capacity is low. 

28 - Immokalee Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in flatwoods areas . The available 
water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 
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34 - Malabar Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the upper part of the subsoil and 
medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

42- Wabasso Sand-Limestone Substratum-This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad 
flatwoods areas. The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the 
upper part of the subsoil, and medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

49 - Felda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

51 - Floridana Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is medium in the surface layer and subsoil, and low in the subsurface layer. 

73 - Pineda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

75 - Hallandale Fine Sand, Slough - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The 
available water capacity is low. 

Internal Consistency with the Lee Plan 
The proposed an1endment seeks to change the Future Land Use category of the subject property 
from Rural to Urban Community. The Rural category is considered part of the "Non-Urban Areas" 
on the Future Land Use Map. Objective 1.4 describes the "Non-Urban Areas" as "those areas not 
anticipated for urban development at this time." Policy 1.4.1 describes the Rural land use category 
as follows: 

POLICY 1.4.1: The Rural areas are to remain predominantly rural--that is, low 
density residential, agricultural uses, and minimal non-residential land uses that 
are needed to serve the rural community. These areas are not programmed to 
receive urban-type capital improvements, and they can anticipate a continued level 
of public se,~vices below that of the urban areas. Maximum density in the Rural 
area is one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre). 

Policy 1.4.1 states that Rural areas are comprised primarily of low density residential uses, 
agriculture, and minimal non-residential uses needed to serve the rural community. These areas 
are not programmed to receive urban-type capital improvements, and they will have a level of 
public services below that the urban areas. The subject property no longer fits these characteristics 
of the Rural land use category. The subject property is located in an area of the county that has 
experienced significant growth and development in recent years. The areas around the subject 
property have developed with large master-planned communities such as Pelican Landing and The 
Brooks, both of which contain single-family and multi-family dwelling units plus large commercial 
components. There are also several commercial developments planned along the west side ofU.S. 
41. The subject property is located on U.S. 41, a four lane divided arterial roadway that is currently 
programmed for widening to 6 lanes. Public utilities and services are readily available to the 
subject property. These factors lead staff to the conclusion that Rural is no longer the most 
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appropriate designation for the subject site. A continued designation of Rural would represent an 
underutilization of existing public facilities and services available in this area of the County. 

The proposed land use category for the subject property is Urban Community. Policy 1.1.4 
describes the Urban Community areas as follows: 

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community areas are areas outside of Fort Myers. and 
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, Bonita Springs, Pine 
Island, and Gasparilla 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 (I du/acre) 
to six dwelling units per acre (6 du/acre), with a maximum of ten dwelling units per 
acre (IO du/acre). 

Policy 1.1.4 describes Urban Community areas as having a relatively intense mix of residential and 
commercial uses. The description of the Urban Community category is consistent with the existing 
and planned uses on and around the subject parcel. The Urban Community category would also 
be one of the few land use categories in the Lee Plan that could be applied to this property in order 
to accommodate the development of a regional mall. 

The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning Community, but will be 
located in the newly created Estero Planning Community upon adoption of pending plan 
amendment PAM/T 99-20. This plan amendment has been transmitted by the Board of County 
Commissioners to the Department of Community Affairs for review. For purposes of this staff 
analysis, it has been assumed that the new planning communities map and acreage allocation table 
1 (b) will be adopted as transmitted by the Bo CC, and that this property will be in the Estero 
Planning Community. 

Policy 1.7.6 discusses the Planning Communities Map (Map 16) and Acreage Allocation Table 
(Table l(b)). This map and table depict the proposed distribution, extent, and location of 
generalized land uses for the year 2020. Acreage totals are provided for land in each Planning 
Community in unincorporated Lee County. No final development orders or extensions to final 
development orders will be issued or approved by Lee County which would allow the acreage totals 
for residential, commercial or industrial uses contained in Table l(b) to be exceeded. 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 327 acres 
allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use category in the new Estero 
Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, approximately 100 acres will remain available for 
residential development. There will also be 1,379 acres allocated for commercial development in 
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the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will remain available for 
commercial development. 

Staff believes that the existing allocations for residential and commercial will be sufficient to 
accommodate the proposed urban density and intensity on the subject 483-acre site. Depending 
upon the specific density and intensity that would develop on the subject property, changes may 
be necessary to the acreage allocation Table 1 (b). The development parameters of the rezoning and 
DRI that are being processed concurrently with this plan amendment application could be 
accommodated under the existing acreage allocations. If subsequent changes are necessary, the 
applicant or developer will be responsible for amending Table l(b) accordingly. 

Goal 2 of the Lee Plan and its subsequent objectives and policies address growth management 
concerns. Goal 2 seeks to provide for an economically feasible plan which coordinates the location 
and timing of new development with the provision of infrastructure by government agencies, 
private utilities, and other sources. The subject property has access to the arterial road network as 
well as to public water and sewer. The designation of the subject property to a more urban land 
use category would allow for new urban development to occur in an area that already has urban 
infrastructure. The development of a regional mall on the property, however, will create a need for 
some additional infrastructure and services. The proposed amendment could result in certain 
roadway segments operating below acceptable level of service standards. The amendment could 
also overburden public school resources in the area as well as reduce the effectiveness of existing 
fire protection services. These items will be addressed in more detail later within this staff report. 
Any deficiencies in public infrastructure and services that result from the development of the 
subject property will need to be mitigated by the developer during the rezoning and DRI approval 
process. 

Objective 2.2 seeks to direct new growth to those portions of the Future Urban Areas where 
adequate public facilities exist or are assured and where compact and contiguous development 
patterns can be created. Staff believes that a compact and contiguous growth pattern will be 
achieved through this plan amendment. The subject property is within an already urbanized area 
between Estero and Bonita Springs, and is surrounded on three sides by existing or approved 
development. At buildout, The Brooks to the east will contain over 5,000 residential units and 
Pelican Landing to the east and south will contain nearly 4,500 residential units. Both of these 
developments will also contain significant amounts of commercial area at buildout. Additionally, 
there are several individual commercial developments that are built or approved on the east side 
of U.S. 41, making this area an emerging urban center. The requested plan amendment will allow 
urban development to occur on vacant property contiguous to existing urban development. Staff 
finds that a compact growth pattern is preferable to urban development occurring more distant from 
existing urban areas and urban infrastructure. Staff finds that the proposed plan amendment 
promotes a compact growth pattern and minimizes urban sprawl. 

Policy 2.2.1 states that the Future Land Use Map indicates the uses and density ranges that will 
ultimately be permitted on a given parcel. However, it is not a guarantee that such densities or uses 
are immediately appropriate, as the map provides for the county's growth up to the Year 2020. 
During the rezoning process, the Board of County Commissioners will balance the overall 
standards and policies of this plan with three additional factors: 
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1. Whether a given proposal would further burden already overwhelmed existing 
and committed public facilities such that the approval should be delayed until the 
facilities can be constructed; and 

2. Whether a given proposal is for land so far beyond existing development or 
adequate public facilities that approval should be delayed in an effort to encourage 
compact and efficient growth patterns,· and 

3. Whether a given proposal would result in unreasonable development 
expectations which may not be achievable because of acreage limitations contained 
in the Acreage Allocation Table (see Policy 1. 7. 6, Map 16 and Table 1 (b)) . 

Staff believes that this is a critical policy in light of the fact that this plan amendment is being 
processed concurrently with the rezoning and DRI cases. While staff acknowledges that the 
purpose of the amendment is to accommodate a regional mall on the subject property, this 
amendment to the Future Land Use Map does nothing more than change the potential uses that 
could occur on the property. The amendment changes the Future Land Use designation to a 
category that could accommodate a regional mall development, but the plan amendment by itself 
does not guarantee approval of a regional mall on this property. Policy 2.2.1 ensures that any 
potential development of the property will be served by adequate public facilities and services; will 
encourage compact and efficient growth patterns, and will be consistent with the Acreage 
Allocation Table l(b). These standards will be applicable at the time of rezoning. 

Objective 2.4 of the Lee Plan is to regularly examine the Future Land Use Map in light of new 
information and changed conditions, and make necessary modifications. Staff finds that conditions 
around the subject property have changed significantly since the property was designated as Rural 
with the establishment of the 1984 Lee Plan. At that time, this area of south Estero was still rural 
in nature, with sparse residential development and a minimal amount of commercial development. 
Since 1984, many new residential projects have been developed in the immediate area, including: 
The Brooks MPD, Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, and Fountain Lakes. Additionally, a significant 
amount of commercial development has been approved along U.S. 41, some of which remains 
unbuilt. Examples of approved commercial projects in the area include: Estero Greens CPD, 
Williams Place CPD, Camargo Trust MPD, Coconut Road MPD, The Brooks MPD, Pelican 
Landing RPD/CPD, and the Hyatt Regency Hotel. When all of these projects are built out, the area 
will have a distinctly urban character. Staff believes that these changing conditions must be 
considered in the evaluation of the proposed plan amendment. The development of major 
commercial and residential projects around the Simon property indicate that the property is no 
longer appropriate for rural levels of development, and that an urban designation would be more 
appropriate. 

Policy 2.4.4 states that Lee Plan amendment applications to expand the Lee Plan's employment 
centers, which include light industrial, commercial retail and office land uses, will be evaluated by 
the Board of County Commissioners in light of the locations and cumulative totals already 
designated for such uses, including the 1994 addition of 1400 acres to the Airport Commerce 
category just south of the Southwest Florida International Airport. Staff believes that this area is 
emerging as an employment center due to the presence of the approved commercial projects in the 
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area. The redesignation of this property to Urban Community will allow for more retail 
development, which will create a significant number of additional jobs. The proposed plan 
amendment will solidify the status of this area as an employment center in Lee County. 

Policy 6.1.2 of the Lee Plan identifies standards for commercial site location for various levels of 
commercial development. If a regional mall were developed on the subject property, it would need 
to be located at the intersection of two, and preferably three, arterial roadways. The subject 
property, however, only has access to one arterial roadway, U.S. 41. The property also has access 
to two collector roadways, Coconut Road and Williams Road. The subject property will also have 
access to the future Sandy Lane, which will be a two-lane road and classified as a collector. The 
applicant is in the process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way 
for a four-lane Sandy Lane that would extend from the project's southern boundary to Corkscrew 
Road. There is a possibility that this road could be classified as an arterial in the future, although 
the adopted 2020 Transportation Plan shows the future Sandy Lane as a collector road. At the 
present time, however, the property does not have the required intersection of two arterials that is 
necessary to develop a Regional Commercial center. The applicant has submitted a text 
amendment request to Policy 6.1.2 that would specifically allow a Regional Commercial center to 
be developed on the property as an isolated case. Staff believes that, in light of the property's 
access to several existing and future collector roads as well as to U.S . 41, the access to the site is 
adequate to support the development of a regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to 
the subject property from the surroundin.g road network is better than the access to the other two 
potential regional mall sites. 

During the 2000/2001 amendment cycle, a new goal and subsequent objectives and policies were 
proposed to be added to the Lee Plan to address the Estero community planning effort. These new 
provisions have been transmitted by Board to DCA as of this writing. Policy 19 .1.4 of the new 
language states that the Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public 
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that 
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices, 
medical providers and recreational opportunities. Although the end uses of the subject property 
are beyond the scope of this plan amendment, staff believes that the final development will be a 
town center concept that could allow for the types of uses listed under Policy 19 .1.4. The applicant 
has submitted that the proposed mall will function as a community center, in a manner that is 
consistent with the vision of the Estero Community Plan. 

Staff finds no apparent internal inconsistencies with any Lee Plan provisions associated with the 
proposed plan amendment. The County will be required to make a finding of Lee Plan consistency 
for the specific development plans associated with the rezoning and DRI process. At that time, 
staff will attempt to advance specific conditions to ensure consistency with all applicable 
provisions of the Lee Plan. 

Comparison of Development Potential 
As noted previously, the subject property contains 432.35 acres of uplands and 50.79 acres of 
wetlands and surface waters. The subject property is currently designated as "Rural" and 
"Wetlands" on the Future Land Use Map. The Rural land use category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per acre of uplands, while the Wetlands category allows a maximum density 
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of one dwelling unit per 20 acres. Under the existing Rural designation, the 483-acre property 
could potentially develop with approximately 434 residential dwelling units. Commercial uses 
would be limited to only those that would be necessary to serve the rural community. Industrial 
uses would not be permitted. 

Under the proposed Urban Community designation, the subject property would be eligible for 
significantly more development than it would under the Rural designation. The Urban Community 
land use category allows a standard residential density of up to 6 dwelling units per acre. 
According to the Lee Plan Density Table l(a), density in the Urban Community areas may be 
transferred from wetlands to contiguous uplands, as long as the resulting upland density does not 
exceed 8 dwelling units per acre. A separate calculation is also done where the entire acreage of 
the property is multiplied by the maximum standard density for Urban Community (6 dwelling 
units per acre) . The method of calculation that produces the lower number of units is the method 
that is used for the density calculation. In this case, the lower number is produced by multiplying 
the entire project acreage by the maximum standard density ( 483 .14ac. x 6 du/ac ). The maximum 
number of dwelling units under the Urban Community Designation, therefore, is 2,898 . As far as 
commercial uses, there is no specific size limitation other than what could reasonably fit on the 
property while still being consistent with all other provisions of the Lee Plan and Land 
Development Code. Light industrial uses are also permitted in the Urban Community category, 
but are not assigned any specific square footage limitation. 

Population Accommodation 
Under the current Rural land use designation, approximately 434 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the subject property. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 907 
persons on the Future Land Use Map (434 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The 
population accommodation capacity of the subject property under the current Future Land Use 
designation is 907 persons. 

Under the proposed Urban Community land use category, approximately 2,898 dwelling units 
could be constructed on the subject property under the standard density restriction of 6 dwelling 
units per acre. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 6,056 persons on the 
Future Land Use Map (2,898 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population 
accommodation capacity of the subject property under the proposed Future Land Use designation 
is 6,056 persons. 

The proposed Urban Community land use category provides the option to use bonus density, which 
would allow a maximum density ofup to 10 dwelling units per acre. The subject property could 
accommodate up to 4,830 dwelling units using one of the bonus density options. These dwelling 
units would accommodate approximately 10,094 persons on the Future Land Use Map (4,830 
dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population accommodation capacity of the 
subject property under the proposed Urban Community designation, using one of the bonus density 
options, would be approximately 10,094 persons. 

The proposed Future Land Use Map change will increase the population accommodation of the 
Future Land Use Map by approximately 5,047 persons, if the maximum standard density for the 
Urban Community category is utilized. If the maximum bonus density is utilized, then the 
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proposed map amendment will increase the population accommodation of the Future Land use map 
by a maximum of 9,085 persons. The figures presented above assume that the entire property 
would develop with residential uses. If po1iions of the subject property are ultimately utilized for 
non-residential uses, then the population accommodation of the property will be reduced. 

Re-designating Lands from Non-Urban to Future Urban 
The proposed amendment would redesignate 483 acres of land from a non-urban designation to a 
Future Urban designation. There is no established need for additional urban land in Lee County, 
as the Future Land Use map contains more than enough urban land to accommodate the County's 
projected population to the Year 2020. Staff believes, however, that the subject property is not 
ideally suited for its current non-urban designation. The subject property is located in an urbanized 
area and has urban infrastructure available or programmed. The development of rural densities and 
intensities on the subject prope1iy would represent an underutilization of the existing and plaimed 
urban infrastructure and services in the area. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has defined sprawl as "premature, low­
density development that 'leapfrogs' over land that is available for urban development." Clearly, 
the redesignation of the subject property to an urban land use category does not constitute sprawl. 
The property is smTounded on all sides by existing or approved urban development. A contiguous 
and compact growth pattern will be encouraged through this change to the Future Land Use Map. 
Vacant parcels will not be bypassed in a "leapfrog" maimer in order to accommodate urban 
development on the subject property. 

Staff finds that the addition of 483 acres of urban land to the Future Land Use Map is justified in 
this case. In fact, this area is more suitable for urban development in terms of infrastructure 
availability than many of the current Future Urban Areas shown on the Future Land Use Map. 
Staff is not making a finding that a regional mall development is necessarily appropriate in this 
location, but is simply making a finding that an urban designation is justified for the subject 
property at this time. 

IMPACTS TO SERVICES 

Transportation 
The subject property currently has access from several County roadways. The property will have 
its primary access from U.S. 41, an arterial roadway. The property will also have secondary access 
from Williams Road (major collector), Coconut Road (major collector), and the future Sandy Lane 
extension (listed as a future collector). 

The Lee County Department of Transportation (LCDOT) has reviewed the request and has 
provided written comments dated July 6, 2001, October 3, 2001 , and November 15, 2001 (see 
Attachments 2, 3, and 4) . LCDOT used the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling 
Structure (FSUTMS) to project future roadway needs for the Lee Plan horizon year, which is 
currently 2020. Part of the input data is the land use, population and employment projections by 
Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been modified for this analysis to include the Simon 
Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is given in peak season weekday traffic. The output was 
converted to P.M. peak hour directional volumes in order to develop a level of service estimate. 
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The results are compared to the model output reflecting the December 8, 2000 Lee County MPO 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

DOT had previously established that several road segments in the area are projected to operate below 
the adopted level of service standard in 2020 if the subject property is developed with a regional mall. 

· Based on the most recent analysis, the projected P .M. peak hour directional volumes would exceed the 
generalized service volumes at the adopted standards on the following four roadway segments: 

I-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway 
Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street 
Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alica Road, and 
US. 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alica Road 

In the case ofl-75, the current level of service standard set by the State is "C". The Simon Suncoast 
project would add traffic to the interstate, but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel 
facilities, I-75 is projected to operate at LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is 
expected that the interstate will be within the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the 
level of service standard to "D", and would bring the projected road condition within the established 
standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach Road 
to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2(a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of the 
roadway despite the level of service failure. There are, however, intersection improvements that could 
be implemented to improve the operation of the roadway. 

The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximum level of service "E" if the Simon 
regional mall is constructed. However, this roadway segment is located in an area of the University 
Community where the development plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the 
recently approved Gulf Coast Town Center DRI, another proposed location for a regional mall. The 
Alico Interchange Park DRI on the west side of the Alico Road/I-75 Interchange is a third proposed 
regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of those locations does not fully reflect the 
intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square feet, but does assume a significant amount 
of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast is successful in capturing the regional mall. 
Since it is our understanding that only one of the regional mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores 
for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall is 
ultimately developed on the Simon property. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alico Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by approximately 
6,900 vehicles per day. The v/c ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 with the project, 
exceeding the capacity of this roadway segment. This segment is also identified as being regionally 
impacted in the staffDRI analysis. The applicant has submitted information dated November 6, 2001 
that analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at 
key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan level 
of service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities." While DOT staff does not necessarily agree with this conclusion, staff believes that the 
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mitigation for this comprehensive plan amendment impact will be most appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI mitigation. 

Utilities 
The subject property is located within Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for sanitary sewer 
service. According to the application, the subject property is projected to produce 590,000 gallons 
of sewage per day under the proposed Urban Community designation. This calculation was based 
on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of 
office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities 
has indicated that it has the avaifable capacity to serve the subject property from its existing 
wastewater treatment plant which has a maximum capacity of 4,250,000 gallons per day. There 
is an existing 24-inch force main located along U.S. 41 that would service the subject property. 
Bonita Springs Utilities has provided correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that 
wastewater plant capacity is adequate to support the increase in development intensity that would 
result from this proposed land use map change. 

The subject property is located in the Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for potable water. The 
application has indicated, and staff has confirmed, that there is a 12-inch water main that runs along 
U.S. 41 at the subject property's boundary. According to the application, the subject property is 
projected to need 590,000 gallons of water per day under the proposed Urban Community 
designation. This calculation was based on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square 
feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 
dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities has indicated that the available capacity of its existing 
water treatment plant is 7,500,000 gallons per day, and the current demand is 4,800,000 gallons per 
day. The existing water treatment plant, therefore, has adequate capacity to serve the subject 
property under the Urban Community designation. Bonita Springs Utilities has provided 
correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that water plant capacity is adequate to support 
the increase in development intensity that would result from this proposed land use map change. 

Solid Waste 
The subject property is within Lee County Solid Waste District #2. The collection company for 
District #2 is Florida Recycling Services, Inc. With the existing Gulf Coast Landfill, the Waste-to­
Energy facility, and the Lee/Hendry Disposal facility all online, staff anticipates that there will be 
adequate capacity in the County's solid waste system to accommodate the additional waste that will 
likely accompany the change to the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Management - Hurricane Evacuation/Shelter Impacts 
The Lee Plan discourages increased residential densities in Coastal High Hazard Areas. Objective 
7 5 .1 states that allowable densities for undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be 
considered for reduction. Policy 7 5 .1.4 further states that land use designations of undeveloped 
areas within coastal high hazard areas will be considered for reduced density categories. Staff finds 
that the subject property is not located in the Coastal High Hazard Area as defined by the Lee Plan, 
and is therefore not subject to consideration of reduced density categories under Objective 7 5 .1 and 
Policy 75.1.4. The property is located in the Category 3 storm surge zone according to the 1991 
Lee County Hurricane Storm Tide Atlas, and is located in Flood Zone B, according the FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 
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Lee County Division of Emergency Management has reviewed the plan amendment request, and 
provided written comments dated July 7, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included 
as Attachment 5 to this report. If the land use category remains Rural, Emergency Management 
staff estimates that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 515 vehicles evacuating 
the property that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management 
staff estimates that these 515 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 11 minutes to the 
current evacuation time. 

If the land use category is changed to Urban Community, Emergency Management staff estimate 
that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 3,092 vehicles evacuating the property 
that would use U.S . 41 as their primary evacuation route . Emergency Management staff estimate 
that these 3,092 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 66.68 minutes to the current 
evacuation time. 

These estimates assume that the entire property will be developed with residential uses. Emergency 
Management staff have correctly assumed a worst-case scenario where 2,898 dwelling units would 
be developed on the property. In reality, however, the proposed development plan only calls for 
1,000 dwelling units, which would lower the projected evacuation times developed by Emergency 
Management staff. The projected 66.68 minutes added to evacuation times would be the maximum 
time that would be added under the Urban Community designation. This figure would be a worst­
case scenario. 

Police Protection 
The Lee County Sheriffs office has reviewed the proposed plan amendment, and provided written 
conunents dated July 24, 2000. A copy of this correspondence has been included as an Attaclunent 
6 to this report. The Sheriffs office has indicated that it believes it will receive the necessary 
funding to generally support growth in demand, and that it will be able to provide service to any 
development that might occur on the subject prope1iy. 

Fire Protection 
The subject property is located in the Estero Fire District. The District staff have reviewed the 
proposed plan amendment, and provided written correspondence dated July 30, 2001 (see 
Attachment 10). According to the Estero Fire District, they will be able to provide service to the 
subject property provided that the developer sets aside approximately one acre of land on which 
The District could construct a fire rescue station. The Fire District is suggesting that such a 
condition be placed on the plan amendment. Staff has formulated a recommendation to add 
language to the Lee Plan that would require one acre of the subject property to be set aside 
specifically for a fire station prior to any development on the property. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to fire protection services would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the current impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the fire station would subsequently be redesignated as Public Facilities on 
the Future Land Use Map. 
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Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Impact 
Lee County EMS staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and provided written 
comments dated September 19, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included as 
Attachment 7 of this report. According to Lee County EMS staff, the current and planned 
budgetary projections for additional EMS resources should adequately address any increased 
service demand from individuals or businesses occupying this parcel. 

School Impacts 
Staff of the School District of Lee County have reviewed the proposal and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2001 (see Attachment 8 ). The subject property is located in the South 
Region of the District, south of Estero High School. Based on the proposed maximum total of 
2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment from Rural to 
Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the proposal could generate 
up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses a standard generation rate of .31 
students per dwelling unit. If the maximum number of dwelling units were developed on the 
property, it would create the need for approximately one new school in the system, encompassing 
the entire requisite staff, transportation costs, and core facilities . School District staff have also 
stated that regional mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and 
employment opportunities that will also contribute to further growth in the Lee County School 
District. 

According to District staff, the schools in this region that would serve this development are 
operating at or above permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent 
student capacity levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The potential 
growth generated by this land use change would require either the addition of permanent student 
and auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal impact 
on the District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current District budget, 
the fiscal operating impact would be $5 ,907 per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student, or up to 
$5 ,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction costs. 

In order to provide mitigation for the public school impacts associated with this plan amendment, 
the School District has recommended that a five-acre site be set aside on the subject property for 
a public school. The applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to donating a 
1.5-acre site to the Lee County School District, however, this small of a site would not enable the 
District to provide any type of sufficient facility to the community. Staff believes that, if the 
proposed regional mall is developed on the property, a five-acre school site should be provided by 
the applicant. 

Staff has formulated a recommendation to add language to the Lee Plan that would require five 
acres of the subject property to be set aside specifically for a school site. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to public school facilities would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the proposed school impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
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area to be donated for the public school site would subsequently be resignated as Public Facilities 
on the Future Land Use Map. 

Mass Transit 
Lee Tran staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and offered written comments dated 
August 31, 2001. A copy of this correspondence is included as Attachment 9 of this report. Lee 
Tran has indicated that if the proposed regional mall is developed on the property, there would be 
increased ridership at this location. Lee Tran staff, therefore, have requested to have an opportunity 
to examine the subject property for additional transit amenities. Staff believes that transit amenities 
are a site-specific item that should be addressed during the DRl and rezoning process. 

Community Parks 
The subject property is located in Community Park District #8 . The Lee Plan sets out a regulatory 
level of service and a "desired" level of service for community parks. The regulatory level of 
service is currently 0.8 acres per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each 
district. The "desired" level of service was increased in 1996 to 1.75 acres per 1,000 permanent 
residents in the unincorporated area of each district, and was increased again in 1998 to 2.00 acres 
per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each district, According to the 
Concurrency Management Inventory and Projections the district will meet the basic regulatory 
standard for level of service through the Year 2005. The district, however, has not met the 
"desired" standard since 1997. The proposed plan amendment will add more potential residents 
to this park district, increasing the number of park acres required to meet the "desired" level of 
service. 

B. CONCLUSIONS 

The location of the subject property makes it more suitable for an urban designation than its current non­
urban designation. The subject property is located in an emerging urban center along this segment of U.S . 
41. The redesignation of the subject property would result in a contiguous and compact growth pattern and 
would minimize urban sprawl. Most basic urban infrastructure is either available or will be available at 
the time of development. The continued designation of the subject property as Rural would represent an 
underutilization of the existing and planned infrastructure and services in the area. 

Staff found that the proposed land use change could result in deficiencies in the capacity of the road 
network and the school system in the area. Staff also found that additional facilities for fire protection 
would be needed. The change of land use category from Rural to Urban Community alone would not 
necessarily result in the need for these additional facilities and services. The development of the proposed 
regional mall creates the burden on roads, public schools, and fire protection services. Staff has formulated 
a recommendation that would address the potential public school and fire protection deficiencies through 
specific language in the Lee Plan. Staff believes that the transportation impacts would be more 
appropriately addressed through mitigation provided as part of the DRl. 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BOARD TRANSMITTAL HEARING 

Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed plan amendment. Staff 
recommends that the following amendments be made to the Lee Plan. 
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1. Change the Future Land Use Map designation for the subject property from Rural to Urban Community. 

2. Add the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south 
by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of Coconut Road, 
provided that: 

(l) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these.~. ,11 .,,t,a,~ 
properties to Public Facilities. 
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PART III - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: November 26, 2001 

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW 
Planning staff provided a brief summary of the proposed plan amendment. Staff recommended adding 
language to its original recommendation to ensure that, if a fire station site was provided, the location of 
the site would be mutually agreed upon by the property owner and the County. The applicant then 
provided a summary of the amendment, highlighting their justification for approval and expressing 
disagreement with a portion of the staff recommendation. There was a significant amount of discussion 
regarding the impacts of the amendment on fire protection and public schools, and specifically, where and 
when these impacts should be addressed. Staff was of the opinion that these impacts should be mitigated, 
and that language should be added to the Lee Plan to ensure that the impacts were mitigated. The applicant 
suggested that the Lee Plan was not the appropriate mechanism to require the impacts associated with the 
land use change to be mitigated. The applicant suggested that any type of mitigation should be based on 
the actual development parameters for the site, and not the potential worst-case scenario that staff has 
reviewed. The applicant favored placing any type of mitigation language into the DRI development order 
and zoning resolution, rather than the comprehensive plan. 

The LP A had many concerns and questions about the proposed amendment. The LP A questioned how the 
traffic impacts would be addressed. Staff responded that traffic impact mitigation would be provided as 
part of the standard DRI traffic impact mitigation process. Lee County DOT was of the opinion that these 
impacts were more appropriately addressed in the DRI. 

The LP A questioned how the impacts to hurricane evacuation times would be addressed. Staff responded 
that this amendment will likely cause an increase in hurricane evacuation times because the land use 
change would allow greater residential density. The hurricane evacuation time evaluation that was done 
as part of staffs review was based on a worst case scenario where the whole property would develop with 
residential uses at the maximum density. In reality, staff does not know how the property will develop. 
If the property develops with primarily commercial uses, then there will be fewer impacts to hurricane 
evacuation times. Given the wide variety of uses that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation, staff believes it would be more appropriate to address hurricane evacuation during the 
rezoning and DRI process. 

