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INTRODUCTION

Summary Profile

Lee County isarapidly urbanizing county located in the southwest portion of the state. The County isa
coastal county and isbordered by Charlotte County onthenorth, Collier County on the south, and Hendry
County on the east. The Gulf of Mexico islocated to the west. The County contains a variety of urban
usesaswell asrural activities. Lee County ishometo numerousregional functions, such asthe Southwest
Floridalnternational Airport. Theland areaof the County isapproximately 814 square miles. Thecurrent
population of Lee County, according to the University of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business
Research (BEBR), is495,088 (April 1, 2003 Estimate).

M aj or geographicand natural features|ocated wholly or partially inthe County includethe Cal oosahatchee
River, numerousbarrier and other islands, Charlotte Harbor, Pinel sland Sound, M atlachaPass, Estero Bay,
and the Flint Pen/Corkscrew Swamp (Crew Lands). The Caloosahatchee River runsthrough Lee County
with approximately a of the land area north of the river, and approximately b of the land area south of
theriver. The County contains5incorporated jurisdictions: The City of Fort Myers; The City of Sanibel;
The City of Cape Coral; the Town of Fort Myers Beach, and; The City of Bonita Springs. The County
contains severa state roads as well as an interstate highway, 1-75.

Purpose

The purpose of the evaluation and appraisal report (EAR) for the Lee County Comprehensive Plan, The
Lee Plan, isto look back over the past since the last EARwas adopted and evaluate how well the plan is
serving Lee County. As the Florida Department of Community Affairs “A Guide to Preparing an
Evaluationand Appraisal Report” provides, thisisatimefor Lee County to consider what kindsof changes
have taken place and how or if the plan could or should be modified because of these changes. The
purpose of the EAR document as provided by the above mentioned Guide is to:

| dentify major issues for the community.
Review past actions of the local government in implementing the plan since the last EAR.

C Assess the degree to which plan objectives have been achieved.
C Assess both successes and shortcomings of the plan.
C | dentify ways that the plan should be changed.
C Respond to changing conditions and trends affecting the local community.
C Respond to the need for new data.
C Respond to changes in state requirements regarding growth management and
development.
C Respond to changesin regional plans.
. Ensur e effective intergovernmental coordination.

The purpose of the EAR as contained within the Florida Statutes is more fully discussed below.
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STATUTORY CONTEXT OF THE REPORT

Florida Statutes require that Counties have an “ongoing” comprehensive planning program. Infact, F.S.
163.3191 requires each local government to “adopt an evaluation and appraisal report (EAR) once every
7years.” The stated Statutory purpose isto assess the progress in implementing the local government’s
comprehensive plan. F.S. 163.3191 requires the “evaluation process to respond to changes in state,
regional, and local policies on planning and growth management and changing conditions and trends, to
ensure effectiveintergovernmental coordination, and to identify major issuesregarding the community’s
achievement of itsgoals.”

F.S. 163.3191 also provides that the local government identify the major issues with input from state
agencies, regional agencies, adjacent |ocal governments, andthepublic. Thisstatuteprovidesthefollowing
concerning the intended nature of the report:

Thereport isintended to serve as a summary audit of the actions that a local government has
undertaken and identify changes that it may need to make. The report should be based on the
local government’s analysis of major issues to further the community’ s goals consistent with
statewide minimum standards. Thereport is not intended to require a comprehensive rewrite
of the elements within the local plan, unless a local government chooses to do so.

F.S. 163.3191 also requires an assessment of various other items including:

C population growth;
C the extent of vacant and “developable” land,;
C the financial feasibility of implementing the comprehensive plan and of providing needed

infrastructure to achieve and maintain adopted |evel-of-service standards and sustain concurrency
management systems through the capital improvements element;

C relevant changes to the state comprehensive plan, the requirements of Florida Statutes, the
minimum criteria contained in chapter 93-5, Florida Administrative Code, and the appropriate
strategic regional policy plan since the most recent evaluation and appraisal report update

amendments;

C an assessment of whether the plan objectives within each element, asthey relate to major issues,
have been achieved;

C an identification asto whether unforeseen or unanticipated changesin circumstanceshaveresulted

in problems or opportunitieswith respect to major issuesidentified in each element and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts of the issue;

C abrief assessment of successes and shortcomings related to each element of the plan; and,

C asummary of the public participation program and activities undertaken by thelocal government
in preparing the evaluation and appraisal report.

F.S. 163.3191 providesthat the EAR must identify “any actionsor corrective measures’ such as proposed
plan amendments to address the major issues that have been identified and analyzed in the report. This
statute includes such items as:

C new population projections,
C new or revised planning timeframes;
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C arevised future conditions map or map series,
C an updated capital improvement element; and,
C any new or revised goals, objectives, and policies to address the major issues.

This statute al so requires an assessment of the coordination of the comprehensive planwith existing public
schools. The assessment ismeant to measure “the success or failure of the coordination of the future land
use map and associated planned residential development with public schools and their capacities, aswell
asthejoint decision making processes engaged in by thelocal government and the school board in regard
to establishing appropriate population projections and the planning and siting of public school facilities.”

According to the statutes, the evaluation must also consider the appropriate water management district’s
regional water supply plan approved pursuant s. 373.0361. The statute provides that “the potable water
element must be revised to include awork plan, covering at least a 10-year planning period, for building
any water supply facilities that are identified in the element as necessary to serve existing and new
development and for which the local government isresponsible.”

Lastly, F.S. 163.3191 requiresthat “if any jurisdiction of thelocal government islocated within the coastal
high-hazard area, an evaluation of whether any past reduction in land use density impairs the property
rights of current residents when redevelopment occurs. This part of the statutes provides that “the local
government must identify strategiesto addressredevel opment feasi bility and the property rightsof affected
residents. Thestatute providesthat “thesestrategies’ may includethe authorization of redevel opment “ up
to the actual built density in existence on the property prior to the natural disaster or redevelopment.”

F.S. 163.3191 alsoincludesaprovision that specifiesthat “ V oluntary scoping meetings may be conducted
by each local government. Lee County staff hosted 2 meetings with various state, regional, and local
government agencies aswell as a seriesof public workshopsto definethe major issues. The next section
of this report provides a summary of the process Lee County utilized to generate the major issues to be
evaluated in the EAR process.

The Florida Administrative Code, at the time of Lee County’s last EAR, included minimum criteria for
EARs. Thissection of the Administrative Code, 9J-5.0053, hasbeen repealed. At thetime of thiswriting,
the Florida Administrative Code does not include any minimum criteriafor EARS.

Thepurpose of thisdocument isto providetherequired EAR as specified by the above mentioned Florida
Statutes. The document is also meant to identify potential amendments to the Lee Plan based on this
evaluation. Thisdocument also responds to the issues that have been raised by the public.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND VOLUNTARY SCOPING MEETINGS

On January 31, 2003 Planning staff met with the State Department of Community Affairs (DCA), the
Regional Planning Council, Charlotte and Collier County staff, two cities, and several review agenciesto
discussthe 2004 E.A.R. process. During that meeting DCA outlined ageneral processfor the E.A.R. that
included: public and review agency input; consensuson afinal list of major issuesto addressintheE.A.R;;
aperiod of time to research and draft the report; approval of the E.A.R. by the Lee County Board of
County Commissioners(BoCC) and DCA; andfinally, aperiod of eighteen monthsto amendtheLeePlan
in accordance with those actions recommended in the approved report. DCA also handed out a list of
perceived major issues common to south Florida, as a starting point.

During the months of March and April of 2003, planning staff held nine public workshops. Each of the
public workshops was held in a different planning community to encourage countywide resident
involvement. According to sign-in records, one hundred and ten citizens attended the public workshops.
Staff notesthat additional personsdid attend these workshopsbut failedtosignin. Table1, E.A.R. Public
Meetings, provides general information concerning the effort to invol ve the public in generating the major
issues to be addressed by the evaluation process. This Tableis provided below:

TABLE 1: EA.R.PUBLIC MEETINGS

Date of L ocation of Meeting Type of Public No. of non-staff
M eeting M eeting attendees signed in
March 24, 2003 DCD/Public Works Building Citizen 12
Downtown Fort Myers
March 26, 2003 Pine Island Library Citizen 3
Pine Island
April 1, 2003 Riverdale Branch Library Citizen 8
East Fort Myers
April 3, 2003 North Fort Myers Library Citizen 17
North Fort Myers
April 8, 2003 South County Regional Library | Citizen 13
Estero
April 10, 2003 East County Regional Library Citizen 22
Lehigh
April 14, 2003 Civic Association Citizen 11
Captiva
April 15, 2003 Community Center Citizen 23
Boca Grande
April 29, 2003 Edison Community College Citizen 1
lona/M cGregor
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May 1, 2003 DCD/Public Works Building Public Safety Agency 9
Downtown Fort Myers

May 5, 2003 DCD/Public Works Building Agency 11
Downtown Fort Myers

May 12, 2003 DCD/Public Works Building Lee County 9
Downtown Fort Myers Government

Department/Division

June 23, 2003 Regional Planning Council Agency Scoping 18
North Fort Myers

There weretwo additional staff meetings:
County Planning Staff with Review Agencies and the Department of Community Affairs for an
introduction to the new EAR. process and requirements on January 31, 2003.
County Planning Saff and Division of Forestry Staff on April 22, 2003.

During May of 2003, Planning held two review agency workshops, and one County department/division
workshop. All workshops were advertised and open to the public. The Florida Division of Forestry also
met with staff to propose changes to building and landscape code regulations, as part of that agency’s
continued efforts to reduce the threat of wildfiresin Lee County.

Staff compiled a list of all issues suggested during the public and agency outreach. Many of the
suggestionswere not, in and of themselves, major issues but did point toward largeissues. Staff took the
list of suggested issues and consolidated them into twelve major issue groups.

The Draft Mgjor Issues List compiled by staff contained three parts (Part 1., 11., 111.). The twelve mgjor
issuegroup headingsformedthebasisfor Part I. Staff broke each of the proposed major issuesinto several
primary topics. Parts |l described evaluation topics required by state statuteto beincluded inthe E.A.R.
process. Part 111 was a statement that the EAR process will require assistance from a variety of outside
agencies, to provide necessary data and analysis.

Staff presented the Draft Magjor Issue List at the Local Planning Agency (LPA) June meeting on June 23,
2003 and at a review agency scoping meeting that same day. Staff then revised the Major Issues List,
primary topics, in order to accommodate additional issuesidentified during the LPA review and agency
scoping meeting. The resulting Major Issues List was approved by the Lee County Board of County
Commissioners (BoCC) on July 8, 2003 and formed the basis of the August 6, 2003 Letter of
Understanding between the Department of Community Affairs and Lee County.

Meetings with the LPA and BoCC, as well as the June agency scoping meeting, were al publically
advertised and open to the public. The County’s outreach also included a presence on the internet. All
upcoming workshops and public meetings were listed on Lee County’ swebsite. Thewebsiteincluded a
time-line of the E.A.R. process and alist of input received to date from the public and review agencies.
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Throughout the public and agency input period, planning staff routinely sent out E.A.R. updates by email
to all people who regularly receive the Department of Community Devel opment Newsl etter, aswell asto
those people who signed-in with an email address at any EAR. workshop. Review agencies, the LPA and
L ee County departments/divisions were updated regularly by email or mail.

Public and agency input was very useful in helping staff to assess what issuesimpact citizens most during
day to day life, and especially to help identify important connections between issues. Staff has attempted
to address all topics of concern that were raised through the public workshops.
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BOCC APPROVED MAJOR ISSUESLIST FOR THE 2004 EAR

The BoCC approved Mgor IssuesList includes 12 major issues. These 12 major issues also have several
sub-issues contained under the major issue heading. These 12 major issuesand sub-issuesarereproduced

below:

EVALUATE:

1) Transportation
a) Leve of Service
b.) North/South and East/West Corridors
(o) Bike and Pedestrian Facilities
d.) Roadway Landscaping
e) Service Roads
f.) Transit Level of Service
g.) Roadway Geometrics

2) Lehigh Acres
a) Commercial Development/Capture trips within community
b.) Road Connectivity
(o) Aquifer Recharge

3) Intergovernmental Coordination, Interdepartmental Coordination
a) Predictability of regulation and review
b.) City/County, County/County coordination regarding annexation, public services,

and roadway landscaping, water quality and supply

4.) Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource Areas
a) Effectiveness of DR/GR regulations
b.) Allowable usesin DR/GR areas

5) Regulatory Environment
a) Resource Protection
b.) Enforce Existing Regulations
c.) Incorporation of New Urbanist approach into policy
d.) Keeping LDC amendments concurrent with Lee Plan amendments
e) Effectiveness of existing anti-sprawl! regulations
f.) Developing a higher standard for research, data, and analysis
g.) Provision of Public Facilities (non-transportation)

6.) Public Safety
a) Wildfire Safety Building Regulations
b.) An overall update of public safety policies
(o) Leve of Service
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7) Hurricane Evacuation/Shelter

a) Strengthening hurricane preparedness through Lee Plan policy
b.) Shelter vs. Evacuation
8) Schools
a) School Concurrency
b.) Appropriate scale of schools (community centers)
(o) Local schoolswith sidewalk access

9) Water Quality, Air Quality, and Natural Resources

a) Sustainable water resource use and retention
b.) Environmental quality of local waterways
c.) Flood prevention

10.)  New Urbanism, Smart Growth

a) Effectiveness of current Mixed Use regulations and provisions
b.) Incentives for Smart Growth
c.) Incentives to promote diversified economy

11) Open Space, Preserve & Parks

a) Interconnected open space/parks/public facilities

b.) Conservation 2020 lands (impacts to tax base, distribution county-wide)
c.) Gated open space vs. public open space

d.) Regulations regarding native and non-native species

e) Beach preservation as a natural resource and public facility

f.) Success of effortsto create wildlife corridors

g.) Park/Preserve Level of Service

12) Design, Density, Community Values

a) Current density allocation vs. County’ s long-term development goals
b.) Current design regulations vs. County’ s long-term devel opment goals
(o) Affordable housing

d.) Current sign regulations including billboards

e) Golf Courses/environmental impacts vs. economy

f.) Parking regulations

g.) Increased impervious surface

h.) Policy regarding devel opment approval sthat arevacant, outdated andincompatible
i.) Water dependent uses and boating regulations

Staff provides an eval uation of each of these major issuesin thefollowing sections of thisreport. After the
discussion concerning the major issues, staff provides adiscussion concerning other relevant EAR issues
including revised population estimates, an identified need for 2 new future land use categories, and a
discussion concerning the proposed Regional Water Supply Plan.
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MAJOR ISSUE #1: TRANSPORTATION

a) Level of Service

Some of the public comment on thisissue related to wanting improvements to specific facilities or more
roadsin aparticular areabased ontoday’ s conditions. However, thisdoesnot necessarily warrant achange
to the comprehensive plan. Thelong range transportation plan is devel oped based on growth projections
for the entire County for aparticular horizon year (currently 2020), which are translated into road network
needsfor peak season conditions. The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization isjust beginning
the process to update the plan to the horizon year 2030. The planning process determines, based on
projected growth, what specific improvements are needed to address connectivity in Lehigh Acres or
whether the Hancock Bridge Parkway Extension makes sense (to address two specific comments).

One of the comments cited a lack of minor collector roads as a problem. In an ideal world, the road
network for Lee County wouldreflect theheirarchy of road types, with exampl esof freeways/expressways,
maj or arterials, minor arterial, major collectors, minor collectorsand local streets. However, thelongrange
planning processand thededication of availabletransportati onrevenuesarefocused onthemost significant
road types, from major collectorsup. The computerized travel demand model that is used to develop the
long range plan is too coarse to adequately test and determine the need for minor collectors, and the
County does not have sufficient funding to try and build minor collectors, given the needs on the major
road system. Theonly real meansfor establishing more of thesetypesof roadsisthrough the devel opment
approval process, requiring developersto build them as site-rel ated improvementsto disperse their traffic
impacts. Policies already exist in the plan to require developers to address their site-related impacts.

Themost significant public commentsin relationto thisEval uation and Apprai sal Report relateto concerns
about level of serviceconditions, particularly onthe L ee County portionsof the Floridalntrastate Highway
System (FIHS). Lee County is one of the fastest growing areas in the state and in the country, and the
traffic volumeshaveincreased asthe popul ation hasincreased. However, Lee County also doeseverything
within its means to expand the area transportation network, maximizing the local option gas tax
assessments allowed by state law and charging road impact fees to new development. In the 10-period
from the 1989/1990 fiscal year to the 1998/1999 fiscal year, L ee County spent over $350 million dollarson
maj or transportation improvements and added almost 200 lane milesto the system. The current adopted
five-year capital improvement program (FY 2003/04 to 2007/08) includes another $225 million worth of
transportation improvements.

The level of service conditions are reported annually for all major road segments in the County’s
Concurrency Management Report, making it possibleto compare conditionsfrom 1997 whenthelast Lee
County EAR was done to 2003. Some adjustment is necessary to allow for an apples-to-apples
comparison. The calculations of service volumes (capacities) have changed over time, and the format for
evaluating traffic conditions has changed (from peak season, peak hour, two-way to peak season, peak
hour, peak direction). One other significant change has occurred in that time aswell, ashift in 2000 from
adistrict summing transportation concurrency management system to alink-by-link system. To allow for
comparison of how conditions have changed under the two systems, the year 2000 conditions have also
been provided.

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004
BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 9 OF 155



Rather than prepare an el aborate table showing changing conditions on every major road link included in
the concurrency reports, staff has attempted to create a County-wide summary. Below is atable that
summarizesthe changein County-wide conditionsfrom the 1997 report (whichisbased on the 1996 traffic
counts) to the 2000 report (based on 1999 counts), and from the 2000 report to the 2003 report (based on
the 2002 counts), with the volumes and capacities equalized to peak season, peak hour, peak direction
conditions to allow for comparison.

TABLE 1.1
CHANGE IN TRAFFIC CONDITIONS OVER TIME
COUNTYWIDE

VEHICLE
TRAFFIC  VEHICLE  CAPACITY MILES % SURPLUS
YEAR VOLUMES MILES AVAILABLE AVAILABLE CAPACITY

1996 407,966 567,599 908,995 1,436,020 60.5%
1999 550,238 770,607 997,800 1,522,020 49.4%
2002 586,151 913,120 1,071,600 1,711,730 36.4%

Thelast columnisintended to be arepresentation of how County-wide conditionshave changed over time,
reflecting acomparison of overall traffic (expressed as vehicle miles) to available capacity (expressed as
vehicle miles available). It reflects both the increase in traffic volumes and the additional capacity the
County has been creating. Although the vehicle milestraveled in Lee County have increased by 60.9%
sincethe 1997 report, that hasbeen partially offset by the County’ sambitiousroad building program. That
iswhy, even though there has been an overall decrease in the percentage of surplus capacity within the
overall system from 1996 to 2002, that decrease has only been 24.1%, not any where near the percentage
increase in traffic. Breaking those number down further using the mid-year when the County’s
concurrency system changed, the vehicle miles traveled increased 35.8% from 1996 to 1999 while the
percentage of surpluscapacity decreased only 11.1%, and the vehicle milestraveled increased 18.5% from
1999 to 2002 while the percentage of surplus capacity decreased only 13.0%.

Because the Florida I ntrastate Highway System (FIHS) isapriority for the state, the Florida Department
of Community Affairsfelt it wasimportant for the evaluation in the changein conditionsfor those roads
to be identified separately, rather than being treated as part of the overall system. There are two FIHS
facilitieswithin unincorporated L ee County, |-75 and the portion of SR 80 east of I-75. Below isaseparate
table identifying the change in conditions for those two roadways from 1996 to 1999 and from 1999 to
2002.
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TABLE 2.1
CHANGE IN TRAFFIC CONDITIONS OVER TIME
1-75 AND SR 80
(PEAK SEASON, PEAK HOUR, PEAK DIRECTION)

1996 2000 2002
ROAD FROM TO VOLUME LOS VOLUME LOS VOLUME LOS
[-75 Callier Co. line BonitaBeach Rd. 3407 B 4553 C 6104 D
BonitaBeachRd.  Corkscrew Rd. 3407 B 4553 C 6231 D
Corkscrew Rd. Alico Rd. 4404 C 5131 C 6231 D
Alico Rd. Daniels Pkwy. 3787 C 6186 D 6613 E
Daniels Pkwy. Colonia Blvd. 3982 C 5018 C 5993 D
Colonia Blvd. SR 82 4638 C 4512 C 6089 D
SR 82 Luckett Rd. 4954 C 4640 C 5946 D
Luckett Rd. SR 80 4954 C 4640 C 5946 D
SR 80 SR 78 3968 C 4183 C 6498 E
SR 78 Charlotte Co. line 3570 B 2531 B 3139 B
SR 80 [-75 SR 31 1810 B 2365 B 2226 B
SR 31 Buckingham Rd. 2000 C 2237 B 2322 B
Buckingham Rd. Hickey Creek Rd. 1168 B 1323 B 1398 B
Hickey Creek Rd.  Hendry Co. line 1168 C 825 C 933 C

[-75 has remained 4 |anes throughout this time period, while the portion of SR 80 from I-75 to SR 31 has
been 6 lanes, and the portion from SR 31 to Hickey Creek Road has been 4 lanes. Thelast section of SR
80from Hickey Creek Road to the Hendry County linewas 2 lanes, but isactually under construction now
by FDOT to makeit 4 lanes. Reviewing the table, the volumes on SR 80 have increased slightly, but the
volumes on |-75 have goneup fairly significantly. Thisisnot unexpected given the overall growthinLee
and Collier Countiesand theinterstate’ sroleasaregional north-south roadway. Itisimportant to notethat
thelevel of service standard for 1-75 isin the process of changing, becauseit isdefined in part by the urban
area boundaries and those boundaries are expanding to encompass most of the interstate in Lee County
based onthe 2000 Census. That will changethelevel of servicestandard for theinterstatefrom*“C” to“D”.

Themost significant trafficincreaseson theinterstate have been from the Collier County lineto Corkscrew
Road, from Alico Road to Daniels Parkway, and from SR 80 to SR 78 (across the Cal oosahatchee River).
However, parallel roadways have either been built, are under construction or are under design by the
County or the State, and FDOT has completed a PD& E Study for widening the interstate from SR 951 in
Collier County to SR 78 in Lee County and has portions programmed for six-laning. The County has
madeacommitment in the comprehensive planto provide parallel roadsfor theinterstate, in Policy 23.3.6,
which reads:
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POLICY 23.2.6: In order to help protect the interregional and intrastate travel functions
of Interstate 75 as part of the Florida Intrastate Highway System, and provide alternatives
for local traffic use, Lee County will implement a system of parallel reliever roads,
consistent with Transportation Map 3A.

County Planned/Programmed Parallel | mprovements

Livingston/Imperia/Three Oaks Corridor (West Side)

Coallier Co. lineto BonitaBeach Rd. New 4L Recently completed

BonitaBeach Rd. to E. Terry St New 4L Design & ROW underway, CST
programmed in FY 04/05 (joint project with
City of Bonita Springs)

E. Terry St. to Bonita Bill Dr. New 4L Design & ROW underway, CST
programmed in FY 04/05 (joint project with
City of Bonita Springs)

BonitaBill Dr. to Williams Rd. New 4L Completed in 2002 by The Brooks DRI as
part of its mitigation

Williams Rd. to Corkscrew Rd. New 4L Completed in 2003

Corkscrew Rd. to Alico Rd. 4L Widening Design & ROW underway, CST
programmed in FY 04/05

Alico Rd. to Daniels Pkwy. New 4L First mileto be built by devel oper for impact

fee credits, remainder under Design, CST
programmed in FY 06/07.

Six Mile Cypress Parkway/Ortiz Avenue Corridor (West Side)
N. of Daniels to S. of Winkler 4L Widening Design programmed in FY 05/06 and CST in
FY 07/08
S. of Winkler to Challenger Blvd. 4L Existing
Challenger Blvd. to Colonial Blvd. 6L Existing

Colonia Blvd. to SR 82 4L Widening Design & ROW programmed in FY 06/07,
CST not yet programmed
SR 82 to Luckett Rd. 41 Widening Not yet programmed, in 2020 Plan

Plantation Road/Shoemaker Boulevard Corridor (West Side)
Six Mile Pkwy. to Daniels Pkwy. 4L Widening Not yet programmed, in 2020 Plan
Daniels Pkwy. to Idlewild St. 41 Widening Not yet programmed, in 2020 Plan
Idlewild St. to Colonial Blvd. New 4L Design programmed in FY 04/05, ROW in FY 05/06,
and CST in FY 06/07
N. of Colonia Blvd. to SR 82 New 4L Under CST (joint project with City of Fort Myers)
SR 82 to Michigan Link 4L Widening Under CST by City of Fort Myers

Sandy Lane/Oriole Road Corridor (West Side)
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Old 41to Corkscrew Rd.

Corkscrew Rd. to Broadway
Broadway to Miami St.

Miami St. to Alico Rd.
Alico Rd. North 1 mile

CR 951 Extension Corridor (East Side)
Immokalee Rd. to Alico Rd.

New 2L

2L Existing
New 2L
2L Existing
New 2L

New 4L

Corridor alignment study underway, portion
to be built as 4L by Coconut Point DRI,
remaining phases not yet programmed

Corridor alignment study underway,
remaining phases not yet programmed

Not in 2020 Plan, proposed by devel oper
PD&E Study underway to determine

feasbility and permitable alignment, no
other phases programmed

Ben Hill Griffin Parkway/Treeline Avenue Corridor (East Side)
Corkscrew Road to S. of Alico Rd. 4L Existing

S. of Alico Rd. to Alico Rd.

Alico Rd. to Daniels Pkwy.
Daniels Pkwy. to S. of Colonial

S. of Colonia to Colonial
Colonia Blvd. to SR 82

6L Widening

New 4L
New 4L

4L Existing
New 2L

CST anticipated in FY 04/05 by Gulf Coast
Town Center DRI

Under CST by Port Authority

CST programmed in FY 07/08, to be
advanced by Arborwood DRI

Not yet programmed, in 2020 Plan

State Planned/Programmed Par allel/Direct | mprovements

(SR 739) Metro Parkway/Fowler/Evansg/Business 41 Corridor (West Side)

US 41 to Six Mile Cypress Pkwy.
Six Mile Pkwy. to Daniels Pkwy.
Daniels Pkwy. to N. of Winkler
N. of Winkler to Kennesaw
Kennesaw to SR 82
SR 82to SR 78
SR 78 to Littleton Rd.
Littleton Rd. to US 41

Interstate 75
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New 6L
6L Widening
6L Widening
New 6L

3L One-Way
Pair

6L Existing
4L Widening
4L Widening

CST to start by end of 2004

Design underway through County
advancement, ROW programmed in FY
04/05, CST not yet programmed

Design programmed in FY 07/08, remaining
phases not yet programmed

Design complete, ROW programmed in FY
2006/07, CST phase not yet programmed
Evans Ave. conversion CST

programmed in FY 05/06, Fowler St
conversion not yet programmed

CST underway (by County)
Not yet programmed, in 2020 Plan
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Collier Co. lineto Corkscrew Rd. 6L Widening Design underway, ROW programmed in FY
05/06, CST programmed in FY 07/08

Corkscrew Rd. to Daniels Pkwy. 6L Widening Design underway, ROW programmed in FY
05/06, CST programmed in FY 07/08

Daniels Pkwy. to SR 80 6L Widening Design programmed in FY 04/05, ROW
programmed inFY 07/08, CST anticipatedin
FY 09/10

SR80to SR 78 6L Widening Design programmed in FY 06/07, ROW
anticipated in FY 10/11, CST not yet
programmed

Regarding the interstate projects, there is also discussion about possibly pursuing more than 6 lanes,
through the use of tolls charged on the added lanes. The State' sPD& E Study for the interstate identified
an ultimate configuration of 6 regular lanesand 4 special uselanesby 2030, and the use of tollsmight allow
the special use lanes to come on line much sooner than they otherwise would. The State's Turnpike
Enterpriseis currently conducting afeasibility study on the possibility of toll lanes, and Lee County has
investigated the possibility of establishing an Expressway Authority to pursue such aproject. The State
also has improvements programmed or planned at particular interchanges along the interstate.

Lee County will continue to work through the Lee County M PO to plan for the needed improvementsto
serve future growth, and prioritize the state/federal transportation expendituresto addresslevel of service
needs, as well as programming its own funds to serve such needs.

No revisionsto the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to addressthisissue.

b.) North/South and East/West Corridors

Again, many of the public comments on this issue were related to wanting more such roads to serve a
particular area based on today’s conditions, or wanting more roads for hurricane evacuation purposes.
However, this does not necessarily warrant a change to the comprehensive plan. The long range
transportation plan identifiesall of the needed north-south and east-west roads for the year 2020 based on
projected peak season travel demand. Theissue may be more one of timing, when particular north-south
or east-west corridorscome on line, but that isdriven by level of service conditions and avail able funding.

Roads are not included in the long range plan solely to serve hurricane evacuation needs, although that
benefit can bean additional considerationwhenweighing whether toincludeparticul ar facilitiesintheplan.
Theaddition of new roads or expansion of existing roadsin the plan to serveforecasted peak season travel
demand needsis generaly viewed as beneficia to hurricane evacuation opportunities within the County,
especialy sincehurricaneseasonistheoff-season. Hurricaneevacuationisal soincluded asaconsideration
when prioritizing projects from the long range plan for budgeting in the five-year capital improvement
program, as stated in Policy 23.2.4 of the Lee Plan, as follows (emphasis added):
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POLICY 23.2.4: The following priorities are established for improving the existing and
future road system, in addition to the priorities in Policy 70.1.1:

. Priority will be given to the construction, maintenance, and reconstruction, where
necessary, of roadways needed to serve existing development, including
hurricane evacuation needs.

. Roads operating at or below the adopted level of service standard as specified in
Policy 22.1.1 and projected to have additional traffic, will be improved or parallel
facilities will be constructed consistent with Transportation Map 3A before other
new roads are constructed in uncongested areas or improvements are made to
roads operating at or better than their adopted level of service standard.

No revisionsto the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to addressthisissue.

c.) Bike and Pedestrian Facilities

The public comments on thisissue called for more pathsin general, more bike/ped linkagesto parks and
other public infrastructure, more sidewalks around schools, more off-road greenway trails, and more
vegetative buffersalong paths. The County’ s commitment to bicycle/pedestrian facilitiesiswell outlined
inthe comprehensiveplan, asreflected in Map 3D of the Transportation Plan M ap seriesand thefollowing
policies:

POLICY 25.4.2: The county will develop a safe and interconnected bicycle/pedestrian
system in unincorporated Lee County to meet the users’ needs for transportation and
recreation, consistent with the Bikeways/Walkways Facilities Plan (Map 3D). The
system will provide facilities between residential, work, school, shopping, and recreation
areas. Map 3D represents a desired future network unrestricted by jurisdictional
responsibility or funding availability. The county is not obligated to build all the facilities
depicted on the map.

POLICY 25.4.3: Safety considerations for pedestrians and cyclists will be incorporated
into the design of segments and intersections of arterials and collectors.

POLICY 25.4.4: County implementation of the relevant portions of the system as shown
in Map 3D will be through incorporation of bicycle/pedestrian facilities where possible in
the construction plans of new and expanded roadways, requirements for new
development to install facilities, federal and state grant applications, and annual County
funding of improvements.

POLICY 25.4.5: The County will establish as priorities for its annual bicycle/pedestrian
funding program the development of a network of bicycle/pedestrian facilities on arterial
and collector roadways as identified on Map 3D and the connection of public schools to
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established residential neighborhoods. The county will establish priorities with
assistance from the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee.

The existing policies directly address most of the public comments. Map 3D identifies bike/ped
improvementsto some 150 major road segments, and those segmentsform the basisfor theannual priority
list developed by the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC). The priority list is the basis for
spending the annual alocation of about $1.4 millionfor retrofitting facilitiesto County roads (expected to
increase to $1.9 million beginning in FY 04/05). Besides the projects on the map, BPAC aso considers
specific requests from neighborhoods and school representatives for facilities on local roads, and often
includes them. In fact, the prioritization criteriaused by BPAC for ranking projects includes proximity to
schooals, busroutes, parks, libraries, post offices, shopping centers, and population centers, roadway crash
data, volumes and speed, network interconnnections, and citizen support.

TheCounty’ sannual funding processisin addition to thefacilitiesnormally installed with any major road
improvement the County undertakes, and the funding provided by the state for facilitieson itsroads. In
addition, the County requires developers to put in facilities within their projects and on arterials and
collectors on which they front. Besides the County’s Transportation Department efforts, the County’s
Parks & Recreation Department has just initiated a greenway trails program and is currently developing
amgor facility along the Ten Mile Canal. Overal, the County has a very aggressive bicycle/pedestrian
program.

The one public comment not covered with the existing bicycle/pedestrian policies and programsis the
request for more vegetative buffers along paths. Thisis actually alandscaping issue, and is addressed in
the next section.

No revisionsto the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to addressthisissue.

d.) Roadway L andscaping

The public comments related to this issue were fairly general, asking for improved landscaping along
roadways and sidewalks. The County has a fairly aggressive program to add landscaping to major
roadways, and also now requires extensive vegetative buffering and landscaping for private devel opment
along roadways. The County’s program is already outlined in Objective 25.3 and related policies of the
Transportation Element of the Lee Plan, asfollows:

OBJECTIVE 25.3: ROADWAY LANDSCAPING. The county will implement a landscaping
program for Lee County roadways utilizing the guidelines for design implementation and long
term maintenance set forth in the Lee County Roadway Landscape (LeeScape) Master Plan
adopted on October 27, 1998.

POLICY 25.3.1: The LeeScape Master Plan is a long term operating document and
guide for the landscape development and maintenance along designated arterial and
collector roadways within Lee County.

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004
BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 16 OF 155



POLICY 25.3.2: The LeeScape Master Plan includes a range of landscaping levels for
targeted roadways, from a “core level” to enhanced conditions that may be added to
projects over time. The “core level” planting design emphasizes tree canopy, which
provides high visibility and shade and establishes an overall site framework. As
increased capacity for maintenance is available, or as priorities for enhancement are
mandated on special roadways, additional levels of landscaping may occur. The typical
designs identified for urban and rural roadway cross-sections consider safety as well as
beauty.

POLICY 25.3.3: The Roadway Landscape Advisory Committee has been established to
advise County staff on the update and implementation of the LeeScape Master Plan.

The County provides funding for the program in two ways: it now adds alandscaping phase to all major
road improvement projectsinitscapital improvement program, and it hasaseparate project inthe program
to fund landscaping retrofits to roads that aren’t otherwise going to be improved (at $500,000 a year).
Thereisalsoagrant program for local groupsto seek fundsto landscape aparticular County road segment,
funded at $100,000 a year. The landscaping program is funded using ad valorem dollars instead of
transportation dollars(i.e., local option gastaxesor road impact fees). Beyond thenormal level of funding,
theL ee County Board of County Commissionerslast year added an additional $2 millioninsurplusgeneral
revenues to the retrofit budget, to allow for an intensification of the core level of landscaping for certain
roads, and set aside funds from a utility fee to add landscaping to much of US 41.

The County’s program mostly focuses on County roads, but the Florida DOT has initiated a similar
funding effort in response to local interest in landscaping roads. The Florida DOT now also programs a
separate landscaping phase along with its mgjor road improvements in its Five-Y ear Work Program, to
cover installation costs (if the appropriate local government makes the commitment for maintenance). A
retrofit grant of $200,000 is also available each year for local governmentsthat want to install landscaping
on state road segments.

Although Objective 25.3 references the original adoption date of the LeeScape Master Plan, the plan was
updated on August 28, 2001, so that date will need to be changed. Other than that, no further changes
to the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to addressthisissue.

e) Service Roads

Thisissueasraisedinthepublicinput phase of the EAR suggested the need for serviceroadsaong arterials
for business use, specifically referencing US 41. The County’s comprehensive plan already includes a
couple of policies which address this, as noted below (emphasis added).

POLICY 25.1.1: The through traffic capacity of the county’s expressways,
arterials, and collectors will be protected by:

. Regulating accesses to collector and arterial streets to the extent permitted
by state law.
EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004

BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 17 OF 155



. Providing sufficient distance between land access and
expressway/freeway interchanges.

. Spacing signalized intersections on arterials and collectors for efficient
traffic signal operation.

. Prohibiting on-street parking on arterials and collectors except in areas
designated by the Board of County Commissioners.

. Developing a system of parallel access or frontage roads along identified
collectors, arterials and limited access facilities.

. Requiring access to arterials and collectors to be designed, funded, or built

to meet forecasted use needs, including turn lanes, acceleration and
deceleration lanes, and funding for future signalization.

POLICY 25.1.3: The county will utilize a combination of methods to maintain the
connection separation standards, including but not limited to requiring access
roads, interconnections between developments, cross-access easements,
continuous right-turn lanes, and other appropriate methods. The proper
application of these various methods, and when any exceptions to the standards
may apply, will be specified in the county’s land development code. The county
will maintain an Access Road Location Map identifying where access streets are
the preferred method of maintaining the connection separation standards.

The Access Road Location Map is developed and maintained by Lee County DOT, and shows both
existing and proposed accessroad and reverse access road locations. Inthelast major update of the map
in 1998, the number of arterialsand collectorsidentified asdesiring accessroadsin thefuture wasreduced,
because the access roads are eligible for road impact fee credits and that could potentially affect the
County’ srevenue stream and thereforeitsability to compl etethe major road projectsidentified inthe 2020
Financially Feasible Plan. However, much of US 41 through unincorporated Lee County is still on the
map, aswell aspartsof Colonial Boulevard, DanielsParkway and Metro Parkway. The County codesalso
cal for each development project to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and where access is an issue,
provision of an access road may still berequired, evenif the development fronts on aroad not shown on
the Access Road L ocation Map.

No revisionsto the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to addressthisissue.

f.) Transit Level of Service
Thenature of the public comments on thisissue emphasized the need to focus on transit for special needs
groups, links to schools, and land use/density issues to support transit.

The first comment is addressed up front in the Mass Transit sub-element of the Transportation Element,
in the overarching goal and in one of the objectives and policies. Those portionsread (emphasisadded):
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GOAL 28: MASS TRANSIT SERVICE. Provide public transit service to residents and visitors
(especially the transportation-disadvantaged population) in and between the concentrated
population centers of Lee County, and ensure that this service is integrated with other modes
of transportation.

OBJECTIVE 28.4: COORDINATION. All mass transit plans will be coordinated with state,
regional, and other local governmental agencies and special needs groups, such as the
administration of Florida Gulf Coast University (on those matters that could impact the
University).

POLICY 28.4.2: Provide transit service accessibility to elderly and handicapped
residents and to others with special needs.

Clearly, transit for specia needs groupsis already an emphasisin the comprehensive plan, and Lee Tran
spends significant funds each year to meet the ADA requirementsfor accessto thefixed route bus service
for people of need who live within 3/4 mile of aroute. It aso includes a 100% handicapped-accessible
fleet. Inaddition, Lee County has had to dip into general fund reservesfor the last two yearsto help keep
the Community Transportation Coordinator, established under state law to service the transportation
disadvantaged, in operation. Lee Tran is proposing to modify Goal 28 to remove the reference to the
transportati on-disadvantaged popul ation, not becausethat nolonger an emphasisbut to makeclear thegoal
of providing transit service appliesto the entire population. Also, Policy 28.4.2 isproposed to be modified
to simply replace the word “handicapped” with the word “ disabled”, to better reflect modern language
usage. These proposed changes are included in Section |1 of this EAR.

Theissueof utilizing the County’ stransit system for public school accessisstill under debate, through the
County’s Smart Growth effort. Since the School Board is an independent jurisdiction with its own
transportation fleet, the coordination needed to utilize the fixed-route bus system to serve some portion
of the school access need is not something the County can force through the comprehensive planning
process. However, the County is willing to work with the School Board in any way we can and the
September, 2003 update of the Lee County Transit Development Plan (TDP) identified as a strategic
initiative exploring partnering opportunities with the Lee County School Board.

The density issueisalso one being considered in the Smart Growth process. Basic planning theory isthat
higher densities can help support masstransit. However, much of the County has already been platted and
zoned, dictating arelatively low density pattern for most of it. Whilethere may be some opportunitiesfor
redevel opment to higher densitiesalong key corridorssuchasUS41, increasing density inalready crowded
areas creates resistance from neighbors and is difficult to achieve. The density issue would be addressed
inthe Land Use Element rather than the Transportation Element. Using the 2020 growth projectionsbased
on current land use patterns, the 2020 Financially Feasible Plan calls for moderate growth in the county-
widetransit system. The2003 TDPidentified agoa of incorporating transit design and amenitiesinto road
improvements, and has identified a strategic initiative of continuing to work with the MPO to incorporate
transit design and amenitieswhen road improvements are made to state, county, and local road segments.
There have been on-going studies and discussions over the last two years about the future governing
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structure and financing of the mass transit system, which is currently not supported by any of the cities,
and Lee County isexploring the possibility of establishing an independent transit authority. Thereisalso
agoal and astrategic initiativeidentified in the 2003 TDPthat looksto establish LeeTran asapartner inthe
comprehensive planning and Land Development Code updates of the Cities of Fort Myers, Cape Coradl,
Fort Myers Beach and Bonita Springs.

No revisionsto the Transportation Element of the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to
addressthisissue.

g.) Roadway Geometrics
Thepublic commentsunder this category asked for mapping areaswheretraffic calming will be necessary
and referenced obsol ete highways, especially rural to urban transition areas.

On the traffic calming issue, the installation of traffic calming devices or measures is much like traffic
signals - it is not projected and mapped as part of the long range planning process, it is based on an
evaluation of existing conditionsat aparticular, l[imited areawhere aproblem hasbeenidentified. Thelong
range plan focuses on mgjor roads (arterials and collectors), on which County policy prohibitsinstituting
trafficcalming measuresasstatedin County AdministrativeCodeAC-11-14 (TrafficCaminginResidential
Areas). The administrative code says, “ Roads which are functionally classified as arterial roads have the
primary purpose of serving through traffic. Use of these roads by the general public is encouraged; and
therefore, no traffic calming measuresintended to decrease such usagewill be adopted.” Thecodegoes
onto say. “Roadswhich arefunctionally classified as collector roads have aprimary purpose of gathering
traffic from local roads and delivering it to other collector roads or to arterial roads. No traffic calming
measur es which would prevent such roads from being used for this purpose will be adopted.”

