
 

[08.11.2016 Planning Board Agenda]  

A G E N D A  
ORMOND BEACH PLANNING BOARD 

Regular Meeting 
 

 
August 11, 2016   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:  July 14, 2016 
VI. PLANNING DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. PRD 2016- 048: Cypress Trails – Planned Residential Development (PRD), 
Zoning Map Amendment 

This is a request for a zoning map amendment submitted by Robert A. Merrell 
III, Esquire of Cobb Cole, representing Grande Champion Partners, LLC and 
Indigo Development LLC, the contract purchaser and the property owner.  The 
zoning map amendment seeks to re-zone 28.65 acres from SR (Suburban 
Residential) to PRD (Planned Residential Development) to allow the 
development of 48 single family lots and associated subdivision 
improvements.  The subject property is located at 355 Clyde Morris Boulevard, 
along the east side of Clyde Morris Boulevard, approximately 1,250 linear feet 
south of the intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard and Hand Avenue.  
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B. LUPA 2016-069: 26 Plaza Drive – Small Scale Land Use Amendment 
This is a City initiated request for a Small Scale Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Map amendment for the subject property located at 26 Plaza Drive.  This 
request is to change approximately 0.15 acres from the existing future land use 
designation of Volusia County “Urban Medium Intensity” (UMI) to Ormond Beach 
“Low Density Residential” (LDR) as the result of an annexation adopted on July 
26, 2016. 

C. RZ 2016-070: 26 Plaza Drive – Zoning Map Amendment 
This is a city initiated request to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map for a 
±0.15-acre parcel of land from the existing zoning classification of Volusia 
County R-4 (Urban Single-Family Residential) to Ormond Beach R-2.5 (Single-
Family Low-Medium Density) at 26 Plaza Drive as the result of an annexation 
adopted July 26, 2016. 

D. LUPA 2016-083: 1195 Roberts Street – Small Scale Land Use Amendment 
This is a City initiated request for a Small Scale Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Map amendment for the subject property located at 1195 Roberts Street.  This 
request is to change approximately 4.14 acres from the existing future land use 
designations of Volusia County “Urban Low Intensity (ULI)” and Ormond Beach 
Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) “Light Industrial/Utilities” (LI/U) to 
Ormond Beach “Low Density Residential (LDR)” as the result of an annexation 
adopted on July 26, 2016. 

E.   RZ 2016-084: 1195 Roberts Street – Zoning Map Amendment 
This is a city initiated request to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map for a 
±4.14-acre parcel of land from the existing zoning classifications of Volusia 
County Urban Single- Family Residential (R-3) and City ISBA Light Industrial (I-
1) to Ormond Beach Single- Family Medium Density (R-3) at 1195 Roberts 
Street as the result of an annexation adopted July 26, 2016. 

F. LUPA 2016-101: Volusia County Property Appraiser Parcel                   
#4230-00-00-0051, Small Scale Land Use Amendment 
This is a request submitted by Paul F. Holub, Holub Development Company, to 
amend the Future Land Use designation of a +0.20-acre property located east of 
1245 West Granada Boulevard and west of 1245 West Granada Boulevard.  The 
subject property does not have a property address and the Volusia County 
Property Appraiser parcel number is 4230-00-00-0051.  The requested land use 
amendment seeks to change from the existing land use designation of 
“Public/Institutional” to “Residential, Office, Retail”.  
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G. RZ 2016-102: Volusia County Property Appraiser Parcel #4230-00-00-0051, 
Zoning Map Amendment 
This is a request submitted by Paul F. Holub, Holub Development Company, to 
amend the zoning map designation of a +0.20-acre property which is not 
addressed and is located east of 1245 West Granada Boulevard and west of 
1245 West Granada Boulevard.  The subject property’s Volusia County Property 
Appraiser parcel number is 4230-00-00-0051.  The requested amendment seeks 
to change from the existing zoning map designation of SR (Suburban 
Residential) to B-10 (Suburban Boulevard). 
 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS 

IX. MEMBER COMMENTS 

X. ADJOURNMENT       
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M  I  N  U  T  E  S  
ORMOND BEACH PLANNING BOARD 

Regular Meeting 
July 14, 2016 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, 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 RE-
GARDING AVAILABLE AIDS AND SERVICES. 

 

 
I. ROLL CALL 
Members Present  Staff Present   

Patricia Behnke Ric Goss, Planning Director 
Harold Briley, Vice Chair Steven Spraker, Senior Planner 
Al Jorczak Melanie Nagel, Recording Technician 
Rita Press  
Lori Tolland  
Doug Thomas, Chair 
Lewis Heaster (excused)   

II. INVOCATION 
Mr. Briley led the invocation. 

III. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

IV. 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). 
  
 
V. MINUTES 

June 9, 2016 
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Mr. Briley moved to approve the June 9, 2016 Minutes as presented. Ms. Tolland 
seconded the motion. Hearing no objections, the minutes were unanimously 
approved. 

VI. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

Planning Director, Mr. Ric Goss stated that there is a neighborhood meeting 
scheduled for the Cypress Trails subdivision, which is a development on Clyde 
Morris that is split between Daytona Beach and the City of Ormond Beach.  The 
meeting will be at the Integra Shores Clubhouse at 6:00 PM on July 27.  There will 
also be a neighborhood meeting with regards to the amendment to the downtown, 
for height, to allow for a higher story mixed-use development.  The meeting will be 
held at the Training Room at City Hall, at 7:00 PM on July 19. 
 
Mr. Goss continued that he has been meeting with DOT and the Transportation 
Planning Organization (TPO) and they will be doing a feasibility study on the 
Greenway Trail between Arroyo and Neptune, to determine whether it can go 
through, or whether it needs to be relocated. 
 
Mr. Goss stated that there is a feasibility study being done on the Thompson Creek 
Trail.  That meeting will be with DOT and TPO on July 26, and that is to determine 
the exact alignment of the trail. 

 
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
A. 2015-084:  Pineland PRD Amendment 

Mr. Steven Spraker, Senior Planner stated that this is a Planned Residential 
Development (PRD) for the Pineland subdivision.  With the planned developments 
for residential, there are three steps to go through.  Any time a property that has a 
Suburban Low Density Residential land use and the property owner desires a 
density of more than one unit per acre, it has to go through a PRD rezoning.  This 
project has been through the public hearing process several times, with the last time 
being in 2008.  The PRD rezoning establishes the overall lot layout, the size of the 
properties, the recreation area, any waivers, and sets up the framework for the 
subdivision. 

Mr. Spraker stated when the developer wants to go to construction, they are 
required to do a preliminary plat, and each phase will have its own preliminary plat.  
Once they are done constructing the individual phase, the project would go to final 
plat. With the current application, the applicant is seeking to amend the overall 
framework of the subdivision.  They are not seeking to amend the number of lots, 
the buffers, or amend the overall arrangement of the subdivision.  What they are 
seeking to do is a series of eight amendments, some of which are administrative, but 
their primary objective is to extend the time frame in which the subdivision must 
start construction, and the timeframe in which subdivision improvements must be 
completed. 
 
Mr. Spraker stated that the project is located along I-95, and is 157 acres off of 
Airport Road, next to the Ormond Green subdivision.  The key points of the 2008 
approval are the 192 lots, the subdivision access was not permitted to be within the 
Ormond Green Blvd. subdivision so it had a separate entrance point, it allowed for 
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public emergency access with Ormond Green, but no vehicle access between the 
subdivisions, and it also established the construction start date.  The developers 
would need to start construction by October 21, 2016, which is why this is coming 
before the Board tonight. 
 
Mr. Spraker stated that the developer has 8 requests.  The first is to extend the start 
of construction from 2016 to 2021, which will allow them to market the property.  
The second request is to modify the subdivision infrastructure completion date. A 
traffic study was done to support moving this out to 2026.  Staff realized that the 
reports didn’t include all the vested trips required, so if the Board is inclined, Staff 
is requesting that it be a condition that each individual phase would need to do its 
own traffic study.  The third request is to update the ownership to Ormond Pineland 
LLC, which is an administrative request. 
 
Mr. Spraker continued that within the previous comprehensive plan there was a 
provision for obtainable, affordable housing, and this project was required to 
provide it. That requirement was taken out with the 2010 update, so they are asking 
that it also be removed from the project. 
 
In the 2008 approval, the subdivision was negotiated at the City Commission 
meeting for access off Pineland Trail. As the detailed construction plans were being 
done, there were concerns with stacking and other issues.  There was a 
neighborhood meeting in 2009 and it was agreed upon to relocate the subdivision 
entrance, away from the Ormond Green access point, which allows stacking and 
provides a better unit. 
 
Mr. Spraker continued that the developers are requesting to change the phasing 
plan.  There will be no change in the lots; they are just shifting lots around due to 
the detailed engineering, and knowing where the phase lines make sense. 
 
Request seven is for a waiver of the external sidewalk which runs along Pineland 
Trail.  The 2008 Concept Plan did not have a waiver provision within that 
Development Order.  The applicant thought that these sidewalks would not be 
required..  The developer is committed to doing the green section which would 
connect to Ormond Green and the school, but are asking for a waiver along 
Pineland Trail.  The developer believes that if Pineland Trail is widened, the 
sidewalks will be destroyed.  Staff does not think Pineland Trail will be expanded 
any time in the near future.  Staff is willing to defer the sidewalk until the developer 
gets into Phase 3, when they have sold lots and have generated some income, and 
that way it isn’t an infrastructure cost up front. 
 
The last request, which is more of an administrative request, is to decrease the 
amount of ROW dedication for the project.  The institutional parcel of about 6 acres 
was required to be dedicated to a right-of-way and this reduced the overall ROW 
dedication required.  There has been a lot split and the City has received the ROW 
dedication. 
 
Mr. Spraker stated that he had contact with the HOA of Ormond Green, he sent 
them a Staff Report, and they are in attendance this evening to voice any concerns 
they may have.  Mr. Spraker also spoke with Mr. Scott Streit of 38 Greenvale 
Drive, and the property owner has concerns about people accessing the Pineland 
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properties with off-road vehicles, so Mr. Spraker made contact with the Police 
Department, and that is a separate issue that needs to be worked out. 
 
Staff is recommending approval, subject to the conditions that have been laid out. 
 
Mr. Briley stated that back in 2003 there was an issue regarding flooding concerns 
from the Ormond Green residents, and he wants to be sure that those issues have 
been addressed, or if Staff has any concerns there.  Mr. Spraker stated that he isn’t 
aware of any existing flooding concerns, but he hasn’t spoken with Public Works, 
so he can’t say for sure.  When the project was done, it was reviewed by our City 
Engineers and St. Johns River Water Management District, so when they are ready 
to construct, the compensation storage and storm water would support the 
subdivision. 
 
Mr. Jorczak wondered if the traffic studies that have been done to date took into 
consideration the fact that the section from the business park, out to Pineland Road, 
which will generate a lot more traffic for people heading west.  He believes it is 
slated for 2017, and when it takes effect, there will be a lot of people coming out of 
the business park onto Pineland Trail. 
 
Ms. Behnke asked if there is a possibility of anything being constructed on the north 
side of the development.  Mr. Spraker explained that there is a separate parcel 
which is allowed for institutional use, so something that is allowed, such as a 
church, could go into that location.  Ms. Behnke asked if there was only one point 
of ingress and egress.  Mr. Spraker stated that was correct.  There are some 
emergency access points that will connect the two subdivisions. 
 
Ms. Tolland asked if each request would be discussed individually or as a group.  
Chairman Thomas stated they can be discussed whatever way the group wanted to 
discuss them. 
 
Ms. Tolland stated that the exterior sidewalk seems to be going nowhere and will be 
a huge expense.  If the sidewalk is something that would prevent the project from 
moving forward, Ms. Tolland would consider not putting the sidewalk in at this 
time.  Ms. Tolland isn’t sure what the City does require for sidewalks in new 
developments.  Mr. Spraker explained that it is part of the Land Development Code 
that sidewalks are required in both commercial and residential. 
 
Ms. Press stated that she is all for sidewalks.  When the Creekside development 
went it, it put a sidewalk all the way along Airport Road to Pine Trails School.  That 
is so important to have those sidewalks.  What the developer wants, to connect from 
the entrance just to the present sidewalk, is a really small distance.  Ms. Press 
knows it is an expense, but thinks that it is really important to have those sidewalks. 
 
Mr. Briley stated that he can see both sides of the sidewalk issue, but he would like 
to possibly hold off on the sidewalks until the development is complete and then see 
if there is a need to go further north. 
 
Chairman Thomas asked what the timetable would be for the traffic study that 
needs to be done. Mr. Spraker stated a few weeks at the most. 
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Mr. Fred Share, 145 Heritage Circle, stated that he got involved in this project more 
than a decade ago.  One of the first issues was the entranceway being opposite the 
Ormond Green entryway.  It was approved by Staff, and then the Planning Board, 
and then when it went to City Commission, they stated that the Ormond Green 
people were not happy about the location of the entryway, so they were asked to 
move it.  The additional engineering and adding a turn lane will increase the project 
by about $150,000-$200,000.  Unfortunately with this project, the cost has been 
prohibited for the past decade. But, the project needs to move forward. 
 
Mr. Share continued that originally it was only a requirement to connect to the 
school, and looking the other way, there wasn’t much use for a sidewalk.  There 
will be sidewalks all through the interior of the subdivision.  The developers don’t 
believe that the exterior sidewalk is a necessary sidewalk, may never be necessary, 
and is a financial expense to them. 
 
Mr. Share stated that the infrastructure cost is about $35,000 per lot.  Builders used 
to develop their own subdivisions, but now there are middle men who develop and 
sell to the builders and the profit isn’t there anymore.  Mr. Share likes to see 
sidewalks in the subdivisions.  The necessary sidewalks have been agreed upon 
since day one, but they are asking the Board to help them make this a reality. 
 
Mr. Briley asked if Mr. Share would be open to meeting with the City at the end of 
Phase 5 to determine the necessity of the sidewalk.  Mr. Share explained that he 
may not be the person, but this needs to be done with someone.  Mr. Share does not 
feel that the traffic on this road will lead to making it four lanes, and a mile of 
sidewalk that leads to nowhere will probably not be used by many people. 
 
Ms. Behnke asked if there will be any parking area near the outer sidewalk. Mr. 
Spraker stated no. Ms. Behnke doesn’t understand who would go outside of the 
subdivision and walk to a dead-end and walk back. 
 
Chairman Thomas stated that on Airport Road, where the sidewalk goes all the way 
out to the west, where there are no homes, there are a lot of people out walking that 
sidewalk all the time. 
 
Chairman Thomas asked for an explanation of the traffic study.  Mr. Share stated 
that the traffic study was completed, and then there was a question raised about 
something else that should have been considered, and it is being worked on right 
now.  Chairman Thomas stated that he was looking at the peak afternoon hours 
now, and then the comparison in 2026, and with all the new homes going in both to 
the east and west of Tymber Creek, and it shows that in 11 years time there is only 
going to be an addition of 10 trips, the numbers just don’t seem right.  Traffic is a 
major concern of his, and he would like to see a traffic report before the project 
moves on. 
 
Mr. Pete Zahn, Zahn Engineering, stated that the traffic counts may not look right to 
board members, but it is a model that is plugged in and counts are taken at various 
places to verify the numbers that go into the study.  The traffic study has been done 
for quite a while, but has been asked to be updated for 2016.  Comments that had 
come from the Planning Department stated that Ormond Crossings is not a DRI, 
parameters have changed since the study was done, they wanted to be sure the 
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growth had been factored in at 2% per year, plus a few other factors.  Then the 
traffic engineering has to go back and review those specific details, and make sure 
the numbers are plugged into the model properly.  There is a lot of data in the 
report, and you have to trust the traffic consultants that know what they are doing. 
 
Mr. Jorczak commented that he is in and out of the business park every day, and 
they have been trying for years to get a second entrance/exit to the business park for 
safety reasons.  The park is close to being maxed out, and he knows that a lot of 
people would use a different exit as opposed to trying to get out onto Airport Road 
when the shifts let out.  People exit onto a double curve, where visibility is not 
good, no flashing lights, and 18-wheelers are going in and out along with regular 
cars, and the report probably has not taken into consideration that a lot of this traffic 
could eventually be exiting onto Pineland Trail, and will impact the traffic on that 
road.  The road from the business park will be completed within a couple of years. 
 
Mr. Richard Durgin, Ormond Green HOA, stated that the HOA has some concerns 
that they would like to point out.  They know the perimeter sidewalk will be put in 
eventually, and if the developer doesn’t put it in, it will be put in by the City and 
then the tax payers will be paying for the sidewalk.  A second concern is the 
pedestrian traffic that will increase in Ormond Green, which doesn’t have adequate 
sidewalks.   
 
Mr. Durgin continued that as far as the actual entrance to the community, they were 
told there would be a secondary access.  With the entrance being that close to the 
Ormond Green entrance and a school bus stop right there, the traffic will increase 
about three times.  The item of concern is for lighting in this area.  It is presently 
very dark along that area, and Ormond Green is paying for additional lighting along 
that area for pedestrian safety.  Are there any City plans for lighting?  Could a stop 
light be put up? 
 
Mr. Durgin stated that the other issue the HOA has is the pedestrian walkway 
between Ormond Green and Pineland, and also between Greenvale and Pineland.  
There will also be an emergency access with a gate.  Can the HOA at some point, 
see what that gate is going to look like?  Some of the gates in other communities are 
not conducive to a nice neighborhood.  They have been commercial gates, painted 
yellow, which makes it look like a commercial area, as opposed to a residential 
area. 
 
Mr. Durgin continued that the biggest concern that most of the people in Ormond 
Green have is the actual engineering of the drainage.  There are approximately five 
retention ponds.  The HOA would like to see exactly how everything is going to 
drain.  This area used to be a flood zone, and could potentially become one again.  
Secondary are the pumps, and what pumps this area will be using. 
 
Mr. Durgin asked about the 40’ buffer and conservation area.  There was discussion 
that it would be cleared out for the drainage, and the HOA is wondering if this is 
going to be left natural or if it will be cleared out. 
 
Mr. Share stated that some of the items Mr. Durgin discussed are not being brought 
before the Board at tonight’s meeting, but were brought before the Board during the 
design and permitting process.  But, in answer to the questions, there will not be 
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pumps, but will be all natural drainage from pond to pond to pond, and the outflow 
is at Airport Road, and the run-off after development can’t exceed the runoff prior 
to development. 
 
Mr. Share also stated that, in answer to the lighting issue, part of the agreement was 
to landscape the entryway to the development and that will include additional 
lighting. 
 
Mr. Kjas Long, 15 Ormond Green Blvd., is coming before the Board with some 
other experiences and perspectives.  His main concern is the flooding.  When you 
take a drainage area and you cover it with homes, roads, sidewalks, etc. you 
increase the danger of flooding.  When Mr. Long looked at the map for flooding, it 
shows the conservation lot that is directly diagonal from his lot, and it is in the flood 
zone, which means there is a potential for flooding.  He would like to see more 
retention ponds and as much conservation area as possible with soil to absorb the 
water, so that a flood is not created. 
 
Mr. Long is also very concerned that a lot of old trees will be taken down.  The 
trees help avoid flooding, and they act as a buffer for the noise from the highway.  
People who have lived here for a long time don’t seem to notice the noise anymore, 
but he does, and taking down the trees will eliminate the buffer for the noise 
pollution. 
 
Mr. Long stated that people drive really fast along Pineland Trails since it is a long 
straight stretch of road.  He would fear for any children walking along that road 
without a sidewalk, and feels there should be a sidewalk to keep children as far 
away from the road as possible. 
 
Ms. Press stated that the people in attendance have brought up some very good 
questions, and the answers will have to come from engineers.  When these projects 
go before the various departments, they look at them and sign off on them, she has 
to put her trust in the City that they are doing their job.  There were eight items that 
were brought before the Board, and all of the items are fine with the Board other 
than the sidewalk along Pineland Trails.  She would like to have discussion on this 
item with the Board members. 
 
Ms. Press stated that most of the developments along Airport Road have sidewalks 
on the exterior of the development.  Is this a requirement?  Mr. Spraker stated yes.  
Ms. Press continued by asking if this is a requirement that every developer has to 
fulfill.  Mr. Spraker stated that unless it is reviewed by Planning Board and waived 
by City Commission, yes it is a requirement.  Ms. Press stated that allowing one not 
to have it is allowing them a benefit that every developer doesn’t have. 
 
Ms. Press then asked how many feet the sidewalk would be along Pineland Trails.  
Mr. Spraker stated that it is a little less than a mile.  Ms. Press asked has the City, in 
any way, had any kind of a partnership or arrangement to help out if a sidewalk is 
more than a certain distance.  Mr. Spraker stated not that he is aware of. 
 
Lori Tolland stated that she is still wavering back and forth on the sidewalk issue.  
She likes sidewalks a lot, she thinks they add value to properties, and she thinks that 
guidelines and consistency are important.  But, she also thinks that you have to look 
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at individual situations.  Ms. Tolland would like to see the project move forward, 
and if the sidewalk issue is something that is going to prevent that financially, then 
she would be for waiving the external sidewalk at this time. 
 
Ms. Behnke agreed and said that those are her feelings exactly. 
 
