
 

A G E N D A  

ORMOND BEACH PLANNING BOARD 

Regular Meeting 

February 10, 2011   7:00 PM 

City Commission Chambers 
22 South Beach Street 
Ormond Beach, FL 

 
PURSUANT TO SECTION 286.0105, FLORIDA STATUTES, IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO `APPEAL ANY DECISION MADE BY THE 
PLANNING BOARD WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER CONSIDERED AT THIS PUBLIC MEETING, THAT PERSON WILL NEED A 
RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS AND FOR SUCH PURPOSE, SAID PERSON MAY NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM 
RECORD OF THE PROCEEDING IS MADE, INCLUDING THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE UPON WHICH THE APPEAL IS TO BE 
BASED. 

 
PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY, SUCH AS A VISION, HEARING OR SPEECH IMPAIRMENT, OR PERSONS NEEDING OTHER 
TYPES OF ASSISTANCE, AND WHO WISH TO ATTEND CITY COMMISSION MEETINGS OR ANY OTHER BOARD OR COMMITTEE 
MEETING MAY CONTACT THE CITY CLERK IN WRITING, OR MAY CALL 677-0311 FOR INFORMATION REGARDING AVAILABLE 
AIDS AND SERVICES. 

I. ROLL CALL 

II. INVOCATION 

III. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

IV. NOTICE REGARDING ADJOURNMENT  
THE PLANNING BOARD WILL NOT HEAR NEW ITEMS AFTER 10:00 PM UNLESS AUTHORIZED BY A 
MAJORITY VOTE OF THE BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT.  ITEMS WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN HEARD 
BEFORE 10:00 PM MAY BE CONTINUED TO THE FOLLOWING THURSDAY OR TO THE NEXT REGULAR 
MEETING, AS DETERMINED BY AFFIRMATIVE VOTE OF THE MAJORITY OF THE BOARD MEMBERS 
PRESENT (PER PLANNING BOARD RULES OF PROCEDURE, SECTION 2.7). 

V. APPROVAL OF JANUARY 13, 2011 MEETING MINUTES   

VI. PLANNING DIRECTOR'S REPORT  

VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS   

A. LDC 11-01: Tuscany (IL Villaggio) Planned Residential Development 
Amendment: 

This is a request by Paul F. Holub, Jr., Managing Member of Villaggio Investors 
LLC, for a Planned Residential Development (PRD) amendment to modify the 
required recreational amenities of the Tuscany (also known as Il Villaggio) 
subdivision.   
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B. LDC 11-12: Mobility Fees – Land Development Code Amendment: 
An administrative to amend the Land Development Code as follows:  

1. Chapter 1, General Adminstration, Article IV, Schedule of Development 
Review and Impact Fees, Section 1-26, currently Reserved, amended to 
Mobility Fees; 

2. Chapter 1, General Adminstration, Article IV, Schedule of Development 
Review and Impact Fees, Section 1-27, Impact Fees; 

3. Chapter 1, General Adminstration, Article V, Concurrency Management, 
Section 1-32, Criteria for Determining Capacity; 

to establish a mobility fee for all developments located within a ½ mile corridor of 
US 1, A1A and S40 which are designated Transportation Concurrency Exception 
Areas.  Mobility fees are authorized and pursuant to the City’s adopted mobility 
strategy and 2025 Comprehensive Plan. Mobility fees shall replace concurrency 
and shall be in lieu of transportation impact fees.  

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS 

IX. MEMBER COMMENTS 

X. ADJOURNMENT       



MINUTES

ORMOND BEACH PLANNING BOARD

Regular Meeting

January 13,2011 7:00 PM

City Commission Chambers
22 South Beach Street
Ormond Beach, FL 32174

PURSUANT TO SECTION 286.0105, FLORIDA STATUTES, IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY
DECISION MADE BY THE PLANNING BOARD WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER CONSIDERED AT THIS
PUBLIC MEETING, THAT PERSON WILL NEED A RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS AND FOR SUCH PURPOSE,
SAID PERSON MAY NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE PROCEEDING IS MADE, IN
CLUDING THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE UPON WHICH THE APPEAL IS TO BE BASED.

PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY, SUCH AS A VISION, HEARING OR SPEECH IMPAIRMENT, OR PERSONS
NEEDING OTHER TYPES OF ASSISTANCE, AND WHO WISH TO ATTEND CITY COMMISSION MEETINGS OR
ANY OTHER BOARD OR COMMITTEE MEETING MAY CONTACT THE CITY CLERI<. IN WRITING, OR MAY
CALL 677-0311 FOR INFORMATION REGARDING AVAILABLE AIDS AND SERVICES.

I. ROLLCALL

Members Present

Patricia Behnke
Harold Briley
Lewis Heaster
Alan Jorczak
Rita Press
Doug Thomas
Doug Wigley

Staff Present

Randal Hayes, City Attorney
S. Laureen Kornel, AICP, Senior Planner
Becky Weedo, AICP, Senior Planner
Chris Jarrell, Recording Technician

II. ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS

A. Election of Chair and Vice Chair

Mrs. Behnke made a motion to elect Alan Jorczak as Chair of the Planning Board; Mrs. Press
seconded the motion. The motion was denied by a 4-3 vote.

Mr. Wigley made a motion to nominate Doug Thomas as Chair of the Planning Board. The
motion was seconded and passed by a vote of 5-2.

Mr. Wigley made a motion to elect Al Jorczak as Vice Chair of the Planning Board. The
motion was seconded by Mr. Briley and passed by unanimous vote.

OIIO/PB



Ormond Beach Planning Board Minutes
Page 2

January 13,2011

B. Adoption of Rules and Procedures

C. Adoption of the Calendar and Submittal Deadlines

Mr. Jorczak made a motion to accept the Rules of Procedure, as presented, and to adopt the 2011
calendar and submittal deadlines. Mr. Wigley seconded the motion, which was approved by a
6-0 vote of the Board. Mr. Heaster abstained, noting that he was not a board member at that time.

III. INVOCATION

Mr. Wigley led the invocation.

IV. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

V. NOTICE REGARDING ADJOURNMENT

NEW ITEMS WILL NOT BE HEARD BY THE PLANNING BOARD AFTER 10:00 PM UNLESS AUTHORIZED BY A
MAJORITY VOTE OF THE BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT. ITEMS WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN HEARD BEFORE 10:00
PM MAY BE CONTINUED TO THE FOLLOWING THURSDAY OR TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING, AS
DETERMINED BY AFFIRMATIVE VOTE OF THE MAJORITY OF THE BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT (PER PLANNING
BOARD RULES OF PROCEDURE, SECTION 2.7).

VI. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

The minutes of the December 9, 2010 Planning Board meeting were unanimously approved, as
presented.

VII. PLANNING DIRECTOR'S REPORT

Ms. Komel reported that Planning Director Goss had asked that she inform the Board that staff
anticipated receiving the Notice of Intent for the E.A.R.-Based remedial amendments from the
Department of Community Affairs on or about January 18th

. She added that the Board could
expect to hear the mobility fee item in February.

VIII. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. LDC 11-014: Land Development Code Amendment - Certificate of Appropriateness
Criteria

Ms. Komel said that the proposed amendment was in response to the question first raised in July,
2010, by the Historic Landmark Preservation Board (HLPB) regarding cost of fees required to
process a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA). She explained that subsequent discussions then
evolved to include discussions about requiring COAs for projects involving less substantial
alterations, as well as for COAs now required for demolitions of properties built prior to
January 1, 1950.

Ms. Komel said that at the request of the HLPB, staff completed a review of LDC §2-71 and
invited the owners of all locally designated propeliies to participate in the discussions, several

Oill/PB



Ormond Beach Planning Board Minutes
Page 3

January 13,2011

workshops and the tentatively-scheduled public hearings. She reported that the discussions with
the pmiicipating citizens and the HLPB resulted in the general consensus that the cost of the
COAs for Landmark property owners was both umeasonable and unnecessary in cases where the
exterior appearance was not being significantly altered, where like material was to replace like
material and for routine maintenance (particularly when the cost of processing the COA
exceeded the cost of an alteration). She pointed out that requiring unnecessary COAs was a
disincentive to property owners and not the intent ofLDC §2-71.

Ms. Komel advised that additionally, the participants felt that properties historic only by age (i.e.,
built prior to January 1, 1950) should not be required to obtain a COA for demolition. She noted
that this was a shift in Board philosophy; the HLPB a few years earlier wanted implementation of
the regulations to be quite stringent, and that the change was perhaps a reaction to the cunent
economic downturn.

Ms. Komel showed slides to illustrate the certificates of appropriate that had required processing
during her tenure with the City.

Mr. Jorczak said that in reviewing past HLPB minutes he had noted much discussion regarding
the implementation of the 1950 age threshold and that some Board members had thought that an
earlier date such as 1940 or earlier might be appropriate. Mr. Jorczak recalled that the 1950 date
had resulted following staff review of the city's properties and questioned whether staff had any
idea of the number of properties within in each 10-year time period that might be considered
architecturally significant. He said that the minutes indicated some sense that the 1950 date might
be too late and could result in more homes being affected by the regulation.

Ms. Komel agreed that each added year resulted in more homes required to be reviewed, even if
not in an historic district. In response to Mr. Jorczak, she explained that the 1950 date had been
established prior to her tenure, but that research indicated that most of the structures for which
COAs for demolitions had been issued were built prior to 1925-1930; therefore, changing the
1950 date would not be of much help in reducing the amount of COAs for demolition required.
In addition, she explained, the 1950 date threshold would capture homes of architectural
significance built between 1940 and 1950 (not designated as historic landmarks or within the
Lincoln Avenue Overlay District), that could potentially be demolished without a COA. She said
that the end result was the staff recommendation to retain the 1950 date, but with some level of
staff discretion to review for requests by propeliy owners of historically noteworthy properties.

Mr. Briley recalled that the Code used to require that any structure 75 years or older be deemed
historic. He said that both staff and the Planning Board recognized the existence of buildings not
quite 75 years old (even in the Lincoln Avenue Overlay District) that the HLPB thought to be
historic. He said that they had also recognized that the 1950 date would bring in homes in areas
such as Ellinor Village, built in the late 1940s, but not deemed historic in nature. He stated that
he was comfOliable with the change because it exempted homes that are not contributing
historically, even by retaining the 1950 date requirement.

Ms. Komel said that the reason the 1950 date threshold was not eliminated as recommended by
the Historic Landmark Preservation Board was that there were properties, e.g. the Rose Villa,
that should undergo review by the Board should the owners decide to demolish them. She
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explained that because the Rose Villa was not a Landmark property and not in the Lincoln
Avenue Overlay District, no COA would be required for demolition. She pointed out that the
amendment was also intended to address the COAs that were now required in order to allow a
simple roof replacement or removal of a tree (e.g., 61 Lincoln Avenue). She clarified for Mr.
Briley that the cun'ent language ("any movement of earth") had in the past necessitated that the
owners obtain a COA for an alteration, such as tree removal.

Ms. Kome1 detailed examples of COAs that had been processed in the past, but which would not
require COAs if the amendment were approved, including the replacement of a fence with little
change, replacement of a boardwalk at 1 North Beach Street with a similar boardwalk, those with
no change in exterior appearance, several roof replacements with like materials, and replacement
of a monument at 56 North Beach Street with a nearly identical sign. She added that the kinds of
examples for which the HLPB would continue to want oversight by means of certificates of
appropriateness were:

~ Replacement of the coquina wall with a wood fence at 173 South Beach Street
(necessitated by both safety and cost issues)

~ Removal of a door and replacement of windows

~ Garden projects, such as that at The Casements/Rockefeller Gardens

Reiterating that most COAs required for demolitions were for homes built prior to 1925, she said
that the cost of $724 had been an added burden and noted that some projects were county
initiated projects through a housing program to replace the homes.

Ms. Komel summarized that the proposed amendments included a definition for the purpose of
certificates of appropriateness and a list of exempt routine maintenance, such as repair and
installation activities, for alterations where the exterior appearance was not being significantly
altered, in situations where like materials are being used to replace like materials. She reminded
the Board that the HLPB also wanted to exempt derelict properties not considered historically
noteworthy from having to obtain a COA for demolition. She also pointed out that the
maintenance section had been relocated into the COA section ofthe Code and a section regarding
unsafe structures had been added per HLPB recommendation in order to provide the chief
building official with the authority to appropriately exempt certain propeliies from the COA
process for purposes of demolition, resulting from e.g., a fire or flood. She assured the Board
members that the original intent of the regulations remained unchanged and that the
recommendations of the Historic Landmark Preservation Board had been unanimous. She also
noted that although it had been reviewed in depth by the HLPB, the Planning Board was charged
reviewing amendments to the Land Development Code. She said that subsequent public hearings
before the City Commission were tentatively scheduled for February 1st and 15th

.

In response to Mr. Heaster, Ms. Komel explained that a significant change, such as the fencing
and gate added at 253 John Anderson, would continue to need a COA, because it did not
previously exist.

Mrs. Press opined that requiring certificates of appropriateness for minor improvements in the
past could have discouraged people from fixing up their homes because ofthe expense involved.
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Ms. Kornel concuned, but pointed out also that the intent of historic districts and landmark
properties was to protect the historic resources within the city, the intent of LDC §2-71. She said
she had compiled a list of advantages for designating historic properties, which she was willing
to share. She responded to Mrs. Press' concern that historic designation might deter potential
buyers by pointing out that there were tax incentives and exemptions available for such
properties.

Mr. Briley recalled that historic properties had to be in an active historic district in order to take
advantage of such incentives, but that the owners could not significantly change their properties.

Ms. Kornel pointed out that the Landmark list was voluntary and that some owners believed the
designation added value to their homes at the time of sale.

Mrs. Press agreed that it was impOliant to maintain and restore certain areas of the city, but
expressed concern that the section dealing with demolition by neglect seemed to indicate
regulation of the interior of such structures.

Ms. Kornel assured the Board that the city regulated neither the interior of a dwelling, nor did it
regulate the exterior color. She agreed to clarify the language in that section of the amendment if
necessary, since Ms. Behnke said she could not vote for the amendment as written.

Mr. Jorczak thought that allowing some staff discretion in lieu of stringent restrictions for
changes in excess of 50% of reconstruction for homes built before 1950, not on the Landmark list
or in an historic district, was a good thing. He asked if staff had ever compiled a list of homes
not on the Landmark list that were considered architecturally significant.

Ms. Kornel recalled that a Master Site File had been completed in 1986, which contained
information on every structure in the city built prior to 1950, but was unaware of any study that
was devoted to other propeliies of architectural significance.

Chair Thomas questioned the way the city had determined the $724 fee for certificates of
appropriateness, noting that that each municipality had a different fee structure.

The planning depmiment staff established the fee based on the staff time and costs of processing
the COAs, Ms. Kornel advised, but pointed out that it did not completely cover all associated
costs. She said that the major pOliion of the cost was related to required legal advertisement.

Chair Thomas acknowledged Mrs. Press' concern that the cost of the permit could deter people
from improving their historic properties.

Ms. Kornel indicated that the city could not afford to process such applications without some
cost sharing and felt that a fee reduction was neither prudent nor likely. She concuned with Mr.
Briley that the HLPB had considered the issue, but had voted not to change the fee.

Replying to Mrs. Press, Ms. Kornel explained that whether or not a CGA for a repair would be
required would depend upon the nature of the project. She said that under the revised regulations
a minor alteration would not require a COA, but that a significant change would. She clarified
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also that the 1950 date threshold applied only in cases of demolition, not for alterations; a house
built before 1950 and not historically significant, would not need a COA to remove an exterior
porch, only to demolish it. She noted that the language presented to the Board had not included
the word exterior, but assured the Board that it would be added before the amendment went to
the City Commission for approval.

Chair Thomas opened the meeting to public comment; there was none.

Mr. Jorczak made a motion to adopt LDC 11-014, with staff clarification of language to
ensure no required review of the interior of historic structures.

Mr. Briley seconded the motion, which was approved by unanimous vote of the Board.

Chair Thomas declared the public hearing to be closed.

B. LDC 11-015: Land Development Code Amendment - Non-Emergency Medical Transport
Conditional Use

Ms. Kornel said that the proposed amendment for a conditional use resulted from a citizen
request to provide non-emergency medical transport services, a use not addressed in the city's
Land Development Code (LDC).

While the Code does provide for a Taxi Barn use as a Special Exception in the B-5 zoning
district, Ms. Kornel advised, medical transport differs from that use because it services people
with handicaps, illness, injury or who are otherwise incapacitated, making typical transportation
by bus, car, or taxi impractical. She said that staff recognized that there would be an increasing
need for such medical transport services, given the growing aging population. She stated that the
I-I (Light Industrial) zoning classification was appropriate because the use would require
overnight parking and because the I-I districts throughout the city are generally removed from
residential areas (generally along US 1 and along the railroad tracks). She said that such
businesses could be anticipated to operate during regular business hours.

Ms. Kornel stated that the amendment included a definition as well as criteria, and that staff was
asking that the Planning Board recommend that the City Commission approve the LDC
amendment. The City Commission was scheduled to hear the request on February 1st and
February 15th

, she advised.

In response to Ms. Behnke, Ms. Korne1 confilmed that the amendment had been initiated by
someone who would be establishing a medical transport business in Ormond Beach.

Ms. Behnke questioned whether the vehicles would be equipped with lights and sirens; she
pointed out that the request was for non-emergency transport.

Mr. Alan Rabin, 19 Choctaw Trail, stated that he currently owned SuperMed, a business that
provides non-medical equipment in the area and which owned a warehouse in the complex at 880
Airport Road, an I-I zoned area. He confirmed that the service was for non-emergency transport
and advised that his van drivers were not allowed to touch the individuals they transported.
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Mr. Briley questioned whether the employees would be using the vehicles as their primary
transport, i.e., taking the cars or vans to their homes when not working.

Ms. Behnke asked how the drivers were able to get the clients into the conveyances when they
were not allowed to touch them.

Mr. Rabin said that they were able to move their wheelchairs. He noted that they had less
flexibility in their transport services than they did for their medical equipment business. He also
confirmed that they were competitive with the business offered by Votran, but that they were able
to transport a stretcher, whereas Votran could not. He advised Mrs. Press that the vans had lifts
and were all ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) approved.

Mr. Wigley repeated Mr. Briley's question regarding the ability of employees to take the vehicles
home at night.

Mr. Rabin stated that the transport vans would remain on the business propeliy at night, but said
that they had other vehicles that employees took home.

Mr. Briley cautioned Mr. Rabin that there was a city ordinance addressing commercial vehicles
being parked in residential driveways.

Mr. Rabin said that he paid for the fuel and for insurance, and therefore prefened that the
employees not take the transpOli vehicles home.

Mrs. Press concuned and noted that commercially lettered vehicles were not allowed to be
parked in residential areas ovemight.

Chair Thomas pointed out that it would be a code enforcement issue if the business vehicles were
taken home at night and not a coneem for the Planning Board. Since the request was essentially
for a medical taxi-cab business, i.e., a vehicle for hire, Mr. Thomas asked if the amendment was
designed to limit the use to a certain zoning district.

Ms. Komel responded that staff wanted it specifically identified as a conditional use in the Code,
since there was cunently no category in the LDC to allow the use.

Chair Thomas pointed out that there was also nothing in the Code that said it could not be done
and stated that he did not feel that the amendment was necessary.

City Attomey Hayes explained that everyone, including staff, was better served with having as
much specificity in the Code regulations as possible, rather than not addressing non-permitted or
undescribed uses. He said that the added detail precluded staff from having to address the
question through some nebulous process. From a use perspective, Mr. Hayes said, all lawful
regulatory uses should be prescribed in the Code as tools for planning staff. He also pointed out
that any concerns of route origination could be addressed in the development order.

Mr. Briley agreed, noting that cab barns were also allowed in the B-5, whereas the proposed non
emergency medical transpOli use was not.
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Ms. Kamel stated that overnight commercial-type parking, as also allowed in the B-5 zoning
district, had more potential for conflicts with abutting residential areas; therefore staff thought it
more appropriate to limit the use to areas industrial in nature.

Ms. Behnke reiterated her desire that the regulation specifically prohibit emergency lights and
sirens.

Mr. Briley made a motion to recommend approval of LDC 11-015, per Board comments
and concerns to be addressed by staff prior to the City Commission hearings.

Mrs. Press seconded the motion.

Ms. Jarrell called the vote:

Harold Briley

Pat Behnke

Doug Wigley

Al Jorczak

Lewis Heaster

Rita Press

Chair Thomas

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

The motion was approved by a 6-1 vote. Chair Thomas stated his belief that the amendment
was unnecessary.

C. LDC 11-007: Land Development Code Amendment - Highest Roof Elevation of Structures
On Docks; and Exception to Permitting Requirements for Single-Family
Docks

Ms. Weedo stated that the amendment would raise the highest point of the roof of any boathouse
or similar structure from 12 feet above the water level at mean high tide to 15 feet, and to add
language to simplify the permit process for single-family residential docks not in aquatic
preserves. The purpose, she explained, is to correct a clearance issue and to provide a greater
flexibility in design and construction of boathouses and similar structures.

Ms. Weedo said that reviewers typically check the engineered drawings to make sure that the
height from the mean high water line (MHWL) to the highest point of the structure meets the
requirements of the Land Development Code (LDC). She added that such structures built on an
Outstanding Florida Water (Class III) are required by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) to have a 3-foot elevated platform, which reduces the available clearance to
5'6". She said that in an aquatic preserve, the FDEP requires a 5-foot elevated platform, further
reducing the clearance to 3'6". She said that the proposed amendment to raise the height limit
for these structures would result in a 6'6" clearance and would resolve the issue.
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The amendment would also provide language, Ms. Weedo stated, to provide an exception to
permitting requirements for dock projects eligible for consent by rule by the Florida Department
Environmental Protection and to simplifY the permit process for single-family docks not located
in aquatic preserves. She explained that cunently, all applicants obtaining city permits for dock
projects must also obtain a letter of consent from the FDEP, even for DEP-exempt projects, a
step not required by DEP standards. She said that it would simplifY the pelmit process for dock
projects already considered consent by rule (projects not required to have a pelmit or written
authorization).

Ms. Weedo repOlied that planning staff was recommending that the Planning Board recommend
approval of the proposed amendment and said that the item was expected to be heard by the City
Commission on Februmy 15 and March 1,2011.

Mr. Heaster felt that the additional clearance would help in stuations when the water level was
raised, pmiiculariy in times of low pressure areas. He thought that it would also help protect
propeliy, since it would allow the lifts to be raised.

Chair Thomas agreed, noting that it was not uncommon for the boat T-tops to be damaged
because of boats being jammed against the upper structure. He suggested that the amendment
allow the height of the roof structure to be raised to 18 feet, rather than 15 feet, and asked if there
was any known reason not to do so. He also noted that newer boats were larger.

Ms. Behnke said that whether or not it was a valid argument, she understood that it was to fmiher
prevent shadowing of sea grass. She did not think that the 18-foot suggestion was unreasonable.

In response to Mr. Jorczak, Ms. Weedo said that she believed the rationale for the 15-foot limt
was to provide only what it would take to fix the problem, which it appeared to do

Chair Thomas that amending the height to 18 feet now would preclude the need to raise it again
later and explained that he was simply looking out for the interests of the citizens of Ormond
Beach. He pointed out that per the comparison charts provided, Ormond's height regulation was
among the lowest, while the adjacent municipality allowed the highest height. He also noted that
many newer boathouse roofs were flat, with seating areas on top.

Mr. Jorczak answered Mr. Thomas' question, saying that the Army Corp of Engineers controlled
only the length of the structure and the coverage over the water. He agreed that changing the
amendment to allow a height of 18 feet was reasonable, and made a motion to accept LDC 11
007, raising the proposed IS-foot limit to 18 feet from water level at mean high tide.

Mr. Briley seconded the motion.

Ms. Jarrell called the vote:

Doug Wigley Yes

Pat Behnke Yes

Al Jorczak Yes

Lewis Heaster Yes
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Yes

No

Yes
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The motion was approved by a 6-1 vote.

IX. OTHER BUSINESS

There was no other business to be discussed.

X. MEMBER COMMENTS

Mr. Briley thanked the Chair for welcoming him to the Board and said he was looking forward to
working with everyone.

Chair Thomas also welcomed Mr. Heaster to the Board, who echoed Mr. Briley's comments.

The other board members concurred.

Mr. Jorczak asked staff if they could provide an update of the current status of all open proj ects
at the next meeting.

XI. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjoumed 8:05 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

S. Laureen Komel, AICP, Senior Planner
ATTEST:

Doug Thomas, Chair

Minutes transcribed by Betty Ruger
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STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning 
 

DATE: February 2, 2011 

SUBJECT: 
Tuscany (IL Villaggio) Planned Residential Development 
Amendment 

APPLICANT: Paul F. Holub, Jr., Managing Member of Villaggio Investors LLC 

NUMBER: 11-01 

PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, Senior Planner 
 
INTRODUCTION:  
This is a request by Paul F. Holub, Jr., Managing Member of Villaggio Investors 
LLC, for a Planned Residential Development (PRD) amendment to modify the 
required recreational amenities of the Tuscany (also known as Il Villaggio) 
subdivision.  The Planned Residential Development and plat Ordinance approved a 
pool and clubhouse to be located along the Granada Boulevard frontage of the 
subdivision. 
The proposed application seeks to eliminate the pool and clubhouse and allow, at a 
minimum, the construction of a pocket park as the recreational facility.  The 
application seeks to allow the Tuscany (Il Villaggio) subdivision Home Owners 
Association (HOA) to select the exact type of recreational facility by majority vote 
with the construction to be completed prior to the Certificate of Occupancy of the 
31st home of the subdivision.   The application is solely for the subdivision 
recreational improvements and no other amendments are proposed.  
Zoning and Adjacent Land Uses 
The adjacent land uses and zoning classifications are illustrated in the following 
table: 

 
Current Land Uses 

Future Land Use 
Designation Zoning 

North Breakaway Trails 
subdivision 

“Open 
Space/Conservation”/ 

“Low Density 
Residential” 

R-3 (Single-Family 
Medium Density) – 

Development of Regional 
Impact 

South Vacant Land Daytona Beach Daytona Beach 
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Current Land Uses Future Land Use 

Designation 
Zoning 

East Indian Springs 
Subdivision 

“Open 
Space/Conservation”/ 

“Low Density 
Residential” 

R-3 (Single-Family 
Medium Density)  

West Breakaway Trails 
subdivision 

“Open 
Space/Conservation”/ 

“Low Density 
Residential” 

R-3 (Single-Family 
Medium Density) – 

Development of Regional 
Impact 

BACKGROUND: 
The subject property is currently designated as “Open Space/Conservation” and 
“Low Density Residential” and on the City’s Future Land Use Map (FLUM) and is 
classified as R-3 (Single-Family Medium Density) with a Planned Residential 
Development Overlay on the City’s Official Zoning Map.  The subdivision is located 
west of the Indian Springs subdivision and east of the Breakaway Trails subdivision 
entrance.   The recreational amenity area is located along the eastern side of the 
entrance of the subdivision along Granada Boulevard. 
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On February 18, 2003, the City Commission approved Resolution 2003-17 (see 
Exhibit C) that authorized a development order for the Tuscany PRD which 
permitted 53 single-family homes on 23.87 acres (2.22 units per acre).  The 
subdivision was approved as a Planned Residential Development (PRD) Overlay 
based on a desire to reduce the lot widths under 75’, the R-3 lot width minimum.   
The lots abutting Breakaway Trails were approved at 75’ in width and 155’ in depth.  
The remaining 31 lots were approved at 55’ in width by 135’ to145’ in depth.  As part 
of the PRD Overlay district certain improvements were required, such as a minimum 
amount of recreational facilities.  The developer at the time proposed a clubhouse 
(1,700+/- square feet) and a pool to be located outside the gated subdivision, along 
Granada Boulevard.   
July 20, 2004, the City Commission approved Ordinance 2004-30 (see Exhibit D) 
that approved the final plat for the subdivision.  As part of the review process, the 
developer requested a deferral of the construction of the recreational improvements 
until a certain number of lots had sold to generate income for the project and the 
funds for the improvements.  The Ordinance contained the following condition 

“The applicant and staff have agreed to defer the construction of the 
clubhouse and entry pavers until the 30th building permit. The purpose 
of allowing the clubhouse to be deferred is so that construction traffic 
does not impact the pavers and to allow the subdivision to be partially 
built to utilize the clubhouse facilities. No building permits will be 
issued after the 30th unless the clubhouse is under construction.” 
 

The Site Plan Review Committee approved the final subdivision construction plans 
on March 10, 2005.  The developer completed the subdivision improvements in 
November of 2006 and the construction of individual single-family homes began.  To 
date, there are 12 single-family homes constructed on the 53 lots.  Of the remaining 
41 vacant lots, the applicant owns 39 lots. 
In 2010, the orginial subdivision developer went bankrupt.  The bank then sold the 
remaining block of 39 lots to the Villagio Investors, LLC, represented by Mr. Holub.   
On November 2, 2010, the applicant applied to modify the subdivision recreational 
requirements.  Planning staff required a community meeting with the lot owners of 
the Tuscany subdivision that occurred on December 14, 2010.   
At the community meeting, the applicant provided a summary of the subdivision 
history and why the amendment was desired.  The applicant expressed concern that 
the required improvements were never bonded and that the plat Ordinance was not 
recorded with the Volusia County Clerk of the Court.  There was much discussion of 
who would be responsible for the construction of the clubhouse/pool and the 
maintenance costs once constructed.  The applicant has maintained a position that 
they are not the master developer of the subdivision and that they only purchased 
the 39 lots which could be sold to 39 different individuals.   
The majority of individuals in attendance favored an alternative recreational amenity 
other than the clubhouse/pool.  There was at least one lot owner who desires to see 
the clubhouse/pool constructed per the approved plans.  This lot owner believes that 
the clubhouse/pool is the responsibility to the applicant as the master developer.  At 
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the community meeting it was not clear who would be responsible for the cost of 
construction of the clubhouse/pool. Several lot owners expressed concern that the 
clubhouse/pool is located outside the gated portion of the subdivision and would not 
be secured for only subdivision residents.  Another concern was the operating 
expenses, including insurance, once the clubhouse/pool was constructed.   
The resolution of the meeting was that the final decision for the exact recreational 
amenity should be deferred until there were additional homeowners in the 
subdivision who could conduct a majority vote.  The applicant suggested that a 
minimum a pocket park be required, with the HOA voting for final improvement once 
there are additional homeowners.  
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The application seeks to delete the clubhouse and pool requirement of the PRD and 
provide an alternative form of recreational amenities.  The amendment seeks to 
construct at a minimum a pocket park (walking trail, benches, pavilion) as the 
recreational amenity.   The amendment seeks to allow the Tuscany HOA to make a 
final determination as the project builds out, with a final vote on or before the 
issuance of the 31st Certificate of Occupancy.   
ANALYSIS:        
Section 2-35.A. of the Land Development Code states: 

“The purpose of the Planned Residential Development (PRD) classification is 
to provide more flexibility with regard to land use, density and dimensional 
standards, and other requirements of this Code, to encourage developments 
that incorporate innovative concepts of site planning, coordinated 
architectural and functional design, higher level of amenities, increased 
amounts of open space, recreation and landscaping, and a better living 
environment overall.” 

