LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY
OLD LEE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
2120 MAIN STREET, FORT MYERS, FL 33901
BOARD CHAMBERS (SECOND FLOOR)
MONDAY, APRIL 27, 2026
9:00 AM

AGENDA

Call to Order/Review of Affidavit of Publication/Pledge of Allegiance

Public Forum

Approval of Minutes — February 23, 2026

Lee Plan Amendment

A.

CPA2024-00016 Caloosa 80— Map Amendment

Amend Map 1-A, Future Land Use Map, to redesignate 92.71 acres
of the subject property from Rural to Sub-Outlying Suburban, add the
full 192.3-acre site into Maps 4-A and 4-B, Lee County Utilities Future
Water and Sewer Service Areas, and update Table 1(b). The property
is generally located to the east of Bateman Rd and to the south of
Palm Beach Blvd (SR 80).

CPA2026-00003 2026 Cleanup Amendments — Text Amendment
Amend the Lee Plan to update Policies 2.1.3, 6.1.2, 11.2.1, 25.8.4,
Chapter XIlI, and the Glossary of the Lee Plan. These amendments
remove out-of-date policies, improve consistency, reflect current
conditions and practices, and other general cleanup items.

Land Development Code Amendments

A.

Administrative Amendments to Existing Aggregate Mines — Amend
section 12-121 of the LDC to allow for the consideration of
administrative amendments to approved zoning conditions for
existing mines, as defined by Chapter 12 of the Land Development
Code.

Shipping Container Use and Stacking — Amend section 34-3105 of
the LDC to allow more permissive use of shipping containers
generally and stacking of trailers and shipping containers on
industrially zoned properties in certain land use categories subject to
height and setback regulations.



C. Architectural Standards — Amend sections 10-610 to 10-650 of the
LDC to simplify commercial site design and architectural standards to
allow for more flexibility in project designs.

D. General Update and Correction — Amend section 10-104 of the LDC
to allow administrative deviations from certain lighting requirements.
Also, amend section 10-261 of the LDC to revise for consistency with
Solid Waste Ordinance, 11-27.

6. Other Business

7. Adjournment

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

Lee County will not discriminate against individuals with disabilities. To request
an accommodation, contact Ranice Monroe, (239) 533-0255, Florida Relay
Service 711, or ADArequests@Ileegov.com at least five business days in
advance. To receive agendas by e-mail, contact [miller@leegov.com.



mailto:ADArequests@leegov.com
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MINUTES REPORT
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY
FEBRUARY 23, 2026

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Dawn Russell Stan Stouder (Chair)
Jennifer Sapen Henry Zuba

Don Schrotenboer (Vice Chair)

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Dustin Gardner

STAFF PRESENT:

Amanda Swindle, Asst. Cty. Atty. Lindsey Karczewski, Planning

Nathan Beals, Utilities Janet Miller, DCD Admin.

Kate Burgess, Principal Planner, Planning  Brian Roberts, Development Services Manager
Brandon Dunn, Planning Manager

REPRESENTATIVES

Richard Akin, Henderson, Franklin, Starnes & Holt, P.A.
Al Quattrone, Quattrone & Associates, Inc.

Yury Bykau, TR Transportation Consultants, Inc.
Kathleen Berkey, Becker Law Firm

Max Forgey, Forgey Planning, LLC

Stacey Hewitt from RVi Planning & Landscape Architecture
Neale Montgomery, Pavese Law Firm

Brandon Frey, J.R. Evans Engineering, P.A.

David Brown, P.G., RESPEC

Shane Johnson, Passarella & Associates, Inc.

Ray Blacksmith, Cameratta Companies

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

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

Ms. Swindle, Assistant County Attorney, certified that the affidavit of publication for today’s meeting
was properly advertised.

Agenda Item 2 — Public Forum- None

Agenda Item 3 - Election of Officers

Chair

Mr. Schrotenboer made a motion to nominate Mr. Stouder as Chair. Mr. Zuba seconded the
motion. The Chair called the motion, and it passed 5-0.
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Vice Chair

Mr. Zuba made a motion to nominate Mr. Schrotenboer as Vice Chair. Ms. Russell seconded the
motion. The Chair called the motion, and it passed 5-0.

Agenda Item 4 — Approval of Minutes — December 8, 2025

Mr. Schrotenboer made a motion to approve the December 8, 2025 meeting minutes. The motion
was seconded by Ms. Sapen. The Chair called the motion, and it passed 5-0.

Agenda Item 5 — L ee Plan Amendment

A. CPA2025-00003 US 41 Pugliese Multi-Family — Map Amendment
Amend Lee Plan Map 1-A, Future Land use Map, to change the future land use category of the 13.2-
acre subject property from Suburban to Urban Community. The property is located approximately a
tenth of a mile north of the intersection of South Tamiami Trail and Timberlakes Drive.

Richard Akin from Henderson, Franklin, Starnes & Holt, P.A. and Al Quattrone, Quattrone & Associates,
Inc. gave an overview of the project along with a PowerPoint Presentation. It was also noted that Yury
Bykau from TR Transportation Consultants, Inc. was in attendance in case the Board had questions
regarding traffic.

Ms. Sapen asked if the property was in the Coastal High Hazard area.

Mr. Akin confirmed that the property is in the Coastal High Hazard area.

Ms. Sapen asked if this means that the affordable housing does not apply.

Mr. Akin stated you cannot use Pine Island Transfer of Development Units (TDUs) because it is in the
Coastal High Hazard area. He noted there are also other provisions they must keep in mind when dealing

with the Coastal High Hazard area that will be addressed as part of the application process.

Ms. Sapen referred to the borrow pit on the property and asked if it is designated as a wetland that counts
against their density if it is impacted by the development or is it designated as other surface water.

Mr. Quattrone stated this issue is still to be determined. Since it is a manmade feature designed for
holding water, the question is whether that means it is truly a wetland. He noted they had not yet gone
through the South Florida Wetland JD process to determine that. Mr. Quattrone referred to the 1953
aerials and noted that, although he is not a biologist, everything on the property, with the exception of the
borrow pit, looks fairly dry and did not look as if it had wetland type historical features.

Ms. Sapen asked if this was something they would work out during the zoning process.
Mr. Quattrone stated that was correct.
Mr. Zuba asked for confirmation that there is currently no decision on what the future use for this

property will be even if today’s request to change the future land use category to Urban Community is
approved.
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Mr. Akin stated that is correct. The client does not currently know what the exact use of the property will
be.

Mr. Zuba asked how a decision could be made with regard to the capacity of utilities, roads, etc. if they do
not know what type of development option will be placed on the property.

Mr. Akin stated those are analyzed, assuming the most intense use with the most intense traffic, such as a
retail shopping center. He noted there are Land Development Code provisions that discourage
increased/higher densities through areas with significantly lower residential densities, especially if you
want affordable housing. However, this location has its frontage on US 41. The northern end of the
property is another frontage road that allows someone to travel further north to Jonathan Bay. If there is
increased traffic, these are the types of places from a planning perspective that the County will allow
traffic because they do not have to go through collective roads or minor roadways. It is on a major
arterial roadway, so it makes more sense to be placed in that type of area.

Mr. Zuba thanked the applicant and their representatives for the affordable housing inclusion, even if it is
only a peripheral consideration at this point, because although bonus densities are available, they are not
always taken.

Ms. Russell asked for confirmation that since the applicant will be unable to use the Greater Pine Island
TDUSs, they will be unable to reach the 15 dwelling units per acre meaning that the maximum will be 10
units per acre.

Mr. Akin stated that was correct. In order to get to 10 units per acre, you must site build affordable
housing. The Pine Island TDUs cannot be used on the property because the property is in a Coastal High
Hazard Area.

Mr. Stouder referred to comments during the presentation about the right-in and right-out on US 41 and
about taking the frontage road to Jonathan Bay. He asked if Jonathan Bay was a signalized intersection.

Mr. Quattrone stated that Jonathan Bay is not a signalized intersection. It is his understanding that there
are no easements on the frontage road that gives them the ability to connect. He noted it is the goal of Lee
County for the property to connect to the frontage road all the way through. This would require a
development order to get the easement to the property’s southernmost border so that in the future, they
would have the ability to connect.

Mr. Stouder asked for confirmation that the traffic would access at the unsignalized Jonathan Bay via
frontage road or a right-in and right-out.

Mr. Quattrone stated that was correct.
Ms. Karczewski reviewed the staff report and recommendations along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Stouder referred to Policy 5.1.5 on Page 5 of 9 of the staff report that deals with buffering. He noted
it says that “Requests for conventional rezonings will be denied in the event that the buffers provided in
the LDC, Chapter 10, are not adequate to address potentially incompatible uses in a satisfactory
manner.” He noted that it then goes on to say that planned developments and special exceptions are also
subject to buffering. He asked staff to elaborate.
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Mr. Dunn stated that as the staff report notes, there will be required buffers that will be identified at the
time of the development order or zoning depending on what comes next and the uses identified for the
property. There are standard buffers in Chapter 10 of the LDC. If those buffers are not deemed to be
adequate dependent on what that use is, in order to protect the multi-use that is within the Forest Country
Club, staff could recommend or require this go through a process such as a planned development where
staff would work closely with the developer and applicant to identify buffers that would better protect the
residential areas surrounding the property.

The LPA had no further questions, so the Chair opened this item for public comment.

Ms. Katie Berkey distributed a handout and asked that it be submitted into the record. She reviewed her
credentials and stated the following: 1) She is legal counsel is to the Forest Property Owner’s Association
that is immediately adjacent to the subject property and the contemplated map amendment; 2) Her
handout includes a request for the Association to be accepted as an affected person under Chapter 163 and
all hearings on this case. It also includes correspondence with county staff from February 12" and a copy
of the Accela case status page as of Friday, February 20™; 3) She reviewed the definition of an ““Affected
Person,” and noted that the Forest Property Owner’s Association qualifies for it; 4) She noted that the
proposed amendment, if adopted, provides significant incompatible density, not necessarily as described
by staff and the applicant, but also in conjunction with the Live Local Act which would allow upwards of
22 dwelling units per acre for qualifying projects and the proposal is to develop not only on the uplands
and the Coastal High Area, but also on approximately +/-4.26 acres of wetlands; 5) In the Live Local Act,
opportunities for administrative entitlements is alluded to in the applicant’s original application from May
2025 but was stricken through the insufficiency process. However, the original traffic study references
going from 14 units per acre to 22 dwelling units per acre potentially under the Live Local Act, which is
entirely administrative and preempted by State law, so the Association and its members stand to be
injured to a degree far greater than the public at large given the qualification for their status as an affected
person; 6) As to procedural due process, under Administrative Code 13-6 it requires that within 15
working days of the application being found sufficient, the County is to send a notice to all owners within
that notice radius. The application was found sufficient on December 8™, but it does not appear that the
sufficiency notice was actually transmitted. In addition, at least 15 calendar days before the Local
Planning Agency hearing, which would be January 29", a sign is to be supplied by the county and posted
on the subject property and the applicants are to make a good faith effort to maintain that signage up and
through the Board of County Commissioners. In performing site visits on February 18", February 20",
and February 22", there were no such signs posted. Photographs in Mr. Forgey’s packet reflects that as
well; 7) In addition, if the public were going to independently verify the scheduling of today’s hearing,
the status of the application in the county’s Accela system as of Friday, February 20", shows that the
application is noted by county staff as both being insufficient and sufficient on the same day (December
8™ and the LPA Hearing notice is still said to be due as of December 8 and it is marked as TBD. Absent
the proper noticing, the public would get a deficit when independently confirming the status of the
application and when it would be heard before the Local Planning Agency; 8) In the lobby, it notes the
Lee County Commission and Planning Workshop instead of naming it the Local Planning Agency further
confusing the issue; 9) Ms. Berkey stated she e-mailed Mr. Dunn on February 12" to inquire as to the
status of the case and when it would be brought to the Local Planning Agency and she was advised that
staff was planning to bring it to the LPA on February 23 and that the staff report was still being finalized
yet the signs must be posted by January 29". She did not know how the timing of that would work if staff
was still only planning to have the case heard on February 23'; and 10) In closing, she felt that for these
reasons alone, the case should not be heard today and the deficiencies in the prior notice should be cured.
However, if the Local Planning Agency still wishes to proceed today, she and Mr. Forgey recommend
that the amendment not be transmitted for reasons that Mr. Forgey will outline when he speaks and that
are listed in his report. To them, the density is incompatible with the existing neighborhoods, it presents
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transportation access and hurricane evacuation impacts in an already vulnerable Coastal High Hazard
Area as well as wetland impacts.

Mr. Max Forgey from Forgey Planning, LLC reviewed his credentials and stated the following: 1) This is
a legislative case, and the Local Planning Agency is not under any obligation to recommend adoption of it
to the Board of County Commissioners; 2) The Live Local Act takes away the Board of County
Commissioners long range opportunity to make decisions about land use once they have received the
amendments to the comprehensive plan; 3) The Local Planning Agency should consider the irreversible
impact which might result from any subsequent quasi-judicial change sought by the previous owner; 4)
They do not have a definitive plan for the property and are expecting the Local Planning Agency to make
a “black box’” decision; 5) When comparing the existing maximum suburban density of 185 units
maximum versus urban community which is just 290, it is a dramatic increase in density and intensity
along a constrained regional corridor; 6) Approving a full amendment on the subject property, The Board
of County Commissioners will swing the door wide open to an irreversible 40% jump in entitlement
density which cannot be regulated by the historically available regulatory tools used by local governments
in their permitting process; and 7) He urged the Local Planning Agency to recommend denial of the
proposal.

The remaining comments received were from the general public:

Scott Rasor (opposed) Terry Deford (opposed)
Greg Horn (opposed) Mark Reimet (opposed)
Paul Ben-Susan (opposed)

The major concerns by the attendees were: 1) The proposal will adversely affect their relatively quiet and
natural preserve; 2) It is currently treacherous to make a left out of the development or turn left into the
development, so the issue of roadways needs to be evaluated further before approving this type of
capacity and density; 3) noise pollution; 4) The property is in a flood plain. During Hurricane lan, 30
inches of water passed through the area even though they actively maintain the central canal; 5)
Comments regarding what is across the street is irrelevant to what is on the west side of the street; 6)
Although the community recognizes that this property will be developed in some way at some point, there
is plenty of opportunities for other types of commercial development in that area under the current
suburban category. Let the development be smart development rather than a “black box”; 7) Concerns
over compatibility with the community when it is currently vacant property and the future use of the
property is unknown; 8) US 41 had extensive work done to it many years ago where it was raised,
widened, etc. With this type of proposal opening the door to much more development, will we be looking
at further alterations to US 41?; and 9) what they are proposing is drastically different than what is
currently in the Forest community.

At this point, the public comment portion was closed.

Mr. Stouder thanked those in attendance and stated they were a material part of this process. He thanked
those who provided public comment and to all the attendees for taking time out of their day to attend.

Ms. Burgess provided some responses to comments made today regarding this application. Regarding the
Live Local Act, a member of the public brought up flooding as a potential problem. She noted the flood
zone on this property is AE11, so regardless of what the development ends up being, they will have to
design for that and meet the elevation and stormwater requirements. This will be handled during the
development order process as opposed to the future land use stage. Ms. Burgess referred to comments
regarding uses. She noted that the major difference between Urban Community, which is the future land
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use category being requested, versus Suburban is that Urban Community allows light industrial, but it
only allows that through the planned development. She noted that C-1 zoning is already in place and it
allows for several commercial uses such as a shopping center, car wash, grocery store, or a multi-family
development. These are allowed uses as it currently exists. She reviewed a PowerPoint slide of the
existing zoning map and reviewed it with the Local Planning Agency and public. She noted that on the
east side of US 41 some of the uses in the commercial areas are car sales centers and flooring centers that
are on the border of commercial and industrial uses. They classify under the C-1 zoning district, but from
staff’s perspective, they are similar to a light industrial use and are around the subject property.

Regarding discussion on the Live Local Act, Ms. Burgess stated that it can be used on this property
currently and is not something staff has control over regardless of what the future land use is (suburban or
urban). The county has allowed, in urban areas, up to the 22 units per acre in the urban future land use
categories. It is for the purposes of incentivizing affordable housing in places that already have existing
utilities and infrastructure (public transit, water and sewer, and commercial) which are amenities you
would expect to be around a multi-family development. Having said this, Ms. Burgess acknowledged that
staff has not received an application for a Live Local project and they have not had a pre-application
meeting for a Live Local project. Although this was initially in the applicant’s first submittal, it was
removed from the application materials. During the staff review, no insufficiencies were found regarding
water, sewer, traffic, etc.