The LP A questioned the impacts of this amendment on Community Parks. Staff responded that, if the 
amendment were adopted, the applicable park district would be able to meet the regulatory standard of 0.8 
acres of community parks per 1,000 permanent residents. The "desired" standard of 2.0 acres per 1,000 
permanent residents would not be met, but this standard has not been met since 1997. Staff acknowledged 
in the staff report that the conversion of this property to an urban land use category would potentially move 
the County farther from the "desired" standard because the amendment would increase the potential 
number of permanent residents in the area. The LP A questioned why staff did not recommend that the 
property owner provide a site for a community park. Staff responded that the location of this property was 
not ideal for a community park, and that a park was already planned for this area in the near future. 
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The LPA questioned how the additional commercial that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation would impact the County's overall projections for future commercial development in the 
County. Staff responded that this amendment would have little or no impact on the established projections 
given in the Table 1 (b) of the Lee Plan, the Year 2020 Acreage Allocation Table. This table establishes 
a specific acreage limitation for commercial development in each Planning Community. This acreage is 
available on a "first-come-first-serve" basis . Once all of this acreage has been developed with commercial 
uses, then no final development orders or extensions to final development orders will be issued or 
approved by Lee County if they would allow the acreage totals for commercial uses contained in Table 1 (b) 
to be exceeded. The commercial acreage cap for this plaiming community will remain the same whether 
or not this amendment is approved. 

The LP A debated staffs proposed language regarding the provision of a fire station site and a public school 
site. Staffs language had suggested that the sites be "donated" by the applicant, which was not the best 
word to describe staffs intent. Staff anticipated that the sites could possibly be given to the County in 
exchange for impact fee credits. The LP A and the applicant pointed out that there might be other means 
for the County to obtain property within the subject site, such as a combination of cash payment by the 
County and impact fee credits. In order to leave the possibilities open, staff suggested that the word 
"provide" might be used instead of the word "donate." This would leave the method of acquiring the 
property open to several possibilities that could be worked out between the applicant and the County. 

A member of the Estero Fire Rescue Board of Commissioners spoke in favor of staffs recommendation. 
This individual stated that the Estero Fire District needed a one-acre site at this location, and that it was 
important that the District be involved in choosing the location for this site. 

A staff member of the Lee County School District spoke in favor of staffs recommendation of having a 
5-acre school site provided within the subject property. 

The primary issue of contention on this plan amendment was whether to require fire protection and public 
school impacts to be mitigated through language in the Lee Plan, or by delaying it until the DRI/zoning 
approval. The LP A had reservations about placing these types of specific mitigation requirements in the 
comprehensive plan, although the LP A generally agreed that these impacts needed to be mitigated. The 
majority of the LP A thought that the DRI development order and zoning resolution would be the 
appropriate mechanism to require the mitigation of impacts. The LP A moved that the amendment be 
transmitted to the Board of County Commissioners without staffs recommended Policies 6.1.2.4.f(l ), (2), 
and (3). 

It should be noted that staff was not in agreement with the recommendation of the LP A. Staff maintains 
its original recommendation. 

B.LOCALPLANNINGAGENCYRECOMMENDATIONANDFINDINGSOFFACTSUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommended that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed map and text amendment. The LPA recommended 
not to include staff's proposed Policy 6.1.2.4.f(l), 6.l.2.4f(2), and 6.1.2.4.f(J) in the 
transmittal. Staff's proposed Policy 6.1 .2.4.f, however, would remain as part of the 
transmittal. 
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C. 

2. BASISANDRECOMMENDEDFINDINGSOFFACT: TheLPAacceptedthefindings 
of fact as advanced by staff, but found that school impacts and fire protection impacts 
would be more appropriately addressed as a part of the concurrent DRI and rezoning cases. 

VOTE: 

NOEL ANDRESS 

SUSAN BROOKMAN 

BARRY ERNST 

RONALD INGE 

GORDON REIGELMAN 

VIRGINIA SPLITT 

GREG STUART 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: December 13, 2001 

A. BOARD REVIEW: Staff provided an overview of the proposed amendment, and highlighted the 
recommendations of staff and the LP A. Staff noted that its recommendation differed from the LP A 
recommendation. The applicant then provided an overview of the project, noting that they disagreed with 
staffs recommendation to place a requirement to provide a fire station site and public school site into the 
text of the Lee Plan. 

The Board raised some general concerns about traffic impacts, the provision of affordable housing, and 
community park impacts. One member of the Board thought that other policies should have been 
recommended by staff to address affordable housing in particular. A member of the Board expressed 
concern about the idea of essentially waiving the site location standards contained in Policy 6.1.2 for this 
particular property. 

Considerable discussion took place on whether or not it would be appropriate to place the requirements 
for the provision of community facility sites into the text of the Lee Plan. The applicant did not 
specifically object to the idea of providing the sites for community facilities, but did object to placing text 
to that effect in the Lee Plan. · The applicant thought the more appropriate mechanism to address this would 
be as a condition of the DRI. 

The Board's legal counsel advised that there might be problems with staffs recommended language if the 
DRI for the regional mall did not develop, and the property was eventually sold and developed in smaller 
pieces. It would then be difficult to determine which property owner would be responsible for the 
provision of the sites. Counsel also made a point that these types of issues could be addressed in the DRI 
process. Staff then responded that the language specified minimum requirements, and if the DRI process 
revealed that more acreage was needed or other issues needed to be addressed, then the minimum 
requirements could be exceeded, or these other issues could be addressed. Staff also pointed out that the 
request before them was for a plan amendment, and at the present time, that was the only mechanism 
available for staff to address the potential impacts. 

The Board's legal counsel also raised the issue that there was a potential problem with the location of the 
proposed language under the heading of commercial site location standards in Policy 6.1.2. The current 
location for the proposed language might be viewed as indicating that the requirements for public facility 
sites are necessary in order to meet site location standards for Regional Commercial. In reality, the 
requirements are only intended to apply as a result of the change in land use and the possible development 
of a regional center on the site. This comment was noted, but the Board did not take any action on it. 

The Board was hesitant to include the specific acreage requirements for community facilities as text in the 
Plan, but did suggest that more general language might be appropriate. The Board thought it would be 
appropriate to add text that would require certain specific items to be addressed if this property was 
developed as a single DRI for a mixed-use regional center. The Board did not suggest any type of specific 
mitigation requirements for community facility impacts. Instead, they suggested leaving it open, so that 
any type of impact mitigation would be based on the development parameters proposed for the property 
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through rezoning and/or DRI review. The Board, by suggesting this, was attempting to put into writing 
that they had concerns about impacts to certain community facilities, and wanted to ensure that these 
impacts were appropriately mitigated at the zoning or DRI stage. They wanted this idea conveyed even 
if the language did not specify the type of mitigation to be provided. The items that the Board wanted to 
see addressed were: impacts to flow-ways, community and regional park levels of service, roadway levels 
of service, public schools, fire protection services, and affordable housing. The understanding was that 
staff would be required to specifically address each of these issues during the rezoning process prior to a 
regional commercial center being developed on the property. 

The Board moved to transmit the amendment, provided that language was added to the Plan that would 
require the following items to be addressed in the DRI and rezoning process: impacts to flow-ways , 
community and regional park levels of service, roadway levels of service, public schools, fire protection 
services, and affordable housing. 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board voted to transmit the proposed map and text amendments 
to DCA, with the text additions shown in Item D below. 

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

C. VOTE: 

JOHN ALBION 

ANDREW COY 

BOB JANES 

RAY JUDAH 

DOUG ST. CERNY 

D. BOARD TRANSMITTAL LANGUAGE: 

Policy 6.1.2.4 .... 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

f. The Commercial Site location standards described in this policy do not apply to Regional Commercial 
development approved as a single mixed-use Development of Regional Impact containing regional 
shopping opportunities on a 483-acre portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the east by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south by Coconut 
Road, and on the north by a line located one half mile north of Coconut Road designated Urban 
Community, provided that the DRI specifically addresses: 

1) Impacts to flow-ways, 
2) Community and Regional Park levels of service, 
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3) Roadway levels of service, 
4) Public Schools, 
5) Fire protection services, and 
6) Affordable housing. 
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT 

DATE OF ORC REPORT: March 14, 2002 

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 
The Florida Department of Community Affairs reviewed the proposed amendment and issued an 
Objections, Recommendations and Comments (ORC) Report pursuant to Rule 9J-11.010, Florida 
Administrative Code. This report is provided below: 

OBJECTIONS RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENTS REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 02-Dl 

LEE COUNTY 

I CONSISTENCY WITH RULES 9J-5 AND CHAPTER 163., F.S. 

Lee County's proposed Amendment 02-D 1 involves changes to the Future Land Use Map changes and text. The Department 
raises an objection to the proposed amendment. 

Obiectio11: 

This is a proposal to revise the Future Land Use Map for a 483-acre site located between U.S. 41 and Seminole Gulf Railway 
tracks and extending from Williams Road south past Coconut Road from "Rural" to Urban Community," and Policy 6.1.2, 
in order to facilitate the location of the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact. According to the information 
provided, the proposed land use change will degrade the level of service standards on U.S. 41. This is inconsistent with the 
County's commitment in Goal 22, Objective 70.1 and Policy 70.1.1 to maintain the adopted level of service standards. The 
County has not demonstrated, through scheduled improvements within the first three years of the Five-Year Schedule of Capital 
Improvements, how the level of service standard on this roadway will be maintained in view of the impact of the proposed land 
use designation on U.S. 41. Chapter 163.3177(2), (6)(a), Florida Statutes; Rule 9J-5.006(3)(c)3.; 9J-5.016(3)(b)5., (4)(a) & 
(b); and 9J-5.019(4)(c)l., Florida Administrative Code. 

Recomme11datio11: 

Demonstrate, with adequate data and analysis, how the increased density and intensity on the site will take place without 
exacerbating the traffic condition on U.S. 41. In addition, demonstrate the consistency of the amendment with the Lee Plan 
Goal, Objective and Policy listed above which commit the County to maintain the adopted level of service standards; and show, 
by including any needed improvements that will enable the maintenance of the level of service standards within the first three 
years of a financially feasible Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Since the Urban Community designation that 
allows six units per acre and the proposed commercial use may be too intense for the site, in light of the traffic impact on U.S. 
41, the County should consider designating on the site a less intense land.use category. 

IL CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The proposed amendment does not adequately address and further the State Comprehensive plan including the following goal 
and policies: 

Public Facilities goal (18)(a) and Policies (b)l and (2), regarding the provision of public facilities. 

Recomme11datio11: 

Revise the proposed amendment as indicated in the report, in order to be consistent with the above goal and policies of the 
State Comprehensive plan. 
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B. STAFF RESPONSE 
The applicant has provided a Response to the Florida Department of Community Affairs objection. This 
response was compiled into a document dated "Revised September 13, 2002,"and is included as an 
attachment to this report. The applicant's response provides a summary of the applicant's traffic analysis 
from the initial submittals as well as all of the supplemental information. These analyses indicated that 
all of the affected road segments would operate at an acceptable level of service, except for the section of 
US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Ali co Road. The applicant's analysis indicates that this segment 
can operate at an acceptable level of service if improvements are made at specific intersections. 

The applicant informally responded to the DCA on June 11, 2002. In follow up discussions with the DCA 
reviewers by both the County staff and the applicant, it was apparent that the objection was directed 
towards the use of the DRI development order as the vehicle for providing the mitigation for the affected 
intersections. The DCA staff was concerned that the mitigation be included in the first three years of the 
County's CIP. This resulted in several fmther discussions between the applicant and the County staff, as 
well as between the County staff and the staff of the DCA. The language that was agreed to by all of the 
parties is presented below: 

POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 Financially Feasible 
Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as part of the Transportation Map series for this Lee Plan 
comprehensive plan element. The MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan Map, as adopted 
December 8, 2000, is incorporated as Map 3A of the Transportation Map series, with one format 
change as approved by the Lee County Board of County Commissioners on March 23, 1999. The 
format change is a visual indication (with shading) that alignment options for the County Road 
951/Bonita Grande Drive extension are still under consideration, consistent with Note-5- i. Also, 
the comprehensive plan amendment analysis for the Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI 
identified the need for improvements at key intersections on US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to 
Alico Road to address the added impacts from the project for year 2020, and a mitigation payment 
has been required as pati of the DRI development order. Lee County considers the following 
intersection improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary funds to make 
these improvements at the point they are required to maintain adopted level of service standards 
on US 41; 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B & F Parcel 

US 41 /Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 
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The Florida Department of Community Affairs agreed that the above language is an appropriate way to 
address the stated concern. The County, through this language, is committing to do these improvements 
when they are required to maintain adopted level of service standards on US 41. The proposed 
development is paying a proportionate share to mitigate their transportation impacts. The DRJ 
Development Order provides a condition concerning the payment of this proportionate share. 

The staff recommendation in Part I.C.1 of this report takes into consideration the applicant's proposed 
language, staffs original recommendation, the Board of County Commissioners transmitted language, the 
Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) Objections, Recommendations, and Comments Report, 
and the subsequent negotiations between the applicant, DCA, and the County staff. 
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PART VI - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR ADOPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: October 21st, 2002 

A. BOARD REVIEW: The Planning Director provided a short summary of the history of the 
proposed Lee Plan Amendment application. The Director indicated that the Board had raised six issues 
at the transmittal hearing and that these issues had been addressed as well as the DCA's objections. One 
Commissioner requested that staff provide an overview on the resolution with the DCA in dealing with 
the impact on U.S. 41. Lee County Department of Transportation staff responded that DCA' s concern was 
with how the impact to U.S. 41 would be handled. Staff stated that these impacts had been quantified and 
had been included in the applicant's proportionate share calculation for the DRI. The applicant's 
representative then provided a short presentation concerning the request. The applicant's representative 
addressed each of the items that were identified by the Board at the transmittal hearing. The Chairman then 
called for public input and two individuals came forward and spoke in favor of the proposal. The first 
speaker requested that the County create a plan to solve affordable housing problems. The second speaker 
expressed concerns with traffic on U.S. 41. The Board of County Commissioners indicated that these 
substantive issues would be dealt with through the approval of the DRI Development Order. 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board of County Commissioners voted to adopt the amendment 
with the modifications to Policy 21.1.1 (per Part V.B of this staff report) to address the 
DCA's concern that was expressed in the ORC report. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The Board accepted the 
findings of fact as advanced by staff and the LP A. 

C. VOTE: 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
"Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home" 

JEB BUSH 
Governor 

November 13, 2002 

STEVEN M. SEIBERT 
Secretary 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, AICP 
Director, Lee County BOCC 
Post Office Box 398 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 

Dear Mr. O'Connor: 

Thank you for submitting copies of Lee County's plan amendment (DCA No. 02D1) adopted by 
Ordinance No. 02-29 on October 21, 2002 for our review. 

We have conducted an inventory of the plan amendment package to verify the inclusion of all 
required materials. The submission package appears to be complete and your adopted plan amendment 

will be reviewed pursuant to Chapter 163, Florida Statutes. Once the review is underway, you may be 
asked to provide additional supporting documentation by the review team to ensure a thorough review. The 
Department will conduct a compliance review and issue a Notice of Intent regarding the adopted 
comprehensive plan amendment on or about December 18, 2002. 

Please be advised that Section 163.3184(8)(c)2, Florida Statutes, requires a local government that 
has an internet site to post a copy of the Department's Notice of Intent on the site within 5 days after 
receipt of the mailed copy of the agency's notice of intent. 

If you have any questions, please contact Michael Sherman, Regional Planning Administrator for 
region 2, who will be assigning the adopted plan amendment for review at (850)487-4545 . 

Sincerely, 

~ II I ,. 
~,,, I CLuL L /Jl,.J.Y Ju,J 
~ D. Ray Eubanks , 

Plan Review and Processing Administrator 

DRE/ 

cc: David Burr, Ex~utive Director, Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council -, ,,_, ,, 
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NEWS-PRESS 
Published every morning - Daily and Sunday 

Fort Myers, Florida 
Affidavit of Publication 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF LEE 

Before the undersigned authority, personally appeared 
Kieanna Henry 
who on oath says that he/she is the 

Asst. Legal Clerk of the News-Press, a daily newspaper, 
published at Fort Myers, in Lee County, Florida; that the 
attached copy of advertisement, being a 
Display 
In the matter of Amendments to Comprehensive Plan 
in the _________________ Court 
was published in said newspaper in the issues of 
October 11, 2002 

Affiant further says that the said News-Press is a paper of general 
circulation daily in Lee, Charlotte, Collier, Glades and Hendry 
Counties and published at Fort Myers, in said Lee County, Florida 
and that said newspaper has heretofore been continuously published 
in said Lee County; Florida, each day, and has been entered as a 
second class mail matter at the post office in Fort Myers in said Lee 
County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first 
publication of the attached copy of the advertisement; and affiant 
further says that he/she has neither paid nor promised any person, 
firm or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the 
purpose of securing this advertisement for publication in the said 
newspaper. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

11 11
' day of October 2002 by 

Kieanna Henry 
personally known to me or who has produced 

Notary Public ;,-,...,r ½.,,,~u . ..r .,,__.,,, ~ !1.-d,,fl--kt 

Print Name -

My commission Expires: /t,. 'r: .:·.1/\ ynJ 
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I LEE COUNTY . NOTIC' E OF SOUTttWEST FLORIDA . 

CHANGE OF LAND USE 
AND· AMENDMENTS TO 

THE LEE COUNTY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

. . ' 

In Compliance with Sections 163.31'64(18), 163.3174(1), 163,3181, 163.3184, 163:3187(1)(b), 
and 1'63.3189, Florida Statutes, notice is hereby given that the Lee County Board _of County 
Commissioners on Monday, October 21, 2002 will hold .a public' he,.rlng· to consider adopting 
amendments to the Lee Plan. The hearing will be held in the Board of·County Commissioners 
Hearing Chambers in the renovated Courthouse at.2120 Main Street In downtown Fort ·Myers. 
The hearing will commence at 9:30 a.m. The Board of County Commissioners of Lee County,. 
Florida, proposes to consider for adoption the following amendment to the Lee Plan tiy 
Ordinance: · 

Oct~~;; i~,_ro2 . 
1. Call to order; Certification of Affidavit of Publication 

2. , Lee Plan Amendments Adoption 

CPA2000-30 - s;'mon Suncoast DRI (Coconut Point) 

. Amend the Future La~d Use. Map series, ~ ap 1, the. Future Land Use· Map, for a 483-acre 
parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Town·ship 47 South, and Range 25 East to 
change the Future Land Use classification from 11Rural" to "Urban Community. 11 

Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 ~f the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the 
consideration of a. Regional Commercial center on the:subject property. 

Amend Policy 21.1.1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for specific .U.S. 
41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon Suncoast (Coconut 
Point) ORI and that Lee County considers these specific improvernents to be part of Map 
3A and the County will program the necessary improvements in the County's Capital 
Improvement Program pr_ior 'to the time. these improvements are required tQ maintain 
adopted level of servic;e standards. · · · 

3. Adopt the following ordinance which adopts the proposed plan amendment: 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, . 
COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" AS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE 
NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT THAT AMENDMENT KNOWN 
!,.OCALLY AS CPA 2000-30 APPROVED IN CONJUNCTION WITH ADOPTION 
OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT APPLICATION (DRl2000-
00015) COCONUT POINT (FNA SIMON SUNCOAST); PROVIDI.NG FOR 
AMENDMENTS TO THE ADOPTED TEXT AND MAPS; PROVIDING FOR 
PURPOSE AND SHORT TITLE; PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF THE 
SPECIFIED AMENDMENT TO THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; 
PROVIDING FOR THE LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; PROVIDING FOR 
GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

4. Adjourn · 

These_ meetings are open to the public and all interested parties are encouraged to attend. 
Interested parties may appear and be heard with respect to all proposed actions. Pursuant to 
Florida Statutes Section 163.3184(7); persons participating in the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment process, who provide their name and address on the record 1 will receive a 
courtesy informational statement from the Department of Community Affairs prior to the 
publication of the Notice of Intent to find a plan amendment in compliance. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, agency or commission with 
respect to any matter considered ·at ·such meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of 
the proceedings, and, for such, purpose, he or -she rriay need to ensure that a verbatim record 
of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the 
appeal is .to be based. Further information may be obtained by contacting the Lee County 
Division of Planning at 479-8585. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, reasonable accommodations will be 
made upon request. If you are in need of a reasonable a.ccommodation, please contact Janet 
Miller at 479-8585 Extension 5910. 

Proposed Plan Amendment 
CPA2000-30 

Coconut Point Mall 
(FKA Simon Suncoast Mall) 

In conjunction with Simon• 
Suncoast Development 

of Regional Impact 
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NEWS-PRESS 
Published every morning - Da.,_fl r/1/l,~lun?W', 

Fort Myers, Florilia ··· ·-' 1 
,. , • ~· 

Affidavit of Publicatjon . l;~ fl 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF LEE 

.. -·- · ! i" -: qr~~ 

Before the undersigned authority, personally appeared 

Kieanna Henry 
who on oath says that he/she is the 
Asst. Legal Clerk of the News-Press, a daily newspaper, 
published at Fort Myers , in Lee County, Florida; that the 
attached copy of advertisement, being a 

Display 
In the matter of CPA 2000-30 
in the __________________ Court 
was published in said newspaper in the issues of 

December 6. 2001 

Affiant further says that the said News-Press is a paper of general 
circulation daily in Lee, Charlotte, Collier, Glades and Hencfry 
Counties and published at Fort Myers, in said Lee County, Florida 
and that said newspaper has heretofore been continuously published 
in said Lee County; Florida, each day, and has been entered as a 
second class mail matter at the post office in Fort Myers in said Lee 
County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first 
publication of the attached copy of the advertisement; and affiant 
further says that he/she has neither paid nor promised any person, 
firm or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the 
purpose of securing this advertisement for publication in the said 
newspaper. 

~~ 
Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

6th day of December 2001 QY 

Kieanna Henry 
personally known to me or who has produced 

Notary Public ?f:J'Ce...,.af:::,U:{ , L ~evc--t .. :Zd.-=· 

Print Name _________________ _ 

My commission Expires: 
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I LEE COUNTY - . o· ,NcoH1A1cNEG_ 1· 
.SO ~TH WEST_ FLOR I O A . . 

o·F LAND USE· AND. 
AMENDMENTS TO 
THE LEE COUNTY 

-COMPREHENSIVE · PLAN ·. 
_In Ccimeliance wi th Sections 163.3164(18), 163.3174(1), 163.3181, 163,3184, cind 
163.3189, Florida Statutes, notice is hereby given that the Lee County Board of County 
Commissioners on Thursdoyl December 13, ?001 _ ':'ill hold a P,U~lic hearing to consider an 
amendment to the Lee Pan. The hearing will be helcl in the Board • of County 
Commissioners Hearing Chambers in the renovated Courthouse at 2120 Main Street in 
downt~w~ Fort Myers. The hearina will commence at ?:05 a.m. Th~ Board of Cou,nty 
Comm1ss1oners of Lee ~ou,nty, ,f loncla, pr~poses to review for tronsm1ttol to. the Florida · 
Department of Community Affatrs the following amendment to the Lee Plan:, 

' ' 

December 13, 2001 
9:05A.M. . 

. 1. Call to order; _Certification of Affidavit of Publication 

· 2. Public Comment on Transmittal Agenda 

3. Lee Plan Amendments Transmittal Agenda 
A. CPA 2000-30 

Amerid the Future Land Use Mop series, Mae 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 
483 acre parcel.of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South and 
Range 25 East to change the· Future Land Use· classification lrom "Rural" ta 
"Uroan Community." In addition, amend Policy 6.1 ,2 af the Future Land Use 
Element of the Lee Plan by adding language pertaining to a regional 
cqmmercial center within the same land area. , 

4. Adjourn 
These meeting~ ore open to the public and all i_nterested parties are encouraaed to attend. 
Interested earlies may appear and be heard with respect to all proP,osed actions. Pursuant 
to Florida Statutes Section 163.3184(7), persons f!Orticipoting in the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment process, who provide their name ona address on the· record, will receive a 
courtesy informational statement from the Department of Community Affairs prior to the 
publication of the Notice of Intent to find a plan amendment in compliance. 

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board1 agency or commissio~ with 
resr.ect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, ne or slie will need a record 
of the proceedings, and, for such purpose, he or she mciy need to ensure that a verbatim 
rec?rd of the proc~edings is made, wliich r7cord in~ludes the testim~ny and evidenc7 upon 
which the appeal 1s to be based. Further information may be obtained by contacting the 
Lee County Division of Planning at 479-8585, 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, reasonable accommodations will be 
made ur.on request. If you are in need of a reasonable accommodation, please contact 
Janet Miller at 479-8585 Extension 5910. . · 

Proposed 
Plan Amendment 

CPA 2000-30 

In conjunction with Simon• 
Suncoast Development 

of Regional Impact · 

m l.1:EC(l\;:,nY .... ,,, .. ,., ,, .it •··• ·+· ·o 0.2$ OJ, 0.1$ I l.2S 1.$ Mllt>I - - -



NEWS-PRESS 
Published every morning - Daily and Sunday 

Fort Myers, Florida 
Affidavit of Publication 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF LEE 

Before the undersigned authority, personally appeared 
Kieanna Henry 
who on oath says that he/she is the 

Asst. Legal Clerk of the News-Press, a daily newspaper, 
published at Fort Myers, in Lee County, Florida; that the 
attached copy of advertisement, being a 
Display 
In the matter of Local Planning Agency Public Hearing 
in the __________________ Court 
was published in said newspaper in the issues of 
November 16, 2001 

Affiant fw·ther says that the said News-Press is a paper of general 
circulation daily in Lee, Charlotte, Collier, Glades and Hendry 
Counties and published at Fort Myers, in said Lee County, Florida 
and that said newspaper has heretofore been continuously published 
in said Lee County; Florida, each day, and has been entered as a 
second class mail matter at the post office in Fort Myers in said Lee 
County, Florida, for a period of one year next preceding the first 
publication of the attached copy of the advertisement; and affiant 
further says that he/she has neither paid nor promised any person, 
firrri or corporation any discount, rebate, commission or refund for the 
purpose of secw·ing this advertisement for publication in the said 
newspaper. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

21st day of November 2001 by 

Kieanna Henry 
personally known to me or who has produced 

as identification, l;k¥"- n UV '-'-LU. 

Notary Public ,.-= "-<'---::C&: ~ , ✓ '¥'.~l'L/l.A"J?J' 

Print Name -

My commission Expires: 

,,, .... ,,,, B d L . h 
_.<·';;-~'· f/J.•::,~ ren a e1g ton 
f.f Ji/·r."--:. MY COMMISSION# CC808905 EXPIRES 
t~:.~{l'i February 14, 2003 
'~f,i(r,,i~.~ 0ONDEO THRU TROY FAIN IN$URANC~ INc;', 

-MEETING No11·cE 
lOCALPLANNING AGENCY 

. PUBLIC HEARING " 
. : . .. . ,. . ',} . . · . . . 

Notice is herebx given that the· Lee County Local Planning 
Agency (LPA) wiUmeet or Mon~ay, Novemb.er 2(,, 2001. 
· T~e.'me~ting :will be hel_d :ih _the ·· ~oar<lof ,~ounty Cooimi~•sidn 
£ha;pbers. at. 2l~l M~1~ ~.tre~f.rn downtown Fort Myers .! Th~ 
nteehng will commence. of, 8:30 a.m. _". 

'I:., . ,:· AGENDA r .••· • 
/ ·1· ~.: c• all~ ~•; ~f ~,.;. af A' 'ifid.· ~vi! of Public~. ti' on . 
/ · 2-.. .. Publ1.~ F~rum :- // •·· , ,. , . :· •.y:.: , · .. ,,, . ,. 
I 3: .. :ApprQval of ,Mi~tite~ from: Oetobe~:22) 2001-{PA 
'' '4 . .• , •..• • MitigCJ~:r;t::k~6,•l;c~s~;~6 . .' )_•'>]\/\:, '. . .; .;.< ' ' 

t · Review and ; C~f'.l~id.er~tion ~f-, Pr~po~ed Lee , P_. I~~ 
. . . Ainenditidrits· > .:, . · - · · . · · · · · •· 

. a. . . tPA2001~08'.- A~end th~ F~iu~~ Lcmc(U~e 
.. · . ·· Map series for a. specified 2; 19 ·gcre portion · 

of a p~rcel of land located in Section OQ, · 
Townsh•P, M> ~outh, Rang, 

1
24 ·East_ to change 

the class1f1ccit1on shown on Map. 1, the Future· 
Land Use · - Map · · from "Industrial 
:oevelopmenf'{_ to "Ur~n Corrirriuoity/'· · ·. _· : 

b, .. . CPA2000-30 -~ Am~nd the · Future Land Us~. 
. Map series; Map 1, the Futufe Lcind Use MQp, 
, for .CJ · 483•<:Jcre parc;el c,f ,land loc~ted ·. in 

Sections 04 and 09, Towr,sh1e 47 South,. and 
Range 25 Eqst to chanqe .the F.uture Land' Use. 
classification ,· from ,, 'Rural" .to "Urban 
Community.". in addition~ amend Pc:,li~ 6.1.2 
,of the Future Land Use Element of the Lett Plan 

. by addin~ language_ ~rtoining to b_ reijionar­
commerc1al center Within the same land area. · 

7. Oiher.Busiriess· :· 

8. : .. Adjournment .. 
. . " , . . . ' ,. ' _, .. ~ ' ' . . ' . . . . . . .. '' ' ' 

This meeting is open to '.'tne public and ·all interested parties 
are encouraaed to attend. Interested parties.may appear and 
be heard with respect to all proposed achons. Pursuant to 

-· Flc;,rida . Statutes Section .163. 31 84(7), person~ . participating 
in .the Comprehensive Plan Amendment process; who provide 
their name and adclres~ on thetecord, w.ill receive a courtesy 
inforrnatioiiol · statement from the Department of Community 
Affairs prior to the publication of the Notice of Intent to find a 
plan amendment in compliance. . . ·. · · · · · ._ ·. 