The PRD requires additional project attributes above and beyond found in typical 
residential zoning classifications. 
Section 2-35.H.3, Chapter 2, Article II states, “Thirty (30) square feet of indoor 
recreation floor area, including exercise rooms, all-purpose space, dining areas and similar 
uses shall be provided for each dwelling unit, unless waived by the City Commission and 
replaced at a minimum as provided below: 

a. Subdivisions of 200 dwelling units or less may provide, at a minimum, an 
additional 30 square feet per unit of outdoor active recreation space in 
compliance with this Section in lieu of the indoor recreation floor area 
requirement. 

b. Subdivisions that do not provide indoor recreational facilities are not eligible for 
park and recreation impact fee credits. 

c. The open space and/or additional outdoor facilities must be compatible with 
adjacent properties and the recreational facilities must be consistent with the 
needs of the project. 
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d. The Development Review Board and City Commission determine, after 
reviewing the proposed development plan, that the preservation of natural 
resources and/or provision of additional recreation facilities is appropriate and 
that indoor recreational facilities can be waived.” 

Section 2-35.H.4, Chapter 2, Article II of the Land Development Code states,  
“Sixty (60) square feet of outdoor active recreation space (exclusive of 
parking, landscaping, retention/detention ponds and other site features), 
including pools, pool decks, shuffleboard courts, tennis courts, and fishing 
piers and similar uses, shall be provided for each dwelling unit. Impact fee 
credits for any specific outdoor recreation site shall be limited to three 
hundred (300) dwelling units.” 

Based on a transfer of the indoor recreational area (30 square feet) and the required 
outdoor recreation area (60 square feet), a total of 90 square feet of recreational 
area would be required per lot.  The total area of recreational area required would 
be 4,770 square feet.  The Land Development Code does not state the exact type of 
recreational facilities are required and a wide range of facilities, including walking 
trails, pavilions, tennis courts, basketball courts, and tot lots have been utilized by 
previous subdivisions.   
It is important to note that the pool and clubhouse concept was not a City Land 
Development Code requirement in terms of the facility type.  The Land Development 
Code requirement is that some type of recreational facility be provided for the 
subdivision residents and the pool and clubhouse was selected by the original 
developer. 
OPTIONS:   
On January 7, 2011, the City Attorney’s office provided staff a memorandum (see 
Exhibit E) that stated based on the information known to date, that the Villaggio 
Investors, LLC “is in fact the successor in interest the development rights under the 
PRD an Impact Fee Reimbursement & Joint Participation Agreement”.  In summary, 
the applicant has the right to amend the PRD Development Order.  The following 
options for this application exist: 

1. Deny the request to amend the Development Order and require the 
clubhouse/pool improvement prior to issuance of the 31st building permit for a 
new single-family home.   
As stated previously, staff is aware of a few property owners who desire to 
see the clubhouse/pool constructed (See EXHIBIT F for objections to the 
amendment).  Based on the information provided by the objecting lot owners, 
there are 6 lot owners that object to the request.  One can argue that existing 
lot owners purchased lots and or homes with the expectation of a future 
clubhouse/pool.  Based on the known information the applicant would be 
responsible for the construction cost with the HOA responsible for the 
maintenance and insurance. 
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2. Amend the PRD to require a pocket park to be constructed at a minimum, 
with the HOA voting for final improvement once there are additional 
homeowners. 
This option (see Exhibit “A”) was the consensus of the community meeting.  
This option provides a minimum level of recreational improvement with the 
provision that the HOA can provide a final determination with additional 
residents.  Staff would suggest if this option is selected that the 
improvements be reviewed and approved by the Site Plan Review 
Committee.  The applicant has provided affidavits from 48 of the 53 lot 
owners (See Exhibit G) desiring to change the recreational amenity 
requirements. It appears that 3 lot owners that signed the affidavits have 
changed their position as indicated in Exhibit F, reducing the number of lot 
owners in favor of the request to 45, 6 against and 2 lot owners who have not 
responded.  The pocket park concept is similar to what other small 
subdivisions have utilized.  The Creekside subdivision of 65 lots as a similar 
pocket park concept.      

3. Require some other form of recreational improvement.   
The Land Development Code only mandates the square footage of area 
devoted to a recreational use.  The Land Development Code does not detail 
what types of recreational facilities are to be provided and the choices can be 
far ranging.   One example would be to require a pool without the clubhouse. 

There are certain criteria that must be evaluated before a Planned Business 
Development amendment can be approved.  According to Chapter 1, Article I, 
Section 1-15.C.3 of the Land Development Code, the Planning Board shall consider 
the following when making its decision: 
1. The proposed development conforms to the standards and requirements of 

this Code and will not create undue crowding beyond the conditions 
normally permitted in the zoning district, or adversely affect the public 
health, safety, welfare or quality of life.   
The application pertains only to the subdivision recreation amenity. Staff believes 
that each option will not create undue crowding beyond the conditions normally 
permitted in the zoning district, or adversely affect the public health, safety, 
welfare or quality of life.            

2. The proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
The subdivision development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as 
determined in 2004.  This amendment maintains the consistency and seeks to 
define the type of recreational facilities required of the subdivision.   
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3. The proposed development will not adversely impact environmentally 
sensitive lands or natural resources, including but not limited to water 
bodies, wetlands, xeric communities, wildlife habitats, endangered or 
threatened plants and animal species or species of special concern, 
wellfields, and individual wells. 
The recreation area was designed with the subdivision and will not adversely 
impact environmentally sensitive lands or natural resources. 

4. The proposed use will not substantially or permanently depreciate the 
value of surrounding property; create a nuisance; or deprive adjoining 
properties of adequate light and air; create excessive noise, odor, glare, or 
visual impacts on the neighborhood and adjoining properties. 
The area designated for recreational use is located at the entrance of the 
subdivision and will not negatively impact the surrounding subdivisions of 
Breakaway Trails or Indian Springs.  Recreational activities often create value for 
the subdivision and assist in creating a common gathering area.        

5. There are adequate public facilities to serve the development, including but 
not limited to roads, sidewalks, bike paths, potable water, wastewater 
treatment, drainage, fire and police safety, parks and recreation facilities, 
schools, and playgrounds. 
There are adequate public facilities to serve the recreation area including water, 
wastewater, roads, public safety, and stormwater.                

6. Ingress and egress to the property and traffic patterns are designed to 
protect and promote motorized vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle safety and 
convenience, allow for desirable traffic flow and control, and provide 
adequate access in case of fire or catastrophe. This finding shall be based 
on a traffic report where available, prepared by a qualified traffic 
consultant, engineer or planner which details the anticipated or projected 
effect of the project on adjacent roads and the impact on public safety. 
The amendment will not negatively impact public roadways and there is no traffic 
capacity issues related to this request.       

7. The proposed development is functional in the use of space and 
aesthetically acceptable. 
The clubhouse/pool as a recreational amenity was proposed by the original 
developer to further what was developed as a unique community.  The 
community was designed with an architectural and streetscape theme exceeded 
the PRD requirements.  Over the last six years a number of factors have led to a 
slow absorption rate of the lots being sold.  The recreational amenity vision of 
the current applicant and a majority of the lot owners is not the same as the 
original developer, which led to the amendment.  The Land Development Code 
requires a recreational area and allows the developer to choose the facilities.  
Any option listed above would meet this requirement. 
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8. The proposed development provides for the safety of occupants and 
visitors. 
The proposed uses will not impact the safety of the project’s occupants and 
visitors.           

9. The proposed use of materials and architectural features will not adversely 
impact the neighborhood and aesthetics of the area. 
Any materials or buildings would be required by the established architectural 
design standards.             

10. The testimony provided at public hearings. 
This application has not been heard and no public testimony has been provided.   

RECOMMENDATION:  
It is expected that the application will be reviewed by the City Commission on March 
15, 2011 (1st reading) and April 5, 2011 (2nd reading).   Staff has reached the 
following conclusions regarding the application: 

1. The Land Development Code requires a certain area requirement for on-site 
recreation areas.  For this subdivision, that area required is 4,770 square 
feet.  The Land Development Code does not require one type of recreational 
facility over another and it is the applicant’s responsibility to select the 
recreational attribute. 

2. The applicant owns the majority of subdivision lots with 39.  The applicant 
bought the 39 lots with the knowledge of the requirement of the 
clubhouse/pool condition.  The applicant preformed the required subdivision 
neighborhood meeting where the pocket park concept was favored.   

3. It is the City’s position that the applicant is the master developer of the 
subdivision and has the ability to amend the PRD with review by the 
Planning Board and approval by the City Commission.  The applicant has 
maintained that they are not the master developer for the subdivision. 

It is staff’s recommendation that the Tuscany PRD Development Order be amended 
to delete the clubhouse/pool requirement and approved the applicant’s request as 
attached in Exhibit “A”, subject to the final approval of the City’s Site Plan Review 
Committee. 
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VIA U.S. MAIL

Steven Spraker, Chief Planner
City of Ormond Beach
Planning Department
22 South Beach St.
Ormond Beach, FL32174
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DEVELOPMENT

December 28, 2010

RE,

Dear Steven:

Planned Development Order - Major - Tuscany PRD - Amendment

I would like to thank both you and Rick Goss for attending the community meeting last
week regarding the above captioned request. I believe that the community meeting was
positive and resulted in some alternative proposals that may be acceptable to both staff and
the home - lot owners.

Ai; you may be aware, the only vocal opponent of the communities desire to eliminate the
pool and clubhouse was Greg Oakwood of 79 Apian Way.

During the community meeting, it was suggested that since the current residents consist of
only twelve (12) homes that some form of a pocket park recreational facility be funded into
the Tuscany HOA reserves. The ultimate decision on specifically what improvements will
be built would be decided upon when the community is more established with additional
homes constructed and occupied.

Accordingly, I would like to propose that the following amendment be reviewed by Staff
and then forwarded for consideration at the next available Planning Board and the City
Commission meetings:

"'The Tuscany Board of Directors and majority vote of the HOA requests that the pool
and clubhouse (recreational facilities) be waived and that the existing Parcel F (Common
Area Tract F - Drainage and Maintenance) shall remain as undeveloped open space
until such time as thirty-one (31) homes are constructed and occupied within the
Tuscany Development."

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAl- CUSTOM luXURY HOMES CONSTFlUCTlON SITE DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT PROPERTIES

PO BOX 7300e6 ORMOND BEACH • FLORIDA 32173-0066 VOiCE 386.677.7617 • FAX 366.677.7630 - EMAIL HOLUBDEV@AOL.COM



"Subsequent to completion and occupancy of the thirty-first (31") home, the Tuscany
ROA shall call a vote of all members to determine what type of recreational facility shall
be constructed. The majority vote of the ROA members shall determine the type of
recreational facility and the appropriate assessment for the same."

"Upon approval by the City Commission of the requested amendment herein, Villaggio
Investors, LLC shall place a total of $7,800 into the reserve account of the Tuscany ROA
to be set aside as a minimum guarantee for construction of a pocket park. Upon
selection of the recreational facilities by the majority vote of the ROA and the
assessment to each of the home and lot owners, Villaggio Investors, LLC shall receive a
credit of $7,800 towards any additional special assessment on lots owned by Villaggio
Investors, LLC that may be due as a result of a special assessment that is in excess of $200
per lot".

Stephen, this proposed resolution achieves (i) that the City of Ormond Beach receives a
guaranty that there are funds available to construct a pocket park in the future as the
minimum recreational facility (iO removes the inequitable burden upon the thirty-first (31'~

homeowner to construct the recreational facility, (iii) provides clarification to aU future
home and lot purchasers and (iiii) allows for the subdivision to be built out and provides
for the majority of "homeowners" rather than lot owners to determine what type of
recreational facility is truly desired by the neighborhood.

Please contact me if you would like to further discuss the enclosed.

With kind regards I remain.

Sincerely,

-T ''--~-~

pll F. Holub, Jr.
Managing Member

. Inves C

c: File
c: Jeffrey C. Sweet, Esquire
c: Mike Pyle, Esquire
c: ViUaggio Investors, LLC



Exhibit B 
 

Site Map  
Subdivision Plan 

Pictures 
 

 
 
 



LOCATION  MAP
Tuscany (Il Villaggio) PRD Amendment

Breakaway Trails Subdivision

Granada Boulevard
Tuscany (Il 
Villaggio) 

Subdivision Location of 
recreational area

Indian 
Springs

------W.Granada.8Ivd.(-S"~".40)-W.Granada.6"'(j.(S,R,.40)-------. -

(!)
.

• • .". .

.. ,,~



Tuscany Subdivision

Location of 
recreational area



Subdivision 
Entrance

Recreational 
Area



Recreation Area



Exhibit C 
 

Planned Residential 
Development 

Resolution 
 

 
 
 



02/28/2003 06:42
Instrument # 2003-046242
Book: 5024
Page: 43:1.0

RESOLUTION NO. 2003-17

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION AND
ISSUANCE OF A DEVELOPMENT ORDER FOR A PLANNED
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT TO BE KNOWN AS
"TUSCANY" AND TO BE LOCATED ON A 23.87 ACRE SITE
LOCATED ON WEST GRANADA BOULEVARD TO THE
WEST OF THE INDIAN SPRINGS SUBDIVISION AND EAST
OF THE BREAKAWAY TRAILS SUBDIVISION;
ESTABLISHING CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL; AND
SETTING FORTH AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, subsection 6.04(D)(17) of the Land Development Code requires all

planned residential developments in the R-3, Single-Family Medium Density District to be

processed in accordance with the procedures established by Section 10.04 of the Land

Development Code, and

WHEREAS, the applicant and contract purchaser, Vince Viscomi, President of

Viscomi Hansard, Inc., with the consent of the property owner Consolidated-Tomoka Land

Company, request approval of a planned residential development to be known as "Tuscany" and

to be located on a 23.87 acre site located on West Granada Boulevard to the west of the Indian

Springs Subdivision and east of the BreakawayTrails Subdivision, and

WHEREAS, the application for approval of the said project included all items

required by subsection 10.04(1)(2) of the Land Development Code, and

WHEREAS, the Development Review Board has conducted a public hearing on

the said request and has submitted its recommendation to the CityCommission, and

WHEREAS, the City Commission has also held a public hearing on the said

request, and

WHEREAS, the City Commission has considered the following:
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The report and recommendations of the Development Review Board;

The report and recommendations of the Site Plan Review Committee; and

The comments of govermnental agencies, utility corporations and
individuals, as received, and

WHEREAS, based upon all of the foregoing and in consideration thereof, the

City Commission finds that:

"!T"'i
NT"'i
on (1)
I!)"!

IIti (2)

.::.:Ql
OIJl (3)
Oltl
07lCl.

(a) The proposed development is expressly provided for in the R-3 (Single
Family Medium Density) zoning district through the Planned Residential
Development process, and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the
Land Development Code and all elements of the Comprehensive Plan;

(b) The proposed development will not create undue crowding beyond the
conditions normally permitted in the R-3 (Single-Family Medium Density)
zoning district, or adversely affect the public health, safety, welfare or
quality oflife;

(c) Public facilities, such as streets, sidewalks, bikepaths, water, sewer, fire or
police protection, parks, schools, playgrounds and transportation will not
be unduly burdened and are adequate to serve the proposed development;

(d) The proposed development will not substantially or permanently
depreciate the value of surrounding property, create a nuisance, or deprive
adjoining properties of adequate light and air;

(e) The proposed development will not adversely affect the natural
environment, natural resources or scenic beauty, nor cause pollution by the
emission of smoke, noise, odor, dust, vibrations, fumes or any other form
of pollution which poses a threat to the health and welfare of the
neighborhood, as determined by the City Commission based on
substantial, competent evidence presented;

(f) Ingress and egress to the property and traffic patterns are designed to
protect and promote motorized vehicle and pedestrianlbicycle safety and
convenience, allow for desirable traffic flow and control, and provide
adequate access in case of fire or catastrophe; and
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BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF

ORMOND BEACH, FLORIDA, THAT:

u ..

~Ql

OIJl
OtCicoo..

(g) The proposed development is reasonably compatible with surrounding
uses of the R-3 (Single-Family Medium Density) district in its function
and the type and amount of traffic expected to be generated, now therefore

SECTION ONE. The Mayor and the City Manager are hereby authorized and

directed to execute and issue a Development Order for a planned residential development to be

known as "Tuscany" and to be located on a 23.87 acre site located on West Granada Boulevard to

the west of the Indian Springs Subdivision and to the east of the Breakaway Trails Subdivision,

on that real property described in the Development Order, a copy of which is attached hereto and

incorporated herein by reference.

SECTION TWO. The applicant shall henceforth submit preliminary and final

plats in accordance with the standards and procedures of Section 10.04 and Article XVII of the

Land Development Code.

SECTION THREE. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its

adoption.

APPROVED AND AUTHENTICATED, this 18th day of February, 2003.

FRE COSTELLO
Mayor

ATTEST:

~~-~~;-7-
VERONICA PATTERSON
City Clerk
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CERTIFICATE

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF VOLUSIA
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH

I, Veronica Patterson, City Clerk of the City of Ormond Beach, Florida, do hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true, correct and complete copy of Resolution No.
2003-17 as the same appears of record at City Hall, City of Ormond Beach,
Florida.

Dated this 24th day of February 2003.

SEAL·

. "'~._.

'~"~"':">"- •..- '-

....

< J~~/::/
~"">.---

VERONICA PATTERSON
City Clerk
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH, FLORIDA
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INRE:

BEFORE THE
CITY COMMISSION

OF THE
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH

Application of Vincent Viscomi, President of
Viscomi Hansard, Inc.
PRD-02-67
"Tuscany"
West Granada Boulevard - west of the Indian Springs Subdivision and
east of the Breakaway Trails Subdivision

DEVELOPMENT ORDER

This matter having come on for public hearing before the City Commission of the
City of Ormond Beach, Florida, on February 18, 2003, and the City Commission having
considered those items as required by Section 1.09(B) of the Land Development Code, and
having heard testimony and evidence from all affected persons, the City Commission hereby
finds that:

a. The proposed development is expressly provided for in the R-3 (Single-
Family Medium Density) zoning district through the Planned Residential Development process,
and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Land Development Code and all elements of
the Comprehensive Plan;

b. The proposed development will not create undue crowding beyond the
conditions normally permitted in the R-3 (Single-Family Medium Density) zoning district, or
adversely affect the public health, safety, welfare or quality of life;

c. Public facilities, such as streets, sidewalks, bikepaths, water, sewer, fire or
police protection, parks, schools, playgrounds and transportation will not be unduly burdened and
are adequate to serve the proposed development;

d. The proposed development will not substantially or permanently
depreciate the value of surrounding property, create a nuisance, or deprive adjoining properties of
adequate light and air;
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e. The proposed development will not adversely affect the natural
environment, natural resources or scenic beauty, nor cause pollution by the emission of smoke,
noise, odor, dust, vibrations, fumes or any other fOlID of pollution which poses a threat to the
health and welfare of the neighborhood, as detennined by the City Commission based on
substantial, competent evidence presented;

f. Ingress and egress to the property and traffic patterns are designed to
protect and promote motorized vehicle and pedestrianlbicycle safety and convenience, allow for
desirable traffic flow and control, and provide adeqnate access in case of fire or catastrophe; and

g. The proposed development is reasonably compatible with surrounding
uses of the R-3 (Single-Family Medinm Density) district in its function and the type and amount
of traffic expected to be generated, now therefore

Thereupon and in consideration thereof, the City Commission hereby orders

that:

A. The application of Viscomi, President of Viscomi Hansard, Inc., for a
Development Order for a planned residential development to be known as "Tuscany" and to be
located on a 23.87 acre site located on West Granada Boulevard to the west of the Indian Springs
Subdivision and east of the Breakaway Trails Subdivision on that real property described and
generally depicted in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, is hereby
granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. All applicable provisions of the Land Development Code shall be
complied with at all times, such provisions being incorporated herein by reference and hereby
specifically made a part of this Development Order;

2. The applicant shall be allowed to develop a total of fifty-three (53)
lots for single-family homes on 23.87 acres for a gross density of 2.22 units per acre, the (22) lots
abutting the Breakaway Trails subdivision shall be 75.0' Wide and 140' deep, and the remaining
thirty-one (31) lots shall be allowed to have a reduced lot size of 55.0' wide and 135' to 145'
deep;

3. The applicant shall submit a Preliminary Plat displaying a full site
plan including architectural elevations, parking and required landscaping for approval by the City
Commission;
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development;

4.

5.

6.

The applicant shall submit a conceptual rendering of the

The clubhouse building shall be Mediterranean in style;

Decorative pavement is required at the front entrance of the

7. There shall be a minimum twenty (20') landscaping buffer to
consist of one (I) tree for every thirty (30) linear feet, a continuous hedge, and a wood fence
along the northern property boundary, abutting the Breakaway Trails subdivision, the existing on
site trees within the landscape buffer shall be credited towards the tree requirement; and

8. The City shall vacate its interest in Old Tomoka Road right-of-way
adjacent to the proposed development and the applicant shall provide a utility easement to the
City and a stormwater drainage easement to the Breakaway Trails Homeowners' Association as
part of the final plat approval.

B. The final plans for the proposed development project shall be consistent
with the provisions of this Development Order and the plans depicted in Exhibit "B" hereto;
provided, however, that the said plans shall be amended as necessary in order to achieve such
consistency.

C. No material change shall be made to the final plans for the proposed
development project without further review by the Development Review Board and approval by
the City Commission in accordance with the procedures for the approval of this Development
Order.

D. There shall be no site preparation including clearing, filling, dredging or
excavation, nor shall any construction begin until the [mal plans are approved and a subdivision
plat has been approved by the City Commission and recorded in the public records.

E. If a final plat has not been recorded within eighteen (18) months from the
date of City Commission approval which date is August 18,2004, the PRD Development Order
shall lapse and be of no further effect. If the fmal plan approval lapses under the provisions of
Section 1O.04(K)(3) of the Land Development Code, the City Commission shall file a Notice of
Final Plan Revocation.
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F. In the event a Code Enforcement Officer subsequently determines there to
be any violation of this Development Order, such Officer shall promptly present such
determination to the Special Master for hearing.

G. This Development Order shall be recorded in the public records of Volusia
County, Florida, at the expense of Vincent Viscomi, President of Viscomi Hansard, Inc., the
contract purchaser, and be binding upon Vincent Viscomi, President of Viscomi Hansard, Inc.,
the contract purchaser, and Consolidated-Tomoka Land Company, the property owner, and its
successors and assigns, and shall run with the real property described and generally depicted in
Exhibit "A" (Parcel ill No. 4126-00-00-0130) attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

ORDERED this 18th day ofFebruary, 2003.

CITY COMMISSION
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH

..'

. {CITY SEAL)
. ~):c"' .

,,'
,~\.'

~:; ;~Ji'"

'".'

By:
DCOSTELLO

Mayor

Attest: ...~~ p
I MC D. TURN R \
City Manager
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EXHIBIT "A"
PAGE 1 OF 3

LEGAL DESCRIPTION (THIS )5 A NEW DESCRIPTION)

A· PORTION Of iHE SOU1H ONE-HALF Of SECTION 26, iQ'M./SHIP 1"\ SOUTH, RANGE 31
EAST, .VOLUSlA COUNTY, FLORIDA.. BEING ~ORE PARTICl.JLARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS; AS
A POINT ~. REfERENCE, COMMENCE: AT A CONCRElE' MONUlAENT lo'\!lRK1NG IHE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF SAIl) S£CI10N 26; 1H£NCE RUN NORTH O1Y21'S7" [AST, ALoNG THE EAST UNE
Of SAID SECTION 28, A /)ISTANCE OF 32B.H fEET TO AN lNiERSECTJDN I'/lTH 1HE
NOR1HERLY RiGHi-OF-WAY UNE Of THE 2DO-FOOT 'MOE RlGHT- Of-WJ.Y OF fLORlDA
STATE ROAD ~, AS SHOWN ON THE STATE OF FLCRIDA STATE ROAD DEPARTMENT
RIG,'-n-Of-WAY IM.P, SECTJON 79100-251)3, REVISION DATIED lr\,A..'ID-\ 19, 1954, SHEETS 3
13 AND 14 OF 1a. SAID POINT l '(INC ON A CURVE. CONCAVf. NORIHERLY: THENCE RUN
NORTHERLY AND WESTERLY, ALoNG SAID CURVED RlGHT-ex-W"'Y LINE" HAI/lNG A RAOlUS
Of 27~4,DO ITET, AN ARC DISTANCE Of 642.87 FEET. CR THROUCli A CD/TRAl ANGLE Of
13'10'59". HAVING A CHORD DISTANCE Of 641,';5 fEET. AND A CHaID BEARING Cf" NORTH
88'2,;"7" WLST, TO THE POINT Of TANGENCY THEREOF; 1'H£NCE RUN NORTH B2LS'DZ"
\l£ST (NORTH B1-:i0'5Cl" WEST P£R SAID RIGHT-if-WAY MAP). ALOlJG THE NORTHERLY
RIGHT-OF-WAY UNE Of SAID STATE ROAD ~o. II OlSTANCE Of 559.91 FEET 10 AN
INTERSECTION WITH THE CENTERUNE Of A NA ruRAL CREEK. Sl\1O PQl.NT BflNG THE
SOUTliWESTERL'( CORNER OF THAT PARCEL Of LAND DEEDED FROM PAIRIClA LAGONI, ....S
TRUSTIT UIoIDER TRUST IDI-~, TO INDlAN SPRIIiGS OF ORIr.«JND, INC., ASDESCRlSED IN
OFFlC1AL RECORDS BOOI< ';2.<17, PAGE 13-+5, Of THE puaLic RECORDS Of VOlUSlA· COUNT'(,
fl.ORIDA, SAID POINT BONG THE POINT or BEGlNNWG Of THfS OESCRlPTICN; TI-lENCE
CONTlNUE NORTH 82"29'02" WESl, ALONG ?HE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE Of SAID
STATE ROAD ,oW, A DISTANCE Of 238+.. 81 FEEl TO AN INTERSECTION WITH A llNE L'flNG
10 FEET SOUTHERLY, AS illEASUW-D AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE CENTERLINE Of OlD
TOMeK", RO... D, A 2O-FOOT D~T ROAD AS DESCRl8ED IN WIT CLAlM DEED fR~ THE
COUNTY Of VOWS!A· TO THE CITY OF ORMOND, BEACH, AS DESCRl8ED IN OFFlC1AL RECORDS
BOOK 4244, PAGE 4550. AND RE-RECOROCD IN OFFlCIAL RECORDS BOO!< 4253, PAGE
~B1, or THE PUBliC RECOROS OF \IOWSJA COONTY, FLCRlDA; THENCE RUN NORTH
79'25'16" EAST, ALONG A UNE 10 FEET SOUTHERLY OF AND PAA!lLlEL 10 THE
CENTERUNE OF SAID OLD TOMOKA ROAD, A DISTANCE OF ~100.4310 THE: PCXNT Of
ClJRV!ITURE OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT: TIiENCE RUN SWTH£RlY AND EASTERLY, AlDNG
SAID CURVED UNE LYlNG 10 FEET SWTH£RlY Of AND PARALLEL TO '!HE COHERUNE Of
SAID OlD TOI,4OKA ROAD, HAVING A RADIUS or 1012.,24 FEET, AN ARC DISTANCE OF 702,71
fEET, OR THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 3!1'4!l':}1', HAVlNG ,,,, CHORD OlSTANCE Of
Saa.68 FEET, AND A CHORO BEARING OF SOUTI-l SO'4"Zfr EAST. TO AN INT£RSECTlON
'MTH THE CENTERLINE OF THE AFOREMENTIONED NATURAL CREEK, BEINe ALSO THE
~STERLY UNE OF INDIAN SPRlNCS, AS PfR lolA? RECDR[}£D IN itA? BOOK 1,7, PAG£S 10
AND 11, OF' THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF VOLUSlA COUNTY. flORIDA: THENCE RUN SOUTHERLY
AND ¥t£STERLY, ALOilG TJ-{£ CEUTERUN[ Of SAID NATURAL CRE£l< Aj.jD THE IIt'ESTERLY U~
Of SAID INDIAN sPRINGS, THE FOlLOWING COURSES AND DlSTANCE& THENCE RUN SDU1H
1+'Q..4.'17" WEST II DlSTANCE Of +8,55 fEET: THEl<C£ RLIN SOUl}; 2~'08' I'iEST A
DlSTANCf Of 117.91 FEET; THENCE RUN Si:uTH 3na'QB" WEST A DlSTANCE Of 117.03
FEE1: THENCE RUN SOUIH .;rro7~22" l'IES1 A DlSTAf,lCE OF 310.25 rr.ET: THENCE RUN '
SOUTH 3.3'11 '37" WEST A DISTANCE OF '113.68 fEET -ro THE POlNT Of BEGINNING Of THlS
DESCRIPTION, SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 2.3.B7 ACRE'S, MORE OR lESS, Af,lO BDNG SU8J£CT
TO ,>,NY EASEMENTS Oil; R'fGliTS-Of-WAY OF RECORD.
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TUSCAI~Y PRD
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH VOLUSIA COUNTY, FL

~ A.A. WilBERT SURY(YlNG
54-A VINING COURT
ORMOHO BEACH, n.. 32176
(386) 676-$056
(.386) 676-1800 (foU)
CONTACT: AHOr WILBERT

~ lty COHEN k ASSOt" IHC.
SS SETOM TRAil
ORMOND BEACH. fl., 3206
(386) 617-2482
(386) 677-2505 (FAX)
CONTACT; 908:8Y BALL

~ BOOKER l>Rt'Y tMVIROW(NTA.l. INC.
534 w. BRKiHTW"OOO AvtNtJt
ORANGE em, rL. 32763
(386)715-146$
(386)775-1945 (fAX)
CONTACT: Cl(\l( !lOOKER

GEOTECHNICAL
EN'G1HE£/tS:

NOOARSI:. A: A$SOC.. Itle.
123 H. ORCH...RD ST., 11-8
OR\tOHO BEACH, fl. 32174
(386) 673-5<4-40
(386) G73-8357 r"x
cOHtACT: RICl( ACREE

DEVELOPER: VISCOloCl ok ASSOCIATES
27 S. ORCHARD STREET
OilloCOHO stACH, rL JZIH
(3a&) &76-0105
(366) 371-6637 (fAJ:)
COHiACT: VIHCE VISCO~1
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ORDINANCE NO. 2004-30

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE PRELIMINARY AND
FINAL PLAT FOR "TUSCANY" PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT; ESTABLISHING CONDITIONS AND
EXPIRATION DATES OF APPROVAL; AUTHORIZING THE
PLACEMENT OF OFFICIAL TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES;
REPEALING ALL INCONSISTENT ORDINANCES OR PARTS
THEREOF; AND SETTING FORTH AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ORMOND

BEACH, FLORIDA, THAT:

SECTION ONE. The City Commission hereby approves the preliminary and

final plat" of "Tuscany," a Planned Residential Development as depicted on Exhibit nN' hereto

and subject to compliance with the following conditions:

(a) That all of the following items shall be completed prior to recordation of
the final plat:

1. All inspection fees shall be paid;

2. Perfonnance bonds shall be provided in amounts to be determined
by the City Engineer, and in a fonn to be approved by the City
Attorney, all in accordance with Article XVII of the Land
Development Code;

3. All applicable requirements of Chapter 177, Florida Statutes must be
satisfied; and

4. The applicant shall comply with the following fmal site plan
conditions of the Site Plan Review Committee:

a. Clarify detail of wall along SR40, add note that
wrought iron is envisioned in some areas to
preserve on-site trees.
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b. The applicant and staff have agreed to defer the
construction of the clubhouse and entry pavers
until the 30th building permit. The purpose of
allowing the clubhouse to be deferred is so that
construction traffic does not impact the pavers
and to allow the subdivision to be partially built
to utilize the clubhouse facilities. No building
permits will be issued after the 30th unless the
clubhouse is under construction.

