
 
 

506 WEST BERCKMAN STREET                                                                 PHONE: 352 360-6727 
FRUITLAND PARK, FL 34731                                                                             FAX: 352 360-6652 

 
TRC COFP Members: TRC Members: 
City Manager Karen Manila, Chairman City of Leesburg Utilities 
Police Chief, Vice Chair Lake County School Board 
City Attorney Lake County Public Works Department 
Building Official Lake County Economic Development 
Community Development Director   
Code Enforcement Officer  
Engineer – Halff  
Fire Chief  
Fire Inspector  
Land Planner LPG  
Public Works Director  

         AGENDA 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (TRC) 

September 1, 2026 
            10:00AM 

 
I. MEETING START TIME:   

 
II. MEMBERS PRESENT:   

 
III. MEETING NOTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING: Meeting minutes from August 4, 2026 

included for review/comment. 
 
IV. OLD BUSINESS: NONE 

 
V. NEW BUSINESS: 

 
A. The Enclave @ Lake Geneva Sign Variance, Alternate Keys 1284821, 1699223, 1284511, 

3883988, 1771625, 1284503, 1284805, 1771617 
The applicant, Daly Design Group, has submitted a sign variance for the Enclave at Lake Geneva 
Parcels A-F proposed subdivision.  The project is generally located south of Lake Ella Road and 
west of US Highway 27/441.   The applicant is proposing one sign to be located at the main 
entrance of the subdivision for of Spring Lake Road  and two (2) secondary monument signs to be 
located off of and along Lake Ella Road.  Chapter 168, Section 168.010(f) outlines the review 
criteria necessary to approve a variance and Chapter 163, Section 163.070((b) allow for only one 
monument sign per street frontage. Clarification on whether the signs would be illuminated should 



be made.   
 

B. Fruitland Park Commons Major Site Plan,  Alternate Keys 1288151 and 1699665 
The applicants, Robb & Taylor Engineering Solutions, Inc., has submitted an application for 
approval of a major site plan to construct a commercial shopping center with 4 buildings on-site 
parking and stormwater management system.  The proposed project has a maximum building 
height of 35’and is generally located north of CR 466A and east of Micro Racetrack Road. The 
shopping center will consist of an approximate 20,000 sf fitness center, 1,990 sf of retail space for 
a coffee drive through and 16,307 sf retail space with associated buffers, stormwater ponds with 
associated parking.   
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS:   

 
This section is reserved for members of the public to bring up matters of concern or opportunities 
for praise. Note: Pursuant to F.S. 286.0114 and the City of Fruitland Park’s Public Participation 
Policy adopted by Resolution 2013-023, members of the public shall be given a reasonable 
opportunity to be heard on propositions before the Planning and Zoning Board. Pursuant to 
Resolution 2013-023, public comments are limited to three minutes. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:   
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FRUITLAND PARK, FL 34731                                                                             FAX: 352 360-6652 
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City Manager Karen Manila, Chairman City of Leesburg Utilities 
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City Attorney Lake County Public Works Department 
Building Official Lake County Economic Development 
Community Development Director   
Code Enforcement Officer  
Engineer – Halff  
Fire Chief  
Fire Inspector  
Land Planner LPG  
Public Works Director  

         AGENDA 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE (TRC) 

August 4, 2026 
            10:00AM 

 
I. MEETING START TIME:  10:01 a.m. 

II. MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Rankin, Interim Community Development Director, Brett 
Tobias- Consulting City Engineer, Anita Geraci Carver-City Attorney, Danny Bass-Building Official,  
Kelli Fielder-Certified Permit Tech, Emily Church-City Staff and Robb Dicus-Public Works 
Director; Applicants representing the development; Jeff Hewitt- J&H Properties, Sean Schweilker,  
Goldie Riefel, and Frank Wilson of R3 Associates. 

 
III. MEETING NOTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING: Meeting minutes from July 7, 2026 included 

for review/comment, were approved without comment or corrections. 
 
IV. OLD BUSINESS: NONE 

 
V. NEW BUSINESS: 

 
A. Gold Key Roofing Major Site Plan & Variance, Alternate Key 1248442 

The applicant has submitted a minor site plan application to construct a 2-story 4,200 sf 
office/warehouse.  The site, currently utilized by Gold Key Roofing, has an existing 1,530 sf 
structure (residence/office) which will be demolished.  Although the applicant is requesting 
approval of a minor site plan, Chapter 160, Section 160.040(D) of the city’s LDRs states that new 
impervious surface areas more than 10% of the site/area of development would be classified as a 



major site plan. Also, the applicant has submitted a variance request to reduce the rear setback 
from 15’ to 5’ for the new building and allow the existing 1250 SF storage at 1’ setback (Chapter 
154, Section 154.030(b)(10)(G)(iii)(c)).  
 