If a P,erson decides to ' appeal ony q~cision made by the 
boara, -agency or commission with respect to dnY, matter 
considered at such me,eting qr hearihg; h~. or' s_he· will need a 
re!=ord of the proceed1h'g~,-:and that, for suc:h putpose, he or 

1. I she may' need to ensure that a verbatim record of the 
! ::, . procee_dings · is made,. which . record. includes. the testimonx 

and ev1clence up~n which th~,appeal 1s _to be _bqsed, ;· "· 

' : rurther i~f?r.mati~~ m~Y. .,b~ ob!aj'~ed by c~~tacting the Lee 

I
: I Eo1,1nty D1y1s1cm ... of,Plannrng .q_t .479 8585 . . ,. . · : . , .,·. t' 

," )~ ;,~~ib.rd_ .~~Ji,wi~(:_:t.he A~;~r,J_tin·~•"*th'., D-!s6B.ilit.j~~'.i)\c'til· 
1· ;- Jeas.~ndbJ~i:a~_c9inrJ19dations ;will }h«r ,fi19de\:YP.OTI reglJ_e~t. Jr:; 
1> yoo 0·are ,n :"need,of:'a reasdnahle :dccorrirnocl.atroh/ ,sleose 

· contact Janet Miller cit 479-8585 Extension 59.1 0 
.P.0# 900565 

.. ~:•~,":<•.-': ,. 
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OCTOBER 21, 2002 

A Meeting of the Board of Lee County Commissioners was held this date to 
conduct a Public Hearing to consider adoption of a Lee Plan Amendment, and 
review and make final decision on the written recommendations made by the 
Hearing Examiner for the development known as Simon Suncoast ORI (Coconut 
Point), with the following Commissioners present: 

{. . -

Robert P. Janes, Chairman 
Ray Judah, Vice-Chairman 
John E. Albion (arrived at 9:35 a.m.) 
Douglas R. St. Cerny 

COMMISSIONER ANDREW COY WAS ABSENT FOR THE ENTIRE MEETING 
BECAUSE HE WAS OUT OF TOWN. 

ON FILE IN THE MINUTES OFFICE: CPA 2000-30 - SIMON SUNCOAST ORI 
(COCONUT POINT) REPORT, ALONG WITH ITS BACKUP MATERIAL; 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE; THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
(DCA) OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS REPORT 
(ORC); AND A MEMORANDUM FROM COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
PLANNING DIRECTOR PAULS. O'CONNOR, DATED OCTOBER 8, 2002. 

1. Call to order; Certification of Affidavit of Publication. 

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m. Assistant County Attorney 
Timothy Jones approved as to legal form and sufficiency, the Affidavit of 
Publication regarding this item; stated that this is a Public Hearing to hear two 
items, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA), and a Rezoning Hearing He 
explained that because of the nature of this process, both items would be held 
simultaneously with the Comprehensive Plan Amendment input and discussion 
first; and the rezoning input and discussion second. He advised that the Board 
defer voting on the CPA Ordinance until after voting on the hearing. Attorney 
Jones informed everyone present that there was a Sign-Up Sheet available for 
anyone wishing to receive a courtesy copy of the preliminary notice from the 
Department of Community Affairs (DCA), as to how the DCA plans to rule on the 
compliance of the proposed Plan Amendment thirty days before they publish 
their Notice of Intent on whether or not they find the Plan Amendment in 
compliance. COMMISSIONER ALBION ENTERED THE MEETING AT THIS 
TIME. 

2. Lee Plan Amendment Adoption 

CPA2000-30 - SIMON SUNCOAST ORI (COCONUT POINT) 

Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 
483-acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and 
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Range 25 East, to change Lhe Future Land Use classificm.,0n from "Rural" to 
"Urban Community". 

Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

Amend Policy 21.1.1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for 
specific U.S. 41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon 
Suncoast (Coconut Point) ORI and that Lee County considers these specific 
improvements to be part of Map 3A and the County will program the necessary 
improvements in the County's Capital Improvement Program prior to the time 
these improvements are required to maintain adopted level of service standards. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Board's recommendation for CPA2000-30 was sent to the Department of 
Community Affairs (DCA) on December 13, 2001. 

The DCA's ORC Report dated March 14, 2002, along with its objections and 
recommendations can be found on Page 29 of the CPA2000-0030 Staff Report. 

The staff recommendation in Part I.C.1 of this report takes into consideration the 
applicant's proposed language, staffs original recommendation, the Board of 
County Commissioners transmitted language, the DCA's ORC Report, and the 
subsequent negotiations between the applicant, DCA and the County staff. 

Community Development Planning Director Paul S. O'Connor reviewed the 
history of this item, and noted that during the Board's first transmittal to DCA on 
December 13, 2001, the Board raised the following six issues, and expressed 
their desire that they be addressed at this ORI and rezoning process: 

Impacted flow-ways 
Community and Regional Park levels of service 
Roadway levels of service 
Public schools 
Fire protection services 
Affordable housing 

Continuing, Mr. O'Connor explained that staff, DCA, and the applicant have 
addressed all of the issues, including DCA's objections, and have arrived at 
compromise language that can be found in the Staff Report for CPA2000-30. In 
response to Commissioner Judah's request for an overview on the resolution with 
DCA in dealing with the impact on US41, DOT Deputy Director David Loveland 
replied that DCA's concern was with how the impact would be handled, and 
stated that staff was able to quantify the impacts and put a dollar amount on 
them to enable the applicant to pay his proportionate share towards the Comp 
Plan impacts. He explained that this information will be written into the ORI 
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Development Order; and L, ,at the result will be the expan&.0n of capacity at four 
intersections on US41. Attorney Matthew Uhle, of the law firm of Knott, Consoer, 
Ebelini, et al., representing the Applicant, reviewed their case; stated he would 
discuss the affordable housing issues in the context of the zoning and ORI 
discussion; and noted that, basically, they were in agreement with staff. He 
maintained that this property should be urban community, advised that they 
planned to four-lane Sandy Lane, explained that the flow-way is being protected, 
assured the Board that two five-acre parcels have been provided for a school 
site, confirmed that there is a contract with the fire district for a one-acre parcel 
on site, stated that the infrastructure of this proposal has been fully addressed, 
and requested Board approval. The Chairman called for public input, and the 
following persons came forward in favor of the project: 

Arnold Rosenthal, requested a county plan to solve affordable housing problems 
Mr. McMorrow expressed concerns over traffic on US41 

The Chairman explained that a final decision on the CPA will not be made until 
after the Zoning portion of this hearing. He noted that, at the end of that hearing, 
the Board would consider changing the Land Use Classification from Rural to 
Urban Community, amending the Land Use Element to allow the consideration of 
a Regional Commercial Center on the property, and amending the Transportation 
Element. The Chairman stated that the Board would now proceed with the 
Zoning portion of the meeting. 

A COPY OF THE HEARING EXAMINER'S RECOMMENDATION IS ON FILE IN 
THE MINUTES OFFICE. 

CASE NUMBER: DCl2001-00005 and DRl2000-00015 

NAME: Coconut Point ORI (fna Simon Suncoast) 

REQUEST: Requests: 

(a) Consider the Application for Development Approval for Coconut Point 
Development of Regional Impact (ORI) (fna Simon Suncoast Town Center ORI), 
on 482 .4± acres 

(b) Rezone from Agricultural (AG-2) to Mixed Use Planned Development (MPD), 
to permit a regional mall development consisting of 1,800,000 square feet of 
retail floor area, 300,000 square feet of office floor area, 1,200 dwelling units and 
600 hotel units, all not to exceed 60 feet in height on 482.4± total acres of land 

LOCATION: The subject property is located at South Tamiami Trail, Estero, in 
S04-T47S-R25E and S09?T47S-R25E, Lee County, FL 

STRAP NUMBER: The applicant indicates the STRAP numbers are: 

http://www.lee-county.com/minutes/10-21-021p.htm 10/31/2002 
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04-47-25-00-00001.0000 and 09-47-25-00-00001.0010 

SIZE OF PROPERTY: 482.4± acres 

PROPERTY OWNER'S 
REPRESENTATIVE: Knott, Consoer, Ebelini & Hart, P.A., 
Matthew Uhle, Esquire 
(239) 334-2722 

Page 4 of7 

Mr. Pavese reviewed the zoning request; noted that the Hearing Examiner and 
staff recommend approval with conditions; stated that the Applicant has met with 
representatives from the Estero Community, and, as a result of those meetings, 
are proposing numerous revisions to the Hearing Examiner's (HEX) proposed 
zoning conditions and to the ORI Development Order conditions; and explained 
that staff is not in agreement with all of the applicant's suggested changes. Mr. 
Loveland presented a handout entitled, "DOT Proposed Revisions to HEX Draft 
Development Order for Coconut Point ORI" (copy is on file in the Minutes Office); 
and reported that there is mutual agreement on the Transportation conditions. He 
stated that the Applicant's Comprehensive Plan impact share for the project is 
$14,770,000.00; reviewed the mitigation options on pages 6 and 7 of the 
handout, and the revisions on staging and linking on road improvements on 
pages 13 and 14; and responded to questions from the Board. Community 
Development Planner Matt Noble acknowledged concerns with the methodology 
and studies the applicant used regarding affordable housing; stated that staff is in 
agreement with the Hearing Examiner's recommendation; and noted that the 
applicant recommends 150 units of affordable housing. Attorney Uhle maintained 
that this is a mixed-use project; explained that this hearing is at the preliminary 
stage, and that a more detailed plan will be presented later in the process; and 
noted that the applicant was satisfied with the Hearing Examiner's 
recommendations; however, the Estero citizens had identified problems, and this 
has resulted in the applicant drafting a two-page handout entitled "Proposed 
Changes to Zoning Resolution" ( copy is on file in the Minutes Office). Attorney 
Uhle reviewed the citizens' recommendations, and noted that these additional 
recommendations are above what the Hearing Examiner recommended . He 
concurred with staff on the Transportation Element; agreed that $14,770,000.00 
was the correct figure; and reported that Sandy Lane is a high priority item with 
the citizens. Attorney Uhle presented another handout entitled "Proposed 
Revisions to Development Order" (copy is on file in the Minutes Office), which 
deals with affordable housing issues; explained that the applicant hired a 
consultant to arrive at a methodology by the use of surveys, and according to the 
survey, there was no indication that the donation of any units were obligatory on 
the applicant's part. Attorney Uhle explained that the applicant would provide 150 
units of affordable housing or donate $700 thousand - $350 thousand would be 
donated to the University and $350 thousand payable to the County's Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund, and stated their preference to build the units themselves. 
Regarding hurricane shelters, Attorney Uhle stated they had agreed to provide a 
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shelter on site, calling ath::11tion to several different option~ chat were available. 
Mr. Thomas Schneider, Simon Property Group, contract purchasers and retail 
developers for a portion of the property, stated they had made a commitment to 
build Sandy Lane as a four-lane, on the assumption that they would be given 
impact fee credits for two lanes. Christopher Squires, of Kimley-Horn and 
Associates, responded to questions on the number of anticipated employees the 
firm is expected to hire and the projected percentage of lower-income wages. 
The Chairman called for the Participants of Record, and the following citizens 
came forward in favor of the project: 

Carlos Cabrera, Hyatt Regency Coconut Point Vice President and Managing 
Director 
Vern Archibald, Lee County Habitat for Humanity President 
Greg Toth, Member of the Estero Planning Council 
Donald Usher, Morningside Association President 
Donald Eslick, Pelican Landing resident 
Dennis Merrifield, Estero Fire District Fire Chief 
Robert Abramson, Vice President of Estero Civic Association 
Carl Hoke, Estero Civic Association President 
Albert O'Donnell, representing Estero Chamber of Commerce 
Arnold Rosenthal, Estero resident 
James Merritt, Shadow Wood resident 
Barbara Barnes-Buchanan, Bonita Springs Assistant City Manager 
Jerry Lane, Brooks at Shadow Wood resident 
City of Bonita Springs Attorney Audrey Vance 

The following citizen came forward, opposed the project, and listed his concerns: 
Larry Newell, Estero resident 

Following a short break, the Chairman called the meeting back to order with all 
Commissioners present with the exception of Commissioner Coy. 

At this time, staff responded to Attorney Uhle's two-page handout, which offered 
changes to the Hearing Examiner's Report. Mr. Pavese stated that staff is not in 
favor of the changes as written; however, would agree to replace certain 
terminology. He continued by noting the acceptable changes: Condition 3, page 
14 of the Hearing Examiner's Report, second sentence, the condition "out­
parcels" applies to "commercial and residential out-parcels"; agreed to replace 
"mall", in the third sentence, with "entire project"; and in Condition 5, in the 
second line, to eliminate "commercial buildings" and replace it with "all buildings"; 
and in the third sentence, after U.S.41, to add "which are visible from the Brooks 
MPD"; and in Condition 17, first line of Attorney Uhle's handout, after "10?416", 
to incorporate the language "which must be shown on the local Development 
Order plans", and then continue on with the sentence. Mr. Loveland referred to 
the last line of Condition 17 of Attorney Uhle's handout, and suggested deleting 
that complete sentence. Mr. Pavese stated that Condition 18 of Attorney Uhle's 
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handout is acceptable; then Condition 19 be deleted and ~ ... .And led later in the 
process; and that Conditions 20 and 21 are acceptable. An in-depth discussion 
occurred regarding the Schedule of Uses for Tracts 1 A, 1 B, 1 C, and 2A, and it 
was agreed to accept two convenience food and beverage, with attendant self 
service stations, for the entire site. Mr. Noble presented a handout entitled, 
"Affordable Housing" ( copy is on file in the Minutes Office), which indicated the 
staff's latest recommended language to the HEX, the HEX recommendation, and 
the Developer's Proposal. Staff's recommendation, in part, was a cash payment 
by the applicant of a minimum of $1,800,000.00, payable to Lee County. The 
HEX recommendation, in part, recommended the donation of $350 thousand to 
Lee County, plus ten lots zoned TFC-2 in Rosemary Park #2 Subdivision. The 
County's "alternative condition (Regional Planning Council Recommendation)" 
can be found on Pages 3 and 4 of the handout. Attorney Uhle and Mr. Schneider 
offered rebuttal, and an in-depth discussion occurred with the Commissioners 
commenting individually on their preferences and concerns. 

3. Adopt the following ordinance which adopts the proposed plan amendment: 

After discussion, Attorney Jones requested the Board's first motion be to approve 
and adopt the Ordinance amending the Lee County Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment, as proposed by staff. Commissioner Judah so moved, seconded by 
Commissioner St. Cerny, called and carried, with Commissioner Coy absent. The 
Ordinance adopted by the Board and filed was LEE COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 
02-29, ENTITLED: 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, 
COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE "LEE PLAN" AS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE 
NO. 89-02, AS AMENDED, SO AS TO ADOPT THAT AMENDMENT KNOWN 
LOCALLY AS CPA 2000-30 APPROVED IN CONJUNCTION WITH ADOPTION 
OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL IMPACT APPLICATION (DRl2000-
00015) COCONUT POINT (FNA SIMON SUNCOAST); PROVIDING FOR 
PURPOSE AND SHORT TITLE; PROVIDING FOR ADOPTION OF THE 
SPECIFIED AMENDMENT TO THE LEE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; 
PROVIDING FOR THE LEGAL EFFECT OF "THE LEE PLAN"; PROVIDING 
FOR GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICABILITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENER'S ERRORS, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Attorney Jones then requested the Board address the ORI and the zoning 
motion. With the assistance of Attorney Jones, Commissioner Judah moved the 
ORI rezoning with the following changes to the Zoning Resolution: 

Page 14 of the HEX report 
Condition 3 - remains as stated by staff, (Page 14 of the Report), with the 
understanding that (in line two) the word "conventional" be eliminated, and that 
the words "commercial and residential tracts" replace the word "out-parcels", 
and in the next sentence (line three), instead of "mall", use the words "entire 
project" 
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Condition No. 5 - in the thi..., line, add "the Brooks MPD" b'"'.ore the words 
"U .S.41 "; in the second line, use the word "all" instead of "the commercial 
buildings"; and in the third to last line, change the words "commercial portion" to 
"entire" 
Staff handout entitled "DOT Proposed Revisions to HEX Draft Development 
Order for Coconut Point ORI" 
Adopt the staff and applicant's new proposed Transportation Section 
Attorney Uhle's two page handout entitled "Proposed Changes to Zoning 
Resolution" 
Condition 17 - the language would read as proposed by Mr. Pavese, in the first 
line after 10-416, add the words "must be shown on the Development Order 
plans, and must be installed", and delete the last sentence 
Condition 18 - add as proposed; 
Condition 19 - not to be added 
Conditions 20 and 21 - add as proposed 
Number 8 - revise the Schedule of Uses to delete the uses as listed for Tract 2E 
Number 9 - add the limitation for the building heights in Tract 2E to 2 stories and 
40 feet 
Service Pumps And Convenience Stores 
In Tracts 1 A, 1 B, and 1 C, there will be one convenience food and beverage, with 
attendant self service station; and one in Tract 2a, making a total of two for the 
entire site; 
Affordable Housing 
Accept a million dollars from the applicant: 
$400 thousand is to go directly to the University for affordable housing 
$600 thousand is to go to the County for the affordable housing program and/or a 
minimum of 150 units to be built by the Applicant for affordable housing 
An effective time being no later than December 31, 2006 for the 150 units 
The contribution to the University will be at the first Development Order by the 
Developer for their project, but not for public facilities (i.e., school and fire station) 
AND 
Renumber the Conditions as necessary 

Commissioner Judah stated that was his motion, seconded by Commissioner St. 
Cerny, called and carried, with Commissioner Coy absent. 

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 2:30 p.m. 

ATTEST: 
CHARLIE GREEN, CLERK 

Deputy Clerk Chairman, Lee County Commission 
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POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 
Financially Feasible Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as pati of the Transpotiation 
Map series for this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO Plan Map 142020 
Financially Feasible Highway Plan Map, as amended June 18, 1999adopted December 8, 
2000, is incorporated as Map 3A of the Transportation Map series, with one format 
change as approved by the Lee County Board of County Commissioners on March 23, 
1999. The format change is a visual indication (with shading) that alignment options for 
the %-!County Road 951/Bonita Grande Drive extension are still under consideration, 
consistent with Note 5. (Amended by Ordinance No. 99-15, 02-02) 

POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Plaiming Organization's 2020 
Financially Feasible Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as pati of the Transportation 
Map series for this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO 2020 Financially 
Feasible Highway Plan Map, as adopted December 8, 2000, is incorporated as Map 3A of 
the Transportation Map series, with one format change as approved by the Lee County 
Board of County Commissioners on March 23, 1999. The format change is a visual 
indication (with shading) that alignment options for the County Road 951/Bonita Grande 
Drive extension are still under consideration, consistent with Note 5. (Amended by 
Ordinance No. 99-15, 02-02) 
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LEE COUNTY 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

CPA 2000-30 

0 Text Amendment 0 Map Amendment 

✓ This Document Contains the Following 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 Hearing for Adoption 

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: November 19, 2001 

PART I - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
· 1. APPLICANT: 

Th~ Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, represented by Matthew D. Uhle 
of Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 

2. REQUEST: 
• Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 

483-acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and 
Range 25 East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." 

• Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Future Land Use Element to specifically allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

• Amend Policy 21.1.1 of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for 
specific U.S. 41 intersection improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon 
Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI and that Lee County considers these specific 
improvements to be part of Map 3A and the County will program the necessary 
improvements in the County's Capital Improvement Program prior to the time these 
improvements are required to maintain adopted level of service standards. 

STAFF REPORT FOR October 4, 2002 
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B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

SIZE OF PROPERTY: 483 +/- ACRES 
PROPERTY LOCATION: The subject property is generally located on the east 
side of U.S. 41, at its intersection with Coconut Road in South Estero. 

EXISTING USE OF LAND: The subject property is currently vacant. 

CURRENT ZONING: The subject property is zoned AG-2 

CURRENT FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORY: The 483-acre subject prope1iy 
has two Future Land Use designations: Rural (432.35 acres) and Wetlands (50.79 
acres) 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. REVISED STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BoCC ADOPTION HEARING: 
The following recommendation takes into consideration the applicant's proposed language, 
staffs original recommendation, the Board of County Commissioners transmitted language, 
the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) Objections, Recommendations, and 
Comments Report, and the subsequent negotiations between the applicant, DCA, and the 
County staff. 

Planning staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners adopt the proposed 
amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to change the Future Land Use 
designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use category to the "Urban 
Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas of the property currently 
designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. The Commercial Site location standards described in this policy do not apply to Regional 
Commercial development approved as a single mixed-use Development of Regional Impact 
containing regional shopping opportunities on a 483-acre portion of Section 9, Township 
47 South, Range 25 East, that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the east by the 
Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south by Coconut Road, and on the north by a line 
located one half mile north of Coconut Road designated Urban Community, provided that 
the DRI specifically addresses: 

1) Impacts to flow-ways, 
2) Community and Regional Park levels of service, 
3) Roadway levels of service, 
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4) Public Schools, 
5) Fire protection services, and 
6) Affordable housing. 

Staff further recommends that the Board of County Commissioners amend Policy 21.1 .1 
of the Transportation Element to recognize the need for specific U.S. 41 intersection 
improvements as a result of impacts from the Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI and 
that Lee County considers these specific improvements to be part of Map 3A and the 
County will program the necessary funds to make these improvements at the point these 
improvements are required to maintain adopted level of service standards. The requested 
language is as follows: 

POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 Financially 
Feasible Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as part of the Transportation Map series 
for this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO 2020 Financially Feasible 
Highway Plan Map, as adopted December 8, 2000, is incorporated as Map 3A of the 
Transportation Map series, with one format change as approved by the Lee County Board 
of County Commissioners · on March 23, 1999. The format change is a visual indication 
(with shading) that alignment options for the County Road 951/Bonita Grande Drive 
extension are still under consideration, consistent with Note 5 2- Also, the comprehensive 
plan amendment analysis for the Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI identified the need 
for improvements at key intersections on US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alico Road 
to address the added impacts from the project for year 2020, and a mitigation payment has 
been required as part of the DRI development order. Lee County considers the following 
intersection improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary funds to 
make these improvements at the point they are required to maintain adopted level of service 
standards on US 41; 

Intersection 

US 41 /Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B & F Parcel 

US 41/Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 

Improvements 

Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, and 
Westbound Dual Left Turn Lanes 

Southbound Dual Left Tum Lanes 

Southbound and Westbound Dual Left Turn 
Lanes 

2. ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BoCC TRANSMITTAL 
HEARING: (Note : The Board of County Commissioners modified this staff 
recommendation at the transmittal hearing. The final version of the proposed text changes 
transmitted by the Board are shown in the Board transmittal hearing summary on page 26 
and 27 of this report). Planning staff recommends that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to 
change the Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use 
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category to the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas 
of the property currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 

(1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these .~. 11 ,:,it, .~ 

properties to Public Facilities. 

3. ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO LPA: (Note: this staff 
recommendation was modified slightly by the LPA action). Planning staff recommends 
transmittal of the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to change the 
Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use category to 
the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas of the property 
currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 
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(I) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated to Lee County for use as a fire 
station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development order 
submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the issuance 
of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is eligible for credits under the 
County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated to the School District of Lee 
County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School District prior 
to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County 
will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is 
eligible for credits under the County' s proposed school impact fee ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations, the County will initiate an amendment to the Future 
Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of the donated properties to 
Public Facilities. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

• The proposed plan amendment is being undertaken for the specific purpose of 
developing a regional mall and associated commercial and residential development 
on the subject property. A rezoning application and a DRI development approval 
application have been submitted concurrently with this amendment. 

• While the analysis of the amendment should focus primarily on the impacts of the 
land use category change alone, it is necessary to consider the impacts of the 
potential development scenario that has been proposed. 

• The redesignation of the subject property from Rural to Urban Community will 
increase the demand for public services and infrastructure in this area. This will 
occur whether the end use is a regional mall or some other development that fits 
within the density/intensity limitations of the Urban Community land use category. 

• The potential number of residential dwelling units that could develop on the subject 
property will increase from 434 to 2,898 if this plan amendment is approved. 

Staff has identified potential deficiencies in the capacity of the sun-mmding road 
network, the public school system, and fire protection services that could result 
from this proposed plan amendment. All other infrastructure and services are 
existing or planned, with adequate capacity to serve the subject property. 

• Three road segments in the project area will operate below acceptable levels of 
service prior to the Year 2020, with or without the proposed amendment or mall 
development. The land use map change could result in one additional road segment 
operating below the adopted level of service, if a regional mall is developed as 
planned. The land use map amendment alone will result in increased traffic in 
Estero, but will not necessarily cause any road segments to fail. The ultimate end 
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use of the property will be required to provide appropriate traffic impact mitigation 
at the time of rezoning and DRI development approval. 

• A compact and contiguous development pattern will be maintained through this 
amendment. The proposed amendment will not promote urban sprawl, as the 
subject property is located adjacent to a significant amount of existing and approved 
urban development. · 

• Since the time when the subject property was originally designated as Rural in the 
1984 Lee Plan, conditions and land use patterns in the area have changed to the 
point that Rural is no longer the most appropriate land use category for the subject 
property. 

• The retail commercial intensity proposed by the Simon Suncoast DRI would not 
meet the applicable commercial site location standard under Goal 6 for a regional 
commercial development. 

A. STAFF DISCUSSION 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 

PART II - STAFF ANALYSIS 

The applicants, Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, are requesting a change of Future Land 
Use designation from "Rural" to "Urban Community" for approximately 483 acres ofland in Estero. The 
application materials and correspondence associated with this plan amendment have been included with 
this report. The site is located between U.S. 41 and the Seminole Gulf Railway tracks, and extends from 
Williams Road south past Coconut Road. The subject property is in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 
South, Range 25 East. A graphic showing the location of the subject property is provided in Attachment 
1 of this report. 

The applicants have also requested a text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on a portion of the subject property. 

It should be noted that, while it is not part of this comprehensive plan amendment application, a rezoning 
application has been submitted to the County to rezone the subject property from AG-2 to MPD to 
accommodate a regional mall. A Development of Regional Impact (DRI) application for a regional mall 
has also been provided to the County as well as to the Regional Planning Council. While it is not common 
to consider specific development scenarios in the review of a comprehensive plan amendment application, 
staff has considered the fact that this plan amendment has been undertaken specifically to accommodate 
a regional mall, and that the mall will be the likely end use of the property, if in fact the Simon site ends 
up being the site for the regional mall in Lee County. The proposed land use summary as established in 
the rezoning and DRI application is as follows: 
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Assisted Living Facility: 200 units 
Multi-Family Residential: 1,000 units 

The parameters listed above are just one proposed development scenario that could be accommodated 
under the proposed Urban Community land use category. There is a wide variety of other uses that could 
occur on the property. This staff report will primarily consider the impact of the proposed change to the 
Future Land Use Map, while giving secondary consideration to the possibility of the regional mall complex 
being a likely end user of the property. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
To the n01ih of the subject property are several vacant parcels zoned AG-2. The Future Land Use 
designation for the area immediately north of the subject property is Suburban. The parcels to the 
no1ih of the subject property are currently vacant. It should also be noted that Estero High School 
is located approximately one-half mile to the north and west of the subject property. 

To the east of the subject property is The Brooks of Bonita Springs, which is a partially-developed 
2,492-acre mixed use project. The Brooks is approved for a total of 4,060 multi family dwelling 
units, 1,140 single family dwelling units, a 120-room hotel/motel, and 250,000 square feet of 
commercial development. There is a pending amendment to the Brooks DRlthat would increase 
the number of single family units to 1,600, reduce the number of multi-family units to 2,460, and 
add 20,000 square feet of commercial use. The Brooks development is zoned MPD, and is located 
in the Rural Future Land Use Category, with a small portion of the property located in the 
Suburban Future Land Use Category. The Brooks was approved under the Planned Development 
District Option (PDDO), which allowed urban densities to be achieved outside of the future urban 
areas, provided the applicant demonstrated that the proposal will be totally independent of County­
subsidized facilities and services. 

To the south of the subject property is a 62-acre industrial subdivision that is zoned IL. Also, 
immediately to the south of the subject property is a CG-zoned parcel containing a restaurant. The 
Future Land Use designation for the area south of the subject property is Industrial Development. 

To the west of the subject property is U.S. 41, and a variety of developments set out as follows 
from north to south: 

• Williams Place CPD, which is a 12.19-acre parcel approved for 90,000 square feet of 
commercial, and is currently being developed as a strip center, anchored by an Albertson's 
supermarket. 

• Estero Greens CPD, which is approved for 100,000 square feet of retail and 129,000 square 
feet of office uses. 

• Tulip Associates CPD, which is a 13.47 acre property approved for 130,500 square feet of 
commercial uses, 30,000 of which may be retail. 
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• Coconut Road MPD, which is a 46-acre property approved for 250,000 square feet of retail 
uses and 142 dwelling units. In the alternative, the property could develop with 200,000 
square feet of light industrial uses. 

• Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, which is approved for 4,400 residential units, 750 hotel/motel 
units, 475,000 square feet of commercial office, and 300,000 square feet of commercial 
retail. 

