
 

Special Called Town Commission Meeting 
Agenda 

Monday, March 09, 2026 at 6:00 PM 

706 NE Cholokka BLVD 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO FLAG 

ROLL CALL 

NEW BUSINESS 

1. Quasi-Judicial Hearing: Appeal of the Planning & Historic Preservation Board's 

Approval of Micanopy Area Cooperative School (MACS) Special Use Permit. 

2. Quasi-Judicial Hearing: Appeal of Planning & Historic Preservation Board (PHPB) 

Approval of Micanopy Area Cooperative School (MACS) Final Site Plan  

ADJOURN 

PLEASE NOTE: PURSUANT TO SECTION 286.015, FLORIDA STATUTES, IF A PERSON 

DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE COMMISSION WITH RESPECT TO 

ANY MATTER CONSIDERED DURING THIS MEETING, HE OR SHE WILL NEED TO 

ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS IS MADE, WHICH 

RECORD INCLUDES THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE UPON WHICH THE APPEAL IS TO 

BE BASED. IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AMERICAN WITH DISABILITIES ACT, A PERSON 

WITH DISABILITIES NEEDING ANY SPECIAL ACCOMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE IN 

TOWN MEETINGS SHOULD CONTACT THE TOWN ADMINISTRATOR, 706 NE CHOLOKKA 

BLVD., MICANOPY, FLORIDA 32667-0137, TELEPHONE (352) 466-3121. 
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Forms May 15, 2019

Application for Land Use Approval 
__________________________________________________________________________________________

Date: ___________________________                                    Application Number: ________________________

Requested Approval

Certificate of Appropriateness             Lot Split             Variance             Re-Zoning 

Site Plan Review       Sign         Fence         Tree Removal         Other  ____________________

Property Owner Name: _______________________________________________________________________________

Property Owner Mailing Address: ________________________________________________________________________

Applicant (if other than property owner): ___________________________________________________________________________

Applicant Mailing Address: ______________________________________________________________________________

Owner/Applicant Telephone: _____________________________ Email __________________________________________

Property Tax Parcel Number: _________________________________         Current Zoning: _______________________

Property Street Address: _______________________________________________________________________________

Requested/Proposed Action: ____________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Reason/Justification for this Application:____________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

11/14/2025

Micanopy Area Cooperative School Inc.

802 NW Seminary Ave, Micanopy, Fl 32667

JBPRO

3530 NW 43rd Street, Gainesville, Fl 32606

352 - 375 - 8999 tim.boehlein@jbpro.com

16808-002-000 & 16520-067001

803 NW Seminary Ave, Micanopy, Fl 32667

To approve a special use permit for the portion of land zoned R-2 and 

allow for accessory uses such as the septic tank and turn-around area for vehicles to be 

placed on the parcel.

x

The Town of Micanopy comprehensive plan states that educational
facilities are an allowable use on residential properties.  The land development code states that ed-
ucational facilities are allowable on residential properties with a special exemption.  State Statutes
do not allow additional conditions to be placed on charter schools that are not placed on public edu-
cational facilities.

Special Use Permit

2

Item # 1.



Included With this Application:  Survey                   Site Plan                         Floor Plan   

Elevation Drawings Construction Drawings Project Photos 

Other: _____________________________________________________________________________ 

Fee Amount: $________________________               Date Paid: _______________________________

 Cash Check:  Date ___________________________ Number _______________ 

The undersigned property Owner/Applicant understands that this Application becomes a part of the permanent 
records of the Town of Micanopy; that the information and statements provided herein and documentation provided 
herewith are correct and true to the best of the undersigned’s knowledge and belief, and all such 
information/documentation is public record; and that any work or other action associated with the approval granted 
must commence within one year of the date of the issuance of such approval.

Signature of Owner/Applicant: __________________________________________________
Signature Owner/Applicant

___________________________________________________
Date

Town of Micanopy

Approval  Conditional Approval            Denied 

Comments and/or Conditions: 

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

Planning & Historic Preservation Board: Date: ____________________________

___________________________________ _____________________________________
Signature     Printed Name & Title 

Town of Micanopy: Date: _____________________________

___________________________________ _____________________________________
Signature Printed Name & Title

x x

11/14/2025
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lssue 1 

Are Micanopy's minimum lot size requirements provided in 
Micanopy Code Section 4.02.13 unenforceable against the MACS 

proposed use of the R-2 lot as a public school because it is a charter 

school as provided in Florida Statute 1002.33? 
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1. Front: one hundred (100) feet; 

ii. Side, each: thirty-five (35) feet; 

iii. Rear: fifty (50) feet 

2.02.03 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS: R-1 and R-2. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

Purpose. 

1. The R-1 district is designed primarily to accommodate low density 
single family residences in areas that are not served by public water 
or central sewer facilities and are not yet appropriate för 
development at higher densities. 

2. The R-2 district is designed primarily to accommodate single­
family detached residential uses (other than mobile homes) at 
densities to be determined by the availability of public water and 
central sewer facilities. 

Uses Permitted by Right 

1. Single family dwelling units. 

2. Public parks and recreational facilities. 

3. Pub lie buildings and facilities in keeping with the character and 
requirements of the district except those otherwise specified. 

Uses Permitted by Special Use Permit 

1. Public and private elementary, middle, and high schools. 

2. Parks maintained by any private association of persons residing in 
the district. 

3. Nursing homes, rehabilitation facilities, and assisted-living 
facilities. 

4. Places of worship and assembly. 

5. Cemeteries and mausoleums. 

6. Day care centers, which are not considered Family Day Care 
Centers by the State of Florida. 

Town ofMicanopy 2-6 Article 2 
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D. 

2.02.04 

A. 

7. Home Occupations. 

8. Homes of seven (7) or more residents which otherwise meet the 
criteria of a Community Residential Home. 

Dimensional Requirements: All principal and accessory structures shall 
he located and constructed in accordance with the föllowing requirements: 

R-1 R-2 
Principal Structures 
Minimum lot area 1 acre 0.5 acre 
Minimum lot width 100 feet 85 feet 
Minimum yard 
sethacks: 
Front 25 feet 25 feet 
Side 25 feet 15 feet 
Side, road 25 feet 15 feet 
Rear 50 feet 15 feet 
Maximum structure 40 feet 40 feet 
height 
Accessorv Structures 
Side/rear sethacks 5 feet 5 feet 
Maximum structure 25 feet 25 feet 
height 

COMMERCIAL, MIXED-USE DISTRICTS: C-1 and C-2 

Purpose 

1. C-1 Limited Commercial District. The C-1 district is intended 
för general retail and commercial or offi.ce service activities. 
Businesses in this category require locations that are convenient 
to automotive and pedestrian traffic. Higher density residential 
uses are permitted. Single-family structures or duplexes may he 
permitted. 

2. C-2 General Commercial District. The C-2 district is designed to 
accommodate more intense commercial activities that generally 
require large land areas. Higher density residential uses are 
permitted. Single-family residences may he permitted. This 
district generally does not cater to pedestrians. Any commercial 
use proposed within 100 feet of a parcel of property used för 
residential purposes or which has a zoning designation of R-1 or 
R-2. 

Town of Micanopy 2-7 Article 2 
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4.01 

4.01.01 

4.01 .02 

4.02 

4.02.01 

A. 

ARTICLE 4. SPECIFIC USES 

APPLICABILITY. 

The requirements of this Article shall be applicable to each specific 
use identified herein, regardless of the zoning district in which the use 
is located, regardless of whether the use is permitted as of right or by 
special use pennit, and regardless of any less restrictive requirements 
generally applicable to the district in which the use is located. 
However, when any particular requirement or limitation generally 
applicable in any zoning district, or when any requirement or 
limitation imposed by the Town Commission as a condition of a special 
use permit approval, is additional to or more restrictive than the 
requirements and limitations contained in this article, the additional 
and more restrictive requirements or limitations shall apply, unless 
specifically provided otherwise in this Article. 

In any district where a use is permitted by a special use pennit and the 
dimensional requirements för such use are not specified, any dimensional 
limitation shall be as required by the Town Commission. Such 
dimensional limitations shall be established in consideration of the general 
requirements för the particular zoning district and the general limitations 
on uses permitted by special use permit, but in no event shall they be less 
restrictive than any particular dimensional limitation specified in this 
Article. 

SPECIFIC USE REGULATIONS 

DA Y CARE CENTERS. 

Dimensional requirements. All day care centers shall be located and 
constructed in accordance with the following requirements: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Minimum lot area: Ten thousand (10,000) square feet. 

Minimum lot width at minimurn front yard setback: One 
hundred (100) feet. 

Minimum yard setbacks: 

a. 

b. 

Front: Twenty-five (25) feet. 

Rear: Twenty (20) feet. 

Town ofMicanopy 4-1 Article 4 
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4.02.13. 

A. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Separate toilet and bathing facilities för the exclusive use of 
guests must be provided. 

Rentals shall be on a daily hasis. The maximum stay för an 
individual guest shall be thirty (30) days in a twelve-month 
period. 

The Alachua County Healtb Department shall approve 
cooking facilities. Cooking shall be permitted in bed and 
breakfast establishments located in residential zoning 
districts för overnight guests and residents only. No 
cooking facilities shall be allowed in guest bedrooms. 

Neither hired receptions nor parties shall be permitted in 
bed and breakfast establishments located in residential 
zoning districts. 

Bed and breakfast establishments must comply with 
appropriate health permits, building and fire codes, and 
business licenses, including but not limited to a license 
from the Florida Division of Hotels and Restaurants, if 
applicable to such use. 

In addition to the parking required för the residence, one 
(1) parking space shall be provided för each guestroom. 
The Planning and Historic Preservation Board may vary the 
parking requirement based on site constraints including, but 
not limited to, small yards, inadequate space för parking, 
and the availability of on-road parking. 

Signs shall be no larger than twenty-four (24) square feet in 
S!Ze. 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS / CHARTER SCHOOLS. 

Dimensional requirements. 

1. 

2. 

Minimum lot area shall be the minimum lot area required 
för the specific zoning district where allowed plus one (1) 
acre för every one hundred ( 100) students ( or fraction 
thereof), except where the lot size is five (5) acres or more, 
based on building code capacity. 

Minimum yard setbacks: 

a. Front: Twenty-five (25) feet. 

Town of Micanopy 4-25 Article 4 
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4.02.14. 

A. 

B. 

3. 

b. 

C. 

l. 

i i. 

Rear: Twenty (20) feet. Except where the 
yard abuts property whicb is in a residential 
district or which is shown för residential use 
on the land use element of tbe 
comprehensive plan: Fifty(50) feet. 

Side: 

Interior: Twenty (20) feet. Except 
where the yard abuts property which 
is in a residential district or which is 
shown för residential use on the land 
use element of the cornprehensive 
plan: Fifty (50) feet. 

Road: Twenty-five (25) feet. 

Maximum building height: Thirty-five (35) feet. 

ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE ESTABLISHMENTS. 

Spacing requirements. 

1. 

2. 

No alcoholic beverage establishment may be located within 
five hundred (500) linear feet of an established place of 
worship and assembly, which distance shall be measured 
by extending a straight line from the nearest property line 
of the alcoholic beverage establishment to the nearest 
property line of the place of worship and assembly. 

No alcoholic beverage establishment may be located within 
five hundred (500) linear feet of any public or private 
school, which distance shall be measured by extending a 
straight line from the nearest property line of the alcoholic 
beverage establishment to the nearest property line of the 
school. 

Site plan approval. Site plan approval shall he required prior to the 
issuance of a developrnent order för any or all of the föllowing: 

1. 

2. 

