LEON COUNTY -GROWTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
DPEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE STAFF REPORT

Application Name: Chasan Woods. Conscrvahon Snbdmmcm Type 4G Site: and Development Plan
(LSP090035)

INTRODUCTION: Thé purposc of this document is to provide conclusaw: information for the review of
the applicant’s subrhittal for compliance with Article IV, Environmental Mansgement, Article VI,
Zoning, and Article VI, ‘Subdivisiont and Site and Development Plan Regulations, of Chapter 10, Leon
County Land Dtvelopment Code. Final disposition of this sit¢ and development plan shall be determined
+ by the Leon Coimty Development Review Compmittee (DRC),

Date: November 18, 2009 {Speciai DRC meeting date)
Level of Review: Type “C™
‘Staff Recommiepdation: Continued to & date certain.

Applicant: J&T, LLC.
3554 Fair Qaks Lane
Longboat Key, FL. 34228

Agent: Moare Bass Consulting, Inc.
c/o Edward'N, Bass; I, P.E.

805 N. Gadsden St.

Tellahassse, FL 32303.
850-222-5678

PROJECT SUMMARY: The spplication proposss a 498 lot single-family residential subdivision
{public) utilizing the conservation subdivision provision of Section 10-7.204 of the Lton County Land
Development Code (LDC), The proposed: development also mcludes the devélopment of two (2) non-
residential lots within the subdivision. The proposed devclopment is lecated in the Urban Fringe (UF}
zoning district and is dmgnated UE on the Future Lend Use’ Map of.the Comprehensive Plan. The
“proposed development is located outside the Urban Service Ares (USA). The pircel, in which the
proposed development is located, consists of approximately 697.1 acrés. The applicint also indicates a
desire for the entire subdivision to fall under the State mandated warkforce housing limitations as:to price

Wiﬂt‘.

The appiication pmposes to develop the site as g conservation subdivision, piacmg approxintately. 62% of
the site, which.éontains environmentally sensitive aress, in conservation casemments. Access to the site is
‘proposed vis connections to Sunflower Road (minor collector roadway) and County Line Road (local
roadway) Proposed residential jot sizes range. from a minimum of 0.24 acres 1o a maximum of 1.09
acres. The two proposed commcrcla] lots consist of approximately 1.67 and 1.64 acres, respectwely The.
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application also indicates that.central sanitary sewer and central potable water will be extended to thé site.

and provided by the City of Tallahassee.. Itshould be noted that the ¢losest central sanitary. sewer service
is approximately 5-6 milesnorth of this site.

This Development Review Commitiee (DRC) review represents the thitd step within -the progess
established by the Code to secure approval. The final step il the review and disposition of a Type “C”
site and devélopment plan application is consideration by the. Board of County Commissioners:

Project Planner; Ryan Culpepper, Development Services Administrator
‘Date of Pre-App: August19,.2009

Date of Technical Staff Review: October .14, 2009
Parcel ID#: 46-13-20-403-000-0

Parcel Size: 697 +/- acres

Location: The proposed. development is located east of SR-61. (Wakulla Springs Rd), approximately %

mile south of Oak Ridge Road at the northeast intersection of County Line Road and SR-61.

Access: County Line Road (Local Roadway) and Sunflower Road (Minor Collector Roadway)

Future Land Use Category; Urban Fringe (UF)

Zoning Disfrict: Urban Fringe (UF)

Existing Land Use: Vacant

Infrastructure; El;cuiqity - Talquin Electric-Cooperative; Water - City of Tallahassee; Sewage Disposal -

City. of Tallahassee central sanitary sewer;. Streets, utilitics and stonmwater management facilities
ncliding drainage easements - piblic mdintenance.(Leon County),

" APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA

The following criteria, established inthe Land Development Code shall be used as the basis to"detérinine
whether this application should be approved.

‘Site Plan and Subdivision Review Criteria: In deciding whether to recommend- approval, approval with

conditions, or denial of a site plan, the Development Review Committee shall determine. the following,
pursuant to Sections 10-2.301, and 10-7.405 (Type “C* Review):

{a) Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: To be approved, the apphcat:on shall demeonstrate
consistency with the Compréhensive Plan.

(b) Conpliance with the design standards and requirements set forth in the Subdivision and Site. aiid
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-Development’ Plan regulations {Article. VII of the. Lind Development. Code): To be approved, the
application: shall demonstrate compliance: with the procedural and substantive requirements for site and
development plans, as well as related requirements for platting:

(c) Compliance with the applicable criteria of Environmental Managemens have been met (Article T Vof
| the Land Development Codg): To be approved, the application shall demonstrate compliarice with all
applicable sections of Environmental Management mcl’udmg those pertaining lo slormwater
management, pe:j'ormance anid desigh stanidards, and tree protection.

(8) Compliance with the standards and reguirements of the zéning code (Ariicle VI of the Land
Development Code). To be approved, the application $hall demonstrate compliance with ail applicable
Divisions of Atticle VI including the development standards of the Urban Fringe (UF) zoning’ district,
specxal reguilatory overlay districts, parking and loading, and any applicable supplementary regulations.

(€) Compliance with requirements of other applicable régulations or ordinances which: impose-specific
requirements on; thé proposed development have been met (such as, Article II; Division 5, Articles  III,
VI IX, X, XTI, -and X111,

Site and Development Plan Application Approval Criteria. Pursuant {6 Article VI]., ‘Section 10-7.407;
Leon County Land Developmient Code, to be approved, a- site and.development. plan application must.
demonstrate compliance with the following thfee general standards:

. applicable provzsmm' of Article VI, Zoning,

. applicable provisions of Article IV, Environmental Management; and,

nﬂwr m-m!u-nhl’a pn_r_{;agg ,,{‘ “1“’ ‘r’":.“! Deve Gp'."é‘}'.‘.' Code and oiher uypuuic'he reguwaons or
ordmances which impose specxﬁc requirements.on sife and development plans and development.

by by

FINDINGS:

Department of Growth and Exvironmental Management. Findings: The Department is generally
tésponsible for reviewing site plan application to ensure that the apphcatlon meets the applicable
. requirernents set. forth in Chapter 10 of the Leon County Code of Laws,:also.known as the Leon County
‘Land Development Code (LDC). Develcpmem Services Division's review emphasizes compliance with
7oning, site and development plan, and subdivision:design regulations. The Environmental Coniplisnce
Division’s review (attached) emphasizes compliance with the County’s environmental rhanagement
regulations (Article IV of the LDC).

Pursuant to the review criteria identified above, the Development Services Division has reviewed the
application and finds the following:

Finding #1: Criteria for approval. The standards sct forth in the Land Development Regulations and
the Comprehenswe Plan control the.development within the subject parcel. These standards.were applied’
durmg the review of this site and development plan

Comments: The review of the proposed development .and supporting application documents has

determined ‘that there are LDC compliance deficiencies. These compliance deficiencies are outlined
specifically in findings 3, 4. 5, 6,9, 11 and 12 of this report.
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Finding #2: Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The site is designated Urban Fiinge:on the.

Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, The Plaoning Department shall determine that the
proposed development is- consistent with the Comptchenswc Plan prior to finding the application
complete.

Comments: The Tallghassee/Leon County Planning Department has determined that this application is
consistent with the Tallahassee-Leon County Comprehensive Plan (See Attachment #1).

nding- #3: Compliance with A e T d Development Code, Concurrency Management

System Implementation Requiremesits. The proposed amendment shall include documentation from
Coricurrency Management that the concurrency has beén addressed,

Commenis: The applicant received a preliminary certifi ificate of traffic concurrency for-the' proposed
-development on October 14, 2009. The preliminary- certificate will expire on January 14, 2010, The .
application is also subject to addressmg school concurrency. A.completed School Inipact Analysis form
(Attachmient #2,) which was received by the Department on November :14, 2009, indicales that the
proposed development will create a significant impact on the Leon County Schaol sysiem. Please refer to
the Preliminary Certificate of Traffic Concurrency in Attachment #3.

The application has reduced the total number of residential dwelfrng units, and the revised site plan
submittal inéhudes two (2) non-residential lots which are anticipated to reduce the total number of vehicle
miles traveled by the residents of the proposed development. Additionally; it is anticipated that the
addition of commercial to the development plan will increase internal capture of project trips that would
typically travel off-site for similar goods and services planvied 1o be provided onsite. Furthermore, staff’
anticipates that the development would also benefit from having access 1o passive recreation amenities
within the proposed development, which would be expected to further' enhance the opportunity for-
internal capture of the devélopments trips onsite, thereby potentially further reducing the proposed
project's. off-site traffic impact.

Compliance Deficiencies: ,

a. A ‘tramsportation concurrency mitigation agreement hos not been finalized to address the
applicant’s proportionate share mitigation costs for ihe proposed development’ 8 off-site. traffic
impacts..

b, The applicant has ot provided docimentation which addresses school concurrency deficiencies.
A-school concurrency mitigation agreement, which addresses the impacts on the school district,
between the applicant and the Leon County School Board has not been finalized and/or approved
by thé School Board,

Finding #4: Complinnce with Article IV, Land Development Code. Environmental Management,

The Environmental Compliance Division of the Department of Growth and Environmental Management
has reviewed the’ application to determine whethcr the amended site and development plan will comply -
with the Environmental Management provisions of the Code, with regard to potential development
inpacts upon natural features and environmentally sensitive resources.

Comments: The Natural Features Inventory (NFI) for the upplication was conditianally approved on
October 8, 2009. The conditions of NFI approval have been satisfied as of the date of this report. An
Environmental Impact Analysis (EIA) is also required for this application. As of the date.of this report,
the application's EIA has not received approval or approval with conditions from the County. The EI4
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shall be approved or approved with conditions prior to forwarding the proposed development plan to the
BCC for consideration. :

{t should be noted that subsequent to EIA appraval, the applicant will be required to apply for and obiain
an: Environmental Management. Permit (EME) prior to the commencement of any development activity
should the development receive final approval from the BCC. For additional information on compliance
with the Article- TV please refer'to commeiits from the. Envxranmem‘a! LCompliance Division included in
Attachment #4,

Complignce Deficiencles:

a. As noted above and outlined in Attachment #4, the opplicant has not received EI4 approval as. of
the-date of 1his report. EIA.approval is reguired prior 1o fi nding the application complete and.
Jorwarding to the BCC for final disposition.

Rg_gulationg, Secﬁngs 10-6.613 snd 10-7.204 of the LDC. The Urban ange zoning district is. intended
to provide for low-intensity development that can be-accommodated withont:a full. complcmcnt of urban

services and infrastructure. The district. is primarily intended to allow low density residential of no
greater. than one unit on three acres of land, -agricultural, and silviculture activities.

Pursuant to Section 10-7.204, conservation subdivisions-are allowed in the UF district. Conservation
subdivision. design is éncouraged to advance environmental resource protection or restoration by
analyzing the development parcel so as to locate and coordinate appropriate arcas for dcvelopmmt and
conservation. Such development shall permanently set aside preservation features and canopy toad
protection zones and, to the greatest extent practicablé, other functional open space and sensitive natural
resources.

Conservation subdivisions shall be reviewed and authorized pursuant fo the site and development:plan
review and approval procedure provisions of Division 4, Article VII of Chapter 10 of the LDC. In
addition to submittals required for appropriate review under other provision of the LDC, pursuant to
Section 10-7.204(c){1), the following submittals shall also be required:

a} A land preservation plan, showing all existing vegetation and proposed changes and new
planting, if any; and, ' '

by  A-geographic features and land use-map of il land within 500 feet of the site that shall indicate
floodplains, area hydrography, publicly or privately managed parks or preserves, and adopted or
proposed greenways.

Conservation subdivisions shall be made up of two distinct areas: the Teserve area and the d:velopment
area. Pursuamt lo Section 10-7. 204(9(1) the reserve area shall comprise no less than 50% of the total
parcel and shall be contiguous and continuous to the greatest-extent practicable with other portions of the
site including the. reserve area. The reserve area shall be placed under a. permanent easement: that nins
with the land. Subject to approval by the county, the-casement may be assigned o the local government

or to dn existing land trust that is & 501(c)(3) organization for which conservation of resources isa
principal goal and which can provide reasonable assurance it has the ‘financial and staff Tesources to
monitor and manage the easement.

Pursuant to Section 10-7.204(f)(2), the development area shall include that portion of the parcel proposed
for development at the density established for the land use category and base. zomng apphcab]e to the
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subject property. The development area shall be located on the least environmentally or otherwise
significant portions of the “total conservation subdivision parcel in acéordancé With the applicable:
provisions of:Section 10-7.204(f)(1) paraphrased above, The development ares shall comprise no more
than 50% of the total conservation subdivision parcel;.be cantiguous and conﬁgmd in such'a manner as.
to not adveérsely - interfere with contmued farming or silviculhire uses in the reserve area; and allow:
maximun open space to be easily maintained in the reserve area.

Comments: The application propose.s' subdivision of the subject site into 498 residential lots to
accorimadate single-family detached dweélling units (the.applicant is-not proposing the. construction of
the a’weﬁx’ng units in.conjunction with. this application), two-(2) non:residential lots (the applicant is not
proposmg rhe construcuon of commercial retazl buildings in con]unctwn w:fh ﬂus apphcaaon)

prowde an aesthetic amemty within the deve!aped pumon of the szte

The application praposes Placing .approximately 61% of the site, which contains environmentally
sensitive areas, in conservation and developing the remaining 39% of the sile unencumbered with
environmental constraints. Based on the proposed number of residential lots (498) and the acreage .
eligible for development (697.1 acres), the application proposes a gross. density of 1.39 acres per
dwelling unit, which complies with the allowable.gross density limits of 1.33 acres per dwelling unit for
conservation subdivisions in.the UF zoning disirict

Sheet 4.0 of the site plan provides a note proposing that the conservation easements shall-inure to Leon
County (43 acres) and the Florida Wildlife Commission (385 acres ) and shall be owned by the Chason
Wobds Home Owner’s Association (HOA). The 385.acre tract which is proposed io be encumbered with
a conservation easement in favor of the Florida Wildlife Comimission: presents 55% of the total tract, and
demonstrates compliance. with the conservation subdivision provisions of the LDC, specifically with the
50% set-aside provision and the non-profit provisions-for the designated land management entity. The
note also states thai Enirix Environmental, Inc. will be the designaied Land Management Company. The
application proposes. to designate- the Chason Woods HOA as the responsible. management entity,
Fesponsible for Sunding and implémenting the land manageinent plan.

Compliance Deficiencies:

a. Section 10-7.204(d) of the LDC states that minimum lot sizes for conservatzon subdivisions shall
consist of no less than 0.5 acre in size in the UF zoning district. -The site and development plan
ais.submitted 1o the County proposes lots as smali as 0.24 acres and, therefore, does not comply
with this standard. However, the applicant, in a ‘previous submittal, requested a deviation to
reduce the 0.5 acre minimum lot size requirement by 0.25 acres to establish a minimum
reguirement of 0.25 acres for a portion of the proposed development. The applicant’s request for
this deviation is considered in conjunction with this application, but regilires sepirate findings,
recommendation, and motion by the Board of County Commissioners (BCC). The Department's
analysis of the requested deviation is addressed in a separate portion of this report.

b. The application proposes several lots that consist of approximately 0.24 acres (shown on Sheets
4.8 and 4.9 of the site plan). These lots would not comply with the minimum lot size requirement
of Section 10-7.204(d) of the LDC (0.50 acres), nor would they be consistent with the requested
deviation from development standards. Therefore, the application shall be revised to increase the
0.24 acre lot sizes 1o 0.50 acres 16 comply with Section 10-7.204(d) of the LDC or, af mininum,
be revised to be consistent with the requested deviation from development standaids.

