tem # 7/,

SEMINCLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: MYRTLE STREET CONCEPT PHASE 1l

DERABTMENT: Planning & Deveéem}em DIVISION:  Planning

AUTHORIZED BY: Donald S. Fisher i~ CONTACT: TonyWalter ~  exy. 7375

Agenda Date_3/11/03  Regular | Consent[ | Work Session| | Briefing [_|
Public Hearing — 1:30 [_] Public Hearing — 7:00 <

MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

1. To accept the Study; and
a. Select one of the land use concepts; or,
b. Maditying one of the land use concepts, or,
c. Provide an alternative concept; and
d. Direct staff to conduct further financial analysis and implement the preferred
concept at the current densities, or
e. Direct staff to conduct further financial analysis and implement the preferred
concept with the opportunity for increased densities.

2. To accept the Study and recommend no further action and the land use in Sub-
Area One remain Suburban Estates (1 du/acre).

District 5 — Commissioner McLain Tony Walter, Principal Planner

BACKGROUND:

The Semincle County Board of County Commissioners (BCC) at its meeting of Oclober
22, 2002, directed staff to conduct a planning study to prepare alternative concepiual
land use plans and an illustrative plan for Sub-Area 1 located in the Myrtle Street
Special Study Area. The purpose of the study is the development of conceptual land
use scenarios al the existing permitied density of one dwelling unit per acre {1 dwac)
and at two and one half dwelling uniis per acre (2.5 du/ac) using innovative
development techniques to illustrate how the area might develop and maintain the
guality of life desired.

Heviewed by

, . . ) Lo Alty:
A task force representing the various inlerests in the BES:

neighborhood was formed to meet with the consuliant OTHER:_
and stafl to insure involvement of the residents through the DCM:
entire study. Two half-day charrettes were held to identify Ch:
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issues and develop concept plans for the future development of Sub-Area 1. The first
charrette was highly educational providing information both in Central Florida and
nationally on emerging and successful frends in sustainable development and smart
growth management. The opportunities and consiraints analysis and associated
map(s) were used as a tool to spark discussion among the Task Force members and fo
provide the consuliant with additional information on the area’s existing conditions and
issues. The Task Force, consuliant, and staff identified a set of underlying planning and
design objectives to guide the preparation of the concept plans.

«  protect existing residential “villages”™ in Sub-Area 1
< maintain the rural character, including ability o keep animals
= protect and utilize wellands, floodplain & wiidiife habitat
= reduce drainage issues in Sub-Area 1 and minimize runoff & poliutants
o limit added infrastructure/cost
= protect attractive "viewsheds”
o inimize water consumption
= develop amenities, but not at cost of
local character

+  maintain guality of life/property values

Two alternative land use concept plans for each build-out scenario, 1 du/ac and 2.5
dufac, were presented to the Task Force at their second meeting on February 6, 2003,
Members of the Task Force then provided input into the aliernative concept plans
regarding the proposed arrangements and mix of land uses in the sub-area. The
concept plans identified the following:

&

Boundary of the sub-ares,
Major natural features,
Existing and proposed streets,
Proposed land use types and their locations
Proposed residential densities,
Approximate number of proposed uniis,
e Proposed method of providing:
o Water and sewer sevice
o Storm water management
o Parks/recreation facilities
e Acreage and percentage of open space/recreation areas, and
s Proposed pedestrian/horseback riding trails/amenities.

& ® @& @

&

After incorporating input from the second Task Force meeting a final draft concept plan
for each build-cut scenario was prepared. Siaff presented two draft concept plans,
Conservation Villages and Coving which identified development opportunities for the
large-scale vacant parcels and discussed the challenges afforded in master planning
the smaller and scatiered land parcels that exist throughout the sub-area at a public
meeting on February 17, 2003 and o the Land Planning Agency/Planning and Zoning



Commission (LPA/P&Z) on February 19, 2003, The consuliant and staft high-lighted
the input from the public meeting in the February 19, 20038 LPA/P&Z meeting

LPA/P&Z RECOMMENDATION:

At the February 19, 2003 LPA/P&Z mesting Staff presented the Conservation Village
Concept and the Coving Concept 1o the members for their review and comment. Public
input was also taken regarding the concepts. Issues discussed were increased
densities, storm water drainage, traffic impacts and funding of existing infrastructure
needs,

The general consensus was that the Conservation Village Concept which focuses on
preservation of open space and area character by permanently preserving sensitive
areas, clustering of home sites and addressing some of the existing needed
improvements was the preferred concept. The LPA/P&Z Telt that while the
Conservation Village Concept is a good alternative to traditional development in this
sensitive area that they could not recommend any land use change or increase in
density due 1o the unfunded infrastructure needs for storm water, roads, waler and
sewer.

