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BACKGROUND

On October 11, 2007 Orange County, in collaboration with the City of Orlando, held the
first of three workshop on future land uses in the Narcoossee Road Corridor from SR 417
to the Orange-Osceola County line. The purpose of the workshop series is to develop
recommendations, supported by the community, for approaches to addressing
development pressures in the area. Over seventy residents of the area participated.

The focus of Workshop | was three objectives:

e providing information regarding current land use, proposed road improvements,
and development trends in the corridor;

e identifying and discussing considerations that should be taken into account when
planning for the area;

e identifying a preliminary list of possible approaches to future land use planning in
the corridor.

County and City staff will use the input from Workshop | to develop material for more
detailed discussion at Workshop Il and Workshop I1I.

The agenda for the workshop was as follows.

Process and agenda review

Presentations
History and background
Current land use
Narcoossee Road widening
Area development trends and pressures

e Discussion -- What considerations do you think the County should take into
account when making decisions about the future of this area? What is important
in making these decisions?

e |dentification of possible approaches to planning for the corridor

e Next steps

Discussions at the workshop were facilitated, and notes of the discussions were made by
staff on easel paper and by the participants themselves on large “post-it” notes.
Transcripts of these notes form the basis of this report.

PRESENTATIONS

Anita McNamara, of Orange County Planning presented background material on the
history of the area, current land use planning, development trends and the imminent
widening of Narcoossee Road. This presentation is included in this report as Appendix
Il.
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IDENTIFICATION OF CONSIDERATIONS AND CONCERNS

The facilitator began this discussion by asking participants to consider the following
questions.

What considerations do you think the County should take into account when making
decisions about the future of this area? What is important in making these decisions?

Participants wrote their responses on “post-it” notes, one answer per “post it.” The
facilitator then read the notes and grouped them by topic at the front of the room.

The responses, as grouped by the facilitator are presented below. Numbers in
parentheses following a response indicate the number of identical (not just similar)
responses offered.

Considerations and Concerns
Environmental Issues — Water and Water Quality

Protect water table

Water- quantity and quality. Aquifer and lakes, etc.

Protect our lakes

Preserve lake water quality

Drainage concerns to take Lake Whippoorwill from Narcoossee Road
Water runoff

Where will the water retention areas be on both the east and west sides of
Narcoossee Road?

What is the retention area for the west side of Narcoossee Road?

Where will retention be as pertaining to property on the east side of Narcoossee?
Environmental maintenance of water, air quality

Drainage issues

City water retention

Drainage and septic systems

Well water pollution, water usage

Water runoff issues need to be discussed and provisions made to keep Narcoossee
Road water runoff from Lake Hart.

Environmental protection, on runoff to lakes
e Environmental impact on Lake Whippoorwill

Environmental Issues — Habitat and Wildlife

e Where will the birds, small and large animals go when the woods will be leveled
for development?
e Wildlife Corridor and preservation
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Nature corridors

Protect wildlife (2)

Wildlife preservation

Wildlife (2)

Ecological consultants- negative impacts to preservation/green place properties

Buy more land for preservation, not development!

Preserve trees

Preservation of rural aspect of Eastern Orlando, especially impact on lakes,

wildlife

e Fencing to keep wildlife off Narcoossee -- channel to wildlife crossing (wildlife
corridor)

e Environmental preservation of habitat for eagles, panthers, bears and other native

species.

Environment -- General

Natural environment

Protect natural resources (wildlife/flora/lake, etc.)

Environmental protection

Preserving nature

Keeping a clean environment, maximum green space

Already dwindling natural resources to support new development (water)

Rural Character

e Respect for local traditional lifestyle

e Protect rural settlement at all costs

e Native Florida vegetation along road

e Historical preservation of rural lifestyle and natural ecology, especially as these
are precious irreplaceable resources which are fast diminishing in Florida.

e Rural settlement preservation

e More green space

e Concerned about open land use and how such land will be protected

e Don’t touch rural- ever, ever, ever.

e Stop approving development

e North end of Narcoossee with mailboxes and driveways close together- can’t have
grass median for preservation of agricultural type environment

e How to preserve the rural and allow growth

Preserve rural area

Overdevelopment of Eastern Orange County

Impacts of urbanization or rural areas

Preserve rural nature of area, especially rural settlements

Enter interlocal agreement with city to protect rural areas (2)

Rural settlement future
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Citified?

Pollution — Noise, Light and Other Issues

Safety

Noise and other pollution

Noise pollution (3)

Noise abatement

Landscape pollution (2)

Dark sky, lighting, development

Water quality, light infringement
People pollution (2)

Pollution

How will [we] handle pedestrian noise?

Safety of residents, vis-a-vis road traffic and influx of potential criminal
population

Safety

Crime issues

Extra sheriff assistance

Crime

Safety of residents entering Narcoossee Road

Pedestrian safety issues

Houses located directly off Narcoossee Road (Lake Whipporwill), How will this
impact security on the East side?

School bus stops

Residents that live directly on Narcoossee Road

Transportation and Traffic

Traffic flow

Concerned with entrance into Narcoossee Road from Tyson and Kirby Smith
Roads

Transportation options - Do plans include mass transit?

Mass transit availability

Plan for public transportation? Commuter rail route?

Why does Narcoossee Road need 6 lanes? It’s bigger than 417!

Traffic roads

“Highway” Speed control so we do not become like Semoran Boulevard
Traffic congestion (2)

Traffic congestion roads

Reduce traffic

Traffic issues
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Traffic lights (where?), turn lanes, and noise from roadway

Traffic lights

Traffic noise

Build bypass road for Eagle Creek

Have entrance to west side of Narcoossee from Greenway like Celebration, FL
School bus pick up/ drop off

6 lane road- Effect on property joining road right-of-way

Transportation -- Access

Access to Narcoossee Road (East) Homes

Common curb cuts on Narcoossee between east and west side

Access to and from the property directly on Narcoossee Road

Access to Narcoossee Road by Narcoossee Road Property owners

Access to southbound Narcoossee Road by Narcoossee Road property owners

Traffic access and for parcels on Narcoossee

How will access work for people that currently live on Narcoossee Road (east

side)?

e Consider lack of egress in rural settlement sue to recent development and closing
of Tindall Road.

e Where will road and median breaks be? As well as lights?

e Reduce curb cuts on Narcoossee

e Limited access to west side development

e In high density driveway areas (Lake Whippoorwill Estates) need to have dual

turn lane for exit and entrance, no grass median

Property Values and Property Rights

e Property values- next to or on Hwy 436 type road
e Property values
e How to give owners their full development rights

Process-Related

Microphone next time!