Mr. Schrotenboer asked staff to address the accusation that there was no signage.

Ms. Burgess stated she believed there were signs posted because we received an Affidavit of Posting from
the applicant along with pictures of the signs that were posted.

Mr. Quattrone concurred with Ms. Burgess that they did post signs and provided the affidavit and
photographs to the County.

Mr. Schrotenboer asked why this proposal is being brought forward to change the future land use category
if C-1 is already allowed on the subject property and you can have residential as well under certain
situations under the Live Local Act.

Mr. Akin stated his client is trying to increase the value of the property by increasing the opportunities of
what can be developed on site because they are currently having difficulty finding a user. He understands
the public’s concerns of what can be allowed there with the Live Local Act, but nothing specific is being
proposed right now. Although he cannot assure everyone that there is no chance that a Live Local project
will ever be on this property, there is no application submitted for that, and no pre-application meeting has
been held with staff. There is a possibility that there could be one in the future, but that is not the purpose
of the Planned Development. What is under consideration today is whether changing the future land use
category from Suburban to Urban is consistent with the Lee Plan and if it is compatible with surrounding
uses. Regarding Policy 5.1.5, which talks about protecting existing residential uses from uses that are
incompatible. He noted that multi-family is also residential, so this is not an issue. The area is already
zoned C-1, and the Land Development Code has within it standard buffering requirements. It is based on
what is adjacent to your project and it is already built into the Code. He understands the public’s concern
regarding compatibility because it is vacant property and it is unknown as to what is going to be placed
there. However, those concerns will be addressed during the rezoning process. He noted that if light
industrial is sought, it must go through a planned development and rezoning process. During those
processes, staff will be reviewing compatibility, buffers, etc. However, that is not what is being
considered today. He referred to another public comment where it was discussed that many years ago
there were road improvements on US 41 and they asked if that is where we are again. Mr. Akin stated
that if you look at traffic studies, the answer is “yes” whether this future land use change takes place or
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not because there has been a lot of development in Southwest Florida over the last few years and the
roadways need improvements at intersections such as widening, turn lanes, etc. He noted that the analysis
of traffic will take place when something is submitted, but for now, an analysis of the traffic study was
performed assuming the most intense use (worst case scenario). However, the question today is whether
an Urban Community future land use is compatible with consistent land use in this location with frontage
on a major arterial road, with all of the urban services in place along with bus stops within walking
distance, commercial uses and light industrial nearby. Staff concluded it is consistent. They further
determined that not only is it an appropriate use, but that the Urban Community future land use is more
consistent with the current make up of this area than the suburban future land use.

Ms. Russell asked what opportunities would be available for the public to participate and provide
comments if the applicant decides to rezone to an industrial planned development.

Ms. Burgess stated that if the applicant were to decide to rezone to anything, it goes through a public
hearing process, whether it is an industrial planned development, another planned development, or a
conventional rezone. A rezoning would go through the Hearing Examiner. Whenever something goes to
public hearing, everyone within a 500 foot radius would get notified via mail. The public are allowed to
provide public comment at the public hearing. If the proposal is a Planned Development, it will also go to
the Board of County Commissioners, which also allows public input.

Ms. Sapen referred to the possible lack of sign posting. She hoped this would be resolved before this case
goes before the Board of County Commissioners. She asked legal counsel if signs are required.

Ms. Swindle stated it is a courtesy posting. She noted that the Administrative Code makes it clear that as
long as Chapter 125 (Notice Requirements) is met, then notice is considered sufficient to conduct this
hearing. The notice requirements mean that an ad must be placed in a newspaper of general publication.

Ms. Sapen asked if courtesy notices were also sent out.

Ms. Swindle stated she believed that courtesy notices were sent out per usual. To her, it was clear there
was actual notice based on two factors: 1) The Forest Property Owners Association retained an expert
who prepared a report; and 2) based on e-mail communication.

Mr. Stouder referred to the Live Local Act and asked 1) what the density is under C-1; 2) what the density
is under the current Suburban land use; and 3) what is the density in an Urban Community land use.

Ms. Burgess stated that the Live Local is a State Statute and preemption over local government
regulations or density allowances. Under the Live Local, the county is required to allow the highest
standard density in all places (i.e. commercial, industrial, planned development future land use
categories). The highest standard density that the County has is 14 units per acre. The county, in all the
urban districts, already allows for bonus density for affordable housing. In order to incentivize Live Local
in the Urban areas as opposed to a Suburban, Outlying Suburban, Rural, or something else that is further
away from centralized utilities, or from development generally, the County has been allowing bonus
density for affordable housing in the Urban districts at a maximum density of 22 units per acre. In the
Suburban it would be 14 units per acre. C-1, across the board, has zero impact other than the fact that it is
a commercial zone which makes it eligible for Live Local.

Ms. Sapen stated it seems to come down to: 1) the difference between what is proposed and what exists;
2) Whether light industrial would be allowed which would only be allowed through the Planned
Development process, and 3) The Live Local going from 14 units per acre to possibly 22 units per acre.
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Ms. Sapen stated she could understand the public’s concerns because this is a change coming directly to
their area, but looking at the existing site features, there is a large borrow pit abutting the Forest
community followed by a fence, landscaping, a road, parking, and residential units. She felt it was a rare
instance where the existing features create a good degree of separation between the proposed uses and the
existing uses naturally as it functions. She believed the intent of the Live Local is to bring affordable
housing, which is needed, near services. To her, this proposal is an appropriate location for Live Local
since it is along a major arterial road and is already an urban corridor. With this in mind, she felt the
proposed future land use change is consistent with the Lee Plan.

Ms. Russell concurred with Ms. Sapen’s statements and noted that the Local Planning Agency must
compare this request to the Lee Plan. She also found it to be consistent with the Urban Community future
land use designation. She also agreed it is in a place where Live Local applies to and should apply to.

Mr. Schrotenboer thanked the public for attending and providing input and agreed with Mr. Stouder that it
is an important integral part of this process. Regardless of personal feelings on whether this application is
appropriate or not for this particular area, the Local Planning Agency has to put that aside and look at it in
terms of compatibility to the Lee Plan. Mr. Schrotenboer stated that he had not found anything presented
today or in the application that would provide for any inconsistencies in that. Therefore, despite some
personal issues with it, he would be in support of a motion to recommend adoption.

Mr. Zuba stated that, as indicated at today’s meeting, the future land use of the project is going to be
reviewed several times since there are several processes involved once the final application in zoning
comes through. He noted that this is not the definitive land use decision but rather whether it is consistent
with the Lee Plan. Mr. Zuba stated he would support a motion to recommend adoption.

Mr. Stouder stated that it is easy for concerned citizens to let zoning issues blend into the Comprehensive
Plan discussion. When that happens, it is outside the purview of the Local Planning Agency. The Local
Planning Agency’s purview is to determine whether the proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan. There will be many processes and reviews before anything is developed on the property. He
concurred with other members that he could not find anything in the application or in Policy 5.1.5 that
would prohibit him from finding this proposal to be consistent with the Lee Plan and from recommending
it for adoption. He referred to a comment made by Mr. Akin that if a multi-family development was
placed there it would be residential next to residential. However, he felt it would be quite different
because the Forest community will be next to a development with 22 units per acre. He encouraged the
public to maintain their vigilance should the applicant proceed in any kind of zoning action.

Mr. Zuba made a motion to recommend adoption of CPA2025-00003 (US 41 Pugliese Multi-Family
Map Amendment). The motion was seconded by Mr. Schrotenboer. The Chair called the motion
and it passed 5-0.

The meeting convened at 10:20 a.m. for a 10 minute break and it reconvened at 10:30 a.m.

B. CPA2025-00012 Amenity Improvement — Text Amendment
Amend Goal 13 and associated Objectives and Policies to allow for golf courses and ancillary uses in
the Mixed Use Planned Development (MPD) zoning district subject to Settlement Agreement Case
No. 22 CA-002743 approved under Sec. 70.001 F.S.

Ms. Sapen stated she had a voting conflict on this item and would abstain from the vote. She submitted
the appropriate VVoting Conflict Form and submitted it to staff for their records.
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Stacey Hewitt from RVi Planning & Landscape Architecture representing the applicant, gave an overview
of the project along with a PowerPoint presentation and noted that the project team was in attendance as
well (Neale Montgomery, Pavese Law Firm, Brandon Frey, J.R. Evans Engineering, P.A., David Brown,
RESPEC, and Shane Johnson, Passarella & Associates, Inc.).

Mr. Zuba referred to the second paragraph on Page 10 of 11 under the Settlement Agreement description,
which states, “The proposed amendment would not permit any golf courses that exceed the golf course
threshold set forth in Objective 13.8, even though the amendment technically exempts the Kngston MPD
from this threshold.” He asked Ms. Hewitt to explain how those two points are consistent.

Ms. Hewitt stated that language referred to by Mr. Zuba, is under Staff Report findings and it is regarding
the number of golf holes in the DRGR. There were only two others that have been approved and there is
only one proposed for the Kingston development, so staff’s finding is that this request is not increasing
any limit because it is already capped within the MPD itself.

Mr. Zuba asked for confirmation that, in Ms. Hewitt’s opinion, there is no inconsistency between the
DRGR recommendations or limitations on golf courses with this amendment.

Ms. Hewitt stated that was correct because the PRFPD requirements were done a long time ago and there
have only been two that have come forward since then and there is only one proposed with this
development, which is why staff found that this project would not be exceeding that threshold.

Ms. Burgess reviewed the staff report and recommendations along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Ms. Russell asked if, due to the uniqueness of this settlement agreement, no other MPDs in the DRGR
would be able to use this as precedent as a result.

Ms. Burgess stated this was not a concern because all of the proposed amendments specifically address
the Settlement Agreement case number.

Mr. Schrotenboer asked for confirmation that under this, nothing would prevent another golf course
coming forward through the DRGR through the private recreational planned development.

Ms. Burgess stated that was correct. They could still apply for a PRFPD to be able to develop as a golf
course.

Mr. Zuba complimented staff on the nice job they did on this application, especially since it was a
complicated one.

Mr. Blacksmith showed the LPA how extensive the Settlement Agreement was and noted that everything
they are exempt from in this case is covered through the existing lawsuit settlement.

The LPA had no further questions or comments, so the Chair opened this item to the public. There were
no members of the public that wished to comment, so the public comment portion was closed.

Ms. Russell made a motion to recommend transmittal of CPA2025-00012 (Amenity Improvement —
Text Amendment). The motion was seconded by Mr. Schrotenboer. The Chair called the motion,
and it passed 5-0.

Ms. Schrotenboer commended the applicant for following all the regulations that govern the private
recreational planned development in terms of wildlife, water quality monitoring, and adhering to it.
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Mr. Stouder stated that when he was prepping for this meeting and reviewing the materials, it was an
interesting narrative. He complimented staff on handling this project in a different way.

Agenda Item 6 — Land Development Code Amendments

A. Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements

Mr. Roberts gave an overview of the amendments along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Stouder stated his question would relate to all three Land Development Code items. He asked if these
amendments were merely relocating text or if there are changes to the processes, standards, or
requirements.

Mr. Roberts stated that much of the amendments involve relocation of text, but that there will be changes
to Section 10-104 that is forthcoming. The change to 10-104 will allow for administrative deviations
versus a variance process, which is a simpler process for applicants. In addition, Item (d) under Chapter
34-2017 on Page 13 of 22 is being removed. It dealt with the ““Reservation of spaces for future use.”
However, it is being removed because this portion of the Land Development Code has never been used. It
basically allowed someone to not have to pave certain future parking spaces, but they had to set the spaces
aside and these particular spaces were not allowed to be used as part of their open space calculations.

Mr. Stouder stated he had read that churches were still allow to use grass parking.

Mr. Roberts stated that churches would still be allowed to use grass parking. That allowance will remain
in the Land Development Code.

Mr. Schrotenboer made a motion to find the Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements to be
consistent with the Lee Plan. The motion was seconded by Mr. Zuba. The Chair called the motion
and it passed 5-0.

B. Outdoor Lighting Standards

Mr. Roberts gave an overview of the amendments along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Schrotenboer made a motion to find the Outdoor Lighting

Mr. Stouder stated that staff is bifurcating the calculation from Chapter 34 to Chapter 10. He asked if it
was easier for staff to have it bifurcated or if it was easier to have all of the parking requirements in one

place.

Ms. Sapen stated that with the way the public can query items, they will still be able to find it, so it comes
down to what is easier for staff.

Ms. Russell concurred with Ms. Sapen and stated it would not be harder for her to search for something in
Chapter 10 versus Chapter 34. It is still easily accessible.

Mr. Schrotenboer made a motion to find the Outdoor Lighting Standards to be consistent with the
Lee Plan. The motion was seconded by Ms. Sapen. The Chair called the motion, and it passed 5-0.
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C. Turn Lane Extension Exemption

Mr. Roberts gave an overview of the amendments along with a PowerPoint presentation.

Ms. Sapen referred to the Turn Lane Detail under Section 10-288 and noted that the Turn Lane detail was
very tiny making it difficult to view it.

Mr. Roberts agreed and stated that staff would see what the final product would look like. He thought it
may have been this small in order to fit it on Page 1.

Ms. Sapen made a motion to find the Turn Lane Extension Exemption amendments to be consistent
with the Lee Plan. The motion was seconded by Ms. Russell. The Chair called the motion, and it
passed 5-0.

Agenda Item 7 — Other Business

Mr. Stouder asked if staff had impending cases for March and April.

Mr. Dunn felt staff would not have any cases ready for the March meeting, but noted there were several
amendments moving through the process that will likely be on the April agenda.

Agenda Item 8 — Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 11:04 a.m.
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Attachment(s):

1: Proposed Amendments
2: Applicant Materials

REQUESTS

e Amend Map 1-A, Future Land Use Map, to redesignate 92.71 acres of the
subject property from Rural to Sub-Outlying Suburban

e Amend Maps 4-A and 4-B, Lee County Utilities Future Water and Sewer Service
Area, to include the entire 192.3-acre subject property

e Amend Table 1(b) to increase the residential allocation for Sub-Outlying
Suburban in District 1.

SUMMARY

The applicant requests to amend the Future Land Use Category of a +/- 92.71-acre
portion of the subject property from Rural to Sub-Outlying Suburban and incorporate
the entirety of the subject property into the Lee County Utilities water and sewer
service area maps to allow for the development of a residential community with a
commercial component along Palm Beach Blvd. The applicant has submitted a
companion rezone application, DCI2024-00045.

PROPERTY LOCATION
The property is generally located east of Bateman Rd and south of Palm Beach Blvd
(SR 80).

Figure 1: Location map of the subject property.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners (BoCC) transmit the
proposed amendment as shown in Attachment 1.



PART 1
STAFF DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND AND REQUEST
The 192.3-acre subject property is comprised of three (3) currently undeveloped parcels with frontage
along Palm Beach Blvd (SR 80), east of Bateman Rd, adjacent to Lee County’s Hickey Creek Mitigation Park.

The subject property surrounds seven (7) properties that are not included in this request but have
frontage on Palm Beach Blvd (SR 80), a four-lane divided state highway with an approximately 200 ft right-
of-way (ROW). Two (2) of the seven (7) properties are held by the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT), and the remaining five (5) are privately held. Three (3) of the privately held properties are
developed with single-family residences.

This property has a history of planning and zoning actions. In 2009, the subject property was rezoned from
Multifamily Residential (RM-2) and Agricultural (AG-2) to Recreational Vehicle Planned Development
(RVPD) to allow 121 transient and 296 non-transient recreational vehicle (RV) sites, for a total of 417 RV
sites with associated accessory and subordinate uses, including limited commercial uses. In 2022, another
rezone application was filed, and ultimately withdrawn, requesting to rezone from RVPD to MPD to allow
783 RV units and 30,000 sf of neighborhood commercial. The 2022 rezone application included companion
Comprehensive Plan Amendment applications (CPA2022-00018 and CPA2022-00017) with a nearly
identical request to the current map amendment requests. The case was withdrawn after the Board
hearing on May 22, 2024, where it was continued indefinitely. The subject property is currently zoned
RVPD, allowing the 417 RV sites and associated accessory uses.

Future Land Use Categories

The subject property is currently within two future land use categories: Urban Community and Rural.
Approximately 101.79 acres of the subject property are currently designated as Urban Community, which
is the least-intense urban category in the County. Lee Plan Policy 1.1.4 states that this land use category
generally allows all types of land uses, but limits density to 6 units an acre with the ability to add additional
density through the County’s Bonus Density programs. The policy is reproduced below.

