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Introduction 

1. Plaintiff/Petitioner, Charlotte C. Weber, individually and 

as Trustee of the Charlotte C. Weber 2001 Revocable Trust (“Plaintiff” 

or “Petitioner”), files this Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive 

Relief and Petition for Writ of Certiorari against 

Respondents/Defendants, Marion County, Florida (the “County”) and 

Golden Ocala Equestrian Land, LLC (“Golden Ocala”). After the 

County approved several land development approvals for Golden 

Ocala in March 2026 allowing a sports facilities complex, Plaintiff 

challenged those in pending legal proceedings, such that the 2026 

land development authorizations are legally ineffective unless and 

until there is judicial approval in the final disposition of the legal 

proceedings.  

2. And yet the County has subsequently approved several 

development permits for Golden Ocala to allow them to start the 

construction of the sports facilities complex, and Golden Ocala has 

commenced with construction activities. The County’s development 

permits and Golden Ocala’s construction activities violate the 

existing authorized land use and zoning for the property.  



Parties, Jurisdiction, and Venue 
 

3. Plaintiff owns real property in Marion County and is 

subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. 

4. Golden Ocala Equestrian Land is an Ohio limited liability 

company that owns the real property that is the subject of this action 

located in Marion County, is engaged in business in Marion County, 

and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court.  

5. The County is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court.  

6. Venue is proper because the real property at issue is 

located in Marion County. 

7. This Court has jurisdiction on Counts I through II as they 

consist of original claims for declaratory relief under Chapter 86, 

Florida Statutes, where the value of the rights and interests on which 

the declaration is sought exceeds $50,000, exclusive of interest, 

attorneys’ fees, and costs. 

Property, Applications, and Approvals 

8. Golden Ocala owns and operates the Golden Ocala World 

Equestrian Center (“WEC”). In 2025, Golden Ocala and its related 

entities submitted several land development applications to the 

County to develop an approximately 250-acre portion of the WEC 



property, which land consists of property within Marion County 

Property Appraiser Parcel Numbers 21081-048-00, and portions of 

21069-007-01, 21081-000001, 21081-001-00, 21087-001-00, 

21087-001-02, 21065-000-00, and 21069-010-03 (the 

“Sports/Entertainment Property”). Golden Ocala’s overall WEC 

property consists of approximately 4,276 acres (the “WEC Property”).  

9. Plaintiff owns real property identified as Marion County 

Property Appraiser Parcel No. 21355-000-00 (the "Weber Property"). 

The Weber Property consists of approximately 4,300 acres that is 

directly adjacent to the Sports/Entertainment Property -- to the 

south of the Sports/Entertainment Property in the image below. 

Plaintiff’s property is an agricultural property on which she operates 

a thoroughbred horse farm. 

10. The applications submitted by Golden Ocala in 2025 were 

a text amendment to the County’s Comprehensive Plan, a map 

amendment to the County’s Future Land Use map, a rezoning 

amendment to the Planned Unit Development zoning for the property, 

and a Development Agreement. Collectively, these applications 

sought to transform the Sports/Entertainment Property from low 

density residential estate properties of at least three (3) acres into a 



high-intensity sports and entertainment complex including softball, 

baseball, football and soccer fields, indoor and outdoor 

stadiums/arenas, and other recreational uses, able to host large-

scale sporting tournaments and concerts.  

11. On March 18, 2026, the County approved the applications. 

The County adopted Ordinance No. 26-09 attached hereto as Exhibit 

“A” (the “Text Amendment”), Ordinance No. 26-10 attached hereto 

as Exhibit “B” (the “Map Amendment”) (collectively the Text 

Amendment and Map Amendment are the “Plan Amendments”), 

Ordinance No. 26-11 and Resolution 26-R-079 attached hereto as 

Exhibit “C” (the “2026 PUD Rezoning”), and the “Development 

Agreement” attached hereto as Exhibit “D” (collectively, the Plan 

Amendments, 2026 PUD Rezoning, and Development Agreement are 

the “Pending 2026 Approvals”). 

12. Under Florida law, all development on property and all 

development orders issued by a local government for property must 

be consistent with the effective Comprehensive Plan and Future Land 

Use map. Fla. Stat. § 163.3194(1)(a). 