Listen carefully to residents in community

Look at the future -- 5, 10, 15, 20 years ahead, before you act.

Joint planning

No more houses until city/county inventory filled

Ensure adequate infrastructure before any development is approved.

Many are still unaware of how much growth is now and will occur re: Lake Nona
and Medical City

e No changing zoning ever

e What could be zoned a C zoning per property fronting Narcoossee?
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Other

Ensure existing home/property owners do not have to pay for new development
(higher taxes)

Quit making promises that are never kept

What will the residential zoning per acre revert to once and if C zoning is
approved?

Negative impacts to Osceola County

Ensure developers stick to the plan (not like MetroWest)

Show details of Lake Nona development

I’m tired of fighting to protect our rural settlement over and over again!

Mail delivery issues

Promising Ideas or Possible Strategies

Separate development along Narcoossee Road from residential on Lake
Whippoorwill

Allow professional development along Narcoossee Road but separate from
residential with road or barrier

Separate development of Narcoossee Road making east side light professional use
instead of residential for safety

Appropriate land use on Narcoossee as it pertains to “fit” across the street in Lake
Nona

Commercially zone on Narcoossee

Commercial use of property owners on east side of Narcoossee road

East side of Narcoossee Road should be zoned commercial

We would prefer higher intensity use of land adjacent to Narcoossee Road.
Development of professional businesses along Narcoossee Road (East side) but
keep it separate from residential area.

Transition from west (Lake Nona/Medical Center) to Lake Whippoorwill with a
six-lane major arterial

Consider buffers and setbacks between properties that are zoned differently

Limit re-zoning

Where should rural settlement preservation occur? There’s only the strip between
Kirby Smith and Tyson and the little strip past Eagle Creek that’s on Narcoossee.
Rural settlement on lake

Leaving rural settlement as is

Desire to keep rural settlement a rural settlement
Preserve rural settlement

Retain rural areas as intended

Protect the wildlife in area by purchasing enough land NOT to be developed
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Purchase conservation lands surrounding Lake Hart Basin
Appropriate businesses near the schools

Equestrian trail system

Having a high school that is not only low budget in priority

Public recreational areas- park, ball fields, public pool

Access road for land owners on Narcoossee

Limit the density of residential development as to impact on traffic flow
Use roundabouts, not stoplights

Frontage Road?

To provide convenience and access to 10, 000 new jobs in Medical City

Providing city water to those who wish to have it

Other Planning

A balanced economy between homes, jobs, and commerce.

Reduction in trip miles for residents to schools, shopping, jobs and
parks/recreation

Attracting new families to the area

Attracting great job opportunities to the area

Link current development to jobs.

Link jobs to development

Appropriate land use planning based on the new and changing development in the
area

Limited multifamily

Determine how to avoid another high-density apartment complex like the one at
SR 528/Narcoossee

How it transitions with the city property to the west

Transitioning between airport and medical city to protected conservation area
(Moss Park)

Detailed exam of development on west side of Narcoossee including Nona High
School and Medical City.

Medical City as world’s leading research community and the associated growth it
implies.

Supporting the medical city cluster. Minimizing population density

How will future land use impact the urban service boundary.

Infrastructure- water, sewer, fire hydrants

Ensure infrastructure keeps up with development

School planning- especially high schools

Ecologists as advisors to human planning

Additional Discussion of Concerns and Considerations
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After the responses had been grouped, participants provided additional detail regarding
some of the themes that had emerged. Key points of this discussion were recorded on
easel pads and are presented below.

Environmental

Where to protect the habitat and natural resources

Stormwater and drainage issues

Ratchet up purchase of open spaces—County should tie conservation to growth.
Can we count on implementation?—assurances and joint planning

Don’t line up apartments on the road with single family in back.

The City will bring more information about development along Narcoossee for
the next meeting.

Need a regional understanding of the environmental corridors

Show on map ALL conservation lands and land in conservation within Planned
Developments and Developments of Regional Impact.

Differentiate “green space” and “wildlife corridors”

Where will wildlife go if habitat is impacted?

Transportation and Access

Six-lane corridor transitions to four-lanes north of SR 417. In the City of
Orlando, northward of SR 417 will eventually be widened to 6-lanes

Pressure Lake Nona to widen Narcoossee to 6 lanes

Widening will happen as growth demands.

Construction (of roadway widening) begins in 2008, all the way up to SR 436.
Narcoossee Rd. should be designed to protect the lakes (drainage).

(The road is being built as a) Public private partnership. Typical section decision
is based on the right-of-way available. Additional landscaping will depend on
space available. Alignment is set, just tweaking driveway access.

Understanding regional transportation issues and growth to the south (St. Cloud)
and southwest—achieve gridlock or plan?

Use University Boulevard as a model (for landscaping) and use native plant
material (not crepe myrtle).

What is Osceola County doing about the road width? Osceola is studying
widening. Both counties are collaborating with each other.

How will tractors be able to move down the road? The County is working on
access and driveways.

DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE STRATEGIES

To begin this discussion, the facilitator suggested that two of the Promising ldeas or
Possible Strategies that emerged from the first exercise seemed to serve as possible
organizing principles.

Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop | Summary — October 11, 2007 Page 10





A. Preserve the Rural Settlement
B. Allow commercial on the East side of Narcoossee, but preserve the rest rural

The facilitator invited participants to discuss whether these two ideas were mutually
exclusive, or whether it would be possible to do both. Participants’ responses and
comments are presented below.

Provide a nature park and additional preservation.

Take 50,000 foot view - What part of the Rural Settlement do you want to
preserve? Sitting on ground zero for accelerated growth.

Speculation on development side, make an effort to maintain a park-like
development and preserve a sense of place

Think about people who live closest to Narcoossee. Find a way to buffer those
people, also put some nice commercial and office close to the school.

People who live on Narcoossee live on the lake. Can develop, but protect people
on the lake.

Can have commercial on Narcoossee and protect the Rural Settlement, but the
commercial would have to be different: open space, height and lighting standards.
Separate businesses on the road from residential areas on the lake; separate to
make compatible.