Mr. Jorczak stated that he thinks the City’s position with respect to possibly 
delaying the sidewalk requirement until the developer is further into the project 
makes sense.  He also favors sidewalks, and knows that this issue somewhat speaks 
to the ability to move around the City.  While he doesn’t want to impose something 
that is so restrictive that it might cancel a project, he thinks it does make a lot of 
sense to keep the City’s standards uniform.  In this case, the proposal to accept a 
delayed installation of the sidewalk until the developer is further into the build 
schedule makes a lot of sense, and that is the direction he will be leaning toward. 
 
Mr. Briley stated that it makes sense to him to delay the sidewalk.  He is a big fan 
of sidewalks.  He has noticed that all around Volusia County there are sidewalks 
that just end, and it makes no sense to him.  When you think about what is north of 
this project, it is all large acreage farms, and those types of uses are not going to 
generate much pedestrian traffic. 
 
Chairman Thomas stated that he is hearing the members do not want to take it out 
of the project, they just want to delay installing it.  He was wondering if Board 
members were at consensus to postpone building the sidewalk until Phase 5, and 
then it would be re-addressed as to the need of the sidewalk. 
 
Mr. Jorczak stated that he is not in favor of taking it out completely.  If it can be 
postponed until the latter phase of the project, when it will be economically more 
feasible, that is fine.  But, to just take it out of the project, and revisit it, he is not in 
favor of that. 
 
Mr. Briley had a question for Mr. Zahn to clarify one thing.  With the way the 
project is phased now, and with the potential buildout, with the way the FEMA 
maps were re-drawn there is a better situation with storm water than prior to the 
map being changed.  Mr. Zahn agreed with the statement.  Mr. Briley stated that 
there shouldn’t be any negative impact to the adjacent properties from the storm 
water runoff.  Mr. Zahn stated no. 
 
Chairman Thomas stated that he likes sidewalks and they have a purpose, but he 
doesn’t think they need to be built right now.  He agrees with Mr. Jorczak that they 
should be kept in Phase 5, when people will be better able to afford to put them in.  
He does not want to take them out entirely, or re-visit it.  He would just like to 
require them when the property is getting sold out. 
 
Mr. Jorczak asked if the sidewalks are delayed, but are still a requirement to be 
done during Phase 5, is there anything that would inhibit whoever is in that stage of 
completing development, coming back to the City and requesting a waiver of the 
requirement at that time.  This Board would not take it out of the project, but there 
would be the option to take a look at it again, later on in the project. There will be a 
lot of things happening in the next 3-4 years that could have an impact on the traffic 
situation on Pineland Trails road. 
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Mr. Briley stated that he would rather tie the sidewalk project to the 2026 date, as 
opposed to the completion of Phase 5, because Phase 5 could possibly never be 
built. 
 
There being no further discussion, Ms. Behnke moved to approve 2015-084: 
Pineland PRD Amendment, delaying the perimeter sidewalk along Pineland 
Trails to being put in until 2026. Mr. Jorczak seconded the motion. 

Ms. Tolland asked for clarification that the Board is approving everything in the 
Amendment, but the sidewalk, which needs to be built by 2026, or whoever owns 
the property can come to the City Commission and request a waiver. 

Chairman Thomas stated that the Board is voting for the sidewalk to be installed by 
2026.  It is up to the developer to decide if they want to come in and ask for a 
waiver.  Chairman Thomas then stated that maybe it should state 2026 or the 
completion of Phase 5, whichever comes first. 

Ms. Behnke amended her motion to approve 2015-084: Pineland PRD 
Amendment, allowing the perimeter sidewalk along Pineland Trails road to be 
delayed until 2026 or the completion of Phase 5, whichever comes first.  Mr. 
Jorczak seconded the amended motion. Vote was called, and the motion 
unanimously approved (6-0). 

B. Work Session on 2016-2026 Bike Plan 
Chairman Doug Thomas called the meeting to order following a five minute break. 
He reminded anyone who might want to address the Board that they will each have 
a five minute time limit to say what they want to say. 

Mr. Ric Goss, Planning Director stated that what the Board has before them is the 
Draft 2016 Bike Plan which is a 10-year plan.  This is just a work session, so there 
will not be any recommendations.  The goals and objectives of the Bike Plan have 
been made into themes – safety, connectivity, demand, health and community 
support.  The objectives are listed on page 10 of the plan.  There are also icons used 
throughout the Bike Plan, linking a theme with the objective with the project.  
There are performance objectives at the end that link back to the goal icons. 

There were three neighborhood meetings held at the Senior Center in January.  
Postcards were sent out to 550 homeowners along the Sanchez to Inglesia Trail, 
which is the Tomoka State Park Trail, Phase 2.  There was also a neighborhood 
meeting held in Chelsea Place, Mr. Goss met with several boards to include the 
Ormond Scenic Loop, and the last meeting was with City Commission in April. 

Mr. Goss continued that an inventory had to be done.  There are a number of miles 
of paved shoulders, two designated bike lanes, whereas a number of years ago the 
City didn’t have any.  The bike lane on St. Rt. 40 was put in when DOT decided to 
repave all of 40.  DOT has multi-modal priorities to include walking, biking and 
moving vehicles.  There are a number of shared use paths, but almost all of them 
are within parks.  There is no such thing as connecting one park to another with a 
bike path. There are a lot of multi-use paths, which are 8’ concrete sidewalks 
around schools, along Division, along Domicillio, and out Rt. 40.  A few years ago 
three miles of 8’ sidewalk was put in on Rt. 40 from Tymber Creek Road all the 
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way to the Airport road extension, and now it is being used extensively by residents 
from Hunters Ridge, Breakaway Trails, Tuscany and also Indian Springs.  We also 
have the 33.98 miles of the Ormond Scenic Loop.  All of these facilities cater to 
different types of bicyclists. 

Mr. Goss did some crash statistics using the University of Florida’s software 
package, which gave the City the ability to examine long and short forms that the 
Ormond Beach Police Dept., the State Troopers and also the Sheriff’s Dept. filed 
with regard to injuries between motorists and bicyclists.  The data is 2010 to 2014, 
and the County had about 90 crashes and one fatality.  Thirty-two of the injuries 
were on City roads.  Many of the accidents occurred between 4:00-6:00 in the 
afternoon, which are peak hours for traffic.  Ormond Beach had a higher per capita 
bike crash rate than Volusia County or the State.  The most common crash was the 
right angle. 

Mr. Goss stated that the plan is proposing 15 miles of multi-use paths, and one 
small fixed span bridge.  The cost of the plan ranges from $4.3 to $5.7 million, 
depending on the alternatives chosen, since a number of the bike routes have 
alternative routes and the numbers will depend on the routes chosen. 

Mr. Jorczak asked what the reasoning was for putting alternate paths into the report.  
Mr. Goss replied that some of it was cost, some had to do with neighborhoods that 
the path was running through, and sometimes the most direct route was not the least 
expensive.  The cost benefit of the plan, taking a 10 year horizon, was $16.5 million 
in reduced injury savings and health benefits. 

Mr. Goss described the types of biking facilities found in Ormond Beach.  There are 
Paved Shoulders which cater principally to advanced bicyclists. The City has Bike 
Lanes which again caters to the advanced bicyclists and they basically share the 
road with the motorists.  The Multi-Use Paths are usually 8’ wide sidewalks which 
cater to intermediate and family bicyclists.  Pedestrians may feel comfortable 
sharing the sidewalk with the bicycles.  The Shared-Use Path has about 5’ for each 
bike lane, then 4’ of sidewalk for the pedestrian, with a 1’ separation, and lighting.  
Shared Roads is when the bicyclist shares the road with the motorist, behind or in 
front of them.  Rarely do intermediate or family bicyclists use the Shared Roads. 

Mr. Goss explained the comfort levels for bicyclists, which identifies why people 
use certain bike facilities, but don’t use other facilities.  When the volume and 
speed increases on a road, the comfort level gets less. 

Once these projects begin to get built, and the Planning staff gets in intern from UF, 
Mr. Goss will have the intern put together a Wiki Map survey that can be put on the 
internet, and people can show what route they walked or rode, what routes they like, 
what routes they can’t ride, they can upload pictures, and then the City can use this 
information to look at additional paths for adding to the Bike Plan. 

Mr. Goss reviewed the corridors with the Board.   

• The Forest Hills Connector will be a Shared-Use Path with lights, and will 
connect Scottsdale/Military Road to Old Tomoka Avenue.  This will be 
funded by DOT, with the City adding about 10%. 
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• Tomoka State Park Phase 2 has two alternative routes planned.  The first 
would begin at Inglesia and goes through Sanchez Park and Tomoka State 
Park.  Another route goes down Beach St. from Burr Oak Ct. to Domicillio. 

• Sanchez Multi-Use path also has two alternatives.  One alternative has a 60’ 
bridge that would connect the north part of Andrews Street to the south side 
of Andrews Street, and then out to Wilmette.  The alternative route would 
be Sanchez to Yonge St. and then to Wilmette. 

• Thompson Creek Multi-Use Path will either run along the FPL easement, or 
down the City property where it has 50’ ownership to include a 25’ drainage 
easement.  This path will run from Division, across Granada, to Wilmette 
and will run along Thompson Creek.  The alternative route would be 
Tomoka Ave. to Orchard to Wilmette. DOT will be getting a feasibility 
study done, based upon the fact that the City has a draft plan. 

• The City participated in the US 1 corridor with TPO, and part of that when it 
was approved was the construction of a 12’ bicycle path through Ormond 
Beach, going north on Rt. 1.  It would go from Wilmette to Pine Tree Drive. 

• The East Coast Greenway has been on the books for a long time.  A study 
was done in 2001 for a trail from Beach St. to Granada, and up A1A to 
Roberta.  The alternative route could be Granada to Halifax to Neptune to 
A1A. 

• The Hand Ave. project would pick up the 8’ wide sidewalk at Nova and go 
all the way out to Williamson.  The County will be putting bike paths in 
along Williamson, so this will tie into that. 

• The Kings Highway Heritage Shared Use Path will run from the Tomoka 
State Park entrance to Old Dixie Highway, to Walter Boardman Lane, to 
Highbridge Road over to A1A.  The State wants to work with Ormond 
Beach and Volusia County to put a trail through the park.  A feasibility 
study will be pursued. 

• Broadway Multi-Use Path will run from US 1 to Dixie Highway, where it 
could connect to the Kings Highway path. 

Mr. Jorczak asked what the Maintenance Cost included.  Mr. Goss explained that it 
includes mowing, keeping the brush trimmed back, blowing debris from the paths, 
keep trash picked up, and emptying the trash. 

Mr. Briley asked about any boardwalk area, and wondered if the Trex decking 
system would be considered.  Mr. Goss stated that they are looking at decking made 
out of recycled material that doesn’t get the wear, and doesn’t get cracks.  It is built 
so that it overlaps, so it is smooth when riding on it. 

Ms. Press asked what a bicycle-friendly intersection is.  Mr. Goss explained that 
there would be push buttons on the poles for bicyclists, longer times for them to get 
across the intersection, in some cases islands would be put in at the wider, busier 
streets. 

Mr. Briley asked if at the pedestrian bridge on the Sanchez Multi-Use Path, is there 
anyone living in there with a boat that the bridge would prohibit them from going in 
and out.  Mr. Goss stated that he saw a row boat in the area, and they sent letters out 
to all the homeowners around there, and didn’t hear from anyone who might have a 
boat that would not be able to get in to the docks. 
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Mr. Goss continued that the Commission wanted him to come up with a ranking 
and weighting criteria.  Equal weights of 30% were given to Connectivity and 
Safety, and 20% was given to Demand and Community Support.  Priorities were 
given to the bike paths, based on the criteria.  Key Performance Outcomes were tied 
back to the goal icons, which established Key Performance Indicators. 

Mr. Jorczak asked in addition to the rankings of the parameters, how will this relate 
to the rankings of the projects themselves, or will they be tied to the availability of 
funding.  Mr. Goss replied that the rankings will be tied to a number of things.  
Community support will be a factor and funding. Most of the funding for these 
plans doesn’t come from general revenue.  Most of the money will come through 
FDOT because they are required to set aside a certain amount of funds for bicycle 
facilities.  We have a mobility fee that we collect money for non-motorized 
improvements, so we have enough money for our match.  The only money coming 
out of the general fund is for the maintenance costs. 

Mr. Goss explained the Benefit Profile and the big picture of how all of the paths 
will tie into each other.  Over time all of the paths will link destinations together, 
once everything is built. 

Mr. Jorczak asked that as the City gets into this project, will they be asking citizens 
for their input for the ranking of the specific projects, as to which ones they might 
like to see first.  Mr. Goss replied that there were five neighborhood meetings, and 
very few people attended the meetings.  The City has ranked them based upon the 
goals of the criteria, and have linked it to the weights, which has prioritized them.  
Could this change?  Of course it could.  The meetings have been very ineffective, 
but somehow we need to use our Smartphones to get information out to people, and 
information back from them. 

Chairman Thomas stated that the City Commission will probably be a major factor 
as to what sections get done first.  Mr. Goss stated that he was asked to provide an 
approach as to how this is done, but no direction as to how it will be done. 

Mr. Jorczak asked what the hope would be of getting this funded to get the project 
going.  Mr. Goss stated that some of it is already being implemented. Some projects 
were supported by another type of plan.  For example, Tomoka Elementary School 
supported a project to get students to the elementary school.  Because the City had a 
study already completed on this project, it got done.  When there is a 
comprehensive plan already, it is easier to get higher scores at the TPO meetings. 

Mr. Briley has a concern about the Sanchez path, with respect to the bridge that is 
being planned.  He would suggest the City be very, very careful about people who 
may have motor boats that go in and out through there.  Mr. Goss stated that he will 
go back out to that area and take a look at it.  Mr. Goss thinks it will be high enough 
to get a boat under the bridge. 

Ms. Gayle Belin lives in the Chelsea Place development between Hand and 
Granada.  Statistics in the Draft Bike Plan demonstrate that Florida leads the 
country in collisions between motorists and bicyclists. Ormond Beach has a higher 
per capita crash rate than all of Volusia County.  It is Ms. Belin’s observation that 
many motorists do not respect bicyclists or motorcycles.  Ms. Belin is an avid 
bicyclist and when she moved to Florida four years ago, she was excited at the 
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possibility that she would be able to ride more often than up in Vermont.  Until 
recently, there were not any bike lanes on Granada, and she typically rode on the 
sidewalks.  In December of 2015, a 17-year-old girl hit her with her SUV at the 
corner of Granada and Clyde-Morris.  It was a 90-degree angle, and according to 
statistics the most common type of accident. 

Ms. Belin continued that some months after she was hit, she witnessed a hit and run 
accident on Williamson, going north where there is not a sidewalk or a bike lane.  
She has explained all of this to the Board because she would like to advocate for the 
creation of some bike paths that are just not a marked lane on the side of the road, 
but in fact are a separate bike path providing a buffer between motor vehicles, and 
the bicycles and pedestrians.  There are many residents who would like to bicycle to 
work, to run errands or just to get some exercise.  However, the actual lack of bike 
paths make this very difficult.  

Ms. Belin stated that there are a lot of people who walk down Hand Ave. to go to 
the post office, the hospital and shopping.  The speed limit on Hand Ave. is 50 mph 
which is pretty darn fast.  Even on Granada, it is not 50 mph.  Cars get very close to 
people walking.  When working on the eventual plan, Ms. Belin encourages the 
Commission to keep safety of bicyclists and pedestrians into consideration not just 
for Hand Ave. but for all areas.  More bike paths lead to more riders and fewer cars 
on the road, less congestion and a healthier community. 

Mr. Briley asked if the City Commission and the County had already agreed to drop 
the speed limit to 45 mph on Hand Ave.  Mr. Goss replied that Hand Ave. is under 
county jurisdiction, and he doesn’t know if the City has talked to them about 
dropping the speed limit.  Mr. Briley said that a study was done recently and there 
was talk about dropping the speed to 45.  Mr. Goss stated that he can find out and 
let the Board know. 

Ms. Belin stated that Hand Ave. is also very dark at night.  There are no lights along 
the road.  She sees people riding their bikes along there at night, and cars are 
swerving to miss them. 

Mr. Norman Lane, 1314 Northside Dr., stated that he commends the City and the 
Planning Dept. for this project, which is really awesome and good for the City.  He 
would like to focus on one part of the Plan, and that is Tomoka State Park Multi-
Use Path.  Mr. Lane lives on the land that abuts the proposed path.  There are two 
paths proposed.  One goes through the park behind his house, and the alternate path 
goes down Beach St.  He understands that Beach Street would probably save some 
money, but he thinks there are two really big issues that would urge the City to take 
the proposal through the park. 

Mr. Lane continued that one issue is safety.  As you go down Beach St. you will 
cross road after road after road.  Little kids walking along the path with their 
parents could wander out onto Beach St.  The other issue is that putting it through 
the park is an enormous opportunity for the City to give its citizens and visitors an 
exposure to nature.  Most of the proposed bike paths are in great areas, but most of 
them will not expose people to nature.  Mr. Lane lives along this area, and he 
treasures his backyard.  It is very natural with herds of deer, turkeys, raccoons, 
bobcats, and many other wildlife all the time.  He doesn’t want to see anything that 
would hurt that, but he believes the land is wide enough to put a trail in there and 
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not affect the neighborhood in a negative way.  The wildlife has adapted to people, 
and with bicycles going by, the deer are not even going to look up after awhile. 

Mr. Lane continued that enough detail needs to be done for this trail, that it can be 
put in, far enough away from the houses that it doesn’t impact himself and others, 
without raising the cost dramatically.  If the whole project has to be a boardwalk 
because of the low land, then maybe the million dollar estimate will be higher, and 
maybe that becomes unfeasible.  This would really have an advantage over building 
a wider sidewalk along Beach St. 

Mr. Lane stated that he went to a neighborhood meeting and everyone had 
questions, and the immediate response was that we don’t want a lot of people in our 
back yards.  Once a final plan is made he thinks there will be a lot of community 
support for this. 

Mr. Sean Daly, 1106 Northside Dr, stated that when the Northbrook subdivision 
was created, there was a 12-acre parcel that was set aside by the developer as a park 
for the people of Northbrook.  The City, in its ultimate wisdom, decided it was so 
low down there, and they will never be able to develop it, the developer gave the 
property back to the City, because they wanted it on the tax role for the lousy $1300 
it made them each year as environmental property.  The citizens of Northbrook had 
to lobby the Commission in buying back the property the City had given away.  
There are right-of-ways that already exist in this property – one is an extension of 
Ridgewood Ave. and then there is a State ROW that came in off of Nova Rd.  That 
ROW runs right behind the Oak Forest subdivision. 

Mr. Daly attended one of the neighborhood meetings, and there are concerns from 
neighbors about where this path is actually going. There are those who have fought 
hard to maintain this as a nature area.  Mr. Daly understands that this is free money, 
but taxpayers came up with this money from somewhere.  He rides his bike every 
day in this area, and there is no difficulty getting from Sanchez to Tomoka State 
Park on very nice sidewalks that we already have.  Aside from that, Mr. Daly sees 
road riders come through the Northbrook subdivision all the time to get to Beach 
Street.  There are no sidewalks.  Everyone walks in the streets because it is a quiet 
residential community.  The City needs to spend $1,000,000 to get people from 
Sanchez Park to Tomoka State Park, when there are already sidewalks on Beach 
St.?  The ROW on Beach St. is huge.  Just widen the sidewalks. 

Mr. Daly continued that there are plenty of areas in town where bike riding is 
extremely dangerous.  Ride your bike down the Granada Bridge, and then when you 
get to the bottom, the bike path is gone, and you have to merge into traffic.  If one 
reads the staff summary, there have been 95 accidents in 4 years, only 26 on our 
roads.  The Plan doesn’t say where those accidents were, but he can guarantee you 
that they aren’t in his neighborhood. 

Mr. Daly stated that this path will disrupt a perfectly good park area to put concrete 
back there.  Remember, the reason there wasn’t any development back there is 
because everyone said it was too low.  He thinks the City will be putting concrete in 
the floodplain without a very good reason for doing it.  He wants to thank the City 
for having meetings and letting people come forward and voice their concerns, but 
there are better places to spend this money. 



Page 15 of 18 

Mr. Daly addressed Mr. Briley’s concern about the bridge at Andrews Street.  Mr. 
Daly kayaks back in that area all the time, and that is a canal, not a drainage ditch, 
and he has seen a houseboat moored in by the properties.  It’s not very deep, and 
you can’t probably do much in there at low tide, but somebody will be contacting 
the City if there is a bridge put across there. 

Mr. Daly continued that 26 accidents that are not in the Sanchez area shows that the 
money should be spent in the areas that have problems.  The City could put a 12’ 
wide sidewalk on Domicillio, but there is no reason to do it. People walk and ride 
their bikes there all the time, and there is not a need for a bike trail.  If the City 
decides to dig up park land to put in concrete, there is no way that they will be 
maintained for $2,000 - $5,000 per year.  There will be maintenance issues and 
replacement issues, especially if there will be bikes riding on them.  Mr. Daly just 
wanted the Board to hear his concerns.  Northbrook is a fine neighborhood, and a 
lot of people manage to bike there now with no problems, and he urges the Board 
not to adopt the proposal without some deep thought. 

