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SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBIECT: Comprehensive Plan Amendment from Suburban Estates to Low
Density Residential and associated rezoning from A-1 {Agriculture) to PUD (Planned
Unit Develooment) — Lake Jesup Woods

DEPARTMENT: Planning & Development @iVESEi)N Planning Divisio
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f., d

AUTHORIZED BY: Donald S. Fasherj//CONTACT Tony Wa!zer EXT. 7375

/

Agenda Date_7/22/03  Regular | | Consent[ | Work Session[_| Briefing [
Public Hearing — 1:30 [ Public Hearing — 7:00 X

MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

1. Enact ordinances to amend the comprehensive plan from Suburban Estates (SE)
to Low Density Residential (LDR} and associated rezoning from Agriculture (A-1)
to Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 81 acres located on the south side of
Myrtle Street west of Hester Avenue at the requested 2 % uniis per net buildable
acre density; or

2. Enact ordinances to amend the comprehensive plan from Suburban Estates (SE)
to Low Density Residential (LDR) and associated rezoning from Agriculiure (A-1)
to Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 81 acres located on the south side of
Myrtie Street westi of Hester Avenue at an aliernative densily; or

3. Deny the comprehensive plan amendment from Suburban Estates (SE) to Low
Density Residential (LDR) and associated rezoning from Agriculture (A-1) to
Planned Unit Development (PUD); or

4. Continue the request fo the Fall 2003 Amendment Cycle; or

5. Continue the public hearing to 7:00 PM Tuesday, August 12, 2003.

(District — 5, Mcl.ain) {Tony Walter, Principal Planner)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

At their July 9, 2003 meeting the LPA/P&Z voted to cancel the July 16, 2003 LPA/PRZ
meeting and reschedule all agenda items and public hearings to 6:00 pm, Wednesday,

July 23, 2003. Lake Jesup Woods is one of the continued o
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Lake Jesup Woods
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public hearings. To allow the LPA/P&Z to make their recommendation, the Board of
County Commissioners public hearing for Lake Jesup Woods, scheduled for July 22,
2003, needs to be continuad. The applicant is aware of the recommendation to confinue
this public hearing.

Staff recommends continuing the public hearing fo 7:00 pm, Tuesday, August 12, 2003,

BACKGROUND:

The applicant requests to amend the future land use designation of Suburban Estates
(SE} to Low Density Residential (LDR) and to rezone from A-1 {(Agriculture) to PUD
(Planned Unit Development) approximately 81 acres for the development of a single-
family residential subdivision on a site located south of Myrtle Street and east of Hester
Avenue. The applicant is proposing up fo 133 dwellings in a clustered concept at a
density of 2 'z units per net buildable acre. Note that while the plan shows 124 lots, the
site data table indicates 133 as the maximum number of lots.

On April 9, 2002, the Board of County Commissioners voted unanimously to fransmit
the large scale land use amendment from Suburban Estates to Low Density Hesidential
to the Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) for review, with the 9 conditions
detailed in the Executive Summary. On June 28, 2002, the Florida Department of
Community Affairs issued an Objections, Recommendations, and Comments Repori
(ORC) regarding this particular fand use amendment recommending the proposed
amendment not be adopted prior to the applicant addressing the comments detailed in
the Executive Summary.

To date, the wetlands delineation has not been completed and certified by SJRWMD.
The applicant has not addressed the Florida Department of Community Affairs ORC
Report comments specifically as it refers o the suitability for development considering
natural resources, vegetation, wildlife and wildlife habitat, waler quality, floodplains and
wetlands, The preliminary master plan does not include the analysis of impacis 1o
roads, utilities and other public services, minimum lot size and minimum lot width and
transitioning to half acre lots on the eastern boundary. The preliminary master plan
does not demonsirate how the plan implements conservation village concepts and the
preservation of sensitive lands to support the requested increase in density.

LPA/P&Z RECOMMENDATION:

This item is scheduled 1o be heard by the Land Planning Agency/Planning and Zoning
Commission (LPA/P&Z) on July 16, 2003. Planning Staff will present the findings of the
LPA/P&Z at the Board of County Commissioners public hearing on July 22, 2003.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Planning Staff recommends denial of the requested land use amendment and rezoning
or continuation until all the required documentation is provided and can be analyzed. If
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the BCC opis to continue this request, the Fall 2003 Large Scale Land Use Amendment
Cycle is the earliest this request could be considered.

If the Board approves the requested rezoning, staff will prepare an ordinance and
development order reflecting the change. If the Board approves the requested fulure
land use amendment, it will be enacted by the 2003 Spring Cycle Amendment
Ordinance, attached to this memorandum, along with the Energy Element text
amendment and the Banana Lake future land use amendment.

Attachments:

Future Land Use and Zoning Map

Executive Summary

Preliminary Master Plan

Staff Analysis

Obijections, Recommendations and Comments Report

BCC Minutes —~ September 24, 2001 & Apnl 9, 2002
LPA/P&Z Minutes — August 1, 2001, February 20, 2002

Draft Zoning Ordinance

Draft 2003 Spring Cycle Ordinance (without Energy Element)



Suburban Estates to Low Density  Amendment

Hesidential O1F.FLUO1
& PZ01-09

Land Planning
Agency/Planning
and Zoning
Commission
August 1, 2001,
February 20, 2002,
and July 16, 2003

APPLICANT Hugh W. Harling, P. E. (Harling Locklin & Associates, Inc.)
PLAN AMENDMENT | Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential

REZONING A-1 (Agriculture) to PUD (Planned Unit Development)
APPROXIMATE 81

GROSS ACRES

LOCATION South of Myrlle Street, east of Hester Avenue

B8OARD DISTRICT #5 — MclLain

At the August 1, 2001, and the February 20, 2002,
LPA/P&Z public hearings, the LPA/P&Z unanimously
recommenced denial of the Large Scale Land Use
Amendment from Suburban Estates to Low Densily
Residential and rezoning from A-1 (Agriculture) 1o B-1AA
(Single Family Dwelling}.

This item is scheduled to be heard by the Land Planning
Agency/Planning & Zoning Commission on July 16, 2003.
Planning Staff will present the findings of the LPA/P&Z at the
Board of County Commissioners public hearing on July 22,
2003.

Board of County
Commissioners
April 9, 2002

PLAN AMENDMENT: The Board of County Commissioners
voted 5 fo O to transmit a large scale comprehensive plan
amendment from Suburban Estates fo Low Density
Resideniial to the Depariment of Communily Afiairs for
review.

BEZONING: The Board of County Commissioners will
consider the proposed PUD (Planned Unit Development) at
the adoption hearing with the following commiiments
volunteerad by the applicant which will be addressed prior to
the adoption of the land use amendment:

1. The devsloper shall submit a PUD zoning plan




that will be evaluated by the LPA and staft.

2. The weilands shall be delineated in order o
ensure adequate buffering and a means io
transition lot sizes from the west to the east to
ensure the compatibility of the rural like
character of the area.

3. There shall be a transitioning of lot sizes within
the proposed subdivision with an overall
density of 2.5 units/net buildable acre and a
maximum density of 2.0 units/net buildable
acre along the eastern property line.

4. There shall be a 100" natural buffer along the
northermn  property  line, excluding the
ingress/egress easement.

5. The applicant pays his prorata share for County
water and sewer facilities to service the Lake
Jesup Woods property.

8. The applicant pays his prorata share for
signalization at the intersection of Hester
Avenue and CR 427 and improvements o the
railroad crossing on Hester Avenue, which may
include signalization.

7. There shall be no net loss of wetlands within
the Lake Jesup Basin.

8. The applicant commits o paying his prorata
share of improving Myrile Street io County
Standards and paying their prorata share of
offsite improvernents to Hester Avenue to bring
this road up to County Standards 1o include but
not limited to road pavement, right of way,
drainage and sidewalk standards.
Improvements 1o be determined at the time of
PUD final master site plan approval.

Florida Department
of Community
Affairs

June 28, 2002

On June 28, 2002, the Florida Department of Community
Affairs issued an Objections, Recommendations, and
Comments Report (ORC) regarding this particular land use
amendment. The State recommends that the County should
not adopt the proposed land use amendment until the Myriie
Street Special Area Study is concluded and the applicant has
addressed the Stale’s comments pertaining to the suitabiiity
for development considering the following: natural
resources, vegetation, wildlife and wildlife habitat, water
guality, floodplains, and wetlands

Myrtle Street Special
Area Study

At the direction of the Board of County Commissioners
(BCC) Phase | and il of the Myrtie Street Special Area Study
have heen completed. At their March 11, 2003 meeting the




BCC accepted the study and selected the Conservation
Village Concept as the preferred development patiern for the
Myrtle Street Area. The BCC instructed the stafi to conduct
a Phase I study for their consideration to determine the
feasibility and benefits of the Conservation Village Concept
to the property owners, development community and the
County and develop comprehensive plan policies, land
developmant code changes and incentives o encourage
implementation of the concept. Phase il is scheduled 1o be
completed by the end of the summer.

Board of County
Commissioners
August 13, 2002 and
September 10, 2002

This item was continued at the request of the owners
representative.

Staff
Becommendation
July 22, 2003

To date, the following items have not been addressed by the
applicant:

1. the wetlands delineation from SJRWMD has not been
provided,;
2. the preliminary master plan does not address the
following;
a. minimum ot size and minimum [ot width,
b, transitioning of lot sizes 1o half acre lots on the
sasi;
¢c. demonstrate what is being proposed to further
the Conservation Village Concept and support
increased density and preservation of sensitive
lands;
3. the response io the ORC Report has not been
submitted.

Planning staff recommends denial of the requested rezoning
or continuation untit all the required documentation is |
provided and can be analyzed. If the BCC opts io continue
this project, the Fall 2003 Large Scale Land Use Amendment
Cycle is the earliest this reguest could be considered.
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Suburban Estates to Low Density Amendment

Residential O1F.FLUOT
& PZ01-08

Property Owner{s): Lake Jessup Woods

Tax_Parcel Number(s): 23-20-30-5AQ-0000-1090, 23-20-30-5AQ-0000-1030, and 23-
20-30-5AQ-0000-1150

Applicant's Statement: Amendment of the Seminole County Vision 2020 Comprehensive
Plan to re-designate the 81.3+/- acre subject site from Suburban Estates (SE) to Low Density
Residential {LDR). Based upon the proposed development program, the project will consist of
an estimated 130 + single-family residences. The subject site is in an area that is a logical
expansion of low density residential to the southeast from the growing areas surrounding the

City of Sanford. Urban services are available and the proposed land use (LDR) is a
compatible use with the existing and proposed development patiern,

The applicant states that the proposed project is consistent with the following Comprehensive
Plan policies: 2.2.1 Subdivision Standards, 11.3.6 — Adopted Potable Water Services Area
Map, 11.4.5 — Extension of Service to New Development, 11.3.6, Adopted Sanitary Sewer
Service Area Map, and 14.4.4 — Extension of Service 10 New Development.