Not typical design standards. Design to help “internal capture” of trips to
minimize cars on the road.

Can’t imagine students cutting through traffic to get to community across the
street.

Use berming like Lake Nona to minimize impacts of the road.

Parks for animals.

How much development will there be on the SR 4172 All the way to the SR 417
entrance?

Berming may control access to help traffic control.

Between commercial and rural provide buffers, maybe multiple layers of buffer,
to help contain impacts.

We as residents have helped to displace animals (already). Their habitat is gone.

CONCLUSIONS

The facilitator suggested that based on the preceding discussion, County and City staff
would bring material reflecting the following themes to Workshop Il for discussion.

Two alternative approaches — 1) allowing commercial uses along Narcoossee
while protecting the rural character of areas further away from the road and; 2) no
change in allowable uses.

The type and look of the commercial or non-residential use matters. This may
entail consideration of design and other standards for possible development.

How to separate uses adjacent to commercial uses on the east side — buffers and
other strategies.
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Looking at conservation in the regional context.

Protecting lake water quality. Green Place funding issues.

A clearer definition of the study area.

Additional information about developments going forward on the west side of
Narcoossee Road (within the City of Orlando)

e Additional information about the road, including information about where
retention areas will be on east and west side, and acres of wetland impacts and
what kind of mitigation will be applied.
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APPENDIX 1 -PARTICIPANT PACKET

NARCOOSSEE CORRIDOR FUTURE LAND USE WORKSHOP
SERIES

WORKSHORP |
NORTHLAKE PARK COMMUNITY SCHOOL
OCTOBER 11, 2007

AGENDA

OBJECTIVES

e Provide information regarding current land use, proposed road improvements,
and development trends in the Narcoossee Road Corridor

e ldentify and discuss considerations that should be taken into account when
planning for the area

e |dentify a preliminary list of possible approaches to future land use planning
in the corridor

6:30 Welcome
Process and agenda review
Presentations
History and background
Current land use
Narcoossee Road widening
Area development trends and pressures
Discussion -- What considerations do you think the County should take into
account when making decisions about the future of this area? What is
important in making these decisions?
Identification of possible approaches to planning for the corridor

8:20  Next steps

8:30 Adjourn
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DISCUSSION GUIDELINES

Listen to understand.

Seek a shared understanding even if you don’t agree.

Respect differing views.

Ask guestions and test assumptions.

Share the airtime.

Look to the facilitator to be recognized. Please raise your hand to speak.
Speak one person at a time.

Please focus on issues, not personalities.

Help the group keep to the agenda and guidelines.

AN N N N N NN

CONSENSUS-TESTING SCALE

At various times during this workshop series, the facilitator may ask you to respond to
possible approaches to land uses in the Narcoossee Road corridor using the following
scale.

Wholehearted support

Support — may not be what | would do

Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional
clarification or refinement

2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes

1 No - cannot support

w B~ o1

Facilitator will then moderate a discussion to identify reasons for ranking.
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APPENDIX 2 - WORKSHOP EVALUATION

NARCOOSSEE CORRIDOR LAND USE WORKSHOP SERIES
WORKSHORP |
October 11, 2007

Please rate the degree to which you believe the Workshop achieved each of the following objectives.
Completely Not at all
e Provide information regarding current land use, 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.

proposed road improvements, and development
trends in the Narcoossee Road Corridor

0 |4 |9 |8 [2]265]

o Identify and discuss considerations that should be taken into 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
account when planning for the area.

0 |9 10 |3 [1]3.17]

o |dentify a preliminary list of possible approaches to future land 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
use planning in the corridor.

0 |7 J11a ]2 [1]3.14]

Please indicate your overall level of satisfaction with the Workshop. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
1 |5 J10 |1 [1]3.22]

Please indicate your response to the following. Agree Disagree

| learned information that I didn’t know before. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
|13 |8 [8 |3 [2]3.29]

I was able to provide input to the discussion. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
9 11 |4 |2 [0]4.04]

I believe the community’s input will be acted upon. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
[0 |4 [9 |7 [5]248]

The facilitator guided discussion fairly and effectively. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
(12 |9 [4 |1 [o]42]

What | liked most about the Workshop:

The fights that did not happen.

Facilitator.

Public input

Opportunity for everyone to write concerns and discuss those topics and stopped on time.
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Open forum for ideas and concerns.

There was a sincere effort by the facilitator and Ms. Stewart to encourage input.
Some sense that the County wants our input.

People were given fair opportunity to speak.

Kept good order.

Everyone had a say.

Excellent. The facilitation was excellent.

“Post-it” notes — permanent comments were good.

Could express concerns.

What | liked least about the Workshop:

e 90% completion of road plan.

e Won’t get detailed.

e No PA system!

e Too moderated. Unable to truly listen to commentary.

e Not enough time for so many issues!

o Little bit of feeling that the county “outsourced” the facilitation of the meeting.

¢ No ideas from the City/County. A lack of alternatives and options.

e Need more visual aids.

e Was moved too slowly.

o | fear nothing will be accomplished as t what the people in this areas want protected.

e Not in-depth enough.

e Won’t act on our concerns due to the competing jurisdictions — City/County.
Comments:

e Local residents want to maintain current level of rural character.

e Thanks for organizing this to let us voice our concerns and ideas!

o More City/County personnel to answer questions.

e More County and city representation. Meeting felt very “outsourced.” Don’t be afraid.

We don’t bite.

e Thank you. This was a very valiant effort by the organizers.

e Bring maps and detail for the west and east sides of Narcoossee.

e How can we allow appropriate businesses on Narcoossee? Not apartment complexes.

e Why outsource meeting facilitator?

o Needed microphone.

o Visual impact, dark sky lighting. Green space on roadway — keep gateway to rural

settlement rural. Protect wildlife corridors. Purchase more conservation lands.
Prior development leads us to believe this a already decided and this is merely an
exercise to appease the area residents.
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APPENDIX 3 - PRESESENTATION
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BACKGROUND

On October 25, 2007 Orange County, in collaboration with the City of Orlando, held the
second of three workshop on future land uses in the Narcoossee Road Corridor from SR
417 to the Orange-Osceola County line. The purpose of the workshop series is to
develop recommendations, supported by the community, for approaches to addressing
development pressures in the area. Over fifty residents of the area participated.