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

92.71 acres of the subject property are within the Rural future land use category. Policy 1.4.1 outlines the
Rural future land use category, which allows very low-density residential, agricultural, and recreational
uses. Policy 1.4.1 is reproduced below.
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POLICY 1.4.1: The Rural future land use category are areas that 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. Natural resource
extraction may be permitted in accordance with Policy 10.1.4. Maximum density in the
Rural future land use category is one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre). See Policy
123.2.17 for a potential density incentive resulting from preservation and/or restoration of
Rare and Unique Upland Habitat.

The property does not currently contain any land designated as the Wetlands future land use category;
however, under Objective 1.5, the Wetlands future land use category will be applied to all areas the state
identifies as wetlands. Requirements and standards pertaining to development within or adjacent to
state-designated wetlands within the subject property are not changed by the proposed amendment if
wetlands are found on the property.

Community Plan Area

In addition to the future land use categories mentioned above, the subject property is located within two
Community Plan Areas: Northeast Lee and Alva. Lee Plan Goal 27, reproduced below, describes the
Northeast Lee Community Plan Area.

GOAL 27: NORTHEAST LEE COUNTY COMMUNITY PLAN. Maintain, enhance, and
support the heritage and rural character, natural resources, and agricultural lands. Alva and
North Olga will work cooperatively toward this goal through the objectives and policies that
follow, and through their individual community plans.

Northeast Lee encompasses the land North of the Caloosahatchee River and East of SR 31 to the County
boundary and South to SR 80 (Palm Beach Blvd), with some areas extending south of SR 80. Goal 27 is
divided into four(4) objectives, each with supporting policies, that address agricultural and rural character,
rural planning toolbox, natural resources, and connectivity.

Due to the size and varying needs of the Northeast Lee Community Plan Area, it contains two additional
Community Plan Areas within its boundaries. The subject property is also located in the overlapping region
where the Alva Community Plan Area intersects with Northeast Lee. Lee Plan Goal 28, shown below,
describes the Alva Community Plan Area.

GOAL 28: ALVA COMMUNITY PLAN. Support and enhance the unique rural, historic,
agricultural character and natural environment and resources of the Alva Community Plan
area, including the rural village and surrounding area.

The Alva Community Plan Area is irregularly shaped, but generally encompasses the land East of Bob Janes
Preserve to the Charlotte and Hendry County Boundaries south to approximately 1.5 miles South of SR 80
(Palm Beach Blvd). Goal 28 is divided into six objectives, each with supporting policies, addressing Public
Resources Access, Natural Resources and Environmental Systems, Connectivity, Rural Village Framework,
Rural Lands Framework, and Rural Character.

Planning District
The subject property is located in the Northeast Lee Planning District (District 1), which allocates 813 acres
to the Urban Community and no acreage to the Sub-outlying Suburban future land use category for
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residential development. District 1 allocates 300 acres for commercial use and 30 acres for industrial use.
The applicant is requesting an amendment to Table 1(b) to allocate the appropriate acreage to residential
development in the Sub-Outlying Suburban category to accommodate the additional residential acreage
required for the proposed development.

Surrounding Properties

The subject property comprises three parcels. One parcel, which is currently designated as the Urban
Community future land use category, and two parcels, which are currently designated as the Rural future
land use category. The existing Urban Community portion of the site is adjacent to the Hickey Creek
Mitigation Park. No land use change is proposed for this parcel; only its incorporation into the Lee County
Utilities Future Water and Sewer Services Map.

TABLE 1: SURROUNDING PROPERTY INFORMATION

Future Land Use Community Plan Area Zoning Existing Use
North Rural Alva AG-2 Residential/SR 80
Single-Family
East Rural Alva AG-2 . )
Residential
Urban Residential/Private
South ) Alva AG-2 )
Community/Rural Outdoor Recreation
West Conservation Northeast Lee EC Conservation Land

As described in the second paragraph of this report on page two, the majority of the surrounding
properties are developed with large-lot single-family residences and conservation land. Across SR 80 from
the eastern-most property line is a large commercial agriculture operation. Development along this
corridor is a mixture of large-lot residential uses on agriculturally zoned properties and small-scale
commercial uses, with some commercial agriculture as well.

PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

The Lee Plan is Lee County’s comprehensive plan, which provides the long-term vision for development
in the county. Florida Statutes require comprehensive plans to include certain topics as elements. The Lee
Plan divides these elements into chapters, which are further supported by goals, objectives, standards,
and policies. Lee Plan Chapter Xlll, entitled Administration, section “d” addresses Amendments to the
Plan. The applicable paragraph is reproduced below.

This plan, including the Future Land Use Map, may be amended in accordance with
Florida Statutes and administrative procedures adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners in Lee County Administrative Code 13-6. In accordance with §
163.3177(1)(f), Fla. Stat., all amendments must be based upon relevant and appropriate
data and analysis.

Lee County Administrative Code 13-6 establishes procedures for amendments to the Lee Plan, including
notice requirements and public participation provisions. The subject application requests privately
initiated map amendments to the Lee Plan, meaning it has been requested by an entity other than the
County and follows the amendment process described in Florida Statutes section 163.3184. The applicant
has met the procedural requirements in AC 13-6.
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Because the applicant is proposing a new map designation on a property that is within two (2) Community
Plan Areas, one public information meeting is required in each area prior to the application being found
sufficient under Lee Plan Policy 17.3.2. The applicant held a total of five (5) community meetings, as shown
in the Community Meetings Table, including at least one meeting in the Alva Community Plan Area and
one in the North Olga Community Plan Area, per Note 7 to Policy 17.3.3. The applicant has also submitted
documentation on the required affidavits of publication, presentation materials, and sign-in sheets. The
applicant has met the public input requirements of Lee Plan Objective 17.1.

COMMUNITY MEETINGS TABLE

DATE LOCATION COMMUNITY PLAN AREA
10/16/2024 Bayshore Fire Station Bayshore
1/14/2025 Alva Community Center Alva/Northeast Lee
2/11/2025 Alva Community Center Alva/Northeast Lee
2/19/2025 Owl Creek Drive/N River Road ROW North Olga/Northeast Lee
4/16/2025 Bayshore Fire Station Bayshore

Under Florida Statutes, the proposed amendments do not qualify as a small-scale map amendment
because they total land area exceeds 50 acres and the amendments include changes to a map that is not
part of the Future Land Use Map Series (Maps 1A through 1H); therefore, the amendments will follow
the Expedited State Review process under F.S. 163.3184(3), which will require one public hearing before
the Local Planning Agency for recommendation to the BOCC and two public hearings with the BOCC.
Applications that follow the Expedited State Review process also require review by the State Reviewing
Agencies.

LEE PLAN ANALYSIS

The comprehensive plan applies to all land use decisions within unincorporated Lee County. Where goals,
objectives, standards, or policies of particular elements conflict, those conflicts will be resolved based on
an analysis of the Lee Plan as a whole. The Lee Plan analysis included in this staff report outlines the
proposed amendments in relation to the most applicable Lee Plan goals, objectives, and policies to
determine their appropriateness.

The applicant has requested an amendment to the Future Land Use designation from Rural to Sub-
Outlying Suburban for approximately 92.71 acres of the subject property, located between the existing
Urban Community portion and the adjacent Rural areas. The Lee Plan Policy 1.1.11 describes the Sub-
Outlying Suburban category as follows:

POLICY 1.1.11: The Sub-Outlying Suburban future land use category is characterized by
low density residential areas. Generally, the infrastructure needed for higher density
development is not planned or in place. This future land use category will be placed in
areas where higher densities would be incompatible or where there is a desire to retain a
low-density community character. Industrial land uses are not permitted. The standard
density rangel is from one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre) to two dwelling units per
acre (2 du/acre). Bonus densities are not allowed.

The part of the subject property that the applicant seeks to amend the Future Land Use for is surrounded
by existing very-low-density development within the Rural land use category, which allows a maximum
density of one (1) unit per acre, and undeveloped land within the Urban Community category, which
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allows a maximum standard density of six (6) units per acre with the potential for Bonus Density up to ten
(10) units an acre. The proposed Sub-Outlying Suburban land use category allows a maximum of two (2)
units per acre with no allowance for Bonus Density. The proposed Future Land Use Map amendment
would increase the potential density from one (1) unit per acre to two (2) units per acre on
approximately 92.71 acres of the subject property; however, as discussed later in this report, it would
not increase the total potential population in the Alva Community Plan Area.

A Sub-Outlying Suburban land use designation would change the broad land use category from a “Future
Non-Urban Area” to a “Future Suburban Area,” which could increase the amount of commercial
development permitted on the site. Policy 6.1.2 limits commercial development in Future Non-Urban
Areas to “Minor Commercial,” which the Lee Plan defines as “Commercial development that provides for
the sale of convenience goods and services and contains less than 30,000 square feet of gross floor area.”
Minor Commercial has additional limitations on the types of commercial uses allowed. The Alva
Community Plan includes some provisions on commercial development, but none expressly prohibit it.
The proposed map amendment to Sub-Outlying Suburban could allow more commercial development
than is currently permitted under the Rural designation.

Industrial uses are prohibited in Sub-Outlying Suburban areas and generally not allowed in Rural areas,
unless related to mining or agriculture. Lee Plan Policy 28.1.4 also limits industrial uses within the Alva
Community Plan Area. The proposed map amendment would prohibit new industrial uses altogether.

The description of Sub-Outlying Suburban also states that these areas generally lack the infrastructure
needed for higher-density development. The applicant is requesting that the entire subject property be
added to Lee County Utilities' Future Water and Wastewater Service Areas; however, the utility
infrastructure is not yet in place, and the developer will need to extend the lines to make higher-
density/intensity development possible. The subject property also has over 1400 feet of frontage on Palm
Beach Blvd (SR 80), a state-maintained divided highway.

The overall characteristics of the portion of the property the applicant wants to amend the Future Land
Use are not inconsistent with the Sub-Outlying Suburban. Based on the land use category descriptions
alone, the property is actually most similar to the Suburban category; however, the subject property is
within the Alva and Northeast Lee Community Plan Areas, which also influences the appropriateness of a
future land use designation.

Lee Plan Goal 27 is the Northeast Lee County Community Plan, which prioritizes maintaining its
agricultural and rural character. Objective 27.1 defines what is considered rural character. This Objective
is reproduced below.

OBJECTIVE 27.1: AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL CHARACTER. Maintain and
enhance the viability of the existing and evolving commercial agricultural operations,
preserve open space, and retain the rural character of Northeast Lee County. For the
purposes of this objective, rural character is defined as those characteristics that convey
a sense of rural lifestyle such as large lots or clustered development, ample views of
wooded areas, open spaces, and river fronts, working farms and productive agricultural
uses, and the protection of environmentally sensitive lands.

Regardless of whether the future land use of the property remains in its current configuration of Rural
and Urban Community or changes to Sub-outlying Suburban and Urban Community, the developer must
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demonstrate compliance with this requirement in the final design of the Planned Development. The
proposed future land use amendment does not affect whether the final development must be
consistent with the established rural character standards; however, it would increase the allowed
density from one unit per acre to two units per acre on 92.71 acres of the 192.3-acre site, which could
make it more difficult to meet those standards.

Objective 27.1 is supported by eight policies. Policies 27.1.2, 27.1.3, 27.1.4, 27.1.6, and 27.1.7 direct the
county to work with the Alva and North Olga residents to create Land Development Code standards for
development, coordinate planning activities, and support land acquisition for public recreation space.
Policy 27.1.8 requires public input meetings for zoning actions, similar to the requirements of Policy
17.3.2, which the applicant has met. These do not apply to a Future Land Use Map amendment.

Policy 27.1.1 states that the county should support the agricultural and rural character in Northeast Lee
by allowing commercial agriculture to continue and encouraging new development to be clustered to
conserve open space. Sub-Outlying suburban would not preclude commercial agricultural development
or a developer's ability to cluster development to conserve open space. The proposed amendment to
Sub-Outlying Suburban is not inconsistent with Policy 27.1.1.

Objective 27.2, the Rural Planning Toolbox, directs the County to develop incentives, programs, and
regulations to support the rural character in the Northeast Lee Community Plan Area. This objective is
supported by two policies that relate to creating LDC regulations and establishing Northeast Lee as a
sending zone for Transferrable Development Rights (TDRs). The proposed amendments are not impacted
by these policies, the LDC requirements will apply regardless of the future land use at time of zoning.

Objective 27.3, Natural Resources, relates to the preservation of natural resources in the Northeast Lee
Community Plan Area. The objective is reproduced below.

OBJECTIVE 27.3: NATURAL RESOURCES. To enhance, preserve and protect the
physical integrity, ecological standards, and rural character of Northeast Lee County by
focusing on: water basins; native vegetation; wildlife habitat and resources; and areas
designated for long-term conservation.

The subject property abuts the County’s Hickey Creek Mitigation Park, which is designated as
Conservation Land on the Future Land Use Map; however, the requested Future Land Use Map
amendment to Sub-Outlying Suburban is separated from this area by the Urban Community portion of
the property. The Sub-Outlying Suburban land use category, as shown on page 5 of this report, is intended
to be placed in areas where “higher densities would be incompatible or where there is a desire to retain
a low-density community character.” The proposed Future Land Use Map amendment to Sub-Outlying
Suburban is consistent with Objective 27.3.

In addition to the Future Land Use Map amendment, the applicant is requesting inclusion in Lee County
Utilities’ Future Water and Sewer Service Area maps, which facilitate developer-funded infrastructure
expansion to connect development on the subject property to central utilities. Connection to central
utilities will help protect the water quality of the Caloosahatchee River and Estuary Basin Management
Action Plan (BMAP). The proposed amendments to include the subject property in Maps 4-A and 4-B are
consistent with Objective 27.3.
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Objective 27.4 provides guidance related to Connectivity in Northeast Lee stating that this area of the
county should have enhanced and high-level connectivity for wildlife, transportation, and recreation. The
proposed Future Land Use Map Amendment to redesignate a portion of the subject property from Rural
to Sub-Outlying Suburban, which will require transportation infrastructure related to the development of
the property to be consistent with Policy 39.2.2, which requires sidewalks and bicycle facilities. Non-
Urban areas, like the Rural category, do not require the same level of transportation infrastructure as
future suburban areas, per Policy 39.2.3. The request to amend the future land use to Sub-Outlying
Suburban, which would require a higher level of transportation connectivity, is consistent with
Objective 27.4.

The proposed Future Land Use Map Amendment and amendments to Maps 4-A and 4-B, Lee County
Utilities Future Water and Sewer Service Areas, are consistent with Goal 27.

Lee Plan Goal 28 is the Alva Community Plan, which, similar to the Northeast Lee Community Plan Area,
prioritizes maintaining Alva’s rural, agricultural, and historic character. Objective 28.1 defines what
constitutes Rural character within the Alva Community Plan Area. This objective is reproduced below.

OBJECTIVE 28.1: RURAL CHARACTER. Maintain and enhance the rural character
and environment of Alva through planning practices that:
1. Manage growth and protect Alva’s rural nature.
2. Maintain agricultural lands and rural land use patterns.
3. Provide needed community facilities, transportation systems, and infrastructure
capacity.
4. Protect and enhance native species, ecosystems, habitats, natural resources, and
water systems.
5. Preserve Alva’s historic places and archaeological sites.

The description of Sub-Outlying Suburban, as previously outlined in this report, indicates that this “land
use category will be placed in areas where higher densities would be incompatible or where there is a
desire to retain a low-density community character.” It represents a step up in density from the current
Rural Future Land Use, allowing an increase from one (1) to two (2) units per acre. Moreover, developing
this site would support the expansion of utility and transportation infrastructure in this area of the County.
Regardless of the land use category, the development must protect native species and habitats, and no
historical or archaeological sites have been identified on the property.