¢. The application does not provide a land preservation plan as required. in Section 10-7.204(c). A
land preservation plan shall be provided to staff and skall be approved prior to final site and
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development plan review. Additionally, the application also-does not provide information for
reasonable assurance that the desrgna!ed organization has the financial and staff resources fo.
monitor and manage the reserve area.

‘Finding #6:_ Buffer Zone Standsirds, Section 10-7.522 of thé LDC. J
A buffer zone is a landscaped strip: between adjacent land uses that s -interided to serve a screening
function, as well as, provide an attractive boundary between parcels. The width or degree. of: vegetation
within .a buffer zone depends on the type of land use(s) on adjacent parcels. The requ:red widths and
degree of vegetation plantings : for all buffers are outlinied:in this section.

Comments: Accardmg to the buffer chart found in: Section 10:7,522; the proposed development will
require a Type "4 buffer alongthe perimeter of the site adjacent to properties zomed Re.ﬂdemml
Preservation (RP) .and developed with single-family homes. The site plan _provides a Type- “A” buffer
along a portion of the perimeter of the site adjacent to RP zoned and. residentially developed lots. .Plea.fe
also refer to any additional comments from Environmental Compliance in Aftachment #4.

Compliange Deficiencies;

a. The revised site and development plan does not provide a Type "A" buffer along a portion.of the.
narthern perimeter of the site adjacent to lots developed with single-family homes, and.therefore,
does:not comply with this standard. Additionally, a Type "A" buiffer shall be provided between
the proposed. Stormwater Management Facility "I” and the perimeter of the site.

Finding #7: . Comipliance with Standards for Spécial Regulatory.  Districts.

Conservation/Preservation Areas, Sections 10-6.704_and 10-6.705 of the LDC. The propased.

development must comply with all applicable- mg'ulanons pertaining to conservation and/or preservation

areas as established in Article IV of the LDC, and within the Conservation and Land Use Element of the:

.Comprehiensive Plan if such are identified on site in the EIA. The site and.development plan must clearly

indicate: significant ‘environrhental features or constraints Tocated on or adjacent to the subject property
and ensure that the proposed site and development plan accommodates these features.

Comments: The application appears to demonstrate compliance with this section by proposing
-construction outside of the majority of environmental constraints. This compliance was demonstrated in
the required NFI which has been completed for the ;proposed project.

Finding #8; Compliance with Parking and Losding Requirements, Section 10-7.544 of the 1LDC.
Parking for residential uses is based on the number. of bedrooms per umit. The off-steeet parking’

requirements for conventional single family homes is 2 spaces for 1-, 2- and 3-bedroom units and 3
parking spaces. for 4 bedroom units. Parking for non-résidential uses shall be determined based upori the
type of non-residential use(s) proposed for each non-residential lot.

Comuments: The application proposes to construct 498 single-family detached residential lots. The
application provides a typical lot layou! for both the 0.25 acre lot size and the 0.5 acre lot size. The
proposed lof layouts-indicate the use of side or rear-loaded garages. Both layouts appear to demonstrafe
sifficient off-street parking for residential uses.

Although the proposed development provides two (2) non-residential lots; no specific commercial uses

are proposed in this application. Parking for the non-residential lots shall be determined, in a separdte
application, at the time each lot is proposed for the development of a specific.commercial use.
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Firding #9: Compliance with General Lavout and De;igg Sta'indardg Section 10-7.502 of the LDC,
The proposed plan of development shall comply with-the general layout and design standards in this

section: This includes streets, driveways, lots and Jot designs, stormwater management areas, pedestrian’
and bikeways and facilities, proposed ‘utility Jocations and .easements, public/private street destgnanons
. utility'systems and protection of natural features.

Comithents: In regard 16 other aspects of compliance with Section 10-7.502(b)(2) .of the LDC; and.
consistent with past praclices and adniinistrative ‘protocals, the Depdrtment of Growth and,
Environmental Managemen! defers analysis of dimensional ‘requirements for infrasiructure to the
Department of Public Works. Please refer to the comments from that Department provided in Attachment
#35.

Compliance Deficiencies: The site and dévelopment plan shall be revised to address the deficiencies
noted in the aftachedq - memorandum Jfrom Leon County Public Works prior to finding the application
compiete

Fiuding #10: Signage Article IX of the LDC. The site and development plan shali demonstrate

compliance with the sign regulations. of this section.

Comiments: ﬂze application proposes o create a signage' easemeni negr the location of ane of the
entrances to the proposed subdivision off County Line Road. The application also provides. annotation
which states that the propésed signage shall comply with Ariicle IX of the LDC. Therefore, the-
application appears to be compliant with this section. The design criteria.of any proposed sign shall be
handled af the time of the sign’s permitting and the sign shall-be installed in accordance with Artitle IX of
the LDC. .

- Finding #1): Compliance with Standards for Plats, Section 10-7.601 and 10-7.610 of the LDC. No

building permit shall be issued for a project that requires platting until :a plat has been accepted and
approved by the Board of County Commissioners and recorded in the plat books of the County. Pursuant
to this Section:

1. A plat must be submitted not more than 36 months after the date on which the site and
development plan was approved.

2. 'The Planning Department or Growth Management Department shall notify the develdper in
writing whether the plat, as submitted, conforms to the approved site and development pIan

3. The developer or representatwe shall then submit the original plat-to the county engineerin a
manner to allow for the review of any easements, design standards, and requirements of
applicable county codes.

Comments: Should this application be approved, the property owner/applicant shall be regitired to
complete.required steps for platting prior 1o the sale of any lot or parcel. Annotation shall be provided
on the site plan affirming the applicant’s acknowledgment of this requirement. Therefore, until the
annotation has been added to the site and development plan, the application has not demonstrated
compliance with this Section.

Section 10-7.610 of the LDC sets out a standard that requires applications proposing common or shared
infrastructyre systemis 1o have maintenance agreements, or, in the case of proposed residential
subdivisions, such documents as.covenants, articles of incorporation, and by-laws for the homegwner's
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.association, to be reviewed by the County Attorney's Office for form (to ensure that appropriate
mechanisms are established to address maintenance and responsibility for the infrastructures).

Compliance. Deficiencies:

a. The site and' development plan’ shall be revised to provide annotation qffirming the
owner s/applicant’s acknowledgement of the requirement to complete the platting process prior to

~ final approval of the site and development plan

b. The applicaiion contains areas not dedicated to the public; therefore, pursuant to Section 10-
7.610, the application shall provide d:draft of the proposed covenants and Festrictions for this
development to. Development Services. The npplication does not comply with this siandard as it
does not include a copy of the proposed covenants and restrictions. The Leon County Attorney
miist approve the proposed covenants and restrictions as to form prior to final site ‘blen approval.

#12: C ce with Other R icable to S d_Development Plan
. Ap]glicatigns Tbc application shall address any oﬂmr apphcable deficiencies as well as the comments
and deficiencies of other techmca} staff reviewers,

Compliance Deficiencies: ‘
-a. The applzcanon shall' be revised to address :‘he deficiencies noted By the Tallahassee Fire

Department in Attachment #6.

Fmdings Pertaining to the Applicant's Request for a Deviation from Develupment Standards -
Minimum Lot Size Requirement in the Urban Fringe Zoning District

Finding #D1: Deviation from Development Standards, Sectien 10-1.106{¢) of the LDC. The entity

with the authority to approve, approve with conditions, or deny a site and development plan (the Board of
County Commlssxonm in this instance) may grant a deviation under this section only upon demonstratlon
that:

1. The deviation will not be detrimental to the public's. heallh safety, or welfare or to the surrounding
-properties; and

2.There are exceptional topographic, soil, or other envu-omnental conditions umque to the property; or

3. There are unusual conditions which are not ordinarily foiind i the area; or

4.The deviation requested would provide a creative or innovative demgn alternative to subslannve
standards and criteria; or

5.The strict application of the requirements of this ordinance will constitute a subsiantial ha:dshlp fo the

epplicant; and,
6.The granting of the deviation, is consistent with the intent and purpose of this ordinance and the

comprehensive plan,

Comments: The.BCC is obligated to review the deviation requests accompanying site and development
plon applications. The. BCC may approve the request only afler finding that the request satisfies the
criteria of Section 10-1.106 of the LDC. Shouid the BCC find that the request does not satisfy Section 10--
1.106, then the application would be presumed not. fo comply with that Section of the LDC and. the
deviation reguest should be denied.,

Finding #D2: Applicant's Requested Lot Size Deviation - Description. The applicant requests

deviation from the minimum lot size requirement of the UF zoning district development standards
(Section 10-6.637). The applicant’s request is outlined below:
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Comments: Pursuant to Section 10-7.204(d) of the Leon County Land Development Code (LDC), the
meinimum lot sizé for conservation subdivisions within the Urban:Fringe (UF) zoning district shall consist
af 1o less than 0.50 acres. The applicant's revised site and development plan resubimittal proposes lot
sizes consisting of 0.24 acres or larger. The applicant submitted a request for a deviation from
deve!opmem standards on September 23, 2009, to decrease the minimum. lot size requirement by 0.25.
dcres, resulting in a minimum 1ot size requirement of 0.25 acres. The applicant's deviation request does
not address or allow if approved the 0.24 acre lot sizes noted on the revised sité and developrient pldn
thal was. submitied to the County for review..

p s Requested Lot Size Deviation - Compliance with Applicable Criteria. To
obtiin approval, the applicant's request must.demonstrate compliance with-the critstia set out in Section
'10-1.106, specifically #1, that the deviation. would not be detrimental to the public's health, safety, or
wilfare; #6, the deviation would be consistent with the intent and purpose of the ordinance providing for
deviations.and consistent with the Comprehénsive Plan; and any one of the other four criteria (2 - -#5).

Commenls: Policy 2.2.2 of the Comprehensive Plan describes the Urban Fringe future land use
category, which includes the subject site, and esiablishes the general land use types' and inlensities
allowable within the affected area. This policy provides that conservation subdivisions shall be atlovwed
in the UF district if the development is denisity netitral, permanently sets.dside 50% of the totil parcel as
open space and restricts development to the least environmentally sensitive dnd otherwise significant.
portions of the land. The Comprehensive Plan does not address minimum lot size requiremenis in the UF
Jutwe land use category. The conservation subdivision provision of the LDC (Sec. 10-7.204) provides
specific developmeni standards, including minimum lot size requirements for applications proposing.
conservation subdivisions. Section 10-7.204(d) requires that the minimum lot .size for applications.
proposing -conservation subdivision in the UF district shall be no less than 0.50 acres. The maximum
density allowed in a conservation subdivision shall be one dwelling unit per 1.33 gross acres of the total
parcel,

In an effort fo obtain up to the maximum aflowed density that could be achieved pursuant to the
conservation subdivision provisions for the UF zoning district, the applicant proposes to develop a
majority of the site (approximately 89% of the developable area) with 0.25 dcre lots, with the remainder
of the proposed lots consisting of 0.50 acres or more. Based on the total acreage, the applicant could
theoretically be allowed to develop up to 524 residential lots (697 acres/1.33=524 units), provided the
applicant receives approval of the requested deviation lo the minimum lot size. Clearly, to obtain the
maximum density provided for in the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC, a deviation from the
conservation subdivision lot size development standard would be required, The effect of requiring a
deviation fo abtain the maximum density set out in the Comprehensive Plan, as opposed 1o making it

"auiomatic,” functions as a check mechanism, 1o ensure thot the proposed development wiil not be likely
to_créate an advérse impact that could otherwise result  from the smaller minimum lot size.

Pursuant to Policy 1.2.1 of the Sanitary Sewer Element of the Comprehensive Plan, developments
proposing the use of onsite septic systems for sewage disposal would be required to provide lof sizes
eonsisting of no less than 1/2 acre. In addition, developments located autside the Urban Service Area in
the UF district are nof generaily annczpczred 1o have access to.central sanitary sewer and central potable
water service, However, the applicant in this instance is proposing to extend central sanitary sewer and
central pa!abie water service 1o the site, potentially enabling the development of lots consisting of less
than 1/2 acre. The applicant has provided documentation from the City of Tallahassee regarding their
ability to serve the development with both sewer and water service, and has approved a utility concept
plan indicating the extension of central sewer service to the site (Atiachment #7).
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The connection of the proposed development fo.the City of Tallahassee’s central sanitary sewer sysiem
would resul! in less nitrogen particulates in the groundwater system on a per dwelling unit basis than
would an onsite septic system. Both staff and the. County’s Science Advisory Committeé (SAC) believe -
central sewer is the preferred alternative, especially with the City’s financial commitment to modifying
their wastewater treatment plantto Advanced Wastewater Treatment (AWT) standards, which will reduice
the.nitrogen output to 3 mg/l. Standard septic systems have a loading of 30-50 mg/i of nitrogen.
Replacing these systems with -central sewer service at AWT standards would provide a significant
nitrogen loading reduction. Where central sewer service is currently not available in the primary springs
proieciion area (the Chason Woods proposal is located in this area), the Board is considering requiring
Performance Based Septic. (PBS) Systems (denitrifying systems), which could potentially reduce ithe
nitrogen loading down to 10 mg/l at the exit of the tank. However, the technology and testing for these
sysiems have shown prabfems with meeting. the reported 10 mg/l- requirement. Realistically, the PBS
sysiems may reach nitrogen loadings of 13 to 20 mg/l. Therefore; it would appear that the central sever
option may still the best option available for reducing nitrogen output for the disposal of waste water
associated with the proposed development. However, it should be noted that there is no formal study.

projecting mass balance for the future, The.SAC analyzed the PBS systems in conjunction with their
" review of the springs:protection Comprehensive Plan amendment that would require them, and found that
the preferred alterative was’ central sewer service followed by the PBS systems. ‘The SAC estimated if
standard septic systems are allowed versus central sewer, the rate of lodding world be miuch higher die
to the differential mentioned above.

With regard 1o the issue of precedence, it should be noted that deviations to a lot size within a
conservation subdivision has only occurred on one other occasion, in'the Talquin Meadows Conservation
Subdivision located in western Leon County near Lake Talquin. In that particular instance, a deviation
was granied 1o a very small percentage (26%) of the total lots proposed in the development, and allowed
only a 37.5% decrease in the applicable minimum lot size requirement. The proposed Chason Woods
application requests a deviation to 89% of the total lots and a-50% reduction in the applicable minimum
Aot size. requirement. Without the deviation,. the applicant may still be able fo potentially develop up to
214 residential dwelling units on 0.50 acre lots wtilizing the conservation subdivision provision.
Otherwise, the applicant could develop the site using the standard subdivision process, which would -
require a 3.0 acre minimum lot size, potentially allowing up to 142 residential dwelling units, outside’
environmental constraints. Any recommendation regarding the deviation proposed Jor the Chason
Woods application should be considered in Ilight of its future precedent and at minimum be justified based
on the precedence of the deviation appmved Jor Talguin Meadows development.. This parameler was
noled o the applicant subsequent to their. Tech Staff review sibmittal; however, to date the, applicant has
not provided sufficient information in this regard. ‘

Additionally, the proposed project is located in a very environmentally sensitive area of the county.
Recent actions by the Board have meniorialized this by formerly establishing the Woodville Springs
Proiection Area in the Comprehensive Plan with plans to provide for density transfers within the area
and fo require advanced treatment sepiic systems for all new development by 2010. Apart from the:
sprihgs protection issues, aquifer protection is also a primary concern due io the karst features in this
region of the County. Therefore, the established environmeniatly sensitive nature of the properiy and the
area swrrounding the proposed development would require that extensive environmental analysis be
completed before a final recommendation and/or decision regarding the request for a deviation froin the.
applicable minimum lot size requirement be tendered. As of the date of this report, this envxronmenta]
analysis has not been completed.

