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A G E N D A  
ORMOND BEACH PLANNING BOARD 

Regular Meeting 
 

December 13, 2012   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 COM-
MITTEE 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 THE MINUTES:  October 11, 2012. 
VI. PLANNING DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS   

A. LUPA 12-116: 1433, 1435, 1437, and 1439 North US Highway 1 (MBA 
Business Center) – Small Scale Land Use Map Amendment 

 An administrative Small Scale Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 
amendment for approximately ±3.97 developed acres located at 1433, 1435, 
1437, and 1439 North US Highway 1 to change the land use designation from 
Volusia County “Commercial” to the land use designation of City of Ormond 
Beach “Low Intensity Commercial”.  

B. RZ 12-117: 1433, 1435, 1437, and 1439 North US Highway 1 (MBA 
Business Center) – Zoning Map Amendment 

 An administrative Zoning Map Amendment for approximately ±3.97 developed 
acres located at 1433, 1435, 1437, and 1439 North US Highway 1 to change 
the zoning classification from Volusia County MPUD (Mixed Planned Unit 
Development) to the zoning classification of City of Ormond Beach PBD 
(Planned Business Development). 



Planning Board Agenda                                                                                                                                                                                           Page 2 

[12.13.2012 Planning Board Agenda.docx]  

C. LUPA 12-118: 1-103 Bella Vita Way (Gardens at Addison) – Future Land 
Use Map Amendment – Expedited State Review Process 

 An administrative Future Land Use Map amendment for approximately ±11.5 
developed acres located at 1-103 Bella Vita Way to change the land use 
designation from Volusia County “Commercial” and “Urban Medium Intensity” 
to the land use designation of City of Ormond Beach “Medium Density 
Residential”.  

D. RZ 12-119: 1-103 Bella Vita Way (Gardens at Addison) – Zoning Map 
Amendment 
An administrative Zoning Map Amendment for approximately ±11.5 developed 
acres located at 1-103 Bella Vita Way to change the zoning classification from 
Volusia County MPUD (Mixed Planned Unit Development) to the zoning 
classification of City of Ormond Beach PRD (Planned Residential 
Development) 

E. LDC 13-21: Land Development Code Amendment,  Mobility Fees 
An administrative request to amend the Land Development Code (LDC) to add 
a Mobility Fee which is to replace the City’s local road impact fee for three 
multimodal corridors which are Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas 
(TCEA). The amendments to the Land Development Code include (1) Add a 
new Section 1-26 to Chapter 1, Article IV entitled Mobility Fee which contains 
the purpose, fee component, applicability, calculation and fee amount. (2) 
Amend Section 1-32 F of Chapter 1, Article V by adding subparagraph 12 
which indicates the fee shall be paid at Certificate of Occupancy and allocated 
to each mode by the percentage specified in Section 1-26. (3) Amend 
Subsection 1 entitled Purpose and Intent of Section 1-32 (G), Proportionate 
Fair Share Program shall apply only to transportation facilities outside of 
designated Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas. (4) Amend Chapter 
1, Article V, Section 1-32 G by adding to subsection 3 a statement that 
development within a TCEA is exempt from Proportionate Fair Share. (5) 
Amend Chapter 1, Article V, Section 1-32 G by deleting subsection 13 where a 
TCEA is subject to proportionate fair share. 

F. LDC 13-24: Land Development Code Amendment, Doggie Dining 
An administrative request to amend the Land Development Code for 
restaurants types contained in Chapter 2, Article IV – Conditional and Special 
Exception Regulations of the Land Development Code: (1) Section 2-57, 
subsections R 5. Restaurant Type A; 6. Restaurant Type B; 7. Restaurant 
Type C; and 8. Restaurant Type D is proposed for deletion in its entirety. (2) 
Section 2-57 R 5 Restaurant Types, subsection 1 and 2 is proposed to be 
added as a table depicting requirements by restaurant types and to enable 
doggie dining at restaurants with outdoor seating areas subject to certain 
requirements related to application submittal, general criteria for compliance, 
administration and enforcement and penalties. (3) Section 2-57 R of Chapter 
2, District and General Regulations, of Article IV, Conditional and Special 
Exception Regulations of the City Land Development Code is amended to 
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numerically change subsequent subsections 9, 10 and 11 to 6, 7 and 8 
respectively.  

G. LDC 12-112: Land Development Code Amendment, Site Signage 

An administrative request to amend the Land Development Code for site 
signage contained in Chapter 3, Performance Standards, Article IV, Sign 
Regulations of the Land Development Code as follows: (1) Delete Section 3-
49, Master Sign Plan, and replace it with a Special Exception process to allow 
ground and pole signs in lieu of monument signs, where required, based on 
certain conditions.  All other sign variances would be required to be processed 
as a planned development rezoning. (2) Amend Section 3-47.B.2 to increase 
the maximum allowable height of monument signs to eight feet. (3) Amend 
Sections 3-47.B.6 and 3-47.C.4, increase the number of allowable tenant 
panels from six to eight for monument and pole signs. (4) Amend Section 3-
47.C to include the word “ground” in the title.  The amendments also require an 
amendment to Chapter 1: General Administration, Article III, Definitions and 
Acronyms, Section 1-22, to remove the five foot height limitation for monument 
signs. 

H. LDC 13-36: Land Development Code Amendment, Residential Rear Yard 
Setbacks 

An administrative request to amend the Land Development Code for 
residential rear yard setback standards contained in Chapter 2, District and 
General Regulations, Article II, District Regulations of the Land Development 
Code to reduce the rear yard setback in certain residential zoning districts to 
20’.  The rear yard setback amendments include Section 2-14.B.9.b. (R-2.5 
zoning district) from 25’ to 20’, Section 2-15.B.9.b. (R-3 zoning district) from 
25’ to 20’,  Section 2-17.B.9.b. (R-4 zoning district) for all types, including 
single-family, cluster, patio, zero lot line, multi-family, duplex, triplex, and 
townhouse from a 25’ to a 20’ rear yard setback, Section 2-18.B.9.b. (R-5 
zoning district) for all types, including single-family, cluster, patio, zero lot line, 
multi-family, duplex, triplex, and townhouse from a 25’ to a 20’ rear yard 
setback, and Section 2-19.B.9.b. (R-6 zoning district) for all types, including 
single-family, cluster, patio, zero lot line, multi-family, duplex, triplex, and 
townhouse from a 25’ to a 20’ rear yard setback. 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS 
IX. MEMBER COMMENTS 
X. ADJOURNMENT       



































































































































































































































































































































































STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning  
 

DATE: December 6, 2012 

SUBJECT: LDC Amendment –Signage Amendments  

APPLICANT: Administrative 

NUMBER: LDC 12-112 

PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, AICP, Senior Planner 
 

INTRODUCTION:    
This is an administrative request to amend the Land Development Code to alter 
the site signage regulations for the following Sections:  
1.   Chapter 3, Performance Standards, Article IV, Sign Regulations: 

a. Section 3-49, Master Sign Plan:  Delete existing language and replace it 
with a Special Exception process to allow ground and pole signs in lieu of 
monument signs, where required, based on certain conditions.  All other 
sign variances would be required to be processed as a planned 
development rezoning. 

b. Section 3-47.B.2, Monument signs, maximum height limit:  Amendment to 
increase the maximum allowable height of monument signs to eight feet. 

c. Sections 3-47.B.6 and 3-47.C.4, Monument signs, design requirements and 
Pole Signs, design requirements:    Amendment to increase the number of 
allowable tenant panels from six to eight for monument and pole signs. 

d. Section 3-47.C, Pole signs:  Amend to include the word “ground” in the title. 
2.  Chapter 1: General Administration, Article III, Definitions and Acronyms: 

a. Section 1-22, Definition of terms and words:  Amendment to remove the 
five foot height limitation for monument signs. 

BACKGROUND:   

Below is a summary of the meetings conducted to date that have discussed the 
issue of site signage:  

• April 3, 2012 City Commission work session.  The City Commission 
discussed site signage at the April 3, 2012 workshop and the following 
points were discussed: 
1. Pole signs have change over time and can be aesthetically attractive.  

There was a belief that pole signs can be safer and more visible.  
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2. Belief that previous City Commissions desired monument signage 
along major entry roads and gateways throughout the City. 

3. In the Downtown, signs should be on buildings and not on the site, as 
the form based code is implemented. 

4. Monument signs on gateway areas work well, but they are so low it is 
difficult to read them.  The City Commission requested that the 

d for their deliberation and recommendation.  

g discussions occurred: 
1.  Monument signs can create safety problems an

ne Planning Board meeting with 

of the Planning Board and City 

Planning Board look at the issue of monument sign height and allow 
signs to be placed higher to increase readability.  

5. Non-conforming signage and when the requirement for replacement 
would apply.  

6. The issue of monument and freestanding signs was referred to the 
Planning Boar

 
• June 14, 2012, Planning Board discussion item.   The Planning Board 

reviewed a staff report that provided the existing site signage regulations 
and regulation of other jurisdictions. The followin

d act like walls. 
2. Potential to allow taller signs with a pedestal instead of pole to raise 

the height of the site sign. 
3. Site address needs to be required on the sign face. 
4. Maximum number of tenant panels allowed. 
5. The Board requested that sign contractors attend a Planning Board 

meeting to discuss the site signage section of the Land Development 
Code. 

• July 12, 2012 Planning Board discussion item.  The Planning Board 
continued the discussion item from the Ju
Nick Ladaine from PJ Signs Systems, Susan Ward from Don Bell Signs, 
and Kim Freedman with the Jaffe Corporation in attendance.  The 
following discussion occurred: 
1.  Merits of pole signs versus monument signs, including the number of 

tenant panels. 
2. Not all tenants within shopping centers to be on the site signage. 
3. Electronic changeable copy signage and the ability to rotate through a 

number of tenants on one sign. 
4. Sign variances. 
5. The Board requested a joint workshop with the City Commission. 

• October 1, 2012, Joint workshop 
Commission.  Members of the Planning Board and City Commission 
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discussed site signage and requested that the following amendments be 
processed: 
1. Establish a Special Exception process to permit ground (pedestal) or 

 site 
itions 

ANAL

pole signs in lieu of the required monument signs based upon
specific constraints such as safety, visibility, or hazardous cond
that monument signs may cause. 

2. Allow eight foot high monument signs rather than the current height 
limitation of five feet for sign copy. 

3. Allow eight tenant panel signs rather than six tenant panels.  At the 
workshop there was also discussion regarding the color of the tenant 
panels, but no final direction was provided.   

YSIS:  
There are five amendments related to site signage and each are discussed 
below: 

1. Section 3-49, Master Sign Plan:  Delete existing language and replace it 
with a Special Exception process to allow ground and pole signs in lieu of 
monument signs, where required, based on certain conditions.  All other 

ariances would be required to be processed as a planned 
ment rezoning.   Staff proposes the following amendment 

sign v
develop
(underline is added text and strikethrough is deleted text): 

 SECTION 3-49:    MASTER SIGN PLAN  SIGN VARIANCES 

A. Master Sign Plan.  Sign design flexibility may be requested as part of 
a Planned Development or Special Exception based on an overall 
development plan or based upon a site’s unique characteristics. 
Applicants may request variations from the strict interpretation of this 
Article in terms of the type, size, location, and number of signs. The 
application shall be reviewed under the following criteria: 

1. The coordination and integration of the sign plan to ensure harmonious 
signage. 

2. The use of monument signage instead of pole signage. 

3. Impacts to abutting residential use(s). 

4. The use of architectural elements in the site signage. 

5. The integration of business premises signage into the overall 
architectural style of the building. 

6. The ability to reduce the number or size of nonconforming signage of 
a site.  Sign amortization schedules may be requested through this 
process. 
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Sign variances to the requirements of this Article shall be reviewed as 
a Special Exception or as part of a Planned Business Development as 
follows: 

1.  Special Exception:  Sign variances may be requested through the 
Special Exception process where an applicant desires the use of a 
ground, pedestal, or pole sign in lieu of a required monument sign.   
No other type of variance shall be permitted other than the height of 
the site signage.  Applications shall be reviewed against the following 
criteria:  

a.  special and unique conditions related to the property or There are
structures on-site exist that limit the ability to identify business within 
the property and cause a need to modify the monument sign height 
regulations.  Examples of special and unique conditions would include 
limited visibility and traffic safety. 

b. The proposed signs would be conducive to promoting traffic safety by 
preventing visual distractions. 

c. The Special Exception shall not amend the requirements of Section 3-
47.C. of this Code (allowed square footage, height maximum of 20’, or 
number of site signs). 

d. Site signs otherwise not permitted within the sign article shall not be 
introduced through the Special Exception. 

e. Impacts of the proposed sign(s) on residential uses. 

f. Proposed ground, pedestal, or pole sign shall provide architectural 
elements, such as wrap columns and no exposed metal poles.  Sign 
renderings shall be included as part of the Development Order. 

