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PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SIGN IN SHEET

Neighborhood Workshop on June 2, 2009

Please Print Clearly

ADDRESS, PHONE #, E-MAIL ADDRESS
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APPENDIX C — CORRESPONDENCE IN SUPPORT/OPPOSITION
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From: Dan Lobeck [mailto:dlobeck@lobeckhanson.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 3:25 PM

To: Clarke Davis

Cc: Kwamena Sankah; Crystal Allred; Paula Wiggins; Anthony Vallone; Thomas C. Polk
Subject: RE: Comp Plan Amendment - Roadway Levels of Service

Thank you, Clarke.

I've read the DCA piece you link to and | still do not see how the law requires the amendment you are
proposing, even if SB 360 had not delayed the law’s financial feasibility requirements.

The DCA piece explains that the law requires that amendments to the Future Land Use Map and the
Capital Improvements Element be financially feasible. It does not require that the Transportation Element
be amended to lower levels of service on roads in order to avoid the need to limit development impacts
on them or alternatively to fund improvements of them, based on anticipated traffic increases.

While a case might be made that a road which has an existing LOS below its adopted LOS should be
programmed for improvement or the LOS lowered (or some other strategy pursued), | see no need for the
County to project that such a situation will occur in the future and lower the adopted LOS in anticipation.

Indeed, doing so just makes a bad situation worse, by allowing the LOS to be degraded sooner and to a
greater extent by reducing concurrency constraints to development impacts on such roads. It becomes a
self-fulfilling prophecy.

Additionally, even with a cap of 5% on traffic increases from 2006, 2007 and 2008, that is not good data
and analysis to project traffic changes for the next five years, as that change has come to a halt or even
gone negative, from a recent press report | am now looking for. As to whether those were the highest
boom years, | haven't seen the statistics but from what | recall 2006 and 2007 were pretty up there in at
least in rates of population growth and construction.

If you have any response to these points | would appreciate it.

Please consider this a public records request for the comparison table prepared by Kwamena Sankabh, if it
has been prepared, or any other data or analysis the County has which shows how the proposed new
LOS for road segments would compare to the current ones.

Again, thank you for your considerations.

-- Dan Lobeck

From: Clarke Davis [mailto:cbdavis@scgov.net]

Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2009 11:06 AM

To: 'Dan Lobeck’

Cc: Kwamena Sankah; Crystal Allred; Paula Wiggins; Anthony Vallone; Thomas C. Polk
Subject: RE: Comp Plan Amendment - Roadway Levels of Service

Dan,

| reviewed the 'Lower Levels of Service' section as it is the one prepared by transportation planning
staff. While the growth trend was based on traffic counts from 2006, 2007, and 2008, the growth rates
were limited to a maximum of five percent per year. Compounded annually, this can still be a lot of
traffic (approximate 28% increase), but the rates were not that high on all roads and do not represent
the highest rates seen during the "boom." Other than that, some of the more subtle and technical
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nuances of the policy are not explained fully. However, that does not seem necessary for the intended
audience, and it is a serviceable overview of the issue and amendment.

With respect to the rationale for the amendment, it is based on conversations with and presentations by
DCA staff related to financial feasibility since its adoption 2005. This DCA webpage covers it in some
detail: http://www.dca.state.fl.us/fdcp/dcp/CIE/FAQ.cfm. Pertinent items include Question 13 related
to specific land use amendments, and Questions 22 and 26 through 29 for CIE amendments.

| will try to discuss this further with DCA staff prior to the amendment hearings, but if there is room for
something other than adopting lower levels of service, it would appear to be the adoption of policies
identifying long term strategies to address deficiencies. | think one acceptable strategy would be to rely
on "cost feasible" projects of the MPQ's long range transportation plan. It can be confusing that the
terminology is so similar but "cost feasible" projects are the subset of our transportation needs that can
be funded by the end of the long range planning period. An example would be Honore Ave from Laurel
Rd to SR681, which is a capacity-adding project that is planned to be fully funded by 2025 but is not
currently fully funded in the CIP.

This approach would only address this issue for a few roads, and unless there are other strategies
acceptable to DCA, we may be pushed back into an adopt-lower-levels-of-service position for many
others.

With respect to the comparison table, | think Kwamena has one, but whether we do or not, we can have
something prepared by the time of the hearing.

Clarke

Clarke Davis

General Manager, Public Works Planning
Sarasota County Public Works

1001 Sarasota Center Boulevard
Sarasota, Florida 34240

ph: (941)861-0922
fax: (941)861-0770
e-mail: cbdavis@scgov.net

From: Dan Lobeck [mailto:dlobeck@lobeckhanson.com]
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 4:56 PM

To: Clarke Davis

Subject: Comp Plan Amendment - Roadway Levels of Service

Hi, Clarke.

Attached is a piece I've written regarding the two Comp Plan amendments that you know I'm concerned
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about.

If I've made any factual or analytical error | would appreciate you pointing it out to me.

On one point, if you have some particular basis for your position that the financial feasibility requirement
of the Growth Management Act requires the LOS amendment, | would appreciate knowing what that is.
From my reading of the statute, | just don't see it.

Second, have you worked up a table which compares the current adopted LOS in the Comp Plan for
backlogged and constrained roadways with the new adopted LOS which you propose for non-conforming
roadways? | would think it would be important to see that, as it would show the actual impact of your
proposed change. If necessary, | expect | can request a Planning Commissioner to ask that you prepare
it for their hearing.

As always, thank you for your considerations.

-- Dan Lobeck
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