13. Under Florida law, the Plan Amendments are not effective 

if they are legally challenged, and do not become effective until the 



state land planning agency or Administration Commission enters a 

final order determining the Plan Amendments to be “in compliance” 

as required by Section 163.3184(1)(b), Florida Statutes.   

14. Until the Plan Amendments are effective, the 2026 PUD 

Rezoning and the Development Agreement are not effective. The 

Development Agreement is also not effective until the 2026 PUD 

Rezoning is effective.  

15. Petitioner filed a legal challenge to the Plan Amendments 

pursuant to Section 163.3184, Florida Statutes, which remains 

pending. See Case No. 26-2036GM, pending in the State of Florida 

Division of Administrative Hearings. 

16. Therefore, until a final legal disposition approving the Plan 

Amendments, the County cannot lawfully issue—and Golden Ocala 

cannot lawfully obtain or perform work pursuant to—any further 

development orders effectuating the development authorized by the 

Plan Amendment and 2026 PUD Rezoning on the 

Sports/Entertainment Property. Rather, any development orders for 

the Sports/Entertainment Property, and any development 

undertaken on the Sports/Entertainment Property, must comply 

with the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use map as it exists 



without the Plan Amendments, and must comply with the previously 

approved Planned Unit Development zoning for the property, rather 

than the 2026 PUD Rezoning. 

17. However, in flagrant disregard of Florida law and the rights 

of the public, Golden Ocala has charged ahead with its development 

of the Sports/Entertainment Property pursuant to the Pending 2026 

Approvals, and the County has willfully cooperated by unlawfully 

issuing permit after permit. 

18. A depiction of the Concept Plan for the 

Sports/Entertainment Property approved by the 2026 PUD Rezoning 

is shown below, and is contained within the attached Exhibit “C”: 



 

19. The 2026 Rezoning Concept Plan shows 11 soccer/flag 

football fields shown to the east of the entrance road, with supporting 

food service, restrooms, and parking, along with designated drainage 

retention areas and other associated improvements.   

20. The prior PUD rezoning applicable to the 

Sports/Entertainment Property was in 2020. Ordinance No. 20-38 is 

attached as Exhibit “E” (the “2020 PUD Rezoning”). That Ordinance 

approved the rezoning petition reflected as Board Agenda Item 3 at 



the December 16, 2020 Board of County Commissioners meeting, 

which is attached as Exhibit “F”. The Concept Plan approved by the 

2020 PUD Rezoning for the Sports/Entertainment Property is within 

Exhibit F and is shown below: 

 

21. Consistent with its applications for the sports facilities 

complex, Golden Ocala had submitted on June 12, 2025 an 

application for a Major Site Plan approval for “Phase 1 of Golden 

Ocala WEC Sports Field Complex Off W Hwy 40 – Soccer Fields 

Complex on East Side of Site – Includes Restroom/Commercial 

(Restaurant & Retail) – Outdoors Speaker Podium, East Restroom 

Building, Maintenance Building, and Storage Building.” 



22. However, the County required Golden Ocala to obtain the 

2026 Pending Approvals before considering the Major Site Plan 

application. 

23. Before the Board of County Commissioners meeting on 

March 18, 2026, Golden Ocala submitted a number of building 

permit applications to the County on March 12, 2026. These 

applications included: 

a. BLDC-26-03-00833 - Sports Field Maintenance Building 

b. BLDC-26-03-00834 – Commercial Accessory Structure – 

Covered Seating – Sports Field Phase 1 

c. BLDC-26-03-00842 - Restroom Building  

d. BLDC-26-03-00843 - Sports Field Covered Storage 

e. BLDC-26-03-00844 – Restaurant Shell 

24. After the Board’s approval of the 2026 Pending Approvals 

on March 18, on April 13, 2026 the County’s Development Review 

Committee unlawfully granted Golden Ocala a waiver to allow the 

issuance of these above-described building permits before the County 

had even reviewed and approved the Major Site Plan required by the 

County’s Land Development Code.  



25. On June 9 and 12, 2026, Golden Ocala submitted Site 

Lighting applications for electrical construction permits under BLDC-

26-06-01448 and BLDC-26-06-01478. 

26. Collectively, BLDC-26-03-00833, BLDC-26-03-00834, 

BLDC-26-03-00842, BLDC-26-03-00844, BLDC-26-03-00843, 

BLDC-26-06-01448 and BLDC-26-06-01478 shall be referred to as 

the “Building Permits.”  