2. Planned Business Developments:  Sign variances may be requested 
as part of a Planned Business Development zoning designation.  The 
City Commission may allow variances including but not limited to the 
maximum height, size, location, or number of signs per Section 2-36.G 
of this Code.   

The amendment deletes the existing section in its entirety and establ
a Special Exception process to allow ground or pole signs where the

ishes 
 Land 

y the 
esign 
quire 

2. 

Development Code requires monument signage.  The Special Exception 
process is solely to amend the height of the sign and does not modif
number of allowed signs, the square footage of signs, or any d
standards.  Requests for any other type of signage flexibility would re
a Planned Development rezoning application. 
Section 3-47.B.2, Monument signs, maximum height limit:  Amendment to 
increase the maximum allowable height of monument signs to eight feet. 
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 2. Maximum Height Limit:  

a.  Five Eight feet (5 8')  in height as measured from site grade or 
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 monum  
urveyed t 
e sign.  I as 

tandards re
rohibition a  visibility triangle, which will address 
ne of sight issues.  It is understood that signs permitted prior to 2004 had 

3. 
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 monum  
urveyed t 
e sign.  I as 

tandards re
rohibition a  visibility triangle, which will address 
ne of sight issues.  It is understood that signs permitted prior to 2004 had 

3. 

 
 
 
 

crown of the road, whichever is higher.   
b.  An additional two feet (2') on top of sign is allowed for site address 

and architectural embellishments and shall not permit any   
additional sign copy area.  This area shall not count as part of the 
total sign square footage.   

  
A
s
A
s

ent height of eight feet is common in several other jurisdictions
and would allow a greater sign base to raise the overall heigh

t is important to note that the Land Development Code h
garding placement of the sign, such as a five foot setback and 
gainst being in the site

ent height of eight feet is common in several other jurisdictions
and would allow a greater sign base to raise the overall heigh

t is important to note that the Land Development Code h
garding placement of the sign, such as a five foot setback and 
gainst being in the site

thth
s
p
s
p
lili
a zero foot setback and may cause some of the site visibility issues 
described in past meetings. 
Sections 3-47.B.6 and 3-47.C.4, Monument signs, design requirements 

a zero foot setback and may cause some of the site visibility issues 
described in past meetings. 
Sections 3-47.B.6 and 3-47.C.4, Monument signs, design requirements 
and Pole Signs, design requirements:    Amendment to increase the 
number of allowable tenant panels from six to eight for monument and 
pole signs. 
 
Monument Signs 

 
 
 
 

Po

 

 

Sections 3-47.B.6 
6.  Design Requirements: 
    a. No change in existing text…. 

l be a maximum of six    b. There shal

 
 
 

le signs 
 
 
 

 
 

 eight (6 8) tenant panels. 

    c. No change in existing text…. 
 text….     d. No change in existing

Sections 3-47.B.4 
4.  Design Requirements: 
    a. No change in existing text…. 

re shall be a maximum of six    b. The  eight (6 8) tenant panels. 

    c. No change in existing text…. 
xisting text….     d. No change in e
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This amendment increases the allowable number of tenant panels from six 
to eight.  There was a discussion at the joint workshop regarding the color 
of the tenant panels.  The existing regulation requires the same 
dimensions, material, and color for the background.  If there is a desire to 
amend the existing regulations, there would need to be a specific motion 
for an amendment. 

4. 
 

Section 3-47.C, Pole signs:  Amend to include the word “ground” in the 
title. 
 
 
 

range of sign types, including monument and pedestal signs (no 
xposed pole bases) that exceed eight feet in height.   

5. e f te s and words:

C. Pole/Ground Signs:  

The addition of the term ground sign is designed to clarify where pole 
signs are allowed, a ground sign is also allowed.  A ground sign includes a 
wide 
e
S ction 1-22, Definition o rm   Amendment to remove the 
ve foot height limitation for monument signs. 

  

 

 

ONCL

fi

 
Sign, Leasing-Agent:  No change to existing text…. 

Sign, Monument:   Any self-supporting sign, having a maximum height  
 

of five feet (5'),  

Sign, Nonconforming:  No change to existing text…. 

placed upon the ground and not attached to any building. 

 
 

 
C USION: 
There are certain criteria that must be evaluated before adoption of an 
mendm  (LDC); the Planning 
oard ust consider the following criteria when making their recommendation. 
.  The proposed development conforms to the standards and 

requirements of this Code and will not create undue crowding beyond 
s normally permitted in the zoning district, or adversely 

a
B

ent according to the Land Development Code
m

1

the condition
affect the public health, safety, welfare or quality of life.   
The proposed Land Development Code amendments 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 
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purpose of the amendments is to update the site signage standards of the 
Land Development Code.  
The proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  2.  

3. nt will not adversely impact environmentally 

ct on environmentally sensitive lands. 

ive noise, odor, glare or 

water, 

ilable, prepared by a 

rojected effect of the project on adjacent roads and the 

7.  

The proposed Land Development Code amendments are consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Objective 2.1 of the Future Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan discussed the need to update Land Development Code 
regulations. 
The proposed developme
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.   
The proposed Land Development Code amendments will not have an 
adverse impa

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 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 excess
visual impacts on adjoining properties.  It is the goal of the amendments to 
ensure accessory uses are compatible to surrounding uses.   

5. There are adequate public facilities to serve the development, including 
but not limited to roads, sidewalks, bike paths, potable 
wastewater treatment, drainage, fire and police safety, parks and 
recreation facilities, schools, and playgrounds.   
The proposed Land Development Code amendments are not applicable to 
public facilities. 

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 ava
qualified traffic consultant, engineer or planner which details the 
anticipated or p
impact on public safety. 
There is no development proposed for the amendments.  The application 
pertains to a Land Development Code amendment. 
The proposed development is functional in the use of space and 
aesthetically acceptable. 
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ment Code amendment. 
8.  

ent Code amendment. 
9.  

s of the area. 

 a Land Development Code amendment. 
10.

The comments from the 

RE

There is no development proposed for the amendments.   The application 
pertains to a Land Develop
The proposed development provides for the safety of occupants and 
visitors. 
There is no development proposed for the amendments.  The application 
pertains to a Land Developm
The proposed use of materials and architectural features will not 
adversely impact the neighborhood and aesthetic
There is no development proposed for the amendments.  The application 
pertains to
 The testimony provided at public hearings. 
There has not been a public hearing at this time. 
Planning Board meeting will be incorporated into the City Commission packet. 

