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Excerpt from the minutes of the PLDRC meeting of December 12, 2017. These 
minutes have not been approved by the PLDRC, and are therefore subject to 
change. 

show that the West Center District and Commerce District of the current SWAC local plan are 
being combined into one Commerce District. The designated Community District will continue 
to be the Community District in the new local plan, and it will serve as a transitional area to the 
surrounding properties for intensity and density development purposes. One of the key points of 
the newly created districts is that there will not be an increase in the density or intensity from the 
types of development which was envisioned and approved in the 1994 Local Plan. County staff 
finds the proposed land uses compatible with the comprehensive plan, and stresses the fact 
that they will not increase the intensity or density of future development within the SWAC area. 
Ms. Jackson referred the members to Page 5 of 44 to show that the entitlements to be included 
in the new SWAC local plan are derived from the previous DRI and are based on a prorated 
share of the current remaining acreage, excluding the portion that is now in Orange City. In 
addition to maintaining these entitlements, the proposed local plan will include a matrix that will 
allow some flexibility in land use. For example, Ms. Jackson stated that if development wanted 
additional retail space, exceeding the allotment provided in the local plan, a trade of land area 
designated as light industrial may be used to accommodate the retail development. She further 
stated that because each land use unit is based upon external trip generation, the plan provides 
flexibility of use without allowing an increase in the intensity of development. 

Ms. Jackson discussed transportation impacts and stated that the 1994 local plan established 
an entitlement of the number of allocated trips that were directly associated to the Local Plan 
area. When the DRI was adopted, those trips were included and each involved jurisdiction was 
allotted a portion of those trips. In the 1994 DRI, there were 91,000 trips available to incentivize 
development of this area. When the DRI was developed, they were distributed by phase. Phase 
1A was allowed 45,000 trips that were to be divided between each of the involved jurisdictions, 
with the county's portion totaling 18,500 trips. The DRI also included a condition allowing the 
jurisdiction to execute an interlocal agreement to keep the associated trips, if properties were 
annexed into their jurisdiction. When Orange City annexed the 72 acres, they did not do an 
interlocal agreement, however, the county is honoring the spirit of that condition and is 
deducting their portion of trips. The proposed SWAC local plan now includes an entitlement of 
16,160 trips; whereas, the 1994 local plan included 91,000 trips. Additionally, the 16,160 trips 
will be divided between the SW Commerce and SW Community districts. 

Ms. Jackson ended her presentation and stated that staff finds the amendment consistent with 
the comprehensive plan and recommends approval to forward to county council for transmittal 
to the Department of Economic Opportunity for expedited state review and to the Volusia 
Growth Management Commission (VGMC) for certification. 

Chair Severino asked the members if they had any questions for staff. 

Member Van Dam referred to the Matrix on Page 16 of 44 and asked Ms. Jackson for 
interpretation of the section that states the use of the matrix may increase or decrease the total 
amount of each land use by no more than the overall amount allowed. She questioned if it was 
a reference to the overall amount allowed correlating to the information provided on Page 5 of 
44, Table 1. 

46 Ms. Jackson answered in the affirmative. 
47 
48 
49 
50 

Member Van Dam asked if she is correct in the understanding that if exchanges are made, you 
still cannot exceed the numbers on the table for each category. 

51 Ms. Jackson replied that was not correct and provided an example describing that if retail use 
52 had reached the established limit , but another category had not, they could exchange one land 
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Excerpt from the minutes of the PLDRC meeting of December 12, 2017. These 
minutes have not been approved by the PLDRC, and are therefore subject to 
change. 

I use for another to get more retail; however, the exchange rate is calculated by using the trip 
2 generation of each individual type of use to limit the overall impact of those uses on the roadway 
3 system and ensure it would not increase. For example, if light industrial was traded for retail, it 
4 would be allowed. However, as a result, the remaining light industrial could not meet the 
5 entitlement that is set forth in the plan. 
6 
7 Member Van Dam stated that if that is the case, the table may change but the overall impact will 
8 not change. 
9 

1 0 Ms. Jackson answered affirmatively. 
11 
12 Ms. Van Dam referred to Page 20 of 44, lines 33 and 34, and asked what the implication was 
13 relating to the removal of the first sentence. 
14 
15 Ms. Jackson replied that the open space will still be required based on each individual 
16 development, and the plan encourages connectivity through the provision of open space. 
17 
18 Member Van Dam expressed concern because the next sentence, containing the provision of 
19 open space, has been removed. 
20 
21 Ms. Jackson replied that, generally, it is to provide more flexibility for each individual 
22 development. 
23 
24 Member Van Dam asked if the overall amount of open space is going to be decreased. 
25 
26 Ms. Jackson responded that open space will be required per the land development code 
27 regulations, at a minimum. Open space will not be decreased and must meet the minimum 
28 code requirement. 
29 
30 Member Van Dam questioned the change in wording from "the open space design may be 
31 utilized" versus "will be utilized", and asked if staff was making this an option. 
32 
33 Ms. Jackson said the language is more permissible, but it is not necessarily an option. The 
34 applicant would be required to identify habitat preservation or mitigate as that is a requirement 
35 of the land development code. 
36 
37 Member Van Dam reviewed the acreage numbers and stated that if the county started out with 
38 1 ,800 acres and then subtract out the Deland and Orange City portion, there should be 1 ,057 
39 acres remaining. She than asked if there were 1,057 acres in the city of Deltona that have been 
40 withdrawn? 
41 
42 Ms. Jackson stated there may be a discrepancy in the acreage calculations due to 
43 improvements in technology, but the DRI states it was originally 1,800 acres overall, including 
44 rights-of-way, and the county had 568 acres. Without the right-of-way, it was 462 acres as 
45 stated in the DR I. Although we cannot reproduce the acreage calculations used in the DRI, the 
46 reduction of 72 acres annexed by Orange City leaves 462 acres, based on the current acreages 
47 identified with GIS and the property appraiser parcel based maps. 
48 
49 Member Van Dam asked if Ms. Jackson approximates the amount of acres in Deltona to be 
50 around 1 ,000 acres. 
51 
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Excerpt from the minutes of the PLDRC meeting of December 12, 2017. These 
minutes have not been approved by the PLDRC, and are therefore subject to 
change. 