Asoutlinedintheadministrative code, traffic calmingisanissuefor neighborhoodsandlocal streets, which
are not the focus of the County’s long range transportation plan and its maps. The long range plan is
developed using atravel demand model that only includesthe major road system; itisnot arefined enough
tool to codein every neighborhood street and estimate how much traffic will be on them and determine
if traffic calming might be warranted at some point in the distant future. If citizensin aneighborhood feel
they have a particular traffic problem that can be addressed by instituting traffic calming measures, there
is a process outlined in the administrative code for them to submit their request to the County DOT’s
Traffic Section, which will evaluate the problem and determine an appropriate solution.

Although mapping of potential traffic calming needsisnot appropriate or practical for thelong range plan,
there are specific policiesin the plan that recognize the need to protect neighborhoods from cut-through
traffic. Therelated policy statements are (emphasis added):

POLICY 24.1.3: County development regulations will require the interconnection of
adjacent existing or future residential developments. Where a developer proposed
private local streets with access control, he may propose an alternate means of
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interconnection provided the means does not require all local traffic to use the arterial
network. All interconnections will be designed to discourage use by through traffic.

POLICY 24.1.4: Main access points from new development will not be established
where traffic is required to travel through areas with significantly lower densities or
intensities (e.g. multifamily access through single-family areas, or commercial access
through residential areas) except where adequate mitigation can be provided.

POLICY 26.1.3: For those neighborhoods where too much through traffic is a problem,
the county will study (and implement when warranted) neighborhood traffic control plans
to protect residential areas from the harmful impacts of excessive traffic.

POLICY 26.1.4: Local streets will be used to mitigate existing arterial or collector
congestion problems only as a last resort. Planning new corridors through such areas
will be undertakenin conjunction with reimbursement for losses and safety and buffering
program for remaining residents.

On the obsolete highway issue, the comment apparently stemmed from a land use and safety concern
about urban pockets popping up along rural highways. However, most roadswherethismight beanissue
are state highways, and the state goes through a detailed evaluation of a roadway during the Project
Development & Environment (PD& E) Study to determinetheappropriate cross-section. Thecross-section
can be different for different parts of the road, depending on right-of-way limitations and surrounding
conditions. Of course, right-of-way costs and limitations are balanced against construction costs when
considering the different cross-section types, but safety and community impact are also part of the
equation.

No revisionsto the County’s comprehensive plan are necessary to addressthisissue.
SECTION 11 (1) - Transportation

Evaluation of Existing Transportation Element

Thegoals, objectivesand policiesaregenerally kept current through theannual comprehensive plan update
process, so outdated references should be at aminimum. The following goals, objectives and policies of
the Transportation Element need to be updated.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 21.1.1

CURRENT LANGUAGE: (Asadopted October 23, 2003)
POLICY 21.1.1: The Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 2020 Financially
Feasible Plan Map seriesis hereby incorporated as part of the Transportation Map series for
this Lee Plan comprehensive plan element. The MPO 2020 Financially Feasible Highway Plan
Map, as adopted December 8,2000 and as amended through June 20,2003, isincorporated as
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Map 3A of the Tranportation Map series, with oneformat change asapproved by the Lee County
Board of County Commissionerson March 23, 1999. The format changeisa visual indication
(withshading) that alignment optionsfor the County Road 951/Bonita Grande Drive extension
arestill under consideration, consistent with Note 2. The shaded area onthe map identifiesthe
limits of the alternatives analysis for the CR 951 Extension PD&E Study. Also, the
compr ehensive plan amendment anal ysisfor the S mon Suncoast (Coconut Point) DRI identified
theneed for improvementsat key inter sectionson US41 fromKoreshan Boulevardto Alico Road
to addressthe added impacts fromthe project for the year 2020, and a mitigation payment has
been required as part of the DRI development order. Lee County considers the following
inter section improvements to be part of Map 3A and will program the necessary funds to make
theseimprovementsat the point they arerequired to maintain adopted |l evel of servicestandards
on US41:

Intersection | mprovements
US41/Constitution Boulevard Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes

US41/B & F Parcd Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, and
Westbound Dual Left Turn Lanes

US41/Sanibel Boulevard Southbound Dual Left Turn Lanes

US41/Koreshan Boulevard Southbound and Westbound Dual Left
Turn Lanes

REASON FOR UPDATING: The MPO’s 2020 Financially Feasible Plan has been updated three more
times since the June 20, 2003 date referred to in the policy, most recently on February 20, 2004, so the
policy will need to be updated to refer to the most recent version of the MPO plan. There likely will not
be any more amendments to the February 20" version, because the MPO is gearing up the major update
of the plan and extension to the year 2030, which hasto be completed by the end of 2005. That map will
be incorporated into the L ee Plan when the overall Lee Plan horizon year is extended to 2030.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 21.1.1 to refer to the February 20, 2004 version of the MPO’s
2020 Financialy Feasible Transportation Plan, or the most recent version at the time the comprehensive
plan amendments go forward.

GOPTO BEUPDATED: 22.1.1

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 22.1.1: Theminimumacceptable peak hour, peak season, peak directionroadway level s
of service (see also Policy 70.1.3) will be asfollows:

Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction
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Sate & County Roads (Non-FIHS Roads)

Artertials E
Collectors E
Freeways (non-FIHS system) D
FIHS Roads @
I-75
- Collier Line to Charlotte Line (Transitioning Area) c®
(Urbanized Area) D®
SR80
- 1-75 to Buckingham Road (Transitioning Area) c®
(Urbanized Area) D®
- Buckingham Road to Hickey Creek (4L) (Rural Area) B@
(Transitioning Area) c®e
(Urbanized Area) D®
- Hickey Creek to Hendry County (2L) (Rural Area) Cc @B
(4L) (Rural Area) B®
(Transitioning Area) c®e
(Urbanized Area) D®

@ The County may seek variances to the level of service standards for the FIHS facilities as
authorized under Section 120.542, F.S. If granted, the level of service standards for 1-75 and
SR 80 will be as approved by FDOT in the Order Granting Petition for Variance.

@ 1f any portion of 1-75 or SR 80 is determined to be within an urbanized area over 500,000
people based on the year 2000 Census by FDOT pursuant to applicablerules, then the standard
becomes* D” for any such area. If any portion of SR 80 east of Buckingham Road is deter mined
to be within a transitioning urbanized area based on the year 2000 Census by FDOT pursuant
to applicable rules, then the standard becomes* C” for any such area.

@ |f the portion of SR80 east of Hickey Creek ismulti-laned and remainsintherural area after
the year 2000 Census then the standard becomes*“ B” .

The minimum acceptabl e level of service as specified above for Pine |sland Road between Burnt
Store Road and Stringfellow Boulevard is subject to policies 14.2.1 and 14.2.2.

For minimum acceptable levels of service determination, the peak season, peak hour, peak
direction condition will be defined as the 100" highest volume hour of the year in the
predominant traffic flow direction. The 100" highest hour approximates the typical peak hour
during the peak season. Peak season, peak hour, peak direction conditions will be calculated
using K-100factorsand® D” factorsfromthenearest, most appropriate per manent traffic count
station.

REASON FOR UPDATING: Asevidenced by thetable, the FDOT level of service standardsfor FIHS
roads vary depending on the urban areas boundaries. New boundarieswere established based on the 2000
Census, with some opportunity for adjustment based on growth since 2000. On October 17, 2003, the Lee
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County MPO approved FDOT’ srecommended adjusted urbanized areaboundary for the Bonita Springs-
NaplesUrbanized Area. On November 21, 2003, the Lee County M PO approved FDOT’ srecommended
adjusted urbanized area boundary for the remaining two urbanized areas and one urban cluster falling
either entirely or partly within its present metropolitan planning area boundary, namely the Cape Coral
Urbanized Area, the Lee County portion of the Sarasota-Bradenton Urbanized Area, and the Lehigh Acres
Urban Cluster. Based on those approvals, all of 1-75 in Lee County south of SR 78 falls within the urban
area boundaries, and the portion north of SR 78 to just north of Slater Road is within the transitioning
urban area, with the remaing portion in rural. The urban designation along SR 80 now extends east of
Buckingham Road to Old Olga Road, with the rest rural.

RECOMMENDATION: Updatethe FIHS level of service standards in Policy 22.1.1 to reflect the new
urbanized area and transitioning area boundaries.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 2214

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 22.1.4: Lee County will continue to use the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual and the
1998 Florida Department of Transportation Level of Service Manual to calculate levels of
service, service volumes, and volume-to-capacity ratios.

REASON FOR UPDATING: Whilethe 2000 Highway Capacity Manual isstill the most recent version
of that document, FDOT’s Level of Service Manual has been updated. We now use the 2002 FDOT
Quality Level of Service Handbook.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 22.1.4 to refer to the latest version of FDOT’ sLevel of Service
Manual, known asthe “2002 FDOT Quality Level of Service Handbook”.

GOPTO BEUPDATED: 22.3,22.3.1,22.32,22.3.3,22.4,22.41,22.4.2,22.4.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

OBJECTIVE 22.3: TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. Lee County
will utilize a transportation concurrency management system consistent with the requirements of
Chapter 163.3180, F.S,, and Rule 9J-5.0055, F.A.C.

POLICY 22.3.1: Lee County will measure concurrency on all roads on a roadway segment-by-
segment basis, except for constrained roads and wher e alter natives ar e established pursuant to
Chapter 163.3180, F.S,, and Rule 9J-5.0055, F.A.C.

POLICY 22.3.2: LeeCountywill continueto annuallyidentify roadway conditionsand available
capacity as part of its concurrency management report. The report will identify both existing
trafficconditionsand forecast traffic conditions. Theavailable capacityfor existing conditions

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004
BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 24 OF 155



will include the added capacity of roadway improvements programmed in the first three years
of an adopted County Capital |mprovement Program or Sate Five-Year Work Program.

POLICY 22.3.3: All proposed development activity (local development order requests), except
that which affects constrained roads and roads subject to concurrency alternatives, will be
reviewed against the available capacity identified in the annual concurrency report based on
existing conditions. If capacity isavailable, a concurrency certificate may be issued, good for
three years; otherwise no concurrency certificate will be issued.

OBJECTIVE 22.4: TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY ALTERNATIVES. Where appropriate,
Lee County will employ alternatives to standard segment-by-segment transportation concurrency
measur ements consi stent with the requirements of Chapter 163.3180, F.S. and Rule 9J-5.0055, F.A.C.

POLICY 22.4.1: Based on short-termforecast conditions, Lee County in 2000 will investigate
the creation of a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area in Lehigh Acres.

POLICY 22.4.2: Based on short-termforecast conditions, Lee County in 2000 will investigate
the creation of a Transportation Concurrency Management Area in Estero.

POLICY 22.4.3: Concurrency vesting (i.e., along-termconcurrency certificate) may begranted
for DRIs under limited circumstances in accordance with Chapter 163.3180(12), F.S,, and
including up to a 10-year time limitation, a limitation on changes to the DRI development
parametersover time, and the execution of alocal gover nment devel opment agreement inwhich
the developer agreesto pay his full proportionate share/impact fee obligation up front.

REASON FOR UPDATING: In September, 1990, Lee County and the Florida Department of
Community Affairs (FDCA) entered into a settlement agreement related to a challenge of Lee County’s
1989 Evaluation & Appraisal Report and related comprehensive plan amendments. In the EAR some
fallingroadsthat would taketimeto beupgraded wereidentified (asbackl ogged roads) and someadditional
expected failures by the year 2000 were projected. In recognition of the time needed to program the
necessary road improvements, FDCA allowed L ee County to operate under an alternative transportation
concurrency management system that took a more system-wide approach instead of focusing on the
conditionof individual roadlinks. That system essentially divided the County into the eight zonesal so used
asroad impact fee districts, and summed thetotal traffic on al the major road segmentswithin that district
and compared it to the total capacity for all those links within that district. The expected traffic from a
development proposal within that district was compared to the available surplus capacity, and aslong as
the surplus capacity was not exceeded, then a concurrency certificate could be issued. The settlement
agreement allowed this “district summing” approach to remain in place until December 31, 2000, after
which Lee County wasto return to a segment-by-segment (or link-by-link) concurrency approach. The
link-by-link approach means the condition of the immediately adjacent road link determines whether a
development proposal receives a concurrency certificate.
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During the ten years Lee County used this special transportation concurrency system, Lee County
maximized itstransportation revenues (updating itsroad impact fees, instituting the maximum local option
gastax leviesallowed by statelaw, and expanding itstoll facilities) and the backlogged and projected roads
wereaddressed with direct or parallel improvements, either by the County or another entity suchasFDOT.
Also, some of the projected failures did not materialize by 2000. Asnoted in Section I.(1)(a) of thisEAR,
the County spent over $350 million on transportation improvementsin thistime frame and added almost
200lanemilestothe system. Whiletheamount of surpluscapacity County-widewent down, it went down
at amuch lower rate than the overall increase in traffic.

As L ee County approached the end of 2000 and its commitment to return to alink-by-link transportation
concurrency system, it began discussions with FDOT and FDCA about alternatives to such a system.
Although there are some alternativesto alink-by-link concurrency system currently specified in state law,
they aren’t generally applicable for an entire County but are applied in limited geographic areas, because
they are tied to goals like promoting urban infill development and mass transit usage. There are over 20
Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas in existence in the state, which is the reason concurrency
hasn’t stopped development in the most congested parts of our state like Miami or Orlando. Basically
these alternatives don’t lead to atransportation solution, they just allow the level of service conditionsto
beignored. Lee County’spoint of view isthat atransportation network should be evaluated regionally or
asasystem because that ishow it operates, and focusing on the condition of oneindividual road segment
really doesn’t make sense. The County prepared aposition paper explaining thisconcept, provided inthe
Appendix (New Directions in Transportation Concurrency), and in September, 2000 met with the
Secretaries of FDCA and FDOT in Tallahassee. The Secretaries agreed with the concept in general, but
wanted to see a more specific proposal and a demonstration of how the State' s interests (i.e., the FIHS
roads) were going to be protected.

By March of 2001, Lee County had prepared a more specific outline of an alternative concurrency
proposal. Theproposa wasdifferent than the district summing approach the County had previously used,
instead linking to thelong-rangetransportation plan devel oped by the M etropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO). That plan, developed using the FSUTMS computerized travel demand model and growth
projections for the County, estimates the overall road network needed to meet the expected growth
demands for the next 20 years. It is aregional-level system, broken down into the needed network
independent of costs (the Needs Plan) and anetwork constrained by the expected available revenues (the
Financially Feasible Plan).

Thealternative concurrency concept essentially recognized that the Needs Plan identified theroad network
needed to accommodate al expected growth, so regular, measurable progress toward achieving that plan
should allow growth to continue (aslong as the proposed growth was consistent with what was assumed
to developtheplan). Sinceitisaregional plan with many financial participants (the State, the County and
the Cities), not all of the burden is on the County. The expectation would be that all participants would
commit to fund their part, and that a cooperative effort would be made to fully fund the Needs Plan. The
proposal also included a discussion of pursuing a variance from FDOT on the FIHS level of service
standardsfor I-75, although the County later decided not to do that.
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This alternative concurrency proposal was discussed with FDOT and FDCA staff during the next two
years, and after alot of questions and some promising comments, there was a suggestion that the County
make its proposal part of an agreement between FDCA and the County under the State’s innovative
planning provisions. County staff drafted an agreement with its concurrency proposal, and transmitted it
to FDCA for consideration in February, 2003 (provided inthe Appendix). Four monthslater, County staff
wasfinally ableto set up aconference call to discussthe agreement with FDCA staff, only to find out they
hadn’tactually read it. FDCA staff’ sintial reaction was positive but they wanted to consider it somemore
and discussit with the new FDCA Secretary, so afollow-up conference call was scheduled the following
week. Inthefollow-up discussion, FDCA staff decided they needed answersto anumber of questionsand
could not definitively say they would support the proposal even if all the questions were answered, so
negotiations ended and the County decided to pursue the issue through the EAR.

FDCA staff provided their questionsin aletter dated June 30, 2003. The questions areincluded below in
italics, with the County’ s response.

1. What were the results of thefirst use of thisapproach in the 1990's? Were the goals achieved? Was
growth consistent with projections? Was LOS achieved and maintained?

This and other questions highlight some of the frustration Lee County has experienced in debating this
area-wide concurrency approach for thelast four years, because FDCA has apparently not fully read our
proposal and isoperating under the assumption that we are returning to the district summing approach we
used during the 1990's. As evidenced by the summary of our proposal in the Appendix, we are NOT
suggesting areturn to the district summing approach, we areinstead creating anew approach linked to the
MPQO’s long range planning process, and emphasizing progress on implementing actual transportation
improvements. Therefore, FDCA'’ s questions are irrelevant.

2. Howis*® ... afinancially feasible road network that isas close as practical to the MPO 20-year needs
plan” an appropriate substitute for the transportation concurrency requirements of Rule 9J-5? Does
it address the same facilities subject to concurrency? Will LOS be measured by use of peak hour? The
alternative concurrency management system must ultimately demonstrate that LOS on all required
roadways will be achieved and maintained within the planning timeframe of the alter nate system.

Subparagraph 93-5.0055(1), F.A.C., statesasageneral requirement that each local government shall adopt
aconcurrency management system to ensure the” availability of public facilities and services necessary to
serve new development”. The MPO’s long range plan identifies the road network needed to serve all
expected development through the plan horizon (currently 2020). Subparagraph 93-5.0055(2)(a)(1) says
public facilities and services subject to concurrency include roads as defined un subparagraph 9J-
5.019(4)(¢).1, which basically says the comprehensive plan has to include a policy to establish level of
service standards for “roads and public transit facilities within the local government’sjurisdiction”. The
MPO plan, which is aso Map 3A of the Lee Plan Transportation Map Series, identifies the needed
improvementson all the major roads (arterials and collectors) within the County, aswell for the County’s
transit system.
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Regardingthe question about measuring L OS by use of peak hour, weintend to still have the peak season,
peak hour level of service standardsfor individual roadways, becausewewill still be measuring conditions
and using that information as the basis for determining the timing of improvements. However, in the
context of a concurrency system, asthe basisfor determining whether to allow development to continue
tomoveforward, themeasurewill bethe progress being made onimplementing thelong rangeplan. Since
thelong range planidentifiesthe needed transportationimprovementsto maintainlevel sof servicethrough
the planning timeframe of the Lee Plan, then this alternative approach would satisfy the last statement.

3. Has a specific list of improvements been identified and is there a schedul e for their construction?
Have costsbeenidentified, and afinancially feasible plan devel oped to pay for them? If not, should this
be put in place before the alter nate system goes into effect?

Clearly, thequestionimpliesalack of understanding of the M PO planning processand theimplementation
through State’' sFiveY ear Work Program and thelocal govenmentsCapital Improvement Programs(CIPs).
Thespecificlist of improvements | Sthe MPO plan, and their scheduleisby 2020. The MPO also develops
an interim year plan, identifying which of itsoverall list of improvements would be needed sooner rather
than later, by theyear 2010. When the MPO updatesitsplanto 2030it will a'so have aninterim year 2015
plan. The implementing agencies (FDOT, the County and the Cities) then work from those lists and
develop a five-year budget of improvements, using the revenues they have available. FDOT’s Work
Program isguided by priorities developed by the MPO Board, which ismade up of local elected officials.
TheCounty developsitsfiveyear CIPworking fromthe M PO plans, thelist of problem segmentsidentified
in its annual Concurrency Management Report, and a short-term projection of traffic conditions. By
definitionthefive-year programsarefinancially feasible. Onthelonger-rangeside, the M PO approveshboth
aNeeds Plan and a Financially Feasible Plan. The Financially Feasible Plan is developed by costing out
al of theimprovementswithin the M PO Needs Plan and comparing it to expected transportation revenues.

4. We agreewith DOT that all local gover nments within the MPO area must participate and commitin
their CIPtoafinanciallyfeasibleplantofundtheir proportionate shareof improvementsinaccordance
withthe schedule. Wealso believethat DOT must commit to funding their portion of theimprovements.

Thisisnot aquestion so no responseis required.

5. How will new development and comprehensive plan amendments be determined within growth
projections? Howwill thisbe monitored and controlled? A mechanismliketheintergovernmental body
DOT recommends may be needed.

Thetwo questions are actually explained in the submittal to FDCA. The MPO plan isdevel oped based on
County-wide growth projections. In the past, each jurisdiction within the MPO’s boundaries was
responsible for its own growth projections, and those were compiled and fit within agreed-upon
Countywidecontrol totals (which reflect the BEBR forecasts asthe State prefers). For the upcoming plan
update, the growth forecasts will be developed using aland use allocation model, to improve consistency
in forecasting methodol ogy.
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Asexplained in the Appendix, development applications will be reviewed to determineif their proposed
density and intensity of use are within the model assumptions. If they are, then they are presumed to be
concurrent. If they aren’t, then some model testing will need to bedoneto seeif the proposal creates needs
beyond those planned.. Thedevel oper would then havethe option of committing to funding the additional
improvement or getting agovernment jurisdictionto do so, waiting until the next major plan updateisdone
with new growth forecasts, reducing his devel opment request to fit within the existing forecasts, or being
subject to alink-by-link concurrency determination.

An additional intergovernmental body isnot necessary. The MPO isalready an existing intergovernmental
body.

6. How will the LOS averaging work?
As noted, we are not using an L OS averaging approach.

7. How will the ability of one or more local governments to opt out of the regional alternative
concurrency system affect regional averaging and financial feasibility?

Again, we are not using regional averaging, and a local governments choice of how to implement
concurrency doesn't affect the MPO’s development of a financially feasible plan. The plan is till
developed based on overall needs and the projected revenues from each jurisdiction.

8. An agreed upon methodol ogy for monitoring traffic must be adopted by thelocal government. Again,
this sounds like a responsibility for the intergovernmental body.

We already have an agreed upon methodology for monitoring traffic. The Lee County Department of
Trangportation continually collectstraffic data from 58 permanent count stations located throughout the
County, and al so periodically countsanother 312 locations, all of which arereported annualy. Theannual
traffic counts go into the annual Concurrency Management Report, which also considerstraffic added by
approved but not yet built development. Creation of another governmental body is not necessary.

9. The alternative concurrency system should not go into effect until the above issues have been
addressed and incorporated into an interlocal agreement and into the comprehensive plans.

The proposa would not be implemented until it was incorporated into our comprehensive plan.

10. What kind of transportation demand techniques and land use strategieswill Lee County and other
local governments employ in support of this alternate concurrency system?

Again, the concurrency system isbased on actually implementing theimprovementscalled for in thelong
range plan, which is based on the growth projections for the County. The County already has some
policies in its comprehensive plan related to transportation demand techniques, but they would be
implemented as appropriate to improve the overall transportation system, not really in support of this
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proposed concurrency system. The County’ s Smart Growth Committee is discussing how to strengthen
the land use-transportation link, and the County may pursue land use strategies to better support transit
usage in the future.

RECOMMENDATION: Update the transportation concurrency references under Objectives 22.3 and
22 Atoreflect the establishment of an areawide concurrency system using theM PO’ splanning processand
progress toward implementing that plan, as summarized in the Appendix.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 23.2.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 23.2.3: Except in circumstances of overriding need as determined by the Board of
County Commissioners, roadway improvements (other than maintenance activities) for county
roads within a municipality will not be included in the CIP unless that municipality is a full
participant in the county’ s impact fee program for roads.

REASON FOR UPDATING: This policy has been part of the Lee Plan for many years and there no
longer isdocumentation explaining itspurpose, but staff speculatesthat it wasadded to the planinthe mid-
1980's when the County first adopted impact fees as away of making sure the cities al so adopted impact
fees, to level the development playing field. Today, only the City of Fort Myers is technically a full
participant inthe County’ sroad impact fee program, but they actually collect thefeesthemsel vesand keep
them, much like the other citiesdo. TheTown of Fort Myers Beach and the City of Bonita Springs have
adopted mirror versions of the County’s impact fee ordinance, and the City of Cape Coral has its own
ordinance. Only the City of Sanibel doesn’t charge impact fees, but it is aso near buildout and doesn’t
have any road improvements planned on the island by the year 2020, and the only County road on the
islandisactually maintained by the City under interlocal agreement. The policy nolonger seemsnecessary
from the standpoint of ensuring city collection, and in fact unnecessarily handcuffs the County when it
comes to budgeting funds to improve County roads within the cities.

RECOMMENDATION: Delete Policy 23.2.3.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 25.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

OBJECTIVE 25.3: ROADWAY LANDSCAPING. The county will implement a landscaping program
for Lee County roadwaysutilizing the guidelinesfor designimplementation andlong termmaintenance
set forth in the Lee County Roadway Landscape (LeeScape) Master Plan adopted on October 27, 1998.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The LeeScape Master Plan has been updated since its original adoption
date referred to in the objective, on August 28, 2001.
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RECOMMENDATION: Update Objective 25.3 to refer to the version of the LeeScape Master Plan as
updated on August 28, 2001.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

GOAL 28: MASS TRANSIT SERVICE. Provide public transit service to residents and visitors
(especially the transportation-disadvantaged popul ation) in and between the concentrated popul ation
centers of Lee County, and ensure that this service isintegrated with other modes of transportation.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed an addition to the goal that stresses
minimizingthe number of automobiletripsontheroadsasthebasisfor providing the publictransit service.
They a so have proposed del eting thetransportati on-di sadvantaged referencein thegoal , to emphasi zethat
its purpose is for the entire popul ation.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Goal 28 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BEUPDATED: 28.1.1

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.1.1: Provide opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian interface with mass transit,
through the linkage of bicycle/pedestrian facilities and bus stops and the instal lation of bicycle
racks on buses.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed substituting the word “access’ for
“opportunities’, sincethat isreally what the policy isemphasizing. They are also proposing to delete the
phrase “and the installation of bicycle racks on buses’, since all of their buses are already outfitted with
bike racks.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.1.1 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28.1.2

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.1.2: Maintaineffortsto providefor theconstruction of busshelter sand bustur n-off
lanes on adjacent arterials and collector roadways where needed.
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REASON FOR UPDATING: TheLeeTran staff has proposed clarifying the policy by referring to* pull-
off bays’ instead of “turn-off lanes’, and specifying that they be implemented at far-side locations on
streets with a speed limit of 45 mph or greater, which istheir standard practice.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.1.2 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28.14

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.1.4: Investigate the development of multi-modal transfer facilities, various ride-
sharing techniques, paratransit service, and vanpooling to complement conventional public
transit service especially where major trip generators or attractors exist or are proposed.
I nvestigate incentives and disincentives to promote Multiple Occupancy Vehicle use and to
discourage traffic during the peak hour.

REASON FOR UPDATING: TheLeeTran staff has proposed substituting theword “ Continue” for the
word “Investigate” in the first sentence, since such activities are in fact underway. They have aso
proposed to substitute the work “Establish” for the word “Investigate” in the second sentence, to make
clear we are moving in that direction.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.1.4 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOP TO BE UPDATED: 28.1.5

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.1.5: Study and implement alter native fixed route service, referred to as* Deviated
Fixed Route Service” to make the mass transit system mor e attractive to non-users.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed deleting the phrase “referred to as
Deviated Fixed Route Service”, since that title is no longer used. Alternatives can include a number of
things other than varying the fixed route, so the phrase istoo limiting.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.1.5 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28.1.6

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.1.6: Consider theneedsand contributionsof masstransit servicewhen considering
amendments to the Future Land Use Map.
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REASON FOR UPDATING: TheLeeTran staff has proposed to revise the policy focus by deleting the
phrase “ Consider the needs and contributions of” and substituting “ Provide the density requirementsfor
efficient”. Thischangedirectly addressesthe public commentssummarized under section1(1)(f). TheLPA
suggested using theword “ Consider” instead of “ Provide,” sincethere may be some areaswhereit would
be detrimental to increase density even if it benefits mass transit.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.1.6 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28.1.9

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.1.9: LeeTranwill coordinatewiththe Port Authority to monitor thefeasibility and
operation of the current public transit service to the Southwest Florida International Airport.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed deleting the phrase “monitor the
feasibility and operation of” and substituting “provide high quality”. This reflects the fact that transit
serviceis currently provided to the airport.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.1.9 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BEUPDATED: 28.2.1

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.2.1: Through county devel opment regulations and where a rational nexus can be
established, require that developments provide:

. Bus accommodations such as dedicated transfer/loading areas, adequate lane widths
and turn arounds;

. Bus shelters with route information displays,

. Bicycle storage areas near major bus stops; and

. Walkways for access to bus stops.

REASON FOR UPDATING: TheLeeTran staff hasproposed del eting the phrase“ and where arational
nexus can be established”, since that language isn’t really necessary given governing caselaw. They are
also proposing to add after “ developments’ the phrase“with a Suburban Areadensity or higher” and after
“provide’ the phrase “the following, all of which will meet the Americans with Disability Act
requirements’. This establishes a density threshold for the transit accommodation requirements and
recognizes that the ADA requirements must be considered.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.2.1 as proposed by Lee Tran.
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GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28.3.2

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.3.2: Seek out new and innovative funding sources which will cause Lee Tran to
become less dependent on public funding for operation.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed deleting the phrase “ sourceswhich will
cause Lee Tran to become less dependent on” and substituting “to supplement”. This recognizes that
public funding will inevitably be part of the mix for Lee Tran’s operation, but suggests the public funds
can be supplemented with other sources.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.3.2 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 28.34

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.3.4: Use the citizens advisory committee (CAC) of the Lee County MPO to bring
mor e public input into the system’ s decision-making process.

REASON FOR UPDATING: ThelLeeTran staff has proposed del eting theword “more”, to reflect that
the CAC isthe primary source for public input into Lee Tran’ s operation on anormal basis. It should be
noted that L ee Tran does a much more extensive public involvement effort, including on-board surveys,
when updating its Transit Development Program every three years.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.3.4 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 284

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

OBJECTIVE 28.4: COORDINATION. All masstransit planswill be coordinated with state, regional,
and other local governmental agenciesand special needsgroups, such astheadministration of Florida
Gulf Coast University (on those matters that could impact the University).

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed deleting the phrase “such as the
administration of Florida Gulf Coast University (on those matters that could impact the University)”. It
IS not necessary to provide a specific example in the objective, which should remain more general.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Objective 28.4 as proposed by Lee Tran.
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GOPTOBE UPDATED: 284.2

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 28.4.2: Providetransit service accessibility to elderly and handicapped residents and
to others with special needs.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed deleting the word * handicapped” and
substituting the word “ disabled”, to better reflect the now standard language reference.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 28.4.2 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 29.1.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 29.1.3: Develop transit system alternatives and evaluate them against institutional
procedures and constraints.

REASON FOR UPDATING: TheLee Tran staff has proposed deleting the last half of the policy after
“aternatives’ and substituting the language “to fixed route bus service, such as High Occupancy Vehicle
Lanes, Bus Rapid Transit and Light Rail”. Any alternative proposed is going to have to be evaluated
against “institutional procedures and constraints’, so it is not necessary to specify that in the policy, and
theadded |anguage emphasizesthat the searchisfor alternativesto thefixed route bus serviceand provides
examples.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 29.1.3 as proposed by Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 29.2.2

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 29.2.2: Investigate additional funding programs other than from ad valoremtaxesto
implement the desired transit system alter natives, with full consideration given to establishing
a dedicated source of funding for mass transit.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Lee Tran staff has proposed deleting the phrase “other than ad
valorem taxes’, and deleting the word “ alternatives’ and substituting “system”. The changes make clear
that theemphasisisfinding alternative funding sourcesto fund the entiretransit system, however that may
be ultimately defined.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 29.2.2 as proposed by Lee Tran.
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GOPTO BEUPDATED: 31.1.1

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 31.1.1: The county will assess any potential involvement by the Lee County Port
Authority in the siting of future proposed natural gas pipelines.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed deleting this policy. At onetime,
therewasaproposal for agasand oil pipelineto belocatedin Lee County with aterminal at the Southwest
Floridalnternational Airport. A terminal isno longer proposed, and TECO has now brought anatural gas
line into and around L ee County, so the Port Authority no longer has a potential role.

RECOMMENDATION: Delete Policy 31.1.1 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 31.3.2

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 31.3.2: The county will encourage Seminole Gulf Railway Corporation or other rail
providers, as appropriate, to provide rail accessto the ports where feasible.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding the phrase “and the

Southwest Florida International Airport” after the word “ports,” to include the airport as a potentia rail
linkage since so much freight comes in there.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 31.3.2 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 31.35

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 31.3.5: Thecountywill prepareacoordinated intermodal transportation management
program for surface and water transportation.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding the phrase “and air” after
theword “water”, to make clear that aviation would be part of any intermodal tranportation management
program.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 31.3.5 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.1.2
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CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.1.2: The development potential of Southwest Florida International Airport will
continueto beincreased by theacquisition of additional land for runway/taxiway/environmental
mitigation use, in accordance with the Port Authority’ s Capital |mprovement Program.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed del eting the word “increased” and
substitutingtheword* protected”, del eting the phrase* runway/taxiway/environmental mitigationuse” and
substituting the phrase “runway and taxiway, road access, storm water management, and environmental
mitigation use”, and del eting the phrase “in accordance with” and substituting the phrase“ consistent with
the adopted Airport Master Plan and”. The changes makes clear that the airport has already acquired the
additional landsthat it planned to, and will be protecting the devel opment potential of those landswith an
expanded definition of what constitutes development. Thechangealso referencesthe Airport Master Plan
as aguiding document, which is actually the basis for the Capital Improvement Program.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.1.2 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.14

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.1.4: The Port Authority has continued to investigate commercial and industrial
potentials at Page Field and at Southwest Florida I nternational Airport through market surveys
and the solicitation and receipt of acceptable proposals for land lease at fair market value as
wdll aseffortsto cultivate appropriate public/private partner shipsin pursuing these potentials.

REASON FOR UPDATING: ThePort Authority staff has proposed del eting the phrase“ has continued”
and substituting the word “will continue”, as agrammatical correction.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.1.4 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.2

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

OBJECTIVE 32.2: DEVELOPMENT COMPATIBILITY. Thecounty and Port Authority will evaluate
development proposals for property located within the vicinity of existing aviation facilitiesto ensure
compatibility, to preclude obstructions to aircraft operations, and to protect airport capacities.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding the phrase “land use” after
the word “ensure”, to make clear that land use compatibility is the focus of the objective and the related
policies.
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RECOMMENDATION: Update Objective 32.2 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOP TO BE UPDATED: New Policy 32.2.6

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
None, new policy.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding anew policy which would
read “ Through an interlocal agreement, the Port Authority and the City of Fort Myers will continue to
coordinate the review of new land uses that have the potential to create tall structure obstructions to
aviationwithinthe City of Fort Myers.” The City hasjurisdictional responsibility for some of the property
around Page Field, so the Port Authority ispursuing aninterlocal agreement to allow them the opportunity
to review and comment on development proposalsin that area.

RECOMMENDATION: Add Policy 32.2.6 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.3.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.3.3: Maximum use of airport facilities should be ensured before developing
expansions or new facilities.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding the phrase “expanding or”
after the word “before”, and deleting the phrase “expansions or”, to improve how the policy reads.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.3.3 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 324.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.4.3: The Port Authority will coordinate surface transportation planning for Page
Fidd and the Southwest Florida International Airport with the county Department of
Transportation and the Florida Department of Transportation to ensureadequate accessto the
airports.

REASON FOR UPDATING: ThePort Authority staff has proposed adding the phrase “the L ee County
Metropolitan Planning Organization” after theword “with”, sincethe MPO isthe primary entity that does
transportation planning for Lee County. The County and State DOT’ s participate in the MPO planning
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process, but are primarily implementing agencies. Lee Tran staff has suggested that Lee Tran should be
also specified as a entity with which coordination should take place, to properly allow for bus service to
the airports.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.4.3 as proposed by the Port Authority and Lee Tran.

GOPTO BEUPDATED: 325.1

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.5.1: ThePort Authority will continueto coor dinate plansfor existing and proposed
aviation facilities with appropriate transportation agencies such as the Federal Aviation
Administration, Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Florida Department of
Transportation, and the Lee County Department of Transportation.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding the phrase “the
Transportation Security Administration” to the policy, as another entity with which coordination is
required. Lee Tran staff has also asked that the policy specify coordination with Lee Tran aswell.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.5.1 as proposed by the Port Authority and Lee Tran.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.6.6

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.6.6: The county will not approve of a temporary or permanent structure found to
be a potential obstruction unless the proponent of the structure agrees to comply with Port
Authority and Federal Aviation Administration stipulations regarding notices, structure
placement, marking, and lighting.

REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding the word “of”, to improve
how the policy reads.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.6.6 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.7

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

OBJECTIVE 32.7: COORDINATIONOF ELEMENTS. Coordinatetheexpansion of existingairport
and the proposed siting of any new airports with the Future Land Use and Conservation and Coastal
Management elements.
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REASON FOR UPDATING: The Port Authority staff has proposed adding “s’ to “airport, to make it
a plura reference since Lee County has two public airports, Page Field and the Southwest Florida
International Airport.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Objective 32.7 as proposed by the Port Authority.

GOPTO BE UPDATED: 32.7.3

CURRENT LANGUAGE:
POLICY 32.7.3: The Port Authority will abide by all other relevant parts of this comprehensive
plan in the construction and operation of the airport, especially the Future Land Use,
Conservation and Coastal Management, and Transportation elements.

REASON FOR UPDATING: ThePort Authority staff hasproposed del eting thephrase“theairport” and
substitutingthephrase” Page Field Airport and the Southwest Floridal nternational Airport”, tospecifically
acknowledge both of Lee County’s public airports.

RECOMMENDATION: Update Policy 32.7.3 as proposed by the Port Authority.

Smart Growth Committee Review

1 Transportation.
a. Level of Service. No SG recommendationsregarding thenormal application of Level Of Service
for roadways.

b. N/Sand E/W corridors. No SG recommendations on these directly, but strong support for
maintaining the integrity of hurricane evacuation routes.

c. Bikeand Pedestrian Facilities. Considerablecommentary and several recommendationsfor non-
POV transportation options, specifically mentioning bike and pedestrian.

d. Roadway Landscaping. Roadway landscaping is not directly referenced, but there are
recommendations regarding a public information program on the importance of landscaping, and
there are several recommendations regarding not using exotics, and promoting the elimination of
harmful exotics. REMEDY': Proposeidentifying in the LeePlan back up materials the estimated
funds the County spends in exotics management by the CDOT, Natural Resources, Parks and
Recreation, and Human Services (7 Neighborhoods)

e. Service Roads. There are recommendations for interconnecting adjacent parcels. REMEDY :
TheCDOT and DCD undertake an assessment of neighboring commercial areainterconnects that
could be pursued, and interconnects with residential areas, either pedestrian or vehicle.
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f. Transit LOS. Therearerecommendationspromoting increased transit service, and interconnects
with other non-POV modes.

Roadway Geometrics. No particular recommendations on this subject from Smart Growth
initiative. It wasgeneraly recognized that thereistension between the best engineering principles
for traffic movement, and the goals for compact and walkable urban areas.

Summary

Upon review staff concluded that no revisions were necessary to address Level of Service, North/South
and East/West Corridors, Bike and Pedestrian Facilities, Roadway Landscaping, Service Roads, Transit
Level of Serviceor Roadway Geometrics. Thefollowing goal s, objectivesand policiesof the Transportation
Element need to be updated: Policy 21.1.1 to refer to the February 20, 2004 version of the MPO’s 2020
Financially Feasible Transportation Plan, or the most recent version at the time the comprehensive plan
amendmentsgo forward; FIHSlevel of service standardsin Policy 22.1.1 to reflect the new urbanized area
and transitioning area boundaries; Policy 22.1.4 to refer to the latest version of FDOT's Level of Service
Manual, known as the “2002 FDOT Quality Level of Service Handbook”; transportation concurrency
referencesunder Objectives22.3 and 22.4 to reflect the establishment of an areawide concurrency system
using the MPO’ s planning process and progress toward implementing that plan; delete Policy 23.2.3;;
Objective 25.3 to refer to the version of the LeeScape Master Plan as updated on August 28, 2001; Goal
28, Policy 28.1.1, 28.1.2, 28.1.4, 28.1.5, 28.1.6, 28.1.9, 28.2.1, 28.3.2, 28.3.4, 28.4, 28.4.2, and 29.2.2 as
proposed by Lee Tran; delete Policy 31.1.1 asproposed by the Port Authority; Policy 31.3.2,31.3.5, 32.1.2,
32.1.4,32.3.3, 32.6.6, 32.7.3 and Objective 32.2, 32.7 as proposed by the Port Authority; add Policy 32.2.6
as proposed by the Port Authority; and Policy 32.4.3, 32.5.1 as proposed by the Port Authority and Lee
Tran.
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MAJOR ISSUE #2: LEHIGH ACRES

Per ceived | ssues:

1) Lack of commercial development to support the burgeoning residential population.

2) Poorly focused or timed development, resulting in symptoms of sprawl.

3) Substantial challenges to the provision of public safety services and facilities, deficits in
infrastructure.

4) Disproportionately high share of the number of tax default lotsin the County.

5) Aquifer Recharge (Please see “Water Quality, Air Quality, and Natural Resources’ and
“Density Reduction/Ground Water Recharge” major issue segmentsof the E.A.R.)

Discussion of Issues Within The Context of Existing Comprehensive Plan Goals And Poalicies:
Lehigh Acresisamorethan 95 square mile area, or 11.8% of Lee County’ stotal land area, providing land
for approximately 131,935 potential housing units at buildout. Though the current population in Lehigh
Acresisonly estimated at 38, 943 inhabitants, compared to the overall 495,088 inhabitants of Lee County,
that population represents an increase of approximately 5,500 inhabitants since the year 2000, according
totheBureau of Economicand BusinessResearch, 2003 Popul ation Estimates. L ee County commissioned
areport to project the buildout population of Lehigh Acres. Thereport isentitled “ Population Model to
Forecast Population Growth of Lehigh Acres Over Timeto Buildout.” According to that document the
population at buildout for Lehigh Acresis over 303,000.

Lehigh Acres has become a popular choice for new family homes that are in the low to moderate price
range. The median home value in Lehigh Acres rose between census years 1990 and 2000 from
approximately $65 thousand to approximately $90 thousand. Just over 50% of the housing in Lehigh
Acreswas valued between $60 and $100 thousand in the year 2000, with nearly 88% being valued at $125
thousand or less. In comparison, the countywide mean home cost was approximately $113 thousand in
the year 2000, with 32% of the housing being valued between $60 and $100 thousand and 57% of the
housing valued at $125 thousand or less.