Mr. Rankin introduced the project and invited the applicants to speak. Jeff Hewitt of J&H 
Properties clarified that Gold Key Roofing and J&H Properties are separate entities under 
common ownership. 
 
The applicant explained that a five-foot rear setback variance was requested because the required 
15-foot setback would significantly limit the usable area of the site. The proposed variance would 
provide additional room for parking circulation and allow for approximately three feet of 
landscaping and a sidewalk along East Fountain Street. The applicant also confirmed that drainage 
would be addressed through gutters, underground drainage, and connection to the retention area. 
 
Mr. Rankin clarified that the request involved only a rear setback variance and indicated that staff 
could recommend the variance to the City Commission, which has authority to approve variances. 
 
Mr. Tobias noted that the application had initially been submitted as a minor site plan but would 
need to be processed as a major site plan. He noted that the submitted plans did not meet the 
requirements of Section 160.08 and lacked items including a grading plan, utility connections, and 
details for the required retaining wall. Updated plans would therefore be required. 
 
Regarding the variance, Mr. Tobias stated that the justification appeared primarily based on 
maximizing site use, which would not ordinarily constitute a hardship. He explained that a 
physical limitation affecting the site's ability to meet the required setback would provide a stronger 
basis for the request. He noted that parking circulation and turning-radius limitations could 
potentially provide a more appropriate justification than a desire for additional parking, but the 
City Commission would ultimately determine whether the variance should be granted. 
 
Mr. Tobias noted that the applicant could strengthen the variance justification by emphasizing the 
site's limited size and resulting design constraints on vehicle access and turning movements, rather 
than the desire for additional parking and clarified that approval of the variance would be 
determined by the City Commission and could not be guaranteed. 
 
Mr. Tobias explained that the application qualified as a major site plan because the proposed 
development would increase impervious surface area by more than 10 percent, pursuant to Section 
160.04(D) of the City Code. He clarified that a minor site plan would not eliminate engineering 
requirements but could allow certain requirements, such as a traffic study, to be waived when 
appropriate. A major site plan would require compliance with the applicable code provisions. 
 
Mrs. Geraci-Carver requested that the resubmittal include the title report, elevations, and 
topographic information needed to prepare the grading plan and verify compliance with 
architectural requirements. The applicant was also advised to address all applicable variance 
criteria and justifications to establish a sufficient record for consideration by the City Commission. 
 
Mr. Dicus discussed drainage and noted that a private lift station was anticipated. The applicant 
confirmed that the lift station would be private and that utility requirements would be addressed 
with the revised plans. A monument sign was also discussed and would require a separate permit. 
 
Mr. Dicus further advised the applicant to verify fire hydrant accessibility and complete the 



required fire-flow calculations. The nearest hydrant may exceed the applicable distance 
requirement, potentially requiring additional infrastructure. The applicant indicated that the 
hydrant location and distance would be verified before proceeding. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS:  No additional comments were raised, and no members of the public were 
present. 

 
This section is reserved for members of the public to bring up matters of concern or opportunities 
for praise. Note: Pursuant to F.S. 286.0114 and the City of Fruitland Park’s Public Participation 
Policy adopted by Resolution 2013-023, members of the public shall be given a reasonable 
opportunity to be heard on propositions before the Planning and Zoning Board. Pursuant to 
Resolution 2013-023, public comments are limited to three minutes. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  10:24 AM 
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A variance to modify Section 157.080(a)(4)(C) iii of the code for the City of Fruitland Park to permit 
corrugated polyethylene pipe (HP) under roads. 
Section 157.080(a)(4)(C) iii reads: 
 
iii)   Storm Sewers 
 

The following is a list of minimum standards for storm sewers: 
 

a Material:  reinforced concrete, asphalt coated corrugated metal, 
c o r r u g a t e d  a l u m i n u m  p i p e , o r   smooth  bore corrugated 
polyethylene pipe. Only reinforced concrete pipe shall be allowed under roads. 

 
b Minimum Size: Eighteen (18) inches or equal. 

 
c. Minimum Cover: Per FDOT standards. 

 
d Junctions:  Inlet or manhole required at each change of alignment, grade, size 

or material. Maximum length between manholes shall be 300 feet for pipe sizes of 
18 inches or less, 400 feet for pipes up to 42 inches, and 500 feet for 42 inches and 
above or as approved by the Public Works Director or designee. 

 
e End Treatment:  Inlet, manhole, headwall, mitered end sections or flared end 

sections. 
 