Mr. Jason Aufdenberg, 220 S. Frederick Ave., Daytona Beach stated he serves as a 
citizen on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) for the TPO, 
and he wanted to commend Ormond Beach for developing the Bike Plan.  He noted 
that Ormond Beach does not have a representative on the BPAC in the four years he 
has been on it, so there is an empty seat to fill.  Cell phones are great, and Epcot 
bought the Strava database that cyclists use to track their routes, and he would like 
to share that with the City as well. 

Mr. Aufdenberg continued that in the last Federal Fast Act bill, Safe Routes for 
School money was restored, and that is another source of income to draw from for 
the City when making bike plans to and from schools.  That is another type of 
money that the TPO can help the City obtain with matching funds.  Mr. Aufdenberg 
invited the City to apply to become a bike-friendly community. The League of 
American Bicyclists has a free application and communities can apply and get free 
advice from the National Bike League on the City’s Bike Plan.  The City has done a 
lot already, so they would probably score very well. 

Mr. Aufdenberg likes the comfort level system that has been established, which is 
similar to what is going on in San Jose, California, where they have set up a level of 
traffic stress.  It is great to see the East Coast Greenway as part of the plan.  They 
just had a ribbon cutting in Daytona Beach for the East Coast Greenway which goes 
under the ISB bridge.  And to underscore the Hand Ave. issue, as a bicyclist Mr. 
Aufdenberg rides all around the area, and a lot of the City has roads set up in a grid, 
but off of Hand, everything has cul-de-sacs, so he is forced to ride the arterial road, 
so it is very important to realize that cyclists don’t necessarily want to ride these 
roads, but to get from A to B, they do ride on them. Dropping the speed limit on 
Hand Ave. would be awesome. 

Chairman Thomas thanked everyone for their input and stated that it is always nice 
to see people attend the meeting. 

Mr. Goss stated that there was something that he forgot to do at the beginning of the 
discussion, but he wanted to enter into the record a letter from Cindy Kirby and 
emails from Dr. Roberto Di Nicolo and Lisa Di Nicolo, Norman Lane, Wendy 
Graff, and Gayle Belin. 
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Board members concurred that the discussion was very informative. Mr. Goss 
updated the Board that there would be a work session with the Commission, which 
has not been established.  After the work session, there will be another public 
hearing before this Board, and then before the City Commission.  Chairman 
Thomas stated that there was great input tonight, not only in the presentations from 
the Staff, but also from the citizen input. 

Mr. Jorczak really appreciates the effort that Mr. Goss and the Staff put into 
drafting the Bike Plan. There was a tremendous amount of work put into it.  Mr. 
Jorczak also wanted to mention that he was not able to attend the last Planning 
Board meeting, but he congratulated Mr. Goss and the Staff on their efforts to 
obtain the Brownfield monies, and to get the $400,000 grant to clean up the US 1 
corridor was a great accomplishment. 

Mr. Goss thanked Mr. Jorczak and stated that he forgot to mention that in his 
Director’s Report. 

Ms. Press thanked the citizens that took the time to attend the meeting, have an 
interest and put their thoughts into the record.  That is so important, and is so 
important to the City.  Chairman Thomas stated that for the people who showed up 
at the meeting tonight, that is so great that they came out in support of something.  
Usually there are people here who are irate against something.   

Ms. Press stated that she and her husband have served on the Scenic Loop and Trail 
for many years and people do use that trail.  When you go there, on the right hand 
side is a plaque that reads, “This is the Betty Woodham Trail” and Betty Woodham 
was a park director for many years, and it was Betty Woodham who designed the 
trail and got the difficult park system to do something, and to work with the City.  
When anyone goes there, from now on it should be referred to as the Betty 
Woodham Trail. 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS 

None. 
 
IX.  MEMBER COMMENTS 
 

Ms. Tolland stated that she was thrilled with the participation of the audience, and 
this is how she envisioned being on the Board would be, with active listening and 
consideration.  She is super excited about the Bike Plan.  Talk about quality of life 
in Ormond Beach.  This will be amazing.  Ms. Tolland would like to see one of our 
avid bicyclists get on the board that Mr. Aufdenberg mentioned. 
 
Ms. Press stated that she was going down US 1 and at Airport Rd. there are three 
broken down billboards that are broken and in disarray.  Is that in the City?  Mr. 
Goss stated that it is in the County, but we have jurisdiction. He will look into it. 
 
Ms. Behnke stated that she really likes the bike project and we need a lot of 
connection to the trails.  She hopes we consider safety, like driveways and how 
many streets have to be crossed.  She also wants to keep in mind privacy for our 
citizens.  Every time she drives down Tymber Creek, she feels so bad for the people 
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living there when the new road was put in.  They have no privacy anymore and they 
have to keep their blinds closed all the time. 
 
Mr. Jorczak asked Mr. Goss about the Brownfield grant money and how soon the 
City could start to use that money.  Mr. Goss stated that the grant starts on October 
1, 2016 and will run for three years until September 30, 2019.  The work program 
has been drafted and sent to the EPA, the Brownfield Advisory Board reviewed it 
the other night and will act on it next month.  He is working on a Civic Engagement 
Plan which the Board will get.  This is all pre-planning before we actually get into 
the program.  Mr. Goss is thinking that if Phase 1 audits are done for transactional 
sales, we will rip through the grant money within no time.  Brownfield Board 
member, Mr. Snapzjaler, stated that EPA has a Revolving Loan Fund with money 
to implement some of the cleanup. 
 
Mr. Jorczak asked if the gas station was the biggest issue.  Mr. Goss explained that 
we got $200,000 for petroleum, and $200,000 for hazardous waste.  There are a 
number of projects that are on the FDEP waste site that are low priority, but are 
problem areas, but they are not major problems and have always scored low.  We 
should be able to pick up some of those with the hazardous waste money. 
 
Mr. Briley stated that Main Street is launching a smart phone app called “Distrx” 
and basically it helps people who may be from out of town, find their destination. It 
will have special offers from different vendors that are Main Street members. This 
should be a positive for our downtown. 
 
Chairman Thomas stated that he doesn’t know how the County managed to mess up 
something so bad when they stopped four lanes at Saddler Run on Tymber Creek.  
They had to be on a different planet to design that.  It is a disaster waiting to 
happen.  The reason he brings this up is two-fold.  Previously discussed tonight, it 
defies common sense that some study says there will be only 10 more turns off of 
Airport Rd. onto south Tymber Creek.  It insults his intelligence.  Ormond Beach 
owes it to its citizens to make up for the reckless abandonment that the County 
displayed in their poor judgement that was idiotic.  When someone is trying to 
make a left hand turn into Saddler’s Run, and they get over into the little short turn 
lane, and then look directly at the car coming south on Tymber Creek, you pray to 
God that they stay in their lane and make that little jog, because if they don’t they 
will run into you head-on.  Chairman Thomas believes that City Commission needs 
to right that wrong and bill back the County.  It is idiotic.   
 
Chairman Thomas continued that the discussion on the new development tonight 
just got him started.  He knows how much traffic will increase.   And as Mr. 
Jorczak stated, it isn’t too far down the road until the Industrial Park is opened up to 
Pineland, and then there will be more semi-trucks on the road, and there will be 
major problems.  Somebody is going to get hurt and he hopes to God it is not 
someone in his family.  Chairman Thomas would like the Commission to do 
something about this. 
 
Mr. Briley asked Mr. Goss if there was a plan to extend the business park entrance 
out to Pineland, and when is it scheduled.  Mr. Jorczak stated that it is scheduled for 
2017.  It is in the CIP, the planning has all been done and they know exactly where 
the road has to go and all the drainage issues.  It is just a matter of funding it. 
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Mr. Goss stated that Ormond Crossing will have to completely rebuild Pineland 
Trails from Broadway all the way to Harmony.  There is nothing in the Comp Plan 
for a 4-lane road.  The road itself is non-conforming.  It was a dirt road that became 
a slag road, and needs to be redone.  There are no utilities that run along it. 
 
Mr. Jorczak asked if there has been any discussion with TPO about finishing 
Tymber Creek Road with four lanes up to I-95.  Mr. Goss stated no, but there has 
been discussion with regard to Williamson, and they need to buy one more 
property, and then they can widen it to four lanes.  The traffic backed up in the 
morning under I-95 to turn right onto Williamson has picked up drastically over the 
last five years.  You can’t get in the thru lane because of all the cars backing up. 

X. ADJOURNMENT   

The meeting was adjourned at 9:50 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____________________________ 
Ric Goss, Planning Director 

 
ATTEST:  
 
______________________________________ 
Doug Thomas, Chair 
 
Minutes transcribed by Melanie Nagel. 
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STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning 
 

DATE: August 4, 2016 

SUBJECT: Cypress Trails – Planned Residential Development (PRD), 
Zoning Map Amendment 

APPLICANT: Robert A. Merrell III, Esquire of Cobb Cole 

NUMBER: PRD 2016-048 

PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, AICP, Senior Planner 

INTRODUCTION:   
This is a request for a zoning map amendment submitted by Robert A. Merrell III, 
Esquire of Cobb Cole, representing Grande Champion Partners, LLC and Indigo 
Development LLC, the contract purchaser and the property owner.  The zoning map 
amendment seeks to re-zone 28.65 acres from SR (Suburban Residential) to PRD 
(Planned Residential Development) to allow the development of 48 single family lots 
and associated subdivision improvements.  The subject property is located at 355 Clyde 
Morris Boulevard, along the east side of Clyde Morris Boulevard, approximately 1,250 
linear feet south of the intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard and Hand Avenue. 
LOCATION:   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The subject property is located at 355 
Clyde Morris Boulevard, south of the 
intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard and 
Hand Avenue.  The property has a 
property depth ranging from 593’ to 608’ 
and a width of 2,079 linear feet.  To the 
east of the subject property is a Volusia 
County stormwater pond for Clyde Morris 
Boulevard which as accessed through an 
easement on the north end of the property.  
To the west is vacant land in Volusia 
County, commercial development, and the 
Aberdeen development.  To the north are 
medical offices. To the south, is a 
proposed subdivision by the same 
applicant of 66 single-family lots located in 
Daytona Beach named Birchwood. 

 

EXHIBIT 1:  location map 
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The land use and zoning map of the subject property is included in Attachment 1.  The 
uses around the subject property are as follows: 

EXHIBIT 2: Current land use and zoning 

 
EXHIBIT 3:  Aerial map of the subject property and area: 
 
Aerial map of the subject property and area: 
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Future Land Use 
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Boulevard) 
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stormwater pond and 
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VC “Urban Low Density” 

VC R-2 (Urban 
Single-Family 
Residential) 

West 

Vacant land 

Aberdeen 

Commercial 

“Residential, Office, Retail”  

“Medium Density 
Residential” 

“Recreation/Open Space” 
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T-1 (Manufactured 
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VC R-2 (Urban 
Single-Family 
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Subject 
property 
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BACKGROUND: 

The subject property has a land use designation of “Suburban Low Density Residential” 
and an existing zoning designation of SR (Suburban Residential).  The land use and 
zoning designations are intended to require that any subdivision of lands with lots of 
less than two acres (one acre if connecting to water and sewer) be approved as a 
Planned Residential Development.  Section 2-11 (SR (Suburban Residential) of the 
Land Development Code establishes this intent as follows: 

The purpose of the Suburban Residential (SR) Zoning District is to implement the 
Suburban Low Density Residential (SLDR) Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
category with emphasis on a site-specific holding capacity and design parameters 
leading to the preservation of wetland vegetative communities and natural 
drainage and retention systems. The district is intended to promote and encourage 
creative design by allowing a variety of residential structures and a diversity of 
building arrangements and lot configurations, and to ensure privacy, safety and 
promote on-site amenities and encourage internal capture of vehicle trips. The 
added purpose of this district is to allow limited agricultural activities on 
properties equal to or greater than five acres in size, located west of Interstate 95 
and north of State Road 40. In order to achieve the goals of the suburban low 
density residential land use category, as provided in the future land use element of 
the Comprehensive Plan, all developments other than single-family rural 
subdivisions with a density of one unit per acre or higher shall only be allowed if 
submitted and approved as a Planned Residential Development (PRD) pursuant to 
PRD district regulations in LDC section 2-35. 

In order to subdivide land into lots less than one acre within the “Suburban Low Density 
Residential” land use category, a three-step process must occur: 

1. Planned Residential Development: This process requires the applicant to provide 
a holding capacity analysis, flood zone information, proposed lot layout, 
recreation areas, phasing plan, generalized areas of stormwater, road layouts, 
and landscaping buffers. The Planned Residential Development does not require 
the applicant to provide detailed engineering information regarding the 
application. Under the City’s Land Development Code, the Planned Residential 
Development becomes the zoning district of the project site. The purpose of the 
land use and PRD zoning designation are to consider the land capacity and to 
reduce subdivision density. The detailed engineering work is not done until the 
Preliminary Plat approval process.  The Planned Residential Development 
becomes a contract between the developer and the City, and identifies the 
overall development concept, the number of lots and the location of the lots.   

2. Preliminary Plat:  After a Planned Residential Development has been approved, 
the applicant’s engineer performs detailed work in terms of the stormwater 
design, utilities, lot grading, and road layout.  There are two options for 
development once a Preliminary Plat has been approved: 
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Option 1 - Proceed with the application for construction for completion of the 
required improvements prior to recording the final plat per Section 4-18(H)(1) of 
the Land Development Code. When the required off-site and on-site 
improvements are complete, the final plat along with the records and data would 
be submitted by the applicant to the City Engineer and reviewed by the Site Plan 
Review Committee (SPRC).  The final plat would be approved by the City 
Commission and recorded. 

Option 2 - Proceed with final plat review and approval, with the completion of 
required improvements after recording the plat per Section 4-18(H)(2) of the 
Land Development Code.  With this option the applicant files surety documents 
guaranteeing that such improvements will be installed. All guarantees are 
incorporated in a bonded agreement for the construction of the required 
improvements in a form acceptable to the City Attorney.  The final plat would be 
recorded and the applicant would then construct the improvements.   

3. Final Plat:  The final plat is a legal document that is reviewed by an independent 
City Surveyor and the City’s Legal Department to ensure compliance with State 
Statutes.  Under Option 1 above, the City Commission would review and approve 
the plat after all improvements have been constructed.  Under Option 2 above, 
the City Commission would review and approve the final plat with the preliminary 
plat. 

The proposed Cypress Trails subdivision is seeking only the Planned Residential 
Development approval at this time.  Upon the approval of the Planned Residential 
Development zoning designation, detailed engineering plans would need to be 
approved by the Site Plan Review Committee and forwarded to the Planning 
Board and City Commission as appropriate. 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The project has the following attributes: 

1.  The total project size is 28.65 acres.  The holding capacity required by the 
“Suburban Residential” land use for the project allows a maximum of 101 units 
based on the soils, floodplain, wetlands, and utility connection. 

2. The total number of lots proposed is 48 lots.  The gross density of the project is 
(48 lots/28.65 acres) 1.68 units per acre.  The net density, removing the wetland 
acreage, is 1.86 units per acre. 

3. The applicant is the contract purchaser of land along Clyde Morris Boulevard that 
would extend the residential subdivision south towards Strickland Range Road, 
located in the City of Daytona Beach.  The two jurisdictions of Ormond Beach 
and Daytona Beach split the total subdivision project area.  The Ormond Beach 
portion, titled Cypress Trails, has 48 lots and the Daytona Beach portion, titled 
Birchwood, is planned for 66 lots.  The two subdivision projects shall share a 
stormwater detention system.  The Birchwood subdivision in Daytona Beach 
aligns with the entrance to the Aberdeen development. 
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4. The applicant has expressed interest in the City of Ormond Beach providing 
utility service to the Birchwood subdivision in Daytona Beach.  The provision of 
utilities to the Birchwood subdivision would require separate action and approval 
by both the cities of Ormond Beach and Daytona Beach.  The concept design 
shows a lift station on the Birchwood subdivision to serve both subdivisions.  If 
Ormond Beach is not the utility provider of the Birchwood subdivision, an 
alternative location for the lift station within the Cypress Trails subdivision would 
be necessary. The provision of utilities for the Birchwood subdivision is not a part 
of the Planned Residential Development re-zoning application.  

5. The minimum lot area is 80’ in width and 110’ in depth. 

6. The house setbacks are 25’ for the front yard, 20’ for the rear yard, 10’ for the 
side yards, and 20’ for the side corner yard.  The lots abutting Clyde Morris 
Boulevard (lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7) shall have a 30’ setback. The building 
height is 35’ consistent with the SR zoning district.  The maximum building 
coverage proposed is 40%. 

7. The property abuts Clyde Morris Boulevard which is a designated Greenbelt 
route.  The regulations of Section 2-73 of the Land Development Code apply to 
the property.  The site plan shows that the project is providing a 25’ landscape 
buffer along Clyde Morris Boulevard and a 6’ wall.  The wall is proposed to be a 
post and panel wall (see Attachment 4).    

8. The project is providing sidewalks along Clyde Morris Boulevard at 6’ in width. 
The project is exceeding the sidewalk requirements within the subdivision by: 

a. Providing sidewalks on both sides of the internal subdivision streets; and 

b. Providing sidewalks along a cul-de-sac where the Land Development Code 
does not require sidewalks. 

9. The project proposes architectural controls for home construction (pages 3 and 4 
of Attachment 4).   

10. There are 2.86 acres of wetlands that are within the Cypress Trails subdivision 
and none of the wetlands are proposed to be impacted.  The subdivision design 
also does not impact the floodplain of the area. 

11.  The Planned Residential Development conditions of Section 2-35 require 
subdivision design as follows: 

a. Common open space:  The project was required to provide .03 acres of 
common open space and the applicant’s summary states that 9.91 acres are 
provided (includes natural areas also).   The project has provided areas such 
as a jogging area and a field area for the residents. 

b. Recreation:  The Planned Residential Development conditions require indoor 
and outdoor recreation, with a provision to require only outdoor recreation in 
subdivisions under 200 units.  The project is seeking to waive the indoor 
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recreation space and provide additional outdoor recreation that would include 
a tot lot, an open field for play, and a jogging trail. 

c. Natural state:  The Land Development Code requires 20% of the subdivision 
be left in a natural state which does not include wetlands or upland buffers.  
The project is proposing a natural state of 22% that includes wetlands and 
upland buffers. 

12.  As part of the rezoning application, the project is required to obtain a finding of 
adequate school capacity from the Volusia County School Board.  Attached in 
Attachment 2 is a determination from the Volusia County School Board stating 
that there is available capacity at the zoned schools and there are no objections 
to the rezoning application.  An additional school concurrency review shall occur 
with the preliminary plat construction plans. 

13.  The project has provided a traffic study for the Birchwood (Daytona Beach) and 
Cypress Trails subdivisions performed by Lassiter Transportation Group, Inc.  
The project has one access point within the City of Ormond Beach that will align 
with the property at 400 Clyde Morris Boulevard.  The project provides an 
emergency access point for the subdivision that is a part of the easement 
dedicated to Volusia County to access the Clyde Morris stormwater pond. 

14.  There are two stormwater ponds that each shall have a fountain.  The 
stormwater pond on the south side of the property shall be partly in Ormond 
Beach and partly in Daytona Beach. 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING: 

The applicant conducted a neighborhood meeting on July 27, 2016 for both subdivisions 
after mail notice to all property owners within 600’ of the project boundary.   The 
residents in attendance were primarily from the Aberdeen development.  Key items that 
were discussed included: 

1. Traffic signal at Aberdeen and Clyde Morris Boulevard.  Residents at the meeting 
strongly believed that there should be a traffic signal at the intersection of the 
Aberdeen development and the proposed Birchwood subdivision.  The applicant 
explained that the project is required to conduct a traffic study and Volusia 
County would be the reviewing and permitting authority.  Staff concurs that 
Volusia County is the review and permitting authority on Clyde Morris Boulevard.  
The traffic signal is located in Daytona Beach and does not directly impact the 
Cypress Trail subdivision. 

The traffic study showed that the existing condition at the intersection of Clyde 
Morris Boulevard and Aberdeen has level of service of C in the A.M. peak hour 
with a delay of 16.2 seconds and a level of service of B in the P.M. peak hour 
with a delay of 13.6 seconds.  With the construction of the 48 single-family lots, 
the traffic study analyzed the traffic impacts.  When the subdivision is 
constructed, the level of service of C in the A.M. peak hour is maintained with a 
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delay of 18.2 seconds and a level of service is decreased from B to C in the P.M. 
peak hour with a delay of 17.9 seconds. 

2. Zoning designation of the property.  Residents at the meeting questioned the 
zoning of the property.  Several residents stated that they believed that the 
zoning of the property was commercial.  Staff has verified that the zoning of the 
parcel has been Suburban Residential for a number of years. 

3. School capacity.  Residents at the meeting questioned if there were adequate 
school capacity for the proposed projects.  As stated above and explained at the 
meeting the project is required to obtain a determination of school capacity which 
is attached in the Appendix 2 of this report.  Additional school concurrency review 
shall occur when the subdivision is constructed. 

4. Price points of the single-family homes.  Residents at the meeting asked the 
approximate price point of the proposed single-family houses.  The applicant 
stated that they do not have price points at this time. 

ANALYSIS:   
The property has a property depth ranging from 593’ to 608’ and a width of 2,079 linear 
feet which requires a linear subdivision design.  The project has been designed to not 
impact wetlands or encroach into the floodplain.  The proposed subdivision plan 
achieves the vision of the “Suburban Low Density Residential” land use as outlined in 
the Comprehensive Plan as a low density, larger lot subdivision, with common and 
recreation amenities.   