COMMENDATION: 
 expected that the amendment will be reviewed by

st
It is  the City Commission on 

, 2013 (2nd reading).  It is 
 LDC 12-112, to amend the 

Lan
Exh

January 15, 2013 (1  reading) and February 5
recommended that the Planning Board APPROVE

d Development Code for the site amendments as shown in the attached 
ibit A. 



EXHIBIT A 

SITE SIGNAGE AMENDMENTS 

 
Section 3-49, Master Sign Plan:   

SECTION 3-49:    MASTER SIGN PLAN  SIGN VARIANCES 

A. Master Sign Plan.  Sign design flexibility may be requested as part of a Planned 
Development or Special Exception based on an overall development plan or based upon a 
site’s unique characteristics. Applicants may request variations from the strict interpretation 
of this Article in terms of the type, size, location, and number of signs. The application shall 
be reviewed under the following criteria: 

1. The coordination and integration of the sign plan to ensure harmonious signage. 

2. The use of monument signage instead of pole signage. 

3. Impacts to abutting residential use(s). 

4. The use of architectural elements in the site signage. 

5. The integration of business premises signage into the overall architectural style of the 
building. 

6. The ability to reduce the number or size of nonconforming signage of a site.  Sign 
amortization schedules may be requested through this process. 

Sign variances to the requirements of this Article shall be reviewed as a Special Exception or 
as part of a Planned Business Development as follows: 

1.  Special Exception:  Sign variances may be requested through the Special Exception 
process where an applicant desires the use of a ground, pedestal, or pole sign in lieu of a 
required monument sign.   No other type of variance shall be permitted other than the 
height of the site signage.  Applications shall be reviewed against the following criteria:  

a. There are special and unique conditions related to the property or structures on-site 
exist that limit the ability to identify business within the property and cause a need to 
modify the monument sign height regulations.  Examples of special and unique 
conditions would include limited visibility and traffic safety. 

b. The proposed signs would be conducive to promoting traffic safety by preventing 
visual distractions. 
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c. The Special Exception shall not amend the requirements of Section 3-47.C. of this 
Code (allowed square footage, height maximum of 20’, or number of site signs). 

d. Site signs otherwise not permitted within the sign article shall not be introduced 
through the Special Exception. 

e. Impacts of the proposed sign(s) on residential uses. 

f. Proposed ground, pedestal, or pole sign shall provide architectural elements, such as 
wrap columns and no exposed metal poles.  Sign renderings shall be included as part 
of the Development Order. 

 

2. Planned Business Developments:  Sign variances may be requested as part of a Planned 
Business Development zoning designation.  The City Commission may allow variances 
including but not limited to the maximum height, size, location, or number of signs per 
Section 2-36.G of this Code.   

 

Section 3-47.B.2, Monument signs, maximum height limit:   
Section 3-47.B:  Monument Signs 

1. Monument Sign Required:  No change in existing text…. 
2. Maximum Height Limit:  

a. Five Eight feet (5 8')  in height as measured from site grade or crown of the road, whichever is 
higher.   

b. An additional two feet (2') on top of sign is allowed for site address and architectural 
embellishments and shall not permit any additional sign copy area.  This area shall not count as 
part of the total sign square footage. 

3. Maximum Number:  No change in existing text…. 

Section 3-47.B.6, Monument signs, Design Requirements  
6.  Design Requirements 

    a. No change in existing text…. 

    b. There shall be a maximum of six eight (6 8) tenant panels. 

    c. No change in existing text…. 

    d. No change in existing text…. 
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Section 3-47.C.4, Pole Signs, Design Requirements 
4.  Design Requirements 

    a. No change in existing text…. 

    b. There shall be a maximum of six eight (6 8) tenant panels. 

    c. No change in existing text…. 

    d. No change in existing text…. 

 
Section 3-47.C, Pole Signs  
B.  Monument Signs No change in existing text…. 

C.  Pole/Ground Signs 

D.  Changeable Copy Signs  No change in existing text…. 

 

Section 1-22, Definition of terms and words   

 
Sign, Leasing-Agent:  No change to existing text…. 

Sign, Monument:   Any self-supporting sign, having a maximum height of five feet (5'), placed 
upon the ground and not attached to any building. 

Sign, Nonconforming:  No change to existing text…. 

 



STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning  
 

DATE: November 30, 2012 

SUBJECT: LDC Amendment –Rear Yard Setback Amendments  

APPLICANT: Administrative 

NUMBER: LDC 13-36 

PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, AICP, Senior Planner 
 

INTRODUCTION:    
This is an administrative request to amend Chapter 2, District and General 
Regulations, Article II, District Regulations of the Land Development Code to 
reduce the rear yard setback in certain residential zoning districts to 20’.  The 
rear yard setback amendments include the following zoning districts: 
 

Section Zoning District Amendment 

Section 2-14.B.9.b. R-2.5 Reduce rear yard setback from 25’ to 
20’ 

Section 2-15.B.9.b. R-3 Reduce rear yard setback from 25’ to 
20’ 

Section 2-17.B.9.b. R-4 

Reduce rear yard setback from 25’ to 
20’ for all types, including single-
family, cluster, patio, zero lot line, 
multi-family, duplex, triplex, and 
townhouse. 

Section 2-18.B.9.b. R-5 

Reduce rear yard setback from 25’ to 
20’ for all types, including single-
family, cluster, patio, zero lot line, 
multi-family, duplex, triplex, and 
townhouse. 

Section 2-19.B.9.b. R-6 

Reduce rear yard setback from 25’ to 
20’ for all types, including single-
family, cluster, patio, zero lot line, 
multi-family, duplex, triplex, and 
townhouse. 
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BACKGROUND:   

The Zoning Ordinance in place for the City of Ormond Beach from 1978 to 1992 
had a 20’ rear yard setback for the R-3 zoning district.  The R-3 zoning district is 
the predominant single-family zoning district within the City.  With the adoption of 
the 1992 Land Development Code, the rear yard setback was amended to 25’.  
In an attempt not to make all the permitted single-family homes non-conforming, 
there was a provision added to certain zoning districts that states,  

“Setbacks that are less restrictive than the standards listed above are 
acceptable, provided that they are either shown on the approved plat or a 
less restrictive standard was in place at the time of recording the original 
plat.” 