Development Trends: The area primarily consisis of large acre fracts developed with
single family residential dwelling units with some agricultural uses along Myrtle Street.
Immediately to the east of the properiy is a horse stable with a lighted area for night riging.
The Autumn Chase subdivision to the west of the subject property consists of both RB-1A and
R-1AAA sized lots and containg approximately 144 single-family lots. To the south of the
subject property are state and county owned public/natural lands.




1. EXISTING AND PERMITTED USES:

a. The existing zoning A-1 (Agirculture} and Suburban Estates land use would permit the
development of agricultural, residential, and non-residential uses, such as churches (at a
maximum net density of 1 dwelling unit/acre} on the site.

b. The requested zoning (PUD) would permit the development of single family residential
consistent with the maximum and average gross and net residential densities on the
approved preliminary master plan.

Location | Future Land Use* Zoning* Existing Lise
Site Suburban Estates A-1 Vacant

North Suburban Esiales Al YVacant

South Reaocreation A-1 Vacant

East Suburban Estates A-1 | Vacant, single-family
: residential and horse
stables/farm

West Suburbarn Estates and | A-1, R-1Aand R- Single-family, retention
Low Density TAAA pond and vacant
Fesidential

* See enclosed future land use and zoning maps for more details.

2. PLAN PROGRAMS - Plan policies address the continuance, expansion and initiation of new
government service and facility programs, including, but not limited to, capital facility
construction. Each application for a land use designation amendment will include a description
and evajuation of any Plan programs (such as the affect on the timing/financing of these
programs) that will be affected by the amendment if approved.

Summary of Program Impacts: The proposed amendment does not aler the opticns or long-
range strategies for facility improvements or capacity additions included in the Support
Documentation to the Vision 2020 Plan. The amendment request would not be in conflict with
the Metroplan Orlando Plan or the Florida Department of Transportation’s 5-Year Plan (Policy
TRA 14.1).

A. Traffic Circulation - Consistency with Future Land Use Element: In ferms of all
development proposals, the County shall impose a linkage between the Future Land Use




Element and the Transportation Element and ail land development activities shall be
consistent with the adopted Future Land Use Element (Policies TRA 2.1, 5.1, and 8.1).

Access to the subject property is via Myrile Street. The road is substandard in terms of
pavement, storm drainage, and right-of-way width. The future developer would be
responsible for bringing these roadways up to County standards.

B. Water and Sewer Service — Adopted Potable Water and Sanitary Sewer Service
Area Maps: Figure 11.1 and Figure 14.1 are the water and sewer service area maps for
Seminole County.

The subject properties are within the Seminole County water and sewer sefrvice area. The
applicant intends to utilize central water and sewer.

Potable Waier Policy 11.4.5 and Sanitary Sewer Policy 14.4.4 both require that "new
development fund the cost of extending water/sanitary sewer lines to serve their
development. In the possible event of future development at urban densities greater than
one dwelling unit per acre, urban services, such as potable water and sanitary sewer would
be required.

C. Public Safetv — Adopted Level of Service: The County shall maintain adopted levels
of service for fire protection and rescue...as an average response time of five minutes (Public
Safety Policy 12.2.2). :

The property is served by the Seminole County EMS/Fire Rescue Five Points Fire Station
(Station # 35). Response time to the site is less than 5 minutes, which meets the County’s
average response time standard.

3, REGULATIONS - The policies of the Plan also contain general regulatory guidelines and
requirements for managing growth and protecting the environment. These guidelines will be
used to evaluate the overall consistency of the land use amendment with the Vision 2020 Plan,
but are not applied in detail at this stage.

A Preliminary Development Orders: Capacity Determination: For preliminary
development orders and for final development orders under which no development activity
impacting public facilities may ensue, the capacity of Category | and Category lil pubilic
facilities shall be determined as follows...No righis to obtain final development orders under
which development activity impacting public faciliies may ensue, or to oblain development
permits, nor any other rights to develop the subject property shall be deemed to have been
granted or implied by the County's approval of the development order without a determination
having previously been made that the capacity of public facilities will be available in
accordance with law (Implementation Policy 1.2.3).

Although the existing roadways are substandard, other public faciiities to serve these
properties would be adequate, and the proposed Plan amendment would create no
adverse impacts on public facilities.




B. Flood Plain and Wetlands Areas - Flood Plain Protection and Wetlands Protection:
The County shall implement the Conservation land use designation through the regulation of
development consistent with the Flood Prone (FP-1) and Wetlands (W-1) Overlay Zoning
classifications.. (Policy FLU 1.2 and 1.3).

On March 26, 2002, at the request of the applicant, the St. Johns River Water Management
District (SJRWMD) and Seminole County staff met on-site to discuss the extent of the
wetlands. Based on the site visit, there may be as much as 60 percent of the site impacted by
wetlands. If these areas are classified as jurisdictional wetlands, they may not be counted
towards the net acreage of each site. Per the Seminole County Land Development Code,
the Wetlands Overlay Classification (W-1) shalil apply to wetlands which are one half (1/2)
acre in size or larger, have a direct hydrologic connection to a one half (1/2) acre or larger
wetland, or their adjacent areas. The County typically requires that the post-deveiopment
wetlands be protected by a conservation easement and A-1 portions of the site impacted by
wetlands not be rezoned. Prior to a final determination on the rezoning boundaries, fieid
verification by the SJRWMD will be required to determine if the wetlands are classified as
jurisdictional.

C. Protection of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife: The County shall continue to require,
as part of the Development Review Process, proposed development fo coordinate those
processes with all appropriate agencies and comply with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and
the Florida Fish and Wildiife Conservation Commission Rules as well as other applicable
Federal and Slate Laws regarding protection of endangered and threatened wildlife prior to
development approval (CON Policy 3.13}. '

The Natural Bescurces Cfficer has determined that there are two eagles’ nests'in the vicinity
of the subject area, which may restrict any construction within 750 feet and loud noises within
1500 feet of the nests during the nesting season.

Prior to submission of final engineering plans for development of these properties, a survey of
threatened/endangered species and species of special concern wili be required to determine
the presence of any such categories of wildlife. If any listed species are found to be
potentially impacted by the proposed development, permits from the appropriate agencies
will be required.

4. DEVELOPMENT POLICIES - Additional criteria and standards are also included in the Plan
that describes when, where and how development is to occur. Plan development policies will
be used to evaluate the appropriateness of the use, intensity, location, and timing of the
proposed amendment.

A. Compatibility: When the County's Future Land Use Map (FLUM) was developed in
1087, land use compatibility issues were evaluated and ullimately defined through a
community meeting/hearing process that involved substantial public comment and input.
When amendments are proposed to the FLUM, however, staff makes an initial evaluation
of compatibility, prior to public input and comment, based upon a set of professional
standards that include, but are not fimited to criteria such as: {(a) long standing community
development paiterns; (b} previous policy direction from the Board of County
Commissioners; (¢) other planning principles articulated in the Vision 2020 Plan (e.g.,




appropriate transitioning of land uses, protection of neighborhoods, protection of the
environment, protection of private property rights, no creation of new strip commercial
developments through plan amendments, eic.).

Based upon an initial evaiuation of compatibility, the proposed Low Density Residential land
use would be consisient with Plan policies identified at this time and therefore is consistent
with the Vision 2020 Pian.

Applicable Plan policies include, but not limited to, the following:

1. Transitional Land Uses: The County shall evaluate plan amendments to insure that
transitional land uses are provided as a buffer between residential and non-residential
uses, between varying Intensities of residential uses, and in managing the
redevelopment of areas no longer appropriate as viable residential areas. “Exhibit
FLU: Appropriate Transitional Land Uses” is fo be used in determining appropriate
transitional uses. {Policy FLU 2.5)

The applicant is proposing to change the future land use designation from Suburban
Estates to Low Density Residential to develop a single-family residential subdivision with
PUD zoning to construct approximately 130 + houses on 81 acres. While the Low Density
Residential land use designation is considered a compatible land use adjacent to Suburban
Estates, the Vision 2020 Plan is silent on the appropriateness of transitioning LDR adjacent
to Recreation. The intensity of the development as proposed does not provide any
transitioning along the eastem boundary or buffering from the passive recrea’taorxaé and
environmentally sensitive lands to the south. -

Determination of Compatibility in the Low Density Residential Future Land Use
Designation:  An objective procedure to ensure harmonious and appropriate
transitional land uses relative to densily, intensily, lot sizes, house sizes and setbacks
among various residential zoning classffication. (Policies FLU 2,10 and 12.7)

In 1998, Seminole County adopted Ordinance 98-53, a procedure for determining the
single-family residential zoning classification in a Low Density Residential land use. The
procedure was applied to the proposed request and it was determined that the most
appropriate zoning classification would be elther to remain A-1 (Agriculture} or rezone to
RC-1 (Country Homes District), both of which require a minimum of one net acre in size per
fot.

Other applicable plan policies include:

Wetlands Protection: Policy FLU 1.3

Conservation Easements: Policy FLU 14

Relationship of Land Use to Zoning Classifications: Policy FLU 12.4
Consistency with Wetlands Management Program: Policy CON 3.3
Consistency with Wetlands Regulation: Policy CON 3.4

Consistency with the Flood Prone Overlay Zoning District: Policy CON 3.5
Consistency with Conservation Easements: Policy CON 3.9

Consistency with Agency Regulation Coordination: Policy CON 3.10




Alternate Land Development Proposals: Policy TRA 7.8

Review of Development Applications: Policy TRA 10.3

Dedicaticn of Rights-of-Way: Policy TRA 11.2

Prohibit Use of Roadway Improvements as Sole Justification for Land Use Amendments:
Policy TRA12.2

C. Concurrency Heview - Application to New Development: For purposes of approving
new development subsequent to adoption of this Comprehensive Plan, all adopted public
facility level of service standards and schedules of capital improvements...shall be
applied and evaluated...consistent with policies of the Implementation Element... (Policy
CIE 3.2).

This policy provides for the adoption of level of service (LOS) standards for public facilities
and requires that final development orders be issued only if public faciliies meeting the
adopted LOS are available or will be available concurrent with the development. Additionally,
preliminary development orders shall only be issued with the condition that no rights to obtain
final development orders or development permits, nor any other rights to develop the subject
property are granted or implied by the County's approval of the preliminary development
order.

5 COORDINATION - Each application for a land use designation amendment will be
evaluated to assess how and to what extent any additional intergovernmental coordination
activities should be addressed.

A, Plan Coordination: The Couniy shall continue fo coordinate its comprehensive
planning activities with the plans and programs of the School Board, major utilities, quasi-
public agencies- and other local governments providing services but not having regulatory
authority over the use of fand (Intergovernmental Coordination Policy 8.2.12). Seminole
County shall coordinate its comprehensive planning activities with the plans and programs of
regional, State and Federal agencies by..as the Counly is now a charter County
{intergovernmental Coordination Policy 8.3.3).

