

MEMO

Date: November 7, 2007
To: Sabal Point Residents
Subject: 11/07/2007 Golf Course Meeting & Situation Update

A meeting was held today with consultants, golf course operators and attorneys representing RBGem, Sabal Point Country Club’s owners and representatives of the residential community.  Participants included:

· CPH Consulting, who prepared and are presenting the redevelopment proposal to Seminole County

· Gray/Robinson, the owners’ attorney

· Kitson & Partners, golf course operators

· SPCSA’s Land Use Attorney from Foley & Lardner

· Members of SPCSA’s Board and Golf Course Advisory Group

· President of the Sabal Point Homeowners Assn. (Sabal Woods)

1. CPH Consultants provided an overview of the golf course redesign and the redevelopment proposal to add residential units on “Site A” which is the tennis court/swimming pool area and “Site B” on fairways and golf holes #11 and #12.  They indicated that the proposal is consistent with options discussed in the past.
2. CPH has held several reviews (informal and formal) with County staff, and characterized staff comments as “minimal” in terms of concerns or adjustments needed to meet County Code and related development requirements.  Points of discussion included:
· Clarifications and additional information have been requested on “Open Space Calculations”.

· The County Commissioners have emphasized that the owners and the community/homeowners associations need to reach agreement in order to avoid community unrest and conflicts at the time the proposals are presented for approval.
· It was stated that the County will process the redevelopment request as a “Planned Unit Development Amendment”, but that a Comprehensive Plan review was not going to be required.
· The earliest that the proposal can be presented to Planning & Zoning is January, 2008; County Commissioners at least one month afterward.

3. SPCSA and other resident representatives outlined several areas of concern:
· The residents are highly skeptical of the developers, with concerns that plots will be rezoned and sold for inflated valuations, and that the developers will walk away from the golf course and community once sales are completed.
· Contrary to what is described in the current proposal, residents are concerned that the two development sites will substantially impact the visual appearances, values and quality of life in adjacent areas.
· While the developers have presented their “Outreach Plan” to educate the community, it has largely consisted of attending meetings scheduled by the homeowners associations and has shown little initiative other than some focus groups and web site postings; more effort is required.
· All Sabal Point participants expressed concern about the owners’ interest in and ability to assure successful golf course operations long term.

4. There were detailed discussions about aspects of the golf course and redevelopment site designs including:

· Parking Spaces at the club house; CPH maintains that minimum standards are being met, with 58 golf course spaces and additional spaces allocated to “overflow”.  County standards only require 3 parking spaces per hole.
· Clubhouse configuration, with the lower level being turned into a “cart barn”.

· Barrier zones and buffering from adjacent properties; CPH explained that setbacks for Site A had been increased to 100 feet vs. the 25 feet required; the arrangements on Site B have also taken these concerns into consideration.
· The requirements for a detailed Development Agreement and Performance Bonds were discussed, to provide assurances, guarantees and funding for maintenance of the open spaces should the owners default on the golf course longer term.

5. SPCSA’s attorney summarized concerns and priorities and reemphasized the Community’s position:

a) There are extreme concerns about long-term golf course viability and the owners’ dedication to it.  Residents need strong and documented assurances that money will be spent to renovate and reopen the golf course and that a ”sinking fund” should be established for maintenance of the open spaces if the golf course fails.
b) The Community is concerned about the impacts of increased densities proposed for the two redevelopment sites.  This is especially true since original plans depicted 76 condo units at the clubhouse site, and the current proposal is for 137 units, nearly twice the amount (88 on Site A, 49 on Site B).
c)  There are concerns about the golf course and clubhouse redesigns, and questions whether the revised “package” will be marketable and financially sustainable long term.
d) There is a significant need for additional “Resident Informational Meetings”, to include all three homeowner associations, set up by the Country Club owners; recommendation of at least two for scheduling flexibility, i.e. Tuesday and Thursday nights.

Sincere thanks to all who participated!
11/07/2007 – W. J. Hunicke
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