Objective 28.1 is supported by nine (9) policies that further describe what the Rural Character means for
the Alva Community Plan Area. Policy 28.1.4 states that new industrial uses, not directly associated with
Alva’s Commercial Agriculture, are prohibited. The proposed land use change to Sub-Outlying Suburban
would not allow any industrial uses, consistent with this policy. Policy 28.1.5 prohibits new resource
extraction (mining) operations. The proposed land use change would not allow any new mining activities,
consistent with this policy. Policy 28.1.6 prohibits outdoor display areas exceeding one acre; this policy
would apply to any proposed commercial use, regardless of land use category and is typically addressed
during the zoning or development order processes. The proposed amendments to the Future Land Use
Map and water and sewer maps are consistent with the general intent of Objective 28.1 and its
supporting policies. The other policies in this objective, not specifically covered in this report, are
directives for Alva and the County that do not apply to the proposed amendments.
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Objective 28.2, Rural Land Framework, establishes the planning framework to maintain Alva’s rural
character. Policy 28.2.2 addresses land use amendments that increase density. As stated previously, the
proposed Future Land Use Map amendment to the 92.71 acres of the subject property currently
designated as Rural would increase the allowed density on that part of the property, from one (1) to two
(2) units per acre. Policy 28.2.2 and Policy 28.2.3 are reproduced below.

POLICY 28.2.2: Future land use amendments that would increase the allowable total
density of Alva are discouraged and must demonstrate consistency with the objectives and
policies of this goal through concurrent planned development rezoning. Future Land Use
Map amendments that would decrease the allowable total density of Alva and that are
otherwise consistent with the objectives and policies of this goal are
encouraged.[Emphasis added]

POLICY 28.2.3: Promote sustainable residential development patterns and rural
character by utilizing rural planning practices such as:
1. Cluster development in compact, interconnected neighborhoods situated in
appropriate locations.
Designate appropriate allowed uses.
Establish compatible parcel sizes, density, and intensity standards.
Conserve natural resources.
Provide standards for adequate open space.
Maintain commercial agricultural uses.
Incorporate green building standards.
Identify locations suitable for public services.

N ORWN

In addition to the map amendments, the applicant has also requested an amendment to Table 1(b), which
provides development allocations for the County’s Planning Districts. The subject property is within
Planning District 1, which extends beyond Alva but closely aligns with the boundaries of the Northeast
Lee Community Plan Area. Sub-Outlying Suburban currently has no population allocation in District 1 in
Table 1(b) because there are no properties with this land use within the Planning District.

To accommodate the requested amendment to Sub-Outlying Suburban, allocations for other areas of
District 1 were reassessed based on current conditions, including reallocating the use acreages for the
subject property based on the change from an RV (commercial) use to a mostly residential use. The table
accommodated the Sub-Outlying Suburban residential use category without increasing the District's
allowable total number of units from 4,206. Prior to the requested amendment, District 1 had an allowable
total density of 0.94 units per acre. With the proposed amendment, District 1 will have an allowable total
density of 0.93 units per acre. The reallocation removed the majority of the acreage required for this
amendment from the Urban Community allocations within Alva Community Plan Area, a higher-density
land use, effectively lowering the density within this Planning District. Based on Table 1(b), the total
allowable density within District 1 does not increase with the proposed amendments, even though the
density on the portion of the subject property will increase.

Although the proposed Future Land Use Map amendment does not effectively increase Alva's total
potential population, the applicant has submitted a concurrent planned development application,
DCI2024-00045, per Policy 28.2.2, which is under review.

The master concept plan includes a small commercial area along Palm Beach Blvd with clustered single-
family attached and single-family detached residential types. The densest areas, mostly single-family
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attached housing types, are located within the existing Urban Community portion of the site. Generally,
the Master Concept Plan (MCP) for the companion rezone includes clustered development, open space
exceeding Land Development Code minimums, and appropriate uses, all of which are indicated in Policy
28.2.3 as rural planning practices. Because the application is still under review, some details of the MCP
may change by the time it reaches a public hearing; however, the rezoning application will have to prove
consistency with Goal 28 regardless of the decision of the requested comprehensive plan amendments.

The requested Future Land Use Map amendment, which would increase density on a portion of the
subject property, but not increase the potential population of Planning District 1, is not inconsistent with
Objective 28.2, Rural Lands Framework.

The subject property is not within the Rural Village, as indicated on Map 1-C and described in Objective
28.3. Objectives 28.5 and 28.6 direct the County to create development standards, evaluate land
conservation funding, protect wellfields, and pursue access to public resources. These objectives and
their supporting policies are not applicable to this request.

As stated in the Connectivity section relating to Objective 27.4, development of the subject property will
need to be consistent with the Urban and Suburban road standards in Goal 39, rather than the Urban and
Rural standards, consistent with Objective 28.4. The applicant will need to demonstrate consistency with
Policy 28.4.2 in the design of the proposed development, but the requested comprehensive plan
amendments do not change or conflict with the requirements of this Objective and are therefore
consistent with Objective 28.4, and its supporting policies. Additionally, the applicant has provided a
Traffic Impact Statement. The impacts of the proposed land use change are discussed in the Public
Facilities and Infrastructure section (Page 11) of the staff report.

Lee Plan Objective 4.1 requires all residential development exceeding 2.5 units per acre to connect to
water and sewer. To fully realize the density potential of the Sub-Outlying Suburban and Urban
community Future Land Use Categories, the property owner or applicant would need access to central
water and sewer services. As mentioned in the analysis for Objective 27.3 on page 7, the subject property
is subject to a Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP). Under state statute FS 163.3177, as amended by
HB 1379 in 2023, local governments must consider how to extend utilities to residential development
exceeding one (1) unit per acre in a BMAP. The proposed Future Land Use Map amendment would allow
for a maximum of 796 potential units on the subject property, based on standard densities, at a density
of approximately four (4) units per acre. The proposed incorporation of the subject property into the
LCU Future Water Service Area (Map 4-A) and LCU Future Sewer Service Area (Map 4-B) is consistent
with state statutes regarding utility expansion within a BMAP and Lee Plan Objective 4.1.

Goals 53, Potable Water Infrastructure, and 56, Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure, state:

GOAL 53: POTABLE WATER INFRASTRUCTURE. Provide high-quality central
potable water service throughout Lee County. Ensure that the costs of providing facilities
is borne by those who benefit from them.

GOAL 56: SANITARY SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE. In partnership with
franchised/certificated utilities providers, provide sanitary sewer service and wastewater
treatment and disposal throughout Lee County.
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The applicant is electing to connect to Lee County Utilities' potable water and sanitary sewer
infrastructure. The applicant would be financially responsible for extending the line if the proposed
development exceeds the allowances in Standards 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 or connecting to the line when it
becomes available. Policy 53.1.1 states that the LCU service area is illustrated in Map 4-A, and Policy
56.1.1 states that sewer service areas are indicated on Map 4-B. The applicant has received a letter from
Lee County Utilities dated January 17, 2025, stating that it can serve the subject property if the property
is included in the Potable Water and Sanitary Sewer Future Service Areas.

The Urban Community portion of the subject property is currently within the Florida Governmental
Utilities Authority (FGUA) wastewater franchise area. Lee Plan Policy 56.1.5 states that when a property
is within a designated franchise area (FGUA), another franchise—in this case, LCU—may not serve the
property without written approval from the designated franchise. This policy is reproduced below.

POLICY 56.1.5: No permit will be issued allowing any utility to use a public right-of-way
or to cut a pavement in a public right-of-way to extend service outside of its
certificated/franchised area or to extend service into an area allocated to another utility,
unless the other utility concurs in writing. This will be enforced along municipal and state
rights-of-way by interlocal agreement and memorandum of agreement as required.

The applicant received a letter from FGUA dated September 29, 2017 agreeing to release the service area
to Lee County Utilities. Based on this letter, the request does not conflict with Policy 56.1.5.

The request to add the subject property to Map 4-A is consistent with Goals 53 and 56 and their
supporting policies.

Policy 126.1.4 of the Lee Plan requires that development maintain groundwater levels at or above existing
levels. Connecting to the LCU's potable water system will reduce stress on the shallow aquifer typically
used for residential wells and help to maintain or improve groundwater levels near the subject property.
Therefore, amending the Lee Plan to allow for connection to LCU’s potable water is consistent with
Policy 126.1.4.

Lee Plan Policy 1.6.5 establishes the Planning Districts Map and Acreage Allocation Table, which divides
the county into districts and allocates acreage for residential and non-residential development. The policy
is reproduced below.

POLICY 1.6.5: The Planning Districts Map and Acreage Allocation Table (Map 1-B and
Table 1(b)) depict the proposed distribution, extent, and location of generalized land uses
through the Plan’s horizon. Acreage totals are provided for land in each Planning District
in unincorporated Lee County. No development orders or extensions to development orders
will be issued or approved by Lee County that would allow the acreage totals for
residential, commercial or industrial uses contained in Table 1(b) to be exceeded. This
policy will be implemented as follows:

1. For each Planning District the County will maintain a parcel based database of
existing land use.

2. Project reviews for development orders must include a review of the capacity, in acres,
that will be consumed by buildout of the development order. No development order, or
extension of a development order, will be issued or approved if the acreage for a land
use, when added to the acreage contained in the updated existing land use database,
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exceeds the limitation established by Table 1(b) regardless of other project approvals
in that Planning District.

3. When updating the Lee Plan’s planning horizon, a comprehensive evaluation of the
Planning Districts Map and Acreage Allocation Table will be conducted.

Because the applicant is requesting a future land use category that does not currently exist within District
1, the applicant is requesting new residential acreage for the Sub-Outlying Suburban category. The
amendments are shown in Attachment 1. As stated previously in this report, the residential acreage was
removed from the Urban Community areas within District 1 and reallocated to Sub-Outlying Suburban in
District 1 without increasing the total population. Staff has reviewed the Table 1(b) amendment and found
it consistent with the current parcel-based database and projected development for Planning District 1.

Based on the analysis in this report, the Sub-Outlying Suburban land use category would appropriately
balance the property's general characteristics with the limitations of the Community Plan Areas and
provide additional protection from industrial uses adjacent to existing single-family residential
development. The proposed amendments to Maps 1-A, 4-A, and 4-B, and Table 1(b) are generally
consistent with the Lee Plan.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Site-specific impacts on public services and service availability will be examined during the review of any
future development applications for construction on the impacted site. Preliminary analyses of the
request are based on the “worst-case scenario” for the proposed future land use change.

TRANSPORTATION

The amendment to the Lee Plan requires short-range (5-year) and long-range (2045) LOS analysis. The
tables in this section summarize the proposed project's traffic generation for the weekday AM and PM
peak hours. This traffic analysis summary outlines the Level of Service (LOS) for various roadway segments
and intersections, comparing conditions without a proposed change to conditions with the proposed
change.

5-Year Analysis (2029)
The 5-year analysis? indicates the following roadway segments will operate at the following LOS with and
without the proposed change, respectively.

ROADWAY SEGMENT LOS WITHOUT CHANGE! | LOS WITH CHANGE?

SR 80 (Palm Beach Blvd)

e From Werner Dr. to Joel Blvd. (Site
C C
Access)
e From Joel Blvd to Hendry Co. Line C C

Broadway Ave

1 Table 4A of the TIS was resubmitted under separate cover during staff review and includes a corrected
background traffic growth rate estimate with corrected LOS estimates.
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e From North River Rd to SR 80 D D
Joel Blvd

e From 18th St to SR 80 C C
N. River Rd

e From Franklin Lock Rd to Broadway. B B

e From Broadway to Hendry Co. Line C C

Long Range Horizon Analysis (2045)
The Long Range 2045 Horizon LOS analysis indicates the following roadway segments will operate at the
corresponding Level of Service (LOS), respectively.

ROADWAY SEGMENT? LOS WITHOUT CHANGE | LOS WITH CHANGE
SR 80 (Palm Beach Blvd)3

e From Werner Dr. to Joel Blvd. (Site

Access) ¢ ¢

e From Joel Blvd to Hendry Co. Line B B
Broadway Ave

e From North River Rd to SR 80 F F
Joel Blvd

e From 18th St to SR 80 D D
N. River Rd

e From Franklin Lock Rd to Broadway. C C

e From Broadway to Hendry Co. Line C C

2 North River Road and Joel Boulevard are Arterial Roads, and Broadway Ave is a Major Collector maintained by the
County.
3SR 80 is a 55mph Arterial Road maintained by the State of Florida.
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The proposed amendment is consistent with GOAL 95 of the Lee Plan, Objective 95.1, and Policy 95.1.1.
The County ensures the provision of services at the adopted "Minimum Acceptable Levels of Service."
While the analysis indicates that Broadway Avenue will operate at LOS "F," mitigation is not required for
the zoning petition, as the mandatory payment of impact fees is considered to mitigate any existing
deficiencies to the level at which they occurred without the development.

Transportation concurrency is non-regulatory, according to Florida Statutes Section 163.3180 and Lee
Plan Policy 95.1.3, which states, “Compliance with non-regulatory LOS standards will not be a requirement
for continued development permitting, but will be used for facility planning purposes.”

UTILITIES
The subject property is not currently within Lee County Utilities' (LCU) potable water or sewer service area
map; however, LCU provided a letter of availability, dated January 17, 2025, indicating capacity to serve.

OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE

e Emergency Medical Services and Fire: The primary ambulance for this location is Medic 11, located
8.4 miles west. This location cannot meet the existing service standards for the proposed
development, as required by County Ordinance 08-16. The department plans to construct a station at
River Hall to help address this response issue. Additional analysis will be required once the new station
is under construction.

e Police: According to a letter from the Lee County Sheriff’s Office, dated October 21, 2024, the
amendment will not affect the Agency’s ability to provide law enforcement services.

e Solid Waste: According to a letter dated February 21, 2025, Lee County Solid Waste Department is
capable of providing solid waste collection service through their franchised hauling contractors.

e Public Transit: According to a letter from LeeTran, dated February 24, 2025, the proposed
development is not within one-quarter mile of a fixed-route corridor. The 2021 TDP does not identify
the need for enhanced or additional services in the area; the developer is not required to connect to
or improve transit facilities based on the current Lee County Transit LDC section 10-441.

e Schools: This project is located in the Elementary School Proximity Zone “D”, the Middle Schools
Proximity Zone “DD”, and the High School Enrollment Zone East, Sub-Zone 3. According to a letter
from the School District of Lee County, dated 2025, the proposed project will not negatively impact
school capacity.

CONCLUSIONS
Staff has reviewed the proposed amendment and provides the following conclusions:

e The Sub-Outlying Suburban land use category would appropriately balance the property's general
characteristics with the limitations of the applicable Community Plan Areas

e Adding the subject property to Map 4-A is consistent with Goals 53 and 56 and supporting policies.

e The proposed incorporation of the subject property into the LCU Future Water Service Area (Map 4-
A) and LCU Future Sewer Service Area (Map 4-B) is consistent with state statutes regarding utility
expansion within a BMAP and Lee Plan Objective 4.1.

e The applicant has provided all of the required documentation for the proposed amendments
according to AC 13-6 and Goal 17.