The Future Land Use designations to the west of the subject property are Suburban and Urban 
Community. 

An examination of the sunounding land uses shows that the area surrounding the subject property 
is rapidly urbanizing, with the recent development of The Brooks, Pelican Landing, and several 
small commercial parcels. The surrounding Future Land Use categories consist of Urban 
Community, Suburban, Industrial Development, and Rural. The Rural areas adjacent to the subject 
property are cunently being developed with urban densities through the use of the PDDO option. 
The proposed Urban Community designation would be generally compatible with the adjacent 
Future Land Use categories, although compatibility will be ultimately determined during the 
rezoning process based on a proposed plan of development. 

Environmental Considerations 
The 483-acre subject property contains 36.23 acres of South Florida Water Management District 
jurisdictional wetlands and an additional 14.56 acres of surface waters. The following FLUCCS 
categories were observed on the site: 

I FLUCCS Code 

211 

415 

526 

624 

640 

746 

814 
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Improved Pasture 

Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland 
Forest 

Borrow Lakes 

Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

Vegetated Non-Forested 
Wetlands 

Previously Cleared/Disturbed 
Area 

Roads 

I Acreage 

404.45 

6.74 

19.37 

20.61 

10.81 

6.84 

14.32 

483.14 

I 
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According to materials submitted with the rezoning/ORI application, development of the property 
will occur primarily within the improved pasture areas and the melaleuca infested pine flatwoods. 
Approximately 22.15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 4.81 acres of jurisdictional surface waters 
will remain unaltered. 

The majority of the wetlands on the property are part of a natural surface water flowway that runs 
east to west across the property. This is a well-defined drainage conveyance that will be utilized 
in the overall surface water management system for the property. This flowway plays an important 
role in water conveyance, storm water storage, and providing wildlife habitat. Most of the flowway 
is currently designated as Wetlands on the Future Land Use Map. The on-site wetlands have not 
been included in the plan amendment request, and will therefore remain as Wetlands on the Future 
Land Use Map. The wetland lines on the map will be adjusted to reflect the jurisdictional wetland 
lines surveyed by the South Florida Water Management District and provided by the applicant. 

A species survey of the subject property has been conducted, and the following wildlife species 
were observed on the site: wood stork, little blue heron, snowy egret, and tricolored heron. 

Soils 
The applicant has provided a soils map in the background materials. The following is a list and 
description of all soil types that appear on the subject property. The brief descriptions associated 
with these soil types are based on information provided in the Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1984). 

6 - Hallandale Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil, on low, broad flatwoods 
areas. The available water capacity of this soil is low. 

11 - Myakka Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad flatwoods areas. The 
available water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

13 - Boca Fine Sand - This is nearly level, poorly drained soil on flatwoods . The available water 
capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

14 - Valkaria Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low. 

26 - Pineda Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available water 
capacity is very low in the surface and subsurface layers, and in the upper sandy part of the subsoil, 
and medium in the lower loamy part of the subsoil. 

27 - Pompano Fine Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions . 
The available water capacity is low. 

28 - Immokalee Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in flatwoods areas. The available 
water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 
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34 - Malabar Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low in the surface · and subsurface layers and the upper part of the subsoil and 
medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

42 - Wabasso Sand - Limestone Substratum - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad 
flatwoods areas. The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the 
upper part of the subsoil, and medium in.the lower part of the subsoil. 

49 - Felda Fine Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

51- Floridan a Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is medium in the surface layer and subsoil, and low in the subsurface layer. 

73 - Pineda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

75 - Hallandale Fine Sand, Slough - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The 
available water capacity is low. · 

Internal Consistency with the Lee Plan 
The proposed amendment seeks to change the Future Land Use category of the subject property 
from Rural to Urban Community. The Rural category is considered part of the "Non-Urban Areas" 
on the Future Land Use Map. Objective 1.4 describes the "Non-Urban Areas" as "those areas not 
anticipated for urban developmentat this time." Policy 1.4.1 describes the Rural land use category 
as follows: 

POLICY 1.4.J: The Rural areas are to remain predominantly rural--that is, low 
density residential, agricultural uses, and minimal non-residential land uses that 
are needed to serve the rural community. These areas are not programmed to 
receive urban-type capital improvements, and they can anticipate a continued level 
of public services below that of the urban areas. Maximum density in the Rural 
area is one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre). 

Policy 1.4.1 states that Rural areas are comprised primarily of low density residential uses, 
agriculture, and minimal non-residential uses needed to serve the rural community. These areas 
are not programmed to receive urban-type capital improvements, and they will have a level of 
public services below that the urban areas. The subject property no longer fits these characteristics 
of the Rural land use category. The subject property is located in an area of the county that has 
experienced significant growth and development in recent years. The areas around the subject 
property have developed with large master-planned communities such as Pelican Landing and The 
Brooks, both of which contain single-family and multi-family dwelling units plus large commercial 
components. There are also several commercial developments planned along the west side ofU.S. 
41. The subject property is located on U.S. 41, a four lane divided arterial roadway that is currently 
programmed for widening to 6 lanes. Public utilities and services are readily available to the 
subject property. These factors lead staff to the conclusion that Rural is no longer the most 
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appropriate designation for the subject site. A continued designation of Rural would represent an 
underutilization of existing public facilities and services available in this area of the County. 

The proposed land use category for the subject property is Urban Community. Policy 1.1.4 
describes the Urban Community areas as follows: 

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community areas are areas outside of Fort Myers and 
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, 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 units per acre (6 du/acre), with a maximum of ten dwelling units per 
acre (10 du/acre). 

Policy 1.1.4 describes Urban Community areas as having a relatively intense mix of residential and 
commercial uses. The description of the Urban Community category is consistent with the existing 
and planned uses on and around the subject parcel. The Urban Community category would also 
be one of the few land use categories in the Lee Plan that could be applied to this property in order 
to accommodate the development of a regional mall. 

The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning Community, but will be 
located in the newly created Estero Planning Community upon adoption of pending plan 
amendment PAM/T 99-20. This plan amendment has been transmitted by the Board of County 
Commissioners to the Department of Community Affairs for review. For purposes ofthis staff 
analysis, it has been assumed that the new planning communities map and acreage allocation table 
1 (b) will be adopted as transmitted by the BoCC, and that this property will be in the Estero 
Planning Community. 

Policy 1.7.6 discusses the Planning Communities Map (Map 16) and Acreage Allocation Table 
(Table l(b)). This map and table depict the proposed distribution, extent, and location of 
generalized land uses for the year 2020. Acreage totals are provided for land in each Planning 
Community in unincorporated Lee County. No final development orders or extensions to final 
development orders will be issued or approved by Lee County which would allow the acreage totals 
for residential, commercial or industrial uses contained in Table 1 (b) to be exceeded. 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 327 acres 
allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use category in the new Estero 
Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, approximately 100 acres will remain available for 
residential development. There will also be 1,379 acres allocated for commercial development in 
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the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will remain available for 
commercial development. 

Staff believes that the existing allocations for residential and commercial will be sufficient to 
accommodate the proposed urban density and intensity on the subject 483-acre site. Depending 
upon the specific density and intensity that would develop on the subject property, changes may 
be necessary to the acreage allocation Table 1 (b). The development parameters of the rezoning and 
DRI that are being processed concurrently with this plan amendment application could be 
accommodated under the existing acreage allocations. If subsequent changes are necessary, the 
applicant or developer will be responsible for amending Table 1 (b) accordingly. 

Goal 2 of the Lee Plan and its subsequent objectives and policies address growth management 
concerns. Goal 2 seeks to provide for an economically feasible plan which coordinates the location 
and timing of new development with the provision of infrastructure by government agencies, 
private utilities, and other sources. The subject property has access to the arterial road network as 
well as to public water and sewer. The designation of the subject property to a more urban land 
use category would allow for new urban development to occur in an area that already has urban 
infrastructure. The development of a regional mall on the property, however, will create a need for 
some additional infrastructure and services. The proposed amendment could result in certain 
roadway segments operating below acceptable level of service standards. The amendment could 
also overburden public school resources in the area as well as reduce the effectiveness of existing 
fire protection services. These items will be addressed in more detail later within this staff report. 
Any deficiencies in public infrastructure and services that result from the development of the 
subject property will need to be mitigated by the developer during the rezoning and DRI approval 
process. 

Objective 2.2 seeks to direct new growth to those portions of the Future Urban Areas where 
adequate public facilities exist or are assured and where compact and contiguous development 
patterns can be created. Staff believes that a compact and contiguous growth pattern will be 
achieved through this plan amendment. The subject property is within an already urbanized area 
between Estero and Bonita Springs, and is surrounded on three sides by existing or approved 
development. At buildout, The Brooks to the east will contain over 5,000 residential units and 
Pelican Landing to the east and south will contain nearly 4,500 residential units. Both of these 
developments will also contain significant amounts of commercial area at buildout. Additionally, 
there are several individual commercial developments that are built or approved on the east side 
of U.S. 41, making this area an emerging urban center. The requested plan amendment will allow 
urban development to occur on vacant property contiguous to existing urban development. Staff 
finds that a compact growth pattern is preferable to urban development occurring more distant from 
existing urban areas and urban infrastructure. Staff finds that the proposed plan amendment 
promotes a compact growth pattern and minimizes urban sprawl. 

Policy 2.2.1 states that the Future Land Use Map indicates the uses and density ranges that will 
ultimately be permitted on a given parcel. However, it is not a guarantee that such densities or uses 
are immediately appropriate, as the map provides for the county's growth up to the Year 2020. 
During the rezoning process, the Board of County Commissioners will balance the overall 
standards and policies of this plan with three additional factors: 
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1. Whether a given proposal would further burden already overwhelmed existing 
and committed public facilities such that the approval should be delayed until the 
facilities can be constructed; and 

2. Whether a given proposal is for land so far beyond existing development or 
adequate public facilities that approval should be delayed in an effort to encourage 
compact and efficient growth patterns; and 

3. Whether a given proposal would result in unreasonable development 
expectations which may not be achievable because of acreage limitations contained 
in the Acreage Allocation Table (see Policy 1. 7. 6, Map 16 and Table 1 (b)). 

Staff believes that this is a critical policy in light of the fact that this plan amendment is being 
processed concurrently with the rezoning and DRI cases. While staff acknowledges that the 
purpose of the amendment is to accommodate a regional mall on the subject property, this 
amendment to the Future Land Use Map does nothing more than change the potential uses that 
could occur on the property. The amendment changes the Future Land Use designation to a 
category that could accommodate a regional mall development, but the plan amendment by itself 
does not guarantee approval of a regional mall on this property. Policy 2.2.1 ensures that any 
potential development of the property will be served by adequate public facilities and services; will 
encourage compact · and efficient growth patterns, and will be consistent with the Acreage 
Allocation Table l(b). These standards will be applicable at the time of rezoning. 

Objective 2.4 of the Lee Plan is to regularly examine the Future Land Use Map in light of new 
information and changed conditions, and make necessary modifications. Staff finds that conditions 
around the subject property have changed significantly since the property was designated as Rural 
with the establishment of the 1984 Lee Plan. At that time, this area of south Estero was still rural 
in nature, with sparse residential development and a minimal amount of commercial development. 
Since 1984, many new residential projects have been developed in the immediate area, including: 
The Brooks MPD, Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, and Fountain Lakes. Additionally, a significant 
amount of commercial development has been approved along U.S. 41, some of which remains 
unbuilt. Examples of approved commercial projects in the area include: Estero Greens CPD, 
Williams Place CPD, Camargo Trust MPD, Coconut Road MPD, The Brooks MPD, Pelican 
Landing RPD/CPD, and the Hyatt Regency Hotel. When all of these projects are built out, the area 
will have a distinctly urban character. Staff believes that these changing conditions must be 
considered in the evaluation of the proposed plan amendment. The development of major 
commercial and residential projects around the Simon property indicate that the property is no 
longer appropriate for rural levels of development, and that an urban designation would be more 
appropriate. 

Policy 2.4.4 states that Lee Plan amendment applications to expand the Lee Plan's employment 
centers, which include light industrial, commercial retail and office land uses, will be evaluated by 
the Board of . County Commissioners in light of the locations and cumulative totals already 
designated for such uses, including the 1994 addition of 1400 acres to the ,Airport Commerce 
category just south of the Southwest Florida International Airport. Staff believes that this area is 
emerging as an employment center due to the presence of the approved commercial projects in the 
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area. The redesignation of this property to Urban Community will allow for more retail 
development, which will create a significant number of additional jobs. The proposed plan 
amendment will solidify the status of this area as an employment center in Lee County. 

Policy 6.1.2 of the Lee Plan identifies standards for commercial site location for various levels of 
commercial development. If a regional mall were developed on the subject property, it would need 
to be located at the intersection of two; and preferably three, arterial roadways. The subject 
property, however, only has access to one arterial roadway, U.S. 41. The property also has access 
to two collector roadways, Coconut Road and Williams Road. The subject property will also have 
access to the future Sandy Lane, which will be a two-lane road and classified as a collector. The 
applicant is in the process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way 
for a four-lane Sandy Lane that would extend from the project's southern boundary to Corkscrew 
Road. There is a possibility that this road could be classified as an arterial in the future, although 
the adopted 2020 Transportation Plan shows the future Sandy Lane as a collector road. At the 
present time, however, the property does not have the required intersection of two arterials that is 
necessary to develop a Regional Commercial center. The applicant has submitted a text 
amendment request to Policy 6.1.2 that would specifically allow a Regional Commercial center to 
be developed on the property as an isolated case. Staff believes that, in light of the property's 
access to several existing and future collector roads as well as to U.S. 41, the access to the site is 
adequate to support the development of a regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to 
the subject property from the surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two 
potential regional mall sites. 

During the 2000/2001 amendment cycle, a new goal and subsequent objectives and policies were 
proposed to be added to the Lee Plan to address the Estero community planning effort. These new 
provisions have been transmitted by Board to DCA as of this writing. Policy 19 .1.4 of the new 
language states that the Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public 
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that 
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices, 
medical providers and recreational opportunities. Although the end uses of the subject property 
are beyond the scope of this plan amendment, staff believes that the final development will be a 
town center concept that could allow for the types of uses listed under Policy 19 .1.4. The applicant 
has submitted that the proposed mall will function as a community center, in a manner that is 
consistent with the vision of the Estero Community Plan. 

Staff finds no apparent internal inconsistencies with any Lee Plan provisions associated with the 
proposed plan amendment. The County will be required to make a finding of Lee Plan consistency 
for the specific development plans associated with the rezoning and DRI process. At that time, 
staff will attempt to advance specific conditions to ensure consistency with all applicable 
provisions of the Lee Plan. 

Comparison of Development Potential 
As noted previously, the subject property contains 432.35 acres of uplands and 50.79 acres of 
wetlands and surface waters. The subject property is currently designated as "Rural" and 
"Wetlands" on the Future Land Use Map. The Rural land use category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per acre of uplands, while the Wetlands category allows a maximum density 
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of one dwelling unit per 20 acres. Under the existing Rural designation, the 483-acre property 
could potentially develop with approximately 434 residential dwelling units. Commercial uses 
would be limited to only those that would be necessary to serve the rural community. Industrial 
uses would not be permitted. 

Under the proposed Urban Community designation, the subject property would be eligible for 
significantly more development than it would under the Rural designation. The Urban Community 
land use category allows a standard residential density of up to 6 dwelling units per acre. 
According to the Lee Plan Density Table l(a), density in the Urban Community areas may be 
transferred from wetlands to contiguous uplands, as long as the resulting upland density does not 
exceed 8 dwelling units per acre. A separate calculation is also done where the entire acreage of 
the property is multiplied by the maximum standard density for Urban Community (6 dwelling 
units per acre). The method of calculation that produces the lower number of units is the method 
that is used for the density calculation. In this case, the lower number is produced by multiplying 
the entire project acreage by the maximum standard density (483.14ac. x 6 du/ac). The maximum 
number of dwelling units under the Urban Community Designation, therefore, is 2,898. As far as 
commercial uses, there is no specific size limitation other than what could reasonably fit on the 
property while still being consistent with all other provisions of the Lee Plan and Land 
Development Code. Light industrial uses are also permitted in the Urban Community category, 
but are not assigned any specific square footage limitation. 

Population Accommodation 
Under the current Rural land use designation, approximately 434 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the subject property. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 907 
persons on the Future Land Use Map (434 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The 
population accommodation capacity of the subject property under the current Future Land Use 
designation is 907 persons. 

Under the proposed Urban Community land use category, approximately 2,898 dwelling units 
could be constructed on the subject property under the standard density restriction of 6 dwelling 
units per acre. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 6,056 persons on the 
Future Land Use Map (2,898 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population 
accommodation capacity of the subject property under the proposed Future Land Use designation 
is 6,056 persons. 

The proposed Urban Community land use category provides the option to use bonus density, which 
would allow a maximum density ofup to 10 dwelling units per acre. The subject property could 
accommodate up to 4,830 dwelling units using one of the bonus density options. These dwelling 
units would accommodate approximately 10,094 persons on the Future Land Use Map (4,830 
dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population accommodation capacity of the 
subject property under the proposed Urban Community designation, using one of the bonus density 
options, would be approximately 10,094 persons. 

The proposed Future Land Use Map change will increase the population accommodation of the 
Future Land Use Map by approximately 5,047 persons, if the maximum standard density for the 
Urban Community category is utilized. If the maximum bonus density is utilized, then the 
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proposed map amendment will increase the population accommodation of the Future Land use map 
by a maximum of 9,085 persons. The figures presented above assume that the entire property 
would develop with residential uses. If po1iions of the subject property are ultimately utilized for 
non-residential uses, then the population accommodation of the property will be reduced. 

Re-designating Lands from Non-Urban to Future Urban 
The proposed amendment would redesignate 483 acres ofland from a non-urban designation to a 
Future Urban designation. There is no established need for additional urban land in Lee County, 
as the Future Land Use map contains more than enough urban land to accommodate the County's 
projected population to the Year 2020. Staff believes, however, that the subject property is not 
ideally suited for its current non-urban designation. The subject property is located in an urbanized 
area and has urban infrastructure available or programmed. The development of rural densities and 
intensities on the subject property would represent an underutilization of the existing and planned 
urban infrastructure and services in the area. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has defined sprawl as "premature, low­
density development that 'leapfrogs' over land that is available for urban development." Clearly, 
the redesignation of the subject property to an urban land use category does not constitute sprawl. 
The property is surrounded on all sides by existing or approved urban development. A contiguous 
and compact growth pattern will be encouraged through this change to the Future Land Use Map. 
Vacant parcels will not be bypassed in a "leapfrog" manner in order to accommodate urban 
development on the subject property. 

Staff finds that the addition of 483 acres of urban land to the Future Land Use Map is justified in 
this case. In fact, this area is more suitable for urban development in terms of infrastructure 
availability than many of the current Future Urban Areas shown on the Future Land Use Map. 
Staff is not making a finding that a regional mall development is necessarily appropriate in this 
location, but is simply making a finding that an urban designation is justified for the subject 
property at this time. 

IMPACTS TO SERVICES 

Transportation 
The subject property currently has access from several County roadways. The property will have 
its primary access from U.S. 41, an arterial roadway. The property will also have secondary access 
from Williams Road (major collector), Coconut Road (major collector), and the future Sandy Lane 
extension (listed as a future collector). 

The Lee County Department of Transpo1iation (LCDOT) has reviewed the request and has 
provided written comments dated July 6, 2001, October 3, 2001, and November 15, 2001 (see 
Attachments 2, 3, and 4). LCDOT used the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling 
Structure (FSUTMS) to project future roadway needs for the Lee Plan horizon year, which is 
currently 2020. Part of the input data is the land use, population and employment projections by 
Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been modified for this analysis to include the Simon 
Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is given in peak season weekday traffic. The output was 
converted to P .M. peak hour directional volumes in order to develop a level of service estimate. 
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The results are compared to the model output reflecting the December 8, 2000 Lee County MPO 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

DOT had previously established that several road segments in the area are projected to operate below 
the adopted level of service standard in 2020 if the subject property is developed with a regional mall. 
Based on the most recent analysis, the projected P .M. peak hour directional volumes would exceed the 
generalized service volumes at the adopted standards on the following four roadway segments: 

1-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway 
Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street 
Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alica Road, and 
US. 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alica Road 

In the case ofl-75, the current level of service standard set by the State is "C". The Simon Suncoast 
project would add traffic to the interstate, but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel 
facilities, I-75 is projected to operate at LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is 
expected that the interstate will be within the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the 
level of service standard to "D", and would bring the projected road condition within the established 
standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach Road 
to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2(a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of the 
roadway despite the level of service failure. There are, however, intersection improvements that could 
be implemented to improve the operation of the roadway. 

The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximum level of service "E" if the Simon 
regional mall is constructed. However, this roadway segment is located in an area of the University 
Community where the development plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the 
recently approved Gulf Coast Town Center DRI, another proposed location for a regional mall. The 
Alico Interchange Park DRI on the west side of the Alica Road/I-75 Interchange is a third proposed 
regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of those locations does not fully reflect the 
intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square feet, but does assume a significant amount 
of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast is successful in capturing the regional mall. 
Since it is our understanding that only one of the regional mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores 
for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall is 
ultimately developed on the Simon property. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alica Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by approximately 
6,900 vehicles per day. The v/c ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 with the project, 
exceeding the capacity of this roadway segment. This segment is also identified as being regionally 
impacted in the staffDRI analysis. The applicant has submitted information dated November 6, 2001 
that analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at 
key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan level 
of service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities." While DOT staff does not necessarily agree with this conclusion, staff believes that the 
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mitigation for this comprehensive plan amendment impact will be most appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI mitigation. 

Utilities 
The subject property is located within Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for sanitary sewer 
service. According to the application, the subject property is projected to produce 590,000 gallons 
of sewage per day under the proposed Urban Community designation. This calculation was based 
on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of 
office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities 
has indicated that it has the available capacity to serve the subject property from its existing 
wastewater treatment plant which has a maximum capacity of 4,250,000 gallons per day. There 
is an existing 24-inch force main located along U.S. 41 that would service the subject property. 
Bonita Springs Utilities has provided correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that 
wastewater plant capacity is adequate to support the increase in development intensity that would 
result from this proposed land use map change. 

The subject property is located in the Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for potable water. The 
application has indicated, and staff has confirmed, that there is a 12-inch water main that runs along 
U.S. 41 at the subject property's boundary. According to the application, the subject property is 
projected to need 590,000 gallons of water per day under the proposed Urban Community 
designation. This calculation was based on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square 
feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 
dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities has indicated that the available capacity of its existing 
water treatment plant is 7,500,000 gallons per day, and the current demand is 4,800,000 gallons per 
day. The existing water treatment plant, therefore, has adequate capacity to serve the subject 
prope1iy under the Urban Community designation. Bonita Springs Utilities has provided 
correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that water plant capacity is adequate to suppmi 
the increase in development intensity that would result from this proposed land use map change. 

Solid Waste 
The subject property is within Lee County Solid Waste District #2. The collection company for 
District#2 is Florida Recycling Services, Inc. With the existing Gulf Coast Landfill, the Waste-to­
Energy facility, and the Lee/Hendry Disposal facility all online, staff anticipates that there will be 
adequate capacity in the County's solid waste system to accommodate the additional waste that will 
likely accompany the change to the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Management - Hurricane Evacuation/Shelter Impacts 
The Lee Plan discourages increased residential densities in Coastal High Hazard Areas. Objective 
7 5 .1 states that allowable densities for undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be 
considered for reduction. Policy 75.1.4 further states that land use designations of undeveloped 
areas within coastal high hazard areas will be considered for reduced density categories. Staff finds 
that the subject property is not located in the Coastal High Hazard Area as defined by the Lee Plan, 
and is therefore not subject to consideration of reduced density categories under Objective 75 .1 and 
Policy 7 5 .1.4. The property is located in the Category 3 storm surge zone according to the 1991 
Lee County Hurricane Storm Tide Atlas, and is located in Flood Zone B, according the FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 
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Lee County Division of Emergency Management has reviewed the plan amendment request, and 
provided written comments dated July 7, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included 
as Attachment 5 to this report. If the land use category remains Rural, Emergency Management 
staff estimates that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 515 vehicles evacuating 
the property that would use U.S . 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management 
staff estimates that these 515 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 11 minutes to the 
current evacuation time. 

If the land use category is changed to Urban Community, Emergency Management staff estimate 
that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 3,092 vehicles evacuating the property 
that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route . Emergency Management staff estimate 
that these 3,092 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 66.68 minutes to the current 
evacuation time. 

These estimates assume that the entire property will be developed with residential uses. Emergency 
Management staff have correctly assumed a worst-case scenario where 2,898 dwelling units would 
be developed on the property. In reality, however, the proposed development plan only calls for 
1,000 dwelling units, which would lower the projected evacuation times developed by Emergency 
Management staff. The projected 66.68 minutes added to evacuation times would be the maximum 
time that would be added under the Urban Community designation. This figure would be a worst­
case scenano. 

Police Protection 
The Lee County Sheriffs office has reviewed the proposed plan amendment, and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2000. A copy of this correspondence has been included as an Attachment 
6 to this report. The Sheriffs office has indicated that it believes it will receive the necessary 
funding to generally suppmi growth in demand, and that it will be able to provide service to any 
development that might occur on the subject property. 

Fire Protection 
The subject prope1iy is located in the Estero Fire District. The District staff have reviewed the 
proposed plan amendment, and provided written correspondence dated July 30, 2001 (see 
Attachment 10). According to the Estero Fire District, they will be able to provide service to the 
subject property provided that the developer sets aside approximately one acre of land on which 
The District could construct a fire rescue station. The Fire District is suggesting that such a 
condition be placed on the plan amendment. Staff has formulated a recommendation to add 
language to the Lee Plan that would require one acre of the subject prope1iy to be set aside 
specifically for a fire station prior to any development on the property. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to fire protection services would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the current impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the fire station would subsequently be redesignated as Public Facilities on 
the Future Land Use Map. 
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Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Impact 
Lee County EMS staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and provided written 
comments dated September 19, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included as 
Attachment 7 of this report. According to Lee County EMS staff, the current and planned 
budgetary projections for additional EMS resources should adequately address any increased 
service demand from individuals or businesses occupying this parcel. 

School Impacts 
Staff of the School District of Lee County have reviewed the proposal and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2001 (see Attachment 8 ). The subject property is located in the South 
Region of the District, south of Estero High School. Based on the proposed maximum total of 
2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment from Rural to 
Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the proposal could generate 
up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses a standard generation rate of .31 
students per dwelling unit. If the maximum number of dwelling units were developed on the 
property, it would create the need for approximately one i1ew school in the system, encompassing 
the entire requisite staff, transpmiation costs, and core facilities. School District staff have also 
stated that regional mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and 
employment opportunities that will also contribute to fmiher growth in the Lee County School 
District. 

According to District staff, the schools in this region that would serve this development are 
operating at or above permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent 
student capacity levels are operating tlu-ough the use of portable classroom buildings. The potential 
growth generated by this land use change would require either the addition of permanent student 
and auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal impact 
on the District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current District budget, 
the fiscal operating impact would be $5 ,907 per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student, or up to 
$5,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction costs. 

In order to provide mitigation for the public school impacts associated with this plan amendment, 
the School District has recommended that a five-acre site be set aside on the subject property for 
a public school. The applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to donating a 
1.5-acre site to the Lee County School District, however, this small of a site would not enable the 
District to provide any type of sufficient facility to the community. Staff believes that, if the 
proposed regional mall is developed on the property, a five-acre school site should be provided by 
the applicant. 

Staff has formulated a recommendation to add language to the Lee Plan that would require five 
acres of the subject property to be set aside specifically for a school site. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to public school facilities would actually be greater 
if the subject prope1iy were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the proposed school impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
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area to be donated for the public school site would subsequently be resignated as Public Facilities 
on the Future Land Use Map. 

Mass Transit 
Lee Tran staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and offered written comments dated 
August 31, 2001. A copy of this correspondence is included as Attachment 9 of this report. Lee 
Tran has indicated that if the proposed re-gional mall is developed on the property, there would be 
increased ridership at this location. Lee Tran staff, therefore, have requested to have an opportunity 
to examine the subject property for additional transit amenities. Staff believes that transit amenities 
are a site-specific item that should be addressed during the DRI and rezoning process. 

Community Parks 
The subject property is located in Community Park District #8 . The Lee Plan sets out a regulatory 
level of service and a "desired" level of service for community parks. The regulatory level of 
service is currently 0.8 acres per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each 
district. The "desired" level of service was increased in 1996 to 1.75 acres per 1,000 permanent 
residents in the unincorporated area of each district, and was increased again in 1998 to 2.00 acres 
per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each district. According to the 
Concurrency Management Inventory and Projections the district will meet the basic regulatory 
standard for level of service through the Year 2005. The district, however, has not met the 
"desired" standard since 1997. The proposed plan amendment will add more potential residents 
to this park district, increasing the number of park acres required to meet the "desired" level of 
service. 

B. CONCLUSIONS 

The location of the subject property makes it more suitable for an urban designation than its current non­
urban designation. The subject property is located in an emerging urban center along this segment ofU.S . 
41 . The redesignation of the subject property would result in a contiguous and compact growth pattern and 
would minimize urban sprawl. Most basic urban infrastructure is either available or will be available at 
the time of development. The continued designation of the subject property as Rural would represent an 
underutilization of the existing and planned infrastructure and services in the area. 