The applicant is requesting the following waivers from the Land Development Code: 

1. Building coverage:  Section 2-11(B)(4) of the Land Development Code provides a 
35% building coverage.  The applicant is seeking a 40% building coverage.  On a 
80’ by 120’ lot, a 35% building coverage would allow a house footprint of 3,360 
square feet. On the same lot, a 40% building coverage would allow a 3,840 
square foot house footprint, or an increase of 480 square feet.   

The lots within Cypress Trails are large and can easily accommodate a 40% 
building coverage.  The total impervious area allowed for each lot is proposed to 
remain at 75% of the lot area.  The Site Plan Review Committee has no 
objections to this request. 

2. Required recreational facilities. Section 2-35(H)(3), Chapter 2, Article II of the 
Land Development Code states the following for recreational requirements,  

“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. 
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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. 

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.” 

The project proposes 48 single-family residential units which cannot financially 
support an indoor recreation facility.  The Land Development Code allows a 
subdivision under 200 units to provide an additional outdoor recreation area and 
the applicant has provided additional square footage for outdoor recreational 
areas.  The Land Development area requirement is 4,320 square feet of outdoor 
recreation area and the project has provided 20,900 square feet, including a tot 
lot, a jogging area, and an open play field.  The Site Plan Review Committee is 
supportive of the request to allow additional outdoor recreational area in lieu of 
indoor recreational space. 

3. Perimeter Setback: Section 2-35.D.3 of the Land Development Code states that 
all structures shall be setback 40 feet from the project’s perimeter boundary.  The 
project meets this requirement on the south, east, and north project boundaries.  
The area abutting Clyde Morris Boulevard is where the perimeter setback has 
potential issues with lots 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, and 7.  As stated earlier in this report, 
these lots have a house (principal structure) setback of 30’ which when combined 
with the Greenbelt buffer of 25’, results in a 55’ perimeter setback.   

The issue of the perimeter setback becomes an issue with the placement of the 
pools along lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 18 and 19.  The Land Development Code 
allows pools with or without a screen enclosure that abut a Homeowner’s 
Association common area or conservation area to have a 5’ setback to the rear 
property line. This 5’ setback to the rear lot property line would equal a 30’ 
perimeter setback (combined with the 25’ Greenbelt buffer) along Clyde Morris 
Boulevard.  It is recommended that along the Clyde Morris Boulevard property 
line, specifically lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 18 and 19 that have a 35’ perimeter 
setback be allowed.  The 35’ perimeter setback would allow pools with a 10’ rear 
yard setback to the lot property line of lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 18 and 19. 

4. Natural state: Section 2-35.H.8., Chapter 2, Article II of the Land Development 
Code states, “Twenty percent (20%) of the project shall be left in a natural state. This 
may include designated conservation areas within lots or common areas, but shall not 
include classified wetlands and required upland buffers.” 
The project has two areas that are proposed to be left natural that are not part of 
the wetlands that include the Greenbelt buffer of 1.05 acres and perimeter buffer 
of 1.35 acres.  There are upland open space areas that require some grading 
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and earthwork that total 2.87 acres.  The on-site wetlands total 2.86 acres and 
the upland buffer is 1.05 acres.  The applicant is requesting that the wetland and 
upland buffers be included in the natural state area percentage which would total 
22% of the site.  The geometric shape of the site and the on-site wetlands make 
achieving the 20% natural state preservation difficult to accomplish.  The Site 
Plan Review Committee is supportive of this request. 

The Planned Residential Development does not contain the same criteria as the 
Planned Business Development that specifically requires public benefits, however, the 
project has provided several public benefits: 

1. Overall design:  The project has 2.86 acres of on-site wetlands and is not 
proposing any impacts.  Additionally, the project is not proposing any floodplain 
impact.  Given the limited depth of the property and environmental constraints, 
the overall design provides a reasonable use of the property without encroaching 
into the wetlands.  The applicant reduced the original lot layout from 50 lots to 48 
to ensure compliance with the Planned Residential Development standards. 

2. Sidewalks:  The applicant has provided sidewalks on both sides of the internal 
streets as well as a 6’ sidewalk along the Clyde Morris Boulevard frontage.  The 
City’s Land Development Code only requires sidewalks along one side of the 
street and no sidewalks along the short cul-de-sac.  Staff believes that addition of 
sidewalks will increase the ability to walk throughout the subdivision thereby 
increasing the value of the subdivision.   

3. Recreation:  The project is providing nearly half an acre towards outdoor 
recreation facilities including a play field, a tot lot, and a jogging trail.  In addition, 
the 6’ sidewalk along Clyde Morris Boulevard will provide recreational 
opportunities. 

CRITERIA FOR REVIEW:   
In considering the rezoning to a Planned Residential Development, the Planning Board 
may recommend approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the application on the 
extent to which the development offers site amenities above that normally found for 
permitted uses in the district with regard to the following: 

a) Innovative Site Design  
The proposed application provides additional site amenities above and beyond what 
a standard one-acre subdivision would provide, including open space, outdoor 
recreational facilities, and architectural and landscape design for the lots.  As stated 
previously, the overall subdivision layout does not propose any wetland impacts, 
provides recreation, and uses the stormwater as a design feature of the subdivision.   

b) Coordinated Architectural Design 

The Cypress Trails project shall have an Architectural Control Committee tasked 
with enforcing the architectural design guidelines detailed in the plan set.  The 



PRD 2016-048 / Cypress Trails – Planned Residential Development (PRD), Zoning Map Amendment August 4, 2016 
Robert A. Merrell III, Esquire of Cobb Cole Page 10 

[08.11.2016, Cypress Trails PRD zoning amendment, PB Staff Report] 

applicant has provided criteria for all homes within the subdivision in the attached 
site plan document.   

c) Open Space, Recreation, Common Areas  
The project has exceeded the space required for open space, recreation and 
common areas.  The project includes a tot lot, open play field, and a jogging area.      

d) Coordinated Streetscape Elements 

Required streetscape elements such as street tree plantings and lighting shall be 
provided during the preliminary and final plat processes. 

The Planned Residential Development process is designed to allow site design flexibility 
while ensuring open space, recreation, and minimization of environmental impacts.  It is 
staff’s determination that this plan achieves the goals of the land use designation and 
zoning classification. The project is a low density subdivision, as required by the 
Comprehensive Plan, and exceeds the PRD requirements in open space, recreation 
area, and common open space. 

The Planning Board is required to review the rezoning request using the following 
criteria established in the Land Development Code to approve, approve with conditions, 
or deny the rezoning amendment: 

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 application meets or exceeds the Planned Residential Development 
requirements contained within the Land Development Code.  The applicant has 
provided the required information in terms of lot sizes and layout, street locations, 
buffer requirements, and Planned Residential Development requirements.  The Site 
Plan Review Committee has reviewed the application and concluded that it conforms 
to the requirements of the LDC, subject to the waivers listed above.   

Please note site-specific information (stormwater, lighting details, and landscaping 
details) shall be provided with Preliminary and Final Plat applications. The 
application exceeds the requirements of site buffering, recreational amenities, and 
common space. The application will not adversely affect public health, safety, or 
welfare.   

2. The proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
The property is designated “Suburban Low Density Residential” on the City’s Future 
Land Use Map. The City’s Comprehensive Plan identifies that the SLDR land use 
category be located in the outlying suburban areas of the City.  The Future Land Use 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan states,  

“To establish development guidelines, densities and land uses appropriate to the 
undeveloped and outlying suburban areas of the City, including areas that may be the 
subject of future annexations within the Ormond Water and Sewer Utility Service 
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Area.  It is the intent of the SLDR District to establish density standards that will 
achieve an intensity of development approximately 20% to 30% less than in the urban 
core (e.g., 1.6 to 2.5 units per acre, gross density) while encouraging smart growth 
principles such as compact and cluster development to reduce the cost of extending 
utilities and allow for the efficient delivery of government services.   

Maximum potential density or holding capacity within the SLDR District is 
determined on a case by case basis based on site specific conditions relative to on-site 
environmental constraints and the availability of central water and sewer services.  
Environmental constraints for each parcel of property proposed for development are 
synthesized from high water table, soil characteristics and flood prone area data 
derived from the U.S. Soil Conservation Service study and the National Flood 
Insurance Program maps.  This information is used by the applicant to arrive at the 
maximum potential density, or holding capacity, for a particular parcel of land.  
Actual densities may differ from the maximum potential densities due to zoning 
requirements that establish minimum lot sizes and setbacks and due to environmental 
protection requirements that are designed to maintain the integrity of the natural 
ecological system.  The actual density figure is dependent upon the degree of severity 
of the environmental constraints, the availability of central utilities, and the type of 
development that is proposed.” 

The following is a list of the Comprehensive Plan Objectives and Policies pertaining 
to the proposed PRD: 

Land Use Element 
Goal 1: Land Use Distribution: 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE 
DIRECTED IN APPROPRIATE AREAS AS DEPICTED ON THE FUTURE LAND USE 
MAP TO MEET THE LAND USE NEEDS OF THE ANTICIPATED POPULATION, IN A 
MANNER CONSISTENT WITH SOUND PLANNING PRINCIPLES, THE GOALS, 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES CONTAINED HEREIN, AND THE DESIRED 
COMMUNITY CHARACTER. 

THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT SHOULD ALLOW LIMITED COMMERCIAL 
EXPANSION, PROMOTE INDUSTRIAL USE, AND MAINTAIN CURRENT 
RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES IN THE CORE AREA WHILE ESTABLISHING LOWER 
DENSITIES IN THE PERIMETER AREAS, FOCUSING REDEVELOPMENT IN THE 
DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AREA, US1, AND SRA1A, AND 
PROVIDING OR A CONTINUED HIGH LEVEL OF OPEN SPACE.  FUTURE GROWTH 
SHALL BE TIMED AND LOCATED TO MAXIMIZE EXISTING PUBLIC 
INFRASTRUCTURE.  

OBJECTIVE 1.1. RESIDENTIAL LAND USE 

Ensure the availability of adequate lands to meet the residential land use needs of the 
community. 
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POLICY 1.1.2. 

Continue to promote sound planning for the location and design of new residential 
developments including on-site common open space and recreation facilities. 

POLICY 1.1.5. 

Encourage innovative design measures for new residential developments and ensure that 
adequate provision is made for neighborhood facilities suitable to the type of development 
proposed. 

POLICY 1.1.8. 

Maintain the holding capacity requirement of the SLDR land use designation in the Land 
Development Code.  
The development is within the required holding capacity and the gross density 
range.  The subdivision lot layout is consistent and furthers the intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies. 

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 development does not propose any wetland or floodplain impacts and 
will not adversely impact environmentally sensitive lands.  The property is primarily 
planted pine trees. 

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 site plan implements the land use designations of “Suburban Low Density 
Residential” with a gross density of 1.68 units per acre.  The property abuts a 
medical office complex (north), a Volusia County stormwater pond (east), another 
proposed subdivision (south) and the Aberdeen development (west).  The 
subdivision shall provide a quality housing opportunity within the City and will not 
depreciate the value of surrounding 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. 
There are adequate public facilities to serve the development.  The project has 
provided a traffic analysis (see Attachment 4) and there are adequate sidewalks, 
water, sewer, and public safety services.  The project was reviewed by the Volusia 
County School Board a concurrency certificate is attached in Attachment 4. 
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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 project has provided a traffic study for the Birchwood (Daytona Beach) and 
Cypress Trails subdivisions performed by Lassiter Transportation Group, Inc.  The 
project has one access point within the City of Ormond Beach that will align with the 
property at 400 Clyde Morris Boulevard.  The traffic study concluded: 

• The unsignalized intersections operate with an acceptable level-of-service, and 

• The project would require optimize timing improvements at the following 
intersections:  (1) Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue, (2) Clyde Morris 
Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard, and (3) LPGA Boulevard at Williamson 
Boulevard. 

The project provides an emergency access point for the subdivision that is a part of 
the easement dedicated to Volusia County to access the Clyde Morris stormwater 
pond. 

7. The proposed development is functional in the use of space and aesthetically 
acceptable. 
The project utilizes the natural constraints of the site to provide a lower density 
development consistent with the intent of the “Suburban Low Density Residential” 
land use category.  Natural and landscaped areas are provided around the entire 
perimeter of the project to ensure it is aesthetically pleasing when viewed externally.  
Wetlands and natural areas have been preserved to provide a natural setting for 
residents within the project.  A majority of the lots abut a landscape area, 
conservation, or stormwater pond.  The project will also have an Architectural 
Control Committee.  

8. The proposed development provides for the safety of occupants and visitors. 
The overall design indicates safe movement on the site. The proposed road and 
access layouts conform to the dimensional standards in the Land Development 
Code. 

9. The proposed use of materials and architectural features will not adversely 
impact the neighborhood and aesthetics of the area. 
The project is required to utilize a Homeowners Association (HOA), which will 
institute an Architectural Control Committee to review construction plans within the 
development. The site plan exhibits outline regulations governing the construction of 
buildings and landscaping on individual lots, in order to encourage aesthetics and 
harmony within the development.   
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10. The testimony provided at public hearings. 
The project has not been reviewed at a public hearing and no testimony has been 
provided.   

RECOMMENDATION:   
It is recommended that the Planning Board APPROVE a zoning map amendment for 
28.65 acres from SR (Suburban Residential) to PRD (Planned Residential 
Development) for the development of 48 single family lots and associated subdivision 
improvements, located at 355 Clyde Morris Boulevard incorporating the site plans 
provided in Attachment 4 and to: 

1. Allow a building coverage of 40% on the 48 single-family lots;  

2. Accept outdoor recreation in lieu of indoor recreation per the attached site plan; 

3. Allow a 35’ perimeter setback for lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ,18 and 19 and 
establishing a 10’ pool setback on these lots; and 

4. Allow the natural land requirement of 20% to include on-site wetlands and the 
upland buffer. 

 

Attachments  
Attachment 1: Location, land use, and zoning map. 
Attachment 2: School concurrency. 
Attachment 3: Lassiter Transportation Group, Inc. traffic study 
Attachment 4: Applicant provided letter and site plan exhibit. 
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1

INTRODUCTION

Lassiter Transportation Group, Inc. (LTG) was retained by Grande Champion Partners, LLC to prepare a Traffic

Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed Cypress Trail-Birchwood single-family residential development to be

located on the east side of Clyde Morris Boulevard approximately 4,000 feet north of Strickland Range Road and

4,000 feet south of Hand Avenue in the Cities of Ormond Beach and Daytona Beach.  The development consists

of 117 single family detached residential units.  Figure 1 shows the location of the project relative to the

surrounding road network.  Build-out of the development is anticipated by 2021.

Primary project access to the development will be provided via Clyde Morris Boulevard. A preliminary site plan is

attached as Appendix A.


Study Area


The study area, as approved by the City of Daytona Beach, the City of Ormond Beach, and Volusia County

includes the following roadway segments and intersections (see Appendix B for approved methodology letter):


Roadway Segments


 Clyde Morris Boulevard from LPGA Boulevard to Hand Avenue

 SR 40 (Granada Boulevard) from US 1 to Halifax Avenue

 Hand Avenue from Clyde Morris Boulevard to Nova Road

 LPGA Boulevard from Jimmy Ann Drive to Derbyshire Road

 LPGA Boulevard from Williamson Boulevard to Tymber Creek Road

 Williamson Boulevard, North of LPGA Boulevard

Intersections


 Clyde Morris Boulevard at Allwood Green Boulevard


 Clyde Morris Boulevard at all site drives (future)


 Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue


 Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard


 Clyde Morris Boulevard at Strickland Range


 Williamson Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard


Study Procedures


Standard engineering and planning procedures were used to determine the impacts of this project.  Reference

data was obtained from the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), Volusia County, the Institute of

Transportation Engineers (ITE), and the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP).


Planned Roadway Improvements


FDOT was contacted to ascertain if there were any programmed or planned roadway improvements in the area of

interest.  Based on information obtained, there are no planned improvements scheduled within the area.




Project No.: 4155.02 Figure: 1


Cypress Trail-
Birchwood


N


NTS 

Project Location


Subject Property


1450 W. Granada Blvd., Suite 2, Ormond Beach, Florida 32174

Telephone:  386.257.2571     Fax:  386.257.6996     EB# 0009227
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2
EXISTING ROADWAY ANALYSIS

Turning movement counts (TMCs) were conducted during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hour on a typical work day at

the study area intersections.  The TMCs are provided in Appendix C, with the existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour

traffic volumes from the counts depicted in Figures 2 and 3.


Unsignalized Intersection Analysis


The operating conditions at the unsignalized study intersections were analyzed using the Highway Capacity
Software 2010, Version 6.80 (HCS). The “Two-Way Stop Controlled” components of the software were used in

the a.m. and p.m. peak-hour analyses.  Table 1 shows the existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour level of service

(LOS) at the unsignalized intersections.  As indicated in the table, all intersections currently operate within an

acceptable LOS.  HCS print-outs are attached as Appendix D.


Table 1

Existing A.M. & P.M. Peak-Hour Level of Service – Unsignalized Intersections


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Intersection 

Existing Conditions


A.M. Peak-Hour P.M. Peak-Hour


Critical 
Approach Delay LOS 

Critical

Approach Delay LOS


Clyde Morris Blvd at Allwood Green Blvd EB 16.2 C EB 13.6 B


Clyde Morris Blvd at 400 Clyde Morris Blvd EB 14.8 B EB 13.1 B


Signalized Intersection Analysis


The level of service (LOS) at a signalized intersection is based on the average stop delay per vehicle for the

various movements within the intersection.  The operating conditions at the signalized intersections were

analyzed using the Highway Capacity Software 2010, Version 6.70 (HCS). The HCS utilizes the procedures

outlined in Chapter 18 of the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, titled “Signalized Intersections”. Signal timings were

obtained from Volusia County and are provided in Appendix E. Table 2 shows the existing LOS at the subject

intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours.


Table 2

Existing A.M. and P.M. Peak-Hour LOS - Signalized Intersections


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Intersection 

Existing Conditions


A.M. Peak-Hour P.M. Peak-Hour


Delay

(sec.) LOS


V/C

greater

than

1.0?


Delay

(sec.) LOS


V/C

greater

than

1.0?


Clyde Morris Blvd at Hand Ave 59.1 E Yes 55.5 E Yes


Clyde Morris Blvd at LPGA Blvd 45.6 D No 95.1 F Yes


Clyde Morris Blvd at Strickland Range Rd 10.2 B No 9.8 A No


LPGA Blvd at Williamson Blvd 51.9 D No 43.9 D No


As indicated in Table 2, the signalized intersections of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Strickland Range Road and

LPGA Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard currently operate within an acceptable LOS during the a.m. and p.m.

peak-hours. The intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard does not operate within an
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acceptable LOS during the p.m. peak-hour and has a v/c ratio greater than one in the p.m. peak-hour. The

intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue has v/c ratios greater than one in the a.m. and p.m. peak-
hour. HCS printout sheets are included in Appendix F.


Intersection Improvements Needed for Existing Conditions


Under existing conditions, the following improvements are recommended in order to achieve acceptable levels of

service and v/c ratios less than 1.0 at the intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue and Clyde

Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard:


Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue in the a.m. peak-hour:


 Optimize Timings


Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue in the p.m. peak-hour:


 Convert Eastbound Thru-Right to Eastbound Thru Lane


 Add Eastbound Right-Turn Lane


Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard:


 Add Second Northbound Left-Turn Lane


 Add Second Eastbound Left-Turn Lane


 Convert Westbound Thru-Right to Westbound Thru Lane


 Add Westbound Right-Turn Lane


Analysis of Recommendations


The signalized intersections were analyzed to determine the operational LOS under existing conditions during the

a.m. and p.m. peak-hours.  The table below shows the projected LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours with the

conceptual improvements.  As indicated in the table, the intersections are expected to operate within acceptable

service levels with v/c ratios less than 1.0 during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours with the conceptual improvements.

The summary reports are located in Appendix G.


Table 3

Existing P.M. Peak-Hour Level of Service –Signalized Intersections - Improved


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Intersection 

Existing Conditions


A.M. Peak-Hour P.M. Peak-Hour


Delay 
(sec.) LOS 

V/C greater 
than 1.0? 

Delay 
(sec.) LOS 

V/C greater

than 1.0?


Clyde Morris Blvd at Hand Ave 59.0 E No 49.0 D No


Clyde Morris Blvd at LPGA Blvd       61.5 E No
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Roadway Segment Analysis


Roadway level of service describes the operating condition determined from the number of vehicles passing over

a given section of roadway during a specified time period.  It is a qualitative measure of several factors which

include speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, driver comfort, convenience, safety and

vehicle operating costs.  Six LOS have been established as standards by which to gauge roadway performance,

designated by the letters A through F.  The LOS categories are defined as follows:


Level of Service A: Free flow, individual users virtually unaffected by the presence of others

Level of Service B: Stable flow with a high degree of freedom to select operating conditions

Level of Service C: Flow remains stable, but with significant interactions with others

Level of Service D: High-density stable flow in which the freedom to maneuver is severely restricted

Level of Service E: This condition represents the capacity level of the road

Level of Service F: Forced flow in which the traffic exceeds the amount that can be served


The Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) for the study roadway segments was obtained from the Volusia County

2014 Average Annual Daily Traffic & Historical Counts spreadsheet.  The existing levels of service for the study

area road segments during the p.m. peak-hour are shown in Table 4.