27. However, once the legal challenges to the 2026 Pending 

Approvals were filed on April 17, 2026, the County did not issue the 

Building Permits to Golden Ocala, recognizing it would be unlawful 

to do so.  

28. Golden Ocala was in a rush to proceed with its site 

construction, because it had plans to start with sports activities on 

the sports fields shown in the 2026 PUD Concept Plan as early as 

August 2026.  

29. So Golden Ocala concocted a plan to try to obtain all the 

development approvals and building permits it would need for the 

sports facilities complex and get most of their construction done, 

under the ruse that the development and construction was for the 



“polo field” authorized under the 2020 PUD Rezoning and not the 

sports facilities complex authorized by the 2026 Pending Approvals.  

30. To that end, Golden Ocala merely changed some of the 

nomenclature in its Major Site Plan application and its Building 

Permits to align with the “Polo Field” approval from the 2020 PUD 

Rezoning. 

31. But it was all a sham. The Major Site Plan and Building 

Permits align with the sports facilities complex that was the subject 

of the 2026 Pending Approvals. Golden Ocala intends to proceed with 

its site construction under the guise that it is the “Polo Field” per the 

2020 PUD Rezoning, with plans to quickly pivot and finish off the 

soccer fields if it is successful on the legal challenges to the 2026 

Pending Approvals (which, with appeals, may be several years).  

32. On June 22, 2026, the County’s Development Review 

Committee approved Golden Ocala’s Major Site Plan, which is 

attached hereto as Exhibit “G.” The approved Major Site Plan is the 

same except for a change in nomenclature and overlaying the 

southernmost three fields into one field labeled as “primary polo.” 

Otherwise, the site plan is the same as the 2026 PUD Rezoning 

Concept Plan, as shown below and in Exhibit G. 



 
 

33. Subsequent to the June 22, 2026 Development Review 

Committee approval of the Major Site Plan, the County has approved 

the Building Permits, which align with the Concept Plan approved by 

the 2026 Pending Approvals. Indeed, the electrical lighting permits 

authorize banks of lights and seating where the separations are 

between the southern three soccer fields, which would be in the 

middle of the alleged “Polo Field.” That would certainly be an 

interesting wrinkle in the sport of polo.  

34. Golden Ocala is moving forward with site construction 

which aligns with the 2026 Pending Approvals, not the 2020 PUD 

Rezoning.  



35. Condition 14 of the 2020 PUD Rezoning requires that the 

Board of County Commissioners review the and approve each phase’s 

PUD Master Plan including the final architectural details, 

development phasing, and amenity details. The County and Golden 

Ocala have skipped over this required zoning condition in going 

straight to the Development Review Committee’s Major Site Plan 

approval. The Board has not reviewed or approved a PUD Master Plan 

with final architectural details, development phasing, or amenity 

details as reflected by the approved Major Site Plan.  

36. All conditions precedent have occurred, been waived, or 

would be futile. 

COUNT I – DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF –  
MAJOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL AND BUILDING PERMITS 

VIOLATE PUD REZONING 
(against Marion County and Golden Ocala) 

 
37. Plaintiff restates and incorporates the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 36 as if fully set forth herein. 

38. This is an action against Defendants Marion County and 

Golden Ocala for declaratory and injunctive relief. 



39. The Major Site Plan approval and Building Permits do not 

comply with the 2020 PUD Rezoning. Rather, these development 

orders align with the 2026 PUD Rezoning, which is not yet effective.  

40. Further, the Development Review Committee’s review and 

approval of the Major Site Plan prior to the Board’s review and 

approval required by Condition 14 of the 2020 PUD Rezoning also 

does not comply with the 2020 PUD Rezoning. 

41. It is the position of Plaintiff that because the Major Site 

Plan approval and the Building Permits do not comply with the 2020 

PUD Rezoning, these development orders are unlawful, invalid, and 

null and void.   

42. It is believed to be the position of the County and Golden 

Ocala that the Major Site Plan approval and the Building Permits are 

lawful and comply with the 2020 PUD Rezoning.  

43. As a result of the irreconcilable conflict between the 

positions of Plaintiff and the County/Golden Ocala, there exists a 

bona fide, actual, present, and practical need for a declaration by the 

Court.  



44. The powers, privileges, and rights of Plaintiff, the County, 

and Golden Ocala are dependent upon the facts presented, and the 

law applicable to the facts. 