Landscape Architect comments:

c. Provide irrigation plan for review.

d. Show the approximate location of the gopher
tortoise burrow on the wetlands map.

e. The City of Onnond Beach should be copied on
all correspondence pertaining to the gopher
tortoise.

f. Clarify graphically and in writing the extent of
common areas and easements. Suggest breaking
common areas into tracts (A through I) that can
be more clearly defined and delimited as to
area, purpose, and dedication.

g. Sheet C20: Provide City Standard Water
Service detail; double water services are not
allowed without a separate means for irrigation.

h. Off-Site Force Main: Provide specifications
for HDD, and include language on tracking and
as~builts.

i. The maximum size for the proposed wall
signage is 32 square feet.

j. The water main on Apian Way cul-de~sac must
be looped.

k. The latest automatic air release valve, Standard
Detail 8-10B must be provided.

-2-
S:'£rrY COMMISSION ITEMSIORDINANGEIlOO4\07-06-04\04·0JOA TUSCANV
PLANNeD 1U'.sIDENTIAL OI!VELOPMl>m FINAL PLAT.<k><\06I30/00l 11,4S
P04.(l(l91A



SECTION TWO. In accordance with that Development Order approved by

Resolution No. 2002-17 ano Section 17.01(D)4 of the Land Development Code, which

Development Order has been recorded in Official Records Book 5024 Pages 4310 through 4326

inclusive in the Public Records of Volusia County, Florida the approval hereby granted shall

automatically expire and become void unless the following conditions are met:

(a) The final plat is recorOeo by August 18, 2004, in
accordance with Paragraph E of that Development Order;

(b) Site development pennit to be issued within eighteen (18)
months from date of recording the final plat; and

(c) Construction begins, under a valid site development pennit
within two (2) years of recording the final plat.

SECTION THREE, The placement of all official traffic control oevices within

UTuscanY,tt a Planned Residential Development, in accordance with the final approved plans and

specifications therefor, is hereby authorized and approved by the City Commission.

SECTION FOUR In the event of any conflict between this Ordinance and any

prior ordinance, this Ordinance shall control to the extent of such conflict.

SECTION FIVE. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its

adoption.

PASSED UPON at the first reaoing of the City Commission, this 6th Oay of July,

2004.
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PASSED UPON at the second and final reading of the City Commission, this

20th day of July, 2004.

FRED COSTELLO
Mayor

ATTEST:

VERONICA PATTERSON
City Clerk
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EXHIBIT •• An:
PAGE 1 OF 16

LEGAL DESCRIPTION (This Is a NEW description)
(>thOVERALL DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION4<'U*)

A portion of the South one-half of Section 26, TownshIp 14 South, Range .31
East, Volusla County, Florida being more particularly described oS follows;
As a Point of Reference. commence at a concrete monument markIng the
Southeast corner of sold Section 26; thence run North 00'21'57" East, along
the East line of said Section 26, a distance of 349.15 feet to on
Intersection with the Northerly ,.Ight--of-way lIne of the 200-foot wide rlght
of-way of Florida Slote Road #4,0, as shown on the state of Florida Slate Rood
Deportment Right-at-Way Mop. Section 79100-2503, revision doted March 19,
1964, sheets 3, 13 dnd 14 of 18,. saId ,point lying on a curve, concave
Northerly. thence run Northerly and Westerly, along said curved right-of-way
line. having a radius of 2794.00 feet, an arc distance of 656.57 feet, or
through a central angle of 13'27'51", having a chord distance of 655.06 feet,
and a chord bearing 'of North 89'12'58" West, to the Pain t of Tangency thereof;
thence run North 82'29'02" West (North 81'50'50" West per sold rlght-a(-way
map), along the Northerly right-of-way line of said state R<;>ad #40, a
distance of 568.03 feet to on Intersection wl,th the centerline of a natural
creek, said point being the Southwesterly corner of that parcel of iond
deeded from Patricia Lagoni, as Trustee under Trust 101-4, to Indian Springs
of Ormond, Ino., as described in Offielal Records Book 4247, Page 1345, of
the Public Records o'f Voluslo County, Florida. ' seld poin t being. the POIN T OF
BEGINNING oJ this description; thence continue North 82'29'02" West, along the
Northerly rlght--of-way lihe of said State Road #40, a distance of- 2416'.81
feet to an fntersection wI h the Southerly line of CARRIAGE CREEK AT
BREAKA.WAY TRAILS, Os per map recorded In Mop Book 41. pages 119-120, of the
Public Records of Voluslo County. Florida; thence run North 79'25'16" East,
along 'the Southerly boundary 'of sold CARRIAGE CREEK AT BREAKAWAY TRAILS and
the Sou therly line of 8REAKAWAY TRAILS PHASE 1, UNIT 1, as per h!ap recorded
In Mop Book 41, Pages 29-32.. of the Public Records of Volusla County,
Florida, a distance of 2131.03 to the Point of Curvature of a curve to the
right; thenqe run Southerly and Ea~terlYj along said curved Southerly
.boundary line, .
hdvlng a radius of 1022.24 feet, an arc dlslance of 705,95 feet. or through
a cen lral angle af 39',37'26", having a chord dislonce of 692.95 feet. and a
chord bearing of Sou'th '80'46'01 II East, to an IntersecUon with the centerline

. of the aforemen,lip'f;:l~d natural creek, being also the Westerly line of INDIAN
SPRINGS, 0$ p~r '·rri'6p recorded In Mop Book 47, Pages 10 and 11, of the Public
Records of VOlusla Coun ty, Florldoj thence run Sou therly and Weslerly, along
the centerlIne of sold natural creek 'and the Westerly line of saId INDIAN
SPRINGS, the followIng cQurses and distances:
thence run Sou th 14'04'17

11
West a distance of, 56.92 feel;

thence run South 22'55'08" West a distance of 117.91 feet;
thence run South 31'18'08" West a distance of 117.03 feeti
thence run South 40'07'22" West 0 distance of 310.26 feet;
thence run South 3.'3'11'37" West a dIstance of 113.88 feet to .lhe POINT OF
BEGINNING of thIs descriptIon, sdld parcel containing 24.52 acre;, more or
less, and being subject to any easements or ri<Jhts-of-way of record.
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CITY OF ORMOND BEACH . - VOLUSIA .COUNTY, FL
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CITY OF ORMOND BEACH
Office of the City Actorney • P.O, Box 277 • 173 South Beach Street· Ormond Be"h. Fl32175·0277 • (386) 676·3217 • fax (386) 676·3321

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

Memorandum

Stephen Spraker, Senior Planner

Randal A, Hayes, City Atto1'lley~

January 7, 2011

Thc Tuscany I'RD; application to amcnd )'RD

This memorandum will address the questions that wcre raised in YOUI' November 12,
2010 email communique, The Tuscany is a 53 unit residential subdivision that was approvcd by
the city commission in 2003, It is my understanding that approximately 14 lots have becn
developed, leaving 39 lots to be developed, The original developer, The Tuscan, LLC lost its
interest in the propelty through a foreclosure action. Those property interests were acquired by
Fifth Third Bank and were subsequently conveyed to Villaggio Investors, LLC.

The Development Order requires a clubhouse to be under construction upon the issuance
of a building permit for the 30'11 residence, and prohibits the city from issuing any further permit
until construction of the clubhouse has begun, It is my understanding that most property owners
desire to eliminate the requirement in the Development Order for a pool and clubhouse;
however, one property owner has objected to the same,

I will start with my conclusions, which are as follows:

1) As you know, a development order may be amended in accordance with the
procedural requirements and substantive conditions of the city's Land Development Code,
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and applicable laws, If the LDC does not require a pool and
clubhouse to be included as part of a PRJ), then those amenities may be eliminated, If, however,
the LDC requires some recreational component, then the elimination of the pool and clubhouse
amenities would require some other form of recreational amenity that meets code requirements,

2) You have inquired as to who has standing to tile an application to amend the Tuscany
PRD, You indicated that the Tuscany Homeowners Association (and a majority of property
owners) provided authority to Paul Holub (Villaggio Investors, LLC) to file an application to
amend to amend the PRO.

1 conclude that Villagio Investors, LLC is the propel' party to file an application to
amend the Tuscany PRO; not because of the authorization provided by the HOA, but because
Villaggio Investors, LLC is in fact the successor in interest the development l'ights under the

S;\RANOY\Tuscllny (Villflgio) Subdivision.doc

Visit our wcbsltt:!: WW'N.ormondbeach.org



PRD and Impact Fee Reimbursement & Joint Participation Agreement, for the reasons stated
below. Absent an amendment to the Tuscany PRD, construction of the clubhouse must begin
before the city can issue fUliher building permits.

February 18, 2003: the city commission approved Resolution 2003-17 approving and
authorizing the issuance of a Development Order for the development of the Tuscany, a 53-unit
planned residential subdivision; and

The city commission also approved a Development Order in the application of
Viscomi/Hansard, Inc., (PRD-02-67), for the Tuscany planned residential development.

July 20, 2004: the city commission approved Resolution 2004-30 approving the
preliminary and final plats for the Tuscan planned residential development. Paragraph (a)4b
provides that:

"The applicant and staff have agreed to defer the construction of the clubhouse
and entry pavers until the 30th building permit. The purpose of allowing the
clubhouse to be deferred is so that construction traffic does not impact the pavers
and to allow the subdivision to be partially built to utilize the clubhouse facilities.
No building permits will be issued after the 3Uh unless the clubhouse is under
construction. "

Absent a modification of that restriction, the city shall not issue any fUliher building
permits until the clubhouse is under construction.

August 3, 2004: the city commission approved Resolution 2004-128 approving and
authorizing the execution of an Impact Fee Reimbursement Agreement & Joint Participation
Agreement between the city and The Tuscan, LLC. The reimbursement of impact fees is
specifically based upon the development of the Tuscany subdivision. Paragraph 3 specifically
provides that "All ofthe work done on the JOINT PROJECT is to be done according to the plans
and specification of the Tuscan utility facilities, entitled Tuscany PRD Final Engineering Plan
... " (emphasis added). The agreement clearly indicates that reimbursement of impact fees is
conditioned on the development (i.e., development rights) of the Tuscany subdivision. The
agreement, as noted below, has been amended three times; twice to increase the city's financial
contribution and once to extend the expiration date of the agreement. The impact fee
reimbursement agreement is inextricably tied to the Tuscany PRD development order.

August 17, 2004: "Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Tuscany"
(recorded at Book 5384, Pages 1855 - 1878, Public Records of Volusia County) as filed by The
Tuscan, LLC, fee owner of the subdivision property and providing that the Tuscany of Ormond
Beach Homeowners' Association, Inc., shall have authority and control over common areas
within the subdivision. Article 2 establishes voting rights for members of the HOA. Article 10
provides that "The Turnover ofthe Association by the Declarant shall occur at the time specified
in section 2.3.2. " Based on the documentation that is in my file, I cannot conclude whether or
not the "turnover" from the developer (The Tuscan, LLC) to the HOA occurred as contemplated
by the Declaration of Covenants; however, it is clear that the HOA would ultimately be

2
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responsible for the common areas. Section 11.5 further provides that the rights and duties of the
HOA and developer may be assigned, in which case the assignees would be entitled to all rights
and duties.

January 8, 2005: the city commission approved Resolution 2005-5 approving a First
Amendment to the Impact Fee Reimbursement & Joint Participation Agreement between the city
and The Tuscan, LLC, to increase the city's portion of the contract by $5,894.97 (from
$463,500.00 to $469,394.97).

February 20, 2007: the city commISSIOn approved Resolution 2007-14 approving a
Second Amendment to the Impact Fee Reimbursement & Joint Participation Agreement between
the city and The Tuscan, LLC, to increase the city's portion of the contract by $5,602.14 (from
$469,394.97 to $474,997.11).

February 9, 2010: a Certificate of Title was issued by the Clerk of Court, in the Circuit
Court for the Seventh Judicial Circuit in and for Volusia County, in Case No. 2009-30456, in the
matter of Fifth Third Bank vs. The Tuscan, LLC, et. al., indicating that a Certificate of Sale was
executed in favor of Fifth Third Bank on January 29, 2010. The Certificate of Title vests in Fifth
Third Bank all rights, interest and title to the property, specifically including the following at
paragraph (h) [at page 3]:

"all abstracts of title, contract rights, management, franchise and service
agreements, accounts, occupancy permits and licenses, building and other
permits, governmental approvals, licenses, agreements with utilities companies,
water and sewer capacity reservation agreements, bonds, governmental
applications and proceedings, feasibility studies, maintenance and service
contracts, marketing agreements, development agreements, surveys, engineering
wore, architectural plans and engineering plans, site plans, landscaping plans,
engineering contracts, architectural contracts, and all other contracts respecting
the Real Property and all other consents, approvals and agreements which
Mortgagor/Debtor may now or hereafter have in connection with the Real
Property and/or any improvements constructed thereon ... " (emphasis added).

The language clearly indicates that Fifth Third Bank (as the successor in interest to the
developer, The Tuscan, LLC) acquired all rights, interest and obligations in and to the
Development Order for the Tuscany PRD and the Impact Fee Reimbursement & Joint
Participation Agreement related thereto.

September 22, 2010: a letter from Paul Holub to city clerk Ronnie Patterson requests an
amendment to the Impact Fee Reimbursement Agreement and Joint Participation Agreement.
The letter indicates that "In conjunction with the purchase of these [39 remaining undeveloped]
lots, the assignment of interest in the Impact Fee Reimbursement and Joint Participation
Agreement will be transferred at closing to the purchasing entity Villaggio Investors, LLC. "

October 6, 2010: a letter from Vice-President, Eric T. Ammon of Fifth Third Bank to
Senior Planner Steve Spraker indicates that the bank has "several lots under a formal purchase

3
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and sale agreement with Mr. Paul Holub" and requests a five year extension to the Impact Fee
Reimbursement Agreement "to allow for development to begin again in the City, allowing us or
our successor owners in Ormond Beach, to be able to enjoy the benefits ofreimbursement ofany
impact fees that may become available going forward (emphasis added). "

It is significant to note that by virtue of the Certificate of Title obtained by Fifth Third
Bank, the bank acquired all rights to and obligations stemming from "governmental approvals",
"development agreements", and "site plans" and that would necessarily include the Tuscany
PRD and Impact Fee Reimbursement and Joint Participation Agreement.

October 20,2010: Fifth Third Bank (as assignor) assigned to Villagio Investors, LLC.,
(as assignee) "all of [its'] rights, titles and interest in the Impact Fee Reimbursement
Agreement" and Villagio Investors, LLC. "assumed all of [Fifth Third Bank's] obligations
under the Agreement". As previously indicated, the Impact Fee Reimbursement Agreement is
expressly predicated upon the development of the Tuscany planned residential subdivision. In
other words, the rights to impact fee reimbursement are inextricably tied to the right and
obligation to develop the Tuscany subdivision, both of which were acquired by the bank.

I believe all rights and obligations that were obtained by Fifth Third Bank were conveyed
from the bank to Villaggio Investors, Inc. I cannot envision a scenario in which Fifth Third Bank
would sell only its interest to the 39 lots while assigning its right to the receipt of impact fee
reimbursements, yet retain all other development rights in the Tuscany PRD Development Order.
It would simply defy logic.

November 3,2010: the city commission approved Resolution 2010-175 approving a First
Amendment to the Impact Fee Reimbursement & Joint Participation Agreement between the city
and Villaggio Investors, LLC, to extend by five years the expiration date of the agreement. The
resolution recognizes that Fifth Third Bank acquired "all rights, title, interest and agreements
affecting the real and personal property within the Tuscan Subdivision" which subsequently
transferred title to the remaining 39 undeveloped lots to Villagio Investors, Inc.

Consequently, I further conclude that Villaggio Investors, LLC, is now the beneficiary
(as the successor in interest to Fifth Third Bank, which was itself a successor in interest to the
developer, The Tuscan, LLC) of both the Impact Fee Reimbursement Agreement & Joint
Participation Agreement and the Tuscany PRD Development Order, including the rights and
obligations therein. As such, Villaggio Investors, LLC may initiate, in its own right, an
application to amend the Tuscany PRD.

I reserve the right to modify my conclusions based on new or additional information that
I may not have had the benefit of reviewing.

Thank you.

4
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OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR REVISION TO TUSCANY AT ORMOND

BEACH PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

(I, we) the undersigned, (am, our) a property owner in the Tuscany at Ormond Beach

subdivision, which is also known as II Villagio. I understand that the owners of the undeveloped

lots and the Tuscany Association in the subdivision have requested to amend the development

plan to exclude the requirement for installation of a pool and clubhouse at the subdivision after

the thirtieth home is built. (I, we) am or our signing this document for the purpose of notifying

the City Commission of the City of Ormond Beach that (I,we) object to any such change to the

development orders for this property at this time, even if (I, we) signed the previous request

by Home (owner / owners)

~r~
Address



OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR REVISION TO TUSCANY AT ORMOND

BEACH PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

@we) the undersigned,&1~our) a property oWner in the Tuscany at Ormond Beach

subdivision, which is also known as II Viiiagio. I understand that the owners of the undeveloped

lots and the Tuscany Association in the subdivision have requested to amend the development

plan to exclude the requirement for installation of a pool and clubhouse at the subdivision after

the thirtieth home is built. Cl.!.)Ne) am or our signing this document for the purpose of notifying

the City Commission of the City of Ormond Beach tha@we) object to any such change to the

development orders for this property at this time, even if &)vel signed the previous request

Signed by Home (owner I owners)

?11/lf& )2.14/
Address



OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR REVISION TO TUSCANY AT ORMOND

BEACH PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

(I, we) the undersigned, (am, our) a property owner in the Tuscany at Ormond Beach

subdivision, which is also known as II Villagio. 1understand that the owners of the undeveloped

lots and the Tuscany Association in the subdivision have requested to amend the development

plan to exclude the requirement for installation of a pool and clubhouse at the subdivision after

the thirtieth home is built. (I, we) am or our signing this document for the purpose of notifying

the City Commission of the City of Ormond Beach that (I, we) object to any such change to the

development orders for this property at this time, even if (I, we) signed the previous request



OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR REVISION TO TUSCANY AT ORMOND

BEACH PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

"1;the undersigned, :~"a property owner.sin the Tuscany at Ormond Beach subdivision,

which is also known as Tuscany/II Villaggio. The owners of the undeveloped lots and the

Association in the subdivision have requested to amend the development plan to exclude the

requirement for installation of a pool and clubhouse at the subdivision after the thirtieth home

is built.'tsigned that request~after further review}'ilave realized this was a mistake based onwe. cr~

the new information that was presented. ,,(1J1'Tl'signing this document for the purpose of
W~.

notifying the City Commission of the City of Ormond Beach that!'object to any such change to

the development o,rders for t.his property at this time. {;1-.-e.; ~-, ~~~
.... IA. ~~~--d...~'-&<.1 ~ "
~.~~ t!-.t:v>V .A-- --~~~~ "-; •
~-L ~.~'-t~LA.. ~~~.~ ~C
~~ "u~~A__.~ti:-~~'Y~

~;fl/ ~ ~.:JUt~~.
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OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR REVISION TO TUSCANY AT ORMOND

BEACH PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

(I, we) the undersigned, (am, our) a property owner in the Tuscany at Ormond Beach

subdivision, which is also known as II Villagio. I understand that the owners of the undeveloped

lots and the Tuscany Association in the subdivision have requested to amend the development

plan to exclude the requirement for installation of a pool and 'c1ubhouse at the subdivision after

the thirtieth home is bUilt. (I, we) am or our signing this document for the purpose of notifying

the City Commission of the City of Ormond Beach that (I, we) object to any such change to the

development orders for this property at this time, even if (I, we) signed the previous request

-·~QJ<l~Q·- r
Signed by Home (owner! owners) Address
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~ond &6> RECEIVED NOVEMBER 2,2010
<.. <$>"o ':5

VIA HAND DELIVERY

DEVELOPMENT

October 18, 2010

Steven Spraker, Chief Planner
City of Ormond Beach
Planning Department
22 South Beach St.
Ormond Beach, FL 32174

RE:

Dear Steven:

Planned Development Amendment' Major Tuscany PRD

Please find enclosed our Planned Development Amendment application for the above
captioned subdivision. This application is being submitted on behalf of the Tuscany
Homeowners Association. I have also enclosed the application fee made payable to the city
of Ormond Beach in the amount of $2,400.

The request is to amend the PRD to eliminate the requirement of a pool, club house, and
parking facility. The Tuscany Board of Directors and HOA have approved this request and
ask that this matter be included on the next available Planning Board and City
Commission agenda.

The homeowners of Tuscany (aka Villaggio) and our investment group do not want to fund
the initial cost of constructing the recreational improvements, nor do we want to incur the
liability and annual cost for maintenance, utilities, and insurance that is associated with the
pool and clubhouse. We feel that the improvements, if required by the PRD, should have
been bonded or escrowed by the original developer.

As you may be aware, Fifth Third Bank obtained title to the 39 remaining lots within the
subdivision of which we have a contract pending for purchase of the same. Fifth Third
Bank did not accept or inherit the developer's responsibilities when they obtained title
through the foreclosure process. There appears to be no legal remedy to the original
developer and it is not equitable that the "30th permit-home constructed" within the
subdivision bear the cost of the recreational facilities.

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL CUSTOM LUXURY HOMES CONSTRUCTION SITE DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT PROPERTIES

PO BOX 730086 • ORMOND BEACH • FLORIDA 32 I 73-0086 • VOICE 386.677.7617 • FAX 386.677.7630 - EMAIL HOLUBDEV@AOL.COM



Accordingly, the Tuscany Board of Directors and HOA, in conjunction with our
investment group, ask that the recreational facilities be waived and that the existing parcel
remain in its current condition as undeveloped open space.

I have attached supporting documents to be included in the informational packets that are
distributed to the Planning Board and City Commission.

Please contact me if you require any additional information or would like to further discuss
our application.

c: File
c: Jeffrey c. Sweet, Esquire
c: Villaggio Investors, LLC
c: Eric Ammon, Fifth Third Bank
c: Tuscany HOA, Inc.



AGENCY AUTHORIZATION

The Board ofDirectors ofThe Tuscany of Ormond Beach Homeowners' Association Inc. hereby
authorizes Paul Holub, as a member of an entity that owns lots in The Tuscany, as its agent to
seek an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance N. 2004-30.

/tJ~4.!. /)
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APPLICANT INFORMATION

This application is being submitted by Ii Property Owner Wi Agent, on behalf of Property Owner

Name Ipaul F. Holub, Jr. c/o Holub Development Company

Address Ip.o. Box 730086

City, State, Zip Code lormond Beach, FL 32173

Telephone 1386-677-7617

Email Addresslholubdev@aol.com

If this application is being submitted by person other than the property owner, please provide the following Property Owner
Information.

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

Name ITuscany of Ormond Beach HOA, Inc.

Address Ip.o. Box 732032

City, State, Zip Code I-o-rm-o-nd--Be-a-c-h-,F-L-3-2-1-7-3-------------------

Telephone

Email Address

If the property owner does not reside on the property for which the application refers, please provide the
following Property Details.

PROPERTY DETAILS

Address

Zip Code

Parcell.D.

Legal Description

Isavino Boulevard

Common Area Tract F Drainage and Maintenance
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Name

PROJECT COORDINATOR

Ipaul F, Holub, Jr.

Address

City, State, Zip Code

Telephone

Email Address

Ip,o, Box 730086

lormond Beach, FL 32173

1386-677-7617

Iholubdev@aol.com

PROJECT INFORMATION

Name

Description

ITuscany HOA, Inc.

Common Area Tract FDrainage and Maintenance

3



CERTIFICATION

By submitting this application, I hereby certify that the information provided above is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and that I am aware of the application submittal requirements and review process for this application. I hereby
authorize City of Ormond Beach Staff to place legal notice on my property and to take pictures pertaining to my request. I am
aware of the required pre-application meeting and am aware that if all the required information is not provided, my
application will be continued to the next regularly scheduled hearing.

Signed By

Corporation

Date

STATE OF FLORIDA)
COUNTY OF VOLUSIA) SS

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of ----', 20-, by

______________, in their capacity as the ---', of

______________ who is personally known to me or has provided identification.

Notary Public
State of Florida
My Commission Expires:

ATIEST:

Individual

,who provided ---', as

STATE OF FLORIDA)
COUNTY OF VOLUSIA) SS

~
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this-l,( -

'lkJ ( [--hlw" i.
day of Qt.:k..hl-lt ,20.1Q, by

identification or is personally known to me.

Notary Public
State of Florida
My Commission

Bonded Through National Notary Assn.
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TUSCANY PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
AMENDMENT TO REQUEST CLARIFICATION AND WAIVER OF

ALL RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

1. The Tuscany Plat (Plat Book 51, Page 46 - 49) depicts Common Area Tract F
as drainage and maintenance. This parcel, which was designated by the original
developer to be the location of the pool and clubhouse, is not depicted as
common area - recreational.

The parcel is located outside of the main entrance gate, adjacent to West
Granada Boulevard and abuts a wetland, which is under Conservation

Easement with SJRWMD (see attached).

2. Ordinance 2004 - 30 Section 1 (a) 2. requires that "a performance bond shall
be provided in amounts to be determined by the City Engineer and in a form
to be approved by the City Attorney, all in accordance with Article XVII of the
Land Development Code".

Performance Bonds are routinely required by the City of Ormond Beach for
any improvements that are to be installed at a later date. The City of Ormond
Beach did not require a performance bond or funds to be escrowed in the
estimated cost of the pool, clubhouse and parking facility.

3. Ordinance 2004 - 30 Section 1 (a) 4. requires that the "applicant" shall comply
with all final site plan conditions of the SPRC. The applicant was the original
developer; Fifth Third Bank, through its foreclosure proceeding obtained title
into thirty-nine (9) lots but did not take over any of the applicants (original
developer) responsibilities or obligations.

4. Ordinance 2004 - 30 Section 1 (a) B. requires that the applicant and staff have
agreed to defer the construction of the clubhouse and entry pavers until the
thirtieth ooth) building permit. The purpose of allowing the clubhouse to be
deferred is so that construction traffic does not impact the pavers and to allow
the subdivision to be partially built to utilize the clubhouse facilities, No
building permits will be issued after the thirtieth ooth) unless the clubhouse is
under construction.

Please note that the entry pavers were installed with the original construction of
the TuscanyjVillaggio Development. This provision may have been appropriate
if in fact the applicant (original developer) was still in title to the remaining lots
and was completing construction of the same.



5. Development Order Page 2 a.I. requires that "all applicable provisions of the
Land Development Code shall be complied with at all times, such provisions
being incorporated herein by referencing hereby and specifically made a part of
this Development Order". Any improvements that were not completed with
the original construction should have been guaranteed through a (i)
performance bond, (ii) completion bond or (iii) cash bond, deposited with the
City of Ormond Beach.

6. The proposed recreational facility is located outside of the gated community
adjacent to State Road 40 and will cause a burden upon the Homeowners to
monitor and police the facility to ensure that the general public does not utilize
the same.

7. The current· owner of Parcel F is the Tuscan Homeowners Association, Inc.
The HOA does not have the funds for construction of the recreational facility
nor the funds to support the annual cost of maintenance, repairs and
insurance. Accordingly, the HOA requests that this property remain as open
space.



2. City Commission Approval: The fmal plat shall not be forwarded to the City Commission until such
time as the Committee certifies that the plat is consistent with all ordinance requirements; or the appli
cant has acknowledged that such requirements can be met (in which case they will appear as
recommended conditions of approval); or the applicant has submitted a defmitive statement of
disagreement with the recommendations of the Committee on matters that may reasonably be subject
to interpretation and are not substantive with regard to the design of the subdivision, and that adequate
infrastructure is available to serve the development.

3. Final Site Plan Review Committee Approval:

a. Following the approval of the City Commission, the applicant shall submit revised plans and
written statements to the SPRC, including responses to any conditions of approval adopted by the
City Commission, for final approval of the SPRC.

b. All construction plans and specifications shall be prepared and signed by a professional engineer,
architect or landscape architect as appropriate and shall be in accordance with the standards of this
Code and any other applicable City Ordinances and with generally accepted engineering and
design practices.

c. Detailed costs for all construction shall be submitted by the engineer of record along with a
statement that all costs and quantities have been verified and are consistent with the most current
cost infonnation available.

