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Pelican Landing Planned Development (PD) 
Public Information Meeting Summary 

 
 
Date:  June 27, 2016 
 
Time:  5:30 PM – 7:30 PM 
 
Location: Living Water Church, 22100 S. Tamiami Trail 
 
Presenters: D. Wayne Arnold, AICP, Q. Grady Minor and Associates, Inc. 
  Neale Montgomery, Pavese Law Firm 
 
 
Numerous emails were provided tothe applicant prior to the public information meeting.  The 
emails expressed concerns about a variety of topics which included; traffic, density, hurricane 
evacuation, on-site amenities for the towers, environmental concerns, and loss of views and 
loss of green space. 
 
The people who provided the emails did not have the benefit of the presentation.  The density 
for Pelican Landing is 1.5 dwelling units per acre, and the units have already been approved. 
Hurricane evacuation and Hurricane shelters were reviewed when the original Pelican Landing 
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) was approved and mitigation was provided for 4050 
units, which is more than the current approved total. The hurricane shelter and evacuation 
issue was reviewed by the Department of Community Affairs (DCA) and the Southwest Florida 
Regional Planning Agency (SWFRPC).  The towers will be amenitized, but the amenities are 
generally not determined at the time of zoning. The applicant has requested private 
recreational uses to serve the towers.  The environmental impacts for the properties in 
question have been reviewed.  The areas that will be developed are not environmentally 
sensitive.   
 
Wayne Arnold began the meeting by explaining the purpose of the meeting.  He indicated that 
the Lee County Land Development Code requires an applicant to provide a general overview of 
the proposed planned development amendment application that was under review by the City 
of Bonita Springs.  Mr. Arnold made it clear that this meeting was not a public hearing on the 
application, and that hearing was yet to come.  Mr. Arnold introduced the members of the 
applicant team that were in attendance as: 
 

Barry Ernst-WCI Communities 
Paul Erhardt-WCI Communities 
Neale Montgomery- Pavese Law Firm 
Steve Leung-David Plummer & Associates 
Mike Delate- Grady Minor & Associates 
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Mr. Arnold presented a location aerial exhibit and identified the location of the Kersey Smoot 
(Raptor Bay) Residential Planned Development (RPD) and the Pelican Landing RPD/CPD, and 
explained that the property had been annexed into the City of Bonita Springs.   Mr. Arnold went 
on to explain that the application has been pending with the City of Bonita Springs since mid-
2015. He noted that the project was remanded back to the City’s Zoning Board by the City 
Council for a review of the zoning application under the requirements of the Lee County 
Comprehensive Plan and Lee Land Development Code. 
 
Mr. Arnold explained that the Pelican Landing RPD/CPD is located within the Pelican Landing 
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) and that the Pelican Landing RPD/CPD was part of an 
assemblage of multiple planned developments by WCI Communities.    Mr. Arnold pointed out 
that the number of dwelling units for the overall RPD/CPD was not being increased, but rather 
the units were being shifted to the proposed location north of the Hyatt Resort from the 
allocation of dwelling units already approved within the planned development.  Mr. Arnold 
summarized the proposed amendment by showing an exhibit and reviewing the three principal 
revisions proposed: 
 

 Remove 20± acres from the Kersey Smoot RPD area and add the 20± acres to the 
Pelican Landing CPD/RPD area within the Pelican Landing DRI project 
 

o Both Planned Developments are currently part of  the Pelican Landing DRI 
 

 Revise Pelican Landing Master Concept Plan to identify residential development area 
“F1” 
 

 Revise Deviation #12 to include language referencing the maximum of 4 residential 
high-rise buildings 

 
Mr. Arnold explained that the applicant was proposing to construct up to four residential 
towers on the property now located in the City of Bonita Springs and identified that the 
schedule of allowable uses and number of units for the Pelican Landing Community would 
remain unchanged.  Mr. Arnold also pointed out that the subject property was originally 
approved for residential land uses and showed the audience a slide with the property 
highlighted which identified the subject parcel.   The audience was also shown an exhibit in 
which the proposed development area for the residential towers was highlighted, and it was 
specifically pointed out that the areas nearby that are within conservation easements would 
remain as conservation areas. 
 