Ms. Jackson said she does not know for certain the total acreage but stated they had a 
significant portion of the DRI. 

Member Van Dam asked if there is any additional coordination between the county and Deltona 
regarding those acres. 

Ms. Jackson responded that there has not been additional coordination for the acres, except for 
the impacts on roadways when they have to comply with the roadway impact provisions. Ms. 
Jackson presented a map of the entire DRI so that the members could get a better idea of the 
portion being referenced. 

Member Van Dam asked if the county planned to continue to coordinate with Deland for 
development within the area, or is it going to be both jurisdictions acting completely independent 
of one another? 

Ms. Jackson stated that at present, Deland has plans similar to the county and Orange City, 
which are to retain the development entitlements and the general plan of what the DRI allowed, 
but if the county were to retain the DRI , the properties in the county and in Deland would be 
unfairly burdened by the conditions of the DRI , because Deltona and Orange City are no longer 
included. There are conditions in the DRI that require roadway improvement, etc. , and once 
you trigger those requirements, it made more sense to act on them as a cohesive unit, but if 
other jurisdictions and considerable acreage are pulled out of the DRI , it unfairly burdens the 
remaining acres that total less than half of the original DRI area. Alternatively, the requirements 
will be addressed on a development basis, similar to any other development in the county. The 
impacts are assessed and mitigation is determined at the time of development. 

Member Van Dam expressed her thanks for the detailed explanation and had no further 
questions for staff. 

There being no further questions of staff, the floor was opened to public participation. 

Alex Ford, 145 E. Rich Avenue, Deland, Florida. Mr. Ford stated that he is the attorney 
representing the Ford family, its heirs and assignees. He stated the majority of the property 
contained in the DRI is owned by many of his family members and their heirs and encompasses 
approximately 98% of the undeveloped acreage. He provided a history of the property, which 
has been an agricultural use for many years and expressed a concern that the comprehensive 
plan changes may not allow continued agricultural use, although he stated the current 
agricultural use will most likely be protected under state statutes. He agreed the proposed 
SWAC changes are needed to promote future development, as it would alleviate the need for a 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) application and approval , and will reduce the time frame for 
development approval. He said the uses set forth in the matrix are appropriate for the 
undeveloped land area. Mr. Ford also described the habitat and existing conditions of the 
property, but had no objection to the comprehensive plan amendment. 

There being no other public participation, the floor was opened for commission discussion. 

Member Van Dam asked Ms. Jackson if she agreed with Mr. Ford's statement indicating that 
agricultural use will be allowed if it is an existing use. 

50 Ms. Jackson responded that she believes any existing, active agricultural land use will be 
51 allowed to continue as a legal non-conforming use and will be regulated by the zoning 
52 ordinance. 
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1 
2 Chair Severino stated if there was no additional commission questions or discussion, to move 
3 forward with a motion. 
4 
5 Member Young MOVED to FIND amendment CPA-17-008 CONSISTENT with the 
6 comprehensive plan and to FORWARD to the county council with a recommendation of 
7 APPROVAL for transmittal to the Department of Economic Opportunity for expedited 
8 review and to the Volusia Growth Management Commission (VGMC) for certification. 
9 

10 Member Van Dam SECONDED the motion. Motion CARRIED unanimously (4:0). 
11 
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Excerpt from minutes of meeting of the County Council, Vol usia County, Florida, in regular 
session January 18, 2018. These minutes have not been approved by the County Council 
and are therefore UNOFFICIAL AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE OR CORRECTION. 

Item 14 
FILE NUMBER 5313 

Order of Business: 
Open Public Hearing 
Staff Report 
Public Participation 
Council Discussion/Action 
Council Discussion/Action 

Ordinance 2018-3, transmittal hearing for an administrative large scale comprehensive 
plan amendment to the Southwest Activity Center Local Plan text and map, case CPA-
18-001 . Applicant: County of Volusia. 
Master Plan Goals: Economic & Financial Vitality; Excellence in Government 
Clay Ervin (386) 822-5013 x1 2000 Palmer Panton (386) 736-5959 x12736 
Susan Jackson (386) 736-5959 x1201 0 

Clay Ervin, Director of the Growth and Resource Management Department, gave the staff report on 
an amendment to the comprehensive plan, pertaining to the history of the 1-4/State Road 472 
areawide development of regional impact (DRI), the steps that staff has been taking since the 
council directed them to proceed with the abandonment of the DRI, and this amendment to the 
comprehensive plan is to amend the Southwest Activity Center Local Plan text and map to transfer 
the vesting and requirements that are provided by the DRI being abandoned. The Planning and 
Land Development Regulation Commission heard this item at its December 12, 2017 meeting and 
found it to be consistent with the comprehensive plan and forwarded it to the County Council with a 
recommendation of approval. 

Public Participation 
Alex Ford, representing the Ford families that are 98% of the property owners within the activity 
center. Mr. Ford expressed his support of this amendment. 

Council Member Patterson moved for approval for the transmittal hearing as recommended. 
Council Member Lowry seconded the motion which CARRIED 6-0. 