The justification for the variance is that under the code the use of corrugated 

polyethylene pipe (HP) is permitted everywhere except under roads. While the roads 
will be dedicated to the city the maintenance of the roads and drainage will be done 
by the Homeowners Association/Community Development District. The use of 
polyethylene pipe (HP) is permitted by the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT), Lake County and many other municipalities in Central Florida. A copy of the 
letter from Lake County approving the use of Class II Polypropylene Pipe (HP Storm) 
is attached. The conditions outlined in the letter will be met. While not a justification 
for the use of HP pipes, the cost differential between RCP and HP has increased 
greatly in the past 3 years, making the use of HP Pipe very attractive. The quality of 
material and longevity increased greatly with HP pipe. This becomes apparent with 
the acceptance of HP pipes in Right-of-Ways in the majorities of jurisdictions thru-
out central Florida, notably FDOT and Lake County.      
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CITY OF FRUITLAND PARK 
STAFF REPORT BY LPG URBAN & REGIONAL PLANNERS, LLC 

 
SIGN VARIANCE – ENCLAVE AT LAKE GENEVA 

 
Owner:   Fruitland Park Development IV, LLC, Andon Calhoun, 

Manager 
 
Applicant: Daly Design Group, Inc. 
 
General Location: South of Lake Ella Road and West of US Hwy. 441 
 
Number of Acres:   145.7 ± acres  
 
Existing Zoning: MUPUD 
 
Existing Land Use: Multi-Family High Density (MFHD) and Mixed Community 

(MC) 
 
Date:     August 7, 2026 
 
Description of Project 
 
The applicant is requesting a variance to the sign code to allow a free-standing monument sign 
greater than 32 square feet (Chapter 163, Section 163.070(b)(1)(ii)) at the main entrance 
located off of Spring Lake Road. The proposed sign is 35.6 square feet.  It is further proposed 
that two (2) secondary monument signs (18 square feet each) be allowed for each entrance 
located off of Lake Ella Road. The third amendment to the Master Development Agreement, 
Section 20 requires the submittal of a Master Signage Plan at final site plan (i.e. construction 
plan) application.  Such plan shall be in compliance with all applicable regulations contained 
within the city’s land development regulations (LDRs) unless City grants a waiver or variance 
pursuant to the LDRs. 
 
Assessment 

 
The proposed development has approximately 158’ of frontage on Spring Lake Road (alternate 
key #1284821), and approximately 1,653’ of frontage on Lake Ella Road (alt key #’s 1699223, 
1284511, and 3883988). The sign regulations allow for one monument sign for each street 
frontage (Chapter 163, Section 163.070(b)(1)(i)); therefore, the proposed three (3) monument 
signs meet this criterion.  Further, the Master Plan identifies two (2) entrances off of Lake Ella 
Road at the proposed intersection of Zurich Street and Saint Moritz Drive; and one (1) entrance 
off of Spring Lake Road at the proposed intersection of Chillon Castle Street.  It is unclear if the 
signs will be illuminated.  
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The applicant is requesting a variance to the sign code to allow a free-standing monument sign 
greater than 32 square feet (Chapter 163, Section 163.070(b)(1)(ii)) at the main entrance 
located off of Spring Lake Road. The proposed sign is 35.6 square feet. 
 
A master sign plan has been submitted identifying the location, size, and type of signs (see 
attached). 
 
Chapter 168, Section 168.010(f) outlines the Review Criteria for variances.  The applicant has 
submitted Justification of Variance; however, it does not address the review criteria as 
required.  The applicant will need to provide justification to include the review criteria.  
 

f) Review Criteria 
 

When reviewing an application for a variance, the Planning and Zoning Board and the 
City Commission shall consider the following requirements and criteria: 

 
1) Special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, 

structure or building involved, and which are not applicable to other lands, 
structures or buildings in the same zoning district; 

 
 

2) The special conditions and circumstances are not the results of actions of the 
applicant and/or registered property owner; 

 
 

3) Literal interpretation and enforcement of the Land Development Code 
regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other 
properties in the same zoning district under the terms of the Land 
Development Code, and would work unnecessary undue hardship on the 
applicant; 

 
 The variance, if granted, is the minimum variance necessary to make possible the 
reasonable use of the land, building or structure; 
 

4) Granting of the variance request will not confer on the applicant any special 
privilege that is denied by the Land Development Code to other lands, 
buildings or structures in the same zoning district; and 

 
 

5) The granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general intent and 
purpose of the Land Development Code, and will not be injurious to the 
surrounding properties or detrimental to the public welfare. 
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The above criteria shall be used to determine the justification for granting of relief 
from requirements of the Land Development Code. Each applicant for a variance 
request shall demonstrate how each criteria applies to the specific case. 

