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DISCLAIMER 
 

Meetings are held in person with limited occupancy for social distancing. 
Members of the public are invited to attend in person or join the meeting 

virtually via Zoom with a computer or smart device. Attendees may also call 
into the meeting using the information provided on our website. 

 
To view upcoming meeting dates and locations, or for more information  

on upcoming meetings, visit https://lakecountyfl.gov/boardmeeting. 
 
This booklet has been prepared for the convenience of the Board of County Commissioners in 
discussing matters before them. Every effort has been made to include all items to be discussed at 
this Board of County Commissioners meeting; however, Commissioners may add items to the 
agenda up to 4 days prior to the meeting. They also may remove items from consideration at any 
time. While it has been the goal to present error-free information, we do not represent that 
documentation is without errors or omissions. 
 
In addition to regular Board meetings, the Board of County Commissioners may, from time to 
time, schedule a workshop during which they will receive information from staff, have discussions 
with staff and among themselves, and then proceed to give staff direction on the subject matter 
being discussed unless otherwise shown on the Agenda item. These discussions and workshops do 
not take the place of the formal public hearing process during which any member of the public 
may comment and formal action is taken. 
 
The Board and staff welcome written comments prior to workshops and other meetings. If you 
have comments or questions regarding the subject matter of any Board action or workshop, please 
deliver your written comments to appropriate County staff or mail to the Board of County 
Commissioners, Post Office Box 7800, Tavares, FL 32778. 
  

https://lakecountyfl.gov/boardmeeting


 

 

ITEMIZED AGENDA 

 
 April 7, 2026 

 
9:00 A.M. Invocation 
 
  Pledge of Allegiance 
 
  
I. AGENDA UPDATE 
  Discussion regarding proposed revisions to today's Agenda. 
    

 

II. ANNEXATION REPORT 
 

  
III. PUBLIC HEARINGS: REZONINGS (SEE SEPARATE AGENDA) 

 

     Tab 1 Public Hearings on Rezonings, Conditional Use Permits, and 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

 

  
IV. REGULAR AGENDA 

 

    
A. COUNTY ATTORNEY 

 
 

  Tab 2 Recommend approval and authorization for the County Attorney or 
designee to execute a Settlement Agreement for Voluntary Dismissal 
with Prejudice in KB Home Orlando, LLC (a/k/a Crescent Pines 
PUD) vs. Lake County, Florida (DOAH Case No. 25-006093). 

 

  
V. REPORTS 

 

    
A. County Attorney 

 

 

    
B. County Manager 

 
 

  
VI. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 

 

    
A. Commissioner Sabatini - District #1 

 

 

    
B. Commissioner Parks - District #2 

 
 

    
C. Commissioner Smith - District #3 

 

 

    



 

D. Commissioner Morris - District #5 
 

 

    
E. Commissioner Campione - Chairman and District #4 

 
 

 
 
 
The County Commission reserves the right to move any Agenda item to an earlier time during 
the day as its schedule permits, except in the case of items and appointments that have been 
advertised in a newspaper for a specific time. 

 
 

 
Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 286, Florida Statutes, Section 286.0105, if a person decides 
to appeal any decision made by the County Commission with respect to any matter considered at 
this Commission meeting, he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and that, for such 
purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which 
record may include the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. 

 
Persons with disabilities needing assistance to participate in any 

of these proceedings should contact (352) 343-9760 at least 48 
hours before the scheduled meeting; if you are hearing or voice 

impaired, call 711 or (352) 253-1840. 
 



 

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY MANAGER 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
DATE: 03/24/2026 MEETING DATE: 4/7/2026 
TO:  Jennifer Barker, County Manager ITEM TYPE: Public Hearing 
THRU:   
Michael Fitzgerald, Office of Planning & Zoning Director 

ITEM ID: 42799 

BY:  Eva Lora, Public Hearing Coordinator 
SUBJECT: Public Hearings on Rezonings, Conditional Use Permits, and 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

 
RECOMMENDATION/REQUIRED ACTION:   
Public Hearings on Rezonings, Conditional Use Permits, and Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments. 

 
BACKGROUND SUMMARY: 

 
Fiscal Impact: None 

Account No.:  

Advertised Date: February 20, 2026 & March 27, 2026 Paper: Daily Commercial 
Attachments:  
1. DidYouKnow PUD_4.2.24 
2. DidYouKnow_4.2.24 
3. BCC Agenda 
4. Tab 1 - Ordinance 2026-XX - Capurso Property (RZ) pdf 
5. Tab 2 - Ordinance 2026-XX - Orange Moutain Public Safety Tower (RZ) 
6. Tab 3 - Ordinance 2026-XX-Greater Groves PUD Amendment (RZ) 
7. Tab 4 - Ordinance 2026-XX-Cedar Creek RCS 
8. Tab 5 - Ordinance 2026-XX-Crescent Pines (RZ) 
9. Tab 6 - Ordinance 2026-XX-Serenoa PUD Amendment (RZ) 
10. PZB Minutes 

 
STAFF APPROVALS AND DATES: 
Eva Lora Created/Initiated - 03/24/2026 
Michael Fitzgerald Approved - 03/25/2026 
Kathleen Dial Approved - 03/25/2026 
Sheri Hutchinson Approved - 03/25/2026 
David Eichinger Approved - 03/25/2026 
Ron Falanga Approved - 03/25/2026 
Kandace Pourbaix Approved - 03/25/2026 
Miranda Lanoue Approved - 03/25/2026 
Melanie Marsh Approved - 03/26/2026 



 

 

Jennifer Barker Approved - 03/27/2026 
Marisol Saldana Final Approval - 03/27/2026 

 
ACTION TAKEN BY BOARD:  
Action: New Continued/Deferred Until:  
Other:   
  
 



 
 

What is a Large-Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment? 
 

• Each local government is required to have a Comprehensive Plan.  A Comprehensive Plan 
provides principles, guidelines, standards, and strategies for future development.  A 
Comprehensive Plan is organized into goals, objectives, and policies.   
 

• A Comprehensive Plan must include the following elements: Capital Improvements, 
Intergovernmental Coordination, Future Land Use/Future Land Use Map, Transportation, 
Public Facilities, Conservation, Recreation/Open Space, Housing, Property Rights, and 
Economic. 
 

• The Large-Scale Amendment process applies when a project is more than 50 acres in size. 
 

• Local Government must hold a Transmittal Hearing also known as the First Public Hearing.  
If the Amendment is approved for Transmittal, it is sent to the State for review.  The following 
State Agencies are included: Commerce, Transportation, Environmental Protection, State, 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Agriculture and Consumer Services, Education 
and the applicable Water Management District. 
 

• State Agencies have 30 days to return comments to the County. Once comments are 
received the County has 180 days to hold the Adoption Hearing also known as the Second 
Public Hearing.   
 

• The Board of County Commissioners may take one of the following actions after the Second 
Public Hearing:  Adopt the Amendment as it was Transmitted, Adopt the Amendment with 
changes based on State comments or public comments received at the hearing, or deny the 
Amendment. 
 

• See Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, for more information. 



 
 

Limits on Local Government Authority 
 

• The Florida Legislature passed a “Property Owner Bill of Rights” in 2019 that states each 
property owner has (1) the right to use, enjoy and dispose of their property and (2) the right to 
just compensation for property taken for a public purpose.  Sec. 70.002, F.S. 
 

• The Florida Law allows a property owner to sue the local government if the property owner 
believes a condition on the use of real property is more than what is necessary to address the 
impacts of the proposed use. If a property owner wins its lawsuit, the local government must 
pay damages, court costs and attorney fees.  Sec. 70.45, F.S. 
 

• The Florida Legislature created a law that allows a property owner to sue the local government 
if the government passes a law, regulation or ordinance that burdens, restricts or limits 
private property rights.  This is known as the “Bert J. Harris, Jr. Private Property Rights 
Protection Act.” If a property owner wins its lawsuit, the local government must pay damages, 
court costs and attorney fees. Sec. 70.001, F.S. 
 

• Local governments cannot hold a developer responsible to correct transportation problems 
that existed before the developer files an application. Sec.163.3180(5)(h)2.,F.S. 
 

• Local governments must allow a developer to move forward if they pay for or build 
transportation improvements that mitigate that their own impacts.  Sec. 
163.3180(5)(h)1.c.,F.S. 
 

• Local governments can deny a development for reasons other than transportation problems. 
Sec. 163.3180(5)3., F.S. 
 

• The County cannot impose architectural standards on any single family or duplex home, or 
within any zoning ordinance for development of a subdivision. Sec. 163.3202(5)(a), F.S. 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

(BCC) REZONING AGENDA 

APRIL 7,  2026 

Location & Time 
 

Commission Chambers 
County Admin. Building 
315 West Main Street 
Tavares, FL 32778-7800 
 
 
BCC: 9:00 a.m. 04/07/2026 
 

Planning & Zoning 
Board Members 

 

Laura Jones Smith, 
Chairman (District 2) 
 
Carroll Jaskulski,  
Vice Chairman (District 4) 
 
Judith Fike (District 1) 
 
Addie Owens (District 3) 
 
Dan Tatro (District 5) 
 
Sean Lahey  
(At-Large Representative) 
 
Mollie Cunningham 
(School Board 
Representative) 
 
Bill Mathias 
(Alternative School Board 
Representative) 
 
Mark W. McManus, Ex-
Officio, Non-Voting 
Military Representative 
 
 

 
The Lake County Planning & Zoning Board (PZB) is an advisory board to the Board 
of County Commissioners (BCC). It is responsible for reviewing changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan, zoning, conditional uses, mining site plans, and making 
recommendations on these applications to the Board of County Commissioners.   
 
The recommendations of the PZB are transmitted to the BCC for their consideration at 
a scheduled public hearing; these cases will be heard at the BCC hearing time, or soon 
thereafter. 

  

 Board of County Commissioners 

Anthony Sabatini       District 1   
Sean M. Parks       District 2 
Kirby Smith       District 3 
Leslie Campione      District 4 
Timothy Morris       District 5 
 
 

Lake County Staff 
Melanie Marsh, County Attorney 
Jennifer Barker, County Manager 
Kathleen Dial, Executive Director, Development Services 
Michael Fitzgerald, AICP, Director, Office of Planning & Zoning 
Janie Barrón, FRA-RP, Planning Manager, Office of Planning & Zoning 
Leslie Regan, Senior Planner, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Meagan Bracciale, Planner II, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Seth Lynch, Engineering & Operations Director, Public Works 
Sharon Lewis, Development Engineer, Public Works 
 
 
For any questions, comments, or concerns, please contact the Planning & Zoning 
Division at (352) 343-9641 or email pzinfo@lakecountyfl.gov.   

mailto:pzinfo@lakecountyfl.gov


Persons with disabilities needing assistance to participate in these proceedings 
should contact 352-343-0760 at least 48 hours before the scheduled meeting; if you 
are hearing or voice impaired, call 711 or 352-253-1840.       

 

 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
I. Consent Agenda 

The Consent Agenda contains items that are recommended for approval and that 
are not controversial.  The BCC will adopt the entire consent agenda in one 
motion if no one from the Board or audience has questions, concerns, or 
objections. An item may be removed from the Consent Agenda for a full public 
hearing at the request of any Commissioner, staff member, or member of the 
public. 
 
 
Tab 1 Ordinance #2026-XX Capurso Property (RZ) 
Tab 2 Ordinance #2026-XX Orange Mountain Public Safety Tower (RZ) 
Tab 3 Ordinance #2026-XX Greater Groves PUD Amendment (RZ) 
 

 
II. Regular Agenda 

 
Tab 4 Ordinance #2026-XX Cedar Creek Rural Conservation Subdivision 
Tab 5 Ordinance #2026-XX Crescent Pines (RZ) 
Tab 6 Ordinance #2026-XX Serenoa PUD Amendment (RZ) **Withdrawn** 
   

 
III. Annexation Report 
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Tab Number: 1 
Public Hearings: Planning & Zoning Board (PZB): March 4, 2026 
 Board of County Commissioners (BCC): April 7, 2026 
Case No. and Project Name:  PZ2025-206, Capurso Property  
Commission District: District 5 – Timothy Morris 
Applicant(s): Michael Rankin, LPG Urban and Regional Planners, LLC 
Owner(s): Frank A. Capurso 
Requested Action: Rezone approximately 1.75 +/- acres from Agriculture (A) District to Planned 

Commercial (CP) District to allow automotive repair and vehicular sales uses 
to facilitate the existing golf cart and motor vehicle repair and sales.  

Staff Determination: Staff finds the rezoning request is generally consistent with the Land 
Development Regulations (LDR) and inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan 
Policy I-1.3.10.3 

Case Manager: Meagan Bracciale, Planner II 
PZB Recommendation:  Approved on the Consent Agenda, unanimously.  
 

 
Subject Property Information 

Size: 1.75 +/- acres 
  Location: 3045 Eagles Nest Road, in the unincorporated Fruitland Park area. 
Alternate Key Nos.: 1282471  
Future Land Use Category: Urban Medium Density (Attachment “A”) 
Current Zoning District: Agriculture (A) District (Attachment “B”) 
Proposed Zoning District: Planned Commercial (CP) District (Attachment “C”) 
Flood Zone: “X”  
JPA/ISBA: The Town of Lady Lake Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement Area (ISBA) 
Overlay/Rural Protection Area: N/A 
Basin Management Action Plan  
(BMAP) Location: Upper Ocklawaha and Silver Springs 
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Adjacent Property Land Use Table 

- Summary of Analysis - 
The subject parcel is identified by Alternate Key Number 1282471 and contains approximately 1.75 +/- acres. 
The subject parcel is located at 3045 Eagles Nest Road, in the unincorporated Lady Lake area. The subject parcel 
is zoned Agriculture (A) district and designated with an Urban Medium Future Land Use Category (FLUC) by 
the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. The subject parcel is located partially within the US 27 Major Commercial 
Corridor. 
The Applicant seeks approval to rezone the subject parcel from Agriculture (A) District to Planned Commercial 
(CP) District to allow automotive repair and vehicular sales uses to facilitate the existing golf cart and motor 
vehicle repair and sales. For the purposes of this rezoning, a Motor Vehicle is defined as passenger cars weighing 
between 2,500 lbs. to 4,400 lbs., and SUVs and trucks weighing 5,000+ lbs., or less. 
The Concept Plan (Attachment “D”) depicts two (2) existing garages with associated parking, a carport, and 
landscape buffering. 
The subject parcel is located within the Town of Lady Lake Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA), and 
the application was provided to the Town of Lady Lake to review for a determination of consistency with their 
regulations. The Town of Lady Lake provided the following comments: 

“As you are probably aware, the site has been operating under the uses as proposed for some time 
now. The Town is not opposed to the rezoning or the proposed uses. Our utilities are several 
hundred feet away, with the closest location east of Highway 27/441 being at Hartsock Sawmill 
Road; therefore, we will not be in a position to offer any connections to the subject parcel. 
From traveling the road (Eagles Nest Rd.) over the years, I have noted that some of the display 
vehicles are set very near or within the ROW (as evidenced below). I would hope that for purposes 
of public safety that setbacks will be established through the site plan process to address this 
concern.” 

The Town of Lady Lake’s setback concern has been addressed in the proposed Ordinance under Section 1(B)(3): 
Setbacks: Setback shall be in accordance with the applicable provisions of the LDR, as amended. 
No vehicles, supplies, or equipment shall be permitted to be parked within the right-of-way or 
required landscape buffers at any time. 

Direction Future Land 
Use Zoning Existing Use Comments 

North Urban Medium 
Density 

Community Facility 
District (CFD)  Church Northside Christian Church at 

Fruitland Park Parsonage  

South Urban Medium 
Density 

Mobile Home 
Rental Park 

(RMRP) 
Residential Single-Family Residence 

East Urban Medium 
Density 

Community Facility 
District (CFD)  Church Northside Christian Church at 

Fruitland Park 

West Urban Medium 
Density 

Agriculture (A) 
District Vacant  Vacant Residential 
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For background purposes, historical aerial photographs, dating back to 2004 (Attachment “E”) show the subject 
parcel developed with a single-family residence and a detached garage structure. Between 2017 and 2019, the 
primary residence was destroyed by fire. Demolition permit number 2019040833 was issued in 2019 for the 
demolition of a burned house / unsafe structure. The residence was not replaced. 
On March 13, 2025, the subject property received a code violation for conversion of the single-family residence 
to commercial use, and the operation of golf cart sales and storage on residential property (Attachment “F”). 
Additional photographs of the business structure are included in Attachment “G”. 
Needs Assessment: Currently, there is an existing golf cart retailer, that also offers repair, maintenance and 
customization services, just over a half mile (0.56 miles) away from the subject property, located at the corner of 
US Highway 27 and Grays Airport Road. The nearest existing automotive repair shop is located just over a quarter 
of a mile (0.29 miles) away from the subject property. Staff finds that the subject parcel’s surrounding area is 
already served by the above-mentioned businesses offering these services and adding another would not provide 
significant value or differentiation. 
If approved, this rezoning will assist in bringing the property into compliance and to resolve Code Case 
#2025030109. The Owner will then be required to submit for an obtain an approved site plan . Should the Board 
approve this request, the Applicant will be required to obtain zoning and building permits to comply with Lake 
County Land Development Regulations.  
If denied, the subject property Owner must cease using the property for automotive repairs and sales and will be 
required to take one of two (2) actions: 

a. A new single-family residence must be permitted and constructed on the subject parcel pursuant to LDR 
10.01.01(A), entitled General Requirements for Accessory Structures, which states that accessory 
structures used in conjunction with a residential dwelling unit may be allowed on a lot, provided that there 
shall be a lawful dwelling unit on the lot. The property Owner may also apply for a variance to LDR 
10.01.01(F, entitled Residential Accessory and Temporary Structures and Uses, to allow an accessory 
structure (the current front facing garage building) to be located in front of the required new residence and 
less than one hundred (100) feet from the property line. The subject garage building appears to measure 
approximately ninety-seven (97) feet from the front property line. 

b. All accessory structures must be removed/demolished to bring the subject parcel in compliance with LDR 
10.01.01(A), entitled General Requirements for Accessory Structures, which states that accessory 
structures used in conjunction with a residential dwelling unit may be allowed on a lot, provided that there 
shall be a lawful dwelling unit on the lot. 

The Applicant provided a Project Narrative for the rezoning request as shown on Attachment “H”. 
Table 1. Existing and Property Development Standards. 

 
Zoning 
District 

Allowable 
Developme
nt Program 

Proposed Development 
Program 

Maximum 
Impervious 

Surface 
Ratio 

Minimu
m Open 
Space 

Building 
Height 

Existing Agriculture 
(A) District 1DU/5AC N/A 0.10 N/A 40-FT 

Proposed 
Planned 

Commercial 
(CP) District  

2.0 FAR 
Golf Cart and Motor 
Vehicle Repair and 

Sales 
0.70 0.20 50-FT 
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– Staff Analysis – 
LDR Section 14.05.03 (Standards for Review) 

A. Whether the rezoning is in conflict with any applicable provisions of the Code (Land Development 
Regulations).  
The rezoning request is consistent with LDR Section 3.00.02(U) entitled Purpose and Intent of Districts, 
which states that the purpose of the planned commercial district is to provide for any commercial land 
currently available in any other commercial district and to provide for any commercial land use for which no 
provision is made elsewhere in these regulations. The intent of this zoning district is to establish "CP" districts 
individually under approved site plans, submitted either at the initial rezoning stage or prior to the actual 
development of the property, and conditions necessary to promote the general welfare and to secure economic 
and coordinated land use.  
The rezoning request is consistent with LDR Table 3.00.03 entitled Land Use – Zoning District Matrix, which 
states that the Planned Commercial (CP) district is compatible with the Urban Medium FLUC. 
The rezoning request is consistent with LDR Section 3.01.03 entitled, Schedule of Permitted and Conditional 
Uses, which states that automotive repair and vehicular sales are permitted within the Planned Commercial 
(CP) zoning district. 
The concept plan depicts consistency with LDR Section 3.02.06, which states that the maximum Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for the Planned Commercial (CP) District is 2.0, and the maximum Impervious Surface Ratio 
(ISR) is 0.70. Pursuant to the Concept Plan (Attachment “D”), the proposed FAR of 0.06 and the proposed 
ISR of 0.18 are consistent with the maximum FAR and maximum ISR of the Planned Commercial (CP) zoning 
district. Pursuant to the Concept Plan (Attachment “D”), the proposed landscape buffers and setbacks will 
also comply with LDR Section 9.01.06, entitled Landscape Buffer Requirements, and LDR Table 3.02.05, 
entitled Setback Requirements. 
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the LDR, as amended. 

B. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with all elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  
The rezoning request is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10, entitled Commercial Activities 
within the Urban Future Land Use Series, which states this policy applies to commercial development within 
the Urban Future Land Use Series. The subject parcel is located within the Urban Future Land Use Series in 
accordance with Comprehensive Plan Objective I-1.3, which states that FLUCs within the Urban FLU Series 
include the Urban Medium Density FLUC. 
The rezoning request is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.3, entitled Urban Medium Density 
Future Land Use Category, which states that the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the Urban Medium 
FLUC is 0.35, and the maximum Impervious Surface Ratio (ISR) is 0.70. Pursuant to the Concept Plan 
(Attachment “D”), the proposed FAR is 0.06 and the proposed ISR is 0.18. 
The rezoning request is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10, entitled Commercial Activities 
within the Urban Future Land Use Series, which states that within the Urban Future Land Use Series, Lake 
County shall allocate sufficient land area to accommodate commercial activities that provide goods and 
services. Commercial uses shall include commercial, retail, office, and limited light industrial uses and other 
uses commonly associated with these activities. 
The rezoning request is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10.6, entitled Criteria for 
Commercial Corridors, which states that certain roadway corridors within the County have become 
established over time as significant corridors for commercial development. Infill development shall be 
encouraged within Commercial Corridors. Approximately half of the subject parcel lies within the designated 
US 27 Major Commercial Corridor (Attachment “I”). 
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Comprehensive Plan Policy IX-3.1.2, entitled Mandatory Sewer Connection, states that at a minimum, Lake 
County shall require new development within the Urban Future Land Use Series to connect to public sanitary 
sewer, when available. Where a public sanitary sewer system is not available, a new development exceeding 
a density of one unit per net acre shall provide a regional/sub-regional sanitary sewer system, unless exempted 
by the Board of County Commissioners. Central utility service is currently unavailable to the property. The 
proposed continuation of the current development on the subject parcel does not exceed one (1) unit per net 
acre. Therefore, the subject property is in compliance with Policy IX-3.1.2 and will continue to be serviced 
by the existing septic, until such time as (1) the septic system reaches end of life and requires replacement 
and (2) central or public sewer service becomes available, in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and 
LDR, as amended.  
Comprehensive Plan Policy IX-2.2.2, entitled Mandatory Central Water Connection, states that at a 
minimum, Lake County shall require new development within the Urban Future Land Use Series to connect 
to public water system, when available. Where central systems are not available, a new development 
exceeding a density of one unit per net acre shall provide a central water system, unless exempted by the 
Board of County Commissioners. Central utility service is currently unavailable to the property. The proposed 
continuation of the current development on the subject parcel does not exceed one (1) unit per net acre. 
Therefore, the subject property is in compliance with Policy IX-2.2.2 and will continue to be serviced by the 
existing well, until such time as (1) the potable water system reaches fails and requires replacement and (2) 
central or public water service becomes available, in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as 
amended.  
Comprehensive Plan Policy IX-3.1.1, entitled Regional Wastewater Service Criteria, states that developments 
within the Urban Future Land Use Series, with an expected flow of at least 100,000 gallons per day (GPD) or 
a density greater than one (1) unit per net acre must be connected to a regional sewer system. Central utility 
service is currently unavailable to the property. The proposed continuation of the current development on the 
subject parcel does not exceed one (1) unit per net acre and is not expected to render a flow of at least 100,000 
GPD. Therefore, the subject property is in compliance with Policy IX-3.1.1 and will continue to be serviced 
by the existing well and septic, until such time as (1) the septic system reaches end of life and requires 
replacement and (2) central or public sewer service becomes available, in accordance with the Comprehensive 
Plan and LDR, as amended.  
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the Comprehensive Plan. 
Inconsistencies:  
The rezoning request is partially inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10.3. The proposed use 
is inconsistent with the neighboring agriculture and residential uses that were established prior to the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan, which was enacted on September 11, 2011. While the proposed use is partially 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10.3, entitled Commercial Site Design and 
Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses, due to the historical agriculture and residential uses, the proposed 
use is consistent with the Commercial Activities within the Urban Future Land Use Series and Commercial 
Corridors. The adjacent Community Facility District (F.K.A.: Public Facilities District) parcel was established 
on September 8, 1987, prior to the current Comprehensive Plan implementation. The CFD use established 
Site Plan 88 and a rezoning request to amend the previous 1987-60 ordinance was approved by the Board of 
County Commissioners on August 1, 2012, after the 2030 Comprehensive Plan was enacted. 

C. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning is inconsistent with existing and proposed 
land uses.  
The request is consistent with LDR Section 3.00.03 entitled Consistency of Zoning Districts With Land Use 
Classifications, which indicates that the Planned Commercial (CP) zoning district is allowable within the 
Urban Medium Density FLU (F.K.A.: Urban Maximum Density). 
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The rezoning request is consistent with intent of Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10, entitled Commercial 
Activities within the Urban Future Land Use Series, which encourages that sufficient land area shall be 
allocated to accommodate commercial activities that provide goods and services, with consideration to 
economic benefits and environmental impacts to the County. 
The rezoning request is generally consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10.03, entitled 
Commercial Site Design and Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses, which states that The County shall 
require landscaped buffers, use of open space, and architectural/artistic elements as appropriate to ensure 
compatibility between commercial and residential uses. Commercial features and signage shall be designed 
to enhance community aesthetics, maintain neighborhood viability, reduce incompatibility with adjacent uses, 
and limit glare and noise. This is demonstrated on the Concept Plan (Attachment “D”) where the proposed 
site plan incorporates landscape buffers between the development on the subject property and the adjacent, 
historically designated/developed residential and agricultural parcels, as well as landscape buffering intended 
to screen the proposed development from the adjacent CFD parcel. 
Pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10.03, entitled Commercial Site Design and Compatibility with 
Adjacent Land Uses, the design of commercial development shall not compromise the integrity of adjacent 
uses or encroach upon conservation or environmentally sensitive areas. Through the site planning process, the 
proposed use will be designed in accordance with the Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive 
Plan, as amended, to preserve the integrity of the adjacent, historically developed, residential uses. 
Additionally, the proposed development does not encroach upon conservation or environmentally sensitive 
areas and does not lie within any established environmentally protected overlay areas,  
The proposed use is inconsistent with the neighboring agriculture and residential uses that were established 
prior to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan, which was enacted on September 11, 2011. While the proposed use is 
partially inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.3.10.3, entitled Commercial Site Design and 
Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses, due to the historical agriculture and residential uses, the proposed 
use is consistent with the Commercial Activities within the Urban Future Land Use Series and Commercial 
Corridors. The adjacent Community Facility District (F.K.A.: Public Facilities District) parcel was established 
on September 8, 1987, prior to the current Comprehensive Plan implementation. The CFD use established 
Site Plan 88 and a rezoning request to amend the previous 1987-60 ordinance was approved by the Board of 
County Commissioners on August 1, 2012, after the 2030 Comprehensive Plan was enacted.   
Furthermore, the subject parcel is located within the US 27 major commercial corridor, and the proposed use 
encourages and provides a transition between the intention of the Urban Future Land Use Series, and adjacent 
historical uses and Commercial Corridors permitted within the Urban Medium Density FLUC.  

D. Whether there have been changed conditions that justify a rezoning.  
The Applicant is proposing to rezone the subject parcel to facilitate golf cart and motor vehicle repair and 
sales.  A Notice of Code Violation was issued by the Office of Building Services on March 13, 2025, for 
conversion of the single-family residence to commercial use, and the operation of golf cart sales and storage 
on residential property (Attachment “F”). 
 

E. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in demands on public facilities, 
and whether, or to the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would exceed the capacity of such public 
facilities, including, but not limited to police, roads, sewage facilities, water supply, drainage, solid 
waste, parks and recreation, schools and fire and emergency medical facilities. 
Any future development of this property will require an analysis via submittal of a development application 
to demonstrate that the proposed development does not adversely impact the County’s adopted levels of 
service to public facilities and services. 
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Water and Sewage 
The proposed development will be served by a well and septic system and shall comply with the Florida 
Department of Health (DOH – Lake County) / Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FLDEP) 
Regulations, as amended. 
Schools 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact school concurrency or levels of service. 
Parks 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact park capacity or levels of service. 
Solid Waste 
The proposed request is not anticipated to adversely impact solid waste capacities or levels of service. 
Public Safety 
Lake County Fire Station #53, 2505 Spring Lake Road, Fruitland Park, is located less than one (1) mile from 
the subject property. Fire protection water supply and emergency access will be addressed during the site plan 
review process, should the rezoning request be approved by the Board.  
Transportation Concurrency 
The standard Level of Service (LOS) for the impacted roadway of Eagles Nest Road is “D” with capacity of 
752 trips in the peak direction. Currently the impacted segment from US 27 to CR 466B is operating at thirty-
four percent volume to capacity ratio (v/c) (34%) in the PM Peak Direction (LOS “C”). This project will be 
generating approximately fourteen (14) PM peak hour trips, in which seven (7) trips will impact the peak hour 
direction, increasing the v/c to thirty-five percent (35%). LOS “C” 
A Request for Exemption from doing a Tier 1 Traffic Impact Analysis is required prior to site plan approval. 

F. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in significant adverse impacts 
on the natural environment. 
Per the Applicant’s Project Narrative, “The proposed CP will not significantly impact the natural 
environment. The subject site is not within the 100-year flood plain and contains no waterbodies or wetlands. 
Buffers, provision of central water and sewer, and stormwater management facilities will provide additional 
protection to the area.” 
An environmental assessment will be required with the site plan application to indicate the presence of 
vegetation, soils, wetlands, and threatened and endangered species on the site. Any required State permitting 
or mitigation will be obtained before development can commence. All sensitive resources will be addressed 
through the development review process. New development will be required to meet all criteria specified by 
the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations (LDR).  

G. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would affect the property values in the area. 
Per the Applicant’s Project Narrative, “The rezoning should not have a negative impact on property values.”  

H. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in an orderly and logical 
development pattern. 
The area surrounding the subject parcel was developed historically with residential uses prior to the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan, enacted on September 11, 2011, which established the US 27 major commercial 
corridor. While the proposed use is inconsistent with the historically developed neighboring agriculture and 
residential uses, non-residential uses have been slowly developing since the mid-1980’s. 
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Furthermore, as subject parcel is located within the US 27 major commercial corridor, and the proposed use 
encourages and provides a transition between the Commercial Corridor permitted within the Urban Medium 
Density FLUC, and adjacent historical uses.  

I. Whether the proposed rezoning would be in conflict with the public interest, and in harmony with the 
purpose and intent of these Regulations. 
The proposed rezoning application is generally in harmony with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and 
LDR as stated in Sections A through H above.  

J. Any other matters that may be deemed appropriate by the Lake County Zoning Board or the Board of 
County Commissioners, in review and consideration of the proposed rezoning. 
N/A 
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Attachment “A” – Current Future Land Use Map 
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Attachment “B” – Current Zoning District Map 
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Attachment “C” – Proposed Zoning District Map 
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Attachment “D” – Concept Plan (1 of 2)  
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Attachment “D” – Concept Plan (2 of 2) 
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Attachment “E” – 2004 Historical Aerial of Subject Parcel 
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Attachment “F” – Notice of Code Violation 
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Attachment “G” – Exterior of Building 
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Attachment “H” – Project Narrative (1 of 3) 
  



PZ2025-206, Capurso Property  

 

Page 18 of 22 

Attachment “H” – Project Narrative (2 of 3) 
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Attachment “H” – Project Narrative (3 of 3) 
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Attachment “I” – Major Commercial Corridor Map   
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Map of Subject Property 
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Aerial Map of Subject Property 
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ORDINANCE #2026-___ 1 

 2 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 3 
COMMISSIONERS AMENDING THE LAKE COUNTY ZONING MAPS; 4 
REZONING APPROXIMATELY 1.75 +/- ACRES FROM AGRICULTURE (A) 5 
DISTRICT TO PLANNED COMMERCIAL (CP) DISTRICT TO FACILITATE 6 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A GOLF CART AND MOTOR VEHICLE REPAIR 7 
AND SALES SHOP FOR THE PARCEL IDENTIFIED AS ALTERNATE KEY 8 
NUMBER 1282471, LOCATED IN SECTION 27, TOWNSHIP 18 SOUTH, RANGE 9 
24 EAST; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  10 

 WHEREAS, Michael Rankin, (the “Applicant”) submitted a rezoning application on 11 
behalf of Frank A. Capurso (the “Owner”), to rezone approximately 1.75 +/- acres from 12 
Agriculture (A) District to Planned Commercial (CP) District to facilitate a golf cart and motor 13 
vehicle repair and sales shop; and  14 

 WHEREAS, the subject property consists of approximately 1.75 +/- acres located at 3045 15 
Eagles Nest Road, in the unincorporated Lady Lake area in Section 27, Township 18 South, Range 16 
24 East, known as Alternate Key Number 1282471, and more particularly described in Exhibit 17 
“A”; and 18 

WHEREAS, the property is located within the Urban Medium Density Future Land Use 19 
Category; and 20 

WHEREAS, the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board did on the 4th day of March, 21 
2026, review Petition PZ2025-206; after giving Notice of Hearing on petition for a change in the 22 
use of land, including notice that the Ordinance would be presented to the Board of County 23 
Commissioners of Lake County, Florida, on the 7th day of April, 2026; and 24 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed the petition, the 25 
recommendations of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board, and any comments, favorable 26 
or unfavorable, from the public and surrounding property owners at a Public Hearing duly 27 
advertised; and 28 

WHEREAS, upon review, certain terms pertaining to the development of the above-29 
described property have been duly approved. 30 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of County Commissioners of 31 
Lake County, Florida, that: 32 

Section 1.  Terms: The County Manager or designee shall amend the Lake County Zoning Map 33 
from Agriculture (A) District to Planned Commercial (CP) District for the property 34 
described in Exhibit “A”. The adoption of this Ordinance shall supersede and replace 35 
any previous ordinance on the property. The uses of the property shall be limited to the 36 
uses specified in this Ordinance and generally consistent with the “Conceptual Plan” 37 
attached hereto as Exhibit “B”. 38 
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A. Land Uses. 1 

1. Automotive Repair, specifically Golf Cart and Motor Vehicle 2 
Repair/Restoration and Maintenance. 3 

2. Vehicular Sales, specifically Golf Cart Retail and Motor Vehicle Retail. 4 
3. For the purposes of this Ordinance, a Motor Vehicle is defined passenger cars 5 

weighing between 2,500 lbs. to 4,400 lbs., and SUVs and trucks weighing 6 
5,000+ lbs., or less. 7 

4. Accessory Uses directly associated with the above uses may be approved by the 8 
County Manager or designee.  9 

5. Any other use of the site not specified above shall require approval of an 10 
amendment to this Ordinance by the Board of County Commissioners. 11 

B. Development Standards: 12 

1. Commercial Design Standards: Commercial design standards shall be 13 
adhered to consistent with the Land Development Regulations (LDR), as 14 
amended. 15 

2. Open Space, Impervious Surface Ratio and Building Height: Open space, 16 
impervious surface ratio, and building height shall be in accordance with 17 
the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 18 

3. Setbacks: Setback shall be in accordance with the applicable provisions of 19 
the LDR, as amended. No vehicles, supplies, or equipment shall be 20 
permitted to be parked or stored within the right-of-way or required 21 
landscape buffers at any time. 22 

4. Landscaping, Buffering and Screening: Landscaping, buffering, and 23 
screening shall be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as 24 
amended. 25 

5. Parking: Parking shall be in accordance with the applicable provisions of 26 
the LDR, as amended.  27 

6. Transportation/Access Management: All access management shall be in 28 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 29 

7. Lighting: All development will adhere to the dark-sky principles set forth 30 
in Section 3.09.00, Land Development Regulations, as amended. 31 

8. Solid Waste, and Waste Oil/Chemical Disposal: The facility shall comply 32 
with the solid waste and hazardous waste disposal requirements of State 33 
Land Agencies, such as Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 34 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), as amended.   35 

C. Fire: Compliance with Florida Fire Prevention Code and LDR's regarding adequate 36 
water supply and emergency access is required. The Florida Fire Prevention Code 37 
mandates specific fire protection features based on occupancy; these items will be 38 
addressed during the building permitting phase. (i.e., automatic sprinkler system 39 
and fire alarm). 40 

D. Utilities: The subject property may continue to be serviced by the existing well and 41 
septic, until such time as the development renders a flow of at least 100,000 gallons 42 



Ordinance 2026 - _____, Capurso Property 
 

Page 3 of 7 

per day (GPD) or (1) the septic system reaches end of life and requires replacement 1 
and (2) central or public sewer service becomes available, in accordance with the 2 
Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. If the existing septic system reaches 3 
end of life and requires replacement prior to central or public sewer service 4 
becoming available, the system shall be replaced with a DWTS or an enhanced 5 
system. 6 

E. Signage: All signage must be in accordance with the LDR, as amended.  7 

F. Noise: Compliance shall be in accordance with the LDR, as amended. 8 

G. Concurrency Management Requirements: All development must comply with 9 
the Lake County Concurrency Management System, as amended. 10 

H. Development Review and Approval: Prior to the issuance of any permits, the 11 
Owner shall be required to submit a site plan application generally consistent with 12 
Exhibit “B” (Conceptual Plan), attached, for review and approval in accordance 13 
with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.  14 

I. Future Amendments to Statutes, Codes, Plan, and/or Regulations: The specific 15 
references in this Ordinance to the Florida Statutes, Florida Administrative Code, 16 
Lake County Comprehensive Plan, and Land Development Regulations (LDR) 17 
shall include any future amendments to the Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or 18 
Regulations. 19 

J. Environmental Requirements. Environmental resources shall be protected in 20 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.  21 

K. Stormwater and Floodplain Management. The stormwater management system 22 
shall be designed in accordance with all applicable Lake County and St. Johns River 23 
Water Management District (SJRWMD) requirements, as amended.  24 

The Owner shall be responsible for any flood studies required for developing the 25 
site and comply with FEMA, Comprehensive Plan and Land Development 26 
Regulations, as amended. Any development within the floodplain as identified on 27 
the FEMA maps will require compensating storage. 28 

L. Mass Grading for Site Development. All grading for site development shall be in 29 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 30 

Section 2. Conditions. 31 

A. After establishment of the facilities as provided herein, the property shall only be 32 
used for the purposes named in this ordinance. Any other proposed use must be 33 
specifically authorized by the Board of County Commissioners. 34 

B. No person, firm, or corporation may erect, construct, enlarge, alter, repair, remove, 35 
improve, move, convert, or demolish any building structure, or alter the land in any 36 
manner within the boundaries of the above-described land without first obtaining 37 
the necessary approvals, including site plan approval, in accordance with the Lake 38 
County Code, as amended, and obtaining the permits required from the other 39 
appropriate governmental agencies. 40 
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C. This Ordinance will inure to the benefit of and will constitute a covenant running 1 
with the land and the terms, conditions, and provisions of this Ordinance, and will 2 
be binding upon the present Owner and any successor and will be subject to each 3 
condition in this Ordinance. 4 

D. Construction and operation of the proposed use shall always comply with the 5 
regulations of this and other governmental permitting agencies. 6 

E. The transfer of ownership or lease of any or all the property described in this 7 
Ordinance must include in the transfer or lease agreement, a provision that the 8 
purchaser or lessee is made aware of the conditions established by this Ordinance 9 
and agrees to be bound by these conditions. The purchaser or lessee may request a 10 
change from the existing plans and conditions by following procedures contained 11 
in the LDR, as amended. 12 

F. The Lake County Code Enforcement Special Master will have authority to enforce 13 
the terms and conditions set forth in this ordinance and to recommend that the 14 
ordinance be revoked. 15 

Section 3. No Estoppel: Approval of this ordinance cannot be relied upon to assert a claim of 16 
estoppel against the County if the property identified herein cannot be developed due to 17 
the inability to meet other requirements under the applicable Land Development 18 
Regulations. The Owner is solely responsible for performing any necessary due 19 
diligence to ensure the property will appropriately support future development. 20 

Section 4.  Severability: If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is held to be 21 
invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, the holding will in no 22 
way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 23 

Section 5.  Filing with the Department of State. The Clerk is hereby directed forthwith to send a 24 
copy of this Ordinance to the Secretary of State for the State of Florida in accordance 25 
with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes. 26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

 30 

 31 

 32 

 33 

 34 

 35 

 36 

 37 

REMAINDER OF THE PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 38 

39 
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Section 6.  Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective upon recordation in the public 1 
records of Lake County, Florida. The Applicant shall be responsible for all recording 2 
fees. 3 

ENACTED this _________day of       , 2026. 4 
 5 

FILED with the Secretary of State       , 2026. 6 
 7 

EFFECTIVE          , 2026. 8 
            9 
 10 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 11 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 12 
 13 
 14 
       15 
LESLIE CAMPIONE, CHAIRMAN 16 

 17 
ATTEST: 18 
 19 
_______________________________________ 20 
GARY J. COONEY, CLERK OF THE 21 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 22 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 23 
 24 
 25 
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY: 26 
 27 
________________________________________ 28 
MELANIE MARSH, COUNTY ATTORNEY  29 

30 
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EXHIBIT “A” – LEGAL DESCRIPTION. 1 
 2 

 3 
 4 

5 
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EXHIBIT “B” – CONCEPTUAL PLAN. 1 

 2 
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Tab Number: 2 
Public Hearing Date: Planning and Zoning Board (PZB): March 4, 2026 
 Board of County Commissioners (BCC): April 7, 2026 
Case No. and Project Name:  PZ2026-16, Orange Mountain Public Safety Tower 
Commissioner District: District 1 – Anthony Sabatini 
Applicant(s): Michelle Wilkinson and Greg Holcomb  
Owner(s): Lake County BCC 
Requested Action: 1.  Rezone approximately 7.33 +/- acres from Agriculture (A) District 

to Community Facility District (CFD) to allow a three hundred and 
twenty (320) foot communications tower. 

 2.   Remove parcel identified by Alternate Key Number 3960771 from 
Mining Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) Ordinance #2017-61.  

3. Waivers to LDR Sections 3.13.09(B)(1), 3.13.09(B)(2), 
3.13.09(B)(4), and 3.13.13(A), to 1) allow the proposed tower to be off-
centered on the parcel, in lieu of being centered within the boundaries 
of the property, to 2) allow the proposed tower to be less than one 
hundred (100) feet from the property lines, in lieu of the required one 
hundred (100) foot minimum setback, to 3) allow a lattice design 
communications tower to be located closer than one thousand three 
hundred and twenty (1,320) feet from residential units located on 
adjacent parcels, and to 4) allow the proposed telecommunications 
tower to be developed without landscaping the site, in lieu of the 
required Type A Buffer installation around the outside of the fenced 
compound. 

Staff Determination: If all requested waivers are approved, the rezoning request would be 
consistent with the Land Development Regulations (LDR) and 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Case Manager: Meagan Bracciale, Planner II 

PZB Recommendation: Approved on the Consent Agenda, unanimously.  
 

Subject Property Information 
Size: 7.33 +/- gross acres 
Location: East of US Highway 27 on Schofield Road, in the unincorporated 

Clermont area 
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Alternate Key No.:  3960771 
Future Land Use: Neighborhood (Attachment “A”) 
Current Zoning District: Agriculture (A) subject to Mining Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) 

#17-03-2 by Ordinance #2017-61 (Attachment “B”) 
Proposed Zoning District: Community Facility District (CFD) (Attachment “C”) 
JPA/ISBA: Clermont Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) Area 
Overlay/Rural Protection Area: Wellness Way Overlay Area 
Flood Zone(s): “X” and “AE” 
BMAP Location: Lake Okeechobee 

 Adjacent Property Land Use Table  

– Summary of Request – 
The subject parcel is identified by Alternate Key Number 3960771 and contains approximately 7.33 +/- 
acres. The subject parcel is zoned Agriculture (A) District, subject to Mining Conditional Use Permit 
(MCUP) #17-03-2 by Ordinance #2017-61 and is designated with a Neighborhood Future Land Use 
Category (FLUC) by the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. The subject parcel is currently vacant. 
The Applicant seeks rezoning approval to facilitate construction of a 320-foot telecommunications tower. 
The tower is designed to significantly enhance wireless service coverage and network capacity for public 
safety communications in the surrounding region, directly responding to the growing demand for public 
safety and emergency services. The structure has been engineered to allow for future co-location to reduce 
infrastructure redundancy and minimize the need for additional towers in the area. A Concept Plan was 
provided by the Applicant (Attachment “D”). 
The Applicant is requesting the following waivers: 

1) LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(1), to allow the proposed telecommunications tower to constructed off-
center on the parcel, in lieu of being centered within the boundaries of the property; and 

Direction Future Land 
Use Zoning Existing Use Comments 

North Neighborhood Agriculture (A) District Sand Mine Cemex Sand Mine; MCUP 
2017-61 

South Neighborhood 
Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) 
District 

Vacant 
Residential 

Future Site of Lake Haven 
Estates Subdivision 

East Neighborhood Agriculture (A) District Sand Mine Cemex Sand Mine; MCUP 
2017-61 

West US 27 
Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) 
District 

Lake Trout Lake 
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2) LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(2), to allow the proposed telecommunications tower to be less than one 
hundred (100) feet from the property lines, in lieu of the required one hundred (100) foot minimum 
setback; and 

3) LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(4), to allow the telecommunications tower to be located closer than one 
thousand three hundred and twenty (1,320) feet from residential units located on adjacent parcels; 
and 

4) LDR Section 3.13.13(A), to allow the proposed telecommunications tower to be developed without 
landscaping the site, in lieu of the required Type A Buffer installation around the outside of the 
fenced compound. 

The Concept Plan (Attachment “D”) depicts a proposed 100’X100’ fenced tower compound, including 
multiple future equipment areas, generator, equipment shelter and waveguide bridge, propane tank, and a 
320’ self-supported tower. The proposed compound is located forty-nine (49) feet from the right-of-way 
of Schofield Road and twenty-five (25) feet from the southern property line, adjacent to an unnamed clay 
road. 

Table 1. Existing and Proposed Development Standards. 
 

Zoning 
District 

Allowable 
Development 

Program 

Proposed 
Development 

Program 

Maximum 
Impervious 

Surface 
Ratio 

Maximum 
Floor Area 

Ratio 

Minimum 
Open 
Space 

Building 
Height 

Existing Agriculture 
(A) District 

1 DU/5AC 
and Sand 

Mine 
N/A 0.10 

 
 N/A 40-FT 

Proposed 

Community 
Facility 
District 
(CFD) 

N/A Communications 
Tower 0.80 1.0 FAR 0.30 50-FT 

The subject parcel is located within the Wellness Way Overlay Area as defined in Comprehensive Plan 
Goal I-8, entitled Wellness Way Area Plan. The intent of the Wellness Way Area Plan, which is an Urban 
Service Area as defined under Section 163.3164(53), Florida Statutes, is to create a long-term master plan 
for the South Lake region which promotes significant economic development while encouraging fiscally 
efficient and well-balanced development patterns that minimize environmental impacts and leverage 
existing resources.  
The subject parcel is located within the City of Clermont Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) 
area, and the application was provided to the City of Clermont to review for a determination of 
consistency with their regulations. The City of Clermont had no comments regarding the proposed 
rezoning.  
For background purposes, Lake County has received an American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) Grant for the 
Orange Mountain/Wellness Way Public Safety Communication Tower; however, all work must be 
completed and all funds expended by December 31, 2026.  
The Applicant provided a Project Narrative shown on Attachment “E”. 

– Staff Analysis – 
LDR Section 14.03.03 (Standards for Review) 
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A. Whether the rezoning is in conflict with any applicable provisions of the Code (Land 
Development Regulations).  
The application seeks rezoning approval for a 320-foot telecommunications tower in a Community 
Facility District (CFD) zoning. The proposed use is consistent with LDR Table 3.01.03, Schedule of 
Permitted and Conditional Uses, which permits telecommunication towers within the Community 
Facility District (CFD). 
Consistencies: 
The request is consistent with LDR Section 3.13.03(A), Structural Design, which requires all 
Communications Towers to be designed to collapse only within the property lines of the Lot on which 
the Communications Tower is located if there is a structural failure or catastrophic event. The 
Applicant has provided a Fall Radius Determination letter signed and sealed by a licensed professional 
engineer for the proposed telecommunications tower (Attachment “F”) attesting that the design meets 
this requirement. 
The request is consistent with LDR Section 3.13.09(A), Setbacks, which states that equipment 
facilities and guyed support structures shall meet a setback of twenty-five (25) feet from property lines 
or the Zoning District setback, whichever is greater. 
The request is consistent with LDR Section 3.13.10, Tower Table 2, Separation between Towers, 
which establishes setbacks for communication towers as shown in the Separation Tower Map 
(Attachment “G”). 
The proposed development will be consistent with LDR Section 3.13.02(B), Compliance with County, 
State and Federal Regulations, which states that new development will be required to meet all 
applicable fire safety codes, building codes, and technical codes adopted by Lake County, as amended. 
The proposed development will be consistent with LDR Section 3.13.02(C), Compliance with County, 
State and Federal Regulations, which states that new development will be required to meet all 
applicable Federal and State Regulations. 
Inconsistencies: 
The request is inconsistent with LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(1), Setbacks, which requires 
telecommunications towers to be centered on the parcel. The Applicant is seeking a waiver to the 
requirement that the tower be centered on the property due to the topography.  In lieu of the center, 
the Applicant is requested to locate the tower as show in the Concept Plan (Attachment “D”). 
Due to the size and shape of the subject parcel, the request is also inconsistent with LDR Section 
3.13.09(B)(2), Setbacks, which requires telecommunications towers to be a minimum of one hundred 
(100) feet from the property lines. The Applicant is seeking a waiver, to allow the proposed tower to 
be less than one hundred (100) feet from the property lines, in lieu of the required one hundred (100) 
foot minimum setback. 
The proposed request is inconsistent with LDR Section 3.13.09, Tower Table 1, Additional Tower 
Setbacks, which requires the proposed telecommunication tower design to be located 1,320 feet from 
residentially or PUD zoned lands.  The Applicant is seeking a waiver to allow the telecommunications 
tower to be located closer than one-thousand three hundred and twenty (1,320) feet from platted, 
residential lots located on adjacent parcels. 
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The request is inconsistent with LDR Section 3.13.13(A), Landscaping, which requires the visual 
impact of a communications tower to be mitigated for nearby viewers through landscaping at the base 
of the Communications Tower and ancillary structures. A Type ‘A’ landscape buffer is required to be 
installed on the outside of fences or walls. However, LDR Section 3.13.13(B), Landscaping, states 
that at the public hearing at which the CFD zoning or Conditional Use Permit is approved, the Board 
of County Commissioners may waive all or part of the landscaping requirements if the Board finds it 
is not necessary to mitigate the visual impact for nearby viewers. The Applicant is seeking a waiver 
to all landscape requirements on the grounds that there is no source of water by which landscaping 
may be effectively maintained.  
New development will be required to meet all other criteria specified in the LDR, as amended. 

B. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with all elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Consistencies:  
The application seeks rezoning approval for a 320-foot telecommunications tower in the Wellness 
Way Neighborhood FLUC. The proposed use is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-
8.2.1(C), Future Land Use Categories, which states that the Neighborhood FLUC is intended to 
support lower density neighborhood development outside the boundaries of Wellness Way’s 
community and employment centers in the US 27 and Multi-Use Districts. This is the largest district 
and requires flexibility in design to accommodate neighborhood and housing types for many market 
segments. The proposed telecommunications tower will aid in facilitating the infrastructure 
enhancement of wireless service coverage and network capacity in the developing area surrounding 
the subject parcel, directly responding to the growing demand for high-speed, reliable connectivity 
that supports public safety communications. The flexibility in design of the area surrounding the 
subject parcel is showcased by the contingent land uses including a large-scale sand mine, nearby 
working blueberry farm, and the adjacent Planned Unit Development (PUD) for up to 1,566 new 
dwelling units, currently in development. 
The request is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-8.1.3, Technology Infrastructure, which 
states that the key to the success of the Wellness Way Urban Service Area (WWUSA) will be the 
application of an advanced technology infrastructure network. PUDs within the WWUSA shall include 
an analysis of technology infrastructure to determine if the most current and innovative technologies 
are being utilized. PUDs shall identify technology infrastructure corridors and shall develop a strategy 
for ensuring the long-term viability of the technology infrastructure network. 
Inconsistencies: 
The proposed request is inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-7.2.6, Communication Towers 
within Residential Areas, which requires the County to adopt siting and design criteria land 
development regulations to protect existing and future residential neighborhoods from potential 
adverse impacts resulting from these facilities. The proposed Concept Plan is generally inconsistent 
with the adopted LDR, however Applicant is seeking waivers to the required centering, setbacks, and 
distancing from residential development. 
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the Comprehensive Plan. 

C. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning is inconsistent with existing and 
proposed land uses.  
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The proposed use is consistent with the varying existing land uses in the area surrounding the subject 
parcel. Comprehensive Plan Policy I-8.2.1(C), Future Land Use Categories, states that the Wellness 
Way Neighborhood FLUC is intended to support lower density neighborhood development outside 
the boundaries of Wellness Way’s community and employment centers in the US 27 and Multi-Use 
Districts. This is the largest district and requires flexibility in design to accommodate neighborhood 
and housing types for many market segments. The flexibility in design of the area surrounding the 
subject parcel is showcased by the surrounding land uses including a large-scale sand mine to the 
North, nearby working blueberry farm to the East, and the adjacent Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
for up to 1,566 new dwelling units, currently in development, to the South. 

D. Whether there have been changed conditions that justify a rezoning.  
The Applicant is proposing to rezone the subject parcel after purchasing the property last year for the 
purpose of developing a carefully considered relocation and infrastructure improvement effort that 
balances the need for enhanced public safety telecommunications services with the County’s land use 
policies, environmental considerations, and commitment to serving both the public and private sectors 
efficiently. 

E. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in demands on public 
facilities, and whether, or to the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would exceed the 
capacity of such public facilities, including, but not limited to police, roads, sewage facilities, 
water supply, drainage, solid waste, parks and recreation, schools and fire and emergency 
medical facilities. 
Any future development of this property will require an analysis via submittal of a development 
application to demonstrate that the proposed development does not adversely impact the County’s 
adopted levels of service to public facilities and services. 
 
Water and Sewage 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact public water and sewage capacities or 
levels of service. 
Schools 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact Lake County Schools capacities or levels 
of service. 
Parks 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact park capacity or levels of service. 
Solid Waste 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact solid waste capacities or levels of service. 
Public Safety 
Lake County Fire Station #90 is located approximately (10.8) miles from the subject property at 2150 
Ray Goodgame Parkway and will provide advanced life support should an emergency on the property 
demand this service. Fire protection water supply and emergency access will be addressed during the 
site plan review process, should the rezoning be approved by the Board.  
Transportation Concurrency 
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The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact transportation capacity or levels of 
service. 

F. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in significant adverse 
impacts on the natural environment. 
An environmental assessment will be submitted with site plan application to indicate the presence of 
vegetation, soils, wetlands, threatened and endangered species on the site. Any required State 
permitting or mitigation will be obtained before development can commence. All sensitive resources 
will be addressed through the development review process. New development will be required to meet 
all criteria specified by the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations (LDR), as 
amended.  

G. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would affect the property values in the 
area. 
There is no indication that the rezoning application will affect property values in the area.  

H. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in an orderly and logical 
development pattern. 
The proposed use, designated for critical infrastructure, is generally consistent with the current 
surrounding planned development including a large-scale commercial sand mine (MCUP 2017-61) to 
the North/East and the adjacent residential Planned Unit Development (PUD 2026-6) to the South.  

I. Whether the proposed rezoning would be in conflict with the public interest, and in harmony 
with the purpose and intent of these Regulations. 
The proposed rezoning application is in harmony with the general intent of the Comprehensive Plan 
and LDR as stated in Sections A through H above.  

J. Any other matters that may be deemed appropriate by the Lake County Zoning Board or the 
Board of County Commissioners, in review and consideration of the proposed rezoning. 
The Applicant is requesting approval of the following waivers: 

1) LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(1), to allow the proposed tower to be uncentered on the parcel, in lieu 
of being centered within the boundaries of the property; and 

2) LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(2), to allow the proposed tower to be less than one hundred (100) feet 
from the property lines, in lieu of the required one hundred (100) foot minimum setback; and 

3) LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(4), to allow the communications tower to be located closer than one-
thousand three hundred and twenty (1,320) feet from residential units located on adjacent 
parcels; and  

4) LDR Section 3.13.13(A), to allow the proposed telecommunications tower to be developed 
without landscaping the site, in lieu of the required Type A Buffer installation around the 
outside of the fenced compound. 
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Attachment “A” – Future Land Use Map  
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Attachment “B” – Zoning District Map 
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Attachment “C” – Proposed Zoning District 
Map 
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Attachment “D” – Concept Plan (Page 1 of 4) 
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Attachment “D” – Concept Plan (Page 2 of 4) 
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Attachment “D” – Concept Plan (Page 3 of 4) 
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Attachment “D” – Concept Plan (Page 4 of 4)  
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Attachment “E” – Project Narrative 
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Attachment “F” – Fall Radius Determination 
Letter  
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Attachment “G” – Separation Towers Map  
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Map of Subject Property  
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Aerial Map of Subject Property 
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ORDINANCE 2026 - _____ 1 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 2 
COMMISSIONERS AMENDING THE LAKE COUNTY ZONING MAPS; 3 
REZONING APPROXIMATELY 7.33 +/- ACRES FROM AGRICULTURE (A) 4 
DISTRICT TO COMMUNITY FACILITY DISTRICT (CFD) TO FACILITATE THE 5 
DEVELOPMENT OF A THREE HUNDRED AND TWENTY (320) FOOT 6 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER FOR THE PARCEL IDENTIFIED AS 7 
ALTERNATE KEY NUMBER 3960771; REMOVE PARCEL IDENTIFIED BY 8 
ALTERNATE KEY NUMBER 3960771 FROM MINING CONDITIONAL USE 9 
PERMIT ORDINANCE #2017-61; LOCATED AT 15155 SCHOFIELD ROAD, 10 
CLERMONT, FLORIDA; REQUESTING A WAIVER TO LAND DEVELOPMENT 11 
REGULATIONS (LDR) SECTION 3.13.09(B)(1) TO ALLOW THE PROPOSED 12 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER TO BE CONSTRUCTED OFF-CENTER; 13 
REQUESTING A WAIVER TO LDR SECTION 3.13.09(B)(2) TO ALLOW THE 14 
PROPOSED TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER TO BE CONSTRUCTED LESS 15 
THAN 100-FEET FROM THE PROPERTY LINES,;  REQUESTING A WAIVER 16 
FROM LDR SECTION 3.13.09(B)(1) TO ALLOW THE PROPOSED 17 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER TO BE LOCATED CLOSER THAN 1,320-18 
FEET FROM RESIDENTIAL UNITS LOCATED ON ADJACENT PARCELS; AND 19 
REQUESTING A WAIVER FROM LDR SECTION 3.13.13(A), TO ALLOW THE 20 
PROPOSED TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER TO BE DEVELOPED WITHOUT 21 
REQUIRED LANDSCAPING; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  22 

WHEREAS, Michelle Wilkinson (the “Applicant”) submitted a rezoning application on 23 
behalf of Lake County (the “Owner”), to rezone 7.33 +/- acres from Agriculture (A) zoning to 24 
Community Facility District (CFD), remove parcel identified by Alternate Key Number 3960771 25 
from Mining Conditional Use Permit Ordinance #2017-61 and request the following waivers: 26 

1. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(1) to allow the proposed monopole communications 27 
tower to be constructed off-center; and 28 

2. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(2) to allow the proposed tower to be constructed less 29 
than 100-feet from the property lines, in lieu of the required 100-feet; and 30 

3. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(4), to allow the telecommunications tower to be 31 
located closer than 1,320-feet from residential units located on adjacent parcels; and 32 

4. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.13(A), to allow the proposed telecommunications tower to 33 
be developed without landscaping the site, in lieu of the required Type A Buffer 34 
installation around the outside of the fenced compound; and 35 

 WHEREAS, the subject property consists of approximately 7.33 +/- acres located on general 36 
location in the unincorporated Clermont area in Section 27, Township 23 South, Range 26 East, 37 
known as Alternate Key Number 3960771, and more particularly described in Exhibit “A”; and 38 

WHEREAS, the property is located within the Wellness Way Neighborhood Future Land 39 
Use Category (FLUC) as shown on the Lake County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 40 
(FLUM); and 41 
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WHEREAS, all remaining conditions of MCUP Ordinance #2017-61, approved by the Board 1 
of County Commissioners on November 21, 2017, to allow a sand mind for the processing of 2 
construction aggregate material shall remain in full force and effect for properties not removed; and  3 

WHEREAS, the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board did on the 4th day of March 2026, 4 
review Petition PZ2026-16; after giving Notice of Hearing on petition for a change in the use of land, 5 
including notice that the Ordinance would be presented to the Board of County Commissioners of 6 
Lake County, Florida, on the 7th day of April 2026; and 7 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed the petition, the 8 
recommendations of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board, and any comments, favorable or 9 
unfavorable, from the public and surrounding property owners at a Public Hearing duly advertised; 10 
and 11 

WHEREAS, upon review, certain terms pertaining to the development of the above-described 12 
property have been duly approved. 13 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of County Commissioners of Lake 14 
County, Florida, that: 15 

Section 1. Waivers. The following waivers are hereby granted:   16 

1. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(1) to allow the proposed monopole 17 
communications tower to be constructed off-center. 18 

2. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(2) to allow the proposed tower to be 19 
constructed less than 100-feet from the property lines, in lieu of the required 100-20 
feet. 21 

3. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.09(B)(4), to allow the telecommunications tower to 22 
be located closer than 1,320-feet from residential units located on adjacent parcels. 23 

4. Waiver to LDR Section 3.13.13(A), to allow the proposed telecommunications 24 
tower to be developed without landscaping the site, in lieu of the required Type A 25 
Buffer installation around the outside of the fenced compound. 26 

Section 2. Removal from Mining Conditional Use Permit Ordinance #2017-61:  The property 27 
identified in Exhibit “A” shall be removed from the Mining Conditional Use Permit 28 
Ordinance #2017-61, recorded in Official Record Book 5032, Pages 568-702, in the 29 
public records of Lake County, Florida.  The Mining Conditional Use Permit 30 
Ordinance #2017-61 shall remain in full force and effect for all other property 31 
identified therein. 32 

Section 3. Terms: The County Manager or designee shall amend the Zoning District for the 33 
property described in Exhibit “A”. The uses of the property will be limited to those 34 
uses specified in this Ordinance and generally consistent with the Conceptual Plan 35 
attached as Exhibit “B”. To the extent there are conflicts between Exhibit “B” and this 36 
Ordinance, this Ordinance will take precedence.   37 

A. Permitted Land Uses.  38 

1. Telecommunications tower, 320-feet maximum height. 39 
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2. General governmental uses. 1 

3. Accessory uses directly associated with the above uses may be approved by 2 
the County Manager or designee.  3 

4. Any other use of the site not specified above will require approval of an 4 
amendment to this Ordinance by the Board of County Commissioners. 5 

B. Specific Conditions. 6 
1. Site Plan Required: A development application for a Site Plan for the 7 

telecommunication tower facility and associated uses shall be submitted and 8 
approvals obtained prior to construction.  9 

2. Illumination: The telecommunications tower facility shall not be illuminated 10 
except to ensure human safety or as required by the Federal Aviation 11 
Administration (FAA) and the LDR, as amended.  12 

3. Parking: Parking surfaces may be grass or other pervious material.  13 
4. Structural Design: The structural design of the tower shall be in accordance 14 

with the LDR, as amended.  15 
C. Tower, and Equipment Safety Facility Setbacks.  16 
1. The telecommunications tower facility and associated uses shall meet all 17 

applicable setbacks as set forth in the LDR, as amended unless otherwise 18 
waived as stated within Section (1) entitled Waivers.  19 

2. The telecommunications tower facility must be constructed as a self-collapsing 20 
tower.  An engineer licensed in the State of Florida must provide a certification 21 
and documentation that this requirement has been met. See LDR Section 22 
3.13.03(A), as amended.  23 

D. Environmental Requirements.  24 
1. An environmental assessment no more than six (6) months old will be required 25 

at the time of the Site Plan submittal. The environmental assessment will need 26 
to indicate the presence of vegetation, soils, threatened and endangered species 27 
that may exist on the site. Any State permitting or mitigation will be required 28 
before development can commence.  29 

2. Environmental resources shall be protected in accordance with the 30 
Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.  31 

E. Fencing and Screening. A chain-link fence or wall not less than six (6) feet from 32 
finished grade shall be provided around each communications tower and support 33 
facilities in accordance with the LDR, as amended.  34 

F. Open Space, Impervious Surface Ratio, Floor Area Ratio and Building 35 
Height. Open space, impervious surface ratio, floor area ratio, and building height 36 
shall be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, and LDR, as amended.  37 

G. Landscaping, Buffering, and Screening. Landscaping, buffering, and screening 38 
shall be in accordance with the LDR, as amended, unless otherwise waived as set 39 
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forth within Section (1) entitled Waivers. 1 

H. Noise. Compliance must be in accordance with the LDR, as amended. 2 

I. Transportation. All access management shall be in accordance with the 3 
Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 4 

J. Floodplain and Stormwater Management.  5 

1. The stormwater management system shall be designed in accordance with all 6 
applicable Lake County and St. Johns River Water Management District 7 
(SJRWMD) requirements, as amended. 8 

2. The Owner shall be responsible for any flood studies required for developing 9 
the site and comply with FEMA, Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 10 
Any development within the floodplain as identified on the FEMA maps will 11 
require compensating storage. 12 

K. Lighting. Exterior lighting must be in accordance with the Lake County LDR, as 13 
amended, and consistent with Dark-Sky Principles. 14 

L. Signage. All signage must be in accordance with the LDR, as amended. 15 

M. Concurrency Management Requirements. Any development must comply with 16 
the Lake County Concurrency Management System, as amended. 17 

N. Development Review and Approval. Prior to the issuance of any permits, the 18 
Owner shall submit a site plan development application generally consistent with 19 
EXHIBIT “B” – Conceptual Plan for review and approval in accordance with the 20 
Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 21 

O. Future Amendments to Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or Regulations. The specific 22 
references in this Ordinance to the Florida Statutes, Florida Administrative Code, 23 
Lake County Comprehensive Plan, and Lake County LDR shall include any future 24 
amendments to the Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or Regulations. 25 

Section 4. Conditions. 26 

A. After establishment of the facilities as provided in this Ordinance, the property 27 
identified in this Ordinance may only be used for the purposes identified in this 28 
Ordinance. Any other proposed use must be specifically authorized by the Board 29 
of County Commissioners. 30 

B. No person, firm, or corporation may erect, construct, enlarge, alter, repair, remove, 31 
improve, move, convert, or demolish any building structure, add other uses, or alter 32 
the land in any manner within the boundaries of the above-described land without 33 
first obtaining the necessary approvals in accordance with the Lake County Code, 34 
as amended, and obtaining the permits required from the other appropriate 35 
governmental agencies. 36 

C. This Ordinance will ensure the benefit of and will constitute a covenant running 37 
with the land and the terms, conditions, and provisions of this Ordinance, and will 38 



Ordinance 2026 - _____, Orange Mountain Public Safety Tower 
 

Page 5 of 9 

be binding upon the present Owner and any successor and will be subject to each 1 
condition in this Ordinance. 2 

D. The transfer of ownership or lease of any or all the property described in this 3 
Ordinance must include in the transfer or lease agreement a provision that the 4 
purchaser or lessee is made good and aware of the conditions established by this 5 
Ordinance and agrees to be bound by these conditions. The purchaser or lessee 6 
may request a change from the existing plans and conditions by following 7 
procedures contained in the LDR, as amended. 8 

E. The Lake County Code Enforcement Special Master will have authority to enforce 9 
the terms and conditions set forth in this ordinance and to recommend that the 10 
ordinance be revoked. 11 

Section 5.    Severability.  If any section, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance is held to be 12 
invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, the holding will in 13 
no way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 14 

Section 6.    No Estoppel.  Approval of this ordinance cannot be relied upon to assert a claim of 15 
estoppel against the County if the property identified herein cannot be developed due 16 
to the inability to meet other requirements under the applicable Land Development 17 
Regulations. The Owner is solely responsible for performing any necessary due 18 
diligence to ensure the property will appropriately support future development. 19 

Section 7. Filing with the Department of State. The clerk is hereby directed to send a copy of 20 
this Ordinance to the Secretary of State for the State of Florida in accordance with 21 
Section 125.66, Florida Statutes. 22 

 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 

REMAINDER OF THE PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  39 
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Section 8.       Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective upon recordation in the public 1 
records of Lake County, Florida. The Applicant shall be responsible for all recording 2 
fees. 3 

 4 
ENACTED this _________day of             , 2026. 5 
 6 
FILED with the Secretary of State       , 2026. 7 
 8 
EFFECTIVE          , 2026. 9 

             10 
 11 
 12 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 13 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 14 
 15 
___________________________________ 16 
LESLIE CAMPIONE, CHAIRMAN 17 

 18 
ATTEST: 19 
 20 
_________________________________ 21 
GARY J. COONEY, CLERK OF THE 22 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 23 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 24 
 25 
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY: 26 
______________________________________ 27 
MELANIE MARSH, COUNTY ATTORNEY  28 
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EXHIBIT “A”, LEGAL DESCRIPTION. 1 

 2 
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EXHIBIT “B” – CONCEPTUAL PLAN. 1 
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Tab Number: 3 

Public Hearings: Planning & Zoning Board (PZB): March 4, 2026 

 Board of County Commissioners (BCC): April 7, 2026 

Case No. and Project Name:  PZ2025-132, Greater Groves PUD Amendment  

Commissioner District: District 1-Commissioner Anthony Sabatini 

Applicant(s): Erik Whynot, Whynot Law 

Owner(s): Greater Groves Homeowner’s Association, Inc. 

Requested Action: Amend and restate Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance #1994-195, for 
property within the Greater Groves Planned Unit Development to add language to 
facilitate for the enforcement of regulations for  parking of certain specified vehicles.   

Staff Determination: Staff finds the Planned Unit Development amendment consistent with the Land 
Development Regulations (LDR) and Comprehensive Plan. 

Case Manager: Leslie Regan, Senior Planner 

PZB Recommendation:  Approved on Regular Agenda 7-0 

 Property Information 

Size: 223.33 +/- acres 

Location: West of US 27, East of Boggy Marsh and North of CR 474 

Alternate Key No.: All parcels within the Greater Groves Planned Unit Development 

Future Land Use: Green Swamp Ridge (Attachment “A”) 

Current Zoning District: Planned Unit Development (PUD) (Attachment “B”) 

JPA/ISBA: NA 

Flood Zone(s): NA 

(BMAP) Location: Lake Okeechobee 
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Adjacent Property Land Use Table 

- Summary of Analysis - 

The subject parcels within the Greater Groves Planned Unit Development District (PUD) contain approximately 223.33+/- 
acres.  The Planned Development residential subdivision is located West of US 27, East of Boggy Marsh and North of CR 
474 in unincorporated Lake County. The subject parcels are zoned as Planned Unit Development (PUD) District and 
designated with the Green Swamp Ridge Future Land Use Category (FLUC) by the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  The subject 
parcels have been developed with a residential single family unit subdivision. The Applicant seeks approval of an 
amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance #1994-195 by adding language to restrict street parking within 
the Planned Unit Development. 

The Applicant is requesting to add the language below to facilitate enforcement of street parking regulations.  

“The parking, storing, or keeping of vehicles, vessels, buses, trailers, trucks and commercial vehicles shall be regulated by 
the provisions of Section 3.06.00 of the Land Development Regulations.  Section 3.06.00 shall be incorporated into this 
ordinance by reference and become a material part thereof.  Any amendments to Section 3.06.00 shall additionally be 
incorporated into this Ordinance upon their effective date.” 

The Lake County Municipal code, specifically Section 3.06.00 of the Land Development Regulations entitled Regulations 
for the parking, storing, or keeping of vehicles, vessels, buses, trailers, trucks and commercial vehicles, provides parking 
restrictions related to the parking and storage of several different types of transportation vehicles. The specific language 
above would need to be added to the Planned Unit Development Ordinance to be specifically enforced in the Greater Groves 
community. This is the only requested change in the Planned Unit Development district amendment proposal. 

The Greater Groves Homeowner’s Association (HOA) is a mandatory HOA. The Applicant has provided assurances that 
the affirmative vote of the membership to proceed with the requested amendment was proper. 

 

- March 4, 2026 Planning & Zoning Board (PZB) Meeting Summary - 

Staff presented the case under the regular agenda. The letter of opposition was erroneously entered for the wrong tab. The 
Planning and Zoning Commission voted to recommend approval of the agenda item 7-0. 

 

 

Direction Future Land Use Zoning Existing Use Comments 

North Green Swamp 
Ridge 

Community Facility 
District (CFD) and 

Agriculture (A) 

Utility and Vacant 
Land Sumpter Electric Co-op Inc. 

South Green Swamp 
Ridge 

Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) 

Vacant-future 
development 

Camden Park North 

East Urban Low 
Density 

Community 
Commercial (C-2) 
and Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) 

Vacant Land and 
Residential 
Subdivision 

Eagle Ridge Residential 
Subdivision 

West 
Green Swamp 

Rural 
Conservation 

Agriculture (A) and 
Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) 
Vacant 

Undeveloped land and wetlands 
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Table 1. Existing and Proposed Development Standards. 

 
Zoning District 

Allowable 
Development 

Program 

Proposed Development 
Program 

Maximum 
Impervious 

Surface Ratio 

Minimum 
Open Space 

Building 
Height 

Existing 
Planned Unit 
Development 

(PUD) 
483 No Change NS 

25%-
Residential 
and 20% 

Non-
residential 

40-Feet 

Proposed No change No Change No Change No Change No Change No 
Change 

For background purposes, the subject property was rezoned to a Planned Unit Development (PUD) District to facilitate the 
construction of the 483 single-family residential subdivision on February 20, 1990. In July 1992, a Planned Development 
amendment was approved to allow for short-term rental use within the development. In September of 1994, an additional 
amendment was approved to allow construction of 28 additional single-family homes (Phase 6) of the Greater Groves project 
bringing the total approved units to 483. 

The Applicant provided a Project Narrative as shown on Attachment “C”. 

– Staff Analysis – 
LDR Section 14.05.03 (Standards for Review) 

A. Whether the rezoning is in conflict with any applicable provisions of the Code (Land Development Regulations).  

The Applicant seeks an amendment to the language within the Planned Unit Development Ordinance #1994-195 to 
allow enforcement of regulations in reference to Recreational Vehicles and Street Parking Regulations within the 
Planned Unit Development. Section 3.06.00 of the Lake County Land Use Regulations provides specific regulations 
that the Applicant is requesting to be enforced within the Planned Unit Development. 

B. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with all elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  

The Future Land Use Element seeks to ensure compatibility between densities and intensities of development, 
providing for land use transitions as appropriate to protect the long-term integrity of both urban and rural areas; promote 
the conservation and preservation of Lake County’s natural and cultural resources; and direct compact development to 
established urban areas to prevent sprawl. The proposed Planned Unit Development amendment is consistent with the 
Future Land Use Element in that the proposal does not modify the approved land use designation, density, intensity or 
permitted uses of the development. Instead, it is clarifying enforcement authority for existing parking regulations, 
supporting the Comprehensive Plan’s objectives for orderly development, compatibility and public safety. The 
requested application is consistent with this element. 
 
The Capital Improvements Element seeks to maintain adopted level of service standards and ensure public facilities 
and services are available concurrently with development. The amended language request does not create additional 
demand for capital facilities or services. The amendment supports the efficient operation of existing public safety 
services without requiring new or expanded improvements. The requested application is consistent with this element. 
 

The Conservation Element is intended to provide a framework for the ongoing monitoring, management, and use of 
the County’s natural resources. The proposed additional language is administrative in nature and does not impact natural 
resources, environmentally sensitive areas, or approved development standards or patterns. The requested application 
is consistent with this element. 
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The Economic Element seeks to strengthen the County’s position as a business center for Central Florida by 
aggressively pursuing opportunities and building collaborative relations with regional allies. The proposal is consistent  

 

with the Economic Element as it supports the long-term viability of safety in the neighborhood without altering land 
use or development intensity.  

The Housing Element is intended to guide Lake County in developing appropriate goals, objectives and policies that 
demonstrate the County’s commitment to meet the identified needs of all its residents.  
Amending the language in reference to street parking has no impact on housing supply, type or affordability. The 
proposal supports safe and functional residential environment for the Planned Unit Development. The requested 
application is consistent with this element. 
 

The Intergovernmental Coordination Element strives to promote coordination between Lake County and other local, 
state, regional, and federal government entities. The subject property is not located within a Joint Planning area or 
Interlocal Service Boundary Area, therefore has no effect on the Intergovernmental Coordination Element.   

The Parks and Recreation Element is intended to facilitate the development and management of parks and facilities 
for a recreation system that includes environmental lands, trails, and other recreational opportunities that meets the 
diverse needs of a growing community. The request shall have no effect on the Parks and Recreation Element.  

The Transportation Element is intended to emphasize the more efficient use of the existing transportation system and 
contributes to the wider national objectives of energy conservation, improved air quality, and increased social and 
environmental amenities. The request will not affect the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan as it does 
not increase traffic impacts or affect roadway level of services and supports safe and efficient circulation through the 
enforcement of existing parking regulations. The proposal will also assist with safe and efficient passage for emergency 
vehicles when necessary.  

The Public Facilities Element is intended to ensure that public facilities are available to meet the needs of Lake County 
residents; public facilities in this element refer to aquifer recharge, potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, 
stormwater, and public-school facilities. The request will not affect the Public Facilities Element.  

C. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning is inconsistent with existing and proposed land uses.  

The proposed request is consistent and proposes no new land uses. 
 

D. Whether there have been changed conditions that justify a rezoning.  

The changed condition that justifies the Planned Unit Development amendment is that the current ordinance does not 
allow for enforcement of regulations for street parking, the additional language will allow the enforcement and create a 
safe circulation for traffic within the Planned Unit Development. 
 

E. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in demands on public facilities, and 
whether, or to the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would exceed the capacity of such public facilities, 
including, but not limited to police, roads, sewage facilities, water supply, drainage, solid waste, parks and 
recreation, schools and fire and emergency medical facilities. 

Any future development of this property will require an analysis via submittal of a development application to 
demonstrate that the proposed development does not adversely impact the County’s adopted levels of service to public 
facilities and services. 
Water and Sewage 

The approved development has central water and sewer. 

Schools 

Lake County Schools reviewed the application and had no comments. 

Parks 
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The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact park capacity or levels of service. 

Solid Waste 

The proposed request is not anticipated to adversely impact solid waste capacities or levels of service. 

Public Safety 

Lake County Fire Station #112 is located .76 miles from the subject property at 16240 Sweet Iris in Clemont. Fire 
protection, water supply and emergency access were addressed during the site plan review process. 

Transportation Concurrency 

The Planned Unit Development has already had transportation comments reviewed and approved. No requested change 
will affect transportation levels of service as mentioned above.  

F. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in significant adverse impacts on the 
natural environment. 

The proposal shall have no effect on the natural environment. 

G. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would affect the property values in the area. 

The Applicant provided a statement stating there would be no effect of property values in their Project Narrative 
(Attachment “C”). 

H. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in an orderly and logical development 
pattern. 

Due to the request already being an approved regulation for Lake County, the request to add the language to the Planned 
Unit Development follows an orderly and logical pattern. 

I. Whether the proposed rezoning would be in conflict with the public interest, and in harmony with the purpose 
and intent of these Regulations. 

The proposed rezoning application is in harmony with the general intent of the Comprehensive Plan and LDR as stated 
in Sections A through H above.  

J. Any other matters that may be deemed appropriate by the Lake County Zoning Board or the Board of County 
Commissioners, in review and consideration of the proposed rezoning. 

NA 
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Attachment “A” – Future Land Use Map 
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Attachment “B” – Zoning District Map 
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Attachment “C” – Project Narrative 
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Map of Subject Property 
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Aerial Map of Subject Property 
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ORDINANCE 2026 - _____ 1 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 2 
AMENDING THE LAKE COUNTY ZONING MAPS; AMENDING ORDINANCE NUMBER 3 
1994-195 ON PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS THE GREATER GROVES PLANNED UNIT 4 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT FOR PURPOSES OF INCORPORATING REGULATIONS 5 
REGARDING THE PARKING, STORING, OR KEEPING OF SPECIFIED VEHICLES; 6 
LOCATED IN SECTIONS 22 TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 26 EAST; AND PROVIDING 7 
FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  8 
 9 

WHEREAS, Erik Whynot, (the “Applicant”) submitted a rezoning application to amend and 10 
restate the Planned Unit Development zoning on behalf of the Greater Groves Homeowner’s 11 
Association, Inc. (the “Owner”), to amend the language to facilitate enforcement of regulations the 12 
parking of certain specified vehicles for all parcels within the Greater Groves Planned Unit 13 
Development District; and  14 

 WHEREAS, the subject property consists of approximately 223.33 +/- acres located West of 15 
US 27, East of Boggy Marsh and North of CR 474 in the unincorporated Lake County area in Section 16 
22, Township 24 South, Range 26 East, and more particularly described in Exhibit “A”; and 17 

WHEREAS, the property is located within the Green Swamp Ridge Future Land Use 18 
Category; and 19 

WHEREAS, on the 20th day of February 1990, the Lake County Board of County 20 
Commissioners approved a rezoning of the subject property to Planned Unit Development District; 21 
and 22 

WHEREAS, the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board did on the 4th day of March 2026, 23 
review Petition PZ2025-230; after giving Notice of Hearing on petition for a change in the Planned 24 
Unit Development,  including notice that the Ordinance would be presented to the Board of County 25 
Commissioners of Lake County, Florida, on the 7th day of April 2026; and 26 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed the petition, the 27 
recommendations of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board, and any comments, favorable or 28 
unfavorable, from the public and surrounding property owners at a Public Hearing duly advertised; 29 
and 30 

WHEREAS, upon review, certain terms pertaining to the development of the above-described 31 
property have been duly approved. 32 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of County Commissioners of Lake 33 
County, Florida, that: 34 

Section 1. Terms: The County Manager or designee shall amend the Planned Unit Development 35 
District for the property described in Exhibit “A”. The adoption of this Ordinance shall 36 
amend PUD Ordinance #1994-195 to incorporate the provisions of Section 3.06.00, 37 
Lake County Code, Appendix E, Land Development Regulations, as amended from 38 
time to time, regarding the parking, storing, or keeping of vehicles, vessels, buses, 39 
trailers, trucks and commercial vehicles.  Section 3.06.00 shall be incorporated into 40 
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this ordinance by reference and become a material part thereof.  Any amendments to 1 
Section 3.06.00 shall additionally be incorporated into this Ordinance upon their 2 
effective date. All other terms and conditions of PUD Ordinance #1994-195 shall 3 
remain in full force and effect. 4 

Section 2. Future Amendments to Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or Regulations. The specific 5 
references in this Ordinance to the Florida Statutes, Florida Administrative Code, Lake 6 
County Comprehensive Plan, and Lake County LDR shall include any future 7 
amendments to the Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or Regulations. 8 

Section 3. Conditions. 9 

A. After establishment of the facilities as provided in this Ordinance, the property 10 
identified in this Ordinance may only be used for the purposes identified in this 11 
Ordinance. Any other proposed use must be specifically authorized by the 12 
Board of County Commissioners. 13 

B. No person, firm, or corporation may erect, construct, enlarge, alter, repair, 14 
remove, improve, move, convert, or demolish any building structure, add other 15 
uses, or alter the land in any manner within the boundaries of the above-16 
described land without first obtaining the necessary approvals in accordance 17 
with the Lake County Code, as amended, and obtaining the permits required 18 
from the other appropriate governmental agencies. 19 

C. This Ordinance will ensure the benefit of and will constitute a covenant 20 
running with the land and the terms, conditions, and provisions of this 21 
Ordinance, and will be binding upon the present Owner and any successor and 22 
will be subject to each condition in this Ordinance. 23 

D. The transfer of ownership or lease of any or all the property described in this 24 
Ordinance must include in the transfer or lease agreement a provision that the 25 
purchaser or lessee is made good and aware of the conditions established by 26 
this Ordinance and agrees to be bound by these conditions. The purchaser or 27 
lessee may request a change from the existing plans and conditions by 28 
following procedures contained in the LDR, as amended. 29 

E. The Lake County Code Enforcement Special Master will have authority to 30 
enforce the terms and conditions set forth in this ordinance and to recommend 31 
that the ordinance be revoked. 32 

Section 4.    Severability.  If any section, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance is held to 33 
be invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, the holding will 34 
in no way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 35 

Section 5.    No Estoppel.  Approval of this ordinance cannot be relied upon to assert a claim of 36 
estoppel against the County if the property identified herein cannot be developed due 37 
to the inability to meet other requirements under the applicable Land Development 38 
Regulations. The Owner is solely responsible for performing any necessary due 39 
diligence to ensure the property will appropriately support future development. 40 

Section 6. Filing with the Department of State. The clerk is hereby directed to send a copy of 41 
this Ordinance to the Secretary of State for the State of Florida in accordance with 42 
Section 125.66, Florida Statutes. 43 
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Section 7.          Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective upon recordation in the 1 
public records of Lake County, Florida. The Applicant shall be responsible for all 2 
recording fees. 3 

 4 
 5 

ENACTED this _________day of             , 2026. 6 
 7 
FILED with the Secretary of State       , 2026. 8 
 9 
EFFECTIVE          , 2026. 10 
             11 

 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 18 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 19 
 20 
 21 
      22 
LESLIE CAMPIONE, CHAIRMAN 23 

  24 
 25 
 26 
ATTEST: 27 
 28 
 29 
_______________________________________ 30 
GARY COONEY, CLERK OF THE 31 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 32 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY 37 
 38 
 39 
________________________________________ 40 
MELANIE MARSH, COUNTY ATTORNEY   41 



Ordinance 2026 - _____, Greater Grove Planned Unit Development 
 

Page 4 of 4 

EXHIBIT “A”, LEGAL DESCRIPTION 1 
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Tab Number: 4 
Public Hearings: Board of County Commissioners (BCC): April 7, 2026 
Case No. and Project Name: PZ2025-130, Cedar Creek Rural Conservation Subdivision 
Owner: Blue Sky Capital Group, LLC 
Applicant: Alex Stringfellow 
Requested Action: Consideration of approval of Rural Conservation Subdivision Optional Density Bonus 

pursuant to Land Development Regulations (LDR) Chapter XVII, Section 17.05.00. 
Staff Determination: Staff finds the request consistent with the Land Development Regulations (LDR) and 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Case Manager: Leslie Regan, Senior Planner 

 

Adjacent Property Land Use Table 

 
 

- Summary of Analysis – 

The subject property consisting of 119.40 +/- gross acres, identified by Alternate Key Numbers 1101051 and 3852069, is 
located north of Number Two Road and west of Mission Inn Resort in the Howey-in-the-Hills area of Lake County. The 
subject property is zoned Agriculture (A) and designated with a Rural Transition Future Land Use Category (FLUC) by the 
2030 Comprehensive Plan. The subject parcels are located within the South Lake Interlocal Service Boundary Area (ISBA). 
The property is currently vacant. The subject property is a single lot of record per Unity of Title recorded on OR Book 6702  

Subject Property Information 
Size: 119.40 +/- gross acres 
Location: North of Number Two Road and West of Mission Inn Resort 
Alternate Key No.: 1101051 and 3852069 
Existing Zoning District: Agriculture (A) District (Attachment “A”) 
Future Land Use Category: Rural Transition (Attachment “B”) 
JPA / ISBA: South Lake ISBA 
Overlay Districts:  Economic Development 
BMAP Location:  Ocklawaha 

Direction Future Land Use Zoning Existing Use Comments 

North Rural Transition and 
Urban Low Density 

Planned Unit 
Development and 

Agriculture 
Vacant Spray field and Wetland 

and Golf Course 

South Rural Transition 
Agriculture and Rural 

Residential (R-1) District 
Single Family 

Residential, Agriculture 
Agriculture 

Timber/Wetlands 

East Urban Low Density 
Planned Unit 
Development Agriculture Timber Wetlands 

West Rural  Agriculture Single Family, Pasture Wetlands 
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Page185 in the Public Records of Lake County, Florida.  The surrounding area is a mix of platted single family residential 
subdivisions, vacant land, and agricultural uses.   
The proposed request is consistent with LDR Chapter XVII entitled Rural Conservation Subdivision Design Standards 
which provides for alternative subdivision design to provide housing in a manner that also preserves agricultural and forestry 
lands, natural and cultural features, scenic viewsheds, and rural community character.  
The Applicant is requesting consideration of approval of a Rural Conservation Subdivision Density Bonus pursuant to LDR 
Chapter XVII, Section 17.05.00 entitled Optional Density Bonuses.  The proposed Rural Conservation Subdivision is 
allowable under the existing land use and zoning categories and subject to approval of the proposed density bonus by the 
Board of County Commissioners.  The proposed subdivision consists of 97 lots for single family residential homes.  Pursuant 
to LDR Section 17.01.02 entitled Protected Space and Open Space, the proposed Conceptual Sketch Plan (Attachment “D”) 
depicts 34.28% (40.93 acres) of Primary Conservation Area consisting of identified undisturbed wetlands and 41.25% 
(49.26 acres) of Secondary Conservation Area. The proposed subdivision will contain 63% (49.26 acres) of Open Space. 
 
The Conceptual Sketch Plan (Attachment “D”) illustrates primary access for the development from Number Two Road, 
with secondary emergency access along a 20’ stabilized path connected to Number Two Road.    
 
Pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.4.6.1 entitled Density Bonus in Rural Conservation Subdivisions, a density 
increase is permitted where more than the minimum required Open Space is provided. For each additional acre of protected, 
unconstrained (buildable), Open Space land provided in the subdivision, two (2) additional building lots or dwelling units 
are permitted.  The Applicant is proposing 10.02 additional acres of Open Space and pursuant to LDR Section 17.05.00 a 
density bonus of 20 units may be considered; however, the Applicant is only requesting an additional 11 units above base 
density. 
   
The subject parcel is located within South Lake ISBA and utility service area, and the proposal was forwarded to Howey-
in-the-Hills for review. The Town of Howey-in-the-Hills did not provide any objections. The Applicant has provided an 
executed and recorded Developer’s Agreement (Attachment “E”) between Howey-in-the-Hills and the Owner regarding 
providing potable-water service, contingent wastewater service, and voluntary annexation.  
 
Pursuant to LDR Chapter 17.08.00 entitled Management Plan, Rural Conservation Subdivision proposals shall submit a 
Management Plan simultaneously with the Conceptual Sketch Plan that provides for the management and maintenance of 
all protected space, Open Space and common facilities. Staff has reviewed the Management Plan (Attachment “F”). The 
attached plan contains management practices of minimal disturbance methods, maintained vegetated buffers and ongoing 
annual assessments. Significant tree preservation and protection areas are proposed. The Homeowners Association (HOA) 
will be responsible for funding all the maintenance of the common areas and conservation areas. The Management Plan 
includes a provision that allows County staff to conduct periodic inspections to verify compliance with approved 
management practices.    
 
Pursuant to LDR Chapter 17.06.00 entitled Procedures for Application and Approval, an on-site visit was conducted on the 
subject property on February 3, 2025. Planning Manager, Janie Barron, Senior Planner, Leslie Regan and Public Works 
Engineer, Seth Lynch were present along with the Applicant. Furthermore, per these requirements a public information 
meeting hosted by the Applicant with residents and stakeholders of surrounding areas was held on September 23, 2025, 
between 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. at the Howie-in-the-Hills Library. Questions and concerns were answered by the Applicant. A 
sign-in-sheet and notes were provided by the Applicant (Attachment “G”). 
 
The Rural Conservation Subdivision shall comply with the provisions of LDR Chapter XVII Rural Conservation 
Subdivision Design Standards and the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Table 1. Existing and Property Development Standards. 

 
Zoning District Allowable 

Development Program 
Proposed Development 

Program 

Maximum 
Impervious 

Surface Ratio 

Minimum 
Open 
Space 

Existing Rural 
Transition Policy I-1.4.5 

1 d.u. / 5 net acres 
1 d.u. / 3 net acres* 
1 d.u. / 1 net acre* 

30% - 50% 35% - 50% 

Proposed Rural 
Transition Policy I-1.4.5 1.24 du / 1 net acre** 30% 63% 

 
* Pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.4.5 entitled Rural Transition Future Land Use Category, the base density is 
one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) net acres. Alternatively, residential development not to exceed one (1) dwelling unit per 
three (3) net acres may be permitted provided that 35% open space is preserved, and the subdivision is developed as either 
(i) a Rural Conservation Subdivision or (ii) rezoned to a Planned Unit Development. As a third alternative, residential 
development not to exceed a maximum density of one (1) dwelling unit per one (1) net acre may be permitted provided that 
50% open space is preserved, and the subdivision is developed as either (i) a Rural Conservation Subdivision or (ii) rezoned 
to a Planned Unit Development. 
 
**Pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.4.6.1 entitled Density Bonus in Rural Conservation Subdivisions, a density 
increase is permitted where more than the minimum required open space is provided. For each additional acre of protected, 
unconstrained (buildable), Open Space land provided in the subdivision, two (2) additional building lots or dwelling units 
are permitted. 

- Summary of Bonus Density- 

The Applicant is requesting a density bonus. Pursuant to LDR Section 17.05.00 entitled Optional Density Bonuses the Board 
of County Commissioners may consider an increase to the base density allowed per the future land use category if the 
proposed project meets certain criteria and may not exceed a 25% increase in density. The table below illustrates that the 
Applicant is proposing a 13% increase in density for the additional open/protected space. 

Table 2. Bonus Density Breakdown. 

 
Additional acres of 

buildable open 
space land 

Additional 
dwelling units Type of Open Space Land 

 
Total additional 
dwelling units 

allowed / 
requested 

 
% of 

increase in 
density 

Cedar 
Creek 10.02 acres 2 du / net acre Secondary Conservation 

20 units 
allowed / 11 

units requested 

20% 
allowed / 

13% 
requested 

– Staff Analysis – 
LDR Section 17.06.00 (Procedures for Application and Approval) 

Pursuant to LDR Section 17.06.01 entitled Conceptual Sketch Plan - Subdivisions shall be submitted with the following 
requirements: 

1.  Pre-submittal: Applicant has applied for a pre-submittal for the Rural Conservation Subdivision of Cedar Creek. 

2.  On Site Visit: On-site visits took place on February 3, 2025, with the Applicant’s representative and staff. Staff were 
able to view the entire property while discussing protected viewsheds, open space areas, buffers to adjacent properties 
and the proposed design of the property. Applicants further discussed tree preservation and protected areas. 

3. Application for Conceptual Sketch Plan for subdivisions less than 199 lots and on single lot of record: The 
Applicant has submitted a Sketch Plan with the required information for consideration. 
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4. Public Information Meeting: Thirty (30) days after application deemed complete. A public information meeting or 
community meeting was held on September 23, 2025, at the Howey-in-the-Hills Library. It was an open forum between 
the hours of 5 p.m. and 7 p.m.  

5. Conceptual Sketch Plan Bonus Density presented to BCC for approval: The requested bonus density is to be 
presented to and considered by the Board of County Commissioners.  

6. Preliminary Plat: Within 12 months of approval of the Rural Conservation Subdivision Conceptual Sketch Plan, a 
Preliminary Plat must be approved with one possible extension of six (6) months. 

A. Additional Requirements for a Rural Conservation Subdivision. 

1. Protected Space and Open Space Per LDR Section 17.01.02.  

The Applicant is proposing a 63% Open Space plan while the requirement for the Rural Transition Future Land Use 
Category is 50%. The Open Space is configured to maintain interconnected network of conserved land. Primary 
Conservation Areas include preserved wetlands on the subject property. Secondary Conservation Area of Open 
Space that has been preserved is buildable land. The plan includes large buffers in between the adjacent properties 
and the lots being built in the subdivision. The perimeter buffer is no less than 100 feet surrounding the subject 
property.    

2. Ownership and Maintenance of open space and protected space per Section 17.01.04, Section 17.01.05, and 
17.08.00 of the Land Development Regulations. 

All open and protected space will be owned and maintained by the Homeowner’s Association (HOA) at HOA sole 
cost and expense to complete all tasks assigned to maintain the areas. The protected areas will be preserved in the 
natural state, although some may be modified to improve their appearance or functionality. Following the approval 
of the Conceptual Sketch Plan the managing entity shall submit to the County a report demonstrating compliance 
with this ownership and maintenance requirements. Additionally, the managing entity agrees and acknowledges 
that the County Manager or designee may inspect at any time with or without notice to ensure compliance. In the 
event the party responsible for maintenance of the space fails to maintain all or any portion in reasonable order and 
condition, the County may avail itself of all legal remedies to enforce compliance. Further details are included 
within the Management Plan (Attachment “F”) 

3. The dimensional standards contained in LDR Section 17.02.05. 

The Rural Conservation Subdivision proposal meets each of the following standards: 

• The minimum lot size shall be 6,000 square feet. As depicted in the Conceptual Sketch Plan, 
approximately 91 units will be 65’ x 140’ and approximately 6 lots will be 75’ x 140’. The minimum lot 
size in the proposed subdivision will be 9,100 square feet.  

• Minimum front setback requirements for residences shall be no less than twelve (12) feet (or eight (8) 
feet for unenclosed front porches), and no less than twenty-five (25) feet for front-facing garages. 

• Minimum rear and side setback requirements shall be no less than seven and one-half (7.5) feet. Side 
setbacks may be combined to be greater than seven and one-half (7.5) feet on one side, provided that at 
least five (5) feet of setback remains on the other. Such combinations are permitted in lot layouts where 
this pattern is repeated with homes located off-center on their lots but evenly spaced (by no less than 
fifteen (15) feet) between buildings on adjoining lots. 

• Minimum lot frontage requirements shall generally be thirty-four (34) feet but may be reduced to twenty 
(20) feet to allow for a driveway extension. 

• Street frontage shall not be required when the garage access is provided via a back lane or alley, and 
when the lot directly abuts permanent open or protected space such as a neighborhood green (sometimes 
called an "attached green") or a "greenway street" (sometimes called a "mews"), as depicted in 
Section 17.10.00. Sidewalks shall be required on each side of the long green space (not be built down the 
middle), which shall be planted with shade trees like any other residential street. 
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• To prevent garage doors from dominating streetscapes, the following two standards shall apply: (1)
Garages shall be accessed via a back lane or alley for any lot that is less than fifty-five (55) feet wide,
and (2) on lots that are fifty-five (55) feet or wider (and not served by an alley), front-facing garage doors
shall be set back at least eight (8) feet beyond the front edge of the dwelling (excluding porches), as
depicted in Section 17.10.00.

• Street frontage shall not be required for lots accessed via private common driveways (or "country lanes"),
serving up to four (4) dwellings, which shall have a minimum gravel surface of sixteen (16) feet wide
within a minimum right-of-way of twenty-five (25) feet.

– Standards for Review –

A. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed subdivision would result in demands on public facilities, and
whether, or to the extent to which, the proposed subdivision would exceed the capacity of such public facilities,
including, but not limited to police, roads, sewage facilities, water supply, drainage, solid waste, parks and
recreation, schools and fire and emergency medical facilities;
Water and Sewer
The subject property is within the Town of Howey-in-the-Hills Utility Notification area. The Town of Howey-in-the-
Hills has provided no comments for the proposal; however, the Applicant has provided documentation indicating that
central sewer capacity and potable water capacity is available to the subject property per an unrecorded Developer’s
Agreement (Attachment “E”) between the Owner and the Town of Howey-in-the-Hills.
Public Safety
Lake County Fire Rescue Station #76 is located at 8819 SR 48, Yalaha, FL 34797 and is approximately 1.47 miles from
the site. Fire protection water supply and emergency access will be addressed during the development review process,
at such time that any future improvements are proposed.
Schools
The project is subject to school concurrency prior to final development order approval, but adequate public facilities
determination was provided by the Growth Planning Department of Lake County Schools (Attachment “H”).
Parks
The request is not anticipated to adversely impact park capacity or levels of service.
Solid Waste
The request is not anticipated to adversely impact solid waste capacities or levels of service.
Transportation Concurrency
A traffic study was conducted and reviewed by the Public Works Department. Traffic study methodology was approved.
The traffic study conclusions indicate negative impacts to level of service on the following roadways:
 SR-19 from CR-48 to Central Avenue
 Intersection of Palm Avenue (SR-19) and Central Avenue

The development is expected to generate 1,048 new net daily trips, of which 71 will occur in the A.M. peak hour and 
94 will occur during the P.M. peak hour. The study roadway segments currently operate at satisfactory Levels of Service 
in the existing conditions and will continue to do so upon completion of the project in 2028, except for the segment of 
SR 19 from CR 48 to Central Avenue. This segment will fail with the addition of approved project trips which are more 
than double the existing traffic on the segment. 
The study intersections currently operate at overall satisfactory Level of Service. In the projected conditions, the 
intersections will continue to operate at a satisfactory Level of Service with project trips added, except for the 
intersection of Palm Avenue and Central Avenue. This intersection will have failing eastbound/westbound approaches 
due to high background traffic. This condition will continue to prevail until a signal becomes warranted and installed. 
The proposed development will be served by a full-access driveway on Number Two Road which is projected to operate 
satisfactorily. This driveway is located on a curve with sight distance concerns. Therefore, the Developer will construct 
a 3-way stop at this location. 
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B. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed subdivision would result in significant adverse impacts on the
natural environment:
The intent of the Rural Conservation Subdivision is to protect the natural environment.  Should the Conceptual Sketch
Plan be approved, all sensitive resources will be addressed through the development application review and approval
process. New development will be required to meet all criteria specified by the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as
amended, for natural resource protection and mitigation. An intensive Management Plan has been provided by the
Applicant. (Attachment “F”)

C. Any other matters that may be deemed appropriate by the Lake County Zoning Board or the Board of County
Commissioners, in review and consideration of the proposed rezoning.
N/A.

FINDINGS OF FACT: Staff has reviewed the proposed Conceptual Sketch Plan and found: 
1. The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.4.6 Preservation of Open Space within Rural

Conservation Subdivisions and Policy I-1.4.6.1 Density Bonus in Rural Conservation Subdivisions.
2. The Conceptual Sketch Plan application is consistent with LDR Chapter XVII Rural Conservation Subdivision Design

Standards purpose in that the lots are clustered with large contiguous tracts of Open Space, minimizes site disturbance
to the extent possible and by protecting Open Space with Primary and Secondary Conservation Areas.

3. The use is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-7.4.2 Rural Conservation Subdivision as the proposal intends
to protect habitat, wildlife, and wildlife corridors, maximize buffering, protect aquifer recharge and karst features, and
to create opportunities for passive recreation.

4. The Conceptual Sketch Plan application is consistent with LDR Chapter XVII Open Space and Protected Space
Requirements as the plan shows Primary and Secondary Conservation Areas and exceeds the minimum percentage of
Open Space required.