The LPA/P&Z voted unanimously to recommend accepting the study and that no land
use change or increase in density be pursued at this time,

Flanning Staff will make a brief presentation of the concepts and study progress o date
and reguest direction from the Commission.

STAFF RECOMNMENDATION:

To accept the Study and:

a. Select the Conservation Village Concept as the preferred design alternative for
Sub-Area 1: and

e. Direct Staff to conduct further financial analysis and implement the Conservation
Villages Concept with the opportunity for increased densities,

Attachments: Copy of the LPA/P&Z PowerPoint Presentation
Copy of the Conservation Village Concept
Copy of the Coving Concept






walsAs UONUEDY IR UG
WIBysAS UODREIIY IRINIEN
IAIBS 12mDE T IDI0M
uonBAIBSDEd eds uadn
miaisAs nwiL

SIOIDOOM BUIAZSIS
suoido

{300 “hap/syun g

34D 124

WRISAS UDIUDIDY 1238 DUS-HO T UD
WPISAS UOIVRLI] 1RIFIEN DODUIINY
BIAIBE IBMBEG /IBITMA
HONBRIOIEDIY B UCRBEAIDSSIY soeds usdd
waishy ey "
SIOIR00M BULIDISEY B Bulalasdid
mponda
{pidE "ABR/SuuN 9°€} L81 SUUN Bullipmg
{podo@isp §§) 61 *85E2IdY 2j0GEPINY
B PBAIDEBIY SRIDY
&g 152DV 9100
240V 134 SHuUM Bulliamy §°8
1BBIUL DDA

£) 0L suun Buljamg

{padopasp L&) Lol t25e2i0Y 2jGERING
BYL D2AIBEDBL SDISY
661 15220Y j230)
syup sugemg €1
om] 2BRIHA

2

o
ééﬂmx\\,&

ﬁa«a

FBETNIA
|, Bulgsxs

w S]FPAL00
paun

g E.@E [

A58
et

i

WO

NG

TRy

AN T

TUBISAG UONUSIDY JaiEp BuS
spyaid 2ndes AMunugos
w2sds (gl

SI0IRO0MN BUIAIZSSIY
ssusndo

g4 sy Buamg

L% i3huainy Bjuepung

LF 15BAIB%RIS $DIDY

FOL 8BI0Y {2301

2I0% J2d MUN Buliamg |}
Uy abela

Apmg Bujuuely jemdanuoy 12208 S1AW
OM] OLBUBDG JUWAOIDARE 2A1RUIBYY




W2ISAS UONUSISY I8N BUSHO B VD
WHSAS YONBIML] IBINIEN DOIDUDIKY
BOAIDE IDMDE/IDVEM

VOIIRINIZDY P UORBAISSDIS sovds uadD
wayshy peig

S101D00M BULOISSY B DULAIDSDI
ssualdo

(2152 “anp/suun §°) By9 SHUM Buliiamg
(padojaazD $EL) 08T 2BEaldY 2jOEPLURG
TAL TRBAIBSBIG BN

LLE (53l0Y |2101

2i0Y 424 syun Buljamg §°%
ANUNWILGD PBADD

ACHTY WL &,

Eprl

ﬂ‘mmhwﬂ\} amﬁuuaunw._‘wﬁhv
pounes-aifed]

2 pEAcad)

Apmys Buluueld jemdssuoy 12308 dRIAW
U OUPUBDS JUWHOIBAB( 2A1RUIBYY




yrtie Street
Special Area

LPELA/ PEZ
Prosentation

February 19, 2003

ackground

The BCC directed
County Staff to conduact
an initial special area
study to evaluate land
use palterns and urban
services within the
“Hlyriie Street Special
Area”

MYRTLE STREET SPECIAL AREA STUDY




ackground

Analysis of the area
included “theorgtical”
buitdout at three
densities:

« 1 dwelling unit per
acre (as per exisiing
zoning)

« 2.5 dwelling units per
Acre

« 4 dwelling unfts per
acre (as per rezoning
to Low-Density
Hesidential)

