
Community Meeting – Tatra Residential Project

2050 Tatra St, Oviedo, FL 32765

Seminole County, Florida

St. Luke’s Church & School

2021 W. State Rd. 426, Oviedo, FL 32765

April 21, 2026

6:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. Meeting

Attendees: Chris Leppert (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Michael Ghobrial (Kimley-Horn and Associates)

Jordon Munizzi (Geo-Technology Associates)

Patricia Sidlik (Community Member)

Matt Roberts (Community Member)

Larry Jordan (Community Member)

Clay Archey (Community Member)

Kelly Coyle (Community Member)

LaDonna Rossow (Community Member)

Steve Lehenbauer (Community Member)

Chris: Introduction and Purpose of the Meeting

- Follow up community meeting was held in response to feedback from the prior meeting.
- Applicant stated that the prior meeting satisfied Seminole County’s community meeting.

requirement but elected to hold an additional meeting to address outstanding questions.
- Purpose was to provide updated information on the rezoning request, review submitted

materials, and document community questions and concerns.

Chris: Presented Project and Rezoning Overview

- Requested rezoning from A 1 (Agricultural) to R 3A (Residential).
- Property designated MDR (Medium Density Residential) on Seminole County Future

Land Use Map.
- 3A zoning allows a maximum of 10 dwelling units per net buildable acre.



- Conceptual development plan presented illustrating approximately 70 attached townhome
units on 7 developable acres.

- Applicant emphasized the plan is conceptual only and represents a maximum density /
worst case scenario, not a final design.

Chris: Application Status and Schedule

- Initial community meeting held: February 27, 2026.
- Latest rezoning submittal to Seminole County: March 30, 2026.
- Anticipated Planning & Zoning hearing: June 3, 2026 (tentative).
- Anticipated Board of County Commissioners hearing: July 14, 2026 (tentative).
- Dates are estimated and subject to county scheduling.

Chris: Technical Studies and Documents Submitted

- Rezoning application and fees.
- Boundary and topographic survey.
- Environmental review identifying wetlands on the north and south portions of the

property.
- Conceptual development plan.

Chris: Environmental and Stormwater Discussion

- Wetlands were identified on the northern and southern portions of the site.
- Development is proposed outside the wetland areas.
- Wetland impacts would require mitigation in accordance with Florida and Seminole

County regulations.
- Portions of the site are identified as within a county-mapped floodplain (not FEMA-

designated).
- Floodplain mitigation would require:

a. Raising finished floor elevations above the floodplain
b. Providing compensating storage to prevent off-site impacts
c. Proposed compensating storage areas are conceptual and intended to handle

stormwater and floodplain requirements.

Open Floor/Questions & Comments

1. Was the prior community meeting notice incorrectly dated, and does that affect
compliance?



Response: Seminole County’s requirement is that a community meeting be held at least 20
calendar days prior to a scheduled public hearing. The meeting did occur within that
timeframe. County staff did not indicate the date discrepancy invalidated the meeting.

2. Where are wetlands located on the site?
Response: Wetlands were identified on the north and south portions of the property.
Development is proposed outside these areas. Any wetland impact would require
mitigation per state and county regulations.

3. Will wetlands be mitigated or removed?
Response: Any wetland impacts would require mitigation in accordance with County and
State regulations.

4. Are floodplains present, and how will floodplain impacts be handled?
Response: Portions of the site are within a county mapped floodplain (not
FEMA designated). Buildings must be constructed above flood elevations, and
compensating storage will be required to prevent off site impacts.

5. Is compensating storage required for wetlands?
Response: Compensating storage is required for floodplain impacts, not specifically for
wetlands, though design considerations may overlap.

6. How will stormwater be managed, and where will drainage flow?
Response: Stormwater will be managed on site through improved retention and
compensating storage areas. The project will be designed to ensure no adverse off site
runoff impacts.

7. Is the site plan final?
Response: No. The plan is conceptual and intended to demonstrate what could be
developed under R 3A zoning. Final design occurs after rezoning approval.

8. Why show 70 units instead of fewer units?
Response: The plan demonstrates the maximum density allowed to avoid presenting a
lower density that could later be increased.

9. What product type is proposed (townhomes vs apartments)?
Response: The conceptual plan shows attached townhomes, potentially two story. R 3A
zoning does not allow apartment style density without additional rezoning.

10. Is the project proposing apartments?



Response: No. Apartment-style density would require a different zoning classification
(R 4).

11. Can more units be added later through final engineering?
Response: No increase in units beyond the allowed density is permitted without a new
rezoning application and public review process.

12. Could the property be rezoned again in the future?
Response: Any property may be rezoned in the future; however, doing so would require a
new application, community meetings, and hearings before Planning & Zoning and the
BCC.

13. Traffic concerns on Chapman Road and surrounding roadways
Response: A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) would be required following rezoning
approval. Any off site improvements identified (turn lanes, signal timing, roadway
modifications) must be completed prior to development.

14. Can developers pay fees instead of completing required traffic improvements?
Response: No. Identified traffic improvements must be constructed; they cannot be
bypassed through concurrency payments.

15. Will turn lanes or signal improvements be required?
Response: This will be determined through the Traffic Impact Analysis during site
development review.

16. What is the concern regarding Tatra Street right of way width?
Response: County staff indicated a 50 foot right of way may be required. The project
survey currently shows approximately 40–42 feet. This issue is under review and awaiting
county direction.

17. Will sidewalks be required along Tatra Street or Chapman Road?
Response: Sidewalk requirements are typically evaluated during site development review
and may be included as conditions of approval.

18. Where does stormwater drain today?
Response: The site is a split drainage basin with water flowing both north and south via
existing culverts, ditches, and pipes.

19. Will fill impact neighboring properties?



Response: Stormwater systems and compensating storage will be designed to prevent off-
site impacts.

20. What standards determine flood modeling?
Response: Seminole County standards using 10, 25, and 100 year storm events.

21. How were neighbors notified of the meeting?
Response: The notification radius is determined by Seminole County based on property
size. Notices were sent per county requirements.

22. Why request R 3A instead of other zoning types?
Response: R 3A is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and avoids a plan
amendment.

23. Will meeting materials and information be emailed to residents?
Response: Yes. Meeting materials and follow up information will be distributed via email.

24. When and where can residents provide further public comment?
Response: Residents may provide public comment at both the Planning & Zoning hearing
and the Board of County Commissioners hearing.

25. What happens if county staff does not support the application?
Response: The applicant may request placement on the Planning & Zoning agenda;
however, approval without staff support is less likely. Withdrawal is an option to avoid
denial.

26. Is a variance being requested for right of way width?
Response: No formal variance requested at this time; the issue is under staff review.

27. Is county staff present at community meetings?
Response: County staff typically participate at public hearings (P&Z and BCC), not at
community meetings.

Meeting Conclusion - Thanked attendees for their time and input, acknowledged community
concerns, and stated that follow-up correspondence would be provided.
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