Staff found that the proposed land use change could result in deficiencies in the capacity of the road 
network and the school system in the area. Staff also found that additional facilities for fire protection 
would be needed. The change of land use category from Rural to Urban Community alone would not 
necessarily result in the need for these additional facilities and services. The development of the proposed 
regional mall creates the burden on roads, public schools, and fire protection services. Staff has formulated 
a recommendation that would address the potential public school and fire protection deficiencies through 
specific language in the Lee Plan. Staff believes that the transportation impacts would be more 
appropriately addressed through mitigation provided as part of the DRI. 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BOARD TRANSMITTAL HEARING 

Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed plan amendment. Staff 
recommends that the following amendments be made to the Lee Plan. 
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1. Change the Future Land Use Map designation for the subject property from Rural to Urban Community. 

2. Add the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south 
by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of Coconut Road, 
provided that: 

(1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these.~.,,,,.+,.~ 
properties to Public Facilities. 
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PART III - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: November 26, 2001 

A. . LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW 
Planning staff provided a brief summary of the proposed plan amendment. Staff recommended adding 
language to its original recommendation to ensure that, if a fire station site was provided, the location of 
the site would be mutually agreed upon by the property owner and the County. The applicant then 
provided a summary of the amendment, highlighting their justification for approval and expressing 
disagreement with a portion of the staff recommendation. There was a significant amount of discussion 
regarding the impacts of the amendment on fire protection and public schools, and specifically, where and 
when these impacts should be addressed. Staff was of the opinion that these impacts should be mitigated, 
and that language should be added to the Lee Plan to ensure that the impacts were mitigated. The applicant 
suggested that the Lee Plan was not the appropriate mechanism to require the impacts associated with the 
land use change to be mitigated. The applicant suggested that any type of mitigation should be based on 
the actual development parameters for the site, and not the potential worst-case scenario that staff has 
reviewed. The applicant favored placing any type of mitigation language into the DRI development order 
and zoning resolution, rather than the comprehensive plan. 

The LP A had many concerns and questions about the proposed amendment. The LP A questioned how the 
traffic impacts would be addressed. Staff responded that traffic impact mitigation would be provided as 
part of the standard DRI traffic impact mitigation process. Lee County DOT was of the opinion that these 
impacts were more appropriately addressed in the DRI. 

The LP A questioned how the impacts to hurricane evacuation times would be addressed. Staff responded 
that this amendment will likely cause an increase in hurricane evacuation times because the land use 
change would allow greater residential density. The hurricane evacuation time evaluation that was done 
as part of staffs review was based on a worst case scenario where the whole property would develop with 
residential uses at the maximum density. In reality, staff does not know how the property will develop. 
If the property develops with primarily commercial uses, then there will be fewer impacts to hurricane 
evacuation times. Given the wide variety of uses that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation, staff believes it would be more appropriate to address hurricane evacuation during the 
rezoning and DRI process. 

The LP A questioned the impacts of this amendment on Community Parks. Staff responded that, if the 
amendment were adopted, the applicable park district would be able to meet the regulatory standard of 0.8 
acres of community parks per 1,000 permanent residents. The "desired" standard of 2.0 acres per 1,000 
permanent residents would not be met, but this standard has not been met since 1997. Staff acknowledged 
in the staff report that the conversion of this property to an urban land use category would potentially move 
the County farther from the "desired" standard because the amendment would increase the potential 
number of permanent residents in the area. The LP A questioned why staff did not recommend that the 
property owner provide a site for a community park. Staff responded that the location of this property was 
not ideal for a community park, and that a parkwas already planned for this area in the near future. 
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The LPA questioned how the additional commercial that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation would impact the County's overall projections for future commercial development in the 
County. Staff responded that this amendment would have little or no impact on the established projections 
given in the Table 1 (b) of the Lee Plan, the Year 2020 Acreage Allocation Table. This table establishes 
a specific acreage limitation for commercial development in each Planning Community. This acreage is 
available on a "first-come-first-serve" basis. Once all of this acreage has been developed with commercial 
uses, then no final development orders or extensions to final development orders will be issued or 
approved by Lee County if they would allow the acreage totals for commercial uses contained in Table 1 (b) 
to be exceeded. The commercial acreage cap for this planning community will remain the same whether 
or not this amendment is approved. 

The LP A debated staffs proposed language regarding the provision of a fire station site and a public school 
site. Staffs language had suggested that the sites be "donated" by the applicant, which was not the best 
word to describe staffs intent. Staff anticipated that the sites could possibly be given to the County in 
exchange for impact fee credits. The LP A and the applicant pointed out that there might be other means 
for the County to obtain property within the subject site, such as a combination of cash payment by the 
County and impact fee credits . In order to leave the possibilities open, staff suggested that the word 
"provide" might be used instead of the word "donate." This would leave the method of acquiring the 
prope1iy open to several possibilities that could be worked out between the applicant and the County. 

A member of the Estero Fire Rescue Board of Commissioners spoke in favor of staffs recommendation. 
This individual stated that the Estero Fire District needed a one-acre site at this location, and that it was 
important that the District be involved in choosing the location for this site. 

A staff member of the Lee County School District spoke in favor of staffs recommendation of having a 
5-acre school site provided within the subject prope1iy. 

The primary issue of contention on this plan amendment was whether to require fire protection and public 
school impacts to be mitigated through language in the Lee Plan, or by delaying it until the DRI/zoning 
approval. The LP A had reservations about placing these types of specific mitigation requirements in the 
comprehensive plan, although the LPA generally agreed that these impacts needed to be mitigated. The 
majority of the LPA thought that the DRI development order and zoning resolution would be the 
appropriate mechanism to require the mitigation of impacts. The LP A moved that the amendment be 
transmitted to the Board of County Commissioners without staffs recommended Policies 6.1.2.4.f(l ), (2), 
and (3) . 

It should be noted that staff was not in agreement with the recommendation of the LP A. Staff maintains 
its original recommendation. 

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommended that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed map and text amendment. The LP A recommended 
not to include staff's proposed Policy 6.1.2.4.f(I), 6.1.2.4/(2), and 6.1.2.4.f (3) in the 
transmittal. Staff's proposed Policy 6.1.2.4.f, however, would remain as part of the 
transmittal. 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CPA2000-00030 

October 4, 2002 
PAGE 24 OF 32 



C . . 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The LP A accepted the findings 
of fact as advanced by staff, but found that school impacts and fire protection impacts 
would be more appropriately addressed as a part of the concurrent DRI and rezoning cases. 

VOTE: 

NOEL ANDRESS AYE 

SUSAN BROOKMAN AYE 

BARRY ERNST ABSENT 

RONALD INGE AYE 

GORDON REIGELMAN AYE 

VIRGINIA SPLITT NAY 

GREG STUART ABSENT 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: December 13, 2001 

A. BOARD REVIEW: Staff provided an overview of the proposed amendment, and highlighted the 
recommendations of staff and the LP A. Staff noted that its recommendation differed from the LP A 
recommendation. The applicant then provided an overview of the project, noting that they disagreed with 
staffs recommendation to place a requirement to provide a fire station site and public school site into the 
text of the Lee Plan. 

The Board raised some general concerns about traffic impacts, -the provision of affordable housing, and 
community park impacts. One member of the Board thought that other policies should have been 
recommended by staff to address affordable housing in particular. A member of the Board expressed 
concern about the idea of essentially waiving the site location standards contained in Policy 6.1.2 for this 
particular property. 

Considerable discussion took place on whether or not it would be appropriate to place the requirements 
for the provision of community facility sites into the text of the Lee Plan. The applicant did not 
specifically object to the idea of providing the sites for community facilities, but did object to placing text 
to that effect in the Lee Plan.· The applicant thought the more appropriate mechanism to address this would 
be as a condition of the DRI. 

The Board's legal counsel advised that there might be problems with staffs recommended language if the 
DRifor the regional mall did not develop, and the property was eventually sold and developed in smaller 
pieces. It would then be difficult to determine which property owner would be responsible for the 
provision of the sites. Counsel also made a point that these types of issues could be addressed in the DRI 
process. Staff then responded that the language specified minimum requirements, and if the DRI process 
revealed that more acreage was needed or other issues needed to be addressed, then the minimum 
requirements could be exceeded, or these other issues could be addressed. Staff also pointed out that the 
request before them was for a plan amendment, and at the present time, that was the only mechanism 
available for staff to address the potential impacts. 

The Board's legal counsel also raised the issue that there was a potential problem with the location of the 
proposed language under the heading of commercial site location standards in Policy 6.1.2. The current 
location for the proposed language might be viewed as indicating that the requirements for public facility 
sites are necessary in order to meet site location standards for Regional Commercial. In reality, the 
requirements are only intended to apply as a result of the change in land use and the possible development 
of a regional center on the site. This comment was noted, but the Board did not take any action on it. 

The Board was hesitant to include the specific acreage requirements for community facilities as text in the 
Plan, but did suggest that more general language might be appropriate. The Board thought it would be 
appropriate to add text that would require certain specific items to be addressed if this property was 
developed as a single DRI for a mixed-use regional center. The Board did not suggest any type of specific 
mitigation requirements for community facility impacts. Instead, they suggested leaving it open, so that 
any type of impact mitigation would be based on the development parameters proposed for the property 
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through rezoning and/or DRI review. The Board, by suggesting this, was attempting to put into writing 
that they had concerns about impacts to certain community facilities, and wanted to ensure that these 
impacts were appropriately mitigated at the zoning or DRI stage. They wanted this idea conveyed even 
if the language did not specify the type of mitigation to be provided. The items that the Board wanted to 
see addressed were: impacts to flow-ways , community and regional park levels of service, roadway levels 
of service, public schools, fire protection services, and affordable housing. The understanding was that 
staff would be required to specifically address each of these issues during the rezoning process prior to a 
regional commercial center being developed on the property. 

The Board moved to transmit the amendment, provided that language was added to the Plan that would 
require the following items to be addressed in the DRI and rezoning process : impacts to flow-ways, 
community and regional park levels of service, roadway levels of service, public schools, fire protection 
services, and affordable housing. 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board voted to transmit the proposed map and text amendments 
to DCA, with the text additions shown in Item D below. 

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

C. VOTE: 

JOHN ALBION 

ANDREW COY 

BOB JANES 

RAY JUDAH 

DOUG ST. CERNY 

D. BOARD TRANSMITTAL LANGUAGE: 

Policy 6.1.2.4 .. .. 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

f. The Commercial Site location standards described in this policy do not apply to Regional Commercial 
development approved as a single mixed-use Development of Regional Impact containing regional 
shopping opportunities on a 483-acre portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the east by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south by Coconut 
Road, and on the north by a line located one half mile north of Coconut Road designated Urban 
Community, provided that the DRI specifically addresses: 

1) Impacts to flow-ways, 
2) Community and Regional Park levels of service, 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CPA2000-00030 

October 4, 2002 
PAGE 27 OF 32 



3) Roadway levels of service, 
4) Public Schools, 
5) Fire protection services, and 
6) Affordable housing. 
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT 

DATE OF ORC REPORT: March 14, 2002 

A. . DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 
The Florida Department of Community Affairs reviewed the proposed amendment and issued an 
Objections, Recommendations and Comments (ORC) Report pursuant to Rule 9J-11.010, Florida 
Administrative Code. This report is provided below: 

OBJECTIONS RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENTS REPORT 
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 02-DI 

LEE COUNTY 

I. CONSISTENCY WITH RULES 9J-5 AND CHAPTER 163., F.S. 

Lee County's proposed Amendment 02-DJ involves changes to the Future Land Use Map changes and text. The Department 
raises an objection to the proposed amendment. 

Obiection: 

This is a proposal to revise the Future Land Use Map for a 483-acre site located between U.S. 4 I and Seminole Gulf Railway 
tracks and extending from Williams Road south past Coconut Road from "Rural" to Urban Community," and Policy 6.1.2, 
in order to facilitate the location of the Simon Suncoast Development of Regional Impact. According to the information 
provided, the proposed land use change will degrade the level of service standards on U.S. 4 I . This is inconsistent with the 
County's commitment in Goal 22, Objective 70.1 and Policy 70.1.1 to maintain the adopted level of service standards. The 
County has not demonstrated, through scheduled improvements within the first three years oft he Five-Year Schedule of Capital 
Improvements, how the level of service standard on this roadway will be maintained in view of the impact of the proposed land 
use designation on U.S. 41. Chapter 163.3177(2), (6)(a), Florida Statutes; Rule 9J-5.006(3)(c)3.; 9J-5.016(3)(b)5., (4)(a) & 
(b); and 9J-5.019(4)(c)I., Florida Administrative Code. 

Reco111111e11datio11: 

Demonstrate, with adequate data and analysis, how the increased density and intensity on the site will take place without 
exacerbating the traffic condition on U.S. 41. In addition, demonstrate the consistency of the amendment with the Lee Plan 
Goal, Objective and Policy listed above which commit the County to maintain the adopted level of service standards; and show, 
by including any needed improvements that will enable the maintenance of the level of service standards within the first three 
years of a financially feasible Five-Year Schedule of Capital Improvements. Since the Urban Community designation that 
allows six units per acre and the proposed commercial use may be too intense for the site, in light of the traffic impact on U.S. 
41, the County should consider designating on the site a less intense land use category. 

II. CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The proposed amendment does not adequately address and further the State Comprehensive plan including the following goal 
and policies: 

Public Facilities goal (18)(a) and Policies (b) I and (2), regarding the provision of public facilities. 

Recomme11dation: 

Revise the proposed amendment as indicated in the report, in order to be consistent with the above goal and policies of the 
State Comprehensive plan. 
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B. STAFF RESPONSE 
The applicant has provided a Response to the Florida Department of Community Affairs objection. This 
response was compiled into a document dated "Revised September 13, 2002,"and is included as an 
attachment to this report. The applicant's response provides a summary of the applicant's traffic analysis 
from the initial submittals as well as all of the supplemental information. These analyses indicated that 
all of the affected road segments would operate at an acceptable level of service, except for the section of 
US 41 between Koreshan Boulevard and Ali co Road. The applicant's analysis indicates that this segment 
can operate at an acceptable level of service if improvements are made at specific intersections. 

The applicant informally responded to the DCA on June 11 , 2002. In follow up discussions with the DCA 
reviewers by both the County staff and the applicant, it was apparent that the objection was directed 
towards the use of the DRI development order as the vehicle for providing the mitigation for the affected 
intersections. The DCA staff was concerned that the mitigation be included in the first three years of the 
County's CIP. This resulted in several further discussions between the applicant and the County staff, as 
well as between the County staff and the staff of the DCA. The language that was agreed to by all of the 
parties is presented below: 

POLICY21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2020 Financially Feasible 
Plan Map series is hereby incorporated as part of the Transportation Map series for this Lee Plan 
comprehensive plan element. The MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan Map, as adopted 
December 8, 2000, is incorporated as Map 3A of the Transportation Map series, with one format 
change as approved by the Lee County Board of County Commissioners on March 23, 1999. The 
format change is a visual indication (with shading) that alignment options for the County Road 
951/Bonita Grande Drive extension are still under consideration, consistent with Note--5 i . Also, 
the comprehensive plan amendment analysis for the Simon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI 
identified the need for improvements at key intersections on US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to 
Ali co Road to address the added impacts from the project for year 2020, and a mitigation payment 
has been required as part of the DRI development order. Lee County considers the following 
intersection improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary funds to make 
these improvements at the point they are required to maintain adopted level of service standards 
on US 41; 

Intersection 

US 41/Constitution Boulevard 

US 41/B & F Parcel 

, US 41/Sanibel Boulevard 

US 41/Koreshan Boulevard 
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The Florida Department of Community Affairs agreed that the above language is an appropriate way to 
address the stated concern. The County, through this language, is committing to do these improvements 
when they are required to maintain adopted level of service standards on US 41. The proposed 
development is paying a proportionate share to mitigate their transportation impacts. The DRl 
Development Order provides a condition concerning the payment of this proportionate share. 

The staff recommendation in Part LC.I of this report takes into consideration the applicant's proposed 
language, staffs original recommendation, the Board of County Commissioners transmitted language, the 
FloridaDepa1iment of Community Affairs (DCA) Objections, Recommendations, and Comments Rep01i, 
and the subsequent negotiations between the applicant, DCA, and the County staff. 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR ADOPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: October 21 st, 2002 

A. BOARD REVIEW: 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 
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SOUTHWEST FLORIDA 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Writer's Direct Dial Number: (941) 479-8585 

Bob Janes 
District One 

Douglas R. St. Cerny 
District Two 

January 2, 2002 

Ray Judah 
District Three Ray Eubanks, Community Program Administrator 
Andrew w. coy Florida Department of Conununity Affairs 
District Four Division of Resource Planning and Management 
John E. Albion Bureau of Local Planning 
District Five 2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Donald D. Stilwell Tallahassee, FL. 32399-2100 
County Manager 

James G Yaeger 
County Allorney Re: Amendment to the Lee Plan 
Diana M. Parker 
County Hearing 
Examiner 

@ Recycled Paper 

Transmittal Submission Package for CPA 2000-00030 

Dear Mr. Eubanks: 

In accordance with the provisions ofF.S. Chapter 163.3187(1 )(b) and of9J-11.006, this submission package 
constitutes the transmittal package for an amendment to the Lee Plan known as CPA 2000-30. The 
proposed amendment is one of the exemptions to the twice per calendar year limitation on the adoption of 
comprehensive plan amendments, due to the fact that it is directly related to a proposed Development of 
Regional Impact, the Simon Suncoast DRI. Per 91-11.006(1)(a)7.a. , a copy of the transmittal letter to the 
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council applying for DRI development approval is attached to this 
correspondence. 

The Local Planning Agency public hearing for this plan amendment was held on November 26, 2001, and 
the Board of County Commissioners hearing for transmittal of the plan amendment was held on December 
13, 2001. Per 9J-1 l.006(1)(a)(3), Lee County is requesting that the Department review the proposed 
amendments and provide an Objections, Recommendations, and Comments (ORC) Report. The proposed 
amendment is not applicable to an area of critical state concern. The Board of County Commissioners has 
stated its intent to hold an adoption hearing at the same time as the hearing for Application for Development 
Approval for the DRI. 

The subject plan amendment is a privately-initiated request to amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 
1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 483 +/- acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 4 7 
South, and Range 25 East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." Also proposed is an amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to specifically allow the 
consideration ofa Regional Commercial center on the subject property. The effect of the amendment will 
be to allow urban levels of development in an area previously designated for rural uses. The potential 
residential density and commercial intensity for the subject property will be increased if the amendment is 
adopted. 

For clarity, the staff report for the proposed amendment complete with the applicant's submittal which 
includes attendant support document, staff evaluation, analysis and recommendations, Local Planning 
Agency recommendations and local governing body actions are being transmitted. The attached staff report 

P.O. Box 398, Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 (941) 335-21 11 
Internet address http://www.lee-county.com 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTI ON EMPLOYER 



Ray Eubanks, Community Program Administrator 
Transmittal of CPA 2000-00030 

Page 2 of2 

The name, title, address, telephone number and facsimile number of the person for the local government who 
is most familiar with the proposed amendment is as follows: 

Mr. Paul O'Connor, AICP 
Lee County Planning Division Director 
P.O. Box 398 
Fort Myers, Florida 33902-0398 
(941)479-8585 
Fax (941)479-8319 

Included with this package, per 9J-1 l.006, are six copies of the adopted amendment, and supporting data and 
analysis. By copy of this letter and its attachments I certify that these amendments have been sent to the 
Regional Planning Council, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the Department of 
Environmental Protection, Florida Department of State, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Conm1ission, the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Division of Forestry, and the South 
Florida Water Management District. 

Sincerely, 
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Division of Planning 

~~ oev-A .......... _ 
Paul O'Connor, AICP 
Director 

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

Wayne Daltry 
Executive Director 
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 

Mike Rippe, District Director 
Southwest Area Office 
FOOT Dist1ict One 

Executive Director 
South Flo1ida Water Management District 

Plan Review Section 
Depa1iment of Environmental Protection 

Florida Depa1iment of State 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 

The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Division of Forestry 
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LEE COUNTY 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

CPA 2000-30 

Text Amendment 0 Map Amendment 

This Document Contains the Following 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 Hearing for Adoption 

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: November 19, 2001 

PART I - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
1. APPLICANT: 

The Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, represented by Matthew D. Uhle 
of Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 

2. REQUEST: 
• Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 

483-acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and 
Range 25 East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." 

• Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to specifically allow the consideration of a 
Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
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PROPERTY LOCATION: The subject property is generally located on the east 
side of U.S . 41, at its intersection with Coconut Road in South Estero. 

EXISTING USE OF LAND: The subject property is currently vacant. 

CURRENT ZONING: The subject property is zoned AG-2 

CURRENT FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORY: The483-acre subject property 
has two Future Land Use designations: Rural (432.35 acres) and Wetlands (50.79 
acres) 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO LPA: (Note: this staff 
recommendation was modified slightly by the LPA action). Planning staff recommends 
transmittal of the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to change the 
Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use category to 
the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas of the property 
currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S . 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 

( 1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated to Lee County for use as a fire 
station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development order 
submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the issuance 
of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is eligible for credits under the 
County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated to the School District of Lee 
County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School District prior 
to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County 
will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated, if it is 
eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations, the County will initiate an amendment to the Future 
Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of the donated properties to 
Public Facilities. 
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2. REVISEDSTAFFRECOMMENDATIONFORBoCCHEARING: (Note: The Board 
of County Commissioners modified this staff recommendation at the hearing. The final 
version of the proposed text changes transmitted by the Board are shown in the Board 
transmittal hearing summa,y on page 26 and 27 of this report). Planning staff 
recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed amendment 
to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to change the Future Land Use designation of the 
subject property from the "Rural" land use category to the "Urban Community" land use 
category. Staff recommends that the areas of the property currently designated as 
"Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 

(l) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these ~ .... ~t, ,.:i 

properties to Public Facilities. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

• The proposed plan amendment is being undertaken for the specific purpose of 
developing a regional mall and associated commercial and residential development 
on the subject property. A rezoning application and a DRI development approval 
application have been submitted concurrently with this amendment. 
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• While the analysis of the amendment should focus primarily on the impacts of the 
land use category change alone, it is necessary to consider the impacts of the 
potential development scenario that has been proposed. 

• The redesignation of the subject property from Rural to Urban Community will 
increase the demand for public services and infrastructure in this area. This will 
occur whether the end use is a regional mall or some other development that fits 
within the density/intensity limitations of the Urban Community land use category. 

• The potential number of residential dwelling units that could develop on the subject 
property will increase from 434 to 2,898 if this plan amendment is approved. 

• Staff has identified potential deficiencies in the capacity of the surrounding road 
network, the public school system, and fire protection services that could result 
from this proposed plan amendment. All other infrastructure and services are 
existing or planned, with adequate capacity to serve the subject property. 

• Three road segments in the project area will operate below acceptable levels of 
service prior to the Year 2020, with or without the proposed amendment or mall 
development. The land use map change could result in one additional road segment 
operating below the adopted level of service, if a regional mall is developed as 
planned. The land use map amendment alone will result in increased traffic in 
Estero, but will not necessarily cause any road segments to fail. The ultimate end 
use of the property will be required to provide appropriate traffic impact mitigation 
at the time of rezoning and DRI development approval. 

• A compact and contiguous development pattern will be maintained through this 
amendment. The proposed amendment will not promote urban sprawl, as the 
subject property is located adjacent to a significant amount of existing and approved 
urban development. 

• Since the time when the subject property was originally designated as Rural in the 
1984 Lee Plan, conditions and land use patterns in the area have changed to the 
point that Rural is no longer the most appropriate land use category for the subject 
property. 

• The retail commercial intensity proposed by the Simon Suncoast DRI would not 
meet the applicable commercial site location standard under Goal 6 for a regional 
commercial development. 

A. STAFF DISCUSSION 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 

PART II- STAFF ANALYSIS 

The applicants, Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, are requesting a change of Future Land 
Use designation from "Rural" to "Urban Community" for approximately 483 acres ofland in Estero. The 
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application materials and correspondence associated with this plan amendment have been included with 
this report. The site is located between U.S. 41 and the Seminole Gulf Railway tracks, and extends from 
Williams Road south past Coconut Road. The subject property is in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 
South, Range 25 East. A graphic showing the location of the subject property is provided in Attachment 
1 of this report. 

The applicants have also requested a text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on a portion of the subject property. 

It should be noted that, while it is not part of this comprehensive plan amendment application, a rezoning 
application has been submitted to the County to rezone the subject property from AG-2 to MPD to 
accommodate a regional mall. A Development of Regional Impact (DRI) application for a regional mall 
has also been provided to the County as well as to the Regional Planning Council. While it is not common 
to consider specific development scenarios in the review of a comprehensive plan amendment application, 
staff has considered the fact that this plan amendment has been undertaken specifically to accommodate 
a regional mall, and that the mall will be the likely end use of the property, if in fact the Simon site ends 
up being the site for the regional mall in Lee County. The proposed land use summary as established in 
the rezoning and DRI application is as follows: 

Retail: 1,800, 000 square feet 
Office: 300,000 square feet 
Hotel: 600 Rooms 
Assisted Living Facility: 200 units 
Multi-Family Residential: 1,000 units 

The parameters listed above are just one proposed development scenario that could be accommodated 
under the proposed Urban Community land use category. There is a wide variety of other uses that could 
occur on the property. This staff repo1i will primarily consider the impact of the proposed change to the 
Future Land Use Map, while giving secondary consideration to the possibility of the regional mall complex 
being a likely end user of the property. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
To the north of the subject property are several vacant parcels zoned AG-2. The Future Land Use 
designation for the area immediately north of the subject property is Suburban. The parcels to the 
north of the subject property are currently vacant. It should also be noted that Estero High School 
is located approximately one-half mile to the north and west of the subject property. 

To the east of the subject property is The Brooks of Bonita Springs, which is a partially-developed 
2,492-acre mixed use project. The Brooks is approved for a total of 4,060 multi family dwelling 
units, 1,140 single family dwelling units, a 120-room hotel/motel, and 250,000 square feet of 
commercial development. There is a pending amendment to the Brooks DRI that would increase 
the number of single family units to 1,600, reduce the number of multi-family units to 2,460, and 
add 20,000 square feet of commercial use. The Brooks development is zoned MPD, and is located 
in the Rural Future Land Use Category, with a small portion of the property located in the 
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Suburban Future Land Use Category. The Brooks was approved under the Planned Development 
District Option (PDDO), which allowed urban densities to be achieved outside of the future urban 
areas, provided the applicant demonstrated that the proposal will be totally independent of County­
subsidized facilities and services. 

To the south of the subject property is a 62-acre industrial subdivision that is zoned IL. Also, 
immediately to the south of the subject property is a CG-zoned parcel containing a restaurant. The 
Future Land Use designation for the area south of the subject property is Industrial Development. 

To the west of the subject property is U.S. 41, and a variety of developments set out as follows 
from north to south: 

• Williams Place CPD, which is a 12.19-acre parcel approved for 90,000 square feet of 
commercial, and is currently being developed as a strip center, anchored by an Albertson's 
supermarket. 

• Estero Greens CPD, which is approved for 100,000 square feet of retail and 129,000 square 
feet of office uses. 

• Tulip Associates CPD, which is a 13.47 acre property approved for 130,500 square feet of 
commercial uses, 30,000 of which may be retail. 

• Coconut Road MPD, which is a 46-acre property approved for 250,000 square feet ofretail 
uses and 142 dwelling units. In the alternative, the property could develop with 200,000 
square feet of light industrial uses. 

• Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, which is approved for 4,400 residential units, 750 hotel/motel 
units, 475,000 square feet of commercial office, and 300,000 square feet of commercial 
retail. 

The Future Land Use designations to the west of the subject prope1iy are Suburban and Urban 
Community. 

An examination of the surrounding land uses shows that the area surrounding the subject property 
is rapidly urbanizing, with the recent development of The Brooks, Pelican Landing, and several 
small commercial parcels. The surrounding Future Land Use categories consist of Urban 
Community, Suburban, Industrial Development, and Rural. The Rural areas adjacent to the subject 
property are currently being developed with urban densities through the use of the PDDO option. 
The proposed Urban Community designation would be generally compatible with the adjacent 
Future Land Use categories, although compatibility will be ultimately determined during the 
rezoning process based on a proposed plan of development. 

Environmental Considerations 
The 483-acre subject property contains 36.23 acres of South Florida Water Management District 
jurisdictional wetlands and an additional 14.56 acres of surface waters. The following FLUCCS 
categories were observed on the site: 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CP A2000-00030 

December 13, 2001 
PAGE 6 OF 29 



I FLUCCS Code I Descrietion I Acreage I 
211 hnproved Pasture 404.45 

415 Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland 6.74 
Forest 

526 Borrow Lakes 19.37 

624 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 20.61 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

640 Vegetated Non-Forested 10.81 
Wetlands 

746 Previously Cleared/Disturbed 6.84 
Area 

814 Roads 14.32 

483 .14 

According to materials submitted with the rezoning/DRI application, development of the property 
will occur primarily within the improved pasture areas and the melaleuca infested pine flatwoods . 
Approximately 22 .15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 4. 81 acres of jurisdictional surface waters 
will remain unaltered. 

The majority of the wetlands on the property are part of a natural surface water flowway that runs 
east to west across the property. This is a well-defined drainage conveyance that will be utilized 
in the overall surface water management system for the property. This flowway plays an important 
role in water conveyance, storm water storage, and providing wildlife habitat. Most of the flowway 
is currently designated as Wetlands on the Future Land Use Map. The on-site wetlands have not 
been included in the plan amendment request, and will therefore remain as Wetlands on the Future 
Land Use Map. The wetland lines on the map will be adjusted to reflect the jurisdictional wetland 
lines surveyed by the South Florida Water Management District and provided by the applicant. 