The Vision 2020 Plan fully complies with the State Comprehensive Plan adopted pursuant to
Chapter 187, Florida Statutes, and the Strategic Regional Policy Plan of the Fast Central
Florida Regional Planning Council pursuant to Chapter 163, Florida Staiutes. Consistency
with the State Plan and the Regional Policy Plan will be evaluated by individual review
agencies during the Plan amendment review process.




STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

"

"Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home

1E8 BLISH SYEVEN M. SEIBERT
Covernor Seqcretary

June 28, 2002

: RECEIVED
The Honorable Daryl McLain, Chairman
Seminole County

1101 East First Street ‘

Sanford, Florida 3277 1-1468

I

PLANNING DIVISION

|

\ Jub 17 2002 \}]
1

I

|

Dear Chairman McLain

The Department has completed its review of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment
for Seminole County (DCA No. 02-1ER), received on April 19, 2002 Copies of the proposed
amendment have been distributed 10 the appropriate state, regional and local agencies for their

reyiew and their comments are enciased.

[ am enclosing the Department’s Objections, Recommendations and Comments (ORC)
Report, issued pursuant 1o Rule 9J-11.010, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The Is5UES
identified in this ORC Report include the need to provide a suitability analysis demonstrating that
the development proposed 1s appropriate for the site.

Upon recelipt of this letter, the County has 120 days in which to adopt, adopt with changes, of
determine that the County will not adopt the proposed amendment. The process for adoption of local

govemment comprehensive pian amendments is outlined in Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, and

Rule 9J-11.011, F.AC.

Within ten working days of the date of adoption, the County must submit the following to the
Department.

Three copies of the adopted comprehensive plan amendments;
A copy of the adoption ardinance;

A listing of additional changes not previously reviewed;

A listing of findings by the focal governing body, if any, which were not included in the
ordinance; and,

SSHUM.-—\RDOAKBOULEVARD°TALLAHASSEE;FLOR!DA]Z]‘]‘J-ETOG
hone:856.485.846{3;’Sunc0m2?8‘8466 FAX:B850.921.078 1/ 5uncom 251,078
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Narathon, FL 2 Tablahagsee, FL 121992100 T 1345 L 133449-21040 railanags: L 3123%9-2160

(335 I85-2402 (BRO) 485-23Za (a5ay st Gh3 [HELER @




The Hororable Dary! MclLain, Chainman
June 28, 2002
Page Two

A staterent indicating the relationship of the additional changes to the Departmant's
Objections, Recommendations and Comments Reporl.

The above amendment and documentation are required for the Department o conduct a

compliance review, make @ compliance determination, and issue the appropriate notice of intent.
Please be advised that the Florida Legislature amended Section 163.3184(8) (B), Florida
Sraputes, requiring the Department {0 provide a courtesy information statement regarding the
Department’s Notice of Intent (o citizens who furnish their names and addresses at the local
g(werrtmem’:; plan amendment cransmitial (proposed) or adoption hearings. In order to provide
this courtesy Errﬁ)r'n'zfztfaa-}f statement, local governments are required by the law 10 Ffurnish to the
Department the pames and addresses of the citizens requesting this information. This list is to be
submitted at the tinte ()fimn.i:mfrmf of the adopied plan or plun amendment. As discussed in our
Jetter sept to you on Muay 25, 2001, 0 utlining the changes 1o Section 163.3184(8}(b) which are
effective July 1, 2001, and providing a model sign-in information sheet, please provide these
required names and addresses to the Department when you Lransoil your adopted amendment
packngeﬂ)r compliarnce review. For efficiency, we suggest the information sheet be provided in

electronic formal.

I order Lo expedite the regional planning council's review of the amendments, and pursuant
to Rule 9J-11.011(5), F.A.C., please provide a copy of the adopted amendment directly to the Execu-
tive Director of the East Central Florida Regional Planning Council,

Please contact Dawn MeDonald, Planning Consultant, at (850) 922-1816, if you require

agsistance.

Sincerely yours,

Ol

Charles Gauthier, AICP
Chisf, Bureau of Local Planning

Enclosures: Objections, Recommendations and Comments Report

Review Agency Comments
ces Ms. Sandra Glenn, Exscutive Director, Fast Central Florida Regional Planning Council
M. Dick Boyer, Senior Planner, Seminole County
Ms. Cindy Kirkconnell, Attornegy, Lowndes Drosdick, et.al.



DEPARTMENT OF C OMMUNITY AFFAIRS
OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS
SEMINOLE COUNTY

Amendment 02-1ER

June 28, 2002
Division of Community Planning
Bureau of Local Planning

This report i prepared pursuant 1o Rufe 2J-15.010



NTRODUCTION

eview of Seminole County’s proposed 02-1ER amendment to 1ts comprehensive

The foilowing objections, recommendations and comments are based upon the
5T
o Section 163.3184, Florida Sratutes (F.S.).

1

Objections rejate 10 specific requirements of relevant portions of Chapter 9J.5, Florida.
Administrative Codes (F.AC), and Chapter 163, Part 11 F.8. Each objection includes a
recommendation of one approach that might be taken to address the cited objection. Other
approaches may be more suitable in specific situations. Some of these objections may have
‘nitially been raised by one of the other external review agencies. [T there is a difference
between the Department’s objection and the external agency advisory objection or cormment,
the Departrment’s objection would take precedence.

The local goverﬁmcn% should address each of these objections when the amendment 18
resubmitted for our comiphiance review, Objections which are not addressed may resuitina
determination that the amendment is not in compliance. The Department may have raised an
objection regarding missing data and analysis items which the local government considers not
applicable to ‘ts amendment. 1f that 1s the case, 2 statement justifying its non-applicability
pursuant to rule 93-5.002(2), FoALC., must be submitted. The Department will make a
determination on the non-applicability of the requirement, and if the justification is sufficient, the

objection will be considered addressed.

The comments which follow the objections and recommendations are advisory in nature.
Comments will not form hases of a determination of non-compliance. They are included to call
sttention to items raised by our ceviawers. 1he cOMIMEnts can be substantive, CONCErnINg
planning principles, methodology or logic, as well as editorial in nature dealing with grammar,

organization, mapping. and reader comprehension.

Appended to the back of the Department’s report 2r¢ e comment letters from the other
state review agencies and other agencies, organizations and individuals. These comments are
advisory to the Department and may not form bases of Departmental objections unless they
appear under the “Objections” heading in this report. '



OBJECTIONS, RECOMMEN DATIONS, AND COMMENTS
SEMINOLE COUNTY
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 02-1ER

1. Consistency with Rule 91-5. Florida Administrative Code (F.AC, and Chapter 163,
Part 11, Florida Statutes (F.5.)

A. The Department raises the following objections to Amendment HO1F.FLUDT (Lake
Jesup Woods):

1. Objection

The amendment site has not been demonsirated 1o be suitable for the proposed land uses
and the allowable densities and ‘ntensities of use. Data and analysis have not been provided
assessing the site’s suita:ibility for development considering the tollowing: natural resources,
vegetation, wildlife andwildlife habitat, water quality, floodplains, and wetlands. An analysis
which assesses the appropriate level of development based upon the presence and protection of
these resources, occurring both on- and off-site, has not been included. [Section 163.3177{(6){2),
and 163.3177(6)(d), F.5. Rules §1-5.005(2), 93-5.006(2), 97-5.006(3)(b)1, 97-5.006(3)(b)4., 9]-
5.006(3)(1)9., 93-3.013(1), 91-5.013(2), and 9J-3.013(3), F.AC]

Recommendation

Do not adopt the proposed amendment until a special study of the [ake Jesup area has
been completed. Altematively, provide analyses which identify and evaluate the suitability of the
site for development considering the above cited natural resources. Wildlife and wildlife habitats
should be identified, including, bui not limited to, vegetative cover and potential for wildlife and
wildlife habitats. Listed species occurring on-site or having potential to ocour on-site should be
identified. The importance of upland areas to the life cycle of wetland dependant species should
be evaluated in order to ensure ‘hat the habitat value of wetland areas is protected. [dentify
potential impacts of development to water quality, floodplains, and wetlands. This analysis
should address impacts attributable to increased run offand sssociated pellution. Afler
undertaking an analysis agsessing the suitability of the site for development, the County should
sssess which future land use 1s most appropriate for the site. The land use chosen should be
consistent with and supported by the data and analysis and be compatible with the protection of
natural resources and their functional values, Revise the amendment, as necessary, to be
consistent with and supported by data and analyses.



B. The Department raises the fellowing comment o Amendment #01F.FLUOL (Lake Jesup
Woods):

1. Comment

Florida Department of State indicates that Amend nt #01F FLUOT includes a portion of
archaeological site 85E71, 2 a peneral vicinity arche ologw&i site where the exact location has not
been determined. FDOS recommends the County survey the amendment site prior o
development to de ermine the precise location of the site and to determine if this 1s 2 nficant

J

rcheoloulcal site.

.

€. The Department raises the following comments to the entire amendment package:

Intafgmernmcntﬁi Conrdination Element

1. Comyment

The County would benefit by including a policy or policies requinng independent special
disiricts to provide a public facilities report as required by Section 189415, F.5.

Potable Water Element
2. Comment

The St. Johns River Water Management District recommends the City include policies in
the plan to incorporaie water use reduction standards, such as limiting pervious surfaces,
encouraging the planting of f drought tolerant plants, quch as native vegetation, and adopting water
conservation measures. 1ne QIR WMD suggests the City include policies in the plan relating to
the amount of water TES0UICes available for future growth, noting ¢ the amount of water permilted
for use under the consumptive use permit. According to the SJTRWMD, the City should calculate
o furure water needs on the City’s po@ok water demand and on the ameunt of water made
available in the City’s CONSUMpPLIVE US e permit. In addition, the District recommends that the
City include policies in its intergovernmental Coordination Element to indicate that the City will
participate in regional water planning ‘nitiatives. Furthermore, the District recommends the
County revise Potable Water Element Policy 1.6 to indicate that the County will cooperaie ina
regional reuse system with nearby municipalities that already are connected to & ruusc systerr. In
addition, the District recommends the County revise Potable Water Element Policy 3.2 10 inciude
the date of the existing pl&n and the completion date for the first update, and indicate hat the
County's plan will be consistent with the District’s latest Water Supply Plan and other reports
and data available at the time the County’s plan is updated.



1. Consistency with the State Comprehensive Plan

The proposed amendment s inconsistent with the following goals and policies of the
Sate Comprehensive Plan (Chapter 187.201, Fiorida Statutes):

Goal 8 (Water Resources), Policy 10
Goal 10 (Watural Systems and Recreational Lands), Policies 1., 3., and 7.; and,

[ )

Goal 20 (Transpor’tation),IPohcies 3.,and 1

These State Comprehensive Plan issues can he resolved by addressing the objections in

this Report.