Therefore, based on the above analysis and in consideration of the substantial public policy issues
involved (central sewer extension, springs protection, and the. potential precedence for future deviation
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requests), the Development Services Division is unable at this lime to provide a recommendation
regarding the proposed deviation from development standards reguesi. The -deviation will be
readdressed subsequent to the applicant supplementing their previous submittal to specifically address
the issues noted above. f the applicant is unable to sufficiently .address and/or justify the deviation
request, and based on the substantial public policy issues involved, Development Services staff will
recommend that the Development Review Committee defer decision on this deviation request to the Board
of County Commissioners.

RECOMMENDATIONS

MINIMUM LOT SIZE DEVIATION RECOMMENDATION:

Based upon Findings D2-D3 above, the Development Services Division recomimends that the
Development Review Committee defer decision of this' deviation request until the outstanding issues
noted above have been specially addressed by the applicant in a resubmittal to the County.

SITE AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN RECOMMENDATION:

Based on the compliance deficiencies cited in findings 3, 4, $, 6, 9, 11 and 12 above, the Development
Services Division recominends that this application be continued to a date certain. The applicant shall
revise the site and development plan to address the following deficiencies prior to further consideration

by the DRC:

1. The site and deveiopment plan shall be revised to address the deficiencies noted in Fmd.mg #3 of
the staff report, More specifically, the applicant shall address the deficiencies noted in Findings
#3a and #3b.

2. ‘The site and development plan application shall be revised to address the deficiéncies noted in
Finding:#4 of the staff report. 'More specifically, the applicant shall provide documentation that
‘demonstrates that the conditions of the Environmental Impact Apalysis Amendment have been

. approved by the Environmental Compliance Division.

3. The site and development plan application shall be revised lo address the deficiencies noted in
Finding #5 of the staff report. More specifically, the ‘applicant shall sddress the déficiencies
noted in Findings #5a, #5b and #5¢.

4. The site and development plan application shall be revised to address the deficiencies noted in
Finding #6 of the staff report.

5. The site and development plan application shall be revised to address the deficiencies noted in
Finding #9 of the staff report.

6. The site and development plan application shall be revised to addrcss the deficiencies noted in
Finding #11 of the staff repori. More specifically, the applicant shall address the deficiencies
noted in#llaand #11b. '

7. The site and development plan application shall be revised to address the deficiencies noted in
Finding #12 of the staff report. More specifically, the applicant shall address the deficiencies
noted in #12a,

8. The sitc and development plan application shall be supplemented to demonstrate compliance with
the outstanding issues noted in the findings and analysis provided with regard to the request for a
deviation from development standards for the applicable minimum lot size requirement for the

proposed development.
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Preferred Design Alternative: ‘
The application :should be-revised to provide: for internal passive rccrcatlon opportunities to provide-an.

additional amenity for the residents and to further facilitate the internal capture of the development’s
traffic and subscguent Teduction in the project's anticipated off-site traffic impact.

Responses to Notification:

168 notices mailed
7 responses returned .
10 refurned as undeliverable

The natute of the majority of the responses ranged from concerns regarding traffic impacts and density to
environmmental profection and slormwater rumoff.

Attichments:

1.

MO0 2 OV B Wb

10.
11,
12,
3.

14.

November 18, 2009, memorandum from Zach Galloway, Tallahassee/leon County Planning
(memo will be submitted at or prior to-the DRC meeting)

November 17, 2009, School Impact Analysis from Leon County School Board

November 17, 2009, memorendum from Ryan Guffey, Concurrency Management.

November 18, 2009 memomndum fmm Charley Schwartz, Environmental Compliance
November-17, 2009, memorandum from Kimberly Wood, Leon County Public Works

November 18, 2009, memorandum from Maurice Majszak, Tallahassee Fire Department
November 12, 2009, Utility Concept Plan approval (with conditions), City of Tallahassee Utilities
November 12, 2009, letter from Crystal Wakoa, 108 Passionflower La, Crawfordville, F1, 32327
November 12, 2009, letier from Charles Donghue, President of Liberty Ridge Homeowners
Association, P 0. Box 124, Woodvﬂlc FL 32362

November 16, 2009, email. from Gregg Burgett, 980 Sora Rd, Tallahassee, FL-

November 16,. 2009, email from Tony Biblo, Tallahessee, FL

‘November 17, 2009, letter from Zoe Kulakowski, representing the Buck Lake Alliance, 1320

Blockford Ct West, Tallahassee, FL 32317

November 16, 2009, letter from Wakulla Cointy Plaming & Community DeveIopment
Department (also includes a November 11, 2009 letter from Dan Beaty, PBS&T)

November 13, 2009, letter, received November 17, 2009 from Mary E. Dyal, 9304 Elgin Rd.,

“Tallahassee, FL 32305
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Tallahassee-Leon County MEM@
Planning Departmerit

TO: DRC Members
FROM: Zach Galloway,.Sr. Planner, TLCPD
.DATE: November 16, 2009

SUBJECT: November 18, 2009: Development Review Commitfee — Chason Woods

APPLICANT: J&T, LLC

AGENT: Moore Bass Consultmg, Inc

PARCEL ID: © 46-13-20-403-0000

FUTURE LAND USE' 'Urban Fringe (UF) & Government Operational (IG)
- .ZONING: Urban Fringe.(UF)

Findings:

1) The project is a proposed 498-unit residential conservation subdivision on 697 acres, with 2
proposed rminor commercial parcels. The property is located on the east side of Wakulla
Springs Road, approximately one-half mile soath of Oak Ridge Road, and bordered on the
south by County Line Road (W akuila County).

2) The proposed project is located in the Wakulla Springs Primary Springs Protection Zone
(PSPZ) and shall adhere. to the requirements. of Land Use Policy 2.2.2, which limits
developmerit types to conventional 3-acre lots or conservation subdivisions.

» The code requires Y;-acre lots in Urban Frmge conservation subdms:ons, however, the
Comprehensive Plan does not address lot size.

3) Utilities Element, Policy 1.2.1 (SS) limits lot sizes to 2-acre where sewer is not available.

4) Pursuant to Potable Water Policy 1.2.1 and Sanitary Sewer Policy 1.3.3, the. applicant shall
demonstrate that “at the time a development permit is issued, adequate facility capacity is
-available or will be available when needed to servé the devclopmmt or at the time a
development order is issued, the necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in an
enforceable development agreement.”

s The Applicant has provided materials from the City of Tallahassee Water Resources
Engineering that indicate the utility provider’s ability to serve the subject site. The letter
includés an attachmient of an acceptable conceptual route and infrastructure capacity
needed to serve Woodville Rural Commiunity. No formal agreement has been reached,
and significant-design and construction details must be finalized.

s The applicant must validate their ability and intent to extend master planned sewer, as
noted in the atachment to Mr. John Buss’ letter dated 9-21-09, to Woodville and the
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9) The Tallahassee-Leon County Greenways -Masler Plan:designates- unhty easements a8 1dea]

locations for dual functionality — electric fransmission and bicycle travel routes.
®» The applicant has provided a trai} ¢asement the full length of the transmission line thiat
bisecis the property.

10)New Comprehensive Plan, Conservation Element policies call. for the creation of land

development regulations that require the use of low impact development. (LID) techniques

‘within the PSPZ. Planning recommends using LID treatments for stormwater treatment;

o The shared drivewdys, driveway ribbon paving, and narrow roadway cross sections are
consistent with LID principles. :

11)Sunflower Road is designated es a minor collector in the Comprehiensive Plan,

‘Transportation Element. An existing easement travéls across the site and was. intended for
future exténsion of Sunflower Road to act as an east-west connector. Several aspects of
‘County policy and code requirements reflect intent to provide adequate trangportation
Jinfrastructure and capacity to avoid congestion. These passages include Transportation

Policy 1.6:9 and 1.6.10, as well as Section 10-7. SOl(e)(2) anid (3) and 10:7.502(a)(2) of the.

Land Development Codé. Specifically, Policy 1.6.10 directs development to, “incorporaté

and continue all -sub-arterial streets stubbed to the boundery of the development plan

by...existing development.” The Sunflower Road access caserment runs across the subject

site, .

» The applicant has redesigned the site toimprove the. connection to Sunflower Road, and
it is built to minor collector standards. However, it is not des1gned as a true extension of
the minor collector.

Preferred Desipgn Alternative

v

The -current’ Sunflower Road bisects private property and is not built ‘to minor collector

standards. The proposed Chason Marsh Road provides an opportunity to upgrade community

infrastructure.  Planning fecommends that Chason Marsh Road be designed 'as a true
extension of Sunflower Road, thereby avoiding future intersection reconfiguration
construction costs.

Connect Gadwell Court to the southern termination of Freedom Road.

There are more than 10 residential curb cuts onto Chason Marsh Road (Sunflower Road
Extension). Planning staff recommends limiting driveway access and reorienting the drive
cuts to.secondary roads, as Chason Marsh Road is desigried as a-minor coliector.

Deviation to Development Standards:

Reduce minimum lot sizes in Conservation Subdivisions from Y:-acre to Y+-acre.

(NOTE: Lots 2-6 of Block “BB™ are less than Y-acre, and Plamnng does not suppori lot sizes
less than Y4-acre.)
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SCHOOL IMPACT ANALYSIS FORMAmhmem# i

Site and Development Plan Page___/ (o
FOR RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS ONLY ¢ &"'
Project Name: Chason Woads 1 Date: 10/14/2008
Agent Name: Moore Bass Consulting Telephone: 850-222-5678
Applicant Name: J & T LLC. : | Fax: 850-681-2349
Address; 805 N Gadsden, Tallahassee FL 32303 { Email: kburnsed@moorebass.com

® Location of the proposed project:

Tax ID #: 46-13-20-403-0000

Property address: on County Line:Road at CR 61

Related Application(s) fif applicable}: '

l.evel of Review {See PUV, if Applicable]. Type C site plan

@ Future Land Use Map category and Zoning designation:
Fiture Land Use Map category: Urban Fringe

Zoning district: Urban Fringe

@ Development Speclifics:

Number of proposed dwelling units:_ 498

Type(s) of dwelling units, (provide # for each type, e.g. single family & multi-family):
Single family detached

Base square footage of dwelling units: generally less than 2.000 so ft (estimated)
Legon County Schodls ‘slaff use ‘n!y' R

o Elemsntary Woodwlle WMiddle:Nims. " High: Rickiirds”
-.Present capacity _87_ - . - 590 SN : ' i
‘Post Development capac:ty - -155 . 488 __ 836

Is additional coordmahon wﬂh Leon County Schaols neoessary? X __Yes __. N o

'nns form 1 is required by §8 .3 of the Public School Concurrancy and Fac[lrty Planmng Interiocal Agreement as adopted on
September 1, 2006 by the Cliy of Tallahassee, Leon County, and Leon County School Board. Pursuant to §6.4 of the
Agreement, the Clty or County will transmit the School Impact Analysis Form.to a designated smployae of the School Board
for review at the same time the application is submitled to ali departments for review.

Tallehassee-leun Counry

Huning Depirtinent LC GEM School Impact Analysis Form (August 2008)
Gi\Devaiopment Services\Ryan Guffey\School:Impact Analysis Fonm v2.doc-
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MEMORANDUM

Date: November 17, 2009

To: Ryan Culpepper _
Development Services Administrator

From: ~ Ryan Guffey, AICP
Concurrency Management Planner

Subject: Chason Weods Concurrency

The Concurrency Management Section bas reviewed the traffic impact analysis for the Chason Woods
Subdivision. The applicant received a Preliminary Certificate of Concurrency (PCOC) on October 14,

© 2009. The PCOC will expire on January 14, 2010. Staffis in the process of drafting the concurténcy
agreement, w]:nch outlines concurrency mitigation for two (2) segments of Wakulla Springs Road and one
(1) segment of Woodville Higbway. The mitigation will cost $1,146,342 which will be paid in phases prior
to the final plat being recorded for each phase. According to Pohcy 6.1 3(4) of the Leon County
Concurrency Management Policies and Procedures Manual, all concurrency agreemients.in excess of
$500,000 require BCC approval: The PCOC is Attachment #3.

A completed School Impact-Analysis Form was received by the Department on November 14, 2009,
indicated that the proposed development will create a significant itnpact on the Leon County School
System. The applicant and Leon County School Board staff are still workmg oD an agreement to-mitigate
impacts to the school system,

The applicant has reduced the total nurmber of residential dwelling units, and the revised site plan submiital
includes two (2) non-residential lots which are anticipated to reduce the total number of vehicle miles
traveled by residents of the proposed development. Additionally, it is anticipated that the addition of
commercizl to the development plan will incredse internal capture of project trips that would typically
trave] off-site for similar goods and services planned to be provided onsite. Furthermore staff anticipates
that the devcloprnent would also benefit from having access to" passive recreation amenities within the
proposed development, which would be expected to further enhance the opportunity for internal capture of
the development trips onsite, thereby potentially further reducing the proposed project’s off-site fmpact,

Compliance Deficiencies:

8. A transportation concurrency mitigation agreement has not been finalized to address the
applicant’s proportionate share mitigation costs for the proposed development's off-site traffic
impacts.

b. The applicant has not provided documentation which addresses school concurrency deficiencies.
A school concutrency mitigation agreement, which addresses the impacts onthe school district,

‘between the applicant and the Leon County School Board has net been finalized and/or approved
by the School Board,
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TO: Ryan Culpepper
Development Services Administrator

FROM:; Charley M. Schwartz, P.E. M)
Senior Environmenlal Engineer

DATE: November 17, 2009

RE: Chason Woodsa Conservation Subdlivision
Type "C” Site & Davelepmant Plan
Development Review Committee Meeting — November 18, 2009
Parcel ID: 46-13-20-403-0000 _

The applicant for the referenced project is seekmg DRC approval of the 62-sheet (Including the cover sheet) sile
and development plan set titled:

TYPE “C” SITE & DEVELOPMENT PLAN
FOR

CHASON WOODS
A CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION

{A PUBLIC SUBDIVISION)

Environmenial Compliance. staff has complated their review of information and plans submilted for the referenced project
(received by LCGEM on November 47, 2008). The project has not recalved EIA approval,

A report evalugting post developmenl impacts on the Hydrocycle of existing wetland cormmunilles al the sile was. not
recetvad in lime for slaff to review and evaluate prior to the DRC mesting {repart not recelved as of 12:00 pm on 11/17/09),
In addiion the lalest revised stormwater managemen! report and supplemenial geotechnical addendum supperting the
design of the proposed post-davelopment SWMFs was not received untii 4:00 pm on*11/16/09. Staff has only compteted
vary preliminary review of.the stormwater materials received and is unable to provide a reassnable determination of whethar
the report demonstrates that the SWMF s will mitigate post—devalopment impacts consistent with L DC requirements.

Congistent with the status of the review as outlined above, we can nol provide condilional ElA approval at this lime ang
recommend a continuance

Staff ime and schedule permitting, it is conceivable thal we could complete review of the néwly submitted materials and
provide delailed feetdback by next Wednesday (11/25).

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please conlact me.
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DATE
TO:

) ) Attachment &

) Page ,__Z?__Uf
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

MEMORANDUM

: Originally Issued: October 13, 2009 Updated: November 17, 2009
Ryan Culpepper, Development Services Administrator

FROM: Kimberly A. Wood, P.E., Chief.of Engineering Coordination
SUBIJECT: Type C Review of Chason Woods Subdivision for October 14, 2009, Technical Review

Meeting

Updated m_formatian shown in italics. Public Works is recommending a continuance of this application

* until the issues described herein have beén resolved.