45. Plaintiff and the County/Golden Ocala have an actual, 

present, adverse, and antagonistic interest in the subject matter of 

this action, in fact and in law. 

46. The antagonistic and adverse interests between Plaintiff 

and the County/Golden Ocala are before this Court by proper 

process in this declaratory action. 

47. The relief sought in this declaratory action is not the mere 

giving of legal advice by the Court or an answer to questions 

propounded from curiosity. 

48. Plaintiff is entitled to supplemental relief pursuant to 

Florida Statutes § 86.061 in the form of a permanent injunction 

preventing Golden Ocala from developing or constructing the 

Sports/Entertainment Property in accordance with the Major Site 

Plan approval and Building Permits, as they violate County zoning 

regulations. 

49. Without injunctive relief, there exists no adequate remedy 

at law, because money damages cannot adequately compensate 



Plaintiff for the negative impacts of this development on the use and 

enjoyment of her property. 

50. Plaintiff will suffer irreparable harm to her agricultural 

horse farm property if Golden Ocala is allowed to develop and 

construct in accordance with these development orders. Plaintiff 

cannot be adequately remedied by monetary compensation for the 

negative impacts this will have on her use and enjoyment of her 

property. 

51. Plaintiff has a clear legal right to an injunction, because 

the Major Site Plan approval and the Building Permits do not comply 

with the 2020 PUD Rezoning, and instead authorize Golden Ocala to 

pursue its development and construction of its sports facilities 

complex pursuant to the 2026 Pending Approvals. 

52. Injunctive relief serves the public interest because the 

public has an interest in the enforcement of zoning regulations and 

the protection of private property rights. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands a judgment entering the 

following relief: 

a) Declaring that the Major Site Plan approval and Building 
Permits are in violation of the 2020 PUD Rezoning; 
 



b) Entering supplemental relief in the form of an injunction 
prohibiting Golden Ocala and any of its successors or assigns 
from developing or constructing the Sports/Entertainment 
Property in accordance with Major Site Plan approval or 
Building Permits; 
 

c) Awarding Plaintiff her costs;  
 
d) Retaining jurisdiction to grant additional, alternative, 

subsequent, coercive, or supplemental relief as may be 
necessary to effectuate the Court’s declaratory ruling and as 
is just under the circumstances. 

 
 

COUNT II – DECLARATORY RELIEF -- SECTION 163.3215  
MAJOR SITE PLAN AND BUILDING PERMITS 

INCONSISTENT WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
(against Marion County) 

 
53. Plaintiff restates and incorporates the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 36 as if fully set forth herein. 

54. This is an action against Defendant Marion County for 

declaratory judgment pursuant to Sections 86.011 and 163.3215, 

Florida Statutes.  

55. Section 163.3215(3) provides as follows: 

Any aggrieved or adversely affected party may maintain a 
de novo action for declaratory, injunctive, or other relief 
against any local government to challenge any decision of 
such local government granting or denying an application 
for, or to prevent such local government from taking any 
action on, a development order, as defined in s.163.3164, 
on the basis that the development order materially alters 
the use or density or intensity of use on a particular piece 



of property, rendering it not consistent with the 
comprehensive plan adopted under this part. . . . 

56. The Major Site Plan approval and Building Permits are 

“development orders” as defined by Section 163.3164.  

57. Plaintiff is an “aggrieved or adversely affected party” 

because Plaintiff is the owner of the property adjacent to the 

Sports/Entertainment Property, such that the Major Site Plan 

approval and Building Permits will adversely affect the use and 

enjoyment of her property in a way that exceeds in degree the effects 

on other persons in the community. Specifically, the increased 

intensity of use and the increased traffic, light, and noise generated 

by the development will unquestionably adversely affect Plaintiff in 

the use and enjoyment of her property—an agricultural use as a 

thoroughbred horse farm—greater than others in the community. 

58. Because the Plan Amendments approved in March 2026 

are not yet effective, the Future Land Use designation for the 

Sports/Entertainment Property is Low Residential. The Low 

Residential land use category is for large lot single-family residential 

uses not to exceed 1 dwelling unit per acre. The use and intensity of 



use of development authorized by the Major Site Plan and Building 

Permits is not consistent with the Low Residential land use category. 

