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On Behalf of the 
Applicant:

Zachary W. Lombardo 
Woodward, Pires & Lombardo, P.A.
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Requested 
Amendment

Applying for an amendment to the 
PUD language in Collier County 
Resolution 92-11, as amended, to:
• Add bocce, golf course, 

and playground uses 
for parcel numbers 
50037760004 and 

50037720002
• Add bocce, pickle ball, 

and playground uses to 
the golf course tract 
• Allow for golf cart 

parking consistent with 
PUD standards
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Hideaway
Parcel 

Numbers 
50037760004 

and 
50037720002 
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Hideaway 
Beach 

Golf Course 
Tract
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Amendment Language
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4.03 Permitted Uses and Structures
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4.03 Permitted Uses and Structures (Cont.)
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4.04.09 Off-Street Parking Requirements:
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6.02 Permitted Uses and Structures:
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6.03 Plan Approval Requirements:
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6.07 Minimum Off-Street Parking:
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Adopt Staff and Planning Board 
Recommendation of Approval
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Evaluation Criteria
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• Hideaway’s PUD pre-exists Marco Island 
• Proposed amendment does not change density or cause 

there to be intensities outside of the permitted range of land 
uses already existing

• Consistent with Future Land Use Element Policy 3.2.7

1. Whether the proposed change will be consistent with the goals, 
objectives, and policies and future land use map and the elements 
of the growth management plan

Evaluation Criteria

15



• The existing land use pattern in the area impacted by this 
amendment is residential and residential, recreational 
amenities

2. The existing land use pattern

Evaluation Criteria
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This amendment:
• Does not create a new district
• Does not change district boundaries
• Extends residential, recreational amenity uses 

adjacent to already existing residential, recreational amenity uses

Thus, this amendment will not create an isolated district unrelated to 
adjacent and nearby districts. 

3. The possible creation of an isolated district unrelated to 
adjacent and nearby districts

Evaluation Criteria
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• Existing neighborhood boundaries are illogically drawn in relation 
to the existing conditions

• Existing area in which recreational amenities may be constructed 
is smaller than what was originally planned

• Multiple variances have been granted that found sufficient 
buffering between existing recreational facilities and the nearby 
single-family homes 

(Collier County Resolutions 95-589 and 90-530)

4. Whether existing district boundaries are illogically drawn in 
relation to existing conditions on the property for the proposed 
change

Evaluation Criteria
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Changed conditions make 
the passage of the proposed 
amendment necessary: 
• Hurricane Ian
• Hideaway’s Growth 
• Changing recreational 

amenities market

5. Whether changed or changing 
conditions make the passage of the 
proposed amendment necessary

6. Whether the proposed change will 
adversely influence living conditions in 
the neighborhood

The proposed amendment will 
positively impact the living 
conditions in the 
neighborhood because it will 
allow for an updating of 
recreational amenities

Evaluation Criteria
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• Modifications to existing recreational amenities 
• Hideaway is a gated community
• All roads in the vicinity are private roads
• The facilities serve existing residents

Therefore, Traffic impacts should be negligible.

7. Whether the proposed change will create or excessively increase traffic congestion or create 
types of traffic deemed incompatible with surrounding land uses, because of peak hour 
volumes or projected types of vehicular traffic, including activity during construction phases of 
the development, or otherwise affect public safety

Evaluation Criteria
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8. Whether the proposed change 
will create a drainage problem

• All modifications will be 
subject to site planning for 
review of drainage matters 

• No more than what is 
currently possible

9. Whether the proposed change 
will seriously reduce light and 
air to adjacent areas

Evaluation Criteria
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• No

10. Whether the proposed change will 
adversely affect property values in the 
adjacent area

• Majority of adjacent property 
is already adjacent to 
recreational amenities

• Variances have been 
granted to allow locations 
consistent with all 
amendments for existing 
courts

Evaluation Criteria
11. Whether the proposed change will be a 

deterrent to the improvement or 
development of adjacent property in 
accordance with existing regulations
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• The property owner is an 
association composed of 
all Hideaway owners and 
in that way represents the 
interests of the entire 
neighborhood

12. Whether the proposed change will 
constitute a grant of a special privilege 
to an individual real property owner as 
contrasted with the public welfare

13. Whether there are substantial reasons 
why the property cannot be used in 
accordance with existing zoning

• There is a need for 
additional recreational 
amenities and there are no 
other viable sites given 
current property ownership 
and build out present in the 
Hideaway neighborhood

Evaluation Criteria
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• The existing area in which 
recreational amenities may 
be constructed is smaller 
than what was originally 
planned

14. Whether the change suggested is out 
of scale with the needs of the 
neighborhood or the city 

15. Whether it is impossible to find other 
adequate sites in the city for the 
proposed use in districts already 
permitting such use

• Yes 

Evaluation Criteria
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• The proposed allowable uses are minimal in impact 
compared to the impact of what could otherwise be 
constructed

16. The physical characteristics of the property and the degree of site alteration 
which would be required to make the property usable for any of the range 
of potential uses under the proposed zoning classification 

Evaluation Criteria
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17. The impact of development on the availability of adequate public facilities and 
services consistent with the levels of service adopted in the city comprehensive plan 
and as defined and implemented through the city's adequate public facilities 
ordinance, as amended

• The proposed allowable uses are minimal in impact 
compared to the impact of what could otherwise be 
constructed

Evaluation Criteria
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• The applicant is an elected board of the members of the 
neighborhood that this proposed amendment impacts

• The board, and by extension the neighborhood, believes this 
to be in the best interest of the neighborhood

18.  Such other factors, standards, or criteria that the city 
council shall deem important in the protection of the 
public health, safety, aesthetics, and welfare

Evaluation Criteria
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Questions?
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