The construction of any new alcoholic beverage 
establishment or any change of any use of space för new 
alcoholic beverage establishments; 

The construction of any new parking spaces required or 
provided för the building or structure in which an existing 

Town ofMicanopy 4-26 Article 4 
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TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: 

Context: 

LEGAL OPINION 

Planning and Historic Preservation Board (PHPB) 
Office of the Town Attomey 
December 15, 2025 
MACS Final Site Plan 

The MACS Final Site Plan Review is scheduled to be heard on December 16, 2025. The MACS 
Preliminary Site Plan Review was conducted on October 7, 2025 at which the PHPB voted 
unanimously to approve the site plan with the föllowing conditions: 

1. Final review by the Town's contracted planner and engineer för LDC compliance 
2. Review by Alachua County Fire Marshall 
3. Implementation of a tree protection zone as recommended by the tree committee 

The PHPB will determine on December 16, 2025 whether ali of these conditions have now been 
met upon review of the correspondence attached to the Agenda and testimony presented at the 
hearing. 

Issue #1: 

Whether the Site Plan is compliant with the setback requirements set förth in the LDC. 

Answer: 

Yes. The section of the LDC referenced by citizens at the October 7, 2025 meeting applies to 
"accessory structures", which is defined as "[ a] subordinate detached structure, the use of which 
is customarily and norrnally incidental to that of the principal use on the same lot and does not 
include residential uses." The septic system/drain field in the site plan is not an accessory structure. 
It is an underground system. Accordingly, these setback regulations do not apply. 

Issue #2: 

Whether the lot size för MACS is too small för the proposed number of students and thereföre not 
compliant with the minimum lot size requirements ofthe LDC. 

Answer: 

No. Fla. Stat. § 1002.33, which became effective July 1, 2025, prohibits local governments from 
imposing greater standards and restrictions on charter schools than on public schools. Sec. 4.02.13 
of the LDC setting forth the minimum lot size requirements only a_BPlies to ''Private 
Schools/Charter Schools." See below: 

l 1tem #4. 1 
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4.02.13. PRIVATE SCHOOLS / CHARTER SCHOOLS. 

A. Dimensional requirements. 

1. Minimum lot area shall he the minimum lot area required för the specific zoning 
district where allowed (R-2 = 21,780 sf(0.5 acres) + C-1 = 10,000 sf (.23 acre); 
TOTAL = 31,780 sf (0.73 acres)) plus one (1) acre för every one hundred (100) 
students (or fraction thereof)(0.57 acres), except where the lot size is five (5) acres 
or more, based on building code capacity. 

l ltem #4. 1 

he LDC does not impose these same restrictions upon public schools. Accordingly, this section 
of the LDC imposing a minimum lot size upon a charter school is unenförceable and pre-empted 
by state law. 

Charter schools that are not conversion schools are govemed by the Florida Building Code. 

Florida Building Code Sec. 453.8.2 states school facility size shall be subject to the standards set 
forth in the "size of space and occupant design criteria table" föund in the Department of 
Education's "State Requirements för Educational Facilities." 

However, Fla. Stat. § 1002.33(18)(a) states "[a] startup charter school shall utilize facilities which 
comply with the Florida Building Code pursuant to chapter 553 except för the State Requirements 
för Educational Facilities .... 

Charter schools, with the exception of conversion charter schools, are not reguired to comply, but 
may choose to comply, with the State Reguirements för Educational Facilities of the Florida 
Building Code adopted pursuant to s. 1013.37. 

Fla. Stat. § 1013.36 provides that "[e]ach new site selected must be adequate in size to meet the 
educational needs of the students to be served on that site by the original educational facility or 
future expansions of the facility through renovation or the addition ofrelocatables." 

All of these statutory provisions address the size of the actual facility, not the size of the lot on 
which the facility is constructed. 

Issue #3: 

Whether MACS needs a special use perrnit since 1 parcel of the site is zoned R2 and Sec. 

2.02.03(C) of the LDC states a special use pennit is required för public and private schools in 
residential district. 

Answer: 

Yes. Fla. Stat. § 1002.33, which became effective July 1, 2025, prohibits local govemments from 
imposing greater standards and restrictions on charter schools than on public schools. Because the 
LDC applies the same standard to public and private schools, it is not pre-empted by statute in this 
respect and MACS must obtain a special use permit to operate on the residential parcel. 
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C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

1.05.02 

A. 

B. 

C. 

section and any other s e c t i o n o f t h i s Land Development Code or any 
caption, illustration, summary table or illustrative table, the specific 
section text of this Land Development Code shall control except as provided 
in Section 1.06.01.A, above. 

The word "shall" is mandatory and not discretionary. The word "may" 1s 
permissive. 

W ords used or defined in the present tense shall include the future; words used in 
the singular number shall include the plural; and words in the plural shall include 
the singular, unless the context clearly indicates the contrary. 

The phrase "used för" includes "arranged för," "designed för," "maintained för," 
"provided för," or "occupied för." 

Unless the context clearly indicates the contrary, where the regulation involves 
two (2) or more items, conditions, provisions or events connected by the 
conjunction "and," "or," or "either. .. or," the conjunction shall be interpreted as 
föllows: 

1. 

2 

3. 

"And" indicates that all connected items, conditions, provisions or 
events shall apply. 

"Or" indicates that all connected items, conditions, provisions or 
events may apply singularly or in any combination. 

"Either ... or" indicates that the connected items, conditions, 
provisions or events shall apply singularly but not in combination. 

The word "includes" or "including" shall not limit a term to the specified 
examples but is intended to extend its meaning to all instances or circumstances 
of the like kind of character. 

DEFINITIONS. 

Whenever used in this Land Development Code, unless otherwise indicated, the 
terms Code, LDC, chapter, article, section and subsection shall refer to the 
Micanopy Land Development Code and the referenced provisions thereof. 

Any word or phrase used in this Land Development Code which is not defmed in 
this Land Development Code shall have the common dictionary meaning most 
appropriate to the context in which the word or phrase is used or shall have the 
definition föund in Florida Statutes. 

Throughout this Land Development Code, the following words and phrases shall 
have the meanings indicated unless the text of the article or section in which used 
clearly indicates otherwise: 

Town ofMicanopy 1-6 Article 1 
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The 2025 Florida Statutes 

Title XLVIII 
EARLY LEARNING-20 

EDUCATION CODE 

1002.33 Charter schools.-

Select Year: 2025 v ~ 

ChaRter 1002 
STUDENT AND PARENTAL RIGHTS AND 

EDUCATIONAL CHOICES 

View Entire 
ChaP-ter 

(1) AUTHORIZATION.-All charter schools in Florida are public schools and shall be part of tfie state's program of 

public education. A charter school may be formed by creating a new school or converting an existing public school 

to charter status. A charter school may operate a virtual charter school pursuant to s. 1002.45(1 )(c) to provide 

online instruction to students, pursuant to s. 1002.455, in kindergarten through grade 12. The school district in 

which the student enrolls in the virtual charter school shall report the student for funding pursuant to s. 1011.61 (1) 

(c)1.b.(VI), and the home school district shall not report the student for funding. An existing charter school that is 

seeking to become a virtual charter school must amend its charter or submit a new application pursuant to 

subsection (6) to become a virtual charter school. A virtual charter school is subject to the requirements of this 

section; however, a virtual charter school is exempt from subparagraph (7)(a)13., subsections (18) and (19), 

paragraph (20)(c), and s. 1003.03. A public school may not use the term charter in its name unless it has been 

approved under this section. 

(2) GUIDING PRINCIPLES; PURPOSE; LEGISLATIVE INTENT.-

(a) Charter schools in Florida shall be guided by the following principles: 

1. Meet high standards of student achievement while providing parents flexibility to choose among diverse 

educational opportunities within this state's public school system. 

2. Promote enhanced academic success and financial efficiency by aligning responsibility with accountability. 

3. Provide parents with sufficient information on whether their child is reading at grade level and whether the 

child gains at least a year's worth of learning for every year spent in the charter school. 

(b) Charter schools shall fulfill the following purposes: 

1. lmprove student learning and academic achievement. 

2. lncrease learning opportunities for all students, with special emphasis on low-performing students and 

reading. 

3. Encourage the use of innovative learning methods. 

4. Require the measurement of learning outcomes. 

(c) Charter schools may fulfill the following purposes: 

1. Create innovative measurement tools. 

2. Provide rigorous competition within the public school system to stimulate continual improvement in all 

public schools. 

3. Expand the capacity of the public school system. 

4. Mitigate the educational impact created by the development of new residential dwelling units. 

5. Create new professional opportunities for teachers, including ownership of the learning program at the 

school site. 

(d) lt is the intent of the Legislature that charter school students be considered as important as all other 

students in this state and, to that end, comparable funding levels from existing and future sources should be 

maintained for charter school students. 

(3) APPLICATION FOR CHARTER STATUS.-
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The 2025 Florida Statutes 

Title XLVIII 
EARLY LEARNING-20 EDUCATION 

CODE 

Select Year: 2025 v ~ 

Chapter 1 000 
EARLY LEARNING-20 GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 

View Entire 
Cha12ter 

1000.04 Components for the delivery of public education within the Florida Early Leaming-20 education 
system.- Florida's Early Learning-20 education system provides for the delivery of early learning and public 

education through publicly supported and controlled K-12 schools, Florida College System institutions, state 

universities and other postsecondary educational institutions, other educational institutions, and other educational 

services as provided or authorized by the Constitution and laws of the state. 

(1) EARLY LEARNING.- Early learning includes the Voluntary Prekindergarten Education Program and the school 

readiness program. 

(2) PUBLIC K-12 SCHOOLS.-The public K-12 schools include charter schools and consist of kindergarten classes; 

elementary, middle, and high school grades and special classes; virtual instruction programs; workforce education; 

career centers; adult, part-time, and evening schools, courses, or classes, as authorized by law to be operated 

under the control of district school boards; and lab schools operated under the control of state universities. 

(3) PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS.-Public postsecondary educational institutions include 

workforce education; Florida College System institutions; state universities; and ali other state-supported 

postsecondary educational institutions that are authorized and established by law. 

(4) FLORIDA SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF ANO THE BLIND.- The Florida School for the Deaf and the Blind is a 

component of the delivery of public education within Florida's Early Learning-20 education system. 

(5) THE FLORIDA VIRTUAL SCHOOL- The Florida Virtual School is a component of the delivery of public 

education within Florida's Early Learning-20 education system. 

(6) FLORIDA SCHOLARS ACADEMY.- The Florida Scholars Academy is a component of the delivery of public 

education within the Florida Early Learning-20 education system. 
History.-s. 6, ch. 2002-387; s. 23, ch. 2004-41; s. 69, ch. 2004-357; s. 1, ch. 2008-147; s. 3, ch. 2011-5; s. 11, ch. 2011-137; s. 19, ch. 

2021-10; s. 3, ch. 2023-59; s. 6, ch. 2023-245; s. 7, ch. 2025-110. 

Copyright © 1995-2026 The Florida Legislature • Privacy. Statement • Contact Us 
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lachua Coun . 

Book Policy Manual 

Section 7000 Property 

Title SITE ACQUISITION 

Code po7240 

Status Active 

Adopted July 17, 2007 

Last Revised July 31, 2025 

7240 - SITE ACQUISITION 

Purpose of Site Acquisition 

In order to operate, control, and supervise public schools in the District, this Board must make adequate provision for the 
acquisition of sites as are necessary and essential to accommodate students, faculty, administrators, staff, and activities of 
educational programs for the District, and to provide support services to those educational programs. 

Before acquiring property for sites, the Board shall determine the location of proposed educational centers or campuses. In 
making this determination, the Board shall consider existing and anticipated site needs and the most economical and 
practicable locations of sites. Additionally, the Board will coordinate with the long-range or comprehensive plans of local, 
regional, and State governmental agencies to assure the consistency of such plans. 