For the reasons discussed in this staff report, staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners
adopt the proposed amendment as shown in Attachments 1 and 2.
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ATTACHMENT 1

» Map 1A Existing Future Land Use Map
» Map 1A Proposed Future Land Use Map
» Map 4A Future Water Service Areas

» Map 4B Future Sewer Service Areas

> Table 1(b) Proposed — Staff Recommendation















Planning District

Unincorporated County District 1 District 2 District 3 District4 District 5 District 6 District 7 District 8 District9 District 10
Future Land Use Category Northeast Lee County . Fort Myers . Fort Myers Gateway /
Boca Grande Bonita Burnt Store Cape Coral Captiva Fort Myers .
Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Shores Beach Airport

Intensive Development —1,516 1,516 - - - - 17 - 21 - 238 - -
Central Urban —13,658 13,658 = - - - 207 24 - - 230 - 25
Urban Community —22,453 22,431 | ——813 791 453 - 475 - - - - - 150

Suburban —14,87% 14,871 - - - - 1,950 - - - 80 - -

Outlying Suburban —3,652 3,652 —38 38 - - 490 13 3 429 - - -
Sub-Outlying Suburban —+787 1,831 - 44 - - 330 - - - - - 227

E‘ Commercial - - - - - - - - - - - - -
boo Industrial —15 15 - - - - - - - - - - 6

% Public Facilities - - - - - - - - - - B, _ _

O | University Community 503 503 - - - ; ; ; ; ] ] R R

8 Destination Resort Mixed Use Water Dependent —38 8 - - - - - - - - - - -

S | BurntStore Marina Village - 2 i : : ] ] ) ] ] ] ] )

E Industrial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3 General Interchange —116 110 - - - - - - - - - - 35

Q | General Commercial Interchange . - - - ; . ; ] ] ] ] R R

E Industrial Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - -

IE University Village Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - - .
% New Community —2,675 2,075 | — 1115 1,115 - - - - - - - - 960

E Airport - - - - - - - - - - - - -
~ Tradeport —3 3 - - - - - - - - - - 3

% Rural — 7564 7,559 | —=2,230 2,225 - - 800 730 - - - - }

'.g Rural Community Preserve — 3,517 3,517 = - - - - - - - - - R

é Coastal Rural — 1,338 1,338 - - - - - - - - - - R

Outer Island —233 2383 ————=2 2 4 - 1 - - 169 - - -

Open Lands —2;186 2,186 | ———153 153 - - - 257 - - - - -

Density Reduction/ Groundwater Resource —6;974 6,974 | —13t 131 - - - - - - - - -

Conservation Lands Upland - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Wetlands - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Conservation Lands Wetland - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Unincorporated County Total Residential —82,464 82,481 | —4,482 4,499 457 4,270 1,026 24 598 548 1,406
Commercial —— 8,916 8,916 | —360 300 53 450 27 9 125 150 1,216
Industrial — 4,788 4,788 | ———36- 30 3 300 10 15 70 315 2,134

Non Regulatory Allocations

Public ——120;279 120,279 | —14;219 14,219 622 4,864 7,323 6 2,340 583 9,689
Active AG — 21,889 21,889 | —5;506- 5,500 - 240 90 - - - 2
Passive AG ———13,658 13,658 | —5;500- 5,500 - 615 100 - - - 465
Conservation — 87,756 87,756 | —2,468- 2,468 297 1,163 3,186 67 1,595 926 2,206
Vacant —26,773 26,756 | —1,294 1,277 28 733 742 8 103 17 88
Total —366,523 366,523 | —33,793 33,793 1,460 12,635 12,504 129 4,831 2,539 17,206
Population Distribution (unincorporated Lee County) | —584,331 584,331 | —8,235 8,235 1,470 35,253 2,949 152 725 5,273 22,566




Planning District

District 11 District 12 District 13 District 14 District 15 District 16 District 17 District 18 District 19 District 20 District 21 District 22
Future Land Use Categor ,
5o Daniels lona/ SanCarlos |  Sanibel SouthFort | o \sland | Lehigh Acres | SCUteastlee NorthFort 1o onam | Estero Bashore
Parkway McGregor Myers County Myers

Intensive Development 33 - - - 801 1 30 - 376 - - -

Central Urban 7 656 32 - 3,113 - 7,233 - 2,131 - - -

Urban Community - 978 1,207 - 863 540 16,851 - 7 115 - -

Suburban - 2,566 2,069 - 1,202 659 - - 6,345 - - -

Outlying Suburban 1,253 438 - - - 502 - - 396 - 90 -
Sub-Outlying Suburban - - 13 - - - - 55 145 66 - 950

E‘ Commercial - - - - - - - - - - - -

hoo Industrial - 3 3 - 3 - - - - - - -

"% Public Facilities - - - - - - - - - - - -

O | university Community - - 503 - - - - - - - - -

3 Destination Resort Mixed Use Water Dependent - 8 - - - - - - - - - -

S | Burnt Store Marina Village ; ; ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]

.g Industrial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - -
3 General Interchange 33 - - - - - - 8 14 - - 20

S_) General Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - -

E‘ Industrial Commercial Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - -

IE University Village Interchange - - - - - - - - - - - -

é\ New Community - - - - - - - - - - - -

E Airport - - - - - - - - - - - -

~ Tradeport - - - - - - - - - - - -
Q=.> Rural 1,573 - 99 - - 227 14 - 454 50 - 1,387

S -

a Rural Community Preserve - - - - - - - - - 3,517 - -

é’ Coastal Rural - - - - - 1,338 - - - - - -

Outer Island - 2 - - - 55 - - - - - -
Open Lands 80 - - - - - - - 30 - - 1,667
Density Reduction/ Groundwater Resource - - - - - - - 4,742 - - - 2,101

Conservation Lands Upland - - - - - - - - - - - -

Wetlands - - - - - - - - - - - -

Conservation Lands Wetland - - - - - - - - - - - -
Unincorporated County Total Residential 2,979 4,651 3,926 5,982 3,322 24,129 4,805 9,897 3,748 20 6,125
Commercial 326 774 938 2,012 288 900 118 1,121 19 18 72
Industrial 5 198 387 566 67 218 215 244 4 2 4

Non Regulatory Allocations

Public 3,214 4,898 6,375 5,883 4,831 20,267 17,992 10,117 3,052 653 3,351
Active AG 5 13 5 - 2,780 35 11,945 90 630 4 550
Passive AG 3 - 5 - 70 50 2,500 250 2,000 - 2,100
Conservation 1,677 9,786 2,232 211 15,489 1,077 41,028 1,607 382 1,465 895
Vacant 12 55 244 4 2,200 15,115 2,400 1,323 850 130 1,425
Total 8,221 20,375 14,113 14,658 29,047 61,791 81,003 24,649 10,685 2,362 14,522
Population Distribution (unincorporated Lee County) 15,325 44,132 53,974 76,582 13,431 160,429 18,538 109,952 5,951 741 8,653









































































































































































































































































































































































FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE
2024 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT
COUNTY: 12 - LEE

SITE: 4650 - NORTH RIVER ROAD, EAST OF S.R. 31

YEAR AADT DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2 *K FACTOR D FACTOR T FACTOR
2024 4900 F E 2400 W 2500 9.50 55.40 1.9.00
2023 4700 C E 2300 W 2400 9.50 55.490 19,00
2022 3800 R E 1900 W 1900 9.50 53.90 15.00
2021 3600 T E 1800 W 1800 9.50 53.50 13.60
2020 3400 s E 1700 W 1700 9.50 53.80 12 .50
2019 3400 F E 1700 W 1700 9.350 54.90 12 .50
2018 3200 C E 1600 W 1600 9.50 55..20 12 .50
2017 3200 T E 1600 W 1600 9.50 54.90 12.20
2016 3000 s E 1500 W 1500 9.50 54.80 15.00
2015 2800 F E 1400 W 1400 9.50 55.50 15.00
2014 2600 C E 1300 W 1300 9.50 55.20 15.00
2013 1000 s 0 0 9.50 55.00 12 .20
2012 1000 F 0 0 9.50 55.30 11.50
2011 1000 C E 0 W 0 9..:.50 55.20 11.70

AADT FLAGS: C COMPUTED; E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE
S SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE
v FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE; 6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN

*K FACTOR: STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES


































































































































































CPA2026-00003

2026 Cleanup
Amendments



STAFF REPORT FOR CPA2026-00003:
LEE PLAN CLEANUP AMENDMENTS

County Initiated Lee Plan Text Amendments

Amendment Type: REQUEST

County Initiated Amend the Lee Plan to update Policies 2.1.3,6.1.2, 11.2.1, 25.8.4, Chapter XllI, and the
Direction: 04/01/2025 Glossary of the Lee Plan. These amendments remove out-of-date policies, improve
consistency, reflect current conditions and practices, and other general cleanup items,
Recommendation:

Transmit SUMMARY
Staff reviewed the Lee Plan and identified several provisions, as stated under the
Amended Element(s): request, that will increase efficiency, reduce unnecessary regulations, reflect current

LeeTran operation practices, and maintain the protection of public health, safety, and

Future Land Use ) )
welfare while meeting State and Federal mandates.

Administration

Glossary

Hearing Dates:
LPA: 04/27/26
BoCC #1: TBD
BoCC #2: TBD

Attachment(s):
1: Proposed Text

Amendments

Figure 1: Title Page of The Lee Plan

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners transmit the requested
amendments based on the analysis and findings provided in this staff report.




PART 1
STAFF DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND

On April 1, 2025, the Board of County Commissioners directed staff to review the current Lee Plan and
other regulatory documents and bring proposed amendments to the Board of County Commissioners that
will lead to increased efficiency, reduce unnecessary regulations, and maintain the protection of public
health, safety, and welfare, while meeting State and Federal mandates.

Staff has reviewed the Lee Plan and identified four (4) text amendments within the Future Land Use
Element, including: Policies 2.1.3, 6.1.2, 11.2.1, and 25.8.4. Additionally, there are four (4) text
amendments proposed for Chapter Xl of the Administration Element, and two (2) text amendments
proposed within the Glossary of the Lee Plan that meet these requirements, including contradictions
between policies, outdated language, and overly burdensome requirements. Staff will continue to review
the Lee Plan to identify additional amendments in line with this BoCC direction.

PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

The Lee Plan is Lee County’s comprehensive plan, which provides the long-term vision for development
in the county. Florida Statutes require comprehensive plans to include certain topics as elements. The Lee
Plan divides these elements into chapters, which are further supported by goals, objectives, standards,
and policies. Lee Plan Chapter Xlll, entitled Administration, section “d” addresses Amendments to the
Plan. The applicable paragraph is reproduced below.

This plan, including the Future Land Use Map, may be amended in accordance with
Florida Statutes and administrative procedures adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners in Lee County Administrative Code 13-6. In accordance with §
163.3177(1)(f), Fla. Stat., all amendments must be based upon relevant and appropriate
data and analysis.

Lee County Administrative Code 13-6 establishes procedures for amendments to the Lee Plan, including
notice requirements and provisions for public participation during the amendment process. The
amendment request is County Initiated text amendments to the Lee Plan, meaning County Staff was
directed to process the amendment by an affirmative vote of three or more Commissioners. Given the
following amendments are County Initiated, there is no Public Information Meeting requirement pursuant
to Lee Plan Objective 17.3 for the proposed text changes.

The subject amendments to the Lee Plan will follow the Expedited State Review process under F.S.
163.3184(3), which will require a total of three public hearings. One public hearing before the Local
Planning Agency for recommendation to the BOCC, then the BOCC will hold two additional public hearings,
one for transmittal to the state and one for adoption. Application types that follow the Expedited State
Review process also require review by the State Reviewing Agencies.

AMENDMENTS — FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT (CHAPTER II)

As Lee County continues to grow, periodic updates and modifications to the Lee Plan are necessary to
ensure its accuracy and effectiveness. Throughout this report there will be the proposed Lee Plan text
amendments and a thorough staff analysis to support these amendments.
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Amendment #1: Policy 2.1.3

Policy 2.1.3 identifies several uses that may be considered across all land use categories and planning
districts when consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, and standards of the Lee Plan and Land
Development Code. The policy currently prohibits churches and schools within the Wetlands future land
use category and Airport Noise Zones A and B. The full policy, including proposed amendments, is
identified below:

POLICY 2.1.3: All land use categories and Planning Districts permit the consideration of churches
and schools (except in Wetlands-and Airport Noise Zones A and B), public uses and buildings, public
utilities and resource recovery facilities, public recreational uses (including franchised
guasicommercial uses in conjunction with a public use), and sites for compatible public facilities when
consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, and standards in this plan and applicable zoning and
development regulations. (Ord. No. 94-30, 98-09, 21-09)

This is inconsistent with the implementation of Lee County’s wetlands policies, in which Lee County is not
the permitting agency for wetland impacts. In Lee County, impacts to wetlands are permitted through
appropriate state agencies — the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) or the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP). Policy 124.1.2 was amended by Ordinance 19-26 to
memorialize Lee County’s wetlands policies and includes the following applicable requirements:

e POLICY 124.1.2 (1): The County will not undertake an independent review at the development
order stage of the impacts to wetlands resulting from development in wetlands that is specifically
authorized by a DEP or SFWMD dredge and fill permit or exemption.

e POLICY 124.1.2 (2): No development in wetlands regulated by the State of Florida may be
commenced without the appropriate state agency permit or authorization. Development orders
and development permits authorizing development within wetlands or lands located within the
Wetlands future land use category may be issued subject to a condition that construction may
not commence until issuance of the required state permits.

e POLICY 124.1.2 (6): Non-residential uses on wetlands that have been impacted, or will be
impacted, in accordance with a state agency permit must be consistent with the non-residential
uses permitted in the immediately adjacent, least intense, upland future land use category.

Therefore, the broad language currently in Policy 2.1.3 regarding the consideration of churches and
schools, except in Wetlands, is inconsistent with Goal 124 of the Lee Plan. Goal 124 already establishes
wetland protection regulations for all new and existing development. Because these standards apply
uniformly to all uses, it is unnecessary and inconsistent to single out churches and schools from wetlands.
The proposed amendments will make Policy 2.1.3 consistent with Lee County’s overall wetlands policies
and reduce the potential for inefficiencies or confusion during the review process.

Amendment #2: Policy 6.1.2

Policy 6.1.2 generally limits commercial development in Future Non-Urban Areas to Minor Commercial.
The Policy currently provides two exceptions to the Minor Commercial limitation: Southeast Lee County,
which includes additional policies to limit commercial uses, and lands “within one quarter mile of SR31
between North River Road and the Caloosahatchee River in the North Olga Community Planning Area.”
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The exception identified in the North Olga Community Plan Area is outdated, as the area is no longer
classified as a Non-Urban Future Land Use Category. Lee County Ordinance 23-03 redesignated these
areas from Rural and Wetlands to Outlying Suburban (a Future Suburban Area) and Wetlands. Striking
this exemption from Policy 6.1.2 will remove outdated language in the Lee Plan that does not reflect
the current conditions of the County.

Amendment #3: Policy 11.2.1

Policy 11.2.1 identifies five (5) evaluation criteria for all properties within the Mixed Use Overlay (MUO).
The criteria are based on factors such as impact on transportation facilities, walkability, future land use
category, proximity to public facilities, and other relevant provisions.

Currently, Policy 11.2.1 requires that lands within the Mixed Use Overlay are “located within the extended
pedestrian shed of established transit routes.” This Policy was last amended by Ordinance 17-13,
approximately nine (9) years ago. Since then, LeeTran has launched a new on-demand service in some
areas of the county called Ultra on Demand Transit (ULTRA). ULTRA allows riders to arrange pickups within
designated service zones. This service differs from traditional fixed-route service, as riders no longer need
to follow a bus schedule to board a bus. Instead, the ULTRA service allows riders to request a ride at their
convenience through the app when located within the designated service areas. Currently, ULTRA is
available within the incorporated area of Bonita Springs and areas of Lehigh Acres. As noted in the LeeTran
2020 Comprehensive Operations Analysis (COA), LeeTran anticipates expanding this service to additional
areas of unincorporated Lee County, including North Fort Myers, Estero/San Carlos Park and Shell
Point/lona (See Figure 2).

Figure 2 LeeTran COA Map 13-27: Recommended LeeTran MoD Zones
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ULTRA generally located in areas of the County “with the highest propensity to use transit service” LeeTran
COA, 2020, p. 134. The Mixed Use Overlay may be appropriate for properties within the ULTRA service
areas, even though they are not within the extended pedestrian shed of a fixed transit route. The revised
Policy 11.2.1 below incorporates these changes to transit services for Mixed Use Overlay eligibility.

POLICY 11.2.1: The Mixed Use Overlay identifies locations where mixed use development will have
a positive impact on transportation facilities theugh through increased transit service, internal trip
capture, and reduced travel distance. Requests to expand the Mixed Use Overlay will be evaluated
based on all of the following criteria:

1. Yt i i i - and; Has access to a

a. The extended pedestrian shed of established transit routes; or,
b. Mobility on demand transit zones; and,
2. Distinct pedestrian and automobile connections to adjacent uses can be achieved without
accessing arterial roadways; and,
3. Located within the Intensive Development, Central Urban, or Urban Community future land
use categories; and,
4. Auvailability of adequate public facilities and infrastructure; and
5. Will not intrude into predeminately predominantly single-family residential neighborhoods.

Amendment #4: Policy 25.8.4

Policy 25.8.4, which requires all new commercial development within the Lehigh Acres Community Plan
Area to provide parking lot interconnections to adjacent properties while maintaining pedestrian or
vehicular access from adjacent residential areas. The policy was adopted into the Lee Plan as part of the
original Lehigh Acres Community Plan, previously Goal 32, by Lee County Ordinance 10-16, and was later
moved by Ordinance 18-18, which reorganized Community Plan Area goals into sub-element b. of the
Future Land Use Element. No other changes were made to Policy 25.8.4 in the 2018 Ordinance, and the
policy has not been substantially changed since.

According to the staff report that led to the adoption of the Lehigh Acres Community Plan, the intent was
to implement the Lehigh Acres Study®. Policy 25.8.4 was intended to implement strategies identified in
the planning document to protect the capacity of major roadways. The strategies that the Study included
were access management requirements, such as shared drives and connected commercial parking lots, to
reduce access onto major roadways. Recently, there has been a substantial increase in commercial
permitting in the Lehigh Acres Community Plan Area, which has highlighted the inflexibility of Policy
25.8.4. As currently written, the policy provides that “all new commercial development must provide
parking lot interconnections to adjacent properties.” Due to small lot sizes, which often must be
combined with additional parcels to accommodate development, as well as other constraints like
wetlands, canals, and nearby residences, the required connection is not always physically feasible or
desirable.