5. The request meets the density allowed per Section 17.02.00 Densities and Design Standards, and Section 17.05.00
Optional Density Bonuses, with the bonus density allowance for the additional Open Space provided in the proposal
and is proposing lots with a minimum square footage of 9,100 square feet.
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Attachment “A” – Zoning District Map 
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Attachment “B” – Future Land Use Map
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Attachment “C” – Existing Features/Site Analysis Map 
Per LDR Section 17.07.01(A) 
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Attachment “D” – Conceptual Sketch Plan per LDR 
17.07.00(B) 
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Attachment “E” – Developer’s Agreement 
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Attachment “F” – Mitigation/Management Plan 
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Attachment “F” – Mitigation/Management Plan 
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Attachment “F” – Mitigation/Management Plan 

Map of Subject Property 
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Attachment “G”-Community Meeting Information 
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Attachment “G”-Community Meeting Information 
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Attachment “G”-Community Meeting Information 
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Attachment “G”-Community Meeting Information 
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Attachment “H”-School Letter
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Attachment “H”-School Letter 



PZ2025-130 Cedar Creek 

Page 54 of 54 

Aerial Map 



1 

RESOLUTION NO. 2026-___ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 

LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA, CONSIDERING A RURAL 

CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DENSITY BONUS FOR THE PROJECT 

KNOWN AS CEDAR CREEK (PZ2025-130) PURSUANT TO SECTION 

17.05.00, LAKE COUNTY CODE, APPENDIX E, LAND DEVELOPMENT 

REGULATIONS, LOCATED IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF 

HOWEY-IN-THE-HILLS, IDENTIFIED AS ALTERNATE KEY 

NUMBERS 1101051 AND 3852069, AND PROVIDING FOR AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, on January 24, 2023, the Board of County Commissioners adopted 

Ordinance No. 2023-09, which created Chapter XVII, Lake County Code, Appendix E, Land 

Development Regulations (LDR), entitled Rural Conservation Subdivision Design Standards; and 

WHEREAS, LDR Section 17.05.00, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) may 

approve, approve with conditions, or deny an application for optional density bonus after holding 

a public hearing and it is determined that the applicant has met one of the bonus criteria set forth 

in Section 17.05.02 or Section 17.05.03; and 

WHEREAS, Blue Sky Capital, LLC (Owner) and Alex Stringfellow from Stringfellow 

Planning (Application), did submit a Conceptual Sketch Plan proposing a residential development 

to be known as Cedar Creek consisting of approximately ninety-seven (97) residential units.  Of 

the ninety-seven (97) residential units, eleven (11) residential units are requested as a density bonus 

because the Owner has designed the project to include an additional 10.02 acres of open space; 

and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to LDR Section 17.05.02, entitled To Encourage Additional Open 

Space, for each additional acre of open space provided over the minimum requirements, a 

developer can request up to two (2) additional building lots or dwelling units.  Based upon the 

additional 10.02 acres of open space being provided, if approved by the Board, up to twenty (20) 

additional units may be permissible, but the Owner is only requesting eleven (11) additional units; 

and 

WHEREAS, on April 7, 2026, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed the request 

for a Rural Conservation Subdivision Density Bonus, reviewed the staff report, and considered 

any comments, favorable or unfavorable from the public and surrounding property owners at a 

public hearing duly advertised. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of 

Lake County, Florida: 

Section 1. Legal Findings of Fact. The foregoing recitals are hereby adopted as 

legislative findings of the Board of County Commissioners and are ratified and confirmed as being 

true and correct and are hereby made a specific part of this Resolution upon adoption hereof. 
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Section 2. Density Bonus.  The request for an additional eleven (11) additional 

building lots or dwelling units is hereby granted with the following conditions: 

A. The Cedar Creek Project must provide sixty-three percent (63%) of qualifying open

space in accordance with LDR Section 17.05.02, and Comprehensive Plan Policy

I-1.4.6.1.

B. The Cedar Creek Project must comply with all other provisions of Chapter XVI,

entitled Rural Conservation Subdivision Design Standards, and all other applicable

provisions of the Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan.

Section 3. No Estoppel: 

A. Approval of a Density Bonus cannot be relied upon to assert a claim of estoppel

against the County if the property identified herein cannot be developed due to the inability to 

meet other requirements under the applicable Land Development Regulations. The Owner is solely 

responsible for performing any necessary due diligence to ensure the property will appropriately 

support future development. 

B. Approval of a Density Bonus shall not constitute an approval of the Conceptual

Sketch Plan.  The Conceptual Sketch Plan must still meet all other requirements of the applicable 

Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan.  

Section 4. Effective Date. This Resolution shall take effect on the day it is Passed 

and Adopted by the Board of County Commissioners.  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of ______________, 2026. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

____________________________________ 

Leslie Campione, Chairman 

This _____ day of _______________, 2026. 

ATTEST: 

__________________________ 

Gary J. Cooney, Clerk  

Board of County Commissioners 

of Lake County, Florida 

Approved as to form and legality: 

________________________________ 

Melanie Marsh, 

County Attorney 



R E Z O N I N G  S T A F F  R E P O R T

Page 1 of 12 

Tab Number: 
Public Hearings: 

Case No. and Project Name: 
Commissioner District: 
Applicant(s): 
Owner(s): 
Requested Action: 

Staff Determination: 

Case Manager: 
PZB Recommendation: 

O F  F  I C E  O F  P L  A N N I N G  &  Z  O N I N G

5 
Planning & Zoning Board (PZB): October 1, 2025 
Board of County Commissioners (BCC): November 4, 2025 
Board of County Commissioners (BCC): April 7, 2026 
 PZ2025-138, Crescent Pines Rezoning 
District 1-Anthony Sabatini 
Stephen McConn, KB Homes Orlando LLC 
Siegel Florence B Trustee 
Rezone approximately 40 +/- acres from Urban Residential (R-6) to Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) to facilitate a residential subdivision of 79 units. 
Staff finds the rezoning request consistent with the Land Development 
Regulations (LDR) and Comprehensive Plan. 
Leslie Regan, Senior Planner 
Approved unanimously on regular agenda 

Subject Property Information 

Size: 40 +/- acres 
Location: Northwest corner of Priebe Road and Log House Road in the unincorporated 

Clermont area. 
Alternate Key No.: 1507731 
Future Land Use: Urban Low Density (Attachment “A”) 
Current Zoning District: Urban Residential (R-6) District (Attachment “B”) 
JPA/ISBA:  Clermont JPA 
Overlay/Rural Protection Area:    None  
Flood Zone(s): None 
BMAP Location: Upper Ocklawaha BMAP 
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Adjacent Property Land Use Table 

- Summary of Analysis - 
The subject parcel is identified by Alternate Key Number 1507731 and contains approximately +/- 40 acres. The 
rezoning (RZ) application seeks approval of a residential subdivision of 79 units, open space and stormwater 
ponds. The property is located at the northwest corner of Priebe Road and Log House Road.   The subject parcel 
is zoned as Urban Residential (R-6) District and is designated with an Urban Low Density Future Land Use 
Category (FLUC) by the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. The subject parcel is a vacant parcel of land.   
The Applicant is requesting a rezoning to PUD with a density of 2.06 units per acre and a maximum impervious 
surface area of 60%. The total site acreage is +/-40 acres. There is a required Right-of-Way dedication of +/-1.65 
acres on Log House and Priebe Road, resulting in a buildable acreage of 38.34. Density is based on the buildable 
acreage of 38.34 acres. The plan emphasizes that 25% (25% minimum required) of the overall developable area 
will be dedicated as open space. The open space will include storm pond(s) that have pervious walking trails 
around the pond(s) tied into the sidewalks along the street for connectivity. A homeowner’s association (HOA) 
will own and maintain all common areas. 
The Concept Plan (Attachment “C”) depicts the proposed subdivision with a total of 79 lots. Lots have a minimum 
lot area of 7,500 square feet with a minimum width of seventy-five feet (75’). There are landscape buffers along 
all perimeters of the subject property, as required under LDR Chapter 9 (Landscaping) regulations. The property 
will be serviced by Sunshine Water Services for water and the Applicant plans to construct a distributed 
wastewater treatment system for sewer.  

Table 1. Existing and Property Development Standards. 

 

Zoning District 
Allowable 

Development 
Program 

Proposed 
Development 

Program 

Maximum 
Impervious 

Surface 
Ratio 

Minimu
m Open 
Space 

Building 
Height 

Existing Urban Residential 
(R-6) 6 du / net acre N/A 55% 25% 40-Feet 

Proposed 
Planned Unit 
Development 

(PUD) 
NA 2.06 du / net acre 60% 25% 40-Feet 

Direction Future Land Use Zoning Existing Use Comments 

North Urban Low Density 

Estate Residential  
(R-2) District and  

Medium Residential (R-
3) District 

Residential Single Family 
Residential 

South Urban Low Density Urban Residential (R-6) 
District   Residential Single Family 

Residential 

East Urban Low Density Urban Residential (R-6) 
District Residential Single Family 

Residential 

West Public Service Facility 
and Infrastructure 

Community Facility 
District (CFD) 

Vacant County 
Property 

Parking lot and 
Infrastructure 
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The subject property is located within the Clermont Joint Planning Area (JPA) and the application was provided 
to the City of Clermont to review for a determination of consistency with the City of Clermont regulations. After 
subsequent submittals all comments were addressed and the City of Clermont provided support for the project.  
The Applicant provided a Project Narrative as justification for the rezoning request as shown on Attachment “D”. 

– Settlement Agreement – 
On November 4, 2025, after hearing and due process, the application was denied by the Board of County 
Commissioners, after which the Applicant filed a Section 70.51, Florida Statutes, Land Use Dispute Resolution 
action which resulted in the Applicant voluntarily reducing the number of lots proposed to 79 lots and including 
several other additional improvements upon the previously proposed Concept Plan. The accompanying improved 
Concept Plan is depicted as Attachment “C”.  

– Staff Analysis – 
LDR Section 14.03.03 (Standards for Review) 

A. Whether the rezoning is in conflict with any applicable provisions of the Code (Land Development 
Regulations).  
The Applicant seeks a rezoning from R-6 to a PUD for a residential subdivision. The application is consistent 
with LDR Section 4.03.04(C) that states a minimum of twenty-five (25) percent of the Base Site Area of Land 
of the PUD shall be used for Open Space. The application meets this requirement with the listed Open Space 
as 25%.  
The proposed development is consistent with the LDR Section 4.03.04(E) that states a Planned Unit 
Development shall be required for any developer seeking to apply to plat a residential subdivision consisting 
of fifty (50) or more dwelling units unless the Applicant proposes to use a Rural Conservation Subdivision. 
This Applicant desires to develop 79 residential lots.  
The application is consistent with LDR Section 4.03.01 that states the purpose and intent of a PUD is to ensure 
that the development will occur according to limitation of use, design, density and phasing stipulated on an 
approved development plan. The Applicant has provided a Concept Plan meeting the PUD requirements as to 
Open Space, Density, and Impervious Surface Ratio. Furthermore, this section states that PUDs shall be 
allowed in all Future Land Use Categories. 
The subject property is within the City of Clermont JPA and the ordinance reflects JPA requirements. 
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the LDR, as amended. 

B. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with all elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  
The application seeks to rezone the subject property to a PUD with an underlying Future Land Use Category 
of Urban Low Density. The proposed use is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-1.2.2, Consistency 
between Future Land Use and Zoning, which shows an allowed density of 4 dwelling units per net acre, an 
Impervious Surface Ratio of .60 and Open Space requirement of 25%. The attached Concept Plan (Attachment 
“C”) exceeds the above listed requirements by proposing a lower density and meets the percentage of Open 
Space. 
The proposal is also consistent with Policy I-1.3., Urban Low Density Future Land Use Category, which 
states residential is a typical use within this Future Land Use Category.  
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the Comprehensive Plan. 

C. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning is inconsistent with existing and proposed 
land uses.  



PZ2025-138, Crescent Pines 
 

Page 4 of 12 

The application is consistent with the densities of the surrounding neighborhoods. Most surrounding parcels 
are residential in use. The parcel to the west of the subject property is mostly undeveloped except for a parking 
lot and some minor infrastructure associated with the County’s Solid Waste Drop Off Center. The Crescent 
West subdivision to the North is zoned Estate Residential (R-2), and Medium Residential (R-3) which allows 
a range of densities from 2-3 dwelling units per acre. To the south and east of the proposed property, the 
parcels are zoned Urban Residential (R-6) which allows a density of 6 dwelling units per acre. 
The proposed density of 2.06 dwelling units per acre is less than or equal to most surrounding neighborhoods. 

D. Whether there have been changed conditions that justify a rezoning.  
The subject property is a vacant piece of land surrounded by other residential uses. The current zoning on the 
property is Urban Residential (R-6) which allows single family residential uses.  

E. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in demands on public facilities, 
and whether, or to the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would exceed the capacity of such public 
facilities, including, but not limited to police, roads, sewage facilities, water supply, drainage, solid 
waste, parks and recreation, schools, and fire and emergency medical facilities. 
Any future development of this property will require an analysis via submittal of a development application 
to demonstrate that the proposed development does not adversely impact the County’s adopted levels of 
service for public facilities and services. 
Water and Sewage 
Sunshine Water Services has provided a letter as verification that they can serve the water utility needs for 
this project and are willing to do so subject to the execution of a mutually acceptable agreement.  
The Applicant has also stated that they will construct a Distributed Wastewater System for Wastewater 
(DWTS).  
According to Comprehensive Plan Policy IX-3.1.1, Regional Wastewater Service Criteria, any new 
development in the Urban Land Use Series where density occurs at one unit per net acre or greater or 
wastewater discharge of the development is equal to or greater than 100,000 GPD, shall be required to connect 
to a regional system. A central system may be used on a temporary basis until a regional system becomes 
available. The temporary system must be staffed by a Florida licensed wastewater treatment plant operator in 
accordance with state regulation and code and must be planned, designed and constructed to serve as a 
nucleus of a future regional system, or can act as lift station with minimal modification. A Distributed 
Wastewater Treatment System (DWTS) qualifies as a central system.  The Applicant must contract directly 
with a qualified provider and make provisions within their restrictive covenants for the HOA to have 
easements over the system, and to assess fees for this system until connected to a regional wastewater system. 
Schools 
Lake County Schools reviewed the application and determined that capacity is available. 
Parks 
The proposed rezoning is not anticipated to adversely impact park capacity or levels of service. 
Solid Waste 
The proposed request is not anticipated to adversely impact solid waste capacities, and the Office of Solid 
Waste has no objections to the rezone request. 
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Public Safety 
Lake County Fire Station #109 is located approximately 1.4 miles from the subject property. Fire protection 
water supply and emergency access will be addressed during the site plan review process, should the rezoning 
application be approved by the Board.  
 
Transportation Concurrency 
The traffic exemption was approved. The proposal is less than 100 lots and considered de minimis. That 
determination is due to the fact that the net average weekday peak hour two-way volume generated by the 
development is less than 100 trip ends or driveway volume on the adjacent roadways. Please see the table 
below for calculation used to determine exemption approval. 

ITE 
LUC 

Land Use Development Daily PM Peak Hour 
Size Units Equation Trips Equation Total Enter Exit 

210 Single-Family 
Detached 

85 DUs Ln(T) = 
0.92Ln(X) + 2.68 

869 Ln(T) = 
0.94Ln(X) + 0.27 

85 54 31 
          

F. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in significant adverse impacts 
on the natural environment. 
An environmental assessment will be submitted with subsequent development applications to indicate the 
presence of vegetation, soils, wetlands, threatened and endangered species on the site. Any required State 
permitting or mitigation will be obtained or completed before development can commence. All sensitive 
resources will be addressed through the development review process. New development will be required to 
meet all criteria specified by the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations (LDR).  

G. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would affect the property values in the area. 
There is no indication that the rezoning application will affect property values in the area.  

H. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in an orderly and logical 
development pattern. 
Due to the consistency with the Land Use Regulations, Comprehensive Plan and surrounding development 
the proposed rezoning would result in an orderly and logical development pattern. 

I. Whether the proposed rezoning would be in conflict with the public interest, and in harmony with the 
purpose and intent of these Regulations. 
The proposed rezoning application is in harmony with the general intent of the Comprehensive Plan and LDR 
as stated in Sections A through H above.  

J. Any other matters that may be deemed appropriate by the Lake County Zoning Board or the Board of 
County Commissioners, in review and consideration of the proposed rezoning. 
There are no other matters to be considered at this time. 
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Attachment “A” – Future Land Use Map 
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Attachment “B” – Zoning District Map 
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Attachment “C” – Concept Plan 
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Attachment “D” – Project Narrative 
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Attachment “D” – Project Narrative 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PZ2025-138, Crescent Pines 
 

Page 11 of 12 

 
Map of Subject Property 
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Aerial Map of Subject Property 
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ORDINANCE 2026-____ 1 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 2 
AMENDING THE LAKE COUNTY ZONING MAPS; REZONING +/-40 ACRES FROM 3 
URBAN RESIDENTIAL (R-6) DISTRICT TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 4 
DISTRICT TO FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 79-LOT SINGLE-FAMILY 5 
RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION FOR PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ALTERNATE KEY 6 
NUMBER 1507731, LOCATED IN SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 23 SOUTH, RANGE 25 7 
EAST; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 8 

WHEREAS, Stephen McConn of KB Home Orlando, LLC (the “Applicant”) submitted 9 
an application on behalf of Siegel Florence B Trustee ET AL (the “Owners”) to rezone 10 
approximately 40 +/- acres from Urban Residential District (R-6) to Planned Unit Development 11 
(PUD) District to facilitate the development of a 79-lot single-family residential subdivision; and  12 

WHEREAS, Lake County Planning and Zoning Board did on the 1st day of October 2025, 13 
review petition PZ2025-138; after giving Notice of a Hearing for a change in the use of land, 14 
including a notice that the petition will be presented to the Board of County Commissioners of 15 
Lake County, Florida, on the 4th day of November 2025, and 16 

WHEREAS, after hearing and due process, the application was denied by the Board of 17 
County Commissioners as PZ2025-138, after which the Applicant filed a Section 70.51, Florida 18 
Statutes, Land Use Dispute Resolution action which resulted in the Applicant voluntarily reducing 19 
the number of lots proposed to 79 lots and including several other additional improvements upon 20 
the previously proposed concept plan as set forth herein; and 21 

WHEREAS, the subject property consists of approximately 40 +/-acres located in the 22 
northwest quadrant of Log House Road and Priebe Road in the Clermont Area, in Section 11, 23 
Township 23 South, Range 25 East, identified by Alternate Key Number 1507731, and more 24 
particularly in Exhibit “A” – Legal Description; and 25 

WHEREAS, the subject property is located within the Urban Low Density Future Land 26 
Use Category as shown on the Lake County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map (FLUM); 27 
and 28 

WHEREAS, after giving Notice of a Hearing for a change in the use of land, including a 29 
notice that the petition PZ2025-138 will be presented to the Board of County Commissioners of 30 
Lake County, Florida, on the 7th day of April 2026, for consideration of the amended petition 31 
including the improvements to the previous plan, and 32 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed the petition, the 33 
recommendations of the Lake County Planning & Zoning Board, staff report, and any comments, 34 
favorable or unfavorable, from the public and surrounding property owners at a public hearing 35 
duly advertised; and 36 

WHEREAS, upon review, certain terms pertaining to the development of the above-37 
described property have been duly approved. 38 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of County Commissioners of 39 
Lake County, Florida, that: 40 
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Ordinance 2026-_____, Crescent Pines PUD

Section 1. Terms: The County Manager or designee shall amend the Zoning District from Urban 1 
Residential (R-6) District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the property 2 
described in Exhibit “A”. The uses of the property will be limited to those uses specified 3 
in this Ordinance and generally consistent with the Conceptual Plan attached hereto as 4 
Exhibit “B”. To the extent there are conflicts between Exhibit “B” and this Ordinance, 5 
this Ordinance will take precedence. 6 

A. Permitted Land Uses.7 

1. A maximum of 79 Single-Family Dwelling Units, not to exceed 2.06 dwelling8 
units per net acre. A mandatory homeowner’s association must be established.9 

2. Accessory uses directly associated with the above use may be approved by the10 
County Manager or designee.11 

3. Any other use of the site not specified above will require approval of an12 
amendment to this Ordinance by the Board of County Commissioners.13 

B. Open Space, Impervious Surface Ratio, and Building Height.14 

1. A minimum of twenty-five percent (25%) of the subject property acreage must15 
be dedicated in perpetuity for preservation as common open space using a16 
conservation or open space easement, or plat restrictions. The homeowner’s17 
association shall be responsible for maintaining the open space.18 

2. The maximum Impervious Surface Ratio (ISR) for the entire subdivision is sixty19 
percent (60%) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, as amended. Individual20 
lots may be developed at a higher ISR if the Developer demonstrates that the21 
overall ISR of the development will not exceed 60%.22 

3. The maximum building height will be forty (40) feet.23 

4. Minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet with each lot having a minimum road24 
frontage of seventy-five (75) feet.25 

5. All other development standards must be in accordance with the Comprehensive26 
Plan and Land Development Regulations, as amended.27 

C. Setbacks. The minimum setback for residential development will be as follows:28 

Development Type Front Side for 
Corner Lots Side Rear 

Single-Family 
Residence 25-feet 12.5-feet 7.5-feet 25-feet

Accessory Structures 25-feet 12.5-feet 7.5-feet 5-feet

Note: Pools, pool enclosures, screen rooms, and associated pool enclosures shall 
have side and rear setbacks of seven and a half (7.5) -feet from the property line’ 
provided, however, accessory structures shall not be permitted within any 
easement for drainage or stormwater purposes with no variances allowed.   
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1. All setbacks must be measured from the property line. 1 

2. The minimum wetland setback is fifty (50) feet from any jurisdictional wetland2 
line.3 

3. Any setback not specified must be in accordance with the Land Development4 
Regulations (LDR), as amended.5 

4. A ten (10) foot wide front yard utility easement shall be along all lots and6 
common areas/tracts fronting the internal roads. A minimum five (5) foot side7 
and rear drainage easement shall be on each lot within the development.8 
Accessory structures shall not encroach into any drainage or stormwater9 
easements and variances to this requirement are not allowed.10 

D. Design Standards.11 

1. All amenities such as pocket parks, or open space will be owned and maintained12 
by the Homeowner’s Association.13 

2. Driveway Access. All single-family units shall have the minimum of a paved14 
2-car wide driveway access from garage to street. Only one (1) driveway access15 
per lot. Double road frontage driveway access is prohibited. Driveway widths16 
within the right-of-way shall not exceed twenty (24) feet, measured at the throat17 
of the driveway. See subsection H below for additional regulations regarding18 
street parking.19 

3. The regulations for parking, storing, or keeping vehicles, vessels, buses, trailers,20 
trucks and commercial vehicles set forth in LDR 3.06.00 shall apply to this21 
development.22 

4. These standards shall be incorporated into the Homeowners Association23 
declarations.24 

5. All areas of the Planned Unit Development shall maintain a grass height of 1225 
inches or less.26 

E. Landscaping, Buffering, and Screening. Landscaping, buffering and screening27 
shall be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.28 

1. Drought tolerant, native trees and vegetation shall be utilized for all street trees,29 
landscape buffers, and stormwater retention/detention areas.30 

2. Perimeter buffers shall consist of canopy and understory trees and plants31 
utilizing 100% Florida native plant materials from the University of Florida32 
Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences (IFAS) list. Exotic/invasive species33 
shall be removed. Existing vegetation located along the perimeter of the PUD34 
may be counted towards the minimum perimeter landscaping requirement.35 
Perimeter buffers shall be adjacent to all existing residential homes.36 

3. Best Management Practices for native landscaping and “right plant-right place”37 
landscaping techniques shall be utilized in the design. Installation of invasive38 
exotic plant species is prohibited.39 
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4. The Developer will retain as much of the planted pine as possible on the site,1 
including but not limited to, in buffer, pond, and open space areas, as permitted2 
by the grading required to develop the Crescent Pines development.3 

5. The HOA shall manage buffer areas in accordance with a management plan that4 
protects native habitats and limits the proliferation of nuisance/exotic5 
vegetative species. A copy of the management plan will be provided to the6 
County.7 

6. Smart Irrigation Best Management Practices shall be utilized for all landscape8 
irrigation and shall incorporate soil moisture and rain sensors into the irrigation9 
design.10 

7. All homes constructed shall be Florida Water Star SM Program certified.11 

8. All other LDR provisions regarding landscaping and screening not addressed12 
herein shall apply.13 

F. Environmental Requirements.14 

1. An environmental assessment dated within six (6) months of the date the15 
preliminary plat is submitted will be required to demonstrate the presence of16 
vegetation, soils, threatened and endangered species that may exist on the site.17 

2. Environmental resources shall be protected in accordance with the18 
Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.19 

G. Noise. Compliance must be in accordance with the LDR, as amended.20 

H. Transportation.21 

1. All access management shall be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan22 
and Land Development Regulations, as amended.23 

2. The subdivision design shall be in accordance with the Transportation Systems24 
for subdivision road design and layout from the Land Development25 
Regulations, as amended, including any appendices.26 

3. Sidewalks will be required within the subdivision per Land Development27 
Regulations, as amended.28 

4. The sidewalk along Log House Road will be extended by the Developer in29 
accordance with the plans prepared and/or approved by the County westward30 
to Cedar Forest Circle, and also eastward to Lakeshore Drive where sufficient31 
public right-of-way exists currently and/or is acquired by the County prior to32 
commencement of the construction of the eastward sidewalk improvement33 
project. The sidewalk improvements must be completed and accepted prior to34 
the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any development within the35 
Crescent Pines Subdivision.36 

5. An additional right-of-way for Priebe Road will be required to meet the37 
minimum 33-ft from the centerline of the existing road.38 

6. Traffic Calming will need to be included in the subdivision design utilizing39 
Florida Greenbook Traffic Calming Treatments and acceptable measures by40 
Lake County.41 
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7. Internal roads within the development shall be designed to meet Clermont JPA, 1 
Florida Greenbook and Lake County Road standards.2 

8. The Developer shall submit a required traffic impact analysis and provide3 
appropriate mitigation as required pursuant to the LDR, as amended.4 

9. If the internal subdivision roads are dedicated to the public, street parking shall5 
be prohibited unless internal roads are constructed at 34 feet in width to6 
accommodate both sides of the street parking while maintaining the appropriate7 
width for emergency vehicles to pass unobstructed.  If internal subdivision8 
roads are not constructed to accommodate street parking, one or more of the9 
following shall be provided:10 

a. Individual driveways shall be constructed to accommodate a minimum of11 
four (4) vehicles without impeding the sidewalk.  This may be12 
accomplished through longer driveways or wider driveways at13 
Developer’s option.14 

b. Overflow parking lots shall be constructed throughout the community to15 
accommodate vehicles that cannot be parked within residential driveways16 
without blocking sidewalks.17 