The focus of Workshop 2 was four objectives:

Review input and concerns from at Workshop |

Present possible Future Land Use scenarios based on Workshop | results
Consensus-test possible scenarios

Discuss and refine scenarios

The scenarios that were the focus of discussion at Workshop 2 were developed by County
and City staff based closely on the input offered by participants at Workshop 1.

The agenda for the workshop was as follows.

e Process and agenda review
Presentations
Brief recap of information presented at Workshop |
Review of concerns and input from Workshop |
Review Scenarios
Discussion to identify the pros and cons of each scenario
Consensus-test scenarios
Workshop participants will be asked to rate scenarios using a consensus-
testing scale
Refinement of scenarios
Discussion to understand the results of the consensus-test and suggest
refinements to the scenarios.

Discussions at the workshop were facilitated, and notes of the discussions were made by
staff . Transcripts of these notes form the basis of this report.

PRESENTATIONS
Anita McNamara of Orange County Planning briefly reviewed the information presented

by staff and the concerns identified by participants at Workshop I. This presentation is
included in this report as Appendix I11.
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REVIEW OF SCENARIOS

The facilitator reminded participants of the two overarching approaches to planning for
the future of the corridor that emerged at the end of Workshop 1: 1) allowing no changes
to land use in the rural settlement, and: 2) allowing non-residential uses next to
Narcoossee Road on the east side while protecting the rural character of the remainder of
the rural settlement. He explained that Orange County staff had taken the Workshop 1
input and developed two scenarios corresponding to these two approaches to serve as the
focus of discussions tonight.

Jim Ward of Orange County Planning reviewed the principal characteristics of each of
the two scenarios. (The text descriptions and graphics representing each of the scenarios
can be found in the participant packet included as Appendix 2 of this document). Mr.
Ward emphasized that the “bubble plan” included in the packet as a graphic of Scenario 2
was a conceptual illustration of only one way that the concept of “residential on the east
side of Narcoossee road” might be implemented. It was not intended either as a proposal,
or as the only way the concept might be implemented.

After Mr. Ward had explained the scenarios, the facilitator invited participants to discuss
the advantages and disadvantages of each.

Scenario #1 (No changes to Future Land Use Map)

Positive:
e Hard line limit for development is already in place — it is Narcoossee Road.

e Preserves the rural character of the area.

Negative:
e Number of driveways
e Unsafe conditions for access

e Unplanned

Scenario 2 (Allow non-residential along the east side of Narcoossee Road while
protecting the rural character of the rest of the rural settlement)

Positive:
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Professional office would provide a good transition between the more intense uses
in the City and the rural settlement

Better access

East side of Narcoossee is no longer rural

It is better to plan in a coherent way for the east side of Narcoossee

Can’t do hodge-podge planning

Stemming urban sprawl

Provides good buffering to rural settlement

Retaining trees at corner of Tyson, should also use native plants

Negative:

Potential for urban sprawl

More traffic

Allowing professional office here can be a slippery slope toward commercial in
the rest of the rural settlement

Professional office may be too intense

Protect the rural settlement

Will cause sprawl and urbanization

Accepting this now may mean that the changes in the concept plan occur faster
than they would otherwise

Need more detail

Concern about the wrong kind of uses coming in

Why professional office? It should be commercial like the west side.

General Comments

Whatever plan is approved, it needs to be coherent and provide guidance.

Want more details of approved projects in the City on west side
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e Lake Nona bought the Ashton Station planned development (PD) property. What
will change in the PD?

e Where is the access for the High School?

e Timing of the six-laning

e Tyson Road signal

e How many signals?

e Will this mean that any proposed changes that are consistent with the “bubble
plan” are automatically approved?

e Don’t want it to be like Innovation Way with no commitments and litigation

e Must have buffering for noise

e Should have specific regulations regarding height, design, etc.

e After a plan is adopted, can’t change it over and over

e Retain trees on both sides of Narcoossee

e Notification of comprehensive plan amendments — how do you do this? We
didn’t get notice.

e Could you email to the people who signed in, in addition to mailing to a limited
number of people? Is there more you could do to get the word out to a larger
number of people?

e Worry about drainage into Lake Whippoorwill

e Don’t trust County to stick with professional office along the east side if we agree
to this.

e Don’t trust the County Commission to stick with plan

CONSENSUS-TESTING OF SCENARIOS

After the pros and cons discussion, the facilitator asked participants to rate each of the
scenarios using the following scale.

5 Wholehearted support
4 Support — may not be what | would do

Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 2 Summary — October 25, 2007 Page 6





3 Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional
clarification or refinement

2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes

1 No - cannot support

The facilitator emphasized that the consensus-test was not a vote, but rather a way to
gauge the reaction of the group as a whole. Participants rated the scenarios as follows.

Scenario 1 (No changes to future land use)

Rating 5 4 3 2 1
Number of Participants 7 3 4 4 9

Scenario 2 (Allow non-residential next to Narcoossee Road on the east side while
protecting the rural character of the rest of the rural settlement)

Rating 5 4 3 2 1
Number of Participants 0 10 8 7 2

CONCLUSIONS

After the rating exercise, participants offered comments and reflections on the results.
Participants offered the following comments.
e We don’t have enough information to know how to react.
e Would accepting the changes in Scenario 2 (even though we don’t like them)
mean that those changes will happen faster?
e We know we want to protect the rural settlement. What we don’t know is
whether accepting changes along Narcoossee or opposing any changes is the
better strategy for doing that.
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APPENDIX 1 -PARTICIPANT PACKET

NARCOOSSEE CORRIDOR
FUTURE LAND USE WORKSHOP SERIES

WORKSHORP Il
NORTHLAKE PARK COMMUNITY SCHOOL
OCTOBER 25, 2007

AGENDA

Objectives

6:30

8:00

8:15

9:15

9:30

e Review input and concerns from at Workshop |

e Present possible Future Land Use scenarios based on Workshop | results
e Consensus-test possible scenarios

e Discuss and refine scenarios

Welcome
Process and agenda review
Presentations
Brief recap of information presented at Workshop |

Review of concerns and input from Workshop |

Review Scenarios
Discussion to identify the pros and cons of each scenario

Consensus-test scenarios
Workshop participants will be asked to rate scenarios using a consensus-
testing scale
Refinement of scenarios
Discussion to understand the results of the consensus-test and suggest
refinements to the scenarios.
Break
Continue discussion

Next steps

Adjourn
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DISCUSSION GUIDELINES

Listen to understand.