Table 4

Existing P.M. Peak-Hour LOS – Roadway Segments


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Roadway


Segment


Adopted

LOS Lanes


2014

AADT


Peak-
Hour


Two-Way

Capacity¹ K-Factor


Existing

Peak-Hour

Two-Way

Volume


V/C

Ratio 

Existing

LOS
From To


Clyde Morris

Blvd LPGA Blvd Hand Ave E 4D 12,280 3,410 0.09 1,105 0.36 C


SR 40

(Granada

Blvd) US 1 Halifax Ave D 4D 31,500 2,920 0.09 2,835 0.97 D


Hand 
Avenue


Clyde Morris Blvd Shangri La Dr E 2U 13,950 1,230 0.09 1,256 1.02 F


Shangri La Dr Nova Rd E 4U 14,950 3,410 0.09 1,346 0.39 C


LPGA Blvd 

Welshinger-Butler Cir Tomoka Farms Rd E 2U 9,290 1,540 0.09 836 0.54 C


Tomoka Farms Rd Williamson Blvd E 4U 24,130 3,410 0.09 2,172 0.64 C


Jimmy Ann Dr Derbyshire Rd E 2U 17,870 1,270 0.09 1,608 1.27 F


Williamson

Blvd North of LPGA Blvd E 2U 12,550 1,540 0.09 1,130 0.74 C


¹Obtained from the Volusia County 2014 AADT & Historical Counts spreadsheet 

As indicated in Table 4, the study roadway segments of Hand Avenue from Clyde Morris Boulevard to Shangri La

Drive and LPGA Boulevard from Jimmy Ann Drive to Derbyshire Road currently operate outside of the acceptable

levels of service.
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3
FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS


Traffic in the area is expected to grow due to local development approvals.  The following documents the method

whereby projections of 2021 traffic conditions were obtained.


Traffic Growth Rate


Historical growth rates were used to determine the background traffic. FDOT Traffic Trends software was used to

determine historical growth rates using the past five years of data obtained from the County of Volusia Counts

(print-outs located in Appendix H). In any case that the growth rate is negative, a minimum of 2% growth was

applied to the existing traffic volumes. The historical and applied growth rates used in the analysis are provided in

Table 5.


Table 5

Historical Growth Rates


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Roadway 

Segment Average

Growth Rate


Applied

Growth Rate
From To 

SR 40 (Granada Blvd) US 1 Halifax Ave -1.54% 2.00%


Clyde Morris Blvd


SR 40
 Hand Ave -3.29% 2.00%


Hand Ave LPGA Blvd -0.55% 2.00%


LPGA Blvd Bill France Blvd
 -1.45% 2.00%


Hand Ave 
Williamson Blvd Clyde Morris Blvd
 -1.13% 2.00%


Clyde Morris Blvd Shangri La Dr
 -1.61% 2.00%


Shangri La Dr Nova Rd -1.31% 2.00%


LPGA Blvd 

Welshinger-Butler Cir Tomoka Farms Rd
 3.14% 3.14%


Tomoka Farms Rd Williamson Blvd
 0.41% 2.00%


Williamson Blvd Clyde Morris Blvd
 0.75% 2.00%


Clyde Morris Blvd Jimmy Ann Dr 3.21% 3.21%


Jimmy Ann Dr Derbyshire Rd
 3.43% 3.43%


Williamson Blvd

Hand Ave LPGA Blvd
 -1.59% 2.00%


LPGA Blvd Mason Ave
 0.30% 2.00%


Trip Generation


The total trip generation for the development was determined using the trip generation rates contained in the

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 9th edition of the Trip Generation Manual.  Table 6 shows the total

daily, a.m. and p.m. peak-hour trip generation for the proposed project.


Table 6

Trip Generation


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Time 
Period 

Land 
Use 

Land

Use 

 Code Trip Rate Equation Units 
Percent 
Enter 

Percent 
Exit 

Trips 
Enter 

Trips

Exit


Total

Trips


Daily

Single-
Family


Detatched

Housing


210


Ln(t)=0.92Ln(x) + 2.72 117 DU 50% 50% 607 607 1,214


P.M. Peak-
Hour
 Ln(t)=0.90Ln(x) + 0.51 117 DU 63% 37% 76 45 121


A.M. Peak - 
Hour T=0.70(X) + 9.74 117 DU 25% 75% 23 69 92
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Trip Distribution

The process of determining the directional flow of traffic associated with a new development is called trip

distribution.  The Central Florida Regional Planning Model (CFRPM) was used to determine the trip distribution for

this project. The percent distribution is graphically illustrated in Figure 4.


Trip Assignment


The final step in the analysis was to assign the project traffic and 2021 background traffic to the road network.

Figures 5 and 6 graphically depict the a.m. and p.m. peak-hour trip assignments.
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4
FUTURE ROADWAY ANALYSIS


The study area intersections were analyzed based on the future roadway conditions to determine potential

impacts and to investigate mitigation requirements.


Unsignalized Intersection Analysis


The unsignalized intersections were analyzed to determine the operational LOS under the full build-out

conditions.  Table 7 depicts the projected LOS for the unsignalized intersections during the build-out conditions.

The HCS printouts are contained in Appendix I.


Table 7

2021 Build-Out A.M. & P.M. Peak-Hour Level of Service – Unsignalized Intersections


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Intersection 

Build-Out Conditions


A.M. Peak-Hour P.M. Peak-Hour


Critical 
Approach Delay LOS 

Critical

Approach Delay LOS


Clyde Morris Blvd at Allwood Green Blvd EB 18.2 C WB 17.9 C


Clyde Morris Blvd at 400 Clyde Morris Blvd WB 16.4 C WB 16.0 C


Signalized Intersection Analysis


The signalized intersections were analyzed to determine the operational LOS under 2021 build-out conditions

during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours.  Table 8 shows the projected LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours at the

signalized intersections included in the study area. The HCS printouts are included in Appendix J.

Table 8

2021 Build-Out A.M. and P.M. Peak-Hour LOS - Signalized Intersections


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Intersection 

Build-Out Conditions


A.M. Peak-Hour P.M. Peak-Hour


Delay

(sec.) LOS


V/C

greater

than

1.0?


Delay

(sec.) LOS


V/C

greater

than

1.0?


Clyde Morris Blvd at Hand Ave 74.7 E Yes 64.7 E Yes


Clyde Morris Blvd at LPGA Blvd 62.0 E Yes 88.9 F Yes


Clyde Morris Blvd at Strickland Range Rd 10.7 B No 10.7 B No


LPGA Blvd at Williamson Blvd 61.2 E Yes 49.3 D No


As indicated in Table 8, the intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard is expected to operate

outside of the adopted service in the p.m. peak-hour under the projected 2021 build-out conditions. Under build-
out conditions, the intersections of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue, Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA

Boulevard, and LPGA Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard are expected to have v/c ratios greater than 1.0 in the

a.m. peak-hour. The intersections of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue and Clyde Morris Boulevard at

LPGA Boulevard are expected to have v/c ratios greater than 1.0 in the p.m. peak-hour.
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Intersection Improvements (Existing + Growth + Build-Out)


Under build-out conditions, optimized timings are needed to allow the project intersections of Clyde Morris

Boulevard at Hand Avenue to operate with a v/c ratio of less than 1.0 and to operate within an acceptable LOS.


Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue:


 Optimize Timings (Build-Out)


 Convert Eastbound Thru-Right to Eastbound Thru Lane (Existing)


 Add Eastbound Right-Turn Lane (Existing)


Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard:


 Optimize Timings (Build-Out)


 Add Second Northbound Left-Turn Lane (Existing)


 Add Second Eastbound Left-Turn Lane (Existing)


 Convert Westbound Thru-Right to Westbound Thru Lane (Existing)


 Add Westbound Right-Turn Lane (Existing)


LPGA Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard:


 Optimize Timings (Build-Out)


Analysis of Recommendations


The signalized intersections were analyzed to determine the operational LOS under build-out conditions during

the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours.  The table below shows the projected LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours with

the conceptual improvements.


Table 9

Build-Out A.M. and P.M. Peak-Hour Level of Service –Signalized Intersections - Improved


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Intersection 

Build-Out Conditions


A.M. Peak-Hour P.M. Peak-Hour


Delay

(sec.) LOS


V/C

greater

than

1.0?


Delay

(sec.) LOS


V/C

greater

than

1.0?


Clyde Morris Blvd at Hand Ave 63.7 E No 61.6 E No


Clyde Morris Blvd at LPGA Blvd 58.2 E No 79.1 E No


LPGA Blvd at Williamson Blvd 60.0 E No     

As indicated in the table, the intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue is expected to operate with

v/c ratios less than 1.0 during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours under build-out conditions with the suggested timing

improvements for build-out along with the improvements identified under the existing conditions.


The intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard is expected to operate within an acceptable LOS

with the suggested improvements under build-out conditions. Under build-out conditions, the intersection of LPGA

Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard is expected to operate with a v/c ratio less than 1.0 in the a.m. peak hour with

the suggested improvements.


As seen in Table 9, the signalized intersections all operate within acceptable service levels in the a.m. and p.m.

peak-hours with the suggested improvements under build-out conditions. The summary reports are located in

Appendix K.
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Site Access Analysis


Per Volusia County Guidelines, a left-turn lane of 12 feet in width is required if the average peak-hour inbound

left-turn volume is greater than or equal to 25 vehicles. No left-turn lanes are required on Clyde Morris Boulevard

at the project driveways. The maximum number of southbound left-turns at the project driveway across from

Allwood Green Boulevard on Clyde Morris Boulevard during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours is 15 vehicles. The

maximum number of southbound left-turns at the project driveway across from 400 Clyde Morris Boulevard is 12

vehicles.


An analysis was performed to assess the potential need for a northbound right-turn lane at the project driveway

across from Allwood Green Boulevard on Clyde Morris Boulevard. Per NCHRP – 457 guidelines, a right-turn lane

is not warranted. The maximum number of northbound right-turns at the project driveway across from Allwood

Green Boulevard on Clyde Morris Boulevard during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours is 27 vehicles. (See Appendix

L)


An analysis was performed to assess the potential need for a northbound right-turn lane at the project driveway

across from 400 Clyde Morris Boulevard on Clyde Morris Boulevard. Per NCHRP – 457 guidelines, a right-turn

lane is not warranted. The maximum number of northbound right-turns at the project driveway across from 400

Clyde Morris Boulevard on Clyde Morris Boulevard during the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours is 21 vehicles. (See

Appendix L)


Roadway Segment Analysis


The study area segments were analyzed under 2021 build-out conditions (background + growth rate only) to

determine the expected LOS at the time of build-out without including the project traffic. The results are shown in

Table 12.


Table 10

2021 Build-Out P.M. Peak-Hour LOS – Roadway Segments – without Project Traffic


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


Roadway 

Segment


Adopted

LOS


Peak-
Hour

Two-
Way


Capacity


Existing

Peak-
Hour

Two-
Way


Volume


Applied

Growth

Rate


Growth

Factor


Background

Peak-Hour

Two-Way

Volume


Future

V/C


Ratio

Future

LOS
From To


Clyde

Morris

Blvd LPGA Blvd Hand Ave E 4D 1,105 2.00% 1.10 1,216 0.36 C


SR 40

(Granada

Blvd) US 1 Halifax Ave D 4D 2,835 2.00% 1.10 3,119 1.07 F


Hand 
Avenue


Clyde Morris Blvd Shangri La Dr E 2U 1,256 2.00% 1.10 1,382 1.12 F


Shangri La Dr Nova Rd E 4U 1,346 2.00% 1.10 1,481 0.43 C


LPGA Blvd


Welshinger-Butler 
Cir 

Tomoka Farms

Rd E 2U 836 3.14% 1.16 970 0.63 C


Tomoka Farms Rd Williamson Blvd E 4U 2,172 2.00% 1.10 2,389 0.70 C


Jimmy Ann Dr Derbyshire Rd E 2U 1,608 2.00% 1.10 1,769 1.39 F


Williamson

Blvd North of LPGA Blvd E 2U 1,130 2.00% 1.10 1,243 0.81 D


As shown above, the segments of SR 40 from US 1 to Halifax Avenue, SR 40 from Clyde Morris Boulevard to

Shangri La Drive, and LPGA Boulevard from Jimmy Ann Drive to Derbyshire Road are expected to fail at the time

of build-out without project traffic.


The study area segments were also analyzed under 2021 build-out conditions (background + project) to

determine the expected LOS at the time of build-out. The results are shown in Table 13.




Lassiter Transportation Group, Inc.                          Cypress Trail - Birchwood        Page 16


Comparison of the roadway segments future v/c ratios results in a v/c difference that is project related as follows:


 SR 40 (Granada Boulevard) from US 1 to Halifax Avenue – Δv/c = 0.00


 Hand Avenue from Clyde Morris Boulevard to Shangri La Drive – Δv/c = 0.01


 LPGA Boulevard from Jimmy Ann Drive to Derbyshire Road – Δv/c = 0.01
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Table 11

2021 Build-Out P.M. Peak-Hour LOS – Roadway Segments – with Project Traffic


Cypress Trail - Birchwood


 

Roadway 

Segment


Adopted

LOS


Peak-
Hour


Two-Way

Capacity


Existing

Peak-
Hour

Two-
Way


Volume


Applied

Growth

Rate


Growth

Factor


Background

Peak-Hour

Two-Way

Volume


Project

Distribution


Project

Trips


Future

Peak-
Hour

Two-
Way


Volume


Future

V/C


Ratio

Future

LOS
From To


Clyde

Morris

Blvd LPGA Blvd Hand Ave E 4D 1,105 2.00% 1.10 1,216 100.00% 121 1,337 0.39 C


SR 40

(Granada

Blvd) US 1 Halifax Ave D 4D 2,835 2.00% 1.10 3,119 5.10% 6 3,125 1.07 

Hand 
Avenue 

Clyde Morris Blvd Shangri La Dr E 2U 1,256 2.00% 1.10 1,382 8.60% 10 1,392 1.13 F


Shangri La Dr Nova Rd E 4U 1,346 2.00% 1.10 1,481 7.80% 9 1,490 0.44 C


LPGA

Blvd


Welshinger-Butler Cir Tomoka Farms Rd E 2U 836 3.14% 1.16 970 3.30% 4 974 0.63 C


Tomoka Farms Rd Williamson Blvd E 4U 2,172 2.00% 1.10 2,389 10.30% 12 2,402 0.70 C


Jimmy Ann Dr Derbyshire Rd E 2U 1,608 2.00% 1.10 1,769 3.50% 4 1,773 1.40 F


Williamson

Blvd North of LPGA Blvd E 2U 1,130 2.00% 1.10 1,243 7.40% 9 1,252 0.81 D
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Alternative Mode Analysis


As requested by the City of Daytona Beach and Volusia County, an alternative mode analysis has been

conducted to determine the existing and proposed alternate modes of transportation within the immediate project

study area.


Volusia County’s public transportation system, known as Votran, provides transportation alternatives to all urban

areas of the county via fixed route buses and paratransit vehicles. The frequency of most routes is one-hour, with

a few operating on the half-hour. Standard daily service is provided from 6:00 a.m. – 7 p.m., Monday through

Saturday, with a limited fixed route service at night and on Sunday. Two existing fixed-route bus stops have been

identified within the study area, which will provide service to the project.


One bus stop is on the northeast corner of the intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard. The

routes that operate at this location are routes 18 and 19. A second bus stop is on the southwest corner of the

intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue. The route that operates at this location is route 6.


In addition to the public transportation services provided, there is an existing sidewalk network within the

immediate study area, and currently provides pedestrian access to the entire segment of Clyde Morris Boulevard

from LPGA Boulevard to SR 40 (Granada Boulevard) on the west side. On the east side of Clyde Morris

Boulevard there is sidewalk located in front of residential neighborhoods and office complexes.


Due to existing land development code criteria set forth by the City of Daytona Beach, a sidewalk must be

provided for direct pedestrian access to the site, and is to extend around the perimeter of the project where

possible. Therefore, additional sidewalk is proposed along the west side of the project to provide extended

pedestrian access to the site, and will eventually tie-into the existing sidewalk network along Clyde Morris

Boulevard. Clyde Morris Boulevard has 4 foot paved shoulders operating as undesignated bike lanes on the east

and west sides of Clyde Morris Boulevard from LPGA Boulevard to north of Hand Avenue.
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5

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS


This study was conducted to evaluate the impact the proposed Cypress Trail - Birchwood would have on

surrounding roadways in the Cities of Daytona Beach and Ormond Beach.  The results of the study are

summarized below:


 The proposed development consists of 117 single family detached residential units. The development is

expected to generate 1,214 total daily trips, 92 total a.m. peak-hour trips, and 121 total p.m. peak-hour trips.

The existing unsignalized intersections currently operate within acceptable service levels during the a.m. and

p.m. peak-hours.  The existing signalized intersections of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Strickland Range Road

and LPGA Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard currently operate within an acceptable LOS during the a.m. and

p.m. peak-hours.


 The intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard does not operate within an acceptable LOS

during the p.m. peak-hour and has a v/c ratio greater than one.  The intersection of Clyde Morris Boulevard at

Hand Avenue has v/c ratios greater than one in the a.m. and p.m. peak-hour. The addition of the following

improvements under existing conditions are required to reach the adopted level of service and do not require

the developer to mitigate.


Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue


 Optimize Timings (AM peak-hour)


 Convert Eastbound Thru-Right to Eastbound Thru Lane (PM Peak-hour)


 Add Eastbound Right-Turn Lane (PM peak-hour)


Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard:


 Add Second Northbound Left-Turn Lane (PM Peak-hour)


 Add Second Eastbound Left-Turn Lane (PM Peak-hour)


 Convert Westbound Thru-Right to Westbound Thru Lane (PM Peak-hour)


 Add Westbound Right-Turn Lane (PM Peak-hour)

 Under 2021 build-out conditions, the unsignalized intersections operate within an acceptable level of service.

Under 2021 build-out conditions, the intersections of Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue, Clyde Morris

Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard are expected to have v/c ratios greater than 1.0 in the a.m. and p.m. peak-hour.

The intersection of LPGA Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard is expected to have v/c ratios greater than 1.0 in

the a.m. peak-hour. The addition of the following improvements beyond the existing condition improvements

are required under build-out conditions:


Clyde Morris Boulevard at Hand Avenue:


 Optimize Timings (Build-Out)


Clyde Morris Boulevard at LPGA Boulevard:


 Optimize Timings (Build-Out)


LPGA Boulevard at Williamson Boulevard:


 Optimize Timings (Build-Out)
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 Under 2016 existing conditions, all the roadway segments included in the study area are expected to operate

within an acceptable level of service except for the following segments:


o  Hand Avenue - Clyde Morris Boulevard to Shangri La Drive

o LPGA Boulevard - Jimmy Ann Drive to Derbyshire Road.


 Under 2021 build-out conditions, all the roadway segments included in the study area are expected to operate

within an acceptable level of service except for the following segments:


o SR 40 - US 1 to Halifax Avenue

o Hand Avenue - Clyde Morris Boulevard to Shangri La Drive

o LPGA Boulevard - Jimmy Ann Drive to Derbyshire Road.


 As part of the Multi modal analysis a new sidewalk along the frontage of the property is proposed to increase

pedestrian connectivity with the site.


 An NCHRP – 457 Analysis of left and right turn lanes was completed and found that no left or right-turn lanes

are required at the project driveways on Clyde Morris Boulevard.


Based on this analysis and minimal transportation impacts, the proposed Cypress Trail-Birchwood is recommended

for approval.
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CYPRESS TRAILS  

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 

PLANNING OBJECTIVES & CONCEPTS 
The gross acreage for the Cypress Trails PD (area within the City of Ormond Beach) is 28.65 acres.  All 
development areas will be designed for single family residential use with a total of up to 48 lots.  Accessory 
infrastructure elements will include stormwater management and utility infrastructure facilities, pedestrian and 
bicycle access, open space, road right-of-way, and recreation.  Cypress Trails is well situated to allow the 
residents access to health services, public recreation facilities, emergency response teams and evacuation 
routes, public services and educational opportunities.  There will be no non-residential development. 
 
The gross residential density will be a maximum of 1.7 dwelling unit per acre.   
 
The Cypress Trails planned development will be a single family neighborhood of architecturally cohesive 
design that will provide for preservation of habitat, conservation of wetlands, provision of a generous 
percentage of open space, and will insure that all necessary infrastructure to service the neighborhood will be 
developed in a timely manner in accordance with applicable standards.  All development within Cypress Trails 
will be in conformance with the allowances of the City’s standards.  In certain instances, Cypress Trails 
proposes innovative planning modifications to meet those standards while still providing for the public benefit. 
 
OPEN SPACE, ‘NATURAL STATE’, & RECREATION ACREAGE 
A large percentage of Cypress Trails is an open space set-aside as defined by the LDC.  This open space set-
aside is an important component of the community planning and is as follows:  the open space requirement of 
30 square feet per unit results in a requirement to provide 0.03 acres of open space.  The project far exceeds 
that minimum requirement by providing 9.91 acres, or over 34% of the overall property area. 
 