Additionally, if the internal subdivision roads are not constructed to 18 
accommodate street parking, Developer shall be required to install the 19 
appropriate “no parking” signs that read “No Parking Fire Lane by Order of the 20 
Fire Department” every 60 feet along the internal roads to allow the prohibition 21 
to be enforced by law enforcement.  The HOA shall be responsible for replacing 22 
signage as needed. The signs shall be 12 inches by 18 inches with a white 23 
background and red letters and shall be a maximum of seven (7) feet in height 24 
from roadway to the bottom part of the sign. The signs shall be maintained by 25 
the HOA of the community. 26 

J. Future Road Maintenance. Unless a Community Development District (CDD) is27 
formed to fund and maintain the same, future road maintenance for publicly28 
dedicated roads, sidewalks and stormwater will be funded using a municipal service29 
taxing unit (MSTU), or municipal service benefit unit (MSBU) as authorized under30 
Section 125.01(1)(q),  Florida Statutes. Before or concurrent with any final plat, the31 
Owner shall provide any documentation required by the County to impose an32 
MSTU or MSBU, at the County discretion, on the platted lots. Additionally, the33 
Owner acknowledges and agrees that the MSTU or MSBU shall be collected as a34 
non-ad valorem assessment using the uniform method of collection set forth under35 
Section 197.3632, Florida Statutes. If a  CDD is utilized, the CDD shall own and36 
maintain all infrastructure and shall be solely responsible for collecting assessments37 
for such improvements.  The County will not impose an MSTU or MSBU if a CDD38 
is created.39 

K. Stormwater Management.40 

1. The stormwater management system shall be designed in accordance with all41 
applicable Lake County and St. Johns River Water Management District42 
(SJRWMD) requirements, as amended. All detention pond sizes shall be43 
increased by 25% from the previously proposed design as depicted on Exhibit44 
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“B” – Conceptual Plan. Ponds and associated stormwater systems shall be 1 
designed and constructed to retain the 100-year/24-hour storm event, and to 2 
fully comply with the most current water management district design standards, 3 
whichever is more stringent. 4 

2. The Developer shall be responsible for any flood studies required for5 
developing the site and shall comply with FEMA regulations and guidelines, as6 
well as the Lake County Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.  Any7 
development within the floodplain as identified on the FEMA maps will require8 
compensating storage.9 

L. Utilities.10 

1. Water shall be provided for development by Sunshine Water Services.11 

2. Wastewater services shall be provided by a Distributed Wastewater Treatment12 
System (DWTS).  According to Comprehensive Plan Policy IX-3.1.1,13 
Regional Wastewater Service Criteria, any new development in the Urban14 
Land Use Series where density occurs at one unit per net acre or greater or15 
wastewater discharge of the development is equal to or greater than 100,00016 
GPD, shall be required to connect to a regional system. A central system may be17 
used on a temporary basis until a regional system becomes available. The18 
temporary system must be staffed by a Florida licensed wastewater treatment19 
plant operator in accordance with state regulation and code and must be planned,20 
designed and constructed to serve as a nucleus of a future regional system, or21 
can act as lift station with minimal modification. A DWTS qualifies as a central22 
system. The Developer must contract directly with a qualified provider and23 
make provisions within their restrictive covenants for the HOA to have24 
easements over the system, and to assess fees for this system until connected to25 
a regional wastewater system.26 

3. All shall be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development27 
Regulations, as amended.28 

M. Annexation.  Owner agrees not to enter into any covenant with a municipality to annex29 
which alters the prerequisites of a voluntary annexation under Section 171.044, Florida30 
Statutes.31 

N. Lighting. All development will adhere to the dark-sky principles set forth in32 
Section 3.09.00, LDR, as amended. These same provisions apply to individual lot33 
owners as well as the common areas.34 

O. Signage. All signage must be in accordance with the LDR, as amended.35 

P. Schools. School Concurrency shall be met before final plat approval in accordance36 
with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended.37 

Q. Concurrency Management Requirements. All development must comply with38 
the Lake County Concurrency Management System, as amended.39 

R. Development Review and Approval. Prior to the issuance of any permits, the40 
Developer shall submit a preliminary plat, construction plans, and final plat41 
generally consistent with the Conceptual Plan attached as Exhibit “B” for review42 
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and approval in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and LDR, as amended. 1 

S. PUD Expiration. Physical development shall commence within three (3) years2 
from the date of this Ordinance approval. Failure to commence construction within3 
three (3) years of approval shall cause the revocation of this Ordinance, in4 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan or superseding documents, as amended.5 
Prior to the expiration of the three-year time frame, the Board of County6 
Commissioners may grant, via a Public Hearing, one (1) extension of the time frame7 
for a maximum of two (2) years upon a showing that reasonable efforts have been8 
made towards securing the required approvals and commencement of work.9 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if at any time the Developer is granted an extension10 
of time pursuant to Section 252.363, Florida Statutes, or Section 7-5, Lake County11 
Code, to the preliminary plat, construction plans, or final plat, commencement of12 
physical development shall be equally extended so long as the development is13 
proceeding in good faith and does not allow the originally extended development14 
order to expire.15 

T. Future Amendments to Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or Regulations. The specific16 
references in this Ordinance to the Florida Statutes, Florida Administrative Code,17 
Lake County Comprehensive Plan, and Lake County LDR shall include any future18 
amendments to the Statutes, Code, Plans, and/or Regulations.19 

Section 2. Conditions. 20 

A. After establishment of the facilities as provided in this Ordinance, the property21 
identified in this Ordinance may only be used for the purposes identified in this22 
Ordinance. Any other proposed use must be specifically authorized by the Board23 
of County Commissioners.24 

B. No person, firm, or corporation may erect, construct, enlarge, alter, repair, remove,25 
improve, move, convert, or demolish any building structure, add other uses, or alter26 
the land in any manner within the boundaries of the above-described land without27 
first obtaining the necessary approvals in accordance with the Lake County Code,28 
as amended, and obtaining the permits required from the other appropriate29 
governmental agencies.30 

C. This Ordinance will inure to the benefit of and will constitute a covenant running31 
with the land and the terms, conditions, and provisions of this Ordinance will be32 
binding upon the present Owner and any successor will be subject to each condition33 
in this Ordinance.34 

D. The transfer of ownership or lease of any or all the property described in this35 
Ordinance must include in the transfer or lease agreement a provision that the36 
purchaser or lessee is made aware of the conditions established by this Ordinance37 
and agrees to be bound by these conditions. The purchaser or lessee may request a38 
change from the existing plans and conditions by following procedures contained39 
in the LDR, as amended.40 
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E. The Lake County Code Enforcement Special Master will have authority to enforce1 
the terms and conditions set forth in this Ordinance and to recommend that the2 
Ordinance be revoked.3 

Section 3.  Severability: If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is held to be 4 
invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, the holding will in 5 
no way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 6 

Section 4. Filing with the Department of State. The clerk is hereby directed forthwith to send a 7 
copy of this Ordinance to the Secretary of State for the State of Florida in accordance 8 
with Section 125.66, Florida Statutes. 9 

Section 5. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective upon recordation in the public 10 
records of Lake County, Florida. The Applicant shall be responsible for all recording 11 
fees. 12 

13 

ENACTED this _________day of , 2026. 14 

15 

FILED with the Secretary of State , 2026. 16 
17 

EFFECTIVE , 2026. 18 

19 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 20 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 21 

22 

23 
24 

LESLIE CAMPIONE, CHAIRMAN 25 

ATTEST: 26 
27 

28 

_______________________________________ 29 
GARY COONEY, CLERK OF THE 30 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 31 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 32 

33 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY: 34 

35 

36 

________________________________________ 37 
MELANIE MARSH, COUNTY ATTORNEY 38 
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EXHIBIT “A” – LEGAL DESCRIPTION 1 

ALTERNATE KEY 12 

3 
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EXHIBIT “B” – CONCEPTUAL PLAN 1 

2 
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Tab Number: 
Public Hearings: 

Case No. and Project Name: 
Commissioner District: 
Applicant(s): 
Owner(s): 
Requested Action: 

Staff Determination: 

6 
Planning & Zoning Board (PZB): March 4, 2026 
Board of County Commissioners (BCC): April 7, 2026 
PZ2025-179, Serenoa PUD Amendment  
District 1 – Commissioner Anthony Sabatini 
Professional Resource Development, Inc.  
Professional Resource Development, Inc.  
Amend and Restate Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance #2019-60,
for property identified with alternative key number 3914076, to allow the use
of a Self-Storage Facility.  
Staff finds the rezoning amendment inconsistent with the Land Development 
Regulations (LDR) and with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Case Manager: Leslie Regan, Senior Planner
PZB Recommendation: Denied on regular agenda 6-1

Subject Property Information 
Size: 16.64 +/- acres 
Location: East of Sawgrass Bay Boulevard, north of Pacific Ace Way in the 

unincorporated Lake County area 
Alternate Key No.           3914076 (specific Alternative Key for Self-Storage Facility)
Future Land Use: Conservation Subdivision (Attachment “A”)
Current Zoning District: Planned Unit Development by Ordinance #2019-60 (Attachment “B”)
JPA/ISBA: N/A
Overlay/Rural Protection Area: Wellness Way Area Plan 
Flood Zone(s): N/A 
Located within BMAP:       Lake Okeechobee 
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Adjacent Property Land Use Table 

- Summary of Analysis -
The subject parcel is identified by Alternate Key Number 3914076 and contains approximately +/-16.64 acres. 
The total acreage for the Serenoa Planned Unit Development is +/-985 acres. The Applicant seeks approval of a 
120,000 square foot Self-Storage Facility, located within the Serenoa Planned Unit Development, east of 
Sawgrass Bay Boulevard.  The subject parcel is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD) and is designated with 
a Conservation Subdivision Future Land Use Category (FLUC) by the 2030 Comprehensive Plan; and is located 
within the Wellness Way Area Plan Boundary. There are portions of the property adjacent to the road that are 
currently under site plan review for commercial uses consistent with Ordinance #2019-60.  
The Applicant is requesting to amend and restate Ordinance #2019-60 to add the Self-Storage Facility use. The 
requested use is inconsistent with the FLUC as commercial uses are not permitted in the Conservation Subdivision 
classification.  Staff must emphasize that the Serenoa Planned Unit Development (PUD) (f/k/a Avalon Groves 
PUD) was approved on January 24, 2012, prior to the Wellness Way Area Plan and therefore vested for the uses 
identified in the original ordinance. Ordinance #2012-10 approved 1.) Up to 350,000 square feet, comprising 
retail, commercial and office uses excluding institutional uses and 2.) uses consistent with those permitted in the 
Land Development Regulations (LDR) for the Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) District. As a vested PUD 
predating the implementation of the Wellness Way Area Plan, changes to the PUD that are inconsistent with the 
underlying FLUC could negatively impact the vested status of the development. 
The Concept Plan (Attachment “C”) depicts a 4-story (maximum of 75 ft.)  Self-Storage Facility that contains 
120,000 square feet in area. The facility will not be located directly adjacent to Sawgrass Bay Boulevard. but will 
access the road for entrance to the facility. The facility will be behind several other parcels currently in the 
development process for Commercial/Office uses.  

- March 4, 2026 Planning & Zoning Board (PZB) Meeting Summary -
Staff presented the case under the regular agenda. The Applicant presented the case. The County Attorney 
clarified that the building height currently allowed in the Planned Unit Development is four (4) stories or 75 
feet, whichever is more restrictive. The Planning and Zoning Board voted 6-1 to recommend denial of the 
agenda item.  

Direction Future Land Use Zoning Existing Use Comments 

North Conservation 
Subdivision Serenoa PUD Palms at Serenoa Residential Common Area 

South Conservation 
Subdivision Serenoa PUD Village Phase 1A Residential Common Area 

East Conservation 
Subdivision Serenoa PUD Vacant Wetland 

West 
Urban Low 

Density/Conservation 
Subdivision 

Pacific Ace PUD Vacant 
Residential Common Area 
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Table 1. Existing and Proposed Development Standards. 

Zoning District 
Allowable 

Development 
Program 

Proposed 
Developmen

t Program 

Maximum 
Impervious 

Surface Ratio 

Minimum 
Open Space 

Building 
Height 

Existing PUD 

350,000 SF of 
Retail, 

Commercial and 
Office Uses 

NA 

Entire PUD 
.60 but not to 

exceed .90 
on any given 

lot 

25% for 
PUD-FLU 

requires 50% 
75’ 

Propose
d PUD NA 

120,000 SF 
of Self-

Storage Use 
.57 43% 75’ 

For background purposes, the subject property was zoned to PUD in 2012 known then as the Avalon Groves PUD 
by Ordinance #2012-10 (Attachment “D”). At the time the Avalon Groves PUD was approved, the property was 
assigned to the Urban Low Density Future Land Use Category. In 2016, the Lake County Board of County 
Commissioners approved the Wellness Way Area Plan Map and Text Amendment. The subject property was 
included within that boundary and was assigned to the Conservation Subdivision Future Land Use Category. In 
August of 2016, Special Master 05-16 became effective which allowed the property to be developed consistently 
with Ordinance #2016-20 (Avalon Groves PUD). In 2019, Ordinance #2019-60 (Attachment “E”) was approved 
which, in addition to renaming the development as the Serenoa PUD, sought amendments related to the phasing 
program for the residential and nonresidential uses along with a reconfiguration of the associated parking. 
The Applicant provided a Project Narrative as shown on Attachment “F”. 

– Staff Analysis –
LDR Section 14.05.03 (Standards for Review) 

A. Whether the rezoning is in conflict with any applicable provisions of the Code (Land Development
Regulations).
The application seeks to amend the current Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow the construction of a
Self-Storage Facility. The LDR’s allow self-storage uses in Planned Commercial (CP) zoning only while the
current PUD permits commercial uses to the extent they are allowed under the Neighborhood Commercial
(C-1) zoning district. Additionally, as a vested PUD, changes may only be made to the extent the changes are
consistent with the underlying future land use category.
The proposed Concept Plan shows that the project will meet the regulations for Open Space providing 43%.
The Impervious Surface Area Ratio (ISR) allowed per the PUD is 60% and the Applicant is proposing 57%.
The Self-Storage Facility is proposed at a maximum height of 75’, which is the maximum height allowed per
PUD.
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the LDR, as amended.

B. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with all elements of the Comprehensive Plan.
The property is currently designated as the Conservation Subdivision Future Land Use Category (FLUC) in
the Wellness Way Area Plan Boundary. The proposed use is inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy I-
8.1.1, entitled Jobs-to-Housing Ratio, Minimum Non-Residential Square Feet & Land Area Set-Asides, and
Policy I-8.1.2, entitled Target Industries, as Self-Storage Facilities is not a specific targeted industry for the
non-residential portion of Wellness Way.
The Conservation Subdivision FLU is intended to promote a balance between carefully designed residential
development while supporting the ecological value of the wetlands and uplands that characterize the area. The
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requested use is inconsistent with the FLUC as commercial uses are not permitted in the Conservation 
Subdivision classification.  As a vested PUD predating the implementation of the Wellness Way Area Plan, 
changes to the PUD that are inconsistent with the underlying FLUC could negatively impact the vested status 
of the development. 
New development will be required to meet all criteria specified in the Comprehensive Plan. 

C. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning is inconsistent and proposed land uses.
The proposed Self-Storage Facility is inconsistent with the surrounding area. This area is being developed as
the commercial portion of the Planned Unit Development of the Serenoa PUD. Although not specifically
allowed under the PUD, Self-Storage Facilities would be an appropriate support use for the adjacent
residential uses.

D. Whether there have been changed conditions that justify rezoning.
The requested use is inconsistent with the FLUC as commercial uses are not permitted in the Conservation
Subdivision classification.  As a vested PUD predating the implementation of the Wellness Way Area Plan,
changes to the PUD that are inconsistent with the underlying FLUC could negatively impact the vested status
of the development.

E. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in demands on public facilities,
and whether, or to the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would exceed the capacity of such public
facilities, including, but not limited to police, roads, sewage facilities, water supply, drainage, solid
waste, parks and recreation, schools and fire and emergency medical facilities.
Any future development of this property will require an analysis via submittal of a development application
to demonstrate that the proposed development does not adversely impact the County’s adopted levels of
service on public facilities and services.
Water and Sewage
Sunshine Water has provided documentation (Attachment “G”) indicating they can provide water and
wastewater to the site. The Applicant must comply with Policy IX-3.1.1 entitled Regional Wastewater Service
Criteria.
Solid Waste
The proposed request is not anticipated to adversely impact solid waste capacities or levels of service. The
Applicant provided the following comment: “If approved, the Owner(s) will be responsible for arranging
waste collection services through a County-authorized commercial hauler.”
Public Safety
Lake County Fire Station #112 is located two (2) miles from the subject property.  Fire protection water supply
and emergency access will be addressed during the site plan review process, should the requested use be
approved by the Board.
Transportation Concurrency
The standard Level of Service (LOS) for the impacted roadway of US 27 is “D” with capacity of 2,867 trips
in the peak direction. Currently the impacted segment from Boggy Marsh Road to CR 474 is operating at fifty
percent (50%) in the PM peak Direction (LOS “C”). This project will be generating approximately eighteen
(18) PM peak hour trips, in which ten (10) trips will impact the peak hour direction with no change in the
LOS.
A Request for Exemption From doing a full Tier 1 Traffic Impact Analysis was completed and approved. 

F. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in significant adverse impacts
on the natural environment.



PZ2025-179, Serenoa PUD Amendment 

Page 5 of 51 

An environmental assessment will be submitted with site plan application to indicate the presence of 
vegetation, soils, wetlands, threatened and endangered species on the site. All sensitive resources will be 
addressed through the development review process. New development will be required to meet all criteria 
specified by the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations (LDR).  

G. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would affect the property values in the area.
The Applicant provided a statement regarding the effect of property values in their Project Narrative
(Attachment “D”).

H. Whether, and the extent to which, the proposed rezoning would result in an orderly and logical
development pattern.
The subject parcel is being developed as the commercial portion of the Serenoa PUD. The Planned Unit
Development currently allows for 350,000 square feet of commercial development; the proposed use would
not affect this requirement of the Planned Unit Development.

I. Whether the proposed rezoning would be in conflict with the public interest, and in harmony with the
purpose and intent of these Regulations.
The proposed rezoning amendment inconsistent with the Land Development Regulations (LDR) and with the
Comprehensive Plan.
As stated in Sections B and D, the requested use is inconsistent with the FLUC as commercial uses are not
permitted in the Conservation Subdivision classification.  As a vested PUD predating the implementation of
the Wellness Way Area Plan, changes to the PUD that are inconsistent with the underlying FLUC could
negatively impact the vested status of the development.

J. Any other matters that may be deemed appropriate by the Lake County Zoning Board or the Board of
County Commissioners, in review and consideration of the proposed rezoning.
N/A
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Attachment “A” – Future Land Use Map 
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Attachment “B” – Zoning District Map
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Attachment “C” – Concept Plan 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 



PZ2025-179, Serenoa PUD Amendment 

Page 17 of 51 

Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 



PZ2025-179, Serenoa PUD Amendment 

Page 18 of 51 

Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 



PZ2025-179, Serenoa PUD Amendment 

Page 28 of 51 

Attachment “D” – Ordinance #2012-10 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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Attachment “E” – Ordinance #2019-60 (Continued) 
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ORDINANCE 2026 - _____ 1 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 2 
COMMISSIONERS AMENDING THE LAKE COUNTY ZONING MAP; 3 
AMENDING AND RESTATING THE SERENOA PLANNED UNIT 4 
DEVELOPMENT APPROVED UNDER ORDINANCE #2019-60 TO ADD THE 5 
ADDITIONAL USE OF A SELF-STORAGE FACILITY; LOCATED IN SECTION 13, 6 
TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 26 EAST, AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE 7 
DATE. 8 

WHEREAS, Jonathan P. Huels (the "Applicant") has submitted a rezoning application on 9 
behalf of Professional Resource Development, Inc. (the "Property Owner") to amend PUD 10 
Ordinance #2019-60 to establish indoor self-storage as a permitted use; and 11 

WHEREAS, this rezoning ordinance will amend Section 1.A.2, Land Uses, of Ordinance 12 
#2019-60; and 13 

WHEREAS, the subject property is located east of Sawgrass Bay Boulevard, and north 14 
of Pacific Ace Way, in Section 13, Township 24 South, Range 26 East, including Alternate Key 15 
Number 3914076, and more particularly described in Exhibit "A" – Legal Description: 16 

WHEREAS, on the 22nd day of September 2011, the Lake County 2030 Comprehensive 17 
Plan became effective; and 18 

WHEREAS, on the 24th day of January 2012, the Board of County Commissioners approved 19 
PUD Ordinance #2012-10 regarding the Avalon Groves Planned Unit Development; and 20 

WHEREAS, on the 5th day of January 2016, the Lake County Board of County 21 
Commissioners approved Ordinance #2016-1, LPA #14/10/1-2 Wellness Way Area Plan Map and 22 
Text Amendment; and 23 

WHEREAS, on the 17th day of May 2016, the Lake County Board of County 24 
Commissioners approved PUD Ordinance #2016-20 regarding the Avalon Groves Planned Unit 25 
Development; and 26 

WHEREAS, on the 23rd day of August 2016, Special Master 05-16 became effective and 27 
allowed the subject property to be developed consistently with PUD Ordinance #2016-20; and 28 

WHEREAS, on the 22nd day of October 2019, the Lake County Board of County 29 
Commissioners approved PUD Ordinance #2019-60 regarding the Serenoa Planned Unit 30 
Development (PUD) Amendment (f/k/a Avalon Groves PUD); and 31 

WHEREAS, the subject property is located within the Conservation Subdivision Future 32 
Land Use Category and is located within the Wellness Way Urban Service Area (WWUSA) as 33 
shown on the Lake County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map; and 34 

WHEREAS, the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board reviewed petition PZ2025-179 on 35 
the 3rd day of March 2026, after giving notice on petition for a change in the use of land, including 36 
a notice that said petition would be presented to the Board of County Commissioners of Lake 37 
County, Florida, on the 7th day of April 2026; and 38 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners reviewed said petition, the 39 
recommendations of the Lake County Zoning Board, Staff Report and any comments, favorable or 40 
unfavorable from the public and surrounding property owners at a public hearing advertised; and 41 
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of County Commissioners of Lake 1 
County, Florida, that: 2 

Section 1. Terms: The County Manager or designee shall amend the Official Zoning District to 3 
reflect this Ordinance. Section 1.A.2 of Ordinance #2019-60 is hereby amended to read as 4 
follows:  5 

A. Permitted Land Uses.6 

2. Commercial/Office/Retail Development:7 
a. Up to 350,000 square feet, comprising retail, commercial, office8 

and indoor self-storage use excluding institutional uses.9 
b. Uses, other than indoor self-storage, shall be consistent with10 

those permitted in the Land Development Regulations (LDR) for11 
Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) Zoning District.12 

c. Indoor self-storage, defined as an establishment renting or13 
leasing small storage units for the purpose of storing personal14 
property, where no other commercial uses are allowed within the15 
establishment, shall be permitted as a principal use of any of the16 
future subdivided lots of the Property that do not have direct17 
frontage on Sawgrass Bay Boulevard, as depicted conceptually18 
as Parcel E-1 in the Conceptual Plan attached hereto as Exhibit19 
“B” and incorporated herein, subject to the following conditions:20 
i. Maximum square footage: 120,000 sq. ft.21 

ii. Maximum Building Height: Four (4) Stories or 75 feet,22 
whichever is less; and23 

iii. Maximum Impervious Surface Ratio: 60%24 
Section 2.   Severability.  If any section, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance is held to be 25 

invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, the holding will in no 26 
way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 27 

Section 3.   No Estoppel.  Approval of this ordinance cannot be relied upon to assert a claim of estoppel 28 
against the County if the property identified herein cannot be developed due to the inability 29 
to meet other requirements under the applicable Land Development Regulations. The 30 
Owner is solely responsible for performing any necessary due diligence to ensure the 31 
property will appropriately support future development. 32 

Section 4. Filing with the Department of State. The clerk is hereby directed to send a copy of this 33 
Ordinance to the Secretary of State for the State of Florida in accordance with Section 34 
125.66, Florida Statutes. 35 
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Section 5.    Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective upon recordation in the public 1 
records of Lake County, Florida. The Applicant shall be responsible for all recording fees. 2 

3 
ENACTED this  day of , 2026. 4 

5 
FILED with the Secretary of State , 2026. 6 

7 
EFFECTIVE , 2026. 8 

9 
10 
11 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 12 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 13 

14 
15 
16 

LESLIE CAMPIONE, CHAIRMAN 17 
18 
19 
20 

ATTEST: 21 
22 
23 

_______________________________________ 24 
GARY J. COONEY, CLERK OF THE 25 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 26 
LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA 27 

28 
29 
30 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY 31 
32 
33 

________________________________________ 34 
MELANIE MARSH, COUNTY ATTORNEY 35 
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EXHIBIT “A” - LEGAL DESCRIPTION. 1 

Tract X-1, PALMS AT SERENOA, according to the plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 70, 2 
Pages 80-91, inclusive, in the Public Records of Lake County, Florida. 3 

4 
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Exhibit “B” – CONCEPTUAL PLAN. 1 

2 
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MINUTES 
LAKE COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD 

October 1, 2025 

The Lake County Planning and Zoning Board met on Wednesday, October 1, 2025, in County 
Commission Chambers on the second floor of the Lake County Administration Building to 
consider petitions for rezoning requests. 

The recommendations of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board will be transmitted to 
the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) for their public hearing to be held on Tuesday, 
November 4, 2025 at 9:00 a.m. in the County Commission Chambers on the second floor of 
the County Administration Building, Tavares, Florida. 