BCC Minutes
April 9, 2002
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same wetland density and number of wetland acres on the

that he determinss py the St. Johns River Water Management
Y =

Gisnricht They have further agy that if they cross a wetland

to get from uplang Lo would create an

that would be classified as

cf water, swer, drainage, and
rhat were discussed by the ressidents. He stated they

will be impreving Myrile OStreet drainage and sewer and will
T

sidewalks. He advised Commissiopsr Maloy that cthe

SR 2

of wetlands is bebween 30% and 50%, and thare

=]

Mo one else spoke in suppert or in cpposition.

Speaker Reguest and Written Comment Forms were received and

no loss of webtlands in the Lake Jesup Basin is appropriate, soO

closely mon

Commis , Ms. Smith advisesd that
ta bransmit and at the same Lime & small
area study will be done for zhis area. She said at the time of
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BCC Minuties

September 24, 2001



PLAN AMENDMENT AND REZONE

HARLING LOCKLIN & ASSOCIATES

Continuation from August 28, 2001 and September 11, 2001 of a public hearing
to consider the inkeéjesup Woods Large Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment from
Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential; and Rezone from A-1 {Agriculture) to R-
1AA (Single Family Dwelling District); property located south of Myrtle Strest and east

of Hester Avenue, Harling Locklin & Associates.

i
;

Matt Westy Planning Manager, addressed the Hoard to state that 1f the
Commission votes to transmit this amendment to the Department of Community Affairs
(DCA), the adoption heanng would be held on December 11, 2001, In conjunction with

the associated rezoning request. He advised the Local Planning Agency voted 4 to 0 to

recommend denial with the staff’s [indings.

He reviewed the surrounding zonings and showed an aerial map {copy received
and filed) of the pastureland, agricultural lands, and areas with housing already

constructed in Autumn Chase.
Mr. Grace left the meeting at this time.

Mr. West also showed a planning map (copy received and filed) of the wetiands
showing an approximate boundary of the wetlands as provided by the St. Johns River
VWater Management District. e said there was a lot of contention and debate at the
Local Planning Agency meeting concerning what this map meant. He pointed outitisa

planning tool and not oround truth.



Mr. West stated if the Commission desires to transmit the amendment and
approves some type of development, Myrtle Street would have te be brought up to
County standard. Also, if this property goes Lo LDR, staff recommends that central water
and sewer be provided to this project and that would be a condition of eppreval. He said
the response times arc consistent with the Public Safety element. The concurrency aspect

has been deferred until later at preliminary subdivision or final subdivision.

Mr. West disgussed the wetlands and floodplain issues. He said staff estimates
that 75% to 80% ?f the property is some type of wetland.  He explained why this
information is signi‘yﬁczmt o know at this time. He stated that the St. Johns District has
designated the Lake Jesup Basin as significant and the wetlands in it are very signifiecant,
and special attention is given to the impacts to the wetland basin. He read that Objective
7 (copy received and filed) of the Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan
states, “the County shall protect the functions provided by wetlands.” He read that based
upon the applicant’s proposed development program, the project will consist of an
estimated 180 to 200 single-family residences on this 30-acre piece, which means thers 1s
intent fo significantly impact the wetlands on this property. He referred to Conservation
Policy 3.6, Wetlands/Floodprone Regulations (copy received and filed), stating that
“impacts to wetlands/floodplains beyond what is otherwise allowed in the land
development regulations and Comprehensive Plan is prohibited, unless the project has a
special reason or need to locate within wetlands (or wetland protection areas), and there
‘s a clear demonstration of overriding public interest, and there is no feasible alternative.
In such cases, impacts to wetlands shall be kept to the minimum feasible alteration, while

preserving the functional viability to wetland to the maximum extent feasible.  All



impacts to the wetlands shall be mitigated in accordance with the applicable provisions in
D g pp %

the Comprehensive Plan and land development regulations.”

My West read from Conservation Policy 7.10, Wetland Regulation-
Iniergovernmental Cc’%ord.ination (copy received and filed), that “Seminole County shall
coordinate elforts Wi%h St Johns River Water Management District and U. 5. Army
Corps of Engineers to maximize the benefits of mitigation in the Wekiva, Jesup, and
Econlockhatchee River basins, and in the rural areas of the County.” He further read
Conservation Policyf}ﬂr (copy received and filed) that “in order to protect and sustain the
functions and Vaiugs provided by wetlands, the County shall by July, 2001, make all
appropriate changes to the W-1 and FP-1 Zoning Overlay Classifications to accomplish
the following, which shall serve as general guidelines for regulation of wetlands: modify
the Land Development Code to establish areas where no loss of wetlands is appropnate

and to require the conservation of wetland systems .. ."

Mir. Grace recntered the meeting at this time.

Mr. West said staff is concemed with the big disparity with the applicant about
how much of this property is wetlands and how many homes could be put on the
property.

Commissioner Morris stated he thought betwsen the P&Z hearing and tonight’s
hearing, some work was tc be done by St. Johns to flag the property and let the Board

know what 1s going on.



;LY

Mr West also advised that two eagles nests have been identified In clese
proximity to this property, and if there is development on the property, the timing of the

construction may have to vary around the nesting habits of the sagles.

iV To.rregrcis;x Natural Resources Officer, addressaed the Board to discuss the
wetlands issus. He n;)ted that his assessment was based on some of the areas and not the
entire parcel.  His focus was on whether or not there were wetlands outside those
\dentified. e reported his investigation revealed there were arcas outside the
jurisdictional wetluqu delineated by Breedlove, Dennis (applicant’s consultant) that met
the criteria for cl&ss-‘{'ﬁcation as jurisdictional wetlands. He said the St. Johns Distnict was
contacted to conduct their own assessment of the site, and the District stipulated that a

permission letter from the owner was necessary. The District has not yet received that

letter from the property owier.

M. West advised the staff’s findings are that the applicant’s request is premature
due to the policies listed until they can come to 2 better understanding of where the

re and the request is inconsistent with the Plan policies identified. Hs thinks if

b
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this is transmitied to the State, he believes the State will have the same objections. Upon
inquiry by Commissioner Morris, Mr. West said he is still opposed to R-1AAA. He
explained this request could become a small scale amendment instead of a large scale,

depending upon where the wetlands are.

Hugh Harling, Harling Locklin, representing the property owner Emie Rapp,
addressed the Board to state he will review the information (Exhibit package received

and filed) he submitted and the maps thal more accurately depict the entire area. He said



this property has significant drainage implications for the entire basin on Myttle Avenue
and Hester Road, There is a ditch thet runs north and south through the property that
carnes a tremendous amount of water away from the residents and the development and
other properties that .exés{ in this area.  Additionally, at the northeast corner, there is
another section that takes water inlo the property. He sald these are agricultural ditches
placed years ago and they have changed the hydrology and hydric nature of the soils 1
(s area. He referred to the FEMA panel (copy in the exhibit package) and he showed
the areas 1 gray depicting the 100-year flood elevations and said thers are no 100-year
flood elevations on g}iis particular site, so, therefore, there is not a FEMA map or need for
2 FEMA alteration on this site. He showed the Soils Conservation Service map and said

hydric soils are shown on the site and they acknowledge those as definitely wetlands.

Mr. Harling advised when their consultant visited the site, he said 1t was very
thick and there had been a tornado that knocked down a wide swath of trees that made it-
very difficult to accomplish a wetlands flagging. [f the Board allows them (o transmit
this amendment, they will cut lines on a 100-Toot grid on the property and then the
wetlands consultant can walk the line and flag the wetlands where identified and survey

those lines to get a ground-truth wetland line.

Mr. Harling submitted in the exhibit package two lefters from residents who agree
this project is compatible and consistent with Seminole County policies on density. He
said they have agreed to the R-1IAAA zoning, which means the minimurm house-seliing
price would be in the area of $185,000 and would add to the tax rolls. Also, they would

comply with all the wetland policies, all the local, State, and federal laws regarding

endangered species.  Mr. Harling further stated if the Board chooses to transmit the



amendment and wish them to come back with a PUD zoning request, they would be

willing to do that.

Upon inquiry by Commiissioner Maloy, Mr. Harling explained the difference
between the map by _;Eh'eedlove} Dennis and the map by stafl is that staff is saying the
entire area (s hydric aﬁd the applicant is saying some of the sotls are not hydrc, but the
condition is due to agricultural ditching. He said if development oceurs, they would be
placing easements over Lhe ditches to give Seminole County access, and would place

easements adjacent to the ditches that give the County the ability to maintain the ditches.
Upon inquiry by Commissioner Morris on the road infrastructure and network not
being compatible, Mr. Harling stated they would be required to upgrade the road system
in front of the project and through Hester Road. They would also be required to continue
to provide drainage flow into the ditch system. Further, he explained their consultant has

indicated there are a lot of uplands on this site that can be developed successfully. He

described the methods that could be used to avoid taking out all the existing trees.

Upen inquiry by Commissioner MecLain, Mr. West discussed the similarities with
the Wekiva project and the possibility of developing a PUD. Mr. West said this project is
a perfect candidate for a PUD. He explained what the process would be to move forward
with a PUD and delineate the actual wetlands. Te said to have an adoption this calendar
vear, December 11 is the last target date. Another consideration would be a small scale

amendment for a certain phase and follow with a large scale amendment on the balance

of the property.



During discussion with Commussioner MeLain, Mr. Harling sad if it 15 the
Board’s desire for them to come back with a PD land use and continue to the next cycle
to have the answers lacking at this time, and come back with a PUD rezoning, they would

support doing that. Additional discussion ensued.

Commissioner Mclain stated with the uncertainty and knowing the Board wants
to develop a site that is compatible with Suburban Fstates, he thinks it 15 approprate to

continue this to the spring cycle.

Motion by _{Commissioner Mclain, seconded by Commissioner Moms, (o
continue to the spri.ng cyele the Lake Jesup Woods Large Scale Comprehemslive Plan
Amendment from Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential; and Rezone from A-1
(Agriculture) to R-1AA (Single Family Dwelling Disirict); property located south of
Myrtle Street and east of Hester Avenue; as described in the proof of publication, Harling
[ ocklin & Associates; and the applicant 1s to come hack with delineated wetlands lines
and 2 PUD request so they can work out a suitable site plan, if development is possible,

that would be compatible with Suburban Estates.

Under discussion, Chairman Van Der Weide called for those who would like to

speak for or against the continuance of this request.

Danny DeCiryan, 1581 Silk Tree Circle, addressed the Board to stafe this is the
Jast piece of woods that goes nto the Fureka Hammock/Lake Jesup arsa and with the

discussion on the wetlands, he is asking the Board to reconsider building on this property.

Jean Michels, 370 Miller Road, addressed the Board to state she is glad the Board

is confinuing the hearing as she thinks it is too important to malke a quick decision. She



submitted pictures {received and filed) of the area taken during a rainstorm on September

14, 2001, for the Board to review. She said the land is now a sponge.