Mr. Arnold also provided two aerial photographs showing the approximate distances of other 
residential towers in Bonita Bay, Pelican Landing and West Bay Club from Estero Bay.  Mr. 
Arnold indicated that the proposed towers would exceed the distances of the Bonita Bay 
towers from Estero Bay.    Mr. Arnold also presented an aerial exhibit in which approximate 
distances from the subject property to residences in West Bay Club, Eldorado Acres and a WCI 
built tower in Pelican Landing.   
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Mr. Arnold also briefly discussed hurricane evacuation, as several emails had questioned 
whether hurricane evacuation would be impacted by the construction of the newly proposed 
towers.   Mr. Arnold displayed an exhibit from the Pelican Landing DRI that indicated that 
hurricane evacuation had been evaluated for a greater number of dwelling units than now 
proposed to be built within Pelican Landing.   He pointed out that the impacts for hurricane 
evacuation had been satisfied through mitigation by provision of funds for Lee County to 
purchase a generator for one of the local emergency shelters. 
 
Mr. Arnold also briefly discussed transportation impacts of the proposed amendment.  Again, 
pointing out that no new units were proposed, and that the Developer had already mitigated 
for traffic impacts as part of the DRI review by providing for impact fees, Coconut Road 
improvements, dedication of ROW and miscellaneous intersection and signal improvements. 
 
Mr. Arnold concluded his project overview and indicated that public questions and comments 
would be addressed.   There were numerous comments from audience members.   The major 
topic areas are addressed below. 
 
Transportation 
 
Transportation comments were primarily focused on Coconut Road and the speakers asked 
questions about whether the proposed residential towers would further burden Coconut Road.  
Most who commented on Coconut Road impacts asserted that the roadway was already 
problematic due to high seasonal volumes of traffic, inadequate number of lanes, poor 
pedestrian facilities, poor signal timing at U.S. 41, and morning construction traffic staging 
along the road.    Several attendees referenced a Coconut Road study prepared by the Village of 
Estero that concludes that Coconut Road will fail when the proposed residential towers and 
other already zoned projects along Coconut Road are built over the next 5 years. 
 
Applicant Response to Transportation Comments 
 
Many of the attendee remarks were simply comments about their perceived problems with 
Coconut Road and traffic and did not result in a reply from the applicant.   The applicant did 
indicate that they disagree with the Village of Estero’s Coconut Road traffic analysis because it 
was prepared for a specific purpose and was not prepared consistent with the methodology for 
a traffic analysis in support of a zoning application.   The applicant’s analysis indicates that 
Coconut Road will continue to operate at an acceptable level of service with the new residential 
towers.   Further, it was again noted that no new residential dwelling units are proposed as part 
of the zoning amendment.   It was also re-stated that transportation impacts for all of the 
Pelican Landing RPD/CPD had been analyzed during review of the DRI and that mitigation 
measures had been taken by WCI to fully address transportation impacts associated with the 
project.    
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The applicant has provided information regarding transportation, and will continue to provide 
evidence that there will be no net increase in the approved external trips generated by the 
Pelican Landing Development of Regional Impact. 
 
Environmental 
 
Several speakers questioned the loss of green space and displacement of golf holes at the 
Raptor Bay Golf Course that would result if the proposed residential towers were approved.   
Others questioned wetland impacts and wildlife habitat loss that would result from 
construction of new golf holes within the Pelican Landing project.   A few residents questioned 
impacts to mangroves resulting from the tower proximity to Estero Bay. 
 
Applicant Response to Environmental Comments 
 
The applicant team indicated that the existing golf holes would be relocated to an area north of 
the Eldorado Acres neighborhood, in an area where golf is a permitted use.   The applicant 
identified the area where golf holes could be located on an aerial photograph and discussed the 
fact that the area had been previously cleared with the appropriate permits in order to 
construct a portion of the golf course in that area.   The applicant indicated that the area 
proposed for relocating the golf holes was not a wetland or conservation area.  The applicant 
also displayed an exhibit that more closely identified the development area and conservations 
areas.   The applicant also reminded the audience that an Eco Park had been established by WCI 
that supports wildlife within the community.  The applicant indicated that no conservation 
areas would be impacted in order to construct the proposed residential towers or the relocated 
golf holes. The applicant again reminded the audience that the distances from Estero Bay would 
be greater than the towers at Bonita Bay and it would be consistent with the previously 
constructed towers in Pelican Landing. 
 