Seek a shared understanding even if you don’t agree.

Respect differing views.

Ask guestions and test assumptions.

Share the airtime.

Look to the facilitator to be recognized. Please raise your hand to speak.
Speak one person at a time.

Please focus on issues, not personalities.

Help the group keep to the agenda and guidelines.

AN N N N N NN

CONSENSUS-TESTING SCALE

At various times during this workshop series, the facilitator may ask you to respond to
possible approaches to land uses in the Narcoossee Road corridor using the following
scale.

Wholehearted support

Support — may not be what | would do

Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional
clarification or refinement

2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes

1 No - cannot support

w B~ o1

Facilitator will then moderate a discussion to identify reasons for ranking.
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SCENARIO |
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SCENARIO |

Description
e Make no changes to allowable uses along Narcoossee Road.

e Where possible, connect green spaces along Narcoossee and within the
rural settlement area to regional conservation and habitat networks.

e Protect water quality through improvements associated with Narcoossee
Road widening (to address some current water quality issues), and

through enforcement of current County Land Development Codes (to
address potential impacts of future development).

Please use the scale below to rate the SCENARIO | conceptual map and
description as a package. Circle the response that most closely describes
your reaction.

5 Wholehearted support

4 Support — may not be what | would do

3 Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional
clarification or refinement

2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes

1 No — cannot support
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SCENARIO Il

Conceptual Map

«\(ﬂ COT- 2%, 9057
k}gﬁ[ﬁ- ) gooo%a
WV R o2 ey
i mmu
'\ ’F*-r cPrie-
1 PRAL PEAZENTAL

@wuww

¢ ( RPAL PEPABTAL

—" Correfean
o

=

\1 ol @EHITENTAL
‘ PR, PesTAENTIAL

((\\ -Pref. PP

L\ NGy

ILC" £ \&

NCcoossee- P2
»JEJ R

\\ - conseprmn -
) - AR TReE QL
waN 7.

Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 2 Summary — October 25, 2007

Page 12





SCENARIO Il

Description

e Allow non-residential uses along Narcoossee while protecting the rural
character of areas further away from the road.

e Ensure high quality development that is compatible with the adjacent rural
settlement through enforcement of current County Land Development
Codes.

e Provide multiple buffers between commercial development along
Narcoossee and rural areas east of the road through enforcement of
current County Land Development Codes.

e Where possible, connect green spaces along Narcoossee and within the
rural settlement area to regional conservation and habitat networks.

e Protect water quality through improvements associated with Narcoossee
Road widening (to address some current water quality issues), and

through enforcement of current County Land Development Codes (to
address potential impacts of future development).

Please use the scale below to rate the SCENARIO Il conceptual map and
description as a package. Circle the response that most closely describes
your reaction.

5 Wholehearted support

4 Support — may not be what | would do

3 Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional
clarification or refinement

2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes

1 No - cannot support
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APPENDIX 2 - WORKSHOP EVALUATION

NARCOOSSEE CORRIDOR LAND USE WORKSHOP SERIES
WORKSHOP 2
October 25, 2007

Please rate the degree to which you believe the Workshop achieved each of the following objectives.

Discuss and refine scenarios

Completely Not at all

Review input and concerns from at Workshop | 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
o0 |6 |9 |4 |o0]311]

Present possible Future Land Use scenarios based on Workshop | results 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
1 |8 |8 |2 |0]342]

Consensus-test possible scenarios 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
2 |6 |9 |1 |o]35]

Discuss and refine scenarios 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
|2 |5 |7 |6 |0]3.15]

Please indicate your response to the following. Agree Disagree

I learned information that I didn’t know before. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
(11 [5 [2 |3 [1]4.00]

I was able to provide input to the discussion. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
110 |8 |2 [1 [0]4.29]

I believe the community’s input will be acted upon. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
o |5 [7 |7 [3]284]

The facilitator guided discussion fairly and effectively. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
(14 [3 |4 |1 [0]4.36]

Please indicate your overall level of satisfaction with the Workshop. 5 4 3 2 1 Avg.
|3 |5 |7 |4 Jo]3.20]
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What | liked most about the Workshop:

Facilitator did a pretty good job. Good information and exhibits.
Settlement involvement.

Having the ability to speak to the County and the City.

Starting to see what has already been planned — but too late to change.
Opportunity to hear a variety of views.

The facilitator was needed.

Learning what Orange County staff has come up with for future land use as well as what
is coming to the area.

| appreciated the additional information.

The moderator is very good at presenting both sides.

Received more information.

Organization — clarification. Stayed focused on the purpose of the meeting.
The ability for everyone to speak.

It was very well run.

Control.

Allowing everyone to voice their concerns.

You took the time and effort to hold this meeting with us. Thank you.

It happened.

What | liked least about the Workshop:

Too much extraneous discussion.

A day late and a dollar short.

You folks need to speak plain English, not planning and zoning lingo.

Too much emphasis on “conceptual” map rather than on current realities that are already
a “fait accompli.” More “subtext” needs to be revealed. What is really going on “behind
the scenes”?

I did not think most of the speakers were very skilled communicators with the exception
of Jason (City of Orlando) and the facilitator. | think things could have been presented
much less confusingly.

The belief that the character of our community will be changed no matter what the
residents desire.

Lake Mary Jane Association has no business at the meeting.

Having to go around the room and give your name. | do not think it is necessary — and
we could not hear most of the names.

The knowledge about what is going to happen on the West side of Narcoossee and the
SPRAWL which is going to occur.

There needs to be more discussion/application of the transition from the West side of
Narcoossee to the East. Retail needs to enter more into the discussion.

Poor planning and presentation. Have you people put on a presentation before? So many
mistakes — problems too numerous to list. | have directed presentations for over twenty
years. These meetings fail on so many levels. The overall impression is summed up
simply as unfriendly. Just to cover the basics:
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Room layout: haphazard, not well though out.

Graphics: placed improperly, in unlighted areas. If you make those big charts and
graphics, then display them properly.

Speakers. They are obviously in need of training for public speaking. First meeting,
no microphone, almost impossible to hear. Second meeting, microphone present, but
still these people can’t speak! Note: the gum chewing of one of your speakers as a
class act.

Agenda: Is it really necessary for everyone to introduce themselves. Is this a singles
bar?