Wanda Culpepper, 5157 Hercules Court, stated she would walt until the next
meeting to make comments. The Wniten Comment Form from Stuart Culpepper was

recelved and filed.
Robert S, Jasmin, 1153 Myrtle Street, stated he would defer his comments until

later.
No cne else;;époke in support or in opposition.
Speaker Request Form for Earl and Frances Lord was received and filed.
The Written Comment Form for Nancy Jasmin was received and filed.

Districts 1, 2, 3, and 5 voted AYE.
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SPECIAL MEETING OF THE
LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
COUNTY SERVICES BUILDING
RCOM 1028
February 20, 2002 - 7:00 P.M.
MINUTES

Board Present: f

Ben Tucker, Chairman

Tom Mahoney, Vice Chairman
Don Nicholas :

Beth Hattaway

Alan Pellz

Dick Harris

Paul Treme!

Staff Present:

Matt West, Planning Division

Cindy Matheny, Planning Division
Amanda Srnith, Planning Division

Alice Gilmartin, Planning Division

Dick Boyer, Planning Division

Craig Shadrix, Planning Division

Tony Matthews, Planning Division

Karen Consalo, Assistant County Attorney
I. CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Tucker convened the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
iI. ROLL CALL

Quorum was established.

11I. ACCEPTANCE OF PROOF OF PUBLICATION

Motion by Commissioner Peltz to accept proof of publication. Second by
Commissioner Mahoney.

Moticn passed unanimously. (7-0)

1 neal Planning Agency/Plarning & Zoning Cormmission 1
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VIT OLD BUSINESS (this item taken out of oraer)

A. LAKE JESUP WOODS HARLING LOCKLIN & ASSCC./HUGH
HARLING: APPROXIMATELY 81 ACRES MORE OR LESS; LARGE SCALE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FROM SUBURBAN ESTATES (SE) TO
LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LDR); REZONE FROM AGRICULTURE (A-1)
TO SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-1AA); SOUTH OF MYRTLE STREET,
NORTH OF CADILLAC STREET AND EAST OF HESTER AVENUE.
COMMISSIONER MCLAIN - DISTRICT 5 AMANDA SMITH

The applicant is requesting to 2mend the Future Land Use designation of Suburban
Eotates to Low Density Residential and to rezone approximately 81 acres from A-1
(Agricuiture) to R-1AA (Single-Family Residential) for the development of a single-family
residential subdivision ,on a site located south of Myrtle Street and east of Hester
Avenue. This ftam is part of the Seminole County Large Scale Land Use Amendment
Spring Cycle.

On September 24, 2@01, the Board of County Commissioners voted unanimously to
continue this item until the 2002 Spring Large Scale Land Amendment cycle, so that the
applicant could amend the rezoning request to PUD (Planned Unit Development),
delineate the on-site wetiands, and develop a pUD plan that would provide for
compatibility with adjacent cuburban Estates and Low Density Residential land uses.

On August 1, 2001, the LPA unanimously recommended denial of the praposed
requests citing staff's findings.

To date, the applicant has not amended the rezoning request, nor provided staff with
any new Information regarding the on-site wetlands delineation.  Therefore, the
applicant’s original request is still applicable.

Planning Staff recommends denial of the Low Density Residential use with findings that
Low Density Residential land use, as proposed, would be:

1 Tnconsistent with Plan policies related to the Low Denslty Residential land use
designation; and

2 Inconsistent with adjacent Suburban Estates land use; and
3. Inappropriate transitional use at this location; and
4. Inconsistent with Plan policies identified at this time.

Staff also recommends denial of the rezoning from A-1 (Agriculture} o R-1AA (Single
Family Dwelling) since the request, as nroposed:

1 Ts not in compliance with the applicable provisions of the Seminole County
Comprehensive Plan and the Seminole County Land Development Cede related
to R-1AA zoning; and

5 And would be incompatible with surrounding development.

Local Planning Agency/Planning & Zoning Commissian 12
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Mr. Hariing, representing the applicant, caid that when he was here before, denial was
recommended. There was significant discussion about staff’s report.  Staff's report said
that this property was 100% in the 100 year floodplane. He presented the FEMA map
floodplane map that the entire State of Fiorida recognizes as to what areas have 100 year
fAoadplanes on them. This site has na fioodplane on it. The 100 year floodplane on Lake
Jesup is at elevation 10 and the south end of this property is at elevation 12 or higher. As
you move back towards Myrtle Street, it is even higher than that.

One of the concerns of-the residents of the Ryland project adjacent to this, is that we
were requesting R-1A and we were requesting 4 units to the acre as a comp plan. Low
Density residential is a comp plan that were requesting. What we are wiling to doona
voluntary basis is restrict that density to 2.5 units per acre and willing to amend the
rezoning request from R-1AA O R-1AAA which more accurately representing the 2.5 unit
per acre density that we have been willing to cap.

Regarding the land uses of the property, we are immediately adjacent to Low Density
Residential and has beéen almost completely developed and being built out at this time.
To the east of the property and down on Lake Jessup there is another piece of Low
Density Residential property that has been developed. There are water and sewer
services that are baing provided to the existing development that can be extended to this
development. This is an indicator that there is a need for residential units to support the
development and jobs that are corning into this particular area.

Hester Avenue is about 1.1 miles from the Greenway intersection with 427, The Airport is
just north of that which is an employment center. A littie bit to the east of that there's a
site which is where the new courthouse will be located.

He fecls there is a demand for a guality residential housing in this particular area and this
project is a logical extension of the urban services that are already provided in that area.

Commissioner Tremel asked about new information regarding the on-site
wetlands.

Mr. Harling said a wetland consultant has gone out and flagged the wetlands. He finds
rhat there is about 3.5 acres of wetlands in the northwest corner of this property. Upen
taking the St. Johns Water Management District out there and also a County staff person,
they could not come to an agreement on that. We have paid a $1,500 fee and have
requested that Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), who s basically the
averseers the wetlands determination in the State of Florida, come in with their team of
experts and set that wetland line for us. He expects they will be here within the next 30
days. This hearing will be in front of the Board of County Commissioners on April 9 and
it our hope that we will have that nformation then and it will determine exactly where the
wetlands fine is.

When we went through this before, Rick Cantrell who wrote the book for DEP, came down
and made a finding that this site had no wetlands on it. That was prior to the Warren-
Henderson Act which added a lot of vegetative indicators into the law which changed
where the wetland line would exist. The particular site is a mixture of oaks, pines and red

Local Planning Agency/Planning & Zoning Cammissicn 13
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maples and from a biological standpoint it is very difficult to make a determination on that
hasis. The soils analysis should give us the information we need. He apologized to the
Board for not having the infarmation tonight for thelr review.

PUBLIC COMMENT

B. 1. Simons, 1550 Myrtle Street, is opposed o the request. He has lived on the 1272
acres directly across from the proposed site. He is opposed to any more development in
this area: either high of low density. Since the development of Autumn Chase, run off
water in the area is terrible. Ditches are on either side of Myrtle Street from Hester Street
to Nolan remain full of water run off weeks if not months after normal rains. Water stands
on his preperty 2 to 3 times longer since Autumn Chase was developed. If Lake lessup
Woods is allowed to be developed, water run off woud be too much.

He is also concerned about the wildlife. It just isn't here since Autumn Chase and further
development will make it worse.

Schools are overcrow@ed from elementary through high school.  After Autumn Chase
there was not enough ‘seating on school buses untll more buses were added to the route.

£arl and Frances Lord, 4835 Hester Avenue, are opposed to the request. They
presented figures from the Seminole County Appraiser's Office. This rezoning requestis
for 78 acres. Sixty-one of the acres in guestion are valued at $20.00 per acre. (under
water). Seventeen of this land has a raxable value of $123,169.00 ($7,000.00 per
acre). Now why is this underwater land (a true wetlands area) suddenly so valuable
that a huge subdivision of cver 150 homes can be built here?

When Mr. Schumacher came to this area many years dgu and began clearing all the
surrounding lands to begin farming, he never touched this area in question. He

recognized It as a true webland area and left it as such. This rezoning is not compatibie
with our rural area.

Mary Ann Baker, 651 Myrtle Street, is opposed to the request. 5She is presenting
comments for items V. A. and also VI. C. She has two concerns. One is the effect that
even the reduced 2V units per acre will cause on the environment in this area. On our
land, the ground is our water filtrafion system and the more concrete and the more
houses that are put up the less area there is for water filter. They can put drains in and
move it here and move it there but it will only stress on the retention ponds. Our trees
are our air filters and because we are cutting down the trees our air is getting hotter and

not as pure.

There is too much traffic for this area. with all the added traffic after all the development,
it is going to be ten times worse.

She is not opposed to one house per acre and feels they can put in a nice and lucrative
suhdivision with one house per acre. The only reason they want to subdivide this land so
much is to get more money out of the property. She asked the Roard not to put the
greed of a few over the need of the many.

Lacal Planning Agency/Planning & Zoning Commisgian 14
February 20, 2002



Aex Dickison, 4851 Hester Avenue, is opposed 10 the request. He has lived there for over
20 vears and a good portion of the Lake Jesep Woods area has been underwater for a
long, long time. Some of itis underwater right now during the dry season. How can it be
underwater during the dry season if it's not in the 100-year floodplane?

He is not against development of the area, he just wants it to be developed properly. This
land is just not developable. It could be developed a little bit but it is not densely
developable. He feels that the days of this type of land being sensitively ceveloped should
be passed us and not even considered.

Mack Thorne, 1416 Myrtle Street, is opposed to the request., He has lived there since
1984 and the Lake Jesup property has always had water standing on it. The width of
Myrtle Street will in no way carry the amount of homes they are wanting to build. He has
concerns for his children. Right now they can go out and play in the vards and he doesn’t
worry about them being outside. If a large amount of people are brought into the area,
there may be securily issues.

He feels the Lake Jesu?p area ic not an area for this kind of development. It is too much
for the area.

Robert Jasmin, 1153 Myrtle Street, is opposed to the request. This has been before this
Board and the Board of County Commissioners. Fhere was a 1999 study done by the St
Johns Warer Management District that showed a maiority of this property is wetlands and
prone to flooding and there were only two small upland areas. Based on that study and
the recommendation of staff, he feels this request should be denied.

Danny and Lois DeClryan, 1581 Tree Circle, are opposed to the request. Their concermn is
that one piece of development is being used to justify another piece of development. This
property is wetlands and is flooded ail the time. Ms. DeCiryan said they have had a lot of
problems with drainage in Autumn Chase and they continue to have a lot of problems.
There have been problems with premature building settlement and mud and water in the
back yards. There is a drainage ditch that is constantly filled with water and is breecing

misquotes very quickly.

She has been told this land is not contiguous and dees not provide connectivity to with
other areas for wildlife. She vehemently opposes that statement. This area is the only
piece of old woods that connects anything with Lake Jesup. There s a tremendous
amount of biodiversity in this land called Lake Jesup Woods., There are gopher tortoises,
cand hill cranes and woodpeckers in the area that all need homes.