The information submitted for review is no Jonger valid, since the agent notified staff that they would be seeking to

change:

-from a cluster subdivision to a conservation subdivision; Therefore, the comments below are general

comrnents for the applicant’s information and wﬂl be revised as more mfmmahon becomes avaﬂable

1.

“The details sheet must include typical section representing 'each proposed typical, including right of way
widths and utility easements. In addition, any travel proposed in excess of County standard 10 foot must

‘include a justification for the increase. Any increase in trave] lane must be approved by the County

Engineer and if approved the right of way must be increased-to accommodate utilities in their proper
cormidor. There appear (o be several roads in the Geometry Plans shown with 2 - 117 lanes, while there'is.

‘not typical that would allow the 11" travel lanes and the r/w.has not been adjusted accordingly.

Issue resolved.

The proposed lot layout needs to identify the proposed materials for driveways, If the applicant is
proposed shared driveways as indicated in the smaller lot layout, there fust be 2 shared access easement,
with appropriate dedication information and maintenance responsibilities addressed.

Shared driveway easements are not defined as (o limits (dimensions), dedications, or maintenance
responsibilities. Plans do not indicate the means by which property owners will be required to share

" drives.

Since this s to be a platted subdivision the plans must include preliminary plat with conventional
information required for platting, including but not limited to:

a. Dedication information must be provided for easements, common areas, row, etc.

b. Limts of easements must be clearly delineated.

Dedication information remains unclear. Dimensions are missing for conservation easements. Final
Plat will not include wetlands and their buffers, gopher tortoise recipient lands, 100 year flood plain, so
plans must be revised to remove these features from the preliminary plat or the drawings should be
nioted Lo that effect. Gopher Tortoise Recipient Lands must be defined

Conservation Easements are noted for dedication to Leon County and FWC. Plans must be modified 1o
reflect-whether separate easements and overlapping easements will be granted or if it is intended to
dedicate to both entities in the same easement. Growth Management needs to advise if dedication to
both entities in'the same document is acceptable,
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Plans must be revised to clearly demonstrate that-access easements are removed from conservation
easements, no overlapping.

Access and cemetery easements shown in the northwestern portion of the subject property ntust be shown
‘with dimensions and dedications and must.be removed from the Conservation Easement and any.other
easements indicated on other sheets, such as Gopher Tortoise Recipient Lands. '

. Phasing lines must be-clearly delincated on all sheets to ensure that the appropriate mfrastmcture is built

to support each phase. Plans should also include a phasing schedule.

Phasing lines must be shown.in all locations and sheets where they exist. Phdsing lines are not shown
on some geomelry sheets. Plans must-also be modified to reflect temporary turnaround construction
where roads cross phases.

The applicant will need to provide documentation that-the City of Tallghassee Electrical Section will
permit the construction within their utility easement.

Public Works will defer further comment on this.issue since applicant has indicated such approvais will
be forthcoming. Public Works notes that the applicant is at visk in this regard,.as failure to satisfy City
Electric to the extent that they will sign the joinder for the plat may invalidate this site plan approval, if
issued.

Plang must be revised such that ail proposed sidewalks are connected, dirnensioned, and noted to be built
to FDOT and ADA standards.

. Issue resolved.

10.

Plans must be revised to include more information on all SWMFs including but not limited to, discharge-
points, conveyance systems 1o facilities, limits of the facility including appropriate dimensions of

‘maintenance berms, graded and stabilized access points to facilities, including the toe of any berms.and

outfa]] structures, tumning movement or tum arounds where needed, how off-site water will addressed
through the site, etc. Note all conveyance systems and SWMF must.be located in a properly dedicated
drainage easement if not located in r'w.

Plans are deficient in thaf ponds are not shown.on an overall pian sheet with keys to the detail sheets,
making review difficult. SWMF boundaries do not allow syfficient access to toe.of berms and outfall
structures to allow for mairitenance. Routing 36 inch diameler stormwater conveyances through.a pond
berm is.to be avoided. The provided geotechnical information is not consisten! with the revised plans.
Ponds are proposed over wetland and karst features, with pond bottoms to be several feet lower than the
wetland low points. It would appear that pond "E" is proposed to be constructed over an active karst

feature (K-40).

Privately maintained SWMFs are required to meet County Standards, therefore there is no reason to have
SWMFs dedicated to the HOA, SWMFs shown as maintained by HOA adjacent to the power line
eascment must be designed to meet County standards.

Original issue has been resolved, however that resolution has resulted in other issues. Several drainage
easements are-shown on the plans 1o be maintained by the HOA, but the plans do not indicated any
improvements in those areas. Plans should be modified to remove these easements or show
improvements.

‘Plans must be revised to include proposed conveyances within 30 foot drainage easements dedicated to

Leon County. Improvements should be offset within the casement to aliow-maintenance access. Notes
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prohibiting improvements within drainage easements limiting access and/or function must be included on
the plans,

Plans. must be revised to inchide improvemients within.any proposed drainage easements. Easements
ust be of sufficient width to support-maintendiceé. Plans must provide notes that fencing or blocking
easements will be prohibited by the HOA covenants and restrictions.

11. SWMFs should exclusive of existing floodplains, which could be potentially active-karast features, orif
inactive, any excavation associated with the SWMFs could potentially reactivate them.

Ponds “F*, “K" and “L" include significant floodplain within the stormwater facilities proposed.
Plans do not indicate mitigation of flood volumes elintinated by inclusion of floodplains within SWMFS.

12. Signs and other improvements can not interfere with existing “Ingress/Egress” easements parallel to
Countyline Road.

Issue resolved. .
13. Covered bus shelters can not be located within proposed public right of way.
Issue resolved,

14. The proposed typical lot Jayouts include notations that the redr property will be preserved native
vegetation/natural areas, is this required? If so, will these areas need to be included as easements?

Issue resolved.

15. Provide more information on adjacent properties within 300 feet of all proposed connections, including
but not limited to driveways, sidestreets, etc. Show site triangle for the proposed drive. Permits needed
from Wakulla Caunty and Leon County, Driveway Connection, and possibly Utility permits.

Issue resolved.

Additional issues to be addressed:

a. Black bear warning signs are to be removed from the site plans. If conditions warrant such signs,
Leon County will place same after construction is completed.

b, The plans must be revised to noie-that the proposed connection to Sunflower Road is conceptual
only and that.it will be modified and finalized during construction plans review and approval.

FAWOODK siteplan\Chasson Woods10-14-09diech.doc ' .! 31



) ) Attachment # 4

Page_ AT FEG

TALLAHASSEE FIRE DEPARTMENT

SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.
Project Name: Chason Woods Conservation Subdivision *C”
Parcel ID # 46-13-20-403-000-0
LSP090035 )
AGENT: Moore Bass Consulting, Inc.
PLANNER: Ryan Culpepper

MEETING DATE: November 18, 2009

Lacated at the east side of Wakulla Springs Road, approximately-one-half mile south of Oak
Ridge Road, and bordered on the south by County Line Road, the proposed project is for a
residential subdivision with two commercial lots.

The Fire Department has no issues.

Maurice Majszak
Tallahassee Fire Department
Senior Plans Examiner

327 N. Adams St

Tallahassee Fl 32301
(850)891-7179
Maurice.Majszak@talgov.com
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108 Passionflower Lane
Crawfordville, FL 32327
Novembeér 9; 2009

Leon County Growth & Environmental Management Department
Development Services Division

Renaissance Center, 2™ floor

435 N. Macomb Street

Tallahassee, FL 3230-1019

re: Chason Woods Subdivision
DRC Review: November 18, 2009

Dear Sirs:
I am writing to voice:my-concerns regarding the proposed Chason Woods subdivision.

As a 25'year Wakulla County resident, a lover of Wakulla Springs, a sinkhole:owner, and a
concerned citizen. who worked hard on the process of getting the City of Tallzhassee to adopt
advanced wastewater treatment standards for their sewage. treatment facility, 1 vehemently
oppose the proposed Chason Woods development.

As you must be aware of, the property, Which is in the Leon County Springs Protection Zone,
has many sinkholes and other karst features that contribute to the aguifer and most likely are
directly connected to Wakulla Springs.

My primary concerns are two:

1. The developers.are proposing to run sewet:line to Woodvillé and their proposed developmenit.
The sprayfield on Tram Road cannot handle the current loading, especially in wet weather
conditions. Sewering the Woodville area will have the effect of inundating the already
overloaded sprayfiéld, and over time, this will negate the effects of the City having gone to
advanced wastewater treatment.

2. Thave met with énd talked with the development team. They would be doing & lot right with
this development, IF it were in almost any other location in Leon County. The land on which they
are proposing their development is simply too sensitive-to handle the size of development they
are proposing.

Please consider my comments, and forward my letter to the DRC for their consideration.

Sincerely,

W Wit va
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 P.O.Box 124
Woodville, F1, 32362

November 12, 2000
DRC
Leon County Growth and Environmental Management
‘Renaissance Center .
435 .N. Macomb Street -
Tallahassec Flonda, 32301-1019

L) Hd ¢l A0 60

RE: Chason Woods Subdivision
Dear Mr. Culpeppeér,

The attached is the leerty Ridge Homeowners Association: (LRHA) response letter to

the:Chason Woods Sub-division permit. We request that this letter and attachments be
included in the DRC public record.

LRHA requests the permit for the Chason Woods Sub-division be denied. LRHA
requests that.all future clustering proposals be denied unless they can show, through a
nitroger’ mass balance model, that they will generate less nitrogen than a non-clustered
development would cause, Currently 50% of the land is.in the ﬂoodplam and.ancther
20% contaiit environmentally sensitive areas; The Compreliensive Plan limits the
development in an Urban Fringé to-one unit ] per 3-acres. Becaiise 50 to 70% is
undevelopable Jand; only 50 to 100 units would be allowed unless they are allowed to
create a clustered development. We believe the ainount of nitrogen produced by 50 to
100 3-acre lots (both septic and yard fertilizers) is significantly less nitrogen than the
.amount produced by 500 units on sewer. Fifty 10100 units are consistent with density of
the surrounding area, would maintain the integrity of surrouinding ¢ommunities, and
comply with House Bill 697 for energy conservation by preventing sprawl, ‘The city and
‘county would save money if they were not required.to pay for the infrastructure not
covered by the Chason Woods Sub-development.

LRHA believes Leon County Dévelopment Code section 10-1429 is a loophole that
promotes high-density development. The code allows for a 225% increase in the density
in Urban Fringe if the developer will set aside 50% of the-area. Since 50 to 70% was
already preserved through other provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, we do not see the
‘benefit to Leon County for allowing the developer this 225% increase in the density.
This provision is inconsistent with thé Comprehensive Plan as it creates an incentive to
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create leapfrog growth. We-strongly beliéve section 101429 should be removed from
the Leon County Land Development Code.

By approving the Chason Woods Sub-division permit, Leon:County- will have cominitted
itself to-developing a city along the southern boundary with Wakulla County. This is
within the' Primary Springs Protection Zone,-an area that Leon County has committed to
preserving. To develop this serisitive-area, Leon County will need to commiit &
significant: amount:of money 10 provide for infrastructures and services needed. LRHA
has not seen the financial commitment. from Leon County that will be needed to support
the infrastructures and services that will be needed once this property is developed.

Also attached is.an internal memo idenﬁﬁiing.many-. reasons this development should not
be permitted (see attachment) '

LRHA strongly reconunendé the Chason,Woods,Sub,—development proposal be denied.
Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

Charles Il)ona.hue

Acting-President
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In 1989 the State of Florida mandated: !hat each county develop a Comprehensive Plan

designed to give local governments the tools to plan for responsible growth, encourage:

development where existing infrastructures already exist, discourage development whick

out paces available services, and allow local governments the ability to identify and

protect envzronmentaﬂy sensitive areas. Chason Woods Sub-development represents the
~ worst in development design and should be denied-ini its.current form.

"“The.Comprehensive Plan shall protect and enhance the quality of life in'this community
by providing economically sound educational, émployment, cultural, recreational,
commercial, industrial and professional opportunities to its citizens while channeling
inevitable growth-into locations and activities that protect the nétural and aesthetic
environments and residential.neighborhoods.’ ' (Comp Plan section Land Use Goals,
Objectives and Policies) The closest community to Chason Woods Sub-development is
Woodville; a community located 3 miles to:the east. Chason Woods Sub-development
would advc:rscly affect:the character.of Woodville as well as generating heavy traffic
through residential neighborhoods. Woodville was originally established in.1846 and has
grown in ways that represent high quality-of-life values. For example, it has over a
dozen churches; a scheol, a grocery store; 3 restaurants, 2 hardware stores, 6 small.
shopping centers, and 'a civic center. Childrén are able to ride b:cyclcs to get-around or
nse the bicycle trail. Both.the school and civic center have swings for small children and
ball fields for older kids. Many of the churches have additional facilities.

Chason Woods Sub-development proposes a development containing 500 development’
units located on 130 acres, The figure: below is'a map’of Woodville showing parcels with -
buildings. The red circle contains 522 parcels, which includes most of Woodville’s down:
town area. The smaller black circle is 130 acres. CWS proposes concentrating the
number of buildings inside the red circle into a space the size of the black circle. This is
clearly a dramatic increase in the existing density. The proposed development places the
character of our community at risk; it would begin a fundamental and. irreversible. change
in the way our residents relate to their community and to their. nclghbom
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The parcels with buildings are
oittlined in yelfow:

The red:circle contains 522 parcels
The.Black circle encloses130
acres..

CWS proposes.concentiating the
-number of buitdingsinside the red
circie into a space the size of the
biack circle. This'is clearly a.
dramaticincrease in the existing
density.

The proposed devefopment places
the-character of our community at
risk, i would begin a fundamental
and irreversible change in the way
our resilents relate. to their

If the developer is proposing to utilize the services of Woodville for food, churches, etc.,
then the road connecting Chason Woods Sub-development to- Woodville would need to
be upgraded to handle thousands of cars per day through this residential neighborfiood.
This would réquire a large investment by-the county to upgrade the existing road. County
Line Road, 10 Sunfiower to Elgin to Privateer Way to Natural Bridge should be upgraded

to “transportation artery status,” This'is the same status as Wakulla Springs Road and
Woodville Highway. This foad will eed to be equipped with bicycle lanes for children
wanting 1o ride into town.to buy a coke or a candy bar.

The combined d:siance from CWD to Woodville is 3 miles and mcludes 5 stop
signs. The second figuré is a blow-up showing the many turns that would
need to be straightened to make this a practical service road for people living
in CWD to take. advantags of the services provided in Woodville.
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The Chason Woods Sub-development is 11 miles from the Capital building. Building a
development this far out into the county means that:the residents will need to-drive 6
miles to Capital Circle to buy basic items like food or go to work. Services like djal-a-
ride and school buses provided by the county will have further to travel to provide these
services, This form of development is called Jeapfrog bécause the development is being
created far beyond the available services forcing the county to spend its resource in an
effort to catch-up to the developments. The Comprehensive Plan is very specific in-
establishing ways to limit leapfrog growth. “Direct development to those areas which
have in place, or have agreements to provide, the land and water resources, fiscal
abilities, and the service capacity to accommodate grovih in an-environmentally
acceptable manvier. This shall be accomplished th part through the establishment and
maintendnce. of an Urban Service Area (USA) cancept. This Urban Service. Area (US4)
concept is based upon a. desire to have Tallahassee and Leon:County grow in a
responsible manner, with infrastructure provided economically and efficiently, and
surrounding forest and agricultural lands protected from unwarranted and premature
conversion to urban land use. An urban service strategy provides for well-managed,
orderly § growth,-which preserves natural resources and promotes fiscal responsibifity.
The location and size of the USA shall be depicted on the Future Land Use Map and is
based-ypon the drea nécessary to accommodate 90% of new residential dwelling umits
within the County by 2020, the ability to provide urban infrdstructiive; and, the presence
of environmentally sensitive lands and water bodies, requiring protection from the
impacts‘of urban development.” (Comp Plan GROWIH MANAGEMENT! URBAN
SERVICES AREA) This development can only be built if the City will extend the sewer
system from a point just south of capital circle to Chason Woods Sub-development; a
distance 6f about 6 miles. The Comprehensive Plan wants to extend services to
“Woodville, but specifically forbids the funding or scheduling of major capital
improvement projects outside of the Woodville community proper. (Comp Plan Policy
1.1.8) This policy is designed to discourage leapfrog development such as Chason
Woods Sub-development.