 
 
Recommendations 

 
Please clarify if the signs will be illuminated and submit the justification to address the review 
criteria. 
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TO: City of Fruitland Park 
  Community Development Department 
 
FROM: Anita Geraci-Carver, City Attorney 
 
DATE: July 21, 2026 
 
RE: Fruitland Park Commons – Major Site Plan 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Below please find my comments for the above-referenced Major Site Plan. 

1. Owner affidavit appointing/authorizing applicant to seek major site plan 
approval/concurrency determination was not provided. 

2. Prior to construction follow FWC requirements relating to gopher tortoises on site. 
 

3. Prior to construction provide exemption from USFWS for a formal cover board survey, or 
follow requirements of USFWS relating to sand skink study and mitigation.  

4. Provide updated title opinion with a copy of all documents referenced in the title opinion.  

5. Provide a boundary survey that depicts all plottable items from the updated title opinion. 

6. Historical or specimen trees shall not be removed without the finding of the city 
commission that the tree is a hazard or that it is not feasible to develop the site without 
removing the tree. Sec. 164.090(f).  

7. Applicant must comply with comments from the City’s traffic engineer David Muntean 
with Halff & Associates,  Inc., and Lake County relating to TIA/improvements on CR 
466-A & Micro Racetrack Road.  

8. Plans: 

a. Cover Sheet: revise General Statement re: water and sewer will be provided by the 
City of Fruitland Park 
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b. Demolition Plan: Is there a CUP associated with the well proposed for closure? 

c. Site Plan:  

i. List number of parking spaces required 

ii. List number of parking spaces provided. Breakdown by size and type. 

iii. List percentage of compact parking spaces provided. Max of 25% of the 
total number of parking spaces can be compact.  

iv. Depict loading zones; include length and width 

v. Provide information relating to lights in parking area. City requires: 
Maximum 0.5 footcandle at property line and dark sky compliant.  

vi. List percentage of open space on the site 

vii. List percentage of open space required. 

viii. List number of stories and height of each building. 

ix. List projected number of employees. 

x. List square feet of paved parking and driveway area. 

d. Landscape Plan: 

i. Revise to include requirements set forth in Sec. 164.110 a) and b), Fruitland 
Park LDC  

9. Demonstrate compliance with Sec. 154.050, Sec. 154-060, and Sec. 154.070, 
Fruitland Park LDC. 

 

 

  



 
 

 
 

VIA EMAIL echurch@fruitlandpark.org   
 
July 20, 2026 
 
Emily Church 
Administrative Assistant 
City of Fruitland Park 
506 W. Berckman St. 
Fruitland Park, FL 34731 
 
RE: FRUITLAND PARK COMMONS MAJOR SITE PLAN (AVO 064763.005) 
 
Dear Ms. Church: 
 
Per your email request dated July 17, 2026, I have reviewed the documents which were included 
in the drop box for the above referenced project. Based on my review, my comments are below: 
 
1. There is a previously submitted master plan for Fruitland Park Commons west of this 

project adjacent to Olive Street.  Is this project associated with that project?  
2. Application stated that SJRWMD permit was included, however was not included with 

the submittal.  Provide city with copy of SJRWMD permit once received. 
3. Both Micro Racetrack and CR-466A are county owned and maintained roadways.  What 

conversations have occurred with Lake County staff regarding driveway orientation and 
turn lane requirements? 

4. Proposed traffic study is for methodology approval.  Turn lane warrants will be needed, 
and if required, designed prior to site plan approval. 

5. Traffic study methodology shows development on both the east and west sides of Micro 
Racetrack Road.  Submitted plans appear to be for only east side.  Confirm this is 
accurate. 

6. The existing force main pressure data is from January of 2025.  Coordination with City 
Public Works Director is warranted.  Have there been any new flows on this main? 

7. Bottom of wet well in plans does not match Lift station calculations. 
8. The weight of the concrete base in the lift station buoyancy calculations does not seem 

to match how the lift station is drawn.  The thickness is listed as 1.5-feet, however, is 
counted for the entire 9-foot diameter, while the drawing only shows the outside 3-feet 
as 1.5-feet in thickness.   

9. The weight of soil used in the buoyancy calculations seems very high.  This weight 
would be for wet clay.  It is unclear that is what will be used, and generally the weight of 
the water is subtracted out of this weight.  Typical weight of dry sand is around 75lbs/CF. 

10. Utility notes reference town of Lady Lake. Revise. Other references to Lady Lake owning 
the utilities are found throughout plans.  Revise as needed. 

11. All onsite utilities, including the lift station, will be privately owned and maintained.  Add 
note to this effect to the plans. 

12. Cover sheet index lists several pages of existing conditions survey.  These were not 
included in the plan set and no other survey was submitted.  Submit boundary and 
topographic survey less than 1-year old. 