The Cypress Trails plan includes 6.41 acres of preserved habitat (“Natural State”).  The calculation as required 
by the LDC is a minimum of 20% of the gross acreage be left as ‘Natural State’.  The proposed project acreage 
represents over 22% of the gross acreage.  All reasonable effort has gone into minimization of wetland impacts.  
As an additional note, no wetland impacts will occur without permit approval by the jurisdictional agencies 
(SJRWMD and ACOE).   
 
It should be noted that in its undeveloped state, somewhat less than 10% of the site is undisturbed wildlife and 
wetlands habitat, with the remainder being historically planted to pine plantation.  Further, the preserved 
wetland area within City of Ormond Beach limits is a portion of a larger wetland that provides an additional 
5.6 acres of “Natural State”.  The city limits line that runs through this wetland proposed for preservation is 
invisible, non-tangible, and should be considered irrelevant for the purposes of understanding the Natural State 
acreage.  Consideration of this wetland brings the total acreage to be preserved to 12.01 acres- double the 
required minimum. 
 
 Open Space requirement for the community is set at 30 square feet per unit, or a total of 0.03 acres.  The 
community is designed specifically to provide an abundance of Open Space for the benefit of the residents.  
The Open Space component is comprised of recreation, habitat preservation, greenbelt and perimeter natural 
buffers, common uplands and a portion of the stormwater pond acreage that will be designed as a site amenity.  
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The 0.48 acres planned for active recreation is nearly five times the required minimum (based on a minimum 
of 90 square feet per unit).  An additional 2.81 acres of open space will be provided in the required landscape 
buffer and the pond along Clyde Morris Blvd. and the perimeter buffers as allowed by the LDC.  Further, the 
LDC allows up to 75% (maximum of 375 sf) of the stormwater management facilities (SMF) to be considered 
open space if designed as passive recreation areas by providing access and pedestrian elements such as paths.  
There are 3.26 acres of SMF- although the LDC only allows 375 square feet of this acreage to be considered.  
Under this allowance, the project provides an additional 0.01 acres of open space. 
 
In keeping with Cypress Trails’ innovative planning concept of providing more than the minimum open space 
required, the total of open space set-aside is 9.91 acres, or over 34% of the overall property area (over 300 
times the minimum requirement). 
 
The recreation component for the community includes several options for both individual active and passive 
recreation, as well as for group recreation activities.  The area around the stormwater facility in the southern 
portion of the community will provide for a walking/ jogging trail that will ring the pond, and connect to the 
neighborhood to the south (in the City of Daytona Beach).  The ‘field space’ recreation will be found in the 
norther portion of the community, and will allow small scale field activities such as badminton, bocce, 
volleyball.  This area will be maintained as a grassed area so that residents are able to use it for any type of 
small scale field activity.  In addition, a centrally located ‘tot lot’ will provide space for recreation of smaller 
children and families.  In all, the community far exceeds the minimum requirement for recreation space by 
providing a variety of areas and recreation options. 
 
ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS 
Approximately 2.86 (of 2.86 acres) acres of wetlands and 1.05 acres of upland buffer within Cypress Trails 
will be put under a perpetual conservation easement dedicated to the St. John Water Management District in 
order to preserve the habitat and the quality of the existing wetlands and associated upland buffers.  Such 
preservation has been identified by the City’s LDC as a primary objective of the open space set-aside policies, 
and Cypress Trails has utilized those policies as an integral part of the neighborhood planning.  There are no 
waterway corridors through or adjacent to the property. 
 
TRANSPORTATION & SIDEWALKS 
The property will have a single internal public spine road with a cul-de-sac branch to allow legal access to all 
single family lots.  The road will be double loaded in accordance with LDC recommendations for neighborhood 
design.  A 5’ wide sidewalk will be provided along both sides of the neighborhood roads for safe internal 
pedestrian travel in excess of the requirement standards specified in section  3-55.1.a.  As a note, section 3-
55.1.a specifies that sidewalks along a cul-de-sac of less than 600’ are not required. 
 
A 6’ wide sidewalk will be constructed within the Clyde Morris right-of-way along the entire project boundary 
for safe pedestrian travel along Clyde Morris Blvd.  The property is immediately adjacent to Clyde Morris 
Blvd and any transit opportunities provided along that arterial will be accessible to all residents of Cypress 
Trails. 
 
The sidewalk along Clyde Morris and all internal sidewalks fronting neighborhood common areas and parks 
will be constructed at the time of horizontal infrastructure development.  All sidewalks fronting individual lots 
will be constructed at the time of the home construction. 
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UTILITIES 
The planned development is unusual in that both this parcel and the uplands parcel immediately to the south 
(within the City of Daytona Beach) are under a single contractual relationship, with infrastructure for both 
being developed simultaneously by a single entity.  Economies of infrastructure dictate that all utilities be 
provided by a single provider.  It has been determined that the City of Daytona Beach does not have adequate 
capacity or pressure to serve the projects.  After much discussion with the staff of both jurisdictions, it was 
determined that the best option is to request service for Cypress Trails, as well as for the residential project to 
the south (in the city of Daytona Beach) from the City of Ormond Beach.   The intent is to connect to existing 
utilities to the north of the site, and to loop them through both Cypress Trails and the Daytona Beach project 
in order to provide adequate pressure for fire protection to all lots.   
 
This proposal will require the agreement of both jurisdictions and an interlocal agreement between them.  This 
interlocal agreement will be processed following rezoning approval of the projects by both jurisdictions.  For 
the purposes of the Cypress Trails rezoning, the applicant seeks only approval to provide utilities to its Ormond 
Beach project from the Ormond Beach utility.  If the applicant is successful in negotiating an Interlocal such 
that utilities can be provided to the Daytona Beach project by Ormond utilities, that utility extension will be 
considered to be an allowable extension under the zoning with the stipulation that all applicable details and 
review by the Ormond utility department will occur to ensure that the system is in accordance with Ormond 
standards. 
 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
The Cypress Trails site will provide adequate facilities for management of stormwater run-off in accordance 
with the LDC requirements and specifications, and shall conform to all requirements under the plan as 
permitted by the St. Johns River Water Management District.  Stormwater management facilities (SMF) will 
be located on-site, with one pond shared with the adjoining property to the south.  The shared SMF will be 
designed in accordance with the more stringent regulation of either city.   
 
The SMF outfalls do not connect to City stormwater piping systems, as they are purposely designed to 
rehydrate the wetlands that border Cypress Trails in the eastern and southern portions of the property.  
Stormwater run-off will not burden the City’s infrastructure. 
 
Steps have been taken in the design of the community to insure that the special flood hazard zones are neither 
graded nor filled.  For this reason, no compensatory storage is required, and the project does not impact the 
City’s ability to mitigate flood conditions. 
  
HOLDING CAPACITY 
The Holding Capacity Report required by section 2-73.c.4 is based on soil characteristics as it relates to 
seasonal high water and flooding characteristics, and to the availability of sewer and potable water utility 
service.  The Holding Capacity Map and Table (attached) show the Holding Capacity of the site to be 101 
units.  Cypress Trails proposes to provide larger lots, thereby reducing the number of lots to 50.  The fewer 
number of lots, and the greater amount of open space are part of the planning concept for the public benefit. 
 
VARIANCE SYNOPSIS 
The property is constrained by its geometry, leaving only a narrow strip of uplands along the Clyde Morris 
Blvd. right-of-way.  The area to the east of the property is constrained by significant wetlands.  Cypress Trails 
has proposed various unique planning alternatives to certain specific provisions of the LDC that will allow the 
property to become a unified neighborhood offering its residents significant open space, adequate recreation, 
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complete infrastructure support, and a location that is ideally suited to access existing transportation systems 
and public facilities. 
 
Section 2-73.c.1.a and Figure 10.1 outline Greenbelt Roadway Corridor buffer and setback requirements.  
According to the requirements, there shall be a 10’ buffer along the greenbelt roadway ROW, with a 5’ wall, 
then an additional 15’ buffer easement inside the individual lots.  This requires an easement be given to the 
HOA for maintenance, and a restrictive covenant be placed over the 15’ easement inside each platted lot.   
 
Cypress Trails proposes a single 25’ wide buffer area along and adjacent to the Clyde Morris right-of-way.  
This single buffer area will be a separate tract dedicated to the HOA for ownership and maintenance and will 
include a 6’ vinyl fence in lieu of the 5’ wall (section 2-73.c.1.a.1).  Keeping the greenbelt roadway planted/ 
natural buffer out of individual platted lots will insure its integrity, and will name a single responsible entity.  
The depth of the planted buffer will equal that shown in Figure 10.1.  A Greenway Buffer graphic has been 
included to show the spatial layout of the proposed buffer, which serves to provide identical or greater buffer 
and screen functions in a more easily maintained fashion that does not confuse ownership locations. 
 
It is the intent to keep all existing vegetation that is currently in the greenbelt zone.  The greenbelt section calls 
for the 5’ wall to be located 10’ back from the right-of-way; because the proposed buffer is a 25’ depth from 
the right of way, and because the dense existing vegetation will remain, it is proposed that the screen be a 6’ 
tall fence of cementitious material to provide a visual screen and provide privacy for the homeowners.  Both 
the greenbelt buffer and the fence will be located in a common tract owned by and maintained by the HOA.  A 
maintenance easement will be platted on the back side of the fence, within the lots.  The project also proposes 
the 6’ tall fence instead of a 5’ tall wall to give additional vertical screening that is more architecturally in 
keeping with the community and will not strain HOA finances in case of repair or replacement. 
 
Additionally, the lots that back up to the Clyde Morris ROW will have a 30’ rear setback rather than the 20’ 
rear setback elsewhere.    The 30’ setback is in accordance with section 2.73.c.a.4 of the code, but it should be 
noted that because the buffer is proposed to be located outside of the lots, the actual proposal exceeds the code 
setback requirement.  The Greenway Buffer graphic depicts the generalized layout and spatial location of the 
various proposed Greenbelt Buffer elements and graphically depicts the effect of this increased setback.   
 
Section 3-53.h limits a cul-de-sac to 660’ to service more than 20 homes, or for uses generating more than 200 
average daily trips (ADT).  As per Lassiter Transportation Group, the transportation planner for the project, 
the 48 homes in Cypress Trails will generate less than 92 ADT.   
 
As mentioned above, the site is constrained by narrowness.  In order to efficiently serve all lots and to minimize 
the number of subdivision access roads along Clyde Morris, a cul-de-sac design has been utilized.  Emergency 
access is perhaps the crucial public benefit factor in determining length of a cul-de-sac.  In order to protect 
public safety and provide for public benefit, an emergency access has been provided for at the end of the cul-
de-sac.  The access will take advantage of an existing access road (benefitting Volusia County) so that curb 
cuts are minimized on Clyde Morris. 
 
Section 2-11.B limits the building coverage per lot to 35%; this is mathematically inconsistent with the 
setbacks.  The building setbacks define those areas of the lots which may not contain building elements; as 
specified the setbacks take up approximately 47% of the lot area.  By extension, this frees 53% of the lot to be 
used for building elements.  Cypress Trails is proposing only 40% of the lot be allowed for building elements, 
which will increase the amount of open space, and result in a community that is consistent and spacious.  There 
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are several recent examples of successful projects using the 40% building coverage, and Cypress Trails will 
be modeled after those projects.  
 
The small number of lots within Cypress Trails means that the HOA funds will be best used for maintenance 
of common areas and proper operation of the stormwater facilities.  No indoor recreation is planned, but in 
accordance with 2-35.4.h.3.a the project proposes to provide an additional 30 square feet of outdoor recreation 
for each lot, bringing the total recreation area to 90 square feet per lot.  The additional outdoor recreation 
component will provide for more extensive facilities and will be more in scale with the number of residences 
in the neighborhood.  In fact, the total recreation area planned is nearly double the required minimum, even at 
the 90 sf/ lot provision.  The access area to the north of the site is planned for small scale field games such as 
Bocce, volleyball, etc. and will remain in a grassed state so that various field set-ups can be used; a ‘tot lot’ 
with an active recreation component is provided in a central location; and the walking/ jogging trail is provided 
around the lakes.  In all, distinct areas are being provided for a variety of recreation options. 
 
Section 2-35.4.h.9 appears to limit the 20% “Natural State” of a property to either preserved wetlands and 
associated upland buffers within a platted lot, or simply (in this case) ungraded areas of a pine plantation.  The 
preserved wetlands and associated upland buffers will be put under conservation easement benefitting the 
jurisdictional agency, the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD).  The preservation easement 
will be by single tract in accordance with the policies of the SJRWMD.  This will allow for better monitoring 
and consistency of care. 
 
Section 3-05 of the code specifies various landscape requirements among which are the requirement for street 
trees as well as for trees to be planted on each lot.  The provision of a 5’ sidewalk on both sides of the street 
and the location of the utilities so that they are neither under the sidewalk nor under shade trees forces plantings 
to areas within the individual lots.  It has also been noted that the number of shade trees required per lot causes 
future maintenance issues due to their expansive growth patterns.   
 
Street trees and shade for the homes are both important elements of the overall community design.  To that 
end, the PD proposes to have the ‘street’ trees installed within the lots following construction and once all 
irrigation infrastructure has been installed.  The tree will count as both a ‘street’ tree and as a ‘lot’ tree.  The 
PD also requests modification of 3-05.c.9 such that calculation of the number of trees for each lot will be based 
on lot area outside of the home and driveway.  The calculation will then follow the formula given in the code 
for 1 tree/1,500 square foot of that available planting area.. 
 
BENEFIT SYNOPSIS 
The Cypress Trails community will provide homes constructed by a single company in coordinated 
architectural styles that will be compatible while providing for variety and streetscape interest.  Architectural 
review will be a required component of the Homeowner’s Association covenants; this will allow customization 
of home sites without sacrificing cohesive neighborhood architectural character. 
 
Although it is not a requirement of the LDC, the community will be developed with sidewalks on both sides 
of all streets including the cul-de-sac in order to more completely accommodate pedestrians and will provide 
a safe place for children to ride their bicycles. 
 
The innovative concept of shared stormwater facilities that are also a component of both passive and active 
recreation maximizes the amount of open space and natural area for both of the projects.  The project provides 
far greater open space than is required (1,500 sf required: 9.38 ACRES provided); provides on-site recreation 
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in in excess of minimum requirements (0.1 acre required: 0.28 acres provided) and, with the shared active 
recreation with the neighboring community, provides an additional 0.2 acres of recreation, for a total of 0.48, 
or over 4 times the required minimum. 
 
The open space element provided by the greenway buffer along Clyde Morris will receive an additional level 
of protection through the innovative variance requested for having the entire buffer outside the screen fence in 
a single tract owned and maintained by the HOA.  If a portion of the buffer were to remain in individual lots, 
it would allow the buffer area to count toward the minimum lot area, but it would be susceptible to inadvertent 
damage through individual homeowner clearing.  The project proposes to protect the buffer, provide additional 
land for the minimum lot areas, and insure continuity of the greenway that has been deemed an important 
element in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING AREAS 
The following land uses and development is immediately adjacent to Cypress Trails: a stormwater management 
facility and large tract of land comprised mostly of wetland owned by Volusia County to the east; Clyde Morris 
Blvd. right-of-way to the west, with a single family development on the west side of Clyde Morris; a large 
wetland and proposed single family residential neighborhood to the south; and low intensity medical offices 
to the north.  No adjacent uses are considered incompatible, and no compatibility buffering or screening is 
necessary. 
 
DEVELOPMENT PHASING PLAN 
The project infrastructure will be built in a single phase lasting a maximum of five (5) years.  Commencement 
of the single project phase will be defined as approval of horizontal engineering plans, and completion will be 
defined by acceptance of As-Builts of the horizontal improvements.  Housing construction will be on-going, 
with absorption of completed homes as determined by the market. 
 
ON-SITE PUBLIC FACILITIES 

Design and Construction 
The Developer, Grande Champion Partners, LLC its successors and assigns shall be responsible for 
the design and construction and installation of the required and proposed on-site public facilities as 
shown on the site plan and as described in this PD Plan / Agreement.  All such design, construction 
and installation shall be in compliance with applicable City, State and federal regulations. 

Dedication 
The Developer, Grande Champion Partners, LLC its successors and assigns shall dedicate to the public 
the rights-of-way and easements (if any) necessary for the construction or installation of required and 
proposed on-site public facilities in compliance with applicable City, state and federal regulations.  
Such dedication will be by plat. 
 
Common Areas such as parks, upland and landscape buffers, drainage and utility tracts, and 
stormwater management facilities shall be dedicated by plat to a Homeowners Association or other 
responsible entity. 
 

DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS 
The standards for all single family development within the Cypress Trails project will be according to the 
following table. 

Floor Area Ration (FAR) maximum 40% 
Lot area, minimum square feet 8,800 sf 
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Lot width, minimum feet @ setback 80 feet 
Impervious surfaces, project max. 75% 
   
Building Height, maximum 35 feet 
Setbacks 

Front                                 25’ 
Side                                  10’ 
Street Side/Corner            20’         
Rear                                  20’ 
Clyde Morris Rear            30’ 

  
In addition, accessory uses including pools and pool enclosures as well as A/C units may have reduced setbacks 
as allowed in the applicable section of the LDC. 
 
 
AMENDMENTS TO APPROVED PD PLAN / AGREEMENT 
All amendments or modifications to the Cypress Trails PD Plan / Agreement shall occur in accordance with 
the procedures and allowances of the Land Development Code. 



CYPRESS TRAILS

City of Ormond Beach

SITE CHARACTERISTICS DATE 7/22/2016

Acres NOTES

Gross Acreage w/in City limits (GA) 28.65

Uplands (prior to impacts) 25.79

Wetlands (prior to impacts) 2.86

Uplands Development Area (DA) 22.10 GA - wetlands - upland buffer - perimeter  buffers

Preserved Wetlands 2.86

Preserved Uplands (upland buffer) 1.05

Single Family Lots (du)  (maximum) 50

Minimum Lot Width @ front setback 80'

Minimum Lot Depth 110'

Minimum Lot Area 8,800 sf

Setbacks

Front 25'

Side 10'

Street Side / Corner 20'

Rear 20'

SMF Rear 20'

Clyde Morris Rear 30'

Acres

Development Area (DA) 22.10 GA - wetlands - upland buffer - perimeter  buffers

ROW Area including sidewalks 2.98

SMF Area 3.23

Recreation Area 0.48

Buffer - Greenbelt Roadway 1.15

Buffer- Perimeter 1.49

Buffer- upland buffers 1.05

Common Upland Open Space 2.87

Habitat Conservation 3.91

Building Lot Coverage (max/lot) 40% 2.11.B

Impervious Surface - max project 75%

Perimeter Building Setback (min) 20' from perimeter buffer 2.73.c.4

 Perimeter Buffer (minimum) 20' from  project boundary

 Greenbelt Road Perimeter Buffer 25' from ROW 2.73.c.1

Residential Uses /single family 100%

Density based on Gross Acreage 1.7 du/acre gross

CYPRESS TRAILS

SMF does not meet definition of water body

INTENSITY & DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS



CYPRESS TRAILS

City of Ormond Beach

Gross Acreage (GA) 28.65

Open Space 

(OS)

Recreation 

(REC)

Natural 

State

Development Area(DA) 22.10 30sf/du 90 sf/du 20% of GA

Preserved Wetlands 2.86 0.03 0.10 5.73 Acres

Contiguous Adj. Preserved Wetland 5.60 5.60

Habitat Preservation (Wetlands) 2.86 2.86 2.86 2.35.h.8

Upland Preservation (upland buffer) 1.05 1.05 1.05

Greenbelt Buffer - Clyde Morris 1.15 1.15 1.15

Perimeter Buffer- undisturbed 1.35 1.35

Perimeter Buffer (inc. undisturbed) 1.49 1.49

Common Upland Open Space 2.87 2.87

Jogging Trail 0.15 0.15 0.15

Outdoor Ball Court 0.13 0.13 0.13

Tot Lot 0.20 0.20 0.20

SMF (up to 375 sf allowable) 0.01 6.41 parcel

22%

9.91 0.48 12.01 total

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

TOTAL Acreage Provided

REQUIREMENT
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Tab 2 
Clyde Morris Greenway Buffer Graphic 

Examples of Concrete Fencing Types 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

EXAMPLES OF FENCING MADE OF CEMENTITIOUS MATERIALS 
 

 

 

NOTE: These are meant as conceptual examples only and are not an endorsement of any 
manufacturer 



CYPRESS TRAIL SUBDIVISION
CITY OF ORMOND BEACH, FLORIDA

GRANDE CHAMPION PARTNERS, LLC

77 ALMERIA STREET

CLIENT CITY STATE ZIP

PHONE: (904) 647-2619

CONTACT: ANDREW NORGART

OWNER:

MATTHEWS DESIGN GROUP, INC.