The land is currently being used for silvicukure (pine tree) farming and hias recently been
clear-cut. Based onparcel data for a 1-mile radius around Chason Woods Sub-
development, 88% of the surrounding lots are larger-than 1 acre. The average lots size is
3 acres. The Comprehensive plan policy 2.1.1 states “Profect existing residential areas
from encroachment of incompatible uses thal are destructive to the character and
integrity of the residential environment.” And in Comprehensive Plan policy 2.2.3 states
“For Residential Preservation areas outside the Urban Service area the. density of the
residentiol preservation area shall be consistent with the underlying land use category. .
Parcels proposed for residential development shall develop at densities generally
consistent with the density of existing residential development. ” Chason Woods Sub-
development with:its ¥4 acre lot size is not oonsnstent with the current land use of 3 acres
per lot.

The Comprehensive Plan takes precedence over all other growth management
documents, including the Leon County Land Development codes and any agreements the
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county may have made with other agencies, There are several conflicts between the
Comprehensive Plan and other docurents like thie. Land Development Code. For
example: The Comprehensive plan (section 2.1.8) for Residential Densities Ranges
within the Urban Fringe states that development should bé limited to no more than 1
developmental unit {DU) per'3 acres. If the development proposes a form of clustering,
then the each development unit shall be on a-lot no smailer than 1 acre.in size.

The Comprehensive Plan introduces the idea of clustering to allow the growth
management professional some latitude to siveé sensitive areas. “Reguire clustering of
vesidential units on non-environmentally significant, pan‘;ons of parcels where
conservation or preservation overlay districts exist elsewhere on the site. Net density on
parcels where clustering is reqisired on the developable portion of the parcel where the

‘units are clustered shall not exceed double th

llowable density for the land use

category in which the parcel is located.” (Comp. Plan Policy 2.1.3) Chason Woods Sub-
development consists of 697 acres and is in an Urban Fringe area; therefore, the
meximum allowable densrry is 230 DU (1DU pér 3 acres). And the smallest ot size can

not be less than 1.5:acres in size.

The Leon County Growth management should resolve the: difference between
Comprehensive Plan policy 2.1.3 minimum size lot:within a cluster of 1. DU pcr 1.5 acres'
and Comprehensive Plan pohcy 2.1.8with its 1 DU per 1 acre minimum size within a
cluster. Both of these are in conflict with Leon County Florida, Conservation
Subdivision Comprehensive Plan. Language and the Implementing Ordnance Policy 2.2.%
for conservation subdivision cIustered requirements of “Te minimuin lot size shall be
one-half-acre in urban fringe areas.” Chason Woods Sub-development is proposing %
acre Jots, which does not.comply with either the Comprehensive Plan or Land

Development code.
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Urban Fringe {imits development fo
1 DU per 3-acres. A 1000 acres
parcel has o maximum of 333 DU 5.

Density neutral clustered development
A 1G00- acres pareel has a maxinnumm af 333
DU s with undeveloped land being preserved.
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A Conservation Sub-division.
Must preserve 50% of its land b Is
allowed a 225% increase in density.
A 1000-aere parcel is.allowed 775 DU s

Despite the fact that Chiason Woods Sub-development is in a rural part of the coutity, it
has been given the status of Urban Fringe. Because of the large number of springs in
southern Leon and northern Wakulla Counties the. county has established the Primary-
-Springs Protection Zone (PSPZ) to.give more protection to these arcas. The
Comprehenswc Plan, Leon Land Development Code and PSPZ all-have agreed to a
tninimum lot 5ize of 1 DU per'3 acres for the area that covers the Chason Woads Sub-
development property.. Chason Woods Sub-development consists of 697acres which.
means that should be no-more than 230 total lots assaiming that there are no
environmentally sensitive arcas. However, Chason Woods Sub-development proposes to
use a loophole in the conservation subdevelopment part of the land development code to
expand the number of units 1o 500. Sec. J0-1429 (c) (2) (e}: Density. Conservation
subdivisions, no matter the Jorm of ownership, shall be density neutral. Tn UF (Urban
fringe), the maximum density in the development avea of a conservation subdivision shall
be one dwelling unit per 1.33 gross acres of the fotal parcel. This is confusing as the first

statement states that it shall be density neutral (i.e., no more than 230 DUs) followed by
the statement 1 DU per 1.33 acres. This'is in direct conflict with. policy 2.2.2
“‘Conservation subdivisions within the Urban Fringe {and use category shall be density
neutral, and ward no units greater than those achievable via conventional site plans
subjecr to density limitations. " The provisions in this section reprcscnt a 225% increase
mn the number.of DUs penmtted which is a significant increase in the amoéunt of nitrogen
from human activities going into the water shed.

The contradictory statemment “frr UF (Urban fringe), the maxinum density in the
development area of a conservation subdivision shall be one dwelling unit per 1.33 gross
acres of the total parcel” is a loophole specific to Urban Fringe. There are very few
Urban Fringe areas within the entire county. This leophole is the basis for high density
development in'this area. In the Urban Fringe area west of Woodville there are only
three large lots where the developer may want to take advantage of the loophole. What
benefit does the County receive from allowing these three parcels to develop with 225%
higher densities than would be allowable otherwise?



Note: the red line shows the current USA
boundary. The USA would have 1o be
extended (o inchade: cwo,

The Primary Springs Protection Zone is:a
dasignation fo control growth in. areas that
colik! Jead to g deterioration of the springs.

Urhan Fringe taikde e
1 hllln SeHiagt Preiecrian Lot

All three propemes are within the Primary Springs Protection Zone (PSPZ) which
indicates that the greas are highly critical for the protection of the springs. These specific
parcels are some of the most critical within the PSPZ (i.e., most critical within a group of
eritical). A dye trace study conducted by Kincaid found that water eqtering Ames Sink
would travel'to. Wakulla Springs and Indian Spnngs in approximately 17 days, a distance
of 4 miles. Chason Woods Sub-development is approximately.2000 feet south of Ames.
Sink and lies dlrectly between Ames Sink and Wakulla Sprmgs. This suggests that any
release of nitrogen in this area will quickly reach one of the springs before the bacteria in
the s0il could have the opportunity to reduce the nitrogen, The other parcels are more
associated with Fisher Creek Sink: The Fisher Creek dye trace took 9.4 days to travel to
Wakulla Springs.

631
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The box represents the

approximate location of the three

parcels combined and their

relationship to sinks used in
Kincaid dye trace studly.
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What is more of a problem is if other large parcels could find ways té take advantageé of
thie loophole. The figirs below shows other large parcels within the PSPZ. Iam sure.the

" Growth Management . Staff have good intent, but considering the amount of money that
could be made if these large parcels were able to take advantage of this loophole. It may’
takie the form of changing the zoning to Urban Fringe ot convmcmg a court that they too
should be exempt.from the normal requirements. Consider that it represents 750%
increase in proﬁts, 1 am sure a few lawyers will be hired to test the waters. If they have
success, then it,is too late fo close this Ioophole.

These are the parcels greater
than 10 acres and having no
buildings. Most are zoned for
Rural Transfer which allows only
1DU per 10 acres.

Based on the above issues, it is recommended that the Chason Woods Sub-development
be denied until these issues above can be resolved.
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What would a denied mean? The developer can'redgsign.ihe development.. ' While there
are many possible design options, the following are three representative.options:

‘Option 1
The parcel.could be developed at a rate of 1 DU per3 acres. Fifty percent of the property

is within the floodplzin and another 10 to 20% are' environmentally sensitive land,
Building is not permitted in the floodplain aréas. While:no engineering drawing has been
completed, it is easily conceivable the number of developable units would be between 50
to 100lots. The floodplain could be used for silviculture or some activity compatible
with flooding like a solar collector field. This plan is consistenit with the Comprehensive
Plan, with adjacent neighborhoods, and i is protective of Wakulla Springs. This is the
option favored by the local neighborhoods.

Option 2

‘The developer may re-submit a development 1itilizing-somie form of clustering to offset
the areas in the ﬂoodpiam The property has approximately 350 acres in the floodplain.
-and another. 140.acrés in enviropmentally'sensitive land. The goalof chzstenng Isto
provide the flexibility for the developer to build on less sensitive land and preserve the
remainder: The cluster designrallows for a negation process, between the-county and the
developer, to find solutions that will benefit everyone. Without clustering the developer
could build 50 to 100 units, but with clustering (nizimum size of 1 unit per acre), the
developer would be limitedto 156 to 200 units; -Each lot would probably be required to
use a Performance Based Treatment System (PBTS) type of septic system that meets the
proposed regulation the county'is trying 10 establish. As with all clustering, the
remaining land would not be available for development.

‘Option 3

‘The developer may re-submit a development utilizing. some form: of clustering to. oﬁ‘set
the areas in the floodplain but stay a density neutral level of 230 DU. The development
would probably be located'in the same 130 acre high-ground area and all work already
performed coirld quickly be modified to accommodate the larger lot sizes. At this-very
high'density, Leon Growth Management would most likely require sewer and water
.connection,

Since this is-the highest densily discussed, and the developer could use so much of his
existing work, the remaining sections will discuss Option 3 in detail. The'biggesl
concern is for utility connection, primarily sewer connection. Leon County is trying to
establish requirements for septic tanks to be of a design called Performance Based
Treatment System (PBTS). PBTS will reduce the nitrogen level by over half, to a level
of 10 mg/L nitrogen or less. Reducing nitrogen is a critical part of an effort by Leon and
Wakulla Counties to protect Wakulla Spring and other springs in Wakulla County. While
these new PBTS are effective at reducing aitrogen, they ere not cheap The current
.estimates dre that they will cost between $8 to 12,000 each and require.a $2- 300 per year
maintenance contract and there are additional permit requirements. The cost of installing
230°'PBST is between $1.8M and 2.8M plus $50K per year in maintenance.
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The developer has argued that he must be given the higher density so that he can afford to
bring utilities to this area, The attached letter is between the city utilities and Chason
Woods Sub-development 1dent1fymg the costs to bring both sewer and water to Chason
Woods Sub-development. The cost-to.Chason Woods Sub-development for the city to

" bring sewer to Chason Woods Sub-development is only $921K. Chason Woods Sub-
development would have some additional costs for sewer within the development itself.
But if the City can bring sewer 3 miles from Woodville through residential areas and
under existing streets for $921K, the cost to install the séwer in the:.Chason Woods Sub-
development at the time of consiruciion should not cost much more. Therefore, as the

- density reaches the maximum.level of 230 DU, Ledn County Growth Management
should make connection to utilities a requirement of the development permit; The
alternative. of one DU per 3-actes is.still the preferred alternative,

The developer has argued that Chason Woods Sub-development should be allowed 2
higher density so that his investment is profitable. The developer purchased the property
in December 2003 for $1.3M. This is an. average cost of $1865 per acre or $5,652 per

. each developmcnt unit (moét of the land i5 in & flood zone anid ¢an not be developed).
Knowing that 50-70% of his land is within flood zone or other sensitive areas, he knew.
when he purchased the land that there was a risk that he would not qualify for clustering,
This purchase coincides with the peak of the real estate bubble. Most real estate investors
have seen significant loss of value in their portfolio. The average Florida property owner
has ‘lost about 35% with many investors losing 60 or 70% of the vahue in their
investménts. Currently Tallahassee Ranch Development, a gatéd cormunity with paved
roads and curbs is running sales of $10,000 per acre. The developer cannot expect
governments to bail them out every time the investor tna’kes-a'bad investment.

In summary,.Chason Woods Sub-development as it is currently proposed should be
denied.

The lot sizes are less than the minimum size requirement established in the Leon County
Comprehensive Plan.

Chasor Woods Sub-development will put too many péople in very critical areas that will.
have an adverse-effect oo Wakulla Springs, which Leon County has.committed itself to
protecting,

It is not consistent with existing.deveiopments in the area. ‘

The approval of this Kind of high density infill development sets a dangerous precedent.
Chason Wooeds-Sub-development, if permitted to procéed as it is currently designed,
would ceriainly lead to similar developiment efforts on other similarly situated properties.

The character of our community, which is the very reason why many of{us chose to build
our lives in Woodville, is threatened by developments such as Chason Woods Sub-
development. The Cormmission has a duty o protect the residents of this or any
comminity from attempts to take advantage of the intricacies of the Land Development
Code to force over-development of a given parcel. The development of this and other
properties is inevitable, but Chason Woods Sub-development, as presently proposed,
provides no advantage to the community. Its only purpose is to maximize the amount of
money to be made from the development of the parcel. The Chason Woods Sub-
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For the DRC record, please answer the following concerns. These concerns have been
raised.at-all the pubhc meetings, but we have not been. given a satisfactory answer.

i People living in Chason Woods Sub-development will need to make daily trips to
urban areas to shop. Since Woodville is a cloger destination than Cap:tal Circle or
Crawfordville, most people will choose this route. Chason Woods:Sub-development will
-add approximately 1700 people, which is-about the same number as curtently usé
Wakulla-Spring Road. Wakulla. Spring Road is classified-as a “Transportation Arterial
Road:” What provisions have you made to handle the thonsands of car each day on
Sunflower, Elgin; Privateer Way and Natural Bndge‘? Much of'this.route i through
nelghborhcods with narrow streets, many stop signs and'curvy turns. How do you _}usnfy
not upgradmg these roads? Have you notlﬁed the homeowners on these roads to expect
significant increases in traffic?

2, The Comprehensive Plan takes precedence over all other growth management
documents, including the Leon County Land Development Code and any agreements 'the
‘county may have made with other agencies: There are several conflicts between the.
Comprehensive Plan and other documents like the Land Development Code. For
example: The Comprehensive plan {section 2.1.8) for Residential Densities Ranges
within the Urban Fringe states that development should be limited to no more than !
developmiental unit (DU) per 3 acres. If the development proposes a form of clustering,
then each development unit shall be on a lot:no smaller than 1-acre in size., Since section
2.1.3 and 2.1.8 of the Coniprehensive code are 50 specific, pléase describe the legal
arguments/process you usedto permit a lot size less than 1-acre within an Urban Fringe.
zone.

3. Please explain the legal justification you used to-allow a lot size-of %4 acre when
the Conservation Subdivision (sec 10-7.204 (d)) specifically states “The minimum lot size
shall be one-half-acre in urban fringe areas.”

4, The Conservation Subdivision (sec 10-7.204 (d)) “The minimum lot size shal! be
one-half-acre iri Urban Fringe district acres” is-inconsistent with Conservation
Subdivision (sec 10-7.204 (¢)) “In Urban Fringe zoning districts, the maximum density in
the developinent aréa of a conservation subdivision shall be one dwelling unit per 1.33
gross acres of the total parcel™ What is your legal justification for allowing sec 10-7.204
(€} to supersede 10-7.204 (d) and Comprehensive Plan policy 2.1.8?