59. It is Plaintiff’s position that the Major Site Plan approval 

and Building Permits materially alter the use and intensity of use of 

the property defined therein in a manner that is inconsistent with the 

existing Low Residential land use category for the property under the 

County’s Comprehensive Plan.  

60. Conversely, it is believed that the County’s position is that 

the Rezoning and Development Agreement are consistent with all of 

the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  

61. Given this dispute, there exists a present controversy as 

to the legality of the Major Site Plan approval and the Building 

Permits, which affects the rights of Plaintiff and County. 

62. There exists a bona fide, actual, and present need to 

resolve the controversy as to whether the Major Site Plan approval 

and Building Permits are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

63. The powers, privileges, and rights of Plaintiff and the 

County are dependent upon the facts presented, and the law 

applicable to the facts. 



64. Plaintiff and the County have an actual, present, adverse, 

and antagonistic interest in the subject matter of this action, in fact 

and in law. 

65. The antagonistic and adverse interests of Plaintiff and the 

County are before this Court by proper process in this declaratory 

action. 

66. The relief sought in this declaratory action is not the mere 

giving of legal advice by the Court or an answer to questions 

propounded from curiosity. 

67. Plaintiff has retained the services of the undersigned 

counsel and is obligated to pay them a reasonable fee for their 

professional services. Plaintiff is entitled to recover those fees from 

the County pursuant to Section 163.3215(8)(c), Florida Statutes. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands a judgment entering the 

following relief: 

a) Declaring that the Major Site Plan approval and Building 
Permits materially alter the use and intensity of the property 
in a manner that is inconsistent with the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan and, therefore, are invalid and unlawful 
and violate Sections 163.3215 and Sections 163.3194, 
Florida Statutes;  
 

b) Awarding Plaintiff her costs and attorneys’ fees pursuant to 
Section 163.3215(8)(c), plus interest thereon;  



 
c) Retaining jurisdiction to grant additional, alternative, 

subsequent, coercive, or supplemental relief as may be 
necessary to effectuate the Court’s declaratory ruling and as 
is just under the circumstances. 

 

COUNT III - PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

68. This petition is filed in the alternative and seeks issuance 

of a writ of certiorari directed to the County quashing the Major Site 

Plan approval. 

Basis for Invoking Jurisdiction 

69. It is the position of Petitioner that the Development Review 

Committee’s approval of the Major Site Plan is not quasi-judicial 

action that is subject to this Court’s certiorari jurisdiction. See W. 

Villagers for Responsible Gov’t, Inc. v. City of North Port, 429 So. 3d 

562, 566 (Fla. 2d DCA 2025). It is the position of Petitioner that its 

claims against the Major Site Plan approval are properly brought as 

declaratory judgment claims as set forth above. 

70. However, because of the 30-day jurisdictional certiorari 

deadline, Petitioner files this petition for writ of certiorari to invoke 

this Court’s certiorari jurisdiction in an abundance of caution, 

should the Court determine that the Development Review 



Committee’s approval of the Major Site Plan is properly reviewable 

under the Court’s certiorari jurisdiction.  

71. Should the Court determine that the Development Review 

Committee’s Major Site Plan approval is properly reviewable by 

petition for writ of certiorari, Petitioner requests leave to amend to 

supplement this Petition. 

Standing 

72. To establish standing, Petitioner must show “a legally 

recognizable interest which is or will be affected by the action of the 

zoning authority in question.” Renard v. Dade Cnty., 261 So. 2d 832, 

837 (Fla. 1972). Such an interest must be “a definite interest 

exceeding the general interest in community good share[d] in 

common with all citizens.” Id.  

73. Courts consider the following factors in evaluating 

whether a party has standing: (i) the proximity of the party’s property 

to the rezoned property at issue; (ii) the character of the 

neighborhood; (iii) the type of change proposed; and (iv) whether the 

party is among those entitled to receive notice of the application 

under the zoning regulations. Id. 



74. Petitioner has standing. Petitioner owns real property in 

the County, identified as Marion County Property Appraiser Parcel 

No. 21355-000-00 (the "Weber Property"). The Weber Property 

consists of approximately 4,300 acres that is directly adjacent to the 

Sports/Entertainment Property, south of the Sports/Entertainment 

Property.  