While this provision has been applied, it has been cumbersome and confusing 
what single-family homes are allowed a 20’ rear yard setback versus the homes 
that should have a 25’ setback.   
ANALYSIS: 
Planning staff has been reviewing the impacts of amending the rear yard 
setbacks and believe that it would lead to clearer and more effective application 
of setback standards. The 20’ rear yard setback is common for newer 
subdivisions, including Deer Creek, Ormond Lakes, Southern Pines and 
Creekside.  During the build out of these subdivisions staff has not observed any 
negative impacts associated with a 20’ rear yard setback.   
Staff has reviewed the residential zoning district rear yard setbacks in the table 
below.  The table includes the zoning district, required lot size and existing and 
proposed rear yard setbacks.  The proposed amendments are highlighted. 

Zoning district Required 
Lot Size 

Existing 
rear yard 
setback 

Proposed 
rear yard  
setback 

REA (Rural Estate and Agricultural) 5 acres 50’ 50’ 
RR  (Rural Residential) 1 acre 30’ 30’ 
SR (Suburban Residential)    
Permitted 2 acres 30’ 30’ 
PRD Overlay 8,800 SF 20’ 20’ 
SF - connected water 1 acre 30’ 30’ 
R-1 (Residential Estate) 

20,000 SF
30’ 

(average 
waterfront) 

30’ 
(average 

waterfront)
R-2 (Single-Family Low Density) 

10,000 SF
25’ 

(average 
waterfront) 

25’ 
(average 

waterfront)
R-2.5 (Single-Family Low-Medium 
Density) 8,750 SF 25’ 20’ 
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Zoning district Required 
Lot Size 

Existing 
rear yard 
setback 

Proposed 
rear yard  
setback 

R-3 (Single-Family Medium Density) 8,625 SF 25’ 20’ 
NP (Neighborhood Preservation) 5,250 SF 20’ 20’ 
R-4 (Single-Family Cluster & Townhouse)    
Single-Family 8,625 SF 25’ 20’ 
Cluster 6,500 SF 25’ 20’ 
Patio 6,325 SF 25’ 20’ 
Zero-Lot-Line 5,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Multi-Family 43,560 SF 25’ 20’ 
Duplex 10,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Triplex 15,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Townhouse 6,900 SF 25’ 20’ 
R-5 (Multi-Family Medium Density)    
Single-Family 8,625 SF 25’ 20’ 
Cluster 6,500 SF 25’ 20’ 
Patio 6,325 SF 25’ 20’ 
Zero-Lot-Line 5,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Multi-Family 43,560 SF 25’ 20’ 
Duplex 10,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Townhouse 6,900 SF 25’ 20’ 
R-6 (Multi-Family Medium-High Density)    
Single-Family 8,625 SF 25’ 20’ 
Cluster 6,500 SF 25’ 20’ 
Patio 6,325 SF 25’ 20’ 
Zero-Lot-Line 5,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Multi-Family 43,560 SF 25’ 20’ 
Duplex 10,000 SF 25’ 20’ 
Townhouse 6,900 SF 25’ 20’ 
T-1 (Manufactured/Mobile Home) 7,500 SF 20’ 20’ 
T-2 (Manufactured Home) 7,500 SF 20’ 20’ 

 
The REA, RR, and SR zoning districts are large lots with minimum sizes ranging 
from five acres to one acre lots.  There are no changes proposed for the rear 
yard setbacks in these zoning districts.  The SR zoning district has a category for 
the Planned Residential Development (PRD Overlay) for subdivisions that were 
permitted prior to 2004 and have a 20’ rear yard setback.  No additional land will 
be zoned to the PRD Overlay because the Planned Developments are now 
zoning districts.   
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The R-1 and R-2 zoning districts are larger estate style lots generally located 
along the Halifax or Tomoka River.  Lots that abut a river or the ocean are 
required to perform a calculated average setback so that no one house is 
constructed beyond an average setback.  There are no changes proposed for the 
R-1 or R-2 zoning districts. 
The amendments focus on the R-2.5, R-3, R-4, R-5, and R-6 zoning districts.  
The R-2.5 and R-3 zoning districts are single-family zoning districts.  The 
proposed amendment reduces the setback from 25' to 20'.  The R-4, R-5, and R-
6 zoning districts allows single-family, duplexes, and multi-family uses.  The 
amendment proposes to reduce the rear yard setback to 20' for all use types.  
There are no changes proposed to the NP, T-1 or T-2 zoning district where the 
existing rear yard setback is 20'.   
The rear yard setback is the minimum distance between the house structure and 
the rear property line.  Accessory uses, such as sheds and pools, can locate 
between the building setback line and the rear property line.  If homeowners of 
vacant lots desire a pool it is likely that the house would be setback a distance 
greater than 20’ to provide the area needed for the pool.    
CONCLUSION: 
There are certain criteria that must be evaluated before adoption of an 
amendment according to the Land Development Code (LDC); the Planning 
Board must consider the following criteria when making their 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 proposed Land Development Code amendments 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 the amendments is to update the setback standards of the Land 
Development Code.  

2.  The proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
The proposed Land Development Code amendments are consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Objective 2.1 of the Future Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan discussed the need to update Land Development Code 
regulations. 
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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.   
The proposed Land Development Code amendments 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.  
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.  It is the goal of the amendments to 
consistently apply the rear yard setback across the more dense residential 
subdivisions.   

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 proposed Land Development Code amendments are not applicable to 
public facilities. 

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. 
There is no development proposed for the amendments.  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 the amendments.   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 the amendments.  The application 
pertains to a Land Development Code amendment. 
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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 the amendments.  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 expected that the amendment will be reviewed by the City Commission on 
January 15, 2013 (1st reading) and February 5, 2013 (2nd reading).  It is 
recommended that the Planning Board APPROVE LDC 13-36, to amend the 
Land Development Code for the rear yard setback amendments as shown in the 
attached Exhibit A. 



EXHIBIT A 

REAR YARD SETBACK AMENDMENTS 

 
Section 2-14.B.9.b 
R-2.5: SINGLE-FAMILY LOW-MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL Zoning District 

 

9. 
Setbacks 

a. 
 

Front 

b. 
 

Rear 

c. 
 

Side 

d. 
Street Side/ 

Corner 

e. 
 

Waterbody 
 

30’ 
 

25’  20’ 8’,  total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Section 2-15.B.9.b 
R-3: SINGLE-FAMILY MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL Zoning District 
 

 

9. 
Setbacks 

a. 
 

Front 

b. 
 

Rear 

c. 
 

Side 

d. 
Street Side/ 

Corner 

e. 
 