5. Conservation Subdivisions are often used by growth management groups as a tool
to obtain concessions from the developer. Where the Conservation Subdivision concept
has been applied.by other communities, it is usually granfed as “density neutral”
incentive. Leon County Land Development Code has a provision that allows a 225%
increase above the underlying zoned development. How do you justify this increase to
the people of Leon County? Do you know of any examples of other communities,
anywhere in United States, where they have in their development code an-automatic
increase in density of more than 20%?

11
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6. The goal of 2 Conservation Subdivision is not to pravide additional concessions
for preserving land that would already be preserved under some.other rule, but to increase
the amount of land preserved that would not be preserved otherwise. The Conservation
Subdivision. requires that 50% of the land be preserved. Since 50% of'the CWS is in'the
floodplain and would elready be preserved, please explain what benefit the people of
Leon County receive form issuing @ Consérvation Sub-division permit,

7. Leon County has made agreements with Wakulla County to protect the-springs.
Since 70% of the land is either within the floodplain orenvironmentally sensitive, the
developercould only develop between 50 to 100 units without having some type of
clustering. Please conduct a nitrogen mass balance between a development of 3-acre lots
on the remammg developable land using septic tariks scenario and a development with
230 units, which-ate connected tothe City sewer system. ’

12
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City of Tallahassee &, &\ & SaneTo) 7
Your Own U#il;ities"é} @ 5 % el

Water Resources Engineering 300 S. Adams Siree!, 8-26  Tallohassee, ft 32301 850-891-4YOU (4968}

October 22, 2009

Mr, Tom Gould

J&TLLC .

3554 Fair Osks Lane
Longboat Key, Florida 34228

RE: Proposed Chasou Woods Subdivision in Leon County

Dear Mr. Gould,

As a follow up to the October 13, 2009 meeting between your representalives and City staff, tis.
letter summarizes: the issues discussed. at the meeling relative lo water and sewer services forthe

above referenced subdivision.

Based on'information.provided by your engineer the maximum allowed density for this proposed
development is 523 units. The City of Tallahassee has the capacity to supply wlter to, ind
receive and treat sewage from, the proposed subdivision at this maximum density.

The City and your Engineer have developed and agreed-upon a represcnlatwe cosl for the off-site.
utilities necessary o serve the referenced development and, if desired, to serve future needs in
the Woodville area, Table I summarizes these figures:

[ Alternative Systems Water Sewer Total
Expanded Service Capacity $2,219,647 $2,375,361 -$4,595,008
Chason Woods Only. $1,400,887 . $920;880 $2,321,767
Difference $818,760 (City) $1,454,481 (Others) 32,273,2'41 )

Table 1 - Chason Weods Estimated Off-Site Utilities Cost Comparison

With regard to water service, the “Choson Woods Only” cost reflects. the cost born by the
developer. to adequately serve the developmert and the “Expanded Service Capacity” cost
reflects the'total cost:of a system that is looped to provide additional enpacity for potential future
customers. The City would fund the cost difference for the Expanded Capacity in the water

system.

With regard to the sewer service, the “Chason Woods Only” cost reflects the ¢ost 1o serve the
development only and would be tomn entirely by the developer. “The “Expanded Service
Capacity” cost reflects the total cost of the system 1o serve the developinent and to serve as a
backbone trunk line for the sewering of ‘Wo_odvil!e by others at'some future time.
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Mr. Tom Gould o/t
RE: Proposed Chason Woods Siibdivision-in Leor County Page Q_o55,

Gotobér, 22,-2009
Page 2 of 2

A §1.45 million additional expenditure (o obtain tunk service to the Woodvitle community is
undoubtedly a cost efficient opportunity, but it-is not one that should be funded by existing City
Tate payers: Absent some financial plan from Leon Coumty to sewer Woodville, we do not
aniticipate. the City will fund the additional cost of ‘the expanded capacily trunk .sewer to

Woodville.

Significant design, constraction details and actual design based cost estimates must be proyided
to and be approved by the City via the normal development process, before final arrangements
for water and sewer service can be established. Once the: ‘Developer receives site plan approval
from the Counly, the City will enter into a Utility Letter of Agreement that will [urther solidify
what is expecled of the Developer, the City and any other stakcholders of the project,

Respectfully,

WATER RESQURCES ENGINEERING

vy :’-.5.._., . B -

s

x‘john ﬁuss,.P.E.
Manager
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Ryan Culpepper Chasson Woods Conservatlou Snbdms:on (LSP09003S) Page__-ﬁ(l..__ -

From:  gregg burgett <gmggthehammer@gmall .com>

Te: <culpepperr@leoncountyfl, gov>
Date: 11/16/2009 8:37 AM

Subject: Chasson Woods Conservation. S_ubdiv'ision (LSP090035)

Ilive on 980 Sora Road In Llberty-Ridge and I‘DiS_‘AGREE WITH THE PROPOSAL of the land
development. That land is.the' Monsun slue run off and if it gets developed that will cause more flooding
in the area. And you will be pushing the wild life out of that area. DO NOT MESS WITH MOTHER

You cpns:dcr this a Conservation project?
Gregg Burgett

980 Sora rd
Tallahassee Fl.
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Ryan Culpepper - Re: Chason Woods Conservation Subdivision (LSP!}SHHBS) Notice ofSpec:a]
Development Review Committee meetmg

: - ) Attachment
From: Bib <thisbib@comcast.net> Page ¢
To: Ryan Culpepper. <CulpepperR@leoncountyfl.gov>

Date: 11/16/2009/9:00 PM
Subject: Re: Chason Woods Conservation Subdivision (LSP090035) - Notice ofSpecial Developmerit
Review Committee meeting

Mr. Ryan Culpepper, Development Services Adrinistrator
Ryan, here aré my comments on the application, for the DRC record:

1) Unless the EIA was approved since mid-morning today (11/16) the application is still devoid
of an approved ElA as of this e-mail. Placing an application onthe DRC's agenda without an
approved ElA.deviates from precedence and appears to be an exceptional approach. This
practice is exacerbated by the fact the application is being considered at a specially-scheduled
meeting, one thal the.appiicant requested and which was not on the published DRC schedule.
Although specially-scheduled meetings are not without precedence, the combination of the
consideration of the appiication without an approved ElA.and the expedited review through the
specially-scheduled meeting leaves an impression that the applicant is receiving an unfairly
biased review; that the outcome of the application is pre-ordained and that the procedural
standards for this application are somehow lower than for other applications.

2) The application is deficient with regard to satisfaction of school facility concurrency
requirements. Itis my understanding that the LCSB's review of the application revealed that it
will result in a facility deficiency of approximately 150+ elementary school seats. The
application should not.be approved unless and uniil this issue is satisfactorily réesolved.

‘3) The application is:deficient with regard to satisfaction-of transportation facility concurrency
requirements. it Is my understanding that the County staff's review of the application revealed
that it will result in $ystem déficienties requiring of. approximately $1 million of mitigation. The
application should not be approved uniess. and unti th:s issue Is satisfactorily resolved.

4) From my cursory review of the application today, | nottced that the applicant proposed that
the Florida Fish and Wildiife Commission be the designated Qualified Managément-Entity
(QME) responsible for approximately 60% of the proposed conservation area. | did not recall
seeing any documentation, however, from the F& WC agreeing to be the QME or even
acknowledging this proposal. The application should not be approved unless and until one or
more QMEs (as appropriate) have been désignated, found to be sufficient by County staff, and
documentation provided that these entities accept this responsibility and have the fiscal
wherewithal io impiement their maintenance commitments.

5) 1 am not sure as to whether County staff has recommended approval of the applicant's
management plan (for the coriservation area). The application should not be approved untif
this management plan is found to be sufficient by County staff.

8) The applicant's utility (water and sewer) utility concept plan received condmonal approvai
from the utility provider of record, the City of Tallahassee. Oné of the conditions requires.the
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applicant to enter:into and execute:a Utility Letter of Agreement (with the City). Given the
‘significant cost of extending utility infrastructure to this development, the application.should not
be-approved unless and until the applicant has.provided a surety instrument, found to'be
sufficient by the County Attomey, and as appropriate, the City.of Taliahassee, that ensures
that the costs of extending this.infrastructure will not be boum:in whole or. in part by the public
of Leon County; and, that the applicant provide this surety prior to.final approval of the site and.
.development pian application, should it otherwise warrant. approval.

7) The applicant has requested a deviation to the minimum lot size requirement for the.
development, a reduction from one-half (1/2) acre to one-quarter (1/4) acre. in my recollection,
the. -onfy previous consetvation subdivision application to seek and obtain a deviation to
minimum lot size is Talquin Meadows, wherein lot size was reduced from a minimum of 0.8
acres to 0.5 acres, and only about 5 lots utilized this.smialler lot size, which-was necessary due
to the unusual limited linear and narrow shape of the development site.  This reduction in
minimum lot-size for Talquin Meadows represented a 37.5% decrease in lot size for the smalt
number of lots;. the applicant for this Chason Woods application proposes a 50% decrease in’
minimum Ict size and inténds to-apply this standard to the majority of lots proposed in the
development. In the instance of Talquin Meadows, the deviation provided the developer with a
moderate degree of additional flexibility for a handful of lots; in the instance of Chason Woods,
the applicant essentially seeks, through the application for deviation, to change the
fundamental nature of the number and size of lots allowed in a conservation subdivision in the
Urban Fringe (UF) Future Land Use Category and UF zoning district. There appearsto be no
precedence for granting a deviation of this magnitude (amount of lot size reduction, and scope
of applicability):

8) The application appears {o be inconsistent:with a numbeér-of Comprehensive Plan
Objectives and Policies (in the Land Use Element and in the- Sanitary Sewer Subelement). |
will provide additional information on this matter, if necessary; prior to the Board's public

. hearing on this application.

| submit these comments for you and the DRC and other associated staff to consider; | do.not
require a reply nor is it necessary on my account for any DRC report to respond. Of course, |
do request that these comments be considered and maintained in the record file-and, if you are
attaching public comment to the DGEM report, that these comments be included.

As always, |-appreciate your.work on the behalf of the citizens 6f Lean County- and thank you
for your time,

Adam Antony Biblo
Tallahassee, FL
via e-mail

1
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November 16, 2009 =

-l
‘Ryan Culpepper 2
Development Services Administrator k4
‘Department of Growth:& Environmental Management Renaissance Center, 2nd Floor 2

435 North Macomb Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1019

Re: Chason Woods, Residential Subdivision

Dear Mr. Culpepper:

I originally commented on this development proposal back in February 2009 and still
believe a frecommendation for denial is needed. A number of changes have been made to
improve this proposal, excluding the most important concern; it is in the wrong location
for the: protection of Wakuilla Springs. The exténsion of sewer lines is a positive change
to reduce the' impact of sewage on the springs, but the revisions fail to address the.impact.
of fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and other substances that-occur from intensive
residential use. This property is located in the Woodville Karst Plain physiographic
region where the highly permeable surface sands.allow the rapid percolation of any
runoff and its dissolved pollutants. “These sands are directly connected to the limestone
of the Floridan Aquzfer that provides the water of Wakulla Springs. This.rapid

percolation will oceur in.the residential yards before capture by the proposed stormwater
treatment system.

In addition, delegating maintenance/preservation of the Leon County Conservation
Easemenit to the Chason Woods Homeowners Association is not adequate to protect the
vegetation/underbrush that can control erosion and remove some of the pollutants
(phytoremediation} before the runoff (generated onsite and offsite) reaches the onsite
karst features. The extensive root system of a natural forest provides the best
capture/removal of dissolved chemicals and nutrients before reaching the aquifer. Even
on the residential properties, the natural forest should be retained to'the extent possible as
most trees have roots deeper than grasses. As previously stated back in February, a
binding natural conservation easement. prohibiting any vegetation clearance is needed for
the preservation-areas. There should be clear provisions for enforcement with substantial
financial penalties for any violation or encroachment into the natural areas. Ido think

~ that the homeowners association should educate and routinely-remind the 498 (likely
double) homeowners of these limits and be liablé for any. associated envitonmental
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damage. The proposal for 498 homes (and the associated removal of existing mature
vegetation) to be concentrated on 158 acres remains too dense for this sensitive
environment. .

There is also a concern for flooding in the area with the existing natural conditions,
particularly for extreme flooding evenis. This flocding will be worse:due to the increased
runoff from the impervious surfaces created by 498'homes and associated infrastructure.,
Will the stormwater ponds be sized to include and hold this additional runoff volume? In
addition, a few of the stormwater ponds include areas inundated by 100-year flood
events; will this loss of stormwater capacity be replaced elsewhere in the proposal? Will
this development be another county buyout due to repeated flooding that the taxpayers
must endure? '

All the above is in addition to the fact that this proposal conflicts with the Leon County
‘Comprehensive Plan objective to concentrate intense development inside the Urban
Services Area (USA) to provide municipal services cost-effectively, I understand that it
complies with the provisions of Conservation Subdivisions, excluding the existence of
‘sewet, water, road capacity and schools. This praposed. dcvelopment is located in-the
urban fringe, far from the limits of the USA; what is the point of having an Urban
Services Area if develapers.are allowed to ignare its limits and request a variance?
Where will these people work and who wiil pay for the road 1mprovements that will be
needed to handle this traffic? This raises the costs of County services that taxpayers must
bear, and is especially troubling in this poor economy.

This development proposal would be acceptable if moved to an'upland property, but
should be denied for this proposed location. The more important goal of restoring
Wakulla Springs should take precedent as its draw as a tourist attraction feeds the
regional economy. Affordable housing is always needed and can be located anywhere.
A first magnitude spring such as Wakulla Spring is rare because the combination.of
geology and hydrology that ereated it is so unique.

.Sincerely,

Zoe Kilakowski, PG

Buck Lake Alliance Board member
1320 Blockford Court West
Tallahassee, Florida 32317
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Leon County Developmerit Review Commiittee

FROM: Wakulla County Planning and Community Development Department Stafy
CC: Wakulla County Beard of County Commissioners

Benjamin Pingree, County Administrator
DATE: - November 16, 2009

SUBJECT:  Proposed Chason Woods Conservation Subdivision (LSP090035)

Page__ V(e |

e

Wakulla County .is monitoring the proposed Chason Woods Conservation Subdivision, -

due to the proximity of the proposed development to the Wakulla County line and the
potential impacts to Wakulla Springs. In order to detérmine the impacts of this project to
Wakulla County, staff requested the Wakulla County Transportation Concurrency and
Stormwater Review Applications be completed by the Applicant. Moore Bass
Consulting, Inc. (the “Agent”), submitted the Wakulla County Transportation
Concurrency and Stormwater Review Applications (the Applications) on October 19,
2009. Wakulla Courity contracted with PBS&J to review these applications.

As Leon County and Wakulla County have developed -a cooperative. and supportive
relationship over the past several years with regards to.growth management and springs
protection, it is important to note some of our County’s requirements for developments
within Wakulla County. Please consider the following as part of your review.

e The connection of the Chason Woods subdivision to central sewer is Wakulia
County staff’s preference. At a minimium, Performance Based ‘Septic Tanks
should be utilized as would be required by Policy 1.3.1(c), Infrastructure Element
of the Wakulla County Comprehensive Plan.

e Wakulla County also urges Leon County to consider wetlands and karst
protection when reviewing this project. Any wetlands on the property should be
appropriately protected. Policy 2.3(3), Conservation Elemeént of the Wakulla
County Comprehensive Plan requires a seventy-five foot protective buffer around
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all natural wetlands. Also, as active and inactive karst features are located on the.