MYRTLE STREET SPRCIAL AREA STUDY

Bachkground

For further study, the
special area was divided
into three smaller “sub-
areas” based upon:

¢ pwnership patterns

« Impacts of wetlands
and flood zones

&

land use charactenstics
¢ development patterns

« roadway characleristics

vesEnn

R



ackground

The study analyzed esch
sub-ares based upon:

= development potential
at each level of density

= costof improving and
expanding services and
facifities, including
waler, wastewater,
roads, schools, and
drainage

s anvironmental conditions
arnd constraints

ackground

Upon review of the initial
study, BCC directed
Caounly Staff lo expand
the Special Area Study o
a Phase I} Concept Study
specifically for Sub-Area
1, the wesltarnmosi
portion of the Study
Ares,

Leooro

[



Sub-Lrea 1 Facts

o« 520 Acres (1)
¢ 2389 Parcels &

v 110 lots (378 Acres) are
Vacarnt

= {185 Acres of Wetlands

e 23.5 Acres of 100-year
Flood Zones

= “Theoretical Build-Out”
284 @ 1 dwiac, 644 @ 2.5
dufac

Sub-firea 1 Facts

¢ 63 acres of indusirial
zoning

= Autumn Chase and two
proposed fand use
amendments

e [arge bulldable land area
bBelonging to same owners

« Wetland and flooding
rones are concenirated

e Lirban Services — axisting
trend fwaler and sewer
services)

Good N-S/E-W traffic

circulation

Il




Anticipated Costs and Funding

Roadway Improvemenis

¢ $3.8 million for partial
replacemertt

s &7.9 mullion for total
replacament

= Mo current funding is
identified for Improvements

« Funding options may include
adding profect to sales tax or
an assessment district

Anticipated Costs and Funding

Weater, Sewer and Dralnage Improvemenis
v $661,000 for waier
improvemernts

e 506,000 for sewer
improvements

e $14 million for drainags
improverments

* No current funding is
identified for improvements

= Funding options may include
connection fees or an
assassment district




Phase {I Purpose

To present innovative
development practices
that can address the
vriigue character issues
of Sub-Area 1.

protect existing residential “villagas”
in Sub-Area 1

maintain the rural character, including
ability to keep animals

protect and utilize wetlands,
floodplain & wildlife habifat

reduce drainage issues in Sub-Area 1
and minimize runclf & pollutanis

limit added infrasiructure/cost
protect attractive “viewsheds”

minimize water consumption

develop amenities, but not at cost of

Phase [§

The BCC ensured that
the Phase If study would
provide carefully
congidered alternatives
created with public Input,

fghlights

&

analysis was fo consider
development at two possible densities
~ the existing 1 dwslling unil per acre
and an increased 2.5 awelling units
peracra

the study began with an analysis of
various development fechniquss and
will end with a presemiation of plans
o the LPA/PEZ and the BCC

public involverment is ongoing and
crtical to the success of the study

conclusion of the studyv will include a
final llustrative plan and report

&



The Neighborhood Tash Force

A Neighborhood Task © Mr. & Ms. DeCiryan
Force was developed to e Mr Dickison
provide guldance fo

County Staff during = Mrs. Esterson

development of the
Phasge I study.

= Mr. Fauver
= Mr, Jasrmin
* Ms. Lanzon
e Is. Lefils

= Ms. Mirdon

= s, Snyder

s Mr Lord

Project Schedule

s st Meighborbood Task Force Mestingy
to coflect information and discuss potenfiaf
development concepts
January 29, 2003
¢ 20 Neighborbood Task Force Meeting:
to present 2 development concepls at assigred
densities (1 DUA & 2.5 BUA}
Februagry 6, 2003
e Sub-Area 1 Heighborhood Public Meating:
to present 2 development concepts fo the public
for consideration and feedback
Februgry 17, 2003
»  LPAMPEZ Review of Study Outcome:

to present findings to the LPAIP&Z for consideration

February 19, 2003 @ 7pm
= BOC Review of Study Oulcome:
to present findings to BCC for consideration




£ ook st Innovative Alternatives

Addressing the
significant issues and
concerns raised by area
ragidents and through
analysis of the physical
characteristics of the
area required an
alternative to raditional
subdivision design.

A ook af Innovative Alfternatives

¢ Water-Focused Development fakes
advaniage of water features. Hather
than simple drainage ponds and
storm drain structures, waler-focused
developmant makes the storm
drainage system irto a marketable
and highly functional amenity.

e An example of water-focused
development includes tha
Wouodlands, near Houston, Texas.