The applicant has provided information regarding the environmental issues associated with the 
property, and will continue to provide evidence. 
 
Hurricane Evacuation 
 
Several residents expressed a concern that the proposed towers and the additional residents 
that would reside there will be required to use Coconut Road, which would be problematic 
during a hurricane evacuation event.   Some residents stated that the area proposed for the 
towers is located within the Coastal High Hazard Area and that more residential units in the 
Coastal High Hazard Area should not be permitted. 
 
Applicant Response to Hurricane Evacuation Comments 
 
The applicant again displayed the slide that addressed hurricane evacuation mitigation that 
Pelican Landing had fully satisfied as part of the prior DRI review.    The applicant reminded the 
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audience that hurricane evacuation is analyzed as part of a DRI review and WCI had fully 
mitigated for their impact by providing payment to Lee County for shelter improvements.   The 
applicant also noted that the Pelican Landing Community Association prepares an annual storm 
emergency plan that is distributed to their association members.   The applicant indicated that 
a similar plan could be prepared for each of the proposed residential towers. 
 
The applicant fully mitigated its impacts.  The applicant will provide evidence on the issue of 
Hurricane Shelter and Evacuation. 
 
Project Amenities 
 
 Several members of the audience questioned what amenities would be offered for the 
proposed residential towers.   Audience members also questioned whether or not the residents 
of the towers would be members of the Pelican Landing Community Association and what 
impact would that have on common amenities such as the beach park, tennis courts, etc. 
    
Applicant Response to Project Amenity Comments 
 
The applicant responded that the towers had not yet been designed and therefore their 
amenity package was not determined at this time.   It would be anticipated that each tower 
would offer an amenity package similar to the other towers that have been constructed in 
Pelican Landing.   With regard to access to the common amenities within Pelican Landing, the 
applicant indicated that this was an association matter and not a zoning issue with regard to 
the pending zoning amendment. 
 
The applicant has requested private recreational facilities as a permitted use to permit the 
applicant to provide pools, fitness centers, and other recreational amenities for the towers. 
 
Miscellaneous Audience Comments 

1. West Bay Club resident suggested that the overall density of the Pelican Landing 
Community at 1.5 dwelling units per acre is too dense. 

 
The applicant responded that the overall project density for Pelican Landing had actually 
been reduced over time due to all of the properties added and the reduction in 
proposed units from 4,400 to the currently approved 3,912 units. 

 
2. One attendee questioned why we had not mentioned sea level rise and asked whether 

sea level rise was considered in our application. 
 
The applicant responded that sea level rise was not currently a zoning consideration in 
the City of Bonita Springs for determining whether to approve a zoning application.   
 



July 11, 2016   Page 6 of 6 
 

3. An attendee asked whether this project had anything to do with the Weeks Fish Camp 
property.    

 
The applicant responded that WCI Communities does not have a contract or any rights 
to the Weeks property.   The Weeks property has nothing to do with the proposed 
zoning application. 
 

4. Several attendees complained about the fact that the applicant used acronyms and 
terminology that is common to planners and those involved in the zoning and land use 
field, but the acronyms and terminology were apparently not common to the attendees. 

 
Conclusion 

The applicant asked the audience if anyone had further questions or comments.   One attendee 
requested the presentation and meeting summary be provided to all who had listed their email 
address on the sign-in sheet.  The applicant agreed to provide the presentation and meeting 
summary to anyone who provided their contact information.  A list of attendees at the meeting 
is attached hereto as required by Section 33-54(b). 
 
No more comments or questions were provided from the audience Wayne closed the meeting 
at 7:20 p.m. 
 
 








