Staff has reviewed the existing policy along with the intent identified in the planning study and finds that
it can be made more flexible by recognizing the context of the initial recommendations, which were to

1 Final Lehigh Acres Comprehensive Planning Study, submitted to Lee County Community Development by Wallace,
Roberts & Todd, LLC, March 2009.
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protect the capacity of major roadways through shared drives and connected commercial parking lots.
The revised policy 25.8.4 below allows greater design flexibility by recognizing the original intent of the
Policy and allowing developers of commercial projects to request deviations or variances when a physical
constraint exists.

POLICY 25.8.4: To minimize driveway connections to arterial and major collector roadways,
all Al new commercial development must provide parking lot interconnections, with
accompanying cross-access easement rights, to adjacent properties unless physical constraints

prevent the interconnection. and-must-net-prevent-pedestrian—or-vehicularaccess—from-—adjacent

AMENDMENTS — ADMINISTRATION (CHAPTER XIII)

Chapter Xlll of the Lee Plan is the Administration chapter of the Lee Plan and focuses on Effect and Legal
Status, Administrative Interpretations, Legislative Interpretations, and Amendments to the document.
The proposed amendments to Chapter Xl affect Part b. Administrative Interpretations of the Plan, which
intends to expedite and reduce disputes over interpretations of the Lee Plan, resolve map or boundary
disputes, avoid unnecessary litigation, and ensure consistency and predictability in Plan interpretation.

Amendment #5: Chapter XllI, Part b.2.e.(1)(b)

This section of the Administrative Chapter identifies minimum lot requirements for properties that are
eligible to receive a Minimum Use Determination (MUD). The current language prohibits undersized
properties within platted subdivisions from obtaining a MUD, even though other properties in the same
subdivision have existing, vested MUDs or established residences that do not conform to the lot size
standards of Chapter Xlll. For example, staff encountered this issue in the Second Addition to Island
Harbors Subdivision on Matlacha. Within this subdivision, several undersized properties currently have a
MUD due to established precedent, while other undersized lots seeking to obtain a MUD would not qualify
under the existing language of the Lee Plan. The proposed amendment aims to resolve this ongoing issue
for property owners with undersized lots in platted subdivisions. To implement this change, Staff proposes
the following amendment to Chapter Xlll, Part b.2.e.(1)(b):

(vi) Platted subdivisions with lots/parcels that do not meet current minimum lot
requirements may obtain a Minimum Use Determination based on established

precedent.

Amendment #6: Chapter Xlll, Part b.2.e.(2)(e)

This section of the Administrative Chapter addresses what can be done with MUDs once they have been
approved, including construction of a dwelling unit or combining with adjacent MUDs. There are currently
potential internal inconsistencies within Chapter XllI, Part b.2.e.(2)(e). As currently written, it is unclear if
MUDs may be combined in order to construct multi-family structures. The current language suggests
applicability to multi-family properties by referencing “two or more contiguous properties,” however
multi-family is not specifically mentioned. Any structure over two dwelling units is considered to be multi-
family by both the Florida Building Code and the Lee County Land Development Code. To remove this
potential internal inconsistency, Staff proposes the following amendment to Chapter Xlll, Part
b.2.e.(2)(e):

(e) If two or more contiguous properties have each qualified for the right to construct a single-
family residence and if the lots/parcels are located in a zoning district that permits duplex,
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or two-family dweltings, or multi-family dwellings, the lots/parcels may be combined to
build a single duplex, er two-family, or multi-family building in lieu of constructing twe
single-family residences, provided the overall density will not increase.

Amendment #7 and #8 : Chapter XIII, Part b.2.e(5) and (9)

This section of the Administrative Chapter provides general standards for MUDs. The current language in
Chapter XllI, Part b.2.e(5) states that a Minimum Use Determination (MUD) “may” be vacated once a
property is brought into compliance with standard density ranges. However, it is not clear what process
should be followed to vacate the MUD, or who has the responsibility to vacate the MUD. This is important
as properties with approved MUDs are limited to a single-family residence along with accessory structures
that are typically allowed with single-family residences and would preclude any non-residential uses that
may be available to other similar properties that do not have an approved MUD.

The proposed amendment includes declarative language to provide a definitive resolution to this concern
that will not require any additional action by the property owner. Specifically, the proposed amendment
states that a MUD “will be” vacated when a property comes into compliance with standard density
requirements. This change is intended to streamline the process of vacating a MUD on a property once it
is no longer needed. To implement this change, Staff proposes the following amendment to Chapter XlII,
Part b.2.e.(5):

(5) A Minimum Use Determination maywill be considered vacated on a property that is
brought into compliance with the standard density requirement of the Lee Plan.

Staff is also proposing to add language to this section of the Administrative Chapter that would exempt
properties containing legally established residences from needing to obtain a MUD. Adding this item
provides relief to homes that have already been legally established but have fallen below the standards
of the Lee Plan or Land Development Code due to changed County policies, standards, or codes. To
implement this change, Staff proposes to amend Chapter XIll, Part b.2.e, by adding a ninth general
standard as follows:

9 Lots/parcels of record with a lawfully existing residence are not required to obtain a
Minimum Use Determination.

AMENDMENTS — GLOSSARY (CHAPTER XIV)

The Glossary of the Lee Plan is located under Chapter XIV of the Lee Plan. The Glossary contains definitions
of Lee Plan terminology which serve as an essential reference to ensure consistency and clarity in the
interpretation of the goals, objectives, and policies of the document.

Amendment #9: Lee Plan Glossary

The following proposed amendment would involve the removal of “Wetlands” and “Public Facilities” from
the definitions of Future Non-Urban Areas and Future Suburban Areas in the Lee Plan Glossary. These land
use categories are found throughout the county and can be present within or around future urban,
suburban, or non-urban areas. Eliminating them from these specific definitions will lead to a clearer, more
consistent distinction of how the county defines Future Non-Urban and Future Suburban Areas.
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FUTURE NON-URBAN AREAS - Those categories on the Future Land Use Map that are
designated primarily for single use developments with a density equal to or less than 1 unit per acre
unless otherwise allowed within a special treatment area identified in Objective 1.7: Rural, Rural
Community Preserve, Coastal Rural, Outer Island, Open Lands, Wetlands, Conservation Lands
(upland and wetland), New Community within the North Olga Planning Community and Density
Reduction/Groundwater Resource. (Ord. No. 17-13, 18-06, 20-06)

FUTURE SUBURBAN AREAS - Those future urban categories on the Future Land Use Map
that are designated primarily for single use developments: Suburban, Outlying Suburban, Sub-
Outlying Suburban, Industrial Development, Airport, Tradeport, Commercial, Industrial
Interchange, General Commercial Interchange, Industrial Commercial Interchange, University
Village Interchange, University Community, Public-Factities, and the New Community within the
Gateway/Airport Planning Community. (Ord. No. 17-13, 18-06)

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE AVAILABILITY ANALYSIS
The proposed amendments will not increase density or intensity; therefore, there will be no significant
impacts to public facilities and services.

CONCLUSIONS

The Lee Plan, with the proposed text amendments, will provide for greater efficiency and flexibility of the
County’s planning goals, objectives, and policies while maintaining the protection of public health, safety,
and welfare. These amendments accomplish this by removing inconsistent or outdated language and
adding language that reflects the County’s current conditions. These amendments will not affect standard
density requirements or significantly change Community Plan Areas. The amendments are internally
consistent with the Lee Plan as a whole.

For the reasons discussed in this staff report, staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners
transmit the proposed amendment as shown in Attachment 1.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENTS
FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT

POLICY 2.1.3: All land use categories and Planning Districts permit the consideration of
churches and schools (except in Wetlands—and Airport Noise Zones A and B), public uses and
buildings, public utilities and resource recovery facilities, public recreational uses (including
franchised quasicommercial uses in conjunction with a public use), and sites for compatible public
facilities when consistent with the goals, objectives, policies, and standards in this plan and
applicable zoning and development regulations. (Ord. No. 94-30, 98-09, 21-09)

e The treatment of Wetlands in this policy is inconsistent with recent Board actions and other
policies within the Lee Plan that address development within wetlands. Lee Plan Policy
124.1.2 allows for impacts to wetlands when done in accordance with state agency permits.
Removing the exception removes a noted inconsistency within the Lee Plan.

POLICY 6.1.2: Commercial development in non-urban future land use categories is limited to
Minor Commercial except that:

e Neighborhood Commercial uses are permitted in the Southeast Lee County Planning
District as provided for in Objectives 13.3 and 33.2.5.

Minor Commercial development may include limited commercial uses serving rural areas and
agricultural needs, and commercial marinas. Minor Commercial development must be located so
that the retail use, including buildings and outdoor sales area, is located at the intersection (within
330 feet of the adjoining rights-of-way of the intersecting roads) of arterial and collector roads or
two collector roads with direct access to both intersecting roads. Direct access may be achieved
with an internal access road to either intersecting road. On islands, without an intersecting network
of collector and arterial roads, commercial development may be located at the intersection of local
and collector, or local and arterial, or collector and collector roads.

e The first bullet within Policy 6.1.2 identifies an area that is no longer within a non-urban
future land use category. These areas are currently designated as Outlying Suburban, which
is a future suburban area. This change occurred through Lee County Ordinance 23-03,
which re-designated these areas from Rural and Wetlands to Outlying Suburban and
Wetlands.
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ATTACHMENT 1

POLICY 11.2.1: The Mixed Use Overlay identifies locations where mixed use development will
have a positive impact on transportation facilities though increased transit service, internal trip
capture, and reduced travel distance. Requests to expand the Mixed Use Overlay will be evaluated
based on all of the foIIowmg criteria:

Has access

toa transit route located within:

a. the extended pedestrian shed of established transit routes; or,
b. mobility on demand transit zones; and,
2. Distinct pedestrian and automobile connections to adjacent uses can be achieved without
accessing arterial roadways; and,
3. Located within the Intensive Development, Central Urban, or Urban Community future
land use categories; and,
4. Availability of adequate public facilities and infrastructure; and
5. Will not intrude into predominately single-family residential neighborhoods.
(Ord. No. 07-15, 17-13)

e The proposed amendments would allow lands within LeeTrans new mobility on demand
transit zones (ULTRA zones) to qualify for the Mixed Use Overlay. Staff proposed the
above format of the amendment to ensure that properties within the ULTRA service areas,
but not within the extended pedestrian shed of a fixed transit route, would not be excluded
from consideration of the Mixed Use Overlay.

POLICY 25.8.4: To minimize driveway connections to arterial and major collector roadways,
all AH new commercial development must provide parking lot interconnections, with
accompanying cross-access easement rights, to adjacent properties unless physical constraints

prevent the interconnection. and-must-not-prevent-pedestrian-or-vehicular-accessfrom—adjacent
restdential-areas:

e Amend Policy 25.8.4 to change the current interconnection requirement between
commercial development in Lehigh Acres in order to recognize the original intent and
allow for more flexibility where such connections are not as feasible or beneficial.
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ATTACHMENT 1

XII1. Administration
b. Administrative Interpretations of the Plan

no changes are proposed to Chapter 13, Part b.1 through Part b.2.e.(1)(a)

(b)

Minimum Lot Requirements:

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)
(vi)

A lot/parcel created before June 27, 1962 must be a minimum of 4,000
square feet in area; or

A lot/parcel that is part of a subdivision recorded in the official Plat Books
of Lee County on or after June 27, 1962, and prior to December 21, 1984,
must have a width of at least 50 feet and an area of at least 5,000 square
feet; or

A lot/parcel created on or after June 27, 1962, and prior to December 21,
1984, that is not part of a subdivision recorded in the official Plat Books of
Lee County must be a minimum of 7,500 square feet in area; or

A lot/parcel created on or after December 21, 1984 was in conformance
with the zoning regulations in effect at the time the lot/parcel was recorded;
or

A lot/parcel approved as part of a planned unit development or planned
development.

Platted subdivisions with lots/parcels that do not meet current minimum lot

requirements may obtain a Minimum Use Determination based on
established precedent.

e The proposed amendment adds guidance to address properties within platted subdivisions
that have existing MUDs though they do not meet the current minimum lot size
requirements of this section.

no changes are proposed to Chapter 13, Part b.2.e.(1)(c) through Part b.2.e.(2)(d).

(€)

If two or more contiguous properties have each qualified for the right to construct a single-

family residence and if the lots/parcels are located in a zoning district that permits duplex,
or two-family dweltings, or multi-family dwellings, the lots/parcels may be combined to

build a single duplex, ef two-family, or multi-family building in lieu of constructing twe

single-family residences, provided the overall density will not increase.

e The proposed amendment adds multi-family residences to Part b.2.e.(2)(e). The current
language of the item already implies applicability to multi-family properties by referencing
“two or more contiguous properties”. Therefore, this amendment would make it clear that
the provisions of this item apply to multi-family properties/buildings as well.

no changes are proposed to Chapter 13, Part b.2.e.(3) through Part b.2.e.(4).

(5) A Minimum Use Determination maywill be considered vacated on a property that is brought into
compliance with the standard density requirement of the Lee Plan.
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ATTACHMENT 1

e This amendment provides that a MUD will be considered vacated once a property is
brought into compliance through other amendment to the Lee Plan and will eliminate the
ambiguity of “may.” This amendment streamlines the process for eliminating MUDs when
they are no longer needed.

no changes are proposed to Chapter 13, Part b.2.e.(6) through Part b.2.e.(8)

()] Lots/parcels of record with a residence that was legally permitted are not required to obtain
a Minimum Use Determination.

e The proposed amendment adds number (9) to Chapter 13, Part b.2.e and would relieve
properties containing legally established residences from needing to obtain a Minimum
Use Determination.

X1V Glossary
FUTURE NON-URBAN AREAS - Those categories on the Future Land Use Map that are

designated primarily for single use developments with a density equal to or less than 1 unit per
acre unless otherwise allowed within a special treatment area identified in Objective 1.7: Rural,
Rural Community Preserve, Coastal Rural, Outer Island, Open Lands, Wetlands, Conservation
Lands (upland and wetland), New Community within the North Olga Planning Community and
Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource. (Ord. No. 17-13, 18-06, 20-06)

FUTURE SUBURBAN AREAS - Those future urban categories on the Future Land Use Map
that are designated primarily for single use developments: Suburban, Outlying Suburban, Sub-
Outlying Suburban, Industrial Development, Airport, Tradeport, Commercial, Industrial
Interchange, General Commercial Interchange, Industrial Commercial Interchange, University
Village Interchange, University Community, Public-FacHities, and the New Community within the
Gateway/Airport Planning Community. (Ord. No. 17-13, 18-06)

e The Wetlands and Public facilities future land use categories are ubiquitous and can
commonly be found near future non-urban, future suburban, or future urban areas.

Attachment 1 April 17, 2026
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MEMORANDUM

FROM
THE DEPARTMENT OF
COMMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

TO: Local Planning Agency (LPA) DATE: April 17, 2026

FROM: Brandon Dunn

Planning Manager

RE: Land Development Code (LDC) Amendments
Architectural Requirements, Administrative Deviations, Industrial Use of Shipping
Containers, Administrative Amendments to Existing Mines, Clean-up

On April 1, 2025, the BoCC authorized staff to begin work on drafting substantive and non-
substantive “clean-up” amendments to the LDC that would increase efficiency, reduce
unnecessary regulations, and maintain the protections of public health, safety and welfare while
maintaining compliance with State and Federal mandates. Staff is reviewing existing county
requirements in the Lee Plan and Land Development Code to identify potential amendments
meant to address the BoCC'’s direction and will be bringing amendment packages forward over
the next several months.

Currently, staff has conducted a review of certain sections within the Lee County Land
Development Code (LDC) and identified four sets of amendments to the Land Development Code
meant to address the Board’s direction. These include changes to the LDC that would allow the
consideration of administrative amendments to approved zoning conditions for existing mines,
allow for more use of shipping containers in industrial areas, simplification of architectural
standards, along with general updates and cleanup to chapter 10 of the LDC. The attached
amendments to the LDC are consistent with BoCC direction and are summarized as follows:

A. Administrative Amendments to Existing Aggregate Mines

Issue: A reliable and predicable supply of construction aggregate is necessary to support
public and private construction projects. Currently, except for elimination or modifications of
duration limitations, changes to conditions for mines with existing impacts are required to go
through the public hearing process. This process can be lengthy and costly to both public
and private development projects and may be over burdensome for certain conditions. This
also creates unnecessary staff reviews and long timeframes for review by the BoCC.