75. Petitioner’s use and enjoyment of her property—as a rural, 

agricultural property used as a horse farm—will be adversely affected 

by the traffic, lights, and noise generated by the high-intensity 

development authorized by the Rezoning. Further, the Rezoning is 

not compatible with the character of the Weber Property, which is an 

agricultural property located within the Farmland Preservation Area 

and designated as Rural Land in the County's Future Land Use Map.  

76. Petitioner has standing due to the proximity of the Weber 

Property to the Sports/Entertainment Property (directly adjacent), 

and the character of use of her property (rural, agricultural) 

compared to the high-intensity proposed development of the 

Sports/Entertainment Property. Renard, 261 So. 2d at 837. 

77. Petitioner, through her representative Frank Gelinas, 

submitted comments to the Development Review Committee at the 



June 22, 2026 meeting, objecting to any permits being issued while 

the legal challenges to the 2026 Pending Approvals are ongoing.  

Statement of Facts 

 

78. Petitioner incorporates the allegations of Paragraphs 1 

through 36 above as if fully set forth herein, including the Exhibits 

identified therein, which Petitioner relies on for her appendix to this 

Petition. 

Argument 
 

Standard of Review 
 

79. The local government’s quasi-judicial decision is reviewed 

to determine “(1) whether procedural due process was accorded, (2) 

whether the essential requirements of law were observed, and (3) 

whether the administrative findings and judgments are supported 

by competent substantial evidence.” Miami-Dade Cnty. v. 

Omnipoint Holdings, Inc., 863 So. 2d 195, 199 (Fla. 2003) (emphasis 

supplied). This “first-tier” level of review is not discretionary, “but 

rather is a matter of right and is akin in many respects to a plenary 

appeal.” Broward County v. G.B.V. Intl., Ltd., 787 So. 2d 838, 843 

(Fla. 2001). If the Court finds that the decision failed to satisfy any 

one of the three prongs, then the Court must quash the approval. 



See, e.g., id. at 846 (providing that on remand the court must quash 

the county’s denial unless the county showed competent substantial 

evidence in the record to support the denial). 

I. The Development Review Committee Departed from The 
Essential Requirements of Law By Approving the Major 
Site Plan When It Does Not Comply with the 2020 PUD 
Rezoning and There Was No Compliance with Condition 
14 of the 2020 PUD Rezoning. 
 

80. A government entity departs from the essential 

requirements of law when it fails to apply the correct law. Haines City 

Cmty. Dev. v. Heggs, 658 So. 2d 523, 530 (Fla. 1995); Surf Works, 

L.L.C. v. City of Jacksonville Beach, 230 So. 3d 925, 927 (Fla. 1st DCA 

2017). Where the local government fails to apply all of the relevant 

provisions of its zoning regulations, it departs from the essential 

requirements of law, requiring the denial to be quashed. Surf Works, 

230 So. 3d at 930–32. 

81. The 2020 PUD Rezoning is a County zoning regulation that 

applies to the Sports/Entertainment Property. The Development 

Review Committee failed to apply the 2020 PUD Rezoning to the 

Major Site Plan approval, by approving a Major Site Plan that does 

not comply with the 2020 PUD Rezoning, and by not first requiring 

that Condition 14 of the 2020 PUD Rezoning be met.  



82. Accordingly, the approval of the Major Site Plan departs 

from the essential requirements of law, and must be quashed.  

 

********************************** 
 
 

 

JURY TRIAL DEMAND 

 A JURY TRIAL IS HEREBY DEMANDED ON ALL ISSUES SO 

TRIABLE. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CIVIL DIVISION 
 

CHARLOTTE C. WEBER, Individually 
and as Trustee of the CHARLOTTE C.  
WEBER 2001 REVOCABLE TRUST,  
  
     CASE NO.: 
 Petitioners/Plaintiffs,  
     COUNT III IS A PETITION 

v. FILED PURSUANT TO 
FLORIDA RULE OF   

GOLDEN OCALA EQUESTRIAN  APPELLATE PROCEDURE 
LAND, LLC      9.100(f)  
        
and 
 
MARION COUNTY, 
FLORIDA 
 
 Respondents/Defendants.    
      / 

 
EXHIBIT G 

 
TO 

 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

AND PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI  
 

 
i Due to filing size limitations, only Exhibits A-F could be attached to this 
complaint. Therefore, Plaintiff will file Exhibit G separately when Plaintiff’s 
receives a case number.  
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