A ook at Innovative dlternatives

s Coving is a unigue design created
and marketad by Rick Harrison that s
noted by its distinctive curvilinear
street system and incredibly sfficient
system of strects and infrastructure.
The pattern of development naturally
incorporates parks and frails.

e Several recent examples of coving
are found throughowt Florida.

A look a2t Innovative Alternatives

« Conservation Subdivision Design
focuses on preservation of open
spaces and area character. Through
creative design, conservation
subdivisions permanently preserve,
and even highlight, many of the
characteristics that make an area
unique. Open spaces cah function as
natural areas or park spaces.

« A premier example of conservation
subdivision design includes Prairie
Crossing, located in Grayslake,
Hinois.

9



Conservation Village Technigue

Example for Sub-Arsa 1.

e developed over time as each developer is able to
assemhbls land

= lhree davelopments provide examples
of congervation villages al
different densities and with
different lavels of
amenitics

e

Conservation Village Technigue

Froposed Village One: T dwelfing unit per acre

s 104 jofal acres

o 47 acres preserved, including weilands,
floodplains, limited woodlots Lo

= 53 acres developed (out of
57 buildable acres)

= 53 units (1 unit/
developed

i



Conservation Village Technigue

Proposed Village Two: 1.5 dwelling units per acra

®

189 tofal acres

» 148 gores presarved, Including wetlands,
ffoodplains, Imited woodlots _3
7

= 51 acres developed {out of
27 buildable acres)

= 180 units (3.5 units/ ..
developed 2
acre)

Conservation Village Technigue

Proposed Vilage Three: 2.5 dwelling uniis per acrs

e 84 tofal acres

» 42 gores presorved, including wetiands,
floodpiaing, imited woodiols P

= 52 acres developed {out of
789 huildzhle acres)

e 187 unils (3.6 urm‘fs/
developed

11



Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation Village Examples

s Existing "villages’, including Autumn Chase
and the riding stables, are protected and .
buffered from development Co

Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation Village Examples

e Myrile Streel and other collectors are
improved to handle added capacity

» Traffic calming treatments such ™
as traffic circles are added
fo manage speed and
reduce “cut-through”

traffic '

ot

[



Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation Village Examples

e A portion: of Nolan Road is remaved in
Village Two o accommodale conservation

village design

Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation Village Examples

= In each village, the first concerm is
protection of sensitive areas including
wetliands, floodplains as “primary CT
conservation areas

« Wouodliols and other
amehities are
protected 1o the

extaont

possibie

[



Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation Village Examples

= Rural character and preservation of
additional open space is the second
consideration _

= Woodlots and natural areas are
restored to buffer existing
villages

Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation Village Examples

o Additional open space s preserved by
allowing density to increase without
increasing the number of units permitted 11/

» Raesidential areas are separated
into small “"villages”
surrounded by the

rural character

el

14



Conservation Village Technigue

e,

Features of Conservation
Village Examples:

» egach home has a view open
space and rural charactar ™

s speciic views are preserved
o further add lo the open
“feel” of the community

e pversized cul-de-sacs
further snhance the rural
characier of the
development — aven in

Village Thres

Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation
Village Examples:

» large open spaces carn
oceasionally serve as parks
but are primarily designed o
bs restored to a natural
slate

s while lot sizes are reduced,
homeownars are
surrounded with the
appearance of open space

¢ the amount of each sffe
maintalned in a natural state
slsor resiis dn denraaseo




Conservation Village Technigue

Features of Conservation
Village Examples:

« Pedesiran {raffic can
utilize ong of saveral frails ~
in open areas that
can be developed
throughout the expanse of
apen spaces and nafural
areas

s Trails can be designed io
serve mutiple uses
including walking, biking
and harsehack riding

Conservation Village Technique

Features of Conservation Village Examples

« Mairdaining much of the site inits natural
state aids in protecting the environmerl,
reducing runoff and expanding wildlile
hahitats

~




Conservation Village Technigue

Foeatures of Conservation Village Examples

« Numercus retention ponds are scattered
strategically throughout the site to form an
integrated stormwater system ‘