Each site identified for acquisition must: 

A. be adequate in size to meet the educational needs of the students to be served on that site by the original 
educational facility or future expansions of the facility through renovation or the addition of relocatables; 

B. meet standards prescribed in Florida law and such supplementary standards as the State Board of Education 
prescribes to promote the educational interests of the students; 

C. be well drained and suitable for outdoor educational purposes as appropriate for the educational program or 
collocated with facilities to serve this purpose; 

D. as provided in F.S. 333.03, the site must not be located within any path of flight approach of any airport; 

E. insofar as is practicable, not adjoin a right-of-way of any railroad or through highway and not be adjacent to any 
factory or other property from which noise, odors, or other disturbances, orat which conditions, would be likely to 
interfere with the educational program; and 

F. to the extent practicable, be chosen which will provide safe access from neighborhoods to schools. 

Negotiations 

The Superintendent shall be responsible for site acquisition negotiations and compliance with other provisions set forth in 
F.S. 1013.36. 

Consideration of school site acquisition shall include the following factors: 
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A. convenience for student transportation, bath on foot and by way of efficient bus routing; 

B. available acreage for buildings, recreation, and parking with a recommended minimum of twenty (20) acres per 
elementary school site, thirty-five (35) acres per middle school site, and sixty-five (65) acres per high school site; 

C. sufficient distance from active airport pathways and rai lroads; 

D. ease of access, with a recommended minimum af two (2) roads reaching the site; 

E. avaidance of traffic hazards, noise, smoke, dust, and offensive odors; 

F. availability of utility service for water, sewage, and electricity; 

G. zoning of surrounding areas; 

H. soil and environmental suitability; 

I. land contour, which shall be reasonably level with good drainage; 

J. Baard-salicited property value appraisals; and 

K. east. 

Appraisals 

Before acquisitian af real property, the Baard shall obtain at least one ( 1) appraisal by an appraiser approved pursuant ta 
F.S. 253.025 for each purchase in an amaunt greater than $100,000 and nat mare than $500,000. For each purchase in an 
amount in excess af $500,000, the Baard shall abtain at least two (2) appraisals by appraisers approved pursuant to F.S. 
253 .025. If the agreed ta purchase price exceeds the average appraised value, the Board will approve the purchase by an 
extraordinary vote. 

Public Records 

In accardance with F.S. Chapter 1013, when the Baard seeks ta acquire by purchase any real property for educatianal 
purposes, every appraisal, affer, or counteroffer must be in writing and is exempt from the provisions of F.S. 119.07(1) until 
an optianal contract is executed or, if no optional contract is executed, until thirty (30) days before a contract ar agreement 
for purchase is considered for approval by the Board. If a contract or agreement for purchase is not submitted ta the Board 
for approval, the exemption fram F.S. 119.07(1) shall expire thirty (30) days after the termination af negotiations. 

The Board shall maintain complete and accurate recards of every such appraisal, offer, and counteroffer. For the purposes of 
this palicy, the term "optional contract" means an agreement by the Baard ta purchase a piece of property, subject to the 
approval of the Board at a public meeting after thirty (30) days' public notice. 

Nothing in this palicy shall be interpreted as praviding an exemptian from, aran exception to, F.S. 286.011. 

Approval of Site Acquisition 

Official Board action during a public meeting is required to execute a valid contract, and a record of that action must be a 
part of the minutes of the Baard. The process used in acquiring real property must be in accordance with law. Any deviation 
from the strict requirements of the law may render the transaction void. 

Lease, Rental, or Lease-Purchase Agreements 

Any lease, rental, or lease-purchase of educational plants, aneilla ry plants, and auxiliary facilities and sites shall adhere to 
the requirements of F.S. 1013.15. 

Revised 7/31/25 

© Neola 2025 

Legal F.S. 1001.42 

F.S. 1013.14 
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F.S. 1013.33 

F.S. 1013.36 

Last Modified by Tamela Moody on August 25, 2025 
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11 South Blvd E  
Unit 737 
Macclenny, FL 32063 
904.742.8006 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Safety and Operational Feasibility Review 
MACS Proposed Middle School Site Plan 
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Executive Summary 
TrueNorth Engineering Consultants, LLC performed a safety-focused operational feasibility 
review of the proposed MACS middle school site plan. This review addresses whether the 
plan, as currently configured and supported in the public record, demonstrates safe and 
reliable operations under foreseeable real-world school conditions (arrival, dismissal, and 
special events). 
 
Primary Opinion (Safety/Feasibility): Based on the constrained footprint and the 
operational characteristics of school pick-up/drop-oƯ traƯic, the record does not clearly 
demonstrate that the site can reliably store and process peak queues within the property 
limits without spillback onto Seminary Avenue and potential propagation toward CR 234. 
Once queues encroach onto public roadways in a rural context with limited shoulder, 
conditions can shift from normal traƯic flow to a roadway hazard (stopped/slow vehicles, 
unsafe passing/merging behavior, shoulder tracking and edge drop-oƯ formation, reduced 
emergency response reliability, and increased pedestrian conflict potential). 
 
Why generalized roadway “capacity/LOS” tables do not resolve this: Segment 
volume/capacity comparisons address whether a road can theoretically carry additional 
vehicles in motion. They do not evaluate the governing mechanism for school safety 
impacts: driveway bottleneck and on-site stacking capacity. A roadway can have remaining 
theoretical volume capacity and still become unsafe if the driveway/queueing system fails 
and the queue enters the roadway. 
 
Path Forward: Given the constrained site geometry, preventing spillback may require 
extraordinary daily operational controls (assigned time slots, oƯ-site staging/holding areas, 
managed release, continuous on-site traƯic control). In practice, the level of daily 
coordination and compliance needed to make those controls eƯective—every school day, 
across normal human variability—is diƯicult to rely upon as the primary safety mechanism. 
The appropriate next step is to evaluate whether the site can function safely without reliance 
on extraordinary controls by providing standard operational exhibits:  

1. peak AM/PM queue (stacking) analysis (vehicles and feet) tied to stated maximum 
enrollment and realistic peak-window assumptions 

2. emergency/service vehicle turning and access exhibits under typical occupied 
parking and peak congestion conditions. If those exhibits demonstrate on-site queue 
containment and reliable emergency/service access, the circulation safety concerns 
can be considered addressed; if they do not, the configuration would require redesign 
and/or additional physical provisions. 
 

Most importantly, if queues cannot be demonstrated to remain on-site, the risk is not 
limited to inconvenience. OƯ-site queue propagation toward CR 234 can create a 
stopped/slow-moving condition on a higher-speed rural corridor. Where horizontal curves 
and approach geometry constrain sight distance, the presence of a queue can reduce 
available reaction and stopping distance—an issue that becomes more pronounced during 
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low light and inclement weather. This is why the governing question is queue containment 
on-site, not segment capacity. 
 
 
Purpose and Scope 
The purpose of this report is to provide a safety-centered constructability and operational 
feasibility review of the proposed school site plan, focusing on: 

 On-site stacking/queueing feasibility for arrival and dismissal operations 
 Potential spillback impacts to Seminary Avenue and CR 234 
 Emergency response access reliability during peak congestion and typical occupied 

parking conditions 
 Service/refuse vehicle access feasibility and conflicts with circulation 
 Rural roadway edge/shoulder behavior and predictable degradation mechanisms 

when queues extend onto public roadways 
 Special-event conditions (open house, STEM nights, performances) where demand 

may exceed day-to-day operations. 
 
This report does not constitute a stamped traƯic impact study or legal opinion. It is a 
professional engineering assessment of foreseeable operational safety failure modes based 
on the record reviewed. 
 
 
Qualifications Summary 
The undersigned’s opinions are informed by more than 12 years of roadway/bridge 
construction administration, constructability review, and real-world field operations under 
constrained site conditions, including: 

 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD) – Project 
Engineer: Oversaw two construction oƯices (28 staƯ) in north-central Louisiana 
administering roadway and bridge construction projects (largest single project 
approximately $48M). Responsibilities included FHWA and state compliance, 
constructability and bidability review, and field resolution of issues under variable 
site conditions. Work also included evaluation and troubleshooting of roadway 
performance concerns (including asphalt distress mechanisms), coordination with 
maintenance forces, and practical identification of contributing causes when existing 
roadway sections exhibited premature or atypical failures. 

 Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3 – District Geotechnical 
Engineer: Responsible for geotechnical elements supporting both design and 
construction across district projects, including review and oversight of subsurface 
exploration programs, foundation design support (deep foundations including drilled 
shafts and driven piles), geotechnical reporting and recommendations, and 
construction-phase troubleshooting where field conditions diverged from design 
assumptions. Oversaw geotechnical quality/verification testing programs and 
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coordinated resolution paths that balanced safety, constructability, and schedule 
impacts. 

 Anderson Columbia Co., Inc. – Structures Manager (Bridge Division): Heavy civil 
construction leadership role focused on bridge/structures delivery, including deep 
foundation construction (drilled shafts and driven piles), constructability planning, 
means-and-methods coordination, and field problem-solving to achieve safe, 
economical, and durable solutions when conditions and constraints require practical 
engineering judgment beyond “paper checks.” 

 Forensic / Construction Defect Engineering: Experience evaluating cause and 
origin and/or contributing factors for building-related losses and defects, including 
wind/hail/hurricane impacts, water intrusion and interior damage, plumbing-related 
failures, and construction defect conditions. Work emphasizes documentation, 
technical clarity for non-technical audiences, and practical identification of failure 
mechanisms consistent with observed conditions. 

 
 
Documents Reviewed 

 Proposed MACS site plan sheets and enlargements provided in the public record. 
 Town meeting packet materials addressing the application and traƯic/circulation 

discussions. 
 Town of Micanopy Land Development Code (LDC) – Site Plan Review Standards 

(Article 10). 
 Town of Micanopy Comprehensive Plan – school vicinity traƯic circulation policy. 
 Town of Micanopy Code of Ordinances – provisions related to obstruction of public 

streets/grounds. 
 Photos/observations of existing MACS operations  

 
 
Review Framework and Applicable Standards 
Town LDC – Site Plan Review Standards 
The Town’s site plan review standards require findings that the plan will: 

 enhance and protect public health, safety, and welfare (LDC §10.02.08(A)) 
 assure safe ingress/egress and internal circulation, including access for service and 

emergency vehicles (LDC §10.02.08(C)) 
 provide safe and reasonable circulation for garbage trucks and public safety vehicles 

(LDC §10.02.08(F)). 
 

Comprehensive Plan – School Vicinity TraƯic Circulation 
The Town’s Comprehensive Plan explicitly calls out “traƯic circulation in the vicinity of 
schools,” including provision of oƯ-site signalization, signage, access improvements, 
sidewalks, and bus stops/turnarounds (Comp Plan Policy 1.1.4(5)).  
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This supports evaluating not only abstract roadway capacity, but oƯ-site circulation impacts 
caused by school operations during peak periods. 
 
 
Quasi-Judicial Burden of Proof 
This application is being considered under the Town’s quasi-judicial process. Under the LDC, 
the applicant bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the 
proposal satisfies applicable requirements and standards (LDC §10.10.02). 
 
Accordingly, operational safety claims should be supported by standard exhibits 
demonstrating performance under peak conditions. 
 
OƯ-Site Obstruction Considerations (Code of Ordinances) 
The Town’s Code of Ordinances prohibits placing or maintaining obstructions over or upon 
streets, sidewalks, or public grounds without written consent (Code of Ordinances Sec. 30-
76). 
 