13. The proposed use of these facilities varies from the traffic study to the lift station 
calculations, fire flow calculations, to the parking calculations.  The allowable use of 
these buildings needs to be determined such that these factors can be determined and 
plans adequately reviewed. 

mailto:echurch@fruitlandpark.org


 

 

14. Show required and provided landscape buffers. 
15. Standard parking space is 10x20 feet.  Several spaces with length of 18-feet are shown. 

While the code does allow for shortening of spaces, it is only to provide extra space in 
the landscape buffers.  It is not clear that this extra space has been added. 

16. Length of all parking spaces is not labeled.  As the length varies from 18-feet to 20-feet it 
is not clear what length of space is proposed for which location.  

17. Typical sections are provided for light duty and heavy-duty pavement. It is not clear 
which sections are to be used in which areas. 

18. Is ISR/FAR before or after ROW dedication? 
19. Provide spot grades at all corners of all handicapped spaces so that ADA can be 

verified. 
20. Provide spot grades at crosswalks so cross slope can be verified. 
21. The sidewalk south of the 4000 and 6912 square foot building is called out as flush, but 

ramps are still shown. 
22. Verify stormwater piping inverts.  For instance, the type G inlet at the northwest corner of 

the site shows a grate of 84.19 and an invert of 80.60 with a 30-inch pipe, leaving 
roughly a foot or less of cover.  What is the cover specification for ADS pipe? 

23. There is concern that the flow through the storm pipe at the northwest corner of the site 
will lead to erosion issues with the opposite bank.  The storm pipe specified is 30-inches 
pointing directly at the bank. 

24. How will the pipe opposite the overflow weir not short-circuit the pond? 
25. Clarify what utility work is proposed with this project.  The lift station proposes a 4-inch 

force main connecting on the south side of the property, but there is also an 8-inch force 
main shown on the west side of the property. Similar questions regarding the proposed 
12-inch water main. 

26. Verify utility notes for relevance and accuracy.  For instance, note 12 states that 3 water 
services will be plumbed for the building, but only two services supplied with meter and 
backflow.  It is not clear which building. 

27. Clarify what will and will not be sprinkled. For instance, building 2 shows a fire line, but 
does not receive a credit for fire flow in the calculation on the same sheet. 

28. Verify that the number of hydrants specified for each building is provided within hose lay.  
For instance, building 4 shows that 3 hydrants are needed, but only 1 hydrant is 
immediately adjacent. 

29. Show construction entrance. 
30. There is an open cut detail in the plans. Where is this proposed? 
31. Add COFP details for relevant installations. 
32. Bick rack detail does not match number of spaces required. 
33. Show proposed force main on landscape plan. Proximity of trees to main may need to 

be discussed. 
34. Impervious area from calculations does not match plans. 
35. Check the stage/storage volume calculation. The total cumulative volume does not 

appear to be calculated correctly. For instance, the incremental volume between 
elevation 76 and elevation 77 is shown to be approximately 0.25-acre feet, but only 0.05 
acre feet was added to the cumulative volume.  

36. Label existing contours. 
37. Ground elevation of P-1 is shown as 84.8 in the calculations, but this does not match the 

elevation as shown on the grading plan, which is above elevation 85. 
38. The stormwater report shows that the soil below the pond bottom shall be 13 ft/day and 

9ft/day. The plans state 18ft/day. 
39. Total volume recovery in 14 days was not provided. 
40. Pond recovery calculations use the base of aquifer and seasonal high based on the over 



 

 

excavation of the P-3 and P-4 areas. However, no excavation of the P-1 and P-2 areas 
is proposed. The length to width ratio in the modeling appears to include these areas. 
SJRWMD generally requires borings to be averaged. The pond is only over-excavated in 
a certain area, which will lead to a “bathtub” effect for horizontal infiltration. 

41. With the implementation of the new state-wide stormwater rule in January of 2026, the 
presumptive criteria for water quality is not the only calculation required. Nutrient criteria 
must also now be met for all basins.  Provide nutrient calculations and show recovery of 
more strident treatment volume. 

42. The project appears to be within a closed basin. As such, show the pre/post volume 
discharge for the 25yr-96hr storm event. Volume discharged in post must be less than 
pre. 

43. Pond cross section shows CMU wall with top of 79.25, but elevation is called out as 
79.0. Bottom of footing is called out as 76.0, but this is a foot higher than pond bottom of 
75.0. 

44. Pond stages on the cross-section detail do not match calculations. 
 
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at 352-343-8481. 
 