= Adding marshlands and other
natural amenities to the system
can aid in removing | e
potfutaris and
keeping water

on site

Conservation Village Technigue

Izzsues to Consider:

e places additional traffic
along collector sfrests

= requires coordinafion
betweaen property owners
or signfficant fand
assembly 1o be most
effective

v may reguire changes in
comprehensive plan and
roadway design standards

creative component s




Coving Community Technigue

Example for Sub-Area 1:

assumes that a large number of proparfy owners
coordinate to develop the majority of land
that is free of wetlands and flocdplain ‘

-1

» proposed development at
2.5 units per acre with
limited open space
presarvaiion

Coving Community Technigue

Proposed Development Site

« 377 total acres

e 145 acres preserved, ncluding wetlands,
flocdplains, limited woodlols

» 182 acres developed {out of
280 buildable acres)

e 542 units (3.5 units/
devalaoped

po—”
[ee]



Coving Community Technique

Features of Coving Community Example

= Existing “illages”, including Auturnn Chase
and the riding stables, are prolected and
buffered from development

Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving Commurnity Example

= Myrtle Street and other collectors are
radasigned and incorporated infc the
coving commurity

e The curvilinear pattern of the
roadway reduces speed and
“cut-through” traffic

1y



Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving Community Example

s The unigue street pattern reduces the total
amount of roadway needed, as well as
overall length of water and sewer
lines

= (versized cul-de-sacs allow
for more houses on
premium sites

Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving
Community Example

« Pedestrian fraffic can
ulilize one of several trails
in opern areas that
significantly reduce walking
fime throughout the
communiity

¢ Tralls are alsc uniquely
designed to support
emeargency vehiclas if need
arises

20



Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving
Community Example

« Selbacks can be exiended
and manipufated to make
the “streetscape” appear
more spacious and “green”

» Packets of open space can
be used as parks or
restored to thelr natural
stafe to improve views,
ovearall environmental
impact and reduce runoff

Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving Commnity Example

s Incorporation of a portion of the floodplain
and wetlands promotes environmenta!
protection

« Praservation of “sensitive areas”
aids in protection of known
portion of wildlife

habitat area




Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving Community Example

e Numercus retention ponds are scattered
strategically throughout the site to form an
integrated stormwaler system = :

o Adding marshlands and other
natural amenities to the systam
can aid in removing -
poliutanis and

keeping water

on site

Coving Community Technigue

Features of Coving Community Example

e [arge scale roundabout forms a
community focal point that could include &
feature such as a gazebo, water feature, |
art or simply remain natural

s [Design supports mixed use
and a variety of
densifies

(.

b



Coving Community Technigue

Other lssues to Consider:

s character is more
“euburban” than rural

+ requires coordination
hatween property owners
or significant larnd
assembly o be most
effective

3

requires changes in
comprehensive plan and !
roadway design standards 2

proposes significant

tilizing Either Technigue

Brainage Improvemenis:

e both technigues can
incorporale
recommendations of the
Lake Jesup Study

+ gdded density (increased
units) can be granted to the
developer to provide further
improvemesnts, such as
marshlands, that address
issues sUCh as improved
drainage and pollution
control

[
[



Utilizing Either Technigue

Drainage Improvemernis:

s technigues such as density %
bonuses can reward 4
tfeveloper with added
number of units for
improving the drainage
condition beyond its
current state, such as
percentage reduction of
runoff below undeveloped
loved, improved drainage of
surrounding ares, or

reduced lavel of pollutanis,

Utilizing Either Technigue

Protecting Open Spaces:

= sensitive areas and open
spaces can be praserved
through use of “conservation |
easemernits” that
parmanently protect the
proparty from future
development

s lraditionally, the property
and the easement is

maintained by a land trust or
public entity




Utilizing Either Technigue

Mixed Use Development:

o densities can vary
throughout site and may
include single family and
multi-family units

» number of units proposed in
each example is too amall o
support commmercial activity,
but each design is capable
of including mixed use or
cormmercial activity

e services such as schools,

Public Meeting Comments

e densities
s dralnage
= funding
» traffic

« Coving Comminity
Technique

= Conservation Villagss
Technique

)
h



Possible Future Actions

« Do nothing and maintain the current
course

s Sefect a concept and implement at
current densities

e Select a concept and implement
with the opportunity for increased
densities

LEAIPERE
Preseniation

Fekbriary 1%, 2003




Minutes for the Seminole County
LPA/P&Z Board
February 19, 2003
7:00 P.M.