P.O. BOX 3126, 7 WALDO STREET

ST. AUGUSTINE, FLORIDA 32084

PHONE: (904) 826-1334

PREPARED BY:

PERMITS / APPROVALS SUBMITTED RECEIVED
ORMOND BEACH CITY

VOLUSIA COUNTY UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

VOLUSIA COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
VOLUSIA COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
DISTRICT
FDEP

VOLUSIA COUNTY ENGINEERING
123 W. INDIANA AVE.
DELAND, FLORIDA 32720
(386) 736-2700

SJRWMD
ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT
DISTRICT - STORM WATER
7775 BAYMEADOWS WAY, SUITE 102
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32256
(904) 424-3410

VOLUSIA COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT
1845 HOLSONBACK DRIVE
DAYTONA BEACH, FL 32117
(386) 274-0694

VOLUSIA COUNTY UTILITY DEPARTMENT

VOLUSIA COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
DEPARTMENT

CITY OF ORMOND BEACH
22 S. BEACH ST.
ORMOND BEACH, FL 32175
(386) 676-3269

FDEP - WATER & SEWER
7825 BAYMEADOWS WAY
SUITE B-200
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32256-7590
(904) 256-1620

CONTACT: DEAN SETIONO, P.E.

FDOT
3600 DOT RD
ST. AUGUSTINE, FLORIDA 32084
(904) 825-5036

CONTACT: CONNIE WALKER

RESOURCE LIST:

THIS SITE IS SHOWN IN FLOOD ZONE "X" AND "A" AS DESIGNATED BY THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY, FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP, COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 12109C0376H, FOR ST. JOHNS COUNTY,
FLORIDA, EFFECTIVE SEPTEMBER 2, 2004.  THIS INFORMATION IS PROVIDED BY ATS LAND SURVEYING, LLC, DATED
MAY 05, 2016.

FLOOD CERTIFICATION:
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ALL DEPICTED ENGINEERING DETAILS ARE FOR
CONCEPTUAL PURPOSES ONLY.  IT IS THE
INTENT OF THE DEVELOPER AND THE CITY TO
MUTUALLY COORDINATE FINAL ENGINEERING
SPECIFICATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY
CODES AND STANDARDS TO BE SHOWN UPON
THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS.
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DENOTES EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS TO BE
DEMOLISHED

TREE PROTECTION FENCING

EXISTING TREE TO BE SAVED

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED

MAJOR CONTOUR
MINOR CONTOUR

SPOT ELEVATION

SAN 8"
FM 10"
WM 16"

EXISTING LEGEND

PROPOSED LEGEND

STORM PIPE

SLOPE INDICATOR

XX.XX

DRAINAGE SWALE / FLOW DIRECTION

6
6

WETLAND LINE
PROPERTY / RIGHT OF WAY LINE

EASEMENT LINE
ROADWAY CENTERLINE

XX.XX

CURB & GUTTER

WETLAND LINE

SPOT ELEVATION

PROPERTY / RIGHT OF WAY LINE
DRAINAGE EASEMENT LINE
UTILITY EASEMENT LINE
ROADWAY CENTERLINE

CURB & GUTTER

UPLAND BUFFER HATCH

LOT AREA

BUILDING SETBACK LINE

UNDISTURBED AREA

UPLAND PRESERVATION

GRAVITY SEWER

WATER MAIN
FORCE MAIN SEWER

UD

STORM DITCH BOTTOM INLET

UNDER DRAIN

CURB INLET

MITERED END SECTION

HEADWALL

D STORM MANHOLE

SPOT ELEVATION

6

6

DRAINAGE DIVIDE

MAJOR CONTOUR

MINOR CONTOUR

FLOW DIRECTION

SLOPE

SILT FENCE

CP-1 CONTROL POINT

PROPOSED WATER MAIN W/SIZE

BM XX.XX BENCH MARK ELEVATION

6"

PROPOSED GATE VALVE W/BOX AND COVER

FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY

SINGLE WATER SERVICE

8" PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER MAIN

FLUSHING VALVE

PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER MANHOLES

4"

SANITARY SEWER CLEAN OUT

6"

SANITARY SEWER SERVICE LATERAL

PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER FORCE MAIN

PROPOSED FIRE PROTECTION MAIN

REDUCED PRESSURE BACK FLOW PREVENTER

UTILITY CROSSING

SAMPLE POINT (SP)

END OF WATER MAIN PLUG

L1

C1

DOUBLE WATER SERVICE

00+00

LINE NUMBER

58

XX

CURVE NUMBER

STATION NUMBER

LOT NUMBER

NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES

ABBREVIATIONS
ABBREVIATION DESCRIPTION

A ARC
AC ACRE

BOC BACK OF CURB
BFP BACK FLOW PREVENTER

BLDG BUILDING
BM BENCHMARK

BOTT BOTTOM
CI CURB INLET
CO CLEANOUT
CB CHORD BEARING
CH CHORD

CMP CORRUGATED METAL PIPE
CONC CONCRETE

CONSTR CONSTRUCT
CONT CONTINUATION

COORD COORDINATE
DBL CI DOUBLE CURB INLET

DE DRAINAGE EASEMENT
DHW DESIGN HIGH WATER
DIP DUCTILE IRON PIPE
Δ DELTA
E EAST

EOP EDGE OF PAVEMENT
EL ELEVATION

ERCP ELLIPTICAL REINFORCED
CONCRETE PIPE

ESMT EASEMENT
EXIST EXISTING

FF FINISH FLOOR
FH FIRE HYDRANT
FL FLOW LINE
FM FORCE MAIN
FP FIRE PROTECTION MAIN
FV FLUSHING VALVE
GV GATE VALVE

HDPE HIGH DENSITY POLYETHYLENE
HDWL HEADWALL
HWL HIGH WATER LEVEL
INV INVERT

L LENGTH
LF LINEAR FEET

MES MITERED END SECTION'
MAX MAXIMUM

H MANHOLE
MIN MINIMUM

N NORTH
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
NG NATURAL GRADE
NTS NOT TO SCALE
NWL NORMAL WATER LEVEL
PC POINT OF CURVATURE

PCC POINT OF COMPOUND CURVE
PI POINT OF INTERSECTION

POB POINT OF BEGINNING
PRC POINT OF  REVERSE CURVE
PT POINT OF TANGENCY

PVC POINT OF VERTICAL
CURVATURE

PVI POINT OF VERTICAL
INFLECTION

PVT POINT OF VERTICAL
TANGENCY

PVMT PAVEMENT
PVC POLYVINYL CHLORIDE PIPE

R RADIUS
RP RADIUS POINT

R/W RIGHT OF WAY
RCP  REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
RED REDUCER

RPZBFP REDUCED PRESSURE
BACKFLOW PREVENTER

S SOUTH
SAN SANITARY
SEP SEPARATION
SL SLOPE
SP SAMPLE POINT

SHT SHEET
STA STATION

SWMF STORM WATER MANAGEMENT
FACILITY

TOB TOP OF BANK
SWR SEWER
TOC TOP OF CURB

TRI CI TRIPLE CURB INLET
TYP TYPCAL

UDAE UNOBSTUCTED DRAINAGE &
ACCESS EASEMENT

UDE UNOBSTUCTED DRAINAGE
EASEMENT

UE UTILITY EASEMENT
VC VERTICAL CURVE
W WEST

WM WATER MAIN
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1. SETBACKS: 25' FRONT, 20' REAR, 10' SIDES, STREET SIDE CORNER 20', & CLYDE MORRIS REAR 30'.
2. FENCES IN ALL YARDS SHALL BE A MAXIMUM OF 6'-0" IN HEIGHT AND CONSTRUCTED OF A PVC MATERIAL AS

RESTRICTED IN THE "HOA COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS".  ALL HOMES ABUTTING RIGHT OF WAY ALONG
THE PROJECT PERIMETER SHALL HAVE 6' PVC CONTINUOUS FENCING.

3. A BUILDING SHALL BE DEFINED AS A RESIDENTIAL DWELLING WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE AND A
STRUCTURE SHALL BE DEFINED AS A SCREEN ENCLOSURE, POOL, DECK OR PORCH.

GENERAL NOTES:

80.0' MINIMUM
WIDTH

110' MINIMUM
DEPTH

TYPICAL RESIDENTIAL LOT SETBACKS

10' SETBACK

10' SETBACK

20' SETBACK

25' SETBACK

FRONT

REAR

SI
DE

YA
RD

SI
DE

YA
RD

20' SIDE
CORNER
SETBACK

10' SETBACK

20' SETBACK

25' SETBACK

FRONT

REAR

SI
DE

YA
RD

SI
DE

YA
RD

25' MINIMUM
RADII

CORNER LOT STANDARD LOT

BUILDING
ENVELOPE BUILDING

ENVELOPE

A. TOPOGRAPHIC BOUNDARY SURVEY, INCLUDING PROPERTY LINES, LEGAL DESCRIPTION EXISTING UTILITIES,
SITE TOPOGRAPHY WITH SPOT ELEVATIONS, OUTSTANDING PHYSICAL FEATURES AND EXISTING STRUCTURE
LOCATIONS WAS PROVIDED BY THE FOLLOWING COMPANY, AS CONTRACTORS TO THE OWNER:

ATS LAND SURVEYING, LLC
1362 N. U.S. HIGHWAY 1, SUITE 304
ORMOND BEACH, FL 32174
CONTACT: ROB DURANCZYK, PSM
PHONE: (386) 264-8490

MATTHEWS DESIGN GROUP, INC AND ITS ASSOCIATES WILL NOT BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACCURACY
OF THE SURVEY OR FOR DESIGN ERRORS OR OMISSIONS RESULTING FROM SURVEY INACCURACIES.

1. NATURAL AREA: CONSISTING OF EXISTING VEGETATION PRIOR TO DEVELOPMENT.  NO DISTURBANCE
PERMITTED.  (I.E. CLEARING, GRUBBING, GRADING, AND TREE/VEGATATION REMOVAL).

2. LANDSCAPE BUFFER: AREA OF LAND SET ALONG THE PERIMETER OF A PARCEL IN WHICH
LANDSCAPING MAY BE REQUIRED.  NO DISTURBANCE PERMITTED EXCEPT FOR PLANTING AS
REQUIRED BY THE CITY OF ORMOND BEACH

3. COMMON AREA: ANY PART OF THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGNED AND INTENDED TO BE USED IN COMMON
BY THE OWNER AND RESIDENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT.  UNDERGROUND UTILITY CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES PERMITTED.

4. RECREATION AREA: ANY PART OF THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGNED AND INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY THE OWNER AND RESIDENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT. UNDERGROUND
UTILITY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE PERMITTED IN THIS AREA.

GENERAL DEFINITIONS:

NOTE:
ALL FINISH GRADE & PIPE ELEVATIONS VARY. SEE PLANS FOR MORE INFORMATION.

℄ ELEVATION VARIES (SEE PLANS)
APPROX. ELEV. AT LOWEST POINT
= 25.86'

ROAD "A"
50' WIDE TYPICAL SECTION (RESIDENTIAL ROAD)

12' LANE WIDTH

1.5'

11.5'

5' CONCRETE
SIDEWALK

3.5'

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE

8" DR-18 WATER MAIN (TYP.)
APPROXIMATE 3-FT COVER

ROADWAY CENTER  LINE

EASEMENT  LINE RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE EASEMENT  LINE

NOTE:
ALL FINISH GRADE & PIPE ELEVATIONS VARY. SEE PLANS FOR MORE INFORMATION.

℄ ELEVATION VARIES (SEE PLANS)
APPROX. ELEV. AT LOWEST POINT
= 25.86'

ROAD "B"
40' WIDE TYPICAL SECTION (RESIDENTIAL ROAD)

10' LANE WIDTH

8" SDR-26 SANITARY GRAVITY SEWER
APPROXIMATE 10-FT COVER

8" SDR-26 SANITARY GRAVITY SEWER
APPROXIMATE 10-FT COVER

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE

ROADWAY CENTER  LINE

EASEMENT  LINE

10' PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
TV / PHONE SERVICE (TYP.)
ELECTRICAL SERVICE (TYP.)

50' R.O.W.

12' LANE WIDTH

1.5'

11.5'

5' CONCRETE
SIDEWALK

3' MIN
PER SEC. 3-55

3.5'4' MIN
PER SEC. 3-57.1.C

8" DR-18 REUSE MAIN (TYP.)
APPROXIMATE 3-FT COVER

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE EASEMENT  LINE

10' PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
TV / PHONE SERVICE (TYP.)
ELECTRICAL SERVICE (TYP.)

3' MIN
PER SEC. 3-55

4' MIN
PER SEC. 3-57.1.C

10' UTILITY EASEMENT 10' UTILITY EASEMENT

1.5'

8.5'

8" DR-18 WATER MAIN (TYP.)
APPROXIMATE 3-FT COVER

4' MIN
PER SEC. 3-57.1.C

40' R.O.W.

10' PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
TV / PHONE SERVICE (TYP.)
ELECTRICAL SERVICE (TYP.)

10' UTILITY EASEMENT

8" DR-18 REUSE MAIN (TYP.)
APPROXIMATE 3-FT COVER

4' MIN
PER SEC. 3-57.1.C

ELECTRICAL
SERVICE (APPROX)

TV/PHONE
SERVICE

(APPROX)
ELECTRICAL

SERVICE (APPROX)

TV/PHONE
SERVICE

(APPROX)

ELECTRICAL
SERVICE (APPROX)

TV/PHONE
SERVICE

(APPROX)

ELECTRICAL
SERVICE (APPROX)

TV/PHONE
SERVICE

(APPROX)

10' PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
TV / PHONE SERVICE (TYP.)
ELECTRICAL SERVICE (TYP.)

10' UTILITY EASEMENT

10' LANE WIDTH

1.5'

8.5'

3' MIN
PER SEC. 3-55

3' MIN
PER SEC. 3-55

4' CONCRETE
SIDEWALK 4' CONCRETE

SIDEWALK

80.0' MINIMUM
WIDTH

120' MINIMUM
DEPTH

10' SETBACK

10' SETBACK

30' SETBACK

25' SETBACK

FRONT

REAR

SI
DE

YA
RD

SI
DE

YA
RD

20' SIDE
CORNER
SETBACK

10' SETBACK

30' SETBACK

25' SETBACK

FRONT

REAR

SI
DE

YA
RD

SI
DE

YA
RD

25' MINIMUM
RADII

LOT 1

LOTS 2 THRU 7

BUILDING
ENVELOPE

BUILDING
ENVELOPE

SPECIAL INSTANCE
 RESIDENTIAL LOT SETBACKS

(LOTS 1-7)
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TYPICAL HOME ELEVATIONS
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TYPICAL HOME ELEVATIONS
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Open Space - M
(PERIMETER BUFFER)

0.55 AC

WETLAND - B
2.03 AC

WETLAND - A
0.81 AC

UPLAND BUFFER - A
0.28 AC

46
11231 SF
0.26 AC

45
13435 SF
0.31 AC

44
13462 SF
0.31 AC

43
14443 SF
0.33 AC

Open Space - D
0.21 ACOpen Space - L

0.13 AC

42
11925 SF
0.27 AC

Open Space - F
0.06 AC

48
15498 SF
0.36 AC

GREEN BELT ROADWAY BUFFER - A
0.26 AC

35
12162 SF
0.28 AC

47
14144 SF
0.32 AC

41
12027 SF
0.28 AC

40
11721 SF
0.27 AC

39
9889 SF
0.23 AC

38
11934 SF
0.27 AC

37
11489 SF
0.26 AC

36
10851 SF
0.25 AC

Open Space - Q
0.11 AC

33
9600 SF
0.22 AC

34
9612 SF
0.22 AC

3
12007 SF
0.28 AC

1
13497 SF
0.31 AC

4
12038 SF
0.28 AC

2
12003 SF
0.28 AC

Recreational Area - P
0.20 AC 5

13599 SF
0.31 AC

150.02'

150.06'

150.11'

80.00' 80.00'96.64'

80.00' 80.00' 59.66' 79.92'

150.19'

80.40'59.18'

65.00'

117.77

23.06' 33.27'

104.45'

150.15'

120.21'

120.08'

120.18'

37.06'
16.60'

515.55'80.00'41.91'

35.65'

65.24'

5 4

.98

57.48'

109.66'

120.00'

84
.4

6'

131.37'

8.16'
109.19'84.81'

133.62'

73.56'

14.70'

12
4.

88
'

12
9.

31
'

12
0.

19
'

12
0.

00
'

125.00'

48.35'75.19'

39.13

39.17

57.67'

35.07'
15.77'

120.00'

122.21'

120.00'

12
0.

00
'

115.07'

174.03'

54.98

12
6.

15

48.29'

88
.6

1'

29.46' 94.09'

62.60

80.00'

69.02

20. 04

18
9.

53

167.36

156.70

34.32

57.01

57.01

51
.0

3

20. 36

60.35

30.28

12
7.

28
'

43.07'

108.21

9.18'

27
.6

1

62
.1

4

67.64

31.84

27.59

66.21
4.81

11
.6

1'
14

1.
72

'

42

OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE OHE

27+0028+0029+0030+0031+0032+0033+0034+0035+0036+0037+0038+0039+00

SD18

5' JOGGING TRAIL
FOR RECREATION INTERCONNECTION

(SURFACE MATERIAL: SHREDDED RUBBER,
FINE GRAVEL, OR MULCH)

30' SETBACK

10' WIDE POND MAINTENANCE ACCESS
32-SF MONUMENT

SIGNS

50'
ROW

24'

10' SIDE
SETBACK

25' FRONT
SETBACK

25' AVERAGE
UPLAND BUFFER/

PRESERVE (10' MIN)

40'
ROW

20'

38'R

38
'RSD1 (typ.)

6'

S02S02

SD26 SD9

S01

SD9 SD26

STATE JURISDICTIONAL WETLAND

20' REAR
SETBACK

10' SIDE
SETBACK

25' FRONT
SETBACK

50'
ROW

24'

SD18
S01

SD1(typ.)
5'

SD1(typ.)
6'

STATE JURISDICTIONAL
WETLAND

S03

S03

S03

S03

S04

S04

S04

FOUNTAIN

6' FIBER CONCRETE FENCE 6' FIBER CONCRETE FENCE5' FENCE LINE
EASEMENT

6' FIBER CONCRETE
FENCE

SD21B
SD21B

SD21B

0+00
1+00

2+00

3+00 4+00 5+00 6+00 7+00

ROAD B
(40' PUBLIC R/W)

ROAD A
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SITE DETAILS

SITE NOTES
S01 STOP SIGN (R1-1, PER MUTCD 30" X 30")
S02 CROSSWALK - 12" WHITE STRIPE @ 7' O.C.
S03 10' WIDE UTILITY EASEMENT
S04 LOT OWNER AND CONTRACTOR TO PRESERVE ELEVATIONS WITHIN FEMA

AE FLOOD ZONE AS SHOWN.
S05 20' WIDE DRAINAGE & MAINTENANCE ACCESS TRACT
S06 TRACTS TO BE USED FOR RECREATION AS WELL AS UNDERGROUND

DRAINAGE PIPE & STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MAINTENANCE ACCESS.

SD1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK (SEE DETAIL SHEET #24)
SD3 24" STANDARD CURB & GUTTER (SEE DETAIL SHEET #24)
SD4 24" STANDARD CURB & GUTTER (REVERSED PITCH) (SEE DETAIL SHEET #24)
SD9 WHEELCHAIR RAMP IN SIDEWALK AT CURB, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD17 MIAMI TYPE CURB & GUTTER, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD18 STOP BAR, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD26 DETECTABLE WARNING DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD34 CONNECTION TO EXISTING PAVEMENT
SD21B 6' FIBER CEMENT FENCE DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
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RESIDENTIAL LOT SETBACKS
LOTS 1 THRU 7

FENCE LINE

SITE DETAILS

SITE NOTES
S01 STOP SIGN (R1-1, PER MUTCD 30" X 30")
S02 CROSSWALK - 12" WHITE STRIPE @ 7' O.C.
S03 10' WIDE UTILITY EASEMENT
S04 LOT OWNER AND CONTRACTOR TO PRESERVE ELEVATIONS WITHIN FEMA

AE FLOOD ZONE AS SHOWN.
S05 20' WIDE DRAINAGE & MAINTENANCE ACCESS TRACT
S06 TRACTS TO BE USED FOR RECREATION AS WELL AS UNDERGROUND

DRAINAGE PIPE & STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MAINTENANCE ACCESS.

SD1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD3 24" STANDARD CURB & GUTTER (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD4 24" STANDARD CURB & GUTTER (REVERSED PITCH) (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD9 WHEELCHAIR RAMP IN SIDEWALK AT CURB, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD17 MIAMI TYPE CURB & GUTTER, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD18 STOP BAR, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD26 DETECTABLE WARNING DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
SD34 CONNECTION TO EXISTING PAVEMENT
SD21B 6' FIBER CEMENT FENCE DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL SHEET  #24)
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LIFT STATION

4" PVC FM

8" SDR-26
GRAVITY SEWER MAIN

8" DR-18
WATER MAIN
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UTILITY NOTES
U1 BEND - SEE CALLOUT FOR SIZE AND ANGLE.
U2 2" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U3 6" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U4 END CAP (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)
U5 TEE (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)

NOTE:

ALL DEPICTED ENGINEERING DETAILS ARE FOR
CONCEPTUAL PURPOSES ONLY.  IT IS THE
INTENT OF THE DEVELOPER AND THE CITY TO
MUTUALLY COORDINATE FINAL ENGINEERING
SPECIFICATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY
CODES AND STANDARDS TO BE SHOWN UPON
THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS.