Members Present: 
Laura Jones Smith, Chainnan District 2 
Carroll Jaskulski, Vice Chairman District 4 
Dan Tatro District 5 
Mollie Cunningham School Board Representative 
Sean Lahey At-Large Representative 

Members Not Present: 
Don Bailey District 1 
Addie Owens District 3 
Mark McManus Ex-Officio Non-Voting Military 

Staff Present: 
Janie Barron, Planning Manager, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Leslie Regan, Senior Planner, Office ofPlanning and Zoning 
Eddie Montanez, Planner I, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Eva Lora, Public Hearing Coordinator, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Seth Lynch, Development Engineer/Project Manager, Public Works 
Melanie Marsh, County Attorney 
Stephanie Cash, Deputy Clerk, Board Support 

Chairman Laura Jones Smith called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. She then led the Pledge 
of Allegiance and called for a moment of silence. She remarked that the Lake County 
Planning and Zoning Board was an advisory board to the BCC and that the Board was 
responsible for reviewing proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan), zoning, 
conditional use permits (CUPs), mining site plans, and making recommendations on these 
applications to the BCC. She added that the Board's recommendations would be transmitted 
to the BCC for their consideration on November 4, 2025. 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Minutes Approval 

Public Comment 

Agenda Update 

CONSENT AGENDA 

TAB NO: CASE NO: OWNER/ APPLICANT/PROJECT 

Tab 1 Ordinance #2025-XX LDR Amendment: Schedule of Uses 

Tab2 Ordinance #2025-XX FL-1878 Leesburg Tower (CUP) 

Tab3 Ordinance #2025-XX Crescent Pines (RZ) 

AGENDA UPDATES 

Ms. Janie Barron, Planning Manager, Office of Planning and Zoning, said that the public 
hearing cases had been advertised and noticed in accordance with the law; additionally, she 
displayed proof ofpublication. She mentioned that staff received opposition correspondence 
that current morning for Tab 3 and it was provided to the Board. 

Ms. Jones Smith stated that there were speaker cards for all three of the Tabs, and that they 
would all be moved to the regular agenda. 

MINUTES 

MOTION by Sean Lahey, SECONDED by Carroll Jaskulski to APPROVE the Minutes 
of September 3, 2025 of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board meeting, as 
submitted. 

FOR: Jones Smith, Jaskulsld, Tatro, Cunningham and Lahey 

AGAINST: None 

MOTION CARRIED: 5-0 

2 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

No one wished to address the Board at this time. 

REGULAR AGENDA 

LDR AMENDMENT: SCHEDULE OF USES 

Ms. Barron presented Tab 1, and stated that the purpose of this ordinance was to amend 
Section 3.01.02, entitled Zoning District Use Regulations; Section 3.01.03, entitled Schedule 
of Permitted and Conditional Uses; and Section 3.01.04, entitled Key to Conditions in Table 
of Permitted and Conditional Uses, Lake County Code, Appendix E, Land Development 
Regulations, to comply with Senate Bill 700 and Senate Bill 211, which were enacted July 1, 
2025. She indicated that this amendment would allow the following uses as a permitted use 
instead of a conditional use: chicken farms, processing facilities, hog farms, mills, riding 
stables, slaughter houses, and farm worker housing. She mentioned that Senate Bill 700 
prohibited local governments from restricting the construction or installation of housing for 
legally verified agricultural workers on land classified under Section 193.461 of the Florida 
Statutes, and that Senate Bill 211 preempted local governments of activities conducted as part 
of a bona fide farm operation if regulated by State or Federal agencies. She relayed that this 
amendment aligned with Section 163.3162 of the Florida Statutes, and that the Board's 
determination was that allowing these uses permitted by rights promoted agricultural activities 
within the unincorporated area of Lake County and complied with the State law. 

The Chairman opened the floor for public comment. 

Ms. Kathy Boyce, a resident of Lake County, indicated that she owned an Agriculture (A) 
zoned property in an area of A zoned parcels of five acres or less, which were primarily 
residential use properties. She commented that the proposed ordinance did not specify 
whether or not it applied to A zoned or agriculture exempt properties, opining that it appeared 
that the intent was to be applicable to agriculture exempt. She opined that the draft ordinance 
as written did not conform to the intentions of Senate Bill 211 and if passed, would result in 
overly permissive agricultural property use approvals within the county. She opined that the 
changes to the ordinance were an overcorrection that proposed the removal of common sense 
provisions and could permit disorderly development of agriculture facilities within the county 
and negatively affect adjacent property owners. She relayed that in seeking to conform with 
Senate Bill 211, the proposed ordinance updated the schedule of permitted and conditional 
uses for a select group of agricultural activities to be automatically permitted without further 
consideration, opining that the effect ofsuch reckless and selective restatement ofthe schedule 
could cause loss of enjoyment and property values to those living adjacent to agricultural 
operations within the county. She asked the Board to reconsider this change and to continue 
the conditional use permit (CUP) process for these activities. She opined that the Senate Bill 
did not preempt county processes except for those which duplicated regulations, and that the 
statute stated that the duplication of regulations subsection only restricted local governments 
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from activities already regulated by the listed State or Federal regulations or as specified 
within the statute itself, such as manure management, animal health, and water shed issues; 
additionally, Florida Statute 163.3161(3) stated that local powers related to those operations 
remained intact. She opined that this did not preempt local authority over unrelated aspects, 
such as zoning, building permits, or land use designations, and that pennitting should continue 
to be made based on a facts and circumstances under the conditional use permitting schedule. 
She opined that it was not in the best interest of county residents to strip away the protections 
that the conditional use permitting allowed to neighboring properties, and that the CUP 
process allowed for neighboring concerns to be mitigated with setbacks and buffers 
appropriate to the allowable operation without negatively restricting the operation. She urged 
the Board to carefully consider the ordinance language for purposes of alignment with the true 
intentions ofthe Senate Bill before sending to the BCC, opining that preserving local authority 
for orderly zoning and planning development could be achieved. 

There being no one else who wished to address the Board regarding this matter, the Chairman 
closed the floor for public comment. 

MOTION by Dan Tatro, SECONDED by Carroll Jaskulski to APPROVE Tab 1, LDR 
Amendment: Schedule of Uses, as presented. 

FOR: Jones Smith, Jaskulski, Tatro, Cunningham and Lahey 

AGAINST: None 

MOTION CARRIED: 5-0 

FL-1878 LEESBURG TOWER (CUP) 

Mr. Eddie Montanez, Planner I, Office ofPlanning and Zoning, presented Tab 2, and indicated 
that the applicant was requesting CUP approval on approximately 12.62 acres for a 154-foot 
monopine communication tower with a waiver to Land Development Regulation (LDR) 
Section 3.13.09(B)(l) to allow the proposed tower to be constructed off-center within the 
boundaries of the parent parcel. He related that the property was located southwest of the 
Forrest Lake Road and Eagle Point Court intersection in the unincorporated Leesburg area, 
and that it was currently designated with an Urban Low Future Land Use Category (FLUC) 
and zoned Urban Residential District (R-6). He stated that there were some concerns with 
access, but those would most likely be addressed during the site plan. He commented that 
staff found the CUP consistent with the LDR and Comp Plan. 

Ms. Mattaniah Jahn, the applicant's representative, stated that a communication tower was an 
unstaffed facility that only required one trip per carrier per month, and that this tower would 
be designed to be shared by up to four carriers with the trips usually by a pickup truck sized 
vehicle. She related that staff would most likely request that they make improvements to 
provide National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) compliant access because they were 
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currently requesting that of her for another site plan application; additionally, there was a 
condition of approval that a portion of the roadway remained unimproved because the 
property developer to the north had an obligation to improve part of the roadway right ofway, 
which would also have to be brought up to NFP A standards. She explained that they met all 
of the LDR requirements with the exception of the waiver they were requesting, which was 
to allow the monopine to be located 556 feet further to the west and 50 feet further to the north 
so it was farther away from the nearby homes. She displayed a map of the area and pointed 
out the location of the tower, and said that single-family homes were located about 1,400 feet 
to the east. She mentioned that there was a single-family development being proposed to the 
north that would have intervening water storage and mature pines to the east and south 
between the existing development, and that this would meet the separation requirements and 
provide visual context cues for the monopine camouflaging; additionally, to the west was 
County-owned conservation land, which would not be developed. She showed a picture 
depicting the monopine communications tower, and said that it had a single support pole with 
cabling located inside the monopine itself and external antennas at the top that would be 
painted green and covered with a canopy of branches, noting that this would be designed to 
meet the Florida Building Code. She related that there was a cabinet-sized equipment 
compound to the right of the tower that was fenced and held the computers that ran the tower, 
and she displayed pictures of the tower from various locations in the vicinity, showing that it 
was camouflaged well within the existing trees. She stated that this was being proposed at 
the request of T-Mobile, as they were trying to provide reliable coverage to buildings and 
vehicles, and that in order to do that, they had to distribute a network of cellular towers. She 
expressed the importance ofhaving these towers and reported that the 2021 9-1-1 call statistics 
for Orange County showed that 89 percent of all 9-1-1 calls received came from wireless 
numbers. She remarked that they met the LDR requirements and that her client, APC Towers, 
had taken care to provide as much context as possible, and she requested their 
recommendation of approval to the BCC. 

The Chairman opened the floor for public comment. 

Ms. Lizzeth Jensen, a resident of Golden Tree Drive, spoke in opposition to the tower, opining 
that it would detrimentally affect her family as well as the entire neighborhood. She indicated 
that according to the World Health Organization, any 5G cell phone tower that was built within 
500 meters of neighboring homes and schools could have risks of cancer, cell degeneration, 
and cytogenetic storms that could cause dementia and Alzheimer's. She relayed that in 2023, 
T-Mobile put out a report to their investors stating that negative public perception and 
regulation regarding the perceived health risks relating to 5G networks could undermine 
market acceptance of their 5G services, and that they, along with equipment manufacturers 
and other carriers, were subject to current and potential future lawsuits alleging adverse health 
affects arising from the use ofwireless handsets or from wireless transmission equipment such 
as cell towers. She also stated that their business could be adversely affected by the finding 
of product liability for health or safety risks from wireless devices and transmission 
equipment, and that 5G and cell towers were an uninsurable risk as most insurance companies 
would not even touch them. She opined that she had T-Mobile and had perfect service in her 
home and in the surrounding area, noting that the T-Mobile website showed that this area had 
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ultra 5G and 5G coverage. She related that most homes had high speed internet, which 
allowed them to access 9-1-1 if needed and that more voice over internet protocol (VoIP) 
phones were being installed, opining that this cell tower would be redundant. She expressed 
that she extremely opposed this. 

Mr. Gary Wiepking, a resident of Formosa Island Road, opined that the signage announcing 
this hearing was poor, that the two signs were very obscure, that they were mixed in with signs 
from the previous month's hearing from this same area, and that the information was difficult 
to read. He questioned whether or not a wildlife study had been done or was planning to be 
done, and said that he was concerned about the number of animals in this area, especially with 
the new additions of so many planned communities nearby. 

There being no one else who wished to address the Board regarding this matter, the Chairman 
closed the floor for public comment. 

Mr. Jason Pauley, Radio Frequency (RF) Engineer with T-Mobile, indicated that he was the 
design engineer for this project, and that they had determined that there was a gap for in­
building coverage for this area through modeling tools to predict the coverage and phone 
reported coverage mapping, noting that this macro tower would also reach to the south, west, 
and northeast area as well. He mentioned that this type of tower was what they typically used 
to service these areas and that T-Mobile maintained its RF network in compliance with the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) safety requirements. 

Mr. Carroll Jaskulski questioned if T-Mobile had any information to counter the claim from 
the World Health Organization (WHO) that these towers had to be 500 meters from residential 
structures. 

Mr. Pauley replied that he was not personally familiar with that statement from WHO; 
however, they followed the OET-65 directives put out by the FCC. 

Mr. Jaskulski asked if the FCC addressed health issues. 

Mr. Pauley relayed that the known health issues from cell towers was with the heating ofbody 
tissue from the electromagnetic radiation; however, it was non-ionizing and non-nuclear. He 
mentioned that this was only an issue the closer someone was to the tower as the power 
significantly decreased with distance, adding that a safe distance from the tower was the 
compound fence. 

Ms. Marsh clarified that the Board could not consider health effects of cell towers as part of 
their decision as long as the applicant complied with federal regulations under the Federal 
Telecommunications Act. 

Ms. Jahn agreed, and commented that they complied with that standard. 

Ms. Mollie Cunningham asked if a wildlife study had been done yet. 
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Ms. Jahn stated that she would have to look into that as she was unsure at the moment; 
however, they were required to comply with gopher tortoise surveying requirements when 
they did the site plan and were also required to comply with the National Environmental 
Policy Act standards which included the consideration of endangered species since 
communication towers were considered Federal infrastructure. 

Ms. Jones Smith relayed her understanding that they would still have to do a local survey of 
the land for any endangered or threatened species. 

Ms. Jahn said that this was correct, adding that staff would identify that as part of the site plan 
process. She mentioned that County staff was zealous in their protection of its citizens. 

MOTION by Sean Lahey, SECONDED by Dan Tatro to APPROVE Tab 2, FL-1878 
Leesburg Tower (CUP), as presented. 

FOR: Jones Smith, Jaskulski, Tatro, Cunningham and Lahey 

AGAINST: None 

MOTION CARRIED: 5-0 

CRESCENT PINES {RZ) 

Ms. Leslie Regan, Senior Planner, Office of Planning and Zoning, presented Tab 3, and 
mentioned that the request was to rezone approximately 40 acres from R-6 to Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) to facilitate a residential subdivision of 85 units. She indicated that the 
property was located at the northwest corner of Priebe Road and Log House Road in the 
unincorporated Clermont area, and that it was currently designated with an Urban Low FLUC. 
She showed the concept plan, which depicted the residential lots, open space, and amenitized 
stormwater ponds. She stated that the proposed density was 2.2 dwelling units per net acre, 
and that they would be meeting the open space and building height requirements. She 
remarked that staff found the rezoning consistent with the LDR and Comp Plan, noting that 
the applicant was asking for this because the County's land use regulations required any 
subdivision over 50 lots to come forward for a PUD. 

Mr. Chuck Hiott, the applicant's representative, stated that he concurred with staff, reiterating 
that they were only there because this development was over 50 lots. He relayed that the 
property already had the land use and zoning, and that they were not asking for anything 
different. 

The Chairman opened the floor for public comment. 
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Mr. William Decker, a resident of Priebe Road and President of Martin's Landing 
Homeowner's Association (HOA), stated that he strongly opposed this rezoning, and that he 
had a petition signed by all ofthe residents in the community opposing it as well. He expressed 
concern about how this development would impact the environment, endangered species, 
public facilities, and traffic congestion. He opined that this development would add noise to 
the area and would remove 40 acres of trees, which would reduce the tranquil atmosphere, 
noting that he moved to this area because it was rural. He indicated that this acreage was 
home to multiple gopher tortoises, owls, and hawks, which were protected by State law. He 
opined that this would significantly impact the schools, and that even though the Lake County 
Schools stated that they could handle these additions, the district was operating at a deficit. 
He questioned how many more trailers and buses could be added to nearby schools and still 
offer a quality education, and wondered how they would be able to attract qualified teachers 
and bus drivers. He opined that adding these units would only increase the burden of Lake 
County Schools and would add safety concerns for the kids walking and biking to school. He 
opined that one ofthe largest issues was the matter oftraffic congestion, and that traffic around 
their community during the mornings and evening rush hour was already terrible. He opined 
that adding another development with at least 100 more vehicles would only make this worse, 
and noted that the County had indicated that there were no plans to improve County Road 
(CR) 561, which was the only other artery out of the area, opining that it was in terrible 
condition. He stated that a recent news report from WESH 2 News discussed Lake County's 
growing pains related to traffic, and that it cited a deficit of more than $700 million in road 
construction funding; additionally, Commissioner Sean Parks stated that the list of road 
priorities kept growing but was not feasible due to funding gaps. He mentioned that they 
could only surmise from this report that no plan existed to improve Log House Road, 
Lakeshore Drive, or CR 561, except for a possible roundabout on Lakeshore Drive. He 
commented that he had been told that the County's appetite for growth would surpass the 
request to stop this rezoning, and opined that their property values and existing way of life 
should not be impacted because of the desire for growth. He hoped that they would do the 
right thing and deny this rezoning request. 

Ms. Gail Cisneros, a resident of Priebe Road, commented that she lived directly behind this 
proposed development and woke up every day seeing the trees and the quiet preserve. She 
indicated that just 3.8 miles away a development called Ivy Ridge was going to be built with 
145 homes, and that 1.4 miles away a development called Lake Nellie Crossing was going to 
be built with 102 homes, opining that there was no reason for another development. She 
stated that she was not opposed to growth; however, she opined that this proposal was not 
responsible or sustainable, and that Florida law already provided a better path through transfer 
of development rights and moving density to areas that already had the proper infrastructure 
while keeping the critical buffers intact. She mentioned that she was concerned about the 
wildlife, and hoped that they would not be ignored if this was approved. She related that this 
preserve helped to protect residents from stormwater and strong hurricane winds, and opined 
that if it was replaced by homes and pavements, they could have a flooding risk, which could 
affect the narrow, one-way roads and cause further safety issues. She relayed that the staff 
report stated that the subject property was surrounded by residential uses, and that there have 
been changed conditions which justified the rezoning; however, this land had always been 
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bordered by residential homes and had always served as a natural buffer. She stated that the 
current R-6 zoning allowed six single-family homes, but what was being requested would 
sacrifice this area, and she asked that they deny this request. 

Mr. Danny Cisneros, a resident of Priebe Road, explained that he had suffered a stroke the 
previous year, but he was now fully healed and he felt like the preserve had a lot to do with 
that. He stated that zoning decisions were meant to protect public health, safety, and welfare, 
opining that the preserve was a daily source of stress relief, community connection, and 
mental balance for the people who lived there. He opined that many of them walked, jogged, 
and simply sat in this green space to manage anxiety, lower stress, and enjoy quiet time with 
their families. He reported that research from the American Public Health Association and 
numerous peer reviewed studies showed that access to natural areas significantly reduced the 
rates ofdepression, stress, and even physical health conditions linked to mental strain, opining 
that losing this preserve would mean increased traffic, noise, and crowding, which were 
stressors that undermined mental wellbeing, and would take away one of the very few 
affordable nearby outlets their community had to stay healthy and connected. He asked the 
Board to consider whether rezoning the land truly aligned with the County's Comp Plan goal 
ofprotecting the environment and public welfare, opining that once green space was gone, it 
would not come back; however, he opined that the stress, anxiety, and diminished quality of 
life would stay with the residents who lived there. He urged the Board to deny this rezoning 
request. 

Ms. Casey Coppage, a resident of Priebe Road, stated that Martin's Landing was a small 24-
unit gated community next to this property, and opined that this rezoning would negatively 
impact their neighborhood as well as others around it by increasing the traffic on Lakeshore 
Drive and Log House Road, which were already busy and sometimes dangerous, especially 
during school drop-off and pick-up. She said that it would also greatly change the quiet 
residential character that made their community feel special, noting that she and many ofher 
neighbors moved to this community because it was lined by trees and a lake giving them some 
seclusion and privacy in a bustling town. She also said that the peacefulness of this 
community and the greenery behind them made them feel like they were living in the country. 
She opined that building homes next to the Log House transfer station would generally have 
a lower resale value as buyers would find them less desirable, and that lower property values 
in surrounding neighborhoods would then lower their property values; furthermore, the buyers 
of these proposed homes would also have to deal with increased noise from truck traffic, 
machinery, and compacters. She mentioned that each home in their neighborhood was a 
minimum of 3,000 square feet while this proposal had lots as little as 7,500 square feet and 
living spaces as low as 1,000 square feet; additionally, only two homes had been listed and 
sold in their neighborhood since July 2021, which she opined showed how desirable it was to 
live there. She stated that if their homes looked out onto another community, it would not 
hold the same serenity many of them valued, commenting that the proposed homes would be 
substantially higher based on current elevation, thus looking immediately down onto the 
homes of Martin's Landing. She asked the Board to consider these concerns and protect the 
integrity of their neighborhood by denying this rezoning request; however, if approved, they 
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were requesting a several hundred foot tree line between the development and their 
community instead of the proposed 25-foot setback in the rear. 

Mr. John Kimes, a resident of Priebe Road, indicated that he moved to Martin's Landing in 
2017 for all the reasons previously stated by other residents, and that he agreed with Mr. 
Decker's assessment of the area. He opined that the growth in this area had exploded, and 
that it seemed as though any green space that was left was under development. He mentioned 
that the traffic would greatly increase, opining that it was already horrendous and was 
dangerous for children to walk to school on these roads. He relayed that there were only two 
ways in and out of their neighborhood because of the lakes, and that it took 20 minutes just to 
get from United States (U.S.) Highway 27 to their home in rush hour. He said that he 
understood that the property owner had a right to develop this property; however, he was 
concerned about how this would impact their neighborhood, as it was nestled in the middle of 
this. He opined that this was a beautiful piece of land, and that it protected them during the 
hurricanes because it blocked the winds. He requested that this rezoning be denied. 

Ms. Joy Kimes, a resident of Priebe Road, expressed that she truly enjoyed walking around 
the neighborhood as it was very beautiful and loved seeing the wildlife, such as tortoises and 
bobcats. 

There being no one else who wished to address the Board regarding this matter, the Chairman 
closed the :floor for public comment. 

Ms. Marsh mentioned that regarding environmental permits, Section 125.022(7) ofthe Florida 
Statutes stated that a County may not require as a condition ofprocessing a development order 
that an applicant obtain a permit or approval from any State or Federal agency; therefore, this 
was not something that could be conditioned or part of their deliberation. 

Ms. Jones Smith asked if they could require those once the rezoning was approved and they 
got to site plan. 

Ms. Marsh said they could not, reiterating that they could not require the applicant to get a 
permit from another State or Federal agency, adding that the County would process their site 
plans under the County's code; however, if they could not obtain those permits, then they 
would not be able to build regardless ofwhether they granted approvals. 

Mr. Hiott stated that when they came in for a site plan, they would do an environmental report 
to see what kind of wildlife was on that property; however, they could not get an 
environmental pennit to remove gopher tortoises or any other wildlife until they had an 
approval by the County. He reiterated that they were only asking for this because this 
development was over 50 lots, and that they already had the land use and zoning. 

Mr. Jaskulski relayed his understanding that this acreage could accommodate over 200 
residential units because the existing zoning allowed up to six dwelling units per net acre. 
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Ms. Regan agreed that they could have a lot more units than what they were requesting as 
long as they met all of the other regulations and the 25 percent open space requirement. 

Mr. J askulski indicated his understanding that this could be apartments instead of residential 
homes, and that since they were only requesting 2.2 dwelling units per acre, their request was 
3 7 percent of what was currently available, and Ms. Regan said that was correct. 

Ms. Jones Smith commented that she heard a lot of members of the public referring to this 
area as a preserve; however, it was her understanding that this was private property and not 
open to the public. She added that it was zoned for residential development purposes, that it 
was not zoned as conservation, a preserve, or any type of protected land, and that there was 
not an overlay that stated this. 

Ms. Regan confirmed this, adding that it was not within a rural protection area or the Wekiva 
Study Area. 

Ms. Marsh clarified that the applicant could sue the County for.an unconstitutional taking of 
private property if the BCC were to deny a rezoning on that ground since private property 
could not be used for a public benefit without the County paying the price for that, and that 
this property could not be treated as a preserve in their deliberations. 

Mr. Sean Lahey encouraged everyone to vote for the gas tax the following year, opining that 
those funds were desperately needed for road improvements to help with the traffic issues in 
this area and throughout the county. 

Ms. Jones Smith commented that the traffic studies would happen during the next step. 

Ms. Regan relayed that the applicant presented an exemption that was approved by the 
County's Transportation Department. 

Ms. Jones Smith asked if this was considered de-minimus, and Ms. Regan said it was. 

Ms. Cunningham stated that the Lake County School Board had a policy that if it became a 
hazard for children to walk to their school, even though they may live within a two-mile 
radius, the School Board would provide transportation. She related that they never let students 
walk in an area that was considered unsafe, and that if this happened as a result of this, they 
would have to redo the transportation for the students at Pine Ridge Elementary School. 

Ms. Jones Smith indicated her understanding that this was under the Safe Routes for School 
standards, which stated that students could only be required to walk if there was a legitimate 
safe route for them, and Ms. Cunningham said that was correct. 

Mr. Seth Lynch, Development Engineer/Project Manager, Public Works, mentioned that they 
were already working with the School Board on installing a sidewalk on Log House Road 
with funding from the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) that would go on the 
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north side from CR 561 down to Lakeshore Drive, noting that they were currently at the right 
of way stage and had three properties to acquire first. He indicated that they also had other 
sidewalk projects slated for this area with one going in on Lakeshore Drive as well; however, 
they had to get the sidewalk in on Log House Road first. 

MOTION by Dan Tatro, SECONDED by Carroll Jaskulski to APPROVE Tab 3, 
Crescent Pines (RZ), as presented. 

FOR: Jones Smith, Jaskulsld, Tatro, Cunningham and Lahey 

AGAINST: None 

MOTION CARRIED: 5-0 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Ms. Barron mentioned that the next meeting was on November 5, 2025. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:02 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sttmb,lnie Cash -
Deputy Clerk, Board Support 
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MINUTES 
LAKE COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD 

March 4, 2026 
 
 
The Lake County Planning and Zoning Board met on Wednesday, March 4, 2026, in County 
Commission Chambers on the second floor of the Lake County Administration Building to 
consider petitions for rezoning requests. 
 
The recommendations of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board will be transmitted to 
the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) for their public hearing to be held on Tuesday, 
April 7, 2026 at 9:00 a.m. in the County Commission Chambers on the second floor of the 
County Administration Building, Tavares, Florida.  
 
