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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:   Howey-in-the-Hills Development Review Committee 

CC:  J. Brock, Town Clerk  

FROM:  Thomas Harowski, AICP, Planning Consultant  

SUBJECT: Thompson Grove Land Use and Zoning Package  

DATE:   October 6, 2022 
 

 

 

The applicant has submitted a proposal for annexation of a ten plus acre tract 

and amendment of the future land use map for 85.4 acres to medium density residential 

land use.  The application also includes a request for rezoning to planned unit 

development.  The following comments are based on the submittal provided October 3, 

2022. 

 

General: 

 

1. The applicant needs to provide the general application form and supplemental 

applications for amendment of the comprehensive plan and amendment of the 

land development code.  The zoning map amendment is an amendment to the 

LDC. 

 

2. The applicant needs to include authorization to act as the agent for the property 

owner in the requested actions. 

 

3. The applicant needs to provide a legal description of the subject parcels.  The 

legal descriptions may be individual for each of the three component parcels if 

necessary, and the parcel proposed for annexation needs to be an individual legal 

description.  Please provide the legal descriptions as a word document. 

 

4. Town notice requirements require an individual notice to all property owners 

within 300 feet of the subject property.  The applicant is requested to provide this 

listing including name and mailing address. Again, this should be a word 

document. 

 

5. The applicant should review the application forms for the comprehensive plan 

amendment and rezoning to verify that all required items are included. 

 

6. A boundary survey of the subject property is required. 

 

 

TMHConsulting@cfl.rr.com  

                             97 N. Saint Andrews Dr. 

                    Ormond Beach, FL 32174 
 

                     PH: 386.316.8426  
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Annexation: 

 

 Please include a letter application stating the request for voluntary annexation of 

the 10.7-acre parcel along with the legal description and survey of the parcel.  

The authorization documentation noted in the general comments will serve as the 

directive to work with the applicant on the annexation. 

 

 The parcel requested for annexation is designated as Urban Medium Density by 

the Lake County comprehensive plan which allows development up to seven units 

per acre.  (Policy 1-1.3.3 of the Lake County Comprehensive Plan.) 

 

 The subject parcel is zoned R-1 Rural Residential.  This zoning supports the 

“transition between agricultural and conservation areas and more urban 

communities.”  The zoning allows one unit per acre with single-family dwellings as 

the primary permitted use. 

 

 

Future Land Use Map Amendment 

 

The applicant is requesting a future land use map amendment from Low Density 

Residential to Medium Density Residential on the Town’s future land use map.  The 

annexed parcel should follow the same land use designation as the larger parcels. 

 

1. The proposed future land use map is inconsistent with the project narrative and 

the revised site plan. 

 

a. The documents reference a tract size 88.85 acres as the total tract area and 

85.40 acres as the area requested for designation as medium density 

residential.  Presumably the 3.5-acre difference is the conservation area.  

These areas need to be verified as correct and adjusted for any revision to the 

conservation area as noted below. 

 

b. The revised site plan includes a parcel identified as commercial, but the 

proposed future land use map does not include and commercial land 

designation. 

 

c. The project narrative discusses a parcel to be dedicated to the Town for park 

and/or utility use, but this parcel is not identified on the revised site plan. 

 

d. The wetlands and flood prone area maps show some impact area on the 10.7-

acre parcel, but the proposed future land use map does not indicate 

conservation area extending onto the annexation tract.  The wetland and flood 

prone area should be included in conservation. 

 

2. The applicant has provided an extensive review of the proposed project relative to 

the goals, objectives, and policies of the comprehensive plan.  The staff report for 

the Planning Board and Town Council will review the policy statements and 

provide comments as appropriate.  The planning staff position is likely to be that 
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the Town could make the requested amendment to the future land use map and 

be consistent with the comprehensive plan, but that any amendment is not 

required by the goals, objectives, and policies. 

 

3. The applicant notes that a concurrency analysis is required, but a specific 

statement by public service is not provided.  While recreation and stormwater is 

expected to be satisfied on site, the application should include a more specific 

statement on water, sewer, and traffic.  The Town has information on the 

anticipated capacity of the north water treatment facility and commitments for 

service from that facility.  Water demand existing and proposed for the project 

should be compared to the noted treatment plant capacity.  If the proposal for 

sewer is to provide a package treatment facility, this should be noted at least as 

an alternative to the current arrangement including an estimate of the anticipated 

treatment volume. 

 

4. A traffic impact analysis is needed to look at impacts on road links and 

intersections.  The analysis can review the proposed project relative to committed 

development and with all anticipated development.  A list of committed and 

prospective projects can be provided along with traffic impact studies done to 

date. 

 

5. A school concurrency analysis is required.  The school district has their own 

application process. 

 

6. The code also requires an environmental impact analysis per Section4.02.06 J.  

As most of the property is former grove, the focus of the environmental review 

should be the fringe wetland area and any species that might be present (gopher 

tortoise for instance).  Given the nature of the parcel the environmental review 

can focus on avoidance of impacts to the remaining natural area. 

 

 

 

Proposed PUD Zoning 

 

1. A draft development agreement is required as part of the planned unit 

development zoning.  The Town does not have a formal model agreement, but a 

copy of a recent agreement can be provided as a format. 

 

2. The legal description will be an exhibit to the development agreement as will the 

survey. 

 

3. The proposed site plan will be an exhibit to the development agreement. 

 

4. Any development conditions that differ from the Town’s land development code 

should be noted in the development agreement as controlling over the standard 

code.  Items such as lot size, minimum lot dimensions, setbacks, lot coverage, 

building height, etc. can be either included in the agreement text or presented 

with the site plan.  The Town standards for a preliminary subdivision plan (Section 
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4.05.12 in the land development code) will provide a good guideline for the plan 

content. 

 

5. Because the proposed project is under 300 units, the use of the Village Mixed 

Use standards is not required. 

 

Comments on the proposed site plan are as follows: 

 

1. The plan proposes a minimum 30-foot buffer where the project abuts existing 

residential development.  Given the anticipated citizen interest in the proposed 

amendment, a typical cross-section of the proposed buffer plantings should be 

considered. 

 

2. The Town regulations require a minimum 25-foot buffer adjacent to any wetlands.  

This requirement is different than the typical SJRWMD buffer requirement and 

should be noted in development agreement text or the preliminary subdivision 

plan map. 

 

3. The Town code requires a residential buffer along the SR 19 frontage.  Two 

options are available and detailed in Section 7.02.01 of the land development 

code.  The development agreement and/or the preliminary subdivision plan map 

should designate which buffer type is proposed. 

 

4. Is the stormwater pond anticipated to be a wet retention pond? 

 

5. Consideration should be given to linking the amenity center and retention pond 

as a combined facility.  With a street arrangement that does not relegate the 

pond to an area behind the houses, a more substantial community facility can be 

provided.  This arrangement would eliminate property owner concerns about 

public trails located behind their houses. 

 

6. If the proposed commercial area is to remain, access should be provided from 

within the development rather than directly from SR 19.  A driveway from SR 19 

at this location will likely create issues with the intersection operations.  If the 

tract is to be used as a sewage treatment site, utility access is needed from 

within the project and a heavy buffer is needed along the SR-19 frontage 

 

7. Is the spacing for the two project entrances from SR 19 compliant with FDOT 

standards?  Is one on the entrance points connected to the Lake Hills entrance 

on the opposite side of SR-19? 

 

8. Is it the project intent to propose use of the bicycle/pedestrian connection at 

Lakeshore Boulevard as an emergency access as well. 

 

 

 

 

 