Waterbody 
 

25’ 
 

25’  20’ 8’,  total 20’ 20’ 30’ 
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Section 2-17.B.9.b 
R-4: SINGLE-FAMILY CLUSTER & TOWNHOUSE  Zoning District 
 

 

 9. 
Setbacks 

 
 

Type 

a. 
 

Front 

b. 
 

Rear 

c. 
 

Side 

d. 
Street Side/ 

Corner 

e. 
 

Waterbody 
Single-Family 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Cluster 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Patio 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Zero-Lot-Line 25’ 25’  20’ 0’, 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Multi-Family 25’ 25’  20’ 10’ 20’ 30’ 

Duplex 30’ 25’  20’ 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Triplex 30’ 25’  20’ 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Townhouse 25’ 25’  20’ 15’ 20’ 30’ 

Section 2-18.B.9.b 
R-5: MULTI-FAMILY MEDIUM DENSITY  Zoning District 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 9. 
Setbacks 

 
 

Type 

a. 
 

Front 

b. 
 

Rear 

c. 
 

Side 

d. 
Street Side/ 

Corner 

e. 
 

Waterbody 
Single-Family 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Cluster 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Patio 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Zero-Lot-Line 25’ 25’  20’ 0’, 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Multi-Family 25’ 25’  20’ 10’ 20’ 30’ 

Duplex 30’ 25’  20’ 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Townhouse 25’ 25’  20’ 15’ 20’ 30’ 
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Section 2-19.B.9.b 
R-6: MULTI-FAMILY MEDIUM-HIGH DENSITY  Zoning District 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 9. 
Setbacks 

 
 

Type 

a. 
 

Front 

b. 
 

Rear 

c. 
 

Side 

d. 
Street Side/ 

Corner 

e. 
 

Waterbody 
Single-Family 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Cluster 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 

Patio 25’ 25’  20’ 8’ total 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Zero-Lot-Line 25’ 25’  20’ 0’, 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Multi-Family 25’ 25’  20’ 10’ 20’ 30’ 

Duplex 30’ 25’  20’ 20’ 20’ 30’ 
Townhouse 25’ 25’  20’ 15’ 20’ 30’ 

 

 
 
 

Page 3 of 3 
 



)l

AÓ

)l

!"c$

?ã

!"c$

?Á

?ã

?Á

)l
?ã

AÓ

AÓ

)l

")

")

")

!(

!(

")

")

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

")

!(

")

")

!(

")!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

Hand Ave

Ai
rp

or
t R

d 
(C

.R
. 2

81
3)

N
. T

ym
be

r C
re

ek
 R

d 
(C

.R
. 2

81
3)

C
ly

de
 M

or
ris

 B
lv

d 
(C

.R
. 4

83
)

W
illiamson Blvd (C.R. 4009)

S. Beach St (C.R
. 4011)

N. Beach St (C.R
. 4011)

Halifax         River

Atlantic Ocean

3

1

5

4

8

E

F

A

G

9

2

6

D

I

7

H

B

C

27

13

26

15 14

25

10

19

21

20

30

11

18

28

16

17

22

12

24

23

29

·
Prepared By: City of Ormond Beach 

G.I.S. Department 12/04/2012

1 0 10.5
Miles

CITY OF ORMOND BEACH 
COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL

DEVELOPMENT REPORT Legend
!( Commercial Sites

") Residential Sites



SB HB Building Building E or Arc = Project Engineer or Architect

2156 7207 Permit Permit O = Owner
Expiration Expiration Expiration Info Value A = Applicant

146 NORTH ORCHARD STREET A = Clinton Baylor
146 North Orchard Street O = Pat Baylor

12-134
400 CLYDE MORRIS BOULVERARD E = Harpster Engineering

400 Clyde Morris Boulevard O = Ormond Medical Arts
07-1240 ARC = BPF Design

1
Rezoning from B-1 to I-1, 

consistent with recently amended 
Industrial land use

08.22.12 No SPRC 
review 10.11.12 12.04.12 & 

12.18.12

06.19.13 06.14.15NA06.19.11 Not 
Applied

1st Review 2nd Review 3rd 
Review

NA

City of Ormond Beach Commercial Development Report - December 4, 2012
Eng. 

Permit
Clearing 
Permit

Under 
Construct

ion
# DescriptionProject 

Appli-
cation 
Date

CO 
Issued

Final 
Approval

4th 
Review

LDC 
Extension 
Expiration

DO 
Expiration

2009 SB

2
Minor Modification to approved 
site plan for 2 office buildings 

(9,384  and 7,671 SF)
06.19.08

Advisory  
Board

City Commis-
sion

5th 
Review

06.19.10NA12.26.07 01.16.08 04.01.08
07 1240 ARC  BPF Design

906 NORTH US HIGHWAY 1 A = Nelson Jackson
906 North US Highway 1

12-136
AMERICAN LEGION - POST 267 O = American Legion, Post 267

1142 North US Highway 1 E = Daniel Johns, P.E.
11-105 ARC = Stan Holle

ANDY ROMANO OCEANFRONT PARK E = Zev Cohen and Associates, Inc.
839 South Atlantic Avenue O = City of Ormond Beach

12-01 ARC = DJ Designs, Inc.
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

10.11.12 12.04.12 

5
Construct public oceanfront park 
including parking, stormwater, 

recreational amenities, and 
landscaping.

10.04.11 10.18.11 01.24.12 11.10.11 
Approved

02.07.12 & 
02.21.12 03.21.12 Under 

Const.

03.22.1403.22.10NA7
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)

04.05.14

07.03.10
New 26,500 +/- SF 

Industrial 
Warehouse/Office

04.08.08 04.22.08 06.10.08

$1,295,170 

None

Not 
Applied

09.06.11 11.01.11

12.08.09 12.22.09

08.23.114
Redevelop existing building 
into an American Legion, 
including building and site 

improvements

6

03.22.12

07.03.08NA

03.13.12 04.05.12

NA

NA02.09.10

3
Special Exception to allow 

iterant vendors and outdoor 
activity annually during 

Special Events

09.05.12

NA

Issued 
05.24.12

Issued 
05.24.12 75%

07.03.12 Not 
Applied07.03.14

Issued 
05.24.12

g
BROWN/THOMPSON COMMERCIAL E = Danny Johns

1287 West Granada Boulevard O = Brown/Thompson
08-25000037 ARC = Robert Hall

CAPITAL TELECOM E = AllPro Consulting Group
610 South Yonge Street O = Ormond Beach LLC, PTA - SI 908  

12-69 APP = Capital Telecom
CAPITAL TELECOM E = P. Marshall & Associates, LLC

1102 West Granada Boulevard O = Shah Industries LLC
13-06 A = Capital Telecom

CARDINAL DRIVE LIFEGUARD STATION E = Alann Engineering Group
301 Cardinal Drive O = County of Volusia

11-23 ARC = DJ Designs, Inc.
COURTYARD PBD E = Daniel Johns, P.E.