Members present: Alan Peliz, Dick Harris, Chris Dorworth, Thomas
Mahoney, Ben Tucker, Beth Hattaway, and Dudiey Bates

Also present: Malt West, Planning Manager, Mahmoud Najda, Development
Review Manager, Kent Cichon, Financial Manager, Jeif Hopper, Senior
Planner, Rob Walsh, Principal Coordinator, Cynthia Sweet, Planner, and
Candace Lindlaw-Hudson, Sr. Staff Assistant.

G, Myrile Street Special Area Concept Study - Phase il ; County Staff is
conducting a planning study fo prepare alternative Conceptual Land Use
Plans and an iflustrative plan for Sub-Area 1 located in the Myrile Sireet
Study Area. Sub-Area 1 consists of approximately 821 acres in the
southwestern portion of the Myrtle Street Study Area.

Commissioner Mclain - District 5 Tony Wealter, Principal Planner

Tony Walter presenied a PowerPoint presentation which outlined all of his
major points. {See printout of presentation in agenda item.)

Mr. Walter stated that Phase 1 had a potential of 620 acres. 110 lots,
comprising 378 acres were empty at this time. 63 acres were industrial
Autumn Chase is adjacent to this area. There are intense wetlands in the area.
There is good road access and water service is approaching the area.
Necessary road improvement will cost an estimated $3.8 million to $7.9 million .
This would also need $660,000. in improvements for water service and
$500,000. for sewers. An estimated $14 million would be needed for drainage
improvemenis, At present, the County has no funding options in place. There
is the possibility of using fees or taxes for this.

There were several main issues: protection of existing villages, keeping the
character of the area, protect wetlandand wildlife habital, reduce pollution, limit
infrastructure cost, develop amenities without effecting character of the area,
and keep home values.

Planners envision 2 scenarios: 1 unit per acre and 2.5 per acre. There has
been extensive public comment. A neighborhood task force helped. A final
report will go to the BCC.

Alternate design solutions include: water focus community, coving of streets, a
conservation subdivision design, taking important areas and designing around
them.

Minutes for the Seminole County LEA/PE&Z Board i
February 18, 2003



The Conservation Village has 1, 1.5, and 2 units per acre, with 53 units having
1 unii per acre.

Area 2, the Nolan Street area has 1.5 units per acre, and 3.6 units per acre.
Special property is preserved. The Conservation Village works well on small
areas; you can preserve 15 percent of the development due to intensity,

Mr. Walters stated that traffic calming mechanisms were considered. This way
preserves the sensative areas and saves areas of woodland and open spaces.
Residential lots are smaller but spaced. Large open spaces can be used for
retention. Pedestrian paths could be put in through natural areas. Wild life can
be preserved. There are numerous retention ponds and there could be
extensive mars lands left for filtration. This plan puts traffic on Myrtle Street,
There would be collector road problems. There are several large property
owners in this area whose property would have to be purchased and
coordinated by a developer to accomplish this. Also, there may have to be
changes in the code. The County would have to work with the developers.

The Coving Technigue would involve 2.5 units per acre. 3/7 acres are
avallable with 642 units.

Myrtie Street would snake around with all homes fronting on it. There would be
unique street patterns. A pedestrian trail could accommodate rescue and fire
vehicles.

Sethacks could be varied. Parks, green space, water treatment facilities would
be included. This is a somewhat conservation driven approach with numerous
retention ponds. Water would be filtered before it gets to Lake Jesup. This is
not as limited as the Conservation Village. To accomplish this plan there will
need to be coordination between B0 plus property owners. There would need
to be a change in the Comprehensive Plan.

With these concepts one finds many small retention ponds. Some drainage
issues are addressed.

These plans strive to preserve sensitive areas by designing around them.
Preservation is accomplished by having conservation easements. Land trusis
can be used, also development of common areas or conservation areas.

Density in the different areas can be determined later. Density is an issue.
Cne unit per acre is thought to be too high by some people.

There is no difference in the impact on schools and fire depariment service,

Future actions on this can include:
1. Do nothing

Minutes for the Seminole County LPA/P&Z Board 2
February 19, 2003



2. Select a concept with current density
3. Select a concept and increase the density.

Commissioner Hattaway wondered if area residents understand they will have
to pay for this change.

Commissioner Mahoney asked about the 70 acre lake.
8. Walters said that there was a 70 acre lake for retention in the area.

Commissioner Mahoney stated that the only way this could be done would be
to ascess $10,000.00 per unit for water. Currently $7500.00 is pald, for
schools, fire and the like. We are talking about $10,000.00 extra on top of the
$7500.00 now paid. 700 new homes have a cost of §7 millicn fo add. How
feasible is it to go forward with the costs involved?