4. Expiration: The time period for the expiration offmal plat approvals issued prior to the effective date
of this C~de shall begin on January 1, 1992. final plat approval shall automatically expire and become
void unless the following conditions are met:

a. Final plat to be recorded within 18 months of City Commission approval.

b. Site developmel}t permit to be issued within 18 months from date of recording.

c. Construction to begin under a valid site development permit within 2 years of recording.

17.02 RECORDING, REQUIREMENTS FOR: Recording of a subdivision plat shall not occur until the
following actions have been completed:

A. Home Owners' Association Documents (HOA): The applicant shall submit HOA incorporation
documents and Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CC&Rs) necessary to implement any obligations
imposed on that body as part of the sUbdivisi~n approval to the City Attorney for review and approval.
Such documents shall identify any lots located within 100-year floodplain areas.

B. Bonding:

1. The applicant shall enter into an Agreement for Construction of Facilities substantially in the fonn
described below:

AGREEMENT FOR RECORDING OF PLAT AND

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That

WHEREAS, (hereinafter called the "Owner"), has
applied to the CITY OF ORMOND BEACH, a Florida Municipal corporation (hereinafter called
the "City"), for approval of the City of a certain plat of a subdivision to be known as:
___________, a copy of which plat and the construction drawings were
approved by Resolution __ of the City Commission on and has
received fmal approval of the Site Plan Review Committee on which
documents are herein incorporated by reference; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary in the interest of the public welfare that the subdivision be
constructed in accordance with the specifications set forth in the plat approval; and

Ldc-17 - 17.8 - As Amended Through December, 1998



WHEREAS, the City Land Development Code provides that a subdivision plat shall not
be recorded unless a good and sufficient bond be furnished to the City conditioned upon the
construction within the time specified plus a gullfilntee to repair or replace any defects in any
facilities required under this Code which defects develop within one (1) year following acceptance
of such facilities by the City;

NOW, THEREFORE, to allow the recording of said plat, the Owner does hereby
unconditionally promise and agree to and with the City as follows:

1. Within two (2) years from the recording of said plat, the Owner .will construct
_____~; at an estimated cost of ($ ) Dollars; provided,
however, if the time therefor is extended by the City Commission because of unusual
circumstances, that the completion of such construction shall be effected within such
extended estimated time. Such construction shall be in accordance with the approved plat and
construction drawings;

2. In accordance with the terms of the said Land Development Code, the Owner tenders to the
City a bond in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, in the amount of _
($ ) dollars, which amount is not less than one hundred (100%) percent of the esti
mated cost of the construction described above. In the event the Owner shall fail or neglect to
fulfill his obligations under this agreement, the City shall have the right to construet or cause
to be constructed, pursuant to public advertisement and receipt and acceptance of bids, all
construction desqribed herein, and the Owner as Principal and the surety or sureties shall be
jointly and severally liable to pay to and indemnify the City, upon completion of such
constructi'on, the final total cost to the City thereof, including but not limited to, engineering,
legal and contingent costs, together with any damages, either direct or consequential, which
the City may sustain due to the failure of the Owner to execute all of the provisions of this
Agree~ent.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Owner has executed these presents this the
___ day of ,19__.

Signed, sealed and delivered

in the presence of:

(CORPORATE SEAL)

\
[OWNER (if other than individual)]

By (SEAL)

Title _

ATTEST: (SEAL)

Title _

2. Performance Bond: A bond shall be submitted by the applicant in the penal sum of not less than one
hundred (100%) percent of the estimated cost of such construction, based on the detailed costs
submitted in accordance with Section 17.01D3 above. Such bond may be either a cash bond, a bond
duly executed by the owner as principal and a surety company or companies authorized to do business
in the State of Florida, as sureties, a letter of credit issued by a lending institution authorized to do
business in the State of Florida, an assignment of surety bonds issued to the owner, or other form of
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bond acceptable to the City. The said bond shall be conditioned upon the construction of said facilities
within the time limits specified in the Agreement. The condition of such bond shall be such that if the
developer as principal shall fully and faithfully perfonn all of the terms and conditions of the
principal's agreement and within the time therein specified, said bond shall be void. Otherwise the
City shall have the right to construct said facilities or, pursuant to public advertisement and receipt and
acceptance of bids, to cause the same to be constructed.

3. Maintenance Bond: Upon acceptance of the improvements by the SPRC, and prior to the issuance of
any further development pennits, the principal shall post a bond in an amount equal to twenty-five
(25%) percent of the perfonnance bond to ensure that for a period of one (1) year after the completion
of construction, any defects which may develop due to the use of faulty workmanship or materials
during construction, that the necessary repairs shall be made in a timely fashion by the principal to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The City, at its option, may instead call in the bond and make the
necessary repairs, in which case, the principal and surety jointly and severally shall agree to pay and
indemnify the City, upon completion by the City, the final total cost of such construction, including
but not limited to engineering, legal and contingent costs, together with any damages either direct or
consequential which the City may sustain on account of the failure of the principal to comply with the
tenns of the agreement.

Lien Waivers: Upon specific request by the City, the developer shall require any contractor or
supplier of services or materials that may have been used in the construction of any of the public
utilities or street work, to furnish a properly filled out and executed "Waiver of Lien" signifying that
all bills for materials and services used and/or furnished have been paid or otherwise satisfactorily
satisfied. The waiver of lien fonn will be supplied by the City. In the event that such action is deemed
advisable by the City, no street or other public utility shall receive fmal acceptance by the City until
said waiver has been presented in acceptable fonn.

Title Certification:, Every plat of a subdivision submitted to the approving agency of the local
governing body must be accompanied by a title opinion of an attorney at law licensed in Florida or a

'r.;..-l
... certification by an abstractor or a title company showing that record title to the land as described and

shown on the plat is in the name of the person, persons, corporation, or entity executing the dedication,
if any, as it is shown on the plat and, if the plat does not contain a dedication, that the developer has
record title to the land. The title opinion or certification shall also show all mortgages not satisfied or
released of record nor otherwise tenninated by law.
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17.03 CONSTRUCTION/AC.CEPTANCE OF ~PROVEMENTS:

A. Pre-Construction Requirements:

1. Prior to the issuance of a grading pennit or the initiation of start-up activity, the applicant shall arrange
for a pre-construction conference with his civil engineer, the City Engineer, all underground, drainage
and paving contractors, all affected utility agencies, including, but not limited to FP&L, BellSouth,
Cable Franchisee, and representatives of the following City departments - Utilities, Public Works and
Landscape Architect in attendance.

. 2., The. City s.hall receive and review for approval Shop Drawings and Product Data for material to be
used in the construction of the subdivision improvements. Such review and approval shall only be for
confinning confonnance of the materials with the Land Development Code requirements and

'~ t:;'
approved plans. The approval of Shop Drawings or Product Data shall not relieve the contractor from

.; rMponsibility for any deviations from the approved plans or confonnance with the Code unless the
contractor has in writing called to the City's attention such deviations at the time of submission and
written notice approving such deviation is given by the City.

3. Upon the satisfactory completion of all pre-construction requirements evolving from the conference
and the submittal of all necessary agency pennits, the City Engineer shall issue an Engineering Pennit.

B. Inspections:

1. The applicant shall infonn the City Engineer of the start-up date and time for initial clearing activities.
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slall/tn.' .,

_~~~~ror"SQ"lOIS~"~&UOPPU'~1110\~.2001.
Prlnled !lome: An~'" A. Wilbut, ~, . .

Il.~,lrotloil !il/flIber 2520
........ 'MI.BERT, .It. loWO SUfl'fC:\'IN(j, INC."
5~-A v.ntn9 Cwrl .
Qrm01\d ato,h, F1~d4 J1116~6li41

C~rllr,l:'l,e 01 ...... IhOllto\IO/l NYinbor VI 4261

~d:!~:J:L~~~_PIlESEHc(~~_
STATE or flORlOA
COUNTY Of VOLUSlA

THIS IS TO CE:RTlF'r THAT ON JULY
AN QFF,c(fl OV\.Y AUTHOIllZEO TO T»:E l.CKNO
COUliTl' AFORES.lJtl. POISONALLY APPEAREO \
10 BE WE PERSON 'Ml0 E)(EClm:D THE r~(cc

....crnOVd..£DCEO ThtEx:EClJTlON nlERECf.HlS IS KNO'/IN
HAS T,I,I(EU AN OAnl

HAVi': HUlUlIHO SET ur llANO ....1f0 SE.ll Ol-l TIft ....130\,.

~__-l.I.Y COUUlSSlON E)::P~tS: .!!b.7Jar:.
1(: v - COUIJIS$llm NO.:':I£IL2-.2:1t.n:.
I1l\OA AT LARGE

Mii.i·1fom'e:-.-------'-----

STATE OF flOFt'tlA
'COUNTY OF VOt.USlA

Prir1lcd~:---------

SI9'\td&'S~td
,In,lll. pru,,,e. of:

'~L.ilur.J}Lr-
~~-21~4L~--,-,

pr!rl~'d.NOl1U: .L:-0:4 ~./'I,,! /V',J. l,f #Jr:{.

.. S'in:f:'1' I Of' I SlIf:f:TS

LEGAL DESCRIPTlON (This \:l. a NEW d/lscrlpllon)
("~OVERALL DEVELOPMENl DESCRIPTIONUh)

A, portion of lhe South one-holf ·of Section 26, TownshIp 14 South, Range 31
East, Volusl(l County, Florida, beIng more particularly descrlbed as follaW9:
As a Pot'll 0/ Reference. commence 01 (I concrete monumllnt mar,king lhll
Sauth/lost corner of sold Sectlon 26: thence run North 00'2P57" Eost, along
the East line at sold SecUon 26, a dIstance of 349,15 feet to on
Inlersectlon with the Nodherly r1ght-of~way Hne of the 200-foot wide rlghl-

~~~~~rm~fn~R1::I~~~~~:;o~0::Ose~llo~~w9nIO~~~oft~~~I:I~:d~~dS~a~:C~ol~~
1964, sheets 3, 13 and 14 of 18, sold poinl Iylng Lon a curve, concave
Northerly; lhence run tlorthedy and Westerly, along sold curved rIght-or-way
Une, haYIng (I radIus of 2794,00 feet, on are dIstance of 656,57 feet, or
through a cenuol angle of 13'27'51~, l"1oving a chord distance of 655,06 feet,
and a chord be.:Jrlng l)f North 89'\2'5S' Wesl, to the Point of Tangency thereof;
thence run North 82'29'02~ West (North 81'50'50" West per sold right-of-way
mop). along the Northe-ly right-of-way line of sold Stole Rood 1140, a
dIstance or 568,03 feat to on lnlersecllon with the centerline of a Mturol
creek, sold poInt beIng the Southwesterly corner of that parcel of land
deeded from Patrlclo logonl, as Trustee under frust 101-4, to Indian Springs
of Ormond, Inc., os described 10 Offlclol Records Book 4247, Poqe 1345. of
the Public Records of VolJslo County, Rodda. sold poInt being lhe POINT OF
BEGINNING of this desctlpt~oni thllllce conllnue North 82'29'02" West, ol'ang the
Northerly tight-aI-way line of sold Stote Rood #40, a dIstance of 2416.81
reet to on Intersectlon with the Southerly line of CARRIAGE CREEK AT
eRE~AWA.Y TRAILS, 0,9 per map recorded h Mop ~ook 41,· pages 119-120, of lhe

. Ptlblk Records of Voluslo County, Florida; thence run North 79'25'16" [osl"
olong the Southony boundary 01 sold CARRIAGE. CREEK AT BREAKAWAY TRAILS ond .
the Southerly line of BREA!{AWAY TRAILS PHASE 1, 'UNIT 1, as per mop recorded
In Mop Book ·"41, Poges 1.3-32" of the Public Records of Volusla County,
Florida, 0 distance of 21.31.03 to the PoInt of Curvoture of 0 curve to the
right:· the'nce run Soublerly and Easterly, along. sold curved. Southerly
boundary line, " ,
hovinq 0 radius of 1022.24 feet, on are distance of 706.95 feet, or through
a central angle of J9'37''!6~. hailing 0 chord dIstance 'Of 692.95 ·feet, and a
chord bearing of So.uth 80'46'01~ East, Jo on Intersection wrtl"1 the centerline
of tl"1e ofarementioned ndural creek, belnq also the Westerly·Une of INOIAN
SPRINGS. as per mop .reco:.rdcd In Mop Book 47, Poges 10 and 11. of the Public
Records of Voluslo Count.,. Florida: thence run Southerly and WesterlY, olong;
Ihe centerllne of sold notura! creek and the Westerly line of sold INOIAN
SPRINGS, the lollowlng c.etJrses and distances:'
thMce run South H'04'17~ West 0 dlstanc.e of 55,92 feel;
lhence run South 22·5S'Ol.t Weat a dIstance of 117.91 feeti
thence run Soulh 31'1B·O!t West a dlstonce of 117.03 feet:

~~:~~: '':o~ ~~~~ ~~~~:;i: ~:~~ ~ ~\~'~:~t ~ff ~~~.~~ ~~~~ to the POINl Of
BEGINNING oJ lhls descriptIon, aold parcel containIng 24,52 acres. more or
less. and beIng subJeot to,. any easements or rights-of-way or record.

CrnTlFlCAn: QFAPfIIlO......L {l

lhh I, 10 etrllf)' 11101 OIl lh••~1r dOl 01 ~!. 2004, Ihls plol ..os opp<Md ) ~~ir~~~ ~;~il{~~~\~ :i'a':J~~',B::, }~~~. :d<l /~':~.~~~~I:~ ~;:':~J~;~/"'~"~ ~I"~':"'I':"
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ASSOClAnDN,

a A 1,.5 fOOT S10EYAIlO ""10 10 FOOT REAR YAAO STORM ORA1NAcE
EASE:lffi.IT IS KtIlEBY RESffi'ltD 01'1 AU. LOTS.

7. A 10 FOOT EASEMENT fOR UTIUn(S AND MA1NTDlANC£ IS HEREBY
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!HE rusc.wl' HOIJEO"'NEIlS ASSOClAll~,
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VIA HAND DELIVERY

[Hr'~ .
--,

~( 'r 'ru'p__ 0--C-J ..u

Steven praker, Chief Planner
City of Ormond Beach
Phlllning Department
22 South Beach St.
Ormond Beach, FL 32174

- v M - N-r

November 29, 2010

REI

Dear Steven:

Amendment to Development Order - TUSC,1n,' PRD

Please find enclosed affidavits supporting our request to amend the Development Order
for rhe Tuscany/Villaggio Subdivision - Recreational Impr vements. The enclosed
represents support (rom 48 of the 53 homes/lots within the complex. We sent notices to

all property owners, although I believe a couple of the homes are in foreclosure and that
may be the reason for no response.

Could you please include rhese with our pending application that is being considered by
the Planning Board and ity ommission.

Sincerely,

p, rL:!f, }-
___---..:"'<-Ivlanaging Membe

Vl'tKljlj~..LUJo'CS'teorsLL

c: "ile
tOMMlUICll'I1. ANO RESIDENTIAL CU9TOM LUXURY ~IOME5 CONSTRUCTION SIT!!: DLVI!:t.OPMI!:NT IHVE9TMENT PROPERTIES

PO BOX 730086 • ORMOND BEACH . FLORIDA 3217.3·0066 . VOICE 380.077,7617 • F'AX 3eO,077,7630 - EMAIL HOLUBDEV@AOL.COM



REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

OWNER: Vt11~~I~ i"ts-bJt5 • Ll-G

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot "/< ,TuscWlY, Plat Book 51, Page 46

ADDRESS: St... A.!..!.ike.~h~uA.~_'3>L~!.-!.I::::D+c-~--:~:"'- _

PROJECT: TUSCANY-PRO

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
HomcO\Yl1crs Association and request an Amendment to lhe Development Order and Ordinnncc:
No. 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

1. By Resolution No. 2003-17 signed February 18,2003 WId recorded at Offiei,l
Records Book 5024, page 4310, tlle City of Ormond Beach, Florida ("Ormond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for the Tuscany referenced as PRD·02~67

regarding real property auached to the Devclopmcl\l Order and described at •
Official Rccords Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Volusia County, Florida
("Oevelopment Order"). Further, Onnond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004-30
regarding the Project.

2. TIle Development Order lU,d Ordinance No. 2004-30 impact all Lots in the
Project.

3. The Development Order, together with Ordinance No. 2004-30 (as amended from
time to time) may have contemplated the construction of a clubhouse facility and
pool ("Facility") within the Proj,et.

4. The original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for the
Facility. The Homeowners Association has detennined that the Facility, if
constructed, would place an unnecesslU)' financial burden on the Homeowners
Association and all Lot Owners due to the expense of required maintenance,
insurance, repair and upkeep. As a result, the Homeowners Association has
detcnnined to request an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004~30 and any and all othcr govcrnmental resolutions incident thereto, and
any and alI other recorded documents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requirement that the Facility be constructed.

5. The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate any
requirement tbatthe Facility be constructed,

),,':,tJ day of WBbllt. ,2010.

q=e~Cr'



First American Title Insurance Company

ALTA COMMITMENT

Agent's File Number: 10048-196

Schedule A, Continuation Page

Commitment Number:

Lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,10,11,13,17,18,19,21,22,23,24,25,26, 27, 28,29,31,33,35,36,37,38,39,
40,41,42,43,44,45,47,48,49, and 50, TUSCANY, according to plat thereof, recorded in Map Book
51, Pages 46 through 49, inclusive, of the Public Records ofVolusia County, Florida.

ALTA Commitment



REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT OROER

OWNER: H0-e tE:D 111-l CS) - 6r:CT
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lol :L 0, Tuscany, Pial Book 51, Page 46

ADDRESS: 512 .;JPIA,J l,dA-Y
PROJECT: TUSCANY-PRO

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
Homeowners Association and request an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

I. By Resolution No. 2003-17 signed Februnry 18, 2003 and recorded at Official
Records Book 5024, page 4310, the City of Onnond Beach, Florida ("Onnond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for the Tuscany referenced 8S PRD~02·67

..garding ..al property anacbed 10 the Development Order and described al
Official Records Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Volusi. County, Florida
("Development Order"). Further, Onnond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004-30
regarding the Project.

2. The Development Order and Ordinance No, 2004·30 impact all Lots in the
Project.

3. The Development Order. together with Ordinance No. 2004-30 Cas amended fi'om
time 10 time) may have contcmplnted the construction of a clubhouse facility and
pool ('<Facility") withJn the Project.

4. The original Developer did not build or provide D completion bond for the
Facility. The Homeowners Association has detemUned that the Facility, if
constructed, would place an wmecessary financial burden on the Homeowners
Association and aU Lot Owners due to the expense ofrc:quired maintenance,
insurance, repair and upkeep. As a result, the Homeowners Association has
detennined to request an Amendmenllo the Development Order 1lI1d Ordimmce
No. 2004-30 and any and all other governmental resolutions incident thereto, and
any aDd all other recorded docwnents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requirement that the Facility be constructed.

5. The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate any
requircmentlhal the Facility be constructed.

2) dayof o~k- ,2010.

)1~&!uLf

& Lf) I&. i: .:s
Witness printed name

dlJ4.~~~::')p;4#fl.P' 'd

I(~f~io

"



REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

LEGAL DESCRJPTION: Lot

OWNER:__....:.~.:.::I,;,,~..----'G~\..J;t~:....=-....:...h--'-D...:.../~~f'.--- _
~ '( ,Tuscany, Plat Book 51,Pnge46

ADDRESS: 7- if ,A ~\ lM. \IV?
PROJECT: TUSCANY·PRO

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: Tim TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
Homeowners Association ftnd request un Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004·30 for the Project as follows:

1. By Resolution No. 2003·17 signed FebrUilry 18,2003 und recorded at Officio.1
Records Book 5024, page 4310, the City ofOnnond Bench, Floridn ("Onnond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for the Tuscany referenced as PRD-02-67
regarding real property BUnched to the Development Order and described at
Official Records Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Volusin County, Florida
("Development Order"). Further, Onnond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004·30
regarding the Project.

2. The Development Order wld Ordinance No. 2004·30 impact nil Lots in the
Project.

J. The Development Order, together with OrdiruUlcc No. 2004~30 (as amended f!'Om
time to time) may have contemplated lhe construction of a clubhouse facility and
pool (IlFacility") within the Project.

4. TIle original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for the
Facility. The Homeowners Association has determined that the Facility, if
constructed, would place an wmecessnry financial burden on the Homeowners
Association WId all Lot Owners due to thc cKpense ofrequired maintenance,
insurance. repair and upkeep. As 8 rcsuh, the Homeowners Association has
determined to request an Amendrnellt to the Development Order lind Ordinance
No. 2004~30 and any and all other governmental resolutions incident thereto. and
any und all oUler recorded documents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requirement that the F'ndtity be constructed.

5. The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate 8Jly
requirement that the Facility be constructed.

"'7"'''--..,,~'--+--''20 IO.

Witness printed name

Witness our hllOds nod seals this /..7

Witness signature

MICHAEL A. PYLE

Witness printed Dame



ADDRESS:

REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

OWNER::_..LA~tA=~~~" M~(.V\~io..~~;--:-~~ _
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 16 ,Tuscany, PI.t Book 51, Page 46

It) 4frf,""I~........:e4--J("""N"-''''8''9--...>()u..V;...."=,,,,=JL_~~~~PJ_(..
PROJECT: TUSCANY-PRO

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATJON,

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lol hereby joins with the
Homeowners Association and request an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordina.ncc
No. 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

I. By Resolution No. 2003-17 signed FebnIRry 18,2003 and recorded at Official
Recnrds Book 5024, page 4310, the City of Onnond Be.ch, Florid. ("Onnond
Bc.ch") adopted a Development Order for the Tuscany referenced as PRD-02-67
regarding real pl'Operty attached to the Development Order and described ot
Official Records Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Volusia County, Florida
("Development Order"). Further, Onnond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004-30
regarding the Project.

2. The Development Order and Ordinance No. 2004-30 impact all Lots in thc
Project.

3. The Development Order, together with Ordinance No. 2004-30 (as amended from
time to time) may have contemplated the cOllstmction of a clubhouse facility and
pool ("Facility") within the Project.

4. The original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for the
Facility. The Homeowners Association has detennined that the Facility, if
constructed, would place an wmcccssary financial burden on the Homeowners
Association iUld all Lot Owners due to the expense of required maintenance,
insurance. repair and upkeep. As a result. the Homeowners Association has
detennined to request an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004~30 and any and all other governmental resolutions incident thereto, and
any and all other recorded documents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requirement that the Fucility be conslructed,

5. The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate any
requiremeru I..hal the Facility be constructed.

Witness our hands

Witness signoture

scals this L7 day of QA.... ,2010.

~/0
Witness sl~ ure

fer/If£' 12t7//tJ/[)
Witness printed name



REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

PROJECT: TUSCANY-PRO

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
Homeowners Associution and request un Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

I. By Resolution No. 2003-17 signed February 18,2003 and recorded at Offici"i
Rccords Book 5024, page 4310, the City of Omtond Beach, Florida ("Onnond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for Ihe Tuscany referenced as PRO-02-67
regarding real property attached 10 the Development Order and described at
Official Records Book 5024, page 43l8, Public Records Volusiu County, Florida
("Development Order"). Further, Oooond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004-30
regarding the Project.

2. The Development Order and Ordinance No. 2004-30 impact nil Lots in the
Project.

3. The Development Order. together with Ol'dimUlce No. 2004-30 (as amended from
time to time) tIlay have contemplated the constntction oCa clubhouse facility and
pool ("Facility") within the Project

4. TIle original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for the
Facility. The Homeowners Association has determined that the Facility, if
constructed, would place an unnecessary financial burdcn on the Homeowners
Association and all Lot Owners due to the expensc of required maintenance.
insurance, repair and upkeep. As 8 result, the Homeowners Association has
detennined to request an Amendment to lhe Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004 M 30 and any wld all other governmental resolulions incident thereto, and
any nnd all other recorded documents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requiremenl that the Facility be conSlructed.

5. The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate any
requirement that the Facilily be constructed.

Witness our hands and seals thi, )."l~day of 0C\O'lvv- ,20 IO.

~, ~~ --~-,-----'---------
J?A,. )L:f: l·.1d..~ '0 :11-

Wi'ness prin<ed n", r::?'2-
Witne'k:iJA t
Witness printed name



REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 30 ,Tuscuny, Pial Book 51, Page 46

ADDRESS: '15 A P,'gO Way) OY"VY"\Ol')d B..ac hI FJ21".<:\

PROJECT: TUSCANY-PRD

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION,

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
Homeowners Association nnd request an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No, 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

I, By Resolution No', 2003· I7 signed February 18, 2003 and recorded at Officiul
Records Book 5024, pugc 4310,the City ofOrmond Beach, Florida ("Ormond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for the Tuscany referenced as PRD-02-67
regarding real property attached to the Development Order and described at
Official Records Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Volusia County, Florida
("Development Order"), Further, Ormond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004·30
regardinK the Project.

2. The Development Order and Ordinance No. 2004·30 impact all LoIS in thc
Project.

3. The Developmcnt Ordcr, togcther with Ordinunee No. 2004-30 (ns amended from
time to time) may hnvecontemplnted the construction ora clubhouse facility nnd
pool C'facility") within the Projeel.

4. The original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for the
Facility. The Homeo'M1crs Association has detennmed lbat the Facility, if
constructed, would place an unnC(:csslU')' finnnciol burden on the Homeowners
Association and aU Lot Owners due to thc expense of required maintenance,
insurance, repair and upkeep. As a result, the Homeowners Association has
detemlined to rcquest an Amendment to the Development Order and OrdinaJlce
No, 2004~30 nnd any and all other governmental resolutions incident thereto, and
any and all other recorded docwnents regarding (he Project, (0 eliminate any
requirement that thc Facility be constructed,

5. The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate any
requirement that the Facility be constructed,

m~\2 C\Ju/\
Witness sIgnature

llic\io \\Q (\\ ),\(£f)
Wilncss printed name



,2010.

MICIIAEL A. PYLE

REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

OWNER: hMto La..1'v /tip _
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LotJ::!-, Tuscany, Plat Book 51, Page 46

ADDRESS: 3. I~ Vv7
PROJECT: TUSCANY-PRO

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATIQN: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owner(s) ofthe above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
Homeowners Association and request un Amendment 10 the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

I. By Resolution No. 2003-17 signed February 18,2003 and recordcd nt Official
Records Book 5024, page 4310, O,e City of Onnond Bench, Florida ("Onnond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for the TUSCfU1Y referenced as PRD~02~67
regarding real pl'Operty attached to the Development Order and described at
Official Records Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Volusiu County, Florida
("Development Order"). Funher, Onnond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004-30
regarding the Project.

2. The Development Order and Ordinance No. 2004·30 impact nil Lots in the
Project.

3. The Development Order, together with Ordinnnce No. 2004~30 (as amended from
time to time) may have cOlltemplated Ule construction of a clubhouse fncility and
pool ("Facility") within the Project.

4. n1(~ original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for the
Facility. TIle Homeowners Association has determined that the Facility, if
constructed, would place an unnecessary financial burden on the Homeowners
Association and all Lot Owners due to the expense of required maintenance,
insurance, repair nnd upkeep. As a result, the Homeowners Association has
delcnnilled to request an Amendment 10 lhe Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004 M JO and any and all other governmental resolutions incidcnt thereto, and
any nnd all other reeorded documents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requirement that the Facility be constructed.

S. The referenced Owner supports the request by thc Association to eliminatc any
requirement that Ute Facility be constructed.

Witness Ollr hands and seals this Z:; day ofO~

~~~
Witness~~

Witness signature

,
Witness printed nwne



REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDER

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot .5J .Tuscany. Plat Book 51, P"gc 46

ADDRESS: ...::S:~J-:....' --...Lt£W.p~MlL·-VtllL---,t./""--,,k:.L.,l,/'--- _

PROJECT: TUSCANY.PRD

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OF ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owner(s) of the above referenced Lot hereby joins with the
Homeowners Association and request an Amendment to the Development Order and OrdinaJlce
No. 2004-30 for the Project as follows:

I. By Resolution No. 2003·17 signed Febnlllly 18,2003 lind recorded at Official
Records Book 5024, page 4310, the City of Ormond Bench, Florida CIOnnond
Beach") adopted a Development Order for the Tuscany referenced as PRD-02~67

regarding real property attached to Ule Development Order and described [It
Official Records Book 5024, page 4318, Public Records Voiu,ia County, Florida
("Development Order"). Further, DImond Beach adopted Ordinance No, 2004-30
regarding the Project.

2. The Development Order and Ordinance No. 2004-30 impact all Lots in the
Project.

3. The Development Ordcr, together with Ordinance No. 2004-30 (as amended from
time to time) may have cOlllemplated the conSlrUction of a clubhouse facility and
pool ("Facility") within the Project.

4, The original Developer did not build or provide a completion bond for th.e
Facility. The Homeowners Association has determined tJlat the Facility, if
constructed, would place un wmecessary financial bwden on the Homeowners
Association Wld all Lot Owners due to the expense of required maintenance,
insurance) repair and upkeep. As 8 result) the Homeowners Association has
detennined to request an Amendment to the Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004-30 and any and all other governmental resolutions incident thereto, and
any and all other recorded documents regarding the Project, to eliminate any
requirement that the Facility be constructed,

5, The referenced Owner supports the request by the Association to eliminate My
requirement that the Facility be constructed.

~2:M~Witn~ess~ourShan~d,~andf1'Caljf1,th0" lh';Z=:~-,
Witness signature ~

MICHAEL A. PYL~ kltJ,Qi'§ tfcr!'PtJ}t:!
Witness printed name



OWNI!R:

REQUEST TO AMEND DEVELOPMENT ORDBR

~ Kd!u.·tlot. "D1..lJl·tI1....4..I>..,:.!...1 _

LEGAL DEsCRIPTION: Lot 5?. .Tuscany, PIlllBookSl, Page 46

ADDRESS: 5~ n..i4" W4.i..Va, I

PROJECT: TUSCANY·PRO

HOMEOWNI!RS ASSOCIATION: THE TUSCANY OP ORMOND BEACH HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION.