While this report does not assume unlawful conduct, predictable spillback and roadside 
staging should be evaluated as an oƯ-site operational risk because it can functionally 
obstruct roadway space during peak periods. 
 
 
Safety Analysis Approach 
School arrival/dismissal traƯic is characterized by short-duration surges (“bursty” demand) 
that form queues governed by: 

 Arrival rate: vehicles arriving during the concentrated peak window 
 Service/discharge rate: how quickly vehicles can move through the loading area and 

exit 
 On-site storage: how many vehicles can queue internally before the queue reaches 

the public roadway. 
 
A roadway segment can have remaining theoretical capacity and still become unsafe if the 
on-site system cannot store the queue and the queue enters the roadway. 
 
Relatable analogy: The main road may have room, but if the exit ramp and toll booth cannot 
process vehicles fast enough, the line backs up onto the main road anyway. The bottleneck 
governs. 
 
 
Findings 
Site footprint and circulation geometry elevate queue spillback risk 
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School pick-up/drop-oƯ operations are operationally similar to a high-volume “drive-
through” with higher stakes. A safe design should tolerate typical variability (early/late 
arrivals, weather, brief stoppages, noncompliance) without failing into the public roadway. 
 

Finding: Based on the constrained site footprint and the layout shown, the governing 
failure mode is queue growth that exceeds on-site storage and backs into Seminary 
Avenue. 

 
Roadway capacity/LOS tables do not address the bottleneck mechanism 
Capacity/LOS tables do not establish that peak school queues are contained on-site, nor do 
they demonstrate driveway operations, internal circulation reliability, or emergency/service 
access performance. 
 

Finding: Without a queue/stacking analysis tied to stated operating assumptions, the 
record does not clearly demonstrate safe ingress/egress and internal circulation 
under peak conditions as required (LDC §10.02.08(C)). 
 
This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s recognition that school circulation 
can require oƯ-site measures and should be evaluated as a school-vicinity 
circulation issue, not merely a segment capacity question (Comp Plan Policy 
1.1.4(5)). 
 

CR 234 approach conditions increase consequences if congestion propagates oƯ-site 
CR 234 functions as a higher-speed rural corridor in proximity to I-75. If congestion 
propagates from Seminary to CR 234, the operating condition can shift from normal flow to 
stopped/slow queues and passing/merging conflicts where drivers may not expect a 
stopped line. 
 
Where horizontal curves and approach geometry constrain sight distance, the safety 
mechanism is straightforward: approaching drivers may not have suƯicient time/distance to 
perceive and stop for a queue. Risk increases during low light and inclement weather due to 
increased stopping distance and reduced perception. 
 

Finding: The current record does not clearly demonstrate that peak school queues 
will remain fully contained on-site such that queue propagation toward CR 234—and 
associated curve/approach stopping risk—can be reasonably excluded. 

 
Rural roadway context increases safety hazards and predictable edge deterioration 
Where paved shoulders are limited, overflow queues commonly result in vehicles staging 
partially oƯ the travel lane (grass/edge-of-pavement) to allow passing. That behavior 
predictably causes: 

 stopped/slow vehicles in unexpected locations 
 unsafe passing and merging behavior 
 progressive shoulder rutting and pavement edge drop-oƯ formation 
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 reduced safety for the traveling public and pedestrians (including students) during 
loading/unloading and roadside movements 

 
Finding: If spillback occurs, both immediate safety hazards and progressive roadway 
edge distress are foreseeable outcomes. 

 
 
Emergency response access must be reliable during peak congestion and typical 
occupied parking 
Emergency access needs to work when congestion is highest and parking is occupied, not 
only under empty-lot conditions. 
 

Finding: The record should include an emergency vehicle turning/access exhibit 
demonstrating a clear route and staging capability under realistic occupied 
conditions. Without that, reliability is not clearly demonstrated (LDC §10.02.08(C)). 

 
Service/refuse vehicle operations are explicitly part of the Town’s circulation criteria 
Refuse/service operations are not incidental; they are foreseeable and recurring. If the site 
requires extensive backing or multi-point turns in constrained areas, conflicts increase. 
 

Finding: The record should include a refuse/service vehicle maneuvering exhibit 
demonstrating safe servicing and exit consistent with Town criteria (LDC 
§10.02.08(F)). 

 
Accessibility note 
Accessible parking, accessible passenger loading, and accessible route continuity can 
influence pedestrian conflict points and circulation behavior. This report does not constitute 
an ADA compliance review; however, accessibility should be considered as part of overall 
circulation safety where pedestrian routes interface with vehicle queues and drop-oƯ areas. 
 
Special events represent a predictable, higher-demand scenario 
Special events (open house, STEM nights, performances, parent meetings) can exceed 
normal operations and extend over longer durations. If parking demand cannot be met on-
site, roadside parking and circulation conflicts often result. 
 

Finding: A special-event parking/traƯic scenario should be addressed as part of 
operational feasibility because it can create prolonged and unpredictable roadway 
obstruction if unmanaged. 

 
 
Professional Opinions 
Within a reasonable degree of engineering judgment and based on the record reviewed: 
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1. The proposed configuration is not clearly demonstrated to reliably contain peak 
school queues within the site footprint without spillback onto Seminary Avenue and 
potential propagation toward CR 234. 

2. The record does not presently contain suƯicient operational exhibits (queue/stacking 
analysis; emergency/service and refuse/service access exhibits under realistic 
occupied conditions) to establish safe peak operations consistent with Town 
standards (LDC §10.02.08(A), (C), and (F)). 

3. If spillback occurs, the rural roadway context increases the likelihood of roadway 
edge loading, shoulder tracking, and hazardous stopped/slow conditions 
inconsistent with predictable roadway operation—especially if congestion 
propagates toward higher-speed facilities such as CR 234. 

4. Avoiding spillback solely by behavioral controls would require an unusual level of 
daily coordination and compliance (assigned time slots, oƯ-site staging, managed 
release). Such measures may be described in theory but are diƯicult to rely upon as 
the primary safety mechanism in routine school operations. 

 
 
Operational Feasibility and Next Steps 
Based on the constrained site footprint and typical school operating patterns, preventing 
spillback may require extraordinary daily controls (assigned time slots, oƯ-site 
staging/holding areas, managed release, continuous on-site traƯic supervision). In practice, 
the level of daily coordination and compliance required to make those controls eƯective—
every day, across normal human variability—is not typically practical to rely upon as the 
primary safety mechanism. 
 
Therefore, the appropriate next step is to require the applicant to demonstrate—through 
standard operational exhibits—whether the site can function safely without reliance on 
extraordinary daily controls. At a minimum, this should include: 

1. Queue/stacking analysis (AM and PM): using stated maximum enrollment and 
reasonable peak-window assumptions; provide queue length (vehicles/feet) and 
confirm maximum anticipated queue is fully contained on-site. 

2. Emergency and service vehicle access exhibits: turning and staging routes for 
fire/EMS and refuse/service vehicles under typical occupied parking and peak 
congestion conditions. 

3. Operations basis: a clear operating plan (bell times, drop-oƯ/pick-up procedures, 
and special-event management) used consistently across the above exhibits. 

 
If these exhibits confirm on-site queue containment and reliable emergency/service access, 
the circulation safety concerns can be considered addressed. If they do not, the 
configuration would require redesign and/or additional physical provisions to achieve safe 
operations, rather than reliance on behavioral controls. 
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Closing 
This report is oƯered to assist the Town in evaluating circulation safety and operational 
feasibility based on foreseeable, real-world operating conditions. The governing concern is 
the predictable behavior of peak school queues and their interaction with a constrained site 
footprint and rural road environment. As currently supported in the record, the plan is not 
clearly demonstrated to function safely without reliance on extraordinary operational 
measures. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
TrueNorth Engineering Consultants, LLC 
James V. Blake III, P.E. 
Principal Engineer 
 
 
 
 
                                ______________________ 
 

This item has been digitally signed and sealed by James 
V Blake III, P.E. on March 6, 2026.  

 
Printed copies of this document are not considered 
signed and sealed and the signature must be verified on 
any electronic copies.  

 
                                _______________________ 
James V. Blake III, P.E.      
Professional Engineer   
Florida License No. 92277 
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706 NE Cholokka Blvd. 
PO Box 137, Micanopy, FL 32667-0137 

(352) 466-3121 Town Hall (352) 466-4912 Fax  
townhall@micanopytown.com 

 
 
  

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL 
To: Planning & Historic Preservation Board 
From: Sara S. Samario, ICMA-CM, Town Administrator 
Subject: Final Site Plan – Micanopy Area Cooperative School (MACS) Expansion 
Action Requested: Approve, approve with conditions, or deny. 

 

I. Purpose 
The applicant, Micanopy Area Cooperative School (MACS), has submitted the Final Site Plan for its proposed 
building expansion. All required engineering, fire, and technical reviews have been completed, with the Town’s 
contracted engineer confirming the plan now meets all required technical standards. 

 

II. Supporting Documents Included in the Agenda Packet 
• Final dimension drawings and revised plan set (JBPro) 
• Initial engineering review from EDA Consultants, Inc. (November 7, 2025) 

 

Final Site Plan (for agenda) 

• Applicant responses addressing all comments (November 17, 2025) 
 

Final Site Plan (for agenda) 

• Final engineering clearance from EDA stating no further comments remain (November 19, 2025) 
 

Final Site Plan (for agenda) 

• Fire Marshal correspondence confirming water main and hydrant adequacy 
• Tree Committee memorandum (October 6, 2025) regarding heritage oak considerations 
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706 NE Cholokka Blvd. 
PO Box 137, Micanopy, FL 32667-0137 

(352) 466-3121 Town Hall (352) 466-4912 Fax  
townhall@micanopytown.com 

Final Site Plan (for agenda) 

 

III. Tree Committee Comments (Modified Summary) 
The Tree Committee reviewed the original site plan earlier in the process and provided advisory comments 
regarding the protection of a heritage live oak located near the proposed improvements. Their memorandum 
recommended a 48-foot Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) as a minimum standard. 

The updated configuration satisfies the Town’s applicable tree protection standards and addresses the concerns 
raised in the committee’s advisory memorandum. 

 

IV. Status of Technical Review 
The Town’s engineer (EDA) has confirmed that all previous comments have been resolved, including grading, 
stormwater, septic, and utility revisions. The Fire Marshal has also affirmed that the proposed hydrant and water 
main configuration is adequate for the site. 

No further technical issues remain outstanding. 

 

V. Action Requested 
Staff requests that the Commission/Board review the final site plan and accompanying materials and take 
one of the following actions: 

1. Approve the MACS Final Site Plan; 
2. Approve with conditions, if additional tree protection measures or monitoring are desired; or 
3. Deny the application, stating specific reasons. 
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720 SW 2nd Avenue, S. Tower, Ste 300, Gainesville, FL 32601    Phone: (352) 373-3541    www.edafl.com

November 7, 2025

Sara S. Samario, ICMA-CM
Town Administrator 
SSamario@micanopytown.com| (352) 466-3121
Town of Micanopy, Florida.

Ref: Construction plans for MACS Building Expansion

Dear Ms. Samario:

The following comments on the construction plans for MACS Building Expansion is very minor and 
does not require a resubmittal to eda.

1. Sheet C0.00
a. Trip Generation Data is missing and should be included with the building and parking 

additions
b. Parking Calculations are missing

2. Sheet 1.00
a. -Up Queue is not 

called out to be removed on the Demo plan, but disappears in the rest of the plan 
set

3. Sheets 3.00-3.02
a. Please review parking lot and driveway grading. The cross slopes range from below 

1% to above 7%. 
b. S-05 has a 100.00 contour reaching into outside of the property line. Please 

demonstrate you are allowed to grade outside of your property. 
c. The slope of the basin seems to get steeper below contour 98.00. Please indicate the 

different slopes. Sheet 3.03 seems to indicate it is all 3:1. 
4. Sheet 3.03

a. Cross section A- -03 which is not shown on the plans. 
b. The modeled SHGWT of 99.20 does not match the drainage report. 