135 N. US1 (between Highland and Dix) O = Ormond Central Market Place

07-1243 ARC = Richard Brookfield

Not 
Applied

Issued 
10.04.12 0%$100,000 

Not 
Applied

DO = 
09.06.16

07.24.1407.24.12

06.27.1306.27.11

Approved 
09.06.2011 - 
Ord 11-31

Construct a 150 foot 
camouflaged 

telecommunications tower.
02.29.12

12.01.08

02.04.08

05.25.11

12,000 Square Feet Retail 
(Dollar General complete) 

and 16 MF units

12.16.088
9,225 square foot building 

and associated site 
improvements

4 800 Warehouse)

NA

12.01.08 02.17.09

01.04.11 06.07.11 Approved 
07.14.11

11
Demolish existing structure and 
build new lifeguard station with 
public restrooms and expand 

parking.

02.22.11 03.08.11

01.04.08

03.20.12 06.19.129

12
PBD/PRD, 

ph.2 
06.02.14

55%$362,476 Issued 
08.31.12

Issued 
08.31.12

04.09.09 
PB

06.02 CC Ord 
09-17 NA

NA

$242,000 

NA

Issued 
08.31.12

10
Construct a 150 foot 

camouflaged 
telecommunications tower.

10.16.12 10.31.12 Required Required

Site plan 
vested w/ 
Phase 1

06.12.09

DR. BATNIJI MEDICAL CARE E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc
121 East Granada Boulevard O = Dr. Batniji

#12-114 ARC = BPF Design
JIMMY JOHNS E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc

300 West Granada Boulevard O = Brent Triebel
12-81 ARC = Ben Butera

KING'S CROSSINGS CENTRE E = Alann Engineering Group
775 West Granada Boulevard O = Arian Development, LLC

12-113 ARC = Architectural Design & Associates, Inc.

McNAMARA WAREHOUSE E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc
480 Andalusia Drive O = McNamara Construction, LLC

11-13 ARC = Stan Hoelle

$149,008 
Issued

Issued 
08.10.12 70% 20

13
Redevelop site for urgent care 
use, expand building by 2,316 

square feet, and site 
improvements

06.19.12 07.03.12 09.11.12

12.22.10 01.05.11

Vacant land.  Construction of two 
story, 11,352 square foot building 

and associated site 
improvements.

07.03.12

06.18.12

16 4,580 square foot warehouse and 
associated site improvements

45%10.19.1215 06.18.12

14

Demolition of existing on-site 
building and construction of 

new buildings and associated 
site improvements

04.10.12 04.25.12 05.25.12

$1,123,776Issued 
10.19.12

Issued 
08.10.12

shell = 
$342,069

$117,600 
Issued

07.24.12

      *  Highlighted projects indicate change in status (such as SPRC approval, CC approval, building permits issued, or CO issued). Page 1 of 3



SB HB Building Building E or Arc = Project Engineer or Architect

2156 7207 Permit Permit O = Owner
Expiration Expiration Expiration Info Value A = Applicant

1st Review 2nd Review 3rd 
Review

City of Ormond Beach Commercial Development Report - December 4, 2012
Eng. 

Permit
Clearing 
Permit

Under 
Construct

ion
# DescriptionProject 

Appli-
cation 
Date

CO 
Issued

Final 
Approval

4th 
Review

LDC 
Extension 
Expiration

DO 
Expiration

2009 SBAdvisory  
Board

City Commis-
sion

5th 
Review

NORTH ORCHARD CENTER E = Alann Engineering Group
150 North Orchard Street O = Brian Share04.07.1106.06.07 08.29.07 01.02.0811.14.0705.14.07

New 7,400 SF office (2,000SF), 
warehouse (10 units) and mini-17 Not 

A li d

Site plan 
04.07.13 

PBD04.08.10 04.07.1304.08.08
PB  

01.10.08  
CC 

03.04.08 150 North Orchard Street O  Brian Share
07-1167

NOVA BANK E = Alann Engineering Group
115 North Nova Road O = Paul F. Holub, Jr.

07-1200 ARC = BPF Design
ORMOND CROSSINGS PMUD O = Tomoka Holdings LLC

100 Ormond Crossings Boulevard A = Tomoka Holdings LLC
10-134

ORMOND GRANDE E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc

1255 North US1  O/A = Ormond Grande LLC
10-00000006

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

New 4,800 SF industrial 
and 60 townhomes (see 

residential report)
10.13.09

09.02.10 11.28.11

12.05.0709.12.07

07 13 11

05.14.13 
(Special 

Exception)

01.09.11

NA NA

Not 
required

Not 
Required

Under 

04.08.10

19 08.16.10
Master Development Plan zoning 

document for Ormond Crossings project 
(no site plan approval)

10.27.09

09 22 09

11.17.09 
(concept)

01.12.12 None

01.09.12

XIssued 

01.05.10

12.29.09

01 18 11

08.29.07

09 08 0922
Site improvements and utility 
connect in association with

21 11.03.09
12,160 square foot new building 
for Church thrift shop, meeting 
area, offices, and food pantry

20

1,800 SF Bank

( )
storage (218 units)

18 10.24.07

01.12.14

$163,765

Applied

01.19.14

PBD 
03.04.15

Discussion 
06.18.12

Not 
Applied

$112,876 
In review

05.18.10

25%$515 034

In Review

NA

APP (6-0) Ord 08-09

NA NA 01.08.08 01.09.10

NA01.12.10

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
STOR-IT E = Zev Cohen & Associates

99 Portland Avenue O = Vanacore Commercial Property

11-09

SUNOCO - CONCEPT E = England, Thimus & Miller, Inc

1546 West Granada Boulevard O = Sunoco, Inc.
#13-02

SUNOCO - CONCEPT E = England, Thimus & Miller, Inc

3 North Yonge Street O = Sunoco, Inc.
#13-03

06.12.12

07.13.11NA NA Constr.09.22.09

06.12.1204.18.14

Not 
Applied

04.03.12 
&04.17.12

06.06.11

04.18.12

PB 
11.09.06   
A (5-0)

08.17.06

12.08.11

02.20.07-
CC Ord    
07-04 

06.27.08

24

Construction of vehicle 
storage facility

with 87 bays and associated 
site improvements.