Members Present: 

Judith Fike      District 1 
Laura Jones Smith, Chairman                          District 2 
Addie Owens      District 3 
Carroll Jaskulski, Vice Chairman   District 4 
Dan Tatro       District 5 
Sean Lahey      At-Large Representative 
Mollie Cunningham      School Board Representative 

 
Members Not Present: 

Mark McManus     Ex-Officio Non-Voting Military 
 
Staff Present:  

Janie Barrón, Planning Manager, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Leslie Regan, Senior Planner, Office of Planning and Zoning  
Eva Lora, Public Hearing Coordinator, Office of Planning and Zoning 
Melanie Marsh, County Attorney 
Stephanie Cash, Deputy Clerk, Board Support 

 
Chairman Laura Jones Smith called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  She then led the Pledge 
of Allegiance and called for a moment of silence.  She remarked that the Lake County 
Planning and Zoning Board was an advisory board to the BCC, and that the Board was 
responsible for reviewing proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan), zoning, 
conditional use permits (CUPs), mining site plans, and making recommendations on these 
applications to the BCC.  She added that the Board’s recommendations would be transmitted 
to the BCC for their consideration on April 7, 2026. 
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TAB NO:         CASE NO:   OWNER/APPLICANT/PROJECT 
 
Tab 1    Ordinance #2026-XX  LDR Amendment: Establishing 

Certified Recovery Residences 
 
Tab 2   Ordinance #2026-XX LDR Creation: Relief from Declared 

Emerg. Restrictions per SB180 
 
Tab 3   Ordinance #2026-XX Cedar Creek Rural Conservation 

Subdivision 
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Tab 5   Ordinance #2026-XX Capurso Property (RZ) 
 
Tab 6   Ordinance #2026-XX Haines Creek Estates PUD 

Amendment (RZ) 
 
Tab 7   Ordinance #2026-XX Orange Mountain Public Safety 

Tower (RZ) 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
Tab 8   Ordinance #2026-XX  Serenoa PUD Amendment (RZ) 
 
 
 
AGENDA UPDATES 
 
Ms. Janie Barrón, Planning Manager, Office of Planning and Zoning, indicated that the cases 
had been duly noticed in accordance with the law.  She stated that the applicant for Tab 3 had 
withdrawn their request from the public hearing process.  She mentioned that a memo 
containing opposition correspondence for Tab 6 was provided to the Board and that the case 
would be moved to the regular agenda; however, the applicant was present and would be 
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requesting a formal postponement. 
 
Ms. Jones Smith relayed her understanding that Tab 3 was withdrawing. 
  
Ms. Barrón clarified that they were withdrawing from the public hearing process but would 
still be proceeding with the Rural Conservation Subdivision Design in accordance with the 
Land Development Regulations (LDR), which did not require the public hearing process, 
noting that if any changes were made, the applicant would have to request to reschedule the 
public hearing. 
 
Ms. Jones Smith commented that there was a speaker card for Tab 4.  
 
MINUTES 
 
MOTION by Judith Fike, SECONDED by Sean Lahey to APPROVE the Minutes of 
February 4, 2026 of the Lake County Planning and Zoning Board meeting, as submitted. 
 
FOR: Fike, Jones Smith, Owens, Jaskulski, Tatro, Lahey and Cunningham  
 
AGAINST: None 
 
MOTION CARRIED:  7-0 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No one wished to address the Board at this time. 
 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
TAB NO:         CASE NO:   OWNER/APPLICANT/PROJECT 
 
Tab 1    Ordinance #2026-XX  LDR Amendment: Establishing 

Certified Recovery Residences 
 
Tab 2   Ordinance #2026-XX LDR Creation: Relief from Declared 

Emerg. Restrictions per SB180 
 
Tab 5   Ordinance #2026-XX Capurso Property (RZ) 
 
Tab 7   Ordinance #2026-XX Orange Mountain Public Safety 

Tower (RZ) 
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MOTION by Sean Lahey, SECONDED by Mollie Cunningham to APPROVE the 
Consent Agenda, Tabs 1, 2, 5 and 7, as submitted, withdrawing Tab 3 and pulling Tabs 
4 and 6 to the regular agenda. 
 
FOR: Fike, Jones Smith, Owens, Jaskulski, Tatro, Lahey and Cunningham 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
MOTION CARRIED:  7-0 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
GREATER GROVES PUD AMENDMENT (RZ) 
 
Ms. Leslie Regan, Senior Planner, Office of Planning and Zoning, presented Tab 4 and stated 
that the applicant was requesting to amend and restate Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
Ordinance 1994-195 for property within the Greater Groves PUD to add language to facilitate 
for the enforcement of regulations for parking of certain specified vehicles.  She indicated that 
the property was located west of United States (U.S.) Highway 27, east of Boggy Marsh, and 
north of County Road (CR) 474, contained approximately 233 acres, was currently designated 
with a Green Swamp Ridge Future Land Use Category (FLUC), and zoned PUD.  She 
explained that the purpose of the added language was to enforce already existing regulations 
regarding street parking of recreational vehicles (RV), boats, and other specified vehicles 
within the PUD boundary.  She said that staff found the rezoning consistent with the LDR and 
Comp Plan. 
 
Mr. Carroll Jaskulski mentioned that this was a mandatory homeowner’s association (HOA) 
and asked why they were amending the PUD instead of amending the bylaws of the HOA.  
 
Ms. Regan replied that this language must be put in the PUD in order for the Office of Code 
Enforcement to enforce these regulations that were within the LDR. 
 
Ms. Melanie Marsh, County Attorney, clarified that they could amend their restricted 
covenants but then they would have to enforce this through whatever mechanism their 
restricted covenants allowed, and said that they were choosing to incorporate this into the 
PUD because they wanted to use Code Enforcement instead. 
 
Ms. Addie Owens questioned if this subdivision was gated. 
 
Ms. Marsh answered that it was not. 
 
Ms. Owens relayed her understanding that these were public roads, and Ms. Marsh confirmed 
they were. 
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Ms. Jones Smith asked if the roads were not designed for on-street parking. 
 
Ms. Regan mentioned that this amendment was for specific vehicles, such as RVs, boats, and 
trailers, noting that it was her understanding that there was some impediment of traffic on the 
roads with this kind of parking.  
 
Ms. Marsh relayed that Section 3.06.00 of the LDR also restricted parking in yards as vehicles 
were required to be behind building setbacks, commenting that this was not just limited to the 
roads. 
 
Ms. Jones Smith indicated understanding that the standard PUD ordinance language stated 
that the other regulations still applied unless specifically excluded. 
 
Ms. Marsh commented that this was the case with newer ordinances; however, this one was 
from 1994.  
 
Ms. Jones Smith relayed her understanding that this situation did not defer to the LDR unless 
otherwise stated.  
 
Ms. Marsh said that this was correct; additionally, Section 3.06.00 specifically identified 
certain zoning districts and a PUD was not an identified zoning district in that code section. 
 
The Chairman opened the floor for public comment. 
 
There being no one who wished to address the Board regarding this matter, the Chairman 
closed the floor for public comment. 
 
MOTION by Dan Tatro, SECONDED by Carroll Jaskulski to APPROVE Tab 4, 
Greater Groves PUD Amendment (RZ), as presented. 
 
FOR: Fike, Jones Smith, Owens, Jaskulski, Tatro, Lahey and Cunningham 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
MOTION CARRIED:  7-0 
 
 
HAINES CREEK ESTATES PUD AMENDMENT (RZ) 
 
Ms. Regan indicated that the applicant for Tab 6 was requesting a postponement. 
 
Mr. Chuck Hiatt, the applicant’s representative, commented that they were requesting to 
postpone this to a date certain.  He explained that a builder was under contract when this 
application was initiated; however, the builder had backed out of the contract since then.  He 
commented that a new builder was now involved, and that they wanted to get with the new 
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builder to make sure they did not want to add or remove anything before coming back to the 
Board.  
 
Ms. Marsh asked what date he was looking for. 
 
Mr. Hiatt said that they were asking for 60 days from this current day. 
 
Ms. Marsh commented that would be the May 6, 2026 meeting.   
 
The Chairman opened the floor for public comment. 
 
There being no one who wished to address the Board regarding this matter, the Chairman 
closed the floor for public comment. 
 
MOTION by Dan Tatro, SECONDED by Mollie Cunningham to POSTPONE Tab 6, 
Haines Creek Estates PUD Amendment (RZ), to May 6, 2026. 
 
FOR: Fike, Jones Smith, Owens, Jaskulski, Tatro, Lahey and Cunningham 
 
AGAINST: None 
 
MOTION CARRIED:  7-0 
 
 
SERENOA PUD AMENDMENT (RZ) 
 
Ms. Regan presented Tab 8 and indicated that the applicant was requesting to amend and 
restate PUD Ordinance 2019-60, for property identified with alternative key number 3914076, 
to allow the use of a self-storage facility.  She mentioned that the property was located east of 
Sawgrass Bay Boulevard and north of Pacific Ace Way, contained approximately 16.64 acres, 
was currently designated with a Conservation Subdivision FLUC within the Wellness Way 
boundary, and was zoned PUD.  She stated that the concept plan depicted a four-story self-
storage facility that contained 120,000 square feet in area; additionally, the facility would not 
be located directly adjacent to Sawgrass Bay Boulevard but would access this road for 
entrance into the facility.  She relayed that staff found the rezoning inconsistent with the LDR 
and Comp Plan as self-storage was not a permitted use within the Conservation Subdivision 
FLUC; furthermore, Comp Plan Policy I-8.1.1 listed specific target industries for the non-
residential portion of Wellness Way and self-storage was not a listed use.  She commented 
that the proposed use was also inconsistent with the surrounding area, noting that this area 
was being developed as the commercial portion of the Serenoa PUD.  She remarked that the 
only uses allowed in this area were the uses listed under the Neighborhood Commercial (C-
1) zoning district, and that self-storage was not a permitted use within this zoning. 
 
Ms. Owens questioned why self-storage was eliminated as a use from C-1 zoning and why it 
was not included in the PUD. 
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Ms. Regan indicated her understanding that self-storage was not included and was not an 
allowed use within C-1 zoning. 
 
Mr. Jaskulski relayed his understanding that the four parcels between this area and Sawgrass 
Bay Boulevard were zoned C-1. 
 
Ms. Regan confirmed that these were the commercial zoned parcels of the Serenoa PUD, and 
noted that some of these were part of the Avalon Groves PUD.  She mentioned that Comp 
Plan Policy I-8.7.8 stated that the existing Avalon Groves PUD may develop and continue to 
develop until adoption of a PUD, which happened in 2019, and that at such time, the PUD 
shall address phasing out of any Avalon Groves PUD use or other entitlement that was not 
approved or recognized by the Wellness Way area. 
 
Mr. McGregor Love, the applicant’s representative, explained that this development was 
vested and was approved for up to 350,000 square feet of retail commercial C-1 uses in 2012 
prior to the adoption of the Wellness Way Plan and the Conservation Subdivision FLUC 
designation.  He said that even though a self-storage facility was not consistent with the 
Conservation Subdivision FLUC or any of the C-1 uses that could be developed on this 
property, the concept plan showed that it met the restrictions that were in place for commercial 
development, such as open space, impervious surface area, and floor area ratio, opining that 
a development of this intensity could be permitted by right at this time without a public 
hearing.  He mentioned that self-storage had one of the lowest offsite impacts as compared to 
other commercial uses because of its low traffic generation, which he opined could be a 
concern among this Board or the residents who lived in the area; furthermore, the use would 
be set back behind the developing outparcels directly on the right of way.  He commented that 
the owner has had interest from anchor tenants that could be developed by right and would 
place a much greater strain on the surrounding roadway network because of traffic generation; 
therefore, they were asking that this self-storage use be allowed within the PUD. 
 
Ms. Owens mentioned that the concept plan showed a proposed maximum height of 75 feet 
and asked how many stories that was. 
 
Mr. Love replied that it was six stories. 
 
The Chairman opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Mr. Michael Williams, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, commented that 75 feet was 
much higher than anything else in this area, and opined that they would be faced with a 
monstrosity in their neighborhood.  He expressed concern about what else would be allowed 
on the other parcels that the builder owned if this was rezoned for a self-storage facility. 
 
Mr. John Torre, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, stated that he strongly encouraged the 
Board to deny this rezoning application, as no one in this community wanted a self-storage 
facility.  He commented that there was already a self-storage facility just 2.5 miles down the 
road and many more within this area, opining that they were better suited for the commercial 
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areas along U.S. Highway 27.  He mentioned that the staff report raised several valid points 
against the rezoning, including how the requested use was inconsistent with the FLUC and the 
surrounding area.  He opined that the aesthetic of this self-storage facility should be 
considered, and that there was no such thing as an attractive self-storage facility.  He opined 
that not all self-storage facilities were successful, and that if this one failed, they would have 
a six-story white elephant sitting in the middle of several residential neighborhoods.  He 
opined that this did not match the concept of retail development that was promised to Serenoa 
homebuyers; furthermore, for two years there had been a sign along Sawgrass Bay Boulevard 
stating that retail development was coming soon.  He opined that the Serenoa residents were 
excited about compatible commercial properties that would be developed on this PUD but did 
not want a six story self-storage facility. 
 
Ms. Linda McLaurin, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, expressed opposition to the self-
storage facility, and opined that these types of facilities were well established magnets for 
criminal activity including theft, loitering, vandalism, assaults, drug related incidents and even 
more serious crimes.  She said that there was often multi-person access to a single unit, and 
that since many facilities offered 24-hour access.  She opined that this gave criminals more 
opportunities during off hours, and that people had rented out units to live in or to case the 
property and identify security weaknesses before striking.  She mentioned that this type of 
activity had been increasing at self-storage facilities over the last five years, and opined that 
it did not belong in their neighborhood or in any neighborhood.  She commented that she did 
not want an oversaturation of storage facilities, opining that there was not a need for them. 
 
Mr. Tom Vero, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, stated that he was not in favor of the 
self-storage facility, and opined that it was inconsistent with the residential character of the 
area and could have the potential for increased crime.  He opined that it could possibly impact 
property values negatively, and that the 75-foot height of this facility could set a precedent for 
any other parcels within that area to allow other buildings with even larger heights. 
 
Ms. Deborah Running, a resident of Sawgrass Bay, indicated that Sawgrass Bay was one of 
the three communities affected by this request, and that even though there were three separate 
communities, they were all neighbors separated by many wildlife habitats, noting that they 
had all worked together on past issues that affected all of them.  She opined that most of the 
neighbors were not in favor of this plan, as the idea of putting a self-storage facility in the 
middle of their neighborhood was unthinkable, and that they were concerned about the 
potential for increased crime.  She relayed that new storage units were being built nearby, and 
opined that putting something more beneficial to the neighborhood in this commercially zoned 
parcel would be better.  She questioned who this benefitted and what mattered more to the 
Board, and urged them to recommend denial to the BCC. 
 
Ms. Rachel Williams, a resident of Serenoa Lakes Village, commented that she was a 
homeowner of one of the 3,300 homes that surrounded Sawgrass Bay Boulevard, and that this 
proposed self-storage facility would be almost directly center to all of these residential 
neighborhoods.  She remarked that their children rode their bikes to the clubhouse, which was 
very close to the proposed facility, and that the bus drop-off was almost directly across from 
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the proposed facility.  She opined that they were a very tightknit community and took pride in 
their homes, and that many of them were willing to pay up to $245 a month in community 
development district (CDD) fees and up to $320 a month in HOA fees because they wanted 
to invest in the property values of their homes.  She opined that placing a self-storage facility 
in the center of this community did not align with their vision, and that even though they were 
not opposed to growth, it should make sense and should work with their community and not 
against it.  She opined that this was not what the community wanted nor was it in their best 
interest, and pointed out that there were roughly 28 storage facilities within a 15-mile radius.  
She said that even though the owner had a financial interest with this, she hoped that they 
would take the residents’ opposition into consideration, and asked that the Board would vote 
against this. 
 
Mr. James White, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, mentioned that he had been a Special 
Agent Supervisor with the Federal Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) for 29 years, and 
that they had found many methamphetamine labs in units of self-storage facilities across the 
U.S.  He stated that most of the chemicals involved in the synthesis of methamphetamine were 
highly flammable and toxic, and that the fumes would go into the air if there was a fire.  He 
said that this had happened despite the best efforts of the owners of these facilities, and that 
this was his main concern for this rezoning.  
 
Mr. Keith Bracknell, a resident of the Palms of Serenoa, expressed opposition to this, and 
pointed out that it would be 1,000 feet away from his house, opining that he would be able to 
see it through the woods.  He opined that it was not consistent with the aesthetic of the 
neighborhood, and that it would be disruptive to the wildlife habitat in the area.  He said that 
there were two storage facilities nearby, and opined that this one was not necessary.  He 
wanted to know how he could stop this. 
 
Ms. Jones Smith commented that he was doing exactly what the process gave him the ability 
to do. 
 
Mr. Mark O’Halloran, a resident of the Palms of Serenoa, stated that he was against this self-
storage facility, as he lived pretty close to it, opining that while the proposed height of this 
was a big concern, the facility itself was inconsistent with the lifestyle of the area.  He 
remarked that they were getting ready to be connected to Orange County, and opined that there 
was a strong incentive to buy property and build on the Lake County side because the costs 
were much lower.  He opined that there were huge tracts of property that were better designed 
for this on the Horizon West side that were just as close, and indicated concern that this could 
set a bad precedent.  He commented that most of the residents were middle income or retirees, 
and that 577 homes were right next to this proposed facility, opining that this was not the 
dream that most of the residents had. 
 
Mr. Gary Lakemper, a resident of the Palms of Serenoa, mentioned that this was a residential 
area with wetlands, and expressed concern that the wetlands could be affected by this.  He 
said that even though he used to have a storage unit, the unit and all the contents in it was 
destroyed because some batteries that were being stored in another unit caught fire.  He opined 
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that storage facilities were hazards and were not for a residential neighborhood, and pointed 
out that there were two other storage facilities less than two miles away.  He indicated concern 
about the safety of the residents, noting that he rode his bike everyday along Sawgrass Bay 
Boulevard while many others walked with their children and dogs going right past this 
property.  He remarked that Sawgrass Elementary School was one block away from Sawgrass 
Avenue, and that many of the children walked to school.  He opined that this was not the right 
fit for their neighborhood, and asked the Board to deny this. 
 
Mr. Matt Sciba, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, stated that he agreed with many of the 
comments already brought up, and expressed concerns about the light pollution that would 
happen 24 hours a day and seven days per week in this conservation area, opining that the 
Board should not recommend approval of this. 
 
Ms. Laura Gardner, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, mentioned that a storage facility 
was being built on Hartzog Road in Horizon West on the Orange County side, and that once 
the connection was made, they would be less than five minutes away from it; additionally, 
there were others nearby, and she did not see the need for this one.  She opined that there was 
plenty of space for people to access the storage facilities on U.S. Highway 27; however, she 
opined that since Sawgrass Bay Boulevard was only a two-lane road, it did not have the 
appropriate amount of space.  She opined that this six-story facility did not fit their 
neighborhood, as none of the houses were more than two stories high, and that this could open 
their neighborhood up to crime and transient people.  She indicated concern about the children 
and vulnerable people in this area, and said that since everyone paid HOA dues in these 
neighborhoods, they had paid thousands of dollars for the beautification of the area, opining 
that they were financially and emotionally vested in this area.  She related that this was 
conservation land with lots of wildlife, and that she had moved to this area with the belief that 
space would be created to foster and create community spaces, opining that a storage facility 
would not do that.  She hoped that the Board would deny this. 
 
Ms. Jenny Suplita, a resident of Serenoa Lakes, said that she was vehemently opposed to this, 
noting that she and her husband specifically bought a home in this area because it was on 
conservation land, and that they did not want high rise buildings going up around them.  She 
mentioned that there were many small children who rode their bikes to Sawgrass Elementary 
School, and that this was a busy area.  She pointed out that none of the speakers who had 
spoken that day were in favor of this rezoning, and that they did not want this in their 
neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Cynthia Lepore, a resident of the Serenoa Lakes subdivision, stated that she was a 
commercial design director for a global architectural firm and worked professionally with 
commercial building design, site planning, and how developments integrated into surrounding 
areas, noting that she had experience knowing what fit into residential neighborhoods.  She 
remarked that she was strongly opposed to the proposed rezoning because her family 
specifically chose this neighborhood because of its proximity to conservation land, which 
would keep noise, light pollution, and overall disruption low unlike the heavier more 
commercial development coming along Wellness Way and other nearby corridor.  She stated 
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that there were many self-storage facilities already available within an extremely close 
proximity, and opined that there was not a need for another one within this neighborhood.  She 
indicated that she understood why a commercial developer would have the desire to purchase 
land to develop on in their interest, and opined that since self-storage facilities were 
inexpensive to build and maintain, they could have quite a few clients that would bring in 
enough income for their investment in the property.  She opined that this developer probably 
decided that it was in their best interest to put in a self-storage facility and make a quick buck; 
however, she opined that it was not in the best interest of the local residents.  She said that 
most of the local residents would rather see commercial businesses such as coffee shops, wine 
bars, and small retail shops because this was a family-oriented neighborhood; furthermore, 
she did not believe this fit in with the conservation land type of neighborhoods nor did it serve 
the interest of its residents. 
 
Mr. Thomas Wright, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, commented that he echoed 
everything that had been said already, and opined that a large footprint, such as this, would 
limit the opportunity for economic growth, employment opportunities, and providing a service 
that they could use in their community.  He mentioned that this structure would take up a large 
piece of their community, and it only served one purpose, which was storage.  He opined that 
there would be no job opportunities for the residents, and that it did not comply with the 
current standards.  He relayed that even though more people wanted to speak against this on 
the current day, they could not attend, noting that there were 700 signatures on an electronic 
petition opposing this.  He encouraged the Board to take their concerns into consideration. 
 
Ms. Viridiana Glanton, a resident of the Serenoa subdivision, indicated opposition to this, 
stating that she had invested in this community for the foresight and the conservation aspect 
of it.  She opined that as a real estate agent, she knew this would affect property values over 
time, and that this would not be in the best interest of the current or future residents.  She also 
said that many more residents would have been there if they had not had prior obligations.  
 
There being no one else who wished to address the Board regarding this matter, the Chairman 
closed the floor for public comment. 
 
Mr. Love commented that he appreciated what everyone had said that day and that they had 
traveled there to voice their concerns.  He opined that there were some aspects of the use that 
he could not address due to an opposition on principle, and that this was something he could 
not change nor did he intend to.  He mentioned that the PUD already allowed buildings with 
a 75-foot height; therefore, a building that looked exactly like this storage unit could be put 
on the property without any rezoning or public hearing, noting that the amendment they were 
requesting was only for the use itself and not for any of the performance standards, such as 
the maximum height or the intensity of the use.  He indicated that there was a concern that 
this rezoning would set a precedent; however, if this PUD was amended, it would be very 
limited in scope.  He commented that if one of the outparcels wanted another use that was not 
allowed under C-1 zoning, then that request would have to be reviewed as another PUD 
amendment and go through this process, noting that the precedent set by this would be limited 
to this particular use.  He stated that there was a distinction between a traditional storage unit, 
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which was a drive-up unit, and that it was a very wide one-story facility that was open with a 
gate in front.  He explained that this one would be entirely enclosed, secured with a passcode 
for entry, and would meet County requirements, including dark sky and light pollution 
standards; additionally, self-storage generated the least amount of traffic as compared to other 
C-1 uses that could go there. 
 
Ms. Marsh commented that the proposed ordinance stated that the maximum building height 
was four stories or 75 feet, whichever was less.  
 
Ms. Jones Smith relayed her understanding that the current ordinance stated that 75 feet was 
the maximum but did not specify a certain number of stories, and Ms. Marsh said that this 
was correct. 
 
Mr. Dan Tatro indicated his understanding that it would only be a four-story building and not 
a six-story building. 
 
Ms. Marsh said that this was correct, as that would be the maximum.   
 
Mr. Sean Lahey asked if economic underutilization was something that this Board would 
consider or if that would be for the BCC to consider. 
 
Ms. Marsh replied that all of the criteria they could consider was listed in their packets, and 
that they had to fit whatever evidence they were looking at into one of the following 
categories: whether it was consistent with the Comp Plan and LDR; whether there were 
changed conditions that justified the rezoning; the extent to which it would result in demands 
on public facilities; the extent to which it would result in significant adverse impacts on the 
natural environment; the extent to which it would affect property values; the extent to which 
it would result in orderly and logical development patterns; and whether it would conflict with 
the public interest. 
 
Mr. Jaskulski questioned if their image represented a six-story footprint, and asked if this 
would drive a larger building footprint to render the same number of square feet if they were 
limited to four stories. 
 
Mr. Love apologized for misspeaking about this facility being six stories and noted that his 
understanding was that they would be limited to four stories, and that the footprint would be 
the same. 
 
Mr. Jaskulski relayed his understanding that the footprint would remain at 120,000 square 
feet, and Mr. Love confirmed this.  
 
MOTION by Addie Owens, SECONDED by Carroll Jaskulski to DENY Tab 8, Serenoa 
PUD Amendment (RZ), as submitted. 
 
FOR: Fike, Jones Smith, Owens, Jaskulski, Lahey and Cunningham 
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AGAINST: Tatro 
 
MOTION CARRIED:  6-1 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Ms. Barrón stated that the next meeting would be on April 1, 2026. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:05 a.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
_______________________                                _______________________                                                                                                        
Stephanie Cash                              Laura Jones Smith 
Deputy Clerk, Board Support                  Chairman 
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BY:  Nova Atkinson, Senior Paralegal 
SUBJECT: Settlement Agreement in KB Home Orlando, LLC vs. Lake County, Florida 
(DOAH Case No. 25-006093) 

 
RECOMMENDATION/REQUIRED ACTION: Approve 
  
Recommend approval and authorization for the County Attorney or designee to execute 
a Settlement Agreement for Voluntary Dismissal with Prejudice in KB Home Orlando, 
LLC ( a/k/a Crescent Pines PUD) vs. Lake County, Florida (DOAH Case No. 25-
006093). 

 
BACKGROUND SUMMARY: This matter stems from a Section 70.51, Florida Statutes, 
Land Use Dispute Resolution action filed by KB Home Orlando, LLC ("Developer") 
against Lake County upon the Board of County Commissioners ("Board") November 4, 
2025, denial of the Developer's rezoning application (PZ2025-138) to rezone 
approximately 40 acres from Urban Residential (R-6) to Planned Unit Development 
("PUD") in order to facilitate a residential subdivision of 85 units referred to as the 
Crescent Pines Subdivision. Per the terms of the Settlement Agreement, the Developer 
will revise its PUD in accordance with the plan attached to the Settlement Agreement, 
which includes increasing the pond sizes, designing stormwater ponds for a 100-year 
24-hour storm event, reducing the number of lots to 79, and providing buffers adjacent 
to all existing residential lots. In addition, the sidewalk along Log House Road will be 
extended westward and eastward prior to any Certificates of Occupancy being issued. If 
this Settlement Agreement and the associated rezoning is approved, this case will be 
resolved.
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1. Partial Exe_Settlement Agreement 2.19.2026 
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