The Undersigned Owncr(s) of the above ..ferenoed Lot heroby join. wiU, the
Homcowners Assoclation and roquest an Amendment to Ibe Development Order nnd Ordinnnce
No. 2004·30 for the Project IS follows:

1. By Resolution No: 2003·17 .igned Febnwy 18, 2003 and "'conled at Official
Recorda Book S024, page 4310, the City ofOrmond Beach, Florida ("Omood
Beech") adopted a Development Order for the Thscany ",f.,e:nced a. PRD·02-67
regardina: real property attbCbcd to the Development Ord., aod de.cribed 81
omcial Record. Book S02A, p'a:e 4318, Public Recorda Volu.ia County, Florida
C'Ocvelopment Order"). Purther, Ormond Beach adopted Ordinance No. 2004·30
"'Sarding the Project.

2. The Development Order aod O,dinsnoo No. 2004-30 impact all Lots in the
Project

3. The Development Order,together with Ordinance No. 2004-30 (88 amended from
time to time) may have contemplaled the COIl8IrUCllon of a clubhouse flMilllty end
pool ("FacUlty") within the Project .

4. •The originll Developer did not build or provide a completion hond for the
Facility. The HomeoWllmll Asaoolation bas detllml1ned that the PacUity, if
ccnslIucted, would place an uonecesssry financial burden on the Homeown...
Association and au Lot Own... due to the Cltpense ofroqu1rcd maint<:nnnce,
lnaurance. repair and upkeep. As n...u1~ the Homeowners AssocjaUon baa
detennlned to roquest an Amendment to Ibe Development Order and Ordinance
No. 2004-30 and any and all other govemmenta1 ..aoluUon.o incident thereto, and
any nod au other reoordccl documCllll regarding the Proj~ to e1imJ..to any
roqulranent that the Facility be CCllBtnlllted.·

S. The referenced Owner supports the request by the AlsociBtion to c1iininatc any .
roquiremont that the PacUlty be constructed.

Witness printed name





Breakaway Trails
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

16 Breakaway Trail
Ormond Beach, FL 32174

February 3, 2011

Mr. Steven Spraker, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Ormond Beach Planning Board
22 South Beach Street
Ormond Beach, FL 32174

RE: Planned Residential Development Amendment - Tuscany (Villaggio)

Dear Mr. Spraker:

Last night, the Breakaway Trails Board ofDirectors met to discuss the notice that we
received on January 25, 20 II from you informing us that there was a request to eliminate
the clubhouse and the swimming pool from the original Villaggio Planned Residential
Development requiring these recreational amenities.

Six of our seven Board Members were in attendance at this meeting. A vote was taken
and it is the position of our Board of Directors that we see no reason why the original
plans for the development should not be adhered to.

The results of our vote:
5 For
oAgainst
1 Abstention.

Respectfully,

J~~u.aL
John McCarthy I

f

Vice President

Cc: ATTN: City Commissioners

PHONE (386) 673-0901 • FAX (386) 673-3957 • Email: BreakawayTrHOA@cfl.rr.com
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STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning 
 

 
DATE: January 10, 2011 

SUBJECT: Mobility Fee 

APPLICANT: City Initiated 

NUMBER: M-11-12 

PROJECT PLANNER: Richard P. Goss, AICP 
 

 
 
INTRODUCTION:  In 2009, the Legislature passed SB 360ER.  This bill 
designated dense urban land areas (DULAs) and one of the definitions of DULA 
was an area having over 1000 people per square mile. Pursuant to that bill, the 
Florida Legislative Office of Economic and Demographic Research transmitted to 
the Department of Community Affairs on July 1, 2009, a list of counties and 
municipalities including the City of Ormond Beach, as qualifying for DULA status.  
Ormond Beach as a DULA is automatically designated a Transportation 
Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA).  A designation of a citywide TCEA means 
that state concurrency no longer applies to development provided the City has a 
multimodal strategy approved and adopted in its Comprehensive Plan within two 
years of the bill’s passage.  However, Ormond Beach elected through its home rule 
powers to be more stringent and restrict the creation of TCEAs on roadway 
corridors which are environmentally or politically constrained.    
 
The attached adopted multimodal plan or strategy was approved by Ordinance 10-
48A on December 7, 2010 as part of a Remedial Amendment and Stipulated 
Settlement Agreement with the State Department of Community Affairs (DCA).  
The City’s Comprehensive Plan and multimodal strategy was approved by the 
DCA on January 18, 2011.  It was prepared as a balance between all roadway 
capacity improvements and all vehicle reduction strategies.  Table 1 depicts 
transportation themes cross-referenced with multi-modal strategies of increased 
roadway capacity, achieving more efficiency out of the existing roadway system, 
reducing vehicle miles traveled and most importantly land use considerations. 
 

Code Section Title Code Section  Amendment 
Chapter 1, Article IV 1-26 – Mobility Fees New Section added 
Chapter 1, Article IV 1.27 A 1 Deletion of local road fee 
Chapter 2, Article V 1-32 F 12 New paragraph 12 added 
Chapter 2, Article V 1-32 1 & 3 New text added 
Chapter 2, Article V 1-32 G 13 Existing paragraph deleted 
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Table 1- Multi-Modal Strategies Promoted by Theme 

 
B.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The multimodal plan or strategy is simplistic in 
planning terms.  The strategy is to locate a Transportation Concurrency Exception 
Area (TCEA) along three transit routes which are considered part of Votran’s 
eastside transit spine network.  These transit routes are on roadway corridors 
which the city considers constrained as it relates to capacity improvements.  
Widening of these roads would be inconsistent with the context sensitive design 
normally attributable to a city. One of three roadway corridors which traverse the 
downtown is currently operating at a lower level of service than the adopted level 
of service.  To enhance service, the City intends to improve connectivity for non-
motorized modes of travel through the adoption of sidewalk level of service 
standards.  To increase the potential of ridership, the City is proposing to increase 
densities and intensities along the three roadway corridors by requiring mixed use, 
horizontal development, and build to line standards for new development.  A form 
based code was recently approved by the City for that portion of SR40 which is in 
downtown.  Enhanced transit, better connectivity, and increased attention to better 
form and land use are the foundation of the multi-modal strategy.  In all other areas 
concurrency is required, and mitigation of impacts must occur.   
 
To fund the strategy, a mobility fee containing a road, transit and non-motorized 
component was advocated.  Development within the TCEA requires only the transit 
and non-motorized component to be paid. Development outside the TCEA is 
subject to concurrency, possible proportionate fair share, and the Volusia County 
Impact Fee. Revenues and expenditures were projected based upon the amount of 
vacant land and expected development over the 15 year horizon of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Funds generated are less than the projected expenses but 
because transit routes have multiple jurisdictional benefits, the City’s share of the 
total costs is limited by its ability and funding capacity.  While the fees are new 
fees, they replace the Volusia County Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance for 
mitigation on SR40, US1, and A1A.  The mobility fees cost less than the impact 
fees and are designed to encourage redevelopment and infill development.      
     

Themes Increased 
Roadway 
Capacity 

Efficiencies out of 
existing roadway 

system 

Vehicle 
Reduction 
Strategies 

Land 
Use 

ROW Preservation x    
Access Management  x   
TCEA  x   
Multi-modal strategy   x  

 Context sensitive design   x  
Transit Oriented Design    x 
Concurrency x x x  
Sidewalks & Trails   x  
TDM   x  



M-10-110 Form Base Code Amendment Staff Report 3 

A. ANALYSIS:  The full analysis supporting the mobility fee calculations can be 
found in the Mobility Strategy which is provided as a separate support document. 
All references to page numbers are to the strategy document itself. An attempt to 
extract the information needed for the Board to understand the basis for the fee 
and the fee formulation is provided herein.  More detailed information can be found 
in the source document.  The mobility fee integrates the current local road fee that 
the City assesses.  There was no attempt to justify the local road fee portion since 
this fee was justified previously.  The city’s local road fee was simply converted 
from an Equivalent Living Unit (ELU) measurement to a Person Trip (PT) 
measurement in order for it to be integrated into a mobility fee formula.  
 
Multimodal Needs:  The mobility strategy projects transit costs of $5.39 million in 
start-up capital costs and 3 years of operating costs of $12.9 million to increase 
frequency of service from the current 1 hour headway to ½ hour headways for SR 
40, US1, and A1A.  The total bicycle and sidewalk needs were projected at $9.3 
million.   Not all this need is growth based.  There is an existing deficiency which 
must be deducted from the total modal need.  Consequently, it is estimated that 
over the next 15 year development horizon of the Comprehensive Plan, 
approximately $13.4 million or 43% of the $27.5 million need is directly attributable 
to new growth (See page 24 for calculation and approach).  
 
The City developed two growth trip scenarios based upon land use and 
transportation.  The land use scenario assumed a development absorption that 
would create 136,761 new trips over a 15 year development horizon (See pages 
29-31 of strategy).  The transportation scenario is projecting an increase of 
114,680 new trips using a Trend Analysis Tool provided by FDOT. While the 
former scenario was based upon staff assumptions, the latter was based upon 15 
years of past traffic growth projected into the future.  Three trend years were 
analyzed:  2010 (base), 2017 (mid), and 2025 (design year of Comprehensive 
Plan). (See pages 22-24).  Consequently, staff selected the transportation scenario 
as a more valid approach since it is based upon trend analyses rather than staff 
assumptions.  Table 2 depicts the land use and transportation based development 
trips converted to person trips with a cost per trip.   
 

Table 2 – Cost per Person Trips 
 

 
Table 3 depicts each component by development scenario that makes up the 
mobility fee.  The shaded Transportation scenario with the resultant mobility fee is 
staff’s recommendation.  
 

Scenario Total Modal 
 Need $ 

Development 
Trips 

AV0 Person  Trips 
 (PT) 

Cost per 
 PT 

Land Use $13,435,422 136,761 1.502 205,415 $65.40 
Transportation $13,435,422 114,680 1.502 172,249 $77.82 
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Table 3 – Mobility Fee Components 

 
 
Table 4 provides the projected revenue available over the next 15 years by each 
development scenario and separated based upon the percentage of need.  This 
revenue is highly depended upon a recovering and robust economy.  Less revenue 
would see an equal reduction in expenditure. 
 

Table 4 – Projected Revenue by Mode & Scenario 

 
 
The City proposes to use its mobility fees to support the following: 

• improved transit amenities (Votran); 
• new buses (Votran); 
• expanded frequency of service on US 1, A1A, and SR40 (Votran);  
• construct trails (City);  
• implement the Elementary School pedestrian/bike improvement studies (City);  
• enhance existing sidewalks by widening the existing width from 5 feet to 8 

feet and,  
• implement sidewalk connectivity from existing residential neighborhoods to 

transit stops, commercial shopping areas, public parks/recreation facilities 
and other public facilities such as the library, etc (City).   

 
The City is planning the establishment of redevelopment districts on US1 and A1A 
to fund multimodal activities but the rest of the funds will need to come from other 
communities who are on the transit routes that are also traversed by routes 1, 3, 
and 18/19.   In addition, the county will need to find new revenues to support transit, 
both rail and bus, in the future.  Discussions during the development of the draft 
2035 LRTP include a ½ cent Local Option Sales Tax. (LOST).   

 
The mobility fee replaces concurrency therefore conducting traffic studies, 
contributing to a proportionate fair share agreement or paying a Volusia County 
Impact Fee is no longer required.  Mobility fees are assessed on roadway corridors 

Scenario Roads Transit Non-Motorized Mobility Fee 
Transportation $9.40 per 

person trip 
$45.40 per 
person trip 

$23.02 per 
person trip 

$77.82 per person trip

Land Use $9.40 per 
person trip 

$38.00 per 
person trip 

$18.00 per 
person trip 

$65.40 per person trip

Scenario Roads (12%) Transit (58%) Bike-Ped (30%) 
Land Use $1,636,746.70 $7,910,942.50 $4,091,866.80 

Transportation $1,612,250.60 $7,792,544.80 $4,030,626.60 
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which have a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area designation.  These 
roadway corridors include SR 40 from A1A to Williamson, US 1 from Wilmette to 
the southern city line, and A1A from SR40 to the southern city line.   
 

D. LDC CODE SECTION TO BE AMENDED:   
 

1.  Chapter 1, Article IV, is proposed to be amended by adding a new Section 
1-26 entitled, “Mobility Fee.”  It shall read as follows: 

SECTION 1-26: MOBILITY FEE 

 
A. Mobility Fee Purpose.  Pursuant to Ordinance 10-48A, a mobility fee is hereby 

established to implement the City’s Multimodal Strategy.  The mobility fee is 
mode neutral and when used effectively in combination with infill land use 
development densities and intensities that are transit supportive, total vehicle 
miles travelled and greenhouse gas emissions shall be reduced while providing 
enhanced mobility options.            
 
1. Mobility Fee Components: The mobility fee shall contain a road, transit and 

non-motorized (sidewalks, bike trails) component. The road component of 
the mobility fee replaces the city’s local road impact fee and its calculation 
based upon an Equivalent Living Unit (ELU).   

 
2. Applicability: Table 1 below identifies the multi-modal corridor or 

geographical area where a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area 
(TCEA) is designated and to which each mobility fee component is 
applicable: 

 
Table 1- Mobility Fee Applicability  

 
  ¹ There are no new road capacity improvements planned within a TCEA 

therefore the road portion of the mobility fee is not applicable to any 
multimodal designated corridor.   

 
² Ormond Crossing is governed by its own multimodal strategy and 
mitigation plan pursuant to a development agreement.  
 

Outside TCEA on Modal 
Component 

Downtown 
TCEA¹ 

SR 40, US1, 
A1A TCEA¹ 

Ormond Crossing  
TCEA² State/County/City 

Roads³ 
Road no no No. See Ord # 2010-07 yes 
Transit yes yes No. See Ord # 2010-07 no 
Non-
motorized 

yes yes No. See Ord # 2010-07 no 
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    ³ A development located on a state, city or county road outside a TCEA 

shall be subject to concurrency and mitigation, if required. The local road 
fee component shall apply outside of the TCEA in addition to the Volusisa 
County Impact Fee.  Payment of the local road fee shall be a credit to the 
Volusia County Impact Fee.  

 
3. TCEA:  The following corridors are designated a TCEA resulting in mobility 

fees replacing concurrency: 
 

a. SR 40 from A1A to Williamson Boulevard;  
b. US 1 from Wilmette to the southern city boundary line; and 
c. A1A from SR40 to the southern city boundary line. 
 
The area encompassed by a TCEA is ¼ mile in width and measured from 
the centerline of the corridor (See Map).   

 
 4.  Calculation of Mobility Fee:  Calculating the mobility fee is derived by 

multiplying the density or intensity to be developed by the assigned trip 
generation rate (TGR) from the latest ITE Trip Generation Manual.  The Net 
TGR (minus pass-by trips) multiplied by the Average Vehicle Occupancy 
(AVO) factor of 1.502 equals the number of person trips (PT).  PT is 
multiplied by the applicable individual mode fee component.   

 
Formula:  Density or Intensity x TGR – Passerby x AVO x PT x the 
applicable mode fee component or entire mobility fee, whichever is 
applicable. 

 
 
              Example: 

 
5. Mobility Fee:  Table 3 depicts the mobility fee based on the projected 

costs to provide transit and non-motorized improvements identified in the 
Multimodal Strategy.  The road component represents the conversion of 
the city’s local road impact fee from an ELU to TGR and PT.   The road fee 
is based upon the improvements specified in the City’s Capital 
Improvements Program. Payment of funds at building permit issuance shall 
be deposited by the City into each component’s account according to the 
prescribed percentage. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Dwelling Units TGR AVO PT Mobility Fee Total 
10 10 1.502 150.2 $77.82 $11,673
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Table 3 – Mobility Fee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Applicability of Volusia County Impact Fees:  Within a TCEA, mobility 
fees replace the imposition of the Volusia County Road Impact Fee for 
road improvements. 

 
7. Applicability of Volusia County Traffic Impact Assessment 

Guidelines:  Within a TCEA, payment of a mobility fee replaces the Traffic 
Impact Assessment Guidelines.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2.  Chapter 1, Article IV, Section 1-27 A 1 is proposed to be amended to delete 

the local road fee as an impact fee and the calculation of said fee using 
Equivalent Dwelling Units. 

 
 
 
 

 
3.  Chapter 1, Article V, Section 1-32 F is amended to add mobility fees as a 

new subsection 12.  It shall read as follows: 
 

12. All development within a designed Transportation Concurrency Exception 
Area (TCEA) except for the Ormond Crossing TCEA shall pay a mobility fee, 
in lieu of concurrency. The mobility fee contains three sub component fees, 
one each for a road, transit and non-motorized (sidewalks, bike trails, etc.) 
travel mode.  Within a TCEA, only the transit and non-motorized fee 
component of the total mobility fee shall apply.  For development within a 
TCEA, no traffic study shall be required, concurrency shall not apply, and 

Modal 
Component 

Cost Per 
PT 

Mode allocation 
% 

Roads $  9.40 12% 
Transit $45.40 58% 
Bike/Pedestrian $23.02 30% 

Total $77.82 100% 

Commentary:  This section explains the purpose, make up of the mobility fee, 
its applicability, how it will be applied within the TCEA, and that concurrency and 
mitigation applies outside of the TCEA.  Trips distributed to the TCEA by 
development outside of the TCEA shall be required to pay the mobility fee in 
addition to any mitigation of the trips distributed outside of the TCEA.  The 
Volusia County Impact Fee Ordinance and the Volusia County Transportation 
Impact Fee Assessment Guidelines apply only to development outside of the 
TCEA.   

Commentary:  The local road fee is no longer considered an impact fee 
nor is it calculated using equivalent living units.  It is now calculated using 
the ITE Trip Generation Rate Manual and converted to person trips (PT).  
Person trips are now the determinant of impact since the mobility fee 
includes not only roads but transit and non-motorized means of travel. 
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mitigation other than payment of the fee shall not be required.  The mobility 
fee is a “pay & go” fee.  Outside of a TCEA, concurrency shall apply.  
Development on State and County roads outside of a designated TCEA shall 
be required to follow the Volusia County Transportation Impact Assessment 
Guidelines as well as pay the City’s road fee component. Payment of the full 
or partial mobility fee to the City shall be at building permit time for non-
residential development and at preliminary plat for residential developments.  
Credit against the mobility fee shall be applicable for on-site transit and off-
site non-motorized improvements not required by code. Mobility fee deposits 
shall be allocated to each of the modes by the percentage specified.     

 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Chapter 1, Article V, Section 1-32 G is amended by adding to subsection 3 
that development within a TCEA is exempt from proportionate fair share. 

4. Chapter 1, Article V, Section 1-32 G is also amended by deleting subsection 
13 where a TCEA is subject to proportionate fair share.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
CONCLUSION: There are certain criteria that must be evaluated before M-10-110 
can be approved. According to Article I of the Land Development Code, the 
Planning Board shall consider the following when making its recommendation: 
1. The proposed development conforms to the standards and requirements 

of this Code and will not create undue crowding beyond the conditions 
normally permitted in the zoning district, or adversely affect the public 
health, safety, welfare or quality of life.   
The purpose of this amendment is to reverse the continued outmigration of 
business to the perimeter of the city because it is less expensive and easier to 
build greenfield development.  Densities and intensities will not be increased 
above the land use designations therefore conditions will not be more than 
dictated in the Comprehensive Plan.  The zoning ordinance due to its 
development standards make development constructing at the density or 

Commentary:  A new subsection 12 is added and it reiterates Section 1-
26 for the most part.  This also provides guidance in that credits can be 
obtained if transit or off-site non-motorized improvements are made.  This 
section also directs the City to allocate the mobility fee collected to each 
mode by the percentage specified in Section 1-26. 

Commentary:  Proportionate Fair Share is a mitigation tool to meet 
concurrency.  Concurrency no longer applies to development within the 
multimodal corridors of US 1, A1A or SR40.  The purpose is to not to have 
development subject to mobility fees and impact fees because it should be 
less expensive to development through infill or redevelop than on the 
perimeter of the city. 
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intensity in the land use plan almost impossible.  The Land Use Plan minimums 
should not be the City’s LDC maximums as it relates to density and intensity.   

2. The proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
     The mobility fee is consistent with the City’s adopted Mobility Strategy 

(Ordinance 10-48A) and the recently adopted 2025 Comprehensive Plan.  The 
mobility fee is part of the requirements of SB 360 designating the City as a 
Dense Urban Land Area (DULA).  The mobility fee was required to make the 
mobility strategy a financially feasible strategy.  

3. The proposed development will not adversely impact environmentally 
sensitive lands or natural resources, including but not limited to 
waterbodies, wetlands, xeric communities, wildlife habitats, endangered 
or threatened plants and animal species or species of special concern, 
wellfields, and individual wells. 
This is not a project-specific development application and the proposed Land 
Development Code amendment will not have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive lands. 

4. The proposed use will not substantially or permanently depreciate the 
value of surrounding property; create a nuisance; or deprive adjoining 
properties of adequate light and air; create excessive noise, odor, glare, 
or visual impacts on the neighborhood and adjoining properties. 
This is not a project-specific development application and the proposed Land 
Development Code amendments will have no adverse effect on surrounding 
property; create a nuisance; or deprive adjoining properties of adequate light 
and air; create excessive noise, odor, glare or visual impacts on adjoining 
properties.  

5. There are adequate public facilities to serve the development, including 
but not limited to roads, sidewalks, bike paths, potable water, wastewater 
treatment, drainage, fire and police safety, parks and recreation facilities, 
schools, and playgrounds. 
The purpose of the mobility strategy and fee is to ensure that travel can be 
accommodated by all types of modes and that the City’s downtown and 
commercial corridors are not widen to a degree where the character of the city 
is no longer that of a city.  The mobility fee will support road efficiency 
enhancements, transit improvements (capital and operating) and non-
motorized to include bike and pedestrian sidewalks to ensure connectivity 
between residential neighborhoods and destination points to include transit 
stops. 

6.   Ingress and egress to the property and traffic patterns are designed to 
protect and promote motorized vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle safety and 
convenience, allow for desirable traffic flow and control, and provide 
adequate access in case of fire or catastrophe. This finding shall be 
based on a traffic report where available, prepared by a qualified traffic 
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consultant, engineer or planner which details the anticipated or projected 
effect of the project on adjacent roads and the impact on public safety. 
There is no development proposed for this amendment.  The application 
pertains to a Land Development Code amendment. 

7.   The proposed development is functional in the use of space and 
aesthetically acceptable. 
There is no development proposed for this amendment.  The application 
pertains to a Land Development Code amendment. 

8.   The proposed development provides for the safety of occupants and 
visitors. 
There is no development proposed for this amendment.  The application 
pertains to a Land Development Code amendment. 

9.  The proposed use of materials and architectural features will not 
adversely impact the neighborhood and aesthetics of the area. 
There is no development proposed for this amendment.  The application 
pertains to a Land Development Code amendment. 

10. The testimony provided at public hearings. 
There has not been a public hearing at this time. The comments from the Planning 
Board meeting will be incorporated into the City Commission packet.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the Planning Board approve Case 
No. M-11-12 amending the LDC to establish a mobility fee of $77.82 per person 
trip as a replacement for concurrency and impact fees within a Transportation 
Concurrency Exception Area.  
 
Attachments:  as 
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1. Introduction

The Volusia County MPO will be completing the 2035 Fiscally Constrained TranspOliation Plan in 2010. Results from community "Make Your Mark" meetings and Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) Committee meetings indicate that the 2035 Fiscally Constrained Transportation Plan will not adequately meet projected county or Ormond Beach needs.

During the preparation of the City's Evaluation Appraisal RepOli (EAR) to the Florida Department of Community Affairs, it was clear that the City, County and State could no longer afford to
continue widening roads within Ormond Beach without substantial cost both in terms of right-of-way and business damages. As such, staff indicated that a more balanced approach to the future
transportation needs of Ormond Beach was needed. Less emphasis on roadway capacity improvements and increased emphasis on making existing roads more efficient while improvements to
transit and non-motorized modes as well better intermodal connections and network connectivity were needed.

In 2009, the Legislature passed SB 360ER. This bill designated dense urban land areas (DULAs) and one of the definitions of DULA was an area having over 1000 people per square mile.
Pursuant to that bill, the Florida Legislative Office of Economic and Demographic Research transmitted to the Depmiment of Community Affairs on July 1, 2009, a list of counties and
municipalities including the City of Ormond Beach, as qualifying for DULA status. Ormond Beach as a DULA is automatically designated a TranspOliation Concunency Exception Area
(TCEA). A designation of a citywide TCEA means that state concunency no longer applies to development provided the City has a multi-modal strategy approved and adopted in its
Comprehensive Plan within two years of the bill's passage. However, Ormond Beach can elect through its home rule powers to be more stringent.

The multi-modal strategy has been prepared as a balance between all roadway capacity improvements and all vehicle reduction strategies. Table 1, on Page 2 of this strategy, depicts a matrix
cross-referencing transpOliation themes advocated in the TranspOliation Element of the draft 2025 Comprehensive Plan with the multi-modal strategies of increased roadway capacity, achieving
more efficiency out of the existing roadway system, reducing vehicle miles traveled and most impOliantly land use considerations.

In summary, the multi-modal strategy advocated in this document is simplistic in planning terms. The strategy is to locate three Transportation Concurrency Exceptions Areas (TCEAs ) along
three transit routes which are considered part of Votran's Eastside spine network. These transit routes are on roadway corridors which the city considers constrained as it relates to capacity
improvements. Widening of these roads would be inconsistent with the context sensitive design normally attributable to a city. One of three roadway conidors which traverse the downtown is
cunently operating at a lower level of service than the adopted level of service. To enhance service, the City intends to improve connectivity for non-motorized modes of travel through the
adoption of sidewalk level of service standards. To increase the potential of ridership, the City is proposing to increase densities and intensities along the three roadway conidors by requiring
mixed use, horizontal development, and build to line standards for new development. Adherence to FDOT Transit Oriented Design Guidelines along with Votran' s Transit Design Guidelines
serves as guidelines for development along US1, SR 40, and AlA. A form based code is planned for that pOliion of SR40 which is in downtown. Enhanced transit, better connectivity, and
increased attention to better form and land use are the foundation of the multi-modal strategy. In all other areas concurrency is required, and mitigation of impacts must occur. However, the
only change is that mitigation may include transit options where before such an option did not exist. Finally to fund the strategy, a transit and non-motorized fee is advocated. Revenues and
expenditures were projected based upon the amount of vacant land and expected development over the 15 year horizon of the Comprehensive Plan. Funds generated are less than the projected
expenses but because transit routes have multiple jurisdictional benefits, the City's share of the total costs is limited by its ability and funding capacity. While the fees are new fees, they replace
the Proportionate Fair Share contribution required for mitigation on SR40, US1, and AlA.
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2. Strategies to Implement the Roadway Vision Plan

Travel by auto, transit, and bicycle all rely on the roadway system, making the roadway a key element in Ormond Beach's multi-modal transportation system. Consequently, a 2010-2025 Near
and Long Term Roadway assessment was conducted of local, state, and county roadways within Ormond Beach to determine existing and projected conditions. (See 2010-2025 Near and
Long Term Assessment attached to end of this strategy). An earlier assessment from 2007-2017 was conducted as part of the City's Evaluation Appraisal Report (EAR) which is required by
DCA every 7 years. In 2007, the City had two road conidors which had at least one failing linle These roads were Clyde Monis Boulevard and Tymber Creek Road. Both of these roads are
county roads but land use approvals are principally made in Ormond Beach. Volusia County and Ormond Beach funded improvements to Clyde Monis Boulevard which have been
completed. Once Tymber Creek road is completed, all 2010 failing links will operate at acceptable LOS. Projected 2017 and 2025 roadway deficiencies with at least one failing linle includes
AlA, US!, SR40, Hand Avenue, Tymber Creek Road and Williamson.

Table 1- Mu ti-Modal Strategies Promoted by Theme
Themes Increased Efficiencies out of Vehicle Land

Roadway existing roadway Reduction Use
Capacity system Strategies

ROW Preservation x
Access Manal!ement x
TCEA x
Multi-modal strateev x
Context sensitive design x
Transit Oriented Design x
Concurrency x x x
Sidewalks & Trails x
TDM x

FDOT completed a 2008 SR40 Feasibility Study! and concluded that SR 40 cunently operates at adverse conditions during the daily (Interstate 95 to Nova Road) and p.m. peak hour (Tymber
Creek Road to Williamson Boulevard). The future YR 2025 roadway capacity analysis indicates that two (2) sections will operate adversely along SR 40 (Breakaway Trail to Williamson
Boulevard and Clyde Monis Boulevard to Nova Road). The roadway network alternative #1 focused solely on the widening of SR 40 to alleviate the anticipated adversities. This analysis
concluded that even an 8- lane section would still maintain an adverse condition in the YR 2025. Roadway network altelnative #2 focused on creating a viable parallel corridor, Hand Avenue,
to alleviate the adversities along SR 40. This analysis concluded that extending the 2-lane Hand Avenue across Interstate 95 would not by itself alleviate the adverse conditions on SR 40.
Roadway network alternative #3 focused on creating Hand Avenue as a viable parallel corridor by widening to a 4-lane section, to alleviate the adversities along SR 40. This analysis concluded
that the combined capacities of SR 40 (combination of 4 and 6 lane sections) and Hand Avenue (4-lane section) would accommodate the future YR 2025 traffic demand. Roadway network
alternative #4 reduced alternatives #3 to the minimum number of lanes required to accommodate the future traffic demand. This analysis concluded that the combined capacities of S.R. 40
(combination of 4 and 6 lane sections) and Hand Avenue (combination of 2 and 4 lane sections) would accommodate the future YR 2025 traffic demand. Based on the conclusions of the
analysis, it is recommended that future considerations to the widening of the S.R. 40 corridor would be consistent with the roadway network alternative #4A. This alternative would include the
following modifications:
S.R. 40 - Breakaway Trail to Williamson Boulevard (Widen to 6 Lanes)
Hand Avenue - Clyde Monis Boulevard to Shangri La Drive (Widen to 4 Lanes)

I TranspOliation Feasibility Study for State Road 40. GMB Engineers & Planners, Inc. 2008
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Hand Avenue Extension - Williamson Boulevard to Tymber Creek Road (New 4 Lane Section)
Tymber Creek Road- Hand Avenue Extension to S.R. 40 (Widen to 4 Lanes)

The Hand Avenue Extension is cunently not in the Volusia County MPO Transportation Improvement Plan, because the exact alignment has not yet been determined. For the purposes of this
analysis, two (2) alignments were considered: to align directly to Tymber Creek Road (roadway network alternative 4A), or to align with Old Tomoka Road (roadway network alternative 4B).
Both roadway alignments resulted in approximately the same construction cost, but the southern connection directly to Tymber Creek Road would result in less impact to residential dwellings.
Therefore it is recommended to construct the future extension of Hand Avenue directly to Tymber Creek Road. The City has set aside $100,000 to jointly pmiicipate with Daytona Beach,
Volusia County, and Consolidated Tomoka to prepare a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for the Hand Avenue Extension. John Anderson, AlA, SR40, and US 1 are
considered policy constrained either due to environmental conditions or right-of-way limitations. In addition, the Hunter's Ridge DR! is expected to pay a proportionate fair share amount to
mitigate impacts due to a residential increase. Expected improvements as result of Hunter's Ridge second sufficiency response includes: funds to complete Tymber Creek Road from Peruvian
Lane to Airport Road; increasing the lanes on SR40 from Tymber Creek Road to 195 interchange from a 4LD to 6LD divided facility; funds towards Hand Avenue Extension; and funds
towards transit and non-motorized modes.

a. Right-of-Way Preservation

Conidor preservation, particularly for Hand Avenue Extension, provides numerous benefits to Ormond Beach, its taxpayers, and the public at large. Preserving rights-of-way for planned
transportation facilities promotes orderly and predictable development. The decisions Ormond Beach continues to make regarding the location and design of its transpOliation network will have
a lasting impact on growth patterns, community design, and modal alternatives. For these reasons, effective cOlTidor preservation is critical to accomplishing a wide range of planning objectives.
Another benefit of conidor preservation is that it minimizes damage to homes, businesses, and the corresponding costs of acquiring rights-of-way when improvements are made. Right-of-way
costs often represent the single largest expenditure for a transpOliation improvement, pmiicularly in growing urbanized areas where transportation improvement needs are the greatest.
Consequently, preservation policies will need to be added to the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan to ensure that should development occur and roadway corridors are depicted
on the Future Traffic Circulation Map, then right-of way will be set aside. Policies should also be provided to permit temporary use of proposed rights-of-way but no permanent structures may
be placed within these future right-of-way conidors. Corollary standards will need to be added to the Land Development Regulation.