Visuals: Can’t the slide projector be moved back from the screen so the visuals are
as large as possible?

Overall: Body language, voice levels, speech clarity of the presenters: room layout;
just the attitude here screams “this is something we have to do, not something the
residents deserve. Very, very disappointing.

Comments:

e This needs to be adopted as a Future Land Use Amendment so it has some teeth.

e These workshops should have been conducted long ago. We were told what is taking
place, rather than input to help PLAN what is coming.

e It sound like the County and the City will come out with a joint planning MOU.

e Thank you so much for making us better informed. We really appreciate the facilitator
and all the staff’s efforts. You are all excellent presenters, who struck just the right tone.

o Better picture of blobs — where they are in relation to existing landmarks and roads.

e |tisso incredibly frustrating that our rural settlement is being impinged upon. It’s not
your fault, but tempers will flare.

e Orlando is developed in a way that prevents efficient commuting. A great fear is that this
development will result in another impassable roadway like Colonial Drive.

e The people who live in this community do not want to have this area look like every
other large, poorly developed city in America. It appears like we are headed in that
direction.

e Each scenario should be presented in a more clear way to the regular citizen that don’t
know about zoning designations C1 and C2, etc.

e City should bring more information about what is approved so far. What is it going to
look like, since zoning designation is different than the County’s?

o More copies of reports available to the attendees.

e This was a very informative meeting. Good input by all. Knowledgeable staff members.

e Good job by the facilitator. FYI, I used to train facilitators fro TWA before | retired. My
skepticism of this exercise is based on past experience across the country (and even some
in Orange County). Bottom line, developers usually win.

o Rural residential buffer appears to be adequate along the lake. Don’t need a huge
conservation buffer on Tyson — mostly dead citrus. Lack of commercial and retail use
along Narcoossee. There are not green spaces along Narcoossee in the study area — see
bullet point under Scenario 2. There is absolutely minimal adjacent rural settlement to
the east of this corridor. Its all lake to the east, golf to the south, high school and high
density residential or town center to the west. See bullet point under Scenario 2. Show

Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 2 Summary — October 25, 2007 Page 16





what is going on across the street when presenting bubble plans. People are viewing
conceptually in a vacuum with no idea what is going on.

o Obviously there are lots of different desires for future land use in this area. Thanks again
for offering us the opportunity to be heart, and hear from our neighbors as well.
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APPENDIX 3 - PRESESENTATION
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BACKGROUND

On November 7, 2007 Orange County, in collaboration with the City of Orlando,
held the third of three workshop on future land uses in the Narcoossee Road
Corridor from SR 417 to the Orange-Osceola County line. The purpose of the
workshop series is to develop recommendations, supported by the community,
for approaches to addressing development pressures in the area.

Over eighty people participated in the workshop. The facilitator asked
participants to raise their hands if they considered themselves residents of any of
the following areas, or otherwise members of one of the following categories.
The number of participants raising their hands for each of the identified areas is
presented below. (Please note that some participants may have fallen into more
than one category.)

Narcoossee Rural Settlement - 45

Resident owners of property along Narcoossee Road -- 15
Eagle Creek - 2

Lake Mary Jane - 11

Lake Nona - 2

Moss Park — 6

Other -7

Non-resident property owners, or their representatives -- 9

The facilitator also asked how many participants had attended one of the earlier
workshops. Their answers are presented below.

e First time participants (did not attend either earlier workshop) -- 10
e Attended the first workshop but not the second -- 5
e Attended the second workshop but not the first -- 5

The focus of Workshop 3 was the following three objectives:

e Clarify how the input received during the Narcoossee Corridor Future Land
Use Workshop series will be used

e Develop statements to serve as the basis of recommendations in the
Narcoossee Road Corridor study

e Provide additional input to the concept to inform recommendations in the
Narcoossee Road Corridor study
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The draft statements that were the focus of discussion at Workshop 3 were
developed by the facilitator based on the input offered by participants at
Workshop 1 and Workshop 2. They were intended as starting points for further
discussion, not as complete reflections of all input to-date. The statements,
along with the rest of the participant packet, are included in this report as
Appendix 1.

The agenda for Workshop 3, as modified in the course of the meeting, was the
following.

6:30 Welcome

Process and agenda review
Recap of Workshop 1 and Workshop 2
Agenda and process for Workshop 3, including consensus-testing
Products of the workshop series

Presentations
County and City land uses and development along the Narcoossee
Corridor

Consensus-Test and Refine Draft Statements
Present and explain the statements and their origin
Consensus-test
Discussion to refine the statements

7:30 Break

Discussion and debriefing of consensus-testing
Next steps

8:30 Adjourn

Discussions at the workshop were facilitated, and notes of the discussions were
made by staff. Transcripts of these notes form the basis of this report.

PRESENTATIONS

Anita McNamara, of Orange County Planning briefly described the input received
at earlier workshops and clarified the use that would be made of it. She stated
that County planning staff would be preparing a report with recommendations by
early 2008. She clarified that the recommendations would be text only, that the
report would not include any version of the “bubble plan” discussed at Workshop
2, or any other plan, and that it would address environmental constraints.
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Rather, the report would include recommendations regarding how the County

should respond to development pressures or private requests for land use
changes in the corridor. She also stated that area residents and others
interested in the report would have an opportunity to review it and offer
comments at an additional meeting in the first quarter of 2008.

Jason Burton, of the City of Orlando, reviewed development trends and plans in
the City and County surrounding the Narcoossee corridor. His presentation is

included in this report as Appendix Ill.

DISCUSSION OF DRAFT STATEMENT 1

The facilitator opened discussed by asking participants to review Draft Statement

1 in their packet. He explained that the statement was not intended as a

complete reflection of input at earlier meetings, and briefly outlined some of the
perspectives not reflected in the statement, including those favoring allowing
non-rural development in parts of the corridor. Rather, the statement was an

attempt to understand the reasons behind the reservations about change

expressed in the earlier workshops. Key points from participant’'s comments are
presented below. (Items in parentheses are descriptions of a discussion, rather

than comments.)

e The statement is about right.

e We still suspect this would start us on a “slippery slope” caused by any

successful applications to change the zoning or land use.

e If we could guarantee that if we say yes, fifty years from now the line

would still be held, we would have no problem. But the guy next to it will

want a change, and so on and so on.

e Does the “Rural Settlement” classification give us more protection from
land use change, in terms of process, than other land use classifications?