UTILITY DETAILS
SEWER
U01 STANDARD TYPE "A" PRECAST MANHOLE WITH LID (SEE DETAIL S-9A & S-9B,
SHEET #26)
U02 CLEANOUT (SEE DETAIL S-7, SHEET #26)
U03 SEWER LATERAL DETAIL (SEE DETAIL S-6, SHEET #25)

WATER
U13 GATE VALVE & VALVE BOX (SEE DETAIL W-2,  SHEET #26)
U14 1" WATER SERVICE LATERAL (SEE DETAIL W-3, SHEET #26)
U15 THRUST BLOCKS (SEE DETAIL W-4, SHEET #25)
U16 REDUCED PRESSURE BACKFLOW PREVENTER (SEE DETAIL W-6D, SHEET #27)
U17 WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND SIDEWALK (SEE

DETAIL W-7, SHEET #27)
U18 FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY (SEE DETAIL W-8, SHEET #27)
U19 WATER MAIN SEPERATION & PIPE CROSSING (SEE DETAIL W-9A, W-9B,

SHEET #27)
U20 BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY WITH METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL W-11, SHEET #27)
U21 TYPICAL CULDESAC WATER PIPING, (SEE DETAIL W-15, SHEET #27)
U22 TAPPING VALVE AND SLEEVE, (SEE DETAIL W-17, SHEET #28)
U23 HDPE PIPE - VALVE/FITTING CONNECTION, (SEE DETAIL W-18, SHEET #28)

RECLAIM
U31 GATE VALE AND VALVE BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-2, SHEET #29)
U32 1" RECLAIMED WATER LATERAL SERVICE, (SEE DETAIL RW-3, SHEET #29) & 
SINGLE SERVICE C.D.R. METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-15, SHEET #25)
U33 THRUST BLOCK DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL RW-4 & 5, SHEET #30)
U34 RECLAIMED WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND
SIDEWALK, (SEE DETAIL RW-6, SHEET #30)
U35 STANDARD PIPE CROSSING, (SEE DETAIL RW-8, SHEET #30)
U36 RECLAIMED WATER ADVISORY SIGNS, (SEE DETAIL RW-14, SHEET #30)
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UTILITY NOTES
U1 BEND - SEE CALLOUT FOR SIZE AND ANGLE.
U2 2" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U3 6" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U4 END CAP (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)
U5 TEE (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)

UTILITY DETAILS
SEWER
U01 STANDARD TYPE "A" PRECAST MANHOLE WITH LID (SEE DETAIL S-9A & S-9B,
SHEET #26)
U02 CLEANOUT (SEE DETAIL S-7, SHEET #26)
U03 SEWER LATERAL DETAIL (SEE DETAIL S-6, SHEET #25)

WATER
U13 GATE VALVE & VALVE BOX (SEE DETAIL W-2,  SHEET #26)
U14 1" WATER SERVICE LATERAL (SEE DETAIL W-3, SHEET #26)
U15 THRUST BLOCKS (SEE DETAIL W-4, SHEET #25)
U16 REDUCED PRESSURE BACKFLOW PREVENTER (SEE DETAIL W-6D, SHEET #27)
U17 WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND SIDEWALK (SEE

DETAIL W-7, SHEET #27)
U18 FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY (SEE DETAIL W-8, SHEET #27)
U19 WATER MAIN SEPERATION & PIPE CROSSING (SEE DETAIL W-9A, W-9B,

SHEET #27)
U20 BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY WITH METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL W-11, SHEET #27)
U21 TYPICAL CULDESAC WATER PIPING, (SEE DETAIL W-15, SHEET #27)
U22 TAPPING VALVE AND SLEEVE, (SEE DETAIL W-17, SHEET #28)
U23 HDPE PIPE - VALVE/FITTING CONNECTION, (SEE DETAIL W-18, SHEET #28)

RECLAIM
U31 GATE VALE AND VALVE BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-2, SHEET #29)
U32 1" RECLAIMED WATER LATERAL SERVICE, (SEE DETAIL RW-3, SHEET #29) & 
SINGLE SERVICE C.D.R. METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-15, SHEET #25)
U33 THRUST BLOCK DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL RW-4 & 5, SHEET #30)
U34 RECLAIMED WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND
SIDEWALK, (SEE DETAIL RW-6, SHEET #30)
U35 STANDARD PIPE CROSSING, (SEE DETAIL RW-8, SHEET #30)
U36 RECLAIMED WATER ADVISORY SIGNS, (SEE DETAIL RW-14, SHEET #30)

NOTE:

ALL DEPICTED ENGINEERING DETAILS ARE FOR
CONCEPTUAL PURPOSES ONLY.  IT IS THE
INTENT OF THE DEVELOPER AND THE CITY TO
MUTUALLY COORDINATE FINAL ENGINEERING
SPECIFICATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY
CODES AND STANDARDS TO BE SHOWN UPON
THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS.
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UTILITY NOTES
U1 BEND - SEE CALLOUT FOR SIZE AND ANGLE.
U2 2" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U3 6" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U4 END CAP (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)
U5 TEE (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)

NOTE:

ALL DEPICTED ENGINEERING DETAILS ARE FOR
CONCEPTUAL PURPOSES ONLY.  IT IS THE
INTENT OF THE DEVELOPER AND THE CITY TO
MUTUALLY COORDINATE FINAL ENGINEERING
SPECIFICATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY
CODES AND STANDARDS TO BE SHOWN UPON
THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS.

UTILITY DETAILS
SEWER
U01 STANDARD TYPE "A" PRECAST MANHOLE WITH LID (SEE DETAIL S-9A & S-9B,
SHEET #26)
U02 CLEANOUT (SEE DETAIL S-7, SHEET #26)
U03 SEWER LATERAL DETAIL (SEE DETAIL S-6, SHEET #25)

WATER
U13 GATE VALVE & VALVE BOX (SEE DETAIL W-2,  SHEET #26)
U14 1" WATER SERVICE LATERAL (SEE DETAIL W-3, SHEET #26)
U15 THRUST BLOCKS (SEE DETAIL W-4, SHEET #25)
U16 REDUCED PRESSURE BACKFLOW PREVENTER (SEE DETAIL W-6D, SHEET #27)
U17 WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND SIDEWALK (SEE

DETAIL W-7, SHEET #27)
U18 FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY (SEE DETAIL W-8, SHEET #27)
U19 WATER MAIN SEPERATION & PIPE CROSSING (SEE DETAIL W-9A, W-9B,

SHEET #27)
U20 BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY WITH METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL W-11, SHEET #27)
U21 TYPICAL CULDESAC WATER PIPING, (SEE DETAIL W-15, SHEET #27)
U22 TAPPING VALVE AND SLEEVE, (SEE DETAIL W-17, SHEET #28)
U23 HDPE PIPE - VALVE/FITTING CONNECTION, (SEE DETAIL W-18, SHEET #28)

RECLAIM
U31 GATE VALE AND VALVE BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-2, SHEET #29)
U32 1" RECLAIMED WATER LATERAL SERVICE, (SEE DETAIL RW-3, SHEET #29) & 
SINGLE SERVICE C.D.R. METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-15, SHEET #25)
U33 THRUST BLOCK DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL RW-4 & 5, SHEET #30)
U34 RECLAIMED WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND
SIDEWALK, (SEE DETAIL RW-6, SHEET #30)
U35 STANDARD PIPE CROSSING, (SEE DETAIL RW-8, SHEET #30)
U36 RECLAIMED WATER ADVISORY SIGNS, (SEE DETAIL RW-14, SHEET #30)
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UTILITY NOTES
U1 BEND - SEE CALLOUT FOR SIZE AND ANGLE.
U2 2" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U3 6" CASING SLEEVE PVC, BENEATH PAVEMENT
U4 END CAP (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)
U5 TEE (SEE CALL FOR SIZE)

NOTE:

ALL DEPICTED ENGINEERING DETAILS ARE FOR
CONCEPTUAL PURPOSES ONLY.  IT IS THE
INTENT OF THE DEVELOPER AND THE CITY TO
MUTUALLY COORDINATE FINAL ENGINEERING
SPECIFICATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY
CODES AND STANDARDS TO BE SHOWN UPON
THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS.

UTILITY DETAILS
SEWER
U01 STANDARD TYPE "A" PRECAST MANHOLE WITH LID (SEE DETAIL S-9A & S-9B,
SHEET #26)
U02 CLEANOUT (SEE DETAIL S-7, SHEET #26)
U03 SEWER LATERAL DETAIL (SEE DETAIL S-6, SHEET #25)

WATER
U13 GATE VALVE & VALVE BOX (SEE DETAIL W-2,  SHEET #26)
U14 1" WATER SERVICE LATERAL (SEE DETAIL W-3, SHEET #26)
U15 THRUST BLOCKS (SEE DETAIL W-4, SHEET #25)
U16 REDUCED PRESSURE BACKFLOW PREVENTER (SEE DETAIL W-6D, SHEET #27)
U17 WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND SIDEWALK (SEE

DETAIL W-7, SHEET #27)
U18 FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLY (SEE DETAIL W-8, SHEET #27)
U19 WATER MAIN SEPERATION & PIPE CROSSING (SEE DETAIL W-9A, W-9B,

SHEET #27)
U20 BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY WITH METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL W-11, SHEET #27)
U21 TYPICAL CULDESAC WATER PIPING, (SEE DETAIL W-15, SHEET #27)
U22 TAPPING VALVE AND SLEEVE, (SEE DETAIL W-17, SHEET #28)
U23 HDPE PIPE - VALVE/FITTING CONNECTION, (SEE DETAIL W-18, SHEET #28)

RECLAIM
U31 GATE VALE AND VALVE BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-2, SHEET #29)
U32 1" RECLAIMED WATER LATERAL SERVICE, (SEE DETAIL RW-3, SHEET #29) & 
SINGLE SERVICE C.D.R. METER BOX, (SEE DETAIL RW-15, SHEET #25)
U33 THRUST BLOCK DETAIL, (SEE DETAIL RW-4 & 5, SHEET #30)
U34 RECLAIMED WATER MAIN INSTALLATION BETWEEN DRAINAGE INLET AND
SIDEWALK, (SEE DETAIL RW-6, SHEET #30)
U35 STANDARD PIPE CROSSING, (SEE DETAIL RW-8, SHEET #30)
U36 RECLAIMED WATER ADVISORY SIGNS, (SEE DETAIL RW-14, SHEET #30)
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WETLAND - B
2.03 AC

GREEN BELT ROADWAY BUFFER - B
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(NO IMPACT)
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SITE DATA
TOTAL SITE 28.65 AC 1,247,844 SF

FEMA FLOOD ZONE IMPACT OVERALL 3.55 AC 154,837 SF

FEMA IMPACT ON DEVELOPMENT AREA 0.1806 7,865 SF

FEMA IMPACT ON ROAD 0
COMPENSITORY STORAGE (EL 24.0) 0 CY

GENERAL NOTES:
1. FEMA ZONE AE LOCATION IS DESIGNATED AS PER ATS SURVEY & THE

VOLUSIA COUNTY GIS DEPARTMENT.
2. THE EXISTING CONTOURS AND ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THIS MAP ARE

ALSO PER THE ATS SURVEY.
3. THE ELEVATION DATUM IS BASED ON THE NORTH AMERICAN VERTICAL

DATUM 1988.
4. NO GRADING WILL BE ALLOWED WITHIN THE FEMA ZONE AE, THE

INTENTION IS TO MAINTAIN THE GRADES WITHIN THE ZONE TO AVOID
ANY COMPENSITORY STORAGE NEEDS.
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4"
MIN

VARIES (SEE PLAN)

NOTES:

1. DISTANCE BETWEEN SCORE LINE NOT TO EXCEED 5' IN LONGITUDINAL &
TRAVERSE DIRECTION IN SIDEWALK.

2. SIDEWALK IS TO BE CONCRETE WITH A MINIMUM STRENGTH OF 3,000 PSI.
3. MAX 2% CROSS SLOPE PER ADA

 * SIDEWALK SHALL BE 6" THICK AT DRIVEWAY.

1/2" R 1/2" R

CONCRETE SIDEWALK DETAIL

*

SLOPE TOWARDS ROAD (TYP)

1.     THE SURFACE OF RAMP SHALL HAVE A
TRANSVERSE BROOMED SURFACE TEXTURE
ROUGHER THAN THE SURROUNDING SIDEWALK.

2.     THE BOTTOM OF THE RAMP SHALL HAVE A 1/2" LIP
OF 45°.

3.  RAMP SIDE SLOPE VARIES UNIFORMLY FROM A
MAXIMUM OF UP TO 12% AT CURB TO CONFORM
WITH LONGITUDINAL SIDEWALK      SLOPE
ADJACENT TO TOP OF THE RAMP.

4.     CONSTRUCT PER A.D.A. STANDARDS.

5.     DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE SHALL BE
"SAFETY YELLOW" COMPOSITE MATERIAL
ANCHORED IN THE RAMP. WARNING SURFACE
SHALL BE SET INTO THE CONCRETE AND BE FLUSH
WITH CONCRETE SURFACE ALONG ALL FOUR
SIDES.

6.     DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE TO BE CAST IN
PLACE COMPOSITE TACTILE BY ADA SOLUTIONS,
INC. OR CAST IN PLACE DETECTABLE WARNING
PANEL BY ARMORCAST.

7.  DETECTABLE WARNING AREA SHALL CONFORM TO
FDOT STANDARD INDEX 304 AND 28 CFR PART 36
APPENDIX A, LATEST REVISION.

USE BROOM FINISH ON SLOPING PORTION
OF RAMP WHEN LOCATED IN THE

CENTER OF CURB RETURN

TOP OF RAMP

ROUNDED

2% MAX.8.33% MAX.

CONCRETE CURB

SIDEWALK
SLOPE TO FIT

CROSSWALK STRIPING
(IF SHOWN ON PLANS)

DETECTABLE WARNING
(SEE NOTES 5,6,& 7)

SLOPE TO FIT

CONCRETE WHEELCHAIR RAMP
MAX SLOPE AT 1:12

CONCRETE CURB

PAVED AREASEE NOTE 1

12% MAX. AT CURB

BEGIN
SLOPE

4"

5' MIN.

5' MIN.

4'

24"

12' CROSSWALK

WHEELCHAIR RAMP IN SIDEWALK AT CURB

SECTION A-A

NOTES:

A

MAX.
8.33%

2% M
A

X
.

2%
MAX.

A

PLAN- RAMP AT CURB

* THE CROSS SLOPE OF THE GUTTER
SHALL MATCH THE CROSS SLOPE OF THE
ADJACENT PAVEMENT.

SEE NOTE *
CONCERNING
GUTTER SLOPE

24"

12"

7 1/2 "

6"

8"

1"R

1/2"R

6"

24" STANDARD CURB AND GUTTER

1/2"R

DROP
CURB

24"

12"
10"

DROP
CURB

12"

4 1/8"

6-3/8"7"

24" STANDARD CURB &
GUTTER (REVERSE PITCH)

1/2" R

1-
1/

2"
 R

1"R

1/2"R

FINISHED GRADE
9" R

18"'

MIAMI TYPE CURB & GUTTER

10''

6''
9''

PAVEMENT

FLUSH TO
1/4" ABOVE

4" R

1/2"R

SEE PLAN

* "STOP BAR" TO BE 10' BACK FROM EDGE
LINE OR 4' BACK FROM ANY SIDEWALK, SEE
CONST. PLANS FOR EXACT LOCATION OF
STOP BAR.

EDGE OF PAVEMENT

STOP BAR

ROAD
CENTERLINE

WHITE
THERMOPLASTIC

MATERIAL * DIM.24"

STOP BAR

1. ALL SIDEWALK CURB RAMPS SHALL HAVE DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACES THAT EXTEND THE FULL WIDTH OF THE RAMP
AND IN THE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL 24 INCHES (610 mm) FROM THE BACK OF CURB.

2. SEE FDOT STANDARD INDEX 304, LATEST EDITION FOR MORE DETAILS.
3. DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE SHALL BE "SAFETY YELLOW" COMPOSITE MATERIAL ANCHORED IN THE RAMP. WARNING

SURFACE SHALL BE SET INTO THE CONCRETE AND BE FLUSH WITH CONCRETE SURFACE ALONG ALL FOUR SIDES.
4. DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE TO BE CAST IN PLACE COMPOSITE TACTILE BY ADA SOLUTIONS, INC. OR CAST IN PLACE

DETECTABLE WARNING PANEL BY ARMORCAST.

THE TOP WIDTH OF THE DOME SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 50% AND A
MAXIMUM OF 65% OF THE BASE DIAMETER.

ON RAMPS THAT ARE PERPENDICULAR WITH THE CURB LINE,
 THE DOME PATTERN SHALL BE IN-LINE WITH THE DIRECTION
OF TRAVEL. ON RAMPS INTERSECTING CURBS ON A RADIUS,
THE DOME PATTERN SHALL BE IN-LINE WITH THE DIRECTION
OF TRAVEL TO THE EXTENT PRACTICAL.

EDGE OF DETECTABLE
WARNING

EDGE OF DETECTABLE
WARNING

TRUNCATED DOME

INTEGRAL
DOME

0.9" MIN. 1.4" MAX.

0.2"±0.002"

1.6" MIN.
2.4" MAX.

1.6" MIN. 2.4" MAX.

DETECTABLE WARNING DETAIL

BASE-TO BASE SPACING SHALL BE 0.65" MINIMUM BETWEEN DOMES.

TRUNCATED DOME

PLAN VIEW

NOTES:

± 2"

± 2"

EXIST
ROADWAY

PROP
ROADWAY

SAW-CUT TO A NEAT STRAIGHT
LINE (PARALLEL OR

PERPENDICULAR TO RUN OF
ROAD) AT EDGE OF OUTSIDE

TRAVEL LANE

EXIST PAVEMENT

CONNECTION TO EXISTING PAVEMENT

1'

6"

6"

KEY IN BASE OVER
EXISTING AS SHOWN

ASPHALT
1 1/2" FRICTION COURSE AND
2" 12.5 STRUCTURAL COURSE
BASE COURSE
10" LIMEROCK - LBR 100 @ 98% MAXIMUM DENSITY
PER AASHTO T-180, PRIMED ENTIRE WIDTH.

SUBGRADE
12" STABILIZED SUBGRADE - LBR 40 @ 98%
MAXIMUM DENSITY PER AASHTO T-180.

FIBER
CEMENT FENCE DETAIL
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Holding Capacity Map


Birchwood and Cypress Trails
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Figure:Project: Volusia County, FL 

CARTER ENVIRONMENTAL 

SERVICES, INC. 

7 Waldo Street


St. Augustine, FL 32084

904-540-1786


www.carterenv.com 

CES
Date: Apr 28 2016 

Legend 

Ormond Beach City Limits


Project Area +/- 80.79 ac.


Flood Zone Classification


Soils with Classification


Immokalee In (A) +/- 0.14 ac.


Immokalee In (AE) +/- 0.90 ac.


Immokalee Out (X) +/- 6.09 ac.


Myakka In (A) +/- 2.41 ac.


Myakka In (AE) +/- 0.01  ac.


Myakka Out (X) +/- 17.46 ac.


Samsula In (AE) +/- 0.17 ac.


Smyrna Out (X) +/- 1 .47 ac.




          Cypress Trails Holding Capacity


Soil # Soil Name Acreage Depth to In/ Out of Environmental Water + Sewer Holding Capacity


High Water (ft) Floodplain Constraints Factor (AxC)


29 Immokalee 0.14 0' to 3' below
 IN (A) LOW 0.5 0.07


29 Immokalee 0.9 0' to 3' below
 IN (AE) LOW 0.5 0.45


29 Immokalee 6.09
 0' to 3' below
 OUT (X) MEDIUM 4 24.36


32 Myakka 2.41
 1' to 3' below
 IN (A) LOW 0.5 1.205


32 Myakka 0.01
 1' to 3' below
 IN (AE) LOW 0.5 0.005


32 Myakka 17.46
 1' to 3' below
 OUT (X) MEDIUM 4 69.84


56 Samsula 0.17
 2' above to 1' below
 IN (AE) VERY LOW 0.2 0.034


60 Smyrna 1.47
 0' to 2' below
 OUT (X) MEDIUM 4 5.88


Total Acreage 28.65
                  Total Holding Capacity 101.844


                 Total Units Requested 50
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SUBDIVISION ENTRY SIGN (2)


+/- 32 SF DISPLAY AREA
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SCALE: 

ENTRY SIGNAGE DETAIL


1 /2" = 1 '


ELEV


A


CLYDE MORRIS BOULEVARD


FRONT  ELEVATION SECTION


SIGNAGE NOTES


1 . SIGNAGE DETAILS ARE CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE AND ARE


INTENDED TO BE A GRAPHIC DEPICTION ONLY.  FINAL DETAILS


SUCH AS MATERIALS, SPECIFIC WALL DESIGN, LETTERING FONT


AND SUBDIVISION NAME MAY BE CHANGED BY THE END USER.


ALL CHANGES WILL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS


OF THE LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS.


2. PRIOR TO FABRICATION, CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT SHOP


DRAWINGS OF THE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS FOR REVIEW.


SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTION DETAILS


PREPARED, SIGNED AND SEALED BY A FLORIDA REGISTERED


STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.
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