Mr. Walters stated that the big issue was drainage. With multiple ponds,
swales could be used.

Commissioner Mahonsy pointed to the problem of multiple owners. The
Coving technique requires one developer to acquire all of the parcels. The
Conservation Village will work on smaller parcels of 30 to 40 acres with
concentrated homesites. The Commissioner stated that two problems were:
cost and assembling the lands.

Commissioner Mahoney stated that it is difficult to add 00 units to the
environment with a cost of between $7 - $15 million. How could we pay for it?

During public input B.J. Simons of 1550 Myrtle Street spoke about the
avercrowded schools and the water run off problem in the area. He stated that
a layer of hardpan, 2 — 4 inches below the surface is found in this area. No
absorption takes place. Most water evaporates, He requested denial. He
asked that density be kept to 1 dwelling unit per acre., or 1 dwelling unit per 2.5
acres.

Randall Priest of 4500 8. Sanford Avenue stated that the conservation
technigue is fine, but consider the roads and drainage first. No more homes
should be built until this issue is addressed.

Robert Jasmine of 1153 Myrile Street, Sanford, said that Mr. Priest was correct.
Commissioner McLain asked that we work with the County and consuftants. |
wilt support the Conservation Village concept, but first we need to fix existing
oroblems. Soil and the infrastructure cannot support the changes. There is no
funding for any of this. To push the Conservation Village, keep 1 unit per acre.
For example, Rose Hill will put 3,075 cars onto roads in the area. In studies in
Minneapolis, Rich Harris had good ideas. Keep suburban estates. There is no
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sewer system. Use a 6 home septic system technigue. lUse these as a buffer
system to 8 Mile Creek. Address the sewer oroblems first. Deny ore building
until funding is established.

John Climbor of 525 North Carolina Run, Sanford, wanted 1 house per & acres.
He stated that this entire study came from one couple requesting a rezone.
This issue has been blown up. He stated that citizens are opposed and
unwilling to pay for this.

Alex Dickerson of 4851 Hester Avenue had questions on the roads, drainage,
and costs. He stated that these have not been addressed. The Conservation
Village technigue is good.

Draconis Deciryan of 1581 Autumn Chase Circle said that a 1699 study
identified areas for improvement. The public meetings were attended by
between 125 and 175 people. Cverwhelming opinion is for the area 10 remain
rural, rather than suburban. Observe the character of the lands. This Board
can show developers how to take inftiatives to preserve the environment. We
need long range techniques.

Ann Esterson of 1235 Myrtle Street said that she is worried by her request 10
develop 2 parcels. Will it cost $7 million to develop her project? The sysiem
will be fillad with ditches for drainage. According to the Comprehensive Plan,
LDR is compatible to Suburban Estates. To protect the environment, use less
sod. The area could be developed at 1 unit per acre with septic. If we develop
at 2 or 2.5 units per acre we could afferd to do the water and sewer. A
developer could do this. Storm drainage can be held on site. A ditch system
did work, with the County maintaining the ditches. Some people nave built In
the wetlands. We can do 1 unit per acre. We want a density so we can afford
to bring the utilities down. Increase the density 10 2 or 2.5 units per acre. Most
other people will approve of this.

The public hearing was now closed.

Commissioner Harris stated that we should look at the overall area potential for
development. If we act on a single request, the rest of the pattern gels
determined. For example, look at the area near UCE. The area is close 1o
build out, with no area for apartments. We now have a clearer view of the area
potential. Density does not address quality. Cost of infrastructure due 1o
hardpan and drainage is unaffordable. There is litlle we can do io change the
development paitern out there. Either the money is not there, or the ability 10
combine lots is not there.

Commissioner Mahoney siated that we had a good study, but the answer 10 the
study is for an area wide basis change that is inappropriate for the area.
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Commissioner Mahoney made a motion to accept the study and
recommend no further action . The Land Use will remain Suburban
Estates.

Commissioner Peliz seconded the motion.

Commissioner Hattaway asked what will be done in the future.

Commissioner Mahoney said that we will do an individual examination of each
application.

Commissioner Tucker said that Suburban Estates land use will remain behind
things.

Commissioner Dorworth said that the funding is an issue for the BCC.

The vote was 7 — 0 to accept the report and recommend no further action.
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