Solution: In some cases a public hearing may be necessary, however the public hearing
process should not be the only option available when changes are requested to conditions of
existing mines, approved prior to the MEPD process. As such, staff is proposing to amend
Chapter 12 of the LDC to allow for the consideration of administrative amendments to
conditions of approval for mines with existing impacts that were not approved as an MEPD.

Outcome: Establishes a process for requesting modifications to existing conditions. Identifies
the framework for review, promoting clarity, and improving administrative efficiency.



B.

C.

D.

Shipping Container Use and Stacking

Issue: Land Development Code (LDC) Section 34-3105 was amended via Ordinance No. 16-
19 to prohibit stacking of trailers, storage containers, and other similar structures County-wide.
Although this may be appropriate in most cases, this prohibition places a burden on property
owners within both long-established and developing industrial areas in the County where
stacking of trailers and containers would allow for more efficient business operations and more
efficient use of land.

Solution: Amend LDC Section 34-3105 and related sections to allow stacking of trailers,
shipping containers, and other similar structures on industrially zoned properties in future land
use categories that prioritize industrial development subject to setback, height, and screening
regulations.

Outcome: Provides for appropriate use of land dedicated to industrial uses in a manner that
considers visual compatibility and protects residential uses that may be located nearby.

Architectural Standards

Issue: The current architectural requirements are overly complex, resulting in confusion
among engineers and making proper implementation difficult for staff. This complexity has
introduced inconsistencies in development practices, slowed delivery timelines, caused an
inordinate burden for redevelopment and increased the likelihood of errors.

Solution: Amend Chapter 10 of the LDC to revise the architectural design requirements to
allow consultants more flexibility to apply professional judgment, tailor solutions to project-
specific needs, and lessen requirements for redevelopment and small commercial
development.

Outcome: Streamlining the architecture will provide consultants with greater flexibility to
develop designs that align with best practices, client expectations, and evolving industry
standards while providing better opportunities for redevelopment.

General Update and Correction

Issue: Outdoor lighting standards limit illumination levels at property lines and do not provide
exceptions for parcels under unified control or for lighting needs at access points and off-site
sidewalks. The calculated area for onsite garbage and recycling does not meet the
requirements established in the Ordinance.

Solution: Expand administrative deviation provisions to allow greater flexibility in meeting
lighting standards under specific site conditions. Update the calculation table in LDC
10-261(a) to align fully with the requirements established in the Ordinance.

Outcome: Streamline the development process by allowing administrative deviations for
specific lighting requirements and ensuring that code provisions are fully aligned with the
Ordinance language.

Staff seeks LPA input and a recommendation on whether the proposed amendments are
consistent with the Lee Plan.

Attachments

Draft LDC Amendments
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AMENDMENT SUMMARY

Issue: A reliable and predicable supply of construction aggregate is necessary to support public
and private construction projects. Currently, except for elimination or modifications of duration
limitations, changes to conditions in mines with existing impacts are required to go through the
public hearing process. This process can be lengthy and costly for both public and private
development projects and may be over burdensome for certain conditions. This also creates
unnecessary staff reviews and long timeframes review and approval by the BoCC.

Solution: In some cases a public hearing may be necessary, however the public hearing process
should not be the only option available when changes are requested to conditions of existing
mines, not approved using the MEPD process. As such, staff is proposing to amend Chapter 12
of the LDC to allow for the consideration of administrative amendments to conditions of approval
for mines with existing impacts that were not approved as an MEPD.

Outcome: Establishes a process for requesting modifications to existing conditions. ldentifies the
framework for review, promoting clarity, and improving administrative efficiency.

Sec. 12-105. - Definitions.

Staff note: Updates the definition of “substantial change” in relation to aggregate mines to maintain consistency
with proposed amendments to Sec. 12-121.

“Asphalt batch plant” through “Rock crushing and screening plant” remain unchanged.

Substantial change means a significant alteration to a mine excavation planned development approval that will
require consideration and approval through the public hearing process. Requests related to expansion/contraction
of the project boundary, expansion of the mine excavation (mine footprint) area, increase in the depth of the mine,
reduction of conservation, preserve or wildlife habitat areas, decrease in the reclamation standards, extension—-of
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eondition; requests for dewatering, or a variance from the provisions of this article will be deemed a substantial
change.

No proposed amendments to LDC Sections 12-106 to 12-120.

Sec. 12-121. Existing mine operations.

No proposed amendments between LDC Section 12-121, subsection (a) and subsection (i).

Staff note: The duration of aggregate mines is typically addressed through conditions within the approved zoning
resolution. Striking language that addresses the process to revise mine duration from Section 12-121(j) through a
public hearing will remove internal inconsistencies with the amendments proposed to subsection (k).

(j) Limited amendments to existing mine zoning approvals. An existing mine, meeting the criteria set forth in
Subsection (a) of this section, may obtain a limited amendment to the underlying zoning approval for
dewatering, an-extension-efthe-mine-duration, and/or a depth increase within the previously approved mining
footprint, as follows:

(1) The mine operator must file an application on the form prescribed by the County along with the appropriate
fee. Review of the application will be limited to the contents of the application which must include:
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a. For dewatering: those items set forth in Subsection (g) of this section and submittals addressing the issues
set forth in Section 12-117(c).

€b. For a depth increase within the approved mine footprint only:

1. An updated Traffic Impact Statement that addresses traffic associated with the increased
production of mining that is projected to result from the proposed depth increase. The updated
Traffic Impact Statement will include an updated level of service analysis and evaluation of site-
related improvements, if any, necessitated by the increased production.

2. Integrated surface water and groundwater modeling must be, provided that analyzes the impacts
of the additional depth of the mine on groundwater and surface water resources and natural
systems. The analysis must also include the following:

i. Delineation of all lithologies underlying the site down to and including the first regional confining
beds;

ii. Documentation establishing that the proposed depth of excavation will not breach an aquaclude
or confining layer;

iii. Evaluation of historic water level data for the mine including identification of any trends or
impacts from mining operations; and

iv. Description of the monitoring system for surface water and groundwater levels and quality to
assess any degradation of surface water and groundwater resources resulting from the
depth increase. The monitoring system must address the travel times to wellfields and
residential wells. The application for a depth increase must include all available monitoring
data for three years prior to the date of application, and will assess the change in flow, timing
of travel, and direction of surface water and groundwater on-site and in the impacted area
resulting from the increased depth.

3. Soil boring analysis that demonstrates the depth of limerock materials and the depth of the
confining layer.

4. A list of surrounding property owners and map in accordance with Section 34-202(a)(8) and (9).
5. A narrative describing any impacts the proposed depth increase will have on:

i. Mine operations and equipment used at the mine, to include updated quantity of material to be
excavated, changes in approved hours of operation (if any), and an updated hazardous
materials emergency plan;

ii. Existing neighboring uses;
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iii. Hydrogeologic conditions on-site and within the impact area, as reflected in the modeling
required by Subsection (j)(1)c.2 of this section;

iv. Wetlands and watershed protection;
v. Wildlife conservation; and

vi. Transportation routes including anticipated traffic to and from the mine, based upon the
updated Traffic Impact Statement required by Subsection (j)(1)c.1 of this section.

6. A complete copy of existing permits, pending permit applications, and correspondence with federal
and State permitting agencies in accordance with Section 12-114.

(2) The request for a limited amendment under this section may only be filed if the underlying zoning is valid
at the time the request is filed.

(3) The request for a limited amendment must be processed in accordance with the procedure set forth in
Sections 34-83 and 34-145, including the review criteria, regarding Hearing Examiner and Board review
and action on the request.

(4) Amendments to bring the existing mine into greater compliance with current mining regulations, including
this article, may be requested by the applicant in conjunction with one or more of the amendments
authorized above.

(5) A mine development order amendment must be approved prior to commencing activities authorized by
the zoning amendment. Review of the mine development order amendment will be limited to
incorporating the specific changes approved by the zoning amendment.

Staff note: The amendments below allow for administrative review and approval to eliminate or modify conditions
of existing mines, not permitted through the MEPD process. If staff determines that the modification cannot be
processed administratively, an applicant is able to pursue the requested change through the public hearing process
as described by Section 34-174 of the LDC.

(k)

Ellm/nat/on or mod/f/cat/on of du#&tfen—%taaens cond/t/ons on certa/n eXIst/ng mines. Q&e—te—t—hetr—e*s%mg

ellmlnatlon or modlflcatlon of duratien-timitatiens conditions contained in appllcable zoning resolutions and
subsequent mining approvals may be requested for existing mines with a valid development order and not

permitted through the MEPD rezoning process, provided the right to pursue mining activity has not expired
under the terms and conditions of previous zoning approvals and the modification does not include
amendments required to be considered under 12-121(j) . Areguest-mustincludeareasonable-estimateofthe
life—of-the—mine—The Director is authorized to approve the modification or elimination of such duratien
limitatiens conditions as an administrative amendment pursuant to Sections 34-174 and 34-380, so long as the
mining operation is deemed to be consistent with the Lee Plan. If the request is not approved administratively,
the applicant must file an application for public hearing.
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AMENDMENT SUMMARY

Issue: Land Development Code (LDC) Section 34-3105 was amended via Ordinance No. 16-19
to prohibit stacking of trailers, storage containers, and other similar structures County-wide.
Although this may be appropriate in most cases, this prohibition places a burden on property
owners within both long-established and developing industrial areas in the County where stacking
of trailers and containers would allow for more efficient business operations and more efficient
use of land.

Solution: Amend LDC Section 34-3105 and related sections to allow stacking of trailers, shipping
containers, and other similar structures on industrially zoned properties in future land use
categories that prioritize industrial development subject to setback, height, and screening
regulations.

Outcome: Provides for appropriate use of land dedicated to industrial uses in a manner that
considers visual compatibility and protects residential uses that may be located nearby.

Sec. 34-3105. Use of vehicles, truck trailers, or shipping containers for storage.

Staff note: Reorganize section for ease of administration. Revise section to allow stacking of trailers and shipping
containers on industrially zoned properties in certain land use categories subject to stacking height and setback
regulations.

(a) Where permitted. Vehicles, truck trailers, shipping containers, and other similar structures may not be stored or

used to store goods, produce, or other commodities in any zoning district unless:

(1) Occurring in conjunction with a bona fide agricultural use located in an AG zoning district;

(2) Open storage is listed as a permitted use in the zoning district; or

(3) The use is approved on a temporary basis in accordance with Sections 34-3044 and 34-3050.

(b) Screening required. Where allowed as open storage by this section, open storage areas must be in compliance
with Division 36 of this Article.

(c) Stacking. Truck trailers, shipping containers, and other similar structures may not be stacked on top of one
another unless in compliance with subsection (a)(2) and the following additional requirements:

(1) Location. The property must be located in the Industrial Development, Tradeport, or Industrial Interchange
future land use category and must be zoned Light Industrial (IL), General Industrial (IG), or Industrial Planned
Development (IPD);
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(2) Maximum stacking height. A maximum of three truck trailers, shipping containers, or other structures may be

stacked on top of one another.

(3) Required setbacks. Areas utilized for stacking must comply with the principal structure setbacks of the

applicable zoning district and the setbacks established in Section 34-2443.

Sec. 34-2443. Minimum required setbacks.

Staff note: Revise section to establish a 100-foot setback from residentially zoned property under separate
ownership for stacking of storage containers and other similar structures permitted by Section 34-3105. The 100-
foot setback from residentially zoned property under separate ownership is established in LDC Section 34-2443 and
applies to similarly impactful uses including freight and cargo handling establishments and impound yards.

Subsections (a) through (c) remain unchanged.

(d) The following uses must be set back a minimum of 100 feet from any residentially zoned property under
separate ownership. The setback applies to all buildings and structures, and all areas used for parking of trucks
or equipment, shipping, receiving, or storage.

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

Blacksmith shop.

Freight and cargo handling establishments (Section 34-622(c)(17)).
Impound yard.

Manufacturing of:

a. Boats.

b.  Chemicals and allied products, Group Il (Section 34-622(c)(6))—Limited to cosmetics, perfumes,
etc.

c. Fabricated metal products, Group Il (Section 34-622(c)(14)).

d. Food and kindred products, Group Il (Section 34-622(c)(15)).

e. Furniture and fixtures (Section 34-622(c)(18)).

f. Leather products, Group Il (Section 34-622(c)(25)).

g. Lumber and wood products, Group IV (Section 34-622(c)(26)).

h. Machinery, Groups | and Il (Section 34-622(c)(27)).

i Paper and allied products, Groups Il and Il (Section 34-622(c)(31)).
j. Stone, clay, glass and concrete products, Groups | and Ill (Section 34-622(c)(48)).
k. Textile mill products, Groups | and Il (Section 34-622(c)(50)).

l. Transportation equipment, Group Il (Section 34-622(c)(52)).
Motion picture studio.

Photofinishing laboratory-{ef}.

Rental or leasing establishment, Group IV (Section 34-622(c)(39)).
Repair shops, Group V (Section 34-622(c)(40)).

Social services, Group Il (Section 34-622(c)(46)).

(10) Stacking of shipping containers, truck trailers, and other similar structures (Section 34-3105).

Remainder of Section unchanged.

Sec. 34-3050. Temporary storage facilities.
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Staff note: Revise section to update cross-reference. Section 34-210 was repealed by Ordinance 19-03 and
temporary use permit requirements were relocated to Section 34-3041.

The following regulations do not apply in commercial, industrial or mixed-use zoning districts where open storage is
a permitted use, on property with a bona fide agricultural use located in an AG Zoning District, or to contractor's
office and equipment storage sheds (see Section 34-3044).

Subsection (a) remains unchanged.

(b) The use of vehicles, truck trailers, or shipping containers for storage of merchandise, produce, or commodities
for periods of 48 hours or more may be permitted as a temporary use in a nonresidential district upon
application and issuance of a temporary use permit (see Section 34-21034-3041) so long as:

(1) The vehicles, truck trailers, or shipping containers used for storage comply with all setback requirements
for accessory structures.

(2) No more than two vehicles, truck trailers, or shipping containers are permitted at one time, and they
cannot be stacked on top of one another.

(3) The maximum length of time for use of a vehicle, truck trailer or shipping container for storage of
merchandise, produce, or commodities is 60 days. One extension, not to exceed 60 days, may be
approved at the Director's discretion.
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AMENDMENT SUMMARY

Issue: The current architectural requirements are overly complex, resulting in confusion among
engineers and making proper implementation difficult for staff. This complexity has introduced
inconsistencies in development practices, slowed delivery timelines, caused an inordinate burden
for redevelopment and increased the likelihood of errors.

Solution: Amend Chapter 10 of the LDC to revise the architectural design requirements to allow
consultants more flexibility to apply professional judgment, tailor solutions to project-specific
needs, and lessen requirements for redevelopment and small commercial development.

Outcome: Streamlining the architecture will provide consultants with greater flexibility to develop
designs that align with best practices, client expectations, and evolving industry standards while
providing better opportunities for redevelopment.

ARTICLE IV. DESIGN STANDARDS AND-GUHDELINES FOR COMMERCIAL
BUILDINGS AND DEVELOPMENTS

Sec. 10-600. Purpose and intent.

Staff note: Limit language to reduce confusion and simply regulations.

The purpose of these standards and-guidelines is to supplement existing development criteria with specific
crlterla that apply to the de5|gn of commerC|a| bwldmgs and developments -Gemme#ee#deve#epment—depends—en

Sa tHA c

(LDC 1994, § 10-600; Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-1998)

Sec. 10-601. Definitions.

Staff note: Added definition for design treatments and minor commercial.

The following words, terms or phrases, when used in this article only, will have the following meanings
ascribed to them:

Arcade means a roof, similar to an overhang or canopy but where the outer edge is supported by a line of
pillars or columns a minimum of eight feet clear in width.

Awning means a cover of lightweight material such as canvas, plastic, or aluminum, extending over a single
doorway or window, providing protection from the elements.

Canopy, attached, means a permanent structural cover affixed to and extending from the wall of a building,
protecting a doorway or walkway from the elements.