Table 2 - R W Preservation Strategy
Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

a. Right-of-way Comp Plan Amendment IncOI'porate into EAR-Based
Preservation Amendment for 2010

LDR amendment Within 1 year of Plan adoption

b. Access Management

Costly improvements are not always the solution to safety and congestion issues. Roads, like other resources, also need to be carefully managed. Corridor access management strategies extend
the useful life of roads at little or no cost to taxpayers. All development needing site plan, plat, rezoning, or a land use plan amendment shall be subject to access management. Previously this
was not always true. Consequently, the City will identify a list of access management techniques applicable to a given proposed development and make the necessary changes in the
Comprehensive Plan as well as in the Land Development Code as legislative support.
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able 3 - Access Management Strategy

Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

b. Access Management Comp Plan Amendment Incorporate into EAR based
amendments for 2010

LDR amendment Within 1 year of Plan adoption

c. Constrained Roadways

In Ormond Beach, there are three roadway corridors which are considered constrained for road widening purposes only. These roadway corridors include AlA south of SR40; SR 40 from
AlA to Williamson Boulevard; and US 1 from the south city line to Wilmette. In all cases, either right-of-way purchase or feasibility plans indicate the cost of improvement exceeds the
resulting benefits or the improvement itself would not accommodate the traffic needed to meet the design year. Consequently, roadway improvements to expand capacity are not advocated.
Improvements in the corridor for roadway efficiency such as better access management, signal optimization and coordination, and geometric improvements at intersections are needed and
advocated. In addition, substantial capacity improvements are not affordable thus requiring the City to consider alternative modes such as increased transit usage. However to enhance transit
usage, better connectivity and urban form with higher densities and intensities will be needed through redevelopment and infill.

To support frequency and span of service improvements, more "choice" ridership is needed. FDOT has indicated in the draft Transit Oriented Development Design Guidelines2 that to affect a
meaningful modal split, approximately 25 employees per acre is needed. In order to accomplish this modal split, a more intense land use pattelTI will be needed along with better connectivity.
However, the establishment of TranspOliation Concurrency Exception Areas (TCEAs) for those roadway corridors which are considered constrained, with transit service, and where
opportunities to cause redevelopment and infill at a higher density or intensity exist should be pursued.

The three commercial corridors which have TCEA potential are:

1. AlA from SR 40 to the city line (commercial redevelopment);
2. SR 40 from AlA to Williamson (includes downtown and the commercial corridor west of Orchard Street to Williamson; and
3. US 1 from Wilmette Avenue to the city line on the southelTI boundary (commercial redevelopment).

These corridors are being recommended because 1) Votran operates core bus service (Routes 18/19 and 3) along these corridors; and 2) the areas for the most part contain commercial corridor
and downtown redevelopment oppOliunities that could benefit from a TCEA. Higher densities and intensities can suppOli transit and assist Votran in their goal of reducing headways and
extending service hours. Since much of the City of Ormond Beach is built out, outside of Ormond Crossings, the future of Ormond Beach depends on infill and redevelopment. The downtown
has been an area of emphasis for years and success in redeveloping the downtown has been limited. The beach corridor at some time in the future will require a redevelopment strategy as well
as portions of US 1 within the old section of Ormond Beach.

2 FDOT Draft Transit Oriented Development Design Guidelines. Renaissance Planning Group April 2009
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3. Strategies to mplement the

Tab e 4 - Constrained Road Strategy
Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

c. Constrained Roads Comp Plan Amendment Incorporate into EAR-Based
to establish TCEAs amendments fOI' 2010

LDR amendment to Within 1 year of Plan adoption
include multi-modal
strategy and fee

· .

ransit Vision Plan

The City of Ormond Beach is served by Votran through :~ number of transit routes. There are three roadway corridors within Ormond Beach which are considered constrained but served by
public transit. In Votran's East Side Transit Study Fin~i Report3

, Votran identified Routes 18/19, 1 and 3 as network spine routes that generated 49% of all the east side ridership :i#)008.
Between October 2007 and June 2008, Routes 1 and 3 ~ere ranked 4 and 5 respectively out of 22 routes within the Votran eastern and southeastetTI system. Improvements for Route::3 and
18/19 were weekday frequency improvements as well as:trolley service on the beach. The City's goal is to decrease VMT in the short term by 10% (2013) and in long term by 15% '(:2017).
The resultant increase in transit usage on the corridors is bjxpected to be 2.8% and 4.2% respectively. See VMT by Roadway corridor and Projected Transit Usage due to VMT n~4~ction

which is attached at the end of the report. :: ....

Table 5 - Ex'sting ransit Routes
· .
:: Route Roadway Frequency/Span of Service
: :18/19 AIA/SR40/Williamson loop 1 Hour headway/ 7 am - 6 pm Weel{day
::3 US 1 1 Hour headway/6 am - 7:30 pm· .· . Weekday· .
: :6 NovalHand/Wilmette/SR 40 1 Hour headway/ 6:30 am - 6:30 pm
· . Weekday
:: 1, lA AlA 1 Hour headway/5:40 am - 6:30 pm
· . Weekday, evening and Sunday· .· .

a. Develop a transit and non-motorized f"~ding strategy

As a stariing point, public transit serves Ormond Beach's:tnain roadway corridors. As funds are made available to enhance service, facility improvements to improve rider convenience.:~s well
as frequency and span of service improvements can be itijplemented. To expand bus service frequency on the AlA, US 1 and SR40 routes, it is estimated that start-up capital costs\s:·$5.39
million while each year's operating costs is $4.3 million.: :Transit improvements are identified in the 2035 LRTP and Transit Development Plan which is cUlTently undergoing an updat~~ The
City can enhance service and customer convenience by ~leveloping a transit fee component as pari of a city mobility fee which would apply to city and state roads. The city does no,t want
capacity improvements made on the constrained roadways. In addition, a non-motorized component will be required to suppOli bike trails and sidewalks. Also proposed by staff is the
establishment ofCRA Districts for US 1 and AlA to prin~ipally fund multi-modal activities such as capital improvements as well as operational improvements. There are no restriction~':bn the
use of Tax Increment Financing funds for operations. A s~eady funding source for operating is needed until state law is amended to permit a mobility fee to pay for long term operations.:

· .
3 Votran East Side Transit Study. Center for Urban TranspOliation Resea~·th. November 2008
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Tab e 6 - Transit F nding Strategy

Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

Develop a long term transit Transit and Non- Initiate discussions with Votran and Volusia County
funding strategy. motorized fee immediately regarding transit fee stmcture design as

development well as assessment in lieu of road mitigation

Established CRA Disit'icts Prepare CRA Plans Initiate discussions with Volusia County ED regarding
along US 1 and AlA to for US 1 and AlA the establishment of CRA TIF Distdcts. Upon plan
support multi-modal adoption, integrate CRA Plans into the Comprehensive
activities. Plan.

Adopt the US 1 CRA Plan by 2012

Adopt the AlA CRA Plan by 2014

b. Intergovernmental Coordination Strategy

The City of Ormond Beach has adopted by reference in the draft Comprehensive Plan
and in the Land Development Regulations (LDR) the Volusia County TranspOliation
Impact Assessment Guidelines for traffic mitigation. While transit has always been a
mitigation strategy, no such methodology exists to assist cities who want to use transit
as mitigation. Consequently, a transit fee in lieu of road mitigation would require
Volusia County concurrence through an Interlocal Agreement.

able 7 - ntergovernmental Coordination Strategy
Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

Intergovernmental Develop an Interlocal Initiate discussions with Volusia
coordination Agreement County immediately.

4. Strategies to mplement the and Use Vision Plan

The best approach to implementing the multi-modal concept is to incorporate measures
both in the development review process (short term) and in the Comprehensive Plan for
land use planning (long term).

Map 1- Existing Transit Routes and Map 2 - bus stops

YOTRAN UP:; STors IN
ORMOND DE..~CH

Slg::u.ilJr:'1 t.'l'h ul 1111'> ---------= .•
slul' •

GnUI\llht (SR -1(.)

r"" ""......

~..-...'
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a. Development Review Process (short term)

An effective mobility plan should address not only modal improvements, but land use considerations. The Center for Urban Transportation Research prepared a Florida Mobility Fee Study 4

dated March 25,2009. The study suggested that, an effective mobility plan must consider land use relative to design, density, and mix which in tum promotes walkable, mixed-use environments
with relatively high densities that are connected by pubic transit. Of particular note, the study indicates that, "One way to foster growth that is sensitive to context is through the use of form
based codes that address the size and scale of buildings in relation to the public realm and each other." In 2008, the City of Ormond Beach initiated an effOli whereby all the blocks within the
Downtown Overlay District were surveyed. The data collected along with the vision miiculated in the approved 2007 Downtown Redevelopment Plans is currently being used to transform the
data into conceptual building layouts. Three cornerstones of the City's formed based code are mix use, veliical development, and build to lines. Form Based Codes have been found to be an
effective approach to promoting higher density and mix use while design is through mandatory compliance with financial incentives provided through the Tax Increment Financing District. The
downtown corridor is traversed by Granada Boulevard which is considered constrained but served by transit.

Table 8 - evelopment Review Strategy

Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

a. Development Review Prepare a Form Based Code to implement December 2010
Process the Downtown Redevelopment Plan

Apply the Transit Design Guidelines to December 2011
AlA, SR 40 outside of downtown, and US1

b. Comprehensive Plan (long term)

It has already been discussed previously that the City is projecting roadway deficiencies on roadway corridors which are considered constrained. These same roadways are currently served by
transit and Votran desires to increase frequency and span of service on these corridors but ridership is needed as well as transit infrastructure to make ridership a convenience. Consequently, it
is proposed that during receipt of a land use plan amendment along AlA, US 1, or SR40 that mayor may not be congested that a tiered strategy for transit improvements be required based upon
the following four land use scenarios:

1. FLUM consistent, no current or forecasted road congestion: Development proposals that are consistent with the City's Future Land Use Map (FLUM) in terms of both land use type
and density or intensity and located along road corridors where congestion does not exist or is not forecasted to occur should be treated differently than development proposals which are
inconsistent. Development proposals deemed consistent should include mitigation strategies that are tied to the size of development (VOTRAN thresholds) and include strategies that are
basic to promoting multi-modal choices. Strategies most conducive to size of development include: access management, bike facilities, sidewalk connectivity, and review by VOTRAN
during the development review process.

2. FLUM consistent, road congestion exists or forecasted: Development proposals that are consistent with the City's FLUM in terms of land use type and density and intensity but are
located along road corridors where congestion exists or is forecasted to occur would require transit facility improvements based upon the degree of the traffic problem.

4 Florida Mobility Fee Report. Center for Urban and TranspOltation Research. March 2009
5 Downtown Redevelopment Master Plan. Gladding Jackson. 2007
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3. FLUM inconsistent, no current or forecasted congestion: Development proposals which are inconsistent with the City's FLUM in terms of land use and density or intensity but are
located along road corridors where no congestion exists or is projected would have a set of strategies applied related to the degree of the development's inconsistency. The
inconsistency would be measured comparing the trip generation factors for by-right development with the proposed development. All of the strategies identified in this section would
apply to include either a Proportionate Fair Share Agreement to fund transit improvements or a specified contribution for operations to support existing or expanded transit service.

4. FLUM inconsistent, road congestion exists or forecasted: Development proposals which are inconsistent with the City's FLUM in terms of land use and density or intensity and
are located along road corridors where congestion exists or will exist should not be approved.

Using Votran's Transit Guidelines6 thresholds for Votran review, the above four land use plan amendment scenarios would be reviewed for transit oppOliunities and depending on findings,
requirements to fund operation enhancements, construct capital transit infrastructure (i.e., bus shelters, etc) would be required. The measures are put forth as guidelines and are depicted in
Table 9. These guidelines may be discussed as a part of the land use plan amendment approval or site plan negotiations dependent upon the scale of development and its relationship to the
adopted Future Land Use Map. To improve transit access to office, residential developments, and commercial businesses, applicants may be required to subsidize transportation operations.
The subsidy should also include provisions for adjusting the contributions annually by the cpr to account for inflation. All developments may be required to dedicate on-site easements to
Votran and to construct associated roadway improvements adjacent to the site, such as bus bays if deemed needed by Votran.

On-site" shall be deemed to include the site itself and all adjacent areas related to the site, consistent with established practice in the City. All site plan development is required currently to
provide secure bicycle storage facilities in a location convenient to office, commercial or residential development areas. The facilities shall be highly visible to the intended users and protected
from precipitation. Depending upon the type of development, shower facilities may be required within the development as an amenity promoting bicycle or walking for commuting employees
to the site. Whereas the previously discussed measures may be associated with typical site plan review approval and would be included in part in virtually all site plan reviews, measures which
deal with off-site construction must be viewed as unique and must be addressed on a case-by-case basis. There will be instances where it will be mutually beneficial for the city and the
developer to pursue off-site construction such as: a) improve pedestrian access between the site, Votran and other development; b) proposed developments may find it desirable to enhance the
pedestrian system by widening sidewalks or providing connections or extensions and c) Bus shelter enhancements, where such enhancements do not currently exist at bus stops.

Table 9 provides a menu of transit improvements based upon the Future Land Use Map Strategy Code. These types of improvements would vary according to the Strategy Code assigned
based upon whether the land use plan amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan policies and whether congestion currently exists or is projected to be congested in 2017
Discussions with Votran should be initiated immediately to ensure the transit measures proposed are compatible with Votran's operation.

Table 9 - Votran Review Strategy

Strategies/Actions Type of Action Priority

a. Integrate Votran into the Adopt a policy in the Comp Plan and Immediately
review of site plans that implement throngh the LDC.
exceed recommended
thl'esholds

b. Integmte LUPA decision Develop 4 tiered tl'ansit strategy based Immediately
matl'ix into Comprehensive upon comprehensive plan consistency
Plan and congestion and amend the LDC.

6 Transit Development Design Guidelines. Votran. 2008
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5. Concurrency Outside a TCEA

All development outside of the designated TCEAs shall be required to mitigate their impacts on
city, county, and state roads. The City has adopted by policy the Volusia County MPO
TranspOliation Impact Assessment Guidelines as the methodology by which impacts will be
studied. Mitigation may be through the current Proportionate Share contribution process
already adopted in the LDC. However, the prop-share money can be used for more than road
improvements. It can be used to finance transit facility or operation enhancements, construct
sidewalks and bike trails, finance transit demand management techniques, or other appropriate
improvements which reduce vehicle miles traveled. This strategy was pursued by Ormond
Crossings when it opted out of the DR! provisions.

6. Connectivity Strategy

The City's multi-modal strategy is more than just public transit. LOSS policies are proposed
for sidewalk coverage in the city. The concept is to connect residential areas to destination
points such as shopping areas; public facilities such as libraries; parks and recreation; schools;
and transit points. A pedestrian shed of a 1/4 mile of 75% of the road corridor's area
population is proposed for connectivity. This represents the maximum distance a person is
willing to walle LOSS shall be adopted to include existing LOSS. Where the existing LOS is
below the adopted LOS, sidewalk improvements will be required of development within the
pedestrian shed that contains a substandard LOS. It is proposed that development not only
build sidewalks on site, but they build sidewalks offsite or contribute cash in lieu of
construction to enable the City to complete improvements. While much sidewalk work has
been completed, there still is a CUlTent need for 59,000 linear feet of 5 foot sidewalk at a cost of
approximately $2 million dollars.? Once the LOSS is established for coverage, it is expected
this cost will be higher. The development of sidewalk coverage LOSS shall be completed by
2011. Between 2007 and 20098

, Hoke Design, Incorporated was engaged by the MPO to
prepare bike/pedestrian plans for students who reside within a 1 mile radius of their elementary
school. Ormond Beach has five elementary schools of which four schools were studied and
recommendations approved. The fifth school which is located in the downtown area is
currently being studied by the consultant hired by the MPO. Missing sidewalk gaps were
identified for Tomoka, Pathways, Pine Tree, and Osceola Elementary Schools. The total cost
was estimated at $7,213,925. A proto-type non-motorized fee is advocated of which one is
attached to this report to demonstrate its funding capacity.

Table 10 - Transit Measures FLUMS Code
A 8 C D

I. Transit Operations
a. I Contribute to operation of a Votran transit route# for years. 0 x 0 x
II. On Site Construction - New facilities
a. Bike lockers, racks 0 x x x
b. Shower facilities 0 x x x
c. Bus stop improvements:

Local Stop to include all Table 9 Recommended and/or conditional improvements. x x x x
Secondary Stop to include all Table 9 recommended and/or conditional improvements. 0 x x x
Primary Stop to include all Table 9 recommended and/or conditional improvements. 0 x x x

III. On or Off Site Enhancements to existing facilities.
a. Park and Ride 0 x 0 x
b. Bus shelter or contribute cash equivalency 0 x x x
c. Bus Bays 0 x x x
d. Bike Racks at existing Bus Shelters or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
e. Bus Stop Signs or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
f. Bus benches at existing bus stop signs or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
g. Bus Stop leaning rails or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
h. Trash receptacles at existing bus stop shelters or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
I. Bus stop pads at existing bus stops without shelters or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
j. Provide rights-of-way to accommodate bus stop improvements or contribute cash equivalency 0 x x x
k. Install missing walkways with 1250 feet of the site or contribute cash equivalency x x x x
I. Install ADA improvements to improve accessibility or contribute cash equivalency 0 x x x
LEGEND

o =Not required
x =Required

Future Land Use Map Strategy Code:

A =FLUM consistent, no projected LOS degradation below adopted standard.
S =FLUM consistent, projected LOS degradation below adopted standard.
C =FLUM amendment requested, no projected LOS degradation below adopted standard.
D =FLUM amendment requested, projected LOS degradation below adopted standard.

Thresholds1 to which TDM applies:

1. Commercial/Industrial (+ or >25,000 square feet of floor area or 10 acres).
2. Residential/Mix Use (+ or> 500 MFD units; 100 acres; and all Senior, Low Income, Special
Need, and 55+ age qualified housing)
3. Medical (All hospital, 5,000 or more square feet for medical office or medical laboratory, and
all urgent care facilities and dialysis centers)

4. Recreational (Sports Complexes of 1,000+ occupancy, parks 10+ acres, and all entertainment
and major area attractions).
5. Government (All government offices, social service agencies, libraries, and community centers)
6. Education (All public, private, and colleges exceeding 500 students)
7. Road Construction (arterial or collector - new, rehab, extensions)
8. Dries (all)

7 OB Sidewalk Master Plan, Ghyabi Lassiter. 2002
8 2007 Pathway ES Bike/Ped Master Plan and 2008 Osceola, Tomoka and Pine Trail ES Bike/Ped Master Plans Hoke Design, Inc.
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7. Strategies to Implement the Bicycle Vision P an

Currently the City has 5.62 miles of bike trait throughout the city. Based upon the adoption of the City of Ormond Beach 2005 Parks
and Recreation Master Plan, another 2.34 miles of trails will be needed to meet the cunent population. Currently, the City is
completing the Tomoka State Park Trail from Iglesa Avenue to the State Park along the Loop (5100 linear feet) and is under contract to
build approximately 2 miles of 8 foot wide trail along SR40 which will contributes to meeting and improving bicycle travel options in
Ormond Beach. But for the downtown, the Comprehensive Plan suppOlis bike trails and requires 4 foot shoulder lanes to
accommodate bike travel on roadways. Implementing additional improvements identified in the Parks and Recreation Plan is the next
step to improving the bicycle system. Planned trails which require further approval include Thompson Creek Trail from Wilmette to
Division Avenue.

~ Map 4 - SR 40 Multi-Use Trail
Map 5 - Thompson Creek Trail t
Map 6 - Tomoka State Park rail~

BMl
IMPROVING YOUR WORLD

VolUiia (ounh' MPO
A,.' Tomoka State Park

Multi-Use Trail Feasibility Study

Overall Conceptual Ptan 9
o 230 460

!Feet
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8. Transit Oriented Design land use principles

As part of the TranspOliation Element, staff is relying heavily on Votran's Transit Design Guidelines prepared in 2008 as well as FDOT's draft Transit Oriented Development Design Guidelines
which form the basis from which transit oriented principles are required of development within the TCEAs.

Applicants for development approvals to include plat, site plan, zoning, and land use plan amendments which exceed the thresholds as determined by the Transit Design Guidelines, shall be
required to meet the transit oriented design policies as well as make transit facility and/or operational improvements as recommended by Votran.

The following general land use considerations to support transit in the Downtown area and along US1, AlA, and that pOliion of SR 40 outside of the Downtown area shall be incorporated into
the Comprehensive Plan:

1. In the Downtown, AlA, and SR40 the transit corridor housing densities shall reflect 8-15 units an acre to suppOli premium transit service;
2. A mixed use pattern that places residential units above street level commercial uses without a corresponding decrease in commercial floor area;
3. Density should be organized to take advantage of transit service by being located along transit corridors and within a pedestrian shed of 1;4 mile of transit stops;
4. Buildings should be moved closer to the street;
5. Pedestrian sheds should be established with connectivity to ensure transit area focus populations will not walk more than a 1;4 mile to access transit.
6. Pedestrian systems should be continuous, barrier fi'ee walking surface with direct links to transit stops; and
7. Transit circulation for large scale developments should provide direct transit service through the center of the project.

Residential land use policies should be guided by the following policies:

8. To optimize transit operations, cluster development and promote multi-family structures in order to exceed 8 units a net acre;
9. A better commitment to network connectivity is needed. More efficient movement of buses through and between subdivisions is needed. Where street rights-of-way exist and the only

obstacle is opening up the closed street, the city must do more to educate residents of the need for such connectivity; and
10. Transit facilities should be coordinated with Votran as part of the review of such single family developments.

Commercial land use principles should be implemented that promote the following:

11. A complimentary mix of retail and service uses should be provided offering the possibility of "chaining" trips;
12. Auto oriented uses such as vehicle sales and services, building material stores, drive-through businesses, and warehouse storage should be related to heavy commercial corridors;
13. Buildings should be moved to the front with parking located to the side or rear of the parcel;
14. Parking should be reduced through shared parking based upon am or pm characteristics of the user as well as whether transit exists on the conidor.

9. Designing roadways to reflect urban character

Ormond Beach is defined by the roadway conidors leading into and through the City. SR 40, US 1, Nova Road, and AlA are landscaped and have been designed to be compatible with their
sunoundings. The City is working toward roadway design solutions that are compatible to surrounding land uses. Roadway widening should not be done for capacity improvements without
understanding the urban area through which the road travels. Sign standard indexes which are suitable for 195 and other SIS roads should not also be used in downtown areas where sensitivity to
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size and design should be paramount. The city's effort in developing a form based code only strengthens sensitivity to context since its focus is on design and how it relates to the public
sUlToundings and each other. Continued communication to FDOT on why on-street parking is vital to the downtown will continue. Bike lanes can be accommodated on parallel roads in more
sensitive areas like the downtown, thereby improving the ability for the downtown to have landscaped medians, reducing speeds and improving safety for pedestrians and motorists alike.

·1
;

Designing to reflect urban character or Context Sensitive Design promotes many specific changes in design of roadways that can support Transportation Demand Management strategies
including calming traffic, traditional urbanism, and non-motorized transportation. Table 11 depicts the potential traffic impacts as a result of Context Sensitive Design (CSD). Each impact
depends on specific changes and how broadly they are applied by the responsible jurisdiction.

tS1M d IT bI 11 Ta e - rave 0 e mpac ummary
Impact Comments

Reduces total traffic. Overall VMT reduced
Reduces peak period t.-affic. Congestion I'educed
Shifts automobile travel to alternative modes. Efficiency of existing road capacity promoted
Improves access, reduces the need for travel. More pedestrian friendly
Increased public t.-ansit. Transit % of mode split increased
Increased cycling. Non-motorized % of mode split increased
Increased walking. "

CSD is appropriate in many areas of Ormond Beach as depicted in Table 12. For example, the City's downtown, residential neighborhoods and commercial corridors would be appropriate
areas for CSD solutions when road improvements are initially planned. Since Ormond Beach has very few roads classified above local or residential of its own, CSD should also be applicable
to FDOT Project Development & Environmental (PD&E) and Efficient Transportation Decision Management (ETDM) processes for federal and state highways respectively as well as to
Volusia County for county roads. CSD if integrated into the City's Comprehensive Planning process, provides the City a much better chance of ensuring federal, state and county road facilities
are built considering community character and physical attributes.

,
'1
i

I.,

I

ShI 12 CS A r fa e - pp lca Ion ummary
Geographic CSD Applicability Organization

Low density suburban/rural edge transition Fair FDOTNolusia County
Downtown (SR 40) Excellent FDOT
Commercial cOlTidors (AlA & USI) Good FDOT
Residential neighborhoods IExcellent Ol'mond Beach

10. Transit emand Management (TDM) Strategies

Ormond Beach has limited ability to positively impact total VMT through TDM. However, Ormond Crossings has great potential for TDM strategies and there is sufficient industrial
development within the City that a TranspOliation Management Initiative (TMI) could be coordinated either through the Chamber of Commerce or another entity that has an interest in business
prosperity and economic development. Consequently, the city should suppOli and foster a multi-jurisdictional effort possibly through the MPO as well as with other organizations.
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The City could consider two approaches to TDM within the LDC. The first approach would be to directly require that some combination of a list of TDM measures be included in all
development proposals of a given size (perhaps the threshold is the same as those thresholds contained in the Votran Transit Guidelines). The threshold for employees however could be as low
as employers with having 10 or more employees and a goal for a percentage reduction in SOY trips is established. Alternatively, these regulations could be more optional. That is, they require
a traffic impact assessment and provide a menu of TDM strategies as options for offsetting anticipated adverse traffic conditions. In both instances, the regulations should include the following
features:

a. Application of TDM requirements only to development above a given size either for a single use or a site with multiple uses congregated together;
b. A requirement for a traffic impact assessment that includes a projection of number of SOY trips that would be generated by the development and an estimate of reduction in trips that could be

achieved with TDM;
c. A menu of acceptable TDM approaches that could be used to meet TDM requirements;
d. A requirement for preparation and submittal of a TDM plan for the site that will serve as a commitment to a selected list of TDM measures;
e. A process for allowing an applicant to request a waiver from the TDM regulation; and
f. A statement of how the regulations will be enforced including a process for monitoring the implementation of the TDM plan.

For example, as an incentive to developers who use TDM and where a 15% reduction in SOY is projected using a variety of TDM measures, an applicant could get a comparable reduction in
the number of required parking spaces.