Sincerely, 
HALFF 

 
Brett J. Tobias, P.E. 
Vice President, Operations Manager 
btobias@halff.com  
 
BJT:ab 
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From: David Muntean, Jr.
To: Emily Church
Cc: Grace Longo; Sharon Williams; Brett Tobias
Subject: RE: Fruitland Park Commons Major Site Plan Submittal 7_17_2026
Date: Monday, July 27, 2026 3:20:24 PM

Emily,

Proposed Project: Fruitland Park Commons, located east of Micro Racetrack Road and north of CR 466A.

Halff received a request on 7/17/26 to review the submitted application documents.

Traffic Impact Study Methodology Memorandum (Truine Infrastructure Group, dated 4/2/26, 65 pages total)

1. Page 6 of 65, Proposed Land Uses – The proposed square footages for the Eastern Subarea do not match the submitted Plan
Set.

2. Page 8-9 of 65, Table 3: Trip Generation – For this and all future studies, please add a column (or footnote) to indicate the
fitted curve equation or average rate that is being utilized in the Trip Generation calculations, per Lake-Sumter MPO Traffic
Impact Study Methodology and Guidelines.

3. Page 9 of 65, Table 3.2: Eastern Subarea Gross Trip Generation – The proposed square footages for the Eastern Subarea do
not match the submitted Plan Set.

4. Page 29 of 65, Site Access Review – While it may be helpful to view the 95th percentile queue, the primary FDOT
methodology for calculating estimated turn lane storage for intersections shall be in accordance with the FDOT Green Book
(page 3-107).

5. Page 34 of 65, Appendix A. Conceptual Site Plan – The latest site plan (for the Eastern Subarea) has not been used in the TIS
Methodology. A more recent site plan was submitted within the Plan Set for Fruitland Park Commons (dated 6/11/26, see
Site Plan), which includes different square footages for the retail areas.

Please incorporate the above items into the TIS Methodology Memorandum, as appropriate, and resubmit for final review and
subsequent approval. 

Plan Set (Robb & Taylor Engineering Solutions, Inc., dated 6/11/26, 16 pages total)

1. Based on the largest anticipated design vehicle (WB-??, semi-truck?, fire truck, etc.), please provide an AutoTURN type
analysis for truck navigation throughout the project site – starting from the external roadway, through the project site, and
exiting/returning to the external roadway. 

2. External turn lane lengths shall be determined based upon the Traffic Impact Study; therefore, we cannot fully
address/approve the plan set until this aspect has been completed.

If there are any questions or further discussion desired, please let us know.

Thank you,
Dave

 David Muntean, Jr., PE
 Associate Vice President
 Senior Project Manager

 Halff
 O: 850.848.9434 | C: 850.212.1115
 E: dmuntean@halff.com

 We improve lives and communities
 by turning ideas into reality.

mailto:dmuntean@halff.com
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From: Lynch, Seth
To: Emily Church
Cc: Sharon Williams; Michael Rankin; Brett Tobias
Subject: RE: Fruitland Park Commons Major Site Plan Submittal 7_17_2026
Date: Friday, July 31, 2026 9:48:22 AM

Lake County Public Works has the following comments.
 

1. Please provide a spreader swale for the west pond outfall.
2. Please provide the node diagram for the stormwater design.
3. Please provide a cross section across the western pond area and the pond outfall.
4. The SHGWT appears to be very close to the bottom of the pond areas. These ponds

will be wet unless the over excavation provides for percolation and changes the
SHGWT.

a. The east pond construction and exaction and fill material evaluation, testing,
and approval must be performed by ECS or equally qualified geotechnical
engineer.

b. The west pond is identified to remain the same for the SHGWT. This is a
concern that it will function as a wet pond and the outfall flow will be greater
than indicated in the stormwater report.

c. Additional stormwater measures may be required to reduce negative
stormwater outfall impacts on neighboring properties.

5. Additional grading of swales along Micro Racetrack Road are required with the
driveway access connections and the sidewalk to collect the stormwater runoff
from the site and the additional pavement.

6. Additional road improvements that consisting of widening the travel lanes of Micro
Racetrack Road along the development frontage as well as left turn lane will be
required.

7. The driveway off Micro Racetrack Road located at the center of the property is very
close to the CR 466A intersection and there are concerns for left turn movement in
and out of this driveway. This driveway will be restricted to right-in and right-out
turning movement. Additional median will need to be added and further review and
discussion is required.

8. The provide traffic impact study is under review and comments will be provided
separately.

9. Two Commercial Driveway Connection Permit application will be required to
permit the access off Micro Racetrack Road. The permit application can be found
here - https://www.lakecountyfl.gov/public-works and please send the permit app
and supporting documents to pwpermits@lakecountyfl.gov.