06.27.1023 04.26.06 10.12.06 12.07.06

12.07.10 12.21.10

05.18.06

26

X11.09.11

$460,159 
(site work) 06.12.12

01.18.11

11.15.11

Demolition of existing site 
buildings/improvements and 

construction of a 3,159 square 
foot building and related site 

improvements

10.03.12
CONCEPT 
10.17.12

09.08.0922 connect in association with 
expansion in Daytona Beach

New 99,000 SF (49,200 
office) and warehouse   in 5 

buildings on 12.48 acres

25%$515,034 

Zoning 
02.20.15 
Site Plan 
06.06.15

06.06.13 NA

20%

25

Demolition of existing site 
buildings/improvements and 

construction of a 3,159 square 
foot building and related site 

improvements

05.14.12
CONCEPT 
05.29.12

CONCEPT 
10.17.12

SUNOCO - CONCEPT E = England, Thimus & Miller, Inc

460 South Atlantic Avenue O = Sunoco, Inc.

#13-04
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

$9,787,637 07.23.12  
Issued 20%

03.10.12 
Under 
Const.

Under 
Const.

Issued 
10.20.11

Issued 
08.30.12

Under 
Const.

06.16.1106.16.10

29

Approved 
03.27.08 

DRB

App 05.06.08 
Res. 08-102 06.19.08

Wastewater treatment 
Expansion NA03.02.10

03.04.0811.14.07 02.05.08

03.10.10NA

28

Demolition of existing site 
buildings/improvements and 

construction of a 2,455 square 
foot building and related site 

improvements

05.22.12

Issued 
10.20.11 60%

07.23.12  
Issued, 

$1,774,507

Issued 
10.20.1110.06.09

Proposed New Church - 
61,000 SF, 801 seats 08.29.07 04.01.08

CONCEPT 
06.05.12

CONCEPT 
10.17.12

10.20.09

09.26.07

27

NA05.06.13
S. Except. 

05.06.15S
ite Plan 
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SB HB Building E or Arc = Project Engineer or Architect

2156 7207 Permit O = Owner
Expiration Expiration Expiration 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

3rd 
Review

Appli-
cation 
Date

1st 
Review

2nd 
Review

346 Single-Family Lots

A

City of Ormond Beach Residential Development Report -- Ending December 4, 2012
Eng. 

Permit
Clearing 
Permit

Under 
Construc

tion
# DescriptionProject CO 

Issued

LDC 
Extension 
Expiration

DO 
Expiration

Advisory  
Board

City Commis-
sion

04.09.09 
PB

06.02 CC 
Ord 09-17 
Expires Ph.2 
06.02.12

Under

2009 SB

Phase 2
Phase 1

Under

None for 
ResidentialNA

4th 
Review

06.12.09

5th 
Review

Final 
Approval

Not 
Applied

Under

21,000 Square Feet Retail 
(9,000 Dollar General) and 

16 MF units
01.04.08 02.04.08 12.01.08 02.17.09

2400 Airport Road Done O/A  Hunter s Ridge, Inc
04-08-989 Done

0%

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

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

ORMOND GRANDE E = Parker Mynchenberg & Assoc

1255 North US1 O/A = Ormond Grande LLCNA

11.14.10 
Zoning

01.12.12 01.12.14

11.14.12 
Zoning 

01.12.10 NA

08.24.04346 Single Family Lots     
(4 phases)

Under 
Const.B

New 4,800 SF industrial 
d 60 t h 10.13.09 10.27.09

C

D

E

D

68 Single-Family Lots 06.08.05 12.08.05

Not 
i d

Not 
R i d01.05.10

Phase 2
Phase 3

02.02.06 03.23.06 09.19.07 6.10.08

Under 
Const.08.31.05

Phase 4 (phase 4a completed)

02.21.07 04.11.07 09.10.07

08.01.12 
Zoning & 
10.09.12 
Site Plan

Under 
Const.

Amendment & rezoning for 
Marshside subdivision to 

increase the number of lots 
from 68 to 104 units.

10.04.10 10.19.10

34 Single-Family Lots 06.29.05 03.02.06 03.23.06 10.12.06

09.11.12

08.01.10 NA
O 06-08 
(PRD) R-

04-206 Plat
Not Applied

08.01.14 
Zoning & 
10.09.14 
Site Plan

11.14.14 
Zoning 

01.08.12

PB 
06.08.06 

Deny (3-2)

11.14.06  
Ord. 06-09

Denied by 
Planning 

Board

NA

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 10.21.15 E = Zahn Engineering

East of I-95, north of Airport Road PRD PRD O = Funcoast Developers

08-23000002 Rezoning Rezoning
RIVER OAKS E =Harpster Engineering

Airport Road (Parcel # 4124-00-00-0040) O/A = Vanacore Homes

03-10-935 

TOMOKA GOLF VILLAGE 10.17.08 E/A = CPH Engineers, Inc.

20 Tomoka Oaks Blvd. PRD NA O = Tomoka Oaks Golf/Country Club

05-06-1039 Rezoning

0 00 0

F 11.06.08 12.02.0829 Townhomes 09.09.14

NA

03.09.10 None 03.09.12

Preliminary Plat of 192 
Single-Family Lots 11.04.08 11.18.08

09.12.07

PRD:  
11.08.11 
Site Plan 
10.08.11

11.07.07

None 02.23.10 
(final) 09.09.12

NA

08.10.06 10.17.1210.17.06   
O 06-17

1st Ext: 
10.17.09 
2nd Ext: 
10.17.10

NA
PB 

Approved 
(4-2)

Approved 
Ord 08-44

10.25.07 
DRB      (6-

0)

PRD:  
11.08.09 
Site Plan 
10.08.09 

12.18.07 
R07-226 
(P. Plat)

Under 
Const.

05.12.1
0 05.12.10

Subdivision 
Imp. Value: 
$1,256,900

I 122 Townhomes &  3 
Single-Family Lots

01.24.07 08.01.0706.28.06 07.13.06101 Single-Family Lots

06.15.05 09.29.05 05.03.06

H

07.27.06 10.17.14

PRD:  
11.08.13 
Site Plan 
10.08.13 

35%

and 60 townhomes 0 3 09 0 09

G

E

02.17.09

06.09.09

required Required0 05 0

12.22.09
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