Lenny Palombo, 5900 Nofan Road, is opposed to the request. e can’t imagine the
amount of fill that would have to be brought it if they developed this area. It would flood
his property since he is down at the tail end of both properties that they are looking at
changing the zoning on. The amount of fill they brought into Autumn Chase has flooded
the surrounding properties that back up to that now.

Mr. Harling said the requirement that the St. Johns River Water Management District has
is that a 25 year/24 hours storm is to he retained on site. This is a design storm. That
storm is then released at no greater rate than was released prior to development. What

Local Planning Agency/Planning & Zoning Commission 15
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vou have to do in these particular lecations, and in any location in the Water Management
District area, Is provide retention for flood attenuation and also pollution treatment for the
ctormwater before you can release it So those things are both governed by Semincie
County, the Water Management District and several other jurisdictions.

Serminole County has passed a natural lands referendum where money is collected to buy
properties and to buy properties that are connected. They do this in joint participaticn
with the CARL orogram at the State, with the Water Management District and wildlife
corridars have been determined through and around Seminole County. The owner of this
property has donated 90 acres south of the property into the State owned property which
surround Lake Jesup at this time. There is a wildiife corridor that runs arcund  Lake
Jesup. Itis already protected and much of 1t Is already In State ownership.

The information that Mr. Jasmine got regarding 1999 Water Management District study
was incorrect because those two areas being shown s uplands are the two areas that are
wetiands. It is the exact reverse for this property.

On our site there is a major drainage ditch that traverses the site all the way through and
collects water from Myrtle in both directions. It has never been cleaned by the County
that he can recall. The County now has acquired a drainage cleaning equipment. When
we fnish our project, we will be required to put a drainage easement over that ditch and
pe required to give the County a maintenance easement on both sides of that ditch so
they can maintain it. The flooding that does occur from a localized basis around Myrtle
Avenue and locations close to that drainage ditch because it is so doggad will actually get
hetter. The drainage in a lot of locations is hased on how much maintenance occurs and
the maintenance of ditches in those locations. Most of the ditches that are located here
are ditches that have been used to service the previously dominate agricultural industry In
Central Florida. Thoese ditches are then converted into ditches that are used for
development and things of that nature. There will be improvement to the drainage in that

areéa.

We will commit to an entrance into this gated community, provide a circular drive with a
radius large enough for a school bus to pulf in and turn around completaly. A pick-up area
that was cover the for the school children so they could be away from Myrtle Street and
picked up in a secure fashion and drop the children off at school. We will also commit to
sidewalks along Myrtle Avenue Into the development that will allow the children who live
i1 the area to come and utilize that same system.

There is a significant tree canopy that we intend to save on this particular development.
If a piece of property is already rotally cleared from a development standpoint of view, in
a lot of cases it is cheaper fo fill than it is to provide an underdrain system to protect the
roads. One of the things that the County has that is a code requiremnent is that the water
tahle be no higher than 1’ below the base of the road. That is to keep the road from
falling apart and being a maintenance problem that would affect the residence of the area
from an economic standpoint and also affect the citizens who have to pay taxes for
maintenance of roads and things of that nature. In this particular location, we would be

utilizing more of an underdrain to protect the road base and less of a fill to get away from
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the ground water tacle. We would accomnplish that in such a manner that we are able (o
not fill around the tree cover and the tree canopy and the large trees that are iocated in
this area because if you do fill around them, you Kill them. That is our engineering
solution to what many people feel is going to be another Autumn Chase. It is our intent
to engineer itin such a way to allow the tree canopy to stay.

He requested Board approval for this request.

Commissioner Tremel pointed out that Autumn Chase was another “line in
the sand”. There wasn't going to be any development to the west of that.
He has not heard anything tonight to change the Board’'s decision from
August. This is just not an appropriate request,

Commissioner Harris said that there is no reason that at one acre a very high
value development can't be done on this property. It can be done very
profitably and very environmentally friendly. This is a prime piece of
property for a high end, very high quality development that could save the
trees, provide minimal impact to area in terms of runcff, number of homes,
impact on roads, schools and all of those things and be done very profitably.
After looking at Autumn Chase, he is sorry that he supported it.

Motion by Commissioner Tremel to deny the Large Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment from Suburban Estates to Low Density Residential, Second by

Commissioner Harris.

Commissioner Mahoney said that while it is possibie from an engineering
prospective to use underdrains and perhaps artfully use a PUD to cluster, it
doesn’t get past the first step which is density and the density set by the land
nce and the land use says 1/du per acre. The reason to support the motion
to dany is strictly a compatibility issue. It is not compatible to have 2V20r 3
units per acre when the appropriate use in this case is 1/du per acre and it

should stay that way.

Motion to deny this request for the Large Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment passed unanimously. (7-0)

Motion by Commissioner Mahoney 1o deny the rezoning from Agriculture (A-
1) to Single-Family Residential (R-1AA). Second by Commissioner Peltz.

Motion to deny the rezoning request passed unanimously (7-0)

- ESTERSON & SCHUMACHER (LSLUA); APPROXIMATELY 60 ACRES MORE
OR LESS [ARGE SCALE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FROM
SE/SUBURBAN ESTATES) TO LDR (LOV/ DENSITY ESIDENTIAL); (1) NORTH
OF MYRTLE STREET, APPROXIMATELY 1200° EAST OF NOLAN ROAD; (2]
SOUTH OF MYRTLE STREET & WEST OF NOLAN ROAD.

COMMISSIONER MCLAIN - DISTRICT #5 ALICE GILMARTIN

The request is for a change in land use from Suburban Estates to Low Density
Residental. Itis not accomnpanied with a rezoning reguest.
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LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY/

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

COUNTY SERVICES BUILDING
ROOM 1028
August 1, 2001 - 7:00 P.M.
MINUTES

Board Present:

Paul Tremel, Acting Chairman
Alan Peltz

Grey Wilson

Ben Tucker

Board Absent

Dick Harris, Chalrman
Tom Mahoney, Vice Chairman
Mark George

Staff Present

Matr West, Planning Division
Alice Gilmartin, Planning Division
Dick Boyer, Planning Division
Tony Matthews, Planning Division
Cindy Matheny, Planning Division
Armanda Smith, Planning Division
Kathy Fall, Planning Division

Craig Shadrix, Planning Division
Steve Les, Deputy County Attorney



4 LAKE JESSUP WOODS; HARLING LOCKLIN & ASSOC./HUGH
HARLING: APPROXMATELY 81 ACRES MORE OR LESS; LARGE
SOl F COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FROM SE (SUBURBAN
ESTATES) 7O LDR (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL); (01F.FLUOL);
REZONE FROM A-1 (AGRICULTURE) TO R-1AA (SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL): SOUTH OF MYRTLE ST, NORTH OF CADILLAC
STREET, AND EAST OF HESTER AVENUE APPROXIMATELY 81
ACRES MORE OR LESS: [ARGE SCALE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AMENDMENT FROM SE (SUBLIRBAN ESTATES) TO LDR (LOW
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL), (01F. FLUOL); REZONE FROM A-1
(AGRICULTURE) TO R-1AA (SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL);
SOUTH OF MYRTLE ST, NORTH OF CADILLAC ST, AND EAST OF
HESTER AVENUE (PZ01-09) (Continued 07/11/2001 LPA/P&Z)

District #3 1 Amanda Simith

The applicant is requesting a Large Scale land use amendment from SE to LDR,
and rezoning from A-1 to R-1AA for the development of approximately 180-200
single family residential lots. The subject praperty is 81 acres in size and located
south of Myrtle Street and east of Hester Avenue.

The area primarily consists of large acre tracts developed with single family
residential dwelling units with some agricultural uses along Myrtle Street. The
Autumn Chase subdivision to the west of the subject property consists of both R-
1A and R-1AAA sized lots and contains approximately /8 single-family lots. South
of the subject property is State and County owned public/natural lands.

According to the County’s Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data,
anproximately 75%-80% of the subject property is covered by wetlands and is
considerad flood prone. Based on a cursary review of the site and published data
provided by the applicant and County information, Mr. Torregrosa, the Seminole
County Natural Rescurces Officer and Cralg Shadrix with the Planning Division,
nave determined that the wetlands may encompass up to 90% of the subject
property. Prior to the approval of any rezoning actions for the area, field
verification by the St. Johns River Water Management District will be required to
determine If the wetlands are classified as jurisdictional or written verification
that the jurisdictional wetland line, as established by the Department of
Ervironmental Regulation in 1986 and submitted by the applicant, is still valid. If
shese areas are classified as jurisdictional wetlands, they may not be counted
cowards the net acreage of each site. Per the Seminole County Land
Development Code the Wetlands Overlay Classification (W-1) shall apply to
wetlands which are 2 acre in size or larger, have a direct hydrologic connection
to a /4 acre or larger, or their adjacent areas.



Planning Staff believes that the proposed request s premature without
determining the extent and impact to the wetlands. Under the new
Comprehensive Plan, urban wetlands may be impacted provided that aggregate
properties within the Lake Jesup Basin are acquired as conservation lands, so
that wetland connectivity of a regional significance Is achieved. The hydrologic
and blochemical processes of these regionally significant wetlands should be
retained and not compromised by development activities associated with a 180-

lot subdivisior.

Mr. Torregrosa, has also determined that there are two eagles’ nests in the
vicinity of the subject area, which may restrict any construction within 750 feet
and loud noises within 1500 feet of the nests during the nesting season,

The Low Density Residential land use designation is considered a compatible land
use adiacent to Suburban Estates, However, the Comprehensive Plan is silent to
the appropriateness of transitioning LDR adjacent to Recreation. Planning Staff
helieves that the imtensity of the proposed development is too dense and does
not provide any transitioning or buffering from the passive recreational and
environmentally sensitive lands to the south.

Staff utilized the Lot Compatibility Matrix ordinance 0 determine the
compatibility of the proposed R-1AA zoning for the subject property. It was
determined that the most appropriate zoning classification would be either to
remain A-1 (Agriculture) or rezone to RC-1 (Country Homes District), both of
which require a minimum of one net acre in size per lot. Therefore, Planning
Seaff helieves that the R-1AA zoning classification and Low Density Residential
\and use are inappropriate transitional land uses relative to the density, intensity,
and lot sizes for the character of surrounding area.

Planning Staff recommends denial of the Low Density Residential use with
findings that Low Density Residential land use, as nropesed, would be:

1 Inconsistent with Plan policies related to the Low Density Residential land
use designation; and

7 Inconsistent with adjacent Suburban Estates land use; and
3. Inappropriate transitional use at this location; and
4 TInconsistent with Plan policies identified at this time.
Also, based on the above analysis, staif recommends that the subject request:

1. Is not in compliance with the applicable provisions of the Semincle County
Comprehensive Plan and the Seminole County Land Development Code
related to R-1AA zoning; and



7. The request, as proposed, would be Incompatible with surrcunding
development.

craff recommends denial of the rezoning from A-1 {Agriculture) to R-1AA (Single
Family Dwelling).