10. A Commercial Driveway Connection Permit application will be required to permit

mailto:seth.lynch@lakecountyfl.gov
mailto:echurch@fruitlandpark.org
mailto:swilliams@fruitlandpark.org
mailto:mrankin@fruitlandpark.org
mailto:btobias@halff.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.lakecountyfl.gov%2fpublic-works&c=E,1,ve4qwkyiKlp0QWSWwzinCTZMOfEsLadXWWYnJUZ5Ntw0DBRmj0HGgoWEKibWzdKFUtqQJADtnh6yGBhmS2q8K1y8WEpdDWnWqFhCA994du7lf4duRBkkUmvD&typo=1
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the access off CR 466A. The permit application can be found here -
https://www.lakecountyfl.gov/public-works and please send the permit app and
supporting documents to pwpermits@lakecountyfl.gov.

11. A Right-of-Way Utilization Permit application will be required to permit the utility
and offsite road and right-of-way work along CR 466A and Micro Racetrack Road.
To apply for the permit, you will need to go to this website -
https://www.lakecountyfl.gov/public-works and “APPLY for Right-of-Way (ROW)
Utilization Permit” under “Forms.” Please upload the plan, location map, MOT
plan sheets or FDOT Indexes and any other supporting documents.

12. The right-of-way is currently under review by Lake County. The additional right-of-way
dedication for the county road will require the following information to be provided to
Lake County Public Works Department-Engineering Division.

a. The legal description and sketch of the area being dedicated as additional right-
of-way.

b. Right-of-way Survey for the area of the offsite road improvements, as applicable.
c. Boundary Survey of the property.
d. Most recent title for the development property.  This can be the Owners Policy

from the most recent purchase or the Title Commitment.
e. The By-Laws or Operating Agreement that clearly state who will sign the Deed

and in what capacity.  If neither of these are available, I can accept a letter from
the attorney who represents the company, on their letterhead, stating who will
sign and in what capacity.

f. A contact person info will need to be provided that is on the development team
that can assist with coordination and questions.

 
 
Thanks,
Seth
 

SETH LYNCH 
Engineering and Operations Director

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
Engineering and Road Operations – North Lake 

A P.O. BOX 7800, 350 N. Sinclair Ave, Tavares, FL, 32778
P 352-253-9052 
E seth.lynch@lakecountyfl.gov | W www.lakecountyfl.gov

  NOTE: Florida has a very broad public records law.
Your email communications may be subject to public disclosure.
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From: No Objection Requests
To: Emily Church
Subject: RE: Fruitland Park Commons Major Site Plan Submittal 7_17_2026
Date: Monday, August 10, 2026 9:25:40 AM

Good morning,

This project area is in SECO Energy's service territory. After reviewing the
documents, here are engineering's comments:

We have no objections to the proposed submittal..
The developer needs to coordinate with SECO for installation and easements
needs.

SECO’s response is based solely on the documents, plans, and information
submitted for this review, as well as our existing and currently planned facilities as
understood at the time of this review. Any future project revisions, additional
development on this or adjacent properties, or changes to SECO’s facilities will
require separate review and evaluation. A “No Objection” applies only to this specific
submittal and does not constitute approval of or review for any future, revised, or
unsubmitted projects.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office by emailing
NoObjectionRequests@secoenergy.com. Please send all No Objection Requests in
the future to NoObjectionRequests@secoenergy.com.

Cynthia "Cindy" Clark | Land Rights Specialist | E: Cynthia.Clark@secoenergy.com |
O: 352-569-9545 | C: 352-603-0881
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mailto:echurch@fruitlandpark.org
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CITY OF FRUITLAND PARK 
STAFF REVIEW REPORT BY LPG URBAN & REGIONAL PLANNERS, LLC 

 
SITE PLAN 

  
Owner:      Fruitland Park Commons, LLC, Steve Longo 
 
Applicant:    Robb & Taylor Engineering Solutions, Inc., Robert Robb, P.E. 
 
General Location:   North of CR 466A and east of Micro Racetrack Road 
 
Number of Acres:   8.28+ 
 
Existing Zoning: Commercial (C-2) 
 
Existing Future Land Use:  Commercial High Intensity 
 
Date:     July 28, 2026 
 
Description of Project 
The applicant is seeking site plan approval for a shopping center complex consisting of a 20,000 
SF fitness center, 1,990 SF retail for a proposed coffee drive through, and 16,307 SF retail with 
associated parking, buffers and stormwater ponds. The maximum ISR is 0.75 and the proposed 
ISR is 0.62.  The maximum building height is 35’. 
 
 

 Surrounding Zoning Surrounding Land Use 
North Ag Rural 
South C-2  Commercial 
East C-2 and Ag Commercial and Rural 
West C-2 Commercial 

 
 
Assessment 

 
Application – Please submit sunbiz data for Fruitland Park Commons LLC and submit signed owners’ 
authorization. 
 