Chason: Woods property per ‘the Natural Features Inventory submitted to Leon
County, protéctive measures should be incorporatéd. into the Chison Woods
subdivision. Per Policy 13.1(a), Land Use Element of the Wakulla County
Comprehensive Plan, protective buffers are required around significant karst
features as follows:

Feature Minimum buffer (feet)
1 *Ist & 2nd. Magnitude Springs 300
*Spring runs 150
“Smaller springs ' - )

*Sinkholes, with a direct conmection to the aquifer | 100

«Other karst features with a direct commection to the

aquifer (swaliet or stream to sink) 100

o Additionally, the use of fertilizer within the Chason Woods subdivision could
pose an environmental risk as significant environmental features prevail over
most of the site. Regulation of fertilizer application within the proposed
development should be addressed to reduce the amount of nutrients entering
Wakulla Springs. It is important to note that Wakulla Springs is already listed as
an impaired water body due.to nutrient loading.

It recently came to Wakulla County’s attention that the Chason Woods plans have been
revised 1o include 498 single-family residential lots and 2 non-residential lofs. The
revised plans have.not been submitted to Wakiilla County, and therefore have.not been
reviewed for Transportation or Stormwater Concurrency. Wakulla County requests. that
the Agent submit the revised plans, so that appropriate review for Transportation and
Stormwater Concurrency can occur. Once updated plans have been submitted -and
reviewed, Wakulla County may have additional comments regarding this project. We
will forward these comments to Leon County staff as quickly as possible.

Wakulla County appreciates the opportunity to work with Leon County staff to provide:

input on this important project. We look forward to working with Leon County and the:

Applicant on this project,

Attachments Enclosed
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26309 North Morgoe Street, Building C
" ‘Tallthassee, FI. 32303

‘Phone: 850.575.1B00 Fax: 850.575.1083

'E-madl: dibeatyBpls].com

TO: Lindsay Stevens, AICP - Wakulla County
FROM: Dan Beaty, AICP - PBS&J/Tallahassee:

cC: Wiatt. Bowers, AICP - PBS&J/Jacksonville (Traffic)
Glen Brown, P.E. - PBS&JfFallahassec.(Stomiwater)_

DATE: November 11,2009

SUBJECT: Chason Woods Development: Transportation Concurrency & Stormwater Reviews

We have reviewed the Chason Woods Transportation Concurrency Analysis, dated October 13, 2009,
Based on the information provided, the analysis is-acceptable. However, there aré a few issues that have

arisen in Leon County regarding this project. These include:

1. The County has requested that the project have a mixed-use component. As-such, the applicarit
has shown a willingness to add approximately 10,000 square feet of . retail/commercial uses and
reduce the munber of single famiily. dwellmg units slightly. However, the applicaat has stated tht,
they should not be responsible for any net increase in-trips as the mixed-use component was added
at the request of Leon County.

2. The applicant has proposed to manually modify the project’s trip distribution slightly. Based on
information contained in Journey to Work data, they have proposed to increase the number of trips
coming from/going to Wakiilla County. The effect of this increase would be minireal in Wakulla
County and project trips would still be far below the 5% of Capacity threshold. However, this
manual shift would reduce the number of projected trips: on roads in Leon County, thereby
reducing the project’s impacts and potential mitigation costs..

At this time, we recommend that Wakulla County stay engaged with this project and possibly become
involved with the transportation concurrency review process in Leon County.

We have also reviewed the Chason Woeds Transportation Stormwater Analysis, dated October 13,
2009 and have the following comments:

General Comments:

1. Itis noted that the project is located within one or more closed basins. Documientation describing
the project drainage area includes basin maps for pre-development and post development
conditions. Although these maps show drainage boundaries, sub-catchments and depression. areas
within the immediate project area, additional information is requested for those areas contiguous
to the project where drainage may be affected by ils construction. - At a2 minimum, this wonid
include a drainage map of the general Vicinity near the project. This map. should show the
projecl s relative position within its closed basin(s), the limits of the ¢losed basin and the adjacent
‘major watersheds/basins. The map should not be geographically limited to Leon County and
should include pertinent drainage aréas within Wakulla County. 3231
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2. Several soil reports are inchuded within the Storm Water Management Plan’s documentation.
However, detailed boring information is provided only for. those site locations wheére prominent
depressions (karst features) have been identified. In general, boring records are provided for basin
areas contributing to POA-1, POA-2, POA-3, POA-4 and POA-7. Although the information
provided appears sufficient to assess the analysis of the stormwater ponds proposed for these areas
{generally wet detention systems), to allow an engineering review for the’ other systems additional
soils-information is requested. Specifically, detailed information related to water table elevations,
aquifer confinemeént depths and soil stratigraphy is Tequested for areas where the - «dry retention
pond systems are proposed (POA-5 and POA-6). The NRCS tables and maps provided within
Appendix B are not specific to the locations proposed-for the Pond G system, the Pond H system,
and Pond 1. The boring Iogs provided for the wet pond arfeas show' lenticular deposits of plastic
soils within the soil matrix. If these soils underlie the:dry pond areas they may ‘have a dramatic.
effect on the infiltration properties and percolation behavior at these ponds, {Although Pond J is
also-proposed as a dry pond, the subsurface in this arca is described by Boring. Log K48, which
was included within the report. )

3. The narrative indicates that pre-development volume limitations have been met by the proposed
construction. However, Table 3 of the narrative appears to be show exceptions to this -assessment
(Basin ‘A’ POA-1, 2-yr, 24-hr; Rasin ‘H’ POA-7 5-yr, 24-hr; Basin ‘H’ POA-7, 25-yr,24-hr; and
Basin ‘G"POA-6, IOO-yr, 24-hr). Although the exceptions appear to be minor and may fall within.
interpretation of critical storm analysis; adjustments that may. be necessitated in.response to other
comments could affect adversely the pre- development post-development volume differentials.
This issue may need to be reviewed further as appropriate to these adjustments.

4. Construction appears planned within 100-year flood areas. Permitting issues related to these
activities (i.e. dredge and fili) are considered beyond the scope of this réview and the appropriate
applications are assumed to be under pursuit by the' developer. .

Hydrology and Modeling Comments:

1. The hydrology -(runoff) modehng appears thorough ‘and appropriate. However, the source and
basis of several modeling’ paramcters are requested. For example, several basin areas and most of
the slopes used for pre and post development analysis could not be checked, due mostly lo the
small scale of the drawings provided. Similarly, hydraulic lengths used within the post
development calculations are not readily confirmable. A larger exhibit at a more readable scale
should address this issue,

2. A table of SCS CN values was provided within Appendix F. Although these values were
generally consistent with the CN values used for modeling the pre and post development
conditions, there were exceptions. For example, in the pre-development model a CN value of 40
was applied to “Woods or Forest Land, Fair Cover” (with Group A soils) for Basins A through G.
However, a value of 45 was- applied to Basin H. Although CN values are largely judgmental at
best, a consistént use was expected. Another example ifivolved the use of post developmerit CN
values for Open Space” that are different than those used for *““Woods or Forest Land” for thiose
same areas in the pre-development model. This may be more appropriate if some vegetative
changes/improvements occur within the designated “Open Space” as part of thé development
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process ‘but this scenario is not clear from the -parrative or documentation. Again, it 1s
acknowledged that this is a judgment call by the design engineer; however, given the close pre vs.
-post volume differentials; justification is requested,

3. Both pre-development and post development modeling ised a peaking factor.of 484. Given the
low to moderate slopes. and the notable depression storage that-appears to characterize the site a
lower value may be appropriate. Although the narrative identifies the value used (484), it does not
prov1de an eXplanation for its use. An adjustment:to the narrative provxdmg a basis for the choice

. is requested.

4. Infiltration values used for volume recovery analysis applied saturated vertical infiltration rates as
determined by the double ring infiltration tests. However, the test report sheets provided by the
geotechnical engineer recommend a-2.0 safety factor be applied to the valies reported. The values
used in the analysis appear to be without this factor. If the safety factor is. applied elsewhiere or in
another manner, an appropriate explanation within the narrative is requested. In view of the
geotechnical engineers recommendation, .a justification of the values selected for the. analysis
appears warranted.

5. ICPR provides a mass balance report for hydraulic modeling. “This print out is requested.

6. Minor Issues: Time of Concentration calculations for Basin A (Pre-development) total 15.5
minutes. ICPR calculations used 14.6 minutes. Design engineer shotild review but no action is
requested. Sheet F4 from Appendix F identifies a project name inconsistent with “Chason
Woods”. Altliough insignificant in itself, it also shows this project to be within the Type I SCS
rainfall distribution. All ICPR calculations applied the Type II‘ SCS distribution. [t is assurned
that the project name indicated and the location shown was inadvertent and the Type I
distribution is applicable. No action is requested for this issue unless the Type III distribution was
in fact thé desired. analysis. If that is the case, notification is requested and further review will be
required.-Please note that the-“Max Delta Stage™ parameter for POA-4 is outside expected norms,
No action is requested for this issue.

‘DB/db
Chaspn Woods Review Memo | 1-11-09 PBS).docx
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MaryE Dyal
9304 Elgin Road
‘Tallahassee, Fla 32305
850-421-2484

Department of Growth Management
Frenchtown Renaissance Center
435 North Macomb Street
Tallahassee, . FL 32301

To Whom It May Concern:

Chason Woods, the proposed development on the Wakulla / Leon county
fine 'includ_gs plans for 523 homes on envifonmentally sensitive land outside
of the established zone for such intensive building.

What part of “environmentally sensitive land” does this commission NOT
undérstand? Why outside the established zone?

We have a unique place of land in the Wakulla Springs Basin that needs
never to be developed. This piece of parce! does not need 523 homes builted
on top of the Wakuilla Springs Basin, for what propose? For the developers
to get rich?
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To have 523 homes in foreclosure? Is there a need for-523 homes in this
economy when there are so many sitting empty? Has anyone including Dept
of Growth really looked.into the need for this many homes?

Yes, there is waste in Wakulla Springs from homes built around it but o

build 523 homes ON TOP of Wakulia Springs Basin. The waste running into:

the Wakuilla Springs Basin from these 523 homes would be a nightmare.
You-whom don’t live in this area drink the water? What about the traffic that
this will cause? Traffic.on Crawfordville Hwy would come to a stand still
after adding over 1000 more cars, you will have to leave on Monday to get
to wotk on Friday. Has anyone thought of the new schools that may need to

~ bé built, roads to widen, hospital for the sick of this 523homes? All this on
the Wakulla Springs Basin?

523 homes X 5 persons =2615
523 homes X 2 cars (min) =1046

Are there 523 families ready to put down 20% for one of these new homes?
- My guess is NO.

“In Marion County the state agericy has originally approved land-use
change, setting the stage for development, But as you read on September 16,
2009 issue of the Sarasota Herald-Tribune the state and county had not
considered requirements that proposed developments address whether more
housing is needed in the area. Stidy shows that these 800 homes would have
been a 45yr glut?”

What gluts 6f homes will this 523 homes cause? 30yrs?
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Yes, Wakulla and Leon County is looking for‘ways to shore up the short fall
in this tough economy times, but this is not the way.

This County‘Cémmiss'ion and Dept of Growth Management needs to rethink
this decision on what is a very bad idea, .
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By. reject]rfg.a p‘ropasedmmhame, en»ah'ﬁ}t 41)9 aerw*brutslﬁe Gca!a,. the state's. top.
eigcted officla phagan@m{ﬁisﬂ;aﬁ ek i{mga:y 411!!;@ thab-the pm}g& w;;u‘ld creaﬁe 2 45—year

T touamold provifig. g need. for
“Chamber of Cbﬂia‘iél:ce and’ Flnml:[_a ﬁprmﬁufaau fedemmm Ry

yesources. ¢ ) . ) .

Crnsi: Cabinet reieet m-home C"mﬂm in Manan Ceunty
Cabihehwmndamm 5 G S

et

oy, Cirhe-GEE arﬂmﬁdﬁs'éqaagez ¢

thera Was ne. need%r mew fﬂdiﬁnuai vt
rﬂmumg

suﬁnlus*of hdus

Ly See‘n 52 St,aikl’ng hprs arger: ujksts @mpss' ouéhout Flarida:'that are seekmg
deyeloprivt Lﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁg&wﬁupp&ft o' tﬁﬁ-projectwer&the Fmrlda :

The case W

Susan Woods and Karen ‘Lynn Recio, whase hnrse faH-ns are near the proposed project, successfully
fought the development‘for more than two. years, déspite. havfng no !egal training and {tmited ﬁhandal

After the' Cabi.het's ﬁeeisapn, Woo&s sa}d "I alwa,ys T{eped that in 'bl'ge ehd we woujd win, and I'm very
relreved ard, Qmﬁﬁed to«see that ﬂ'le tmth wﬁrkﬁ v )

A rgpresentatlvénfme property s, owner, Castrmiiéalty, said iast ‘week Et Intended o ap,peat if its

proprsaiwas, rgjected )
Times staff whiter: S-t"eue'BouSquet cahﬁ*fbutgd to hh!s repart SR s
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Taﬂah'aSSEE Bumau' g PRI C - ’
Gov, Chardig Crist and the- Florida Cabinet unammau-s}y agrged that there ls ne: need to turn 400-acres

‘of rural-Maresn &:ountr shorse. CaNRt It 5 Sprawahg sttbﬂlwlslon, sRother slgnar that FLorfda [
-ecoAsmic re{Iance bn home Buﬂdhr;g has ebbedr . ) '

While the declsien a’ffects just one proposed devglnpmenbnorthwest of Ocala_. It gy’ have wider

imiplications. as Lounties' traditighal. Econamis:; ptan - reh'lhg on gbnstnwtlon for growth - runs into a.

. gl of ﬁ‘nuslng tﬁgHﬁ‘ay take ths L gu-awﬁy- S . '

¥ Tom Pe!ham. the secretary dfthe«{Depaftmen& oﬁ Cummun’rty Mairsr, said- the agency G- dedsian to

. reverse Marlon: G,ountv S apprgvbl ofthe abnahgme de\fe}opment was ne,ogssary to perEnt
:uﬁnecwsarv*smi - T : . : .

The, state agency had ongmagy appmvad Marjun County 5 Ja'hd-usé chaqu., setti'iig the sfage for
_developmént. Byt It jatef: ackgmfédg&dﬁhﬂime stats, angd cointy: iad not-considered requirerients
thiat p-rqposed di elopmems ad&ress whefHE mofe housin 5 needewﬁ esrea. - »

nr"hqusmg 'wduid bé a hig _gr pnqﬁty ln conslderatlan v

Pelfam. lncﬂcated ataemons&aung-mene -
.ofdeveropment B :

5“If “you should vlefd tothe urging of‘fhose wrm woum er remeve or weaken the’ demonstrat]on of
neads requlrement, we will_be sendlng:thé worst message of all to. the' people of this state;" Petham
sald to, the Cabinet,, "that it, the system wil nat proter:t even the most fundamenta! growth-

managemem: requlrements -

Crlst and the Cabinet agreed uphoidlng a@ judge 5 prevlous deds:on te deny the plan with 2 4-0 vete.
The admlnlstratlve judge, in his declslon thrs year, noted that: w:th the ﬂ‘aveiopment of: the land;
Marion. County, wnu!d have enough h0uses qn the markﬁt o sustain 40-ij$ years of. aﬁhclpated
populatfan gmwtﬁ . o ) -

But Agriculture Cummlssa’onet-Charije Br.onsonr wamed that the Cat;inats vote may be ‘the ﬁrst ina
fqagl!ne of thallenges as caugtfgs des;:ér&r.e for Ecohom}qﬁevelopment tontlrrue to sgek growth In

5

thelr tax base by»:agpmving ciﬂm;ggsﬂon. PR A .
"We're gblng to have these cJashes frofr} now bn, BMnseﬂ salél 'Tnis is’ ju:sttheﬂ‘lrst shot acrnﬁs the
bow - .