A species survey of the subject property has been conducted, and the following wildlife species 
were observed on the site: wood stork, little blue heron, snowy egret, and tricolored heron. 

Soils 
The applicant has provided a soils map in the background materials. The following is a list and 
description of all soil types that appear on the subject property. The brief descriptions associated 
with these soil types are based on information provided in the Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida 
(U.S . Depaiiment of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1984). 

6 - Hallandale Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil, on low, broad flatwoods 
areas. The available water capacity of this soil is low. 
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11 - Myakka Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad flatwoods areas. The 
available water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

13 - Boca Fine Sand - This is nearly level, poorly drained soil on flatwoods. The available water 
capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

14 - Valkaria Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low. 

26 - Pineda Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available water 
capacity is very low in the surface and subsurface layers, and in the upper sandy part of the subsoil, 
and medium in the lower loamy part of the subsoil. 

27 - Pompano Fine Sand, Depression al - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions . 
The available water capacity is low. 

28 - Immokalee Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in flatwoods areas. The available 
water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

34 - Malabar Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the upper part of the subsoil and 
medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

42 - Wabasso Sand- Limestone Substratum - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad 
flatwoods areas. The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the 
upper part of the subsoil, and medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

49 - Felda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

51 - Floridana Sand, Depression al - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is medium in the surface layer and subsoil, and low in the subsurface layer. 

73 - Pineda Fine Sand, Depression al - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

75 - Hallandale Fine Sand, Slough - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The 
available water capacity is low. 

Internal Consistency with the Lee Plan 
The proposed amendment seeks to change the Future Land Use category of the subject property 
from Rural to Urban Community. The Rural category is considered part of the "Non-Urban Areas" 
on the Future Land Use Map. Objective 1.4 describes the "Non-Urban Areas" as "those areas not 
anticipated for urban development at this time." Policy 1 .4.1 describes the Rural land use category 
as follows : 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CP A2000-00030 

December 13 , 2001 
PAGE 8 OF 29 



POLICY 1.4.1: The Rural areas are to remain predominantly rural--that is, low 
density residential, agricultural uses, and minimal non-residential land uses that 
are needed to serve the rural community. These areas are not programmed to 
receive urban-type capital improvements, and they can anticipate a continued level 
of public services below that of the urban areas. Maximum density in the Rural 
area is one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre). 

Policy 1.4.1 states that Rural areas are comprised primarily of low density residential uses, 
agriculture, and minimal non-residential uses needed to serve the rural community. These areas 
are not programmed to receive urban-type capital improvements, and they will have a level of 
public services below that the urban areas. The subject property no longer fits these characteristics 
of the Rural land use category. The subject property is located in an area of the county that has 
experienced significant growth and development in recent years. The areas around the subject 
property have developed with large master-planned communities such as Pelican Landing and The 
Brooks, both of which contain single-family and multi-family dwelling units plus large commercial 
components. There are also several commercial developments planned along the west side of U.S . 
41. The subject property is located on U.S . 41, a four lane divided arterial roadway that is currently 
programmed for widening to 6 lanes. Public utilities and services are readily available to the 
subject property. These factors lead staff to the conclusion that Rural is no longer the most 
appropriate designation for the subject site. A continued designation of Rural would represent an 
underutilization of existing public facilities and services available in this area of the County. 

The proposed land use category for the subject property is Urban Community. Policy 1.1.4 
describes the Urban Community areas as follows : 

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community areas are areas outside of Fort Myers and 
Cape Coral that are characterized by a mixture of relatively intense commercial 
and residential uses. Included among themJor example, are parts of Lehigh Acres, 
San Carlos Park, Fort Myers Beach, South Fort Myers, Bonita Springs, Pine 
Island, and Gasparilla 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 units per acre (6 du/acre), with a maximum of ten dwelling units per 
acre (10 du/acre). 

Policy 1.1.4 describes Urban Community areas as having a relatively intense mix of residential and 
commercial uses. The description of the Urban Community category is consistent with the existing 
and planned uses on and around the subject parcel. The Urban Community category would also 
be one of the few land use categories in the Lee Plan that could be applied to this property in order 
to accommodate the development of a regional mall. 
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The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning Community, but will be 
located in the newly created Estero Planning Community upon adoption of pending plan 
amendment P AMIT 99-20. This plan amendment has been transmitted by the Board of County 
Commissioners to the Department of Community Affairs for review. For purposes of this staff 
analysis, it has been assumed that the new planning communities map and acreage allocation table 
1 (b) will be adopted as transmitted by the BoCC, and that this property will be in the Estero 
Planning Community. 

Policy 1.7.6 discusses the Planning Communities Map (Map 16) and Acreage Allocation Table 
(Table 1 (b )) . This map and table depict the proposed distribution, extent, and location of 
generalized land uses for the year 2020. Acreage totals are provided for land in each Planning 
Community in unincorporated Lee County. No final development orders or extensions to final 
development orders will be issued or approved by Lee County which would allow the acreage totals 
for residential, commercial or industrial uses contained in Table 1 (b) to be exceeded. 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 327 acres 
allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use category in the new Estero 
Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, approximately 100 acres will remain available for 
residential development. There will also be 1,379 acres allocated for commercial development in 
the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will remain available for 
commercial development. 

Staff believes that the existing allocations for residential and commercial will be sufficient to 
accommodate the proposed urban density and intensity on the subject 483-acre site. Depending 
upon the specific density and intensity that would develop on the subject property, changes may 
be necessary to the acreage allocation Table 1 (b ). The development parameters of the rezoning and 
DRI that are being processed concurrently with this plan amendment application could be 
accommodated under the existing acreage allocations. If subsequent changes are necessary, the 
applicant or developer will be responsible for amending Table 1 (b) accordingly. 

Goal 2 of the Lee Plan and its subsequent objectives and policies address growth management 
concerns. Goal 2 seeks to provide for an economically feasible plan which coordinates the location 
and timing of new development with the provision of infrastructure by government agencies, 
private utilities, and other sources. The subject property has access to the arterial road network as 
well as to public water and sewer. The designation of the subject prope1iy to a more urban land 
use category would allow for new urban development to occur in an area that already has urban 
infrastructure. The development of a regional mall on the property, however, will create a need for 
some additional infrastructure and services. The proposed amendment could result in certain 
roadway segments operating below acceptable level of service standards. The amendment could 
also overburden public school resources in the area as well as reduce the effectiveness of existing 
fire protection services. These items will be addressed in more detail later within this staff report. 
Any deficiencies in public infrastructure and services that result from the development of the 
subject property will need to be mitigated by the developer during the rezoning and DRI approval 
process. 
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Objective 2.2 seeks to direct new growth to those portions of the Future Urban Areas where 
adequate public facilities exist or are assured and where compact and contiguous development 
patterns can be created. Staff believes that a compact and contiguous growth pattern will be 
achieved through this plan amendment. The subject property is within an already urbanized area 
between Estero and Bonita Springs, and is smrnunded on three sides by existing or approved 
development. At buildout, The Brooks to the east will contain over 5,000 residential units and 
Pelican Landing to the east and south will contain nearly 4,500 residential units. Both of these 
developments will also contain significant amounts of commercial area at buildout. Additionally, 
there are several individual commercial developments that are built or approved on the east side 
ofU.S. 41, making this area an emerging urban center. The requested plan amendment will allow 
urban development to occur on vacant property contiguous to existing urban development. Staff 
finds that a compact growth pattern is preferable to urban development occuning more distant from 
existing urban areas and urban infrastructure. Staff finds that the proposed plan amendment 
promotes a compact growth pattern and minimizes urban sprawl. 

Policy 2.2.1 states that the Future Land Use Map indicates the uses and density ranges that will 
ultimately be permitted on a given parcel. However, it is not a guarantee that such densities or uses 
are immediately appropriate, as the map provides for the county's growth up to the Year 2020. 
During the rezoning process, the Board of County Commissioners will balance the overall 
standards and policies of this plan with three additional factors: 

I. Whether a given proposal would further burden already overwhelmed existing 
and committed public facilities such that the approval should be delayed until the 
facilities can be constructed; and 

2. Whether a given proposal is for land so far beyond existing development or 
adequate public facilities that approval should be delayed in an effort to encourage 
compact and efficient growth patterns; and 

3. Whether a given proposal would result in unreasonable development 
expectations which may not be achievable because of acreage limitations contained 
in the Acreage Allocation Table (see Policy I. 7.6, Map I 6 and Table I (b)). 

Staff believes that this is a critical policy in light of the fact that this plan amendment is being 
processed concunently with the rezoning and DRI cases. While staff acknowledges that the 
purpose of the amendment is to accommodate a regional mall on the subject property, this 
amendment to the Future Land Use Map does nothing more than change the potential uses that 
could occur on the property. The amendment changes the Future Land Use designation to a 
category that could accommodate a regional mall development, but the plan amendment by itself 
does not guarantee approval of a regional mall on this property. Policy 2.2.1 ensures that any 
potential development of the property will be served by adequate public facilities and services; will 
encourage compact and efficient growth patterns, and will be consistent with the Acreage 
Allocation Table 1 (b ). These standards will be applicable at the time of rezoning. 

Objective 2.4 of the Lee Plan is to regularly examine the Future Land Use Map in light of new 
information and changed conditions, and make necessary modifications. Staff finds that conditions 
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around the subject property have changed significantly since the property was designated as Rural 
with the establishment of the 1984 Lee Plan. At that time, this area of south Estero was still rural 
in nature, with sparse residential development and a minimal amount of commercial development. 
Since 1984, many new residential projects have been developed in the immediate area, including: 
The Brooks MPD, Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, and Fountain Lakes. Additionally, a significant 
amount of commercial development has been approved along U.S. 41, some of which remains 
unbuilt. Examples of approved commercial projects in the area include: Estero Greens CPD, 
Williams Place CPD, Camargo Trust MPD, Coconut Road MPD, The Brooks MPD, Pelican 
Landing RPD/CPD, and the Hyatt Regency Hotel. When all of these projects are built out, the area 
will have a distinctly urban character. Staff believes that these changing conditions must be 
considered in the evaluation of the proposed plan amendment. The development of major 
commercial and residential projects around the Simon property indicate that the property is no 
longer appropriate for rural levels of development, and that an urban designation would be more 
appropriate. 

Policy 2.4.4 states that Lee Plan amendment applications to expand the Lee Plan's employment 
centers, which include light industrial, commercial retail and office land uses, will be evaluated by 
the Board of County Commissioners in light of the locations and cumulative totals already 
designated for such uses, including the 1994 addition of 1400 acres to the Airport Commerce 
category just south of the Southwest Florida International Airport. Staff believes that this area is 
emerging as an employment center due to the presence of the approved commercial projects in the 
area. The redesignation of this property to Urban Community will allow for more retail 
development, which will create a significant number of additional jobs. The proposed plan 
amendment will solidify the status of this area as an employment center in Lee County. 

Policy 6.1.2 of the Lee Plan identifies standards for commercial site location for various levels of 
commercial development. If a regional mall were developed on the subject prope11y, it would need 
to be located at the intersection of two, and preferably three, arterial roadways . The subject 
property, however, only has access to one arterial roadway, U.S. 41. The property also has access 
to two collector roadways, Coconut Road and Williams Road. The subject property will also have 
access to the future Sandy Lane, which will be a two-lane road and classified as a collector. The 
applicant is in the process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet ofright-of-way 
for a four-lane Sandy Lane that would extend from the project's southern boundary to Corkscrew 
Road. There is a possibility that this road could be classified as an arterial in the future, although 
the adopted 2020 Transportation Plan shows the future Sandy Lane as a collector road. At the 
present time, however, the property does not have the required intersection of two arterials that is 
necessary to develop a Regional Commercial center. The applicant has submitted a text 
amendment request to Policy 6.1 .2 that would specifically allow a Regional Commercial center to 
be developed on the property as an isolated case. Staff believes that, in light of the property's 
access to several existing and future collector roads as well as to U.S. 41, the access to the site is 
adequate to support the development of a regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to 
the subject property from the surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two 
potential regional mall sites. 

During the 2000/2001 amendment cycle, a new goal and subsequent objectives and policies were 
proposed to be added to the Lee Plan to address the Estero community planning effort. These new 
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provisions have been transmitted by Board to DCA as of this writing. Policy 19 .1.4 of the new 
language states that the Estero Community will work in conjunction with private developers, public 
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that 
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices, 
medical providers and recreational opportunities. Although the end uses of the subject property 
are beyond the scope of this plan amendment, staff believes that the final development will be a 
town center concept that could allow for the types of uses listed under Policy 19.1.4. The applicant 
has submitted that the proposed mall will function as a community center, in a manner that is 
consistent with the vision of the Estero Community Plan. 

Staff finds no apparent internal inconsistencies with any Lee Plan provisions associated with the 
proposed plan amendment. The County will be required to make a finding of Lee Plan consistency 
for the specific development plans associated with the rezoning and DRI process. At that time, 
staff will attempt to advance specific conditions to ensure consistency with all applicable 
provisions of the Lee Plan. 

Comparison of Development Potential 
As noted previously, the subject property contains 432.35 acres of uplands and 50.79 acres of 
wetlands and surface waters. The subject property is currently designated as "Rural" and 
"Wetlands" on the Future Land Use Map. The Rural land use category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per acre of uplands, while the Wetlands category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per 20 acres. Under the existing Rural designation, the 483-acre property 
could potentially develop with approximately 434 residential dwelling units. Commercial uses 
would be limited to only those that would be necessary to serve the rural community. Industrial 
uses would not be permitted. 

Under the proposed Urban Community designation, the subject property would be eligible for 
significantly more development than it would under the Rural designation. The Urban Community 
land use category allows a standard residential density of up to 6 dwelling units per acre. 
According to the Lee Plan Density Table l(a), density in the Urban Community areas may be 
transferred from wetlands to contiguous uplands, as long as the resulting upland density does not 
exceed 8 dwelling units per acre. A separate calculation is also done where the entire acreage of 
the property is multiplied by the maximum standard density for Urban Community (6 dwelling 
units per acre) . The method of calculation that produces the lower number of units is the method 
that is used for the density calculation. In this case, the lower number is produced by multiplying 
the entire project acreage by the maximum standard density (483.14ac. x 6 du/ac). The maximum 
number of dwelling units under the Urban Community Designation, therefore, is 2,898. As far as 
commercial uses, there is no specific size limitation other than what could reasonably fit on the 
property while still being consistent with all other provisions of the Lee Plan and Land 
Development Code. Light industrial uses are also permitted in the Urban Community category, 
but are not assigned any specific square footage limitation. 

Population Accommodation 
Under the current Rural land use designation, approximately 434 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the subject property. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 907 
persons on the Future Land Use Map ( 434 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The 
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population accommodation capacity of the subject property under the current Future Land Use 
designation is 907 persons. 

Under the proposed Urban Community land use category, approximately 2,898 dwelling units 
could be constructed on the subject property under the standard density restriction of 6 dwelling 
units per acre. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 6,056 persons on the 
Future Land Use Map (2,898 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population 
accommodation capacity of the subject property under the proposed Future Land Use designation 
is 6,056 persons. 

The proposed Urban Community land use category provides the option to use bonus density, which 
would allow a maximum density of up to 10 dwelling units per acre. The subject property could 
accommodate up to 4,830 dwelling units using one of the bonus density options. These dwelling 
units would accommodate approximately 10,094 persons on the Future Land Use Map (4,830 
dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population accommodation capacity of the 
subject property under the proposed Urban Community designation, using one of the bonus density 
options, would be approximately 10,094 persons. 

The proposed Future Land Use Map change will increase the population accommodation of the 
Future Land Use Map by approximately 5,047 persons, if the maximum standard density for the 
Urban Community category is utilized. If the maximum bonus density is utilized, then the 
proposed map amendment will increase the population accommodation of the Future Land use map 
by a maximum of 9,085 persons. The figures presented above assume that the entire property 
would develop with residential uses. If portions of the subject property are ultimately utilized for 
non-residential uses, then the population accommodation of the property will be reduced. 

Re-designating Lands from Non-Urban to Future Urban 
The proposed amendment would redesignate 483 acres of land from a non-urban designation to a 
Future Urban designation. There is no established need for additional urban land in Lee County, 
as the Future Land Use map contains more than enough urban land to accommodate the County's 
projected population to the Year 2020. Staff believes, however, that the subject property is not 
ideally suited for its current non-urban designation. The subject property is located in an urbanized 
area and has urban infrastructure available or programmed. The development of rural densities and 
intensities on the subject property would represent an underutilization of the existing and planned 
urban infrastructure and services in the area. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has defined sprawl as "premature, low­
density development that 'leapfrogs' over land that is available for urban development." Clearly, 
the redesignation of the subject property to an urban land use category does not constitute sprawl. 
The property is surrounded on all sides by existing or approved urban development. A contiguous 
and compact growth pattern will be encouraged through this change to the Future Land Use Map. 
Vacant parcels will not be bypassed in a "leapfrog" manner in order to accommodate urban 
development on the subject property. 

Staff finds that the addition of 483 acres of urban land to the Future Land Use Map is justified in 
this case. In fact, this area is more suitable for urban development in terms of infrastructure 
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availability than many of the current Future Urban Areas shown on the Future Land Use Map. 
Staff is not making a finding that a regional mall development is necessarily appropriate in this 
location, but is simply making a finding that an urban designation is justified for the subject 
property at this time. 

IMPACTS TO SERVICES 

Transportation 
The subject property currently has access from several County roadways. The property will have 
its primary access from U.S . 41, an arterial roadway. The property will also have secondary access 
from Williams Road (major collector), Coconut Road·(major collector), and the future Sandy Lane 
extension (listed as a future collector) . 

The Lee County Department of Transportation (LCDOT) has reviewed the request and has 
provided written comments dated July 6, 2001, October 3, 2001 , and November 15, 2001 (see 
Attachments 2, 3, and 4). LCDOT used the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling 
Structure (FSUTMS) to project future roadway needs for the Lee Plan horizon year, which is 
currently 2020. Part of the input data is the land use, population and employment projections by 
Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been modified for this analysis to include the Simon 
Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is given in peak season weekday traffic. The output was 
converted to P.M. peak hour directional volumes in order to develop a level of service estimate. 
The results are compared to the model output reflecting the December 8, 2000 Lee County MPO 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

DOT had previously established that several road segments in the area are projected to operate below 
the adopted level of service standard in 2020 if the subject property is developed with a regional mall. 
Based on the most recent analysis, the projected P.M. peak hour directional volumes would exceed the 
generalized service volumes at the adopted standards on the following four roadway segments: 

I-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway 
Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street 
Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alica Road, and 
US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alica Road. 

In the case ofl-75, the current level of service standard set by the State is "C". The Simon Suncoast 
project would add traffic to the interstate, but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel 
facilities, I-75 is projected to operate at LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is 
expected that the interstate will be within the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the 
level of service standard to "D", and would bring the projected road condition within the established 
standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach Road 
to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2(a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of the 
roadway despite the level of service failure. There are, however, intersection improvements that could 
be implemented to improve the operation of the roadway. 
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The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximum level of service "E" if the Simon 
regional mall is constructed. However, this roadway segment is located in an area of the University 
Community where the development plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the 
recently approved Gulf Coast Town Center DRI, another proposed location for a regional mall. The 
Alico Interchange Park DRI on the west side of the Alico Road/I-75 Interchange is a third proposed 
regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of those locations does not fully reflect the 
intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square feet, but does assume a significant amount 
of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast is successful in capturing the regional mall. 
Since it is our understanding that only one of the regional mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores 
for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall is 
ultimately developed on the Simon property. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alico Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by approximately 
6,900 vehicles per day. The v/c ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 with the project, 
exceeding the capacity of this roadway segment. This segment is also identified as being regionally 
impacted in the staffDRI analysis. The applicant has submitted information dated November 6, 2001 
that analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at 
key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan level 
of service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities ." While DOT staff does not necessarily agree with this conclusion, staff believes that the 
mitigation for this comprehensive plan amendment impact will be most appropriately addressed as part 
of the DRI mitigation. 

Utilities 
The subject property is located within Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for sanitary sewer 
service. According to the application, the subject property is projected to produce 590,000 gallons 
of sewage per day under the proposed Urban Community designation. This calculation was based 
on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of 
office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities 
has indicated that it has the available capacity to serve the subject property from its existing 
wastewater treatment plant which has a maximum capacity of 4,250,000 gallons per day. There 
is an existing 24-inch force main located along U.S. 41 that would service the subject property. 
Bonita Springs Utilities has provided correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that 
wastewater plant capacity is adequate to support the increase in development intensity that would 
result from this proposed land use map change. 

The subject property is located in the Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for potable water. The 
application has indicated, and staff has confirmed, that there is a 12-inch water main that runs along 
U.S. 41 at the subject property's boundary. According to the application, the subject property is 
projected to need 590,000 gallons of water per day under the proposed Urban Community 
designation. This calculation was based on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square 
feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 
dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities has indicated that the available capacity of its existing 
water treatment plant is 7,500,000 gallons per day, and the current demand is 4,800,000 gallons per 
day. The existing water treatment plant, therefore, has adequate capacity to serve the subject 
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property under the Urban Community designation. Bonita Springs Utilities has provided 
correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that water plant capacity is adequate to support 
the increase in development intensity that would result from this proposed land use map change. 

Solid Waste 
The subject property is within Lee County Solid Waste District #2. The collection company for 
District #2 is Florida Recycling Services, Inc. With the existing Gulf Coast Landfill, the Waste-to­
Energy facility, and the Lee/Hendry Disposal facility all online, staff anticipates that there will be 
adequate capacity in the County's solid waste system to accommodate the additional waste that will 
likely accompany the change to the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Management - Hurricane Evacuation/Shelter Impacts 
The Lee Plan discourages increased residential densities in Coastal High Hazard Areas. Objective 
7 5 .1 states that allowable densities for undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be 
considered for reduction. Policy 7 5 .1.4 further states that land use designations of undeveloped 
areas within coastal high hazard areas will be considered for reduced density categories. Staff finds 
that the subject property is not located in the Coastal High Hazard Area as defined by the Lee Plan, 
and is therefore not subject to consideration of reduced density categories under Objective 7 5 .1 and 
Policy 75.1.4. The property is located in the Category 3 storm surge zone according to the 1991 
Lee County Hurricane Storm Tide Atlas, and is located in Flood Zone B, according the FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 

Lee County Division of Emergency Management has reviewed the plan amendment request, and 
provided written comments dated July 7, 2001 . A copy of this correspondence has been included 
as Attachment 5 to this report. If the land use category remains Rural, Emergency Management 
staff estimates that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 515 vehicles evacuating 
the property that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management 
staff estimates that these 515 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 11 minutes to the 
current evacuation time. 

If the land use category is changed to Urban Community, Emergency Management staff estimate 
that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 3,092 vehicles evacuating the property 
that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management staff estimate 
that these 3,092 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 66.68 minutes to the current 
evacuation time. 

These estimates assume that the entire property will be developed with residential uses. Emergency 
Management staff have correctly assumed a worst-case scenario where 2,898 dwelling units would 
be developed on the property. In reality, however, the proposed development plan only calls for 
1,000 dwelling units, which would lower the projected evacuation times developed by Emergency 
Management staff. The projected 66.68 minutes added to evacuation times would be the maximum 
time that would be added under the Urban Community designation. This figure would be a worst­
case scenano. 

Police Protection 
The Lee County Sheriffs office has reviewed the proposed plan amendment, and provided written 
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comments dated July 24, 2000. A copy of this correspondence has been included as an Attachment 
6 to this report. The Sheriffs office has indicated that it believes it will receive the necessary 
funding to generally support growth in demand, and that it will be able to provide service to any 
development that might occur on the subject property. 

Fire Protection 
The subject property is located in the Estero Fire District. The District staff have reviewed the 
proposed plan amendment, and provided written correspondence dated July 30, 2001 (see 
Attachment 10). According to the Estero Fire District, they will be able to provide service to the 
subject property provided that the developer sets aside approximately one acre of land on which 
The District could construct a fire rescue station. The Fire District is suggesting that such a 
condition be placed on the plan amendment. Staff has formulated a recommendation to add 
language to the Lee Plan that would require one acre of the subject property to be set aside 
specifically for a fire station prior to any development on the property. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to fire protection services would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the current impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the fire station would subsequently be redesignated as Public Facilities on 
the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Impact 
Lee County EMS staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and provided written 
comments dated September 19, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included as 
Attachment 7 of this report. According to Lee County EMS staff, the current and planned 
budgetary projections for additional EMS resources should adequately address any increased 
service demand from individuals or businesses occupying this parcel. 

School Impacts 
Staff of the School District of Lee County have reviewed the proposal and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2001 (see Attachment 8 ). The subject property is located in the South 
Region of the District, south of Estero High School. Based on the proposed maximum total of 
2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment from Rural to 
Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the proposal could generate 
up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses a standard generation rate of .31 
students per dwelling unit. If the maximum number of dwelling units were developed on the 
property, it would create the need for approximately one new school in the system, encompassing 
the entire requisite staff, transportation costs, and core facilities . School District staff have also 
stated that regional mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and 
employment opportunities that will also contribute to further growth in the Lee County School 
District. 

According to District staff, the schools in this region that would serve this development are 
operating at or above permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent 
student capacity levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The potential 
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growth generated by this land use change would require either the addition of permanent student 
and auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal impact 
on the District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current District budget, 
the fiscal operating impact would be $5,907 per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student, or up to 
$5,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction costs . 

In order to provide mitigation for the public school impacts associated with this plan amendment, 
the School District has recommended that a five-acre site be set aside on the subject property for 
a public school. The applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to donating a 
1.5-acre site to the Lee County School District, however, this small of a site would not enable the 
District to provide any type of sufficient facility to the community. Staff believes that, if the 
proposed regional mall is developed on the property, a five-acre school site should be provided by 
the applicant. 

Staff has formulated a recommendation to add language to the Lee Plan that would require five 
acres of the subject property to be set aside specifically for a school site. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to public school facilities would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the proposed school impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the public school site would subsequently be resignated as Public Facilities 
on the Future Land Use Map. 

Mass Transit 
Lee Tran staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and offered written comments dated 
August 31, 2001. A copy of this correspondence is included as Attachment 9 of this report. Lee 
Tran has indicated that if the proposed regional mall is developed on the property, there would be 
increased ridership at this location. Lee Tran staff, therefore, have requested to have an opportunity 
to examine the subject property for additional transit amenities. Staff believes that transit amenities 
are a site-specific item that should be addressed during the DRI and rezoning process. 

Community Parks 
The subject property is located in Community Park District #8. The Lee Plan sets out a regulatory 
level of service and a "desired" level of service for community parks. The regulatory level of 
service is currently 0.8 acres per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each 
district. The "desired" level of service was increased in 1996 to 1. 7 5 acres per 1,000 permanent 
residents in the unincorporated area of each district, and was increased again in 1998 to 2.00 acres 
per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each district. According to the 
Concurrency Management Inventory and Projections the district will meet the basic regulatory 
standard for level of service through the Year 2005. The district, however, has not met the 
"desired" standard since 1997. The proposed plan amendment will add more potential residents 
to this park district, increasing the number of park acres required to meet the "desired" level of 
service. 
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B. CONCLUSIONS 

The location of the subject property makes it more suitable for an urban designation than its current non­
urban designation. The subject property is located in an emerging urban center along this segment ofU. S. 
41. The redesignation of the subject property would result in a contiguous and compact growth pattern and 
would minimize urban sprawl. Most basic urban infrastructure is either available or will be available at 
the time of development. The continued designation of the subject property as Rural would represent an 
underutilization of the existing and planned infrastructure and services in the area. 

Staff found that the proposed land use change could result in deficiencies in the capacity of the road 
network and the school system in the area. Staff also found that additional facilities for fire protection 
would be needed. The change of land use category from Rural to Urban Community alone would not 
necessarily result in the need for these additional facilities and services. The development of the proposed 
regional mall creates the burden on roads, public schools, and fire protection services. Staffhas formulated 
a recommendation that would address the potential public school and fire protection deficiencies through 
specific language in the Lee Plan. Staff believes that the transportation impacts would be more 
appropriately addressed through mitigation provided as part of the DRI. 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR BOARD TRANSMITTAL HEARING 

Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed plan amendment. Staff 
recommends that the following amendments be made to the Lee Plan. 

1. Change the Future Land Use Map designation for the subject property from Rural to Urban Community. 

2. Add the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S . 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south 
by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of Coconut Road, 
provided that: 

(1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 
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(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these donated 
properties to Public Facilities. 
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PART III - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: November 26, 2001 

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW 
Planning staff provided a brief summary of the proposed plan amendment. Staff recommended adding 
language to its original recommendation to ensure that, if a fire station site was provided, the location of 
the site would be mutually agreed upon by the property owner and the County. The applicant then 
provided a summary of the amendment, highlighting their justification for approval and expressing 
disagreement with a portion of the staff recommendation. There was a significant amount of discussion 
regarding the impacts of the amendment on fire protection and public schools, and specifically, where and 
when these impacts should be addressed. Staff was of the opinion that these impacts should be mitigated, 
and that language should be added to the Lee Plan to ensure that the impacts were mitigated. The applicant 
suggested that the Lee Plan was not the appropriate mechanism to require the impacts associated with the 
land use change to be mitigated. The applicant suggested that any type of mitigation should be based on 
the actual development parameters for the site, and not the potential worst-case scenario that staff has 
reviewed. The applicant favored placing any type of mitigation language into the DRI development order 
and zoning resolution, rather than the comprehensive plan. 