A substantial portion of the new residential development in Lehigh Acres has located sporadically
throughout the community rather than slowly fanning outward from the developed core. That tendency
toward dispersed devel opment is heightened by thelimited expansion of water/sewer infrastructure by the
utility franchise; the low price of outlying parcels; and the fact that the majority of the lots were platted
prior to 1972, and are thus permitted to have awell and septic tank on lessthan Y2 acre. From January 1,
2001 to January 4, 2004, over 1,500 septic tank permits were issued by the Department of Health for
development in Lehigh Acres.

Lee Plan Policy 5.1.9 calls for the County to “consider by 1996 the provision of incentives and
requirements for the reassembly, redesign, and replatting of vacant platted residential lots that are not
suitable for timely, safe, and efficient development; and re-evaluate the effects of the single-family
residence provision and the privately funded infrastructure overlay on the county’s ability to provide
incentives for reassembly, redesign, and replatting.” So far the policy has had limited impact on County
development regulations, but it isquiterelevant to development challengesfacing Lehigh Acrestoday. As
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thecommunity beginsto quickly devel op, the need to consider such proactive policy tools becomes more
pressing.

The 2000 Census records show Lehigh Acres to have a significantly higher proportion of families with
young children and a significantly lower proportion of elderly compared to the countywide population.
Without proper planning that one dimensional growth will become even more pronounced in Lehigh
Acres. Thelarge proportion of single family homelotsand single family zoning in Lehigh Acres does not
facilitate amix of residential development typesthat is necessary to support athriving community with a
diversity of ages, family size, and socio-economic levels. There are few readily developable sites for
assisted living units, apartments or condominiums.

a.) Commercial Development/Capture Trips Within Community

Theabundance of single family homelots and single family zoning in Lehigh Acresis not the only factor
that generates a one dimensional social demographic in Lehigh Acres. The deficit of commercid
development, and developable commercial lands, within the community means that residents must
commute to work, school, shopping and entertainment.

Objective 1.8 Lehigh Acres Commercia Uses, added in 1998 in response to recommendations from the
1994 E.A.R. and addendum, attempts to direct commercial growth to appropriate areas while taking into
consideration the devel opment challenges specific to Lehigh Acres. Challenges addressed include small
lot size, a somewhat disconnected road system, and close proximity between residential properties and
properties zoned for commercial development.

WhiletheCommercial Overlay policieshavebeen successful inkeeping commercial usesfromencroaching
into residential areas, they have had little impact in promoting lot assembly or commercial development.
Only threelot assembly groups, comprising of atotal of 13 platted lots, have attained commercial zoning
since the adoption of Policy 1.8.3 into the Lee Planin 1998. Conversely, a substantial number of single
family homes have been built on land designated as commercial or lot assembly on the Commercia
Overlay.

The demographic data indicate that Lehigh Acres has become a major growth area for affordable and
moderately priced family housing. The population, increasingly comprised of young families, will have
substantial needs for public services such as schools, parks, public safety, and mass transit. Thereisa
shortage of commercial infrastructure to support the basic needs of the Lehigh Acres population at
buildout, according to the Population Model to Forecast Population Growth of Lehigh AcresOver Time
to Buildout report. If not corrected, these shortageswill undermine Lehigh Acres’ growth potential with
long travel times, a disproportionately low level of public facilities, and a living environment that lacks
community character due to the disconnect between the social, work, and home life of its residents.

Recommendations:

Goalsfor the 2004 E.A.R. and Amendment Cyclefor Lehigh Acres:

. Shape the timing and location of future development in Lehigh Acres to enable the efficient
provision of public services.
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. Establish regulatory measures and incentives to enable and encourage commercial development
that isin balance with Lehigh Acres’ residential development through buildout.

. Establish regulatory measures and incentives to promote the development of diverse housing
options.

. Provideefficient roadway and bike/pedestrian connectionsto allow local tripsto be accomplished
without entry onto collector or arterial roads.

. Institute a strategy and time-line to return the approximately seven thousand lots currently in tax

default to contributing properties.

Strategies:

Adopt a Master Plan for Lehigh Acres

A master plan should be crafted for Lehigh Acresand adopted into the L ee County Comprehensive Plan.
Such a plan is necessary to coordinate the numerous and diverse projects that are needed, planned, or
already underway in Lehigh Acres.

The citizen initiated community planning process, such as was employed to direct growth in Estero and
Pineldland, isaterrific way to address specific concerns of adiscrete community. However, theland area
of Lehigh Acresisvast, and the issues facing Lehigh Acresvary greatly between the devel oped core and
the seemingly rural outreaches.

Lehigh Acresisforecasted to house 15% of L ee County’ s citizens by the year 2020, up from 8% in 2000.
How the region develops will have a major impact on such County and Regional issues as workforce
housing, traffic congestion, public facility budgets, hurricane evacuation routes, and sustainable water
supply. Inlight of such potential impacts, it may bein the best interests of the County and Lehigh Acres
residents to for County staff to initiate a Lehigh Acres Master Planning process that is supported by
County resources and focused heavily toward local community involvement in the process.

The Master Plan should illustrate a vision for Lehigh Acres at buildout, and establish working phases
toward that level of development. A well thought out plan of actionwill assist Lehigh Acres' futurecitizen
initiated planning efforts by acknowledging discrete communities within Lehigh Acres, and by providing
a sound technical framework for the long-term development of the overall area.

Necessary I ngredients of the Lehigh AcresMaster Plan:

Density Nodes

Lehigh Acres should be devel oped with at least four density nodes |located in the west, central, northeast,
and southeast. Each of the density nodes should have aphasing plan designed to promotethe coordinated
development of residential, commercial, and public facility infrastructure.

Density Corridors

Density Corridors should be designated where density nodes are connected by major roadways, along
routes where higher densities/intensities are appropriate. Conditions necessary to development of the
density corridors include adequate capacity to provide public servicesincluding water and sewer, transit,
and urban levelsof public safety services. Density corridors should beincluded in the mixed use overlay,
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and should provideincentivesto promote higher densitiesbal anced with commercial devel opment to serve
the surrounding area.

I ncentives/Disincentivesto Accomplish Centralized Development

Incentivesto encourage centralized devel opment, and disincentivesto discourage sprawling devel opment
practices, should be outlined in the Comprehensive Plan and detailed in the Land Development Code.
Appropriateincentivesmightinclude: county procedural andfinancial assi stanceto extend water and sewer
service within target density zones; increased transit service within target density zones; administrative
proceduretoincreasedensity/intensity level sfor propertieswithintarget density zones; adoption of aviable
mixed use zoning district.

Disincentivesto development in outlying areas might include: the requirement that alot be a minimum of
Y2 acreto alow new placement of awell and septic tank on premises; fire safe landscape requirementsfor
development in outlying areas that have heightened risk for wildfire; requirement that all development
receiving county dispersed grants or county expedited permit processing for affordable housingin Lehigh
Acres be located within atarget density zone.

Return Tax Default Lotsto the Tax Role or AcquiretheLotsfor Future Public Facilities

An important element to effective growth planning in Lehigh Acresisthe re-incorporation of default lots
onto the tax roles. When possible the County should acquire tax certificate lots where a lot matches a
designated site on the Public Facilities Long Range Plan. Recent increases in property values in Lehigh
Acres have sparked a large increase in the purchase of tax default lots by the public. The window of
opportunity for the County to acquire and assemble these |ots may be closing.

Additionally, efforts should be made, through the mixed use district and other regulatory means, to
alleviate someof the burdensassociated with substandard | ot size or poor accessthat may have contributed
to theabandonment of lots. Improved road connectivity, the M eadow Road access plan, and an increased
water/sewer service areawill help to make a number of lots more feasible for devel opment.

Somenecessary community useswill requirelarger parcel sthan are offered by the current platted structure
includingsomeformsof commercia development, publicfacilities, and aternativehousing. Whereparcels
are owned by one entity, or multiple consenting entities, the vacation/replat processis relatively ssimple.
The County should investigate incentives to encourage private industry to participate in lot
assembly/replatting where the ultimate use of the property will promote the balance of commercial,
housing type diversity, and public facility development in Lehigh Acres.

Public FacilitiesLong Range Plan

TheLehigh Acresmaster plan should include the locations of existing public facilitiesand target areasfor
al futureanticipated publicfacility sitesincluding, at minimum: schools, firestations, sheriff stations, EM S
stations, parks/open space, libraries, and preservation. Having alocation map of existing and target public
facility siteswill allow County Lands to make the best use of offersto donate land to the county, acquire
tax default properties, and to direct private sector proposalsto allocate land for mitigation of development
impacts. The public facilitieslong range plan for Lehigh Acres should be devel oped in coordination with
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the Public Works project mitigation plan.

Public Transit Long Range Plan

A largecomponent to an effectivelong-term planin Lehigh Acres, particularly with focused density zones,
will be publictransit. Lehigh Acreswill need atransit system that serves, at minimum, themajor corridors
connecting Fort Myers, the devel oped L ehigh Acres center, and each phased density node. A substantial
portion of the Lehigh Acres center is aready served by Route 110 which connects Lehigh Acresto Fort
Myers.

In order to establish effective mixed use corridors, asecond transit linewill eventually be needed serving
sections of SR82 and Gunnery; connecting to Route 110 and the City of Fort Myers; connecting to Route
60 and the SW Florida International Airport.

TheLeeTransit Divison"LeeCounty Five-Y ear Transit Devel opment Plan 2004-2008 & 2009-2013" offers
two improvementsin Lehigh Acresthat could serveto fortify mixed use corridorsinthat community. The
proposed transit improvements are: 1) decrease the headway on Route 110 from 150 minutes to 50
minutes, during two phases, over aten year period; 2) add a Lehigh Acres Circular route in year 2009
which would have a 60 minute headway and would provide connectivity within Lehigh Acres. The
planned transit improvements have tremendous potential to support new business development and
increased residential growth in the designated density nodes and corridors. Theeventual, relatively dense
development along those corridors will also help the Lehigh Acrestransit routes be more cost efficient.

LeeTransit staff should beincluded inthe master planning processin order to devise amixed use corridor
and adetailed transit plan that are mutually supportive. It will also be important to make Lehigh Acres
routes fixed to allow transit to be truly incorporated into the master plan, and to allow new Lehigh Acres
residents to locate their homes and businesses where there is dependabl e access to/from work.

Water/Sewer ServiceLong Range Plan

Viablecommercial development, density nodes, and mixed usedensity corridorswill requireasound long-
rangewater and sewer infrastructure plan. Many commercial usesgeneratealevel of sewer dischargethat
isnot consistent with the use of a septic system for the small platted lotsexisting in Lehigh Acres. Rather
than spread commercial projects over severa parcelsto create an adequate land areafor septic and well,
commercial uses should be compact. Compact commercial devel opment combined with focused density
will allow the provision of public services and facilitiesin Lehigh Acres to be more financially feasible.
Public water and sewer serviceisatremendousincentive to development and should be coordinated with
the phased plans for density nodes and corridors.

Updateto the Lehigh Acres Commercial Overlay

There are several updates needed on the 1996 L ehigh Acres Commercia Overlay. The overlay should be
updated to reflect the successful assembly of lotsfor commercial development. The overlay must also be
updated to accurately reflect potential commercial sites, by removing the commercia overlay designation
where residentia neighborhoods have been built.
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The existing Reclaimed Strip designation of the Commercial Overlay should also be addressed. The
Commercial Overlay currently designates strips of parcels along SR82 and Gunnery Road, that are not
within 330ft of an intersection, asreclaimed strip. Thereclaimed areawas established to allow timefor an
access management plan to be created on SR82 and Gunnery Road that would address the anticipated
impacts of commercial development on narrow lots. If the lots had been allowed to develop without an
access plan in place, alarge number of access points may have been granted onto SR82 and Gunnery
Road, creating a dangerous pattern of ingress and egress on those roadways.

b.) Road Connectivity

TheGunnery Road access plan has been compl eted and adopted by the Board of County Commissioners.
That plan designated specific access points onto Gunnery Road, using Gretchen Ave. as an access road.
This corridor should be taken out of the Reclaimed Strip, and shown as potential commercial land.

Meadow Road runs parallel to SR82, largely uninterrupted, east to the county line. The original Lehigh
Acres Study designated Meadow Road asthe most viable way to provide accessto the SR82 frontage | ots
(the reclaimed strip) without giving lots individual access to SR82. Meadow road will need surface
mai ntenance and widening in order to effectively serve asan accessroad. Prior to removing thereclaimed
strip classification, an access management plan should be adopted for Meadow Road, and all necessary
improvements should be completed. Staff recommends that the portion of Meadow Road commencing
south of the intersection of SR82 and L ee Blvd. and extending to the intersection of SR82 and Gunnery
Road be completed first, with phased development thereafter. (See Access Management Plan below)

Thecommercia zoning for the entirety of thereclaimed stripis C-2, afairly intensive commercial district,
which allows some uses that may be incompatible with the residential parcels directly behind the
commercia strip. Some permitted usesinclude convenience stores, manufacturing, fast food restaurants
with drive through, and 24 hour ATMs.

A mixed useoverlay and zoning category should be designed and adopted for those areas of L ehigh Acres
that are part of designated density corridors and for those lots originally placed within the reclaimed strip.
The mixed use zoning district may be available to other areas of the County, but should be designed with
the specific needs of these two areas of Lehigh Acresin mind. Specifically, the mixed use plan should
designate appropriatecommercial usesto abut residential neighborhoods; delineate property devel opment
regulationsthat facilitate mixed use devel opment; and provide density/intensity incentivesto catalyze the
mixed use growth process. The incentives will additionally serve to mitigate any perceived reduction in
development potential where propertiesareto be rezoned from C-2 to Mixed Use. The mixed usedistrict
will help to minimize automobile travel needed to accommodate purchases, entertainment, and
employment for the surrounding residential communities.

Adopt a M eadow Road Access M anagement Plan

Staff recommends that an access management plan be developed for Meadow Road. The access plan
should include new local road intersectionsallowing regul ar access onto SR82 and adriveway intersection
gpacing plan. Most of thelotsin the reclaimed strip along SR82 are 50" wide. These parcels are currently
zoned C-2. Both the existing C-2 designation and the proposed mixed use designation require a
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management plan along Meadow Road to develop with safe and convenient access.

Asastate road, SR82 cannot be regulated by the County. There are currently no plans at the state level
to create an access management plan for SR82. The County can best serve to protect SR82 as an
evacuation route and commute corridor by requiring that al development along Meadow Road have
driveway accessto Meadow Road; and by creating public access from Meadow Road to SR82 that meets
the State’ s minimum access standards. The Meadow Road management plan will preserve the integrity
of SR82 by providing sufficient local road accessto allow the Stateto reject individua access applications
where they would exceed state separation spacing requirements.

The anticipated cost for necessary improvementsto Meadow Road is estimated at $248,382 according to
Lee County DOT staff. That price includes surface maintenance/repair and widening of theroad from 18'
to 24' withintheexisting right-of-way. Theestimated cost to add asidewalk totheroadway, withinexisting
right-of-way, is $324,500 ($22 per linear foot for a 5' wide sidewak). Yearly roadway maintenance
expenditures in Lehigh Acres normally run about $1 million out of the $4 million spent countywide.
Unbuilt platted right-of-way and vacant tax certificatelots, which connect Meadow Road to SR82, should
be used where possible to create access points on the Meadow Road Management Plan.

Provisionsfor neighborhood inter connection vialocal and collector roads

In addition to the local road interconnections required to give Meadow Road access to SR82,
interconnections are needed throughout L ehigh Acreswhere efficient traffic flow isinterrupted by canals
and unbuilt segmentsof platted roads. A desired roadway map should be drafted which includes notation
of existing road ROW and pavement widths; and the locations of unbuilt platted ROW.

Provisionsfor interconnection of pedestrian/bike paths

Where building anew road is not feasible, but adjacent neighborhoods are disconnected by the existing
roadway pattern, the County should provide (or encourage private sector developers to provide)
pedestrian/bike path linkages. These pedestrian/bike linkages are especially important where public
facilities and potential commercial centers are disconnected from adjacent neighborhoods. Every effort
should be made to take advantage of existing unbuilt platted road easements; drainage facilities owned by
the county or the water control district; tax default lots, and publicly owned lands. Where possible,
pedestrian and bike ways should be incorporated into the long range park plan.

Coordinate efforts of stakeholdersto makethe L ehigh Acres planning process successful.

There are numerous technical and review entities that have projects planned or currently underway in
Lehigh Acres. Aneffectiveplanfor Lehigh Acreswill need to takeacomprehensiveapproach that includes
input and expertise from the technical/review stakeholders aswell as substantial input and direction from
the citizen stakeholders of the Lehigh Acres Community and Lee County.

c.) Aquifer Recharge

In responseto arecommendation from the Smart Growth Committee, the County requested proposalsand
entered into a contract with a consulting team to study the Groundwater Resource aspects of the County.
Thestudy will alsoinclude an analysisof thelimestoneresources of the County. Thestudy, dueat theend
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of theyear, will result in acomputer model of the sub surface conditionsof the County. The main purpose
of this current study is to provide the County with a state of the art groundwater flow model. The model
will simulate 2030 surficial demand projections to determine impacts on recharge, water resource and
environmental features. This study will assess the aquifer recharge potential of the Lehigh Acres area.

Smart Growth Committee Review

2.

Lehigh Acres. A draft report has been received from Ryffel/Van Buskirk. It forecasts a buildout
population of 303,451 (date, sun grows cold) but more urgently 80,388 in 2015—a more than
doubling over current populations.

a. Commercial Development/Capture Trips. Thereport notesasevereshortfall of landsthat would
provide a balance in land use for the community. In effect any lands not platted becomes
“targeted” for any non-residential use. The report forecasts for buildout shortages of 1296 acres
for commercial, 320 acresfor industrial, 2622 acresfor parks, and 724 acresfor schools. However,
the land shortfalsin the aggregate approaches critical by 2015, since the overall land shortage in
buildout needs is triple the lands available or in use. Regarding “capture” the imbalance for the
community asawholeisexacerbated at virtually any subcommunity level other than Lehigh core
areas due to uninterrupted broad stretches of residential lands. These have virtually no capability
for captureof tripsfor any purposewhatsoever. Thefew county collectorsand arterialswill quickly
become overburdened by the travel demands that should be satisfied by “local” road which have
no “local” opportunitiesavailable. REMEDY : Initiate plat assembliesin areaswith collector and
arterial road access.

b. Road Connectivity. Although Lehigh Acresisaseriesof grid plats, with somefew variations,
connectivity within the platsispoor. Drainage worksisthe primary reason for poor connectivity.
Whether small drainage ditches that could be bridged by relatively small culverts, or large canals
that would requirelarge box culvertsor bridge works, few roads are connected across such drains.
This leads to parts of plats being isolated with few access points from the collector or arterial
system. Any areaswith crossings become the defacto collector system, whether designed for that
purpose or not. REMEDY: Establish an MSBU that begins bridging these drainage works
according to some methodological system of evaluation, tied where appropriate to replatting
proposals.

c. Aquifer Recharge. Portionsof Lehigh Acresarerecognized to recharge the Sandstone Aquifer,
Lee County’ s most significant intermediate aquifer. In places, the Sandstoneis aso the surficia
aquifer for Lehigh Acres. All of Lehigh Acresis arecharge area for the surficial aquifer. Lee
County has undertaken an update of its groundwater resources study, and Lehigh Acresisbeing
singled out for assessment due to its land use designations in the Sandstone Aquifer area.
REMEDY : Depends upon study findings.

Summary
Staff recommends that a master plan be crafted for Lehigh Acres and adopted into the Lee County

Comprehensive Plan. The plan would require the follow components: Density Nodes, Density Corridors,
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Incentives/Disincentivesto Accomplish Centralized Devel opment, Return Tax Default L otstothe Tax Role
or Acquire the Lots for Future Public Facilities, Public Facilities Long Range Plan, Public Transit Long
Range Plan, Water/Sewer Service Long Range Plan, and an Update to the Lehigh Acres Commercial
Overlay. The following transportation improvements would also be needed: the adoption of a Meadow
Road A ccessM anagement Plan, provisionsfor neighborhood i nterconnection vialocal and collector roads,
provisionsfor interconnection of pedestrian/bike paths, and coordinate efforts of stakeholdersto makethe

Lehigh Acres planning process.
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MAJORISSUE#3: INTERGOVERNMENTAL & INTERDEPARTMENTAL COORDINATION

a) Predictability of regulation and review:

Lee County participates in a number of intergovernmental activities involving avariety of the County’s
Departments. For example several County Departments, such as the Department of Transportation and
the Department of Community Devel opment, provide technical staffing to support the planning efforts of
theL ee County Metropolitan Planning Organization (M PO). The M PO seeksto coordinateand implement
along range transportation plan for the County. County staff also coordinates planning activitieswith the
staff of the Regiona Planning Council.

Oneof theconcernsexpressed at the EAR publicinvolvement meetingswasthe predictability of regulation
and review, with aspecia emphasison environmental issues. Inan effort to respond to thisconcern, staff
isproviding amore detailed discussion about the efforts being madeto coordinate environmental reviews.

The Division of Environmental Sciences (ES) staff hold biweekly staff meetings to discuss projects and
policies with both review and enforcement staff attending. The review staff meets biweekly to confirm
consistency inreview and discuss questionsregarding the application of regul ationsto development order
review, Vegetation Remova Permitting, Certificate of Compliance inspections, Notice of Violation
inspections, and planned devel opment zoning. Enforcement staff conduct biweekly meetings as well to
discuss projectsand application of regulations. In addition to the various staff meetings, thereison-going
dialogue amongst staff members to insure predictability of review. Additionally, an ES staff member
attends the Division of Development Services and Division of Zoning staff meetings to insure consi stent
application of Lee Plan and Land Development Code (LDC) policies and procedures regarding
development order and zoning review processes.

ES staff attends the monthly interagency coordination meetings at the South Florida Water Management
District (SFWMD) where projects are discussed in relation to county, state and federal regulations. The
USFishandWildlife Service, USArmy Corpsof Engineers, USEnvironmental Protection Agency, Florida
Fishand Wildlife Conservation Commission, SFWMD, FloridaDepartment of Environmental Protection,
Lee County, Collier County, Estero Bay Aquatic Preserve, Rookery Bay National Estuary Preserve, and
Conservancy of Southwest Florida staff members attend these meetings. The discussions result in
understanding of permitting issuesfor each agency, and allowsfor coordination of review so agenciesare
cooperatingin application of regulations. The SFWMD and L ee County staff have agreed to conduct joint
meetings with applicants when requested by the applicant or staff to address major permitting issues that
involve both agencies. These interagency meetings provide consistent review and assists the applicants
with the permitting process.

ES staff confers with other county departments and divisions during the devel opment order and zoning
review processwhenthese departmentsand divisionsresponsibilitiescrossover into the proposed projects
orregulations. ESstaff coordinateswith thefollowing county departmentsand divisionsonaregular basis:

. Divison of Zoning staff on planned development, special exception, administrative
amendment, and variance reviews.
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. Division of Development Services staff on development order review and Certificate of
Compliance inspections.

. Division of Natural Resources staff on issues relating to flow-way protection, flood plain
encroachment, and flood prone areas.

. Divison of Planning staff on issues relating to the Lee Plan in regard to planned
development zoning and development order review.

. Department of Parks & Recreation staff onissuesrelating to Conservation 2020 Landsand
parks adjacent to proposed devel opments.

b.) City/County, County/County coordination regarding annexation, public services, and roadway
landscaping, water quality and supply

Annexations

Thereare currently five municipalitiesin Lee County. They are: the City of Fort Myers; the City of Cape
Coral; the City of Sanibel; the Town of Fort Myers Beach; and, the City of Bonita Springs. Thelatter two
municipalities, Fort Myers Beach and Bonita Springs, incorporated subsequent to the last Lee Plan EAR.
The Town of Fort Myers Beach began on December 31, 1995 and the City of Bonita Springs started on
December 31, 1999. Since 1988 the Cities have or proposed to annex approximately 16,850 acres of
unincorporated Lee County.

The City of Fort Myers

Lee County and the City of Fort Myers had an interlocal agreement that established an Urban Reserve
Area. The Urban Reserve Area consisted of those lands deemed most appropriate for annexation. The
agreement could be ended with notification from either party to the other. The agreement was terminated
by the City when it decided to annex lands outside of the agreement area.

Included in the original Urban Reserve Area were three enclaves, Maravilla, Dunbar and Belle Vue.
Significant progress was made in the reduction of these enclaves in 2003 when the City, working with
multiple County Departments, annexed two enclaves, Dunbar and Belle Vue. There were months of
meetings formulating the interlocal agreement that led to the annexations. The transition from county
services to municipal services was factored over several different time frames. The City Council took
advantage of arecent amendment to Chapter 171 of the Florida Statutesand only held areferenduminthe
areato beannexed. Theinclusion of thesetwo areasin the City’ sboundary has corrected anumber of real
and perceived problems.

Since 1993 the City of Fort Myers has been aggressively pursuing voluntary annexations. Several of these
annexations haveresulted in anincreasein both density and intensity from the County’ s Future Land Use
designation. Onefairly recent annexation has affected asignificant number of acresof land designated by
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the County for Airport Commerce activities. These propertieswill now be developed in the City as gated
golf course communities. Since 1991 the City of Fort Myers has annexed some 10,072 acres.

The City of Bonita Springs
In the Intergovernmental Coordination Element the City of Bonita Springs comprehensive plan contains
an objective, Objective 2.5, that states:

Resolution of land use, natural resource, infrastructure and other issues prior to annexation.

Contained under that objective is a policy that directs the City to identify and implement joint planning
areaswith Lee County to resolve land use, natural resource and related issues prior to annexation of land.
The policy also identifies the process the City should undertake to establish an interlocal agreement with
theCounty. Inaddition, the BonitaSprings City Charter containsaprovisionthat prohibitstheannexation
of land that islocated in the Estero Fireand Rescue District until 2005. The Estero Fireand RescueDistrict
liesto the north of the City of Bonita Springs. The City and County are currently negotiating an interlocal
agreement to act as an interim agreement until the prohibition timeis reached.

Sinceitsincorporation the City hasannexed over 5 sectionsof land toitseast. Three of these sectionswere
designated as Rural by the Lee Plan. One section was annexed prior to the adoption of the City’s
comprehensive plan and was given adesignation of Moderate Density Mixed Use/Planned Devel opment.
This category alows a density of six dwelling units per acre with an additional three units per acre if
affordable housing isprovided. The other two sectionsare currently in the plan amendment process. The
property owner is requesting the same designation.

Over two sections of land designated as Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource by the Lee Plan have
also been annexed. Thereisno pending land use changefor theselands. They are, however, included in
a Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource study currently being conducted by the City.

TheCity of Bonita Springsis approximately four and one-half yearsold. Inthosefour and one-half years
the City has annexed some 3,299 acres.

The City of Cape Coral

Annexation activities of the City of Cape Coral have been |less aggressive than those of the previoustwo
cities. Annexations up until 2003 have helped to reduce some of the existing enclaves of unincorporated
land within the City’ slimits. In 2003, through a voluntary annexation, the city added approximately 187
acres. The parcel was contiguous to the City for approximately 460 feet across the right-of-way of State
Road 78. The Lee Plan categorized the property as mostly Outlying Suburban with some 275 feet along
S. R. 78 shown asintensive development. The City has placed approximately 24 acresin the Pine Island
Road District and 117 acresin the Multi-Family Residential District.

The City of Cape Coral has recently increased itsinterestsin voluntary annexations. The City islooking
to expand its commercia and industrial base with these lands. There are approximately 4,848 acres of
lands designated as Open Lands by the L ee Plan that the City could potentially annex. The City isactivily
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pursuing annexation of a portion of thisland. One property has recently filed four separate voluntary
annexation applications requesting over 2,600 acres of Open Lands and Wetlands be added to the City.
To date the City has annexed some 845 acres.

City of Sanibel and the Town of Fort Myers
There have been no annexations to either the City of Sanibel or the Town of Fort Myers. These island
communities have shown no interest in annexing unincorporated lands.

Conclusions

The Lee Plan has sufficient Objectives and policies to address coordination of annexations. Interlocal
agreements, however, are not binding and can be withdrawn or simply not entered into. Annexation has
and will continue to change lands identified as non-urban by the Lee Plan to urban designations.
Amending Lee Plan policieswill not addressthisissue. There are three courses of action. Thefirstisto
enter into serious agreements with the municipalities interested in annexations. History, however, has
shown that this may not address the issue.

The second possibility is to amend the Lee County Charter to require the County’s consent on any
voluntary annexations. In November of 2000 Pinellas County adopted a Charter Amendment that
established limitson the voluntary annexation of land outside of identified planning areas. Thisturned out
to be a partial solution as it does not regulate annexations of areas without registered voters. In that
situation, the consent of the owners of more than 50% of the property to be annexed can approve the
annexation.

Thethird solutioniscompletely out of the County’ scontrol. Thiswould take amendmentsto Chapter 171
giving counties more control over annexationsin general. Various proposals have been offered by both
sides of theissue. The most recent version of Senate Bill 452 addresses some of theseissuesin acounty
friendly way. The Bill did not get to the Senate floor this session.

TheL ee Plan Planning Community Map and Table 1(b) Planning Community Y ear 2020 Allocation Table
should be amended to reflect the changing municipa boundaries.

L andscaping

During the EAR public workshops members of the public brought up the issue of County/City

coordination related to landscaping. Countywideroadway landscapingin Lee County wasinitiated by the
creation of the Roadway Landscape Advisory Committee in August 1996. The Committee with a
consultant’ sassistance and publicinput drafted the L eeScape M aster Plan, which was adopted by the Lee

County Board of County Commissionersin October 1998. Since 1996, several roadway |andscape projects
have been completed in city limits of Bonita Springs, Fort Myers and Cape Coral and several more are
planned for these cities. The completed and proposed landscape projects show the need for more

coordination between L ee County and these municipalitiesand the potential to continue similar landscape
designs.
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Some examples of successful coordination of roadway landscaping projects with Lee County and
municipalities that have been completed include V eterans Parkway/Colonial Boulevard, Hancock Bridge
Parkway, Cape Coral Parkway and Del Prado Boulevard. Lee County Department of Transportation
(DOT) coordinated thedesign, installation and maintenance of thelandscaping of Colonia Boulevard with
the City of Fort Myers. The City of Cape Coral was a participant in anon-profit group which coordinated
thedesign, installation and mai ntenance of landscapi ng Hancock Bridge Parkway, Cape Coral Parkway and
Del Prado Boulevard. Lee County provided either all or matching funds for these roadway |landscaping
projects. However, two landscape projects were recently installed without the input of Lee County DOT
or the Roadway L andscape Advisory Committee, the |-75 interchange of Bonita Beach Road and Martin
Luther King (SR82). These projectswere funded by the Cities and grants from the Florida Department of
Transportation.

Other roadway |andscape projects are proposed within or bordering these municipalities. Lee County is
coordinating the design, installation and maintenance of landscaping on Imperial Road Extension and
portions of Bonita Beach Road within the City of Bonita Springs. The City has requested enhancements
of thislandscaping and has provided thefunding for it. In contrast, Lee County isproviding thedesignfor
landscaping of South Tamiami Trail from Corkscrew Road to Old 41 Road. The City has not been
coordinating its design with Lee County for the landscaping of South Tamiami Trail south of Old 41.

The coordination of municipalities and Lee County can be improved for the South Tamiami Trail aswell
asother projectsin Lee County. Coordinationwiththecities beautification committeesand the Roadway
L andscapeAdvisory Committeewill potentially improvetheroadway character of all of Lee County. The
Board of County Commissioners has discussed the allocation of cell phone communication taxes for
roadway landscaping. Currently there is 9 million dollars in reserve from this tax and the Roadway
L andscape Advisory Committee has approved it to be used on US 41 throughout 26 miles of Lee County.
Coordination with the citiesisimperative for this landscaping to work.

Water Supply

Another topic brought forward involved the intergovernmental coordination of water supply. Lee
County’ scoordination of water supply with Citieswithin Lee County exist throughinter-local agreements.
LeeCounty Utilities(LCU) hasexistinginter-local agreementswiththecitiesof Cape Coral and Fort Myers
aswell as Bonita Springs Utilities. These agreements address the delivery of finished water between the
respective systems. They detail the location of points of delivery (interconnects), the rates charged for
finished water and other pertinent conditions. These agreements address the transfer of water in both
directions.

Lee County Utilities has many large diameter interconnects between its system and those of the citiesand
utilitiesmentioned above. For themost part, theseinterconnectswereintended to be utilized in emergency
situations. However, the large number and sizes of these interconnects allow for longer term, reliable
transfer of water between the various systems. Theseinterconnects are designed to allow for the transfer
of water in both directions.
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Lee County Utilities frequently meets with representatives of the Cities and Utilities listed above to
coordinate the water supply and delivery needs of each utility. The purpose of these meetingsisto assess
the needs of each entity and identify ways to cooperatively assist each other in meeting demands for
potable water. With respect to water supply in particular, the various utilitiesin Lee County participatein
the updates to the South Florida Water Management District’s Lower West Coast Water Supply Plan.
During these updates the District coordinates the various supply options with all the utilities together.

Thefollowing aretwo recent examples of coordination efforts made between L CU and other surrounding
utilities. Approximately one year ago Bonita Springs Utilities (BSU) began production from its newly
constructed R.O. water plant. The BSU facility presently has excess capacity. At nearly the same time,
Lee County Utilities acquired Gulf Environmental Services' (GES) water system and service area, which
abuts the BSU system. Shortly after acquiring GES, LCU realized that some of the GES water facilities
were sub-standard and needed to be taken off line, leaving the GES system with a shortfall in supply.
Knowing BSU had excess capacity LCU immediately contacted BSU and negotiated an agreement to
purchase someof BSU’ ssurpluswater. Similarly, during arecent meeting between the City of Cape Coral
and LCU, City representatives expressed aneed for water in aportion of Cape Coral that the City was not
prepared to serve. Realizing LCU would soon have some excess capacity at a newly constructed water
plant in North Fort Myers, LCU agreed to provide water to the City until they could provide adequate
treatment and transmission facilities to that area presently served by LCU.

Smart Growth Committee Review

3. Intergovernmental Coordination, Interdepartmental Coordination. Every recommendation of the
Smart Growth Committeeincluded consideration of theinterdepartmental and intergovernmental
coordination needs. The Smart Growth initiativeisto be phased out and its principlesareto bea
discipline for each appropriate line department, and its recommendations are to be pursued with
other governmental agencies.

a. Predictability of regulation and review. The recommendations addressed more the issues of
incentives, and inclusion of affected community planning groups at the beginning of the process.
Thisinclusion wasexpected to lead to morereliable development approvals. REMEDY : For areas
with approved by BoCC Community Plans, DCD maintainawebsite (or web links) for suchgroups
along with notification process for them to review development and County project proposals.
Develop a“ standardized” agenda/format/processfor agentsof devel opment or County projectsto
follow in presenting information to such groups.

b. Coordination regarding annexation, public services, roadway landscaping, water quality and
supply. All theseissuesexcept for annexationwereaddressed by Smart Growthrecommendations.
Specific recommendationswere madeto cities, which would apply for annexed areas. REMEDY :
Present to Charter Commission the issue of coordinating between the Cities and County in
annexations and service provisions. Consider requesting each mainland city amend its charter for
such purposes.
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Summary

The Lee Plan has sufficient Objectives and policies to address coordination of annexations. Interlocal
agreements, however, are not binding and can be withdrawn or simply not entered into. Annexation has
andwill continueto changelandsidentified asnon-urban by the L ee Plan to urban designations. Amending
Lee Plan policies will not address this issue. There are three courses of action: (1) enter into serious
agreements with the municipalitiesinterested in annexations; history, however, has shown that this may
not addresstheissue, (2) amend the Lee County Charter to requirethe County’ sconsent on any voluntary
annexations (3) make amendments to Chapter 171 giving counties more control over annexations in
generdl.
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MAJOR ISSUE #4: DENSITY REDUCTION/GROUNDWATER RESOURCE AREAS

Background

TheDensity Reduction/Groundwater Resourcefutureland usecategory wasincorporatedintotheLeePlan
as part of theimplementation of the 1990 Stipulated Settlement Agreement between Lee County and the
Florida department of Community Affairs (DCA). The Settlement Agreement required that the Future
Land UseMap beamended to lower theallowabledensity in anew water resource category to onedwelling
unit per ten acresin three specified areas of the County. Thethreeareasweredescribed as: most non-urban
land east of Interstate 75, southeast of the airport, and south of State Road 82; all non-urban land located
north of the City of Cape Coral between Burnt Store road and U.S. 41; and, all non-urban land lying east
of U.S. 41 and bounded on the south by aline lying two miles south of the Charlotte County line.

There were two underlying reasons for the inclusion of this new future land use category. Thefirst was
a desire to protect the County’s shallow aguifers. The second was part of the response to reduce the
carrying capacity of the County’s overall Future Land Use Map.

Prior to the adoption of the Stipulated Settlement Agreement the Lee County Division of Natura
Resources proposed to protect the shallow aquifers, in part, with an amendment to the Future Land Use
Map. Thisamendment, Plan Amendment Map/Text 89-19 (PAM/T 89-19), wasinitiated by the Board of
County Commissionerson May 3, 1989. The staff proposal wasfor the creation of anew futureland use
category called “Groundwater Resource.” In order to protect the shallow aquifers, the amendment
proposed areduction in density to one dwelling unit per five acres. The new future land use category was
to be applied to “most uplands now designated “Rural” and “Open Lands” that lie north of the future
urban areas of Bonita Springs, east of I-75, southeast of the “ Airport Commerce,” “Airport,” and “New
Community” and south of S. R. 82.” TheLocal Planning Agency reviewed the proposal on September 14,
1989 and recommended that the Board of County Commissioners adopt the proposed map amendment.
This amendment, along with others, was scheduled to go to Board of County Commissioners public
transmittal hearings on October 24 and 25, 1989. Prior to those public hearing the terms of the Stipul ated
Settlement Agreement werereached. The pending round of amendmentswere put on hold and the County
began the process of implementing the agreement

The portion of the Stipulated Settlement Agreement that addressed thisissue was drafted in light of much
of the substance of PAM/T 89-19. Therewere, however, severa changesto the original proposal included
inthe settlement. Theallowabledensity wasfurther reduced to one dwelling unit per ten acres. Additional
lands were a so added, the area north of the City of Cape Coral and the non-urban area east of U.S. 41
within two miles of the Charlotte County line. These changes were included to partially address the
carrying capacity problem of the Future Land use Map. These additional changes ultimately lead to the
inclusion of thewords* Density Reduction” inthetitleof the Policy. TheBoard of County Commissioners
adopted the Stipulated Settlement Agreement plan amendment in September of 1990. The DCA issued
its Notice of Intent to find the amendment in compliance in late October,1990.
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Amendmentsto the DR/GR

Subsequent to the adoption of the DR/GR category there have been alimited number of amendmentsthat
affected lands designated with this category. The first change resulted from a privately initiated Future
Land Use Map amendment filed in September, 1990. The request was to re-designate approximately 45
acres of DR/GR land to the Outlying Suburban future land use category, a future urban category. The
amendment wasdesignated PAM 90-29 and the property wasl ocated north of BonitaBeach Road and east
of 1-75in Section 32 Township 47 South, Range 26 East. Thejustification for the amendment wasthe fact
that the property had been and currently wasbeing utilized as migrant worker housing. Staff wasreluctant
to support this map amendment for several reasons. Thefinal resolution to thisapplication resulted inthe
adoption of anew policy inthe Lee Plan Housing Element. Staff realized that farming wasapermitted use
in the DR/GR category and that with farming comes farm workers. The new policy allowed the
consideration of seasonal and migratory housing in the three future land use categoriesin which farming
activities could reasonably be expected. The new policy, adopted in July of 1991, states:

POLICY 100.2.3: Housing for farmworkers, as defined by ss420.503 Florida Statutes, may be
permitted in the Rural, Open Lands, and Density Reduction/ Groundwater Resource land use
categories without respect to the density limitations that apply to conventional residential
districts. Thedensity of such housingislimitedto 50 occupants per acre of actual housing area
and will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis during the planned devel opment or Special Permit
zoning process. The applicant must demonstrate that impacts of thefarmworker housing will
be mitigated.

Thenext proposed change for lands designated DR/GR started in 1991. A privately initiated Future Land
UseMap, designated PAM/T 91-14, requested that all of Sections 1, 2, and 3 of Township 48 South, Range
26 East be re-designated to the Outlying Suburban category. The applicant argued that this property was
currently being used for row crops and was not a groundwater recharge area. It was argued that this use
was in fact awater consumer. In August of 1992 the Board of County Commissioners adopted a Future
Land Use Map change for this property to the Rural category. This change was challenged by the DCA
and an Administrative Hearing process was initiated. Following long debate between the owner’s
representatives and the DCA, a settlement was reached. The settlement required that several pages of
policiesbe added to the L ee Plan to specifically address devel opment issueson thisland. Theamendment
adopting this settlement language was adopted in August of 1997. Section 3 wasannexed into the City of
Bonita Springs and included in their comprehensive plan as Moderate Density Mixed Use/Planned
Development. Sections 1 and 2 were subsequently annexed into the City of Bonita Springs and are the
subject of apending City plan amendment.

There were two additional privately initiated map amendments in 1992 requesting re-designation from
DR/GR to Rural. Neither of these were adopted. Alsointhe 1992/1993 round of Lee Plan amendments
was aBoard of County Commissioner initiated amendment to consider the addition of golf coursesasan
allowable usein the DR/GR. Both the LPA and Board of County Commissioners voted not to transmit
these amendment for review by the DCA.
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1992 Special Amendment - Florida Gulf Coast University

IN1991 the Florida Legislature amended Section 240.2011 of the Florida Statutes by adding a new
subsection 11 which states, "A University with a main campus in Southwest Florida." This significant
amendment added a tenth state sponsored university. The amendment took effect on May 3, 1991, and
propelled Lee County into ayear of siteoffers, debate, controversy, resol utions, embellished siteoffersand
ultimately siteselection. Lee County supported thelocation of thenew university inLee County, however,
the County was not the entity responsible for selecting the actual site. That was the job of the state
appointed Site Selection Committee. The committee concluded that the site offered by ALICO Inc., along
with numerous enhancements, wasthe best site and recommended it to the Board of Regents. The Board
of Regents agreed and this decision ultimately led to consideration of an amendments to the County’s
comprehensive plan. The ALICO site was located in the DR/GR category and it was understood that
several changes would be needed to accommodate the soon to be devel oping campus.