5. Sheet 4.00
a. Please call out the valve at the point of connection. 
b.

proposed fire hydrant. 
c. Please provide dimensions for the drainfield. 
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d. Please provide distance from drainfield to existing wells on adjacent properties, or 
provide a note that states no well are present.  

6. Septic Design 
a.  From the 

calculations above in the page, q = 11.35 gpm and Nt = 6 laterals.  6 * 11.35 = 68.1, 
not 98.57. Please clarify.  

b. Please provide pump curve.  
7. Stormwater Report 

a. 

elevation. Per the plans, the three borings P1 thru P-3 average to 102.07. Minus the 
 the permanent pool should be set to 100.07. Please justify the 100.20 

used.   
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions/comments. 
Sincerely, 
 
Claudia S. Vega, P.E. 
Director of Engineering 
cvega@edafl.com 
edafl.com  

34

Item # 2.



November 17th, 2025

Sara S. Samario, ICMA-CM
Town Administrator 
706 NE Cholokka Blvd., PO Box 137
Micanopy, FL 32667
(352) 466-3121

RE: MACS Building Expansion Project

Dear Ms. Samario,

Please find attached a resubmittal package for MACS Building Expansion Project. This 
resubmittal package is provided to address comments provided by EDA Consultants, 
Inc., on November 7th, 2025.

Please find below responses to the comments for the above referenced project. The 
comments have been replicated below followed by responses in bold. 

Deficiencies to be Addressed:

1. Sheet 0.00
a. Trip Generation Data is missing and should be included with the building 

and parking additions
Response: Trip Generation Data calculations have been added to Sheet C0.00 
and a statement added to the submittal package. 

b. Parking Calculations are missing
Response: Parking calculations have been added to Sheet C0.00.

2. Sheet 1.00
a. front of Turnaround Area for Pick-Up Queue is 

not called out to be removed on the Demo plan, but disappears in the rest 
of the plan set

Response: Demolition plan has been updated, the existing fence has been 
called out to be removed.

3. Sheet 3.00 3.02
a. Please review parking lot and driveway grading. The cross slopes range 

from below 1% to above 7%.
Response: The parking lot and driveway grading has been revised.

35

Item # 2.



b. S-05 has a 100.00 contour reaching into outside of the property line. 
Please demonstrate you are allowed to grade outside of your property.

Response: Per coordination with Alachua County Public Works this is the 
preferred location for the outfall. Outfall structure is located on site; however, a 
small amount of grading was required to connect to the existing swale.

c. The slope of the basin seems to get steeper below contour 98.00. Please 
indicate the different slopes. Sheet 3.03 seems to indicate it is all 3:1. 

Response: Basin cross detail on Sheet C3.03 has been updated to show the 
grade break.

4. Sheet 3.03
a. Cross section A- -03 which is not shown on the 

plans.
Response: The berm call-out has been removed.

b. The modeled SHGWT of 99.20 does not match the drainage report.
Response:
comment 7a below. The drainage report has been updated to match the 
SHGWAT on sheet C3.03.

5. Sheet 4.00
a. Please call out the valve at the point of connection.

Response: Addressed as requested.

b.
to the
hydrants.

Response: Per coordination with Alachua County Fire Marshall the 4-inch main 
will be sufficient due to the lack of other mains in the area. 

c. Please provide dimensions for the drainfield.
Response: Dimensions have been added on the drainfield

d. Please provide distance from drainfield to existing wells on adjacent 
properties, or provide a note that states no well are present. 

Response: There are no wells in the vicinity of the property. The adjacent 
residential properties are connected to a 2-inch water main. 
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6. Septic Design
a.

From the calculations above in the page, q = 11.35 gpm and Nt = 6 
laterals. 6 * 11.35 = 68.1, not 98.57. Please clarify.

Response: Calculations have been revised to reflect q * Nt = 68.1

b. Please provide pump curve.
Response: A pump curve has been provided.

7. Stormwater Report
a. I

SHWT, not an average of SHWT and SLWT. The groundwater should be 
-

3 average to 102.07. Minus the
set to 100.07. Please justify the 100.20 used.

Response: To minimize ground water contributions, the control elevation was 
set slightly above the normal on-site ground water table elevation following 
SJRWMD Volume II - Section 8.10.

Sincerely,

Timothy J. Boehlein, PE 
Project Manager, JBPro 
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720 SW 2nd Avenue, S. Tower, Ste 300, Gainesville, FL 32601    Phone: (352) 373-3541    www.edafl.com

November 19, 2025

Sara S. Samario, ICMA-CM
Town Administrator 
SSamario@micanopytown.com| (352) 466-3121
Town of Micanopy, Florida.

Ref: Construction plans for MACS Building Expansion

Dear Ms. Samario:

We have no further comments on the construction plans for MACS Building Expansion. All previous 
comments have been addressed. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions/comments.

Sincerely,

Claudia S. Vega, P.E.
Director of Engineering
cvega@edafl.com
edafl.com
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706 NE Cholokka Blvd. 
PO Box 137, Micanopy, FL 32667-0137 

(352) 466-3121 Town Hall (352) 466-4912 Fax  
townhall@micanopytown.com 

 

Town of Micanopy 
Tree Committee Memorandum 
Date: October 6, 2025 

To: Planning and Historic Preservation Board 
From: Town of Micanopy Tree Committee 
Subject: Tree Preservation and Protection Review  Micanopy Area Cooperative School (MACS) Site Plan 

The Tree Committee has reviewed the Application for Land Use Approval submitted by JBPro Construction 
Services for the Micanopy Area Cooperative School (MACS). Our review focused on the preservation of 
mature live oak (Quercus virginiana) trees located within and adjacent to the proposed development area, with 
particular attention to a large live oak on Parcel 2 measuring approximately 92 inches DBH (diameter at breast 
height) and 23 feet in circumference, estimated to be between 150 and 200 years old. 

1. Purpose 

This memorandum provides technical observations and recommendations related to tree protection and site 
 

Landscaping and Tree Preservation) and to promote sound arboricultural practices that protect significant 
heritage trees during site development. 

2. Site Observations 

The root system of the heritage live oak has likely experienced prior disturbance during the construction 

installation will affect its long-term health. 
-

will alter the soil-root matrix and reduce oxygen availability 
in the soil, which increases vulnerability to pathogens such as Armillaria and Phytophthora (root rot). 
Four additional large live oaks along the south property line (DBH 38 49 inches) are also located near 
proposed construction areas, including septic and drain field components within approximately 15 feet 
of the nearest trunk. 

3. Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) Considerations 

Town to establish appropriate measures to prevent root disturbance and soil compaction. While the Code does 
not specify a fixed TPZ formula, arboricultural standards provide useful guidance: 

48

Item # 2.



706 NE Cholokka Blvd. 
PO Box 137, Micanopy, FL 32667-0137 

(352) 466-3121 Town Hall (352) 466-4912 Fax  
townhall@micanopytown.com 

The International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) defines a Critical Root Zone (CRZ) as a radius equal 
to 12 inches for every inch of trunk diameter. For a 92-inch DBH tree, this would be approximately 92 
feet.
Research by Benson et al. (2019) suggests a 115-foot protective radius for mature live oaks, based on 
calculations. 
The measured canopy dripline for this heritage oak extends approximately 73 feet from the trunk. Even 
applying a conservative two-thirds ratio would yield a TPZ of approximately 48 feet, which exceeds the 
40-foot TPZ currently shown on the plan. 

These comparative standards indicate that the area proposed for protection will not fully encompass the root 
 

4. Recommendations 

recommends the following: 

1. Increase the tree protection area surrounding the heritage live oak on Parcel 2 to encompass the 
canopy dripline.  

2. Relocate septic and drainage components outside the recommended protection area. 
3. Establish protective fencing around all large live oaks prior to construction and maintain barriers until 

site work is complete. 
4. Avoid grading, trenching, or material storage within designated protection zones. 
5. Consult a certified arborist to verify tree protection fencing, monitor during construction, and provide 

post-construction evaluation. 
6. Coordinate directly with Town staff and the Tree Committee before finalizing any landscape or 

grading revisions to ensure compatibility with preservation goals. 

5. Summary 

The Tree Committee respectfully submits these recommendations to assist the applicant and the Planning and 
Historic Preservation Board in ensuring the long-

commitment to protecting its historic tree canopy. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Town of Micanopy Tree Committee 
Paul Cohen 
Gary Hunt 
Matt Palumbo 
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LEGAL OPINION 

TO:    Planning and Historic Preservation Board (PHPB)      
FROM:   Office of the Town Attorney   
DATE:   December 15, 2025 
RE:    MACS Final Site Plan  
 

Context: 

The MACS Final Site Plan Review is scheduled to be heard on December 16, 2025.  The MACS 
Preliminary Site Plan Review was conducted on October 7, 2025 at which the PHPB voted 
unanimously to approve the site plan with the following conditions: 

1. Final review by the Town’s contracted planner and engineer for LDC compliance 
2. Review by Alachua County Fire Marshall 
3. Implementation of a tree protection zone as recommended by the tree committee 

The PHPB will determine on December 16, 2025 whether all of these conditions have now been 
met upon review of the correspondence attached to the Agenda and testimony presented at the 
hearing.   

Issue #1: 

Whether the Site Plan is compliant with the setback requirements set forth in the LDC. 

Answer: 

Yes.  The section of the LDC referenced by citizens at the October 7, 2025 meeting applies to 
“accessory structures”, which is defined as “[a] subordinate detached structure, the use of which 
is customarily and normally incidental to that of the principal use on the same lot and does not 
include residential uses.”  The septic system/drain field in the site plan is not an accessory structure.  
It is an underground system.  Accordingly, these setback regulations do not apply. 

Issue #2: 

Whether the lot size for MACS is too small for the proposed number of students and therefore not 
compliant with the minimum lot size requirements of the LDC. 

Answer: 

No.  Fla. Stat. § 1002.33, which became effective July 1, 2025, prohibits local governments from 
imposing greater standards and restrictions on charter schools than on public schools.  Sec. 4.02.13 
of the LDC setting forth the minimum lot size requirements only applies to “Private 
Schools/Charter Schools.”  See below: 
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4.02.13. PRIVATE SCHOOLS / CHARTER SCHOOLS. 

A. Dimensional requirements. 

1. Minimum lot area shall be the minimum lot area required for the specific zoning 
district where allowed (R-2 =  21,780 sf (0.5 acres) + C-1 = 10,000 sf (.23 acre); 
TOTAL = 31,780 sf (0.73 acres)) plus one (1) acre for every one hundred (100) 
students (or fraction thereof)(0.57 acres), except where the lot size is five (5) acres 
or more, based on building code capacity. 

The LDC does not impose these same restrictions upon public schools.  Accordingly, this section 
of the LDC imposing a minimum lot size upon a charter school is unenforceable and pre-empted 
by state law.   

Charter schools that are not conversion schools are governed by the Florida Building Code. 

Florida Building Code Sec. 453.8.2 states school facility size shall be subject to the standards set 
forth in the “size of space and occupant design criteria table” found in the Department of 
Education’s “State Requirements for Educational Facilities.” 

However, Fla. Stat. § 1002.33(18)(a) states “[a] startup charter school shall utilize facilities which 
comply with the Florida Building Code pursuant to chapter 553 except for the State Requirements 
for Educational Facilities. . . .  