Site Plan 
 
The setbacks in the C-2 zoning category pursuant to Section 154.030(10)(G)(iii) are as follows: 
 
Front – 50’ 
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Side – 10’. A zero-lot line is allowed on one side setback only with a minimum of ten feet on the 
opposite side. 
Rear – 15’ 
 
The site plan meets the setback criteria.  
 
Per Chapter 154, Section 154.060(a) – A 25’ landscape buffer is required from the right of way.  The 
subject site has right of way adjacent to the western and southern boundaries.  The 25’ Type “C” buffer 
requires 5 canopy trees, 4 understory trees, and 30 shrubs per 100 linear feet. A 5’ sidewalk is required 
within the established buffer unless a sidewalk already exists.  The site plan does not indicate any 
proposed buffers.   The landscape plans appear to indicate that the proposed buffer adjacent to the 
right of ways is a Type “B” buffer; however, it is unclear what the proposed buffer width is as no 
measurements were provided.  Please revise the site plan (Chapter 160, Section 160.080) and landscape 
plans (Chapter 164, Section 164.110) accordingly. 
 
Per Chapter 154, Section 154.060(a) no buffer is required adjacent to the eastern property boundary, 
adjacent to the C-2 zoning. 
 
Per Chapter 154, Section 154.070 the proposed buildings will need to meet the building design and 
architectural standards.  The applicant should be aware that this section requires that metal buildings 
are to be faced with other materials to break up the purely metal façade. The applicant did not submit 
the color renderings of the proposed elevations or material list to assure compliance with these 
standards.   
 
Chapter 160, Section 160.080 identifies the information required on site plans.  The site plan lacks the 
following:  Please revise general statement on cover sheet to indicate that the City of Fruitland Park will 
provide water and sewer; provide the number of required spaces, proposed parking spaces – number 
and size; provide open space both required and provided; list number of stories and height of each 
building; list projected number of employees; and provide lighting plan. In addition, provide loading 
spaces per Chapter 162.050.  Each loading space is 12’ x 25’ per Section 162.060(4)(B). 
 
The parking calculation for the health club is in error.  Chapter 162, Section 162.040(b)(4) requires 1 
space/100 square feet of public floor area (swimming pool shall be counted as floor area) and requires 
bicycle parking at 0.20 per required parking space. The site plan indicates that all bicycle parking was 
calculated at 0.10 per required parking space.  Please revise site plan accordingly. 
 
Chapter 162, Section 162.070 requires stacking area for drive through lanes. The stacking area shall be 
designed on a 10’ x 22’ space per vehicle. Restaurants require a minimum of 6 spaces per service lane 
with a minimum of 3 spaces behind the order station or menu. Please revise site plan to show 
compliance with the minimum stacking area. 
 
Chapter 164, Section 164.030(b) requires the following buffers: 
 
Northern boundary adjacent to the Ag zoning and a portion of the eastern boundary adjacent to Ag 
zoning – 15’ Type “B” buffer requires 4 canopy trees, 2 understory trees, and 15 shrubs per 100 linear 
feet.   The site plan does not indicate any proposed buffers.  The landscape plan submitted shows 
planting of a Type “B” buffer along the northern and eastern property boundary; however, it is unclear 
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what the proposed buffer width is as no measurements were provided.  Please revise the site plan 
(Chapter 160, Section 160.080) and landscape plans (Chapter 164, Section 164.110) accordingly.  
 
Chapter 164, Section 164.090 regarding tree removal and replacement require at least 40% of the total 
number of trees removed shall be replaced.  The tree survey submitted does not indicate the total 
number of trees removed nor a tree mitigation plan.  The total provided for each tree type is based on 
total inches.  Please be advised that Camphor and Mimosa trees are considered invasive and do not 
require a tree removal permit or mitigation. Please revise landscape plans accordingly.  
 
Pursuant to Chapter 164, removal of historic or specimen trees require approval by the City 
Commission.  A historic tree has a 36” or greater DBH and a specimen tree has a 24” to 36” DBH. 
 
The environmental assessment conducted indicated that no protected species were observed onsite; 
however, it was recommended that a 100% survey be conducted for gopher tortoises prior to any site 
development. 
 
A traffic impact analysis methodology was submitted.  The applicant must comply with Section 162.020 
and Chapter 153.   
 
CR 466A and Micro Racetrack Road are under the jurisdiction of Lake County.  Access management must 
comply with Lake County Land Development Regulations and driveway connection permits will need to 
be secured through Lake County. The site plan identifies one access point on CR 466A and two access 
points on Micro Racetrack Road. Planning staff defers to the city engineer. 
 
Conclusions 

 
Please submit Owners Affidavit and Sunbiz data. Please revise the site plan and landscaping plans as 
noted above.   
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