Following a long and very public process, the University Community future land use category was
developed and proposed for the University proper and for the lands between the university and Corkscrew
and Alico Roads. The amendment wastransmitted for review by the DCA. The DCA issued an extensive
Objections, Recommendation and Comments (ORC) report, objectingin part totheconversion of DR/GR
land to University Community. Through negotiation and compromise resolution to the DCA objection
was reached and the amendments, including the conversion from DR/GR to University, were adopted in
October of 1992. The DCA found them in compliance in December of that same year.

1993/94 EAR Based Amendment

As part of the 1993/94 Evaluation and Appraisal Report the county hired the consulting firm of Henigar
& Ray, Inc. to conduct astudy to determine the maximum densitiesthat could be permitted inthe DR/GR
without jeopardizing existing and future water supplies. The study, based on a compilation of previous
water studies, considered only the protection groundwater and recharge and did not address al factors
addressing density and intensity decisions.

TheHenigar & Ray study concluded that the DR/GR areaconsisted of three sub-areas. The study mapped
these areas as Area A, B, and C, see the Appendix. According to the study, Area A “had the highest
potential for development of the water table aquifer for future water supply needs (due to its
transmissivity): containsthe primary recharge areafor the water table aquifer; the Lower Tamiami aquifer
and portions of the Sandstone aquifer; and, contains all the area with the highest wellfield development
potential in the Lower Tamiami aquifer and portions of the Sandstone aquifer.” AreaB was described as
having* approximately the same potential for recharge of thewater table aquifer” and ascontaining “much
of area favorable for development of the Sandstone aquifer.” Due to the areas “lower potentia for the
development potential of the watertable aquifer, thisarea, from aground water perspective, isconsidered
moresuitablefor urban/suburban devel opment than AreaA.” AreaCwasseenas”themost suitable, from
aground water protection viewpoint, for urban/suburban type development.”

Based on the findings of the study and other planning factors, staff recommended that lands located in
AreaA and B remainasDR/GR. Staff also recommended to alow higher densitiesfor three specific areas
of the existing DR/GR that were located in Area C. Staff recommended that these three areas be
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reclassified into a new future land use category called "Open Lands." This new future land use category
has astandard density of one dwelling unit per ten acres with amaximum density of one dwelling unit per
five acresif it developed as a Planned Development. The Larger of the three areasis the Area C located
between Burnt Store Road and U.S. 41 north of Cape Coral, known locally as the Y ucca Pen area. It
should be noted that much of these lands, approximately 70%, have been acquired by the State as part of
the Charlotte Harbor Pine Flatwoods project. Theother two areaswerethe AreaC’ slocated ontheeastern
and western most DR/GR areas |ocated within two miles of the Charlotte County line. These areas were
also given the Open Lands designation. Thisfuture land use designation remainsthe current category for
these areas today. It should be noted that only uplands were reclassified the new Open Lands category,
Wetland areas retained their Wetland classification.

The 1993/94 EAR proposed several other Future Land Use Map amendments. Only one other map
amendment proposed achangetothe DR/GR. Thisamendment, referredtoasAreaAC, waslocated north
of Alico Road, south of the airport, and approximately one mile east of 1-75. The parcel consisted of
approximately 1,400 acres. Therewaslittlejustificationinthe EAR itself and theamendment was objected
to by the DCA. The property owner, ALICO Inc., prepared a comprehensive response to DCA’s
objections. The response included amending the language of Policy 1.2.2, the Airport Commerce
descriptor policy. Staff recommended adoption of the amendment and the Board of County
Commissioners adopted the amendment, along with many other EAR based amendment in November of
1994.

Several of the EAR based amendments, including Area AC, were found not to be in compliance by the
DCA. This started an Administrative Hearing procedure and the amendments did not take effect.
Negotiations between the County, the DCA and the intervening parties did not reach a resolution. The
Governor and Cabinet, sitting ad the FloridaWater and L and Adjudicatory Commission, adopted the Final
Order No. AC-96-011 on July 23, 1996. The Final Order accepted the Area AC Future Land Use Map
change. The Area AC amendment, along with the other EAR based amendments went into effect.

The acceptance of the Area AC amendment was conditioned upon adopting two new policies. Thefirst,
Policy 2.4.3, discourages Future Land Use Map amendments and identifies four specific analytical
requirements that must be met for any further amendments from the DR/GR land use category. The
second, Policy 2.4.4, requires that the County evaluate amendments that expand employment centersin
light of AreaAC. Theseamendments, and three othersunrelated to AreaAC or the DR/GR, were adopted
in March of 1997, effective April 2, 1997.

As aresult of the EAR amendments there are now two distinct areas of DR/GR in the County. The
northern most area lies within two miles of the Charlotte County line approximately four miles west ans
fivemiles east of State Road 31. The general area, including the designated Wetlands, comprises some
11,809 acres. TheD DR/GR in the southeast portion of the county isamuch larger area. Thisgeneral area,
including the designated Wetlands, comprises some 96,386 acres. Together there are dightly over 96,995
acresin these two generalized DR/GR areas.
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Small Scale Amendment

In August of 1995 an applicationfor aSmall Scale Amendment wassubmitted. Thisamendment requested
achange from DR/GR to Rural for a seven acre parcel located at the intersection of Old Bayshore Road
and State Road 31. Therequest centered around the applicants desire to devel op aconvenience store and
two dwelling units on the property. The property had Community Commercial (CC) zoning which it
received back in 1979 and 1982. A Natural Systems Assessment and an evaluation of the water resources
accompanied the application. The land had been cleared and was being used for grazing. Staff
recommended adoption of the proposed change. The Board of County Commissioners concurred and
adopted the amendment in January of 1996. There were no objections to the amendment.

Golf Coursesin the Density Reduction/Groundwater Resour ce

In September of 1998 a privately initiated amendment to allow Private Recreation Uses, including Golf
Courses, to be located in the DR/GR was submitted. The comprehensive plan amendment was assigned
thecasenumber PAT 98-08. Thegolf courseissue had been previously reviewed and rej ected by theBoard
of County Commissioners back in February of 1992. This proposa was very controversial and received
agreat deal of scrutiny from both staff and the environmental community. Ultimately, a set of best
management practices were reached. These practices were incorporated into the Lee Plan and into the
County’s Land Development Regulations. The location of Private Recreation Facilities in the DR/GR
category were limited by the inclusion of Map 4. The amendment was adopted in November of 1999 and
was found in compliance and went into effect on January 19, 2000.

L ehigh Acres Commercial Land Use Study

The Lehigh Acres Commercial Land Use Study was commissioned in 1995 to analyze the imbal ance of
commercia landinLehigh Acresandtorecommend community-widesolutions. Itsfinal report wasissued
in May 1996. It included abroad series of recommendationsto retrofit Lehigh Acreswith an appropriate
balance of land for retail and service uses. The study concluded, in part, that there was a severe lack of
viable commercia land. One of the study’s recommendations was to reclassify 133 +/- acres in the
southerly half of the future State Road 82/Daniels Parkway intersection from DR/GR category to Central
Urban and Wetlandscategories. Thislandwaslocated at theintersection of Gunnery Road and State Road
82. TheCapital Improvement Programincluded an additional arterial road, the DanielsParkway extension,
that would also intersect this property. Increasing the commercial potential of this property was deemed
necessary to help make up for some of the identified deficit. The amendment was adopted by the Board
of County Commissionersin March of 1997. The amendment was found in compliance by the DCA and
became effective April 2, 1997.

Southwest Florida I nternational Airport

In September of 1999 the County initiated an amendment to the Future Land Use Map to change 2,857+
acres of property from the DR/GR category to the Airport category. The property located adjacent to the
Southwest Floridalnternational Airport wasall owned by Lee County. The change wasto accommodate
anew midfield terminal for expanded airport operations and eventually for the proposed parallel runway.
Thethen Southwest Florida Regional Airport site was designated as"Airport" on theoriginal FLUM. By
1989, when an evaluation and appraisal report was completed for the Lee Plan, it was acknowledged that
the existing site and facility might beinadequate by the year 2010, which was the time horizon of the Lee
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Plan. Thetotal annual enplanement and deplanement passengershad each exceeded 1.6 million (3.2million
total passengers) by the end of 1989 while the adopted projection for the annual enplaned passengersin
1995 wasunder 1.6 million. Likewise, thetotal freight in 1989 was 3692 tons and the 2005 projection was
3600tons. Thisshowsthat theairport activity exceeded all projectionsgoverning the original master plan.
The Airport Master Plan Update was completed in February 1992 and supplemented with the Parallel
Runway Length and Separation Refinement study in July 1993. In 1993 Lee County began its next
Evaluation and Appraisal Report processfor the Lee Plan. Dueto land acquisition timing considerations
during this EAR process, the Airport Future Land Use Category was not amended to reflect the current
master plan, although the objective and policy for the airport were amended to include the new plan
horizon of 2020. Alsoin 1993 RSW began international air carrier service and the airport was renamed to
Southwest Floridalnternational Airport. Thischangein conditionsalso required additional considerations
to be accommodated by the Lee Plan.

In 1995 the Port Authority obtained FAA approval of an amended Airport Master Plan to allow for the
continued expansion of the airport and began a detailed examination of expansion aternatives. Annual
enplanementsreached almost 2.2 millionin 1997 and capacity problems at the existing terminal prompted
some modificationsin 1998 that included relocation of a previously-approved concourse and passenger
loading gates. Also in 1998, detailed planning began for the new Midfield Terminal Complex, as
recommended from the Master Plan update’ s review of expansion alternatives.

The change from DR/GR to Airport and Wetlands was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners
in November of 2000. The DCA had no objections, recommendations, or comments concerning this
amendment. The amendment was found in compliance and went into effect on December 26, 2000.

Miromar L akes Development of Regional | mpact

TheMiromar LakesDevelopment of Regional Impact (DRI) included aminor changetothe DR/GR future
land use category. The DRI was expanding its size and wanted to utilize some 20 acres of DR/GR land
fronting on alake made by previous mining activities. The amendment originally proposed no offsetting
change. Staff and the DCA objected to alack of mitigation for the amendment. Approximately 20 acres
was changed from DR/GR to the University Community future land use category. To offset this change
approximately 172 acres of University Community to the Conservation Lands future land use category.
Approximately 21 acresof thischange went to the Conservation Lands- Uplandsfutureland use category
and the remaining 1525 acres went to the Conservation Lands - Wetlands future land use category.

Groundwater Resource & Mining Study

In responseto arecommendation from the Smart Growth Committee, the County requested proposalsand
entered into a contract with aconsulting team to study the Groundwater Resource aspects of the DR/GR.
Thestudy will alsoinclude an analysisof thelimestoneresources of the County. Thestudy, dueat theend
of theyear, will result in acomputer model of the sub surface conditionsof the County. The main purpose
of this current study isto provide the County with a state of the art groundwater flow model. The model
will simulate 2030 surficial demand projections to determine impacts on recharge, water resource and
environmental features. This model will be used to assess and quantify potential commercial mining
impacts. The study will aso identify and map known flow-ways and sub-basinsin the County.
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a.) Effectivenessof the Density reduction/Groundwater Resour ce Category

Asstated earlier thereweretwo underlying reasonsfor the creation of the DR/GR futureland use category.
Thefirst was a desire to protect the County’ s shallow aquifers. The second was part of the response to
reduce the carrying capacity of the County’ s overall Future Land Use Map.

Planning staff has analyzed two components of development activity in the DR/GR areas. Staff |ooked
at rezoning and Development Order activity. Development Order information is available from the
Department of Community Devel opment Permit Tracking Database. Staff collectedal of the Devel opment
Order numbersthat werelocated inthe areasdesignated asDR/GR. Thedatadatesfrom 1984. Inall there
were 104 Development Orders (DO’ s) issued for propertieslocated in the DR/GR. Seethe Table entitled
“Development Orders Issued in the DR/GR Category” attached.

The biggest impacts were from DO’s that permitted mining activities. There were 31 DO’ s issued for
mining activities. Not only is mining an allowable use in the DR/GR category, it produces an important
raw material for the County’ s development industry.

Therewere 16 DO’ sissued for residential ponds. There were 13 DO’ sissued for infrastructure projects.
These DO’ s include such projects as; improvements at the Lee County Corkscrew Wellfield, roadway
improvements, the Kehl Canal welr structure replacement; and, various FloridaPower and Light electrical
substations.

Staff al'so looked at rezoning activities and Special Exceptionsinthe DR/GR areas. Thisinformation was
available back to 1994. Sincethat timethere were 33 rezoningsthat were of amagnitude to be considered
Developments of County Impact (DCI’s). Aswith the DO’s, the rezonings with the most impacts were
for excavation operations. There have been three applications for Private Recreation Facilities Planned
Developments (PRFPD). These PRFPD were for golf courses as allowed under PAT 98-08, discussed
earlier. One of these cases has been put on hold since early 2003.

There has only been onerezoning for anew Residential Planned Development (RPD) since the adoption
of the DR/GR category. This application was for 13 residential |ots on an approximately 166 acre site.
Application has been made for aDO on this property. The DO isstill inthe review process.

Conclusions

The lack of major development activities, other than mining operations, is evidence that the DR/GR
category hasbeen an effectivetool in protecting thesurficia aquifersand reducing development inthisarea
of the County. Pending the completion of the ongoing Groundwater Recharge & Mining Study, it would
be premature to propose any substantive amendment to the DR/GR. The County has shown a
commitment to the DR/GR future land use category. It isthe County’s intent to analyze the scientific
results of the study and determine if modifications to the County’s Land Development Code are

appropriate.
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b.) AllowableUsesin DR/GR Areas

Asindicated inthedescription of the DR/GR category, theallowableusesare“ agriculture, natural resource
extraction and related facilities, conservation uses, publicly-owned gun range facilities, private recreation
facilities, and residential uses at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per ten acres.” Once the
Groundwater Resource & Mining Study is completed, the county will be in a better position to evaluate
alowableland usesin the DR/GR. At thistime, no changein the allowable uses are contempl ated.

Smart Growth Committee Review

4. Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource Areas. The Smart Growth Department is one of the
three Departments working together on the special update of the Groundwater Resources study,
which in turn will lead to the reassessment of the Density Reduction category.

a. Effectiveness of DR/GR regulations. This subject is being addressed in the resource analysis.
b. Allowable Usesin DR/GR area. Thiswill be addressed in Phase 11 of the assessment.

Summary

The lack of major development activities, other than mining operations, is evidence that the DR/GR
category hasbeen an effectivetool in protecting thesurficial aquifersand reducing developmentinthisarea
of the County. Pending the completion of the ongoing Groundwater Recharge & Mining Study, it would
beprematureto proposeany substantiveamendment tothe DR/GR. The County hasshownacommitment
tothe DR/GR futureland use category. It isthe County’ sintent to analyzethe scientific resultsof the study
and determine if modifications to the County’s Land Development Code are appropriate.
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MAJOR ISSUE #5: REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

a.) Resource Protection

Commentson several topicsregarding theregulatory environment of resource protection were mentioned
duringthe public participation process. Several focused ontopicssuch asthe cumulative effectson natural
resource systems through the permitting review processes, the preservation of land, and wetland
regulations. As described further under the Water Quality, Air Quality, and Natural Resources section
of thisdocument, theimplementation of the Natural ResourcesMitigation Plan, onceadopted, will enhance
the ability for the permitting process to address cumulative impacts and resource protection. Regional
resourceswill be prioritized for preservation and restoration for maximum benefit to the ecosysteminlieu
of the current piecemeal mitigation process. The Master Mitigation Plan has identified areas most
important for preservation and restoration.

The public comment on this topic also suggested that the Mitigation Plan should be added to the plan as
an update to the Conservation element. The County Master Mitigation Plan will, once adopted, be a
component of the County’s Comprehensive Plan implementation. Implementation includes
Administrative Code incorporation, capital budget direction, and land development code reform. Upon
completion of the Mitigation Plan, further evaluation will be necessary in devel oping amendmentsto the
LeePlan.

In addition, the public inquired about what kinds of lands have been preserved. The Land Development
Code requires open space to be provided based on the type and size of a development. Fifty percent of
the required open space must be provided through the preservation of existing indigenous plant
communities and/or existing native trees, furthering Policy 52.3.1 of the Lee Plan as reproduced below.
Single family devel opments consisting of 1ots 6,500 square feet or larger with amaximum lot coverage of
45% do not require open space, indigenous preservation, or preservation of existing native trees.

POLICY 52.3.1: Any new development with existing indigenous vegetation is encouraged to
provide half of the required open space as existing native plant communities. Any new
development with existing native trees without associated native groundcover or understoryis
encouraged to provide half of the required open space with areas containing existing native
trees. The planting of native shrub species within native tree protection areas is encouraged.
(Added by Ordinance No. 02-02)

The preservation of indigenous plant communities and listed species habitat are reviewed during the
County’ s planned devel opment zoning and devel opment order process, implementing Goal 77 of the Lee
Plan. Goal 77 addressesthe management of ecosystemsin order to maintain and enhance native habitats,
floraand faunal speciesdiversity, water quality, and surface water. Objectives of thisgoal cover resource
management, plant communities, and wildlife/lendangered species. Special emphasis is placed on the
preservation of coastal wetlands, coastal and interior hammocks, Rare and Unique Uplands within the
coastal planning area, and listed species habitat.
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The Land Development Code encourages the preservation of indigenous upland plant communities by
offering creditsbased on acreage and width. Additional creditsmay begrantedif the preserve abutsan off-
dite preserve; the preserve is Rare and Unique uplands; the preserve abuts a natural waterway; or the
preserve abutsaroadway. Theseregulationsimplement the Lee Plan policiesunder Objective 77.2: Plant
Communities. Objective 77.2 specifically directs the protection of remnant tracts of natural plant
communities.

The Land Development Code has facilitated this objective further by revising the code to require the
preservation and/or relocation of existing native treeswhen a property contains trees but does not consist
of acompleteindigenous plant community. Emphasisisplaced onretaining heritagetrees (live oak, south
Floridadash pine, and longleaf pinewith a20-inch or greater caliper at doh). Thisregulation furthers Goal
52 of the Lee Plan to provide appropriate open space within developments. Goal 52 directs development
design torequire new devel opment to provide adequate open spacefor appearance, environmental quality,
and the preservation of native trees and plant communities.

Another topic brought forth was how post-mine landscaping should be addressed. As discussed further
under the Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource Areas section, the County is in the process of
undergoingaGroundwater Resource/Mining Study evaluating the DR/GR areas of the county. Post-mine
landscaping should be compatible with the recommendations of thisstudy in order to preservethe natural
infiltration capabilities of pre-development conditions. Where possible, enhancements to public water
supply sources are encouraged with overall water budget in consideration. Additionally, current Lee Plan
Policy 10.1.5 under the future land use goal Natural Resource Extraction supports efforts to connect
borrow lake excavations into an interconnected system in order to enhance habitat, recreational and
educational opportunities, aswell asenvironmental benefitstothecommunity. Policy 10.1.5isreproduced
below:

POLICY 10.1.5: Lee County will support efforts by government, community leaders, and the
extractive industry owners and businesses to seek incentives that will help to facilitate the
connection of natural resource extraction borrow lake excavations into a system of
interconnected lakes and flowways that will enhance wildlife habitat values, provide for human
recreation, educational and other appropriate uses, and/or strengthen community
environmental benefits. (Amended by Ordinance No. 99-15, 02-02)

Thepublic comment also included exploring the possibility of eliminating devel opment approvalsfor old
projects that were never developed and that are no longer compatible with the surrounding area. The
current development standards in Chapter 10 of the County’s Land Development Code address the
duration of an approved development order aswell as extensions on development orders. Section 10-115
states that a development order will be valid for a period of 6 years specifically for those items approved
and the development order will becomeinactive when the certificate of compliance isissued for the last
phase of aphased project. This section specifiesthat in order for a development order to remain active,
significant construction activity must commence and construction of the project to build-out must be
actively pursued. It continuesthat if aproject isunder construction when the development order duration
has elapsed, the developer must obtain an extension or continue the construction to build-out without
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constructioninactivity exceeding 18 months. Additionally, adevelopment order’ sconcurrency certificate
is only effective for three years from approval. This requires a developer to renew this certificate every
three years ensuring that the project meets level-of-service standards for infrastructure needs.

Section 10-123 addresses extensions of development orders and states that the director of development
services may grant two year extensions of time for a development order providing that certain
circumstances are met, including that the devel opment order must bein compliance with the Lee Plan and
all other county land development regulations. Whilein no case may extensions be approved that would
extend a development order for more than 10 years from original approval.

These county regul ations prevent more than two extensions to be granted while allowing a development
that is actively pursuing construction at the time the development order has elapsed to continue
construction as long as inactivity does not exceed 18 months. The regulations prevent old projects that
were never actively pursued from being devel oped without the submittal and approval of an entirely new
development order that isincompliancewiththeLee Planand all other land devel opment regulations. This
prevents the development of projects that could no longer be compatible with the surrounding area after
years of inactivity. Section 10-123 does provide the devel oper with the option to contest the denia of an
extension request by requesting that the Board of County Commissioners grant the extension, again
providing that certain circumstances are met including compliance with current regulations.

Public comment also focused on the bacteriological impairment of waterways. The public stated that the
impairment of waterways is causing the loss of shellfish waters and making beaches less attractive and
biologicaly productive. In response to thisissue, the impairment of waterways are being defined and
cleaned-up through the State's Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) process and National Pollutant
DischargeElimination System (NPDES) program. Correctiveaction plansarerequired for eachwaterbody
with verified impairments including bacteria if so found. Currently the Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) has identified Lee County waters in or around Sanibel Island and Pine Island as
bacteriological impaired waterbodies. Areasaround Pine Iland have been more specifically identified as
Pine Island Sound and Matlacha Pass. Once the water body segments have been identified the DEP
develops a Basin Management Action Plan to be implemented by DEP and the local government in order
toimplement clean-up. Additionally, the NPDES program requireslocal governmentsto comply withthe
Federal Clean Water Act regarding stormwater management.

b.) Enforce Existing Regulations

Staff received severa comments from the Public concerning the County’s efforts to enforce existing
regulations. Staff notesthat County regulationsare enforced in avariety of processes such astherezoning
process, development order process, building permit process, and the code enforcement process. New
development isrequired to be consistent with the L ee Plan and the L ee County L and Development Code.
Staff in this section of the report will respond to public comments concerning the County enforcing
existing regulations.

Onecomment made by amember of the public, at the April 8, 2003 Public Workshop (located at the South
County Regional Public Library) was that the County should enforce the existing Future Land Use
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Map(FLUM). This member of the public further stated that the County should not allow changesto the
FLUM that permit moreintensive development. Planning staff respondsthat the County policy isto allow
private landowners to submit plan amendments. Thisissue is addressed by Lee Plan Objective 2.4 and
Policy 2.4.1 and are reproduced below:

OBJECTIVE 2.4: FUTURELAND USE MAPAMENDMENTS. Regularly examinetheFuture
Land Use Map in light of new information and changed conditions, and make necessary
modifications.

POLICY 2.4.1: The county will accept applications from private landowners or non-
profit community organizations to modify the boundaries as shown on the Future Land
Use Map. Procedures, fees, and timetables for this procedure will be adopted by
administrative code. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

Staff also notes that the Florida Statutes and Administrative Code envision that local jurisdictions will
amend their comprehensive plans. Staff believes this policy is the correct policy and that individual
requests should be evaluated on their individual merits.

Another comment made by the public was that code enforcement needs to be stepped up and that the
process for reporting code violations is not clear. Staff responds that the code enforcement processis
mainly complaint driven. Inquiries or complaints concerning code violations are made to Code
Enforcement by calling 344-5895 between the hoursof 7:30a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Complaintsarenormally
investigated within three (3) business days. The activities code enforcement investigates include the
following:

. Abandoned vehicles

. Blasting

. Building without permits

. Excavations

. Licensed & unlicensed contractors
. Unsafe buildings

. Lot mowing

. Rights of way/road obstructions

. Signs

. Substandard housing conditions

. Trash

. Zoning/illegal land use

Environmental violations include the un-permitted clearing of trees or other vegetation, un-permitted
dredging or filling of wetlands, and non-compliance with development approval requirements and
protected speciesissues. Environmental violations should be reported directly to Environmental Sciences
at 479-8351.
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Noise complaints may be made directly to the Sheriff’ s office by calling 332-3456.

Complaints regarding illegal dumping and trash pick-up may be made by calling the Lee County
Department of Solid Waste at 338-3302.

Contractor Licensing

All persons contracting to provide construction servicesin Lee County, except state certified contractors,
must have alocal Certificate of Competency. Without an appropriate active Certificate of Competency,
aconstruction contractor or subcontractor cannot legally contract to provide construction servicesin Lee
County. Certificate of Competency applications are available at the Code Enforcement office. All
applicants are required to meet certain criteria, including but not limited to, construction experience,
examination and financial responsibility. The Lee County Construction Licensing Board reviews all
applications and grants approval to applicants meeting the requirements set out by County regulations.
Once the Construction Licensing Board approves an application and the applicant provides Lee County
with documentation of the occupational license, workers compensation and liability insurance along with
the $35 sponsorship fee, a Certificate of Competency is issued. All Certificates of Competency are
renewable annually in the month of September. Information regarding the types of certificates available,
examinaions, experience requirements and fees is available by calling 344-5895. To file a complaint
against or obtain information concerning a specific contractor call 344-5895.

I nter esting Facts about Code Enforcement for 2003

. Monitored contractor licensing for over 4,000 state and local contractors.

. Renewed over 2,500 local contractor licenses and issue over 500 new contractor licenses.

. Handled code enforcement of County codes requiring 31,000 inspections and 17,000 re-
inspections.

c.) Incorporation of New Urbanist Approach into Policy
Please see discussion under Mgjor Issue# 10: New Urbanism, Smart Growth.

d.) Keeping LDC Amendments Concurrent with L ee Plan Amendments

Severa member of the public raised aconcern that L DC amendments should be adopted concurrent with
Lee Plan amendments. For Example, one public participant at the April 1, 2003 Public Workshop at the
Riverdale Branch of the Lee County Public Library system commented that “zoning regulation changes
should run concurrent with the L ee Plan changesthey seek toimplement.” Staff respondsthat it istypical
that the Lee Plan amendment issues are addressed up front, and that after any plan issues have been
addressed, then any necessary LDC amendments are dealt with. There is, however, no regulation that
precludesaprivate party from proposing amendmentsto both the Lee Plan and the LDC at the sametime.

e.) Effectivenessof Existing Anti-Sprawl Regulations
Please see discussion under Mgjor Issue# 10: New Urbanism, Smart Growth.

f. Developing a Higher Standard for Resear ch, Data, and Analysis.
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This comment was directed at the Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource DR/GR study that is
currently underway. The concern was that only the best science and data be utilized in that study. The
study, which isthefirst phase in assessing the DR/GR category, isastate of the atr endeavor. Please see
the discussion under Major issue Number 4, Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource Areas.

g. Provision of Public Facilities (Non-Transportation)

New developmentisrequiredto provideall internal infrastructureaspart of thedevel opment order process.
Thisincludesthose systemsthat may be dedicated to the county for maintenance such aswater and sewer
lines. In addition the county maintains an impact fee program that addresses, transportation, regional
parks, community parks, fire, emergency medical services and schools. Public facilities not currently
addressed by the impact fee program include libraries, sheriff services, storm water, and solid waste.
Library impact fees have been discussed by the Board of County Commissioners. At thistime staff has
not been directed to move forward with thisissue. Sheriff servicesare currently being addressed through
the increase in tax bas generated by the county’s expanding urban areas. Lee County initiated a storm
water utility in the early 1990's. The utility isstill in existence, but isnot active at thistime. A feasibility
study, reassessing the need for this utility is currently underway. Solid waste is an enterprise fund,
collecting fees that pay for its operation.

Smart Growth Committee Review

5. Regulatory Environment. The Committee provided several recommendationsonthissubject. The
Committee did not recommend the County reinstate a local permit system, but was strongly
recommending that the County be deeply involved in influencing other agency permit processes
by compelling an understanding of the Lee County planning goals and strategies.

a. Resource Protection. Numerous recommendations were made on the subject of protection of
air, water, habitat, coastal, and estuarine resources.

b. Enforce Existing Regulations. This was a recommendation of the Committee, along with
enhanced or reliable monitoring and reporting. REMEDY: Annually identify in the Budget the
fisca effort being made (through staff and equipment and reports) the monitoring efforts the
County proposes to undertake, by Public Works, DCD, Human Services, and the Health
Department.

c. Incorporating New Urbanist approachinto policy. Numerousrecommendationswere provided
in thisregard.

d. LDC amendments concurrent with LeePlan amendments. The SG Committee had no
recommendations on this.

e. Effectiveness of existing anti-sprawl regulations. The Committee supports urban boundary
concept and the DR/GR concept.
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f. Developing ahigher standard for research, data, and analysis. The SG recommends the “ better
science” approach to the applicable decisionsin several recommendation areas. REMEDY: The
annual budget identify the areas in which research funding is being set aside, and which
management policies the research funding is going to examine.

Provision of Public Facilities. The SG recommendations presumed current concurrency issues
continue, and had recommendations for others of importance.

Summary

As described further under the Water Quality, Air Quality, and Natural Resources section of this
document, the implementation of the Natural Resources Mitigation Plan, once adopted, will enhance the
ability for the permitting processto address cumul ative impacts and resource protection. The Lee County
Land Development Code requires that new development be consistent with its standards and those set

forth by the Lee Plan, it also requires that open space be provided based on the type and size of a
development, and it encourages the preservation of indigenous upland plant communities by offering
credits based on acreage and width. Thus, no changes are needed based on public concerns surrounding
theseissues. The public stated that theimpairment of waterwaysis causing theloss of shellfish watersand

making beaches less attractive and biologically productive. In response to this issue, the impairment of

waterways are being defined and cleaned-up through the State's Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

process and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.
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MAJOR ISSUE #6: PUBLIC SAFETY

a.) Wildfire Safety Building Regulations

Discussion of 1ssueswithin context of existing Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:

Wildfire risk as depicted by the “levels of concern” layer in the Fire Risk Assessment System (Florida
Division of Forestry) combinesfour general factorsin making itsrisk determination: firehistory, fuel types
pertinent to fire behavior, environmental effects (including structures) and the cost of suppression. Using
this criteria, many areas, both developed and undeveloped, fal in the high and extreme wildfire risk
category. Unlesssuccessful mitigation strategiesare employed, areasof extremeand highwildfirerisk will
continue to grow proportionately as the density of housing increases.

Weather patterns influence the ability to quickly bring a wildfire under control. As weather patterns
fluctuate, therisk of firecan vary greatly from year to year. 1n 1999 morethan 4,100 acreswere consumed
in 153 wildfires; in 2000 over 3,000 acresin 175fires; in 2001 over 3,600 acresin 148 fires; and in 2002 over
600 acresin 66 fires. The range of fireisfrom a high of 22,328 in 1981 and alow of 633 acresin 2002
(Division of Forestry, April 2003). Since 1981, L ee County hasaveraged 3,958 acres|ost to wildfireseach
year.

Wildfireisanaturally occurring phenomenon in southwest Florida. Fireisimportant for the maintenance
of Florida's ecosystems. re-nourishing the soil, providing opportunity for new growth, and is even
necessary to the germination process of many native plants. Wildlife depends on fire to thin habitat to
create better nesting and enhance forage in their habitat. The problem of wildfire is continued human
residential development expanding into high/extreme risk areas. This area where vegetative areas meet
residential areasis caled the wildland-urban interface (WUI). In fact there are three types of WUI. An
interface community isonewherethe structuresdirectly abut thewildland fuels. Anintermix community
has structures scattered throughout awildland area. In an occluded community structures abut anisland
of wildland fuel —often apark or open spacearea. (USForest Service: |dentifying the Nation’ sWildland-
Urban Interface Communities: A Guidefor Stateand Federal Land Managers) All of theseWUI situations
present wildfiremitigationdifficulties. Asproperty valuesin Lee County continueto escal ate and property
become more scarce, homes will continue to extend further into the wildland-urban interface areas.

| ssues to consider with the wildland-urban interface areas:

Anincreasing deficit in affordable housing means that many new home builders are seeking less
expensive lots that are distant from urban facilities and often surrounded by vacant lots that are
covered in vegetation prone to wildfires.

Land adjacent to preserves, as well as property adjacent to vacant forested land, has become a
sought after commodity, functioning as a free aesthetic improvement for homeowners, resulting
in an increasing number of residences being constructed adjacent to these lands.

Each additional residence located within a highly flammable vegetated area, or adjacent to such a
vegetated area, makeswildfires more difficult to put out and makes managed burns exponentially
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moredifficult to guideand contain. Augmenting thedifficulty infighting thesefiresisthefact that
most of the structures threatened are not constructed to wildfire safety standards.

These issues are challenges which add to the difficulty in containing wildfires and which increase the
number of firefighters and the amount of equipment required. These demands ultimately result in higher
coststo federal, state, and local agenciesinvolved in thistype of protection.

One of the most effective and economically viable methods to prevent disastrous wildfiresis to manage
forest lands with prescribed burns. This practice reduces vegetative fuel buildups (such as undergrowth,
tree falls, invasive exotics) before an areais vulnerable to a maor wildfire.

Many new home owners locating adjacent to managed preserves are not aware that prescribed burns are
used in maintenance of the lands. Such home owners may take the position that the external impacts of
prescribed burns, including smoke, noise, heat, and decreased aesthetic value, are a nuisance to the
residential use of their property.

Current LeePlan policiesrequirethat new devel opment (with the exception of singlefamily homes, mobile
homes, duplexes, and agricultural structures) be“located in an established fire district in an areaprovided
with public water” and have adequate fire protection available (Policies 45.2.1; 7.1.7; 10.1.4; 16.2.6). The
exclusion of these residential structures is particularly troublesome as such non-urban service areas are
often inurbanwild-landinterface zones. Lack of wildfire prevention measures, and alack of infrastructure
to deliver water to fire fighters on site when wildfires (or residential fires) occur, may become an
increasingly dangerous combination as residential development moves east and north into sparsely
developed portions of the County.

Two objectivesin the Lee Plan allow, but do not require, the expansion of public water into future rura
areas of Bayshore and Buckingham for the purpose of enhanced fire protection, among other purposes
(Objectives 20.3 and 17.3). While these policies may be helpful for large developments or existing
communities wishing to extend potable water, they do little to resolve the fire protection issue for the
majority of the Rural, Open Lands, and DRGR areas that are not scheduled to receive urban type public
services, where expansion of water service would not be financially viable for the normal development
pattern.

TheFloridaDivision of Forestry hasrecommended that the County adopt Firewisebuildingand sitedesign
requirementsinto the Comprehensive Plan. These design issues are outlinein NFPA 1144 as adopted by
reference by the Florida Fire Chiefsin the Fire Prevention Code. The Firewise program is based on two
main standards: fire resistant building materials and defensible space around buildings.

FloridaStatute 553.73 Florida Building Code has stringent requirementsrel ated to the addition of building
coderestrictionsinlocal territoriesthat are morerestrictive than the State Building Code, with the purpose
being to maintain a growth industry that is consistent across the state. There are a number of building
materials that can be used to reduce the risk of fire, but are not currently required in new construction.
Though an amendment to the statewide building code, to require firewise materias in new residential
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construction and firewise retrofits for existing dwelling units, would be an extensive processit may be a
way to address the wildfire risk issue on aregional basis.

For specific areasthat are at risk for wildfire locally, it seemslikely that a combination of approacheswill
aleviate much of the local wildfire risk. Viable approaches might include: incentives /disincentives
designed to focusdensity into urban nodes, requirementsin landscape planning, incentivesto promote use
of fire resistant construction materials, and public education for fire safety.

Defensible spaceisan efficient option for increased wildfire safety, but there are several challengesrelated
to this concept including lot size, existing County environmental initiatives, and code enforcement.
Defensible space requires that a substantial amount of the vegetation within 30 and up to 100 feet from a
home be reduced or located such that a stop gap is created between surrounding vegetative fuel and the
residence. Suchastop gap canbedifficult to achievein sparsely devel oped subdivisions, particularly small
lot subdivisions, where there is not a common ownership interest in creating and maintaining firewise
conditions.

Defensible space also calls for less flammabl e vegetation on site and the use of irrigation. Challengesto
coordinating defensible space with existing County environmental initiatives include: reduced water
retention where residential lands are more extensively cleared; increased capacity demand on well water
whereirrigationisused outside of public utility areas; and the reduction of anumber of native speciesthat
are highly flammable including Palmetto and Wax Myrtle.

Thedifficulty of code enforcement in outlying areasis an important issue to consider regarding landscape
regulations. First, code enforcement in Lee County isgenerally complaint driven. Inorder for fire safety
landscape regulation to be effective, enforcement would have to be pro-active rather than reactive. Asa
pro-active measure, code enforcement to fire risk areas would create a tremendous expense due to
necessary increasesin staff and vehicles. A second consideration isthat for propertiesthat are vacant, and
have low economic value, a requirement to maintain firewise landscape could increase the expense of
property ownership to a point that parcels are allowed to go into tax default.

Recommendations.

1 Createapolicy inthe Comprehensive Plan that establishes prescribed burning asatool, employed
by the County and other management agencies on appropriate publically owned lands and other
managed conservation lands, to prevent uncontrolled wildfires and to reduce the potential for
damage to lives and property associated with uncontrolled wildfires. External impacts including
smoke, noise, heat, and reduced aesthetic value, will not be considered a nuisance to surrounding
property owners when a prescribed burn is administered by a management authority that has
permit approval (from the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services Division of
Forestry) andiscompleted in accordance with standard burn management proceduresrequired by
State statute.

2. Amend the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Devel opment Codeto addresswildfireinaway that
creates an appropriate balance between wildfire safety concerns; environmental concerns,
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affordable housing initiatives; and the public costs of wildfire prevention, protection, and post-
disaster recovery.

b.) An overall update of public safety policiesand,

c.) Level of Service

In this next section staff provides a review of law enforcement, emergency medical services and fire
suppression policies of the Lee Plan.

1. Law Enforcement

Perceived |ssues:
Provide overal update to existing Comprehensive Plan objectives and policies related to law
enforcement in Lee County.
Evaluate how increases in population and changing development trends impact budget and
infrastructure needs.
Provide overal update to existing Comprehensive Plan objectives and policies related to law
enforcement in Lee County.

OBJECTIVE 49.1: Planning and Budgeting. By 1995, evaluate the effects of both private
development and public service provision of services on law enforcement. (Amended by
Ordinance No. 94-30)

The Sheriff’s Department has researched the effects of private development and public provision of
servicesonlaw enforcement. Theresultswere used by the Sheriff’ sDepartment to build an operating plan
which attempts to forecast and address the impacts of such factors on the department. The most recent
version of that plan isthe“Lee County Sheriff’s Office Five-Y ear Strategic Plan: FY 2002-2006."

The Sheriff's Office has requested that the Strategic Plan be incorporated into the Lee County
Comprehensive Plan by reference. The Strategic Plan will be updated every five years.

POLICY 49.1.2: The county in collaboration with the Lee County Sheriff will study the
development of workable standards and criteria upon which to project long-range law
enforcement needs. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

The Sheriff’s Officeis currently working to prescribe an appropriate target Level of Service which takes
thefollowing factorsinto consideration: responsetimes, population changes, number of cases per officer,
arrest rates, and time spent in proactive measures. The Sheriff’s Strategic Plan includes performance
measuresintended to hel p the Office assessthe degree of successand efficiency in meeting long-rangeand
short-range objectives.

POLICY 49.2.2: The county will cooperatewith the Sheriff to evaluate the need for substation
facilitiesin the Lehigh Acres and Alico Road/Corkscrew Road areas, the East Fort Myers/Fort
Myers Shores and Pine Island Center areas. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)
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The Sheriff’ s Office has completed construction of the East District Station in Lehigh Acres. The SR80
Fort Myers Shores and Pine |sland substation facilities have been closed. The Sheriff’ sofficeisactively
working to place two additional substation sitesin the south and west portions of the County.

POLICY 49.2.3: The county will expand as necessary the existing substation facilities |located
inBonita Springs, Fort MyersBeach, and North Fort Myer s. (Amended by Or dinance No. 00-22)

Thispolicy issimilar tothepreceding policy, 49.2.2. Staff recommendsthat both policiesbecombinedinto
one.

In order to promote the efficient use of county financial resources, there will be fewer substations which
will belocatedinlarger buildings, serving larger areas. Duringthe E.A.R. amendment process, the Sheriff’s
Office may establish appropriate evaluation measures to determine future comprehensive plan policy
standards for development of new substations and expansion of existing substations.

Evaluate how increasesin population and changing devel opment trendsimpact budget and infrastructure
needs.

Road infrastructure and traffic congestion asthey relate to response times.

The Sheriff’s Office reports that the continued increase in traffic congestion, combined with a lack of
adequate cross county corridors, has asubstantial impact on call responsetimes. Theincreased response
times necessitate an increase in Sheriff Department staff to maintain adequate police protection in the
County. An arresting officer is off patrol while he returns to the station to book a suspect.

Impacts of population increase and dispersed density to response times, infrastructure and staffing needs.
The growth in population has also increased response times, particularly where that growth has been in
outlying and lower density areas of the County. Increased travel distance resultsin an increased response
times just as in the case of increased traffic congestion. This condition has created a demand for more
sheriff department personnel.

An example of thisis a call to eastern Lehigh, where recent development activity has been pronounced.
A responsetimeto outlying areas of L ehigh can exceed the small window of time needed to appropriately
deal with an emergency situation.

Recommendations:

Through the E.A.R. amendment process, the L ee Plan should be amended to ensure that |aw enforcement
staffing and infrastructure needs are adequately identified and supported by policy to accommodate the
level of crime prevention and service to the public that is necessary to sustain ahigh quality of lifeasLee
County continues to develop.