The applicant, Hugh Harling, said in looking through staff's comments from a
development standpoint we have an R-1A and R-1AA and a perimeter of R-1AAA
lots immediately to the west that are adjacent to the property. To the north and
west at the corner of Hester Road and Myrtle is a church. To the immediate east
is a riding stable for commercial utilization. One of the things shown in the pian
is a 25" perimeter around the entire tract. Also, the plan includes utilization of the
equestrian nature to the east and allowing that 25° perimeter that comes down
the east side to go all the way through and become a trail that would allow
access into the County park area to the south. There is a railroad to the north
that runs on an angle and at some point and time that railroad will be
ahandoned and once it Is abandened it will probably become a trial and that
would allow a connection of a trall in this vicinity with other public lands.

There is a church across the street and a commercial stable next door which are
all R-1AA and R-1AAA to the west and then staff won't have any way of
evaluating this particular property adijacent to a publicly owned property. The
applicant has worked very hard with the residents that are in the Aster Farms
area and came up with a boundary along the public property that the County
owns out there that included a 25" buffer and a chain link fence to keep the
critters on their side. We do have a model to follow and the 25" buffer that we
have proposed is appropriate adjacent to puhlic lands which would make our
request compatible.

Our toral density has been revised downward from what was shown in our
original request. Regarding traffic circulation, we realize that we would have o
make some donations af right-of-way and some road improvements. Water and
sewer senvices are immediately adjacent to our site and are provided by
Seminole County, which would eliminate the use of septic tanks in this locaticn.
The response time from the nearest fire station is less than 5 minutes.

we are willing to modify our zoning request to allow R-1AAA ¢n the eastern
parameter, plus a 50’ suffer that would be a trail and in addition to that, R-1AAA

lats along that parameter.

Commission Wilson asked if the rail corridor passed through this
property?

Mr. Harling said it did not pass through this property.
PUBLIC COMMENTS




Joan Coil, 207 Alpert Street, spoke in opposition to this request. She said this is a
natural area and no one takes into consideration that this one of the reasons
that many residents chose to live there. She feels the wildlife should be
protected.

Danny and Lois DeCirylan, 1581 Silk Tree Circle, spoke in opposition to the
request. They are concerned about the environmental impact to the wetlands
and traffic safety betause of the curve at Myrtie/Hester Drive. Mr. DeCiryian is
confused about the location of the wetianas since it appears to be different than
what Mr. Harling showed in his request. Ms. DeCiryvian feels that taking out the
woods would lower the property value of the residents already there. She said
that Autumn Chase is only about 1/3 developed and there are already drainage
nroblems.

Robert King, 2211 Black Hammock, spoke in opposition o the request. He feels
the proposed amendment is incompatible with the surrounding area and the
natural environment. He said that Autumn Chase, the adiacent community, was
5 mistake and should never have been permitted and should not he used as
compatible for taking out the next piece of property adjacent to it. If this project
is approved it wil degrade Lake Jessup. B.J. Simons, Ir., 1550 Myrtle Street, did
not speak but is In opposition of the request. He said the wetiands are the main
hahitat for the wildlife in this area and no more housing should be permitted. He
i< also concernad that the roads are not suitable for more traffic which more

housing would generate.

Viola Menefee, 5575 Hester Avenue, did not speak but is in opposition to the
request.

crances Lord, 4835 Hester Avenug, did not speak but is in opposition of the
request. She feels the property should never be developed as it is water drainage

for the area into Lake Jessup.

Robert Jasmine, 1153 Myrtle Street, spoke in opposition of the request. He read
from the minutes of the January 23, 1996 meeting when the BCC decided to
override Zoning and Planning recommendations and allow Auturmn Chase to be
huilt. Commissioner McLain was concerned at that time about the adjoining
Suburban Estates property and stated that as development moves forward in this
area it maintain the compatibility of Suburban Estates (1/du per acre).

Ken Wilder, 5850 Hester Avenue, spoke in opposition of the request. He feels the
property should remain compatible with what is out there now.

Mary Ann Baker, 651 Myrtle Averiue, spoke in opposition to the request. She s
concerned about the traffic problems that will be caused by mare people moving
into the area. There are already traffic problems resuiting from the development

of Autumn Chase.



Erances and Farl Lord, 4835 Hester Avenue, did not speak but are in opposition
to the request. They feel the rezoning is not compatible with the area and the
zoning now in place. Also this is a very heavily wooded and drainage ared.

Mr, Harling said that CR 427 has 2 segments that remain to be completed. Both
of those are funded programs and will be constructed from a signal standpoint

on Hester Road. From the amount of traffic that is already there, a traffic signal
witl be warranted when these improvements are made.

Mr. Harling is very conscience of how valuable the trees are for the sale of real
estate lots in this development and feels the ability to save them will actually

drive the development.

Mr, Harling sald that the drainage design parameters and rules are there to
protect the resources and he will work with the St. Johns Water Management

District and the County to protect the resources.

Mr. Harling said the buffer that is in the northeast corner wouid not be touched.
He will provide the buffering that was presented and also upsize the zoning o
match the zoning that adjacent to the property, which is R-1AAA,

Mr. Harling feels this is a cornpatible project and is consistent with the fand use.
All services are available to this site, He requested that the Board vote for
approval of this project and move it forward to the Board of County
Commissioners. ‘

Chairman Tremel asked what the difference in the elevation is bethween
Auvtumn Chase and this property?

Mr. Harling said there is approximately 2"-3" of fill over the Autumn Chase site
and thisr site would be comparable in elevation before the 2°-3" were placed on

the site.

Chairman Tremel said that one of the things that he has observed over
the years is the concern that the homes that are going to be built are
not going to be of a value comparable to surrounding areas which in
most cases proves not to be true. The ironic part is that it has a reverse
effect on preserving the natural area because you end up with very
farge homes on smaller fots and there is less and less that is capable of
being preserved. He would like to see smaller homes built and more of

the natural environment being preserved.

Mr. Harling said if you take a 2,000 square foot home and put it on 11,700 lot
that is not a lot of coverage for the house itself. The average selling price of a
home in central Florida today is $87 a square foot and that includes the lot and
equates out to a $174,000 nouse in this particular subdivision which waould be
the beginning price for 2 2,000 square faat home. His expectation would be that



the majority of the homes buiit here would be somewhere between 2,400 and
2,800 square feet which would put them right in the $200,000-$225,000 price
range.

Motion by Commissicner Wilson to deny this request. Second by
Commissioner Peltz.

Commissioner Wilson asked staff if they have had a chance to evaluate
the wetland presentation that was given tonight?

Mr. Shadrix said he has had a chance to take a preliminary look at the
conceptual aerial, which was a non-hinding conceptual that has not been signed
off by an agency. Staff feels there is a great bit of concern regarding where the
actual line is. A wetland delineation is not done unless there is a particular
dispute but certainty more investigation can he made into this site. The gueastion
is still open as to where the wetland line exist.

Ms. Smith said the map that was used was a floodplain and wetlands map that
was generated by the County’s GIS data. This particular map was utilized for the
lot size compatibility study because of issues concerning adjacent wetlands and
when doing lot size compatibility, all wetland issues have to be thrown out for
adjacent parcels. This map shows everything the County has pertaining to that

data.

Commissioner Peltz said with regards to developed area, this site is in
a flood piane.

Ms. Smith sald it is either floodplain or wetland,

Commissioner Tucker asked if that was a FEMA map?

Mr. Smith said no.
Commissioner Tucker asked if staff had a FEMA map?

Ms. Smith said this information is generated from FEMA and also the FIRMA
maps and USGS as well.

Mr. Shadrix said in areas where there Is some mapping discrepancies, staff will
<ometimes lock at other data sources such as FEMA hut the St. Johns Water
Management District updates their information on a regular basis and that is the
data that is used In the County’s GIS database to construct the preliminaries.

1s. Matheny said this map does not reflect the underlying soils on the property
and that it is USGS and FEMA data and Incorporated all the flood prone areas
within the 100-year flood zone and wetlands. This map does shaw actual flood
prone and wetland areas.



Chairman Tremel said the applicant mentioned that they didn't realize
the wetlands determination had expired and that originally there was a
binding wetland determination made on this site. Is that correct?

Mr. Shadrix said according to the information staff has available to them, there
was some type of letter that existed showing jurisdiction of the wetland lines
granted by a State agency in prior history. However, Seminoie County has signed
off on ne such jurisdictional in the past.

Commissioner Tucker said he is voting in favor of the motion to deny
hacause there are still too many unanswered questions and he doesn't
have a good feeling about the drainage issues. Also, the density is oo
high for that area. He has problems with the compatibility guestions
that staff approaches regarding the compatibility of Suburban Estates
to R-1AAA and how the residential property should be buffered from

recreational property.

Ms. Smith said in regards to Suburban Estates adjacent to Recreation, Table 2.1
of the Seminole County Comprehensive Plan indicates that there are land uses
that are appropriate adjacent to each other such as Suburban Estates adjacent
to Low Density Residential. However, Recreation is not mentioned. Usually when
requests like this come in, itis on a case-by-case basis and staff uses their
professional judgement to determine the compatibility and buffering.

Chairman Treme! asked if the motion makers’ intention was to deny
the land use amendment land change and the rezoning?

Commissioner Wilson and Commission Peltz said yes.

Motion passed unanimousiy. (4-0)



ORDINANCE NO. 2003- SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING, PURSUANT TO THE LAND
DEVELOPMENT CODE OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, THE ZONING
CLASSIFICATIONS ASSIGNED TO CERTAIN PROPERTY LOCATED
N SEMINOLE COUNTY (LENGTHY LEGAL DESCHIPTION
ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT); ASSIGNING CERTAIN PROPERTY
CURRENTLY ASSIGNED THE A-1  (Agriculture} ZONING
CLASSIFICATION THE PUD (Planned Unit Development District)
ZONING CLASSIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR LEGISLATIVE
FINDINGS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR
CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SEMINOLE
COUNTY, FLORIDA:

Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS.

(a) The Beoard of County Commissioners hereby adopts and incorporaies into this
Ordinance as legislative findings the contents of the documents titled “Executive Summary for
Lake Jesup Woods Large Scale Land Use Amendment Staff Analysis.”

(b)  The Board hereby determines that the economic impact statement referred to
by the Seminole County Home Rule Charter is unnecessary and waived as to this Ordinance.

Section 2. REZONINGS. The zoning classification assigned to ihe following
described property is changed from A-1 (Agriculture) to PUD (Planned Unit Development
District):

LEGAL DESCRIPTIOIN ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

Section 3. CODIFICATION. Ii is the intention of the Board of County Comimissioners

that the provisions of this Ordinance shall not be codified.



CORDINANCE NO. 2003~ SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Section 4. SEVERABILITY. I any provision of this Ordinance or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, it is the intent of the Board of County
Commissioners that the invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of this
Ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, ang to this
end the provisions of this Ordinance are declared severable.

Section 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. A certified copy of this Ordinance shall be provided to
the Florida Department of State by the Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners in
accordance with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes, and this Ordinance shall be effective on

the recording date of the Development Order # in the Official Land Records of

Seaminole County.