Canopy, detached, means a freestanding structure which covers a walkway or service area.
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Design treatments are building features meant to visually enhance the structure. Examples include, but are
not limited to: Awnings or Canopies; Overhangs; Porticos; Arcades; Peaked roof forms; Display windows along a
minimum of 50 percent of front walls and any other wall alongside a pedestrian walkway; Clock or bell towers;
Vertical fins; Tile roofs; Arched windows and doorways; Sunshades and breezeways; or Any other treatment which
the Development Services Manager finds meets the intent of this section.

Facade means the exterior faces of a building.

Facade, primary, means any facade of a building facing an abutting street. On a corner lot, each wall facing
an abutting street is considered a primary facade. If a building is angled to an abutting street, both walls roughly
facing the street are primary facades.

Minor commercial means any commercial development that provide for the sale of convenience goods and
services and contain less than 30,000 square feet of gross floor area.

Overhang means the structural projection of an upper story or roof beyond the story immediately below.
Parapet means the part of an exterior wall that extends above the roof.

Portico means an architectural entry feature structurally supported by columns or arches and protecting a
doorway or walkway from the elements.

Shopping center means a multiple-occupancy building or complex wherein the predominant tenants are
retail businesses and offices.

Wall, front, means the wall closest to, and running roughly parallel to, the front lot line. On a corner lot,
there are two front walls.

(LDC 1994, § 10-601; Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-1998)

Sec. 10-602. Applicability; renovations and redevelopment; discontinuance.

Staff note: Relocate language addressing parking garage requirements and allow designee decision making
authority.

(@)  Applicability. Provisions of this article are applicable to all new development and for renovations and
redevelopments (as provided below) in all commercial zoning districts as well as in commercial components
of planned development districts and DRIs. However, places of worship (df) are specifically excluded.

(b)  Renovations and redevelopment. In the case of additions or renovations to, or redevelopment of, an existing
building, where the cumulative increase in total floor building area exceeds 50 percent of the square footage
of the existing building being enlarged or renovated, the provisions of this article will apply. Where there are
inherent problems retrofitting existing buildings, the Director or designee may waive some or all
requirements if other equivalent enhancements are provided.

(c) Discontinuance.

(1) Where the use of a structure or building is discontinued or abandoned for one year (except when
government action impedes access to the land), the provisions of this article will apply. Where there

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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are inherent problems retrofitting existing buildings, the Director may waive some or all requirements
if other equivalent enhancements are provided.

(2) Theintent of the owner, lessee or other user is not relevant in determining whether the use has been
discontinued or abandoned.

(LDC 1994, § 10-602; Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-1998; Ord. No. 01-18, § 2, 11-13-2001; Ord. No. 05-14, § 3, 8-23-
2005; Ord. No. 10-25, § 2, 6-8-2010; Ord. No. 13-10, § 3, 5-28-2013; Ord. No. 17-11, § 1, 9-5-2017)

Staff note: Allillustrations are deleted as part of this change.

Sec. 10-604. Required site development or improvement plan.

Compliance with the standards set forth in this article must be demonstrated on the drawings or site

development plan to be submltted when applylng for a development order. (-eebal-ldl-ng—pemm-t—appheatlen—lf—a

pe#nm-t—afppl-leatlen-Thls WIll not prevent 5|multaneous appllcatlons for a development order and a bwldmg permlt
on the same parcel.

(LDC 1994, § 10-604; Ord. No. 98-28, & 2, 12-8-1998)

Secs. 10-605—10-609. Reserved.

Sec. 10-610. Site design standards and guidelines for commercial developments.

Staff note: Removed duplications from this section found in other locations of the code. Relocation parking garage
requirements.

(a)  Purpose and intent. The purpose and intent of these provisions is to supplement and enhance existing
regulations and to require the design of developments that will provide safe, convenient, and efficient access

for vehlcles and pedestnans |nto and within the development wh#e—alse—prewehﬁg—saqﬁe—eenvement—and

(eb) Buffering and shielding (df).

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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(21)

(32)

(43)

(4)

Loading areas and docks (including delivery truck parking), outdoor storage, trash collection,
heating/air conditioning and other similar mechanical equipment, solid waste disposal facilities, trash
compaction, recycling, and other similar service function areas must be fully shielded from adjacent
properties and street rights-of-way when viewed from ground level. The shielding must extend
vertically a distance equal to or greater than the items, delivery trucks, or facilities being shielded.

Shielding material and design must be consistent with design treatment of the primary facades of the
commercial building or development and the landscape plan.

Roof top mechanical equipment must be shielded from view at ground level by parapet or similar
architectural features.

Garden centers located in shopping centers or associated building materials sales establishments or
department stores etc., must shield all materials (except plants) from adjacent properties and street
rights-of-way from view at ground level.

Where a proposed parking garage is located on a parcel adjacent to or abutting an existing taller

residential use, all exposed parking spaces on the top level of the garage must provide additional
design treatments, at the Manager’s or designee’s discretion, to obscure view of the spaces from
residential use. Design treatments may include, but are not limited to, a combination of landscaped
trellises, opaque covers and permanent landscaping. In addition, surfaces of exposed parking aisles and
drives must be comprised of specialty pavers or colored stamped concrete having nonreflective matte
surface.

(eéc) Pedestrian walkways and bicycle parking.

(1)

(3)

Pedestrian access standards.

a. Pedestrian ways, linkages or paths internal to the project must provide access between parking

areas, building entries, surrounding streets, and external sidewalks;. transitsteps,-etheruses,and

eutpareels-The pedestrian facilities must provide safe access through the project from external
sidewalk facilities or bus stops to the building entry.

Bicycle parking requirements.

a. Number of spaces. Safe and secure bicycle parking spaces must be provided as follows: spaces
totaling five percent of required motor vehicle spaces in accordance with Section 34-2020 up to
1,000 vehicle spaces. For each 500 spaces above 1,000 vehicle spaces, four additional bicycle
parking spaces are required. A minimum of two bicycle parking spaces must be provided.

b. Design.

(Supp. No. 2)

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
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1. Bicycle parking areas must include a bicycle rack with appropriate access to accommodate
adequate space for the required number of bicycles, measuring a minimum of 36 inches
high and mounted securely to the ground.

2. Bicycle parking spaces must be surfaced with stabilized, all-weather materials and located
no greater than 100 feet from a building entrance.

3. Extraordinary bicycle parking designs and surfaces that depart from the bike rack standard
but are consistent with the development's design theme may be considered at time of
development order in accordance with Section 10-104(b).

(f)  Project entrance.

(1) The entrance to a commercial development generating more than 300 trip ends total, or at an
entrance with more than 100 entering vehicles during the peak hour of the generator, must include
two entrance lanes.

(2) The driveway length must provide adequate throat depth consistent with the FDOT Briveway
information-GuideDesign Manual, Chapter 214 (current edition).

(3) Projects must include sidewalk access independent of vehicular entrance.

(LDC 1994, § 10-610; Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-1998; Ord. No. 00-14, § 3, 6-27-2000; Ord. No. 03-16, § 3, 6-24-
2003; Ord. No. 07-24, & 3, 8-14-2007; Ord. No. 09-23, § 4, 6-23-2009; Ord. No. 12-20, § 1, 9-11-2012; Ord. No. 14-
13,81, 6-17-2014; Ord. No. 17-11, § 1, 9-5-2017; Ord. No. 19-03, § 4, 4-2-2019; Ord. No. 24-14, § 3, 10-1-2024)

Secs. 10-611—10-619. Reserved.

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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Sec. 10-620. Design standards and-guidelines for commercial buildings.

Staff note: Eliminated specific illustrations and examples to prevent restrictions on improvements and to allow
design consultants increased flexibility in developing project-appropriate solutions. Allow lesser requirements for
minor commercial development and redevelopment of existing commercial properties.

(a)  Purpose and intent. The purpose and intent of these provisions is to maintain and complement the street

scape by requiring that buildings be designed with architectural features and patterns that provide visual
interest.-censistent-with-the community-si i i }

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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(c) Facades.

(1)  Wall height transition. New buildings that are more than twice the height of any existing building
within 300 feet must be designed to provide a transition between buildings of lower height. {See

ural design.

a. All primary facades of a building must be
designed with consistent architectural style, detail and trim features.

b. Buildings must provide a minimum of three efthefolowingbuilding design treatments
integrated with the massing and style of the buildings.{See-Hustrations-6-and-7below} If
awnings, canopies and overhangs are used they must conform to a unified plan of compatible
colors, shapes and materials. Minor commercial, renovations and redevelopment must provide a
minimum of two design treatments. These treatments must be demonstrated and called out on
the architectural elevation drawings. Examples-inelude-butare-notlimited-to:

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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(d)  Roof treatments.

(1)  Purpose and intent. Variations in rooflines must be used to add interest to and reduce the massing of
buildings. Reef-featuresand-materialsmust-bein e-with-the building’ Re

(2)  Roof edge and parapet treatment. The roof edge and/or parapet must have a vertical change from the
dominant roof eenditien-elevation, in two locations. At least one such change must be located on a
primary facade. {See-Hlustration-8-belew} Minor commercial, renovations and redevelopment must
provide at least one vertical change on the primary facade(s).

Hustration8

(3) Further requirements. Roofs must be designed to alse-meet at least two of the following requirements,
except that minor commercial must provide one of the following requirements:

a.  Three or more roof slope planes per primary facade {see Hustration-9-below);

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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b. Sloping roofs, which do not exceed the average height of the supporting walls, must have an
average slope equal to or greater than 4V:12H but not greater than 12V:12H;

c. Additional vertical roof changes with a minimum change in elevation of two feet (flat roofs must
have a minimum of two changes); or

d.  Three-dimensional cornice treatment which must be a minimum of ten inches in height with a
minimum of three reliefs.

(4) Prohibited roof types and materials. The following roof types are prohibited:

a. Roofs utilizing less than or equal to a 2V:12H pitch unless utilizing full parapet coverage or
mansard; and

b. Mansard roofs except roofs with a minimum vertical distance of eight feet and an angle between
45 and 70 degrees from horizontal.

(e) Detail features. The design elements in the following standards must be integral parts of the building's
exterior facade and must be integrated into the overall architectural style. These elements may not consist
solely of applied graphics, or paint.

(1) Blank wall areas. Building walls and facades, must include aveid-arge-blank-wal-areas-by-ircluding at
least three efthe design elements listed-below, in a repeating pattern—with Aat least one of the design
elements must repeating horizontally. Minor commercial, renovations and redevelopment must
provide at least two design elements with at least one repeating horizontally. Examples include but are
not limited to:

a. Texture change;
b. Material change;

C. Architectural features such as bandings, bays, reveals, offsets, or projecting ribs.{SeeHustration
10-below):

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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d. Building setbacks or projections; or
e. Pattern change.

f. Any alternative treatment or combination of the above elements that the Development Services
Director finds meets the intent of this section.

(2)

Materials.

a——The following exterior building materials cannot be used on more than 50 percent of the building
facade area:

1. Plastic or vinyl siding except to establish the "old Florida" look;
Corrugated or reflective metal panels;
Tile (prohibition does not apply to roofs);

2

3

4, Smooth, scored or rib faced concrete block;

5 Any translucent material, other than glass; or
6

Any combination of the above.

(LDC 1994, § 10-620; Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-1998; Ord. No. 99-05, § 4, 6-29-1999; Ord. No. 13-10, § 3, 5-28-
2013; Ord. No. 17-11, § 1, 9-5-2017)

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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Secs. 10-621—10-629. Reserved.

Staff note: Removed sign plan requirements.

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]
(Supp. No. 2)
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Secs. 10-631—10-639. Reserved.

Sec. 10-640. Out parcels.

Staff note: Removed duplications from this section found in other locations of the code.

(a)

Purpose and intent. The purpose and intent of these provisions is to ensure unified architectural design and
site planning between out-parcel buildings and the main buildings on the site. i i

(1)  All exterior facades of an out-parcel building must be considered primary facades and must employ
architectural, site, and landscaping design elements which are integrated with and common to those
used on the main development on-site including colors and materials, associated with the main
building.

(2) When the use of common wall, side-by-side development occurs, continuity of facades and
consolidated parking for several businesses on one parking lot may be used.

(LDC 1994, § 10-640; Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-1998)

Secs. 10-641—10-649. Reserved.

Staff note: Resolves conflict with LDC 10-104 which provides administrative deviations for certain requirements and
provide a greater opportunity for innovative design improvements.

Secs. 10-6510—10-700. Reserved.

Created: 2026-02-13 14:20:23 [EST]

(Supp. No. 2)
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AMENDMENT SUMMARY

Issue: Outdoor lighting standards limit illumination levels at property lines and do not provide
exceptions for parcels under unified control or for lighting needs at access points and off-site
sidewalks. The calculated area for onsite garbage and recycling does not meet the requirements
established in the Ordinance.

Solution: Expand administrative deviation provisions to allow greater flexibility in meeting lighting
standards under specific site conditions. Update the calculation table in LDC 10-261(a) to align
fully with the requirements established in the Ordinance.

Outcome: Streamline the development process by allowing administrative deviations for specific
lighting requirements and ensuring that code provisions are fully aligned with the Ordinance
language.

Sec. 10-104. Deviation and variances.

Staff note: New deviation sections added to allow for a simpler administrative process for certain qualifying
situations.

(a)  Provisions where deviations are authorized. The Director is hereby authorized to grant deviations from the
technical standards in the following sections of this chapter:

(1) Section 10-261 (refuse and solid waste disposal facilities);

(2)  Section 10-262(c)(1), (standards and criteria); limited to illumination levels at the site access and offsite
sidewalks adjacent to the site; and adjacent properties with owner consent.

(23) Section 10-283 (access streets);

(34) Section 10-285 (intersection separations);

(45) Section 10-291(3) (additional means of ingress/egress);

(56) Section 10-296(b), Table 2 (right-of-way width specifications for streets);
{67} Section 10-296(e) (wearing surface, base, subgrade, cross section widths);
(#8) Section 10-296(d)(4) (drainage);

(89) Section 10-296(d)(11), Table 3 (pavement design);

(910) Section 10-296(j) (intersection designs);

(162) Section 10-296(k) (cul-de-sacs);

(132) Section 10-322 (swale sections);

(123) Section 10-329(d)(1)a. (setbacks for water retention/detention excavations);

(134) Section 10-329(d)(4) (excavation bank slopes and percent hardening), except that development in the
Airport Wildlife Hazard Protection Zone is subject to compliance with Section 10-418(5);

(145) Section 10-352 (public water);
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(56) Section 10-353 (public sewer);

(267) Section 10-384(c) (water mains);

(3#8) Section 10-415(b) (indigenous native vegetation);

(389) Section 10-418(3) (percent hardening and compensatory littorals);
(3920)Section 10-441 (mass transit facilities);

(281) Section 10-416(c) (landscaping of parking and vehicle use areas);

(232) Section 10-610 (site design standards and guidelines for commercial developments);

(223) Section 10-620(d)(4)a. (requiring full parapet coverage for roofs utilizing less than or equal to 2V:12H

pitch);

(234) Section 10-716 (piping materials in right-of-way);

(245) Sections 10-329(f) and 10-418(4) (restoration of existing bank slopes and littoral designs).

No changes proposed to 10-104(b) through 10-104())

Sec. 10-261. Refuse and solid waste disposal facilities.

Staff note: Correct the calculation for garbage and recycling collections areas are to align with Ordinance

requirements.

(@)  Provision of container spaces. All new construction of multifamily residential developments, commercial
businesses, and industrial uses must provide sufficient on-site space for the placement of garbage containers
or receptacles, and sufficient space for recyclable materials collection containers. At a minimum, the
following area requirements must be provided:

first 25 units,
plus 86.7 sq. ft.
for each
additional
dwelling unit

Commercial/Industrial Special Multifamily Minimum sq. Minimum sq.
Business Building sq. ft. Notes or Development Units ft. for Garbage | ft. for
Regulations Collection Recyclable
Collection
Note (1) 5—25 120 96
25+ 120 sq. ft. for 96 sq. ft. for

first 25 units,
plus 81.3 sq. ft.
for each
additional
dwelling unit

0—5,000 60 24

5,001—10,000 80 48

10,001—25,000 120 96

25,000+ 120 sq. ft. for 96 sq. ft. for
first 25,000 sq. | first 25,000 sq.
ft., plus 86.7 ft., plus 81.3
sq. ft. for each | sq. ft. for each
additional additional
1,000 sq. ft. 1,000 sq. ft.
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Notes:

1)  Mini warehouse* developments must calculate the minimum enclosure size in relation to the
square footage of the office and caretaker's residence. *See Warehouse, public, Storage, dead,
and Warehouse, hybrid.

No changes proposed to 10-261(b) through 10-261(e)
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