TheE.A.R. process should initiate an amendment which will evaluate the need to revise current objectives
and policiesto incorporate referencesto the Sheriff Department’ s Annual Report and Five Y ear Strategic
Plan, and to provide for the incorporation of the findings of those reportsin the Lee Plan.
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The Lee Plan should be amended to include provisions for adequate facilities to meet the needs of the
growing population. Thisrevision should addressthe needsthroughout the County and includeprovisions
to address the desirability of reducing expenditures through the sharing of County resources.

The transportation concerns of the Sheriff’ s Department should be addressed by the L ee Plan during the
E.A.R. amendment cycle.

2. Emergency Medical Services

Perceived |ssues:
Overal update of public safety policies.
Leve of Service

Discussion of 1ssueswithin context of existing Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:

GOAL 47: SERVICE PROVISION. To ensure the efficient provision of public services to
health care facilities.

OBJECTIVE 47.1: EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES. The county will maintain and
improve the Emergency Medical Services Division to keep up with new population growth and
technol ogical advancements. Aspart of thiseffort, the county will cooperatewith and assist the
independent fire districts and other units of government who operate first-provider rescue
services to maintain those services in the face of new population growth and technological
advancements.

POLICY47.1.1: The9-1-1emergency telephonesystemand centralized dispatcher programwill
be evaluated as to possible improvements.

POLICY 47.1.2: The county will encourage and facilitate the inclusion of other jurisdictions
in cooper ative service extensions of centralized communication and dispatch systems.

County Emergency Management staff has expressed that, “ The current goal covering health care service
provision does not recognize the increased role that the independent fire districts have taken in providing
EMSservice. Whiletwofiredistrictshavehistorically furnished ambulance service (Fort MyersBeach and
Lehigh Acres), eight other districtsor city firedepartmentsnow assist Lee County EM Shby providing ALS
(advanced life support) non-transport servicesin their areas (Bonita, Estero, San Carlos Park, South Trial,
Sanibel, Fort Myers, Cape Coral and lona McGregor). This change was brought about by the need to
assure that current response times standards are met and by the desire of the boards governing the
independent fire districts to provide thislevel of serviceto their constituents.”

POLICY70.1.3: MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARDS. Level-of-
service (LOS) standardswill be the basisfor planning the provision of required public facilities
within Lee County. Some of these standards will be the basis for determining the adequacy of
public facilities for the purposes of permitting new development. The "Minimum Acceptable
Level of Service" will be the basis for facility design, for setting impact fees, and (where
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applicable) for the operation of the Concurrency Management System (CMS). Two classes of
standardsareestablished. "Regulatory" standardsarethosewhich applytofacilitiesidentified
in state law as being essential to support development. These consist of facilities for the
provision of potable water, sanitary sewer, disposal of solid waste, stormwater management,
community and regional parks, and transportation. (It istheintent of this element that these
standards will be the same as those established in the various relevant plan elements. If there
are discrepancies between standards contained in the elements and standards as set forth
herein, the standards as set forth herein will govern.) The second class, "non-regulatory"
standards, arethose which apply to other facilitiesfor which the county desiresto set standards
for its own use; compliance with these standards will not be a requirement for continued
development permitting.

NON-REGULATORY STANDARDS
9. Emergency Medical Service: 3.18 advanced life support ambulance stations per 100,000
population with a five and one half (5 1/2) minute average response time.

As addressed by County Emergency Management staff, “ The standard presently used isnot in step with
current EM S performance measures. Primary factors now used to measure EM S systems include *“out
of chutetime” aswell as response times based on the percentage of time that units arrive on scene within
adefined benchmark time-frame. These measures moredirectly correlateto mortality and morbidity than
aper capita population factor and average response time.

A recently enacted National Fire and Protection Association standard (NFPA 1710/1720) requires EMS
systems to have an ambulance unit providing advanced life support (ALS) on scene in eight minutes or
less, 90% of thetimeor better. 1t also requiresan ambulance out-of-chute or dispatch/call processing time
of sixty secondsor less. The Commission for Accreditation of Ambulance Servicesasorequiresan ALS
unit on-scene in nine minutes or less, 90% of the time with an out-of-chute time of less than or equal to
two minutes, 90% of thetime or better. The County recently adopted an ordinance (02-19) that recognizes
these standards as abasisfor the Board of County Commissionersto decide whether to issue a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity for additional EM S service.”

Recommendation:

Initiate an amendment to evaluate revising Lee Plan objectives and policies to reflect the current and
anticipated methods of providing services, and to reference level of service standards set by the National
Fire and Protection Association.

3. FireProtection

| ssues:

Overal update of public safety policies.
Leve of Service

Discussion of 1ssueswithin context of existing Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:
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The Lee County Fire Chief’s Association had several comments and suggestions regarding existing Lee
Plan policies. Concerns were primarily related to distance between fire service facilities and new
development; adequate water supply and pressure; effective emergency communications and dispatch;
coordination between Fire Districts and the Department of Community Development.

Distance between fire service facilities and new development
Current Lee Plan policies addressfire protection in areas that are not within established fire service areas
or that are not within areas with public water service:

OBJECTIVE 45.2: AREASOUTSIDE THE EXISTING FIRE SERVICE. Insurethat county
development orders outside the established fire service areas are granted only if fire service
expansions or other mitigation measures are approved concurrently.

POLICY 45.2.1: All new development (excluding single -family, mobile home, duplex, and
agricultural structures) should belocatedinan establishedfiredistrictinan areaprovided with
publicwater. Provisionsin the Land Development Code that require adequate fire protection
systemsin areaswhereno public water isavailablewill be maintained. (Amended by Ordinance
No. 94-30, 00-22)

Fire District staff comments were asfollows: Consider a prohibition on developments beyond five road
miles of afire station. Consider revising [Objective 45.2] to include aplan to have al “built upon” lands
within Lee County protected by afire district.

Theissue of distance between fire service facilities and new development is one of balance. Growth in
outlying areas such asthe DRGR and the far reaches of Leheigh is often too spread out to make efficient
use of FireDistrict funding. A prohibition on development that is more than five miles away would have
to betied to aplan for phased development to ensure that private property rights are only postponed to
alowfor the orderly, well planned devel opment of L ee County, not lost entirely to theimpacted property
owners. Such agrowth management tool hasaplacein smart planning asit would help to create demand
for increased density in developed areas, support the efficient, phased installment of water and sewer
utilities, and allow for the efficient expansion of transportation infrastructure.

Unless such a distance requirement was implemented as part of alarger growth management strategy, it
would be quite easy to manipulate the regulation such that fire stations were built leapfrog across the
County to accommodate devel opment demand, rather than focusthe demand into phased orderly growth.
An additional difficulty with the implementation of a distance limitation is that the outlying areas of the
County, particularly the outskirts of Lehigh Acres, have become a common area for affordable housing.
Whileitistruethat better affordable housing optionswould be closeto work and daily travel destinations,
any phased growth plan would need to deal with the inherent increase in land prices associated with
[imiting the growth boundary.

Adequate water supply and pressure
Current Lee Plan policies address appropriate fire flow standards:
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POLICY 45.1.2: Reexamine the fire flow and pressure standards for water facilities that are
contained in Chapter 10 of the Land Devel opment Code on a periodic basisto ensurethat they
arein compliance with recognized engineering standards. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

POLICY 45.1.3: When cost-effectiveand technicallyfeasible, existing potablewater systemswill
be refitted to current fire flow standards.

Fire District staff comments were as follows:

There are requirementsfor fire flow for properties at the time of permitting however, there are no
mechanismsin place to require that they be maintained.

Consider requiring all new development to be protected by municipal water supplies.

Consider requirement for acountrywide minimum uniform fire sprinkler design pressure for new
suppressionsystemsto account for water pressurereductionsmandated during drought conditions.

Effective emer gency communications and dispatch
Current Lee Plan policies address the importance of the 911 emergency communications system:

POLICY 45.1.7: Maintain and, wherefeasible, enhancethe"911" emergency communications
systemto improve communications with the fire districts. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

Fire District staff comments were as follows:

Consider requiring “big-box” and other higher density buildings to be provided with radio signal
boosting technology to insure emergency communications between dispatch center, command
units and operating crews (police, fire and EM S issue).

Consider inclusion of desirable service standards for receiving and handling of emergency service
requests by dispatch center.

There is a safety risk where emergency teams are unable to communicate, due to signal interference,
between the inside and outside or from opposing sides of a big-box building. At the outset, this appears
to be an issue simply fixed by installing radio signal boosters into new big-box buildings and possibly
providing for retrofits on existing buildings. There may be issues that would need to be addressed
regarding property rights, ownership of signal boosters, and maintenance responsibilities. This request
would best be handled as a change to the LDC or by specific ordinance of the Board of County
Commissioners. The Ordinance or LDC amendment process should include both emergency service staff
and developers of the big-box type of building.

The request to include desirable service standards, as defined by NFPA, for receiving and handling of
emergency service requests was addressed in the Police Enforcement section of this document.

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004
BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 81 OF 155



Coordination between Fire Districts and the Department of Community Development
Current Lee Plan policies address coordination and cooperation between the Fire Districts and the
Department of Community Devel opment:

POLICY 45.1.4: Refer requests for rezonings and development reviews to independent fire
districts for comments and recommendations (when requested by the individual districts).

POLICY 45.1.5: Refer requests for rezonings and development reviews to independent fire
districts for comments and recommendations (when requested by the individual districts).

POLICY 45.1.6: Providetechnical assistancetofiredistricts(whenrequested) onsite selection
and continueto assist thedistrictsin therezoning process. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

POLICY 45.3.3: Thecountywill notify all independent firedistrictsof all writteninter pretation
of fire code matters. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

Fire District staff comments were as follows:
Consider aprovisionfor expedited Development Order reviewsfor essential public safety facilities
(fire, EMS and law enforcement).

Smart Growth Committee Review
6. Public Safety. The Committee has received recommendations regarding examination of
consolidation of fire service.

a. Wildfire Safety. The Committee providesrecommendationsregarding rehydration strategiesto
reduce likelihood of runaway wildfires. REMEDY: The Department of Public Safety, in
conjunction with areaFire Districtsand Departments, and the FloridaDivision of Forestry, provide
an annual report on the nature and improvement of the wildfire hazard, along with recommended
actions.

b. Overal Update of public safety policies. The Committee had several recommendations
regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety designs. One noted onewastherecognition that sidewalks
actually should lead a person to the structure, rather than end at the entrance road.

c. Level of Service. None specifically discussed.

Summary
With regards to Public Safety Lee County staff will do the following: (1) create a policy in the

Comprehensive Plan that establishes prescribed burning as a tool, employed by the County and other
management agencies on certain publicly owned lands and other managed conservation lands, to prevent
uncontrolled wildfires and to reduce the potential for damage to lives and property associated with
uncontrolled wildfires, (2) amend the Comprehensive Plan and the Land Devel opment Code so that new
development adjacent to an existing preserve or other managed public property must provide a specified
buffer of defensible space between any residential building and the property boundary, (3) amend the
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Comprehensive Plan and the Land Devel opment Code so that all new parksor preservesthat will abut any
existingresidential development must provideaspecified buffer of defensible space between the vegetated
preserve and the preserve property line or, with documented approval of the adjacent residential property
owner, adequate defensible space between the approved residential building(s) and the park/preserve’s
vegetativefuel, (4) makeinformation about wildfirerisk and prescribed burn management practicesreadily
available to the public via Lee County TV programming and the Lee County Government website, (5)
adopt the 2003 Updated Florida Department of Forestry Wildfire Risk AreaMap into the Comprehensive
Plan as abasisto identify properties within Extreme and High wildfire risk zones, (6) require an advisory
affidavit, signifying receipt of thewildfire prevention/risk advisory pamphlet, to be signed by any applicant
requesting a permit or development order to construct new residential units within the extreme or high
wildfireareas of the County, (7) In areasthat are sparsely devel oped but have a Future Land Use Category
that anticipated and urban level of density at buildout, incentives should be used to direct development
density-to-density nodesand away from fringe areas, in order to reduce the number of new homes|located
in high wildfirerisk zone, and (8) the County should identify the elements of a defensible spacethat could
meet County development goalsincluding wildfire safety.
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MAJOR ISSUE #7: HURRICANE EVACUATION/SHELTER

a.) Strengthening hurricane preparednessthrough L ee Plan policy

Background
Lee County's hurricane vulnerability presents an extreme situation in addressing hurricane safety in such
arapidly growing area, for the following reasons.

A large portion of theland areais expected to flood in acategory three land falling hurricane event
and almost 90% of the county's population livein this area.

Very few large tracts of land with appropriate utilities are available outside the county's category
four and fiveareato support shelter devel opment without additional devel opment taking placethat
may, in turn, encourage urban sprawl.

A significant number of the county's population is aged or infirmed.

Regional hurricane evacuation times are extremely high and major interregional evacuation routes
are either limited and/or prone to flooding during a hurricane event.

Currently, less than ten percent of the county's public hurricane shelter spaces are availableto the
public during a category three land falling hurricane event.

Adjacent inland county public shelter spaceiseither extremely limited and/or must be used by a
large number of their residents living in mobile/manufactured housing.

Large portions of the county are vested for development through Chapters 163 and 380, Florida
Statutes, development orders and vested rights determinations.

Discussion

What We Have Today

TheL eePlan containsseveral goals, objectivesand policiesspeaking to hurricanesafety. Thesestatements
identify the population at risk to be addressed, establishlevel sof servicefor evacuating and sheltering those
at risk, and sets forth policies governing current roadway and sheltering standards.

L ee Plan Evacuation Provisions:
Glossary: POPULATION AT RISK. All people located within an area defined by the
vulnerability zone of a Category 3 stormhazard in the month of November. Thelatest Southwest
Florida Region Hurricane Evacuation Study will be used to designate the vulnerability zone of
a Category 3 storm hazard.
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POLICY 23.2.4. Thefollowing prioritiesare established for improving the existing and future
road system, in addition to the prioritiesin Policy 70.1.1:

. Priority will be given to the construction, maintenance, and reconstruction, where
necessary, of roadways needed to serve existing development, including hurricane
evacuation needs.

Roads operating at or below the adopted level of service standard as specified in Policy
22.1.1 and projected to have additional traffic, will beimproved or parallel facilitieswill
be constructed consistent with Transportation Map 3A before other new roads are
constructed in uncongested areas or improvements are made to roads operating at or
better than their adopted level of service standard. (Amended by Ordinance No. 98-09,
99-15)

POLICY 25.2.5: Aspecial roadway signalization, direction, and clearing planwill bedevel oped
and kept up to dateto insure that any necessary hurricane evacuation along county roadways
has maximum favor able roadway operating conditions. (Amended by Ordinance No. 99-15)

GOAL 79: EVACUATION AND SHELTER. To provide evacuation and shelter capabilities
adequate to safeguard the public against the effects of hurricanes and tropical storms

OBJECTIVE 79.1: EVACUATION. By 1995, evacuation timeswill berestored to 1987 levels
using the 1987 Southwest Florida Regional Hurricane Plan Update as guidance; and by 2010,
the clearance time portion of evacuation time will not exceed 18 hours.

POLICY 79.1.1: The county will assessthe impact of all new residential development upon the
projected hurricane evacuation network and upon projected hurricane evacuation times, and
will requiremitigation either through structural (on-site, off-site shelter) provisionsor through
non-structural methods or techniques. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

POLICY 79.1.2: By 1995, periodic updates of the hurricane evacuation portion of the
Comprehensive Emer gency Management Planwill becoor dinated with computer transportation
modeling to identify critical roadway links. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 79.1.3: Critical roadway links causing congestion on evacuation routesfor Category
1 through 3 hurricanes, including SR. 78, will receive high priority for capital improvement
expenditures. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 79.1.4. New or replacement bridges on evacuation routes spanning major or marked
navigable waterways will be designed, constructed, and operated to adequately accommodate
the safe and timely evacuation needs of both motor vehicle and marine traffic. (Amended by
Ordinance No. 99-15, 00-22)
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L ee Plan Shelter Provisions:
POLICY 46.3.12: The county will cooperatewith the School Board to encourage consideration
in the design and construction of new schools that they may be expected to serve as hurricane
evacuation and emergency shelters. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

OBJECTIVE 79.2: SHELTER. By 2010, adequate shelter space will be available for the
population in the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone at risk under a Category 3 storm.

POLICY 79.2.1: The percentage rate of the evacuation population to be used as the basis for
in-county and on-site shelter demand will be twenty-one (21) percent of the population at risk
intheHurricane Vulnerability Zone under a Category 3 stormhazard scenario except for those
devel opments with Lee County approved Hurricane Management Plans. Thisrate will also be
the target shelter capacity for a program to provide an emergency shelter supply within Lee
County by the year 2010. (Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35, 00-22)

POLICY 79.2.2: By 1995, the county will implement a program designed to meet the level of
servicein Policy 79.2.1 by 2010. Components of this program may include:

1. Funding of the All-Hazards MSTU;

2. An impact fee or feein lieu for new residential developments, with appropriate credits
for the construction of on-site shelters outside of category 1 areas;

3. Mandatory on-sitesheltersfor newresidential devel opments(including mobilehomeand
recreational vehicle parks) over a specified size threshold and outside Category 1 areas
of the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone; and

4, Any available state funds. (Added by Ordinance No. 94-30)

POLICY 79.2.3: By 1995, on-site shelterswill berequired to meet standar ds established by the
county, including provision of adequate shelter space, elevation above Category 3 hurricane
storm surge flooding level s, adequate windproofing, glass protection, emergency power where
needed, water supplies, and other basic needs. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 79.2.4: On-site sheltersfor the general public must not be built on barrier or coastal
islands. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

POLICY 79.2.5: By 1995, the county will deter minethe feasibility of evacuating residentsfrom
the Category 1 area to vertical shelterswithin residential, commercial, and industrial sitesin
the Category 2, 3, 4, and 5 areas of the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone. (Amended by Ordinance
No. 94-30, 00-22)
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POLICY 79.2.6: Upon adoption of Rule 93-2, F.A.C., the county will petition the Florida
Department of Community Affairsto designateLee County asa" special hurricanepreparedness
district" so that shelter alter natives not consistent with state-wide policies can beimplemented.
(Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

b.) Shelter vs. Evacuation

Evacuation: Table 7.1 summarizes the most current hurricane evacuation times from the Southwest
FloridaHurricane Evacuation Study produced by the Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council. The
figure presentsthisdatain hours by category storm and track direction for Lee County. When comparing
thesetimeframeswith the LOS standard in Objective 79.1, only the exiting hurricane evacuation timesfall
within the expected 18 hour standard.

A closer examination of thetimesreveal sthat the standard isexceeded during aCategory 3 or higher storm
in al evacuation zones north of the Caloosahatchee River west of 1-75, where limited route capacity
increasesthe clearancetimesfor these zones. Intheremainder of the county, areasvulnerableto hurricane
forcesfall below the current evacuation standard. Planned improvementsto SR 80, SR 78, Daniels Road,
U.S. 41 and Bonita Beach Road may result in areduction of overall evacuation times when compared to
current figures.

The Lee Plan allows "vertical evacuation™ as an option to use in reducing these evacuation times. This
involves intentionally leaving people in areas likely to flood from hurricanes in suitably constructed
buildings. While the County has provisions for this, implementing it has been hampered by lack of
resourcesto securethesefacilitieswhen used and liability i ssuestaken on by the property owner when they
allow the use of their structure for this purpose. Recent studies suggest that parking garages may be
suitable vertical refuge sites for evacuees unable to find safe shelter.

Shelter: The County has implemented a program using ad valorem dollars and land development
regulations to meet the LOS contained in the Lee Plan. Map 7.1 presents the County's current shelter
inventory. Table 7.2 shows the Hurricane Shelter Deficit for thelast six years by listing the total county
population, shelter spacesneeded according to current L ee Plan requirements, shelter spacesavailable, and
the resulting shelter deficit. It also lists the estimated population increase over the six-year period, the
number of shelter spacesadded over the sametime period, and the differencein the shelter deficit number.
Based on the data presented, the shelter deficit increased to amost 42,000 spaces by 2003, and the shelter
mitigation projectscompl eted continueto lag behind the present popul ation growth rate being experienced
by Lee County.

Table 3identifies the additional shelter deficit we could see over the next five years at the current growth
rate and rate of expendituresallocated to correct both the current and future hurricane shelter deficit. The
table summarizes the additional deficit numbers and coststo alleviate it, based on an assumed growth of
3.2% annually over the next five years. The cost needed to aleviate the deficit in the year 2008 was
determined by using two different costs per square foot figures ($10.00 & $12.50) to simulate increased
future costs, and multiplying these values by the 20 sg. ft. per shelter space requirement.
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In sum, depending on the cost value chosen, between $15.9 to almost $20 million in additional
expenditures may be needed by 2008 to bring the shelter deficit inlinewith current servicelevels. Thetable
also lists the breakdown by current funding source that would be needed to meet this additional
expenditure.

Other Goals, Objectives and Policies Addressing Hurricane Safety

The plan also endorses a program to reduce development density in exposed coastal high hazard areas,
requires adequate planning for devel opment exposed to hurricane forces, and addresses mitigating future
disaster potential through appropriate planning instruments and devel opment regulations.

OBJECTIVE 80.1: DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS. By 1995, all development regulations
will bereviewed and revised to requirethat the vulnerability of future devel opment inthe A-Zone
(asdefined by the Feder al Emer gency Management Agency) bereduced. (Amended by Ordinance
No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 80.1.1: Regulationsandincentiveswill be examined for additional setbacksin critical
erosionareas, conser vation and enhancement of dunesand vegetation, floodpr oofing of utilities,
and appropriate requirements for structural wind resistance and floodplain management.

POLICY 80.1.2: The county will not permit new or expanded mobile home or recreational
vehicle development on barrier islands or in V-Zones as defined by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 80.1.3: By 1995, all new residential devel opment of morethan 50 unitswill berequired
to provide continuing information to residents concer ning hurricane evacuation and shelters,
through the establishment of a homeowners' or residents' association. (Amended by Ordinance
No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 80.1.4: By 1995, all new residential development of more than 100 units will be
required to formulate an emergency hurricane preparedness plan; this plan is subject to the
approval of the Lee County Division of Public Safety. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 80.1.5: By 1995, the county will prepare and adopt a flood plain management plan.
Theplanwill analyzetheflooding problemof the unincor porated areas of Lee County, inventory
the flood hazard area, review possible activities to remedy identified flooding problems, select
appropriatealternatives, and formulate a schedul efor implementation. (Amended by Ordinance
No. 92-35, 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 80.1.6: Maintain the provisions of the Flood Plain Management Ordinance that
interpret the 50% improvement threshold as cumulative for any improvement, modification,
addition or reconstruction project to an existing building or structure identified as part of a
repetitive loss property by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). A repetitive
loss property isdefined asonefor whichtwo or moreNational Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
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losses of at |east $1000.00 each have been paid since 1978. (Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35,
94-30)

POLICY 80.1.7: Maintain the current county development regulations requiring that any
building that isimproved, modified, added on to, or reconstructed by mor e than twenty five (25)
percent of its replacement value and which has recorded a repetitive loss as defined by the
Federal Emer gency Management Agency will bebrought into compliancewithcurrentregulatory
standards for new construction. (Amended by Ordinance No. 92-35, 94-30, 00-22, 03-04)

Devel opment Regul ations: Thesegoal s, objectivesand policieshavebeenimplemented successfully either
through the land development code or administrative rule. The County adopted a flood plain
management/hazard mitigation planin 1999. Thisplaniscurrently being revised to meet new federal and
state requirementsfor receiving federal and state mitigation dollars. Administrative codes have also been
enacted to require new developments to address planning and public information requirements. Recent
disaster history with coastal storms and stormwater flooding events suggest that these development
regulations have helped reduced damages to new construction. However, current requirements for
replacing mobile homes in existing parks may continue to expose property unnecessarily to storm
damages, particularly in those mobile home communities where potential flood damages exceed three or
more feet between ground elevation and current elevation requirements.

The plan also requires post disaster mechanisms through a post-disaster strategic plan and ordinance
structure.

GOAL 81: POST-DISASTER REDEVELOPMENT. To provide for planning and
decision-making to guide redevelopment during the response and recovery period following
major emergencies, such astropical stormsand hurricanes.

OBJECTIVE 81.1: POST-DISASTER STRATEGIC PLAN. By 1995, the county will formally
establish post-disaster institutionsand proceduresto guide county actionsfollowing a natural
or technological disaster. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 81.1.1: The planwill maintain a Recovery Task Force to work with state and federal
emergency officials, assess damage, review emergency actions, prepare a redevel opment plan,
and recommend needed changesto the Strategic Plan and to thiscomprehensiveplan. (Amended
by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY81.1.2: Theplanwill maintainguidelinesfor determining prioritiesfor theacquisition
of storm-damaged property in hazard-prone areas. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 81.1.3: The plan will establish principles for repairing, replacing, modifying, or
relocating public facilities in hazard-prone areas. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)
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POLICY 81.1.4: The applicable portions of the Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan
will be modified to comply with these policies, and will contain step-by-step details for
post-disaster recovery operations. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

OBJECTIVE 81.2: POST-DISASTER ORDINANCE. Maintainanordinancethatimplements
(wherenecessary) thePost-Disaster Strategic Plan, and providesregul ationsthat may be needed
following anatural or technological disaster. By 1995, the Recovery Task Forcewill recommend
amendments to the Post-Disaster Strategic Plan. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 81.2.1: The ordinance will continue to provide for enactment of a temporary
mor atoriumon rebuilding not immediately needed for the public health, safety, and welfare(e.g.,
toallowrepairstowater, power, fire, police, and medical facilities; debrisremoval; stabilization
or removal of structures in danger of collapsing; and minimal repairs to make dwellings
habitable). (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 81.2.2: Theordinance may incor porate aredevel opment plan for hazard-prone areas
where such a plan would minimize repeated exposures to life-threatening situations.

POLICY 81.2.3: Theordinancewill implement the county buildback policy (see Proceduresand
Administration Section). (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

Post Disaster Redevelopment: This effort has been successfully completed with the adoption of the
County's Post Disaster Ordinance (Ord. No. 95-14 and subsequent updates) and Comprehensive
Emergency Management Plan. The emergency plan contains a section presenting the community's
post-disaster strategic plan. Administrative codesimplementing key elements of this plan have also been
adopted.

CONCLUSIONS

Evacuation

Current goal's, obj ectives and policies address popul ation increase impacts on hurricane evacuation times,
except for evacuation zones north of the Caloosahatchee River and west of 1-75. Planned improvements
to SR 80, SR 78, Daniels Road, U.S. 41 and Bonita Beach Road may result in a reduction of overall
evacuation times when compared to current figures.

Roadway, intersection and other transportation improvements, such asintelligent transportation systems,
should focus on improving evacuation times in thisidentified area.

Evacuation of isolated coastal areas (Fort Myers Beach, Sanibel and Captivalslands, Pinelsland and the
Outer Coastal Islands) will require special plansto improve evacuation efficiency.

Out of county evacuation traffic movement policy should focus on moving traffic south and east to the
Southeast Florida coastline rather than into inland areas north of Lee County.
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Shelter

Current goal's, objectives and policies addressing the provision of adequate shelter resources cannot keep
pace with current growth rates. Options resolving the impacts created by residential development on
hurricane shelter availability should be considered further in order to address the incremental impact on
the hurricane preparedness program.

Upon the evaluation of the growing hurricane shelter deficit, one or more of the following
options should occur.

Redefine the core level of service for shelter resources and/or expand zones. Currently
Policy 79.2.1 of the Lee Plan requires that 21% of the population at risk in the Hurricane
Vulnerability Zone under a Category 3 storm hazard will be used as the basis for shelter
demand and as the target for shelter supply by the year 2010.

Improve the availability of hurricane shelter projects. Possibilities for increasing the
potential number of buildingsused for shelter includethe useof Greyfield projects, parking
garages, and the use of new commercial developments |located outside of the coastal high
hazard area.

Improve the contractor management resources currently available to monitor hurricane
shelter projects.

Increase the funding levels discussed above currently allocated to developing hurricane
shelter resources.

Update the cal cul ations used for impacts on hurricane shelter availability. Thecalculations
in the Land Development Code were formulated in 1990 and currently require 20 square
feet of floor area per space.

Increase the use of vertical refuge structures to house evacuees, which may require
commandeering powers at the local level to implement.

Development Regulations

Current goals, objectives and policies are adequate.
Policy 80.1.6 should be amended given the recent language change made to Policy 80.1.7.
Address the elevation of replacement mobile home units in existing mobile home sites

where the ground elevation is more than three feet lower than the 100-year floodplain
elevation requirement.
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Table7.1
L ee County Current Hurricane Evacuation Times

HAZARD RESPONSE SCENARIO- L ANDFALLING ESTIMATED TIME TO EVACUATE
Category 1 10.5-15 Hours
Category 2 13.5-17 Hours
Category 3 21— 25 Hours
Category 4/5 24.5 - 29 Hours
HAZARD/RESPONSE SCENARIO- EXITING EsTIMATED TIME TO EVACUATE
Category 1
Category 2 6 — 10 Hours
Category 3 11— 14 Hours
Category 4/5 14— 17.5 Hours
HAZARD/RESPONSE SCENARIO — PARALLELLING EsTIMATED TIME TO EVACUATE
Category 1 9-14.5 Hours
Category 2 11 — 14 Hours
Category 3 18 — 21 Hours
Category 4/5 21 — 24 Hours
Source: Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council
Table7.2
L ee County Hurricane Shelter Deficit
Total County Shelter Spaces Shelter Spaces | Shelter
Y ear Population Needed Available Deficit
1998 405,637 60,480 22,453 38,027
1999 417,114 62,192 27,192 35,000
2000 440,888 65,736 27,192 38,544
2001 454918 67,828 27,192 40,636
2002 475,445 70,889 30,442 40,447
2003 492,165 73,382 31,483 41,899
Spaces
Needed
Difference in Population Between 1998 — 2003: 86,528 12,901
Shelter Spaces Added Between 1998 - 2003: 9,030 9,030
Increase to shelter deficit: | 3,871
Table7.3
Future Hurricane Shelter Deficit and Cost
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Anticipated Coststo Correct Future Hurricane Deficit & Cost Allocation by Funding Source

Additional Cost to

Additional Cost to

Base Additional Correct Correct
Y ear Population Deficit Deficit
2003 2008 at $10.00 sq. ft. at $12.50 sq. ft.

Tota Population 492,165 576,124

Population Seeking Shelter 21% 21%

Shelter Spaces Needed 73,382 85,900

Available Shelter Space (current and planned) 31,483 48,283

Shdlter Deficit 41,899 37,617

Total Shelter Deficit (Base Y ear + 2008) 79,516 $15,903,178 $19,878,972

Cost to Address Deficit - By Funding Sour ce

All Hazards Protection District MSTU % of Pop

Deficit to address based on total population 78.80% 62,659 $12,531,704 $15,664,630

(includes city of Cape Cora and

Unincorporated L ee County)

General Revenue

Deficit to address based on population 21.20% 16,857 $3,371,474 $4,214,342

(includes al other incorporated areas)

County Total 100.00% 79,516 $15,903,178 $19,878,972

Notes:

1. Population estimates are for the entire County, including municipalities and assumes a 3.2% annual increase over the five year period.

2. Shelter deficit values based on 71% of the population estimate and 21% of those seeking public shelter, less the current available shelter

spacein a Category 3 Hurricane.

3. Planned shelter space for the year 2008 includes ten new schools, five school upgrades and the Bonita Springs Y MCA facility.

4. Cost based on sguare footage cost multiplied by 20 sqg. ft., the standard shelter space size.

Data Sour ces:

Population Projections. US Census 2000

Smart Growth Committee Review
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7. HurricaneEvacuation/Shelter. Thissubject generated considerablediscussioninthe Smart Growth
Forums.

a. Strengthening Preparedness through LeePlan policy. The recommendations were specific to
evacuation routes.

b. Shelter versus evacuation. The Committee discussed whether shelter space ought to be a
concurrency issue, or evacuationtimes. Neither wasdevel opedinto arecommendation. However,
Carrying Capacity was developed into arecommendation.

Summary
Planned improvements to SR 80, SR 78, Daniels Road, U.S. 41 and Bonita Beach Road may result in a

reduction of overall evacuation timeswhen compared to current figures. Roadway, intersection and other
transportation improvements, such as intelligent transportation systems, should focus on improving
evacuation timesin this identified area. Evacuation of isolated coastal areas will require specia plansto
improve evacuation efficiency. Upon the evaluation of the growing hurricane shelter deficit, one or more
of the following options should occur: a) redefine the core level of service for shelter resources and/or
expand zone, b) improve the availability of hurricane shelter projects, c) improve the contractor
management resources currently available to monitor hurricane shelter projects, d) increase the funding
levels discussed above currently allocated to developing hurricane shelter resources, €) update the
calculations used for impacts on hurricane shelter availability, f) increase the use of vertical refuge
structures to house evacuees, which may require commandeering powers at the local level to implement.
Policy 80.1.6 should be amended given the recent language change made to Policy 80.1.7. Address the
elevation of replacement mobile home units in existing mobile home sites where the ground elevation is
more than three feet lower than the 100-year floodplain elevation requirement.
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MAJOR ISSUE #8: SCHOOLS

Background

The responsibility of Managing the public schoolsin Lee County fallsto the Lee County School District
and elected L ee County School Board. ItisLee County’s policy to coordinate planning efforts with the
School District through the sharing of data and other resources. The County also works with the school
district to co-locate facilities when feasible. Goal 46 of the Lee Plan states that the County will assist the
Lee County School Board with the planning, development, and siting of new schools through school
location planning, cooperation and sharing of data, and policies related to land use compatibility. In
August 2002, the County entered into an inter-local agreement with the School District and the 5
municipalitiesto better coordinate public school facilities planning and land use planning. Thisagreement
is pursuant to Section 163.01, Section 163.3177(3)(h)2., and Section 235.193(7), F.S.

a.) School Concurrency

Sincetheinter-local agreement was signed by all of the affected parties on August 20, 2002, L ee County
has been asked to review 12 proposed school sites. Lee County DCD/Planning staff reviewed these sites
for compliance with the Lee Plan and provided comments to the School District Staff. The Lee County
Board of County Commissioners has also appointed a planner from the School District to the Local
Planning Agency as a non-voting member.

Recommendation: Lee County DCD/Planning staff should continue to assist the Lee County School
District staff by reviewing proposed school sites for consistency with the Lee Plan. Lee County should
continue to encourage participation from the school district on the Local Planning Agency.

b.) Appropriate scale of schools (community centers)

Lee County school sites are chosen by avariety of methods. Some sites are acquired through purchase
negotiations and others may be acquired through adevel opment agreement. All sitesarerequired to meet
standards imposed by the State of Florida. School locations are also guided by policiesin the Lee Plan.
Selected sites have been located in accordance with these policies. One Lee Plan Policy (46.3.3)
encouragestheacquisition of sites”largeenough” to accommodate projected increasesinenrollment. This
policy could beinterpreted to support larger school sites. While large sites may be appropriate in certain
locations and circumstances, research has shown there are benefits to limiting the size of educational
facilities.

Goal 46 of the Lee Plan commits the County to assist the school board in the siting and development of
new schools. Policy 46.3.4 aswell asthe 2002 inter-local agreement with the school board demonstrates
the County’ sdesireto work with the school board in the co-location of schoolsand parks. One successful
demonstration of this effort is the location and devel opment of new schools at Veterans Park in Lehigh
Acres.

Recommendation: During the EAR amendment cycle, initiate an amendment to the Lee Plan to evaluate
the impacts of Policy 46.3.3. This evaluation should include an evaluation of the appropriate size of
schools and their connection to the surrounding neighborhoods.
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c.) Local Schoolswith sidewalk access

A review of schools in Lee County shows that the majority do have sidewalk facilities leading to the
building from the surrounding neighborhoods. I1naddition, Policy 46.3.7 of the Lee Plan doesrequire new
residential devel opmentsto providepedestrian and bicycleaccessfor school children. Also, Section10-256
(b) (2) b.2. states:

“When any portion of a proposed residential subdivision islocated within one-quarter mile
(as measured along the principal perimeter street) of an existing or proposed pedestrian
generator such as schools, parks, playgrounds, shopping centers or employment centers, or
transit facilities, the devel oper must construct a bikeway or pedestrian way not lessthan 8 feet
in width within the existing road right-of-way connecting the subdivision to the pedestrian
generator. Thissection will not requirethe purchase of right-of-way or easementswherenone
exist and will only apply where the required new facility can be constructed along a collector
or arterial road.”

Recommendation: Lee County should continue to support the development of sidewalks and other
pedestrian/bicyclefacilitiesto provideaccessto new and existing school facilities. Research notedinMajor
Issue 10 of this report addresses the issue of providing canopy coverage for pedestrian facilities and the
cooling effects that result. Lee County should study this effect and determine if regulations should be
modified to make provisionsto enhance pedestrian waysto and from school sites. It should be noted that
the school schedules result in children using these facilities in the “ heat of the day”.

Smart Growth Committee Review

8.

Schools. The Smart Growth initiative singled out the school district as a critical player in the
establishment or reaffirmation of community character, aswell as a specia interest area for land
use and transportation planning.

a. Concurrency. The Smart Growth Committee endorses the continuation of impact fees for
school facilities, but otherwise did not take a position favoring the addition of schoolsto thelist of
concurrency issues.

b. Appropriate scale of schools (community centers). The Smart Growth initiative endorsed and
developed recommendations for the smaller scale “neighborhood school” concept. It strongly
endorsed the school becoming a broader public facility when the class day has ended, and on
weekends, to the extent that additional public agencies should participate in the funding and O/M
coststhese enhanced activitiesrequire. REMEDY : Lee County BoCC and the L ee County School
Board should develop a strategy for multiple use of school structures, with supplemental Lee
County or other agency funding. Some of thisis going on now.

c. Loca Schools with sidewalk access. The Smart Growth initiative endorsed and developed
recommendations for sidewalk access to schools, with the school board continuing the walk on
school property. Recent photographic essays demonstrates that often such sidewalks on school
property end at the property line or does not extend from adjacent residential areas. Sidewalk
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construction is a priority of the County, but has difficulty in being practical if residentia
neighborhoods have no orientation for sidewalks or for access to adjacent schools (or other uses
adjacenttotheresidential area). REMEDY : Continuethesidewalk program, ensuring connections
to schools from residential areas are prioritized.

Summary

Upon review it isrecommended that staff continueto assist School District staff by reviewing school sites
for consistency with the Lee Plan and encourage participation from the district on the Local Planning
Agency. During the EAR based amendment cycle an amendment should be initiated to evaluate the
impacts of Policy 46.3.3. Lee County should also support the development of sidewalks and
pedestrian/bicycle facilities providing access to school facilities as well as researching canopy coverage.
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MAJOR ISSUE #9: WATER QUALITY,AIR QUALITY, AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Policies addressing natural resources can be found throughout the Lee Plan. In fact, the protection and
management of natural resources make up aconsiderable portion of Lee Plan policy. Policiesreinforcing
the protection and management of natural resources can be found in the Community Facilities and
Services, Capital Improvements, and Conservation and Coastal M anagement Elementsof theplan, aswell
as in the Future Land Use Element. There are also provisions for more specific land uses such as
recreational facilities in the Density Reduction/Ground water Resource (DR/GR), natural resource
extraction activities, and industrial land uses. Staff recognizes that a review of the outdated references
throughout these particular policies will be necessary as part of the EAR based amendment cycle.

TheLee County Division of Natural Resources has been charged with the responsibility of managing and
protecting the County’ s surface water and groundwater resources through the implementation of several
programs that address flood protection, water quality, pollution prevention and water conservation. Just
recently they were awarded funds from the Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program to implement an
air quality monitoring program.

a.) Sustainablewater resource use and retention

Lee County has been actively involved with water resource planning and working collaboratively with the
South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) in updating the Water Supply Plans and Minimum
Flows and Levels documents to preserve this precious resource to meet current and future demands. In
addition, staff is actively involved with the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) process
to insure that water supply deliveriesfrom Lake Okeechobee and other storage options address the needs
of our region. The County has also designated portions of L ee County as DRGR which establishes |ower
density development to promote the natural infiltration capabilities of areas most suitable for aquifer
recharge. Thisareaisbeing reviewed to insure the latest and best available information is being used to
verify or confirm this designation. Besides these major activities, Lee County promotes greater
conservation of our water resources through education on low use fixtures, rain gage sensors, drought
tolerant landscaping and use of the mobileirrigation lab. Accordingto SFWMD records, Lee County has
one of the lowest per capita consumption ratesin the State.

b.) Environmental quality of local waterways

L ee County conducts extensive monitoring of itslocal waterways. Monthly grab samples are taken from
most natural creeksand streamsand tested for ahost of pollutantsincluding nutrientsand metals. At many
sites, there are over 10 years of data available. This information is uploaded to the Environmental
Protection Agency’ s(EPA) STORET datamanagement system. The State Department of Environmerntal
Protection (DEP) and EPA are using thisinformation and othersto identify impaired waters. Thiswill be
used to establish Total Maximum Daily Loads or TMDLSs, which are threshold limits of pollution that a
waterbody can assimilate and still meet itsdesignated use, i.e. fishing, swimming, and shellfish harvesting.
An action plan is then developed to set goals and priorities on how the desired water quality can be
achieved. Cleaner water will be achieved through several initiatives such as more stringent water quality
regulations for new development, construction of filter marshes and other regiona water quality
improvements, retrofit of ol der devel opment with best management practices(BM Ps), pollution prevention,
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit implementation, and increased
mai ntenance on both public and private stormwater facilities. Inaddition thereisconsiderablework being
doneby several agencieson defining links between water quality and the biol ogical health of our estuaries.

c.) Flood prevention

Lee County receivesover 55 inchesayear of rainfall. Unfortunately most of it occurs during the summer
months at an intensity that often bringsflooding. Rainwater accumulates along avery flat natura terrain
and moves by sheetflow to lower areas. As water progresses downstream and flows along a steeper
gradient, it accumulates into creeks and streams with a more defined floodplain before entering its final
outfall such as Estero Bay or the Caloosahatchee River. Typically, the carrying capacity for a creek
between itsbanksisapproximately equivalent to al-2 year storm event. Therefore, any larger storm must
rely on flow outside the banks and within awider flood plain.