Charter schools, with the exception of conversion charter schools, are not required to comply, but 
may choose to comply, with the State Requirements for Educational Facilities of the Florida 
Building Code adopted pursuant to s. 1013.37. 

Fla. Stat. § 1013.36 provides that “[e]ach new site selected must be adequate in size to meet the 
educational needs of the students to be served on that site by the original educational facility or 
future expansions of the facility through renovation or the addition of relocatables.” 

All of these statutory provisions address the size of the actual facility, not the size of the lot on 
which the facility is constructed.   

Issue #3: 

Whether MACS needs a special use permit since 1 parcel of the site is zoned R2 and Sec. 
2.02.03(C) of the LDC states a special use permit is required for public and private schools in 
residential district. 

Answer: 

Yes. Fla. Stat. § 1002.33, which became effective July 1, 2025, prohibits local governments from 
imposing greater standards and restrictions on charter schools than on public schools.  Because the 
LDC applies the same standard to public and private schools, it is not pre-empted by statute in this 
respect and MACS must obtain a special use permit to operate on the residential parcel. 
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TrueNorth Engineering Consultants   2 

 
Executive Summary 
TrueNorth Engineering Consultants, LLC performed a safety-focused operational feasibility 
review of the proposed MACS middle school site plan. This review addresses whether the 
plan, as currently configured and supported in the public record, demonstrates safe and 
reliable operations under foreseeable real-world school conditions (arrival, dismissal, and 
special events). 
 
Primary Opinion (Safety/Feasibility): Based on the constrained footprint and the 
operational characteristics of school pick-up/drop-oƯ traƯic, the record does not clearly 
demonstrate that the site can reliably store and process peak queues within the property 
limits without spillback onto Seminary Avenue and potential propagation toward CR 234. 
Once queues encroach onto public roadways in a rural context with limited shoulder, 
conditions can shift from normal traƯic flow to a roadway hazard (stopped/slow vehicles, 
unsafe passing/merging behavior, shoulder tracking and edge drop-oƯ formation, reduced 
emergency response reliability, and increased pedestrian conflict potential). 
 
Why generalized roadway “capacity/LOS” tables do not resolve this: Segment 
volume/capacity comparisons address whether a road can theoretically carry additional 
vehicles in motion. They do not evaluate the governing mechanism for school safety 
impacts: driveway bottleneck and on-site stacking capacity. A roadway can have remaining 
theoretical volume capacity and still become unsafe if the driveway/queueing system fails 
and the queue enters the roadway. 
 
Path Forward: Given the constrained site geometry, preventing spillback may require 
extraordinary daily operational controls (assigned time slots, oƯ-site staging/holding areas, 
managed release, continuous on-site traƯic control). In practice, the level of daily 
coordination and compliance needed to make those controls eƯective—every school day, 
across normal human variability—is diƯicult to rely upon as the primary safety mechanism. 
The appropriate next step is to evaluate whether the site can function safely without reliance 
on extraordinary controls by providing standard operational exhibits:  

1. peak AM/PM queue (stacking) analysis (vehicles and feet) tied to stated maximum 
enrollment and realistic peak-window assumptions 

2. emergency/service vehicle turning and access exhibits under typical occupied 
parking and peak congestion conditions. If those exhibits demonstrate on-site queue 
containment and reliable emergency/service access, the circulation safety concerns 
can be considered addressed; if they do not, the configuration would require redesign 
and/or additional physical provisions. 
 

Most importantly, if queues cannot be demonstrated to remain on-site, the risk is not 
limited to inconvenience. OƯ-site queue propagation toward CR 234 can create a 
stopped/slow-moving condition on a higher-speed rural corridor. Where horizontal curves 
and approach geometry constrain sight distance, the presence of a queue can reduce 
available reaction and stopping distance—an issue that becomes more pronounced during 
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TrueNorth Engineering Consultants   3 

low light and inclement weather. This is why the governing question is queue containment 
on-site, not segment capacity. 
 
 
Purpose and Scope 
The purpose of this report is to provide a safety-centered constructability and operational 
feasibility review of the proposed school site plan, focusing on: 

 On-site stacking/queueing feasibility for arrival and dismissal operations 
 Potential spillback impacts to Seminary Avenue and CR 234 
 Emergency response access reliability during peak congestion and typical occupied 

parking conditions 
 Service/refuse vehicle access feasibility and conflicts with circulation 
 Rural roadway edge/shoulder behavior and predictable degradation mechanisms 

when queues extend onto public roadways 
 Special-event conditions (open house, STEM nights, performances) where demand 

may exceed day-to-day operations. 
 
This report does not constitute a stamped traƯic impact study or legal opinion. It is a 
professional engineering assessment of foreseeable operational safety failure modes based 
on the record reviewed. 
 
 
Qualifications Summary 
The undersigned’s opinions are informed by more than 12 years of roadway/bridge 
construction administration, constructability review, and real-world field operations under 
constrained site conditions, including: 

 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD) – Project 
Engineer: Oversaw two construction oƯices (28 staƯ) in north-central Louisiana 
administering roadway and bridge construction projects (largest single project 
approximately $48M). Responsibilities included FHWA and state compliance, 
constructability and bidability review, and field resolution of issues under variable 
site conditions. Work also included evaluation and troubleshooting of roadway 
performance concerns (including asphalt distress mechanisms), coordination with 
maintenance forces, and practical identification of contributing causes when existing 
roadway sections exhibited premature or atypical failures. 

 Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3 – District Geotechnical 
Engineer: Responsible for geotechnical elements supporting both design and 
construction across district projects, including review and oversight of subsurface 
exploration programs, foundation design support (deep foundations including drilled 
shafts and driven piles), geotechnical reporting and recommendations, and 
construction-phase troubleshooting where field conditions diverged from design 
assumptions. Oversaw geotechnical quality/verification testing programs and 
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TrueNorth Engineering Consultants   4 

coordinated resolution paths that balanced safety, constructability, and schedule 
impacts. 

 Anderson Columbia Co., Inc. – Structures Manager (Bridge Division): Heavy civil 
construction leadership role focused on bridge/structures delivery, including deep 
foundation construction (drilled shafts and driven piles), constructability planning, 
means-and-methods coordination, and field problem-solving to achieve safe, 
economical, and durable solutions when conditions and constraints require practical 
engineering judgment beyond “paper checks.” 

 Forensic / Construction Defect Engineering: Experience evaluating cause and 
origin and/or contributing factors for building-related losses and defects, including 
wind/hail/hurricane impacts, water intrusion and interior damage, plumbing-related 
failures, and construction defect conditions. Work emphasizes documentation, 
technical clarity for non-technical audiences, and practical identification of failure 
mechanisms consistent with observed conditions. 

 
 
Documents Reviewed 

 Proposed MACS site plan sheets and enlargements provided in the public record. 
 Town meeting packet materials addressing the application and traƯic/circulation 

discussions. 
 Town of Micanopy Land Development Code (LDC) – Site Plan Review Standards 

(Article 10). 
 Town of Micanopy Comprehensive Plan – school vicinity traƯic circulation policy. 
 Town of Micanopy Code of Ordinances – provisions related to obstruction of public 

streets/grounds. 
 Photos/observations of existing MACS operations  

 
 
Review Framework and Applicable Standards 
Town LDC – Site Plan Review Standards 
The Town’s site plan review standards require findings that the plan will: 

 enhance and protect public health, safety, and welfare (LDC §10.02.08(A)) 
 assure safe ingress/egress and internal circulation, including access for service and 

emergency vehicles (LDC §10.02.08(C)) 
 provide safe and reasonable circulation for garbage trucks and public safety vehicles 

(LDC §10.02.08(F)). 
 

Comprehensive Plan – School Vicinity TraƯic Circulation 
The Town’s Comprehensive Plan explicitly calls out “traƯic circulation in the vicinity of 
schools,” including provision of oƯ-site signalization, signage, access improvements, 
sidewalks, and bus stops/turnarounds (Comp Plan Policy 1.1.4(5)).  
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This supports evaluating not only abstract roadway capacity, but oƯ-site circulation impacts 
caused by school operations during peak periods. 
 
 
Quasi-Judicial Burden of Proof 
This application is being considered under the Town’s quasi-judicial process. Under the LDC, 
the applicant bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the 
proposal satisfies applicable requirements and standards (LDC §10.10.02). 
 
Accordingly, operational safety claims should be supported by standard exhibits 
demonstrating performance under peak conditions. 
 
OƯ-Site Obstruction Considerations (Code of Ordinances) 
The Town’s Code of Ordinances prohibits placing or maintaining obstructions over or upon 
streets, sidewalks, or public grounds without written consent (Code of Ordinances Sec. 30-
76). 
 
While this report does not assume unlawful conduct, predictable spillback and roadside 
staging should be evaluated as an oƯ-site operational risk because it can functionally 
obstruct roadway space during peak periods. 
 
 
Safety Analysis Approach 
School arrival/dismissal traƯic is characterized by short-duration surges (“bursty” demand) 
that form queues governed by: 

 Arrival rate: vehicles arriving during the concentrated peak window 
 Service/discharge rate: how quickly vehicles can move through the loading area and 

exit 
 On-site storage: how many vehicles can queue internally before the queue reaches 

the public roadway. 
 
A roadway segment can have remaining theoretical capacity and still become unsafe if the 
on-site system cannot store the queue and the queue enters the roadway. 
 
Relatable analogy: The main road may have room, but if the exit ramp and toll booth cannot 
process vehicles fast enough, the line backs up onto the main road anyway. The bottleneck 
governs. 
 
 
Findings 
Site footprint and circulation geometry elevate queue spillback risk 
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School pick-up/drop-oƯ operations are operationally similar to a high-volume “drive-
through” with higher stakes. A safe design should tolerate typical variability (early/late 
arrivals, weather, brief stoppages, noncompliance) without failing into the public roadway. 
 

Finding: Based on the constrained site footprint and the layout shown, the governing 
failure mode is queue growth that exceeds on-site storage and backs into Seminary 
Avenue. 

 
Roadway capacity/LOS tables do not address the bottleneck mechanism 
Capacity/LOS tables do not establish that peak school queues are contained on-site, nor do 
they demonstrate driveway operations, internal circulation reliability, or emergency/service 
access performance. 
 

Finding: Without a queue/stacking analysis tied to stated operating assumptions, the 
record does not clearly demonstrate safe ingress/egress and internal circulation 
under peak conditions as required (LDC §10.02.08(C)). 
 
This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s recognition that school circulation 
can require oƯ-site measures and should be evaluated as a school-vicinity 
circulation issue, not merely a segment capacity question (Comp Plan Policy 
1.1.4(5)). 
 

CR 234 approach conditions increase consequences if congestion propagates oƯ-site 
CR 234 functions as a higher-speed rural corridor in proximity to I-75. If congestion 
propagates from Seminary to CR 234, the operating condition can shift from normal flow to 
stopped/slow queues and passing/merging conflicts where drivers may not expect a 
stopped line. 
 
Where horizontal curves and approach geometry constrain sight distance, the safety 
mechanism is straightforward: approaching drivers may not have suƯicient time/distance to 
perceive and stop for a queue. Risk increases during low light and inclement weather due to 
increased stopping distance and reduced perception. 
 

Finding: The current record does not clearly demonstrate that peak school queues 
will remain fully contained on-site such that queue propagation toward CR 234—and 
associated curve/approach stopping risk—can be reasonably excluded. 

 
Rural roadway context increases safety hazards and predictable edge deterioration 
Where paved shoulders are limited, overflow queues commonly result in vehicles staging 
partially oƯ the travel lane (grass/edge-of-pavement) to allow passing. That behavior 
predictably causes: 

 stopped/slow vehicles in unexpected locations 
 unsafe passing and merging behavior 
 progressive shoulder rutting and pavement edge drop-oƯ formation 
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 reduced safety for the traveling public and pedestrians (including students) during 
loading/unloading and roadside movements 

 
Finding: If spillback occurs, both immediate safety hazards and progressive roadway 
edge distress are foreseeable outcomes. 