The LP A had many concerns and questions about the proposed amendment. The LP A questioned how the 
traffic impacts would be addressed. Staff responded that traffic impact mitigation would be provided as 
part of the standard DRI traffic impact mitigation process. Lee County DOT was of the opinion that these 
impacts were more appropriately addressed in the DRI. 

The LP A questioned how the impacts to hurricane evacuation times would be addressed. Staff responded 
that this amendment will likely cause an increase in hurricane evacuation times because the land use 
change would allow greater residential density. The hurricane evacuation time evaluation that was done 
as part of staffs review was based on a worst case scenario where the whole property would develop with 
residential uses at the maximum density. In reality, staff does not know how the property will develop. 
If the property develops with primarily commercial uses, then there will be fewer impacts to hurricane 
evacuation times. Given the wide variety of uses that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation, staff believes it would be more appropriate to address hurricane evacuation during the 
rezoning and DRI process. 

The LP A questioned the impacts of this amendment on Community Parks. Staff responded that, if the 
amendment were adopted, the applicable park district would be able to meet the regulatory standard of0.8 
acres of community parks per 1,000 permanent residents. The "desired" standard of 2.0 acres per 1,000 
permanent residents would not be met, but this standard has not been met since 1997. Staff acknowledged 
in the staff report that the conversion of this property to an urban land use category would potentially move 
the County farther from the "desired" standard because the amendment would increase the potential 
number of pe1manent residents in the area. The LP A questioned why staff did not recommend that the 
property owner provide a site for a community park. Staff responded that the location of this property was 
not ideal for a community park, and that a park was already planned for this area in the near future. 
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The LP A questioned how the additional commercial that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation would impact the County's overall projections for future commercial development in the 
County. Staff responded that this amendment would have little or no impact on the established projections 
given in the Table 1 (b) of the Lee Plan, the Year 2020 Acreage Allocation Table. This table establishes 
a specific acreage limitation for commercial development in each Planning Community. This acreage is 
available on a "first-come-first-serve" basis. Once all of this acreage has been developed with commercial 
uses, then no final development orders or extensions to final development orders will be issued or 
approved by Lee County if they would allow the acreage totals for commercial uses contained in Table 1 (b) 
to be exceeded. The commercial acreage cap for this planning community will remain the same whether 
or not this amendment is approved. 

The LP A debated staffs proposed language regarding the provision of a fire station site and a public school 
site. Staff's language had suggested that the sites be "donated" by the applicant, which was not the best 
word to describe staff's intent. Staff anticipated that the sites could possibly be given to the County in 
exchange for impact fee credits. The LP A and the applicant pointed out that there might be other means 
for the County to obtain property within the subject site, such as a combination of cash payment by the 
County and impact fee credits. In order to leave the possibilities open, staff suggested that the word 
"provide" might be used instead of the word "donate." This would leave the method of acquiring the 
property open to several possibilities that could be worked out between the applicant and the County. 

A member of the Estero Fire Rescue Board of Commissioners spoke in favor of staffs recommendation. 
This individual stated that the Estero Fire District needed a one-acre site at this location, and that it was 
important that the District be involved in choosing the location for this site. 

A staff member of the Lee County School District spoke in favor of staffs recommendation of having a 
5-acre school site provided within the subject property. 

The primary issue of contention on this plan amendment was whether to require fire protection and public 
school impacts to be mitigated through language in the Lee Plan, or by delaying it until the DRI/zoning 
approval. The LP A had reservations about placing these types of specific mitigation requirements in the 
comprehensive plan, although the LP A generally agreed that these impacts needed to be mitigated. The 
majority of the LPA thought that the DRI development order and zoning resolution would be the 
appropriate mechanism to require the mitigation of impacts. The LP A moved that the amendment be 
transmitted to the Board of County Commissioners without staffs recommended Policies 6.1.2.4.f( 1 ), (2), 
and (3) . 

It should be noted that staff was not in agreement with the recommendation of the LP A. Staff maintains 
its original recommendation. 

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommended that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed map and text amendment. The LPA recommended 
not to include staff's proposed Policy 6.1 .2.4/(1), 6.1.2. 4/ (2) , and 6.1.2.4/(3) in the 
transmittal. Staff's proposed Policy 6.1.2.4f, however, would remain as part of the 
transmittal. 
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C. 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The LPA accepted the 
findings of fact as advanced by staff, but found that school impacts and fire protection 
impacts would be more appropriately addressed as a part of the concurrent DRI and 
rezonmg cases. 

VOTE: 

NOEL ANDRESS 

SUSAN BROOKMAN 

BARRY ERNST 

RONALD INGE 

GORDON REIGELMAN 

VIRGINIA SPLITT 

GREG STUART 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: December 13, 2001 

A. BOARD REVIEW: Staff provided an overview of the proposed amendment, and highlighted the 
recommendations of staff and the LP A. Staff noted that its recommendation differed from the LP A 
recommendation. The applicant then provided an overview of the project, noting that they disagreed with 
staffs recommendation to place a requirement to provide a fire station site and public school site into the 
text of the Lee Plan. 

The Board raised some general concerns about traffic impacts, the provision of affordable housing, and 
community park impacts. One member of the Board thought that other policies should have been 
recommended by staff to address affordable housing in particular. A member of the Board expressed 
concern about the idea of essentially waiving the site location standards contained in Policy 6.1.2 for this 
particular property. 

Considerable discussion took place on whether or not it would be appropriate to place the requirements 
for the provision of community facility sites into the text of the Lee Plan. The applicant did not 
specifically object to the idea of providing the sites for community facilities, but did object to placing text 
to that effect in the Lee Plan. The applicant thought the more appropriate mechanism to address this would 
be as a condition of the DRJ. 

The Board's legal counsel advised that there might be problems with staffs recommended language if the 
DRJ for the regional mall did not develop, and the property was eventually sold and developed in smaller 
pieces. It would then be difficult to detennine which property owner would be responsible for the 
provision of the sites. Counsel also made a point that these types of issues could be addressed in the DRJ 
process. Staff then responded that the language specified minimum requirements, and if the DRJ process 
revealed that more acreage was needed or other issues needed to be addressed, then the minimum 
requirements could be exceeded, or these other issues could be addressed. Staff also pointed out that the 
request before them was for a plan amendment, and at the present time, that was the only mechanism 
available for staff to address the potential impacts. 

The Board's legal counsel also raised the issue that there was a potential problem with the location of the 
proposed language under the heading of commercial site location standards in Policy 6.1.2. The current 
location for the proposed language might be viewed as indicating that the requirements for public facility 
sites are necessary in order to meet site location standards for Regional Commercial. In reality, the 
requirements are only intended to apply as a result of the change in land use and the possible development 
of a regional center on the site. This comment was noted, but the Board did not take any action on it. 

The Board was hesitant to include the specific acreage requirements for community facilities as text in the 
Plan, but did suggest that more general language might be appropriate. The Board thought it would be 
appropriate to add text that would require certain specific items to be addressed if this property was 
developed as a single DRJ for a mixed-use regional center. The Board did not suggest any type of specific 
mitigation requirements for community facility impacts. Instead, they suggested leaving it open, so that 
any type of impact mitigation would be based on the development parameters proposed for the property 
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through rezoning and/or DRI review. The Board, by suggesting this, was attempting to put into writing 
that they had concerns about impacts to certain community facilities, and wanted to ensure that these 
impacts were appropriately mitigated at the zoning or DRI stage. They wanted this idea conveyed even 
if the language did not specify the type of mitigation to be provided. The items that the Board wanted to 
see addressed were: impacts to flow-ways, community and regional park levels of service, roadway levels 
of service, public schools, fire protection services, and affordable housing. The understanding was that 
staff would be required to specifically address each of these issues during the rezoning process prior to a 
regional commercial center being developed on the property. 

The Board moved to transmit the amendment, provided that language was added to the Plan that would 
require the following items to be addressed in the DRI and rezoning process : impacts to flow-ways, 
community and regional park levels of service, roadway levels of service, public schools, fire protection 
services, and affordable housing. 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board voted to transmit the proposed map and text amendments 
to DCA, with the text additions shown in Item D below. 

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

C. VOTE: 

JOHN ALBION 

ANDREW COY 

BOB JANES 

RAY JUDAH 

DOUG ST. CERNY 

D. BOARD TRANSMITTAL LANGUAGE: 

Policy 6.1.2.4 .. .. 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

AYE 

f. The Commercial Site location standards described in this policy do not apply to Regional Commercial 
development approved as a single mixed-use Development of Regional Impact containing regional 
shopping opportunities on a 483-acre portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the east by the Seminole GulfRailroad tracks, on the south by Coconut 
Road, and on the north by a line located one half mile north of Coconut Road designated Urban 
Community, provided that the DRI specifically addresses: 

1) Impacts to flow-ways, 
2) Community and Regional Park levels of service, 
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3) Roadway levels of service, 
4) Public Schools, 
5) Fire protection services, and 
6) Affordable housing. 
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT 

DATE OF ORC REPORT: __ _ 

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 

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

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: -------

A. BOARD REVIEW: 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 
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Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

September 5, 2000 

Mr. Daniel L. Trescott 
DRI Coordinator 
Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council 
4980 Bayline Drive, 4th Floor 
North Fort Myers, Florida 33917-3909 

Re: Simon Suncoast 
Development of Regional Impact 
040325004 

Dear Dan: 

On behalf of Oakbrook Properties, Simon Property Group, and the consultant team, 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. is pleased to submit 20 copies of the Development 
of Regional Impact Application for Development Approval (DRI-ADA) for Simon 
Suncoast DRI. By copy of this letter, we are also submitting twelve copies directly 
to Lee County. 

Please call me at 561/845-0665 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

~_,£~ 
Christopher A. Sq~ P .E. 
Principal /--, 

CAS/lem 

Enclosures 

Cc: Lee County Development Services (12 copies) 
David McArdle - Oakbrook Properties 
Frank Scarlati - Oakbrook Properties 
Chuck Schneider - Simon Property Group 
Tom Schneider - Simon Property Group 
Michael Dennis, Penny Caple - Breedlove, Dennis, & Associates 
Ned Dewhirst - Hole, Montes, & Associates 
Jim Humphrey, Mike Roeder - Humphrey & Knott 
David Plummer, Ron Talone- David Plummer & Associates 

P:\0403\25004\090500dt.doc 

• 
TEL 561 845 0665 
FAX 561 863 8175 

• 
4431 Embarcadero Drive 
West Palm Beach, Florida 
33407 
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LEE COUNTY 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

CPA 2000-30 

Text Amendment [Z] Map Amendment 

This Document Contains the Followin2 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 Hearin2 for Adoption 

STAFF REPORT PREPARATION DATE: November 19, 2001 

PART I - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION 
1. APPLICANT: 

The Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, represented by Matthew D. Uhle 
of Knott, Consoer, Ebelini, Hart & Swett, P.A. 

2. REQUEST: 
• Amend the Future Land Use Map series, Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, for a 

483-acre parcel of land located in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 South, and 
Range 25 East to change the Future Land Use classification from "Rural" to "Urban 
Community." 

• Amend Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to specifically allow the consideration of a 
Regional Commercial center on the subject property. 

B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
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PROPERTY LOCATION: The subject property is generally located on the east 
side of U.S. 41, at its intersection with Coconut Road in South Estero. 

EXISTING USE OF LAND: The subject property is currently vacant. 

CURRENT ZONING: The subject property is zoned AG-2 

CURRENT FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORY: The 483-acre subject property 
has two Future Land Use designations: Rural (432.35 acres) and Wetlands (50.79 
acres) 

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. REVISED RECOMMENDATION: Planning staff recommends that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed amendment to Map 1, the Future Land Use Map, to 
change the Future Land Use designation of the subject property from the "Rural" land use 
category to the "Urban Community" land use category. Staff recommends that the areas 
of the property currently designated as "Wetlands" will remain designated as such. 

Staff further recommends approval of the requested text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 
to allow the consideration of a Regional Commercial center on the subject property. Staff 
recommends the following language be added to Policy 6.1.2.4: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development maybe granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 47 South, Range 25 East, 
that is bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, 
on the south by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of 
Coconut Road, provided that: 

(1) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 

(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these donated 
properties to Public Facilities. 
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2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
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The proposed plan amendment is being undertaken for the specific purpose of 
developing a regional mall and associated commercial and residential development 
on the subject property. A rezoning application and a DRI development approval 
application have been submitted concurrently with this amendment. 

While the analysis of the amendment should focus primarily on the impacts of the 
land use category change alone, it is necessary to consider the impacts of the 
potential development scenario that has been proposed. 

The redesignation of the subject property from Rural to Urban Community will 
increase the demand for public services and infrastructure in this area. This will 
occur whether the end use is a regional mall or some other development that fits 
within the density/intensity limitations of the Urban Community land use category. 

The potential number of residential dwelling units that could develop on the subject 
property will increase from 434 to 2,898 if this plan amendment is approved. 

Staff has identified potential deficiencies in the capacity of the surrounding road 
network, the public school system, and fire protection services that could result 
from this proposed plan amendment. All other infrastructure and services are 
existing or planned, with adequate capacity to serve the subject property. 

The development of a regional mall will cause four road segments to operate below 
acceptable levels of service prior to the Year 2020. The land use map amendment 
alone will result in increased traffic in Estero, but will not necessarily cause any 
road segments to fail. The ultimate end use of the property will be required to 
provide appropriate traffic impact mitigation at the time of rezoning or DRI 
development approval. 

A compact and contiguous development pattern will be maintained through this 
amendment. The proposed amendment will not promote urban sprawl, as the 
subject property is located adjacent to a significant amount of existing and approved 
urban development. 

Since the time when the subject property was originally designated as Rural in the 
1984 Lee Plan, conditions and land use patterns in the area have changed to the 
point that Rural is no longer the most appropriate land use category for the subject 
property. 

The retail commercial intensity proposed by the Simon Suncoast DRI would not 
meet the applicable commercial site location standard under Goal 6 for a regional 
commercial development. 
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A. STAFF DISCUSSION 

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 

PART II - STAFF ANALYSIS 

The applicants, Simon Property Group and Oakbrook Properties, are requesting a change of Future Land 
Use designation from "Rural" to "Urban Community" for approximately 483 acres ofland in Estero. The 
application materials and correspondence associated with this plan amendment have been included with 
this report. The site is located between U.S. 41 and the Seminole Gulf Railway tracks, and extends from 
Williams Road south past Coconut Road. The subject property is in Sections 04 and 09, Township 47 
South, Range 25 East. A graphic showing the location of the subject property is provided in Attachment 
1 of this report. 

The applicants have also requested a text amendment to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan to allow the 
consideration of a Regional Commercial center on a portion of the subject property. 

It should be noted that, while it is not part of this comprehensive plan amendment application, a rezoning 
application has been submitted to the County to rezone the subject property from AG-2 to MPD to 
accommodate a regional mall. A Development of Regional Impact (DRI) application for a regional mall 
has also been provided to the County as well as to the Regional Planning Council. While it is not common 
to consider specific development scenarios in the review of a comprehensive plan amendment application, 
staff has considered the fact that this plan amendment has been undertaken specifically to accommodate 
a regional mall, and that the mall will be the likely end use of the property, if in fact the Simon site ends 
up being the site for the regional mall in Lee County. The proposed land use summary as established in 
the rezoning and DRI application is as follows: 

Retail: 1,800,000 square feet 
Office: 300,000 square feet 
Hotel: 600 Rooms 
Assisted Living Facility: 200 units 
Multi-Family Residential: 1,000 units 

The parameters listed above are just one proposed development scenario that could be accommodated 
under the proposed Urban Community land use category. There is a wide variety of other uses that could 
occur on the property. This staff report will primarily consider the impact of the proposed change to the 
Future Land Use Map, while giving secondary consideration to the possibility of the regional mall complex 
being a likely end user of the property. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses 
To the north of the subject property are several vacant parcels zoned AG-2. The Future Land Use 
designation for the area immediately north of the subject property is Suburban. The parcels to the 
north of the subject property are currently vacant. It should also be noted that Estero High School 
is located approximately one-half mile to the north and west of the subject property. 
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To the east of the subject property is The Brooks of Bonita Springs, which is a partially-developed 
2,492-acre mixed use project. The Brooks is approved for a total of 4,060 multi family dwelling 
units, 1,140 single family dwelling units, a 120-room hotel/motel, and 250,000 square feet of 
commercial development. There is a pending amendment to the Brooks DRI that would increase 
the number of single family units to 1,600, reduce the number of multi-family units to 2,460, and 
add 20,000 square feet of commercial use. The Brooks development is zoned MPD, and is located 
in the Rural Future Land Use Category, with a small portion of the property located in the 
Suburban Future Land Use Category. The Brooks was approved under the Planned Development 
District Option (PDDO), which allowed urban densities to be achieved outside of the future urban 
areas, provided the applicant demonstrated that the proposal will be totally independent of County­
subsidized facilities and services. 

To the south of the subject property is a 62-acre industrial subdivision that is zoned IL. Also, 
immediately to the south of the subject property is a CG-zoned parcel containing a restaurant. The 
Future Land Use designation for the area south of the subject property is Industrial Development. 

To the west of the subject property is U.S. 41, and a variety of developments set out as follows 
from north to south: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Williams Place CPD, which is a 12.19-acre parcel approved for 90,000 square feet of 
commercial, and is currently being developed as a strip center, anchored by an Albertson's 
supermarket. 

Estero Greens CPD, which is approved for 100,000 square feet ofretail and 129,000 square 
feet of office uses. 

Tulip Associates CPD, which is a 13.47 acre property approved for 130,500 square feet of 
commercial uses, 30,000 of which may be retail. 

Coconut Road MPD, which is a 46-acre property approved for 250,000 square feet ofretail 
uses and 142 dwelling units. In the alternative, the property could develop with 200,000 
square feet of light industrial uses. 

Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, which is approved for 4,400 residential units, 750 hotel/motel 
units, 475,000 square feet of commercial office, and 300,000 square feet of commercial 
retail. 

The Future Land Use designations to the west of the subject property are Suburban and Urban 
Community. 

An examination of the surrounding land uses shows that the area surrounding the subject property 
is rapidly urbanizing, with the recent development of The Brooks, Pelican Landing, and several 
small commercial parcels. The surrounding Future Land Use categories consist of Urban 
Community, Suburban, Industrial Development, and Rural. The Rural areas adjacent to the subject 
property are currently being developed with urban densities through the use of the PDDO option. 
The proposed Urban Community designation would be generally compatible with the adjacent 
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Future Land Use categories, although compatibility will be ultimately determined during the 
rezoning process based on a proposed plan of development. 

Environmental Considerations 
The 483-acre subject property contains 36.23 acres of South Florida Water Management District 
jurisdictional wetlands and an additional 14.56 acres of surface waters. The following FLUCCS 
categories were observed on the site: 

I FLUCCS Code I Descrietion I Acreage I 
211 Improved Pasture 404.45 

415 Slash Pine-Melaleuca Upland 6.74 
Forest 

526 Borrow Lakes 19.37 

624 Melaleuca-Slash Pine-Cypress 20.61 
Mixed Wetland Forest 

640 Vegetated Non-Forested 10.81 
Wetlands 

746 Previously Cleared/Disturbed 6.84 
Area 

814 Roads 14.32 

483.14 

According to materials submitted with the rezoning/DRI application, development of the property 
will occur primarily within the improved pasture areas and the melaleuca infested pine flatwoods. 
Approximately 22.15 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and 4.81 acres of jurisdictional surface waters 
will remain unaltered. 

The majority of the wetlands on the property are part of a natural surface water flowway that runs 
east to west across the property. This is a well-defined drainage conveyance that will be utilized 
in the overall surface water management system for the property. This flowway plays an important 
role in water conveyance, storm.water storage, and providing wildlife habitat. Most of the flowway 
is currently designated as Wetlands on the Future Land Use Map. The on-site wetlands have not 
been included in the plan amendment request, and will therefore remain as Wetlands on the Future 
Land Use Map. The wetland lines on the map will be adjusted to reflect the jurisdictional wetland 
lines surveyed by the South Florida Water Management District and provided by the applicant. 

A species survey of the subject property has been conducted, and the following wildlife species 
were observed on the site: wood stork, little blue heron, snowy egret, and tricolored heron. 
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Soils 
The applicant has provided a soils map in the background materials . The following is a list and 
description of all soil types that appear on the subject property. The brief descriptions associated 
with these soil types are based on information provided in the Soil Survey of Lee County, Florida 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, 1984). 

6 - Hallandale Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil, on low, broad flatwoods 
areas. The available water capacity of this soil is low. 

11 - Myakka Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad flatwoods areas. The 
available water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

13 - Boca Fine Sand - This is nearly level, poorly drained soil on flatwoods . The available water 
capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

14 - Valkaria Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low. 

26 - Pineda Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available water 
capacity is very low in the surface and subsurface layers, and in the upper sandy part of the subsoil, 
and medium in the lower loamy part of the subsoil. 

27 - Pompano Fine Sand, Depression al - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low. 

28 - Immokalee Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained-soil in flatwoods areas. The available 
water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in the surface and subsurface layers. 

34 - Malabar Fine Sand - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The available 
water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the upper part of the subsoil and 
medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

42- Wabasso Sand- Limestone Substratum - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil on broad 
flatwoods areas. The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and the 
upper part of the subsoil, and medium in the lower part of the subsoil. 

49 - Felda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 

51 - Floridan a Sand, Depressional- This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. The 
available water capacity is medium in the surface layer and subsoil, and low in the subsurface layer. 

73 - Pineda Fine Sand, Depressional - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in depressions. 
The available water capacity is low in the surface and subsurface layers and medium in the subsoil. 
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75 - Hallandale Fine Sand, Slough - This is a nearly level, poorly drained soil in sloughs. The 
available water capacity is low. 

Internal Consistency with the Lee Plan 
The proposed amendment seeks to change the Future Land Use category of the subject property 
from Rural to Urban Community. The Rural category is considered part of the "Non-Urban Areas" 
on the Future Land Use Map. Objective 1.4 describes the "Non-Urban Areas" as "those areas not 
anticipated for urban development at this time." Policy 1.4.1 describes the Rural land use category 
as follows: 

POLICY 1.4.1: The Rural areas are to remain predominantly rural--that is, low 
density residential, agricultural uses, and minimal non-residential land uses that 
are needed to serve the rural community. These areas are not programmed to 
receive urban-type capital improvements, and they can anticipate a continued level 
of public services below that of the urban areas. Maximum density in the Rural 
area is one dwelling unit per acre (I du/acre). 

Policy 1 .4.1 states that Rural areas are comprised primarily of low density residential uses, 
agriculture, and minimal non-residential uses needed to serve the rural community. These areas 
are not programmed to receive urban-type capital improvements, and they will have a level of 
public services below that the urban areas. The subject property no longer fits these characteristics 
of the Rural land use category. The subject property is located in an area of the county that has 
experienced significant growth and development in recent years. The areas around the subject 
property have developed with large master-planned communities such as Pelican Landing and The 
Brooks, both of which contain single-family and multi-family dwelling units plus large commercial 
components. There are also several commercial developments planned along the west side ofU.S. 
41. The subject property is located on U.S. 41, a four lane divided arterial roadway that is currently 
programmed for widening to 6 lanes. Public utilities and services are readily available to the 
subject property. These factors lead staff to the conclusion that Rural is no longer the most 
appropriate designation for the subject site. A continued designation of Rural would represent an 
underutilization of existing public facilities and services available in this area of the County. 

The proposed land use category for the subject property is Urban Community. Policy 1.1.4 
describes the Urban Community areas as follows: 

POLICY 1.1.4: The Urban Community areas are areas outside of Fort Myers and 
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, Bonita Springs, Pine 
Island, and Gasparilla 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 (I du/acre) 
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to six dwelling units per acre (6 du/acre), with a maximum of ten dwelling units per 
acre (JO du/acre). 

Policy l .1.4 describes Urban Community areas as having a relatively intense mix of residential and 
commercial uses. The description of the Urban Community category is consistent with the existing 
and planned uses on and around the subject parcel. The Urban Community category would also 
be one of the few land use categories in the Lee Plan that could be applied to this property in order 
to accommodate the development of a regional mall. 

The subject property is currently located in the Bonita Springs Planning Community, but will be 
located in the newly created Estero Planning Community upon adoption of pending plan 
amendment P AMIT 99-20. This plan amendment has been transmitted by the Board of County 
Commissioners to the Department of Community Affairs for review. For purposes of this staff 
analysis, it has been assumed that the new planning communities map and acreage allocation table 
1 (b) will be adopted as transmitted by the BoCC, and that this property will be in the Estero 
Planning Community. 

Policy 1.7.6 discusses the Planning Communities Map (Map 16) and Acreage Allocation Table 
(Table l(b)). This map and table depict the proposed distribution, extent, and location of 
generalized land uses for the year 2020. Acreage totals are provided for land in each Planning 
Community in unincorporated Lee County. No final development orders or extensions to final 
development orders will be issued or approved by Lee County which would allow the acreage totals 
for residential, commercial or industrial uses contained in Table 1 (b) to be exceeded. 

Once the pending amendments to the 2020 allocations are adopted, there will be 327 acres 
allocated for residential development in the Urban Community land use category in the new Estero 
Planning Community. Of these 327 acres, approximately 100 acres will remain available for 
residential development. There will also be 1,379 acres allocated for commercial development in 
the new Estero Planning Community. Of these 1,379 acres, 1,203 acres will remain available for 
commercial development. 

Staff believes that the existing allocations for residential and commercial will be sufficient to 
accommodate the proposed urban density and intensity on the subject 483-acre site. Depending 
upon the specific density and intensity that would develop on the subject property, changes may 
be necessary to the acreage allocation Table 1 (b ). The development parameters of the rezoning and 
DRI that are being processed concurrently with this plan amendment application could be 
accommodated under the existing acreage allocations. If subsequent changes are necessary, the 
applicant or developer will be responsible for amending Table l(b) accordingly. 

Goal 2 of the Lee Plan and its subsequent objectives and policies address growth management 
concerns. Goal 2 seeks to provide for an economically feasible plan which coordinates the location 
and timing of new development with the provision of infrastructure by government agencies, 
private utilities, and other sources. The subject property has access to the arterial road network as 
well as to public water and sewer. The designation of the subject property to a more urban land 
use category would allow for new urban development to occur in an area that already has urban 
infrastructure. The development of a regional mall on the property, however, will create a need for 
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some additional infrastructure and services. The proposed amendment could result in certain 
roadway segments operating below acceptable level of service standards. The amendment could 
also overburden public school resources in the area as well as reduce the effectiveness of existing 
fire protection services. These items will be addressed in more detail later within this staff report. 
Any deficiencies in public infrastructure and services that result from the development of the 
subject property will need to be mitigated by the developer during the rezoning and DRI approval 
process. 

Objective 2.2 seeks to direct new growth to those portions of the Future Urban Areas where 
adequate public facilities exist or are assured and where compact and contiguous development 
patterns can be created. Staff believes that a compact and contiguous growth pattern will be 
achieved through this plan amendment. The subject property is within an already urbanized area 
between Estero and Bonita Springs, and is surrounded on three sides by existing or approved 
development. At buildout, The Brooks to the east will contain over 5,000 residential units and 
Pelican Landing to the east and south will contain nearly 4,500 residential units. Both of these 
developments will also contain significant amounts of commercial area at buildout. Additionally, 
there are several individual commercial developments that are built or approved on the east side 
of U.S. 41, making this area an emerging urban center. The requested plan amendment will allow 
urban development to occur on vacant property contiguous to existing urban development. Staff 
finds that a compact growth pattern is preferable to urban development occurring more distant from 
existing urban areas and urban infrastructure. Staff finds that the proposed plan amendment 
promotes a compact growth pattern and minimizes urban sprawl. 

Policy 2.2.1 states that the Future Land Use Map indicates the uses and density ranges that will 
ultimately be permitted on a given parcel. However, it is not a guarantee that such densities or uses 
are immediately appropriate, as the map provides for the county's growth up to the Year 2020. 
During the rezoning process, the Board of County Commissioners will balance the overall 
standards and policies of this plan with three additional factors: 

1. Whether a given proposal would further burden already overwhelmed existing 
and committed public facilities such that the approval should be delayed until the 
facilities can be constructed; and 

2. Whether a given proposal is for land so far beyond existing development or 
adequate public facilities that approval should be delayed in an effort to encourage 
compact and efficient growth patterns,· and 

3. Whether a given proposal would result in unreasonable development 
expectations which may not be achievable because of acreage limitations contained 
in the Acreage Allocation Table (see Policy I. 7.6, Map 16 and Table I (b)). 

Staff believes that this is a critical policy in light of the fact that this plan amendment is being 
processed concurrently with the rezoning and DRI cases. While staff acknowledges that the 
purpose of the amendment is to accommodate a regional mall on the subject property, this 
amendment to the Future Land Use Map does nothing more than change the potential uses that 
could occur on the property. The amendment changes the Future Land Use designation to a 
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category that could accommodate a regional mall development, but the plan amendment by itself 
does not guarantee approval of a regional mall on this property. Policy 2.2.1 ensures that any 
potential development of the property will be served by adequate public facilities and services; will 
encourage compact and efficient growth patterns, and will be consistent with the Acreage 
Allocation Table 1 (b ). These standards will be applicable at the time ofrezoning. 