LeeCounty hasdevel oped aSurface Water Management M aster Planthat definesflood protection capacity
for most of the County’ s streams, creeks and rivers. The focus of the Master Plan has been on the trunk
conveyance systems and Levels of Service have been established for each with suggested improvements
where necessary to bring capacity up to the 25 year- 3 day storm event. In many instances, clogged and/
or encroached waterways and undersized culverts bridges at crossings have been identified as the major
constrictionsto flood capacity. Lee County has funded capital improvements when possible to provide
enhanced capacity in accordance with the Master Plan. In addition, Lee County maintains a system of
canals, ditches through a dedicated Operations Division and cleans and snags natural creeks and streams
when funding isavailable. Yet, several areasin Lee County continue to flood each summer including the
North Ft Myers, Orange River and Briarcliff areas among others. The mgjority of flooding occursin the
older platted homesites where a stormwater system was neither designed nor constructed.

Lee County’s core level of service has been focused on the trunk stormwater system and its major
tributaries. Neighborhood level of flooding had been the responsibility of homeowners associations or
individual homeowners if none exist. The South Florida Water Management District is the primary
permittingagency for stormwater management. Facilitiesmust be designed and constructedin accordance
with regulatory standards. Maintenance of these facilities are a condition of the permit and are subject to
enforcement if found out of compliance. Non-permitted facilities present the most difficult situation.
However, Lee County has provided technical assistance upon response to an established Request For
Action program. Lee County has a'so made several attempts in creating a stormwater utility to provide
funding for acore level of service beyond current efforts without success.

Water Quality, Air Quality, and Natural Resour ces, the Future

In general, the Lee Plan’s objectives and policies appear adequate in addressing the enhancement,
restoration or preservation of our water quality, air quality and natural resources. Lee County plays a
cooperativerolewith severa state, federal and local agencieswhom sharethesamemission. Of significant
importanceisLee County’ sdevelopment of aMaster Mitigation Plan (Environmental Quality Investment
and Growth Mitigation Strategic Plan).
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Thepurpose of thisMaster Mitigation Planisto provide amaster strategy by which critical environmental
features continue to be preserved; needed growth infrastructureis provided “ safe harbor” approachesfor
mitigation which in turn enables the budgeting process to be reliable; and degraded resources important
for the public health, safety, and welfare are restored.

The County Master Mitigation Plan will, once adopted, be acomponent of the County’ s Comprehensive
Plan implementation. Implementation includes Administrative Code incorporation, capital budget
direction, and land development code reform.

Lee County has recently embarked on agroundwater resource study as part of an updated analysis of the
DRGRarea. Thiswill provideval uablewater resourceinformationandwill further our sustainableresource
goals.

In addition, Lee County has adopted L ee Plan language that incorporates the restoration and preservation
of our historic flow-ways. Thiswill have asignificant positive effect on the environmental quality of our
waterways. Alsothemonitoring effort continuesto beenhanced so that our performance can bemeasured.

Flooding will continue to be asignificant issue that affects our homes, businesses and roadways. Efforts
will continue to provide an adequate trunk stormwater conveyance system as al upstream properties are
dependent on its flood carrying capacity for its own efficiency. Planning will move towards analyzing
localized flooding problemsso that the permitting agenciesand individual landownerswill have ablueprint
for solutions and to prevent further problems from new development. Lee County will complete a
feasibility study for the possible implementation of a stormwater utility. A public focus group will be
formed to provide guidance.

Smart Growth Committee Review

9. Water Quality, Air Quality and Natural Resources.
a. Sustainablewater resource use and retention. The Smart Growth Committee recommendations
promote reexamining the “Carrying Capacity”concept. The Smart Growth Initiative, in
conjunction with Natural Resourcesand Tourism Development Council, and at thedirection of the
Board of County Commissioners, has been pursuing the establishment of reservationsof water for
the Caloosahatchee River. The BoCC, Natural Resources, and the County Attorney’ s Office, has
been supporting Charlotte County initseffortsto establish an EISfor water usein the Peace River
basin.

b. Environmental quality of local waterways. In association with Natural Resources, the Smart
Growth Initiativeis supporting the devel opment of the Lee Master Mitigation Plan, and supporting
the Estero Bay Nutrient Partnership. Both of these arein partial response to the impaired waters
designations of various rivers and bays within Lee County. The Smart Growth Initiative has
recommendations in support of these activities.

c. Flood Prevention. The Initiative recognized the “flood problem” is in part aggravated by
designing system according to storm events, and that when the storm event condition is beyond
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that engineered, the systemfails. To that end, there are recommendationsfor flow way protection
(don’t impede flows), water storage restoration (don'’t try to drain too much), and remediation of
old underdesigned system (fix misengineererd problems), al of which reduce the potential of
flooding. The Committee noted a problem with sludge disposal in the floodplain, since flooding
discharges this material into the receiving water bodies.

Summary
In general, the Lee Plan’s objectives and policies appear adequate in addressing the enhancement,

restoration or preservation of our water quality, air quality and natural resources. Once adopted, the
County Master Mitigation Planwill beacomponent of the County’ s Comprehensive Planimplementation.
L ee County has also recently embarked on a groundwater resource study as part of an updated analysis
of the DRGR area. This study will provide valuable water resource information and will further our
sustainable resource goals. Staff recognizes that areview of the outdated references throughout these
particular policies will be necessary as part of the EAR based amendment cycle.
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MAJOR ISSUE #10: NEW URBANISM, SMART GROWTH

BACKGROUND

During the EAR public workshops the issues of New Urbanism and Smart Growth were discussed by
the citizensin attendance. Staff recorded these comments and grouped them into 2 primary areas,10a.)
Effectiveness of current Mixed Use regulations and provisions, and 10b.) Incentives for Smart Growth.

The Board of Lee County Commissioners authorized the creation of the county’s Smart Growth
Department and an 18-member Smart Growth Advisory Committee in October 2001. The Smart
Growth Advisory Committee held itsinaugural meeting April 25, 2002 to officially begin the county’s
Smart Growth process. The goal of Lee County’s Smart Growth program isto achieve agood balance
between community livability, economic viability, and environmental sensitivity. New Urbanism will
further thisgoal by providing aternative choices in development patterns.

I ntroduction

In communities across the nation, there is a growing concern that current devel opment patterns,
dominated by what some call “sprawl,” are no longer in the long-term interest of our cities, existing
suburbs, small towns, rural communities, or wilderness areas. Though supportive of growth,
communities are questioning the economic costs of abandoning infrastructure in the city, only to
continue to build it elsewhere. They are questioning the social costs of the mismatch between new
employment locations in the suburbs and the available work force in the city. They are questioning the
wisdom of abandoning “brownfields’ in older communities, consuming the open space and prime
agricultural lands at the suburban fringe, and polluting the air of an entire region by driving farther to
get places.

Smart growth recognizes connections between development and quality of life. In general, smart
growth invests time, attention, and resources in restoring community and vitality to center cities and
older suburbs. Smart growth is town-centered, istransit and pedestrian oriented, and has a greater mix
of housing, commercial, and retail uses. It also preserves open space and many other environmental
amenities.

New Urbanism promotes the creation of mixed use developments with an active 24/7 environment
within activity nodes that are easily accessible to the local residents. Thismix of uses promotes
walking and reduces the reliance on the private occupancy vehicle to achieve most trips for work, daily
needs, social life, and services. The New Urbanism trend goes by other names, including neo-
traditional design, transit-oriented development, and traditional neighborhood devel opment.

New Urbanism and Smart Growth share many of the same concepts. New Urbanismisatool in
helping smart growth become aredlity.
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Resour ces

Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company were the primary pioneers of New Urbanism asit is understood
today. In addition to their own publications, their efforts were a catalyst for many other planners,
architects, designers, and activists which produced a substantial amount of media about these topics.

Charter of the New Urbanism*

Envisioned by six leading architects including Peter Calthorpe and Andres Duany, the Charter was
adopted by the Congress of New Urbanism in 1996. The document addresses public policy in the
following statement:

“We advocate the restructuring of public policy and development practices to support the following
principles: neighborhoods should be diverse in use and population; communities should be designed
for the pedestrian and transit aswell asthe car; cities and towns should be shaped by physically
defined and universally accessible public spaces and community institutions; urban places should be
framed by architecture and landscape design that celebrate local history, climate, ecology, and
building practice.” (Seethe Appendix for the entire charter and principles)

The Transect

As seen in “New Urbanism: Comprehensive Report & Best Practices Guide” and many other New
Urbanism resources, the Transect is a valuable tool which was crafted by Andres Duany and Elizabeth
Plater-Zyberk. Itis used to categorize the elements of the human environment on a scale from urban to
rural based on the form of the walkable, interconnected, mixed-use, transit-supportive neighborhood.
These resources can be used to evaluate the Lee Plan's effectiveness in promoting this style of
development. A comparison of existing Lee Plan Future Land Use Categoriesand the Transect isincluded
within this section of the EAR.

The Transect isa system of classification that is a progressing range from rural-to-urban components. It
providesthe basisfor anew system of zoning, onethat integrates el ementsof the natural environment. The
Transect, inavisual format, providesan alternative devel opment pattern fromthetypical modernist pattern
that istransportation and zoning oriented. Adopting the principlesof the Transect will foster developments
with diverse and creative character. Each of the Transect Categories, Rural (Reserve & Preserve),
Neighborhood Edge, Neighborhood General, Center, and Core; has detailed provisions for density,
thoroughfaredimensionsand design, bl ock dimensions, thedesign of parks, appropriatebuilding frontages,
the mix of uses, building design, parking, and other aspects of the human environment. Most of these
provision are best implemented through Lee County’ s Land Devel opment Code which contains detailed
requirements about the design aspects of new development. However, the Lee Plan should contain the
policy guidance that directs changesto the LDC to incorporate these concepts, in addition to addressing
themix of usesand densitiesasit doesnow. The other aspects of the human environment arelesstangible
and can be addressed in other areas of the Lee Plan, other county policies & regulations and through

! Charter of the New Urbanism, The Congress of the New Urbanism, 1998.
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community planscreated by the residentsthey impact. The community planning processtypically results
in amendments to the Lee Plan and ultimately the Land Development Code.

Key Issuesin New Urbanism?

Mixed Use: A mix of shops, offices, apartments, and homes on site. Mixed-use within
neighborhoods, within blocks, and within buildings.

Diversity: Neighborhoods should be diverse in use and population; people of various ages, classes,
cultures, and races.

Sprawl: Low-density, land-consumptive development prevented by New Urbanism.

Neighborhoods. Mixed housing; A range of types, sizes and pricesin closer proximity to schools and
workplaces.

Communities. Discernable center and edge; Public space at center; Importance of quality public
realm; public open space designed as civic art; Contains arange of uses and densities within 10-minute
walk; Transect planning: Highest densities at town center; progressively less dense towards the edge.
Pedestrians. Pedestrian-friendly design (buildings close to street; porches, windows & doors; tree-
lined streets; on street parking; hidden parking lots; garagesin rear lane; narrow, slow speed streets)
encourages agreater use of bicycles, rollerblades, scooters, and walking as daily transportation.

Street Connectivity: Streets can be straight or curved but are well-connected internally within
neighborhoods and are connected externally to two or more collector or arterial roads.

Transit: A network of high-quality transportation systems connecting cities, towns, and
neighborhoods together.

Design: Emphasis on beauty, aesthetics, human comfort, and creating a sense of place; Specia
placement of civic uses and sites within community. Human scale architecture & beautiful
surroundings nourish the human spirit.

Key Issuesin Smart Growth?®

Community Quality of Life: A framework to build community and help create and preserve sense of
place done through the provision of housing and transportation choices, urban green spaces,
recreational and cultural attractions, and policies and incentives that promote mixed-use
neighborhoods; this can betied into New Urbanist concepts of community and mixed-use

Design: The creation of communities that offer health, social, economic, and environmental benefits
for all through the promotion of resource-efficient building and community designs, green building
practices, low-impact development, and mixed-use and walkable neighborhoods, similar to those
advocated by New Urbanism.

Economics. Community-based small business investment and development is encouraged, asit adds
to the variety of local employment opportunities and helps attract new business and industries.
Environment: Many current environmental challenges—air and water pollution, global warming,
habitat fragmentation and conversion—are due in part to the way in which neighborhoods,
communities, and metropolitan areas have been built during the past half-century; this can be linked to
New Urbanist concerns about containing sprawl.

2 New Urbanism. www.newurbanism.org.
3 Smart Growth Network. www.smartgrowth .org.
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Health: Through resource-efficient building design and offering transportation options such as mass
transit, bike lanes, and pedestrian walkways, heath threats from air and water pollution aswell as indoor
air contaminants are reduced.

Housing: Housing options for diverse lifestyles and socio-economic levels are promoted through
mixed-use, affordable housing and compact devel opment that revitalizes neighborhoods and provides
and alternative to automobile-dependent communities.

Transportation: By promoting new transportation choices and transit-oriented development, public
health and environmental quality are protected, energy is conserved, and quality of life improved.

L ee Plan Definitions

Clustering: A development design technique that concentrates a group of buildings or usesin specific
areas to allow the remaining area to be used for open space, buffering, joint-parking, recreation, water
management, or protection of environmentally sensitive areas.

This does not guarantee a reduced dependency on the Personal Occupancy Vehicle (POV).

Density: For the purpose of calculating gross residential density, the total acreage of a development
includes those lands to be used for residential uses, and includes land within the devel opment proposed
to be used for streets, and street rights of way, utility rights-of-way, public and private parks, recreation
and open space, schools, community centers, and facilities such as police, fire and emergency services,
sewage and water, drainage, and existing man-made waterbodies contained within the residential
development. Land for commercial, office, industrial uses, natural water bodies, and other non-
residential uses must not be included.

This has proven problematic for proposed mixed use buildings and has |ead to a segregated use
pattern of development.

Future Urban Areas. Those categories on the Future Land Use Map which are designated for urban

activities: Intensive Development, Central Urban, Urban Community, Suburban, Outlying Suburban,

Industrial Development, Public Facilities, Airport, Airport Commerce, Industrial Interchange, General

Interchange, Genera Commercia Interchange, Industrial Commercial, Interchange, University Village
Interchange, Mixed Use Interchange, University Community, and New Community.

Intensity: A measurement of the degree of non-residential uses of land based on use, size, impact,
bulk, shape, height, coverage, sewage generation, water demand, traffic generation, or floor arearatios.

Land Use: The development that has occurred on the land, the development that is proposed by a
developer on the land, or the use that is permitted or permissible on the land under the adopted
Comprehensive Plan or element or portion thereof, |and development regulations, or aland
development code, as the context may indicate.
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Mixed Use: The development, in a compact urban form, of land or building or structure with two or
more different but compatible uses, such as but not limited to: residential, office, industrial and
technological, retail, commercial, public, entertainment, or recreation.

Open Space: Land, public or private, which may be either unoccupied or predominately unoccupied
by buildings or structures, having use for parks, recreation, water management, vegetation, agriculture,
conservation, protection or preservation of water resources, historic or scenic resources, green space,
green belts, natural rivers and streams, forests, wetlands, beaches and dunes, wildlife habitat, preserves,
sanctuaries, reserves and refuges, and air and water.

This could be improved with a definition of both urban and suburban open space.

Additional policy needs to be added to the Lee Plan to discourage open space placement where it
discourages interaction between compatible uses that should be related. Clarify in a Lee Plan policy
the difference between (1) buffering incompatible adjacent uses, and (2) integrating compatible or
complementary adjacent uses.

Planned Development: A development that is designed and devel oped as a cohesive, integrated unit
under single ownership or unified control which permits flexibility in building siting, mixture of
housing types or land uses, clustering, common functional open space, the sharing of services,
facilities, and utilities, and protection or enhancement of environmental and natural resources. A
"planned development™ may be for residential, commercial, industrial, or other specific purposes, or a
combination thereof. The Lee County zoning regulations define the various types of "planned
developments.”

Urban Sprawl: The uncontrolled, premature, or untimely expansion and spreading out of urban levels
of density or intensity into outlying non-urban areas.

Benefits of New Urbanism
Studies have shown that New Urbanism benefits residents, businesses, developers, and local
governments:

C Benefitsto Residents: By combining placesto live, work, and play, new urbanism
communities enhance the quality of life. Through the creation of pedestrian friendly
communities, a healthier lifestyle is promoted.

C Benefitsto Businesses: Proximity and compact development alow for less driving, making
businesses more attractive to the surrounding residents, increasing the overall sales. Businesses
also benefit from new urbanism design, in that it contains live-work units that can house
potential employees and/or customers.

C Benefitsto Developers: Since new urbanism promotes higher density mixed-use projects,
they are attractive to devel opers, providing more |leasable square footage thus, more income
potential. Asaresult of their compact nature, mixed-use projects reduce dependency on the
automobile and can lower the costs of utilities.
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C Benefitsto Municipalities: Due to the fact that |ess money is spent per capita on
infrastructure and utilities, new urbanism communities are able to support a stable, appreciating
tax base. This substantial benefit combined with those qualities listed above; give new urbanism
communities a better overall image. The Research Institute for Housing America has reported
that infrastructure cost savings for smart growth versus traditional growth is approximately
$1,800 per dwelling unit?.

Additional studies have been conducted to show the overall benefits of more compact, pedestrian-friendly
living environments:

C Density & Transit: An 1993 study by the m—————————
Federal Transit Authority specifies that the TABLE 10.1
minimum density necessary to support 30 FutureUrbanArea Average Average

minute bus serviceis 7 units per acre (UPA) and ﬁ}?ﬁ?gl)evel opment l;F;';‘ IE)AZT
at 30_ units per acre 10 minute services becomes Central Urban A81 0.17
possible. The study further states the threshold yrpan Community 471 0.14
for employee based local bus service is syburban 4.18 0.13
approximately 50-60 employees per acre and Outlying Suburban 3.9 0.14
developments should have floor-to-area ratios Public Fecilities 0.16
(FAR) greater than 2. Table 10.1 depicts the Industrial Development 531 0.20
average units per acre (UPA) and average FAR IN?’V iommtguty 4.99 8";’3
calculated from the Planning Division' sexisting |, o o ange Areas '

. Airport Commerce 0.06
land useinventory for the Future Urban Areasof 4 rport 0.07
Lee County. UPA hasbeen cal culated based on ynjversity Community 416 0.03

net residential acres, which is different than the m——————————————————————
LeePlan calculation that isbased on gross acres.

Thisresultsin ahigher UPA than would be assumed for Lee Plan purposes. Employee per acre
information is not available for Lee County by Future Land Use Category; however, the average
FAR in Lee County has been calculated from the inventory using net commercial acres. A
considerable number of studiesare availablethat recommend the densitiesneeded to support mass
transit systems.

C Pedestrian Shed: A common tenant of new urbanism developmentsisto create a “ pedestrian
shed” defined as being “From the core commercial areas and transit stop over an areathat is an
average of %2 mile in radius represents a 10 minute walking distance along streets’® (Western
Australian Planning Commission, 1998). Communities that follow this standard have more
successful transit systems and more pleasant pedestrian environments.

C TreeCanopy: Safety can be enhanced along pedestrian/bicycle facilitieswith amenitiesthat also
create amoreinviting corridor such as shade trees planted between the sidewalk and the roadway .
Incorporating atree canopy aong pedestrian facilitieswould a soimprovethe“friendliness’ of the

4 Linking Vision With Capital, Research Institute for Housing America, Report No. 01-01, September 2001
5 Transportation Tech Sheet — Ped Sheds, Congress for the New Urbanism, May 31, 2001
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facility. A Study conducted by NASA revealed a 30E temperature disparity between the parking
lot and the“treeidand” inaHuntsville, AL mall.® Thisissueisnot addressed by Lee Plan Policies.
Another element of a new urbanism project is the connection between the project and adjacent
projects.

New Urbanist Projects

A compilation new urbanism projects derived from many sources including The Congress of New
Urbanism (CNU) and The New Urban News, indicates there are approximately 800 projects that are
classified as new urbanism in the United States. Of these, 96 are in the state of Florida, and within Lee
County, there are 3 projects that have been or could be classified as new urbanism, the Downtown Cape
Cora Plan (by Dover Kohl and Associates), the Fort Myers Beach Plan (by Dover Kohl, Chael Cooper,
and Spikowski Planning A ssoci ates), and the Downtown Fort Myers Plan (by DPZ). Thereareno projects
listed that are located in the unincorporated areas of Lee County. There are areas of the county that are
examples of “old urbanism”. For instance, the older parts of Boca Grande; and neighborhoods
surrounding Old 41 in Bonita Springs. The “old urbanism” areas in Lee County have been studied and
discussed in the existing mixed use projects section of this report.

Projects included on this list are those that have been planned to incorporate the New Urbanism/Neo-
traditional Planning principles. Thefirst and one of the most noteworthy isthe Seaside development inthe
FloridaPanhandlethat brokegroundin 1981. Seaside hasprofoundly altered conventional viewson streets,
neighborhoods, and towns. It has stimulated the recovery of traditional American urban planning
principles, and hel ped revivethenotion of publiclifeincommunity planning. The Seasidelnstitute, located
inthe Seaside devel opment, isanon-profit organization promoting the building of community incitiesand
towns through design, education, and the arts. The institute offers a variety of educationa and cultural
programs, including forums and conferencesthat focus on community enhancement, the built and natural
environment, in addition to urban planning and architecture.

Comments from the EAR public workshops indicated that residents are interested in seeing this type of
project in Lee County. Therefore, areview of relevant Lee County regulations (from the Lee Plan and
Land Development Code) has been completed to determine the extent that current policies and/or
regulations have precluded new urbanism projects from becoming viable options in the unincorporated
areas of the county. The review focused on how existing regulations related to the Charter of New
Urbanism, the Transect, and Key Issues.

Lee Plan Future Land Use Map Categories

There are many existing Goals, Objectives, and Policies within the Lee Plan that mention “mixed use”.
It is noted that mixed use does not ensure a New Urbanism development; however, it isconsidered akey
component of New Urbanism. TheLee Plan Future Land Use M ap categorieshave been grouped intofive
major headings:

6 Dr. Jeffrey C. Luvall and Dr. Dale Quattrochi, What's hot in Huntsville and what's not: A NASA thermal
remote sensing project. NASA's Global Hydrology and Climate Center, 1996.
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Future Urban Areas
Interchange Areas
New Community
Airport Areas
Non-Urban Areas

agbs~owbdpE

Although some mixed-use development can take placein al five groups of categories, the Future Urban
Areasand New Community arethemost suitablefor mixed-use devel opment ascontempl ated by the New
Urbanism and Smart Growth movements.

Future Urban Areas:

L ee County Future Urban Areas are the areas where New Urbanism development should be particularly
encouraged and will be given provision of public infrastructure based on criteria in the Capital
I mprovements Element of the Lee Plan. These Areasdesignate categoriesof varying intensities providing
afull range of urban activities based upon soil conditions, historic and developing growth patterns, and
existing or future availability of public facilities and services.

Future Urban Areas are classified into eight categories. Central Urban, Urban Community, Intensive
Development, Suburban, Outlying Suburban, University Community, Public Facilities, and Industrial
Development. While these categories do allow for amix of uses (with the exception of Public Facilities
and Industrial) none specifically require the New Urbanism style of development. Policy 1.1.2 (Intensive
Development) specifically calsfor” ... Planned mixed-usecenter sof high-density residential, commercial,
limited lightindustrial...” Likewise, the Central Urban and Urban Community categoriesallow the same
usesaslistedinthelntensive Devel opment category and aredifferentiated by alower maximum residential
density and no specific mention of mixed-use developments. The Suburban and Outlying Suburban
categories exclude industrial uses and limit commercial development to neighborhood centers; however,
thereisno prohibition on mixing theuseswithinaproject. The University Community (FloridaGulf Coast
University) category clearly promotes mixed use centers.

| nterchange Areas:

These areas, located around 7 of the interstate interchanges in the county, are considered part of the
“Future Urban Area’ of Lee County. Special attention has been given to these areas to ensure the
maximum beneficial use of their unique locations, aiming to minimize the conflicts between local traffic
and the interstate related traffic. Objective 1.3 states that “ Each interchange area is designated for a
specific primary role: General, General Commercial, Industrial Commercial, Industrial, University
Village, and Mixed Use.” Thesixth category (Mixed Use) was added in January 2000 to allow residential
usesintheinterchangeareawithintruly integrated mixed use devel opments. Whentheonly property with
the designation was re-designated to Outlying Suburban this designation was deleted from the plan in
March 2002. The Lee Plan does not preclude the Interchange Areas from mixed used developments;
however, thereisclear intent that devel opment inthese areas shoul d focuson vehicular traffic and usesthat
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servethetraveling public. Inaddition, no new residential uses, other than ancillary caretakersunitsor those
specified in Ch. 13 of the Lee Plan, are allowed in the interchange aress.

New Community:

Coming closest of any of the Future Land Use M ap categoriesto matching the principles of new urbanism,
New Community areas must be a large-scale multi-use master planned community that are capable of
being devel oped with abal ance of residential and non-residential uses. They aredevel oped asfreestanding
economic units and will not impose negative fiscal impacts on the county. The only area with this
designationin Lee County isthe Gateway Development (located east of 1-75 between SWFIA and Lehigh
Acres)whichbeganin1980. Thedevelopmentisnot considered aself-contained community and generates
considerable commuter trips, though it has not demonstrated a need for bus service.

Southwest Floridalnternational Airport Area:

Thetwo Airport Areadesignations are Airport and Airport Commerce. The Airport subgroup designates
the properties owned by L ee County and used for the Southwest Florida International Airport operation.
Ongoing airport expansion provides a unique opportunity to expand the mix of usesto incorporate non-
residential uses and further diversify the county's economy. Though mixed use developments are not
precluded in these areas, their focus is on uses that enhance the airport operation.

Non-Urban Areas.

The non-urban areas of the county would bethe |east viable areas for new urbanism style devel opments
dueto the fact that allowable densities and intensities would inhibit many of the benefits of this style of
development. Based on the Transect, these areas of the county would best fit into the* Rural Reserveand
Preserve’ tier. Of the six subgroups in the Non-Urban category, four allow amix of uses, providing for
uses that are needed to serve the rural community. Policies are neutral on the issue of mixing residential
uses and commercial activities. The Rura Community Preserve, the Buckingham community, includes
specific provisions for the quantity and location of commercial activities. This approach could be
incorporated into other community plans and used to create community nodes that adhere to new
urbanism principles.

Environmentally Critical areasincludetwo subgroups. Wetlands and Conservation Lands Wetlands. The
Density Reduction/Groundwater Resource designation does not allow commercial uses other than those
existing at thetime of the creation of the category. Notably, 7 of the8 commercial usesthat existin DRGR
areas are associated with another use, typically residential. Thefinal Non-Urban category is Conservation
Lands (uplands), which designates areas in public ownership used for conservation purposes. The
Conservation Lands designation applies primarily to those areas that are owned by outside government
agancies.

The Transect applied to L ee County

All the Lee Plan Future Land Use Map categories contain subgroups that can accommodate mixed use.
A review of these designationsin conjunction with the transect (matching the L ee Plan designation with
atransect category) has been completed by listing the transect category and the L ee Plan designationsthat
best fit this category:
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Core

Core development promotes mixed use buildings and residential
densities greater than 15 units per acre, found in athe downtown of a
major city. Development patternsin Lee County have shown that no
existing Lee Plan designation, given current market conditions,
supports this transect category.

Center Centers are defined as smaller downtowns or main streets with 2to 4

story buildings and densities of 15 units per acre or higher. Whilethis
density range is higher than allowed in the standard density range of
any Lee Plan designation, the other activities describe for the Center
would best fit the Intensive Development and Central Urban categories.

General Theresidential density recommended for this transect category is closer

Edge

Edge Neighborhood resembles L ee Plan designations for Suburban and

Neighborhood Outlying Suburban. However, the commercial activity allowed in the

Suburban designation is greater than what is described for this transect
category and the residential density in the Outlying Suburban
designation is lower than prescribed by the transect.

Rural Reserve Non-Urban categories would correspond with this transect category,
& Preserve Rural, Rural Community Preserve, Outer Islands, and possibly Open

Lands resemble Reserve transect. DRGR and Conservation Lands-
Upland designations would more closely correspond to Preserve.

Districts Districts are urbanized areas specialized around activities that are

Mixed

generally not compatible within a neighborhood; a good example
would be the airport. The transect advocates that these areas benefit
from transit system service. Lee Plan Designations of Airport, Public
Facilities, University Community (the campus portion), Airport
Commerce, and Industrial Development resembl e this transect
category. Airport Commerce and Industrial Development areas are
included with this category since they preclude residential uses.

Use Planned Development

The Mixed Use Planned Development (MPD) is a zoning district that does not allow single use projects.
It was created toimplement the L ee Plan Policiesunder Goal 4, Objective4.1 and specifically Policies4.1.3
through 4.1.6 as written in 1991.The criteriafor aMPD are:

1) All mixed use planned developments must meet or exceed at |east two of the following thresholds:

A residential or mobile home development of 150 or more dwelling units.

A commercia development or activity which iseither located on a parcel of five or more acres or
which may include 50,000 square feet or more of floor area.

Anindustrial development or activity which islocated on aparcel of five or more acres or which
may include 50,000 square feet or more of floor area.

A community facility development of five or more acres.
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2) Mixed use developments containing residential uses should be designed to capture within the
development asubstantial percentage of thevehicular tripsthat are projected to be generated by those uses
at the project's buildout.

3) The master concept plan for amixed use development must clearly indicate the land areato be used for
each of the qualifying thresholds, as well as the uses proposed within each of the designated areas.

Tomeet thecriteriafor consideration asan M PD projects must contain two of the useslisted under number
1 above. These criteria do not require the alowed uses to be interrelated or ensure that the projects will
create the pedestrian oriented atmosphere expected in anew urbanism project. Itisnoted that creating this
atmosphere was not the stated goal when the MPD district was devel oped.

Effectiveness of MPD Zoning Districts

Theplanning divisioninventory of the 750+ planned devel opmentsshows 26 M PD projectsand 54 planned
devel opment projectsthat areacombination of 2 of theother planned development districts(ie, RPD/CPD,
CPD/IPD).

Theapproval of an MPD project does not require the different uses be constructed concurrently. Thishas
resulted in portions of the M PDs to be completed and the site for the second use remaining vacant. There
is also no requirement that interconnections between the uses are provided. The requirements of the
district state that the design “should” capture trips but thisis not an absolute requirement of the district.

Without arequired interconnection between the uses, aresidential/commercial MPD project may resemble
an RPD/CPD project. In fact, the district regulations do require that the master concept plan clearly
indicate the areas and uses that qualify thisasan MPD.

TheMPD process does not eliminate the requirement for buffers between uses. |f appropriate, adeviation
from the buffer requirement may be granted to reduce or vary from the existing standards. The buffering
of usesin amixed-use project does not promote pedestrian access within or between projects; however,
the modification of buffers to address the pedestrian connectivity is not commonly included in the MPD
approval.

A more common deviation was found to be the elimination of the “ street stub” requirement. A street stub
is supposed to be provided to allow access between existing or future projects and improve traffic and
pedestrian circulation between adjoining uses. When such circulation is provided, fewer vehicular trips
must use the overburdened arterial network.

A site check of a sample of substantially completed MPDs revealed that the trend for these projects was
to include gated residential areas without a direct interconnection between the uses that would reduce the
automobile usage or would allow adjoining uses to function complementary to each other. Thus the
primary purpose of “mixed-use development” tends to be absent even in projects for which the MPD
category was specifically chosen. Sidewalks are generaly provided within the development areas, but
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strong connectionsof thosefacilitiesto the external sidewalk/bike path facilitiesare, paradoxically, almost
totally absent. Provisionsfor aLee Transtop aregenerally present; however, neither pedestrian connections
nor bike racks are available at these stops. Without pedestrian or bicycle facilities connecting transit stops
to actual destinations, public transit will never be aviable alternative to the private vehicle.

Since the MPD district is viewed as the best aternative for promoting the new urbanism pattern of
devel opment, these deficiencies should be addressed and a mechanism to correct past omissions should
be investigated. To encourage more developments of this nature, incentives should be built into to this
process. Two key incentives that were offered from the development community are the speed of the
approval process and the increased density of projects.

To speed the process, the applicant would have to agree on more specific lists of usesthat interrelate and
meet theintent of thedistrict. TheL eePlanandtheL DC would need to beamended to specifically address
the uses and scale of uses that would be appropriate for the new urbanism/mixed-use. For example, the
type and amount of commercia should be related to the residential uses. With the additional specificity,
staff and the public could have a higher “comfort level” for the quality of the built project.

An amendment to the Lee Plan and LDC could aso address theincentive for higher densities. Theissue
of density calculations for mixed use buildings would need to be resolved through these amendments.
Based on past reviews, this would aso reduce the review process time. The increased density incentive
would need to betightly related to a number of key benefits for the community as awhole. Such issues
could include relationships to the transit system, creating neighborhood enhancements, pedestrian scale
and friendliness, and a reduction on the demand for built infrastructure.

Mixed Use Parcelsin Lee County

Lee County Planning Division has completed an evaluation of parcels of land containing multiple uses.
Seventy-four parcels have been identified as mixed-use. Since development in the Town of Fort Myers
Beach and the City of Bonita Springs was regulated by Lee County’s comprehensive plan, zoning
regulations, and devel opment ordinance standards prior to the city’ sincorporation, they wereincluded in
thisevaluation. Thetypical mixed-use parcel isacombination of residential, retail, and/or office usesin
multiple buildings located throughout the county and not isolated to any particular future land use
category(s). However, four significant cluster areas have been identified: Boca Grande, PAm Beach
Boulevard (near the Fort MyersCity Limits), San CarlosBoulevard (near Fort MyersBeach), and Business
41 (N. Tamiami Trail in North Fort Myers). These areas consist of some of the oldest developments
(structures) in the county. Characteristics of mixed use parcels:

. Sixty-eight of the mixed-use parcelsin Lee County weredevel oped prior to theadoption of theLee
Planin 1984.

. With amedian year built of 1963, the mgjority of the structures on mixed-use parcels predate most
land development ordinances.

. No mixed-use parcels are located in a Planned Devel opment

. Five mixed-use parcels occur within the non-urban Future Land Use Categories of Rural, Rural

Community Preserve, and Density Reduction/Ground Water Retention.
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. Thirty-five of the mixed-use parcels occur within one-quarter mile of at least one other mixed-use
parcel. The balance of these parcels occursin isolation.

. Sixteen of the seventy-four mixed-use parcels do not have any sidewalkswithin one-quarter mile.

. A total of twenty mixed-use parcels have no access to a bus route.

Mixed Use Parcelsin Lee County
Table 10.2
Planning Mixed Use | Mixed-usein | Multiple
Community Parcels | samestructure| structures

lona/M cGregor 15
North Fort 11
Fort Myers 10
Bonita Springs
Boca Grande
Pineldand
South Fort

Alva

Fort Myers
Dani€els Parkway
Fort Myers*
Lehigh Acres
Buckingham
San Carlos
Southeast | ee
Bayshore

Burnt Store
Cape Coral*
Captiva

Estero
Gateway/Airport
Sanibel*

*Note: Lee County does not track data for the Cities of Cape
Coral, Fort Myers, and Sanibel. There are areasin these

Planning Communities that are not within the corporate
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ool ilorledk|ww|wl- o
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The four clusters of mixed-use parcels are located in the lona/lM cGregor, Fort Myers Shores, North Fort
Myers, and Boca Grande planning communities. The Bonita Springs planning community has a large
number of mixed-use parcels scattered along variousroads (BonitaBeach Rd, US 41, and Old US 41) and
are not clustered in any one singular area.

The Boca Grande, Palm Beach Boulevard, San Carlos Boulevard, and Business 41 cluster areas contain
twenty-two of the seventy-four mixed use parcelsin the county. The four clusters are located in Future
Land Use Map Categoriesthat allow higher residential densities.

Mixed Use Cluster Areasin Lee County
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Table 10.3

Cluster Areas Planning FLUC Average Year
Community Built
Palm Beach Fort Myers Shores|lntensive Devel opment 1955
Boca Grande BocaGrande |Urban Community 1944
San Carlos Blvd lona/McGregor [Industrial Development, 1959
Urban Community
Business 41 North Fort Myers [Intensive Devel opment, 1960

The Boca Grande cluster is in the “downtown” area of the Gasparilla Island Historic District and not
located along amajor arterial highway. Thiscreatesamore pedestrian-friendly atmosphere than the other
three clusters that are located along state highways. The Paim Beach Blvd, San Carlos Blvd, and N
Business 41 clusters also have connections to LeeTran service and a sufficient inventory of sidewalks.
They are, however, developed in afairly spread-out suburban design that would not be classified as new
urbanism. A fina characteristic is that none of the mixed-use parcels built after 1984 are located within
these defined cluster areas.

An additional review of useswithin Traffic AnalysisZones (TAZ) was initiated to identify which areas of
the county currently have afair mix of uses already existing. The TAZ geography was chosen based on
availability of data, average size of zones, and the fact that these zones are bordered by and not dissected
by major road featuresthat would inhibit pedestrian crossings. Theselection criteriaincluded having some
residential uses, some commercia and/or industrial uses, and it was considered favorably if the TAZ
contained some public uses. Commercial useswere preferred over industrial usesif both did not exist and
aTAZ wasnot considered to have mixed usesif therewere only residential and public usesexisting. Also,
amix of commercial and industrial uses were not considered to meet the purpose of thisreview. From
approximately 770 zones, 52 were identified as having some degree of amix of uses meeting the criteria
above. Thisnumber doesnot reflect any areaswithinthecitiesof Fort Myers, Cape Coral, or Sanibel since
the county does not maintain an existing land use inventory for these areas. These 52 TAZ’s have been
grouped into 10 areas based on adjacency and have been expanded to include additional TAZ’sin order
to create logical boundariesfor more analysis. This study needs to be completed to determine which of
these areas could truly be considered agood interactive mix of usesthat does or could promote pedestrian
and bicycle transportation.

10a.) Effectiveness of current Mixed Use regulations and provisions
1. EAR Workshop Concerns

C Mixing uses to provide more convenient access to work and school
C Increasing density in the urban core while protecting rural lands
C Improvingtransportation networksfor bike, pedestrian, and transit access, focuson transit-

oriented development
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Recommendation: Duringthe EAR Amendment cycle, initiate an amendment to promote devel opments
that will enhance pedestrian and transit accessibility at scales and densities that make these modes of
transportationfeasible. Completethe TAZ study of mixed useareasin Lee County to determinewhat tools
could be established to foster more mixed use development in areas where this development pattern
currently exists.

2. Current Effective Regulations and Provisions

C

Mixed-use developments are promoted by Goal 4 of the Future Land Use Element. In 1991,
Objective 4.1 was amended to promote the creation of mixed-use developments, including
direction to establish avariety of TND zoning districts. Other Future Land Use Element goalsand
their subsequent objectivesand policiesdiscuss site designs encouraging creative siteswith mixed
uses to reduce the impact on collector and arterial roads.

Goal 19, whichisspecifictothe Estero Community, hasrecommended that the Land Devel opment
Code be made to promote more mixed-use developments, specifically along “Corkscrew Road”
(Estero Blvd).

The Economic Element of the L ee Plan encourages mixed-use developments stating that abroad
mix of flexible densities and development types will be responsive to the needs of Lee County
residents by providing a mix of housing types, sizes, and costs and result in a reduction of
substandard housing units.

Policiesinthe Economic Element of the Lee Plan encourage diverse cultural facilitiesand adiverse
mix of housing types, sizes, prices, and rents. One strategy specified to implement this policy is
to maintain mixed-use land use categories in the Future Land Use Element.

The University Community goa advocates a pedestrian network, as one of the alternative modes
of transportation and project designs and must link related land uses through the use of an
alternative mode of transportation to reduce the automobile traffic.

Estero Community goal isfoll owed by policiesthat encourage pedestrianinterconnectionsbetween
commercial.

The Transportation sub-element includes policiesthat demonstrate Lee County’ s commitment to
maintai ningamass-transit system. Other policiesintheplan promotethelocation of higher density
residential projects near transit service and introduce the idea that higher density developments
benefit the transit system.

The Lee Plan does not specify the desired minimum density required to support public
transportation

Sec. 10-441. Applicability of division (Except as provided in section 10-443), all proposed
developmentswhich arewholly or partially within one-half mile of apublictransit route, asshown
in the mass transit element of the Lee Plan, and which meet or exceed one of the thresholds set
forth in this division, shall be required to provide public transit facilities as set out in thisdivision.
Sec 10-442 and 10-443 map out the criteriafor devel opments and the exemptions.
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Recommendation: During the EAR Amendment cycle, initiate an amendment that will modify/ add
polices to strengthen the effectiveness of the existing regulations that promote mixed-use developments
and neighborhoods.

3. Missing/Deleted Components

C Theorigina Lee Plan language included Policies 4.1.3 through 4.1.6 that directed amendments to
the LDC to create 2 conventional zoning categories (“Planned Village” and *“Traditional
Neighborhood”) for mixed-use projects and to reduce other obstacles to mixed-use projects. The
L eePlanwasto be amended toincorporatethefindingsof astudy onincentiveto encourage mixed-
use projects. Thesefour policiesweredeleted during the 1994 EAR process. Theanaysisincluded
in the 1994 EAR lists thereasons for deletion as that the policy had been implemented or was not
feasible to implement as prescribed in the existing language. Since the 1994 EAR was adopted, a
considerable amount of research has been completed that indicates that small mixed-use projects
are desirable and should be encouraged especialy asinfill devel opments.

C The Mixed-Use Interchange category, added in 2000 then deleted in 2002, did not require
developments to be new urbanism but it did call for developments to be mixed-use with required
interconnections between the residential and non-residential components. It also allowed for
residential densities to be calculated on the total land area and inclusion of non-residential usesin
the same building, which did not reduce the allowed number of units.

C Thereisnoincentiveregardingthecommercial usesor theusesintheneighborhood centersrelating
to the neighborhood wherethey will belocating. Whileit may bethe county’ sdesireto encourage
thisform of development, current Lee Plan policies have not proven successful in accomplishing
this goal. The policies do not ensure that the commercial uses are related to the surrounding
residential neighborhoods. Therefore, providing alternative incentivesthat encourage thisform of
neighborhood devel opment should be explored.

C ThelLeePlan makesprovisionsfor “Neighborhood Commercial” and “Minor Commercial” areas,
the concept of establishing commercial areas within neighborhoods and in new urbanism fashion
isnot discussed.

C The Mixed-Use Interchange category, now non-existent, did not require for residential and non-
residential usesto be related to each other or at compatible scales and intensities.