 
 
Emergency response access must be reliable during peak congestion and typical 
occupied parking 
Emergency access needs to work when congestion is highest and parking is occupied, not 
only under empty-lot conditions. 
 

Finding: The record should include an emergency vehicle turning/access exhibit 
demonstrating a clear route and staging capability under realistic occupied 
conditions. Without that, reliability is not clearly demonstrated (LDC §10.02.08(C)). 

 
Service/refuse vehicle operations are explicitly part of the Town’s circulation criteria 
Refuse/service operations are not incidental; they are foreseeable and recurring. If the site 
requires extensive backing or multi-point turns in constrained areas, conflicts increase. 
 

Finding: The record should include a refuse/service vehicle maneuvering exhibit 
demonstrating safe servicing and exit consistent with Town criteria (LDC 
§10.02.08(F)). 

 
Accessibility note 
Accessible parking, accessible passenger loading, and accessible route continuity can 
influence pedestrian conflict points and circulation behavior. This report does not constitute 
an ADA compliance review; however, accessibility should be considered as part of overall 
circulation safety where pedestrian routes interface with vehicle queues and drop-oƯ areas. 
 
Special events represent a predictable, higher-demand scenario 
Special events (open house, STEM nights, performances, parent meetings) can exceed 
normal operations and extend over longer durations. If parking demand cannot be met on-
site, roadside parking and circulation conflicts often result. 
 

Finding: A special-event parking/traƯic scenario should be addressed as part of 
operational feasibility because it can create prolonged and unpredictable roadway 
obstruction if unmanaged. 

 
 
Professional Opinions 
Within a reasonable degree of engineering judgment and based on the record reviewed: 
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1. The proposed configuration is not clearly demonstrated to reliably contain peak 
school queues within the site footprint without spillback onto Seminary Avenue and 
potential propagation toward CR 234. 

2. The record does not presently contain suƯicient operational exhibits (queue/stacking 
analysis; emergency/service and refuse/service access exhibits under realistic 
occupied conditions) to establish safe peak operations consistent with Town 
standards (LDC §10.02.08(A), (C), and (F)). 

3. If spillback occurs, the rural roadway context increases the likelihood of roadway 
edge loading, shoulder tracking, and hazardous stopped/slow conditions 
inconsistent with predictable roadway operation—especially if congestion 
propagates toward higher-speed facilities such as CR 234. 

4. Avoiding spillback solely by behavioral controls would require an unusual level of 
daily coordination and compliance (assigned time slots, oƯ-site staging, managed 
release). Such measures may be described in theory but are diƯicult to rely upon as 
the primary safety mechanism in routine school operations. 

 
 
Operational Feasibility and Next Steps 
Based on the constrained site footprint and typical school operating patterns, preventing 
spillback may require extraordinary daily controls (assigned time slots, oƯ-site 
staging/holding areas, managed release, continuous on-site traƯic supervision). In practice, 
the level of daily coordination and compliance required to make those controls eƯective—
every day, across normal human variability—is not typically practical to rely upon as the 
primary safety mechanism. 
 
Therefore, the appropriate next step is to require the applicant to demonstrate—through 
standard operational exhibits—whether the site can function safely without reliance on 
extraordinary daily controls. At a minimum, this should include: 

1. Queue/stacking analysis (AM and PM): using stated maximum enrollment and 
reasonable peak-window assumptions; provide queue length (vehicles/feet) and 
confirm maximum anticipated queue is fully contained on-site. 

2. Emergency and service vehicle access exhibits: turning and staging routes for 
fire/EMS and refuse/service vehicles under typical occupied parking and peak 
congestion conditions. 

3. Operations basis: a clear operating plan (bell times, drop-oƯ/pick-up procedures, 
and special-event management) used consistently across the above exhibits. 

 
If these exhibits confirm on-site queue containment and reliable emergency/service access, 
the circulation safety concerns can be considered addressed. If they do not, the 
configuration would require redesign and/or additional physical provisions to achieve safe 
operations, rather than reliance on behavioral controls. 
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Closing 
This report is oƯered to assist the Town in evaluating circulation safety and operational 
feasibility based on foreseeable, real-world operating conditions. The governing concern is 
the predictable behavior of peak school queues and their interaction with a constrained site 
footprint and rural road environment. As currently supported in the record, the plan is not 
clearly demonstrated to function safely without reliance on extraordinary operational 
measures. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
TrueNorth Engineering Consultants, LLC 
James V. Blake III, P.E. 
Principal Engineer 
 
 
 
 
                                ______________________ 
 

This item has been digitally signed and sealed by James 
V Blake III, P.E. on March 6, 2026.  

 
Printed copies of this document are not considered 
signed and sealed and the signature must be verified on 
any electronic copies.  

 
                                _______________________ 
James V. Blake III, P.E.      
Professional Engineer   
Florida License No. 92277 
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TOWN OF MICANOPY 

TO:  Town of Micanopy Commission 

FROM: Town Attorney, A. Derek Folds 

DATE:  January 22, 2026 

RE:  Quasi-Judicial Hearing Procedure 

Town Attorney will read the following at the start of the Hearing: 

1. Definition of Quasi-Judicial Hearing 

A public hearing at which the Commission applies existing policies and regulations to a specific 

property.  The parties must be given notice and an opportunity to be heard at the public hearing 

after which the Commission will make findings of fact and conclusions of law on the issue. 

2. Decision 

The Commission is tasked with deciding whether the MACS Final Site Plan approved by the PHPB 

on December 16, 2025 complies with the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code. 

3. Parties 

Applicant: The owner of the property (or the owner’s agent or other person with written 

consent of the owner) who has applied for a decision on the applicability of existing policies and 

regulations to the owner’s property. 

Staff:  Town Manager and Town Clerk 

Affected Party: The current Land and Development Code (LDC) does not currently define 

“affected party”.  However, “aggrieved person” is defined in the LDC for purposes of standing to 

file an appeal.  An “aggrieved person” is someone who owns property within 400 feet of the 

property subject to the quasi-judicial hearing.  As a result of the lack of definition in the current 

LDC, the Town currently accepts the registration of any person who so desires to register as an 

affected party. 

4. Rights of Parties 

All parties may introduce evidence, call and examine witnesses, cross-examine witnesses, and 

rebut evidence introduced by other parties. 

5. Non-Parties 

Participants: Members of the general public (other than those people named above as parties) 

who offer testimony at the hearing. 

Attorneys: The Town Attorney and attorneys for any parties are not parties and their statements 

are not evidence unless they are sworn in and make statements based upon actual personal 

knowledge. 
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6. Review Standard 

De novo, which means “anew” or “from the beginning”.  Accordingly, the Town Commission will 

hear the Final Site Plan as if it had never been heard by the PHPB and may only consider evidence 

presented at the January 26, 2026 hearing. 

7. Evidentiary Standard 

The decision of the Commission must be based upon competent, substantial evidence.  This means 

the evidence (testimony, documents, etc.) must be based upon personal observations that establish 

a substantial basis as to whether the Applicant’s specific property proposal complies with existing 

policies and regulations.  Expert witnesses may provide both fact and opinion testimony on matters 

that require specialized knowledge. 

8. Preliminary Matters 

Town Attorney will read into the record the Applicant’s name, file number, and the subject matter 

to be decided. 

Town Attorney will explain the rules concerning evidence as follows per LDC 10.10.10: 

Testimony or other evidence that is irrelevant or immaterial to the issue to be decided by 

the Commission is inadmissible. The Mayor shall make rulings on objections to the 

relevance and materiality of the examination. A commission member, party, or staff member 

may raise an objection to the possibly irrelevant and immaterial testimony or evidence. 

During the presentation by the opponents or proponents of an issue before the Commission, 

no one may present testimony or evidence which is unduly cumulative or repetitious of 

previously presented testimony or evidence by a fellow opponent or proponent. 

Mayor may set reasonable time limits on the presentation of testimony and other evidence, 

provided that all parties to the proceedings are given adequate time to fully present their cases. 
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Order of Proceedings 

Town Attorney will announce each step and make a recommendation to the Commission: 

1 The Commission shall determine whether it has jurisdiction over the matter. 

2 Members of the Board or Commission shall, if necessary, state whether they have 

a conflict of interest or must otherwise disqualify themselves from hearing the case. 

*see attached for what constitutes a conflict of interest or reason for 

disqualification 

3 Members of the Board or Commission shall disclose and place on the record any 

ex parte contacts relating to the matter before the Board or Commission. 

*see attached for what constitutes ex parte communication 

TOWN ATTORNEY TO COLLECTIVELY SWEAR IN ALL PARTIES AND PUBLIC 

PARTICIPANTS WHO INTENT TO TESTIFY AS WITNESSES. 

4 Introduction of the Petition by the Town 

5 Presentation of Applicant’s Case 

6 Presentation of Staff’s Case 

7 Presentation of Affected Party’s Case 

8 Rebuttal by Applicant 

9 Rebuttal by Staff 

10 Rebuttal by Affected Parties 

11 Public Input 

12 Deliberation and Vote of Board or Commission 

13 Preparation of Final Order 

14 Approval of Final Order 

 

10.10.04. Ex Parte Communications.  

 

The following ex parte disclosure requirements apply to all quasi-judicial hearings: 

 

A. A Town employee, elected official, or other person who is or may become a party to a quasi-

judicial proceeding shall avoid engaging in ex parte communications with a member of the 

reviewing board. 

 

B. If a person engages in an ex parte communication with a member of the reviewing board, the 

member shall place on the record of the pending case all ex parte written communications received, 

all written responses to such communications, a memorandum or verbal statement setting forth the 

substance of all oral communications received, and all oral responses made. 

 

C. The foregoing is not meant to inhibit discussions between members of the reviewing board 

and town staff that pertain solely to scheduling of hearings and other administrative matters 

unrelated to the merits of the case.  
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Conflicts of Interest 

10.10.05. Challenges to Impartiality.  

 

A party to an administrative or appellate hearing may challenge the impartiality of any member of 

the board or commission. The challenge shall state by affidavit facts relating to a bias,  

prejudgment, personal interest, or other facts from which the challenger has concluded that the  

decisionmaker cannot participate in an impartial manner. Except for good cause shown, the 

challenge shall be delivered by personal service to the Town no less than 48 hours preceding the 

time set for the hearing. The Town shall forward the challenge to the Town Attorney and attempt 

to notify the person whose qualifications are challenged prior to the hearing. The challenge shall 

be incorporated into the record of the hearing. 

 

10.10.06. Disqualification. No member of a hearing body shall hear or rule upon a proposal if: 

 

A. Any of the following have a direct or substantial financial interest in the proposal: the decision-

maker's or the decision-maker's spouse, brother, sister, child, parent, father-in-law, mother-in-law; 

any business in which the decision-maker is then serving or has served within the previous two 

years; or any business with which the decision-maker is negotiating for or has an arrangement or 

understanding concerning prospective partnership or employment; or 

 

B. The decision-maker has a direct private interest in the proposal; or 

 

C. For any other valid reason, the decision-maker has determined that he cannot impartially 

participate in the hearing and decision.  

 

10.10.07 Effect of Disqualification. 

 

A. An abstaining or disqualified member of a hearing body shall not be counted for purposes of 

forming a quorum. 

 

B. A member who takes a position on the issue based upon personal interest may do 

so only by abstaining from voting on the proposal, vacating the seat on the hearing 

body, physically joining the audience, and making full disclosure of his status and 

position at the time of addressing the hearing body. 