Objective 2.4 of the Lee Plan is to regularly examine the Future Land Use Map in light of new 
information and changed conditions, and make necessary modifications. Staff finds that conditions 
around the subject property have changed significantly since the property was designated as Rural 
with the establishment of the 1984 Lee Plan. At that time, this area of south Estero was still rural 
in nature, with sparse residential development and a minimal amount of commercial development. 
Since 1984, many new residential projects have been developed in the immediate area, including: 
The Brooks MPD, Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, and Fountain Lakes. Additionally, a significant 
amount of commercial development has been approved along U.S. 41, some of which remains 
unbuilt. Examples of approved commercial projects in the area include: Estero Greens CPD, 
Williams Place CPD, Camargo Trust MPD, Coconut Road MPD, The Brooks MPD, Pelican 
Landing RPD/CPD, and the Hyatt Regency Hotel. When all of these projects are built out, the area 
will have a distinctly urban character. Staff believes that these changing conditions must be 
considered in the evaluation of the proposed plan amendment. The development of major 
commercial and residential projects around the Simon property indicate that the property is no 
longer appropriate for rural levels of development, and that an urban designation would be more 
appropriate. 

Policy 2.4.4 states that Lee Plan amendment applications to expand the Lee Plan's employment 
centers, which include light industrial, commercial retail and office land uses, will be evaluated by · 
the Board of County Commissioners in light of the locations and cumulative totals already 
designated for such uses, including the 1994 addition of 1400 acres to the Airport Commerce 
category just south of the Southwest Florida International Airport. Staff believes that this area is 
emerging as an employment center due to the presence of the approved commercial projects in the 
area. The redesignation of this property to Urban Community will allow for more retail 
development, which will create a significant number of additional jobs. The proposed plan 
amendment will solidify the status of this area as an employment center in Lee County. 

Policy 6.1.2 of the Lee Plan identifies standards for commercial site location for various levels of 
commercial development. If a regional mall were developed on the subject property, it would need 
to be located at the intersection of two, and preferably three, arterial roadways. The subject 
property, however, only has access to one arterial roadway, U.S. 41. The property also has access 
to two collector roadways, Coconut Road and Williams Road. The subject property will also have 
access to the future Sandy Lane, which will be a two-lane road and classified as a collector. The 
applicant is in the process of obtaining binding commitments to provide 120 feet of right-of-way 
for a four-lane Sandy Lane that would extend from the project's southern boundary to Corkscrew 
Road. There is a possibility that this road could be classified as an arterial in the future, although 
the adopted 2020 Transportation Plan shows the future Sandy Lane as a collector road. At the 
present time, however, the property does not have the required intersection of two arterials that is 
necessary to develop a Regional Commercial center. The applicant has submitted a text 
amendment request to Policy 6.1.2 that would specifically allow a Regional Commercial center to 
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be developed on the property as an isolated case. Staff believes that, in light of the property's 
access to several existing and future collector roads as well as to U.S. 41, the access to the site is 
adequate to support the development of a regional mall. Staff believes that the overall access to 
the subject property from the surrounding road network is better than the access to the other two 
potential regional mall sites. 

During the 2000/2001 amendment cycle, a new goal and subsequent objectives and policies were 
proposed to be added to the Lee Plan to address the Estero community planning effort. These new 
provisions have been transmitted by Board to DCA as of this writing. Policy 19 .1.4 of the new 
language states that the Estero Community will work in conj unction with private developers, public 
agencies and community service providers to establish one or several town commons that 
encourage the location of a post office, public meeting hall, outdoor plaza, governmental offices, 
medical providers and recreational opportunities. Although the end uses of the subject property 
are beyond the scope of this plan amendment, staff believes that the final development will be a 
town center concept that could allow for the types of uses listed under Policy 19.1.4. The applicant 
has submitted that the proposed mall will function as a community center, in a manner that is 
consistent with the vision of the Estero Community Plan. 

Staff finds no apparent internal inconsistencies with any Lee Plan provisions associated with the 
proposed plan amendment. The County will be required to make a finding of Lee Plan consistency 
for the specific development plans associated with the rezoning and DRI process. At that time, 
staff will attempt to advance specific conditions to ensure consistency with all applicable 
provisions of the Lee Plan. 

Comparison of Development Potential 
As noted previously, the subject property contains 432.35 acres of uplands and 50. 79 acres of 
wetlands and surface waters. The subject property is currently designated as "Rural" and 
"Wetlands" on the Future Land Use Map. The Rural land use category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per acre of uplands, while the Wetlands category allows a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per 20 acres. Under the existing Rural designation, the 483-acre property 
could potentially develop with approximately 434 residential dwelling units. Commercial uses 
would be limited to only those that would be necessary to serve the rural community. Industrial 
uses would not be permitted. 

Under the proposed Urban Community designation, the subject property would be eligible for 
significantly more development than it would under the Rural designation. The Urban Community 
land use category allows a standard residential density of up to 6 dwelling units per acre. 
According to the Lee Plan Density Table l(a), density in the Urban Community areas may be 
transferred from wetlands to contiguous uplands, as long as the resulting upland density does not 
exceed 8 dwelling units per acre. A separate calculation is also done where the entire acreage of 
the property is multiplied by the maximum standard density for Urban Community (6 dwelling 
units per acre). The method of calculation that produces the lower number of units is the method 
that is used for the density calculation. In this case, the lower number is produced by multiplying 
the entire project acreage by the maximum standard density (483.14ac. x 6 du/ac). The maximum 
number of dwelling units under the Urban Community Designation, therefore, is 2,898. As far as 
commercial uses, there is no specific size limitation other than what could reasonably fit on the 
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property while still being consistent with all other provisions of the Lee Plan and Land 
Development Code. Light industrial uses are also permitted in the Urban Community category, 
but are not assigned any specific square footage limitation. 

Population Accommodation 
Under the current Rural land use designation, approximately 434 dwelling units could be 
constructed on the subject property. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 907 
persons on the Future Land Use Map (434 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The 
population accommodation capacity of the subject property under the current Future Land Use 
designation is 907 persons. 

Under the proposed Urban Community land use category, approximately 2,898 dwelling units 
could be constructed on the subject property under the standard density restriction of 6 dwelling 
units per acre. These dwelling units would accommodate approximately 6,056 persons on the 
Future Land Use Map (2,898 dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population 
accommodation capacity of the subject property under the proposed Future Land Use designation 
is 6,056 persons. 

The proposed Urban Community land use category provides the option to use bonus density, which 
would allow a maximum density ofup to 10 dwelling units per acre. The subject property could 
accommodate up to 4,830 dwelling units using one of the bonus density options. These dwelling 
units would accommodate approximately 10,094 persons on the Future Land Use Map (4,830 
dwelling units x 2.09 persons per dwelling unit). The population accommodation capacity of the 
subject property under the proposed Urban Community designation, using one of the bonus density 
options, would be approximately 10,094 persons. 

The proposed Future Land Use Map change will increase the population accommodation of the 
Future Land Use Map by approximately 5,047 persons, if the maximum standard density for the 
Urban Community category is utilized. If the maximum bonus density is utilized, then the 
proposed map amendment will increase the population accommodation of the Future Land use map 
by a maximum of 9,085 persons. The figures presented above assume that the entire property 
would develop with residential uses. If portions of the subject property are ultimately utilized for 
non-residential uses, then the population accommodation of the property will be reduced. 

Re-designating Lands from Non-Urban to Future Urban 
The proposed amendment would redesignate 483 acres of land from a non-urban designation to a 
Future Urban designation. There is no established need for additional urban land in Lee County, 
as the Future Land Use map contains more than enough urban land to accommodate the County's 
projected population to the Year 2020. Staff believes, however, that the subject property is not 
ideally suited for its current non-urban designation. The subject property is located in an urbanized 
area and has urban infrastructure available or programmed. The development of rural densities and 
intensities on the subject property would represent an underutilization of the existing and planned 
urban infrastructure and services in the area. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has defined sprawl as "premature, low­
density development that 'leapfrogs' over land that is available for urban development." Clearly, 
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the redesignation of the subject property to an urban land use category does not constitute sprawl. 
The property is surrounded on all sides by existing or approved urban development. A contiguous 
and compact growth pattern will be encouraged through this change to the Future Land Use Map. 
Vacant parcels will not be bypassed in a " leapfrog" manner in order to accommodate urban 
development on the subject property. 

Staff finds that the addition of 483 acres of urban land to the Future Land Use Map is justified in 
this case. In fact, this area is more suitable for urban development in terms of infrastructure 
availability than many of the current Future Urban Areas shown on the Future Land Use Map. 
Staff is not making a finding that a regional mall development is necessarily appropriate in this 
location, but is simply making a finding that an urban designation is justified for the subject 
property at this time. 

IMPACTS TO SERVICES 

Transportation 
The subject property currently has access from several County roadways. The property will have 
its primary access from U.S. 41 , an arterial roadway. The property will also have secondary access 
from Williams Road (major collector), Coconut Road (major collector), and the future Sandy Lane 
extension (listed as a future collector). 

The Lee County Department of Transportation (LCDOT) has reviewed the request and has 
provided written comments dated July 6, 2001 , October 3, 2001 , and November 15, 2001 (see 
Attachments 2, 3, and 4). LCDOT used the Florida Standard Urban Transportation Modeling 
Structure (FSUTMS) to project future roadway needs for the Lee Plan horizon year, which is 
currently 2020. Part of the input data is the land use, population and employment projections by 
Traffic Analysis Zone. The input data has been modified for this analysis to include the Simon 
Suncoast project. The FSUTMS output is given in peak season weekday traffic. The output was 
converted to P.M. peak hour directional volumes in order to develop a level of service estimate. 
The results are compared to the model output reflecting the December 8, 2000 Lee County MPO 
2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan. 

DOT had previously established that several road segments in the area are projected to operate below 
the adopted level of service standard in 2020 if the subject property is developed with a regional mall. 
Based on the most recent analysis, the projected P.M. peak hour directional volumes would exceed the 
generalized service volumes at the adopted standards on the following four roadway segments: 

1-75 from the Collier County line to Daniels Parkway 
Old 41 from Bonita Beach Road to Terry Street 
Ben Hill Griffin Parkway from the FGCU entrance to Alica Road, and 
US 41 from Koreshan Boulevard to Alica Road. 

In the case of I-75, the current level of service standard set by the State is "C". The Simon Suncoast 
project would add traffic to the interstate, but with the planned six-lane improvement and other parallel 
facilities, I-75 is projected to operate at LOS "D". With the growth projected for Lee County, it is 
expected that the interstate will be within the urban area boundaries by 2020, which would change the 
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level of service standard to ''D", and would bring the projected road condition within the established 
standards. 

The impacted segment of Old 41 is also a unique circumstance. The segment from Bonita Beach Road 
to Terry Street is defined in Lee Plan Table 2(a) as a constrained road, precluding widening of the 
roadway despite the level of service failure. There are, however, intersection improvements that could 
be implemented to improve the operation of the roadway. 

The Ben Hill Griffin segment is projected to exceed its maximum level of service "E" if the Simon 
regional mall is constructed. However, this roadway segment is located in an area of the University 
Community where the development plans concentrate most of the commercial square footage in the 
recently approved Gulf Coast Town Center ORI, another proposed location for a regional mall. The 
Alico futerchange Park ORI on the west side of the Alico Road/1-75 futerchange is a third proposed 
regional mall site. The projected model input data in both of those locations does not fully reflect the 
intensity of a Regional Retail Center over 1 million square feet, but does assume a significant amount 
of development that may not happen if the Simon Suncoast is successful in capturing the regional mall. 
Since it is our understanding that only one of theregional mall sites will be selected by the anchor stores 
for development, the conditions on Ben Hill Griffin Parkway may be overstated if the regional mall is 
ultimately developed on the Simon property. 

The most significant impact from a comprehensive plan standpoint is on U.S. 41 from Koreshan 
Boulevard to Alico Road, where the 2020 AADT increased from 56,000 to 62,900 or by approximately 
6,900 vehicles per day. The v/c ratio increased from 0.95 without the project to 1.04 with the project, 
exceeding the capacity of this roadway segment. This segment is also identified as being regionally 
impacted in the stafIDRI analysis. The applicant has submitted information dated November 6, 2001 
that analyzed the needed improvements to address this impact. They concluded that "improvements at 
key intersections will enhance the carrying capacity of this section of US 41, so that the Lee Plan level 
of service standard can be met in 2020 without widening US 41 beyond six lanes or upgrading parallel 
facilities." While DOT staff does not necessarily agree with this conclusion, staff believes that the 
mitigation for this comprehensive plan amendment impact will be most appropriately addressed as part 
of the ORI mitigation. 

Utilities 
The subject property is located within Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for sanitary sewer 
service. According to the application, the subject property is projected to produce 590,000 gallons 
of sewage per day under the proposed Urban Community designation. This calculation was based 
on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of 
office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities 
has indicated that it has the available capacity to serve the subject property from its existing 
wastewater treatment plant which has a maximum capacity of 4,250,000 gallons per day. There 
is an existing 24-inch force main located along U.S. 41 that would service the subject property. 
Bonita Springs Utilities has provided correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that 
wastewater plant capacity is adequate to support the increase in development intensity that would 
result from this proposed land use map change. 
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The subject property is located in the Bonita Springs Utilities franchise area for potable water. The 
application has indicated, and staffhas confirmed, that there is a 12-inch water main that runs along 
U.S . 41 at the subject property's boundary. According to the application, the subject property is 
projected to need 590,000 gallons of water per day under the proposed Urban Community 
designation. This calculation was based on a proposed development scenario of 1,800,000 square 
feet of retail, 300,000 square feet of office, 600 hotel units, 200 assisted living units, and 1,000 
dwelling units. Bonita Springs Utilities has indicated that the available capacity of its existing 
water treatment plant is 7,500,000 gallons per day, and the current demand is 4,800,000 gallons per 
day. The existing water treatment plant, therefore, has adequate capacity to serve the subject 
property under the Urban Community designation. Bonita Springs Utilities has provided 
correspondence dated August 24, 2000 confirming that water plant capacity is adequate to support 
the increase in development intensity that would result from this proposed land use map change. 

Solid Waste 
The subject property is within Lee County Solid Waste District #2. The collection company for 
District #2 is Florida Recycling Services, Inc. With the existing Gulf Coast Landfill, the Waste-to­
Energy facility, and the Lee/Hendry Disposal facility all online, staff anticipates that there will be 
adequate capacity in the County's solid waste system to accommodate the additional waste that will 
likely accompany the change to the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Management - Hurricane Evacuation/Shelter Impacts 
The Lee Plan discourages increased residential densities in Coastal High Hazard Areas. Objective 
75.1 states that allowable densities for undeveloped areas within coastal high hazard areas will be 
considered for reduction. Policy 7 5 .1.4 further states that land use designations of undeveloped 
areas within coastal high hazard areas will be considered for reduced density categories. Staff finds 
that the subject property is not located in the Coastal High Hazard Area as defined by the Lee Plan, 
and is therefore not subject to consideration of reduced density categories under Objective 7 5 .1 and 
Policy 7 5 .1.4. The property is located in the Category 3 storm surge zone according to the 1991 
Lee County Hurricane Storm Tide Atlas, and is located in Flood Zone B, according the FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 

Lee County Division of Emergency Management has reviewed the plan amendment request, and 
provided written comments dated July 7, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included 
as Attachment 5 to this report. If the land use category remains Rural, Emergency Management 
staff estimates that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 515 vehicles evacuating 
the property that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management 
staff estimates that these 515 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 11 minutes to the 
current evacuation time. 

If the land use category is changed to Urban Community, Emergency Management staff estimate 
that, in the event of a category 3 storm, there could be up to 3,092 vehicles evacuating the property 
that would use U.S. 41 as their primary evacuation route. Emergency Management staff estimate 
that these 3,092 evacuating vehicles would add approximately 66.68 minutes to the current 
evacuation time. 
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These estimates assume that the entire property will be developed with residential uses. Emergency 
Management staffhave correctly assumed a worst-case scenario where 2,898 dwelling units would 
be developed on the property. In reality, however, the proposed development plan only calls for 
1,000 dwelling units, which would lower the projected evacuation times developed by Emergency 
Management staff. The projected 66.68 minutes added to evacuation times would be the maximum 
time that would be added under the Urban Community designation. This figure would be a worst­
case scenano. 

Police Protection 
The Lee County Sheriffs office has reviewed the proposed plan amendment, and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2000. A copy of this correspondence has been included as an Attachment 
6 to this report. The Sheriff's office has indicated that it believes it will receive the necessary 
funding to generally support growth in demand, and that it will be able to provide service to any 
development that might occur on the subject property. 

Fire Protection 
The subject property is located in the Estero Fire District. The District staff have reviewed the 
proposed plan amendment, and provided written correspondence dated July 30, 2001 (see 
Attachment 10). According to the Estero Fire District, they will be able to provide service to the 
subject property provided that the developer sets aside approximately one acre of land on which 
The District could construct a fire rescue station. The Fire District is suggesting that such a 
condition be placed on the plan amendment. Staff has formulated a recommendation to add 
language to the Lee Plan that would require one acre of the subject property to be set aside 
specifically for a. fire station prior to any development on the property. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to fire protection services would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the current impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the fire station would subsequently be redesignated as Public Facilities on 
the Future Land Use Map. 

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Impact 
Lee County EMS staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and provided written 
comments dated September 19, 2001. A copy of this correspondence has been included as 
Attachment 7 of this report. According to Lee County EMS staff, the current and planned 
budgetary projections for additional EMS resources should adequately address any increased 
service demand from individuals or businesses occupying this parcel. 

School Impacts 
Staff of the School District of Lee County have reviewed the proposal and provided written 
comments dated July 24, 2001 (see Attachment 8 ). The subject property is located in the South 
Region of the District, south of Estero High School. Based on the proposed maximum total of 
2,898 possible residential dwelling units that could result from the plan amendment from Rural to 
Urban Community, the Lee County School District is estimating that the proposal could generate 
up to 898 additional public school-aged children. This uses a standard generation rate of .31 
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students per dwelling unit. If the maximum number of dwelling units were developed on the 
property, it would create the need for approximately one new school in the system, encompassing 
the entire requisite staff, transportation costs, and core facilities . School District staff have also 
stated that regional mall developments create a multitude of spin-off developments and 
employment opportunities that will also contribute to further growth in the Lee County School 
District. 

According to District staff, the schools in this region that would serve this development are 
operating at or above permanent student capacity levels. Those schools that exceed permanent 
student capacity levels are operating through the use of portable classroom buildings. The potential 
growth generated by this land use change would require either the addition of permanent student 
and auxiliary space or the placement of portable buildings. Either action imposes a fiscal impact 
on the District that should be addressed by the applicant. Based upon the current District budget, 
the fiscal operating impact would be $5,907 per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student, or up to 
$5,304,486.00, separate from additional capital construction costs. 

In order to provide mitigation for the public school impacts associated with this plan amendment, 
the School District has recommended that a five-acre site be set aside on the subject property for 
a public school. The applicant has previously indicated that they may be amenable to donating a 
1.5-acre site to the Lee County School District, however, this small of a site would not enable the 
District to provide any type of sufficient facility to the community. Staff believes that, if the · 
proposed regional mall is developed on the property, a five-acre school site should be provided by 
the applicant. 

Staff has formulated a recommendation to add language to the Lee Plan that would require five 
acres of the subject property to be set aside specifically for a school site. The donation of this land 
would be required whether the regional commercial center is developed on the property or if some 
other development were to occur. The impacts to public school facilities would actually be greater 
if the subject property were developed with residential uses rather than the regional commercial 
center. If this land donation is eligible for impact fee credits under the proposed school impact fee 
ordinance, staff would recommend that credits be issued in exchange for the land donation. The 
area to be donated for the public school site would subsequently be resignated as Public Facilities 
on the Future Land Use Map. 

Mass Transit 
Lee Tran staff have reviewed the proposed plan amendment and offered written comments dated 
August 31, 2001 . A copy of this correspondence is included as Attachment 9 of this report. Lee 
Tran has indicated that if the proposed regional mall is developed on the property, there would be 
increased ridership at this location. Lee Tran staff, therefore, have requested to have an opportunity 
to examine the subject property for additional transit amenities. Staffbelieves that transit amenities 
are a site-specific item that should be addressed during the DRI and rezoning process. 

Community Parks 
The subject property is located in Community Park District #8. The Lee Plan sets out a regulatory 
level of service and a "desired" level of service for community parks. The regulatory level of 
service is currently 0.8 acres per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each 
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district. The "desired" level of service was increased in 1996 to 1. 75 acres per 1,000 permanent 
residents in the unincorporated area of each district, and was increased again in 1998 to 2.00 acres 
per 1,000 permanent residents in the unincorporated area of each district. According to the 
Concurrency Management Inventory and Projections the district will meet the basic regulatory 
standard for level of service through the Year 2005. The district, however, has not met the 
"desired" standard since 1997. The proposed plan amendment will add more potential residents 
to this park district, increasing the number of park acres required to meet the "desired" level of 
service. 

B. CONCLUSIONS 
The location of the subject property makes it more suitable for an urban designation than its current non­
urban designation. The subject property is located in an emerging urban center along this segment of U.S. 
41. The redesignation of the subject property would result in a contiguous and compact growth pattern and 
would minimize urban sprawl. Most basic urban infrastructure is either available or will be available at 
the time of development. The continued designation of the subject property as Rural would represent an 
underutilization of the existing and planned infrastructure and services in the area. 

Staff found that the proposed land use change could result in deficiencies in the capacity of the road 
network and the school system in the area. Staff also found that additional facilities for fire protection 
would be needed. The change of land use category from Rural to Urban Community alone would not 
necessarily result in the need for these additional facilities and services. The development of the proposed • 
regional mall creates the burden on roads, public schools, and fire protection services. Staffhas formulated 
a recommendation that would address the potential public school and fire protection deficiencies through 
specific language in the Lee Plan. Staff believes that the transportation impacts would be more 
appropriately addressed through mitigation provided as part of the DRI. 

C. REVISED STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the proposed plan amendment. Staff 
recommends that the following amendments be made to the Lee Plan. 

1. Change the Future Land Use Map designation for the subject property from Rural to Urban Community. 

2. Add the following language to Policy 6.1.2.4 of the Lee Plan: 

f. Not withstanding prohibitions contained elsewhere in this plan, Regional Commercial 
development may be granted in a portion of Section 9, Township 4 7 South, Range 25 East, that is 
bounded on the west by U.S. 41, on the East by the Seminole Gulf Railroad tracks, on the south 
by Coconut Road, and on the North by a line located one-half mile north of Coconut Road, 
provided that: 

( l) A minimum of one acre of the property must be donated dedicated to Lee County for 
use as a fire station. This land must be deeded to the County prior to the first development 
order submittal for any development on the property. Lee County will recommend the 
issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated dedicated, if it is eligible for 
credits under the County's impact fee ordinance. 
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(2) A minimum of five acres of the property must be donated dedicated to the School 
District of Lee County for use as a public school. This land must be deeded to the School 
District prior to the first development order submittal for any development on the property. 
Lee County will recommend the issuance of impact fee credits for the land that is donated 
dedicated, if it is eligible for credits under the County's proposed school impact fee 
ordinance. 

(3) Subsequent to these land donations dedications, the County will initiate an amendment 
to the Future Land Use Map to change the Future Land Use designation of these-~- ,,.,.t, -~ 

properties to Public Facilities. 
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PART III - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY 
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: November 26, 2001 

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW 
Planning staff provided a brief summary of the proposed plan amendment. Staff recommended adding 
language to its original recommendation to ensure that, if a fire station site was provided, the location of 
the site would be mutually agreed upon by the property owner and the County. The applicant then 
provided a summary of the amendment, highlighting their justification for approval and expressing 
disagreement with a portion of the staff recommendation. There was a significant amount of discussion 
regarding the impacts of the amendment on fire protection and public schools, and specifically, where and 
when these impacts should be addressed. Staff was of the opinion that these impacts should be mitigated, 
and that language should be added to the Lee Plan to ensure that the impacts were mitigated. The applicant 
suggested that the Lee Plan was not the appropriate mechanism to require the impacts associated with the 
land use change to be mitigated. The applicant suggested that any type of mitigation should be based on 
the actual development parameters for the site, and not the potential worst-case scenario that staff has 
reviewed. The applicant favored placing any type of mitigation language into the DRI development order 
and zoning resolution, rather than the comprehensive plan. 

The LP A had many concerns and questions about the proposed amendment. The LP A questioned how the 
traffic impacts would be addressed. Staff responded that traffic impact mitigation would be provided as 
part of the standard DRI traffic impact mitigation process. Lee County DOT was of the opinion that these 
impacts were more appropriately addressed in the DRI. 

The LP A questioned how the impacts to hurricane evacuation times would be addressed. Staff responded 
that this amendment will likely cause an increase in hurricane evacuation times because the land use 
change would allow greater residential density. The hurricane evacuation time evaluation that was done 
as part of staffs review was based on a worst case scenario where the whole property would develop with 
residential uses at the maximum density. In reality, staff does not know how the property will develop. 
If the property develops with primarily commercial uses, then there will be fewer impacts to hurricane 
evacuation times. Given the wide variety of uses that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation, staff believes it would be more appropriate to address hurricane evacuation during the 
rezoning and DRI process. 

The LP A questioned the impacts of this amendment on Community Parks. Staff responded that, if the 
amendment were adopted, the applicable park district would be able to meet the regulatory standard of 0.8 
acres of community parks per 1,000 permanent residents. The "desired" standard of 2.0 acres per 1,000 
permanent residents would not be met, but this standard has not been met since 1997. Staff acknowledged 
in the staff report that the conversion of this property to an urban land use category would potentially move 
the County farther from the "desired" standard because the amendment would increase the potential 
number of permanent residents in the area. The LP A questioned why staff did not recommend that the 
property owner provide a site for a community park. Staff responded that the location of this property was 
not ideal for a community park, and that a park was already planned for this area in the near future. 
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The LPA questioned how the additional commercial that could develop under the Urban Community 
designation would impact the County's overall projections for future commercial development in the 
County. Staff responded that this amendment would have little or no impact on the established projections 
given in the Table 1 (b) of the Lee Plan, the Year 2020 Acreage Allocation Table. This table establishes 
a specific acreage limitation for commercial development in each Planning Community. This acreage is 
available on a "first-come-first-serve" basis . Once all of this acreage has been developed with commercial 
uses, then no final development orders or extensions to final development orders will be issued or 
approved by Lee County if they would allow the acreage totals for commercial uses contained in Table 1 (b) 
to be exceeded. The commercial acreage cap for this planning community will remain the same whether 
or not this amendment is approved. 

The LP A debated staffs proposed language regarding the provision of a fire station site and a public school 
site. Staffs language had suggested that the sites be "donated" by the applicant, which was not the best 
word to describe staffs intent. Staff anticipated that the sites could possibly be given to the County in 
exchange for impact fee credits. The LPA and the applicant pointed out that there might be other means 
for the County to obtain property within the subject site, such as a combination of cash payment by the 
County and impact fee credits. In order to leave the possibilities open, staff suggested that the word 
"provide" might be used instead of the word "donate." This would leave the method of acquiring the 
property open to several possibilities that could be worked out between the applicant and the County. 

A member of the Estero Fire Rescue Board of Commissioners spoke in favor of staffs recommendation. 
This individual stated that the Estero Fire District needed a one-acre site at this location, and that it was 
important that the District be involved in choosing the location for this site. 

A staff member of the Lee County School District spoke in favor of staffs recommendation of having a 
5-acre school site provided within the subject property. 

The primary issue of contention on this plan amendment was whether to require fire protection and public 
school impacts to be mitigated through language in the Lee Plan, or by delaying it until the DRI/zoning 
approval. The LP A had reservations about placing these types of specific mitigation requirements in the 
comprehensive plan, although the LP A generally agreed that these impacts needed to be mitigated. The 
majority of the LPA thought that the DRI development order and zoning resolution would be the 
appropriate mechanism to require the mitigation of impacts . The LP A moved that the amendment be 
transmitted to the Board of County Commissioners without staffs recommended Policies 6.1.2.4.f(l ), (2), 
and (3) . 

It should be noted that staff was not in agreement with the recommendation of the LP A. Staff maintains 
its original recommendation. 

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY 

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommended that the Board of County 
Commissioners transmit the proposed map and text amendment. Th e LPA recommended 
not to include staff's proposed Policy 6.l .2.4f(I), 6.1.2.4/(2), and 6.l .2.4f(3) in the 
transmittal. Staff's proposed Policy 6.1.2.4/, however, would remain as part of the 
transmittal. 

STAFF REPORT FOR 
CP A2000-00030 

November 26, 2001 
PAGE 22 OF 26 



2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The LPA accepted the 
findings of fact as advanced by staff, but found that school impacts and fire protection 
impacts would be more appropriately addressed as a part of the concurrent DRI and 
rezoning cases. 

C. VOTE: · 

NOEL ANDRESS 

SUSAN BROOKMAN 

BARRY ERNST 

RONALD INGE 

GORDON REIGELMAN 

VIRGINIA SPLITT 

GREG STUART 
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: December 13, 2001 

A. BOARD REVIEW: 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 
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PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT 

DATE OF ORC REPORT: __ _ 

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS 

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

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: -------

A. BOARD REVIEW: 

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY: 

1. BOARD ACTION: 

2. BASIS AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

C. VOTE: 
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