D, ;— R . Ll L s ,
Tuesday's ‘vole wasalse a. unlth@l’,“,play G g;n-a". Eracy; '
In 2087, after Mariun Cqunty camirigslonets. .grf.-éd ak- iamd i the hear’t of horse country coutd be

developed»to aﬁow for two hou:,‘es-per acra,«rWo nel boring résldents successfuny aphealed the.

e

.declston to, DC}A . D . - . :_ N .
5usan quds and. ‘Karen Lynn Reclo represenbad themselves i the- abpea? to the BCca and the legai
hearing. ; . . ; .

" you pay attestion and your cbuse is rlghi, and ybu, krmw the rules and you play by ‘the tules and -
you.can make your po!nts," wgods sald, "rhen they will: listers and they vli-de the right thing."
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'The agency at ﬂrat upheld tht.»county s vote. But it changgd nts mlnd aftcr consldenng the glut of '
Hotises on the| r‘ﬁ rkét, ‘and said; the- -apprevat.viclaked Marion County's growth -management pians by :
nottaklng Inm amount that mére was no need far bullding more hous&ng .

A Dlvlslqn'bf Admmistrat.ﬂre HEariﬂﬁ }udge upheld the agem:y‘s dec:;sion 0. Febntery.

511 tﬁe astﬂbe Pa}ham sdi appilcatlorré"fcr new Baveiopments ‘are soarlng

Evén with the. hoosirrg’ glut
stitutlanai amendment that vnters il conslder next year

because:of a proposed mh

The so*called matawn Dnmocr‘acy amenqmant would nzgu{re approval
‘o rocakgruw!ﬁ%[aq;. : ;

' Buslness aﬁdvconstr,uctioﬂ grqups.a rej attatktng ﬂ‘te p!an,
. ﬂhcke g]!ﬁWth . !

afrom Focal votens for changss

ng thg: ne d;for loeiﬁ referendums will

) Pelham i.;ald that-requesns fof de.véoiﬁr‘hents ffas ’ﬁmn)/ kﬂﬂo‘ homes‘aq@e'bmhg cons&;efed In
‘eounties. amund the state as build“ers sgeie t@amld«?ﬂture onﬂtctszlf Hometown memocracy s plan is
passed P - ‘ e ) -

E .. _r J . ‘. .'.
Pelharm: sald fhatartnu:am net‘re,yef%ed m_ ~$ dec}sé}?m arzd auowedsthg Bevéidpment b’ proceed
.SUppoOTEErS. ofHozﬂetoWn Democrar:y wouM'hav&~ ad 2 prlmé example to’ ardvocate t‘helr ¢ause.

"We would slmpjy pnur more ﬁ.{ei on the ﬁres of Hcme’equ Democracy, sa!é Pelham

‘Terrl Keoygh, preslder?t of Gasﬂ‘o ‘Rea!ty Corp., whtch owns Ehe Harian County [and sald the pmposed
.devélopmentwould agaln seek caunty~approv=al )

Axvmr

RS

.5he alse suggested that the m'ai estaite maﬂget, not the state, sh‘pula bg.,ﬁ%e nga'l j:idge of th‘e vague

cunceptnf "heetd” .

id;. npﬂng that. alt of the

Timing Is_gverything In Jife. This- Just. lsn‘t thé right tJme .she sa
ere. approved by l:he

enyjronmenital and lnfrastrucgyre requlrernents amcfated w{th the devalopment v
}udgeanﬂDGA . L _ _._‘_, L .

"The- market real[y determlnes neeﬂ, she Szald "?‘heﬁe 3-70: ane th'at 5 gelng to bUy anythlng right now
anyway. I nét going 3: ,go s’tsart bglllﬂng ;oméfh Y ) )

m.-
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cabmet backs mhzen in land-use eﬁspute
Cablneb l.and Grow.m :

e

TALLAHQSSEE Goy cﬁarhe‘r,;ﬂst ﬁhd th*é et ¢
a major win.over p- pmwmt-,dwéiaper ‘biyt | maﬁmwsly suppattlng 2 recommendation o reject &
th

neariy BGD-héme subdkaien H‘ubhe mﬂmm o7 e

The deqlslan,was@ignmcanthéga sq,xtqp,;;ﬁandér !I;h {harl}e_pgﬁmentaaf Cammunlty Affa!rs, or DCA,
haﬁ;pubﬂnly sdnsﬁttﬁ fhey erregz‘ﬁ‘! Jnjtialty a%%g the m;o}ecr

-

The:outcome.op. Tuesdav also mlght hold 1mpﬂcattons*fbr ﬁrmre grawth al:atewl’de; staisa officials
predicted, as cammunkies. ALTBSS Figrida- sﬁuﬁgle ko strke:g bak:mce of devewpment afaid a.severe-
ecenomic downkeiri and anti-sprawi activists' drive to. give thé pub!lc mare opportunity to determine

'whenanﬁhowthejrareasmw e e

T s

Tuesday's vote vrndlcated thekmg qad uphm struggla Cata horse farmer Susan Woods and &
rielghbor; Karan Recla waged fo ﬁold encmachment Jnto thieir rural communlty at bay.

{ Despite the devetoper s advocate 5 assertiun that the case was. net the rned{.a hyped “David Vel“sus ‘
- Goliath Nght* 1t was made outitp be; therewas an: acknowredgment by state leaders aad a top

envlrunmental group that Woods' and Rscw had’ ar.hieved samethlng speclal,

1 want to thani y.oLL for you::
. served as her‘o‘yvg lawyer ke pg{sdnallw a’l?mg thé‘ i ﬁw
calling. on the Coqmt\e Commrsstgﬁ"to pull the‘;ﬁ@ on mewo;em

vt

ca dbr and vayrhar{l wur’k Cﬂst 1oid Waods, who. had
fort DA bstoffeuggeston

L

Besides-Crist, tf-‘ce Cablnet afsa f@r:lﬁs!&s&tace: E:Bla'ﬁ ﬁ‘ﬂancw Grﬁeer Alex ank, Altarney General :1
‘MeLollum and ﬁgflcutture m@ﬁonsymeaswces:secmchagles anson A

The board's d"ecasron. ﬁGWever, deés net kfll the pro;ect fgr good

Elthe: the: devmoper or the Cuunty Commisk[an have the- opportunlty to: ?esubmit It to'the DCA in the
future, . ) , S .

790 HOMES Paow.c»stb' L

AL lssue was a project by Ocala s Castro famlly to.build 790 homes on 396 acres at Northwest 90th
Avenue and. 63rd Street ‘the Aeart ef Marloﬂ s hbrserfarm country

. r,

In May 2007 the Gounty commissltm agadnst the recommendatf&n of staff planners, approved the
profedt as;an-amendment to: IE eomprghens{ve fand-‘psq pian or.cgritp pran and-forwarded it to state

p&aﬂners for arpp'rbva! . .

'rhe commisslon whbse 3.2 ma‘jeﬂtf induded.c:ﬁmmlsslcnecs ij Payran, sean McCiam arid Barbara
: Fitos, dit’so. because the de\.relo,psr rﬂadea numpér ef qbncesslons. i
THose Inc!udlng\halvlng the Rumber, af plantra& ﬁbmés frorr’: -tha’ neariy LEDD that were, p‘armltted

under land-use régu!aibons, designatlng the ri’mst sible 80 atres dlong WS- :27 as Fural, thus saving

v -
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It from future de\eeiopmgnt, and agreémg tq upgré&é the road | dﬁralnage caparbﬂn:y of the flffod-

_prone area” - - - E

v

The DCA. subseqqéntty .suppnrted ﬁ*e-prop‘osa! ru!lngthat it cqmplied wlth the cornmlsswn 5 str,ategy
“forfutura. gravﬂ;h. S N _ sl e i :

kerfged the ameno’ment m ~court, saylng It didenet o

In Mareh 2068, ﬁowevér Wpods and Ret:io chai
d it would unnecessarlly add to an existing’ housing

the tharactér: of! thEe: fgmmunity “They- gt'sg argue
‘glut,

Last February Ju&ge i Lawrence Jehnston, whlie agreeing wlth many arguments the county made'in
backing rhe prajed' uttlfgately sldeé ‘with Woaetls-and: Réclo. - i 3

Jghistdh df.-c[g;;g& thatthe enrity, h?ad no mom;trateq,.m :acmrdance.with s’tate law and. the comp
‘plan, & heed o7 ?QQee‘ﬁdlﬁfvﬁa‘fﬂhoysﬁs i} *a:t:pqz-t.of‘ an’z:m ke :

A srmmuewhn‘ssidn et 4_-- j N

i-'.' - ’ .

Whattumed the casé Tor WQeﬂ? iﬂ‘\d Recm wﬁh under—aath admlsston by Twb top DCA afficials that
the: agenc:y ‘had. erréd lndts évalbdtion :a’f the C‘astro ;;f:ogect‘ S . _

One of thoseofﬁc.:la kﬂewT i’f@ed at the.ﬁ"gaﬁng it Octoég'r zeea that{he equnty plﬂnnlng districts
encompassing: thé;(;-@gu prajeetE pitained toore, bhysrca!ly ard within the gdmp plan, fo adif another
7,500°homes — almpst. 12 times: wr\atthe, cmmt? szaﬁ s;arld was needad by 2016 'when the cuumy 5

planning’ honzon e:miresa . i

w”, - 7‘.

argued fcr the Cabrrret to- deny the Castras request to table

On Tuesday,. DCA Secretary Torn -Peiham
s Its Update of the comp plan next year,

their project untll-the county Plannlng Bepartment compfete

d- goofed ai first, but said they had maintained their integrity and

He relterated that his pianners ‘ha
nd: Recio brought the error to the department’s

worked to make the; appropriate ﬂndlng once Wo‘ods a
attention. . .

. Ina forc.efﬂi mim;h Réfham,ﬂwhu said dg\oe(aper&had bejﬂ'a Crttrcized his—»(ﬁaccsrcn and‘]obbied him to
reverseit; spe?fa&our the advefseTepercussions tfithe. Gabingt‘tﬁnk the "unpreced_t_ant:ad" step of -

'failmg to: bracld . routlnerec:)mmgndauemfo uphofdgﬁsﬁng Iaws.and pbllqes

\-. L L o -, ,
PR

Déing: that. he sald wuufd taﬁe aWay fram*tnesé,fﬁdfes tla‘éi?' harﬂ:fougm: vndthry" and“would tell
mtlzgnzs -acrass Flbﬁdﬂ “wha, waorit: kg FSilow- u;el‘rféaﬁ i champigmng qu:allxy growth "don't bother .

thie’ sysﬂem Is: rfat gpjng ha prateet yow«‘ln{zreéts* " P

THat alone, he said, would fuei um*gﬁfortégﬁﬁlerida ﬂomeﬁwn nqtnocraq,.a grassroots antix sprawl
advocacy group that Is® trying to pﬁss ] qonstﬂutlbnai aman’ﬂmerﬂ: to put comp: “plan amﬂndments to a

jocal vote . . . B . P

i B s,

P e'-lham added that a npy vot¥, wouiqi Send dﬁxer rne.ssages to erther consﬂtuenc:es.
Local govetnments that want ‘ta flout thelr own comp plhns, Pe!harn sald, would learn you need not
follow youry own plan beg:ause the syatem w1! not domy’cﬁlng to you."

Maanwhne, deverepers, whe!!n some communttles are rushlng plans featunng as many as 100 000
new homes In a push to’ beat the mandates Hometown Democracy: seeks, would be told "the system

wm not errforce*the most fundamentaimwthfrrranagemem ruMS "

T .—-’,

In addition to Wood’s and iRalf Broﬁkes, a’!awyezmhp adwsed her ,and Rez—:se afoncj the way,
representati\res of the. envmoramen'tai groups 1 0b0Relends of Florida and the Florida Wildlife -

F‘e&eratiam akso n.grgz-.d §51:8 t’.’ablnef ‘tg gup‘né :,Pe‘ihagﬂs ofan.

1ot HAFnin ot 1 fete INowel line/News(lin.asox 7ID=81590& Source=http%3 A%2F%2F .. 1171212009
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IN DEFEN$E OF T«HE PRGJECT :

]n tiefb.nse of the:p &ct, Fljosashed the’ Cabinet %o simp!yalt;m ‘the' Cc:unty Commrsslon toshelve.
the; taStrn,prejett'* Whieh $he- callﬁp "axemplary" of the:-future growth the county wants to promote,

oy reran -

unul the new. ‘Im“eﬂ’nes are wﬁ&m, she ;&}so asked @hatl:-ha cdunty not be penauzed for Its.vote.
umshetley, e Dok Shs et cepid : W the, q,et-zefom sijd Bastre:Realty; Cﬁrp President:
“Terft Renupﬁjnmﬁg# j‘ ] 5 { £ \sayﬁ': e‘pé asﬁn%rin {ii tfouﬁzo g

Sheley said thw-ﬂ#smite wis mdt ali&ut g;sud versus evii,\sajms verSUS~.slnnerS" or a "I'!amd versus -
G‘oHath'ﬁght LR - “ y
It was about a farnily wanj:lng to brlnga "hlgh~qual|ty" deve!opment to jand it has owned for more,

than-50.years, shie sald, and treating themfaldy:by alfowing:them to be judged by the tew standards '
wathuuvﬁavihg ‘to~ start over —Lwr_pafytng’the-apunty the required $50,000:ilng fee. {

Pelham, in- response, countere'd'-.that ‘nothimg;pre\{qnted i¢ developers from-fing again. And they
could even do'se at no cost; Il‘-»the'codﬁty pac‘kagé's:it with -its-pro'posed comp‘-pla'n ‘changes neict year.

After McCollurn and ﬁronson recelved aﬂsv\n'ers to'a npmber of questmns they pcsed the Cabinet went
w&th Pelham. . g : -

Mch[lum was conserrred the Casq'os wera» nnt bEfﬁg slngledﬁout' Assured they were-. not he said he
was sympa:hgtlc to bdl:h suc{es, but dpg’ed,ta syppér;t-Pelham far Fea-r of. setting 3 Rew precedent

3 Brohson warned that thts casg, was the ﬁrsbgnot zx:ross‘the bow on; grawth

As communities struggie-with demand for grpyvth ahﬂ Etencmlc develcpment and are countered by
resldents' deslr‘es_to cheék tﬁat, 'th]; s whh!'s gumg*{‘.n h‘appen tmm ndw on, heé sa[d

With the vqte, tbe County Commfssmn hls BG ﬂays to resclnd tha.comp p!an arnendment approv!ng
the. Castra-pmject o : : . e '

o ;-ﬁ.“‘_, o

ald

1 the board doesnotrthe Cab?net oquid Impose sarictiotis, lncludiﬁg stﬂppmg the county of state-
shaped ravenues. )

"It was an amazing vlctory for. anybedy who want5 to be' part: ofthe system,” Woods ‘said after the
deds!qm attﬁbu&mg the eutcome to-"stubbmﬂnéss" an&'the lntegrlty bf’Pelham and: his staff ‘

a

"If you pay attentlon, know the rui’es aﬁd play b_v th rules, you can maice a: dlfference she sald,

srm woods had a seitse: she wculd'be back: sbmeday — somezhmg Keough concurred wlth

Kecugh said aﬁemard she was nct Sul—‘pl’lsed by the cablnet‘s vate But Irwlll not deter her frorn
prtﬂsmgforwamgxwitﬁ the prp}e‘ct e I BE

"We Were. looking‘to 735 the bﬁr (o g ow;th) she §ald "Sombthk)g w;H happen on tha!: land. It's not

ar
a matter ofIf, but whén J'mis ish' t the end ef the story. It's ]ust anothap chapter.

BHI Thnmpson ua,n-'be‘reachgd a't 8_5?-41 17. :

S
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