C. If the hearing body is reduced to less than a quorum by abstentions or disqualifications, all 

members present after stating their reasons for abstention or disqualification shall be re-qualified 

and proceed to resolve the issues. 

 

D. A member absent during the presentation of evidence in a hearing may not participate in the 

deliberations or final decision regarding the matter of the hearing unless the member has reviewed 

the evidence received. 
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Site Plan Submittal Requirements 
 

If an item below is not applicable, there must be a written explanation of why the item is 

inapplicable. 

 

LDC 10.02.09(D) 

 

1. A legal description of the property under review for site plan approval. 

 

2. Site conditions information, including: 

 

a. A topographic map of the site of a scale a scale of 1 inch equaling no more than 100, 

showing at least five-foot contours in residential zones and two-foot contours in the 100 year flood 

prone areas. 

 

b. Generalized soil types in the project area and in the surrounding area, if significantly 

different from the project area. 

 

c. A scaled plan indicating the type and location of existing vegetation, including a written 

statement indicating the approximate size and location of major tree groupings as described in 

Article VI. Aerial and on-site photographs may be used to show vegetation. 

 

d. A preliminary sedimentation control plan shall be submitted indicating the manner by 

which on-site generated sediment will be retained. The plan shall assure that sediment volume 

from the development leaving the property shall not be increased above the level existent prior to 

the beginning of construction activity. 

 

3. A site condition map including: 

 

a. A general location map showing the relationship of the site to such external facilities as 

streets, residential areas, commercial facilities and recreation/open space areas. 

 

b. The location of all existing public streets, rights-of way, easements and other 

reservations of the land in the area of the property in question, means of ingress and egress to all 

such properties, off-street parking, loading and service areas, if any, for or on such properties and 

any screening or buffers on such properties and the nature and type thereof. 

 

c. The location, size and capacity of all existing utilities, including existing fire hydrant 

locations.  

 

d. The location of all water holding or carrying facilities, natural or man-made, including 

creeks, ponds, sinkholes, ditches, culverts, storm sewers, and the direction of surface flow. 

 

4. A dimensional site development plan of professional quality drawn at a suitable scale, but not 

smaller than one inch equals 60 feet. A smaller scale for very large land area (over 40 acres in size) 

may be accepted upon approval of the Planning and Historic Preservation Board showing: 
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a. The name of the person or firm who prepared the plans, the name of the developer, the 

name of the proposed project or development, a north arrow and date. 

 

b. The location of all proposed streets, driveways or other facilities designed to 

accommodate vehicular movement in the development and points of ingress and egress, parking 

areas including the exact number of spaces and loading and service areas (location of dumpsters 

and any utility buildings) and a traffic impact analysis of projected trip generation, including 

methods of circulation for the development. 

 

c. The location and dimensions of all proposed buildings and structures to be included in 

the development:  

 

i. For all development, indicating the gross area of all buildings. 

 

ii. For residential development, indicating the exact number of dwelling units 

classified by numbers of bedrooms (number of one bedroom units, number of two-

bedroom units, etc.). 

 

d. Dimensions of all yard setbacks and open spaces. 

 

e. Location of all open space and recreation areas, planned with attention to their adequacy 

in terms of size and placement, their effect on privacy of adjacent living areas and their relationship 

to community-wide open spaces and recreation facilities. 

 

f. The manner of drainage of the property, showing the manner of drainage of all 

impervious surfaces (including roofs of buildings) and all green areas, including all control devices 

such as storm sewers and retention or detention facilities. 

 

g. The percentage of the site that will be covered by buildings and structures and the 

percentage that will be covered by streets, drives, parking and loading areas. 

 

h. A grading plan including all finished elevations and contours. 

 

i. The exact location of all public use easements. 

 

j. The exact location of all utility services, including connection points to the main systems 

and fire hydrant locations.  

 

k. A landscape plan with written comments from the Town Tree Preservation Committee. 

 

l. A drainage plan including depth dimensions, capacities, cross-section dimensions and 

statement of ratio or percentage of side slope angle of retention or detention facilities. Slope angle 

to depth of facility must meet St. Johns River Water Management District specifications. 

 

m. The size, location and type of all signage. 

 

n. The size, location, orientation, photometrics and intensity of all exterior lighting fixtures 

and devices. 
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o. Architectural elevations of all buildings and structures. 

 

p. A development timetable, if project is to be constructed in phases. 

 

q. A sedimentation plan indicating the manner by which anticipated sediment and debris, 

generated within the confines of the development, will be retained on site (examples: hay bales, 

sediment traps, berms, etc., as appropriate to the situation). 

 

r. Information about the type and location of existing vegetation, including a written 

statement indicating the approximate size and location of major tree groupings and all individual 

trees with a trunk diameter of 12 inches or more at a point 4 ½ feet above ground level. Aerial and 

on- site photographs may be used to show vegetation. 

 

10.02.09(E) 

 

1. Restrictions pertaining to the type and use of existing or proposed improvements, waterways, 

open spaces, building lines, buffer strips and walls, and other restrictions of similar nature, shall 

require the establishment of restrictive covenants and such covenants shall be submitted with the 

Final Site Plan for recordation. 

 

2. Where the development includes private streets, ownership and maintenance association 

documents shall be submitted with the Final Site Plan and the dedication contained on the site plan 

shall clearly indicate the roads and maintenance responsibility to the association without recourse 

to the Town or any other public agency. 

 

3. No man-made lake, pond, and other man-made body of water, excluding retention/detention 

areas shown on the Final Site Plan, shall not be shown as dedicated to the public unless approved 

by the Town. 
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Site Plan Review Standards:  All site plans must meet the following criteria: 

A. Enhance and protect the public health, safety and welfare of the Town of Micanopy. 

 

B. Result in the least possible detrimental impact to the site and surrounding areas and not reduce 

the safety, light or general convenience of neighboring developments. 

 

C. Assure safe and convenient ingress to and egress from the property and internal circulation, 

including access of service and emergency vehicles and design of off-street parking and loading 

areas. 

 

D. Provide safe location and orderly arrangements and spacing of all buildings and structures. 

 

E. Minimize environmental damages caused by needless destruction of natural vegetation and 

natural features on the site. 

 

F. Provide for needed utilities, including fire hydrants, assure that the cost to the public in 

supplying connection points is reasonably minimized, and assure that safe and reasonable traffic 

circulation patterns are provided for garbage trucks and public safety vehicles of all types. 

 

G. Provide means of minimizing unreasonable intrusions of noise, light, odor, dust and other such 

annoyances into the privacy, quiet and habitability of surrounding areas. 

 

H. Assure that external and internal signs comply with the Town’s sign regulations and that 

reasonable measures are taken in their placement and size to eliminate traffic hazards caused by 

sight obstructions in entering, leaving or passing by the area. 

 

I . Assure that external and internal outdoor lighting types and placement do not constitute a hazard 

to traffic and do not unreasonably intrude into the privacy and habitability of surrounding areas. 

 

J. Make reasonable provision for recreation facilities and open space to meet the needs of the 

proposed development, taking advantage of the availability of community open space and 

recreation facilities. 

 

K. Indicate that reasonable consideration has been given to the proximity of public facilities such 

as fire and sheriff's stations, schools and health care facilities and to the desirability of designating 

sites for such facilities within the site. 

 

L. The comments of the owners of adjacent properties and other neighbors of the proposed 

development plan have been taken into account and where reasonable comments have been made, 

the Planning and Historic Preservation Board, at a public hearing, may incorporate any reasonable 

comments into the design of the development plan to decrease any adverse impact the development 

plan may have on adjoining properties and the neighborhood in which it is located. 

 

M. The development plan conforms in all regards with the management plan approved by the St. 

Johns River Water Management District for such basin. 

 

N. The development plan conforms in all regards to the requirements of the Town of Micanopy 

Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan. 

73

Item # 2.



706 NE Cholokka Blvd. 
PO Box 137, Micanopy, FL 32667-0137 

(352) 466-3121 Town Hall (352) 466-4912 Fax  
townhall@micanopytown.com 

 
 
  
Supplemental Staff Analysis – Traffic Conditions on Seminary Avenue 
 
Following the Planning and Historic Preservation Board’s approval of the Final Site Plan, staff requested that 
the Town’s planning consultant, EDA Consultants, review available Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) traffic count data for Seminary Avenue. The purpose of this review was to provide additional context 
regarding existing traffic volumes and roadway capacity in relation to the proposed MACS expansion. The 
following analysis summarizes the findings based on the available FDOT data and standard traffic engineering 
methodologies. 
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1 

 

Traffic Level of Service Analysis 
 

The road network serving the site is currently meeting or exceeding the level of service standards required 

for traffic circulation facilities as provided in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Existing Traffic Volume 

 

According to Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Florida Traffic Online web application, 

existing traffic data (2024) for Seminary Ave. / NW 2nd Ave. is summarized below: 

 

 
 

 

Based on the above data, the average daily traffic on this street is 1,200 trips (AADT).  The estimated 

existing peak hour trips on this roadway is calculated below:  

 

AADT to Peak Hour Conversion  

• Peak Hour = AADT x K factor  

• K factor (FDOT determined) = .095  

• Peak Hour = 1200 x .095 = 114 trips  
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2 

 

 

Comprehensive Plan Level of Service 

 

 
 

FDOT 2023 Multimodal Quality/Level of Service Manual provides peak hour maximum volumes.  The 

most comparable road segment (to Seminary Avenue) is identified below (in red): 

 

 
 

The table above indicates that 780 peak hour trips are the maximum Level of Service (LOS) volume for 

the roadway to operate at LOS C.   

 

Below is a summary of the existing daily traffic volume, peak hour volume and the maximum Level of 

Service C volume for NW Seminary Avenue: 

 

Summary of Existing Traffic Conditions 
on NW Seminary Avenue 

Trips 

AADT  1,200 

Peak Hour  114 

LOS C Max for Peak Hour Trips  780 

 

Summary:  The existing peak hour traffic (114) is approximately 15% of the adopted maximum LOS C 

volume (780).  
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Peak Hour Trip Generation Calculations for Charter School Use 
 

The proposed development will result in the construction of charter school expansion including a 

maximum of 100 additional students. 
 

According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, 12th Edition, a charter school (K-12) 

– ITE Code 538, is estimated to generate 0.83 trips per a.m. peak hour per student, as summarized in the 

ITE worksheet below: 

 

 
 

Calculation: 100 (students) x 0.83 (AM. peak hour trips per student) = 83 AM peak hour trips. 

 

 

Summary of Existing vs. Proposed Traffic Conditions  

 

Existing Conditions  Trips 

AADT  1200 

PM Peak  114 

LOS C Max for Peak Trips  780 
 

Proposed Conditions   Trips 

ITE (Land Use Code 538 Charter School K-12)  Average Rate  0.83 / Student 

New Peak Trips (100 Students) 83 
 

Traffic Conditions Trips 

LOS C Peak Hour Max Trips  780 

Existing Trips  114 

Remaining Capacity 666 

Proposed Project Trips  83 

Balance After development  583 (75% capacity remaining)  
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4 

 

 

Summary:   Based upon the above analysis (from best available data) and an adopted level of service 

standard of "C" with a capacity of 780 peak hour trips, the road network serving the site is anticipated to 

continue to meet or exceed the level of service standard provided in the Comprehensive Plan after adding 

the number of trips associated with the proposed use of the site.  It is estimated that there will be an 

increase in peak hour traffic on this road segment of 83 peak hour trips.  The proposed peak hour trips 

(83), in addition to the existing peak hour trips (114) equate to 197 peak hour trips or 25% of the 

maximum capacity at Comprehensive Plan Level of Service C.   
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