ENACTED this 22th day of July 2003

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

By:

Daryl G. MclLain
Chairman



EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

23-20-30-5A0Q-0000-1020
Leg Lots 109 + 110 (Less North 8 1% feet for road) Eureka Hammock Plat Book 1, Page 106

23-20-30-5ACG-0000-1150
Leg Lots 115, 116 & 117 Eureka Hammock Plat Book 1, Page 106

23-20-30-5A0Q-0000-1030
Leg Lots 103 to 105 Eureka Hammock Plat Book 1, Page 108




ORDINANCE NO. 2003- SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE VISION 2020 SEMINOCLE COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; ADOPTING AN ENERGY  ELEMENT;
AMENDING FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS OF CERTAIN
PROPERTIES; PROVIDING FOR LEGLSLATIVE FINDINGS;
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR
CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, +the Beard of County Commissioners of Seminole

County {hereinafcer referrad to as the “Board”} eniacted
Ordinance Number 91-13, adopred the 1991  Seminole County

Comprehensive Plan, which was subseguently amended 1n accordance
wich State law; and
WHEREAS, the Board enacted Ordinance Number 2001-2Z1, which
renamed the 1991 Seminole County Comprehensive Plan to the
“yision 2020 Seminole County Comprehensive Plan” (hereinafter
erred Lo as the “Plan”); and
WHEREAS, Ordinance Number 2001-21 also amended eight
elements of the DPlan in accordance with the reguirements of

Seminoia County’s 19982 Evaluation and Aporaisal Report
Y oy S

b4
[

Lo as the “EARY); and

[N

(hereinafter referre

WHEREAS, Ordinance Numnber 2002-37 amended an additional

I"h

seven elements of the Plan in accordance with the redu irements
of the EAR; and

WHEREAS, the Board has followed the procadures set forch in
Gectionns 163.23184 and 163.3187, Florida Statutes, in aorder Lo

furcher amend certain provisicns of the Plan as set forth herein

relacing to Large Scale Plan Amendments; and



WHERFAS, the Board has substantially complied with the

procedures set forth in the Implementation Element of the Plan

WHEREAS, the Saminole County Local Planning Agency held
oublic hearings with all recguired public notice on February 5,
2003, Pebruary 19, 2003 and July 16, 2003 for the purpose of
croviding recommendations to the Beard of County Commissioners
with regard to the Plan amendments set forth herein; and

WHEREAS, the Board held public hearings on February 25,

2003, Rpril €, 2003 and July 22, 2003, with all reguired public

notice for the purposes of hearing and considering the
recommendations and comments of the gereral public, the Local
Dlanning Agency, other public agencies, and other Jurigsdictions

prior to final action on the Plan amendments set forth herein;

WHEREAS, the Board hereby finds that the Plan, as amended
by this ordinance, is internally consistent with and compliant

with the provisgions of State law including, but not limited to,

0

Part T, Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, and the Stat

[am

Comprehensive Plan, and the Strateg:c Regional Pilan of the Ekast

Central Florida Regional Planning Council; and

7 :

WHEREAS, ©~he Plar amendments set forth hereln have been

reviewed by all required State agencies and the Ubjectives,



Recommendations and Commnents
of Community Affairs has been considered by the Board; and
WHEREAS, a private property rights analysils relating to
this Ordinance has been prepared and made available for public
review in accordance with the reguirements of the Seminole
County Comprehensive Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Seminole Ccunty Home Rule Charter reguires
that an Economic Impact Statement be prepared to address the
potential fiscal impacts and economic costs of this Ordinance
upon the public and taxpayers cf Seminole County and  such
Economic Impact Statement has been prepared and has been made
available for public review and copying prior to the enactment
0f this Ordinance in accordance with the provisions of the
Semincle County Home Rule Charter,
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA:
Section 1. Legislative Findings.
(a} The above recitals are true and correct in form and
include legislative findings which are a material part of thi
that the economic impea

Ovdinance.

{by The Board

oy the

je]

a3

L5 unnecesssary and walved

L)

Report prepared

hereby determines

Semincl

1 . o
this

oy

County Home Rule

M

Ordinance.



Saction 2. Amendments To The Future Land Use Designation.

(a) The Future Land Use Map of the Future Land Use Element
f the Plan is hereby amended by changing the ILuture land use
designation assicned to property deplcted therein and legally

described in Appendix A {attached hereto and incorporated nerein

From Suburban Estates o Planned Development.

of the Plan is hereby amended by changing the future land use
designation assigned to property depicted therein and legally
described in Appendix B {attached hereto and incorporated herein
by this reference) from Suburban Estates to Low Density

Fesidential . This amendment shall be identified as OIF.FLUCL.

Section 3. ‘Text Amendment. The text of the Plan is hereby

amended as set forth 1in Appendix C (attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference) which adds a new Element
tey the Plan to be known as the Energy Element. This amendment

shall be identified az 03F.TXTCL
Section 4. Severability.

(a) The enactment of this Ordinance includes two (2

amendments to tne Future Land Use Map and one {1} Laext
amendment . mThe amendments set forth in this Ordinance shall be

treated separately in the event compliance issues arise.

[I=S



f this Ordinance or the application

thereof to any person or circumstance 1g held invalid, 1t is the

1 of County Commissioners that the invalidity
~ffect othner oprovisions or appliications of this
Ordinance which can  be given effect without the invalilird
provision or application, and to thig end the provigions of this
Ordinance are declared severable.

Section 5. Exclusion From County Code/Codification.

L]

fa) Tt is the intent of this Board tnat the provisions ©

this Ordinance shall not be codified into the Seminole County

Code, but that the Code codifier shall have liberal authority to

codify this Ordinance as a separate document oOr &as part of or as

4 wvolume of the land Development Code of Seminole County in

sccordance with prior directions given to the sald Code

codifier.

{b) The Code codifier is hereby granted broad and liberal

suthority to codify and edit the provisions of the Seminole

County Comprehensive Plan, as amendead.
Section 6. Effective Date.
(a) A certified copy of this Ordinance shall ke provided

to the Florida Department of State by the Clerk of the Board of

County Commissicners in accordance
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(b} This Ordinance shal
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of the Beoard of Couniy Commissioners; provided, however, that
the effective date of the Plan amendments set forth herein shall
he twenty-orne (Z1) ;)

Communicy Affairs’ publication of & notice of intent to find the

olan amendments in compliance if no affected party challenges
fhe Plan amendments, or, if an affected party cnallenges the

Plan amendments, when a final order is issued by the Florida
Department of Community Affailrs or the Administration Commissicn

determining that the amendments are in compliance in accordance

with Secrtion 163.3184, Fiorida Statutes, wnlchever oocurs
earlier. No development orders or development permits, 1if

dependent upon an amendment, may be issued cor commence before an

amendment has become effective. it a final order of
noncompliance is izsued by the Administration Commission
adopting a resolution affirming its effective stcatus, a copy of

which resolution shall be provided to the Florida Deparbment of

wd

humard Oak

il
(W
[Sa]
[
i

Cormmunity Affairs, Bureau oOfF Local Planning, 2
Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32355-2100 by the Clerk of the

Board of County Commlssioners.

ENACTED this _aay of , 2003,

By :

DARYT, (3. MCLATN, Chalrman

o



Appendix A

COMMENCE at the Northeast comer of Government Lot 2, Section I, Township 20
South, Range 29 East, said cotner being a point on the Center Line of Banana Lake Road as
shown on the Plat of Banana Lake Road as recorded m Plat Book 4, Page 72 of the public
records of Seminole County, Florida; thence run Notth 890 38" 43" West along the North Line of
said Government Lot 2 a distance of 25.00 feet to a point lying on tin, Westerly right-of-way line
of Banana Lake Road: thence continue North 890 38 43" West, 807.49 feet to the POINT OF
BEGINNING of this description; thence continue 'L\o.[th 890 38 43" West a distance of 892.4%
feet; thence South O0o 42' 36" West a distance of 817.00 feet; thence South 8%0 38 40" East a
distance of 1766.79 feet to a point on the aforementioned Westerly right-of-way line of Banana
[ake Road: thence run North 00c 13" 57" East along said right-of-way line 277.00 feet; thence

dcpmtmo said right-of-way line, run North 760 33" 03" Wut 524, OG feer; thence North Olo 13
57" East, 130.20 feet; thence North 890 38" 43" West, 8.87 feet; thence tun North 000 31" 447

Fast, 201.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Containing 25.05 acres more or less,

PLUS

A Parcel of Land Localed in the North ¥ of the Southwest 1/4 of Section [, Township 20
South, Range 29 East, Semunole County, Florida, Being Described as Follows:

Begin at the Northeast Corner of Lot 8, Island Lake Park, as Shown in Plat Book 9, Page
§6. of the Public Records of Seminole County, Florida, Thence Run S89E52'48"E, a Distance of
1230 44 Feet to the Centerline of the Existing 50 Foot Wide Banana Iake Road Right-of-way
(To Be Vacated); Thence SOOE 21'30"E, along the Centerline of Said Banana Lake Road Right-
of-way 60.00 Feet; Thence Departing Said Centerling, Run NROE 52/48"W, a Distance of 955.00
Feet: Thence N44ES248"W, a Distance  of 63.64 Teet: Thence NSO 5248"W, & Distance of
944 35 Peet to the Easterly Line of the Aforementioned Lot 8 of I[siand Lake Park; Thence
N44E34'00" W, along Said Easterly Lot Line, 2 Distance of 21.10 Feet, to the Point of Beginning.

Containing 1.434 acres more or less.



APPENDIX B

23-20-30-5AQ-0000-1080
Leg Lots 109 + 110 {Less North 8 ¥ feet for road) Eureka Hammock Plat Book 1,
Page 106

23-20-30-5AQ-0000-1150
Leg Lots 115, 118 & 117 Eureka Hammock Plat Book 1, Page 106

23-20-30-5A0-0000-1030
Leg Lots 103 to 105 Eureka Hammock Plat Book 1, Page 106
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FUTURE LAND
=« Municipality

Applicant: Lake Jessup Woods | égﬁfé# From | To
Physical STR: 28-20-03-5A0Q-0006-1090,1030, 1150 =Ry 01E.FLUY SE LDR
Gross Acres; =81  BCC District: __5 . '
Existing Use: Vacant Residential & Vacant Acreage Zoning | 72001-009  A-1 PUD
Special Notes:
[ e K I £ 5o (Y N S SN ||
b A-1 T
-1 i
5]

e HEST

A-1

[ TM-1

ZONING

CIR-1A [ R-1AAA

flename:  /plaricper02/z2001-009.apez2001-009staficolor  04/18/01




Rezone No, Z2001-008
From: A-1 To: R-1AA

1 Subject Property
-3 Parcelbase

February 1999 Color Aerials

Licpieamsiaipzaerials\powsrpoint/z2001-009acr.ppl {22_297.sid)