(No.)

e How firm is the plan? We know the process to make further changes.
How do you guarantee there won'’t be more changes? There is no hard

and fast answer. The possibility of change is inherent in the
system/process.
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e The greatest assurance that we won'’t start down the slippery slope is to
fight any change tooth and nail.

e The statement doesn’t include discussion of the concerns about driveways
and access.

e A significant percentage (1/3) wholeheartedly supported at the last
meeting — 1/3 wanted more information.

e Narcoossee is going to be six lanes — why is Beachline not adding more
lanes?

e When new planned developments came in on the west side of
Narcoossee they said that the roadway would be boundary, but it hasn’t
worked that way.

e Seventy-five percent of landowners on Narcoossee corridor, between
Kirby Smith and Tyson, support some change.

e (Several landowners along Narcoossee Road disputed the above
assertion, and voiced that they do not want any change.)

e The orange grove along Tyson has been cleared. Access to Narcoossee
is a challenge. Hope for densities of 1 unit/two acres.

e The Orange County comprehensive plan is worded so that abutting land
uses are allowed to change, so if you make any change, more change will
happen.

e Kirby Smith residents are opposed to change.
CONSENSUS-TESTING OF DRAFT STATEMENT 2

The facilitator asked participants to turn their attention to Draft Statement 2 in
their packet. After some initial discussion to clarify the statement, participants
rated the statement using the following scale.

5 Wholehearted support

4 Support — may not be what | would do

3 Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional clarification
or refinement
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2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes
1 No — cannot support

The facilitator emphasized that the consensus-test was not a vote, but rather a
way to gauge the reaction of the group as a whole. Participants rated the
statement as follows.

(&)
N
w
N
[

Rating
Number of Participants 1 16 4 2 37

DISCUSSION AND DEBRIEFING OF DRAFT STATEMENT 2 CONSENSUS-
TEST

After the rating exercise, participants offered comments and reflections on the
results. The facilitator asked that participants particularly clarify their reasons for
“2s” and “1s”. Participants offered the following comments. (ltems in
parentheses are descriptions of a discussion, rather than comments.)

e The reaction to Draft Statement 2 might have been more positive if it had
read “"Non-residential uses should not be allowed in the east side of
Narcoossee Road unless ....

e (The facilitator asked how many participants would have rated the
statement more positively if worded as suggested above. Two
participants indicated they would have.)

e The principal reason for the 2s and 1s is that we don’t trust County or City.

e When is the vote? 37 people have spoken today. (The facilitator
explained that the neither the workshop process nor the decision-making
process involved an actual vote, although both processes strove to
understand and reflect public input.)

e If we accept a change, it seems as if this whole process is just to develop
the starting line for the next discussion about what to change.

e Would prefer higher intensity residential on west side with buffers.

e The amount of land is limited acreage in Rural Settlements. If the
designation is changed, the land can never be replaced.
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e Everyone at the meeting today came out here and changed the land use
to do what they wanted.

e Long time residents want it to remain the same.

e This area was in orange groves since the 1880s. Historic preservation
here is important — structures, features, agricultural uses. We have 130
years of continuous habitation. Rural settlement is an “endangered land
use.” Save what little history we have left. This area could participate in
the “Save America” program.

e There are others who are seeing the crop productivity change and other
changes and tax increases.

e Some people may feel easier if know that development heights would be
kept low.

e Pine Castle Church is a historic building that was moved from a more
urban area. There are regional considerations in deciding on land use
here. Medical City will bring 10,000 jobs, Innovation Way 30,000 jobs.
The road improvements are being done in anticipation of impacts.

e City did a good job explaining changes. Some landowners want to
improve and do something good for the area. (Bobcat rental, mobile work)
We are not talking about tattoo parlors, but about nice, controlled
development. The challenge is to support a positive change.

e Will other people get to vote on our property? (County staff clarified that it
will not proposing changes, and that any decisions will be up to the County
Commission, not to a vote by meeting participants.)

e Rural settlement land use change process requires comprehensive plan
amendments.

e (There was considerable discussion at this point about whether there was
a proposed plan on the table for discussion, and whether the plan would
drive public or private acquisition of property. Staff clarified that there was
no such plan. Rather, the workshop was to solicit input to be used by staff
to draft recommendations regarding how the county should respond to
private requests for land use changes in the corridor.)

Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 3 Summary — November 7, 2007 Page 8





e (The facilitator asked how many participants would have rated the
statement more positively with the understanding of the workshop purpose
described above. One participant would have.)

e My main concern is water quality. Increased development creates more
impacts.

e Many residents are not here.

e (A participant submitted for the record a large packet of letters from other
area residents who were unable to attend.)

e Question to Sierra Club representative — What would be the environmental
impacts of non-rural development on the east side of the corridor?

e Widening will require additional retention. Water quality should remain
the same. There are preservation lands to east that could be impacted if
encroachments continue eastward.

e The area has tremendous history that should be preserved
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APPENDIX 1 — PARTICIPANT PACKET

NARCOOSSEE CORRIDOR
FUTURE LAND USE WORKSHOP SERIES

WORKSHORP Il

NORTHLAKE PARK COMMUNITY SCHOOL
NOVEMBER 7, 2007
AGENDA

Objectives

e Clarify how the input received during the Narcoossee Corridor Future Land
Use Workshop series will be used

e Develop statements to serve as the basis of recommendations in the
Narcoossee Road Corridor study

e Provide additional input to the concept to inform recommendations in the
Narcoossee Road Corridor study

6:30 Welcome
Process and agenda review
Recap of Workshop 1 and Workshop 2
Agenda and process for Workshop 3, including consensus-testing
Products of the workshop series
Presentations
County and City land uses and development along the Narcoossee
Corridor
Consensus-Test and Refine Draft Statements
Present and explain the statements and their origin
Consensus-test
Discussion to refine the statements
7:30 Break
7:45 Table discussions — What would you suggest to make the concept better?
8:15  Report out table discussions

8:30 Next steps

9:00 Adjourn
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APPENDIX 1 — PARTICIPANT PACKET

DISCUSSION GUIDELINES

Listen to understand.

Seek a shared understanding even if you don’t agree.

Respect differing views.

Ask questions and test assumptions.

Share the airtime.

Look to the facilitator to be recognized. Please raise your hand to speak.
Speak one person at a time.