1 . Strategies to mpRement the Multi-ModaR ransportation System

To ensure interaction between all transportation modes, a number of broad, multi-modal strategies are needed. These strategies are critical to the successful development of a multi-modal
transportation system.

a. Multi-modal component in Traffic Impact Studies

The City along with all other jurisdictions adopted the Volusia County TranspOliation Impact Assessment Guidelines. No multi-modal component exists within the Guidelines. The City and
County through the MPO should include a multi-modal component in all traffic impact studies. In Ormond Beach, it is proposed traffic impact studies are required outside of the TCEAs and
that transit also is a mitigation strategy. The multi-modal component should address impacts to pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and automobiles. TDM measures should also be incorporated
into the assessment guidelines for SOY reduction.

b. Evaluation Standards for Transportation Modes

The City should use multi-modal performance standards to ensure that adequate facilities are provided for all modes of travel. For bicycle, pedestrian and transit modes, level of service
standards addressing sidewalk coverage from residential areas to major destination points (shopping, parks, transit stops, etc.) are proposed. For transit, pedestrian and bicycle accessibility to
transit stops is the key component. Pedestrian sheds of 1;4 mile containing sidewalk connectivity on at least one side of the street connecting residential to shopping, parks, and transit stop is the
goal of the sidewalk LOSS coverage.
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c. Mobility Report Card

The City and Votran should conduct city-wide transportation mobility surveys on a periodic basis. The survey results can become the City's report card on progress towards meeting the
desired modal splits. Daily, peak hour, and transit ridership reports are conducted annually either through Annual Traffic Counts or through Comprehensive Operations Analyses (COA). Total
VMT on the roadway cOlTidors on which transit exists is attached to this strategy. Table 13 depicts the annual seat capacity available on Votran routes. Reducing vehicle miles travelled in the
range of 6-10% can result in an increase in transit usage from 2.8% to 5.6% on the multi-modal corridor Routes (18/19, 1, 3, and 6). The City has existing regulatory language for parking
required from all new development but parking standards must be amended to support multi-modal objectives. The City's proposed form based code permits shared parking between am and
pm oriented users, 20% reduction if located along a transit route, and provides for parking waivers for uses having less than a celiain amount square feet of floor area.

d. Parking

Table 13 - Available Transit Capacity
Route Annual Passengel's Total Hours in Operation Annual Seats Available % of Ca)Jacity available

1 318,565 12,706 494,710 36% or 176,145 seats
3 132,227 5,293 185,255 29% 01' 53,028 seats
Total 450,792 17,999 679,965 33% or 229,173

% of Tl'ansit InCl'ease
10%VMT Reduction 12,641 2.8%
15%VMT Reduction 19,058 4.2%

20%VMT Reduction 25,410 5.6%

The City has existing regulatory language for parking but the parking requirements are more suitable for a suburban style code and must be amended to support multi-modal objectives. The
City's proposed Form Based Code has been drafted to provide many options beyond on-site parking. Parking requirements for uses within the Downtown Overlay District as drafted vary
according to the size of development, the location of public parking and transit availability. Where parking is required, parking may be provided through the use of shared parking, off-site
valet or remote parking, a parking reduction study, a payment in lieu of on site parking, on site parking or a combination of these approaches. It also is not the intent to limit the alternative
parking approaches to those just identified. Other alternative approaches which have been used successfully in other downtown areas similar to Ormond Beach which are rational and based
upon applied science may be considered. Due to transit availability, and the existence of on-street parking and public parking lots in the River District, the first 2,000 square feet of floor area
for any new development within the River District shall be exempt from the minimum parking requirements as calculated in Section 3-26 of the Land Development Code (LDC). All other
Districts (Ocean and Creek) such parking may be reduced by 25% due to transit availability.

Altelnative parking options to on-site parking provisions:

1. Valet or Remote parking: Upon application to the City, a business may utilize offsite valet parking or provide remote parking to meet the parking requirements. Valet or remote
parking need not be located on the same side of the street of the use to be serviced by such parking. If valet parking is to be used, the applicant must provide the location and
number of the valet parking spaces, or the location and size of the valet parking zone being requested; the location of the off street parking area the valet parking operation intends
to use for the storing of the vehicles, and a signed contract or agreement showing that the valet parking has acquired the legal right to store the vehicles; and proof of insurance as
required by the City

2. Payment in lieu of Parking: An applicant may elect to make a payment in lieu of parking to the City. Such payment shall be based upon the CUlTent construction cost of one
surface parking space times the number ofparking spaces. Payments shall be deposited to the City Tax Increment Financing Account for construction of parking based upon
demand;
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3. Parking Study Reduction: A study prepared by a qualified transpOliation firm or individual may be used to support reduction of parking based upon the known characteristics of
the use. It shall be at the City's discretion to accept all, a portion, or none of the parking supported by the study; and

4. Shared parking may be used, if feasible, to satisfy all or a portion of the minimum off-street parking requirements. Shared parking is permitted between different categories of uses
or uses with different hours of operation provided the City acts as the broker, coordinator, and approving authority for the banking ofparking arrangement. The Planning Director
may authorize upon application the allocation, transfer and the use of public parking spaces and private spaces to another land use to serve as the required off-street parking based
upon the percentage of required parking which is anticipated to be available by general use and time of day as indicated.

e. Multi-modal Corridors

Regardless of TCEAs, the City should advocate the building of multi-modal corridors that combine higher density, mixed-use developments with complete streets that provide oppOliunities for
travel by all modes. Multi-modal corridors should include adequate facilities for all modes of travel and should incorporate urban design that is conducive to both motorized and non-motorized
travel. For a multi-modal corridor to be successful, surrounding land uses must include residential and non-residential uses and feature an increase in level of density and intensity. AlA, SR40,
and US 1 are good candidates for multi-modal corridors due to transit availability, existing constraints which impede capacity improvements, and the land use includes the city's downtown as
well as older commercial and beach side tourist corridors which could benefit from redevelopment.

12. Financial Projections and Expenditures

Financial revenues that could be available for implementing the multi-modal strategy are based upon two new fee components. The transit and non-motorized component combined with the
City's local road impact fee forms the new mobility fee from which development and (re) development on city and state roads will be assessed. The City will need to negotiate and enter into
some type of interlocal agreement as indicated earlier in this document with Volusia County to permit the city's mobility fee to be assessed to development on county roads. In the alternative,
the City could also advocate a multi-modal component be put into the current Volusia County TranspOliation Impact Assessment Guidelines as appropriate mitigation in Ormond Beach.

The City developed two growth trip scenarios involving land use and transportation. Table 14 depicts the land use and transportation based development trips and cost per person trip. Using
the Land Use scenario that most likely could occur based upon the proposed land use category entitlements (page 31), it is estimated that 207,156 new trips will result over the next fifteen year
development horizon of the City's Comprehensive Plan. A review of all of the approved traffic studies by the City from 2003-08 indicates 66% of the new trip distribution was to US 1, AlA
and SR40 (page 31). SR40 remains the principal east-west corridor for purposes of the Plan's development horizon. Hand Avenue Extension is tentatively scheduled in the Volusia
Transportation Planning Organization's draft 2035 LRTP for construction outside of the Comprehensive Plan's 15 year development horizon. Consequently, it seems reasonable that the future
traffic distribution trend will repeat the past distribution trend. As such, under the land use scenario 136,761 new development trips are likely subject to the mobility fee (page 29). The
development trips were convelied to person trips by multiplying an Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) factor by the development trips to obtain the number of person trips.

Table 14 - Cost per Person Tril!

Scenario I Total Modal Need $ I Development Trips AVO Person Trips (PT) I Cost per PT Comments
Land Use $13,435.422 136,761 1.502 205,415 $65.40 See Pages 29-31

Transportation $13,435,422 114,680 1.502 172,249 $77.82 See Pages 22-24
NOTE: Cost per person trip is derived by dividing Total Modal Need $ by Person Trips
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The land use scenario projects $7,910,942 in transit fee revenues over the next fifteen years. Non-motorized fee revenues are projected to be $4,091,867 over the same time period.

Using the transportation scenario, the development trips are projected to be 114,680. In determining existing deficiency, the existing 2010 volume and capacity was compared to the projected
2025 capacity as projected by the 2010-2025 Long Term Roadway Assessment (pages 22-23). New growth was determined by subtracting the existing deficiency. Costs for each mode of
travel were estimated based upon needs stated in this document for transit and sidewalks. New growth was multiplied by the travel mode costs to determine the percentage of cost attributed to
growth. The 15 year growth of trips was multiplied by an AVO factor of 1.502. Table 15 depicts each component of the mobility fee. Table 16 provides the projected revenue available to
each mode. Estimated revenues are slightly less than using the land use scenario but the fee per person trip is higher. For purposes of projecting potential revenue for 2010-2025, the
transportation scenario is used for revenue projections. Regardless of revenue estimates, the City proposes to use its mobility fees to suppOli improved transit amenities, new buses, expanded
frequency of service on US 1, AlA, and SR40, construct trails, implement the Elementary School pedestrian/bike improvement studies, enhance existing sidewalks by widening the existing
width from 5 feet to 8 feet and implement sidewalk connectivity from existing residential neighborhoods to transit stops, commercial shopping areas, public parks/recreation facilities and other
public facilities such as the library, etc. Revenues projected are less than the projected costs of transit service expansion. Only new capital, expanded bus service for three years are assumed
to be eligible expenses from which the transit fee component can support. The City is planning the establishment of redevelopment districts on US 1 and AlA to fund multi-modal activities but
the rest of the funds will need to come from other communities who are on the transit routes that are also traversed by routes 1, 3, and 18/19. In addition, the county will need to find new
revenues to suppOli transit, both rail and bus, in the future. Discussions during the development of the draft 2035 LRTP include a ~ cent Local Option Sales Tax. (LOST). The revenues
projected are tentative because it is based upon more robust development years than the period from 2008-2010. Ifprojected development does not occur as depicted, then the expenditures will
also be reduced to reflect the revenue.

Table 15 - Mobilitv Fee Com~onents

Scenario Roads Transit Non-Motorized Mobility Fee
Transportation $9.40 per person trip $45.40 per person trip $23.20 per person trip $77.82 per person trip
Land Use $9.40 per person trip $38.00 per person trip $18.00 per person trip $65.40 per person trip

able 16 - Projected Revenue by Mode & Scenario
Scenario Roads (12%) Transit (58%) Bike-Ped (30°..10)

Land Use $1,636,746.70 $7,910,942.50 $4,091,866.80
Transportation $1,612,250.60 $7,792,544.80 $4,030,626.60

13. Summary

This document has been prepared to establish the City's rationale for a multi-modal strategy in its 2008 EAR as well as meeting the multi-modal strategy requirements established in SB 360 in
2009. The strategy is simple. Ormond Beach is a city and there are celiain areas within its corporate boundaries that should not look like suburban development. Multi-modal conidors have
been identified based upon capacity constraints due to environmental, physical or policy considerations. Spine routes for transit exists on these constrained roadways and because they are
considered a spine network to Votran, the likelihood that such a route will be discontinued is extremely unlikely. Transit stops are found all along the three multi-modal conidors however
connectivity (pedestrian/bike) needs to improve so that all residents have the ability to walk to shopping, parks, and transit stops unimpeded. To suppOli transit, land which has the greatest
potential for redevelopment and infill was identified for redevelopment to higher densities and intensities. This is being done through either the City's form based code for downtown or
adherence to Votran's Transit Guidelines based upon thresholds for areas outside of downtown. To put forth some cost feasible proposal for this multi-modal strategy, the City has developed a
mobility fee with a road, transit and non-motorized component. However, it is realized that the fees are limited to capital and expanded service (no more than 3-5 years of operating) until there
are legislative changes to distinguish mobility fees from impact fees in order to support system improvements that do not meet the three prong nexus test.
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CITY OF ORMOND BEACH - Long Term Roadway Assessment - 2010-2025

,
'1

Roadway Evacuation Transit Distance Adopted 2009 LOS 2009 2uu~ "U· 2017 LOS 2017 2017 2025 2025 LOS 2025 I 2025 Constrained Transportation Improvement Program or
Segment Route Route (miles) LOS1 OS Caoacitv2 AADT3 .- - . -- Caoacitv AADT VC Ratio LOS Capacity AADT VC Ratio Facility Capital Improvement Program

SRA1A
Flagler Co. Line to OM yes 6.1 D C 21,300 15,100 0.71 It..ft ).; 21,300 19,300 0.91 21,300 23000 1.08 ROW constrained
OM to Neptune yes 2.8 D C 21,300 16,400 0.77 D 21,300 17,400 0.82 D 21,300 17400 0.82 ROW constrained
Neptune to SR 40 yes 1.2 D D 21,300 17,900 0.84 D 21,300 18,100 0.85 D 21,300 17800 0.84 ROW constrained

SR 40 to Harvard yes
Rt#1a&b;

2 D A 35,700 19,500 A 35,700 A 35,7008; troliey 0.55 17,800 0.50 16400 0.46 ROW constrained

US1
Flagler Co. to 1-95 yes no 1.5 D A 61,800 15,200 0.25 A 61,800 26,000 0.42 A 61,800 33200 0.54
1-95 to Airport Rd. yes Rt# 3a, 3c 2.5 D B 35,700 21,500 0.60 D 35,700 29,700 0.83 35,700 35700 1.00
Airport Rd. to Nova Rd. yes Rt# 3a, 3c 1.1 D C 35,700 25,500 0.71 D 35,700 31,300 0.88 35,700 34600 0.97 Resolution 99-40
Nova Rd. to SR 40 yes Rt# 3a, 3c 1.75 D A 35,700 17,000 0.48 A 35,700 19,400 0.54 A 35,700 20000 0.56 Resolution 99-40
SR 40 to Hand Ave. yes Rt#3 0.85 D B 35,700 22,500 0.63 B 35,700 23,100 0.65 A 35,700 21200 0.59 Resolution 99-40
Hand Ave. to Flomich SI. yes Rt#3 2.8 D C 35,700 26,000 0.73 C 35,700 25,100 0.70 B 35,700 22700 0.64 Resolution 99-40

NOVA ROAD (SR5A)
us 1 to Wilmette Ave. no 1 D A 35,700 13,400 0.38 A 35,700 14,100 0.39 A 35,700 15200 0.43
Wilmette Ave. to SR 40 no Rt#6 0.5 D A 53,500 23,000 0.43 A 53,500 23,500 0.44 A 53,500 24200 0.45
SR 40 to Hand Ave. no Rt#6 1.1 D A 53,500 27,500 0.51 A 53,500 26,300 0.49 A 53,500 28500 0.53
Hand Ave. to LPGA Blvd. no Rt#6 1.3 D A 53,500 29,000 0.54 A 53,500 28,700 0.54 A 53,500 30400 0.57

GRANADA BLVD (SR40)
Pinto Lane to Tymber Creek Rd. yes 6.25 C-DOT D 34,700 29,000 0.84 I D 34,700 29,400 0.85 34,700 38400 1.11
Tymber Creek Rd. to 1-95 yes 0.8 C-DOT D 34,700 29,000 0.84 34,700 34,000 0.98 34,700 38400 1.11
1-95 to Clyde Morris Blvd. yes Rt# 1b 1.5 D C 46,600 35,500 0.76 46,600 45,600 0.98 46,600 51900 1.11
Clyde Morris Blvd. to Nova Rd. yes Rt# 1b 1 D C 42,300 33,500 0.79 42,300 38,300 0.91 42,300 40200 0.95
Nova Rd. to US 1 yes Rt# 1b, 6 1.25 D D 35,700 32,000 0.90 D 35,700 30,900 0.87 D 35,700 30500 0.85 ROW constrained
US 1 to John Anderson yes Rt# 1b 1 E E 35,700 34,500 0.97 D 35,700 30,500 0.85 - 35,700 26400 0.74 ROW constrained
John Anderson Dr. to SR A1A yes Rt# 1a,b 0.5 E C 31,065 22,000 0.71 D 31,065 26,500 0.85 31,065 28300 0.91

.i
AIRPORT ROAD
Tymber Creek Rd. to Pineland Trl. no D A 10,080 5,630 0.56 A 10,080 5,200 0.52 A 10,080 4900 0.49
Pineland Trl. To Ocean Pine Dr. no D A 10,080 4,490 0.45 A 10,080 5,000 0.50 A 10,080 5200 0.52
Ocean Pine Dr. to Bear Creek Path(12) no 3c D A 12,400 7,190 0.58 B 12,400 7,600 0.61 C 12,400 8700 0.70
Bear Creek Path to US 1(12) no 3c D A 13,800 7,190 0.52 A 13,800 7,200 0.52 A 13,800 7100 0.51

I
I
I
I

.J
i

BEACH STREET
Tomoka River Bridge to Inglesa Ave. no D A 15,600 2,490 0.16 A 15,600 3,300 0.21 A 15,600 3900 0.25 Contrained
Inglesa Ave. to Domicilio Ave. no D A 15,600 6,390 0.41 A 15,600 6,300 0.40 A 15,600 6200 0.40 Contrained
Domicilio Ave. to Wilmette Ave. no 3b D A 15,600 6,390 0.41 A 15,600 6,400 0.41 A 15,600 6400 0.41 Contrained
Wilmette Ave. to Hernandez Ave. no 3b D B 15,600 9,840 0.63 B 15,600 10,100 0.65 B 15,600 10800 0.69 Contrained
Dix Ave. to SR 40 no D B 15,600 9,840 0.63 C 15,600 11,200 0.72 C 15,600 11900 0.76 Contrained
SR 40 to Division Ave. no D A 15,600 7,770 0.50 B 15,600 9,900 0.63 B 15,600 10800 0.69 Contrained
Division Ave. to Arroyo Pkwy no D A 15,600 5,400 0.35 A 15,600 6,400 0.41 A 15,600 6600 0.42 Contrained
Arroyo Pkwy to Plaza Grande Ave. no D A 15,600 5,400 0.35 A 15,600 6,600 0.42 A 15,600 6900 0.44 Contrained

CLYDE MORRIS BLVD
SR 40 to South Forty Trl. no D A 31,255 12,220 0.39 A 31,255 13,600 0.44 A 31,255 12700 0.41
South Forty Trl. to Falls Way no D A 31,255 12,220 0.39 A 31,255 14,500 0.46 A 31,255 14400 0.46
Falls Way to Coouina Point Dr(13) no D C 15,600 12,220 0.78 A 32,900 14,600 0.44 A 32,900 15000 0.46
Coquina Point Dr. to Hand Ave.(13) no D C 15,600 12,220 0.78 A 32,900 15,600 0.47 A 32,900 16800 0.51
Hand Ave. to Strickland Range Rd(13) no D C 15,600 11,970 0.77 A 32,900 14,800 0.45 A 32,900 15400 0.47

HALIFAX
Standish Dr. to Amsden Rd. no D A 10,080 1,650 0.16 A 10,080 1,500 0.15 A 10,080 0 0.00
Amsden Rd.to Neptune no D A 10,080 1,650 0.16 A 10,080 2,100 0.21 A 10,080 800 0.08
Neptune Ave. to SR 40 no D B 10,080 6,620 0.66 B 10,080 6,200 0.62 A 10,080 5600 0.56



CIP

TIP orConstrained

Facility
2017

AADT
2017 LOS

Capacity

Roadway

Segment

HAND AVENUE
Williamson Blvd. to Spring Meadows

no 0 A 15,330 7,110 C 15,330

=
15,330

nr(14) 0.46 11,300 0.74 13800 0.90
I::>pnng Meaaows ur. to L;lyae Morns

no 0 A 15,330 7,110 B 15,330 15,330IRlwi (14) 0.46 10,500 0.68 12400 0.81

Clyde Morris Blvd. to Shangr; La Dr. ("I no 0 C 15,330 11,880 0.77
il.~_~~ 15,330 19,300 1.26 15,330 23500 1.53

Shangri La Dr. to Nova Rd. no D A 25,200 13,750 0.55 D 25,200 21,800 0.87 25,200 26800 1.06

Nova to Orchard Street no D A 12,600 7,270 0.58 C 12,600 9,400 0.75 I C 12,600 9200 0.73

Nova to US 1 no D A 12,600 7,270 0.58 A 12,600 7,400 0.59 I A 12,600 6300 0.50

JOHN ANDERSON
Essex Dr. to Halifax Dr. no D A 10,080 5,620 0.56 A 10,080 5,200 0.52 A 10,080 4200 0.42 Policy constrained

Halifax Dr. to Amsden Dr. no D A 10,080 3,350 0.33 A 10,080 3,600 0.36 A 10,080 2900 0.29 Policy constrained

Amsden Dr. to SR 40 no D A 10,080 5,550 0.55 C 10,080 8,000 0.79 D 10,080 8800 0.87 PolicY constrained

PINE TREE DRIVE
US 1 to Village Dr. no D A 10,080 2,500 0.25 A 10,080 3,300 0.33 A 10,080 3600 0.36

Village Dr. to midpoint no D A 9,600 1,890 0.20 A 9,600 2,300 0.24 A 9,600 0.00

midpoint to Old Dixie Hwy no D A 9,600 1,620 0.17 A 9,600 2,000 0.21 A 9,600 0.00

PINELAND TRAIL
Airport Rd. to Harmony Ave. no D A 9,600 700 0.07 A 9,600 853 0.09 A 9,600 0.00

Harmony Ave. to US 1 no D A 9,600 280 0.03 A 9,600 341 0.04 A 9,600 0.00

TYMBER CREEK ROAD
Broadway Ave. to Durrance Ln. no 0 A 12,000 1,580 0.13 A 12,000 2,400 0.20 A 12,000 3300 0.28

Durrance Ln. to Airport Rd. no D A 12,600 1,580 0.13 A 12,600 5,900 0.47 B 12,600 8100 0.64

Airport Rd. to Tymber Run (15) no D B 12,600 8,440 0.67 A 32,800 12,200 0.37 A 32,800 14900 0.45 VC CIP 2LUD to 4LD from SR 40 to Puruvian Lane

Tymber Run to SR 40 (15) no D 12,600 13,470 1.07 A 32,800 19,100 0.58 C 32,800 23200 0.71 VC CIP 2LUD to 4LD from SR 40 to Puruvian Lane

SR 40 to Riverbend Rd. no D A 12,600 670 0.05 A 12,600 800 0.06 A 12,600 800 0.06

WILLIAMSON BLVD.
SR 40 to Hand

Hand Ave. to Strickland Range Rd

32,900

32,900

32,900

15,330

21,200

15,600

22300

17100

0.68

1.12

NOTES:
1) Adopted LOS from Comprehensive Plan, Transportation Element, Objective 1.2. Adopted LOS for state roads established by FOOT.

2) Maximum Capacity: Capacities shown are from 2007 Volusia County Traffic counts, unless otherwise noted below.

3) MDT: Average annual daily traffic. Traffic data is provided by Volusia County Traffic Engineering for county roads and FOOT for state roads.

4) Traffic Flow Characteristics: VC <=.60 = A; .61-.70 = B; .71-.80 = C; .81-.90 = 0; .91 -1.00 = E; 1.01 -1.10 = F; >1.10 = >F

5) 2017 MDT derived from FOOTs Traffic Trends Analysis Tool



STEP 1
DEFICIENCY.

STEP 2 DETERMINE NEW GROWTH STEP 3 ESTIMATE COSTS FOR
%. AC V ODE.

STEP 4 MULTIPLY NEW GROWTH % BY TRAVEL STEPS MULTIPLY 15 YEAR GROWTH BY AVO TO
M 0 COS S. E IV PE SON TRIPS.

2010 Existing
Volunlo Capacity

2025 Capacity
Future Eltlsllng

Percentage ror
New Growth

Esllmaled Costs New Growth Costs Person Trips ollribulable to Growth

Goss:
The AVO Is sourced from a FlU Doctori.!
Dissertation paper authorized by Kalyu L1u

In which the survey for VC indicated an AVO

rate of 1.502 unadjusted for gender types.

172,249

xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVO=
x AVO =
x AVO =
x AVO =
x AVO =
x AVO =
xAVQ=
xAVO=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
x AVO =
xAVO=
xAVO=
x AVO =
x AVO =
x AVO =
xAVQ=
x AVO =
x AVO =
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
x AVO =
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
x AVO =
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVO=
x AVO =
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVO=
x AVO =
x AVO =
xAVO=
xAVQ=
xAVO=
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
x AVO =
xAVQ=
xAVQ=
xAVO=
xAVO=
x AVO =

851,020 114,680965,700

Horizon Base Growlh AVO
Year 2025 Yoar 2010 1.502

23.000 15.100 7,900
17,400 16.400 1,000
17,600 17,900 -100
16.400 19,500 ·3,100
33,200 15,200 18,000
35700 21,500 14.200
34.600 25,sao 9,100
20.000 17,000 3.000
21,200 22,500 -1,300
22,700 26,000 -3,300
15,200 13,400 1,600
24.200 23000 1,200
28500 27,500 1.000
30,400 29000 1.400
38,400 29,000 9,400
38400 29.000 9,400
51,900 35,500 16.400
40200 33,500 6.700
3O,sao 32,000 ·1.500
26,400 3>1,500 ·8.100
28.300 34,500 -6.200
4.900 22,000 -17,100
5.200 5,630 -430
8.700 4,490 4.210
7,100 7,190 ·90
3,900 7.190 -3.290
6.200 2,490 3,710
6,400 6,390 10
10.600 6,390 4.410
11.900 9.840 2,060
10600 9.840 560
6,600 9840 ·3,240
6.900 7,770 -870
12,700 5,400 7,300
14,400 5,400 9,000
15.000 12.220 2,780
16,600 12.220 4.560
15,400 12.220 3.100

0 12,220 -12,220
800 11,970 -11170

5.600 1650 3.950
13.600 1.650 12.150
12.400 6,220 6.160
23,500 7110 16,390
26.800 7.110 19,690
9.200 11,880 -2.660
6,300 13,750 ·7,450
4,200 7,270 -3070
2900 7,270 ·4370
8.600 5,620 3160
3,600 3,550 50
3,300 5.550 -2.250
8.100 2.590 5.510
14.900 700 14,200
23200 260 22,920

600 1,580 -760
22,300 1560 20,120
17,100 8,~40 8,660

13.470 -13,470
670 ·670

21.040 -21,040
21,040 -21.040
12,790 -12,790

0.57284 is the Existing oerlCiencyequals

1.435.565

1.03414395

~5;615
A

0.59239923 divided by

1,436,5658;,)1,020

15,100 21.300 21,300 21.300 42.7% Roads local Road Impact Fee
16.400 21.300 21,300 21.300 S141.OOISFD or $9.40 per person trip
17,900 21,300 21,300 21300 perlrip
19,500 35.700 35,700 35700
15,200 61.600 61,600 61600 Transit:
21,500 35.700 35.700 35.700 Capitol: $5,300,000
25.500 35,700 35,700 35,700 Operating (3 years): $12,916,000
17.000 35,700 35.700 35.700 516,300,000 $7,020,441.54
22.500 35,700 35.700 35,700
26,000 35,700 35,700 35,700
13,400 35,700 35,700 35,700 Non-motorized: S9,283,075 $3,965.356.42
23,000 53,sao 53,sao 53,sao
27,500 53.500 53.500 53,sao
29000 53,500 53 sao 53,500 talCosls: 527,591,075 S11,785,79 1
29,000 34,700 34.700 34,700
29000 34,700 34,700 34,700
35,500 46,600 46,600 46,600
33,SOO 42,300 42,300 42,300 G055:

1-.5728 = .4271
32,000 35,700 35.700 35,700
34,500 35,700 35,700 35.700 Formula:
3>1.500 31,065 31,065 31,065
22,000 10,000 10.080 10.060
5,630 10.080 10.080 10.000
4,490 12.400 12,400 12,400
7,190 13.600 13,600 13.800
7,190 15.600 15,600 15,600 Goss:
2,490 15.600 15,600 15.600 Percentage for New Grol'lth (42,7%) Is
6,390 15.600 15,600 15.600

multiplied by Estimated cost to derive6.390 15,600 15,600 15.600
9,840 15,600 15.600 15.600 new grol'lth cost
9,840 15,600 15.600 15.600
9.840 15,600 15.600 15.600
7770 15.600 15,600 15,600
5.400 15,600 31,255 15,600
5,400 31.255 31.255 31,255

12,220 31.255 32,900 31255
12.220 15.600 32.900 15600
12,220 15.600 32,900 15600 Goss:12,220 15.600 10,060 15600

These numbers come from the 2010-2017-11,970 10,060 10,060 10,080
1.650 10.060 10,000 10.080 2025 revised long term road assessment
1.650 10,080 15,330 10,080 using FDOr5 trend analysis tool
6,220 10,000 15.330 10,060
7,110 15,330 15.330 15,330
7,110 15.330 25,200 15.330
11,880 15,330 12,600 15.330
13,750 25.200 12600 25.200
7270 12.600 10,060 12.600
7,270 12,600 10.080 12600
5620 10,060 10.000 10.080
3.550 10080 10.000 10.080V 'on,
5,550 10000 9,600 10,080
2,590 10,060 9,600 10.06()"

Exlsltng Deficiency Formula: (Existing Volume)- (Existing Caoacity)700 9.600 9.600 9,600
280 9,600 9.600 /9.600 (Future Capacity) - (Existing Capacity)

1.560 9600 12.000 9,600
1,560 12,000 12.600' 12,000
8,440 12,600 32:t!00 12,600
13,470 12.600 A2,OOO 12,600

670 12,600 12.600 12,600
21,040 12.600 / 32.900 12,600
21,040 32,9llO 15.330 32,
12,790 3.2:900

~/9,600 9,600
./

"

,.,

1
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PROJECTED 2010-25 TRANSIT USAGE DUE TO VMT REDUCTION

Transit Usage
AVG Vehicle Increase due to

~ Vehicle Reduction by
Total VMT Reduction AVG VMT% Occupancy (1.502) Annual VMT Reduction

Corridor Route VMT 10% 15% 20% VMT/car 10% 15% 20% 10% 15% 20% Passengers 10% 15% 20%

US1 3 61,692,685 6,169,269 9,253,903 12,338,537 2,285 2,700 4,050 5,400 4,055 6,083 8,110 318,568 1.3% 1.9% 2.5%

A1A 1 26,146,775 2,614,678 3,922,016 5,229,355 1,477 1,770 2,655 3,541 2,659 3,988 5,318 132,227 2.0% 3.00/0 4.0%

SR40 18/19 93,559,720 9,355,972 14,033,958 18,711,944 2,339 4,000 6,000 8,000 6,008 9,012 12,016 New Route. Part of Route 1

181,399,180 18,139,918 27,209,877 36,279,836 2,034 8,470 12,705 16,940 12,722 19,083 25,444 450,795 2.8% 4.2% 5.6%
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TOTAL VMT BY ROADWAY CORRIDOR SERVED BY TRANSIT

2008
Number Days

Distance of 2008 2008 Daily in 2008 Annual Total VMT by
Road Name Limits (From - To) in Miles Lanes AADT VMT year VMT Corridor

US 1 1-95 to Airport Rd. 2.81 4 22,500 63,225.0 365 23,077,125.0

US 1 Airport Rd. to SR5A1Nova Rd. 1.13 4 29,000 32,770.0 365 11,961,050.0

US 1 SR5A1Nova Rd. to SR 40 1.83 4 18,200 33,306.0 365 12,156,690.0

US 1 SR 40 to Hand Ave. 0.84 4 23,500 19,740.0 365 7,205,100.0

US 1 Hand Ave. to Plaza Blvd. 0.74 4 27,000 19,980.0 365 7,292,700.0 61,692,665.0

SR A1A - Ocean Shore Blvd. Ormond Mall to Neptune Ave 1.69 2 17,500 29,575.0 365 10,794,875.0

SR A1A - Ocean Shore Blvd. Neptune Ave to SR 40 (Granada Blvd.) 0.70 2 17,100 11,970.0 365 4,369,050.0

SR A1A - Atlantic Ave. North SR 40 to Harvard Dr. 1.70 4 17,700 30,090.0 365 10,982,850.0 26,146,775.0