C The Land Development Code regulations primarily address the design regarding pedestrian
connections along major arterials and collectors and not within the actual development. Policies
in the transportation element emphasize the need to provide connections between residential,
school, recreation, shopping, and work areas but there is no consideration given to making these
connections a pleasant experience for the pedestrian/cyclist.

Recommendation: During the EAR Amendment cycle, initiate an amendment, supported by ongoing
research, to add policies to the Lee Plan similar to those deleted in the previous EAR. The amendment
should addressthe strengths and weaknesses of existing and previous mixed regulations. Consideration
should also be given to prior regulations and eval uate the weaknesses in those regulations. The new
policies should incorporate appropriate incentives for devel opers while assuring that the benefits from
new urbanism projectsarerealized. Thebenefitsthat should be stressed should includebut not belimited
those listed above. Given the interest in this topic, there is an ongoing release of findings from new
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research which should beincorporated in the proposed amendment. For example, the June 2004 issue
of New Urban News devoted a major portion of the issue to street connectivity.

Recommendation: DuringtheEAR Amendment cycle, initiatean amendment, to clarify definitions that
relate to new urbanism. The definition of density should be amended to allow for the calculation of
allowable units to include all upland acreage within a qualifying mixed use/new urbanism project. A
distinction between the definition for “neighborhood commercia” which is applied to site location
standards and commercial that isappropriate with aneighborhood needsto beincludedintheLeePlan.
The current definition for mixed use should be amended to include the concept mixing uses vertically
inthe same building and horizontally within apedestrian shed (compatible usesthat encourage enhance
pedestrian traffic). Thedefinition of open space should be expanded to address appropriate urban and
suburban open space issues. A definition of “Pedestrian Shed” should be added to the Glossary of the
LeePlan.

Recommendation: During the EAR Amendment cycle, initiate and amendment to study the impacts
of open space on pedestrian oriented developments. The study should include theimpacts of providing
canopy coverage and other “comfort” features withing the pedestrian pathways of these projects.

4. |ssuesthat Need to be Addressed

C Lee Plan policies that require buffers have been implemented through the buffering
requirementsincluded in Chapter 10 of the Land Development Code. While deviations
from these standards are alowable through the planned devel opment process, there are
no stated policies guiding the use of buffers within mixed-use projects where
interconnections are desirable.

C The Lee Plan makes provisions for amixture of usesin the Future Land Use categories;
however, the frequent references to buffers have not encouraged the neighborhood
structure described above or that would be anticipated in a new urbanism community.
Given the typical schedule of uses approved for planned developments (LDC Ch. 34),
nearly all planned developments may “potentially” include uses that conflict with
nei ghboring devel opments. While buffers may enhance the urban area, especially where
uses are conflicting, they also should be designed to maintain connectivity between the
uses and reduce the dependence on the personal vehicle.

C Policy 2.6.2 lists the protection of residential neighborhoods as one of the components
of redevelopment activities. “Protection” is consistently interpreted as buffering.

C Policy 5.1.5 states that existing and future residential uses will be protected from the
encroachment of “potentially” incompatible uses.

C The current Lee Plan policies focus on the protection and preservation of existing and
future neighborhoods, primarily the single use residential neighborhoods.

C The conclusion drawn from the review of Lee Plan policies that address neighborhoods

is that in an effort to “protect” the residential neighborhood. The Lee Plan may
inadvertently preclude the creation of vibrant mixed-use neighborhoods
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C The county places emphasis on establishing pedestrian/bicycle facilities adjacent to the
major vehicular corridors that puts the pedestrian next to four or more lanes of traffic.

Recommendation: During the EAR amendment cycle, initiate an amendment to revise or add policies
to address buffering and open space within and between mixed-use projects. Thisamendment should
determine the feasibility of promoting shared open space between projects, placing open space in
locations that will enhance the non-vehicular modes of transportation.

Recommendation: During the EAR process, add policies to the Future Land Use Element to provide
incentivesfor projectsthat include schedul es of usesthat areinherently compatible by naturedueto (but
not limited to) the activities size, scale, orientation, and design. The incentives should be given to
projectsthat clearly demonstrate a certain level of self-sufficiency. Asaguide, alist of uses considered
potentially compatibleif limited to an appropriate scal e should be created and added to the appendix of
the Lee Plan.

10b.) Incentivesfor Smart Growth
1. EAR Workshop Concerns

C Development should be concentrated where public facilities and infrastructure already exist

C Every attempt should be madeto conserve environmentally sensitive land and provide open
space in new developments

C Green development practices should be further explored and utilized

2. Current Effective Regulations and Provisions

C AsexplanedinGoal 1, theLeePlan notesthat sprawl should be prevented in favor of more cost-
effective patterns of development. Incorporating policies and regulations that bring new
urbanism projects to Lee County would also further this goal.

C ThelLee Plan recognizes that all areas are not appropriate for intense commercial centers and
limits the size of commercial developments in the Suburban and lower density categories. In
these areas of the county, commercial development islimited to neighborhood centers defined
as less than 100,000 sgquare feet in size on less than 10 acres of land. Additionally, single use
projects greater than 5 acres are not considered neighborhood commercial. The non-urban
categories allow for non-residential uses that support the rural community. Theses policies
indicate the county’s goal to efficiently locate uses that are compatible in scale. However, as
defined inthe Lee Plan, “ neighborhood commercial” and “minor commercia” do not guarantee
developmentsthat arecompatiblewithin neighborhoods. Thelevel of commercial described may
require a service areamuch larger than the immediate neighborhoods to support the operation

C ThelLeePlanpromotespedestrianactivity withinaproject and also providingfacilitiesalong road
corridors that link these projects.

C The Lee Plan has aways promoted pedestrian movement within developments. Goa 4
“Development and Design — General” promotes the efficient and safe the flow of vehicles and
pedestrians on the internal street system.
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C Policy 4.1.2 states* Development designs will be evaluated to ensure that the internal street
systemis designed for the efficient and safe flow of vehicles and pedestrians without having
a disruptive effect on the activities and functions contained within or adjacent to the
development.” TheLand Development Code regulations primarily addressthedesignregarding
pedestrian connections along mgjor arterials and collectors

C Objective 2.1 states “ Contiguous and compact growth patterns will be promoted through the
rezoning process to contain urban sprawl, minimize energy costs, conserve land, water, and
natural resources, minimizethe cost of services, prevent development patternswherelargetracts
of land are by-passed in favor of development more distant from services and existing
communities.

3. Missing/Deleted Components
C LeePlan does not require that the pedestrian facilitieswithin aproject be linked to the facilities
built along the road corridors nor are there any policies that require the facilities address the
safety of the pedestrian/cyclist.

4. Issuesthat Need to be Addressed
C Open space, The LDC classifies open space as common or private and requires al lotsin a
planned development to include at a minimum of 10% open space. This requirement may be
infeasible if the goal of the project isto create a vibrant mixed-use “downtown” project where
parcels/buildings are individually owned. The new urbanism principles would embrace the
common open space idea especially within non-residential developments. It is noted that
deviations from these requirements may be approved during the rezoning process.

Recommendation: During the EAR amendment cycle, initiate and amendment to address non-
residential uses that, at the correct scale, support a residential neighborhood and can be considered
appropriate to locate within a neighborhood with reduced buffering requirements.

Recommendation: During the EAR amendment cycle, initiate and amendment to amend Goal 4 and
it subsequent objectives and policies to promote the development of an efficient and inviting
pedestrian/bicycle network within and between projects. A goal of these networksshould beto promote
vibrant mixed use neighborhoods within a5 to 10 minute pedestrian shed. Links to other modes of
transportation should be included, however, connections between projects should not be limited to
facilities located along major collectors and arterial roadways.

Recommendation: During the EAR amendment cycle, initiate an amendment to the L ee Plan that will
add language to direct changes to the LDC regarding the placement of open space to allow more
flexibility inlot coverage within mixed-use devel opments (not to be confused with amixed-use planned
development). Amended language should specify the intent is to promote greater connectivity and
interaction between supporting land uses and to create a more pleasing walkable urban form. This
amendment should not allow areduction of street tree canopy coverage.

Smart Growth Committee Review
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New Urbanism, Smart Growth. The Smart Growth Initiative Committee concluded the
development of itsinitial set of recommendationsin a presentation to the Lee County Board of
County Commissioners at its Management and Planning Meeting on December 1%. (To bean
appendix tothe EAR. These recommendations are supported by workshop workbooks and the
minutes of the workshops and preparatory and successive meetings). The Initiative Committee
is currently working on a set of targeted implementation strategies (commonly in conjunction
with other County departments) for those recommendations that have existing policy support.
These include the Lehigh Acres population growth assessment, the Lee County Master
Mitigation Plan, the Groundwater Resource Assessment, the Babcock Ranch acquisition, and
variousregiona watershedinitiativeswith major focusonthe Cal oosahatcheeRiver quantity and
quality flow. The Initiative is aso focusing on assisting the Department of Community
Development in the various Community Planning initiatives, which are strongly endorsed by
Committee recommendations.

a. Effectiveness of current Mixed Use Regulations and provisions. The current regulationsare
ineffective. Thisisin part becausewe (al of us) do not encourage neighboring disparate parcels
to try to integrate uses, so there is little experience in getting uses within a developing site to
integrate. When the “speed of the approval” is the driving force, the ssmpler mono-cultural
approach is preferred by the private sector. Redevelopment and infill proposals may give the
opportunity to assess where regul ations are unnecessarily inhibiting mixed uses. Similarly, the
increasingly recognized critical imbalance of land usesin Lehigh Acres may provide impetusto
get more mixes of uses out of remaining unplatted parcels. REMEDY: Develop a*beta test”
project to assess how current regulations help or hinder mixed use devel opment.

b. Incentivesfor Smart Growth. These are discussed but not really articulated. More attention
has been given to finance options. Two examples of incentives for redevelopment have been
given—publicfunding of parcel accessimprovements(fundingthroughtraffic safety dollars) and
public funding of stormwater remediation/drainage issues (due to impaired water designations
of receiving water bodies). Support for continued funding of Community Plans and some
discussion of administrative support for standing Community Planning Organi zations (that meet
basic criteria) has been voiced. Numerous recommendationsidentify the concept of incentives,
but details would come from implementation proposals. REMEDY : Develop or assessa* beta
test” to examinewhether and whichtypesof incentivesareappropriatefor new devel opment and
for redevelopment and for infill.

Incentivesfor diversified economy. The Smart Growth Initiative Committee recommends more
attention be given to the existing economy, since there has not been a strategy proposed, or a
desire voices, for an economic base “shift.” The Smart Growth Initiative supports the
continuation of the tourism and retirement bases of the current economy, and strongly
recommends all base shift proposals, whether deliberate or accidental (such asneglect of critical
tourism and retirement economic infrastructure) be publicly evaluated. With the “Baby
Boomers’ beingthenext waveof retirement, and theinformation age providing these“ Boomers’
(with al their discretionary wealth) an opportunity to relocate anywhere they feel meets their

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004
BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 121 OF 155



needs, the Lee County economy depends upon successful competition for tourism and
retirement to be its economic base for the foreseeable future. Thisincludes from the land use
recommendations the occupation of vacant housing as much as new construction, and reuse of
commercia areas. Regarding the Community Character recommendations, this explains the
attention given to health care and the “active community” health initiative. Regarding the
Transportation recommendations, the concernsfor the economic stability explainsthe attention
to non-POV alternatives. Regarding the Water and Environmental recommendations, the
concerns for economic stability explain the attention given to the diversity of environmental
resources that support outdoor recreation and background environmental conditions. Most
incentives were believed to be needed to promote the stability of our current economy, and
remediation of problems relating to that. The Tourism Development Council has focused
additional resources in 2004 on stabilizing and remediation of problems affecting tourism.
REMEDY: Undertake a strategic assessment of our continued ability to compete and meet
tourism and retirement economic (and social) needs.

Summary
The following issues regarding New Urbanism and Smart Growth need to be addressed: (1) the LDC

does not provide specific guidelines for the use of buffers within mixed use developments; Lee Plan
needs to address the potential conflict of buffers used within mixed use developments. (2) Lee Plan
focuses primarily on the preservation and protection of the singlefamily neighborhood while neglecting
theexpl oration of moremixed use/New Urbanism devel opments(3) the pedestrianand bicyclestandards
set forth by the Lee Plan are not necessarily in the best interest of those traveling by foot or bike, giving
preferenceto the automobile and often putting othersin unsafe conditions, and (4) open space standards
in the Lee Plan limit density and the potential for vibrant mixed use downtown environments; the Plan
falls to distinguish between urban and rural open spaces. The Smart Growth Initiative Committee is
currently working on a set of targeted implementation strategies for those recommendations that have
existing policy support. Theseincludethe L ehigh Acres popul ation growth assessment, the L ee County
Master Mitigation Plan, the Groundwater Resource Assessment, the Babcock Ranch acquisition, and
variousregional watershed initiativeswith major focuson the Cal oosahatchee River quantity and quality
flow.
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MAJOR ISSUE #11: OPEN SPACE, PRESERVE & PARKS

a. Interconnected Open Space/Par ks/Public Facilities

Goa 60 isthe directly relevant section of the Lee Plan. Specifically, Lee Plan Policies 60.1.2 through
60.1.4 directly state intent to interconnect parksin Lee County.

POLICY 60.1.2: Parkswill be linked to bike paths and other parks where feasible. (Amended
by Ordinance No. 00-22)

POLICY 60.1.3: The feasibility of converting canal, railroad, and power line easementsand
rights-of-way into linear parkswill be explored by county staff. (Amended by Ordinance No.
00-22)

POLICY 60.1.4: Thefeasibility of initiating a county Greenways system linking parks, open
spaces, linear parks, bike paths, and natural streams and sloughs will be explored by county
staff. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

Lee County DOT has instituted a Bike/Pedestrian path program to create paths within the county
vehicular Rightsof Way. Thisprogramwascreated in November 1989 by L ee County Resolution 89-11-
50 and amended by L ee County Resolution 00-06-11 in June 2000. The program consists of an eleven
member advisory committee whose duties are intended to promote the use of bicycle and pedestrian
paths. Oneof thesedutiesisto review and update the Bikeways/WalkwaysFacilitiesPlan. Thisplanwas
adopted intotheL eePlanasMap 3D, Unincorporated Bikeways/WalkwaysFacilitiesPlan. Thisprogram
is funded by impact fees and a portion of the county gas tax.

In addition, the Lee County L and Devel opment Code section 10-256 requiresthat new devel opment help
create the bike and pedestrian trailsdepicted in the Bikeways/Walkways Facilities Plan. Thisisrequired
of any new development that fronts along aroadway that is scheduled by the plan to receive new bike
or walking paths. This is reinforced by Administrative Code AC-11-9, which requires that local
development orders must provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities consistent with the Lee County Land
Development Code. This can be accomplished either by the developers constructing the facilities
themselves or by a payment in lieu of construction.

Lee County Parks and Recreation is currently creating alinear park within the right of way of Ten-Mile
Canal. At its greatest extent, this park would start north of the intersection of Ten-Mile Canal and
Colonia Boulevard and extend south to Mullock creek. The parkisstill intheplanning and design stage.
Public input has been received by the Parks and Recreation department and still being considered in the
planning and design of the park.

The Parks and Recreation department has also created a preliminary Greenways map showing efforts
to createinterconnectionsbetween thevariouspublic parksthroughout Lee County. TheTen-MileCanal
Park will be the backbone of this Greenways system. Like the Ten-Mile Canal Park, the Greenways
program is still in the planning and design phase.
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In addition to land parks, Lee County Parks & Recreation has created akayak and canoetrail called the
Great Calusa Blueway. Thefirst phase of thistrail connects Bowditch Point on Fort Myers Beach to
Bonita Beach in Bonita Springs. It travelsthrough several creeksand riversalong itsroute. The second
phase of thetrail will extend from Bunche Beach to the northern boundary of Lee County. Thetrail has
numerous accesses and avoids marked powerboat channels.

b.) Conservation 2020 lands (impactsto tax base, distribution County-wide)

This topic emerged from the community meeting in North Fort Myers. A few residents expressed
concern that the County is “targeting” the North Fort Myers area for purchasing of lands for the
Conservation 20/20 program. Their concern was that this was stifling development in the North Fort
Myers area and adversely impacting the local tax base. By increasing the value of their property, they
were concerned that their land taxes would aso increase.

The Conservation 20/20 program does not use a quota system or other arbitrary methodology to
determine which nominated parcels of land to acquire. Nor does the program attempt to distribute
acquisitions based on apredetermined spatial pattern. The programisopentowilling sellersonly, sothe
County does not determine the location of the proposed acquisitions, willing sellersdo. Staff notesthat
land purchased through this program in the North Fort Myers Planning Community is not used to
mitigate private development anywhere in the County.

Properties are nominated by willing sellers to be purchased by Conservation 2020. Conservation 2020
does not take properties through eminent domain. Nominated properties are initially evaluated with
seven criteriawhich are: documented environmentally sensitive lands, water resource value, contiguity
to other preserve areas, ease of access and management, devel opment potential, sal e price bel ow market
value and matching funds from an outside source. CLASAC must approve four of these seven criteria
for the nominated property to move on to secondary review.

Duringthe secondary review, County staff and CL ASAC membersinspect the nominated property and
evaluate it by assigning points in a more detailed matrix of the seven initial criteria. If the nominated
property has enough points compared to other nominated properties, CLASAC recommends to the
BoCC pursuefor acquisition. Oncethe BoCC hasapproved CLASAC's recommendation, County staff
negotiates the purchase with the willing seller of the nominated property. Once the County staff have
agreed to a purchase price with the willing seller, the BoCC approves the contract for sale.

Conservation 2020 has purchased seven properties with atotal of 3,665 acres in the North Fort Myers
planning community. Two large properties were purchased in North Fort Myers planning community,
Prairie Pines Preserve and Caloosahatchee Creeks Preserve, that total over 3,000 acres. These two
propertieswere ranked highly by CLASAC because of their size, wildlife habitat, significance for water
resources and sales price.

As noted previously, several North Fort Myers citizens expressed a concern that increased property
values will result in overly burdensome taxation on existing lots. This concern has been partially
addressed since 1993 by the Save Our Homes Amendment. Article VI, Section 4(c) of the Florida
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Constitution provides:

(c) All persons entitled to a homestead exemption under Section 6 of this Article shall have
their homestead assessed at just value as of January 1 of the year following the effective date
of this amendment. This assessment shall change only as provided herein.

(1) Assessments subject to this provision shall be changed annually on January 1st of each
year; but those changesin assessments shall not exceed the lower of the following:
a. Three percent (3%) of the assessment for the prior year.
b. The percent changein the Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers, U.S. City
Average, all items 1967=100, or successor reportsfor the preceding calendar year as
initially reported by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics.

The amendment became effective in 1993 and was first used on January 1% 1995. Since then, officia
homesteads haveincreased in assessed value no morethan 3% annually. Notethat thisamendment only
appliesto lots with a homestead exemption. Other properties are still assessed normally.

Origin of the Conservation 20/20 program

A group of citizens, concerned about the rapid loss of environmentally sensitive lands to devel opment,
successfully lobbied to include a straw ballot referendum on the November 1996 election ballot. That
referendum asked voters whether or not they were willing to increase their property taxes by ¥2mil (50
cents per 1,000 property valuation) to buy, improve, and manage conservation lands critical to water
supply, flood protection, wildlife habitat, and passive recreation. The referendum passed by amajority
inevery precinct. Thereferendum wasnon-binding, however. The BOCC established aland acquisition
program to fulfill the voter’ sdirectives. That program has become known as “ Conservation 20/20", a
name coined by the citizen group that pushed for the program to reflect their vision of the future. Itis
important to notethat the BOCC mandated the programwould only pursue propertieswithwilling sellers
and that the BOCC’ s power of eminent domain would not be used. The continuation of the program
isannually evaluated by the BOCC.

TheConservation 20/20 Program objectiveisto put into the public domain privatelandsthat providethe
following public benefits:

C Sustain native plant and animal populations,

Help protect people and property from flooding;

Help replenish our underground drinking water supply;

Help to improve or sustain the water quality of our coastal bays, inlets, and sounds;

Provide eco-tourism opportunities; and

Provide local environmentally-oriented recreational and educational opportunities

O OO OO

The Conservation 20/20 program isreflected in Lee Plan Policy 77.1.1 (4.c):

Policy 77.1.1(4.c) Beginning in 1997, the County will adopt and implement a program to
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acquire and manage lands critical to water supply, flood protection, wildlife habitat, and
passive recreation. The programwill be funded by an ad valorem tax of up to 0.50 (1/2) mil
annually for a period not to exceed seven years. A fifteen member advisory group to be called
the Conservation Lands Acquisition and Stewardship Advisory Committee (CLASAC) will
devel op and implement the program. Ten per cent of thefundswill be used to managethelands
acquired.

When aparcel of landisacquired, it does not automatically become designated conservation land inthe
LeePlan. Thisoccurswhen the Future Land Use Map isamended to include the subject property inthe
Conservation Lands category listed under Lee Plan Policy 1.4.6. There is currently 71,464.9 acres
designated as Conservation Lands on the Future Land Use Map.

Since 1998, the Conservation 20/20 program has acquired 55 properties that total 11,220 acres.
Whenever the CLASAC committee deemsit appropriate, purchased lands are proposed to be included
in the Conservation Lands future land use category. Since the program’s inception, there have been
three L ee Plan amendments that redesignated newly acquired lands from their former Future Land Use
category to the Conservation Lands category: CPA2000-09, CPA2001-15 and CPA2002-08.

Theplan doesn’t actually mention Conservation 20/20 by name. It does mention CLASAC, thecitizen
advisory committee appointed by the Board of County Commissioners to make recommendations on
which properties to pursue for acquisition and on stewardship of acquired properties under the
Conservation 20/20 program. The Lee Plan does have various policies with the intent of land
preservation and conservation through acquisition. These are:

Policy 74.1.2 The County will continueto support the preservation of environmental ly sensitive areas
in the coastal planning area by land acquisition. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

Policy 77.2.8 Promote the long-term maintenance of natural systems through such instruments as
conservation easements, transfer of development rights, restrictive zoning, and public acquisition
(Amended by Ordinance No 94-30)

Policy 77.4.2. Conserve critical habitat of rare and endangered plant and animal species through
devel opment review, regulation, incentives, and acquisition.

Policy 77.11.2 Encourage state land acquisition programsto include known panther and black bear
corridors. The corridor boundaries will include wetlands, upland buffers, and nearby vegetative
communities which are particularly beneficial to the Florida Panther and Black Bear (such as high
palmetto and oak hammocks). (Amended by Ordinance No 94-30, 00-22)

Policy 77.11.6 In any vegetativerestoration projects conducted by Lee County for land acquired due
toitsenvironmental sensitivity (such as Sx Mile Cypress Stand and the Flint Pen Strand), plant lists
will include species that provide forage for the prey of the Florida panther and forage for the black
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bear. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

Policy 87.1.8 The County will support the acquisition and protection of the Flint Pen Strand as a
major water retention and aquifer recharge area. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

c.) Gated Open Space vs. Public Open Space

Many of the new residential communitiesin the County are being developed as “gated communities.”
The open space and recreational facilities of these communities are limited to the residences and their
guests. At oneof the EAR workshops someone questioned what affect thishad on* public open space.”
Open space has two basic components, the open space associated with a particular development, and
the open space provided by regional parks, community parks and conservation areas. Thefirst type of
open spaceisintended to provide sufficient light, air, undeveloped land, and natural featuresto address
the impacts of the developed area. In addition to these open lands, the projects provide a contribution,
through park impact fees, to provide public open spaces. Therefore, the open space provided by gated
or open communities satisfy the intended purpose of the County’ s open space requirements.

d.) Regulationsregarding native and non-native species:

Lee Plan Objective 77.2 sets the County policy that Lee County will maintain and routinely update an
inventory of natural plant communities and will protect at various suitable locations remnant tracts of
important and representativenatural plant communitieswithinLeeCounty. Policiesunder thisObjective
direct the county to maintain regulations requiring the preservation of native plant communities,
incorporating native plants into development, controlling invasive exotic plants, and protection of
mangrove systems.

Regulations have been adopted into the LDC which address the preservation of native plant
communities, landscaping with native plants, prohibiting the planting of certaininvasivespeciesfor LDC
required landscaping, and requiring the removal of fiveinvasive exotic species from development sites.
These regulations have resulted in the preservation of avariety of native plant communities throughout
the devel oped portions of the county. Additionally, the landscaping standards require 75% native trees
and 50% native shrubs. These requirements have expanded peoples knowledge of southwest Florida
plants and ecosystems while reducing the amount of irrigation and fertilizer needed to maintain the
landscaping in good health. The removal of invasive exotic species has enhanced the quality of the
native plant community preserves, and reduced the seed source of these noxious plants. The Lee Plan
Policy that directsthe adequate protection of mangrove systemshasallowed county staff to evaluatethe
appropriateness of proposed devel opments within these coastal mangrove systemsthusincreasing the
protection of mangroves.

e.) Beach preservation asa natural resource and public facility:

Beachesin Lee County and the State of Floridarepresent avaluable natural resource aswell asaunique
public facility. Beaches provide the economic engine of tourism, habitat for wildlife, and a nearly
continuouslinear park. Given the benefits provided by our beaches, it isimportant that aregulatory and
management strategy bein place to protect and preserve this resource.
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Approximately onethird of the beachesin Lee County are classified as critically eroded by the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection. Thisdesignation impliesthat the beach has eroded to apoint
wherevaluableresourcesareat risk. Thiscanincludethelossof recreational opportunities, lossof storm
damage protection, or loss of habitat such asforage areas for migrating shore birds and nesting beaches
forseaturtles. Ascritical erosionareasareidentified, feasibility studiesare undertakento determinewhat
if anything can be doneto addressthesituation. Projectsareimplemented where economically justified
and environmentally and technically possible.

The status of the shoreline is monitored regularly to evaluate changes in erosion trends. As new data
become available, it is important to update the management strategy, particularly as it relates to
restoration or renourishment projects. Some of the existing language in the L ee Plan should be updated
to reflect the best available data.

Currently the Lee Plan contains several Goals, Objectives, and Policies relating to coastal beaches.
Policies are found within the Future Land Use, Parks Recreation and Open Space, Conservation and
Coastal Management, and Economic elements of the plan. The following is a list of those policies
specifically related to beaches.

Future Land Use Element

POLICY 13.1.4: Lee County will continue to support the effort of the Captiva Erosion Prevention
District,abeach and shorepreservation authority under provisionsof Chapter 161, Florida Satutes,
to preserve, protect and maintain Captiva's beaches using environmentally responsible methods.
(Added by Ordinance No. 03-01).

Parks, Recreation, and Open Space

GOAL 57: MAINTAINED WATER ACCESSES. To improve access to public beaches and other
bodies of water.

OBJECTIVE 57.1: WATER ACCESS STANDARD-ACQUISITION. The county will maintain its
currentinventory of water accessesandwill acquireadditional water accesseswhenever and wher ever
economically feasible ("non-regulatory" desired future level of service, see Policy 70.1.4). (Amended
by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 57.1.1: The county will continue to pursue grants and other initiatives such as the "Save
Our Coast" program as funding sources for additional water accesses. (Amended by Ordinance No.
94-30, 00-22)

OBJECTIVE 57.2: WATER ACCESS STANDARD-DEVELOPMENT. Lee County will retain the
current inventory of water accesses and develop and/or redevel op at least 3 water accesses per year
("non-regulatory” minimum acceptable level of service, see Policy 70.1.3). (Amended by Ordinance
No. 94-30, 00-22)
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POLICY 57.2.1: The development of each water access will be evaluated on an individual basisin
order to provide the correct level of development for each site. Development of water accesses will
vary fromsimple signage on someto parking areas, beach crossover s, and duner estoration on others.

POLICY 57.2.2: Lee County will provide parking at all water accesses where such development is
appropriate and feasible. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

OBJECTIVE57.3: INVENTORY OF WATER ACCESSES.LeeCountywill continuetoresearchand
maintain available data to determineif there are any additional publicly owned water access which
could be added to the current inventories. Thisresearch will include the Gulf of Mexico frontage as
well as the back bays. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

POLICY 57.3.1: LeeCountywill reclaimanywater accesseswhicharelegally county owned property.
This reclamation process will include removing any encroachments that have been placed in the
access. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

Conservation and Coastal M anagement Element

GOAL 83: COASTAL PLANNINGAREAS. Toconserve, maintain, and enhancethenatural balance
of ecological functionsin the coastal planning area, with particular emphasis on the protection of
beach and dune systems so asto retain their contribution to storm protection, natural resources, and
economic development. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

POLICY83.1.5: LeeCountywill protect and conservethefoll owing environmentally sensitive coastal
areas. wetlands, estuaries, mangrove stands, undeveloped barrier islands, beach and dune systems,
aguatic preserves and wildlife refuges, undevel oped tidal creeksand inlets, critical wildlife habitats,
benthic communities, and marine grass beds. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

OBJECTIVE 83.2: SHORELINE STABILIZING SYSTEMS.LeeCountywill continueto encourage
theconstruction of environmental ly compatibl eshor elinestabilizing systemswher estabili zing systems
are needed. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

POLICY 83.2.1: Construction of environmentally compatible shoreline stabilizing systems will be
allowed along the active gulf beach where necessary for the protection of shorelines from erosion.
(Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

OBJECTIVE 83.3: BEACH AND DUNE SYSTEMS. Lee County will continueto implement abeach
preservation and management plan through the Lee County Coastal Advisory Council or successor
agency. (Amended by Ordinance No. 98-09)

POLICY 83.3.1: The Division of Natural Resources Management, or successor agency, will be
responsible for the beach and dune management program. This programwill include:
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1. Preparing beach and dune management plans, with priority to the critical erosion areas:
a. south-central and southern portion of Gasparilla Island.
b. northern North Captiva Island.
C. all of Captiva Island.
d. north end of Bonita Beach.

2. Coordinating with the Captiva Erosion Prevention District in preparing beach and dune
management plans for Captiva Island and northern Sanibel Island.

3. Collecting information on available sources of beach-quality sand for renourishment,
concentrating on areas which will have minimal impacts on the county's fisheries.

4, Preparing renourishment plans for eroding areas where public facilities and access exist,
including central-south Gasparilla Island, south end of Captiva Island, and northwest and central-
south Estero Island.

5. Recommending regulations and policiesto restrict hardened coastal engineering structures
such as groin fields and seawalls, protect eroding coastal areas and sand dunes, and discourage
development of undevel oped coastal barriers.

6. Maintaining a central clearinghouse for information on beach and dune studies and
recommendations by both public and private organizations.

7. Educating citizens and devel oper s about the costs and benefits of alter native beach and dune
conservation approaches.

8. Preparing a sand preservation plan that emphasizes the importance of maintaining beach
quality sand within the littoral system and discourages ocean dumping of usable sand from channel
dredging.

9. Lee County will continueto participate in the Federal Shore Project asthelocal sponsor and
will coordinate beach renourishment activities for the Estero Island segment with the Town of Fort
Myers Beach. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 98-09, 00-22)

POLICY 83.3.2: The costs of beach renourishment programs will be borne by the beneficiaries of
those programs. Funding mechanismsfor the renourishment may include but are not limited to the
use of parks impact fees, public metered parking proceeds, tourist development taxes, Municipal
Service Benefit Units (MSBUS), and beachfront property assessments, aslong asthetitleto accreted
lands remains public. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 98-09, 00-22)

POLICY 83.3.3: The county will support the renourishment of beaches through the use of
environmentally responsible methods. (Amended by Ordinance No. 98-09, 00-22)
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OBJECTIVE 94.1: DREDGE SPOIL DISPOSAL.Thecountywill continueto participatewith other
responsible agenciesin thelocation and placement of spoil material. (Amended by Ordinance No. 98-
09)

POLICY 94.1.1: The county will coordinate with the U.S. Army Cor ps of Engineerson the location
and placement of spoil material that result from maintenance dredging activities with use of this
material for beach renourishment where needed and financially feasible. (Amended by Ordinance No.
98-09)

Economic Element

POLICY 110.1.8: Lee County will ensure a continued commitment of a portion of the Tourist
Development Tax to be used for beach and shore-related improvements such as restoration and
erosion control, renourishment, future beach acquisition, fishing piers, and beach access points,
beach parking facilities, and maintenance. (Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

Conclusion

TheConservationand Coastal Management Element asamended iseffectiveand appropriate. Beginning
for fiscal year 1998-1999, the County has compiled a master list of al projects in publicly accessible
beach areasthat have been designated as critically eroded. Each project has been evaluated over aten-
year period including estimated schedulesand costsfor budget purposes. Eachviable projectisinsome
phase of implementation (design, permitting, or construction). County staff as well as the Coasta
Advisory Committee reviews the projects. Permitting coordination with the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Army Corps of Engineers ensuresthat
projects are technically feasible, economically justified, and environmentally sound. All channel
dredging projectsin or adjacent to inlets over the last ten years have placed al beach compatible sand
in the littoral system.

Staff has concluded that the policies contained in the Lee Plan adequately address beach preservation
asanatural resourceand publicfacility. Staff recommendsamending the L ee Plan by updating thelisted
critical erosion areas currently under beach and dune management plansin order to updatethe Lee Plan
with the latest avail able information.

f.) Success of Effortsto Create Wildlife Corridors

TheLand Development Code requiresfifty percent of required open space for new developmentsto be
provided as existing indigenous plant communities or native tree preserves when the complete plant
community is not present. Incentives have been established to provide large, contiguous preserves by
giving 110% to 160% credit based on size, width and location of a preserve. Incentives of 10% credit
are given to have a preserve abut an off-site preserve or natural waterway. For example, a 20 acre
preserve with a minimum width of 150 feet abutting an off-site preserve or natural waterway would be
credited as 32 acres toward the required indigenous preservation area. Also, through the planned
development review process staff may negotiate, or when appropriate condition, the location of an
indigenous preserve to provide connectivity to off-site preserves or insure preserves wider than the
minimum 25-foot wide required natural waterway buffer. Thisresultsin larger, contiguous natural areas
that are intended to perform as wildlife corridors. Additionally, there is a 150% credit incentive to
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preserve habitat occupied by Lee County listed species which helps to protect wildlife impacted by
development.

Lee County's Conservation 20/20 conservation land acquisition program has added some 11,000 acres
of preservedlandwithin Lee County. Thecriteriaestablished for ranking theappropriatenessof acquiring
a piece of property includes points for being adjacent to an existing preserve, and points for having
endangered or threatened speciespresent. Thesecriteriahelptoprovidelarger, contiguouswildlifehabitat
areas throughout the county.

The Office of Smart Growth, the Departments of Public Works, Transportation and Community

Development have been working with a number of other departments and agencies to develop a
mitigation plan for future anticipated Capital Improvement Program project impactsto wildlife habitat

and wetlands. The mitigation planismeant to devel op amore predictableway of off-setting unavoidable
impacts. With the help of the Estero Bay Agency on Bay Management and Southwest Florida Regional

Planning council, there has been a mapping effort to locate the best areas for mitigation. These areas
provide the best areas for connecting existing preserves and natural waterways.

g.) Park/PreserveLevel of Service
Issue: Improve maintenance of existing public parks.

At some of the public scoping meetings held throughout the County, members of the public expressed
adesire to see improved maintenance of the county’s parks and public spaces.

TheL ee County Parks and Recreation department currently bearsthe responsibility for maintaining the
County’s park system. Many projects are done through the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). This
includes non-routine activities such as resurfacing ball courts or building repairs. Funding for these
projects comes through the Parks and Recreation Departments dedicated Capital |mprovement Fund.
The CIP is updated every year and adopted into the Lee Plan astables 3 and 4. Goal 62 in the Parks,
Recreation, and Open Space element of the Lee Plan outlines the capital improvement measures the
County takes to maintain the public park system.

GOAL 62: CAPITAL PLANNING. To plan, budget, and fund a comprehensive park system
that properly meets the needs for the future of Lee County.

OBJECTIVE 62.1: To plan, budget, and fund a comprehensive park system that
properly meets the needs for the future of Lee County.

POLICY 62.1.1: The adopted Capital I|mprovements Program reflects the
distribution of park facilities throughout the unincor porated county. The use
of community park impact fee districts provides a mechanism to distribute
facilitiesbased onpopulation, travel patter ns, and existingfacilities. (Amended
by Ordinance No. 94-30)
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POLICY 62.1.2: The Capital Improvements Program will identify how park
impact fees, other ear marked capital funds, and all general fundsareto be used
for capital projects.

POLICY 62.1.3: Land development will berequired to bear a proportionate
cost of the provision of new or expanded parksrequired by such development.
Park impact fees are the most equitable means of capturing these costs. Lee
County will therefore require impact fees for regional and community parks.
(Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)

POLICY 62.1.4: The county will periodically review the parks impact fee
ordinanceand parkimpact feedistrictsto determineif changesarewarranted.
Such review will include an analysis of land/devel opment costs, administrative
costs/changes, and population/ development pattern changes. (Amended by
Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)

One example of Parks and Recreations efforts is the current push to rehabilitate L akes Regional Park.
Thisrehabilitation includesremoval of invasive exoticsaswell asrenovation of existing park structures.

Routine maintenance such as mowing grass on ball fields or cleaning park buildingsisfunded through
the Parks and Recreation departments regular operating budget. The revenue for the operating budget
comes from Municipal Service Taxing Units (MSTU) for community facilities while the regional and
unique park facilities receive money from the County general fund.

The Lee County Parks and Recreation Department currently addresses the maintenance needs of Lee
County satisfactorily. Withthecurrent budget, Parksand Recreation expect no problemsaddressing the
mai ntenance needs of Lee County in the foreseeable future. Any specific maintenance problems that
the public may have can and should be handled through the Parks and Recreation Department rather
than the Lee Plan.

Smart Growth Committee Review

11. Open Space, Preserves, and Parks.
a  Interconnected open space/parks/public facilities. The Smart Growth Initiative
recommendationsendorsethegreenway, blueway, andtrail initiative. TheLeeMaster Mitigation
Plan maps some of the parcels needed for interconnection.

b. Conservation 20/20. The Smart Growth I nitiative endorses the continuation of Conservation
20/20. The Initiative endorses Conservation 20/20 considering the L ee Mitigation Plan maps as
one areafor review for acquisition or sale from willing sellers.

c. Gated Open Space. No comment made by the Initiative.

d. Regulations regarding native and non-native species. The Smart Growth Initiative
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recommendations promotes the removal of harmful exotics. The Multispecies Recovery Plan
of Everglades Restoration calls for similar eradication, and there are two separate efforts,
addressing exotic plants and wildlife, that can be accessed through www.sfrestore.org. See 1d
above for remedy.

e. Beach Preservation. No direct comment made by the Initiative, other than protection of
economic base resources (which include beaches).

f. Success of effortsto create wildlife corridors. The CREW lands continue to expand, in part
through Southern CREW expansion, let by the SFWMD, some through Conservation 20/20
purchases, some through the strategic location of private mitigation banks, and some through
purchasesthroughthe CREW Trustitself. (Written asimmediate past Chair, CREW Trust). The
Babcock acquisition effort has as one reason the expansion of wildlife corridors.
Park/Preserve LOS. No comment by the Initiative.

Summary
Regarding beach preservation as a natural resource, staff has concluded that this topic is adequately

addressed by the policies contained in the Lee Plan. Staff recommends amending the Lee Plan by
updating the listed critical erosion areas currently under beach and dune management plansin order to
update the Lee Plan with the latest available information.
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MAJOR |SSUE #12: DESIGN, DENSITY, COMMUNITY VALUES

a.) Current Density Allocation vs. County’slong-term Development Goals

b.) Current Design Regulationsvs. County’s L ong-term Development Goals

Theseissues are best addressed by the EAR initsentirety. Theseissues are also being addressed in a
variety of other forumsaswell, such as through the Smart Growth I nitiative and other ongoing studies.

c.) Affordable housing

As Lee County continues to grow, the population and demand for affordable housing also increases.
Lee County will be contracting with aconsultant to prepare an update of the Lee County Housing Needs
Assessment. Additional Goals, Objectivesand Policiesmay be added to the Housing Element of theLee
Plan in response to the issues raised by the Needs A ssessment.

TheCounty also convened an Ad Hoc Affordable Housing | ncentives Committee, which prepared alist
of recommendationstoincrease homeownership; thedocument preparedisdated February 2, 2002. Lee
County commissioned a study “The Public Costs of Inadequate Affordable Housing in Lee County,
Florida” by Deborah Halliday dated September 2002. Consideration will be given to updating the
Housing Element as to whether to include any issues raised by these documents that are not being
addressed in the Housing Element of the Lee Plan.

Lee County has started a Smart Growth initiative. TheHousing Element will be updated to encourage
the implementation of affordable housing programsin a manner compatible with Smart Growth.

Through its State Housing I nitiatives Partnership (SHIP) program L ee County isencouraging affordable
housing providersto usethe principlesof Universal Designintheir plansin order to provide barrier free
housing. Lee County’s Housing Element will reflect these efforts and encourage their continuing
implementation.

The county will explore the possibility of developing an ongoing program to acquire tax delinquent
parcels for the construction or rehabilitation of affordable housing.

Thecounty will explorethefeasibility of instituting linkage fees or other feesto finance the construction
of affordable housing.

d.) Current sign regulationsincluding billboards

Two general comments regarding signs were received at the EAR public workshops. 1. The county
should evaluate current sign lawsand changelawsto moreintensively regulate signs; and 2. The County
should limit billboards.

TheL ee Plan does not addressthe regulation of signsand billboards. Signsand billboardsareregulated
by Chapter 30 of the county’ sLand Development Code. ThelL ee Plan could contain language directing
staff to reeval uatethe county’ ssign regul ations, but that woul d not necessarily berequired for the county
to do so. Chapter 30 of the Land Development Code could be amended either by privately initiated
efforts or by direction from the Board of County Commissioners, for example.
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Three community planning efforts have resulted in Lee Plan policies that the Board of County
Commissioners have adopted that address signs. Those policies pertain to Caloosahatchee Shores,
Greater Pine Island and Estero and arelisted below along with adiscussion of the county’ s progressin
implementing those policies.

Caloosahatchee Shores

*NOT E: TheCal oosahatchee Shores amendment was adopted as Goal 13 of the Lee Plan. Subsequent
to the adoption hearing the Captiva amendment was assigned Goal 13. The Caloosahatchee Shores
amendment will be renumbered when the Lee Plan is next codified.