Please focus on issues, not personalities.

Help the group keep to the agenda and guidelines.

AN N N N N NN

CONSENSUS-TESTING SCALE

At various times during this workshop series, the facilitator may ask you to
respond to possible approaches to land uses in the Narcoossee Road corridor
using the following scale.

5 Wholehearted support

4 Support — may not be what | would do

3 Minor reservations — can probably support, but need additional
clarification or refinement

2 Major reservation — cannot support without major changes

1 No - cannot support

The facilitator will then moderate a discussion to clarify and understand the
results of the exercise.
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APPENDIX 1 — PARTICIPANT PACKET
DRAFT STATEMENTS
Statement 1

Discussions at Workshops 1 and 2 allowed a range of opinions to be voiced about
the future of the Narcoossee Road corridor. From these discussions, it has become
clear that a significant percentage of the residents of the Lake Whippoorwill rural
settlement and nearby areas would prefer the Narcoossee Road corridor and the
adjacent rural settlement to remain as they are now. They recognize, however, that
changes in surrounding land uses and the imminent widening of Narcoossee Road
have resulted in development pressure on areas adjacent to the road. They are
unsure whether, in order to preserve the rural character of as much of the settlement
as possible, they should accept and plan for some non-residential uses along a
widened Narcoossee Road as a way of gaining increased control over the nature
and extent of such uses, or oppose any and all land use changes in the rural
settlement.

Statement 2

Non-residential uses should be allowed on the east side of Narcoossee Road, if and
only if:

A. The area in which non-residential, non-rural uses are allowed is next to
Narcoossee Road on the east, and does not extend eastward to the lake;

B. Non-residential uses would be limited to some neighborhood commercial
and office use.

C. Reasonable assurances can be provided that acceptance of these uses
along the road will not result in additional land use changes further from
the road;

D. The design of the development and the uses it accommodates reflect very
high standards and are compatible with the rural area to the east;

E. Adequate buffering is provided between non-residential and residential
uses;

F. Open-space and conservation areas within the corridor are linked to a
regional network of conservation areas;
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G. Water quality in Lake Whippoorwill is protected or improved.
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APPENDIX 1 — PARTICIPANT PACKET
REVISED CONCEPT
Please Note: The concept presented below is intended only to illustrate

how non-residential uses might be accommodated along the Narcoossee
Road Corridor, consistent with Statement 2 on the preceding page. It is not

a proposal.

[INSERT GRAPHIC HERE]
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APPENDIX 2 - WORKSHOP EVALUATION

NARCOOSSEE CORRIDOR LAND USE WORKSHOP SERIES

WORKSHORP llI
November 7, 2007

Please rate the degree to which you believe the Workshop achieved each of the following

objectives.

Clarify how the input received during the Workshop
series will be used

Develop statements to serve as the basis of
recommendations in the Narcoossee Road Corridor study

Provide additional input to the concept to inform
recommendations in the Narcoossee Road Corridor study

Please indicate your response to the following.

| learned information that | didn't know before.

| was able to provide input to the discussion.

| believe the community’s input will be acted upon.

The facilitator guided discussion fairly and effectively.

Please indicate your overall level of satisfaction with
the Workshop.
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Completely

Not at all

5 4 3 2 1
1 |9 |3 |3 [3]311]

5 4 3 2 1
|2 |10 |3 [3 [1]3.47]

5 4 3 2 1
|5 |7 |3 |2 [2]358]

Agree Disagree

5 4 3 2 1
|11 |4 |2 [0 [4]386]

5 4 3 2 1
17 |5 |5 |2 |1]3.75]

5 4 3 2 1
1 |2 |8 |2 [8]233]

5 4 3 2 1
115 |4 |2 [0 |0]4.62]

5 4 3 2 1

|5 |10 |2 [1 [2]3.75]

Page 15





What | liked most about the Workshop:

The opportunity to listen and be heard.

Excellent presentation, and | appreciated the presentation handouts.
Good job facilitator — all were given time to participate.

Good facilitator.

Poise of the facilitator.

The presentation.

City explanation of regional development.

The City’s presentation.

| appreciated the information.

Balanced facilitation.

Finding out more detail on the west side of Narcoossee.

That it was even held.

Facilitator was essential — a refreshing change from other County meetings.
| liked the library better than the cafeterium.

Ample opportunities offered to attendees within the time allotted.

The facilitator.

What | liked least about the Workshop:

The helpless feeling that none of this really matters and that it is a done deal.
People who interrupted others.

The unstoppable truth.

These workshops seem to be merely an infomercial on what will happen. | doubt
whether the residents will affect any change.

Frustration that the interests of increasing the tax base will destroy the way of life
that | purchased.

Dominating personalities.

The feeling that we really have no choice or real input on what will happen to our
area.

Lack of a microphone. Don't rely on the school — buy a portable speaker unit.
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e Developers trying to overpower concerns.

e Comments:

o Please preserve what little rural settlement historical area is left in this part of
Orlando.

o Keep atit.

¢ What on earth is the County’s and City’s motivation to change a rural settlement
use? What else except favoritism to developers and development. The County
and City have a bad reputation for truthfullness. | get the uneasy felling I am
being manipulated. We are being glad-handed.

e Rude comments. No microphone again.

e The phrase “eminent domain” and how it applies to this corridor should be
addressed.

¢ Isthere going to be a POC (point of contact) for the Narcoossee corridor versus
contacting one person in the County and a different person in the City?

¢ | have made up my mind to sell my property and no longer attend community
meetings because | believe that the powers in charge will do what they want in
the end as proven by past performance. | plan on moving to some part of the
country where there is no problem with growth.

¢ | would like to think these meetings make a difference.

e Thisis a discussion about one mile on one side of the road. I'd like to see
greater involvement on all 19,00 acres out here.

e Strongly recommend that “decision-makers” seriously consider the resident’s
view of encroachment on their way of life. Put on their shoes and realize their
concerns.

e The northern-most property on the east side needs safer access to their property

through the pretty median.
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APPENDIX 3 — PRESESENTATION

Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 3 Summary — November 7, 2007 Page 18





Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 3 Summary — November 7, 2007 Page 19





Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 3 Summary — November 7, 2007 Page 20





Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 3 Summary — November 7, 2007 Page 21





Narcoossee Corridor Land Uses Workshop Series
Workshop 3 Summary — November 7, 2007 Page 22