SR 5A - Nova Rd. US 1 to Wilmette Ave. 1.00 4 14,000 14,000.0 365 5,110,000.0

SR 5A - Nova Rd. Wilmette Ave. to SR 40 0.51 6 24,500 12,495.0 365 4,560,675.0

SR 5A - Nova Rd. SR 40 to Hand Ave. 1.15 6 29,000 33,350.0 365 12,172,750.0

SR 5A - Nova Rd. Hand Ave. to Golf Ave. 0.77 6 30,500 23,485.0 365 8,572,025.0

SR40 Rima RidQe Rd. to Tymber Creek Rd. 4.36 4 10,800 47,088.0 365 17,187,120.0

SR40 Tymber Creek Rd. to 1-95 0.79 4 26,500 20,935.0 365 7,641,275.0

SR40 1-95 to Clyde Morris Blvd. 1.58 4 37,500 59,250.0 365 21,626,250.0

SR40 Clyde Morris Blvd. to SR 5A/Nova Rd. 1.06 4 35,000 37,100.0 365 13,541,500.0

SR40 SR5A1Nova Rd. to US 1 1.33 4 32,000 42,560.0 365 15,534,400.0

SR40 US 1 to Halifax Ave. 1.11 4 36,500 40,515.0 365 14,787,975.0

SR40 Halifax Ave. to SR A1A 0.37 4 24,000 8,880.0 365 3,241,200.0
93,559,720
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PROJECTED TRANSIT REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

Revenue:
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014- 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024- 2025 Toi:al

Transit Fee $2,200 $75,000 $125,000 $200,000 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $614,212 $7,772,744
Funding by others $3,275,000 $1,790,000 $1,700,000 $1,736,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $4,306,000 $4,306,000 $4,306,000 $4,306,000 $29,225,000

Multi-modal Expenses:

Transit Amenities
$2,200 $75,000 $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $202,200

SR 40 corridor frequency of service
improvements from 1 hour headways to 30

Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,460,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $2,460,000
Operating $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 1,942,000 $1,942,000 $1,942,000 $1,942,000 $1,942,000 $1,942,000 $1,942,000 $1,942,000 $15,536,000

US 1 Corridor Frequency of Service
improvements from 1 hour headways to 30

Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,760,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $1,760,000
Operating $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $1,416,000 $14,160,000

A1A corridor frequency of service
improvements from 1 hour headways to 15

Capital $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,170,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,170,000
Operating $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $948,000 $9,480,000

Balance $0 $0 $0 $200,000 $814,212 $1,428,424 $23,636 $63,848 $14,060 $272 $484 $696 $2,556,908 $5,113,120 $7,669,332 $10,225,544 $2,455,088

27



PROJECTED NON-MOTORIZED REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

'I

Revenue

'j 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014- 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024- 2025 Toi'al

I
Non-mortorized Fee $0 $30,000 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $285,758 $4,030,612
Xu Funds $473,812 $473,812

Non-rnoiorized expenses

Bike racks, storage locl<ers, etc $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $105,000

,I
Tomol<a ParI< Trail $473,812 $473,812

SR 40 Trail Phase 3 $570,000 $570,000
$0

I Thompson Creel< Trail $0
Phase 1 $1,250,000 $1,250,000
Phase 2 $950,000 $950,000

Osceola/Ormond/Tomol<a/Pathway/Pine
$20:000Trail ES pedestrian/bil<e improvements $20,000 $15,000 $25,000 $40,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $220,000

Sidewall< enhancements from existing 5 foot
wide to 8 foot wide $50,000 $40,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $30,000 $520,000

Sidewalk Connectivity

SR 40 Corridor $15,000 $10,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $135,000
US 1 Corridor $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $140,000
A1A Corridor $15,000 $10,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $135,000

$0 $30,000 $195,758 $386,516 $2,274 $173,032 $338,790 $479,548 $765,306 $1,051,064 $86,822 $262,580 $438,338 $604,096 $769,854 $5,612 $11,224
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PROJECTED 2010-25 LAND USE BASED
DEVELOPMENT TRIPS SUBJECT TO

MOBILITY FEE

Maximum TGR for undeveloped land based upon land use classification in Comprehensive Plan:

Most likely TGR for undeveloped land based upon land development code provisions governing density and
intensity:

Past trip distribution approved to US1, A1A and SR40 from 2003-08 :

Maximum development related trips subject to transit fee:

Most likely development related trips subject to transit fee:

510,353

207,156

66%

336,926

136,761
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2003-08 TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Type of

Project Development TGR
Trip

DateDistribution
NR R SR40 US1 A1A

Marshside @ x1 Groverbranch 863 212 0 0 2006
Hand Avenue Medical

2 Office
x 764 78 0 2007

3 Shoppes @ TCR x 10,252 6,727 0 0 2007
4 River Oaks x 1,005 200 0 0 2003
5 Courtyards x x 1,120 800 2005

East Coast Community x6 Bank 669 669 2006
7 Granada Grande x 1,852 1,600 2006
8 Tomoka Christian Church 528 100 0 0 2007
9 Tomoka Oaks Golf Village x 773 77 77 2005

10 S. R. Perrott x 931 0 931 0 2007
11 Root Commerce Park x 1,305 209 927 0 2006
12 Amsouth x 942 942 0 0 2006
13 Pineland x 1,868 900 36 36 2008
14 Calvary Church x 2,178 2,178 0 0 2007
15 Enclave x 396 100 0 0 2006

66% of all approved trips distributed
to US 1, SR40, and A1A

8 7 25,446 13,992
55%

2,771 36
11% 0%

Conclusion: The above represents all traffic impact assessment
studies received and approved from 2003 to 2008. Past
development was mostly located in the west end of the city. Infill
and redevelopment is projected along the roadway corridors.
SR40 was and is projected to continue as the primary east-west
road corridor. The traffic studies as a group indicate that
approximately 66% of TGR was distributed to SR40, US 1 and
A1A. Future distribution will mirror past trends.
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2010-25 DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO OF PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORY ENTITLEMENTS

70

4,700

302

NA

NA

17

NA

NA

5,237

5,845

50,048

63,596
34,417

14,900

12,298

15,727

Proposed (1)

Per remedial
amendments

6.97

42.94
42.94
42.94

36.13

11.01

Generation

Rates

Apartments (220) 6.72

Apartments (220) 6.72

Single Family Homes
9.57

(210)
Single Family Homes

9.57(210)
Single Family Homes 9.57

(210)
Single Family Homes 9.57

(210)

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA

Medical Dental Office
(720)

Per remedial amendments

Shopping Center (820)
Shopping Center (820)

Shopping Center (820)

NA NA NA
Maximum Potential Total AADT

General Office (710)

ITE Trip Generation

Categories

General Light Industrial
(110)

32 1
18 0.2

15 0.2

7.5 0.2

NA 0.2

Most likely

Density FAR

0.2

Per remedial
amendments

12-32 upa 0.3

5-15 upa 0.3

4.3 0.2

.2 to 6 upa 0.2

1 unit per 5
0.2

acres

1 unit per 1 acre 0.2

NA 0.5

NA 0.5

NA NA

10 0.6

NA 0.75

Developed Undeveloped

Land Use Property Property Total % of
Classification Area % of Area 10 of (Acres) Total

(Acres) Total (acres) Total
Institutional 849 95% 49 5% 898 4%
Office/Professional

263 62% 159 38% 421 2%

General Commercial 583 86% 92 14% 675 3%
Tourist Commercial 186 85% 34 15% 220 1%
Heavy Commercial 106 88% 14 12% 120 1%
Industrial/Utilities 371 59% 259 41% 630 3%

Activity Center 1270 0% 1825 100% 3,095 14%

High Density
101 97% 3 3% 104 0.50%

Residential
Medium Density 1,027 81% 244 19% 1,271 6%
Residential
Low Density 4,505 90% 519 10% 5,024 22%
Residential
Suburban Low

1,152 77% 349 23% 1,501 7%
Density Residential
Rural Estate

795 70% 348 30% 1,143 5%

Rural Residential
139 89% 17 11% 156 1%

Recreation/Open
N/A N/A N/A N/A 532 2%

Space
Open N/A N/A N/A N/A 5,005 22%
Space/Conservation
Water bodies/ROW N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,204 10%
Residential/Office/

N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0%
Retail
Heavy Industrial N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0%
Total 11,347 3,912 22,999

(1) Proposed trips for nonresidential calculated by using
undeveloped land multiplied by 43,560, then multiple
times the most likely FAR, then divide by 1,000, then
multiplied by the trip generation rate to obtain the
maximum number of potential average daily trips.
Proposed residential trips calculated by using
undeveloped land multiplied by the most likely density
permitted by the Land Development Code.
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DO Building Building E or Arc = Project Engineer or Architect
Expiration Permit Permit O = Owner

Info Value A = Applicant
400 Clyde Morris Boulevard E = Harpster Engineering
400 Clyde Morris Boulevard O = Ormond Medical Arts

07-1240 ARC = BPF Design
889 - 917 W. Granada Boulevard E = Parker Mynchenberg & Associates
889 - 917 W. Granada Boulevard O = Donald & Shirley Gay

07-1228 ARC = David Leete
AIRPORT RD EXTENSION/SR 40 ROAD IMPROVEMENTS E= Hunter's Ridge Development Services, Inc.

2701 West Granada Boulevard O = Ormond Beach/FDOT
09-25000002

ATLANTIC CENTRAL ENTERPRISES O = Atlantic Central Enterprises
14 West Tower Circle A = Steve Traulson

08-25000008 E = W.A. Cross Engineering, Inc
BETNR HANGERS @ OB AIRPORT E = McKim & Creed

85 Hanger Way A = BETNR
10-00000036 ARC = BPF Design

BROWN/THOMPSON COMMERCIAL E = Danny Johns
1287 West Granada Boulevard O = Brown/Thompson

08-25000037
CASA DEL MAR E = Upham Engineering

621 South Atlantic Avenue O= Casa Del Mar Condo
11-18

COURTYARD PBD E = Danny Johns 
135 N. US1 (between Highland and Dix) O = Ormond Central Market Place

07-1243 ARC = Richard Brookfield
DODSON CREEK OFFICE E = Alann Engineering

823 North US 1 O = Louis Vigliotti
05-10-1010 ARC = Richard Brookfield

ELAB EXPANSION E = Mark Dowst & Associated
8 East Tower Circle O = Ameritech & ELAB

08-25000017 APP = Pace Analytical Services
MARIA BONITA E = Alann Engineering

195 West Granada Boulevard O = Taxco
08-19000005 ARC = BPF Design

MIRO MEDICAL E = Parker Mynchenberg & Associates
150 Sage Brush Trail O = Miro Group LLC

08-25000013 ARC = BPF Design
MIRO MEDICAL E = Parker Mynchenberg & Associates

150 Sage Brush Trail O = Miro Group LLC
10-00000041 ARC = BPF Design

MIRO MEDICAL E = Parker Mynchenberg & Associates
150 Sage Brush Trail O = Miro Group LLC

10-135 ARC = BPF Design
NORTH ORCHARD CENTER E = Alaan Engineering Group, Inc

150 North Orchard O = Brian Share
07-1167

NOVA BANK E = Alaan Engineering Group, Inc
169 North Nova O = Paul F. Holub, Jr.

07-1200 ARC = BPF Design
OLIVE GROVE E = Alaan Engineering Group, Inc

765 W. Granada Boulevard 10% O = Beneficial Communities
10-125 ARC = Forum Architects

ORMOND CROSSINGS PMUD O = Tomoka Holdings LLC
100 Ormond Crossings Boulevard A = Tomoka Holdings LLC

10-134
ON THE BOULEVARD E = Harpster Engineering

11-43 West Granada Boulevard O = Highlander Corporation

08-25000004 ARC = Brookfield

7
Site improvements 

including landscaping and 
driveway acess.

01.04.11 01.18.11

16
Master Development Plan zoning 

document for Ormond Crossings project 
(no site plan approval)

08.16.10 09.02.10

Not 
Applied

See below

See below

$624,800 11.12.10Under 
Const.

Issued 
11.12.10 11.12.10 60%

Phase construction of building with 
Phase one being a 3,320 square 

foot building
8.17.10 08.31.10 09.08.10

15%NA NA $73,40302.04.10
02.04.12 -

Under 
Const.

App. 6-0; 
01.14.10

Ord.10-22 
02.16.10

3 Connection of Airport Road 
to SR40 04.14.09 04.28.09 02.02.10

10%

NA

01.19.11 01.19.11

65

$193,000 for 
site work

06.02.10

Under 
Const.

Not 
Applied

NA

Required Required

12.08.09 12.22.09 02.09.10 03.22.10 03.22.12

X

12.01.08 12.16.08 01.04.11

07.03.12

NA

04.08.10
05.18.10- 
Approved 
2010-071

CC 03.04.08 Ord 
08-09 Expires 

03.04.13
04.07.11

NA

NA

06.12.1106.12.0902.17.09 NA

Approved 
08.26.08    

R 2008-146

NA

NA

04.09.09 
PB

NA

NA

Multiple 
Permits

Under 
Const.

09.16.09 Under 
Const.

NA

Approved 
07.24.08 

DRB

Under 
Const.

10.14.10 Under 
Const.

11.26.0807.01.08

11.14.07

12.23.08

X

X

12.03.07 12.26.07 03.04.08 12.23.08

07.03.10

NA

Not 
Applied

NA

07.03.11 NA

02.09.10 02.09.10

12.26.07 01.16.08 04.01.08 06.19.08 06.19.10 06.19.11 Not 
AppliedNA

Approved 
09.21.10 

Ord 10-44

NA

06.19.13

08.12.10 
Approved

11.12.10

X

NA

11.12.10

06.02 CC Ord 
09-17 Expires 
Ph.2 06.02.12

$920,936Issued 
11.29.10NA

01.09.12

Under 
Const.

NA

11.11.12

Under 
Const.12

11

17

12

15

8

10

14

13

Expansion of restaurant to 
177 +/- seats and site 

improvements

Wall waiver request; 
Community Meeting 

03.01.10

Amend Granada Grande 
approved from 208 housing 

units to 88

CO Issued

01.04.08 02.04.08 12.01.08

Rose Villa (43 Granada) complete -
othe improvements under 

construction

1,800 SF Bank

Expansion of 7,000 SF 

New 7,400 SF office (2,000SF), 
warehouse (10 units) and mini-

storage (218 units)

City of Ormond Beach Commercial Development Report -- February 2, 2011
Eng. 

Permit
Clearing 
Permit

Under 
Construct

ion
# DescriptionProject 2nd 

Review

Appli-
cation 
Date

City Commis-
sion3rd Review 5th 

Review
Final 

Approval
Advisory  

Board
4th 

Review

LDC 
Extension 
Expiration

SB 
Expiration

1st Review

1
Minor Modification to approved 
site plan for 2 office buildings 

(9,384  and 7,671 SF)

2
Redevelopment of 4 single-
family homes into two 4.437 

SF office buildings 

5

12
Construct new 6,400 SF 

medical office & site 
improvements

6 2 Buildings = 18,992 
Square Feet

Phased construction of three buildings 
(1:  1,000 SF office, 5,300 SF 

manufacturing, 6,300 SF hanger)  (2:  
1,600 SF office, 10,500 SF hanger) (3: 

4,800 Warehouse)

12,000 Square Feet Retail 
(Dollar General complete) 

and 16 MF units

9

NA4
New 26,500 +/- SF 

Industrial 
Warehouse/Office

04.08.08 07.03.0804.22.08 06.10.08

07.29.08 08.17.10

11.11.1001.05.10 01.05.10

10.25.210

08.12.08 08.26.08

09.22.09

10.24.07

08.29.07

12.15.09

05.14.07 06.06.07

09.12.07

94%04.01.08

PB  
01.10.08  
APP (6-0)

04.07.13

08.29.07

07.06.10 07.14.10

03.18.08

12.05.07

09.08.09

X

01.08.08 01.09.11

04.08.10

01.09.10

04.08.0801.02.08

X 60%

07.15.08

NA NA Issued in 
2007 $292,00001.03.07 Under 

Const.

Contruction of 3,445 SF 
building and associated site 

improvements
10.05.05

NA NA 12.01.10 $14,269.77 12.01.10 12.01.10

      *  Highlighted projects indicate change in status (such as SPRC approval, CC approval, building permits issued, or CO issued). Page 1 of 4



DO Building Building E or Arc = Project Engineer or Architect
Expiration Permit Permit O = Owner

Info Value A = Applicant
CO Issued

City of Ormond Beach Commercial Development Report -- February 2, 2011
Eng. 

Permit
Clearing 
Permit

Under 
Construct

ion
# DescriptionProject 2nd 

Review

Appli-
cation 
Date

City Commis-
sion3rd Review 5th 

Review
Final 

Approval
Advisory  

Board
4th 

Review

LDC 
Extension 
Expiration

SB 
Expiration

1st Review

ORMOND GRANDE E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc
1255 North US1  O/A = Ormond Grande LLC

10-00000006
ORMOND MEDICAL CENTER O = JKLM Properties, LLC
600 West Granada Boulevard E = The Performance Group Inc.

07-1166 Arch = Schweizer Waldroff Architects
PARHAM BUILDING MODIFICATION O = Parham Florida Development LLC

3 Aviator Way E = Mark Dowst & Associates
09-19000003 A = Stan Hoelle

PRINCE OF PEACE - SOCIAL SERVICE E - Alann Engineering
600 South Nova Road O = Prince of Peace

10-00000007 ARC + DJ Designs
RIVERBEND CHURCH EXPANSION E = Mark Dowst & Associates

2080 West Granada Boulevard O = Riverbend Church
09-25000008

ROOT COMMERCE PARK E = Parker Mynchenberg & Associates
900 North US Highway 1 ARC = BPF Design

06-4-1107 A = Root Chapman

ROYAL FLORIDIAN EXPANSION Arc = General Design, Inc.

51 South Atlantic Avenue O/A = Spinnaker Inc.

07-1241
S.R. PERROTT - US 1 DISTRIBUTION CENTER E = Parker Mynchenberg & Associates

1280 North US1 O = Michele P. Connors, Trustee
06-8-1124 (HTE 06-157)

SPACE COAST BANK AT TYMBER CREEK E = Zahn Engineering

1940 West Granada Boulevard O = Space Coast Credit Union

08-19000007 ARC = Building Management Systems, Inc.

ST. JAMES EXPANSION E = Zev Cohen & Associates
44 South Halifax Drive O = St. James Episcopal Church

08-250000012 Arc = Cummings & McCrady, Inc.
T-MOBILE TOWER E = KCI Technologies, Inc.

1 South Old Kings Road O = Omega 40 Enterprises LTD
10-000096

TOMOKA CHRISTIAN CHURCH E = Zev Cohen & Associates
1450 Hand Avenue O = Tomoka Christian Church

07-1201 ARC = Hyde West Architects
WASTEWATER TREATMENT EXPANSION E = Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.

550 Orchard Street O = City of Ormond Beach
10-00000001

WAL-MART PARKING MODIFICATIONS E = Duplantis Group
1521 West Granada Boulevard O = Wal-Mart Stores

09-25000007
WEST GRANADA OFFICES E = Alann Engineering

1291 West Granada Boulevard O = IEL Medmal LLC
08-25000038 ARC = BPF Design

NA

New 4,800 SF industrial 
and 60 townhomes (see 

residential report)
10.13.09 10.27.09 01.05.10 NA01.11.10

31 Modify parking - remove 89 
spaces, façade renovations 07.07.09 07.21.09

25%11.25.09

08.31.06

05.18.06

09.08.09 09.22.09

01.03.08 01.23.08

11.18.08 12.02.08 03.25.09

04.29.08 03.31.09

01.24.07 04.04.07

03.02.10

02.05.08 06.19.08

11.04.09

03.10.10

32 Two buildings = 33,000 
square feet 12.08.08 12.23.08 08.11.09

04.01.08

08.18.09

03.04.0811.14.07

NA

07.27.09

06.16.10 05.06.1206.16.11

11.04.11 Not 
Applied

Approved 
09.10.09

NA

App. 11.03.09 
Ord 09-37 

Expires 
11.03.11

Approved 
03.27.08 

DRB

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

04.08.10 05.18.10

NA

NA

NA

RequiredRequired

App 05.06.08 
Res. 08-102 

Expires 05.06.12

NA05.12.11

04.01.11 
PBD

06.06.1306.06.11

Under 
Const. ApprovedNA

02.20.07-
CC Ord  07-

07 Exp: 

Not 
Applied

PB 
11.09.06   
A (5-0)

Not 
required01.11.12

10.08.09 Under 
Const.

Under 
Const.

Issued 
10.20.20 20%Issued 

10.20.20

10.26.09

11.25.09

CO 
Issued

Site Work:  
$443,883 Building: 

$11,221,623
10.26.09

$78,700 (site 
work only)

On Hold

Site work 
permit 
issued

PB 
02.07.08 

Approved 
04.01.08 

Ord 08-15

Not 
Required

10.08.11

Not 
Applied

06.27.08

NA

06.27.10

Under 
Const.

10.28.11

03.10.12 
Under 
Const.

05.15.07 07.27.07

12.07.06

05.12.09

10.28.09

07.27.10

Issued 
10.20.20

NA NA07.08.08

30 Wastewater treatment 
Expansion 10.06.09 10.20.09

09.26.0729

28

Proposed New Church - 
61,000 SF, 801 seats 08.29.07

24

25

27

26

23

22

20

21

19

18

53 Unit Timeshare - 
Amendment of Site Plan 

based on DEP Permit

A 4,336 SF expansion of 
the existing site with site 

improvements

08.03.06

11.03.09

New 128,922 SF 
distribution center (29,348 

SF office) 

Site improvements and utility 
connect in association with 

expansion in Daytona Beach

05.28.08 06.10.08

Minor Modification to 
approved site plan to 
modify the building 

structure.

04.26.06
New 99,000 SF (49,200 

office) and warehouse   in 5 
buildings on 12.48 acres

12,160 square foot new building 
for Church thrift shop, meeting 
area, offices, and food pantry

05.14.07New 25,275 SF medical 
center

Construct new 5,340 SF 
warehouse at rear of site

12.29.09

07.28.09 08.11.09

10.10.07

11.17.09 
(concept)

06.06.07

08.17.06 10.12.06

01.18.11

07.27.11

01.25.08

Contruct a 140 foot 
camfoulaged flagpole. 04.06.10 04.20.10 02.16.11

      *  Highlighted projects indicate change in status (such as SPRC approval, CC approval, building permits issued, or CO issued). Page 2 of 4



DO Building E or Arc = Project Engineer or Architect
Expiration Permit O = Owner

Info A = Applicant
COURTYARD PBD E = Danny Johns 

135 N. US1 (between Highland and Dix) O = Ormond Central Market Place

07-1243 ARC = E.M.P. Architecture & Design
DEER CREEK SUBDIVISION Done E = Mark Dowst & Associates

2400 Airport Road Done O/A = Hunter's Ridge, Inc
04-08-989 Done

0%
DEER CREEK PHASE 4 PHASING PLAN E = Mark Dowst & Associates

09-1900004 O/A = Hunter's Ridge, Inc

ENCLAVE AT NORTH POINTE 08.01.09 E = Land Plan Engineering Group

Tymber Creek Road (Parcel # 4113-00-00-0032) PRD O = Silverstein & Goldberg Trust
05-06-1041 Zoning A = White Falcon Land & Development

ENCLAVE AT NORTH POINTE E = Land Plan Engineering Group

Tymber Creek Road (Parcel # 4113-00-00-0032) O = Silverstein & Goldberg Trust

10-153 A = White Falcon Land & Development

MARSHSIDE AT GROOVER BRANCH 11.14.09 E = Land Plan Engineering Group

Tymber Creek Rd. & Airport Rd. (Parcel # 4124-00-00-0240) PRD O = Enclave of Timber Creek LLC

05-06-1035 Rezoning A = White Falcon Land & Development

MARSHSIDE AT GROOVER BRANCH E = Land Plan Engineering Group

Tymber Creek Rd. & Airport Rd. (Parcel # 4124-00-00-0240) O = Enclave of Timber Creek LLC

10-152 A = White Falcon Land & Development

MADISON GLEN E = Madden, Moorhead & Glunt

570 Sterthaus (41-14-31-01-07-0070 & 41-14-32-01-06-0062) APP " Madison Glen , LLC

09-25000003 ARC = Slocum Platts

OLIVE GROVE E = Alaan Engineering Group, Inc

765 W. Granada Boulevard O = Beneficial Communities

10-125 ARC = Forum Architects

ORMOND GRANDE E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc

1255 North US1 O/A = Ormond Grande LLC

10-00000006
ORMOND STATION E = Harpster Engineering
644 North Nova Road O = Scott Vanacore

08-25000039

PINELAND 10.21.13 E = Zahn Engineering

East of I-95, north of Airport Road PRD O = Funcoast Developers

08-23000002 Rezoning
RIVER OAKS E =Harpster Engineering

Airport Road (Parcel # 4124-00-00-0040) 11.08.08 O/A = Vanacore Homes

03-10-935 

TOMOKA GOLF VILLAGE 10.17.08 E/A = CPH Engineers, Inc.

20 Tomoka Oaks Blvd. PRD O = Tomoka Oaks Golf/Country Club

05-06-1039 Rezoning

08.12.10 
Approved

09.07.10 & 
09.21.10

NA

10.14.12

Not 
required

Not 
Required

New 4,800 SF industrial 
and 60 townhomes 10.13.09 10.27.09

10.14.10

01.11.10

Amend Granada Grande 
approved from 208 housing 

units to 88
07.06.10 07.14.10

08.19.0908.11.09 Under 
Const.

Under 
Const.

Under 
Const.

Not 
Applied

10.17.10

Under 
Const.

08.01.10

11.14.10 
Zoning

11.08.09

Under 
Const.

03.09.10 03.09.12

PB 
Approved 

(4-2)

Approved 
Ord 08-44

Preliminary Plat of 192 
Single-Family Lots 11.04.08 11.18.08

H 11.06.08 12.02.08

CO 
Issued

50%

08.10.0606.15.05 09.29.05 05.03.06 07.27.06

12.18.07 
R07-226 
(P. Plat)

Subdivision 
Imp. Value: 
$1,256,900

11.08.11

NA

12.22.09 02.23.10 
(final)

01.11.12

11.03.11

11.14.12 
Zoning 

09.12.07 11.07.07

NA

O 06-08 
(PRD) R-

04-206 Plat
Not Applied02.21.07 04.11.07 09.10.07

08.01.12 
Zoning & 
10.08.12 
Site Plan

34 Single-Family Lots

06.28.06 07.13.06

68 Single-Family Lots 06.08.05 12.08.05

29 Townhomes 

101 Single-Family Lots

06.29.05

04.28.09

C

E

D

J

I

G

F

K

96 Senior Housing Units

10.17.06   
O 06-17

122 Townhomes &  3 
Single-Family Lots

01.24.07

07.09.09 
PB- 

Approved 

Approved 
08.18.09 & 
09.08.09 

10.25.07 
DRB  (6-0)08.01.07

10.17.12

X X

05.12.10 05.12.10

Building 
Value: 

$9,835,351

A

City of Ormond Beach Residential Development Report -- Ending February 2, 2011

Eng. Permit Clearing 
Permit

Under 
Construct

ion
# DescriptionProject CO 

Issued

LDC 
Extension 
Expiration

Final 
Approval

B

3rd 
Review

Appli-
cation 
Date

1st Review 2nd 
Review

08.24.04346 Single-Family Lots     
(4 phases)

06.12.11

Advisory  
Board

08.31.05
Final Plat: O 2007-13 (Ph. 2)

Phase 4

Final Plat: O 2006-11 (Ph. 1)

City Commis-
sion

5th 
Review

02.17.09 06.12.09

Phase 1

02.02.06 03.23.06 09.19.07 6.10.08
PB 

06.08.06 
Deny (3-2)

11.14.06  
Ord. 06-09

Under 
Const.

Phase 2
Phase 3

SB 360 
Expiration

None for 
ResidentialNA

Final Plat: O 2007-15 (Ph. 4)
Final Plat: O 2007-14 (Ph. 3)

06.02 CC 
Ord 09-17 
Expires Ph.2 
06.02.12

04.09.09 
PB

4th 
Review

B Sub-Phase - Phase 4A 
completed; B & C pending 07.28.09

21,000 Square Feet Retail 
(9,000 Dollar General) and 

16 MF units
01.04.08 02.04.08 12.01.08

03.02.06 03.23.06 10.12.06

02.17.09

05.12.09 06.02.09 07.01.09

06.09.09

01.05.10

11.03.09

C

34 Single-Family Lots - 
PRD Amendment         

Transfer traffic concurrency 
vesting to Marshside 

subdivision

10.04.10 10.19.10 Required Required

D

Amendment & rezoning for 
Marshside subdivision to 

increase the number of lots 
from 68 to 104 units.

10.04.10 10.19.10 Required Required

      *  Highlighted projects indicate change in status (such as SPRC approval, CC approval, building permits issued, or CO issued). Page 3 of 4
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Prepared By: Eric Dickens 2/2/11

1 0 10.5
Miles

CITY OF ORMOND BEACH 
COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL

DEVELOPMENT REPORT Legend
!( Commercial Sites

") Residential Sites

A Courtyard PBD
B Deer Creek Subdivision
C Enclave at North Point
D Marshside at Groover Branch
E Madison Glen
F Olive Grove
G Ormond Grande
H Ormond Station
I Pineland
J River Oaks
K Tomoka Golf Village

1 400 Clyde Morris Boulevard
2 889 - 917 W. Granada Boulevard
3 Airport Rd Extension/SR 40 Improvements
4 Atlantic Central Enterprises
5 Betnr Hangars at OB Airport
6 Brown/Thompson Commerical
7 Casa Del Mar
8 Courtyard PBD
9 Dodson Creek Office
10 ELAB Expansion
11 Maria Bonita
12 Miro Medical
13 North Orchard Center
14 Nova Bank
15 Olive Grove
16 Ormond Crossings PMUD
17 On The Boulevard
18 Ormond Grande
19 Ormond Medical Center
20 Parham Building Modification
21 Prince of Peace - Social Service
22 Riverbend Church Expansion
23 Root Commerce Park
24 Royal Floridian Expansion
25 S.R. Perrott - US 1 Distribution Center
26 Space Coast Bank at Tymber Creek
27 St. James Expansion
28 T-Mobile Tower
29 Tomoka Christian Church
30 Wastewater Treament Expansion
31 Wal-Mart Parking Modifications
32 West Granada Offices

RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS

COMMERICAL PROJECTS

~
\Y
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