POLICY 13.1.1: By the end of 2004, the Caloosahatchee Shores community will draft and submit
regulationsfor Lee County to review and consider for amendment or adoption as Land Development
Code regulations that provide for enhanced landscaping, signage and architectural standards
consistent with the Community Vision.

TheCal oosahatchee Shorescommunity isworking on amendmentsto the Land Devel opment Codethat
have been identified in the Lee Plan as aresult of their community planning efforts.

Pinelsland
The Board of County Commissioners has also adopted Policy 14.4.4 for the Greater Pine Island
Community. That policy islisted below.

POLICY 14.4.4: Thecountywill expand itscurrent sign regulationsto include specific standardsfor
Greater Pinelsland if an acceptable proposal is submitted by the Greater Pine Island community.
These standards would reduce the size of ground-mounted signs, discourage or disallow internally
lit box signs, allowwall signson buildingsnear theright-of-way, and allow small directional signson
Stringfellow Road for businesses not visible from the road.

ThePine Island community has submitted recommendationsfor Land Development Code revisionsto
thecounty. Thoserecommendationsinclude changesto Chapter 30, Lighting and to several other issues
identified in Lee Plan Goa 14: Greater Pine Island. County staff is reviewing those recommended
changes.

Estero
Policy 19.1.1 pertaining to the Estero Community reads as follows:

POLICY 19.1.1: By the end of 2002, the Estero Community will draft and submit regulations or
policiesfor Lee County to review, amend or establish as Land Development Code regulations that
provide for enhanced landscaping along roadway corridors, greater buffering, shading of parking
areas, signage and lighting consistent with the Community Vision, and architectural standards.
(Added by Ordinance No. 01-05)

The Estero Community has submitted and The Board of County Commissioners has adopted Land
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Development Code regulations that address all of the issues identified in Policy 19.1.1. Further, the
Estero community has submitted additional Land Development Code revisions to the county. Those
additional revisions are being reviewed by staff at thistime.

The county could consider aLee Plan policy that directs staff to reevaluate the effectiveness of chapter
30and to determineif revisonsare necessary. At thistime; however, consideration of Lee Plan policies
relatingto signage are being eval uated through community based planning efforts. No attempt hasbeen
made by communities that have worked on community plansto further restrict billboards.

e.) Golf Courses/Environmental I mpactsvs. Economy

A concern was raised at a EAR workshop that the proliferation of Golf Courses in the County was
“destroy the natural environment and instal artificial ones.” Golf course development runs the gamut
from intensely managed courses with few natural areas outside of the turf managed area to courses
designed with the natural environment utilizing best management practices. The courses clearly have
direct and secondary impactsto thelocal economy. Theevaluation and appraisal processisill equipped
to analyze the economic impact of these courses. Staff has been making every effort to assure that golf
course development is consistent with known best management practices.

f.) Parkingregulations

Two comments regarding parking were received at the EAR public workshops. 1. The county should
amend the parking regulations to require vehicular connections between adjacent commercia parking
lots and to require safe pedestrian connections to commercial buildings from adjacent parking lots. 2.
The County should amend the parking regulations to allow more grass parking in lieu of pavement.

Parkingregulationsare primarily located in Chapter 34 of the L ee County Land Development Codewith
additional regulation located in Chapter 10. The Lee Plan has several policies that address, but do not
directly regulate parking requirements. Two policies that address comment #1 listed above are Policy
6.1.3 and Policy 6.1.12.

POLICY 6.1.3: Commercial developments requiring rezoning and meeting Development of County
I mpact (DCI) threshol dsmust be devel oped ascommer cial planned devel opmentsdesignedtoarrange
usesin an integrated and cohesive unit in order to:

provide visual harmony and screening:

reduce dependence on the automobile;

promote pedestrian movement within the development;

utilize joint parking, access and loading facilities;

avoid negative impacts on surrounding land uses and traffic circulation;

protect natural resources; and

provide necessary services and facilities where they are inadequate to serve the proposed use.
(Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30, 00-22)
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POLICY 6.1.12: Encourage the upgrading or revitalization of deteriorating commercial areas
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(consistent with approved CRA plans, where applicable), but prohibit the expansion or replacement
of commer cial useswhich areinappropriatelylocated or that have an adver seimpact on surrounding
residential and non-residential uses. Such revitalization includes, but is not limited to: store-front
renewal, sign control, and the provision of common parking areas and consolidated access.
(Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

Through the community planning process, two communities have submitted and the Board of County
Commissioners have adopted policies pertaining to parking requirements that are specific to their
respective areas. Those two communities are Estero and Cal oosahatchee Shores.

GOAL 19: ESTERO.

POLICY 19.2.6: Lee County encourages commercial developments within the Estero Planning
Communityto provideinter connect oppor tunitieswith adjacent commer cial usesinorder tominimize
access points onto primary road corridors; and residential developments to provide interconnect
opportunities with commercial areas, including but not limited to bike paths and pedestrian access
ways. (Added by Ordinance No. 02-05)

Lee County isin the process of reviewing proposed Land Development Code revisions specific to the
Estero Community. Includedinthat proposed revisionto the LDC isthefollowing language that would
implement Policy 19.2.6:

I nter connects. Adjacent commer cial uses must provideinterconnectionsfor automobile, bicycle and
pedestrian traffic. All adjacent parking lots must connect. Interconnects between parking lots are
not intended to satisfy thecriteriafor sitelocation standardsasoutlined in Policy 6.1.2(5) of the Lee
Plan.

*NOT E: The Caloosahatchee Shores amendment was adopted as Goal 13 of the Lee Plan. Subsequent
to the adoption hearing the Captiva amendment was assigned Goal 13. The Caloosahatchee Shores
amendment will be renumbered when the Lee Plan is next codified.

GOAL 13: CALOOSAHATCHEE SHORES.

POLICY 13.2.4: Commercial developments within the Caloosahatchee Shores Community must
provideinter connect opportunitieswith adjacent commer cial usesin order to minimizeaccesspoints
ontoprimaryroadcorridors; andresidential devel opmentsshould provideinter connect opportunities
withcommercial areas, including but not limited to bike paths, pedestrian accesswaysand equestrian
trails.

Lee County may consider acounty-wide parking lot interconnect requirement in the Land Devel opment
Code should the Estero and Cal oosahatchee Shores policies listed above prove successful.

Pedestrian access to commercial buildings is addressed in Chapter 34 and Chapter 10 of the Land
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Development Code as follows:

Sec.34-2015(2)e. In any parking lot where more than one tier of parking spaces will be developed, a
pedestrian system must be provided which accommodates safe and conveni ent pedestrian movement.

Sec. 10-610(d) Pedestrian walkways.

(1)  Pedestrian access standards. Pedestrian ways, linkages or paths internal to the project must be designed and constructed
to provide access between parking areas and building entry(s) and from the building entry(s) to surrounding streets,
external sidewalks, and out parcels. The pedestrian ways, linkages or paths must provide a safe access through the
project from external sidewalk facilities or bus stops to the building entry. The building area must be equipped with bike
storage facilities (i.e., bike racks).

If external sidewalk facilities are identified on the official bikeways/walkways facilities plan, but are not in existence
at the time of development, then the project must construct the internal pedestrian ways, linkages or paths up to the
property line, and external sidewalks consistent with section 10-256. Use of the pedestrian ways/linkages or paths as
open space is subject to the limitations set forth in section 10-415(d)(2)d.

At the discretion of the director of development services, pedestrian ways, linkages or paths provided internal to the
development that provide separate ingress/egress for pedestrian and bicycle traffic, may qualify for a reduction in the
parking space requirement set forth in section 34-2020. Reductions (credit) may be granted as follows:

0 to 1,000 sq. feet of path - no credit

1,001 to 2,000 sq. feet = one space

2,001 to 3,000 sq. feet = two spaces

3,001 to 4,000 sq. feet = three spaces

4,001 or more sq. feet = four spaces maximum.

(2)  Pedestrian ways may be incorporated within a required landscape perimeter buffer in compliance with section 10-
416(d)(4) Note (11). Shared pedestrian walkways are encouraged between adjacent commercial projects.

(Ord. No. 98-28, § 2, 12-8-98; Ord. No. 00-14, § 3, 6-27-00; Ord. No. 03-16, § 3, 6-24-03)

In response to comment #2 regarding amending the parking regulations to allow more grass parking in
lieu of pavement, the county currently allows grass parking for low turnover uses and for churches.
Occasional overflow parking isaso allowed on grass surfaces. It isnot anticipated that the county will
amend its regulations to allow parking on grass surfaces for higher turnover uses.

g.) Increased | mpervious Surface

Lee County isarapidly developing urban center. Changesinland use from undevel oped open landsto
an urban form necessarily bring an increase in impervious surfaces. In large part, the County relieson
therulesand permitting requirements of the South FloridaWater Management District (SFWMD). The
SFWMD protectsthe supply and the quality of water resources through the issuance of Environmental
Resource Permits (ERP). An ERP coversactivitiessuch asdredging andfilling inwetlands, constructing
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flood protection facilities, providing stormwater containment and treatment, site grading, and other
activitiesaffecting state waters. A Lee County Development Order will not beissued without proof that
a proposed development has an approved ERP.

In addition to the ERP permitting requirements, recent amendmentsto the L ee Plan strive to protect and
preserve green infrastructure. Objective 40.5 and its subsequent policies are reproduces bel ow:

OBJECTIVE 40.5: INCORPORATION OF GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE INTO THE
SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. The long-term benefits of incorporating
green infrastructureas part of the surface water management systeminclude improved water
quality, improved air quality, improved water recharge/infiltration, water storage, wildlife
habitat, recreational opportunities, and visual relief within the urban environment. (Added
by Ordinance No. 03-06).

POLICY 40.5.1: The County encourages new developments to design their surface
water management systemsto incor por ate best management practicesincluding, but
not limited to, filtration marshes, grassed swales planted with native vegetation,
retention/detention lakeswith enlarged littoral zones, preserved or restored wetlands,
and meandering flow-ways. (Added by Ordinance No. 03-06)

POLICY 40.5.2: The County encourages new developments to design their surface
water management system to incorporate existing wetland systems. (Added by
Ordinance No. 03-06)

POLICY 40.5.3: The County encourages the preservation of existing natural flow-
ways and therestoration of historic natural flow-ways. (Added by Ordinance No. 03-
06)

POLICY 40.5.4: The Countywill continueto identify and map flow-waysas part of the
Lee County Surface Water Management Plan. The Plan provides a general depiction
of water sheds and their trunk and major tributaries and has been expanded to some
degreeinthe DRGR area. Asnew information isassembled, the Plan will be updated
for public use. Duetoitsmagnitude and need for site specificinformation, not all flow-
ways will be shown. (Added by Ordinance No. 03-06)

POLICY 40.5.5: The County will continue to coordinate thereview of flow-wayswith
the other regulatory agencies and assist in the development of incentives and /or
creditsfor implementation of regional surfacewater management systemsthat address
flood protection, water quality/ environmental enhancement and water conservation.
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(Added by Ordinance No. 03-06)

Taken together these permitting and planning requirements help to ensure that the urbanization of the
County’ s lands, and the subseguent increases in impervious surface, does not harm water quality and
quantity.

h.) Policy Regarding Development Approvalsthat are Vacant, Outdated and I ncompatible
Duringthe publicworkshopsaconcern wasexpressed that wasdirected to devel opmentswith approvals
extending back several years. The concern, at that time centered on several Developments of Regional
Impact (DRI’ s) that were approved in the early 1980's and not under constructed until thelate 1990's or
even the early 2000's. A workshop participant questioned if such an old approval was still relevant.
These developments had gone through the normal DRI approval process and some had extended
buildout dates viathe Notices of Proposed Change process.

This issue has been addressed in the Land Development Code. Section 34-381 states that a Planned
Development Master Concept Plans become vacated if adevel opment order for asubstantial portion of
the project are not approved within five years of the date of the approval of the Planned Devel opment.
When a Master Concept plan is vacated, the vacated area of that plan will remain zoned planned
development, but no additional development can occur or be approved until anew master concept plan
is approved, the original master concept plan is reinstated; or the property is rezoned by the Board of
County Commissioners.

i.) Water Dependent Uses and Boating Regulations
it

Summary
As Lee County continues to grow, the population and demand for affordable housing also increases.

Lee County will be contracting with aconsultant to prepare an update of the Lee County Housing Needs
Assessment. Additional Goals, Objectivesand Policiesmay be added to the Housing Element of theLee
Plan in response to the issues raised by the Needs Assessment. Consideration will also be given to
updating the Housing Element based on issues raised by the Ad Hoc Affordable Housing Incentives
Committee and the study titled “ The Public Costs of Inadequate Affordable Housing in Lee County,
Florida.” The county will explore the possibility of a program to acquire tax delinquent parcels for
affordable housing and the feasibility of instituting linkage fees or other feesto finance the construction
of affordable housing. Regarding sign regulation, the county will consider aL ee Plan policy that directs
staff to reevaluate the effectiveness of chapter 30 and to determine if revisions are necessary.
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OTHER FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT ISSUES

Revised Planning Horizon

Planning staff recognizes aneed to amend the L ee Plan to change the planning horizon of the plan from
theyear 2020 to 2030. Lee County isrequired to have ametropolitan Planning Organization by federal
law. Federal law also requires that the MPO maintain at least a 20 year planning horizon. Given the
difficultiesindoing major plan updates, staff isrecommending aplanning horizon adjust of 10 additional
years versus moving the horizon to the year 2025. Planning staff recommends that the Lee Plan be
amended to move the planning horizon from the year 2020 to 2030.

Revised Population Projections

The Lee Plan’s current population projections were adopted on June 3, 1998. The Florida Statutes
(163.3191(2)(a)) requirelocal jurisdictionsto discuss changes in popul ation since the plan was adopted
or last amended.

Included in the previous EAR Addendum Amendments, Planning staff conducted areview of adopted
population projections from the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) against the annual population
estimatesfrom the Bureau of Economic and BusinessResearch's(BEBR) for theyearssincetheprevious
EAR projection wasadopted. Thisreview showed that the EAR popul ation projectionswere exceeding
theannual population estimates. The EAR projectionswere completed in 1993 and included population
projectionsfor every half decade. By 1995 these projectionswere exceeding the annual BEBR estimate
by morethat 10%. Planning Staffsreview al so showed that the EAR projectionswere between 25% and
35% higher that the BEBR projections by the year 2020.

The estimates done by staff in the spring of 1997, which included four more years of historical data,
showed that L ee County's popul ation growth projectionswere more closely following the BEBR "Mid-
Range" population projections. The BEBR "Mid-Range" projections are also being used by other
agenciesand by other County divisionsto develop long range plans. Most notablewould bethe MPO's
use of these numbersfor the update of the 2020 Transportation Plan. Therefore, the Division of Planning
based the re-evaluation of the'Y ear 2020 Overlay onthe BEBR Mid-Range population projections. As
stated previously, these projections were adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on June 3,
1998.

Since the Board of County Commissioners adoption of the population projections, BEBR has issued
revised population projectionsannually. Thelatest projectionswereissued by BEBR in February 2004.
These latest projection are significantly higher than the adopted projections. For example the adopted
projectionfor theyear 2005is467,300, whilethe February 2004 BEBR mid-range projection for theyear
2005 is 523,900, a difference of 56,600 persons. The following table provides the adopted projections
and the latest BEBR mid-range projections.
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BEBR Mid-Range Projections

Table13.1
Year Adopted Projections Latest BEBR Projections
2005 467,300 523,900
2010 511,400 592,700
2015 556,500 660,400
2020 602,000 728,000

Clearly, the Lee Plan needsto be amended to reflect revised population projections. Asaconsequence
of revising the County’ s population projections and adjusting the Plan’ s planning horizon to the year
2030, the Acreage Allocation Table, Lee Plan Table 1(b), needs to be amended to reflect the latest
population projections.

Lee County Vision And The Future Land Use Element

The Lee Plan, consistent with the requirements of Florida Statutes, contains a vision statement for Lee
County that attemptsto predict what the County will “look like” intheyear 2020. Thisvision statement
takesinto account the projected popul ation increases forecasted for Lee County. The Vision statement
providesthemajor assumptions, aspirations, and goalsuponwhichtheLeePlanisbased. Theseinclude:

C that growth patterns will be dictated by a Future Land Use Element that will not change
dramatically over the time frame of the Plan.

C The county will protect its natural resource base in order to maintain ahigh quality of lifefor its
residents and visitors.

C The county'straditional economic base will be diversified in order to increase the percentage of
high-payingjobs, reduce tax burdens on residents, and enhance the stability of the community.

C Cultural, educational and recreational opportunitieswill expand dramatically asthe result of the
county's increased urbanization.
C Increased urbanization will require a commensurate investment in the county's physical and

socid infrastructure.

TheVision statement al so containsindividual vision statementsfor 22 Planning Communities. Land use
allocations of the Plan are based on these Communities. In response to grassroots planning efforts, the
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Board of County Commissioners has redefined the Planning Communities. The next section of the
report provides a summary of these grassroots planning efforts.

Community Planning

Lee County has made a commitment to provide both professional and financial assistance to citizen
initiated, grass-roots planning effortsfor communitiesthroughout the county. Several community plans
have been compl eted and have been incorporated into the Lee Planin theform of aGoal, Objectivesand
Policies specific to each community. Lee County has endorsed those planning efforts and recognizes
that having only policies that apply county-wide does not adequately address the needs and desires of
individual communities.

To date, the Board of County Commissioners have adopted policies that are specific to six separate
communities. Those planning areas are Captiva, Pine Island, Bayshore, Caloosahatchee Shores,
Buckingham and Estero. Other communities that have completed community plans or are in various
stages of the process are Alva, Palm Beach Boulevard, Page Park, Lehigh Acresand Boca Grande. Lee
County policiesare evaluated and are either tailored to the individual communities or are created anew.

A brief discussion of community planning effortsin Lee County is an important part of the evaluation
and appraisal of the Lee Plan. Provided below isasummary of the adopted L ee Plan language for the
six communities listed above.

CAPTIVA - The Lee Plan Goal for Captiva that was adopted by the Board of County Commissioner
isfollowed by abrief discussion of the adopted policies along with additional effortsthe community is
undertaking to implement that goal.

GOAL 13: CAPTIVA. To maintain and enhance the historic pattern of development on Captiva,
consisting of unobtrusive, low-density residential useinan environment characterized by diverseand
healthy native vegetation, clean offshore water with diverse and healthy marine life, and limited
commercial development and traffic. The purpose of this goal isto provide policiesto confirmand
reinforce that historic pattern. (Added by Ordinance No. 03-01).

Policiesthat were adopted by the Board of County Commissionersto reinforcethe CaptivaGoal include
arestriction on rezoning of property, structure height limitations, directivesto enhance landscaping and
buffering requirements above what is required elsewhere in Lee County and a directive for the county
to take measures to improve water quality in Pine Island Sound and the Gulf of Mexico adjacent to
Captivaldand.
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Captiva has a seasonal population with many of its residents spending spring and summer months at
locations north of Florida. To addressthat situation and to keep the residents of Captivabetter informed
about county affairs several policies were adopted to improve public participation.

The residents of Captiva continue to work on planning for their community and have submitted
additional policies specific to the island for consideration by the county. They are a'so working on
revisionsto the county’s Land Development Code to implement the adopted Lee Plan policies.

GREATER PINE ISLAND - The Lee Plan Goal for Greater Pine Iland is listed below followed by
some background information and further efforts the community is undertaking.

GOAL 14: GREATERPINE I SLAND. To managefuturegrowth onand around Greater Pinelsland
so as to maintain the island’s unique natural resources and character and to insure that island
residentsand visitor shaveareasonable opportunity to evacuatewhen ahurricanestrikeisimminent.
For the purposes of thisplan, the boundariesof Greater Pinelsland areindicated onthe Future Land
Use Map. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30).

The County adopted anumber of Objectivesand Policies specificto Pinelslandin 1994. Those policies
addressed natural resourcesontheisland, road improvements, residential and commercial land usesand
historic resources. Around six years later the Pine Island community began work to update their
community plan and submitted to the county sweeping changes to the Pine Island section of the Lee
Plan that were adopted by the Board of County Commissioners in January of 2003. Although those
adopted changes are not in effect at this time due to a pending administrative hearing, the Pine Iland
Community has been working for the last year on Land Development Code changesto implement the
newly adopted policies.

BAYSHORE - Goal 20 for the Bayshore community islisted below followed by a summary of Board
adopted policies.

GOAL 20: BAYSHORE COMMUNITY. To protect the existing rural residential, agricultural and
equestrian-oriented character of thecommunity by maintaininglowresidential densitiesand minimal
commercial activities, while excluding incompatible usesthat are destructive to the character of this
rural residential environment. For the purposes of thisgoal and related objectivesand policies, the
boundaries of the Bayshore Community will be 1-75 on the west, SR 31 on the east, the
Caloosahatchee River on the south and the Charlotte County lineon the north. (Added by Ordinance
No. 03-02).

In an effort to maintain and enhance the rural character of the Bayshore community, the Board of
County Commissioners adopted policies that limit commercia activity to specific nodes in the
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community and prohibit industrial activities and mines. Other policies intended to minimize negative
impact on the community in the event of future road and sewer & water improvements were adopted.
The county also agreed to explore the feasability of establishing an equestrian park for the Bayshore
Community.

CALOOSAHATCHEE SHORES- Below isthe Cal oosahatchee Shores Goal that was adopted by the
Board of County Commissioners. A discussion of the adopted policies and changes to the county’s
Future Land Use map follows.

*NOTE: The Caloosahatchee Shores amendment was adopted as Goal 13 of the Lee Plan.
Subsequent to the adoption hearing the Captiva amendment was assigned Goal 13. The
Caloosahatchee Shores amendment will be renumbered when the L ee Plan is next codified.

GOAL 13: CALOOSAHATCHEE SHORES. Toprotect theexisting character, natural resourcesand
quality of life in Caloosahatchee Shores, while promoting new development, redevelopment and
maintaining a more rural identity for the neighborhoods east of I-75 by establishing minimum
aestheticrequirements, planning thelocation andintensity of futurecommercial andresidential uses,
and providing incentives for redevelopment, mixed use development and pedestrian safe
environments. ThisGoal and subsequent objectivesand policiesapply to the Cal oosahatchee Shores
boundaries as depicted on Map 1, page 2 of 5 in the Appendix.

Therecently adopted Cal oosahatchee Shoresamendment to the L ee Plan containsseveral objectivesand
policies, Future Land Use M ap changes and achangeto the definition of density inthe Lee Plan that will
help shape how the community’ sbuilt environment will develop and redevelopinthefuture. Objectives
address community character, commercial and residential uses, mixed use development, community
facilities and public participation.

Two Future Land Use Map changes were adopted, as recommended by the community and by staff.
Thefirst changeis at the intersection of SR 80 and SR 31 from Suburban to Urban Community. That
change will allow for very intense commercial development at that intersection. In order to help
effectuatethat outcome, theintersection wasalsoidentified on Map 19 of theLee Plan- Commercial Site
L ocation Standards.

The second Future Land Use M ap change converted approximately 75 acres|ocated generally south of
Drawdy Road and east of Buckingham Rd. from the Suburban Future Land Use Category to the
Outlying Suburban Future L and Use category, limited to 3 dwelling unitsper acre, and for approximately
928 acres located south of the above mentioned tract of land and east of Buckingham Road from the
Rural Future Land Use Category and the Suburban Future Land Use Category to the Outlying Suburban
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FutureLand Use Category, limited to 2 dwelling unitsper acre. That map changeisintended to distribute
future development more evenly throughout the area.

Thecommunity was desirous of mixed-use devel opment, both within the same structure and within the
same project and the Lee Plan now provides incentives for that type of development to occur within
three areas of the community.

POLICY 13.4.2: Mixed-use developments, as defined in the Lee Plan and mixed-use devel opments
containing both commercial and residential uses within the same structure that provide for an
integration of commercial with residential useswith pedestrian linkages are strongly encouraged at
the commercial nodesof SR80 and SR 31 and SR 80 and Buckingham Road, aswell asthe commercial
strip between First Sreet and SR 80 in Fort Myers Shores. With the exception of SR 80and SR 31,
which will be allowed densities consistent with the Urban Community future land use designation,
mixed-use developments will be limited to six dwelling units per acre at those locations.....

That policy, combined with thefollowing changeto the L ee Plan definition of density providesignificant
incentives for the development community to construct mixed use developments at those locations.

..... Withinthe Cal oosahatchee Shores community in the areasidentified by Policy 13.4.2 commercial
development that includes commercial and residential uses within the same project or the same
building do not have to exclude the commercial lands from the density calculation.

If those changesprove successful thecounty may consider similar mixed-usedesignated areasel sewhere
in the county.

The community is currently working on Land Development Code revisions to implement the newly
adopted Lee Plan policies.

BUCKINGHAM - Following isthe Lee Plan Goal for the Buckingham community and a description
of the effects of the resulting policies.

GOAL 17: BUCKINGHAM. To manage the future growth in the Buckingham area; to preserve the
existing agricultural land use pattern; to diversify the choice of housing for Lee County by
maintaining and enhancing the historic rural character; and to protect the unique historical and
environmental values of the Buckingham Community. For the purposes of this plan, the precise
boundaries of Buckingham areindicated on the Future Land Use Map. (Added by Ordinance No. 91-
19, Amended by Ordinance No. 00-22)
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Similar to Bayshore, Buckingham residentswanted to preservetherural nature of their community. The
Buckingham amendment restrictscommercial devel opment to specific areaswithinthecommunity. The
amendment al sorequiresaoneacre minimumresidential |ot sizeand placesrestrictionsontheextension
of utilities and on the extension of roads within the Buckingham Rural Preserve.

ESTERO - Following is the Board adopted Goal for the Estero community and a brief discussion the
resulting objectives and policies.

GOAL 19: ESTERO. To protect the character, natural resources and quality of life in Estero by
establishing minimum aesthetic requirements, managing the location and intensity of future
commercial and residential uses, and providing greater opportunitiesfor public participationinthe
land devel opment approval process. This Goal and subsequent objectives and policies apply to the
Estero Planning Community as depicted on Map 16. (Added by Ordinance No. 02-05)

The Estero Goal contains six objectives that address community character, commercial and residential
land uses, natural resources, public participation and community facilities. The community was aware
that Estero was going to be quickly converted from what was a very rural area only less than a decade
ago to athriving residential and commercial center in Lee County. Policies contained in the Estero Lee
Plan amendment are intended to control the placement and aesthetics of new development and direct
substantial community involvement in the land development process.

The owner or agent for all new planned development in Estero is required to conduct on public
informational sessionwherethe owner or agent will providean overview of theproject for any interested
citizens. Sincetheadoption of the Estero Goal, dozens of informational meetings have been conducted,
and the community has taken some control over the development that has and will occur.

To implement many of the ambitious policies contained in the Estero Goal, the Board of County
Commissionershasadopted Land Devel opment Coderevisionspertainingtobuildingdesign, sitedesign,
landscaping and buffering requirementsand signage. The community continuestowork on refining the
Land Development Code and is considered by many to be a model for community planning in Lee
County.

Community Planning Conclusion:

Most of the Goals, Objectives and Policies in the Lee Plan address county-wide issues. 1n an attempt
to create a unique identity for themselves, many communities in Lee County have chosen to develop
objectives and policies specific to their neighborhoods. The process requires broad based community
involvement. Citizens undertaking community planning activities are provided both professional and
financia assistancefrom the county. Planning effortsinvolve carefully evaluating Lee Plan policiesthat
may affect their communitiesin both positive and negative ways.
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Thisisanongoing process, and planning for these communitiesnever really ends. Comprehensiveplans
are“living” documentsthat areconstantly evaluated and changed, asneeded, to addressissuesthat affect
the citizens of Lee County. Community Planning in Lee County is citizen initiated and requires a
tremendous time and work commitment from residents, consultants and county staff alike.

Lee County continuesto support Community Planning and will continue close scrutiny of the Lee Plan
and to tailor Goals, Objectives and Policies that address the needs and desires of its residents.

Future Land Use Categories

Besidesthetwel vemajor issuesdiscussed above, staff hasrecognized aneedto create 2 additional Future
Land Use Categories. Thefirst isto create acommercia only Future Land Use Category. The second
isto createanew Future Urban Land Use Category that limits devel opment to amaximum of 2 dwelling
units per acre. Planning staff is recommending that the EAR based amendments include a further
evaluation of including these two proposed categoriesin the Future Land Use Element of the Lee Plan.

Commercial Land Use Category

Planning staff has recognized the need for a commercial use land use category that does not allow
residential uses. Intherecent past several L ee Plan amendment applications (for example CPA 2003-01
and CPA 2001-08) werefiled seeking commercial usesin areaswithin the coastal high hazard area. This
raised aconcern of potentially increasing residential densitieswithinthe coastal high hazard eventhough
the applicants stated residential uses were not sought or expected to be developed on those parcels.
Creation of aCommercia category that allowsretail, office, research and devel opment, and limited light
industrial uses, would allow these developments to occur in appropriate areas within the coastal high
hazard area(and other areasaswell) without impacting hurricane evacuation timesand further burdening
the County’ s shelter deficit.

Sub-Outlying Suburban Future Land Use Category

Recent private L ee Plan amendment requests have sought devel opment densities of 2 dwelling unitsper
acre by seeking the Outlying Suburban designation with a footnote on Table 1(a) limiting residential
densitiesto 2 dwelling unitsper acre. For example, CPA 2002-02, the“ Estero 60" privately initiated plan
amendment includedlanguage modifying both the Outlying Suburban descriptor policy, Policy 1.1.6and
Table 1(a). The modifying language, as adopted by the Lee County Board of County Commissioners
is reproduced below (adopted changes highlighted by bolding and underlining):

POLICY 1.1.6: The Outlying Suburban areas are characterized by their peripheral locationin
relation to established urban areas. In general, these areas arerural in nature or contain existing
low-density development. Some, but not all, of the requisite infrastructure needed for higher
density development isgenerally planned or in place. It isintended that these areaswill develop
at lower residential densities than other Future Urban Areas. Asin the Suburban Areas, higher
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densities, commercial development greater than neighborhood centers, and industrial land uses
are not permitted. The standard density range is from one dwelling unit per acre (1 du/acre) to
three dwelling units per acre (3 du/acre). Bonus densities are not allowed. In the Outlying
Suburban area in North Fort Myers east of |-75, a portion of San Carlos Groves in San
Carlog/Ester o planning community, andin the Buckingham area (see Goal 17), the maximum
density permitted is two dwelling units per acre (2 du/acre).

1. For Lots 6-11, San Carlos Groves Tract, Section 20, Township 46 S, Range
25 E of the San Carlog/Estero area:

a Theproperty may bedeveloped at agr ossdensity of onedwelling unit
per acre; however, agrossdensity of up totwodwellingunits per acre
is permitted through the planned development zoning process, in
which the residential development is clustered in a manner that
provides for the protection of flowways, high quality native
vegetation, and endanger ed, thr eatened or species of special concern.
Clustered development must also connect to a central water and
sanitary sewer system.

=

A maximum of one hundred and twenty (120) residential dwelling
units, along with accessory, and accessory activerecreation uses are
permitted thr oughtheuseof clustering and the planned development
zoning process. The dwelling units and accessory uses must be
clustered on an area not to exceed thirty two (£32) acr es, which must
be located on the northwestern portion of the property. No
development may occur in the flowway, with the exception of the

Theremainder of the property will be designated as preserve/open
space, which can be used for passiverecreation, and environmental
management and education. 1 n addition, thedeveloper will diligently
pursue the sale or transfer of the preserve/open space area, along
with development rights for thirty (30) of themaximum onehundred
and twenty (120) residential dwelling units, to the State, County, or
other conservation entity.

Tablel (a)
SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY!?
(No ChangetotheTable1 (a), One changeto thefootnotes of Table 1 (a))

CLARIFICATIONSAND EXCEPTIONS
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(No Changeto footnotes 1 through 5)
®In the Outlying Suburban category north of the Caloosahatchee River and east of Interstate-75,

north of Pondella Road and south of Pinelsland Road (SR 78); L ots 6-11, San Carlos Groves
Tract, Section 20, Township 46 S, Range 25 E of the San Carlog/Estero area; and in the
Buckingham area (see Goal 17), the maximum density is 2 du/acre....

As Table 1(a) footnote 6 provides, the 2 dwelling unit per acre restriction already applies to severa
relatively large areasin the North Fort Myers planning community and asmaller areain the Buckingham
planning community.

Planning Staff believes that anew category should becreated to accommodate a future urban land use
category that has amaximum density of 2 dwelling units per acre. Planning staff recommends that the
EAR based amendments include an amendment to establish such a category.

Consideration of The Regional Water Supply Plan
Asnoted earlier, section 163.3191(2)(1), F.S. providesthat alocal government’ SEAR must consider the
appropriate water management district’ s regional water supply plan. This section states that:

“the potable water element must be revised to include a work plan, covering at least a 10-year
planning period, for building any water supply facilities that are identified in the element as
necessary to serve existing and new development and for which the local government is
responsible.”

At thistimeL ee County isinthe process of adopting an amendment, locally known as CPA2003-07, that
incorporatesthe county’ sWater Supply FacilitiesWork Plan into the Potable Water sub-element of the
Lee Plan. The amendment was transmitted to the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) on
December 22, 2003 as part of an amendment packet which included one other proposed amendment.
The DCA has assigned the reference number 04-1 to the amendment packet and it is currently under
review. Staff expectsto holdthelocal adoption hearing for theamendment sometimein May 2004. The
amendment proposes new text and text changesto several elements of the Lee Plan aswell asproposing
aWater Supply Facilities Work Plan and anew Table based on the Work Plan for adoption. The work
plan covers a planning period out to the year 2025 and will fulfill the EAR requirement directing local
government’ sto consider the appropriate water management district’ sregional water supply plan. The
DCA Objections, Recommendations, and Comment Report (ORC) wasissued on March 6, 2004. No
objections were identified. The amendment will be adopted following the submittal of this EAR.

Coastal High Hazard Area Redevelopment Following a Disaster
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As noted above, F.S. 163.3191(2)(m) requires local jurisdictions located within Coastal High Hazard
areasto evaluate whether or not past governmental actions have impaired the property rights of current
residents when redevel opment occurs following a natural disaster such as ahurricane. This section of
the statutes is reproduced below:

(m) If any of thejurisdiction of thelocal government islocated within the coastal high-hazard
area, an evaluation of whether any past reduction in land use density impairs the property
rights of current residents when redevelopment occurs, including, but not limited to
redevelopment following a natural disaster. The property rights of current residents shall be
balanced with public safety considerations. Thelocal government must identify strategiesto
address redevelopment feasibility and the property rights of affected residents. These
strategies may include the authorization of redevelopment up to the actual built density in
existence on the property prior to the natural disaster or redevel opment.

The Lee Plan has several existing provisions that address this section of the statutes. For example, the
Procedures and Administration Chapter of the Lee Plan, Chapter 13, includesa®Build-back Policy” as
well as a “ Single-Family Residence Provision.” These provisions assure that the property rights of
current residentsand property ownersare protected in the event of anatural disaster such asahurricane.
The “Build-back Policy” isreproduced below:

F. Build-back Policy

Structureswhich have been damaged by fire or other natural forcesto the extent that the cost
of their reconstruction or repair exceeds 50% of the replacement value of the structure may
be reconstructed at (but not to exceed) the legally documented actual use, density, and
intensity existing at the time of destruction, thereby allowing such structuresto berebuilt or
replaced to the size, style, and type of their original construction, including their original
squarefootage; provided, however, that theaffected structure, asrebuilt or replaced, complies
withall applicablefederal and stateregulations, local building and life safety regulations, and
other local regulationswhichdo not precludereconstruction otherwiseintended by thispolicy.

In order to reconstruct at the legally documented previous use, density, and intensity, a
building permit must be applied for within five years after the date of destruction. The date
of destruction must belegally documented. Such documentation may includealocal, state, or
federal declaration of disaster; a fire or police department report on the event; or any
insurance claims filed as a result of the destruction. If a building permit is not applied for
within five years of the destruction, the property will then become subject to current
regulations on use, density, and intensity.
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I naccordancewith thispolicy, the post-disaster ordinance (Objective 81.2) will providethat:

1. Sructuresdamaged lessthan 50% of their replacement val ueat thetime of damage can
be rebuilt to their original condition, subject only to current building and life safety
codes.

2. Sructures damaged mor e than 50% of their replacement value at the time of damage
can berebuilt to their original square footage and density, provided that they comply
with:

a. federal requirements for elevation above the 100-year flood level;

b. building code requirements for floodproofing;

C. current building and life safety codes;

d. state Coastal Construction Control Lines; and

e any required zoning or other development regulations (other than density or

intensity), unless compliance with such regulations would preclude
reconstruction otherwise intended by the buildback policy.

3. The ordinance may establish blanket reductionsin non-vital development regulations
(e.g. buffering, open space, side setbacks, etc.) to minimize the need for individual
variances or compliance determinations prior to reconstruction.

4, The ordinance may establish procedures to document actual uses, densities, and
intensities, and compliance wOith regulations in effect at the time of construction,
through such means as photographs, diagrams, plans, affidavits, permits, appraisals,
tax records, etc.

5. No provisionismadeto redevel op property contai ning damaged structuresfor amore
intense use or at a density higher than the original lawful density except where such
higher density is permitted under current regulations.

As can be discerned from this policy, Lee County will allow structures to be rebuilt to the origina
condition that existed prior to the natural disaster event. The policy providesfor a5 year window from
the natural event to alow for abuilding permit. After this5 year period the property would *become
subject to current regulations on use, density, and intensity.”

TheL eePlan also protects private property rights by providing for an“ Administrative Interpretations of
thePlan” process. The Lee Plan limits administrative interpretations to three general areas: whether or
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not the single-family residence provision applies, whether an area has been (or should have been)
designated Wetlands on the basis of a clear factual error; and, clarification of land use map boundaries
as to a specific parcel of property. The single family provision protects the rights of owners owning
properties that are not in compliance with the density requirements of the Lee Plan given consistency
with specified criteria. Qualifying property owners are permitted to construct asingle family dwelling
unit on qualifying properties as a“minimum use” to avoid atakings issue.

Manatee Protection Plan

Lee County is currently creating a manatee protection plan (MPP) with the purpose for countywide
comprehensive protection of the West Indian Manatee. The plan seeks to reduce boat related manatee
mortality, protect manatee habitat, promote boating safety, and increase public awareness of the need
to protect manatees and their environment in Lee County. The MPP isalso intended to satisfy the new
requirementsof FloridaStatutes 370.12(2)(t). FloridaStatutes (F.S. 370.12(2)(t)3.) requires Lee County
toincorporatethe* boating facility siting element” of the MPPinto the Lee Plan. Staff recommendsthat
an amendment be included in the EAR round of amendments to accomplish this task.

L ee Plan Chapter XI - Economic Element

The Economic Element was adopted as an optional element (as authorized by F.S. 163.3177 (7) (j)) on
September 20, 1993. The optional element wasincluded in the plan following direction from the Board
of County Commissioners to establish policies to help diversify the economy of the County. The
traditional sectors of the local economy, construction and tourism, could not be relied on to carry the
County’s economy into a balanced and diversified future. In association with the adoption of the
Economic Element, the County established the Office of Economic Development and created the
Horizon Council, an advisory body for economic matters. The element has provided measured success
initseffort todiversify theeconomy of Lee County. The Officeof Economic Devel opment hasprovided
a Summary Table (see Appendix) of the various efforts at company relocation and job creation. For
example, since 1996, 49 companies, employing 2,961 persons were assisted in relocating into Lee
County.

Theelement has remained substantially in the same state asit waswhen originally adopted. There have
been some minor revisions, such as replacing the word shall with will, may or must. Aninitia review
of theelement, al ong with di scussionswith Economic devel opment Staff, haveindicated that afreshlook
at the element iswarranted. Staff believes that amendments to this element, to update data and policy
direction should be initiated in the round of amendments following the EAR.

Lee Plan Chapter XI1I - Proceduresand Administration

Staff believes a plan amendment should be initiated to review Lee Plan Chapter XI11. Specifically, the
Single-Family Residence Provision should be reviewed. Staff has recognized several issues with the
current process such as. the Lee Plan not being consistent with the County minimum acceptable road
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standard as provided in the LDC; not requiring a minimum use determination (MUD) on lots that have
an existing dwelling unit; not requiring aMUD on lots within specific subdivisions (such as the Island
Harbors subdivisionin Matlacha) that areessentially built-out by incorporating some other methodol ogy
such as an overlay; and, consolidation of the process which is divided between the County Attorney’s
Office and the Department of Community Devel opment.

Statutory Changes

Staff has reviewed Administrative Code 93-5 and Chapter 163 of the Florida Statutes for legislative
changesthat have occurred since the last Evaluation and Appraisal Report was completed in 1996. Lee
County updatesthe Comprehensive Plan and the Land Devel opment Code on an annual basisto reflect
any regulatory changes. The County haseither complied with all legidlative changesthat have occurred,
or isin the process of making changes in accordance with the latest |egisl ative requirements.

As example, F.S. 3177(6)(j) required local governmentsto adopt atransportation element to addressa
number of issuesincluding traffic circulation, public transportation, ports, aviation and related uses. Lee
County amended its comprehensive plan to comply with those regulations shortly after thelegidation
was adopted.

Recently the FloridaL egislature enacted House Bill 293 which changed the duedatefor thewater supply
plan required by section 163.3191(2)(l), F.S. Asdiscussed under the Consideration of the Regional
Water Supply Plan section of this document, prior to this change Lee County was in the process of
adopting an amendment, locally known as CPA2003-07, that incorporates the county's Water Supply
FacilitiesWork Plan into the Potable Water sub-element of the Lee Plan. The Legis ature has extended
the due date for the plan to December 1, 2006. Although Lee County has prepared awater supply plan
and no objectionswereidentified in DCA's ORC Report, staff will be recommending that the Board of
County Commissionersdelay adopting thework plan until after theregional water supply planisrevised
in 2005. Thiswill allow the County's water supply plan to reflect the most updated information.

F.S. 163.3177(6)(h)4 required local governments and the school board to execute an inter-local
agreement. That requirement has been satisfied. In fact, Lee County was one of the counties that
participated in the pilot program in conjunction with the State of Florida, and the Department of
Community Affairsto addressinter-local agreements.

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT August 20, 2004
BOCC ADOPTION DOCUMENT PAGE 155 OF 155



